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 May 27 1994
:Mary Jo Bane, A551stant Secretary RS [

wDaVLd Ellwocd, Assistant Secretary =
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: for the Administration for Children- and’. Famllles

fer Planning and Evaluation
Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the Presmdent

3 ‘for Domestic Policy

Co-Chairs, Workihg Group on Welfare Reform,
oL Family Support and Indepandence
Washlngton, DC 20500 '

lroubled abcut ‘a crucial questlon that 1is not vyet resolved:

.whether parents who play by the rxules but cannct find Jprivate

sector jobs will be completely cur off from all cash support or a
public job when their WORK slot ends. Parents who do everything we
dsk but are unable to find a private sector job should never be
Hhrown into destitution. At an absclute  minimum, as lcng as
parents are willing to work, then d public sector job must be

Thank you for sollc1t1ng our‘cdmments on the legislative_
SPElelcathDS for the WORK program. Although there are some’
agpects of the program that are encouraglng, 'we are very deeply.

ﬁrovmded if unavailable, the basic AFDC safety net must remain in -

place. . It would be difficult for us to overstate the importance of

ﬂh;s provision -~ the ‘Pregident’s plan Blmply must preserve a’

ﬁafety net for chlldren

_We are also deeply dlstrcssed over - the 1nc1u31on of full famlly

A'Sanctlons (pp-36,38). It is inno'one’s lnterest to throw children
_into hunger and homelessness even if the parents are not complying

with all the rules. It is also needlessly harsh to require that

neither food stamps nor housing, 3851stance would rise in _Fesponse .

O a sancr; ion.

'Flnally, we want te strongly endo&se'"Optlon B" for part- tlme work

{p.13).. Parents who-axe working 20 hours per week are doing
‘axactly what-we are asking them to do and should not ke subject to

the time clock. - .In light of the fact .that only 30 percent of-

Marrled women work full-time full-year, we believe that more than

II'Opt::l.cm B" is not a- reasonable expectatlon for single parents with-
yOung chlldren ; R . .

;Eelow is & brlef summary of addltlonal concerns

|

’ﬂz week pre-JOBS status for fam111ea with a child concelved whlle.
on AFDC (pp 5-6): - Tt 13 simply . bad pollcy'to llmlt pre- JQBS status

25 E Streser, Nw

Washingion. DC 20001
‘Tideohone 202 628 ATR7
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ko 12 weeks when a child is conceived while the parent is rece;vang

AFDC. In. many areas, infant care is simply not available; in all
areas the cost is extremely high. In combination with a family cap

pollcy where. the mother would not receive any additional grant for.
" the infant, this provision strlkes us as offerlng a double

punishment - for the baby while forc;ng an unw1se use of scarce

rescurces. S ) S : i

7). The very definition of "good cause® means that thosge’

because a person is last on line after the cap has been reached.

g Placement in pre JOBS for good cause capped at 10 perceit (pp- 6—3

_ who meet -
that test can justlflably be placed in the pre-JOBS program. It ig
‘inequitable to require inappropriate participation in JOBS simply’

‘We understand-the -intent-is to prevent states from keeping psople - -
cut of the JOBS. program But. this remedy punishes parents who

‘should be placed. in pre-JOBS for gocd cause.  ‘Other means of
monltorlng state performance ultlmately leading to reduced federal

reimbursements should be wemployed to aveid the 1nequ1table‘

treatment of famllles

Ho exemptlon. for aecond- trimester of pregnancy (p.6):  Under’

current law, pregnant women are exempted -from JOBS participation

-for  both the second and third trivesters. Allewing only an

exemption for the third trimester is counterprcoductive. Women in

their second tyimester are currently -exempt because it is very
«difficult te place them in work positione.  We believe that current .

law should be retained.

Substance abuse treatment ‘must be approprlate (p 8): We suggestl_ 

that ,the word "approprlate" be added in 5(a) after “part1c1pate
in." States must not be allowed to reguire inappropriate substance
abuse treatment to decreasé the rolls rather than a331st1ng people
to achieve self suff1c1ency o

M;n;mum case management sgtandards for teens (p 11): We reccmmend

that minimum caselcad size standards be included (such as 50 cases"

- per worker) and -that ths .case managers ‘be. requlred to -have &
gpec‘allzed knowledge of ‘teens.

Appropr;ate actmv;t;es for teens (p 11): It is not clear from the

JOBS program and who would make this determination. At a minimum,

completing a GED, taking classes at a trade school eﬁgd‘should~be :

' consxdered approprlate

Elme clock for teenagersl(p.ll): We oppose applying the two-vear

- dlock te 18- and 19-year-¢ld 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. educatlon and training,,and because their.

children are very young.  We would ke remiss if we did not alse say

that we- have grave reservatlons about the two-year limit. Its -

rigidity will move some mothers away from the education they nead,

. making it harxder for them: to flnd a jOb WLth any chancn of
. supportlng a family. . . .
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DaLermlnatlon of "job ready (p 12) The draft deoes not indicate-
whether states would be required tc exempt somecne from job search
if they were not job ready due to illness or other reason. We are
" concerned that a parent with almost any kind of work experlence
would be deemed "ready,"*and would' be prevented from enrolllng in -
the tralnlng they really need. , ‘ : '
. Employment-Oriented. Educatlon (p. 12) Section  (f) would replace
" language in 482(6)(1 {A) which calls for "basgic and Tremedial

language to achieve 2 basic llteracy Tevel. Instead, the proposal
.alncludesﬁw.employment oriented ‘education to --achieve literacy
levels It is hard to know precisely how this would ttranslate

into practlce but we fear that it would lead to the least possible
J.educatlon denylng the part1c1pant the chance to move above minimum
wage work ' , _ S _ . o

chzld-qarg'for JOBS program only (p.l4): We faver section (),
"which allows people. to enroll half time in a post-secondary
program, even if that adds up to' less than 20 hours per week.

‘However, we believe "that parenbs. in approved self- ln;tmated
éducational and tralnlng' activities that are outside the JOBS
program should receive child care as under curreént law. The child
¢are gudrantee for IV-A child care should not be cut back.

Qual;fylng for addltlonal AFDC (p. 20) Indlvlduals 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 crisis after working for ten years, the family should be able to
'~ accesg the safety net for more than gix months

Extenszcns beyond Two- Year Time Limit {pp 19 20) Extensaons are
édllowed beyond the two-year limit when services 'such as ¢child care
or training programs are not available at all but are counted
against the 10 percent cap. It would be unfair for a parent who is
not appropriate for a JOBS placement to be excluded from a pre-JOBS
slot because the state failed to meet, the demand for services.
Additionally, we are concerned that extensions of up to 24 months
for completlng a two or four year degree program are - allowed, but
only if the parent is also participating in part-time: work. ~Parts
-of 'this proposal display a2 bias against post- secondary .education
which we believe “is counter- productlve to the gocal of movlng people“”
from welfare to a stable job. :
Limits to Subs;dles to Employets - (p 27): The proposLl limits
subsidids .to employers for WORK participants to 12 mopths and
offers the hope that the -worker will not be let go asz sdon as the
. Subsidy ends. More specific protections are needed before engaging
in a program of subsidizing positions in the private sector. There
is a real danger that emplovers will exploit WORK participants,
without any real prospect of permanent employment. : Specific
r-penaltles for employers cught to be considered, such as}requlrlng
an employer . to pay back the subsxdles when workers are let go.

- without cause, el e o ]

i
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-

ﬁeople should be better off in WORK than AFDC {p. 33) ; One of the
Pre91dent s key prlnc1p1es is that’ péople who work should not be
poor However, .in 33 (a), states are only required to make families
"no worse off" in the WORK program than they were receiving AFDC.
8ince WORK participants would have to pay FICA taxes and probably
'would have c¢lothing and transportatlon costs beyond . the, $90 -
dlsregard in reality they will be worse off than they were
‘rece1v1ng AFDC. (Qf courge we.ggain stress that people in the WORK
program should also receive the EIC because they are working and
‘generatlng income that -in all -other circumstances would entitle”
. them to the EIC.) We believe the pringiple should be that states
| must ensure that famllles are better off by worklng than rece1v1ng
AFDC - - :
Require states to provide child care (p.34):  States should be
requlrad to provide child care so WORK parthLpantS ¢can engage ir

dpproved education ang- tralnlng activities in addition to WORK

-@sszgnments rather than havlng chlld care optlonal in these
dlrcumstances e ‘ ‘

'mOBS Eunds for ron- custodlal parents (p- 42) Although we support
increasing programs. for nen-custodial parents, we are concerned
‘that allowing 10 percent of JOBS- funds is teoo high.  The
evaluations of the Fair Share demonstrations indicate they are
worthy of further examination, but not yet worthy of an expenditure
of potent;ally hundreds of . mllllons of dollars

Thank you again for the opportunlty to prov;de comments on the
Warklng Group’s welfare plan. Please let us know if we can prov1de
ahy additional information ' . : _ .

Sincerely, T - _ l -
N o Ay
(/kjkhjhf’bfmfﬂiglfiblﬁ#. o 'b}><;%94ﬁfz./ﬁé§f
Eborah Weinstein - - David 8. Kass
Family Income Dlrector . , h-' I Senlor Program Assocmate

é S _ Nancy Ebb
o o ‘tﬂ.‘m Senior Staff. Attorney
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' MEMORANDUM

" Po: ' David Ellwoed | ' S e
'+~ Mary Jo Bane - S
. Bruce Reed :

.~ From:  Wendell Primuy
Re: Comments oﬂ;législative specificatiéns

Attached are the comments recelved to date on the Preventlon,
~Make Work Pay, and Improving Government Assistance legislative.
specmflcatlons : Also attached are two- addltlonal comments on the .
CSE specs from OMB. :

cer Belle Sawhill
Kathi Way
Emlly Bromberg
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 Wendell Primus ©

Tao:
1 ~From: Judy Wurr,zel‘
Re: Comments on Legislative Speciﬁcati.ons -
Date: - May 20, 1994
 Prevention

1. Teen Pregnancy Prevennon Moblluatlon (xrants

awe 3

suagesuons = . N : A

£l '

In addmon to the commcnts wc have alrcady prov1ded we have a few addItxonal

. a. - While we support the concept of a National Clearinghouse on Teen Pregnancy

Prevention Programs, we question whether we need a separatc clearinghouse on this
issue. ‘Other entities, such as the technical assistance centers proposed in the ESEA
reauthorization, might be well-suited to provide techhical support on teen pregnancy
prevention within a comprehensive framework. - At a minimum, we should ensure that
legislation would permit existing technical assistance centers and clearinghouse 10 ~

“compete 1o be deswnated as the National Teen Pregnancy Prevention Clearinghouse.

b, The plan should mquxrc the apphcants o dcscnbe connacuons arnong the

apphcants {e.g., the school, CBO, college, ctc...), mcludmg how they are linked,

how their resources and semces are coorclmated

. The cpemf' canonc fnr both this and the demnnsrratlon should Spemﬁcally
Tention Lhe desirabitity of lmkages with lucal school to work par’cncrships

2. .Comp'rchcnsivc Services Dcrﬁonstration

8. The specifications need to- do more to dlSlngU[Sh bctwcen thc demonstration and

. the grant program. The current’ descnpnons make it dxfﬁcult 10 see how they are

different and why we 'would be proposing both,

b. We suggest that this. program be administered in the same manncr as the grant

program.. The demonstration and the grant program have many of the same goals and - -

implementation issues. Both initiatives. would be strcngthcned by sharing the same
ad.mijﬁsuative stucture. :

c.. Page 7, fll‘SI paragraph replace descnpnon of educauonal anct empioyabrhty
services with thc followmo language: _ _


http:servic.es
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education, training and employability development services which lead to a high
schoal diploma or its equivalent, postsecondary education, and entry into high skill,
high wage careers and includes services such as academic enrichment, tutoring,
mentoring, carcer and college counseling, apprenticeships, and paid work experience.
d. Page 7, second paragraph, ch_ange first sentence to Tead as follpwé:

Social support services designéd to provide youth with a stable environment, a .
—~. continuous relation to adults, and opportunities for' sate and productive activities.

" Add to second sentence, "aftcr schop] and Summe‘r prograrns"' ;
e’ Page 7, r.hlrd paragraph change first-sentence to read - a

= o Commumty activities desxgncd 10 promote the value of defemng chlldbcarmg, o
improve community stability, to reduce social isolation, and to éncourage. ..

In the second sentence, add media campaigns as a permissible activity..
f. Page 7, subsection f
Evidence of collaboration between the community and the c1ty, as wcll as the state,

should be required.

g. We had proposed that the apphcams be rcqu:rcd to show how they would payout
“the grant funding over 10 years -

h. As we have chscussr:d, wC would support 4n increasing local match reciuiremem_
(cash or in kind), heginning at '10%' and ris'mg. o 30 or 40%‘ in the ﬁfth vear.

In addltlon we h.ave some minor, mostly styllsnc sugeesnons whlch are shown on Lhe
attached mark-up of the spcc1ﬁcatlons ~

3. Case Manaocmcul for All Custudiai :Teen Pare'mi; :
- arpage 10, subscctlon(b)(l) -- Case managers rcSpons'lblhncs should mc.lude helpmg
to arrange child care. and transportation and fmdlng a job.
4. "leen Parents Eduéation and Parenting Activities Option
2. We undersﬁapd that this option is not intended to allbw states to ilhposc m
on dependent children who are not themqelves parens. - With that umlt:rstdndmg we

-support this provision. ‘ : S -7

b. Page 11, subsectxon (a). The term “special s:kil.ls.‘tf‘éih_ing program" should be
replaced with "a program leading to a recognized degree or skills certificate. "
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Makmg Work Pav

We have no cornments on thlS scctlon
Imnmvim:.r Govemment Assié;tance

1. Indi"v'idual Dcvclopment Accéunt Demonstration

IDAs should be avai able for tmmmg as well as pmt :econdaxy educanon Whﬂe the vision -
statement on page 27 suggests thls to be the case, the SpCLlﬁ(.d{lUIl&p do not include Lram.uw as -’
a pCl‘mlaSlbIe use of TDAs. : ‘

-

S e

éc_: . Madeleine Kunin, Miké Smiih.. Gussie Kappnef. Norma Cantu

am
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PREVENT TEEN PREGNAN CY | L
AND PROMOTE PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

A, -NAT!ONAL TEEN PREGNANCV PREVEN‘TION INITIATIVE

1. Teen Pregngncg Prevenpgn Mobilization Qr.ams ﬁ..&i_,iab.l.hmen; ofa Narmm
: Clearinghouse on Teen Pregnancy’ -

Current Law

‘There are numerous Federal programs rhax address fhc' issue of reen’ pregnancy prevcnuon mcludmg

. repeat pregnoncies. Some focus specifically on teen pregnancy, but given that the multiple problems

- adolescents face are gften interrelated, the specific problems that other pragram.r emphasize (e.g.,

 substance abuse, school drop-owt) are also related 1o adolescent pregnancy prevention. Current . .
Jederal efforts include HHS's family planning grants, maternal and child health programs, adolescent
health programs, runaway and homeless yourh programs, and alcohol and subszance abuse prevention
programs. Deparomens of Education efforts include drug-free schools and communities program.r and
postsecondary education outreach and student support services programs, and the Depamnen.! of ‘
Labor efforts include New Chance, Youth Fair Chance; JTPA. programs, and the Young Unwed
Fuarthers Project. There are also programs in the Dcpanmcms of Housmg and Urban Dcve!opmenr
Agriculture, Justice, Interior and Defeme . :

Vision

The rise in births 1o wmarried teens over the past gencration has raised the issue of teen pregnancy
10 national xign{ﬁcance The number of births 10 unwed teen mothers increased from 92,000 in 1960
10 368,000 in 1991. Cases headed by unwed mathers. {teen and older) accounted for abour Jour-fifths

" of the growth of 1.1 million-in the welfare rolls over t}m past 1en years, ﬁ'om 3 86 mz!hon famzlzzs in
198310 4. 97fwndzes in 1993 . '

Adolescents wha bring children into the world face d.very difficult time gerrz'ng themselves out of _
poverty, while young peaple who graduale from high school and defer childbearing uni! they are
- mature, married and able o support their offspring are far more likely to get chead. Both parents
bear responsibility for providing emotional and material support. The overwhelming majority of
teenagers who bring children into the world are not yet equipped to hondle this fundamental
. obligation. They are often not equipped to handle peer pressures and the risk of other acrivitdes
leadmg 0. neganve consequences such as subsiance abuse, delmqumcy and violence.
redvce The Dughas .
There wzli be a national campaign to eddressthe-prablem of urmarried teenagers who becormz _
. pregnant and parents. This campaign will ds?fafce into account the myriad of risky behaviors that’
con be related to teenage pregrancy. It will also strive to dévelop, enhance and pmmore youth
. competence; and cannecuon 1o families, communities, arzd Soczcty

The non-legislative aspects of this campaign are a national mobilization that pulls together business,
~-national and communiry volunrary organizations; religious institutions, schools, and the miedia behind
" a shared and urgent challenge directed by the President; the announcement of riational goals to define
the mission and to guide the work of the national campaign, and the establishment of « privately
. funded non-profit, non-partisan entity committed to the goals and mission of the narional compaign.:
These are the essential building-blocks of @ comprehensive campaign for youth balancing opportunity
and responsibility across the full range of Admmwtranon yowh initiatives, mciudmg Goals 2000,
- School-to-Work, National Service, 25 proposed under the Health Securzry Act,.the afrer-
school and jobs programs includgl in the prevention package in the Crime Bill, as well as the
prcvcm‘mn strategies proposed elow us parr uf welfure reform :
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" Walfurs Rofarm Lepatatve’ Specificatios — P —

A Teen Pregnangr Prevention Mobilization Grant Progmm is pro sed where about 1,000 .rchoo!s
and coruitunity-based programs would be provided flexible grans§, uveraging $100,000 each, where
they can implement teen pregrancy prevention p ' wzrh records of promising results.
Funding would be largeted to schoo!s with the highest concentration of youth at-risk and-wouid-be
{3 h. The goal wr} d be to work with youth as
" early as age 11 and esiablishin@Tontinuous contact and invoivemenr thyough groduation from high-
school. To ensure quality and establish a visible and-effective presencd.. these programs will be
supervised by professional staff and, where feasible, be supported by alteam of ndtional Semce
o wparticipants pravzded’ by the Co:poratzon for Natlonal and Cammumry ervice. -« ‘

b adie fnd gl Schpest Lo j
(a) A separats authonry under the Tide XX of the Sucial Security Act would be established for .
' grants to promote the development, operation, expansion, and improvement of school-based -
- adolescent pregnancy prevention programs in areas where there are hlgh poverty rates or high
rates of adolescent births
- A
®) The grantees shall be entitled t0 payment of at lea.-st $50,000 and not more than $400,000 cach
- fiscal year for five years,  The grant amount will be based on an assessment of the scope of
. the proposed program and the number of children 1o be served by the program. The grant =
~ must be cxpended in that fiscal year it is awarded or the succeeding fiscal year. A 20 percent
oA~ Federal cash o in-kind match, is required. -

Leglslalwe §n;c5; fications

(©)  The grants will be jointly awarded by HHS, Education, and the Corporation on National and
Community Service, in consultation with other Federal departments and agencies. " The
administration of the program could be delegated to anomer mteragency Federal entity, such
as the proposed Ounce of Prevention Councll

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

' one or more schools, and one or more community-based organizations, institutions of hxghar
education, or public or private for-profit or nonprofit agencies or organizations. Existing
successful programs—~including those now operated by national voluntary organizations--would
be encouraged to apply for funds to expand and upgeade their services.  Grantees would have -

- to be located in 2 schoo!l attendance area where either (1) at least 75 percent ‘of the children

are from low-incomie families as defined under part A of title | of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, (2) a high number of children receiving AFDC, ort(3)
there is a high adolescent birth rate. Geographic distribution, including urban and rural
d;stnbuuon, would be taken fnto account in selecnon of grameas

(ej  Grantees would, basad on local needs, deSIgn and lmp!ement promnimg programs 1 prevent
teen pregnancy through a variety of approaches. . Grantees would be given a great deal of
ﬂcxlblllt)’ in des1gmng their program Howcver core cornponents at each site must include:

L. Curriculum and coumelmg dwgned to. reach. young people that address the economjc
" emotional and medical consequences of premature sexual beliavior 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 expanding cognitive knowledgs,

. Activities designed 1o develop sustained relationships with caring adults: Group
‘ coaching. individual mentoring, and a range of activities after-school, on weekends,

{
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‘adolescent pregnancy is a symptom of deeper problems, Sex ed educan?zmand comtraceptive services "
. alone w:ﬂ be madequate they must be part of a. much Wtder speqrmm of services.

. youth can develop; make decisions, place trust in individuals and instirutions serving them, and. .‘zave

' Comprehen.swe Demonstration Granis far Yoush in Hzgh -Risk Communmes of Juﬁictem slze or LT

. (d)  The-activities authonzed under the demonstranon would be focused on foar broad areas
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a.s’.roaared with yourk lmng ina I:earchy mmmumzy economzc opponumry, saﬁe!y, heatrh and
’ ey ru" M a;-f L

Panicufar qgg_ha.szs musr/pazd {o the preven:wn of adalescen: pregnancy before mamage
includingsex education, abstinence education, life skills education, and contraceptive services.

. Programs that combine these elements haw'z shown the most promise, especially for udolescents who -

are mouvazed to avoid pregnancy until they are married. However, for those populations where

lnremnr:om need 10 enhance education, link education to health and other services, hdp stabilize .
communities and families in trouble. This would provide a sense of rationality and order in which

a reczsouabtc c:r.pectanon af a Iong safe, and productive life.

“critical mass” fo signtﬂcan:!y improve the day to day experiences, decisions and behaviors of you:h
are proposed. Services would be non-categorical, integrated and delivered with a personal

- dimension. ' They would follow a "youth development” model and would seek 10 assist neighborhoods -
as well as directly support youth and families. These demonstrations would be coordinated with other
‘Administrarion acivities, such as the prevenrion camponents af the Crmw bill, and wouid be part of

" an overall community strategy for youth. - . S . L ‘ o

. ) . 1 ) , - : h‘ﬂ“
!ﬁgmlgt!ve Spec:f’catmn ‘ T o o : uﬂ@ .

(@ A separate authonty under the Tnie XX of the Social Secunty Act would be established S
. whereby a designated number of neighborhood sites chosen by the Secretary, in ¢onsultation mwﬁ1

with the Secretaries of Bducatlon 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
‘situations and their family- members through oomprehenswe soc;al and health services, wlth an
emphasis on pregrancy prevention.

(b) . Funding and services provided under this program do not have to ach:eve this goal of
comprehenswenms in and of themselves. Rather, this funding can be used to provide "glue
money,” fill gaps in services, ensure coordination of services, and uthcr similar activities
which will he!p achieve the overall goal of comprehcnswc mtegrated semces to youth,

() Upto seven nelghborhood sites would be entitled to 390 miflion over § years (up to $3.6

million per site). Grantees would be required to provide a 10% match of the Federal funding. ). -uw M%"
This could include in-kind contributions. Since this program is. authorized through Title XX

Pt
of the Social Security Act, any funds not expended in a fiscal year shall be redirected to the E w,f,ffuﬁ s
Title XX Soctal Semces Block. Grant Program. , B Fffitf -

. . grantees would be given great fiexibility 1o design programs; within these areas:
| Pt AN gl x i A ((ES S i ‘
) l‘iedlth services designed to promote phys:cal and mental well-being and personal
o responszbnhty These include school health servxces, health education, sex-edueation—C
family planning services, substance abuse prevention pe.rvnces and referral for treat-
ment, hfe skills training, decision-making smlls trammg, and etp_lcs trainin

e e ™

' c’*om{;rrtmfﬂf{, ' -7'

b


http:TriJi.ke

A4-20-84 FRI 18:22  UNDER SEC}R\ETHRY‘ L A
. . { )ﬂ . : . . ) .

,\5}" @}}' Welfare Refarm Legutmie smr...z.... - covadrramtnd

()  Applicants ru dc\ﬁn& the goals intended 1o be acoompllshed under the project. They must
also describg’the methods to be used in measuring progress toward accomplishment of the
goals and gutcomes to be measured. Outcomes (o be measured would include, but-aré not

- limited to,{birth rates, high school graduation cates, college attendance rates, rates of alcohol
and other drug use and violence reduction. -

" +(h) The Départment will suppor1 ngoru_us cvaluations of all demonstrations. Grantees will be
- required to assist and coordinate with independent evaluators selegred By Department. The -
Federal government will also provide technical assistance to<potential applicants/and w'those

selected throughout the life of the demonstration. These actlvities wilt be coordinated with -

" the National Clearinghouse on Teen Pregnancy Prevenuon $10 million ’\uould be provided
for these actw:tlcs . . - - : v -

(i)  The Secrctary may terminate 2 grast before the end of the S-year period if the Secretary
' determines, after providing training or technical assistance, that the grantee conducting the

pIOjeCt has failed to carry out the pm_;ect as descnbed in the approved appl:catmn

- B. ‘RESPONSKBILITIES OF SCHOObAGE PARENTS RECEIVING CASH ASSISTANCE

L. Minor Maothers Lwe at Home

Current Law

Under Section 402(a)(43) of the Social Security Act, States have the option of reguiring minors (those -
under the age of 18) to reside in their parents’ household, or a legal guardian or other aduls relutive,
or reside in a foster home, maternity home or other adult supervised supportive living arrangemen -
{with cenain exceptions}), Delaware, Maine, Mlc}ugan V:rgm !sIands. and Puerto Rico have'

mcluded this in their Srarep!an AN : -

Vision

By definition, minor mothers are children. Generally, we believe that children should be subject 1o
adult supervision. ‘This proposal would require minor mothers to live in an environment where they
can receive the support and guidance they need. At the same time, the circumstences of each

. individual mmor will be raken into account in mabng deczsaons about living arrangements.

Legtslanva .Snggaf CatIDnS.

(@ Al Statcs.wou]d require minor mothers to reside in their parents’ household, withia legal
' guardian or other adult relative, with certain exceptions as descrived below, This is the same
as current 1aw, except that now the prov:sxon would bea requ:rement ‘
' . ﬂv" a’a(’* Y
® As in current law, when a minor mother lwes with thm parem(s) income is taken into
. account in determining the benefit, If the minor mother Tives wnﬂ another responsible adult,”
- the responsible adult’s income is not taken mto account “Child support would be s0ught in all
cases. : ,

) ‘A minor pa_rent is an mdw:dual who (l) is under the : age of IS @in has ncver been marncd
' and (iii) is cither the natural parent of a dependent child living in the same household or
eligible for assistance paid under the State plan to'a pregnant woman. This is the same
def’mtron as current law . :
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Ihe following exceptlons (nc-w in current law) to lwmg with 2 parent or legal gudrdian will '
bc maintained:

(i) individual has RO parent or legal guardlan of his or her own who ts hvmg and whose ©
whereabouts are known

(u) no lwmg parent or legal guardlan of such mdmdual allows. the mdwndual t0 h\c in the
home of such parent or guardian; SRR :

w

(iii) the State agency determines that the physical or émotlonaf health or's'afety of the

. - individual or dependent child would be jeopardized if the individual 2nd dependent child Iived
,m the same reﬁldence ‘with the md:wdual $ own parent or legal guardlan

(iv) individual liv;:d apart from his or her own parent or legal guardia.n for a period of at least . -

one year before either the birth of any-dependent ¢hild or the individual having made e
application for aid o families with dependent children under the plan" or ‘

V) the State agency otherwise detcrmmes (m accorda.nce with rcgu!auom issued by the

Secretary) thaz there. is good cause for waiving the requirement. (In those States that have this
pohcy, the following are examples of what they determine to be good cause exceptions: the

. home-is the seene of illegal activity; returning home would result in overcmwdmg, 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 tonger be available if she
re.mrned home; no parent or Iegal guardnan hves in the State.)

Current law is mainuiged regarding the determination of a minor mothcr s residency starus
must be made w1thm the dS days that ail ehg:lnhty determmauons are made.

| lf the State determines the minor should not five with a parent, Iegal guardian or other adult -
: reiauve, the minor must be assisted in obtaining an appropriate supportive altemative to llvmg

independently {or the State may determine that the individual’s current Jiving arrangement is
appropriate). (The types of living arrangements that States now use or afe considering include
living with an adult relative, a licensed foster home, in 2 group home for pregnant teens or
teen parents, and in an approved congregate housing facility.) ‘If no appropriate seltmg IS
found the State must grant eligibility, but must utilize case managers to pmwde

_thcmmor . ‘ o o . §uppo«'f'-@c—~

The State would use the case management for teen parcnt prowslon (see #2 below) o make
the determinations required under this provision. As described in the next proposal, these
case managers would be trained appropriately and have reasonable caseloads. Determinations
would be made after a full assessment of the situation, mcludmg taking into account the needs

. and concems expressed by the minoz.

L1rm ing AFDC Benefits To Additi _nal Children neeived Whille n AFDC

.(M_III.L&E

Currenrty Jamities on welfare receive addirional suppon because rhezr AFDC bpm’ﬁrs mcmase
aummm:caﬂy to include the needs of an addmonal ch:fd .

LA

A
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Visign .
The welfare system Jhouid mnforce paremal rcspons:bdz:y by Lcepmg AFDC berefits constant when a .
child is conceived while the parent is on welfare. The message of responsibility would be further . }
3"8"31"18"94 by providing the fﬂ"fff}’ an opportunity 10 earn back what they lost. * - R g o
. ' ) . .f}
| , . e
‘ i e : : o /*6.-'(} -
(2)  Allow States the opnonfef keepmg AFDC benefits. constant when a chlid is congeived while. . .
‘ the parent is on welfare, \Tire family planmng services-under 402(3)(15) provided to. - /L[
_ all mcnplents _ tn ofd A p@pfﬂ/q ‘"w/f /ﬁn}\{/!/]. . fq‘;«f'? ,:nﬂysT éw%&fj;—‘?-’
) Unde:r this option, if 2 parent has an addltlonal child, the State must disregard an amount of . y
income equal 1o any increase in aid that would have been paid as a result of the additional
chlld 'I'ypes of income to be disrega.rded 1ncludc- .
_1) - child support - L -
2) earned incorae; or- o : - .
3} - any other source thal the Smte develops and Is: approvad by the Secretary
© Prov:su)n will not be appllad in the case of rape or in any other cases that the: State agency
o fmds would viclate zhe standards of. falmess and good. cousclence :
f 3. . Cage Mgnagemem for All gggtodial Teen Pan_eng '
. Current Law ' | o
Secno:: 482(b)(3) of the Social Secumy Act aIIow: .S'ram: ro provxdc case managcmen: w all those
- participaring Irz rhe JOBS program . ‘ ‘ _ :
. Vision
Frequendly, it is mulriple problem.r thaz lead youth to the welfare systerm. 'Ihezr complex neéds oﬁen
stand in the wuy of their meeting educarional requirements and other responszb:lmes Renwvmg
these barriers to self-sufficiency can involve the confusing and difficult process of accessing multiple
_Sservice systems. - This proposal would provide-every tecn with a case manager who would help them
‘navigafe tfwse systems and hold them accountable for their rcspon_.qwqu_s and requirements. N
Legislative Specifications = . L T
Legislatve Specifications =* Sl
((a) ' Requxre States to pravide case management services w0 all custodml teen parents recezvmg , f“%*ﬁ—’i{” i
. AFDC who either under age 19 or. under age 20 and emollex:l in kigh school, States still hava ; ;j; -
i the option w0 serve a.l 1 older teeas. - - . 7
Case managemem servlcm 0 teen pareﬁts will include, but is not. limitedht - >
1) ) ) asammg reCIplems in gammg access [0 services, mcludmg, at a minimum, famxl
. planmng, parentmg education, and educationial or vocational- trammg scw:ce&c I, '.»Ifrji/f/ﬁ N
. ! g ‘d )/h"{
2) . . determining the hest !lvmg situation for a minor parent taking into account the need"\‘

and coneorns expressed by the minor (see #1 abov::), - m_»_/

. . , LW son
T I o ' :‘“‘““ﬁﬁL"

:’f;, ?/1' fj:{ [&)0\ rg”l-/: f{/ ijf {‘ )4 £ Y r_' ’ | . ‘ ! | 4

¢
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Mary Jo Bane, Assistant Secretary : _
. for the Administration™for Children and Pamlhes J

David Ellwood, Assistant Secretary | R o
for Planning and Evaluation - -

Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the Pre51dent o .

, for Dorhestic Policy ‘ . -

Co-Chairs; Working Group on Welfare Rcform ' ' ' '
JFamily Support and Independencc .

Washmgton D.C. 20500 ' '

‘- Dear Mary Jo, David and Bmce

Than.k you for sohcmng our comments on :hree parts of the latest draft of the Working -
Gronp's welfare reform plan. Although there are some aspects of the plan that are encouraging,
we are deeply troubled by a number of provisions, especially the child exclusion, child care,; -and
earned income disregard proposals Below is a brlef summary of our concems

Chl]d excluswn or "family cap" (pages 9~10) We continue o oppose child exclusmn optmns
because they hurt very poor children. Child exclusion provisions appeal to a false stereotype |
- that AEDC families have more chﬂdren than non-AFDC. families or. that AFDC mothc:s have -
more children 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 wclfarc We urge you to drop this prowsmn from the Pre31dent 5 p1an

'Child care {pages 15-17): We assume the plan contmucs the guarantee of chlld care assistance
“included in the Family Support Act for sll parents régardless- of their age, whether they are . -
participating n JOBS or in self-initiated activities. We want [0 emphas:ze that we continie to
stroncly believe that significant new fundmc for chlld care assistance for the working poor must .
accompany any welfare reform plan. If we are going to make work pay, child care assistance
cannot be solely tied to receipt of AFDC. We continue to believe that allowing a statewide Himit
“which is less than the 75th percentile of the market and retaining the dlsregard creates strong
incentives to provide less than optimal care for our poorest chlldren

25 E Street. MW
\Washigton, BC 20001
LJelephone U2 623 8787
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We do welcome attempts to improve the match both for "At-Risk" child care and for
JOBS child care-and TCC. The Working Group is to be cormmended for setting aside funds for
quality and supply both in the "At-Risk"” Program and through establishing that licensing and -
monitoring of IV:A-funded child care providers is an allowable.administrative cost. Making

Title IV-A requirements consistent with the CCDBG requiréments is a good step especially . .

regarding- health and safety. standards. We would like clarification, however, on: the °
" requirements concerning sliding fee scale:” We assume that the plan does not mean to impose .
a sliding-fee scale on JOBS recipients and simply means that TCC, *At-Risk", and CCDBG
sliding -fee scales should be the same. We do believe that seamiless policy. would even be
" furthered if the CCDBG were made an entitlement and extended since it is the program areund
Wthh states have built their core child care pohc1es : —
Earned income disregard (page 21): We are ext.remely disappointed in the proposed eamed ,
income disregard - provision. Your current langnage would ‘allow. states to provldc a smaller
- earned income disregard than under current law. While. we also want to give states the
- flexibility to raise their earned income disregard beyond the minimum, it is unconscionable for K
states to be allowed to treat working AFDC parents worse than under current law. We bad at
minimum expected that any proposal designed to make work pay, would make the disregard of
the remaining one- -third of earmngs permancnt rather than explrmg aftcr only four menths, as
" in current law. ‘

Tlme-lmuts and teenagers (page 10) We applaud your inclusion of case manavement services
to teenagers, in recognition of their more mtenswe need for services as compared to most oldef -
mothers on the AFDC caseload. However, we oppose applying the two-year clock to- 18- and
19-year-old parents. They are far more likely 10 need more than two years 1o be ready for -
work, both because they will need more years of education and trau'ung. and because thetr '
children will be very young. - - :

'Mmor parents living at home; case management (pages 8-11): We remain concerned that
minor parents will be protected. from abusive living situations only if their case managers have .
a small enough caseload to make good decisions. We strongly agree with leglslatwe
specification (¢) on page 11 requiring sufficiently small case manager-to-client rauos to- protect
these younv families, and hope this languagc wxll be clear in the final version.

AFDC-UP (pages 22-23): Arbitrary restrictions on assistance to two-parcnt families are anti- o

family and anti-work. We are surprised, therefore, to see that states would not be reqmred 10
. eliminate afy of the special eligibility requirements for the AEDC-UP program. We are also
- very.troubled that all states would not be required to have a year-round AFDC-UP program.
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Essential person {pages 23-24): We oppose limiting the essential person provision which would
eliminate longstanding state discretion to provide assistance 1o individuals the state determines -

are providing essential help. This proposed restriction flies in the face of your stated desu-e to .-

]

strengthen families and to give srates !he flcmblluy to meet families’ needs.

" Fill- the-gap (page 33): We strongly SUppoIt your provision oiving states the option to establish
fill-the-gap policies that include child support payments. We oppose, however, your proposals -
to repeal section 402(a)(28), thereby allowing states to eliminate this pelicy where it currently.
apphcs This would disadvantage families currently recetving child support in those states and
contradlct your pohcy of encouragmg and rcwardlnt' responsxble child- support behavior.

Lump sum payments (page 31): We co,mmend‘you for your -'pr()VlSlODS (a) and (c) on lump
sum payments. We are concerned, however, that provision (b) would reéquire lump sum
payments ¢armarked for future costs to be spent within oné 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 for medical services not covered 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 expendimres over time for these

 purposes, but we are concerned 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 Individual
Development -Account (IDA) comparable 10 your descnpnon in the proposed leglslatwc
speczﬁcauons

Thank you again for the oppornmity 10 provide comments on the Working Grdup.’s .
- welfare plan. Please let us know if we can provide any additional information. '

Sincerely, S o

Deborah Weinstein _David S. Kass-= .
Director Senior Program Associat'c' _

Senior Staff Attornéy




SVICEr
o “

&

E

i PR!NCIPAL DEPUTY GOMMISSION EROF soc IAL SECURITY
BALTIMOHE MARYLAND 21235

‘MAY 20 1994 -

NOTE TQ _WENDELL PRIMUS

SUBJECT: Welfare Réfo;m'begislative Specifications-- (Your
‘ Memorandum, May 12, 1994) --REPLY

We reviewed.the legislative specifications for three sections~of
the. welfare reform plan.including Prevention, Making Work Pay,
and Improv1ng Government, A331stance and concur w1th them _ We

. have no comments to’ offer

‘Thank you for ‘the opportunlty to rev1ew thlS materlal
- Lawrence\H. Thompson

~-Princip Deputy Commissiocner
. of Social Security
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES - Office of the Secretary

Washington, D.C. 20201

May 17, 1994

-TO: - ~Wendell Prlmus ‘ L N

Deputy Assistant Secret

/)for'Human Services Policy

FROM: °  Fernando Torres Gil ~
A531stant Secretary for Aglng

RE:H_{"f;Welfare Reform Leglslatlve Spe01flcat10ns o .

P T

I would like.to thank the Co-Chairs and other members of the
welfare reform working group for the chance to review the second
package of legislative SpElelCatlons. I have no problems or
concerns with the legislative language on the Preventlon, Making
Work Pay, and Improving Government Assistance prov151ons " The

‘package responds to a number of the issues and concerns I have

raised throughout the process. I am especially pleased to see a
number of provisions which I feel are essentlal compenents of. the
reform proposal. ' ‘o -

As a social worker; I fully support the pr0v1slon of case

managers for every teen parent._ This is a necessary foundatlon

for assisting teen parents off-welfare and on to.self-
sufficiency. I am also pleased with many of the provisions
adopted to assist inr"makingﬁwork pay:" the option for advanced

EITC paymehts, the earned income disregards, the removal of the

marrlaqe penalty, and the 1ncrease of AFDC resource limits.

© There are also other issues; which T feel are vital to self-
_ sufflclency and empowerment The Individual Development Accounts

are an important empowering tool for welfare recipients to get
off of the welfare cycle and on to a more self-sufficient, ™
1ndependent llfestyle The automoblle resource limit is another
issue .which is vital to assisting recipients move off welfare.

The working group had not previouslyldisoussed the issue of
automobile resource 11m1ts,'but this issue was raised by
re01p1ents time and time again on our site v151ts.

T thank you, agaln,,for ‘the opportunlty to review thls portion of
the legislative specifications. I am pleased -with the language -
and content. I look forward to reviewing the remaining package.
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€T . Memorandum ..
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- From June Gibbs Brow | @ ﬁqmm
Inspector GeneraP<3**! - . :
Subject”  welfare Refor 'slative'Sﬁédifibatidhsé—Other
Provisions - '
oL - - R _ e
To wWwendell E., Primus . ,
'  Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Human Services Policy

Thank you for the opportunlty to comment on‘the latest
~ Welfare Reform proposal covering Prevention, Maklng Work
~ Pay and Improving Government Assistance. Again, “we are
" impressed with the comprehen51veness of your efforts and
~the streamlining between the Aid to Families with ‘
Dependent Children and Food Stamps programs. .These T
proposals, if implemented, should assist: the States in
their admlnlstratlon of both programs.

We are looking forward to ‘seeing the results:of planned
demonstration projects. We have particular interest in
the project on the advanced payment option of the Earned
Income Tax Credit. The administration and accountablllty v
of this provision will likely have a significant impact-
on State operations and reporting. Hopefully, the
denonstration project will evaluate the administrative
" cost effect on-States in meeting all of their proposed
respon51b111t1es and’ operatlonal demands.

As you. know, we recently completed a report on . income
verification that seeks to provide greater flex1b111ty
.and eff1c1ency in that process. We are ‘eager to join you
in your proposal to. 31mp11fy current verification - )
procedures, while aSSurlng program 1ntegr1ty through -
minimum standards. .
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" MEMORANDUM TO ¥

- send a firm message about parental responsibility. They ought to bc: |
well receivéd by the general pubhc. : S

FROM: Elaine

RE: Legislative Specifications for: Prevem:lng Teen

'Pregnancy and Promotng Parenral Responsibility; Make
- 'Work Pay; Improving Govemment Assistance.
DATE May 19 1994 .

fial

CUII]IIIED[S On eac 11 qernon follows

1. Prevent Teen Pregnancy and Promnte Parental |
- Responstbility. :

The steps listed 10 promote pare;ntal responmblhty among
young people are among the strongest provisions in the plan. They

2. Making Work Pay. -

I am not clear about whether or not the sectlon on chlld care -
would simplify the requirements for child care in such a way as to
allow easier entrance, i.e. for weifare mothers themsclves, into the
child care provider business,. Without knowing how the IV-A =~

~requirements ditfer from the CCDBG guidelines I can't tcll whether.

this is making the situation better or worse, The more bureaucractic’

* and detailed the child care regulations, the more expensive it will

become and we will end up restricting cntrance to the child care
business from weifare mothers or grandmothers who may want to

- work in this area.

3. Improving Government Assmtance. :

* The secton on IDAs is very good bt it may be subject 10
some skepticism from conservatives. In rolling out the plan we

- should remind people of the front page New York Times story a _few '

years ago that got a great deal of attention., An hispanic leenager
had saved several thousand dollars 10 g0 10 college and the welfare
administraton took it away from her beca.use her mother was on
welfare.

e We did not have many d;sn.usswna dbou[ the expansion of

'. AT'DC in the territories. Are we sure Uhis is po]itically wlse?

» While this section does a4 good job of streamlining and
simplification it falls sumewhat short of full scale reinvention. Much
of what needs w be reinvented about the welfare sysrem is, of
course, cultural - not statutory. Nevertheless, rhe critical cultural
change needed - to ern:;fonn welfare offlce< from places
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preoccupied with error rates and bureaucratic red tape to.places
preoccupied with helping people solve problems, is not mentioned
here.” There ought to be some option which allows states to use
- performance measures and allows them to offer incentives to fronrt.
line employees who are espedially good at helping people get and
stay off welfare. The concept of incentives is in the plan for welfare
~... recipients; it should appear. somewhere for the frontline social
~worker as well. . :
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COmmont- on. xaking work Pay Leqislativo Bpacl

Diffarent evidance on the problems of the uurking poor
should be used (paragraph 1, page 14). The vast majority of
full-time year-round workers earning toc little £o keep a family
of four out of poverty are not poor, either because they live in
smaller househeolds or have other sources of income.. Also, the
Census Bureau just discovered a mistdke in their. calculation of
thase figures. 'The 18 parcent fiqure, consequently, is a '
parcentage point or two too high. A direct measure of the

- working poor should be used instaad, comparing the poverty rate '
among working families with children in 1992 to the rate in 1980-‘,1
makaa the most sense. -

" As notad in 'previous ROL letter from Tom Glynn, the = .
$4.25/66.00 aomparison (paragraph 1, page 14) should be deleted.
there by ilnertia? . At the very least, the sentence needs to be:

~modified further. for it to be accurate. After “two or mare’
children" insert the phrase “and with income below about $8,500
(the point at which EITC benefits cease to be phased in) "

on the advanca EITC payment section (pages 19-20):

. Allow statea to provide advance payments on a periodic_
basis other than monthly. (It may turn out, for
'example, that a quarterly payment aystem makes gense.) -

.. An important issue doesn't appear to be addressed by
~ * the spacg. In states that are experimenting with.
alternative delivery systems, would workers still be
allowed to receive the EITC through their employer
paycheck? It probably makes sense to allow dual
' 'systems to run, but precautions need to be taken
- against. double~pﬂymentﬂ.

J Another EITC reform should be addedithat applles to the
-employer~based system,  In familles with two or more
children, the advance 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 with one child. I'm not -
persuaded by Treasury'a argumants that this would be
administratively dlfficult. T '
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FAX COVERSHEET

L ’M‘ ) - Income Maintenance Branch M -

- Office of Management and Budget ' ' '

Executive Office of the President -
. Washinglon, DC 20503.

.TO: .',‘_.Weﬁde«fl Primus . S

FROM: Keith Fontenot -

Fax Destination  HHS-ASPE
Name of Receiver:
Phone Number' ‘To 5552‘ o

Number of Attached Pageq 1
(Excluding this cover) -

NOTES: Attached is a list of concerns on the advance draft chlld
support legislation. If you have any questions please contact me or '
- Michael Ruffner of my staff at 395- 4686

":n;

FAX NUMBER: -  202-395-3910

VOICE CONFIRMATION: -~ . 202-395-4686

. - TR el
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Preliminary Comments Onlssues . - =
In Child Support Enforcement Advance Draft Leglslatlon

s Cost Estimate - Section by Sectian Estimates Needed

o The leglslatlon 1ncludes many new prowsxons for Wthh cost’esumates have not
" been provided. To. facilitate the cost-analysis and not delay {inal review of ,
legislation, we need the secilon-by-section analysis normally circulated for review

- with legislation. That analysis should include separate cost estimates for gross -
changes (separatmg out p]uses and- mlnuses) in admlmstratwe costs arld AFDC

- collectxons . : ‘ ‘ -

e

Wmmmm~‘ cﬂjj 55[@—°f;,

it

~ S . G

The bxll would phase m a fmancmg system that gzves each State oo

A mimmum of 75% Federal ﬂnancmg for county-based child support
enforcement programs, such as in, Callforma and New York.

- A mmirnum of 80% Federal financing for State-r run programs to encourage
-+ more States to take over county-run systems : : :
e Up to an’ addltional 5 percentage pomts for palernilies established based on
B criteria to be set by the Secretary ' - S

. | Up to an addltlona! 10 percentage poml;s for overall performance, based on
. criteria to be set by the Secretary. Informally, we understand HHS assumes. '
onl)r 2. 5 percentage pomts would be based on. cost-effectweness .

:, In. additlon, the b111 would extend 90% open-ended matchmg for chxld support
- computer systems an additional two years, through FY97 and offer up to $5 mlllmn
' per year in 100% Federal funds for trammg and technotogy transfer

Total. match:ng rate and cost effcchvcness Generally, States manage funds better B
 when they have.a greater financial stake. ACF has found State use of high (90%) . .

.. maiching rates for ADP. costs difficult to manage. The. leglslation envisions up {o a

95% Federal matching rate. Since as litlle as 2.5 percentage points of the incentive is
~based on cost-effectiveness, on net, States concewably could get90%+ matching for

very inefficient programs. Moreover, it is not clear how these modest incentives. o
“will improve program performance.” “The match rate structure appears averlv o /

enerous an uld be reconmdere SR ) ) o Lo

. *

_ Specml matches for. mmputer syslemq The draft legislatmn extends 90% matching
' for computer development. " If we WISh to glve States specuﬂ assnstance to develop
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‘States have experimented with flat rate bounties to. counties for patermty R
. establishment. Also, factors other than cost-effecnveness could be added to the - -
: currcnt mcentwe system, in lieu o[ replacmg the system en’nrely

- The advance draft }eglqlatxon mcludes a. demonstratton of a Child Support
. Assurance system. The Federal government would match all costs of the demo in - -
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the computer capacily the btll would requlre, enhanced fundmg could be lumted to"
the amount HHS believes is reasonable and necessary for a well-managed State of a
. given size. (Any extra costs could bé matched at regular rates.) Tlus could contain .
" costs and gtve States mcentwes to manage of funds better. o :

. .-Incentwes for statew:de CSE systems The draft !eglslatton mcludes a 5 percentage‘-

point bonus: for States to take over county-funded systems and operate a unified
system.” Key factors in a State's decislon may Include who 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 collechons Wlth the locahty that operates the CSE program

,Othcr incentive effects Thé draft leglslatton lacks speafrcs on the requtrements to

receive incentive funds ‘when States increase the number of patérnities, support

—orders, etg.. The legislation should-lay out what levels of performance would be ~ = -2

required to meet the performance thresholds, to ensure. that the savmgs are -

. scoreable

' Trammg and tcdmology transfer funds The up t0"$5 mllhon in 100% Federal
funding for training and technology transfers is'not well defined. In the past almost
all child. support enforcément computer systems have been classified as tEChnology
transfers”. . Given the.high matching rates anttmpated for State adrmmstratton it is
not clear why this fundtng is needed.

tm hould bec nsi Some

Chtld Support Assurance -- Demonstmtwn or Ncw Program?

excess of what the States would: be entttled to under AFDC at 90% The -

demonstration appears to be limited to an, as yet, unspecified percent of AFDC
" recipients. The demonv,trattons should in¢lude a phasesin and a phase-out plan, -

and not be a pgrmangm progiam. . The legislative language calls for 7-10 year

~demonstrations which is longer than most demonstrations: The language. also
- includes procedures for extending the demos rather than endmg them.
. Administrative costs should be matched at normal rates -- the bill appears to match'

all added costs at 90%. Also it is not clear how HHS would determine Wthh

- portions_of child support assurance beneftts offset AFDC beneftts

-‘ Aflowabfe Costs for Other State Agcucws tkat Assrst Ch:ld Support

The draft legxslahon calls faor automated mlerfaces between Chlld support agencxes

-Iand property records drwers hcense bureaus, agencxes grantmg professzonal

- .
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licenses, etc, Would new computers and other costs for those agencies be allowable?
- The legislation should make clear the extent to which HHS will or will not help pay

costs for other State agencxes, and cost esnmates should be consxstent with the
legislation. . :

Mandatory I—‘uudmg for HHS Admmistrat{ve Costs aud Commrsswns

The proposal contains language which would convert currenlly dlscrenonary
activities into mandalory expenditures, HHS would. receive a fixed percentage of

_ child support collected on ‘behalf of AFDC recipients to pay:for-Federal staff and -
computer systems and the databases — about $100 million to $150 million per year.

~ The current féderal administrative spending for OCSE and ASPE research is $15

" million.and the cost of developing the proposed databases would cost $16 million.
Operating the new databascs would be close to $30 million annually, although States
would partially relmburse this cost. -A 4% tap on the Federal‘share of AFDC . _
‘collections seems excesslve. Moreover, federal administrative costs should
continue to be funded through dxscretlonary appropr;atxons :

’I"here are also a large number of demonstratmns ard commiissions. These should

generally be dlscretionary authorizations. The entire welfare reform legislation o

should be reviewed in light of the executive order on W and advigory - /
£5

EA B

committees. Only those commissions meeting the criteria in executive order
- should be included in the final leg:slatwe package.

Conformance of Aud:ts and Pcrformancc Remcws

: Inceuth payments would be based on annual performance reviews. Correcuve
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 appropriate to basce correctxve action plans and any .
pena]ues on the anriual’ performance reviews. '

Good Cause for Nan—coopcrahon

av

The proposal would increase the information AFDC single mothers must gwe chiid :
support agencies to be defined as "cooperatmg" and thus be eligible for AFDC - /
benefits. States can grant "good cause” waivers to the requirements. Could States . ‘
- grant "good cause” waivers to some (many?) AFDC recipients that would be affected \{ 5
by the revised céoperation requirements? If so, the provision may have more f
limited effect than estimated. The deflmtion of "good cause" under this proposal

needs to be SpElelEd

'Deleting the chmrement that Child Support Demonstratwns not Incrcase AFDC
* Costs. : :

Current law requires that waivers of child support laws and regulatlons not increase
AFDC costs. Given the pmposed State ﬂex1b1hty on d:sregards it is not clear what

- PagLS
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prov:s;ons HHS would want to waive that would increase AFDC costs. Given the
overall policy of cost—neutrahty in waivers and absent a good ratlonale this

. provision should remain in the statute.

Due Process Requirements. =~ [_
€ ! .

The legislation would require that service of process have documented receipt

(rather than sent pursuant o State law). Would this increase the difficulty of
servmg process? Would this provision reduce States’ abxhty to use the Postal

........

. purposes J We assume there Is no intent to add reqmrements that could slow

service of process.

K]
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Bernie Martin suggested I forwafdgtﬁese comments on the child -
support assurance legislative language. I’m sorry that they did not

- get incorporated into.the comments you received yesterday from OMB.

I think.they cover some.of the same ground, but add a little more
detail. .

“I understand that ASPE staff will be comingmo§ér Monday'té'talk to
OMB staff about comments on the child support stuff,_SO maybe they
will have tlme to look -at these beforehand ' e

o _-_.-'

Description of demos sscope = - Up fo three states will be chosen,
with the total CSA demo to “sérve" some percentage of all

“eligibles" in the nation. ({Some term other than "serve’ should be. .
used '1n Sec 691(c). I think what is meant 1s that the three states
‘chosen should contain that percentage of the eligibles.)} The

section on eligibility referenced says that eligibles are: a)

:children with eéstablished.paternity and support obligations; b)

other children where it wouldn’t ‘be in their interests to establish.
‘paternities and orders.. “Presumably- the number of eligibles against
which the percentage in sec 651(c) applies does not anlude the
second group, and that probably should be specified. '

Potential size pf demos - States are to be allowed to operate CSA
statewide. If the number of births to unmarried women in a year
gives an indication of.-each state’s share of eligibles, California,
New York, and one of several .other big states hold about .30 percent
of all eligibles. “The third through fifth states with the greatest '
share of births to unmarrled women still ‘cover 15 percent” of all”
“such.”” Given the cost potentlal of the:'demos, a maximum coverage of
5 percent of eligibles natlonally seems . like a-lot.
However, a better alternatlve mlght be to ]ust cap the amount of’
_federal funds that -would be available. above the baseline, and let
the Secretary dec;de how to get the .best demonstration posSLble for] -
the money. : . . . R : '
. Ly !
Liberalization of ellglblllty and . beneflts - The demos’ cost - .
potential i1s made greater by easing two of the constralnts that are’”
typically claimed for CSA.  First, the Secdretary could allow a stat
‘to reduce AFDC to CSA families by less than the full amount of CSA
payments. This would make CSA a lot more appealing to mothers who/
_do neot work, undercutting the supposed, work incentive and increasjing
“the federal match for the mix of AFDC and CSA benefits. //EQS

‘Second, - states could make mothers without paternity and support

orders eligible, if purbULng 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 edsy to meet. Children might not gain

income at all from paternity establlshment and support orders if
their fathers have very low earnings (they mlght be in school, 1in
jail, unemployed, worklng only part- tlme, or just not in the work
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force).. Paternlty ‘and ‘support orders involve no gain in income for
the ‘child. if the CSA guarantee is greater than the expected child
support. The process of establishing paternity and a support order’
. may brlng a father with a c¢riminal record or a purported history 6f
- abuse back into the life of his child. K In siuch cases, it would be
easy to conclude that it is _not in: the child’s best interest o .
insist that these conditions be fulfilled in order for the Chlld to
quallfy for the lncreased lnccme ef - Csa. - #,3

JOlnt custghy ‘=", The ~ ]Olnt custody paragraph doesn t seem to hang =
- together very well. The court that established joint. custody~would

have to decide what the child suppert would have been. Then, if the

" hypothstical child support. were below the guarantee, someone would
be eligible for Csa. The problems are: &) Who does the court
suppose would have been the custodial parent? Is. it always the

"mother? b) Is the hypothetical custodial parent now eligible for
the whole CSA guarantee, or just the amount over the'hypothetical
support? If the former, I'll bet we see a sharp increase 1in

voluntary-joint Tustodies in CSA demo states. It wouldn’t take longnvr

for word to get around that AFDC and CSA benefits were available in-
a ‘way that did not expose the absent father to Chlld support
.obllgatlons._ : ‘

Pilot or demonstration - CSA sounds a lot 'more like -a pilot program
than a demonstration. The evaluation section should specify that
random assignment of individuals to CS& SR&the regular program must
be a feature of the evaluation in every state. Otherwise, we won’t
havg any way.to estimate what the IV.A payments would have been for
- CSA recipients, and what share of CSA expenditures should be matched
at the FMAP. ' It won't do to just keep track of how much CSA is '
counted to reduce the AFDC-henefits . actually paid. . CSA is liable to
- have behavioral impacts that mean~more families will be on the AFDC
~ and CSA rolls. than would have been the case WLthout CSA

Saving on WORK - As drafted, lp looks.lxke CSA would provide an
uriintended out for statés searching for ways. to minimize WORK

. spending. CSA families beyond the two-year BAFDC time-limit could be
made ineligible for WORK by well-designed CSA including "unmatched
excess benefits." With a 90 percent federal match on the first

. $3,000 to $4,500, a state.could spend some of what would otherwise
be the state share of IV-A benefits to the famlly and avord the
costs of WORK slots and chlld care.
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. May 18, 1894 . - - .’- - (Elséi)
. MEMORANDUM

" To:  Mary Jo Bane :
- David Ellwoecd -
Bruce Reed

From: 'Wen;:iell'Pr;i.-:m.lsk?jcc’f o

Re: Comments. on CSE specifications

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 revise 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 which comments we were not able to incorporate.

ce; - Kathi Way v -
Belle Sawhill

i



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES ' - " Officé of insoector Generali

- S . Memorandum
- Date MAY . g . L ’ o - . .
from  June Gibbs Brown é&w : . S
: Inspector Gene . : . , : T
Subiect  Draft Weifare oYM Leglslatlon - .Child Support };;3: iy §L 
Enforcement - : ' T :
To Wwendell E. PrimuS' o ‘ T Trf‘;”ﬁiwgkéﬁﬁ5ﬁi.

Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Human Services Policy

We are pleased to review the child supportwenforcement
{CSE)- portlon of the. welfare reform bill. This is our -
“first’ opportunlty to prov1de comments on the many varled
.aspects of reform : .

We read with 1nterest your far- reachlng proposal to
restructure the CSE program. We commend you on your ,
thorough.and impressive work. Given the brief turnaround
time to assess this lengthy and complex package, we have'f
limited.our comments to those actions that directly »
relate to the work of the Offlce of Inspector General
(DIG)

Our spec1f1c comments ‘are:

o Section 614 of the draft bill 51gn1flcantly

' revises the audit requirements pertaining to the
CSE program to focus primarily on performance
outcomes. We strongly support this shift in :
‘emphasis from States‘_adherence to administrative !
requirements to achievement of program. goals. '
However, ‘we are concerned that 'the proposal
retains .the current reguirement that Federal
~audits be conducted by "a separate organizational
unit" of the Department {sectionl 452(a){(4) of the =~ - .
Social Security Act) -- "the office of Child o Lo
Support Enforcement (OCSE) This provision
. needlessly ties the hands of the Department in
efficiently conductlng audlt work- ,w '

In the past, the Office of General Counsel
concluded- that the 0IG may 1awfully ‘conduct
audits of expenditures under programs and =

' operatlons of the Department, including those
under the CSE program. However,  an OIG review
would pot relieve OCSE from its statutory
obligation to perform periodic audits of States’
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. participation in the program. .The current

proposal continues this assignment of ~audit

‘responsibility to OCSE. The 0OIG audits could’

duplicate, but not supplant OCSE audits.  Thus,
even if the Secretary wanted the OIG to- conduct.am

- Tparticular audit and the 0IG did so, the audit
© . would not satisfy OCSE’s obligation to conduct
‘audits stipulated under the Social Security Act.

1

The proposal indicates that Fédéral‘audits of the -

CSE program will be conducted in accordance with

- the Comptroller General’s "Government Auditing

Standards." However, this is not specified in
the language of.-the draft bill, We suggest that
the bill be amended to include tﬁisrrequirement,
Proposed - subsectlon 452(a) (4) (C) (ii) ‘directs OCSE
to perform audits of financial management of the

CSE program by the States, including assessments

of whether Federal funds have been properly -
expended and accounted for. To some extent, such
assessments are already required as part of each
State’s annual "single audit® under 31 U:S.C. §

.7501 et seq. It may be more efficient to expand
. the required single audit reviews (through

compliance supplement} thah to duplicate this

‘audit effort-at the Federal level. Changes-and
~additions to the supplement are currently being

conducted by the Office of Managemenﬁ and Budgetfl-

We are pleased to note a number of new.
performance provisiaons which reward States w1th
incentive payments based on their ablllty to

- attain desirable, relevant program outcomes..
+ Also, expanding access to a variety of data

sources at the State and Federal levels should

contrlbute 51gn1f1cantly to program enforcement.

We lopok forward to ‘reviewing this proposal in greater
detail.

We would be happy to work with you by providing

audit and evaluation assistance to help ensure the

' complete and effective implementation of :CSE.reforms.
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To: ‘ Wendeil Primus PR o o
From: - “Judv Wum\jw A L("\—Q L
Re: . Department of Fducation (‘nmmenrq on Child Quppnrf an0rcement

Spt:ul"lt.duum

Dae: . May 16,199 - - . =

Our only comment on the Child Support Enforcement Specif‘l'cations concemns the role of the
Department of Education in provisions to cncourage the carly cstablishment of paternity.
Page 3 of the specifications provides thal the state must require health-related facilities 1o

- mform unwed parents about the benefits of and the opportunities for establishing legal
paternity for their children, and that “this cffort should be coordinated with the U.S. Puth
Health Serv1ce and the U.S. Dcpartmcm of Education.”

We have'two concerns about thls provmon,

First, the programs listed are all health and nutrition programs admuustered by other
agencies. Thus, the need for coordination with ED 18 unclear

} Second, in discussions with your s[aff. I was' lold that the pIOViSiOIl to coordinate with ED
was irtended to ‘promote the inclusion ol paternity issues in health education. programs.

While we would support that goal. nothing in the lansuage of the’ specifications suggests that,
Further, the Department of Educauon currently administers only one small (approximately $4
million) program in comprehensive health educatmn {and gramts could but need not include
family life education). The Departument administers no other procrams directly aimed at sex
education or health services. Even more important, curricula s, by law, a matter of local
control. The Department could not require -- and could not make states require -- that
curricula address the beneﬁts of patermty establishment. » :

For these reasons, we ‘.wo,uld suggest ormttmg ‘reference 10 the Department in the
specifications. Allernatively. you could develop a separate provision on.encouraging school
health education programs 1o include paternity issucs. and include coordination with ED m
that scetion. We would be happy to work with your staff 10 develop new Izmauae;e

3

cc; _ - Madeleine Kum'n, ‘M'ch Smith, Gussic K_appric:r—, Norma Cantu
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY -
WASHINGTON

May 16, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR WENDELL PRIMUS :
Working Group on Welfare Reform,
Family Support, and Independence

FROM: -Maurice Foley %7'
Deputy Tax Lr.glslatne ‘Counsel
(Tax Legislation)

SUBIECT: ' Welfare Reforim [ﬁgis'lative Specifications - |

- Child Support Enforcement .
The followmg are prehmnmry comments from the C)fﬁce of Tax Policy regardmﬂ the legislative
sfiacification for the child suppart enforcement portion of the welfare reform bill. *We would
h_ke to set up a meeting to further dtscuss our concems. : ‘

. provi In proposmg the expamlon of IRS‘ roie full conuderauon must be’ given to the

~ possible, adverse impact on income ax compliance. Some IRS and GAQ studies have indicated
that compliance is reduce (mainly, failure 1o file increases) following tax refund offsets of a -
continuing nature. In expanding IRS’ role, reduced tax collections may negate the child support | ‘
revenue gainedl. A revenue estimate would have to be made for any specific proposal. :

Moreover, any expansion of disclosure of tax: return information must be in accordance with the
safeguards provided by the Inrernal Revenue Code, including justification for such information,

2. p. 2V, The provision to give the child suppbrt or alimony'payﬁients i::riorizy over tax debts
15" a dangerous precedenlt. As under prior law, ax receipts.should be the first priority of
collcetion for the IRS. A revenue estimate would have to be prcpared for this provision. ‘

Tn addmon the IRS opportumty costs would hdve o be determined for ciwemno collectmn
resources (o recovering delinquent-child support. Even if IRS is given additional resources, such
resources would have to be allocated between collection of income taxes and child support.

3. p. 25 and p. 53. As a condition of State plan approval, the State must have sufficiert Staze
“Staff. The definition of State staff, however, included private contractors. We believe that only
Suile agencies: should ha\e access to federal tax mfoxmanon ' -

4. p 34, What is the justiﬁcatir:m for the Ndllonai Locate Registry to have aéé:ess 0 tax
information from quarterly estimated taxes filed by -individuals?. Again, any expansion of Lax
return mformauon disclosure has a potentqal impact on comphance and revenue. '

5. p. 35, The proposal starcs that privacy restrictions in {he Internal Revenue Code have been -
found by the States.to be unduly, restrictive, This characterization Is not appropriate. Any WX
rcturn information disclosure has to be enacted by Congress. Moreover, any disclosure has to
pe examined regarding invasion of privacy and effects on tax compliance, and be weighed
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against any benefits achicved.

6. p. 35. The specific proposal to access IRS data is jncorrectly described. Any access o such
data would bc a Congressional action not an administrative action.” Moreover, the legislition
would have to specify which data would be available. Again, we would not support dlsclosure‘
of t.ax return mformauon to private contractors. | :
7 P. 36. Is it proper for IRS 1o be collecting delinquent child support payments where welfarc

~ payments aré not involved and the child is now an adqult? This is penlously close 1© using IRS
{0 collect what have become cssenUally private debts. -

The proposal- would have IRS receive payment for.its collection services from debtors rather |

“than"from thase asking TRS for collection assistance. -First, how will IRS get pajd when it is
unable to collect the debt? Will su¢h costs have 0 be ﬁnarxéed by general IRS appropriations,
thereby diverting resources from tax collection? Second, how should IRS compute its coilection
costs? . Are direct costs pins averhead adcquate of Is some measure of opportunity costs more
appropna{e”

8. p 45 The elimination of the exempuon from 1nvolunm‘y thhholdmv of ¢hild suppon
. _paymcnts shcuuld be Iurther revmwed in hghz of other Admlmstratwn priorities.

9. p. 49. The provision to deny dep_endem _exempuons -.'x.vhen taxpaycrs are delmquent with
child support payments rcquires more extensive analysis, including a revenue estimate and an
'IRS assessment addressino the administrability of sucha provision and the cost of administration.

10. p. 50, 53, and 58. The proposal lists some safeguards that the States must mstltule for the
use of tax data, - They are, however, héld harmless from -sanctions involving Federal
. requirements for systems cem_r‘ cation during conversion to central registries. This provision is.
vague regarding the conversion period. In‘addition, we would not agree to the liffing of
“sanctions imposed under the Internal Revenue Code for disclosurc of tax return information.
Moreover, the proposal's' Federal audit provision lists no. sanctions or penalties for
noncomplldnce Presumably, this would involve auditing of usage of Federal tax data, with no
pmwsmn to curta:l acCess upon fan ure to compl\r with the“program, - '
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In reV1ew1ng the draft 1eglslat1ve amendments on child support
_enforcement amendments we find a.number of controversial -and

_/é DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES " Public Health Service

. (ffice of tha Assnstant Sacratary
for Heatth
mmmmmm1nc2mmt

MAY | 2 1994

TO: Wendell Primus. =~ - -
-+  Deputy Assistant. Secretary for Human
Services Policy, "ASPE
FROM: Assistant Secretary for Health
SUBJECT: Welfare Reform -- Child Support Enforcement

=

‘disturbing 1ssue§. I think a meetlng with my staff is necessary to
address the followlnq CONcCerns:

Cooperatidn in paternity identification as a condition of access
to medical services, especially prenatal ¢care.  Pregnant women
could be denied Medicaid coverage.  Congressional legislation and
the Department of Health and Human Services has attempted to
remove -barriers to .care .for pregnant women. In fact, Congress. .
exempted pregnant women from Medicalid’s eligibility process.
Under OBRA 86, providers are allowed to presume eligibility for

Medicaid and prov1de services immediately. PHS funded Community

Health Centers and Migrant Kealth Centers rely upon presumptlve-
ellglblllty to extend thelr services.

The circumstances regardlng Indlans, mlqrant agrlcultural worker
families, and other populations the PHS has historically served
are not adequately addressed by 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

for multlple employers ih a 51ngle day?

Privacy of data is’ a major concern for us. The current proposal'

fuels the. concerns we faced in health.care reform regarding -
linked government data systems and prlvacy Requiring all ™
participants to provide soclial security’ numbers creates
considerable burdens on employers, hospitals, and other prov1ders
of medical care increasing administrative burdens. Information
system developments necessary for approprlate llnks are also
prublematlc. :
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. Accredltatlon of genetlc testing laboratorles raisesd a number of
issues that we, confronted ‘with CLIA. : :

. Please contact Robert vValdez (260~ 1281) or Jo Boufford (690~ 6867)
to arrange follow-up discussions on these and other issues.

aw

Philip R.” Lee, M.D.

cc: Dr. Boufford
‘ .Mr. Corr
Ms. Stoiber
Dr. Lasker
Dr. McGinnis : _ . , . _
Dr. Valdez ; e T _ ST

LT



THE DEPUTY SECREI‘ARY QF. HEALTH. AND HUMAN SERVICES
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'NOTE TO: JWendell Prlmus
SUBJECT: Chlld Support Enforcement Proposal

The follow1ng are my comments on the subject proposal'
) There is not enough of a 11nk between support and _

: visitation (page 66). . Many fathers- cite difficulties
in seeing their.children and 1nfluenc1ng their -
upbringing as major reasons for not giving their . .

_ mothers money. The propdsal appears confused on thisg

_issue -- acknowledging the problem,- but giving only .
vague opportunities for states to ‘establish assistance
in this area.. Now is a time to hulld parenting plans,
mediation, visitation enforcement, and neutral drop-off

" plans .into requ1red operatlons -- not as optlons for
the state. :

o . There are major privacg intrusionsg for mothers and real

or putative fathers. The administrative inquiries into.

parentage and income (e.g.,-involuntary registration
and administrative determination of support orders) are
somewhat troubling from a. due process standpoint.
Issues of adequate proof of income and legal
representatlon in the administrative process will
likely arise, particularly as automated mass data.
collection and disbursement systems are establlshed.
Also, the proposal allows "some" parents to opt out of
a centralized registry, but is not very specific about
the conditions for opting out (see page 29; one wohuld

" assume that .middle class mothers for whom support is
not an issue would be in this group, but it could.also
include cases in which coercion 1s uséd .to pressure a
mother to opt out of the system)

oI belleve that we will be driving many fathers into.an
"*underground" econory. when their small-business .
‘employers will not want the fuss or bother involved in
" providing paperwork for these orders. ' Also,
independent -contractors or bhusiness owners will have ‘
many  loopholes for reportlng and cooperatlng with thls

' system.- : ¥
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The federal role in this process will bé exploded. . The -
National Clearinghouse seems to represent a massive new
bureaucracy desighed to” coordinate and monitor: the
support enforcement system (page 30). The National
Child Support Registry, _the Natlonal Lotate Registry,
and the Natiocnal. Directory of New Hires -~ not to
mention the.expanded IRS role€ in reportlng and
collections (see page 35) -- plus involvement w1th
credit reporting agencies; will createa.large system,
to say the least. I would expect that ‘these systems
will be very expensxve ‘and dlfflcult to update--

accurately. . _

Walter D; Brecadnay
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Note CoO: Ma.ureen xennedy W {'[HUD

From: Ed Moses %?\J_

Subiject: Comment§ on Welfare Reforﬁ Child Support

3

Authorities w1Ch respect. to non-custodial parents
page 6&€ - 70). Our .Resident Iniciacives” Programs,

"We have read the draft réport Our xey concegn is
. ..coordination between the Child Support agency and

Proposal

T R
the _
Public Housing™

{(Chapter v, -
including

Section 3 employment iniciatives,. are cargetted both to public.
housing residents and non- custodlal .parents, spec1f1cally in:

-access to Section 3 jgbs'wich public hdusing funding‘ S o

-eiigibility for supportive services (such as ther

Devazlopment Famlly Investment centers Program)

Youth

-involtemeanln parentlng ‘activities with the_chlldren' _ -

This Chapter could acknowledge this and include HUD in designing
. the proposed demonstration programs so. that non-custodial parents:
whose children. 1~ve in Dubllc hou91ng have access ro JOBS /WORK

funding.

6B 128"

n
O
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Memo . - : ; . R :,‘- T W . o
 To: Welfare Reform Co—chairél: o ' A'ﬁ' o ‘(;gfkf\@ﬁdj

From: Belle Sl_a‘whill‘ | - | ) - L (UJDW\

Re: My Comments on JOBS[NORE_specg i

I read the May § specs thls weekend and was pleased to.
discover how much.progress has been made, in pinning down the-
details of our proposal. Richard has alsoc been keeplng me
" somewhat informed about the 7:30 meetlngs,'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. Employability plans.,I tend to. agree wlth Rlchard that we
need to be careful 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.find
~jobs (not just prepare for them) from day one. It could alsoc lead
to lots of SUltS or appeals’ surroundlng the issue of exten51ons

2.. 1 wonder about only allowlng one parent in‘a two parent
famlly to be in JOBS~ prep. What happens to a spouse taklng care
of an ailing or disabled mate? - o .

3. Why not requ1re states to offer OJT, work
supplementation, and CWEP as part of JOBS? These. are the services
that are more work-oriented and OJT seems to produce particularly
good results, Also, this would be- consistent with the idea that .
JOBS and WORK" perlods should not be that different -- both should
be geared toward helplng pe0ple flnd and ‘keep jobs. .

4. In a number of places in the specs, reference 13 made +to
a requirement that people engage 'in job search, but it is rarely
specified what this means. Are we talking about self-directed or
superv1sed job search? I favor the latter with a- focus on job - o
clubs or other group act1v1t1es that teach job search skllls and
provide peer . support. -

5. I'm quite comfortable w1th a 20 hour rule for parents
with chlldren under 6. : . .

6. I think. d01nq away w1th part1c1pat10n requlrements for
the non-phased in is a good idea; it may also save us. some money.
I'm also glad to see progress belng made on redefining .
participation (although it seems- as. if we don’t have thlS one-
plnned down yet)

7. The whole match rate question seems to still be up in the_
air, according to Richard‘’s notes from’ Monday‘mornlng meeting. I
strongly fayvor a declining match rate over time either for

-individuals, or if this is too complicated, a lower match, for



WORK than for JOBS. I alsc think we need a capped entitlement for
‘both, including the wages portion. Among other things, -this would
enable us to show more AFDC savings (offsetting the wage costs of
. the WORK program). It would also make the WORK program seem more
like an independent jobs program and not just another welfare
program. Alsc, it would encourage states to experiment with trade
offs between wages, hours, work'support'serv1ces; job search,

etc. within some limits tHat we may_ want to establish (no wages
below"mlnlmum, no hours below 15 or above 35, no long waiting

" lists.) The only thing-that would remain uncapped would be. AFDC
benefits themselves (regular or supplemental)

8. 1 was pleased to ‘see. the empha51s on worker support but
wonder if we shouldn’t say something even stronger. Perhaps the
language should be that states must (not just can) offer these.

services as part of both JOQBS. .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
nunber of "“second-chance® emergency uses of the system for

relatively brief periods and define all of this more preclsely in.

regs. Perhaps this could be part of the new flexible uses to
which states could devote their capped EA money. It would be
better in my view to make EA more generous that to have people
earning what sounds like a new entitlement to welfare. Under the
cap, states would have to decide who was and wasn’t an emergency
case. _ - . : : :

. '10. Much more fundamentally, I don't thihk'we've'grabpled
-sufficiently with the way the WORK program works -Here's my
current understandlng

- There is no time llmlt on part1c1pat10n in WORK

- One can be sanctioned for 3 mo. (qu1ttlng, dlsmlssal
not showing) or 6 mo. (nhot taking offer of unsubsidized

" employment). In both-cases, the sanction is only if
behavior ‘occurs "without qood cause" ——'whlch would
seem to be a rather open- ended prov1so.'

- One can bhe put back in JOBS prep

What do we thlnk would reallstlcally happen under such a

" policy? My guess is that almost no one will be sanctioned; that
there will be lots of cases of nonperformance/no shows/poor
attendance; that as a result the whole program will 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 points out, where the jobs will be
more attractive than anything in the unsubSLdlzed sector —-
precisely because hours are limited, wages may be above the
minimum, and performance standards, including attendance, will be
difficult to enforce. The result will be a large buildup of the

L



caseload in WORK that Wlll be only modestly offset by such
factors. as' the availability of the EITC in nonWORK jobs. I think "
the solution has to be to make this more llke a real jobs program
with some kind of time limit and less like welfare (a la the
appendix to the current specs). Moreover, thosé who fail (don’t
perform) and aren‘t eligible to go back 1nto JOBS~prep have to be
subjected to tougher sanctions -~ 1nclud1ng being cut off of cash
assi&tfance: entlrely The usual assumption is that this wIll pose
a serious threat to their chiidren. I think the -solution to this
. fear is to monitor the children’s well being carefully, not to

- relieve the’ parents of their respon51b111t1es

.11 Assuming that the above- arquments are not convincing, and
. that we have an open-ended WORK program with rather weak . _
sanctions for nonperformance, then we need to think harder about’
how to recgoncile this publically with a capped entitlement and a
capped JOBS~prep program that doesn’t’ explode in the cutyears
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May, 24, 1994
MEMORARDUM

To:  David Ellwood
Mary Jo"Bane
-Bruce Reed:

.From: Wendell Prlmuéﬁ%

. Re: Addltlonal comments on. Preventlon/Make WOrk Pay/IGA

’

ﬂ Attached are four additional. comments received on the. Prevention,
‘Make Work Pay and Improving Government Assistance legislative
! specifications.  They are from Bruce, Viadeck' (HCFA), Walter

Broadnax, -Ken Apfel (ASMB), and Maurice Foley (Treasury). -
cc: - Belle Sawhill ~ :. .. . . = -
Kathi way - ST : :

K Emlly Bromberg'
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*'hm ‘ ‘ ) : ) o . . The Adrninistratur .

3 S - S - *; Washingtan, D.C.. 20201 |
MAY 20 1094
T™C: = Wendell E. Prlmus' ' ) ;
‘ o Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human Services Policy,
- . - . ASPE. - .
'FROM: . " Administrator -

“Health Care Financing Admlnistratlon

SUBJECT: Welfare Reterm Legislative Spec;fications ~~ Other.
Provisions (Your memorandum of May 12, 1994)

Thank you for the opportunity to .review. and ‘comment. upon the
Jlegislative specifications for preventing teen pregnancy and
promoting family responsibility, making work pay, and improving
government a551stance . .

We would like to ralse_two‘broad concerns. . First, the
specifications appear to assume that the Health Security Act
would not only be enacted soon, but that it would be fully. . ‘
implemented in relatively short order. While we are all working
hard to pass the bill, the latter gcal may ‘be more elusive. Even
with prompt enactment,” a phase-in of expanded coverage over an
extended period appears likely. -For this reason, some form of
Medicaid is likely to be a reality for low- income families for
some time. As we try to move these families off the AFDC rolls,

' we must be sensitive to the possibility that work-based universal
health coverage may not be immediately available to pick up where
Medicaid coverage ends. The unintended result could be to..
increase rather than decrease the number of. familles w1thout
health coverage, at least-in the short term.

on the other hand , polmc;es that expand AFDC ellglblllty would,
to the extent that the current Medicaid program remalns in place,
expand Medicaid eligibility and Staté costs as well. To the
extent -that the regional-alliance structure of the Health
Security Act ' is implemented, AFDC eligibility expansions would
lead to increased State premium payments. In either case, it is
important to identify and account for these costs.

Our second broad concern with the specifications is related. to \
the attempt to reconcile differences in eligibility and other ™,
requirements between the Food Stamp and AFDC programs. - - o L/ﬁ-I
(Medicaid, of course, follows AFDC eligibility rules in many L (7
respects.) Many of the proposed. simpllfLCatlons would raise AFDC |
(and also Medicaid) eligibility standards to more generous !
levels, sometimes for consistency with the ‘Food ‘Stamp Program and - ﬂ
sometimes for other reasons. The effect would be to increase the !
number of persons eligible and the costs, to States as well as to |

the, Federal government ' et L \ J
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While some of these changes are State'options,\Others are in the
form of mandates, Options may prove too expensive- for State
budgets. Mandates pose even more problems because addltlonal
funding sources. (State or Federal) are not indicated. We
strongly support efforts to sxmpllfy program requirements. -
However, we should consider the impact.on States which would have
to pay for their share of additional AFDC and Medicaid costs
under these proposals.: My staff would like to share additional
concerns and recommendations with your staff on this issue.

We would like to raise one more specific concern regarding the -

proposal to allow States the Optlon to limit AFDC benefits to

additional children conceived while on AFDC (pages 9 - 10). We’

~ understand_ the political symbolism that may. lead.-us to propose

this. However, we are not aware of any empirical evidence
regarding whether the policy would have the desired effect. To.
adopt such a policy may put the additional Chlldr and indeed the
entire family, at both economic and health risk.. We urge that
additional careful consideration be given to this policy and its

potential impact upon AFDC and Medicaid eligibility.

My staff has identified a number of additional concerns 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 . coordlnate this
act1v1ty with Tom Gustafson'(690 5960) -

ruce C. Vliade

bl
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o THE DEF‘UTY SECRETARY QF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES "
‘ ' WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20201

MAY 23 1994

 MEMORANDUM

'TO: Wendell Prian‘ o _

Asl read through the leglslatwe spemﬁcanons for the various welfare reform proposals it
occurs to me that it is critical to tie proposed demonstrations to the soon-to-be designated
Enterprise Zone/Enterprise Community locations.  This is so for several reasons: (1).the
communities’ strategic plans should 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 demonstrations and other efforts
directed at ‘making work a good alternative should fit nicely into-a comprehensive scheme for
reaching ever-younger members of the same distressed societies as will be defined under

EZ/EC standards; (3) scattering the funding for these projects around the country to non-

designated, non-funded areas wastes the opportunity to effectwely demonstrate a
cornprehenswe approach to social re-design. : :

. 'I would strongly recommend that you include language within the leglslau\'e specuﬁcatlons

which expresses clear prcforenoes for co- locatmg welfare raform demonstraﬁons in EZ/EC

sites. =
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MEHORANDUM TO THE ASSIBTAHT SECRETARY FOR PLANNING "AND EVAﬂUATION
. Attn: Wendell Prlmus _
From :  Kenneth S. Apfel ﬁ%ﬁ«

S e : A551stant Secretary for Management and - Budgetﬂ~

- Subject: Welfare Reform Leglslatlve Speclflcatlons‘—— Other
o .+ Provisions .- . .
We have reviewed and concur with .the welfare reform legislative
speCLflcatlons having to do with Preventlon . Making Work. Pay, and
Improvmng Government AsSistance. - o BRI o :

While we have no major policy concerns, we believe that these
sections would be strengthened by 1ncorporat1ng the follow1ng two
clarifications: ,

e .. On page 15, under the Child Care section of Making wWork Pay,
- in the section entitled Expansion of Funds to the Working
- Poor, the descrlptlon of the proposal in the Leglslatlve
Spe01flcatlons is confu51ng It now states:

Change the At—Rlsk Child Care Program, Section 402(1)
to a capped entltlement with an enhanced match
consistent with the match in the other IV-A programs

However, this program already is a capped entltlement with
an enhanced match egqual tc those in the other IV-A prograns.
Therefore, what needs to be said is: :
“" Change the enhanced match in the At"RlSk Child Care
capped entitlement program {(section 402(i)) to .the new,
higher match which is- belng proposed for the other IV-A
proqrams.' —
e ' On page 25, under the Administrative-Cost'Structuring for
~ Certain Social Services section of Improving Government
© -Assistance, the description of the legislative
‘specifications is confusing. It currently reads:

Under Section 403(a)(3), the law .would be changed to
allow a 50 percent match for family planning
oy admlnlstratlon even. if thls is prOV1ded under Title XX.

The word "thls" actually refers to family plannlng SeerCES,
nét adminstration.  We recommend, therefore, replacing "this
‘is"™ with "family plannlng services are." : ' :
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May' 24, 1994
MEMORANDUM FOR: Wendell Primus -

Working Group on Welfare Reform, . = -
Famxly Support and Independence '

FROM: Maurice B. . Foley 7’73’ > .
- Deputy Tax Legislative counsel
(Tax Leglslation) R
SUBJECT: S nTreasury (Offlce of Tax Policy) Comments on

. Welfare Reform Legislative Spe01flcatlcns
*"7 (Other Prov1510n5)

Improving the EITC -- Permlttlng Publlcly Adminlstered Advancad
- EITC Payment Systems -

. w..  Thé requirement tnat-States repay te the Federal government

excessive advance payments made te participating State
-residents must be included in the legislative
specifications. While we understand that the concern about
tha possible impact. this provision may have on State -
’partlclpatlon, the potential revenue drain. to the Yederal

" government in the absence of this requlrement has to be -
accorded greater weight. -

= In order to evaluate whather the demonstratlon projeats are‘”
effective (and to minimize the revénue cost), the progects
should be tested on a.2-year trial basis. We would |
reconmend that the programs be effective from 1956 through
' 1998, with applications accepted in 199S.

'Asset Accumulatlﬁn - Indlvldual DevelopmentrAccounts

. T'C‘arlfylng the.$10 0&0 limit.  Our previous understandlng
- was -that the $10,000 limit only applied for purposes of

determining how much of the IDA would be ignored when _
applying AFDC and Food stamp asset limits. This'issue must.
ke clarified. (In addition, the tdx laws will not be :
Amended "by" the Treasury Department 1t 1s more accurate to-
simply state that the tax laws wlll be amended to allow for
the develcpment of IDAs....)

. "Each IDA will relate to an anLXAQggH, net to a famlly
{though there are family-level limitations on who wlll
constatute *eligible partlc;pants"} o Lo

. There are -also several typoqraphlcal errors in the
‘ Leglslatlve Specifications.’
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e

Speclfically ragarding tha unsuhsldlzed IDA program

.. The 10 percent penalty only applles to the amount wlthdrawnr

that is lncludlble 1n 1ncome
Specifically reqardinq subsidizedﬁlDAs'

e Tt is confusing t& say that "funds" in.an IDA account will

be ‘axempt from taxation. Rather, earnihgs on funds in an ..

- IDA acceount will be exempt from taxation. Similarly, it

Uy

@oo3

should be clarified that if afSUbSideiS'ﬁistributed‘to"ﬁéymjw;
qualified expenses, it will-not be subject to tax. However,'

if a subsidy is used to pay nonqualified expenses, it will
be included in income and subject to a 10~ percent penalty
tax. : : : .
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- MEMORANDUM TO WEND{L; JS (fax 690-6562) -
From:  Elaine Kamarc : S o
Re: - Comments on Lefiftative Specifications for the

Child Support Enfbfcement Proposal of the

. Working Group on Welfare Reform, Fam11y
*  Support and Independence S

I have rewewed the 1eg1slatwe spec1ﬁcat10ns for the first .
portion of the welfare reform legislation. Itis a very strong plan.
. with many specific, tough actions to establish patermty and collec:t
child support. It even aci(nowledges the non-economic role of )
~ fathers in children's lives - something the Vice President plans to
talk about at his upcoming famﬂy conference I'have only a few '
: comments
1. Estabhsh Rewards in Every Case :
The one problem I see with this section is that itis somewhat
. ‘overly prescriptive in dictating to the states the administrative steps -
-they must take to establish paternity. Having estabhshed the proper-
‘incentive structures in the law our reforms need not and should not
attempt to mi¢ro manage how states achieve the goals they set with
HHS for increasing paternity establishmerit.’ I question the wisdom,
for example, of requiring the steps at the bottom of page 3 or the
" steps mentioned on page 8 subsection 2." These are all good ideas
and they probably would help increase paternity establishment but
to require these actions in legislation - perhaps at the expense of .
something we have not thought of which might be more effective - is
the sort of thmg which tends to be counter produchve over, the long
haul. . | _

2. Ensure Fair Award Levels

The portion of this section that is ‘most vulnerable to criticism
is the proposal to create a National Commission on Child Support
Guidelines to study the desirability of uniform nauonal child support
guidelines. This strikes me as somewhat bureaucratic and not hkely
to work but probably, in the end, harmless.

3. Col.lect Awards that are Owed - -

, My only problem with this séction is that no where in itis’
 mentioned the possibility that private vendors may be able to play a
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



- umovauon. I would hope that the mtent is not to preclude pnvate
sector involvement in this process especially since some privaté
collecton agencies in large states like Texas are having very positive
- results. Private sector involvement here - especially on a strict
performance basis - could go a long way towards blunting the .

criticism you are likely to get from those who will feel this systeni is

putting teo much of a burden on already overburdeqed state -
bureaucraaes ' . .



Provisions and Age De_ﬁnitions in Welfare Reform

Provision

Age :

" Comments -

Teen Pregnancy ‘Prevention

.and Mobilization Grants -

i O\ker age 9 and under age 20 .

Prevention Demonstrations

. — . - i |
| Over age 9 and under age 22

“Thils goes to under age 22

because-it is community,

Minor Mothers Provisions

.'Under age 18 L

not school-based.
Based on legal age

Case Management for All
- Custodial Teen Parents

Under a‘gé 20 -

-

. Teen Parent Education and-
{| Parenting Actmues State

-ft Option -

‘Pregnant and parenting teens’
‘underage 20-

| States would have the-

ophon to serve under age
2b S

JOBS and Time Li_mits
Phase In

Under age 24 would be in phase—m
| group. '

Stz_ues would have option
‘to define more broadly

Participation in JOBS

age 20 if hlgh school is not completcd

Mandatory for all custodial parents under

Exemption from Tune
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 Followmg Bmh
of Chlld

All cases under age 20 where high

| school is not complete, cases under age

20 where high school is complete and the
child was conceived while on assistance, -
and cases age 20 and over if child was.
conceived while on assistance

Pla,éement 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 concewed while not on assistance

Eamnings Disregard for
Elementary and ‘Secondary
School Students

Under age 19




EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT ' wﬁ " %Ok;(ig
| COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS ~ - '_ e CWMOJK
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500 ' ’

March 9, .1994

MEMORANDUM FOR BRUCE: REED
3 DERUTY ASSISTANT T0. THE PRESIDENT

FOR DOMESTIC POLICY '

MARY JC BANE

ASSTISTANT SECRETARY ADMINISTRATION FOR
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

DAVID ELLWOOD ASSISTANT- SECRETARY FOR PLANNING AND
EVALUATION 'EALTH-AND'HUMAN SERVICES | :

FROM: . JOE STIGLIT

~éUBJECT: ‘ "'.Comﬁents on Wei%éﬁ@ Reféim bepoSélf

, The. draft produced by the Welfare Reform Task Force exhibits
a level of creativity seldom seen in a group project. It 'is
certainly a valuable piece of work. The draft proposal, however,
" could be improved.  Toward'this end, I have a number .of comments
that the Working Group might want to address .in dlscu551ons of
the present draft and that, mlght be 1ncorporated in a future -
draft '

One. over- rldlng concern ‘is that any welfare reform:
legislation. enacted is reversible. Therefore, it is 1mportant
that the program ultimately put inte place be likely to
experience quick success. Otherwise, during the phase-in perlod
support for the reform.effort may dwindle and the legislation be
reversed ‘(or worse). Accordingly, the proposal shoulid concern
. itself with demonstrating success {e.g.; increased labor force
. participation or reduced case load) in the initial implementation

‘perlod : : . o ’

My.comments are presented in terms of s$ix major themes for
ease, of exposition However, these themes are clearly related te
"others, since it i1s seldom approprlate to v1ew any -one part of
welfare reform in 1solatlon .

_Theme 1: What is the Entltlemeﬂtﬁf

Should current. levels of payments be viewed as an
entitlement, the réeduction 6f which should only be undertaken
with the strongest of reasons, or shculd we ¥view the .whole
‘discussion.of Welfare Reform one in which the entire ‘nature’ and
structure of the entltlement is under rev:Lew"J

P The varied levels of support across dlfferent states~~wh1ch
we are allowing to per51stw~suggests .that we are not
committed to any particular level. of &.?safety net."
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o Does any 1nd1v1dual who has capablllty of worklng (at an
unskilled jeb) have an obligatiocn.to do so, if there is an
available job’J ' . _

The Worklng Group generally steered clear of the issue of
the nature of the "entitlement, " taking the State level of
beneflts as a given. Given the current political Constralnts,'I
concur with - that judgment, though I would like-to see & movement
towards establishing more national norms. Whether this should be
dorne, and if so, how it could be done most effectlvely, reguires
more discussion. - - - '

‘ At several points, an implicit argument for why‘certain
policies should be pursued seems to Have been that we cannot make
recipients on welfare worse off than they are now. But that.is.
precisely the.question at hand: do recipients have an : e
“ehtitlément"-to current levels of benef1ts7' . '

To lmplement any phased 1ncent1ves that would reduce
benefits as a recipient’'s time on the welfare rolls increases
’ (dlscussed below), we would have to address this issue.

Theme 2: The Role of Individual Incéﬂtives-

I wish to empha51ze the 1mportance of 1ncorporat1ng strong
.1ncent1ves within the program

0 Legal rights may limit the ébility to "force® indiyiduaIS“
off welfare on .a dlscretlonary ba51s

o Even with best of.lntentlons, States may flnd it dlfflcult
to change the direction of agencies administering programs.
We should be wary of having excessive confidence in existing
and proposed admlnlstratlve structures for accompllshlng our
objectlves - . ‘ .

- -In general, the Worklng Group belleved that individual
rec1p1ents needed ‘to have appropriate incentives. to enter the .
paid laber force as scon as p0551ble This requires that the
benefits an individual recelves while not working always are less
than the total amount of compensation plus benefits received
while working, and the difference must be large enough to
compensate for the effort of working.

Assessing these incentives requires integrating all
assistance programs, including food stamps and housing Under
gurrent - programs, in some states, the net return to worklng at a
full time ]Ob can be as low as a dollar or two an hour. The
consequence is that the incentive for work 13 less than might
otherwise seem to be the case.
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Though fﬁll integration would clearly be desirable, partial_
integration, with welfare payments adjusted to reflect other
;bEHEfltS could go a long way to addre551ng the basic incentive
J.SSU.eS .

We may want to con51der alternatlve ways to prov1d1ng the
requ151te incentives: R ‘ B R

{a) Some argue that it would be administratively simpler "to
reduce .some entitlement other than EITC for WORK
partLCLPants, ‘and to Keep the entitleménts: prov1ded
through the income tax system intact: ‘(since the tax .
system has less. direct contact with WORK partlc1pants
than the welfare system) :

. {b) Overall benefit levels bould be reduced the longer a
‘ recipient is ‘in the welfare program, encouraglng
.-1nd1v1duals Lo enter. the ‘paid labor force;

(é)'Flnally, for. those w1th the longest stays on the welfare
rolls, benefit levels to the parent could be effectively
reduced - through provision of more in-kind beneflts
targeted to chlldren :

. Even when rec1plents are requ1red ‘to accept any full time
private sector. job offered, there are instances where the
incentive to enter the paid labor force would be dulled by the

" operation of the draft propeosal. For example, under the draft
proposal, part-time work may stop the running of the 2-year time
clock on training and welfare benefits. .In this case, ‘a
recipient with -a part-time job may 1ndefln1tely receive benefits.
Alternatively, if part- time work does not change the possible set
of benefits available. in a positive manner, it may be rejected as’

- less .satisfactory than. 51mply making use of the training proposed
to be available. A compromise solution that retains the
appropriate incentives is to ratably slow down the 2-vear clock:
on benefits for those who engage in part~-time work. Under this
scheme, a persen who works 20 hours per week (half-time} would be.
able to receive benefits' for 4 years before moving to the WORK
program’ (note that such a long period cof part-time work is likely
to result in the recipient building up a sufficient work record
to . leave. welfare for pald employment)

The draft proposal implies that the 2-year time limit is a
lifetime limit. Accordingly, someone who received benefits at
age 25 would be ineligible. to receive training and other ncn-WORK
benefits at age 35.. A more appropriate policy might be to allow
 persons to "earn"” addltlonal welfare coverage by part101pat1ng in -
the paid labor force for a sufficiently long period. The exact
schedule would require some care to prevent recipients from
repeatedly cycling between welfare and. the paid labor force, but’
~the potentlal problems are not 1nsurmountable )
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Theme 3: The Role,of_institutionai Incentives

Providing appropriate incentives to individual recipients is
only part of the overall incentive issue. A similar concern
exists with the incentives provided to casé workers and to the
States to ensure that they act to move welfare re01p1ents 1nto
the pald labor force in a timely manner .

The draft proposal makeSMheavy demands on 1nd1v1dual case
workers to assess whether recipients are ready to enter the pald
labor force and in what capacity-. Research in the area of
organizations suggests that large changes in the incentive
gtructure for case workers may need to be a part of the changlng
culture in the welfare office. TIf the incentive structure is
ignored, .case workersswill likely revert to current.behavior
rather than wholeheartedly implement wel fare reform Flgurlng
‘out what those incentives mlght he and requlrlng States to
-lncorporate them in their own welfare programs should_ be an
integral part of- our proposal. _ o , LT

State incentives will also play a, major role in the success
of the welfare reform effort.  If States are able to obtain
Federal resources without fully implementing the welfare reform

- initiative, they may do so. Tying actual Federal payments. to
State success at placing welfare recipients in unsubsidized.jobs
should be seriously considered as part of the process of
reinventing the welfare office, Though there are some incentives
built in the current proposal I am concerned whether they are

,suff1c1ent : . . ' . .

Theme 4: The Effectiveness of Existing Programs

o The draft proposal generally assumes that the. training and
placement programs will be approx1mately as effective as fairly
" successful local programs. I am concerned that: these programs
may not be effectively deployed on a nationwilde ‘basis, notlng
that the predicted success rate for training and placement ‘in
prior programs often outstripped actual. performances. There do
‘net appear to be programmat1c‘"safety nets"-in place in case
Ithese new programs are less successful than prOJected '

Theme 5: Egquity between Recxplents-and the Worklng Poor

One of the basic tenets of- the welfare: Reform draft proposal
is that paid work is preferred to receipt of welfare benefits.
. This implies that ‘the working poor should not be flnan01ally
worse off than welfare reclpients.- Ensuring this is difficult,
" because the éxperiences of welfare recipients dlffer dramatically
- from each other and from those of the working poor. =~ Guaranteeing
this equity implies that: c¢hild care should be provided to the
working poor on terms similar to those for welfare recipients;
disability standards should be similar .for welfare. recipiénts and -



workers; deﬁérments from work reduiremen&s based on age should be
granted only for those of approximately retirement age; and the

guaranteed income for welfare recipients (especially those in the

WORK program) should exceed incomes for the working poor only
when there i1s a strong justification for the discrepancy.

Theme 6: LevellofoState-Diacration

While there are many vxrtues to grantlng States w1de -
latitude in redesigning their welfare programs, this .latitude
must be tempered with concern for overarching national-interests;
States should not be permitted to defer large porticns of their
case lcoad from work reguirements, if the national policy is to
favor pald labor force partlclpatlon (There are both basic
nolicy issues and budgetary issues invélved here.) B strategy of
granting States a fixed number of deferments (perhaps as a '
percentage of the case load) may prove to be effective in getting
States to use deferments only in appropriate circumstances, and
net. as.a tocl to manage the burden on local welfare offlces

A major’ problem is’ that we do not know what the approprlate
percentage of deferments should be. To many, deferment of 25
percent of the case load seems too high:  will. it really mean,
that we have ended welfare as we know it? Excessively high

- deferment rates: not only: presents a polltlcal problem, but dlso
an &économic prcblem. A key element in welfare reform 1is
providing apprepriate incentives. to recipients. If the reform
plan effectively provides for a "lottery"--the chance at
continuing welfare as we ‘used to know it--it may adversely affect
those incentives. Also, if States are held to a deferment limit
of 25 percent of caselcad there may be a tendency for States to
" push against that llmlt with .the attendant negative
consequences. : ‘ ‘

Curreﬁt caseloads may provide us. with poor guidance on what
the appropriate deferment percentage should be, especially 1f the
welfare reform plan succeeds in- radlcally changlng the current '
system. If the pr0posal is successtul in getting a large ,
percentage of recipients from welfare Lo the paid labor force
quickly, then the percentage of the remaining caseload that is
extremely difficult to- place in prlvate sector ]ObS may be high.

, I tentatlvely suggest the follow1ng approach combining
apprepriate incentives with flexible limitsg. First, the Federal
-match for welfare benefits would be tied to State performance in
moving people to payving Jjobs. This would limit 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, 1f the higher benefits result in longer stays on welfare)
and would help line up State incentives with the purpose of the .

"‘national welfare reform program. Comprehensive measures of
performance should . be designed to take account of local labor

¢
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‘market conditions and demographic factors: “Second,  séparate

limits would be provided for exemption from the general treatment

‘of recipients in each of the major categories (e.qg., recipients -

on WORK beyond 2 years, reciplients with children under 1 vear.
old). Third, the exemption limits would be related te local

~eceonomic conditions, demographic factors, and historical

performances. These limits would generally be set tlghgly, to
represent substantial improvements over current practice.. .

Waivers would be provided only under unusual circumstances, and
only with significantly increaséd state pércentage contributions.

- for the costs of the "excess". exemptlons“ﬂ_iThe -increased- State .
~financial burden is important, because; as we have-nsted, it is -

possible that State deferment policies have adverse effects on

- the base caseload, a burden which is shared nationally.) This

outlined approach may help allgn State behaVLOr w1th the natlonal“'
goals of welfare reform ‘ o A ) . -

-

b
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7 Mary Jo Bane CU : ' _an“_;

_'MEMORANDUM

Bruce Reed

Kathi Way CL | ___: ."3'\

Belle Sawhill- . . ... 0 [NPJ’ SPecs C)
'From; Wendell Prlmué% i <; (:D¢«hm:hfrfb/
o . ; N H_—._m_—_-j_/
Re: K Addltlonal comments on’ leglslatlve spec1f1cat10ns e

" Attached are additional comments-thdt-have come in since -last
Friday. Three sets. of comments are on JOBS/Time limits/WORK,
from June Gibbs Brown (HHS IG), from the Social Security Adminis-
tration, and 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-
tions and language. Phil Lee (Public Health Service) has given
comments on Prevention, Making Work Pay and Improving Government
Assistance. Finally, Joe Stiglitz (CEA) sent comments on various.
aspects of the proposal K R :

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 Chlldren S
Defense Fund ‘

At the end of the packet is the flrst set of comments that have .
-come through the offlc1a1 OMB clearance process.

cc: Emlly_qumberg .

-
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Iﬁﬁﬁ addltlonal comments that: ‘have come in s;nce-iast
géf‘e sets of comments are .on JOBS/Time. limits/WORK,

bs Brown (HHS IG), from the Social Security Adminis— .
from Mark Greenberg at CLASP. Tom Glynn (DOL)- sent
cO‘e ‘'child care specs. Bruce Vladeck (HCFA) has made '
e ‘child support enforcement legislative spec1flca-
coiage.f Phil Lee (Public Health Service) has given
vention, Making Work Pay and Improving Government. '

s

a% ally, Joe Stlglltz (CEA) sent comments on various-"
'Jroposal
Iy

| two' sets of comments that most of you probably ‘
;| 3"\to be thorough, I will include "them here again.
A L mments and & memorandum from the Children’s.

:‘ket is. the first set of comments that have _f" "
_clal OMB clearance process. : '



http:Admip.is

Page 2~ Mr. Wendell E. Primus

The OIG remains committed to helplng achieve the full _
expectations of welfare reform. 'In that regard; our Work
Plan for FY 1995 will focus ‘on areas of special interest
to the Department In addition t¢ our normal practice of
meeting with- Administration of Children .and Families-
program officials to 1dent1fy areas for review, we will
attempt to accommodate suggestlons for audlts and
‘evaluatlons. e e - ——

i
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| © DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES "~ Social Security Administration

Refer to: Baltimore MD 21235

MAY 26 1994

NOTE TO WENDELL_ PRIMUS

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Législatlve'SPQC1f1éations, JOBS,. Time —r
o B Limits and WORK Performance Standards.. (Your Memo, - - .. ..
JE 5/20/94)~—REPLY , L e e

We rev1ewed the leglslatlve spe01flcatlons for -the JOBS, tlme‘
limits  and WORK provisions. of the. welfare reform plan and have _
the following comments for your congideration, e '

; Sectlon 4(f)(4) of the specmflcatlons (page 6) would accord
certain AFDC applicants/recipients pre-JOBS ‘status if- they.had
C"an appllcatlon pending for thé SSI or SSDI program, if there is
‘a reasonable basis for the appllcatlon. "Such an-application’
"*“~_“would ‘be used as an alternate standard for 1ncapac1ty "

- We questlon whether the SSI/SSDI appllcatlon alone should be
_grounds enough for such a finding of "incapacity"? Also, how

would "a reasonable basis for the application" be determined e

before there was a formal SSA determination or adjudication of

. the title II and/or title XVI disability application? We believe
that the criteria-and procedures for finding statutory
-"incapacity" under this program- could be clarified, but we would
defer to the Administration for -Children and Famllles regardlng

. this essentlally AFDC 1ssue -

In addition, we suggest that section 34(a (pagé 33) be revised
- to add 83871, to the list of Federal and Federal/State programg that
would‘treat wages from WORK assignments as earned income.
' Thank you for_thé\oppbrtunity.to feview"thisfmateriélf o )
ggjjzard A Ells:.nger;’:Zf n ffm
Senlor Executlve OfflCer

' Attachments
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) States could prowde program services to mdwrduals in the pre-JOBS ‘phase, using JOBS
-~ funds; but would not be.required to do so. Likewise, States could provide child care or ‘other

_.suppomve services to-persons in pre-JOBS status but would.not be required to-do so—there

. _(e)

(O

‘Welfare Reform Specifications S T May20

P Speciﬁcation :

- Adult r recipients (see Teen ngen; below for treatment of minor custodial parents) who - were i

not able to work or participate in education or training activities (e.g., due to care of a

disabled child) could be asmgned to the pre-JOBS phase either prror to or after entry into the '

...............

| For example if an individual became serlously il after entenng the JOBS program he or she‘
- would then be placed in pre—J OBS status.. ‘ S o ‘ ,

The State agency would be requrred to make an lmtlal determmatlon wnh respect to pre-JOBS o

status prior to or as part of the development of the. employability plan, ‘since 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 request a fair hearing

, ~focusmg on whether the individual meets one of the pre-JOBS criteria (see below) The ume _
" frame for oompletlon of the employablllty plan (see above) ‘would be waived in such cases.

Persons in the pre—JOBS phase would be expected to-engage in-activities mtended to prepare .

- 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 disabled Chlld needed to enable the adult

to enter Lhe JOBS program andlor ﬁnd employment.

. Rec1p1ents not hkely to-ever partrcrpate in the JOBS program (e 2., those of advanced age)
“might not be expected to engage in pre-JOBS activities. - The employablhty 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., mothers of young children), pre-JOBS services could be provided, when -

h _appropriate, to address any outstandmg barriers to successful participation in ‘] OBS (e g,
Aarrangmg for child care). . '

would be no child care guarantee for individuals in pre-JOBS. Persons in pre-JOBS status
would not be subject to sanction for failure to participate in pre-JOBS activities. In other
words, in order to actually require an individual to parucrpate in an activity, a State would
have to’ classrfy the 1ndmdua1 as JOBS-mandatory 3

Persons in pre-JOBS would not be subject to the time l|m|t e.g., months in Wthh a rec1p1ent

o was_assrgned to__prefj__OBS would not eount_agamst the two- year limit on cash benefits.
-The crltena for pre- JOBS Status would be the fo]lowmg

_ (.‘1_) "A parent of a child under age one, prowded the ch:ld was not. concewed whlle o

the parent was on assistance, wouild be assigned to the pre-JOBS phase A
parent of a child conceived while on assistance would be placed in pre-JOBS

s
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for a meive-week penod following the blrth of the child (consistent with the
Family and Medical Leave Act).

(Under current law, parems of a child under age three, under age one at State option,
are exempted from JOBS participation, and no’ distinction is made between children

conceived while on'assistance and chiidren while not on assistance)

@

' ““_'-"prevent entry into employmenl or traanmg

o

@

A
BIGE

M

®)

(Same as current regulataons CFR 250 30))

Is il, when determmed by the-State .on-the basis of medlcal evidence or
‘another sound basis_that the iflness or injury-is serious enough to temporarlly

o Is mcapamtated when venﬁed by the State-that a physu:al or mental
* impairment, determined by a licensed physician, psychologlst or. mental health
~professional, prevents the individual from engagmg in employment or
tralmng,

Has aii appllcatlon pendmg for the SSI or SSDI program 1f there isa’ |

L reasonable basis for the application;
== (Under the proposed law, a pendmg SSI/SSDI appltcat;on would be used as ‘an
" alternate standard for mcapac:ty) :

. Is 60 years of age or older;

Needed in the home because another merﬁbei‘ of the household requires the

Third trimester of pregnancy; and
- (Under current law and regulations, pregnant women are exempted from JOBS
' pamcnpanon for both the seoond and t.hll'd trlmesters)

Living in a remote area, An lndwldual would be considered remote if a

- physician, psychologist or mental health professional, and no other approprlate :
member of the household is avallable to prowde the needed care; -

round trip of more than two hours by reasonably available public or private
transportation would be requ:red for a normal work or training day. If the

normal round-trip commuting time in the area is more than 2 hours, the

round-trip commuting time could not exceed genera] accepted standards for

'the area.-

B

~ Only one parent'ln an AFDC—UP family could_ be placed in pre-JOBS uader (1),

-Each State would be. pefmi'tted to place in pre"—J'OBS' for good cause as determined by the -

State, a number of persons up to a fixed percentage of the total number of persons in the--

-‘ phased in group (which would include adult recipients, minor custodial parents and persons in

the WORK program). These good cause assignments to pre-JOBS would be in addition to -

those meeting the pre-JOBS criteria defined in (f). Good cause could include substantial

S e, -

6

.....
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32.  Hours oF WoRrk
. SpeciﬁcetiOn

(@) States would have the ﬂexlblhty to determine the number of hours for each WORK

| . -assignment. . The number of hours fora WORK assignment could vary dependmg on the
pature of the.position. WORK. assignments. would have to be for at least an average of 15
hours per week dunng a month and for no-more than an average of 35 hours per week durmg e
a month, . e e e e :

e

,Each State would be required, to the extent possnhle to set the hours f0r WORK ass1gnments
- such that the average wages from-a WORK “assignment represented at least 75 percent of the ,
' typical AFDC benefit for a fam1ly of three in the State This would be 2 State plan
- reqmrement ' o T T

33 EARNINQS SUPPLEMENTATION ~

: .Sgeciﬁcetiena -
(@ - In insta.nces in which the family inootne net of work expenses, of an individual in a WORK
: assignment were not equal to the AFDC benefit for a family of that size, the individual and
his/her family would receive an earnings supplement sufficient to leave the family no worse
off than a. farmiy of the same su:e on assxstance (w1th no earned mcome) | ‘

() The earnings supp_lement would be in the form of either AFDC _or a new pl_'og'riu'n 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 of the supplement would not

be adjusted either up or down during the 6-month period due to changes in earned income or .
to non-permanent changes in-unearned i mcome provided the mdmdual remained in the
WORK assignment, : -

(I The work expense disregard for the purpose of calculating the earmngs supplement wonld be.

set at the same level as the standard $120 work expense disregard. States which.opted for ™

more generous earnings disregard policies would be permitted but not requtred to apply these .

pohcnes to WORK wages. . | . , , I o }

.

. 34.', TREATMENT OF WORK WAGES WTTH RESPECT 1O BENEF]TS AND TA}CES

e

&
gLf’“ M
(a) Wages from WORK assngnments would treated as earned i income With pect to Federal and 5C v
. Federal-State assmtance programs other than AFDC (e. & food stamps, MBdlcald pubhc and - -/ W
- -“‘Sect10n8h0usmg) T S T (ﬁf’y}
. (b) Participants in WORK assignmenw and their families \ifould be treeted as AFDC recipients - . g

with respect to Medicaid eligibility, i.e., they would be categorically eligible for Medicaid, . - . °

33 nr-"‘_'
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CENTER FOR LAW AND SOCIAL POLICY
- MEMORANDUM

“To: David Ellwood

From: Mark Greenberg - B T
Date: May 31, 1994 - ' ' o . R RN
Rer (.ornmmts on JOBS/Work Sper:lﬁcauons T Sy

e L —

Here are a set of comments on the JOBS/W()RK speclflcatmns Generally, in areas where :
it-is clear that policy has been extensively discussed and resolved (e.g., the two year lumt),‘ o
I am not listing concernis”for the record; rather, my f.ocus is primarily on issues where (I

‘ hope) comments can still bc useful at tlus pmnt ' :

o In most of the follomng, [ just make ubservanon.s rather than cxtended argument& I'd ber._- )

happy to provide a more detailed. dl.SCuSSl(ln wherever it Imghl be useful.

g ‘JOBS d.nd Time. lelIS

1. Effective Da;e and Dgﬁrutlon of Phased-ln Groug

Tf the structure provi des for an etfective date with opuon to peuuon for extenswn, lhere wﬂ]
likely be very few states petitioning for extensions, because that will look like a failure to

- do welfare reform. The consequence will surely be state mplementauon without a normal
plannmg permd :

One partial way of addressing this concern may be 'through addressing “statewideness.” It -
is not clear from the specifications whether a state is requircd to be statewide on its
~ effective date. Nar is there a definition of statewide. In'JOBS, states had two years to
- begin. mplememauon. and an additional two years before they were required to be
 “statewide. Some states that might want to begin implementation immediately. may find it .
_difficult to be'statewide immediately; allowing for immediate implementation with 4 time
© frame to reach statewideness would allow every state that wished to do so to begn
- immediately, whlre stlll allowing somewhat more time for gettmg the program fully in place

If you do generd.lly requlre melememanon within twelve months of the effectwe date you
- right also consider mcludmg a mandate that the Secretary issue proposed or 1nter1m fina]
ruies at Ieast ‘§iX momhs pnor o :mplememauum S
It appears lhe only discretion on phasc~m is whether to extend the datc fmm 1971 to an
earlier year: The phase-in requirements are likely to be controversial, pamcularly in light
- - of recent research ca.stmg doubt on the ablllry of pmwders to operate hsgh or in some cases .

- for alternatwe phzme In stmtegles ‘
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- 2. Program I'n'tak-g,
- Are there ai‘fy conse'tiucnccq attached 1o the Personal Responsibility Agreement or is it just
~ the new version of nghts and Rc\pon&blhues information prmrlded by states now?

| 3 Employablhtg le

- " What is- the relation betwccn a state’s general dunca 10 the phascd-m group -and the -
-~ . -subsequent reference 10 a 40% monthly participation rate for. this-group? Is the expcctauon o
e that 1009 will receive employdbmry plans within 90 days and begm receiving services, but
. .. -that due to normal caseload dynamics, full participation should only be expected to reach
. something like 40% a month? Or, is it envisioned that due to limited resources, sorme .
number of those in the phased in group would not'be receiving services each month? If so,
“what is the status for time-limit purposes of an individual who has an employabmty plan but - .

- 1§ ot recelvmg scmccq or of an mdmdual who does’ nut rccewe an employabxhty plan
mthm 90 dd}"S" B -

“Tf the state is not’cxpected to serve everyone initially, it may make sense to do a preliminary
employability plan at or near AFDCentry, and a "full” employability plan at the point where
the state is actually able to provide services. If that approach is taken, however, individuals -
should not be precluded needed services simply because of the'state’s delay in making

~services available. For example; whether full empmyabﬂny plinning begins in Month 1 or

- Month 7, the basic question should still be "what is an appropriate set of services that can
likely be complcted within 24 months?" In other. words, individuals who do not begin to
receive full services until later in their 24 months should not face restricted options simply
because of the delay in begmmng sefvices. And if this approach’is taken, an individual
beginning an emplayablhty plan in good faith needs to know at the.beginning that she will

* be permitted to complete it under ordinary circumstances, rdther than just knowmg that shc
wﬂl be able to request an extension.

’The dispute resolutmn process for dlspum\ about employabmty plans appears to gwc states
a choice between an internal review board, mediation, and/or fair hearing. However, only -
,Vphasedqn recipients requiredto part:cnpate in JOBS would be entitled to falr hearmgs 'I'hts
presents two concerns: : : X Coe

. AIIOwing for less formal, less ddversary mechanisms in addition to fair hearings is
a positive step, but ultimately, it is important that individuals still have access to a
proceeding with the due process protections of the fair hearing process, €.8., notice,
Oppormmty to be heard, opportunity to present witnesses and testimony, opportuni-
.ty to cross-exarine, decision by mearual persons baséd on the record.” There is no
indication that either the internal review board or mediation would offer any of
“these protectlons Fnr example, if mediation fails, does the agency just impose its

' preference Does an individual have no recourse but to fisk a sanction, m Drder to

" assert that an cmployablllty plan is wrong or unfair? - '

. .__2-_
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e _If only pha_é,ed-in relzcipieﬁts' rcquifcd to 'par'ticipatc' ‘would be entitled to fair

hearings, what happens to not phased-in recipients required to participate? And,

how does 2 JOBS-Prep parent, e.g,, a parent of an infant, have any recourse to
' demonstrate that her caseworker's denial of a request for child care assistance or
- ofa pmposed JOBS emplnyabﬂuy plan was arbitrary and caprlaous?

. The text also says that if there is an adverse ruling at a falr heanng concerning-an
_ermployability plan, the individual would not have the right to a second-fair hearing before.

.. Tmposition of a sanction. It is not clear wheiber the intenided policy is that a sanction would .
* automatically follow the fair hearing, or just that a sanction would follow if the individual ...

- continued ‘to réfuse to’ pd.rnmpate “Here, it is important to distinguish two scenarios.

Suppose Ms. Smith’s plan is disapproved, the agency wants her to do something else, and

she requests and loses a fair heanng At that point, she may or may not want to parumpate

-, “in accordance with the agency's plan.,_If she does not want to participatc, and a sanction i§ ..

-“jmposed, it makes sense 10 say she can’t challenge the appropnatcncsr. of the plan in
__another fair hearing, bécause-she just had a hearing on that issue. But 'if she does want to
-participate, she-ought to-be given that oppoftunity withont penalty now that she undersmnds

she must procced in accordance with the agency’s plan

Subsequent text is. not clear as to whether the new conciliation alternative just applies for
_disputes around the terms of employabﬂity plans, or whether it also applics to ail aspects
- of diSputes around JOBS participation. Hopefully, part of the cuiture of the new system is

'parucnpatwn rather than sanctions. .This goal is not furthered if conciliation’ becomes :

a strong emphasis on resolvmg disputes relating to participation in ways that maximize
collapsed mto a 1cn—day notice proccss :

. PreJ BS'

~ Tunderstand the ranonaie for stuftmg from ' cxcmption to “pre- JOBS" but thmk 1t will be
'-confusmg and perhaps ridiculed by some because it includes people are never going to bé
© . inJOBS.-It combmcs three different groups - those anticipated to participate-at a clear
‘point in time, i.e;, when a child turns 1; those who may or may not subsequently participate,

" c.g. people’ with iltnesses or disabilities; and those who will never participate, ¢.g., those of
l advanced age. (There also appears to be a fourth category, of those reassigned to pre-JOBS
. after bemg in the WORK Program - this group will apparently be both post- and pre-

"JOBS). Perhaps there’s a better term than exempt or deferred, but it doesn’t seem like a

good idea to describe as “pre-JOBS” people who are likely to never be 1n the’ JOBS
Program, or who have cumplclcd rcccmng JOBS scmces lung ago. -

‘ Simllar,ly, if someone ts--clearly'unable to work, lt"'may wel! make sense to take steps (o -

improve the family's health status or bousing situation, butit=is_bard_to_call that an .
employab:hty plan. Pcrhaps those in pre- IOBS shuuld have'pérsonal rcspomxbﬂuy plans) Pl

I'm unclea.r {and concerned) about the status of the ch]ld care guarantee for prc-JOBS

?3,?‘

!
¥
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people If Ms. Smuh has an mfant and’ need.s child care 10 go to school, what arc her

rights? The text says pre-JOBS people will be permitted to volunteer for JOBS, but does

- not say whether the state has any duty to accept their application 1o enter JOBS. If there

is no right to be in the program, il seems. cruczal to rctam the current- -law child care
gua.rantec for those in pre- -JOBS.

Cs-a1-94  2:47PM 0 . CLASP-  202.690.7083:ik 5 ..

What is the status of non- parents for. purposes. of JOBS/pre-JOBS? The. spcaﬁcanon.s e

indicate that non-parent caretaker relatives are not subject to theé time lumts but, what abeut '

| ehgxblhty for/requirements: for JOBS partmpatxon! ' ~ R

_For purposes of the 1 yedr/ 12 week distmcuon for children born a on dssmancc, how. w:ll the

~affected group 'be defined? Do you mean children born on assistance, or children cum,ewcd -
‘while on assistance, and will you draw family-cap-type distinctions about rape or other
special circumstances? [ know that you appreciate -how offensive this and the family cap
-~ concept will be to many people, and what the impact may be on child care costs, infant care ‘

~_..availability, etc. One p0551ble modification fiere might be to-provide that-individuals are not

requlred to paruapate in JOBS until the child turns 1 (though they would have a right to

receive sérvices if requested), but no additional clock time is provided (beyond twelve weeks

leave) for pa:cnts who conceive addlllﬂﬂdl children while on AFDC

'”Thc 10% cap on good cause ‘cases’ continues to b€ a troubling concept, bccause 11 seems

- impossible to assert a pricri that no more than 109 of a state’s caseload “should” have good
cause.- As a practical matter, a State may or may not have the need to put more than 10%

. in good cause status. 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 10% -

level will be an ordinary or extraordinary event, and states wishing t6 avoid fiscal penalties

. would rarely want 1o risk exceedmg the cap and hoping for approva.l from the Secretary

* 1 may not entirely undersmnd the relationship-between JOBS pre -JOBS, and good cause.

I assume. that an individual in JOBS could have good.cause for non-participation, which -
~would prevent a sanction, but which would not affect the time limit clock. Is that correct?

If 5o, then the issue bere is how many people can be dctennmed to be'in a good cause

status that does affect their clock, i.e., an individual could be denied good cause status for

. purposes of being in pre-JOBS, thcn bc placed in JOBS and 1mmedlately be dctcrmmed to
" have gond cause status, . . : Lo

One basic difﬁculry with a percentage approach is lha’f"slates hre likely to be iilcapablc of :
_"operationalizing it in a non-arbitrary way. I'm npt'sure.whethcr you envision an annual or
‘average monlhly figure, but assume that a state-has the ability to track this number and.

. discovers in December that it is averaging 15%. - What should the state do? Stop granting

new good causes? . Revise criteria prospectively or retroactively? Review and rec1a551fy :

_ c:ustmg cascs" 'I‘here are obvious problems vmh each alternauvc

[

f—r.iA
P

S Thc pmblem for af agency workcr i$ lhat he or she can apply 4 set of cntena, but cannot '

*4 ‘r'.
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. apply arconccp_t like 10%. Should eﬁch w'or_-ker have a goal that no more L_h,hn- 1'0% of their
caseload is in good cause status? Shouid workers seek to minimize good cause ﬁndings, on

the premise that other workers might not? Should the worker deny good cause status toMs.

Jones today because it was granted o Ms. '§m|th yesterday?

I understand the concern that with no cap on good cause cases, some states- m1ght be
‘tempted to use "good cause™.as an escape valve-1o avoid serving peoplc or moving them
-toward their limits, But this is an area where it may-be preferable to delay regulating until

“~i-there is ¢lear evidence of need to do so. In the initial years, it méy be sufficient fo require
~ state reporting on the number of cases falling into each cawgory, and make use of federal
reviews of those states with excepnonally high gond cause” numbers.” A high number may

_be reason for review, but not for d_s%ummg the state must be doing something wrong. If you
want something stronger, you might impose -a mandate that any state whose good cause
_numbers_exceed the national average by some amount {(or excéed a_nationally specified

R threqhold hy some amount) would be requued to rewcw and revise ltS g00d cause cnten:g -

& Deﬁnmon fthe -

 What does it mean to say the time limit would generaliy be Iinked to J OBS parncxpatmn"
Does this mean months in which an individual is "required to participate” or months in

- which an individual is actually participating-or something else? If you do not anticipate that

~everyorie will begin receiving JOBS seivices within ninety days of AFDC entry, there needs
to be some mechanism to prevent a clock from running during lengthy periods where no

services are being prowded If for instance, you adopt a distinction bétween prchmmary and .
full employability plans, you might develop a rule saying the clock runs f.rom the time of -

dcvclopmg a full cmployablhty plan.
.8, AFDQ UP Famlhcs dnd the Tlmc Limit '
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In ayoung AFDC-UP famlly, ane par ent may bhe abovc and thc other below age 18 Inthat = 7

instance, does the rule prov1dmg that the clock does not begm ru.nmng ulml agc 18 apply B .”"'.‘ ;

" _to'the parent undcr 187

-

- concept of prmcxpal wage earner” for. purpuscs of AFDC-UP eligibitity.--A 51mpler rule

‘ :mght prowde that UP fam:ly phase in is determmed by the age of the older parent.

" 10 J"OBS Servu.ea Aleldblc tu Parucmants

- th.t 15 the ]letlﬁCdll()n fur requiring all states to rnandate up-front _]Oh search from all -

| . individuals with nonnegligible work experience?. Part of the rationale for an education and

tralmng system is to provide opportunities for people with work hlstory t0 get education 1o

-get & better next job. Isn’t that the basic rationale of "work first¥; i.e., that education may
be more. leuablc aftcr an 1nd1v1dual has prior work expenence? Why then preclude states

.'~‘5 .
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from making initial ind_ividﬁalizcd determinations based on individual cii'cumstanCes?_ o

- If work, supblenicntaﬁon can be used for urifilled vacancies in the private sector, what i 7 .
privaté sector restrictions will apply‘? Will they be the same as those apphcable to the '
WORK Program? : .

. For alternative work expencncc programs, it ‘may be approprlate to mochfy the. restriction— -
to provide that the 90 day limitation applies to those which do not pay wages. mectmg the -~ .o

. standards gmcrmng wages- in- the WORK Program SR _ | B

11 Mlmmgrn Work Stdnddl‘d
1 apprccmtc that the minimum work standard issue has been extenswely dascussed and I
probably don’t_have any new points to add, but here may be one-more. It appears that ..
. there is no “"pre-JOBS® or "non-JOBS" status for individuals working above or below the
~ . minimum wark standard. It is not clear (see p. 51) how employed people count for purposes
- of a state’s-JOBS participation-rate. However, if there is something 1iké a 20 hour rule, one -
presumably would want 1o say that employed people working 20 hours count toward the -
participation rate. If so, one ‘generally would not expect (and perhaps would not want) |
states 1o be providing JOBS services to individuals working at a level that already counts
. toward the pammpahon rate. But if there are likely to be no JOBS services, then shouldn't -
the time not count against the clock? This-would seem to be an argument for an. across-the-‘ -
board definition of 20 hours as an scceptable minimum work standard '

There may be reason to also consider cxcludmg months where lhc AFDC grant is bclow
_some minimal level for purposes of the minimum work standard. For example, suppose in
a low-benefit state, an individual with a 15 hour a week job qualifies for a $30 AFDC grant.
If the month counts against the clock, working poor families may feel that the prudent
= 7 course is to decline AFDC when only qualifying for 2 minimal grant. - This will bath make.
*=~_them poorer and add to administrative complexity if they exit and reenter AFDC based on o
;gthese sorts .of considerations. Therefore, it may make sense to bmld m an hours and/or M
o miniffum grant standard. - - . . e . _ . -

-On the $100 a month exempnon from WORK, thcsc fam]hes ‘will fall into two catcgoncs -
- those who (as above) are working and qualify for only a small. AFDC grant, and thdse who
have other non-AFDC income (c.g., social security survivors benefits) and qualify for a small
-grant. ‘[o both cases they will al! (except in the lowest benefit stales) be families reccwmg
- only a modest part of their income from AFDC. This is generally not the group that raises . -
_public concerns about. dependency If it turns out that WORK siots are plentiful or the o
" nimbers of families reaching the two-year liniit are minimal, one might qomeday consider-
~ extending the WORK Program to them. However, at this stage of planning, it is hard to see .
-~ how they should be a priority group for WORK slots or c.hould count agamst a state's’
. denormnator for thc WORK Program. ‘ .
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12. jOBS Plarticipation"

 The status of self-initiated persons is unclear under thc spemﬁcauons ls' 12"(b‘)‘ isa
restatement of current law, or is intended 10 suggest that self-initiated persons would only .

qualify for child care if in the JOBS Program? The problem with such an approach is that -
- .until now - states have been free to deny individuals entry into the JOBS Program, though

_ states have had a duty to have criteria and procedures for considering child care requests”
" outside of JOBS, If it is intended that all ¢hild care approvals occur through the JOBS -
..structure, it prcsents a-serious difficulty unless you also impose a duty-on states to permit

JOBS pamcnpa'aon from all individuals whose self-lmUatcd pldIIS would be approvable if
Lhey were JOBS pammpams . ‘

Curtailment of the d:u]d care guarantee would pose a ma]or issue of great conccm to ch:ld ‘.

' care and iow income advocacy groups

© e s e

-The proposed treatment of the not- phascd in group raises a number of questions; WIU there -

- still be a distinction between exempt and non-exempt persons for this“group, or is-that
replaced with JOBS-mandatory and pre-JOBS? What about those whe dun’t fit into either
category? When the text speaks of "volunteers”, is that intended to refer to individuals

coming forward, or just to members of the pre-JOBS group? If a state opts to subject

. volunteers to the time Ilmit canan 1ndmdual who volunteers "un-voluntcer if mrcumstances
' change” | - |

In practice, thcrc is a great likelibood lhdt most states wuuld respond to this structure by
offering little beyond job search for those not in the phased -in group, which would represent

2/3 of AFDC familics. Ido not know what assumpnons you are bmldmg into the JOBS cap

determination about the likely level of service to this group; however, in a context of new -

demands for state resources, states will witimately focus on what they, are required to do.

One can envision a number of states seeking to deter volunteers by ¥ warmngs about the nme- ‘

hrmt and prowdmg only the most rmmmal scmccs to othcrq

N T assume that the decision to virtually elummtc the JOBS ngram for much of the caseload

- turns on the funding constraints and the need for saturation services for the phaszd in-group. -
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However, in many. respects, .this will push states to shift from a program: of proven - = -
effectiveness to a saturation, focus with a group for wmch thore 1s little ewdence of positive . .. .

. 1mpa.cts

o Assummg ‘your funding level is set, you still may wish to. consider whether a broader .

"maintenance of effort” rcqulrcmem ought to be imposed for the not~phased in group. For

- example; if you changeld the phase-in yeur from 1971 to 1972 or 1973, how much additional
_ . resources might be freed up to maintdin some sort of JOBS partlapatlon raté for the not-
- phascd in group? B . - '

j ,_Whatever its mems it seems very unhkely that the approach proposed in the speclflcauons- -

e

7
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will survive the legislative process, hecause it seems to create a duty to'serve all volunteers
~ from 2/3 of the caseload, so long as there is any unspent funding in the state’s JOBS
allotment, and because it creates -the theoretical posmbnhty that there would be no
"requirements whalsoever on 2/3 of the caseload.

13. IOBS Fggggmg |

ln the draftmg, it is 1mp0r[am to riot create a structire in whlch the phased in group

.-~ continues to expand each year forever, while Congress only-authorizes nceded funding for
a five year period. Otherwise, a structure would resuit in which requirements on states and
individuals would steadily- escalate whether or not Congress ever authorized -additional
funding. As written, the specifications indicate that the capped entitlement after FY 2000
" would be set by adjusting for caseload growth and mﬂamm, but apparcntly not for increases

: m the size of the phased-in group

I'n rcscrve comment on the prnpnsed match rate strucmre nnul more detail is’ avanlable

On enhdncmg thc match rate based on unemploymcnt 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, mcchamcally, how would it work - would

the state’s unemployment rate in Ycar X affect 1ts match for lhd.t year (retroactively?) or
for the subsequent year? - :

- 15. Transuont WORK/WORK

thn an mdmdual has complctcd her other JOBS activities, it makes sense to use the last

90 days for the pre-WORK job search period. However, if an individual is still in the midst

of JOBS participation, and. is near completing an activity, it will often not make sense to
force the individual to terminate or disrupt the activity. Hence, a mule might be that an

- individual seeking to complete JOBS participation within' the 24 months would be- allowed '

- to do s0, but would stxll be sub]cct 0 jobr search requlrernems befora bemg ehglblc for a
_WORK slot, | . R LT e

16, &tcnsmns L ST e

- that by grantmg an cxtcmmn tn Ms. Smith today, it would be more difficult to grant an-

"The concept of a 109% cap on extensioiis presents many-of the same:problems in the 10% :

cap on good cause cases. Entering into this process, we have no idea-how many people

might need an extension. - length of current JOBS pamc:panon may or may not be a goad

predictor. However, the issue here becames one of hiow states and workers can operation-

- alize the 109% standard, Would it mean, for instance, that individuals might be able to get

GED-completion approval early in the fiscal-year, but not later in the fiscal year? Would

it mean that once a state reached or approached its cap, all cases would be denied (except

state failure to deliver services) regardless of their merit? Would workers have to be fearful

8.
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cxtcnsmn to someone tomorrow who m:ght theoretmaily be more worthy"

 This structure would aiso create unreasonahly difficult dilemmas for pdmapants It would

mean that individuals would often begin a program with no idea. whether they would be
allowed ta finigh it. This would be a particularly hard pmblcm for those considering two-
year postsecondary programs, and those who return to AFDC aﬁer time away wmth on]y 4

LES

. _,hxmted numbcr of momhs left in a clock.” v — : T

Notc that for those begmnmg 2 year programs a large number w1|] likely. nccd at lcast a

brief extension. * f Ms. Smith enters AFDC in Aprif, and her program begins in September,

- she will not compléte it in 24 months. Should she apply. for her extension e#rly, or does she

have to wait until her 45 day review? If she has to wait; she is at a dmadvantage against.
those in_the same program whio catered. AFDC in February or March. 1 assume-no one
wants the specter of people nearing pfogram completions bclng forced out to begin WORK
partlmpatlon, but this structure seems to mv:te nt :

s also puzzh.ng why the extension for two or fum- yeif programs is - condmoned on”.

'simultaneous participation in work-study or part-time work. In some instances, that will bé
~ appropriate but not as a uniform and unvarying rules. In'the example above, where Ms.
~Smith needs a two or three month extension to complete a program, is there something .
B gamcd by saymg she must also take on a part—tlme job for the last few months? -Af very
muumum, Tequiring work i in connection with continuing cducauon should be a. state option.

Why do the specifications say that extensions could be granted "For some persons who are’

learning disabled, illiterate or who face language barriers or other subistantial obstacles to -
- employment.” Which persons in ihcsc-: gmups should not be chglblc for an cxtensmn 1f the

.extension 1s needed"

number of extensions, possibly with coding of the reason:for extension.' Then, provide that

_if a state exceeds some level - either some percentage above the national average, or some

flat level determined by HHS - the_state would be required to either demonstrate the..
circumstances justifying its extension numbérs;-or would be required 1o initiate a corrective

‘action plan to appropriately bring down .its: extension level. I suspect that the mere e
“knowledge that extension levels will be reported and announced will affect state behavior, =

and this approach avoids the multiple administrative problems roted above, whl.lc allumng
for the ﬂc:ublc evolution of the prugram over time: -

ngmlmstra;mn of JOBS(WOR K

"-_18 LLMA:mmmn

| -Why reqmre JOBS and WORK to be adnnmstered by the same state cntiry'? There are

‘h‘- 9 o

A w1th good cause” classﬂcanons I suggest that mstead of unposmg a penalty on states .
.. for exceeding 10%, you take a more flexible approach: require states to report on their

'HU

*?
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mauy reasons a state might choose 10 do 5o, but why x_'eq'ulre‘it'?
WORK' ‘H_ 1 -ﬂ'”

"21 Estabhshment of a WORK Prog[am

. WORK is requlred to be mandated in all areas of_the ‘;tatc ‘where. fe.asﬂ)le to do so by a-
specified date. What date? If the date is latér than two years after initial implementation,--:
then’some members of the phased-in group will presumably not have 2 WORK Program.
‘What is the relationship between existence of the WORK Program and-the time limit? Will
there be areas with JOBS but no WORK; 0r is it anticipated that individuals in a.reas :
without a2 WORK Program are also wnhoul a JOBS Program and are thcrcforc in prc~ o

, - JOBS status? | |
| 'Q‘EKQEEMQQ '- o  :“'",:fm  ".fa:-u:;i

Tt is- snll unclear how rnuch astate’s WORK fundmg wﬂl be or how 1t will be calculated o
-The formula will allocate funding based on the total number. rcqulred to participate in JOBS
and the average number in the WORK Program. However, in initial years, when there isn’t

" yet 2 WORK Program, will the allocation be based on the number regquired to participate

‘in JOBS? Two.states with similar-‘required to Earlu:;pate numbers could have very
different numbers reachmg the two yedr limit. - . : -

24. Limits on Em l

There do not seem 10 be many limits on Subsidics'to enﬁpldy'ers For example, it appéars |
- that a 100% wage subsxdy would be penmtted and 1t appears an employer wcmld be free

“and ceasing to retam peoPIe as soon as the subsndy elapsed
Oue issue is Lhe need to prevcnt fraud and abusc another i is thc nccd to-cnsure that the -
WORK Program doesn’t undcrcut ‘the JOBS Program. If the WORK Program isoffering -~ ..

. free workers with no strings attached, it may make it-more difficult to place JOBS = .
' participants in unsubsidized slots, or even in partially subsidized work supplementation/OIT _
~slots. To prevent this scenario, there is a need tc ensure that the terms under which... -

" workers-are offered in the WORK ngra.m are not. ubstanually different from theterms - ..
of offenng worke,rs in JOBS '

-'%U WORK Ehglbllmf Cntcna and Dhcatlon Pmcess

,Why is an apphcanon for WORK requsred" if- nccded mformatlon Tnust be attamcd e
“shouldn’t it be anaineéd’during the .transition. permd‘? If there must.be a separate -~
_ apphcatmn, there should be a provision explicitly stating that it must be pos:uhle to- makc '
-'apphcauon beforc the close of the two-year limit. -
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Is it envisioned that there will be a complete freeze in’assistance level for each six month
period in the WORK Program, or just conumnng WORK slot ehgxblhty for the six month
period? Fram the standpoint of aq«;urmg employers of some stability in a placement, the -
idea of six month asiured eligibility is a good idea, but there still needs to-be an ability to -
address substantia) changes in circumstances for purposes of any supplemental AFDC grant.
Subsequent text (p:33) indicates that there would be no adjustment due to changes in earned
income or non-permanent changés in vicarned income. However, can 2 WORK Program .~ _
employer change the hours of an assignment during the six month period? If 5o, there- -~ ~. - -
needs to be the ability to adjust the earnings supplement. And, what about changes '
cucumstances other than income, e. g a Chlld enters or leaves the home? '

Crlie . ' 1 o

| """After it ha.s been determmed that an mdmdual is no longer WORK{hglble it still may
make sense t0.allow a.30 day period before the WORK subsidy terminates. OLherwpse. _
,..employers WIU be told wuh httle or no- notlce that a workcr s Sub31dy ha.s cnded e e

PR, L -

- 3r3 M@B&MM Treatmem of WORK EEI T

BN

[ assume thLS has been extenswely discussed, but continue to beheve that those in the
WORK Program who are working like any other worker should be entitied to the same
treatment of earnings as any other worker, i.e,, qualification for the same earnings disregards .

" and the EIC. This is both an issue of equity and a concern that the WORK Program should .
play at least some roie m reducing the poverty of those who work

. As T've _pre\n.ously suggested, the need to ensure that WORK sllots are not perceived as
‘permanent can be addressed by ensuring that they have a fixed length, after which
- individuals must be engaged in substantial job search prior to-another slot. “There will also
_ be a natural incentive inherent in the fact that these are gencrally likely to be slots with no
. potential for advanicement. Moreover, if your goal is to have a non-trivial number of private
“-sector slots, thére is aninherent contradicuon between trying to convince employers to take
. ~onaslot by emphasizing the program’s and participant’s virties, while simultaneoisly tei].mg
. -the participants that.their goal should be to leave the slot at the first: ‘possible opportunity. -
- 'Many empmyers are not likely to want to engage in the pa.perwork and the commxtment of -
' 'takmg on a worker who may be gone the next day .

_Ifa dxstmcnon is to be drawn between WORK workers and ur.hers what is 1t? Statcs may, ... .
" for instance, be making extensive usage of placement effarts to attain private sector jobs for
individuals. ‘Wil the ‘distinction be whether the wage is fully subsidized by the WORK
‘Program? Countains at least $1 of subsidy by the WORK Program? If a state is operating
a work supplementation or OJT program, will the rule be that wage subsidies belore Month
24 qualify for the disregards and EIC, and subsidies after Month 24. do not? If a job
developer is-reaching out to-area employers, on behalf of participunits who fall in both- 7
.~-categories (hefore and after two years) will it he necessary 1o explain ta employers thatone - -
set of rules govern ‘the pre-two year, and-another set’ govern the post-two year peoplc .

. 11?_‘
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In short, be51des its troubling effects on equlty and poverty, drawing the proposcd
. distinctions wﬂl also comphcate program adrmmstratmn in disturbing ways.

' .35 upportlvc Services/Wor kg r_Suppor!

It appears that child care and- support semces for cducatwn for WORK pdmapams will be |
.a state option. - Again, this- appears to be a cutting back on the. scope of the child care

"f'”-37 Sancuons/PenaJnes e T

guarantee. Ifa proposed actmty rigets state criteria for approvil, the cluld care guarantee

~shouldattach, ..

- 'JOBS Sancnons The spemﬁcauons say in cffect that sfates would be ahlc 10 choosc between
following standards established by the Secretary, or not following standards establlshed by

o thc Secretary G1ven t]ns choice, therc is: httle doubt wbat ‘many states wﬂl choose In

- who asserts good cause is given some opportunity to demonstrate good cause before a

Furthcr as wordcd the spemﬂcaliéhs describe a state option where an individual in
apparent violation of program rules would be gwen ten days notice; npon contact from the .

remplent, the state would attempt to resolve the issue and would have-the option to not
impose the sanction. Two scenarios are possible here. for mdmduals responding to the
notice: the individual might contact the agency and assert good cause, or might acknowledge
lack of good cause but express interest in-assuming Or resuming. participatidn.- 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 facts are dlsputed" Or, what if the individual asserts her present
willingness to comply" Under this opuon, does a state. have .my rcsponslbxlmcs beyond
sendmg a notlce" : :

A

without a sanction. This is an nnpo rtant principle that should not be lost. States sometimes

assert that the conciliation process ; is complex, but nothing in federal law makes it complex.

| 202 630 7383:#13

e —

' Under current law, conmhanun is supposcd to prov:de an opportumty 10 resolve a dlspute'

Indeed, there are no standards in- current faw- for what must be contained in conciliation.
_ It is hard to Jmagmc more ﬂcxlbs,hty than that, but if there {s a need for "more flexibility”,- :
= then-it should be in a context Which al minjimum provides that after notice: a) an individudl’ * * © -

sanction is imposed; and b} an individuval asserting a desire ta participate is allowed a

':easonable opportumty 10 part1c1pate and avoid a sancuon B

The mcrea.sed penalty for refusing a _;ob offer wxr.hout good cause‘is both unjusttﬁed and’
potentially counter-productive. It is unjustified because (to my kmowledge) there is no

evidence at all that states have had a problem with individuals refusing to accept available
JObS - thcrc has been no showmg that current law penalties are inadequate. The mcreased

-1'2- '

1 £i
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penalty also may be counler~pr0ducﬂve because of its severity. Whenever-a penalty is
- extremely severe, there may he decreased willirigness of wotkers to apply it. Workers may
be. qmte hesitant to apply one of this magmtude T : :

" Ineligibility for a WORK assignmem In (f) not' all of the listed offenses necessarily involve
‘miscondict. For example, dismissal from a WORK assignment without. good cause may or
mzy not invelve misconduct -- an individual unable to micet performancc standards may be-
dlslmsscd for canse mthout ha\nng cngagcd m rrusconduct e

e |

Thc WORK pe.nalncs are far more. scvcrc than currcnt law and substanually more severe- |

this magmtudc are needed to raise compliance levels, or that any posmblc increase in
comphance level would justify the greatly increased risk of harm to families.  The discussion

.. - of sanctions is always impaired by the failure of the federal government to. collect any
reliable information on this topic. However, the current state~of random assignment
research presents no reason to believe that higher sanction rates or higher sanction penalties

_ will improve program perfnrmance Accnrdmgly, the propaséd approach seems to reflect

- awillingness to impose greater penalties with consequent adverse effects on children simply
to look tough. , . ,

'P‘erformance‘ Measures Proposal .. . -

© 2. Developing an Outcome-Based Petformance Measurement System

It is not.yet clear whether the percentage of the caseload who reaches the 2 year time limit
. will.be a useful measure of between-state differences. Apart from differénces in caseload
~ characteristics and state and local econormies, it is also possible that states paying higher
. benefits or states with greater commitments 10 access to- education may have. higher -
percentages reachmg the two year limit. While measurerient may generate mformat:on of

" than those recommended by APWA, Again, 1 am aware of no evidence. that penalties-of *- B

interest, it is"premature 10, know whether thls Wlﬂ or can be a useful mcasurc of perfur- L

- mance. : ST : IR S “

s

.' 4 nggg Dghvg[g §;gn@ard
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: A cnmmcnt prcblcm in- JOBS 1§ that dam reporung requlrcmcnts havc been, Impmed umh‘
littlé"or"no advance lead time. If you expect states to.begin rcportmg within 6 months of "
the effective date of the JOBS/WORK provisions, it is niecessary ta provide rcd.sonable pnor
notice to states abuut what datd must-be collccted and. in what form, -

- AS prewousiy suggested I think itisa. mlstake 10 have no pcrfomance standards governing
the non- phased in group, which for a penod of umc will snl] be most AFDC cases..

' 'I'hroughout this' section, pcnalncs are imposed on states in the form of reduced FEP for '
AFDC benefits, [ strongly disagree with thm,appmach - As you appreciate, the state trend. -

. '13_
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in rcccnt years has mvolved a steady loss i -the real value.of AFDC benei" its, wnh a number
of states actally cutting benefits, and with HHS refusing to enforce the statutory May 1988
maintenance of effort provision. There is no reason to believe that the climate in terms of

- support for AFDC benefits will be impraving in the foreseeable future. Under these - |

circumstances, imposing penaltles that will be felt in the AFDC benefits account simply

- exacerbates the problem, and mcreascs ihe hkehhood that somc states will cut or fail to,

increase bcneﬁts " R - L R L

. ,,pcnaitws a;c rideded - states react to the symbollsm of ﬁscal sanctions, and & small Penalty
with a great deal of pubhcuy abaut the state’s fdllure to mcct fcderal standards could havc _

2 subsmnual bchavwral unpact L

. Rate of Coverage' While the concept.of 2 coverage rate is- clear the detmls of huw_lt wnuld e
~ be. implemented dre: not.  In pdrtlcular the. 1mplementauon issues. when - apphed to.a.

" research sample in"a- -random ass:gnmem study may be quite “different-than the issues thit ™
‘arise in applying the idea to an ongoing AFDC caseload. For-example, would the coverage

rate be based on the entire population, or just a sample? Jf a sample, would the state draw

a new sample each month, and track’ that sample for a six month panod" Would ‘the -

. definition of “participated” be the same as for the monthly participation rate?- Is the

requirement just that one of the four results - partlmpated was employed, left AFDC, or-
“was sanctioned - have happened at some poiit in six-months, or will there be some intensity -

or frequency measurement? In-light of the complexity of the rate of covérage measurement,

is it clear that adding a rate of covérage standard accomplishes much bcyond what one

measures from the JOBS and WORK: partlupauon rates?

"I a covcragc rate, is to be uscd, the role of sanctloned“ nccds to be rccon51dered As.

' currcntly formulate,d Sancuoumg a person counts for as much as generatmg partlmpanou

......

~ the state meet its coveragc ratc while finding good cause huru the state’s. effort. Under

" current JOBS rules, both sanctioned persons and "gaod cause persons are removed from
the denominator when calculat:ng a pammpanon rate. "1 suggest that either both be:
remioved, or both be. oountcd in the numerator-~ in any ¢ ¢ase, the critical pomt is that they

* be treated the samc way, and that there not be a federat incentive to unpose sanctions
whenever an mdmdua.l has a difficulty in parhc1patmg - : :

Monthly JOBS Participation Rite: You may not want 10 fully detail the participation rate
calculation in the statute - some issues may be better addressed in regulations over time.
For example, current regulations count individuals who enter employment in the month of
and after employment entry -- if employment results in loss of AFDC, should the subsequent

"month or months be counted? Do you want o exclude sanctions/good causes from the

denominator, as under current law? -Should pre-JOBS voluntccrs recewmg services bc
counted in the numerator d.[ld/()l‘ denominator? . :

'1-14.
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WORK Program Panic:patmn Rates: In Case 1, it is not clear whether Thdividuals in . .f -g' ~
unsubsidized employment count in the numerator and denominator. [ recommend that they e

be included in both; otherwise, states would risk a situation where success in‘placing people '/ fi e
in unsubsidized Johs could result in having a harder time meeting the partmpanon rate. As E\\ "T £
suggested above, | also recommend that those in the sanctioning process and those with ¥
good cause be treated consistently -- either they should both be included in the denominator /
or excluded from the danummamr but should not be i in the numeratur : o ’,
-t is hard to know what Case 2 would involve without knowing thc slzc of the WORK "
allocation or the estimated cost per WORK ﬁlﬂl '

o

.)i' N

P

For both Case 1 and Case 2, one quesuon concerns whether an mdmdual placed in o
unsubsidized employment through the operation of a2 WORK contractor counts asa WORK 2 1, K
'slot. I would recommend that such an individual should count. The participation / & A
calculation should be structured to ensure that a state is not disadvantaged when an -‘__L?_,
individual enters or the state piaccs an mdmduai in an unsubsnchzed job. LT

e

Cap on pre-JOBS and JOBS extensions: Ive dlready exprcssed my dlsagrecment with the
-10% cap concept. Here, it is worth noting that this stracture 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 rates. It would also punish the state 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 things a state could do.

| Teghnical Assiﬁance, Rcseg{‘ ch, and Evglﬁation o

[ will reserve commenting on the specific dcmonstratlon proposals ¢ at thiis time, but think the
notion of a ﬁet-:mde for technical assistance and research is a good and much necded wlea.

Q@_CMLQ_

I hope these comments are helpfui Plcase let mc know 1f [can folluw up in any way.

B}
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
* DEPUTY SECRETARY OF LABOR

WASHINGTON, D.C.
CL 20210

MAT 2 7 1994

.Dr. Mary Jo Bane SR -t

Assistant Secretary :
Administration of Chlldren and,
- Families

ACF-~Aerospace Bu1ld1ng

Suite 600

370 L'Enfant Promenade
Washlngton, D.C. 20447 .

Dear Mary Jo:

I understand that there is st111 an opportunlty for DOL to

make ‘some comments on the Child Care Specs of the Welfare Reform
. Proposal. .While we remain concerned about the adequacy of the
overall budget for child. care, we appreciate what you have
accomplished with limited resources to make guality Chlld care
available to AFDC families during and after transition. There
are a few areas in which we would like to see some: addltlonal

' language in the specs. :

1.

STATE MATCH' We would like- to see a dlfferent formula for
the state match for the AT. RISK (Wworking. 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 Ancentlve'for

states to spend money on working poor child care and some of

.the precious dollars allocated for the working poor may not
‘be used because states will claim they can not afford the

match requlred by the other programs

PTRAINING:_.Under,S(a) of the specs,fwe wodldﬁlike to seeé

some specific language about the-kinds of training for c¢hild

' care providers that will be set -up under welfare reform. In
.addressing supply issues; we need to specify how the '

training infrastructure will be developed. We recommend-
that there be dedicated funds to states to set up child care
training programs run by joint’ councils involving JOBS,

JTPA, BAT and others. An apprenticeship model: comblnlng

classroom learnlng, on the job training and mentorlng by
experienced providers would be an important step in building
new dpportunities for early childhood workers. .,



~ 'As you are well aware, the 10% guality set aside in the AT

" RISK Program has diminished 51qn1flcantly because of the
‘overall cuts in the child care budget. .We believe that:
spec1f1c language and dedicated funds for training will
~increase the chance that supply 1ssues can be adequately met
under welfare reform. : .

3. . CONTINUITY OF CARE anhd 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 empléyment
opportunities. Children fregquently 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 relatlon—r
: shlps with providers cut short unnecessarlly.- ‘ - '

' Flnally, one questlon we are unclear on: Will ch1Id care be
guaranteed to women in JOBS and in the WORK program whe are not
in the mandated group (1 e. who are 26 years and older)°

Thank you very much for con51der1ng our. comments and
questlons.

-Sincere

‘cer Dav1d Ellwood Asslstant Secretary for EValuatlon and’

IPlannlnq, HHS

- Wendell Prlmus Deputy A551stant Secretary for Evaluatlon.
and Plannlng, HHS - : . .
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To

/ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

Heahh Care
Financing Administration .

o o _ Memorandum
LMAY 27 1994 | | |
Bruce.C. Vlad :
Administrator .
Welfare Reform Legislatioh'-%_phild Support Enfoicemént

Wendell Primus, ASPE T

We have reviewed your draft legislative amendments on child
support enforcement and found a number of issues to be

- controversial. I believe a meeting between our staffs is

necessary to address the follow1ng concerns:

o .

The blll appears to requlre State Medicaid agency
procedures to be "to the satisfaction" of the..State Child

- Support Enforcement (title IV~D) agency. The goal of

this prov151on appears to be to improve the Medicaid
agency's role in enforCLng medical support from absent
parents. oo N

We believe that State Medicaid ‘directors will find this
provision as drafted problematic in that it glves control
over a part of the Medicaid program to another: part of
the State government. WwWe suggest the provision's

‘language be changed to require that Medicaid medlcai

support procedures be constructed in consultatlon with
the title IV-D agency. - . ,

As written, the blll appears to require parents to

" furnish IV-D. information to the State IV-D agendy as a

condition of Medicaid eligibility. Under such a
provision,. pregnant women could:be denied Medicaid.
coverage for failure to cooperate in identifidation of
the father of a child who .is receiving Medicaid. The
principal effect of such denial would be a mainly
negative one on birth ocutcomes to-.low-income women. This
would be contrary to thlS Admlnlstratlon s prlorltles

 We note that under a prov151on in current Jlaw, enacted in
. OBRA 1986, pregnant women with incomes below poverty are
exempted from the- usual requirement to' cooperate in

establishing the paternlty of their children. Congress
included this exemption in response to concerns that -
pregnant women would avoid seeking. timely medical
assistance if confronted with a demand.that they 1dent1fy
the fathers of their ‘children. Thus, Medicaid is

~ protected when a pregnant woman is denled AFDC benefits

due to failure to cooperate. Eliminating this exemption
would cause more harm to children than to their mothers.
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O

-posslble, HCFA prefers to av01d imposing suah
‘requirements. :

The bill removes the title XIX-specific exception that
now allows mothers to keep Medicaid when they have "good
cause" not to comply with the general requirement that
they assist in.identifying the father. Under the bill,
title XIX would look- to titleiIVfD, which would. have a
tighter gooéd cause'exceptlon . This tightening of the
exemptive language is likely to raise concerns that the

ﬂhealth of mothers and children will be.compromised merely_

to increase Chlld support collections.

The bill would requlre States to have laws requ1r1ng

hospitals, as a condition of participation in Medicaid,
to implement paternal identification procedures. This.
represents an 1mp051t10n on hospltals Wthh ‘has nothing
to do with the provision of medical care.’ Whenever i

-

'We note the bill -would create a natlonal data matching
"service. PropOSLng such a system could exacerbate '

concerns over privacy and "big. government“ data systems
that we are attempting to put to rest in connecticn with
the Health Security Act. The data system, which is

dependent’ on use of the_SQcial Security number .for all _
participants, Ccreates new reporting burdens for employers

and hospltals in ‘a manner which appears to run contrary
to the promises made within HSA regardlng admlnlstratlve
51mp11f1cat10n.

. Please contact Tom Gustafson (690*5960) to arrange for a

follow-up discussion on these issues.
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C, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH &'HUMA‘N_SER‘V!CES ' S " Public Health Service

Oftice ot the Assistant Secretary
« " for Health -
Washington DC 20201 .

MY 2T et

TO: ' Wendell Primus
FRdﬁE:'-‘ Assistant‘Seéretary for'Health : )

- SUBJECT: Welfare Reform - Leglslatlve Sp201flcatlons

_7694) to arrange follow-up dlscu5510ns w1th my - staff on these
"issues. :

'As requested, we have reVLewed the document on the leglslatlve |

spec1f1cat10ns for preventing teen pregnancy, maklng work pay,
and improving government 3351stance. Several issues arise as
concerns- : “

o The grants program for teen pregnancy prevention-are

duplicative of the Health ‘Security Act’s school-based 1 f?
health services and comprehensive health education . P
initiative. Rather than create 'a grant program that ‘] T
categorically focuses on teen pregnancy, the grant -
program should'complement Title III provisions. : %

o In several locations (e.g., p. 10 p.12) there are
‘different age definitions for minors who are parents. In
some cases this document refers to those under agé 19,
under age 20, and age 21 or less. The 1ncon51$tenc1es i
defining who 1s not an "adult" are problematlc.

0 .- On page 22, the document refers to excludxng parents and
siblings for the purposes of calculating AFDC. payments to
families (who are referred to as "“units" or "filing
units"}. The symbolism of government spllttlng up
families or recogn121ng some family members but not
others runs counter to the notion of strengthenlng _
famllles. . : ) ‘ 7 -

!

Please contact Drs. Robert Valdez (690- 1281) or Jo Boufford (690~

Philip d&/ﬁ%é;u.b. '

-t

cc: ’R..valdez | _’ 5\7f \*jgmégl\ . 5: angwg Wi

J, Boufford .
W. Corr :
J. Elders | o W ﬁ,.j( X’\)gb“ Yo AAGWES

M '. Qm évwaL\ Wc-; “\“A Wé”w

RO _ ul;"- WLth (D(/V\-T
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT '
. COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS s ILQ%H4v~
- WASHINGTON, D.C..20500 ' ' . _1{_0 Lluw‘ &

MEMBER

' May 31, 1994

MEMORANDUH FOR- MARY JO BANE
DAVID ELLWQOD
BRUCE REED

FROM: 7 JOE STIGLITZ/

SUBJECT: WELFARE REFRM PROPOSAL

The draft legislative specifications show that tremendous
strides have been made toward meeting the President’s goals for
reforming welfare. However, to meet more fully-the goals of: (1)
Making Work Pay; (2) Time-limiting Welfare; and (3) Ending
Welfare as We Know It, I offer several suggesticns. These
suggestions reflect my concern with both the. substance of the
proposal and also with the politics of how it wlll'be perceived
(and how perceptlons may be exploited by opponents).- I believe
that these suggestions would strengthen the overall pr0posa1
increase the probabillty that its significant features would be ,
‘enacted into law,; improve the likelihood that the program will be
perceived as working, and therefore make it more likely that the
plan will survive inte the future, if. they were adopted.

These suggestlons are grouped into three categories that
reflect the goal most associated with the suggestion (though
there is some overlap). If you have any. questlons abcut these
sugqestlons, please call me: at 395-5036.

Making Work Pay - ___,_ﬂ . o .

Supplements and Work Requlrements in the WORK Program -~ The :
proposal would alleow-states to supplement wages paid to people in |
the WORK program as long as participants are working at least 20
hours a week. Only by working full time can most single mothers

- hope tc raise their families out of poverty. In order to ensure
that there are.adequate incentives for full-time work, AFDC
recipients should be reguired to work a sufficient: number of

"hours to earn their entire AFDC check. States with 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 in the WORK program.) .
It has been argued that this will lead to.inéquitable treatment
of participants in different states since some will have to work
more to- get their benefits: In fact, the inequality is already
present in the system Which allews states to pay different
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benefits. We can not do anything.about the inequality, but we
can make sure that that 1nequality does. not undermine our efforts o
to make work pay. : .

Advance Paymant of tha BITC =~ The proposal allows States to
prOVlde .advance payments of up to 75 percent of the EITC the -
taxpaver will-be able to claim. It would be more desirable to
_conform the treatment of this provision to the current..law
requirements that apply to all employers (i.e., limit advance
payments to 60 percent of the maximum EITC available to one~chilad
families). Congress enacted this rule in 1993 as a reasonable
.compromise. between prov;ding a work ‘incentive and promotlng '

- compliance.. Nothing has changed tc upset this compromise.
Moreover, a single rule for all advance payment providers would
"allow us to determine if there are differences in . compliance for
taxpayers using dlfferent advance payment mechanisms. In-
addition, conformlnq the rules for payment between all types of

' advance payment providers would reduce fluctuations that may
occur when workers move between States or change employers.
Finally, if we begin to make changes to EITC rules, we invite _
others -to start maklng changes which is somethlng we probably do
nct want to do.. ‘ _ o

Time- Limitinq Welfara .‘

Part-Time Work -- Slnce full~t1me work is the only way that most
single mothers can raise their families out of poverty full-tinme

. work should ‘be encouraged. Thus part-time work should only slow

... =~ rather than stop ~~ the two-year time clock for pecple in the
JOBS program with children over 5 (or over 1 if child care lS
available). One approach (that would be easy to administer).
would proportionately slow the time-limit clock for every hour
worked during a reporting period (e. q., on a monthly basis). For
1nstance, the speed at which a person‘s time~limit clock would
run could slow by 3 percent for every hour per week worked up to"
a maximum of 100% (i.e. 34 hours of work or more is considered
“full-time). Thus, someone working 20 hours a week would be able .
to collect AFDC beneflts for up to 5‘years before they would have -
to enter tHe WORK program. This suggestion effectively places a
time limit on the JOBS phase of the welfare reform proposal for
those who workK part-tinme.

Mantal Illness and hasiqnmént-to Pre~-JOB8 -~ The determination-‘
of the effects of a person’s mental state on their ability to
work can be highly subjective, as demonstrated by Califernia‘s
experience with covering work-stress related illness under its
workers compensation laws. By shopping around, individuals often
can find some mental health professional teo certlfy them as
unable to work.  Under the welfare reform proposal, the two-year .
time limit does..not’ apply té those in pre-JOBS, providing an
incentive, for people to be classified as pre-JOBS candidates.

The proposal already allows. those who are applylnq for Social
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‘Security Disability (SSDI) payments to be assigned to pre-JOBS.

$ince SSDI covers mental conditions, this provision sheould be
adequate. If not, each AFDC office should be required to specify
a small nunber of psychologists to evaluate the mental health

‘status of people attenpting to be placed in pre-JOBS due to

mental illness. This suggestion would avoid the potential

problem of part1c1pants shopping arcund for a . sympathetic mental

health prof9551onal in order to- be de51gnated as ellglble for the .

pre~JOBS program.

: Discioaurafaf.Reasoné.farfPré-JoBs'nssignnent -~ It is not

possible to tell from the: legislative specifications what

“information would be publicly available on the number of people

o

'classified as pre-JOBS for different reascns. Subject to privacy

‘considerations, it would be best if the count of people assigned

-not made a good faith effort to find a job should be added to th'
legislative specifications. .

to pre-~JOBS for each reason was made publicly available £3r each
state and. county. This would serve as a check on abuse of the
program te avoid the application.of real time limits.

substance Abuse and Time Limits -~ In the absence of incentive

effects ve 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 provides -

extremely perverse incentives to stop the time-linit clock for
people with substance abuse problems by placing them in pre-JOBS.

Since pre-JOB5S will likely be perceived as preferable to entering.

JOBS and then WORK, we canncot allow people to choose pre~JOBS by
making inherently unverifiable claims to having a substance abuse
problem. The time clock must continue to run for people who are
receiving treatment for thelr substance abuse problems. o :

Parmarent Accass teo WORK Slats - Except fcr those who have

significant problems that will qualify them for pre-JOBS and

those who live in economically depressed areas, anyone can find a
job in 4 years. There it near complete consensus among -
economists on this point. Therefore, the WORK program: should be
time limited too. The DPC proposal (copy attached) for assessirg
those completing two years of WORK and removing those who have

.. Ending ﬁelfare as Wa Know‘It{ - e e

'Outcome Standards -~ OutSLde observers will evaluate the )
~effectiveness of our welfare reform on the bkasis of outcomes such

as cost saving, job placements, and case lead reductlon. To

" ensure that we get the desired outconas, outcome standards must ,
"have teeth. The draft specifications require the Secretary to

establish outcome standards, but do not specify that monetary
penalties should be asse*sed for failure to meet the standards.
A requirement that such penalties ke specified (and perhaps

-monetary rewards for smqnlflcantly exceedlng the. cutcome



MaY-31-1934 18:@5 - CEA - . 292 3356958 P.094-906

i . | 4 v
‘stendards)fshould be'part cf théhleqislation,_

state Incentives -~ In general I am concerned about the extent
of incentives for state performance in the welfare reform. Many
" states have not been, effective in lmplementlng past prograns such
. as- JOBS and child support enforcement. Stronger incentives might
make a difference in .this reform, For example, it is our
understanding that the net cost to the median state of creating..
"jeobs in"the WORK program could be larger than the sanction for
not creating those jobs.‘ I am also concerned wlth the .lack of
‘adequate lncentlves in the child ‘support enforcement regulat;ons.

Up~front Job 8Search =~- Inten51ve job search assistance has proven |

"to be cost-effective in getting people to work .in a shorter time
period. The current legislative specifications call for states
to require job search, but do not specify that intensive job -
‘search assistance be provided. .States should be required to
provide a substantial amocunt of standardized job search
assistance to those who are required to take part in job search
activities, and job search should be required of all new AFDC
recipients as soon as possible. Of course, there would be..
administrative difficulties in requiring states to lmmediately
provide job search assistance for all ‘new AFDC recipients. )
However, the proposed phase-ln for gettirnig new AFDC recipients
into a job search program is too slow. The phase-in of mandatory
job search should be accelerated by moving back the age at which

people would be required to participate in. upmfront job search by

two years for every calendar year that passes. Thus, in the
first year of the reform program, all recipients born after 19872
would be required to participate in Jjocb search activities. 1In

- the second year, all recipients born after 1870 would be requlred
to participate in these actlv1t1es, and so on,

Eatablish WORK ih a separate aqency -- It is 1mportant to support
a large scale demonstration of the effects of administering the:
WORK program separately from the State AFDC office. This
separation might help change the. culture of the WORK program and
orient it more towar¢ re-employment. .Accordingly the welfare
reform proposal should encourage at least two states to attempt
"to establish a separgte office to administer the WORK program.

‘“Techhical Agsiastance, Evaluation and Demonstrations -« The
proposal sets aside Z percent of JOBS 'and WORK funds 'for
technical assistance, evaluation, and demonstration programs.
- Evaluation of the effectiveness of different aspects of the .

progran will be crucial to refining exlstlng programs and future .

reform efforts. Accordingly, 1 percent of JOBS and WORK funds
should be set aside for evaluation (including the evaluation of
demonstration programs) and 1 percent should be set aside for
technical assistance, demonstration-programs, and special
administrative costs. Since total expenditures start off
relatively small, and evaluation. and technical assistance might

L
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be more valuable in the early staqes of the reform program, it
might be desirable to. have a larger initial set-aside (perhaps 2

_percent each), with - the percentage declining over tlme as total

'expendltures increase.

Canorminq Rulas in Trausfer Programs -« The proposals for
conforming various.transfer programs. are minimal. - It would be
more desirable policy-to attempt a more complete 1ntegratlon of

‘the programs in order to rationalize preogram eligibility and

benefits and to simplify administration. Also, almost all the
conforming changes contained in the proposal adopt the more

generous of the Food Stamps and the AFDC rules for use in. both
programs. Greater efforts should be made toward more complete
integration, Failing that, if the rule adopted were not always
the looser rule, the . overall reform proposal might be made less

.expensxve.,

Individualbnavalopment‘Accounts {IDAs) —— There‘is little
justification for tax-favored IDA. For example, in 19%4, a
family of 3 (a head of Household plus 2 children) has a tax
threshold (faces a zero marglnal rate) with wage income of nearly -
$13,000, with a higher figure for a two- parent ‘household. (This

"does not include the effects of the earned income tax credit. Y _
.1t is hard to conceive of a case where a person will receive ..

welfare and also have wage income that will cause a positive
income tax liability. .Therefore, 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 IDA would provide a situation where
individuals- .on welfare are treated more favorably than the
working poor (which goes against the goal of Making Work Pay)
Finally, one lesson we should have learned from last year'’s
budget bill involved the proposed tax-favored empowerment savings -
account. In the tax writing committees, this was one of the
first items to. be dropped from serious consideration, because .the -
staffs saw little advantage from the. tax-favored status of these

‘accounts. It is probable the proposed IDA will suffer the same

fate as long as it retains its tax-favored nature.. Accordingly,

- "the tax-favored component of the IDA should be dropped while

retaining thea basic elements of the account as a means of asset .

~accumulation for welfare rec;plents

iQuallty cOntrol and cOmplzance ~= The proposal should make clear -

that  the rules. for verification of eligibility and payment will
not negatively affect current compliance rates. Otherwise,, the

reform - proposal will be subject to the criticism of reduc1nq

compliance compared to current law. In addition, I believe it
important that current levels of quallty control on welfare

- programs not be weakened
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INDIVIDUAL WORK ASSESSMENTS . -

" Al the end of two WORK assignments, people still in the program would be asscssed
on an individual basis to determinc whether they can remain in WORK. Those determined to
be upable 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 private sector
either because there were no jobs available to match their skills or because they are mcapable
of working outside a sheltered enviranment would be allowed to remain in the WORK
program. At state option, those who have been on the WORK program at least 2 (37 years,

“who the state determines to be cmployablc and living in areas where there are jobs available
to match their skills, and who the state determincs to have failed to make a good falth effort
1o obtain ava:lable unsubsidized work can be removed from thc program '

Thc Dcpartmcnrs of HHS and Labor will develop broad gundehnes for the third
category, which will take into account factors including, but not limited to, an individual's
- work history, local labor market conditions, and assurance of an individual employability
determination that takes into account types of jobs available in the area and the success rate
of other WORK participants in ‘sccuring non-subsidized cmployment. States that wish to
- make use of this option would have to dc\«el{)p a plan consistent with those gundelmes and
-sub:mt it as a state plan’ amendment subject to ‘Secretarial approval o -

The state’s plan must also provuﬁ]c: :
* A process to epsure that rccxpxcnts receive appmpnate potice’ aud an oppormmty 1o
. challenge a decision to find them incligible.. . : :

* A semi- annual rcport on the status of families who afe no longcr chglblc for the
WORK prograrn : : : '

* Commucd el:glblhty for persons no 1ongcr eligible for WORK for othcr support .
services within existing prugram chglblhtv rcqmrcmcnts ‘

. The Dapartments of HHS and Labor will undcrrakc a comprchcnswc national study,
beginning at the cnd of the first year in which thc WORK program has been lmplcmented to
measure the WORK program's success in movisig pcoplc into unsubsidized jobs; and evaluate
the skill levels and backgrounds of people whio remain. The federal govemment will usc this
information tc refine program guidelines if ncccssary -



MAY 30, 1994 -
MEMORANDUM TO WENDELL PRIMUS
FROM: - " BRUCE REED

- SUBJECT: 'COMMENTS ON LATEST WELFARE REFORM SPECS

: ~ COMMENTS ON JOBS/TIME LIMITS/WORK

1. Effective Date/Phase In |
2. Program Intake

3. Emm'ov'abit‘tv Plan

This section needs to emphasme placement in }ess than 24 months and work:
options during first two years. This section shouid have- a vision piece as the

" others do - and it should clearly state that we intend plans 10 be developed that

-move participants to work as quickly as possible. 1t shouid exphmtly say _

“Emptoyablllty plans may be for less than 24 months and may include assignment

at any time_to work programs through JOBS such as CWEP, On the Job Trammg,

and Work Supplementatlon as under current law

4. Pre-JOBS

:5 5, 4(f} and p. 19, 16le): These numbers appear to be creepmg upward What is
the total percentage of people expected to be in deferra[ or extensuon?

T

p 7 4fk}: isn' t it a state optuon wheth r volunteers meetmg pre ~JOBS cntena are
Submlt to time limit?

SR Substance Abusg

We may need to revisit these-issués in light of time limits on DA&A.

i
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6. Definition of the Time Limit

o _Visien, p. 9: -Drop the sentence, "The two—year limit vwould be'renewable to a
‘ degree ..." and replace it with, "lndlvudua!s who have left welfare for extended
* periods of time will be eligible for a few months of asmstance as a CUSthI"l " The
t|me limit is not renewable

Specs p. 9. Does 6 (b) add anythlng tc) the defmltlon of 8 (a)?
If not, lt should be dropped. . :

Strcngiy disagree W|th comments from DoEd about when to start the clock The
clock must run from authdrization -- not from completion of the employability plan. .

© 7. Applicability of the Time Limit .~ _ - - o,
8. AFDC-UP’

We still do not fully understand these rules, and worry about unintended

- consequences. - Is this section about states that have exercised the two-parent
option, or not? Do the existing time limits in UP take precedence over these time
limits? . How do the job offer and other sanctlons affect eligibility for two-parent
farmlres? The part- tlme work rules?. - :

- 9, Teen Parents N

Specs, p. 11,"9(c): We still maintain that there should be na exemption for anyone
" under 20 based on age of child (beyond 12 weeks). Just because a teen finished
high school doesn't mean she should spend a year at home. We have required
‘teen case. management far all-custodial: pafents under 20 but this loophole glves ‘
them nothing to manage. : ‘

10, JOBS Serwces

Specs p. 12: Agree wnh OMB that 10h ready should :nclude prewous work
- experience or high school diploma. Even Patsy Mink's bl“ uses this deflnltlon

p. '12 10 (gh: Add mlcroenterpnse tralmng and activities” as well as self—
employment programs to the list of optional actlwtles

ll .

11.‘Nlinimum Work Standard . 5



l12 JOBS Part:croatlon

Specs, p 14 12{a) If the AFDC UP partrclpatlon standards are eirmrnated what
takes therr place for the wo- parent caseload? :

p. 15, 12{(e): broaden the definition of satisfactory participation to include any

microenterprise program -- not just SBA funded. HHS, Labor, Agricuiture alf have . .

mic FOGF\IEFDHSE} progra ms

p. 1.5' 12(9)(ii): -This point is still confusing. -t needs to make clear that states can
impose the time limit on a broader class of AFDC“reciDients_ participating.in JOBS, if .
the state has.chosen to include that broader class as part of its phased-in group.

B

13, JOBSFunqu " S e L
14, Sem:annuai Assessment o : B

' 15. Transitton to WORK

Specs, p. 18 We had discussed that the regulatory specs ((e through (h)) were
~too detailed and did not need to be here.

16. Extensions

Same concern as in 4(f) above,

' 17.Qualifying for Additional Months of Eligibility

| Spacs, p. 20, 17(a b): These provrsuons should state .that an rndrvrdual returmng to
the program could be expected to perform JOb search from: the date of ‘
'.reapphcatlon S .

18. Administration of JOBS/WORK _

19. Specific Responsibilities of the |V-A Agency
20. QOther 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-divieion '
into two pots is, on_ the one hand, artificia!'since subsidies-can be disguised as



' ~ other things, and, on the Other an unnecessary constramt on state flexrbrlrty in
running the WORK program - :

23. F‘Iexibilitx

Agree wrth OMB that s0Mme prowsron may be necessary tc: ensure that states
employ WORK participants. as. chrld care workers ' :

© 24. Limits_on Subsidies to Private Sector Employers

25. Coordination
**Questions re: publrc/pnvare board: ' -
{1} Why has control of designation of board shifted frorn !ocal to state government.
- Mayor Emanuel Cleaver told us Fnday that the’ Conference of Mayors ‘would not
accept that. ‘
{2) Why allow state to make [ocai -area Iarger than JTPA’ SDA? This would allow -
state to make zt a state board. How about state can make area smaller but not )
larger? :
(3) Board should have some formal power or-role. "Gurdance“" " ork in _
conjunction with.” If we really want this to have. local rnput there should be some
local power - “Local plan should be developed jointly by board and agency,”
"Board shail develop plan, subject to agency approval,” or vice-versa.

26. Retention Réquirements

27. - 79, Ngndisglacem_entt Griev‘ance, C—oncurren'ce
 Specs, p. 28: We are concerned about 27(a){4')rb), 27(a) (5}, and 27.(b)."

27{a){4}{b} is now written in a way that it is almost rmpossrbie to understand its
impact; we would like to discuss it further. :

2?(3){5) and 27{b} were not in the ongmal nondrsplacement tanguege Where did
- they come from, what is their impact, and why do we need them?. :

30. WORK Eligibility Criteria

The performance standards for the WORK program should count not only
~subsidized positions, but unsubsidized slots found through agents under contfact 1o

S



place WORK parnmpants The current defmmon mlght 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 éhan'géd they would be required to report it and their supplement
would be adjusted? As currently written, someone who took a private sector job a
week before their job search runs out would get no benefits, while a person who

took the same job a week after:startung a WORK-assignment would get all WORK -

wages and WORK suppiement for 6 manths, in addition ta the private sector wages
and the EITC. This would Iead to some strange behawor and it wnll drive up the
cost estumates : o

31. Allocat[on of WORK Assmnments/lnter:m Actnwtses ! . .
32. HoursofWork L : oo

' 3 Earnlngs Suggtementatlon

Specs, p.. 33 33((:] The specs should ciarify that consistent with the provision in
32(a), the average earnings supplement cannot exceed 25% of total beneflts even
|f a state chooses to apply earnmgs disregards to WORK wages

in genera! we are concerned that the‘ WORK prograrn is looking increasingly
attractive compared to unsubssdlzed ‘work. We need to see a variety of examples
comparing the relative attractiveness of WORK in states that apply their earnings
~disregards paolicies to the WORK program, pass through more child support, and so
on. o ' - .

34 Treatment of WORK wages
35. Suggortlve Services
36. Wages and Working Condltlon

37. Sanctuons -

Specs, p. 36- 38 37(c}, 37(g)(|) and 37{j}(i}: The rules on refusing a job offer
should be changed to incorporate the part-time work standarg --.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 Specs need to add a rule requiring
peopte to take more hours if avaulable and pl’Dhlbltlng people from mcreasmg their
benefits by cuttlng back hours.’
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‘Specs, p. 37, 37(f): Drop the word "willful" in "w'iliful misconduct.” Including
“willful™ in the statute will only make it more difficult to sanctron Defin’jng
misconduct should suffice. ‘ '

Agree with OMB that the sanctions need to be cumulatrve over a Itfet|me If we're
.keeprng a Ilfetlme clock, we can keep track of thts -

39. Time Limit on the WORK Program

Specs, p.-37-40: This section needs to be- rewri'tten 10 'incorp'orate' the state option _ -
at the time of assessment to make peopie ineligible for WORK for fatirng to-make a
good farth effort to find available unsubsrdrzed work e '

_""Specs p.40: Drop the sentence, "Such penaltres COuld only be imposed in the
event of misconduct related to the WORK program. . . Itis not clear what kind Of
penalty this sentence is meant to preclude : : - :

40, Noncustodral Pa[ents

Vision, p. 41: The paragraph begmnlng "Other parents have rnadequate skills-.
must be dropped. We shouldn't be making excuses for people who father chndren
and fail to support them. [t's not society's fault; it's not the economy's fault; it's-
not their upbringing's fault; it's not the 'absenoeao,f,_.programsto meet their needs'
fault; it's their fault, and they should take responsibility for it. For the same
reason, the sentence "Finally, some non-custodial parents have dtffrculty
understanding their rights and respon51b1!|tres as parents because 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. srmllar

- circumstances and do live up to thelr responsrbrhttes

These paragraphs should be rewritten to suggest that "We need to make sure that _
all parents live up to their responsibilities. When people don't pay child support,- -
their children suffer forever, and so do we. Just as we expect mofe of mothers, -
we cannot let fathers just walk away. A number of programs. show considerable
promise in helping nan-custodial parents to reconnect with their children and fulfil!
their financial responsibilities to support them. Some programs help parents do
more by seeing that they get the skilis they need to hold down a job and support-
their children. Other. programs require absent parents to work ‘off the support they
owe. ltis also tmportant to show non-custodial parents who-have been involved in
their children's lives that when they pay child support, they erI restore a -
connectton that they and their children need " :



Rationale, p. 42 Thls section should be dropped ‘We cannot make excuses for
non-support. Also, none of the other sections have a "Rationale" anymore. Thé
V|snon paragraph should make the point that it is important to expect child support

. payments from everyone, even non-custodial parents with low income, because

there is no excuse for neglecting paréntal responsnblhtles and because those .
individuais’ income .will-rise over time. ‘

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-explain.why we're rewarding fathers
~who don't pay by putting them in training programs; how can we possmly 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, flrst hne Repiace ‘gventuate” w1th resuit
p. 47, third line from bottom: "Operant“'is not a--w.orld'

4. Service De_liverv Standards

'Spocs p. 51, 4(8} Where are the incenttves for good state behavior?" These are
- only penalties. What is the meaning of a tolerance. level if there are no- penaltlos7
If that's the case, why not 90% with a 10% tolerance Ievel? :

p. 957, 4(f) The standards currently require states to measure essent:ally the same
thing twice, in two slightly different ways. At the very least, the numerator ought
to be the samie in both cases - otherwise we' are sending states conflicting signals -
and making them recalculate for no apparent reason. In both cases, the numerator
ought to give states credit for people who leave AFDC or are sanct;oned

{Sanctions aren't the state s fault. } ' : :

But the real question is, why have two. standards at aH? Wouldn t it make
more sense to have a single standard, measured over a three-month period? Our
goal i5 t0 reward states for results; not hassle them with process standards or steer
. them toward puttung clients :nto services that kl!l tlme but don t help people :
become self sufficient. 7



p. 51, 4{g): Since the last draft, we have gone from.a standard measured over 6
months where 35% of clients had to be spending 50% of théir t:me in services, to -
“a monthly standard where 36% of clients have to be in services. In effect, we've
doubled the standard. Why have we gone ta all this trouble to simply double the
partrcrpatron rates in current law? A blended coverage/partro:patron rate makes

‘more sense.

What- happened to the 1 %" limit on- incentives or penaltles? We have no idea
- whether states can meet these standards -- we can 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 performance-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 gett:ng people off welfare and into.work,
not for countrng heads in a classrcom. . . . . . . L
p. 51, 4{h){i): ‘The numerator should include people who have found unsubsidized
work through job ptacements paid for. with WORK mohey. Otherwrse the states
get no credit for using their WORK. money to pay a job developer or job placement
tirm_like Amenca Works to find unsubsidized work. -~ they would only get credit for-
placements in subsidized wark. Presumably, we think unsubsrdazed work IS &
better result - :

COMMENTS ON TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE & DEMOS

p. 55, A(l) Ratronale Drop the sentence, it is often noted that 10% of effectmg
substantive change is getting the taw passed, the other 30% is implementing the

- law well,™ This is like saymg baseball is 10% hrttlng and 80% prtchlng it's not .
true, and it doesn’t do us much geod now that we re at bat
p. 58, B(2},-, Rationale: ‘This paragraph is to0 weak. -The point is that we. are
changing the cuiture of welfare to get out of the business of writing checks and
into the business of helping people find and keep jobs.- All the incentives in the
system should point toward.securing long-term placement in the work force. We
‘want to experiment with a number of new approaches -that will sSpur caseworkers, -
clients, and service prowders to help people get off welfare for good

p. 58, B{Zl(al The last sentence of this paragraph should be rewntten to say that
"the emphams will be on securing long-term placements m the labor market, and on
_fmdmg ways to place medium- and Iong term rempients

p 58, B(2)(c): The limit shou!d be’ up to 5 of each approach (placement bonuses
“and ohartenng placement firms}, not ) overall



p. 59, Sectlon 111 5 waivers: We thought we weren't going to mess’ W|th Sectlon
1115. This pravision sounds like an end run for child support assurance, and
should be dropped ‘Also, as stated elsewhere, we oppose Iettmg non- custodlal
parents off the hook for their debts and arrearages ) '

p. '62, 5(b):'.What is the reiation of Work Support Agencies 1o one-stop?

p. 63 The t|tle of this section should be changed from "Informatlon Systems and

’ .Infrastructure to "Information. Systems and Frad Detectlon

p. 66, A(d)(li) Why isn't the NTAR keepmg track of why individuals go on or off
- assistance (e.g., work, marriage, etp j? rhns would be valuabie info. -



COMMENTS ON CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

' Ch||d Suggort Enforcement |

Training, p. 53: Add a bullet about using JOBS money to train welfare recuplents
to become child support:taseworkers, and about usmg WORK slots 10 prov:de chrld B
" SUDDort caseworkers with trainee/aides.

Child_Support Assurance

p. 61, 1{cl: Agree with OMB.on the need to phase out Child Support Assurance. . - '
- The Secretary can't just-determine whether the ‘demonstrations will be extended. -
¥ some future Administration wants to experiment further with .Child Support o

" 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 optlon of creatlng work
programs? Shouldn t all states in this demo have that' optnon‘-’

pp. vii {top graph} and 60.{3rd graph) It wouid be more accurate to say that
"some"” rather than "many" states have expressed a-strong interest in doing CSEA.\

10
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COIVIIVIENTS ON PARENTAL RESPONSIBEL[TY MAKE WORK PAY
AND IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE

Teen Preganancy

p1 and throughout The grants should be called "Teen Pregnancy Prevention’

L _Grants ., not "Teen Pregnancy Preventlon Mobilization- Grants

S——

i

o

o

Vision, p. 1, 1st graph End the second sentence after the WOECI pregant (delete

“-"and pa rents")

2nd graph: Add "enormous" in'front' of'"national significance“'

-,

Specs, p. 2, Ic) - The second sentence should read "such-as the Communrty
Enterpnse Board or the proposed Ounce of Preventron Council.”

-

VAdd a buliet stating that this entlty (or the CIearrnghouseI “will issue natronaI

goals for the reduction. of teen pregnancy, and states wrll be.expected to develop

state goais.

Speoa p. 6, {c): This'is still too much money. The ehgrble communmes are way
‘too small to justify $3.6 million per year per site. -

Vision, p 8: Drop the Word "generally" in front of “We beileve that children should ‘
be subject to adult supervision.” '

Family Cap

Specs, p. 10, 2(b); What is the rrnpaot of these mandatory drsregards for a parent

©inthe WORK program?

Child Care

.. Specs, p. 17, 7: Lo voiunteers get chrld care for activities even rf they don't do '
" those aotrvrtres7 , _

.11 .,



COMMENTS ON IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE

 p. 22 and throughout: A better name for this whole sectlon mlght be"‘Streamllmng
Government Assrsqance" or "Welfare Srmphﬂcation" ' .

" Territories, p. 37: Drop the paragraph about meetlng thh representatwes from
~Puerto Rico and other territories.

_ Regulatory Revasrons p. 39 Drop tha word "compromlse" in the ftrst sentence of
this sectron :

p. 44: We assume from its absence that the costiy provision affect:ng HUD Utmty
Payments has been dropped. [n generat, we would like to revrew the cost
mplrcatrons of these regufatory changes and so should OMB '

. General Questlon Whatever happened to our mteragency warver board?

12,



REMAINING POLICY ISSUES

A few other.issues have not been addressed in the Specs:

1. Fraud: What are we going to say about fingerprinting and other anti-fraud ‘
-proposais? Can we prohibit the receipt of welfare beneflts in pnson? We need a
more. concrete antl fraud package.. ) :

2. Immigration Can we include a prOvision similar to that in other bilis which-
requires the welfare agency to report lllegal mmngrants to the INS in child-only
cases? : _

' 3, Fertility Drugs: Do we have;_a_po}icy on Medicaid caverage of fertility drugs?

4. Waiverability

13
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Méy 27, 1894

'.Mary Jo Bane As51stant Secretar%

' for the Administration for. Children and Famllles

. David Ellwood Assistant” Secretary

for Plannlng and Bvaluation

VBruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the Pr631d°nt

for Domestic. Policy
Co-Chairs, Working Group on Welfare Reform,'
Family Suppert and Independence

HWashlngton, DC - 20500

Dear Mary.Jo, Dav1a andisruce:

- Thank - you for soliciting our“comments_on'the

36906362 .oz

'légisiatEVe

specificdtions for the WORK program. Although there are some

aspects of the program that are encouraglng, we are,

very deeplyi

troubled about a -crucial question that  is  not yet resoclved:

whether barents who play by the rules but.- cannet. find prlvate
sector jobs will be completely cut off from all cash support or-a
public job when their WORK slot ends.  Parents who do everything we
ask but are unable to find a prlvate sector job should never be

thrown into destitution. At an absolute minimum,

as long: as

parents ares willing to work, then a public sector job must. be:
provided; if unavailable, the basic AFDC safery net must remain in

_place. It would be difficult for us to overstate the importance of

this provision -- the Preszdent' plan simply must presexve a

,safety net for children.

We are also deeply dlstressed over the inclusion of

g

full famlly

sanctions (pp.36,38). It is in no one’s interest to throw children
into hunger and homelessnesa even if the parents are not complv1ng _
with 'all the rules. It is also neadlessly harsh to require that

neither food stamps nor hou51ng assistance would rl&e

_to a sanction.

in response

Flnally, we want £o scrongly endorse "@ptlon B" for part tlme work

(p.13}). Parents who are worklng 20 hours per week . are doing

oxactly what we are asking them to do and should not be subjecﬁ to
the time clock. ' In light of the fact that only 30 percentlof‘
married women work full-time full-yeal, we believe that more than
"Option BY is “not & reasonable expectation for single parents Nlth

young children.

'Below is a brief-SUmmarv of additiohal concerns :

12 week pre JOBS status for famllles with a child conce:ved whzle

l
g

~on AFDC (pp.5-8): It is 51mply bad pollcy to limit pre JOBS status

i .
25 £ Swaey, N'w_
wWishington, (3¢ 2000
Yelephane 32 628 B7E7
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.to 12 weeks when a child is conceived while the parent ig 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 additicnal grant for
the. infant, this prov151on strlkes ‘us as offering a double
punishmeént for the baby whlle forcing an unwise use of scarce
resources. - .

Placement inwpre—JOBS for goo@ cause capped at_iO percent (Pp.gG-
7): The very definition of "goed cause" means that those who meet

. that—test can justlflably be placed in the pre-JOBS program It is

inequitable to requlre 1nappropr1ate participation in JOBS simply
because a person is last con line-after the cap has been reached.
We undarstand the 1ntent is to prevent states from keeping people
out of the JOBS program. But.this remedy punishes parents who.
should ke placed in pre-JOBS for good cause, Other means. of
~monitoring state performance ultimately leadlng to’ reduced federal
“reimbursements should be employsed to avoid- the inequitable
‘treatment of families. ‘ - . ‘ - ‘

No éxémptlon, for secondftfrimester--of- pregnanoy'“(p.S): Under

current law, pregnant women are cexempted from JOBS participation
for both the second and third trimesters. Allowing only an

exemption for ‘the third trimester. is counterproductive. - Women in
their second trimester are currently exempt because it is very
difficult to place them in work p051tlons We believe that current
law should be. retalnﬁd : ‘ '

TSubstance abuse treatment muét be appropriate- (p.8): We suggest

that the word "appropriate" be added in' S{a) after “participate
in. States must not be allowed to require inappropriate substance

- abuse treatment to-decrease the rolls rather than assisting peopln '
to achleve self sufflczency '

Minimum case management standards for teens (p.1ll):' We recomﬁend
that minimum caselcad size standards be 1ncluded {such as 50 cases

per worker) and that the case managers be requlred to have a

specialized knowledge of teens.

Appropriate éétivities for teens (p.11):. It is not clear from the’

draft which activities would be considered apprcpriate under the

JOBS program and who would make this detéermination. A€ a minimum,
. completing a GED, taking classes at a trade school, etc. should be

_con51dered approPILate

Time clock. for teenagers (p.11) : We oppose applylng the two-year.
_clock to 18- and 19- -year-old parents. They are far more likely to
need more than two years to- be ready for work, both because they
will need more vears of education and tralnlng .and because their
children are very voung. We would be remiss if we did not also say-
that' we have grave reservations about the two- year limit. Its-
‘rlgldlty will move some mothers away from the educatlon ‘they need,

- making it. harder for them to find a jeb: with ony chance’ of‘

supporting & family. - - _ B o
- ' : i :

i
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Determination of "job ready" (p.12): The draft does not indicate’
whether states would be required to- exempt someone from job asearch -
if they were not job ready due to illness or other reason. We- are
concerned- that a parent with almost any kind of work. experience
would be deemed "ready,' and would be: prevented from enrolllng in
the training they really need. : :

Employment—Oriented Education (p“iﬁl .-Section'(f) would réplace
language in - 482{d) (1} (A} which calls for "basic and remedial

language to achieve a basic llteracy ‘level." Instead, the proposal
includes “employment oriented education . to _achieve literacy
levels..." It is hard to know precisely how this would translate

into practice, but we fear that it would lead to the least p0551ble‘
educaticn, denying the part1c1pant the chance to move above mlnlmumj
wage work.

Child care for. JOBS program only"(p 14} we favor section (&),

which ~allows people t¢ enroll half time in a post~ secondary'
program, even if that adds up tc less than 20 hours per week.

However, . we believe that parents. in approved self- lnltlated_
educaticnal and tralnlng activities that are outside the JOBS
program should receive child care ‘as under current law. The. chlld
care guarantee for IV-A child care. should not be cut back. ' ‘

-Qualifying for additional AFDC (p'20) Individuals should be able
to quallfy for more than six months total of AFDC when they do not

receive AFDC and are not in the WORK prograw. If a parant suffers
& crisis after working for ten years, the family should be able to’
access the safety net for more than six months.

Extensicns beyond Two- Year Time lelt {pp 19- 20) Extensions are
allowed bevond the two-year limit when services such as child care
or tralnlng programs are not. available at all but are counted,
against the 10.percent cap. It would be unfair for a parent who is
not appropriate for a JOBS placement to be excluded from a pre-JOBS
slot because the state failed to meet the demand for services. .
Additionally, we are concerned that extensions of up to 24 menths .
for completing . a two or four vear degree program are ‘allowad, but
only if the parent. is also participating in part-time work. Farts
of this proposal display a bias against post-secondary’ education
which we believe is counter-productive to the goal of moving people
from welfare to a stable job. : . .

Limits to Subsidies to Employers {(p.27): . The proposal llmltS
subgidies to. employers for WORK participants to 12 months and

offers the hope that the worker.will not be let go as scen as the
SubSldy ends. More QPElelC protectlans ars needed before engaging
in a program of subsidizing positions in the private sector. There
is a real danger that employers will exploit WORK participants,
without any real prospect of permanent employment. - Specific
penalties for’ employers ought to be considered, such as regquiring

an employar - to pay back the Subsldles when worhers .are Jlet: go
w1thout .cause. :

]
. - i
I

|
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- People should be better off in WORK ' than AFDC (p. 33) one of the
President’'s key principles is that people who work. should not be
pocr. ‘However, in 33{a)., states are only required to make families
"no worse off" in the WORK program.than they were receiving AFDC.

Since WORK participants would have to pay FICA taxes and probably
would have clothing and transportation costs beyond the 8§80
disregard, in reality they will be worse off than they were
receiving AFDC. (Of ¢ourse we again stress ‘that people 1n.the WORK
‘progratn should also receive the EIC because they are working and
generating income that in all other circumstances would . -entitle
thém to the EIC.) - We believe the principle should be that statés
must ensure that famllles are better off by worklng than rECEIVlng
AFDC. . . , .

Requ;re gtates to provide child care (p-34): States' should be
required to provide child care so WORK participants can sngage in
approved -education and training activities in additiohn to WORK
assignments, rather than, haflng chlld care optlonal in "these.
circumstances. : |

JOBS funds for non-custodial parents (p.42): Although we support
+ ‘increasing programs for . non-custodial parents, we are concexrned
" that allowing 10 percent of JOBS. funds is <toco high. ~The -
~evaluations ‘of the Fair Share demonstrations.indicate they are.
worthy of further examination, but not yet worthy of an expendlture
of potentlallv hundreds of mllllons of dellars. -

A;Thank you agaln for the opportunltv to prov1de comments on the'
Working Group’s welfare plan. Please let ug know if we can prov1de~
any addltlonal lnformatlon - :

Slncerely C
?(/(Obw WMW p@M /@”
borah Weinstein : . . David S. Kass
'Eamlly‘Income Dlrector { ) "1 aenlor Program Assoc1ate-
. Nancy Ebb

Senlor Staff Attcrney
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THE SECRETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
, © WABHINGTON

MAY 3 1 ‘994

~The Honorable Lean E. Panetta

pirector, Office of Management and Budget
Attention: Assistant Director for . .
Legialatlve Reference S
Washington,. D.C. 20530

. Dear Mr. Panetta:

On May 23, 1994, the Office of Management and Budget
requested that the Department of Veterans Affaire (VA) '
provide its views on the child-support-enforcement -
provisions of & Department of Mealth, ard Human Services
(KHS) draft bill -- the Comprehenalve Welfare Reform and
Family Bupport Amendments of 19%4. VA gupports the ' -
overall goal of the draft bill of improving child- Bupport."
enforcement. -However, VA vigorously objects to . -
gection 664 of the draft bill, which would amend Btatutes
governing garnishment of Federal payments to generally .

for Chlld and Bpousa] Bupport

authorize court-ordered garnishment of veterans‘: benef;ta C;

Federal statutes have long prohibitedlcoﬁrt—ordered

garnishment of veterans' benefits to satisfy debts, - . ~

including debts arising out of child and. Bpousal gupport
obligations. -Currently, section 5301 (a} -of 'title 39,
United States Code, provides that veterans' benefita’ shallr
not be assignable, shall be exempt from the claims of
creditors, and shall not be liable to attachment levy,

. or seizure under any legal qr equitable process, .either
before or aftér receipt by the beneficiary.. 'The legisla-
tive history of section 5301(a} indicates two purposes for

- the atatutory provigion -- to aveid requiring, VA to act as‘
a collection agency and, ‘more lmportantly. to prevent the
deprivation and depletion of the disability benefits which
are intended ro be a wmeans of subsistence to veterans.
This statute, the objectives of which would be severely
undermined by the proposed amendments, is a reflection of -

- the Nation's longstaending commitment to provxdc, on a
priority basig, for the welfare of thoee who answered her

-

“

P.B2
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The Honorable Leon E. Panetta

.
'

call during time of peril. Any departure from that _
‘commitment would do a grave dispervice to these most = - . -~ - = o
deserving benef1c1ar1ea, who made such 1nva1uab1e efforta,

on behalf of the United States.

. COngress has sought to balance the rights of vet-

erans' familles, especially chlldren, againet the vet-

erans' important interest in receiving benefits free of

all claime. The Child Support Enforcement -Act, which.thig

draft bill proposes to amend, a&llows the garnlshment of AU
certain periedic payments of Federal benefits for ‘child , _
sBupport and alimony. (spousal support). The Act generally' Lo
exempts veterans' disability benefite from garnishment, T

but provides an exception where a veteran waivep all or
part of his or her military retirement pay to receive VA
compensation. 1In that case, garnishment of VA compensai -
tion received in lieu of military retirement pay is ..
permitted.. In this limited situation, VA honors court.
orders to garnish disability-compensation benefites. in
order to enforce alimony and child-support obliggtiona .

In addition, the veterans' benefit laws already
provide procedures for apportioning (allocating a portien
of) a veteran's benefite to the veteran's eetranged spouse’
or to the veteran's children not in his or her custody,
upon application, where it is necessary to provide for
their support. VA regulatlons currently provide pro-.
cedures to ensure an eguitable division of benefits where
a vA'beneficiary is failing to meet his or her support

bligations, The apportionment procdess tends to the
£1nan01al 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 needs
of the parties, since VA considers the resources available
te all parties to meet their subsistence needs and haa '
conmsiderable flexibility in determining how. much of a
veteran' 8 ‘benefits should be apport;oned

An indlv;dual seeklng garnishment must, bear the
_expense of obtalnlng an atborney and the delay of
petitioning a court to obtain a garnishment order.. The VA

o
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apportionment process is likeély to be faster anﬁ.leeg"

‘expensive, since legal representation is not necéssary and

only a simple statement requesting an apportionment ie

- needed to begln the process. Further, VA apportionment iB

not subject to statutory limitations which. often restrict
the percentage of a payment which is sublect to gqrplsh-n:;

-ment. The availability of this remedy provides an

attractive alternative to the drastic cCurtailment of ,
veterans'.righta éOntemplated by the draft bill..

For the foregoing reaaons, we strongly urge that HHS
reconsider the provisions of section 664 of the -draft bill.
which would removeé the existing restrictions on garnish-
ment of veterans' benefits. Proposal of such a radical

departure from past practice would involve a perilous '

retreat from the Government's longstanding commitment to
those who answered the Nation's call to service. We

caution that the qulte limited potent1a1 advantages of ‘the

prOposed amendment to 1ndividuals seeking to entforce

-support’ obligaticns appear minimal in comparison to the

harm proposal of this amendmant would cause to the trust
of our veterans in the government which they served

Your Btaff may call My, John H. Thompaon Assastant

_General; Counsel, -at 273- -6315, if any clarification of our
views ia required. < o :

T

Siﬁc&rely yours,

B

Jcsse Brown

JBfkem_

LA

P.@4

e



a—

202 I35 6853 '

MOY-31-1994 - 12:22 CEn ROOM 8 S 202 395 €953 P.021/BM

LRM §D-772
REBPOﬂBE TO LBGIBL&TIVB RE?ERRAL HBHOR!NDUH
If your response to this request far views is slmplo (e 9.,

concur/no comment) we prefer that you respond by faxing us thlB
response sheet. If the response is simple and you prefer to

. call, please call the branch-wide line shown below (ROT the

analyst's line) to leave a massage with a secretary

You may alao réespond by (1) callinq ‘the analyst/attorney’s direct
line (you will be connected to voice mail if the analyst does not

answer): (2) sending us a mewmo-oxr-letter; or (3) if you are an

OASIS user in the Executive Office of the President, sending an
E-mail message. FPlease include the LRM number shown above, and -
the nub;act shuwn hulow.

To: Chris MUSTAIN Lo
o Office of Management and Budget .
Fax. Number: (202)-395-6148. -
Analyst/Attorney’s.Direct Number: . {202). 395-3923
Branch-Wide Lipe (to reach secretary): {(202) 395-7362

ﬁnom: e '};ZS/‘- 5’4/‘ L {(bate) -

_" Bl .ﬂfff beqy '_ (Name)

)(S*'fzjii?:y i ' {Telepﬁbﬁe)

SUBJECT: - HHS Draft Bill Comprehensive Welfare Refornm

- and -Family Support Amendments of 1994 ~ _ "

The followlng ie the response of our agency te ycur request for

. v;ews on the above-captloned subject:

-Concur :
No objection
No' .comment '

. Sae proposed edits on pages

X - ot.her .(L'L'(o Q’é‘b’c{ft/ ' o y
M rax RETURN of _J. pages, attached to this

response sheet-

. e
=g
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Comments on LRX #0772

Incentives for Btate Performance In general, the incentives for

' state performance are not adequate and the match rate i& too high.
There should be larger incentivee and lower base rates. While this
may mean larger differences between states in what they get from
the Federal Government (though not necessarily if states with weak:
performance improve it), the potential tor such diffarences is
necessary it there are to be. adaquate incentives.

11
Fork Requiremants for Noam-Custodial Parentt (sna 60y How 1s.th15
pc551ble in light of the 13th Amendment’ N -

Paga‘3 F(ii) Parenthesis are unballanced.

TOTAL P.eez



| | " LRM #D-772
RESPONFE" 70 LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL HEMORANDUK -

‘If your response to this request for views is aimplé (e.g.,

concur/no comnent) we prefer that.you‘respondjby faxing us this
response sheet. ' If the response iz simple and you prefer to

" call, please cull the branch~wide 1line shown below (NOT the

analyst’s llne) to leave a message with a secretnry.

You may llso respond by (1): calling the analyst/nttorney B dzrect
line {you will be connected to voice mall if the analyst dees not
answer); (2) sending us a meme or letter; or (3) if you are an

.. OASIS user in the Executive Qffice ¢of the President; sending an

. the subjeact shown below.

E-mail message. Please include the LRM numher ahown above, and’

Ry

TO: . Chris MUSTAIN o
- Office of Management and Budget o -
. Fax Number: (202) 395-6148 ‘ - . '
Analyst/Attorney ‘s Direct Number. (202) 295-3923
Branch-Wide Line (té reach eecretary): (202) 395-7362 '

FROM: f/z7[44 o o _ (Date)
Juw WIRTZEL~  name)
“ E-éucm‘wn. . ) | Iflii\ge_néyJ'
‘1‘01?35?‘“‘} C o (Téléphone)

-SUBJECT HHS Draft Bill Comprehens;ve Welfare Reform-

109

and Pamlly Support Amendments of 1994

The follow;ng is the response of our aqnncy to your request for
views on the ahove*caPtioned subject.‘

Concur
' Hd objecticn,

-No comment

See proposed edits on pages a3 L?thn&ﬁ_kdm FJ
q'Other. e - S

'FAX RETURN or 15 pages, attached to this
- response nhaet _ . .

ey
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- _Dmr'r - 5/16/94 - Page 93 _ ,
SBC. 641. I OUTREACH FOR VOLUHTARY PATERNITY ESTABLISEHENT
{(a) State Plan Requirement --Section 451{23), as amended by
section 60§, is !urther 4mended b{_ndding at the end thu
following new subparagraph ' _ T o
'(C) publiei:e the availuhility and encourage the =

use of procedures for voluntary eatablishment of
patemity and child support, which—-_" '

'(i) 1nc1ude distfibutien of written ,
materials at-aaiéhlaq9ﬁaa1th care faczlities-

\ﬂ""k- e “p“"-@pﬂ" ‘ ) . o .
5hd¢$°“- -{ideluding bospitale and clinies)’ and other
¥ Qus¥ﬂ i svth as sdwols
T 44«.-1 Md 10cat1on£ . , L
;d@‘* uﬂ‘* Ny i : -
n#-ul {ii) may Iinclude pre-natal programs to -
fmww 4' ) educate expect&nt couples on iﬁdividual aﬁd Hdeoint

' rights end responsibllitiea with respect to
Ipaternxty tand may requlre all expectant |

- recipients of nssistance unde: part A to |

v‘partidipatg in such pre-natal programs, as an |

| element of déopérﬁﬁion with efforts to‘eﬂtabl;ah
paternxty and child support), o

| '(;11) include. w;th respect to each child

;dzscharged £rom a hospxtal after birth tor whom
paternlty or child support has not . boen \

| _estahlished, reasonnble follow-up efforts :‘l'-
tincluding nt least one contact of each parent

_whose whereahouts are known,‘except where theze is

204 SBOEI0PZ0Z ON WUS ' WITHO30 MIOND. 680 [Hd pB-Lo-AWM
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© to provide that bills for pregnancy, childbirth lnd
‘genetic testing are adminaible without foundation
testipony; :

AR to grant discretion to the tribunal eatnbliahing
: paternity and support to waive rights to amounts owed
to the Btate (but not. to the mother) for costs relating -
to pregnancy, ehildbirth, genetic testing, and child
support arrears, where the father anaperates or

. acknowledges pate:nity; o -

© to provide (at State option) for vacating .an :

, acknowledgment of paternity, upon the request of a
party, on the basis of new evidence, the exi:tencc of
fraud, or the best interest of the child, and

o -t£0 ensure that putative ‘fathers have ; reasonable
opportunity to initiate puternity actiona.

SEC 541. QUTREACH FOR VOLUNTARY PATERRITY EST&BLISHHBHT

Section 641 requires State IV-D plans, effective October 1,
1996, to provide that the State will publicize the availability .
and encouraqe the use of procedures for voluntary establishment
of paternity and child support, which~=~ :

o will include distribution of materiala at sohooleé—and
bealth care facilities .and follow-up on each out-of-
wedlock child d;scharqé‘ from a hospital after birth;

. and od Mar dmabent L as um'—k

L) may 1nc1ude programs to educate expectnnt couples Qn
. rights and responsibilities relating to paternity, in
“which-all expectant IV-A recipients may be required to
pnrticipate) _ _

‘90 percent Federal matching would be avn;lable for the above - . .

outreach activ;tzex in quartern beginning nn and after october 1,

1995

- SBEC, 642. PERALTY FOR FAILURE TO BSTABLISH PATERNITY PROHPTLY.

Section 642 proVidGS for reductxon of rederal matchinq
otherwise payable to a State IV-A program, for quarters beginning
10 monthe or more after enactment of this bill, for failure to
establish paternity for children born 10 monthe or more after.
‘enactnment who are receiving public assistance, whose mothers or
custodial relatives have cooperated with Statée agency efforts for
the entire preceding year, but for whom paternity has not bean
established. The reduction formula would be eatablished in
rogulations; it would equal the product of (1) the number of such
children in the State (after making allowance for a tolerance
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Prelunmary Comments On Issues
In Chﬂd Support Enforcement Advance Draft Leglslatlon

Cost Esttmates - Sectu:m by Sect:an Estimates Needed

The legislation 1ncludes many new provxszons for whu:h cost estimates have not oo

been provided. To facilitate the cost analysis and not delay firial review of

- legislation, we need the section-by-section. analysxs normally circulated for review
with legislation. That analysis should include separate cost estimates for gross

. changes (separatmg out pluses. and minuses) in administrative costs and AFDC

- collections. | _
Match Rates . | S o | -
The bill would phase in a financing system that gives each State‘

. - A minimum of 75% Federal f1nanc1ng for county—based child support
T enforcement programs such as in California-and New York. -
S- A minimum of 80% Federal fmancmg for State-run programs to encourage

more States to take over county—run systems.

- Up to an addxtxonal 5 percentage poxnts for patermnes estabhshed based on
-criteria to be set by the Secretary.

- Up to an additional 10 percentage-points for overall performance, based on
criteria to be set by the Secretary. Informally, we understand HHS assumes
only 2.5 percentage points would be based on c'ost-effectiveness

In addmon the bill would extend 90% open—ended matchmg for cl'uld support
computer systems an additional two years, through FY97 and offer up to $5 million
per year in 100% Federal funds for trammg and technology transfer

 Total matchmg rate and cost eﬁechveness Generally, States marnage funds better
-when they have a greater financial stake. ACF has found State use of hxgh (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 performance. - The match rate structure appears overly
generous and shou]d be recons:dered = . ' o

-Special matches for computer systems The draft 1eg151atlon extends 90% matchmg
- for computer development. If we wish to give States spec1a1 assistance to develop
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the computer capac1ty the bill would require, enhanced funding could be Im'uted 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 statewxde CSE systems The draft legislatlon includes a 5 percentage
point bonus for States to take over county-funded systems and operate a unified
“system. Key factors in a State's decision may include who pays non-Féderal 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
A.FDC co]lectlons with the locahty that operates the CSE program.

" ‘Other incentive effects. The draft leglslanon lacks speaflcs on the reqmrements to
receive incentive funds when States increase the number-of paternities, support
orders, etc. The legislation should lay out what levels of performance would be
required to meet the performance ‘thresholds, to ensure that the savings are~
scoreable. - . e : :

Training and technofogy transfer funds The up to $5 mrlhon 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 as "technology

- transfers". Given the high matching rates anticipated for State adrnnustratlon, 1t is
not clear why this fundmg is needed Lo : Co

Other approaches to 1mprove the mcenhve system should be considered. Some
States have experimented with flat rate bounties to counties for paternity =~

establishment. Also, factors other than cost-effectiveness could be added to the
current incentive system in lieu of replacing the system entlrely

Child Support Assurance -~ Demonstratwn or New Program"

The advance draft legrslahon mc]udes a demonstrahon of a Child Support
Assurance system The Federal government would match all costs of the demo i m K
excess of what the States would be entitled to under AFDC at 90%. The

. demonstration appears to be limited to an, as yet, unspecified percent of AFDC’

" recipients. The demonstrations:should include a phase-in and a phase-out plan
and not be a permanent program. The legislative language calls for 7-10 year.
demonstrations which is longer than most demonstrations. . The language also -
includes procedures for extending the demos rather than ending them.
Administrative costs should be matched at normal rates — the bill appears to rnatch
all added costs at 90%. Also, it is not-clear how HHS would determine which
portions of child support assurance benefits offset' AFDC benefits. -

Allowable Costs for Other State'Agen‘cies that Assist Child Support

The draft legislation calls for automated interfaces between child support agencies -
and property records, drivers' license bureaus, agencies granting professional |
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- licenses, etc. Would new cornputers and other costs “for those agem:les be aHowable’

The legislation should make clear the-extent to-which HHS will or will not help pay

- . costs for other State agencies, and cost estimates should be consistent with the

: leglslahon
. Mandatory Fundmg for HHS Admmzstratwe Costs and Commrsswus

The proposa] contains language which would convert currently dlscretlonary
“activities into mandatory expendltures HHS would receive a fixed percentage of
‘child support collected on behalf-of AFDC recipients to pay for Federal staff and.
computer systems and the databases — about $100 million to $150 million per year.
The current féderal administrative spending for OCSE and ASPE research is $15
million and the cost of developing the proposed databases would cost $16 million.
“Operating the new databases would be close to $30 million annually, although States
would partially reimburse this cost. A 4% tap on the Federal share of AFDC .
collections seems excessive. . Moreover, federal administrative costs should
' contmue to be funded through dlscretlonary approprlatlons T
There are 2 also a large number of demonstratlons and commissions. These should
generally be dlscretxonary ‘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 i in the fma] leglslatlve package :

Conformance ofAud:ts 'and Performance Revtews

Incentive payments would be based on annual performance reviews. Correctlve
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 appropriate to base corrective action plans and any

_ penalnes on the annual performance reviews.

Good Cause for Non cooperattorr :
The proposal would increase the information AFDC single mothers must glve chlld

support agendes to be defined:as cooperanng and thus be eligible for AFDC .
benefits. States can grant "good cause” waivers to the requiirements. Could States

' grant "good cause" waivers to some (many?} AFDC redpients that would be affected .

. by the revised cooperahon requirements? - If so, the provnsron may have more -
limited effect than estimated. - The defmmon of "good cause’ under thrs proposal
needs to be’ Spec1f1ed - - _

De?etmg the Reqmrement that Child. Suppon‘ Demonstratwns not: Increase AFDC
Costs., - : _ - , .

s

Current law requires that waivers of child support laws and regulations 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- neutrahty in waivers and absent a good ratlonale, this
_ prov1s1on should remain in the statute. :

Due Pracess Requ:rements

The legislation would require that service of prbcess‘ha’ve documented receipt
(rather than sent-pursuant to State law). ‘Would this increase the difficulty of
serving process? Would this provision reduce States' ability to use the Postal
Service? (We understand sorne States allow the use of first class mail for some
purposes. ) We assume there is no mtent to add requirements that could sIow
service of process. : : :
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SUBJECT: Comments on Welfare Reform Leglslatlon ‘and Chlld Support
Enforcement - Title VI, Section 663 (LRM D~772)

The Welfare Reform legislation specifies an increased use of IRS
for collection of delinguent child support (the "full . _
collections" program) and changes who relmburses IRS for the cost -
of the program. . :

The leglslatlon directs that the fee for IRS full collectlon .
activities will be added to the amount of the support delinquency -
zand collected from the non~custodial parent at the end of the
collection process. In cases where 100% collection is not
realized, this would result in IRS having to absorb costs and a
51gn1flcant loss of tax revenue several times the absérbed cost.
As child support collection is not a tax administration function,
IRS should be fully reimbursed for costs not. recovered from
collections. To make this activity a-zero-cost item would not
.create the proper incentives for child-support agencies choosxng
among different collection optlons,, In partlcular, there would
be no disincentive to send cases® w1th very 1ow collectlon
potentlal to IRS. g

Experience with the full collectlon program, 1nc1ud1ng the
current test, indicates that many cases have. low collection.
potential. Though collections may increase as the test :
'continues, it appears that a slgnlflcant proportlon of cases wlll
result in less than 100% recovery. :

The Administration is proposing an IRS tax compliaﬁce initietive



~in 1985 to generate additional revenue through additional audit -
and collections activity. The Budget Resolution requires that
the results.of this initiative be scrutinized to verify that it
per se produces déficit-reduction. The Administration would have
to explain revenue logses from absorptions to GAO and CBO and
=could be criticized if revenue targets .are lowered.
Volume estlmates for expansion -of the fulllcollectlons ‘program
are needed. HHS should provide the number of cases they .
~anticipate as a result of their proposals.. wWith these, IRS could
' generate cost lmpacts. : - . ‘ :

The_spec1f1cat10ns env;sxon requ;rlng IRS to use more collectlons
tools, such as automated call sites, and maintain automated case
processxng links with HHS. These may requlre an 1ncrease in the
full collections fee. _

Increased use of IRS collectionsg, even with relmburseméht will .
increase IRS FTE requlrements. Given the government-w1de
constraints on federal: employment HHS should 1dent1fy a source
- for theae FTE .
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SUBJECT: . .LRM D~772, child support part of welfare reform

o,

Here are comments on the-bill language. I have a number of. .
questions about cost estimates for -this part. 1I’m not sure how the
clearance process will end up considering cost estimates in
connectlon with the bill language.

p.23

All the ‘advice from states and state assoc1at10ns that I‘ve
heard is that a '§ percent incentive won’t be encugh to make any
states change from county~based child support programs to
state~level. As drafted, the provision would just .buy up the
base of those states:that already have state- -Tun systems. Isn’t
there a better use for ‘these funds’

(h)(2) i thlnk the rates used here would be descrlbed as
percentage points rather than percents. For example, a
reduction of 2 percent from a 50 percent FFP rate is 1
percentage p01nt. _ . :

Sec 616 provides for fedérél staff and other administrative

costs to.come from a set-aside from mandatory accounts. . 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 decisions about allocation of federal
staffing resources and c1rcumvent the approprlatlon comnittees.

The leglslatlve language, specs, and sect;on-by-sect;on do not
provide enough information for a reviewer to fully understand
the systems being proposed. For each major new state or
federal system proposed, HHS should provide a list of the data

“elements that will be retained in theé system, the source of the

data, interfaces with other systems, data retrieval, report,

" -and manlpulatlon requirements (e.g., what must be on line to

whon) . data verification responsmbllltles, functions the



. systems will perform (such as measuring state performance
against standards or cenfirming that an employee has a child
support obligation) and a comparison of these systems with the
‘other federal systems they most resemble, highlighting how they

- differ and how experience with those other systems has informed
expectations about ceost and implementation of these systems.
This Information should be presented systematlcally and
_unlformly for all the proposed systens.

p.61 What is the purpose of the new-466(a)(8}(3)? What other
o federal, state, and local agencies would it affect, and how?

_§.63.See comment for p.51. Will the NCSR include the names and SSNs.

of just the obligor, or also the children in behalf of whom he ...

- makes. payments? At the last specs meeting on systems, David.
.Ellwood was under the impression that the child suppert and:
"AFDC systems could be used to reduce EITC errors, which seemed
to require data about dependent children as well as about
parents. ‘ \ | .

p-. 65 This appears to requlre states to prov1de HHS with UI wage and
' benefit data on everybody! That seems like overkill, even for
-child support. What do we know about states’ capaclty to meet
this .reguirement? Do we pay for UI systems changes necessary
for them to comply? _

p.71 Why does the parent locator system need to transmlt 1nf0rmat10n
- about wages and assets? Wouldn’t that information have to be
confirmed in some other form anyway before a state” could call .
for withholding or go after arrears? - :

p.97 Are costs of paternlty bonuses 1nc1uded in cost estimates at
- . this poxnt’ How’ -

Should we include language that puts some 1limits on paternity
bonuses. This seens to have a real -potential to buy up the
base ‘and create another federal policy that pays people for
doing what they should be dolng anyway.

p.-131. Based on staff conversatlons about an earller draft, 1 thought~
the child support. assurance demos would have a spending 1eve1
specified in law, rather than a coverage limit (4 percent of
eligibles). A spending cap would be consistent with the

capped entitlement for the JOBS and WORK- program -and avoid the
‘nearly impossible task of estimating costs- for these demos.

The same goes for the minimum benefit demonstretioﬁs.-

P.132 As noted in comments on an earlier draft, by not requiring
paternity and a child support order to qualify for child -
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)(Z) geems to have an extra article. (A)
states that there has to be an order greater than the minimum in

. joint custody cases. (B) comes into play if the actual order is
below the minimum,. and the court certifies that it would have
been below the minimum if sole custody had been granted. So the
court has t¢ determine which parent would have received sole
-custody and what the other parénts child support obligation
would have been. This doesn’t sound very realistic does it?
Beyond the question of whether courts would do- thls, what is the -
pollcy purpose of (A) and (B)? ,

. p.133 By not re@ucing AFDC dollar for dollar, CSA‘s supposed work
incentive is diluted. C¢SA was supposed to be different from
welfare because it was only for those with child support, and

" only benefit those who worked. These demonstratlons appear

ready to forfelt both characterlstlcs.

—
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SUBJECT: LRM #D-772, Part G

 'fﬁoté'6n”Par£ G' Seétion 661 5(p 106 of bill' p- zb'of_Sectidﬁai-

analysis) creates a "REVOLVING LOAN FUND FOR PROGRAM
IMPROVEMENTS TO INCREASE COLLECTIONS“

It authorlzes approprlatlon of $100 mllllon in “loans" to States
.to-be repaid through offsets agalnst State incentive payments and
other Fed. grant payments over the followlng three: years

Lester Cash raised thls issue to BRD last week; and'we‘lnformed
him that repayment of loans from future grants is not in .
conformance with the Federal Credit Reform Act, and would be
.scored as ‘a grant for the amount of the loans (3100 mllllon) when
the funds are approprlated : : ,




MEMORANDUM o S .
o . COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

Hh

TO: - . BRUCE_REED ~° - ' .
" FROM:- . MARK.MAZUR et

SUBJECT: AbVANCE EITC COMPONENT OF WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL

Attached are some comments related to the advance EITC
payment proposal. “These comments were sent to OMB as part of the
clearance procéss. T was informed by Chris Mustain- (OMB) - that .
.the 75 percent vs. 60 percent decision was a "policy call® that™
had to be made with the ‘consent of people at the.DPC. 856, 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 applying to all other advance payers (60 percent).

- If you have any questions about this, please_cgll‘me“aﬁmg95-5147;"

éc; Kathryn Way -
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' MEMORANDUM |

[F TN

. TO: CHRIS MUSTAIN

' COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

June 10, 1994

FROM: MARK MAZUR \/U\wv\/\ T

o SﬁBqECTQJ7COMMENTS ON HHS WELFARE REFORH PRQPQSAL (ADVANCE PAYMENT

-OF EITC COMPONENT)

o o

I have one main. comment about the - proposal focusing on.the

'amount of advance payment. allowed (75 percent of the estimated

credit available to the taxpayer). It would be more desirable to,
..conform the treatment .of ‘this provision to ‘the w©current law
requlrements that apply to all employers (ive., limit advance ..

‘paynents ‘to 60 percent of the earned in come .tax credit ({EITC)

available to taxpayers w1th one chiild). There are sevéral reasons
why ‘the Special Rule on page 4 of the proposed leglslatlon should
be eliminated:

¢ Congress enacted the 60 percent rule for maximum advahce payments
.0of the EITC in OBRA 1993 as  a..reasonable compromise between '
‘providing a work incentive and promoting compllance ‘Nothing has

changed to upset this compromise and there is ho_compelling reason

for State~ “run advance payment programs to dlffer from the general'
rule. , . _ :

* A single'rule for all advance'peyment providere would allow the
evaluation studies required- under the proposal to determine if

there are differences in compliance 'for taxpayers using,differeht--
advance payment providers (the 75-percent- rule.. provides a
‘confounding factor that may make such comparisons difficult).

s The 75-pércent rule -will result in a -greater number of

overpayments of the EITC, wwhich W1ll lead to larger year-end tax

-:llabllltles for rec1p1ents._;

e

~# Conformance between all types of advanceé payment. prov1ders would
- reduce fluctuatlons that may occur when workerg move between States

or change employers. L - e

& Any addltlonal complex1ty to the EITC cdould result in reduced

support for thé EITC program.- In turn, this could result in
changing 51gn1flcant components of the.-credit, whlch.would itself,

‘"be undesirable.

‘As "an addltlonal point, the leglslatlve draft could be made

more. .elegant - by replacing section (a)(5) of. the draft with a -
-‘Vreference to Section 3507(d)(1) and (2) of" the Tax Code. The
~language is virtually identical. i A e s

......
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THE WHITE HCUSE

CWASHINGTORN

June 9, 1994 ,.

B ‘-MEMORANDUM FOR BILL GALTSON - - . .-

: : '_BRUCE REED o . : ‘ - .
FROM: PAUL DIMOND
SUBJ’ECT" '_.;:.—:f——— : ,‘WELFARE REFORM — the dcclmmg match rate and launch.

one of

In terms of thc wclfarc ref{)rm issues ra1sed by Bcllc Joc and All(:la L thlnk there is ~~ ° =

real -substantive import: whether to include declining match rates in our opening bid:

at launch: I recognize that is a non-starter with the Governors; but I ask that you consnder -
the Teasons why we should open w1th a declining match rate anyway:

For policy and'political feasons, we wart our ‘message for an opening position to
Sound tough. You all'know the political reasons for this bettér than me. The policy

point is also important: we nccd to sound tough to. ‘avoid the fears (and the evidence

from similar state reforms with dlffcrcnt messages) that a kinder message will kindle

rather than deter behaviors that lead to new applications for welfare.

Part of our tougher message should be that, over time, both (a) more pcople will get
off a welfare hand-out, go to work (at least part —time), and support their own -
children and (b) fewer people will go on welfare in the first place. [In fact, there are
strong arguments why this will happen in larger numbers —— particularly in the flow
of new applicants —— than predicted by the narrow HHS model: First, paternity
establishment, child support enforcement, teen pregnancy prevention and work
requirements should work together to detcr new applications.” Second, EITC, an

- improving economy through the economic plan,. the anti—crime and anti-violence
""  measures in the crime bill, and increased opportunities in the. llfclong leaming agenda,

in better access to financial and job markets, in joining together as. communities in the - -

EZ/EC challenge and national mobilization for youth all should work together to
make continuous work, earning and learning a substantially better option than welfare
in the years ahead than in the pefiod 1988-1993 when the trendline jumped. In fact, I
think-even David Ellwood might agree in his heart of hearts that we can succeed in
having this kind of impact, particularly if we are lucky in terms of his own views of
the several macro forces that joined from 1989-1993 to increase the trend line now
abatc. - I ask that you consider putting this casc forward, lest we be trapped as an

“opening position at launch of acquiescing in the CBO/OMB "scoring” assumption that

in the year 2000 we will have many more people ‘on welfare than we do now simply



bccausc the increase in thc trendline over the past four years is assumcd to continuc
. forever. Whatever you decide on'the merits of putting the afflrmatlvc casc forward,
thc rest of my argumcnt still follows. |

* Th1s would lead to Offcrlng two assumptions about costs, numbcrs ctc: onc. based on
narrow budget scoring, ont bascd on transforming the welfatc system as we know it
. (whether or not in the.context of our other related activitics and the national -
~=---_ cconomy). We could -compare both to the trendlines of total welfarc. cascs if we do
~-nothing over a-tcn—year period (as in the budgct battlc) and show the decline from the
' CBO assumcd baselin¢ ander both scenarios.

o Finally, we should makc’"thc casc that the. Statos are full partners in this. t-r'ansfonnation‘

. of the wclfarc systcm as we know it —= that's why we've gwcn them ncw tools, new
flexibility and a widc range of options. In exchange; we ask only that the Statcs take .

" the same rcsponsm]hty as we arc,asking familics to assume:. for familics, wc'll invest " -

-up—front in. cxchange. for:your work;ng hard to, make a transition from welfare to..
work; for states, we'll'make-an investment up—front in cxchange for your working hard
to-make sure that your caseload makes-the transition from welfare-to work. - This, in’
Slmplc tcrms is what the dcclmmg match ratc is all about -

I ncccssary, you can always fall back to the Stlglltz posntlon of no Statc bcarmg a grcatcr
match than the current system; and, after the announcement, if we have to go back to flat

"match rate, s6 be it. “But, at lcast at'the outset of our launch, we've, backed up a toug,hcr "
message with a dBCllmng match - -This will demonstrate; (a) we have ‘confidence that our
tougher Message- will work; _and (b) the States ought to share the tesponsibility for -achjéving -
our shared goals of transforming the welfare system. [As 2 matter of policy, I am skeptical

that welfare officcs as we know them will be transformed as erivisioned by David; but if there '

1§ any chancc the States ought to have a mcanmgful financial sclf—mterest in the outcome]

- At the very lcast thls approach gives. the States somethmg to carp about our plan has too
- tough d messagc for them, too! . -

)



 MEMORANDUM. - . "~ ' S T IRV, e :

NCI ADVISERS = - -/ ’@
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC SERS . CLWCW

-June 15, 1994

TO: -+ Chris Mustain, OMB

 FROM:: | 'Bill Dickens, CEA £,/ . o

SUBJECT: :Cofréction to Parlier Memo and More- Comments on FlnaL‘"

- Draft Leglslatlon and Spec1f1catlons

':the'job search provisions in the draft legislation. = The current

draft does conform to the agreement reached on Frlday Ag far as

T can tell the other three concerns. ralsed in that. memo are not

R adequately addressed in the new draft’

. In addition, the follow1ng ‘concerns. CEA ralsed in our comments
'dellvered to. you last Thursday have not been adequately addressed.

Hours of ‘WORK =- The leglslatkon ((d}(l)(b) p52) speclfles that

WORK a551gnments may not be for more than 35 hours. This will make

.1t ery difficult to find normal prlvate sector’ jObS ‘for recipients
since the modal job requires 40 hours.' If a maximum hours limit

L My earller ‘memo to you today contalned an error:~ I misread.

L

must be specified it should be 40 or we will greatly restrict the

range of private sector jobs -- particularly good paylng ]Obs —_—

that state WORK programs would be able to offer.

Fundlng for- Techn1ca1 A1d, Research and Demonstratlons - "We

consider the 2% set aside of jobs-and works funds 1nadequate given -
- -the number . of demonstratlons planned and the amount of technical.

~aid necessary in the early’ years (p1l29 of draft’ 1eglslatlon) We
would prefer 4% dropplng off to 2% ‘atter 19%8.

Exemptions for States Submlttxng Waiver Requests - Aithough'l can

“not find this provision in the leglslatlon, the specifications

(p73) exempt states which file waiver petitions from the cap on

JOBS., . We believe the Secretary should be able to grant an

exemption -from the cap, but’ that the exemption sbould_not bed,

automatic on request.

_Non-Displacement Language in Waiver Restrictions. -- 1In our last
‘comments we asked that this. language be deleted if at all possible.
I can’t find 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- dlsplacement language with thelrr

unions? oo



" Réstrictions on Waivers -- Again, I can not find this in the
legislation, but the specifications {p53 2(c¢)) specify that waivers
to AFDC statutes may not leave people "worse~off..." This term is

ambiguous and could be construed to mean "worse»off in any way" not. -

* just with respect te income. - This should be clerlfled if the
- provision is to be maintained. But why should it be maintained?

- Might we not want to allow limited experimentation with systems .

~that manipulate benefit levels to provide incentives for certain
types of behavior? This provision would preclude a Wide range of .
reasonable programs we. mlght llke to see demonstrated.‘“' :

Time Limits for UP ~< . The’ spec1flcatlons have been changed to.
. allow states. to require 40. houxs of - work from an UP.household, but
only mandates 30° (pl3) "This i€ only 15 hours per person. ThlS is
less than wWe are requiring for single parents who must take care of
-their - children alone. The mandated hours should be 40. If these
prov151ons are ih the leglslatlon I can not flnd them,

CC: LT Js, AB MM, IsabelSawhlll(OMB) A11c1amnnnell(Treas ) Bruce 
' '-Reed (DPC) Kathy Way (DPC) o
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o Welfare Reform Questions
Based_on ‘Feb. 28 & 26 documents,

M@M'
1) Pg 1-‘“Everyone whe receives cash support is expected to do

'something to help themselves and their community." Everyone?
What is the Administration expecting them to do?:

. ,".-"'“..

2) rg 1; "As soon as people begln IecelVlng publ;r as$1stance,
they wmll sign a personal responsibility contract and develop an
employability plan. to move them into work as quickly~as
possible." What type of contract? "To the extent state resources -
- permit” like FSA? If not, does thé AFDC recipient have a private
right of action against a state or the feds for not following .
through on said-contract? Or; are states ponalized in some way
for not following through on contracts? How specific will-
contracts, be° ' K

3 pgvl;:"PQOple-who are—able to work will be limited to "two
.. years of cash assistance.” All people? Who decides ability to
- work? How will "able to work" be.defined? wWhat about people who
are able, to work, but state resources preclude their
7part1u1patlon in JOBS/WORK? .

. 4) pg 1; "Extensions to complete an education program expected to
enhance self-sufficiency will be granted in a limited number of
cases”.  How will extensions be granted? Who- will make these
decisicons? What does the Admihistration mean "in a limited
number of circumstances?” [pg 17, 2/26 document: Why would the
Administration want to set an arbitrary percentage cap. for
completing higher. educatlon, if higher cducatlon can result in
better paylng jobs in the long term7} L :

5} pg 2;. “Those people who are Stlll unable to find work at the -
end of two. years will be required tec work in a private gsector,
community service, or public soctor Jjob." What'sg the state tab
. for 1999 ~--~ 130,000 slots? o c

6) pg 2 "An essentlal part of moving peoplg from welfare £o woxk
is ensuring:thdt working people get health protection. The
current :system keeps peoplé from leaving welfare for fear of
'losing their health insurance.” If as your estimates show, you
©,.wWill need perhaps 130,000 work slots (or private. sector jobs) by
© 1993, will universal access to health care be lmplemented by
then? Will there be any connection between the health care and
- welfare bills sc that these folks are the first to get universal -
coverage once (a) they ve exhausted two years or (b) they end. _
their one year of trans;tlonal Medlcald coverage? How will thlS -
gap be handled° ‘ . : " : '
1) "pg 2; "Minor mothers will receive special case management
services and will be required tc live at-home and stay in school:
tec réceive income support”. ‘'“Required" to live 4dt home and stay'
in sc¢hocl? Axe there exclusions? _Are theré alternatives to |
staying in a regular: public school situation? 1Is this like LEAP
with a penalty or & bonusg?: How would thls work?

8) pg 2 "Access to famlly plannlng w111 be ensured. " How sa?
Wlll famlly plannlng somehow become a requ1rement for teens? For
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others? Is the $18 millien inereass reguested by the
Administration for Title X enough to "ensure" access°

9} pg 3; How will AFDC. and food stamps be 51mpllfled and
streamlined? Thers is no discussion in Adminlstratlon documents
from Feb.' 26 and Feb. 28, '

- """4‘5. L -
10) pg 4: "The working group agreed that exemptlons should be o
limited, and that participation in some activities should be.
expected even of those who are .exempted, - Therworking group

-agreed that states should be permitted to exempt up tu a fixed

" percentage of the caseload for dlsabllltles, care of ‘a disabled
child, and other serious barriers to work. What do you mean’
participation in some activities should be expected even of. Lhose‘
who are exempred? - Participation in what activities?:

Participation by whom? What de you mean a fixed percentage ought

to be exempted? And what happens if a state has a higher : ,
percentage of disabled or moms with very young. children..that PR
‘would exceed the arbitrary percentage that may be enacted? Why a
fixed percentage and not something more flexible that would
énable states to take the lead based on their actual caseloads

instead of arbitrary caps On exempt populations?

119 pg 4;'“The wbrking group Splituovér the'issue of whether
exemptions for mothers of infants should be for one year or for

twelve weeks." Who is going to pay for child care? Is this at
"theé Medicaid match? What would the cHst estlmate be for state.
contrzbut1ons’

T noted that your model assumes 40% of AFDC JOBS/WORK :
partrcrpants_w:ll need paid child care. 1Is this model ‘
appropriate to use given. the significant drop in the age of .
" the children to he cared for and thus the ‘increase in the
cost? Also, does the model take into consideration that the .
4U% number may be appropriate for the 600,000 who are
participating in JOBS today who are not searchrng for 1nfant
care, which-may be harder to find? Do any of these 600 0C0
nave Lnfants less than a year*

: 12) pg - 5; “"The working group agreed that subsldlzed job slots
would last for a defined periocd of time, after which the person

‘would again be expected to look for unsubsidized woxrk." How long
would these slots last? What happens -when . the person meets the
-cllff7 - ' ‘

13) pg 5 "The worklng group agreed that federal reimbursement to
states should decline tha longer pecple were on the rolls, in’
order to provrde serious incentives to move pecple into '

+ employment." How would this work? How long would states have
before the declining federal match would be phased-in? what is.

. the phase-in? What would the end match beé? Why not give a: bcnus.
per placement instead of a federal match reductjion? would there
‘be exemptione based on local job markets? What is the potentlal
cost to. states of thie provision? Would adjustments be made in
cases of .enormous caseload growth as has occurred durlng the last‘

- several years“‘ : : S ,

- . 14) pg5;. "The worklng group also agreed that refusal To accept a
'.prlvate sector job should result in termination of beneflts
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suitable work 11ke under- unempleymant law? Or; any. pxivate gegtar
job? If any job, are there exceptions addressing child care
needs? (ie: a job with nontraditional hours where day care may be
harder to secure?) ‘For that matter, are you proposing to
guarantee :hild care for any job and transportation for any job?

-'poor Zs is this a new. ‘entitlement? If a capped entltlement, how

are priorities set for families wishing assistance? Would -this

‘be under .the:child care development bY¥ock grant, Title IV at r;ak
- ¢hild care, transitional child care, title XX? What rules apply .
‘to this new child care stream? - Is this pay-go, or undé&r the

discretionary caps? s this Senate Finance Commlttee or Labor o
‘Committee Jurlsd:rtlon7 S , :

16) pg 9; wWhat percenLagP of the AFDC caseload arnually has more.

chlldren whlle on AFDC?

--17) pg 11; How many AFDC ‘moms are under 197 500 000? If 500,000,

. can 350,000 really be served 1n FY967 400,000 in- FY97?-4590, 000 in
" 719997 and all teens by 2004? What. happens to the current 600 000
.already in JOBS? Are they cut off to focus on tha new mandatory

population? How does the Admln;stration env151cn thlS b8lng

o implemented"

‘Walfare Reform Issue Paper:

18) pg 9 More than-half of welfare recipients leave the welfarc
rolls within their First year of welfare receipt; by the end of

Aooq.

'two vears, .the percentage who have left increases to 70%. By the

end of flve years, about 890% have left the welfare rolls.
However, within the first year after leaving the welfare rolls,
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 clock

tick and not tick? How are returnlng applicants treated? '

[Related...Pg 24; How would the-“earnback scenarlo"'work )
How would such a syetem be implemented and enforced? What
happens to the children of these families while mom is

"earning back" time? Explain how this wxll not be an
administrative nlghtmare°]

19) pg IO, One optxon would be to requlre all pcrsons aPPIYlng
for assistance to engage in’supervised Job Search from the date-
of application." Past current law limits? How long would job
search cont inue? What about better placement efforts and follow-

‘up case management? Please explain. For example, emphasis on .job

search presumes that AFDC recipients are merely Jjobless, like the.
unenployed. Most AFDC recipients are not only jobless, but have a
wide drray of other problens. According to-America Works, one’
reason that thay believe they are sucdcessful.is that they go
beyond Job Search. They are paid a % for enrclling clients in a:
week long'jcb réady seminar. They adre paid a % for placing an
AFDC client. Then after ¢ months on the Job, they are paid more.

- and, rafter 7 - months on the job, they receive the full amount

owed. During the first four months. and . ensuing 3 months, they
provide intensive case management.to address problems such as

- ¢child care falllng through, transportation problems, other

personal crises, and because of the follow ~up managew@nt they

1.‘.‘ .f .
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i'belleve they are successful Why aren’ t we - looking at this ‘type

of model rather than- going backward in time to Job Search, out
the door, and reductions in federal match? This ties into

'questlon #13, why aren’t we looklng at a bonus system? EE

[I am not advocatlng contractlng out for services PIDVldEd
by agencies like America Works, but rather to refocus our
- OWIL Casé managers and HHS agency reps to coordlnate and
respond more appxoprlately to local needs and placement

‘incentives, "It seems shortsighted that we are willing to pay

 for agencies like America Works to place and follow-up AFDC.
clients when we could save a lot of money by Learnlng from -
them and performlng in a similar manncr] :

20) pg 10; "Central to welfare reform effOrt is recognltlon of”
the need to support workers who have recently left welfare to
help them keep their jobs." Agree But follow-up-is absent from

@005

.@fJ.A,

the Administration document.” 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 falls through and she’s . . -

stressed and 5crambllng America Works finds her day care or an

. America Works employee will go tc 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 meeting. fQuestions: Why aren't we learning from this?:

‘Why aren’t we proposing-more innevative ways to deal with these-

problems '(ie: emergency day care, hot lines for AFPDC 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
Administration document are we rsally changing the welfare
receipt paradlgm, which is what we need to do to make.
welfare recipients self-sufficient. {Unless, of course, the
Administration’s goals are only to ensure that nobody is

ﬁqo@? |

getting something for nothing and that behavior modification

can ‘be brought about by punltlve options only°7); Explaln

2323) pg 10; Civen thc r001d1v15m mentlcned in. questxon #18 how

can the Admlnlstratlon propose & "lifetime.time limilL" even with
the "earnback” provisions? Explain how this would work. Explain

_how this affects the children of these families. Are you redlly
proposing to succeed with rhetoric, only tu shift costs' to '

homeless assistance, BA, and GA? Do you have a potentlal cost
estimate for the stales?

22) pg 15; JOBS- PREP-— What are the deflnxtlons for those who
would be asslgned to JOBS-PREF?. who would be making this
determination? How long could somecne be in JOBS-PREP? What

services, if any, are offered under JOBS-PREP? What is the match’
under JOBS-PREP? Is JOBS-PREP are registration only program like °

WIN or are these folks sppposed to participate in sdme activity?
why would the Administration recommend an arbitrary percentage
cap for states for JOBS PREP? How would thlS work? .

?3) Pg 17- Work £or wages - -4‘”Persons receive a paycheck for

hours worked 1f the person does not work, he or she does not get
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paid.” 1 understand 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 young children. Very young
children in day care get sick guite often. Day cares pTOhlblt
children with temperatures or contagiouws viruses from coming. in -
fagt, if you don’t know, they ¢all you to.pick up youruchlld if -
you* child becomes sick during the day. Also, some day cares will
take children back when they no longer have temperatures, but
will. not administer any medication.- "Ig the Adminmistration .
prepared to provide emergency day care for sick children to

' ensure that a family will not be penalized during. frequent
illnesses which happen with day care? This becomes an issue
because you’re thinking about reducing the exemption age from 3
t5 1 and possibly three months, so it seems to-me that we ought

. to focus on the fact that day care enables parents to work, but.

.. at the same time causés parents-to miss work because of the_
_number of colds and viruses to which children are ewposed

.. 24) pg 19; Many of the details {ot "WORK) ‘would .be, left to states3v
and local: communlfles, who know their own needs and o
circumstances, including labor market condltlons" ‘ qu, there
should beé considerable flexibility, but if states aren’t to be
left holding the bag [UNFUNDED MANDATE], then where is the detail
in the Administration’s document about the-provision of child
care, transpoxtatlon, supportlve qervxaes, ‘and case management

’follow-up for placements? If this doesn't exist or is vague,

. states will holler unfunded mandate. 'Please explain.

25) pg 19; Part-time vs. full-time werk ~- what-is it that the
" Administration will reguire? It ieg not clear from the document.
Will part-time work be discouraged? Will a household with a part-
time worker still be allowed to collect AFDC dependlng upon
incoma? How long would part-time work be allowed? Where does the
clock start and stop? What are the Admln1stratlon 8 expectations
- for moms with young chlldren?. ' ) : '
26) pg 21; "There is little disagreement that individual WORK
placements ought to be llmltedyin duratlon to perhaps 12 months .
If so, then what? . -

27) . pg 24; Funding -- expanded JOBS program, but 1t contlnuee as
a capped entitleméent? What would the matching rates be? Would we
continue w1th "to the extent statc resources permlt?

‘”28) Pg 24 Part1c1patmon ——-What would minimum JOBS/WORK
- participatiod requirements be? Would the 20 hour rule continue?
What would be the penalty? ‘What about times of caselcad gruwth,
downturns in the economy? - What would the phase-in for the
partLCLpatlon rates be? Where are we under current FSA
part;c¢patlon rates, lncludlng AFDC up rates°

29) pg 26; Funding -- "Federal matchlng rates would smgnlflcantly‘
decline the longer a person stayed in the WORK program as a

. further incentive to move people into unsubsidized work. Since
there is considerable guestion-as to whether the states can in

. fact create even public jobs for the magnitude in question, why
wouldn’t the Administration propose a bonus.system rather than a
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penalty system? Nevertheiess by how mueh would the féﬁérél
-match declme7 WhaL 1s the scale?

301 pg 27 Wages, working conditions, and benefite --
'Unemployment insurance payments, howaver, would not be
required.” . If the Administration is going to cover WORK
part1CLpantq with workers comp and FICA, why. exempt businesses
from FUTA for these folks? Further down page 27, the document
says, "If the employer agreed to take the person on as an
Jnsubsidized worker, the individual would be considered:out.of
the work program.” I think you have a perverse incentiwve here.
First, if you exempt such businesses from covering these folks
under FUTA, you open the door that they’ll beg to be exempt from
workers comp and FICA- Second, if you want to prov1de an e
. incentive for businesses to hire these folks, if it's’ cheaper to
. keep them under WORK (because of gven FUTA exemptions), what o
_ incentive i$ there for a business to hire them as real employees?J
Third, -I.don‘t think you want to open. this door at all. Already o
states are. grappllng with IRS definitions of "employee" and
,"lndependent contractor"”. A number of state leglslatures have
been asked to exempt cértain lndependent contractors from FUTA.
1f you 'give businesses an “in" to deem theese folks independent
contractors, they could win in state legislatures and posalbly
face self-employment rates for FICA and FUTA (in states that .
cover the self-employed). Bad idea for welfare rCC1p1ents

31) pg 28; InsufflClent WORK slots —»'"States would be requ;red

‘to pay, ongoxng cash benefits to psrsons who were. not placed. in
WORK dssignments, and States would be reimbursed for such’ _
benefits at a significantly réduced match." What would the. match -
- be? Would there be waivers in timee of high unemployment? Since - .
‘national, state, county or local area Ul rates can differ

greatly, how would this be implemented? Please explain. Again,

why aren‘®t. we. propeosing bonusee instead of penalties? We will

need the Governors on welfare reform and this is. just one of many .
,examples in this document that will send 80vernors skyrocketlng '

32} pg ?9' 'The key mlssing component for making work pay is
1 SubSdezed child care." I believe that there arec two keys and the
‘Admlnlstratlon & document totally misses one uf them: '
rransportation. A number of states, Maine is one, spend almost
" ‘as much on transportation as chmld care. . Bxplain rele envisioned
- for. transportatlon . , CSTIL

'33) pg 30; "People who are worklng but still on welfare have
their child care subsidized through disregards in their AFDC and
food stamp benefits. We propose to continue current guarantees of
child care subsgidies for these categories of recipients". The
child. care disregards are $175 and $200 per month. This was a

- large improvement to pre-1988 disregards. Nevertheless, it's

. “insufficient today and particularly insufficifent given . the base
you’re broadening by adding mems with infants and yodng toddlers

Center based day care can be $175 - $200 per week not month.

- Family day care homes can be $100°- $150 per week. BAbsent from
‘the .Administration document is any mention of further ad]usLmeﬂtS
to the child care disregards . for worklng AFDC parents in
transition. Please explaln
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34) pg. 34- “The proposal streamlines the legal proceas for

-establishing paternity, enabling states to. establish paternlty

more quickly." Please explain. What do you mean "cooperation and

. sanction determination"? What would the sanction exemptlons be
foxr those who feel that they cannot copperate?

35) pg- 34,w‘ﬁe propose that the states be held fully responsxble B

for the cost 6f benefits paid to mothers who have cooperated

fully but for whom paternity has not been established.within a-
strictly defined time pericd." ...What about locate problems?

. .what’'s the estimated ¢ost to states on this? This is an encrmous
‘undertaking given the fact that nearly 50% of moms under 24 have
no patern:ty establxshed Please explain. "

36)-pg 35; Fnsurlng Falr Award Levels -A'requlrxng'universal )
periodic updating beyond the FSA costs $. Absent from the
Administration’s document are ‘details about fund;ng for CSE admln

. and-additional court costs. Please explaln e L . e

" 37) pg 38- Targetlng scheol- age parents -~ again money.. Th;s

wou ld appear to go beyond the targeting of FSA by deletlng any T
reference "to the extent state resources permit". Where is the o
money for this? What is the cost to ‘the Etates?

38) pg 39: Family Caps -- States ought not he required-to“iimit )
benefit increases for additional children. Whate 8. the data on

~ this? What have we learned from existing states? Ien’t it New

Jersey where there is a court $Ult pendlng? Has thls ‘baen

. rasolved?

L

"39) Alsa absent from this document is any mentlon of mental
“health counsellng This is a big issue in Maine for AFDC families

and ME -HHS is reéquesting us to haye mental health cpunsellng be a.
JOBS activity option. I only raise the issue because I've had
questions about this .possibility from other Senate staff, so I
expect tho problem is not unigue tec Maine and mental heath
counsellng is an opt;on that perhaps ought te be explored.

'40) while’' I’ve alrcady mentloned the nced for follow-up case .

management for job placement, I would like to have a discussion -
about thig. Details about any possible follow-up case management
are absent from the Administration‘s document o
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