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WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT

OF 1994

INTRODUCTION

It is time to end welfare as we know it and replace it with a system that is based on wotk and
responsibility—a system that will help people help themselves. This legislation reinforces the
fundamental values of work, respoasibility, family, and community. It rewards work.over welfare,
It signals that people should not bave children until they are ready t support them, 2nd that parents—
both parepts—who bring children into the world must take responsibility for supporting them. It gives
pecple access to the skiils they nowd and expects work in return. Most important, it will give peaple
back the dngn]ty that comes from work and independence. The cost of the proposal to the Federsl
Government is estimated at $9.3 billion over five years and is fully offset, pelmarily through
reductions in eatitlements and without new tax increases.

The "Work and Responsibility Act of 1994° 'will replace welfare with work. Under this legistation,
welfare will be about a paycheck, not 2 welfare check. Cur approach is based on 3 simple compact
designed to reinforce and reward work., Each recipient will be requirsd to develop a personal
employability pzm designed to move that individual into the workforce as quickly as possible.
Support, job training, and child care will be provided o help people move from dependence to
independence. Time limits will ensure that anyone who can work, must work—in the private sector if
possible, in 2 temporary subsidized job if necessary.

This legislation includes several provisions aimed at creating a new culture of mutual responsibility.

It includes provisions to promote pareatsl responsibility and ensure that both parents centribute to
their children’s well-being. This legisistion establishes the toughest cbild support enforcement
program ever. It recognizes that preventing tesn pregaancy and out-of-wedlock births is critical pant
of weifare reform. To prevent welfare dependency, tsenagers must get the message that staying in
school, postponing pregnancy, and preparing w work are the right things to do. The legislation also
includes: incentives directly tied o the performance of the welfare office; extensive efforts to detect
and prevent welfare fraud; sanctions to prevent gaming of the welfare system; and a broad array of
incentives that States can use to encourage responsible behavior.,

The "Work znd Responsibility Act of 1994” proposes dramatic changes in our welfare system,
changes so bold thar they cannot be accomplished overnight. We phase in these changes by focusing
on young people, to send 3 clear message ta the pext generation that we are ending welfare a3 we
know it,
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JOBS, TIME Livars aND WORK [Tide 1, Titie 1)

Definition: A “subsidized job* is defined as a position subsidized under either the JOBS or the
WORK program.

JOBS anp TIME LIMITS

| ErppcTIve DATE AND DEFDNITION OF PuASES- OROUP
Specificati

) The effective date for the legisiation would be October 1, 1993, Suates could petition to delay
implementation for up w0 one year afier the effective date (i.e., umil, at the latest, October 1,
1996) for circumstances beyond the control of the State IV-A agency (e.g., vo meeting of
State legislature that year). States would be required to bhave the program implementad
statewide (in each political subdivision of the Sute where it is feasible to do so) within two
years of initial iplementation.

b} The phased-in group would be defined as custodial parents, including minor esstodial parents,
wha were born after 1971 {in 1972 or later),

3] States would have the option w define the phased-in group more broadly (e.g., custodial
parents born after 196%; born after 1971 and all first-time applicants}, provided the phased-in
group included at least the population described in (0).

{d States would be required to apply the sew rules, including the time limit, 10 all appiica:zz.s in
the phased-in group as of the effeciive date of the legisiation. Recipients (parents} in the
phased.in group who were on AFDC prior to the effective date would be subject o the new
rules, including the time limit, as of their first redetermination following the effective date,

2. ProaraM INTAKE
Current Law

' The Family Support Act requires a Stare agency ro make an initial assessment of JOBS parvicipants
with respect to employability, xidlis, prior work sxperience and educational, child care and supportive
service nesds.

Visi

At the point of intake, applicants would learn of their specific responsibilities ond expectations
regarding the JOBS program, the two-year time limit and its relerionship to JOBS pariicipation and
AFDC benefits not conditioned upon work, Each applicant woudd now be required 1o enter into @
personal responsibility agreement with the State agency broadly owtlining the ebligations of each
party.  While the personal responsibility agreemens would serve as a gemeral accord, the
employability plon would be focused on the specific employmeni-related neads of eath applicant. -
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Rationale

States must change the culture of the welfare sysiem by changing the expeciations of both the recipien:
and the Stare agency. This calls for modifving the mizsion of the welfare System beginning at the
point of intake 1o stress employment and access to needed services rather than eligibility and benefit
determination. The mutual abligaiions of the Siate agency and she participant must be spelled owt and
enforced. JOBS programs must contlnue to link clients 1o services in the conunanity.

Specificat

{3

)
{c)

@

(e}

All parents and other carstaker relatives would be required ag part of the applics-
tion/redetermination process 10 sign & Personal Responsibility Agresment with the State IV-A
agency. The Agreement would state the overall goal of achieving maximum seif-sufficiency
and would describe the general responsibilities of both the applicant and the State agency (for
the applicant, following the employability plas; for the State, making available the services in
the plan). Current recipients (parents), if they bad not previcusly signed the Agreement,
would be required to sign the Agrecment as part of the redetermination process. The
Personal Responsibility Agresment for pecsons in the not-phased-in group would make no
reference 1o the time limit,

pre. 23

The Personal Responsibility Agreemeant would not be & jegal contract..

The State IV-A agency would be required to orient each applicant {0 the AFDC program by
providing information about the AFDC program, which would include {among other items)
the nawre and applicability of the two-yesr time limit, the JOBS panticipation requemam,
the services provided under JOBS and the availability of such services to persons not in the
phased-in group. Each applicant in the phased-in group would be informed of the number of
months of cash assistance/JTOBS participation for which he or she was eligible (e.g., 24 for
first-time applicants). The orientation information could be provided as part of the eligibility
determination process or in 2 subsequent gpe-on-one Or group orientation session.  States
would be required to provide the orientation information prior W or #8 part of the
development of the employability plan, The information would be impanted in the recipient’s
primary language pursuant o Federal law and regulation. Child care would be available as
needed W enable ap individual to receive the orientation information {8s under 45 CFR
25523

The State would have to obisin confinnation in writing from each applicant in the phased-in
group that he or she had received and understood the requisite orientation information.

Recipients who were already on assistance as of the effective date of the legistation would be
provided with the requisite orientation informatian at the earliest possible date but in no event
later than at the development or revision of the employability plan (see below) or as part of
the redetermination process, whichever came first,
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EMPLOYABILITY PLAN

Cuent Law

On the basis of the assessmene described chove, the State agency must develop an employability plan
Jor the porticipant. The Stwe agency may require participants to ewer intg 6 formal agreement which
specifies the participant’s obligations under the progrom and the activities and services to be provided
by the Sware agency. The emplovebility plan is not considered a contract,

Visi

e employability plan would be designad so as to help individuats secure lasting employment as scon
as possible.  Employability plans could be for less than 24 morhs and may include assigrment,
through JOBS3, to work programs such as On-the-Job Training, Work Supplemenmotion and CWEP,

(a)

(b)

©

)

{e}
{3

4

The State agency would be required to complete the assessment and employability plan (for
new recipients) within 90 days from the earliest date for which payment was made. For
recipients on assistance as of the effective date, the employsbility plan wollld have to be
developed {(or revised, if such 3 plan were already in place) within 90 days of the date the
recipient became subject to the time limit (i.e., within 90 days of the redetermination; ses
above),

The employability plan would be developed jointly by the State agency and the recipient. In
designing the employability plan, the agency and the recipient would consider, among other
e¢lements, the months of eligibility (for JOBS participation/AFDC benefits not contingent upon
work; see DEFINITION OF THE TIME Liver below) remaining for that recipient (if that
recipient were subject to the time limit).

An employability plan would be required for all JOBS participasts, including those not in the
phased-in group (e.g., voluntzers}), Employability plans would slso be developed, when
appropriate, for persons who were daferred from JOBS participation.

The employability plan for persons required to participate in JOBS would include zn expected
time frame for zchieving seif-sufficiency and the activities intended % assist the participant in
obtaining employment within that time period, The tilne frame would, in the case of many
JOBS participants, be shorter than 24 months, For persons who were deferred, ao
empioyahility plan could detsil the activities needed 1o remove the obstacles to JOBS
participation {see below).

* Amend section 482Q0)(1)(A) by adding “literacy” after the word "skills."

The Siate agency would provide that if the recipient and the State agency swff member or
members responsible for developing the employability plan could not reach agreement on the
plan, 2 supervisory level staff member or other State agency employee traingd to mediate
these disputes would Intervens to provide further advocacy, ewunssling or negotiation suppont.

To resolve disputes (regarding the gmpioyahility plan) not setded by the Intervention in (B, 2
State could elect one or more of the following processes:
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i Permit the agency 10 establish an internal review board to arbitrate disgutes,
This board would bave the final say., The Secretary would establish
regulations for such boards.,

ii. Permit agencies o employ mediation using trained personnel, rather than
arbitration, @ resolve the dispute. HHS would be responsible for providing
techpical assistance to States that wished to use mediation.

i, Allow the recipiest a fair hearing contesting whether the State sgency bhad
followed the established process for developing the employabifity plan. A fair
hearing could be the exclusive remedy or could be allowed in addition 10 the
procedure in (i) or Gi).

() Persons who refused 1o sign or otherwise agree to the employability plan sfler the completion
of the process described above would be subjsct to sanction, curshle by agreeing to the plan.
In the event of ‘an adverse ruling at a fair hearing concerning the amployability plan, the
individual would oot have the right o 8 second fair haaring prior 1o imposition of the sanction
for contisued refusal o agree to such plan.

4. DEFERRALS

Current Law

Stares must require non-exempt AFDC recipients to perticiparz in the JOBS program (o the extent that
resources are gvallable, Exemptions under the currens JOBS program ere for those reciplenis who
are #l, incapuciiated, or of advanced age; needed in the home because of the {llness or Incapacity of
anocher family member: the caretaker of a child under age 3 (or, ar State option, under age 1);
employed 30 or more hours per week; o dependent child under age 16 or attending an educational
program full time; women in the second and third trimester of pregnancy; and residing In an area
where the program i3 not avatioble. The parent of o child under age & (bt older than the age for an
exemption) who Is personally providing care for the child may be required to porticipaie only if
participation does not exceed 20 hours per week and necessary child care &s guaranteed. For AFDC-
UP families, the exemprion due 10 the age of a child may be applied 10 only one parery, or to neither
parent if child care & guaranteed.

-y

Yision

Under the new provisions, o much greater percentage of AFDC reciplents would be required 10
parsicipate in JOBS. Single-parent and rwo-parent fomilles would be treated similarly under the new
JOBS system. Persons not yet ready for parvicipation in JOBS would be deferred, tesmpororily in
many cases, from such paricipation. The Stare agency would, when appropriate, ossist such
individuals in filing for Supplemental Security Income {351} or Dizability Insurance {DI). Some of the
criteria for deferral are based on cwrent regulations concerning exemplions, but In o number of
instances the definition ix tightened significansly,

Rationale
In order 10 change the culture of welfare, it Is necessary to maximize participation in the JOBS

program. It is also critical to ensure thar all welfare recipients who are able to participate in JOBS
have such services made availoble to them by the Stazes. The deferral policy does, however, give
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States the flexibillsy 10 conslder differences in the abllity to work and to participaie In education and
rraining acrivities in derermining whether to require an individual to enter the JOBS program.

S'ﬁ"

(2)

®

3

)

(o)

Aduit recipisnts {see mem below for treatment of minor custodial parents) who were
pot abiz v work or participate in eddcation or fraining activities {(e.g., due to care of a
disabled child) could bs deforred either prior to or 2fier entry into the JOBS program (or after
entry into the WORK program; see WORK specifications below). For example, if an
individual became seriously il afler entering the JOBS program, he or she would then be
deferred,

The State agency would be required to make an initial determination with respect to deferval
prior W 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 was required (o
participate in JOBS rather than deferred could request a fair hearing focusing ou whether the
individual meets one of the deferral criteria {(se¢ below), The time frame for completion of
the employability plan (3ee above) would be waived in instances of a dispute concerning
deferral from JOBS,

Persons who were deferred from JOBS would be expected when possible to engage in
sctivities intended 10 prepare them for employment and/or the JOBS program. An
employability plan for 8 deferred recipient could detall the steps, such as referral to a
vocationsl rehabifitation program or arranging for an appropriste day care or school selting
for a child with a disability, nesded 10 enabie the gdult 10 suter the JOBS program and/or find
employment.

Recipients not likely to ever participate in the JOBS program {c.g., those of advanced age)
would not be expected to engage in activities o prepare for JOBS participation. An
emplayability plan for such a person might include steps intended to, for sxample, improve
the family's bealth status or bousing situation. For individuals who were expected W enter
the JOBS program shortly (2.g., mothers of young children), services could be provided to
address any outstanding barriers (o successful participation in JOBS (e.g., arranging for child
gare}.

States could provide program services to deferred individuals, using JOBS funds, but would
not be required 1o do so.  Likewise, States could provide child care or other supportive
services @ persons who were deferred, but would not be required to do so~there would be no
child cars guarantes for individuals in the Jdeferred status. Persons who were deferred would
6ot be subject to sarction for failure to participate in sctivities. In other words, in order o
actually require an individual o participate in an activity, a State would have to classify the
individual as JOBS-mandatory (except with respect 0 participation in substance sbuse
treatment; ses SUBSTANCE ABUSE ARD DEPERRAL FROM JOBS OR WORK below).

Persons who were deferred would not be subject to the time limit, i.e., months in which a
recipient was in deferred status would not count against the two-year limit.
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The eriteria for deferral from JOBS. would be the following:

(1)  Is & parent of a child under age one, provided the child were not conesived
while the parent was on assistance. A parent of a chuld conceived while on
assistance would be deferred for a twelve-week period following the birth of
the child (consistent with the Family and Medical Leave Act).

(Under current law, & parent of & child under age thrae, under age one &t State option,

is exempted from JOBS participation, and po distinction i5 made acoording 1o whether

or not the parent was on assistance wheo the child was conceived)

(2)  Is il or incapacitated, when it is certified by a Hoensed physician, psychologist
or mental bealth professional {(from a list of such professionals approved by
the State) that the iliness or incapaciating condition is serious enough w
pravent, at least temporarily, eatry into employment or training;

{3} Is OO years of age or older;

{4) Is neaded in the home because another member of the househald requires the
individual's presence dus © iliness or incapacity as determined by & Heensed
physician, psychologist or meotal health professional (fromr™a list of such
professionals spproved by the State), and no other appropriate member of the
bousehold is available (0 provide the peeded care; -

&) Is in the third trimester of pregnancy; or
{Under current law and regulstions, pregnant women are exempted from JOBS
participation for both the second and third trimnesters)

6 Lives in a remote area. Ag individusd would be considered remote if a round
trip of more than two hours by reasonsbly availsble public or private
transportation would be required for 2 vormsal work or training day, It the
pormal round-trip commuting time in the area is moare than 2 hours, the
round-trip commuting time could not exceed generally accepted standards for
the area.

{Same as current regulations, CFR 250.30)}

Oaly one parent in an AFDC-UP family could be deferred under {(1).

Each State would be permitted to defer from JOBS for good causs, as determined by the
Siate, 3 pumber of persons up to a fixed percentage of the iotal number of persons in the
phased-in group, which would include adult recipients (parents), minor cusuxdial parents and
persons in the WORK program. These good cause deferrals would be in addition to thase
meeting the deferral criteria defined in (f). Good cause could include substantial barriers o
employment~for example, 2 severe learning disability or serious emotional instability. The
percentage cap on such deferrals would be set, in statute, at % through FY 99 and 10%
thereafier. A State would be able, in the event of extraordinary circumstances, to apply to the
Seczretary (0 increase the percentage cap on good cause placements. The Secratary would be
required to respond to such requests in a timely manner {time frame ta be established by
reguiation),
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3] The Jecretary would develop and transmit to Congress, by a specified date, recommendations
regarding the level of the cap on good cause deferrals; the Secretary could recommend thi
the cap be raised, lowered or maintained at ten percent.

o) The State agency would be required to reevaluate the status of persons in deferred status at
such time as the condition is expected to terminate (if the condition is expected (o be
temporary) but vo less frequently than at each semianaual assessment {se8 SEMIANNUAL
AssessMENT below) to determine if the individual should remain in deferrad stams or should
enter {or re-enter) the JOBS or WORK programs.

(x} Recipients who met one (or more) of the deferral criteria would be perminted to volunteer for
the JOBS program, subject to available Federal resources {see JOBS PARTICORPATION below).
Such 2 volunteer JOBS participant would in general be treated as other JOBS participans
except that he or she would not be subject 1o sanction or o the time limit. These volunteers
would be distinct from volunteers from the not-phased-in group {see JOBS PARTICIPATION
below), who could at State opticn be subjected (0 the time limit,

(3] A State agency would be required o prompuly inform a recipient of any change in his or her
status with respett to JOBS participation and/or the time limit (e.g., mevmai from the
deferrad status int the JOBS program).

{m) Tbe criteris for deferring persons from WORK participation (sse WORK below) would be
identical 1o the deferral criteria for persons who had pot yet reached the two-year time limit,
Persons who were deferred from the WORK program after reaching the time limit would be
eligible for AFDC benefits. Such individuals would be treated exacty the same as persons
deferred from the JOBS program before reaching the time limit, except that if the condition
necessitating defercal ended, they would enter or se-enter the WORK program, rather than the
JOBS program. Adult recipients deferred from the WORK program for good cause would
count against the cap on the number of deferrais for good cause.

5. SuBSTANCE ABUSE AND Darparat, proM JORS or WORK

Current Law

Current low does not specifically mention substonce abuse.  Under JOBS regulations, a recipient
whase only ectivity s alcohol or drug treatment would not be counied toward a State’s participation
rate. Alcohol or drug treavment pusy, however, be provided ar a supportive service using JOBS funds
should o Stare choose to do 0. Gregon currently hos a waiver that penmits the JOBS program to
require particlparion in substonce ghuse diagnostic, counseling, and treatment programs if they are
determined 10 be necesiary for self-sufficiency.

Visi

Stares would be given fexibility to require recipients they determine to be unable 1w engage in
employment or trafning because of a substonce pbuse problem to participate in substance abuse
treammers while in the deferred status.  Sanctions may be imposed for non-participation in substance
abuse reatmant provided thar both treatment and supportive services, including child care, gre made
evailable.
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States report (on an arecdotal basis) substance abuse os @ problem they encoumer in thelr JOBS
populations. I 5 ¢ barrier 1 self-sufficiency for a number of AFDC reciplents who will reguire
wrearment if they are to succesyfully particlpate in employment or roining actividies. It &5 estimated
that approximately 4.5% of AFDC reciplenss have substance abuse problems syfficlently debiiitating to
preclude Immediae participarion In smployment or training activities. Nearly one-third of these have
participitad in some form of aloohol or druy treament in the past year.

ificati

@ States may require persons fousd unabie 10 engzge in employment or training due
substance sbuse to participats in gppropriate substance abuse treatment while in deferred
Status, '

%)  Sanctions, equivalent (o JOBS sanctions, may be levied for non-participation in treatment,
provided such treatment is available 8t po cost w the recipient.

{c) (fiz’zid care and/or other supportive services wmust be soade available 1o an individual required
{0 participate in substance abuse treatment, e

{d) Provisions coucerning the semiznnual reassessment apply to deferred persons participating in
substance abuse treatment as described in this section.

{e) States may also require individuals in JOBS to participate in subStance abuse treatment (in
conjunction with another JOBS activity or activities} as part of the employability plan,

6. DerpITION OF THE TiMe Lovrr

Current Law

Some States {those which did not have an AFDC-UP program in place as of September 26, 1988} are
perminted 1o place @ rype of time limit on parsiciparion i the AFDC.UP program, restricting
eligibilisy for AFDC-UP 1o as few as § months in any [3-month period {Section 407(b)). Thirteen
stares presentdy impose time limits os AFDC-UP eligibility. Under currene law, however, no other
type of time limits may be placed on participation in the AFDC program.

Visi

Most of the people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for marny consecutive years, It
is rmuch more common for recipienis 1o move in and out of the welfare system, staying a relatively
brief period eoch time. Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two
years and fewer than onz in ten spends five consecutive years on AFDC.  Half of those who leave
welfare returs within two years, and three gf every four return at some poinr In the fisure, Most
recipients use the AFDC program not a5 @ permonery alternative to work, but ay temporary assistance
during times of rconemic difficulty.

While persons who remain on AFDC for lang periods at a time represens only o modest percestage of
all prople who ever enter the tystem, however, they represent @ high proportion of those on welfare a
any given iime. Although many face very serious barriers to employmenr, including physical
disabilities, vthers are able to work but are not moving in the direction of self-sufficiency. Maost long-
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tferm recipients are not on a track toward obtaining employment that would enable them (o leave
AFDC,

The proposal would esiablish, for aduls reciplents who were not deferred, a cwnulative time limit of
two years on the receipt of AFDC benefits nof contingent upon work, with extensions to the time lmir
to be granted under certain clrcumstances, Months in which an individual was deferred would not
count against the time limlt. Individuals who have left welfare for extended periods of time would be
eligible for a cushion of a few months of AFDC benefiss.

The rwo-yenr time limit it part of the overall effort 1o :hift the focus of the welfare system from
disbursing funds 1o promoting self-sufficiency through work, Thix dme limit gives both the reciplent
and the welfore agency a strucyure that necessitates steady progress in the direction of employment
and sconomic independence. As discussed In the WORK specifications below, recipients who reach
the twoeyear time Himit without finding an unsubsidived job would be offered publicly subsidized fobs
to enable tham to support their families.

Specifications

{2 The time Himit would be g Emit of 24 on the cumulstive sumber of months of AFDC benefits
an adult (paremt) could receive before being required to participate in the WORK program
{see Teen Parents for treatment of young custodial parents). In other words, the 24 moonths
would begin with the initidd AFDC payment {or with the first paymeot following redetermina-
tion, in the case of persons on AFDC prior o the effective date of the legislation), Months in
whick an individual waz raceiving assistance but was defecred rather thas in JOBS would not
count against the 24-month time fimit (sor DERERRAL above),

o) The 24-month time clock would not begin to ruo until 2 custodial parent’s 18t birthday, Ia
other words, months of receipt as a custodial parent before the age of I8 would not be
counted against the time Himit.

(3] A record of the #umber of months of eligibility remaining would be kept for each individual
subject to the time limit. Non-parent caretaker relatives would oot be subject {0 the time
limnit,

{d) The State agency would bs required to advise each recipient subject to the time limit a5 to the
aumber of months of eligibility remaining for him or her no less frequently than once every
six months {see SEMIANNUAL ASSESSMENT below). In addition, the State agency would be
required to contact and schedule 3 megting with any recipient who was approaching the 24-
month time limit at least 90 days prior o the end of the 24 months (see TRANSITION 1O
Work/WUORK bajowl,

7. AFDC-UP FAMILIES AND THE TiME LIMIT

Specificati

(a) in an AFDC-UP family, both parests would be subject 10 the lime Hmit if ¢ither parent were
in the phased-in group (see below). A separats record of months of eligibility remaining
would be kept for each parent, .If one parest in an AFDC-UP family were deferved, that

parent would not be subiect to the time limit-months in deferred status would not count
against that individual's 24-month limit. The other parent, however, would still be subject 1o

10
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the time lmit, A deferral of one parent in an AFDC-UP family would not count against the
cap on deferral for good cause.

If one parent hiad reached the time limit 2nd the other bad sot, the parent who had reached the
time {imit would be required to enter the WORK program. If the parent who had reached the

limit declined to participate in the WORK program, that parent’s needs would no longer be

considered in caleulating the family’s grant, His or her income and resources would still be
takea into account, The family would still be dligible for the remainder of the benefit
fessentially, the other parent andg the ¢hildren's portion} until the other parent reached the two-
year timit,

If 2 parent in an AFDC.UP family reached the time limit but declined to enter the WORK
program, the peeds of thet individual would {as above)l not be takes into account ia
calcolating the AFDC benefit. If such a parest subsequently reversed course and entered the
WORK program, he or she would be considered part of the assistance uait for the purpose of
determining any supplemental AFDC benefit and would also be eligible for a WORK
assignment. As discussed in the WORK specifications below, a State would pot be required w
provide WORK assignments t0 both parants in an AFDC-UP family.

Months in which # parent in an AFDC-UP family met the minimum work standard would not
gount agrinst that parent’s time limit, I the combined hours of work for both parents wers
equal 10 an average of 30 or mors per week (up o 40 at State option), neither parent would
be subject to the time limit (see MINIMUM WORK STANDARD).

If one of the two parents in sn AFDC.UP family were sanctioned under the WORK program
or under JOBS for refusing to sccept an unsubsidized job, the sancions described below (sece
SANCTIONS/PENALTIES) apply, regardless of the stats of the sscond parest.

With respect to the phasedin, both parents in an AFDC-UP family would be considersd
subject 10 the new rules if cither parent were in the phased-in group. If the parents in an
AFDC-UP family subject to the new rules subsequently separated, both would stili be subject
to the pew rules.

Statss which placed separate limits on AFDC-UP dligibility (e.g., 6 months in any 13-month
period) would oot be permitted to spply the two-year time Jimit or any related provisions (o
AFDC-UP families. in these States, all AFDC-UP families would be treated as part of the
not-phased-in group.

TEEN Pansirs

Persons under 18 are not ready to be independent and showld generally be in school. Under the
proposed law, minor parenty would not be allowed 1o ser up independent households, They would
receive case management and be expecied 1o remain in school, A teen parent's time clock would uor
begin 1o run until he or she turned 18 {and coudd esteblish an independent l:aase}toid)
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(2} States would be required to provide case management semces w &l castodial parents under
20.

() All cussodial parents under 20 who bad not compieted high school or the equivalent would be
required to participate in the JOBS program, with education as the presumed activity. The
24-month tme clock, bowever, would not begin to run untll & custodial parent wrned 18, In
other words, months of receipt s a custodial parent before the age of 18 would not be
sounted agaiost the time limit,

{c) Custodial parents under 20 who had not completed high schoot or the equivalent and who had
a child under one would be required to participate in JOBS as soon as the child resched
twelve weeks of age. Statrs would be pecmitted to defer tustodial parents under 20 in the
event of a serious iliness or other condition which precluded school atteadance,

& Custodial parents who were eligible for and receiving services under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act would receive an automatic extension up 1o age 22 if needed
complete high school. Thess extensions would not be counted against the cap on extensions.

9. J0OBS SERVICES
Current Law

A range of services and activities nuist be offered by Stares under the current JOBS program, bt
States are not required 1o implement JOBS uniformly in oll parts of the State and JOBS programs vary
widely among States. The services which must be provided as part of @ Siate’s JOBS program are the
following: educarional acrivities, including high school and equivalent education, basic and remedial
education, and education for persons with limited English proficlency; job skills sraining; job
readiness acrivities; job development and job placement; and supportive services to the extent that
these services are necessary for participation in JOBS. Supportive services include child core,
rreasporation and other work-related supportive services. States must olso offer, in addition o the
aforemensioned services, ar least 2 of the following services: group and individua! job search, on-the-
Job training (QJT}, work supplementarion prograns and community work experience programs,

Vi
The definition of satisfactory participarion in the JOBS program would be broadened to include
additional aciiviriey thar are necessary for individuals to achieve self-sufficiency. States would

continue 10 have brood lativude in determining which services were provided under JOBS, Greater
emphasis, however, would be placed on fob search activities, to promote work and employment,

12
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cpecificat]
Up-Front Job Search

()

@)

©

All adult pew recipients in the phased-in group {and minor parents who had completed high
school) who were judpged job-ready would be required to perform job search from the date
assistance began. Job ready would be in general defined as baving either son-pegligitle work
experience, or a high schoo! diploma or the equivalent. States would include 3 more detailed
definition of job-ready in the Siate plan, The definition would have to exciuds persons who
met or appearsd likely 10 mest one of the deferral criteria, A formual determination as w
deferval, however, would not be required at this point.

States would have the option of requiring all job-ready new recipients, including those in the
aot-phased-in group, to perform up-fromt job search. States would aiso be permitted to
require job search from the date of application (a5 under current law, this requirement could
not be used &8 2 reason for a delay in making the eligibility determination or issuing the

_payment),
" The permissible period of initial job search would be extendad from 8 weeks 1o 12,

Gther Provisions Cencerning JOBS Services

@

{g}

(0

(8}

&)

0

@
&

States would be required to include job search among the JOBS smi;es offerad.

‘Clarify the rules 30 as w limit job search (as the exclusive aciivity, i.e., pot in conjunction
with other services) to 4 months in any 12-month period. The up-front job ssarch {described
above) and the 45-90 days of job search required immediately before the end of the two-year
time limit {see TRaANSITION T¢ WORK/WORK below) would both be counted against the 4
month limie,

Amend section 432(Y(1)(A)()Q) by replacing “basic and remedial education to schieve a
basic literacy level™ with "employment-oriented education to achieve literacy levels needed for
economic self-sufficiency.”

Setf-employment programs, including microenterprise training and activities, would be added
o the list of optional JORS sctivities,

Increase the limit on Federal reimbursement for work supplementation program expeaditures
from the current ceiling, which is essentially based on a maximum length of participation in a
work supplamentation program of 9 months, 0 & level based on 2 maximum leagth of
participation of 12 months,

Change the pondisplacement fanguage to permit work supplementation participants to be
assigned to unfilled vacancies in the private zector, provided such placements did not violate
the other nondispiacement provisions in current law,

Alternative Work Experieace would be limited to 90 days within any 12-month period.

The State plan would be required to include s description of efforts 10 be undertaken Y

encourage the training and placement of women and girls in pontraditional employment,
including steps 1o increase the awareness of such training and placement opporntunities.

i3



4

{(m)

{n}

(o)

)

10.

Work mud Respmruliky et of 1099

States would be required to indicate in the Siate plan whether and how they will make
training as child care providers available to participants.

The State plan would include procedures to ensure that, w the extent possible, fexternal)
service providers promptly notify the State agency io the event of noncompliance by 2 JOBS
participant, e.g., failure i aend 3 JOBS xctivity.

Amend the fanguage in Social Security Act section 483(a)(1) which requires that there be
coordination between JTPA, JOBS and education programs available in the State io
specificatly require coordination with the Adult Education Act and Card D. Perkins Vocational
Educational Act.

Where 150 appropriate review were made {e.g., by an interagency board), the State council on
vocational education and the State advisory council on adull education would review the State
JORS plan and submit conuments 0 the Governor,

The agency administering the JOBS and WORK program would be prohibitad by regulation
from referring participants o, contracting with or otherwise makisg IV.F or IV-G fuads
available to a provider of education and training services if such instimtion were disqualified
from participation in a program umder Title IV of the Higher Education A% or under the
Reemployment Act. A State would be provided, by regulation, the option of applying the
alternative eligibiity procedure established under the Reamployment At to potential providers
of JOBS or WORK services.

MNMUM WORK STANDARD

Soecificat]

(a)

b}

)

@

(e}

The minimum work standard would be an average of 20 bours of (unsubsidized) work per
week during the month, with a State option o lucreass to up o an avecage of 30 bours per
week. States would also have the option to st different minimum work standards for
different subgroups (e.g., mothers of children under §), provided that the standard for each
subgroup were at least 20 and no more thaa 30 bours per week.

Months in which as individual met the minimum work standard would not count against the
time Hmit, 1o an AFDC-UP family, if one parent met the minimum work standard, he or she
would not he subject to the time limit. Months in which the combined hours of both parents
equaled or exceeded 30 (up w 40 at State option) would pot count against the time limit for
either parent. . ,

An individual who had not reached the time limit and was meeting the minimum work
standard would be counted as a JOBS participant (ses JOBS PARTICIPATION below),

A person who had reached the time limit but was meeting the minimum work standard would
be eligible for supplemental AFDC bdenefits, if otherwise eligible for AFDC (see EARNINGS
SUPPLEMENTATION below),

A State would be required to offer 3 WORK assignment to an individual working iz an

unsubsidized job for 2 number of bours less than the minimum work standard {provided the
person were otherwise sligible for the WORK program; ¢.g., met income and resource tests),

14
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The WORK assignment would be structured, to the extent possibie, not to interfers with the
unsubsidized employment,

H Persons mesting the minimum work standard would be required o accept additional hours of
unsubsidized work Iif offerad, provided such work met the relevant standards (8.g., health and
safety) for unsubsidized employmesnt aod the total sumber of bouss did not exceed an average
of 35 per week. Such individuals would also be prohibited from reducing the sumber of
hours worked with the intent of receiving additional benefits.

1. JOBS ParTicieaTIiON

Current Law

Under the Family Support Act of 1988, which created the JOBS progrom, minlmwm 10BS
participation standards (the percentage of the non-exempt AFDC caseload participating in JOBS ar a
point in thme) were established for fiscal years 1990 through 1995, States face o reduced Federal
match rase If those standards are not met. In FY [993 States were regulred to ensure that at least
11% of the non-exempt caseload in the Srate was parsicipating in JOBS (in an average month). The
standard increased 10 15% for F¥ 1994 and will rise 10 20% for FY 1995, There are no stondards
specified for the fiscal years gfter FY 1995, Individuals who are scheduled for an average of 20
hours of JOBS activiries per week and aitend for ar feast 75% of the scheduled hours are counsable
Jor particlpation rate purposes. Stares are required 1o meet separare, higher participation standards
Jor principal earners In AFDC-UP familizs. For FY 1994, a number of AFDC-UP paresus equal to
40 percent of all AFDC-UP principal earners are required 10 participate tn work acrivities for at least
26 hours per week.  The standard rises to 50 percent for FY 1993, 60 percent for FY 1996 and 75
percent for each of she fiscal years 1997 and 1998.

Yision

7o transform the welfare system from an income support system into @ work support system, the JOBS
progrom must be expanded significarsly,  Thir substansial increase In the mumber of JOBS
panticipants would be phased in over time,

Specificat]

{a} The JOBS program targeting requirements would be e¢liminated. The separate AFDC-UP
participation standards in current law would remain in place.

(t)  Individuals in seifeinitiated education and training activities (ncluding, but not Hmited o,
post-secondary educstion) would receive child cars beaefits if and only if such activities were
approved through the JOBS program. Costs of such education and training would oot be
reimbursable under JOBS, Child care snd supportive services expendituces, however, would
be matchable through IV-A and JOBS, respectively.

{c) The definition of participation would be altersd by regulation such that an individual enrolled
halftime in a degree-granting posi-secondary oducational institution who was making
satisfactory scademic progress (as defined by the Higher Educativn Act) and whose
enroliment was consistent with an approved smployability plan would be considered o be
participating satisfactorily in JOBS, even if such a person weee scheduled for fewer than 20
hours of class per week.
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{d3  The definition of JOBS participation would be broadened to include working in jobs that met
the minimum work standard (see above).

(e} The broadened definition of participation would include participation in & structured
microenterprise program.  As above, satisfactory participation in such a microeaterprise
program would meet the JOBS participation requirement, even if the scheduled hours per
week were fewer than 20,

JOBS Participation for the Not-Phased-In Group
Specification

6 A State would be required to continue providing secvices 10 a person already participating in
JOBS as of the effective date, consistent with the employability plan in place as of that date.

&) States would be given substantial flexibility regarding JOBS services for persons not in the
Federally-defined phased-in group (custodial parents born after 1}9? 1), a5 discussed below:

i A State would be required to serve volunteers from the sot-phased-ip group to the
extent that Federal JOBS funding was available (.., the State had not drawn down its
full JOBS allctment)., Statss would have the option of subjenting such JOBS
volunteers 1o the time limit. A State would be required 10 describe in the State plan
its policy with respect 1o voluntsers,

ii. States could define the phased-in group more broadly, ¢.%., psrents born after 1971
and all new spplicants (see EPrgCTIVE DATE AND DEFINITION OF THE PHASED-IN
Group above). In addition, a State gould reguire recipicnts who were ot in i
phased-in group o participate in JOBS, but could not 2pply the time limit 1 such
JOBS-mandatory persons (as opposed to volumears above). In ather words, 2 State
that defined the pbased-in group &s parents bomn sfler 1869 could require 3 person
bom in 1968 to participate in JORS, and sanction such an individua for failure o
comply, but that person would not be subject to the tme limit. An individual in
either the phased-in or the natﬁhased*ia groups who met one of the deferral criteria
could not be required to participate in JOBS,

12. JOBS FuNDING

Current Law

Under curren: law, the capped entitlement for JOBS s distribwed according to the number of adul
recipients in a State, relarive to the number in all States, State expenditures on JOBS are currently
matched ot three differens rates.  Stares receive Federal matching fands, up 10 the Stote's 1987 WIN
allocarion, at a 90 percent Federol match rate.  Expenditures above the amouns reimbursable ar %0
percent are reimbursed ar S0 percent, in tha case of spending on administrative and werk-related
supporsive service costs, and at the higher of 60 percent or FMAP In the case of the cost of full-time
JOBS program xaff and other program expendirures (apart from spending on child care, which does
not count agaoinst the JOBS capped allotment and s marched @t FMAP). The JOBS entitlernent
{Federal funding} is capped at $1.1 billlon for FY 94, $1.3 billion for FY 95, and 81 billion for FY 96
and each subseguer fiscal year.
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The capped eatitlement for JOBS would be allocated sccording o the average monthly
number of adult resipients {which would include WORK participants) in the State relative i
the sumber in alf States (Similar to current law),

The JOBS capped entitlement (Federal) would be set at $1.75 billion for FY 1996 (3306
sniilion of which would be designated for the Secretary’s Fund; see below), $1.7 billion for
FY 1997, $1.8 billion for FY 1998 and $1.9 billion for fiscal years 1999 through 2004. For
fiscal year 2005 and 2ach fiscal year thercafter, the level of the cap would be set a1 $1.9
billion adjusied for inflation using the Consumer Price Index.

The Federal match rate {for each State) for all JOBS expenditures under the proposed law
wouid be sef at the following levels: FMAP plus five percentage points, with a floor of 65
percent, for fiscal years 1996 and 1997; at FMAP plus seven percentage points, with 3 floor
of 67 percent, for FY 1998; at FMAP plus nine percentage points, with a floor of 69 percent,
for FY 1999; and at FMAP plus ten percentage points, with a floor of 70 percent, for FY
2000 and each fiscal year thereafter. Spending for direet program costs, for administrative
vosts and for the costs of transportation and other work-related supportive services (apart from
child care} would all be matched at this single rate. The current law hold harmdess grovision,
under which expenditeres vp to & certain level are matched at 90 percent, would be
eliminated. The enhanced match rate would become effective upon statewide implementation
of the new legislation. Statewide for'this purpose would be defined as a number of persons
subject to the time limit that equaled or excesded 20% of the Faderally-defined phased-in
group. The numerator for this calculation would be individuals in the State's phased-in group
who were subject to the time limit; the denominator would be custodial parents born after
1971, A State would be eligible for the enhanced mutch rate prior to reaching the 90 percent
level if it bad in place an approved plan for achieving, within two years of initial
implementation, that target,

To qualify for the enhanced match rate, 3 State’s total spending (State share} for JOBS,
WORK (matchable from the WORK capped entitlement) and for IV-A, Transitional and At-
Risk Child Care for s fiscal year would have to equal or exceed the State’s total speading for
JOBS and for IV-A, Transitional and At-Risk Child Care for Fiscal Year 1994 but could in no
gvent be less than the total of such spending for Fiscal Year 1993,

If a State did not qualify for the enhanced match rate by meeting the requirements in {0} and
{d) sbove, its Federal march rate for JOBS and WORK (WORK operational costs) for the
fiscal year in question would be reduced 0 2 rate equal to the higher of FMAP and 60
percent (for all JOBS spending) and its Federal match rate for spending on the child care
programs for that fiscal year would be reduced (o FMAP,

A State would be permitted, beginuing in FY 97, to realiocate an amount up o 10% of its
combined JOBS and WORK aliotments (WORK aiiotment from the capped eatitiement) from
its JOBS program: o its WORK program and vice versa, The amount transferred could not
excesd the allotment for the program from which the transfer was made.

&
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EXAMPLE:

A S with a 35 million JOBS allotment and & 36 millicn allotment from the WORK ceppod entitement {sss WORK
FUnmiNg below} ean allocate $1.1 million froms JOBS o WORK or vies vema, The State Rnds Gut speading oa the
JOBS progrum is yunning higher than expected and we 8 opa o mailocsts 3600000 from WORK 10 JOBS. The Siste
can now demw down up 19 554 milfion, sether than §5 miflion, in Podors! fading for JOBS axpenditums.  On the
oier band, the Stale can now mecive only 534 million in Fodorsd muching furds, & WORK match e {vapped
coiitteeenty, for wpending va WORK wonte.

I the States did not cimm all available Federal JOBS and WORK funding (WORK capped
wﬁzﬁm&a&) for a fiscal year, a State could draw down Federal funds for JOBS and/or WORK
in sxcess of its allotments, 'The additional Federal funding would be drawn from the
unobligated balance (JOBS and WORK money not speat by other States). A State would bave
to draw down its full allocations for both JOBS and WORK 10 be able to draw down wnspant
funds beyond these allotments (for spending on either program}). This would require
legislative authority to distribute unobligated funds from one fiscal year during the subsequent
fiscal year and to distribute unliquidated obligations from 2 fiseal year during, not the
succeeding fiscal year, but the one xfter that (fwo years afterward),

EXAMPLE:

Duriag FY §9. sovea Rates rpead o6 JOBS and WORK af s Jevel that would deaw down Fedenad funding i oxsess of
their slistments.  The FY 99 JOBS and WORK allotreste for the seven Stales tolel 5100 milkion, but tdw lovel of
Suale wasch contribuiod For the two progrems would cnable the soven te daw down 3110 million in Federad Runde,
absent the Himitvions oa State allocations, for a difference of §10 million. Tie toka! emount of unchfigaisd JOBS and
WORK fanding for FY 99 (based on Stes' daawing down JOBS and WORK fundiog anly up t5 the level of their
slictmenta) i $7 million, EBach of the seven Staten woitld veceive 70 centa for aach dolber of Pedersl finding % ould
potentinlly bave demwn down boyond the kevel of its JOBS sund WORK allodmca, Steis A, which would have drawn
dowmn sn sdditonsl $1 million in Pedel funding sbove i aliocatioos, in the sbenes of sny limitations, would
receive $700,000 in sdditional Fedend funding. I the smount of unobligeied JORS and WORK funding exsesded
$18 million, the seven Staier would receive the Ridl 310 million in sddicional Foders] faading,

1f the rate of total unemployment in & State for a fiscal year equaled or exceeded the (total
uostnployment rate) trigger for axtended unemployment compensation (currently 6.5 percent),
and the State’s wtal unemployment rate for that fiscal year squaled or exceeded 110 percent
of that rate for either (or both) of the two preceding fiscal years, the State match rate for
JGBS, WORK and At-Risk Child Care for that fiscal year would be reducsd by ten percent
(not by ten percentage points; e.8., from 30 percent to 27 percant, pot from 30 percent to 20
percent). The adiustment to the mateh rate would become effective only if the Stare obligatxd
sufficient funding to draw down its full sliotments for JOBS, WORK and At-Risk Child Care
at the pre-sdiustment match rate.  The State could then, as described ghove, draw down
unspent JOBS and WORK funds at the higher match rate,

EXAMPLE:

Sutx A obligates sufficient funding o draw down its full allocstions for JOBS, WORK ard Ar-Risk Child Care & e
preadjusmicar skl mize. The State match s for JOBS and WORK ix 25%, the tofal Stais contribution o bath
programs in 31 million wnd its totad Pederd aliotment for bolh programs i §3 miflion. o the snemployment mis fn
Sute A for the fiscal year exoceded the trigger Jeve! {Jeacribod ebove), the State muich rets wonild be roduced from
25 to 22.5 percent, Sata A could then potentially doaw down sn sdditionad ME0U0 4345 million minus §3
miliion} in Fodorsl fands, Relerring o the cxunpls sbove, the $650,000 would be placed in the pool with tha §10
millica the seven afloromentioned Stitoe could poteatially dnw down beyond the level of thelr aliotments, I the
unobligated balsnce for the fiscal yeur wore wifficiom, Sute A would rescive fws full $450,000 and the seven other
Bates would rmeive the Rell 10 million. 1 ook, esch of the sight Ssica would receive » pro-mted amourt (2.8, 65
contr on Wi dollan.

The capped entitlement for JOBS for a fiscal year would rise by 2.5 percent if the average

national total unemployment rate for the last two quarters of the previous fiscal year or the
first two quarters of that fiscal year equaled 7 percent. For each tenth of a percentage point
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by which the national unemployment rate for either of those two-quarter periods exceeded 7
percent, the cap would de increased by an additional .25 percent. For example, if the
unemployment rate for the {ast two quarters of the precading fiscal year were 8.1 percent, the
JOBS cap for the fiscal year would be increased by 2 total of 5.25 percent (2.5 percent for
reaching 7 percent plus an additional 2.75 percent for the 1.1 persentage points over 7).
Each State’s alictment would increase accordingly.

In ¢iher words, a determination would be made at the beginning and in the middie of the
Federal fiscal year as to whether the JOBS cap should be increased (i.e., whather the
unemployment wigger level had been reached). If the cap were increased at the beginning of
the year, an adjustment would not also be mads at the :ziz%ddie of the year,

The same provisios would apply 1o the capped estilement for WORK {as described below)
and to At-Risk Child Care,

Funding for teen case management {se¢ TEEN PARENTS above) would be provided not as a
set-aside, but as additional dollars within the JOBS capped entitlement.

SEMIANNUAL ASSESSMENT !

an

The State agency would be required, on at least a semianoual basis, to condust 2 review of
the employability plan for both JOBS participants and for deferred persons who had an
employsability plan in place, 0 evaluate progress toward achieving the goals o the plan. This
assessmient, which would be done in person, could be integrated with the anmual AFDC
elipibility redetermination, Persons in deferred status found to be ready for participation in
employment and training could be assigned to the JOBS program following the assessment.
Conversely, persons in the JOBS program discovered o be facing very serious obstacles o
participation could be deferred. Other revisions to the employability plan would be made as
nesded.

The assessment would entail an evaluation of the extent to which the Stats was providing the
services called for in the employability pian. In instances in which the State was found pot o

"be delivering the specified education, training and/or supportive services, the agency would be

required to take steps o ensurs that zize services would be delivered from that point forward.

TRANSITION Te WOoRK/WORK

Specificati

(a)

®

Persons would be required to engage In job search during a period of a0t less than 45 days
{up to 90 days, & State option) before taking a WORK assignment, The smploysbility plan
would be modifisd accordingly. In most cases, the job search would be pecformed during the
4590 days immediately preceding the ead of the time lLimit,

The State agency would be required to schedule a meeting with any recipient approaching the
end of the 24-month time limit at least 90 days in advance of that individual’s reaching the
fimit, The State agency would, a3 part of the 90-day assessment, evaluate the recipient's
progress and emplayability to determine if an extension wers appropriate to, for example,
complete 2 training program in which the recipient was currently enrolled (see EXxTeENSIONS
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below). The State sgency would be required to inform the recipient, both in writing and ar

" the face-to-face meeting, of the consequences of reaching the time limit-the nesd 0 register

for the WORK program in order o be eligible for further support, in the form of a WORK
assignment. Recipients would alzo be apprised of the requirement 1o engage in job search for
the final 45-90 days and of the State’s extension policy.

States would have the ﬁgzziaz; of providing an additional month of AFDC henefis 0
individuals who found smployment just as their eligibility for AFDC benefits/JOBS
participation ended, If wecessary 10 tide them over until the first paycheck,

The State agency would notify the recipient, either by phone or in writing, of the purpese and
need for the $¥0-day meeting, and the Swte agency waould Be required to make addmcazi
sttempts at notification if the recipient failed to appear,

For persons re-enterinig the JOBS program (ncluding those previously assigned deferred) with
fewer than six months of eligibility remaining, the development/revigion of the employability
plan could be considerad the 90-day meeting, if the requisite information were provided at
that point. In the case of an individual re-entering with fewer than 90 days of sligihility, ths

meeting would be held at the earfiest posgible date. .
The semiannual assessment could be treated as the 90-day meating, provided it fell within the
final six months of eligibility, Coaversely, the 90«day assessment would meet the
requirement for an semiannual assessment,

Worker Support

&

15,

{a)

States would be encouraged to use JOBS or WORK funds (from the capped WORK
sliocation; see below), to provide services designed to help persons who had left the JOBS or
WORK programs for employment keep those jobs.

Services could include case management, work-velated supportive services, and job search and
job placement assistance for former recipiests who had lost their jobs. Case management
could entail assistance with money management, mediation betwaen employer and employee
snd aid in applying for advance payments of the EITC. Work-relsted supportive services
could include payments for licensing or certification fees, clothing or uniforms, auto repair or
other transporiation expenses and emergency child care expenses.

EXTENSIONS

States would be required to grant extensions to persons who resched the tims limit without
having had adequate access to the services specified in the employability plan, In instances in
which 2 State failed o substantially provide the services, including child care, calied for in the
eropioyability plan, the State would be required to grant an extension eguat 1o the number of
monuths nesded 10 complete the activities in the employability plan (up o a limit of 24
months), States would be mandated w take the refults of the semiannual assessment(s) into
account in determining if services were delivered satisfactorily. If an extension were granted
on the grounds of inadequate servics delivery, the employability plan could be revised, as
appropriate, at that point. Disagreements about revisions to the plan would be subject o the
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same disputs resoluticn and sanctioning procedures 58 was the isitial development of the plan,

If the State agency and the recipient disagresd with respect o whether services were
substantially provided and hzuce as w whether the racipient was zotitled to an extension, the
State agency would be mandated to inform the recipient of her or his right 10 2 falr hearing ca
the issue.  All hearings would be held prior to the snd of the individual's 24 months of
eligibility.

in & fair hearing regarding a recipient’s clsim that he or she was eatitled (o an extension due
o State failure 1o make available the services in the employability plan, the State would have
to show what services were provided, A recipient would be entitled o an extension if the
hearing officer found that the recipient was unable to complete the elements of the
employability plan because services, including necessary supportive services, were not
available for a significant period of time. If it wers determined that adeguate services were
oot provided, an extension would be granted and the recipient and State agency would revise
the employability plan, as appropriate (ses abave).

Persons enrclied in 2 structured learning program (includisg, but not limited to, those created
under the School-to-Work Opportunities Act) would be granted an extension up to age 22 for
completion of such a program. A structured learning program would be defined 25 a program
that begins at the secondary school level and coptinues into » post-secondary program and is
designed to lead to a degree and/or recognized skills certificate. Such extensions would not
count against the cap on extensions {see below).

States would also be permitted, but not required, to grant exiensions of the time limit snder
the circumstances listed below, up o 10% of all aduits and minor parents required to partici-
pate in JOBS and subject to the time limit. Extensions due to State failure to deliver gervices,
as discussed above, would be counted against the ¢cap. A State would, howsver, be required
to grant an extension if services were mot provided, regardless of whether the State was above
or below the 10% cap.

(13 For completion of 2 GED peagram (exiension limited 10 12 months),

{2} For compietion of a centificate-granting wraining program or educational
activity, including post-secoadary sducation or a structured microenterprise
prograin expscted to enhance employability or income.  Extensions to
complete a fwo or four-year coilege degree would be conditionsd on
simultansous participation in a2 work-study program, or other part-time work
{for at least an average of 15 bours per week).

The extension is contingent o the individual’s making satisfactory academic
progress, as defined by the Righer Education Act (extension limited (0 24
months}.

£3) In cases of persons who 2re lzarning disabled, illiterate or who face languige
barriers or other substantial obsiaclies o employment. This would inciude a
person with 2 serious learning disability whose employability plan to date has
been designed fo address that impediment and who consequently has not yet
obizined the job skifls training needed to secure employment {extension not
limiled in duration).
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The State agency would be required o set a duration for each extension gramted, sufficient 1o,
for example, finish a training program already underway or, in the event of g State faillure 1o
provide services, 1o complete the activities in the employability plan.

States would be required o contioue providing supportive services as needed to presons who
bad received exiensions of the time limis.

A State would be permitted, in the event of extraordinary circumstances, to apply 1o the
Secretary o have its cap oo extensions raised. The Secretary would be requirad to make 2
timely response o such requests (see DEPERRAL above).

The Secretary would develop and transmit to Congress {see DEFERRAL above), by & spacified
date, recommendations regarding the level of the ¢ap oo extensions; the Secretary could, as
mentioned above, recommend that the cap be raised, lowered or maintained at ten percent.

QUALIFYING FOR ADDITIONAL MONTHS OF ELIGIBILITY

Specificati

(a

&)

()

Persons who had lef AFDC with fewer than six months of gigbllify for AFDC
benefits/JOBS participation remaining would qualify for a limited sumber of additional
months of eligibility, to serve as a cushion. An individual in this category {fewer than &
months of eligibility remaining) would qualify for one additiona! month of eligibility for every
four months during which the individual did oot receive AFDC and was not in the WORK
program, up to a limit of 5ix months of eligibility at any time.

Persons who left the WORK program would also be able 1o qualify for up o 6 months of
eligibility for AFDC bmeﬁ;sfi OBS participation, just as describad in (a).

Individuals re-gntering the AFDC program would be subject to the up-fromt job search
requitement, a5 described above under JOBS SERVICES,
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By stotute JOBS must be administered by the IV-A agency. State IV-A agencies moy delegate to or
comntract (either through financial or non-financial agreements) with other entides such as JTPA 10
provide a broad range of JOBS services, The IVeA agency must retain overall responsibility for the
program (including program design, policy-making, establishing program participation requirements}
and any actions that involve individuals including determination of exemption siqius, determination of
good cause, application of sanctions, and fair hearings),

HHSIACF makes grants to the IV-A agency based on the allocation formule cutlined in the statute and
holds the IV-A agency accounmtable for meeting participation and target group expenditure
requirements as well as submirting all necessary progrom and financial reports.

JOBS and WORK would be administered by the IV-A agency unless the Governor designaies another
entity s0 administer the programs. If the Governor designates an agency other than the V-4 agency
to administer JOBS/WORK, then any plan or other document subminied o HHS fo operate the
programs would be jointly submirted by the administering entity and the IV-A agency.

Based on the Governor’s designation, HHS/ACF would make gromes to the administering entity and
hold that entity responsible for submitring program and financlal reports’ and meeting appropriate
performance stondaords.

In a State that elecys 1o operate one-stop career centers, JOBS/WORK would be required components
of the onz-stop vareer centers.

17, OVERALL ADMINISTRATION

Specifications
(2) JOBS and WORK must be administered by the same State entity,

M) The Governor may designate the sgency @ administer JOBS/WORK., In the absence of the
designation of another agency, the IV-A agency would administer JOBS/WORK.

{c} The Governor would detsrmine whether the State had 2 Sutewide one-stop career center
system. ‘That determination would be made af least every two years, [f the Governor
determined that the State had such a system, the JOBS/WORK program would participate in
the operation of the one-stop career centers. ‘The Governor would make one-stop career
senter services availzble to the participants in the JUBS/WORK components.

(&) If the Governor designated an entity other than the IV-A agency, then that agency and the IV-
A apency would have o enter into a written sgreement outlining their respective roles in
carrying out JOBS/WORK.

{g) If the IV-A agency retained administration of JOBS, it would have the option of contrasting '

with another entity or entities 10 carry out any and all functions related w JOBS/WORK. Al
countracts and agreements with such entities would be written,
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If the Governor designated an eutity other than the [V-A agency, then that agency and the IV-
A agency would be required 0 joindy submit any plan required to operate JOBS/WORK 1o
the Secretary of HHS.

Upon notification by the Governor of the designation of an entity other than the IV-A sgency
to administer JOBS/WORK, the Departnent of Health and Human Services would make all
grant awards and hold accountable for all financial and reporting requirements the designated
entity.

SprCFic RESPONSIRILITIES OF THE IV-A AGENCY

Soecificati

@)

19.

No matter which entity bas responsibility for JOBS/WORK, the IV~A agency st retain
responsibility for:

4} Determining eligibility for AFDC,

(2) Tracking and sotifying famﬁzes subject to the time lmit of amnths left of
eligibility;

{4 Applying sanctions;

(4)  Making supplemental payments to  cligible WORK participants  and
determining continuing eligibility for WORK and for AFDC payments;

{53 Notifying the JOBS/WORK ageocy at least 120 days before an individual’s
twoeyesr time Hmit was ¢p so that appropriste steps (e.g., job search) could
be taken; and

& Holding fair hearings regarding time Iimits and cash benefis,

{ITHER AREAS OF RESPONSIRILITY

Specificati

{a)

In States where an entity other than the IV-A agency is responsible for JOBS/WORK, we
propose t give States the flexibility to determine how the following functions are carried out,
The State plan would have to coatain specific information detailing how the State intended to
carry out the following functions:

{1} Determining deferral statas;

(2) Grazz;ing extenaions (o the time iimitg; and

{3) Providing secondary reviews and hearings on issuss specifically related 10
JOBS or WORK participation. :
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Qurrent Lay

There Is af presery under Tide IV no work program of the type envisioned here.  States are presemily
permined 1o operate on-the-Job training, work supplementotion and community work experience
programs as parr ¢f the JOBS program (Section 482(z}) and 482{f}, Social Secwrity Ac, 45 CFR
250.61, 250,62, 250.63). Regulations, however, explicitly prohibit Srares from operating a program
of public service emplayment under the JOBS umbrella (45 CFR 250.47,

Vigion

The focus of the transifional assistance program would be helping people mowve from welfare to
unsubsidived employment, The two-year time iimb for cash assistance not contingent on work is part
of this effort. Some reciplents will, however, reach the two-year time limit without having found a
Job, despite having participated sceizfactorily in the JOBS program. We are committed 0 providing
them with the opportunity to work to help support their families. The design of the WORK program
will be guided by a principle central to the reform effort, that persans who work should be no worse
off than those who are not yorking,

The WORK program woudd maoke work assignments (hereafter WORK assignments) in the public,
private and non-profit seciors avallable to persony who had reqched the time limit. States would be
required 1 create u mintmum number of WORK assigronenys, bur would otherwise be given
considerable flexibility in the expenditure of WORK program funds. For example, States would be
permitted t¢ contract with private firms and norfor-profits o place persons in subsidized or
unsubsidized private sector Jobs.

The WORK progra}n would take the form of a work-for-wages structure,  Farticiponss in WORK

assignments would be poid for hours worked; Individuals who missed work would nor be paid for
those hours.

Definition; The terms *WORK assigrment” and *WORK position” are defined 235 a job in the public,
private or not-forprofit sectars v which an individual s curreatly assigned under the WORK
program.

0. ESTaBLISHMENT OF A WORK PROGRAM

Specificatl

{z) Each State would be required to operate a WORK program making WORK assignments

available 1o persons who bhad reacheéd the 24-month time limit for AFDC benefits not
conditioned upon work.
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WORK Fumning

Specificati

&

(®)

&

There would bz two WORK program funding streams!

B A capped entitlement which would be distributed to States according o the
sum of the average monthly oumber of persons required o participate in JOBS
{and subject to the time limif) and the average monthly ovmber of persons in
the WORK program in 2 State relative W the number in all States,

2} An uncapped entiticment to reimburse States for wages paid v WORK
program participants, which would include wage subsidies to private, for-
profit employsrs.,

The capped entitfement would be for WORK operational costs, which would include
expenditures to develop WORK assignments, placement bonuses to contractors and spending
on other WORK program services such as supervised job search,

A State would receive matching funds, up to the amounmt of the capped®aliocation, for
expenditures for WORK operational costs at the WORK match rate, which would be s2t at the
same level as the JOBS match rate (as described in JOBS FunpiNG above), For expenditures
on wages t¢ WORK participants, including wage subsidies © prwatc employers, g State

would be reimbursed at its FMAP, '

EXAMPLE: State A's allocation {anpual} from the capped WORK entitlement for FY 99 is

. $1.5 million. The State’s WORK (and JOBS) match rate is 75 percent and its
FMAP is 50 percent. The State spends 3 wtal of $5.2 million o5 the WORK
program~$1.6 million 1o develop the WORK assigaments, make pecformance-
based payments to placement contractors, and provide job search services and
$3.6 millioo on wage subsidies to private employers and wages for WORK
participants in the public and not-for-profit sectors, State A would be
reimbursed for the $1.6 million in spending on operationa) costs zt the 78
pereent capped aliocation match rate, for a total of $1.2 willion in reimburse~
ment &t that rate. For the $3.6 million in expenditures on WORK wages, the
State would be relmbursed at the FMAP, for $1.8 millios in Faderal dollars
from the uncapped stream and a total of $3 million in Federal maiching funds,

As discussed in JOBS FunDING above, the snhanced match rate would become effsctive upon
statewide implementation of the new legislation, provided the State met the maintenance of
effort requirement concerning its total spending for JOBS, WORK and for IV-A, Transitional
and At-Rigk Child Care. Prior to statewide Implementation, the WORK match rate would be
set at the higher of FMAP and 60 percent,

The WORK capped entitlement would be set at $200 millioa for FY 1998, $700 million for
FY 1999, $1.1 billion for FY 2000, $1.3 billion for FY 2001, $1.4 billion for FY 2002, $1.6
biltion for FY 2003 and $1.7 billion for FY 2004, For fiscal year 2005 and each fiscal year
theceafter, the level of the WORK capped entitlement would be set'at $1.7 billion adjusted for
inflation by the Consumer Price Index (CPY) and for the increase over time in the relative size

-of the phased-in group.
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As discussed above (see JOBS FUNDING}, a State would be pecmitted to reallocate up o 10%
of the combined twotal of jts JOBS and WORK allotments from its JOBS program to its WORK
program, and vice versa. A State would be permited to reallocate uvp o 10% of its JOBS
funding for FY 97 (the year prior to implementation of the WORK program) to cover WORK
PrOGTAIN SLart-up <osis,

If, & deseribed in JOBS FuNDING, the Stiles were not able ¢ claim all available Faderal
JOBS and WORK funding (WORK capped entitlement) for a fiscal year, 3 State would be
able o draw down Federal funds, for WORK speading ou operational costs, in excess of its
alfotment from the capped entitlement,

As discussed in JOBS Funping above, if the rate of total unemployment in 3 State for a fiscal
year equaled or exceaded the {total unemployment rate) trigger for an extended beaefit peciod
{eurrently 6.5 percent), and the Siate’s total unemployment rate for that fiscal year equaled or
exceeded 110 percest of that rate for either {or both) of the two preceding fiscal yzarg, the
State match rate for JOBS, WORK and At-Risk Child Care for that fiscal year would be
reduced by tea percent.

The capped entitiement for WORK for 2 fiscal year would rise by 2.5 percant if the average
national total unemployment rate for the last two quarters of the previous fiscal year or the
first two ‘quarters of that fiscal year equaled 7 percent. For sach tenth of a pgreentage point
by which the national unemployment rate for either of those two-quarier periods exceeded 7
peccent, the WORK cap would be increased by an additional .25 percent. (identical to the
provision concerning lifting the cap on JOBS funding; see JOBS FUNDING)

Frexasitry

Sogcifications

States would enjoy wide discretion goncerning the spending of WORK program funds, A
State could pursue any of a8 wide range of strategies to provide work to those who had
reached the two-year time limit, including:

« - Dffer wage subsidies and other incentives to for-profit, not-for-profit and
public employers;

. Execute performance-based contracts with private firms, not-forprofit or
public organizations to place WORK participants in unsubsidized jobs:

. Make paymests to not-for-profit employers o defray the cost of supervising
WORK participants;

* Support microenterprise and self-employment sfforts; or

» Msake payments to not-for-profit emplovers and public agencies &0 employ
participants in temporary projects designed to address community needs, such
a8 pm;eczs to epnhance nsighborhood infrastructure and provide other
community services, or to employ participants as, for example, meniors o
teen pareats o assistance.

. Employ WORK participants as child care workers or home health aides,
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The approaches sbove would be listed in statute as examples, bur States would not be
restricted to these strategies.

LIMErPS On SuBsinies To EMPLOYERS

Specificati

®

&)

24.

An individual could hold a particular WORK zssipnment (i.e., the WORK subsidy could be
paid} for no more than 12 months. Ideally, after the subsidy ended, the employer would
retain the WORK participant in unsubsidized employment. After completing an assignment,
an individual could not be reassignad to the same WORK position.

The Secretary may adopt, as necessary, regulations to assure the appropriate use of the wage
subsidy {2.8., 10 prevent fraud and abuse). '

COORDINATION

Specification

(a)

o

3

d)

The agency administering the WORK program would be required to coordimiate delivery of
WORK  services with the public, private snd pot-for-profit sectors, including local
government, large and small businesses, Unitad Ways, volustary agenciss and community-
based organizations (CBOs). Particular attention should be paid 0 involving the breadth of
the community in the development of the WORK program in that locality.

The State would be required to designate in the State plan, or deseribe a process for
designating, bodizs 1o serve as WORK advisoryfplanning boards for sach JTPA Service
Delivery Area in the State {or for such larger or smaller ares as the State deems appropriate).
The WORK planning board, which could be either an existing or z new body, would assist
the administering entity in operating the WORK program in that ares. The State would be
mandated o involve Iocal elecied officials in the designation or establishment of such boards.

The planning board would work in cogjunction with the WORK program agency to identify
patential WORK assignments and opportunities for movement into unsubsidized employment,
and to develop methods 10 ensure compliance with the requirements relating to sondisplacem-
ent, working conditions and coordination (as described in this section). WQORK planning
boards would have to include union and private, public {including units of general purpose
local government) and not-for-profit (including CBOs) sector representation.

States would have to establish a process by which WORK planning boards could submit
comments regarding the development of the State plan.

The WORK agency would be required to include in the State plan provisions for coordination
with the State comprehensive reem;;ieymem system {inchuding the Empi:zymezzi Service) and
pther relevant employment and public service programs in the public, privaie and oot-for-
profit sectors, including offorts supported by the Job Training Partnership Act or the National
ard Community Service Trust Act of 1993, .
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¥l RETENTION RECORDS
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@) States would be required to keep a record of the rate at which employers {public, private and
not-for-profit) retained WORK program participants (afier the subsidies endsd). Similarly,
States would be mandated to moaitor the performance of placement firms.

26,  NONDISPLACEMENT
S uﬁ :i
(3} The assignment of 3 participant to 3 subsidized job undar the WORK program would not ~

1 result in the displacement of any currently employed worker, including partial
displacement such as 8 reduction in the hours of pon-overtime work, wages or
employment beaefits;

23 impair existing contracts for services or collective bargaining agreements;

{3:) infringe upon the promotional opportunities of any currently employed
worker;

{4 result in the employment of the participant or filling of a position when —

(a) any other person is on layoff, on strike or has been locked out from,
or has recall rights to, the same or & substantially equivalent job or
position with the same employer; or

() the employer has terminated any regular employes or otherwise
reduced its work force with the effect of filling the vacancy 30 created
with such participant; or

(5} result in filling a vacancy for a position in a State or Jocal government agency
for which State or local funds have been budgeted and are available, unless
such agency has been unable to fill such vacangy with a qualified applicant
through sech agency's regular employee selection procedure during a period
of not less than 60 days.

) A participant would oot be assigned to 8 position with a private, not-for-profit entity to carcy
oul activities that are the same or substantially squivalent {0 activities that have been regularly
carried out by a State or local government agency in the same local area, unless such
placement meets the nondisplacement requirements described in this section of the
specifications.
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No participant would be assigned w 2 position o perform work under a contract for services
for the first 90 days aRer the commencement of such contract if such contract immediately
succeeds 3 contract for services under which an employez covered by a collective bargaining
agresmsant performed the same or substantially similar work for another employer,

GRIEVARCE, ARBITRATION AND REMEDIES

Specificat

{a}

®)

{©

Each State would establish and maintain grievance procedures for resolving complaints by
regular employess or their representatives alleging violations of the nondisplacement
provisions described above and the requirements relating o wages, benefits or working
conditions described in these specifications.

Hearings on any grievance filed pursuant to the provision above would be conducted within
30 days of the filing of such grievance and a decision would bave to be made within 60 days
of the filing. Except for complaints alleging fraud or criminal activity, a grievance would be
made aot later than 45 days after the date of the alleged oceurrence.

Upon receiving 2 decision, or if 60 days has elapsed without a decision being made, 3
grievant may do cither of the following: ity

{1} file an appeal a3 provided for in the State’s procedures or in regulations
promulgated by the Secretary, or

2) submit such grievance 10 binding arbitration in accordance with the provisions
of thig section.

Arbitration

©

(e}

0

®

In accordance with the appeal/arbitration provision above, on the occurrence of an adverse
grisvance decision, or &0 days after the filing of such grievance if no decision has been
reachad, the party filing the grievance would be pecmitted to submit such grievance w binding
arbitration before 2 qualified arbitcator who was jointly selected and independent of the
interested parties.

If the parties could not agree on an arbitrater, the Governor would appoint an arbitrator from
a list of qualified arbitrators within 15 days of receiving a request for such appointment from
ong of the parties to the grievance.

Ap arbitration proceeding conducted as described here would be held not later than 45 days
after the request for such arbitrution, or if the arbitrator were appointed by the Governor (s
described above) not later than 30 days after such appointment, and a degision concemning
such grievance would be made oot later than 30 days after the date of such arbitration
procesding,

The cost of the arbitration proceeding conducted as described here would in general be
divided evenly between the partiss t the arbitration. 1f a grievant prevails in such an
arbitration proceeding, the party found im violation would pay the o2l cost of such
procesding and the attorney’s fees of the grievans,
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Suits to eaforee arbitration awards ynder this section may be brought io any district coury of
the United States having jurisdiction over the parties, without regard to the amount in
cantroversies and without regard to the citizenship of the parties,

Remedies

@

28,

Remedies for 3 grievance filed under this section include «
{1}  suspeusion of payments for 2ssistance under this title;
{2 the termination of such payments;
) the prodibition of the placement of a participant,

(4}  reinstatement of g displaced employee to the position held by such employee
prior to displacement;

(3 payment of lost wages aud benefits of the digplacad employes;

(6} reestablishinent of other relevant terms, ¢onditions and poisiieges of the
displaced employee; and

7} such equitable relief #8 is necessary t¢ correct a vioclation or 0 make a
displaced employee whole,

WRITTEN NOTIRICATION OF LABOR DROANIZATIONS

Specificati

(a)

M

No WORK position could be established with an employer uoless the local labor organization
representing employees of such employer who were sogaged in the same or substantially
similar work as that proposed to be carried out under such position bad been provided written
notification of the ioitial assignment of a participant to such & position oot less than 30 days

prior to the commencement of such an assignment, No such notification would be required

with respect to the subsequeat assignment of participants to the same position with the same
employer.

If 3 loval organization which wis provided notice of an assignment pursuant to {8} above
ohbjected (0 an assignment of & participant on the basis that such assignment would vislate the
requirements relating to nondisplacement, wiges, benefits or working conditions as described
in these specifications, such organizations could, as an alternative to0 the grievance procedurss
as desceribed above, fils 2 complaint pursuant to an expedited grievance procedure.  Such
expedited procedure would be carried out in accordance with the binding arbitration
procedures described above, except that—

(1)  the request for arbiteation would bave 1o be filed within 30 dsys of receiving
written notice '
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#4 the arbitrator would be jointly selected by the parties not later than 10 days
after the request for arbitration, or, if the parties were unable w0 agree,
a;apeintad by the Federal Mediation aod Coociliation Service {or another
entity, if agreed to by the parties) not Iater than 15 days after the request for
arbitration, and

3) the arbitration proceeding would be conducted and a decision issued pot later
than 30 days afier the request for arbitration.

If 2 local organization filed a complaint pursuant to the expedited grievance procedure
described in this section of the specifications, a participant could not be placed in the
prospective WORK position that was the subject of the complaint until ## was determined,
pursuant to the expedited grievance procedure, that such placement would not be in violation
of any of the refavant provisions in these specifications.

WORK Eriomimry CRITERIA AND REGISTRATION PROCESS

specifications

()

)

{c)

@

(&)

Recipients who had reached the two-year time Hmit for AFDC bepefits not gaotingent upos
work and who otherwise met the AFDC eligibility criteria {2.g., income and asset limits)
would be eligible to enter the WORK program.

States would be mandated to describe the WORK program, including the terms and conditions
of pmzczpanon, to all recipients at least 90 days before they were slated to reach the 24»
month time limit (see TRANSION TO WORK/WORK above). Recipients who bad reached the
24.month time {imit would be required to register for the WORK program in order 1o be
eligible for either 2 WORK assignment or for AFDC benefits while awaiting 3 WORK
position (sez ALLOCATION OF WORK ASSIGNMENTS/INTERIM ACTIVITIES below).

States would be required to establish a registration process for the WORK program. The
registration process would io geaeral include an assessment for the purpose of matching the
participant with a WORK "assignment which the individual bad the ability to perform and
which would assist him or her in securing unsubsidized employment. The ageacy would be
sxpected to draw upon an individual’s JOBS case record in making such an assessment,
States would be prohibited from denying an eligible individual (as desceibed above) entry into
the WORK program, provided he or she followed the registration procedure.

Only one parent in an AFDC-UP family would be required to participate in the WORK
program. States would, however, have the option of requiring both pareats 1o participate.

An individual who had exited the system after having reached the time limit or after having
entered the WORK program, but bad not qualified for any additdonal months of AFDC
benefits/JOBS participation (see QUALIPYING FOR ADDITIONAL MONTHS ©r ELIGHILITY
above) would bs permitted 1o enroll, or te-gnroll, in the WORK program,

EXAMPLE:

A WORK program participent finds & privals mctor job and lesver the WORK progrars, but is laid off afler jum o
month, before qualifring for aay montha of AFUC benefin/}OBS participation {sco ‘above). This person would be
eligibic for the WORXK progmm.
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States would be required, for persons in WORK assignments, 10 conduct 2 WORK eligibility
determination (simifar to an AFDC eligibility determination in all respects, except that WORK
wages would not be included in countable income; see below) on 2 semianoual basis. 'If the
circumstances of an individual in & WORK assignment changed {e.g., increase in eacned
income, wmarriage) such that the family were no longer eligible for AFDL, the participant
would be permitted to remain in the WORK assignment until the semiannual redetermination.
An individusl found to be ingligibie for the WORK program as of the redetermination,
however, would not be permitted to continue in that WORK assignment. Persons found 0 be
ineligible for the WORK program would not bave access w0 a WORK assignment, other
WORK program services or to the AFDC benefits provided w persons in the WORK program
who wers not in WORK sssigoments,

WORK wages would not be included in countable income for purposes of determining WORK
eligibitity. WORK wages would be iscluded in countable income for purposes of calculating
any supplemental AFDC benefit (ses below).

ALLOCATION oF WORK AsstansenTs/INTERIM ACITVITIES

Soecificati

@

&)

©

@

(e}

a4

The entity sdministering the WORK program in 2 locality would he required to keep an
updated tally of all WORK registrants awaiting WORK assignments {as opposed to, for
example, WORK participants who bad been referred to a placement contrastor). WORK
positions would not be allocated strictly on 8 first-coms, first-served basis. An isdividual
whose sanetion period had just ended would be placed in 3 new WORK assignment a3 rapidly
as possible. Among other WORK participants, persons gew 10 the WORK program would
have priority for WORK assignments over persons who had previously beld a8 WORK posi-
ion.

States would have the option of requiring persons who were awaiting WORK assignments 10
participate in other WORK program activities (e.g., individua! or group job search, arranging
for child care, selfinitisted activities), and to establish mechanisms for monitoring
participation in such activities. Persons in this waiting status could include WORK
participants who had completed an iaitial WORK sssignment without finding unsubsidized
empioyment, participants whose assignments ended prematurely for reasons other than the
participant’s misconduet, and individuals awaiting 2 hearing concemiog misconduct.
Individuals who failed o comply with such participation teqmrements would be subject to
sanction a3 described below (see SANCYIONS),

Statts would be required to provide child care and other supportive services as needed 0
participate in the intesim WORK program activities (described above),

The family of a pecson who was in the WORK program but pot is a WORK assignment (e.8..
awaiting an assignment or in an alternate WORK zctivity) would receive AFDC benefits,
provided that the individual were complying with any applicable requirements (as ﬁﬁmb&f
above),

Participants who left a WORK assipnment for good cause {see SANCTIONS below) would be
placed in another WORK assignment or enrolied in an interitn or alternate WORK program -
activity (e.g., job search untll 2 WORXK assignment became available). Such persons and
their familiss would be aligible for AFDC beanefits (as cutlined above).
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In localities in which the WORK program was administered by an entity other than the IV-A
ageacy, the IV-A agency would still be responsitte for AFDC benefits to families deseribed
in 10(d). States would not be parmitted to distinguish behween such families and other AFDC
recipients with respect to the determination of eligibliity and calculstion of benefiis—States
could not apply 2 stricter standard or provide & lower level of benefits to persons on the
waiting Hst.

HouRrs oF WORK

Specificat

(2}

32

States would have the flexibility w determine the mumber of bours for each WORK
assignment., The aumber of hows for 2 WORK assignment could vary depending on the
nature of the position. WORK sassignments would bave o be for at Isast an average of 15
hours per week during 2 wonth and for 0o more than an average of 40 hours per week during
3 mosth.

Each State would be required, o the extemt possible, 10 s&t the hours and wage rates for
WORK assignments such that the wages from 2 WORK assignment representad at least 75
percent of the total of the wages and AFDC bensefits received by @ WORK participant. This
would be a State plan requiremeant. -

EARNINGS SUPPLEMENTATION . ;

S oﬁ io n

{a)

®)

{3

33.

In instances in which the family income of an individual who had reached the time limit and
was working in either a WORK assipnment or an unsubsidized job that met the minimum
work standard was oot equal to the AFDC benefit for a family of that sixe, the individual and
his/her family would receive an AFDC benefit sufficient 1o leave the family no worse off than
a family of the same size that was on AFDC and had no earned income,

With respect to eligibility and benefit determination, AFDC benefits for families described in
{a) above would be ideatical to AFDC beaefits for persons who had not reached the two-year

_ time limit, except that the supplemental AFDC benefit would not be adjusted up due to failure

to work the set pumber of hours for 8 WORK assignment,

The work expense disregard for the purpose of calmdating any supplemests) AFDC benefit
would be set at the same level as the standard $120 work sxpense disregard. States which
opted for more generous earnings disregard policies would bs permitted but not required o
apply these policies to WORK wages,

TREATMENT OF WORK WaGes Wity RESeEOT 1O BENERITS AND TaXEs

Specifications

{a}

Except as otherwise provided in these specifications, wages from WORK assignments would
treated as earned income with respect to Federal and Federal-State assistancs programs other
than AFDC {e.g., food stamnps, 881, Medicaid, public and Section § housing).
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WORK registrants and thelr families would be treated a5 AFDC recipients with respect to
Medicaid eligibility, lLe., they would be categorically eligible for Medicaid {pending
implementation of the Health Security Act). Persons who left the WORK program for
unsubsidized employment would, as with former AFDC recipients, be eligible for wransitional
Medicaid,

Persons in WORK assignments would be subject t0 FICA taxes. States would be required 1o
ensure that the corresponding employer contribution for OASDI and HI was made, ¢ither by
the employer or by the entity administering the WORK program (or through another method).

Earnings from WORK positions would not be subject to tax, would not be treated as ecarnad
income or included in adjusted gross income for purposes of calculating the Eamned Income
Tax Credit, and would not be trested as qualified wages for purposes of the Targeted Jobs
Tax Cradit.

The employment of participants under the WORK program would not be subject to the
provisions of any Federal or State unemployment compeansation faw.,

To the extent that 3 State warkers' compensation law wers applicable, workers’ compensation
in accordance with such law would be available with respect to WORK participants. To the
extent that such law were not applicable, WORK participants would be provided with medical
and accident protection for on-site injury at the same level and to the same extent as that
required under the relevant State workers® compeusation statuts,

WORK program funds would not be available for contributions (o 3 retirement plap on behalf
of any participant.

With cespect 1o the distribution of child support, WORK participants would be treated exactly
as individuals who had reached the time limit and were working in unsubsidized jobs mesting
the minimum work standard. In instances in which the WORK participant were receiving
AFDC benefits in addition 1o WORK wages, child support would be treated just as it would
for any other family receiving AFDC benelits {generally, 2 $50 passthrough, with the IV.A
agency retaining the remainder to offser the cost of the supplemental AFDC benefits).

SurPoRTIVE SERVICES/WORKER SUPPORT

@)

o)

States would be requirsd to guarantee child care for sny person in 8 WORK assignmeat, as
with JOBS program participants under curreat law (Secton 402(g)(1), Social Security Act).
Simifarly, States would be mandated to provide other work-related supportive services as
needed for participation in the WORK program (as with JOBS participants, Section 402(g)(2),
Social Security Act).

States would be permifted to make supportive services available to WORK participants who
were engaged in approved education and training activities in additlon t0 a WORK sssignment
ot other WORK program sctivity, In other words, 4 State could, but would not be required
to, provide child care or other supportive services 1w enable 3 WORK participanmt to, for
example, aiso tzke a2 vocational education course at a community college,
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WAGES AND WOoRKING CONDITIONS

Spesification

{2)

)

{3

@

(e)

®

Pmicipams employed under the WORK program would be compensated foc such employment
in accordance with appropriate law, but in no event at a rate less than the highest of—

(1) the Federal minimum wage specified in section 6(2)(1} of the Fair Labor S:zmiarés Act of
1938;

(2) the rate specified by the appropriate State or locyl minimum wage iaw;'

(3} the rate paid to employees of the same employer performing the same type of work and
baving similar employment tenure with such employer.

Except as otherwise provided in these gpecifications, participants employed under the WORK
program would be provided benefits, wocking conditions and rights at the same level and t0
the same extent gs gther employees of the same smployer performing the same type of work
and having similar employment tenyre with such employer,

Employers would be expected to provide WORK participants health insurance coverage
comparable to that provided other employess of that same employer performing the same type
of work (with Madicaid serving as the secondary payer). WORK program funds would be
available to subsidize the employer share of the cost of health insurance coverage. Exceptions
tc this requirement could be made in cases in which the provision of such coverage would be
inordinately expensive or otherwise onerous.

NOTE: Under current law, a Medicaid recipient is required (if cost effactive) to enroll in a
health plan offered by an employer, and the State is raquired to use Medicaid funds to cover
the full employee share (e.g., premiums, deductibles, w;;aymms} of ths cost of such health
care coverage. Cost effective is defined as resulting in & ne&r reduction in Medicaid
expenditures,

Employers would not be required to make contributions W retivement systems or plans on
behalf of WORK participants.

All participants would be entited o 2 minimum oumber of sick and personal lsave days, to
be established by the Secretary. These would be provided by the employer, if they were
provided to other comparable employees {employers may offer mare days). The agency
administering the WORK program would be required to design a method of providing the
minimum number of sick and personal days o WORK participants whose employers did not
provide such 3 minimum pumber, A person in 3 WORK assignment who became ill and
exhausted her or his sick leave, or whose child required extended care, would be deferred
from the WORK program if he or she met the deferral critecia,

A parent of a child conceived while the parent was in the WORK program (and/or on AFDC)

would be deferred for a twelve-week period following the birth of the child {or such longer
period as is consistent with the Family and Medical Leave At of 1993),
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(g)  Health and safety standards established uoder State and Federal law that are otherwise
applicable to the working conditions of employees would be equally applicable o the working
conditions of WORK participants.

36. SANCTIONS/PERALTIES (JOBS AND WURK)
Current Law (JOBS

The sanction for the first instance of failure 10 participaze in JOBS as reguired (or fallure 1o accept @
private secior job or other occurrence of noncompliance) s the Ioss of the non-compliany individugl's
share of the grant until the failure to comply ceases. The same sanctlion Is imposed, buwt for o
minimum of 3 months, for the second failure to comply and for a minlmon of 6 mowhs for all
subsequent instances of nen-compliance. The State, however, cannoi sanction an individual for
refusing to acoept an oﬁ‘cr of employment, If that employment would result in a ret loss of income for
the family.

For senctioned A}Z’{C«»{JP Jamilles, both parents’ shares are deducted from the family's gran, unless
the second parent it partivipating in the JOBS progrom.

Specificati . e
JOBS Sanctions

() A State’s concifiation policy {to resolve disputes concerning JOBS. participation only) could
take one of the following two forms:

0) A conciliation process that meets standards established by the Secretary; or

(i) A process whereby & recipient is notified, prior to the issulng of & sanction notice,
that he or she in apparent violation of a program requirement and that he or she has
10 days to contact the State agency to explain why he or she i3 nat out of compliznce
or to indicate intent to comply.  Upon contact from the recipient, the Siate agency
would atternpt to resolve the issue and would have option of not imposing the
sanction.

) Individuals sanctionsd within the JOBS program would still have access to other availzble
services, including JOBS activities, ¢hild care and Medicaid. Sanctioned months would be
counted against the 24-month time Hmit, -

) The sanction for refusing, without good cause, an offer of an unsubsidized job meeting the
minimum work standard would be changed from the current penalty {(removal of the adult
from the grant) o loss of the family's entire AFDC benefit for 6 months or until the adult
sccepts 2 job offer, whichever is thorter. The Secretary would promulgate regulations
concerning good cause for refuging a private sector job offer {see SANCTIONS below).

{d) Current law would be changed such that for sanctioned AFRICUP families, the second
parent’s share of the benefit would not also be deductad from the grant, unless the second
parent were slso required to participate in JOBS and were similarly noncompliant,

(e) States would be required 10 conduct an evaluation of any individual who failed w cure 2 first
sanction within 3 months or received a second sanction, in order to determine why the parent
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is not complying with the program requirements, Following such an evaluation, the State
would, if necessary, provide counseling or other appropriste support services o belp the
recipient address the causes of the non-compliance.

Ineligibility for 8 WORK Assignment

0

)

®

)

Persons may be declared ineligible for 8 WORK sssigament due o misconduct related to the
program, Misconduct would include any of the following, provided good cause does not
exist:

i Failure 0 accept 2 offer of unsubsidized smployment;

i, Failure to accept 2 WORK gssignment;

iit. Quitting 3 WORK assigoment;

iv, Pismissal from 2 WORK assignment;

v, Failure to engage in job scarch or other required WORK activity (see ALLOCATION OF
WORK ASSIONMENTS/INTERIM ACTIVITIES above).

The Secretary would establish regulations defining good cause for each of the following:

i Refusal to Accept an Offer of Unsubsidized Employment or & WORK Assigmment
or to Participate in Other WORK Program Activity.

ii. Quitting a WORK Assignment or Unsubsidized Job. Tuese regulations would
include the provision that an employes must aotify the WORK agency upon guitting 2
WORK assignment.

i, Dismissal from a WORK Assignment. The regulations would allow & State, subject
to the approval of the Secretary, t apply in such instances the defipition of
misconduct utilized in its unemployment insurance program. (A IV-A ageocy might be
allowed to contract with the State Unmpiaymem insuranee hwing fystem to
adindivats thess cases.)

A WORK participant would be notified of the agency’s intent to impose a penalty and would
have a right to request @ hearing prior 1o the imposition of the penalty. The Secretary would
establish repulations for the conduct of such hearipgs, which would include setting time
frames for reaching decisions (e.g., 30 days from date of request for hearing). A State would
be permined o follow the same procedures it utilizes in bearings regarding claims for
usismployment compensation.

Recipients awaiting a hearing for alleged misconduct may be required to participate {u interim
WORK program activities, Refusal, pending the hearing, t©o participate in such WORK
program activities on the same grounds {e.g., bedridden due to iliness) claimed as causs for
the original alleged misconduct would npot constitate a second occurrence of potential
misconduct.

Penalties imposed would be as follows:
i. Refusal to Accept an Offer of Unsubsidized Employment. A WORK participant
who without good cause turned down an offer of an unsubsidized job that met the

minimum work standard would be ineligible for a WORK assignment, and the family
ingligible for AFDC benefits, for a period of 6 months (consistent with the JOBS
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sanction for refusing 2 job offer). Such an individual would be eligible for services,
such 8s job search assistance, during this period.

i, Quitting, Dismissal from or Refusal to Accept a WORK Assignment without
Good Cause. A person who quit a WORK assignment without good cause, who was
fired from a WORK assipnment for misconduct related to the job, or who refused
take an assignment without good cause would be subject to the penalties described
helow,

For a first occurrence: The family would recsive 50% of the AFDC grant that would
otherwise be provided {i.e., if the individual were not sanctioned and were awaiting a
WORK sssignment) for ooe month or unlil the individual zcoepts 2 WORK
assignment, whichever is sooner.

For a second occurrence: Fifty percent (50%) reduction in the family’s grant for 3
months, The Individua! would not be eligible for 2 WORK assignment during this
period—this penalty would not be curable upon acceptance of a WORK assignment.

For a third gccurrence:  Elimination of the family’s grast for a period of 3 months.
As with a second occurrence, the individua! would not be eligiblefor a WORK
assignment during this period,

For a fourth and subsequeni occurrence: Same as the penalty for a third ocourrence,
except that the duration would bz 6 months,

The State would be required to make job search assistance available to such penalized
persons {(any occurrence, first or subsequent) if requested.

iii.  Refusal to Parlicipate In Job Search or Other Required WORK Program
Activity, Ap individual who refusedt to participate in job search (e.g., following a
WORK assignment) or other requirted WORK program activity would be subject o
the same penally as persons who quit or were fired from WORK assignments, with
each refusal to be considered one occucrence. If such a refusal constituted the first
occurrence, the penalty, as above, would be curable upon engaging in the required
activity.

iv.  Quitting an Unsubsidized Job without Good Cause. Ilndividuals who without good
cause voluntarily quit an unsubsidized job that met the miniroum work standard would
not be eligible to register for the WORK gprogram for a period of 3 months following
the quit,

All penalties {any occurrence, first or subsequent]) would be curable upon acceptance of an
unsubsidized job meeting the minimam work standard. In other words, a sanctioned
individual who ook an unsubsidized job meeting the minimum work standard would be
treated exsctly the same as an unsanctionedd individual with respect to calculating any
supplemental AFDC grant. If the family s income, net of work expeases, were lower than
the AFDC grant for a family of that size, the family would recsive a supplemeatal AFDC
benefit sufficient to make up the difference (sse EARNINGS SUFPLEMENTATION sbove). Such
an individual would still not, however, be eligible for a WORK assignment during the penalty
period fe.g., six months for refusal to take an unsubsidized job, thre2 months for a second
oceurrence of another type of misconduct},
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Food stamp and bousing law and regulations would be amended as necessary o ensure that
neither food stamps nor housing assistance would rise in response to a JOBS or WORK
penalty,

A person ineligible for the WORK program, and the family, provided they were otherwise
qualified, would still bs eligible for other assistance programs, including food stamps,
Medicaid and housing assistance,

As described under AFDC-UP Fasgums anp THE TiMe Lot above, if one of the two
parents in AFDC.UP family is sanctioned under the WORK program or under JOBS for
failure to accept an unsubsidized job, the sanctions described in this section apply, regardiess
of tha status of the gther parent,

The State would be required, upon imposition of a second WORK sanction, 0 conduct a
thorough evaluation of the participant and the family to ascertain why the individual is not in
compliance and ® determine the appropriate services, if any, to address the presenting isgues.
The evaluation would include, when appropriate, a Child Protective Services abuse and
neglest investigation, The WORK administering agency could, as a result of the evaluation,
decide, for example, that the parent should be deferved from WORK participation or that he
or she should receive intensive counseling.

P

JoB SEARCH

Specificati

(a)

&)

38.

WORK program participants would generally be required to engage in job search at the
conclusion of 8 WORK assignment or while otherwise awaiting 8 WORK assignment or
enraliment to & WORK program activity serving as an alternative 0 8 WORK assignment (ses
ALLOCATION OF WORK ASSIGNMENTS/INTERDM ACTIVITIES). The number of hours per week
{up t0 a maxinuun of 35) and the ducation of periods of required job search would be set by
the State, consistent with regulations to be promulgated by the Secretary.,

The State could alse require WORK participants to engage in job search while in 3 WORK
assignment, provided that the combined bours of work and job search ¢id not exceed an
average of 40 per week and the requirernent was consistent with regulations to be promulgated
by the Secretary. The number of hours for job search would be the expestied time o fulfil
the particular job search requirement, i.e,, if 3 WORK participant were expected 1o make 3
contacts per week, the number of hours of job search would be the estimated number of hours
needed to make the contacts.

ASSESSING Paricraion iy WORK BevoND 2 YEARS

Specificali

@

At the end of the two consecutive WORK assignments, participants who had not found
unsubsidized work would be assessed on an individual basis, with three possible results:

1) Paticipants determined to be unable to work or 10 peed additional training would be
deferted from WORK or re-assigned to the JOBS program.
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ey Those determined to be unable to find work in the private sector either because there
were 0o jobs avallable to match their skiils or because they were incapable of working
outside a sheltered environment would be allowed to remain in the WORK program
for another assignment. Similar assessmonts wonld be conducted following each
subsequent assignment.

K} At State option, those who were employable and who lived in an area where there
were jobs available to match their skills could be required 10 engage in intensive job
search supervisad by a job developer, who would be able to require participants w
apply for appropriate job openings to determine if they were not making good faith
efforss to find jobs. Failure to apply for sppropriate job openings, noacaoperation
with the job developer or employer, or refusal 1 accept a private sector job opeaing
without good cause would result in ineligibility for either WORK or AFDC benefits
for 6 months. After 6 months of ingligibility, the person would immediately be given
another individugl work assessment and could again be denied eligibility for
nonescperation or refusal 1o accspt 2 job.

()"  The Departments of HHS and Labor will undertake a comprebensive national study at the end
of the second year following implementation of the WORK program to measure the program's
success in moving peopls into unsubsidized jobs and to evaluate the skill levels aad barriers o
work of the persons who have spent two years in the WORK program.

39, SECRETARY'S FUND POR STATES THAT SPEND BEYOND THER JOBS/WORK ALLOTMENTS
Visi

Establish a fund that the Secretary would use to provide additionsl funding for States thor spend
bevond their JOBS/WORK allotments ond re-aliotments. A swn of $300 mitlion would be puz info the

Jund inidally, Thereafier, any unspent JOBSIWORK and As-Risk child care monies would contribue
to the Fund,

Ratignale

The Secretary’s Fund gives the Depariment the ability ro allocate overall JOBSIWORK program funds
prudently and, ot the same time, provide addironal support to States thor are aggressively
implementing their programs and require more than what they receive under their standard allomment
ond re~allotments. Furthermore, under this program, Siwres are gfm some lead time 30 they can
anticipate the additional funding in their plenning processes.

Specificati

{a} A fund of $300 million would be established for FY 86 for use by the Secretary to provide
funding to States that needed additional doflars for JOBS (2nd subsequentdy JOBS or WORK)
beyond what they were provided under the JOBS and WORK funding allocation formulas and
subseguent reatlocation procedures (ses JOBS FuNDING and WORK Funpmvg above),

b Twice each year (March | and September 1}, States that obligated 95% of their JOBS and
WORK ailotments for the previous vear and were expected 10 obligate their full JOBS and
WORK alotments for the current year would qualify for additional funding from the
Secretary’s Fund for the next fiscal year.
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Thirty days later, Swies would be notified about final decisions on funding from the
Secretary's Fund,

[Regulations would specify bow the monies would be allocated among qualified States. 1If the
total amount requested from the Fund were greater than what was available in the fund,
monies would be aliocated based on a proceduce 0 be developed by the Secretary.]

Monies from the fund would be treated just as the basic JOBS/WORK aflotment and subject o
the same Federal maiching rates each year as were in effect for standard JOBS/WORK
funding. The same between-program reallocation rules as those for the base JOBS/AWORX
funding would also be in effect. That is, States could move up %0 10% of the combined JOBS
and WORK moanies from the Fund from one program to the other,

The moniss available in the Fund in FY 97 would come from two sources:
i The original authorization leve! of $300 million, and

ii. Unspent State JOBS/WORK and-At-Risk Child Care monies that had not been
reallocated to the States (3ee JOBS FunpinG and WORK FUNDING above).

Beginning in fiscal year 1998, the Secretary’s Fund would be capped at $400 miifion (after all
requests had been satisfied), Excess monies would revert to the Treasury.

Beginning in FY 98, States could request monies for both JOBS and WORK. The monies
from the Secretary’s Fund that States added o thelr standard WORK program allocation
would be included for purposes of determining the misimum pumber of WORK slots States
mUSt orsate,

42



We need 10 make yure thar all parents live up 1o thelr responsibilitivs. When peopie don't pay child
support, their children suffer. Just a5 we expect more of mothers, we cannot lec fathers just walk
awqay., A number of programs show considerable promlise in Relping non-custodial parenss to
reconnect with their children and flfill their responsibility to support them. Some progroms help
non-custodial parents do more by seeing that they get the skills they need to hoid down a job, Other
programs give non-cusiodial parerts the opportunity o mees their chlld support obligations through
work,

As there s not @ long track record of research and evaluarion on programs for non-cusiodial parenss,
it Iy envisioned that new programs should be modess and flexible, growing only ax evaluation findings
begin to identify the most effective sirategics.

1. TRAINTNG AND EMPLOYMENT PFOR NON-CUSTODLIAL PARENTS

Current Law .
et W

Section 482 of the Social Security Act (Title IV-F) permits the Secrstary 10 fund demonstrations 1o
provide services 1o non<ustodial parents. The Secrecary is limited as to the monber of profects that
can be funded under ¢his provision. Evaluations are required. This provision, along with section
1115 of the Social Securlty A, provide the ocuthority for the Paremts Falr Share Demonstrations
currently underway.

-

Visi

Srares would be provided witk the option of developing JOBS and/or work programs for the aon-
custodial parents of children who were receiving AFDC or have child support arrearages owed 10 the
State from prior periods of AFDC receipt.  States would be given the flexibiily to develop different
niodels of non-custodial parent programs which could best address the needs of chlldren and parents
in their state, These non-custodial paremt programs would coordinate with other relevant efforts
such as the public heusing authorities® Residemt Initiatives Programs, whick make juob and services
available to non-custodial parents of children Hving in public housing. Evelustions would be
required as qppropriaie for the options developed by the States,

Ratignale

There Is evidence that one of the primary reasons for non-support by some now-cusiodicl parenss is
unemployment and underemployment. In g recemt GAQ report evidence was presented that about 29
pereens of non~custodial fathers under age 30, many of whom were non-marital fathers, had Income
below the poverry level for one or no income ar all. &t will be difficids for these fathers to contribute
much 1o the financial rupport of their children without edditional basic educaiion, work-readiness and
Job tralning which would enhance their earning capacky and job securlty,
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Specificati

(a)

o)

&

o)

{e}

A Sute would be ahie 1o spend up o 10 percent of its JOBS and WORX funding (aliotment
from the WORK capped entitlement) for training, work readiness and work apportunities for
non-custodial parents. The State would have complete flexibility as w which of these funding
streams would be tapped,

i Parenting and peer support services offered in conjunction with other employment.
related services would be eligible for FFP,
ii. A State could structure the service delivery in a variety of ways. For example, 2

State could provide services 1 non-custodial parents through the JOBS program and 2
non~custodial parent work program, or through a single combinad program.

A non-custodial parent would be eligible to participate (1) if his or her child were receiving
AFDC or the custodial parent were in the WORK program at the time of referral or (2) if he
or she were unemployed and had putstanding AFDC child support arrears. Paternity, if not
already established, would have 1o be voluntarily acknowledged or otherwise established prior
0 participation v the program. Io instasces in which a child support award had not yet been
established, the State could require, as s additional condition of ¢ligibility, that the non-
custodial parent cooperate in the establishment process. Asrears would not have to bave
secrued i order for non-custodial parents to be eligible 1o participate. For thosé parents with
no identifishls incorse, participation could commence a3 part of the establishment or
enforcement process.’

The state would be required 0 allow 2 non-custodial parent to complete the program activity
or activities in which he was currently enrolled sven if the children became tneligible for
AFDC, However, if the non-custodial parent voluntarily left the program, were placed in a
job, or were terminated from the program, he would have 10 be redetermined as eligible
under the criteria in {0} above.

States would oot be required to provide all the same JOBS or WORK services 1o custodial and
son-custodial parents, although they could choose w do so.  Participation in the JOBS
program would not be a prerequisite for participation in a non-custodial parent work program.
The son-custodial parent’s participation would not be linked to self-sufficiency requirements
or 10 JOBS/WORK panticipation by the custodial parent.

Payment of stipends for work would be required.  Payment of mraining stipends would be
allowed. All stipends would be eligibls for FFP,

i Stipends wonld have to be garnished for payment of current support.

ii. At State option, the (current) ¢hild support obligation could be suspeaded or reduced
t the minimum while the non.-custodial parent was participating in program activities
which did not provide 2 stipend or wages sufficient 1o pay the amount of the current
order.

i, Participation in program activities could be credited against AFDC child
support arrears owed the State,

iv. State-wideness requirements would not apply.



Provisions in thiz section apply specifically to Indian tribes and Alasks Native organizations,

10BS AND TIME LIMITS

1. MNEW TrifiaL JOBS FunNping FogmuLa

Lurrent Law

Under current law, funding for Indian tribes who operate a JOBS program is based on the number of
adult Tribal members who receive AFDU who reside within the tribe’s designated service area

Funding for Alaska Native organizations is based on the number of adult Alaska Natives who receive

AFDC who reside within the boundaries of the reglon the organization represenss.  Indians living on
the same reservarion are currently subject to either the Tribal JOBS progrom or the State JOBS
program depending on Tribal affiliation. Indians Biving in Alaska who are not Alaska Natives are
subject to the State’s JOBS program.

somil

Tribal JOBS grantees currently recelve funding based on a count of just under 31,000 adulr Tribal
members who receive AFDC, It is estimated that the adult AFDC population for oli reservations
{including those where ¢ Tribal JOBS program does not exist) is 58,000,

* v..

All Native Americans living within the designated service area of an indian (ribe or Alaska Native
organizazion woudd be subject to the rribal JOBS program regardiess of ribal gffiliotion, if the tribe
elects to run ¢ JOBS program.

Rationgls

Programs cperated by the Deparement of Labor and the Bureau of Indian Affairs for Indlens do not
use Tribal affiliation to establish program funding or eligibility.,

Specifications

{2} All Indians, living within the designated secvice ares of an Indian tribe or within the
boundaries of the region served by an Alaska Native organization which is 3 JOBS grantee,
would be inciuded in determining the amount of the grantee's JOBS funds,

b} An Indian is cne who meets the definition of Indian a5 given in section #(d8) of the Indian
Self-Detarmination and Education Assistance Act.
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2, New JOBS APPLICATION PERIGD

Curreat Law

Under current law, Indian tribes and Alaska Native orgonizations kad untll April 13, 1989 to apply
and wuii Ocrober 1, 1990 10 begin operating a JOBS program. Indicn tribes who did not meer these
deadlinzs are prohibited from submitting applicarions 1o aperate JOBS programs.

Visi

Indian tribes who did not meet the application deadling for JOBS would be given additional
opporiunity to 4o 50.

Rationale

The window in which Indian mibes hod 1o apply for JOBS was very limlted, Cther Federally funded
Sormuda gramt programs aveilable to Indian tribes do not have similar restrictions.

Specifications

{(a) All federally racognized Indian tribes oot operating a JOBS program may submit zpplications
and plans to 40 50,

) There would be no aew application deadlise,

) New applications/plans would bave to be submitted by July 1 of each year, with the effective
date of approved plans to be October L.

{d) An Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization who terminstes or has its JOBS program
terminated would be eligible to reapply for JOBS after a five-year period. Such Indian tribe
or Alasks Native organization can reapply by July 1 of the fifth year by submitting an
application and plan, with the effective date of an approved plan to be Qeteber 1. (This is to
prevent a Tribal grantes from frequently entering and leaving the program.)

{e} - The current restriction that an Indian tribe must have a reservation to be eligible to operate a
JIOBS program would be retained.

3. Funning SEr-A3nE ror TIBAL JOBS GRANTEES

Current Law

Currently, funding for Indian tribes who operate a JOBS program ix based on the munber of adult
Tribal members who receive AFDC who reside within the tribe’s designated service ares. Funding jor
Alaska Native organizations Is based on the number of adult Alaska Natives who receive AFDC who
reside within the boundaeries of the region the organization represemts.  Yearly, Tribal grantess
fincludey Alaska Native organizations) and the Siate in which they are locaied must readh an
agreemens on the number of Tribal members who receive AFDU who reside within the grantze’s
designated service areq.  Any amount due a grantes by this agreemen: is deducted from the JOBS
Sunding allocared o the Stare. _
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Aithough in some cases I does not cause problems, States and Indlan sribes/idlaske Native
organizations have found it difficult to come 1o agreemeny on the number of adult Tribal members who
receive AFDC.

Visi

A set-aside of 2% our of t01¢d FOBS funds would be established to distribwe to Indion wribes and
Alaska Native organizanions 1o provide JOBS.

The proposed percentage set-uside for Tribal JOBS gramess was determined based om o
assumptions. First, thar Indian iribes who do not currently operate @ JOBS program would be given
the opportunity 10 dv s0. Second, that all Indians, not just Tribal members, would determine Tribal
Sunding. Using these assumptions, it Is estimated that almost 2% (38,000 individuals) of the eligible
adult AFDC popwlation are Indians living on or near reservations or in areas served by Alaske Native
organkzations.

Ratiopale

Additional funding for the tribal JOBS granrees would muake up for the lack of maiching funds. States
spent approximately $1,395 per JOBS porticipant fram Federol and State moiching fugds in FY 93,
Indian tribes spent approximarely 3935 per JOBS participant, ol from federal funds as tribes are not
reguired 1o provide matching funds.

Establishing a ser-aside in liew of the current funding formula would benefit both the Indian tribes,
Alaska Native organizadons and the States. States would not have any vested interest in the number
of adult AFDC reciplents who are Indians residing within o Tribal grantee’s designated service area
as the numbers would not have an impact on the Siates’ JOBS allocarions.

Funding for Indian tribes in the Child Care and Developmers Block Grant (CCDBG) program is a
set-aside of the rotal allocated CCDBG funds,

Speeifications
(a) Allocate a set aside of 2% of the total JOBS allocation 1o Indian tribes and Alaska Native
Organizations.

) Each grantee’s share of the set side would be determined by its percentage share of the entice
adult Indian AFDC population which is living on or near reservations or within the
boundaries of the region represented by an Alaska Native organization,

{3 Provide for a perindic review of the percentage set-aside 0 ensure that it is based on an
accurate percentage of adult AFDC recipieats who are Indians living in the designated service
ares of 3 granice. Frovide for an automatic adjustment of the sed-aside based op the results of
this review,

) The remainder of the funding issued to an Indian tribe or Alaska Native orgsnizetion who
wishes 10 terminate or who have their programs (orminated after the start of a fiscal year
would revert to the State in which the Indian tribe or Alaska Naiive organization is located.
This is becauss the State would then be responsible for serving the AFDC recipients who had
been subject to the Tribal program
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(g3  An Indian tribe or Alagks Native organization would be permitted to reallocate up o 10% of
its JOBS allotneat to ks WORK program, and vise varsa,

4, CARRY-OVER OF FUNDS

Current Law

States, Indian tribes ard Alaska Nwive prganizations are currently prohibited from carrying over
Jederal funds awarded in one fiscal yeor to the next fiscal year, All federal funds received in a fiscal
year must be obligated by the end of the same fiscal year. Indian wribes and Aloska Naive
organkrasions have somerimes hod 1o shut down thelr JOBS programs because new fiscal year funding
i often not received uniil Novwember. Unlike Stotey which are in ¢ posllion 1o use their ovwn resources
Jor operating JOBS pending the Issuance of pramt awards, Indicn tribes and Alaska Naiive
organizations do not have this luxury. States also have the alvantage of the Cosh Maenagement
Improvemens Act (CMIA) which does not apply to Indinn tribes and Alaska Notive organizations.
CMIA says that the Federal goverromens must pay Irerest to Stales if States are forced to use Siote
funds for something for which Federal funds are normally used. Thus, for example, States were
issued a portion of their fiscol year 199¢ JOBS funids @ month before Indian mribes and Alaska Native
organizations were issued any funds.

Without fimely grant awards and withour forward funding, Indiun tribes and Alaska Native
organizations either had 1o cease the program or use other limited tribal funds in the interim.

Isd .
The JOBS programs operated by Indian tribes and Alaska Narive organizations would not have to
cease operation at the beginning of a fiscal year due 1o the non-timely issuance of new grant awards,
Rationale

The Job Training Parmnership Act program under the Deportment of Labor has quthority for forward
funding. JTPA gramtees are permitted 1o carry over @ maximuen of 20% of funds from one program
year 1o the nexi.

Specificar

{a) Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations who operate JOBS programs would be
permitted 1o carry over no more thax 20% of the funds awarded In one fiscal year ot the
next fiscal year,

3. FOBS Funps FOR EcoNOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Current Law

Under current law, JOBS fwuls cannor be wed to build/improve infrastructure which Is so badly
needed by Indian tribes and in areas served by Alaska Native organizations. JOBS funds cannot be
combined with economic development fiunds to write proposals, make capital experditures, stc. Indian
iribes and Alaska Native arganizations can apply for grams from ACF's Administration for Native
Americens that if recefved can be used 1o sipport these activities. What Indian tribes and Alaska

Native organizasions can and whar some do Iy 1o use JOBS funds w0 troin individuals to mork in
gconomic d&vefopmen: enterprises.
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Although in some cases it does not cause problems, States and Indian tribes/Alaska Native
organizations have found it difficult to come to agreement on the number of adult Tribal members who
receive AFDC.

Vision

A set-aside of 2% our of total JOBS funds would be established to distribute to Indian tribes and
Alaska Native organizations 1o provide JOBS.

The proposed percentage set-aside for Tribal JOBS grantees was determined based on two
assumptions. First, that Indian tribes who do not currently operate a JOBS program would be given
the opportunity to do so. Second, that all Indians, not just Tribal members, would determine Tribal
funding. Using these assumptions, it Is estimated that almost 2% (38,000 individuals) of the eligible
adult AFDC population are Indians living on or near reservations or in areas served by Alaska Native
organizations.

Ratiopale .

Additional funding for the tribal JOBS grantees would make up for the lack of matching funds. States
spent approximately $1,395 per JOBS participant from Federal and State matching fimds in FY 93.

Indian tribes spent approximately $935 per JOBS participant, all from fea‘eraf Sfunds as tribes are not
required to provide matching funds.

Establishing a set-aside in lieu of the current funding formula would benefit both the Indlan tribes,
Alaska Native organizations and the States. States would not have any vested interest in the number
of adult AFDC reciplents who are Indians reslding within a Tribal grantee'’s designated service area
as the nuwmbers would not have an impact on the States’ JOBS allocations.

Funding for Indian tribes in the Child Care and Development Block Gran: (CCDBG) program is a
set-aside of the total allocated CCDBG funds.

Specifications

(2) Allocate a set aside of 2% of the total JOBS allocation to Indian tribes and Alaska Native
organizations,

®) Each grantee’s share of the set aside would be determined by its percentage share of the entire
adult Indian AFDC population which is living oo or near reservations or within the
boundaries of the region represented by an Alaska Native organization.

(c) Provide for 2 periodic review of the pércentage set-aside to ensure that it is based on an
accurate percentage of adult AFDC recipients who are Indians living in the designated service
area of a grantee. Provide for an automatic adjustment of the set-aside based on the results of
this review.

{d) The remainder of the funding issued to an Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization who
wishes to terminate or who have their programs terminated after the start of a fiscal year
would revert to the State in which the Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization is located.
This is because the State would then be responsible for serving the AFDC recipients who had
been subject to the Tribal program,
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{e) An Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization would be permitied o reallocate up o 10% of
its JOBS allomment 0 its WORK program, and vise versa,

4, CARRY-OVER OF FUNDS

Current Law

States, Indian tribes and Alaska Native organkzations gre currently prohlbired from carrylng over
Jederal furnds awarded In one fiscal year to the next fiscal year. AH federal funds recelved In ¢ fiscal
yeéar must be obligezed by the end of the same fiscal year. indian tribes and Alaska Native
arga:zfm:w;:: have somedimes had 10 shur down their JOBS programs because new fiscal year funding
is often not received unillf November. Unlike States which are in a position to use thelr own resources
for operating JOBY pending the lssuance of gram awards, Indian tribes and Alaska Native
organizations do not have this luxury. States also have the advantage of the Cash Management
fmprovement Act (CMIA) which does not apply to Indian tribes and Alaska Nuative organlzarions.
CMIA says that the Federal povernment must pay interest to States if Stares are forced 1o use State
SJunds for something for which Federal funds are normally used. Thus, for example, Stes were
issued a portion of thelr fiscal year 1993 JOBS funds ¢ morah before Indian tribes and Alaska Native
prpanizations were issued any funds.
Withow timely gramt awards and withow forward funding, indlan tribes and Alaska Native
prganizations either had to cease the program or use other limited tribol funds In the interim,

Visi

The JOBS programs operated by Indian ribes and Alasks Neodve organizasions would not have 10
cease gperation at the beginning of a fiscal year due to the non-timely issuance of new grant gwards.

Rationale

The Job Training Pantnership Act program usder the Department of Labor has authority for forward
funding. JIPA grantees are permitted 10 corry over a maximwn of 20% of funds from one progrom
year 1o the naxi,

Specifications

{a) Indiac wibes and Alaska Native organizations who opecate JOBS programs would be
permitted to carry over 5o more than 20% of the funds awarded in one fiscal year into the
next fiscal year,

3. IGBS FunDs for ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Ir o

Under current low, JOBS funds cannor be wsed to bulldfimprove infrastructure which s so badly
needed by Indian tribes and In areas served by Alaska Native organitations. JOBS funds cannot be
combined with economic developmers funds 1o write propoesals, make capital expenditures, etc. Indian
iribes and Alaska Native organivarions con apply for gprams from ACF's Administration for Native
Americans that if received can be used o support these activities. Whar Indian tribes and Alaska
Native organizarions can and what some do is to use JOBS funds 10 rroin individuals 1o work in
ecanomic development enverprises.
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Allowing tribal JOBY grantees so denote & portion of thelr JOBS funds 1o economic developmeny
would give them additional opportunity 10 help their cllents move owards self-rufficiency,

Raticnale

Without the leveraging of Federal funds for economic development, there would be fewer employment
opportunities for Native Americans,

Soecificati

(2) Upoz approval by the Sscretary, Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations would be
permitted 10 use no more than §5,000 or 10%, whichever it less, of their JOBS funds on
econamic development related projects,

(b}  All economic development related projécts that use JOBS funds must involve the training of
JOBS participants for related jubs.

6. IIEFERRALS »

All provisions in the discussion on deferrals above apply except for the following.
Specificati

(a) Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations who operate a3 JOBS program would be
responsible for the determination as to whether aa AFDC recipiest is to be deferred,

7. EXTENSIONS
Visi

Tribal JOBS grontees would be responsible for granting extensions to time Hmited AFDC benefits and
would not necessarily be held 1o the same limisation on the granring of extensions as woudd be the
States,

Rationale

Marny reservations and areas served by Alaska Native organizations suffer from lower literacy rotes
and higher unemployment than most oreas of the country.

Specificat

{a) Indian wibes and Alaska Native organizations who operate a JOBS program would be

responsible for the determination as (0 whether extensions to time limited AFDC benefis
should be granted.
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WORK

i. tNDiAN TRIBES AND ALASKA NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS TO QOPERATE
T Owr WORK ProGRAMS

Current Jaw
Refer 1o this sectlon under the general discussion of the WORK program.

Visi

Tribal AFDC recipients would be subject o the requiremers to participate in JOBY just as they are
now. They would also be subjecy 1o vime limits.

Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations would have the option to run JOBS, An Indian tribe or
Alaska Native organization thar operates JOBS would be required 1o operate @ WORK program also.
Indian sribes and Alaska Native organizations are respoisible for determinations of JOBS-Prep starus
and extensions, however, there may be additional exenzions because of unigue tribol circumstances.
tribal members subject to fribal JOBS/WORK progroms are excluded from any Stare program
measures. e

The Tribal WORK program would have to look different from the Stawée WORK program because of
the proposed funding formuda. The portion of the WORK finding based on o diversion of AFDC
gramss would be difficuit and complicated to accomplish because of the State’s continued responsibility
Jor AFDC funds and the need for exaremely ciose coordination between the Stare and the Indlan wibe
or Alaska Native organization., Thergfore, & &s envivioned that the tribol WORK program would more
closely resemble a Community Work Experience Program (CWEP) than a work-Jor-wages model (Le.,
a tribal member would continue to recebve cash assistance, bt would be reguired to participare in ¢
WORK activity). Indian tribes and Alaske Natdve orgonizorions would be able o use WORK
allocation to create job opportunities,

atignale

Since the Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations would kave o be involved in the development
of WORK assignments on the reservation, Ut foliows that the fndlan pibes and Alaska Narive
organizations be given the adminisrration of the WORK program. Keeping the WORK program ab the
tribal level would aliow for a contlnuum of activity, It alse vdvances tribad self-desermination and
provides for a more holistic framework for addressing the needs of Native Americans,

ifi

{a} Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations which operats a JOBS program would apply to
administer a WORK program. Any application would have to be approved by the Secretary,

) Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations who do not want to operate 8 WORK program
coutd pot continue to operate 2 JORS program.

{c} Funding for the tribal WORK pmgram would be a percentage set-aside of the total WORK
aliocation.
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@)  An Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization would be permitted to teatlocate up 0 10% of
its JOBS allotment to its WORK program, and vise versa.

(¢}  An Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization would not be required to match Federa! funds.

'{9) The WORK program st forth in the application of a Indian tribe or Alaska Native
organization under this part need not meet any requirement of the State WORK programs that
the Secretary determines i inappropriate with respect to 3 tribal WORK program.

{g})  'The Secretary shall develop appropriate data collection reguirements.

M) Appropriate performance measures would be developed.

LD CARE

1. ALLOCATE JOBS anD Transrsonal, Crinb Canrg FUNDS
0 TRIBES AND ALASKA NATIVE ORGANIZATICNS

LCurrent Law
Under current low, Siwtes are the only entities eligible to udminister title 1V-4 child care funds.

Participanys in Triboat JOBS programs who need child care have 1o be referred 1o the State V-4
ogencies in order 10 receive needed child care.

e

Although datz is not collected on the extent that title {V-A child care is used by Tribal JOBY
participanss, anecdotal information from Tribel JOBS direcrors seems 10 indicate that Tribal JOBS
participants do not always get their child care needs soken care of through the State.  Potential child
_care providers on reservarions are often intimidated or unable to provide necessary information to the
State In order to meet Staze requirements. Indian tribes and Alaska Netive organizations that receive
Child Care and Development Biock Gramt (CCDBG) funds somerimes use these funds ro pay the cost
of the child care to avoid dealing with the State. By using CCDBG funds to pay for the child core
needed by Tribal JOBS participants, the Indian tribe or Alaska Natlve organizaiion cannot use the
Junds to serve the child care needs of others wha qualify.

Visi

Indian tribes and Alaska Native orpganizations would nor have to rely the Siate IV-A agencies to
guararsee the child care needed by Tribal JOBS participants end transitionat child care. Funding the
Tribal JOBS grantzes to guarancee child care makes it easier for these entities to ensure that Tribal
child care needs are mat,  Tribes would be provided funding for child care up to an amouny equal 10
their JOBS/WORK allonners from title IV-A funds to address JOBS and rransitional child core nesds.

Ratignale

Indian tribes and Alaska Nasive organizations who currently rely on the wse of CCDBG 10 provide
child care that is the responsibility of the State 1V-A ageacy would be able to we CCOBG funds for
their intended purpese once JOBS and transitional child care funds ore available to them, The
amount of child care funding available to the Indlan tribes and Alaska Native organizations from title
V-A funds for JOBS and transitional child care and CCDBG should be sufficiery 10 meer the child -
care heeds withows the additional furding provided by At-Risk Child Care. Thersfore, Ut Is not being
recommended to fund the Indian wribes and Alaska Nasive organizasions directly for the Ar-Risk Child
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Care progrom ol this time. However, we are adding a provision to give the Secretary authority

determine that there Is a need tn the fitwre and 1o allocate funds for At-Ritk Child Care 1o wribal
programs af that time, .

Specificati
&) Upon an approved application, all Indisa tribes and Alaska Native organizations that operate 2

JOBS/WORK program would be zllowed {0 administer title IV-A JOBS and transitional ¢hild
care funds.

{t Tribes that elsct to administer title IV-A JOBS and transitional child care funds would receive

reimbursement from title IV-A funds for the actual amount spent oo child care up to an
amount equal to their combined JOBY and WORK allotment.

& Indian tribes and Alaska Nadve organizations would tot be required to match Federal funds,

(d) The JOBS and fransitional child care program sot forth in the application of an Indian tribe or
Alaska Native organization under this part oeid not meet any requirement of the JOBS and
transitional child care programs that the Secretary determines is inappropriate with respect to
such tribal JOBS and twansitional child care program., The CCDBG heabth and safety
standards, however, could not be waived.

(&) The Secretary shail develop appropriate data collection reqﬁircmzs‘

{f) Approprigte performance measures would be developed.

MISCELLANEOUS

1. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, DEMONSTRATIONS AND EVALUATIONS
Current Law
The three year comtroct awarded in 1990 to provide rechnical assistance to Tribal JOBS groniees

expired last year. Tribal JOBS grantees are nov eligible o0 aperate demonstrarion projects. And
evaluations of the Tribal JOBS programs have not been done,

Yisi

7o gain more thorough information about what makes a successfid Tribal or Alazke Narive JOBS
program, gvaluation is needed just as it is for State progroms.

Rationale

Welfare reform will be a major force in Indian country, Whaotever form welfare reform tokes, Indion
iribes and Alasks Native organiations will need ongoing technical assistance to understond ond
implement ngcessary changes to their JOBS programs.

Most Tribal inciuding ureas served by Alaska Native orgenivasions) environmeants are sufficiently
different from State eavironmenss 10 warrans the involvement of & certain momber of Indion tribes or
Alaska Native organizations in demonstration projecs, A demonsiration projecs may further aliow an
Indian tribe or Aloske Native orgenizarion to design and implement a program that tests innovative
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approoches that sults the unigque crownstances of thar Indian tribe, Alaska Nasive organizetion or of
Indian couniry. :

Specifications

(ait Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations would be eligible to submit applications for
demonstration projects refated to welfare reform, guch as combining JOBS and WORK into 2
block grant.

&) Any coniract awarded for the provision of technical assistance following the passage of
welfare reform legisiation wust specify that Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations
receive a fair share of the technical gssistance.



Yision

As wnder current law, lerriiories would be required to cperate @ HOBS program.  However,
Terrizories would have the option & run a time-limited system or not.  Showld a Territory choose to -
implement a time-limited system, operation of a WORK program would be mandaory. The funding
Jor operation of the WORK program would be avallable in an equivalent manner a5 for all States.
Provisions which would remove At-Risk child care from the section 1108 cap (see Inproving
GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE section) would enalle Territories 10 meet their expanded child care nesds.
Additionally, the Secretary would have flexibilicy 1o accommodate speclal circuwnstances faced by
Territories,

Specifications
1. IOBS AnD TiME Lanrrs

() Furding level for JOBS would be at the enhanced match rate {described in JOBS FUNDING
above}. The JOBS aliocation methodelogy would be the same 35 under current law.

b} Time-{imits would be an option. Territories can efect to implement 2 time-limited system but
are not required W, If a Territory chooses o operate a time-limited gystem, it must speeify a
phase-in strategy in the plan, subject to Secretarial approval., Territories would also be
required (0 specify a time-frame for implemsnting a time-imited system Territory-wide,
subject to Secretarial approval, '

) Territories would be subject to all partikipation rates and other performance standards if
applicable. However, the Secretary shall have the authority 0 modify these and other
requirements 1o accommodate special circumstancss,

2. WORK REQUIREMENTS

(&) If Territory elects to operate a timpimited system, 3 WORK program is mandatory.
Territories would be required to specify an hmplementation plan, subject o Secretarial
approval,

{b) WORK funding would be the same as JOBS ~ 75 percent match for administrative costs from
the national capped entilement. The WORK silotment would be bassl on the same
methodology as for other States: based on sumber of JOBS participants subject to time-limits
and number of WORK registrants, WORK wages funding would come from Sec. 1108
capped monies {i.e., the AFDC benefits these recipients would bave gotten anyway under 2
non-time-limited system}.

{c} The Secretary shall bave the authority w allow or reguire Territories b opt-out of 2 time-
. Hmited and WORK systera. Territories can opt-in again after at least § years,
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WAIVER PROVISIONS [Title IT]
Current Law

Section 1115 of the Social Security Act provides the Secretary authority to waive compliance with
specified requirements of the Act that are fudged likely to promote the objectives of the AFDC, child
support, or Medicald program. Demonstrazions under walver authority must be cost newtral (o the
Sederal government and must be rigorously evaluated,

Visi

The rwoyear Bme limit i part of the overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare system from
disbursing funds to promoting self-sufficiency. It It imperative that we send @ clear and consistent
message about our expectations of the States and of welfare reciplerss. For that reason, the numbers
of waivers granted to States to apply time limits cther than 24 months will be Hmited 10 5.

Stazes will be cble 1o conducy demonstrations regarding the WORK program. However, ceriain
aspecss of the WORK program will not be waiveble to that recipierss are offorded some protections
against financial loss and loss of Mudicald and to ensure that the program does not result in
displacement of other workers,

{a) Allow the Secretary to authorize no more than five demonstrations with time limits other than
24 months. These time [imits can be longer or shorter than 24 months provided that they are
consistent with the overall goals of the JOBS and WORK programs.

(a) Each State shali have 3 WORK program.

b} No person defined as eligible in for the WORK program  shall be excluded from the WORK
program.

& Participant families in & demonstration program, other than those subject to sanctions, shail

oot be made worse-off than a family of the same size, with no income, raceiving AFDC bene-
fits.

(<) Participants employed under any demonstration program shall be compensated for such
employment at 2 rate no less than the bighest of:

. the Federal minimum wage specified in section 6(a)(1) of the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 193&;

. the rate specified by the appropriate State or local minimum wage {aw;

» the rate paid ©0 employess or trainees of the same employer working the same length
of time and performing the same type of work.
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In assigning panticipants in the demonsiration program {0 any program activity:

. each assignment shall take into accoumt the physical capacity, skills, experience,
health and safety, family responsibilities, and place of residence of the participant,

* no participant shall be required, without his or her consent, to travel an unreasonabis
distance from bis or her home or remain gway from such bome overnight;

* individuals shall not be discriminated against on the basis of rzoe, sex, national origin,
celigion, age, or handicapping condition, and all participants will have such rights as
are available under any spplicable Federal, State, or local law  prohibiting
discrimination;

Appropriate workers® compensation and tort claims protection shall be provided to participants
on the same basis as they are provided to other individuals in the State in similar employment
(as determined under regulations of the Secretary).

No work assignment under the program shall result in 2 violation of any nou-displacement,
grievence, of consulation provisions specifiad in the JOBS, TIME LoviT AND WORK section,

Funds available o camry out @ demonstration program may not be used to ass'fsﬁ, promots, or
deter union organizing,

The State shall establish and maintain a grievance procedure for resolvisg complaints by
reguiar employees or their representatives that the work assigoment of an individual under the
program violates any of the prohibitions describsd in subsection {g). A decision of the State
under such procedure may be appealed 10 the Secretary of Labor for investigation and such
action a3 such Secretary may find necessary.

Participants in the program and their families shall be categorically eligible for Medicaid,
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MAKE WORK PAY [Title I, Tide VII}
& ad Vigion

A cruciad component of welfare reform that promotes work and independence is making work pay.
In 1992, 30 percent of female heads of families with children worked but the family remained poor,
Even full-time work can leave a family poor. Almost 11 percent of these female heads who worked
full-year/Rill-<ime were poor, 15 percent if they bad children under six years of age. Simultaneously,
the welfare systam sels up a devastating array of barriers for people who reczive assistance but want
o work. It penalizes those who work by taking away benefits dollar for dollar; it imposes arduous
reporting requirements for those with earnings but still eligible to receive assistance; and it prevents
saving for the future with 2 meager limit on assefs, Moveover, working poor families often lack
adequate health protection and face sizeable child care costs. Too often, parents may choose welfare
instead of work in order o ensure thar their children have health insurances and receive child care, if
our goals &re to encourage. work and independence, to help families who are playing by the rules, and
10 reduce both poverty and welfare use, then work must pay befter than welfare,

Working family tax credits are 2 major component of making work pay. The expansion of the
Earned Income Tax Cradit (EITC) passed in 1993 was # significant step toward making it possible for
low-wage workers to support themselves and thelr familles sbove poverty. When fullfimplementad,
it will bave the effect of making a $4.25 per hour job pay nearly $6.00 per hour for a parent with two
or more children. Those families who are eligible for the maximum credit in 1996 obtain, in effect, &
raise worth $1.62 per hour {or $3,000 per year), assuming full-ycar/fullaime work. Full untilization
and periodic distribution will maximize the effect of this pay raise for the working poor.

A critical step toward making work pay is ensuring that all Americans have bealth insurance
coverage, Many recipients are trapped on welfare by their inability to find or keep jobs with health
benefits that provide the security they peed. And (00 often, poor, non-working families on welfare
bave better ¢coverage than poor, working families. The President’s heaalth care reform plan will
provide universal health care coverage, sosuring that no one will bave to choose welfare instead of
wark 10 ensure that their children bave health incurance, The EITC expansion, sccess o child care,
and health care reform will support workers as they leave welfare to maintain their independence and
self-sufficiency,

Another essential component for making work pay is affordable, accessible child care. In order for
families, especiatly single-parent families, to be able to work or prepare themselves for work, they
negd depenzsz&e care for their childeen, In sddition w ensuring child care for participants in the
transitional assistance program and for those who transition off welfare, child care subsidies will be
made available 10 low-income working families who have never been on welfare.

All regulatory provisions specified in this section shall be published within | year of snactment of this
act, uniess specified as otharwise,
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The Federal Governmen: currently subsidizes child care for low-income fomilies through a number of
differems programs. The programs have different eligibility rules and regulations, crearing an
exrremely complicated system that Is hard for both providers and recipients jo navigate, The mgjor
axisting progrems inciwde an entiilemens 10 child care for AFDC reciplents (rle IVed); transitional
child care (TCC) {also an entitlement) for wp 10 @ year for people who have left welfare for work: a
capped entitlzment ($300 miition) for those the State determnines fa be at-risk of AFDC recelpt (As-
Risk); and the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG). There is also a disregard for
chitd care costs avaliable 1o working AFDC reciplents.  While these nudiiple programs provide
valuable support for child care, legislative changes are needed (o sirengthen the weifare reform plan,

We are at this time moking chenges only In the IV-4 programs, which will remaln as separase
authorities. Any changes in the CCDBG will be made during iz recuthorization in 1995.

Vigion

Child care iy crifical 1 the success of welfare reform. It s essentlal 1o provide child cgre support for
pareris recelving assistance who will be reguired to participate in education, training, and
emplayment. In addition, child care support for the working poor is also essensal 10 "making work
pay” and to enable parents to remain in the werkforce. Our goals are 1o Increase child care funding
5o that families hove the access to the child care that they need, v simplify the administration of
Federal child care programs t¢ suppert the development of State child vare sysiems and to reduce the
likelihood tux parenis and children will have to change providers as they move from funding stream
10 funding stream, and to assure that children are cared for in healthy ond safe environments,

Ratignalg

We are proposing (o increase avallable child care suppory significandly by extending the child care
guarantee 10 JOBS Prep and WORK program participants and by increasing the funding for child
care for working poor jamiliex through the At-Risk Child Carz Program., To assure accesr 0 a
varizty of forms of child care, we would prohibiz States from lowering their State-wide Himirs end
mandete that Stares supplement the disregard or provide a second, direct payment option to all
pareres.  To improve comsisiency, we propose to have the IV-A child care progroms follow she
CCDBG requiremenis and allow States 1o place all Federal child care programs in one egency.
Finally, to increase yupply and improve guallty in order 1o ensure that children ere in healthy and
syfe environmenis, we propose 10 crecte a setaside in the At-Risk program, to make licensing and
monltoring of IV-A child care programs aliowable for relmbursement as an administrasive cost, to add
IV-A reguiremanss that States must essure that children do not have access to toxic subsiances end
weapons and thar ll children must be immuniced 0 meer the Public Health Service immunication
standards,

We have selected the sirategy of using the CCDBG standards and adding two new standards because
we believe this truly represents the minimal requiremenis thar can assure that children are protecied,
Many States obviously agree singe they are already using the same standards for IV-A child care and
CCDBQ child care according ro their Siate plans, In all cases except bmmunization, Swates will
condinue (0 establish their own standards; in the case of nmunizasion, we do nor believe requirements
should vary from State to State. Using the CCOBG standards for IV-A child care also strengthens the
perenta! rights and opportunities; we will assure the parental choice of providers, provide parents
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MAKE WORK PAY [Title [II, Title VII]

A crucial component of welfare reform that promotes work and independence is making work pay.
In 1992, 30 percent of female heads of familles with chikiren worked but the family remained poor.
Even full-time work can jeave a family poor. Almost 11 percent of these fumale heads who worksd
full-year/full-time were poor, 15 perceat if they had children under six years of age. Simultanecusly,
the welfare system sets up 2 devastating array of barriers for peopls who recsive assistance but want
w0 work., [t penalizes those who work by taking away benefits dollar for dollar; it imposes arduous
re;gortizzg requirements for those with earnings but still eligible 1o receive assistance; and it prevents
saving for the future with a meager lmit on assets. Moveover, working poor families. often lack
sdequate bealth pmtecﬁi}n and face sizeable child care costs. Too ofien, parents may c¢hoass welfare
instead of work in order W eusure that their children have hezalth insurance and receive child care, i
our goals are to encourage work and independence, to help families who are playing by the rules, and
to reduce both poverty and welfare use, thes work must pay better than welfare,

W{}rking family ¢ax credits are a major componsnt of making work pay. The expansion of the
Earsed Income Tax Credit (BITC) passed in 1993 was 8 significant step toward making it possible for
low-wage workers to support themseives and thelr families shove poverty, When fully implemented,
it will have the effect of making 8 $4.25 per hour job pay nearly $6.00 pe.rﬁmut for a parent with two
or more childrea. Thdse families who are eligible for the maximum credit in 1996 obtain, in effect, 2
raise worth $1.62 per hour {or $3,000 per year), assuming full.year/full-time work, Full utilization
and periodic distribution will maximize the effect of this pay aise for the working poor.

A critical step toward making work pay I8 ensuring that all Americans bave health insurance
coverage. Many recipients are trapped on welfare by their inability to find or keep jobs with health
benefits that provide the secucity they need. And to0 often, poor, non-working families on welfare
have better coverage than poor, working families. The President’s bealth care reform plan will
provide universal health care coverage, ensuring that no one will have to ¢hoose welfare instead of
work o ensure that their children have health Insurance. The EITC expansion, access to ¢hild care,
and bealth care reform will support workers as they leave welfare 1o maintain their independence and
seif-sufficiency. ‘

Ancther essential component for making work pay is affordable, accessible child care. In order for
families, especially single-parent families, to be able to work or prepare themselves for work, they
need dependable care for their children, In addition to ensuring child care for participants in the
transitional assistance program and for those who transition off welfare, child care subsidies will be
made available o low-income working famnilies who have never been on welfare,

All regulatory provisions specified in this section shall be published within 1 year of enactment of this
act, urdess specified as ptherwise,
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The Federal Government currenaly subsidizes chld core for low-income familles through a rumber of
different progroms. The programs have different eligibility rules end regulotions, creating an
extremtely complicaied systems thar is hard for both providers and recipients 1 navigare. The mujor
axisting programs include an entilement vo child care for AFDC recipients (title IV-Aj; transitional
chifd care (TCC) {also an entitlement) for up 10 a year for people who have loft welfare for work; o
capped entitlement (3300 miilion) for those the State determinex 1o be at-risk of AFDC receipt {At-
Risk); and the Child Care and Development Block Gram (CCDBG). There s also a disregard for
child care costs available to working AFDC recipients.  While these mudtiple programs provide
valuable suppars for child care, leglsiative changes are needed to strengthen the welfare reform plan.

We are of this time making changes only In the IV-A programs, which will remain as separase
authorities. Any changes in the CCDBG will be made during lts recuthorization in 1995.

Visi

Child care s crivical to the success of welfare reform. it Is esserwial o provide child cgre support for
parents recelving assistance who will be reguired to participate in education, training, and
employment. It addition, child care support for the working poor is also essemtial to “making work
pay” and to enabie parenti 1o remain in the workforce. Qur goals are to increase child core funding
so that fomities have the access to the child care that they need, to simplify the administration of
Federal child eare programs ro support the developmens of State child care systems and 1o reduce the
likeiihood thar perenss end children will have 0 change providers as they move from funding Stream
o funding stream, and to assure that children are cored for In healthy and safe environmens.

Rationale

We are proposing to increase available child care support significamtly by extending the child care
guararsee to JOBS Prep and WORK program participants and by increasing the funding for child
care for working poor families through the At-Risk Child Care Program. 1o assure aocess 10 a
varigry of forms of child care, we would prohibic Siares from lowering their State-wide limits and
mandate that States supplement the disregard or provide a second, direct payment eption to all
parenss,  To improve consistency, we propose {0 have the IV-A child care programs follow the
CCDBG requirements and allow States to place all Federdd child care progroms in one ggency.
Finally, to increaze supply and improve quality in order to ensure that children are In heglthy and
safe environments, we propose 1o create a set-aside in the At-Risk program, to make Heensing and
monitoring of IV-A child care programs aliowabie for relmbursement a3 an administrative cost, 1o add
IV-A requirements thar Srares must assure that children do not have arcess 10 toxic substances and
weapons and that all children must be Immunized to meet the Public Heolth Service inynunization
standards.

We have selected the strazegy of using the CCDOBG standerds and adding pwo new standords becouse
we believe this truly represénts the minimal requirements that can assure that children gre protected,
Many Siuxtes obviously agree since they are afready using the seme standards for VA child care and
CCDBG child care according to their Siaze plans. In ol cases except immunizarion, Stares will
continue 10 extablish their own standards, in the case of immunization, we do not believe requiremenis
should vary from State to State. Using the CCDBG standards for IV-A child care also strengthens the
parersd rights and opportuniries; we will assure the parensal choice of providers, provide parenis
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information on options for care and payment of child care, and establish a systens for paremsal
complaints.

Specificati

i.

(@

&)

(a)

(®)

{©)

T

(e)

I | Funding for Child C

Change the State match for the At-Risk Child Care Program, Section 402() to that consistent
with the new, ephanced mawh for other IV-A services. Increase the amount authorized for
the program to $300 millign in 1595, $300 million in 1996; $580 million in 1997, 3755
miltion in 1998; and §1 billion in {999, The program will increase by $50 million each year
thereafter until 2004 whea it will increase by $100 million. Restrict eligibility to families not
sligible for other IV-A child care programs. Reallocate urused At-Risk funds to States that
have exceeded the required State match. If the State unemployment rate increases
dramatically, the amount of the required match would be reduced. Similarly, the capped
entitement would be increased in the evenmt of bigh unemployment nationwide. (See
description in JOBS, Tiag Lovrrs anp WORK section)

Change :he State match for all other [V-A child care programs to the new, whanced maich
for other IV-A services,

Continue to have the IV-A child care funds flow w0 the IV-A agency but give the States the
explicit option to contract to the lead CCDBG agency.

Make the IV-A requirements for coordination, public involvement, and consultation in
relationship to development of the I'V-A child cars plan consistent with the requirements of
the CCDBG stanute,

Make the IV-A child care requirements cousistent with CCDBG requirements with respect o
parental rights and health and safety standards,

Add 1o the health and safety standards section:
63} a requirement that the State must bave requirements that children funded under the
: IV-A child care programs are immunized at jevels specified by PHS. States will be
given the flexibility 1o exclude centain children from this requirement.

{3 a requirement that the State must have rules to assure that no child has access 1o toxic
and iflegal substances or weapons in the child care setting,

Require that the State establish and periodically revise sliding fee scales that provide cost
sharing by the families that receive Federal assistance for child care servives, The fee scales
will be the same for all programs (those nsed for CCDBG).

Establish one requirement for State reporting to cover all programs, with core data elements
to be defined by the Secretary,
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Give Staies the option under the IV-A programs 0 extend hours snd weeks of care when
reasonable to assure continuity of care for children,

Information to Parents

Require that States must provide child care information o parents {use CCDBG language,
adding "{including options for care and paymest).”)

Create 3 10% set aside in the At-Risk program for supply building and quality improvements
using language in CCDBG Section 658 (() as allowable activities and adding a5 an allowable
activity the expansion of the supply of care for infants and toddlers in low-income
communities (a5 defined by the States),

Establish explicitly tiat licensing and moniloring of IV-A funded child care providers is an

sSlowable administrative cost, limited by 2 tap on expenditures of $15 million a year with
State allocations st by & formula established by the Secretary,

Payment

Probibit States from lowering their statewide limits below those in effect on January 1, 1994,

i

Retain the disregard, but mandate that States must offer working AFDC recipieats the same
teve! and foems of child care assistance as families in JOBS, TCC, and At-Risk Child Care,
To accomplish this, States may sither offer families the choive of the disregard or a direct
payment for cars or they may instead offer them 2 supplement 10 the disregard,

Guarantee child care for volunteers whose activities are approved as part of their
employability plan under JOBS regardless of the availability of JORS funding for those
activities if the volunteer still undertakes the approved activitiss,

Territaries

Allow tervitories o use WORK funds to pay for child care for WORK participants; continue
w© allow them to use JOBS funds 1o pay for child care for JOBS participants. Remove At-
Risk Child Care from the territorial cap {See IMFROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE Section).
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B. IMPROVING THE EITC (Tide I}

The earned income tax credit (EITC) is a refundable tax credit available to a low-income filer who
has earned income and whose adjusted grosz income Is below specified thresholds. Low inconee
workers can claim the EITC when filing their tax returns at the end of the year. In addition, workers
with children have the choice of vbtaining a portion of the credlt In advance through their employers,
and claiming the balance of the credit upon filing thelr income tax terurns. The amount of the
advanced payment is calculated on the basly thar taxpayers have only one qualifying child. The
annual advanced EITC payment cannot exceed 60 percent of the maximun full-year EITC for a family
with one child. In 1996, the maximum advance payment woudd be 31,223

An empioyee choosing to recebve a porvion of the EITC in advance does 30 by filing a form W-5 with
his or her employer. The employer is not required 1o verify employee’s eligibility for the credit,
Employers may be penalized for failing to comply with an employee’s request for an advanced
paymenl, The employer calculates the advanced ETTC poyment to whick an employee is enzirled based
on the employee's wages and filing status and adds the appropricte amount to-the emplovee's
paycheck. The employer reducey its payment of employment and tncome taxes to the IRS by the
aggregate amount of advanced EITC payments made during the period and reponts this amount (o the
IRS on form 941,

At the end of the year, the employer notifies both the IRS and the employee of the acsual amounts of
advanced credits paid 1o the employee by filling in a box on the form W2, When filing their income
tax retirn a1 the end of the year, an employee is required to report advance payments, if any, of the
EIre.

Vigion

The propesal vwould promote use of advance payment option of the Egrned Income Tox Credis
(AEITC} By ollowing seleceed public agencies 1o administer an advanced EITC payment for low
income workers who voluntarily reguest i, For example, a Staies might choose 1o administer the
AEITC through Food Stamp offices. Stares are not permitted t0 do this under current statute.

Rationale

Few programs are ar effective In reaching the eligible population us the EITC, Desplte the successes
of the current program, the delivery of the EITC could be Improved, panticularly by enhancing the
probability that the EITC will be claimed in advance throughout the year rather than as a year-end
fump sum pgyment, In recen: years, fewer thon 1 percent of EITC claimanss have received the credit
through advance payments in thelr paychecks. The reasons for the low wrilization rote ore not fully
known, though ¢ recent GAQ study found thar many low-income taxpayers were unaware they coutd
claim the credit in advance,
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There may be other barriers to participation 1 the advance payment option, The GAQ study also
Jound that once informed, many workers stued that they would prefer o receive the EITC iy a bump-
swm payment. While some warkers may simply prefer the forced savings aspecs of receiving the credit
in a lump sam, others may fear their employer’s reaction i they ask for a governmeny wage
sipplemery 1o be added to their paycheck. Oihers may be fearful of owing the government o large
swn of money af the end of the year because they received oo large an amount in advance.

It is believed that welfare recipiens, In particidar, could benefit from receiving the credit at more
regular intervals throuphowt the year, By recelving the credit as they earn wages, workers would
cbserve the direct link between work effory end the EITC.  Public agencies that deal directly with
welfare recipients are uniguely advantaged to ensure that the AEITC option is used frequently and
appropriately. They coudd explaln to recipienss who are about 1o transition from weifare to work how
the AEITC will increase their income stream, making work a mare rational option,

Allowing Swues the option to provide advance payments of the EITC through public egencles (e.g..
the offices which aise provide food stemp benefis} could dramatically increase use of the AEITC
among the working AFDC and ex-AFDC populations. A State could choose to target Information
ebour the EITC to welfare recipients or other individuals likely to become welfare recipieniy but who
are currently owside the workforce.  Individuols could have the cholce of receiving the credit from a
newral third-party, withowt fear of notifying thelr employers of rtheir eligibility for the EFTC.
Moreover, they could receive assiziance in desermining the approprinte amowrt of the EITC to claim
in advance. Stares would alse have the resources to wverlfy eligibility for the credit betier than
employers, reducing the risk of erronzous payments being made to ingligible persons. This option
would alse allow for an evaluation of alternative delivery systems.

Specificati

(2) A State would have the option to propost 1o the Secretary of the Treasury 3 demonstration
project pursuant to which advance payments of the EITC would be made to eligible residents
through a State zgency. Such ggencies may include public assistance offices (AFDC and/or
Food Stamps), Employment Service Offices, State finance and revenue agencies, and so forth,
A Suate may choose oaly one agency o provide the advance eredit,

) Approval by the Secretary of the Treasury of a State’s proposal would be required in all
cases. The Secretary of the Treasury would consult with the Secratary of Health and Human
Servicss, the Secretary of Agriculture, and other Departmental Secretaries as appropriate if
the State proposal includes coordination of EITC payments and oihier Federal benefits,

(¢} Where appropriate, States wmay include in their proposals coordination of advance paymenty of
the EITC and other Federal benefits (Such as food stamps) through electronic benefit
technology,

() State plans would be required to specify how payment of the EITC would be administered,
States must inciude 2 detailed explanation of how eligibility for the credit would be
determined and verified. States would also have W #gree {0 provide recipients and the IRS
with annual information reports o a timely fashion {ypically by January 3] of the following
year) showing the amounts of the EITC paid in advance. In addition, States would agree w0
provide the IRS with a listing by December st of the names and social security numbers of
all persoos who participsted in the State program af any time during the year {through
Ocwber). States which failed to meet these reporting requirements would not be allowed ©
eontinue participation in the program. '
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States would be allowed {but not required) to provide on an advanced basis up 10 75 percent
of the maximum amount of the credit for which the taxpayer is eligible and voluntarily
requests,

States would reduce paywments of withholding taxes (for both income and payroll taxes) from
their own employees by the amount of the advance payments made during the prior quarter,

Afier the processing of income tax returns and wmatching of returas with information reports,

the Secretary of the Treasury would be required 1o issue an annual report detailing the extent

to which EITC ¢laimants under State plans: {1) participated in the State plan; {(2) fided a tax

return; {3} reported acourately the amount of the advanced payments paysble during the year

by the state; and (4} repaid sny overpaymenis of the advanced EITC within the prescribed
time, The repert would also contain an estimate of the smount of the exeessive pverpayments

made by the state. Excessive overpayments would include advasce payments not reported on

the tax return and advance paymeats in excess of the EITC calculated oo the basis of
information reported t the IRS and causing taxpayers to owe outstanding amounts 1o the IRS.

States would be required to repay the Federal government 50 percent of excessive advance
payments subsequently not recaptured by the IRS made to State residents participating in the
plan over.a 4 percent threshold. The Secretary of the Treasury would demapgtrate that due
and diligent effort had besn made to recapture these amounts through sormal procedures.
The 4 percent threzshold applies to all advanced payments made by the State for g given tax
year. States would become ligble for the excessive amounts two years after the due date for
the filing of a tax return.

The Secratary of Treasury and the Secretary of Health and Human Services would jointly
ensure that technical assistance is provided to States undertaking demonstration projects aimed
at increasing participation in the EITC and the ETTC advanced payment programs. Sufficient
training and adequate resources would be provided to both agencies pursuant to the provision
of technical assistance to the States. The Secrstaries of Treasury and HHS will see that such
piiots are rigorously evaluated.

The Secrstary of Treasury, in consultation with the Secretary of HHS, shall enter into
agreements with up 1o 4 States to pilot and assess the development and implement publicly
administered advanced Earned Income Tax Credit initdatives. The Food Stamp population for
the selected States can not equal more than 3% of the Food Stamp caseload nationwide.

These agreements shall provide planning and implementation granty to States selected under
this provision provided: '

(i) that the Secretary of the Treasury aiso reviews and approves of the proposal submittad
to the Secretary of DHHS,

(it) that the selected States agree to share their findings and lessons with other interestsd
States in 2 manner to be described by the Secretary.

The total amount available under thix provision for demonstration planning, organizing, and
start-up is $1.4 million and no individual State can receive a grant in excess of $500,004.
These demonstration programs shall rot exceed three years tn duration.

AFDC and Food Stamp administrative funds can be used o pay for these provisions.
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INCOME DISREGARDS [Title VIT]

Currens Law

Federal AFDC law reguires shat ali income received by an AFDC recipient or applicant be counted
againsi the AFDC grant except income thar Is explicidly excluded by definition or deduction. States
are required by Federadl law to disregord the following income: (1) for the first four months of
garnings, working reciplents are allowed a $50 work expense disregord, another 330 unspecified
disregard, and one-third of remaining earnings are olso disregarded; (2) the one-third disregard ends
afier four months; and {3} the wnspecified $30 disregard ends after 12 months,

In addition, a child core expense disregard of 3173 per child per month (3200 if the child is under 2)
{s permined 10 be caloddated afier other disregord provisions kave been applied. Currently, 350 in
child-supporr iy possed through 1o fomilies with established awards,  States are now required to
disregard the EITC in determining eligibility for and benefits under the AFDC program.

Vision

The provisions proposed weder this compongrs are designed 10! (1) make the treatment of income
simpler for both reciplenss and welfare officals vo understand; (2) make work a maore aftractive,
rational option for those who would continue 1o recsive assistance; (3) remove the time sensitlviry of
currere rules (L.e., eliminate provisions which change the rules governing the treatment of income
depending on how long the person has worked); and (3) improve the economic well-being of those
 who need 1o combine work and welfare.  (See IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE for other earning
™ disregard provisions) : '
™

Specificati

{a) Require States to disregard a minimum of $120 in carnings, indexed for inflation in rounded
increments of $10.

() States will have the flexibiity o establish their own disregard policies on eamed income
above this amount for both applicants and/or recipients and WORK program participants.

(©) States shall have flexibility in establishing fill-the-gap policies (G.¢., States will have the
flexibility 1o determine which types of income should be considered in developing a fillthe-
gap policy, such as child suppoct paymens, stipends, eic, in addition o earned income).

(&) The AFDC $50 pass-through of child support payments will also be indexed for inflation in
rounded $i0 increments. States will have the flexibilly 1o pass-through additional child
suppGrt payments above this ammount,

{e) The Federally established earnings disregard and the $30 ohild support pass-through will be

indexed for inflation according to changes in the consumer price index {CPI). The disregards
will be rounded 1o the nearest $10 increment.
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The base period for the provisions to index the disregards shall be the calendar quarter ending
September 30, 1996, The computation quarter for determining whether an adjustment i
warranted shall be the calendar quarter ending September 30 for each year following 1996.
For computation purposes, adjustments will be determined based on the un-rounded disregard
amount. For example, if the unrounded adjusted value of the disregard is $125, then the
rounded disregard is $130. To determing the value of the disregard in the subsequent ysar,
the change in the CPl will be compared o $128, not $130. Adiustments 10 the disregards
will became effective the following January 1.

{ The effective date of these provisions shall be Qctober §, 1996,
Rationale
The proposal allows for greater State flexibility, State can determine the qppropriate income disregard

and can determine which sources of income 1o disregard. The indexing of the minimum amount will
ensure that working recipients ore gfforded an adequore earned disregard in the future.

Pl
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES PROPOSAL [Title IV}

Visi

The provisions described in this section initiate a process that will result in the development and
implementation of a comprehensive performance measurement system which reflects and reinforces the
emerging “culture” of the redesigned welfare system.

fren Law

Under the SSA section 487 [FSA Section 203(b)] not later than October Ist, 1993, the Secretary of
Health and Human Services shall:

(1} in consultation with the Secretary of Labor, represeniatives of organizations representing
Governcrs, State and local program administrators, educators, State job training coordinating
councils, community-based organizations, recipients, and other interested persons, develop
performance standards with respect 10 the programs established pursuant to this part that are based,
in part, on the results of the studies conducted under section 203(c) of such Act, and the initial State
evaluations (if any) performed under section 486 of this Act; and

(2) submit his/her recommendations for performance standards developed under paragraph (1) to the
appropriate committees of jurisdiction of Congress, which recommendations shall be made with
respect to specific measurements of cutcomes and be based on the degree of success which may be
reasonably expected of States in helping individuals to increase earnings, achieve self-sufficiency, and
reduce welfare dependency, and shall not be measured solely by levels of activity or participation.
Performance standards developed under this subsection shall be reviewed periodically by the Secretary
and modified to the extent necessary.

n r Performan r

Participation rate for all AFDC recipients required to participate in JOBS (45 CFR 250.74(b) and
250.78) - For Fiscal Year 1994 the required participation rate is 15%. This is to ensure that a
minimum proportion of the AFDC adult population is participating at a meaningful (significant) level.

Participation rate for AFDC-UP recipients (45 CFR 250.74(c) - For Fiscal Year 1994 the required
participation rate is 40%. This is to ensure that a minimum proportion of the AFDC-UP principal
wage earners or their spouses engage in work activities.

Target group expenditures (45 CFR 250.74(a)(1)) - At least 55% of a State’s JOBS expenditures must
be spent on applicants and recipients who are members of the State’s target populations as defined at
45 CFR 250.1. This is to ensure that the hard to serve are served by requiring that 55% of IV-F
expenditures are spent on the target groups defined in the statute or, if different, approved as a part of
the State’s JOBS plan.

Cucrent Data Reporting System

The JOBS Case Sample Reporting System (CSRS) was established to meet some of the reporting
requirements mandated. by section 487 of the Social Security Act. However, the data necessary to
establish participation rates is collected through both CSRS and aggregate hard copy. Only data
necessary to establish the numerator for overall participation is collected through CSRS. The
population from which each State must draw its sample (or in lieu of drawing a sample, the State may
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submit the entire population each month) is defined as the number of JOBS participants that were
engaged in at least one hour of activity in an approved JOBS program component during the sample
month. In addition t JOBS program dawma, a limited amount of demographic data and child care data
is also required 1o be submitted.

Curreng OC Law

Under section 408 of the Social Security Act, States are required to operate a quality control system
in order 10 ensurg the accuracy of paymenys in the AFDC program. States operate the system in
accordance with time schedules, sampling methodologies, and review procedares prescribed by the
Secretary. The law defines: what constitutes & payment error; how error rates and disallowances are
calcuiated; the method for adjusting Suite matching payments; and the administrative and judicial
reviews available to States subject to disallowsnces because of error rates in excess of the national
standard (i.e., the national error rate for each year).

The AFDC-QC system functions primarily as a monitoring/auditing system. Its primary purpose is to
establish the correctness with which payments are made to AFDC cases in-each State. The AFDC-
QC system also obtains the data necessary to produce the publication entitled "Characteristics and
Financial Circumstances of AFDC Recipients.® The AFDC-QC system is not used (0 meet any of the
reporting requirements for the AFDC program. Subsequent to the establishment of this system,
which is 2 subsystem of the National Integrated Quality Control System (NIQCS),"OMB requirad
additional AFDC data be collected to veplace the biennial survey of AFDC families that had bsen in
place through 1979.

Vision

One objective of welfare reform is 1o transform the “culture™ of the welfore system; from an
institutional system whose primary mission 3 10 ensure thar poor children have a minimal fevel of
eonomic resources w0 o system that focuses equal attention on the sk gf imegroting their adudt
caretakers imio the economiv and social malnsiream of society.  We envivion an outcome-based
performance measurement system that consists of a limited set of broad measures ond focuses Stote
efforts on the goals of the transitional support system - helping recipients become self-sufficient,
reducing dependency, ond moving recipients imto work. The system would be developed and
implemented over time, as specified in statute, Interested parties will be included in the process for
derermining ourcome-based performance measures and standards,

Untit ¢ system incorporating oulcome-besed standards can be put in place, State performance will be
measured agoinst service delivery measures as specified in statute.  These service delivery stondards
would be used to monitor program implementation and operations, provide incentives for tmely
implementotion, and ensure that States were providing services needed to convert welfare into a
transitiongl suppore system. The current targeting amd particlpation stendards would be eliminated
{see draft specifications on JOBS, Tiwg LiMirs, anp WORK). The new service delivery measure for
JOBS would ensure that a substontiaf portion of such cases are being served on an ongoing basis. As
soon a8 WORK program requirements begin to take effect (Le., two years after the effective dare of
the stars of the phase-in), Siwtes would be subject to o performance signdard under the WORK
program.  Until awomated systems are operational and reliable, State performence vis-a-vis these
service delivery measures world be based on information gathered through the modified QU system.
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Within q specified time period gfter enacoment of this bill, the Secretary will develop @ broader sysier
of standards which incorporares measures addressing the Stares’ success int moving clienis toward self
sufficiency and reducing thelr overage tenure on welfare.  All accomponying regulations to this
section shall be published within 12 monthy of the enaconent of this act, unless on effective date is
otherwise specified,

Rationale

The siandards against which gystems performance are judged must reflect the emerging mission or
goal of the reformed sysiem. The exiyting Quality Comirgl 1QC) system may eciually cregte
counterproductive  incentives for Stares attempiing to cope with this emerging  institwional
environment, QU focusses on how well the income support funcrion is done 1o the exclusion of other
systems goals.  This directly shapes the ammosphere of ond feel within welfare agencles; how
personnel are selected and trained, how administrative processes are organized, and the basls for
allocaiing organizational rewards.

fr is a simple reality that the monagement and technological demaonds which emerge from a system
designed to change how people function are more complex than those for an income support system.
Strategies that judge performance solely by inpwts or effort will no longer be adequate. The new
system evengually must be judged by what is accomplished rather than how it s accomplished. At the
same time, the challenges of transforming organizational culiures cannot be ignored; We must remain
cognizars of the implementation and operarional challenges all levels of gavernment will confront in
moving 10 the new system.

In response to the demands imposed by substantive organizational change, the “official” focus of the
QC system will be revised 1o include program owrcomes In addition 1o payment accuracy, The QC
systemt should reflect the new mission of the systems without jeopardizing the integrity of the program
as It is currenily undersiood. This can be achieved through the development of performance megsures
and swandards that reflecr the degree to which the policy s tmplemented as istended and which
eventuaily focus on results, while ensuring that the residual income support functions ere administered
competently, The goal is that payment accuracy and other designued performance stondards be given
egual pricrity by the welfare agency.

Provisions I through 3 generally deal with requirements and procedures for establishing performance
putcomes; provisions ¢ and 5 deal with developing service delivery measures and s1andords to assess

whether the progrom is being implemented and operated os intended; and provizion 6 provides the
recessery authority 1o modify the QU system to carry ot the monitoring functions specified in the Act.

Specifications
10

o

Misian

Parr 1; This provision provides general awhority to the Secretary of DHHS 10 establish an owtcome-
based performance standards system.

The vision governing welfare reform is consistent with the theme of “reinventing government.”

Ultimately, this means less federal prescription, greater local flexibility ond responsibility, and he
measurement of success by outcomes and not inputs or effort,
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Rauinnale

These provisions establish and reinforce she goal thar State performance eventually will be judged by
the resulis ihey achieve and not the way they achieve those resulls. This means keeping a focus on
the goals of reform; moving clients roward self-sufficiency and fndepméence while ensuring the
overoll well-being of children and their families,

Specifications

{2} In accordance with the effective dates specified, in order to assess State performance, the

: Secretary shall enact an outcome-based performance standards systern that will mensure the
extent to which the program helps participants improve their self-sufficiency, their
independence from welfare, their Jsbor market participation, and the economic well-being of
families with children. As specified below, the Secretary shall first develop outcome-based
performance measures and then shall take steps to set expected standards of performance with
respect 1o those measures. The system will glso include performance standards for measuring
the extent to which individuals are served by the transitionsl support system (L2, service
delivery standards}.

{b) The current quality control system shall be revised to reflect the new performance standards
system {see section on Quality Control). i

<} The Secretary shall publish annually State-level data indicating State performance under such
2 system,

€d) Amsnd See. 487 (b) to read: The Secretary may reqQuire States to gather such information
and perform such monitoring functions as are appropriate 1o assist in the development of such
a performance measurement system and shall include in reguiations provisions establishing
uniform reporting requirements for such information.

(e} in adopting performance standards the Secretary shall uge appropriste methods for obtaining
data a¢ necessary, which may include access 10 earnings records, State smployment security
records, State Unemployment Insurance records, and records collected under the Federal
Insurance Contribusions Agt {chapter 21 of the internal Revenue Code of 1986); drawing
reliable statistical samples and revising QU reviews of AFDC payment and case information;
and using appropriate safeguards to protect the confidentisiity of the information obtained,

Q) The Sccretary shall, in consultation with appropriate interested partiss, review and modify the
performance measures and standards, and other components of the perforimance measures
system pericdically as appropriate.

Part 2: Thiy provision reguires the Secretary to propose a specific set of imermediate outcome
measures arad establishes ¢ provess and timetabie for doing such.

Before owcome-based standards are established, o ser of ourcome-based measures will be put in

place. {Nowe: a megsure is merely an aspect of the program on whick daia is collecied; a srandard is |
a specific level of performance that is expecred of Siates or agencier with respect to that measure.)

&9



Wt wnd Biapanillilisy dre f 195
These provisions are viewed as the first step toward developing a true ourcome-based performance
measuremers system and recognize complementary work raking place in other agencies,

Ratigpale

Recognizing the complexity of this rask, this legistation incorporates a prudent mraregy that moves
Jorcefully, yes with reasonable cowtion in the direction of developing an ouscome-based performaence
system.

Sopecifications

{a} By April 1, 1996, for the purposes of enacting a performance measurement system, the
Secretary will develop recommendations for specific owtcome-based performance measures
{with propused definitions and data collection methodologies) and shall solicit comments from
the Congress, Secretaries of Labor, Education, and other Departments, representatives of
organizations representing Governors, State and local program administeators, educators, State
job trdining coordinating eouncils, community-based organizations, recipients, and other
interested persons (hereinafter referred to as fncerssted parties).

by  The recommendations shall include the perceniage of the caseload who reach the 2-year time-
Himit and may include but shall not be limited © measures which examine: %

{i) factors used in section 106 of the Job Training ?artzzers?zip Act and any subsequent
amendments such as placement and reteation in unsubsidized employment and a
reduction in welfare dependency; and,

(ii) other factors as deemed appropriate by the Secretary,

(<) Based on comments from the interested parties, the Secretary will finalize the measures and
will publish them in the Federal Register by October 1, 1996,

3.

Vision

Part 3: This provision requires the Secretary 1o ser standards of performance for States (o meet with
respect 10 the measures developed under prior provisions and sety some procedural guidelines for
senting those standards.

Knowing what we want {0 accomplish Is different from setting concrate expectations for States about
what they ought 10 accomplish, The standards should be set carefully, with adequate time ro obtain
input from stakeholders and interssied porties and 1o fully assess the poremtial impect of the
standards.

Raticnale
I is important ta provide sufficient time 1o think through an appropriate set of measures with relevgnt
parties and to carefully consider whar kind of realistic standards might be' tet with respect to those

measures. The legislation sets a rime period to consider important measurement Issues and what
consequences should be set for failure 10 meer established srandards,
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Specifications

(&} By April 1, 1998, for the purposes of enacting outcome-based standards, the Secretary, in
consultation with interested parties, shall present recommendations for performance standards
based on the performance measure information (as specified above) and other appropriate
information.

) Based on comuments from the interested parties, the Secretary will finalize the standards and
will publish them in the Federal Register by October 1, 1998,

(<) The Secretary shall amend the regulations for this Act 10 establish the penalties and incentives
for the proposed standards by Qctober 1, 1998. These regulstions shall specify that the
incentives may be paid from penalty payments ¢ollected and available funds in the Secretary’s
Fund, such that the result of such payments shali be cost-neutral,

4, Service Delivery Standards

Viston -

o W
Pare 4:  This provision reguires thar certain standardy be set to determine how well States are
implementing key aspects of the new system and sets rewards and penaliies based on rhose standards.

To ensure that welfore systems are operating the program as intended, the new periormance system
will provide for awards and penalties for State performance through adjustments o the Stase's claims
Jor federal marching funds on AFDC payments and on JOBS service dollars. These meoasures are
designed 1o provide positive and negative incentives 1o Stales 1o serve recipients wnder the new
fransitional system and to monitor program operations, States would be subfect 1o financial incentives
Jor @ momhly parricipation rate in JOBS and a participation rave in WORK. In addition, the caps on
JOBS extensions and deferral assignments and State accurocy in keeping of the mwo-year clock are
considered service delivery standards.

Ratignale

Because major changes to the welfare system are being proposed, it is critical thar the exvent to which
the intent of the law is being realized be monitored carefully, Measuring critical aspects of the new
program wilf provide necessary feedback upon which 1o judge progress toward changing the "culture”
of the welfare system, while the proposed set of incentives and penafries will keep Stares focused on
the regquired changes.

Sgecifications

(@) Upon enactment of this act, the Secretary shall implement service delivery measures for
purposes of accountability and compliance,

) States shall be subject to gervice delivery standards upon the effective date of the new JOBS
program. States shall begin reposting and validating data for service delivery measures 0o
later than 12 months following the publication of the JOBS/WORK cegulations in ¢ manner 1o
be prescribed by the Secretary,
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The service delivery standards apply only 10 the phased-in mandatory population that is
subject ti the time Hmit (including those additional groups a State can opt 10 inciude in the
phase-in group).

an s Rate in JOBS: Similar to current law, States are expected to meet a
monthly parzzcz;;azzcn rate. Usmg 2 computation period of each month in a fiscal year (.e.
over a 12 month period), the State’s mondily participation rate shall be expressed by 2
percentage, and calculated as follows:

{) The denominator consists of the average monthly number of individuals who are
mandatory for JOBS (i.e., excluding those in the deferval status)

(i) The numerator consists of the average monthly nsumber of individuals who are
mandatory for JOBS {i.e., excluding those in the deferral status) who participate in an
activity, are emploved and meet the minimum work standard {and cemain on aid), or
are in the sanctioning process as defined by JOBS program rules. The definition of
participation for the purposss of caleulating the monthly participation rate will be
determined in regulation,

The performance standard for the JOBS monthly participation rate is set at 50 percent, with a
<5i+5 tolerance level, with financial penalties if the standard i3 not met and fnsncial
incentives if the standard is exceeded. For the proportion of caseload below the standard
{45%), a 25 percent reduction in the FFP for their AFDC bensfits will be levied for the
annual period covered by the rate, using the averige AFDC benefit level paid In the State to
calculate the amount of the peaalty. (This penalty is not 2 25 percentage point raduction.
Rather, the penalty will reduce the FFP from 50 percent 10 37.8 percent, not from 50 percent
to 25 percent.) There will be no penalties or additional payments for those States with
participation rateg between 45 and 55 percent. Penalties will not be assessed in the first year
of program operation.

if a State exceeds the JOBS monthly participation rate (55%) in a fiscal year, the State will be
entitled to receive an additional payment (without the requirement of any additional nonfederal
share) for use in carrylng out its JOBS program. The payments will be made from penalties
collected from State performance on other service delivery measures and from the Secratary's
Fund. The Secretary shall determine the arnount of the payments.

PLog Tigi; Rate: To ensure tzzaz individusls who reach the time limit are
ass;gned 0 wcrk s%ms Szazes will be expected 10 mest 3 WORK participation standard,
Financial penalties are applied if the standard is not met. The WORK performance measure
would take effect two years after the effective date of this legisiation {see JOBS, Tive Lamrrs,
Anp WORK section. To meet this standard, States are required to meet either:

{H) Case §: The number required so that 80 percent of those who are registered for the
WORK program are assigned to a WORK slot or are in other defined statuses {as
explained below). Using a computation period of each mwonth in a fiscal year {i.e.
over a 12 month period), the WORK participation rate is expressed as a2 percentage
and is calewlated as follows: (1) The denomingtor consists of two parts: first, the
average monthly mumber of individuals who are registered for the WORK program
{(i.e., excluding those in the deferral status); and second, the average monthly number
of individuals who Ieft the WORK program within the last three months and are
working in an unsubsidized job and are not eligible for an earnings supplement. (2)
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The eumerstor consists of the average monthly number of individuals who are
assigned 10 @ WORK siot, are in the sanctioning process as defined under the WORK
program rules, are panticipating in a2 WQORK job search activity between WORK
assignments {for a period of up to three months), or, who left the WORK program
within the last three months and are working in an unsubsidized job and are not
eligible for an earnings supplement. The exact definition of e rate will be specified
in regulation, Or,

(in Case 2: The number required so that total sumber of WORK slow the State is
required to create, based on their funding allocation, are filled by individuals assigned
1o 8 WORK slot. Under this option, the number of WORK slots the State is required
to create will be determined by dividing the annual capped WORK allocation by 2
figure representing the cost per wark siot, with the latter t0 be determzaed by the
Secretary,

For the proportion of cascload below the applicable standard, a 25 percent reduction in the
FFP for their AFDC benefits will be fevied for the annual period coversd by the rate, using
the average AFDC benefit level paid in the Stae to determine the amount of the penalty,
Penalties will not be assessed in the first year of program operation. {This penalty is not 2 25
percentage point reduction. Rather, the penalty will reduce the FFP from 50 Pércent to 37.5
percent, not from 30 percent to 25 percent.}

States will be required 1o place individuals who have most recently hit the time-limit into
WORK slots prior 10 other WORK participants {2.g., those who have already completed 2 slot
and are awaiting re-assignment).

. A - ons; For any cases above the cap for deferrals andior
a?}cva tha cap for 30!35 extensitzns, a 25 percent reduction in the FFP for their AFDC
benefits will be levied, using the average AFDC benefit level paid in the State to determine
the amount of the penaity, Penalties will not be assessed in the first year of program
operation, The penalties do not apply if the State submitted 2 proposal to the Secretary to
raise the cap and the Secretary granted such a waiver. (This penalty is not a 25 percentage
point reduction, Rather, the penalty will reduce the FFP from 50 percent to 37.5 percent, not
from 50 percent 10 23 percent.) (see also JOBS, IME LTy, AND WORK section)

As appropriste, the Secretary may require Siates (o report other dats elements related 10 the
provision of JOBS and WORK services, such as the provision on teen case mansgement
services, Such additional reporting requirements will be specified in regulation no later than
12 months foliowing the enactment of this act.

States are not eligible for additional payments for exceeding the JOBS monthly participation
rate if the Secretary determines:

() the accuracy of a State’s time-clock fails the threshold standards for time-clock
acouracy, as defined subsequently In regulations; andfor,

ity other required data on the JOBS and WORK program reponied by 2 State that fails zsjze
threshold standards for data quality, as defined subsequently in reguiations,
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Mision

Parr 5: This provision reguires that Siares establish a process jor collecting client feedback on their
experience in the program as a method for improving program opeérations.

There har been lintle study in the past of client perceptions of the servicer provided through the
welfare department. However, similar to the way customers’® reactions are Important 1o the business
community, understanding and managing client feedbock on the services thzy receive provide
important information on areas where program performance cowld improved. Additionally, ir will be
imporiant 10 establish mechanisms to ensure feedback on the quality of services provided by public,
nonprofit, and private agencies,

Ratipnale

One aspect of relnventing government Is to make public systems cliens- or marker-driven. In @ time-
Hmited cosh assistonce program, providing particliponts with quality services and opportunities
through which 10 enhance their human capital and improve thelr chances in the lobor market seems
essenzial. Obtaining feedback direcily from the “customers” is one way of helping prégram manggers
ensure that they provide participants whar s needed,

Specificati

{a) Each State shall establish methods for obuaining, on a regular basis, information from
individuals and employers who have received services through the JOBS and/or WORK
program regarding the effgctiveness and guality of such services. Such methods may include
the use of surveys, interviews, and focus groups.

b} Each State agency shall analyze the customer secvice information on a regular basis and
provide a summary of such information for use in improving the administration of the
programs.

Port 6: This provision provides the Secretary with the guthority 0 review and modify the Quality
Cemrol system ar needed and seis wp some procedural guidelines for identifying the needed changes
and making those changes.

The following language allows the Secretary to build on the curremt payment aceuracy Quality Control
system to a incorporate a broader system focused on the performance standards established in stptuie
¢r by regulation and to ensure the efficiens and effective operation of the JOBS/WORK/Time Limiied
Assisiance program. Payment accuracy will be retained bt a3 one element in o broader performance
measurement role for the DC system.
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Rationale

Operating a performance driven gccouniahility system requires resources.  Until the new system is
Jully developed, §r will be difficult 1o estimate what those resource requirgments will be. Some of those
resources must come from the existing QC Sysrem, necessityring changas in thar yystem, The
Secretary must ove awthority 10 moke those chenges in a way that does not sacrifice the ability to
ensure the egrity and accuracy of income maintenance paymenis.

Specificati

{a) The Secretary shall build on the current QC system to establish procedures for determining,
with respect to each State, the extent 1o which any and ali performance standards establishad
by statute or régulation are being met. The Secretary shall modify the scope of the current
QC system as deemed necessary fo accommodate the review of the additiona! data elemenis
and new performance measures and standards angd shaill report the modifications to Congress,

) To this end, the Social Security Act will be amended 1o expand the purpose of the QU system
to include: improving the accuracy of benefit and wage paymenis in the AFDC and WQORK
program, assessing the quaiity of State-reported data, ensuring the accuracy of State reporting
of JOBSAWVORK data required under this agt, ensuring that other performance.standards are
met, and fulfilling other appropriate functions of a performance measurement system.

) The Secretary shall designate additional data elements o be gollected in a QC review sample
to fulfill the needs of a performance measures system {pursusnt 1o section 487 as amended
under this part), shal! amend case sampling plans and data eollection procedures as deemed
necessary 10 make statistically valid estimates of progeam performance identifisd elsewhere in
this section, and may redefine what is counted as an errongous payment in the QC system.

{4} States shali conduct periodic, internal audits of their JOBS and WORK processes (o ensure the
aceuracy of reported datz and annugl audits to establish gccuracy rates.  The Federal
government would specify the miaimum sample sizes to achieve 90 or 83 percent confidance
at the lower limit {the method generally used by OIG]). States would also be permitted to use
current QC resources 10 conduct special studies to test and improve the current system,

{e) The Secretary shall, after consulting with the States and securing input from knowledgeable
sources, publish regulations regarding changes in the design and administration of existing QC
functions a5 well as enhancements to that system,  Thege proposed changes will be published
no later than 6 months after enactment of tiis Bill. .
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INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND INFRASTRUCTURE [Title 1V]
£n y

I the late 19705, the Federal government decided to improve the administration of welfare programs
through the use of computerized information systems. The Congress enacted PL 96268 and
subsequent legisiation to grant incentive funding t© encourage the development of automared systems,

In 1981, the AFDC program released the Family Assi 3 il

{FAMIS) specifications and updated them in 1983, In 1988 the Fnod Stamp Program (FSP) re easzzd
similar guidelings in regulations and updated them in 1992. Incentive funding is also available for
statewide, Child Support Enforcement (CSE) systems.

A recent GAO report indicated that, in the previous 10 years the Federal government had spent nearly
$900 million in the development and operation of AFDC and FSP automated systems alons. In the
Omuibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, the Congress repealed enhanced funding for AFDC and
FSP effective April 1, 1994,

An emerging priority of Federal funding agencies has been to encourage States to implement more
cost-effective systems which integrite service delivery at the local level, This has—enabled many
States 1o begin using combined application forms for multiple programs (including AFDC, FSP, and
Medicaid) and a combined interview to determine eligibility for the various programs, Consequently,
with systems support, a single eligibility worker ¢an process an apphication for several programs &
the same time. .

Anothar pficrizy is the development of eglectronic transfer of funds or Electronic Benefit Transfer
(EBT) technology o deliver benefits.  This technology allows recipients to use a debit card, similar to
3 bank card, at retal]l food Stores and automated teller machines (ATMs) to access their benefit
agcounts. Plans to expand the use of EBT systems are mentioned in the Vice President’s National
Performance Review,

Under current law and regulations, States and the Federal governmént have developed elaborate
computer management information systems for fisancial management and benefRt delivery, program
operations, and quality vontrol. Some programs, such as Child Support Enforcement, are in the midst
of large-scale {(and long-term) computer system change, while others, such a8 AFDC {with its FAMIS
syslems), are nesring completion of a development ¢ycle,

Both FAMIS and Child Support Enforcement Systems (CSES) have been funded under an enhanced
funding (80 percent) match. Pantly as a result of this incentive funding, many States have integrated,
automated, income maintenance systems which assist caseworkers in determining eligibility,
maintaining and tracking case status, and reporting management information o the State and Federal
governments.

Other essential welfare programs, namely JOBS and child care, have limited and fragmented
avtomated systems. For the most part, States could fund parts of thess systems at the 50 percent
match rate.  States report that administrative funds have not been available to fully automate and
interface JOBS and Child Care with other programs within the State.

Many of these systems have serious limitations: limited flexibility, lack of interactive access, limited

ability 1o exchange data electronically, etc. Even the most sophisticated systems fall short of the goai
of allowing State agencies (o use technology to:
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] Eliminate the need for clients to access different entry paing before they receive services;

’ Eliminate the need for agency workers (and clients) to encounter and understand 3 wide
variety of complex rules and procedures;

. Share fully computer data with programs within the State and among States; and

. Provide the kind of case tracking and wmanagement that will be needed for a time-limited
weltare system.

Visi $ Rational

Computer and information technology selutions will support welfare reform by providing new
automated sereening and imtake processes, eligibility decision-making tools, and beneflt delivery
techniques. Application of modern technologies such as sxpert systems, relational databases, voice
recognition wnits, and high performance computer networks, will help empower families and
individuals seeking assistance. At the same time, these technologies will assist in reducing fraud and
abuse 50 that Federal and State benefits are available to those who are in need.

To achieve this vision, we are proposing an information infrastructure which allows, at the State
level, the integration and interfacing of multiple systems, for example, AFDC, food stamps, work
programs, child care, Child Support Enforcement (CSE), and others. The Federal Government, in
partnership with the States, or groups of States in partnership with the Federal Government, may
develop model systems that perform these functions or subsets of these functions.

To support the broader information needs, the new Information Infrastruchire needs to include, on the
one hand, a national data “clsaringhouse” to coordinate dats exchange and for other purposes and, on
the othsr, enhanced State and logal m{crmauaa processing systems ©0 improve management and
delivery of services.

Enhanced Siate Syatems, At the State and locyl level, the systems infrastructure would include
automated subsystems for intake, eligibility determination, assessment, and referral; case management
and service delivery; and benefit, payment, and reporting. The infrastructure would consist of new
Systems components integrated with existing syStems or with somewhat enbanced existing systems.
Variations in existing automated systems would make it unreasonable 10 try 1o standardize these
systems. Rather, we need linkages that allow for the accurate exchange of data betwesn systems.

By linking the various programs and systems, States would be abie to provide integrated services and/
or benefits to families and individuals "ast-risk™ of needing financial assistance, those recelving
assistance, and those traasitioning from public assistance program to self-sufficiency. As pant of this
astomation effort, znhanced funding will be offered as an incentive for States to develop and
implement statewide, avtomated systems for JOBS/WORK management and monitering, and 0 enable
seamless services for child care. Such an automated system infrastructure would enable States 10
provide greater suppon to families who might otherwise dissclve, as well as to parents who may,
because of unmet needs, be forced 1o terminate employment or training opportumizcs

In addition, as Elscironic Beaefit Transfor (EBT) and Electronic Funds Transfer (EFT) become more

widespread, they would be used for other programs, such as child care reporting and payments, and
reporting of JOBS participation. As an example, a JOBS participant could be required w seif-report
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gither through a touch-tone phone that connects to a Voice Recognition Unit (VRU) or through the
use of plastic card technology.

For detection and analysis of fraud and abuse, computer

macchmg of rccords and sharmg of data among State programs and at a national Jevel would be
increased. For example, the child support information needs for establishing an order or in review
and modification would be extremely valuable for access by the AFDC agency, after the agency has
performed prospective eligibility determinations, but before benefits are granted. In addition, the
National Clearinghouse would be extremely helpful in ensuring that an individual does pot obtain
AFDC beyond the time Hmit, doss not receive benefits In more than one location or for childrea
claimed by another family, or fails to report employment,

§ Re 2 - RS ents. Curremt methods for data gathering and
wpcmzzg r&;mremems on pr&gram Qge:azwas and cizems could be reduced. Many of the current data
and reporting requirements will be superseded by pow ones, but in any case, many current items are
of fow date quality or of Jintle interest. Current requirements will be re-examined,

National Clearinghouse, The National Clearinghouse will be a collection of sbbreviated case and
other data that "points” to where detailed case data resides and provides the minimum.iaformation for
implementing key program festurgs. Described in detail under the Child Support Enforcement
section, this Clearinghouse will not be a Federal data system that performs individval case activities.
While information will be coming to and from the Clearinghouse, it will contain limited data - States
will retain overall processing responsibility.

The Clearinghouse will maintain at least the following data registries:

gistry will maintain employment data for individuals, including

v will enhance and subsume the current Fadersd Parent Locator

Registry will contain data on 3l noncustodial parents who have

National Welfare Rege egistry will contain data to operste a time-limited assistance
prcgrm suz:h as t?ze begmmng and ending dates of welfare receipt, participation in various
work programs, and the name of the State providing benefits.
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NATIONKAL WELFARE RECEIPT REGISTRY

As part of the National Clearinghouse, the Secretary of DHHS will establish and operate a
National Welfare Keceipt Registry to agsist in operating u pational timedimited assistance
“elock”,

The Clearinghouse, described more fully in the section on Information Systems for the Child
Support Enforcement Program, will contain four Registries including the National Welfare
Receipt Registry. At 2 minimum, the Welfare Receipt Registry will assist Siates in
calculating the remaining months an individual may be eligible to receive benefits and reduce
fraud and abuse.

The National Welfare Receipt Registry will be maintained by obtaining electronically from
each State IV-A agency information on individuals receiving benefits. Upon request, the
Clearinghouse will send electronically information to the State agency.

The information to be exchanged is as follows:

() Information 1© be sent to the Clearinghouse includes identification information, such
as the names and Social Security Numbers of members of the family} the dates an
individual went on and off assistance; participation information for AFDC, JOBS and
WORK programs; information on extensions of time-limits and sanctions for non-
compliance for these and other programs; a5 well as other mfarmauon as determined
necessary by the Secretary.

(ii) Information 1o be received from the Clearinghouse includes whether the gspplicant has
been reported o have received assistance and, i so, when and in which State(s);
whether the Social Sscurity Numbers supplied are wvalid;, whether the applicant js
contained in the New Hire Registry as being recently employed; and other information
as determined by the Secretary.

form qepancies: M an information discrepancy exits between the information the
elient presezzts © the State agency and the information in the CZearmghazzse, the Secretary will
assist in the resolution by verifving that the data contained in the Registry reflects the
information contained in the State agen¢y records where the individual had previous
asgistance, correcting the Clesringhouse information if necessary, and reporting the updated
information 1o the requesting State,

The States involved must take appropriate actions to resolve the discrepancy in accordance
with normal due process requiremenss and must submit corrected information to the
Clearinghouse when the diserepancy is resolved.

STATE TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE SUFPORT INFORMATION SYSTEM

The Siste agency, in order 10 assist in the administration of time-limited welfare, will
establish and operate a statewide, automated, Transitional Assistance Suppont Information
System. This system will serve 1o significantly improve the sffectiveness and efficiency of
Siate systems information infrastructures for the management, monitoring, and reporting on -
chienis as they work towards independence and self sufficiency. The State may receive
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enhanced funding for these changes under specific approaches approved by DHHS and
degoribed below,

The minimum capabilities of the State system include:

(i} Exchanging information as described above in A(d) in 2 standard, electronic format
with the National Clearinghouss;

(i) Querying electronically the NMational Welfare Receipt Registry in the National
Clearinghouse before granting assistance;

(i)  Using the information received from the Clearinghouse in the determination of
eligibility and time period for which assistance may be granted;

(iv}  Reponting corrected or updated information to the Registry; and
{¥) Mesating current starutory requirsments for security and privacy.

erim Method: The Secrstary may spprove an alternative interim method if the
Siaze demomlrata& :haz the alternative will be effective in reporting, receivieg, and using
transitional  assistance information and the State has an approved Advanced Planning
Document for the Automated Data Provessing System that meets raquuemezz{s in the proposed
statute,

The State may also augment the minimum system described sbove in specific ways and
receive enhanced match for development costs under certain conditions. (The specific
conditions are described in 2 Jater section.) Linder this sugmented system, clients will receive
considerably enhanced service responsivensss through prescreéning to match available services
to individuals and determine the required qualifying and verification information needed for
sach service.

STATE AUTOMATED SYSTEMS

As part of building better sutomated systems, States will be offered enhanced funding if they
take one of two strategies to awtomation projects. That is, to economically and efficiently
develop and implement automated systems in support of AFDC, child care, and JOBS/WORK
programs, the Secretary will, as & condition of enhanced funding, require States to develop
and use model systems developed in parinership with the Faderal Government and other States
under vae of two approaches,

Under this approach, the Department in partnership with the States will design and develop
model automated support and case management information systems that assist the States in
managing. tontrolling, accounting for, and monitoring the factors of the State plans for
AFDC, child carg, and JOBS/WORK programs as well as pravtdmg secutity safeguarzis
These model systems are described below:
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This model systam will provide

szazawade, automzi&d procedures and processes 1o meet both the minimum requirements
described above plus additional functions, The addirional functions include at least:
performing intake and referral; monitoring and reporting against some performance measures;
exchanging information onddine with the Clearinghouse; and exchanging data with other
automated case management and information systems.

sre oo APELen ste This model system will provide
statewide, amzmazed pmcedzzms and pmcessas to achieve sewmless child care delivery,
including all c¢hild care programs of the State.  This system will assist the Sate in
administration of child care program(s) and to manage the non-service refated CCDBG funds,
The functions wifl meet both the minimum requirements daseribed zbove plus additional
functions which will include, at feast, the ability to: identify families and children in need of
child care, establish efigibility for child care, and determine funding source(s); plan and
monitor services, determine pavments, and update and maintain the family and child care
eligibility status for ¢hild care; maintain and monitor necessary provider information; procsss
payments and meet other fiscal needs for the management of child care program{s), produce
reports required by Federal and Siate directives; monitor and report performance against
performance standards; and electronically exchange information with other sutomated case
management systems and with the statewide automated transitional assisgtance support system,

; : Y &N This modsel system will provide
s:aiewide. azzicmazad pro.,eéares and pmcessas to control, stcount for, and monitor alf
factors of the JOBS and WORK programs and support both management and administrative
gotivities of the programs, These fusctions will meet both the minimum requirements
deseribed above plus additional functions including the capability to:  assess 2 participant’s
service needs; develop an employability plan; arrange, coordinate, and manage the services or
resources needed for the plan; track and monitdr ongoing progeam participation and
attendance; exchange information electronically with other programs; and provide
performance and assessment information to the Secretary.

Under this approach, the Department will assist and support State IV-A agencies, or the
State’s designated contracted apency {for child care or JORBS), in multi-State coliaborative
projects for purposes of designing and developing automated system models and in developing
enhancements 1 existing systems as follows:

Trar AS In addition to mectmg the Federally-sponsared
model system functz&n&i spmﬁcauons described above, States may, in collaborative efforts,
sugment their systems to include autumation of additional functions as follows: determining
eligibility; improving government assistance standards; performing case maintenance and
management functions; <alculating, managing, and reconciling payments to eligible recipients;
providing for processes and procedures 1o detect and prevent fraud and sbuse; and producing
Tepons,
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g and JOF : : 1388 o syslems:  States may, in
col!aboratm @ﬁom des:gzz x‘ie%lep, ané ;m;ziement autczmazed infonnatm systems that
meet the model functional specifications of Child Care and JOBS/WORK deseribed in the
Federally-sponsored model approach.

FEDERAL FUNDING FOR NATIONAL WELFARE RECEIPT REGISTRY, MODEL
STATE SYSTEMS TO SUPPORT STATE ACTIVITIES, AND TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE AND TRAINING

58 million will be need t0 establish the Natiopal Welfare Receipt Registry in Fiscal Year 1995
amd $4 million (o operate the Registry for each of fiscal years 1996 through 1999; $7.5
mitlion will be needed t develop the model systems for each of fiscal years 1995 and 1996,
and $1 million will be geeded © provide technical assistance and training to States for each of
fiseal years 1993 through 1399,

FEDERAL FUNDING OF STATE SYSTEMS

Under certain conditions, States may claim Federal Financial Participation (FFP) for the costs
to establish and operate sutomated systems deseribed sbove, Two match rates will be
available, o

Enhanced Match, States are eligible for ephanced match (80 percemt FFP) for up t0 § years
after enaciment for costs incurred in developing and implementing automated systems
described above, including the costs of computer hardware, on the coadition that the approach
to systemn design, development, and implementaticn meets one of the two approaches:

1. Federally Sponsored Model: The State adapts and implements 2 model/prototype
system developed by the Secretary in accordance with the functional specification
desceibed in ;tiat section, or

2. Multi-State Collaborative Prolect: The State, through s collaborative multi-State
consortium, jointly designs, develops, andfor implements, & system or subsystems in
accordance with the functional conditions and specifications described in thar section.

The Federal portion of the enhanced match will be limited to $800 million and will be
avzailable over 3 five year period State-by-State in sccordance with a formula that takes into
consideration State program caseload, existing level of automation and performance and
progress against an approved advance planning document. The Secretary will develop
regulations for the definition and implementation of these funding provisions.

demonstrztes w t.ha Secrem:y z}zat modlficazzezz& o an axzszmg syst&m meet the minimm
requirements of a Transitional Assistance Support System as described in that section and
meet certain additional conditions, the Secretary may grant an exception to the enbanced
funding requirements,  The additional conditions are that the Siate requires limited
enhancements to an existing system and the State demonstrates that it would be more cost-
effective 1o proceed independently or with custom maodifications. .

Regular Mateh:  States will receive 50 percent FFP for operational costs and for costs they

incur if they do nat follow the enhanced match provisions described above and for systems
features beyond those provided above.
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F. ADDITIONAL FRAUD AND ABUSE PROVISIONS
Vision

Under vhis proposal, starutpry provisions will require thar Sietes and specific Federal agencies utilize
the informarion for purposes ¢f reducing waste, fraud, and abuse. In order to ensure that Federgl
and State agencies implement and wilize the prescribed systems effectively for these purposes the
Jollowing provisions apply. Federal and State expenditures for specific administrative costs will be
reduced {f ~ desplie full implementarion and use of the systems - actual savings from ansti-fraud
provisions do not meer anticipated savings. This provision will ensure that Federal and State agencies
hove 4 siake in the successful implementation and operation of information systems for anti-freud and
abuse purposes.

Specifications

(@  The Department of HHS will cenify that the systems associated with the National New Hire
Registry, the National Child Support Registry, and the National Welfare Receipt Registry are
operational.

(b} For (he purpose of reducing waste, fraud and abusge, the Ofice of Management and Budget
(OMB} must certify that required Federal agencies have implemented and utilized the
information fully to utilize information from these data systems,

{) if OMB, in consultation with the Secretary of BHS, centifies that actual savings as 2 result of
increased Federal and State activities of anti-fraud provisions are less than $290 million over
five years (including savings as & result of Federal agencies fully utilizing the information) the
following expenditure shall be reduced to make up the shont-fall {Fhis provision shall apply -
only if alt provisions specified in (a) end (b} are fully met);

) The 2% set-aside for technical assistance, research and demonsirations {as specified in
the TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, RESEARCH ARD DEMONSTRATION section) and the 1%
- set-aside for training, technical assistance, research, and demonstrations (as gpecified
in the CriLn SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT section) shall be reduced by an amount equal to
the difference or up to the amount of the set-aside.

Gi} If the shortfall in savings is still greater than in (), additional funds shall be reduced

via the following mechanism: States that fail o implement the improved verification
data source will receive 3% less in IV-A administrative matching funds,

(d} This provision shall be assessed in FY 1998, Penalties, if applicable, will be applied to FY
1999 funding, and every year thereafter.

(e) This provision shall expire at the close of FY 2004,
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TRCHMICAL ASSISTANCE, RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATIONS, AND
EVALUATION [Tide 1V]

A, TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, RESEARCH, AND EVALUATION

There are @ variety of ways that funds are ser axide for evaluation oversighe and rechnical assistonce
support to programs. The Family Support Act, for examplte, authorizes specific amounis for
implementation and effectivensss studies of the JOBS Program. Under the Head Start Act, 13 percent
of annual approprictions are rveserved by the Secretary for a broed range of wses including rraining,
technical assistance and evaluation. The Secretary of HHS, ar her discretion, sets aside 1% of Public
Health program funding for evaluation of its programs.

v.' .

Welfare reform seeks nothing less than a change in the “culture”™ of the welfare systemt. This
necessitales moking major changes in @ sysiem that kas primorily been focused on issuing checks.
Now we will be expecting Staves to change individual behavior and their own instirutions so that
welfare recipients will be moved imip mainstream society. IMis will not be done easily,. We see @
mafor role for evaluation, rechnicel assistance ond information sharing. Initally, Stares will require
considerable assistance a3 they design and brplement the changes required under this legislation.
Then, a3 one Siate or locaolity finds strategies that work, those lessons ought (o be widely shared with
others. One of the elements critical to this reformt ¢ffort has been the lessons learned from the cargful
evaiuations done of eariter programs. Those lessons and the feedback secured during the
implementation of these reforms will be used in a formarive sense and will guide continuing innovarion
into the future. We propose reserving 2% of the wial annual capped entitlement funding for JOBS
and At-Risk Chiid Care in FY 1990, FY 1997, and FY 1998 and 1'% of the J(BS, At-Risk Child Care
and WORK annual copped entitlement in fiscal years thereafter for research, demonsirations,
evaluation, and techaical assistance, with q significant amount reserved for child care. We seek 10
evaluate demonstrations in a number of different areas. Please xee the sections on Maxy Work Pay,
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT, and PREVENT PREGRANCY AND PROMOTE PARENTAL KEspoNstaiTy,

Rationale

Sufficient funds should be avaifable 3¢ ensure that the Dgpartment{s} can provide adequate levels of
fechnical assistance to States, oversee Siate implemeniation of welfare reform, and carry owt other
suppertive research and iraining acrivities.  Tying funds to a perceniage of the overzl program
dollars ensures that as the program grows, fionds for research, evaluation and technical assistance
alsa grow.

ificati

(a) Resarve for the Secretary from amounts authorized for the capped JOBS, WORK and At-Risk
Child Care funding, two percent of JOBS and chiid care funds in Fiscal Years 1996 through
1398, and one percent of JOBS, At-Risk Child Care, and WORK for each fiscal year
thereafier for expenditures for research, evaluation, the provision of technical assistance to the
States and 0 carry owl resgarch, evaluations, and demonstrations as described below.
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Technical assistance is defined broadly to include eratning, “hands-on” consyltation to States
requesting assistance, the transferring of "best practices”™ from one 5tate 10 another, efc.

) To the extent that these issues can be researched in a methodologically sound way, the
Secretary of HHS, in consultation with the Secretary of Labor and the Sscretary of Education,
shall conduct the following svaluation studies of time-limited JOBS followed by WORK: :

{i) A two-phase implementation study that describes:

. How States and localities initially responded to new policies, implementd the new
program, the cobstacles and barriers encountersd, institutional arrangements entersd
into, and recommendations;

* How States and localities subsequently performed as theilr programs matured including
program design, services provided, operating procedures, funding levels, participation
rates and recommendations. The study will also consider the effects on State and
Tocal administration of welfare programs including management systems, staffing
structure, and “culture,”

i) A study of the effectiveness of a time-limited assistance program followed by work ia
helping participants  achieve seifsufficiency and the currespaa&zng pffect on
unempioyment rates, réduction of welfare dependency and teen pregnancy, and the
effects on income levels, family structure, and children's well-being,

(i) A comprehensive national study of the WQRK program after it has been in effect for
WO years {0 measure success IS sugcess in assisting pamticipants {o obtain
unsubsidized employment and o evaluate the skill levels and barriers to participants
who were unable to obtain unsubsidized jabs,

B. DEMONSTRATIONS

TEED w

The Social Security Act outhorizes the Secretary to conduct demonstrations, Many Siates opergte
demonstration programs with strong evaluarion components thar have helpad shape public policy,

Yigion

We prapose key demonstravions in areas where additional feedback is required about the cost,
Jeasibility, and/or effectivenesy s necessary before national policy Is determined. in each area, we
propese doth a set of policies for bmmediate implementation and ¢ set of demonstrations designed 1o
explore ideas for still bolder innovation in the future. In addition, we would encourage States, Indion
tribes, and Alaskan Norlve organizations ro develop thelr own demonstrations.  In some cases we
would provide oddisional Federal resources. Lessons from past demonstrations have been central 1o
both the development of the Fonily Support Act and 1o this ples,
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Specificati

{a) The Secretary of HHS shall have the authority to 2pprove and conduct the following
demonstrations, which will be funded cut of the funds allacated to technical assistance,
research, demonstrations, and evaluation {as discussed in detail below):

Current Law

There are no provisions in currens law similar 1o whar is proposed under this section.
Visi

{ne of the explicit goals of welfare reform is to transform the welfare system {and the JOBS progrom}
into one which focuses from the very first dav on helping people 1o get and hold jobs. To achieve
this, we will fund demonstration programs that focus on enhancing job placements. We envision two
strategies, as specified below.

B 'n'l it

A pood JOBS program balances the need to communicate 10 those entering the welfare sysiem that
AFDC s a temporary support system by moving reciplents quickly into the labor market while
remaining sensitive ro the fact thay alf recipients are not competitive in that market. We are changing
the culiere of welfare to get out of the business of writing checks and inic the business of helping
people find ond keep jobs. We are changing the incentives in the welfare System to emphasize long-
term placement in the workforce. We want 1o experiment with @ nwnber of new approaches that will
spur caseworkers, clients, and service providers to help people ger off welfare for good. We need
more information abows how (0 set up rewards that will reflect the new “mission™ of the welfare
system,

ificati
{a) eme s¢s. No more than five demonstration grants would be available for programs
tbat use piacemnﬁ bonuses 10 reward agencies or taseworkers who are par:u:ular!y good at
placing JOBS participants in private sector jobs, The emphasis will be on securiag long-term
placements in the labor market and on finding ways to place medium and Jong-term
recipients,
) No more than five demonstration grants would be available to States to

wf;rk mt& private pot-for-profit and for-profit organizations. Services that the Orgamzatlon
will deliver, such a3 work preparation, placement services, and follow-up services will be
specified.  Performance standards will specify the basis on which the organizations will be
paid. These performance stardards would be based on placement and retention measures.

{3 The Secretary shall evaluste the effectiveness of such programs, preferably using random

assigament of individuals 10 treatment and control groups or, whcre that is inappropriate for
seientific reasons, the most rzg{:mzzs appropriate method.
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Srates ere envouraged to experiment with approuches to designing and administering the WORK
program ousside of the AFDC system.  The Secretary may outhorize up to 5 demonsiration projects o
assess the feasibility and effectiveness of WORK programs that are administered ouiside of the AFDC
sysiem, These demonstrations will be rigorously evaluated,

Rationsle

1t is not ¢lear that the welfere system will be the most appropricte agency o run an employmens based
system like the WORK progrom in all States. In some cases, state-level Labor Department entities,
non-profit, or proprietary agencies muy have a comparative advaniage. Even iff a comparative
advantage does lie with an organizarion independert of the welfare system, guestions remain. For
example, it is not apparen that the required ongoing communication beiween the agencies running the
WORK program and the agency issuing supplemental income support checks f(and retaining
responsibility for other residual welfare functions) can be maintained. 7his, ond other management
uncertainies, must be rexolved through demonstration programs.

Specifications

(2) Up 10 5§ local demonsuration projects 10 test the development and implementation of WORK
programs administratively located outside of the AFDC system will be coanducted,

-

15 The Secretary shall conduct a rigoreus evaluation, preferably using & random assigiument to
treatment and control groups or, where that is inappropriate for scientific reasons, the most
rigorous appropriate method.

) All individuals who exhaust their transitional assistance must be eligible to apply to the
WORK program either after their initial spell ob welfare or if they lzave JOBS or WORK and
subseguently reapply for assistance and have no time left.  States may not deny admission into
WORK for any reasons other than those discussed under the section on sanction policy.

(4} States must close AYDC cases when recipients reach the time limit. WORK programs under
this subsection may only pay participants for performance of some activity.

{2} States may develop a system of compensation that mixes wages and WORK stipends.  States
must develop 3 system that ensures that WORK participants whoe comply fully with the
program’s rules are receiving income at least equal to what they would have received on
AFDC plus the work disregard. States shall have flexibility on this criteria in the interest of
administrative simplicity but the income from full compliance in WORK must exceed income
on AFDC for & similarly situated family.

) States will be allowed to pay participants WORK stipends when they are pot in 3 WORK
assignment as compensation for a range of activities to be designated by the state, including
job search, job ciubs, and interim community service assignments. States will have flexibitity
in designing the stipend system, but it will have to be 2 pay-for-activity system,
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{2} States would be allowed to develop 3 system of wags supplementation. WORK stipends could
be provided 1 part-lime workers ¢ither in unsubsidized jobs or in the WORK program.
States would be encouraged to develop a simple system of supplements.

) Eligibility for the sepplement would be contingent on satisfactory participation in WORK.

At Srore option, Federal financial participation Is available for JOBS activiries and services provided
Jor centain periods to an individual who has been a JOBS participant bus who loses eligibiliey for
AFDC. These activities and periods are: 1} caze management sctivities and supportive services for up
to X days from the date the individual loses etigibility for AFDC; and 2) JOBS component avtivities
far the duration of the activity if funds for the aciviry are obligated or expended before the individual
foses eligibility for AFDC. (45 CFR 250.73} In oddition, the State agency may provide, pay for, or
reimpurse anetime work-refated expenses which it determines are necessary for on applicant or
recipient to aceept or maintain employment. {3 CFR 235.2}

.

¥Vigian

in order 1o learn about the effects of work support strategies, we propose demonstration programs o
test different approaches. The goal is ta increase employment retention and reduce welfare recidivism
by helping those individuals who become employed keep their jobs and those who lose their jobs 1o
regain employment quickly. Cose managers witl maintain contact with and offer assistance 0 current
or former AFDC recipients who obtain employment and provide direct assistance to aid them in
employment retention or to kelp find o subsequent job. Payments 10 help meet the costs of certain
employment-related needs may olse be provided if determined necessary for job acceptance or
retention, Gr regmpioyment.

Srates might establish work support agencies with distincily differsmt responsibilifies than IV-A
agencles and possibly housed separaiely from the local IV-A ogencies to provide centralited services
specifically t¢ working families. The Work Support agencies could be odministered, for example, by
the Stare employment or labor departments; by Community Action Agencies, or ¢ One-Stop Shopping
Center.

The work support offices might provide food stamps, child care, odvance EITC payments, end possibly
heaith insurance subsidies io eligible low-income working families, or {at local discretion) fomilies
suffering o temporary tabor marker diseuption. Employment-related services such as career counsel-
ing, ossistance with updating reswnes and filling out job applications would also ke made availoble
specifically 10 individuals who had left AFDC for work through the work suppors office.  Servives
which might also be included are time and money maonagement, fomily izsues, workplace rndes,
establishing ongoling relationships with employers, providing mediation berween emplover ond
erployee, assisiing with application for the EITC, maoking referraly 1o other community services,
providing or arranging for suppartive services needed for employment retention or re-employment,
and providing for job referral or piacement assistance If initial jobs are lost. The supportive services
which can be provided 1o ald job retention may include: occupational license, certification, or test
Jees, tooliequipmeny expenses, clothing, uniforms, or safety equipment costs, driver's license fees,
motor vehicle maintenance, repoir, insurance or license costs, other transportation expenses, moving
expenses (related to accepring employmens), emergency child care expenses, health-related éxpenses
not covered by Medicald, shorterm mental heaith expenses, and family counseling.
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A significant propertion of new entrants will move berween States of dependency and non-dependency.

Some 70 percent of new enirants exit in 1wo years, abowt one-half of these for work. But within five

years, some 70 pervent of those will return, A similar picture i3 found for those in the secondary

labor market, Job transitions and disruptions are very comunon, e¢ven within brief time periods.

Many of these people do not have sufficient work histwories o quolify for benefits under the

 Unemployment Insurance system. The primary recourse avallabie upon g job loss is the welfare
system,

Our welfare and JOBS systems are geored toward graduations; treating people and moving them on,
We row assume that even those with high levels of huwman copital may have to make seven or eight
reinvestments in training and new skillftechnology acquisivions over the course of @ lifetime. We must
begin 1o work on developing a similar perspective and supportive systems for low-wage workers and
those who must, on occasion, recelve income assistance for thelr families,

The pan::cfparfng State would be responsible for the design of the work support agency, including the
adminisirative structure and the menu of services, but would have to receive approval from the
appropriate departments (in most cases Agriculture, Health ond Muman Services and Treasury).

Specificati

(a) A separate authority undee Title IV of the Social Security Act would be established whereby a
designated number of entities chosen by the Secretary, in consultation with the Secretary of
Labor, Agriculture, and Treasury, would be entitled to demonstration grants to operate a
Work Support Agency to support individuals who have left AFDC for work.

b} Up to five demonstration projects will be funded.
{c) The activities under the demonstration would be focused on groviding coordinated

employment-refated services. Grantees would be given grear flexibillty to design programs to
help former AFDC recipients retain employment,

5. Demonstration Granis for Innovative Paternity and Pare

Yision

This proposal would focus on helping fathers {primarily poor, young, nonumarital fathers}) understand
and goeept their responsibllities 1o nurture and support their children. Buailding on progroms which
seek to enhance the well-being of children, shis proposal would fucilitate the development of parenting
components gimed specifically at fathers whose porticipotion in the lives of thelr children is often
ignored or even unintentionally discouraged.

Ratignale

There is considerable evidence that increased poverty is not the only adverse affect on children of
Jatherless families. Fathers have an importanet role to play in fostering self-esteem and self-control in
children as well as increasing and promoring the career aspirarions of both sons and daughters.
Some clinical resgarchers and social commentators believe that much of the increase in vielemt
behavior among teenage boys is at least in part due 10 the lack of positive male role-models and
supporeive fathering in many communities. But good fathering is especially difficuit for the many men
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who themselves belong 1o @ second and third generation of “fatherless* families or whose own role
models for parenting were ghusive or neglectful.

(Ficati

(3) Demonstration grants will be made available 10 States, Indian tribes, and/or comununity based
organizations 1o develop and implement non-gustodial parent (fathers) components for existing
programs for high risk famifies (e.g. Head Start, Even Start, Healthy Start, Family
Preservation, Teen Pregnancy and Prevention} to promote responsible parenting, including the
importance of paternity establishment and economic security for children, and the
development of parenting skills.

(b} Grants must last three years, have an evalustion component, preferably using z random
assignment of individuals to trestment and control groups or, where that is inappropriate for
scientific reasons, the most tigorous appropriate method,

6. Section {1185 Waivers

Current Law
. B

Section 1115(cif3) of the Social Security Act restricts State waivers which can by gramed under the
child suppors program 10 those that would not increase the Federal cost of the AFDC progrom. In oll
other cases, States can offset increased costs in one program (such as increased sxpenditures for
JOBS} with savings in pther areas (ruck as AFDC and Medicaid). in child support, however, savings
generared from non-IV-4 programs cannct be used 10 cover IV-A costs resulting from IV-D walvers.
The within-AFDC cost neutrality provisions for the child support progi dm discourages Storer from
looking at IV-D as pary of their 1otal welfare reform strategy and greatly restricis their abilities to
design and implement child support demonsirations of inerest and significance,

Specification

{2) increase States’ ability to test innovative IV-D and non-custodial parent programs, (iive them
the sama degree of flexibility o offset AFDC costs resulting from demonstrations involving
child support that now exists in the other progeams. In addition, give States the authority 1o
value the worth of work activities that non-custodial fathers do to reduce thelr AFDC debis
and child support arrearages.
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PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY AND
PROMOTE PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY [Title VI

A, NATIONAL TEEN PREGNANCY PREVENTION INITIATIVE

rrent L

There are mwnerous Federal programs that address the issue of teen pregnancy prevention, including
repeqar pregrancies. Some of these programs focus Specifically on teen pregnancy, but given that the
multiple problems adolescents face are often imerrelated, the specific problems thar other programs
emphasize (e.g., alcohol and drug abuse, school drop-cut) are also related to adolescent pregnancy
prevention. Current federal efforts include HHS's family planning granes, marernal and child health
programs, adolescent health programs, rungway and homeless youth programs, and alcokol and drug
abuse prevention programs. Department of Education efforts Inciude drug-free schools and cormmuyni-
ries programs, and posisecondary education owsreach and student support services programs; and the
Departmen: of Labor efforss Include New Chance, Youth Falr Chance, JTPA programs.and the Young
Unwed Fathers Project. There are also programy n the Departments of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, Agricutture, Justice, Inierior and Defense.

Visigh

We must address the issue of birthr among urnarried teens.  There will be a national campaign 1o
help reduce the muonber of unmarried teenagers who become pregnunt. This campaign will alse take
inte account the myricd of risky behaviors that can be relgted 1o teenage pregnancy. It will strive w
develop, enhance and promote youth competence, as well as foster ties 16 families, communities, ond
Society.

The rise in births to unmarried teens over the pust generarion has raized the issue of teen pregnancy
1o enormous sitional significance. The number of births to unwed reen mothers incregsed from
F2.000 in 196G to 368,000 in 1991, Adolescents who bring children inte the world face a very
difficult time geming themselves out of poverty, while young people who graduate from high school
and defer childbearing until they are mature, married and obie 10 suppors their offspring are far more
likely to ger ahead. Both parents bear responsibility for providing emotional and material support for
their child. _ The overwhelming muajority of reenagers who bring children into the world are not yer
equipped 1o fulfill this fundomental obligarion. They are often unchle 1o handle peer pressures and
the risk of other activities leading ro neguative conseguences, suth as alcohol and drug obuse,
delinquency and violence.

The non-legislative aspects of this campaign are & norienol mobilization of business, nationa! and
commurity voluntary organizations, refigious institutions, schools, and the media behind a shared and
urgent challenge direcied by the President; the announcement of narional goals to define the mission
and to guide the work of the national campaign, ond the establishmens of o privasely funded non-
profit, non-partisan enrity commined 1o the goals and mission of the natlonal campaign., These are
the esserial building-blocks of a comprehensive campaign for youth balancing opportunity and
responsibility aorpss the full range of Adminisiration yourh inkiarives, including Goals 2000, School-
to-Work, Notional Service, the prevemtive health provisions under the Health Security Act, the afier-
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school and jobs programs included in the prevention package in the Crime Bill, a5 well as the
prevention strotegies proposed below as pary of welfare reform.

There are rwo legistative espects of this initintive.  The first, addressed below, is a Teen Pregnancy
Prevention Grant Program where about 1,000 schools and comumunity-based entities would be
provided flexible graats to implement promising teen pregnancy prevension straregies. Funding would
be targeted to schools with the highest concentration of middle end high school age yowh arrisk,
The goad would be o work with youth as early as age 10 and establish continuous contact gnd
involvement through graduation from high school. To ensure quality and establish a visible and
effective presence, these progroms will be supervised by professional staff and, where feasible, be
supported by a ieam of narional service parricipants provided by the Corporation for Nadenal and
Community Service, The second, described in number 2 below, Is o comprehensive services
demonsirarion approach 1o enhance our learning from prevention stratégies.

{a) A separate authority under the Tiis XX of the Social Security Act would be established for
grants 1o promote the development, operation, expansion, and improvement of schaal-based
and «linked adolescent pregnancy prevention programs in areas whers there are high poverty
rates or high rates of unmarried adolescent births,

{b} The approved applicant shall be entitled to payment of at least $50,008 and not more than
$400,000 each fiscal year for five years, The grant amount will be based on an assessment of
the scope and quality of the proposed program and the number of children to be served by the
program. The gramt must be expended in the fiscal year it is awarded or in the succeeding
fiscal year. At least 2 20 percent non-Federal, cash or in-kind match, is required. Priority
will be given to those with a higher match or an increasing ratio of non-Federal resources
over the {ength of the grant.

(c} The grants will be jointly awarded by HHS, Education, and the Corporation for National and
Community Service, in consultation with other Federal departments and agencies. The
administration of the program ¢oold be delegated 1o another Federal entity, such as the
proposed Ounce of Prevention Council or the Community Empowerment Board,

{4 Eligible grantees are & partnership that includes a local education agency, scting on behalf of
one or more schools, and one or more community-based organizations, institutions of higher
education, or public or private for-profit or non-profit agencies or organizations. Existing
successful programs—including those now operated by national voluntary organizations-would
be encouraged to apply for funds 1o expand and upgrade their services. Grantees would have
to be located in a schoo!l atendance area where either (1) at lsast 75 percent of the children
are from low-income families as defined under part & of tide ! of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, or {2} there are a significant sumber of children receiving
AFDC, or {3} there is a high unmarried adolescent birth rate, (eographic distributiion,
including urban and rural distribution, would be taken into account in selection of grantees.

{e) Grantess would, based on local needs, design and implement promising programs to prevent

teen pregnancy through 8 variety of approaches. Grantees would be given a great deal of
flexibility in designing their program. However, core components at each site must iaclude; -
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$ Curriculum and counseling designed to rrach young peopie that address the full range
of consequences of premature sexual behavior and teen pregnancy. Existing models
of best practicas suggest that these educational activities should focus on developing
the psychology and character required for raspongible behavior as well as on
expanding cognitive knowledge,

. Activities designed 10 provide opportunities for youth at-risk to develop sustained
contast with one or more voluntesr or professionally trained adults 10 provide
character development. (roup coaching, individual mentoring, and 2 range of
activities afier-school, on weekends, and in the summer could be included, Such
activities could also include community service by the youth themseives,

Teo ensure quality, programs would he coordinated by one or more professional staff. The
pragrams, where feasible, would slso utilize national service participants 10 engage students,
parents, families, and the community in organized efforts to reduce risk-taking behaviors that
may lead to adolescent pregnancy, including the delivery of services and in the coordination
of dueing- or afier-school activities. Crantees will be asked to describe the role that any
National Service participants will play in the program, consistent with the National and
Community Service Act of {990,

Grantees are allowed to expand on these core components, including conducting activities as
pact of another youth development program.

Grantees would be asked to submit an application. The primary aspect of the application
would be a plan which addresses foca! needs and deseribes (3) the measurable goals the
applicant wams to achieve and how it intends 1o measure progress in achieving the goals; ()
curricwlum and counseling and sustained adult celationships components of the program, as
well as any additional components, and how they intend to implement them; and {¢) how
national service participants will be an integral part of the program, where feasible,

They would 2is0 be asked 1o provide other assurances, including~

. How the services provided are based on research of effective approaches (o reducing
tezn pregnancy. Other risk-taking behaviors correlated with teen pregnancy should
also be included.

. How both male and femals teens and, where possible, out-of-sehoo! teens will be
served,

* How each program would work with middie and/ar high school zge youth {ages 10
through 19) to estzblish continuous contact and iavolvement through graduation from
high school.

. How school staff, parents, community organizations, and the teens o be served have
besn and will be included in the development of the application as well as the
planning and implementation of the program.

. Evidence of ongoing commitment with other community isstitations, such 2as

churches, youth groups, universitiss, businesses, or other communily, civie, and
fraternal organizations.
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J Coordination of their program with other Federal or federally assisted programs, State
and loeal programs, and private activities, and how the applicants resources and
services are linked and coordinated. For example, how they are coordinating State
education reform efforts undertaken by the State education agency.

. How the program plans o continue operation foilowing completion of the gramt
periad.

s How funds wiill not supplant Federal, State, or focal funds.

A grantee would be given priority if their non-Federal resources are significantly in excess of
the 20 percent required or thers is an inereasing ratio of non-Federal resources over the length
of the grant, and if they panticipate in other Federal and non-Federal programs.

The Secretary may terminate a grant before the end of the S-year period if the Secretary
determines that the grantes conducting the project has falled substantially 1o carry out the
project as described in the approved application.

Total funding for the program is $300 million over five years. $20 million in FY 1995, $4C
million in FY 1996, $50 million in FY 1997, $80 million in FY 1998 and 3100 millien in FY
1999 and each subsequent fiscal year thereafter. Up to ten percent of the funding will be set-
aside for the evalyation, training, and technical assistance as well as for establishment of 2
National Clearinghouse on Teen Pregnancy (see . and k. beiow), Since this program and the
Clearinghouse is suthorized through Title XX of the Social Security Act, any funds not
expended in a fiscal year shall be redirected to the Title XX Sociad Services Block Gram
Program. ‘

A rigorous Federal evaluation of some sites would be conducted. Grantees would be asked to
provide information requested for the evaluation. Training and technical assistance would
also be pravided to the grantees, :

A National Cleariaghouse on Teen Pregnancy Prevention would be established to provide
communities and schools with teen pregnancy prevention programs with curriculs, models,
materials, training and technical assistance. This could be an existing clearinghouse or
technical assistance center, It will establish an information exchange and netwoark on
promising models and rigorous evaluations,

The Clearinghouse would be a2 national center for the goliection and dissemination of
programmatic information and sechnical assistance that relates to teen pregnancy prevention
programs. It will also look at the Siate of teen pregnancy prevention program development,
including ioformation on the most effective models. It would develop and sponsor waining
inglitutes and curricula for teen pregrancy prevemtion program staff, and develop netwarks of
for sharing and disseminating information. The Clearinghouse could also conduct evaluations
of teen pregnancy prevention programs (not limited to the grants provided in this bifl).
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There are demonstration authorities that exist 16 serve youth in particulor areas, but most are not as
comprehensive as the demonstrations described below in the scope of services for all youth and are
not a saturation model,

Yision

Eariy unwed child-bearing and other problem behaviors are irwerrelated and strongly influenced by
the general life-experiences associated with poverry. Changing the circumsiances in which peaple live
and consequently how they view themselves is needed 10 change the decisions young people moke in
regard to their lives.

For any effort which hopes 1o have resulis that are large enough 1o be meaningful, anention must be
made to circumsiances in which youth grow up. It should address a wide spectrum of areas
associated with youth living in a healthy community: econontic opportunity, sgfety, health, and
educarion.

Panicular emphasis must be paid io ihe delay of sexual acivity and prevemion of adolescent
pregnancy before marriage. Programs thar combine these elements fave shown the most promise,
especially for adolescents who are motivated o avold pregnancy untif they are married. However, jor
those popularions where adolescent pregnancy is a symptom of deeper problems, educgtion and
contraceptive services alone will be inadequate; they must be vart of 4 much wider spectrum of
services.

Iierverrions need o enhance education, prevent drug use, link edugarion to heoith gnd pther
services, and kelp stabilize communities and fomilies in rrouble.  This would provide g sense of
rationality and order in which youth can develop, make decisions, place rrust in individuals and
institutions serving them, and have a reasonable expectarion of u long, $afe, and productive life.

Comprehensive Demonstrotion Gronis for Yowsh in High-Risk Communities of sufficient size or
*eritical mass” to significantly improve the dey 1o day experiences, decisions and behaviors of youth
are proposed.  Services would be non-caregorical, imtegrated end delivered with a personal
dimension, They would follow a youth development” model end would seek 1o assist communities as
well as directly support youth end families. These demonstrations would be coordinared with other
Administration activities, such az the prevemrion components of the Crime bill and empowerment
zones, and would be part of an overall community strategy for youth,

Specifications

@ A separate authority under the Title XX of the Social Security Act would be established
whereby a designated number of community sites chosen by the Secretary, in consultation
with the Secretaries of Education, HUD, Justice, Labor, and the Direcior of the QOffice of
National Drug Control Policy, would be entitled to 2 demonsteation grant t0 educate and
support school-age youth {youth ages 10 through 21} in high risk situations and their family
members throuvgh comprehensive social and health services, with an emphasis on pregnancy
prevention,
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Funding and services provided under this demonstration 4o ngt have (o avhisve this goal of
comprehensiveness in and of diemselves, Rather, this funding can be used 10 provide “glue
money,” il gaps in services, ensure coordination of services, and other similar activities
which will help achieve the overall goal of comprehensive integramd services to youth,

Starting in FY 1995, up (o seven community sites would be entitied o $90 million over §
years {up 10 $3.6 million per site). Gramees would be required to provide 2 10 percent, in
cash or in-kind, match of the Federal funding. Priocity would be given 1o those with 1 higher
match oOr an increasing ratio of pon-Federal resources over the length of the grant. Since this
program is suthorized through Title XX of the Social Security Act, any funds not expended in
& fizeal year shall be cedivected to the TFitle XX Social Services Block Grant Program,

The demonstration grantes would develop a commuunity-wide strategy @ address the caujes
and factors of risk-taking tendencies among youth, to positively affect community norms, @
increase community health and safety, and to generally improve the social environment o
enhance the life choices of community youth, The strategy would be used o provide 3
comprehensive set of coordinated services designed to saturate the community and would
intlude, but not be limited to, the following areas:

0] Health education and access services designed to promote physical and mental
well-being, delay sexunl activity, and personai respomsibility. These include school
heakh services, family planning services, alcohol and drug use prevention services
and referral for treatment, life skills training, and decision-making skills training.

(i) Educationa! and employability development services designed to promote
educationsl advancement thot lead (o & high school diploma or its equivalent and
gpportunities for high skill, high wage job attainment and productive
employment, to establish a lifelong commitment to learning and achievement, snd
to increase self-confidence. Activitiss could include, but are not limited o, academic
tutoring, iteracy traioing, drop-out prevention programs, career a2nd  college
counseling, mentoring programs, job skills fraining, apprenticeships, and panttime
paid work opportunities, '

{1}  Social support services designed to provide youth with a stable environment,
continuous contact with adults, and encouragement {o participate in sale and
productive activities, Services could includsg, but are not limited (o, culfural, recre-
ational and sports activites, leadership davelopment, pesr counseling and crisis
intervention, mentoring programs, parenting skills training, and family counseling.

(iv)  Community activities designed 1o improve community stability, and to encourage
youth (o participate in cornmunily service and establish a stake in the community,
Activities could inciude, but are aot limited to, community policing, community
service  programs, comununily  activities in pantnership  with  less  distressed
commumities, focal media campaigns, and establishment of community advisory
councils with youth representation.
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v} Employment opportunity development activities designed to be coordinated with
educational and employabilily development services, social support services, and
community activities described in 1) through {iv)., Emphasis would be on the
development of linkages with employers within and outside the community to help
create employment opportunitics and foster an understanding by community youth of
the relationship hetween productive employment, healthy development, and sound life
choiges.

Sites would have to meet the following characteristics, and any others determined by the
Secretary of Health and Human Services, in consultation with the other Federal agencies,

{i) Geographic - Communities must identify the community or communities they will
target. Smaller, more forused boundaries than those required in Empowerment Zones
ar Youth Fair Chance will be used in order to develop a "critical mass® of services to
meet the above goals. Each community roust have an identifiable boundary and mugt

- be considered a community by its residents.

{it} - Population —~ Each community or group of communities have populations of approxi-
mately 20,000 10 35,000 peopie.

s W

()" Poverty — The entire area must have a poverty rate of at least 20%.

Local governments {or units of local governments) and Jocal public and private non-profit
organizations could 2pply. Applicants would be required to supply. evidence of eomprehen.
sive commitment fo the project and collaboration befween the community and the ¢ity ang
State (such as local school 0 work parmnerships),  The applicant must invelve multiple
elements {e.g., government, schools, churches, busginesses) of the community and the State in
the planning and implementation of the demonsiration program. Applicants must demonstrate
{1} ability to manage this major effort, {2} resources for oblaining dita and maintaining
accurate records, (3) how they will coordinaie with other programs serving the same
population, and (4) assurances that the funding provided through this program will not be
used to supplant Federal funds for services and activities which promote the purposes of this
program.

Applicants must define the goals intended o be sccomplished under the project. They must
also describe the methods to be used in measuring progress toward accamplishment of the
goals and outcomes to be measured. Qutcomes to be measured would include, but are not
limited to, unmarried bicth rates, high school graduation rates, college attendance rates, rates
of alcohol and other drug use and violenee reduction.

The Depaniment will support rigorous evaluations of all demonstrations. The Federal
government will alzo provide techaival assistance to applicants throughout the life of the
demonsteation,  These activities will be coordinated with the National Clearinghouse on Teen
Preguancy Prevention. $10 million would be provided for thege activitiss.

The Secretary may terminate a grant befors the end of the S-year period if the Secretary

determines that the grantae conducting the project has failed suhs:anizaiiy 1o carry oul the
project as described in the approved application.
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B. INCENTIVES FOR RESPONSIBLE BEHAVIOR

Lurrent Law

Under Secrivn 4022143} of the Social Security Act, Stares have the option of requiring minor parents
(those wnder the age of 18} 1o reside in their parents’ household, e legal guordion or other adult
relative, or reside in o Joster home, maternity home or other edult supervised supportive fiving
arrangement (with certain exceptions). Delawore, Maine, Michigan, Virgin Islands, and Prerto Rico
have included this in their State plons.

Vision

By defiaition, minor parents are children, We believe that children should be subject to odult
supervisien. Fhisy proposal would require minor pargnts 1o live in an environmen: where they can
receive the support ond guidance they need. At the same time, the circumstances of eoch individual
minor will be waken into account in making decisions abowt living arrgngements.

Specifications

{a) All Sues would require minor parents to reside in sheir parents” household or with a legal
guardian, with certain exceptions as described below, This is the same as the allowed State
option under current faw, except that now the provision would be a réquirement in all States.

b) As in current law, when a minor parent tives with her parant(s), the parent(s)’ income is
taken inte aceount in determining the benefit, I the minor parent lives with another
responsible adult, the responsible aduft’s income is not taken into account. Child suppont
would be sought in all cases,

{c} A minor parent is an individual who (i) is under the age of 18, (ii) has never been married,
and (iii) is either the natural pareni of 2 dependent chid living in the same household or
eligible for assistance paid under the State plan o 3 pregnant woman. This is the same
definition as currens law.

() The following exceptions (now in current law) to living with a parent or legal guardian will
be maintained:

(i) individual bas no paremt or legal guardian of his or her own who is living and whose
whereabouts are kogwn;

(it} no lving parent or legal goardian of such individual allows the individeal to live in
the home of such parent or guardian;

{iii}  the State agency determines that the physical ¢r smotional health or safety of the
individual or dependent cbild would be jeopardized if the individual and dependent
child lived in the same residence with the individual's own parent or legal guardian;

{iv)  individual lived apart from his or her own parent or legal guardian for a period of at

least one year before either the birth of any dependent child or the individual having
made application for aid to families with dependent children under the plan; or
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V) the State agency otherwise determines (in accordance with regulations issved by the
Secretary} that there is good cause for waiving the requirement. (In those States that
have this policy, the following are examples of what they determine t0 be good cause
exepptions:  the home is the scene of illegal ativity; returaing home would result in
overcrowding, vicistion of the terms of the lease, or violation of facal health and
safety standards; the minor parent is actively participating in 2 substance abuse
program which would no fonger be available if she returned home; no parent or legal
guardian Hves in the State)

Current Iaw and regulation requiring that the determinstion of a minor parent’s rasidency
status must be made within the 45 days that all sligibility determinations are made would be
maintained. .

If the State determines the minor should not Hve with 2 paremt or legal guardian {or the
curTent arrapgement ceasss 1o be appropriate because circumstances change), the minor must
be assisted in obtaining an appropriate supportive alternative to living independently. (The
types of Hving arrangemenis that States now use of are considering include living with an
adult relative, 3 licensed foster home, in a group home for pregnant teens or teen parents, and
in an 2pproved congregate housing facility.) If no sppropriate senting is found the State must
grant eligibility, but must utilize case managers 10 provide support for the minoty.

The State would use the case management for teen parsnt provision (see #2 below) to make
the determinations required under this provision. As described in the next proposal, these
case managers would be trained appropriately and have reasonable cassloads. Detzrminations
would be made afier s full assessment of the situstion, including taking into account the needs
ard concerns expressed by the minor,

This provision would go into effect in FY 1996

Limiting

Currentdly, families on welfare receive additional suppery whenever they have an oddirional child,

i

¥igion

States should be allowed (0 seek 1o reinforce paremal responsibility by not increasing AFDC benefits
when g child iy conceived while the parent is on weifare. The message of responsibility would be
SJurther strengihened by providing the fomily an opportunity 1o earn what would heve been paid in
benefits.

Specifications

()

Aliow Staies the option of limiting the increase, in full or in part, in the AFDC benefit
amount when an additional child is conceived while the parent is on welfare. In arder to
exercise this option, the State must demonstrate that family planning services under 402(a)(15)
are available and provided to all recipients who cequest them,
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{) Under this option, i a parent has an additional child, the State must disregard an amount of
income equal to any increase in aid thag would have been paid as 2 result of the additional
¢hitd, Types of income w be disregarded include:

(i3 child support;
(ii) garned income; or
(i) any other source that the State develops and is approved by the Secretary.

{c} The provision would not be applied in the case of rape or in any other cases that the State
agency finds would violate the standards of falrness and good conscience (such a5 where there
is clear evidence (hat coniraceptive failure occurred in a unemployed parent AFDC family).

) This provision would go into effect in FY 1996.

Section 482(b)(3) of the Social Security Act allows Stares to provide case managemens 1o all those
participating in the JOBS program, -

Yision

Frequently, it is multiple problems that lead youth 1o the welfare system. Their complex needs often
srand in the way of their meeting educarional requiremenss and other responsibilivies.  Removing
these barriers 1o selfsufficiency can involve the confusing ond difficsdt process of accessing mudiiple

service systems.  Thiz proposal weuld provide every teen with ¢ case manager who would help them
navigate these systems and hold them accountable for their responsibifities and requirements.

Specificati

(a} Reqguire States to provide case management services to all custodial teen parents under age 20
whao are receiving AFDC,

(o3 Case management services to teen parents will include, but is aot Hmited to:

() asuisting recipients in gaining access to services, inciuding, a 2 minimum, family
planning, parenting education, and aducational or voeational training services;

(i) determining the best living situation for 2 minor parent, taking into account the needs
and concerns expressed by the minor (see #1 above);

{iiiy  monitoring and enforcing program participation requirgments (includiag sanctions and
incentives where appropriate}; and

(ivy  providing ongoing general guidance, snoouragement and support.

States must describe in their plans how they will meet these reguirements.
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(c) Case managers must receive adequate training in the social service and youth development
field, and Swates should take iste account recommendations by appropriate professional
organizations 10 carry this gut.  Also, the case managers must be assigned a caseload of a size
that permits effestive case management {adequately serves and protects teea parents and their
children).

(d)  This provision would go into effect in FY 1958,

Under Section 402(a){18} of the Social Security Acs, teen custodial parenis are required to participate
int the JOBS program unless they are under 18 years of age, artending schooi full-time, or are in the
last seven months of pregnancy.  Participation in the JOBS program involves on assessmerns of the
individual, and on ogreement specifying what suppont services the State will provide ond what
obligations the recipient hos, For those who have not pbtained a high school diploma or a GED,
arrendance at school can serve as their JOBS assigwmens.  Participation In the JOBS program s
contingent on the existence of such a program in the geographic vicinlty of the recipients’ residence,

In addition, under a Section 1115 walver, States can implement programs which wtilize-incentives or
sanctions 10 encourage or reguire feen parents on AFDC 1o continue their education. Two exumpies
of Swaes having done or planning 1o do this are the Learning, Earning, and Parenting Program
(LEA®} in Ohio and Cal Learn in California, which is in the process of being implemented. LEAP
and Cal Learn are mandatory for oll pregnont and custodial teen parents who are receiving AFDC
and who do not have a high school diploma or GED. Under both LEAP and Cal Learn program
rifes, all eligibie teens are reguired ta enroll {or remain enrolled} in and regularly attend a schoal or
education program leading 1o a high school diploma or GED, These two initiatives apply only to
teens who are case heoads. Other States have obtained waivers to implement programs using sanctions
to influgnce dependents ro cortinue thelr education,

Visi

Teenage mothers foce substaniial obsigoles to achieving self-sufficiency.  Eighty percent of teen
mothers drop out of high school and only 36 percent ever graduate. Their earning cbilities are
limited by lack of educaotion and job skills. Teen parents are often not well prepared in the area of
parenring.  This proposal provides States with & mechanism ro wilize creative approaches for
encouraging and supporting youth in both their educational and porenting endeavors.

Specifications

{a) Provide States the oplion to use moaetary incentives (which must be combined with sanctions)
as indusement for pregnamt eens and teen custodial parents who are receiving AFDC and who
do not have 2 high school diploma or GED to enrolf {or remain enrolled) in and regularly
antend a school or education program leading 1o a high school diploma or GED, or & program
leading to & recognized degree or skills certificate if the State detezrmines this is most
appropriate for a recipient. States may alse choose to provide incentives for participation in
parenting education acitvities, This option will operate as part of the rew JOBS program, and
the rules pertaining to JOBS will apply unless it is specifically stated otherwise,
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Each State plan rust clearly define the following ~

Ingentives: States must define by how much benefits will be increated and what kinds of
achievements will he rewarded. :

Examples of incentives chosen by Ohio and California are as foliows:

In Ohio's LEAP, teers who provide evidence of schoo! enrollment recaive a bonus payment

of $62. They then receive an additional $62 in their welfare check for sach month in which

they mest the program's attendance requirements. For teens in a regular high school in Ghio,

this means being absent no more than four times in the month, with two or fewer unexcused

shsences, Differemt altendance standards apply to part-time programs, such a5 Adslt Bagic
Education (ABE} programs providing GED preparation assistance, but the same fimancial

incentives apply.

Farticipants of Cal Learn will be required to present their report cards four times a year, The
grant will be increased by $100 for the month afier the Cal Learn participant receives a repont
sard with a "C” average or better.  For graduating high school (or its equivalent}, these teens
witl have their grants increased on z one time basis by $500,

Sanctions: Sanctions under the revised JOBS program would apply unless the State proposes
alternative sanctions, to be approved by the Secretary, which the State believes better achieves
their objectives.

Examples of sanctions chasen by Ohio and Californiz are as follows:

In LEAP, reens who do not attend &n initial assessment interview (which tommences
participation in LEAP) or fail to enroll in schoo! bave $62 deducted from their grant (i.e., the
teens are "sanctioned™) each month uatil they comply with prograns rules. Similarly, enrolled
teens are sanctioned by $62 for gach month that they exceed the sllowed number of unexcused
shsences. Teens who excesd the allowad pumber of total absences, but do not exceed the
aHowed pumber of unexcossd absences receive neither 4 bonus nor a sanction,

In the Cal Learn program, teens who do not receive at least a2 "D™ average or who do not
submit his/her report eard will have the assistance unit grant reduced over a two month period
by the lesser of $50 or the amount of the grant, This will result in a sanction of not mors
than $100. Included in the sanctions will be teens that do not present their report cards
because they have dropped out of school or were expelied.

Logrdination: A case wmanager {as described in A2) will assess each recipient’s needs and
arrange for appropriate services. States must deseribe the mechanism case managers and other
service providers will use t© coordinate with schools,

Eligihility, Custodial teen parents under 20 years of age and pregnamt women under the age

of 20 who have not received 2 high school diploms {(or equivaient) are eligible, States may
choose to include custodial pregnant teens and teen parents up to their 2ist birthday.
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Exgmptions: Exemptions from participation will be based on the same new guidelines
governing participation in JOBS and WORK, with two exceptions. First, teens will only be
able 10 defer participstion for 3 months after giving bicth, Also, a disability will not allow 3
tecipient 1o defer participation in high school, as schools districts are required 1o provide
students with dizabilities appropriate services. (See JOBS and WORK section of proposal for
more specific detalls.)

Siae.wideness: States can limit the grogeaphic scope of thig option,

ation Evaluation:  States would be required to provide information at the
Secre:axy 5 reqne&z azzd :o cooperate in any evaluation.

Monetary incentives provided under this program would be considered AFDC,

Monetary incentives provided under this option would not be considered income in
determining a family’s eligibility for any cther Federal or Federally-assisted program, and any
other Federal or Federally-assisted program would treat any penairy imposed as if no such
penalty had been applied.

This provision would go into effest in FY 1996, v
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROPOSAL [Title VI

I. ESTABLISH AWARDS IN EVERY CASE

The first step in ensuring that a child receives fnancial support from the soncustodial parent is the
establishment of 2 child support award. This is normally done through a legal proceeding o establish
pateraily or at 2 legal procesding a¢ the time of a separation or divorce, States currently receive
Federal funding for paternity establishmient services provided through the IV-D agency. This
proposal expands the stope and improves the effectiveness of current State paternity establishment
procedures.  States are encouragad 1o establish paternity for as many childeen born out-ofvwedlock as
possible, regardless of the welfare or incoms status of the mother or father and as soon 25 pogsible
following the child’s birth. This proposal further requires more oufreach about paternity
establishment to stress that having a child is a two-parent responsibility. Building on the President’s
recent mandate for in-hospital paternity establishment programs enacted as pant of the Omnibus
Budget and Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1993, it further encourages nonmiversarisl procedures ©
establish paternity as soon as possible following the child's birth, streamlines procedures surrounding
genetic parentage testing, and requires efforts to remove barriers 10 interstate paternity sstablishment,

Paternity Performance and Measurement Standards

Under current law, State performance is only measured against those cases in the IV-D child support
system that need paternity established. Children are often geveral yeurs oM or older by the time they
enter the IV-D system (normally when the mother applies for welfare). Research shows that the
longer the paternity establishment process ks delaved, the lsss Hkely It is that paternity will ever be
established, so it is important (o start early, before 3 mother goes on welfare.

Under the proposal, each State’s paternity establishment performance will be measured based not only
upon casas within the State's current IV-D child support system, but upon all cases where children are
born t0 an uamarried mother. States will then be encouraged to improve their paternity establishment
for all ovt-of-wedlock births throuph performance-based incentives. (Current paternity establishiment
performance standards for IV-D cases will also be matntained.}

{1} Each State will be required, as a condition of receipt of Federal funding for the child support
enforcement program, o calculate a Siate paternity establishment percervage based on yearly
dara thar record;

fa} oll out-of-wedlock births in the Stare for a given year, regardiess of the paremts’
welfare or income storus; and

&) Gl paternities established for the our-gf-wedlock births in the State during thot year.
{2} The Secretary shall preseribe by regularion the acceptable methods for determining the

denominator and the numerator of the new paternity establishment performance measure with
a prefarence Jor actual number counts rather than estimates,



Wk ard Ruaponnbiliey Act o 1ied
Finandal Incentives for Puternity Establishment

In order to encourage States to increase the number of paternities established, the Federal povernment
will provide performance-based incentive payments to States based on improvements in each State's
paternity establishment percentage. The incentive structure will reward the early establishment of
paternity so that States have both an incentive to get paternities established as quickly as possible and
an incentive o work older cases. (See alse  State Paternity Cooperation Responsibiiities and
Standards, p. 11}, Finally, current regulations establishing time-frames for establishing paternity will
be cevised since the administrative procedures required under the proposal will aliow cases to be
processed more quickly.

{1 Federal Financial Participarion rate (FFP} will be provided for all paternity establishment
services provided by the IV-I agency regardiess of whather the mother or father signs a IV-D
application.

2} Performance-based incentives will be made to each Srate in the form of increased FFP of up
1 3 percerns, The incentive structure determined by the Secretary will build on the perfor-
mance measure 10 tha States that excel will be eligible for incentive payments.

(3} Ar State option, States may experlment with programs thas provide financial incentives 1o
purents™ to establish paternity.  The Secretary will additionally authorize up to three
demonstration projects whereby Federal Financlal Perticipation is availoble for financial
fncentives 1o parents for estabiishing parernity.

{4} The Secretary will issue regulations establishing revised time-frames for establishing poternity.

Streamlining the Paternity Establishment Process
Encouraging Eurly Establishment of Paternity

Very litde outreach is currently conducted sbout the importance and mechanics of establishing
paternity in public health relsted facilities (e.g. prenatal clinics or WIC clinies), even though these
faciiities have significant contact with unmarcied pregnant women. For example, in 1990, less than §
percent of all counties reported they conducted outrsach about paternity establishment in prenatal
clinics. Conducting outreach in these public-health related facilities will not only broaden knowledge
about the benefits of establishing paternity in general, but will also enhance the effectiveness of
hospital-based programs. By the time the parents of an out-of-wedlock child are offered an
oppornenity to establish paternity in the hospital, the parent{s} will have aiready bad an opportunity to
abtain information about and reflect upon why they should establish paternity for their child,

As part of the effort 1o encourage the early establishment of paternity, the proposal allows State
agencies and mothers t¢ start the paternity establishment process even before the child is born. Since
fathers are much more likely 1o bave a continuing relationship with the mother & that time, locating
the father and serving him with legal process is much easier, If the father does not acknowledge
paternity, a genetic test can then be scheduled immediately after the birth of the ¢hild.

Experience has also shown that while 2 high proportion of fathers are willing to consent to paternity
in the hospital, there sre some who are unwilling to volumtarily acknowledge paternity cuteight but
would do so if genetic testing confirmed parentage. The hospital based paternity establishment
grocess can be further sireamlined by providing the opportunity for genetic testing right at the
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hospital. This is an efficient use of resources since hospitals are already fully equipped 1o obtain
samples for these tests and blood tests are already performed on newborns at the hospital for other
pUrposes.

As port of the Siare's voluntary consent procedures, each Seate must:

1} reguire, either direcily or under comtract with health care providers, other health-related
Jacilities (including pre-nasal clinics, "well-buby™ cdlinics, in-heme public health service
visitations, family planning clinics and WIC centers; to inform unwed paremss shout the
benefits of and the opponunities for establishing legal paternity for sthelr children; this effon
shoutd be coordinated with the U.S: Public Health Service. WIC program information shall
also be available to the IV-D agency in order to provide cutreach and services 1o recipienss of
that program.

2) reguire full participation by hespitals and other health-relored fucilities (o cooperate and
implement in-hospital paternity establishment programs as a condition of reimbursament of
Medicaid,

As part of a State’'s civil procedures for establishment of paternity, each State must:

(i) have stanwes allowing the commencement of paternity acrions prior to the birth of the child
and procedures for ordering genetic tests as soon as the child is born, provided that the
putaiive father has not yet acknowledged poternity;

2) maoke aveilable procedures within hospitals 1o provide for wking ¢ b!wd or other swmple ot
the time of the child's birth, if the parents reguest the test.

Simplifying Paternily Establishment

Currently, acknowledgements of paternity must create elther 3 rebuttable or conclusive prasumption of
paternity. A rebuttable presusmption means that even though someons has adminted paternity, they can
tater come in and offer other evideace 10 “rebut” their previous acknowledgement. This leaves many
cases dangling for years and years. The parents belisve in some cases that paternity is established
when, in fact, it is pot. Under the proposal, rebuttable presumptions “ripen” into conclusive
presumptions after one year. A conclusive presumption &ts as a judgment s0 that paternity has, in
fact, been officially established. States are sllowed some flexibility to wilor due process provisions.

The vast majority of paternity ¢cases can be resolved without 2 trial once a genetic test is completed.
Such tests are highly accurate and will effectively either exclude the alleged father or result in a
paternity probability over 99 percent. Virtually all alleged fathers will admit to paternity when faced
with genetic test results showing near certainty that he is the father. Currently in most States,
however, changes in the iegal process have not kept up with the changes in genetic testing
technology, resulting in am unnecessary and inefficient reliance on the courts to handle the maners
surrounding genetic tests.

Under the proposal, States will no fonger have 10 start a legal proceading through the gourts and have
a court hearing simply to have a genetic test ordered, States are also precluded from tequiring a
court hearing prior o ratification of paternity acknowledgments. These procedures will speed up
what is otherwise unnecessarily a very time consuming znd labor infénsive process. Ancther delay in
the process cccurs if the father (ails to show for an ordered blood test. Often the [V-D agency must
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g0 back to court (0 get a default order entered, even though this process could be handied more
efficiently on an administrative basis, Under the proposal, the IV-D agency will be given the
authority 1o enter default orders without having & resort to the courts.

The Federal government currently pays 90 percem of the laboratory costs for paternity cases requiring
genenic testing and will continue to 4o so. However, there is currently a great deal of variation at the
State and iocal tevel regarding whether and under what circumstances the costs of genetic testing are
passed on o fathers {acing a paternity allegation. The proposal will eliminate the current variation by
requiring all States 0 advance the costs of genetic tests, and then allowing recoupment from the
alieged father in cases where he is determined to be the biclogical father of the ¢hild. By advancing
the costs of genetic testing, there is no financial disincentive for allegad fathers to evade genelic
testing. At the same time, requiring that an slleged father reimburse the State for the ¢ost of genetic
tests should he be determined to be the biological father efiminates any incentive for fathers 1o request
genetic tests as 2 “stalling”™ technique and promotes voluntary acknowledgment of paternity when
appropriate.

In the event that a2 party disputes a particelar test result, the dispute should normally be resolved
through further testing, The party should be given the opporwnity to have additional 1ests but also be
requiced to incur the costs of those additional tests, This will belp to ensure that the opportunily to
request additional testing 5 used only in cases where there iz 3 legitimate reason to..question the
original test results and not used as a delaying tactic 0 avoid establishing paternity.

Currently, research on non-custodial fathers suggests that many fathers who might atherwise be open
to the idea of establishing paternity are deterred from doing so because they may then be required to
pay large amounts of arrears andfor face delivery-associated medical expenses in addition 1o ongoing
support obligations. For fow-income fathers with limited incomes, this poses a special problem.
Providing the sdministrative agency/eourt the guthority to forgive ali or pant of these costs will raduce
disincentives to ¢stablish paternitly in certain cases,

IV-1) agencies curremtly are not encouraged to bring 2 paternity sction forward on behalf of the
putative father, even in cases in which the mother is not cooperating with the State in establishing
paternity. [In some states, fathers have no standing o bring paternity actions at all.  If the primary
goal is t¢ establish paternity for as many children born out-of-wedlock as possible, IV-D agencies
shouid be able o assist putative fathers as well as mothers in establishing paternity for 3 non-masital
child.

Umder the OBRA of 1993 amendments, States are required o have expedited provesses for paternity
establishment in contested cases and ‘each State must give full faith and credit & determinations of
pateraity made by other States, In order to further streamling the treatment of contested cases, the
proposal provides that States can sat temporary support in appropriate ¢ases. This discourages
defendants in paternity actions from contesting cases in order 1o simply delay the payment of support.
The proposal also abolishes jury trials for paternity cases. Jury trisls are a remmant from the time
when paternity cases were criminagl in nature. Almost two-thirds of the States suill allow jury trials,
While rarely requested, jury trials delay the resolution of cases and take a heavy toll on personnel
resources. With the advent of modern scientific genetic testing, they serve very little purpose, as
almost all cases will ultimately be resolved based on the results of the tests, The proposal also eases
certain evidentiary rules, aliowing cases & be heard without the need for establishing a2 foundation for
evidence that is aormally uncontroverted.

Ax part of a Sroee 'y civil procedures for establistunent of parernity, each Srate muse:
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provide thar aclowiedgments of paternity ¢reate either o rebuttable or conclusive
preswmption of paternity.  If @ rebuirable presumpiion of parernity is created, Stares must
provide thar the presumption ripens inio @ conclusive legal determination with the same effect
as a judgment no laser than 12 months from the date of signing the acknowledgment. States
may. ot their option, aliow fathers 10 move 10 vacale or reopen such judgmens ar a later date
in cases of fraud or if it is in the best irderest of the child.

provide odministrative awhority to the IV-D agency to order alf parties 1o submil to genetic
testing {n all coses where either the mother or puiclive fother requests a genetic test; ond
submits a sworn statement senting forth facts esweblizhing a reasonable possibility of the
requisite sexial contact, withour the need for a court kearing prior to such an order. {Siate
oprion ramatns as to whesker 10 provide this adminisirative authority in cases where there s o
presumed facher under Stae faw);

preclude the use of court hearings o ratify paternity acknowledgmants,

provide wdminisirative authority to the IV-D agency 0 enter default orders to establish
parernity specifically where a party refuses to comply with an order for genetic westing (Siare
law continues 10 determine the criteria, if any, for ppening defoult orders);

advance the cosis of genetic tests, subject 1o recoupment from the putative father (subject 1
State pauper provisions) if ke is determined 10 be the bivlogical father of the child (Federal
Junding will comsinue at 90 percers for loboratory tests for paternity); if the result of the
genetic testing is dispured, upon reasonable request of a party, order that additional testing be
done by the same laeboratory or an independent laboratory ot the expense of the party
requesiing the additional tests; ’

provide discretion 10 the administrative agency or court serting the amount of support ic
Jorgive delivery medical expenses or limir arrears owed 1o the Siale (but not the mother) in
cazes where the father cooperares or acknowiedges paternity before or afier ¢ genetic test is
complered; ‘

allow puarive farhers (where not presumed 10 be the father under State low) standing to
initiare their Own paternity actions;

es:ébh‘sh and implement laws which mandare, wpon motion by a party, & tribunal in conested
cases (o order temporory support according to the laws of the tribunal’s Siate if;

fa} the results of the parertage westing create a rebuttable presumprion of pateraity;

(b} she person from whom support is sought has signed a verified sturement of parentage;
or

) there is other clear and convincing evidence rhat the person from whom support is
sought is the particelar child’s parent;

enact faws whick abolish the awailability of triol by jury for paterairy cases; and

108



Wit oot Hegponustaiity Ack 4f 155

(12 have and use faws that provide for the introduction and admisgion inlto evidence, without need
Jor third-party foundotion testimony, of pre-nawal and post-maral birth-related and parentage-
testing bills; and each bill shall be regarded as prima facie evidence of the amount Incurred
on hehalf of the child for the procedures inciuded in the bill,

Paternity Qutreach

Paternity establishment is recognized as an important strategy to combat the high incidence of poverty
among children born out of wedlock. Yet to date, there has been no cohesive pational strategy to
edycate the public on this issue. As a result, many parents do not understand the benefits of paternity
establishment and child support and are unaware of the availability of services. This proposal calls
for a broad, comprehensive outreach campaign at the Federal and State Jevel 10 promote the
imporance of paternity establishument as a parental responsibiilty and 3 right of the children,

A combined outreach and education strategy will build on the Administration’s paternity establishment
initiative included in last year's budget law, OBRA of 1993, by underscoring the importance of
paternity establishment for children born outside of marriage and the message that child support is a
two-parent responsibility, States will be asked o sxpand their point of contact with unwed parents in
crder (o provide maximum opporunity for paternity establishment and to gzomct&“ﬁi‘e norm that
paternity establishment is doing the right thing for their children,

Under the proposal:

i) the Department of Heoldh and Human Services, including the Public Health Service, and in
cooperation with the Department of Education, will take the lead in developing &
comprehensive media campaign designed to reinforce both the Importance of parernity
establishment ond the message that chitd support is a “rtwe parem ” responsibility;

{2} States will be required io implement outreach programs promoting voluntary acknpwledgment
of parersnity through g veriery of means, Such as the disiribution of wrirren materigls o
schools, hospitals, and other agencies, These efforts should be coordinated with the U.S.
Department of Education. States are also encouraged 10 establish pre-natal programs for
expectant couples, either married or unmarried, 16 educate parents on their joint rights and
responsibilities in paternity, At Swate oprion, such programs could be reguired of ali
expectant welfare recipients; ‘

{3) Seates will be required 1o make reasonable efforts 1o follow up with individuals who do not
establish paternity in the hospital, providing them information on the bengfits and procedures
Jor exstablishing paternity.  The marteriaiy and the process for which the informarion is
disseminated is left ro the discretion of the States, but States musi have @ pian for this
ourreach, which includes ot least one post-hospital comtact with each parent whose
whareabouls are known (unless the State hos reason (0 believe thar such contact puty the child
or mather at visk);

{4} all parents who establish parerairy, but who are not required w assign their child support
rights 1o the State due 1o receipt of AFDC, must, & g minimum, be provided subsequently
with information on the benefits and procedures for establishing a child support order and an
opplication for chitd support services; and
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{5} upon epproval of the Secretary, Federal funding will be provided ar an increased maorching
rate of 90 percent for paternity outreach programs.

Improving Cooperation among AFDC Mothers in the Establishmment of Paternity
Cooperativn Standards and Good Cause Exceptions

Currently, cooperating with the IV-D) agency in establishing paternity is a condition of eligibility for
AFDC and Medicaid recipients. Cooperation is defined as appearance for appoimments (Including
blood tests), sppearance for judicial or administrative proceedings, or provision of complete and
accurate information. The last standard is so vague that “true” cooperation is often difficult to
determine. Research puggests that a greater percentage of mothers know the identity and whereabouts
of the father of their ¢hild than is reported to the IV-IJ agency. Betler and more aggressive
procedures can yield a much higher rate of success in eliciting information about the father from the
mother than i currently achieved,

The propesal containg seversl provisions aimed at significanily increasing cooperation among AFDC
mothers while at the same time not penalizing thoss who bave fully cooperated with the IV-D agency
but for whom paternity for their child is not established due to circumstances beyond their control.
Increased cooperation wiil resalt in higher rates of paternity establishment.

Under the proposal;

1) the new cooperation standards described herein will apply to all applications for AFDC or
appropriare Medicald cases for women with children born on or after 10 months following the
date of enactmeni;

2} the initial cooperation requirement is met only when the mother has provided the State the
Jollowing information.

@) the name of the father; and

&} sufficiert information to verify the identity of the person named (suck as the present
addresy of the person, the past or present place of emplovment of the persen, the past
or presers school anended by the person, the nome and oddress of the person’s
parents, friends or refotives that can provide locarion information for the person, the
telephone number of the person, the date of binth of the person, or vther information
that, if reasonable efforts were made by the Stwe, could lead 1o tdentify a particuler
person 10 be served with process);

{c} if there is more than one possible fasher, the mother must provide the names of all
possible fathers;

{3} the continued cooperation requirement is met when the mother provides the Stare the following
information:

{a) additional reasonable, relpvant information which the mother can reasoasbly provide,
requested by the Site at any peint; '
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i appearance @t requiréd imterviews, conference hearings or legal procesdings, if
notified in edvance and an iliness or emergency does not prevent attendance; or

&) appesrance {aong with the child) to submit (o genelic 163ts;

{4} good cause exceprions will be granted for non-cogperation on an individual case basis only if
recipienss meet the existing good caure exceprions for the AFDC program.

{3} State IV-D workers must inform eack applicant orally and in writing of the good cause
exceprions avaeilable urder current law gnd help the mother determine If she mests the
definition,  {Current exemptions for Medicaid eligibllity for pregnam women are also
maintgined.) .

LCooperation Privr 1o Receipt of Benefits

Currently, many local IV-D agencies do not conduct intake interviews at all but rather rely on
information {(e.g., identity snd location of the father) obiained by the IV-A agency. Those IV-D
agencies that conduct iniake interviews do not schedule them until after the mother has already
applied for and been determined eligible 10 receive AFDC benefits. This practice. reduces the
incentive of AFDC mothers 0 cooperate with the IV-D agency in providing complete and accurate
information abour the father of their ¢hild because questions regarding cooperation do not arise ungil
after eligibility for AFDC has been approved and the family is receiving benafits,

The proposal will increase the incidence of paternity establishment by making receipt of benefits
conditional upon fulfilling the cooperation reguirement; 1V-D agencies will have to determine
whather the cooperation requirement has been met prior to the receipt of benefits. States will be
encouraged, but not required, to facilitate this change in procedure by either co-locating IV.A
agencies and IV-D agenciss or conducting 2 single IV-A/1V-D screening or intake interview. AFDC
applicants who fail to fuifill the new cooperation requiremant will be sanctionsd,

{1} Applicansy must cooperate in establishing paternity priov 1e receipt of benefits.
{al using the agw coaperation standards, an initial determination of cooperation must be
made by the State IV-D npgency within 10 days of applivaiion for AFDC aendior
Medicaid;
&) §if the cooperation determination is not maode within the specified time-frame, the
applicant could not be denied eligibitity for the above benefits based on noncoopere-
tion pending the determination;

{c) once an initial determination of cooperation is made, the IV-D agency must inform the
mother and the relevant programs of i1s determingtion;

d} individuals qualifving for emergency assistance or expedized processing could begin
receiving benefits before a determinaiion is made.
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(2} Failure to cooperate with the 1V-D agency will result in an immediate sonction:

{c} sonctions will be based on current law. States are réquired 1o inform all sanctioned
individuals of their right 1o oppeal the determination.

& if ¢ determination is made thar the custodial parent has mer the initial cooperation
requirement and the IV-D ugency later hos reason to believe that the information is
incorrect or insufficient, the agency must,

() rry to obtain additional information, and if that fails

i schedule @ fair hearing 1o determine if the parent is fully cooperating before
imposing a sanction;

fc) if a mother fails 10 cooperate and is determined ineligible for benefis, bw
subsequently chooses 1o cooperate and tokes appropriate action, Federal and Staie
benefics will be immediately reinsiared.

) if the determination results in o finding of noncooperation and the applicant appeals,
the applicars could nor be denied benefis bused on noncooperstion pending the
ouscome of the appeal,  States can set wp oppeal procedures through the existing IV-A
appeals provess or through ¢ IV-L) appeals process,

(3} States are encouraged to either co-locate IV-A and IV-D offices, provide a single interview for
IV-A and IV-D) purposes, or conduct o single screening process.

State Paternity Coovperation Responsibilities and Staadards

States will be held to new standards of responsibility for determining cooperation and ensuring that
information regarding paternity is acted upon in a timely fashion. Under the proposal, if the mother
meets this stricter ¢ooperation requirement and provides full information, the burden shifts to the
State to determine paternity within one year from the date the mother met the initial cooperation date,
This is a shorter time period than what was required by regulation under the Family Support Act of
198R and under the proposed OBRA of 1993 reguistions.

If the State fails o establish paternity within the new specified one-year time-frame, it will lose
Federal FFP for those cases. This FFP penalty does not exist under current law, and provides a
sigoificant incentive for States to work their incoming paternity cases in a timely fashion. A tolerance
level Is allowed for cases where paternity cannot be established despite the State’s best efforts. Other
paternity standards under existing law will be maintained to encourage States to cuntinue to work all
new and old IV-D cases,

For alf cases subject to the new cooperotion requirements.

1) Stare IV-D agencies must either establish paternity if at all possible or impose a sanction in
every case within one year from the date that the initial cooperation requirement is mef; or
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2} If 1the mother has met the cooperation requirements and the State has failed to establish
pawernity within the one year time limit, the Stare will not be eligible for FFP of the AFDC
grant for those cases. (The Secretary will establish by regulation a method for keeping trock
of those cases. The FFP penalty will be based on an average monthly grant for cases where
paternity is not established rather than by tracking individugl cases.} The Secretary shall
prescribe by regulation a tolerance level, for which there will be no penaity, for cases where
pateralty connot be established despite the best gfforts of the State.  The tolerance level shalf
not excesd @ percentige of the Siate's mandatory cases that need paternity established in ony
piven year {25 percent in years T and 2, 20 percent in years 3 and 8, 15 percent in years §
and 6, and 10 pereent thereqfier).

Accreditation of Genetic Testing Laboratories

In 1976 & joint committes of the American Bar Association (ABA) and the American Medical
Associgtion (AMA) established guidelines for paternity testing. In the early 1980°s, the Parentage
Testing Commitee of the American Association of Biood Banks {AABB), under a gram from the
Federal Office of Child Suppont Enforcement, developed stamdards for parentage testing laboratories.
These standards served as a foundation for an inspection and accreditation program for parentage
testing laboratories. In addition, the Paremtage Testing Committes developed avchecklist for
ingpeciors to use in detarmining if laboratories are in coaformance with the standards regquired for
AABB accreditation. These standards are subject 10 future revision as the state-of-the-ant and
sxperience dictate.

Using accredited laboratories emsures that laboratories do not take shortouts, employ unqualified
persenngl, fall to perform Juplicaie testing or otherwise compromise quality control. Thirty-six of the
fifty-four IV-D Child Support Enforcement agencies curreatly use solely AABB accredited
laboratories for paternity testing.  Undex the proposal, the Secretary will authorize an organization
such as the AABB or a U.S. agency to accredit laboratories conducting genetic tasting and States will
be required to use only aeeredited izboralories.

Siuate law often fails to keep pace with scientific advances in genetic testing, For instance, whils
DNA 1esting for paternity cases is widely sceepted in the scientific community, some State laws
remain from a time prior to DNA testing. Such State laws may refer only io "HLA" or "blood”
testing, so Siate agencies are unable 10 contract with laboratories using more modern techaiques.
Under the proposal, States must amend their laws to accept gl] accredited test results with the type of
tests 1o be determined by the authocized organization or agency based upon what testing is widely
gccepied in the scientific community.

{i} The Secrerory will auwthorize an organization or U.S. agency to accredit laboratories
conducting genetic testing and the procedures ond methods 1o be used; and

{2} States are required to wse accredited labs for all genesic sesting and 10 accepr oll accredited
test results.
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Administrative Authority to Esiohlish Orders Based on Guidelines

Establishing paternity alone does not establish an obligation to pay support. Ap obligation o pay
support is only created when the proper authority issues an order that support be paid (i.e., an
"award” of support). Sometimes this is don¢ whea paternity is established and sometimes notwthere
are many State varistions. States glse vary in how they establish an award when someoae enters the
IV-D) sysiem in non-paternity cases. A few States provide administrative authority 10 establish child
suppont orders. Many State require that a separate court action be brought.

Establishing suppont swards is critical 1o ensuring that children receive the support they deserve,
Under the proposal, alf 1V-D agencies will have the authority to issue the child support award. This
will vastly simplify and speed-up the process of getting an award in place. Adeguate protections are
provided to ensure that award levels are fair; the IV-D agency must base the sward lavel on Swie
guidelines and States are provided the flgxibility 10 set up procedural due process protections. These
administrative procedures apply to paternity and 1V-D cases only. Legal separations and divorces
may still be handled through the court process.

States ¢an be exempted from this requirement if they can establish orders as effectively and efficiently
through alternative procedures, -

{1} States must have and use simple administrarive procedures in IV-D cases 1o establish suppart
orders so that the [Y-D ogency can impose an order for suppors {based upon Siate guidelines)
in cases where:

(aj the custodial parent has assigned his or her right of support 1o the state;

&} the parent has not assigned his or her right of support to the Sitate but has established
parernity through an acknowledgment or Sture adminisirative procedure; or

{e} in cases of separation where a parent has applied for IV-D services and there iy not o
cours procesding pending for a legal separation or divorce. At State option, States
may extend such awthority o all cases of separation end divorce, but they are not
required to do so.

2} in ol cases appropriare notice and due process as determined by the Stute must be followed.

{3) Existing provisions for exempting States under secrion $66({d) of the Social Security Act ore
preserved.
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Il. ENSURE FAIR AWARD LEVELS

Naticnal Commission en Child Support Guidelines

Siates are currsntly required 1o use presumptive guidelines in setting and modifying all suppont
awards but have wide discretion in their development. While the use of state-based guidelines has led
to more uniform treatment of simiiarly-situated parties within a state, there is still much debate
concerning the adequacy of support awards resulling from guidelines. This is due 10 inadequate
information on the costs of raising a child by two parents in two separate households and becauss
disagreements abound over what ¢osts (medical care, child care, non-minor snd/or multiple family
support} should be included in guidelines. The fssue is further compounded by charges that individual
State guidelines result in disparate treatment between States and encourage forum shopping.

To resolve these issues and ensure thae guidelings truly provide an equitable and adequate level of
support in all cases, the proposal creates 3 national commission to study and make recommendations
on the desirability of uniform national guidelines or national parameters for setting guidelines.

{1} A twelve-member Nationai Commission on Child Support Guidelines will be established no
iater than March 1, 1995, for the purpose of studying the desirability of a unjfarm, national
chitd support guideling or national parameters for State guidelines.

2} The Chairman of the Senate Comvnitter on Finance and the Chairman of the Houre Committee
on Ways and Means shall appoint rwo members each, the Ranking Minority Members of such
Commintee sholl appoint one member each, and the Secretary of Fealth and Human Services
shell appoint six members. Appoirtments to the Commission must include a State 1V-Dr
Director and members or represeniatives of bota custodial and non-custodial parent groups.

{3} The Commission shall prepare & repors not later than rwo years after the date of eppoinmment
10 be submined to Congress. The Commnission terminates six momths after submission of the
report.

{4} If the Conmmission determines that o uniform guldetine should be adopted, the Commisszion
shall recomumend to Congress a guideline which It considers most equitable, toking into
accouns studies of various guideline models, their deficiencies, and any needed improvements,
The Commission sholl olso consider the need for simplicity and ease of opplication of
guidelines as a critical objactive.

In addition, the Commission should study the following:

fi} the adequacy of existing State guidelines

(2} ihe treamment of multiple fomilies in State guidelines including:

(a} whether a remarried parent’s spouse’s income affects ¢ support ebligation;

&) the impact of step and holf-siblings on support obligarions; and

(¢} the costs of multiple and subsequent fumily child raising obligations, other thon those
children for whom the aerion was brought;
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{3} the trement of child care expenses in guidelines including whether guidelines should rake
g acoount:

fa} current or profected work related or job woining related child care expenses of either
pareny for the care of children of either paren:; and

) health insurance, refated uninsured health care expenses, and extraprdizary school
expenses incurred on behdlf of the child for whom the order is sought;

(4} the duration of support by one or both parerts, Including the sharing of post-secondary or
vocational instination costs; the duration of support of a disabled child including children who
are unabie to support themselves due ta e disability thar arose during the child’s minority;

(5} the adoprion of wniform terms in alf child support orders to focllitale the enforcement of
orders by other Stares;

(G} the definition of income ond whether and wmder what circumstancey lncome should be
imputed;

(7} the effect of exrended visitadon, shared cusiody and joint custody decisiony on guideline
fevels; and

8 the tax aspects of child suppoert payments.

Modifications of Child Support Orders

Inadequate child support awards are a major factor contributing to the gap between the amount of
child support currently collected versus the amount that could potendally be collected. When child
support gwards are delermined initially, the award i set using current guidelines which take into
account the income of the noncustodial parent (and usually the custodial parent as well),  Although
the circumstances of both parents” {including their income) and the child change over time, awards
often remain at their original level. In order 10 restify this situation, child support awards noed to be
updated periodically so that the amount of support provided reflects curremt circumstances. Recent
research indicates that an additional §7.1 billion doliars per year could be collected if all awards were
updated (based upon the Wisconsin guidelines).

Tha Family Suppont Act of 1988 responded to the problem of inadequate swards by requiring States
to review and modify alt AFDC cases onee every three years, and every non-AFDC IV-D case every
three years for which 2 parent requests a review. Although a good start, there are several
shortcomings with surrent policy,

First, requiring the mon-AFDC custodial parent, usually the mother, to iaitiate review places a heavy
burden on the mother 10 raise what is often a controversial and adversarial issue. Research indicates
that a significant proportion of mothers would rather not “rock the boat™ by initiating a review, even
though i could result in 2 higher amount of child support. In order 10 eliminate this burden on the
non-AFDC custodial parest and this inequitable treatment of AFDL and non-AFDC cases, c¢hild
support awards of nom-AFDC c¢hildren should be subject to automatic review and updating just as
cusrent law now provides for AFDC children.
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Second, current review and modification procedures are exuemely labor intensive, time-consuming,
and cumbersome to implement. This problem is particularly proncunced in, although not limited to,
States with couri-based sysiems. Improvements in automated systems will help diminish some of the
time delays and tracking problems curremtly associated with review and modification efforts,
However, a simplified administrative process for updating awards is also needed for States to handle
the volume of cases involved in a more efficient and speedier manner.

(1)

2)

{3)

{4}

Stares shall have and use laws that require the review of ali child support orders tncluded in
the State Cemiral Registry once every three years. The review may consist of an exchange of
finoncial information through the State Cemtral Registry.  The Sware shall provide that a
change in the support amount resulting from the application of guidelines since the emtry of
the last order is sufficient reason for modification of a child support obligation without the
necessity of showing any other change in circumsiances.  (States may, ar their option,
esiablish a threshold amount not to exceed 10 percent since entry of the last order.} States
shail adjust each order in accordance with the guidelines unless both parents decline the
adjusmment in & writing filed with the State Central Registry,

States may set a minimuwn time-frame that runs from the date of the last adjustment that bars a
subsequent review bafore o ceraln period of time elopses, absemt other chanped
clreumstances. Individuals may request modifications more often than once every three years
if gither parent’s income changes by more than 20 percent.

States are not precluded from conducting the process ar the local or counry level, Telephonic
hearings and video conferencing are encouraged,

Yo ensure that off reviews con be conducted within the specified time-frame, States rust have
and use laws which:

f@}  provide the child support agency through the Sicte Central Registry administrative
power 16 modify all child support orders and medical support orders, including those
orders emtered by ¢ court (unless the Slate iy exempted under section 466(d} of the
Social Security Act);

by provide fidl faith and credit for all valid orders of support modified through an
administrotive process:

< require the child support agency to automute the review and medification process 1o
the extent possible;

{d}  ensure that interstate modification cases fotlow UIFSA ard any amending Federal
Jurisdictional legislation for determining which State has jurisdiction 1o medify an
order,

{2} ensure that downward modifications as well a5 upward modifications must be made in

alf cases if a review Indicates a modification Iy warranred;

& simplify notice and due process procedures for modifications in order to expedite the
processing of modifications (Federal statutory changes also);

fg) provide adminisirative subpoeng power for all relevaat income information; and
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¢h} provide default standards for non-responding parents,

15} The Secrewary of Health and Human Services and the Secretary of the Treasury shall conduct
a study to determine if IRS income data can be used o facilinue the modification process,

Distrihution of Child Support Payment(s
Priority of Child Support Distribution

Families are often not given first priority under current child support distribution policies. The
proposal will make such policies more responsive to the needs of families by reordering child supgport
distribution priorities, giving States the option to pay current ¢hild support directly to families who
are recipients and reordering Federa! income tax offset priorities.

When a family applies for AFDC, an assignment of support rights is made to the Staie by the
custodial parent. Child support paid {above the first $50 of current support) is retained by the State
to reimburse itself and the Federal government for AFDC benefits expended on behalf of that family,
When someone goes off public assistance, payments for support obligations above payment of current
support {i.e., arrearages} may be made 0 satisfy amounts owed the State and the-family. States
currently have discretion to either pay these child support arrearages first to the former AFDC family
or 10 use such arrearage payments o recover for past unreimbursed AFDC assistance. Only about 19
States have chosen to pay the family arrearages first for missed ;:ay;mm after the family stops
receiving AFDC benefits.

The proposed change will require all States 10 pay arrearages due 1 the family before reimbursing
any unreimbursed public assistance owed to the State.  Such a change will strengthen a families post-
AFDC selfsufficiency, Families often remain sconomically vulnersble for a substantial amount of
time afier leaving AFDC; about 40 percent of those who leave return within a year and another 60
percent return. within two vears, Ensuring that all support due to the family during this critical
transition period is paid to the family can mean the difference between self-sufficiency or a return o
welfare, ‘

States that have already voluntarily implemented this policy believe that such a policy is more faic to
the custodial family who now depends o payment of support 10 help meet its Hiving expenses. States
tave also found it difficull 1o explain 1o custodial and nonwcustodial parents why support paid when a
family has left welfare should go to reimburse the State arrearages first before arrearages owed the
family are paid, I child support is about ensuring the weli-being of children, then the children's
economic needs should be waken care of before State debt repayment,

Public policy also ought to promote the establishment of two-parent families, Having two parents
living together within marriage provides children with more emational and financial seppont than
having two parents lving apart. Under cureent law, child support arrears ars not dischargeable even
if the parents marry or reconcile, [In thess circumstances, the family must pay back itself, or the
State, if the family was on AFDC. For familiss with no AFDC arrearages, such payments are
iflogical and inefficient; a check must be written by the family, sent 16 the IV-D agency, credited
againgt the arrearage amount, and re-lssued by the State back W the family. For families with AFDC
arvearages, such payments are not re-issued to the family, but are be used to reduce the State and
Federal debt.  This can make low income families even poorer. Under the proposal, families who
unite or reunite in marriage can have their arrearages suspended or forgiven if the family income i
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less than twice the Federal poverty guideline. Protections will be included to ensure that marriage tor
remartiage} is not undertaken for the sole purpose of eliminating child support arrearages,

{1} States shall disiribute payments of all child support coliected in cases in which the obligee is
not receiving AFDC, including mongys coliected through a tax refund offset, in the following
priority:

@) 1 o currest monmth’s child support obligation;

(b} 1o debts owed the family (non-AFDC obligations): if any rights to child support were
assigned 1o the Stute, then all arrearages thar accrued afier or before the child
received AFDC shall be distributed 10 the family;

ft) sublect 10 (2), 10 the Stare making the collectlon for any AFDC debts incurred under
the assignment of rights provision of Title IV-A of the Social Security Act;

() subject 1o (2], to other States for AFDC debts (in the order in which they accrued);
the cotlecring State must continue 10 enforce the order until all such debis are satisfied
and 10 transmit the coliections and identifying information to the other State;

(2) ¥ the noncustodial gnd custodial parents unite or reunite in o legitimate marriage (not a sham
marriege), the Sare must suspend or forgive collection of arrearages owed o the Stare if the
reunited family's joint income i less than rwice the Federal poverty guideline.

{3} The Secretary shoft promudgate regulavions thar provide for xa uniformt method of
allocarion/proration of child support when the obligor owes support (o more than one fumily.
Al States must use the standard allocation formula,

{4} Assigament of support provisions shall be consistent with {1} ebove,

Trearment of Child Suppert for AFDC Families - State Option

With the exception of the $30 pass-through, States may not pay current child support directly 10
families who are AFDC recipients. Instead child support payments are paid to the State and are used
te reimburse the State for AFDC besefit payments. Many States have found that both AFDC
recipients and noncustodial parents misunderstand and resent ohild support being used for State debt
soilection. Under waiver authority, Georgiz bas underiaken 3 demonsiration to pay ¢hild support
directly to the AFDC family and a number of other States have expressed interest in this approach.
The proposal will allow States the option to pay child support directly o the AFDC family, thereby
alfowing States to choose the distribution policy that will work best in their state. The AFDC benefit
amount is reduced in accordance with State poiicy to account for the additional family income. This
policy change makes child support part of 8 family’s primary income and places AFDC income as 2
secondary sourte of support.

{1 At State option, States may provide that oll current child support payments made on behalf of
any fomily receiving AFDC must be pald directly to the family {w:z:mng the child support
puyments a3 income).

{2) The Secretary shall promulgate regulmions vo ensure that Stares choosing this option have
avaifabie an AFDC budgering system that minimizes irregidar monthly paymemts 1o recipiens.
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1, COLLEUT AWARDS THAT ARE OWED
Overview

Currently, enforcement of suppont cases s too ¢fien handied on a complaint-driven basis with the IV-
D agency only taking enforcement action when the custodial parent pressures the agency to taks
action. Many enforcement steps require court intervention, even when the case is a routine one, and
gven routine enforcement measures often require individual case processing rather than relying upon
automation and mass case processing.

Under the propusal, all States will maintain a central Sinte repistry and centralized collestion and
disbursement capability through a central payment center. State staff will monitor support paymens
10 ensure (hat the support is being paid and will be able o impose certain administrative enforcement
remedies at the State level. Thus, routine enforcement actions that can be handled on 2 mass or
group basis will be imposed through the central State office using computers and automation, States
may, at their option, use local offices for cases that require local enforcement actions. State staff thus
will supplement, but not necessarily replace, local staff.

The Federal role will be expanded to easure efficient location and enforcement, particularly in
interstate cases.  In order 0 coordinate activity at the Federal level, a NatonalChild Support
Enforcement Clearinghouse (NC} will be established to help track parents across State lines. The
National Clearinghouse includes & national child support registry, the expanded FPLS and 2 naticnal
directory of new hires. The National Clearinghouse will serve as the hub for transmitting information
between States, employers, and Federal and Siwate data bases.  Interstate processing of cases will be
made easier through the adoption of uniform faws for handling these types of cases.

The proposal includes a number of child support enforcement toois—tools that have been proven
effective inv the best performing States. Finally, changes in the funding and incentive structure of the
IV-D program and changes designed 1o kmprove program management and accountability are
prapused. )

STATE ROLE

Central Siate Registry

Currentiy, ¢hild support orders and records are often scanered through various branches and fevels of
government, This fragmentation makes it impossible to enforce orders on an efficient and organized
basis, Also, the ability to maintain accurate records that can be centrally accessed s critical, Under
the proposdl, States will be required o establish a Ceatral State Registry for all child support orders
established or registersd in that State. The registry will maintain current records of all the suppon
orders and work in coordination with the Central Payment Center for the ¢ollection and digteibution of
child support payments, This will vastly simplify withholding for employers. The creation of central
State registries was one of the major recommendations of the U.S. Commission on Interstate Child
Support and is 2 concept supported by virtually &l child support professionals and advocacy groups.

{1} As a condition of receipt of Federal fanding for the child support enforcement program, each
State must establish an awomared central State registry of child Support orders.

{2} The registry muss mainiain o current record of the following:

fa} all present IV-D) orders esiablished, modified or enforced in the State;
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ol new and modified orders of child support GV-D and non-IV-D) established by or
under the jurisdiction of the Stote, qfter the effeciive date of this provision: and

ar either parent’s reguest, existing child support cases nor included in the I-D system
on the effective date of the regisiry,

The Srate, in operating the child suppors registry, must:

e}
(b}

{c}
{d)

fe}

(g}

)

0

¢

&}

¢}
{m)

n}

maintain and upduate the registry a oll rimes;

meet specified time-frames for submission of local courr or administrative orders 1o the
registry, as determined by the Szcrerary;

receive gur-of-State orders 1o be registered for enforcement and/or modification;

record the amownt of support ordered and the record of payment for each tase that Iy

- coflected and dishursed through the central payment center;

conform o a Standardized support abseract format, as determined by the Secretary, for
the exiracrion of case information 1o the National Registry and for ma:c?m against

_ other datn bases on ¢ regular basiy;

program the statewide automated system 0 extract updatey automutically of all case
records included in the registry;

provide a central point of access (o the Federaf new-hire reporting directory and other
Federol data bases, siurewide data bases, and frgerstate case activiry,

routinely match against other State data basey to which the child support agency has
access;

use o uniform identification nwnber, preferably the Social Security Number, for all
individuals or vases as determined by the Secretary,

malntain procedures 1o ensure that new arrearages do not accrue after the child for
whom support is ordered Is no longer eligibie for support or the order becomes invalid
{e.g., Iriggering notices to parenty If order does not terminate by its own terms or by
aperation of lavj;

use sechnology and auomared procedures in operating the registry whergver feasible
and cost-effective;

ensure that the interest or late poyment fees charged can be awtomatically colcudared;
ensure thar the regisiry kas access 1o vital statistics or other information necessary to
determine the new paternity performance measure, (If outomared elsewhiere, access 1o
these other datg bases should be auiomared as welli; and

ensure that the sysiem is capable of producing a payment history as determined by the
Secretary.
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Option for Integrated Siate Registry

) Swates may, ot their oprion, mainigin ¢ unified, integroted regisiry by comnecting local
regisiries through computer linkage, (Local regisiries must be able 10 be integrated ot a cost
which does not exceed the cost of a new single central regisery.} Under this option, however,
the State and Stote sigff must stiil pecform all of the activities described herein for cenral
registries and must mainiain o State Cenzral Poayment Center for collection and disbursement

of payments.

Automated Mass Case Processing end Adminlsirative Enforcement Remedies

In most States, routine enforcement actions, which are necessary in thousands or tens of thousands of
cases, are still handled on an individual case basis, Often these actions require court involvement in
each individual case or, at the very least, initiation of the routine action at the local level. Such a
process by its nature is slow and cumbersome, causing many cases to simply never receive the
attention they deserve. A few States, such as Massachusetts, gre handling routine enforcement actions
by uging mass ¢ase processing techniques and imposing administrative enforcement remedies through
ceniralized case handling, Computer systems voutinsly match child support files of delinquent
obligors against other dma bases, such As wage reporiing data and bank sccount date, and when a
match is found can take enforcement action sutomatically without human intervention. The system
sutomatically notifies the obligors of the actions baing taken and offers an appeal process. The vast
majority of obligors do not appeal, 50 the case proceeds routinely ard the support is obtained and sent
to the families-due suppors. .

The use of such mass case processing techniques and administrative remedies has significantly
reduced the number of cases where the IV-D agency has to resort to contempt or other judicial
measurgs, This also frees up staff to work paternity cases or gther more labor intensive enforcement
measures. The proposal requires all States w develop the capaclty to handle cases using mass tase
processing and the administrative enforcement remedies.

(1) As @ condition of Stare plan approval, the State must have sufficient State swaff, State suthority
and automaied procedures to monitor cases ond impose those enforcement measures that con
be handled on a mass or group basis using computer automation technology. “State staff™ are
staff thar are employed by and directly accountable 10 the Stae IV-D agency {private
comraciors are alfowed).  (Where Suites have Iocal staff, this supplements, bt dozs nor
necessartly replace, local stoff. Therefore, focal stalf are s1ill provided where necessary.)

Specifically the State shall:

2} monitgr ¢f cases within the registry on o regular basis, detennining on af feast o monthly
basis whether the ohild support payment har been made;

{3} maintain  quremation ¢apabiliny wheredy a disruption in payments triggers automotic
enforcement mechanisms;

{4) adminisirarively impose the following enforcement measures withour need for a separate court
order; :
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3 order wages 0 be withheld automatically for the purposes of satisfying child support
obligations, and direct waoge withholding orders to employers immediately upon
aerificarion by the national directory of new hires,

) attach financial institution aceounts (post-judgmens seizures) without the need for g
Separate court order for the attackment; (States can, at their option, freeze accounts
and If no challenge io the freeze of funds is made, turn over the part of the accoun:
subfect 1o the freere up 16 the ampunt of the child support debt io the person or State
secking the execution);

fc} intercepr cerrain lump-sum monles such as lonery winnings and setdlements to be
turned over 16 the State to satisfy pending arrearages;

) antach public and private reiirement funds in gppropriate cases, as determined by the
Secretary;

{¢) atiach unemployment compensation, workman's compensation and other State benefits,
& increase poyments 10 cover qrrearages;

ig) intercept State tax refunds; and

) submit cases for Federal tax offes,

{51 in all cases, appropricte notice and due process as determined by the Stare must be followed
bur Staie laws and procedures must recognize thar child support arrears are currently treared
o5 judgments by operarion of low and reducing amounts to money judgments is not a
prerequisite 1o any enforcement.

Centralized Collection and Dishursement Through a State Central Payment Center

Under current faw, payments of support by noncustodial parents or by emplovers on behalf of
noncustodial parents are made to 3 wide variety of different agencies, institutions and individuals. As
wage withholding becomss 2 regquirement for a larger and larger segment of the noncustodial
population, the need for one, central Jocation to collect and disburse payments in a timely manner has
grown, States vary regarding how the child support payments are routed. In some States, locally
distributed child support payments stay at the local level, with the remainder going to the State for
distribution, In other States, all the money is transritted 0 the State and is then distributed to either
the family or to the governmental entity receiving AFDU reimbursement. A few States are beginning
to collect and digtribute child support payments at the State level.

Collection and distribution practices vary in non-1V-D cases as well. Some States route the money
through local clerks or courts. In other States the noaIV-D ¢hild suppart payments flow entirely
outside of government, from the obligor or his or her employer directly 10 the custodial parent.

Under the proposal, payments made in all cases entered in the central registry are processed through 2
Central Payment Center, run by the State government as part of the Central Registry or contracted 1o
a private vendor, (Parents may opt out of payment through the 5tate Central Payment Center under
certain conditions; see p. 29 for further detail) This eases the burden on employers by allowing
them to send withholdings to one location within the State instead of 6 several county clerks or
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sgencies. In addition, distribution and disbursement is accomplished based on economies of scale,
gllowing for the purchase of more sophisticated processing equipment thas many counties could
individually purchase, ensuring speedy disbursement and central accountability in intercounty cases.
State governments will be able to credit their AFDC reimbursement accounts quickly aud parents who
opt for direct deposit could have their share of the support almost immediately deposited.

{1} Through a fdly automated process, the State Central Payment Center must:

{a}

e

{2 In fulfilling these obligations, the State Centrol Payment Conter must:

{a}

)

fc)

()

{e)

(8)

)

)

sarve as the Swe ;a&&mm center for all employers remitting child support withheld
From wages;: and

serve as the Swie payment center for all non-wage withholding payments through the
use of pavment coupons or stubs or electronic means, unless the parties meet specified
opr-out requirements. Stares, ot their oprion, may allow cash payments ot local affices
ar financial institutions only if the paymenis are remitied 1o the Stare Central Payment
Cenzer for payment processing by electronic funds transfer within 24 hours of receipt.

—ra

accept all payments through any means of ransfer determined acceptable by the Siare
including the use of credit card payments and Electronic Funds Transfer (EFT)
systems; ‘

generaie BHly which provide for gccurate paymens identification, such as return stubs
or coupons, for cores not covered under wage withholding,

idercify alt payments made to the Sune Cemral Payment Center and maich the
payment to the correct child support case record;

disburse oll collections in accordance with priorities as set forth under the proposal;
disburse the child support paymeris to the cusiodial parents through a transmission
process acceptable to the Swe, including direct deposit if the custodial parem
requests;

provide that each child support paymen: made by the roncusiodial parent {s processed
and semt 10 the cusiodial parent prompily af the time it is received {exceptions by
regulation for unldentified payments);

maintain records of transactions and the starus of ail accounts including arrears, and
menitor &l paymenls of support;

develop automatic monitoring procedures for all cases where a disruption in payments
triggers qutomalic enforcement mechanisms;

acceptr and rransmit interstate coliections (o other States using elecironic funds transfer

(E#T) rechnology: and
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{3) in order to facilizate the guick processing and disbursement of payments to custodial parents,
States are encouraged 1o use Electronic Funds Transfer (EFT) systems wherever possibie.

4} States must also be able to provide purents up-to-date information on curren: payment
records, urreargges, ond general information on child support services awailable. Use of
automared Voice Response Units (VRU) to respond to cliens needs and questions. the use of
high-speed check-processing equipmens, the use of high-performance, fully-catomared mail
and postat procedures and fully awomated billing and statement processing are encouraged;
the Federal Qffice of Child Support Enforcemert (OCSE) will facilitate private businesses in
providing such wechnical assistance 10 the States.

{5} Stotes may form regiongi cooperative agreements to provide the collection and disbursement
Junciion for rwo or more Stares through one “drop box* location with computer linkage 0 the
iadividual Stare registries.

{6) Statex must enoct procedures providing thar in child support cases, a change in payee may not
reguire a court hearing or order 2 tuke effect and may be done administrarively, with notice
10 botk ponties.

Eligibility for 1V-I¥ Enforcement Services

Umnler the existing sysiem, child support services are provided autamartically to regipients of AFDC,
Medicaid and, in some cases, Foster Care Assistance. Other single parent families, however, must
seek services on their own by making 2 written application to the IV-D agency. Further, they must
pay an application fee unjess the State elects to pay the fee for them. Women may be intimidated
from initiating a request for services and many States view the written application requirement as an
unnecessary bureaucratic step,

To foster an eaviromment where routing payment of child support is inescapable without placing the
burden on the custodial parent to take action, all cases included in the cerxral registry (that is, ali
families with new and modified orders for suppory, 2ll families currently receiving IV-D services and
any other family desioing inclgsion in (e registry) will receive child support enforcement services
automaticaily, without the need for application. However, in situations where compliance with the
order is not an issue, parents can opt w0 be excluded from payment through the central payment
center, This essentially carries forward the flexibility provided under existing immediate wage
withholding requirements,

(1} All cases included in the State’s central registry shall recefve child support services without
regard 10 whether the parent signs an application for services. Currenmd child support cases
not covered through the IV-1) system at the time of enacoment could also regquest services
through the Stare child support agency.

2} Under no circumswances may a State deny any persan access to State child support services

based solely on the person’s nonresidency in that State or require the payment of any fees by
a parent for inclusion in the ceniral registry.
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{3} No fees or costs may be imposed on any custodial or noncustodial parent or other individual
Jor application for IV-D child support services; no fees or costs may be imposed on any
custodial paren: for any child support enforcement services, including collecrions, provided by
the IV-D child support egency.  (Non-custodiol parents may be charged fees or cosis except
wherg prohibired herein.}

Oppertunity te Opt-Out

4} Parents with child support orders Included in the cergral registry can choose to optow of
pavmant through the cenaral payment cemer if they are nor otherwise subject 10 @ wage
withholding order fourrens provisions for exceprions 1o wage withholding are preserved),

{3 Parents who opr-oxgt must file a separate wrinen form with the agency signed by both pariies,
indicating thay both individaals agree with the arrangement.

%} If the parents choose 1o opt-out of wage withholding and payment through the central payment
center, the noncustodial parent fails 10 pay support, and the custodial parent notifies the
agency for enforcement action, compliance will be monitored by the State theregfter,

-

FEDERAL ROLE
National Clearinghouse (NC)

The National Clearinghouse will consist of four components, thres of which have direct bearing on
improving child support enforcement: the National Child Support Registry, the expanded FPLS, and
the National Directory of New Hires, (The National Transitional Assistance Registry is not discussed
in this secuon.} The National Clearinghouse shall operate under ibe direction of the Secretary of
Health and Human Services.

National Child Support Regisizy

The Family Support Act of 1988 mandated the implementation and operstion of a comprehensive,
statewide, automated child support enforcement system in every State by Gctober 1, 1995, Statewide
automation will help correct some of the deficiencies associated with organizational fragmentation as
well as alteviate ancther problem - ineffective vase management, For interstate case processing, the
Child Support Enforcement Network (CSENet), currently being implemented, is designed 1o link
together statewide, automated sysiems for the purpose of exchanging interstate case data among
States, While all States will sventuaily be Hoked through CSENet, 00 national directory or registry of
all <hild sopport cases currently exists, A nationasl registry in combination with statewide automated
systems has the potential to greatly bnprove énforcement nationally, through improved locate and
wage withholding, and o also improve intersiate case processing.

Under the proposal, a National Child Support Registry will be operated by the Federal government to
matntain an up-to<date record of all child support cages and to match thess cases against other
databases for Iocation and enforcement purposes. The primary function of the Registry is to expadite
matches with other major databases.
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{1} The Federal government will establish a Nationol Child Support Registry thar maimtaing
current record of afl chiid support cases based on an extract of information from each State's
Central Registry., The National Registry will,

fa} contaln minimal informotion on every child support case from each State: the name
and Secial Security Number of the noncusipdial parent {or putative father) and the
case identification number,

&} irzerface with State Central Reglistries for z?zz auromaiy yranemission of case updares;
&} match the data against gther Federal data bases;

{d) point olf matches back to the relevant Siate in a timely manner; and

fe)  interface and murch with Narionat Directory of New Hires.

{2} The Secretary shall determine the networking system, after vonsidering the feasibility and cost,
which may be any of the following:

fa) building upon the existing CSENet interstate network system; s
%) replocing the existing CSENet;
fc} imegrating with the current $S4 sysiemy or

{d) integrating with the proposed Health Security Administration’s network and data base.

3) An amoure equal 1 two (2) pereent of the Federal shore of child support collections made on
behaolf of AFDC families in sthe previous year sholl be authorized In each fiscal year to fund
the Natrional Clearinghouse. :

Nationu! Directory of New Hires

A Numtional Directory of New Hires, operated by the Federal government, will be created o maintain
an uvp-to-date data base of alf new employees for purposes of determining child support responsibility.
Information will come from transmission of the W4 form, which is already routinely completed or
theough some other mechanism a3 the employer chogses.  Information from the data base will be
maiched regularly against the National Registry to identify obligors for automatic income withholding
and the appropriate State will be notified of the match. This national directory will provide a
standardized process for all employers and isterstate cases will be processed 25 quickiy as intraState
cases.

Currently, information abowt employees and their income is repornted to State Employment Security
Agencies on a guarterly basis. This data is an excsllent source of information for implementing wage
withholding as well as for locating the aoncustodial parent to establish an order. A major drawback,
however, is that this data iz approximately three- to six-months cld before the child support agency
has sccess to it A significant number of obligors delinquent in their child support change jobs
frequently or work in seasonal or cyclical industries. Therefore, it & difficult 1o enforce child suppen
through wage withholding for thess individuals. At least tea States have passed legisiation and
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implemented a process requiring employers 1o report information on new employess soon after hiring,
Saeveral others have introduced egisiation for employer reporting.

The probiem with continuing on the current path is that each State is taking a slightly different
approach concerning who must report, what must be reponrted, and the frequency of reporting, etc.
Also, while improving intraState wage withholding, this approach does linde to Improve interstate
enforcement. The time has come for tnore standardization as well as expansion through 2 hational
system for repotting new hire information. Many employers and the associations which represent
them, such as the American Society for Payroll Management, are calling for 3 ceatralized,
standardized single reporting system for new bire reporting to minimize the burden on the employer
community, A Nationa! Directory of New Hires will significantly reduce the burden on employers,
especially multi-State employers, as well 25 increase the effectiveness for interstate wage withholding,

{1} The Secretary of Heabth and Human Services shall operate ¢ new National Directary of New
Hires which maintaing a current daty base of oll new employees in the United Siates as they
are hired.

{2}  AH employers are reguired to report information based on every nezw employee’s W4 form
{which i3 afready routinely completed) within IG days of hire to the National DlYeciory:

{a} employers may mail or fax a copy of the W or use a variety of other filing methods
1o accommodate their needs gnd iwirations, Including the use of POS devices, touch
tone tizphones, electronic transmissions via personol computer, tope aasfers, or
mainframe to purinframe transmissions;

) information submitted must include: the employee’s nwme, Soclal Securicy Number,
date of birth, and the employer s identification aumber (EIN);

{3) employers will face fines or ¢ivil penalties if they intentionally fail to; comply with the
reporting requirements; withhold child support as requdred; “or disburse it to the payee of
record within five calendar days of the date of the payroll.

4} The Nationol Directory of New Hires shall:
fa)  match the data base against several national data bases on g periodic basis including:

{1} the Sovial Security Administrarion’s Empdoyer Verification Sysiems (EVS) 12
verify thur the sociaf security nwnber given by the emplovee is correct and to

correct any transpoesitions;

fii} the Naotional Child Support Registry (murching to occur gt least every 48
howrs); and

(iii}  the Federal Parent Locare Service (FPLS),
(it cases submitted to the Narienal Child Suppors Registry and other locate requests

submitted &y the States shail be peripdicolly cross-mowhed against the Nationol
Directory of New Hires);
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) notify the State Registiry of any rew maiches within 48 hours including the individunl's
place of employment sa thar States can initiare wege withholding for cases where
wages are not being withheld currently or take appropriate enforcement aciion, and

o recain data for a designated sime period, 1o be determined by the Secrerary.

{3} The State Employment Security Agencies (SESAs) shall submiy extraces of their quarterly wage
reporting dets 10 the National Directory of New Hires. The SESAs shall utilize a variery of
automated means 1o transmit the data electronically to the National Directory of New Hires.
The Narional Directory shail toke appropriqre measures to safeguard the privacy and
unauthorized disclosure of the wage reporting data submined by SESAs.

) States shall march the hits against thelr cemtral registry records at feast every 48 hours amd
must sead notive 10 employers {f ¢ withholding vrderinstice is not alveady in place) within 48
hours of receipt from the Nationat Directory of New Hires.

(7} A feasiﬁf!i:y study shall be undertaken (o determine if the New Hire Directory should
whimately be port of the Simplified Tax and Wage Reporting Sysiem, or the Social Security
Administration’s or the Health Security Act-created dara bases.

e

Expanded FPLS

States currentty operate State Parent Locator Services {(SPLS) to locate pontustodial parents, their
income, assets and employers, The SPLS conducts matches against other Siate databases and in some
instances has on-line access 1o other State databases.  In addition, the SPLS may seek information
from credit bureaus, the postal service, unions, and other sources. Location sources may vary from
State 1o State depending on the individual State’s law. One location source used by the SPLS is the
Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS). The FPLS 15 a compulerized nationd location network
operated by QCSE which obrnains information from six Federal agencies and the State Employment
Secunity agencies (SESAs)

Ia order to improve efforts to locate noncustodial parems, under the proposal, OCSE will significantly
expand the Federal Parent Locate Services and make improvements in parent locator services offered
at the Paderal and State levels. The FPLS shall oparate under the National Clearinghouse,

(1) The QCSE shait expand the scope of State and Federal locate efforts by
fa) alfowing States (through occess 10 the FPLS and the Nationad Child Support Registry)
1o focate persons why owe a child support obligaiion, persons for whom an obligation
is being established, or persons who are owed child support obligations by accessing:
(i) the records of other Siate IV-D agencies and iocase sowrces;

) Federal sources of focate :‘nformaé:‘an in the same fashion, and

fiti}  other appropriste data bases.
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requiring the child support agency 1o provide both ad-hoc and baich processing of
locate requests, with ad-hoc access resiricted 1o cases in which the information is
needed immediately (such as with court gppearances) and batch processing used to
troli data bases to locate persens or updale information periodically;

for information retained in o Stae IV-D system, providing for o maximum 48 hours
turnaround from the time the request is received by the Swte 10 the time informao-
tionfresponse is returned; for information not maintained by the Siate IV-D system, the
System must genergie @ request to omher State locare data bases within 24 hours of
receipt, and respond to the requesting State within 24 hours after receipr of that
informasion from the State focare sources;

broadening the definition of parens location to include the parents’ income and assess;

devetoping with the States an automaied interfoce berween their Statewide automated
child support enforcement rystems gnd the (hild Suppon Enforcement Nerwork
(CSENes), permining locaie and starus requests from one State 0 be inregrated with
tntraSiate requests, thereby automalically ocressing ol locale sources of data
available 1w the State IV-D agency; and

-

{2} States shalt have and use laws thar reguire uniony and their hiring halls 10 cooperate with Iv-
D apencies by providing informarion on the residential address, employer, employer’s
address, wages, end medical insurance benefits of members;

{3} The Secrerary shall authorize:

{a)

&}

{c}

@ study to address the issue of whether access to the Natienal Locate Registry should
be extended 10 noncustodial porerds seeking the lovation of their children and whether,
if it were, custodial parenss fearfil of domestic violence could be adeguately protected
and sheif make recommendotions to Congress: and

o study to address the feasibility and cosis of comtracting with the lorgest credit
reporting agencies 1o bave an electronic data interchange with FPLS, accessible by
States, for credir information usefd for the enforcement of orders, and if the Fair
Credit Reporting Act is amended, for establishment and adjustment of orders.

demonstrarion grants fo Stues 10 Improve the interface with State duta bases thar
show porential as ssuomased locate sources for child suppors enforcement.

Expanded Role of Internal Revenue Service

The Imternal Revenue Service (IRS) is surrently invelved in the child support enforcement program
both as & source of valuable information to assist in lvcating noncustodial parents, their assets and
thely place of amployment, andt as a collection authority to enforce payment of delinguent support
obligations. In FY 1992, well over one-haif of 2 billion dollars was collected by the IRS on behalf of
over §00,000 child suppont cases. This proposal focuses on strengthening the IRS role in child
support enforcement in three aress: enhancing data exchange; expanding the tax refund offsst
prograsy; and, improving the full collection process.
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Enhancing Data Exchange Between IV-D Child Support and the IRS Data

The Internal Revenue Code currently provides access 1o certain tax information used by ¢hild suppon
enforcemant agencies, including 1099 data.  Access 1o this information gesatly enharces State
enforcement efforts and the utility of the locate network, Under the proposal, the Secretary of the
Treasury will explore the feasibility of simplifying access to this IRS data,

) The Secretary of the Treasury sholl explore the feasibility of and, o3 opproprice, instifute
procedures whereby Staies can more easily obtain access to IRS daa (inciuding 1099 dataj, if
aifowed by low, for the purposes of identifving obligors' income and assers, Safeguards must
be in place to protect the confidentiality of the informution.

IRS Tax Refund Qffset

Current statuiory requirements for Federal tax refund interception set different criteria for AFDC and
non-AFDC cases. One especially ineguitable difference is that the tax refund offset is not availsble 0
coflect past<due.child support for non-AFDC children who have reached the age of majority, even if
the arrearage accrusd during the child’s minority. The proposal will eliminate all disparities between
AFDC and non-AFDC income tax refund offsets for child support coliection purposes.

{i} The disparivies batween AFDC ond non-AFD( cases regarding the availability of the Federal
fncome tax refund offser shall be eliminoied, the arrearage reguirement shail be reduced 10 an
amount desermined by the Secretary, and offsets shall be provided regardless of the age of the
child for whom an offset is soughks. Timeframes, notice and hearmg requirements shall be
reviewed for simplification.

IRE Full Collections

Currently, the IRS full collection process {which may include seizure by the IRS of propeny, freezing
of accounts, and other proceduresy is available 1o Swates as an enforcement tool in collecting
delinquent child support payments. While use of the IRS full collection process could be an effective
enforcement remedy, especially in interstate cases, it is currently used only rarely, in part, because
the current process is cumbersome and prohibitively expensive from the States’ perspective, The IRS
and HHS have recently undertaken a study 1o explore how 10 improve the IRS full collection process
and to make recommendations regarding its expansion. As part of this study, 700 cases were certified
to IRS for collection in September, 1993, These cases are being closely monitored and the data
obtained will be used 1o make recommendations for Enprovement to the IRS Full Coliection projest,
including the establishment of a new fee structure. The proposal will require the Secretary of
Treasury to improve the full collection process by establishing a simplified and streamiined process,
including the use of an automated collection process for child support debis.

(i) To improve the IRS Full Collection pracess, the Secratary of the Treasury shall:
fa} simplify the IRS fdi colleciion provess,

thi establish procedures 1o enswre that the process Is expeditious and implemented
effectively,

131



Wart arat Reiponbey Ack of 190

<} explore the feasibifity of the IRS using s aucomated tax collection techniques in child
support full collection cases; end

(d} - the IRS will not charge an extra submission fee If a State updaies the arrears on qn
open case.

INTERSTATE ENFORCEMENT

Currently, many child support efforts are hampered by States’ insbility to locate noncustodial parents
and secure orders of support across State lings, New provisions will be enacted to improve State
efforts 1o work interstate child support cases and make interstate procedures more uniform throughout
the country.

Under current law, most States handie theic interstate cases through the use of versions of the
Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act {URESA), promulgated in 1950 and changed in
1952, 1958 and 1968, Using URESA may result in the creation of several child support orders in
different States {or even counties within the same state) for different amounts, all of which are valid
and eaforceable. Interstate income withholding, an administrative shternative to URESA, i5 not
widely used and limits the enforcemant remady of withholding.

Under the proposal, States will be required 10 adopt verbatim URESA's replacement, the Uniform
Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA), UIFSA ensures that only one State controls the terms of the
order at any one time. UIFSA, unlike URESA, includes a comprehensive long-arm jurisdiction
section to ensure that as many cases stay in one State as is possible. Direct withholding will allow a
State to use income withholding in interstate cases by serving the employer directly without having (o
go through the second State’s IV-D agency. Additionally, States could guickly obtain wage
information from out-of-State employers.  Interstate Iocate through the National Clearinghouse should
improve locate capability dramatically, by linking State agencies, Federal locate sources and the new
hire {ats base.

We will also ask Congress to express its sense that i is constitutional to use “child-state” jurisdiction,
which if upheld by the Supreme Court, will allow agencies to bring the ¢hild support case where the
child resides instead of where the noncustodial parent lives if he or she has no tes to the child’s state.
This extends long arm jurisdiction’s reach o all cases instead of just most ¢ases. It would also
eliminate arguments and court proceedings regarding jurisdiction.

‘While all States have implemented immediate wage withholding programs for child support payment,
there are significant variances in individual State laws, procedures and forms. Those differences are
significant enough to bog down the interstate withholding system. Even within States, forms and
procedures may vary, resulting in slow or inaccurate case processing. The proposal will require the
Secretary to promulgate reguiations defining income and other termns so thit income withholding
terms, procedures and definitions are uniform.  This will improve interstate wage withholding
effectiveness and fairness and facilliate a more employer-friendly withholding environment. The pat
effect of UIFSA, direct and uniform withholding, sationa subpoenas, isterstate lien recognition,
imerstate communication, and ¢hild-State jurisdiction is to almost eradicate any barriers that exist to
case provessing simply because the parents do not reside in the same state.
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To facilitate interstaie enforcement efforts, each State must have and use laws, rules and procedures
that!

() provide for long-arm furisdiction over a nonresidens individual in a child support or parentage
case under certgin conditions;

{2} require Social Security Numbers of all persons applying for a marriage license or divorce to
be Histed on the supporting license or decree;

(3 require Social Security Numbers of both parents 1o be listed on all child suppont orders and
birth certificates,

4} adopt verbatim the Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Suppert Act (URESA} drafiing
commitree s final version of the Uniform InterState Fomily Support Act (UIFSA), 1o become
effecrive in all Stares no later than October 1, 1995 or within 12 months of passage, but in no
everns later than January 1, 1996,

(s) give full foith ond credit 1o ofl rerms of any child support order {whether for pastdue,
curremily owed, or prospectively owgd support) issued by ¢ courr or through an odminisirazive
process which has jurisdiction under the terms of UIFSA; o

6} provide that su-of-State service of process in paremtage and child support actions must be
accepied in the same manner as are in-State service of process methods and proof of service
50 if service of process is valid in either State it is valid In the hearing Siaie;

{7) require the filing of the noncustodiol parent’s and the custodial parent’s resideniial address,
mailing address, home telephane number, driver’s Hcense number, Social Security Number,
nome of employer, address of pluce of employment and work telephone number with the
appropriote cours or adminisirative agency on or before the date the finol order is issued; in
addizion.

{a)  presume for the purpose of providing sufficient notice ‘in any support relaied gction,
other than the initial notice in an action to odjudicate parentage or establish or
modify o supporr order that the last residential address of the party given io the
appropriate agency or cowrs iy the current address of the party, in the absence of the
obligor or obligee providing a new address;

{)  prohibit the release of information concerning the whereabouts of a parent or child 10
the other parent if there s a court order for the physical protection of one porent or
child entered against the other parent;

(8} provide for intraState tronsfers of cases 1o the city, county, or district where the child resides
Jor purposes of enforcemenr and modificadion, withowr the need for refiling by the plainiiff or
re-serving the defendane; require the Stave child support agengy or State courts that hear chiid
support claints 1o exert statewide jurisdiction over the parties and allow the child support
orders and liens to have statewide ¢ffecs for enforcement purposes;

%) make clear thar visitation denial iy not o defense to child support enforcement and that
nonsupport is not available as o defense when visitation is ar issue)
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require Siates 1o require emplayers, as o condition of doing business in the Sware, 10 respond
to requests by ow-gf-Seae IV-D agencies for individual income information pertainiag 1o all
private, State and loeal govermmen: emplovees for purposes of establishing ond collecting
child support.

In addition, the Federal government shali:

()

{2}

{3)

make a Congressional finding thar child-State furisdiction Is consistent with the Due Process
clouses of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendmenis, Section 5, the Commaerce (lguse, the
General Welfure Clause, and the Full Faith and Credit Clouse of the United States
Constitution, so that due process Iy sutlsfied when the Stote where a child Is domiciled asseris
Jjurisdicrion over a nonresiders party, provided that party is the paren: or presumed parent of
the child in a parentage or child suppory acrion;

(a}  test the constingionality of this axsertion of child-State jurisdiction by providiag for an
expedited oppecd to the 1.5, Supreme Court directly from a Federal court;

provide that ¢ State thas has asserted Jurisdiction properly refains cosinuing, exclusive
Jurisdiction over the partles ax long as the child or either party resides in tf:a: &'a:e er if all
the parties consent 1o he Srate reraining Jurisdicrion;

fa) when no State has continuing exclusiw jurizdiction when octions ere pending in
different States, the last State where the child has resided for a consecwive six month
period {the home Steie} can claim to be the Stwte of cowinuing and exclusive
Jurisdiction, if the action in the home Srate was filed before the time expired in the
other Stale for filing a responsive pleading ard o responsive pleading contesting
Jurisdiction Is filed in that other State;

provide that o Siate loses its continuing, exciusive jurisdicrion to modify its order regarding
child support if a¥l the parties no longer reside in that S:aw or if all the pariies consent to
anothar State assenting jurisdiction;

fa) i a Srate loses its continuing, exciusive furizdicrion to modify, that State retains
Jurizdiction to enforce the terms of iy original order and to enforce the new order
upon request under the direction gf the State that has subsequently gcquired
continuing, exclusive jurisdiction;

b} if a Srate no longer has contlnuing jurisdiction, then any other State that con cloim
Jurisdiction may assert ity

fc) when actions 10 modify are pending in different States, and the State thee last had
continuing, exclusive jurisdicrion ne longer has jurisdiciion, the last State where the
child has resided for a consecutive six month period (the home Stote) can claim 1o be
the State of continuing, exclusive jurisdiction, if

{1 a responsive pirading contesting jurisdictiona! control is filed in g timely basis
in the non-home State, and

i) an action in the home State is filed before the time hay expired in the non~
home Siate for filing & responsive plending;

134



Wt aud Regmonislicy Aot of 190

{4} provide ihat the iaw of the forum Siate applies in child support cases, unless the forum State
must fnterpret an order rendered in angther Stte, s¢ thal the rendering Siate’s law guverns
inrerpreration gf the order; in cases in which a sonue of limitadions may preclude collection
of any ourstonding child support arrearages. the longer of the forum or rendering State’s
stanate of limirattons shall apply, and

{5 provide that all employers con be served directly with a withholding order by any Stote,
regardless of the State issuing the order; The Secretary shall develop a universel withholding
Jorm that muse be used by all Swates.

In eddition:

(il Section 466 of the Social Security Act will be amended to require regulations 30 that income
witkholding terms, procedures, forms and definitions of income for withholding purposes are
uniform to ensure lmersigle withholding efficiency and fuirness, based on regulations
promulgated by the Secretary;

OTHER ENFORCEMENT MEASURES

Cureently, State and Federal enforcement efforts are often hampered by cumbersome enforcement
procedures that make even routing enforcement actions difficult and time consuming, In order to
enable States 10 wke more efficient and effective astion when child support & not paid, the proposal
requires States to adopt several additional proven enforcement 100is and. sweamline enforcement
procedures. :

Liens have two faces, They are either passive encumbrances on property that entitle the lizaholder to
money when the property changes owners, or they are proactive collection tools that force the obligor
1o relinguish the property 1o satisfy the child support debt. Under current law, States must have and
use procedures to impose liens on personal and real property. However, the time consuming and
cumbersome natuce associated with the case-by-case judicial activity now required to impose liens is a
major reason for their limited use in practice. Under the proposal, the process by which liens ¢n
motor vehicles are imposed will be made more routinized and efficient, resulting in an increase in
child support collected.  States will be required o set up a routine len-placing process on motor
vehicle titles, without the necessity of first acquiring writs from courts, on non-custodial parents who
are delinguent in paying child support.

iv W i

Withholding child support directly from wages has proven (o be one of the most effective means of
ensuring that ¢hild support payments are made. Currently, all IV.D orders should generally be in
withholding status if the parties have not opied out or a decision maker has not found good cause.
VD orders entered prior w0 1931 in which no ong has requested withholding or the obligor has not
fallen behind by one month’s worth of support are the only orders that do not have w be in
withholding status., Arrearage-triggered IV-D withholding requires prior notice in all but 2 handful of
States., Non-IV-D orders entered after January 1, 1994 are subject to immediate withhoiding if the
two opi-duts are not invoked. Other non-IV-D orders may be in withbolding status, depending on if
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there are arrearages and whether the parties took the appropriate action to imposg if the withholding
State does not impose it automatically in non-I¥-D cases.

White the patchwork of erders subject to withholdiag is gradually being filled in, one way 10 speed up
the universality of withholding is to require withholding in all cases unfegs the parties opt out or 2
court finds good cause.  As uonder current law, if an arrearage of one month of suppon accrues
whether or not there is an opt out, withholding must be implemented; however, it should be
implemented zutomatically without need of further court action in non-IV-D cases as well, and
without need for notice prior to withholding in the arrearage-triggered cases.  Universalizing
withholding (except for opt outs) makes the system equal for the noa-IV-D and the IV-D) parent, I
allows for the immediate implementation of withholding when an obligor begins a new job. Imposing
withhiolding without prior notice gives the States the jump on collection, instead of waiting up to 45
days for resolution, In the very few cases in which withholding might be incorrectly imposed, 2
hearing will be immediately svailable 10 the aggrieved obligor w satisfy dus process concerns and 1o
gnsure accurate withholding (if ¥ phone call (o the agency does not quickly resolve the dispute;).

Agegss 1o Records

Agcess to current income and asset information is critical to tracking down delinquent noncustodial
pareats who &re trying to escape their responsibilities. The aeed to petition the courts for information
on the address, employer, and income of parents ob a case-by-case basis impedes the ability of Staies
to effectively carry out child support enforcement actions. Recognizing the value of tmely and
systematic zccess 10 information, the proposal will require States t¢ make the records of various
sgencies available 10 the child support agency on @ routine basis, through automated and
nopsutomated means.  In addition, the propasal will require that ohiid support agencies be granted
access o specific case-related financial institution records for location or enforcement actien,

A major problem in some child support cases ocours when an obligof transfers his or her assets to
somzone else to0 avoid paying support. To protect the rights of creditors, States have enacted laws
under the Uniform Fraudutent Conveyance Act and the Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Aet 1o allow
creditors to undo fraudulent transfers. Applying such laws to child suppont will provide equal
prutection to the suppart rights of custodial parents as applied to any other creditor and may deter
obligors who are considering fraudulemt transfer. The proposal will make it sasier to take legal steps
against parents who intentionally transfer property to avoid child support payment,

ic voration

An effective enforcement tcol recently implemented by 2 number of States is withholding or
suspending professionalfoccupational licenses and, in some states, also standard driver's Jicenses of
noncustodial parents owing past-dug child support.  States that have added this procedure o their
arsenal of enforcement remedies have favorabie perceptions about its effectivensss, noting that it has
both increased the amount of arrearages collected and served as an incentive for noncustodial fathers
10 kesp current in their monthly ¢hild support obligation, Often the mere threat of suspendiog a
license is esough 0 get many recalcitrant obligors to pay. The proposal requires all States to adopt
such laws while allowing State flexibility to tailor due process protections,
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Under curremt Jaw, each State may decide when & no longer has the power to collest old debis.
Usually invoking a State statute of limitations is done by the debtor, and is not automatic. Some State
statute of limitations for child support debis are as short as seven years. Under the proposal, a
uniform and extended statute of limitations for collecting child support debts of 3¢ years afier the
child’s birth will be required. This ensures that a non-payor is less fikely to forever escape payment
simply because they have avoided payment in the short-term.

Inigrest on Arrearages

Child support debis are currently at 3 competitive disadvantage comparaed (o commercial debts. While
many States have the authority to apply interest to delinguent support, few routinely do so and thug
there is no financial incentive for a noncustodial parent w pay support before paying an interest
ascruing debt. To raise the priority of child support debts to at lsast that afforded to other creditors,
the proposal will require States (o calculate and collect interest or iate penalties on arrearages.

Credit Bureaus can be an effective mechanism for collecting information needed to Iocse parents and
establish awards at the appropriate level and for ensucing that child support payments are kept
current.  Under current law, credit report information may be used for locate and enforcement
purposes. Agenciss may not use credit reports for establishment or modification purposes, however,
States are also not required to report arrearages upon & reguest from a credit buresu unless the
arrearages are it excess of $1000. (States may report, at State option, when 3 fesser amount is owed.)
This proposal will give IV-D agencies access a3l credit bureau information for consideration in
sstablishing, modifying, and enforcing child support orders. Since credit reports arg ikely o fully
disclose income generating activities, such reports can be extremely important in identifying assets
and income ngeded 10 establish awards, Additionally, requirements for States to report child suppont
arrears of more than one month would encourags non-custodial parents to Stay current in their
payment of support, because non-payment could jeopardize their credit rating, Many States have
improved their credit reporting activities regarding child support arrearages. This proposal will
gnsure uniformity among the States and prevent any ons State from becoming a safe-haven for non-
paying parents, )

Bankoupicy

Although 2 noncustodial parent obligated to pay suppont may not escape the obligation by filing
hankruptey, the ability to collect amounts due s hampered by cusrent bankruptcy practices. Cne of
the difficulties faced is that the filing of a bankrupicy action automatically "stays” or forbids various
actions to collect past-due support, In order & continue child support collections, permission from
the Bankruptey Court must be granted to lift the awtomatic stay. Another obstacle is a reguirement
that the attorney handing the child support creditor’s claim must either be 2 member of the Federal
bar in the jurisdiction where the bankruptcy acton is filed, appear by permission, or find alternative
representation.  In addition, child support cbligations are ofien treated jess favorably than other
financial obligations such as coosumer debts and, under a Chapter 13 bankrupicy procesding, an
individual debtor i3 allowed to pay off debts over an extended period of time-—usually three to five
years. Even though the current ¢hild support continues and arrearages cannot be forgiven through
bankruptey, the abillty to collect these arrearages quickly can be thwaned when, s under current
practice, a bankruptey payment plan could require a different payment arrangement on suppoct
accearages than that imposed by 2 court or adminisirative support provess.
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The proposal will etiminaie these types of bankruptcy related abstacies to callecting child support, X
will remove the effests of an automatic stay with respect to child support establishment, modification,
and enforcement progeedings, require the establishment of 4 simple procedure under which & support
ereditor can file their claim with the bankruptey ourt, treat unsecured support obligations as & second
priority clatmn status, and require that the bankrupicy trustee recognize and honor an arrearage
payment schedule established by a court or administrative decision maker. These changes will
facilitate the uninterruptest flow of support 1o children in the event the obligor files for or enters into
bankrupicy,

Federal Qarnishment

Garnishment of Federaf employees salaries and wages for child support was authorized prior to the
requirement that all States have and use wage withholding procedures which do not require specific
court or administrative autharization. The Federal parnishment statute was not changed to make its
procedures consistent with the requirements for all other child support wage withholding. The
proposal will simplify the implementation of child support wage withholding by requiring that the
same procedures be used for Federal and non-Federal employees. The proposal also allows
garnishment of military pay more consistent with other types of garnishable money.

Passporis

Collecting child support from persons who have left the country is extremely difficult, even if the
United States has 3 reciprocal agreement with the country in which the noncustodial parent currently
resides. If there is no reciprocal agreement with that country, it is often virually impossible to
coilect child support from the noncustodial parent. Under the proposal, passports and visas will not
be issued for foreign travel for the most egregious cases in which support is owed-those owing over
$3.000 in past due support.

—re

In order 1o enforce orders of support more ¢ffectively, States must have and wse laws that;

(i} systematicelly impose liens on vehicle titles for child support arrearages using a method for
updating the value of the lien on a regular basts or allowing for an expedited inquiry to and
réspanse for proaf of the amount of arrears; provide an wxpedited method for Jhe titleholder or
the individual owing the arrearage 1o contest the grrearage or request a release upon fulfitling
the support obligation: the Hens shell cover all current and future support arrearages and
shall have priority over all vther creditors® liens imposed on a vehicie title other than a
purchase money security buerest; in appropriate cases the agency shall have the power 1o
execute on, seize, sell and distribure encumbered or attached property in accordance with
State low;

{2 reguire the State ggency o initicre immediate wage withholding action for ali cuses for which
o noncustodial parent kos been located and wage withholding is not currently in effec,
withour the need for advance notice to the obligor prior io the implementation of the
withhoiding order;

{(3) empower child support agencies to issue administrative subpoenas requiring defendents in
paternity and child suppore aciions 10 produce and deliver documents 10 or 1o appeor at a
court or odministrative ggency on a certain date; sanction individuals who fail to obey a
Subpoena s command;
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provide, af ¢ minimum, thar the following records are gvaileble to the State child support
agency through auiomared or nonguromated means:

fa}  recrearional ficenses of residenss, or of nonresidents who appiy for such licenses, if
the State maintaing records in a readily accessible form.

{b} real and personal property including rrangfers of property;

ey Siate and loced rax deparmments including information on the residence pddress,
emplover, income and assets of residents;

d}  publicly regulated utility companies and cable relevision aperarors; and
) marriages, births, and divorces of residents;

provide, ar ¢ minimum, the following records of State agencies are available o the State chitd
support agency: the raxfrevenue deparment, moior vehicle deparment, employmen: security
department, bureau of corrections, occupational/professionai licensing department, secretory
of siate’s office, bureau of vital staistics, and agencies administering public assistence. If
any of these State dota bases are automated, the child support agency must begranted either
on-fine or baich access to the data.

provide for access to financiel Instizution records bused on e specific case’s locaiion or
enforcement need through tape maich or other cutomated or noaautomated means, with
appropriore Jafesuards 1o ensure that the Informaion is used for its Itended purpose osnly
and is kepr confidentiol; a bank or oiher financial instinwion will not be Hable for any
consequences ariting from providing the access, wziess the harm grising from institution’s
conduct was intentional;

provide indicia or bodges of fraud that create o prima facie case that an cbligor transferred
income or propery to avoid a child xuppont creditor; once a prima facia case iy mode, the
State must toke sieps 1o aveid the fraudulent transfer unless setigment is reached;

require the withholding or suspension of professional or secupadional Heenses from
nancustodial parenis who owe past-due child support or are the subject of outstanding failure
ro appear warrents, capiases, and bench warrgnis relaied 10 a parentage or child support
procesgding,

fa) the State shall determine the procedures 1o be used in a particular Siate and determine
the due process rights to be accorded w obligors.

) the Seare shall determine the threshold wnount of child support due before withholding
or suspension procedures are initigied.

suspend the driver's licenses, including any compmercial licenses, of noncustodial parems who
owe past-due child support.
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{a) the suspension shall be determined by the IV-L) agency, which shall administiutively
suspend licerses. The State shall determine the due process rights 1o be accorded the
obligor, including, but not limited 1o, the right to a hearing, siay of the order under
appropricte circumsiances, and the circumsiances under which the suspension may be
fifred,;

(b} the Stare shall determine the threshold amowny of child support due before withholding
or suspension procedures are initiated.

extend the stature of limitations for collection of child support arrearages wniil the child for
whon the support iy ordered is at least 30 years of age.

calculate and collerr frerest or late penalties on arregrages (accrued after the date of
enpciment) for son-payment, (Late penalties may be imposed on o monthly, guarterly, or
annual basis.) Al such charges must be distribused to the benefit of the child (unless child
support rights have been gssigned to the State). The Secretary shall establish by regulation g
rule to resoive cholce of faw conflices.

PR, ot}

in addition, Congress shall:

(12}

(13)

{14)

amend the Fair Credit Reporting Act 1o allow State agency access o and use of credit reporss
Jor the location of noncustodial parents and their assets and for establishing and modifying
grders to the same extent that the State agency may currently use ¢credit reports for enforcing
orders;

require reports to crediv bureaus of all child support obligations when the arreqrages reudh
an amount equal 1o one month's payment of child support;

amend the Bankruptcy Code to:

fo}  allow poremiage and child support establishmenr, modification and enforcement
proceedings 1o continue without lnterruption after the fiting of a bankrupicy petition;
preciude the bankruprcy stay from barring or affecting any part of any ation
periaining to support as defined in sectipn 523 of Tide 11,

b allow child support creditors to file a claim withour charge or having to meet specicl
- docal caurt nde requiremens for anorney appearances in o bankrupicy oase or diserict
court anywhere in the United States by filing a simplified form thar includes
information deigiling the child nupport creditor’s representation, and the child support

debe, itx stauus, and other characteristics:

fc} require the establishment of ¢ simple procedure under which support creditors can file
claims with the bankruptcy court;

i) give child support credizors priority pver certain other ynsecured creditors; and
fe} require that the bankruptcy trustee make payments 10 @ child support creditor from ihe

bankrupicy Siote in accordance with a payment schedule established in a family court
ar aher adminizirative or judicial proceeding.
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{15) amend and streamiine Sections 459, 461, 4G2 and 465 of the Social Security Act and
companion laws 10 make the pornishment of Federal employees and retirees (including
military} salaries, wages and other benefits and income consistert with the terms and
procedures of the IV-D withholding statute (466(b) of the Social Security Act);

(16} amend lows and procedures s0 ensure that passports, and visas for persons arrempting 1o leave
the coumtry, areg not issued if they owe more thar $5,000 in child suppart arregrages. The
Siate Department may match its g of applicants against tax offser files of noncustodial
parents with prders who owe more than §5,000;

The Social Security Administration shall be authorived to;

{17) provide the State IV-D or Department of Motor Vehicle agency access o tlegronic
verification of Social Security Numbers.

Privacy Protection

Historically, child support enforcement agencies bave had access to information unavailable to other
Federal and or State agencies because of the spacial nature of their mission—ensuring that children
receive appropriate financial support from their parents. Parents cannot be Jocaisd and orders cannot
be established and enforced unfess the State has access to a wide array of information sources which
identify places of employment and other information about zssets and income. Under current Federal
and State regulstions and rules, information obuined for child support purposes IS protested from
unwarranted disclosure. The propogal ensures that privacy safeguards continue to cover all sensitive
and persenal information by exteading such protections to any new sources of information. States are
required to ensure that safeguards arg in place to prevent breaches of privacy protection for
individuals not liable or potentially lizbie for support and to prevemt the misuse of information by
those employees and agencies with Jegitimate sccess for child support purposes only.

(1} States shall:

{a} exzend their dute sofeguarding Swte plan requirements to all newly accessible
information under the proposal, States shail also institute routine training for State
and locol employees (and contractors shall be required to do the sume for their staff}
who handle sensitive and confidential data.

) regularty self-audit for uncuthorized access or data misuse, and investigate individual
complainis as necessary,

{c have penalties for persons wha obtain unauthorized access 1o safeguarded information
or who misuse information thar they are authorized 10 obtain.  Supervitors whe knew
or should hove known of unouthorized access or misuse shall olso be subject 10
penalries,
2) Procedures for protection of rax records should Include such protections as:

fa}  dawa matching performed by sigff having access only to releted dara flelds necessary 12
perform child support functions; '
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b} controlling access to Individudl child support computer records by the use of
individual passwords; and

{ol] monitoring access on o regudar basis by use of computerized awdit 1eail reports and
feedback provedures.

In addition:

{3) All child support enforcement siqff shall be kepr informed of Federal and Staie laws and
regulations periaining to disclosure of confidential tax and child support informution.

) Access to State viral staistics shall be rextricted to awthorized IV-D personnef.

{3} The Federal government shall ensure thar New Hire information is limited 0 1V-D agency use
by suthorized persons (as defined under current law).

) The Secrerary shall issue regularions sewing minimum privocy safeguards thar States wmust
Jollow 1o ensure thuar only swhorired users of personal information have access 10 it solely for
afficial purposes.

2

Funding
Federal Financial Participation and Incentives

The current funding structure of the Child Support Enforcement program ié comprised of three major
componeats: direct Federal matching, incentive payments 10 States, and the States’ share of child
support collections made on behalf of AFDC recipients.

Direct Federal matching, known as Federal financial participation or FFP, provides for 66 percent of
most Swute/local IV program costs. A higher rate, 90 percent, is paid for genetic testing to
establish paternity and, wntil October 1, 1933, for comprehensive State wide automated data
processing (ADP) systems, The Federal government also pays Siates an annual incentive based on
collections and cost sffectiveness equalling 6-1Q percent of collections from the Federal share of
"AFDC-related coflections. States must pass on part of the incentive to any focal jurisdiction that
callected the child suppost if the State required the jurisdiction 1o participate in the program’s Costs.

Currently, States may profit from the IV-D program’s funding $tructure irrespective of their
performance.  The proposed child suppont finanting reforms are peimarily directed at the Federal
financial participation and the payment of incentives. Basic FFP will be increased from 66 percent (o
75 percent to ensure that all States had a sufficient resource base w operate an efficient and effective
program. Incentives will be based on State performance in the areas of paternity establishment, order
establishment, collections and cost-effectiveness, Such incentives will ensure that States focus on the
results that are expected fram the program ctivities, States and the Federal Government will still
share in the reduction in costs resuiting from support eollections made on behalf of AFDC recipients.

i) The Federal governmer: will pay 75 percers of State ocdministrative éosts. Al cases included
in the Stare’s Central Registry will be eligible for federal funding.

{2 States are eligible for incentive paymenis in the following areas:
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fa} paternity establishment — ggening an increase of wp 10 5 percentage points in FEP for
high paternity establishment raies, as determined by the Secretary; and

{b overall performance — earning an increase of up 10 10 percentage poimts in FFP for
sirong everall performance which factors in:

fi) the percemtage of cases with support orders esiablished (number of orders
compared 10 the number of paternities established and other caser which need
@ child support order};

{itj the perceniage of overall cases with orders in paying stasus,

@iy rthe perceniage of overall collections compared 10 amount due;

fiv)]  cos-effectiveness.

Al incensives will be based on a formila ta be desermined by the Secretary.

All incentive payments made 1o the States must be reinvested back into the Stare child support
_p? Qg rard, e T

Registry and Clearinghouse Start-up Enkanced FFP

Enhanced funding for the automated central registries and centralized collection distribution systems is
critical 1o enable States to implement these new requirements,

{1

2)

States will receive enhanced FFF ot a 80%720% Federal/State match rate, or o1 the base 75%
FFP plus Incentives, whichever is higher, for the planning, design, procurement, conversion,

testing and storr-up of thelr Sult-service, rechnalogy-enabled State registries and cemtralized
payment censers. (This includes necessary enhancements 10 the guomaied child support sysiem
o accommodase the proposal.}

For the next 5 years, rotal Federal paymems to Stutes for ADF are capped at $260,000,000,
w2 be disiribuied among Siunes by o formula ser in regulations which takes into account the
relative size of State caseloads and the level of awomation ageded to meer applicable ADP
rEQuirements.

State/Federal Maintenance of Effont

1

Using a mainienonce of effort plan, the Federal government will require States t5 malniain a1
least their carvent tevel of contribution 10 the program, represeating the State FFP match and
any other Stare funds or receipts allocated 1o the child support program.
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Revolving Loan Fund

In order to encourage ongoing ianovation in the IV-D program, it is proposed that 2 revelving loan
fund be crested.  The revolving loan fund will allow the Federal government more flexibility in
helping States develop and implement innovative practices which have significant effects on increasing
collactions and ongoing innovasion.

{i} The Federal government through OCSE shall provide an authorization of funds of up w 3100
million to be made avalloble to Srates and their subdivisions to be used solely for short-term,
high-payoff operational improvements to the Stwe ¢hild suppors program.  Projects
demonstrating a potential for increases in child support collections will be submined 1o the
Secretary on ¢ competitive basls,  (iteria for determining whick projects 10 fund shall be
specified by the Secratary based on whether adequate aliernative funding already exisss, and
whether collections can be {ncreased as a result., Within these guidelines, Stotes shall have
maximum flexibility in deciding which projects fo fund.

{2} Funding will be limited to no more than 35 million per State or $1 milllon per project, except
Jor limired circumsiances under which a large Siate undertakes a simewide project, in which
case the moximuon for that State sholl be 35 million for the profect.  Siates may supplement
Federal funds 1o increase the amouns of funds available for the project and moy require local
Jurizsdictions to put up @ local match.

{3} Funding will be avallabie for ¢ maximum of three years based on a plan established with the
Secretary, OUSE must expeditiously review and, as epproprivie, fund the approved plan. At
the end of the project period, recipienis must pay funds back o the Revolving Fund out of
Increased performance incentives.

{4} Beginning with the naxt Federal fiscol year afier the project ends, the Federal government
shall offser half of the increase in the State's performunce incentives every year until the funds
are fully repaid. If the State fails 10 raise coilections that result in a performance incentive
increase af the projecred anributoble level, the funds will be recouped by offserting the FFP
due to o Siare by o swm equal 10 one-vwelfih of the profect’s Federal funding, plus interess,
gver the first tweive quarters baginning with the next fixcal year following the project's
compiztion.

Program };&anagemeﬁt

Dramatically improving child support enforcement requires improved program management a1 both
the State and Federal levels, The proposal includes several provisions designed o lead 1o better
program parformance and batter services,

Training

From 197% twough the late 15303 OCSE contracted with cutside organizations o provide on-site
training o States across a broad range of wpics. In early 1991, OCSE established the National
Training Center within the Division of Program Operations to take over many training functions
formerly performed by comtractors. The purpese of the Center is to bolster States® gaining initiatives
through curriculum design/development, dissemination of information and materials and, to the extent
resources permit, the provision of direct training, Whife 3 few States have developed training
standards for staff, there is curremtly no mandate that States have minimum standards for persons
invoived in the child support program.
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Under the proposal, the Federal share of funding for training, technical assistance and regearch wili
significamly increase and will be sarmarked each year for such things as teaining, technical assistance,
research, demonstrations and staffing studies. Furthermore, States will be required to have minimum
standards for training in their State plans. Under the proposal, OCSE will also develop a3 training
program ior Staie IV-D Directors. The IV-I program’s complexity and importance to children and
family self-sufficiency require that States have experienced and well-trained managers, Experts often
point to the leadership experience of IV-D managers a3 a major factor in 2 state’s performance.

{1} an amount equal 1o one (1} percent of the Federal share of child support collections made on
behalf of AFDC familfes in the previpus year shall be authorized in each fiscal year to fund
technical assistance, training, research, demonstrasions and staffing studies,

(2} OCSE shall provide a Federally developed core curriculum to all Stotey 16 be wsed in the
development of Ste-specific training guides. OCSE shall also develop a nutional training
progrom for all State 1V-D directors.

(3) States must also have minimum standards in their State plans for waining, based on the newly
developed state-specific training gulde, thar include Initicl and ongolng training for ail
persons, iimolved in the IV-D child suppoert progrem.  The program sholl include annual
wraining for all Une workers and speclal training for all sraff when lowsd: policies or
procedures change.

{4; In addition, funds under Tirte IV-D of the Social Security Act shall be made available to States
Jor the devefopment and conduce of rraining of IV-A and IV-E caseworkers, private artorneys,
Judges and clerks who need ¢ knowledge of child support to perform thelr duties but for whom
g cooperarive agreemens does not exist for ongoing child support activiries.

Technical Assiviance

Currently, States complain that they receive very little technical. assistance from the Federal
goverment, Indeed, the lavel of technical assistance provided to State child support enforgement
agencies has declined significanty over the past several years because of staff and resource
limitations. Aside from the provision of training and publication dissemination, most of the assistance
provided is in the nature of problem identification through program reviews.

Under the proposal, OCSE will provide comprebensive direct technical assistance in a variety of
forms 16 States. In particular, OCSE will take an active role in developing mode! Iawe and
identifying best practices that States may sdopt, reviewing 5State laws, procedures, poligies, and
organizational structure, and providing enhanced technical assistance o meet the program’s goals,
Such provision of techalcal assistance will be designed to prevent program deficiencies before they
geeur,

The OCSE shall provide rechnical assistance to Stutes by:

{4 developing model laws and Wenrifying model legislation end "best” Siate practices that Siates
may follow when changing State laws 10 meet new Federdl requirements;

£2) reviewing Stawe laws, policies, procedures, and organivarional structure, including cooperative
agreements, es part of the State plan approvel pracess,
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{3 providing @ Swte with o written assessment of s program and, when appropriate, identifving
areas in which the Srate is deficient;

{4) praviding enhanced technicol assistance to Siaies to meet the program’s goals, and

Audit end Reporting

The Federal statute mandates periodic comprehensive Federal audits of State programs ¢ ensure
substantial compliance with &l federal requiremems. If deficiencies identified in an audit are not
corrected, States face a mandatory fiscal penalty of between | and § percent of the Federal share of
the State’s AFDC program Rinding.  Once an sudit dewrmines compliance with identified
deficiencies, the peoalty is lifted.

The detail-oriented xudit is time-consuming and labor intensive for both Federzl suditors and the
States, One resule is that audit findings do not measure current State performance or current program
requirements, States contend that the audit system focuses oo much on administrative procedures and
processes rather than performance outcomes and resulis. However, it is widely agreed that efforts 10
pass the audit have been 3 significant driving force behind States’ improved performance. While (wo-
thirds of the States fail the initial audit, threa-fourths of these same States come into compliance aftér
2 corrective-action period and avoid the financial penalty.

The proposal will simplify the Federal audit requirements to focus primacily on performance
cutcomes and require States 10 conduct selfireviews (o assess whether or nof &l required services are
being provided. Federal auditors will assess States’ data used o dJetermine performance outcomss to
determing if it is valid and reliable and conduct periodic financial and other audiis a5 the Secretary
deems necessary. If State self-reviews of the level of gricvances/complaints indicates that services wre
not being provided, OCSE will evaluate the State’s program and ascertain the gauses for the problems
to help States correct the probiems. Audit penaliies assessed on the basis of deficiancies found with
respect 10 a fiscal year will be waived if the State passes the audit at the end of the next fiscal year.

{1} Audis procedures by the Secretary shall include:

{a) simplifying the Federal audit reguirements o focus primorily on performance
© gutcomes)

) requiring Siates ¢ develop their own control systems (0 ensure that performance
Gutromes are avhieved, while making the results subject 1o verificarion and audit;

2} States shail:
{0) develop fmernal awtomated management comtrol reporting systems that provide
informarion w enable States to assess their own petformonce and employees® worklood
analysis, on @ routine, ongoing basis so that exceprions can be calied to the program

management's attention,

{23} develup computer Systems controls that provide reasonable assurances that computer-
based data are complete, valid, and reliable; '

{c} in gccordonce with Federel regulations, ennually conduct a selfreview 1o assess
whether or not the Stale meets the progrom’s specified goals, performance objectives
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and any recemtly completed stoffing studies, as well as ensure thar oll required
services are being provided.

{3} Federal quditors shall:

@} af @ minimum, based upon the U.8. Comprrolier General's Gowernmment Audiing
Standards, every 3 years, assess the reliability of the computer-processed dara (or
results provided as a result of the self-review). These qudits will; (@) examine the
compiter system's general ond applicarion controls; (b} test whether those controls
are being complied with; and (¢} test data produced by rhe system on computer
magneiic tape or other gppropriate auditing medium fo enswre thar i is valid and
reliable; )

i} if a Stare has faied o previous audit, continue to eveluate on an annual basis,
whether the Staze has corrected the deficiencies identified under {1} above;

fc) i the Siate self-reviews determine thar the Federal requirements are not being met,
ascersain the causes for the deficiency/weakness 3o thar Stores wili be able 1o take
‘better corrective actions; and

() Cif the Siate’s report an the statuy of grievances/complainty indicates substontiol and
marerial noncomplionce with the program requirements, then evaluate the Swate’s
program.

fe) each State will aise be subject 1o periodic financied audits to ensure thar their funds
are being allacated and expended ppropriately and adeguate internad controls are in
place which will help ensure thar all monies are being safeguarded. The Secretary
may conduct such grher qudits ay deemed necessery 1o ensure (ompliance,

) The Secretary shall promulgate regulations to revise the penalty process for failures 1o meet
the program’s performance goals and objectives and/or failure 1o generate reliable and voiid
data. Penalties will be imposed immediately after a one year corrective action period.

Director of Office of Child Support Enforcement

(1) The individual with responsibility for ihe day 1o day operation of the Federal Office of Child
Support Enforcemant shali have the title of Director instead of Deputy Direcror,

Staffing Study

Insufficient staff levels have been cited as the greatest barrier to effectively processing child support
cases. Despite gignificant State savings from the program, staffing levels have not kept pace with
caseloads ever increasing in size and complexity. Comprehensive data on staffing 15 almost
nopexistent. To address this information vacuum, staffing studies will be conducted for each State
child support enforcement program, including an assessment of the effects of automation on human
resource needs, States can use thig information for informed personnel- and budgetary decision-
making.
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(i The Secretory of Health and Human Services or a disinterested contractor shall corduct
siaffing studies of each State’s child suppors enforcement program. Such studier shatl include
J review of the autpmated case processing system and central registryfeentral payment center
requirements and include adiustments to finure staffing if these changes reduce staffing needs.
Such staffing studdies may be pericdically repecied at the Secretary’s discretion.  The Secretary
shall report the results of such sigffing studies to the Congress and the Swntes.

Expanded Qutreach

No manner of child support reform will be truly successful unless paremts are aware of and have
reasonable access to services, Despite the fact that State child support agencies are currently required
t0 advertise the availability of services, many families remain unaware of the program and still others
find that services are not gasily accessible,

In addition to the paternity establishment outreach provisions described earlier, the proposal will
require each State to deveiop an gutreach plan to inform families of the availability of IV-D servicss
and 1o provide broader access o services, imcluding initistives which target the needs of working
families and non-English speaking families. The Federal government will aid this effont by
develeping outreach prototypes and a multi-madia campaign which focuses on the pSSitive effects 2
poncustodial parent’s involvement can have on a child's fife as well as the detrimental effects of a
parent’s failure to participate.

{1 In order to broaden access 1o child support services, each State plan musi:

fa) respond 10 the need for office hours or other flaxibility that provide porenmss
opportunity 10 anend appointments withour raking time off of work; and

)] develop and appropriasely disseminate materials in longuages other than English
where the Swate has ¢ significant non-English-speaking population; staff or contractors
who can transiate should be reasongbly accessible for the non-English-specking
parson provided services.

2) 75 aid State outreach efforts, OCSE must:

fa) develop prototypé brochures that explain the services awcilable w pereniy with specific
information on the types of services available, the mandated time frames for action to
be taken, and all relevant informarion abous the procedures used so apply for services;

) develop model public service ennouncements for use by States in publicizing on local
television and radio the weailability of child support services;

{c) develop model news releases thar States rould use to announce major developments in
the program that provide ongoing information of the availability of servives and
details of new programs; end

fd) Sfocus mare resources on reaching putative fathers and noncustodigl parenss through o
muliimedic campaoign that acknowledges positively those whe comply and spoilights
the detrimentol effects on a child of @ parewt’s failure 1o finuncially and emotionally
parsicipate in the child s life.
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Custemer Accountability

Under current law, OCSE has few requiremients regarding how IV-D offices are 1o interact with the
“sustomer,” iL.¢., the affectad family members, and how State agencies should respond to child
support customers” complaints. Under the proposal, States will be required t notify custedial parenss
on & timely basis before all scheduled establishment and modification hearings or conferences. The
State agency has 14 days o provide 3 copy of any subsequent order t¢ the custodial parent, If
someane receiving IV-D services feeis the services provided were inadeguate, he or she may request a
fair hearing or a formal review process, Complaint and disposition reports shall be forwarded to the
Department of Health and Human Services, These reforms give the “customers,” the children's
parents acting on behalf of the children, the redress that seems lacking in many States when the
system fails to perform adequately. A mandatory grievance gysiem should take care of most
complaints, with a back-up right to sue in case the State grievance system inadequately resofves
secipus deficiencies of the program,

ii} State agencies shall notify custodial parents in a timely manner of ol hearings or conferences
in which child suppors obligations might be established or modified;

(2} State agencies shall provide custodiol parents with a cepy af ary order tharegsiablishes or
modifies a child suppor: ebligasion within 14 days of the issuance of such order;

{3} An individual recelving P} services shall have fimely access o a Staee fair hearing or a
Jormal, internal complaint-review process, according to regulations esicblished by the
Secretary, provided that there Is no siay of enforcement as ¢ result of the pending request
frepores of complainis and dispositions shall also be reported 1o the Secretary)y

4} It s the inters of Congress thet the express purpase of Title IV.D Is 10 assist children and
their fomilies in colleciing child support owed fo them. [Individuals who are injured by a
Stare's failure to comply with the reguirements of Federgl low, including Srue plan
requirements of various titles of the Social Security Act, should be able to seek redress in
Federat court.  (No specific private cause of acrion to enforce child support provigsions of the
low are contgined herein because Here fs already a private cause of action under 42 1.5.C.
1983 1o redress State and local officials” violations of Federal child suppors statuzes.}

Effeciive Date

Unless otherwise stated in the Appendix, the amendments made by this Act shall take effect on
ctober 1, 1954,
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1V. GUARANTEEING SOME LEVEL OF CHILD SUPPORT -
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AND
ASSURANCE DEMONSTRATIONS

Improving child support enforcement is absolutely essential if we are going 10 make it possible for
people 10 move from welfare to work. Single parants cannot be expected to bear the entire financial
burden of supporting their children glone. We have to do everything possible to ensure that the non-
custodial parent also contributes to the support of his or her child. Sull, there will be cases where the
support from the non-cestodial parent will not be available; for instance, in cases where the non-
custodial parent has beea Iaid off from s job or presently has very low income,

Child Suppors Enforcement and Assurance (CSEA) is 2 program that will provide & minimum insured
child support payment {0 the custodial parent even when the noscustodial parent was unable 1o pay.
With such a program, a combination of work and child support could suppont 2 family out of welfare
and provide some real financial security. Uniike traditional weifare, Chitd Support Enforcement zand
Assurance will ghcourage work because it allows single pareats to combine earnings with the child
suppost payment without penalty, Also, sccording 1o some experts, Child Support Enforcement and
Assurance will change the incentives for 3 mother to get &n award in piace and it will focus antention
on the noncusiodial parent as g source of support. .

No State currently has & Child Support Esnforcement and Assurance program, aithough the Child
Assistznce Program (CAP) in New York State has some similar festures. Many States have
expressed an interest in trying a Child Support Enforcement and Assurance program, provided that
some federal assistance and direction could be provided. Major guestions sirround such programs -
costs, implementation strategies, anti-poverty ¢ffectiveness, the effect o AFDC participation, etc.
And uniess the State really does a good job in enforcement, there is as question about whether such a
program lets the noncustodial parent off the hook for payment.

Swte demonstrations will be used to try out Child Suppont Enforcement and Assurance with States
betng atiowed some State flexibility to try different approaches. Evaluations of the demonsirations
will be gonducted and used to make recommendations for future policy directions.

(i} Congress will authorize and appropriate funds for three CSEA demonstration programs:

) Each demonstration will Last seven to ten years. An imterim report will be due four
vears after approvel of the demonstracion gront.

&} The Secretary shall determine from the interim reports whether the programs should
be extended beyond seven to ten years and whether additional Siate programs should
be recommended, based on various factors that include the economic impact of CSEA
on both the noncustodiol and custodial porents, the rete of noncustodial parenes’ child
support compliance in casex where CSEA has been received 2y the custodial parent,
the impact of CSEA on work-force pastivipation and AFDC participation, the anti-
poverty effectivenesy of CSEA, the effect on paternity establishment rates, and any
other factors the Secreiary may cite,

e Ay part of the demonsirations. some States will have the oprion uf crégting work

programs su that noncustodial parents could work off the support if they have no
income.
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The demonstration projects are based on a 90%/13% Federal/State masch rate Ghe
higher federal match applies only 10 administrerive costs auribuable to the program
and that portion of the benefits thar does nor resreseny the reduciten in AFDC due o
receipt of the CSEA benefit.)

The Secretory may terminate the demonstrations if the Secrefary determines that the
State conducting the demonstrations ix not in substantial compliance with the terms of
the approved application.

The Secretary may approve both state-wide demonstrations and demonstrations that
are less than state-wide,

The Secretary sholl develop standards for evaluation inchuding appropriae random
assignment requirements.

The child support assurance criteria for the Stare demonstration programs will require that:

(a}

&

fc

L

{e)

{g}

the CSEA program be administered by the State IV-D agency, or ar Stute option, its
department of revenue; In order 1o be eligible ro participute in the (SEA program,
States must ensure that thelr automared systems thar Include child support eases are
Sfully able 1o meet the CSEA program’s processing demands, timely distribute the
(SEA benefit, and interface with an in-house {or have on-line access to a) cemral
statewide registry of C3EA cases,

States are provided flexibility in designing the benefit scales within the following
paramerers: benefit levels between 31,500 per year for one child and 33,000 per year
Jor four or more children and benefir levels berween 33,000 per year for ene child and
34,500 per year for four or more children.

CSEA basic benefit amounts are indexed ro the adjusted Conswmer Price Index.

CSEA benefits are courved as privare child support for the purpose of ehigibility for
giher government progroms;

CSEA benefits are deducted dollar for dollar from an AFDC grant, except that in low
benefir Siies, the Secretary shall have discretion 1o approve applications for
programs with less than a dollar for dollar deduction.  (Also, where CSEA removes
someone from the AFDIC granr, States may, ar their option, conringe eligibllity for
other related benefits that would haove beesn provided wnder the AFDC gront) If ¢
State chooses it may supplement the CSEA basic benefit amount by paying the FMAP
contribution af any supplement up to 325, and oll of any supplement over $25.

CSEA eligibilicy is limited 1o children who have paternity and support esiablished.
Waivers from this requiremens may be granted only in cases of rape, Incest, and
danger of physical abuse.

CSEA benefits are treaied as income 10 the custodial parent for State ard Federal tax
purposes. Af the end of the celendar year, the Siupre will send each CSEA recipient a
stotement of the amourt of CSEA provided and private child support paid during the
caferddar year, If the CSEA benefits exceed the support coflecred, the difference is
raxable as ordinary income.
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i} money coliected from the noncustodial perent be distribuzed first 1o pay current
support, then CSEA arrearcges, then family support arrearages f(see distribusion
section of enforcement), then AFDC debis,

i} in cases of joimt end/or splir custody, a person is eligible for CSEA if there is a
support award that exceeds the minimum insured benefit or the court or agency setting
the award certifies that the child support award will be below the minimum CSEA
benefit if the guidelines for sole custody were applied 10 either parent.

Y. ENHANCING RESPONSIBILITY AND OPPORTUNITY
FOR NON-CUSTODIAL PARENTS

Access and Visitation Grants o Staies

Children need emotional and gocial support of both parents, as well a5 financid support, While it is
necessary to clearty distinguish between obligations for financial suppont and other parent-child
interactions, positive parent-child interactions may have an effect on support payment compliance as
well as other aspects of child wellbeing. There is also svidence that many parems need help in
understanding how to implement cooperative parenting after 2 divorce or separation ocours and that
children are harmed by the continuation of hostile relationships between their parents, The Family
Support Act of 1988 authorized Access demonstration to determine if such projects reduced the
amount of time required o resalve access disputes, reduced litigation relating to access disputes, and
1mproved wm;zhance in the payment of support, These demonstrations are coming to # close and
there is no provisien for the on-going funding of additional projects.

This proposal will supplement State efforts to provide increased support for access and visitation
projects which reinforce the nsed for children 0 have continued access to and visitation hy both
parents.

(1} Gramts will be made to States for access ond visitation related programs, inclusding mediation
thoth voluntary and mandetory}, counseling, education, development of parenring plans,
visitation enforcement including monltoring, supervision and neutral drop off and pick wp ond
development of guidelines for vishiotion and alternative custody arrangements.

@} The Adminisiration for Children and Fomilies, Department of Health and Huwman
Servicey witl administer the program.

{a) Siares will be reguired to monitor and ewiluate thelr programs; evaluation ond
reporting requirements will be determined by the Secretary;

i« States may sub-grant or coatract with courts, fvcal public agencies or 1o privare son-
profit agencies 1¢ carry out the approved grant work!

i) Progromis} operating wnder the grant witl not have 1o be siate-wide,
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{e) Funding will be awmhorized as @ capped entittement under section IV-D of the Social
Security Act. State grantees will receive funding ar the regular FFP program rate.
Projects witl be required 1o supplement raiher than supplant State funds.
Training and Employment for Noncustodisl Parents

[See JOBS/TiME-LIMITS AnD WORK Specifications)

Demonstration Gramis for Paternity and Parenting Programs

{See TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, EVALUATION AND DEMONSTRATIONS Specifications)
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EFFECTIVE DATES FOR IMPLEMENTING REFORMS

The foliowing schedule assumes passage of Federal legislation before October I, 1994, Legpislation
amending existing Federal statutes outside of Title IV-D of the Soclal Sscurity Act is effective upon
enactment unless stated otherwise, Legislation amending Federal responsibilities under Title IV.D is
effective Qutober 1, 1994,

Any Suate requirement that requires legislation to be effective within two years of the daie of
enactment of the Federal legislation should bave an additional caveat: °...or, if the State legislature
meets biennially, within three months after the close of its first regular session that begins after
enactment of this bifl.”

Proposed Requirement Eifective Date
Paternity
New paternity measurement Oct. 1, 1965
FFP - paternity (sée FFP phase in below) Oct. 1, 1997
Performance-based incentives Get 1, 1996
Federally approved State incentivas/demos Oct, |, 1998 7
State/health care provider information Ot 1, 1996
Sirnplified paternity procedures Oct. 1, 1995
State outreach reguirements OCer, 1, 1996
Enhanced FFP (90 %) for paternity outreach Cet. 1, 1998
Cooperation and good cause requiraments 19 months afier enactment
Accreditation of genstic testing {abs
fed regulations Oct. 1, 1985
effective for ist new State contract Oet, 1, 1993
Adminisirative authority for establishment Got, 1, 1897
National Commission on Child Support Guidelines
Authorized Oct. 1, 1994
Named by March 1, 1995
Report dug July 1, 1997
Review and Adjusiment for Cases Q. 1, 2000
Distribution Changes
New priority/multiple orders et 1, 1997
Treatment of child support in AFDC cases Oct. 1, 1993
Tax offset-rerurns filed afier Jan, 1, 1996

Central $tate Registry
Automated requirements tied (©©

current FSA/OCSE requirements Oct. 1, 1998

Qther requirements Qct. 1, 1997
Central Payment Center

Centralized collection/distribution start up Oct, 1, 1897

Statewide distribution Oct. 1, 1998
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Administrative Action o Change Payee Qet. 1, 1988
National Child Support Registry
Funding Oct. 1, 1594
On-lias/folly operatonal Oct. 1, 1597
National Directory of New Hires
Funding Oct. 1, 1993
On-line for all States Jan, 1, 1997
Universal ER reporting reguirements fan. 1, 1997

Feasibitity Study (STAWRS, $SA, AHSA)

Fanded Oct. 1, 1994
Let Dec. §, 1994
Duze June 1, 1985
HHS/IRS decision Aug. 1, 1995
Expanded FPLS
Funding Oct. 1, 1994
On-ineffully operational Oet, 1, 1997 =7
Union Hall Copperation - State Laws Qet, 1, 1563
Studies: Locate and Credit Reponing Agencies .
Funded Oct. 1, 1995
Let Dec, 1, 1995
Pue Dec. 1, 1996
IRS Data {IRS and State changes) Qut. 1, 1895
IRS Tax Offset- Effective for returns afrer fan. 1, 1996
IRS Full Coliection
Nonautomated changes Oct. 1, 1993
Automuted funding O, 1, 1994
Automated IRS implementation Oet. 1, 1995
Interstate Enforcement
UIFSA flegis. flexible until 1/1/96) Oct. 1, 1995
Federal request for information
OCSE distributes form Oct, 1, 1998
nationwide force effective Oct. 1, 1998
{ther State laws Oct. 1, 1995
Cither Enforcement Messures
State enforcement law changss Gen. 1, 1998
Exception: liens and immediate wage
withholding in ait non-FV-D cases Oct. 1, 1997
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Privacy Protections
Federal regulstions Oce. 1, 1995
State implementation Oct. 1, 15%6

Federal Financial Participation

66% o 69% Get. 1, 1995
0% 10 72% Oct. 1, 1996
Ti% w0 15% Oct, 1, 1997

incentives .

Federal reg promulgation Qct. 1, 1983
Paternity standard et 1, 1967
Overalt performance Qct. 1, 1997

Enhanced (80%)“ADP System Enhancement
Start up . Ot §, 1994
Sunsgets Qct. 1, 1999
State/Federal Maintenance of Effort Oct. 1, 1997

Revolving Loan Fund Qct. 1, 1983

Training/Technical Assistance

OCSE begins its efforts Oct. 1, 1994
Audit and Technical Assistance .
Technical gssistance funding Oct. 1, 1994
Federal audit regulations Cer. 1, 1999
State-based audit requirements Qct. 1, 1996

Staffing Srudies Funded Ot 1, 1994
Studies completed Oct. |, 1996

QOutreach
States hegin to mest goals Cet, 1, 1995
QUSE requirements/funding Oct. 1, 1995

Customer Accounmability
Fair hearings
Federal regulations Qet, 1, 1998
State implementation Oc1. 1, 1996

Child Support Enforcement and Assurance (CSEA)

Demonstrations
Fed/State funding for CSEA Oct. 1, 1995
State interim reports Jan. 1, 19499
Srate final reports Oct. 1, 2002-5
Federd ceports to Congress Apr. 1, 2005
Federal administrative funding Oct. 1, 1994
Federa) regulations Oct. 1, 1995
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IMPROVING (GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (Title VII, Tide VI

A, RATIONALIZATION AND SIMPLIFICATION ACROSS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

The rarionalization and simplification of assistance programs is something of the holy grail of welfare
reform—ghways sought, never realized. The reasons are many: different goals of different progroms,
varied constituencies, Deparnmental differences, divergent Congressional comminee jurisdictions, and
the inevirable creation of winners and losers from changing the situs quo.  Yet everyone agrees that
recipienes, adminisirators, and raxpayers are all losers from the current complexiry. Below are
severql proposals for reform.  The proposals do not make substantial changes in program structures,
Rather, the proposals achieve simplification by streamiining edminisirative processes and by
conforming program rules between the AFDC and Food Stamp prograoms. The proposals modify
existing rules thar creqare unnecessary complexity end confusion for progrom odministratory and
recipients, The proposal also supports the expansion of Electronic Bengfits Transfer (EBT) progroms
Jor delivering Federal and State governmens benefits.  Nationwide expanzion was recommended by the
Vice President’s National Performance Review as a means of reducing fraud, streamlining bencfit
delivery, and soving tospavers money. No legislative or regudatory provisions are included in the

welfare reform propesal specific (o the EBT expansion, although the two initiatives fzre conwfmmary
in their commitment to improve government assizignce,

1. RESOURCES
(A}  General
Current Law

The Social Security Act and Implementing regularions set a 31,000 limir (or a lower limit &t Staie
option} an the equity value of resources that a fomily may have and be eligible for AFDBC. Excluded
from consideration as countable resources are the home owned and occupled by the family; an
awomobile with @ maximum equity vidue of 31,500 for a lower limit at State oprion); bona fide
Juneral agreements with o maxlmum equiry value of 31,500 for each family member {or lower Hmir set
by the Stase): one burial plot for each family member; and real property for a period of & consecutive
months {or 9 consecutive months at Stare pprion) which the family is making @ good faith effort to
sefl. Under cerroin conditions, States may establish rules regording fransfer of resources

in order tv obtain or retain eligibilivy.

The Food Stamyp Act and bmplementing regulations ser a 32,000 Hmit {or 33,000 for a household with
& member age 60 or over} on the value of resources o household muay have and participate in the
program.  The Aot does not specify how the value of resources is 0 be determined, bt provides jor
uafform nodonal eligibility siandards for income and respources. State agenciey are prohibied from
imposing any other stendards of eligibility. Households in which gach member receives AFDC, SSI,
or peneral assistance from centain programs do not have to pass the food stamp resource ¢ligibility
1est. Regulations exclude from resources the value of one burial plot per family member and the cash
vadue of life tnsurance policies. Also excluded is real property which the household Is making a good
Sfaith effort 1o sell ot g reasonable prive and which has not been sold. There is no specific exclusion
Jor burial plans {funeral agreements). Any amourt that can be Mrhcfrm Jrom a funeral contract
withaut an obligation ta repay is counted s g resource.

Food Stamp law prohibits the ransfer of resources within the 3-month period prior to application. A
household that knowingly transfers resources for the purposes of qualifying or aftempting 1o gualify
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Jor food stamps shall be ineligible 1o panicipate in the program for a peried of up o ane year from
the datz of discovery of the transfer.

Visi

Both the AFDC and Feod Stamps programs serve similar needy popudations. Yer, because the rules
Jor rreamenr of both the amowsts snd caregories of resources are different in each program,
resources that meet one program's requiremant can residt in inelipibility under the other.

Both progroms have substantially different rules for evaluating the resowrces of that needy grouwp,
Jorcing welfare administraiors to apply differens program rules to the same resources in the samne
Jamily.,  The following legislative proposal would reduce the currest administrative complexity and
confusion for welfare administrators and reclpients by providing uniform treaiment of assets where
appropricie.

Specifications

Regquire the Secretaries in both Departments to develop uniform resource exclusion policies in the
foliowing areas, by October 1, 1996:

{2) Resource Limits: lIncrease the AFDC resource limit to $2,000 (or $3,000 i’;;;x: i househald
with 3 member age 60 or over) w conform (o the Food Stamp resource iimit.

(b} The Secretary of HHS shall specify in regulations the valuation of an automobile.
¢} Resourcg Exclusions:
(i} Real Property: Propose legistation to amend the Social Security Act 1o exclude resl

property which the AFDC family is making 2 good faith effort 20 sell at & reasonable price
and which has not been sold, 1o conform 10 the Food Stamp policy.

)

cash 8 ~alye ¢ 2 Palivies Propose legisiation to amend the
Sﬁczai Secun:y At:: w tmal]y exciude the cash surrender value of life insurance
policies under the AFDC program to conform w the Food Stamp policy.

(it}  Transfer of Resourges: Propose legislation 0 provide that 2 household that
knowingly transfers resources for the purposes of gualifying or attempting to qualify
for AFDC shall be ineligible for benefits for 8 period of up 1 cne year from the date
of discovery of the transfer. This proposal conforms to the Food Stamp poliey.

Rationale

The administrative complexity that exlsts in applying certain resource requirements in the AFDC and
Food Stamp progroms will be greatly reduced under the proposed changes. Welfare administrators
will be able 10 apply the same rules to the same resources for the some family., These conforming
changes ackizve simplification by Streamiining the administrasive processes in both progroms.
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{R) Asset Accumalation - Individual Development Accounts

{ :ﬂmgﬁz LQW

The Social Security Act and bnplementing regulations set a 31,000 limit {or & lower Bemit ar State
option) on the equity value of resources that a family may have and be eligthle for AFDC, with only
limired exclusions.

The Food Stamp Acr and implementing regularions set a 32,000 timir for 33,000 for a household with
& member age 60 or over} on the value of resources ¢ household may have and

participate in the Program. Section 13925 of Pub. L. 10366 of the Omnibus Budget Reconcitiation
Act prowides that the Secretary of Agriculture shall conduct, for @ period not 1o exceed & years,
projects o rest allowing not more than 11,000 households nationwide to accwnulate up to $10,006
each in excluded resources. These assets are for later expenditures for a purpose directly reloted to
improving the education, training or employedility fincluding self-employment} of household members,
Jor the purchase of a home jor the household, for a change in the household's residesce, or for
making magfor repairs 10 the household’s home.

zt» -
-

Welfare reform should include stroiegies to test the notion that one wiy ow of welfare for some people
is through empowering them to Start thelr own businesses and encouraging them to save their
garnings o build for the future, During the campaign, the President endorsed the idea of helping
welfare recipierss help themselves by proposing to increase the nwmber of microemerprizes and
establish Individual Development Accounts (IDAs). These legisiative propasals weuld promote seif-
sufficiency by encouraging recipients 1o accumulate savings, assets and start their own businesses.

An IDA is an oprional earnings-beoring, wx-benefited trust account in the none of one persoss. An
IDA would be held in a licensed, federally-insured financial Ingtiturion. Withdrowals can be maode
Jrom the account only for quelified purposes, which include; first home purchase, post-yecordary
education (college/long-term training), or business development {microenterprises). There would be
penaities for non-designazed use of the account. Participant eligibility wonld be determined by the
State agency using Federal guldelines, Monies placed into an IDA account by an AFDC and Food
Stamp recipiant would be disregarded for pwposes of determining resource limits, up to 13,000, Al
income placed Into an IDA would be tax deferred.  An individual would retain the IDA ofter leaving
welfare, but would stili be required 1o use the resources for speclfied purpeses or would face
pengities.

The rax laws will be amended 1o allow for the establishment of IDAs: DHHS and USDA reguintions
witl ser the limit ar $30000; nbsidived IDAs will be established on a demonstresion basls,
unsubsidized IAs will alsa be permited for qualified individucls not involved in a demonstration,
Currert recipients (and applicarss with established IDAs} for both the AFDC and Feod Stwmp
programs can establish IDAs and hove their savings and interest excluded.  States, ar their option,
could pursue this approach o promoting self-sufficiency.

{a) At State option, allow IDAs to be established by Federally insured financial institutions o be
used exclusively to pay for post-secondary education or training expenses, first-homs
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purchases, or business capitalization where there is a qualified plan.  Effective Qctober 1,
1994,

Recipients of Food Stamps and AFDC are eligible for participation in the IDA program.
Individuals otherwise eligible for the Earned Income Tax Credit shall be permitted to establish
IDAs, but some restrictions apply (specifically see provision (v} belew).

{i} Annual contributions shail pot exceed the lesser of $1,000 or 100% of il income,
excluding public assistance, with 1 total sccount limit of $10,000 per family,

{ti)  The wotal amount in an IDA shall not exceed $10,000.

(iii) I the acoounts are established while a family is on AFDC or Food Stamps, the DA
account balance will not count against # family's resource limits, Families who leave
the rolis after opening an account can continue the atoount. I the family re-applies
for AFDC or Food Stamps ar a later date, thelr IDA savings and interest, up to
$10,000, are excluded.

(iv) I an IDA-2ligidle individual establishes an IDA while not receiving AFDC or Foed
Stamps (for example, upon receiving s EITC paymest under the subsidized IDA
demonstrztion) and subsequently applies for assistance to sither program, the amount
in the IDA shall be applicd against the resource limits for purposes of determining
eligibility.

The penalty for a withdrawal from an unsubsidized IDA for prrposes other than those
specifiedd will be 10 percent of the amount withdrawn that is includable in income.

Amend the tax laws to allow States, localitics, and community development financial
institutions to apply 1o receive grants  operate 6-year 1DA demonsiration projects.  Project
grauts will be awarded by the Community Development Bank 2ad Financial Instittions Fund
on & competitive basis and must be renewed annually. Authorized levels are $10 million in
fistal year 1997 and 2002 and 320 million for fiscal years 1998 - 2001, Effective QOctober §,
1996,

(i) $500 in initial financidl assistance will be placed lnto accounts established for project
participants who establish IDAs 30 banks are willing to set up the accounts. In addition,
participant contributions may be subsidized in amousts ranging from $.50 to $4 for each
$1 deposited, pot o exceed $2,500. Total individual IDA amounts may not exceed
$10,000.

@) Eligible participants are households with: at feast one member eligible for EITC, an
adjusted gross income mot in excess of $18,000, and 2 met worth not in excess of
$20,000.

(i) Grantees will maintain a réserve fund to be spent on assisting participants in achieving
self-sufficiency, administering the project, and to collect evaluation information.

Givy  Granrees must submit annual reports on the progress of their project,
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{v) The Fund will contract for an independent evalustion of individuat demonstration projects
describing project features, assessing levels of self-sufficiency and benefit reduction
achieved, levels of assets accumulated, and their effects.

{vi}  The penalty for 3 non-designated withdrawal from a subsidized IDA will be the 1a
amounl of e subsidy and 10 percent of the individudl’s contribution of the amounm
withdrawn, ‘

Through a memorandum of understanding, HKS and SBA will jointly develop and administer
3 minimum S-year, self-empicyment/microenterprise demonstration program, Consultation
with Agriculture, HUD and Labor is also required. Participants must be persons with incomes
below 130 percent of poverty or persons patticipating in JOBS, WORK or AFDC-only, with
the percentage of welfare recipients to be established by the agencies, Local intermediaries
{erganizations or coesortium .of organizations) will apply o eater into agreemsnts to
demonstrate the program. Authorized amounts shall be $4 million for fiscal years 97 and 02
and $8 million for fiscal vears 1998 - 2001, Effective Ocwober 1, 1996,

{i) HHS and SBA, in consultation with public asd private organizations;~will identify
promising program models currently used to provide seif-employment and related services
to low-income individuvals and design 1 demonstration to evaluste, using a randomized
experimental design, at least two types of models with contrasting levels of technical
assistance. The agencies may fund up to five other projects with designs that do not lend
themselves to a randomized experiment.

(i} HHS and SBA may provide technical assistance, grants, loasr guarantees and loans to
intermadiaries.

(i)  In selecting intermediaries, SBA and HHS will take in%o consideration the applicant’s
record of success, program design, capacity and other criteria.

{ivi Iotermediaries must have pontracts with the local JOBS agency such that JOBS and
WORK program funds will be used to provide supporiive services including waining
and technical assistance for participants who are welfare recipients,

{v) Preliminary and final effectivensss svaluation reports tepether with recommendations must
be submitted 0 the President and Congress. A report on barriers is also required. The
evaluation study shall take into consideration increase in self-sufficiency, reduced costs of
public support, number of buginesses and jobs created, cost-effectiveness, and program
effectiveness. Early and regular feedback to the participating intermediaries 8 also
specified.

The Social Security Act and the Food Starmnp Act will be amended, as appropriate, to compont
with the changes in the tax izws. In addition, amendments will be drafied fo include the
following provisions: '

(i) Lump sum income: Mos-recurring jump sum incomz will not be counted for resource
purposes in the month of receipt or the following month if put in an DA,

16t



(#)  The total exclusion for an AFDUC assistance uait or Food Scamp bousehold is $10,000.

IDAs and ather set-asides provide welfare reciplents the opportunity to be entreprencurs in the privae
sector and accumidare savings for specific purposes. Thix approach promotes selif-sufficiency by
empowering them 1o sigre their own businesses and encouraging them w save money they earn to
buiid for their future. Addirionally, the money saved In IDAs might be used by participants for
educational and rraining purposes, thus saving focal program resources.

{Cy  Microenterprise (Self-Employment)
Cugrent Law
Resource Exclusions

Under Federai AFDC policy, except for real property, States may disregord for AFDC purposes
income-producing praperty (as defined by the Statel of selfemployed individuals.  Stotes may also
disregard income-producing property owned by @ recipizat who i not currernly employed, bui who the
Sraze reasonably expects to return 10 work.  Federal regularions atf 45 CFR 233.30(a)(3)(xxi) require
thas States disregard, for AFDC purposes, bans fide toans from any source Jor any purpose that meet
the criterio set out in the State Plan,

Section S(gh2} of the Food Siamp Act and implementing regulations at 7 CFR 273.8(e}(4), (5), (6).
3. {15} and (16} exclude “property which annually produces income cohsistent with its feir market
value; property which is essential 1w the self-empioyment of a household member; instaliment contracts
Jor the sale of lands and bulldings, if the contract ... & producing income consistent with faft marker
vidue: resources.. of.. self-employed persons, which has besn prorated as Income; ™ nen-liguid asszets
with Hiens resudting from busingss loans, and real or prrsonal prapcny that is needed for matnignance
of ceriain vehicies.

Specificati

fa) Amend the Social Security and Food Stamp Acts © give the respective Secretarizs the
authority to specify in regulations exclusions necessary for seif-employment. Regquire that
these regulations be prepared jointly and demonstrate consistency between the two programs,

(b} Amend the Food Stamp Act to exclude business loans from resources,

Rationale

Curremt AFDC policy does not permis funds necessary for the operation of ¢ microenterprise 0 be
excluded separarely from the gensral 31,000 resource iimit.  This restriction discourages recipients

Jrom establishing small businesses. By expanding the microenterprise resource exclusions,
microerderprise owners will be able 10 set aside sufficient Hguid resources i operate the business.
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2. INCOME ISSUES

Vr—f

Federal laws or rules frequenily disregard o part or the total invone of appliconts and recipients in
derermining eligibiliry and bencfits for assistance programs. Qfien, the swne income it treated
differertly in the AFDC and Food Suwmp programs, Such differences are incomprehensible 1o
recipients and difficudt 1o administer.

Qur goal s 10 adopt uniform equitadle income disregard policies for the AFDC and Food Stamp
programs which are exsy to understand, simple to administer and promote work and education.

Under Section 402()(1 7} of the Social Security Act, non-recurring lump sum income 18 considered 10
be available to meet an AFDC fomily's current and future needs, If the assistance unit'’s countable
income, because of receipt of lump swm income, exceeds the applivable State need standard, the unit
is ineligible for ¢ period determined by dividing the total countable income (including Yhe lump sum)
by the need standard,

The Food Seamp Act, at S{EN83, excludes from income non-recurring lump sum paymewnss,  Such
amournts, If not spent in the month received, are treated a5 resourses, -

Specificati
For applicants and recipients:

{a} Amend section 402()(17} of the Social Security Act (SSA) to exciude nos-recusring lump
sum payments from income,

) Amend both the SSA and FSA o disregard as resources, for one year from the date of
receipt, pon-recurring lump sum payments that are reimbursements or advanced payments.

{c) Amend both the SSA and the Food Stamp Act (FSA) tw disregard the amount of any Federal
or Statz EITC lump sum payments as resoucces for one year from receipt.

Rationalg

Lump sum payments are fremted complerely differently {n the two programs.  Considerable
simplification for botk the tlients and workers can be achieved if the policies are consistens. Also,
eurtent AFDC policy van result In hardship for families since they are supposed o conserve the
payments to meet future living expenses rather than to cover debis and other cosis.

Severgl laws address the treavment of educational assistance for AFDC.  Any educational assistance
provided under programs in title IV of the FHigher Educarion Act or the Bureau of Indian Affairs must
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be disregarded (P.L. 102-325, sec. 4798 A Stase must disregard payments made for astendance
cosis under the Corl D. Perking Vocational end Applied Technology Education Act (P.L. 101-392,
sec. 307{a). Under AFDC rules, the State must disregard educational loans and grams that are
obtained and wsed for direct educational expenses, such as tultion and books (233.20(a}(34i)(B).
{Any of the educational gssistance covering lems in the State’s need standard is counted as income. )}
Alsp, Srues may disregard all educational ossistance a3 complemeniory assistance that & for a
different purpose than AFDC (233.206a}(3)}(vii}a)).

Portions of income received under the Job Training Partnership Act and the Higher Education Act are
disregarded in the Food Siamp program. - By regularion, such educaiional assistance provided on
behalf of the howsehold for living expenses, food, or clothing 10 the extens that the funds exceed the
costs of ndton and mandatory feey are counted as Income. {7 CFR 273.9(cHI}vl 273(ci(3);
273(c)8)r 273.9(c)(5EHD); and 373.P(({cH IO ik,

Specifications

(2} Amend the Social Security Act and Food Stamp Act w0 totally disregard all educational
assistance received by applicants and recipients.

3.  Eamings of Students -

Currgnt Law

Eor a dependers child ragetving AFDC, the earned income of a full-time or parr-dme student (not
emploved fulbtime) attending @ school, college, or university, or a course of vacational or technical
training designed to fit Abn for gainful employment is disregarded (302(a}8)(A} of the Soclal Security
Act). Ar State oprion, the earned income of a Jependent child gplving for AFDC may also generally
be disregarded. The earnings of minor parents sitending schoot are not excluded.

Effective September, 1994, the Food Stamp program will exclude the parnings of elementary or high
rchool students age 21 and under (FSA S(d)(5); 2 CFR 273.9(c}{7}.

Specificali

(8} Amend the Social Security and Food Stamp Acts to conform Food Stamps o AFDC policy
and limit the disregards to elementary and secondary studeats up to age 19,

4, lremular lncome
Cyrrent Law

No gtarwory provisions address irregular income for AFDC.  Rules permit Siates to disregurd smali,
nonrecurring gifis not to exceed $30 per [ndividual per quarter (233, 20{a(3)Gv)(F).

The Food Stamp Act (Sec. 3(d)(2)) requires the exclusion of income of $30 or lexs in a quarter per

household received oo infrequently or frregularly 10 be amicipated. The exclusion dees not apply
under retrospective budgeting.
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Specificaions

{a) . Amend the Food Stamp Act o conform w AFDC rules o exclude inconsequential income not
in excess $30 per individual per quarter,

5. Tremment of JTPA Income

g:ur;;g;;; L,gg

For AFDC, the income of a dependent child which {s derived from pardcipation in a JTPA program
may be disregarded. Eormed income may be disregard jfor a period up 10 six months per colendar
year. Unearned income may be disregarded indefinitely (section $02{a}(8}(A)(v} of the SSA).

Under Food Stamps, training allowances from vocational and rehabiliarion programs gnd JTPA
earnings are gxcluded, except income from on-the-fob training programs under section 204(5} of title

., Al OJT Income of individugls urder age 1% ond under parental control is excluded. (7 CFR
273. 8 (1)) and (v 273.9(c K10}

Specifications
. ar W

(a) Amend the Social Security and the Food Stamp Acts to disregard as income alf training
stipends and ailowances received by 8 child or adult from any prograr, including JTPA,

(b) Eliminate targeted earned income disregards so that the ecamed income from sny op-the-job

fraining programs or from a job will be counted after the general earned income disregards
are deducted,

6.  Supplemental Payments

ITER W

Section 402{ajf28} of the Social Security Act reguires those States thdt deduct income from the need
rather than the payment standard {fill-the-gap) now and in July of 1975 0 provide a supplemersal
paymert e femilies who have less disposeble income because child suppont is peld to the child
suppont agency instead of directly 1o the family,

Food Stamp: - No such provision exists {n the Food Stamp program.
Spacifications

&) Amend the Social Security Act to remove this provision.

7. Treatment of In-kind Income

Lurrent Law

AFDC rules require earned inkind income 10 be counted. As o matter of policy, Srates may disregard
ity unearned in-kind income. I the Swe elects to count unearned in-kind income, the amount
counted is limited to the value of the item in the Store’s need standard.
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Under Food Stamps, in-kind bengfits such as food, clothing, housing, produce are excluded. (¥354
Sy 7 CFR 271.9(ck1))

Specificati
{a) Amend the Sacial Security Act to require States to disregard both earnsd and uneamed in-kind
income.

No swatutory provision excludes, jor purposes of the AFDC program, allowances, stipends and
educational awards received by participants in a National Service program established under the
National and Community Service At of 1990, as amended by the National and Community Service
Trust Act of 1993,

The Food Stamp progrom will exclude from income National Service program benefits, The National
and Comsnunity Service Act, as amended, specifier thar the exclusion in secrion 142(b) of the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) applies to Nasional Service program bensfits. Sectioh 142() of the
ZTPA provides shat payments will not be considered as Income for purposes of income transfer ord in-
Xind aid furnished under any Federal or federally assisied progrom based on need, other than Social
Securiry Act programs.

Specificati

{a) Amend section 402(a)(B){A) of the Social Sscurity Aat to disregard from the income of a
family allowances, stipends and educationsl swards received by velunteers participating in a
National Service Program under the National and Community Service Act of 1990, as
amended by the National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993,

3 FILING UNIT

Under current law, the AFDC filing unit must consist of o needy deprived child, its natural or
adoprive parent(s}, and oll nanwral and adoprive brothers and sisters {including half brothers and
sisters) who are living together, The unit's income and resources are used to determing eligibility and
the amount of payment. A stepparent is weated the some as a naoaral or adoptive perent for filing
wnit purposes in seven States {Nebraska, New Hampshire, Oregon, Sourh Dakera, Utah, Vermont, and
Washingtonj. These States have laws of general applicabilicy which hold the swpparent responsible
Jor the children w the same exient a5 o nowwral or odoptive peremt.  In all other States, the
stepparent’s needs are not included in the unit and histher income, afier cenain disregards, are
considered available to the unir members.

If there s no paren: in the home, then anorher non-legally responsible relative with whom the child is
iiving may, ar his/her option, join the unit and be oysisted.  Additionolly, Stetes may exercise the
oprion of including other individualfs} living in the home as an essentlal person{s}. " The essensicl
person’s income ard resources are used to determine eligibility and amount of payment,

Cerrain parents and siblings are excluded from the unit: illegal and sporsored daliens, recipients of
551, foster children, and individuels ineligible due 10 lump sum income.
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I UP Provisi
Currept Law

The Social Security Act at section 4077a) and 4076} limits AFDC eligibility for two-parent famllies to
those where the principal wage earner {s unemployed, and has worked six of the last 13 quarters.
*Unemployed " is defined in regulations as working less than 100 hours in a month.

Spesificati
{a) Allow States, at their option, o modify, reduce, or eliminate any of the special eligibility
redquirements for two-parent families (e.g., the 100-bhour rule, 30 day unemployment
requirement, the work bistory test, e¢) for both applicants and/or recipients. For States that

elect to maintain a 100 bour rule (or a modified hour rule), WORK program participation
would not count towards this rule.

()  Remove the sunset provision that allows for the termination of AFDC-UP in 1998 and majke it
a perwmanent progrim,

) The effective date for the shove provisions shall be October 1, 1956, s
Rasionale

Some of the argumerss for removing the additional gigibility requirements are that efiminating themn
would:

* remove the AFDC marriage penalty in whith single-parent famﬁies have easier access o
benefits than married couples;

. improve horizontol equity by treating disadvantaged children the same frrespective of whether
they live with one or two parents;

. encourage wark, 65 the currers rule limiting labor market atrachment would be incongruous in
a new frargitional welfare program that emphasizes work, and,

* alse enhance the shmplicity of the system,
* Finaily, a nwnber of States have sought waivers in this area.
, E a1 P Provisi

Current Law

The Sociel Security At ar section 402{a}(7} and the lmplementing regulation at 45 CFR
233.20()2)(vi) permir States, at thelr option, to include in the AFDC grant benefits for essential
persons. Such individuals are not eligible for AFDC In their own righs, but their needs ure token into
accowt in determining the benefits payable 10 the AFDC fomily becouse they are considered essentiol
10 the weii-being of an AFDC recipient in the fomily, Tweniy-two States currensly include the option
s pare of their respective Staze plans,
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(a)  Limit the kinds of individuals that 2 State miay identify as essential 1o individuals providing &t
feast one of the following benefits Or services w the AFDC family:
(1) child care which snsbies g caretaker relative 10 work full or part-time outside the home;
{2) care for an incapacitated AFDC family member in the homs;
(3) child care that enables 3 caretaker relative (0 attead bigh school or GED classes ot 3 full

or pari-time basis; .

{4) chiid care that enables z caretaker relative to participate in JOBS; and
{5) child care that enables 8 caretaker relative 10 receive training on & full or part-tims basis,

Rationale

The Social Security Amendments of 1967 provided a specific statutory base for an essential person
policy. This policy has two aspects.  First, Siater are perminted 1o speclfy those individuals who can
be considered eszential; second, Stater must permit the AFDC family 10 have the final decision as 1o
whether such individuals are in fact essential.  Under this policy, States are not reguired 1o identify
the benefits or services thai these esserzial persons must provide.

In 1989, this policy became contentious. Based in part on an QIG review ¢f ceriain State practices
the Family Support Administration, published final regulations which limlied State_ awhority to
determineg cotegories of individuals who could be considered as essential to the fomily,  These
regulations precluded States from covering individuals who did nor provide an essential bengfit or
service 10 the family, (The permissible categories are the five shown in option 2 obove.j However, in
199G the district court for the Edstern District of Pennsylvania In Yence y, Sulllyan and the district
court for the District of Maine in MeKerney v, Sullivan held that these regudatory limitations conflict
with section #02()}{7)A) of the Social Security Act. The courts Interpreted this zection as providing
States with the authority to identify in their State plans the categorizs of individuals who may be
recognized ay essential persons. These judicial decisions were nor appeaied. Consequently, the
Deparmment reveked the 1989 regulations and reinstated the prior policy. In order 1o ravipnalize the
wse of the essential person policy, a statutory amendment to secrion 462(a){7)(A) i necexsary.

Section 402{a}(31}) of the Social Security Act requires that the income of an AFDC dependent child’s
stepparent who lives in the swme home as the child is cowwed in the monthly determination of
etigibitity and the amount of assistanze, The statute aiso requires thar the following disregards witl
be applied in deiermining the amount of the stepparent’s counsable income:

* The first $90 of the stepparent’s gross earned income;

» An additional amounz for the suppors of the stepparent and other individunls who lve in the
home, who are not in the assistance unit, gnd who the stepparent claims os dependents for
Federal income tax purposes. This disregard must equal the Siaze 't need standard emount for
a famlily group of the same composition as the stepparent and the other individugls aot In the
assistance unit;

. Alimany and child support paymenty to individuals not living in e }wlmcho{d; and

* Amounts actually paid by the stepparent to individuels not living in the home but who ke or
she claims os dependents for Federal income tax purposes.
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ecificati

{2} Amend the Social Security Act to give Statgs the flexibility 0 increase the amount of the
stepparent disregards. This provision shall be effective October §, 1995,

Rationale

Allowing the discegards 10 be Increased provides incentives for AFOC reciplents to marry 10 improve
the stability of the family, and provides en incentive for stepparents o Increase their carnings.

4, OPTIONAL RETROSPECTIVE BUDGETING

Current Law

For the AFDC program, the Soctal Security Act permits Stares to use retrospecrive budgeting only for
the caregories of familiex required to monthly report.  The Food Stamp Ac permits Staes to
retrospectively budger cases that gre not reguired 1o montsly report.

*
=pecifications s

{2} Amend the Social Security Act at section 402(2}(13) o delete the clause “but only with
respect to any opg or more categories of families required w report monthly o the State
agency pursuant t0 paragraph (14),". This technical amendment will make retrospective
budgeting optional for States without regerd to whether families are required to monthly
report.

Rationale

Altowing States to use retrospective budgering withowt requiring cases to morthly report will foster
consistency between the AFDC and Food Stamp progroms, and will give States grearer fexidility 1o
administer thelr programs. )

5. MISCELLANEQUS ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

. Underpayments

Currens Law and Poiicy

Secrion 402{0)22) of the Social Security Act requires Sraie agencies to prompily take all necessary
steps o correct any underpaymens.  Regularions at 45 CFR 233.20(a)(13) Umit the issuance of
underpaymenis (both agency and cilent caused) to current recipierss and former recipients who would
be currently eligible If the error causing the underpayment had not occurred. As a result of litiyarion,
program policy also permits Staiey 1o Issue underpaymenis to former recipients who would no longer
be currently eligible. The amount of the underpayment it not {imived by the number of eligible months
covered.

Section Hide)(11) of the Food Siamp Acr provides that bensfuts are to bzlre:rowd 10 a household

requesting them if the benefits have been “wrongfidly denied or terminated.” The period for which
benefits are restored is Hmited 10 one year prior to the daie the State agency either receives a request

169



Svd dned Reapowabilicy Aoy o JO0

Jor restoration from the houschold or otherwise learns that ¢ foss 1o the household occurred. The
Food Stamp rule (7 CFR 271,17} also prohibits the State agency from restoring benefits for ¢ period
fonger than 12 months. The rule requires thar bengfits be restored even if the Bousehold is curremtiy
ineligible.

Vision

To provide clierss with @ rational and consisters pollcy in the processing of underpayments.

Specificati

(a3 Amend section 402(2){22) of the Social Security Act o conform to Food Stamp law by
requiring the izsuance of agency caused underpayments 10 current and former recipients for a

pericd not in excess of 12 months from the date that the agency learns about the
underpayment,

Raionale
Since clients ary responsible for reporting changes in circumstances that affecy eligibility and benefits,

a 12-month limir on restoring lost benefits due to agency error reinforces positive Behavior. The
change alsc achleves consistency besween the AFDC and Food Stamp underpayment policies.

Section 402{a}{22) of the Social Security Azt réguires, ay a condition for gid and services 1o needy
Jamilies with children, a State plan which must provide thar ¢ State agency will promptly toke all
" nmecessary steps 10 correct any overpayment 1o any individual who is no longer receiving ald under the
plan. Recovery shall be made by appropriare action under Sraie law against the income or resources
of the individual or the family.

Visign

To allow State agencies 10 recover AFDC program overpaymenis through the use of a 1ax intercept

program in covrdingtion with the IRS, A 30% march rare to cover administrative cosrs will be

provided,

Specificati

(@  Amend section 402(2)(22)(b} of the Social Security Act to permit State agencies to coordinate
with the IRS o intercept Federal Income Tax Returns for the coliextion of outstanding AFDC
overpayments, provided they pursue other means of collection under State law prior 0 using
the Federal tax intercept program. The tax intercept recovery method would only be used o
recover overpayments made (o individuals who are oo longer receiving aid under the plan.

) The administrative costs would have a 50% Federal match rate for State expenses.
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Ratignal¢

Currenely Staizs have the quthoriry 1o intercept State rax refunds bus are waable 1o do so If the
pverpaid individual moves o another State. A Federal system would aliow States to collect from
individualy, regardless of their State of residence. FNY has been runming an IRS tax lnrercept
program as a demonsiration project since 1992, The program has proved (o be very effective in
coltecting owstanding overpayments, sa much 50 that FNS has expanded the demaonsmrarion every veor
to include more States. A 0% match for administrative costs supports the Administrazion’s
philosaphy that the administration of the AFDC program sheuld be an equal Federal/State

parmnership,

Section #02(2j(15) of the Svctad Security Act provides for certaln services 10 be offered and provided
promptly {directly or under arrangements with others) to all individuals voluntarily requesting such
services, Services will be voluntary and shall not prerequisite to eligibillry. This is 1o be provided 1o
each appropriate relative and dependent child recelving aid and for each appropriare individual
Qiving in the same home as o relative and child receiving ald) whose needs are token.into necount in
making the eligibility determination. )

Yisi

Secrion 423{a)(3} indicates that administrative costs of such services are nof matched ot 30 percent if
the Stae includes family planning services under their Title XX Social Services Block Grant Program,
Thiy policy would be amended to allow for adminisirarive masching for counseling and referral
activities only,

Specifica
(8)  Change Section 403(2)(3), %o allow 3 50 percent match for counseling and referral activities if
they are provided under Title XX,

Section 1132(d) of the Act reguires, ax a condition of elighhility for assistance, a declaration In
writing by the individual (or, in the case of an Individual wha Is a child, by another on his/her behalfl
under penalty of perfury, stating whether or not the Individual Iy a citizen or national of the United
Scazes, and, If such individual Is nor a citizen or nationol of the United States, whether hefthe Is In a
satisfactory immigration status.

Visi
To bring the AFDC program into atigment with Faod Stamps by allowing one adult member of an

applicant assistance unit 10 sign the declaration ¢f cithhenship or alien status for all members of the
unit.
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Hicati
(a) Amend the Social Security Act by revising section 1137{d)}(1)(A} as follows:

(1A} The State shall require, as a condition of an individual's eligibility for benefitz under
any program listed in subsection (b}, a declaration in writing by the individual {or, In
the case of an individual who is a ¢hild or a second parent in a two-parent unit, by
another on the individual’s behalf}, under penalty of perjury, stating whether or not
the individual is a citizen or national of the United States, and, if that individua! is no3
4 citizen or national of the United States, that the individual is in satisfactory
immigration stamus.,

Ratignale

The current requirement is administratively burdensome a3 i requires each adult in the AFDC unit to
sign a separate decloration. This proposol will aliow the adult payee or principol earner in an
assistance unit to declare on behalf of histher second parert and children, thereby simplifving the
application and redetermination process. This propossl would also provide consistency with Food
Stamps. -

6. TERRITORIES

18 W

Section 1108 of the Social Security Act permits the werritories {Le., Guam, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands} 10 operate the AABD and AFDC programs; American Samoa is only authorized to
operate an AFDC program. Funding for CMld Care ond Transitional (hild Care Is provided for
under the JOBS limit of emtitlement.  If the territory elects to operate these programs, it must also
have a tide IV-E ¢r Foster Care program.  The territory must adhere o the some eligibitity end
paymerd requiremens &5 the Srates, The Federal government maiches: 75 percery of cosis; however,
Sunding for the territories is capped. The caps are $82 million for Puero Rico, 33.8 million for
Guam, and $2.8 million for the Virgin Islands., Between 1979 and the present, the caps were
increased once, by roughly 13 percent.

Vision

To creare realisiic funding levels for the territories that are reflecrive of the current economy end
caselond. A mecharism that will provide occasional adjustments in funding levels will be developed
to replace the cwrrens burdensome method of peiitioning Congress for adjustmens. Addirionally,
Territories will have the option to operate o timedimited system oend o WORK progrom (see
specifications under JOBY, Tiwx Loyrs, anp WORK secnon) bus will not be required 1o do #0.

Specifications
{3} Continue to require the territories to operste the AABD, AFDC (including JOBS supportive
services) and Foster Care programs. Amend section 1108 of the Social Secarity A w

increase the caps by ao additional 25 percent and create 3 mechanism for indexing. The
effective date shall be October 1, 1956,
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] At-Risk ¢hild care will not be appiied against the cap.

{c} The territories would not be required 1o operate AFDC-UP programs (effective upon
enacuneat of this act),

(@ "The cap shali be adjusted reguiarly, according to changss in the CPLL
Eationale

The nwmber of public assistance programs furuded under the current caps, coupled with only one
adjuspnent 10 these caps in 15 years, has seriously limited the territories’ abilities 10 provide, let
alone Increase benefits. Benefit payments above the cop are financed 100 percent By the territories,
resulting in situations suck as Guam's where the Federol share is roughly 40 percent, Pugrte Rico
reports that, since 1987, AFDL caseloads have nearly doubled from 98,000 units to 183,000 uniss.
Further, beginning October, 1994, Puerto Rico will be required 1o extend eligibility to two-parent
families. Puerto Rico estimutes that an addifional 40,000 families will be eligibie for AFDC due to
this provision. If match rates were determined by formula, as they are in the Stares, the wrritories
would be eligible for kgher maich rates. Increasing the caps and providing a mechanism for efficlen
adiustments 1o those cups will not only continue to give territories the authority to opsrare publle
assistance programs but adeguate megns to do 30 ar well. "

B. REGULATORY REVISIONS
i, Automgobile Resource Limi
Qurrent Reguirgments

The Social Security Act provides for the exclusion of se much of a family member’s ownership interest
In one automobile us prescribed by the Secretary. That exclusion s set by regularion at $1500 equity
value (or a Iower limit ser by the State} in onz whicle with any #xcess eqm:y value counted toward
the 81,000 AFDT respurce iimit,

The Food Stamp Act provides for the toral exclusion of vehicles that are used over 50 percens of the
time for income-producing purposes; anmultly producing income consistent with their FMYV; necessary
Jor long distance travel for work (other than daily compuse); used a5 the household’s home; or
needed to transport a physicaily disabled household member. For the following vehicles, the amouny
of the FMV over 34,500 is counted as a resource: ong per household {regardiess of use): and vehicies
used for work, training or education to prepare for work in accordance with food stamp employment
and training requiremerss,  For gll other vehicles, the FMV over 34,500 or the eguity value,
whickever is more, s couwnred a5 4 resource.

Visi

Reliable wransportation will be essendal to achieving self-sufficiency for many recipients in a time-
limited program. Because a dependeoble vehicle is important to individuals in finding and keeping ¢
Job, particularly for those in areas withow adequate public fransportation, both the AFDC and the
Food Stamp programs need a conforming ausomobile resource policy that supports acquiring reliable
vehicles, Thiz proposal would simplify the cigomobile resource policy by conforming the program
rules and reducing the unnecessary complexity end confusion for program edministrators in both
progroms.
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{a) Exercise Secretarial authority and amend the repulations 1o increase the AFDC automobile
limit o $3,500 equity value, and subsequently index for inflation.

Ratipnate

This proposal is a first siep towards bringing a level of conformity between the two programs that
would eliminare some of the administrative complexity involved with valuing vwehicles under warying
criteria and would result in greater effectiveness and efficiency in the adminisirasion of both
programs.

2. ¥gification
Lurrent Reguirerents

Food Stamp fow and regulations include specific requirements for verification and documentation of
information needed for eligibility and benefit determinations. Food Stamp regulations mandare
werificarion of wility and medical expenses (when ocmad s claimed), wientity, residensy (addressh,
disability and househwld composition. In the AFDC program, the Act and regulations do not address
how verification iy 10 occur bur State procedures have generclly conformed 1o the verification policy
ourlined in the Federal quality controf manual,

Under the Food Stamp Act {(FSA) (sections 13(e)(3).(%)) and Social Sevurity Act (Act) (secrions
402(0)(23) and 1137}, income must be verified through the Income and Eligibility Verification Sysiem
(IEVE). The Stare nmust request wage and benefit information for from the State Wage Information
Collection Agency, the Social Security Administradion, and the agency edministering Unemployment
Insurance Bengfits.  Unearned income informarion must be requested from the imternal Revenue
Service. Baih program are also required by law to verify alien siatus through the Immigration and
MNaturalizadion Service’s Systemic Allen Verification for Entitiement system.

Both programs review the accuracy of eligibility decisions and benefic amnounts through guality controf
systems, with the ivended resuds that much information i verified ot applicarion and @t recertification
to avoid errors, States may, in both programs, adopt other verification requirements,

Visi

Federal computer marching and verification requirements are often burdensome for both clients and
eligibility staff. Even where Siates have flexibility, the emphasis on payment accuracy and the
potental for fiscal quality corerof penalties have often resulted in unnecessory documentation, delay:
in bengfits and improper denialy and werminations. Yet, to assure the public thar their rexes are being
spent (o serve only those in need, verification will continue 1o be @ critical component of the new
system for delivering assistance 10 fomilies. Siates must be gfforded the flexibiliry to simplify matching
procedures, while exsuring progrom integrity through minbmum standords,

Rezul Suecificati
{a) Exercise current Secretarial waiver authority for IEVS and SAVE w give States greater
flexibility celative w0 the selection of alternate sources for matching activities, the elimination

of certaln matches, the targeting of client groups for matching and follow-up verification, and
the modification of time frames for follow-up action on match “hits.” Amend the Federal
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regulations on IEVS and change the ACF review perspective 0o SAVE {given the absence of
regulations in this area) 10 provide greater latitude on what can be waived and the applicable
S:ate justification.

b} Verification systems and time-framss for action will be included in the State Plan.

Rationale

Srares will welcome the Increased flexibilyy provided by this proposal and be able vo streamiing their
verificarion acrivities, saving time and paperwork. At the same time, the Siare plan approval process

will ensure adequate protection of. cliemt rights and program buegrity withowt restricting State
Fexibility,
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NON-CITIZENS PROVISIONS

A. ELIGIBILITY FOR NON-CITIZENS

Assuming they meer all other eligibilicy requirements, foreign narionals residing in the United States
must be lawfully admined for permanent residence or “permanently reslding In the United States
under color of taw” (PRUCOL} to qualify for bengfits of the AFDC, Supplemencal Securty Income
(581}, or Medicaid programs,

The term PRUCOL appiies to cerain individuals who are neither U.S, cirlzens nor aliens lawfully
admined for permanent residence. Allens who are PRUCOL extered the Unized Stares either lavfully
in a status other than lawfid permanent residence or wnlawfully. PRUCOL status Is not a specific
immigration status but rather inchudes many other immligration ssaruses.  Under the SSI stanute,
PRUCOL aliers include those who hold parcle status. The AFDC statute defines aliens who have
been granted pardle, refugee, or asylum statws as PRUCOL, as well as aliens who had conditional
entry stawes prior 16 April 1, 1980, The Medicold stonue uses the term PRUCOL bur provides no
guldance as to the meaning of the term,

In addirion 10 the revisions in the regularions reflecting the interprerasion of section 1614(a}1j(B) of
the Social Secwrity Acr resuliing from the court in the Berger and Sudomir decisions discuszed below,
PRUCOL status also is defined in AFDC, SST and Medicald regdasions as including aliens:

who have been placed under an order of supervision or gronted asylum ssatus;

-

who entered before January 1, 1972, and continuously resided in the United Siates since then,

L]

who fave been granted “voluntory departure” or “indefinite yolundary deporture” stasus; and
* wha have been granted indefinite stays of deporsation.

In the case of Berger v, Secretary, HHES, the U5, Court of Appeals for the 2d Circuit In interpreted
PRUCOL jor the S5 program to Include 15 specific categories of oliens and also those aliens whom

the Immigration and Naturalizarion Service (INS) knows are in the coumry and *does not contemplate
enforcing® their departure.  S5A jfollows the Berger court's interpretation of the phrase “does not
contemplare enforcing” to include alizny for whom the policy or practice of the INS s not 10 enforve
their departure as well as aliens whom it qppears the INS Is otherwise permitting to reside in the
United States indefinitely. The Medicald regularions include tha sume Prucol categories oy the S5I
regulations,

The Sudomir v, Secretary, HHS decision, which focused on AFDC eligibility for asylwm applicents,
was fexs expansive. The U.S. Court of Appeals for the $th Circuit determined that AFDC ligibilisy
would extend only w those dliens allowed to remain in the United States with o “sense of
permanence,” Applicants for asyium are thus specifically excluded from receiving AFDC benefiss &y
this deciston even though they would not necessarily be disqualified for 55! due to the Berper
decision,
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Eliminate any reference to PRUCOL. as an eligibility category in titles IV, XVI, and XIX of
the Social Security Act (the Act), Standardize the treatment of aliens under these titles by
identifying in the statute the specific immigration statuses in which som-citizens must be
clagsified by INS in order to qualify to be considered for AFDC, SSI, or Medicaid eligibility.
Specifically, provide that only aligas in the following immigration statuses could qualify

lawfully admitted for permanent residence within the meaning of section 101{a)(20) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act INA);

residing in the United States with lawful temporary stanss under sertions 245A and 210 of the
INA (relating to certain undotumentad aliens tegalized under the Immigration Reform and
Coritrol Act of 1986);

residing in the United States as the spouse or unmarried child under 21 years of age of a
citizen of the United States, or the parent of such citizen i the citizen is over 21 years of age,
and with respect 10 whom an application for adjustment to lawful permanent resident is

pending; or
residing In the United States as a result of the application of the provisions listed below:

- sections 207 of the INA (relating to refupees) or 203{a)T) of the INA (relating o
conditional entry status as i effect prior to April 1, 1980);

~ section 208 of the INA {relating to asylum};

-~ section 243(h) of the INA (relating W a decision of the Attorney General t¢ withhold
deportation);

—~ section 244 of the INA (relating o a decision of the Attorney General to suspend
deportationy; and

~ any other provision of the INA, provided that: (i) the Attorney General determines that
the continued presence of an alien within & ¢lass of aliens serves a humanitarian or other
compelling public interest, and (i} the Secratary of HHS determines that such interest
would be further served by permitting such alien of such class to be poteatially eligible for
benefite under titles IV, X¥I, and IX (e.g., certain aliens granted parole statug).

{5} The proposal would continue the eligibility of those aliers eligible for AFDC, 881, or
Medicaid on the gffective date of the amendment who began their periods of eligibility before
enactment for as Jong a5 they remain continuously 2ligible,

) The proposal would also allow State and local programs of assistance to utilize the same
criteria for eligibility.

Rationalg

Some aliens currently conzidered PRUCOL did not enter the United States as bwmigrenty under
prescribed Damigration procedures and guotes, but entered illegally, Cthers entered legally under
temporary visas but did not depart. The vouris have determined some of these aliens to be eligible for
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benefits under the definition of PRUCOL, even though such individuals have not received from INS ¢
deliberaze immigration deciston and status for permanent presence in the United Stxtes. In essence,
many of these aliens are similar w Mlegal aliens excepr that they have heen caughi, which under
currens law can irontcally improve an alien’s situation in terms of benefi eligibillry. Thar is, if they
are cought, INS will likely gran: thenm one of the "PRUCOL starusas “~such as voluruary departure or
deferred action-which currertly allows them 1o be eligible for SSI, AFDC, and/or Medicald. If they
are not cought, they are simply undocumented and gre not eligible for any benefits other than
emergency medical servives, Therefore, it is reasonable to restrice AFDC, S51, and Medicaid
eligibiliry to specific categories of aliens who have emtered the United States lawfully or who are
permitted o remain in the V.8, indefintiely and are eligibie 10 obtain permanent resident stasus.

Determining which allens must be considered for eligibility for Scclal Security Ac programs has
hecome excessively confusing due 10 Judicial actions, and ir i3 subfeat 1w ongolng challenge in the
courts. iy confusion—characterized by the different treatmers by different programs of similar
individuals—weould be remedied by establishing in stasute a uniform definition of alien eligibility. The
proposal would provide such @ uniform definirion by lisdng the inunigrory statuses and speclfically
citing the provisiens of the INA under which they are granted, therehy ellminating the ongoing
sncertaingy about the precise scope of the eligibiliry condidions and potendal Inconsistencies regarding
alien eligibllity in the three programs. Due to the complexities of Immigration statuses there are some
groups of aliens which can not be defined unequivocslly In starute,  For example, somie aliens are
paroled into the U.S. for hwnaniterion purposes ond are effectively permitted to remoln indefinitely.
Others are pargled into the U.S. for a very limited period of time-typivally a matier of vweks-for
specific puwrposes {e.g., to testify ot a trial).  The propozal would permit the Anomey General 1o
identify those classes of allens within certaln invnigration caregories that are allowed to remaln in the
{1.8. due to hwnanbtarian or other compelling public interest reasons. In wrn, the Secretary of HHS
would be gramed quihority to determine whether those classes of aliens idezztg'izd by the Arorney
General would be poternsially eligible for benefits.

The Food Stamp program has owoided similar problems because the caiegories of aliens eligible for
assistance under the program have been specifically iisted in law. This proposal seeks to do the same
Jor AFDC, $8%, and Medicaid. The proposal would save administrarive resources ond costs, The
case developmenr required to determing if an alien s considered PRUCOL generally is time-
conswning because $54 and State AFDC ond Mediceld agencies must verify the alien’s status with
INS. In many cases, an alien’s status as PRUCCL must be re-verified annually,

B. SPONSOR-TO-ALYEN DEEMING

Curveny Law: Under Unmigration faw and policies, most aliens lawfully adminted for permanent
residence and certain aliens paroled into the United States are required 10 havwe sponsors.

As a condition of emtry os ¢ lawful permanent resident, almost all Inmigrams must saisfy the
admining officer that they are not tikely to become & public charge in the Unired Stazes. For many
immigrants, this requirement is met by having a relative who is a U.S. citizen or legal permanent
resident agree to “sponsor® the immigront. Sponxors sign affidavitz of support or similar agreemenis
provided by the Department of State or the Inunigration and Naturalization Service qffirming that they
will be responsibie for supporting the immigrants and ensuring that the bueigrones will not become
public charges. However, these pledges are aot enforceable and, by themseives, have no effect on
whether the immigramy con qualily jfor public assistance. Therefore. the Supplemental Security
Income ($51}, Aid to Families with Dependert Children (AFDC), and the Food Stamp program opply
rudes that limit sponsors” shifting their responsibilities to the programs by deeming a portion of a
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sporsor’s income and resources as being availgble to the imvmigrant for a particular period of time.
The affidavit of support informs the sponsor and the immigrane of the deerting rules thar will be
appiied to the immigrant by the $81, AFDC, and Food Stamp programs.

Specificaily, sections 1614((3), 162i(a), and 415 of the Social Security Act provide that in
determining 3SI and AFDC eligibility and bengfit amount for an alien, his sponsor’s {and sponsor's
spouse s} income and resowrces are deemed 1o the alien for 3 years gfter the alien's entry into the
United Stares.  Public Law 103-132 extends the period of sponsor-to-alien deeming in the §SI
program from 3 fo 3 yeors for those applylng for benefits beginning January 1, 1994 and ending
October 1, 1996, For the 58I program, these deeming provisions do not apply to an alien who
becomes blind or disobled gfier antry into the U.§. The Food Stamp program curremtly provides jfor o
three-year sponsor-to-alien deeming period. . Refugees are exempt from the deeming rules under oli
three programs. Immigration law provides generally that an alien whe has resided continupusly in
the Untied Siates for ot least § years after being lawfully admitted for permanens residence may file an
application for U. S, citizenship,

Specificati

(2} Make permanent the five year sponsor-to-alien deeming under the §8SI program. Extend from
three @ five years spomsor-to-alien deeming under the AFDC and Food Stamp programs.

{t) Far the pericd beginning with six years after being lawfully admitted for permanent residencs
in the U.S. and until a sponsored immigrant giains citizenship status, no spoasorsd immigrant
shall be eligible for benefits undecr the AFDC, S5I, and Food Stamp programs, unless the
annual income of the hmmigrant’s spomsor is belaw the most recent measure of U5, median
family income.

- *Annual income® of the sponsor shall includs the most recént measure of annuyal adjusted
gross income (AGI of the immigrant’s spoasor, and the AGT of the sponser’s spouse and
dependent children, if any.

- "Median family income” ghall be based on the most recent Bureau of the Census measure
for U.S. median family tncome for all families, updated by the most recont measure of
change in the Coasumer Price Index {CPI-U).

{< Each year the Secretary of HHS shall publish in the Federal Register the median family
income amount that will be used 10 determine the eligibility of sponsored immigrants for the
AFDC, SSI, and Food Stamp programs. This measure will be based on the most recent
income data from the Current Population Survey (CPS), published by the Burean of the
Census.

(d} Allow State and loca! programs of assistance to disqualify from participation in general
assistance any alien who is disqualified from participation in the SSI, AFDC, and Food Stamp
programs due t0 sponsor-to-alien deeming.

(e Effective with respect to applications filed and reinstatements of eligibility following a month
or months of ineligibility on or after October 1st 1934,

H Exempt from sponsor-to-alien deeming under the Food Stamp program any sponsored alien
who becomes blind or disabled afier entry inw the U.S, and becomes eligible for SSL
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(¢ Raise the Food Stamp resource limit under sponsgr-fo-alien deeming 1o conform with the
general resource limit under Food Stamps,

th) Exeampt from sponsor-io-alien deeming under S8, AFDC, and Food Stamps any sponsored
immigrant whose sponsor is receiving AFDC or 551 benefits.

) Allow the Secretaries of HHS and Agriculture~afier consultation and coordination with each
other~to alter or suspend the sponsor-to-alien deeming provisions on an individual case basis
where it is determined that application of the standard sponsar-to-alien deeming provisions
would be inequitable under the circumstanges (e.g., if the sponsor has physically abused the
sponsored immigrant).

Rationals

The number of immigrants entering the U.S. has been Increasing recently and there has been o rapid
rise in the number of bmmigrents receiving bencfits—particulariy 831 benefits.  For example, the
number of immigrants who received SSI benefits in December 1992 was more than double the number
who received benzfits in Decernber 1987, Over a third of all aged legal permanems residents on the
SSI rolls in December 1993 came onfo the rolls within 12 months after their 3-year sponsor<o-alien
deeming period ended, indicaring thar the deeming provition is instrumental in delaying alien
eligibility for 58I, Mainiaining (under S3i) and extending (under AFDC and Food Stamps) the
deeming period to five years for lowfully admitted permanery residents for whom an gffidevir of
suppor: has been signed serves 1o enforce the pledge made by ¢ sponsor that the immigrans will not
become & public charge and avolds increases in densfir program costs which would otherwise occur
as a result of increasing bromigrant use of welfare benefits. Requiring ¢ sponsor that Us in the top half
of the income dissribution In the U.S: 10 continue to be financially responsibiz for & sponscred
branigrani beyond the five year deeming period mainraing the integrity of these welfare programs
which are intended to help the poorest of the peor.

For exumple, under the SSI program, many elderly Immigrants are sponsored by their children who
have signed offidavits of support, It seems equitable 10 require the children fo continue 1o support
their relatives for the five year deeming perivd, rather than cllow the porents 1o obrain welfure
entitlesnent benefits solely on the basis of age, pardcularly if the sponsors are financially able w
continue supporting the immigrants they have sponsored. Sponsors generaily have sufficient income
and resources to support their alien relatives. Once the five year period has ended, 1t is equitable 10
continus requiring the sponsor in the top half of the Income distribution to be financially responsible
Jor the well-being of the sponsored immigrant, Norhing in this proposal would prohiblt a sponsored
immigrant from becoming eligible for benefits if the sponsor’s income and resources were depleted
sufficlenaly 10 meer aligibility eriterio, as ir the case with cwrent faw.  Also, refugees would continue
to be exempt from sponsor-tp-afien deeming, and sponsored impmigrants who become Blind or disabied
after ertry into the U.S. would continue 1o be eligidie for bensfits. Thiv proposal merely requires
sponsors to continue for g longer period of ime 1o accept financial responsibility for shose brmigrants
they chooss 1o sponsor. Once sponsored bmmigrants become cltizens, it Is opproprivte to discontinue
these eligibiliry rules.
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FINARCING PROVISIONS
Vision

The financing for welfare reform comes from three argas: (1) reductions in entilement programs.

(2) extensions of varivus savings provisions set 1o expire in the fisure; ond (3) better EITC targesing
and compliance measures. Estimared Federal savings for all proposals are roughly 32 3 billion over
Flve years.

A ENTITLEMENT REFORMS

The AFDC-Emergency Assimance (EA) Program Is an uncapped entitloment program. In fiscal year
1990, expenditures toralled 3182 million: by fiscal year 1999 they are projected to reack almost $1
billion. While the intert of the EA progrom s 10 meer short-term emergency needs and help keep
people off welfare, Srates currently have wide latitude o determine the scope of their EA programs,
Recently, States have realized that the definition of the program Is 30 broad that it cam-fund almost
any crivical services to low-income persons. Some Staies have begun shifting costs from programs
whith the Siates fund primarily on their own such as foster core, fomily preservation, and homeless
servicer into the matched EA program. Siates appear 1¢ be funding servicer that address long-term
problems as well ar frue emergency lssues,

Specificatl

@) Modify the current Emergency Assistance program by establishing & Federal cap for each
State’s EA expenditures, The cap will be set in fiscal year 1995 and Increased by the
Consumer Price Index in each subsequent year,

&) The basic allocation formula is a combination of two components:
{i) Allocation among States proportional to their requested expenditures in 1994; and

G Allocation among States propontional o their wial AFDC spending in the previous
year.

{) There will be & ten-year transition period, and the weighting of the components will shift over
time, with increasingly more weight being given o the second component. Beginning i
1995, the weighting will be 90 percent by component 1 and 10 percent by component 2, The
weighting will be altered by 10 percentage points each year such that by 2004, the weighting
will be 100 percent by component 2.

Ratiopgle

The proposal ensures thay all States will receive contlnued funding equal 1o their actual 991 levels.
The Federal match wil conrinue ar 5 pervent up to the cap. Thiy proposal rafses abour $1.60 billion
over five vears, The basic allocation formula balances the need 10 protect Stotes thot have been
spending heavily on EA in and before 1994 with the potenial claims of new States which have not
previousty hod claims for services under EA.
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Visign

In recens years, the mamber of non-cltizens lovfully residing in the US. who collecy SST has risen
dramarticatly. Immigrants rose from 5 percent of the 581 aged caseiocd In 1982 to over 25 percent of
the caseload in 1992, Since 1982, applicarions for SSI from immigrants have rripled, while
immigrarion rose by only sbout 50 percens over the period.

Most of she legal permonent resident applicams enter the country sponsored by their relatives, whe
agree as a condition of sponsorship that their relatives will not becomz public charges. To enforce
this commitment, until this year, curren law reguired that for 3 years, & portion of the sponyor’s
income in excess of 110 percenr of poverty be “deemed™ as quaiieble o help support the legal
permanent resideny (LPR) Imunigravs showld they need public assistance. Curremtly, abour one-third
of the LPR immigrams on SST subject to the deeming rules epply in their 4tk year of residency. Last
Fll, to pay for extended unemployment benefits, Congress extended the vime of deeming under 881
Jrom three years 10 flve years unzil 1995 when It reverts 1o three yoors again,

The Adrinistradion proposal related 1o non-cltizens contelnt two parts—extending the deeming period
Jar sponsor income and coordinating ellgibillty criteria under four Federal assisiance pragranss.

Specificati

{a) Peeming Make the current five-year period of sponsor responsibility permanent law under
the S8I program and extends from theee years 10 five yedrs sponsdr responsibility under the
AFDC and Food Stamp programs. The sponsot’s income would be desmed as gyailable o
support the immigrant should they spply for public assistance. For the period beginning with
six years after being lawfully admitted for permanent residence in the U5, and until a
sponsored immigrant antains citizenship states, if the sponsor has incomse above the US.
median family income (§39,500), the sponsor will continue to be tesponsible for ensuring the
support of the immigrant,

Ratiopals

This wilf have the effect of denying benefirs 1o Immigramis with sponsors with income ubove the
median, Once immigrants attaln clticenship, they will be 2iigible so apply for benefits on their own.
Any immigrane whose sponsor s receiving 581 or AFDC bengfits would be exenpt from sponsor-tp-
alien deeming under 381, AFDC and food siamps. The proposal affects applications after the date of
enactment fi.e., it would grandfarher curren: recipients as long as they remained continususly eligible
Jor benefirs),  These changes in deeming rules would nor apply 10, and would have no effect o,
Medicaid eligibility for immigrams. This part of the proposal zaver abouwr $2.8 billlon over five
years.

(b3 Set consistent deeming rules for sponsored immigrants acrose three Federal programs {8SI,

AFDC, and Food Stamps). Sponsor responsibility is based on longstanding immigration
policy that immigrants should not becsme public charges,

Rationgie

Sponsored immigrants most often apply for SST berefits on the basis of being aged, and are differens
Jrom most citizens in that the fanter typically spent their life working and paying taxes in the U.S. A
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the same time, this proposal ensures that truly needy sponsored imunigrants will not be denied welfare
benefits if they can esiablish that their sponsors are no longer able to support them, if their sponsors
die, or if the immigramt becomes blind or disabled after entry into the U.8. The palicy would not
gffect refugees or asylees.

Visi

Currently, dug to different eligibility criteria in starwre, and litigation over how 1o nterprer statutory
longuage, the four Federal progroms {$31, AFDC, Medicald, and Food Stamps} do rnor cover the
same categories of non-LPR immigrams. For example, aliens whose departure the INS does not
conemplate enforcing are eligible for $51, bwt not for Food Stamps. The Food Stamp progrom has
the most restrictive definition of vwhich categories of non-LPR immigraws are eligible for bengfits -
{i.e., the eligibility criteria encompass o fewer number of INS statusesy. SSI and Medicpid have the
micst expansive definition of which categories of non-LFPR bmriigrants are eligible for benefits, and the
AFDC program falls berween these gxtremes. This element esteblishes in staruie a consistent
definition of which non-LPR immigrants are 2ligible for welfare bengfits,

{c} Eligibility criteria Establish similar eligibility criteria under four Federal programs (881,

AFDC, Medicaid, and Food Stamps) for all categories of imumigrants who are nof legal
permanent residents. o

Rationalz

Thiz proposal makes eligibility criteria in the S§1, Medicaid, and AFDC progroms similar to the
criteria that currently exist in the Food Stemp program. The new Iist of INS statuses required for
potenmtial eligibility to the SS1, Medicaid, and AFDC programs s dlse virtually idensical to those listed
in the Health Security Ace providing eligibility for the Health Security Card. Like the extended
deeming provisions, thiz part of the proposal affects applications gfter date of enacrment fie., i
would grandfather current recipients a3 long as they remained continuously eligible for bensgfits).
This part of the proposal saves about 3900 million sver five years.

Current law requires thar all S8I disobility reciplents for whom substance abuse s material to the
Jinding of disebiliry must be in available trextment and must have their paymens made through a
representative payee (g third party who receives and manages the funds). Paymens to these 557 drug
addict and alcoholic (DA&A) bengficiaries are suspended ¥f the individual feils 10 panticipate in
appropriate glcohol or drug treamment, {f such treatment Is available. Ng stmilar reguirements are
made of Secial Security {Tide N} disability beneficiaries who recelve benefits on the basiy of
addictions. The represemtative payee and treamment requirements have beest part of the SSI pregrom
since ity inceprion over 20 yeary ago, However, the proviyions have nat been implemented effectively,

Specifigation
{a) Strengthen sanctions and 2pply new time Himits o benefits paid v individuals receiving

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and Social Security Disability Insurance {(SSDI) benefits
who have substance ghuse problems that are material to their disability finding.
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The Congress is reaching decisions on these proposals currerndly in conference on H.R. 4277, a bill
which the Administration supports. Wz anticipase savings of $80C million over five years. Should the
final bili yield zavings of less than $800 million, we are commined 1o working with Congress 1o fully

Jinance the package.

The Child Care Food Program provides food subsidies for children in two types of setings: child
care centers and family day care homes. They are administered guite differemly. Tha subsidies in
centers ore well wryeted because they are means-tested; USDA belleves that over 30 percent of
Federal dollars support meals served to loveincome (below 183 percent of poverty) children, The
Jamily day care part of the program i not weil targered because it has no means test (due 1o the
burden It would place on the providers). A USDA-commissioned study estimates thar 77 percent of
Federal food program dollars o family day care homes support meals for children above 185 percent
of the poverty line. While the child care center funding levels have been growing at a modest rate,
the family day core funding levels are growing rapidly~16.5 percen: berween 1991 and 1991,

Soecificat

{a) Amend section 17{¢} of the National School Lunch Act (42 U.5.C. 1766(c)) to establish a
two-tisred reimbursement structure {in the Child and Adult Care Food Program) with a higher
level of reimbursement for meals served by family day care homes located in low-income
areas. Low-income greas would be defined as those in which half of the households have
incomes below 185 percent of poverty. Family day care hormes not located in low-income
areas would have the option of receiving lower rates of meal reimbursement or administering
a means test to enrolled children, :

(b} Under the mosans tested option, meals served o children whose family income is below 185
percent of poverty would be reimbursed at the higher rate, while those servad to children
from higher income familizs would be reimbursed &t the lower rate, Meals served to children
enrolled in programs operatsd by low income providers would also be reimbursed at the
higher rate. Finally, meals served 1o the day care providers’ owsn children would continue
be means-tested,

{c) Provide family day home sponsoring organizations with sn additional $10 per home per
month for sach bome it sponsors in low-income areas. Authorize $2 million to States
agencies for technical assistance 10 sponsors to belp implement the new reimborsement system
in FY 1995. ‘Technical assistance funding would increase to §5 million in FY 1996
Authorize for FY 1997 through FY 2000 $5 million for the ficensing of family day care
Bomes in low-income areas.

Rationale
This approach better targets the family day care food program funding 1o fow-income children and

creates minimal adminisivative requirements for providers. This provizion yields savings of abour
3300 million over five years.
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USDA Jarm programs are criticized for unfairly supporting large farms and wealthy producers rather
than smaller farms and iower-income farmsers. The Congressional Qffice of Technology Assessment
conciuded that most big farms “do nor need direct government payments angd/or subsidies to compete
ond survive.*

Specificati

{a) Make producers receiving $100,000 or more in offfarm adjusted gross income ineligible for
Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) crop subsidies {price support loans and income support
payments).

Rationale

The propased targeting of subsidies would direct farm poymerzs to smaller, fonily farms, which
deserve Federal financial help more than large agricultural enterprises and individuols with sufficlent
off-farm tncome. It would couse an estimated 1.2 percent of program particlpanes.es drop ow of
USDA farm programs. Most of these wealthiesr particlpants Include corporations and individuals for

whom farming is not a primary occupation or source of income. 1his proposal would save abour
3500 miltion over five years,

E. EXTEND EXPIRING PROVISIONS

Seates are permined to keep some portion of the 100-percers Federal Food Stamp recoveries as an
incentive paymens for pursuing program violations. This proposal raises abour $100 mifiion over five
YEQFS.

Specificati

{a) Extend the 1990 Farm Bill provision which reduced the percentage of recovered Food Stamp
gver-issuances retainable by State agencies for fiscal years 199195, Under this provision,
which would be extended v fiscul years 1996-2004, States could retain 25 percent of
recoveries from intentional program violations (previously SO percent) and 10 percent of other
recoveries {previousiy 25 percent),

A flar-rate merchandise processing fee (MFPF) s charged by U.S. cusioms for processing of
compnercie! and non-commercial merchandise thar enters or leaves U.S. warehouses. The fer,
adopted by OBRA 1986, generally is set at .19 percent of the value of the good. Other veriable
customs fees qre charged for: passenger processing; commersial truck arrivals, railroad car arrivaly.
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private vessel or private circraft enries: dutiable mail; broker permirs; and barge/bulk carriers.

NAFTA extended the MPF and other fegs through Seprember, 2003.  This proposat would save abow
31 billion in that yeor.

Specificati
3] Extend the fees through September, 2004,

Rallroad safety inspection fees were enacted in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 to pay
Jor the costs of the Federal rall safery inspection program. The roilroads are assessed fers according
i @ forruda based on three criteria:  road miles, as a measure of system size; train miles a5 a
measure of volume, and employee hours os a measure of employze acrivity.  The formula is gpplied
acrosy the board w all railroads 1o cover the fll costs of the Federal railroad safety inspection
program. The fees are set to expire in 1996, The 1993 President’s Budget proposed tp extend the
Jees through 1999 and expond them, effective in 1995, w0 cover other railroad sqf‘ezy costs.  The
propasal roises abow $200 million over five years.

Specificati

{a) Extend the Railroad safety inspection fees permanenty.

A broad-based envirowmemal tax, based on corporate alternarive minimwn taxable income (0.12
percent} in excess of 32 million, was first enacied in 1986 and Is set 10 expire a2 the end of 1995,

Superfund reaiahorization legisiation would provide a further CEI tax exrension through the year
2000, which would provide sufficlen: edditional credit needed jor budger scoring of the Superfund
legisiation’s “orphan share” proposal. All revenue from the CEI tax extension, wherher enacted in

welfare reform or Superfund legislation, will continue to be dedicated 1o the Hazoardous Substonce
Superfund 1o be used only for Superfund cleanups,

Specification
{2) Extend the CEl tax into §998.

C. EITC TARGETING AND COMPLIANCE MEASURES

ision at

Under current law, non-resident alieny may receive the Earned Income Tox Credir (EiTC).  Because
non-resident taxpayers are not required 10 report their worldwide income, it is currently impossible
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for the IRS ro determing whethar ineligible individuals fsuch as high-income nonresident allens} are
claiming the EITC. We esrimare that abow 30,000 saxpayers will be affected by our proposal, mainly
visiting foreign students and professors. The proposal raises about 3100 million over five years.

Specification

{a) Deny the EITC w noo-resident aliens completely.

Under current iaw, families living overseas are ineligible for the EITC. The first part of this proposal
would extend the EITC (o acrive military families living overseas. To pay for this propasel, end io
raise net revenues, the Dol would be required to report the nontaxable earned income paid to
milirary personnel {both overseas and States-side) on Form W-2, Such nontaxable earned Income
includes basic atipwances for subsistence and quarters. Because current law provides that in
determining ¢arned income for EITC purposes such nontazable earned income must be token into
account, the additional information reporting would enhance compliance with the EITC rules. The
combination of these two proposaly raises abow 3200 million over five years,

Specificat

{2) Extend the EITC 1o active military families living overseas.

P

() Require DoD 10 report the sontaxable earned income paid 1o military personnel (bath overseas
and States-sided on Form W-2.
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Study Finds That Education
Does Not Ease Welfare Rolls |

byrismes ©l2ilgy
By JASON DePARLE
Spec ikl it T siew York Timeq

WASHINGTON, June 21 — A ciose-
Iy watched experiment i whach tegn-
ape mothers were showered with edi-
€algn ang seoal services had no ol
fect m moving thems fram welisre
g the job market, accordng 0 a
study made pubilc joday.

The study is being widely discussed
ameng welfare oxperts, some of
whont believe ¥ cusis doubis o a
tentral teature of the Clinlon Admin.
istration's welare plan: the dectsion
Lo focus s traming and work pro.
Erams on YOung mothers.

Skeptice argue that the sludy, slong
with previous research, pamis g por-
irzit of such mothers as being harder

and more expensive 1o haip than olg.,

or mothers. -
i shows how tough s 10 work
with woups mothers.” sair judnh

Gueros, president of the Monpowser
Demonstrauen  Research  Corbora.
uon, a nonprofit group n New York
City that designed angd evalunted the
progrars.

The program, calied New {hance,
served 1,408 (een-agers m 1D states
But afier 18 roomibs, those who joined
the program were na mere Hkely 10
be off welfare or in a jed than a
sinsiiar geoup that received no seryv.
ines.

About B0 percent of 1ha mothers
from bolh groups were stilf collectng
wellars, and only 26 percem had
worked in the fast three rbning,

President Clinton's wellare pros
posal woull expand (r3i0Eng opporiy-
nitiey Jor women on weilare bur re-
gaire thase St unemployed alier Ive
years [¢ join A work program.

To save money and ailow SIREES
wime o adapo, ke wanis @ appiy the
aaw rules oy 10 mothers bern atter
1871, Mr, Clinion sow the bill 1o Gon-
Rress today.

Mehssa Skeifield, a spokeywoman
for 1w Deparimem of Heasith zod
Humarn Services, said the bill focused
a0 young mothers Decause they were
“most at risk of fongaanrm dependen-
cy‘if

In hddnion, the said. the locuk ba
young mothers sends  ciesr signaio
the next ganoeration, thal “they shouid
seny in sehool, delay prepaancy and
pastpone having children”

Rather ihn focusing on young
mothers aione, Mg, Gueron suggesied
iefling different states chovse giffer-
eai Siraiegies,

Emphasiziog that educazion # &
lang-term myesiment, Robert Greng-
er, the prograry's duecior, $aid it
might take more than 1§ mombs 10
mreasure the program’s ellect an
earnings. Thr mothers earaings
WETE creasing with time, he said,

Fhe New Chanee progeam did help
mothers gain high schood egusvalency
diplomas. Thertv-seven percen( of
thoze in (he prograses recerved the
diplomas, compared with ¥ percen!
of the morhers i a comtrol group,

Rut the program failed to rase
actusl laeracy, with the sverage
warmen in both groups sl reagding
belew e eighth-level.

New Chance also #ig Hitle 1o rais-
ing pargmiing skitls. And it faiied to
prevent repest pregnanscies, despite
counseitng and the offers of contra.
ceptmn.

About 57 pergent of the women in
the program ROt pregnanm in the 38
motths Tollowing enrsliment, com-

pared with 51 pereent of the wornen in
the conirol group. :
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Welfare Project Indicates
Difficulty of Reform Goals

By Eric Pimin
Wit Pt Sialt Wreier

Pregident CHnton's welfare rev
form plars woidd piaz:c the greatest
srphasis un yOURR unmar-
ried mathers wzth Imic education or
aining off welfare and into jobs
within two vears, But a pew study of
y paticawide plct project warps that
t will ba diffisclt, if not impossibie,
o wesn this group from the welfsre
ails in short order,

The study of "New Chance,” 3
jemnorstration pragram cperating in
14 states from Cabforsia o New
fork, canciuded that 82 pereent of
he participants were siifl on welfare
|8 months after they entered the
rograrm. Although alightly more
han 40 pereent of the women found
nbs, many of them gquit afier 4 fow
nofiths, either complaining about
verking and pay or saying
bat they praferred o stay home
vith ibeit thuldren,

Lompomding the difficuity, mare
i half of the 2,300 welfare reciph
w8 in the study became pregnant

ter beginaing the program, despits
tense tounseling against having
are chikieen out of wediock.

The study, conducted by the none

ofit Manpower Demonstration Re-

ek Corp. of Mew Yok and re-
set? yesterday, highlighted many of
frtdlems awaiting the Cliaten ad-
walration and other advociies of
g from welfare 1o Yworkfare." In
¥ Cases, program participants
1 ne tetter or fared wome than

other young recipients who did not
taks part in the program

i ti msmmm iweliare}
palicies wn the table would creste 2

sea change in behavior,” said Robert-
C. Granger, & chuef avthor of the.

study, “You must assame that a

tatge vumber of them wili not be

seib-sufficiens alfter tovo yeara”
New Chance, founded in 1988 and

fusded by the Labor Demartment and.

twe digen major private foundations,
offers high school-ievel education,
{amily planning and counseling, and
ob training and plaresment for unoar-
ried women in their {eens or early
twerities who dropped out of achood tn
have children-—ihe most difficol seg-
ment of the weifare popriation.

White Clinton's plan wogld tamgst
a shightly broader cross section of
weifare recivients, in terms of age
and work sxperience, 2 arge per.
cemtage would be from this hads
care grout of youny peciplents,

Clinten's $9.3 hillion redorm phan,
which was intreduced in Congress
yesterday, i desigred 1o apur recipi-
ents of Aid to Familiea with Depern-
dent Children 1o get off welfare by re-
qmr:ng them to participate jn job
training and placement programs, cuts
ting off cash berefits 10 same welfare
maothers after two yeare, and provig-
ing subsidized jobs for those unable 1o
finsd oiher work after that time,

The tougher restrictions i Chn-
ton’s piar would apply only 19 recipl-
ema born after 347 1—msunmg that
anly one-third of those prowected to
be on the welfare rolls in 1698,

‘NEW CHANCE’ FOR UNWED MOTHERS

he “New Chance™ pilot project has provided job trainiyg,

eduration, family planning awd counseling and job
placement benefiis lo yowng, wmved mothers in )0 stales
starting in 198% Afler 18 menths, 2.300 women in the
program sere compered bo & control group.

88 Participants {1 Comtrol Gapip

Percontags who:

eguivalenty dipioma

Heeame progrant §

Obtained general RO

Zgain i

Gave birth BiR B0
2galn guo
Held iohs aven for
whort white A
Zfiwage Aumber of § 8 wesks insricpen .
ey empiayed [ 9 wawker tsaleal prown:
W o wellare 15 1
smonths fater J-o5

SR, Manptwer Demonaltanes REMMIN Song. oF Few Foth, # Mooteahi pogem Fatar thal
TS nglioed 0o IO fhe wekl-Beiag of DOGr DREDE

wher: the program is unplemented,
would be affected by the (wo-yesr
Yirsdr. By the year 2000, half of thowe
un weifare would be covered, and by
2004, rwo-thizds would be covered.
Donna E. Shalala, heaith sad ho-
man services secretary, said this
weelt that the administration’s suc-
£ess eate i weaning women off wel-
fare probably would be higher if it
targeted 2 much broader segment of
the AFDC rolls, including “the

o, S e PISY

eream” of older recipients who fre.
guently can be coaxed off welfare
AL vl assistance,

Instrad, the administration has tap
gered the swoup most 2t risk of bee
coming permanent fixtures in the
welfare system, Shafalz ssd the 3d-
TRstration’s approach would sand a
strong signal 1o afolescents that they
ne lomger can indefiitely cownt on
tire government for suppert if they
get pregnant and drop ut of schoot.

-
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David S. Broder

lllegitimacy: An Unprecedented Catastrophe

Last Feb. 3, when President Clinton
visited Kramer Junior High Schood in
the Districs of Colupbia, 2 stadent
asked him a quession that ot nght to
the heart of the 19505 maral, political
and sociat policy debate. “Since fandy
$ife hus heen breakdng down Tor the last
30 vears) she pshed, “what can awy
generation do U restore family vahes?

The president’s response ook sbout
fve minukes, knd at the end, he said, U
you feally wani 1o rebuild the family,
then pecple have o deckde: I'm oot
goimy 1o have 2 haby satl I'm married,
F'm 007 golng te bring 2 baby into the
workd | can't tzke care of, And P'mood
going 1o fwm arcuad amd walk away
whert tdo 2, Vi going (o 2ake regponsd-
tikity for what 1 do. | wish there was
some high-falutin® sasy way to say i1,
Bt there B any w2y ta {un this
Lhing arownd exsept 1o tury it around.”

The wuth behind that stark state-
ment Is comained in a chart Sen.
Daniel Palrick Moyrihan (D-N.Y.) cae-
ries withi hint. B i 3 perfect parabalic
ourve, starting from a low, almost at
ime and then soaring upward ble 2
rockel, From 1940 o 1956, U rate
of iegitimate births in s country

was a2 flat 4 percent. Then it began
accelerating, never receding in a gio-
gie year since 1970, Nationally, over
3% percent of the births are Lo single
mothers and, on current teends, that
will reack BB percent by 2003, 1£ that
seems impossible, Moynihan, whe s
been wacking the breakdawn of the
Americen fHmily slructure for more
than 30 years, will hard you cefsus
data showing the Hlegitinucy rate al-
tesdy nudging 79 perceant in parts of
Brooklyn,

“There is nothing tks this in histo-
ry,” be says, using the famy word
“speciation” wo desrribe the inpending
creation of a different breed of kaman,
one raised outside 3 father-mother
sethiag.

For af the ideological and political
terssion belween conservatives and [ib-
erals aboul farmly values, wellare pro-
grams asd the rest, no one—Rierally,
oo one—challenges e demmstrable
and eatastrophic facts about tds new
species of latherdess children,

The aamual cost to Leegayers of
assistance 1o lamilies begin by en-
mizrried feenagers is abot $34 balion.

The human sty are appaliiingly high-
er, The poverty mate of children born
{0 unmarried teesage high schoot
dropouts Is 80 percent-— 10 tines as
high a3 that of children whose paresis
are marnied, high school gradustes and
at least 20 years of age.

Dropouts, dregs and orime are £a-
demic 2mong the fust groap, far fess
prevalent among the liter, Teenapr
sunmarried mothers are far Jess fkely
to fmisds sehood, fined a job ¢ work 1heir
way 0ff weifare,

s 15 wnislakably a case where
prevention is far better than cure. The
one part of welfare reform that every-
one an embrace s Pregnancy preven-
ticdr. Bur when Clinton Iast week added
his welfare propasal to the mix alveady
offered by congressional Kepublicans
snd Democrgts, the pregnancy pre-
vention program drew fittle notice.

Many parts of tse Clinton plan tscke
ie this problem indirectly, The require-
ment that mathers work for their ben-
els alter two years; the imensified
sifort 15 identify fathers at the binh of
their Children and extract <hill vop-
pors payments from thess—-all these

are designed as nudges 1o responsible
be:drvies.

But Clintan is ale asking 3 madest
sa-—8300 mllion over five yearse-
for tanding locally designed pregnamcy
prevention  programs-—slarting with
200 schools the first year and addzng
206 each addisional year.

William Galston, the White House
aide wha is 2 junior Moynihan whun i
<omes 1o his passion on this sulyeey, is
the first 1o sdemit that 2py such proe
gram will have more fatlores Ihan
sucresses, But he says, *We have
learned something fmportant in the
past decade about what works. Exper-
gnents have been condoeted, winually
afl privatdly funded, In 3 number of
cities, and the resalts have heen mon-
itored so we know which 1nodels pro-
dure siguiticant changes”

Some go well beyond the sieees

ivpes of anatmay lessuns ar omoval
teeiyres from adoits and rest g what
{alsion cglis “a resl anderstending of
adolescent psychology.” An 11-year
pid program in the Allests whools
runt by Grady Memorial Howpstal, for
exsenple, tichadey discussions that ad

dross probioms that deens thumselees
raise; *How do you say w0 withowss
irting the other pesson's feclings oo
cutting yoursel off from a friendship
you seslly crave?” Mith-graders w
the program reportedly ase gnehird
fess active sexuzily than clmamale
puiside # and have one-third fewer
pregnancies,

Muany conservatives args that un
33 the welfare system is tundamen-
taity ¢hanged io deny apparent eco-
romie rewards for out-of-wedleck
barths, s the classes and counseling
in the warld won't be enongh. They
way be right, although Meynihan az-
gues that the reabdollar value of wel-
fare benefits is lower now than in
1879, and Hegitimacy hay douw potb-
ing but Encrease.

Experiments in deoying exsra aid
fue additions cildrer born Lo welfare
recipienty @t being wied in New
Jersey and other states, Clinien wopld
Sarclion suth slate eiforts) Kepebli-
cans would mandate them, But while
that argunent goes ow, prevenlive
eliorts peed notw—-amd shoukd mage—
wait,
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| Welfare limits would hurt children, alliance says

By Margaret 1. Usde
pnd Willlam M. Weic%‘l
USA TODAY

The mosl extreme wellare-reform
bilis I Congress wotld severely harm
pouy children, siys & rare sliance of
fop social selentists,

In a direct challenge 1o conserva-
fives, §7 acadernle researchery signet &
stpternent disputing the ides wellare en-
courages egitimate birthy and should
be donled young, aiwed mothers.

“The consensus is that gefting fd of
(weilare} ... would have, ai Dest, a
small eflect on oulolwedlock hirths,
and what it wouid do i$ have & testihie
eflert on: child paverty,” says allinnce

jeader Sheidon Pandger of
the Undversity of Michigan,

President Clinton, mean
while, sent Congress s
awgited weifarereflonm bill,
desipned 10 encourage work
by piacing & twoyesr limit
oft benefits for sume,

The alliance statemess, 10
be released Thursday by a
Hiberat think 1ank, Says some
beiieve welfare has no effect

TALENT: Wards &
on Hieglumacy and aihers wetiere cuofl
think 1t hos a small efect.: 7

The aliance, which inchides many
lesuding scholars on peverty, hopesio re-
but the cnse made by socisi theorist
Chartes Murray that welfare enconr

ages women to have children

" . by offeting economic incen.
fves, Hig views have Inftu.
enced Dempersis and Re-
publicans In Cengress,
though few back his proposal
£ end wellare.

Clinton hes said of Mur-
ray: “He god 1 have often gis-
agreed, but | think his analy-
sis is essentially right.
YWhether his prw:ﬁpsim s
right, | question.”

But Murray's argument

splits even conservative Republicsrs.

benetts of ail types — housing food ¢
stamps and Ald to Famitles Wizh D

EY

pmdem Children — 1o any unwed
wogtan dader 26 who pives birth.

“Jt just seems (¢ me like they're desy-
ing what is substantially undeniable”™
says Rep. James Talenl, R-Mo, sponsur
of & wellare cuiotf,

' Ben, Charles Grassiey, B-lows, annth.
er sponsor, ¢alls the sfifance members
"delenders of the pld system,. 1 see them

* 68 & bunch of soeial engineers who warnt

{0 profect the status quo sbove all eise”

T MBurray was vacstioning in Haly and
coald not be reached for comment, bui
other researchers defended him,

T s The allisnee’s view aof welfare is “po-
Some back bills to permanently deny ;

iitical ldectogy disguised a5 social m:l-
ence,” says Pete Wehner of the ponser-
votive group Empower America,
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‘Weltare Mother Program Yields Mixed Results

m Social services: The New Chance
program has raised the educntion levet and
mothering skitls of teen-agers. But resulis of

its attempt to discourage repeat childbearing |
i

are disappointing.

By VIRGINIA ELLIS
TiMES STAFF WRITER

L.ATines Gf

SACRHAMENTO— AR experimenial programs being tes?-
ed in Catifornia as parl of 2 national effort 6 move
tepn-age welfars mothers toward seif-sufficiency has
shown JEppoINLNE results in disCouraging repeat preg-
nancies and reducing reliance on government assistante,
according (o findings being reteased today.

The program, zalied New Chance, demonstrated sub-
stamtial success in raising the education level of young
mothers and snodest success in improving their paresiing
gkills, Hut (he study found that, like gther programs, it had
jittle impact on one of the most serivus prablems £sr:mg
feeni-agers on welfare — repest pregnancies, .

Those in the program received exiensive edutatian, -

tmmng counseling and parenting ingiruction, researchers
said.

But 18 manihis afler entering the program, mere thain
hall Lhe women partivipaling in it reporied that they were
pregnant again, And while many had found jobs, pregnan-
vies and oither family problems prevenicd them siaying
emplayed for any length of time, leaving them on wellare.

“The resubls of the demoenstrauan sre mixed and they are
less (han what we have hoped far. | | | The grogram did
not work in the area of repeay childbesring.” sad Janer C,
(uint, sendor research sasociale for the Mew York-baged
Manpower Demonstration Researel Corp. and the author
of the report.,

Over an )B-month perid, the study foliowed 2300
reen-age mothers wha applied for the progrim at 18
tocatrong in 10 prates, With centers in Chula Vista,
Ingtewood angd San Jose, California had one of the highest
tevels of participation.

New Chance, which staried in most Slates in 1983, was
designed for teen-age welfare mothers because they are
the segment of the wellere populziion considered most
likety to spend their Life on public assistance, fts goal was
10 move ihem away from welfare dependency and toward

seif sufficiency through an intensive program which
inchuded instruction in contracepiion and family plannping
as well az academic eOurses aimed a1 earning high schoo!
equivalency certificaies.

Humaiely, officials hoped the services provided by New
Chance would improve the Hves of the young moihers and
their chitdren as well, .

The program was directed at a segment of the walfare
population considered among the mogt disadvantaged. To
participate. mothers had 1o be 18 W 22 yaars otd, had 1o be
receiving Aid 1o Famifies With Dependent Children and
hatl 1o hawe given birth as teen-sgers. The average
pacticipant in 1he program «3s 19 and had given birth o
her firsy child belore the age of 17 The vast majority were
unmarried high school dropouts,

Researchers emphasized Lhal the report released Loday
pravided only short-term resulis and said thay hope that s
fntlow . up study to be completed in 1998 will show thas the
[omg-range impact of the program was mare effective,

But they acknowledged thet the thort-terms resuiiz
ciearly demuonstrated that there are no quick fives,

Hobert . Granger. senior vice presideni for he
Marnpower Demnnsiration Regearch Corp. and project

director of Lhe New Chance re-
search, szid the data gathered sC

: far providus vaigable guidanes for
stawe and federal officials who are
proposiveg welfare reflorms.

He said it shows that the Tlinton
Adminigiration and many slasted
nave correctly targeted ieen-age
pregrancy ay @ probiem that must
he attacked in wellare reform
niang. / /

“We think thal i makes a fot of
gense Lo loctis on adoiescent pregy ©
naney apd to come up wilh somRe
ways off not having young unwed
maihc;’ have babies when jhey
are ambivalent about having those
babies’ or don't wanl those},preg-

nang@s,” he said, s

;m said the, hagﬂ nt.zmi:aer of

I3 She said many pl the progri
Tiave gince beefed up their fa }
f planaing and ed more case
managers 10 ihgir sla f who could
provide Tollowfup cfundeling for
mothers aft Lh v left Ngw
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Best reform for welfare:

The president’s plan makes recipients
even maore dependent on public aid.

BETHESDA, MG, - What welfare recipienis neexd is e
littie tough: love, naz more benebts. ‘

Unfortunstely, President Clinton’y new welfare re-
form proposal only iks tough — and debivers mare

The most popaiar feature of the president's plan i 8
two-year, lifetime it on weltare, But the two-year limit
ion'T quite what its cracked uptobe. .

m@mﬁmmzmmwfaﬂsmmaﬁﬁmme
mmmymm!t;:mmmm&jobwm
L nus if need )

Meamahie, afl weitare = i be lighe P
an expessive 39.3 billion néw program
exended childoare denefifs.

Under the president's plan,
weltare mothers will receive
free child care whils they're
enrolied in sehoo or training

- {10 tWO years
O e . soaions
yeur after they gt jobs.

Ko other group of working
mothers receive such bene
fits, even Hough §05 of all
mothers of children ungder
ape & now work.

These benefits may acrual-
I e | 1Y IndUce some weifare recipe

COUNTERPOINTS  1oncer thas they might other,
By Linda Chavez

wise « gad others 1o g0 on
watiare In the first placs.

If so, It wonida't be the first
time reforms almed at moving peopis off welfare ex-
parded the welfre rolis ingtend.

Sinee 1960, Congress hay pessed at leng six major wel
fure revisions o provide raining so welfnre particizants
cpaid find work Bag fiee rolls jncressed by 460% in the
sarme peritd.

mmmsm:mmpmmmm.

vide BE incardive to Stay on wellare,

Nationally, half of all recipients already spend less
thay two years on welfare Many of these women are
newly divoread or abandoned and smply needs 8 fow
rrionths &y pee back off their feer,

But if the poverntment peys far exira rrining and job-
search assistnce in addition to extended chiid care, a3
the president proposes, same will be perminded (o stay on
welfare for the maximum allowed fine I obtain {iese
benelts, And others, who would have shutined the dode,
FRight go o1 Just 1o take sdvartage of the enhanced train.
ing opportunities end three years of free chifd care.

Ecopomix June {rMell] saye thar adding benels Like

End it

C LRy

UBATOOAY

education, child care snd medical coverage may actual
{y “atract some working tamilies onto weifare for g ime
in order i qualily for the bepafits™

Bast providing training i no guarantee that recipients
will sitimately take johs

Many welfare recipients already receive tmining es
part of their welfure package. Ome 1980 study of New
York weltars recipients feund Qe 5% of black recipi.
ents and M% of whites had received training while on
welfare but few left the rolis for employment

Even with traming fees than 8% of bieck and ¥ of
white recipiants were working Onefifth of black and
onedhired of white recipients in the Study had never
worked in their lves.

Why don't trainisg programy help iongierm welfare
recipients? Largely becsuse wha! hese women iack
most s not skilg but motivation.

Most wellare reciplents are poorly educated — about
half Bave not compieted high school - dut that alone
goesty explain why they don'l werk

Many Haitizn and Mexican irnigrents, for exampie,
have mtich lower educnbion levels than typical welfare
rocipients, Mexicans average iews than seven years of
schooting. But both groups work. Thelr lahor foree partie-
igmtion rates - 77% tor Haltians, 74% for Mexjicans —
are nearly 10% higher than the patongl average.

What these workers possess — and miry weilane re-
cipients fack -~ fre resl jobs skills What Lawrence
Mend, author of The New Folitics of Poverty, calls “the
ability to get to wark on time and take ordiers.”

Even i the Clinton welfare passes muster i

wiich looks deubtful, it's not Hkely o provide
welfare recipients thase susrvival skiils.

Job training i¥ no substitute for actually taking a job.

‘The only way “io end welfare as we know I 510 end
wellare,
W%MWMWM&S&A&
et Muscuuraism arxt the Politics of Hace.
porspactives o Inday's SLues. : Susen Estren on

Garmer, Wedoesaeys: L Chaver,

» Welare dispais, 84

l L L

Fott b
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The 4D ay-Care Question

Finding the Right Answer Is Critical to Making Welfare Reform Work

By Laura Seasions Stepp
Wnaiegricn: Poml Seall Waer

{Sexond of tio parts) )
tis spriay. Deborah Forrest devided to find & b
mazwmdmzmwyafmﬁwﬁue
a0 ot of poverty, “You can't expect SEnens i
always give end give” she says. *7 wanted to have
scnething more for my kids." N

P+ e bt o e Qs
for Wemen {ROW), ¢ D .
mmawmm,mmpm{mmm
vigit, it aeermed dike the angwer (o § PRy,

-mmﬂmwmmm.wﬁmmmm
Secome an clectricisn, They said they woukd msesy her
s and wior her fromn § 25n, 10 3 BT 50 she could get
oo by the time Voent, her cidest, arrieed from
| b wﬁwmfwhum-okl

They'd also bely bey locate LELT
wwm.m.mmmmmwm,a
mmwawmwwm@mmﬁmu
mamnﬁ&zht?lﬂo,sbetﬁ@’twmat.

hmmm%&ch&ywﬁmhﬁ%ﬁg&ﬁ
m' atanwomi LEIRr, catied
mmmeNmmﬁ;&W@
about £ ISsminute drive fom ber housng proect o
Nortteast. Two days laver, Forvest, Shae end Shae's dad. 3
mw.kﬂ?m'gmg}mm:mw
&mwmwmuﬁmmmw-

mm&mmwx:mxm:md
mmmmmmﬂmagmso
preschookers, < thought, ‘Oh my goxines, Forrest
cecalls. “ Bad an itea 2 would be & veal nursery, you loww,
Iots of windiows, Hght and space. . ., | notioed they kad bary
o 2w windows, and four or five exits for safety,” -

Ax 1hey headed & WOW's officey downtown & jew
mhm,ﬁm*sgwwﬁt‘;m?&:;:
fathr teary-eyed, got teary-eyed.” Foarrest
%sjfﬁmm..mmzmmwm.
What o shie gets sick? * Sty bome, he 1aid her,

| sad & B, 1'm trving o do what you a7e, make 2
fiving.” "

(W_ay&.mmgﬁxmwmmdwmx

o welfare suxeed i staying of, One sudy i Baltimors
examined the progress, 17 years Wier, of the famibes of
toen wrifare momy who eariey had taken pant b a3
prrichment programs did far better i sehooi and had fewer
runins with the iaw than those who &4 not.

California's pewess welare program, calied GAIN, re-
ported last year that fts mothers dropped out significantly
soame ft when they were uphappy wilh ther day-care
mmwummw%&
fve Associgtion, the orgasimtion of state wellare direc.
sars, 1 recoeninend 3 President Clinton and Congrens tat
ncteld zare that meess both the child's developmentsl teeds
and the parent’s nesd for substoite care should be
available 10 all fansiies on & sbig sc2ie.” )

Yor weltare reform plaes curvently wider contider-
stinmr—bok Chmtoe's, tmoanced fast week, aod @ House
{;OP blldall far shewe of thas goat The plans aomewhat
incrense day-czre mobey for woimes t school. eming or

sz UM thair obbgation. o ’
grettare rocivias, TRy Jarenms, will either Bokd 2 by, T
i schood o in treing. That woornes chikbdtveloprent

&xperta, How can the child-care wdusizy possihly meel the
needs of Dwusands of new voung chents quickly. the
experts aak, When it dossn't merve youngsiers alrtady in
child care very well? .

‘Ax Fowrest found t, dayp<are “siots” particulardy

W&mmmnmm’;mﬂw
e, Since the Fandy Support Azt was paseedd in 1988,

ing mothery on wellire 16 go to school or fiod 2

%WMWWB.WM@AFDC

culd gare has increzped dramatically, according 1o # survey

reporied tis year by the Children's Defense Fund. an
advouary orgraizmtion, Foryeight saus reported in
crensed need, wih oe stave~Flardi—uncipatiog 2
growth of 5C pervent I two yeazs. Al the sare time, Dine
siatey sduitved ity biad derressed ther spending on child
care for AFDC falies because of budgrt constraints.

T years a0, hundreds of wimen 66 pablie sssistarce
i Wiscossin earolied it job training aad schoul caly to be
tal, sonetines the day before clisses wers & begin, tat
the state ool mot provide cidid care as promised, Some
dropped ot of school, and otbers shifed their children
froen one wrvangement to another. "1 was e waking up (2
3 nighumare” oo single mom of two children wadd the
Mihwukes Jourral

When AFDC children are place! i these mitad slats,
the chidren of the working poor ofizn wre pushed Ul

“Child care that meets both the
child’s developmental needs
and the parent’s need for
substitute care should be
available ... ”

—Americes Public Seifare Association

Subsidizad alots for day care are becormg ay acarce 33
of WOW; Wiwonsin's waiting list, for exarmple, jumped
from 5,200 ta 8,000 i two year.

The White House welfars task force estavatedd sbout 85
hillkw would be needed t fimd child care for the working
poor, bet recommended only $1.5 billios, Mery Jo Rane,
oo-chairperson of te Whits House gragp, defends that
Bgure a8 twice what is carrently allocsted.

Mostly, refurmers seem to sxsime deasand far mew skots
will intrease the supply. Expcrience has shown that that
ofien does 02X happen, When it does, the quakity may
wuffer, ¥sd quality may be particularly dnpertant for teae
chidren A study headed by Deborah Phlips of the
National Acaderny of Sciences suggusta B low-dnoune:
children deveiop appropistely only & child care designed
s grve £XGR attentien fo deveiopmental needs such o
ngusge and exploration. The stully mys there i some
witezer to belicve that Use ciiidren actwadly can be
harmex i e typical ehild-care programs.

Typical, or worse, 8 what many children get, acexeding 1o
care wd the other o care in Srivive homes, conchde that
ouly = minority of care-givers provids the kind of sururing
and xtimuissos that help youngmers tuive, The home
dry-care study by the Familes and Work Instiote in New
York sava that rebtives—whorn low-incont moders use
most olien—grovide the worst care of all

The best care, these studies show, is dso the most
expesnive. Yet 2xpencive care B 0 of the reach of Mo
tronth: for Mbants and toddiers and $175 2 month for okder
children. Welfare mathers who go (0 work are congquanthy
searching for betier care and mewing their children from
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nis, for example, say sealy hail of the mothers enanged
Mmoﬁdﬂ%mw<wa§{:ﬁbwm‘g{
more. “From the ¢ of 2 child's developrent, s

horrifying.” says Marano of WOW.

eturning from an ereand by Metro, Foreest stops at the
Rhﬁdelsiafgi station 10 call Park Tervace, where Shae fas
mmtexumaiwm-‘rmmmmmm
wéaing.andﬂzywﬁms}whadn':amhm'Imchm
sevaral days,” Forrest says, The day before—shen

Then Forrest gets the big news: y
foctanstely, Shae had been home—two thugs had robbed
the center while abowt 10 children were there, The
Wmdmwwm,?mm,m
always after bours,

Forrest broods over this until ate afiernoon, When her
m.?mmn,mmmmwmm
both it 8 taxs for an 8B ride o the nursery. She picks up
Shae, snd the naxt moring, calls the center i say Shat
wont be back She slso calls WOW 1o sy she cant
cominue in class until she has found swtstge day care for
her daughter, She now says she may wait to look for 3 xb
unti} the fall, when she can earcll Shae in 2 Head Start
program at Yincent's schoal. © .

*I just hope my new boss will be more wxderstanding
&mmymm,”szwm.%maww.
there are some times, when it comits 1o mine, 1 gotta 2o

Forrest's oldest child had persuaded her to give work &
try, and her youngest is the reason she atopped, Wellare
reform that doesn't build on this kind of bond is, in the
devemmtwﬁamm,Wto
{23, That’s why a growing number of experts and apencies,
inciuding the the Foundation for Child Devaloproent, Clald
Trends, the Children's Pefense Fund and a national group
of b trainers induding WOW, have called for more
‘cwoegeneration programs,” which intervene directly wah
familims 1o assess and fund the needs of the children as wel
as their parests, '

Focusing on
Teenage Moms

ne children whe would be affected imumedi-
I ately by these reforms are those who them-
sefves have children. The House Republican
plan proposes o eliminate all benefits o mothers
uatez 1§, The White House plan includes teemagers by
sargering changes mitially at the youngest thind of the
welfare caseload, those born after 1871,
The children of teensge mothers are younger and
have more physical, emotional and clildcare needs
than other age groups. So why focus on their moms?
Because 1gepage mwthers are gresumably malleabis,
*We have the most bope of changing their drewnstane-
es,” save Mary Jo Bane, one suthor of the White House
piian.

One nationad organization that trabas welfare mnth-
ers, the D.C.-based Wider Opportunities for Wamen
(WOW), doeen’t believe this is the best pobicy, WOW
inaders Cindy Marano and Thana Pearce suggest stant-
ing relarm frse with volunteers and secomd, hased on
the age of the youngesi child, with 3-5 years old the
optimam age. "Our experience hag been that § x5 the
ape of the yaungest <hild, ant the age of the mother,
that determines soccess in completing educationfiran-
ing programs wxd entering employment,” they write,

Both the White House and the Republicans want to
et the wumber of trenagers having babies, There ave

it

A tew junsdictions, notably Denver, have rescruetured

" pant of their welfare bureaucracy to hecnme fwomgenera-

Sarsal. The evaluation of these rrojects, while stil) sketch
mdicates &nz;{wgmwwkﬁemggwgﬁf;ﬁwﬁi
ﬁ&wwm:»mmmz{h

t has prevented such progrums sy thed
750 people tat has & waiting Est of 1,000, Neither the
president nor Congress is i the mood to fund smilar-
programs eisewhere. Some experts have suggexed it
might be more cogt-effective and more bumane 16 Jeave the
current welfare system in place temporarily, and 006Gy
trate what new muomey there is on 3 few goate or Uity
programs selected for their famdiy-intensive approach and
W@dt_a the youngsters in most need, Followeup, they
&zy, with indesendent evaluations of what happens 1o the
muothers ard their chilkdren.
‘ Bm‘zhat, of course, 5 2 ipag-term strategy with few
immediate politica) besefits, and it domsn’t enable policy-
auskers to trumpet pationwide that rights to welfare don't
come without responsibifities as parent and citizen,

It also dossn’t put large mumbery of children gt risk of
becorung poarer, unheaithier, and inse safe. The cyrrent
reform proposals de, children's advocates fear, Spesking of
the White House plan. Barbars Blum, president of the
Foundation far Child Development, says, “Where states
have strong economies . . . same kids Wil be much better
aff. But where the sconomy is lousy, where there's tittle
capacty to train and provide ik} care, we'd have

tragedies bevom] anything we've ever seen.”

sound reasony 16 4o so. While balies born 10 teenagers
declined between 1970 arxl 1988, the percentage barn
ot of wediock jumped from 29 percent to 85 percent,
About B0 percent of unwed teenage mothers go on
weifare witha one year of the birth of their first child,
and 77 percent wathin Gve vesrs, scoording to the
Congressionat Sudget Office.

Teenage mothers stay on wellare Jonger than older
firstotime mothers. They and their children sufier, says
Douglas Besharev, scholar at the American Enterprise
Institute: “Even richly funded desmonstration programs
have foumd it exceedingly difficult 1o mnprove the ability
of these mothers 1o care for their children, ket alone 10
become sconomically self-sufficent. ™

The White House proposals inclide:

» Funding demonstration projects on gregmancy pre-
vention in middie and high schools in poor areas.

a Requiring motfers urder 15 to fve 2t home or with 2
responaibie adult,

» Allowing states (o withhold additional benefits o any
mom whis gives bisth 1o 2 chiid while on welfare.

Propomests of the “lamily cap” say it wilt discourage
thegitimacy, Trisd in New Jersey, it reduced births by ¢
percent, or 186 births, over twe months, according to
the Canter for Law and Sovial Policy.

I also dended benefits to 458 newborns over the
same time perind, and many children's advocates doa's
like it. “The [Clinton) proposal telts newhorn habies i 2

are dy ... . Sorzy you were bewn’ " says
Sharcn Daly of Catholic Charities USA, the country's
fargest private social service provider, “and you will be
sarry. too, because this eimntry is going 1o make your

family even poorer @sd more miserable than before.
welairs Sesminns Blepp
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A Good Place to Begin
‘the Welfare Debate

Clinton puts a promising reform plan on the table

restdent Climeny wents A0 strike
a tough-lave bargain with
young welfure mothers. Qo to
school or warlt 28 & governoant-sub.
ridized fob and get Ald ax Jong ax 1L is

needed, Hefuss o 80 30 and Jose .

Kesitance afier twi Thix de-
manding symranch.if peoperly fund-
ad and surefully monttored.. s the
beginn of g preity pood deat do
oth we mothery

child care for during
their training their Ot yeur of
the job, ‘That's fine &x {az A% {L goes,
which lan't far. What wouls happern
to parerts stuck in minimum-wage
jobz and unahle to pay for adequate
child oare?

Deadbext Dads (and & Fowr Moma):
The Clntom plin would require
hogpitaly, and wames who want wel-

ang EXpAYOTR. fure, to estadiinh patertity 2t hirth
Beoause Washington can's sfford ¢ - Those fathers who did not support
train all & million thelr  children
wellare recipients wonld be subject 1
md put them to reazouakle pun~
wark at once, the ishments, such a8
Admintstration lowy of weges snd
WrEEts younyg par- suspension of pro.
énts born afier - fessional, -
inTi. This mp- : tional and driver's
proazh cecters ¢n serd  licenses This is &0
otherwive. normelly would atémp reform that
erwise norm wou nd % 8
ek of their livas on welfars, we s hut fet fathers off
The Administeation swedd spend  the hook,
§9.3 billion over five years for the job Presidenmt CHnton warng that in 10

waining, child care, bealth care and
povernment jobe of last resort, Much
of that money would be diverted from
&g w0 pmimu n;mﬁi;h;& ima
migrants though {ixeny are
here legally. We hope the Cedifornia

songreszionsl dalegation will press
tm;:puniﬁnm

Dendline:
tha dole)’ would motivats young par-

. ems. But ity deadiins-reamonablis

for the bewt -educated and most axnini-
tinus walfare Tl N
fairly penslise illiterate and umskilled

yeurs mare than half of all children
will b et S0 unwed mothers unless
current trends Qre mmtj‘h:it;.
COUTae teen - xge ey -
ministration wum;mmm
programe and tesn.gge mothers
would be rogiired o Uve with thedr
parents and inschool Good, -
Oalfarni’s Gresley
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Punish Babies Commentary

¥ The public supports serious, if
costly, jobtraining for welfare
Parests; cowards of both parties
ake the cheap way out instead. |

ne Praxident eannnt fairly be hismed

A {or having ecoured for sorse Wiy 0

Neep lix piedge 0 “end waifsre o1 w2

know U sod twee marcesly astiied for s

Pian whose likelient consequence o pre-

am' nE the welfire gymom pretty much s
. -

- The fxell belomps irglead to the failure of
Mg party's nerve in the i decaden sinee
the Republicans contrived to Rirn Libersl-
i inte a dirty ward The Democzats eomld
conceive of 1o practiexl serpenae axeept 15
finarate ihanaeiver wx B Choten's
New Dempersts and thus vegain il trep~
fymﬂmmﬁmmmmtﬁM‘

They ot govern by the suffersnce of 2
voting madrily that had harakly hudped
their works {ar the prior 32 years, When
the public has held ¥ou in low esteem for

mt;gw,mmmwmmvmhish

opinlon of the puhlic. Their wounds may
excuye the New Demoersls for syspsxing
the electorate 82 & meEn, sough and
dangeroon beast. But their tmidily &
norietheless disabling. and 4in effects are
Plalit in & weifare plan terrified © oo (0
‘Denipt: and salamed (o Dt 160 megn.

. ‘The muat compalling and eart often
.mentioned it abort weilare 56 we urow
i & that there s 12 cheaper way to keep
surgius people from stareing. [ direct
b sort ix #%0Ut 15 of thw tederal Budget.
which must e ¢ smailer share of grows
dutions] product than Vieterisn Engiand
aliotied 10 the Pour Law.

 Tobe no more than \he means
-0f eximtance in hawaver, o be chestad of
real Jits, Ifenewr deduees and work ola.
Vates. "To ba on earth without an appeinted
tusk is o bewailie deprived of pride and out
Ff from sll esnae of sommmity,

- 34 i otenpls truth thel, m the sheenoy of
b eppoetunity, talk of walfxre raform ix
sioonahine, All pofiticians know that and
ost of thew miwink from scting on that
knowizdge Deeause they axnnme thal thelr
eartituents £acofl from having 1o pay the
price frr & genuEne pb-toating and obe
SXPANIN PrOgraT.

and yel the publiceopinion exmpies
suggest vhther the oppokiie. The latent
Time-UNN pall shows 2% for cutung
wallary benefita, 43% for demying pay-
menia w Every vew ciiid born on welfare
and 4% for repiscing welfare with 8
eymem of gusranieed public wbs. T

) T
‘Hieghimacy oxists nowhere in
the oatalogue of sine mortal,

- deadly, cardinal or vanial.’
A

Kreat body of Americans are not as ymaen-
£70US A% their governors (iink and readier
tham thelr governars imagine to be taeed @
reciaim Lhe Kie 1o the dignity of wark.
“We may or pay nos b mean by instinet;
Bt we have o Xnaek far luraing ot to D8
Qe Xindly ypan reflection, I our paliti-
mmmmw,few Republi.
£int might (hink 1o prafiy from preaching
ihe denisi of woltxre Lo illegitimate ahil
draz in the naros of fxmily values.
*m‘zimzatmpm ababy of $20 5
_ s11q clolhing for the crimne of
Wm:mwew&mrg
< Lkt axisie sowhere in the sats-
¥igue of aing mortal, deadly, cardingl or
vmai;owmmm:k & pumishment for an
Mmmtn:mymndmmino
At e g o oo
ine ereed
Knows to teology, =

woic give minimal notiee o any auek
groposition aad net apit 1t from s mouth
In diggyst But & flcats sbout the aire of
Wishingion: and gven a Prexdent whe
winild st so degrade himaelf as given the
licemee 1 40 3¢ to wiate governors whose
Ooarser tastes innline ther 1o 21 nesnsies
ﬂggﬁuw%mm.
D he Arngunced his weilere 2

1 President mw&awwth&%
mmdb&mn%mﬁn&iﬂiu&w

The

; poar amw thuy peesumably 1o
redeemed 4t the -expense of the m:
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TIME ON HOLLS

Th hupart of Mir, Ciutan's plao je
tvo-panr il on beoslie, Most

woanings of mothers on wettans &y xach ]

birrs. The rrosdiian singlks Biay o0 Wity M
51 wes 22 months, -
o et rmcadving Doty
mwruphed tays.
FO% of racigients wil be

Birdibicurvighoked |

4*“5.-333“34,“”

swifbeon 4. & i yoare n |
o hen 8 yeale

s orindy

B DEOn who get off

weiine,
¥ on again. .

7% of recipioms witi be- 8
i Marthan 2 yeans
T be ond. 108 yoars

254 wiit B8 on .

mare shan 8 yours 8

e

’. "wﬁﬂﬂﬁa Wil mmlﬁ 1003,
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WHO THE MOTHERS ARK

#rdle 3, Clirsten e wmwhmm m,nmmtmm
Thwey wrw Lypicpily empiryadiie pople, Ligte aduration, JCADE work
rpuricnon, 1l poiiy ki w hathe.

Radm of mOthecs o7 drtiar Apummw . T
i 1299, 1 rnsk reoen YR
avallatie. ¢ :

"

' . . Housing of mothere in 1991,
| o I
of
Dourian Yo Ve aev) bhwiew Ocreonann. OBV

THEPNICETAG -

MMMWMWQM mmummm
owmnained 2 va bapetits hures fallen. )
: reiamnd m mmmnm
' mm g&m iTtioes tr the Faders! Oomprarmens {ses the
mam R AN .
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House pass

welfare cuts,
tax breaks

Roth were part of the $15.7 billion budget.
Democratic leaders didn’t have enough votes to fight.

fis Hobers Moran
and Bawwcl] £, Exhieman fr.,
ENGTTHER H ARREHLRG BUREAY

HARRISBURG » Over the Joud and
tengihy ohfvenions of liberst mem.
bors, the Hpuse 1ast night ook Ninsat
legisiative potion Ok 4 hew $igic
badgel 1ha overhenis Penosyive
nia's weiiare sysiem and siizos laxes
fur TEsiness,

Gav, {asey, {1y o staipment, colied
' the ducument Cresbistic” While eatl
ling weliare, he said, the 3157 hillion
spending plan would preserve and

incredse many humen services pro-
' grams as well as create jobs
o Wish dozens of Democrots abasn
. doaing Houte jeaders, ie vode was
- 14339 {or & bill that would reduce
welfare bene(its @ save §91 million
in fiscal 1968, whieh begins Juiy L

Hep. niph Acosta of Fhiladelphia,
who swiiztied his parly regisiration
ingi week. was e only Repablican to
vl aginngl the s

The changes In the simefanded
Cueneral Assisiatde progrém. which
are expecled so bl more than 170000

prople mmowide, ipclonding more-
than 78500 1 Philadelphis. were sz
ipiegral pars of 1he budgel pockage.

After & senes of failed procedural
mancuvers, 1the House spproved ihe
hudget, 141-58 All the Hepubiicans
voed Inr {4 and they wore ioibed by
43 Democrais, The Hease Ister come
pleied the finel chink of he pack-
Ogv, appioving businezs X cuts by a
18318 voie ’

Although House Democratin lead
ers have been ihe budgets stsun-
chest opponents, Majerity Leador
fvan ki 3, Allegheny) conceded
yesierdsy the! Be did not bave the
vo1es 19 Stop 1is passage.

The budge:, which, when federal
and other {unds are included, 1018ls
530.% billion, boasts stete spending
5585 million aver this year, 8 4 per
cenl Incrense.

The Senatwe passed the welfars
chatiges, 3811 iasi week. H approved

Se¢ BUDGEY ¢ Ba

The packaging of bilis will bring 1ax
revenu® 10 Phaladeiphia. B,

ihe spending portion, 428, and fhe
wny package, 49-3. on Tuesday.

Philadeiphia will receive 81,55 bl
Yon. roughly 31 of every SI0 of stale
spending, The appropristions incluoe
money fur schools and colieges, An-
man SaTvites JORrams criming! jus
lice, muss trang! and COMMEICS

TFhe iegisiation #iso inciadaes 4 fé
quirement that suburben gmployery
wishnold the city wage tax of em-
plovees whe Hive in the city. & prove
sioh experied to sdd up te 59 million
sannusily lo Philadelphia revenues.

And whiles the city canlinves o gol
she bulk of the 2ate's allotrment for
ftems sugh b5 putrition iyt hometess
programs, advocates Jar pudr pesple
predicted  that . the welfare culs
would be devesieiing,

Essentinlly, the weifore  pisn
changes ke criterion for welfarc
cash granmis jrem age 10 abilhy lo
work. An esnmaieg 20,000 recipionts
ages 45 1064 would see their benefits
drasiicaiiy reduced.

Kep. D3svid P. Richardsosn Jr. (D
Phita.) spoke fur nearly #9 ours i
oppesition to the welfwre biHL He
cuited the welfare rofibacks part of a
wider “conspiracy ARAILS: PoOT peo-
pie i this couptry.”

Fhe bill would edd $5 mitlion 1o
tglp fund gmgrgeney shetlers to o
commadate an expected incrense in
the homeless popuiation resiiting
from the cats

Tu ease the effect of the <315, pant
of & 328 million jobarmining énd
placement program proposed by Ca
zoy earlier ihis yeor is contained in
the Bl

Tie hill cally for o Ghdsay residency
raquirement for prospeciive general
A5SISt8REe TeCipienis 10 beeomse eligh
Wi o1 benehis. The requirement

would be waived oaly whet apph-
canis had moved 1 escape abuse

A “learnisre” demonsirition pro-
#ram woudd be sel up in SE¢Ven pars
ol the sate for ihree years. Poor
schoot strendancs by childven ages 8
1 18 whose parents receive Aid o

S &/ehy

AN POV + PR (TR SRFL |7
MORT e el Gegioasns,

A ERod e CRFINS ARSUTH LY Wirke
fare recipdi v 0 ENETS agling
sroud woskd e ostablished jor ven
yauTs iz three parts of the siaw. Alsar
the wgo of medical gEiisancy undy
for sarvicss or drogs rolated e yaler.
iy thavapy would be prafupiled.

The gk cul bill wonid provide S1%
million ip sgeings t0 BUSINERELs 1N
1he {irst year and rise fo S500 mitlion
ny the fpurth yeat,

1 wonuld dn su by JOWCTIRE the
npasion’s Bighost corporaie uel Qe
come (CNTY tax {rom 12,35 percan] o

+ + 9,99 parealt over four yesrs. In adds-

sion, it wonkd restore the ne aperal:
ing less carry forward pravision of
the £81, which permiis companias 1o
write off 5390000 of ipsses b onp
yegr DReinst profits over three years,
rotroaclive 1o 1988

The ok bill also incveascs irom
LE0 000 o 575,000 1he exemption per-
mitiod unddsr the gapital siock angd
frapehise tax on asheis, end i1 T
Auces ond eventually sliminaies the
siate's so-calipd widow's ipx oD -
fhetitances. To benefit 1he working
poor, it iheygases the threshold of
jncome 1hat reguites laxpeysrs 10
pay the gisle’s LE percent pelsonal
mesme 1%,

Spending $lems in the badgel guch
oy the weifare pod 1% hilis. were
negonsieg in private by the Casey
adminisiration, Sehaic Demtcras
and House and Scnxis Rephblicans

Besiges relativeiv smali inoreases
o decreases {n MO agency Eppro-
pristions, ihe hudger also inciudes
money for tegislsiors” pet profecls in
their &iStTicls, grahts known as
WaMs, for walking around maney,

Following s how Phiisdelphia
area representatives voted oft the
weifare Ditl, which would cut bene-
fiis, A yes vole suppotts the culs

Philcsphls, Raiph Aconta (A no Lowss
Willigrrsg Gishog 102 na, Adan L. SZnkowi {31
wam, Anckeawr J Caen (D) no. Mark B Coben (D
res, Rovan C. Bonawen (35 yes. Dwighn Evana
£ na, vincant Hughes i no. Haraldl James
Db a. Babatte Jossons (D) no. Wilem F,
Kotine {03 ves. George T. Kenemny Jr. 91 was,
Nseie & (aoerar (D) ves, Kathy M SEBO0N0IM0
31 po, Munaat P, eGeatian 10?2 ves. Qeprs
K. O'Baen (BIF yas. Frack L Otnee (D N, Johe
M. Beryai (A} vas. Davia . Ranardaon Jr. (0]
an, Willam W, Fage B no, Jemea R
Foabuck H3 no, John 4 Toyke I8 yes, W,
Curtis Thamas (D) oo, LeAens Washingion 184
np, Amhony Baigdy Wilhates (8 np, CheSte-
pher B, Wiogan iRi you. Rosg Younghiies? 1D}
fa <3

Bucks Cowmny. Paut [ Chymer #i vor, Joe
Corst Ri vou, Thomes . Cardgon &2, 11 vos.
Thoesss W, Droce (R ves, f&nibony Mebo |Df
ey, Foy Reinarc (R ves, Daveid ), S1add B ves,
fobert 8, Tornhnsse: (RF ves. Maiinew H,
Whight 3. A yes

Chntmr County, Robeei i Fhok # yes,
JSames W, Geriacer (R yes. Tenovw F. Hannes-
say A} vng, Arthur I, Mershey 88 yes, Jogeph
, fus (R s, Caeole Rubloy {5 vas, Einge 2,
TFavior (A} ves,

Dalswwrs County, Wilimny F. Autolph Jr,
iR yos, Mario J, Coosrs Jr. L) yes, Kaihrysges
Engham iR} yag. Thamas P, Sanon (R) wes
Thazieua Koklsnd D) no, Netholay A, Bica-
rie H1} yay, Bon Heymond #E vas, Matthew J.
Hypn (R} vt Oregary 5. Vumi i yes,
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Clinton’s welfare proposals amount

to a “culture refo

Targets cycle of teen
morms, ‘deadbeat
dads,” long-term
dependence on aid

By James W, Brossan
BUPRS o ASID NEWS SERVICE

WASHINGTON ~ The wel.
fare veform proposal that Presi-
dent Clinon plans o offer this
week might better be ealled “eul-
ture reform.”

It is not just designed 1o fix a
program. 1t is intended to break a

“evcle of teenage welfare mothers
raising children in homes where a
father ix seldom seen and a grown-
up é]amb' BOEB 10 work, .

intop s proposing to meet his
pledge 10 “end welfare as we know
it" with only a medest investment
in new dollars: leas than 213 billion
over five yeam.

But the ment of the plan is in

the rules of behavior,

Welfare mothers under ape 25
are the chief targer of new work
tequirernents, Absent dads, both
rich and poor, would be affected

under new ¢hild support laws. And .

new imnigrents would be sut off
from some government aid pro-
grams entirely and the money used
matead to pay for treining and day
care pervices for young welfare
mothers,

Under the plan:

> Fathors who lag on child sup.
port payments will be placed on a
nationst register of “deadbeat
dads™ so states can gamish theis
wages no metter how far from
home they roam.

T e A A it .

¥ Before unwed mothers lesve
the hospital they will be suked 1o
name the father of their child, or
risk not getting any benefits. I
they’re under 18 and unwed they
won't get a welfare cheek unless
they live at home or with o respon-
sible pdull. Even the grandparents
could be tapped for child support. -

> Any Amerwan born after
1971 wili be promised no more
thar two yearm of direct cash asgis-
tance, education and irainmg.
They will have w sign & “responsi-
bility” sontract, pledging to take s
job if offered. If they can't find &
job sfter iwo years, the states
would find ore for them, eiiher
public service or 8 subsidized job
with a private emplover,

“In some senae we're compliotely
Lzansforming our whole way of
thinking shout mupporting families.
We're trying by reinforcing work
and responsibility end reslly focus.
g on yaung people,” said David
Ellwoosd, an assistant secretary of
Health snd Human Services and
one of the plan's principal sutho s,

Welfare “may not be a huge
drain on the federsl budget, but it
i certainly one that everyonme

agrees i broken ™ hw gaid,

13.6 million recipients

This welfare program w known
formally as Aid 10 Familisa with
Dependent Children — costa the
federal government about $12 bil
ion a year. That is 32 billion fess
than the space program and sbout
the pamne amount thot Meddicars
ncreases aach year.

State governmenta chip in with
another $10 billion, about 2 per.
vent of their total Dudpets,

Y
Im

The money goes 1o 4.4 miilion
adults and 9.2 million children —
maore than ever before. But the size
of the average welfare family has
dropped.

In 1983, the typical welfare fam-
ily wan ¢ single mother antd three
i Now it's a single mother
and two children. Ondy 1D pereent
of welfare farsllies have four or
. more childrey, .
Mazimom benefits for the Typi-
cal three-persun welfare family

- Tange from $120 a month in Mis-

81883 to 924 a month in Alaaka,
Adjuasted for inflation, the sverage
benefit for o three-person family
has dropped from $6844 in 1970 o
#3088 in 1992, ,

More than half of all welfare
mothers began receiving welfare a8
teenagers and that's where Clinton
hopes o mip dependensy. About 70
percent of recipients leave welfare
within two yeans now, but half of
them are back on welfare within &
year,

About 39 percent of welfare
families are headed by an African
Amencan, 38 percent are white, 17
percent are Latine and the rest are
ABED, native American or anaiber
sthnic background,

The reason politicians badly
want 1o fix a problem of such mod-
ext budget pruportions is that wel-
fare pymiiites a deeper cultural
problem, said Harverd University
sociologist Nathan Glazer.

"Wellare has come to stand for
the rise of & permanent dependent

b
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papulation that is cut off from the
thsinstresm of American jife &8
expeciations, for the decay of the
inner cities, for the problem ‘_‘f
homelessness, for the increase 0
crime and disorder, for ihe prob-
lema of the inner-city black pooT,
Clazer said at & recent welfsre re-
form conferenice.

In the 19704, weifere reformers
exempied mothers with childsen

“"d@;ﬁg& & {rorm workfare require- .
ments. In the 19808 the age was
.thanged to 3, ,

e
Subsidized jobs :
In the Ciintan plas, s mother
B2es o work when the child 35 a
year end a day ofd. 1 the child is
born after e mother starts receiving
benefits, she goes to work when the
child i7 12 weeks old. -

Clinton slao would let states dev
cide how fast to implement the
_ Work requirement, baser) on thelr
ability Lo provide dey care and
\raining {or recipients. They could
decide whether to create public ser-:
- vite juhs or offer wage suhsidies 1o
private employerns.
States differ in the sirength of
dheir enonomies and mix of welfare”
~population, Elwaad nated in argu-
ing for flexibility. :
Ome final decision remaining for
President Clinton 18 bow Jorg to et
sorecne remmin in a subsidized
job. It's already been decided that
the recipient wondd nos qualdify for
the Farned Income Tax Credit like
other low-wage eamers and also
“that ahe oould not stay in the sarpe™ "
" pubwidized job for longer than one
year,
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Substance Abuse Amoﬁg Welfare’s Young Mothers

-t

Crie-Third in Reform’s Target (?roup Are Affected, Study Says; HHS [):f:pn!es Conclusions

Hiy William Ciaborm

Weddaglon 1l ShAf Wiaies

More (han a third of young moth-
ers on welarg--the group largeted

t for inlensive eduration and job train.

ing by the Clinton admdoisiration’s
welfare reform proposals-.are ad-
dicied to or sbase drugs asd sloohol,
a new study found.

Pvenall, more than 3 eullion of Lhe
4.2 mibion women on wellare fuve
drug and aleobal probienss, and moth-
ers recetving weifare are \hree times
mae likely lo stxise or be addicted io
skoho and drugs tha methess not
receiving welfare, according to 2 ra-
port eeiessed vestorday by the Cenler
on Addiction and Substince Abuse al
Columbiz University.

i would be pontless o spend bit-
Liors of doilars on edutation and mh
training as part of wellare ceform
without providing {unds tn preven
ard treal substance abuse, said the
cenler’s chairman and president, ju-
seph A. Califaro, a health, education
ind weifare secretary umicr Presi
dem Javewy Carter.

*Without such pragrams, like so
many past cfforls 21 welfare reform
the curvent atemgt wall be lots of
rhetoric and very frile reality,” Galic
fano sa.

Most of the $9.3 hillios in the
Clinton welsre reform bill—$7 &3
Hon—-worsid be spent on vdocation,
teaining and day care programs, The

plan 15 move reciplents off welfare

10SEPH A. CALIFAND
. « Slevssey vieed for teeafrar it

affer two years of b (raibing con-
reatrates on women horn afier
1971, who will account for haif of all
welfare recipients by the vese 2000,
U is these women who are most like-
ly to abuse diugs and alcohob ace
carding to the Caldanc stly,

The study lound that 37 percent
of women on welfsre between the
ages of 18 and 24 in 199} were alko-
fot and drug sbusers. R did aot 28
dress the question ol how weilare
yecipierds paid Jor their drugs and
aleohdl from their relstively modext
Aid 5 Families With Dependent
Chitdren {AFRC) benefits, which, ac-
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cording ks federal statistics, average
$388 a month sationally.
The Health and Humas Services

Depsrinent, in a statemeni, cafled -

the Califzno sludy “seriously flawed™
ard satd i oversisies the number of
women on AFDC who gr¢ impaired
by substance abuse,

The department said the center’s
definition of substaore abase was too
broad becasse it included snyone
who had used an illicit drug—even
mAEANE—Oace in Lhe greviows
year, Similarly, snybody who con-
sumed fve or mare drinks twa or

1t (imes in o onoaih was called an
ahuser, HIES said,

“Readers of the headkines need {a
midersiand the fine print, These ap
es of il drugs and alcohal are 2x-
tessive, bul they don't necessarily :
suggess a weed for expensive treal-
seal of a mape federal policy 1
sponse,” the department sakd. b

HHS offivials s6d their amiysﬁ
shuwed that apiy 4.5 percent 6}
AFDC recipients have substance
abuse problems “sufficiently dehil].
tating 1o prechude immediate parti

paLion in employment oF {raining ag-
thvities.” They noted that under the
Ciinton plan, states wiE be aflowert
o reguire subsiance abugers to get
treatement 35 a vendition far receivs™
fng wdutativn and Lraining,

Cudilans, in an interview, accused

.HHS of igrering 2 major probles bu&

catse addressing M would complicate

an alrexdy strabned wellare raform
fancing package thal includes such ,
controversisl proposals as a::i:mmal-
g benefits for noncitizens. .

He said the center's data were se- .
fected kargely from federal repodis,
“The reality is, our aumbers ark *
probably low because they are s&f"
reporied,” he added,

The center alsa reporied that he[{ ,
of the women on welfare s&mkt—;-
cosnpared o 29 perrent of wmen .
not on wellare—and that Medicai) *
mpatient bospital eosts of birth coms-
plications due to substance abuse
sould reach $4 bitlion this year. p
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Welfare-Roll Study Finds Vast Drug Use

WASHINGTON, June 2T (AP) —
Ome I foar msthers on weifare oees
‘Eﬁm drugs or drinks exmﬁvelt'é
coording 10 & Susdy made publ
woay by the Center on Addiction gnd
Subsiznes Abuse, 8t Columbdis Lini
varsity. _
The study was immedintely crilk
cieed by the Chinton Admintatyation
#» gvermating the prodiem.
Ry the tenter's couts, in 3991 more
thina o miilion of the 4.1 mitlion par-
s of the roily of s mais wstfare
Arsgram. Aid e Fomities With De.
perdent Chikiren, were ajcohsl and
wdrug sbusers or addicia. Among Lhe
youngest parenty. the rage of sddic-
weim snd Abuse was 37 persent, the
#E0UY said,
*if we are serious ubout gating

“THE FRESH AIR FUND: 1877-13994

them off weifare, we hinve 16 be sprl-
cus about gewing them into treat-
seent Brograms and slrer-care” eld
the cenier's direeior, Joseph A, Call-
tano 3r. o Secretary of Hedkth, Edw
crticn aid Welfare in the Carter Al
minisiration.

The Doporument of Healds and Ho-
mar Sarvices responded by saying
the stady's defindiion of abuse wak i
much too brogd The depariment’s i
own BORIYEIS suggesia thal oniy 4.5 .
parcent of Ald o Frmiliey recipients |
have shuse problems 1hut woukl pre<
vers thera from pertisipating in the)
employment or iraining programi
called for under President Chmon's:
weifars overhaul plan. '

Mr. Cajilane’s organization delined
sicohet atase a8 driniong Five o
e Srinks a2 o silting (WO or more
times 6 manth Diag sbxise wan 494
fined a8 the use of iRiclt druge al any:
time during the 1332 your, .

202 456 70%8:¢ e/17
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w Logislation: University panel warns that failure to teeal alcohol
and substance abusers could cripple plan.

By ELIZABETH SHOGREN
TEMES STAFS WRITIE

ASHINOTON = Arguing  thal mote

1han ohe-quarter of the 4.2 million
mothers receiving Awd o Furiibles with
Bepatident Childean uge (lieit drugs or
drink e much aicohsl. a Columbia Uni-
versity panel Monday warned federal ofi-
cials il failure W nclude adequate funds
for subsange abuse resiment could ¢rip-
pie welizre reform,

“If we'rs going Lo ik abeul gerung
thase pacple ta work, we're going 10 have
1o 121k about substance abuse preventan
and ueatfent programs” said Joseph
Calltano, chesrman angd president of {he
Center on Addiction and Subnance Abuse

a Columba Unlverssity snd a former
secretary of health, educatuon and wellare
pnder President Jimmy Carter. “Thers
absolutely has rit been enough regogmitian
of this probiem.™

Admerastration oflicisls ‘quiekly chal.
innged the srady, saying L greutiy exag-
gorates the probiem, They stremned that the
siudy could complicate the weifare refarm
debac in Congress by putting ammunition
in whe hsnds of congervalives whe argue
that money Apent of sducation and raining
for welfare recipierty will be wasied,

“Qverreaciions Lo 1his regort could ham-
per our efforty w assis< weilsre reclpients
hesome productive merbers of socety”
sad Secrelary of Heaith and Hurman Ser-
viess Dnnna Shalais,

The Fregigent's blueprimt for overhaul-
ing weifars was iInrodiesd 1o Congress las
week, and hearings on welfare reform are
gxpecied 10 §1art n both the House and the
Sernte this summer,

ol Ry

“They {the study's avthars] wart (o help,
bat thasr approach to helping may back-
five” zd one mamber of the Presidents
weifare reform task force. speaking on the
grounds of ananymity, “There's siready »
punitive mood on tha Hill with rewpect 10
welfare mothers”

A senigr coagressionial swaftfer afreed
that the study could hurt the Presidem's
efioris o provide more education, aining
and ¢hild care services 1o walfare recipr.
£ni3 o help them make the transilion 1o
work, .
“This i8 4 highly sugmatized popyiation
and to sd€ sne more atigma 1o them makes
it harder 1o do something 1o improve their
jives,” the stafler said.

nalyEing data from the 1981 Nationai

Hovsehold Drug Survey, the center
determingd that 27% of weilsrs mothers
akute of are addicted (o alcohol and drugs,
vompared 10 $% of mathery not receiving
weifare.

The Columbia group defined subslance
abuise ag consuming five or mare drinks ot
one siting, two or more times g month, or
hawving wsed ekt drugs in the gast year.
When asked 15 break oul the mere serious
abusers, Califero said that 118% of those
surveved admitted to binge drinking, O

* (bt group. 60% snid they 4id 5o six or more

ymes § week, Twemy-three percem 3d-
mitied 1o using Hiog drugs. Of that group,
gne quarter 13id they used cocame at least
weakly.

Bt aging Lhe same data, the Admimsies-
gon came up wWith sirikingly dfferemy
fhgures. According o 4n angiveis by the
Deparsment of Health and Human Servic-
es, 1.5% of molhers on wallare wers
determined to have debillatng wbaance

ACF/SUITE 800~

202 436 7028:2 7/17

‘Drugs Called Danger to Welfare Retorm

abuse probiems that would prevent them
irom prracpaung N employmen: ar (ran-
ing setivines, Another 310.8% were deter-
muned to be “modergtely impmred” by
sybsianve abuse,

Califeno crmsicized the Administrauon’s
4.5% figure—the only one Shzigly cited—
2 an “ipgredibly marrow definition” of
submance abise 918 charged that she was
stternpting 1w diminish the protiem for
potitical reasorsi.

“They're wrying 10 pass s welfare reform
WL Catifano aaid. “IUs wery difficult }
undersiand that, i iried w0 do i 1wie”
Califano puthed for wellare refsrm a2 2
domertic akie ta President Lyndon Johngon
and 2s Secretary of Health Fdumauan and
Welfare for Presidem Caner,

Both conzervaove and jiberal weifsre
eymerty warn ithat the sudy highlighis a
poiential wesk pant inthe Presidents phan
o “end weifare A% we know W by
requiring wellare recipients o work and
limising eligibitity for cash to two yesm,

LY ¢ the incidence of drug snd ajcohol

sbuse u that high, # tompounds
evervihing we know {sbout] the difficuities
these families are faging.” said Demetra
Nightengale, & weifare specinlise i the
{fhern] Urban Insticute,

“if the extent of drug and aloohn!
addietion and abuse amony wellare recipis
e6iid 15 &5 GTERL 4% L¢ repar suggens. and
befieve it 3, £ it 3 mign of how hg
shallenge the Admimsiration fazew in get-
tuag pespie from wellare to work snd
sericusty underculs Iheir cos esumates.”
sx:d Douglay Besharov, 4 residens schuar
st the conservative Amencan Enterprise
Insuivate for Public Pollcy Regesrch,

Even though wellare recipients are aligi-
tle for Madicaid. it is adil very difficult in
many siares Jor them fo enter suhsiance
abase reatment because of a shortage of
such programs and nadeguate funding,
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Study: One-fourth
of welfare mothers
abuse drugs, booze

ALSTCIATRD PRESS

Cine tn four mathiers on weifare
abuses alcoho! or drugs, a new
study reported yesicrday, angd it
authors suid “gealing them une
hooked” must be the centrel sie-
ment of weifare reform.

Thereport by the Conter on Ad-
diction and Substence Abuse ar
Columbia University also finds
hat mothers on welfare are three
times more likely than other moth-
ers to be subsiance nsbusery,

The centar said maare than 1 mil-
lion of the 4.2 million parents on
the rolls of Ald @ Femilies With
Dependent Children (AFDC) ia
1991 were sicohol or drug sbusers
or addizts,

Among the younges: parents et
AFDC — the group argered for
Job training and work programs
uoder the Clnton adminastration's
new veliare raform propoml —
the rate of addiction and abuse ix
32 percent.

“If we are seriols sbosit getting
them off weifare, we have 1 ba
serinus about getting them inm
treaynient programs and aftwer-
¢rre” said Joseph A, Califano Jr.,
chairman and presideat of the
canter and a former secretmry of
health, education and welfare.

The Department of Health and
Humay Services issued = state
men: calling Mr. Califano's study
“sericusiy [lawed” bacause it
overstates the namber of women
an AFDC whoareimpaired by sub-
stance shyse.

"These uzes of Wlicit drugs and
sjeohnl are exeessive, but they
gdon't peoesssrily wugsdst 8 need
for eXPLYISive Drealtient of 2 ma-
jo;d federal policy response” HES
said,
Mr. Clinton’s welfare plan would
pour bitlions of dollars wmw eduss-
tion, training, work and chiid-care
programs for muthers at risk of
long-term weiface dependency

Mr. Califnno arguss That “fiohe
of this stoff is going 7 take umil
they gt off slcohot, off drugs. Get-
tng them unhooked must be the
central ingredieat i any welfare
reforen pian.”

But a senior administeation of
ficial. speaking op condition of
antryomty. sai¢ Mr Califano’s re-
port may hacklire given the mond
of Congrexs. which vored wariier

The study did not
address how welfare
recipients paid for
drugs and aglcohol.

i

this year to kick drug addlctyand
aleohatics off the federai disability
rolis aftor 36 months,

The “natural gysumption.” the
official said. is thar e mothers
are u wellzre benefits @ pur-
chase illicit drugs or aicohol.

The wrudy did not address how
welfere recipients paid for drugs
&ad alcobo! feom ther mesgerin-
cormat, or the reaguns for their
substance shuae. 1r was based on
federal dats, ang the cerder seid it
mery ulideresiimate the problem.

Mr. Califane'z group definag ab
¢ohel pbuge 2z drinking fivwe of
more drinks st & sitting, D or
maore times & month, Dirug use i
defined as using ilicit drugs dur-
0 the past year

Chnton administration off icisis,
USINR 2 more onservative defini-
tion, {ound the rate of subsrance
sbuse among welfars pecipienty
much fower They caiculswg thar
4.3 percent have sarous impair-
ments and need Ireatmeng, and
103 percent ude a drug or get
drunk otice 8 week,

“We want o see welfare recipt-
ans who are drug and gicohol
ahusers get 1reasment 53 that they
cag become groductive members
of the work foree” HHS spekeswos
man Avis Lavelio said, “However,
we belicve the probiem is nor
naarly as large a3 the i€atifans
srudy would leave one 10 bolieve,
Therefore i i% nof insurpsount-
able

But Sen. Christopher 1. Dodd.
Conrectivut Democrat angd chair-
man of o Sanadte subcommittee 6h
drugs and alzoholism, catled the
centor’s statistics starting.

“Baged on this study, we're talk-
ing about hundreds of thousands
of mothers who are chemically de-
pendent. and you can just imipose
a tirre it and reprint forms and
think that will e enough & move
them off the welfars roiis  he said.

202 456 702812 8/17
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The seelolies spproach seems
& be workng Bv midJune 3113
rudlion ¢f 244 milion in daek ey
ek Bad doen collected,
But ek driver Reyaaid Xene
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poy. “If they .. . think they're poing
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Bachrach

upgrades
welfare
estimate

Revised proposals
jump almost $300m

T 6-28-94 1 1:oePy

By Scot Lehigh

GLOAL TfAFY

! Fading serusiny over his welfare reform

i propossls. Derocratie gubepnatarisl topedul

. George Bachrach Vestyrday said three ke
eiements of his plan would cost afmest 2300
million more than his eamnpaign had preo-
iously extimyzed,

14 an interview vesterday morning,
B:;;hmc‘h Prvidad o€ ses of figures for new
weliare sponding to mesr his o agn'
yoals, Bzzm e
later his came
Paign manuger.
Ritk Gureghiaa,
talied back to

B

Bachrach
insisted the

dramatically up.
grade thexe est mﬂsi&ﬂs
mAtes. should not

A3 3 resyl,
Bachraess pro.
pored new wel-
fare  spendinp

credibility,
Jumped from 35

i ET—
mitiion 1 3324

millfivn. mast of which would be federally re-
imbursable 3t 2 50 pertent rate.

Overall the campaign revised its est
mate of the cust of Bachrechs initiatives
from 8218.45 mikion 1o £566.85 milion,

The most drsmatic inerenses esme for
cdication and training for welfare recipi.
e, day esre for thelr familias, and trensi.
tional day care for tw children of recipients
whe have wken inks,

Wheress the campaign had previously
sstid $38 million iy new spending waa enough
t fund dzy care for families with a mother
m education. training or the fmst year of
paxd work. the campaign revised thas esti-
mate apward o $180 million, Becayre that
fonding i 50 percent federally reimburssble.
tite net 095t 16 the state woid be 390 milior,

hurt his

The & milSon e cumpmpr origirally
said would sunke [or transitional day carv
for tamilies wnose nead Wiz 1o the weoond
vear of paid work wes upped 1w 350
miilion, aiso dalfl federuily reimbure-
able.

And instead of the additional 383
milliva Bachrach had proposed for
pducztion and trainiag. the campaigs
said 530 million « about 88 million of
which would be federsily reimburs-
ahie - wintid be needed,

Asked shout those huge discre
pansies. campaign mangger Guraghe
157 said the eampaign hiad “purpose-
fully underestimased sur figures” in
the original projections, which he
said were gearsd wward a half-vear
gatimsue,

“We think these gre more reﬂee:
tive of & ful} fiscal year's initiatives.

e said of the revised agtimates,
Bachrach aterfbuted part of the
dilference 0 a paubematical mistake
and part 10 & misunderstanding on
the pare of his stafl about how aitiek-
Iv be hoped 1o procved with Kis wel-

fare reform plans.

"{ have gone back o my ocum-
bers cruncher and asked ber 1o go
from the mow canservarive estimste
of what we could do in & startap
phame 1o an estimate for the most 2g-
gresgive fuli implemantation and
maiswnanee of the progrwm.” he
aaid,

Bachreeh, an avowied Bberal wha
has outlined plans on issues runging
from welfare 1o erime to humas ser-
vices, insisted the shilting spending
estimates sheuld not reflees pooriy
on nig campaign’s eredibility.

“You are taiking 0 3 candidate
who has Jittie stafl and who works
very hand {2 get numbers that are
not ofusr easlly pulied our of an op-
posing sdminiseration.” he said,
#m net GOIBR w 2el] vau that, withoat
the bureancriey that’s supporting
the governor, 1 am not going o
make an oceasional mathematics! er
oy,

Byt McCormack Insticuts politi-
~ cal angivst Loy DiNatale said that
afier the et@te’s sxperience with the
resent Gsenl orisis. 2 candidaw pro-
posing an expansien of govermmene
kas @ be sure his numbers =re an

“In the past Ubersls have cared
more pbeul the commutments than
the math, but you can't do that any-
more,” said DiNataie,
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[P

| 202 456 028:#11/17

Severgi olner agjmscts . Mo
raer s fucsl Cueniatons e it
Iy provicoiaue. For examg, 1 e
piedged w deditste xl} highway fune
monies fur construstion prosects, Do
Ing 5o, wecording o figurer providerd
by the Executive Qffice of Adminis
traton and Finance. would mean
finding another $384 million 1o re-
place highwsy revenmes currenty
psed for purposes other thap road
and bridge work.

Yesterday sfternoon. Hochrash
sald the campaign had decided thay
shifting the revenuea would hwve 1o
be 8 phaseddn process. "We are
cleariv committod 1a moving the
highwas Funds back inty intrastrue
targ.” be suid, “Oar surren: estimate
ic that 8150 milken s the fost venr
can be moved.”

Bachrach's campasgn slso hew
some shaky estimites on te rew
enue e He contended the 820 w0
340 million eould be saved by reen-
vering repeRbing money currentie In
the budget to implement the death
penalty.

Bt according w Dom Slowey,
Weid's budget spokesman, the ad-
minisTston has not gropoasd ANy
money for desth pennlty edminiytra.
ton. The House has vet to pass 2
desth penalty. The Senats sdnpted 4
desth penaity proposal ip lust week's
budget debate. But, aecording to (he
Senate Ways and Mesns Committoe,
the only Runding related to that pro-
posal was g0 gmendment that added
3200008,

Bachrach wgwed vestarday thet.
at this stage in & cumpaign, 1t was
more important 1o sutline » sloareyt
vision tian support & with the nitey
gricty of budpet dassis. Once slect-
ed. he xaid, he would focus on the
namders snd phese in his propasa
13 revenues sliowed, g
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van ) wEARERNGE KRSy, LRI
t;m!g‘ltxiﬁi poiicy wemlid bord childron by
Inrcing many mothery (o choose belween
shortinp precmancies and soeepling fir-
ther impoverishment {or their children,

Az an srnlisboriin Gminist organizs-
tien, Fenibssls Tor Life of Amerion op-
prmes this and ol siber proposals t enp
ahl haved un family sive. We bolipve ii
encuarages s centuries-old societal ineli
nafion 1o pandsh women wha bear ehil-
dren incunveniently white ellowing -
thers 1o sweape signifieant responsibility,
3 ako revives the MWih-cenlury work-
huuse phifosophy thet viewed pour chil-
dren at eapendabie pavns, This §5 the
rogran (al Feminisis for Lile bas jolnusd
forees with the sbortion.rights srpuniza-
tions Planagd Parenthoud swd the Nu-
Goawl Ovganization far Wormen o siup
what we st} believe iv & frightening in-
fiingement on the Tights of seormen.

Hider Lhe Clinlan nlan, states would
be sllenved to adopt the Now Jersey mod-
el in whick & wensn receiving Ald ia
Finnities with Bependent Children sooald
recetve iz additions] Rends for shildren
hore while she in recefving federul aid.
Even if we are willing 1o oveept the Den.
cordan teenss of this polics, it is onkikely
to achipve #a twin sbiectives of suving
iax doliars gnid discoursging sufofowed-
jvek births.

Mew Jormy cisims success with ity
poticy, viting an 18 percen! drup in the
amt-of-wediock birth rate. However, oo 4
nidional leve! thire sppears Lo be mo link
betwecn Doaht levels amd atafwed-
ik bietlis, ar Botwen benefidd mul the
ten pregruncy rate. For vxemiple, Now

am LA P BEE ma

swip Lmiwesn MCLRS denelil leveis and
ievn birth rales While Missiasippd snd
Atabarns have (he bwo losest benefil oe-
ek in the aufion, their white teen binth
retpe rank 123h wnd iMh. Akbarm's
black Legn-nge birth rat# iz the counley's
highesi.
Maore importantiy, nxsst of the people
recedving AFDC henefiis do not il the
sterantype of U welfare raother that the
pualicy targutn:
#® More ihan half of the wmnep who
go on wellwre db 30 beeaise of diveres,
sepuration or the desth of v spouse,
B Maore than half of (he reeiplenis are
ciildren.
®The vied majorily face olwiavley W
earting a living wope becaume they bk
educalion and foh skifls,
» Nevertheless, 15 peevent of women
ansdt 22 pereent of the men ave etbber o
pliyed or in schoul while reeeiving pid,
and gnother 65 pervest of Uhe men am! 40
pervent of the women are cmeolled in
work and Irahdog proprams,
Proposals like the Clinton plan unfuic
Iy Mame the poor [or sociely's ilin, and
ay 1he bull of the Dlwne sl women™ feel,
ta th* nsush to roduse out-ofwedlooh
hirths to weilare recipienty, e mention
is made of the fact that two-Lhirds of un.
married somen why give bath in Amep-
fes are pid poor,
in 2 aosigly that condonen zbeoriion,
ihe govurnmsent is crealiog ecouomic in-
eentives for sortion and punishing preg-
aancy mnong those il gunskiers wofil or
#n penrmnmic barden,

o oappenrs e el changed
frosm the mud- Uith roniury, whes fhe ear-

iy femisists fought for woroen’s Tighis. At
thut thme, Sara Norlon, & lecturer who
suopessfully srgued for women's sdmds.
sion o Cornell ¥iniveryity, wrote: “Per.
hups there will come o Give , -, witen an
unmarried molher will not be despised
because of her mutherboad; when un
chasfily in men will be pliced onoan
equriity with woinen, und when the right
of e unbore 1o b bern will st e de-

SITW, SM LR LU IRATION

nied or interfered with.”

President. Clinlos's policy is frighten-
g in #a knmediste conscpsences, ux
well 8s in the precedent of empuwering
govoramend o intevfere with e mnast
persunal decision of il the decision to
bear a chilh,

Sercint M, Foster is srveutive dirvetor of
Feminiats for Life of Ameriva,
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ELLEN GOODMAN

very coce in & while, 1 Hgure that
thare mass be an Internet connects
ing every psssword-taYYving mem-
her of the pelitieal eamablishment
Whea samething happens, they all log on o
fgundbites On-Line zad pass srowi the
same Udbits, or tidbites if you prefer,
~This timg the subjoet wus weifare ro-
form. No soaner had the sutlines of the Clin.
tanplan been annclnced laat week than we
gut-the purty line.

“Hapelesaly weak" said Rep, Bob Michel,
“Limp* said Sen Phi Gramm. “Marginal
tinkering,” said former drug czar Bl Han-
netf. The Soundbite Meister himsell. Kep.
Newt Gingrich. said, “The president iy bril.
ant at describing a Ferrari, but his staff
conitinues to produce a Yuge.”

What was absent from this gser group
was the admission that none of these conser-
vatives would have mupported any Ferrard
program. Indeed, mast of those on the right
La!;ahom taking the wheels off welfare ajto-
gether.

6-28-34 ¢ 1:26PM ¢

el

But the coliective way 1o attack Presi-
dent Clinean these days Is on his repatation
a5 % comprorniser. Not & great comproiniser.
but & weak. imp, tinkering one.

The very peaple who oppose s prind-
ples are oriticlring nim for pot sticking 1o
those prineiples, The pesple who are hermr-
fied 31 the prospect of any incremental
change now self-righ y proclaim that
his administration’s central flaw &s that #
backs awgy fromn “fundamental” change.

This comrson wisdom gwis passed slong
the Internet. T pops out in the conunon wis.
dotn books fke “The Agenda™ It gets re-
pesterd in the cowmimon wisdom talk shows,

I am wwere that we didn't get this rap on
the president without some help from the
president, ‘The man frof Arkansas is rmaore
at home mediating than polarigng. It's part
of his nppeal #s wall a¢ his problem.

During the campaign. we saw a man who
Apeply believed that if he could just keep
talking to people long enough, he could get
them to agree with orie ancther and with
him, 18 one rasson he was hoarse ull the
lime. It's alsy one reason he was elected.
The Imsge that comes closest 15 that gelf-

ACF/SUITE 600~
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imape is the Rose Garden photograph of
Clinten with Arafas and Rabin smaking
hands.

There i u reul desire b stake oot com-
mon greund in this country. Clinton regular
ly refleets and appeals to thur desire when
he talks sbast valoes. Be's oo shared red
tory whez he talks shout werk-notueilsre,
or sbout the belief that no one should go
without heglth care. :

But in the process of turning principles
{nto peliries. it's shwavs hard 1o teli when the
search for cormmon ground reguires & skdll at
making compromises and when you risk be-
ing compromised,

I the only line 1-wall ever quote ~
promise ~ from est trdining, the founding
Zurg ssked. “Woudd you rather be righe or
wnuld you rather have your life work?” Be-
Ing right isu't important i you're urguing
ovar hew to fold the lsundry, It is when
you're arguing about prinziples.

The political equivalent of the est quess
tign ix: Would you rather be right or would
you rether your bill pasged? Would you rath-
er go down in righteous flames or make 2
sompremise? When is 1t better 0 be o loser
thin & collaboratnr? The anawers are not at
all self-evident.

Sometimes Clinton has been guilty of -
what 1 wonld eall premature evacuation. He
has retreated from stnds before he wia
forred to. But this president s savvy sboot
politics 28 the art of the posuible and has 2
presty decent grip on what's possible.

He may know thal Americens agree o
progressive principle but less o ip fact
They may lke the idee of fundamental

but pot nervous when they see the
blueprinzg or the bills. It's not the devil that
is in the details, The defeetars are in the 3o
Buzr remessber chat it's the cromd from
Soundbites On-Line who oppose Clinton in
Congress and sow doubts in the public mind.
They foree the admisistration to compro-
mise. Then they call it a presidential charas-
ter flaw,

Muyvhe this is the beauty of an intorgctive
svstem, You can have it both ways. Try to
get that out on the Internet,

Ellens Goodman v o (Globe columaid,

W
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“Boobow Llabe. Su Feeas /9, @74
- Welfare (1): Bem

. THOMAS OLIPHANT

WASHIRGTON
rom thrae suikes and you're sut
the gealows of oversimplificacion
have now moved on {o 9o vesss
and vou're off.

» In the grubby polities of this place, wei-
fare ik very much ke evime, and has been
for B vears — ontdl e,

Eack issue has been large on the coun
Ury's radar sereen for 20 long becsuse ftiss
genuinely huge problems, Bot each has ulso
ramadned the xubject of &n endlnss shoating
maieh becguse Rothing of great comaequente
hims been dore about i#, and becsuse the
shouiing has besn more impertant 1 e
many puliticlans and ideclogues than acual.
ly doing sermething consequential,

- This year is differcnt. The publit's isto)-
sranes for more inaction i pert of i, but 5o,
100, ia the decidedly new factor of President
Clintan: botd: the differant kind of Democrst
whom right-wingers pigeonhnie at their per
fi.and the svmbol of two-branch Democratie
Party controlb that will edther produse resuiis
or die electorally,

~Reing & politisan, Clinten is not above
vhogmns, but being.a mold-bresker of sorw.
fe ks jumped on the Three Strikes g
Tuo Years bandwagona for reasons that in.
snive gamething more than treditonal gim-
mickery; Substance s siso invoived,

Un trime, Whoye Longress i an inck
sway from bresking 3 mullivear sad m-
tigdministration gridiock. Three Strikes i
e svmbolic dp of 5 much mere sulstangys

fcaberg of intolerance for repest. violem
criminals, :

On welfare, where the congreagionsl ac.
tion {3 more likely ¢ be pext vesr, Two
Yeurs doesn’t corme cluse to deseribing the
breskthrough the president has achieved.
Here, the slogen s 5 symbol of & &umdsmen-
! change from & theckwriting ts an em.
ployment systerm. The Clinton praposal will
no more end welfare than the erime bl will
end crime. but it most definitely will ensble
mainstream Republivens and Dernocrats 1o
gei beyond the sheuting manch between
thase on the feft smck with ¢ deséend
coszept of “income maintenance” and the
crackpois on the right who of Iae seem to
want an orpharage us well 45 o prison on
every hlock.

Beyond the shouting match lies what
most Americanz went, which {5 called pro.
gress,

in o meeting Iast week with 3 small
group of uy epiniot: mavens, Clinton axid the
rore of the distinetion between his propesal
and ons that more than IR0 Republicans
have signed ont in e Heuse invoives an
wrgumert over how severely o out byck gl
to lagel bumigrants Lo mise money for the
Jobs and child care compoments of a radically
changed weifare svetem.

He has a point The Clinton plan uses a
scaipel 2o get $9.3 billlon over five years: the
Repyblicans use & politically imprastien] lub
ts got $15 billlan, The irohy here is tat i1 is
the Republicans who went o move fasws
than the Democrsiz. whe want to spend
more mongy on joby ang child cure,

Ax the more fscaily and operationaliv

the shouting

atch

prudsant proposal, Clinton's wazx wilored 1o
focus an recipients barn after 157). Fven so.
that envisages 2 svstemn dealing with at Jesst
400.00¢ peaple on their way o 8 new e five
yeirs henee, compared with practicsily no-
body today,

Nonetheless, I asked the president
whetlter he would consider & freah round of
budget eotx teiting Sen. Bob Kerrev's com-
rission en enctlaments or the proposals by
hiy cencrist pais in the Democrntle Leader
ship Council te trim specislinterest suds-
dies and wax breaks) «5 8 way of gewing
incre money not fust for defieit reduction
bart aleo for job slots and child gare for wol-
{are roform. His answee: “Of course.”

Meanwhile. Ais proposal kills welfsre ax
weo know It by reforming welfare as we find
i, It is u face that abaut helf of aB reclpients
{5 miiion aduits and 9 miliion ehildren) have
been stick on it for st least eight years. But
behind that there is B revesling dynasmie:
studies shew that half izave the rolls withis s
year, 70 percest after two years,

The fact is that wellare offers & wretched
life, and being a8 retional 38 anvone. recipi-
ents are desperate 1o pet out. Whers Center
Left and Center Right now agwwe palitically
is tha: preperation {or work must begin st
enroilment und that & specific job referral
mus soour within two yeass.

The core of the Clinton proposai is Qe
from day one. no recipient would simply stay
horme and got checks, and ne welfare office
wntid $imply provess applivants 1nd write
the cheeks.

That is not wel{are us we know it.

Thewne (inhant {3 @ Globe soluwse
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Michigan Governor John Brgler toduy commented an President Cltnton's
welfsra veform proposal.

w:wmmmmaw%mwmzzmam&n
lessons leamed Mirough du welfire inlfdatives of the Individusl states. Many of the
Concapts are stmitar to what we Kava been dofng in Michigan for alniost tweo yeass
under To Strungthen Michigan Fimilies wellny should be 3 tenporary transidon
o selieufBolency; amphasls should be placed on the aeed for edusation mnd
tradning feading o employmenk; ‘more eovphasts b :wedod In th ares of child
SUppOTt anforcament; Mmﬁmaumpwymmrwdd.h
expandad. '

i *Our reforms in Michiges are bused on tha value of work, stong familiss,
and persoal responsfolity. fuatead of incruasing granis, we're increasing
ommﬂﬁuhmmymiwmmt Instead of paylng peopls not
to Wotk, we're geting them io go te werk.”

“In Michigan, we are definlng ruccess by tu nuumber of people who are
penitively angaged In consirictive actvites and by how many got off du walfare
rolls and onto payrolls. Suceess srust be measizwd one warkar, one parent, ane
ramﬁyuaﬁ.mewud:ymwaww, and rexch Iadapendence.*

Teckiity sllowing sates b design Sly ows programs is ssmmtlal. This
{ssue has besn included I (he discussions betiben the Clintan Adminlafration snd

MMORE])

2
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complate slresdy approved demonitmtion projects, snd tha siates avest be allowed
to develop programs and srvicss which sddress Bw unique chasactertstics of the
populstian and economnic conditions {n sach state. In this veln ! suppart Prasident
Clintons cotumitnent to approws waives for tha shates.

“Many of the lemuas sddresaed by Prasident Qlinson's propasal are angolng
Inittatives o Michigan. We have made saveral policy changes which Make Work
Pay and recipients Nave responded. The number of welfare reciplents working in
Mgmmwmmﬁ?mmm@ﬂ!“mhﬁk&pmm
10 24.3 percens {32,100) In May 1994 Ths nations! sverage is about § percent. ‘

“In contrast to the national shhtistion, the AFOC casalood In ichigan
decraziod by almost 7,000 faedlies in the past year (232758 In Aprll 1963 t0 225,138 In
April 1999 ‘ "

“Dicddgan's commitment 10 the Seclad Contrace s alss paying dividendse.
0SS figures show that over 71 parcant of (hoss expected to perticipate aze activaly
fnvnived {n unployment, educiBicn, tralning, or eommunisy services.

" T have Rad the privilege of working cosdy with the admbnlstration in the
doveloposent of this plan in my vole as the Co~chalr of the Nations! Coverners’
meﬂﬁnhfwhmﬂﬁpm I look forwerd to warking with the
Admindaration and Congress i enact wallare raform which reflacts the NCA’S
principlies and sddretsad owr concims®
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