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October 1, 1993

TO: | Welfare Reform Working Group Leaders
Issue Group Liaisons
f FROM: Transitional Support Issue Group Co-chairs

Attached are the papers from the Transitional Suppbrt Issue Group
promised for October 1. They are bundled into one package with
each paper topic representing a separate chapter, as follows:

I. Basic Principles and Features;

II. Evidence from'Employment Education, and Tralnlng Programs*
III. Providing Educatlon Tralnlng and Other Supports,

Iv. Rules for Time Limits;

V. Eaxiy-Intervention-Strategies;

VvI. Sanctions;

VII. Teen Parents;

VIII. AFDC Famllles wlth Dlsabllltles,
_IX. AFDC-UP; o bﬂ;cwukﬁ“

- v vafl t.-'h"'
X, Relnventlng Government ; and

XI. Component Cost Tables

In readlng these papers, we ask that you keep the following
things in mind:

A. 1In order to be helpful to the Working Group and its

’ ‘liaisons, we have tried to include recommendations in the
papers where possible. However, you should not assume that
the Transitional Support Issue Group reached a unanimous
decision on these recommendations. )
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on ﬁahy of the issues there were diverse and wide~
ranging opinions as to what direction we should be
taking. -

To be honest,;we were not working towards wrapping up
this phase of our work by October 1. Therefore, most

- of the papers were pulled together and reviewed under a

very expedited schedule. While group members were very

cooperative in working within the required timeframes, -
not all had a reasonable opportunity to weigh in fully.
(This is especially true of the recommendations in the

-early intervention paper and the potential short-term

changes in the E&T paper and the Reinventing Government
paper.) Further, while we circulated draft papers and
considered and addressed the comments we received, we

"did not have the opportunity to share our spec1f1c

responses to the comments.

We felt some discomfort in making recommendations
because: 1) the research results are not definitive; 2)
we have not had the opportunity to run various policy
options through a model to see what the implications

_would be in terms of recipient effects, costs, and

savings; and 3) we did not know the specific

Hrecommendatlons that would be coming out of other issue

groups in related policy areas. These limitations
clearly affect the quality of our recommendatlons and
our securlty in offerlng them.

However, we did try to take the overall budgetary:

‘situation and the political landscape into account (as

best we understand them).

We recognize that we have left a lot of options on the
table, and that it is probably not feasible to test
everything we have suggested. However, we did not see
it as our responsibility to foreclose options at this
point.

'We'make little more than passing reference to important

issues like financing and child care. These areas
obviocusly need more attention as the overall package
takes further shape. Special rules for the Tribes and
territories also need some attention. :

We did not focus much attention on the substance abuse
issue because we are waiting for some ASPE staff papers

- to come out. We understand that these papers are close
"to completion, but are being held pending additional

data validation work. Finally, we decided to forego
full development of the labor market attachment and
revised JOBS models as prototypes. Given that we did
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not foresee Federal prescription of a particular'model,
we thought our time might be better spent working on
some of the other education and tralnlng issues.

As deliberations on these issues progress, we suggest
that it might be helpful to get more involvement from
the Office of Community Services; the Administration of
Children, Youth and Families; the Administration for
Native Americans; the Bureau of Indian Affairs; and the
Office of Information Systems Management. '

As the note on the cover page of the cost tables
indicates, the figures on the cost tables should be
viewed and used with some caution. .Our most complete
and relevant data source is JOBS program data, but
States are still refining their data collection and

- reporting processes, and we have some concerns about
‘reliability. Also, we have a lot of variability in

JOBS cost data because States have different methods of
allocating their staff and overhead costs to
components.

In brlnglng in data from other programs, we 1ntroduce a
lot of additional program and reporting variables; it
is impossible to ach1eve true comparablllty

During the preliminary review of the background paper,
questions were raised whether it should be more
thematic and more folksy. .Also, there were questions
raised whether program and participant profiles should
be added and whether program profiles were otherwise
being developed.. Both Jeremy and Demetra have offered
to revise according to your wishes, but they would need
some guidance from you as to the major points you want
to make (e.g., limited impact of programs; importance
of participation; mandatory vs. voluntary; different
service strategies; importance of management & TA role
for Feds). . C .

We cannot quarantee consistency among all the'papers in

how the .policy options are discussed. Differences
exist because some of the papers had different authors

. with different assumptions about how the overall system
.would be fitting together. We made some attempt to
- bring everything together, but did not feel an urgent

need to do that at thls stage..

In submittlng these-papers, we would llke to acknowledge the high
level of participation, patience and support we received from
members in our issue group. While we hesitate to single out a
specific set of individuals, we do think we should give special
recognition to: Steven Bartolomei-Hill and the members of his
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dlsablllty subgroup; Nancye Campbell and the members of the teen

‘parent subgroup; Steve Hagy and the members of the cost subgroup;
Toby Herr; Demetra Nightingale; and others who made special '
written contributions to our efforts.

We would also like to thank Howard Rolston, Diann Dawson, Jeremy
Ben-ami, and Patricia Sosa for their advice and counsel, and
their moral and logistical support.

We hope these papers are helpful to you in your dellberatlons,
and we await your further instruction.

~Ann Burek = - _ . Mary Ann Higgins
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EVIDENCE FROM EMPLOYMENT, EDUCATION,
" AND TRAINING PROGRAMS: |
BACKGROUND RELEVANT TO WELFARE REFORM

INTRODUCTION

The nation Ih’as_many years of experience attempting to help disadvantaged adulis and
families become self-sufficient. Much of the experience emanates from programs, demonstrations
aﬁd initiatives that provide cducation, ‘training ‘and employment services” to working-age
individhal'é “Thus paper addresses what is known about these services, as it relates to welfa:e'
reform. Evidence on individual impacts, aggregate program outcomes and costs is briefly

summarized, and pohcy-relcvant issues are hlghhghtcd

A number of books and articles have summarized in detail the f‘mdings of major
demonstmnons and evaluations, and those reviews are referenced. The purposc of this paper is

to synthesm: the major conclusions that can be drawn from more comprehensive rewcws
EMFPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAM IMPACTS

For three decades federal policy and funding' have supported various education, trammg
and employment activities tarécted on welfare recipi‘cnts ;cmd other econormically-disadvantaged
persons. Specific interventions can be categorized into four groups: direct employment services,
job training, education, and subsidized cmpioymcnt. There are maﬁy different objectives that
sluch interventions arc- intended to achieve, but three are most important for welfare policy: (1)

assist public assistance recipients in obtaining regular employment, (2) assure that recipients
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perform some.work activities as a condition for receiving welfare, and (3) invest in skill
* development to improve the chances that an individual or family can become economically self-

sufficient.

The research evidence in general shows that programs have made modest, but only
modest, progress toward both objectives. In reviews of employment and trammg programs for

AFDC‘ rec:lplcnts, Burtless (1990) Gueron (1992} and others conclude that:

+  Society can impose work-oriented obligations on welfare recipients at fairly low
cost and in ways that recipients feel are fair.

. Programs that involve employment-oriented activities of low to medium intensity
-and cost (like job search assistance and short-term work experience) can increase
employment and earnings and, in some cases, reduce welfare costs.

. ‘More intensive and costly t:rammg programs can produce greater 1mpacts on
: employment and ca.rmngs

. Even the best interventions, though, prbduce small gains, meaning that they have
not generally been able to move individuals, children and families out of poverty
and permanently off of welfare.

More specifically, a few péttcms cmérgc:‘

"+« Positive net impacts on rates of employment range from about 2 to about 10
percentage points. A number of programs, though, have shown no impact on
employment, even though they may have other positive impacts, such as mcreascd
wages. :

. Programs have had more consistent impact on earnings, where net impacts are
.generally positive and range from about $250 to $700 a year for low-intensity
services to as much as $1000 or $1500 a year for more intensive services, such -

'Formal evaluations of employment, training and work-welfare programs use various
methodologies in estimating net impacts. Most experimental design evaluations measure net
impacts by comparing the impact for treatment group members to the impact for control group
members, regardless of whether an individual actually participated in any activity. Unless
otherwise noted, this is the measure of net impact reported in this section. :
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.as the Homemaker-Homc Health Alde and Supported Work Expenence
demonstrations.

. Some substantlal portion of i increases in earnings reﬂects an increase in hours of
work rather than higher wages.

. Even when programs show positive_impacts on employment and earnings, there
is little consistency in welfare impacts, either in terms of duration on welfare or
grant levels. - Earnings and employment impacts have not always produced
concomitant welfare savings; in fact, in some cases participants have stayed on
welfare longer. When there is a short- term rcducnon in welfare, it generally does’

not remain the long-term.
L N ; e W_l ’{' {YM

et prlows
EFFECTIVENESS OF SPECIFIC SERVICES

There is mnch_ variation in impacts across programs and demonstrations, as evident from
the above summary. But in gcneral, as Gueron (1992) summarizes, the programs with the
greatest employment and eamings impacts tend to provide more intensive and costly services,
or an integrated mix of services. The smallest impacts, even though 'generélly positive and
statistically s1gn1ﬁcant have becn for job search assistance and for unpald work experience. The
greatest :mpacts have been found for intensive programs such as supported work experience or
.the Teen Parent Demonstration that combine staff counselling and case management with
provision of, or access to, éducation, training and/or work preparation.

‘ ~

The most common types of services are job search assistance, occupational 6r vocational
training (in classes and on-the-job), education (remedial and post-secondary), and é.ubsi_dized
employment (paid and unpaid). There is a great volume of information about the effectiveness
of lo§v-intensity services, much less abo_ut high intensity services, and even less about the impacts

of education for adults.
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' Direct Employment and Job Search Assistance

. Th: top priority iﬁ many .prégrams has been ic_; maxinﬁze the number of welfare ,recipiems
. who enter employment. Before the mid 1970s, programs used a variety of counselling and jdb
development to help clients identify job openi‘ngs énd sometimes contact employers direcfly about
possible jobs. About 10 to 15 percent of i)r'ogram clients became employed. Starting in the mid-
1970s, there -was a proliferation of groﬁp instruction on how to find jobs, some of which
increased the job entry rate to 25 percent or higher. [nl aggregate numbers this seemed like a
" substantial improvement, but; as discussed _be_loﬂv, sophisticated net impact studies found that-
. many of the people' who found jobs through ;hese programs probably would have gotten jobs on

~ their own even without assistance.

Since then, various models of job search assiﬁtance have been implemented, ranging from

| “low-intensity .efforts (e.g., 1-5 days of counselling or group instruction followed by 1-8 weeks
of independent job search often found in food stamp job search programs) to more intensive~
' effoﬁs (e.g., 2—4 weeks of class instruction followed by up to eight weeks of assisted job search,
as in Job Clubs and in the Employment Opportunities Pilot Projects (EOPF). The outcomes for
these programs generally are similar to thésc reported above for net impacts in general, mainly
because most of the studies before the 1990s were of programs built around job search
components--small increases in employinent rates (less than 10 i}ercentage pdints) and modést
initial increases in earnings ($150-$700 a year), which tend to decay somewhat over time. Most
of the MDRC work-welfare demonstrations included job search assi stance as a major component.
Gueron and Pauly (1‘99.1) concluded that job scérch assistance generally increased employment, |

but had no significant net effect on wages or hours of employment.

Several Food Stamp dcmonst'rationls that emphasized either mandatory independent job
scarch activity or prowdcd _]ob search instruction and assistance for non-AFDC food stamp
' recipients found gxeatcr net mcmascs in emp]oymcnt than the AFDC programs dlscussed above
(up to 40 or 50 percentage pomts), but smaller increases in earnings (e.g., $100-200 a year).

Analysts and FNS staff feel that one of the positive effects of aggressive job search requirements
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is that it purges the caseload of persons who-are already engaged in employment, either formally

- or informally, and persons who have no intention of working.

‘ More recent programs have job search assistance as a central component but alsooffcr
other services.such as work experlcnce or access to éducation or training. The SWIM program
in San Dlego for example, required job search assistance and then work expenence if the
individual did not become employcd or participate in an approved education or training program.
Over half of the clients participatcd in job search assistance. Early results of the evaluation
suggestcd impacts after two years were similar to those noted above; about $500 a year net
1mpact on earnings, about a 7 percent lower AFDC rate, and about @ percentage points higher
employment-rate. The positive impacts remained for the next two years, but then declined and

" were not significant by the fifth year. (Friedlander and Hamilton, 1993)

More instructional and assistive job search components, such as tho Job Club, have had
more positive impacts. on earnings. The EOPP demonstration in the late 197{}5, which
emphasized intensive job search and supportive scrviccé found fairly significant earnings impacts
for welfare women, nearly $1500 per year per participant. Like other studies, though, even in.
EQPP there was no reduction in-welfare dependency, and some evidence that welfare entry may

B have increased slightly as a result of the perceived attractiveness of EOPP. (Burtless, 1989)

It scems, then, that job search -nssismncc cohponcnts are often sufficient to move large
numbers of clients into jobs. Those that are more intensive in terms of pre-employment
3 counseliing and provision of labor market information and occupational planning may also
contrioute to longer employment rete_mi'on. Those that are less intensive and mainly sellffdirected
increase the rate and speed of employment, but often have little clear and consistent long-term

impact. There is no evidence that job search assistance significantly reduces welfare dependency.
Occupational Training

- Vocaticnal job skills lraining is available through a variety of federally-funded programs,
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especially JTPA and vocational education. The two major methods for providing occupational

instruction are (I)ina glassroom and (2) in publicly-subsidized on-the-job training, mainly in

the private sector.

Vocationél education programs traditionally provide job skills training to adults and high

school students in a classroom setting. According to the Department of Education, persons who

participate more intensively in vocational education or complete programs are more likely to be

~employed and more likely to get a job in ther field of training. They therefore earn higher

wages. However, low income persons have lower rates of program completion than more

advantaged groups. In addition, low income persons are more likely to enrol i

schools, which tend to charge higher tuition and offer lower quality shorter-term training than

public institutions. Those from proprietary schools are more likely to subsequently experience -

periods of unemployment. (USDOE, 1989) Thus, vocational education can have posmve
employmcnt effects, but effects vary depcndmg on a number of programmatic factors

Tflere is somewhat more specific impact ‘data from wbrk-welfare and job training
programs: which also fund vocational training that also suggests positive ilﬁpacts of vocational
| training, especially for women. For example, the evaluation of the Massachusetts ET Choices
program found that occupational training (classroom and OJT) prodi:céd strong impacts on aﬂ

measures analyzed--earnings, employment, welfare duration, and welfare grant Jevels. In

addition, the recent JTPA evaluation found that classroom training, which in that study included '

both basic education and vocational training, increased earnings for women, even though it had

. no impact for men. (Bloom, et al, 1993) VBarnow (1987) suggests that longer training pro'grams‘

may have greater impacts, citing one study which found that eamings impacts for persons who
were in training that lasts 40 weeks were ﬁve times as high as eammgs impacts for persons in

the more typlcal 10-12 week programs.

Of the various types of occupational training, OJT has generally been found to have the

i

strongest impacts. In his review of CETA, Bamow concluded that participation in OJT had a

greater impact than classroom training-- classroom training raised earnings by about $500 a year

-6 oy
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(in 1985 dollars) and OJT, by about $750. As early as the mid.1970s, an evaluation of WIN
: _found the largest impacts for participants came from OJT--$1800 a year after one year and aboﬁt

$£1200 after three years (Burtless, 1989). And two early MDRC demonstrations that includéd an

on-the-job component, in Maine and New Jersey, found large earnings impacts.

It is not clear what features of OJT produccl the imp'acts. For ¢xample, WIN QJT
_ CO[]tI‘a(-:tSI. unlike CETA or JTPA, included an employer comumitment to hire the individual, and
this probably increased the rate of employment after the subsidy period which may have

contributed to higher earnings impacts, at.least in the short run, Anpother theory is that the actual

work experience may be at least as important as any formal training_that might be provided. In
any case, the positive impacts of OJT appear consistently. The benefits, though, come ata fairly
high cost; employers generally receive a s'ubsid'y equal to about half of the individual's wages

for up to one year.

~ Thus, of all the education and training approaches tried over the years, the most positive”
net impacts are found for vocational training, particularly OJT. The earnings impacts, though,
are still not high enough 10 move pcople off of welfare and out of poverty, nor are thcy strong

-enough to reduce welfare expenditures.
" Education

. The economic returns to education have been extensively analyzed. ~ Persons who
c;)mpletc 12 years of school ean more in their lifctimes‘ than persons without high school
diplomﬁs, and persons with college degrees eamn more than péréons with no education beyond
high school. Not Surprisingly, thcre is also a clear cérreiation between low literacy levels and
poverty. According to the National Adult thcracy Survey, adults in the lowest level of literacy
 are ten times more hkely to be in poverty than adults in the highest htcracy level. (USDOE,

1989) This further suggests the importance of education in increasing economic security.

Given the low educational levels of many AFDC recipients, education activitiés have, in
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fact, been an important component of programs aimed at improving scif~sﬁfﬁciency. According
to the Depanrﬁcnt_of Ed_ucation, abqut 43 percent of all students in adﬁlt basic education (ABE)
. and 14 percent of ESL students receive some form of public assistancel(or have within past year).
Reasons adults give for going to GED and ABE programs are mainly employment-related: to help
them keep their current jéb or to get a betier job. Many cducationall.y-dcﬁcicnt adults, then, are
clearly motivated and interested in furthering their education and believe it will help them in the

labor market.

In addition, over 300,000 persons in AFDC families receive Pell Educational grants for

post-secondary education, This reprcsenté 1010 15 percent of all Pell Grant recipients. And

another 170,000 AFDC recipients receive higher education loans under the Stafford Loan

Pr'ogram. The Department of Education’s "TRIO" programs provide support services to help
econorucally disadvantaged students to enter and succeed in post sécondaxy education. (USDOE,
1991) Thus, a significant number of AFDC recipients parﬁcipate in federally-funded adult and

post-secondary education activities.

Traditional adult education programs, though, do. not have employment outcomes as a

- goal. Ttis not surprising that much of the research to date on welfare recipients’ experiences in
adult education suggest little effect on employment and eannngs In the work-welfare program
cvaluanons in Washmgton State and Massachusetts, for instance, participation in basic education

and ESL had no net impact on employment or earnings and tended 1o increase the length of time

one remains on welfare. This makes some sense, of course, since persons in education may delay
entry into a job. These studies though did not distinguish between persons who enter education
versus those .who actually complete a program. Impacts are probably higher for persons who

complete a program.

There is really very little empirical research on the-employment effects of adult education.
Analysis using large scale data bases, though, confirm the limited employment impact of GED.

Pavetti (1993) found that while AFDC women with higher basic skills are more likely to leave -
" welfare and stay off welfare, acquiring a GED had no independent net effect on these welfare
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outcomes. Cameron and Heckman (1991) found similﬁf re'sﬁl.ts for men--obtaining 2 GED had
no effect on basic _skills:developrnent and no net effect on earhings.' Mﬁ[oney (1992), however.
suggests that secondar)} education--either obtaining a high school diploma or a GED--can
significantly increase an AFDC woman’s employment and through. that reduce welfare receipt..
A number of other studies are now underway to éxamine these issues further, and future reports

will help élarify the relationship between adult education, GED and employment.

Case studiqs and program analyses suggest that a number of operational factors within the
decentralized adult education systemn may lirnit its potential. Most'impdnantly, the median hours
" an individual spends in an adult education program is only about 43 hours, and slightly higher
for welfare recipients. About 20 percent of those who enroll never start instruction. Employed
students, who make up about 40 percent of all students, are even more'-likely to drop out; ESL
* students are more likely to complete their programs. Skill levels are so low, especially for fhosc
who enter ABE classes .(Slt‘h grade level and below), that even completing some ABE programs
cannot substantially raise skill levels. Adult education is p‘aniculérly limited becabse of the

minimal funding available, which translates into about $100 per student.

There is much discussion‘ about the difﬁcu]tiés the adulf education system ha;I serving
their target population. Several hypotheses have been suggested:  Persons who have had
difﬁcﬁlty in traditional schools are not likely to do well in adult schools using traditional
methods. A sizable proportion of persons' in adult education--as many as 80 percent acéording
to some estimates--are leaming disabled and thlis unresponsive to traditional instructional
approaches. Finally, many 'adulfs have family and work responsibilities which divert their

attention away from education. -

The Departmaﬁt of Education is implementing suawgies to improve the quality of
programs for adults and considering ways to better serve the most disadvantaged po'pulations.'
These strategies ihclude éncomﬁgi.ng courses that integrate bas'ic skills with occupational training,
more contextual learning, and more wbr:k-relcvan‘t courses, and by providing supportive services.
The current federal focus on improving the skills of the future workforce a,lré reshaping the role -'
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that education plays_in preparing individuals for productive employment. The types of.
- improvements being initiated by the Department of Education may mean that more adults

complete and benefit from education programs in the future.
Work Experience

In addition to OIJT, which provides subsidies to employers who agree to provide training
in the workplace, there are at least three other typeés of subsidized employment: short term work
experience (WE), workfare or community work. experience (CWEP), and public service

employment (PSE).

Short-term work experience, usually lasting about 13 ;rveeks, was comﬁionly used in the
1970s in WIN, JOBS, and o_ihcr employment and traiﬁing programs. It has gengrally been
targeted on women who have no real job experience or no recent job. The purpose is to provide

‘a real-world opportunity to get accustomed to the world of work--regular hours, supervision,”
-artitudcs,‘and routine. Clients receive their regular welfare checks plus an éllowancc. which
under WIN was $30 a week. This type of WE has been a 'very small component (é.g., fewer than

10 percent of WIN clients), but is considered important for persons with little or no work history.

JTPA, and CETA before it, funds a form of short-term WE for adults and youth, but
individuals generally receive minimum wage compensation. There is little evidence about the
impact of WE, but Bass;i found that undcr.CETA, adult women had a net increase in earnings
in 1977 of between $500 and $SOO a year, (Barnow, 1987) ‘

The other t@o types of work experience--PSE and CWEP--have been the mosﬁ

contoversial of all E&T activities.

Under CETA PSE, unemployed and disadvantaged adults could be placed in a fully- = -
subsidized job in the public or non-profit sector, receiving regular pay. At its peak in the late
1970s, about 700,000 persons were in CETA PSE jobs. Like the Works Progress Administration
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jobs in the 1930s, PSE was intended to counter high unemployment. At the same time there was

an expectation that disadvantaged persons would also benefit from the job experience.

| CETA PSE was surrounded by controversy ‘mainly bccause'of. administrative probiéms
encountered in mounting the very large-scale program. Reports of misuse of funds. favoritism
in hiﬁng. and substitution of jobs led to major program changes in 1978 that limited Wages
targeted jobs on the most dlsadvantaged and tightened fiscal accountabﬂlty By then, though, [he
public image of CETA PSE was quite poor. When Congress enactcd JTPA to replace CETA in
1982, PSE was prohibited. '

Despite some of the early management problems, though, CETA PSE had fairly positive
~impacts, especially for low-income women. Barnow (1987) summarized a number of non-
experimental studies that found (in 1977 dollars) overall pasitive net impacts on earaings (about
$700 a year), \.f_vith the strongest impacts for rwhite women (as much as $1200 a year) and welifare
;womcn (as much as $1700 a year). Impacts for men _\;vcre not censistent, with sdm; studies

finding small negative impacts and others finding modest positive impacis.

PSE, then, aside from the administrative difficulties, is a component that has had some
fau’ly posm've impacts for participants. Subsidized jobs continued to be provided cxtenswely in
the Summer Youth Employment Program, the Native American JTPA programs, and in several
programs for dislocated workers. And the Milwaukee New Hope Project is formally tésting'
among other compohents, subsidizcd jobs for adults. '

Begi:ﬁﬁhg in the 19803, CWEP, a very different form of work experience cmcrged in
welfare programs. . CWEP was propos:cd by the Reagan administration as workfare--welfare
recipients were to work in public assignments as a cbnditidn of receiving their welfare checks.

The number of hours was determined by dividing the welfare: grant by the minimum wage '

. Theoretically, the CWEP obhgauon could continue pennanent]y

In reality, while most states have a component called CWEP, itis gcnerally quite similar
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to the old WIN work experience, lasting about 13 weeks and involving only a small number of
clients. While the concept of CWEP has aroused much criticism from advocates, unions and
others, there 1s less vocal oppolsition to the component as it has actually been implemented in

most locales.

Some of the major MDRC wbrk—wclfa;c demonstrations included short-term WE or
CWEP, usually in combination with some form of job search assistance. MDRC reports that
programs did suscecd at mounting CWEP programs. even large~scaie ones, and enforcing the
work obligations. But'theyr c-oncludc that there is no evidence that short-term WE, either alone
or aftcr' job search assistance; has any net impact on _empioymeﬁt or welfare. (Gucfon and Pauly,
1991) | I |

Combinations of Services

The current understanding of those in the field is that the most effective education,”
raining and employment prograins include a combination, or integration, of various activities and
services. Historically, the Job Corps program for disadvantaged youth has been the model of
comprehensive education, training and support services, and that program has been found to have

positive impacts.

Comprehensive Services. Other programs with a comprehensive mix of services plus
staff case management or counselling have also shown positive impacts: the CET program in
San Jose, the Supported Work Experience Demonstration, Project Redirection for pregnant and
parenting teens, the Teen Parent Demonstration, the San Diege WIN Demonstration, and the
Massachusetts ET Choices Program. Project Chance in Chicago is a prime example of a client-
oriented intensive services model wherc all pamc1pants engage in some activities that will move

.

them forward on a path to self-sufficiency. - (Herr and Halpem, 1991)

Such programs recogmze that (1) many wclfa:c remp1ents requn'c supportive services if

thcy are to succeed in education Or training or in a _]ob and (2) programs should havc a number -
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of different components (e.g., not just job search assistance or CWEP) to meet the needs of the

diverse population.

Work-Based Learning. There is also a trend toward integrﬁting'vocational ahd basfc
education training in one program, like the CET program in San Jose. (Gordon‘and Burghardt,
1991) This type of_linstrluction builds on the concepts. of work-based learning, which describes
education and job training provided within a work contcxt.; either on the job (work experience)
" or in a classroom. The expansion of work-based leaming efforts is based on past research
originally focused on literacy in the military. Sticht found that training that included job-specific
materials produced more positive competency outcomes and performance than did training that '
used general _acaderhic material _an& wraditional curricula. He found that “six weeks of intensive

jolé»jrcading tr'ainin_g' translated into a two-year increase in specific job-reading skills.” (Adelman,

1991)- Presumably, students also had better attendance and higher rates of course completion.

In the civilian sector, workplace literacy projects funded in the last decade by the-
Department of Labor and the Department of Education emphasize developing work-related skills
in a functional context, both for vocatibnal‘ ﬁ-ainin'g, worker skill improvement and worker

retraining.

The concept of w_gk~based leaming is now also expanding as the nation aims at

improving the skills of the future workforce. The Clinton administration’s proposed School-to-
Work Opﬁortunitics Act would providejapprenticeship; style paid work experience that combines
basic education, job training, work experience on the job, mentoring, case management and job

development.

Intergenerational Services. There is also increasing attention on the needs of children
in welfare families and the interactive effects that education, training and work héve on both the
mother and her children. (Zaslow) Some policy analysts are calling for more intergenerational
services to assure that the needs qu children and families are considered simultaneously. (Smith,
et al, 1990) |
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There is very litle research on the effect of mtergencrauonal services. vadcnce that does
ex1st suggests that mtergeneranonal programs can be effective for children, even if there are no
| positive impacts reported yet for their parents Even Start, for example, is & federally funded
' program that provides hlgh quality early childhood education to children i 1n low- lm_ome families
. (50 percent are on AFDC), and adult education to their parénts. Early research shows positive
development and cognitive irhpacts for the children: There have been no positive impacts for
their parents in tefmsfofl educational outcomes, but some evidence that they remain in the
program | longer, presbmabiy because they respond to thc' positive experiences they feel their.
: ‘child;cn are having. They wrant_thei_r children to remain in the high quality early childhood
: education program, so they femain in the adult education program to assure their children can
I continue. (USDOE, undated) Presumably, improvements in adult education progranﬁ‘tﬂng. as

described above, would improve outcomes for Even Start parents.

EFFECTIVENESS FOR SPECIFIC POPULATIONS

Demonsu'é;ion and program evaluation reports also provide a growing body 61" information
about serving specific population groups among the welfare and disadvantaged population.' Thé
" literature on‘ the effectiveness of education and training for specific pop.u!aﬁon groups, though,
is much more limited that the effectiveness of services or the effectiveness of general intervention

prlograms.. -Thé welfare population is not homogeneous, and even fl_'orﬁ the limited research that
'Idoes exist, there is fairiy clear evidence that national f)oﬁcy must allow for a broad range of
- services--education, training, employment, counselling and supportive services--and program

' flexibility to eénsure that any unique circumstances or needs of particular groups can be

" considered.

A few populations are of particdlar interest, even though we still know little about how

to improve their employment prospects.
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' Non-custodial Parents

Even mcrcased child support enforcement efforts will have httlc effect on . welfare
children’s income if thmr fathers have limited earnings capac;ty Several demonst:rauons are now
focusmg on non- custodlal parents (usually fathers) to both increase regular payments of child

support and increase their earning potential. .

Children First, operating in selected Wisconsin counties, is designed to motivate non-

‘custodial parents who are delinquent in child' suppori payments to find jobs. It has a heavy

mandatory work requirement--pay child support, perform community service, or go to jail. One |

county (Racine) also provides skilis development.

Early reports from Children First indicate that there is a high "smdke out” effect. The

requirement evidently identifies fathers who have “hidden income” and motivates others to find

jobs when they are faced with the threat of jail. (DHSS, 1991)

The Parents Fair Share Demonstration program is also targeted on non-custodial barems.
It also has strong child support enforcement along with intensive support and ',train'mg. The
training includes parenﬁng skills as well as job skills, Like Wisconsin’s program, Parents’ Fair
Share has found a large smoke effect. About 35 percent of the fathers referred to Parents’ Fair
~ Share actﬁally have to be served: the rest find jobs or already have jobs and start paying child
support regularly. (MDRC, undated) o |

Both Racine and Parents’ Fair Share suggest that support services may be hnpoﬁant for
non-custodial parents just as they are for custodial parents. Fathers reportedly enjoy and benefit

fromn regular support groups, parenting classes and counselling if the components are designed

to be sensitive to the needs of men. This presumably will translate into positive impacts on their

relatmnsths w1th thelr children, their parcntmg skills and regular comphance with their child
support obhgauons
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Other programs that have tfied to' work with non-custodial fathers have had difficulty
rccruiting and keeping fathers in the ptogram (Watson, 1992) Children First and Fair Share

suggest that a strong threat is one way to gain the cooperation of fathers. If a high proportion

of non-custedial fathers of AFDC children can be "smoked out” by strong enforcement, then
limited resources can be devoted to more intensive training and services to improve the eaming

potential of the rest.
Persons With Disabifities

Edﬁcation and training programs have gradually recognized that many person§ with
disabilities can work. As evident from the long history of vocational rehabilitation programs,
persons with disabii'_iti‘es, particularly medical or physical disabilifies, géncrally need special
services during their rehabilitation. Some may also rjeed reasonable acéommodations on the joﬁ,
and are entitled to such accommodations according to federal law. The Department of Education
estimates that about half of the persons with disabilities have learning disabilities possibly as well
és medical disabilities. |

The AFDC population probably has .few persons with medical or physical disabilities, but
the caseload may include many persons with 1earrﬁng disabilities. HHS estimates that nearly 20
percent of AFDC women may have a self- reponcd physical dlSElblllty of some type, but only su{_
percent have a "severe' dlsablhty, as measured by their ability to perform certain daily living
activities, The vast majority of these bhysi(:a] disabilities involve back problems, which may |
temporarily impede some wraining or employment. Although there is little hifofrnaﬁon' on the
severity of such disabilities, as many as 40 percent of A.FDC. adults may be learning disabled.
(Nightingale, et al, 1991) - S

There is much research about what employment- ~-related scr\nccs are needed for persons
wuh a range of medical and physnca.l disabilities, but considerably less about what is needed for .
adults with.learning disabilities. Counselors in vocational rehabilitation and developmental

disabilities programs, _though, offer several suggestions. First, o_nce'mc disabi]i_fy is correctly

1-16



diagnosed, case management is critical to .assure a proper course of rehabilitation. When a
person begins a job, follow-up services can help make a successful adjustment. Some period

period of supported employmént with job coaches helps_rﬁany people with disabdities.

‘Other vocational training programs are just beginning to address the needs of p.ersons with
learning disabilities. Programs like CET in San Jose and in many community colleges now
emphasize contextual instruction, integrate vo_catibﬁal and basic skills instruction, and use multi-
sensory instructional approaches to reinforce diverse learning styles (e.g., video and hands-oh

instruction as well as paper and pencil work).

If the proportion of persons on AFDC with physical and leérning‘disabilities is as high
as current estimates suggest, their special circumstances fnust be conlsidcred if work-welfare
programs are to succeed in makihg laxge numbers of persons pemanchtly self-sufﬁcicnt. To
date, however, there is very little understanding about what specific services persons with

learning disabilities may need.
Housing Assistance Recipients’

. Welfare recipients who are also receiving housing assistance may face additional barriers:
~ and disincentives to work. Rents are pegged at 30 percent of countable income, posing an (at
least symbolic) disincentive to increase work effort. Persons living in large public housing
projects may haye mult:ip[é barriers, including geographic and social isolatibn, crirng:, and lack

of support services.

In the past decade especially, more attention _has been paid to this population. One

approach that program operators feel may be promising is to have the training and work program
operate on-site. Family Support Centers, with HUD, JTPA and HHS funds, arc operating in

" many housing projects and provide a rénge of supp_oft services that should help people participate
in employmcnt«oﬁented activities. Project Chance in the Cabrini-Green housing project in

Chicago combines intensive client-oriented assistance with individual initiative and empowerment.
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A series of HUD initiatives from Family Self-Sufficiency to Operation Bootstrap and Economic
Empowerment Demonstrations link housing assistance to participation in programs that can
include education, traini;lg and work experience--the Self-sufficiency and Bootstrap projects were

targeted on both public housing residents and recipients. of '_Section 8 rent subsidies, and.ther

Economic Empowerment Demonstration was limited to public housing residents.

- Unlike general work-welfare and employn_lél_lt and training programs, there are still no

rigorous evaluation findings on programs for housing assistant recipients.

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

While several _dcmonstratibns have shown promising results at actually placing recipients
into work or education/training activities, most programs have not engaged substantial portions
pf the welfare caseload. The Work 1néentiv¢ Program‘(W]N) (1968-1989) was mrgeted on about
one-third of all reci;ﬁients, those- dcsignatcd to mandatorily register with the program, mainly'
women with no children under six years of age, WIN actively served about 25 percent of its
registrahts or about 10 percent of all AFDC adults.” Most of | lthc MDRC work-welfare
demonstrations of the 1980s also served between 5 and 15 pcrccm- of all AFDC adults.

It is important to note, however, that there was no federal policy emphasis on achieving

high rates of participation before the mid to late 1980s.* There are now several examples of

2 o :
The Family Support Act (FSA) of 1988 changed work-welfare participation policies in
two ways. First, before FSA, about one-third of AFDC aduits, mainly those without children
under six years old, were mandatorily required to register and cooperate with WIN. FSA
increased the mandatory pool by (1) including all persons without high school diplomas or a
GED regardiess of the age of their children and (2) allowing states to lower the "age of youngest
child” provision. Second, there was no federal policy emphasis on achieving high rates of
participation before the Family Support Act (FSA) of 1988; now state JOBS programs are
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f.arograms that serve substantially highér prOpdrtions of the AFDC caseload than geﬁerally were
served in the 1970s. The San Diégo SWIM program, for exémple, engaged 64 perccﬁt of the
mran-datory population (i;'e., those with no children undér six}. or a little over 20 percent of the
total AFDC caseload. |

In general, though, the participation by AFDC adult womnen overall has been quite low
because most of th; programs and demonstrations served primarily, or only, tI.nosc persons
mandatorily required to register with the work program (i.e., excluded about two'—thir‘ds"of the
caseload which consists of cases headed by women with young children). This means that even
programs for the mandatory population that served a high percentage of the target group, say 50
or 60 percent (like SWIM). reached only about 15 or 20 pcrcen't of all AFDC mothers.

Some programs do better with men--West Virginia, for example, registered 100 percent
of the males in AFDC-UP cases in their WIN demonstration program that included a workfare -

‘_obljgaiion. - : | o - Lo

Tﬁerc has been somewhat more success with new teen mothers on AFDC, as cvidcnced
from the Teen Parent Demonstration Program. Ninety percent of thc teen mothers required to
participate in the program did enrol. Sixty-ﬁvc,percént_ went through assessment, 60 percent
participated in at least one major activity (school, training, or employment) and 27 percent

became employed within two years.

There is recent evidence, then, that mandatory work-welfare programs can serve

Signiﬁcaht portions of the i SWIM the Teen Parent Demo, and other

- programs like Kenosha, Wisconsin’s have shown that it can be done. One important aspect of -

mandatory programs is that the requirement undoubtedly rcachcé individuals who might not

otherwise, on their own, enter the program or, as with the non-custodial parent demonstrations,

: reqliircd: to serve specific proportions of their mandatory clicnts,
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behave in desired ways. .

But v-ol{lr‘:tary prbgrams can also attract large numbers df participants. | It seems tﬁat
~marketing and information are key if voluht&ry pr'ograms are to engage high proportions of the
“population. While the EOPP program in the 1970s and the more recent Washington State FIP

program did not substantially increase participation in employment, training o.r education, there
is some evidence that many clients did not know about or fully understand the availability of
program services. In the well-publicized voluntary Massachusetts ET Choices prograrﬁ though
w:th a heavy emphasis on information and aggressxvc marketing, higher percentages parucnpated—-
about 70 percent of all AFDC adults in 1987 (not just the mandatory pool) had cnrolled in ET

and about 50 percent of all AFDC adults participated in at least one major activity.

There is ongoing discussion about whether the financial incentives in AFDC can be
" changed to encourage more participation in education, training or employment. Several states
currently are making various changes to the benefit rcducﬁon rates in AFDC and are testing the-
effects of cash incentives and penalties. According to labor economic theory, one would expect
‘that by providing individuals with incentives for certain behaviors should have the desired effect.
But the evidence is not that clear. In New York State, the Child Assurance Program which had
employment incentives was expected to also have §o_rﬁc impact on participation in education and
training, as individuals desired to become mofe-employablc. Evaluators, however, found that

CAP had no effect on participation in education or training--about one third of CAP participants

and controls participated in some education or training in a year. Similarly, in Washington
Stlatc’s' Family Indcpendence Program (FIP), which had incentives for either employment or
education/training. there was a slight initial increase in education, but nlo substantial difference
over time. (Long, et al, 1993). |

In part, clients may not respond to mccntlves bccause they do not undcrstand them
Evaluators suggest that ‘this may have been one of the problems in FIP. In Ohio’ s LEAP
: program which pays cash bonuses to teenagers who attend education and penalizes those who
do not, many clients may not have really understood the “carrots and sticks.” Staff feel that the

11-20



positive effect LEAP had on increasing school attendance may have r¢ﬂccAt‘cd other aspects of

the program and not the incentives and bonuses.
ORGANIZATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

As Gueron (1992) explains, the major evaluations of the past twenty years clearly show
that well-executed employment, training and education prdgrams can have positive impacts on
individuals and can be cost-effective. The important poing, through, is that they must be well-
executed. Not all demonstrations. and programs evaluated have been found to have positive
impacts, and the impacts on programs that appear similar vary across sites and over time. The

local economy and labor market play some rolé, but successful implementation and rhanagefncnt

may be a major key to success.

In a study of high- and low-performing WIN pfograms in the late 1970s, between 30 and
50 percent of the variation in pcrformance could be explained by labor market and demographic-
condmons, most of the rest of the variation was due to program opcratmns and management

distinctions.’ (M:tchcll‘ et al, 1979) High-performing programs wese more likely to:

«  havea bfoad rangc' of employment, training and suppo'rtive"‘services available;
| . have clear management and staff consensus on program goals and purposes;
. cmphasnze a balance between obtaining a high quantity of jOb placements and
. seeking high quality jobs;
s have program managers who understood the priority for the prdgrarn within their

'A weighted index of performance was created using the WIN program’s standard criteria:
job entries per staff, starting wage rate, job retention rate, and welfare grant reduction. Statistical
analysis controlled for state and local socio-economic  conditions to estimate expected
performance given those conditions. High-performers were programs where performance was
at least one standard deviation above expected, low—perfommers were those one standard deviation
below expected.
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host agcncy and adapted 'accordingly (e.g.. buffer and prcjtect integrity of the

program in hostile agencies, leverage organizational resources in friendly
agencies); and ' ' : '

n

be client-oriented Jooth in staffing and services delivery. < Rgoe

Experiences in many recent programs are echoing some of these findings. Some of the
success of SWIM, Rivérside GAIN, Kenosha County, Massachusetts ET Choices, New York
CAP, and the Teen Parent Demonstrations. for example, has been attributed to organizational

culture, management, clear objectives, goal consistency, and management priority.

The importance of management and implcmcnt;ation' may help explain why programs that
seem similar have different impacts in different sites, but it r‘nayl also expléin why different types
of programs have similar impacts. Transférring the technical managément éxpertise across
programs can hclp Umprove programs chn if the specific service models are different.
Technology transfer may be one means by which the federal govemment can improve program-

management.
CONCLUSIONS

The clear conclusion of work-welfare and education and training studies to date is that
programs can increase earnings some, and maybe increase the rate of employment initially, but
they have less effect on welfare receipt, and no real effect on poverty. Furthermore, some of the

- earnings and erhploymcnt impacts are short-term, dissipating over time.

A number of factors contribute to the limited impact of employment and training
programs, including labor market conditions, resource constraints, implementation problems, and .

barriers that make. interprogram coordination difficult. (Ellwood, 1989)

Much of the prograim impact evidence comes from demonstrations and evaluations of

programs that primarily focused on direct employment services, particularly job search assistance.

.22



Many analysts-and program Opéraiors feel that more intensive interventions, particularly those
that include supportive services, more staff-client interaction and a combination of training,
education, supportive services and work may show somewhat stronger positive impacts. The
empirical research, however, o_nl ﬁcrc comprehensive programs and on pro gramé that emphas_ize

education is limited.

There is still room for optimism. The-management, operational and research experience
suggests many ways that services and programs could be improved. For example, it could be
_ that components.like OJT and public service employment which have fairly positive net impacts
‘ could be even more effective if targeted on less-skilled pcrsohs and combined with ;:ase
managemém, post-employment followup, and other work Supponé. The Departments of Health .
and Human Services, Education, Labor and Housing and Urban Development are making
progress in.developing comprehensive interventions that should help improve educaton and
training outcomes. | |

But we have no evidence yet that cduéafion, uaining and employment programs are very
successful at actually moving poor adulis'out of poverty. There are undoubtedly a number of
reasons for this, including less than optimal program operations as well as limited wage
‘opportunities in the labor market. Régardless of the reason, it seems clear that employment,
educ;ition and training alone is not enough. It is critically important to view these interventions .
in combination with other strategies to "make work pay" and raise income levelsl. Education and
training cannot alone be the engine that moves substantial numbers of people off welfare and out

of poverty.
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TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93

BASIC PRINCIPLES AND FEATURES
OF A TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT SYBTEM

- Bagkground

By definiticn, under a transitional support system, welfare is
not a way of life for families or for generations of families.
Instead welfare becomes a system of temporary financial support
for families which cannot currently support themselves. It
provides cash assistance for a limited period of time and
provides a variety of services families need in order to better
support themselves. There is a system of mutual responsibilities
between recipients and the welfare agencies. Recipients are
expected to cooperate in helping secure support from absent
parents (if any), to support themselves if possible, and to
improve their capability for self-support through participation
in appropriate activities. The welfare agency, in turn, has the
responsibility for ensuring that recipients understand their
responsibilities and for providing recipients with services such
as child care they need in order to meet their responsibilities.

It is not easy to establish policies and rules which will
automatically turn welfare into a transitional support system. -
It is not easy to develop a set of rules and programs that will

. fairly apply to a diverse set of States, localities, and
individuals. For example, while some recipients are capable of

' self-support with little or no assistance, some recipients have
health prcblems or have family members with health problems which
make self-support unrealistic in the short run, :

In order to be fair and effective, a transitional support system
must recognize that the circumstances of families coming into the
welfare system varies widely. Even under the current system,
many welfare recipients get jobs and go off welfare in a falrly
short period of time (i.e., less than one or two vears).

. However, many of these cannot sustain their jobs, and they come
back on welfare over time. Some welfare recipients face multiple
obstacles to becoming self-sufficient (such as illness or
disability in the home, non-supportive institutions and living
environments, low skill levels, lack of employment histories,
child care problems, limited job opportunities, substance abuse,
lack of spousal support, and discrimination). Most recipients
want to work, but they may have trouble overcoming the obstacles
they face.

Transforming AFDC into a transitional support system will require
changes both inside and outside the AFDC system. Changes outside
the AFDC system will be focused on the feollowing two principles:
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1. Making Work Pay. The capacity of AFDC recipients to
support themselves will be substantially enhanced by
changes the Administration has made and is proposing
which will help make work pay. . These changes include
better income supplements through the tax system and
universal health coveraqe. '

2. 'Ensurlgg Support From Both Parents. AFDC families will
also be helped substantially by changes being proposed

to make the child support payment system more
effective.

‘Based on our research and experience, we do not bhelieve these
changes will be sufficient to get all recipients into the labor
force and self-supporting within two years. Therefore, changes -
must also be made within the welfare system to help make it more
of a transitional support system. The two principles guiding
changes to the welfare system are:

1. Providing Educational and Training Suppert. Under the
. Family Suppoert Act of 1988, the Federal government made
substantial new sums of money available to pay for
education, training, employment and support services _

which would help AFDC recipients become more self-
sufficient. However, because of funding shortfalls,
rising AFDC caseloads, and other demands on State and
local budgets, the Family Support Act has had
difficulty living up to its promise. As the President
said in February, we need to provide recipients with
"more opportunities for job training, child care they
need to go to work, and opportunities they need to go
to work. At the same time, we expect welfare

_recipients who can go to work and support themselves to
do so,

2. Making Welfare a Program of Temporary Support.
One of the major frustrations the American public has
about the welfare system is that it is seen by many as
providing a "free ride." Instead, the public wants a
system that demands responsibility from families in
exchange for financial support. In response, the
welfare reform package includes changes that will
require most families to work after two years on
assistance.

Starting with the four major principles of welfare reform, and
our understanding of how the current system functions, the '
Transitional Support Group generally agrees that

converting welfare into a transitional system will require

I -2
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changes of the following types:

a) 51gn1flcant expanslons 1ﬁ participation to cover a much
larger share of the caseload and a more diverse group of
individuals; '

b) a broader view of acceptable participation, with more
attention paid to strengthening the famxly and community
involvenent;

¢) more attention to program effectiVeness,‘with greater
attention paid to whether education and training activities
result in enployment and earninqs gains;

d) closer relatlonshlps between the welfare agency, other
governmental, and communzty-based organizations which
provide related services (including better coordination of
services and service plans, better referral systems, and
greater willingness to undertake team efforts which support
individuals and families);

- ) greater support for those going to work, including.
subsequent access to education and training services for
those leaving welfare to accept jobs; and

f) more emphasis on the notion of [a social contrac ;)WLth
clearer policies and messages about the importance of self-
support. At least scme recipients may be expected to
participate more fully in community life and to assume more
responsibility for their family's well-being. In return for
greater efforts by recipients, government will better
provide better financial and personal support. The Federal
government will provide better funding support to help
States and localities pay for needed services.

In light of the number of unknowns and variables we are dealing

- with, it does not make sense to prescribe a national transitional

support system at this time. In certain areas, we need more
information, and we should support strong evaluation projects to
provide us that information. We should also continue to provide
‘States with broad latitude in developing their service
strategies, with the expectation that continued State _
experimentation will supply information which will lead over time
to the design of increasingly more effective strategies.

Because it is infeasible to convert all applicants and recipients
to a time-limited system at the same time, we are proposing a
phase-~in strategy which begins with a subset of the eligible
population. Research on welfare dynamics and program impacts
suggests that the best strategy would be to target on new
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applicahﬁs.

Healthy individuals who come into the welfare system and accrue
two total years (i.e., 24 months worth) of welfare will be
expected to work at that time, if not before. Families who reach
their limits, but face subsequent setbacks and cannot work, might
qualify for Emergency Assistance as well as other types of
assistance.

Longer time limits may be provided for the most at-risk families,
but they will still be subject to expectations about work and -
other forms of participation assoc1ated with removing 1mped1ments
" to self- suff1c1ency

Consistent with this Administration's commitment to re-inventing
government, our long-term strategy will be to change program
funding from an cpen-ended matching and entitlement basis to a
Qerformance-bgggg:?isﬁéﬁ)whlch rewards States based on their
‘effectiveness in converting to a transitional support system--
one that decreases dependency on cash assistance and guaranteed
jebs and that increases labor force participation. We propose
this as a long-term rather than short-term strategy because we do
not feel there is sufficient agreement about the goals of such a
program or sufficient information available on which to estlmate
what would be reasonable performance expectatlons.
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PROVIDING EDUCRTIONAL, TRAINING, AND OTHER SUPPORTS

overview. The third major pr1nc1ple of the welfare reform agenda
“is to prov1de welfare recipients the education, training, and
other services they need to get a job and to support themselves.
Without such support, time 11m1ts on cash assistance are -
untenable,.

While there is widespread agreement that additional education,

- training, employment and support services are needed, there is
considerable disagreement as to how much investment is required.
The debate is both philescophical and empirical. It réflects
differences in opinion about what the gocal ¢of these services
should be and about how to achieve different goals. On one side
- of the debate are individuals who feel the program should be
streamlined and strongly oriented towards job placement; on the
other are individuals who believe such programs should invest
heavily in human capital development. Some believe the same
general approach can be successfully applied to a very breoad
range of recipients; others believe that the approach should be
highly individualized. The dimensions of the debate are
numerous. ‘

The purpose of this paper is to present some of the major policy
issues which should be addressed in developing a service strategy
‘for a transitional program. The first section reviews some of
the major philosophical questions. The second section identifies
.some of the more specific concerns that have been raised about
the JOBS program and discusses some policy options to address
those concerns. Appendix A presents a possible new set of
exemption rules, consistent with a full participation objective.
Appendix B presents three prototypical models of welfare-to~-work
programs.

There are several companion papers which address issues dlrectly

- relevant to this discussion:

1} an overview of the basic principles for a transitlonal
support system,

2} a review of what we have learned about education,
training, and employment services;

3) ... papers on special subgroups of the AFDC population:
. teen parents, people with disabilities, and AFDC-UP
cases;

4) a paper on early intervention strategies;
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5) ' possible rules for a time-limited pfogram* and

6} creatlng a transitional support system in the Splrlt of
reinventing government.

*****
SECTION I--MAJOR ISSUES IN STRUCTURING A SERVICE STRATEGY
We start with the premise that no guarantee of educational and

training services (or continued welfare benefits) should exist
for families who are currently able to support themselves.

~Issue 1: 8hould participation be mandatory or voluntary?
OPTIONS:

A. Participation is voluntary, and no sanctions are
- applied when individuals fail to participate.

B. Participation is mandatory, and sanctions are appiied
when individuals refuse to participate.

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION B; mandatory.

R

Discussion.

1) In a program with serious time limits, there is some
guestion whether participation should be mandated. Facing a
time limit could provide adequate motivation for recipients
to participate and seek work. Also, the service system may
have difficulty handling a truly mandatory program.

2} There is very good evidence that sanctions can be an
effective tool for managers to use in achieving
part1c1patlon and improving program impacts. Also, the
risks to both the recipient and the agency are tooc great if
individuals do not take advantage of appropriate
opportunities.

3) A laissez-faire approach towards work cbligations seenms

‘ politically vulnerable. If the public feels that jobs are
available, or that participation in education, training or
other activities would be efficacious, it would probably not
find a voluntary program acceptable.

3) A laissez-faire approach could be biased towards welfare
recipients who are most "on-the-ball.™ It could result in
resources being spent predominantly on these more motivated
recipients, while highly disadvantaged recipients are
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ay

3)

6)

neglected for two years and then face a work 51tuatlon for
which they are totally unprepared.

leen our understandlng of caseload dynamics and the
experience of welfare-to-work programs, we are concerned
that a voluntary program might result in more people on the
rolls who will requ1re jobs after two years.

A mandatory program would probably be more effective in
terms of bringing people in the door who might otherwise not

T come.

A purely véluntary approach would establish AFDC as an
"entitlement" program in which governments could not demand
that recipients undertake responsibility for their self-
support. It could have 51qn1f1cant "entry effects,"
especially if generous services are available to those who

" enter the system.

The risks of a voluntary program could be reduced by
incorporating one or more of the following policies:

'a) ensure that strong orientations and on-going counseling

" of applicants and recipients encourage participation
aanor early entry into the labor force; A _ .

b) provide incentives for participation and/or entry inte
work. These refinements could include one or more of
the following items: -

O (1) credits to extend the time limit;

';(11) vouchers for future educatlon and tralnlng
services;

(iii) stipends or other financial rewards;

(iv) eligibility to participate in an alternative,
more prestigious assistance system (e.g., NY CAP
or a Work Support Agency);

(V) more generous transitional child care benefits;
and ' » .

(vi) more generous income or asset rules.
c) reserve or prioritize the "better® post-transitional

job opportunities for those who earn them through
part1c1patlon or work or

kyﬁ d) be very clear and very strict about enforcing the time-
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limit."

Igssue 2: Who should be exempt from participatién requirements?
OPTIONS: |

A. Include all existing exemptions; among others, these
cover some teen parents and other youth, adults with
substance abuse problems and generally those with
children. under the age of three;

B. Modify the existing exemptlons to take care of some of
the worst problems (e.g., the provisions which make it
difficult teo work with young teen parents or to
continue service when individuals get pregnant);

C. ~Minimize the number of Federal exemptions (with the
understanding that the nature of participation
requirements may be quite different for some newly
mandatory categories of individuals).

RBCOHHBHDATION, OPTION C; minimize Pederal exemgtion .

Discussion.

1) The current system exempts the following categories of
individuals from participation and work requirements: 1)
those who are 1ll, incapacitated or of an advanced age
(i.e., over age 60); 2) those needed at home because of the
-illness or incapacity of another family member; 3) parents
or relatives personally caring for a child under age 3 {(or
at State option, under a specified age between 1 and 3); 4)
parents or other relatives caring for a child under age 6 if
the State cannot assure child care is available and
participation amounts to fewer than 20 hours a week; 5)
someone working 30 or more hours a week; 6) children under
16 or attending school elementary, secondary, or vocational
school full-time; 7) women in the second or third month of

- pregnancy; and 8) those in areas not covered by the program.

Teen parents who have not graduated from school do not get
an exXemption for having a young child, and States are not
requlred to provide an exemption for care of a young child
1n AFDC-UP cases. :

2) State agencies and others have'expressed concern that some

of the exemption provisions thwart their efforts to serve
the most disadvantaged groups of recipients.
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3y

4)

5)

6)

7)

There are several technlcal problems with the prQV151ons
affecting teens and teen parents that affect the States'
ability to serve young people at risk of long-term
dependency. They cannot: a) prohibit teens who are in
school from dropping out; b) require participation by teen
parents under age 16;, and c) require further participation
by teen parents who are in the program, but become pregnant,
finish school, or reach age 20 (if they have young
children).

Also, the exemption criteria (together with the
participation rules) limit the interest of State agencies in
getting individuals with treatable cenditions (such as
certain disabilities and substance abuse) into those systems
which will help them enter the mainstream of society. _
Examples of appropriate participation might be substance

"abuse treatment for substance abusers, referral to a.

vocational rehabilitation and compliance with a
rehabilitation plan for the disabled, and volunteerlng for
Head Start or participation in parentlng classes for young

-mothers struggling with young children.

There is some concern that the exemption criteria may work
to label pecple as "unemployable”; reduce their access to .
services; reduce their self-esteem, as well as their own and
cthers expectations about their potential to enter the world
of work; discourage any inclination agencies might have to
accommodate their needs; and help institutionalize thelr
dependency.

Eliminating exemptions does not automatically result in
assignments to activities or change the level of services
provided to different groups. However, it does send a _new

message about expectations, Once exemptions are changed,

further decisions need to be made about what services are

‘available and what subgroups of the caseload are targeted

for serv1ce intervention.

Under the JOBS pregram, it is estimated that about 50
percent of adult AFDC recipients are currently exempt. If
no change 'is made in the criteria, it would be hard to argue
that we were going to change welfare as we know it.

Minimal exemptiocns help to maximize participation and reduce
the number of recipients who can avoid work. At the same
time, a minimal exemption policy should not create hardship .
for families with special needs when the system cannct
accommodate them, _

It has heen suggested that the conCept,ofiexemptions might
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be becoming cbsolete in that it implies we would have no
“expectations of individuals. It may be that we should come
up with new terminology to deal with the new expectations.

Issue 3: ﬁow specific should Federal exemption golicx be?
- OPTIONS:
A, Federal fuies should establish a minimal set of

exemptions and glve States options in some addltlonal
areas.

B. Federal rules shohld specify the exemption categories.

C. ‘There should be no federally established exemptions;
' States should be allowed to requlre participation by
any individual, given approprlate support systems.

" RECOMMENDATION: OPTION A, minimal Federal exemptions with State
"flexibility in additional areas.

Appendix A contains one possible set of rules consistent with .
this recommendation.

Digcussgion.

1) The existing set of exemptions was designed to identify
S individuals who could not be expected to participate in
work-related activities or take a job. The exemptions may
be appropriate for that purpose, but they tend to reflect a
rather narrow, short-term view of people's employment
potential; they work against our goal of maklnq the welfare
system a second charice rather than a way of life; and they
are exclusionary, rather than inclusive.

2) The existing exemption system could discourage State efforts
" to work on improving other aspects of family life, such as
ensuring that children receive their immunizations and other
preventive health care. Changing the exemptions could help
facilitate a move in the systenm to more of a two-
‘generational approach.

3) The minimal exemption approach implicitly assumes that
States will be reasonable in setting participation
expectations for families at risk. Under the existing
system, with more Federal exemptions, the Federal government
assumes more respon51b111ty for protecting needy families

. from inappropriate and detrimental State aqtlons.

In suggesting a new approach, we would assume that State
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welfare agencies will consult with other parties (both
public and private} delivering health and social services
and listen to their professional judgment in deciding what
appropriate participation would be.

4) Under the JOBS program, States have an incentive to exempt
individuals because exemptions reduce the total number of
people they must have participating in the JOBS program. 1In
looking at changes in the exemption rules, it is important

"to consider whether other program provisions inadvertently
encourage States to be either liberal or conservative in
their exemption policies and practices.

5) Under a minimal Federal exemption policy, targeting and
deferral policies become much more significant (especially
if resources are constrained). The existing JOBS program
sets some general targeting expectations, but enables States
to make many of its own participation, referral, and
deferral decisions; as a matter of resource allocation, it

is common for States to focus on participation by those with
the fewest service needs. Since service resources will
continue to be an issue, participation patterns might be
very similar to those currently in effect even if the
exemption rules are dramatically different. ' .

6) A full participation model, where "everybody does
' something," would greatly expand the number of individuals

- expected to be served and could have very serious cost
implications. We might anticipate significant cost
increases related to case management and tracking even
though the hope is that such a system could keep costs low
by linking into existing systems and services. In theory,
this model would: 1) do a much better job of linking to
other service delivery systems and obtaining access to those
services (e.g., community-based services, substance abuse
treatment programs, and child protective services); 2)

- recognize participation in other programs and systems (e.q.,
Head Start family literacy or HIPPY programs) as acceptable
and appropriate; 3) be more creative in terms of identifying
and developing activities and services which are more
appropriate for welfare recipients and responsive to their
particular circumstances (e.g., community-based activities
and activities during school hours). S

Issue 4: If resource constraints make full participation :
impossible; should Federal policies dictate who gets priority for
services : . -

OPTIONS:
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A. Requlre States to give prlorlty to teen parents and
those facing the tlme 11m1t but otherw1se give them
discretion.

B. Require States to give priority to teen parents and
those facing the time limit and continue other
requirements for targeting to potential longterm
recipients.

c. Require States to give priority to teen parents and
those facing the time limits and require that States
- provide equitable access to other groups of
individuals.

RECOMMENDATION: TARGET TEEN PARENTS AND THOSE FACING THE LIMIT, 0K
BUT UNABLE TO MAKE A RECOMMENDATION BEYOND THAT

Discussion.

1)

2)

3)

The existing JOBS rules require, as a condition of enhanced A
Federal match, that States spend at least 55 percent of e
their JOBS funds on longterm and potential longterm

recipients (which are further defined). It is difficult to fﬁfL
argue against this provision in principle. It was put in.
place in response to two major concerns: 1) employment and
training programs had little impact because they often spent
their resources on those individuals who could get off .
welfare on their own; and 2) research in the 1980's on

- welfare dynamics had shown that longterm welfare dependency

was a very important factor in the overall problem of
welfare dependency.

However, the implementation of the provision has been
problematic. 1In particular, States that are successful in
accessing education and other community services for their
longterm recipients face a much more difficult time |
gualifying for enhanced funds. Also, it can be difficult to
identify how much JOBS money is spent on a specific
individual when the JOBS program works out a mutual service
agreement with another agency which shares costs on a

' program versus individual basis.

Research on welfare dynamics, the Ohio LEAP program, and the

. Teen Parent Demonstrations all suggest that targetzng

towards teens is appropriate.

While it is difficult to argue with the notion of equitable
access, Federal and State governments also have an interest
in targeting of resources on those cases where they expect
the blggest return. N ;
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4)  Welfare-to-work research can provide insight into what
targeting strategies might provide the biggest return, but
the results are not definitive. Earlier programs had a
smaller target population (i.e., they did not include women
with children under 6) and tended to have a narrover service
strategy. If different service strategies are in place, a
different targeting strategy might be appropriate.

. 5) In the public hearings JOBS, child support, and AFDC

: programs received some criticism for their failure to meet
the needs of their diverse service populations. Perhaps the
most common complaint was lack of access to appropriate
services and to a diverse staff who could effectively
communicate with a culturally diverse population. However,
other types of access problems related to geographic’
location, transportation, language (in terms of written
materials), and literacy exist. If a Federal policy of .
reasonable and equitable access and/or Federal complaint
process were established, these problems might be
allev1ated

6) If the entire céseiqad faces the time limit, the above
- options are not helpful. These options assume a phase-in of
the time limits.

Issue 5: To what extent should the Pederal govérnﬁent direct or
encouraqge particular agsessment strateqgies for decidxng which
activities are appropriate for 1ndividualsg

OPTIONS:
A, Encourage States to follow a 'particular specified
approach.

B, Continue to let States try alternative approaches.

C. Continue to let States try alternative approaches, but
sponsor a few experiments.

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION C; provide State flexibility, but try to %
gather additional information on what is effective. ¢ﬂ$k

Discussion.

1) There are two prototypical approaches to.this issue. One
invests 1ittle agency staff work upfront in assessing an
individual's employability, but relies on one's ability to
get employment through a job search program; in other words,
it relies on a labor-market, real-life test. The other
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2

3)

4)

5)

prototype is to conduct intensive, upfront assessments to
identify barriers to employment and to set up individualized
service strategles to address those barriers. From a
philosophical view, it can be argued that either approach
makes sense in a time~limited, full-participation context.

To some extent, the labor force attachment and general

education and training models in Appendix B reflect these
prototypical approaches. The human development model
discussed in Appendix B provides an alternative approach
that relies upon participant's real-life experience in

different activities to help assess employability and

determine appropriate services strategies.

The research findings from appllcant job search programs
suggest that a labor market sift should continue to be an
option to States. While results are not consistent for all
populations and programs, in many cases, such a strateqgy
appears to be cost-effective. ‘ )

While the second strategy has appeal, especially in the-
context of a time~limited, full-participation program,
experience with upfront assessments has not been entirely
satisfactory. - For example, they have often been used to -
screen out individuals who can benefit from program
participation while focusing resources on those best able to
achieve employnent without extra assistance.

The current JOBS program does not invest significant
resources in assessing for the presence of disabilities.
Also, the context is entirely different. Assessment is.
primarily done for the purpose of exemption determinations
rather than for developxng an approprlate service strateqgy.

Whlle a minimal exemption pollcy would reduce the negative
connotation of existing disability determinations, there may
still be some risk that the process may negatively focus on

- deficiencies rather than strengths. Also, it may not.

sufficiently recognize that some less serious disabilities
might be alleviated by work; i.e., such work can produce
secondary benefits (such as greater self-esteem, reduced
social 1solatlon, and reduced substance abuse, depre551on
and anger) that improve one's employability.

Issue 6: Should the Pedera ovarnmaent encouraqge changes in the

mix of services Erov;geg through the JOBS program?
OPTIONS.
A, Encourage-mqfe spehding'on case management,

III - 10



TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93

orlentatloﬁ, coachlng, counseling, peer support
mentoring and other activities to help motivate and
support rec1p1ents to "play by the rules"

B. Encourage more spendlng on employment dlrected
education and tralnlng

C. Encourage more job placement act1v1t1es ‘and a551stance
in finding and keeping jobs -

D. Encourage more supportive services expenditures,
including substance abuse treatment, rehabilitation
services, transportation, medical screening and’
services (e.g., eyeglasses and dental work)

E. Maintain current flexibility

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION E, but in the context of more support for 2
a range of activities. '

- Discussion.
1) There are numerous areas where JOBS programs could bhe
strengthened.- , | .

-Putting more emphasis on the activities specified in
Option A would help address concerns about the
organizational culture, the need for agencies to
produce strong and consistent messages, and Project
Match's experience with the problems re01p1ents had
keeping jobs.

Putting more emphasis on Option B activities would
address the concerns about the effectiveness and return

- we are getting from current education and training
expendltures.

Putting more empha515 on Option C act1v1t1es would
address concerns about whether the program is
sufficiently employment focused and supportive.

Putting more empha51s on Optlon D activities would
address concerns about the program's responsiveness to
individual employment barriers and to the most at=-
risk. :

From a Federal perspective, it is_hard to know which of

these areas, if any, should be singled cut for special /
attention. Thus, continued flexibility is probably

appropriate.
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Contrary to many people's understanding, the JOBS rules give
States great discretion about paying for necessary
supportive services (including eyeglasses, etc.). Most
State JOBS plans cover a broad range of services and are
written broadly enough to glve flexibility to nmeet
individual needs.

~2)  Based on Federal rules, JOBS plans generally lay out limits
for the amount that can be spent on individual items.
However, the rules could be set up to give some flexibility
{e.g., allowing a higher amount based on second-level
review) .

3} It is possible to target some of these areas for special
attention without requiring a specific funding commitment.

4) The existing system discourages support services funding in
"~ that it provides a lower matching rate for such expenditures
than for certain other activities. A flat matching rate 7
(and different participation expectations) might make the .
system more responsive to support services needs. '

5)“ The appropriate policy decision in this area will depend -

upon the nature of the transitional support system we design
{in terms of it mandatoriness, exemption policies, etc.).

Issue 1: S8hould the Federal government encourage a full-
participation, “eve;gthing counts' policy?

OPTIONS:

A. Encourage as a general policy.

'B. ' Encourage, under the aegls of a demonstration.

c. | Do not encourage.
RECOMMENDATION: OPTION B; encourage demos so that we can learn
more about the implications of such an approach. In the
meantime, allow States to pursue such an approach to the extent
their resources permit. :

Discussion:

1) The full participation, "everything counts" approach is
designed to respond in a more holistic way to the
fragmentation in the social service delivery system. It
gets the welfare system involved in broader family issues
(besides employability), provides a framework for greater

III - 12



TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93 .

cooperation among social service agencies, facilitates
greater consistency in the expectations imposed on families,
and responds more directly to the special needs of the most
at-risk families, i.e., those who cannot perform adequately
at regular 3obs or succeed in traditional education and -
training activities. Such at-risk families would face an
escalating set of expectations (e.g., similar to the
graduated stress concept used in supported work programs).
"Lower-rung" assignments, for those unable to meet work o
expectations, could include things like parenting classes,
getting children to school and vaccinated, and voluntary
activities, in Head start and other community programs.

2) The major concern about such a system is how to maintain an
adequate focus on family self-support. Will too many
resources be devoted to issues which might seem peripheral?
Will families who are not at hlgh risk be diverted from
employability goals?

3) Another question is whether the local welfare agencies will
be able to set up the worklng relationships and mechanisms
with other local agencies necessary to make this viable.
The implications for case management and automated data
processing systems could be enormous. -

" 4) Federal fundlng w1ll go further if activities not pald for . Tree -
- through JOBS are accepted as partlclpatlon. _ , J
ot Ao 7

Issue 8: Should the Federal government promote education and of b maoes
training activities which are more directly oriented towards Hilo
employment (e.q.. through qreater use of performance-based onrm

contracting, work-based and contextual learning programs, and ﬁ;;rwm

programs which integrate education and training services?
OPTIONS: | ' |

A. No; continue to provide State flexibility in this area.
B. Yes; providé a set-aside for this purpose. (Additional
questions follow whether the set~aside would be new
money or part of the existing JOBS allocation, and

whether the set-aside would be allocated on a
discretionary or formula ba51s )
c. Yes; provide higher match for such activities.

D. Yes,; promote through discretionary funding of new
models and technical asslstance activities.

E.  Yes, but do not target monies speciflcally for that
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| purpose. |

REéOMHENDATIONélPROHDTE S8UCH ACTIVITIEB. (NO RECOMMENDATION ON
APPROPRIATE STRATEGY FOR DOING 80, BUT SUGGEST CAUTION WITH

RESPECT TO @nmmmcm;

Dlscu551on.

1) There is substantial evidence that independent programs
designed to improve basic skills, but not directed at
employability or specific occupations (e.g., GED and adult
basic education) have little, if any, impact on improving
the employment outcomes for welfare recipients.

2) On the other hand, some model programs (such as CET in San
" Jose) which 1ntegrate basic and vocatlonal skills have
produced very promising results,

3) A model which integrates basic and vocational skills also

provides a promising strategy for dealing with recent

- immigrant populations with both low English proficiency and
low educational and literacy levels. For these individuals,
it might take years to achieve basic skills at the level
needed to qualify for more advanced educatiocn and training
services. However, an integrated program might provide
enough work-related basic skills to move them into the labor
market within the standard timeframes. The refugee program
has some experience with such models.

4) The use ofCﬁ§rformance-based contracts in the JTé;—;;;ZEEt)_

: has been somewhat controversial. We should be sure that the
problems have been adequately addressed before embarking too
far down that path -

Issue 9: Should there be Federal egpectations set reqardinq the
quality of 1ohs gtates aim for?

OPTIONS'

A. Specify that States should try to educate and train
individuals for jobs that pay enough that so they do
not need any further public assistance.

B. - Specify that States should .try to educate and train
individuals for jobs that pay enough that they no
Ilonger need cash support (other than the EITC)

C. -Let the t1me~11m1t rules drlve State objectlves in this
area. _ _ '
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RECOMMENDATION' OPTION C; do not set separate FPederal

expectations in this area.

_Dlscu551on.

2)

3)

‘Even though we might hope that all individuals could achieve

6000 '

high-wage, high-~benefit jobs, based on our research, it does .

not seem realistic based on the research generally to expect
such results from participation in education and training.

Health care reform and other proposals related to making
work pay make entrywlevel jobs much more rewardlng for
individuals.

BLS projections on occupations thh the largest pfoject

‘growth indicate that, with the exception of certain health

occupationsg, such_growth is likely to occur primarily in
low-wage occupations (in order of new jobs expected: retail
salesperson, registered nurses; cashiers; office clerks,
truck drivers; janitors and c¢leaners; nursing aides,
orderlies, and attendants; food_counter workers; waiters and
waitresses; receptionists; food preparation workers; child
care workers; gardeners and groundskeepers; guards; teacher

aides and educational assistants; licensed practical nurses;

home health aides; restaurant cooks; maintenance repairers;
secretaries; short-order cooks; and store clerks.)

BLS has identified the following occupations as good
candidates for training if higher-paying occupations is the
objective: registered nurses; licensed practical nurses;
truck drivers; medical secretaries; legal secretaries;

- carpenters; electr1c1ans, palnters and paperhangers; and

automobile mechanics.

While there is substantial agreement that upfront
investments in basic education (as a stand-alone activity)
would not seem fruitful, there is some disagreement in the
field whether we can expect welfare recipients enterlng the
labor force in low-wage, entry-level jobs to experience wage
growth over time. Donna Pavetti's welfare dynamics analysis
suggests that females see little wage appreciation when they
take entry-level jobs. However, others feel that welfare-
to-work research suggests. that a focus on early job entry
can result in long-term earnings gains for welfare
recipients. :

" At the same time, the public isfprobably not interested in

letting welfare recipients hold out for "good" jobs when the
non-welfare working poor do not have that choice.
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4)

- 5)

state beneflt levels and local labor markets will likely
affect what would be considered reasonable goals for
employment, but it is not clear how to factor these
variables in. ' -

There is also an equity question regarding how much

investment in the skill levels of welfare recipients is: @€
appropriate given w1despread needs in the non-welfare :
population.

Issue 10; Is there sufficient Federal interest in certain ' rJo
occupations to warrant Federal targeting of training funds? L=

OPTIONS:

A. Continue current practice'and let State and local
agencies make such dec1510ns, based in part on BLS
information;

B. Identlfy a few target categorles and encourage State
agencles to fund programs in those areas,

c. Require a set-aside for tralnlng targeted to spec1f1c
_populations, ' i :

NO RECOMMENDATION, pendinq further discussions with DOL and other
issue groups.

Discussion.

1)

2).

3)

The JOBS and JTPA programs have both given States and
localities discretion in deciding what occupations would be
appropriate targets in terms of their training funds
(although JOBS programs are expected to consult with
appropriate agencies on that issue). The underlying
assumption was that State and local governments were in the
best position to establish what the job demand would be in
their local areas.

At the same time, at the national level, JTPA has tended to
discourage investment in occupations that had low wages,
hlgh turnover, and lesser career ladders, aven 1f they were
in growth areas.

It can be argued that there is a national interest in the
supply of child care and health care providers since there
is a national interest in: 1) the health care delivery
system, 2) - the competitiveness of the US workforce; and 3)
mOV1ng 1arge numbers of AFDC recipients into work or other

activities.
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5) The child care worklng group is developlng 1nformat10n which
should help inform this decision.

Issue 11: Should there be a Pederal polic? rmggrding_posg
secondary acucationg

OPTIONS:

'A.  Defer to States.--

BQ Allow States to include only posﬁ-secondary programs of
a vocational nature up to the associate degree level.

C. Discourage State policies which suppoft attendance in
‘ four-year or post-graduate programs.

D. Encourage State policies which supporﬁ attendance in
four-year or post-graduate'programs.

E. Require that States include postwsecondary education of

all types. _
. . " ’ /
RECOMMENDATION: OPTION A; defer to States, -...ayPEL:J_;
D _ LR
Discussion. . e

1} The JOBS program allows States to 1nclude post- secondary
: education at State optlon.

- 2) The more prescrlptlve the Federal policies, the more
difficult it will be to monitor State practlces. Based on
experience with JOBS, we know that it is can sometimes be
difficult to categorlze post~secondary participation (i.e.,
to distinguish between associate vs. baccalaureate, academic

'vs. vocational, degree vs. non~degree}. The institutional
setting is often irrelevant to the program definition.

3) - If sefv1ce funding is limited and time limits are strict,

there may be little State interest in post—secondary
education. : : .

*hkhkk
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SECTICN II--POTENTIAL SHORT-TERM CHANGES

A recent survey of participants in the JOBS program showed a high
level of satisfaction by welfare recipients in the services they
were receiving. However, in the report, other studies, and the
information-gathering phase of the welfare reform process, we
heard a number of ccncerns about the JOBS procgram. They included -

the following:

1) In many instances the Family Support Act has not brought

- about the change in organizational culture which was
anticipated. Some welfare agencies are still geared .
primarily to the issuance of benefits and aveoiding QC / 4
penalties rather than to helping recipients become
1ndependent.

2) In part because of funding constraints, some case
- managers have very large caseloads to manage (sometimes in
the range of 200-250 cases). With these caseloads it can bhe
-difficult, if not impossible, to give adequate support or
follow-up to families on assistance.

3) Funding and staffing shortfalls limit access to
services. Those with special barriers to participation
may have less opportunity to participate. Federal '
targeting requirements provide some protection for the
disadvantaged, but still leave substantial room for
creaming and discrimination against the most .

_ disadvantaged (for example, agencies can meet targeting
requirements without providing reasonable access to
services for those with English language problems).
Exemption rules may foreclose opportunities for those
with disabilities. Selection rules may foreclose
opportunities for those with child care needs. Federal
targeting rules may foreclose opportunities for more
advantaged families to get the little help they mlght
need in flndlng employment.

4) Funding and staffing shortfalls force welfare
agencies to rely on services generally available in the
community even if those services are not particularly
effective in serving the needs of welfare recipients.

5) Extensive program regulations and expenditure .
constraints may "disempower" both staff and recipients. .

The current system requires a lot of their time and R = A
energies to be focused on meeting institutional needs -
(e.g.,paperwork). It discourages individual
initiative. It may deny staff the time and flexlblllty
they need to serve. families approprlately.
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In theory, some of these criticisms would be most easily
addressed under a|performance-based system)because such a systen
would focus resources and agency efforts on the quality and
effectiveness of services and give the Federal government more
leverage. Also, it would provide a better opportunity to affect
the organizational culture within the welfare system. However,
such systems are very hard to design well, and a poorly designed
system can have quite harmful effects. Therefore, we dc not

to staffing. (NO RECOMMENDATION. The proposal may not
work as intended; 1) funding set-asides for staff could
negatlvely affect service dollars; 2) staffing may not
be a major concern in every program; and 3) there is
little assurance that more money will result in
staffing increases because of hiring freezes and other
institutional barriers to staff changes.)*

4. Require, as a condition of funding, that agencies achieve a
certain level of staffing. (NOT RECOMMENDED because
rates would have to be set at a very high level to
accommodate areas where case management functions are
share with other programs; also such a pOllCY could
negatively affect service funding.)*

5) Establish a Federal standard of equitable access and/or
" reasonable accommodation. (This could be for JOBS, IV-
A, IV=-E, etc.) (NOT RECOMMENDED; we would like
‘additional input on whether there is a significant
problem with equitable access.)*, **

-IIT = 19

think it is possible to shift to such a performance-based system
overnlght. :
The question remains whether there are some problems with the
~existing system which could be alleviated, . if not resolved,
through some interim changes in program rules. Following are
sone possible options. ' '
Possible short-term changes.
1. Increase the general funding for employment and
training activities and for support services.
(RECDHHEHDED).
2. ‘Requlre States to contrlbute a certain level of funding to
the program as a condition of receiving full Federal
funding for other programs. (NOT RECOMMENDED because
there is too much risk of harm to poor families.}*:
3. Require, as a condition of funding (or of additional bJDl
funding), that a certain percentage of such funding go =



6)

7)

10.

11.
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Encourage welfare agencies to pay for educational and 7
training services when the available no-cost options - ..
are not expected tc be effective. (RECOMMENDED, WITH
RECOMMENDATION; we would alsc want to look at waysa to

_make existing serv:ces more effective.} ¥

Encourage the use of performance-based contracts and |

other service agreements which lay out specific outcome I
expectations for employment and training services. &
{(RECOMMENDED 1IN PRINCIPLE, but have concerns ubout the

JTEPA experlance with such contracts) L3 ]

Support Federal State and local reviews and audlts of
educational and training programs to determine whether
they are effectively serving welfare recipients. (NO
RECOMMENDATION pending discussions with OIG, ASMB, OMB,
DOEd, and DOL regarding their interest.)*=*

Provide incentive funding for CET-model programs and
other innovative programs which tie education and
training services more directly to work. (RECOMMENDED
IN PRINCIPLE, but need to explore more fully additional
options for promoting such programs and to coordinate
with DOL and DOEd initiatives in this area.)

Provide a pool of Federal R & D funds for further study

of effective service models. (RECOMMENDED IN . Mo
PRINCIPLE, but needs coordination with overall

evaluation strategy.)

' Give States more flexibility and encourage State

innovation in meeting the needs of participants using
oche or more of the followxng approaches:

a) promote use of more individualized service
plans (whether for the entire caseload or
only for those with special needs) (NO
RECOMMENDATION because do not have sufflclent
information);

bl) encourage broader use of and referral to
nontraditional services, at least in some
cases. These might include relocation,
family services, peer support and mentoring
programs, substance abuse and mental health
treatment, coordinated vocational
rehabilitation services, youth interventions,
organized transportation 1n1t1at1ves, weight
control,. etc. (RECOMMENDED, but in the .
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context of an evaluation agenda because the _
costs and benefits are unclear)**’ ‘

b2) amend sectlon 403 of the Social Security Act
to restore authorization for general service
expenditures under IV~A (NOT RECOMMENDED
except in the context of an evaluation agenda
because of possibkle cost implications)**;

cl) encourage innovative practicee through a Federal
incentive system (RECOMMENDED) *%*; Yﬁi
¢2) encourage States to implement their own
‘incentive systems (RECOMMENDED) #*;

d) allow (recipient) families to have an automobile of:
higher value when needed for employment, participation
in employment and training activities, or special t?s
family circumstances (such as medical needs)
{RECOMMENDED; sce draft regulation package on
administrative waivers for potential language.);

f) allow substantially more flexibility to
States to pay for services and to provide
counseling and other follow~up services to
former AFDC recipients (RECOMMENDED; see
other papers for additional discussion; needs
coordination with recommendations of Making
Work Pay group) *+,

* Direction would seem inconsistent with the agenda of . geaveo
the National Performance Review. LT

* % Direction would seem supportive of the agenda of the
Naticnal Performance ReV1ew.

¢ More funding and more flexibilityp)will help alleviate some of the
problems regardihg service levels, access to services, and
staffing, but they might be less successful in addressing
problems related to appropriateness, effectiveness, and diversity
of services. Therefore, some combination of strateqles will
probably be necessary. '
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Appendix A

Rules for a Minimal Exemption Approach

I. The following categories of individuals would be exempt from

participation:
o Chiidren under the age of 10 or 12; {?
e} Those with a temporary (i.e, less than 90 days) illness

or incapacity which prevents their effective

participation

States should have the flexibility to require participation
by older children, but only for supportive services provided
in the context of an appropriate service system. (Further,
since requirements on children is a matter of special
concern, we c¢ould make elimination of exemptions for
children under 16 contingent on the State's submittal of an
acceptable service strategy as part of its State plan,)

II. Likewise, States would have the flexibility to require
appropriate activities by the following categories of
individuals. When conditions are serious enough to prevent LoD
effective participation in employment activities or work, —
other types of expectations, including treatment, would be
substituted: N

1) Those with an illness or disability (either physical or
mental) ; '

2} Those with responsibility for caring for an ill or
disabled family member;

-3) Those with a substance abuse problém;

4) Pregnant women and single parents with children under
the age of one (a one-time one-year exemption and €5
three-month exemptions for subsequent cases); and

5} Those subject to service or treatment plans under other
social service programs, such as child protective
services (for the length of the plan or 6 months,
whichever is shorter).

III. Those employed part-time, but still receiving assistance,
could be exempt based on the level of employment and the
availability of alternative jobs or services.
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Iv.

The following categories of individuals would not be
considered for exemption under Federal rules because we
would want States and localities to work on identifying or
developing appropriate services for them. However, they
would have gcod cause for not participating if there were no
services available appropriate to their needs:

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

. Non-English speaking;

Those with disabilities;

Those with particularly low basic skill levels; and

Those living in remote areas of the State. , [ yES

Those not able to access child care.
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| | o Appendix B

TRANSITIONAL BUPPORT SYSTEMS

EBducation and Training Profotxpes

Three models have been developed for providing assistanc¢e and
services to AFDC recipients during the transition period from
welfare to work. These models include a Human Development Model,
a Labor Force Attachment Model, and a General Educatien and
Training Model. Each model includes options for providing an
effective and appropriate level of service to meet a wide

. variation of needs .and skill-levels to assist even the most "at-
risk" families.

As prototypes, each of these models can be adapted or combined
with parts of other models and are not necessarily mutually
exclusive, Sanctions could be applied differently, and
alternative treatments could be designed for specific target
groups. ,

Human Develoﬁment Model: -

Overview: The basic philosophy underlying the Human Development
Model is that every AFDC recipient is responsible for and capable -
of working toward self-sufficiency. However, by recocgnizing that
AFDC recipients are a heterogeneous group that are at different
levels of job-readiness, a variety of activities would be
available and count as steps toward achieving self-sufficiency.
Activities in this model would include traditional education,
training and employment-related (i.e., paid employment and work

- experience) activities, community activities {(e.g., volunteering
at their child's Head Start center or volunteering on tenant
management boards), as well as activities recipients perform in
their role as parents (such as getting child to schocl regularly,
acting on referrals, and meeting their child's immunizations and
health care schedules). Participants would be required to
participate at a level deemed appropriate to their job-readiness
level and most closely related to supporting self-sufficiency.

Expectations: This model establishes the expectation that all
welfare recipients will participate at a prescribed level in
activities that will improve their lives and will progress to the
maximum extent possible on moving to self-sufficiency. The model
alsc adopts a two-generational, long-term approach which is
concerned with the future of children of current recipients,
their move into adulthood, and their progress toward self-
sufficiency, following a traditional route of high schoel, post-
secondary education and employment.
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Assumptions Specific to this Model: The Human Development Model
is based on the following assumptions:

For some, leaving welfare is one-step event about getting a

job but for others, it is a 1ong,'difflcult process related
to human growth and development that is characterized by
false starts, setbacks and incremental progress.

Everyone can do something tO'improve his/her life and that

.of his/her family. Involvement in such improvement

activities includes work force attachment activities,
activities related to the participant's role as a member of
a community and/or activities related to parenting.

Welfare policies and practices are more likely to succeed if
they are grounded in theories and knowledge about human
development. It is important to create policies that strike
a balance between individual choice and responsibility and
ongoing expectations and support from public agencies, the
communities and society at-large. _

Each person should be given an opportunity to create his/her {
unique path out of welfare dependency (e.g., school leading .
to work, work leading to school, entry-~level jobs leading to
better jobs, community velunteer work leading to paid work)

as long as he/she "plays by the rules" by meeting flexible
participation requirements and monthly reporting activities.

Full participation must be a requirement in order for the
concept of welfare as a temporary system to take hold., A
time limit must also be in place in which activities are L
reguired in exchange for money and benefits.

A two-generational perspective is critical to the welfare
reform effort to ensure that children of current recipients
do not become recipients; therefore, initial steps related
to parenting and community membership should be supported.

A relationship may exist between what it takes to move
successfully toward self-sufficiency and what it takes to
manage parenting functions successfully. Moving toward
self-sufficiency and managing parenting involve certain
predispositions such as hope and a future orientation, as
well as a capacity to anticipate problems, skills such as
time management, and self-confidence.

Failures such as losing a job or dropping out of a GED class
must be treated as a learning process for both the I
participant and the agency. It should become an opportunity
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to create a more realistic career plan rather than an event
that triggers a series of administrative actions such as O
conciliation or the sstablishment of "good cause" that —
seldom serve the function of getting people back on track.

. Social sanctions and incentives (e.g., public recognition,
praise from someone you respect} can operate as more
powerful motivators than monetary sanctions. Social forces
like peer support and pressure also provide significant
motivation.

Assesgssment: No formal assessment is conducted during the
transitional period; however, the type and level of activities
that a recipient participates in during this two-year period will
determine the next set of options for the person at the end of
the time limit. At the end of the time limit, recipients who are
still unemployed will be assessed to determine who receives
additional services including education and training, what the
individual participation requirements will be (hours per week),
and the length of any extension allowed.

Exceptions: There are no exceptions to participation under this NO l
model; however, the two-year time limit per se would not be
operatlve.

Length of Assistance: Rather than an arbitrary two-year cut-off
peint, all recipients will be required to participate in the
maximum required hours (e.gq., 20} from day one unless their
particular situation makes that impossible, In those cases, a
mutually agreed-upon plan (between recipient and caseworker) will
be created and reviewed guarterly~-with the assumption that the
hours will be increasing over time and/or activities will be
moving in the direction of paid employment. By the two—year
point, it would be expected that all rec1plents still receiving
AFDC would be actively participating in a minimum of 20 _hours of
authorized activities. ,.-..4c ot M s O for Lys.

gut o fho *h-N!r-—nf vt bpene b 7’4’4\:7[.

Scope and Sequence of Serviceg:

From the beginning, recipients would be allowed to proceed on
different tracks. One track would be for those who want
employment. They would be provided with a range of initial
placement supports (e.g., job development and job club), as well
as post~placement, follow-up supports {(e.g., job retention
assistance and help to find subsequent jobs). . A second track
would be for those who want education and training. They would
be . provided with enrollment assistance (e.g., in GED or JTPA).
They too would receive post-placement support to make sure they
completed programs and made the transition to work. If they were
making progress, there would be no interruption in their,
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education after two years; however, there might be a part-time
paid or volunteer work requirement added at that point. A third
track would be for those who are not ready for work or school at
the beginning. They would be allowed to select from a menu of
"lower rung" activities (e.g., community volunteer work or
participation on community advisory boards). If children were
experiencing problems in school (e.g., poor attendance or
failure to respond to referrals), fulfilling those
responsibilities would become part of the parent's employability
plan. Over time parents who fall in this group would be expected
to be moving toward the more structured and demanding activities
of school and work. |

- The basic idea of the "Everyone Does Something" model is

that everyone is eéxpected to do the most that they <€an do from PJD
day one, but there is no arbitrary, two-year cut-off peint., It
operates on an assumption that self-sufficiency is more likely to
be achieved if recipients are allowed to move naturally through a
sequence of activities, without rigid time limits. Therefore,
there would be no formal break bhetween the transitienal and post-
-transitional period. Recipients would have individualized plans
with flexible timeframes for entering unsubsidized employment.
Some would probably never reach that point, but all recipi . 4#”74
will be moving toward self-sufficiency from day one.;*ﬁi%ﬁﬁiizﬁ#
other models, at the two-year cut-off point, many recipients are
likely to end up being required to do something that has no

logical relationship to what they have previously been doing.

A participant "Ypassport" would serve as the primary tool for
operationalizing the EOS model. Every recipient would receive an i
individual passport each month which would list the array of P Lo
activities in which they could participate and get credit. The

person would be responsible for taking this card to the various

programs in which they have participated to collect and record

their hours. The institution, agency, or program would record

and verify attendance. An oversight group would certify each

program based on a set of specified criteria.

& oD

The individual passport concept would serve several functions.

It would give recipients significant power over and
responsibility for their own career plans and progress. Also, it
would give them more control over their lives because recipients
would no longer be so dependent on welfare departments for
program referrals. They could take their passports to any
program they choose (i.e., which they feel they are getting the
most help). This approach is more likely to lead to coordination
of programs and services around individuals and their families
than many of the current efforts at service integration. It also
serves as a tool for involving other institutions and programs in
the welfare-to-work effort (e.g., family support, Head Start,-
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public education, and parent education programs, including
HIPPY).

Labor Force Attachment Model:

Expectations: The major goals of this model are to increase the

rate

of employment, to decrease the number of individuals

receiving more expensive services unnecessarily, and to reduce
the number of individuals reaching the time-limit.

Assumptions: This model is based on the following assumptions:

Labor force attachment models are not simply job search but

. rather use job search up front, in lieun of assessment, to
‘determine employability. In addition, these models

emphasize shorter term, work-base interventions aimed at-
rapid employment over longer term education and training.

Capacity and cost will be "make or break" issues for welfare
reform and it will be critical to identify strategies which
reduce the need for post-transitional work slots.

Employment can have positive benefits besides incone,
especially within a supportive environment, by increasing
self-esteem, reducing social isolation, and (at least for
some) reducing depression.

The San Diego SWIM program (three weeks of Jjob club followed
by 3 months of CWEP followed by assessment and appropriate
services) reduced the percentage of first time applicants
for AFDC (i.e. those for whom welfare reform ought to be
designed) receiving at least 24 months of AFDC in a 60~
month period from 43% t 31%. : tza.amfﬁémshsuﬂL
. wewofl-l.ﬂ.b'-’c—
Human capital development approaches in employment and
training programs have generally had very modest to non-
existent inmpacts on welfare receipt and only occasionally
raise wage rates.

Raising wage rates will be of less importance with a greatly
expanded EITC and universal health care coverage.

Investments in education and tralnlnq will be more publicly
acceptable when made for individuals with solid work
histories than for those who have exhibited little work
effort. They may also prove to be more effective.

Asgsessment: For all but the few exceptions listed below,
assessment would consist of job search activity for a period of

time,

The kind of job search would depend on the individual‘'s
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work history. An individual with recent work history would be
expected to conduct an independent job search, however, if this
job search proved ineffective, more structured activities would
be provided. An individual with little or no work experience
would be placed in a structured job search activity where (s)he
would be taught the basics of job~seeking and coached in seeking
employment. For those for whom structured job search is not
appropriate or is not working, the more formal assistance of a
job developer/placement specialist would be available.

Exceptions: In a full participation model, there may be some
categories for whom job search as an assessment tool would appear
to be inappropriate. This does not excuse them from another
activity; it simply assumes that a job would not necessarily be
the appropriate outcome (although if that were the participant's
choice it could certainly be accommodated).l15%hEse groups are:

1) All teen parents under age 16,

2) Teen parents under age 18 who do not have a high school
degree or equivalent,

3) Pregnant women in the second or third trimester, and

4) Women with children under age 1.

Some people argue that there are areas in some states where there
are so few employers or employment opportunities that job search
becomes a hassle for employers., In a labor force attachment
model, this criticism would be addressed by having a strong job
development/job placement component which would know of
employment copportunities and serve as the screen rather than
having individuals all calling a limited number of employers.

Length of Assistance--Initial Job Bearch: A period of two months
of job search is proposed and is. believed to be reasonable. It
allows sufficient time to provide services (job club or job
development/placement) but should not impede an individual who
needs additional services from getting them during the time-
limited period. It is expected that during the job search

.. period, the participant is actively looking for work (i.e. a
perscn cannot just wait out the job search period to be eligible
for additional services).

Bcope and Sequence of Bervices:

Job Search

Independent jﬁb search:

This mode of job search is for those participants who have recent
work history or other skill/experience that make it likely that

the 1nd1v1dual can find work on his or her own.
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An individual conducting independent job search would most likely
be expected to make a number of contracts and report back to a
counselor (UI model). This reportlng process could be done on an
individual basis or in a group session.

Certain equipment/services that would assist in job search would
be available. For example, initial assistance with writing a
resume would be available as appropriate or necessary to an
individual participant. Assistance could also include copying
facilities, space to make phone calls and, where necessary, a
phone number to give to prospective employers for follow-up
messages.,

Structured job search:

For those with little or no work experience or job~hunting
experience, a more formal structure would be provided. Many
models are avalillable and basically include classroom training in
job~seeking skills such as world-of-work orientation,
identification of skills, resume writing, interview techniques,
and telephone training on how to contact prospective employers.

Most models include a period of supervised.job search in which a
coach or counselor supervises participants seeking job leads by
phone, critigues their approach, provides encouragement, prompts
continued efforts, and helps cope with disappointment. A
camaraderie usually develops among participants so that
individual successes boost the entire group and potential leads
are shared.

Job development/job placement:

This service actually refers to two types of activities. One
type of job developer finds job openings in general. This
involves contacting employers, finding out about their needs, and
developing a relationship such that an employer calls the job
~developer when openings occur. In this kind of job development,
the job developer is not looking for a job for a particular
individual although a gcod job developer always keeps the needs
of the clients in mind.

A second type of job development is one in which the job
developer is trying to place a particular individual into a job
opening. This requires more knowledge of the skills and
abilities of the client as well as the labor market. This type
of job development/placement is frequently tied to the '
participant's completion of a specific training activity. The
training provider has staff on board whose job is to place those
who complete the training. Frequently, reimbursement is
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dependent upon successful placement.

Cther services available:

For all models, child care would be available while persons
participated in job search. In addition, reimbursement for
transportation would be available. Finally, a small amount of
assistance would be available if it would enable -an individual to
accept employment. For example, money for tools or uniforms that
an individual must purchase would be available.

Failure to Participate:

Instead of imposing-a financial sanction, a person who failed to

. - -participate in job search could be sanctioned by a state

precluding the individual from accessing any further services
until the requisite job search had been completed. No extensions
to the time 1limit wcoculd be granted in these cases.

Services Upon Accepting Employment

An important feature of any model, but especially this mcdel,
will be the services available to individuals who accept '
employment. Keeping people "attached" to the labor market will
be as important as getting them "attached" in the first place.

Thus, it will be important to have services readily available.
Anyone who takes a job should be given the name of a "coach" whon
(s)he can contact about any problem related to work. (We assume
here that the whole subject of services after employment is being
more fully explored by the Make Work Pay group.)

Effect of Taking.a Job on Time Limit

If taking a job ends eligibility for AFDC, the remaining months
of eligibility could be conserved for future use if a crisis
arrives. However, if, as a result of taking a job, the
participant loses the opportunity to ever get additional
education and training services, then a negative incentive exists
to not take a job or to take a job the does not end AFDC
eligibility so that one could work and receive training while on
AFDC, ‘ ’

Therefore, it would seem advantageous to consider offering some
inducements to individuals in the form of credits or vouchers for

additional training if one stays employed. At the same time, one

would not want a system that encouraged someone to work and build
up credits but then guit and go back on AFDC to use then.
Therefore, one would want a system that perhaps gave more credits
for combining work and training or a more limited stipend when
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using the credits. Another options is to make the credits void
if it was determined that the individual gquit a job in order to
use the credits (this, of course, would be a difficult
determination to make).

What if the job would not take a person off welfare? How would
it affect time limits? Clearly, it has to count toward the time
limit but it seems that the system would want to establish ways
to encourage part-time employment in a time~limited system. Two
options appear evident: 1) Only allow education and training if
it is combined with employment, and 2) Encourage getting off
welfare by making credits more valuable if off AFDC.

Service Availability for Participants Who Do Not Get Jobs

In a labor force attachment model, those who do not get jobs
would be assessed for assignment to another work component. The
assessment would focus on identifying strengths, skill
deficiencies and job interests of the individual with the goal of
making a placement that meets the needs of the individual and
might lead to unsubsidized employment. (This option is
considered more individuwalized than a post-transiticnal period of
assignment.) :

Note: One problem with CWEP, in particular, as the preferred
component in a labor force attachment model is whether there are
sufficient slots to support CWEP both during the transitional
support period and the post-transitional period. To the extent a
labor force attachment model with a large CWEP component prevents
people from getting to the time limit, no problem would exist,
however, history does not inform us on this particular subject.

Availability of Education and Training Services

In a labor force attachment model, education and training

" services would be available. For most participants, these
activities would be available in conjunction with a work activity
or earned as a result of such participation.

For teen parents without a high school degree, these services
would be available immediately. (It is assumed that the Teen
Parents subgroup is dealing with this area more fully.)

Questions To Be Addressed

- What happens to those participants in self-initiated
education and training?

. What do you do with those participants who really can not
function at the level outlined in this model? (This issue is
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being dealt with more specifically in the issue paper on
scope of service.)

General Education and Training Model:

Overview: This model proposes that individuals on AFDC become
invelved in employment or intensive education and training
services to build labor force attachment and increase human
capital during a two-year period of time. During this time, a
contractual agreement of "“mutual obligation®" between the
government and the AFDC recipient would be made in which the
recipient commits te working toward self-sufficiency and the
government commits to giving her the means and support necessary
. to achieve self-sufficiency.

Upon contractual agreement between the AFDC recipient and a
counselor, a service plan is mutually agreed upon that will place
the recipient into one of three tracks--education, training or
employment. Strong support services and case management are
provided throughout the two years, and job coaches and mentors
are provided to employed participants to support job retention.

Service priority is given to recipients most likely to remain on
AFDC for long periods of time such as young, never~married women
and women who enter AFDC as high school drop-outs with limited
work experience. These high-risk women would receive the most
intensive case management and training services.

Assumptions for the Model: This model is based on assumptions
and conclusions drawn from the various education and training
studies outlined in the background paper and presumes the
following:

. AFDC recipients are a diverse group with diverse needs. A
"one size fits all" approach will not be effective.

. Job placement services and job search assistance do not
effectively serve the most at-risk groups.

. Intensive services targeting at-risk groups have greater
impacts on employment and earnings as well as school
participation than less intensive programs.

Length of Assistance: This model proposes a maximum two-year
length of time to assist recipients in building labor force
attachments and increasing human capital development. At the end
of the two-year time limit, persons who are employed in community
work experience are transferred to a similar work experience
position in which their AFDC grant is converted to wages.
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Caseworkers would contlnue to try to find private sector jobs for
these persons. ‘

Scope and Sequence of Services: :
Upon entry into the transitional period, all applicants would

participate in an initial screening process in which a counselor
would work with the applicant to determine an individual service
‘strateqgy. A contract would be formulated in which the applicant
commits to increasing her self-sufficiency and the government
commits to providing financial assistance and supportive services
to assist her in achieving the goals and objectives identified in
the individual service strategy. Three options would be given
for mandatory participation: education, job training or

- gmploynent.

1) In the education track, a combination of incentives,
sanctions and support services would be used to encourage K
participants to complete high school. All teen parents _G
would be provided mentors and parenting education. For.
adult participants, programs would be developed with
community colleges and other adult education facilities.

2) In the job training track, comprehensive programs would be
targeted towards participants who are at high risk of long-
term dependency such as young, never-married women and women
who are high school drop-outs with limited work experience.
These women would receive training based on the San Jose CET
program, the home health care aide, or other training
programs. Women who are not at-risk of long-term stays on
AFDC and who wish to receive job training would be referred
to JTPA or the local community college.

3) In the employment track, participants would be initially
assigned to a two-week job search assistance class and to a
four-week job club., Extensive job placement efforts would
be made for participants who were not able to find
employment on their own during this initial six-week period.
On-the-job training placements would also be available to
participants. After each of these efforts, participants who
still remain unemployed in the private sector would be
placed in community work experience. Intensive case
management, mentors, and job coaches would be provided to
all participants who were determined to be at high-risk of
long-term welfare dependence therefore increasing the
participant's attachment to the labor force.

4) Non—-custodial parents who are attached to a never~married
custoedial parent would receive intensive case management
services with either on-the-job training services or
vocational training based on the San Jose CET model. Non-
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custodial parents who are éeparated or divorced from the
custodial parents would be referred to JTPA services or teo
community colleges for training.

Participants who have additional stressors or problems outside
the realm of education, job training and employment services such
as substance abuse or involvement with child protective services
would be referred to a special family crisis program similar to
Homebuilders in Seattle and New York City.
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ISSUES REGARDING THE RULES ¥OR TIME LIMITS

Overview. on February 2, 1993, the President addressed the
- National Governors' Association about his agenda for welfare
reform. He spoke about the need for a "time-certain beyond which
pecple don't draw a check for doing nothing when they can do
something." He reaffirmed the commitment he made during the .
campaign to make the welfare program a second-chance preogram, not
a way of 1life. In his policy paper "Putting People First" he first
proposed - the concept of a two-year limit, indicating his support
for providing recipients the assistance they need, for up to two
years, prior to requiring that they go to work.

‘One of the major tasks of the Transitional Support Group was to
explore the definition of a time limit more fully and to present
pelicy options in this area. The following paper responds to that
charge. '

Starting Assumptions.

1) The President's remarks on time-limiting welfare must be given

real meaning. The proposal must use two years as the base
period for the maximum length of time most families could
receive cash assistance before being expected to work.
[ Note: Alternatively, a transitional support system could
require full participation from day one (i.e., without waiting
two years). Full participation ensures that everyone does
‘something to prepare for work while receiving assistance.
Some demeonstration programs such as Riverside GAIN and the
Kenosha JOBS programs which support an immediate "immersion®
approach argue that full and immediate participation
essentially moves the time 1limit up. In essence then,
immersion eliminates the need for a time 1limit since
participants are already working for their welfare or have
moved off welfare as a result of this approach. This approach
is outlined in Appendix B.]

2) ~The system must reward work and demand responsibility in
return.

3) The system should allow some opportunity for State flexibility
and experimentation.

4) The transitional support system has the following general
design:

a) most individuals are expected to participate in
appropriate activities, including work;
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b) certain individuals are exempt at least temporarily from
participation in work activities because of health or
related reasons; however, certain other forms of
participation might be expected;

c) cash benefits would in general end after two years; and

d) Federal law would estaklish the basic criteria for
exemptions from participation requirements and from time
limits.

. 5) + States would not be . expected to apply the new rules

immediately to the whole caselocad, including all current
recipients. The new system would be phased in over time.

Issue I. Who is subject to time limits?

OPTIONS:

A. Parents

B. Other healthy adult relatives
C. Teen dependents

RECOMMENDATION: PARENTES ONLY. Time limits should be separately
applied and tracked for any parent in a case. Other adult
relatives who have no legal responsibility for the care of the
children and teen dependents should not be subject to time limits.
(Note: The welfare 51mp11f1catlon issue group is looking into
£iling unit issues.)

Discussion:

1) Parents should each be tracked and have a time limit applied
to them for any assistance they receive as a parent. During
the period of assistance, they each have a responsibility to
work towards becoming self-supporting. They should not have
the ability to extend their eligibility for assistance by
breaking up into single-parent households.

A significant number of AFDC cases have parents who are in
the home but are not in the filing unit. This situation can .
occur when the parents receive 88I, lack satisactory
immigration status or are otherwise precluded from receiving
AFDC. We are not proposing any special policies for these
cases. Our initial assumption would be to say that these
cases would not be subject to a time linit. (This approach
would be c¢onsistent with our proposal not to time-<limit the
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2)

3)

4)

cash assistance benefits to children.) However, as referenced
in the AFDC~UP paper, cases with illegal immigrant parents may
need attention.

Adults who are caring for children for whom they have no legal
responsibility are providing society a valuable service and
should not be subject to a time limit.

Teen dependents should not be subject to a time limit and
should qualify for assistance as new applicants if they become
teen parents, regardless of their prior receipt of benefits.
Although this policy seems to condone teen pregnancy, teen
parents and their children are at serious risk and should not

L Yﬂ’

be prevented from receiving assistance. At the same time, this .

assistance will be conditional upon their meeting serious

participation requirements,

Children should not be subject to their own time limits.
It is not reascnable to hold children responsible for their
own support or their parents' behavior.

Subjecting parents but not children to time 1limits might
encourage movement of the children to different relatives when
their parents' benefits run out. Allowing a parent to receive
benefits on behalf of the children (i.e., not taking the
parent's needs into account when the grant is calculated) is
a compromise strategy. This would place a time limit on cash
assistance without denying benefits to the entire family,
which might be viewed as too draconian.

‘Some argue, however, that by time limiting only the parents

in AFDC cases that the sanction becomes so minimal that it
would hardly "change welfare as we know it".

(Note: The Post-Transitional Support Issue group is also
addressing the issue of the treatment of families who reach

“the time limit without finding adequately~paying private

sector employment.)

Issue II. Who is eligible for exemptions or extensions?

OPTIONS:

A, Spec1fy in detail the categories of individuals who
qualify for exemptions from or extensions to the time
limit.

B. Specify certain categories of individuals whd would

qualify for exemptions and extensions, but give States
the authority to extend the time limit for an additional
percentage of fanilies based upon State determinations
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of need. | |

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION B, specified categories with additional
margin for extensions at State discretion, at least during phase-
in. (See item 1 in Discussion.)

Discussion:

1) One possible approach would to see that in the year of
implementation, only 30 percent of those entering the system
could reach two years and be subject to a two-year limit; for
those entering in second year, only 20 percent; and for those
entering in third year, 10 percent. The exact percentages
.selected would depend ‘on what, if any, categories of
individuals would qualify for extensions of or exemptions from
time limits on a categorical bias.

2) It will bhe exceptionally difficult to develop Federal

definitions precise enough to ensure reasonable uniformity

and fairness in the way such definitions are interpreted by
States. It might be a lot less difficult to define the most
obvious and gleobal exceptions.

3) Depending upon the characteristics of the State's caselocad
and its program philosophy, different exemption and extension
policies might be appropriate in different places. Such
differences could be addressed through a discretionary window.
For example, States might be permitted to grant extensions for
‘completion of selected education and training activities.
Recipients enrolled in post-secondary degree programs might
qualify for extensions that would allow them to complete their
degree requirements, assuming normal progress toward a degree.
Alternatively, there could be a national extension peolicy
which provided that those who received extensions beyond a
certain length might then be ineligible for post-transitional
assistance or have limits placed on their eligibility for such
aid.

4) Allowing for State flexibility in this area would diminish
the incentive for States to attempt to evade participation
standards and other Federal mandates.

5) It is assumed that the special circumstances would need to
last at least three-four months in order to qualify for an
extension in the time limit; however, extensions could also
be granted if the circumstances arise closer to the end of
the time period. Re~-eligibility could be established after
the time 1limit if certain types of problems (disability,
caring for an 1ill relative) subseguently occurred which
prevent work.,

IV - 4

puee -

"



TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT, FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93

6) It could be argued that States with a more disadvantaged
caseload should be able to extend the time limit for a higher
percentage of AFDC families who are not covered by one of the

- categorical exemption criteria. ~This raises the difficult
question of how each State's percentage would be determined.

7) We have no clear preference for categorizing these as
extensions to the time 1limit, tolling of the clock, or
exemptions from a time limit; however, extensions are viewed
by some as more consistent with the basic objective of
creating a temporary, transitional system in which we make
work pay and assist people in achieving self-sufficiency.

Issue III. What categories of individuals could qualify for
- extensions under Federal rules?

RECOMMENDATION: The following categories of individuals could
gqualify when conditions are serious enough to prevent participation
in work activities; however, participation in treatment,
habilitation, or other appropriate activities might still be
expected: : : :

1) Those with a serious illness or severe disability
(including physical, mental, and severe learning
disabilities);

2) Those with responsibility for caring (in the home?) for
a critically ill or seriously disabled family member;

3) These with a gsubstance abuse problem (for a period of
time necessary for treatment);

4) Pregnant women and single parents with children under
the age of one (perhaps a cne-time one-year extension
and shorter extensions for subsequent cases);

5) Those subject to service or treatment plans under other
social service programs, such as c¢hild protective
services (for the length of the plan or 6 months,
whichever is shorter); and

6) Those employed part-time, but still receiving assistance
(see options elsewhere). -

The following categorieé of individuals should be considered for
extension or exemption under Federal rules, but we have ho specific
recommendation, pending some modeling outputs.
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v

1) Those with less severe disabilities such as learning
disabilities and certain physical and mental disabilities
who may limited to certain types of work activities or
who may need additional support services to become job-
ready; )

2) Those with particularly low basic skill levels;

3) Those in the midst of approved educational or training
activities in which they are making progress;

4) Non-English speaking (perhaps only in areas where there
is not a significant number of that ethnic community in
the area);

5) Those living in remote areas of the State;

6) Those for whom necessary services could not be secured
during the transitional support period; and

7) Those for whom a place. cannot be found in a work program
at the end of the time limit.

Individuals in both sets of categories would be subject to
participation requirements, appropriate to their circumstances.

Discugsion:

1)

2)

The first set of categories 1is generally accepted as
appropriate. Extensions in these cases balance our interest
in *demanding responsibility" and intervening more
aggressively with c¢ertain at-risk cases (e.g., substance
abusers, women having subseguent pregnancies, and teen
parents) with a policy which reasonably accommodates their
special needs.

. Addressing disability issues in the context of time limits is

particularly problematic. An argument could be made for
establishing a special track for disabled recipients
(recipients could be given an option to participate in the
"mainstream®™ track if they choose) in order to prevent
disability questions from undermining time limits; however,
this consideration of a special track is controversial given
current debates focusing on inclusion versus exclusion.

The secondary list represents categories of individuals for
which we expect less agreement.

The judgement as to which, if any, categories of recipients
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from the secondary list are included needs to be made in
context of other decisions regarding: 1) how big a
discretionary window we would provide States; 2) whether post-
transitional work includes some opportunity to receive
educational and training services (perhaps in conjunction with
work); and 3) whether we can reach some level of agreement as
to the precise definition of the gqualifying conditions.

3) There will probably be particular discomfort regarding items
- 5=7 because we do not want to let States off the hook in terms
of providing needed interventions and services. Also, we are
concerned that granting extensions based on lack of seryice
would suggest an entitlement to services and would increase
tHe likelihood of administrative actions, appeals, hearings,

and litigation.

4) The issue of extensions or exemptions for noen-English speaking
participants becomes controversial around the issues of
inclusion and exclusicon in much of the same way as it does for
persongs with disabilities. By offering exemptions or
extensions, non~English speaking persons may not be given
services at all. Also, enmployment opportunities may exist
which do not regquire a proficiency in English, and in many
communities, English is not the dominant language.

Some argue, however, that (particularly in some areas) a
proficiency in English is necessary for achieving self-
sufficiency, and an extension of the time limit would most
likely be needed to attain a functional level of English.

Issue IV. How is the two-vear time~limit measured?

OPTIONS:
A. As a calendar period of tinme.
B. As a twenty-four month limit on the number of months

.worth of cash benefits which can be received.

c. As the amount of benefits that could be paid over a
twenty-four month period if a family received the maximum
payment for that period of tinme.

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION B, as'twenty-four cumulative months, with
OPTION C (the cash~1limit version) as a demonstration option.

Disgussion:
1) Option A suggests an entitlement to benefits. More
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2)

3)

importantly, it would discourage a family from accepting
enployment before its eligibility for transitional assistance
was exhausted because any months off assistance would be seen
as lost opportunities for financial and other forms of
support.

Under Option B, those who go off the rolls because they have

taken advantage of employment opportunities have a safety net

and services available t¢ them if they are unable to sustain
their enployment. '

Option B is not ideal because not all monthly welfare checks

are full checks. Separate rules have to be developed on how

to treat . families who are receiving partial checks because

they are working or for other reasons. Option C, the cash
limit, deals with such cases more easily.

Under Option C, the limit is expressed in dollars rather than
months. A resident of a State with a maximum benefit of $400
per month would be able to receive no more than $9600 in
benefits (24 nmonths worth of bhenefits at $400 per month).

- Under Option €, an AFDC recipient working part-time would be

eligible for the same total amount in benefits over her
lifetime as a recipient who did not work, eliminating the work
disincentive associated with Option B.

Appendix D provides a more detailed discussion on how Option
¢ might work.

Issue V. FWoul an_ up-front grace eriod count towards the 24

months?
OPTIONS:.
A, Up~front period (when participation is not mandatory)

would count towards time limit.

B. Up~-front period would be a true grace period,

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION A; it would count.

Discussion.

1)

Option B might be viewed as an attempt to circumvent the
two-year limit. The extent of this perception would likely
depend in large part on the length and nature of the grace
period. For example, structuring and billing the grace period
as a diversion program, perhaps with recent work experience
as a prerequisite for participation, might mute such
criticism. : ' ‘
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2)

If we have a non-mandatory period for a few months, it should
probably be labelled differently because advocates have
properly argued that it is not a true grace period if the
clock is running.

Issue VI. Is the two-yvear limit a lifetime 1imit?

OPTIONS:
A, The two-year limit is an absolute lifetime limit.

B. The two-year limit is a lifetime limit, but emergency

assistance might be available periodically for families

which subsequently undergo a crisis.

C. The two-year limit is a lifetime 1limit, but emergency
assistance is available and individuals whose eligibility
has been exhausted can earn additional months of
assistance for months of work and/or time spent not on
AFDC. —_ o

D. The two~-year limit is renewable in whole or part after
several years:

1. Once the limit is reached, a family is precluded
from receiving benefits for a fixed number of years
(such as five) from the time the limit is reached;
or : -

2. A family could accrue a maximum of 24 months worth
of benefits in any five-year period, beginning from

the date of entry into the program. The clock would

start anew at the beginning of the next five-year
periocd.

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION B or (¢, with Emergency Assistance as an
available option. '

Discussion.

1)

Option B and ¢ both give clear meaning tc the two-year time
limit but Option C better recognizes that the jobs welfare
recipients obtain are in general characterized by high
turnover. According to Donna Pavetti's work with NLSY data,
57% of those who leave welfare return within two years.
Granting credit only for time spent working, as opposed to
time mnot on AFDC, explicitly encourages labor force
attachment.
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2}

3)

4)

To minimize the record-keeping burden, we assume that case
closure records should contain information on the number of
cumulative months of assistance received by the adults in the
case. Also,. records might need to include Social Security
Numbers or some other common identifier (which might represent
a substantial departure from current policy regarding Federal
records systems). Better interstate communications would also
be needed.

We assume that assistance would be available to help families
keep jobs or get quickly back into the labor force when they
lose a job, although such a work support system has not been
established.

We are assuming that cross-State tracking is feasible, and
that receipt of assistance in one State would count towards
the time-limit in another State.

Option D does not establish a flat lifetime limit, but it may
have only limited cost implications since families who have
been off assistance for a longer period of time are less

likely to return than those whose exit is more recent. It

should receive greater consideration if post-transitional
support proves very expen51ve relative to support during the

- transitional period.

Issue VII. How should individuals be encouraged to accept

available employment during their time on AFDC?

OPTIONS:

A, Extend the time limit one extra month for every two
months that a recipient participates in full-time work
or part~time work at an acceptable level; or

B. Frovide modest cash incentives:

1. Allow States to use retrospedtive budgeting and

eligibility determinations when individuals accept

work {In other words, don't insist that assistance

be stopped immediately upon receipt of a job and
reguire families to return the last one or two AFDC
payments}; or :

2. Allow States to pay cash bonuses for those taking
employment; or .

3. Encourage States to establish State Earned Income
Tax Credits, perhaps by offering to match the State
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credits with Federal funds (this would be in
addition to the Federal EITC). An example of how
this would work follows:

A single-parent family of three resides in a state
that has established a state EITC equal to 10 cents
for each dollar of earnings below $5000. If the
parent earned $2000 in 1994, the family would be
eligible for $600 in Federal EITC payments, $200 in
State EITC payments, and $200 in Pederal match for
the State EITC payment, for a total of $1000 in
Earned Income Tax Credits. -

4. Permit States to disregard employment konuses or
State EITC payments when calculating benefits and/or
eligibility. _ ' '

€. Allow individuals who have been on AFDC to continue
recelving education and training services after they
leave welfare: :

1. Authorize such services as 1long as they are
consistent in scope (but not necessarily in detail)
to the original employability plan; or

2, Create a voucher system which authorizes payment
- for a particular level of service or gives an
individual priority for services available elsewhere

in the community. :

RECOHMENDATION: ALLOW STATES TO EXPERIMENT WITH DIFFERENT OPTIONS.

Discussion:

1)

2)

3)

There is some evidence that educatiocn connected to work, or
following work experience, may be more effective than
education alcone. If so, our policies should encourage
individuals to work when possible and appropriate. Recipients
should not risk loss of access to cash benefits or educational
and training services as the result of obtaining employment.

At the same time, we do not want awards and bonuses to be too
liberal because they could easily increase overall program
costs. Under the current system, many individuals leave
welfare after only a few months. If we substantially increase

- the costs for these early-out cases without greatly increasing

case closures, we will be using up resources which might be
better used elsevhere.

Since we have little experience with these options, States
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~should have the ability to experiment. However, our
experience to date with bonus policies has been discouraging
so other options might take priority.

Issue VIII. How should a time~limited program be implemented?

OPTIONS:
A, On a demonstration basis.
B. Targeted to a particular category of individuals.

.C. On a schedule:'of stepped-up expectations. (See appendix
¢ for an example of how this could work.)

NO SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATION; BUGGEST CONSIDERATION BE GIVEN TO A
COMBINED APPROACH.

Riscussion.

1) Option A seems to be an inhadeguate response to the Presgident's
charge, unless we expect most, if not all, States to
participate by testing alternative time-limited approaches.
At the same time, given the number of major unknowns with
‘which we are dealing, an experimental approach has great
appeal. -

2) There is evidence to recommend particular targeting schemes,
‘but the appropriate strategy might differ depending upon
whether the primary objective is to reduce dependency or avoid
undue disruption and chaos during implementation of the new
system. Also, the targeting scheme might vary depending upon
the State's proposed service strategy. with no national
service model, it makes it more difficult to establish a sound
national targeting policy. ©Our general recommendation has
been to allow experimentation where we 1lack sufficient
information to Jjustify a particular national policy.
Therefore, we have reservations about setting a. naticnal
targeting strategy.

3) A stepped-up expectations approach has two advantages: a) it
- recognizes that implementation of major change takes time;
and 2) it builds in time for learning and making adjustments.

However, it may not be feasible. It is unlikely that we have

the baseline data we would want for implementing such a

system. Alse, it can be difficult to set specific

expectations so they are both reasconable (in terms of the
amount of progress they expect) and fair (in terms of not
penalizing States which have already made strides towards
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reducing dependency). Appendix C outlines an example of a
cgﬂglgggggd~itepped-up expectations approach.
_ a
Issue IX. To whom should the time-limited program be first
' targeted?
OPTIONS:
A. New applicants.
B. Returning applicants.
c. Current recipients. -
D. Other categories of individuals.

RECOMMENDATION WITH RESERVATIONS: TARGET TO NEW APPLICANTS

Discussion:

1)

2)

3

Data from the welfare-to-work research suggests that targeting
new applicants is appropriate for a couple of reasons. .First,
it would allow the States to gradually develop the capacity
needed to provide transitional and

post-transitional services to a much higher percentage of the
caseload than they now serve under JOBS. Secondly, there is
research suggesting that programs are particularly effective
in serving new applicants; therefore, targeting new applicants
might be the most cost-effective use of resources.

The selection of applicants as a target group is open to

challenge. First, a multivariate analysis done at the
University of Wisconsin suggests that programs serving
applicants may have done better because applicants are an
easier group to work with rather than because they were
applicants. Second, the available research generally covers
programs that served recipients with school-aged children; we
do not have information covering the full range of applicants
and recipients and programs that incorporate a much broader
service strateqy. We can only speculate that comparable
findings will result when the nature of the participants and
interventions change,

Ancther concern is that targeting to applicants may contravene
the goal of reducing long-term dependency. New applicants is
the category of individuals least apt to stay on welfare for
a period of more than two years. In his remarks to the
governors in February, the President said that the people we
really need to help are those who stay on for eight years or
more. o

It may take longer to end welfare as we know it if we defer

-
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targeting of the most difficult cases; however, it is not
clear that we know how to serve them effectively. Targeting
new applicants would buy us more time to explore that issue.

IV - 14
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Appendix A

TIME LIMITS IN THE CONTEXT OF A FULL PARTICIPATION HUMAN
DEVELOPMENT MODEL OF A TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEM

Under a hunman development model of the type proposed by Toby Herr,
all recipients would be required to participate in approved
activities, hut the immediate goal of the activity would not
necessarily be labor force attachment.

The case plan for each recipient, including the expectations and
goals, would be developed by the caseworker in conjunction with
the recipient and would be determined by her circumstances. A
- recipient whose family situation is volatile might have a case plan
calling for her to attend domestic violence counseling, take her
children to school each day, keep their immunizations up to date
and attend parenting classes.

Recipients with very low levels of basic skills and/or no work
experience might have a case plan requiring them to perform
volunteer work in the community for a certain number cf hours each
week, as well as, for example, attending all scheduled parent-
teacher activities at their children's schools.

The ultimate goal for all cases would be economic self-
sufficiency, but the short-term aims might include improving the
children's health status and stabilizing the family's housing
situation. The overall goal would be to enhance the parent's
capacity to handle her full range of responsibilities, in the
process improving the family's health status and standard of
living.

This model recognizes the enormous diversity in the welfare
pepulation and the difficulty of applying a single set of rules to
all categories of individuals. It does place a considerable
responsibility on the shoulders of the caseworker, who would be
charged with developing a service plan that was both suitable to
the family's situation and moved it towards self-sufficiency at an
adequate pace, Accompanying that responsibility would ke the
flexibility needed to respond to an individual family's particular
needs and changing circumstances. Such discretion is consistent
with re~inventing welfare, as discussed in the paper on that
subject.

A human development model of the type outlined here is not,
however,. compatible with a single time limit applied to all
recipients. The length of stay in the transitional program would
depend on a recipient's circumstances and service plans, which
would be changing over time.

Iv - 15
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To help such an option meet the President's goal of ending welfare
as we know it, requirements could be imposed on States to keep the
average length of stay on welfare less than two years and/or to
reduce or limit the number of recipients who spend over two years
on welfare (see options discussed on page 3 and Appendix C:
Stepped~Up Expectatiocons). :

Another option is te restrict the range of appreoved activities for
recipients who have spent at least two years on transitional
assistance to activities classified as work. Work would be defined
broadly to include not only CWEP, work supplementation and on-the-
job training but also community service and education and training,
but not the full range of human development activities described
above. States might be required to enroll in ¢CWEP-style work slots
only those recxplents who have accumulated 24 months on welfare and
are not engaged in other work-type activities.

A full participation model might garner considerable political
support, if dissatisfaction with the current welfare system is
attributable largely to the perception that recipients are "deing
nothing," as opposed to being the result of resentment that
recipients are not working (in nonsubsidized jobs).

The full participation model also holds promise of delivering non-
economic benefits, including, for example, improved health outcomes
.for children as a result of regular schoocl attendance and visits
for preventive care. A model of this type, with its greater range

of approved activities, might well be less expensive than a model
in which education and training activities would be required for -

all participants.

Finally, an argument ¢an be made that the President's public
statements on the subject of welfare reform imply not only
provision of education and training services toc help recipients
become job ready, but also two years of additional assistance not
tied to work. A model that minimizes deferrals, maximizes
participation, regquires  early intervention with at-risk
populations, and early job acceptance by employable recipients
could be considered more rigorous than  the President's publlc
position.
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Appendix B
IMMEDIATE IMMERSION WITHOUT A TIME LIMIT

A few demonstration models such as the Riverside GAIN program and
the Kenosha JOBS program currently operate under a full
participation immersion model in which JOBS participants are
prepared for employment immediately. The focus of these programs
ig to get participants into jobs as soon as possible. These
programs argue that a time 1limit is not necessary since all

. recipients are expected to work or prepare for work in order to
-receive assistance. Sanctions are applied from day one when
recipients do not participate as expected.

Kenosha County reports that by using an immersion approach, only 59Jw
'20%the JOBS population stay on welfare for more than one year bm?\«l
e

7 and are off of welfare within two years. Of the 9% still on ¢,

welfa at the two vyear mark, 39% of the recipients .are
participating in post-secondary education, 19% of the recipients
are working but are not earning enough tc leave welfare, and 12%
are reported to be disabled. Some portion of the 9% also included
persons participating in ESL. With these figures, Kenosha argques
strongly that the majority of the 9% who would hit a two year time
limit are making a good faith effort toward self-sufficiency and/or
might otherwise be given an extension or exemption due: to
-disabilities, language barriers, etc,

*ﬁ;[@*?

It is arguable, then, under a full participation, immersion model
that an additional two year limit would be unnecessary and even
administratively burdensome given that this model expects immediate
reciprocal obligation and that few people would in fact hit the

- limit. Those persons that would hit the limit could be negatively
impacted (both f1nanc1ally and psychologically) by the limit to the
point at which their long-term progress toward self-sufficiency
could be seriously impeded.
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Appendix ¢

STEPPED UP EXPECTATIONS-~A Further Example

Require States annually to reduce the number (percentage) of
individuals reaching a two-vear time limit :

Let's say that under current law 30 percent of new applicants
use up 24 months of benefits within 2 years, 40 percent within
3 years, 45 percent within 4 years, and 47 percent within 5
Yyears. The requirement would be to reduce each of these
numbers by 25 percent after one year, 40 percent after two
years and 50 percent after three years. Then similar goals (in
terms of reductions in the number of long-term recipients)
would be set for returning applicants and recipients.

Simpler schemes could also be developed (see page 3 for an

example) . So <could schemes which incorporate post-
transitional work following the two-year limit. g
llﬂu

oo cof
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Appendix D
CASH LIMIT OPTION

overview. The limit on cash assistance could be expressed as a
cash rather than as a time limit. The total amount of cash
kenefits that the family could collect over their lifetime would
be based upon the amount that could be paid to such a family over
a twenty~four month period. For example, if a family lived in a
State with a $400 maximum benefit for that size family would not
be able to receive more than $9600 ($400 * 24) in cash benefits.
The cash 1limit need not be thought of as a bank account; an
individual would not necessarily be more entitled to the $9600 than
to the full 24 months under a time limit system.

Guaranteed jobs would not be available to individuals who had not
reached their cash limits, However, such individuals would have
. access to work opportunities available to reczplents. :

ADVBNTAGEB:

Employment Incentives

The system could provide incentives for early entry into jobs by
converting a certain percentage of the unused assistance into a
savings account (or an education and training account) for those
who go off and stay off assistance. Taking the previous example,
suppose the family stayed on assistance for six months (using up
$2400 in assistance). A year later they come back for four months,
using up another $1600. At this point they have a maximum of $5600
available to them. The State could have a policy that, if
assistance is not claimed for three years, one half of the unused
amount can be converted. into an ‘account which can be used for
housing, a car, the adult's education and training, or for their
children's future education and training. 1In this case the family
would have $2800 as a potential account.

- Emergency Assistance

Also, the system could accommcdate an emergency assistance option
by allowing a family to take a certain amount of cash assistance
*"off the top" to cover their emergency needs. This amount ccould
be more than a monthly AFDC payment, but would reduce the potent1a1
amount of future assistance in such a case.

Part~time Employment

The system easily accommodates part-time employment. The more a
family is employed, the more they earn, the less cash assistance
they need, and the more slowly they draw down against their cash
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- 1imit. The adjustments are somewhat automatic, so the system is
less complicated than a credit system. At the same time, it can
easily accommodate a more flexible approach to¢ budgeting and
overpayments than the current AFDC program. For example, a family
that takes a job could get a smaller reduction in their cash
assistance payment than the AFDC rules provide or could receive one
extra full cash assistance payment before reduction. The cost
implications would not be the same as under the current system; the
extra small expense at this point could be offset in whole or part,
at some future point.

Rather than earning additional time for years spent working or off
cash assistance, the amount available for future cash paynents
‘could be supplemented. Extensions would be handled in the same
way. Payments to families in suspended status would not be :counted
toward the cash limit.

Administration

This system might be easier for States to administer and easier
for recipients to comprehend. The incentives for earlier and
sustained employment might be clearer to recipients. Also, present
technology would permit recipients to track their benefit situation
without having to deal directly with the welfare system or its
workers. They could use cards and PINS to get information on the
amount available teo them that month and over the course of thelr
lifetime.

cCross—State Mdves

A fairly simple formula could be used to determine how much
assistance would be available to an individual who changes State
residence. For example, .consider an individual who has received
$3000 in benefits from State A, which has a 2-year cash limit of
$12,000 (maximum monthly benefit of $500), and moves to State B,
which has a 2-year cash limit of $7200. The recipient has received
1/4 of the cash limit in State A. The recipient is therefore
eligible for a total of $5400 in beneflts from State B (3/4 of the
total $7200 benefit).

Education and Training Support ' ' '

Education and training activities could be supported and tracked
in several different ways.

1) The education and training rules could be the same under a
cash-limited system as under a time-limited system. The level
and type of services to be provided could be established under
an employablllty plan. Once approved, the
services could be  accessed regardless of whether cash
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2)

3)

assistance were received during a particular month.

As stated previously, unused cash assistance could be
converted (in part) into an education and training account or
into an account which could be used for education and training
for any member of the recipient family for those families that
get jobs and stay off of welfare. Anecdotal evidence suggests
that providing education and training funds for children might
work as a powerful incentive for their parents.

In theory, a separate education and training account could be
established for families entering welfare. ' This amount
allocated to this account could be based on the level of
deficits the family faced when they come into the systen.

The advantage of such a system would be that it ties education.

and training services less tightly to welfare receipt,
allowing for better continuity in such services even where
welfare receipt is somewhat erratic. However, there are also
potential disadvantages.

First, it will be difficult to define the account. A dollar
limit would not necessarily work because of the availability
ef publicly funded education and training services. A voucher
(coupon) system might be developed which more specifically
identified the type and level of services which were being

. authorized. However, if recipients took jcocbs and their life

circumstances changed, the approved voucher might no longer
be appropriate and re-authorizations might be required. !
This option tends to look like a special welfare~based
entitlement. It more clearly raises equity concerns (about
services available to welfare reciplents versus other
disadvantaged families), and it could create significant entry
effects.

Under this system, it would be more difficult to control the
types of services or service providers which recipients use.
Even under the existing system, where more controls are in
place, there are serious concernsg that welfare recipients do
not always undertake activities from which they can benefit
(e.g., because the program is poor, because the occupation is
not sufficiently in demand, or because they lack needed
skills). Unless carefully crafted, this system could waste
additional education and training resources.

DISADVANTAGES:

Entitlement Mentality
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Under a cash-limited system it may be more difficult to keep
families from eventually reaching their cash limit. It will be
difficult to eliminate the perception that the cash 1limit
represents an account that is available and which can be drawn
upon. :

Recipient Independence

To the extent that this system would give recipients more control
over use of their money and might enable them to avoid direct
contact with welfare workers, there are risks involved. These
risks could be reduced, but not eliminated, if recipients received
- good orientations, including financial counseling, and the State
paid attention to the quality of its case management system.

Service to the At-Risk

It can easily be argued that a cash-limited system could be more
beneficial to the most advantaged families and more detrimental to
the most at-risk families. The most advantaged families might get
more cash and services out of the system than they would get out
of an alternative system. Those capable of getting jobs early
might end up with hundreds of extra dollars as a bonus for taking
that early job, The most at-risk families, on the other hand,
might be less apt to use their cash limit wisely; they would be
less apt to understand their long-term prospects and to draw down
their cash prudently. The cash~linit system suggests (but does not
require) more recipient discretion and less staff oversight; it
therefore entails more risk, particularly for the at-risk family.

Policy Complexities

While the cash-limited system seems very stralghtforward, it dces
raise some policy questions which are not easily resolved. Most
particularly, what access to past, unused benefits does a family
have? For example, suppose a.family draws down its full benefits
. for three months and then draws down only half its monthly benefits
for the next three months. If, in month seven, the family wants
or needs to withdraw more than one month's worth of benefits (e.g.,
because it has fallen arrears on its rent), is it free to do so?
Oor, is it free to past unclaimed amcounts only up to a certain
limit? ©Or is it restricted to one month's worth of benefits per
month? The State could flatly limit the amount that could be drawn
in any one month or have a presumptive limit, but allow case
managers to waive the limit based on individual circumstances.
However, this latter option would raise administrative costs and
reduce the empowerment quotient for this option.
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EARLY INTERVENTION STRATEGIES

Ooverview. Individuals coming into the welfare system face a:
variety of different circumstances. All are facing financial
problems. For some, the financial problems reflect a one-time
employment, family or personal crisis. Others are coming in
because their ability to support themselves is wmarginal, and they
need additional assistance in order to survive. Still others:
face serious, long-term problems in supporting themselves; they
lack adequate job skills, and their personal or family
circumstances seriously limit their ability to support
themselves,

In part because of legal pressure and Federal rules, welfare
staff have traditionally focused their energies on ensuring that
they get cash assistance out expeditiously to families to
alleviate their financial crises. This new round of welfare
reform opens up the question again whether the welfare system
should pay more serious attention to other (nonfinancial)} needs
when families comes in seeking assistance. ;

Issue I. Should There Be Early Bervice Intervention?

One of the major issues to be resolved in designing a service
strategy for welfare recipients is deciding what participation
strategy to follow during the first few months of assistance.

One argument says that, since families coming in the door
are going through crisis, the welfare system should not
compound the crisis by laying additional expectations on
them. Rather, it should hold off on imposing participation
requirements, letting these families catch their breath and
get a chance to recompose themselves. Some families will be
able to restabilize within two-to-~three months and get back
on their feet with little or no intervention. Others will
be in a better position to participate effectively after a
‘breathing period.

Another argument which is consistent with an early grace
period is the view is that resources for education and
training are limited and should be reserved for those
individuals who cannot make it off welfare by themselves.
Under this view, it makes sense to limit the availability of
services during the first few months so that new recipients
can naturally sort themselves out. Services would be
largely reserved for those families who don't find their way
off by themselves. (See appendix C for a more fully
developed model based on this philosophy.) [NOTE: CLASP
proposes a similar approach with a longer lag in service
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intervention, and a concomitant extension of any time-
limit. ]

An alternative argument is that the welfare system should
begin intervening right away and send an early and V/
consistent message that individuals have a responsibility to
become self-sufficient. Some individuals coming into the
welfare system are capable of self-support and should be
directed toward the lakor force as soon as possible. By.
getting them to depart early, resources are freed up for
more disadvantaged recipients. Other individuals coming in
have multiple seriocus deficits and need to begin working on
those deficits if they are to be capable of supporting
themselves within two years. For example, teen parents are
in a particularly vulnerable position and should be Xkept 'in
scheol if at all possible. However, even for recipients who
do not seem at high risk, there is concern that long
lagtimes in referrals may have deleterious effects in terms
of institutionalizing dependency and diverting the energies
and focus of recipients from self-support to meetlng the
nyriad demands of the welfare system. There is a related
concern that switching signals after three or four months in
terms of what the system. expects and how important self-
sufficiency is has little inherent logic and is likely to be
ineffective. [NOTE: this concern could be alleviated if the
initial orientation adegquately explained the system 5
philosophy. ]

In general, there is not sufficient empirical information
available to support a mandate of any particular model. The
available information does indicate:

Many recipients can be expected to accrue more than two
years' worth of welfare benefits over time. However, a
substantial portion can be expected to accrue less.

As a general rule, those with the longest and most
persistent welfare stays are. unmarried women who lack work
experience, have low bkasic skill levels, and have their
first child while in their teens. However, not all
recipients with these characteristics are long-term stayers.
Furthermore, some two-parent families with strohg work
histories stay on welfare for a long time.

The humber of recipients expected to exceed two years on - V//
assistance goes down when r201p1ents are subject to ‘ Vf
participation requlrements.

Applicant job search can expedite welfare exits for a large
variety of cases. '
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OPTIONS:

A. Praovide a grace perlod for three-four months durlng PJC}

which participation in activities is voluntary.

B. Begin mandating participation in services and
activities from the time of application.

C. Sort welfare applicants as they come through the door.
For many recipients, including the "job ready,® s
require applicant job search. For teen parents,
require school attendance. For those considered highly
.*at risk," begin appropriate interventions including.
family support services, :substance abuse referrals,
medical or mental health assessments, etc. (See
appendix A for a list of factors which could ke
considered in determining who is highly at risk.)

RECOMMENDATION: 3Allow S8tates to decide which approach to take,
except with their pregmant teen and teen parent populations. For
these latter groups, there is enocugh evidence to support a
mandatory early intervention strategy.

There is also some evidence that applicant job search is cost-
effective for a broad range of individuals. However, there is
some disagreement about whether it is the best long-term strategy
to pursue. Administrators from Kenosha, WI., and Riverside, CA.,
strongly argue for universal, early and employment-directed
intervention. However, it is possible to refute their arguments.
Therefore, while we could further encourage such approaches, it
would be difficult to require them.

(Appendices A, B, and C provide some fuller descriptions of three
alternative early intervention strategies.)

Issue 2: Should There Be An Alternative System for Addressing
Family Crises?

Overview. For many families going through a crisis, AFDC is the
" only program available to provide assistance. However, AFDC may
not be the most appropriate source of support. First, the crisis
may not be primarily financial in either origin or nature; the'
family may have service needs (such as housing or employment)
which are more critical. Since AFDC programs have traditionally
focused their energies on issuing cash assistance, and face
Federal funding restrictions, many have a limited ability to meet
the broad service needs of families in crisis. Secondly, some of
these families may not be dependent by nature. It could be _
financially and psychologically damaging to put them on welfare
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as a condition for receiving even short~term support.

There is reason for concern that the existing system might
actually increase dependency in such families. An area of.
particular concern is the strict resource limits (which cover
both automobiles and liguid assets) in the AFDC program. Many
argue that these limits ensure that families become destitute;
further, low benefit levels and lack of other supports may work
to keep thenm destitute.

A number of States (42) operate an emergency assistance program
(AFDC-EA) which can assist families facing emergencies. WwWhile EA
is more flexible than AFDC in terms of the types of assistance
States can provide and the families they can serve, States limit
- the amount and type of assistance they provide, as well as the .
circumstances under which they. provide it. States have
traditionally used EA largely for purposes related to the
prevention of homelessness. More recently, they have been
increasing their expenditures for child welfare and family
support services under EA. Federal matching funds are available
at a 50 percent matching rate for State expenditures on EA
benefits and administration. (Therefore for the poorer States
Federal matching for EA is less generous than for regular AFDC
benefits.)

Wwhile the above discussion suggests that the concept of EA should
be expanded, there are some serious concerns with the current
system. One concern is that EA is an open-ended entitlement and

therefore has unlimited potential for growth. A second concern g of
is that a few States are using EA to pay for welfare hotels and <
other exorbitantly priced and inappropriate temporary housing - THI

situations. ©Under the present rules, there is little Federal °
authority to prevent or control these types of - expenditures.

OPTIONS:

A. Encourage the use of EA as an assistance system which
meets the needs of families in temporary crisis and
enables them to stay out of the welfare system.

One way to encourage greater use of EA would be to pay
the regular AFDC matching rate for EA expenditures.
Another would be to eliminate the requirement for
administration by the "single State agency"; the latter
change would facilitate administration by a Work
Support Agency or another non-welfare agency which
provides support to working, low-income families.

B. Authorize and encourage demonstration projects to test
whether the EA program can effectively serve as a
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welfare diversion system. (See appendix B for a fuller
description of how such a system could work.)

C. Authorize and encourage demonstration projects to test
whether the EA program can effectively serve as a
welfare diversion program, but only in the context of a
proposal to limit the costs of the EA program.

D. Given the risks inherent in the current system, do not
expand the concept of EA.

RECOMMENDATION: Option B or C, authorize demonstrations of a
welfare diversion meodel, if concerns about EA costs are ‘
.adequately addressed. Given our lack of experience with a
welfare diversion system, a good demonstration project, with a
strong evaluation component, is appropriate. If the systen is
similar to the existing EA program, but designed as a true '
alternative to the first few months of welfare, the cost
implications might be minimized.

[Note: The State of Utah has a diversion component in its welfare
reform demonstration project. The very early results of this
project suggest that further demonstrations would be fruitful. }

 Appendix A--Welfare Diversion/Family Stabilization Model
Appendix B--Family Preparation Model
Appendix C-~Breathing Space Model
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APPENDIX A

A Welfare Diversion/Family S8tabilization Model

overview: Under this approach, the short~term period of
assistance would be used to address the family crisis that causes
the family to seek assistance, in the hope of keeping it from
ever going on welfare. While such an appreoach might not be
successful or appropriate for certain individuals, it would give
States greater flexibility to meet the needs of families in
crisis without requiring that they become destitute and dependent
in the process.

. This program is best suited for families whose crisis is
"essentially financial and/or related to the lack of a job. It
could serve families which have faced a recent catastrophic
disruption in their lives (such as the loss of housing), as well
as those whose crisis has been evolving for a long period of time
(i.e., whose eligibility for unemployment insurance has expired).
Individuals who could not be expected to resolve their
employability problems within four months would not be candidates
for the welfare diversion program; they would continue to be
served through the welfare system. For such individuals, the
short~-term pericd of assistance would serve as a family
stabilization program. Individuals who are at moderate risk for
dependency could be served through either system. [NOTE: The Utah
program makes diversion available to those who agree to a denial
of their AFDC application and are determined unlikely to need
ongeing assistance, )

If a separate Work Support Agency is established (and
communications with the welfare agency can be worked out), it
would be appropriate to provide emergency assistance through such
an agency.

Assumptions for this model:

.0 . All families entering the welfare system are facing a rather
desperate financial situation. However, they come to the
door with different prospects and needs.

Many of the families have prospects for long-term dependency
because they have a limited ability to support themselves
and to cope with life's stresses.

For others families, the need for cash assistance is an
aberration, precipitated by a major disruption in the
family's life or an unusual cenvergence of financial and
family problems.
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For still others, the situation might be episodic because
the family's financial situation, coping mechanisms, and
ability to support itself are too tenuous to fully protect
it when special needs arise.

o Better supports for working families (e.qg., in the form of
an enhanced earned income tax credit and a more supportive
employment service) [possibly together with child support
assurance payments)] will help families become more
financially stable, make them less vulnerable in times of
disruption, and less likely to need welfare assistance.

o The financial stresses that bring families to seek

' - asgistance are often associated with other environmental and
family stresses., At least for some families, it is
important to address these latter stresses in order to
achieve successful participation in education and training
programs and successful transitions to self-support.

o} To keep families from coming into the welfare system
unnecessarily, an alternative assistance system should be
established which addresses not Jjust the family's financial
situation, but also the social service needs associated with
its crisis. -

0 For families with the most severe family and employability
preblems, early intervention is critical because it will be ,7
extremely difficult to get them prepared to participate
successfully in the work force in less than two years.

Length of a551stance'

1} Short-term cash assistance, in the form of emergency
assistance, would be available for the equivalent of four
ronths. (Utah's payment includes up to three months of
benefits.) While a three-month limit would probably be
preferable, some States might be slow in getting services
together to resolve the family's crisis. Also, a good two-
three months of job search and development assistance should
be available before the family is forced into the welfare
systen,

For those receiving assistance through the welfare system Pﬁﬁ
(i.e., the family stabilization program), four months could

be available as a "grace period" when no work requirements

or financial sanctions would be imposed.

In either case, the period of time for which the short-term
assistance is provided could count against the "24-month®
- time-limit.
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2}

3)

In the case of emergency assistance, States would have the

flexibility to advance payments in order to resolve a

family's crisis, However, they should exercise care in
doing so because any such payments would count against the
24-meonth limit to the same extent as assistance paid on a
regular schedule. . Further, if the.family ran out of funds
and needed to enter the regular welfare system before four
months had expired, the family's access to other forms of
short-term assistance would be curtailed. 1In no event would
more than four months worth of cash assistance benefits be
provided as emergency assistance.

Families needing just one or two months' worth of emergency
assistance could come back for residual emergency assistance
if they are again needy. Alternatively, they could go to
the welfare system, with 22-23 months of eligibility
remaining there. . '

Availabilitvy of Assistance and Services

1)

For those in the welfare diversion (emergency assistance)
pregram, the State would have to provide cash assistance, as
well as: - :

a)

b)

c)

d}

a)

f)

9)
h)

job search services, including intensive job search and
development services for those who had recent,
unsuccessful experience looking for jobs on their own
{or in FS or UI programs);

case management, counseling and family support
gservices;

expedited child support services, where appropriate; ;

financial planning and tax assistance;
housing reférrals;

child care referrals;

transportation assistance; and

education and training referrals,

(Utah deems diversion recipients to be AFDC recipients for

 three months. Thus they would have access to services

through JOBS.)

Under all models, the welfare diversion model would be
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2)

3)

,‘-—3

available to those with a recent history of self-support and
no serious impediments to continued self-support. However,
in some models, access to the program could be much broader.
States would therefore have the flexibility to add the
following additional services, as appropriate: referrals to
health screening and assessment, medical care, mental health
services, substance abuse treatment vocaticnal
rehabilitation services, and referral to community services.

Because of budget constraints, only individuals in needy
families would be eligible on an entitlement basis for
emergency cash assistance, child care, and education and
training. Need would be established on a basis similar to

the existing AFDC program, using similar rules for income

and liquid assets. However, the family could have up to , //
$10,000 in equity wvalue of an automobile, ‘and there would

not be monthly redeterminations of benefit levels.

{Like under the current system, the asset limits could
provide some reward to or incentive for families who spend
their resources rather than save. It is unlikely that there
will be sufficient budget or political will available to
extend eligibility and services to families with resources
available, but modest changes tc the general resource limit
should be considered.)

‘Only two month's worth of emergency assistance could be %/

provided before basic verification of income and
circumstances. Any misrepresentation of circumstances would
result in lifetime ineligibility for further emergency
assistance, plus a penalty or fine equal to three times the
amount of overpaid assistance.

Assistance to pay for child care, education, and training /77
could be authorized for up to two years for individuals who Vo
would otherwise be eligible for AFDC, on -a comparable basis

{i.e., they could be deemed to ke AFDC recipients). Other
low-income families could get such benefits ‘on the sane

basis as other families served by a Work Support

Administration.

Families receiving special support for child care and/or.
education and training (as would-be recipients) could have
separate clocks running to track their eligibility fer such
services. If they subsequently needed cash assistance, they
would be able to receive it, but they would be expected to
engage in work or work activities if they had received two
years' worth of education and training services through the
welfare diversion program. Child care would be available
for anyone subject to work requirements or guaranteed work,

' T ek e bk L
pile B — fit i&c:Lem . Aa,afze/

\75"7['5"" 7

T ST/L‘T \rec\.{)s’? | & [7?9



TRANSITICONAL SUPPCORT DRAFT PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10[1/93
regardless of prior receipt.

4) The welfare diversion system would work best for families
with a history of self-support and with no serious
impediments to continued self-support. It would not be
appropriate for: o :

a) teen parents who have not completed schoel;

b) families which are subject to oversight by the
protective services or criminal justice systems;

c) individuals with serious basic skills deficiencies and
no work history; -

d) those with disabling thSical or mental conditions
(including serious substance abuse problems); and

e) pregnant wonmen.

The above categories of individuals would participate in the
family stabilization program and be referred by case workers
in the welfare agency to appropriate support services. :

During the first four months of assistance, case managers
would work with these individuals to encourage them to
utilize those services which would put them in the best -
position to participate successfully in education, training,
and work. These would include a variety of family crisis
services such as housing referrals, family support
interventions, and substance abuse referrals. In addition:

o Teen parents and pregnant teens would receive fanily
planning and parenting services and encouraged to
attend appropriate schooling.

o They and other families with multiple risk factors
might receive home visits as part of a case management
system.

o Pregnant women would receive family planning,

parenting, health counseling and related services,
where appropriate. Those with basic skills
deficiencies might receive early referral to
educational services.

Families who receive their initial assistance through the
welfare program would convert to mandatory participants at
the end of four months., They could opt to begin
participation at any peint during the first four months.
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5) Individuals whose employability was uncertain could show up
‘ and receive assistance through either the emergency
assistance program or the welfare system. Those who have
difficulty keeping appeointments or fulfilling application
and verification requirements would be bumped to the welfare
systenm. :

6) Farilies who participate in the welfare diversion progranm,
but are not successfully diverted and still need cash
assistance, could obtain such assistance only through the
welfare system. Upon entering the welfare system, they
would be subject to participation reguirements.

[If the idea of replacing welfare is still alive, there
could be an alternative approcach here to offer up to two
years of education and training stipends, along with other
- education and training supports, as an alternative to
welfare. Individuals who take this route would be eligible
for job search assistance, financial support during job
search, and work assignments when their stipends run out,]

Re-eligibility: Families who have not received emergency
assistance in the past two years, and families who have received
less than two yvears' worth of welfare and emergency assistance
combined, may receive emergency assistance worth up te two months
of benefits. ‘

States would have the option to treat any subseguent emergency
assistance as a loan program, with individuals expected to pay
back assistance before qualifying for re-eligibility.

States could also. impose good cause requirements. For example,
they could deny emergency assistance to a family which
voluntarily guit a job, without cause.

Model Adaptations Under A Human Development Model: Under Toby's
model, individual families could choose whether to receive their

. initial assistance in the form of welfare or emergency

assistance. Both programs would provide a full orientation on
the two alternative programs, explaining the differences and '
implications of selecting one over the other. Those who opt for
the welfare approach could choose either a four-month grace
period or proceed immediately into a 24-month period of
"intermediate" assistance.

Model Adaptations Undexr the Labor Force Attachment Model:
Education and training support would be authorized only for those
who were unsuccessful in locating jobs or for those who were
successfully diverted and earned education and training credits
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by supporting themselves. The amount of credits earned would
depend on the length of time the family supported itself through
unsubsidized employment. Also, the range of services provided
through the welfare diversion program would be scaled back, and
there would be no reguirement to provide counseling, financial
planning services, referrals to social or health-related
services, family support services, or education and training
referrals. Case management and assessment activities would be
limited in scope also.

Model Adantatlons for the Revised JOBS Model: Both the Work
Support Agency and the welfare agency would conduct assessments,
including evaluation of basic skills and identification of major
employment obstacles, If the Work Support Agency is focused on
services for "job-ready" individuals, those for whom significant
employment barriers and social service needs (or needs for
medical, mental health, rehabilitation, etc. services) are
identified, would be referred to the welfare agency for further
assessment, referral, and cash assistance.

Implications for the Intermediate Term Hopefully, under this

model, a number of the most employable individuals and families
will be diverted from the welfare system. Some, however, will
come into the welfare system where they will be merged with other
families who have received four months' worth of welfare
benefits. It will be very important to establish a good system
for communication, information sharing, and referrals between the
two systems to provide continuity in services and to prevent
duplication in assistance. Also, under both streams, many of

‘those families facing the greatest instability should have begun

receiving services which will help stabilize their lives and
prepare them to work or participate more successfully in
education, training and related services. By the time the 20-
month period begins, welfare recipients should understand the

-nature of their rights and responsibilities in the system and be

ready to begin participation at an appropriate level.
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APPENDIX B

Family Preparation Program
(Short~Term Assistance "With Strings")

Overview: This program is one in which applicants to the welfare
system would pass through on the way to economic independence or
intermedjiate~term assistance. This is a 60-120 day phase of cash
and other assistance which relies heavily on: 1) orientation of
the applicant to the requirements of the welfare system and

services available to foster independence; 2) evaluation and

counseling regarding the short- and long-term needs of the family
as they relate to economic independence; 3) provision of a menu
of supportive services which should serve as a spring-board to
economic independence for the family. ‘

* This program is not emergency assistance in the way most EA

programs are now defined. It is designed for those persons who
would otherwise meet the eligibility requirements for AFDC, or
welfare as we know it. [We may wish to endorse a strictly
emergency program which would make one-time rent or utility
payments, or provide food or transportation costs on a one-time,
or strictly limited, basis for families who have a regular means
of support. However, such an EA program could have vastly
different eligibility and would not necessarily feed into the
regular assistance program. ]

This program would be very similar to the intermediate-term,
mandatory, program being considered. It may be viewed as an
orientation to the intermediate program; however, if done deftly,
it could serve as a diversion program because of the gquality of
services and support offered at the beginning of the family's
contact with the system. The phase does not require the
applicant to perform any particular activities, except to go
through orientation and evaluation/counseling. Where the family
circumstances call for obvious services (e.g., child support
enforcement, drug/medical treatment, child care prior to job

.search, .etc.), then the family applicant would be asked to enroll

for those services as a condition of future support. These are
the "strings" mentioned above. No sanctions would be imposed for
failure to enroll in activities or participate during this first

‘phase. However, the period would be treated somewhat like the

current conciliation period. It would be used as an opportunity
to identify and eliminate obstacles to participation.

Individuals who do not show up would be actively pursued (through
home visits if necessary), and staff would place great emphasis
on the importance of participation and making progress towards
self-sufficiency. Also, they would make note of the prospects
for future sanctions.

Vv - 13
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Economic independence is defined as non-reliance on cash
assistance through the welfare system.

Assumptions in this model:

-]

1)

2)

Families that apply to the welfare system are usually
in very fragile economic circumstances. While there is
a proportion of families that come onto welfare and
leave quickly, never to return, many lack the stability
(i.e., education, work history, job opportunities,
reliable child support, reliable child care, etc.)
which allows permanent exit from the welfare rolls.

.Early intervention with an active and workable system
“of supportive services and psycholegical support is

better than allowing a family to relax into a
"breathing space" of cash assistance from which it will
be harder to emerge in 3 or 4 months.

Evaluation of the family's circumstances very early in
the process helps even those relatively independent
families to plan realistically and with some direction
and support. Such planning is often hard to deo alone
and under the crisis circumstances which brings the
famnily to the welfare system.

- Length of Assistance:

The appropriate periocd of assistance is from 60 to 120 days.
Persons who have start dates for jobs, or who have not
worked long encugh to have built up a reasonable reserve,
should receive extensions of cash a551stance without further
mandatory activity.

This period of assistance w111 count toward the 2-year
limit.

Availability of Assistance and Services:

1)

Besides cash, the State agency would make the fellowing
services available as needed and appropriate:
orientation/counseling for applicants, food stamps, job
bank, day care vouchers or referrals, housing referrals,
medical care, transportation assistance, child support
enforcement, GED programs, etc.

These services would be offered to all persons, as heeded,

who would qualify for economic assistance under ellglblllty
standards.
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.

3)

4)

Some services would be available to all persons who appeared
to need them (e.qg., child support enforcement, day care
referrals; referrals to GED program); other services would
be available to persons passing some presumptive tests after

“initial screening (e.g., food stamps, housing referrals,

transportation assistance, job bank); other services would
regquire verification of eligibility (e.g., day care
vouchers, medical care, cash assistance).

Activities expected of recipients:

o orientation and counseling - group
or individual meeting with an
interim case worker to learn of the
service menu and expectations for
participation in the intermediate
program;

o participation in an individual
evaluation session with a case
manager to outline the family needs
and develop an independence plan;

¢ .  enroliment in needed services
(e.g., child support enforcement,
housing referral, job bank, drug
rehabilitation, pre-natal or well-
baby treatment, etc.);

° regular repdrtinq-in on progress on
the independence plan.

This type of short-term assistance should be available in
general to all recipients.

The following situations would be treated as special case
situations:

¢  Persons who are suffering from some short-term
disability, such as late-stage pregnancy, or an acute
illness, could be excused from some activities (e.g.,
enrolling in job bank, or child care referral).
However, if they are able to come into the welfare
office and apply for benefits, they should be able to
attend orientation and (perhaps) evaluation sessions.

LIS (Non~parent) custodial relatives of dependent children

would be excused from activities, but provided
information on available services.
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. ‘Persons who are suffering through a time-limited work
lay-off perlod w1th no unemployment benefits would be
excused.,

5) This is a simple, but highly individualized program. Its
success will depend upon the applicant's sense that there is
an overall expectation of independence inculcated within the
system. The caseworker/manager is there to get the
applicant started and to offer whatever services can be
provided to move the applicant in the right direction.

Thus, there are no special exclusionary rules except one:
at the end of two years the applicant is expected to work.
Whether the applicant works in a better paying private-
sector job or in a public-sector job for welfare rates is
going to depend on the quality of orientation and
preparation during this initial phase and throughout the
mandatory period.

Re~eligibility:

Because families in this economic category are often living under
extremely unstable circumstances, it is possible for a family to
find itself repeatedly in crises through job loss, illness, .
pregnancy, loss of child care, etc. Under such circumstances it
is likely that families would reapply for welfare after having
been independent for a reasonable period. .

Blanket rules about recurring enrollment are dangerous. On one
hand, if 4 or 5 years pass between applications for assistance,
and it appears that the family has been relatively independent
during such a period, and if it appears that with a bit of
counseling and support they get back on their feet, then we
should consider letting the family have a new 60-120 day period
without heavy mandated activity.

If, on the other hand, the family appears very unstable and with
frequent contacts with the system, then it seems that they should
be placed in an intermediate status right away, with mandated
activities and a large amount of support.
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APPENDIX C

Breathing Bpace Model

overview: This option minimizes mandates during the first few
months of assistance. AFDC recipients would be given a short,
one~time opportunity to receive cash assistance and basic
counseling with nc mandatory program participation.

Assumptions:.

1) Recipients should sort themselves out; people who can find
an alternative to welfare on their own have some time to do
so. There is some question whether welfare staff and the
tools available to them are particularly effective at
identifying the most appropriate individuals for
participation.

2) Program resources are limited and should be reserved for
those who need more intensive services over a longer period.

3) Welfare agencies may not have the capacity to provide
extensive services immediately to all new enrollees.

4) More information needs to be gathered on the value of up~
front intensive services.

Time Period:

any family qualifying for welfare for the first time would be
able to collect cash assistance for a 90-day period on an
unconditional basis. A family could receive assistance on this
basis only once. If they left and re-entered, they would he
immediately placed under the (mandatory participation) rules of
the longer-term assistance program. The reason for this "first~
time only" rule is because people who apply for welfare multiple
-times are likely to reguire more attention and should begin
participating more quickly. By nature of their return to the
rolls, they would be self-sorting themselves into the category of
individuals needing intervention.

Interaction with the Time Limit:

This period would be counted towards a family's total time on
cash assistance. Including short-term assistance in the time

S

e

limit avoids the accusation that this is just another loophole to

lengthen the effective eligibility period. Exemptions that are
granted on the basis of identifiable hardship will be more
defensible.
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Access to Assistance:

States must grant cash assistance using the same eligibility
requirements as during the mandatery periecd. States must assess
the applicant's needs for financial assistance and to provide
basic information and counseling about available services.
Recipients have the right to participate in any of the progranms
offered to mandatory participants and can be added immediately to
any waiting list. States are encouraged, but not required, to
have adequate capacity to offer assistance to individuals in the
first 90 days. They are also encouraged, but not required, to
offer inducements to those leaving early. ‘

Exceptions to the Breathing Space:

Clearly some classes of participants are very unlikely to leave
welfare on their own in three months. For instance, teen mothers
who have not finished high school and have no work experience are
unlikely yo benefit from a laissez-faire approach. Therefore,
program rules could be set up to make teen parents and other
appropriate categories of high~risk individuals ineligible for
the normal breathing space.

At the same time, if the time-limit rules allow re-eligibility to
be established after a long period of time, such as five years,
families might again be given breathing space when they conme
back.
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~ BANCTIONS DURING THE TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT PERIOD

Backgreund. cCurrent law calls for progressive monetary sanctions
‘against non-exempt individuals whe fail to comply in meeting
requirements under the JOBS program, refuse to accept available
employment, or quit jobs--unless they have good cause. These
sanctions take the form of removal the amount allowed for the
individual's needs when the size of the family's AFDC payment is
computed. When the sancticned individual is the parent or other
caretaker in the family, the check can be taken away from his or
her control and issued to a third party in the form of a
protectlve payment.

Prior to any sanction action, States must enter into a
conciliation process with non-cooperating individuals to see if
any disputes about cooperaticn can be resolved without a
sanction. Also, individuals have the right to request a hearing
prlor to the imposition of a sanctlon.

The first time an 1nd1v1dual is sanctioned, the sanction runs
until the failure to comply ceases., Any second sanction must run
at least three months. Any third or subsequent sanction must run
at least six months.

For AFDC-UP cases, the needs of both parents are removed unless

- the second parent partlclpates in the JOBS program or meets
certain other specific requirements. This policy has proven very
problematic because sometimes second parents are unable to
participate due to no fault of their own. Prior to the passage
of the Family Support Act of 1988, the entire family was denied
benefits if the pr1nc1pa1 earper in an AFDC-UP case was subject

- to sanctlon.

Sanction rates for JOBS programs vary significantly across
States, and in some States vary considerably from office to
office. In part, these differences reflect differences in the
extent to which the programs are focusing on veluntary or
mandatory participation. However, they also reflect differences
in program philosophy, saturation, administrative priorities, and
views of the efficacy of such actions.

The experience of some of the best-known welfare demonstration
projects, including the Riverside GAIN program, the Teen Parent
Demos and Ohic's LEAP, suggest that sanctions--especially in the
context of a strong supportive strategy~-can be an effective tool
for obtaining participation and improving program impacts.
Results from other programs (such as the Illinois job search
program) which emphasized sanctions heavily, but provided little
participant support, suggest that sanctions. in the wrong context
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can be uﬁprodﬁctive. ﬁ -
Issue I: Bize of Bgﬁqtion

OPTIO&S:

A. Generdlly maintain current law, but remove only the
needs of the non-complying individual even in UP cases.

B. Allow whole family sanctions.
c. ' Eliminate sanctions during the transitional period.

D. Allow States greater flexibility in setting the size of
the sanction, within certain monetary limits. This
could include flexibility to increase the size of the v//
financial penalty for extended or recurrent 1n01dents
of non-complxance.

RBCDHHENDATION: OPTIOH A, ‘with OPTION D as a demonstration
option. , : ND
. . —

Discussion.

1) While some have proposed that whole~family sanctions be
imposed during the transitional period, stronger sanctions
should not be necessary under a time-limited system, where
individuals face strong incentives to take jobs and work on
their employability.

2) Sanctions affect the well-being of children, as well as the
"~ non-complying adult. 1In the absence of any clear indication
that there is a problem with the size of the sanction,
restraint in expanding the size of sanctions seems
indicated,

3) Families who are unwilling to work may lose all cash support
after the period of transitional support. Experience with
this part of the program ccould provide some valuable
information about the effects of withdrawing assistance from
families=-~in terms of the potential effects on children,
famlly stability, and the child welfare system. From this
experience, we would have a better basis for deciding
whether allowing whole-family sanctions would make sense.

4) The effect of whole-family sanctions would need special
. consideration in developing a definition of the time-
limited period. If sanction months did not count as months CoMT
of assistance, the penalty would be largely mitigated. If ~
‘they did count, then the family could face a substantially '
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shorter tlme limit. The latter pelicy would be less
problematic if the sanctioned individuals had access to
services during this period (see Issue VII).

our assumption-is that pericds during which individual
sanctions are imposed have no effect on the length of the
transitional support period.

S) While our experience with teen parents suggests that some -
change in the level of financial rewards and penalties might
be effective, other evidence suggests that this is not a
particularly promising area. Additional information might
therefore be helpful.

6) Some have argued that, in a time-limited system, it makes
little sense to impose sanctions against uncooperative
individuals since the impending time limit should provide
adeguate motivation for individuals to participate
faithfully in activities. However, experience has shown
that the threat of financial sanctions is a useful tool for
getting needy recipients through the door. It helps ensure
that families that are at highest risk receive early
attention and get access to valuable resources that might
otherwise bhe dlverted to famllles who are capable of self~
support. : :

Issue II. Bonuses vs. Banctions

OPTIONS'

A, Malntaln current law, with its focus on sanctlon VS,
rewards. : _

B. Allow some State experlmentatlon, on a demonstration

' basis.

C. Give States the flexibility to develop their own reward
- and penalty systems.

RECOMMENDATION: OPTIOH A.
Discussion:

1) The Ohio LEAP experience suggests that some change in the
level of financial reward, perhaps in combination with
. sanctions, might be effective. However, given that the
impact of bonuses in LEAP appears to be modest at best, and
the bonus policies in Washington's FIP and New York's CAP .
did not produce positive impacts, we would give this area a
low priority in setting an evaluation strategy.
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2)

In the absence of information supporting the effectiveness

.of bonuses, and aware that bonuses would increase program

costs, it would be imprudent to pursue use of bonuses.

It is unclear whether it would be helpful to experiment with
policies such as increases in the monetary size of sanction
for subsequent failures or other variations of current

. sanction policies.

Issue III. Program Interface.

OPTIONS:
A, Maintain current system.

B. Provide that Food Stamp and housing benefits do not go
up when welfare benefits are reduced due to sanctions.

c. Provide that Food Stamp benefits are subject to
sanction when AFDC rec1p1ent receiving Food Stamps is
subject to sanctlon._

2)

3)

4)

RECOMMENDATION: ASSUME UNSANCTIONED AFDC BENEFIT AMOUNT WHEN i Yéfs
CALCULATING FOOD BTAMP AND HOUSING BENEFITS.

Discussion.

1) To a large extent the effect of AFDC sanctions is currently V/

undermined because assistance provided under other programs
automatically goes up as cash assistance is reduced.

Under current rules, it is very difficult to determine what
the overall impact of an AFDC sanction on a family's
financial status might be. Most sanctioned families benefit
from increases in Food Stamp benefits. However, other
changes are more idiosyncratic because they are less
commonly received (e.g., 25-30 percent of AFDC recipients
réceive housing benefits) and often are calculated less
frequently. ‘

The Food Stamp program currently has a provision which
allows Food Stamp benefits to be reduced when a JOBS .
sanction is imposed. However, this Food Stamp penalty is o
seldom invoked because it is only allowed when JOBS . 4%- e
requirements are comparable to those in the Food Stamp E&T
program. This restriction would have to be eliminated for
Optlon c to go into place. ) \

For non-cooperation cases, Food Stamps has no minimum
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5)

6)

7)

sanction; all sanctions are curable. Alsc the standard
sanction period remains at two-months; there is no increase
in the length of sanction for subsequent failures. For AFDC
to have the same sanction period as Food Stamps would
require a reduction in AFDC sanctions.

HUD could be affected by stronger AFDC sanctions since
sanctioned families mlght well be more negligent about
paying the1r rent.

An argument could be made for joint Food Stamp sanctions if
stronger sanctions were desired, the safety net was
otherwise considered adeguate, and joint sanctions were
deemed feasible. However, given the differences in current
sanction pollcles, joint sanctions mlght be difficult to
implement.

This is a promising area for review by the Program

simplification group. €5’EE§E€
_ o —
Issue IV: Sanction Process.
OPTIONS:
A, Leave current process in place.
B. Allow States to develop expedited sanction processes.

(:j) Put Federal limit on the length of time allowed for

conciliation (e.g., two-four weeks) . ,//

Eliminate the requirement for conciliation.

NO CLEAR RECOMMENDATION ON HOW FAR TO MOVE THE SYSTEM.

Discussion.

1)

2)

JOBS workers have expressed some dissatisfaction with the
requirements for conciliation prior to the imposition of a
sanction. They feel that the conciliation requirements,
particularly when viewed in combination with the fair
hearings and "cure" provisions, make the sanctions process
too time-consuming and cumbersome to be effective or
worthwhlle.

It is generally accepted that rewards and punlshments must _
qccur reasonably close in time to the precipitating event in
order to be effective. Some JOBS operators feel the current
system does not allow this. :
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3) A prolonged sanctions process can impinge on the ability of
States to adequately serve the most disadvantaged recipients
by increasing the amount of "down" time between assignments.

4) The efficacy of a sanction system is undermined if staff are
unwilling or unable to invest the tlme needed to sanctlon
non-compliers.

5) ° Some administrators who strongly support sanctions also feel

“the current conciliation and "good cause" processes, when
used in conjunction with a strong case management systen,

"can be successful in promoting participation without
financial penalty. It is possible that the procedural
requirements cause a bigger problem in States with staffing
problems. Changlng the process may not be the best response
to the problem.

6) While States have had a lot of complaints about
conciliation, and some seem reluctant to use sanctions
because of it, we do not know that it is unlversally
disliked.

7) Any change to the'process would need to be consistent with
due process requirements under Goldberg v. Kelley.

8) It is our hope and expectation that stronger sanction
processes would only be allowed in the context of stronger
support systems. However, we do not know how to assure
that.

Issue V: Length of Initial Sanction
OPTIONS:
A, Maintain current law (no miniium period).

B. Allow States to impose a minimum one~month initial
' sanction, on a demonstration basis.

C. Give States a general option to impose a minimum one-_
month initial sanction..

Create a minimum first-month sanction. : /

NO CLEAR RECOMMENDATION ON HOW FAR TO MOVE THE SYSTEM. ' 14*& A'
- - : ' o gascrr
Discussion. ‘ , ‘ o - amzuw&yd
1) First sanctions are now curable at any time. Some States "“‘ﬁ;‘

. : ’ : - eSS
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have complalned that this makes it too easy for recipients
to game the system; it enables them %o maintain their
_benefits by complying only on a sporadic basis.

State dissatisfaction with the conciliation process has been
evident before. The vast majority of States which elected

to operate WIN Demonstration projects in the early 1980's - /
substantially pared down or eliminated the WIN conciliatien
process.,

2) The current system can be very burdensome administratively.
If a minimum sanction were available, it might be eas;er for
States to resolve cases of non~cooperatlon. ,

3) There is some interest in Option D; however, we are unsure
" about recommending it when changes to the conciliation
process are being considered and we cannot guarantee what
kinds of information, case management, counseling and
supportive services are being made available to recipients.

Issue VI. Minimum Sanctions for Job Refusal or Job Quits.

OPTIONS:

A. Maintain current law and apply the same sanctions for
job refusals and voluntary job quits as for other types
of noncooperation.

B. Apply a fixed three-month sanction for all incidents.

c. Apply a standard three-month sanction for the first
such incidence and a six-month sanction for subsequent

incidents.
RECOMMENDATION: OPTION C; impose standard three or sigx-month /
sanctions. ‘ . >Q§SA
. S
Discussion.

1) The current system treats failure to accept a job and
voluntary job quits no differently than the failure to
‘accept an education and training assignment. However, in
terms of their potential effects on welfare dependency and
welfare costs, the former actions can be much more serious.
First, they are seldom reversible; recipients cannot
normally change their minds and get a job back. Second, the
consequences may be felt for several months because there
may be no ready opportunity to get an alternative job.
Finally, sanctions in these cases may be easier te "“cure"
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2)

3)

4)

3)

because }ec1p1ents can eaSLIY claim willingness to
cooperate, and their claims cannot be easily tested,

The Food Stamp program has fixed 90- day sanctions for

voluntary quit situations, It imposes such sanctions also //
for incidents which occur within the 60-day perlod prior to
application.

In the AFDC-UP program, if the principal earner refuses a
job within the 30-~day period prior to application, the
family is ineligible. Also, families are denied benefits
for 30 days following the onset of the principal earner’'s
unemployment, regardless of the reason for unemployment.

If the system imposes a serious time limit, the need to
address voluntary quits as a special 51tuatlon is
diminished.

While we might prefer a policy which did not sanction

individuals for actions taken prior to applicatio such a
policy would be inconsistent with Food Stampﬂ policy v
and might be rejected on that basis. At the Safe time, it

could be argued that sanctions for quitting or refusing jobs
would only be imposed against those who had been fully

advised of the consequences of their actions. It might be
advisable for the Program Slmpllficatlon group to look at

this issue.

Issus VII. Access to Services.

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION B; ﬁllov sanctioned individuals to access 'ND
services. ‘

OPTIONS:

A. Maintain current law and deny sanctioned individuals
access to services.

B. Allow sanctioned individuals who agree to cooperate

access to employment, education, training, and related
support services.

L

Discussion.

1)

Under current 1aw, individuals who are sanctioned are denied
access to services. In the case of an initial sanction,

‘this policy does not create any problem because the sanctlon

ends (i.e., "is cured") when the individual begins
cooperating. However, subsequent sanctions run for a .
minimum period of three or six months depending on which

vl - 8
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2)

nunmber sanction it is. Thus, even when an individual is

cooperatlng, he or she may be shut out from serv1ces for as
long as six months.

Under a time-limited system, denial of services would be

detrimental to both the individual and to the State agency 177

- because it wastes time that might be needed to get an

individual employable in the private labor market.

VI ~ 9
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TEENAGE PARENTS IN A TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT PROGRAM

Background
Through the passage of the Family Support Act of 1988, the Congress

gave special recognition to the needs of teenage parents on AFDC. .

The Family Support Act bprovides that State welfare agencies
specifically target teen parents for JOBS services. Numerous
studies have documented that teenage parents often have multiple
needs and are at very high risk of long-term poverty and the
associated negative consequences. While childbearing as a teen
- does not, in and of itself, result in these outcomes for all young
mothers and their children, it is significantly associated with
lower earnings, lower educational attainment, and longer welfare
use for the mothers and reduced cognitive development and social
and emotional well-being for their children. _

Several recent reports provide a useful context from which to
consider appropriate programs for teen parents on AFDC. One is
the recent GAC survey of State JOBS programs' service delivery to
teen parents. The report title reflects the findings: States Move
Unevenl 0 Serve Tee rents in JOBS, July 1993. The GAO study
indicates that in. the 16 States included in the study, the

percentage of teens parents who were enrclled in the JOBS program °

ranged from 7 percent to 53 percent. Further, the report indicates
that of the teens who were classified as mandatory, 66 percent had
never been enrclled in JOBS. The study alse indicates that
enrollment does not always lead to high school completion =-- up to
35 percent were found to have not completed their education often
due to another pregnancy or other personal or family problems.
However, the report indicates that teen parents who received an
enhanced service such as parenting classes, were more likely to
complete their educations than those who did not receive such
services. The report suggests that many States have not fully
implemented the provisions of the Family Support Act for teen
parents and may have difficultly mounting approprlate service
delivery programs for their teen parent populatlon.

A second report is the evaluation of the Ohio Department of Human

Services' "Learning, Earning and Parenting" (LEAP) demonstration.
In the LEAP demonstration, pregnant or parenting teens were

reguired to attend school (high school, alternative schools, ABE

programs, or GED preparation programs). Those who attended
regularly received a monthly bonus payment of $62; those who failed

to meet the requirement received $62 less than their normal AFDC

benefit in each month they failed to comply without good cause.
While some counties had more difficulty than others in implementing
the program, it was operated statewide. The evaluation report
indicates that' ©pregnant and parenting teens on AFDC who
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" participated in the program were significantly more likely to
attend high school or GED programs than were control group members.
The study also found that it is effective to target teen parents
who are attending school rather than waiting until they dropout
before intervening with appropriate program services. The LEAP
program was more effective with younger teens and those still in
school than with older dropouts; however, the program was still
effective in increasing participation for those who had dropped out
of school. Excerpts from briefing materials on the demonstratlon
are attached.

Another recent evaluation report is based on the experience of the
States of Illinois and New Jersey in the operation of the "Teen
Parent Demonstration." These programs generally included
provisions which were very similar to the JOBS program provisions
for teen parents and they were found to be effective in
significantly increasing the likelihood = that teen parents
participate in an appropriate education, tralnlng or employment
‘program. The demonstrations involved universal participation of
all teen parents who were randomly assigned to the program
regardless of age, school status, or age of child and provided
fairly intensive case management services as well as other support
gervices such as child care, transportatlon and supplemental
instruction in life-skills, parenting, and family planning. Teens
in the demonstrations were required to part1c1pate in program
activities expected to promote future economic self-sufficiency-
-~education, skills training and employment. Teen parents who did
not comply with program requirements were subject to a fiscal
sanction of approximately $160 for each month they failed to comply
without good cause, As with the LEAP findings, early intervention
was found to be effective. A table on program impacts excerpted
from one of the evaluatlon reports is attached.

The Center for Population Options has estimated that the public
will spend approximately $51,000 over the next 20 years for each
family that receives pubic assistance following the birth of a
child to a teen. Such estimates lend importance to the need to
give teen parents on welfare high priority for services for them
to attain the educational and vocational skills necessary to help
them become economically self-sufficient. Because of the
youthfulness of these parents, it is important to also focus on
their needs as parents and the needs of their young children. The

- FY 1991 cCharacteristics and Financial Circumstances of AFDC
Recipients publication indicates that there were approximately
(:§9§,000 teenage mothers on_§f§§3> The table reflecting this number
is attached. ' : :

Issue 1: Coverage

Current policies under the JOBS prograﬁ' exempt from program
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requirements teen parents who are under 16, attending school full-
time, in their second or third trimester of pregnancy, or have
completed high 'school /GED. In addition, once a teen completes high
school or attains the age of 20, the exemption for caring for a

child under the age of 3 (or, at State option, age 1) often results

in: the teen/young' parent no longer being requlred to  further
participate in the JOBS program.

OPTIONS:
A, Maintain current exemptions.

B. Eliminate current exemptlons for parents under the age
of 20. _

C. Eliminate exemption of caring for young child for those
who begin the program as a teen parent.

D. Eliminate current exemptlons for parents uhder the age
off200and eliminate the exemption for caring for a younyg

child for those who begin the program as a teen parent.

RECOMMENDATION: Option D. All teen parents would be required to
participate in education, training or employment activities. The
requirement to participate would continue after the teen completes
high schoel or attains a GED or attains the age of 20. The
findings from the recent studies of education and training programs
for teen parents support this position.

: 20 is la.-]-- t.e_.eﬁ_n

Isgun 2: Transiti sigtance

Under a transitional assistance program, AFDC recipients may have
a limited periecd under which to receive cash assistance.:

OPTIONS:

A. The definitions and rules for the transitional assistance
program would be the same for teen parents as for other
recipients.

B. Provide alternative policies specifically for teen
parents. Such peclicies would allow extensions of cash
assistance as long as the teen parent was pursulng a hlgh
schocl diploma as an initial activity or in comblnatlon
with another act1V1ty

RECOMMENDATION: Optionw B. The experience of the Teen Parent
demonstration indicates that the average age of teen parents when
they begin to receive AFDC is about 17 years old. However, from

VII ~ 3
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5 to 10 perceht of the teens across the three sites were below age

15. Depending on their age and the level of education achievement,
it may take several years for a teen to complete high school before

they can participate in other activities 1leading to self-
sufficiency. Extensions of transitional support while they are

pursuing secondary education should be provided. .
- : | WLC(;‘AJ Svﬂ?v/r

| D27
Issue 3: Two~generational program

Under current JOBS policies, States are not required to provide

parenting/child development instruction but may do so as a
supportive service (at a lower matching rate).

OPTIONS:

A. Maintain current policy of State flexibility and
reimbursement at the lower matching rate.

B. Réquire States to provide parenting instruction to teen
parents; reimbursement at' the supportive services
matching rate. . : - ' ' -

C. Establish parenting instruction as a required component
© to be provided to teen parents in JOBS with reimbursement
at the same level as other component activity.

RECOMMENDATION; Option C. Given that research' indicates that
children in poverty, and particularly those in AFDC families,
experience a higher degree of risk for poor outcomes . on many
indicators of health and well-being, including higher rates of
serious 1illness, lead poisoning, nutritional deficiencies, and
developmental delay, and the added factor of the relative
immaturity of the parent, incorporatinq social support and
parenting instruction into the education, training and employment
program for young parents is likely to enhance the future prospects
for self-sufficiency for the next generation as well as increase
the probability of higher levels of progranm participation among the
teens (see GAO study cited above). States can be given flexibility
regarding methods of providing the services, either in combination
with other components or as a separate component.

! Kierman; L. "Improving the Health of Infants and Young
Children in Poverty." Paper prepared for the National Center for
Children in Poverty, Columbia University, New York, 1988.

Ssmith, S., Blank, S., Bond, J. "One Program, Two Generations: A
Report of the Forum on Children and the Family Support Act." The
Foundation for Child Development, 1990. .
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Issua 4: Case management

Under JOBS, there is no prescribed approach to case management for
teen parents. States may establish specialized case management
units to serve teen parents exclusively or teens may be served by
the same case managers who serve adult participants.

OPTIONS:
A. Maintain current polidy of State flexibility.

B. Require States to provide specialized case management for
- teen parents. This may be specialized units whose case
managers serve only teen parents or selected case
managers who are assigned the teen parent cases. Such
case managers should be provided with training to help

them meet the needs of teen parents.

RECOMMENDATION: Option BE. Given the relative level of immaturity
of the parents, the multiple needs of teen parents and their young
children, and the lessons learned from the studiegs cited in the
Background section, providing case managers who are specially
trained to help meet the needs of teen parents and their children
is likely to increase and promote full participation.

Issue S: Bonuses or Sanctions

Under current law, teen parents who are in the JOBS program are
subject to the same sanction provisions as are adults who do not
conmply with program participation reguirements, The Ohio LEAP
demonstration provided bonuses when teens complied with program
requirements and sanctions when they did not. However, the study
design does not allow us to assess the independent effect of the
sanctions vs the bonuses or the financial provisions alone since
there was a fairly strong case management component with the
program also, The Teen Parent demonstrations which produced
statistically significant impact on participation included the
equivalent of the current JOBS sanction, i.e., removal of the non-
-complying individual's needs from the AFDC grant calculation, but
allowed that the grant amount be restored upon compliance
regardless of whether it was a first or subsequent sanction. While
sanctions were viewed as important in gaining teen parent
- participation, there was no test of a sanction vs non~sanction or
- sanction/bonus combination approach. S - '

OPTIONS:

A, Maintain current policies.

VvIiiI - 5
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B. . Allow States the option of prov1d1ng bonuses wh1¢h would
be matched as AFDC benefit payments.

C. Conduct demonstrations to test the effectiveness of
sanctions vs. bonuses.

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION A. There is not sufficient evidence to
support a change of policy. Because the relative effect of the

"~ bonus or sanction would be expected to vary based on the State AFDC
payment level and because there is, cbviously, no way to test all
combinations of dollar values for the sanctions and bonuses,
demonstrations would still leave many unanswered questions related
to the appropriate level and mix of the bonuses and sanctions which
could be expected to be effective. Sanctions and bonuses also need
to be considered in the context of related programs policies.
Under current law, the reduction in AFDC due to a sanction is
offset by increased Food Stamp benefits, and, in some instances

perhaps, decreased housing costs, These program policy

interactions should be given some attention.

Issus 6 Taens Who Are Not Parents

Under the JOBS program, depehdent children under the age of 16 who
are not in school are not required to part101pate in any activity,
including school.

OPTIONS:
A. Maintain current policies.
B. Require dependent children to attend school regularly.

C. . Allow states the option of including teens who are
dependent children and who have demonstrated high-risk
of being school dropouts as mandatory JOBS participants,
regquiring school attendance, and providing them and their
families with necessary support services.

RECOMMENDATION: Option C. There have been no research findings to
date regarding the effectiveness of a school attendance requirement
for nen~-parent dependent children in AFDC families?®. However, many
‘of these children are at high risk of dropping out of school and,
for many, of becoming teen parents. Given the findings of the

2 The Wisconsin Learnfare demonstration is now being evaluated

based on a random assignment research design. Early findings

should available within the next year to 18 months. Several other
states have implemented demonstrations including school attendance
requirements but the findings will not be available for some time.
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studies discussed in the Background section that early intervention
with young parents is effective, a targeted school attendance
pelicy operated in conjunctlon with school district drop-out
prevention programs could help reduce the risks of school dropout
for non-parent teens on AFDC.

Other Issues

There were other issue areas considered in relation to transitional
assistance for teen parents for which there was not adequate time
to fully explore or which may be addressed in other subject areas.
These include: mandating, rather than maklng opt10na1 the
requirement that AFDC be provided to never-married minor parents
‘only if they live with a parent or other adult or in an adult-
supervised, supportive settings, with limited exceptions; linking
“transitional assistance eligibility or payments to other
responsible social behavior, such as obtaining appropriate

preventive health care and immunizations for young children or

-1limiting eligibility for increased benefits for additional

i

Yes

children; or 11berallzlnq the UP prior work/school history ,7

requirements for minors who are married.

Attachments

Table 21 from FY 91 AFDC characteristics data
Excerpt from LEAP briefing materials

Excerpt from Teen Parent report

Subgroup Members

oDOow >
1
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Teen Parents .
Attachment B - ' ' FIGURE 2

LEAP's FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS ON HIGH SCHOOL AND ADULT EDUCATION HETEI;ITI'ON AND RETURN

RETENTION EFFECT.

" Teens Who Were Already Enrolied in a School

*

or Adult Education Program When They Became Eligible for LEAP

- Program
_Remained enrolled  group 81.3% o3
for al lsast 10 : percentage
of the 12 months point Increase
(or graduated)  Control $1.1%
group
RETURN EFFECT
Teens Who Were Not Enrolled in a School
or Adult Education Program When They Became Eligible for LEAP
Program
: 46.8%
Ever enrolled -  Foup 134
during the ps'rr.:snlaga '
- 12 months point increase
_ Control 23.4% :

. group

NOTE: Rounding miy cause slight m:opantha in calculated diferences.
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TABLE ES-3

OUTCOMES AND ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS
Teen Parent Demonstrations

Schoal, Job Training, or Employment
(Pereent)
Percent of Months Active
In School (Percent)
In Job Training {Percent)
. Empioyed (Percent)
lo Job Club (Percent)

Maonthly Eamings

Monthly AFDIC Benefits

Peroent of Months Reosiving AFDIC
Monthly Food Stamp Benefits
Percent of Months Receiving Food

Percent with Income Below Poverty .
Living with Supportive Adult (Fercent)
Living with Spouse or Male Partner :
(Percent) .99
Palernity Established (Percent)
Receiving Regular Financial Support :
from Child's Father (Percent) A 9.4
In Regular Contact with Child’s
Father {Percent) 26.1 219
Numbher of Repeat Pregnancies . 1.00
Number of New Births ' 0.50 0.6‘

Sample Sire ' 1,924 - | Lsa.
2278 2284

Souace: tamings, AFDC, food stamp, and child support data are from sdministrative records. All other data are from foliow-
up surveys conducied an average of 28 montha alter sampie intake. The larger sampie sizes pertain Lo those outoome
measutes derived frotn administrative data sources.

~Statistically significant at the 10 percent ievel, wo-tailed 1est.
" **Suatintically significant at the 5 percent level, two-ailed test
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Attachment D
Transitional Support Group

Teen Parent Subgroup

Members;

Karen Armstrong, ASPE
David Arnaudc, ACF
Nancye Campbell, ACF
Mareia Cromer, 08
Audrey Pendleton, DoEd
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PERSONS WITH DIBABILITIEB IN AFDC HDUﬂEHOLDB

This paper discusses the extent to which people w1th dlsabllltles

participate in the AFDC program, services they receive, and
policy options for welfare reform. The first section provides.
information from several studies that estimate the number of
people with disabilities who are AFDC rec1p1ents. The research
reviewed showed that estimates range from one in three families
to one in nine families on AFDC include at least one member with
a disability. However, because the research focused on
functional, physical, and sensory impairment, it likely under
reports hidden disabilities such as learning disabilities and
mental impairments. In most AFDC households the person with the
disability is the female caretaker. The second section outlines
assessment practices and the array of services that are currently
available under the AFDC and JOBs programs. In the final section
of the paper broad policy options are presented.

The primary purpose of this paper is to focus attention on the
prevalence of disabilities among AFDC recipients, and to
highlight that under the present system their service needs are -
not being addressed. The hope is that this information will
assist the Working Group in deciding how to address the needs of
this population. Because there are substantial knowledge gaps
regarding the number of AFDC recipients with disabilities and
their service needs, the most prudent option at this time may be
to conduct demonstrations.

Because many AFDC recipients with disabilities will need a
transitional period that exceeds two years, some of the issue
group members believe that it would be best to-have a separate
track for people with disabilities. Keeping those with
disabilities in the two-year transitional system, but allowing
extensions because of greater service needs, may undermine the
time limit. However, it is the view of most of the staff
involved in compiling this draft that having a separate track
would be counter to the principle of inclusion that has been
guiding disability policy in recent years. There would be a

" great deal of mistrust in the disability community of a separate
track. Keeping people with disabilities in the transitional

system but allowing extensions where treatment and rehabilitatioh.

plans indicate that more time is needed would emphasize the
expectation that all clients can work. Note, that under either
case, people with disabilities would not be exempted from
participation. This would be consistent with a program model
based on the philosophy that everyone can and should be doing
something to move towards self-sufficiency. However, this would
require a substantial commitment of resources to conduct
appropriate assessments and insure that treatment and habilita-
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tion slots would be. available.
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I. AFDC Receipt Aﬁonq—?ersons with bisghilitias and Their
Caretakers

This section presents information on the prevalence and type of
disabilities among AFDC heads of household and other members of
AFDC households.

- Administrative information on AFDC recipients who have disabili-
ties is limited. While "deprivation due to incapacity" is one of
the eligibility categories for AFDC, administrative data identify
incapacity as a reascn for eligibility only if recipients do not
qualify for another reason (for example, as a single parent). As
a result, the number of AFDC recipients with disabilities is
underestimated. For this reascon, administrative data are not
used for this paper. ' : ' :

A. Prevalence of Disability Among Heads of AFDC Households

The prevalence of disabilities among AFDC recipients is examined
in three studies =-- Zill et al., 1991, Doyle et al., 1990, and
Michele Adler, 1993, 1In addition, a limited number of other
.studies discuss the prevalence of specific disabilities among
AFDC recipients and their families. _ .

Doyle and Adler used selfwreports of functional limitations te

estimate disability. Vozin alse used self-reports to determine

prevalence rates for various conditions that may limit employ-
ability.

“Doyle s (1990) estimates were based on the 1984 SIPP. 1In brief,
she found that. .

o] approxzmately 5 percent of adults rece1v1ng AFDC had a
severe disability. A severe disability was defined as
needing assistance with ADLs or IADLs.

'Activities of Daily Living (ADLs) include dressing, eating,
or personal hygiene. Inability to perform any of these without
a551stance is generally proxied to 1nd1cate a severe disability.

Instrumental Activities of Daily Living (IADLs) 1nclude light
housework, meal preparation, taking a walk. Inability to perform
these is proxied to indicate a less severe disability. .
Sensory/physical functions include seeing, hearing, 1lifting 10
pounds and climbing a flight of stairs. 1Inability to perform one
or more of these is proxied to indicate a moderate disability.
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6  An additional 12 percent were unable to perform one or
more physical or sensory functions, or had difficulty
in performxng two or more sensory functions.

o 16.7 percent of adult AFDC recipients had a substantial
functional limitaticon.
o 13.7 Qercgn;-gf adults receiving AFDC reported that

they had a limitation that prevented work. Another 4
percent repeorted that they were unable to work full
time or work regularly.

Adler (1993) used 1990 data and the same definitions of
disability as Doyle., She estimated that: .

) 6 percent of women on AFDC had a severe disability.
This compares to a 1.8 percent prevalence rate among
women age 15~45 who have never recelved AFDC.

o Another 13 percent had a substant1a1 functlonal
limitation, resulting in a total of 18.8 percent of
women on AFDC having a disability.

Adler described other characteristics of AFDC recipients with
disabilities. For example, nearly 60 percent of those with
disabilities have not finished high school compared to 44 percent

of those without disabilities. However, there is no difference S
in the percentage of AFDC women ever employed based on the

presence of a disability.

* that limited work was lesg than the number estimated to have

" digsabilities, Only 60 percent of those estimated to have a

disability reported that they had a health condition that '
prevented work. Also, 6.7 percent of those who were estimated to

have no disabilities reported having conditions that limited
"work. For this latter group the work limitations included mental
"illness, mental retardation, or episodic conditions such as
cancer,

Note that the number of adults reporting that they had conditions ;4/

Neither Adler nor Doyle analyzed 1n-depth the type of disabili-
ties that were reported. Adler found that "bad back" was the
most prevalent condition reported among those who specified their
disability. Other conditions réported were arthritis, respirato-
ry trouble, and "other"

Zill, et al. {1991) used the Current Population Survey, the
National Health Interview Survey, and the National Longitudinal
Survey of Youth to estimate the employability of AFDC mothers.
They found:
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o Using the CPS, that 5.7 percent of AFDC mothers had a
disability. This estimate is the percentage of AFDC
women who reported that the reason they did not work in
the previous year is because they were ill or had a
disability,.

o Using the National Health Interview Survey, that 5
percent of AFDC mothers stated that they were unable to
perform a "major activity", usually defined as working
at a paid job or housework, depending on the labor
force attachment of the respondent.

o An additional 6 percent reported that they were limited
+ © in the kind or amount of the major activity they could
~undertake. : '

o Using the NLSY, roughly five percent of AFDC mothers
"were estimated to have a health limitation that
prevented work, and another five percent had an
impairment that limited the kind or amount of work they
could do.

Note that in each case these estimates are lower than those by
Doyle et al., and Adler.

B. Prevalence of Dlsablllty Among Other Members of AFDC
Households :

As mentioned above, Doyle and Adler bocth estimated that roughly
one in six adults receiving AFDC have a disability that may be
severe enough to limit work. However, many households that
receive AFDC include another member with a disability. In such a
case, the AFDC rec1p1ent may need toc care for this other person,
thus making tralnlng and employment more difficult. Currently,
caretakers needed in the home to care for scmeone who is ill or
1ncapac1tated are exempt from part1c1patlon in JOBS.

Adler estimated that:

©  almost one-quarter of AFDC women with disabilities also
have a child with a disability

© . 10 percent of AFDC women without disabilities have a
child with a disability.

When the disabilities of other adults‘are considered, 38.6
percent of AFDC women with disabilities and 19 percent of AFDC
women without dlsabllitles have another disabled person in the
househeold.
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Estimates of the number of other household members with a
disability, using a different definition of disability, yield
similar results. Another method of determining whether another
person in the household has a disability is to examine the extent
to which others receive benefits from the Supplemental Security
Income (SSI) program or the Disability Insurance (DI) program.
The definitions of disability in these programs is generally
regarded as being difficult to meet. Thus, receipt of SSI or DI
indicates the presence of a severe disability.

AFDC Quality Centrol_data indicate that roughly 1_percent'of AFDC

households include a Qerson who receives 8SI. Unpublished

analyses by ASPE staff using SIPP estimate that children
recexvxng SSI are present in 12 percent of AFDC households, which
is comparable to Adler's estimate of 12.8 percent of AFDC
households including a child with a disability. When adults
receiving DI are included in the analysis, a total of 16 percent
of AFDC households receive income from the SSI or DI programs,
indicating the presence of another person with a disability.

This is less than the 22.7 percent estimate by Adler.

- While SSI administrative data do not identify households that
also receive AFDC, SSI data on income and family structure i
support the survey data. According to unpublished data from SSa,
more than half of the 623,000 children who received SSI benefits
~in December 1992 lived with one parent. Of these, 80 percent
lived in families in which there were no parental earnings (i.e.,
they had either no income, or had only unearned income). This
suggests that many of these households may be ellglble for and
receiving AFDC benefits. -

.Using tabulations from the CPS, Zill estimated that a household
member other than the mother had a disability in roughly 5.5 _
percent of AFDC households. This compares to an estimate of 2.5
percent for all families with children.

Total Numbe: of AFDC Households in Which Someone Has a
Digability

Chart 1, from Adler (1993), illustrates the number of AFDC
households where at least one person has a disability. This
chart uses the self-reports of the ability to perform ADLs and
IADLs, and physical and sensory functions to estimate disability.
Adler estimates that over one in three AFDC households include
somecone with a disability. In one in five households, the female
caretaker is the person with the disability.
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However, 2ill reported disability prevalence rates substantially
less than Adler. Using tabulations from the CPS8, they estimated
that arnc households included someone with a .
disability. In half of those cases, the person was the AFDC
mother, and in half another person in the household had a
dlsablllty. _

Note that the presence of another person with a dlsablllty may or
may not have an 1mpact on the degree to which women rec21V1ng
AFDC can engage in training or work. For example, children with
disabilities generally attend school during the day. Slmxlarly,
the presence of another adult with a dlsablllty does not :
necessarily mean that the AFDC recipient is needed in the home to
care for that person.

C. Substance Abuse

The studies by Doyle and Adler did not include in-depth analyses
of the types of disabilities that AFDC women have. Indeed, there

are few studies of any type that examine prevalence of particular

disabilities among AFDC recipients. There is some data on
alcohol and other substance related problems of AFDC recipients,
as well as data on the prevalence of learning disabilities among
AFDC recipients. The data presented below on these disabilities
is important, because these are likely highly under-raeported in
Adler and Doyle, who tended to focus on physical or sensory
impairments. Of note, reports of prevalence of drug use may not
be valid for estlmatlng whether alcchel or other drug usage may
be disabling or limit work, or if treatment may be warranted.

In general, it is estimated that 2% of the general population
over age 12 have problems related to substance abuse that are so
severe that they require long~-term and perhaps permanent

. intervention due to the chronic, relapsing nature of the
disorder. There are no estimates that relate specifically to
_AFDC. Nonetheless, given the higher incidence of use reported by
AFDC recipients, it is likely that more than 2 percent of AFDC
recipients have severe problems related teo substance abuse.

2ill reported that 12 percent of AFDC mcothers have three or more
alcohol-related problems. "An alcohol-related problem is defined
as an affirmative response to the following types of questions:
"Has drinking ever interfered with your workX on a job?"; or,
"During the past year, have you awakened the next day not being
able to remember things you had done while drinking?¥,

2ill did not report on illicit drug use, except marijuana.
Differences between AFDC and non-AFDC mothers in "first reported
use in adolescence" or "ever used marijuana" were not statisti-

VIII - 8



TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT GROUP PAPER FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93
cally 51gn1f1cant

A draft study by Colliver, Caces, and Quinn reports on the .
prevalence of substance abuse among AFDC recipients. This study
reports that 12.6 percent of mothers in AFDC households report
past month illicit drug_use (most frequently marijuana), conpared
to 5.2 percent of all mothers (note, however, that AFDC mothers
tend to be younger than "all mothers", and that younger mothers
have higher rates of usage). Over 1 percent of AFDC mothers
reported weekly cocaine use over the past year. In addition, 9.1
percent of women in AFDC households report binge drinking three
or more times in the past month.

Again, these statistics do not necessarily indicate addiction or

the need for treatment. However, they do suggest that substance.

abuse is a barrier to self-sufficiency for many AFDC recipients
that needs to be addressed either before or simultanecusly with
education, tralning, and employment.

D. Learning Disabilities

The number of AFDC recipients with learning disabilities is

unknown, primarily due to a lack of formal investigation into the

question. However, a 1990 Department of Labor Research and
Evaluation report states that,

...non—emp1r1ca1 studies suggest between 50 and 80 percent
of students in adult basic education programs (generally
those reading below the seventh grade level) probably have
1earn1ng disabilities.

The report also states that there is evidence of a high
correlation between learning disabilities and functional
illiteracy, especially among those who are economically
disadvantaged. Given these two factors, and combined with
proportion of AFDC recipients who are estimated to have depressed
" reading levels, the report estimates that approximately 25 to 40
percent of all adults on AFDC and in the JOBS program may have
‘learning disabilities. . '

A report by the HHS Inspector General supports the conclusion

- that many AFDC recipients have learning disabilities, Given the
agnitude of the estimates of the number . recipients wit
learning disabilities, and the fact that in manv cases these-

disabilities are undiagnosed and upknown, people with learning

disabilities probabl e under=-reported in the studies on the
overall prevalence of disabilities in the AFDC population.
E. Other Disabilities
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It is important to note that much of the research discussed does
not capture many conditions AFDC recipients or their children may
have. These conditions include fetal alcochol syndrome, fetal
alcohol effects, lead poisoning, and depression and other mental
illnesses. These impairments also limit functlonlng and need to
be 1nc1uded in the assessment process.

F. One State's Experience

Utah recently received a waiver which allows that State to remove
most participation exemptions under the JOBS program. One of the
exemptions that was removed was the exemption due to incapacity.
As a result, Utah has been making efforts to detect the presence.
of a disability among its AFDC recipients. Early experience
indicates that the following percentages of clients have the
listed "risk factors". Of note, the percentages are not

additive, since reclplents can have more than one risk factor.

Risk Factor Percentage
History of Chemical Dependence 6.2
Developmental Disabilities/ - .4

Mental Retardation
Family Illness
Incapacitated Person
Learning Disability
Mental/Emotional History - - 1
Physical Disability
Applied for SSI/DI

whnonwin
b~

These risk factors indicate a lower prevalence of learning and
physical disabilities than the research previously reported
suggests. Much of the difference in learning disabilities may be
in the screens used to detect the presence of a disability, and
which recipients receive those screens. Of note, the highest
risk was for mental health conditions, which has not been
extensively explored in other research. Overall, the difference
between these risk factors and the previous prevalence estimates
indicates the uncertainty surrounding how many AFDC re01p1ents
have impairments that may limit work.
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II. current Practices in Agssessment and Treatment/Rehabilitation

'A. JOBS Participation

All non-exempt AFDC reciplents are required to participate in the
JOBS program. Reasons for exemption include illness, incapacit-
ation, or needed in the home to care for a family member who is
ill or incapacitated, or caretaker of a child less than age 3 (1
at State option). As a result, large percentages of AFDC :
recipients are not required to participate in the JOBS programs.

B.  Assessment

An interview is conducted by intake personnel when an initial
application for AFDC is filed. In some instances this interview
may include questions about barriers to employability. However,
this screen generally focuses on financial eligibility.

AFDC recipients who show up at the JOBS office usually receive a
more thorough assessment. This assessment includes questions on
barriers to employability. For example, 55 percent of States
surveyed by the HHS Office of Inspector General (0OIG) included
guestions on substance abuse, and 45 percent included guestions
on emotional health problems. Because JOBS programs vary by
~State, the rigor of the screening devices varies substantially.
Note that the screening is either self-administered or is
conducted by case managers. Although the case managers generally
have college degrees, it is likely that many do not have training
in assessing the presence of a disability.

Information provided by some regional offices on State programs
indicates that there is little effort exerted by States to look
for non-visible disabilities (such as learning dlsabilltIES) as
part of the intake evaluation process.

C.  Referral

As stated above, recipients who are 111. incapacitated, or carinq
for a person with a disability are exempt from part1c1pation in
the JOBS program. Therefore, if the initial screening detects
the presence of a condition that may impair the recipient's
apbility to work, that recipient may receive no further services.

When a work impairment is detected, the general procedure is to
refer the recipient to the relevant services, such as substance
abuse treatment, physical or mental health services, or
vocational rehabilitation. According to the OIG, in most cases
referral consists solely of giving the client a telephone number
or making a telephone call. There may or may not be additional
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follow up.
III. Policy Options Under Welfare Reform

This section outlines several policy options for assessment and
providing services to AFDC recipients with disabilities. In some
instances these options reflect existing program models. Also,
the state of program knowledge and experience in this area is
somewhat limited. Therefore it may be most prudent to encourage
.demonstrations or encourage State flexibility within Federal
guidelines.

A, Assessment

Currently, federally-sponsored training programs in the area of
basic skills have high drop-out rates. One reason is the
failure to adequately determine the presence of dlsabllltles,
including learning disabilities, as well as hearing and vision
disabilities. These hidden disabilities, often undetected
through the school years, continue to create barriers to
successful training unless they are diagnosed and remedial action
taken.

Current State practices for screening for people with disabili-
ties would be insufficient under a time-limited AFDC program. A
time~limited program, where recipients would be faced with losing
assistance after the transitional period, must ensure that people
with disabilitjies are identified so that appropriate services can
be provided. :

Many of the tools needed for screening for the presence of
disabilities are currently available in the market. The costs
for effective screens can be low. In most instances these
screens identify who might need more rigorous, professional
“evaluation. This additional assessment can be costly. However,
the assessments may be covered in varying degrees under health
care reform, or can be conducted by the State vocational
rehabilitation agency.

The National Institute for Literacy (NIFL) has made the
development of an effective and valid screening device for

2p 1989 report by the Southport Instltute for Policy Analysis
states:
While 3~4 million people enroll in basic skills programs
each year, many programs report that 50«70 percent drop
out- after the first few weeks, and most of those who
remain achieve at best small gains in their reading
abllltles.
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learning disabilities a high priority. An effective screening
device has been the focus ©of two recent grant awards. It may be
appropriate to work cooperatively with NIFL to develop a
screening device designed specifically for AFDC recipients.
Further, while State flexibility may be desirable, many States
may not have the resources to develop appropriate screening
tools. Therefore, the Federal government may wish to establish
model screening tools. '

- It may be appropriate not to have disability screening at the
initial intake interview, except for those who are applying for
benefits due to incapacity. Presently intake screens are used to
identify those who may be exempt under JOBS. Screens used at the
JOBS office may then be used to refer participants to the
appropriate services, including referral for more rigorous
assessnments,

POLICY OPTIONS FOR TREATMENT/HABILITATION
1. Refer clients in need of vocational rehabilitation to the
State vocational rehabilitation agency

All states have vocational rehabilitation (VR) agencies that
provide vocational and other related services to eligible people
who have severe disabilities that 1limit their ability to work.
Under this option, whenever the initial JOBS screening indicates
the potential existence of a disability the client would be
referred to the State VR agency for further assessment and
subsequent services,

Typically, when referrals are made to VR agencies, the client
fills out an application for services, the agency collects
medical data on the client to determine whether or not the client
is eligible, and then the client is interviewed by a counselor.
Counselors often make the initial determination of medical
eligibility. If the client is eligible for VR services, the
counselor and the client decide what services are most appropri-~
ate for the client's employment goals.

Presently, costs for VR services are shared between the Federal

- government and the States. The Federal share is about 80 percent
of costs. In some States services are provided to all clients
who are eligible; however, many States do not have the resources
to serve all eligible clients, Those States must select for
services those who have the most severe disabilities, '

Note. that not all AFDC recipients who are referred to the VR
agency may be eligible for services. For exanmple, if an AFDC
recipient lacks job skills or has human capital needs in an area

VIIT - 13



TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT GROUP PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93

unrelated to the disability, the VR agency may decide that
habilitation is unlikely to result in employment and thus not
serve the client. Further, some may be deemed to have disabili-
ties that are not severe enough to reguire VR services,
particularly in those States that serve only those with severe
disabilities. Therafore, if this option is selected, the order
of selection for services criteria must be changed so that AFDC 177
recipients with disabilities would be entitled to or have
priority selection for VR services. Note, however, that in
recent years VR systems have been cr1t1c1zed for not serving
those with severe disabilities, and that the system has been
moving toward serving those with the most severe disabilities
first.

The VR system is also sometimes criticized for inconsistency.
Counselors have discretion in deciding what services may be
offered to a client; as a result, clients are not always treated

equally.

Finally, the VR systenm is subject to resource constraints. Some
State systems may not be able to absorb large numbers of AFDC :
recipients. . This problem may be alleviated by allowing JOBSB /7
funds to be used to reimburse State VR agencies.

(:) Use a services integration approach to providing services.

Most of the services that recipients with disabilities need are
presently available within the community. Therefore, instead of
creating new programs we could ensure that existing programs J
serve AFDC clients. : 5@0

A services integration approach is being used in one of the
demonstration counties in Utah where most exemptions from JOBS .
requirements have been removed. Under this model, all appropri-
ate agencies are cooperating to ensure that recipients receive
the necessary services. The JOBS program has paid for the
creation of an assessment center where assessment services for
each agency can be co-~located and clients can be assessed for
services from multiple agencies in one day.

One advantage of a services integration appreoach is that services
from numerous Federal and State funding streams can be accessed.
Federal funds are already available for almost all services that
clients would need. Asg a result, services can be provided
without the JOBS program providing the funding.

A services integration model may be easier to develop on a local
level than prescribe from the top down, in part because it would
be difficult to force relationships among service prov1ders who

may not normally interact. :
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Of note, this option, and the option discussed below, are similar
to the VR model discussed above. One difference is that JOBS may
or may not pay for serv1ces, whereas the VR system often pays
providers.

3., Contract with local agencies and organizations to provide
assessment and treatment/habilitation services.

This option avoids some of the problems that may be encountered
" in the two previous options. Many localities have public and
non~profit community rehabilitation facilities that provide a
wide range of treatment and rehabilitation services. Whereas
AFDC recipients may not be eligible for services under the VR
system, contracting with providers would guarantee that slots
would be available. One problem with a services integration
approach is maintaining accountability and responsibility.
Contracting out services, even if the contracts are to other
public sector providers, may alleviate such problems and would
also guarantee that slots would be available,

However, contracting out such services may result in more costs :
being incurred by the AFDC and JOBS programs as opposed to the (BAV
existing funding streams for those services. -

4. Test different approaches to providing assessment and
treatment/habilitation on a demonstration basis.

With a few exceptions, there is little experience in providing
comprehensive assessment and treatment/habilitation services to a
large number of AFDC recipients with disabilities. 1In fact, as
discussed earlier in this paper, it is unclear just how many AFDC
recipients would require such services. As a result, it may be
most prudent to test assessment models and service models before
implementing nationwide requirements to serve AFDC recipients
with dl&&blllties.

Additional Policy Issues

1. Determlnlng the Approprlate Time lelt for Persons with
Dlsabllltles

Public policy concerning people with disabilities has been moving
towards the principle of inclusion rather than exclusion. With
the passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the goal of
providing opportunities for pecple with disabilities to :
participate in all aspects of society has been codified.
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' It will be important to send the message that we have expecta-
tions of persons with disabilities. The current policy of
exempting persons with disabilities from JOBS is not looked

upon with universal favor by disability advocates. JOBS programs
are viewed by some as providing good opportunities. At the same
time, it is important to be aware that many recipients who have
disabilities and who need treatment or habilitation will need
more than two years to receive services related to their
impairments and the necessary education or training so that they
will no longer need cash assistance. Therefore, policies must be
developed to extend the time period for people with disabllities
who are making a good faith effort.

The additional time required to prepare an individual with a
disability for a job will vary. For example, some physical,
visual, or auditory disabilities can be mechanically addressed,
so time extensions may not be necessary. However, some mental
disorders or a learning disability could easily require two to
three years of treatment or remediation. In addition to the time
allowed for services necessary to address the disability, it is
possible that the disability has resulted in other human capital
deficiencies. As a result, even more time may be needed to meet
those needs before full- or part-time work can be expected.
However, policies to extend the time limit for people with
disabilities must be careful that extensions are flexible enough
to meet the unique needs of individuals, but strict enough that
the effect of a time limit is not undermined. As stated earlier,
Adler found that there was no difference in the percentage of
AFDC women ever employed based on the presence or absence of a
disability, indicating that many recipients with disabilities can
work. Further, the average time a person spends in the public
rehabilitation system is about two years, indicating that long
extensions to the two year transitional period generally would
not be needed. Nonetheless, there would be many cases where an
extension would be warranted, although there is not enough
experience to suggest what an appropriate extension would be.

One option would be to require all people assessed tc have a
disability to have a treatment/habilitation plan. Activities
engaged in as a result of this plan could be counted for the
purposes of participation. 1Initial time extensions established
by professionals would be included in the plan, which subsequent-
ly would be monitored for progress or effeort. 1If necessary, a
cap could be placed on the percentage of recipienta that a State
could have in the extended time perlod status.

2. Cost and Flnan01ng
Costs
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At this point we have gathered limited information on the costs

of providing services to AFDC recipients with disabilities. This -
lack of information on costs suggests that it may be best to oW
first operate demonstration projects for treating AFDC recipients
wzth disabilities.

The public rehabilitation system costs a little over $2 billion
per year, and has about 200,000 successful rehabilitants per
year. Of note, the VR system serves people with severe physical
and mental disabilities, so their costs are probably much higher
than the costs of serving AFDC recipients would be.

Treatment for substance abuse and remediation for learning

disabilities are two areas where information was collected. fffg”’
' | - by

The costs for available federally-funded substance abuse ¢9€A

treatment slots ranges from $3,800 to over $19,000 (for more —

expensive residential treatment). One reliable estimate is that
$5,800 could provide somewhat effective treatment for one person
per episode. Tt has also been estimated that the average
duration for an effective treatment model is five and a half
months. Thus, the rough cost for one "treatment slot", serving
about 2.2 people per year, is about $12,800 per year. Added to
this cost would be the necessary child care and other support
services that AFDC recipients may need.

It should be noted that there is presently a shortage of
treatment slots. It is estimated that current capacity can meet
approximately 58 percent of treatment needs. Requiring treatment
for AFDC recipients who need it could result in fewer slots belng
available for the people who are not AFDC rec1plents, which
raises equity and efficiency concerns. ‘

Like treatment for substance abuse, remediation costs for
learning disabilities also vary a great deal. Variables include
the remediation approach used (e.g. phonics), student/teacher
ratios, and whether the provider is a non-profit community
organization or private, profit-making organization. Understand-
ing these constraints, costs for remediation range from $500 to
$3000 per client. Adequate remediation services with some life
skills development would cost around $1200 per client.
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- Financing

Financing issues are related to the treatment options discussed
previously. For example, if a VR model is selected, then costs
for treatment and habilitation would be incurred by the VR
system. However, as noted, the VR system has its own resocurce
constraintg. As a result, it may be appropriate to allow State
VR agencies to use JOBS funds to pay for the State share of VR
costs. The services integration model would utilize existing
services in the community and their respective funding streams.
Flnally, the option of contracting with local providers may
result in much of the costs being incurred hy the JOBS program.

One important factor in this discussion of financing is the
extent to which assessment and treatment services may be covered
under health care reform. As information was being gathered for
this draft, relevant coverage issues in the President's plan were
still evolving. However, the plan's coverage of substance abuse
treatment will allow for inpatient and residential treatment,
professional outpatient treatment and intensive non—re51dent1a1
treatment services.
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Members of the subgroup and others who gathered 1nformatlon for
this paper are:

ASPE

Steve Bartolomel—ﬂlll
Michele adler

Laura Feig

Audrey Mirsky

Gwen Rubinstein
Sharman Stevens

- SAMHSA

Mary Jansen

ACF

Juanita Henderson

Myles Schlank
Glenn Young =-- Region X

AoA
Anna Kindermann
Ashley Oliver

- S84

Marilyn Swartz
Ken McGill

Education _
Eunice Fiorito
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A¥DC~UP

Overview. In order to gualify for AFDC, there must be children who
are deprived of parental support and care. In most cases, children
are deprived because at least one parent is absent. However, two-
parent families can qualify if there is deprivation due to the
incapacity of a parent or due to unemployment of the principal
earner in the family. Families that gqualify on the basis of
incapacity are covered under the regular AFDC program and are

counted as "basic" cases. Families that qualify on the basis of

unemployment are called AFDC-UP (Aid to Families with Dependent
Children-~Unemployed Parents) cases. Special conditions of
eligibility apply to such cases. The most significant are: 1) the
100~hour rule which prevents families with two healthy parents from
getting benefits unless the parent who has served as the principal
earner is employed less than 100 hours a wmonth; and 2) the
*quarters~of-work" test which prevents such families from receiving

. assistance unless the principal earner has had a substantlal recent

work history.

Until the Family Support Act of 1988, States had an option whether
or not to provide assistance to two-parent families through AFDC~-

UP. While the program was optional, about half the States provided ’

such benefits. In the other twenty-to-twenty-five States, the only
two~parent families that received assistance were ones where at
least one parent was incapacitated.

While it is difficult to develop convincing empirical evidence,
many feel that the additiocnal requirements for AFDC-UP eligibility
have contributed in some way to the decline of the two-parent
family, especially among low-income populations. As the number of
single-parent families continues to increase, there seems to be

renewed interest in eliminating special eligibility rules for two--

parent families. However, there is not universal agreement on this

peint.

It is not the responsibility of the Transitional Support Group to
resolve this issue. However, in our discussicns about developing
appropriate service strategies and time-limit rules, we took note
of this side discussions and leaned towards policies which provided
greater comparability in the treatment of the twe types of cases.

- Traditionally AFDC-UP cases have. been treated dlfferently under

wOork programs.
In general, the principal earner has been subject to more

rigorous work requirements than other parents (é.g., there
were mandatory referrals to employment offices).

IX - 1
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The financial sanctions imposed when the principal. earner
failed to meet participation requirements were much more
severe, Until the JOBS rules came into effect, the entire
family would lose benefits if the principal earner failed to
cooperate, Under JOBS, a sanction can result in a penalty
against elther one or both parents.

Also, under JOBS, both parents are subject to participation
requirements (unless otherwise exempt); traditionally, only
'the principal earner had been subject to requirements.

Finally, under the Family Support Act, a special participation
requirement was established for AFDC-UP cases. Beginning with
FY 1994, States are expected to get large percentages of their
AFDC-UP cases into actual work activities for at least 16
hours a week. Education and training generally do not count,
although there is an exception included for those under the
age 0f 25 who lack a high school education; these individuals
can participate in educational activities. For 1994, the
percentage expected to be in activities is 40 percent, but the
expectation increases every year, rising to 75 percent by
1997.

While there is con51derab1e logic and phllosophlcal support for
expecting more rlqorous participation from AFDC-UP cases (in
general, they are in a better position to participate in work},
special AFDC-UP rules can be questioned on other grounds.

1) A very substantial portion of AFDC-UP cases can be
expected to go off welfare within one year of coming on.
Focusing on AFDC~UP cases 1is contrary to a strateqgy which
calls for focusing  limited resources .on potential long-
stayers. -

2) Research on employment and training programs has shown
mixed impacts for programs targeted on AFDC-UP cases. Thus,
it is questiocnable whether focusing on these groups will
produce the hlghest return on the public investment.

3) To the extent that two-parent families have more

~difficulty qualifying for benefits (either in terms of cash
or services) or Xkeeping benefits (in terms of sanction
policies), there could be some disincentive for families to
form. - :

Characteristics of the AFDC-UP Cageload.

There are some general differences in the characteristics of AFDC-
UP and basic AFDC cases. (See appendix A for more details.)

IX - 2
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In summary*

AFDC-UP cases tend to be larger, with more children, and a
larger age range of children. o

A significant portion have parents who are well inte middle
age. {(In part this may reflect problems that young couples
have meeting the "quarters-of-work" requirement.) At the same
time, disability, in the form of SSI eligibility, is less-
common. '

As expected, UP cases tend to have closer ties to the labor
force. A moderate portion have automoblles.

Except perhaps in California, the UP caseload is much less
diverse racially and ethnically than the regular caseload.
(This probably reflects in part the smaller population of
intact black families.)

Contrary to expectationst there are a fair number of UP cases
that do not have two parents in the case. Since the "standard
filing unit" was enacted in 1984, the general rules has been
that all parents in the home should be included in the filing
unit. The main problem here seems to be that, in Californid,
there are a substantial number of cases with two parents in
the home, but one or both parent lacks satisfactory
immigration status and is therefore ineligible for AFDC.
(ISSUE: Should some kind of community service or family
obligation be imposed in these cases even where the adult is
not receiving assistance?)

Anecdotal .evidence had suggested that substance abuse was a
.significant problem in AFDC-UP cases. The prevalence data

discussed in ancther paper suggests that the UP caseload does ‘

not have disproportionate problems in this area.

Based on this overview of the AFDC~UP program and AFDC-UP caseload,
it is easy to see that there are special factors working for and
against AFDC~UP families in their move towards self-sufficiency.
The presence of two parents in the home, their greater attachment
tc the labor force, and their better access to transportation make
such a move easier. At the same time their larger family size and
the presence of young children in greater numbers make the move
mere difficult.

Of course, as the UP data helps illustrate, the AFDC caseload looks
quite different in different parts of the country. This diversity
suggests some caution in setting natlonal pollcy regarding how UP
1cases should be served.
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Exemption policies.

OPTIONS:

A. Require participatiqn'by both parents, even if there is
a young child. ‘

B. Require participation by both parents unless the State
finds it more advantageous to have one parent in work
activities and one responsible for the care of the child.

MAJORITY RECOMMENDATION: NO SPECIAL EXEMPTIONS; ENCOURAGE
PARTICIPATION TAILORED AROUND CHILD CARE NEEDS. ‘
Discussion.

1) If the program in general is moving teo a full participation

2)

3)

4)

5)

model, it makes sense that both parents in UP cases would be
subject to participation requirements. The traditional
concept of a single breadwinner is no longer the sound basis
for public policy.

In today's economy it is less likely that one parent alone
will be able to earn enough to support the family. It is
unclear that welfare work policies should establish the
pattern or expectation of single-parent support.

A two-parent participation policy may be more costly for the
government, at least in the short run, because of child care
costs.

States should have flexibility and be encéuraged to design
participation requirements which minimize the need for child

care expenditures. For example, they should explore work and .

a551gnments (including part-time, school-hour, evening, and
in-home assignments) which would enable parents to share child

care responsibilities. However, there are circumstances when

such expenditures might be indicated, and States need some
discretion in this area.

We intend that AFDC~UP families with special needs (such as -

responsibility for the care of a disabled child or elderly
relative) would receive reasonable accommodation in terms of
establishing reasonable and appropriate participation

requirements and extensions to the time limit. A decision on

whether an exemption, extension, or special treatment were
appropriate, in this case would depend on the level of care
invelved. One parent could qualify for an exemption if the
care needs were extensive enough.

IX - 4
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Targeting to AFDC-UP Cases.

Discussion.

1)

2)

Research suggests that early, intensive intervention in AFDC~
UP cases may not a productive use of resources. It therefore
should not be forced by Federal pelicy. However, programs to
promote early entry into the labor force might be more
appropriate. In general, the research suggests that AFDC-UP
cases might receive lower priority for education, training,
and support services; however, such a policy would fly in the
face of our interest 1in treating AFDC-UP cases mnmore
comparably. = Also, there are AFDC-UP cases which are
susceptible to long-term dependency.

Federal pelicy in this area should not be too prescriptive
because there are considerable differences in the AFDC-UP
caseload in different parts of the country. Furthermore, if
changes are made in the eligibility requirements for AFDC~UP
cases, the future AFDC~UP caseload may be much different than
has historically been the case. First, there may be a higher
level of cases that are actively participating in the labor
force and need a different service strategy. Secondly, there
may be many more cases that are at-risk for long-term welfare
stays because they lack work histories and have poorer
educational backgrounds. For these families, earlier and more
intensive interventions could provide a better payoff than
research suggests. .

RECOMMENDATION: TO THE EXTENT POLITICALLY FEASIBLE, DE-EMPHEASIZE
EARLY AND INTENSIVE INTERVENTIONS FOR AFDC-UP CABES; ELIMINATE

REQUIREMENTS FOR UP CASES8 TO PARTICIPATE IN WORK ACTIVITIES IF SUCH
' REQUIREMENTS REDUCE OPPORTUNITIES FOR OTHER PAMILIES.

ganctions,

Discussion.

2)

Under the Family Support Act, sanction policies for AFDC-UP
cases and regular cases became much more similar. - Whole-
family sanctions were eliminated; sanctions were applied only
to non-cooperating parents and to their spouses if their
spouses were not alsc participating. The second-spouse
provision did cause some problems because the second spouses
were not always in position to participate; e.g., sometimes
they were working or sick. These ' prcbhblems have been
alleviated by policy changes over time.

With broader participation and narrower exemption policies

IX = 5
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anticipated, it makes sense to have comparable AFDC-UP and
regular AFDC policies. Sanctionable actions would affect the
‘sanctionable individual's portion of the grant. Two-parent
sanctions would be imposed only if both parents were expected
to part1c1pate and failed to do SQ.

- RECOMMENDATION: PARALLEL THE POLICY FOR REGULAR AFDC ChBES} APPLY
THE SBANCTION ONLY TO THE NON-COOPERATING INDIVIDUAL.

IX - 6
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Appendix A

An Overview of the AFDC-UP Caseload

Following is some information pulled together from 'the AFDC QC data
to help inform the development of policies approprlate for the
AFDC-UP caseload..

First, in spite of the extension of the AFDC-=UP program under the
Family Support Act, AFDC-UP cases still comprise only about 6
percent the total AFDC caseload.

The California UP caseload represents about 39 percent of the
national caseload. Therefore, California statistics tend to
dominate the national numbers. Since the California statistics

.are not representative in a number of respects, we have compiled

separate statistics for California and the rest of the country.

At the end of the ‘text are some tables with more detailed
1nformat1on. ,

UP cases without two parents

Outside of California, most UP cases (93.2%) have two parents in
the case. In California, there are a fair number of UP cases
(i.e., 20,540 out of 102,699 cases) with one or no parents 'in the
case. .

In California, most UP cases without two parents do have parents
otherwise in the household. A majority of these cases (almost
12,000) have parents who are illegal aliens, and more than 1,100
cases have a parent on SSI. However, for a substantial portlon of
the cases, there is no obvious reason why parents who are 1ns1de
the household are cutside the case.

Outside California, a substantial majority of UP cases without two
parents appear not to have two parents in the home; of 10,757 UP
cases without two parents, 6431 report no parent in the home and
outside the budget group. Less than 15 percent of these less-
than-two-parent cases have illegal parents, and less than three
percent have a parent on SS8I. More than 5 percent are receiving
restricted payments (presumably these would be sanction or
‘mismanagement cases).

In both California and the other States, it is quite rare for UP
cases without parents to have another adult in the case.

‘General differenceg between UP and Basic Cases
UP cases are about four to five times as likely to own a car (but

CIX - 7
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still less than one—quarter do)

UP cases are much less likely to have a household member or an
adult househocld member on SSIT. '

The ethnic/racial make-up of UP cases is much different. Outside
of California, UP is largely a white assistance program. . Inside
California, UP cases are fairly evenly distributed among white,
Hispanic, and other non~black populations. The basic caseload is
largely black and whlte, but also includes a substantial number of
Hispanics. _

Outside of California, UP cases use pubklic and subsidized housing
to the same extent as the basic caseload. 1Inside California, it
is rare for UP cases to receive housing assistance; UP cases depend
almost entirely on private housing.

Participation in self-initiated education and fraining is fairly
comparable between the basic and UP caseloads.

UP cases are much more apt to have earnings than regular cases,
and they are more apt to have unemployment income--especially in
California. UP cases are two to three times as likely to be
employed and twice as likely. to be in the labor force, but
unemployed (vs. not employed).

UP cases are much more apt to have several (i.e., three or more)
children--especially in California, to have infants and toddlers,
and to have two ¢r more children under age 6. Thirty-seven percent
of basic cases have no children under age 6.

- UP cases are as likely to have school-aged children as basic cases.

The older of the two parents in UP cases seem to be appreciably
older than parents in basic cases and the number of young “"older"
‘parents (i.e., under age 20-25) seems much smaller. However, these
data need to be looked at carefully bescause of the large number of
basic and California UP cases without any parent.

- Figures on the age of the head of the household suggest a
different, less clear picture. The California UP cases still seem
- to have substantially older adults, but the distribution for the
. other UP cases is quite similar to that for the basic caseload.
As might be expected, for basic cases, figures on the age of the
head-of-household and the oldest parent are similar. For UP cases,
the figures for the oldest parent and head-of~household groups
differ considerably, with household heads tending to be younger
than older parents. : :
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DATA SUPEORTING THIS DISCUSSION

National Caseload

Basic . 4,051,161

up . 260,550
Total 4,311,711

UP Caseload

Naticnal 260,550.
. CA 102,699
 Other - 157,851

Data on UP Cases Without 2 Parents

ca K Other
Total UP cases 102,699 157,851
Cases w/ 2 parents ~ B2,160 147,094
Cases w/out 2 parents - 20,540 10,757
Cases W/ 0 parents ‘ 11,282 2,685
Cases w/ 0 adults 11,481 .2,259
Cases w/out 2 parents in . o o
case, but parents in home. 19,398 - 4,326
Of Cases without 2 Parents
Total R . 20,540 10,757
Cases w/ illegal parents ~.11,982 7 1,360
Cases w/ SSI parents 1,141 243

Cases w/ restricted payments 0 584

IX -9
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BASIC AND UP CASES

: Basic . UP/CA. UP/Other
Car ownership
Vehicle | . s5.8% 27.8% 20.0%

SSI Recipients in Household
SSI Adult ‘ 6.2% 1.7% 0.7%

SSI Member . 7.4% 2;2% 1.9%
Race/Ethnicity

‘White 0 37.4% ' 30.6% . 75.9%
Black _ 41.3% 7.2% 9,6%
 Hispanic . - 16.3% 28.3% . 8.8%

Other 5.0% ' 33.9% 5.7%

Housing Arrangements

Public Housing . 9.6% 1.7% . 7.8%
Subsidy o 13.7% 6.7% - 11.8%
Private Housing 63.8% 91.1% 62.5%
Free rent - 7.0% 0.0% . 3.0%
Shared Housing - 1.7% 0.0% 0.6%
Own home 3.7% 0.6% - 14.0%
Earnings/Employment Situation

Earnings . 7.3% _ 16.7% - 19.0%
Unemployment Income 0.6% 8.3% 3.0%
Parent Employed - 5.5% 17.2% . 10.5%
Parent Unemployed 9.8% 19.4% 19.4%
Parent Not Employed 65.2% 57.8% 64.9%
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DIFFERENCES "IN NUMBER_OFlCHILDREN

Basic UP/CA UP/Qther
No. of children
0 2.6% 0.0% 0.0%
1 42.9% ' 20.0% 27.5%
2 '29.8% 32.2% 32.5%
3 15.4% 25.6% 22.6%
4 6.0% 12.2% - 9.9%
5+ - 3.2% - 10.0% 7.6%
No. of children < 6 7
) 39.6% 26.7% . 24.1%
1 - 38.8% 32.2% _ 40.7%
2 16.6% 29.4% 24.1%
3 4.1% 8.9% 8.9%
4

or more 0.9% 2.8% : 2.2%

Age of Youngest child
| 9.6% . 10.6%  14.0%

< 1

1l < 2 19.6% 32.2% 29.8%
2 < 3 10.5% 11.7% o 11.8%

3 £6 20.7% 18.9% 19.3%

6 < 12 26.4% 21.1% 18.5%
13 < 18

10.6% 5.6% . 5.7%
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DIFFERENCES IN AGES OF ADULTS

Age of Oldest Parent Basic . UR/CA o Up/Other

16-17 1.0% 0.6% 0,2%
18-159 5.6% 1.7% 1.3%2
20-25 _ ‘23.9% 13.3% . 19.6%
26-30 20.5% . 14.4% 23.2%
31-35 16.0% 15.0% 23.4%
36-40 : 9.6% 20.6% i5.6%
41-50 6.7% . 16.1% 11.2%
No parent 15.0% C11.7% 1.7%
. Other 1.7% ' 6.6% 3.8%
Age of Household Head Basic UP/CA UP/Other
16-17 1.2% 2.2% 0.4%
18~19 5.7% 2.2% 3.4%
2025 : 24.8% 14.4% ‘ 27.7%
- 26-30 21.5% 16.1% 23.4%
31-35 17.2% 16.7% 19.3%
36-40 . 10.8% 16.7% "14.0%
4.1-50 : ’ , 9.1% : 16.1% £.4%

Other 0 9.7% 15.6% ' 3.4%
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TRANSITIONAL BUPPORT IN TEE CONTEXT OF RBINVENTING GOVERNHENT

overview. On September 7, Vice President Gore issued the report
on his National Performance Review.. It contained innumerable
suggestions bout how to make the Federal government operate more
effectively and efficiently. It talked about moving a way from a
- system characterized by complacency and entitlement towards a
system characterized by initiative and empowerment, and it talked
in many ways about focusing more on what the government gets for
its dollars than its expenditure process. The report alsoc cited
the Administration's welfare reform initiative as an important
part of the Reinventing Government initiative.

In this context, we think it is important to think about whether
potential changes to the welfare system would be consistent with
the directions suggested by the National Performance Review.
Obviously the ideal proposal from that perspective is to convert
the welfare system from a program funded on an open-ended
entitlement basis to one funded on a performance basis.
Unfortunately, we did not feel that such a drastic change could
be made overnight. A major problem with converting to such a
system is reaching agreement on what goals do we want such a
system to achieve. A second problem is determining how we coulgd
measure whether it is meeting its goals. As the experience of
the JTPA preogram and the JOBS programs has shown, performance
systems are more difficult to develop than one would think.
Great care has to be taken to ensure that secondary (but
nevertheless very important) goals are not thwarted when
standards and measures are put into place.

Short of that; we have tried to become more outcome- rather than
. process-focused and to provide State and local governments
flexibility in deciding how teo manage their programs. We have
“also tried to look at the issues from a cost-conscious point of
- view., 1In particular, we tried to keep some of the following

interests in the back of our minds when evaluating the options
"bhefore us: _

1) cutting back to basics;

2) re~engineering to cut costs;

3) decentralizing decision~making;

4) holdlng programs accountable;

5) giving program operators the tools they need,
6) enhancing the quality of worklife;

7) giving customers a voice and a choice;
8) empowering State and local government;
9) eliminating regulatory overklll-

10) exerting leadershlp,

11) making service organlzatlons compete.

X -1
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Some will argue that we will not fix the system until we totally
transform it into a performance-driven system. However, we have
identified a number of lesser policy options which should’ move
the system in the right direction. A number of these are
discussed in other papers. We have not attempted teo lay out
recommendations in this paper (in part because we ran out of
deliberation time). Nevertheless, we thought it would be helpful
to at least get some ideas on the table for this purpose.

Possiblé Short-Term Strategies

A. Greater flexibility in how programs are administered by
: eliminating the single State agency requirement;

B. Encourage more individual discretion in the type of
support services offered (e.g., relocation programs)
[NOTE: this could be in the context scme costs A
controls.};

c. Conduct consumer surveys of reclplents to 1dent1fy how
- well they are being served;

D. ‘Egtablish a Federal expectation of equitable treatment
and/or reasonable accommodation;

E. Promote contracting for E&T services when there is
'~ reason to believe general services are not meetlng the
needs of welfare recipients;

F. Promote continued evaluation of work activities, but
- with a more aggressive effort to distribute of
information on program effectiveness;‘

G. Change the fundlng structure for the JOBS preogram (see
Appendix A for further discussion);

H. Promote greater use of competitively~bid, performance-
: based contractlng (see Appendlx B for discussion of one
model) ;

I.  Support Féderal, State and local reviews and audits of
‘educational and training programs to determine whether
they are effectively serving welfare'recipients;

J. Provide incentive funding for CET-model programs
and other innovative programs which tie education
and tralnlng services more directly to work;
K. Provide a pool cf Federal R & D funds for further study’

X =2
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L'

of effective service models;

Give States more flexibility to meet the needs of
participants through one or more of the following
approaches: '

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

q)

promote use of individualized service plans

(whether for the entire caseload or only for

those with special needs);

amend section 403 of the Social Security Act
to restore authorization for general service
expenditures under IV-A;

encourage discretion in State and local
programs, consistent with their State and
local procurement rules, to provide social
services based on individual circumstances;

“encourage innovation practices through a Federal

and/or State incentive systems;

allow families to have an automobile of higher
value when needed for employment, participation in
employment and training activities, or special
family circumstances (such as medical needs);

allow substantially more flexibility to

States to pay for services and to provide

counseling and other follow-up services to
former AFDC recipients; or :

eliminate'the 20~-hour rule,
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Appéndix A

changiriq the Financial Incentives for State JOBS Progqrams

. Currently, there is no financial incentive in the JOBS allocation
formula to encourage States to help welfare recipients find and
keep jobs. Instead, funds are distributed according to a
combinations of flxed match rates and the Federal Medicaid match
rate. How frequently recipients are able to find employment and
how long they retain their jobs does not affect JOBS funding.
States whose welfare clients have poor employment rates may get
the same reimbursement as States with above~-average rates since
they are paid on a cost rather than performance basis.

A reinventing government approach looks to rewarding what works.
When States are able to place more recipients who can retain

their jobs, their success in doing so should be rewarded.

However, other factors would also need to be part of the reward
formula. To encourage successful programs, a floor could be set
for the Federal match rate for JOBS expenditures {e.g., 50 ,
percent). Based on sampling throughout the year, the Federal 4;_
government could determine overall State success rates. States
that performed above average or well based on some preset
performance measures could receive higher match rates (e. g., up,

to a maximum rate of 75 percent).

An alternative incentive system could provide higher matching
rates for expenditures during the first two years and lower
matching rates for individuals after two years (whether in
subsidized work, work experience, or extended benefit status).

If either of these approaches seems viable, they need to receive
additional staff work, in part to ensure that States with the
most disadvantaged caseloads are not unduly disadvantaged.
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_ Appendix B
America Works

One private organization that is remunerated on the basis of
-performance is America Works, founded in 1985 in Hartford,
Connecticut. By 1991, this company had managed to place about
2,000 welfare rec1plents in existing private and government
sector jobs, with a solid job retention rate. America Works
operates as a temporary employment agency, recruiting welfare
recipients, providing them basic interviewing and job skills
training, and job placements. Employers pay America Works about
half of what they would otherwise pay when hiring through a

' . regular temporary agency, and America Work diverts a portion of

the employee's wages. Welfare agenc1es give fixed-rate payments
to America Works based on its success in placing recipients and
Keeping them employed. After a four-month trial period, America
Works estimated that 70 percent of employees are retained.

Case managers at America Workg have a strong incentive to help
employees retain their jobs since bonuses and commissions are
offered on that basis. As a result, case managers will help
mediate between employer and employee, and even help with
occasional transportation and babysitting glitches.

" To the extent that such organizations can save Federal/State
dollars and obtain good results for clients, they should be
encouraged. The proliferation of organizations like America
Works could be aided by disseminating information to States about
how the prototype operates, cutting down the red tape needed to
set up and fund such organizations (e.g., by simplifying the Work
Supplementatlon program rules), settlng up demonstrations, and
grantlng waivers as needed. .

Before a dec131on is made to go this route, however, we recommend
that the pregram be further investigated. There is some concern
that the results may be attributable to "creaming" (i.e., working
with the most employable recipients who would have found steady
employment anyway, without this kind of program intervention).

DK‘

Len's
"Dul'r



TRANSITION BUPPORT GROUP

COBT TABLES FOR EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING SERVICES

N.B. -- The numbers in the attached table are indicative of a.
range of costs for different component activities which can be
found under the JOBS program. These numbers were compiled from
education and training programs and demonstrations in three
Departments~~Health and Human Services, lLabor and Education.
These costs have been compiled without an attempt to achieve
‘complete standardization or comparability, nor do they capture
the substantial variation which exists within and across States.
In addition, when provided by other Departments, no attempt was
made to verify their accuracy. They should therefore be used .
with caution. While they offer insights into the costs of these
services, and will be useful to modelers making judgements about
. how to cost different activities, any restructured program can be
expected to operate under different assumptions, timeframes and
capacity constraints which could substantially alter the actual
costs of these activities.
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COST ESTIMATES FOR EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SUPPORT SERVIGES:
' TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT PROGRAM (1992 dollars)

introductory Services

Xi 2

Cepartment of Education |Cost/Participant $1,660 $7,760, $5,622*
) Duration {manths) 4.6 12

Department of Labor Cost/Participant - $1,537 $2,447

JTPA . Duration (rmonths) 3.4 4.3

Department of Labor Cost/Participant $961 $2,081 |

{Jab Corps) Duration {(months) , 7.6 7.6
- |Departrent of Labor Cost/Panticipant $1,120 $635 $1,511 31,759

(JobStart Demo) Duration (months) 1.5 29

DHHS Cost/Participant $108 $670 $616 $788

(JOBS) Duration {months) 0.7 55 6.3 6.5

DHHS Cost/Participant $343 $B893 e+ 121 $1,063

Mass. ET Program Duration {months)

DHHS Cost/Participant

(Teen Parent Damo) Duration (months)

DHHS CosyParticipant $205 $155 $154 $2,006  $2.251 |

{(Welfare to Work Demos) |Range** $112-5348 $122-3188 $1,159-$3,525 |  $1,974.§2,684

LA

L L

The figures are the average annual costs of post-secondary schoot attendance
for students receiving and for students not receiving AFDC, respectively.
The numbers represent estimates of the full cost of post-sacondary schoof

attendance, including tuition and fees, room and board, books and

transportation.

The welfare to work demonstrations differed substantially in scope and
structure, and consaquently there is considerabie variation in unit costs.
To capture the variation, a range of unit costs is presented,
Duration data for welfare to work demonstrations are not availabfe
on a consistent basis and in a standard format,.

Figure represents the cost per participant for persons in the following

activities: high schogl, classes to prepare for the GED, ESL classes and ‘
adult basic education classes, |



COST ESTIMATES FOR EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SUPPORT SERVICES:

TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT PROGRAM (1992 dollars)

PEmploymant Alvlile

X1-3

Department of Education |Cost/Participant

Duration (months)
Department of Labor Cost/Participant $344 $1,876
JTPA Duration (months) 2.7 24 |
Departrnent of Labor Cost/Participant $318 $224
(Job Corps) Duration (months) 7.6 7.6
Department of Labor Cost/Participant $420 $301
(JobStart Demo) Duration {months)
DHHS Cost/Participant $367 $239 $1,234 $r90 ‘$459
{JOBS) Duration (months) 1.7 2.0 2.5 3.2 38
DHHS Cost/Participant $704 $3,442 $1,125 338
Mass. ET Program Duration {months) - '
DHHS . Cost/Participant $2,737
(Teen Parent Demo) Duration (months). 54
DHHS Cost/Participant $254 5167 $245; $274% | $354*** §2 564 §607 $61
(Wellare 1o Work Demos) |Range** $122-3387 $24-$659* $354-31,196 $30-$93

$102-3446* |  $2,466-32,661 I

L3

" on a consistent basis and in a standard forrmat.

L 24

This figure does not include payments to employers.

The average for individual job search is $245; for group job search the
average is $274. The top range ($24-$659) is for individual job search and
the bottom {$102-$446) for group job search, :
The welfare to work demcnstrations differed substantially in scope and
structure, and consequently thare is considerable variation in unit costs.
To capture the vanation, a range of unit costs is presented.
Duratich data for welfare to work demonstrations is not available
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NOTES TO COST ESTIMATE CHART

General
All cost figures are in 1992 dollars.

The cost per participant is average total cost per partici-
pant. ‘An average monthly cost per participant can be
arrived at by dividing the cost per partlclpant by the
duration (where available).

Duration figures for the Department of Education Basic/Adult
Education entry and for the Department of Labor JOBSTART
entries were originally reported in hours. These numbers
were converted into monthly figures by assuming 20 hours per
week, 4.3 weeks per month. The duration data from the
National Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) study,
originally reported in days, were converted into months by
agssuming 30.4 days per month,

Department of Education

Cost and duratlon flgures for Basic/Adult Educatlon are
rough estlmates

Department of Health and Human Services

JOBS cost and duration data were drawn from state reports
(rather than from an independent evaluation).

JOBS cost figures represent only those expenditures incurred
by the State agency coperating the JOBS program and claimable
for activities under Title IV-F of the Social Security Act.
For this reason, JOBS cost figures may not represent the
full cost of the services provided. States may not claim
reimbursement under JOBS for those services that are already
provided through other fundlng sources. '

The JOBS cost numbers 1nclude both the Federal and the State
share.

The JOBS cost data are from FY 1991, as 1992 cost data are
not yet available. ¥Y 1991 was, however, the first year
States reported expenditure data by component, and the
figures should be viewed accordingly.
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while the cost data are from FY 1991, the duration data are
from FY 1992, the first year for which such information is
available ’ .

Massachusetts Employment and Training (ET) Program

1.

Massachusetts ET costs represent only dlrect costs to the

. program and do not include, for example, costs incurred by

JTPA-funded programs or public schools.

Welfare to Work Demonstrations

1.

As mentioned in the footnote on the first page of the
matrix, the welfare to work demonstrations varied widely in
design, and consequently the reported unit costs differ -
substantlally

" Data were drawn from the followlng welfare to work demon-

strations: ]

Illinois WIN Demonstration Program (Cook County)

Maine Training Oppertunities in the Private Sector Program
Maryland Employment Initiatives (Options Program, Baltimore)
New Jersey WIN Grant Diversion Project .
Saturation Work Initiative Model (San Diego)

Virginia Employment Services Program

Food and Nutrition Sérvice, Department of Agriculture
Cost data by compdnent were not available for education and

training programs operated as part of the Food Stamp
Employment and Training (E&T) program.
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SOURCES FOR COST ESTIMATES

Department of Education

Data were prov1ded by Mike Carpenter of the Offlce of Management
and Budget at the Department of Education.

Department of Labor
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)

Preliminary cost estimates from the National JTPA Study were
supplied by Larry Orr of Abt Associates.

Job Corps

Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor.
1991. Job Corps in Brief: Program Year 1991. :

JOBSTART

Cave, George and Fred Doolittle. 1991. Assessing JOBSTART:
Interim Impacts of a Program for School Dropouts. New York:
MDRC. :

Departmént of Health and Human Services
JOBS

Data were provided by the Division of Program Evaluation, Office
of Family Assistance, Administration for Children and Famllles
Department of Health and Human Services.

Massaehusetts Employment and Training (ET) Prbgram.

Nightingale, Demetra Smith et. al. 1991. Evaluation of the
. Massachusetts Employment and Training Program. Washington, D.C.:
The Urban Institute Press.

Teenage Pareant Demonstration

Hershey, Alan M. and Marsha Silverberqg. 1993. Costs of
Mandatory Education and Training Programs for Teenage Parents on
Welfare: Lessons from the Teenage Parent Demonstration.
Mathematica Policy Research report submltted to the Department of
- Health and Human Services.
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welfare ﬁo.Hofk Demonstrations

Data were drawn from MDRC final impact reports on the following
welfare to work demonstrations:

Illincis WIN Demonstration Program (Cook County)

Maine Training Opportunities in the Private Sector Program
Maryland Employment Initiatives (Options Program, Baltimore)
New Jersey WIN Grant Diversion Project

Saturation Work Initiative Model (San Diego)

'~ Virginia Employment Services Program



