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, ~ary Jo Ban,~/,,,Assistant ,'Secretary _< 

i ' for the Administra,tiori""for Children and'Families 
, ,,,,rpavid Ellwood, Assis'tant Se'cretary

! for Planning and Evaluation , 
:Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the,Pre$ident

: ,":., ,- " '! 'for Domestic Policy '" ' 
Co-Chairs, Workihg Group on Welfare Reform.,
I, ..~, Family ,Support and Independence ' , 

~~ashingtori, DC '20500 
~-- ~ ..' 

Qear Mary 'Jo, David ana-oBruce: ' 
!
I .. 

Thank you for solI'citing, our comments on the, legislative. 
epecifications, for the WORK program. 'AIthough there are some' 

I ..,. " • 
aspects of the program ,.that are encourag~ng 'we, are ve'ry' deeply,I 

~roubled about 'a crucial question that' is ,not yet resolved: 
wh,ether' parents ,who' play by the rules· but cannot, find private 
sector' jobs will be completely cut'off from all cash support o'ra 
publ,ic' jo~ when their WORK slot ends;. Parents who do everything we 
~sk but are unable to find a priv~te sector job should riever, be 
dhrown- into destitution., 'At an absolu'te, minimum, as, long' as 
parEm,ts 'are willing to w'ork,' then 'a, public sector job must be 
provi'ded;, if unavailable,,·, the basic APDC safety net must remain in 
place ~ . It would be difficult for us to overstate the importance of 
~his provision - - . the',President",s plal'l. simply must preserve a' 
,afety , ne,t fo~ c:hildren. 

I 

~e ~re'alsq deeply dist~essed overthe.inclusion of full ~amily 
~anctions,(pp:36~38},· It is ~n'no'one/s interest tO,throw children 

,~nto hunger and hom~~essnes~ even i±,the parent~ aie not complying, 
wi:'th all the rules. It is also needlessly harsh t'orequire that , 
neither food stamps 'rior housing, a?sistancewould rise in response, 
do a sanction.' , ' ,.,'-", . 

I " , , 
I 
i ' ", . ," , , " ' " 

Fiinally I we want to strongly endor-se' "Option Btl fo;- part -time work 
qp. 13). Parents who" are working 20 ,hours per week are' doing 

,1xactly what"i,we are asking tl?-em, t:,o do .and should not be, subject to 
,tihe time ,clock. '"In light of the fact, that only 30 percent of' " 
~arried women wo:r-k,Jull-time full':'year, ,we oelieve that more than -. ' 
";OptionB'1 is not a reasonable expectation ~or single parents with 
yjbung children. 
! ' 


,~elow is'a brief summary of additional concerns: 

I 

·J.J2 week pre-JOBS status for f ami. lies, with' a child conceived while 
o.n AFDC (pp. 5-6): 'It is simply ,bad policy t61imit pre JOBS status 
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to" 12 weeks when ,a child is conceived :while the .parent is receiving 

AFDC. In,many area~, infant care is simply n9t available; in all 

areas the cost i,s extremely high. In' combinat.ion with a family 'cap 

pol~cy where, the mother would not. receive any additional' grant for, 

the infant., this p~ovis~on strikes', us as offering; a, double, 

t?unishment ,for the baby while forci"ng an unwise use pf scarce 

~esources.1 

i Placement in 'pre'-'JOBSfor goodcat..ise capped at 10 percelt (pP.' '6­
7),: The"" very 'definition of "good cause 11 means that thos~""who 'meet 
that test can justifiably be p.la.c'ed in 'the pre-JOBS program. It'la­
'~nequitable to require inappropriate partic'ipation in JOBS simply 
because a person' is last on 1 ine after, the cap has been .,reache,d .. 

. We underst.and·· the:ihterii::c'is -to 'prevent states, from keeping- ,people' .­
dut. of the JOBS, program., Bute ehis remedy p~riishes parepts who 
shoulq. 'be placed, in pre~JOBS ,..for good ,cause. ','Other: means "of ' 
monitoring state perform9nceultimately leading, to reduced ,federal 
ieimbursements should be "~mployed to a.void" the inequitable 

,treatment of families~ . , 

No ex~mption for second trimester of pregnancy (p-:". 6) : Under' 

current law, 'pregnant, women are exempted from JOBS participation 

for, both the second and third trlrriesters. ,~llowing only an 

exemption ,for the thl.rd trimester is counterproductive.' .women in 

their se,cond trimester 4re currently, exempt because it ver,Y 


edif t to place them in work positions.', We believe that' current 

raw should 'be retained. ' ' 


Substanc~ abuse treatment must be appropriate (p.8): We suggest 

tJhat /theword "app:z;opriat~" be added in.5 (a)' after IIpartlcipate 

in." .states must not. be allowed to require' inappropriate substance 

aibuse'treatment, to decrease the rolls rath~r than assisting people 

to achieve self-sufficiency., 


Minimum case management standards for teens (p.ll): We recommend 
'that minimum caseload size standards be Lncluded (such as so, ,cas,es " 
'per worker) and ,that th~ .case managers :be, required to ,have 'a 
~~ecializedknowledge of teens. ' 

'A!ppropriate act~vitie~ for te~ns (p.1l): It is not clea~ from the 

draf't which activitie$ would be cons-roered appropriate ~nder the 

JOBS program and who would make this deterrriin~tion. 'At at! minimum, 

completing aGED,; taking classes at a trade school, et:<;:. 'should-be 

donside~ed.appropriate. 

'Time clock for teenagers (p.ll) : We oppose applying the t.wo-Year 
d:l,.ock to 18-. and ·l~ ,year-'old parents . They are~ far ·more likely to '".;. 
need more than two years to be for work, both because they 
will need more years of, education and training I, and because their" 
ohil<:iren are very young.' We would be remiss .if we did not -also say
t:hat we' have grave re,servations about the two-year limit. 'Its 
iigidit~ will move ~om~mother~ away from the educatidn t.hey ne~d, 
making it harder for them to find a job wit.h any chance of .' 
~upporting a family~ , ; 
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Determination of, Ifj,cib readyft (p.;12),: The' draft: does not indica,te, 
whether states would be ,required to exempt someorie from job search 
~f they were not job ready due'to illness or other reason. We are 
concerned 'that a pare:i).t with almost any kind OF ,work experience 
~ouldbe <;leerned "readY,",i3,nd'would'be prevented from enrolling in, 
1=l"J"e train.lng they rea:lly need. " 	 , ' 

,,~ploym.enf:-Oriented'Education (p~12): $ection,,('fl-- would replace 
~anguage in" 482 (d) (1) (A) 'which calls for "basic-andr,emedial 
,language to' achieve 'a basic literacy "·1:-evel. II Instead,,' the proposal 

---' includes,... 'lemployment-:-oriented ,education to'--achieve literacy 
levels :-;':11 ,It is hard to know precisely how this would O-translate 
iI'!.topract,ice, but we fear ,that' it 'would lead to the_Jea'st po~sible 

',educittion" denying the'participant the chance to move above 'minimum 
*aglP work. " 

Child~are,-'fo~ JOBS 'program only (p .14) ,: We favor sect'ion (c)', 
',¥hich aJ.lows people, to enroll half ,t'ime in a 'post -.secondary 

p:r:::ogram, even i,f that adds uP' tO'less than 20 h0urs per week: 
!]!owever I_,#e :believe, that pare:qts, in approved self -inttiated 
educational and training act,ivifies that, are outside the JOBS 
1:(rogram should rece,ivechild care as' under current law. The child 
¢are gu~rantee for 'IV-A child care should not be cut back. 

~ualifying ,for aqditional AFDC ,(p.".20): Ind'ividpals should be able 
to qualify for more than six months total of AFDC when they do not 
receive AFDC and are not in the WORK program. If a parent suffers 
'a~cxisis after working, for ten years, the family should be able to 
~ccesg the safety ~e~ for more than six ~onths. 

. I' '. 	 ~ 

~xtensions bey'ond Two ... Year Time-r.'imit (pp 19-20}:Extensions are 
allowed beyond the, two-year limit.,:v;hen services j such as 'child ca're 
or training programs are not avaLLable at all but' are counted 
<9-gainst the 10 percent cap. It would be unfair for a parent wh<? is 
not appropriate for,a JOBS placewent to 'be excluded from a pre~JOBS 
slot' because the state failed to meet, the demand for services. 
Additionally, weare ,concerned that extensions of up to 24 months 
~or completing' a. two or four \Tea~ degree program are', allowed, but 
only if the parent is also participating, if!. part -time, work,. ,- Pal;"ts 
,6f"thi~ pr6posal display a bias against post-second~ryeducation 
~hich we be~i'eve"i:s counter':'productive, ,to the goal of mov~ng people-"'-' 
from we:l:far~ to a, stable job. . !, 

Limits to subsidies to Employers ,'·'(P.27);- The prciposkllimits 
$ubsidies ,to ernplo,yersfbr WORK participants to 12 mdiths, and 
offers the hope that the" worker: will not be let go a$' s~on as the 
subsidy end~. More specittc protections are needed.;.befor~ engaging 
in a program of subsidizing positions in the private sect6r'. There 
is a real ,danger that employers will exploit, WORK'par~icipantg, 
wi thoutany real prospect of permanent:. employment. : Specific 

., 	penalties for employers ought to be conside~ed, such as irequiring 
an'·'employer to· pay back the subsidies when wO'rker-g are. 'let. go,
w1thout cause. ' , " 

, '. 



TO .. '94567431 P.05• MAY-28-1994 06:50 FROM 

: ' , ,:.'- t 

~eopleshould be better off in WORK. than AFDe. Jp. 33}: One of the 
President's key principles is that people who work should not be 
poor. However;.in.33(a),' states' are only required to make families 
'jno worse off 1\ in the WORK prog;ram than they were receiving AFDC. 
Since WORK particip~I?-ts would hav~ to pay FICA ta:x;es and probably 
~olfld have clothing and t·ran;sportatign costs beyond. the '; $90 
disregard"in reality tpey will be worse off than they were 
.~eceiving AFDC. (Qf .~<::our§e,V?e, ~ain stress that people in the WORK 
p,rogram should also receive the Ele bec;::ause they,~are working and 
"sienerating . income that, in all -other 'circumstances· would entitle~ 
them to the EIC.) We believe, the ·pringiple should be th~t states 
must ensure that ·familiesare'better:'off by working than receiving' 
.AiFDC. 
.	i, .~' " 
~equire s.tatesto provide child care (p.34): St;ate.s should be' 
trequired to' provide child .s::are so WORK participants can engage iri 
~pproved education and, training: ac.tivi'Eles' in addition to WORK 
als'signments, rather than' ;having child' care optional in these" 
dircumstances. 

" 
:",, 

, JioBS fWlds fd'r Ilon-c\istodial parents (p. 42): Al though we support 
increasing programs:, .for rt~:m-custodial patents, we arE! concerned 
tpat allowing 10 percent of' JOBS- funds is too high. , The 

'evaluations of the Fair Share demon~trations indicate they are 
v.prthy of further examination, but not yet Worthy of an expenditure 
b;f potenti'ally hundreds of .millions 'of dollars.' . 

, T~ank you again for i the opp_Qrtunity to provide comments on the. 
Working.. Group's welfare plan. Please let us know if we can ,provide 
any additional information.' 

; : '. , :. . '' 
, 

s~nGereli, "," . 
: ~',)'//'.l'd:Jb~ VUitl~t~.· 	 ~If/I--t:! ./'i~~ . 

~bor~h Weinstedn' .' David·S. Kass' 
.. F~mily Income Director,.,j .Senior Program As iate 

'N~("L 

Nancy Ebb , 
S~nior Staff Attorney 

, >. 

; r, 
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. .May 23, 	 1994 

(p(~~D.-) 
MEMORANDUM . 

('<t~ To: 	 David Ellwood.' ,'. 
Mary Jo Bane 
Bruc~ Reed ~ 

From: . Wendell primu~ 
Re: Comme~ts on.leg,islative specifications 

~ttached 	are· the comments received To date on the Prevention., 
. Make Work Pay, and Improving Government Assistance legislative 

specifications. Also attached are two,ad~itional comments on the. 

CSE specs from OMB ... 


" ~ 

cc: Belle Sawhill ,.Kathi Way 

. Emily Broinberg 


'/oW':;::1I,' 
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To: . Wendell Primus' .. 

. Front Judy Wu~el 

Re: ... Corrunents on Legislative Specifications' 

Date: . May 20: 1994 

Prevention, 

1. Teen Pregnancy Preveiltion Mobilizarion<(jrants 

a.While we support the concept of a Nacional Clearinghouse on Teen Pregnancy 
Prevention Programs, we' question wherher we need a separate clearinghouse on this' 
issue. 'Other enLities,such as Ihe technical assistance centers prOposed in the ESEA' 
reauthoriZation, might be well-suited to provide techitical SUppOll on teen pregnancy 
prevention within a comprehensive framework .. ' At a minimum, we should ensure that 
legislation would permit existing technical, assistance centers and clearinghouse to 

. compete to be designated ~s the NationaI' Teen Pregnancy Prevention Clearinghouse. 
• • I '" 

·b. The plan should fequire the' applicants £0 describe.. connections among the 
applicants (e.g .• the school, CBO, college, etc ...), including how they are liriked,' 
how their res.ources and serviq:s are coordinared . 

c.. The specificariOTls for hor.hThis .and the demonstration should specifically 
mention Lht! dt!sirdbiliLy uf linkagt!s with local school to work pannersbips.

'. ,,.. '. 

2 .. Comprehensive Services Demonstration 
. . . 

a. The specifications need to·,·do more to distinguish betvieen the'demonstration and· 
, . the grant program. The .current :descriptions mak~ it difficult to see how they are' 

different and why we 'would be proposing both. 

b. We suggest that this progr~be administered in the. same ma~cr as ·the grant . 
. program. The demonstration and the granrprogram have many of the same goals and 

implementation issues. Bpth initiatfves would be strengthened by sharing the same 
ad.lllUllSUative structure. '. '. .' 

,. 
. ', ­

I c.. Page 7, first paragraph. replace description Of educational and employability 
servic.es with the following languagc~ " ,. 

http:servic.es
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education, traicing aDd employability developme'nt serVices. which lead to a high 
school diploma or its equivalent, posr.secondary education, and enuy into ·high skill, 
high wage careers and includes services such as academic ,enrichment. tutoring, 
mentoring, career and college counseling, apprenticeships, and paid .work ,experience. 

d. Page 7, second paragraph, change first sentence to re<).d as follows: 

''"~~. " . . . . " . . . '1'1~, 

Social support services designed to provide yomh wirh a stable environmem, a , 
continuous relation to adults, and opportunities for safe andprOctuctive activities. 

~. . .' .',," 

, Add to second sentence, "after school and summer programs" , 


e~' Page 7, third paragraph, change first"sentence to read 


, Community activities designed to promote the value of deferring childbearing, to" 
improve community stability, to reduce social isolation, and to encourage, ... 

In the second sentence, add media campal.gns as a permiss~bk ~c[ivilY. 

f. Page 7, subsection f 

~vidence of collaboration between the co~unity and the city, as well a~ the state, , 

should be required. . 


g. \Ve had proposed that the applicants bc requircd to ~howhow !hey would payout· 

. the grant funding over 10 years. 


h. As we have diSCUSSed, we would suppon an increasing local march requiremem 

(cash or in kind), beginning at 10% and rising, to 30 or 40%- in the fifth year. 


In addition, we have some minor,mostly stylistic. suggestionS which 'are shown' on the 
attached mark-up of ,the specifications. , , 

I...; ~ I ' 

3. Case Managemenl for: All Custo~iai Teen Parents 

a"'-page 10, subsection(b)(l) -- Case managers respon~ibilities should include helping 
to ,arrang~ child care.and transportation and finding a job. ",. 

4. Teen Parents Education and Parenting Activities Option 
......... 


a. We ·understa~d that this option is not intended to' allow states to impose sanctions. 
on d~pendent chilqren who are not tl;emselves pare1lts~ . With [h~L urult!rstanding, we 
support this provision. . , 

b. Page 11, subsection (a). The term "special ~kilis tr~ihing program" should be 
'replaced ,with "'a program leading to a· recogniz~ degree o.r skills certificate." 
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Making Work Pay 

We have no comments on this section.· 

Improving Government AssIstance 

1. Indiyi~uaI Development Accour.n Demonstration 
. -

IDAs should be avaiJable for trairllIlg as well a~ post~l\econdary education, ." While the visi(;m . 
sratementQn page 27 suggcst~ this to be the ~ase, the specifications dQ not include training as 
a permissible use bfIDAs. .. . -- . 

'. ", 

.,"', 

, J •• 

". : 

.' " 

cc:: - Madeleine Kunin. Mike Srp.ith.Gussie Kappner. Nonna Cantu 

\ 

-, . 

. , 

'.~ , 
, ., 

.'. 
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PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY 
AND PROMOTE PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

" , 

A.NATIONAL TEEN PREGNANCY PREVENTION INITIATIVE . . . 	 "" 
" " 

1. 	 Toon Pregnancy Prevention Mobilization G~ams and 'Establishment Qf ~ Nation:tl ' ' 

Clearinghouse on Teen Pregnancy , 


Currclll Law 
, '.' .. : ~ 

'There ar§. numerous Federal progr:ams ,lhal address the i.rsue djre.enpregnancy prevenrion,' inc.luding 
repeal pregnaiici.es. Some fOCUS specifically on teelJ pregna1icy~ bllt given tha(thc multiple problems, ' ,"} 

, adolescents/ace are often interrelated, the specific problems"thar other programs emphasize (e.g." 
, substance abuse. school drop-out) are also relatcdio adolescent pregnancy pwenrion. CUrrenI 

\". 

federal effons include HHS 's family planning grants,. maternal and child heplth pro grams, ado,lescent 
health programs, runaWay and homeless yollth programs, and alcolU>l and suhsta~ce abusepreyeiuion 
program.~. Department ofEducation effons include drug-jree schools and communities'programs; and 
postsecondary education oUJreach amJ srudeTll supporr services progr.ams; alUlthe DepanmeTlt of 
lAbor efforts include New Otance, Youth Fair Chance; JTPAprograms, and tlte Young Unwed 
Fathers Projea. ,There are also programs in the.lJcpartmenrs o/Hbusing and Urban Developme,u, 
Agriculture, JUstice, Imerior and Defense. '" 	 ' , 

The rise in binhs 10 unmarried teens over lhe past generation Iuls raised the issue 'of teen pregnancy 
to natimud significance. The' number of birrhs to unwed teen mothers increased jrom92l)()() in 1960 
to 368,fXXJ in 1991. Cases ,headed by unwed mothers, (teen and older) accounted for abo'UIfour-fifths 
of the growth oj 1.1 million ,in the w,elfa,re rolls o)''Cr'the past ten years~.jr(jm 3.86lnlllionfamilies zn" 
1983 to 4.97families ,in 1993. .,c 

AdolescelUs who bring Childr~n into the wor.ld face iz. very difficult timi getting themselves out of 
poverty, while young people who graduaLe from high schoo/and defer childbearing until they are 
mature, married and able to suppon their offtpring are far more likely to get ahead. Both parents 
bear responsibility for providing emotiorulJ and material suppon. . The 9verwhelming majoriiy of 
.teenagers who bring children into rhe world are not yet equipped to handle this fundamehtal 
obligation. They are. often not equipped to handle peer pres;ures aiid llze 'risk ofotiter actiVities 
leading to,n~gative consequences, $~ch as i~bsiance abuse, delinquency and violence, ' 

redlJ(,e,./he. {\C;f(;~-r; .' , " 

There will be a lUltional campaign to ti:tItJi:eS1 the PF9bWn ofunmarried teenagers who become . 
pregnalU QJU/ parents . .ThIs campaign will ~ake inra account the>myriad of risJ.:y beMviorslhat . 
can be related to teenage pregnancy. It will also strive to develop. enhance and p~omote youth 
competence,· and conMction 10 families. communities, andsocietY~ ." 

. , 

The non-legislative aspects of this campaign arc a ruuional mobilization that pulls logether busine,rs. 
··national and communiry volunrary organi:z.ations~"religious iTlSlitUlioTlS, sCMols, and tiiit'Hu;dia behind' 

,,,'''- a shared and urgent challenge directed by the President; the announcement o/'nationlrl goms to define 
tlU! mission and to guide the work ofthe national campa.ign;. and ri1£ establishment ofa privately 
funded non-profit, non-partisan entiry committed to ihegoais and mission ofrhe national campaign., 
These are the essential building-blocks ofa comprehensiYc campaign jor youth 'balancing ol'Ponunity 
aiUl responsibility across tl1£ full range ofAdministratIon yowh.iniriatives, includfngGoals 2000, 

. School-lo-Work, National Service,' ." tif proposed under the HeallhSecurity ACl,.che after-
school and jobs programs includ tt in the preYeTllion package in the Crime Bill, as well as the 
preve!J.lion slraregies proposed dow as pan of welfare, reJonn: ' 

r 
,"'" I"'~ ::' ~~ ""/ ~;"/;:.~.t: ,~. ,7 • 

http:pregnaiici.es
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A Teen Pregnancy Prevenlian Mobilization Gran! Progr~ is pr~ sed where about·1 ;()()(j schools 

and community-based progtains would be-providedjieiible gra ' " averaging S}OO,OOO each, where 

they can implement teen pregnancy prevention p with records ofpromising results. , 

Funt!ing would. be rarger&! 10 school~ with the highel't concentration' o!youth at-risk. aMwou:lrJ be 

6W8ilaIJ/e to sefW! bOt1z mtdzlle and Ing/z lr:Jwot ag~ "}'tIUfh. The goal WOll 'd be to work with youth as 


. eor.lyas age 110M esrablishMfrontlnuous C011laCI and inyolvemen! rh' ough gri:uJuaIionfrom high' 

school. 'To ensure quality and esrablish a visible and-effective presenc .,these programs Will be 

supervised by professional staffand, wherefeasible. be supported by,a leam oflUitionaiservice 


...,.:)participantsprovided by the COrporation for National and Community ervice.· tl ' 
" 4."" 	 • '. 

" " 

Legislative Specifications 

(a) 	 A separate authority under the Title XX ofthe Social Security Act would be established for 

grants to prQmote the development, operation, expansion~ and improvement of school-base:d 


, 	 " !., ", .' 
adolescent pregnancy preveI1tion programs i1l areas where there are high poverty rates or high 
rates of adolescent births. 

(b) 	 The grantees shall be entitled to payment of at least $50,000 .and not mote than $400,000 each 

fiscal year for five years.. The grant amount 'will be based on an assessment of the scope of. 


, the proposed program and the ntimberof children to be served by'the program, The grant .' 
must be expended in that fiscal YC:3J: it is awarded or the succeeding fiscal·year. A 20 percent 
non-Federal. cash or in-kind m~tch, is required. . 

. " 

(e) 	 . The grants will be jointly awarded by HHS, Education, and. the Corporatio'i1 on National and 

Community Service. in consultation w~th other Federal departments and agenCies. ',The. 

administration of the program could be delegated to another interagency Federal, entity, such. 

as the proposed Ounce of Prevention Council.' . . 


(d) 	 . Eligible grantees are a parmership .that includes a local education agency, acting on behalf of 

one or more schools, ~d one or more coIDmunity.,-based organizations, institutions of 'higher 

education, or public or private fu'r-profit or nonprofit agencies or organizations. Existing 

sUCGeSsful programs-including those now operated by national voluntary organizations--would 

be eccouragedto apply fur funds to expandand upgrade their services. Grantees w.ould have' 

to be located in a school attendance. area where either (1) at least 7'5 percent of the children 


. are from low-income families as defined under part A of title 1 'of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965. (2) a.high number of.children receiving AFDC. or'(3) 
therc is a high adolescent birth rate. Geograpllic distribution. inCluding urban and rural 
distribution, would be taken into account in selection ofgrahtees. 

,":. . 
, 	 , 

(e) 	 Grantees would, based on local needs, design.and,implement promising programs to prevent 

teen pregnancy through a variety of approaches. , GranteeS would be given a great deal of 

f1ex:ibl1j~ in designing,their program. However, cOre components at each site must include: 


• Curriculum ,and counseling ,designed to. reach, young peop·le that address th~ economic,. t, 

emotional and medical consequences of premature sexual. behavior and teen 
pregnancy. Existing models of best practices suggest that these educational activities 
should focus on developing the psychology and character required for responsible 
behavior as well as on expandingoognitlve knowledge. 

• 	 Al:tivities designed to develop sustained relationships with caring adults~ Group 
coaching, individual mentoring" and a range of activities after-school,' ~::m, ~eekends. 

1 ' 

'3 , 
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associatedwith yotith liVing in a' "ealthy co~untcy: economic oPPOTtlinity, sqfetyJ health, a~ 
edUcalion. ,', ; ,',"1 	 ' ' 

.,.,." ,t.<.J\:',""; 	 otI";"«, , • 

pani~Ula~ ~hizsis musc;fe;aid l~;~ prevenrion ofad~lescent pregnancy before ma;riage, " 
induding:::iix--!i1iication. abstinence educati"'if1li/e skills education. and contracepliw: services. 
Prognims th,at combine 'tiiese eleme1l:r~ hQ~ shown the most promise, especially for adolescenrswho ' 
are mOlivatedto aVoid pregnancy until they are married.' However, for those populations where 
,	adolesc.enr pregnancy is a sJl1lptom ofdeeper problemS. r.ri£idrfcai£OiJ:;and contraceptive services 
alone Mil beinadequate/che:y must be pan ola.11Juch wider spe4trwnofservices.· ? 
. ' , .'. 	 ' " , :A, .... J...,.:.:7<-. 
In~erventio1J.S neeiro enJu:mci education,. link education to health aiu! other services, help stabilize, 
communities and families in trouble. 1his, would provlIle (1' sense o/rationality drtd, order in which 
youch can develop; TriJi.ke decisions, place truSt in individuals and institutions servingrhem, and,have 
a r:easonahlc cxpectaJloll ofa long. safe~ and p~oductive life. '. ' , 

.. Ccmprehensive Demonstration Grants for Yourh in High-Risk Communities ofsU!ftct€nr sIZe or, 
Ncritical mass· to stgn.tfi~Q111ly ir/iprove rhe'daj to dcij eXperiences, decisionS and behaviorso!yo1iJh 
arc proposed. .SeTYices 'WOuld be TUm-categorical, integrated and 'delivered With a persorW1 
dimension. .They would follow a "youth development" mOdel and Would seek to assist neighborhoods .. 
,as well as directly support youth and families. These demonstrations would be coordinated with .other 
'Admininration aaiYlties; such as the prevention components afthe Crime bill, ami 'IVOuld be pan of 

. . an overall community strategyfor yoli.lh., , . 	 ..e­. ' ~~' 

:;'I,,:e::::::~ under ~. Title XX of the Social Security Act wowd ~~ esta~:~ '. < 

whereby a designated nU,mber of neighborhoodsites chosen by th~,SecretarY, in .nsulta~ion ~qv1 
with the Secretaries'ofEducation, HUD. Justice, and Labor, would be entitled to demonstra­
tion grants to educate and support school-age youth (youth ages 10 through 21) in high risk 
'situationsand their family members thrOughoomprehensive social: and heil.Jth services. with an 
emphasis on pregnancy prevention. .. .,,' . 

(b) 	 . Funding and services provided under this program do not have'tO achieve this goal of 
comprehensiveness in and of themselves. Rather, this funding can b~ used to provide "glue 
money," fill gaps in services. ensure coordination of serVices.' and other similar activities 
which will help achieve the ,?ve~a1! goal of compr~ensivc.,integrateds~rvices to youth. 

(c) 	 Up to seven neighborhood sites would be, entitled to $90 million over 5 years (up to $3.6 
million per site). Grantees would be required to provide a 10% match' of the Federal 'funding'). v':'2:J V'\ct-
This could. include .in.kind contributions. Since ~is. pr~grarn is,authorized thro~gh Title XX '.. ~",,-e(pn~ 
of the SOCial Security Act, any funds not expended In a fiseal year shall be redm~.cted to the v""!,;,JJ..A 

Title XX Social 'Services. Block Grant Program. ~;.~v',..., .
r-'" : 

(d) 	 The'activities authorized under the demonstration would be focused on four broad 'areas; 
, grantees wo.uld be given great f1e"ibility to 'design programc;;,~ithin these areaf):: . 

, ;- ~A"1",.:;;:.\W.iL:.l.+--.I\, t'.J;)U<.J-.u-V1 w~J'C{ ((j;~':' -:.,. \0 '. 
(i) 	 ;.Health services design~ to promote ph,.s~cnl and mental well-being and ~onal 

responsibility. These include school health services>! health education. se-~',--Q 
family planning services, substance abuse prevention '~ervices ~!l.d ref~a1 tor treat­
ment, life skills training, decision-making ~,kms train:i~g. ~d ~jcs, tr~n!~. ' .. 

'. " ' 	 '" ('c"..-r" rfi'.i.:-ev. f',! ~ , . 

6 
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(g) 	 Applican~ m~define the gOal.S iruendEid to be accomplished u.ndec the project_. They must 
also descnbfthe methods to be used, in measuring progress toward accomplishment of the 
goals and qutcomes to be measured,_ Outcomes to be measured would include. bmare not 

l 	 • 'flimited toJhirth rates. high school graduation rates, college attendance rates, rates of alcohol 
,and other drug us~, and violence reduction. " , ~" ' '.' '. . " ' 

, .. I 	 .'• 

(h) 	 The Departm~Dt will support rigo~~'us evaluationS of all demons.trations_ 'Grantees will be ' 
required to assist and coordinate ,with independent evaluators~edoy D~ent. The ' 

7 Federal,government will also pr9~idetechnic:a1 assistance to~al applic~tsland to"those 
selected throughout the life of the demollstr-dtion. These activities will b~ coordinated with ' 

" 	the National Clearingbouse on Teen Pregnancy Prevention.' $10 miUion\fould be provided 
for t)lese activities. " 

(i) 	 The Secretary may terminate a 'grant before the end of the 5-year period if the Secretary 
determines, after providing training or technical' assistance, that the grantee conducting the 
project has f~.iled to carry out the project asdescribedin~e approved application, 

B. 	 'RESPONSmILITIFS OF SCH()()t..:AGE ~ARENTS RECEIVING CASH ASSISTANCE 

1. 	 Minor Mothers Live at HQme 

Current Law 

Uiuler. Sectton 402(a)(43) ojthe Social SecUrity Act. States have the option of r~.qu;ring minors (those 
under the age of18) to reside in their parents I hous.ehold. or a legal guardian or orller adu1lreltJ.l~ve, 
or reside in a fosrer home, 1TU1I.entity home or other Mult sUpervised supportive living. arrangement ' 
(with certain exceptions). Delaware, Maine, Michigan•. Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico have' . 
included this in cheir State plan: ' .. .' ., ' 

.	By definition, minor mothers are children. Generally,. we belleYe thaI children shouid be subject to 
adult supervision. ,This proposal would require'minor mothR.rs to live in an environment where they 
can receive the. s,uppon and guidance they need. At the same time. the circunistances ofeach . 

, indivit{uol minor will he taken 'into accounr in 'maJingdeci~ions ahout.living arr.angemen.ts~ 

Legi~lative Specifications ' 

(a) .A:1l States would require minor mothers .tore.~ide in their parents' household, witlli legal 
. guardian or other adult relative. with ceCtain e~ceptio[1s asdescrib'ed below. This is the same 

as current law. except'that now the prOVision would be a requirement \ 

(b) 'AS in current law, when a minor m~ther~iV~,witb,~parent(s) ~~:~:)i~ taken into' 
•. account indetennining the benefit. If the minor lfwilier lives wid{ another responsible adult, ' . 
, the responsibie adult's income is not taken intoaccount.:·Child support would be sought in all 

, , . 
'. -", 

(c) 	 A minor pareQt is an individual who (i) is under: the age of 18, (ii) hasncvcr been married, . 
and' (iii) is either [he natural parent of a depenSiemchild Iiving in the same hOusehold or 
eligible for· assistance paid under the·,State plan to' a pregnant woman. This is the same 
definition as current law .. 

'.8 

http:arr.angemen.ts
http:mothR.rs
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Cd) . :Ihe following exceptions (now incurrerlt law) to Iilling with a parent or legal guardian will' 
be main~ined: . , " .' ", '. . , 

(i) individual has no parent or legal guardian of his or her dwn who is living .and'who~e 
whereabouts are known; , 

(ii) no living parent or legal guardian of such individu31 allows the individual to live in the . 
home of such parE?Jlt or guardian; . , , 

(iii) the State agency determines that the physical or erno,tional health or safety of the . 
, individual or dependent child would be jeopardized if the individual and dependent child iived 
.in the same resi9~nce :with the individual's own parent or legal guardian; , 

(iv) individual lived apart from his or he~own parent or legal guardi~ for a period of at least .. 
one year befpre either the binh of any dependent child or the individual having made' "-,­
appliqttion for aid ~ f~i1ies w~t;h depend.~nt children un.der the pian; or . 

,(v) the State agency otherwise determineS (in acc~)rdance with regulations issued by the 
Secrerary) lhat lhere is gOod cause for waiving the requirement. (In those States that have this 

- policy, the following are examples of what they determine to be good cause exceptio~s: the 
homc'is the scene of illegal a~tivity; retu~ning home would result in overcrowding. violation , 
of the terms of the lease, or violation of local health and safety standards; the minor parent is . 
actively participating in a substance abuse program which would no longer be available if she' 
remmed home; no parent or legal guardian Iiv¢S in the State.) " , 

(e) 	. Curr~nt law is maintauied r~garding the determination of a minor:moth~r's residency st:a"tus 
must be made within the 45 days that all eligibility determinations are made, ' 

, '; , , ' . . , 

(t) 	 If the State detenrtineS 'tile minor should not live with a parent, . legal guardian or other adult , 
. relative: the ltlinor must be assisted in obtaining an appropriate supportive alternative to living 
independently (or the ~tate may determine that the indiv'iduaJ's ,current liVing arrangement is' 
appropr~ate)_ (The types of living arrangementS that States now use or,are considering'include 
living with. an adult rdative, a,licensed foster home, in a group home for pregnant teens or 
teen parents, and' in an approved congregate hOUSing facility.) ,lfno appropriate setting is ' . 
found. th~ State must grant eligibilitY. but must utilize case'managers to. PlOvide ~R,it~Agof' , 
.the mInor. ," , " ',' .... ". ,"" '~vP'po-rt'~' 

(g) 	 The State would usa the ca.<te nUlnagcment for teen p~ent provision (see il2 below) to make' 
the dl:terminationsrequired under th.isprovision:-As described in the next proposal. these 
case'managers would be trained appropriately and have reasonable caseloads. Det~nninations 
would be made after a full assessment of the situation. including taking into account the needs 
and eoncemsexpressedby the minor. . . , 

2. 	 Limiting AFDC Benefits 'To Additional Children Conceived While on AFDC 
-.,; 

Current Law 

. 	 .' 

Currenrly, famUtes on welfare receive additional suppon becalise ·their AFDC benfjits increas(! 
automatically to include the needs .ofan addiIiorta! chlld. '. 

9 
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The 'Welf~re.system should'reinforce parentCd responsibility bykecpingAFDC benefits conslanc'wlum a 

,child, is conceivcd.....Izi1e the parent is Olt welfare. The message Of responsibility would be further ' ".} 

strengthened by providing the family an opponuniry to earn back what tMy h!s!; , ' '.. fJ.l ~ ,


, Ja . 'n 1/p; ,Legislattve Specifications , ' 	 .r,.p ," ' 	 ~, 

r~,i\...--" . 

(a) 	 AJiow Sta~es the option'orkeeping AFDC b~nefits~constant when a chiid i~ co~ceived while, ' ,s:, '" 
the p~e?~.. is on welfare. ~.fami1y ~l~ing servic;sunder 402(a)(15) m.ust-lle provi?ed}o.~. " ;'I;J~ 
all reclplen~. ,~~ fJ (iIV/ ,Y 1!.,'{. e)fJ:f-£, '. V:A6 (l ~I h,(;V'l ,i I\(. ('~.Je., {\./'vv,St c>P..~MWi~1\ , 
>. ' 	 . , , ' ': ' ' /,1 ',', -1yz())­

(b) 	 Under this option, if a parent has an additional chHd,the State must disregard an amount of 

income equal to any increase in aid that would have been paid as a result of the additional 

child. Types of income to be'disregarded include­

,I) ," ' child support; i ' 


Z) earned income; or 

3) any other source that the State develops and is'approved by the Secretary. 


,/ 

(c) 	 Provision will not be applied in the' case' of rape or hi any other cases that the State agen~y 
, finds would violate the standards of fairness and good, conscience. 

, ' 

/ ­
l 3. . Case Management for All Custodial Teen Parents 
i 
" 

. Current Law 

Section 482(b)(3) of the SocitdSecurity Act allows Slares'loprovid~ case TTlQ.IUlganenllQ all those 

panicipartng In the JOBS program.. ·· . 


Frequ1mtly. it is multiple problems that lead youth to the welfare sYstc~. 1b:eir complex needs often 
stand ~ lhe· way oftheit meering 'etJucarioTUJi requirements and.. other responsibilities. Removing 

. ,~ these barriers to self-sufficiency can involve the confusing ,anddijficultprocess ojaccessing 'multiple 
i 	 . service s),stems. . Thispropo.sal woLdd p;ovitie~!eVery teen with a case 17U1Jtag~r who would help them 


'navigate these systems and !wId them accoulIlable for their respons.ihilities and' requiremenls. 


Legislative Specifications :" ..::. 	 , 4'U t r(a) -'. Require States to provide ca.« management services tQ all custQdial teen parents re';'iving-f~"':~i'('­
, AFOCwhoeithcr under age 19 or. under age 20 and eiuolledip. high ,school.. Stittes still' have i U/,'~:':' [ 

\ 
I 

the option to serve all older teens. ~. ' , ',je( ;2b"?L,.--' 

. ''), 
. ; 	 '(b) Case management services to teen 'parents will ,include, 'but is not,li~ite(ri:o-­

1) , aSsisting recipients in g~inin~ acc~ to services; including~ ~t a ,mini~um, faJ;Iiify-;--,'~\ ',' 
planning, parenting educat~on. apd educatiQrial or vocational training service$; DhI,· ic,~L.~ 

. ' . " ' ~-J-"'ii '!<';·~9t1-".l·"<' ) 
\ 2) , determining ~e he:st living situat~on for a minor'paren~ taking into account the need," r· ) 

'. \ . ~d'conccrns expressed by the 'mnor (<ee #1 abovel; . . 1'1.;;.; f7W.Y 
, '"," .", ". ~ (j' ?'! ' .. ,' i "... . ,1 0 Il~l e4d/:'1 ~ 

, ~~ r:d!;ift,& /f~O('gi;tilvt~' F,alvp.l~ dt. ~,. ,,',-;- i;"~,q 
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. . 
, , May':ZO, 1994 ' 

Mary Jo Bane, Assistant Secretary 

for the AdministrationTor Chiidren and Famili~s :' 


David Ellwood, Assistant Secretary, , 

for Planning and Evaluation 


Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the President ' 
 .,
for Domestic Policy. 


Co-Chairs,; Working Group on WtlfareReform, 

,Family Support and Independence 


WashingtOn, D.C. "20500 

. " -' 

" Dear Mary 10. David and Bru,ce: 
, , 

ThaDk. you for soliciting our commen,ts on three 'parts of the latest draft Of the Working 

Group's welfare refonn plan. Although there·are some aspects of the plan that are encoilraging, 

we are deeply troubled by a number 'of provisions. especially ,the child exclusion" child care,; aDd 

earned income disregard proposals. Ik;low is a brief sul111nary of our concerns. . 


Child exclusion or "famiiy cap'" (pages 9-10): We continue to oppose cbild exclusion options 
because. they hurt very, p,oor children. Child· eJ,Cclusion. provisions appeai to a false stereotype 
that APDC families have more children than non-A:FDC families or, mat APDC mothers have 
mQre chlldren to receive an average of $69 per month in additional benefits~ ;;Research by. 

. sociologist Mark Rank shows that women receiving welfare in fact bear fewer children than '. 
women not receiving welfare~ We urge you to drop this provi~ion from the President's plan: 

, I . 

Ghild care (pages '15-17): We assume the plancoritiriues the guatantee of child care assiStance 
, included in the Family Suppon Act 'for aU, parents regardle'ss of their age.. whether they are 
participating in)OBS or in self-initiated activities, ,We'want to emphasize that we continue to , 
strongly believe that significant new funding for child care assistance for the working poor muse 
accOmpany.' any. welfare reform plan. If we 'are going to inake work pay, child care assistance 
cannot be solely tied to receipt of AFDC'. We continue (0 believe,that allo',Ving a statewide limit 

'which is less than the 75th percentile of the marketand rerainingthe disregard creates strong 
incentives to provide'less than optimal care for our poor~st children~ , 

25 E Stre€1, /'<.IVV 

Vl{ashington, DC 2()OOI 
Tdephone ZO:Z 628 8787 .. ,~ 
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We do welcome attempts to ~prove the match both for "At-Risk'" child care and for 
JOB$ child care'and.TCC. The Working Group is [Q be commended for. setting aside funds for 
quality and supply "oth fn the "At-Risk" Program and through establishing that licensing: and. 
monitoring o,f IV.:A-:funded child care providers is an allowable "adnlinistrative 'cost. MaJcing 
Title IV'-A requirements t:o.nsisr.ent with the CCDBG requirements is a good . step especially 
regarding-- health a.nd safety. ,standards. We would like clarification, however, on the • 
requirements' concerning sliding fee scale: :, We assume that the pilln does not mean to impose . 


. a sliding' fee scale on JOBS recipients and simply means that Tee. I'At-Risk", and eeDBG 

sliding. fee scales' should be the same. We de. believe that sean1J.ess policy. would even be 

.~ • ::;')'1'" . ', 

furthered if the eCDBG were made an entitlement and extended since it.is the program ar0und 
which states IUive bu,Ut therr'core child care policies. " 

Earned income disregard (page 21): We are 'extremely disappointed in dle proposed' earned 
income disregard provision. Your current language would allow ~tates.to proviele a smaller 
earned income disregard than undercurrent law. While we also' want to give states the 
flexibility (0 raise their earned income disregard beyonc:l the minimum. it is unconsCionable for 
states to be allowed 'to treat working AFDC parents worse than under current law. We had at 
minimum' expected that any proposal designed to make work pay, would make the disregard of 
the remaining one-third of earnings permanent rather than expiring after only four m'onths, as.' 
in .current law. 

Tim~-linuts and teenagers (page 10): We applaud your inclusion of case management seryices 
to teenagers. in recognition of their more intensive need for' services as compared .(0 mostolder . 
motherS on the AFDC caseload. However, we oppose applying the two-year clock to'i8-and 
19-year~01d parents. They are far more likely, to need more than two years to be ready for 
work. both because they will need more years of education' and training. and 'becau~e their 
children will be very you,ng. '. 

,Minor parents living at home; case management (pages 8~11): We remain concerned:tbat 
Illinor parents will be protected from abusive living,situations oruy if their case managers M,ve. 
a small enough caseload to make good' decisions. We strongly agree with .legislative ' -'.: 
specification (c) on page 11 requiring sufficiently small case manager-to-client ratios to' protect 
these young families, and, hope this language will, be clear in the final version. . ' 

. '. ., . 


AFDe-up (pages 22-23): Arbitrary ,restrictions onasslstance to two-parent families are anti-, 

family and anti-work. We are surprised, therefore, to see that states would not be reqUired to ' 

eliminate any of the special eligibility.requirements for the AFDC-UP program. We are ;i1so 

very ,troubled that all stares would not be required to have a year~round AFDC-UP prograip. 


http:tates.to
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Essential person (pages 23-24): We oppose'limiting the essential person provision wh.lch would 
eliminate longstanding state discretion to, provide 'assistance '(0' individuals the state detemnnes ' 
are providing essential belp. This proposed restriction flies in the face of your stated desire to ' ' 
strengthen' families and to give :states the flexibility to meet families' needs. _,,'J,' 

Fill-tile-gap (page 33):. We strongly support your provision givirtg srates the option (0 establish 
fill-tlle-gap policies that include child support payments. We oppose, however, your proppsals 
to repeal section 402(a)(28), thereby allowing states to eliminate'this policy where it currently. 
applies. This' would 9-isadvantage families currently receivi ng child suppo~ in those states and 

,," contradict your policy of encouraging and rewarding responsible child -support behavior . 
....... ', ....... ,. .: ", ". "'''.. t --­

,-' 

Lump sum payments (page 31): We cO,mmend'you for your:provisions (a) and (c) on lump 
sUm payments. We are, co~rned, however, that provision (b) would require lump ,sum 
payments earmarked for future~costs to be spent within one year. from the date of receipt. This' 
does not make sense when applied to a lump sum providing for future costs for an extended 
period. For example, it would preclude a lump sum fpr. medical servi~es not covereo. by 
Medicaid that predictably,will be incurred over a span of years as.a result of an. injury, to a 
child. We understand it is not your intention to restrict expenditures over' time for these 

. purposes, but we are conceIi:led about difficulties· in tracking the lump sum payment over more ,. 
than one year. An alternative 'might be to allow such funds,to be' held in an Inciividual 
Development Acco1lI1t (IDA), comparable ,to your description in· the proposed legislilti,,;,e 
specifications. . . . 

Thank yo~ again for the opportUnity m provide comments on the Working Group's, 
welfare plan .. Please let us know if we can provide ,any additional information'. 

Sincerely. , 

.. David S. KaSS·'i"' 

Director Senior Program Associate n··.M­
. Nanc~ h •• 

Senior Staff Attorney 
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PRINCIPAL DEPUTY COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL SECURITY 

, BALTIMORE. MAf,lYLAND 21235 

. MAY 20 1994 . 

NOTE' TO WENDELL PRIMUS 

SUBJECT: 	 Welfare Refo~:1ll: Legislative Specifications - -' (Your 
Memorandum, May 12, 1994)--REPLY 

We rev,iewed".the legislative specifications, for. three sectiqns,....of 
the, welfare refo~ plan ,inciu.Q.ing Prevent:ipn, ~king Work Pay, 
arid Improving' Government".J~ssis,tance, and concur with them. , 'We 
have nocqmments to ' offer. " ' 

Thank you 	for the qpportuhity to revi~w,this material. 

. 	 ". l 
 ,r' 	 ' ~ ~ ',' 	 , 

'.,,' ,;,~~. ',,' 

Lawrence. Thompson ' >: ,Princip I Deputy Commissioner 
'c, of Soclal Security 

, , 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTII & IIDMAN SERVICFS Office·of the S~ 
Adm~on ?DAging 

Washington.D.C. 20201 

~ay 17, 1994 
"··.r 

,TO: 

FROM:. 

~- Wendell Pr-imus 
Deputy As'sistant secre~/or' Human 

Fernando ,Torre,s-Gil., -J£ . " 
Assistant Secretary for Aging 

Services Policy 

RE: ' ''':... Welfare Reform Legislative Specifications 

I would like.to thank the Co-Chairs and other·members of the 
welfare reform working group for the,chanc;:::e to r~view the second 
package of legislativespecificatiohs. I have no problems or 
concerns with the legislative language on the Preventioni' Making 
Wor:k Pay, and Improving Government Assistance provisions .:" The 
package responds to anumber-,of'the ,issues 'and concerns'I have 
raised throughout the process. lam 'especially pleased to see a 
number of provisions which I feel are essential components of the 
reform, propqsal. ' , 

As a social worker, I fully support the provision of case 
managers for every teem par,erit. 'This is a necessary foundation 
for assisting teen parentsoff'welfareand on to,self­
SUfficiency. I a~alsopleased with many of the provi~ions 
adopted to assist in' "making,: work pay:" the option for advanced 
EJTCpaymeht.s, 'the earned income disregards, the removal of the 
m'arriage penalty; arid the increase ·of AFDC resource limits. 

There are a;tso other' issue~i; .. which, I 'feel are vital to self­
sufficiency and empowerment: The Individual Development Accounts 
are an important empowering tool for welfare recipients to get 
off of the welfare cyqle' and on to a more. self-sufficient, "":" 
independent ifi·estyle. ,'The automobi'le ,resource limit 1,5 another 
issue which is vital to a~sisting recipients move off welfare~ 
The wor~inggroup had not prev,iously disc;::ussed the issue of 
automobile resource limits; but this issue was raised by : 
recipients time ~ndtime again on 'our 'site 'visits. 

I thank you~ a:gain',' 'fbr ';the opportunity, to review this. portion of 
the ,legislative specifications:. lam pleased-,with the language'­
and content.' I look .forward to reviewing the remaining package,. " 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH'&. HUMAN SERVICES 	 Offic~ of Inspector Ge!,er~1 

Memorandum' 

'Date MAY I 9 ,1994 

'From 	 June Gibbs Brow 
Inspector Genera 

Subject' 	 Welfare Refor S~~cifi~ati6ris~-other 
Provisions 

To Wendell E. Primus, " 

Deputy Assistant secretary 


for ~uman Services Policy 


Thank you for the' opportunity to comment on'the latest. 
Welfare Reform proposal covering Prevention,' MaJ<.ing Work 

.... Pay and Improving Government Assistahce. Again, -'"Yle are 
impressed with the comprehensiv'eness of your eff'orts and 

, .the s1:.reamlir:ingl. b.etween the Aid to Families with, 
Dependept Chlldren and Food stamps programs,. ,'These ,:" 
,proposals, if implemented', should assis.t ·the states ih 
their administration: of both programs~ 

We are 	looking forward to seeing ',the re'sultsof planned 
demonstration projects. We have parti6ular interest in 
the project on the advanced payment option of the Earned 
Income 	Tax' ,eredit. ,The administr.ation andaccQuntability 
of this provision will likely have a significant impact~ 
on state operations arid reporting. Hopefu~IYI the 
demonstration, ,project will evaluate the administrative 
c,ost effect on States in meeting all of their proposed 
respons~bilities and operational dem~nds. 

As you know, we recently completed a report on income 
verificati6n that seeks to provide greater flexi~ility 
.and efficiency in that process. We are eager to ,join you 
in your proposal to :simplifY current verification' ' 
pro~edures, while assuring program inte~rity through ,~ 
minimum standards. ' 

. , 
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MEMOruumUMTO S 

FROM: E1aJ.ne KallIl3l1:K, 

,RE: Legislative Spedfi.. ons.for: Preventing Tee,:p.', ., 


,Pregnancy anq Promoting Parental ReSponsibility, Make ' 
, Work Pay; Improving Government Assistance~ 

DATE: May 19,1994 " ' 

,.comments,on eacp. section follows. 

1. Prevent Teen Pregnancy and PtomoteParentaJ. 
.: "Responsibility. ' " '", 

, Thp. steps listed to promote parental responsibility among 
young people. are .among the strongest provisions in the piin. They 

'. send a· finfl, mes$a:ge about parental responsibility~ They ought to be, 
well receiVe<1 by the general public. . . 

Z. Making Work Pay_ 
I am not clear about whether or not the seCtion on child care 

would simplify the requirements f!>r child care in. such a way as to 
allow easier entrance, i.e. for welfare mothers themselves, into the 
child c~e provider business.· Without knoWing how the N-A 

,requirements'ditfex: from the CCDBG guidelines I can't ~cll whether, 
this is making the situation better.or worse. The more bureaucractic 

'. and ciE!tai1ed the c;hild care reguIa.ti.ons~ the moreexpen.sive it will 
become and We will end up restricting entrance to the child ~ar~ 
bU,siness frqm welfare mothers ,or grandmothers who maY'want to 
work in this area. , ., 

3. Improving 9'ovcrnmcn.t Assistarice. " 
• 'The section on IDA$ is very good but it inay be subject to 

some skeptids~ from conservatives. In rolling out the plan w~ 
'should remind: people of the front page New York Tim~s story a few . 
years ago that got a great deal of attention. An hispanic It!ellage:r 
had saved s,everal thousand dollars to go to college and me welfare 
administration took it a.:~y fro11lhe.r: because her mumer was on 
welfare. .: . '. 

·We did not have many discussions abou[ me expaUston.of, ' 
, Af.DC ill the territories. AJ:e we sur~ lhis is politically' Wlse7 • 

• While this section does a good job of srreamUning and . 
simplification it falls somewhat short offull.scale reinvention. Much 
of what needs to be rcinvented abOl.H' me 'we1fare ~y~tem 1S, of 
coUrse, cultwal - nol statutory. Neverthe1e~c;. rhe. ct4tical culmrai 
change needed - 10 ltarnfonn welf~e offic.es from placE'S 

.' .'~ 
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, ' 

preoccupied with error rates and bureaucratic red tape to, places . " 
preoceupiedWi,th helping people solve problems, is not~mentioned 
here. ' There ought to be some option which allows states to use 

. peIformance, measures and allows them to offer inceinives to front, 
, line gmployees who are espec:ially good at helping people get ep.d , 
stay off weIfare~ The concept of incentives ism ,theplan for welfare 

-"'j 

I, . 
 redpients;-it should appear. somewhere forthefronr-liile social' 

'worker as welL . , 

\. . ' 

" ~ 

, " .. 

. ' 
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CODlJlleut.,ol1;Maklnq wort Pay, Leqiala.tive spe". 

Different evidence on the problems of the working poor 

should be used (paragraph I, page 14). The vast majority of 

,full~time year-round_,workers~arningtoo little to keep a family 

of four out of poverty are D.Q.t p09r, 'either be'cause they live in 

smaller households or have other sourp~s of income.' Also, the 

Census Bureau, just discovered a mi'stake ,in their,carg~lat.ion of, 

the.se figures. 'The'18 pe.tc,~.nt ,figure, , conseqUently, is a ' '" 

percentage pOint or,t~o too high. A'direct J'l)easure of the, 

working poor 'should be used~nstea(1; comparing the poverty rate 

amOng working families with children in 1992 to the rate in, 1980, 

makes the most sense. ' , , ' 


As n;ted in 'previous DOL letter' from Tom Glynn, the ~ 	 ,;''''c, 

$4.25/$6.00 oomparison" (paragraph 1., page 14) should be deleted. 
Have 	you discuss,ed t~is-deletion with David again or is it in , ' 
there by inertia? ' At the, very least, ,the sentence needs to be 

.: mocl1t1ed further for it to be accurate. Atter '·two or more' 
children" insert the.' phrase "and with income below. about $'8,50'0', 
'(the point at wh,ichEITC'benefits cease to be phased inf. ft ' , 

On the advance EITe payment section (pages 19-20): 

• 	 Allow, states tOlprovide advance payments on a periodic 
basis otherthEtn monthly.(I~: may 'turn out, for" " . 
'example, that a quarterly payment system lnakes sense.)
. " 	 , .. ' ., 

• 	 An important issue does'Ji' t 'appear tobs addressed by 
the specs. In states tha.t are experimenting with, 
alternative' deliverysystems~ would workers still be, 
allowed to receive the EITe through their employer 
paycheck? , ,It probably makes sense to allow. dual, 

'. 'systems to run, but precautions need to be taken 
a9ain~t,double-payment5. 

• 	 Another EITC reform shoul~ be added:,:,that applies to the 
employer-based system., In families with, two or more 
children, t,headvance payment should be equal .to 60 . 
percent of the'credit.for a family with two or more 
Children, instead of current law, which is 60 percent'of. 
the credit for a family wi~h one child. I'm not 
persuaded by TroasurY'sargiuDents that th'is would be 

,administratively ,difficult. ' 

.' " 

, . -~: ~ 
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, Income Maintenance Branch 
Office of Management and Budget' 

Executive Office of the.President" 


. Washington, DC 20503 
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-.,...TO: ... Wendell Primus . 

FROM: Keith Fontenot 
'. !, ' 

Fax Destination" HHS-ASPE 

N arne ,of'Recei ver: ' r _ 


Phone Number: b-'io -(,5 h?­

Number of Atta~hed Pag~s: 4, 
(Excluding this cover) 

NOTES: Attached'is a list of conceJ;"ns o~ the advance draft child 
support legislation. If you have any questions'please,cqntactme or 

. Michael Ruffner of my staff at 3~5-4686. ' 

FAX NUMBER: , ' 202-395-3910 . 

VOICE CONFIRMATION: ' . , 202-395-:4686 
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_Preiimin.ary Comments On Issu~s "" :' 
In Child$upport·Enforcement Advance Draft Legislation, .... ". ' 	 , 

," . 

C;ost Estimates ~;- SectioIJ' by SectiiJn Estimates Needed ',; 
• J 	 .' .,.. ,." • • • , 

l<l" 'The legisl~tioR iilcludes many new p~ovisions for W'hich,cost,i,e~timates have no't 
be~n proVided. 'Tofacilitale lhe coslanalysis anci not delay {Inal reyiew oC ' " ., 
legislation~ we need the sedJori-by-sectJon, a~alysf!rnormallydrcqhlted for review 
with legislation. , That analysis should include sepa,rate cost est,imates for gross 
changes (separating out plllsesand minuses) in admiriistrative co~tsand AFDC 
collections. ' .' " . ,," 	 . 

. .;,. 

" ' , .:...,. ,, ' 
" . ,~ .' 

.~.".Match Rates', ' 
':"-.-' 

,~" . 
The bill wollld phase,i'q a finanCing system that gives ,each State:' ,,' " 

• ',t' ~ , 

- •.~.. 	 .' I." 't' '.. • . . • . ' 

A minimum Qf 75% Federalfinandngfor county,based chlld"support 
enforcement pt<:»grams, sllch as ,in California 'arid New: York. '~' " ",' 

AminiIl1.um of 80% Federal financing for Sta'te-'ru~ p~ograms to' 'encourage 
more Sfates to takeover.county..run 8ys~ems. ' ',; ",' ",' 'c ,,' 

"Up to an: additional 5 'per.centage p,oints for palernHiesestabliSh,~d,based:on 
criteria ,to be set brth~ Secretary. ',,', ' : '\, ;., :'" ',c",', 

, . 

Up to anadditional,lO percentage points for overall performance, based on 
, crite~iato bet;et by the ,Secretary. Informally, we unders.tand HHS assumes,', , 

only 2:5 percentage points would be·basedon.cost-effectiven~ss. ' , 
, 	 ,'" '" ',', >', 

.:: . 
, 'In, additjo~,' the bill wOuld extend 90% ·open-ended':~atchingfor 'chlld SUPPQ~t , ' 
" comput~rsystems,an additional two years; through Fy97 'and, o.ffer·up.to $5 million 

per year in 100% Federal funds'for tTai~ing 'and ',',technology tra.n~fer". ' 
• 	 " • '. - • ,- ' • t - , 

",' ," ~ 

...:..",. ':'	Total, matching rate and cost Cffectivcness. 'General1y~ States manage funds better, 
when they have,a greater financial'stake. ACF has found State' use 9f~igh (90%) •. 
matching ra les for ADl:J, costs diffi<;ulfto manage. TheJeglslalion envisions up toa , 
25% Federal' matching rate. Since as little as 25 percentage pOints of the incentive is 
based on cost-,effectiveriess;on net, States conceiya,blY·COl,ild get '90%:+ matching for 
very inefficient programs. Moreover, ,~t is not Clear how 'these moaestincentives ' 

will hnproveprogram perforII\ance.~'The mafch rate strudureappears overly, 


"/;jgenerQus and ~hQuld be reconsiaered. 	 ' ' 
. ' . '.' ". , " .. 

Sp~cial matches forcomput,er syst~ms. ,The draft "legisl~tion' ~~tend~ 90%: matching' 
for computer d~velopment.' If we wish togiveStates special"assistance to develop 

" '" 	 , . '. 

. , , 

, , '. Pagel 
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the cqmputercapacity the.bi~1.w6uld require, enhanced,ictnding c~uld ~'liIl1ited to 
the amount HHS believes 'is reasonableand necessary fora well-managed, State of a 

.. given size. (Any .extracosts. co'uld be matched at regular rat~s;) This cOuld contain 
costs andgive Statf;!s ircentives to manage of funds better. '... 

" '" 

Incentives'for statewide 'CSE systems: The dr.aft legislationindudes a 5 p~rcerl~age' 
point b~nusdor States to taKe over coun.ty-fi111ded' systems and operate a unified' , 

. " syst~m.· Key factors ina ,State's 'dedsionmayinc1ude who pays. non-Federal'CSE . 
. ,: 	 administrative costs no,W compared,cto who receives the State's' share of AFDC ',. , 

savings',.lhe legislat~_9n, touldbe changed to require States to share i.ncentivesand.., 
AFDCcollecti6ns with the localitythal operates ,the CSEprogram.', " 

. " 	 ,," 

Training and t~¢jmology .'transfer. funds'.· The: up to'$5 ~!llion in' 100%'Fcp.cral 
, 

. 
'. 

funding for tra.ining and technology transfers i,s'not well defined.' In the past, airnost 
all child support cn:forcement computet systems havebeericlassified as "technology· 

, transfers".' Civen the ,high ,matching rates antidpatedfor,Statea<;iministration, it is 
not clear why this funding is needed. , .'. . . , . 

. ' Other approaches' to improve the incentive sy~tem $ho~lg be cQn~ide~eQ. .some' ' 
States have ,experimented with ,flat rate bourities to counties for paternity. ' ' 
establishment. Also, factors other than cost-effectiveness 'could be added·,to the' 
qlrrcnt ihcimti~e system~in Heuof repladng,thesystem entirely.,". 

, . '" 	 ",.. 

Child Supp'ortAs,surance.:' Demo~strtition 'or New Progra1t~i 

,The adyance draft reglslatiot\in~h.ldesade~onstr~tion of aChild Support: ' 
Assuranc~ system. Th,e Federal governmen f would match all, costs of tile demo in 
excess of what the States would be entitled to under AFDC at- 90%. The' .. 
dem~mstration appears to be limited to an; as'yektinspecifie~ percent ofAFDC 

',. recipients: The demonstrations should include' a phase~in and aphase-Qut plan, " 
, and nQt be it permaneritprogtam. The legislati:ve language calls for ?-lOyear 
q.emorisirations which is longer than mostdemonslraUon's; The language also . 

, inCiudesprocedures for extending the ,demos rather thal\ ending them~· .'. 
Administrative costs should be rna tched at 'normal rates -- the' bill appears'to match 
all added costs at 90%.' Also, it is not clear how HHSwould determine which " ' . 
portion~.:of child support 'assurance benef~ts offset AFDC ben~fits'. " I 

" Allowable, Co~tsfor ~th'er Stat~Age"cies thdt.A~sist childSup~o',+ . 
Th~ dr~ft legislation cails for aut,orrtateci interfacesb~twren child support agencies, 
.and property records, drfv'ers' license bureaus, agencies gtan,ti'rig professional ..... 

, , ,".' - " 	 ,1' . 
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licenses, etc. Would ~ew computers and o'ther costs for those agencies be allowable? 
The legislation should make clear theext~nt to~hichHHSwi1J or will not help pay 
costs for other Slate agencies, ar:td cost estimates should be consistent with the " 
legislation. . ' 

Mandatory FUlfdillg for HHS Administrative Costs~uid Commissipns 

, ,The proposal contains rangu~ge which would cOnvert currently discretion~ry , 

activities -into mandatory expenditures.HH,S. w,?uJd. receive a fixed percentage of. 

child s\lpport collected on 'behalf of AFDCrecipjenls to pay' for-Federal staff and . 


. ... -_. computer systems and the databases -,-abo~t $100 million to $150 million per year. 
The current f~derru. administrative spending for QCSE and ASPE research is $15 

" million.and the cost of developing the proposed databases would cost $16 million. 
Operating the new databases WOUld.. be c.!9se to $30 mimon annually, although States 

~. would p.artiallyrelmburse this cost. "A 4% tap. on the Fed~ral-shaF.e of "AFDC ._ 
-'collections seems excessive~Moreover, federal administrative costs should 

continue to be funded through discretionary appropriations. 

There) are also a. la~ge number of demon~tratiops and commissions. These should 

generally be discretionary authorizations. The entire welfare reform legislation 

should be revieo/ed inUght of ·the executive order on c~mmission$.-and_J!.dyi~ry 


cqrnrnittees;., Only .those commis~ion.s meeting the criter~a in eXe,cutlve ord.er 

should be included in the :finallegislative package. ' . . : . , , 


Conformance of Audits and Performance Review,'s 

Incentive payments would be'based.qnannual performan~~reviews. Corrective 
action requirements (and penalties for no~ correcting problems) .would be based on , . 
. triennial audits that Include process issues', Given the NPR's emphasis on results 
over' process, it may be more appropriate to base corrective action plans and any., 
penalties on the annualperformance reviews. 

Good Cause fox Non-cooperation, 

'The' proposal would increa'se the infoI;mation APDC single mothers must giv~ child 
support agencies to be defined as "cooperating" and thus be eligible for .AFDC ., . 
benefits; States can grant "good cause" waivQrs to the·requlreinenls. Could States. , 
grant "good cause", waivers to some (inany?) AFOC recipients that would be affected IJl~by the revised cooperation requirements?" If so, the provision may have more 


. limited effect than estimated. The defi,nition of. "good cause" under this proposal 
 II
needs to be specified. ' ' 

, . . 
Deleting the Requirement that Child Support Demonstrations not Increase AFDC 
Costs. 

Current law requires that waivers of child· support laws and reguhltions not increase 
AFDC costs. Given the proposed' State flexibility on disregards, it is not clear what 

... 
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provisions HHS would want to waive .that would increase AFDC costS. Given the 
overall policy of cost-neutrality in waivers and absent a good, rationale, lhis 

. provision should remain 'in th,e statute. . . 

Due Process Requirements. 

The legislati'on would require that service of process have dorumerHedreceipt 

(ra~er than sent pursuc:mt t6 Slate law). Would this increase the difficulty of 

serviJ.tg process? Would this provision reduce Sfates' ability to use tHe'Postal 

ServIce? (We understand some States allow the use of first class'mail for some 


.' 	purposes.)' We ass'Ume there i51\0 ir:;t~nt to add requirements that could slow 
service .of process. 

- ... ... • flit· ~ 

...: ... ,'- .~ 
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Bernie Martin' suggested I forward these comments on 'th~ child 
support assurance legfslative' language ~ ~/m sorry that t~,~y did not 
get incg.rporated into. the comments, you received yesterday from OMB. 
I think, they cqver ..,!?pine .of th_~ ~_ame ground, but add a little more. 
detail. 

'I understand that ASPE sta~f 'will be,coming,."..over Monday to talk to 
OMS s.taff about comments.on' the,cli.£ld support stuff,. 50 maYl?e they 
will have time ,to look' at the.se beforehand. 

\ . .' -'... - ',", ~ 

Description of demos'·:sc.ope ·:'·up to three stat~s wIll be chosen, 
wi,th the totalCSA demo to ,"serve" some percentage of all 

, ',' "eligibles" in the nation. (Some:term other than 'serVe' ~hould be 
used'in Sec 691(c). I think ,what is meant is that the three state~ 

'chosen should contain that percentage of the eligibles.) The 
seGtion on eligibility ieferenced says 'that eligibles a~e: a) 

'; children with established~pate~nity and support obligations; b) 
other children where it :wouldn 'tbe in their interests to establish." 

'paternities alJd, oq:iers.,'pres,u'mablythe number of eligibles against 
wh,ich the percentage in Sec 691 (c) applies does' not include the 
second group, ahd that probably should be specified. . 

Potential size pi demos -'St~t~s are to be allowed to operate CSA 
statewide. If the number of births to"'unmarried women in a year 
gives, an indicatiqn of,-e~ch state'~share of eligibles, Cali~ornia, 
New York, and one of several',other big states holdabout·30, percent 
of all eligibles. 'The third through .·fifth states with the greatest 
share of, birth~ iounmar~i~d women .still :cover 15 percent"of' all 
sU'ch~" Given 'the cost 'potential '6f the demos , a maximum coverage'of 
.5 per6ent ·of eligibles na~ionally s~em~ ,like a-lot~ . 

HO,wever, a b~~te'r altermltive' ~ight be to' j~s~~'~ap tite amo~nt 'Of '/. 
',fetleral funds that would be. available. above the baseline, and let 

the $ecretary decide howtci get --t-he :best demonstration possible ·for . 
the money. . , . " , _c':- " , . 

.' , : ; ,t' " '. •• ' . 'III ~ • • " • ~ '. 

LiberQlizQtion of iligibility Qnd.benefits - ~he demos' cost' 
potential is ',made: greater' by easing two of the ,conl?1::raints that are 
typically claimed forCSA.' First, .the Secre~ary CQuld allow a,statel 
to reduce AFDC'to CSA families by less than the full amount ofCSA I . ," . i 
pa'ymenU; . This wou*"d, make CSA a lot more appeali~9 to mothers who/ 
~donot work, unde£c;:utting. the 'supposed, work incentive and increa7'1ng 
the f.ede.ral match for the mix of AFDC andCSA benefits, . . yJ.5 
second, 'states couid mak~ mothers wit~out pat~rnity and support' 
orders eligible, if'pursuing child. support would "not be in the best 
interests of the child," 'From ·the·point'of view of program staff, 
that standard 'could ,be very'e~sy to meet. Children might not gain 
income at all from paternity establishment an,d support orders if 
their fathers have very, ,1m", earnings (th~y might be in school, in 
jail; unemployed~ w6~king only part-time, or just not in the work 
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force),. Paternity, and 'support orders involve no gain in'income,for 

the "child,,'if the eSA gUp"rante~ is greater than the expected child 

s~~port. The proces~ oi ~stabllshihg p~ternity and a s~pport order' 

may b,ringa ,fa,ther with a criminq.l record or a purported' his.tory~of 

abus'e back ineo the li{e of his child.' In'such cases, it would be 

easy to ,conclude that it is, not in the 'child' sbes't interest' to 

in~ist that'ihese co~ditioni be f~lfilled i~ order for the child to 

q~alify for the increased in~omeof'CsA~ , 


J:olnt, CU~~!d:~/ ~)';':The -j'olnt-ctlstody para~raph doesn~' t ?eem'tohan~~'~"". 

together very well. The' court that established joint, cus'tody":~'would 


, hctve tode'C'J.de what the chi;Ldsupport would :'have ,been. ' Then, if the 
~ypothetical, chi,id' suppor,t, were below the' guar'antee, someone would 
be eligible for CSA~ The problems are: a) Who does the court 
suppo~e would have,beeri the custodial 'parent? ',Is~it,~lw~is the 
mother? b) Is the hypothetical custodial parent n6w eligible for 
the whole eSA guarantee, or just the amount, over the hy~othetical 
support? If the former, I'll bet w,e see a ,sharp ~ncr:ease in.,~, ,,' 
voluntarY'jointcustodies,ineSA demo states. 'It wouldn't take long 
for word to get around tha,t 'AFDe and esA be;nefits were available in 
a way that did not expose the absent father to child support 

,obligations. 

pilot or demonstration..:. eSAsounds a lot more like a pilot 'program 
than a demonstration. The' ~valuation section should specify that 
random as signment of individuals to eSA' ,and the regular program must 
be, a feature of the evaluation in every state. Otherwise, we won't, 
ha"~,any,way,,,to estimate wh'at the IV-A pl9.yments would have been for 
eSl\ r,eclpients, and what share, of eSA expenditures should be, matched' 
at the FMAP. ' It won.'t do'to just keep track of how much' eSA is , ' 
counted to ,reouce t,he -AFDe,Q.en'ef,its, actually paid.', eSA' is liable' to 
have"behavioral imp'a'cts that mean"'morefamilie's will be on the AFDC 
and eSA rp~ls~han ~ould havebe~n the case withoutCS~. 

" 

saving on WORK, :- As 'o,rafted, it. looks. like eSA would provide an 
unintended out for states' searching, for ways, to minimize WORK 
spending. eSA families beyond the two-year A,FDe time-limit could be 
made ineligible for WORK by well~designed eSAincluding Hunmatched 
excess benefits." With a '90 percent federal match on the first 
$3,000 to $4,590, a !:'jtatecould spendsome,ofwhat'would otherwise 
be the state share of IV-A benefits to the family and ~void the 
cost's"of' WORK slots and child 'care."' 

http:tode'C'J.de
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", " May. 18, 1994 .CCS~) 
MEMORANDUM 

To: ,Mary'Jo Bane 
David Ellwood' 
Bruce .Reed . 

From: ·wendellPri'~u~~r 

Re: . Comments... on CSE specif,ications 

Attached are the comments we.. ··received on the child support 
enforcement legislative specifications. We will try to take into. 
account as many as possible when we. re.vise the specs. and the 
legislative language· later this ··week.. We hope to ·send the 
revised versions of both.specs and ·language to OMB·for clearance" 
this Thursday or Friday. At that time, we will also send a memo 
indicating wh,ich comments we were not· .able to incorporate. 

cc: 	 Kathi Way / 
Belle Sawhill 

\ 

... 


·' 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH &. HUMAN SERVICES 	 'OHice of Inspector General , 

,Memorandum 
Date 

.MAY , 9 1994 

From June Gibbs Brown 
Inspector Gene 

, ' 

Subject Draft Welfare m~Legislation -,child Support 
Enforcement 

-- ..... ..:.,... ,,---'-::'.: . .., "To Wendell E. Primus 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 


for Human Servi~esPolicy 


. , 

We 	 are' pleased to review the child support '''enforcement 
(CSE)- portion of the,weJfare reform bill. This is our ­

, first' oppo£Eunity to provide comments on the many varied"." 
,aspects of reform. 

We read with interest your fa~-reachi~g ~roposal to', 
restructure the CSE program. We commend you o'n your 
thorough~and jmpre~sive work. Given the brief turnaround 
time to assess th~s lengthy and '. complex pac.kage i. we 'have i', 

limited our comments to those actions' that direc,tly , 
relate to the work of the ,Office of Inspector Generai 
(OIG). 	 " 

Our specific comments 'are: 	
.\ 

. . .' 

o 	 Section,614 of the draft bill significantly 
revises the audit requirements pertaining 'to the 
CSE program to f.ocus primarily on'performance 
outcomes., We strongly support this shift in 
emphasis fromSt~tes~, a~herence to"administrative 
requirements to achievement ofpfogram goals. 
However, ,we' are concerned that 'the proposal 
retains the 'cur~ent r~~uirement thatF~derar 

'audits be conduct,ed by "c;t separate organizational 
unit" of the Department (secti6h452 (a) (4) of the, 
Social,S~curity Act) :--the Office of' Child 
Support 'Enforcement (OCSE)'. Th5.s' provision 

,needlessly 	ties the hands of the Departm~nt in 
eff iciently conductinq audit ,work. ' 

In 	the past, 'the Office of General Counsel' 
concluded, that the OIG ma.y lawfully' conduct 
audits of expenditures unde~ programs and ­
operations o~ the Department" including ,tho~e 
under the CSE program., However,' an OI'G, review 
.would not relieve, OCSE from its statutory 
obligation to perform periodic 'aUdits of states' 

\ '; 

, I 
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participation in .the program. The', ,current 
proposal continues this assignment of audit 
responsibility to OCSE. The OIG ~udits '60uld 
duplicate,but'not supplant, OCBE audits. ,Thus, 
even if the Secretary wanted the OIG to, co'nguct a,." 

-"particular-',audit and the OIG did so,' the' audi t ' 
would not satis~y OCSE's obligation tocoQduct 
audits stipulated under' the Social Security Act., 

'0 	The ~roposal indicates that Federal, a~dits o( th~ 
CSE program will be conducted in accordance with 
,the Comptroller General's IIGovernl1\erit Auditing 
Standards.'" However, this 'is, not specified in 
the language of~,the draft bill. We suggest that 
the bill be amende~ toiriclude thisrequirement~ 

o 	 proposedsubsectipn 452(a) (4) (C) (ii) diiects OCSE 
to perform audits of financial man'agement of, the 
CSEprogram by the States, including assessments 
of whether ,Federal, funds haVe beel1' properly' , , 
expended and accounted for.' To ~ome extent, such 
assess~ents aie al~eady required as pari of each 
State"s annual :" s ingle' <;ludit'" under31 U~S.C~ § 

,}50'1 	et seq. It 'may be more efficient to expand 
'the required single audit reviews' (through 
compliance supplement)thahto duplicate this 
audih effort'a~the Federal level. Changes aDd 
additions to thes~pplement are currently b~ing 
conducted by the, Office of Management and Budget. 

, ' 
>', '., 

o 	 We are, pleased to note a number' of new,:' 
perfor~ance provisions which reward sta,tes with 
incentive payments based on their abi I ity to' 
attain desirable, relevant program outcomes. 

/, 	 Also" expanding access 1:;0 a variety of data 
sources at the State and Federal levels should 
~ontribute sign~ficantly to program enforcement. 

" 	 . . '.' ' 
, 	 " 

We lopk forward to" reviewing this proposal in greater 
detail. We would be happy to work with you by providing 
audit and evaluation assistance to help ensuret;he 
complete and, effective 'implementation of ,,'CSE .. r'eforms . 

."1', 

,'''1· 
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To: Wendell Primus .~,-_ 

From: ··JU~Y W~l<M:W"j~ 
Re:· ,nerartmen~ of Education Commenr~ on Child Suppnrr Enforcement . 

Spt::dfitali~ns 

Date: May 16,.1994 

... 

Our only comment on the Child SUPPor! Enforcement SpecifiCations concerns the role of the 
Department of Education in provisions to encourage the ear~y establishm:ent of paternity. ' 
Page 3 of rhe specifications provides that the stare must require healrh-related facilities to ' 
infonn unwed parents about the benefits of and the opportunities for establishing ,legal 
paternity for their children, arut that ;'this effon should be coordinated wiili [he U.S. Public 
Health Service and [he U.S. Deparunent o(Educ~tion. n. , ' 

We have two concerns about this provision. 

First, the programs listed are ail health and' nutrition progr~s' administered by other' 
, 'agencies., Thus, the need for coordination with J::D is unclear. . 

. Second. in discussions with your staff. I was tOld'that the provisioneD coordinate with ED 
was intended to promote the inclusion of paLernily issues inhealth e<.l~<.:auun,prograrhs. 
While we would suppon that goa}. nothing in the langu'age of th~"specifications suggests that. 
Further, the Department of Education currently administers only one small (appr6ximat~ly $4­
million) prograpl in comprehensive health educ.?-tion (and grants could hut need not include' 
family life education). The Deparnnent adrriirustersno other programs directly ai~ed at sex 
education or health services ... Even more important, curricula is, by law, arnatter of local 
control. The Department could not require -- and could not make states require ~- .that 
curricula address the benefits of paternity establishmcm. 

For these reasons, we.would suggest omiuin'g'reference to rh~ 'DepamneJ;lt in the 
sp~cifications, Alternatively, you could develop a separate provision on, encouraging school 
health education programs to includt! paternity issues apd i~clude coordinaiio.n ,with ED in, 
that section. We would be !lappy to work \-vith your staff to develop new-language. . ' 

cc; Madeleine Kunin, Mike Smit~, Gussie Kappner, Norma Cantu 

.. 
" . 
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. DEPARTMENT OF THE: TREASURY 

WASHINGTON 
J 

May 16, 1994 

MEMORAN DUM FOR WENDELL PRIMUS ' 

Working Group on Welfare Reform, 

Family Support, and Independence 


-,~,.. ..~. 

FROM: ,:dMaurice Foley ltff 

Deputy Tax Legislati'l.:e'Counscl 


(Tax Legislation) 


SUBJECf: 	 Welfare Reform Legislative Specifications"--: 

Child Support Enfort;.:ement .. 


The foii~wing are preliminary comments from the Office of Tax Policy regarding thelegislaLive 
specification for the child support enforcement portion of the welfare .refo'rm bill. We would 
like to set up a meeting to Jurtherdiscuss our concerns. 

. 	 , 

1:. p; vi. In proposing the expans'ion of IRS' role, full consideration, mustb~'givcn to the 
possible. adver~e impacl on income taX compliance. Some IRS and GAO st.udieshave indicated 
that compliance is reduce (mainly, failure 1<,> file lncreases) follOwing tax refund offsets of a ' 
continuing nature. In expanding IRS' role, reduced tax collections may negate the child suppon . 
revenue gained. A revenue eSlimate would have to.be made for any specific proposal. 

. 	 , . ' . . 

MoreOver, any expansion 'of disclosure of tax,return information mustbe .in accordanct: with the 
safeguards provided by the Internal Revenue Code, including justification for such information. 

2. p. 21. The provision to give the child support: or alimonypay~ents priority over tax debts' 
is' a dangerous precedent. As, under prior law,. tax receipts; should be the fust priority of 
collection for the IRS. A revenue· es~itni\te would have to be prepared for this provision. 

In addition,' the IRS 	 opportunity costs would have [0 be'determined for diverting co~lection 
resources to recovering deJinquent-;child support. Even ifIRSisgiven additional resources, such 
resources would have ,to he allocated between collection of income taxes and child support. , ' 

3. p. 25 and p'~-"'53 .. As a condition'of State plaqapprovai,theState must have sufficieiirSta~e 
'staff. 	 The detinition of State staff, however, inclucieCi private contractors: We believe that only 

~Lale agencies should have access to federal tax information .. ' 


4. p. 34, \\'hat is the justification for~the Nalion,al, L~cate Registry to' have acce$s to tax 
information from quarterly e,s[imated raxesfiled by.·individuals?., Again, any expansion of tax 
remr'ninformalion disclosure has. a potential impact on'compliance andt:even~e . 

. 5.' p. 35. The proposal stares that privacy restrictions in 'lhe Internal Revenue Code have been 
found by the States ,to beunduly, restrictive. Thischaracterization~ is not appropriate. Any tax . 

return information disclosure has to be enacted by Congress. Moreo";er, any disclosure has to 
, . 

be examinedregardj~g invasion Of privacy and e,ffecrs on tax COrhplianc~,,'and 'be weighed 
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against any benefits achieved . 

6. p. 35. The specific proposal to access IRS data is incorrectly describ~. Any access to such 
data would be aCongressional 'action not an administrative' action.' Moreover, the legislation 
would have to specify which data' would be available. Again. ~e would not support disclosure 

•-"'€ .~ 

of ta.x return information to privare contractors. ',' . 

.7. p. 36. Is it proper for IRS to'be collecting delinquent child support payments where welfare 
. payments are not involved and the child is now an adult? Thi~ is perilously close to using IRS 

to collect what hav~ become :essentially private debts.. ' 

The proposal would have IRS'~eceive 'payment for its collection servic~~ from' qeblors rather' 

than'from those asking IRS for colleCtion a'ssistance..First, ho~ will IRS get paid when it is 

unable to collect the debt'! Will such costs have to be financed by general IR,S appropriations. 

thereby diveniilg resources from tax collcction? Second, how should IRS compute its collection 

costs? . AredirecH.:osts plus overhead adequale, 'or is some measure of opportunity costs more 

appropri~te? (,' 


."' 
8. p. 45. i'he elimination, of the exempiiori· frominY~luntary withholding of child support 
payments should be funher reviewed in light of other Administration priorities. . , 

9. p. 4~. The provlsion to deny dependem exemptions when taxpayers a~e delinquent with 
(;hild suppon payments .rcqui'res Illore extensive, analysis, including a r~venue estimate and an 

'TRS,assessmentaddressing the adniinistrability'of such aprovision an,d the cost of 2;dministration. 
, . 

10..p. 50, 53, and ~8. The proposal· lists some safeguards that"the States must institute 'for the 
use of tax data.' 'They' are, howev.er, held harmless Jrom 'sanctions involving federal 
requirements for systems certification during conversion to central registries. This provision is, 
vague regarding the cqnversion period. Tn'addition, we ~vould not agree to the lifting of 

: sarrcJjons imposed under the Internal Revenue Code Jor disclosure :of tax return information. 
Moreover, theproposa!'s.' ,Fede~al audit provision li$t~ no. sanctions or penaltie~ for 
noncompliance. Presumably, this would involve auditing of usage of F~deral tax data, wi.tll no 
provision to curtaH access upon failure to ,?omply With the~program. ,: '. '. ...' . 

. l 

http:howev.er


- .. 

• ,,101U'IC'$" . 

t' ~.' PEPARTMENT OF H£ALTII 8>. HUMAN SERVICES Public Health service 

,..::::zf-
Office of the Assistant Secretary 

for Health 
Washington DC 20201 : ' 

MAY' 1 2 1994 
, . " 

TO: Wendell Primus· 

Deputy Assist~ht Secretary for Hu~an 


services Policy~rli.SPE 


FROM: Assistant~ecretary,. for ,.. ,Health. 	 '. 

SUBJECT: W~ifare~eform -- child ~up~ort Enforcement 

~'1:;.1' 

I~'''' re'viewing the dra'ft legislatiye amendments on child su,pport 
,enforcement amendments we find a .. number of controversial 'and 
dist'uroing issues. I think a meeting with my sta,ff is hecespary to 
address the following cohcerns: , 

• 	 ~ooperation in paternity identification asa.cpndition .of access 

to medical services; especially p'ren'atal care.' Pregnant women 

could be d~nied ~edicaid coverage.' Con~ressicinal legislation and 

the Department 'of Health and Human Services has attempted to 

rem6vebairiers to care, ,tor pregnant womeh. In fact, Congress, 

exempted pregnant women from Medicaid's eligibility process. 

Under OBRA.86, providers are allowed to presume eligibility for 

Medicaid and provide services immediately. PHS ,funded community 

Health Centers and Migrant Health Centers rely upon presumptive' 

eligibility t~ extend their services. . 


• 	 Tile circumstances regarding Indians, .migrant agricultural worker 

families~ and other~opula:tioris the PHS, has histori6ally served 

are ,not adequat.ely addres!,?edby these proposals. ,The proposal 

and amendments are 'largely silent,about highly mobile and rural 

population concerns~ For, example, the Directory of New.Hires 

would require reports by 'employers of:farmworkers who often work 

t'or multiple employers in a single day? 


. ). 	 ' ,,' . 

• 	 Privacyo,f data is' a'major concern fO'r us. The current proposal 

fuels th~ concern~~~faced in health.care reformregardin~ 

linked government data system~ and privacy .. Requiring all ­
participants to provide social security 'numbers cr~ates 

considerable burdens on employets, ~ospitals, and other providers 

of medic,a I care increas ing administrat i ve burdens. Informat,ion 

system devel6pments neceisary for ippropriate links are also 

problemat:ic. 




Page 	2 

• 	 Accreditation of ,genetic t'esting laboratories raises a number of 
issues, tha.t we, confronted wi th .CLIA. .. 	 'Please contact Robert Valdez (260':"1281) qr Jo Boufford (690-6867) 
to arrange f611ow-up discussions on thes~ an~ 6the~ issues. . 

" 

" .{1vJ1 ';< ..... 

Phiiip R.~ Lee, M.D~ 

cc: 	 Dr. Boufford 

Mr. 'Corr 

Ms. stoiber 

Dr. Lasker 

Dr.' McGinnis 

Dr. Valdez 

,­

. .".,,' 

'I ~ 

..' ....-.,;. 
,', 
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THE 'DEPUTY SECRETARY OF. HEAl:TH. AND' HUMANS;:RVICES 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20201 

MAY 10 1994 

,,~ . '. ,. 

. NOTE 	 TO: Wendell Primus 
.' .

...', 	 '; . 
SUBJECT: Child 'Support Enforcement Proposal 

The following are my comments .on the subject proposal: 

'0 	 There is not enough of a link between support and . 
visitation {page 66) Many fathers· cite· difficultieso' 

in seeing their~children ~rid influencing their . 
. upbringing as major reasons 'for· not .giving their, 
mothers money. The proposal appears confused on this 
issue'-- acknowledgipg the problem·,,-:but giving' only. 
vague opportunities for states' to "establish assistance 
.in this area., Now is a time to build parenting plans, 
mediation, visitation, enforcement,' and neutral drop-off 

, plans into requiredoperationsf --- not as options for . ,
the state ~ , ',', 

o 	 There" are maj'or privacy int.rusions for mothers and real 
or putative fathers." The administrative inquiries into.' 
parentage and income (e.g., involuntiary,registr.ation 
and adminis,trative determination of support orders) .are.· 
somewhat troubling from a.due process standpoint. 
Issues of adequate proof of 'income and legal . 
representation in the administ.rative process will 
likely arise, . particularly as automated mass data.· 
collection and disbursement systems are est;ablished. 
Also, the proposal allows "some" parents to, opt out' of 
a centralized registry, but 'is not very· specific about 
the conditrions for. opting out. (see page 29; one wbuld 
assume tna.t.middle class mothers for whom support>is 
not an issue' wquld be in this group,. but it.could .also 
include cases in which coercion'is used,.to ,pressure a . 
mother to opt out of. the. system). 0 . 

I believe that we will·' be driving many" fathers into! an 

. "underground'! economy. when theirsmall-businfass .. 

'employers will not: wa~t the fuss or bother involved iri, 


, providing paperwork for these orders. 'Also, , 
independent·· contractors, or business owners .will have . 
many· loopholes for reporting and cooperating with this 
system.· ' . 

http:used,.to
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Wendell Primm? 

The federal role in this process will' be exploded . .' The 
National Clearinghouse ,seems to represent a massive new 
bureaucracy designed to'''cbordinate and monitor'the 
support enforcement system" (page 30). The, National, 
Ch~ld[uppo:r;-1; Registry I ;the National 'Locate Re,gistryi ',,':' 
and the National, Directol:Y of 'New Hires -- not to 
mention the, expanded IRS role in, reporting and' ,'''''', 
colle'ctions (see page'-~5) -- plus' involvement with 
credit reporting agencies:,.' will create',a,-large"'system, 
to say the least. I'would expect that these systems 
will ,be very expensiv~'and difficult ,to update 
accur~tely.' ' 

w~'W' 

Walter D. Broadnax 

" 

.. ~ 
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Not.e co: Maureen Kennec1y , ¥.1 J.lUTJ 

From, Ed' Moses *~ 
SubjeCL: CommentS on Welfare Reform Child Support Proposal 

. ~ , . . 
We have read Lhe .draft 'reporL' Otir- key concePl is the 

.,,,coordinat.ion between t.he Child. Support. agency arid Public' Housing··.. 
Authorities widl respec~, to non ,cu_st.odi~l parents (Chapter v, 
page 66 - 70). Our·Resident Inie:iatives'Progra.ms, including 
Sect.ion 3 employment initiat.ives,-.are targetted both to public 
housing residents and non-custodia+~::})arents, ',specifically in: 

. .' " 

-access to Sect.ion 3 jobs' wit.h publ~c housing funding
::.:10;:" 

-el-igibilit.y for support.ive services (such as the Yauch 

Development Family Investment. ce.nt:ers Program) . 


.,..' . .... . . . '. 

- involvement,..;inparenting act.ivities ~ith the children 

This Chapter could ackno....ledge chis and include_HUn in designing 
, t.he proposed demonstration p'rograms so' that non~cu~.t:odial parents' 
whose children, live in public housing have access to JOBS!WORX 
funding. ' 

. •. 

http:Inie:iatives'Progra.ms
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Memo 

To: Welfare Reform C9-chairs 	 .~~~ 
',' 

From: Belle Sawhill ·(vJO~) 
Re: My Comments on JOBS fWOl:uf ,spec~ _ 

I read'the May' 5. specs this weekend and was pleased to, 

discover how much "progress has. been made, in pinning down the· 

details of our proposal. ,Richard ha? a~so been keeping me " 


'somewhat informed, about the 7:30 meetings{ for example, I gather 

some new decisions were made this morning (Monday)~ I'm sure this 

will be a moving target,but here' ,are a few: comments for now. 


1. Employabi~.ity plans.: I tend to ag~ee with Richard that ,we, 
need to be cc.treful not to send a signal'that·everyone'needs ' " , 
services -- beyond, job search assistance --:- to become employable'., 
This. would counter the message that we want to help people,f.ind 

"jobs 	(not just prepar,e for them) fr'om day ~:me. It'c~uld also lead 
to lots of suits or appea(Ls' 5urroun,ding,: the issue' 'of, extensions. 

2., I wonder about only allowing, one parent in a two'-parent 

fa'mily to be in JOBS-prep. What happens ,t'o a spouse taking care 

of ari ailing or disabled ,mate? ' ' , 


3. Why not require states ,to, offer OJT, work , 
supplementation, and CWEP as part of JOBS? These ,.<;Ire the 'services 
that are more work-oriented and O.;TT seems",to produce ,particularly 
good results. Also, this wouldbe.consistent wlth the id_a, that, 
JOBS and WORK'periods should not be that different -- l?oth should 
be geared toward helpingpeopl~ ~ind arid keep jobs.

, . . ,.' 	 " 

4. In a number of places in th,e specs, reference i~_"made,to 

a requirement that, people engage 'in job search, but it is rarely 

specif ied what this means. Are we' talld,n'g about self-directed or 


-supervised 	job search? 1; favor the .latter with a'focus on job, 

clubs or other group activities' that: teach job s,earch skills and 

provide peer,support. 


. .. 

5. I'm quite comfo'rtable with a 20 hour rule for' parents 

with children under 6. 


6. I think doing away with participation requirements' for 
the non-phased in is a good idea; it mayals~ s~ve ~s, some money. 
I'm also glad to see progress being made on rede(ining 
participation .(although ft, seems as if we don't have thi$, one' 
pinned down yet) . 

7. The whole match ,rate' question seems to still be' up in the 
air, according to Richard's notes,from'Mondaymorning meeting. I 
~trongly fapor a declining match tate over time eith~rfo~ , 
,individuals, or if this is too complicated, a lower match, for 

, ; 



WORK than for JOBS. I also think' we need a capped entitlement for 
'both, including the wagespdrtion.Among other things, ,this would 
enable us to show more AFDC savings (offsetting the wage costs of 
the WORK program). 'It wouidalso 'make the WORK pJ;ogram seem more 
like an independent jobs program and not just 'another welfare 
program. Also, it would encou~ag~ states to experim~nt with trade 
offs between wages, hours, work support services,' job search; , 
etc. within some liinits tllat wem'ay _,want to, est~,bJish '(no wages 
below minimum, no hours, below 15 or 'above 35, 'no long waiting 
lists~') The only thing ,-that would remain uncapped~ould be, ,AFDC 
benefits themselves (regular or supplemental) .', 

8. I was pleased to see, the emphasis ,on worker ,support but 
,wonder 	if we shouldn't say ,somethiI)g even stronger . Perhaps the 

1 <;'tnguage 'should be that states ~ust (not just can) offer these, 

services as'part of both JOBS",and WORK. 


9. I don't like the earnback policy at all.":-It sounds, too 
much as if we are offering people a 6 'month',-paid vacation every' 2 
years. I'd suggest as a compromise that we provide a limited 
number of "second-chance" emergen,cy uses of the system for , 
relatively brief periods and define all of this more precisely in, 

,regs. 	Perhaps this could ,be part of the. new flexible,uses to ' 

which states could devote thl?ir capped EA money. It would be 

better in my view to make EA mo~egerierous that'to have people 

earning what sounds like a new entitlement to welfare. Under the 

cap, states would have to decide who ,,!as and'wasn't an emergency 

case. 


10. Muchmore' fundamentally, I don't think, we've 'grappled 
'suf'ficiently 	with the way the WORK 'program works. ,Here's my 
current understanding: 

There is no' time, l,irili t on partic~pation in WORK 

One can be sanctioned fo;: ), mo.(quitting~ d,ismissal, 
not showing) or 6 mo. '(not taki~g offer of unsub~idized 
employment). In both'''cas,es, the sanction is only if 
beha~ior 'occurs -"without good cause",-- which would 
seem to be ~ rather open-ended proviso. 

- One can be put b~ck in JOBS-prep. 

What do we think would realistically happen under such a 
, policy? My guess is that almost ,no dnewill be sanctioned i that 
there will be lots of cases of nonperformance/no shows/poor 
attendance; that asa result the whole program wil.1'get a, bad 
name and employers will not,be willing to participate; and 
without their participation, the whole policy will fail. There 
will also be cases, as Richard p~ints out, wheie 'the jobs will be 
more attractive than anything in the unsubsidized sector ~~ 
precisely because hours are limited, wages' maybe above the 
minimum, and performance standards, indluding attendance, will b~ 
difficult to enforce. The result will be a large buildup of the 

" 
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caseload i'nWORK that will be only modestly offset by such.' 
factors as: the availability of·the EITC in noriWORK jobs. I think, 
the solution has to be to make this more .likea real jobs program 
with some ~ind·oftime limit .and less like welfare (a. la the 
appendix :to the current specs). Mo'reover, thos~ . who fEtil (don I t 
perform) and aren/t,eligible'to go back into JOBS-prep have to be' 
subjected t<? tougher sanctions -- including being cut· off of cash 
as'siEf"tance· entirely ~ The usu<q assumption is' tpat" this will pose' 
a serious threat to their children. I think the 'solution to this 
fear is to monitor the children's well being carefully-, not' to 
relieve the parents of theiJ;",responsihilities. 

, 11 _Assuming that the above- arguments'· are no~ convincing',· and 
that we have an open-ended WQRK program with rather weak ' 
sanctions for· nonperformance,:- then we need to think harder about 
how to reC;::,oncile :this,p~blically with a capped entitle,ment and a 
capped JOBS-P!ep program :that doesn't'e~plode iri th~ 4uty~~rs. 

. . .~" . '- ", . 

., ,~~ 
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l1i3.y. 2.4; 1994 

MEMORANDUM 

, To: David Ellwood :' 

Mary JO'-BanE! 
Bruce Reed . , ." ~r 

From:' Wendell Primus~ 

Re: . Additional comments on :prevention/Make wor)c,' Pay/ IGA 
1.'-,' .,.

'.; . 

Attached are four'additionai,coInmE!n):s received on the.prevention, 
Make Work Pay. and Improving Go~vernment AS!?istancelegislative 
speCifications.. They are' from Bruce. Vladeck ", (HCFA), Walter 

.....Broadnax" ,Ken Apfel (ASMB),' and Maurice Fole~ (Treasury). 

cc: ' ',~Belle Sawhill," 

Kathi Way , 

Emily'Bromberg 


, c. 

;.' ,., 

, , 

:,. 
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, DEPARtMENT OF HEALTH &. HUMAN SERVICES 	 '< Health Care financing Administration 
/ 	 ' 

The Administrator 
Washington" D.C., 20201 

...:MAY 20 m4 

TO: 	 wendell E. Piim~s 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human Servides Policy,


,ASPE 	 ' ,. 

FROM: 	 Adminis"frator 

Health Care Financing Administration 


SUBJECT: 'Welfare Reform Legislative Specif,ic'ations, 'Other 

Provisions (Your memoraridum of May 12,.1994) 


Thank you .fort:he' opportunity to ,review. and comment'upon the 
.legislative specifications for preventing teen pregnancy and, 
promoting, family :r:::es,ponsibili~y, making .wqrk pay, and improving 
government assistance, ' 

We would like to 'raise' two 'broad concer,ns, First, the. 
s~ecific~tions'appeai ~o assume that the Health Security Act 
would not 'only be enacteds6on, but that ii would ,be fully. 
implemented in relatively short orde~. While we are all working 
ha~dto pass the bill, the latter goalmay·bemore ~lusive, Even 
with prompt en'actment,' a phase-in of expanded coverage over an 
extended peri9d appears likely., ',or this r~ason, some form"of 
Medicaid is iikel~ t6 be·a reality for low income families, tor 
some time. As we try to move th~se families o,ff the AFDC rolls, 
we must be s'ensi tive to the posst,bili ty that work.."based ~niversal , 
he.al th coverage may not be immediately avai,lable,' to pick up where 
Medicaid, coverage en<:is, The unintended res.ult .could be to, 
increase rather than decrease the miinber of families without 
health coverag:e,at lea,stin the' short, term. 

On the otlier hand,' poliC;ies that expand AFDC eligi:bility would;' 

to the extent that the cuireni Medicaid program rem~ins in pia~e,· 

expand Medicaid eligibility and s~ati costs as well. T~·the., 

extent that the~egional "alliance, struct,uJ:'eof the, Health ' 

Security; Act ·.is .imp+:ementep, AFDC· eligfbility expansions would 

lead to increased State premium payments. In ei th.er case, it is 

important
, ' 

to identify and account ·for these costs . ) 


. . 	 , 

Our s~co~d broad~oncern ~rt~ the s~ecifici~tioris is related to 
the attempt to reconcile differences in eligibility, and other ~-""" 
requirements between' the, Food Stamp and AFtiC programs '" ' 1'1., 
,(Medicaid, of course, follows AFDC 	 \:\]."\1eligibility rules ,in many ,I f,',
respects.) Many of the propoied simplifi~ations would raise AFDC \ 
(and also. Medicaid) eligibility standards ·to rilore generous 
levels, sometimes for cbnsistentywith.the 'FoodStamp program'and. 1\ 

sometimes for other reasons. 'The' effect wou'l<;i be to increase the 
number of persons eligible anq, the costs I. to' States as well as' to \\ 
tha Federal government~ .' .' \ 

1 
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,Page 2 ~ Wendell E. Primus' 

Wh~le some of these changes' are s~ate' options, ,ot~ers are in the 
form of mandates. options may prove too exp~nsive'for state 
budgets. Mandates pose even more problems because additional 
funding sources (state or Federal) are not indicated. We 
strongly support efforts to simplify 'program requirements. 
However, we should ,consider 'the impact on states which would have 
to pay"for their share 'of additionaLAFDC. and Medicaid costs 
under these proposals·~ ,My staff 'would like to share additional 
concerns and recommendations with your staff' qn this issue. , 

We would like 'to raise one more 'specificcon~ern'regarding the 
proposal to allow states the op'tion ,to limit AFDC benefits to 
additional children conceivedNwhile on AF[)C (pages 9-10). We 
understand" the political symbolism that may, leaa"us to propose 
this. However, we, are riot aware of any, empi,rical evidence 
regarding whether the policy would have the desir,ed, efft;!ct ~ To, ' 
adopt such a policy may put the additional child, and indeed the 
entire family I at both economic and health risk. " We urge that 
additional careful'consideration be given to this policy.and 'its, 
potential impact upon AFD€ andMedic~ideligibiIJt:y. ' 

My staff has identified a nu~er of addition~l :'c~ncerns of a more, 
technical nature that need to be resolved. They 'would like the 
opportunity to discuss these matters with your staff and to 
assist in the drafting of the bill. Please coordinate ,this' 
activity with Tom Gustafson (690-5960): ' 

ffi'-"c....-....--, 
,..'.." . ," 

"', .' 

'1: 

i ' 

',' ) 
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THE DEPUTY. SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVicES 
WASHINGTON,. D.C. 20201 

, .MAY' 2 3 1994 
'I ", " ~ ", i. 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Wendell Primus' . , 

As I read through the legislative s~ifications for the various welfare reform proppsals, it 
occurs to me that it is critical to tie proposed demonstrations to the soon.;to-be designated 
Enterprise Z9ne/Enterprise Community locations. This is so for several reasons: (l)"Jhe . 
cOmmunities' strategi~ plans shpuld already address many of the issues targeted by the teen 
pregnancy prevention and work,projects --community involvement, integrated services, 
business involvement, etc.;' (2) the pregnancy prevention de~onstrations and other efforts 
directed afinaking work a good alternative should fit nicely into'a co~prehensive scheme for 
reaching ever-younger members of the same distressed societies as will be'defined under 
EZ/EC staridards; (3) scattering the funding for these projects . around the co~ntry' to non­
de~ignatect, non-funded areas wastes the 0ppprtunity to effecti~ely demonstrate a 
comprehensive approach to social re-design; " 

... 
, I would s~ongly' recommend that you include language within the l~gislative SPecifications 

whiqh expresses clear preferences for co-locating welfare reform· demonstrations' in EZ/EC 
sites. " . 

'''', 

. , 

~ • I,; 
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( .•~ : DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 8< HUMAN SERVICES .' 	 'Otfice of the Secretary, 

~.,~---,~
.j.r"O~ 	 Washington', O:C. 20201 . 

MAY 23 1994 
\. . 

MEMORANDUM TO THE ASSISTANT SECRET~,Y FOR PLANNI~GAND EVAL9'ATION 
Attn:' Wendell Primus '.''.,,' L . , ... , 


From 	 K€mneth S. Apfel 1\'... ' " . . 
. Assistant Secretary for Management and'eudget:;: 

{ . 
SUbject,: 	 Welfare Reform Legislative specifications'-:- Other 

Provisions 

We have reviewed and concur with.the welfare reform legislative 
specifications having· to do ,;"ith prevemtion, Making work Pay i and 
Improving 	Government Assistance. 

While we have no major policy concerns, we ,believe' that these 
sections would .be strengthened by incorporating the following two 
cl~rifications: .. , 

• 	 . on page 15, under the Child Care section of Making Work Pay, 
in the sect.ion entitled Ex'pansion of Funds to the Working 
Poor, the description of the proposal in the Legislative 
specifications, is ~onfusing,; I~now states: 

Change the At~Risk Child Care Progra:m.·, section 402 (i) 
to a 'capped entitlement with an enhanced match 
consistent with the match in the other 'IV-A programs. 

However; this program ,already is a capped entitlement with 
an enhanced match equal t'cj: those' in the other IV-A programs. 
Therefore, what needs to be sa~d is: 

, ,'.1. 
Change th'eenhariced match in .theAt-Risk Child. Cal;'e 
capped entitl.ement program (section 402.(i» to .the new, 
higher, 'l'natqh which is "being proposed' for the other IV....A 
programs. '._ 

• 	 On page'~5, under the Administrative. Cost structuring for 
Certain Social services sectioriof Improving Government 
·Assistance, the'description of the legislative 
'specifications is contusing. It currently. reads: 

" . 	 . 

Under Section 403 (a) (3), '"the law .would be' changed to 
allow a 5~percent match for, family planning' 

.administration even, if :this is provided under Title X,X. 

The word "this" actually refers to family planning services, 
not adminstration. ,We recommend, therefore, replacing "this 
.is" with "family planning sel:"vices are." 

;, 
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OS/24/94 10:'06 'll'202' 6221772 oFt TAX POLICY 

'May: 24,' 19,94,' 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 	 Wendell Primus , ' 

Working Group on Welfar~ Reform, 

F~mily Support; and Independence 


FROM: Mauric~ B., FOl~y p;:L ,." ,', 

Deputy Tax Legislatlive counsel 


(Tax, J:..eqi.~lation) 


SuBJ'ECT: 	 Treasury (otfice. of Tax Policy) Conunentson 

Welfare Reform Le.gislativ~ Specifications

(Other Provis,io,ns) , 


t 

,Improving theEITC -~,permitting Publicly Administered Advahced 

, EITC Paym,ent Systems, 


.J, 

., ,The requirement that ,States .repay to the Federal qo'vernment 

, excessive, advance paymElnts made.', to participat.ing state 

, residents must be included in the legislative. 

specifications. While we understand that the concern about 
the possible impaot,this' provision may have on state 

'participation, the potential r,evenue d;rain,to the Fec.era1 
"government in the absence ,of ,this requirement ~as to be 

accorded greater weight. 

• 	 In order' to e~aluate whether the demonstratiori projects are' 
effectivQ (and to minimize the revenue cost) I the projects 
should be tested on a, 3-year trial basis. 'We would. ' 
recommend that the programs be effective from '199,6 through 
1998, with applicatic;ms ac.cepte'd in 1995 ... 

\ ' 

'Asset ic~umu1ati9n 	:--:- Indivi,dual. Development· Accounts 
-;:::Z:.'

.;;,~,':., '," Cla:t'ifyinq thei,$lO,OOiO limit., Our previous understanding 
was '~hat ,the $10 ,00,0 limit only applied for purpases of 
determi'ninq how much of the IDA WOUld, be ignored when: ' 
applying AFDC and Food stamp asset ,limits. ' This 'issue must, 
be clarified. , (Inaddition t the tax laws will not be , 

, .,' of 	 ,_,

amended "byll the Treasury Department;' it is more accurate to', 
simply state that the tax laws, will be amende,d to allow for 
the ,development, of IOAs ... :) \ 

• 	 Each IDA will relate to,' an individual, not to 'a family 

(though there are family-level limitations on ,who will' 

constitute "eligible participants") . 
 'j 

.' 	There are.alsoseveraltypog~aphical errors in 'the 

Legislative S~ecifications., 
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Specifically regarding thaunsubsidized IDA program: 

• 	 The 10 percent penalty only applies to the amount withdrawn 
that is includible in income. 

Specifically regarding subsidized~IOAs 

.' 

'., '" J . 


It'is confusing to' say that "funds'" in, i3-n IDA account will 
be ·~xempt.. from taxai:ion.Rather I earnii)gs on funds in an 
IDA account will, be exempt from t~xati9n. Similarly; it', 
should' be qlaritied that 'if a' sUb~idy ,"is distributed 'to"pay" 
qualified expenses,' 'it. wili~ nat be' subject ,to tax. ' However, , 
if a subsidy is used to pay nonqualified expenses", it will 
be in~luded in incQllte and subject' to a lO""percent PQnalty 
tax .. " 

.. , ~-

.. '~' 	 I, 
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MEMORANDUM TO WEND ' S' fax 690-6562)'" , ' 

'From: Elaine Kamarc ' , r ,;' 

Re: Commentson ve SpecificatlonsJor the 
Child Support cement Proposal of the 

, Working Group on'We1fare.R~orm, Family, 
, Support and Iridependence." ,,' '" ' 

I have reviewed the legislative specifications for the-fIrst ' , , 

portion of the welfare reform legislation. It is a-very strong plan, 

with many specifi<; tough, actions to establi,sh pat~~ty and collec~ 

child support. It eVen acknowledges ,the non-economic role of' 


, fathers in children's lives - something the'Vice President plans to " 
talk about at his upcoming 'fami1yconference. ,I have only a few ' 

, comments. 

1. Establish Rew~ds in: Every Case. , ' , . 
Theone problem I see with this sectioIi is 'that it"is somewhat ,"c' 

overly prescriptive in dictating to the 'states the administrative steps 

,they must take to establish paternity. Having established the proper' 

incentive structures in the law our reforms need not and should not 

attempt to micro manage how state~ achieve the goals ltley set with 

HHS for increasing paternity establishrrierit.'·I question the wisdom, 


. for example, of requiripg lhe steps' at' the bottom ofpage 3 or the 
steps mentionedon'page 8 subsection 2.' These are all gpod ideas ~ 
and they probably would help increase paternity establishment but 
to require th,ese actions in legislation - perhaps at the expense of 
something we have not thought of which might' b~more effective -; is 
the sort of thing which tends to be counter productive over, the)ong

, haul. ' 

, 2. Ensure Fair Award Levels ", 
. The portion of this section that is 'most vuinerableto criticisgt 


is the proposal to create a National Com:niission on Child Support 

Guidelines to study the desirability ofuriiform nationaI child support 

guidelines. This strikes me as somewhat bureaucratic arid not likely 

to work but probably, in the'end, harmless., 


3,. ,Collect Awards· that are Owed" ' 
My only problem with ,this section is that no where in it is" . 


mentioned the possibility that private vendors' may be able to playa 

role in making, the new system happen. ,Is this assumed? We know 

that especially when it comes to state of the art computer 

applications the private sector is often quicker and more effective at ' 




. innovation. I would hope that the intent is not to prec~ude private 
sector involvement ill this process especially since some private 
colleqion agencies in large states like, Texas are'having very positive 
results. Private sector involvement here - espe:cially: on a strict 
performan,ce basis;. could'go along Way towards blunting the, 
criticism you are likely to get from those who will feel this system is 
putting too much of a burden on already overburdeqed state 
bureaucracies. ", ,. ,,-, , ,'. " ", 

,J 

, .,' 

, '~. , 

... -. 

• t _. 

I 
, I 
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Provisions and Age Defmitions in Welfttrl.~ Refonn 

Provision Age, " Comments . 

Teen Pregnancy ·Prevention 
. and Mobilization Grants· 

Over age 9" and under age 20 . ' , 
'. 

". 

.. 

.."~" "­

,Prevention Demonstrations 
,... ,.10 

. , ' "'l 

Over age 9 and"under age 22 

; 

This goes to under age 22 
bec:ause:-it is community , 
not school-based. 

Minor Mothers Provisions Under age 18 ' ~- , " Based on legal age 

Case Management for All· 
CustodiarTeen Parents 

,Under age 20 .. , 

" ' 

,., 
" 

" 
-

Teen Parent Education and 
, , Parenting Activities State . 

Option ' ' .. ' 

. Pregnant and parenting teens' 
under age 20, " 

" 

• ,...£1~~._......_. _"._ ...• , , . . '. 

....;... 
States would !lave the' 
option to serve under age 
'21'" .. " . . - - - . " . ..., 

JOBS and Time Limits 
Phase-In 

Under age 24 would be in phase":in 
'group, .. 

States would have option 
,to define more broadly 

" 

participation in JOBS ~andatory .for all custodial parents under 
age 20 ~f high school is not completed 

Exemption from Time 
Clock 

, 

Under age 18 

" 

" 
" .. 

Extension of Time Clock 
for Individuals Receiving 
Services under, Individuals, , 
with Disabilities Education 
Act (IDEA). 

Under age 22 
.', 

" 

.. 

" 

'. , 

Placement in Pre-JOBS for, 
12 Weeks Following Birth 
of Child 

.l~,..... 

. 

All cases under age 20 where high 
sc~ool is not complete, cases .under age 
20 where hl,gh school is complete and the' 
child was C()nceived while ,on assistance, ' 
and cases age 20 and over if child wB:S 
conceived while on assistance 

, 

" 

, " 
.""'\ 

Pla~ment in Pre-JOBS for 
Up to One Year Following 
.Birth of Child' 

CaseS age 20 and over and cases under 
,age 20 where high school is cOmplete, if 
'child is conceived while not on assistance 

, 
, . 

Earnings. Disregard for· 
Elementary and'Secondary 
School Students 

Under 'age 19 
. 

, 



, .,' 

wf2- -- <")P\ZcS
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

CO\JNCIL OF ECONOMIC A'DVISERS c.~~rtv'f) 
WASHINGTON, he. 20500 

March 9, .1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR BRUCE REED 

'DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO, THE PRE$IDENT 


FOR DOMESTIC POLICY' 

MARY JO BANE .~ '. . .:.. 

. ASSISTANT SECRETARX ADMINISTRATION F:OR 
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

DAVID ELLWOOD ASSISTANT-· SECRETARY FOR PLANNING ANP 
EVALUATION EALTH·ANDHUMAN SERVICES' 

FROM: 	 JOE STIGLIT 

SUBJECT: Comments 	 Reform Proposal 

-,' 	 '< 

The. draft produced by. the Welfare Reform Task Force exhibits 

a level of creativity, seldomseeh in a group project. It'is 

certal.nlya valuable piece of work. The dra,ft proposal, however', 

could be improved. Toward'this end,·I have a number .of comments 

that the Working Group might, want to address in discussions of 

the present draft and that. might be incorpora',t.ed in a future 

draft. 


, h, • 

One.over-r'iding concern 'isthat'any welfare' ·reform· 

legislation,' enacted is reversible. . Therefore, it is import'ant 

that the program ultimately put into place be likely to . 

experience quick suqcess. Otherwise, during the phase-in period, 

support for the' reform effort may dwindle and the l'egislation be 

reversed '(or worse). Accordingly, the pr.oposal should concern 

itself with demonstrating success (e.g·.;, increa's~d iabor .. force 


, participation or reduced case 'load) in the initial implementation 
,period. , 	 ' 

My. comments are pr'esented in terms of six major themes .for 
ease, of exposition. However, these themes"areclearly_-related to 

. others, s"ince it 'seldom' appropriate to -';'iew,.any 'one part of 
welfare reform in isolation. . 

Th~e 1: What is the Entitlement?, 

Shoul.d current. levels of payments' be viewed as an , 

entitlement, the reduction' c'f Which shouldcml:i be ,undertaken 

with the strongest of reasons, or should we v,iew, the .whole 


. discussion.of Welfare Reform one in. which the entire,·nature. and 
structure of the entitlement is'under review? 

'0 	 The varied levels of support acrbss different states -which 

we, are lowing to persist"': ,suggests ,that 'we are not 

commi t ted to any particular. level, of a. II safety net." 


http:discussion.of
http:incorpora',t.ed


:'.' 

. " 

2. 	 : .... 

o 	 Does any individua:l'who has capabilitY-of working (at an 
unskilled job) have' an obligation, to do' so; if there is an 
avail~hle job? ' 

Theworki;g Group gE;!herally steered clear 'of the issue of 
the nature of the "ent'itlement," taking the State level of 
~enefits as a glven.Give~ tHecur~ent political constraints,' r 
concur w'ith.that 'judgment, though 'I. would li'ke.tosee a movement 
towards.estabiishi-ng more' national norms. Whether this should be 
done, and if so, how it could be done most effectively" requires 
more discussion. . 

, , 

At ,several points, an, implicit argument for' why" cer.tain 
'policies should be pursued' seems to have been that 'we carinot make 
recipienes- on welfare worse off than they are now .. But that;... is~ 
preciselythe ....question ·'at hand: 'do recipient's have an 
"enti tle·ment"· 'to' current IE§vels of benefits?' 

To implement",any phased in.centives"that would reduce 

benefits as:'. a recipient.' s time on the welfare rolls increases 

(discussed bel:ow)., we would have to address this sue. 


Theme 2: The ~ole of· Individu~l Incentives' 

I 'wish to emphasizE;! theimpor.tance .of incorporating strong 
. iIfcentives, within the program: . 

·0 	 Legal rights may limit the ability to "for'ce" individuals' 
off welfare ona disc~eti6narybas 

0' 	Even with best'o,f.intentions, States may find it difficult 
to change the direction of agenci.es administering programs. 
We should 'be wary of having excessive confidence in existing 
and proposed administrative ,structure's for' accomplishing our 
obj ec;:tives."" 

.,In general, the Working Group bel'ieved, that ~ndividual 
recipients needed 'to have approI;:n:'iate' incentives, to enter the 
paid labor force as S09Jl as. possible. This requires that the 
benefits an individual 'receives while not working 'always are less 
t.han the total amount of compensation plus benefits received 
while wo,rking, and the difference,must be large enough tq 
compensate for the effort of working, 

" ' 

Assessing: these incentives requires integrating all 
assistance programs, incluCiing food stamps and housing. Under 
current· programs, in some states, the net return' to working at a, 
full time job can be as low asa dollar or two an hOlir. The 
consequence is. that t1:le incentive for work is less than might 
other.wiseseem to' be the ·case. 

http:agenci.es


Though full integration would clearly be desirable, partial 
integration, with welfare payments adjusted. to reflect other 
benefits. could'go a long way to addressing the basic incentive 

. issues. 
, " 

We mayw~nt to consider alternative ways to providing the 

requisite incentives: 


. (a) 	 Some argue th<;l.t it wouid be administrati-vely'simpler "to 
reduce .,some entitlement other than EITC for WORK 
participants, and to keep the entitlements" provided 
through the income ·tax sy~tem intact' (slnce the tax ,. 
system has less. direct coniact with WORK participants 
than the welfare syst~m);., . 

....... 
.' 

(b) 	 Ove:r:all benefit. levels 'could be reduced the longer a 
recipient.is'in the welfare program, encouraging 
individuals' :to enter. the paid labor force; 

(c) . Finally, for. 'those with the longest stays on the ,welfare 
rolls, benefit levels to the parent could·be effectively' 
reduced ,through provision of more in-kind benefits 
targeted to chlldren. 

Even when recipients are requi~edto accept any full tlIDe 

private sector job offered, .there are instp,nces where .the 

incen't i ve t'o enter t.he paid. labor force would be' dulled by the' 


. operation of the draft proposal. For example, un¢er the draft 
proposal, part-time work: may st'op the running of the 2-year time' 
clock on training and welfare benefits .In this case, a ' .. 
recipient with a part time job may indefinitely.receive benefits. 
Alternatively, if 'part-time. work does ,not change the possible set 
of benefits available ina positive manner, 'it'may be rejected'.as· 
less .satisfactory than. simply making use of the training proposed 
to be available. A'compromise solution that retains the . 
appropriate incentives, is ,to ratably slow down the 2-year'clock' 
on benefits for those who engage in part-time work.. .Under this 
s'cheme, a perSGn who works 20 hours p'er week (ha,lf-time) would be... 
able. to receive, benefi'ts" for 4 years before moving to the WORK 
prog~am' (not.e that such . a long period of part ,time' work' is 'likely 
1:,0 result in the recipient building up.a sufficient work record . 
to.leave,welfare for paid employment'). 

The draft proposal implies that the 2-yeartime limit is a 
lifetime' lirrii t. Accord;Lngly, someone who receiv~d benefits at 
age 25 would be ineligible to receive· training and other non-WORK 
benefits at age 35., A. more 'appropriate' policy might be to allow 

. persons to' "earn" addit,ional welfare coverage by pa:rticipating in 
the paid labor force ·for a sufficiently long period. The exact 
schedule would require some care .to prevent recipientsfrorn 
repeatedly cy6iing between, ~elfare and; the paid labor force, but 

,-ithe potential proble~s are, not insurmountable. 

http:rejected'.as
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Theme 3: The Role ,of ,Institutional Incentives 

Providing appropriate incentives to individual recipients is 

only part of the overall incentfve issue. A,. similar concern 

exists with the incentives provided to ca'se. workers and to the 

States to ensure that they act to move welfare recipients into 

the paid labor force in a timely manne~., ' . 


The draft proposal makes--heavy,demcmds' on individual Case 

workers to assess whether recipients qre ready to enter the. paid 

labor force 'and in what capacit,y~ Research, in the area of 

organizations suggests' that large changes' in the incentive _, 

structure for case workers may need to be a part of the changing 

culture in 'the welfare office. If the incentive"structure is ­

ignored, .case workers.,.will likely revert to curr-enL,behavior.' 
 -.rather than wholeheartedly. imP':iement welfare' re';form. Figuring . 

. out what those incentives migh't' be and requiring States to 
,incorporate them in their own welfare programs, should.. be an . 
i'htegral part of· our ,proposal. ' 

State incentives will also play ,a, maj'or role in the success 

of .tlf~ welfare reform effort. ,If States are.' able to obtain 

Federal resources without fully implementing the welfare reform 

initiative,· they may do so. Tying'actu\9.1 Federal payments. to , 

State success at placing welfare recipients in unsubsidized.jobs 

should be seriously considered as part of the process. of 

reinventing the wel,fare office. Though there are some, incentives 

built in the current proposal, I am Concerned whether they are 

sufficient.' , . 


Theine 4: The Effectiveness of Existi:rlg Programs 
":l," 

The d:r:af't proposal gener'ally a.'ssumes that" the:.,traininga,nd 

placement programs will be app,roximately as effective .asfai:rly 

successful local' programs. I am concerned' j:h-at' these programs 

may not be effectively deployed on a nationwide. 'basis , noting , 

tnat the predicted success rate 'for training and. placeinen'tin 

prior programs often Qutstripped actual.. perfoi,mances. There do 

not appear to be programmatic '''sq.fety nets"'in place in case' 

these' new'programs ar.e less success'f~l 'than proj ected. '. 


Theme 5: Equity between Recipients. and the WorkinQ' p~or 

One of the basic tenets of:theWelfareReformdraft proposal 

is ,that paid work is preferred to:~eceipt of welfari benefiis~ 

rrhis implies ,that '·the working poor should not be financially 

worse off than welfare recipients.· . Ensuring this is difficult, 

because the experienceso'f .welfare recipients differ dramatically 

from each other and from t,hose, of the workin'g poor-. ~ Guaranteeing 

this'equity implies that: child care should be provided to the 

working poor on terms similar to those fo~ ~elfare recipients; 

disability standards should·be similar ,for welfare .. recipients and 


,; . 
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workers; deferments from work requirements.based on age 'should pe 
granted only for those of approximately retirement age; and the 
guaranteed income for welfare recipients (espe~ially those in the 
WORK program) should exceed incomes for the working', poor. only 
when there is a strong justification for 'the discrepancy.. , , 

Theme 6: Level of ,State Discretion 

, . While there are many virtues to granting Stat.E::,s wide 
latitude in redesigning their welfare programs, this ,latitude 
must be tempered with concern' foroverarching national interes,ts; 
States should not be permitted to defer large portions of,' their 
case load from work requirements, if the national policy is to 
favor paid labor force participation. (There are both basic ; 
P.9licy issues arid bqdg,etary issues involv.ed. here.) ...f'. ~trat'egy of 
grant.ing States a fixed number of deferments '(perhaps a,~_ a' . 
per6entage of the case load) may prove to be effective 'in getting 
States".to use deferments onlyir:Lappropri~te ·circUlns,tances,. and 
not as a ,tool to manage the.. burden on .,local welfare, offices... 

A major problem is that we do not know what the appropriate 
percentage of ,deferments should be. To many, def~rmeri:t of 25 
percent o:E:the case load 'seems too high: . wi it' really mean, 
that we ,have ended 'welfare as ,we know it? Excessively high 
deferment rates' not' only, presents a polfticai ,problem,,' but also 
an economic probiem'. A ,key el'ement i'n welfa~,ereform is 
providing appropriate incentives, to recipients,. .If the reform 
plan effectively provides for a "l'ottery"- the chance at 
continuing welfare as we used to know it--i1;:. may adversely affect 
those inceptives~' Also, if States are ,held toa deferment limit 
of 25 percent of caseload there may'be a tendency for States to 
push against that limit, with ,the attendant negative 
consequences. , ' 

Current, caseloads may. provide us. wi'th poor guidance on what 
the appropriate deferment 'percentage should be, especially if the 
welfare reform plan sllcceeds in radically changing the current 
system~ If the proposal is successful in ge;ttlng a la;r-ge 
percentage of recipients from welfare to th.e paid labor force 
quickly, "then 'the percenta'ge of the remaining caseloi3,d that is 
extremely

'. 
difficult

,',
to place in p;(:ivate sector 

. ,' , 
jobs may be high.

. 

I tEmtati';ely '~uggest the fbilowirig app~o~ch, combining 
appropriate incentives with flexible limi. First, the Federal 

,match for welfare benefits would be tied to State performance in 
moving ~eople tp paying jobs. This would llmit State discretion 
to provide benefits that exceed the national average' by a wide,·, 
amount (by making those States pay more of,the benefit from State 
funds, if the higher benefits result in longer stays on welfare) 
and would help line up State incentives with the purpose of the 

"national wel,fare, reform program. Comprehensive' ITlea'sures of 
performance,should,be

" 
designed to .takeaccount of local labor 

. 

'" . 
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,market conditions and demographic factors: Second, 'separate 
limits would be providEld for exemption from 'the general treatment' 
of recipients in each' of the major ca~egories (e.g., recipients 
on WORK beyond 2 years ,'recipients wi t::h children lindElr. 1 year' 
old). Third, the exemption limits would 'be related to local 
economic conditions, demographic ~actors, and historical . 
perfofmances. Thes~ lim{ts would generally be set tight,ly, to 

II represent subst::antial improvements over current p·ractice., ' 
Waivers would be provided only.under unusual circumstances, and 
only with significantly increased state --percentage" contributions, 

,- :E,or the cos·ts ot the' "excess", exeinptions~~.~(The-i-r:lcreas,ed· State 
"financ'ial burden is important, bec'ause;,'as we have··noted, it 

possible that 'State defe'rment i)olicies have adverse effects on 
the base caseload, a Q~rden which spared nationally.) This 
outlined approach may help align State behavior with the national 

._ • ", '. ,'•• ~ .•,' ,. r ", , 

goals of welfp.re reform. , " " 

, ).1 

\ , 

, . 

~" ' 

,~ ., 

http:welfp.re


.., 
f, 

.. ~ . 

. ,' . .... ' 

.MEMORANDUM. 

To: Dav~(;L .~J-iwood·· 

Mary Jo Bane 


v'Bruce Reed 

'. Kathi Way , 


Belle Sawhill' 


From: Wendell pr'i~~~~~' 
Re: 

. Attached: are additionill comments· that,· have come. in since -last:. 
Friday. Three sets ... of comments are on JOBS/Time limits/WORK, ..... 
from June Gibbs Brown (HHSIG), from tpe $bcial Security Adminis-' 
tration, (ind from Mark 'Greenberg at CLASP. Tom Glynn (DOL) sent 
comments on the child care specs,. Bruce Vladeck (-HCFA) has made 
comments on the child support enforcement legislative specifica­
ti6~s· and language. Phil Lee (Pub.lig Health Service) -has given 
comments on Prevention, Making Work Pay ana Improving Goverhment· 
Assistance.' Finally, Joe Stiglitz (tEA) sent comments on various.< 

(ispects of the. propo~al. '. . 

Also attached are two sets of comments that most of. you' probably 
already have, but ,to be.thorough, I will include them here again. 
They are Bruce's comments and a memorandum from the 'Children's 
Defense Fund. . '.,' . 

At the end of the·packet is the. first set ·of c~mmentsthat ha~e' 
come through the official.OMB clearance process. 

'.' I' 

cc: Emily, B.i"Qroberg 

-.~ 
'" 
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,j ~ '~David Ellwood 

Mary Jo_,a,ane' 

Bruce Reed 

~athi Way 

\'elle Sawhill , 

,~, ' 'IJf~ 
'f't:°;ndell PrimuSl'v' 

~, ' 

'\te~aitional 
, . 


'r.!
\t, , _.\ \ 

\ 
, J>..;\additional coinrn~nts that have come in since -last ,

'ff.i~e sets of commellts are ,qn JOBS/Tim~, limits/WORK, ,.." 
't: ~,bs Brown (HHS IG),' from "the Social Secur;ity Admip.is­

,t 0 ~~om Mark Greenberg at CLASP .. Tom Glynn (DOL),' sent, 
~o ~. ',child care specs.' Bruce vladeck( HCFA) has made, 
t~'e child support enforcement legislative specifica­
co~age. Phil Lee (Public Health Service) has given 
~~~~vention, Making Work Pay ,and 'Improving Government' , 
&,$ ally, Joe Stiglitz (CEA) sent comments on various", ' 

~;~:::a:~ts of eonune~~s that m~s~ of you probably 
\ 't~~o be thorough" I will include 'them here again. 

~:~ents and a memorandum from the Children's 

C;~ket is'the first set of comments that'have 
\:~\al OMS elea,ranee process. 

\ " 
••....:,-'¥' 

, ' 
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Page. 2- Mr.' Wend~ll E. Priinus, 

The OIGremains committed to 'helping' achieve the' full 
expectations of wel,fare reform. +n that regard; our Work 
Plan for FY 1995 will,1ocu~ ~n ar~a~ of special interest 
to the Department. In additiontd ourl1ormal prac1::ice of 
meeting wlthAdministrati'on of Children ,and' Families' 
pr.ogram officials to identify areas jor review, we will 

:make ,our,~draft Work Plan available to you for"comment and 
attempt.' 1;:0_, a.ccommodatesuggestioD,§_ for audits and 
,evaluations,. ,,' ""~'" _ ' --", 

", 

~.. . ' 

,,' 

, " 

, ' 

",'" 
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,Social Security Administration'. ('~."'~~. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH &. HUMAN SERVICES 

Cy~.+--"'~
<•••••~ Refer to: 	 Baltimore MD 2.1235 

NOTE TO WENDELL PRIMUS 

SOOJECT: 	 Welfare R~Jorrn Legislative'Specificat'ions, JOBS,. Time 

Limits ...and. WORK performance Standard,s". (Y6urMemQ, '.' ," 

5/.20/94) - -REPLY . ' ' ... ' "'~'''', . 


We review~d the leg,islative s'pecif:!.-ci:ttions for "the JOBS', time . : 

limits' and WORK provisions. of' the, welfare reform plan, 'and have 

the .fqllowing cqrnments for your considE:;!ration, 
 to. 

Se<;;.tion '4 (f) (4) of thespecificat:i.ons (page 6 )wotildacS=0rp: 

certain:.AFDC· applicants/recipients pre-JO~S 'status if they, had 

"an application pending for the SSI ,or SSDI pr'ogram, if ·there. is 


'a reas'onapl'e basis for the application.'" . Such an 'application: . 

. "would 'be 'used' a's an alterrfate' sta:ndard for incapacity. 11 ....... 


, ' 

We qUestion whether .the SSI/SSDI ,appl"icati.o·u alone· should be 
.grounds enough for such a finding o'f "incapacity"? Also," how 

. would "a reasonable basis for the application'" be . determined 
before there. was a formal SSA determinatiO,p or adjudication of 
the title II and/or title'XVI disabilitY'applicat:ion?, We believe 
that the criteria-and .procedures for finding statutory . 

. "incapacity" under this program· could be. clarified, but we woutd 
defer tb the Administration fdrCl;lildren·and Families regfirding 
this essentially AFDC issue'.' . . 

! " 	 , 

In addition,' 'we suggestthfit section ~4 (a) (page 3'3') be ,revised . 

to add' SSI, to the list of Fede;ral and Federal/State progr?-ms that 

would, treat wa,ges from WORK assignmentsae; earned inco~e.· 


Thank, you 	.for. th~· opp()rtun,ityto review·this:material.' 

;.1 .. 

... , ... 4·······.,. r,~~ .. . ; 
, ,",l'l'U.ci0Richard A. Eisinger, '. 

Senior Executiv~Otficer . 
.. I''', -, 

v, ' 

Attachments 

....., 
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Specifications' 

(a) 	 ',Adult recipients (see Teen Parents bel6~ for treatment of minor custodial parents) wh6,were. 
not able to work or participate in education or training activities (e.g., due to care of a , 
disabled child) could be aSsigned to the pre-JOBS phase either prior. to or after entry into the 
JO~.~_.program (or after el1!:r.Y into the WORK program; see WORK specifications' b~IQ~). 
For example, if an individual became seriously ill after 'entering the JOBS' program, he or she 

. would then be placed in p're-JOBS,statuS.", .. """:,,-:'~-,.~. ..--., ­

(b) 	 The State,agency_~ould be required to maJce an initial determination with resp,ect to pre:-JOI3S 
status prior to or as part of the development of the employability plan; ',slnc'e the determination 
would in turn affect the content of the employability plan. A recipient who is required to 
,participate in JOBS'rather than assigned to pre-JOBS status could req~esta fair hearing 
'focusirig on whether the indJvidual meets one of the pre-JOBS criteria (see below). The time 

. frame for ,completion 'of'the employability plan (see'above) 'would be waived in such cases. -, 

. (c) , ',' Persons in the pre-JOBS phase would ..be expected to· engage in, activities intended to p~ep'are' 
them for employment and/or' the JOBS program. The employability plan for a recipient in 
pre-JOBS'status could detail the steps, such as 'locating suitable medical care for a disabled or ' 
ill adult or arranging for an appropriate setting for a disabfed child, needed to enable the adult 
to enter the, JOBS program and/or find employment. ' 

.': Recipients not likely to,ev~'~' participate in theJOBS program (e.g., those of advanced age) 
, might not be expected t~ engage in pre-JOBS activities. ' The employability plan for such 
" individuals might still include steps intended to, for example, improve the' family's health , 
, status or housing situation., . For individuals who were ,expected to enter the JOBS program 
shortly (e.g., inothers of young children), pre~JOBS services could be provided, 'when 
appropriate">to address any outstanding barriers to successful participation in JOBS (e.g., , 

.arranging for child care). . 

States could provide program services to individu~s in the pre~JOBSphas~,. using JOBS .' 
. funds; but would not be.,required to do so. Likewise, States could provide child care or 'other 
:supportiye serviees t6:p'ersons in pre:-JOBS status but would .not be required·to 'do so-~~re 
would be no child care guarantee f9r individuals in pre-JOBS. Persons in.pre-JQBS s~tus 
wouldnotbe subjectto sanction for failure to participate in pre-JOBS activities. In other 
words, in order to actually require an individual to participate in ~.~~ctivity, a State would. 
have, todassify the individual as JOBS~mandatory. . .. ' " . " ' , 

(e) 	 Persons in pre-JOBS would not be subject to the time·limit"e.g','11onilis in which a,recipient . , 
was assigned to .. pre~JOBS would not countagainst'the two-year limit on cash benefits. 

Th~ criteria for pre-JOBS status would be the following: ' 
.. 	 '._. v·~. . 

(1) 	 'A parent of achild under age one, provided the chi'ld was not conceived while 
the parent wason assistance, wotildbe assigned to"the pre-JOBS phas ..e. A 
parent ofa chil.d conceived while'on aSsistance would be placed iirpre~JOBS

. . .... 	 , . 

5 
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f.or a tWelve-week period f.oll.owing the birth .of the ,child (consistent with the , 
Family and Medical Leave Act). 

(Under current law, parents .of a child under age ti1ree, under age'.one at State .opti.on, 
ar~ exempted from JOBS partiCipati.on, and n.o· distincti.on is made between children 
conceived while .on'assistance and children while n.ot.on assistance) 

, (2) Is ill, when determined QY' the,State·on-the basis .of medical-evidence.or 
'another s.ound 'basis_that the illness .or injurY'is seriousenough.10 temporarily' 

'. .. ..e'prevent entry·int.o empl.oyment .or training: c·_·· ..e' ..... • ••... 

(3) 	 Is incapacitated; when verified by the State that a physical or mental 
impairnient, determined by a licensed physician, psych.ol.ogisf.or. mental health 
·professi.onal, prevents the individual fr.om engaging'in ·empl.oyment or 

. 	 . , . 

training; 	 .. 
,'" ' 

HaS' an application pending for the·,SSIor SSDIprogram, if there.isa ' 
reasonable basis f.or'the applicati.on; , 

(Under the lj'ropbsed law, a pending SSI/SSDI application w.ould be USe<1 as':ah 
alternate standard f.or incapaCity) 

(5) 	 Is 60 years .of age .or .older; 

.' 	 . (6)' Needed in'the hom'e because another merribet.ofthe household. requires the 
',' individual's presence due t.oillness .or .incapacity as determined by a licensed 

physician, psych.ol.ogist.or mental health pr.ofessi.orial, and no .other appropriate 
member .of the househ.old is available ~.o provide the needed care;, . 

(7) 	 Third trimester .of pregnancy; and 
, 	(Under current law and regUlati.ons, pregnant women are exempted fr.om JOBS 

participCiti.on for b.oth .the second and third trimesters) 
1 .... 

, 
(8) 	 Living in a remote area. An individual would be coruiideredremote,if a 

r.ound trip .of more than two hours by reas.onably available public.or private 
t~~p.ortation w.ould be required f.or a nQrmal work .or training, day. If the 
n.ormal round-trip commuting time in ,the area is m.ore than 2 hours, the 
round-trip commuting time could n.ot exceed'general accepted standards f.or 
the area. ',~,,., 

(Same'aS 'current re~lati.ons, CFR 250.30» 

'(g) Only .one parent in an AFDC-UP family could be 'placed' in pre-JOBS under f(1). 

(h) 	 ,Each-5tate w.ould be:p~rmitted to place in pr~-JOBS, f.or good 'cause as determined by the • ~' 
State, a'number .ofpers.ons up t.o a fixed percentage .oftilet.otal number .of pers.ons in the," 
phased-in gr.oup (whic~ w.ould include adult recipients,niinor. cust.odial parents aQd persons in 
the WORK program). TheSe good cause assignments topre-JOBS w.ould be in addition t.o 

~, th.ose meeting the pre-JOBS criteria defined in (t). Go.od ca~se ,could indllde substantial. ' 

6 
. "~ 
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32. 	 HQURS OF WORK 

", Specifications'" 

(a) 	 St~t~'would have'the'flexibilityto determine'the number of hours for each WORK ". 

",assignment~ "TIle number'of'hours fora WORK assignment could'vary dependi1ng on the' 

, nature' of the position. 	 WORK assignments, would haveJo be for at least an average of 15 
,hours p,.~r week during,a,inontl:1 and-for n,o"more than an average of 35 hours per week;during 
,a month. _ ' ... ,_., 

Each State would be required, to the extent possible, to, set the hours for WORK assignments, 
··'such th'at the average wages from.,aWORKassigrUnent represented at least 75: percent of the.' 
. typical AFDC benefit for a family of three in the State. This would be a~tate plan 

'''', requirement. 

-.
33.' ,'EARNINGS SUPPLE~ENTA:nON ". 

Specifications ' 
"'" . 

i (a) " 	 In instances in which the family income, net ot work expenses, of an individual in a WORK 

assignment were not equal to the AFDC benefit for a family of that, size, the individual imd 

hislher .family would receive an earnings supplement'sufficient to leave the family no worse 

off than afarriily of the same size on assistance (with no earned income). 


(b) 	 The earnings supplement would be in the form of either AFDC 9r a new' program identical to 

AFDC with respeCt to the determination of eligibility and calculation of benefits. The level of 


,the' earnings supplement would be fixed for 6 months. 'The level ofthe supplementwould not 
be adjusted either up or down ,during the6-:month period due to chaqgeS in earned income or 
to non-permanent changes in'unearned fncome, providedthe,individual.remained, in the 

. WPRK assignment. ' 	 ' 

. (c) 	 The work expense disregar~ for the purpose ofcalculating the e'arnings supplement would be 

set at' the same level as the stafldard $120 work expense disregard. States whicb ,opted fot' ".'" 

,more genero.us earnirigs disregard. policies would,be permitted but not required to apply these ', .•, .':' 

poli~ies to WORK wage$. . ' . ' , 	 , ­

.' 	 .. . 

34. 	 TREATMENT OF WORK WAGES WITH RESPECT TO BENEFITS, AND TAXEs 

Specifications "', ' " '.,' , " . ~ <..-<'" , . ' t-.' ", ' 
, " " " . . , '. ,./.;..J..-. ," V\..~ ;\i 

(a) 	 Wages from WORK'assigpmen~ would treated aS'earned inCOmeWithfi>ect to Federal and ,5 S~(.'v' 
Federal..S~te assistariceprograJ:l~ other than AFDC (e.g.: fo~d"sfunps,,,Med,icaid, public and" '.~ 'I>' 
Section 8bousing)." ", ". ",,;,': .' , ' 'c'" " '-: .' , , '~'s5~~ 

(b) 	 Participants in WORK a,;;ignlllerits and their fami!ies would be treated as AFDC recipients' " 'I:" 
with re$pect to Medicaid eligibility, i.e., they would De categorically eligible for Medicaid'... :;, . 

, "!"-';' , , ,., . 	 , ,-, -,,~., . ..' . 
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CENTER'<FOR LAW AND SOCIAL POLICY 

.MEMORANDUM 

'To: David Ellwood 

From: Mark' Greenberg i' . 


. Date: :May 31, 1994 , 

'Ri~':-Comments ::on JOBS/Wor~Speciijca.tions , 


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

Here' are a set of conirnents .on the JOBS/WORK specmcations;~Genera11y, w., Clr~_V{here . 

it is cleaIthat policyha~fbeeri extensively discussed and resolved (e:g., the two year .limit); 

I am not' listing concernS' for the record;,,~~,tl}ert my fOgls is primarily on issues where l(I 


, hope) comments can still be useful at this point.' 	 . 
, t.,.,,·- . • 

.,'", , .... 1 

, In most ofihe following; I just make obserVatio~ rather than extended argumen';"~, I:d be 
.. ' .. ' 

happy t9 provide am()re,det~ned ,discU5sion~herever if fuight betis~~. .. , 

. JOBS and TimeJJmitS 

.1. Effective Date and Definition of Phased:.Iri Group
" 	 " ., , 

One partial way of addressing this concern may be tllroughaddressing "~tatewideness." It 

is not clear from the specifications whether a state is required t.o be' statewide on its 

effective date~ Nor is t~ere a definition of statewide. In'JOB~ stateS ,had' two years to 


.--- ,beg~. implementation. and an additional two years before they were required .. to.be 
" "statewide. Some -states that inight want to begin implementation~immediat~ly, may find i~ 
, " "diffictllt to be'st~tewide immediately; allowing for immediate implementatiorf with a time . 

. ,',. ,frame to reach '.' statewideness would allow ... every state that wished to do so to begin . 
immediately, while still allowing somewhat more time forgetting the program fully ill place.. 

If you do generally' require implement~tion within twelve months of the 'effective date, you 

might alsocoIL~der.indudinga mandate that the Secretary issue, proposed ot inferim'final 

. rules at least' six mon~hs prior to implemelllaLiuIl,' ' 
. . ' 	 .( , 

It appears the~nl'y discretion on pHase-in is ~hetb~r'toextend the ,dat~':froni-1971 to an 
earlier year~. The phase-in requireme"t«; are' likely to be' controversi31, particularly in light ,'. ­

of recent research casting doubt on the ability ofproviders 10 operate high or iri: saine: cal\es ' 
.	any impact program for' youth. One P.2~sible resolution could be to allow states to. petition 

for alternative phase~[n strategies.' , . . .. " 


, - 1 ­
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. 2. 	 Program Intaky. 

, Are there anYcoD.-;equences attached to the p'ersonaJ Responsibility' Agreement or is it just 
the new version of Rights and Responsibilities information provided by states now? 

3. Employability' rian 

What is the relation b~tw~efi"'a state's general d~ties 'to jh~_~phased-in group ,and the .... 
~,subsequent referen~, tq a' 4U%monthly partiCipation rate fQr. this 'group? Isthe'expe'ctation 

',... """~'1natlOO%'Willreceive employability plans within 90 days and begir.! receiying services, but 
. . . that due to normal caseload dynamics. full participation should oi;ily be expected to reach 

','. something like' 40% 'a, month? Or. is it envisioned that due to limited resources, some .. 

number of those in the phased in group would nofbe receiving services each month? H so, . 


. what i., the st~tus for. !ime-limit purpos~s of anindiviciual who h~_~n employability plan bilt_~.; 

.;.... ' 	 4 ­ isnQt· receivig.g .s_t:!rvices. (lr of an individual who does 'not r~cei~e an: employability :plan . " 

within 90 days?' .. ,"'" ' . '. 	 ' 

"tHfie state is not' expected to serve everyone irutially, it may make sense to do a preliminary 
emplqyabiUty pl~ at ornear AFDCentry, and a "ful1" employabilityplaIi at the point'where 
the state' is actually able to provide services. If that approach is taken," hqwever, individuals . 
should not}:)e precluded needed services simply' be.cause of the' sUJ,te'sdelay in making 

,'services available. : For example; whether fun employabilitY'pl:mning begins in Month l·or 
, Montb 7, ,the basic question should still be'''what is, an ,l;lppropriat~ set of services that can 

likely be comp1ete.d within. 24 months?" In other. words, individuals who. do not begin to . 
receive full services. until Inter in their 24. mont~s should' not face rest1;icted options simply 
because of the deiay' in begiiming services. And if this' approach' is taken, an individual 
beginning an employabilitY plan in good faith needs to know at the.begiiming that she wi]1 
be permitted to complete it under ordinary circumstances, rather than just knowing that she 
will be able 'to request an extension. ,," ,. ,,', 

, The dispute resolut~on process for disputes about employability planS app'ears to give states 
a choice betwe~n an internal r.eview board; me"tidiation, arid70r fair h~ing. I-iowevei~'only' 

..phas~d-in recipients reqtiired]opariicipate in JOBS would be entitled to fair hearings. This 
presents two conce~: ',.",.' 	 .. . " 

., 

• 	 Allowing for less form'at; less adversary ~e~hanisms in addition to fair hearings is 
a positive step, but ultimately, it is important that individuals ~tm have acc.ess to a 
pro~e.eding with' the uue process protections of the fate hearing process, e.g., notice, 
opportunity to he hearu, opportunity to present witn~es and testimony, opportuni­

+;ty to cross-examine, decision by impartial persons based on the record> There is no 
iildi cation that either the internal review board orm~diation would offer' any of 
the~e protections. For e"arnple. if mediation.fails. does thr::,agency just impose its 
preference: Does'. an individual ha~e no recourse butto risk a, sanctionin order to . 
~sert that an employability plan is wrong or unfair?.. " . "'.'" . . 

. -2.­
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• 	 , tf ,only ph~ed-in r~cipients' required to participate 'would' be entitled to.fair 
hearings, what happens to notphasedin recipients required"to participate? And; 
how does aJOBS~Prep parent, e;g., a, parent of an infant"have any recourse to 
demonstrate, that her caseworke'r's, deniaJ of a request for chJldc3re assistance or 
of a proposed JOBS employability plan was arbitrary and capricious? ' 

, . 	 ", . 

, The text also says that, if th.ez:e._~ an adverse niling at a fair hearlD.g l concerning' an 
e'mplbyability pi~J t~eindividuaJ~would not have.theright, to a seconf}fair hearing before, , 
'Imposition of a sanction. It i.~ not.cI~a:r whether theintc!fiae~ policY-'isthat a sanction would 
automatically follow the fair hearing, orjust that a sanction wouJd follow if the individual 

, continued' to refuse to,panicipare.'Herej it is important to distinguish two scenarios., 
:.. Suppose M~; Smith's plan 'is disapproved, the agency, wan~ her to do something else, and 

she requests and loses a fair hearing. Atthat point, she mayor may notwantto partiCipate 
" 'in accorda~ce With the agency's plan.:Jfsh~ does not want to pai1ic~patc, and a sanction is .. ' 

," ..', ,,-imposed, it rna'kessens,e to say she can't cb3.llenge ilieappropriatcmess of the. plan in" 
_ ,.7:."f. 

_"_ another fait hearing, because she just had a bearing on 'that issue. 'Bufifsbe'does ~cm.t to " 
, participate, she ought to-be given that {)ppoituruty withouTperialty now that she understands 
she must proceed in accordance with the, agen~s plan. ' 

Subsequent text is:,!Iot clear as to 'whether the:newco'nclliation alternative just applies for 
disputes aroUI;ld the .terms of employability pians, or whether it also applies to all aspectS 

.. 0fdiSputesaround)OBS participation. Hopefully, part of the culture ,of the new system is 
a strong emphasis on, resolving ,disputes relating to participatiC?n in ways"that"maximize 
participation rather than sanctions. ,This goal is. not furthered if conciliation' becomes 

'collapsed i'nto a ten-day notice proce;ss. 
, 

" ,.',",,' 
.,.. 

" ' 
,! • 

, 4. Pre-JQBS' 

'I understalid the rationale for shifiingfrorn'''exempti~n'' to "pre-JOBS", but tJ;J.Wk it,will be 
'confusing-an~ perh.aps rj.diculed ,by some because it 'includes people areneyec.gejmgto'be 
inJOBS. ~)t ,c.omb~es three'different groups - those anticipated to 'p~cipate'~ar a ,clear 
'point in time, i.e:, when a child turns 1; those who mayor. may not subsequently participate,

" e.g., people~:withillnesses or disabilitie~; and those who will never participate, e.g., those 'of, 
,~~~.anced age.' (There also appears to be a fourth category. of those reassigned to pre-JOBS , \' 
,aJter peing in the WORK ,Program'· this group will apparently be ·bothpost- and pre­

" ., JOBS). Perhaps there's a better term than exempt or defeffed, but it doesn't seem like a Ct~'(·lj.r 
good ,idea to describe as "pre~JOBS" people' who are 1ikely to never be in the JOBS i'

i 
, 

'~ 
. l ',..

Program, or who have, completed receiving JOBS services ,lung ago; 

. , ~i milal:JY. if som~.Orie is· clearly unable to w~rk, ';i~"'ma~' well m~k~ Sf.mse to taIce . steps to ", '! " " 
Improve the famlly's health status or hOUSing SItuatIOn, ~Ut:--lt..::..lS_h2I1.!JLcall that an '.J ~,';0(\. 

~mployabil.ity plan: "p'el;"haps those in pre-JOBS should have~:rersonal resporlsibilitypra~o "i U_' 
I 	 -E:-' 

I'm, Ullc1ear (and coilcerried) about' th.e status' of the child car~ gUarantee for pr~-JOBS·. 

" ..' 

~ 3 ~ 
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",. " 

people. If Ms. Smith has an infant and 'needs child care ~o go to schoo~ what are her 
rights? ; The text says pre-JOBS people win be permitted to volunteer for JOBS~but 'does 

, not say whetp,er the state ha~ any duty to accept their application to enter JOBS. If there 
is no right to be in the program,' it seems crucial to retain the ~rrent-law child, care 
guarantee for those in pre-JOBS. " ' , ' 

What is, thestatu.s· of non-parents Jor, purposes of JOB"s/'pre-JOBS?, The_,specifications 

indicafethatnon~parent caretax.er relatives aiej.1ot subject to the time limits'but.,whatabout 


, eligibilitY10r/r'equirementS~foi JOBS participation'! , ' , .' ...: .,"- ..,.:' "', ' 


For purposes of the.} year/12 week disjLI"iction for children born'on assiStance, how~lI the 
, affected group be defined? Do you mean children bom on assistance, or children conceived , 

while on assiStance, 'and will you drawfwnily:.cap~typc~distinctionS about rape or other' 
special cfrCumstancest I know that you appreciate,.how offensive this and theJamily cap " 
'concept Wilj be to many people, and what'ihe impact may be on child care costs, infant care 

, ..,availability, etc. One,possible modification lie're might he to'providethatindividuafsare not' r' 
requir~"d to participate in JQBS untilthechiJd turns 1 (though they wo1Jld have a-tight ~O 
receive services if requested). but no additional cloc~ time is provided (beyond twelve weeks 

'leave) for parents who conceive additional children 'while on AFDC. ' 
, .". . ~ \' ,- . 

"rb.-e 10% cap on' good cause -cases, co~1tinues., t~ be- a troubling concept, beCause'it seems 
, impossible to assert a priori that no more than 10% of a ,state's c.aseload "shoUld" :tIave good' 
cause. As a practical Platter. 'a state mayor. may nOt have the need to put more than 10% . 
in good Cause sta:~us. While' states would be allowed to apply for an :increase, based on 

- extraordinary circumstances, we do not know at this point whether states reaching the 100/; 
" ',: 

. level will be an ordinary or extraordinary.eve.nt, and states wishing to avoid fiscal penalties 
,would rarely want tO'risk exceeding the cap and hoping for approval from the ,,$ecretary.' , 

, .. • • • '~~ . j ",.. 

-I may not entirely 'understand .the relationship'hetween JOBS, pre-JOBS. and 'good cause: ' 
i assume, that an iniliVidua1 io JOBS could have good cause fo~ non-par.ticipation. which " 


, ,would prevent a'san,etion, but which would not affect the tirn~ limit clock. Is that correct? 

,If so, then the issue here. is how many peopJe' c,an be deteftnined to be' ina good cause 

status, that does affect their clock, Le., an individual could be deriied good cause status for 


'purposes ofbeing in pre-JOBS, then l;1e pla~ed in JOBS and immediately be determined,to 

" have go.od cauSe status.' , , 


" " ,- '. ', ..:.. . '. ~ ~. '; . -, .'.. . 

One b~ic difficul1yVlith a percc;:ntage approach ill that'staies are like'lyto be incapable of : 
'operationalizing it, in a non-wbittary way. I'm riot sure,whether you envision ~annual or' 

average monthly figure. b4ta.s.sume thata state,has the ability to track this nUIIlbcr and, 

dis'covers in December thadt is averaging 15%. ' What should the state do? Stop granting 

new good causes? Revise criteri~prospectively or retroactivdy? Review arid'reclaSsify 

existing c~es?' Th.ere are obvious prohlems with each alternative: ' \ 


, The problem for an agency 'worker is that he or she~ail a~plya set of criteria, but carinot 
, . ' . , ." 

, .. 

'. 4 ~ , 
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apply a concept likC" 10%. Should each worker have a goal, that no more th,~ 10% of their 

.caseload is in good cause ~tatus? Should workers seek to minimize good cause findings, on 

the premise tbat other workers might not? Should the worker deny good cause status to Ms. 

Jones today because it wao; granted to Ms., Smith yesterday? ' 


. . . .' 

I' understand the concern that with no cap on' good cause caSes, ,'soiDe 51ntes might be 
tempted to use "g~od Cause':...as an escape valv~-·to avoid serving people or'moving them " tiD",.,. 

. ..to\)/~d their limits:,· But this is an area where it·may,,~e preferable to delay r~gulating'until 
'·~:.·-'{hereis'dear evidenceof need to do so. In,the initiaryears,it maybe':stifficient ~o require' 

state reporting on the number of cases Jalling into ,each category,. and make' use' of fed,era! , 
reViews ,of those states,with exceptlonaJlyliIgh "good Cause" numbers .. A high number may' 

' .. be reason for 'review, but not for a.lisuming the state must be doing something wrong. If you 
want something stronger, you might impose 'a mandate th~t any' state whose good cause 

, _'numbe~,exceedihe national ,average by'some amount (or exceedri',natiorially specified 
thres~old hysome amount) would be required to r~view and revise its goodcaus~ criter!::t., ... 

: v","' ' u.~;,:::·,. "." .'. ,:: ,:.":::,' .,' ~ .. " " .' .' " """ ,".:.:' ,. ": :,"":,.~:"": .-,_.. _. ,-" 

. , 6::-Definition of the Time Limit 

What does it mean to say the time limit would "generally be linked to JOBS participation?" 

Does this mean'months, in which an individual is "required to participate" or months in 

which an individualis actually participating·or something else? Ifyou do not anticipate that 


· everyorie"\viU begin receiving JOBS s~ivices within ninety days of AFDC entry, there needs 

to be' some mechaOism to prevent a dock fromrun.rUng during lengthy periodS where no 

services are being provided. If-for instance, you adopta distinction between preliminary and 


· fu~ employability plans, you might develop a rule ,saying the clock l1lllS from'the time of 

developing a full employability pl~ " 


,8. AIDe-up Families.and th~Time Limit 
.,~",,-

In a young AFDC-UPfa~ily, one pirent may he above and the other belowage 18. In'that· 

instance,. does the rule ',providing, that the clock does, not begin running. !inti! age 18'apply, 


· t9, -the parent under 18?, , ',' .' 


, States selecting"optlonS to liberalize their AfDC.Ur Programs might no longer neep-the .' 

cpnc~,pt oL"principal wage earner" for ,pUrposes of AFDC·UP eligibility~-A simpler rule 


, might provide chat UP family phase:-in is determined by the age of tlie older parent.
. . .. .. . . , 

,'10. JOBS Services Available to Partfclpants 
. .'. " 

· What is' the justification 'for requiring ~all states to mandate' up~front job' search from all 
individuals With nonnegligible work experience?, Part ofthe,ratiomue for an education and 
training.~ystemis to provide opportunities for people with work history to get.education to ..":" 

,get a better next job. Isn't that the basic rationale ,of "work ,first!:; Le' l that education may 
.be, more valuable after an individual has prior work experience?, Why then preclude sUites 

, '. . '~I -' 
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" . , 

frornmaking initi31 individualized detenninations based on fudividual circumstances? 
" ", . • t 

, . '. \ ,\. 

, If work supplementatio'n can be used for unfilled vacancies in the private sector, what 

private sector restrktions will' apply? Will. they be th~ sam~ as those applicod.ble to the 

WORK Program? ' 


F<:!L ~lternative \Vork_~werie~ce programs; it -may be' approptiate to modify the ,restriction.:~' 
to pr~vi~e that the, 20 d~y liT1!italipn appli~s.to those whic~ ,do not pay wages.meeting the .'....," 

· standards governingY.'agesin ·th~ ·WORI<.:::Program. 

"11. Minimum-Work StamJar(f' 

.' I 'appreciate that .the .minimum work st~l.ndard .issu~ has been .extensively·discUssed, and· I 
" probably don·.(h~vea~YJ1e\ll.po.ints to add, but here may be on~··more. It appears tbat .,..,. 

", there i's no "'pre-JOBS" aT "non-JOBS" status: for, individuals working above or ~elow the . 
. '.: minimur'fl work stal1dard: It i.~ not clear (see·p: 51) how employed people count for'ptirposes, 

· ,'o£-a state's-JQBS participation·rate. However;if there is something like a 20 hour. rule, one' 
. presumably would want to say that employed' people working 20. hours count toward the 

participation rate.Jf so, 'one 'generally would not expect (and perhaps would 'notwant). 
· states to, be providing JOBS services to individuals wO'rking at a level that already counts . 

, toward the. participation rate. But if there are likely to be no JOBS'services,then sho~ldn'~ ...... ' 
the time not coUnt against the clock? This,would 'seem to be an argument foran,across~the- ' 
board definition of 20. houTs as an.acceptable minimum work'standard.· . 

There may be reason to also consider excluding months where theAFDC grant is below 
'. some minimal level for purposes of the ~mum work standard. for example, suppose.in 
a low-benefit state, an individual with a 15 hour a week job quaUfies for a $30 AFDe grant. , 

·If. the month cQunts against the dock, 'working poor families Imiy feeltnat' the prudent. 
course is to decline AFDC'when only qualifying for a minimar~ant. .Thic; will both make, 

: ,:~:, ..,:them.poorer and.agd to administrative complexity if they exit and reenter AfDC based on. i' 

':.- . Jh~~\::,sorts ,of consideratioDs'. Therefore: it may inake sense 'to' build, in '!H hOllIS and/or .tJO 
.' IIllnI.inum grant standard. . 7 ...... ~' 

I f. 
· ·,On the.S100 a month exemption from WORK, these familles will fall into two categories: . 
~.thosewho (as above) are working and q~~litY fQLQruyasmaJLAFDC grant, andOthdse who 
have other non-!\FDC income (e.g., social seCurity survivors b(mefits) and qualify for a small 

· grant. 'In both cases they will all (except in tbe lowest ben.efit states) be families receiVing, . ' 
. ' only a modest pa,rtof thdrincomefrom MOe. This is generally not the group that raises 


· public concemsabout . dependency_ If it turns out that .WPRK slots' <lre plentiful or the: 

· niimbers of. families reaching tbe tWo-year limit are minimal, one. might someday-consider· , 

· extending the WORK ProgFam to tbelIl_.However, at this stage of planning, it is hard to see 

how they shou1d be a priority group for WORK slots, or should count against a state's 

denominator for the WORK Program. 


"-, 

- 6.­
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12. JOBSPartikipatiQ~ 

The status of self-Imtiated persons i~ unclear under thesp~cificationS. Is -12(bf is 'a ' 
restatement of current la.w, or is, intended to suggest lhat self-initiated p~rsons would only 
qualify for child care if in the JOBS Program? The problem with such an approach is that ­
.. until now - states"have been freeto deny indiViduals entrY mto the JOBS Program. though 
states have had a duty to' have crit,eria and p,rncedUI~ .for considering child care requests'" ' 

"outside of iqBS: If it is intender.!hat 'all child care approvalS occur through the 'JOBS, .. ' 
--, '~~sttuctll're" it ,pr~sents a~serioiJS difficulty unless you also impose a duty~on states to'permit"" 

JOB~ partIcipation. from,all indiVidu.als whose' self~initiated plans wollId. pe ~pptovable if 
theY-\aieie JOBS participants.' ".' 

. ,'. 

Curtail.n!ent of the child, care guar;mteewould pose a major isSue of great concern to child, 
, ~~e and low inc~me' advoqlCY gi~ups.. .'. ., " . 

".'~=.",-". . .' .. 
. ' 

..."The ,proposed treatment ofthe,not:-phase'd-in group raises a'number'of questions: Wi~1 there· 

still-be a distinctionbeiween exempt and non~exempt persons. fat tlllS""group. or is :that 


'. replaced with JOBS-mandatory and pre-JOBS? What about those who don't fit into either 
category?When,lhe' text speaks of "volunteers", is that intended to refer tofudividuals 
coming forward, or just to members' of the pre-JOBS group? If a state opts to subject· ? 

,v_Qlunteers to t.be time limit, can.an individual who volunteerS "un-vohirtieer" if circw:Itstances 
chang~? ..',~.- . 

. , 
, , , 

In practice, th~re is' a great likelihood that 'most states would respond to' this structu~e by 
offering little beyond job search for those not in the p~ased-in group, which would represent 
2/3 of i\FDC farriilics. I do -not know what assumptionS you are building mto the JOBS cap 
determination about t~e likely level of seTvice to this group; however, in a context ofilew 
demands for state resOurces~ states will ultimateiy focus' 'on what they~re r:~quir~d to do. 
.one can envision a number of states'seekIDg to deter vohinteers by warnings about the time- . 
liJTJii. iirid providing only the most minimal servi~es to other~. ' . , " 

. , , - . ,',.' 

I as~ume that,thC!, de.cision-toVirtually e1iIriinate the JOBS Program for muCh of the caseload 
. tuins on the funding COD,5traints an9 the' ['leedf9r saturation services forihe phased in-group. 
However, in many, respects, .~.this will 'push. st~tes to shift from· a program:of proven . 
etIectiveness ~2 asatur~!jonf~suswith a groupJOFwhich th~ere is little evi9tmce of positive .. 
impacts. . 

. : AssUming jour funding level is set, you still may wish to" consider whether a broader . 
. "maintenance of effort"requirement ought to be· imposed for the ~ot-phased-ingroup. For 
example; if.you change'rJ the phase;.in year from 1971 to 1972 or 1973, 'how much adciition.al 
resources might 'be freed up to main\aln some sort of JOBS participation rate for ,the not- . 
phaSe'd-in group? -' . ' 

"1'0/ 

,Whatever its meritS, it seems very unlikely that the, approach proposed in 'the speCifications' .. 

, ._. ,v 
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will survive the legislative process, because il seems' to create a duty to seNe, an volunteers ' 
from 2/3 of the caseload, s~ long as there is any urispent funding in the, sUite's JOBS 
allotment, and hecause it creates the theoretical possibility that there ,wo,uld be no 
:requirements whatsoever on 2/3 of the caseload. 

,13. JOBS Fundin~ 

In thedf3fting, it'~iS"'impo"rtant to n6t C;Ieate,astru'c~ure in whichJhe ph~~d-in group .' 
cOntinues to eXpand each year forever, while Congress only~allthorizes needed funding for 
a five year period. Otherwise, a structure would result in whi,ch requirements on states and " 
individuals ,\lIould steadi1y -escalal~, whether or' fl.o,t Congresseverauthori,zed .additional ' 
funding. As Written, the: specificationS indicate that' the capp~d entitlement after FY 2000 

:. 	 would be setby adjusting for caseload.growth and inflation, but appareiltly not for increases 

ill. the . size of the phased-in gz:oup. 


.,'" , .
1'11I~servecopunent on the prop'o.'i,e'd mafch rate structure until more' detail is:available. 

On enhancing, the minch ra'te based on unemployment, the principle is attractive. Two 
questions. First, is it' your intent to only apply this to JOBS, WORK., and At·Risk Child 
Care? What about AFDC Child Care? Second, mechanically,how would it work - ,would 
th~state's unemployment rate in Year X affect its match for that yeiU' (retroactively?) or ' 

, for the subsequent year? -' '.-' 

15. TransitiOIi to WORK/WORK 

When an individualhascomplctcd hc~ other JOBS activities, it makes sense to use tbe last 

90 days for the ,pre-WORK job search·period. However, if an,indi~.dual is still in ~he midst' 

of JOBS, participation, and, is near completing.an· activity, ,it will ,often not make sense to 

fnrce the:indiVidua:l to terminate or disrupt the activitY. Hence, a rUle migbt'be~at an 

individual seeking to co:mpleteJOBS participation within'~he'24 months would be'allowed 


. to do so, ·but'. \yo!!1d still, be 'subject to job' search requirements before being eligible,:for a·~::,~
WORK slot. . ..' ',;". ". ;' .' . " ~. 

"",.. '. '''";' ...- " ..... 

, \ 

, 16., Extensions 

"The concept of a 10% cap on extensiohs presentS many· of the same;problerns in.the' 10%: 
Cap on good cause ~ca~es. Entering into this process, we have ,no :idea' how many people 
might need' an extension ~ 1ength of current JOBS participation may 'or m~ynotbe ,a good' ,. 
predictor. However, the issue here be.comes one ofhow statesa,nd workers can operation· 

, alize the ,10% stanCiard. Would it mea~, forinstan<:c. that indivi4uals might be able to get 

GED<completion'approval early in thefiscal"year~ hut not later in the fiscal year? Would 

it mean that once a state reached or approached its caPt all cas~ would be denied:( except 

state failure to deliver services) regardless oftherrmerit'] Would workers have to be fearful 

"that by granting an .extemiionto Ms. Sf111th today, it would be more di,fficut't to..grant ail 


, - 8 • 
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extcnsio~ to someonetotnorrow who might theoretically he moreworthy'i 

" This structure w~uld also create unreasonably difficult dilemmas for participants. It' would' 
mean that indjviduaL~ would often begin a program ,With ,no idea whether they would be 
allowed to finish it. This would be a particularly' hard problem for ~hosec:.onsidering two:" 
year postsecondary programs, and those ,who return to AFDC after til1le away with only a, 

",limited n!llJ.lber Qf months, left in a clock~ , , , , ' 
\'1;.,<1­

....,..,: -.- ..;~" 

Notetha~ for .tbo~'~~gilming,2"'Year programs, 'a .large number will likely ne~d at least' a' , ' 
brief extensiOrL' If ¥So Smith enters A.FDc; in April, and her program begiruin Sept~mber, 

""she wiU,not compU'!te it in 24 months. Should she, apply, for her extenSion early, orQoeS she, 
, have to waituntjl:her 45 day review'? If s~ehaS' to wait, she is ata disadvantag~ ag~t, 


those in.JPe same program who cntcrcd,.AFDC in,February or March. I assume·I,lo one 

'WanL~ th~ spe~~.rof people nearing progran) completions being forc'ed out to beginw'ORK. ' "," 

participation, but this structure 'seems to invite' 'it. _ '... 


;;." 

, -It is also pUiziing:'~hy the exte'nsion for two or four year programs' is ,conditirinea'''on':­
. simultaneous participation in work-study or pan-time work~ In some instances, that will be . 
appropriate. but. not as a uniform ,a,nd unvarying rules. In' the eX3+Ilple above, where' Ms: 

, Smith needs a two or three month extension to complete a program, is there something 
',gamed ,by saying she must also take on a part-time jpbfor the l~t few month~l:Af~-very 
~mum:Yequiringwork in connee,non with continuing 'education SlioWd be a state option. 

, .', .,. ,\ -, 

, '.' .' J'. ' 
Why, do the specifications say that extensions could be grante~ "For shme persons who are 

learning disabled, illiterate or who face language barriers or other substantial ,obstacles to 

employment." , Which persons jn these gropps should no~ be eli~ble for an extension if the· 

,extension is needed? ' " " " ' 


AS with "go,od .cause" classifications, I suggest thafinstead ofimposing ~ pena]ty,onstates .,' 

,for e~ce,eding, 10%, you ta~e a moreflexihle approach:~requirestates to report on their 

number of extensions,possiblywith eOdiilg of.ttie reasor(for~~nsion.' Then; 'proVide that 


, if a state excee'cis,$ome level: ej~~e'r some p~rcentageabove the"'national ~verage~ or some ,-JrJ 
flat levei Qete~~d ,py, HHS . the. state would be required toeitber demonstrate the ... , 
circumst~ces justifying itS extension numbcrs",or would be ,required to initiate a corrective· 
action plan to 'appropriatelY.' bring dowrl,its,:",~~tensiQI,l, leveL I suspec~ that the' mere. , ,." . 

. ,knowledge that extension.lev~ls will be reported and arinounced Will affect state behavior, , 
and ,this approach avoids the multiple administrative problem.~ noted above, while allowing 
for the flexible ev~lution of the program over time~ . 

Administration of JOBS/WORK .. 

. ,18. Overall Administration 

. Why require JOBS and WORK to be' administered by the s~e s'i~te entity? There are 

'r 

'- 9 ­

). 
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. . . -. 
many reasons a state might choose to do so, but why require .it? 

WORK 

· 21. Establishm~ntof a WORK PiogIam 
',' " 

.• -WORK is required t9 be mand~t~d in ,~l area:s otthe state""where. feasible to do so hy'a::;;, . 
. specified date. \Yha'f,',gate? If the da~e is later than two years afte~ initial implement~itio~--,; 
"the'n:~some m'embers.of the phased-in group will presumably not have a 'WORK Program. . . , , 
· _What,is the relationship between exis(enc~of the WORK Program and the ,time Hmit? wm 

· there be areas!yith· JOBS but no' WOR~-oT .is itanticipated,tbat fudividuals -'in areas 


without aWORK Program are also' Without a JOBS Program, and are therefore in pre­
. 'JOBS status?' ,,' ", . 

22.~ WORK FUnding' 
•. -~:. ,I,' 

Itis-·still unClear how much a"slate's W0RK funding 'will'he;~or how it Will be calculated ... 
,'The formula will aij.ocate funding based on'the total humber.required to participate.in JOBS 

and the average number in the WORK Program: However, 'in initial years, whep. there isn't 


· yet a WORK Program, will the allocation be ba.'\ed on the number .rc;qui.red to participate 

·in JOBS?' TWQ,-states with 'sirnUar"requ~red ,to:.Eart~cjpat~·' nu:mbers could have' very 

different numbers reaching the (W'o 'year limit. 

.24. Liinit.~ on Subsidies, to Employers . 

· There do' not~ee~ to be' many limits on subsidies' to empl~yers. For example, it appears 

, that a 100% wage subsidy would be permitted, and it appears'.an employer would be free 

.}o tum ov~r ,th~ ~a.tri~position repeatedly,.aJ~ays filling it with a 10(>,% subsidized persQ~" . 

"and ceasing tor~tain'people as soon as'the subsidy el~psed. '. .-. 


.. , 
~ . ;""" 

One issue is the need-topi~.vent f.rau'd and abu.~e;.. atil)ther is the need' toerisurethat the 
WO~ Programdq,esn'ru.ndercut\he JOB,S Program. If the WORK Programis';offeri,ng 
free' workers Wlib ·no.. strings attached, it may make it·cmore difficult to place~ JQBS . 
participants' inUOS:\lbsidized slots, ~r even in, panially subsidized work supplementation/err., 

· ,slots. To prey~nt this: scenario, there i~ a need tt> c:nsure tbat the. te~ .under ,which ,-- ," ,', 
'workersare':offerc«(m the'WqRKProgram are notsubstantially differenlfrom the terms ... ' 
· of offering worke~sin JOBS. ' 

,,' . 

·30. WORK Eiigibility Criteria and Application Process 
, ,. ~ 

,Why is .an applicati~n for WORK requir¢d? if needed ,infoim~tiQnmust be attained,.' 
.: '. ....

· shouldn't it be attained" during the .tram.ition . period?· If there mu!\t ..he a ~eparate 
. ," applicatio~ there should be a provision explicitly stating that it must he possible to make 
, , 'application befor~' the close' of the two-year limit. '" " 

: 10 ~. 
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Is' it 'envisioned that'there Will be a'complete free~e in:~istance level for each six month 
. period' in the WORK Program, or just continuing WORK slot eligibility for 't~e six month 
period?frnm the standpoint of assuring, employers of some 'stability in. a placement, the, 
idea of six month assured eligibility is a good idea. but there still needl\ to be an ability to . 
address substantial changes in cirC1lIIl.Stances for purposes of any sUpplementalAFDC grant. 
Subsequent text (fL33.) indicatestbat there would be no adjustment due to changes in earned 
inc0!!l~ 'or T1on-perman.~,nt cha.nges in unearned income. HowC,.ver, can a WORK-Program '";-''' 
'et:nployer"change'the':hou,rs oLan~sigtl!,Ilentduring the six month period? If SO, ther.e~ , 
needs to be the ability tQ adjust the earnings'supplemenf. And, ..what about changes in 
crrcumst,ances other than income,e.g., a c:hildenters or leaves the home? 

" • \. I ~" • - .~ -- , .' • 

l' 	 ... 
.._-' 

'After it has been detemllried that an im.lividu<tl is no longer ''WORK-eligible, it still may 
IIlake sense to ~allow, a.30. day period before the WORK subsidy terminates. Otherw~se;' 

" ... empl.oyers will ,be. f9l9 witl!Jittle or no'notice that a worker's supsidy bas ended .. ', , 
.'. ,;:' ... 

•. J3. Earnim~s Supplement; 3~: .Treatment ofWORK Wa~es' 
> -' , .''. 	 • 

T assume this has been extensively disCussed~ but contin~e to believe' that those in the 
WORK Program who are working like any other worker should be entided to the same 
treatme~lt of earnings as any other worker, i~e., qua~cation for the saCft~ earniIigs disregards, . 

.. , and the .ETC. This,is both an..issue of equity and a concern that the WORJ( Progr~'.shQuld.~.'~ 
play at least· some role fu reducing the poverty of those' who work. , 

As I've previously suggested, the need to ensure' that WORK slots are not perceived as 
~permanent Can be ~ddressed by' en.~uring that they have a fixed length, after which 

, individuals must be engaged in substantiat job search prior"to', another slot. "There will also. 
be a natUral incentive inherent in the fact that these are generally likely to be 'slots With, no 

~ potential for advanCement. ~,o!eover, ify_our goal is to have a. non-trivial number of private 
.. 's~ctor slot~, there h; an'inherent contradiction between trying to c~n~~~e employers to take 

~ ... ' .7'·OQ a slot. by emphasizing the program's 'and participant's virtUes, w4ile's,Pllultane'ously telling,:_, .. 
. ,~,~_h~.·.p.a;ticipants th.attheir goal shouldbe to~ leave the slot 'at thefirstj>'<?s.~ibl~"opportunity. 
... ,._:Many €mployersare not likely·ta want to engage in the paperworkan,d the Commitment of. 
'~g 'on a worker who may be gone the next day. ~ , ' .. '."'." ' . 

, .... .." 	 . . 

, .. If a distinctio~,is to be drawn'betwee.~'WORI<;: workers, and, others, what is it? States may, 
... " , , ,.' for instance, he m.ak.ing extensive·usage pf placement efforts to attain private~ector johs for 

U:ulividiiils.Wi11 tbedistinction be whether the-wage is fully subSIdized by tpe WORK 
'Program? Contains at lea.~t S1"or ~ubsiuy by the WORK Program? If a state is op'erating 
:i work s~pplementa'tionor OJT program, will the rule be that wage subsidies before'Month 
24 qualify for the disregards and' EIC;, and suhsidiesafter Month 24, do not? If a job 
~eveloper is.r<:aching out toacea employers. on behalf of participants who fall in both 

.,.' 	categories (hefore and after two years) will ithe necessary to expla.iil· to employers tbat 'one 
set of niles 'govern 'the pre-two year, aml another set govern the post-tWo year people . 

. II ,. 




.r 
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.', .' 	 \ 
In short, besides its troubling effects on equity and poverty, drawing the proposed 

· distinctions will also complicate program administration in disturbing ways. 

· 35. 	 SUPRortive Services/Worker SUp'pprt 

·It appears that child care and· support services for education for WORK participants wiUbe 

a state option.-Again, thjs-appea!~ to be a ql!ting hack on the, scope of the' clril(j'care 
 ",;-i' 

guarm.tee. H a proposed activity rii~ts state criterig,. for approv~the child'care guarantee' , 
..;' sh~:uld'1ittach~"'- "....._.. '_- '" . . - ..--.-' . 

. 	 " 
~.· 'JOBS Sanctions: The specifj.~aHohs say in effect that sfates would be able to choose between .., 

.. -'following'5~dards established:by the. Secretary, or notf()l1owing standardsestablisheo by .. 
· "'thi: Secretary. div.en· this ch~ice. there is' titde. doubt wh~t many states' will' choose:-" In . 

'......·practice.this. proVision is the.equival~nt.~rgiving sta~es theoptionto'i:'eplace a teri2~Y 
· :noti~.fo.r. aiC9nciliationprocess.· " .. , .... :.,'-':. 

Further, as' worded, the specificatioils describe a' state, option where an individual in', 
apparent violation of program rules would be given ten daysf1otice;\lpon contact from.the . 
recipient, the state would attempt to resolve the issue: and .would~ have--'the. option ~o not 

.... 	 'impose the sanction. Two scenarios are pos.qble here for individuals responding to the 

notice: the individual inight contact'the agenCy and assert good cause, or might acknowledge 

lack of good caus.e but express .interest in·assuming·or resuming,participation. Presumably, 

if the individual demonstrates good cause, the state would not have the option to impose . 

a sanction (though the specifications do not say so). However, what if the individual alleges 

good cause, and the fa,~ts are disputed? Or, what if the individual as~erts her present 

willingness to comply? Under this option. does ~. s~te have, any responsibilities· beyond 

sending a' 'notice?" ... . .'- -.:. . " 

:J<'-".... • , 

.. ' 	Under currentlaw~ conciliaiionis~uppos;d~~O"p~9vide anopporiiinity to resolve adispute' 
;, ' 	 . 

without a sanctioIL This is an iIJlPorhmt principle that should n,ptbe lost. States sometimes, 
· 	 assert that the conciliation process.iS CQ~p'lex,bu.t llOthing in federal law makes it complex. 


lndeed~ there are- no standards;in:current; law-for what- must be contained in conciliation.. ~' 

~, .p~ , "," .• , .. It is 	hard to imagine rilore .t1e~hility' than that. but if there is a need for "more flexibility", - : ': :",;- ~ .. 

- then it should be in a cmitext which -at mTrumum provides that after notice a) an individual' 

Who aSserts good: cause fs given some opponunity to demonstrate good cause before a'" 

sanction is imposed; and b) an individual asserting a desire. (0 puticipate .is allowed . a· 

'reasonable opportunity to participate sJ?d avoid a sanction." ..' 


. ,I, , 	 ", ,', ",' 

. Th,e: i~creased penal~for refusing a job offer without good cause "is both'urijustified and' 

potentially counter-produc;tive. It i~ unjustified because (to my knowledge) there is no' 

evidence at all that states have had a problem With individuals refusing. to acceptavalIable 

jobs •• there~has been nQ showing that crn:rentlaw penalties are inadequate.. The increased 


, , 

- 12 ­, ,. 
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penalty also may becounter-productivebecaus~ of its severity.. Whenever a penalty is 

.. extr~mely severe, there may he decreasedwillirtgnes.~ .ofworkers to apply it ..Workers may 
. :bequite heSitant to apply one of this magnitude~ . 

. Ineligibility for a WORK assignment: 'In (£), riot all of the 1isted offens'~s n~cessariIy involve 
. misconduct.· Forex~ple, dismissal trom aWORKassigmllen.t. witboutgpodcause mayor 
may no~.involve ~~ndu~t· •• an indiY-idual tm!,\ble 'to m~ef J5erformance sta:Qgards maybe' 
dismis'seU for cause without having ,e.ngag(!d m. m.:i$conducL . . ".".q~, .• 

. . --~' '" . 	 . . 

.. ...~-"-~ The, WORK penalties are far mor~ ..s~ieJe_lllancurreIiUa~, and s~bstantia1ly more severe· 
··.c-'·, .... -. tli~..those r~~~)Inmende'd -by APW~Agalil; I 'am aware of nq evidenc~c.that penalties,of -"." 

. this magnitude are. needed to raise' 'compliance levels, or that any possible increase in 
complian~ level would justify the greatLy increased ris~ ~f harm to families;.The discussion 

," of . ~anctio~.is always impaired.by .~he f~!lre of the federal govein:ri:tent. to:. collect any 
._ .... renable TnfoT(11atipn' on .this· topic. . However, the current state --of random assignlnent. 

res~;t!~hpr~ents no reaSon t.o believe that higher s8:9~tion rates or higher s~nction penalties 
-.- willfmprove program performance: Acc'ordingly, the proposed approad:1 seems to 'reflect 

a willingness to impose greater penalties with consequent adverse effects on children simply 
to look tougb~ '. . 

Perfonnance' Measures Proposal 

2. . Deyeloping an Outcome-Based Performance Measurement System' 

It is. not.yet clear whether t:ne per~IiUlge of the caseload .who reaches.the 2 year time liIIiii . 
._wiltbe a user.,.}' measure of betwe~n-state differences. Apart 'from differences in caseload 

_.. characteril\~ics 'and sta~eand locaieconoinies. it is'also possible . that ~tiltes paying higber 
... ,be~fi.ts ()( st~tes. with greatercor.nmittrients· toacc~s to education ·mayb.;w.e.._higher 

perceritagesread;-i~g the two year ·limit. ,While measurement may generate inform>~~~n of 
inteI:e~t. it ispI',emarure to, mow 'AI.het~erthis will or can be, a \lSeful measure of perlor­

'.. ' , ' ' • w,' ... t-, , ­

mance. .........,,'... ...... ­
. -,',:',;': 

., . . --<-:"'--:.:;;:;; 
. , ," 

. 
.' . ;. 

4. "·SerYic~. I?elivery '§tandards .... 
"."'," ,. 

. A cC~;~istent.prohleIri in JOBS i.~ that ·dat(i.r~porting requirements have beenAmP'osed,with . 
. 	 littlcFdI'"'hO 'advaqce lead' tim~. ,If you expeclstates to, be~. reporting wit hili . 6 months of.. , .. 

th6df6ctivedat.e of tfle JOBS/V/ORK provision.~, it is necessarY to provide reasoruihle prior . 
notice to states about wbat data must be collected and.in what form. . 

As previously suggested, I think it is amis.take to have no performance $tandards'governing 
the non-phased-in group, which for a period of time will s~ill be; most AFoe cases.. 
. " 	 ". .~;.' 

Throughout this section. penalties are imposed on'states in the form ofreducedFFP for 
AFDCbenefits.. ~ strongly disagree .lNith this ,approach.: As you appreciat'e, the state ·trend. 

7 i3,« 
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in recent yurs has involved a steady lossiri,thereal vaiue,ofAFDC.benefits, with a number 

of states actually cutting benefits, and with HHS refusihg to enforce the statut'oryMay 1988 

maintenance of effort provLc;ion. There is no n~ason to believe that the climate in terms of 


· . support for Arne benefits will be improving in the foreseeable' future. Under these ' 


:=:~t~ei;h~~~p::s'~~e:re~~s~~ ~~:~~o:dt~:a:f!~ ~t:~;~~i~c:~~~ ~~~:~. ; . 1" l· 
increaSe b~!lefits: c.. ~<~':.''''"'''''. .' ".~.. . . _, .: .. r ".." 

Where,yo'~ ooncltl:d~ ti13:ta fiscal pena.ttY~Q~lStates is 'needed, I urge you to identif{so~rces': 

C)ther tb~. ~he,A~PC account. .. Thisjs .also;.an area where" it is not cleaI.~hat·larg~.:~cal·r_,_ 


.. - -penaitiesjye heeded - states react to the symbpliSl!r of fiscal sanctionS~' aitd'nman pen~ty " 

Witha.great deal of publicity about the state's failure to'm-eet federal standards could.have , 

· a substantial behavioral impact. , . I ' .
' ' ~ . 

Rate.orCClyerage:, While the concept.ofa coverage 'rate. is- clear~ the details of how.. it wo.1!ld. .'" 
be, implemented 'are not., In particular, the,:lnipleine~tatio.n issues.. when applied to ,a ...· .. ' 

· research sample in-a-nindom' assi-gnmeIitstudy may he quite"different-than the issues that..·.. 
· arise in applying the idea to an ongoing AFDe caseload. For'example, would the coverd.ge 
rate he hased on the entire population.'o'i just a sample? If asa.rn.ple,would the state d~aw 
a new sample each month, and ~rack' that sample. for a six month period? Would'tbe 

· definiiio'n of "participated" .be the same as for the monthly. participation ratC?Z:· ls the 
requiremenfjust that one of the foUi 'results - paiticipated, was' employed, left ¥DC, or' 

:'Was sanctioned - have happened at some poiI!~ in six· months, or will tbere.be some intensity·· 
or frequency measurement11f1.light of the complexity of the rate of coverage measurement, 
is it clear that adding a' raie of ,coverage .standard accomp1ishes much. beyond what one ... 
measures from the JOBS' and WORK, participation rates? . ' ' 

.If a coverage.rat~Js. t~ be l!scd, the role of t1s3.!Jction~Q.:' needs to be{econsider~d~ ~, 

, currently formulated, san.ctioning a person counts for as much as generating pat:ticipation 


:'~~. orajobpbicemetlt.; Moreqver j in any case of non~parn~pation. imposmg'asariCtion helps .. 

· the sta~eIlleet its coverage rate, while fmding"good caUse·~":.hur~"the state~seffort~ Under 


. 	 current JOBS rules, both sanctloned persons and "g()od ause" persons ai.e.removedfrom ',fJ..1"..J.J..-." 
tbe ·denoil}.inator~h~~q caicuiating a participa!!on.rat~.. ·· I sugg.~stthat either'boi1t),e: U 
re~or'botlibe:cOunted in the numerator·,:~: iii:'anY'§3.se, the critiCal point is that 'they . 

, pe treated .~~,,~~e way,' and' that there not b~ a. Je(fe~~l incentive tQimpose s~nctions 
wlj~never~hfudividual h~ a difficulty inpaitidpating.. .,',' ;'.'" '" ","'-

MonthJy JOBS Participation R~te: Yciu may not want to fully detail the participation rate 
calculation in the statute -some issues may he hett.er,addressed' in regulations over time. 
For example, current regwations count individuals who enter employment in the month of 
and after employment entry -- if employment results in loss of AFDC, should the !\uhsequent 

· month or months be c;ounted? Do youwanuo exclude sanctio~/good causes from the 
denominator, as undercurrent law? 'Should pre-JOBS volunteers. receiving services be 
counted in the nUIl1erator and/or denominator? . , . 

. ~ 14 ~ 
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WORK Program Participatic:m 'Rates: In C.ase 1, it is not dear. whether'-iiidiViduals in , r, .,.r-*~~\ 

unsubsidized employment Count in the numerator and denominator. r recommend that they ! /) 

be included in both; otherwise, stat.es would risk a s.ituation· where success in'placing p~ople' ,'t A'YY'LI-- _ 


in unsubsidized johs could res~lt in having a harder rime meeting the participation rate. As \: \ {t /' 

suggested above, I also recommend that those in' the sap.ctioning process and thos~ with" ,~~--~""" 

good cause be treated consistently -- either they should'both .be included in the denominator j 

or excluded from the denominatpr, but should not be in the numerator.:' .' II 


.r::.'I,,', .- . • . ", \:
.".': ~ 

',-- It is hard to know what Case. 2 wo~d involve without' knowing the s~e of the WORK ' 

allocation or the estimated cost per WORK slot. . . . 


For both Case 1 and Case 2,'one question concerns whether an individual placed in 
unsubsidized employment through the operatio1!.9i..a WORK contractor co~ntSas'a WQ~ 

. ~ot.~ I would recomlnend that such an individual sho~ld COUDt. The participation 

calculation should be structured to ensure that a state is n()t disadvantaged when an 

individual enters or the state places an individual in an unsubsidized job. .. . 


. '., , . 

Cap on pre-JOBS and JOBS extensions: rve already expressed my disagreement with the 
. 10% cap concept. ' Here, it is worth noting that this structurt;: makes, going over the pre-. 

JOBS or JOBS extension cap an act penalized more severely than failing. to meet coverage, 

JOBS participation. or 'WORK participation rales. It would also punish. ~e s.tate more 

.severely than for perhaps any other aspect of operation of JOBS and WORK. It is hard to 

see why finding good cause in. appropriate cases or allowing individuals to complete 

education programs should be thOUght of as among the worst thi~gs astate could do. 


Technical Assistance, Research. and Evaluation 
. . 


I will reserve commenting on the specific demonstration proposals at this time, but think the' 

notion of a !iet~aside for technical assistince and research is a goqd and much-needed idea. 


I ' '. ' ,- , 

, , ".. Conclusion . 
r.' 

(", 

I hope these comments are helpful. . Please let me know if 1 can f~llmY up in' any way. 

. '. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR' 


DEPUTY SECRETARY OF LABOR' 

, . . 

WASHINGTON, D.C . 
. , , 20210 

, " 

. Dr. 	Mary Jo Ban~ ., "Hi 

Assistant Secret~ry . 
Administration of Children and 

Families 
ACF-Aerospace Building 
suite 600' ' 
370 L'EnfantPromenade 
Washington,D.~. 20447, 

Dear 	Mary Jo: 
" 

I understand that there ,is still an 'opportunity for DOL to 
make some cOI11l11ents orithe Child Care Specs'of the' WelfareJ{eform, 
Proposal.·While we remain concerned about the adequacy of the 
ov~rail budget, for child care, we appreciate' what.Y6u have , 
accomplish~d with limit,d resources to make quality c~ild care 
avail~ble to AFDC families during and after transition. ' There 
are a few areas in which we would like to see some'. additional 
lan~u~ge·in tbe 'specs~ 

1. 	 STATE MATCH: We 
~ 

would like:to see 'a different formula for' 
the state match for the ATRIS.K (working. poor} child care 
than that being used for the IV-A and·TCC child·care. If' 
the same formula is'used there will be little ,incentive for 
'states 	to spend money on working poor child care and some of 
the precious doliars alloc~ted for the workirig poor may not 
,be tised because ~tates wiil cla~m they can not.afford the 
match required ,by the other programs'. 

, 	 " 

2 • ,TRAINING: Under,S(a) of the specs, ,we would, like to 'see 
some specific language about the 'kinds of training for child 

, care providers that will be setup under welfare reform. In 
,addressing supply iSSUeSi"",,·we need to specify how the 
training infrastructure will be developeq. ,We 'recominend' 
that there be dedicated fUJ:)ds',to states to set up ~hild' care 
training ,programs run by -joint" councils involving JOBS, .' 
'JTPA, BA';[' and others. An apprenticeship model combining ,classroom learning', on the job training ana mentoring ,by :. 
experienged. providers'would be an'important step in buildipg \ 

new opportunities for early childhood workers .. l 
\ 

.. 
" 

'. ... 

/, 



-:-2­

.1\s·you are well aWp,re, the 10% quality set aside in the AT, 
RISK Program has diminished sigrtifioantli becau~e of the 
6verall cuts in the,~hild care budget.' .We betieve that' 
specific language ,and de'dicated funds for training will 

. increase t.he chance that supply fssuescan be adequately met 
under welfare reform. ' 

3. 	 CONTINUITY OF CARE and PART-TIME WORK: Under 3 (a) of the"~,'~' 
specs there are no provisions for the ,movement of adults 

--between 	full-time and part-time training and emplo-yment 
opportunities .. Children frequently suffer disruptions in 
care because full-time options are not available to their 
parents. This section of 'the specs would be, strengthened 
with language to ,protect pre-school children in family day 
care and center based settings from having their relation­
ships with pro:viders cut short unnecessarily: ' . 

Finally, one question we are unclear on: willchiId 'care be 
guaranteed to women in JOBS and in the WORK program who are not 
in the mandated group (i:e. who are 26 years and older)? 

Thank you very much for considering our comments and 
questions. 

'cc: David Ellwood, Assistant Secretary for Evaluation and 
Plan:Iii~g ~ HHS' 

'Wendell Primus;" Deputy Assistant Secretar.y for Evaluation 
and Planning; HHS . 	 , 

.... " 



Health Care 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH &:. HUMAN SERVICES Financing Administration, 

Memorandum 

Date 

MAY 2'7 1994' 	 . ' 
" ""~"'" 

("'\' , 

From 	 ~ruce.C. Vlad ' ; , 

Administrator,~" ,.'" 


" ' Subject Welfare Reform 	Legislation child suppert Enforcement 

Wendell Primus, ASPE 
To 

We have reviewed your draft 'legislative amendments on child 
support enforcement and found a number of issues to be 
controversial. 	 'I believe a meeting bet~een our staffs is 
necessary to address the foalowing co~cern~: 

,:' 

o ' 	 The b\ill appears to require state Medicaid agency' 
procedures to be "to the satisfaction". of the"Stat.e Child, 

" support EnforcemE3nt (title, IV~D) ag:ency. The goal of 
this provision appears to be to 'improve the Medicaid 
agency's role in enforcing m~dical support from absent 
parents. " " 	 " , , 

, i: 
, ' 	 , 

We believe that State Medicaid 'directors will find this , 
provision as drafted problematic in 'that 'it gives,control 
over a part ,of the Medieai~ program to another part of 
the State gqvernment. We suggest the provision's 

" 	
language be changed to require that Medicaid medical, '\ 

support procedures be constructed in consultation with 
the title IV-D agency.' /' 

o As ¥ritten, the bill appears to require parent~ to 
, furnish IV-D, informa'tion to t1+e ,state IV-D agency as' a 
condition of Medicaid eligibility. Under such a . 
provision,' pregnant women could: be denied Medicaid , 
coverage for failure to cooperate in identification of 
the fathe:r; of a child who,isreceivimj Medicaid.' The 
principal effect of such denial would be a mainly 
negative one on birth outcomes to,~lqw-~ncome women. This 
would be contrary to this Admiriistration's priorities. 

We note 'that under a provision in current .law/ enacted in 
OBRA 1986, pregnant women with incomes 'below poverty are 
~xempted from the" usual requirement to' cooperate in 
establishing the paternity of their children. Congress 

, included' this exemption ,in response to concerns that' 
pregnant women would'avoid seeking, timely medical ' 
assistance if confronted with ~ demandt.hat they ,identify 

,.;" the fathers of their 'childrerr. Thus, Medicaid is 'I" 

protected when 'a pregnant woman is denied,AFDC benefits 
due to failure to'cooperate. Eliminating this exemption 
would cause more harm to children than to ,their mothers. 

1 



, ' Page 2 

0, 	 The bill rernoyes the 'title XIX.;...speclfic exception that' 
now allows mothers to keep Medicaid when' they have "good 

'cause". not to'cqmply with'the general requirement that 
they assist in, identifying the father. Under 'the bill, 
title XIX would look 't:o titl"eIV-D, which ,would, have a , 

I tighter good cause exception.': This tighteriJng of the " 
exemptive, language is likely to raise concerns that the 

, health of ' mothers and children willpe,compromised merely~, 
'to lncrease child support collections. 

o 	 'The bill would require States to have-'laws requiring 

hospitals, asa condition of participation in Medica"id, 

to implement paternal identification procedures.' This, 

represents an imposition on hospitals which 'has nothing 

to do, with the provision of medical care.' Whenever" 

possible, HCFA' prefers ,to avoid imposing such ' ~. 


, 'requirements.' ' 

o 'We note the bill ,wouid create" a national data matching 
'service. 	 Proposing such a system'could exacerbate 
cqncerns over'privacy and "biggovernmeittn data systems 
that we are attempting to put to rest in connection'with 
the,Health security Act. The data system, which is , 
dependent on USe of the S9cial Security number for all , 
participants, creates'new reporting burdens, for employers 
and hospitals in a manner which appea,rs to run contrary 
to the promises made within HSA regarding 'administrative 
simplification.' 

. 	 ' ' 

Pleas,e contact Tom Gustafson (690-5960) to arrange 'for a 

follow-up discussion on these issues • 


. I' . 

" 

" , 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH &.. HUMAN,SERVICES 	 Public Health Service ' 

Office of the Assistant Secretary 
> for Health ' 
Washington DC 20201 

MAY 2 7 1994 

TO: Wendell Primus 

FROM': ' AssistantSecret~ry for Health 

'SUBJECT: Welfare Reform -,Legisla:tive, Specifications 
-	 , 

'As requested, ,we have ,r,eviewed,thedocument on ,the legislative 
specifications for preventing t,eenpregnancy, making work pay, 
and improving government assistance. Several issues arise as 
concern~: ' 

o 	 The grants program for teen, p~egnancy prevention-are 
duplicative of the, Health °Security Act'sschool..,based 
health services and comprehensive health' education 
initiative. Rather than create "a grant program that 
categorically focuses on teen preg~ancy,the grant 
program should 'complement Title III provisions • 

o 	 .In several locations (e.g., p.l0, p.12) there'are 
'different 	age definitions for minors who are parents. In 
some cases th.is document refers to those· under age 19, 
under age 20, ana age 21 o:r ,le$s. , The inconsistencies in' 
def~ningwho is'not an tladult" are'''problematic. ", 

o " On page 22, the document' refers to ,excluding parents and:, 
siblings'f9r the purposes of calculating AFDc:pi!yn\ents to 
families (who are referred to as" tlunit~",or fff.i,ling 
unIts"). The, symbolism of gov'ernment splitting up 
families or recognizing some' family ,members but not, " 
others runs counter ,to ,the t:lotion of strengthening 
famili:es. ' '''' 

Please contact' Drs. Robert Vald'ez (690-1281) or Jo Bouffard (690­
7694) to arrange follow-up discqssions,with mystat:t on these 

,1ssues.' 	 .. 

·.Phi,f~e, M.D. 

cc: 	 R. Valdez 
J ~I' Boufford 
W. 'Corr 
J. 	Elders 

-... 
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'cC', ,\)J ~Jf II 
EXECUTIVE OFF1CE 'bF THE PRE'S!DENT' 

, COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS +. ,1iJ~tv~ 
WASHINGTON, D,C,,20500 .. -\-0 bD~,ih.fL. 

, May 3 1 , 199'4 
, '. 

~.EMORANDUM FOR" MARY JO BANE ' 
DAVID E-LLWOOD . 
BRUCE REED~' ,4, 

FROM: , JOE STIGLITZ~ , , 


SUBJECT: WELFARE REF#""':'"'PROP,~SAL 

'c 

The draft legisIative specifications show that tremendo~s 


strides have been made toward meeting the President's goals'for 

reforming welfare., However, to meet more ful1y·:the goals of: (1) 

Making Work PaYi (2) Time-limiting Welfare:'and(3) Ending 

Welfare as We Know It, I offer several suggestions. These 

suggestions reflect my conce~h,withboth the substance of the 

proposal and also with the politics. of ..how ,it wil1'be perceived 

(and how perceptions may be exploited, by opponents) ." I believe, 

that these suggestions would strengthen the ove~all proposal, , 

ir:icrease the probability that its significant features,would be 


,enacted into law, improve the likelihood that the program will be 

perceived as working, - and tAerefore'make .it more lik~ly that the 

plan will survive into the future, Jf, they were ad.opt:ed~ , . 


These suggestions are grouped into three categories that 

reflect the goal most associ.ated with. the suggestion (though 

there is some overlap). If you have any. questions about these 

suggesti,ons, please c~ll me' at ,395-5036. 


..... 

Halting work pay . 


supplements ane! Work Requ';rements' in the WORK proqram -- The . 
proposal would allow-states to supplenlent wages paid to people in 
the WORK program as long as part~icipants are working at least :2 0 , 
hours a week. only by wo:;-king full time can most single mothers 
hope to raise their families 'out of poverty. In order to ensure 

. that there are, adequate incentives for full-time work, AFDC 
recipients should be required to work a,sufficient;number'of 

, hours to earn their entire AFDC,'check.' . states wi,th higher 
benefits would have to require a greater 'number of hours worked~.'" 
,(-For states with benefit levels' above .the- earnings ~from forty 
hours of 'Work at the minimum wage, the state could be permitted 
to pay more than the minimum wage to those irithe WORK program.) 
It has been argued that this wi,lllead to, inequitable treatment 
of participants ,iri different states since some ~i11 haye'to work, 
more'toget their benefits; In fact, the inequality'is already, 
present in the system ,which,119W$ states to'pay different I' 

http:bD~,ih.fL
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benefits.' We can not do anything about the inequality; but we 
can make sute that' that inequality does, "not undermine o~r efforts 
to make work pay. ' 

Advance Payment of 'the EITC --'The proposal allows states to , , ~ 

provide~dvance payments of up ,to 75 p'ercent of t.he "EITC the 

taxp~yer will~"'he ab+.e to claim. It would be more desirable ,to 


,conform the treatment of, this provision to the' current.-law 
requrr~ments that apply to all employers (i.e., limit advance 
payments toGO percent of ,the maximum EITC available, to one~child 
families).' Congress enacted this rule in 1993 as a reasonable 

,compromise;between providing a work incentive and promoting 
, compliance., Nothing has changed"to' upset this compromise. 

Moreover, a single rule for all advance'payme;q:t providers would 
"allow-,us to determine if there are differenc~s in __compliance for 
'''taxpayers using di'fferent advance payment mechanisms. In­
addition, 'conforming, the rules for payment' petween all types of 
advance payment providers would'reduce fluctuations that may 
occur when workers move between states or change emp~oyers. ' 
Finally, if we begin'to make changes'to EITC rules, we invite 
others :to start, making .changes which' is something we probak>ly do ' 
not want to do. ..,,' 

Time-Limiting Welfar& 

Part-:Time Work since full-time work is the only way that most 
single mothers can raise their families out,of'poverty full:-:time 
\<fork' sho~ld' :be encourageq. Thus part-timework, should only slow 
-- rather than stop ,..- the, two-yeart.lme clock for people 'in the' 
JOBS program with children, 'over 5 (or over I if' child care is, 
available). One approach (that would be easy ~o administer) 
would ,proportionately slow 'the time-limit clo,ck for every hour' 
worked during a reporting period (e',g." on a mc;mthly "ba~is). For 
instance, the speed at Whi,ch a person's time-limit clock .would ' 
run could slow by 3pe:r::,cent' fot every hour .per week,worked up to' 
a maximum of 100% (Le.' 34 hours of work ,or 'more is consider«;!d " 

'full-time)., ThUS, someone working 20, 'hours a week would be able 
to collect AFDC benefits for up to 5,' years before they would ,"_have', 
to 'enter tne WORK program.' Thi5 suggestion ef~ectively places a 
time'limit on the JOBS phase of ,the welfare reform proposal for 
thcisewho work part-time. 

Menta.l Illness, and Assign.in~nt ,to pre'';';'JOBS The determination 
of the effects ofa personis mental'state on their ability to 
wo'rk can be' highly subj ective I as dem,on~trate'd by California IS 

experience with covering work-stress related illness under its 
workers c'ompensation laws. By' shopping around, individuals often,.; 
can find some mental health professional to certify them as 
unable to work., Under the wE3lfare reform prop.osal, the two-year,· 
time limit does,not'applyto those in pre-JOBS, providing an 
ince'ntive, forpeop'le to he classJfied as pre-JOBS, candidate~. 
The proposal already ~llows,those who are applying for Social 

, I 
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,Security Disability (SSOIl payments to be assigned to pre-JOBS. 
sirice SSDI covers ,mental conditions, this provision should be, 
adequate. If not, each AFOC 'office should"be required to sp,~cffy 
a small, number of psychologists to evaluate the mental health 
status of ,people attempting to be plac~d in pre-JOBS due to, 
mental illness. This, suggestion would avo,id the potential, 
problem of participants shopping around for a ,sYmpathetic mental 
health professional in order to' be, designated as eligible for ,the 
pre-JOBS program.'" '" ' 

<, Disclosure '~f ,Reasons, for :pre-JOBS' Assignment -- It is not 
possible to tell from 'the'! legislative specification,s' what ' 

"information would be publicly' available on the number of pe<?ple 
"'classified as pre-JOSS' fo:,: different reasons. Subject to privacy 

'considerati6ns, it would 'be best if the count ~f people assigned 
to pre-JOBS for: each reason was,made pUblicly available for each 
state and,county. This would serve as ac'beck on abuse~of the 
progra·m'to aV,oid the, application of real time limits. 

substancel\buseand Time Limits -- In the absence of incentive 
,effect~ we might prefer a welfare system where people with 
substance abuse problems were given as much time as necessary to 
recover. However, it sends the wrong signal and provide~ , 
extremely perverse incentives to stop the time-limit clock for 
people with substan~e'abuse,problems'by placing them in pre-JOBS. 
Since pre-JOBS will likely ,be perceived as preferable to entering 
JOBS' and then WORK, we cannot allow people to choose pre-3,OBS by 
making inhe'rently unverifiablec;laims to having a substance abuse 
problem. The time clock, must continue to run for peoplewh,o are 
receiving treatment for their substance abuse problems. 

, . " '.' '.' 

Permanent Access to WORK Slots 'Except for ,those who have 
'significant problems 'that w,il,1 qualify them, for, pre~J'OBSarid " 
th9se who live in'e'conomicallydepressed areas, anyone can find a 
jo~ in 4 years~ There is near complete consensus among . 
economists on this poirit~Theretore, the WORKprogram'should be. 
time limited' too. The' D~C proposal (copy attached) fqr assessir;g 
those completing two years of WORK and I:'emoving those who have " 

,not made a good faIth eft'ort to' find 'a job should b'e added to tfpe' 
'le9isl~tive specifications. ' 

" Endinq Welfare as We KnovIt 

, " Outcome standards outside observers will evalu~te the 
'effectiveness of our welrare reform on the basis of outcomes such 
as cost saving, job' placements, a,nd case load reduction. To 

'ensure that we 'get the desired outcomes, outcome standards must 
have teeth. The draft specifications require the' Secretary ,to 
establish outcome standards I ,but do nO,tspecify that' monetary' 
penalties should be asseSsed ~or fail~reto meet the standaras~ 
A requirement that such peDal ties be speci'fied Omd perhaps, 
monetary rewards for significantly exceeding the outcome ' 

\ 
,~ 'x:I 
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' 
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'standards) . should be part of the ,legis,lation.•. 

state Incentives --,' In 'general 'I amc(;mcernedabout the extent 
of incentives fO:J:" state performance in the welfare reform. Many 
states ·have not been, effective in implementing past programs such 

" 	as, JOBS and child support' enforcement. Stronger "incentives might 
make a difference in ,th'isreform~ For ,example, 'it is our 
understanding that the net ,cost ,to t,he med~an s'tate ofcreating".­

, . ' j 9.PS in' the' WORK program could be larger than tp,e sanction for' 
not creating thos'e jobs., ,I am also concernedwit,h the "lack: of 

, ,',' adequate incentives in the child support enforc.ement regUlations. 

up~front Job search -- Intensive'job search as~istance has proven 
to be cost-effective in getting people to work .in a sho~ter, tim~ 
period. 'The current . legislative specifications call for .states 
to requir,e job search, but do not specify that. intensivej,.ob 

.	search assistance be provided. ,States should be ,required to 
provide 'a substantial' amount of standardized job" 'lSear9h , ' " 
ass,istance to those who, are .required to take part in. job s~arch' ' 
activities., and job search, should be required of all new AFDC 
recipients as soon as possible. Of course, there would be., , 
administrative difficulties in req1.;liring states ,to. immediately 
provide job search assistance for all':new AFDC, recipients;. 
However, the proposed phase-in for getting new AFDc'recipients 
into a job search program is too slow. The phase-in of mandatory 
job search should be accelerated by moving back·t.he age at.which 
peopl:e would be required to participate in.up-front job search by' 
two' years' for every. calendar year that passes.~ Thus,. in the, .' 
first year of the reform 'program, all recipients born after 1972 
would be required to participate in' 'job search' activities. In 
the second year, all recipients born after 1970 would be required 
to participate in these activities,. and so on. " 

Establish WORK in a separate Agency -- ,It i!3iInportant to support 
a . large scale demonstr.ation of the effects of administering the, 
WORK program separately' from, the' 'State AFDC office. This 
separation might help chang.~ the, culture of· .the WORK ,program: and 
orient it more toward. re-employment.' .Accordingly the welfare ' 
reform proposal shoul{d encourage at least two states to atte:mpt 

,'~o establish a's~par~te of~ice to administer the ,WORK program. 

'Technical Assistance, Evaluation and. Demonstrations ~- The 
proposal sets aside 2 percent of JOBS ,'and WORK funds 'for 
technical. assistance, evaluation~ and demons.trati.on programs. 

, Eval,tlation .of t}:le effectiveness 'of different 'aspectsof the 
progr.am will be crucial to refining existing programs' and futi.1~e 
reform efforts. Accordingly, 1 percent of JOBS and WORK funds' 
should be set aside, for evaluation (including the evaluat;ion o,f" 
demonstration programs') and l' percent should,be set aside for 
techni~al assistance, demonstration· programs., and special 
administ~ative costs. since totalexp,riditures st~rt off 
rela.tively.. small, and evaluation, and technical assistance 'might 

I, 

" t I 
,I 

I • 
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be more valuable in the 'early'stages of 'the refoI1l) program, it 

might be desirable to.havea,larger initial Set-aside (perhaps 2 


"percent each), :with, the percentage declining 9ver time as total 

expenditures ~ncrease. ' ,


..' . 

Conforming Rules, in Tra.nsfer proqrams The propoe~ls for 

conforming. various, transfer programs are minimal. It would be 

more desira~le policy,to attempt a'more complete' integ,ration of 

,the programs ·in order to, rationaliz,e program eligibility and 

benefits and to simplify administration. Also, almost all the 

conforming. changescoritained in the proposal adopt the more :' ',' 

generous of the Foo'd Stamps and the 'AFOe. rules for use in, both 

programs. Greater efforts ,should be made toward mo~e complete 

integration.', Failing that,' if the _rule adopted wez::enot always 

the looser rule, the, overall reform proposal .might ',be made, less 


, expensive. . 

'. 


Individual Development Accounts (IDA,s) There' is litt.le 
justification for ·tax-favored IDA'.' For example, in 1994, a 
family' of3 (a head of' householc:l plus 2 children) ,has a tax 
threshold, (faces a zero marginal rate) with wage' income of nearly 
$13 I 000 ,witha higher fig\lre fora' two.-parent,household. ' (This' 
does not inclu'de the effects of 'the' earned' income tax ,credit,.), 
It is hard to conceive of , a case where a, person will receive .' . 
wel'fare and, also have wage income' t~'at w,illcau~ea positive ' 
income tax liability~ "Therei:ore,' the tax advantage, of an IDA 
would be meaningless to almost all welfare 'recipients but would , 

,add complexity to the Tax Code for tens of millions of taxpayers. 
Moreover, a tax-advantaged ID~ would provide a situation where 
individuals',on welfare are treated more favorably than the 
working ,poor' (which'goes against the goal' of MakingWo~k Pay). 
Finally~ one lesson we should have learned,from last'year~s 
budget bill involved, the proposed tax~favored empo'W.erment savings', 
account. In the,tax writing committees, this was one of the 
first items to ,be dropped ~rom ,serious consideration,' because .,the ' 
staffs saY{ .. little acivahtage from the, tax-favored status of these 

, accounts. It. is probable the" proposed IDA will· suff,e"r the' .same 

fate as long as it retains its taX-favored nature., Accordingly, 


.. "the tax-favo:i:ed component of the IDA should be .dropped, while 
retaining.th~ basic elements of the account as ameaps ,of asset 
accumulation for wel'fare recipients. . 

Q,ua.lity control' and compliance --The proposal should make clear 
that,the ru~es, for verification of eligibility and payment ,will 
not negatively affect current' compliance. rates., Otherwise, '. the 
refonnproposal will be subject to the criticism of reducing 
compl-iance compared to current law . In addition'; I believe it 
important that current levels of qualitycontrol'onwelfare 

. programs not be weakened. ' 

http:retaining.th
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INDIVIDUAL WORK ASSESSME~TS 

At the end' of two WORK assignments; 'people still in the progr,!-m would be· assessed 
on an .individual basis to determine whether theyean remain in WORK. Those determined to 
be unable to work or need additional training would be reassigned to Pre-JOBS' or JOBS. 
Those determined to be playing by the rules and unable, to find work in the priv{ttesector, 
,~itherbecause there were no jobs 'available to match their.'skills or bec3use they' are incapable 
of working outside asheltered enviJon,ment would be allowed to remain in the WORK' . 
program. ' At state option, those who have bee~ on ,the WPRK program at,Ieast 2(37) years, 
who the state detennines to be c~ployable and living in areas where there are jobs available 
to match their skills, and who the state determines to have failed to make,a good faith effort 
to obtain available unsubsidizcd work can be removed'from',the program., 

The Departments of t!:HS and Labor will develop ~road guidelJn~ for the third 
category, which will take into account factors including, but riot limited to, an indiviciuaPs 

, work history, local, labor market conditions, and assurance of an individual· employability 
detennination that takes into account types. of jobs available in the area and the 'success rate 
of other WORK participants in'sccuring non-subsidized employment. States that wish to 
make use of this option would haVe to deveiop a plan 'consistent with those guidelines, and 
submit it as a state pli:ln amendment subje~t to Secretarial approval. ',' 

The state's plan must atso provide: ' 
, 

• A process to ensure that recipients receive appropriate notite and ~ opportunity to 
challenge a decision to find 'them ineligible, . . 

, • ! , 

- A semi-annual report on the ~tatus of famili~ who ate no ;longer eligible . for the 

WORK program. 


" • Continued eligibility. for persons no longer eligibl~ for WORK for other support, 

services within existing pro~ e1igi~ility requirements.' . ' . 


The [)epartmentsof HHS ,and Labor will undertake a compreheZtSive national,study, 
beginning at the end of the ,first year in which the WORK program has beenimpleillented, to 
measure the WORK 'program's sUCC:Css in moving peopie ~to unsubsidizcd jobs;, and evalu~t~ 
the skill levels and backgrounds <?f people who remain. The federal government will usc this 
information to ,refine program guidelines if necess~ry. ' . 

I' " '" 
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MEMORANDUM TO. WENDELL PRIMUS 

FROM: 

S'UBJECT: COMMENTS ON LATEST WELFARE REFORM SPECS 

-: ' 

COMI\IIENTS ON JOBS/TIME L1MITS/WOBK . 

1. Effective Date/Phase In 

2.' Program Intake 


3. Employability Plan 

This section needs to 'emphasize ,placement in less than 24 mon~hs and work, 
options during,first two years. This section should have a vision piece as the 
others do - and it should clearly state that we intend plans to be develop~d that . 

,move participants to work as quickly as .possible. ·it should explicitly say . 
"Empioyability plans may be for less ,than 24 'months and may include assignment 
at anytime, to work programs through JOBS such as CWEP, 'On the Job Training, 
and Work Supplementation as under current layv." 

. ,\' 

4. Pre-JOBS 

p. 5, 4'(f) and p.19, 16(e): These'~umbers appear.to be creeping upward. What is 
the'total percentage of people expec.ted to be in deferral or extension? 

.. .,~ 

p, 7, 4(k): Isn't it a state,'option wheth 2r volunteers meeting pre-JOBS criteria are: 
submit to time limit? " .., , 

., 5. Substance Abuse 
,; . 

We may need to revisit these is~uesin light ~f time limits o'n DA&A'. 

, ' 

1 
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. 
6. Definition of the Time Limit 

. ',' '''. ,. 

Vision,p. 9: Dropthesentence, "The two-year limit would be'renewable'to a 
degree .. ;" and repl,ace it with, "Individuals who have ,left welfare for extended 

, per'iods of time will be eligible for 'a few months of assistance asa cushion." The 
time limit is not renewable. ' 

Specs, p. 9:' Does 6 (b) ,add anything to the ,definition of'''6 (a)? . 
If ~ot, it should be dropr>ed. 

Strongly disagree with comments from DoEd ,abo'ut when to start the clock. The' 
clock must runftom authc;>rization -- not from:completion of the e~ployability plan .. 

7. Applicabilit'l of the Time Limit 

8. AFDC-UP' 
, " 

We, still do not fully understand tt)ese rules', and 'worry about unintended 
consequences.. Is this section about states that h~we exercised thetwo,:,parent 
option, or not? Do the existing time limits'in UP take precedence over these time 
Ii'mits? How do the job offer'and other sanctions affect eligibility' fo'r twc;>-parent 
'families? The part-time work rules? ,.. ' . " 

" , • . .' I 

9. Teen Parents " 

Specs, p. 11,' 9(c): We still maintain th~H there shouid be' no exemption for anyone 
" UDder 20 based on age of child (beyond 12 weeks) . Just because a teen finished 

. high school doesn't mean she should spend a yeqr at home. We 'have ~equired 
.'teen case. manpgement fQr all,custodialparents under 20, but this loophole gives 
them ,nothing to manage. 

10. JOBS Services 

Specs, p. 12: Agree with OMB that job-ready should include previous' work 

, experience or high'school diploma. E~.e.n Patsy Mink's bill uses this definition. 


. , 

p. 12, 10 (g): Add- "microenterprise,'training and activities" as well' as self­

employment prog'rams to the list .of optional activities.' . . '. : , , 


11.' Minimum Work Standard 

I 

I 



.,' 


12. JOBS Participation 

Specs, p. ,14, 12(a): If the AFDC-UP participation. standards are eliminated,vv:hat e. 


takes their place for the two-parent case load? 

\ • h; 

p. i 5, 1.2(e): broaden the definition of satisfactory participation to include any 

microenterpriseprogram --,not just SBA funded. HHS, Labor, Agriculture all have 

microenterprise programs.'" 


, .­
p.15, 12(g)(ii): ,This point is still confusing.·lt needs to make clear that states can' 
impose the time limit on a broader class of AFDCrecipients 'participating,in JOBS, if 

· the state has ,chosen to include that broader class as part of it~ phased-in group. 
. ,.' . -, .... ,-, '." . 

. 1 

13. JOBS Fun~ing 
14. Semiannual Assessment 

15. Transition to WORK 

,'Specs, ,p. 18: We had dis,cussed that the regulatory specs ((e) through (h)) were. 
too detailed and did not need to be here. . . . 

1 6. Extensions ~. 

· Same concern as in' 4(f) above, 
" ' 

17.Qualifying ,for Additional Months of Eligibility 

Specs, p. 20, "17{a-b): These provision~ should state ,that an'individual returning to 

the program could be expected to perform job search from· the date. of· ' 

reapplication. ' . , . ~. 


"', ... , 

18: Administration of JOBS/WORK 
19. Specific Responsibilities of the IV-A Agency 
20. Other Areas of Responsibility 


· 21. Establishment of a WORK program . 

. !' 

22. WORK 'Funding 

Specs, p. 25: There should be one 'pot of WORK money, not two'" The ,division 

into two pots is, on t!:le ~ne hand, ar.tificial'since subsidies can be disguised as 


.,' 

3. '. 



, " 

ather ~,hings, and, an the other, an u'nne~essary canstrai!1t an state flexibility in 

running the WORK pragram. ' 


23. Flexibility 

Agree with OMB that same provisian may be necessary'to ensure thqt states 

emplay WORK participants, as child care warkers'. 

"'1. 


, " " 

, '. • t 

24. Limits an Subsidies to Private Sectar Employers 

25. Caardinatian 

* * Qu.estions re;' public/private board: 

(1) Why has cantral af designatian af baard shifted fr:orn ~'Iacal to. state gavernment. 
Mayar Emanuel Cleaver told us Friday that theCanference af Mayars 'waulO not 
accept that". 
(2) Why allow state ta'make'lacal,area larger thanJTPA'SDA?, This"wauld allow .. 

state to make it a state baard. How about state can make area s,maller, but ncjt 

larger? 

(3) Board'should have SarTJ9 fOrmal power Or role. ,"Guidance;'" "work in 
canjunctian with. II If we really want ,this to ha\fe loc,al inp'ut, there $hould be some 
local power - "Local plan shauld be developed jointly by baard and agency," ar 
." Board shall develop plan, sl!bject ~a agencyapprovali" or vice-versa~ 

26. Retention Requirements 

27. - 29. Nondisplacement, Grievance, Ca~curren'ce 

, Specs, p. 28: We are cancerned about 27(a)(4)(b)' 27(a)(5),and 27.(b)'" 

27(a)(4)(b) is now written ifl a way that it is almast'impossible to. understand its 

impact; we WQuid like to. discuss it further. " 


'... .,r. 

27(a){5) and 27(b)' were nat in the original' non,displacement-Ianguage. Where did 

they come fram, what is their' impact, and' why :do' we neE?d them?' , 


, , ,~" 

30. WORK Eligibility Criteria 

The performance standards far the WORK program shauld caunt not anly 
, subsidized pasitions, but unsubsidized slats found through agents under contract to. , 

I· 
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place ,WORK participants. The current definition might not count placement , 
, contracts. 

Specs, p. 31, 30(f) and p.'33, 33(b):', Wasn't our agreement about semiannual 
redetermination that we wouldn't recalculate every month, but that if someone's 
circumstances changed they would be' required to report it and their supplement 
would be',adjusted? As currently' written, someone who took'a private sector joba 

.,yveek befpre their job search runs oulwould get no benefits, while a person who 
took the,.same job a week afteLstarting a WORK· assignment would get all WORK . 
wages andWORK"supplement tor 6. mQnths; in addition to the private sector wages 
and the EITC. This would lead to some strange behavior, a,nd it will drive up the 
cost estimates. 

31. Allocation of WORK Assignments/Interim Activities 
32. Hours of Work 

33. Earnings Supplementation 

Specs, p.,33, 33(c): 'The specs should clarifythat'consistenr with the provision in, 
32(a),the average earnings' supplement cannot 'exceed 25°i'o of total benefits, even 
if a state chooses to apply earnings disregards to WORK wages. ' 

., : ' . ' 
In general, we are concerned, that the' WORK program is looking increasingly, 
attractive compared to unsubsidized'work.We need to see. a variety of examples 
comparing the relative attractiveness of WORK in states that apply their earnings 

, disiegards policies to the WORK program, pass through more child suppprt, and so 
on. 

34: Treatment of WORK wages 
35. Supportive Services 
36. Wages and" Working Conditions 

37. Sanctions 

Spec~, p. 36-38, 37(c),o37(g)(i)" and 37(j)(i): The rules on refusing 'a job offer , 
should be changed to incorporate the part-time work standa'rd --'i.e. ~ sanction for 
.refusing any job offer of 20 hours, or an offer of fewer hours if that offer of fewer 
hours would make the 'person better off. The Spec$,need to add a rule requiring " 
people to take more hours if availabie, and prohibiting people from j'ncreasing their 
benefits by cutting back hours. ' , 

. " 

5 
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", .' 

Specs, p. 37, 37(f): Drop the word "willful" iri "~illful misconduct." Including 
'''willful'' in the statu'te will only make it more difficult to sanction.' Defining 
misconduct should suffice. 

Agree with OMS that the sanctions .need to be cumulative over a lifetime .. If we're 
. keeping a lifetime clock, we cankeeptrac~ of this .. 
. , , 	 ." .' ~ ., 

• -j38.' Job Search'" 

39. Time Limit on the WORK Program' 
( 

',' 

Specs, p.37-40: This section needs to be ·rewritten. to incorporate the state option "" 

at the time cif assessment to make peopie .ineligible for WORK for failing to· make a 

good faith effort to find available unsubsidized w'ork. ., ' 


, . 	 .'. ' 

"'Specs, p.'40: Drop the sentence', "Such penalties "~ould only be imposed in the 
event of misconduct related to the WORK program. u: It is not clear whafkind of 
penalty this sentence is meant to preclude.. . . . 

40. Noncustodial Parents 

Vision, p. 4.1: The paragraph beginning ':Other'parentsh~ve inadequ'ate skills· ... " .. 

must be dropped. "We shouldn't .be making excuses f0r people who 'father chi.ldren 


'. 	 and fail to support them. It's not society's fault; it's not the economy's fault; it's" . 
not their upbringing's fault; it's not theabsence,of.prograr'ns to meet their needs' 
fault; it's their fault, and they should take responsibility for ii. For the same 
reason, the sentence U Fina,lIy, some non-c~stodial·parents have difficulty 
understanding their rights and responsibilities as parentsbecause they had missing 
or inadequate role models when they were children" should be dropped. This ' 
excuse-making is insulting to the thousands of. fathers ,who grew, up in similar. 
circ.umstances and do live up to their responsibilities. " 

" 	 . 

These paragraphs should be rewritten to su"ggest that "We,l1eed ~o make' sure tha,t 

all parents live up to theirr:esponsibilities. When people don't pay child support, . 

their children suffer forever, and so do we. Just as we expect more qfmothers, . 

we cannot let fathers just walk away. A number of programs showconsiderable 

'promise in helping non-custodial parents to reconnect with their children and. ·fulfill 

their financial responsibilities to support them. Some programs help parents do. 

more by seeing that they get the skills they need to hold down, ajob and support" 

their children. Other. programs reql,lire absent parents to yvo'rk'off the "SUpport they ... 

owe. It is also' 'important' to show r:1on-custodial parents who have been involved in 

their children's lives that when they pay child .support, they will restore a 

connection that they and their children ,need." 


',,; 
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Rationale, p.- 42: . This section should be dropped. We cannot make excuses for 
non~support. Also, none of the other sections ha~e a "Rationale"anymore. The . 
Vision paragraph should make the poin't that it is important to ~xpect child sapport 

. payments from ·everyone, even non-custodial parents whh low'income, because 
. there is no excuse for neglecting parental r~sponsibilit'ies, and because'thos'e . 

individuals' income,will:rise over timEl'. ' , , " 

Specs, p. 43,.,40(e)(ii-iii): 'States should not have the option to suspend or reduce 
child support obligations. It's hard enough to.~xplairi. why we'r~ rewarding fathers 

'who don't pay by pu~ting them in training programs; how can we possibly justify_ 
'letting them off the hook for past support? 

' .. : 

41. Parenting Demos 

Specs; p. 44, 41(c): How much is the capped set-aside? 

COMMENTS ON PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
. :. 

p. 45, first line: Replace "eventuate" with "result" 

p. 47, third line from bottom: "0perant"is not a word 

4, Service Delivery Standards _.' 

'Specs, p. 51,. 4(e): Where ,are the ince~tives for good state behavior?. These are 
only penalties. What is the meaning ·of a- toierance'level if there are no penalties ? 
If that's th~ case, why not 90% 'with a 10% tolerance level? . 

p. 51~.. 4(f): The standards currently require states to measure eS,se,nti<;llly the same 

thing twice, in two slightly different ways .. At the very least, the numerator ought 

to be. the same in both cases -- ot,herwise we' are sending states conflicting signals . 

arid making them recalculate for no apparent reason: rn both cases, the numerator 

ought to give states credit for people who, leave AFDC or are sanctioned. 

(Sanctions aren't the .state'sfault.) . 


'But the real question is, why have two. standards at all? WOUldn't it make 
more sense to have a single stan,gard, measureq over 'a three-month 'perfod? Our 
g'oal is to reward states for results; not hassle them. with process standards or 'steer 
them toward putting clients .into services that k'ill time but don't help people 
become self-sufficient. .' " ' .. 

" 
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p. 51, 4(g): Since the 'last 'draft, we h<;lVe gone from~astandard measured over 6 
months where 35 % of clients had to be spending 50% of their time in services, to. 

, a monthly standard where 35% of clients have to be in services.' In effe9t, we've ' 
'doubled the standard. Whyhave we gone toall thi's troLible to simply double the 
partiGipati~nrates in current law? A blended coverage/participation rate ,makes 


,more sense. 


What ,happened to the" o;o"limit on incentives or'penalties? We have no idea 
, whether sJ.ates can meet these standards -- we c~n hardly agree on what, the 
standards should be. Yet we're putting a substantiai.amount of money at risk. If 
our 'goal is to move toward a performanc~-based system over·the next few years, 
we shouldn't,be betting the farm on process standards noW that could seriously 
distort state behavior. We should restore the 1 % limit on how much money is at 
risk. ~We should be rewarding states fOr: getting people' off welfare and intowork~ 
not f'or cou'nting"heads in a classroom; , " .' 

p. 51, 4{h) (i): ' The numerator should include people who have 'found unsubsidize.d 
w<;>rk through job placements paid' for, with WORK money. ' Otherwise, the states . 
get no credit for using their WORK ..money to paya job developer or job plac:ement 
firm.like America 'Works to find unsubsidiz'ed work ,-- they. would only get credit for 
placements in subsidized work. Presumably, we think unsubsidized work is a 
better result. ' , . . 

COMM'ENTS ON:TECHNICA:L'ASSISTANCE & DEMOS, 

p. 55, A(1), Rationale: Drop the sentenCe,"~'ltis often noted that 10% of effecting 
, substantive change is getting the law pas?ed,theother 90%' is implementing the 

law well." This is like saying baseball is1 0% hitting and 90% pitching: ,it's not 
true, and ,it doesn't do us 'much good now that we're at bat. 

, . ' 1 1',,' >­

p. 58; B{2)" Rationale: . This paragraph is too weak..The point is that we are 
changing the Culture of welfare to get out of the business of writing checks and 
into the business of helping people find and keep jobs.· All the inc'entives in the 
syst~m should point toward.securing long-term placement in the work force. We 
want 1'0 experiment with a number qf new approaches ,that will,s'pur caseworkers, , 
clients, and service providers t6 help people get off welfare for good. 

, , '. I , , 

p', 58, B(2) (~): The last sentence of this paragraph should b~ rewritten to say that 
"the, emphasis will be on securing 100ig-term placements in the labor market, and o~ 
finding ways to place medium- and long-term recipients. ", ' 

'\ ., 

p. 58, B(2){c): The limit should be up to '5 of each approach. (placement bonuses 

and chartering placement firms), not 5' overall., . ' 




p. 59, Section 1115 waivers: We thought we weren't going to mess with Section 
1115. ,Th'is provision sounds like an end ~un for child support assurance,' ,and . 
should be dropped.. Also, as stated elsewhere, we oppose letting non-custodial 
parents off the 'hook for their debts and 'arrearages: - " . . . ' .. ~ 

p,'62, 5(b):'. VYhat is the' relation of Work Support'Agencies to one-stop? 

p.' 63.:. The title of this section should be changed' from "Information Systems and 
,Infrastructure" to "Information Sy?tems arid Fraud 'De!ectkm. It ' " 

p. 66, A(d)(,i): Why isn't the NTAR keeping track of why individu~ls go 'on or off 
assistan~e (.e~g., work, marriage, etc:)? This' would be valuabie info. ' 

/', ' . 
. . 

9, ' 




.,. " 

COMMENTS ON CHILD SUPPORT ENF.ORCEMENT 

, Child Support Enforcement 

Training, p. 53: ,Add abullet about using JOBS money to train welfare recipients ­
to become child suppor~Ccasew6rkers, and about using WORK slots to provide child' 

support caseworkers with trainee/aides. 


Child Support Assurance 
, I 

, Ip. 61, 1{c): Agree with-'OM e,on th~ need to phaseout Child $upporf Assur!mce~ 
The Secretary canit just,determine whether the 'demonstrations will be exte-nded: 

,If some future Administration wantsto experiment further with ,Child Support 
"Assurance, they will have to go back to Congress and ask for the money to do so. 

p. 61, 1 (d): Why will only "some" states have the option of creating work 

programs?' Shouldn't all states in this demo have thafoption? 


pp. vii (top graph) and 66(3rd graph): It would b'~ more accurate tosay, that 
"some" rather than "many'" states have e~pressed a "strong 'interestin doing ,CSEA. 

- . . ' 

~ I 
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" 
COMMENTS ON PARENTAL RESPONSIBll'ITY, MAKE WORK PAY, 
AND IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE. 

C' 

Teen Pre@nancy 

p.1'and throughout:: The' grants should be called "Teen Pregnancy Prevention' 
,._(~ra!lts", 1)0t"Te.en,P~egnancy Prevention "Mobilization'Grants n:-_, . '. 

. . 

. Vision, p. 1, 1,5t graph: End the second sentence afte'r the word pregant (delete 
lf--;-"andparents ) •. , ' '','' . ,-- ' 

.. 
2nd graph: Add "enormous" in front of "national significance'" 

> • • ~ • '-", ­

Specs, p., 2, (~):, The second sentence sh'ould read "such 'as the Community 
"Enterprise' Board or the proposed Ounce of Prevention Council. n­.' .. 

;.Adda bullet· stating that this entity (or the Clearinghouse) will issue. national 
goals for the reduction, of teen pregnancy, and states will be...expected to develop 
state goals. 

Spec~, p. 6; (c) : This' is still too much money. ,the eligible conimunitie~ are way 
too'small to justify $3.6 million per year per site. ' - . 

. " , . ,." . 
Vision,'p: 8: Drop the word "generally"iri front of "we believe that children should 
be subject to adult super.vision." ' " 

. . 

Family Cap 


I 
I. 

.specs, p. 10',2(b): What is the'impact of these m~ndatory disregards for aparent 
in the WORK, progra'm? . ,:, . ' 

Child Care 

,Specs, p. 17, 7: Do volul}teers, get ch,ild. care for activities~ven If they" don't do 
, those activities? 

';)1",-' 

" 
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COMMENTS ON IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE .. 
" 	 . . ~ , ' 

p.' 22 and throughout: A better na'me for this .WhQJ9, section might he "Streamlining '. 

Government A~sis¥lnce" or "Welfare Si~plification": .... 

.. 	 Territories, p. 37.: Drop the pa-~~gr~ph-.about meeting wi~h representatives from .' 
Puerto Rico and other territories. 

Regulatory Revisi6ns, p. 39: [)rop the word "compromise" .in the. first sentence of 
,. 	 . ~ . 

. this section. 

p~ 44: We assume from its absence th<;lt the costly 'proVision ,<;lffecting HUQ Utility 
PaYments has been dropped. In generat we would like to review the cost 
implications gf these regulatory changes, and so shouid OMB ... ' 

. . 

. General Question: Whatever h(lppel}ed to'" our interagency waiver board? 


. ­
••f, 

I 

I 

. 12,I 	 '., 

I· 



i 

. ,~ 

.~ " 

, .. 

REMAINING POLICY ISSUES 

A few other. issues have not been addressed in t~e Specs: 

1. Fraud: What are w~ going to say about fingerprinting and' other anti-f·raud 
proposals? Can we prohibit the receipr of w~lfare benefits in' prison? 'VY..,~ ,ne,ed a 
more doncrete an~i-fraud ,package.', ., .. .. 

, .......'" 


"2. Immigration: Can we'include a pr6visio~similar to that in other bills which 
requires the welfare ~gency to report iliegal immigrants to the INS in child-only 
cases? 

. 3. Fertility D~ugs: Do we· have,'a policy on Medicaid coverage 'of fertility drugs? 
~.. . , .' ~ 

4. Waiverability 

.' ". 

. ... 

I'" ." 

',. 
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TO 	 95905582 P.02 

, , , 

, I 

," 	 ~ 1, 

May 27, 1994 
Children's Defense fund' 

MaryJo Bane,,: 'A'ssistant :secretary,., , I 
!, , for the 'Administration for, Children and Families 


David Ellwood, Assistane'Secretaiy' 

for Planning and'Evaluation, 


Bruce ReecL, Deputy, Assistant" ,to, 'the President 

for Domestic, Policy, ' " 


Co-Chairs, 'i'iorking Group on Welfare Reform" 

Family Support and Independence' 


",Washington, 'DC::·'20S'OO ' 


Dear Mary Jo, David and Bruce: 

Thank yo'u for ',soiiciting our comments on the' legislat:ive 
specifications for the,' WORK program~ 'Although there are sbme 
aspects of, the program that a:r::eencouraging" w,e are, very dee~ly' 

,troubled about a crucial question that, is 'not 'yet resolv;ed: 
whether parents,' who play by the rules but'cannot find priv1ate 
sector jobs will be c9mple'tely,cut off from all, cash support d.r ,a 
public job ~hen their WORK slot ends. ,Parents who do everything 'we 
ask but are unable to find a private sector job should never: be 
thrown into desti tutio'n. ,At an absolute minimum, as long: as 
parents are willing to work, then a pubiic' sector job must, be' 
provided; if 'unavailable, the basic AFDC,safety net must remain in 
place,. It would be difficult for us' to overstate theimp6rtance of 

'this provi~ion - - the President I ~ plan siI+'lply. must preserv~ a 
, safety net for children. :' " ;' 

. i 

We, are als'o deeply distress~d over the inclusion ,of, full' famiiy 
sanctions (pp.36,38).It is in no one's interest t9!throw childjren 

'", 	 into hunger and !'}.omelessness even if, the paren~s are' notcomplYiing " 
with 'all the rules,: . It is als.o needlessly harsh~C? ,require t;hat, 
neither food stamps .norhollsing assistance would rise ih response . 

'"Nto a sanction .. " . 	 ,.' . ', 

Finally, we want to strongly' endqrse ""0ptiori B" fo~ part -time work 
'(p.13)., Parents who are w~rking 20 hours per week ,are d~ing 
exactly what we are asking them to do ,'and shoulq not' be subj ect!to 
the time clock .. In light ,Ofthefactth~t. only 30 percent! of' 
'. 	 ' ,'. ' ,Imarrl.ed women work full-tl.me full-year, we believe that more t!han 
"Optio'nB It is'not a reasonable expectation for' single parents "-lith 
young children. !. 
'.. 	 ' ! 

"Below is a' brief ,summary of aqdi,tional conc:erns: 
,', , I 

12 week pre-JOBS s.tatus for families with' a' child conceived wllile 
o'n AFDC (pp.5-6):, . It is s'imply bad policy to'limi't 'p:re,..JOBS stdtus 

I ' ' 
I 

2S r: Sl(<?€t. NI~v '. ' 
V\!,3shinston. )c' 20001 
TeleDh0f'1p. 202 &2H llill7 

http:full-tl.me
http:marrl.ed
http:pp.36,38).It


, .;......... 
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"to 12 weeks ~hen a child 'is con'ceived whiTe the parent is receiving 

AFDC. In many areas, infant care is simply not available; in all 

areas the cost is extremely high. In combination with a family cap 


. policy where,the mother would not receive any additional grant ;for 
the, infant, this provision, strikes, 'us as offering a double 
punishment f.or: the baby 'while forcing' an unwise use of scarce 
resources. 

Placeme'nt in ".pre-JOBS for goo~,cause capped at 10 percent (pp. :,-6­
7): The very definition of' IIgoodcause ll means that ,those who meet 

that-test can justifiably be placed in the pre-JOBS p~ogram:, It' is 

inequitable t.o require inappropriate participation in JOBS simply 

bedause a person is last oh line-after the cap has been reached. 

We understand th~ int~nt is to prev~nt s~ates from keeping peo~le' 

out of the ,JOBS program. But, this remedy punishes 'parents ,who 

,should be placed i~ pre-JOBS for 9Q0d, ca).lse. Other means, of 


'''monit'oring state performance ultimately leading' to' reduced- federal -. 
:·'reimbursements should' be employed to avoid', the inequ.itaple 
'treatm~nt of familieS.' 

No exemption, for second trimes ter of pregnancy (p. 6) : Under 

cu'rrent law, pregnant women are exempted from JOBS ,participation' 

for both the second and third trimesters. Allowing' o'nly an 

exemption forthe'thlrd trimester. is counterproductive. ' Women in 

their second ~rimester are currentlv exempt because it is very 

difficul t to place them in wort: positions . 'We believe that Curr;ent 

law should b~,~etained., -, 


Substance abuse treatment must' be appropriate' (p. 8): We suggest 

that the word "appropriate" be added in 5 (a) after "par~icipate' 


in." States must not be allowed to require inappropriate substance 

,'abuse treatment to" decrease the rolls rather than. assisting people 
~o achieve'self-sufficiency~ . 

Minimum case' management standards for' teens' (p .11) :" We recomrqend 

that miriimum, case load size standards be included (such as 50' cises 

per worker) and ,'that the case managers be required to have a 

specialized knowledge of teens. 


Appropriate activities for 'teens ·(p.ll):, It is not clear from 'the' 

draft which.acti~ities wotild be consid~ied'approp~iate ,und~r 'the 

JOBS program' and who would make this determination. At a minimum, 

completi-ng aGED, taking, classes at a trade ,school, etc. should be 

considered appropriate. 


Time clock, for teenagers (p .11): w~, oppose,'applying the two-year 

clock to 18- and 19-:-.y'ear-o~d parents. They§.re far more lik~ly to 

need more than t~o ye~rs to-be ready for work, both because they 

will need moxe years of educat'ion and training" and because their 

children are very young. 'We would be remiss if we'didnotalso 'say­

that'. we hav.e grave reservations -about the two-year limit .'Its 


'rigidity will move some mothers ~way fiom the educat~on,they'n~ed. 
,making it,· harder for them to find a jo.b' with any' chance· of 

su'pporting a: family, i ' 

I 
I 

I 
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Determination of II j ob ready" (p .-12): The dr~ft does not iI1di'cate' 
whether st:;ates would be required to exempt someone from job sear,ch 
if they were not job ready due to illness ,or other 'reason. Weare 
concerned" that a parent. with ,almost., any kind of, work ex:perience' 
would be, deemed "ready, " :and would be' prevented f.rom enroll ing; in 
t.hetraining they really ne~d. 

'. ' 

Employment-oriented Education (p.12): Section (f), would replace 
language in' 482 (d'} (1) (A) which callS fo;r::., "basic ',and remedial 
language to achieve ~basic l~teracy'level.i Instead, the'p~~~o~al 
includes' "employment-orierited education, to ,achieve literp.cy 
levels ... " It is hard to know preciselyh6w this would tranal~te' 
ineo practice; but we fear that it would lead t::0 t,he least possible, 
education, denying the 'participant the chance to move above miniiJlum' 
wage work.' , 

Child care for, JOBS prog:;;:?JlXl only.{p .14}; ,We favor sect ~on (c)', 

which allows people to enroll half time in' ,a post:"secondary 

program, even if that adds up t.o less than 20 h6urs pe~ we~k. 

However J we believe that parents, in approved self-initiated 

educational ,and training activ~ties that are outsi9-e' the JpBS 

program should ,receive child ·car.e "as under current raw., The, ch;ild 

care guarantee' for IV-A chIld car~,should not be cut back. 


'Qualifying fo.r additional AFDC (p.20) : Individuals should be a~le 
to qualify for more than six months total of AFDC whep t~ey do not 
receive AFDC and are' not in'the WORK program', 'If ,a parent suffers 
a crisis after working for t~n years, the' family should 'be ab+.e: to,' 
access the safety net for more ,than ,six mqnths.' ' 

Extensions beyond Two-Year Time Limit (pp 19,,20): Ext.ens'ions are 
a,llowed beyond the two-year iimit' when servi~es such as child care 
or training programs are ,not, available at all but 'are coun'ted. 
against the lO,percent cap. It would be unfair fora parent'who is 
not appropriate for a JOBS placemeht to be excluded' from a pre-JOBS 
slot because the" state failed to meet the' demand f6rservib~s, 
Additionally I we are concerned ,that ex'tensions of up to 24' rnon:ths 
for" completing ,a two or four year degree program are 'a-riowed, but 
only if the parent, is also participating iti part-time work., Parts 
of this proposal display a bias against post.:':secondary educatIon' " 
which we believe is counter-productive tot-hegoal' of moving people 
from welfare to astable job. ' 

Limits to Subsidies to Ernployers (p.27) : The proposallirrdts' 
subsidiest6,' employers for WORK participants to ,12 months ( and 
offers the hope that" the worker, 'will not be let go 'as ' soon as ;the 
subsidy ends. More specific protections are :needed pefore engag;ing 
in a program' of subsidizing positions in the private sector. There 
is a real danger that employers will exploit, WORK part icipanits, 
wi,thout any real prospect of perr:,anent emplpyme'nt" , Specific 
penalties for'employers ought to be considered, su~h as requir~n~ 
anemploye~to pay back the subsidies when workeis,are letlgo
without ,cause. ' 
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People should be better off in WORK 'than AFDC '(p.33') :. One of the 
Presiderit/skeyprinciples isthac people who work, shoula nod be 
poor. However " in 3'3 (a)',' states are only required to make fami~ies 
Uno worse off il in the WORK program, than they were receivingl\.FDC. 
Since WORK participants would have to pay FICAtaxE?s apdprobably 
would have clothing lind tra.nsportation ,costs beyond the :$90 
di;;regard,' in reality they ,will be worse' off than' they were 
receiving, AFDC. (Of course we aga'in stress 'that people in the WORK 
program should.' also· ie.ceive .the.E~C bec;ause they are working and 
generating. ~nc;ome that' in all other circumstances ,would:,enti;tle 
them to ' the Ere") ·"We believe the principle ShbUld be tha't states 
must ensure. that families are better off by working than receiving, , , 
AFDC. 

Require states to provide child care (p.'3::l)': States' should be 
required to provide child care so WORK participants can engag~ in 
approved -education and training activities in, addition to W:ORK 
assignments, rath~r than ha·..tlng": child care optional in --these, 
circumstances. " . 

JOBS funds for non:..oustodial pare'nts- (p.42): Although we support 

'increasing programs f~r. non.,.custodial parents, we are concerned 

that allowing 10 percent of' JOBS· funds . too' high. . 'The 


. evaluations of the Fair. Shar<;:' demonstrations .. indicate they' are, 

. worthy of further examination, but not yet "worthy of an expendit;ure 

of potentially hundreds of mi'llio'ns qf dollars. 

Thank you agairi for the opportunity to provide comments, on the 
'W~rking Group S welfare plan. Please let. uS know if we can provideI 

any additional ,information. 

SincerelyI' • '.' , 

~Uob~W~ 
: ~orah Weinstein· '. ,', David ~.' Kass 
Fa~il~,I~~o~e Dir~ctor. Senior. Program Associ'a!te 

Nancy J;:bb 
Senior Staff Attor~~y 

'- ..',.. 

,.;.:'. 
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THE SECRETARV OF Vt:TERANS AFFAIRS 

WASHINGTON 
. ,,' 

,'. 
,\NAY~ 3 1.1Y94 

~The Honorable Leon E. Panetta 
, ,Director. Office of Management arid Budg~t 

Attention: Assistant Director for 
Legislative"Reference ' 
waahington,'D~C. 20530 

Dear Mr. Panetta: 
. /' 

" 

On May 23, 1994;"the Office of 'Mt-magement and Budget 

requested,that the Department of Veterans' Affairs (VA) 

provide its views on the child-:Bupport.,.enforcement 

provisions :of il Depa;-tment of Health, arid Human ,Services 

(HHS) draft: bill -- the Comprehensive Welfare Reform and 

Family Support Amendments of '1994. VA supports the 

overall goal of the draft bill of improving ,child-support 

enforcement. ,However, VA vigorouslY9bjecte to , 

section 664 of the draft bill, which ~ou1d amend statutes 

governing garnishment of Federal payments to genera~~y 


authorize court-ordered garnishment of veterans' 'benefits 

for,child and spousal support. 


Federal statutes have long prohibited: court-ordered 
,y'" ... " .. 

garnishment of veterans' benefits to~atisfy debts, /' 
including debts arising out of child and, spousal support 
obligat.ions. Current;.ly, section 530'1 c'a) 'of'''title 38, 
United Sta'tes Code, ,provides that veterans' benefits shall 
not be assignable, shall be exempt from the' claims of ' 
creditors; and shall hot be liable to att~ch~ent, levy, ~ 

,or seizure under any legal-or equitable process, either" 

betore or after 'receipt by the beneficIary •. The leg~sla­

tive history of section 5301(a) indicates two purposes for 


.the s.tatutory 'provision, -- to ,avoid requiring, VA'to 'act as 

a collection ,agency and, 'more importantly; toprevent·the 

depr'ivation and depletion of the disabil,ity benefits which 

are intended to be a meansof'subsistence to veterans. 

This statute, the objectives of whi'ch,would be severely 

undermined by the proposed amendments, i8 a .reflection'of, 

the· Nation I s longstanding· commitment to pro~ide'. on a 

priority basis, for t.he welfare' of those who answered her 


'. I.' 
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The Honorabie Leon E. Panetta 

call during .time of peril. Any. departure. from that 
commitment'would do a grave disserVice to these most 
deserving beneficiaries, who made such invaluable efforts, 
on behalf of 'the United States. ,,,,~ 

Congress has sought to balance, the r'ights of 'vet­
erans' families, especially children, against the vet .. 
erans I important interest in' receiving bene'fits free of 
all claims. The child Support Enforbement Act, 'whichothis 
draft bill proposes to amend, a,11ow8 the, garnishment of 
certain periodic payments' of, Federal .i>enefits' for"child 
support anq alimony-.. (spousal support). The Act generally 
exempts veterans' disability benefits from garnishment, 
but provides an exception where a veteran waives all 0,1: 
part of his or her military retirement pay to receive VA 
compensation. In that case, ,garnishment' of VA compensa.;.' 
tion received in lieu of military retirement, pay is " 
permitted., 'In this limited sit1.latJ.on, VA honors court 
orders to garnish disability-compensation ·benefits, in' 
order 'to enforce alimony and chi:Ld-support obli9~t~one: 

In addition, the veterans 'benefit laws already, 
provide procedures'for apportioning (allocating a portion 
of) a veteran's benefits to the veteran's eatrangedspouse' 
or to the veteran's children not in, his or her custody, 
upon application', where it is nece~.sary to providef,or 
their support. VA regulations currently provide pro-, 
cedurcs to ensure an equitable· division of, benefits where 

, ,.' a VA, benef iciary, is failing to meet his or her support 
obligations. The apportionment proc~ss,tends to the 
financial needs' of the spouse and children,':, as, well" as the 
financial needs of the veteran, This process is, in our 

"view, the most, equitable means of providing for'the ne'eds 
of the parties since VA considers the res<?urces availablet 

to all parties ,to meet their B\lbsistence needsand:has' 
, , .) , 

considerable flexib~lity. in determining, how much '0£ a , 
veteran I sbenefits should be epportioned~' 

An' ing,ividual 'seeki~g' garnishment must, ~ea,r the 
expense of ol::>tainingan attorney and the delay of 
petltioning a court to obtain' a garnishment order. The VA 

, " 
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, " ' 

apportionment process is likely to be fas'terand.less 
'expensive, since legal r,epresentation i,8' not necessarY and 
only a simple statement requesting an apportionment iJ;l' , , 

. ". , ~, '',' ­

needed to beg~n the process., Further" VA apportionment is, 

not eubject:"lo statutory limitations whichoften.restrict' 

the percentage of a payment which is subject to ga;rntsh-.~;:~, 


,men,t ~ The availabilJty of this remedy provides, an .­
attractive<'alternative to the drastic curtailment of' 
veterans' rights ~ontempl~ted by the d~aft bill. 

For the for,egoing reason,s, we strongly urge that HHS 

reconsider the 'provisions'of section 6~4 qf t:he-draft b!il 

which would remove the ,existing restrictions on garnish­

ment 'of veterans~' benefits. Proposal ~f such a-"radical 

depar:ture from past practice would involve a perilous ": 

retreat from the Government's longstanding commitment to 

those wh~ answered the'Nation's call to service.' We 

caution that the quite limited potential advantages of the 

proposed' amendment to' .i,ndividual's seeking 'to enforce, ' 

'Bu~port' obliga,tioDs appear minimal' in comparison to the 
harm proposal of this amendment, would cause to the trust 
of o~r veterans in the government w{lich they served. 

Your staff may pall Mr. ,John H. Thompson, Assistant 
,General;,Counsel, 'at 273-6315, if any clarification of our 
views is required. • " 

Slncerely yours, 

Jesse Brown 
. "-" '. 

JB/kem 

..;:/ ­
...... - , 

, " 
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If your respqnse to thi's request for views is aim.ple (e.g., 
concur/nocomme~t) 'we prefer that you respond by taxinq us this' 
response sheet. If the r~sponss is simple and 'you prefer to 
call, please call the branoh-wide .11n8 shown below (NOT the " 
analyst's line) to .leave a message' with a secretary. 

You may a180 respond '-by (1) calling 'the analyst/attorney's direct 
line (you.will be qonnedted to voice mail if the analyst do.s"not 
'answer) ~ .(2) sending us a 'memo-:or,;Ietteri ·or (3) if you are an 
OASIS user in the Executiv~'Offioe of the President, sending an 
E-mail message. '.Please include the, LRM nu~er shown above, and·, 
the eubjectshown below. 

TO: 	 Chris MUSTAIN 
otticeof'Management and Budget 
Fax NUlnl:>er: (.2,02)" 395-6148, ' 
Analyst/Attorney/s~Direct Number: (202).395-3923 
Br.anCh"Wide !e(to"reac.h secre1;ary) : . (202) 39~7362 

F,ROM: , ·:;/'51 L &Jl/ ". 'JOate)· 

/J//( l)/e Ite~f/ (Name) 

C./5/I (Agency) 

~0f'r7(TelePhOne} 

SUBJECT: ,HHS Draft Bill comprehensive Welfare Reform 
, , at:ld ,Family support. Ainendments of 1994 L.' 

The followin9 is the response of our agency to your request for 
views on the a~:)Qve-captioned sul:)ject: .., , 

,t', 

. Concur 

No.' obj ection 

No'.comrnent' 

x other: 

FAX 	 RETURN 'Of r pa,ges,." a.ttached to this 
response sheet· 

," 



. " 
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Co~eDt8 on LRK #D772 . 

:Incentives' :for state Performance In qeneral, the :inc4!ntives for 
.. 	 state perfot"lnance are_not adeqUate and the match rate, is too hiqh~ 

There should be larqer incentives and lower base rates. While thi. 
may. mean larg-erdiffer'ences between' ,states in what they get from, 
the Federal Government (though hot necessarily if:states with, -w:ea1<: . 
performance 'improve it), the potential for such differences' is 
hecessary if there are to .be adequate incentives'; . 

Work_~equi:rements for Non-custodial Parent.. (sao'~ How is.,.this 
possible In light of the 13th Amendment? 

.. ' 

Paqe· 3 F (ii) ,Parenthesis are uriballanoed. 
,. 

, " 

. ',' 

'/ ~ 
, " 

'. -;;;::.;-. 
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RESPONSB'TOLEGI8LATIVE REFERRAL XEXOAANDUH· 
, 	 " 

If' your r~sponse to this ,request for views, is .imple(e'.q'~,
oqncur/no comment) we prefer that.you ,respond:by faxing us this 
response $heet. ' If the response 'is simple and you,prefer to 

"'" 	 call, please call t.he brancb..'!i4e U.~.shown belOW (NST the 
analyst's line}t.o lea,ve a messa,qe ,wi'th, a, 5.:.,!retary. 

You may also re,aponcS Dy(l):callingthe analyst/attorney's ,direct 
linecyou'will De connected to voice mail!! the ,analyst does not 
answer): (2) sending us' a memo or letter;' or (J) tf you are an 

", OASIS, user" in the ,Executive off,ice of the President, sendinq an 

E-mail message. Please include the LR.M number ,shown above, and' 


, the auhj act.' shown below. 


TO: Chris MUSTAIN 
Office of Manaqement and Budget 

, Fa,~ Number: (20i) 395-6148 
'Analyst/Attorney'!; O,trect Number: (202) 395-3923 
Branch-wide Line (t6 reach secretary): (202) 395-7362. 	 ... 

FROM: .. r(z7/14 
" 

", 	 (Date) 

(Name) 

(Agency) 

(TQlaphone) 

,SUBJECT; 	 HHS Draft Birl Comprehensive WQlfare Reform 

and FamilY'Support Amend~ents of ,1994 


The .'following is the response of 'our agoncy to your request for 

views on the.' above~captioned subject:, 


Concur 

"NO obj&etion. 

No 	 'comment 

see proposed ,ed1ts on pages q3 , s;tCN.... 4., k~ 17. ' . 
Other: 

. FAX RETURN ot 1> pages, attached to 'this 
respons~' s.heet 

...~. 

10 'd ' . 960EIQvZOZ 'ON X\;J.:! AH\;J13~03S ?:l3(]Nn 
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, .' , 

SEC. 641. Otr.t'REACB FOR VOLmARY PATERNITY ESTABX.IS~Wr. 

(a) State, Pl,an Requiremeb.t.--sect,~on 454(23), a~ ~nc!ec:1 .by 

'.ection 60', ii further a.mendEidb:r adding at ~tbe end t.he 

foll~ing new sUbparagr.ph: 
,- ". ~-",. ' .....­

•tC) p~liC1I.ethe' availabilitY'and., encourage the 

use' of procedures for volu.ntary establ1shmentof 
. ~, .. , , 

paternity ,and child ,n~ppOtt.vb.ieh,.:.;;.', 

, '.. • (if include c:1istribution of written , 

mat~'rials at; M~~Q'~e,,.'b~Zl·l~h care facilities -' 

, (including boapitals and elinieSlf~a:nd other 
, r SVa., ..!. 1,;c.hR>I$ 

, loeation~', ' " . ' , 
" 

-(ii) roay in~lude~re-nate.l pr09r~to 
; , 

educate expectant couples, on individual ~djoint 

rights and ~esponsibiliti.s with respect t~ 

paternity ,(And may Fequireall expecta.nt 

'recipient. of assistance under part A to 

, participate in such pte-neltal programs; as an : 

element.' ~ 
of cooperation with efforts to'esta.blish 

paternity and 'chiid support); 
, . ' , . .--~, 

"(iii) include." with ,respect to each child , 

'"discharged fr9~ a hospital ,afterbirth for'whom 

~aternity or child Gupport has' not ,been 

establiShed, reasonable follow-up e;fort,8 
. " . ­

(including at l,eAst on'. ~<:>nta.ct of each parent, 
. , " " .. ~' . ' . ~. 

whose whereabout.s are knoWn I ' except where there is ",.,,,, 

~o 'd ,960El0vcOc 'ON Xl;l.:l Aotl13ClJ3S ~3aNn . 

http:expecta.nt
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o 	 to provide ~at. bills'for,pregn~cy, chilclbirth,'&Dd 
genetic test1Ui are admi88ible w~tbo~t found~tion 
testilnonYi ' 

o 	 to grant discretion to the tribunal est~li8hiD,'.:. , 
pAt.erni~y and support to waive riqbts'to amounts owed, 
to t.he State (but not to the;1DOther) for costa relating 
to pregnancy, Ch1lc:1l;)irt.h, qenetic,testing, and ohild 
support' arrear., where the fat.her cooperates or 
aoknowledges paternit~, ' 

o 	 to provide (at State optio~) for vacat.ing.an 
acknow~c~Sment of paternity, upon the reque.st of a ' 
.party, on the basis of new evidence, t.he existence. of 
fraud, or t.he best interes~ of the chilC1;'ancS 

otc ensure that putative fathers have ~ reasonable 
opportunity to init.1ate paterni~y actions. " 

SEC. 	'6'1. OUTREACH 'FOR, VOLtniTARY'PATERNIT'Y ESTABLISHMENT. 

Section 641 requires State IV-D plans, effective Qc:t.ober 1,­
19V6, to provid.e tbatthe State will publicize the availability· 

and enoourage the use of proceduresfor.voluntary establiebment 

of paternity and c~ilQ support, ~hich--

o 	 will inolude distribution of materials at 89ft••1 , ~AQ. 
health. care facilities ,and follow-up on each out-o.f ­
wedlock child discharge frOln a hospital aft.er birth; , 
and . .. '. ,.,.1. .14r .1«.......1 i ~ ...J,.. oIlI\ h4t.,..J( I 

o 	 may include programs' to educate, expectAnt couples "on 
. rights and responsibilities relatiliq.to,paternity., in 

." which 'all expeotant· IV-A recipients may be required. to 
participate} • 	 . '," ". '. 

90 percent Federal Jrlatching would be ,avAilAbleior .theabove ' 

outreach activities in quarters beq1nni~g'o~ and after October I,

1995. 	 . .. , 

SEC. 	 642. PENALTY FOR FAILURE '1'0 ~STABLISH PATERNITY PROMPTLY. 

. section 642 p.rovldes for reduction of Federa:l matching. 

otherwise payable to a Sta~e IV-A program, ,for, quarters' ~ec;inning 

10 IDOnths or more aftor onaetment 'of this bill., for:failure t.o 


. establish paternity for' children' born lOlOOn1:.hsor JDOre after. 
, 'enactment who are receiving public aasJ;atance, ,'whosemotbers' or' 

custodial relatives have cooperated with State agenc'y, effort. for 
the entire pr.eeeding year ,butfor "hom paternit.y" ha,B not ~een ' 
established. The reduction formula would be established. in 
r09Ulations; it would equal the, product of (ll the number of such 
children , in the State (after

,','
making 'allowance' for a tolerance 

" 	 " ' 

http:reque.st
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Preliminary CommeI1ts On Issues 

In Child Support Enforcement Advance Draft Leg~lation 


Cost Estimates .:.- Sedion 'by Se.:tionEstimates Nuded 

. The legislation includes manyn'ew provisions fOI: whicht:0st estiIJ!\Cltes have not. ,_. 
been provided. To facilitate the' cost analysis and:not delay firialreview of " ' 
legislation, we need the'section-by-section,analysis normally circulated for review 
with legislation. That analysis should inc1ud~ separate cost estimates for gross 
changes (separating 'out pluses, and minuses) ,in administrative costs and AFDC 
collections. 

", 

Match Rates 

The bill would phase in a financing system thafgives each State: 

. A minimum of 75% Federal financing for county~based '9tild support 
enforcement,programs/such as in Califomia~and New York. . ' 

A rrunimum 0[80% Federal fi~ancing for State-run ,programs to encourage 
more States 'to take over county-run systems. ' . 

, , 

Up to an additional 5 percentage points 'for paternities established, based on 
.. criteria to be set by 'the Secretary. 

Up to ~n additional 10 percentage'points for overall performance, based on 
criteria'to be set by the Secretary. Informally, we understand IlliS assumes 
only 2.5 percentag~ points would be based on cost-effectiveness. 

liladdition, the bill would .extend 90% open-ended matching for child support 
computer systems an additional two years, through FY97 and' offer up to $5 million 
per year in 100% Feder~J!lnds for training and "~echnology transfer". , 

. Total matching rate and cost' effectiven~ss. Generally, States manage funds ,better .' 
.. ., _when they have a greater finandal stake. ACF has. found Stat~ uSe of high (90%} .', 

matching rates for ADP costs difficult to manage. ,:The legislation envisions up to a 
95% Federal matching rate. Since as little, as 2.5 'percentage' points of the incentive is 

, based on cost-effectiveness, on net, States conceivably could get 90%+'·matching for 
very inefficient programs. Moreover, it is. not clear how these modest incentives 
will improve ,program perforina~,ce., The match rate structure appears overly 
generous and should be reconsidered. 

'Special matches for computer systems. The draft legislation ~xtend.s 90% matching 
. for comput~r development. If we wish to, give States special assistance to develop 

Pagel 
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the computer capacity th,e bill would require, enhanc~d ftinding could 'be limited to' 
the amount· HHS believes is reasonable and necessary for a well-managed State of a ' 
given size. (Any extra costs could be matChed at regular rates.), This could contain, 
costs and give States incentives to manage of funds better. '. 

, , 

. , 

Incentives for statewide CSE systems. The draft legislation includes a 5 percentage 
point bonus for Stat~s to take over county ..;funded systems 'and operate a unified 

'system. Key factors in a State's decision may ~nclude W};l10 pays non-Federal CSE 
'"'~ administrative costs now compared to who receives the State's share of AFDC , 

'savings. The legislation could be changed to require States to share incentives and 
AFDC collections with the locality that operates the CSE program. " ' 

:Other incentive effects. ' The draft legislation' lacks specifics on the, requirements ~o, .. 
receive incentiveJunds when Stat~s increase the nU:P1ber:()!paternities~ support 
orders, etc. The legislation should layout what levels of performance would b.e 
required to meet the performance'thresholds, to ensu~e that the savings are 
scoreable. ' , 

Training and technolDgy transfer funds. The up to $5 million in 100% Federal. 
funding for training and technology transfers is' not well defined. In the past, almost 
all child support enforcement computer systems have been classified'a,s "technology 
transfers". Given the high matching rates anti~ipated for State administration, it is 
not clear why this funding is needed. , " 

Other approaches to imp~ove the incentive syste~' shduld be considered. $ome 
States have experimented with flat rate bounties tq counties for paternity, " 
establishment. Also, factors otherJhan cost-effettiveI)eSS could be added to the • 
current incentive system, in lieu of replacing the system entirely. : 

Child SUppDrt Assurance -- Demonstration 'or New Program? 

The advance dr~ft iegisl~tion inclu~esa demonstra,tipn of a Child Support. " 
Assurance system. The Federal government 'would match all costs of the demo in" 
excess of what the States .woUld be entitled to under AfDC at 90%; The , :, 

,:ciemonstration 'appears to be limited 'to CUl, as yet, unspecified per:<;:~nt of AFDC' '. " 
recipients. The demonstrations should include a pha'se-in and a phase-out plan, 
and notbeapermanent,progra~ .. Thel~gi~la~ve l~guage calls for 7-10,yeaJ,", ' 
demonstrations which is longer than most demonstrations. , The language also', 
includes procedures f~r extending the demos rather thanending them. 
Administrative costs s~oU1d be matched at normal rates -the ·bill appears to match 
all added costs ,at 90%. Also,it is not,dear how Hfis would determine which;' 
portions of child support assurance b~nefits offset'AFDCbenefits..;' 

, ",'.,;, 

Allowable Costs for, Other State'Agendes that Assi~t ChUd Su!,port 

The drafHegisiation callsfor automated interfaces bet~een child suppo;i agencies 
and property records/drivers' license, bureaus, agencies granting professional. 

, '. . 
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li'censes, etc. ' Wouid new computers and other costs for those agencies be allowable? 
The legislation should make clear the,extent to~hich lffiS will or will not help pay 
costs for other State agenq,es, and cost estimates should be consistent with the 
legislation. ' " ' 

. ' 

, Milnda~ory Funding for HHS Ad!,ttinistratilJe Costs and Commission~ , , 

The proposal contains language whi4t wol!Jd convert currently discretionary 
'activities into mandatory expencl;tures.lffiS wO,uld receive a fixed percentage of 
child support_collec;ted on behalf'ofAFDC recipients to pay for Federal staff and. 
computer systems ~d,the databases -.: about $100 million to $150 mill~on per year. , 
The current."iederal administrative spending for OCSE and AS~E research is $15 
million and the cost of ,developing the proposed databa,ses woUld cost $16 million. 

'Operating the new databases would be close to $30 million annually, although St;ltes 
would partially reimQ~se this cost. A 4% tap on the Federal share of AFDC ' 
collections seems excessive., Moreover; federal' administrative costs should 
continue to be fu~dedthroughdis~retionaryappropriaHons. ' 

Thex:e 'are also a large number of de~~nstrations and cQmnti~sions. These should 

generally be discretionary authorizations. The entire welfare 'reform legislation 

should be reviewed in light of the executive order on commissions'and advisory 


'committees. Only those commissions' meeting the criteria in executive order 

should be included in the final legislative package. " 


Conformance of Audits :and Perfonnan~e Reviews 
..... 

, Incentive payments would be based on anriual performance reviews~ Corrective 
action requirements (and penalties for not correcting problems) would be based on , 

, triennial audits that include process issues. Given the NPR's emphasis on results 
over process, it may be more approp'ri'ate to base corrective action plans ,and any 

, penalties on the annual perforqlance r~views. ",' 

Good Cause for Non-cooperatioti 

The proposal would increase the information AFDC single. mothers must give child 
support agencies'to be define~'as "cooperating" and th\,ls be eligible for AFDC , ' 
benefits. States can grant "good cause" waivers to the reqUirements. Could States 

"grant "goodqlUse""waiver~ tg S9me (many?) AFDC recipi~ntsJhatwould ,Pe. affected, 
by the re'vised cooperation requirements? ,If so, the provision may have more 
limited effe'ct than estimated. The definition of "good cause".under this proposal 
needs to be specified. ' ',,' 

:"'-" 

Deleti~g the Requirement tha't Child, Support Dem'onstrations not'Incr~a~e AFDC 
Costs. ' 

Current law requires that waivers'of child support l~ws and regulatiqns not increase' 
AFDC costs. Giventheproposed State flexibility on disregards, it is not clear what 

, Page 3 
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, provisions HHS would 'waht to waive that would incre'ase AFDC costs. ·Gi~en the 
,overall policy of'c<?st-neutrallty ,i~ waivers and absent a good ratiorale, this 

provision should remain inthe statute. 


, • ·i 

Due Proc,!ss Requirements. 

The legislation would require that service of process' have documented receIpt 
'..... ~(rather than sent"pursuant to State law). 'Would this increase the difficulty of 


serviI}g process? Would this provision reduce :State~' ability to use the J)ostal 

Service? (We understand'some States allow the use of first class mail for some 

puq,oses.) We assume there is no intent to add requirements,that could slow 

service of process. 


'- ' ­

... ; 
"'.: 

.,.' 

, .. 

• ~! ,',.;. 
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SUBJ'ECT: 	 Comments on Welfare Reform 'Legis1ation'and Child SUJ;>port 
Enforcement - Title VI, section'663 (LRM D-772) 

The Welfare Reform 1egisiation, specifies .an increased use of IRS 
for collection of delinquent child support (the "full, ' 
collections'" program) and changes who reimburses IRS .for the "Cost, 
of th~ program. ' " ' 

J Th,e 1egis1ation'directs that th~ fee for IRS fu11co1'lectio~, ' 
activities will ,be added to the amount'of the support delinquency 

~and co11~cted from the non-custodial parent at th~ end ,of, the 
collection process. In cases ,where lOO% collection is not " 
realized, this would result in IRS having to absorb costs and a 
significant loss of tax revenue severc;t1 times the'absorbed cost. 
As child support collection is npt a tax administration function, 
IRS should be fully reimbursed, for 'costs not,recovered from ' 
,collections. TO make, this activity azero~costitem' would 'not 
create the proper incentives for chi1d~support agencies choosing 

. among ,different collection options. In particular i there would 
be no disincentive to send cases': with ve:ry .10w, collection 
potential to ,IRS. ,," 

Experience witp t;.he fu11co11ectiori ,program,inc1uding the 

current test, indicates that many cases have low collection 

potential. Though collections may increase ,a,s' the test " 

'continues, it appears that a signifIcant proportion of cases will 
resu1 t in less than ~OO% +"ecovery,.' ' 

. 	 , 
The Administration is proposing an IRS tax comp1ia~ce initi~tive ' 

,f 



, ,., 

in 1995 ·to generate' additiona"l revenue through additional audit', 
and collec;::tions activity. The.Budget Resolution requires.that 
the results .of this .initiative"'be scrutinized to verify that it 
per se produces deficit-reduction~ 'The Administration would h~ve 
to explain revenue lo.§,ses 'from ,.absorptions to GAO and CBO and 

, could be criticized if revenue targets,'are :lowered. 

Volume estImates for eXpansion.of the full 'collections ·program 
are needed .. ' HHSshould provide, the number, of cases they .... 
anticipate as a result of their proposals •. with 'these, IRS' .could 
generate cost impacts. ' .. 

, ' .~, 

The ...$pecifica~tions, envision requiring IRS ,to. use more ~,ollections 
tools, s.:uch as automated call sites,' and maint~in. automated case, 
processing links with HHS.Thel?e may require an ,increase 'In the 
fullcqllections fee. ' 

.Increased use of IRS cOllect'ions, even with reimbursement, will 

increase IRS FTErequirements. Given the government-wide 

constraints on federal e,mploYlllent, HHS should identify a' source 

for these FTE. .' ,- " 

-' 

. ; ­

" . " I. 

,.,'. , ,j 

.'~ - , . ,;. .,.... .: ­~ 
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SUBJECT:. . LRM D-772, child support part of .welfare reform . 
I . 

Here are comments on the bill language. I have a number of. . 
questions about cost ·estimates for ·this part. I'in not sure how the 
clearance process will end up considering cost estimates in 
connection with the bill language •.. 

p."23 	 All the .advice from,' states and sta.te associations that I've 
heard is that a'S percent incentive won't be enough to 'make any 
states change from'county-based child support. programs to. 
state~level. As draft~d, the provision would just.buy up the 
base' of those states 'that already.have state-run systems: Isn't 
there a better use for·these funds?' 

p.31 	 (h) (2) " I t~ink the rates used here would be described as 
percentage points rather than per~ents. For example, a 
reduction of 2 percent from a 50 percent FFPrate. is J. 
percentage point. . 

p.46 	Sec 6:16 .provides· for federal. staff and other administrative 
costs to·come .from ~set-:aside from mandatoryaccou.nts .:.... until, 
last year's foster care amendments, I believe set-asides that. 
could be used for federal staff were limited to discretionary· 
programs~ The welfare reform'package is going to propose \ . 
several 'set-asides from.mandatory funds~. These ·set.,..asides 
constrain the President ~ s deci'sions about allocation of federal 
staffing resources and circumvent the appropriation committees. 

p.51 	The legislative language, specs, and section-by-sectlondo not 
provide eno.ugh information for a reviewer to fully understand . 
the systemsbeirig proposeci··~ For each major new 'state or 
federal system proposed, HHS should provide a list of the data 

. elements that will be retqined in the system, the source of the 
data;· interfaces with other systems, data retrieval, report, 

'and manipulat.ion requirements (e.g., what must be on lin~ to 
whom) .. data v~rific~tion responsibilities,. functions the 



";' 

systems will perform (such as measuring state performance 
against standards or confirming that an employee has a child 
support obligation) and a comparison ofth~se systems with. the 

,other, federal systems they most res.emble, highlighting how they 
differ' and how, experience:w:1th those other systems.has infqrmed 
expectations about cost and implement,ation 'of these. systems. 
This inforI;1ation should be presented systematically and 
uniformly, for-'all. the prc;>posed .systems. " , 

p.61 	What' il? the purpose of the new '466(a) (8) (A)? What other 

f~deral; state, arid local agenbies,would it a£fect, .nd how? 


, . ,. 	 '. 

p.63 	See commen±: for p'~.51. . will the NCSR 'include the names and SSNs, 
of just the obligor, or also the children in behalf of whom he 
mak.es.payments? At the last specs meeting on systems, David, 

. Ellwood· ,was under the impres~;ion that, the child support· and' 
'AFDC'systems 	could be used to reduce E1TC errors, whichseemeci 
to. require data about dependent·children as well as about 
parents~ " . 

p'.65 	This appears to require states t·o' provid'e 'HHS with' U1 wage ancl 

benefi,t data on everybody! That seems like overkill, even· for 


·chi1d support. What.do we ,know about states' capacity to meet 
this .requirement? Do we pay ,.for U~ systems changes necessary 
for them to comply? . 

p~71 Why does the parent locator system need to ~ransmit infprmation 
about wages and assets? Wouldn't that· information have to be 
confirmed in some other fqrm anyway before a state'couid call 
for withholding or go~ after arrears? . 

p.97 	Are costs.·of paternity bonuses included in ,cost e~timat~s at 

this point?· How? ' 


{ 
Should we inc1ud'e language that. 'puts' some limits on paternity 
bonuses,. This seems to have a.rea.l potential to buy up the 
baseand,create ~nothe~ federal policy that pays people for 
doing what they.should be doing anyway. 

p.13·1 .Based on staff conversations. ab'out,an earlier draft, I tl)ought 
the. child support, assurance d~mos would have' a spending level 
specified in law, rather than a coverage limit (4 per~ent 'of 
eligibles). A spending cap would b~ consistent with the. 
capped entit·1ement for the JOBS and WORK, program ·and avcdd. the 

'nearly i,mppssible ta'sk of estimat~ng costs. for these "deI;Dos. ~ " 

The same goes for,·the minimUm benefit demon·strations. 

p.132 As noted in comments on an earlier: draft, by not reqUiring 

paternity and a chiid' support order to qualify for cni1d 

support assurance, the bill ,removes an important cost-' 

constraint' and an argument· that CSA'is not 'just welfare with 

fewer work requirements and a richer federal match. 




( 

" < 

, " 

p.132 The first line, in (d) (2) seems to have an extra article.' (A) 
state~ that there has to be 'an order greater than the minimum in 
joint custody cases.' (B) come's', into play if the actual order is 
b~lQW the minimum" and the court certifies that.it ,WOUld have 
been below ,the minimum if sole custody had been granted., So the 
court has' to determine which" parent would have , received' sole 

,cu";;,tody, and what the other parents child support pbligation ' 
would have been. This doesn't sound very realistic does it? 
B,eyond the question of whether courts would do,'thiSi_ what is the 
policy purpose of (Al and (~) ,1 ' 

p.133 By not reducing AFDC dollar for dol+a:r:, 'CSA,/s supposed WOl;k 
incentive is diluted. 'CSA was supposed to be di,fferent from 
welfare, because' it was only for those with ch.ild support" and, 
only benefit ,those who ,worked. These de~onstratrons appear 
ready tofo~feit both charact~ristibs. 

.. ,." 
, ' 

. '1. 

, " 

, I 

" 



SUBJECT: LRM #0-772,' Part' G 

." 	Note on Part ~, section. 66i, (~. 106 ot bill,: p. 2b"of sectional 
analysis) creates a "REVOLVING LOAN FUND FOR PROGRAM, 
IMPROVEMENTS TO INCREASE COLLECTIONS". " " 

It authorizes appropriation· of $100 million in ""loans'.' to· States 
.to·be repaid through offsets against State incentive ,payments and 
other Fed. grant pa~Emts ove"r the follow~ryg three. years. 

. , 	 " 

. Lester Cash raised this issue to BRO last week," and we" informed 
him that. repayment of loans from future grants is not in. ' 
conformance with the Federal Credit Reform Act, and WQuld be 

"scored asa grant for the a~otint ~f the lo~ns ($100 million)wh~n 
the funds are appropriated. 

" 

I ~ '. 

~ . ' . 
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MEMORANDu;M 
COUNCIL OF ECONOM,IC ADVISERS 

. >. .' ' . 

June 13, 1994 

-, ' . 
""",,. -'" 

TO: .'·BRU.C]t)~EEO ......~ ~~ 

·FROM: . MARK·...MAZUR ,:~~~.. 

"." . 
SUBJECT: ADVANCE EITC COMPONENT OF WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

.. 

" Attached, are some 90mmentsrelated to the advance EITC 
payinent proposaL. - These comments were sent to OMB as part of the­
clearance process'. 'I was informed by Chris Mustain (OMB) that __~~-' 
the 75 perceriF"vs;:- 60 piircent decision was a "policy, call" that'" ' 
had to be made' with the "consent of people ate the. OPC: S6, I am,' 
sending these' comments to you in, the hope that- you will agree ,the ' 
75 percent maximum EITC advance payment rule should ,be conformed . 

;with the law applyirigto ,all other advance payers (60 ~ercent). 
If you haVe ,any questions about this, please cal)_ me at."J9;5-5147 ~ 

... ~::... ",'. . ,-. "~~-'--.' ,,",._. 

cC:,KathrynWay
' .. , ' \ 

, I 

-\,. "cL "--"~0~~~'~ 
,(~7\' .' :-r\~.~ ".6 

·O...... r.,.)_ (~, ~..A;~~~-
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, MEMORANDUM 
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

June 10, 1994 

TO': CHRIS MUSTAIN 

FROM,: ,~~ZuR~'k 
SUBJECT':,~COMMENTS ON HHS WELFARE REFORM, PRO,PQSAL (ADVANCE' ]?AYMENT 

, , OF, EITC' COMPONENT) , 
'r ... ' • ' ,'" " • 

,: I hav~ one main. comment about theproposa , focusing on '\ the 
amount qf advance payment, allowed (75 percent of the estimated' 
credit available to. the taxpayer) ~ It' would ,'be more desirable to, 

,conform' 'the' treatment·. of ,;this' provl.'sl.on . to.' the ~current law 
. :",' 

req~irements "that: ,apIJly. to ·all. el\lployers; .(.:i,.·.-e.• ", 1.imit advance. 
.'payments 'to :60 "percent of. the earned income,',otax credit ,(EITC) 
available to taxpayers ,with one child). ,There are several reasons 
why··the Special Rule" on page 4- of" the proposed legislation should 
be :eliminated: ' , 

• Congress enacted the 60 perCent rul~ for maximum advance payments 
"of the . 1;:ITC in OERA 1993 as a".reasonable compromise between 
'providing a work incentive and promoting compiiancja. 'Nothing has 
changed ,to, upset this compromise and there is ho~compelling reason 
for St~te-rU:n advance payment programs 'to <tiffer from t:.he general' 
rul~.- , , 

• A single 'rule for all advance 'payment providers would allow the 
evaluation studies required' urider the proposal, to , det.ermine . if 
there are differences in compliance 'for taxpayers using different 

, advance payment providers, (the 75-percent rule ," provides" a' 
'confoundingfactor,1;:.hatmaym~~¢such ,comparisonsdifficu'it). 

• Th~ 75-percent ruie' will ... result in' q. ·grea·ter number of 
ovel:"payments of the EITf:, .~.~hich witl le,ad 'I to' 'It:irger year-end tax 
liabilities fO.r recipient·s. . . 

• Conformance"petween all types of adva'ncepaymen,t,providers would 
, , reduce fluctucilions. that may ocCur when workers move between states 

or change. employers. .:-._.. 

• Any additional complexity to .:theEITC could result in reduced 
support for, the EITC ·program.. In turn, this could result in 
c;hanging significant components of the,credit, which would, itself, 
'be undes irable . ' , '0.' 

As an additional point, the legislative draft, could be made 
more, ,elegant by re'placing' section (a) (5) of .. the' dra:ft with a 

....,' reference to Section 3507(d) (1) and (2) of the ,Tax Code.' The 
language is virtually identical.· 

, " 

http:provl.'sl.on
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

'WASHINGTON 

June 9, 1994. ' 
I ••.••• ,. 

" MEMORANDUM FOR·BILL GALTSON 
"BRUCE REED 

,'~ .GENE SPERLING .:~. 

FROM: 	 PAUL DIMOND 

SUBJECT:'. ,WELFARE REFORM -:-- the declining match rate, and launch. 

, In terms Qf the welfare refQrm issues raised by Belle, JQe and Alicia, I think there is . ", ..e. 

Qne Qf real ·substantive impQrt: whether to. includede.clining match rates in Qur Qpening bid' 
at launch'. I recQgnize that is' a nQn-starter with the GQvernQrS, but I ask that yQU cQnsider 
the reaSQns why we shQuld Qpen with a declining match rate anyway: 

• 	 F()r PQlicy' and' PQliti~1 re~sQns, we want Qur message fQr an' Qpening PQsitiQn to. 

sound tQugh. YQU all knQW the PQlitical reasQns for this bettet' thari me. The policy 

'point is also. imPQrtant: we 'need to. sQund tQugh to. a:~Qid the fears (and the evidence 

frQm similar state refQrms with different messages) that, a lcinder message will kindle 

rat~~~ than deter behaviors that lead to. new applicatiQns for welfare. 


• Part Qf Qur'tQugher message shQuld be that, Qver time, bQth (a) more peQple will get 
Qff a welfare hand-Qut, go. to. work (at least part-time)"and SUPPQrt their Qwn 
children and (b) fewer peQple will go. Qn welfare in the first place. [In fact, there are 
strQng arguments' why this will happen in larger numbers -- particularly in the flQW 
Qf new applicants --' than predicted by the narrQW HHS mQdel:First, paternity 
establis~ent, child sUPPQrtenforcement, teen pregnancy prevention and work 
requirements shQuld work tQgether to. deter new applicatiQns. SecQnd, EITC, an 
improving eCQnQmy' thrQl,lgh the eCQnQmic plan;' the, anti-crime and anti-viQlence 
measures in the crime bill, and 'increased QPPQrtunities in the'liJe..1Qng learning agenda, , 
in better access to. financial and jQb markets, in jQining tQgether as cQmmunities'in the 
EZ/EC challenge and natiQnal mQbilization fQr YQuth, all shQuld work tQgether to. 
make CQntinuQl!s work, earning and learning a sub~tantiallybetter QptiQn than ~elfare 
in the years ahe~d than in the periQd' 1988-1993 w~en the trendline jumped. In fact, I 
think even David Eq~QQd might agree in his heart Qf hearts that we can succeed in 
having this kindQf impact, particularly if we are-lucky in terins Qf his Qwn views Qf 
the several macro~forces that jQined from 1989-1993 to. i'ncrease the trend'line nQW 
abate.. I ask that yQU cQnsider putting this case fQrWard, lest we ,be trapped as an 

, Qpening PQ.sitiQn at launch Qf acquiescing in the CBO/OMB .i!SCQripg" assumptiQn that 
in the year 2000 we will have many more peQpleQn welfare than we do. nQW simply 

, 	 , ..' . 

" ' 



be~ause' the increase'in the trend line Dver the past fDur years is assumed to. cDntinue 
,fDrever: Whatever YDU deCide Dn'the merits Df putting the affiimative' case fDrward, 

the rest Df my argument still fDllDWS.} , . 

• 
 This wDuld lead to. offering two. ~ssumpt~Dns abDut cDsts, 'm.!mbers, etc: Dne. based Dn 

narrDW budget sCDring, Dne'based Dn transfDrining the welfare system as we knDw it .. ·­
(whether or nDt in the....cDntext Df Dur Dtlier related activities and, the natiDnal' 
eCDnDmy)., We cDuld"cDmp~re bDth to. thetrendlines DfJp.tal welfare cases if we do. . 
nothing ,Dver ate~-year periDd (as in the budget battle) and ShDW the decline frDm the 
CBO' assumed baseline""under bDth scenariDS'~ . 

.. , ... ­

• Finally, w.e ~hDUld make"fhe case that the-Sta.tes are full partners in this, transfDrmatiDn 
. Df the welfare system as we. knDWc it-:-"': that's why we've giv~n thein new tDDls; new 
flexibility and a wide range Df DptiDns. In exchange; we ask: Dnly that the States take . 

. the same resgDnsibility as we ate~ asking familie~ to. assume:,. fDr' families, ,we'll invest" 
. "."up-:-front in. exchange. fDr:YDur wDrkjnghard tD.. maf~,a transitiDn fro~ W'elfar~ to." , '." , 

. 	 wDrk; fD~ states, we'IFmakftan investment up ..,JrDnt in exchal)ge fQr YDur wDrkin'g hard 
to. -make sure, that YDur ~aselDad makes' the ,transitiDn 'frDm welf~re"tD wDrk. " This, iIi' 
simple terms., is what the declining match rate is all abDut. 

, " ).. , 

If necessary', yD'U c~ always fall ,'back to. the Stiglitz pDsitiDn Df no. State bearing a greater 
match· than the currerit, system; and, after' theannDuncement, if we have to. go. back tDflal 

, match rate, so be it. 'But, at least at the Dutset Df pur launch,we''ve,backed up a tougher, ,:, 
message with a declining match., 'This will demDnstrate: (a) -.ye have 'cDnfidence that Dur 
tDugher 'ifiessage' wili work; and (b) the States Dught to. share the respDnsibility fDt-achieving . 
Dur shared gDals Df transfDrming the' we~faie,system. [As ~ matter Df pDlicy, I ~ITi' skeptical , 
that wtMare Dffices as we knDw them will be transfDrmed as envisiDned by David; but if there 
is any chance,·the States DUght,tD have a'meanirigful'financial self-interest in the outcDme.] 

,', 

Atth~ very least, this' approach giv~s the State,s sDmething to carp about: Duiplan has tDD 
'. tDUgh 'amessage fDr them,tDD! 

.,....;,:.., 

. .I., 

,.,
'., 

-' 

..,' 



I, 

, MEMORANDUM 
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISE~S 

. June. 15;,1994 

TO: '.' 	Chri-s Mustain, OMB. /J (0 
..~ ," FROM: . .Bill Dickens, S~A ;tY 

SUBJECT: :	,Correction to Earlier Memo ahd More Com'ments on Final,' 
Draft Legislation and Specifications 

,, __ ,:;,.,: My .~arlier memo to. you today. contained an error ;"~ I misread. 
the job s(??trch provisions in "the draft legislation. The current 

- draft does' confo+,m to the agreement reached .on Friday. As far as . 
I ,can t'ell the other three concerns raised in tl;1at memo. are not 
adequately addressed in the' new draft. " 

In addition., the follbwingconcerns CEA raised in o,urcoinmertts'~I' 
-delivered to·you last Thursday have not been adequately'addr::essed. 

Ho'urs O~WORK~- The legislation, «d) '(1) (b) p52) specifies that' 
WORK !!ssignments :t:nay nO,t be for more"than 35 hours .. This will make 

.	it, very difficult to find nor:nial private sector jobs 'for nicipiEmts 
s~nce the modal job requires 40 hours. If a maximum ho~rs limit 
must be specified it should be 4'0 or we w,ill greatly restrict the 
range' of private sector jobs -- particularly good pay.ing jobs --' 
that 'state WORK programs would be able. to offer . 

. 	 " ' , . 

Funding for Techni~ai Aid, Research and Qemonstrations -- We 
consider the"2% set aside of jobs and works funds inadequate,given, 
the number·of demonstrations planned and the amount of technical, 

, 	aid necessary fn. the early'" years (p129 of draft' legislation). . We 
would prefer, 4% dropping off to 2% afte+, 1998,.' 

Exemptions for state~" SUbmitting Waiver ReqUests Although I can 
. -. 	not find this' provision in the legislation, the sp!2!cifications 

'(p?3) .exempt states which file waiver petitions froni.1;he cap on 
JOBS~ ,.We believe the ,.Secretary s.hould be' able 'to' ,grant an 
exemption 'frpm the .~ap, ,but' that the exemptionsnould not be 
automatic on request. ' 

, Non-Displacement Language in waiver Restrictions, -- In' our last 
'comments we asked that this.. language be deleted if at all possible., 
I can't "f,ind ,it, in the' legislation. but it' is still in' the 
specifications on p54 {(g), (h), and (i». Can't we leave it to' 
the' states to. negotiate non~displacement language .with· their 
unions?""" 

I., 	 ' 

,,' 
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Restrictions on waivers Agi:liri, I can not find this in the 
legislation" 'but the specifications (p53 ,2(C» specify that waivers 
to AFDC . statutes may riot leaye' people "worse-o:ff ... " .,This term' is 
ambiguous and could be construed to mean "worse-off in any way" not, . 
just with 'respect to incom~.. " This should be clarified if t,he 
provision is to be maintained. But why should it 'be maintained? 
Might. we not want.to. aI-low limited· experimentation with systems 

. that manipulate benefit levels to provide incentives 'for certain 
types of behavior? This provision would preclude' a wide range of·, 

" - .... ' •• ' " -! • ~". . ..•---- ~ - ~ .

reas6hable' programs we. ml.ght ll.ke -to see demonstrate? ,.0 

''Tim~ Limits for UP ,The' specifications have been changed to . 
..... allow states· to require 40 hOl1XS. of·.work ·from an UP,household, but -, 

only mandates 30:' (p13). 'This is only 15 hourp"per person. This is 
less .than,we are requiring for single parents who must take care of 
their ,children alone. The mandated hours shou'ld be 40: 'If,these 
provisions are ih the legislation I can'not find them. . 

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

CC: 	 LT,JS;AB,MM,Isabel Sa~hill (OMB) ,Alicia'MUnnell (Tr'eas.,) ,Bruce 
, ' .Reed: (DPC) , Kathy Way (DPC) , 

-'. 	
, '. 

" 

, 
>, 

, " 
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Welfare Reform Questions 

Based. on ·Feb. 28' & 26 documents' 


SummerY Document: 

1) pg Ii "Everyone who receives cash support is expected ~odo 
something to. help themselves and their commun.ity.... Everyone? 
What is the Administration expecting. them to do?' 

2) pg ,1; "Ar;; soon as people begin'receiving publit: as's istan'de, 
they will sign a personal responsLh.i..l.ity· dontract .and develop an 
employability pI'an. to move:'them into work as quickly""'as .. -..... ,. " 
possible." What type of c.ontract? "To theext'ent st,ate resources ". 
permit" like FSA? If not, does the AFDC,rec1pient have a private, 
~ight of action against a state or the fe4s for not following . 
through on said-contract? O'r; 'are states penalized in some way 
for not followingthrou'gh' on contracts? How $pecific will, 
contracts be? ., " 

,. "1'. 

3) pg. 1; , ." People who are- able to work wi 11 be 1 imited to ':two .. 
,year~ of 'cash assistance." .AII people? Who decides ability to' 
work? How will "able to, work", be, defined? What about. people who 
are able. to. work, but state:resources preclude their 
'participation in JOBS/WORK? ' " ' 

4) pq 1 i .. Extensions to complete, an, education pro'gram expected to 
enhance self-sufficiency will be' granted ina limited number of 
cases if. . How will EIxtensions b!? granted? Who· will make these 
decisions? What does the Admihistration mean "in a limited 
number of circumst.ances?" [pg 17, '2/26 docilment: ,Why would the 
Administration want to set an arbitrary p~r.centage cap. for 
completing higher.education, if higher cdutationcan result in 
better paying jobs in the long-term?]"' 

., '~ , 

5) pg 2J "~hose people who are still unable to find work at th~·' 
end of two.yea!!s will be required to work in a private :sector, , 
community service,' qr public sector job." Whot'sthe state tab 
for 1999 -- 13D 1 000 ~lots? : 

6) pg 2:; "An essential ',part 'of moving peopl~fro~ 'welfar~ ...to work 
is ensurihg-';::that working people get health protection. The ;:'h', 

current .:system keep~ people from leaving welfare for fear of' 
, losing their health insurance." If ,.as your estimates show, you 

,: ,.~_ will' need perhaps 130,000 work slots (or"private)~~ctor jobs) by 
1999, will universal access to health care be implemented by , 
then? Will there be any comlection bet.ween the' health 'care, and' 
welfare bills so that ,these :folks are the firs't, to get' universal. 
coverage once (a) they've exhausted two years or (b) they end; 
their one year of transitional Medicaid coverage? rIowwill' this 
gap be handl¢d? 

, 
'7) "pg 2; "Minor mothers will rece'ivespecial case management 
ser,v~ces and will bE) required to live at . home and stay in school, 
to receive income support".' ~'Required" to live at home and stay· 
in school? . Me there exclusions? there alternatives'to 

'staying in a. regular public school situation? Is this like LEAP 
with a penalty 0-:=' a bonus?' How would this ',work? ' 

8)' pg 2 i "Access to family'planrling ~il1be ,ensured." How so? 
Wi 11 family planning somehow becomec a requirement for t'eens? For 
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'others? Is the SlB million inef'eas@ :f@qu@at.@ti-hy tha 

Administration for Tit.le X enouqhto "ensure" acce~s? 


9} pg 3; How will AFDC.and food st.amps be simplified and 

st,reamlined?There is no discussion in Administration documents 

from Feb. 26 and Feb., 28. 


'."..", , 

10) pg4; "Th'i:'! working group agreed that 'exemptions shouldbe 

limit.~d,and that participation in some activities' should be " 

expect-ed even of those who are,;exempted-;'" The','wo:r;king ,group 


'agreed that. s'Ca'Ces should be ·permitted to exempt "up tu a fixed 
'percent.age'of the casel'oad for disabi Iities 1 car.e', ofa disabled 


Child, and other serious barriers to work." What" do you mean' 

part.icipat.ion in som,e activities should be, expected even' of. those, 


'who are exenlpt.ed?" part.icipation in what, activities?: '.. ' .-', 

part.icipation by whom? What do you mean a fixed ,percentacj,e ought 

t.o be exemp'Ced? And what' happens if a state' has a higher, ' 

percen'Cage of, ,disabled, or moms with very, young,~ childre'n, .. that .. 

would exceed. t:he arbitrary percentage that may be ,enacted? Why a', 

fixecl. perdent.age and 'not ,something more flexible that woulq' ,. 

enable states to t'ake the lead based on their. actual case10ads 

inst:.ead 'of arbitrary caps on 'exempt populations? ' 


'11)' pg 4;· "The working group split·, over the issue o'fwhether 

exemptions for mothers of infants ,should be'for one year or for 

t.we1ye weeks." Who is ...going to pay for child car,e? ls this .at 


'the Medica:id,n,at.ch? What would the cost estimate be f.s:>r st~te. 

contributions?' , 


. I rioted that. your model assumes' 4~O% of AFDe JOBS/WORK , 
part,icipan'ts, ,will need paid child care. IS this model 
appropriate to use ~iventhe significant d~op in the age of· 

'the children to be cared'for and,thu~ the ~ncrease in th~ 
cost?, Also, does the model take' intO. considerati<.m U'lat the 

. 40~number may be appropriate for the 600'/000 who are 
,pa,r,ticipat,ing ~n ,JOBS today :who ~re not searching for infant 
care, which'may be harder to find? Do any- of these 60,O"Q,OO 
have infants ,less"than ~ year? 

12) pg, 5;, "The, working group agreed that,:\subsi::iized job slots 

would last tor a defined period of. time l after which, the person 


'.would again be expected to loo~ for unsubsidized work. If How long 

wou~d these slots last? What happens ,when ,the person meets the 

cliff?" .,...... 

13) pg S,; "The' working' groupa,greed that federal reimbursement .,to 

states should decline the longer people were on t.he rolls I in' 

order to prQvide serious incentives to move p~ople in.to " 


-'emploYlllent,." How would' this· work? How "long would states have' 
before t~e declining federal match would be phased-in,? wha,t is,.,. 
the 'phase:"'in? What would the end match be? Why not give a'bonus 
per placement instead, of' a federal match reduction? would there , ' 
be exemptions b~sed on local job markets? What is the potential ' 

'cost to, states ofthi's provision? Would adjustments be made in 
,cases of enormous caseload, groWth .as has occurred'during the '1a61: ­
se~eral,ye~rs? . 

14) pg5; "Th~ working gro~p~lsci~~reed that refusaL to accept a 
" private sector job should result in termination of ben'efits." 

http:Medica:id,n,at.ch
http:exenlpt.ed
mailto:f@qu@at.@ti-hy
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Suitable work 11,ke under' unemp~cym€mt law? ','Or f tiny, p~lvat@ ra~imtQr 
job? If any' job, are t'here exceptions addressing child care 
needs? (ie: a job wi~h nontraditional hours'where day care may be 
harder to secure?) For that matter l are you proposing to 
guarantee child care for any job and transportation for any job? 

, . ' .. 

-~. 15) ,pg 7: Financing and packaging of, childe-are 'for, the working 
'poor -.:.. :15 this, a new: entit'lement? ,If a capped 'entitlement; how 
are priori ties se'l: for. families wishing assistance?' would ,this 

,be under "th,e,;, Gh.i ld'care development brock grat:lt, ~itl~ IV, at r'r'sk 
" ,. ch~ldcar!9' ,trp.nsi tional, child care I title XX'(, What rules apply 

'to this new child care stream? .- Is thispay~go, or under the 
di5cre~ionary caps? 'Is 'this Senate Fin~nce Committee or Labor 
'Commi~~,ee' juri::;dict:iori?' 

16) pg 9~ What percentage of.the AFDe caseload actually has more 
children while, on AFDC? " , " 

,,17) pg 11; How many AFDC 'moin'sare under,19.7 500,000? If 500,'000, 
,can 350,000' really ,be served in FY,96?4,O,D., 000 in- ,FY·97? -450.,000 in 
'1999? and,all ~een9 by 20Qfl-?, 'What happens to the,current 600,000 

':already in JOBS? Are 'they cut off t9 focus on the, new mandatory 
population? How does the Administration envision this being , 
.imp1 Elmant,ed ?, ',' ' 

Welfare Reform Issue Paper: " _ 
,l.B) pg 9; More than ',half of welfare recipients leave the' welfare 
rolls within the!:i.r first year of welfarQ receipt; by the end of 
'two years I '. the percentage who have left iricreasesto 70%. ,By' the 
end of five' years,. about 90% have left the welfar~ rolls._ 
However, ,within' the firs't ye~r after leaving the welfare rolls I 
45% return; almost 2/3rds return by the end of. 3 years. By'the 
end of 7 years, more 'than 3/4ths return. ~'When does the cl,ock 
t.ick and not tick? HoW' are returning applican-t;:.streated? " . " , ..., 

[Re'lated ... Pg 24; How 'would the "earnback Bcem!:i:'io" ,work?) 
How. would such a system be implement.ed and enforced,? .What 
happens to the children of '·these' families while mom is 

<",.:. .. "earning ba,c3<" t~!Ile? Explain how this will not, ,be all '''.. 
admi.~istrative nightmare?], ' 

19) pg 10 i "One option would be t'o require al,l person!? applyj,ng 
for assis't'ance to engage in! supervised~ob Search, from the da..te 

, of application. ", Past current law .limits? How long would job 
, ~earch continue? What about better placement efforts 'and follow­
, up case mana:gement? Please explain. For example, emphasis OIl job 
search pres,wnes that, AFDC recipients are me~e~y jobless ,like' the, . 
unemployed. Most AFDC' recipients are not only jobless, but have a ' 
wide array of "tner' problems. According to'-'America Works, one' 
reason that they believe they are successful, .is that they go 
beyond .Job Search. They are paid a % for enrolling· clien~s in a, 
week long' job ready seminar. They. are paid a% for placing an . 
AFDC client." Tr,en ,after 4 months on the job, .~pey are paid more. 
And l 'after 7 months on the job, they receive the full'amount ' 
owed. During the first four, ,months and, ensuing 3 months I 'they 
provide intensi,ve case.. management, to address problems such as , 
child. care falling through, tri:illsportati9npro.blem's I other ' 
personal crises, and b~cause of the follow-upmanagement,they 

http:implement.ed
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believe. they are succes'sful;, Why aren't we 'lookitHjat this .'type 

of model rather t1)an'going bac~ward in time to ,Job Search, out 

the door, and reductions in ~federal match? This ties into 

'question 4t13, why aren 1 t we. looking at a bonus system? ; .. ' 


. ~~ 

' 
, 

[I am ~ot advocating contracting; out fo'r services provided 
by agencies likeJ\1!lerica works, but rather to refocus' our 0'1 
own case managers .and HHS agency reps to cOi?rdinate and <3 
respond more appropriately to local ,needs and placement 
.'incent,ives·, --'It s9,ems' shortSighted tha:t we "a,re'-williilg to p'ay 
for agencies like' America Works to' place and fol'low':'up MOC· 
cli~nt6 when we CQuld save a:"'10t of money by learning from '" 
them and performing in a simi.lar manner] . 

20) pg 10; fl'Cehtr:al to welfare' reform effort is recognition of" 

the need to support workers who ,haye recently le~,t welfare' to 

help them keep th'eir jobs. II . Agr.ee. 'But follow-up is "absent from
1 

the Administra'tron docu.rnent'.;'Cost·?· Matching rates'? SerVIces to be.... -· 
, provided? More· ,from America Works: a mother starts working and 
, has been ,there a .. week:,when "her'day ,care fall~ through and she's, 
stressed and scrambling. America Works finds her.day care or an 

America Works,employee will go to her .house and actually provide 

day care. Next, a recipient is moved into a job and notified by, 

the welfare department that she has,to come·to a meeting at the 

agency or lose her benefits. America Works will go and represent 

her, at· the meet~ng. 'Questions: Wh.y aren '.t we l.ear:n,ing from this? 


'Why aren't we proposing-,more innovative' ~ays to deal with these... 

problems '(1e: emergency day cpre, hot lines for MDe placements 

with job or personal problems; welfare office hours until 8:00 or 

9:00 at night several times per week, Saturday hours, etc ... ) 

Question 19 and 20 are related in that no 
" 

'where in the' 0S 
Administration document are we really changing 'the .welfare . ~1D . 
receipt paradigm, which is·whatwe'need to do. to make, 
w:elfare recipients self-sufficient. (Unless, of' course, the 
Administration'S goals are only to ensure that nobody is 
getting something fO,r nothing and that behavior modification 
can ,be brought about by punitive options only??). Explain. 

~ ~ 
21) pg 10~ Ci~cn the :recidi~ism mentioned in,que~t~on '18, how 

can the Administration propose a "lifetime,time limil" eveIl with 

the "earnback"'provisions? Explain how~his would work. Explain 


, how this 'affects the children of these families. Are yuu really 
'proposing, to succeed with rhetoric, only tLl shi,ft costs' to 

homeless assistance f EA/ and GA? .' Do you have a' potenti·a.l cost, 

estimate for, the sta~ea? 


22) pg 1,5; JOBS-PREP-- What are the defiliitions forthos€ who 

would be assigned to J0BS-PREP?,~llio would ,be making this 

determination? How longcould'50meone be in JOBS-PREP? What 

services l' if any,' are offered under JOBS-PREP? What is the match' 

under JOBS-P;REP? Is JOBS-PREP are regist:ra:r.1o'It only pro.9ram, ,like 

WIN or ,are these folks' s,qpposed to part:icipate in some act1vi ty7 

Why would the Administration recoriunend an arbi,trary percentage 

~ap for states for JOBS-PREP? How would this work? 


. 23') pg 17 iWork fo~ wages~~,'" Peis:on~ rec~'ive a paych'eck for 
hours worked. If 1:.he person does not work, he or she does not get 
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paid." lunders.tand the, analogy 'here, but it.seems to me that" 
there has to be another way to implement work for wages. For 
example, you're talking about potentially requiring the, 
participation of moms with very ypungchii~ren. Very young, , 
children .in day:care get sick, quite often. Day cares prohibit 
chi) dren 'wi thtemperatures 'or contagious viruses .from coining. In 

..fa~, 'if you do.n't .kn'ow, they call you to_pick up YOur«o"child if 
your child becomes ,sick during the day_ Also, some day' cares will 
take children back when 'they no Hinger havetempeJ;'atures, but . 
,will. not administer any medication.,-:Is the. Admi.nistration ­
prepared to provide emergency day· care for- s.tck· children to " 
ensure 1:.hat,a- family will not be penC1lized during frequent 
illness~s which happen with day care? ,This be.comes an issue " 
becaus.e you're thinking ..about reducing the exempti0!l ,age from 3 
to + and "possibly three months, so it seems 'to'me that we' o~ght 
to f«?cu:s on ·the fact that'day care enables paren~s to work, but. 
at the. same:time:caus.s parents to mis~work because of the, 

',- number: of colqs and' viruses' to which- ~hildren· ..::ire exposed. ,;". 

2.4.) pg f9;....:'Mariy o'fthe' detal1s [of 'WOR,K] wOu,ld...be.,lefi to sta-tes ... 

and loca 1 ' commu.ni t. ~ , who know their own needs and ' 

c;i"rc:um!=>t.a'-hces, including labor rna'rket conditions;',., Yes1there 

should:b~ considerable flexibili~YI bht tf stat~s aren't to be 

left h'oldil1g "the bCl,g [UNFUNDED MANDATE] I.' then where is, the detail

i'n the Administration' s docw:nent about. the, pr.ovision of child, 

care, . tr~nspo~,tation I supportive service's, and' case management' ...,..... 


'fol.low";,,up forplacement's? If this doesn't ...or is,vague" 
. states will holler unfunded mandat.e .. "please explain.'

. 	 , ' . .' .. , ,,,. ­

2S} pg 19; Part-time vs. full':"time:work,' what'is it that the 
Administration will require? It is not clear from t·pe document. 
Will·part-ti:me work be 'discouraged? Will ahouseholci wij:h apart-. 
time worker. still be allowed .to collect MDe depending upon 
income? How long would part-time work be allowed',," Where does the 
clock st~rt and stop? ..what a+"e the. -Administration's expectations 
for moms ,with young children? 

, .f 

26) pg 21; "There is little dj.sagreement that individual' WORK. 
placements ought to be limit~d '(-in duration to perhaps 12 ·.months" . 
If SOl then what? ' . ." . 

,,,,,,'." " 

27) .pg 2'4~Funding ,-- expanded JOBS program, but it continues as 
a: capped entitlement? What woul_d the matChing rates be? Would we 
continue with "to the extent state -res·ources·permit?" 

.,28) pg 24 iParticip~tipl'1 --. What .would minimum JOBS/WORK' . 
participati"C?r'i ~equirements, be? ,WOUld., the 20hou.;c .rule c;on tlnue? 
What .would bethepenal'1:y? 'What about times of casEHoad growth~ 
dO'WTlturns:in theecon.omy? , What would the phase-in. for the 
participation rates be? Where are we under current FS~· 
participationrate~i including AFDC-UP rates?, 

29) pg i6;' Funding -: "Federal matching r?-te~would 'sig,-':!-ifica'ntly 
decl'lne the longer a person stayed in the WORK program as a . 

, 	 further' incentive to move people into unsubsidized work ~ " Since 
there is considerable guestiqn' as.:to. wh~t:her the s,tates can in 
f,actcreate even public jobs' for the riiagriitude' in que!St:ion; why 
wouldn't the Administration propose a bonus ..system rather than a 

> 

http:commu.ni
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penalty system?, Nevertheless ( by how muehwoulel thti3 f€H:i€!r€11 
,mat:.ch decline? Whati!:l the scale?.. 

30) pg27; Wages, working conditions, and benefits,.. ,,; 
"Unemployment insurance payments, however, would not be 
required.:" . If. t,he 1\dministration is going to· cover WORK 
part:icipants wi. th wgrkers' COl1\p.:aa.<;i FICA, why:, exempt businesses 
from FUTA~ for these folks? Further. down page' 27 t the document 
says t "If t:he emploYE?r agreed to ,t!'l,ke thQ pars,on on as. an " 

',unsubsidized .wor.ker, the 'individual would be considered' out" of 
~~th~'work p:r:qgr.am." . I think yOU'have a perverse incentive here. 
First:., if you exempt such businesses from covering these folks, 
under: FUTA, you open the door that they'll beg to be e,xempt from 
workers conrp and FICA. Second, if you' want to provide an ' 
incent:.ive for ~6usinesse5'to hire these folks, if' it' scheaper to ~" 

· keep t:.hem underWORK (because of j:!ven PUTA' exemptions) I what " 
incent:.ive ,.is, there for a business to hire, them as real employees?, 
Third,., I 'Glon' t ..:..think yo_u,.wantto ,open. this door 'a,t 'all. Already."·· 
states a.X',?-' grappling with I~S definitions of' "empIQyee" :~nd . " 

· "independent contractor". _~,,!lUittpE:n:' of s,tate legislatures have. 
'''been askeq-to exempt certain independent contractors from FUTA~ 

If you"give businesses an "in" to deem"',these folks independent 
contractors, they could win in state legislatures and possibly 
face self-'employment rates for FICA and FUTA '( in states that . , 
cover the self-employed). Bad idea for welfare reCipients. 

. ''''.. 31} pg' 28.; ~i:nsuf'ffcient' WORK sloT!:s -- i;Stat~'6 would be required 
'to pay "o!1going.cash be'nefits to persons who were. not pIQ~,ed, in 
WORK' assignments', and States 'would 'be 'reimbursed for such " 
benefit-.sata significantlyreduceQ match. If What ,wou+d the, match,. 
be? Would "there, be waivers in times of high unemployment? Since 

,national, state, county or local area UI rates can differ 
gr.eatly, how would this be implemented?' Please explain. Again, 
why aren "t, we, 'proposing bonuses i.nstead of penalti.es? We will 
need the Governors' on welfare reform and this . just one of many . 
.e~amples ~n this .document that will send Governors skyrocketing. 

. ' 

32} pg 2~; ulJ.'he key,misB,ing component for ma.king work pay i~ 
subsidIzed child, care. n I,believe that"there are two keys an9, the 

·Admi'nist~c!ftion'sdocument:totally·misses one of them:. ,,': ': 
transportation.A. number of states, Maine .is one, spend almost: 
as much OR, transpor\tation as ch~ld care'. . Explain role envisioned 
,for, t,ransportation.,'"C . 

33) pg 30; "People who are working but still on welf~re have 
their child care subsi.dized through dlsregards in their AFDC.and 
food' stamp benefits,. 'We propose to continue current guaran'tees of 
child caresubs'idies for these categories of recipients". The 
child, care disregards ~re $175 ~nd $200 per ~onth. This w~s a 

'large improvement'to pre-1988 disregards: ,Neverthelessjit's' 
':lnsufficie;nt today and particularly ins'ufficient given ,the base 
YOlf're broader:ting by adding moms with infants 9-nd young toddlers . 
.Center based,day care can!?e $1.75 - '$200 per week, not:. month. '.' 
Family daY, care homes c'an, be S100":" SlS0"per week. Absent from' . 

•the ';Administration document is any mention o.f, fqrthe!r adjust,ments 
to the child care,disregardS for'\o!prki:tlg:APDC. parents in 
transi t'ion. please ,explain. " 

, , 

http:p:r:qgr.am
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.34) pg. 34; "The proposal str~~mJlnes the lEagal p,roG~J;ia tQr, 
establishing pa ternity~ enabling' states to. establish pat.ernity. 
more quickly." PleClse explain,' What do you mean "cooperation and 
sanc'tion determination "? What would the sanction exemptions pe 
for those who feel that they cannot cooperate? 

.35) pg. 34..;_......ij.e. propose that the states be held ful.ly. respons·.i-bl:~ 
,for the 'cost ·of· benefi t5 paid to mothers who 'have coqpera'C.ed 
fully but for'whom paternity has .not been established.within a' 
s'trict:ly defined time period." ",.Whatabo.ut locate; problems'? 

.-What's .the. estimated (::05'C.1::0 states on' this? This ·is an enormous 
und~·rtak.i.ng given the f'act 'that nearly 50% of moms 'under 24 have 

. no patern.l.ty established. Please explain.. . 

, .'~) 

. 36) .pg 35;: "Ensuring Fair Award" Levels ,requiring universal, 
periodic updating beyond ·the FSA costs $. Absent from the 
Administration '-8 document are' details about funding for· .eSE' admin. 
and·.addi.tional court costs. Please :expla.in .. " .......".;.. 

37) pg.:?f(~ f,r.argei:ing scho61':"age parents --:: ag~;i.n money .. Thi~ ... ,...... . 
wou ld appear to go beyond the targeting of FSA by' deleting ..any 
referen'ce "1:0" the extent state resources .permit " . Where is t.he 
'money for thi~? What is the cost 'to the states? . 

38) 'pg 39 ..: Family Caps -- States ought not be required, to'limi t 
benefit' 'increases f.9radP.i tional children. What's.. the data on 
th~.s? What have 'Vl9 learned from existing states?· Isn'·,t it New 
Jersey where there is a court suit pending? Has this been 
resolv'ed? ' ." .' 

39) Also, absent from this document is any mention of mental . 
. health counseling. This is a big issue in Mafne forAFDC families 
and ME·HHS isreques,ting us to haye mental health counseling be a. 
JOBS activity option .. I 'orily raise·the issue because I've had 
questions about this.. possibility from other Senate staff, so I 
expect the problem is not unique to.Maine and ~ental health 
counseling is 'an option that 'perhaps' ought·to 1;>e explored. 

, ­
40) whil~ I've already mentioned the neediF',~Jor follo....-up case. 
management for . job placement, I .. would 'like' to have.a discussion 
about this. D~tails about ,any, possible follow-upcasemariagernen1: 
are absent 'from the Administration's document. 

, ~ ... 

: I 
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