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THE WHITE HOUSE

WABMIMETOMN

January 13, 1993

MEMORANDUM
TO: Bruce Reed
FROM: Marcia Hale

SUBIECT: NGA Proposed Amendments on Welfare Reform

As you know, the Nanonal Governors' Association will hold its Winter meeting on
January 28-31 in Washington, Please review the proposed amendments on Welfare Reform
and let me know of" any ‘commentsor ‘suggestions_ you_may_have regarding.these amendments
so that I may advise the Bemocratic Governors representatives on the Human Resaumes
Commitiee Please return’ your writlen comments -to my -office on Tuesday, Ianuary 17

..... -

During the last NGA meeting, your office was heipfui in provzdmg faikmg points on
welfare reform. T would a;;zpmu;aw it if you could agan provide. taikmg pomis on 't ti’ils
subject. Please return them,1o.Lawion,Jordan-in APRGGM 106 by Friday; }anaazy%

""'"'-—"'--—.,m_

Thank you for vour help in reviewing the proposed amendments and in providing
these talking points. Please call me if you have any questions,

Attachment



Howand Dean, M.D. . Raymond C Scheppach
Governor of Vermont Ezecutive Direcror
Chair

Hall of the Seates
Tommy G. Thampson 444 North Capitol Strect
Governor of Wisconsin Washingron. D.C. 20001-1512

Vice Chair Tetephone {202) 624-5300°

*4. *g(* 1995 Winter Meeting

Governor Mel Carnahan, Chair
Governor Ame H. Carlson, Vice Chair

Nolan E. Jones, Group Director

Proposed Changes in Policy

HR-3 Immigration and Refugee Policy - Page3
(Immigration Policy—Prosecution and
Removal of Undocumented Felons)

HR-4 Income Security Page 8

HR-5 A Conceptual Framework Page 23
for National Welfare Reform
(Child Support Enforcement)

HR-11 Army and Air National Guard Page 28
(Reorganizing and Restructuring :
of Military Forces)

HR-28 Child Care Page 30

Reaffirm Exjsting Policy

HR-2 Govemors’ Principles to Ensure Page 33
Workforce Excellence

New language is typed double-spaced and in ALL CAPS, with deleted material
lined-throughout (-—).

........



The Commitiee on Human-Resources recommends the consideration of one new policy position,
.amendments to four existing policy positions, and the reaffirmation of one existing policy position.
Pursuant to the recommendations of the Strategic Review Task Force, these proposals are time limited 1o
two years. Background information and fiscal impact data follow,

. " kmmigration and Refugee Policy (Amendment to HR-3)

{lmmigration Policy—Prosecution and Removal of Undecumented Felons)

This amendment calls for more Immigration and Naturalization Service resources to be devoted
" to early ideantification of illegal aliens in state criminal justice systems, Also, the Governors ask
the federal government to facilitate the transfer of illegal alien felons o their home countries to
serve their sentences, noting that economic incentives from the federsl government to these
countries can be more cost effective than federsl incarceration or reimbursement to state and

local governments.

There would be additional costs to the federal government. However, states believe that jliegal
immigration is a federal responsibility.

2. Income Secunity (Amendments to HR<4)

The proposed amendments make changes in three areas of the Income Security policy. First,
they strike portions of the income security policy that have been recently reviswed as part of the
current NGA welfare reform policy. Second, they update the food stamp policy to remove some
Jevel of detail in recommendations; strongly oppose blanket restriction on waivers; urge greater
consolidation and simplification of Food Stamps and AFDC programs and related employment
programs: support reform of the quality control system; and add & few specific recommendations
on program administration. Finally the proposed amendments add a now section establishing
NGA policy on Electronic Benefits Transfer systems.

The specific recommendations on Food Stamp program administration may result in & small
additional cost to the federal government,

Reform (Amendments to HR-S)

{C}u}d Snpport Enfercemmt} o

Many of the proposed additions to the child support section of the welfare reform policy are
based on language moved from different sections within that policy of on language that was
previously part of the free-standing child support enforcement policy, which is scheduled (o
sunset. In addition, provisions were added calling for greater state flexibility in several program
aress.

Recommendations to raise the child support federal matching rute would result in additional
federal costs. However, the federal govemmens would be partially reimbursed through increased
collections of child support for welfare recipients. In addition, the policy opposes.some
mundates that would result in increased costs to both federal and stare governments.



Anny and Air National Guard (Amendment to HR-11)
(Reorganizing and Restruciuring of Military Forces)

The amendment expresses the Govemors’ support for an Army National Guard force structure
allowance of 405,000 in accordance with the review of force structure by the U.S. Secretary of
Defense.  The Governors believe that the Guard is at the right level to accomplish its dual
mission, both at home for emergencies and disasters, and in combat support of the active forces.

This amendment is cost-effective becanse of the dual role of the National Guard, It has allowed
the force structure of the standing army to be reduced, with more reliance on the guard and
reserve.

Child Cars (New Policy Position, HR-28)

NGA currently has no policy on child care other than some minor provisions in the welfare
reform policy. Singe the ecavthorization of the Child Care Development Block Grant and
possible changes in federal child care programs through welfare reform are pending, additional
MGA policy in this area is being proposed. The proposed child care policy consolidates federal
chiid care programs into s single program that is based on the Child Care Development Block
Grant program, [t calls for maximum flexibility for states in paying for different categories of
care at different payment lsvels depending on the guality of care,

. Jles 1o Ersurs Workfor ¢ (HR-2)
T‘hc Human Rcsaum Comrz;znee mmmmds the reaffirmation of this policy position.
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HR-5. A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR NATIONAL WELFARE
REFORM

- Preamble

Temporsry Cash Assistance
Earned Income Tax Credit

Job Development

Work and Commualty Service
Additlonal Support Needs
Program Coordinstion

Child Support Enforcement

The Governors believe that a more effective child support system is a eritical component of
wellare reform. Both custodial and noncustodial parems must accept primary responsibility for the

of their children.

The cusrent child support enforcement system i not working very well, States do not hawe the
10018 OF the 1esourots 1o run 4 good system. Just 58 percent of eligible women have support ardees and
ouly haif colisct the full amount, This means that more than 70 percent of mothers who are entitled
10 ¢hild support either lack support srders or 4o not receive the full amount due under such orders,

States, counties, and jocalitics have continued w make improvements in the eswablishment of
paternity and support orders and in the collection of support. In particular, the Family Support Act
of 1988 made important improvements 1o the child support system. However, the statistical data
showing large arrearages and substantial differences in performance among states suggest that
coliections can be increased further with broader we of the more successiul techniques. In adgdition,
there are significant problems in the interstate enforcement of support obligations and areas where
additional federal support could increase the effectivensss of state efforts.

The establishment and enforcement of slgrpcm obligations are central parts of family iaw, an srea
long within the purview of state powernment, Similarly, manty of the proposed enforcement techniques
require changes in liceasing, insurance regulation, and commercial law, also areas tong under state purview.

The Governors urge federal action to improve child support enforcement in e following areas.

Improved Federal Collection Tools, These tools include the following.
» State governments noed 3c0ess 10 Internal Revenue Servive (IRS) data.
o IRS coliection tools should be available o states,
» Support obligations should be reportsd On 3 modified W4 form.
» Emplovers should be required o report new hires 10 state apencies via the modified W-4 form.
+ A national registry of new hires shoukd be maintained.
= A federal registry of support ordess should be cstablished and maintained.
« A nstional computer database of fooater information should be established and maintained,
» Federal resources should support effective child support enforcement.

FEDERAL FUNDING Rarformay fion. THE

' FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD ADQPT FUNDING POLICIES THAT SUPPORT A

FEDERAL-STATE PARTNERSHIP TO IMPROVE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT.
FPUNDING PROVISIONS SHOULD NOT FOCUS ON PUNITIVE MEASURES THAT
ERODE THIS PARTNERSHIP OR THAT REMOVE ESSENTIAL RESOURCES FROM



STATES ARND CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES. TO BOGST
ENFORCEMENT SUCCESS, THE FEDERAL MATCHING RATE SHOULD BE RETURNED
TO AT LEAST THE ORIGINAL LEVEL OF 75 PERCENT, AND THE 115 PERCENT
INCENTIVE CAP ON NONWELFARE COLLECTIONS SHOULD BE REMOVED OR
RAISED. THE EXISTING ENHANCED MATCH FOR PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT
LABORATORY COSTS SHOULD BE RAISED TO 100 PERCENT AND A FEDERAL
ACCREDITATION PROGRAM FOR GENETIC TESTING LABORATORIES SHOULD BE
ESTABLISHED, FEDERAL SUPPORT SHOULD BE AVAILABLE TO PROVIDE
ADEQUATE TRAINING FOR ALL CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL.

Incentives should be available 1o stares for the successful completion of performandce ouicomes.
Incentive funds should be armarked for programs that serve children.
© Areas of performance might inciude some of the following,

» Hstablishing paternity. A state establishes 2 sysiem to voluntarily establish paternity and
- achieves improvements in this ares.

« Applying national child support standards. A siational commission with & strong state, covnry,and
locsl role shouid be established by Congress to deveiop nationai standards for child support orders.
Incentives 1bat encowrage states 1o schieve national standards are recommenided.

Federal legislation should require Employee Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) plans
to tonform to state law and regulations regarding the availability of medical support. Ja-the

#vape National guidelines SHOULD ars-esiablis Y- 1o-pastage-ol-univan B
those guidelines hava-lo include A provision for medical sapport, including
reasonable Limits on the additional costs that would be borne by the absent parent.

bty 2

» Improving collections of <hild support. States, counties, and focalities should receive inceative
payments for reaching ceriain levels of coliections that are agreed upon in advance. This couid
he accomplished through adversely affecting, ' senses, interdicting lump swm paymeats, and
reporting 10 credit agencics.

« Timeliness of interstate collections,

¥ FLOGEE gt s at-kev-deSsion poinis

+ Amount or peroent of support coliected.

« Esuablishing mediation services 10 resolve visitation issaes.

Performance outcome measures should be developed in consultation with states, countics, and
localities. They should be based on actual levels of achieved performance and should be taltored 1o
individual state conditions. At least initially, the emphasis should be an improving performance
outcomes rather thare on reaching an arbitrary target,

DATA COLLECTION, RESEARCE, AND EXPERIMENTATION Dak

Although there i3 strong ¢vidence 10 support the effectiveness of 8 variety of enforcement tools,
these data often are fragmented and are not designed to effectively answer questions about costs and
benefits in specific circumstances of to atlow for the careful evaluation of alternative approaches 10 a
similar goal. More complete data and additional research on specific enforcement taols wosid both
enoourags action at the staie level and improve decisionmaking,

The federal government should expand its data ooliection and research capacity and work
eooperatively with ststes to develop priorities for future research. [The federal government should
authorize and fully fund child support assurance demoastrations.] (Note: Text in brackets Is existing
policy langusge moved from section 5,8.8.) .
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INFORMATION Data-Rrooessiag Systems. The existing fequirements for management information

systemss bave developed over an extended period of time. In some cases, it appears that required
maiches between and among systems may be duplicative. In other cases, the systems may not provide
aceess o the full range of available information.

The federal goverpment should, in cooperation with states, undertake a2 comprehensive review
of the management information needs of the program and develop recommendations both for the
required interfaces berween state systems and federal and state databases, and for the nneded interfaces
among state systems.

FEDERAL FUNDING SHOULD INCLUDE SUFFICIERT INCENTIVES, WITHOUT
FUNDING CAPS, TO ALLOW FOR THE APPROPRIATE ADAPTATION OF
INFORMATION SYSTEMS TO ANY PROPOSED REFORM, IN ADDITION, THE
FEDHRAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD PROVIDE REASONABLE TIMEFRAMES FOR
SYSTEM PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT, AND IMPLEMENTATION EFFORTS. STATES
SHOULD HAVE FLEXIBILITY IN DESIGNING INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND SHOULD
NOT NECESSARILY BE REQUIRED TO ADAPT AN EXISTING SYSTEM.

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD BE ACCOUNTABLE FOR PROVIDING
TIMELY LEADERSHIP AND GUIDANCE TO THE STATES REGARDING ANY NEW
SYSTEMS REQUIREMENTS. FOR EXAMPLE, A STATE'S IMPLEMENTATION
TIMETABLE FOR RECEIVING ENHANCED FEDERAL FINANCIAL PARTICIPATION
FOR SYSTEMS SHOULD NOT BEGIN UNTIL THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT ISSUES
FINAL GUIDELINES ON ANY NEW SYSTEMS REQUIREMENTS.,

THE INITIAL PHASE OF IMPLEMENTING AWMA’Z;‘E{) DATA PROCESSING
(ADP) SYSTEMS DID NOT GO AS RAPIDLY AS PLANNED BECAUSE OF LATE
REGULATIONS, INCOMPLETE DEMONSTRATICON PROIECTS, LACK OF CERTIFIED
SYSTEMS FROM WHICH STATES COULD ADOPT A MODEL, AND A SLOW PROCESS
APPROVAL. THERE SHOULD BE AN EXTENSION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION
DEADLINE TO 1997 OR FIVE YEARS AFTER THE APPROVAL OF EACH INDIVIDUAL
ADP, WHICHEVER COMES LATER. THE %0 PERCENT FEDERAL MATCHING RATE
POR ADPS SHOULD BE RETAINED FOR INITIAL IMPLEMENTATION COSTS,

Administrative Changes. It I recommended that the audit process be changed from process-oriented
o outcome-arieated performance measures, The fedsral Office of Child Suppont Eaforcement

should conduct & study on minimum staffing siandards. THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES SHOULD GRANT PERMANENT WAIVERS TO STATES
ENABLING THEM TO PROVIDE QUARTERLY (RATHER THANMONTHLY) NOTICES OF
SUPPORT STATUS TO RECIPIENTS OF CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES. STATES SHOULD
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BE ALLOWED THE FLEXIBILITY, WITHIN FERERAL GUIDELINES, TO CHARGE OR
NOT TO CHARGE AN APPLICATION FEE FOR SERVICES TGO NON-AFDC RECIPIENTS.

Techntcal Assistauce snd Support, Additional technical sssistance from the feders! government o
states, counties, and localities is needed, Technical sssistance must go boyond merely telling states and
localities what they should do. Effective technical assistance requires an understanding of good

ice and the sbiliry 1o work with states and localities to heip decisionmakers understand the
benefits of such pracuces and to help tailor those pragtices o the political and administrative
conditions of each state,

Improvements to Interstate Enforvement. One-third of child support enforcement Cases require
interstate collection. Federal legislation should be enacted to adopt uniform interstate child suppoit
enforcement procadures to ensure that child support orders are enforced uniformly throughout the

nation. IN ADDITION, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD FULLY FUND
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS TO EXPLORE INTERSTATE PROCESSES WITH AND
THROUGH THE TRIBAL COURTS FOR ENFORCEMENT OF TRIBAL AND STATE CHILD

SUPPORT ORDERS,

peing—Raporimentation. {Noter Previous Jangusge moved to section 5.8.3.) STATE
FLEXIBILITY. THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION
THE RESULTS OF EVALUATIONS, DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS, STATE BUDGET
CAPS, AND STATE LEGISLATIVE CALENDARS WHEN DEVELOPING CHILD SUPPORT
POLICIES. STATES SHOULD NOT BE REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT CHANGES
WITHOUT FINAL REGULATORY AUTHORITY AND SHOULD NOT BE PENALIZED
WHEN THEY IMPLEMENT CHANGES IN ADVANCE OF REGULATIONS.,

STATES SHOULD BE ALLOWED BROAD DISCRETION TO DESIGN AND
ADMINISTER THEIR CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS. FOR EXAMPLE, STATES SHOULD
HAVE THE FLEXIBILITY TO CHOQOSE ADMINISTRATIVE OR COURT-BASED
SYSTEMS OR TO CHOOSE LOCALLY OR CENTRALLY ADMINISTERED SYSTEMS,

STATES SHOULD HAVE THE FLEXIBILITY TO RESTRUCTURE THE $50 CHILD
SUPFORT DISREGARD TO USE THE FUNDS FOR ALTERNATIVE INCERTIVE
PAYMENT PROGRAMS.

CURRENTLY, STATES SERVE ALL AFDC RECIPIENTS AND SERVE NON.AFDC
RECIPIENTS UPON THE REQUEST OF EITHER PARENT. STATES ARE
HARD-PRESSED TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE SERVICES TO THIS CASELOAD WITH THE
LIMITED RESOURCES AVAILABLE. THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD
NEITHER MANDATE NORK PRORIBIT THAT STATES SERVE THE ENTIRE CHILD
SUPPORT POPULATION INCL{:DING THOSE WHG HAVE NOT REQUESTED
GOVERNMENT SERVICE. ANY SUCH MANDATE COULD DOUBLE CURRENT CHILD
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58.10

59

5.10

SUPPORT CASELOADS AND WIPE OUT STATES' EFFORTS TO IMPROVE "
ENFORCEMENT.

Assistance to Noncustodial Parents. The federal government should examine INCREASED
LINKAGES TO AND eligibility for EXISTING job training and other services designed to

improve earning capacity, and should consider eliminating disincentives to marriage, particularly for
tecnage parents.

Continued Evaluation and Implementation. The Governors support continued evaluation and im-
plementation of the broad range of paternity establishment and child support enforcement tools now
in operation across the nation.

Transltion

Implementation of Reform

Time limited (effective Winter Meeting 1995-Winter Meemg 1997).
Adopted August 1993,

.27.
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4.3

431

Reform of Income Assistarice

Preamble. The immediate poal of the Governors Is to put into place INTTIATIVES TO PREVENT
WELFARE DEPENDENCY AND PROMOTE WORK. the-praventive 64 -

. Mmmmzowkegﬁm,mmmmnnwclmm
mmzag ubhc spcndmg on public assistanoe, we believe that reform of the basic cash assistance
program, Aid 1 Families with Dependent Children, must be undertaken. it i3 our intent that the
chcmsmmci&mmmktmwpmgzmwmumﬁw savings realized through our preventive
initiative and through our jobs program.

It is our equally important—il longer range~goal 1o provide sdequate income support for
families in which no individual can work. In some areas of the mamxyam! for some recipients, benefit
levels are not adequale o meet minimal requirements, There is so systematic or uniform way of setting
benefits, and Jevels are determined with littie regard for the cost of meeting the basic requirements of
supporiing » family.

Family Need, The Governors recommend that income support be based on a memsure of family need,
oy family living standard, This standard would represent the costof purchasing family essentials—food,

:zwsmg, clothing, heslth care, etc. It would be deicrmined on o s1a1e- 1¢ basis, using a pationally
consisient methodology. Support should be provided for current recipients, pius two-parent
families where that sption is not available. Coverage should be increased gradually to ail families living
below the family living stendard,

Given Hmited federal and state resources, this new income support payment mus! be phased in
gradually. Initial paymentsshould beset at & astional minimum percentage of each state’s family iving
standard. This percentage should be incrensed over time, as resources aliow, with the goal being the
payment of the full family tiving standard. Funding of the sational minisom percentage should be
primarily federal but retgin a significant state match. I a state sgppm:s payments above the
national minimum, the federsl match should start at current AFDC mewching rates and intrease as
the supplemens increases,

It 15 critical that benefits in this system be stroctured 50 that it is abways financially better for the
recipient to work than 1o receive cash assistance. The system must be designed carcfolly so that there
are no disincentives for employers © provide wages above the minimum or to reduce Or eliminate
heaith care coverage.

We recognize that chasges of the magaltude we have recommended may not be accomplished
overnight. We also realize that our goals can be achieved in numerous ways, We are prepared to work
with allof our partners in government and in the private sector 1o develop sowsd plans that will prevent
and reduce the dependence of families on the welfare system,

The Food Stamp Program

Preamble. Hunger continues 10 be a problem for millions of Americins despite cngoing goverament
programs and private efforss. Hunger is not an isolated prodlem but one consequence of the larger

16.
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problem of poverty. Although food assistance programs have helped states 1o alleviate the problem, (ﬂ
the incidence of hunger indicates the need for repewed commitment. o

" The nation's Governors that are the Food Stamp to improve
the administration and cost-cflectiveness of the program, 1 increase coordination with other assis.
tance programs, and to betier assist low-income families and individusls in ueed to obtain food and
become economically self-sufficient. THE GOVERNORS SUPPORT PROGRAMS, SUCH AS
THE FARMERS' MARKET COUPON PROGRAM, THAT INCREASE THE CHOICES OF
FOOD ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS. The Governors 4o hot suppon praposals that would transform

benefits into a block grant or reducs the federal commitment,

4332 State Efforts. The (overnors sre commilted to developing food stamp programs that work in the
most productive and cost-cffective ways possibie. Towsnd (his end, states have undertaken efforts o
increase client self-sufficizncy and reduce program complexity and other barriess recipients cgoountr,
The Governors believe that states need continued tlexibility to enhance these effors. The federa)
government, states, jocal governments, and the private sector need to work together as partners ©
help those in need 10 become econcmically indepeadent,

THE GOVERNORS VIEW WAIVERS OF FOOD STAMP STATUTES AND
REGULATIONS AS ESSENTIAL TOOLS IN THESE STATE EFFORTS TO IMPROVE
CLIENT SERVICES AND STREAMLINE PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION. THE FOOD
STAMP PROGRAM IS AN INTEGRAL FART OF THE WELFARE SYSTEM AND THE
GOVERNORS BELIEVE THAT CONTINUED STATE ABILITY TO INNOVATE FOOD
STAMP POLICY IS AS CRITICAL TO NATIONAL PROGRESS ON WELFARE REFORM
AS IS WAIVER AUTHORITY IN THE AFDC AND MEDICAID PROGRAMS. THE
GOVERNORS FEEL STRONGLY THAT STATE FOOD STAMP WAIVER REQUESTS
SHOULD CONTINUE TO BE CONSIDERED ON A CASE.BY.CASE BASIS WITHOUT ANY
BLANKET RESTRICTIONS ON EXECUTIVE BRANCH AUTHORITY TO APPROVE
PARTICULAR TYPES OF WAIVERS, SUCH AS CONVERSION OF FOOD STAMPS TO
CASH BENEFITS OR TO WAGE SUBSIDIES. ‘

433 Value of Benelits, The Governors are concerned that the current value of benefits fo recipients notbe
reduced and that benefits be adjusted 4s pecessary 10 reflect the increased costs of food. The

Guovernors recommend thst THR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT &6 MirEssSoinnissionB sty by-o8
e pendonl, - NORPITHSAR-OFgaRIzation-40 reevaluste how benefits are determined, including
CONDUCTING s review of the Thrifty Food Plan.

The Governors support the adoption of thefollowing policies to assist recipients in their efforss
to become self-sufficient.

MR SRR -
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Program Consistency and Coordisation, The Governors belicve that the Food Stamp Progeam should
work in conjunction with other assistance programs to assist families in poverty. rts should he
tade to reduce program complexity and federal barriers that impede states’ coordination and
administration eflors of the Fcodsmfg, AFDC, snd other sssistance programs. The Qovernors kawe
investad substantial resources in their 2ffores 1 increase coordination of thedr income security systems
mmimprmmedchmyofmmeinmm¢ people. Toward these ends, the Goverpors

awing, SUPPORT CONTINUED EFFORTS BY THE APPROPRIATE

FEDERAL AGENCIES TO SIMPLIFY AND COORDINATE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
ADMINISTRATION BY CONFORMING WHEREVER FOSSIBLE THEIR REGULATORY
AND ADMINISTRATIVE POLICIES AND RESEARCH AGENDAS ACROSS PROGRAMS.

THE GOVERNORS BELIEVE THAT SUCH SIMPLIFICATION AND COORDINATION
WOULD BE MUCH EASIER IF THE AFDC AND FQOD STAMP PROGRAMS I%G

FOEFaTE wndmmtcred byasmg!c cnutyznhziedeml lcvcl. Wesnchmappmch
wnid pmm the carrent program structure and intlude separate accountability to the varions
authorizing committess, it would facilitare the more efficient use of federal suff and ensure that a
single federal agency was aware of the demands and requirements placed on state and focal staff. It
also would ensure thet Congress was sware of such issues prior 1o the adoption of legisiation,

The Governors therefore urge the adminisirstion and Congress to develop and enact legistation
that would provide for the common adminisiration of the AFDXC and Food Stamp programs and that
would suthorize consistent funding for administrative costs betvaeen the two programs.] (Notes Text
in brackess iz existing policy languspe moved frow Section 4.5}

12
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4.3.6

Empioyment und Trainlng Programs. Although tlw Gmmors oontinue to sapportaszwzzgemphasis
on assisting food stamp recipients in obtaining employment, states ased the flexibility to creaie food
stamp employment and training programs that complement programs created under the Family

Support Act's Jub Opportuaities and Basic Skills (JOBS) Training program OR UNDER NEW
STATE AND FEDERAL WELFARE REFORM AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT
INITIATIVES. FEDERAL BARRIERS HAVE IMPEDED STATES’ EFFORTS TQ CREATE
INTEGRATED WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT SYSTEMS THAT INCLUDE THE FOOD
STAMP EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING AND JOBS PROGRAMS, AND THEREFORE
mmgﬁmﬁm Sad 31010830 oRE {0 IS gl PROEARS

States neext the flexibility 1o design programs that will adequately incorporate the resouroes of both
programs, whick will prove more costefiective in the long ran. Additionaily, states must be ailowed

the Nexibility given to them in the Food Mtywwﬁmignﬁmﬁ W&a{bﬁt meet
mnﬂs SLaxaritle ot worc Y oo .

?Kﬁ QGVERNG@ Q&LL ON THE ADMINISTRATION TO SUPPORT WAIVERS
THAT WOULD ALLOW EXEMPTIONS FOR FOOD STAMP EMPLOYMENT AND
TRAINING PARTICIPANTS TO CONFORM TO EXEMPTIONS FOR JOBS PARTICIPANTS.
THE CURRENT PARTICIPANT REIMBURSEMENT LIMIT ALSC SHOULD BE
INCREASED TO REFLECT THE ACTUAL EXPENSES OF PARTICIPANTS IN
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS. THE CURRENT REIMBURSEMENT
LIMIT QF 325 PER MONTH IS 80 LOW THAT MANY PARTICIPANTS INCUR EXPENSES
OVER THIS AMOUNT AFTER ONLY A FEW DAYS,

Quality Contrel. The Governors support a strong federal-state quality control systems that provides
for 2 real partnership in controliing peayment errors, ENHANCING PROGRAM INTEGRITY,
AND PROMOTING IMPROVED PROGRAM MANAGEMENT, The Governors urge Congress

tos &stablish a fair and equitable system to gssess state performance and encourage, rather than in.
hibit, management improvements. Quality control and similar administrative systems shonld be
designed to aid accountability in the Food Stamp Program without rémoving essential sesources from

statc and local human service budges. THE SYSTEM SHOULD REWARD STATES FOR



4.3.7

IMPROVED PERFORMANCE, WHICH WILL RESULT IN CONSIDERABLE FEDERAL
SAVINGS, IN A WAY THAT WILL ENCOURAGE ALL STATES TO IMPROVE PAYMENT

- ACCURACY AND OTHER MEASURES OF PROGRAM INTEGRITY.

The MICKEY LELAND CHILDHOOD HUNGER RELIEF ACT Muages-Reavantion-Act-of

1988 made significant changes to the food stamp quality control system, many of which will assist
states in improving their systems. The Governors still have conesrns specific 1 the food stamp quality

control system, including the DEVELOPMENT OF AN INCENTIVE-BASED PLAN; THE
STATISTICAL METHODOLOGY FOR CALCULATING ERROR RATES; THE NATIONAL
ERROR RATE TARGET: THE CONSIDERATION OF CASELOAD GROWTH,
AUTOMATION, AND DEMOGRAPHIC CRITERIA IN DETERMINING ELIGIBILITY FOR
GOOD-CAUSE WAIVERS; THE US DEPARTMENT QF AGRICULTURE (USDA)
AUTHORITY TO REVERSE AN ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE DECISION; AND THE
LACK OF A STATUTORY RIGHT TO REINVEST PENALTY AMOUNTS. soatmeni-af-she

' : : p i sialee The Governors
bcﬁm thzt these issues xhould bc molmi s0states are not penalimd basad onan inequitablesystem.

The spirit of ONGOING QUALITY CONTROL REFORM, AS EXEMPLIFIED BY MANY OF
THE REFORMS ENACTED FOR THE AFDC PROGRAM ihe-AFDG.Gualiivconisol-relor
should be reflected where possible in further refinements of the food stamp quality control system.

Program Simplification AND ADMINISTRATION. The Governors ako beliove that the present

focd stamp system is unnecessarily complex, and they support federal action tw simplify the program
and 1o improve the quality of administration. The Govemors’ specific recommendstions incude the
Pliowing.

» Disregard the first 350 of child support for food stamps as is currently done in AFDC
REGARDLESS OF WHETHER IT IS COLLECTED THRQUGH THE CHILD
SUPPORT SYSTEM OR 1S PAID DIRECTLY TO THE RECIPIENT.

« RESTORE THE 75 PERCENT ENHANCED MATCH RATE FOR STATE
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS FOR FRAUD CONTROL ACTIVITIES AND THE
ENHANCED RETENTION RATES FOR COLLECTION OF CLADMS.

« ELIMINATE THE REQUIREMENT THAT ELECTRONIC BENEFITS TRANSFER
(EBT) SYSTEMS FOR DELIVERING FOOD STAMPS BE COSTNEUTRAL. (THERE
IS NO COMPARABLE REQUIREMENT THAT PAPER COUPON DELIVERY
SYSTEMS BE COST-EFFECTIVE; THEREFORE, THE MANDATE FOR COST
NEUTRALITY IN EBT SYSTEMS HAS THE PERVERSE EFFECT OF PENALIZING
STATES THAT HAVE ACHIEVED THE GREATEST COST-EFFECTIVENESS IN
THEIR COUPON SYSTEMS.)

- i -
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» BLIMINATE THE PROHIBITION AGAINST REQUIRING AUTHORIZED
RETAILERS TO PAY COSTS ESSENTIAL TO AND DIRECTLY ATTRIBUTABLE
TO EBT SYSTEMS OPERATIONS. RETAILERS CURRENTLY BEAR COSTS
ASSOCIATED WITH REDEMPTION OF FOOD STAMP COUPONS; STATE
POTENTIAL TO IMPLEMENT EBT SYSTEMS WOULD BE ENHANCED BY THE
AUTHORITY TO RECOUP FROM RETAILERS ANALOGOUS COSTS INCURRED

UNDER EBT SYSTEMS.

o Provide greater stability for the administration of the program by providing sufficient time for
proper implementation of any statuiony or regulatory shange. Any changes, except for apnual
oost-of-living adjustments, should be provided to states a8 interies Snal or finasl regulations,
with a mandatory cfiective date no carlier than the first of the month 180 days afiey publication

of such regulations.

Sidil. A

» Allow improvements and changes noedad in antomated data
for enbanced feders! reimbursement.

- oy L e-ESQUiESInG

processing sysiems to be eligibie

» Allow the Food Stamp Program to be deemed in compifance with the Computer
Maiching and Privacy Act's thinty-day sotification requirement and its {sdspendent
manusal verification requirement,

s Increase the minimum level provided for actionable claims,

Tmiky i - PL e P i iiv.? - cratamorirtiiy, bl

Bl £

Program Ontreach. THE GOVERNORS BELIEVE THAT FEDERAL OUTREACH AND
NUTRITION EDUCATION INITIATIVES SHOULD RECOGNIZE AND BUILD ON
EXISTING STATE EFFORTS. SUCH OUTREACH AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES ARE
DMPORTANT COMPONENTS OF MANY STATE FOOD STAMP OPERATIONS AND THE
GOVERNORS WOULD WELCOME INCREASED FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR THESE
ACTIVITIES. THIS FEDERAL SUPPORT SHOULD BE AVAILABLE FOR A WIDE RANGE
OF OUTREACH AND EDUCATION EFFORTS AS APPROPRIATE TO EACH STATE'S
NEEDS AND NOT DUPLICATE EXISTING STATE.FUNDED INITIATIVES. The-Road

Migarsmn rennot B attaot o
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Nuteition Assistance Program of Puerte Rivo. The Omuibus Budget Reconciliation Aot of 1981
removed the commonwealth of Puerto Rico from the National Food Stamp Program sng established
a nutrition assistance block grant effective July 1, 1982 This block grant reduced fedesal fanding by
about 25 percent below the projected fiscal 1983 level and established u ceiling of 3825 million per
year. This change affected more than 100,000 participants due to the program’s siringent cligibitity
and centification requirements, Income limits were kept at the 1982 level, As a consequence, for 2
farnily of four, Puerio Rico’s income limit is 38,004, compared with the National Food Stamp
Program’s Kmit of $11,652. Although Congress authorized cost-of-living adjustments to the biock
grany, these were not substintial enough 10 meet the gutritional aeeds of the panticipanes,

The Puerto Rican government has developed a nutrition program administered through direct
cash assistance, popularly known a8 food This program minimizes administrative costs and
provides muaximum benefits 10 the peedy. The Paerto Rico food check program has proved (o be highly
suocessful, so much so that &t is strongly supported by both major political panties in Puerto Rico.

The Natioaal Governors” Association iis concern regarding the discriminatory weal-
ment of American citizens residing in Puerto Rico and urges Congress wo increase the block grant to
mcbtmﬁtseqaivﬂcm 1o the Nstional Food Stamp Program o retura ULS, dtizens who live in

Rico © full partcipation in the National Food Stamp Program.

Mpalutenance-aof-Effort

Preamble. The National Goverors' Association believes it is essential that a federnily funded,
statedirected program be esiablished to provide assistance o the nation's low-igoome population to
enabie them o cope more successfully with the problems of scarcity and dramatically increasing costs
of energy. The Governom belicve such a prograin should be constructed according 1o the foliowing
principles and considerations.

State and Federal Responsibility, The problems 10 be addressed by this program will require a
Bexibility in resporise that programs tered directly from Washington cannot provide, but that
programs sdministerad by state governments can. State governments have a greater capacity o adjust
delivery of program servives with other similarly directed public and private programs, Accordingly,
webelieve that the funding for all aspects of this program should fow from the federal governmest o
the Governors, who should be given responsibility for program design and mansgement.
Implementstion. All ievels of gavernment invoived in administering the program should be provided
with adequate time 10 prepare carefully and compleiely for initial implementation and for implemen.
tatios of any subsequent alterations. “Crash” programs usually cannot bé as accursiely targeted as
intended, nor can they be as efficiently and economically implemented, Because it is often difficult for
Congress to moet reauthorization schedules, it is likely that requiring annuel reanthorization for s
iow-incoms energy assistance program will result in yearly program implementation on such a "crash™
basis. Consequently, the program should be authorized for 2 period of several years, Congress should
scrutindzs the progeam’s operation and rationale whea it does consides reauthorization
Maintenance-of-Effort Provisiona, The Governors commit themseives to the exclusive use of program
funding to provide assistance 10 low-incone persons in meeting energy <osts. The GOVEInors oppose
maintensnce-of.cffort provisions that would apply 1o energy-related assistance programs and thus
penalize states that have developed or may wish 13 develap such prograsms, or woakd arbitrarily prevent
state modifications of payment levels in federatly assisted income assistance programs not direcied
primarily toward encrgy posds.
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state that addresses the critical mw:gjumiawd needs in that state, izae!ndmg, but not Hmited o, those
needs falling in two major gategories:®

» Cash (0r quasicash} assistance o aid low-income individuals and families affected by the
heightened costs of purchasing home epergy, particularly for heating and, where excessive
summer heat is a factor in threatening life and health, air conditioning; and for crisis assistance
10 aid those who are upabiz at any time 10 purchase energy for those same purpases, or for
intervention in other ways in epsrgy-related life- or health-threatening circumstances; and

« weatherization for low-income homes 1o reduce snergy waste and 1o ensure that private
snd public funds Invested in procuring energy are 10! poured pﬁrpetuﬁZy Bto uBneces-
sarfly wasted energy,

445 Financial Assistanee Forms, States should be authorized to pmwde financial assism in the form
of caxh, vendor lines of eredit, vouchers, special coupons (that is, “fuel stamps” or some equivalent),
OF ANy combination of these,

44.7 PDraw.Dows of Funds. State draw-down of feders! funds to which the state is entitled must be sllowed
throughout the vear and must not be iimited 10 2 “window” of only a few months as has been the ¢ase

" in previous federal cisis assistance programs,

445 Wage Limitations. {ow-income energy assistance legislation should suthorize relaxation or removal
of the Comprehessive Employment and Training Act (CETA} average wage Hmitations where CETA
Isbor is used in the weatherization program and should suthorize states to use program funds for Iabar
costs 95 well as material and sdministrative costs.

449 Eilgibillty, Any assistance provided under this program should ot be counted as income for the
purpose of determining eligibility for any income-tested program operated under federal Iaw.

4410  Stats Finanoisl Assistance. No state financial assistance or “matching” shouid be required for any
benefits paid through this program or for administrative costs, because program funding will be
obtained from new tax revenues Howing salely to the federal fu

T!m Governors call upon both executive and legislative branch leaders to enact, implement, and
offorw-income energy assistanee, baxed on the Tgnnmpies outlined in this sxatcmmi, "
substantial assistance t0 the eligible population. The need is real, severe, and growing,

glanunai Governors’ Association offers its cooperation and assistance toward this end.

* A broad program of e<ducarion, advocacy, and counseling pertaining to entrgy consereation,
self-hielp, wse of alternative energy sources, and equipment maintenance should be established; it
should apply to all population segments, giving special atténtion o needed links with the
low-income program but not limiting its applicability 10 the low-income population,

“17-
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The Supplementsl Food Program for Women, Infants, and Chilldren

Preamble. Since its creation in 1872, the Supplemenial Food Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC) has provided supplemental ta milHons of low-income wamen, infants, sud
children. [ts succass over time has been clearly shown, 5ot only as 2 program that has limited the
buman suffering essociated with the nutritional problems of children and pregnant women, but
als0 a3 a program that has reduced government spending over time by preventing low-birthweight
babies and undernourished children with health problems that would cost society substantial
amounts of mo

mmwmu,s. Deparunent of Agricalturs has found that the program has resulind fn s
significant drop in the number of premature births 10 women in the program and a substantial

.38,
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reduction in the Iate fetal death rate. In addition, it has bean shows that women participating in the
program are more likely to sesk prenatal care early and more regularly.

Despite the WIC program’s success, hawever, it has not fulfilled its optimai poteatial. Although

3.6 million women, infants, and children participate in the program, that is kess than hsif of the
individuals who are eligible. Issucs regarding funding limitations and program coordingtion have
prevested the WIC program from being as effective as it could be.
Funding Limitations. A continuing problem within the WIC program bas besn low enroliment levels
due to the limited funding from the federal government Although funding for the WIC program has
grown over the past several years, as a discretionary program, n0 state provides services 1 all of the
women and children in their state who are poten cligible. Although several states have income
cligibility fevels at the maximum of 185 percent of poverty, funding linitations bave prevented them
from serving the entire group.

Recently states have begun to seek competitive bids on their infant formula contracts. WIC
purchases one-third of the towd infant formula in the country. States have gained extraordinary savings
thirough this process, with rebates ranging from 3 perceat 10 85 percont on thelr wholesale

Beyond the issue of overall funding, states have found that the ratio of nutrition services and
administrative doliars 10 food dollars (i.c., 20/80) i 1o inflexible, particularly when such services as
putritionsl screening are considered an adminissrative cost. In addition, suites have found the penalty
for not spending all of their alfocared funds in a given year to be unnecessarily resirictive,

Program Coordination. In addition 1o funding Hmitations, coordination with am?wgrm has been

a problem. Many women on Medicaid, who are cligible foy WIC, are unaware of the program. An

underiying problem is that the WIC and Madicsid programs 4o not necessarily coordinate their efforts.

Often they are located in differcot departments, whick requires that s formal arrangement be

mmtﬁizshcd wg& regular communication is to ocour. Coordination with other health programs often is
ans .

The lack of coordination betwesn the two programs leads 10 independent eligibility processes
that do not encpurage women eligible for both programs (o enroll in both of them. If & women goes
to a health clinic 10 test for pregnancy, that health clinic may enrofl her in the WIC program after
making as eligibility determination, but Medicaid sligibility workers are rarcly stationed in heaith
clinics and therefore she is not eorolied in Medicaid at the same time. Further, the state, and therefore
the clinic, may not have a policy of ¢ven referring the womian to a welfare office to seek Madicaid
eligibility. Similarly, problems 2rise when 2 woman zeeks Medicaid eligibility, but the Medicaid
eligibility worker does 80t refer the woman to the WIC Igmgmm Each of these situations results from
2 lack of program coordination that could be avoided. Finatly, due 10 the variation in eligibility rules,

,g}:gnamwmandchﬂmm the same circumstances can be eligible for Medicaid and not for WIC

%myic,aprcgnammm can be trexted as a Gamily of two by Medicaid, but as & family of one
by : ‘, .
Recommendations. The National Governors’ Association believes that the goal of the WIC program
should be that each state reach their maxinyem pumber of women, infams, and children. In orderto
reach this goal, NGA recommends the following, -

» Federal funding for the WIC program should be adequate © meet the needs of individuals a1
nutrittonal risk. This means that, within recognized budgetary constraints, federal funding for
the program should continue 10 be intreased over time.

o Cosrsaving initiatives, such as competitive bidding for infant formuls, shauld be encouraged
as & method of lowering sverage program costs and alicwing more individuals 10 be covered
under the program. -y policy that allows the limited program dollars (o bestretched further

» States shoold be given maximum Sexibility in the use of WIC funds in order to cffectivelyserve
those in peed. Current requirements that restrict the balancr detween administrative and
benefit spending should be modified. Rsther than the current penalty system for states that
do not spend all of their atiotted funds, incentives should be provided. States should be
afforded greater fexibility 1o carry over fands into the next year,

» Suztes should coordinate the program policies and operations of the WIC and Medicaid
%agrams. Commugication between the different programs is A necessity in order 10 miske the

C program as effective as possibie in benefiting infans, children, and pregnant womes at
nputritional risk. Special attention should be given o the coordination of outreach and
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presumptive eligibility efforts given the recent changes in the Medicaid prograr. Coordinamn
betwoen the WIC program and other health programs also is important,

e States should automatically refer recipients of WIC and Madicaid from one program o the
other. Although placing Medicaid cligibility workers in health clinics may expeditc this
process, a1 the very least making the recipient aware of the ather program and where eligibility -
may be obtained is critical to improving program panticipation.

_» The eligibility methodology used by each of the two programs should be more cousistent.

Supplemental Security Incoms

Preamble. Bstablished by the 1972 smendments to the Socisl Security Aqt, the Supglcmcntal
Security Income (SSI) program provides important income assistance 1o needy aged, blind, and
disabied cltizens.

* The legislative history of the 1972 amendments shows the clear intent of Congress 10 encourage
states to suppicment, with state funds, the federal S51 payment by allowing for federal administration
of the state supplement at 6o coat 10 the states, As a result, the majority of states supplement SSI
payments with state funds,

State and Federal Responsibilities. Since the inception of $SI, the federal government has

imposed increasingly greazer yestrictlons on s1ates’ ability to structure state sapplements. In most
¢asey, statc supplements are now mandated through maintensace-of-cffort provisions; in the

. Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1993, whie federal government Mpesed fres on sistes for ad-

ministering the state supplement.

The fees on states violate the original commitment made to tates when 857 was estadlish:
impose federal responsibilities on state gavmwt. Although the Governors support dcﬁci: m&nc-
tion and recognize the nead 1o koep feders! spending within available resources, responsibie defict
reduction should not necessarily result in shilting costs to states.

The Governors urge the administration and Cang;mzam:hciniﬁalmpummﬁmam
forth for the federal government when SSI was established,

ELECTRONIC BENEFITS TRANSFER |

PREAMBLE. STATES HAVE BEEN LEADERS IN THE USE OF TECHNOLOGY TO
IMPROVE DELIVERY OF PUBLIC SERVICES THROUGH SUCH INITIATIVES AS
DISTANCE LEARNING, TELEMEDICINE, AND ELECTRONIC BENEFITS TRANSFER
mmmwm,smmmwmmmmmmm
AS A MEANS OF PROVIDING CLIENTS WITH MORE CONVENIENT AND SAFER
ACCESS TO BENEFITS AND IMPROVING THE ABILITY OF STATES TO MANAGE
PROGRAMS AND PREVENT FRAUD. MORE RECENTLY, THERE HAS BEEN A
MOVEMENT TO PROMOTE NATIONWIDE EBT SYSTEMS FOR SOME FEDERAL
BENEFITS PROGRAMS IN THE NEAR FUTURE. THE LEGISLATIVE AND
REGULATORY CHANGES THAT ARE BEING DEVELOPED BY THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT TO SUPPORT NATIONAL IMPLEMENTATION OF EBT SYSTEMS HAVE
FAR-REACHING IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE STATE INNOVATION IN THIS AREA.

FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR STATE INNOVATION. THE GOVERNORS SUPPORT
EXPANDED USE OF EBT AND BELIEVE THAT ANY NATIONAL EBT INITIATIVE
SHOULD CONTINUE TO ALLOW AND ENCOURAGE A VARIETY OF STATE
APPROACHES TC EBT SYSTEMS. STATES SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO PROCEEDR WITH

w20.
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EBT ON THEIR OWN TIMETABLES, WITH CONSIDERABLE DISCRETIONARY i
AUTHORITY OVER SYSTEM DESIGN DECISIONS SUCH AS WHICH TECHNOLOGYTO
USE, WHICH BENEFITS PROGRAMS TO INCLUDE, STANDARDS FOR PROGRAM
DELIVERY, AND WHICH FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS AND CARD PROCESSORS TO
USE, THE GOVERNORS AGREE THAT STANDARDS FOR TRANSACTION AND
INTERNAL PROCESSING ROUTINES ARE BENEFICIAL FOR VOLUME PRICING AND
INTERSTATE MOBILITY. THE GOVERNORS OFPOSE ANY FEDERAL MANDATES
THAT WOULD REQUIRE STATES (EFIHER DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY BY MAKING
EBT IMPLEMENTATION. A CONDITION OF OTHER FEDERAL FUNDS OR WAIVERS)
TO DELIVER BENEFITS SUCH AS FOOD STAMPS OR AID TO FAMILIES WITH
DEPENDENT CHILDREN THROUGH AN ELECTRONIC BENEFITS TRANSFER
SYSTEM. THE GOVERNORS ALSO BELIEVE:

« THAT FEDERAL FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR INTTIAL AND ONGOING COSTS
SHOULD BE AVAILABLE FOR A DIVERSE SET OF STATE APPROACHES, NOT
JUST ONE MODEL;

s THAT STATES THAT HAVE ALREADY IMPLEMENTED ERT SYSTEMS SHOULL
NOT BE FORCED TO RETROPFIT THEIR SYSTEMS TO A SINGLE, NEW
FEDERAL MODEL; AND N

« THAT THE REQUIREMENT THAT EBT $YSTEMS FOR DELIVERING FOOD
STAMPS BE COST NEUTRAL SHOULD BE ELIMINATED. (THERE IS NO
COMPARABLE REQUIREMENT THAT PAPER COUPON DELIVERY SYSTEMS
BE COST-EFFECTIVE; THEREFORE, THE MANDATE FOR COST NEUTRALITY
IN BET SYSTEMS HAS THE PERVERSE EFFECT OF PENALIZING STATES THAT
HAVE ACHIEVED THE GREATEST COST-EFFECTIVENESS IN THEIR COUPON
SYSTEMS.)

AFPPLICATION OF REGULATION E OF THE ELECTRONIC FUNDS TRANSFER ACT TO EBT.
PROGRESS TOWARD WIDER USE OF EBT SYSTEMS HAS BEEN SLOWED RECENTLY
BY THE MARCH 1994 DECISION OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD TO APPLY
REGULATION E OF THE BELECTRONIC FUNDS TRANSFER ACT TO EBT PROGRAMS.
THIS DECISION. ESSENTIALLY CHANGED FEDERAL SOCIAL POLICY BY CREATING
A NEW ENTITLEMENT TO REPLACEMENT OF LOST OR STOLEN WELFARE
BENEFITS FOR EBT CLIENTS-—a NEW ENTITLEMENT BENEFIT THAT CLIENTS WHO
RECEIVE THOSE SAME WELFARE BENEFITS IN CASH OR COUPONS DO NOT HAVE.

a2



ESTIMATES OF THE COST OF THIS NEW BENEFIT VARY WIDELY, BUT RANGE AS
HIGH AS $800 MILLION ANNUALLY.

ALTHOUGH THE BOARD'S DECISION CREATED THIS NEW ENTITLEMENT
BENEFIT, IT DID NOT ADDRESS HOW THIS BENEFIT WOULD BE FINANCED.
CURRENT STATUTORY AUTHORITY DOES NOT ALLOW THR FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT T0O REIMBURSE STATES FOR EBT BENEFIT REFLACEMENT COSTS,
EVEN FOR THOSE WELFARE BENEFITS THAT ARE ENTIRELY FEDERALLY
FINANCED, SUCH AS FOOD STAMPS, THIS IS TRUE DESPITE THE FACT THAT MOST
OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE SAVINGS FROM EBT ACCRUE TC THE FEDERAL

GOVERNMENT, NOT TO THE STATES.

GOVERNORS ARE NOT OPPOSED TO CONSUMER PROTECTIONS FOR EBT
CLIENTS. IF THE CONSUMER PROTECTIONS GF REGULATION E ARE APPLIED TO
EBT PROGRAMS, HOWEVER, THE GOVERNORS BELIEVE THAT CONGRESS MUST
RECOGNIZE THAT THIS IS A NEW ENTITLEMENT BENEFIT AND ACT ACCORDINGLY
TG FUND IT, OTHERWISE, IT WILL BECOME AN UNFUNDED MANDATE ON THE
STATES, AND THE GOVERNORS WILL HAVE LITTLE CHOICE BUT TO HALT THEIR
EFFORTS TOWARD CREATING EBT SYSTEMS FOR WELFARE CLIENTS.

IF CONGRESS 1§ NOT ABLE TO FUND THIS NEW ENTITLEMENT BENEFIT, THE
GOVERNORS BELIEVE THAT THE ONLY ALTERNATIVE IS TO CLARIFY THAT
CLIENTS WH® RECEIVE WELFARE BENEFITS THROUGH EBT ARE ENTITLED TO
THE SAME PROTECTIONS AS CLIENTS WHO RECEIVE THE SAME BENEFTTS IN CASH
OR IN COUPONS. THE GOVERNORS RECOGNIZE THAT THERE MAY BE OTHER
WAYS TO ADDRESS THESE PROBLEMS, BUT THESE OTHER MEANS WOULD
NECESSARILY INVOLVE SOME UNKNOWN NEW COST BECAUSE THEY WOULD
CREATE SOME LEVEL OF NEW ENTITLEMENT TO BENEFIT REPLACEMENT. UNTIL
THE GOVERNORS HAVE A COMMITMENT FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO
ASSUME THE COSTS OF ANY NEW EBT ENTITLEMENT BENEFITS, THE EXEMPTION
APPROACH IS THE ONLY VIABLE SOLUTION,

Tinte Brited (effective Winzer Meeting 1995 Rinter Meeting 1997),
1988 revised February 1982, Marck 1983, July 1984, February 1985, August 1985,

Adopted Augsst
szru%yé?&@ Februmy 1987, February 1989, February 1990, February 1993, and February 1964 (formeriy
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Jamunry 26, 1995

The {Governors-only sexvion on Sunday, Janugry 29 will begin with a discussion of welfare reform.
It will then reen 1o block grants, I additional time is needed, the discussion will continue et the
Governars-only session o8 Monday, January 30, Materials on weifare were distrittded 0 you
westerday. Materials on block grants are enclosed. They include:

A briet backgrounder on block grants and their current status,

An overview of block gramt issues and questions.

An example of a‘po! icy statement that Identifies issues of possible concem 1o Governors,
introductory materisls from the biock gramt discugsion deaft sont to you for conuments earlisr

A glossary of terms relating 1o grant-in-aid programs and the federal appropriation process,

Al of these documents are intended solely 10 provide background for your discussion. They are
net imended to reflect official NGA positions, aod any positions or options have aot been endorsed
cither by Qovernors or their staff

1f you have any questions shout the plasned discussion, or If we can provide you with any
additonal information priar to the mecting, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Washington Represeniatives
NOA State Comaots
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-- FOR DISCUSSION ONLY - DO KOT DISTRIBUTE
BLOCK GRANTS - BACKGROUND

Jenuary 28, 1995

In 1993 the foders! grant-in-aid programs provided spproximstely $206 billion to stete and local
govenuncots. About $22 billion of this aid wes provided through broad-based programs, bargely the 13
block grant programs. The remaining $180 billion was provided through some 578 cawgorical
progmms, o addition swes and localities received over $10D hillion {n partial relmburserent for the
costs of individual entitdement programs such as AFDC and Medicaid,

Over the past 10 years the qumber of broad-besed programs hes increased by 3 while the number of
categorical federal grant-in-ald programs has Increased by 186, More significantly the percent of federal
assistance distributed through categorical programs has grown from 79.7 percent 16 $8.3 pervent.

States have long advocated reform in the federnd system, The simplification of the curront feders! grant.
in-aid system has been an important past of that reform. Governoes have argued that such simplification
would both increase admimstrative efficioncy asé eacwr&ggs state and locel efforts o develop more
«ffective programs,

As the federal government beging to move townrd & balsnced budget the pressure for recrdering fedeml
pricrities and curtailing federal grants will incresse. Prefimingry analysis suggests that the adogtion of
the balanced budget amendment could require the Congress 10 cul categorical grants 1o States and
localities by as much as several husdred billion dollars over ¢ five year perind.  Almady, numerous
propasals for progras consolidation and reduction sre on the table.

The history of block grants is long, going back of least to genera! revenus sharing and the broad black
grants of the Nixon ers. Block grants were also an Importent part of the Reagan “New Federalism® of
the 1980s. At that time the consolidation of programs 2i50 came with significent funding cure. While
most block grant proposals have begun with 8 theme of simglification and consolidation, the actual
legislation has often retained significant faderal reserictions.  Equally important, over time the federal

government has wended to establish additional sewsides and plsce new restrictions within the block
grante that have been egtablished,

However, funding mnminu and overly prescriptive faderal management &5 not restricred 1o bBlock
grants alone. States have seen similar problems develop in individus! entitiements and in categorics!
progrems.  Morsover, the number of small categocteal programs has ¢ontinued to proliferste mpidly,

These 1rends have tended to reduce state flexibility and to stow down state effeets o reform and relnvent
state government,

It seems almost certain that block grant proposals will emesge from the House of Representatives,
Similarly there i3 at least some degree of receptivity i the Senate, Changes in the federa! prant-in-atd
program will have a significant impact on the ability of states and localities to address eritical domestic
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needs, As & result, it is vitel that the Governoes besoms active participants in the debate that will take
place on the Hill,

Even if it is not possible 1o agree on Y aspects of a block grant stategy, it is important that the
Gevernors idemify thase armas of common intorest where they wish to collectively infhuence fedesal
doeisions.
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BLOCK. GRANTS - ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATIOR

Jasacy 26, 1998

Heally over the noxt scversl woeks the Governors will be In ¢ position w develop their own

. resommendations for specific Bloek grmnts. This process is already underway. However, ss we have
sttemsied 10 move ahead, it is clear thet there ane a number of threshold insues that must be addressed by
the Govermors. Soma of the mast important of those ifsues are outlined brisfly in the séctions that
follow,

The Noad {or Early Aetion an NGA Palicy

Public discussions and comments over the past fow months appear to assumc that there is broad
agresment amoog the Govemors on the need for block grants. Indesd, NGA's current permanent policy
on federalizm endorses the concept of block grants. In addition, time limited policies endorse offorts to
sonsolidate or integrate programs in a number of gpecific program sreay. However, while broadly
supporeed by the Governors when laitially considered, this policy has not been reviewed by the newly
glected Governors, Equally important, the Governors have not fully discussed the implications of the
wide seale conversion of almost afl foderal grant-in-aid programe 1o brosd besed grants or the
implications of such a strsegy in the face of substantial cute in foderal spending.

Block grants offer a number of advanteges. A smaller aumber of progrems will be less costly 1
sdministor. Properly constructed block grants will offer states and jooalities s grester opportunity to
address local priorities and to tilor programs and delivery systems that are more cost effective and
responsive (0 community needs. However, 10 realize those benefits the Governors must be prepared 10
make hard choices. Thay must be presared to reorgsnize programs snd reducs administrative overhend.
They also must be prepared (o sbandon lower priority or ineffective prograsas. They must be prepared
invest in the thoughtiul plamning snd fundamentsl syslem reform that will increase the ovearall
effactivensss of government services,

There are also a number of pitfalls that must be considered.  History bas shown that # is difficult o
musier strong advoestes for block grants and thel, By a resnlt, Congressional support for sdeguate
funding may wane. 1f federal funding is aot adequate to meet prieity needs, states and localities may be
forced to increase taxes. Equally imporiant, we have seen existing block grants encambered with
program setasides and detailed administrative or programmatic requirements. A block gramt without
fexibility offers few ndvantages, Undar curvent fiscal conditions there is n real danger that block grants
ey be used a5 » vehicle to shiff costs 10 states and localities.

LA 12
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Do Governors continue to support efforts to consolidate and integrate federal grant snd assistaace
programs? ’

Option | - Continue existing policy,

Option 2 - Adopt new policy that will reinforce NGA’s generul commitment to bleck grante and
emphasize staie soncoerns with possible cost shifts.

Optian 3 - Adopt new palicy that will reinforce NGA commitment 1o block grants, emphassize state
concerns with possibie cost shifts, and establish eriteris for the development of speoific block grant
proposals. (See discussion below.}

Federsl Funding Levels

At the natiosal kevel, Block grants ars frequently seem a5 2 vehicle for fodets! budget reductions. While
block grants offer the possibility of some immediate savings through administeative efficiencies, many
programs are already underfunded, and any significant fitlure savings that may result from better
program design or the investment in prevention, will take time.,

Are Governors williog to support block grants thaf result In significant reductions In federnl
fundiag for shared federal, state, and locsl responsibiiities?

Option 1 ~ Adopt new policy that mekes chear that the Governors would oppose block grant approaches
that would serve primarily to shift costs o stases and jocalities,

Option 2 - Adopt new pelicy that indicates that states are willing to accept block grants with restricied
future funding increases so long 85 those restrKlions are reasonabie and ths structre of the grant is
sufficientiy flexible.

Pistribution Forgmula

The current aliocation of fedemi funds among the states is driven by o wasisty of factors. Iadividual
entitlements are driven by program participation. Categoricel programs are generally driven by formulas
that reflect some measure of need (from number of poor children to miles of interstate highway) or
silocate funds on 8 ¢ompetive basis. Approximarety 420 of the curment grant-in-aid programs arc
sllocated on & project basis. Siateg slone complete for funds under some 90 of those programs, whils
states and localitics jointly compete noder 39 and focalitiss compets exclusively for 16, State and lncal
governmants compets with other entities for funds uader the remaining 274 project based programs.

Opening & formits debate could well preciude any movement toward block grants in the nesr futere,
Allocating block grants based on existing distributions msy create some incquitics as allocations of
project funds may be skewed m any particular point in time, In additon, to the extent that cusvent

formulas are “needs bascd”, changing ecomomic and demographic conditions may produce future
imbalences,

D e —
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Are Governors willing to see chenpes ju the overstt distribution of federa! funds smong the siates?

Qption 1 - Adopt new policy tist males clear that present distributions should be frozen ia pia.cs for
some period of time,

Optivs 2 ~ Atierapt to develop policy that would sddress the long rerm reallocation of federal resources
based on some sate defined measurs of need snd capacity,

Current fedesa! 2id programs inctude indlvidusl entitloments, capped emtitlernents, state entitlements,
blxck grants, formuls driven cateporicsl grants, and competitive or diseretionary categorical programs,
In addition come Federal 8id programs are Tunded through trust funds and/or through earmarked revenue
sources. Finally some services are currently provided direcily by federal staff, See Atachment 2 for
definition of essistance types and the budget process.

Traditionally, NGA has excluded individual entitlements (AFDC, Medicaid, Food Stamps, et0.) from its
block graat proposals. This refiects both differences in the treatment of individus! entitlements uader the
federal budgst process and the fact that individun! entitlements are often particularly sensitive to eyelical
changes in the economy.

A number of grant programs are funded from trust funds or carmarked revenves. Some of those
programs are included in & variety of block gramt proposals, Seme Governors havs suppested that it
might make bettar sance if the federal government wers to eliminate those esrmarked foders! revanue
sources and turs back full responsibility for thase programs 1o the stetes, In mast cases this would
require the states to replace the federal tax with 2 state tax,

Do Goverpers wish to speclly the types of programs that should or should not be considered for
inciusion io block granta?

Opticn | - Adopt ncw policy thel supports block grants without spesific provisions regarding program
ypet.

Opticn 2 ~ Adopt mew policy that supparts block grants and addresses specifically whether the following
shocld be inciuded:
« individual entitlements
sapped entitloments
sure erpitiement block grents
formuls based categoricals
competitive or discrstionary categorisals
programs funded from trust fundy or earourked foderal taxes

LI N N |

The federst role in domestic programs ofien exiends beyond the provision of financial assistance to state
and docal government, In some areas the federal government provides direct services or direstly
contracts for thost services. In other srens the foderal government provides technical support and or
rescarch end cvaioation,
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Are tre states willing 5 see current divect federa) responsibilities fucluded in block grants?

Option 1 « Adopt new policy that indicates that states are mlhng 10 accept programs currently direeily
opernted by the federa! gzmmwz,

Option 2 - Adopt new policy that supports a continued federal role in technical assistance and research
and development.

There are a number of categorical federal grant-in-aid programs that appear 10 work well, Examples
cited by some Govesnars include the school lunch program and the Agriculiural extension service. There
iz 8 comcern that the inclusion of such programns in block graats may have an adverse impact.

Are there any specific foders] programs that should be excluded from block grauts?

Option 1 « 1dentify specific programs, if any, to be excluded

Option 2 « Refer to staff for frther consideration

Some Governors have argued that not all federal domestic programs should be continued. They would
favor the climination of such programs, rather thap their consolidation iato block grants.

Are there federnl responsibilitics that should be eliminated?

Option 1 « Develap a list of low priority federal programs that states would no longer suppont.

Option 2 - Remain gilent on this issue,

+

A significamt portinn of federal assistance flows to Joca! government or to private ponprofit erganizations

- such as universities, Some of this money is passcd through the statey, Some of # flows divectly 1o the

{inal recipicat,
Local governments have strongly suppoim! maintaining 8 Jirect federsl-local relationship and have
opposed incressing state discretion and flexibility in the management or allocation of pass through

money. Non-peofits are aleo likely to strongly objeet to imposing the state in decisions relating 1o their
receipi of federat funds,

Do the Governors whth to lucluds fooal povernment and sonprofit assistance o the block grants?

Optien § - Support the broadest passible block gramts without regard to qurrent allocations at the substate
level.

Option 2 « Support the broadest possible block grants, but ageee o provisions that wonld ensure that
some percent of the available resources wese passed theough to substate recipionts,

COption 3 - Support efforts 1o exclude existing direstly funded subsiate programs from the block grant.



-

: ‘W‘".}WZS"% THI 13:56 1D L. NCe 244 P1S

Bropraw Strusinre

Block grant proposels genersily proup existing categorival programs.  Generally speaking such s
grouping will generslly follow population groups (childrea, aging, o0}, scrvice modalities (health,
nutrition, income suppoml. of program gosls or objectives {rsady 10 leam, ofc), There are strong
advocases for each approsch. Ideally, block grants would not presume sy single adminlsorative agency
or delivery structure. States would be fee to allocate funds from zn individual block grant to a variety of
aguncics, programs, and delivery systems. However, Congrass may wot ndopt this ideal approach and the
iportance of the choice of program structure will increase as the fexibility within the block grants
themselves is reduced,

MNGA has dovoloped & set of propoesed categories that is besed primarily on 4 combination of populstion
groups and/or broad service modslities. A listing of those categones is included in Anachment 3, A
number of yiates have suggested either the combination of categeries (e.g. placs all hualth programs in a
single block grant) or the ereation of new categories.

Do the Governura bave a preference as to the arganizing prisciples 0 bo used in the developinent
of Block grant praposals?

Option 1 - Accept the NGA listing.

Option 2 - Reoricnt the program swucture to focus on gervice delivery modalities.
COption 3 - Refer to stafl for additional work,

Diber Tasues for DHscussion

There ars a vanicty of other issues that Governors may wish (o address in considering appronches o the
block grants and state concems. Thine issues include:

Wikl states require some misimum period of kad tme ln order 1o convert from existing eategorical
fanding to tlock grant fuoding?

Stonld hiock goants feclude the authority to transfer some percest of the sppropristed funds from
ane hksek 6 ansther?

Are tiates willlng t6 aceept limited federul requirements regarding the development of » stage plan
and pubiic review and comment?

Are (he states willing 10 accept performauce measires or other scoammtabifity mechanisms?

Are siates willlng to secept uny limilations oo the wie of block grant fuuds for udministrative
costy?

- Are states willing to scoept any msintenunce of effort or metcking yegquirements?

NOTE: Some Anachments are still under development, if they are not mciuzied, they will be distributed
separately i = later fime.
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DRAFT « FOR DISCUSSION ONLY - DO NOT DISTREBUTE

BLOCK GRANTS FOR CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS
ILLUSTRATIVE AFPROACH TG POLICY

January 26, 100

The nation’s Governors have long recognized the nesd 1o reform and restructire the federal
system. The simplification of the federal grant-in-aid systers must be part of that reform. Block
grants are 8 key tool in simplification and Govemars support consclidation of the current several
hundred non-entitlement grants into 2 small sumber of flexible grants crganized sroumd clear
progrem objectives. The cumrent amray of fedenal grast programs ers inefficicnt and their
somplexity and inflexibility contribute to the public disillusionment with big government. The
administration of an excessive number of federal categorical grants Creatss unnOERssary ¢osts
such as duphicste applicution and recordkeeping at both the state and foderal lovel. Mareover,
the complexity discoursges state innovation and the development of coordinated community-
based programs.  Finally, categorical programs often ignore vegional differences and the
individual characteristics of the fifty statcs,

Block grants, with broad and clearly defined objectives, and substantial state Hexibility offer
opportunities for significant administrative savings. More important they will encowmege and
reward stato and Jocal efforts 1o develop mose innovative axd cost effective programs and
sorvices. Finally, such consolidations will help enliance public involvement and restore pablic
confidence in poverament.

While the nstion’s Governors are generally supportive of consolidation they also believe that

such consolidation must:

i Avoid set-asides or othet overly prescriptive conditions for the funding,

2. laehede significant wansfersdility of Tunds between the block grants.

3. Prociude cost-shifls to the states,

4, Be consistent with the way in which state government delivers services to citizens,


http:rcc:ognir.ed

T JEN-RE-'95 THY 1357 1D TEL NO: 248 P17 e i

5. Incorporate distribution formulations consistent with the distribution implisit in existing
categorical grants,

6. Allow the flexsbility nesded to maximize efficiency and to minimize the sxpansion of
stale government empiocyment,

fAdditional criteris could be added based on gubsratorial discussion.}

The National Governors’ Associstion will be developing specific proposals that collapses most
categomicnl grants into 8 small group of block granty that meet this erfteria,

Duce the v&i&a; Wop&sms have been pvaluated, the Governors would weitome the appwizzmizy w
negotiste the finel shusture snd funding lovsls for the grants, However, the Governory view the
consolidation st one of efficiency in government not past of § geners! budget reduction strategy.
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Welfare Reform
Options R Ying P Struct

January 24, 1995
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not work. These programs, which are outdated and overly complex, create a climate of
dependency and undercut the value and rewards of wark. In their place we noed to create a new
system that builds on the successful initiatives underway in individual states and communities.
The new system needs to recognize that one size does not fit all and that effective programs must
be tailored by the states to meet the needs and expectations of their communities. Instead we
need a new simpler structure that is fair to taxpayers and those who are in need of assistance.

Federal, state, and focal governments have & responsibility to provide for the nceds of poor
children. Governments must also, bowever, create a system that encourages meaningful work
and facilitates the move o independence for adults. In addition to rewarding work, assistance
programs shauld seck to discourage teenage pregnancies, support stable family relationships,
ensure child support collection, and provide assistance to obtain the educational and job skills
necessary 1o long-term self-sufficiency. Cash benefits should be time-limited. Welfare should
be a transitional program that moves people from temporary assistance to self-sufficiency.
Welfare benefits should be based on a social contract that sefs forth the responsibilities and
obligations of both the recipicnt and the' government. The geals of this temporary assistance

should include recognition of the csseatial dignity, weli-being, and responsibility of every
American,

Fiscal Constraints
All levels of government are facing severe fiscal constraints. Federal, state, and local budgets

already have expetienced substantial reductions. State and federal efforts to maintain or achieve

balanced budgets and to reduce the tax burden on middle income Americans will require further
reductions.

Federal budget decisions should recognize that federal financial support for programs-for needy
children should remain a high national priority. - Any federal budget savings in this area should
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come from: simplifying the siructure and efficicncy of the program and not in sreas that would
interfere with the long-ran goals of work and self-sufficiency. Most of the budget savings witl
come from giving sistos the flexibility to operare cost-effective systems, Arbitary spending
timily without flexibility and the elimination of fadzeal benefity to corrently eligible groups will
Hikely shift costs t othier lovels of government Instead, real savings must come fram program
fuiimtives that will eacourage responsible behavior: programs thae will casure that work pays,
and programs that w4l support the education and training needed to find stablc employment.
Thers should not be any new mandates Enposed on stetes.  However, if any new federsl
mandates regarding benefits levels, cligible populations, or required programs or services ane
created, they should be fully furded by the federal government. The federal share of the cost of
&xigting mandstes that are retzined in 2 reforrned program must be maiotained.

States e fimly commitiod & reform and kave led the wry seer the past decsds in developing
new and cffeedve program initiatives ol the stato and Jocal level. Given the autherity and
flexibility they nead, the stmes will guickly develop the programs seeded to provide real budget
savings. .

While siates .vecognizz the need to reduce the dependency vosts mssociated with legal
immigration, many states will be unable to completely deny benefits 1o such individuals, As s
result, the States oppose the slimination of federal funding for jegal immigrents end instesd
support incregsed efforts to secure financial support fom sponsors.

Ahe Federal Role

All Governors recoguize the importante of & foderal role in financing income assistance to
famities snd children. However, the continuation of the surrent welfare system is ui c.
Tinkering and changes st the margin will not be sufficient. We need to create a new, simpler,
and more responsive fedem! role. At the same tima, the ragid mitz of change In the esonomy and
the demographics of the welfare populstion sugpest the need for flodbility and continued
innovation. A now programs structure that provides states the option of an individual ensitlement
program that sllows wide staee latitude or & state entitlement blogk grant, will provide thar
flexibility, encourags consimuetive experimaritation, and enxure significant budget savings over
time. A complelely restructured individual entitiemont should combine certnin minimom federst
standards with much grestar flexibility for the states In serting the form and conditions of
assizance. A state entitamem block grant should provide cuapped funding with no federsl
regtrictions except that the federal funds be uged 10 assist poor famities and children.

The Govemors beliove states that wish should be given the option of substifeting a state
entitiement dock grant program for a national iadividual entitlement program for children and
familics. Under this concept, states wonld be required anly to ensurs that the funding received
is used t0 provide services for poor children, While states would be required 10 describe their
program in a state plan and to provide pesiadic reports to the publie, the plans would nat be
subject to foderal approval or federal revision. Financial asdits would be conducted to cosuse
that moneys were properly spent, and states would be required to pay back any misspent funds.
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fn return for thiz broad flexibility, etates electing the block grants would sgree to an initial
allotment based on the average of sovera) prior years, with restricted growth in fufure years,
There would be no maintenance of effort provisions and stawes would be alfowed to keep all
sovings 8o long as the total federal aflocation was spent. Unexpanded fadersl funds should
remain available for at keast three years to maximize flaxibitity and to encoursge the sreation of 8
“rainy day™ fund,

To provide for significant changes in the cyclical coonomy end for major astursl disasters, an
sdditional amount equal to 2 percent of the total funds distributed in block grants should be set
nside savh year for distribution to states that experiencc higher-than-ave

mejor disnstar In their staies.

s5¢ uncimployment ora

The Governors slso support the creation of & new natfonal program of individual entitlements w
moet the noeds of childron and thoir familica Tids progrem would repleos the cument AFDC
program, Such 2 aaticnal program should cstablish ¢clear policy objective and certain minimum
standards, but provide states with broad flexibility to dexign key program ¢lements,

Polioy obisctives and standards thould include:

' dance, Assistance in the form of cash grants to families and children
mm be &mlshh fm‘ ¢ time-limitad pertod during which activities that are desigred to make
the transition from welfare 1o work take place.

Social Contrpet. The expectations and responsibilities of both the veciplent and the government
should be clearly defined and incentives and sanctions should be designed to ensie that those
responsibilities are carvied out. States should bs granted troad flexibility in dzfiniag the
components of the social contract, including requirements w0 begin work before the maximum

time is exhausted. Receipt of assistance should be conditioned upon cmiag complinnce with
the social contract.

Support Scrvices. Staie programs should Include the education, training, snd support services
necsssary 10 help purticlpants become seif-sufficient. Such services should be funded alther s 2
component of the income support program or through brouder block grams.

oz Jorm.Assixtancs, Continued federst, state, county, and Jocal sssistance under the national
pmgmzx aﬁwm tme-Jimited period should be dependent upon 8 Tequirement of work or work.
related sctivities unless no job, community service work oppartunity, or community servics
plecement i3 svallable. Fodersl funds equivalent to the assistanor payment showld be avaitabls to
the saies to suppont the creation of needed work.  States should be allowed to crsate wark

directly and trough subsidies 1o the private sector. The on-going financial needs of children
must bs sddressed in any time.limited system. -
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Flexibility, States are opposed 10 overly proseriptive foderal management of the cash assistance
program, Federal guidelines should be reasonsably general i nature and staies should have broad

flexibility to adjust benefit levels and to determing the form #nd condition of sssistance. This
flexibility should be in the form of allowable options and should not require federal waivers or
plan spproval, Examples of Nexibility include the use of voucher payments, inceatives and
sanctions for school attendance, requirements that taenage mothers live with a responsible adule
and the ability o limit benefits 1o mothers with additionat children bom while they are oo
welfare. Goverors eppose fadernl logislation that weuld mandnts such giate policies,

States should have the flexibility to extond assistance a3 peeded, with full federal financlal
pacticipation, for o, limited period bayond the federal standand on a case-by tase basis in order 1o
ensure that recipienty complete sducation or job training programs, complete training for
substance sbuse or other physical or mental impainments, or yesoive emergency situations such
as homelessmess,

Eunding, Fedeoral funding for time-limited assistance payments nod for longer tenm work.based
assistance should remain an individual entitlement, Federal fanding for sdministrative costs and
for services required wnder a reformed program showtld remain as a state entitlement,

The Governors believs that maximum budget savings sre possible only if flexibility is exiended
beyand the income assistance progrem.  Therefore, Governons support efforts 1o consolidate and
integrate employment and training prograns, child care programs, and soclal service programs o

« aliow the ctatez the flexibility o develop programs tallond 10 meer the aseds and priorities of
individual commuanities in a coordinated and cost-sffective manaer,

Suzsesshul state and Incal programs often rely upon incentives and sanctions thut are designed o
eacoursge responsible behavior, States should be given broad flexibility in the design of such
Incantives, including income disregards. Federsl policies in food stamps and housing programs
ghwuld be modified 1o cnsure that such programs suppart, not counteract, the incentives and

sanctions built into the state programs. In particular states should be allowed t6 cash out Food
Stamp benefits for AFDC recipients,

In addition to rewarding meaningful work, the welfare program should seek to support 8 long.
term counection to the labor market and stable family relstionships, Such assistance can only be
provided cffectively if educution, tmining, and employment policies are coordinated moross
agencics at the federal, state, and local levels. Coordination also fs noeded with the earned.
income tax incentive program and with programs designed to provide child care and health
services both ta those on AFDC and for former or patential recipients who are emploved,
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Lo erm Dependendy

The programa naeded 1 serve those whe are experied  work iffer from Buoue toodad o stive
thase who s not The effostivencrs of the trensitinnat programs for children and families covis
. Be crhanced if eligitdlity for other govpmmentsl progrns, sadh as Supplementl Seowity
Tacicme and Socid Secyrity Disshilhy Inraranzs, were expanded 15 sssiat those {or whom wark
i 5ot a8 aption hezmise of ape o diabildty, Howrver, mmmmrmwmm
sk be: exciunded ks an sppropriste goal for sll Americens.
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STATEMENT AT INTRODUCTION
D RAFT #

Jumc 7, 1994

‘The National Govemors® Association today indicated sirong suppunt 0 e wfam
principley incurpsted i Prosident Clinton’s welfare reform proposal and urged Congress

© to move quickly to casct logislation.
" In g joint statement issued by Governor Carper snd Covernor Engler, co-chairs of the

NEGIA's Weifare Reform Leadergnip Tearn, te NGA sald, “Welfare reform is a4 ¥

. priotity for the nation’s Governons, This Presidet’s proposal incorporates many of the key

principles endorsed by the Governors sad we urge Congress to eanat legistation as quickly
23 possible,”

The refuny principles endorsed by the Governors ingluds:

Welfare gy 8 wansitios o selfeullicioncy
Special prograns for thoae not yet yeady for employment or training
Time limited cash agsistanee, including odusation ond training to help prepare for
wotk
»  Long serns asdistance based on work
Improved child care 258 Eamoed heome Tax {redita for low income woriing
Enhanced intergtate child support enforcerment
Expanded programs v axcourage fumilv stability and it feon progancy
Increassd stare fiexibility in program desiyn
Improved coonlinativn betwees: AFDC and Food Stamps
Enhanced fodernl financing, inchuding lower mateling rates

Governor Carper said, “Weifare reform it a key component of restorisg responsibility and
stahiity fo the Americas family, Wo belicve thar the Presidom’s proposed polivicy
represents 2 balanced approach w 2 comples and contivversial ssus skl we bolicws that
is introducuion will provids the focus seaded for gromgx and thorough Congressional
sensideration.”

. " "

{sovernar Eagler commended the Pretident ot his willingness 10 involve gotes and
Tocalties i the development of his proposal and un the roepensivensss of the President’s
Warking Group on Welfare Rafoom to state concerss and imtornsts.  Ho said, “Statee and
localitios play 8 pivowal role in the administration of welfare, and state innovation and
experimentation have providad the foundation for all recent reforms. The Presicient has
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provided ample oppurmity for stae and Jocal officials 10 work with his working group

m&mpmmmmpmm We comenend the Prosidant ﬁarhumm
espasivenees.”

Throughonst their discussions, the siates have ephaxized the importance of flexibility and

voshued innovation, Thers 1o no one aiza fite ofi solution to weifire and ftates vt kawe

the Sexihility to develon proprama and szrvices that will addeets the unique eharacseristics

of their welfare populstions and o coonomic conditions within ilividus! states. The

Cuvorote sxid, “The Prosidest’s proposals provide o historio lowsl of Soxibility asd

substantially increase statc options. This fexibility should significantly increase (Qut ourt )
kikelihood of success.”

Iﬁ&éﬁiﬁmﬂwmmmmofwkmwgmmwmpmmmﬁm
demonsuaticns currently underway through 1115 waivers. The Goverors” said, “States
hwmmmmmbkmm%ﬁmﬁnmmﬁww&sia
varioty of reforen imitiatives. It is absolutely vital that those experiments be completed. ™

In supporting the principles in te Presidenmt’s legislation, the Governors noted that there
are other proposais currently before the Congress that also invorputite and capaod on &
oumber of those prisviples and urged quick Congrussicnal action to build o6 this sppareat
consensud.  They said, “While individos! Governors and otber advocates may supporn
modifications thet will seed 1n be addreesed, son nond slins 20 maintrin g fions an the hig
pieture and envure that Sodamental reform tkes plase

The Gevernors said thas NGA polivy docs not siddroas spocifically the izsue of financing.
They noted, howevar, that ztstas were deeply conoerved that curcent program cots, such
as the comt of acsirtance to immigrants without othey eeqources, not be shitted to the states
in arder to pay for the faderal chare of weifara refrm  Ax & rewult, the Governors will be
analynng the financing provisions of the bill in more detall in order o deteimine g
financial impsct on the nates. Should i frpuct prove exvessive, the Gavernars may
urge Congross o coasider altemative financing meshanism, The Governors ars ploasad,
however, thot the bill seongniess the faderal goverament’s role in providing the lice’s chare
of tha costs of welfare reform.

The President's legislation cluarly builds un siste mfotn iitatives ad rouoguizes the
Rrowing consensuy that the welfare system must & changod in impertant and fundamental
ways, Examples of stalo munavive icorporaiad in the President’s proposal include:

+ XXX
s XXX

.0 XXX

The Mutional Governors” Association has boen an active player in welfare oform effons
cover tho past docads or denger! Moxt ssacntly ths Govemors took laadership by creating 2
yoar ggo fast Februasy 2 and Local Weltare Reform Tusk Force to identify key
issues snd recommendaticess from state snd Jocst governmef, T The work of thar Task
Force was complersd 1ast summer a8 the various orsamaum srdorsad n et of praaiples
wmvcasai’rwnmkﬁrml&mm
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Follogang the adopticas of those principles, NGA Chainman Governor Carroll Camphet!
sppointad an NGA Welfare Reform Leadership Toam to define the NGA position in more
dotail and to work with s President’s Welfare Reform Working Group to devslop
legislative specifications, The Leadership Team ts cochaired by Govemor Captr and
Covernor Engler. :

During the consultation precesy the states ittentifind & snmber of inenex that they viewsd ax
critical 1o quccessful reform.  Amang thiss concerns addressad fn the Pregidmt’s proposal

»  Option to defer a limited percent of additional recipients from the thme limited progeam
and to extend the time limit for a limited nomber of individuats to complete education
Of Training programs

»  Asgurance that participant in the saosinonal program and WORK can be reguins] W
search for and sccept work st axy point

« Option, a3 in currcet JOBS progrion, 9 raquire participation in grant diveraion or
CWEP positions during the tune Emsted program

s  Option to include subsidisad public and privats jobs and community work experience
a3 components of the WOKK program
No time ot o £l faderal eimburcemmnt for recipisnts m WORK
Clearer rapriresrenin for fadural agencizs to conrdinate their aducation and training
programs and fimcbility for Governors in developing stale soordination mechanisms

»  Qpuica for the states to cootinue cash assistance beyond the two year Himly to rocipicats
whe are working at laast 20 hours per woek in unsubsidized jobx

s Authority for the advanced paymant of the EITC

s Oprion 1o extend asvistance to two parent families

» {.mhnnmof'llﬁ yarver authonty

» that final iwmmmimmunwdmmﬁmrmhmcleadm
mm@mmmmzmwm

» WMWMMMMWWpM

Wmﬁxmsm&ash@mxp@maaémm}mﬁm”go

boyond thie cenrol of the states
+ Limstation of now child support mandates 10 those affecting interetate enforcement
oaly .

The cochairmen said, “The Governors ek forward 1o working with e administration
and the Caongress to soact welfare reform as quickly »s possible. 'We are ploased that the
odministration’s proposals are eonsistent with NGA policy and recogHisiag the importance
of continued state flewibility. Their commitmenmt and wxponsivensss o an open
mmlnumpmumappm

wiwcircll4
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STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL GOVERNORS' ABSOCIATION
PRESIDENT CLINIIN'S WELFARE REFORM PRINCIPLES

. T
The National Governors' Association supports the core principtax of ton's \é‘{l
welfare reform propossl: incentives for work and time Liuits for nosistance. jAn the sume N
tima, wa are concerned that the proposal does not give staten the flexibility to thove maore igq
aggressively io accomplish these mg X‘

‘The Presidenty proposal builds on the JOBS program and inetrporates many of the key YJ
principles endorsed in the policy adepted by &r: National Govarnors' mmtjoz;,

ineluding: XV i}.
* Walfare as a transition to salf-sufficiency; ‘Jj\
» Aasistance for those not yet ready for employment or trainisg;
. grm«}i?fhﬁ cash sssistance, incinding sducation and wainiog to kelp prepare
WO,

= Enhanced interstata child support enforcement; .
* Ewxpanded programs to encourage family stability and discoursgs teen

pregnancy.
* Iocreased atate flexibility in %‘ﬁ?;
* roved coordination betwaan food stampe:
* Enganwé federal financing, locluding lowsr matching rates,

Wa believe welfars refarm is an essentlal component in restoring rusponaibility and
atability to the American family. The President's prepoesl appoars 1o 19 nt &
balanoed approach and ia o positive contributinn 1o the welfare reform debate.

The Administration consuliad oxtonsively with states and localities in develaping the
walfare raform proposal, and we commend the President and his Working Group oo
Walfars Reform fur their cusanitent to an open conoultation procoss.

Through eur dircusnions, the states have emphusizad (he iznportance of Sexthility and
continued innovation, There ia no proven cns-sive-fits-all golution to welfare, and states
must bave the Hexibility to devalop programs and services that will address the unigue
chargeteristios of our welfare populations, and scopumic conditions within our
individual statag. Within the parameters of his proposal, the President’s plan provides
scime fexibility that can incroase state options in the development of suceeasfil welfare
reform initiutives.

However, wo must smphasive the importance of allowing sintes 0 vomplots wollare
demonstrations currently underway Lhrough waivers. States bave invcated coneidorabls
time nnd effart in the developmant of sxpenients to teat a variaty of mform initiatives,
and it {s vital that these sxpirimeants be completed. We are deeply concerned that we
have been unable 16 obiain asourences that this will be the sase, and beliovs it would be
axtramely ohort-sighted to terminats theso oxperiments. Wa appraciate that the
Prosident’ propesal enntinues the ability for states W seck waivers, but are concerned,
based ox e lack of wssuracces o2 contisuing exigting waivers, thet the Adminigtration
will not be forthenming in wavier approvals.
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Our policy does not specifically address the isgue of financing. Howevey, states ave
concorned that curront program costs, such as the cost of assistance to immigrants
without, ather resaurees, not he shifted to the states in order to pay for the faderal shara of
we reform. We are also concerned shout sanctions in the bill that penalize states by
rod the fodorm! matah roto for assintance. We believe there is a shared federnl-atate
resporsibility for providing basic benefits, and we are concerned about a precedent of this
Mind, We will be duiug sdditioaal analysis of the financing mechanisms ge dstsiis
becoma available in order to determine the financal impact on states.

In oupporﬁng the pricciples in the President’s legizlation, we muet point sut that there
“are o o;;mposnls vurrontly bafore the Congreea that also incorporate snd expand on a
number of thede prinviplos. We urge Congress 10 move guickly to take advantage of the
apparcnt momenturs to snset wslinre reform as quickly s posaible, and we look forward
tn working with the Administration and Congress tn thiz and. _
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The National Governors® Association strongly supports the principles embodied by %
President Clinton’s welfare reform propoesal and urges Caongress to move quickly to enact
Iepislation. The Governors are especially pleased that the proposal recognizes and builds

on the lessons learnad through state waiver damonstrations over the past decade. We
believe that such state experimentation will continue to be critical to national progress in
welfare reform, and can only support a comprehensive reform package if it includes a
commitment to allow states to complete already approved demanstration projects.

The President’s propasal builds on the 1988 Family Support Act and ingorporates many of
the reform principles endorsed by the Governors:

Welfare as a transition to self-sufficiency
Assistance for those not yet ready for employment ot training

Time limited cash assistance, mnlud.lngcdumnonandummngtohclp prepare for
work

e Improved child care and Eamed Income Tax Credits for low income working
families

Enhanced interstate child support enforcement

Expanded programs to encourage family stability and limit teen pregnancy
Increased state flexibility in program design

Improved coordination between AFDC and Food Stamps

Enhanced federal financing, including lower matching rates

We believe welfare reform is an essential componsnt in restoring responsibility and
stability to the American family. The President's proposal represents a balanced approach
to a complex and controversial issuc and we belicve that its introduction will provide the
focus needed for prompt Congressional action an this issue.

The Administration consulted extensively with states and localities in developing the
welfare reform proposal, and we commend the President and his Working Group on
Welfare Reform for their commitment to an open consultation process. Like the
Govermnors' policy, the President’s proposal recognizes the importance of work as an
altarnative to welfare and includes numerous elements designed to enhance state ability to
prepare and place recipients.
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Throughout our discussions, the sates have ermphasized the nportance of flexibility and
contiouad inpovating, There i no coosize-Gu-all solution to weifare, and srates st
have the flexibility w develop programs and services that will address the unique
wisies. We appland the President’s efforty, within the framework of his plan, to afford
states the oppertunity to try different approaches wathowt having to apply for waivers.
Thess ssate options inclede making waotk pay by expanding camed income disregards and
providing advatce pagments of the Enrned Income Tax Credit.

We must emphasize, however, the importance of allowing states to complete the welfare
., demaongtrations currently underway through waivers, States have invested considerable
time and effort in the developmen? of experiments to test a vaniety of reform initiatives, I
is absolutsly vital that those oxperimants be completed, and cur support for any
gomprehensive welfare reform infdative will be contingent on a commitment to this geal.

Cur policy does ot address specifically the lasue of fimancing.  States gre concemed,
however, that current program costs, such a8 the cost of agsistance o imunigrants without
other resources, oot be shifted to the states i arder W pay for the federsl share of welfare
reform, We are also conceraad about sanctions in the bill that penalize states by yeducing
the fadere! raatch for bavic assistancs, and are tied to the adoption of mandated procodures
o the attainment of performance standards to welfare employment programs. Wi believe
there is 8 ghared federalgtate responsibility for providing basic benefits, and we are
soncerned about 2 procedent of this kind. - We will be doing additionsl analysis of the
mmummmm&mmwmmmm
impact on states.

In supporting the principles in the President’s legislation, the Governors note that there are
other proposal currently before the Congress thut also incorparate and expand on 2 number
of these principles. We urge Congress to move quickly 1o take sdvantage of the apparent
momentum to cnact welfare reform ag quickly as possible, and we Jook forward to working
with the Administration and Congress to this end.
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The Natonal Govermors® Association sirongly supporze the principles embodied by
mm:mmmm%&c«mwmwmm
mmmmmmwmmwwm Wc

’ belives that such state experimestation will continne 10 be eritical t pational progress in
Wm&w@&:m&mwMMﬁm
M aza;vawd WM pw rctg—out—on :

The President™s proposal builds an the 1988 Family Support Act aod incorporates many of
the reform principles endorzed by the Goverors:

Welfasre o3 a transition to self-sufficiency
Assigtance for those not yet ready for employment or training
Time limitod cagh sssistance, including education and training to help prepare far
work
¢ JSmproved child care and Eamed Income Tax Credits for low income working
families
Enhsnced nergtate child suppornt enforcement
memn&z&aﬂy&bﬂ&y%ﬁﬁu&:mgw
Tocreased state flexsbiliny in program design
Improved coordinarion between AFDC und Food Stamps
Enhanced foderal financing, including lower matching mtes

We belicve welfare reform is an exsemtial component in restoning responsibility and
wability o the American family. The President’s proposal represents a balanced approach
to a complex and controversial sue and we beliove that its introduction will provide the
focus needed for prampt Congressional action on this issue,

. 5 % 0 ¥

The Administration consulted extengively with states and localities in developing the
welfare reform proposal, and we commend the Presidest and his Working Group on
Welfare Reform for their commitment © an open consuliation process.  Like the
Governors” policy, the President’s propassl recognizes the importance of work 8 an
alternative to welfare and includes sumerovs elements designed to enlance state ability o

prepare snd place recipicnts.



LI

L JUN B '34  0S:24PM NGO 202 £24 5825 ' P.5/5

Throughout our discussions, the staes have emphasized the importance of flexibility and
continued ipovation. Thare is no one-size-firsall solution & welfare, and wstes st
have the Sexdbility o develop programs snd services thm will addrese the unique
characteristics of our welfire populations and economic conditions within our individual
states. 'We applasd the President’s efforts, within the Samework of his plan, 1o afford
states the opportinity W try different approashes without having to apply for waivers.
These st options include making work pay by expanding earned incame disregards and
providing advance payments of the Eamad Income Tav Credit.

We wﬂy We the Prosident's commitrment to oliow taust—ex i

howswor;~-sho-impesianse-of-oliowing states to compliis the welfare dmmmxnms
mmﬂymémymwm States have iovevted considerable time and ot in
wmdmwmxwm&:&nnm huabwwlyvml

Our policy does not address specifically the izsue of financing. States are concerned,
hosvever, that current progrum costs, such ax the cost of sssistance to immigrants without
other resouroes, not be shifted 1 the states in qrder o pay for the fodersl share of welfare
reforen. We are also concerned abogt sanctions in the bill that penalize states by reducing
the foderel match for basic assistance, and are tied 3o the adoption of mandated procedures
or the amaisment of performance standards in welfrs employment programs. ‘We believe
there is s shared foderal-state responsibility for providing basic benefits, and we are
canceened shout 5 procedent of this kind, We will be doing additional analysis of the
ﬁmmmudmmn%dabbmmﬁ«wmﬁwm
mpmmm .-

In supposting the orinciples i the President”s legislation, the Governors note that there are
mmmmw Congress that also incorporte and expand on a mumber
of these principles. We urge Congress to move quickly to taks advantage of the apparent
momentum t enagt welfare rofbom as quickly as possible, and we look forward w working
with the Administration and Congress 1o this el
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TQALLGOVERNORS:

The Weltare Leadership Team SAC has been working closely with the President’s
Working Group 10 convey state perspectives as it deveiops its welfare reform
proposal. -

The Administration is now nearing final decisions on s welfare reform proposal,
and will be seeking support from Governors and NGA for its package. At this
point, several issues of serious concern 1o the states remain unresolved. As we
approach the end of the consuitation process, the Leadership Team needs
additional guidance from Governors to give the Administration a fuller sense of
Governors’ concerns,

Attached to this letier are two documents:

+ a brief summary of our current understanding of some of the issues being
considered by the Adminisiration

s = guestionnaire soliciting your views on a number of policy options

We recognize that not all of the issues may be of concern {o sach state, so please
feel free t0 address only those that are likely to be critical to your decision on the
final jegislative proposal.

Since the President still anticipates introducing legislation this spring, we need
quick tumarcund. Please fax your remarks to NGA, Attn, Margaret Siegel, Human
Rescurces Group, at 202/624-5313, by Wednesday, April 20

0N\

ov:f roll A

4 bl Engler Governsr 15
{eform Leadership Team Welfare Reform Leadership Team
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WELFARE REFORM
OVERVIEW OF CURRENT ADMINISTRATION THINKING
April 13, 1994

TRANSITIONAL TIME-LIMITED ASSISTANCE

Proposals under consideration by the Administration would replace the current open
ended AFDC program with a4 time limited trangitional assistance program for all financially
¢cligible families with a parent born after 1972 (or thereabouis). The new transitional
program would take effect two vears afier enactment. All states would be required to have
this population fully enrolled in the new program. Additional families could be transferred
to the time limited program on state option.

JOBS

Adults enrolled in the new transitional program would be expecied 10 sctively szek work
and 1o participate in appropriste activities to improve their education and employment
skills, States would be required 1o sze that the necessary services were availsble to
improve employabifity. Additional funds would be made svailable to the states to fully
implement the JOBS program for aduits in the transitional program. In sddition, the
current JOBS requirements may be continued for the population remaining in the AFDC
program., or may be modified.

JOBS-PREP

The proposal calls for allowing certain families 10 be terporsrily deferred from the time
limited transitional program. Adults in such families would be required 1o engage in some
type of productive activity. Two options are under consideration. Under the first option
the federal government would specify categories of individuals to be placed in the JOBS.
prep program (mothers of infants, adults needed to care for disabled children, etc), plus 2
certain specific percentage of the caseload which could be assigned to JOBS-prep. In the
second option, states would be sllowed to exempt a specified percent of the total
caseload,

The Administration is proposing to provide the states with broad flexibility in the
definition of the requirements to be fulfilled by persons in the JOBS.prep program. The
expectation is that evervone will be expected 10 do something to contrnibute to their
community, but they would not be subject to the time limit until ready to enter the JOBS

4



WORK

The proposal would require that all transitional program participants who exhaust their
benefits and are unsble to secure jobs will be provided an opporiunity to work, The
Administration clearly favors the creation of wage paying opportunities over workfare, but
discussions have indicated that it will likely give states broad flexibility in the construction
of the work requirement, It is likely that individual work assignments would be a1 least
half-time and be limited to no more than one year at which point there would be additional
job search and a reassessment of employment capability. If work is still appropriate but 2
job is unavailable, another subsidized work opportunity would be made available.

The Administration proposal may reduce the federal share for payment of costs of persons
in the WORK program beyond 1 centain period of time, not yet specified,

The Administration projects that there may need to be approximately 500,000 jobs created
by 2004, some of which would need 10 be subsidized.

SANCTIONS

The Adminisiration proposes that families will be made totally ineligible for AFDC
benefits, if the adults fail to comply with either JOBS or WORK requirements. This
includes the termination of benefits to individuals in the WORK program, afier some
period of time, if they are not making a real effort to secure work.

PART TIME EMPLOYMENT

Several states have suggested that individuals who are unable to find or perform full-time
work should retain eligibility for cash assistance on a long term basis as long as they are
working, The Administration is considering allowing states the option of continuing
agsistance to individusls working at least 20-30 hours per week, and also allowing states
considerable flexibility in the creation of work incentives or income disregards,

ELIGIBILITY CHANGES

The current AFDC rules forthe treatment of an automobile, (31300 in equity value) would
be made as consistent as possible with the Food Stamp disregard ($4500 in value) and
then indexed.

Federal sssistance to teenage mothers is expected 10 be conditioned on these mothers
remaining in their parents” homes {unless there is a danger of abuse 0 the minor mother).
or in other extended family situations.



FUNDING

The Administration is sattempting to develop s funding approach that will mimmize
additional state expenditures by providing a more generous federal match, Af the same
time, the Administration proposes that the federal government would recoup some
portion of savings to offset the additional federal program mvestment,

SYSTEMS

The proposal calls for the development of significant new systems in several areas,
including prevention of fraud, interstate child support enforcement, administration of a
time limited system within and across jurisdictions, and the administration of 2 WORK

program.
CHILD CARE

The Administration is proposing to expand child care to provide subsidies to the working
poor, through the mechanism of 8 capped entitiement program. The Administration is
grappling with quality and coordination issues a3 it looks to expand child care; these issues
include rate setting, program coordination and consolidation, state oversight
respongibilities, and funds for investments in improving child care quality.

TWO PARENT FAMILIES

It is likely that states will be given the option of expanding eligibility to two parent
families.

WAIVER AUTHORITY

The proposed program builds on existing state experimentation and will provide greater
range of state options, thus eliminating need for many current waivers and demonstrations.



DEFINITIONS

Trangitiona! time-limited program: This is the new time-limited welfare program for
income.eligible fanubes with a parent born after 1972 States would be able to
temporarily defer certain families, such as a mother with infants or those caring for a
disablied child, from this program.

JOBS - the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Program - this is the current
welfare training and work program which would be expanded to be the vehicle through
which those in the new program would seek work,

WORK - Thig is the proposed publicly.subsidized work program for persons who have
exhausted their two year limit without obtaining an unsubsidized private sector job.

AFDC - This is the current welfare program, which provides cash assistance to needy
families with dependent children and would remain in existence until all eligible persons
had made the trensition to the new program.



WELFARE REFORM
QUESTIONS FOR GOVERNORS
April 13, 1994

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE

o The new time-limited program would require all states to enroll income eligible
families with a parent born after 1972 two years after enactment. Is this target group

acceptable? . : %
Yes No . 9/5" q’ €5
Comments; /
JOBS

The Administration would target this transitional assistance program on younger AFDC
parents. All young parents who are not working or in JOBS-prep would be expected to go
into an expanded work-focused JOBS program until they get a job, or their time limit
expires. The Administration projects that there would be 740,000 JOBS participants in
FY 1997, increasing to 770,000 in FY 1999 (assuming enactment in 1994 with a two year
phase-in period.) The current JOBS program serves less than 500,000 participants. Can
you project what additional level of JOBS funding your state would need (assuming the
current match rate) to fully implement this expanded JOBS program?
Yes No
Comments:

e Currently, the JOBS program is authorized at $1 billion per year and serves about 16
percent of the eligible population. One proposal would authorize an additional $1
billion per year for the JOBS program. Is this a sufficient level of funding to serve the
participants in the expanded program?

Yes No

Comments:




JOBS-PREP

e The Administration proposes to defer some otherwise eligible families from the time
limit in the transitional program and assign them instead 1o the JOBS.prep program.
What spproach would you suppont?

No deferments

Specify categories of individuals, such as disabled adults or those canng for a
disabled child, or mfant under the age of one, plus allowing states to exempt an \{a’\g

additional percentage of the caseload? o
Allow states to exempt a percent of the caseload from the transitional program, R

§ 10 15 20 25 other (circle one)
Require states to enroll a minimum percent of the caseload in the transitional JOBS i /
program

75 B0 85 90 other {cucle one) t[

Comments:

WORK

e Which option should be available to states as they attempt to create work
opportunities for participants who reach the end of their two year eligibility for cash
assistance?

a requirement of work for wages (in subsidized public or private sector positions)

the suthority to create a variety of work requirements, including work for wages@ ob
options as well a3 community work experience and mandated volunteer service 41 i et
=

Co nts: Q&’**’:’-&; (it ™ Freud e, bw/{ﬁ ﬁ&/’(\;ﬂ' wﬁuw 1"1;& C«w
gm @2 ye ool = 23 well do b ot wot Buddiled,

s The proposal is likely to include a minimum work requirement of at least thirty hours 2
week, with a state option to reduce the minimum to twenty. Do you support this?

Yes Mo
Waould you support & minimum work requirement of twenty hours/week, with the iw
option to go o thirty? N WL "\

Yec

No '
Comments: nedl sk {‘u}»«w &M&




s Is the proposed subsidy of approximately $4200 per slot to cover the costs of
developing and administering the WORK program sufficient?
Yes

R No
Comments: wwwi A loww WLLN;

s Do you believe that, beginning in 1999, your state can create the jobs necessary for
those who reach the two year time limit and are unable 1o find employment? The
Administration sstirsates that 500,000 jobs could be required by 2004,

. Yes No
Comments:

» Should participants in 8 subsidized WORK program be eligible for the Earned Income

Tax Credit (EITC?)
Yes No
Comments; 13-4 Ves Ly det
-ﬁﬁﬂw )-zni{u 46‘:&-\“ ElTe
PART TIME EMPLOYMENT

» Should states have the option of continuing cash assistance to those who are working
part time and still meet the eligibility critenia?
Yes No ﬁi{ Lo qu

Comments:

o What should the minimum level of employment be set at for those eligible to receive
cash assistance?
no minimum
20houwrs
30 hours _
state option, with a minimum of 20 hours ¢ Yiesr /

Commenty:
S S 8 V3P P WP Y X AT YWY t %




FUNDING

s ‘Would you be willing to accept a state maintenance of effort for the current AFDC
program {including JOBS spending) as part of the welfare reform financing package?
Yes No
Comments:

»  Would you be willing 1o consider a funding package that expanded the maintenance of
effort provision to include state general assistance programs?
Yes No |
Comments:

SYSTEMS

s The proposal appears to provide states with up fo two years afler enactment for initial
implementation. Is this sufficient?
Yes No
Comments: 2l ‘{6’5

Qb oot buth o wytm ot ,3,:«1; ok .%u;

CHILD CARE

s  Would states be willing i. a requirement that they extend registration and state
determined health, safety afstfifovider training requirements 1o gl day care providers.
This would include providers that are exempt from state regulatory standards, such as
baby sitters and small in-home care givers.

Yes No /

Comments: aof k}i}
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TWO PARENT FAMILIES

* Do you favor giving states the option of expanding eligibility to many more two parent
families by eliminating some work requirements?

Yes No L \/5—3
If yes, what benefits should be included? transitional assistance and WORK
Yes No .
cash supplements to working poor families whose income is below state benefit levels?
Yes No
Comments:;

WAIVER AUTHORITY

o The proposal appears to increase the options available to states. Are there any major
elements of current large scale demonstrations that do not appear to be included in
Administration proposals that states will want the flexibility to continue on a
demonstration basis?

Yes No

Comments._____ - L"A"“h"\ c ot “‘}f"“lb < ﬁ

o Should the act continue to include authority for ongoing demonstration and ..
experimentation?
Yes . No
Comments:

OTHER ISSUES

e Are there any items not discussed above that have been included in prior discussion

documents that are unacceptable to your state? %
ﬁ-’("m—l‘m /5;-71 TTTA 614 :ag-
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» Are there any items that your state believes must be added to the plan to make it
acceptable to you?

State/ Commonwealth

Governor

Staff Contact for Questions

Staff Contact Phone Number
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The New Welfare Reform

Summary

The continuing increase in caseloads, ongoing state budget problems, and growing concern about
children in poverty have, once again, brought welfare reform 1o the forefront of national debate.
Both state-and national reform efforts currently fotus on four broad areas: making work pay, placing
time limits on benefits, improving child support enforcement, and implementing federal waivers
and other reforms. 'I”hts In Brief describes the major issues in each area and highlights the most
recom state reform effons,

Background

The Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program was initially created in 1935 by
the Social Security Act as a cush grant program to aid needy children without fathers. Today, the
program provides cash assistance for needy children who have heen deprived of parental support
or care because their father or mother is absent from the home, incapacitated, deceased, or
unemploved. All states, the District of Columbia, and four of the five territories operate an AFRC
program. Effective October 1, 1990, il aates were required 1o implement AFDC programs (o
provide benefits to children in two-parent families who are needy because of the unemployment of
ang of el parents,

The AFDC program is volumary, Siades have the floxibility to establish their own need.
standard {Le., the amount of Income the state decides is essential for basic needs such as food,
clothing, sheizer utilities, and personal care}, set their own benpefit levels {1.e., payment levels that
represent 10 perecnt or less than the need standard), establish income and resource limits (based
on federal poidelines), and administer the program or supervise is administration, Funding i
provided through a federal-state pantnership, with foderal resources covering from 50 to 80 percent
of the cost of benefits and 30 percent of the cost of administration,

Eligihility for AFDC requires that a family meet two income criteria: a gross income test
{defined ax 185 percent of the faw’s need standard), and 3 net or countable income test {defined
a8 100 percent of the need standard), o receive benefils, 2 family’s net income also must be below
the state’s payment level. The payment level i below the need standard in thirty states.



Federal law requires that all income received by an
AFDC family be counted against the AFDC grant unless
explicitly excluded by definition or deduction. To provide
a financial incentive for recipients to seek and maintain
employment, current deductions for earned income include
$90 per month plus $30 and one-third of the remainder (of
earnings), and up to $175 per month per child (or up to
$200 per month for a child below age two) for child care
expenses, The $30 deduction expires after the first twelve
months. The deduction of one-third of the remainder is
available only for the initial four months following employ-
ment.

Under the current AFDC program, two-parent
families fare much worse than single-parent families. To
be eligible for assistance, single-parent families must only
show that they are poor enough and that the other parent
is not in the home. Two-parent families, in contrast, must
show that one parent is either incapacitated or is un-
employed and meets the various work history rules. Federal
regulations require that an AFDC parent must work fewer
than 100 hours per month to be classified as unemployed.
In addition, the principal earner must have six or more
quarters of work in any thirteen-calendar-quarter period
ending within one year prior to application for assistance
or have received or been eligible to receive unemployment
compensation within one year prior to application. The
impact of these requirements is that many families are not
eligible, especially young families with little or no work
history.

AFDC Caseloads. By 1991 enrollment in AFDC
had grown to more than 4.3 million families. These 4.3
million cases represent approximately 4.95 percent of the
U.S. population and include an estimated 8.3 million
children (12.9 percent of the total child population).
Caseloads are expected to gradually increase to about 4.8
million in 1997. The percentage of children receiving
assistance is expected to rise to slightly more than 13
percent in 1993, These children represent about 60 percent
of all children in poverty.

AFDC Characteristics. AFDC families are not a
homogenous group. They represent all races, ages, and
levels of education. In 1990 about 38 percent of all AFDC
families were white and more than 39 percent were
African-American. The average family size was 2.9, with
about 42 percent of all AFDC families having only one
child. About 24.3 percent of children in AFDC families
are younger than three, 21.5 percent range in age from
three to five, and 27.5 percent range in age from six to
eleven. Eligibility for 54 percent of all AFDC families is
based on no marriage ties (i.e., children bom out of

wedlock). In 16.5 percent of all AFDC families, the
mother has one to three years of high school and in 19.3
percent of the cases, the mother has a high school degree.
More than 80 percent of all AFDC families have no other
source of income.

The median number of months on AFDC since
initial application is twenty-three. More than 21 percent of

-all AFDC families have received assistance for longer than

five years. Marital status is the most powerful predictor of
long-term welfare receipt, with single mothers averaging
nine years on AFDC. In addition, it is estimated that more
than 40 percent of never-married mothers who enter the
AFDC system at age twenty-five or below with a child
younger than three years of age will spend ten years or
more on AFDC.

The Family Support Act. The Family Support Act
(FSA) was approved in October 1988, amending Title IV
of the Social Security Act. The goal of FSA is to shift
welfare from a program that fosters dependency to one that
encourages work. It is based on the premise that there is
a mutual obligation between government and its citizens
(i.e., government has a responsibility to provide sufficient
tools and opportunities for work, while recipients have an
obligation to use those tools and seek employment). FSA
provides support to individuals and families in four major
areas.

8 Employment Assistance. The Job Opportunities and
Basic Skills Training program (JOBS) provides a
variety of services to promote self-sufficiency, includ-
ing education, job training, job placement, and child

care. States are given broad flexibility regarding pro--

gram design and administration. In fiscal 1993, the
authorized appropriation for JOBS is $1 billion.

E Child Support Enforcement. FSA strengthens states’
ability to establish paternity and to improve the collec-
tion of child support payments through computerized
tracking and wage withholding systems.

m Child Care, FSA guarantees child care for all JOBS
participants, as well as AFDC recipients who are in
other approved training, education, or employment
programs,

® Transitional Services. Individuals who leave public
assistance are eligible for twelve months of child care
and medical services (Medicaid), as long as their in-
comes are Jow enough to meet program requirements,

The purpose of JOBS is to ensure that needy families
with children are able to obtain the education, training,
and employment necessary to help them awvoid long-term



dependency on welfare. States have great flexibility in the
services they can offer and in the methods they can use 1o
deliver services. JOBS participation standards are estab-
fishad through fiscal 1995 for the AFDC caseload. States
that fail to meer the standards face a reduction of federal
matching funds. In addition, states must target reséurces
1o certain populations or face reduced funding.

The Current Debate

The following discussion highlights the four primary issues
in the current debate about reforming welfare, The issues
are followed by several examples of recent state reform
intiatives.

“Making Work Pay.” “Making work pay™ is a new
phrase that refers 10 changing the way earned income i3
considered in the AFDC budgeting process, It also in-
ciudes changes 1o the fax ¢ode such as expanding the
Earsed Income Tax Credit and making the Child and
Dependent Care Tax Tredit refundable. Under the rubric
of making work pay are two separate concepts.

B Weifare recipients who work should be better off
financially than welfare recipients who do not work. At
a minimum, recipients should be better off after work-
ing than they were while they were receiving welfare.

® Parents who work full time should be ensured an income
at Teast equal to the poverty ievel for their family.

Federal regulations make eligibility for the AFDC
program dependent on deprivation—either in terms of the
absence or loss of ot least one parent or in terms of the loss
of employment by a parent with 3 sirong labor force
connection, This means that many intact families with
income below the state’s standard of need are not eligible
for cash assistance, In addition, two-parent families be-
come ineligible for cash benefits when the primary wage
earner works more than 100 hours per month, regardless
of the amount of earnings,

There are two primary poliy issues under the
construct of making work pay, First, 8 how o restructure
the AFDC program to eliminate or reduce the existing
disincentives 1 work. Under the current program, earn-
ings reduce the AFDC grant dollar for dollar (i.e., the
“family luses one AFDC dollar for every dollar in earn-
ings}, In addition, families with even minimal earnings
ofien exceed the income threshold for AFDC eligibility
and subsequently lose Medicald and child care henefits.
This frequently makes the family financially worse off than
when they were receiving AFDC.

The curremt debate focuses on three primary
strategies o promoie work,

& “Fili-the-gap budgeting™ allows AFDC recipienis w0
kesp a greater proportion of their grant, as well as
medical and child care benefis, while increasing thelr
income through carnings. B has been implemented in
ten statas—{olorade, Georgia, Kenwcky, Maine,

~ Michigan, -Mississippl, North Carolina, South

Caroling, Tennessee, and Utah.

® The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) is a tax credit
given to low-income famities with children and with
members who gre working, By 1994 EITC will provide
working families with a credit of 23 percent of a
maximum income base of $7,990 for one child and a
credit of 23 percent for two or more children. The credit
percentage begins. to decline after family income
reaches $12,790 and phases out completely when family
income rises above $23,760 per year, The Internal
Revenue Service (IRS) reports that 13.9 million
families claimed EITC benefits worth $11,417 million
in fiscal 1991, while about 25 percent of eligible
families failed to ¢laim their benefits.

® The Child Care and Dependent Tax Credit is based
primarily on the amount the family pays for child care
to allow the parenis and guardians to pursue work or
educational efforts and is used to reduce child care
expenditures, For example, for a family with two
childrens and an income of $10,000, the cradit would be
30 percent of the family’s child care expenses. The
credit decreases as income increases and phases out
completely after income reaches $28,000 per year. The
dependent care credit is not refundable.

The second policy issue under the construct of
making work pay is how to support working poor families.
The National Commission on Children reports that among
poor two-parent families with children, 40 percent have a
full-time, full-year worker, Another 46 percent of these
families have ane or two adults who work at least part time
or part of the year. Qfien these earnings, combimned with
the fact that both parents are in the home, preciude their
eligibility for cash assistance and other goverament
programs.

Current sirategies under discussion on this issue
include the following.

® Expanding and simplifying the EITC so that it is easier
for families to access and (o obtain monthly payments,
Ideally, the ETTC should provide an income supplement
that enzbles an individual working full time at mintmum



wage w support a family of four at or above the poverty
level. The EITC should be indexed to family stze,

@ Increasing the minimum wage so that it provides suffi-
cient income for a single wage earner to support a
family of four at or above the poverty level.

® Making the existing Child and Dependent Care Tax
Credit refundable.

8 Eliminating the current tax exemption for depemdents
ang replacing it with a child allowance.

Time-Limiied Benelits, The Family Support Act
has made some progress in changing the focus of AFD(
from a program of permanant support 1o & work program
that provides temporary cash assistance. The first chal-
lenge in moving to a time-Timited program 1 changing the
nature and expectations of the welfare system. Secomd,
therg must be 3 system Or systiems) in place 1o provide
support o those who work, 1o those who cansot work, and
to the children of those whe refuse to work. Success o
each area certainly requires careful definition of who is
expecied 10 work and likely requires separate programs for
those who can work and for the unemployable,

Although this construct has wide support, both from
the public and state and national policymakers, there are
several major areas of concern, First and foremost, is
where the jobs will come from. (iven the turvent state of
the economy, it is unlikely that sufficient private or public
seclor jobs can be created to absorb the thousands of
recipients who will need employment. The proposad alter-
native is public servige jobs. Although time-limiting
benefits is a popular concept, the costs, in terms of
administration, job creation, and salaries, pose a1 major
hurdle, Other alternatives-~community service and com-
muzity work experience (i.¢., “work off the grant™)—pose
similar challenges.

Child Support Enforcement. Both mothers and
fathers must assume full responsibility for the care and
murmaring of their ¢children. About 75 percent of mothers
wh are entitled 1o child support either lack support orders
or do not receive the full amountdue under existing orders.
About 33 percent of all child support cases are interstate
cases. There are two maior concerns with the current child
support enforeement system,

® States do aot have sufficient wols and rescurces to
operate an gffective and efficient system for all who
need it. {The Family Support Act provided some addi-
tional tools for enforcement but staggered implementa-
tion dates have delayed realization of the full impact of
these changes.)

® Many noncustodial parents are unable or unwilling 10
pay.

Child support enforcement is complicated by the fact
that the eswmblishment and enforcement of child support
obligations are deeply embedded in concepts of family law
and by the fact that within federal guidelings, each state
operates its own system of enforcement. Success in i

.- proving collections wiil depend on addressing these issues.

The policy options in this area fall into four primary
categories: interstate issues, enforcement t00ls, noncus-
todial parents, and child support assurance. Options in-
clude the following,

s Creating incentives for states to adopt uniform laws w
facilitate the establishment and enforcement of inter-
state support orders.

® FEstablishing a variety of enforcement tools, such as data
system linkages with the IRS, so that states can readily
access needed information; providing incentives for
states to implement hospital-based paternity estab-
lishment and that give the recognition of paternity the
foree of law; and developing outcome-based account.
ability measures with incentives for states that reach
these measures,

B Establishing incentives for states to invest in education,
training, and employment programs that target un.
employed or underemployed noncustodial parents for
services; and establishing incentives for states 10 experl-
ment with strategies 1o encourage family unity, such as
mediation services.,

o Creating multistate demonstration projects to test the
feasibility and effectiveness of child support assurance,
an approach that provides a puaranteed minimum child
support payment to every parent who has a valid child
support order.

Federal Waivers and Other Reforms, There arg a
variety of short-term changes that can be implemenied
immediately © improve state efforts to test innovative
approaches (0 welfare and to improve the delivery of
services, Primary among these is simplification of the
process states must go through (o obtain federal walvers,
To encourage state innovation and experimentation, states
recommend that the federal government establish a central
registry of all state waiver requests to facilitate information
sharing among and between states. The majority of states
also beligve that more options for state flexibility through
the AFDC state plan should be allowed to decrease the
need for waivers and 1o facilitate statewide program design



experimentation, rather than the current demonstrations in
small areas.

States have implemented a variety of strategies to
imprave the delivery of services to families. These efforts
include “one-stop” service centers, single intake forms,
and electronic benefit transfers. States recommend that
more incentives be provided to continue and expand these
initiatives and to experiment with new.approaches. In
addition, states recognize a need for more staff training to
create new environments that seek to prevent long-term
dependency, foster the expectation that al! recipients should
work, treat families as a unit, and build on individual and
family strengths. Finally, given state economic conditions,
states recommend that the federal appropriation for JOBS
be enhanced to allow them to meet the demand for educa-
tion, training, and employment services, as well as the
demand for child care this would entail.

State Reform Efforts

As of June 1993, thirteen states—California, Georgia,
Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New
Jersey, Oregon, Utah, Virginia, Vermont, and Wisconsin—
have received approval of federal waiver requests to
restructure their welfare systems. Section 1115 of the
Social Security Act authorizes the secretary of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services (HHS) to waive
compliance with specified requirements of the statute that
are judged likely—based on experimental, pilot, or
demonstration projects—to promote the objectives of the
AFDC, child support, or Medicaid programs. Demonstra-
tions under waiver authority must be cost-neutral to the
federal government and the participating state must agree
to a rigorous evaluation of its demonstration project,
usually based on an experimental evaluation design.
Federal waivers should not necessarily be equated with
reform. They do, however, allow states to experiment with
a variety of approaches to improve the welfare system.

Following are brief highlights of several of the most
recent state reform efforts, including initiatives that do not
require federal approval. Additional information is avail-
ahle in the January 31, 1993, NGA Backgrounder or in
the June 1993 issue of W Memo from the American Public
Welfare Association.

Colorado. The primary goal of Colorado’s Personal
Responsibility and Employment Program is to eliminate or
reduce the economic “cliff effect” (losing all government
benefils) that current recipients experience when they try
to move from welfare to self-sufficiency. For example, an
AFDC family with one adult and two children moving from

AFDC to a minimum-wage job currently gains only $12
per month in net income after child care, taxes, and
expenses for employment are subtracted.

Highlights of Governor Roy Romer’s proposal in-
clude the following.

® A two- to three-year lifetime eligibility limit for able-
bodied adult recipients, unless the recipient is employed
or participates in education or training activities.

B A comprehensive benefit package that combines
AFDC, Food Stamps, and child care subsidies into a
single check. Eligibility will continue until the family’s
earnings reach 130 percent of poverty.

B Financial sanctions against AFDC adult caretakers who
do not verify immunizations for preschool dependents.

m Financial incentives for recipients who achieve their
educational goals of a high school diploma or General
Educational Development diploma.

m Child care benefits paid directly to the family based on
a sliding fee scale until earnings exceed 185 percent of
poverty.

M An increase in the asset limits from $1,000 to $5,000
for AFDC families with an employed adult and from
$1,000 to $2,000 for all other AFDC families, plus
exemption of the resource value of one car.

B A requirement that private employers provide open
enrollment into company health insurance programs for
former AFDC recipients who lose eligibility for
Medicaid.

® Replacement of all current income disregards with a 49
percent disregard in calculating benefits. (See page 2
for explanation.)

The applicable federal waivers were submitted to
HHS in June 1993.

Florida. Governor Lawton Chiles has recently ap-
proved legislation establishing the Family Transition Act
program to fundamentally change the concept of welfare
from a permanent entitiement to a transitional program
leading to self-sufficiency. Provisions of the new law
include the following.

W Promotes an upfront expectation that welfare is a short-
term program and that services will be provided to help
individuals go to work.

B Increases the earnings disregard from the first $30 and
one-third of the remainder to the first $200 and one-half
of the remainder. (See page 2 for explanation.)



® Allows individuals to own one car for employment or
raining and permits recipients 1o sccumulate savings of
up to £5,000 without affecting their eligibility for
AFDC,

® Extends transitional child care from twelve months to
twenty-four months,

® Eliminates the 100-hour rule and work history as con-
ditions of eligibility for two-parent familigs. (See
page 2 for explanation.}

» Establishes an independent review panel of community
leaders to ensure that the welfare depanment and par-
ticipants are meeting their obligations.

The applicable federal waivers are heing pursued.

Georgit. In addition to requiring parents to provide
immunization and health care for their preschool children,
Governor Zell Miller recently signed legislation that does
the following.

W Establighes a presumption of paternity if the statistical
probahiiity that the defendani is the father is 97 percent
or greater; the burden of proof shifts to the father to
rebut paternity,

® Requires employers with seven or more employees to
report their new hires weekly by sending a copy of the
W-4 form 1o the state Child Support Registry,

W Expands health care coverage to include the needs of
children between the ages of one and six living in
families with incomes that are below 185 percent of the
federal poverty level, The provision could provide
coverage for almost 59,000 children, at no cost to the
taxpayer.

Federal waivers are not required for these changes,

Yown. Governor Terry E, Branstad recently an-
nounced a welfare reform proposal that focuses on chang-
ing the culture of the welfare System to facilitate the
transition to work. This will include informing the public
about the reforms and how they affect services and modify.
ing the public’s attitudes toward poor people through
education and success stories. Substamia! changes also are
being made in Medicaid and the Food Stamp program 1o
angure compatibility with the new reforms. Upon federal
approval of the necessary waivers, lowa's Family Invest-
ment Program (IFIP) will replace the AFDC pmgram and
will do the following,

m Reward work by changing the work expense deduction
to 20 percent of gross earaings, Increasing the earned
income disregards to 50 percent of net carnings, removs

ing the {ime limi{ on the disrcgards, allowing step-
pargnis the same deductions as parents, and aof counte
ing earnings for the first four months of work for the
long-term anemployed.

B Extend subsidized ¢hild care from the existing twelve
months to fwenty-foar months for families that lose
eligibility for IFIP due 1o earnings,

B Eiliminate deprivation {absence of one parent) as 3
condition of eligibifity, eliminate the work history
requirgments, and eliminate the [00-hour rule. {Ses
page 2 for explanation.}

# Help families accumulate assets by incraasing the asset
limit to $2,000 for applicants and $5 {00 for recipients,
increasing the equity limit on motor vehicles to $3,000,
and establishing an Individual Development Account
for each family,

H Adopt 2 more holistic approach to families by address-
ing the broad range of family issues that present barriers
to self-sufficiency through 2 Family Investment Agree-
ment, a binding contract between the family and the
state that details the responsibilities of each.

The reform proposal took 2 year to develep and
benefited from the input of welfare recipients, advocates,
and policymakers. As a component of the lowa Human
Investment Pian, IFIP will be implemented concurrently
with workforce development centers and individual
development accounts.

Missouri. Missouri’s 21st Century Communities is
an innovative initiative that links economic development
ang human services. The initiative is a partmership hetween
the deparument of social services, the business community,
foundations, and civic organizations, and ameng local,
state, and federal government, The target population is
families in wrban neighborhoods i}f Kansas City, The
ten-year demonstration will:

m use AFDC grants to supplement wages for a period of
up to forty-eight months, with Medicaid and child care
services extonded for the same period;

W allow the accumulation of assets up 1o $10,000 during
the forty-gight-month period;

m aflow child sepport payments that are paid directly 10
the family andd that exceed the AFDC grant amount ©
be disregarded when determining eligibility and the
amount of henafits;

® create community hanks for personal and bosiness
credit o support community-based enterprises;

.3



W assist in the revitalization of employers based in urban

Kansas City to participate in wage supplementation and
job progression; and

® esiablish rent ccilings within the target area in conjung-
tion with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development,

Governor Mel Carnahan announced HHS's condi-
tional approval of the AFDC waivers in February 1993,
Approval is pending from the Department of Agriculture
to “cash out” Food Stamps.

Pennsylvanin. Pennsylvania has focused its atten-
tion on suengthening child support enforcement. A new
statute builds on legisfation implemented in 1292 that
requires noncustodial parents to provide bealth insurance
for their children and allows gamishment of lottery win-
nings of more than $2,500, The newly approved statute
authorizes;

W the state to suspend the professional licenses of moncus-
todial parents who are three months delinguent in
paying child support, with a potential impact on
(96,000 individuals who hold state licenses;

™ the counties to publish the names of parents who are
mare than thirty days delinquent in child support pay-
mentg; '

W the courts to order noncustodial parents w help pay the
cost of their children's college education or post-high
school voggtional studies; and

® the hospitals and birthing centers to provide unmarried
hirth parents with the opportunity (o sign notarized
affidavits of paternity.

Federal waivers are not required for these changes
to the child suppont enforcement program,

Yermonl., Approval was received from HHS on
April 12, 1983, 10 implement a statewide demonstration
project called the “Family Independence Project” (FIP).
Approval from the state legisiature is pending. The major
components inclde the following,

® Pregnant and parenting minors must live either with a
parent or in an approved and supervised alternative
living arrangement,

® Following receipt of AFDC benefits for thirty months,
single parents with children below age thirteen will be

required 1o find halftime work or accept 3 subsidized

community service job, Parents with children above age
thirteen are required to work full time. Unemployed
parents in a two-parent family will be reguired to work

after fifteen months on AFDC or take 3 subsidized
sommunity service job.

w The state will provide incemtive payments to par-
ticipants who successfufly complete parenting educa-
tion and other activities,

» When determining eligibility for both AFDC and Food
Stamps, the value of one vehicle will be excluded.

m Current AFDC and Food Stamp rules will be replaced
with a permanent earned income disregard of $150 of
earnings plus 28 percent of the remainder for io-
dividuals tn unsubsidized jobs and a disrepard of $50
for individuals employed in a community service job,
(See page 2 for explanation.) '

® The 100-hour rule, the thirty-day unemployment re-
quirgment, and the six-quarter work history reguire-
ment all will be eliminated. (See page 2 for
gxplanation.}

® Child support payments will go directly to the family;
paymenis exceeding the $50 pass-through will be
eounted a3 income in the month the family receives it

» Medicaid coverage will he extended for thirty-six
months after 3 family member goes to work, up to an
income of 185 percent of the povearty line.

Yirginia. Governor L. Douglas Wilder announced
the Weifare Reform Demonstration Project in December
1992 as an opportunity for “everyone--recipients, busi-
nesses, and individoal taxpayers—-to win,” The proposal
is supported by the Commission to Stimulate Personal
Initiative 1o Overcome Poverty and has been approved by
the Virginia General Assembly. The centerpiece of the
proposal i3 to provide 600 recipients with self-sustaining,
permanent jobs that pay between $15,000 and $18,000,
which are idenmtified through partnerships with busginesses.,
A Welfare Reform Advisory Commission, chaired by the
lieutenant govemor and composed of private basiness
leaders, state and local elected officials, and consumers,
will oversee the implementation of the project and work
statewide o encourage husiness participation and to kden-
tify employment opportunities.

Highlights of the statewide initiative inClude the
following.

m Creating a subsidized training period of up to one year
with training specifically designed 1 meet the needs of
individual employers who have committed 10 hire.

B Establishing 2 Job Investment Trust Fund from AFDC,
“cashing out” Food Stamp benefits, state appropriated



dollars, and JOBS and JTPA training funds. All expen-

ses of the demonstration project will be paid by the fund
through individual work accoums.

Providing training stipends for participants in lieu of
AFDC and Food Stamps.

Offering incentives for employers to participate, such
as subsidies for unemployment insurance, tax crediis,
and post-employment health care coverage.

Earmarking federal and state taxes that recipients pay
after becoming permanent emplovees 10 refurn 1o the
trust fund and setting aside for the trust fund a percent-
age of accumulated federal and state wellare savings
for two years following job placement.

Implementing aSocial contracy among the common-

wealth, the employer, and the panticipant.

Implementing a@uﬁﬁg training and
job placement.

Removing disincentives w work, including extension
of Medicaid, greater retention of earnings, retention of

child support, and a rental freeze on public housing

subsidies.

Waiver requests have been submitted to the Internal

Revenue Service, the Office of Mana'gement and Budget,

and the Departments of Agriculture, Health and Human

Services, and Housing and Urban Development.

~Conclusion

The examples highlighted herg are evidence of the need to
examine the structural flaws in the welfare system that

discourage individusl responsibility, work, and family
unity, With an estimated 2,300 ehildren being added daily

1 the welfare rolls, itis time to'make fundamental changes
in the nation’s largest cash assistance program, [t is time
to guit tinkering around the edges and create a new system
that recognizes the value of children and supports paremts
in meeting their basic needs, It s time to build on state
experiences under the Family Support Act and, as Presi-

dent Bl Clinton has said, “end welfare a5 we know it.”
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