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Outline of Proposed Welfare Reform Bill 

Outline of the Welfare Forum Bill 
Title I: Time-Limited Transitional ASsistance 
Title II: Make Work Pay 
Title III: The Work First Program 
Title IV: Family Responsibility and Improved Child Support Enforcement 
Title V: Teen Pregnancy and Family Stability 
Title VI: Community Service 
Title VII: Program Simplification 
Title VIII: Financing 

Title I: Time-Limited Transitional Assistance 

Welfare should offer transitional support en route to a job rather than , 
subsidize a way of life divorced from work, family, and parental 
responsibi'lity. We believe that imposing a time limit on welfare eligibility 
is the only way to fundamentally change the system from the one that 
writes checks to one that puts people to work. Two-year lifetime, time­
limited assistance will transform a system based on the right to income 
maintenance into a system based on the obligation to work. It will also 
provide a stru'cture for caseworkers to operate within and encourage a 
quick return to the workforce of the client. However, to lessen the 
implementation burden to states and to make the initial costs more 
manageable, we support a phase-in of the limit over time. Time limits 
though, without other reforms, will only worsen the situation of the more 
than 14 million persons receiving welfare. ­

Proposa'i - At the time of enrollment in the Work First program, individuals 
will be operating under a time-limited assistance program: 

• 	' imposes a two-year limit on participation in the Work First (WF) 
program; 
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• 	 after two years, the bill imposes a general two-year limit on 
participation in the Community Service Program (CSP) 

• 	 a State is permitted to allow repeat participation in the WF or CSP 
program but the· number could not exceed 10 percent of the 
estimated total of participants during the year. 

• 	 allows state to drop recipients from both welfare and work program 
after two years if recipient has spent at least two years in the work 
program. 

• 	 Exemptions to the Two Year Lifetime Time Limit: 

• 	 Clients under age 20 who complete high school or GED certi"fication, 
if school has a Vocational Technical Program 

• 	 Clients who are employed .and. participating part-time In 
technical/vocational education 

• 	 Seriously disabled, seriously ill, and those caring for a seriously ill or 
disabled relative. 

• 	 Pregnant women, custodial parents, and guardians will be given an 
extension equal to that in the Family Medical Leave Act (12 weeks) 

Work 	Program Time-Line 

• 	 The phase-in of the time limit and all other provisions included in 
this bill will begin October 1; 1995. 

• 	 The Work First program will start in October 1, 1995. The following 
is the required percentage of AFDC recipients states must have at 
a given year. This number will be achieved through a combination 
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of recipients from the Work First Program and Community Service 
program as set forth in the time line. 

• 	 In FY 1996, 2% of a state's AFDC families must participate. 

• 	 In FY 1997, 40/0 of a state's AFDC families must participate. 

• 	 In FY 1998, 80/0 of a state's AFDC families must participate. 

• 	 In FY 1999, 12 % of a state's AFDC families must participate. 

• 	 In FY 2000, 170/0 of a state's AFDC families must participate. 

• 	 In FY 2001, 29% of a state's AFDC families must participate. 

• 	 In FY 2002, 400/0 of a state's AFDC families must participate. 

• 	 In FY 2003 and each succeeding fiscal year, 500/0 of a state's AFDC 
families must participate. 

• 	 This program will be a capped entitlement based on a formula to 
accommodate increases in case load and inflation. 

• 	 The matching rate for the Work First Component of the program will 
be 700/0 or the Medicaid match + 10%, whichever is higher. 
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II. 	 Making Work Pay 

Employment is the centerpiece of our reform initiative. We must ensure 
that a welfare recipient will be better off economically by taking a job than 
remaining on welfare. To do this we must eliminate the current 
disincentives within the system which make welfare more attractive than 
work. There. are five vital components in this regard: 

Health Care Reform: Reform of the welfare system is inextricably linked 
to reform of the health care system. The prospect of losing Medicaid 
coverage deters many from taking low-wage jobs which do not offer 
health coverage. Welfare recipients desire and need comprehensive health 
care and our national policy must guarantee access to health care for 
America's poor families and their children. 

• 	 Extended Transitional Medical Assistance (TAM) from one to two 
years or longer as needed until federal health care legislation 
provides health care assistance for all working poor. 

• 	 Change the definition of who is eligible for Transitional Medical 
Assistance to count only earned income and extended eligibility to 
those who got off assistance due to earned income. 

• 	 Enact a quarterly income verification by the IRS for recipients during 
the two years of Transitional Medical benefits. 

• 	 Change the eligibility criteria from three months of the last six 
months to one month of the last 24 months. 

EITC: We strongly support the recent five-year, $21 billion expansion of 
the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITel, enacted by Congress under the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993. Together, with food 
stamps, the EITC is sufficient to lift most families out of poverty. 
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However, we need to improve outreach efforts to both recipients and 
employers to ensure that they make use of the EITC. The Internal 
Revenue Code requires that if an eligible worker. provides the appropriate 
tax form (known as the W-5 form) to his or her employer, the employer 
must add the family's credit to its paycheck. Yet, fewer than 1% of 
recipients take advantage of this "advance payment" option. We 
therefore recommend: 

• 	 Requiring that all AFDC, food stamp, and Medicaid recipients be 
notified in writing of the availability of the EITC upon application for 
and termination from the programs. 

• 	 Requiring that employers inform new employees earning less than 
$30',000 annually, of the option of having advance EITC payments 
available through their payroll. 

• 	 EITC payments be exempt from counting against food stamps and 
AFDC assets limits for 12 months. 

Child Care: Safe affordable quality child care is a vital factor in the 
success of any work-based welfare proposal. 900/0 of all women receiving 
AFDC in 1992 were single mother~: without child care, these women 
cannot work. Child care support is also critical to the ability of the 
working poor to remain in the workforce. We comm'end the 
administration'sFY'95 budget request which takes steps in this direction. 
Individuals should not be faced with the difficult decision of app'lying for 
welfare in order to receive adequate safe child care. We recommend 
changes in Title IV-A child care programs including the At-Risk child care 
program, AFDC child care and Transitional Child Care. We recommend 
the following: 

• 	 Phase out Dependent Tax Care Credit between $70,000 - $90,000. 
and make the credit refundable for families with no tax liability. 
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• Federal funding for child care assistance would be consolidated into 
an earmarked grant under the Title XX social services block grant. 
Title XX is a capped entitlement program without a specific 
authorization. This consolidated block grant would replace the Title 
IV (AFD'C) child care program, the transitional child care program, 
the At Risk Child Care program and the 750/0 of the Child Care 
Development Block Grant used for direct child care assistance. 

• The earmarked funds for child care services ,would be $2.6 billion in 
1996, $2.7 billion in 1997, $2.8 billion in 1998, $2.9 billion in 
1999 and $3.0 billion in 2000. The funding level for 1996 
combines the funding for Title IV child care ($528. million in fy94), 
the transitional child care program ($140 million in fy94), the At 
Risk Child Care program ($361.4 million in fy94) and 75% of the 
Child Care Development Block Grant ($669 million in fy94) and 
increases the funding level by $800 million to accommodate the 
costs CBO estimates will be required to accommodate the increased 
caseload resulting "from the expansion of the Work First program and 
to eliminate current gaps in assistance under the At Risk Child Care 
program. The discretionary spending limits would be reduced to 
reflect the shift of discretionary spending under CCDBG program to 
the Title XX entitlement. 

• The earmarked increase for child care would be in addition to the 
Title XX funds states currently use for child care servic~s. 

Currently, states use approximately 16% ($430 million) of Title XX 
funds for child care. States would continue to be able to use the 
existing pool of Title XX funds for child care services in addition to 
the earmarked funds. 

• States could use the funds to provide child care assistance on a 
sliding fee scale basis, giving priority to children in families with very 
low family incomes or who are at risk of becoming eligible for 
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welfare if child care assistance were not provided. States would be 
required to provide' child care assistance to participants in the Work 
First program. 

• 	 States could fund a variety of services with the block grant funds, 
with an emphasis on expanding parental choice as set forth in the 
Child Care and Development Block Grant. Other services that could 
be funded included contracts and grants for regular child care 
services, improving the availability, and quality of child care, 
expanding the range of choices of child care services available. 

• 	 States must report on how funds are used to e~pand parental choice 
in child care services, address deficiencies in availability, promote 
health and safety, and improve quality of child care services. 

AFDC Work Disregards: The AFDC, benefit structure provides little 
financial incentive to work harder and earn more. In general, a rise in 
earnings is largely offset by a corresponding drop in AFDC benefits. After 
the first four months of employment, virtually every net additional dollar 
results in a dollar reduction in AFDC benefits. As a result, welfare 
recipients who try to work are little better off than just remaining on 
welfare. To change this system we recommend: 

• 	 States must liberalize the earned-income disregard. States have the 
discretion to determine the extent of the liberalization providing it is 
moved to a level that encourages work over welfare. However, 
states must stay within the following guideline of enacting AFDC 
countable income tests up to a ceiling whereby the maximum 
monthly disregard is $225 in addition to 1/2 of all remaining earned 
income 

• 	 At state option, eliminate the 100 rule for two-party families 
(covered in detail in the Family Stability section). ' 
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• 	 State flexibility to establish a voluntary AFDC grant diversion 
program in all or part of the state. Diversion payments are not to be 
considered an entitlement nor for eligibility, which is to be 
determined by the caseworker. Payments may not exceed three 
times the household's monthly payment level. If a family applies 
and is eligible for additional AFDC benefits during this three-month 
period, any payment must be prorated against benefits within those 
three months. The purpose. of this program is to prevent families 
from entering the AFDC rolls by providing them with a one-time 
grant to cover a short-term financial emergency, such as a short fall 
on rent or other emergency that could place an otherwise financially 
stable family on AFDC. 

Asset Limitation: While work is a first step out of poverty, assist 
accumulation is the step that keeps a person out of poverty. Both AFDC 
and food stamps allow a certain amount of asset accumulation when 
calculating benefits. However, these asset levels are too low to 
encourage independence and the rules for each are substantially different. 
This is a constant source of difficulty for both staff and recipients. We 
therefore support: 

• 	 Increasing the vehicle asset threshold to $5,000 following the food 
stamp language contained in OBRA '93 and employing the 
definitions for what constitutes an automobile and the value thereof, 
as used in the food stamp program. 

• 	 Increasing the non-vehicle asset threshold for either AFDC or food 
stamps, capped at a level of $2,000 or increasing non-vehicle asset 
level up to $10,000 for specific use in setting up a microenterprise, 
for purchase of a first home or for higher education. Those who use 
savings over $2,000 for purposes other than those designated shall 
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have a state-attached lien on any future wages or assets. 

Job Search: Job search must begin immediately upon eligibility for AFDC 
and continue for the duration of enrollment in AFDC, the "Work First" 
program, community service, and for those non-working males deemed 
delinquent in their child support payments. Each client will be individually 
assessed when he or she enters the AFDC system. Education and/or 
training should not be a substitute for work, but should rather 
complement and reinforce a revamped system that puts work first. 

Other 

The federal government with the assistance of the states must develop 
a federal data base to track AFDC receipt and enrollment in the Work First 
program to ensure that the two-year lifetime limit is administered 'fairly 
and properly, and deters fraud and abuse. 

9 




. STAFF DRAFT PROPOSAL 
DECEMBER 13, 1994 

III. Putting Work First 

The current welfare system isolates poor Americans from the mainstream . . 

economy and perversely sets up barriers to work and social mobility. The 
overriding goal of welfare reform must be to reconnect people to the 
world of work. Only through productive work can welfare recipients 
acquire the skills, habits, experience, connections, and self-esteem 
necessary to become self-reliant members ·of the community. The 1988 
Family Support Act (FSA) with the JOBS program as its main component, 
was designed to combat these problems by making people job ready 
through education, training, and other activities. Yet Judy Gueron, 
president of the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (which 
has evaluated many of the JOBS programs around the country) stated 
recently that "JOBS has not fundamentally changed the message and 
character of AFDC." Only a small percentage o.f JOBS participants are 
engaged in work-related activities. 

There is growing evidence that programs which put work first produce 
better results. These programs confirm the common sense notion that 
most people learn their jobs on the job -- not in the classroom. Private 
and nonprofit work-based organizations such· as America Works, 
Cleveland Works and Chicago's Project Match have prove~ that placing 
even long-term welfare recipients into decent private sector jobs is even 
more important. Once someone is working, education and training can 
help them upgrade their skills and begin moving up the ladder to better 
jobs. 

Many reformers have called for an enlarged JOBS program as the 
centerpiece of burgeoning welfare architecture. The danger in this 
approach is that we will end up with a cast education and training 
bureaucracy, not a real job placement system for welfare recipients. 
While some JOBS programs have been successful-~such as California's 
GAIN program, especially the Riverside site, and Florida's Project 
Independence-- these successes arise from an emphasis on work and job 
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placement over education and training. This is an approach that other 
JOBS programs have not followed. Welfare reform should shift the 
emphasis of JOBS toward work-based programs. But it should also 
enlarge the role of non-governmental organizations in moving people form 
welfare to work. That would give welfare'recipients more choices and set 
up a healthy competition among public and private actors to put people 
to work. 

In addition to changing the focus of JOBS and encouraging private job 
placement and support agency efforts, a third way to put work first is to 
allow for temporary subsidized job creation through a cash out of AFDC 
benefits and food stamps into a, grant given to an employer as a subsidy 
for a job. This provision is the nucleus of Oregon's JOBS Plus program. 
All three of these options should be available ,as soon as a recipient is 
assessed and has worked out an individualized self-sufficiency contract. 
There is no reason to wait two years before serious efforts begin to move 
people to private jobs. ' 

The bill would establish a WF program, to move welfare recipients off of 
welfare into jobs. 

The WF would be administered at the state level. The bill encourages the 
states to tailor programs which meet their individual needs. However, the 
bill also recognizes that states may not be able to develop a WF program 
immediately. Thus, the bill establishes a Federal Model which each State 
would use until it develops its own program. 

• 	 The Federal model is expected only to b,e a transitional program until 
states develop their own programs. 

• 	 States are required to submit their own programs within five years 
of the enactment of this bill. 

• 	 States could choose to adopt the Federal Model or adopt their own 
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program within the broad federal guidelines set in this bill. 

,In the Federal model outlined below and on the following pages, 
competition is infused into the welfare system by allowing the private and 
public sector to participate in job placement and job creation as soon as 
a recipient enters the system rather than at the end of two years. 

Federal Model 

• 	 Overall objective: Unsubsidized paid employment for all non-exempt 
welfare recipients achieved in a cost-effective fashion, which will 
show bottom line results. 

• 	 Work: The focus and intent of the "Work First" program is to 
connect welfare recipients to the private sector labor market as soon 
as possible and offer them the support and skills necessary to 
remain· in the labor market. Emphasis on employment shall 
permeate all components of the program as should an understanding 
that minimum wage jobs are a stepping stone. to other more highly. 
paid employment openings. 

• 	 Job Search: Immediately upon being deemed eligible for AFDC, 
each applicant must begin a job search. 

• 	 Employability Contract: Within 30 days (up to 90 days at state 
option) after being deemed eligible for AFDC, each recipient must 
meet, with a case management team to develop an individual 
employability contract, termed the Work First Agreement. This 
agreement shall layout an individualized comprehensive plan, 
developed between the welfare recipient and a case management 
team, to move that welfare recipient into full-time unsubsidized 
work. The Employability Contract should include to the greatest 
extent possible a "ladder to work" approach meaning that recipients 
should move as quickly as possible into whatever type and amount . 	 . 
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of work they are capable of handling, increasing both the 
responsibility and amount of work over ti,me until that person is able 
to work full-time. Education and/or training should also be included 
in the employability plan where necessary. The two year time limit 
shall not begin until the employability contract has been signed by 
both parties. 

• 	 ,Participation: Every able-bodied individual (as defined by the state) 
will be required to work and/or participate in education and training 
in, combination with work to earn their benefits and/or wages. A 
minimum of 20 hours of activity will be required and must include 
job search and some work or education and training leading to work. 

• 	 The Federal "Work First" model must include at least one of the 
following choices for WF program: a temporary Subsidized Job 
program, Revamped JOBS program or Hiring Placement companies. 
A case manager will present the "Work 'First" option(s) to each 
welfare recipient required to enroll in the program. 

• 	 Submit Report: Each State is required to submit a yearly report to 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services. This report must 
show that the states are meeting the criteria set forth in the federal 
model. 

States are encouraged to submit their own plans to the Secretary of HHS. 
After five years, they must submit a plan which can be the federal model. 
Secretary of HHS is to consider the following criteria in deciding whether 
to approve the States' plans. 

Federal Guidelines -- all state programs must follow these guidelines in 
their State programs: 

• 	 Overall objective: Unsubsidized paid employment for all non-exempt 
welfare recipients achieved in a cost-effective fashion which will 

13 




STAFF DRAFT PROPOSAL 
DECEMBER 13,1994 

show 	bottom line results. 

• 	 Work: The focus and intent of the "Work First", program is to 
connect welfare recipients to the private sector labor market as soon 
as possible and offer them the support and skills necessary to 
remain in the labor market. Emphasis on employment shall 
permeate all components of the program as should an understanding 
that minimum wage jobs are a stepping stone to other more highly 
paid employment openings. 

• 	 Job Search: Immediately upon being deemed eligible for AFDC, 
each applicant must begin a job search. 

• 	 Employability Contract: Within 30 days (up to 90 days at state 
option) after being deemed eligible for AFDC, each recipient must 
meet with a case management team to develop an individual 
employability contract, termed the Work First Agreement. This 
agreement shall layout an individualized comprehensive plan, 
developed between the welfare recipient and a case management 
team, to move that welfare recipient into full-time unsubsidized 
work. The Employability Contract should include to the greatest 
extent possible a "ladder to work" approach meaning that recipients 
should move as quickly as possible into whatever type and amount 
of work 'they are capable of handling, increasing both the 
responsibility and amount of work over time until that person is able 
to work full-time. Education and/or training should also be included 
in the employability plan where necessary. The two-year time limit 
shall not begin until the employability contract has been signed by 
both parties. 

• 	 Participation: All able-bodied individuals (as defined by the state) 
will be required to work and/or participate in education and training 
in combination with work to earn benefits and/or wages. A 
minimum of 20 hours of activity will be required and must include 
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job search and some work or education and training leading to work. 

• 	 The Federal "Work First" model must include at least one of the 
following choices for WF program: a Temporary Subsidized. Job 
program, Revamped JOBS program or Hiring Placement companies. 
A case manager will present the "Work First" option(s) to each 
welfare recipient required to enroll in the program. 

• 	 Submit Report: Each State is required to submit a yearly report to 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services. This report must 
show that the states are meeting the criteria set forth in the federal 
guidelines. 

Others Factors the Secretary of HHS should consider in approving plan: 

• 	 Job Development: Job development shall be a mandatory 
component of the Work First program and shall be a priority for 
every Work First and JOBS office. 

• 	 . Incentives: States must implement widespread use of internal 
incentives to change the culture of the welfare office, improve 
employee performance and shift employee objectives to 
unsubsidized paid employment. A percentage of the funds for the 
Work First Program (JOBS and other choices involving government 
caseworkers and related employees) will b,e allocated to the states 
for caseworker training and creation of incentives to caseworkers 
and related personnel for successful job placements which result in 
full-time public or private sector employment ol.Jtside of the AFDC 
system. Additionally, caseworkers who combine education and/or 
training with work when negotiating the employability contract will 
be rewarded. 
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• 	 Performance-Based Measures: States are required to set 
performance-based standards and measures for full-time job 
placement. The measures must be reported to the Sec. of HHS who 
will have the option to evaluate and amend the measures if such 
measures fall short of expectations to assure a work-based system. 
Additionally, each Work First site must make monthly statistical 
reports of job placements and quantity of welfare recipients 
removed from AFDC as the result of the Work First program. Such 
reports shall be distributed in a timely manner to the governing body 
of each state, county, and city. 

• 	 One-Stop Shops: Make available Secretary Reich's One-Stop 
Employment Shops to all AFDC recipients and force cooperation 
between other federal and stated government agencies to make 
available all training and education programs to AFDC recipients. 
Welfare recipients are currently eligible for most of the programs 
listed below, however there is no interaction' between the 
ca~eworkers and those who administer these prog~ams. We must 
mandate interaction between caseworkers and the administrators of 
these programs in the One-Stop-Shops. 

The programs are as follows: 

JTPA -- Adult Training Program 
Summer Youth Training Program 
Youth Training Program 
Economic Dislocated Workers Adjustment Act 
Job Corps 

DOE -- Perkins Act programs (Voc-Ed) 

Adult education Act 

Even-Start Program 
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McKinney -­ Adult Education for the Homeless 
Act Education for Homeless Children and Youth 

Job Training for the Homeless 

School-To-Work 

Empowerment and Enterprise Zones 

National Service· 

National Voluntary Skills Standards. 

• 	 Illness or substance abuse: States must develop a sick leave policy. 
Substance abuse treatment will be required in addition to 
work/education/training as appropriate .. 

• 	 Sanctions: Non-compliant recipients except for good cause will 
have .their AFDC benefits and food stamps benefits reduced for one 
month by 25% for each act of non-compliance. Each additional act 
of non-compliance will result in a corresponding one-month 250/0 cut 

. in AFDC and food stamp benefits. 	·25% cuts are not cumulative. 
The state must define acts of non-compliance but must include 
failure to accept a non-subsidized, full-time private or public sector 
job without good cause. 
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IV. Family Responsibility and Improved Child Support Enforcement 

Our proposal believes that improving child support enforcement is a 
critical part of reforming the welfare system. Improvements in the child 
support system will ensure that children can count on support from both 
parents and that the cost of public benefits is reduced while a working 
mother's real income is raised. The goal of our proposal is to maintain 
and improve the child support program by promoting the benefits of two 
supportive and responsible parents. 

As part of the broader welfare reform plan, this bill takes a very tough 
stance on non-payment of child support. This proposal has four distinct 
sections. 

Enhance non-custodial parent location and identification by: 

• 	 Expanding the functions of the parent locator in the Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

• 	 Requiring states to maintain registries of child support orders. 

The first step of expanding the federal parent 10~at6r is fulfilled by 
requiring .states to maintain registries of child support orders. The 
Inter~tate locator should be designated to link state-to-state child support 
order registers into a ·central system under the guidance of the Secretary 
of HHS. The system should be fully automated.. 

• 	 As stated in OBRA 1993, require Secretary of Treasury to modify 
W-4 forms for new employees to include a statement about child 
support responsibilities. 

The W-4 form completed by the new employee would include a statement 
of whether a child supporter obligation is owed and, if so, to. whom it is 
payable and the amount to be paid, and whether the payment is by 
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income withholding. Employers would immediately withhold the support 
based on the information provided the obligor on the W-4 until notified 
differently and would then forward the withheld child support to the 
designated public entity in the rendering state .. This will come into effect 
two years after enactment. 

Improve the process by which child support orders are established 
through: 

• 	 Creating a National Child Support Guidelines Commission to oversee 
the child support process. 

Establish hospital-based paternity by: 

• 	 Follow OBRA 1 993 recommendations for paternity establishment 
and require hospital-based paternity establishment for all single 
mothers. Ensure that states have simple civil consent procedures 
for paternity establishment available at hospitals at the time of birth. 

• 	 Follow OBRA 1993 recommendation requiring states to develop ~ 
simple civil consent procedure for paternity establishment outside of 
the hospital setting. 

• 	 Encourage states to make available on-site hospital social services 
for' pregnancies resulting from rape or incest. 

• 	 Require states to offer positive paternity/parenting social services for 
new fathers. The Secretary of HHS shall, develop regulations for 
programs which provide new father positive parenting counseling 

, . stressing the importance of maintaining child support payments. 

• 	 Make benefits contingent on paternity establishment except for 
limited exemptions -- According to HHS, AFDC benefits are already 
contingent on the listing· of the identity of a non-custodial parent. 
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However, many loopholes remain in enforcing the AFDC parental 
identification. At this time, there is no reciprocal obligation for 
welfare recipients to help the government locate an absent parent. 
Accordingly, it has been proposed that we shift the onus of certain 
parent locator services of an absent parent to the AFDC applicant. 
All new AFDC applicants will be required to provide detailed 
information (i.e. more than just a name) about an absent parent or 
risk being denied or losing their benefits. The following information 
is required: 

--Full name 

--Telephone number if applicable 

--Last known address 

--Last known employer 

--Closest living relative 

--Social Security number· 

--One other reference of identity 

--Driver's license ownership 


Those who are not able to provide the above stated documentation, 
would be required to document and show diligence that they made a 
serious and earnest attempt to obtain the documentation. 

If a mother claims fear of harm to herself or to her child in order to 
exempt herself from paternity establishment, she should provide 
documentation to prove such danger exists (i.e. police report or a 
restraining order or an affidavit by a social service provider). Require HHS 
and the states to provide information about available social service 
agencies that will evaluate claims of prior or potential harm if no 
documentation exists. 

Victims of rape and incest should be exempt from providing names 
of parents. The Secretary of HHS will be required to develop federal 
guidelines concerning this exemption. 
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- Eliminate child support pass through of $50 per month. 

- States will be sanctioned for non-compliance in establishing 
paternity -­ the state will lose federal money for funding AFDC 
benefits to those compliant persons for whom paternity 
establishment has not been set in a timely manner. 

- Parents who willfully and fully comply with paternity establishment 
requirements will not be denied benefits, nor will they be denied 
benefits if the state has not met its responsibilities and obligations 
in assisting with paternity establishment. 

Enforce child supporter through demanding and uncompromising punitive 
measures for dead-beat parents including: 

- Strongly reinforcing direct income withholding measures for child 
support orders. 

- Allowing workers' compensation to be subject to income 
withholding of child support. 

-Requiring states to establish procedures under which liens can be 
imposed against lottery winnings, gambler's winnings, insurance 
settlements and payout, and other awards. 

- Require non-compliant fathers delinquent in their support payments 
to enter a work program in which t~ey work to payoff benefits 
going to support their children. Follow Wisconsin model, "The 
Children First Program." 
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V. 	 Teen Pregnancy and Family Stability 

Long-term welfare dependency is increasingly driven by illegitimate births. 
Too many teens are becoming parents and too few are able to responsibly 
care for and nurture their children. A CBO report shows that half of all 
unmarried teen mothers receive AFDC within a year of the birth of their 
child and three-fourths receive AFDC by the time their child turns 'five. 
The provisions discussed below address this horrific problem. To combat 
this problem, we propose the following: 

• 	 Promote individual reproductive responsibility by no longer 
supporting increases in AFDC funding to mothers who have 
additional children while receiving these benefits (also known as the 
Family Cap). States may opt out of this requirement under state 
plan amendment. 

• 	 Prevent minor mothers from setting up their own households by 
disallowing them from receiving separate AFDC benefits. The minor 
mother shall be required to live with a responsible adult, preferably 
a parent (with certain exceptions when deemed necessary). AFDC 
benefits shall be calculated on the household of the parent or 
responsible adult, not on the situation of the minor mother. 
Extensive case management for minor parents under 18 is required 
to screen and assess the individual home situations. 

• 	 Fund a national educational campaign to teach our children that 
children who have children are at high-risk to endure long term­
welfare dependency. 

• 	 Teen parents under the age of 20 who do not have a high school 
diploma or GED will be required to remain enrolled in school full-time 
and will receive a penalty of 25% per month if this requirement is 
not met. 
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• 	 Allocate a percentage of the Work First funds to states to create or 
expand programs for male non-custodial parents born 1972 or later 
(25 and under by 1997) to promote responsibility and work in the 
same way the Work First program does for young single mothers. 

• 	 The parent of a dependent person under the age of 18 shall maintain 
(financially and otherwise) a child of the dependent person so far as 
the parent is able and to the extent that the dependent person is 
able to reside in the household. States'my opt out of this provision 
by state plan amendment .. 

• 	 At state option, eliminate the 100-hour-rule and the six-month 
benefit receipt maximum for two-parent families as well as other 
provisions that create a disincentive to marry, by allowing two­
parent families to receive the same benefits single parent families 
receive. Additionally, 

*eliminate the quarter of coverage requirement under AFDC­
UP for married individuals if both are under the age of 20, and 

* a stepparents income shall not be calculated as countable 
income if the family unit's total income is at or below 1300/0 
of the Federal poverty line. If the family unit's total income is 

. above 	1300/0 of the Federal poverty line, that income which is, 
above the limit shall be counted against any potential AFDC 
benefit. 

*Maintain restrictions in current law for non-married couples. 

These provisions effectively eliminate the AFDC-UP program for 
those states who choose to follow this option. 
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State Goals 

• 	 Educate our children about the risks involved when choosing 
parenthood at an early age. 

• 	 Ensure that every potential parent is given the opportunity to avoid 
unintended births through reproductive family planning and 
education. 

• 	 States are encouraged to use Title XX money for comprehensive. 
services to youth in high-risk neighborhoods through community 
organizations, churches, and schools ~hich could help changes the 
environment. 

• 	 Work with schools for early identification and referral of children at 
risk. 
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VI. Community Service 

; 

• 	 At the end of two years, if a welfare recipient has not found full-
time employment, he or she will no longer be eligible to receive 
AFDC, but the state will have the option to provide a welfare 
recipient with a full-time (30 hours or more) cor:nmunity service job 
and/or have access to placement and support agencies and/or 
subsidized jobs as described in the "Work First" section. 

• 	 Also required is an additional five hours per week of job search, 
bringing the total minimum hours of activity to 35 hours a week . 

• ' 	 The adm'inistrative costs of Community service will be funded at 
70% matching rate or Medicaid matching rate + ten percent, 
whichever is higher. 

• 	 The wage portion of community service will be funded by the 
current Medicflid matching rate. Recipients shall be paid minimum 
wage except that benefit shall not exceed 150% of the AFDC 
payment. 

• 	 Community service jobs will act as a buffer to temporarily employ 
people who haven't found jobs. It should be considered only as a 

.Iast resort. 

State Participation: State Governments should be allowed the greatest 
amount of flexibility possible, but should follow the guidelines below. 
States should not be too financially burdened. 

Community Service Required, Guidelines: 

• 	 States are encouraged to include organized labor groups, private 
sector companies, and community groups in the administrative 
process. 
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• 	 Recipients should work full-time (30 hours a week or more) for 
wages instead of benefits to foster increased self-sufficiency. In 
addition, they 'must engage in at least five hours of job search 
bringing their total minimum hours of activity to 35 hours a week. 

• 	 Current public sector employees shall not be d,isplaced due to job 
creations for welfare recipients. 

• 	 Recipients will be paid no more than 150 % of AFDC payment. 

• 	 Community Service will be time-limited to two years. 

• 	 States will have the option to receive federal funds to readmit 
persons who have not found employment after two years of the 
Work First program and two-year community service or persons who 
have used up their two-year Work First and two-year community 
service time limits but were successful at finding work or otherwise 
leaving welfare but need to return because of a change of 
circumstances. Any persons being readmitted must be re-evaluated 
by a caseworker or case management team and will have a choice 
to 'cycle back into the transition program and/or community service. 
The number of each people in a state may readmit will be calculated 
from taking 10% of the year's total projected number of entrants 
into the Work First program for the calendar year the said person 
applies to her caseworker to recycle, as determined by each state. 
The time period and the number of times each person will be 
allowea to be readmitted back into either program will be re­
negotiated in a new contract between the recipient and the state or 
social service agency. Only true hardship cases should be 
considered for by the states to readmit -- people truly not ready to 
work. 
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• 	 Recipients will not be eligible for the EITC while enrolled in 
community service. 

• 	 At state option, those enrolled in "Work First" may have the option 
to choose community service before the two year limit. 

• 	 Case management and caseworker services must be available for 
those enrolled in community service and subsidized jobs. 

• 	 A community service enrollee will be given a maximum of three 
placements during which instances of non-compliance my occur 
after which the enrollee will no longer be allowed to participate· in 
community service placements. A definition of acts of non­
compliance shall be determined by the state and/or employee but 
must include sanctions for those who are offered a private sector 
job but do not accept that job without good reason. 

• 	 Under Community Service, states with especially low benefit levels 
might be subject to higher community service costs than other 
states as they work to pay for the 35 hour a week, minimum wage 
community service requirement for those recipients who have hit the 
two-year limit. These low benefit states (Mississippi and Texas for 
example) should have the option to start with a part-time 
community service work requirement in 1999 (the first year of 
community service) and phase in the full-time community service 
work requirement by the year 2001. 
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VII. Program Simplification and SSI Reform 

States bear a heavy administrative burden in implementing the AFDC and 
Food Stamps programs, mainly because of complicated, inconsistent and 
rigid policies. The operation of these programs should be simplified by 
unifying the policies that determine eligibility for these programs. We 
propose to simply the application and eligibility process for AFDC and 
Food Stamps. Some of the most time-consuming and difficult tasks in 
administering these programs are the initial procedure now required to 
take and process applications. Twenty specific provisions are included in 
this bill that will significantly improve this process. These include 
provisions to unify the application, deductions, eligibility, income, 
resources, certification and recertification rules for AFDC and Food 
Stamps. 

Most importantly, our proposal would eliminate the waiver process which 
is so bureaucratic and gives too much discretion to the Secretary of HHS 
to deny state waivers simply because they do not like their program. In 
its place, our bill sets forth guidelines that if the state plans meet, then it 
will be approved by the Secretary of HHS. 

Simply the application process for AFDC and Food Stamps: Some of the 
most time consuming and difficult tasks in administering these programs 
are the initial procedures now required to take and process applications. 
Nineteen specific provisions are included in this bill which will significantly 
improve this process. These include provisions to unify rules for AFDC 
and Food Stamps. These changes will improve the efficiency of programs 
for both clients and caseworkers. 

Simplify the verification requirements for processing Food Stamps and 
AFDC applications: One of the most significant challenges faced by state 
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and social workers is verifying eligibility information submitted by 
assistance appl,icants. States have found it difficult meeting federal 
quality control guidelines. States should be able to decide what to verify. 

Encourage improved automation and technology:' Increased use of 
automation serves to improve the efficiency of programs and reduces the 
level of fraud and abuse of programs. In addition, a recent study by the 
Office of Technology Assessment has cited the implementation of 
Electronic Benefit Transfer Systems for Food Stamps as a potential to 
significantly reduce fraud and abuse in the system. States are strongly 
encouraged to implement such programs. 

Revise allowable income deductions under the AFDC and Food Stamp 
programs so that they are consistent with each other. The following 
revisions are suggested as possible changes in current policy and include, 
but are not limited to: 

• 	 Amend Food Stamp Act to allow a state which exempts funds from 
a complementary program in AFDC to also exempt income from that 
program for Food Stamps; 

• 	 Exclude earnings of full or part-time students -under 18 for both 
eligibility and benefit determinations for both programs; 

• 	 Disregard for both AFDC and Food Stamps any energy assistance 
payments based on financial need received on behalf of a household 
to cover the costs of heating or cooling from either public or other 
general assistance programs. 

• 	 Amend existing legislation (Food Stamp Act and Social Security Act) 
to completely disregard all educational assistance, even that portion 
that is used for current living costs; 

• 	 Exdude as a resource from both programs income-producing real 
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property, essential to employment or self-employment, that 
produces income consistent with its fair market value; 

• 	 Exclude life insurance as a resource from both programs; 

• 	 Exclude medical expenses as an allowable deduction under both 
programs. 

• 	 . Exclude as a resource for both programs; real property that the 
household unit is making a good faith effort to sell. (Under current 
AFDC law, real property for sale counts as a household resource' 
after 6 to 9 months) Once sold, proceeds will be counted as income 
and can be taken into account by state social workers reviewing 
household's benefits. 

• 	 Amend AFDC law and Food Stamp Act to make "lists of excluded 
income identical. Amend both laws so that the Secretary of HHS 
and USDA may issue regulations at any time to accomplish this. 

A more complete list of suggested changes in allowable income 
deductions under the AFDC and Food Stamp program is available upon 
request. 

• 	 Allow states to have flexibility in handling recertification and 
redetermination issues: Social workers need more latitude in 
authorizing benefits and reviewing eligibility for Food Stamps and 
AFDC recipients. States should be allowed open-ended 
authorization of benefits. States should also be allowed to decide 
the certification period tha,t will be assigned for reviewing monthly 
and on-monthly households. A certification period may range from 
one to twelve months. 

• 	 Modify AFDC law to conform with the Food Stamp 12-month limit 
on restored benefits: Under current AFDC law, there is no time limit 
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for the correction of underpayment. The Food Stamp program on 
the other hand, imposes a 12-month limit on restoring lost benefits 
unless there is a special exception. Allow states to develop 
exceptions to the 12 month limit, subject to approval HHS. 

• 	 Require the Secretary of HHS to review States' applications for 
Work First program within sixty days. These applications must only 
meet the federal guidelines to be approved. 

551 Reform 

• 	 Within six months of enactment of this bill, the GAO must submit 
a report containing recommendations to combat waste, fraud and 
abuse in the SSI system. 

31 




STAFF DRAFT PROPOSAL 
DECEMBER 13, 1994 

VII. FINANCING WELFARE 

Through our efforts over the past several months, we have drafted a plan 
that will attempt to reform the welfare system in our country. 

Our proposal to finance this reform plan is based on a fundamental choice 
about values. We believe that we must help American citizens trapped in 
poverty break out of the welfare prison without imposing additional taxes 
or other hardships on working men and women. 

Our· plan proposes to end welfare for most noncitizens except for 
emergency medical services. Exemptions will be made for refugees and 
asylees for six years after they arrive and noncitizens overage 75 who 
have been legal residents for at least five years. 

We base this proposal on the common-sense idea that only American 
citizens qualify for benefits "from our government. And it does not 
abandon new immigrants. Rather, it merely transfers responsibility for 
their welfare from the government to where it truly belongs--their legal 
sponsors, the American citizens who by law must endorse most 
immigrants' applications for citizenship based on the promise that 
immigrants will not become public charges. 

We recognize that some states will be adversely affected by this decision 
and pledge to help these states offset some of the potential costs. We 
propose a billion dollars of monetary assistance to states to be used under '" 
state discretion to aid their immigrant populations who will be 
detrimentally affected by this cut. In addition, we propose to give states 
the authority to sue a sponsor if an immigrant applies for state or local 
assistance and to mimic the federal government in denying state benefits 
to noncitizens. 
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We understand the rich tradition of hard work brought to this country by 
immigrant ancesto'rs. Our nation's ethnic diversity remains one of its 
strengths, and studies repeatedly demonstrate that immigration is a net 
economic boon to this country. 

But in this time of unprecedented budgetary pressure" a fundamental 
sense of fairness demands that the U.S. government place the welfare of 
its own citizens first. We believe that neither federal nor state 
governments can continue to bear the cost of most public assistance for 
those immigrants who have not become citizens. 

Simple humanity requires that we not deny anyone ,emergency medical 
services 'and common sense suggests that the children of noncitizens 
should not be barred from our schools. We must help immigrants look to 
other sources besides state, and federal government for help, such as 
relatives, sponsors and nonprofit groups. But the U.S. government 
cannot, in the end, be responsible for the welfare of those who are not its 
citizens. 

Throughout this process, we encountered several tough financing choices 
and our final decisions were not easily reached. However, we believe that 
our plan offers real reforms and opportunities for poor Americans without 
paying for it with a grab bag of additional taxes, fees, and cuts to 
programs outside the welfare system which adversely affect American 
citizens. 

Welfare Immigration Proposal 

Benefit Termination 

Eliminates Supplemental Security Income (551) benefits, Medicaid benefits 
(excluding emergency medical assistance), food stamp benefits, and 
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AFDC benefits for non-citizens. All legal immigrants residing,in the United 
States will be allowed a one-year grace period before their benefits will be 
terminated. There are four exceptions to this provision: 

a. Refugee - Shall not apply to an alien admitted as refugee 
until 6 years after the date of such alien's arrival into United 
States. 

b. Asylee - Shall not apply to an alien granted asylum until 6 
years after the date of such alien's arrival into the United 
States. 

c. Age. - Shall not apply to an alien who has been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent residence; is over 
75 years of age; and has resided in the United States for at 
least 5 years. 

d. Unforeseeable - Shall not apply to an alien who has been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for permanent residence 
but who is subject to events unforeseeable such as getting hit 
by a car. 

Affidavits of Support 

The proposal also makes aHidavits of support legally enforceable. 
An affidavit of support requires a sponsor to swear to the ability and 
willingness to contribute to the prospective immigrant's financial support. 
Currently, these affidavits are not legally binding on U.S. resident 
sponsors,for the benefit of state agencies providing assistance. This bill 
would provide that affidavits of support used to overcome public charge 
exclusions obligate the sponsor to repay governmental, agencies 
assistance provided to the sponsored alien. The bill would make affidavits 
of support legally binding which gives the immigrant the right to sue a 
sponsor who does not fulfill the affidavit of support. 
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Also, the proposal contains a provision allowing states to deny state 
funded public benefits to legal aliens. Since immigration is under the 
jurisdiction of the federal government, states have not had the ability to 
distinguish among legal aliens. States are also' given the authority to ask 
about citizenship status. 

The bill would authorize $1 billion over 5 years to offset costs that 
may occur as a result of the immigration proposal. 

Savings 

CBa scored the savings fro'm elimination of benefits to most non­
citizens at $21.3 billion. Estimated savings from the entire immigration 
proposal with the offset to states is $20.3.billion over five years. 

Other Financing Provisions 

1. Cap Emergency Assistance .. Program - Establish a federal matching cap 
for each state's EA expenditure so that the cap equals three percent of 
the State's total AFDC benefits incurred during the pervious fiscal year. 
States that are above that level would be grandfathered at their FY 1993 
expenditure level. esa scored this proposal at a savings of $800 million over 
five years. 

2. Phase-out the Dependent Care Tax Credit - Phase-out the Dependent Care 
Tax Credit for families between $70,000 - $90,000. This has been estimated 
to save about $700 million over five years. 

3. Modify the Family Day Care Homes - Target meal subsidies in family day 
care homes toward low-income areas or providers by introducing an income 
test. esa scored this proposal at a savings of $500 million over five years. 
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State Flexibility 

I. Time-Limited Transitional Assistance: 

Allow states to terminate AFDC payments to families who receive such 
assistance after they complete two years in the Work First pr<:>gram. 

II. Child Care: 

Instead of providing for four major child care programs with separate 
requirements for states, federal funding for child care assistance would be . 
consolidated into an earmarked grant under the Title XX social services 
block grant. Funding for the child care block grant would be sufficient to 
accommodate the· increased caseload resulting from the expansion of the 
Work First program and inflation. 

III. Work First Program: 

Instead of requiring states to go through a cumbersome state waiver process 
to justify why they should be allowed to deviate from federal guidelines, 
states would be encouraged to develop their own programs. States' 
programs would be approved as long as they met a few minimum standards. 

v. Teen Pregnancy and Family Stability: 

Give states the option to implement a family cap and eliminate the current 
disincentives to marriage. 

VI. Community Service: 

Unlike other welfare reform proposals, states would not be required to 
establish community service programs. States would have the option to 
recycle up to 100/0 of a particular year's caseload back into the system if they 
chose to do so. In addition,. states may petition the Secretary to allow them 
to increase the recycle percentage to 150/0 if they can show that there is a 
significant economic hardship to justify the increase. 



VIII. Immigration Proposal 

States which qualify for assistance to offset the effects of our immigration 
proposal will be allowed to use those funds in any manner they see fit.' In 
addition, our bill gives states the option to distinguish.between classes of 
aliens for state programs, determine the legal status of recipients receiving 
government assistance and,sue sponsors who do not abide by affidavits of 
support. 



Major Differences with the Clinton Welfare Reform Proposal 

1.. Time-Limited Transitjonal Assistance - The proposal places a two-year limit on 
the Work First program and gives states the option to drop welfare recipients after 
two years. Places a two-year limit on Community Service program. States have 
option to recycle up to 10 percent of caseload back into the program. 

The Clinton Plan places a two-year limit on the JOBS program. It does not give the 
states the option to drop welfare recipients. And as long as individuals play by the 
rules, they can stay in a Community Service program indefinitely. 

2. State Flexibility jn Work First Program - In the proposal, the WF program would 
be administered at the state level. The bill encourages the states to tailor programs 
which meet their individual needs. However, the bill also recognizes that states 
may not be able to develop a WF program immediately. Thus, the bill establishes a 
Federal Model which each State would use until it develops its own program. In 
addition, our proposal would eliminate the waiver process which is bureaucratic and 
gives'too much discretion to the Secretary of HHS to deny state waivers. In its 
place, the bill sets forth guidelines that if met by. state plans will assure approval by 
the Secretary of HHS. 

The Clinton proposal retained the state waiver process which forces states to go 
through an bureaucratic maze so their programs can be approved. 

3. Child Care - Our proposal would consolidate all of the child care programs into 
one capped entitlement block grant program. Funding would be increased to allow 
for the increase in caseload and inflation and to eliminate current gaps in 
assistance. 

The Clinton plan increases child care funding for caseload and inflation, but kept the 
existing patchwork of separate programs for child care assistance with different 
requirements. 

4. Participation Rates - Our proposal would match the Contract for America 
participation rates which will put more people in the WF(JOBS) and Community. 
Service programs than the Clinton Plan. The following is a comparison of the 
combined participation in WF (JOBS) and Community Service program for the 
Clinton Plan and our proposal. 

Our Proposal (Numbers in thousands) 

FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 

800(16%) 1,000(20%) 1,200(24%) 1,400(28%) 1,550(32%) 

FY 02 FY 03 

2,000(40%) 2,600 (52% and subsequent years) 
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Clinton Plan (Numbers in thousands) 
FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 
764 914 994 

FY 00 FY 01 

.1,198 { 1,304 


5. Financing - Our plan proposes to end welfare for most noncitizens except for 
emergency medical services. Exemptions will be made for refugees and asylees for 
six years after they arrive and noncitizens over age 75 who have been legal 
residents for at least five years. The proposal also adds an exemption for 
unforeseeable circumstances, provides states with the authority to ask individuals 
about their legal status for government assistance program, and creates a targeted 
assistance program for states affected by the denial of benefits to most 
noncitizens. Proposal also contains other spending cuts all of which are within the 
welfare syst~m. 

The Clinton plan pays for its proposal with a grab bag of additional taxes, fees, and 
cuts to programs outside the welfare system which adversely affect American 
citizens. 
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Major Differences with Contract for America Proposal 

1. Allows individuals be able to participate in the Work First program to help 
individuals move from welfare to work for up to two years. States would not be 
allowed to drop individuals who have not had the opportunity to participate in the 
Work First program for at least two years. The Contract allow states to drop 
individuals from the WORK program after one year and requires states to terminate 
all benefits after five years even if the individual has not had an opportunity to 
participate in the WORK program, 

2. Sets more. reasonable matching rates that states can meet for participation in the 
JOBS component and Community Service Program. The bill establishes the 
following matching rates: 

a. JOBS component - Seventy~one percent matching rate ·or the Medicaid 
matching rate plus ten percent, whichever is highe~ . 

. b, Community Service - Seventy-one percent matching rate or Medicaid 
matching rate plus ten percent for the Administrative costs, whichever is 
higher. For wages, Medicaid matching rate would apply. 

The Contract proposal requires states to draw down JOBS funds under the current 
match before WORK money would be available. Over two-thirds of states currently 
do not draw down JOBS funds because of financial constraints. The Contract 
proposal would force states to either dramatically increase state spending on welfare 
programs to meet Federal participation requirements, or not participate in the WORK 
program at all. 

3. Places a four year limit on total participation in the Work First and Community 
Service programs. The Contract places a five year time limit on participation in the 
Work Program. 

4. Consolidates all child care programs into a capped entitlement program that is· 
distributed through a block grant that provides state flexibility. Increases funding to 
accommodate caseload and eliminates existing funding shortfalls in order to provide 
assistance to all families who need child care assistance to work to get off I stay off 
welfare. The Contract does not change the existing patchwork of childcare programs 
and does not provide sufficient funding to ~Iiminate gaps in assistance. Without 
adequet funding for child care assistance, many families will be forced back into 
welfare programs. . 



.. 

5. Immigration proposal is not as punitive as the Contract for America". 

a. Eliminate only four programs-551, food stamps, Medicaid and AFDC for most 
noncitizens. The Contract eliminates a total of 61 programs. 

b. Puts in unforeseeable clause in which an alien may qualify for benefits if 
something unforeseen happened. 

c. Makes affidavits of support legally enforceable~ 

d. Contains provision allowing states to deny state-funded, public benefits to 
legal aliens. 

"e. The bill authorizes $1 billion over 5 years to offset costs that may occur as 
a result of the immigration proposal. 

6. Does not eliminate entitlement status of nutrition programs. 

7. Does not deny benefits to individuals under 18 years old but requires them to live 

with parents or guardians to receive benefits. 


8. Allows states to create an additional number of slots in the Work First to recycle 
individuals who were unable to find jobs within four years back into the system 
equal to ten percent of the new entrants to the program. " Caseworkers would 
determine whether individuals should be re-admitted based on individual 
circumstances of the case. The Contract does not provide states with any 
flexibility to create a safety net to deal on a case-by-case basis with individuals 
who were unable to find private sector employment within the time limit. 

9. Creates a "good faith"exemption to requirement for paternity 
,establishment. The Contract would deny benefits to individuals who make a 
good faith effort to determine paternity but are unable to do so because the 
state does not have the resources for paternity establishment. 
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,:,. This.is the current staff draft of our welfare reform proposal. I~ was developed by our 
office with staff from Bob Clement and John Tanner of Tennessee, Charlie Stenholm, and Karen 
'T:h~rman of Florida. We are currently in the process of circulating this among mod~rate and ' 
,\::pnservative Democrats. There are approximately 25 members who are potential supporters of a 
Aitc1posal along these lines. We are also trying to work with moderate Republicans who are 
'~6'ydoping an alternative to the contract for America proposal. 
<\ ,', 

:':',', , At the moment, we are keeping this proposal relatively quiet. In addition to you, the only 
<people who we have sent this proposal to a few moderate RepUblicans, the moderate­
!:'~,q,nservative Democrats we are targeting and the Washington represenatives of a few moderate 
<b,emocratic governors (Carper, Chiles, Carnahan). 

I look forward to talking with you in the next couple of days. 

---~-Jon Spillman 
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Welfare·Reform Proposal - Summary 

Outline of Welfare Reform Bill 
Title I: Time-Limited Transitional Assistance 
Title II: Make Work Pay 
Title III: The Work First Program 
Title IV: Family Responsibility and Improved Child Support Enforcement 
Title V: Teen Pregnancy and Family Stability 
Title VI: Community Service 
Title VII: Program Simplification 
Title VIII: Financing 

Time-Limited Transitional Assistance: Welfare should offer transitional 
support en route to a job rather than subsidize a way of life divorced from work, 
family and parental responsibility. We believe that imposing a time limit on welfare 
eligibility is the only way to fundamentally change the system from one that writes 
checks to one that puts people to work. Our two-year lifetime, Work First time­
limited assistance program will transform a system based on the right to income 
maintenance into a system based on the obligation to work. This time-limited 
assistance should be phased-in beginning with 775,000 recipients in FY 1997: 
950,000 recipients in FY 1998: 1,125,000 recipients will be required in FY 1999: 
1,300,000 recipients will be required in FY 2000: 1,550,000 recipients will be 
required in FY 2001. 

II Making Work Pay: Employment is the centerpiece of our reform initiative. 
We must ensure that a welfare recipient will be better off economically by taking a 
job than remaining on welfare. To do this we must eliminate the current 
discentives within the system that make welfare more attractive than work. There 
are five vital components in this regard: 

*Health Care Reform - Reform of the welfare system is inextricably linked to 
reform of the health care system. The prospect of losing Medicaid coverage deters 
many from taking low-wage jobs that do not offer health coverage. Our national 
policy must guarantee access to health care for America's poor families and· 
children. Proposal would Extended Transitional Medical assistance (TAM) from one 
to two years or longer as needed until federal health care legislation provides health 
care assistance for all working poor. 

* EITC - We strongly support the recent five-year, $21 billion expansion of 
the Earned Income Tax Credit, enacted by Congress. Together, with food stamps, 
the EITC is sufficient to lift most families out of poverty. However, we need to 
improve outreach efforts to both recipients and employers to ensure that they make 
use of EITC. 



*Child Care - Federal funding for child care assistance would be consolidated 
into an earmarked grant under the Title XX social services block grant. Title XX is 
a capped entitlement program without specific authorization. This consolidated 
block grant would replace the Title IV (AFDC) child care program, the transitional 
child care program, the At Risk Child Care program and the 75% of the Child Care 
Development Block Grant used for direct child care assistance. 

The earmarked funds for child care services would be $2.6 billion in 1996, 
$2.7 billion in 1997, $2.8 billion in 1998, $2.9 billion in 1999 and $3.0 billion in 
2000. The funding level for 1996 combines the funding for Title IV child care 
($528 million in fy 94), the transitional child care program ($140 million in fy 94), 
the At Risk Child Care program ($361 A million in fy 94) and 75% of the Child Care 
Development Block Grant ($669"million in fy 94) and increases the funding level by 
$800 million to accommodate the costs CBO estimates will-be required to 
accommodate the increased caseload resulting from the expansion of the Work First 
program and to eliminate current gaps in assistance under the At Risk Child Care 
program. The discretionary spending limits would be reduced to reflect the shift of 
discretionary spending under CCDBG program to the Title XX entitlement. 

* AFDC Work Disregards - The AFDC benefit structure provides little financial 
incentive to work harder and earn more. In general, a rise in earnings is largely 
offset by a corresponding drop in AFDC benefits. As a result, welfare recipients 
who try to work are little better" off than just remaining on welfare. We propose to 
allow states to liberalize the earned-income disregards within an established federal 
guideline. 

*Asset Limitatiof'1 - While work is a first step out of poverty, assist 
accumulation is the step that keeps a person out of poverty. We support increasing 
vehicle asset threshold to $5,000; increasing the non-vehicle asset threshold for 
either AFDC or food stamps, capped at a level of $2,000 or increasing non-vehicle 
level up to $10,000 for specific use in setting up a microenterprise, purchase of a 
first home, or for higher education. 

III Work First Program: The current welfare system isolates poor Americans 
from the mainstream economy and perversely sets up barriers to work and social 
mobility. The overriding goal of welfare reform must be to reconnect people to the 
world of work. Only through productive work can welfare recipients acquire the 
skills, habits, experience, connections, and self-esteem necessary to become self­
reliant members of the community. Education and training are important, but 
getting a real job is even more important. The bill would establish a WF program to 
move welfare recipients off of welfare into jobs. 

The WF program would be administered at the state level. The bill encourages the 
states to tailor programs which meet their individual needs. However, the bill also 
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recognizes that states may not be able to develop a WF program immediately. 

Thus, the bill establishes a Federal Model which each State would use until it 

develops its own program. 


The Federal model is expected only to be a transitional program until states 
develop their own program~. 

States are required to submit their own programs within five years of the 
enactment of this bill. 

States could choose to adopt the Federal Model or adopt their own program 
within the broad federal guidelines set in this bill. 

IV. Family Responsibility and Improved Child Support Enforcement: We believe 
that improving child support enforcement is a critical part of reforming the welfare 
system. Improvements in the child support system will ensure that children can 
count on support from both parents and that the cost of public benefits is reduced 
while a working mother's real income is raised. The goal of our proposal is to 
maintain and improve the child support program by promoting the benefits of two 
supportive and responsible parents. 

* Enhance non-custodial parent location and identification by: Expanding the 
functions of the parent locator in the Department of Health and Human Services. 
Requiring states to maintain registries of child support orders. 

* Improve the process by which child support orders are established through 
. creation of a National Child Support Guidelines Commission to oversee the child 
support process. 

* Establish hospital-based paternity by: requiring states to offer 
paternity/parenting social services for new fathers; make benefits contingent upon 
paternity establishment (recipients provide full cooperation in establishing paternity 
to receive benefits); require hospital based paternity establishment for all single 
mothers. 

* Enforce child support through demanding and uncompromising punitive 

measures for deadbeat parents including: strongly reinforcing direct income 

withholding; requiring states to establish procedures under which liens can be 

imposed against lottery winnings, gambler's winnings, insurance settlements and 

payouts, and other awards; and require non-compliant noncustodial parents 

delinquent in their child support payments to enter a work program in which they 

work to payoff benefits going to support their child. 
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V. Teen Pregnancy and Family Stability· 

Long-term welfare dependency is increasingly driven by illegitimate births. Too 
many teens are becoming parents and too few are able to responsibly care for and 
nurture their children. A CBc report shows that half of all unmarried teen mothers 
receive AFDC within a year of the birth of their child and three-fourths receive 
AFDC by the time their child turns five. We support the promotion of individual 
reproductive responsibility by no longer supporting increases in AFDC funding to 
mothers who have additional children while receiving these benefits; requiring minor 
mothers to live with a responsible adult, preferably a parent; support a national 
education campaign to teach our children that children who have children are at 
high-risk to endure long-term welfare dependency; provide incentives for teen 
parents to stay in school; provide funds for states to create or expand programs for 
minor noncustodial parents to promote responsibility and work; and at state option 
eliminate current disincentives to marriage. . 

VI Community Service - At the end of two years, if a welfare recipient has not 
found full-time employment, he or she will no longer be eligible to receive AFDC, 
but the state will have the option to provide a welfare recipient with a full-time (30 
hours or more) community service job and/or have access to placement and support 
agencies and/or subsidized jobs as described in the "Work First" section. States 
may readmit up to 10% of their caseload who have not found employment after 
two years of the Work First program gnd two year community service, or those 
who left welfare after finding employment and were forced to return but have npt 
no time left on the clock. These person·s will be reevaluated by a caseworker or 
case management team and a new employability contract will be established. 

VII Program Simplification - States bear a heavy administrative burden in 
implementing the AFDC and Food Stamps programs,. mC!inly because of 
complicated, inconsistent and rigid policies. The operation of these programs 
should be simplified by unifying the policies that determine eligibility for these 
programs. We propose to simply the application and eligibility process for AFDC 
and Food Stamps. Some of the most time-consuming and difficult tasks in 
administering these programs are the initial procedure now required to take and 
process applications. Twenty specific provisions are included in this bill that will 
significantly improve this process. These include provisions to unify the 
application, deductions, eligibility, income, resources, certification and 
recertification rules for AFDC and Food Stamps. 

Most importantly, our proposal would eliminate the waiver process which is so 
bureaucratic and gives too much discretion to the Secretary of HHS to deny state 
waivers simply because they do not like their program. In its place, our bill sets 
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forth guidelines that if the state plans meet, then it will be approved by the 
Secretary ,of HHS. 

VII Financing: Our proposal to finance this reform plan is based on a 
fundamental choice about values. We believe that we must help American citizens 
trapped in poverty break out of the welfare prison without imposing additional taxes 
or other hardships on working men and yvomen. 

Our plan proposes to end welfare for most noncitizens except for emergency 
medical services. Exemptions will be made for refugees andasylees for six years 
after they arrive and noncitizens over age 75 who have, been legal residents for at 
least five years. It does not abandon new immigrants. Rather, it merely transfers 
responsibility for their welfare from the government to where it truly belongs--their 
legal sponsors, the American citizens who by law must endorse most immigrants' 
applications for citizenship based on the promise that immigrants will not become 
public charges. We propose a billion dollars of monetary assistance to states to be 
used under state discretion to aid their immigrant populations who will be 
detrimentally affected by this cut. In addition, we propose to give states the 
authority to sue a sponsor if an immigrant applies for state or local assistance and 
to mimic the federal government in denying state benefits to noncitizens. 
Throughout this process, we encountered several tough financing choices and our 
final decisions were not easily reached. However, we believe that our plan offers 
real reforms and opportunities for poor Americans without paying for it with a grab 
bag of additional taxes, fees, and cuts to programs outside the welfare system 
which adversely affect American citizens. 

'Funding:, Our bill provides more funding for states to help meet the costs of the 
WF program as well as the increased caseload for child care costs. For the WF 
program, our bill would have a seventy-one percent matching rate or the Medicaid 
matching rate + ten percent, whichever is higher for the states. For Community 
Service, our matching rate would be seventy-one percent matching rate or 
Medicaid matching rate + ten percent for the Administrative costs, whichever is 
higher for state. For wages, it would' be the Medicaid matching rate. 
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Top Ten Differences with Contract for, America Proposal 

.. 
1. Has separate JOBS component and Community Service Program. The Contract 
for Am~rica has only a WORK component. 

2. ,Provides more funding for the JOBS component and Community Service 
Program. ,Our matching rates are as follows: 

a. JOBS ~omponent -, Seventy-one percent matching rate or the Medicaid 
matchi~g rate + ten percent, whichever is higher. 

b. Community Service -, Seventy-one percent matchi'1g rate or Medicaid 
matching rate + ten percent for the Administrative costs, whichever is 
higher; For wages Medicaid matching rate. ' 

, , 

'c. Child Care ~ Seventy-one per¢ent matching rate or Medicaid matching 
rate + ten percent, ,whichever is higher. 

Unlike the Administration proposal, the matching rate would not be 'phased-in. 

3. Consolidates all child care programs into a capped entitlement program. 
Increases funded to accommodate case'load and eliminate existing gaps in 
assistance. 

. . ,~ 

4.' Places a two-year limit on the Work First program with, states the option to 
,drop after recipients after two years. Place a two-year limit on' Community Service 

, " , ,. 
program. States have option to recycle up to 10 percent of caseload back into the, 
program. Contract for 'America allows states to drop recjpients after two-years 
and requires thElm to drop recipients after five years. 

5,. Greater number ,of participants in welfare programs ~han Contract for America. 

Our Proposal (Numbers in thousands) 

FY 96' FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 
600 775 950 1,125', 1,300 1,550 

Contract, for America (Numbers in'thousands) 

FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 " FY99 FY 00 FY 01 
100 200 400 600 900 1.5 

, " 
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6. Immigration proposal is not as punitive as the, Contract for' America. 

a: Eliminate only four programs-551, food stamps, Medicaid and AFDC for: 
'most noncitizens: The Contract eliminates a total of 61 programs. 

b. Put$ in unforeseeable clause in which an alien may' qualify for benefits if 
somethi~g unforeseen, happened. 

c. Makes affidavits of support legally enforceable. , 

d. Contains provision allowing states to deny state-funded, public benefits 
, to legal aliens. " 

e. ,The bill authorizes $1' billion ,over 5 years to offset costs that may occur 
as a result of the immigration proposal. 

7. Does not elimin?te entitlement status of nutrition programs., 

8. Does not deny benefits to individuals under ~18 years 'old but requires them to 
live with parents or guardians to receive benefits. 

9. 'Allows states to create an additional number of slots in the Work Firstto 

recycle in~ividuals back into the system equal to'ten percent of the new 

entra':lts to the program. ' " ' 


1O~, Creates a "good faith" exemption to requirement for paternity, 
, establishment. 

, , ~ ,. 
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STAFF DRAFT PROPOSAL 
DECEMBER 13, 1994 

Outline of Proposed Welfare Reform Bill 

Outline of the Welfare Forum Bill 
Title I: Time-Limited Transitional Assistance 
Title II: Make Work Pay 
Title III: The Work First Program 
Title IV: Family Responsibility and Improved Child Support Enforcement 
Title V: Teen Pregnancy and Family Stability 
Title VI: Community Service 
Title VII: Program Simplification 
Title VIII: Financing 

Title I: Time-limited Transitional Assistance 

Welfare should offer transitional support en route to a job rather than 
subsidize a way of life divorced from work, family, and parental 
responsibility. We believe that imposing a time limit on welfare eligibility 
is the only way to fundamentally change the· system from the one that 
writes checks to one that puts people to work. Two-year lifetime, time­
limited assistance will transform a system based on the right to income 
maintenance into a system based on the obligation to work. It will also 
provide a structure for caseworkers to operate within and encourage a 
quick return to the workforce of the client. However, to lessen the 
implementation burden to states and to make the initial costs more 
manageable, we support a phase-in of the limit over time. Time limits 
though, without other reforms, will only worsen the situation of the more 
than 14 million persons receiving welfare. 

Proposal - At the time of enrollment in the Work First program, individuals 
will be operating under a time-limited assistance program: 

imposes a two-year limit on participation in the Work First (WF) 
program; 
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after two years, the bill imposes a general two-year limit on 
participation in the Community Service Program (CSP) 

a State is permitted to allow repeat participation in the WF or CSP 
program but the number could not exceed 10 percent of the 
estimated total of participants during the year. 

allows state to drop recipients from both welfare and work program 
after two years if recipient has spent at least two years in the work 
program. 

Exemptions to the Two Year Lifetime Time Limit: 

Clients under age 20 who complete high school or GED certification, 
if school has a Vocational Technical Program 

Clients who are employed .and participating part-time in 
technical/vocational education 

Seriously disabled, seriously ill, and those caring for a seriously ill or 
disabled relative. 

Pregnant women, custodial parents, and guardians will be given an 
extension equal to that in the Family Medical Leave Act (1 2 weeks) 

Work Program Time-Line 

The phase-in of the time limit and all other provisions included in 
this bill will begin October 1, 1997. 

The Work First program will start in October 1, 1997. The following 
is the required number AFDC recipients states must have at a given 
year. This number will be achieved through a combination of 
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recipients from the Work Firs,t Program and Community Service 

program as set forth in the time line. 


In FY 1997, 775,000 recipients will be required. 


In FY 1998, 950,000 recipients will be required. 


In FY 1999, 1,125,000 recipients will be required. 


In FY 2000, 1,300,000 recipients will be required. 


In FY 2001, 1,550,000 recipients will be required. 


This program will be a capped entitlement based on a formula to 

accommodate increases in case load and inflation. 


The matching rate for the Work First Component of the program will 
be 70% or the Medicaid match + 100/0, whichever is higher. 
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II. Making Work Pay 

Employment is the centerpiece of our reform initiative. We must ensure 
that a welfare recipient will be better off economically by taking a job than 
remaining on welfare. To do this we must eliminate the current 
disincentives within the system which make welfare more attractive than 
work. There are five vital components in this regard: 

Health Care Reform: Reform of the welfare system is inextricably linked 
to reform of the health care system. The prospect of losing Medicaid 
coverage deters many 'from taking low-wage jobs which do not offer 
health coverage,. Welfare recipients desire and need comprehensive health 
care and our national policy must guarantee access to health care for 
America's poor families and their children. 

Extended Transitional Medical Assistance (TAM) from one to two 
years or longer as needed until federal health care legislation 
provides health care assistance for all working poor. 

Change the definition of who is eligible for Transitional Medical 
Assistance to count only earned income and extended eligibility to 
those who got off assistance due to earned income. 

Enact a quarterly income verification by the IRS for recipients during 
the two years of Transitional Medical benefits. 

Change the eligibility criteria from three months of the last six 
months to one month of the last 24 months. 

EITC: We strongly support the recent five-year, $21 billion expansion of 
the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITCL enacted by Congress under the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993. Together, with food 
stamps, the, EITC is sufficient to lift most families out of poverty. 
However, we need to improve outreach efforts to both recipients and 
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employers to ensure that they make use of the EITC. The Internal 
Revenue Code requires that if an eligible worker provides the appropriate 
tax form (known as the W-5 form) to his or her employer, the employer 
must add the family's credit to its paycheck. Yet, fewer than 1 % of 
recipients take advantage of this "advance payment" option. We 
therefore recommend: 

Requiring that all AFDC, food stamp, and Medicaid recipients be 
notified in writing of the availability of the EITC upon application for 
and termination from the programs. 

Requiring that employers inform new employees earning less than 
$30,000 annually, of the option of having advance EITC payments 
available through their payroll. 

EITC payments be exempt from counting against food stamps and 
AFDC assets limits for 12 months. 

Child Care: Safe affordable quality child care is a vital factor in the 
success of any work-based welfare proposal. 90% of all women receiving 
AFDC in 1992 were single mothers: without child care, these women 
cannot work. Child care support is also critical "to the ability of the 
working poor to remain in the workforce. We commend the 
administration's FY'95 budget request which takes steps in this direction. 
Individuals should not be faced with the difficult decision of applying for 
welfare in order to receive adequate safe child care. We recommend 
changes in Title IV-A child care programs including the At-Risk child care 
program, AFDC child care and Transitional Child Care. We recommend 
the following: 

Phase out Dependent Tax Care Credit between $70,000 - $90,000 
and make the credit refundable for families with no tax liability. 
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Federal funding for child care assistance would be consolidated into 
an earmarked grant under the Title XX social services block grant. 
Title XX is a capped entitlement program without a specific 
authorization .. This consolidated block grant would replace the Title 
IV (AFDC) child care program, the transitional child care program, 
the At Risk Child Care program and the 75% of the Child Care 
Development Block Grant used for direct child care assistance. 

The earmarked funds for child care services .would be $2.6 billion in 
'1996, $2.7 billion iii 1997, $2.8 billion in 1998, $2.9 billion in 
1999 and' $3.0 billion in 2000. The funding level for 1996 
combines the funding for Title IV child. care ($528 million in fy94)' 
the transitional child care program ($140 million in fy94), the At 
Risk Child Care program ($361.4 million in fy94) and 75°f<:, of the 
Child Care Development Block Grant ($669 million in fy94) and 
increases the funding level by $800 million to accommodate the 
costs CBO estimates will be required to accommodate the increased 
case load resulting from the expansion of the Work First program and 
to eliminate current gaps in assistance under the At Risk Child Care 
program. The discretionary spending limits would be reduced to 
reflect the shift of discretionary spending under CCDBG program to 
the Title XX entitlement. 

The earmarked increase for child care would be in addition to the 
Title XX funds states currently' use for child care services. 
Currently, states use approximately 16% ($430 million) of Title XX 
funds for child care. States would continue to be able to use the 
existing pool of Title XX funds for child care services in addition to 
the earmarked funds. . 

States could use the funds to provide child .care ·assistance on a 
sliding fee scale basis, giving priority to children in families with very 
low family incomes or who are at risk of becoming eligible for 
welfare if child care assistance were not provided. States would be 
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required to provide child care assistance to participants in the Work 
First program. 

States could fund a variety of services with the block grant funds, 
with an emphasis on expanding parental choice as set forth in the 
Child Care and Development BloCk Grant. Other services that could 
be funded included contracts and grants for regular child care 
services, improving the availability and quality of, child care, 
expanding the range of choices of child care services available. 

States must report on how funds are used to'expand parental choice 
in child care services, address deficiencies in availability, promote 
health and safety, and improve quality of child care services. 

AFDC Work Disregards: The AFDC benefit structure provides little 
financial incentive to work harder and earn more. In general, a rise in 
earnings is largely offset by a corresponding drop in AFDC benefits. After 
the first four months of employment, virtually every net additional dollar 
results in a dollar reduction in AFDC benefits. As a result, welfare 
recipients who try to work are little better off than just remaining on 
welfare. To change this system we recommend: 

States must liberal.ize the earned-income disregard. States have the 
discretion to determine the extent of the .Iiberalization providing it is 
moved to a level that encourages work over welfare. However, 
states must stay within the following guideline of enacting AFDC 
countable income tests up to a ceiling whereby the maximum 
monthly disregard is $225 in addition to 1/2 of all remaining earned 
income 

At state option, eliminate the 100 rule for two-party families 
(covered in detail in the Family Stability section). 
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State flexibility to establish a voluntary AFDC grant diversion 
program in all or part of the state. Diversion payments are not to be 
considered an entitlement nor for eligibility, which is to be 
determined by the caseworker. Payments may not exceed three 
times the household's monthly payment level. If a family. applies 
and is eligible for additional AFDC benefits during this three-month 
period, any payment must be prorated against benefits within those 
three months. The purpose of this program is to prevent families 
from entering the AFDC rolls by providing them with a one-time 
grant to cover a short-term financial emergency, such as a short fall 
on rent or other emergency that could place an otherwise financially 
stable family on AFDC. 

Asset Limitation: While work is a first step out of poverty, assist 
accumulation is the step that keeps a person out of poverty. Both AFDC 
and food stamps allow a certain amount of asset accumulation when 
calculating benefits. However, these asset levels are too low to 
encourage independence and the rules for each are substantially different. 
This is a constant source of difficulty for both staff and recipients. We 
therefore support: 

Increasing the vehicle asset threshold to $5,000 following the food 
stamp language contained in OBRA '93 and employing the 
definitions for what constitutes an automobile and the value thereof, 
as used in the food stamp program., 

Increasing the non-vehicle asset threshold for either AFDC or food 
stamps, capped at a level of $2,000 or increasing non-vehicle asset 
level up to $10,000 for specific use in setting up a microenterprise, 
for purchase of a first home or for higher education. Those who use 
savings over $2,000 for purposes other than those designated shall 
have a state-attached lien on any future wages or assets. 
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Job Search: Job search must begin immediately upon eligibility for AFDC 
and continue for the duration of enrollment in AFDC, the "Work First" 
program, community service, and for those non-working males deemed 
delinquent in their child support payments~ Each client will be individually 
assessed when he or she enters the AFDC system. Education and/or 
training should not be a substitute for work, but should rather 
complement and reinforce. a revamped system that puts work first. 

Other 

The federal government with the assistance of the states must develop 
a federal data base to track AFDC receipt and enrollment in the Work First 
program to ensure that the two-year lifetime limit is administered fairly 
and properly, and deters fraud and abuse. 
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III. Putting Work First 

The current welfare system isolates poor Americans from the mainstream 
economy and perversely sets up barriers to work and social mobility. The 
overriding goal of welfare reform must be to reconnect people to the 
world of work. Only through productive work can welfare recipients 
acquire the skills, habits, experience, connections, and self-esteem 
necessary to become self-reliant members of the community. The 1988 
Family Support Act (FSA) with the JOBS program as its main component, 
was designed to combat these problems by making people job ready 
through education, training, and other activities. Yet Judy Gueron, 
president of the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (which 
has evaluated many of the JOBS programs around the country) stated 
recently that "JOBS has not fundamentally changed the message and 
character of AFDC." Only a small percentage of JOBS participants are 
engaged in work-related activities. 

There is growing evidence that programs which put work first produce 
better results. These programs confirm the common sense notion that 
most people learn their jobs on the job -- not in the classroom. Private 
and nonprofit work-based organizations such as America Works, 
Cleveland Works and Chicago's Project Match have proven that placing 
even long-term welfare recipients into decent private sector jobs is even' 
more important. Once someone is working, education and training can 
help them upgrade their skills and begin moving up the ladder to better 
jobs. 

Many reformers have called for an enlarged JOBS program as the 
centerpiece of burgeoning welfare architecture. The danger in this 
approach is that we will end up with a cast education and training 
bureaucracy, not a real job placement system for welfare recipients. 

, While some JOBS programs have been successful --such as California's 
'GAIN program, especially the Riverside site, and Florida's Project 
Independence-- these successes arise from an emphasis on work and job 
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placement over education and training. This is an approach that other 
JOBS programs have not followed. Welfare reform should shift the 
emphasis of JOBS toward work-based programs. But it should also 
enlarge the role of non-governmental organizations in moving people form 
welfare to work. That would give welfare recipients more choices and set 
up a healthy competition among public and private actors to put people 
to work. 

In addition to changing the focus of JOBS and encouraging private job 
placement and support agency efforts, a third way to put work first is to 
allo.w for temporary subsidized job creation through a cash out of AFDC 
benefits and food stamps into a grant given toan employer as a subsidy 
for a job. This provision is the nucleus of Oregon's JOBS Plus program. 
All three of these options should be available as soon as a recipient is 
assessed and has worked out an individualized self-sufficiency contract. 
There is no reason to wait two years before serious efforts begin to move 
people to private jobs. 

The bill would establish a WF program to move welfare recipients off of 
welfare into jobs. 

The WF would be administered at the state level. The bill encourages the 
. stat·es to tailor programs which meet their individual needs. However, the 

bill also recognizes that states may not be able to develop a WF program 
immediately. Thus, the bill establishes a Federal Model which each State 
would use until it develops its own program. 

The Federal model is expected only to be a transitional program until 
states develop their own programs. 

States are required to submit their own programs within five years· 
of the enactment of this bill. 

States could choose to adopt the Federal Model or adopt their own 
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program within the broad federal guidelines set in this bill. 

In the Federal model outlined below and on the following pages, 
competition is infused into the welfare system by allowing the private and 
public sector to participate in job placement and job creation as soon as 
a recipient enters the system rather than at the end of two years. 

Federal Model 

Overall objective: Unsubsidized paid employment for all non-exempt 
welfare recipients achieved in a cost-effective fashion which will 
show bottom line results. 

Work: The focus and intent of the "Work First" program is to 
connect welfare recipients to the private sector labor market as soon 
as possible and offer them the support and skills necessary to 
remain in the labor market. Emphasis on employment shall 
permeate all components of the program as shoul.d an understanding 
that minimum wage jobs are a stepping stone to other more highly 
paid employment openings. 

Job Search: Immediately upon being deemed eligible for AFDC, 
each applicant must begin a job search. 

Employability Contract: Within 30 days (up to 90 days at state 
option) after being deemed eligible for AFDC, each recipient must 
meet with a case management team to develop an individual 
employability contract, termed the Work First Agreement. This 
agreement shall layout an individualized comprehensive plan, 
developed between the welfare recipient and a case management 
team, to move that welfare recipient into full-time unsubsidized 
work. The Employability Contract should include to the greatest 
extent possible a "ladder to work" approach meaning that recipients 
should move as quickly as possible into whatever type and amount 
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of work they are capable of handling, increasing both the 
responsibility and amount of work over time until that person is able 
to work full-time. Education' and/or training should also be included 
in the employability plan where necessary. The two year time limit 
shall not begin until the employability contract has been signed by 
both parties. 

Participation: Every able-bodied individual (as defined by the state) 
will be required to work and/or participate in education and training 
in combination with work to earn their benefits and/or wages. A 
minimum of 20 hours of activity will be required and must include 
job search and some work or education and training leading to work. 

The Federal "Work First" model must include at least one of the 
following choices for· WF program: a temporary Subsidized Job 
program, Revamped JOBS program or Hiring Placement companies. 
A case manager will present the "Work First" option(s) to each 
welfare recipient required to enroll in the program. 

Submit Report: Each State is required to submit a yearly report to 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services. This report must 
show that the states are meeting the criteria set forth in the federal 
model. 

States are encouraged to submit their own plans to the Secretary of HHS. 
After five years, they must submit a plan which can be the federal model. 
Secretary of HHS is to consider the following criteria in deciding whether 
to approve the States' plans. 

Federal Guidelines -- all state programs must follow these guidelines in 
their State programs: 

Overall objective: Unsubsidized paid employment for all non-exempt 
welfare recipients achieved in a cost-effective fashion which will 
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show bottom line results ..'. 

Work: The focus and intent of the "Work First" program is to 
connect welfare recipients to the private sector labor market as soon 
as possible and offer them the support and skills necessary to 
remain in the labor market~ Emphasis on employment shall 
permeate all components of the program as should an understanding 
that minimum wage jobs are a stepping stone to other more highly 
paid employment openings. 

Job Search: Immediately upon being deemed eligible for AFDC, 
each applicant must begin a job search. 

Employability Contract: Within 30 days (up to 90 days at state 
option) after being deemed eligible for AFDC, each recipient must 
meet with a case management team to develop an individual 
employability contract, termed the Work First Agreement. This 
agreement shall layout an individualized comprehensive plan, 
developed between the welfare recipient and a case management 
team, to move that welfare recipient into full-time unsubsidized 
work. The Employability Contract should include to the greatest 
extent possible a "ladder to work" approach meaning that recipients 
should move as quickly as possible into whatever type and amount 
of work they are capable of handling, increasing both the 
responsibility and amount of work over time until that person is able 
to work fLJII-time. Education and/or training should also be included 
in the employability plan where necessary. The two-year time limit 
shall not begin until the employability contract has been signed by 
both parties. 

Participation: All able-bodied individuals (as defined by the state) 
will be required to work and/or partiCipate in education and training 
in combination with work to earn benefits and/or wages. A 
minimum of 20 hours of activity will be required and must include 
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job search and some work or education and training leading to work. 

The Federal "Work First" model must include at least one 'of the 
following choices for WF program: a Temporary Subsidized Job 
program, Revamped JOBS program or Hiring Placement companies. 

, A case manager will present the "Work First" option(s} to each 
welfare recipient required to enroll in the program. ' 

Submit Report: Each State is required to submit a yearly report to 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services. This report must 
show that the states are meeting the criteria set forth in the federal 
guidelines . 

.' 

Others Factors the Secretary of HHS 'should consider in approving plan: 

Job Development: Job development shall be a mandatory 
component of the Work First program and shall be a priority for 
every Work First and JOBS office. 

Incentives: States must implement widespread use of internal 
incentives to change the culture of the welfare office, improve 
employee performance and shift employee objectives to 
unsubsidized paid employment. A percentage of the funds for the 
Work First Program (JOBS and other choices involving government 
caseworkers and related employees} will be allocated to the states 
for caseworker training and creation of incentives to caseworkers 
and related personnel for successful job placements which result in 
full-time public or private sector employment outside of the AFDC 
system. Additionally, caseworkers who combine education and/or 
training with work when negotiating the' employability contract will 
be rewarded. ' 

Performance-Based Measures: States are required to set 
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performance-based standards and measures for full-time job 
placement. The measures must be reported to the Sec. of HHS who 
will have the option to evaluate and amend the measures if such 
measures fall short of expectations to assure "a work-based system. 
Additionally, each Work· First site must make monthly statistical 
reports of job placements and quantity of welfare recipients 
removed from AFDC as the result of the Work First program. Such 
reports shall be distributed in a timely manner to the governing body 
of each state, county, and city. 

One-Stop Shops: Make available Secretary Reich's One-Stop 
Employment Shops to all AFDC recipients and force cooperation 
between other federal and stated government agencies to make 
available all training and education programs to AFDC recipients. 
Welfare recipients are currently eligible for most of the programs 
listed below, however there is no interaction between the 
caseworkers and those who administer these programs. We must 
mandate interaction between caseworkers and the administrators of 
these programs in the One-Stop-Shops. 

The programs are as follows: 

JTPA -- Adult Training Program 
Summer Youth Training Program 
Youth Training Program 
Economic Dislocated Workers Adjustment Act 
Job Corps 

DOE -- " Perkins Act programs (Voc-Ed) 
·Adult education Act 
Even-Start Program 

McKinney -- Adult Education for the Homeless 
Act Education for Homeless Children and Youth 
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Job Training for the Homeless 

S'chool-To-Work 

Empowerment and Enterprise Zones 

National Service 

National Voluntary Skills Standards., 

Illness or substance abuse: States must develop a sick leave policy. 
Substance abuse treatment will be required in addition to 
work/education/training as appropriate. 

Sanctions: Non-compliant recipients except for good cause will 
have their AFDC benefits and food stamps benefits reduced for one 
month by 25% for each act of non-compliance. Each additional act 
of non-compliance will result in a corresponding one-month 25 % cut 
in AFDC and food stamp benefits. 25% cuts are not cumulative. 
The state must define acts of non-compliance but must include 
failure to accept a non-subsidized, full-time private or public sector 
job without good cause. 
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IV. Family Responsibility and Improved Child Support Enforcement 

Our proposal believes that improving child support enforcement is a 
critical part of reforming the welfare system. Improvements in the child 
support system will ensure that children can count on support from both 
parents and that the cost of public benefits is reduced while a working 
mother's real income is raised. The goal of our proposal is to maintain 
and improve the child support program by promoting the benefits of two 
supportive and responsible parents. 

As part of the broader welfare reform plan, this bill takes a very tough 
stance on non-payment of child support. This proposal has four distinct 
sections. 

Enhance non-custodial parent location and identification by: 

Expanding the functions of the parent locator in the Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

Requiring states to maintain registries of child support orders. 

The first step of expanding the federal parent locator is fulfilled by 
requiring states to maintain registries of child support orders. The 
Interstate locator should be designated to'link state-to-state child support 
order registers into a central system under the guidance of the Secretary 
of HHS. The system should be fully automated. 

As stated in OBRA 1993, require Secretary of Treasury to modify 
W-4 forms for new employees to include a statement about child 
support responsibilities. 

The W-4 form completed by the new employee would include a statement 
of whether a child supporter obligation is owed and, if so, to whom it is 
payable and the amount to be paid, and whether the payment is by 
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income withholding. Employers would immediately withhold the support 
based ~n the information provided the obligor on the W-4 until notified 
differently and would then forward the withheld child support to the 
designated public entity in the rendering state. This will come into effect 
two years after enactment. 

Improve the process by which child support orders are established 
through: 

Creating a National Child Support Guidelines Commission to oversee 
the child support process. 

Establish hospital-based paternity by: 

Follow OBRA 1993 recommendations for pat~rnity establishment 
and require hospital-based paternity establishment for all single 
mothers. Ensure that states have simpl~ civil consent procedures 
for paternity establishment available at hospitals at the t,ime of birth. 

Follow OBRA 1993 recommendation requiring states to develop a 
simple civil consent procedure for paternity establishment outside of 

. the hospital setting. 

Encourage states to make available on-site hospital social services 
for pregnancies resulting from rape or incest. 

Require states to offer positive paternity/parenting social services for 
new fathers. The Secretary of HHS shall develop regulations for 
programs which provide new father positive parenting counseling 
stressing the importance of maintaining child support payments. 

Make benefits contingent on paternity establishment except for 
limited exemptions -- According to HHS, AFDC benefits are' already 
contingent on the listing of the identity of a non-custodial parent. 
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However, many loopholes remain in enforcing the AFDC parental 
identification. At this time, there· is no reciprocal obligation for 
welfare recipients to help the government locate an absent parent. 
Accordingly, it has been proposed that we shift the onus of certain 
parent locator services of an absent parent to the AFDC applicant. 
All new AFDC applicants will be required to provide detailed 
information (i.e. more than just a name) about an absent parent or 
risk peing denied or losing their benefits. The following information 
is. required: . 

--Full name 

--Telephone number if applicable 

--Last known address 

--Last known employer 

--Closest living relative 

--Social Security number 

--One other reference of identity 

--Driver's license ownership 


Those who are not able to provide the above stated documentation, 
would be required to document and show diligence that they made a 
serious and earnest attempt to obtain the documentation. 

If a mother claims fear of harm to herself or to her child in order to 
exempt herself from paternity establishment, she should provide 
documentation to prove such danger exists (i.e. police report or a 
restraining order or an affidavit by a social service provider). Require HHS 
and the states· to provide information about available social service 
agencies that will evaluate claims of prior or potential harm if no 
documentation exists. 

Victims of rape and incest should be exempt from providing names 
of parents. The Secretary of HHS will be required to develop federal 
guidelines concerning this exemption. 
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Eliminate child support pass through of $50 per month. 

States will be sanctioned for non-compliance in establishing 
paternity -- the state will lose federal money for funding AFDC 
benefits to those compliant persons for whom paternity 
establishment has not been set in a timely manner. 

Parents who willfully and fully comply with paternity establishment 
requirements will not be denied benefits, nor will they be denied 
benefits if the state has not met its responsibilities and obligations 
in assisting with paternity establishment. 

Enforce child supporter through demanding and uncompromising punitive 
measures for dead-beat parents including; 

Strongly reinforcing direct income withholding measures for child 
support orders . 

.	Allowing workers' compensation to be· subject to income 
withholding of child support. 

Requiring states to establish procedures under which liens can be 
imposed against lottery winnings, gambler's winnings, insurance 
settlements and payout, and other awards. 

Require non-compliant fathers delinquent in their support payments 
to enter a work program in which they work to payoff benefits 
going to support their children. Follow Wisconsin model, "The 
Children First Program." 

21 




STAFF DRAFT PROPOSAL 
DECEMBER 13,1994 

V. Teen Pregnancy and Family Stability 

Long-term welfare dependency is increasingly driven by illegitimate births. 
Too many teens are becoming parents and too few are able to responsibly 
care for and nurture their children. A CBO report shows that half of all 
unmarried teen mothers receive AFDC within a year of the birth of their 
child and three-fourths receive AFDC by the time their child turns five. 
The provisions discussed below address this horri'fic problem. To combat 
this problem, we propose the following: 

Promote individual reproductive responsibility by no longer 
supporting increases in AFDC funding to mothers who have 
additional children while receiving these benefits (also known as the 
Family Cap). States may opt out of this requirement under state 
plan amendment. 

Prevent minor mothers from setting up their own households by 
disallowing them from receiving separate AFDC benefits. The minor 
mother shall be required to live with a responsible adult, preferably , 
a parent (with certain exceptions when deemed necessary). AFDC 
benefits shall be calculated on the household of the parent or 
responsible adult, not on the situation of the minor mother . 
. Extensive case management for minor parents under 1 8 is required 
to screen and assess the individual home situations. 

Fund a national educational campaign to teach our children that 
children who have children are at high-risk to endure long te.rm­
welfare dependency. 

Teen parents under the age of 20 who do not have a high school 
diploma or GED will be required to remain enrolled in school full-time 
and will receive a penalty of 25% per month if this requirement is 
not met. 
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Allocate a percentage of the Work First funds to states to create or 
expand programs for male non-custodial parents born 1972 or later 
(25 and under by 1997) to promote responsibility and work in the 
same way. the Work First program does for young single mothers. 

The parent of a dependent person under the age of 1 8 shall maintain 
(financially and otherwise) a child of the dependent person so far as 
the parent is able and to the extent that the dependent person is 
able to reside in the household. States my opt out of this provision 
by state plan amendment. 

At state option, eliminate the 100-hour-rule and the six-month 
benefit receipt maximum for two-parent families as well as other 
provisions that create a disincentive to marry, by allowing two­
parent families to receive the same benefits single parent families 
receive. Additionally, 

*eliminate the quarter of coverage requirement under AFDC­
UP for married individuals if both are under the age of 20, and 

* a stepparents income shall not be calculated as countable 
income if the family unit's total income is at or below 130% 
of the Federal poverty line. If the family unit's total income is 
above 130% of the Federal poverty line, that income which is 
above the limit shall be counted against any potential AFDC 
benefit. 

* Maintain restrictions in current law for llQD.-married couples. 

These provisions effectively eliminate the AFDC-UP program for 
those states who choose to follow this option .. 
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State Goals 

Educate our children about the risks involved when choosing 
parenthood at an early age. 

Ensure that every potential parent is given the opportunity to avoid 
unintended births through reproductive family planning and 
education. 

States are encouraged to use Title XX money for comprehensive 
services to youth in high-risk neighborhoods through community 
organizations, churches, and schools which could help changes the 
environment. 

Work with schools for early identification and referral of children at 
risk. 
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VI. Community Service 

At the end of two years, if a welfare recipient has not found full­
time employment, he or she will no longer be eligible to receive 
AFDC, but the state will have the option to provide a welfare 
recipient with a full-time (30 hours or more) community service job 
and/or have access to placement and support agencies and/or 
subsidized jobs as described in the "Work First" section. 

Also required is an additional five hours per week of job search, 
bringing the total minimum hours of activity to 35 hours a week. 

The administrative costs of Community service will be funded at 
70% matching rate or Medicaid matching rate + ten percent, 
whichever is higher. 

The wage portion of community service will be funded by the 
current Medicaid matching rate. Recipients shall be paid minimum 
wage except that benefit shall not exceed 150°A, of the AFDC 
payment. 

Community service jobs will act as a buffer to temporarily employ 
people who haven't found jobs. It should be considered only as a 
last resort. 

State Participation: State, Governments should be allowed the greatest 
amount of flexibility possible, but should follow the guidelines below. 
States should not be too financially burdened. 

Community Service Required Guidelines: 

States are encouraged to include organized labor groups, private 
sector companies, and community groups in the administrative 
process. 
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Recipients should work full-time (30 hours a week or more) for 
wages instead of benefits to foster increased self-sufficiency. In 
addition, they must engage in at least five hours of job search 
bringing their total minimum hours of activity to 35 hours a week. 

Current public sector employees shall not be displaced due to job 
creations for welfare recipients. 

Recipients will be paid no more than 150 % of AFDC payment. 

Community Service will be time-limited to two years. 

States will have the option to receive federal funds to readmit 
persons who have not found employment after two years of the 
Work First program and two-year community service or persons who 
have used up their two-year Work First and two-year community 
service time limits but were successful at finding work or otherwise 
leaving welfare but need to return because of a change of 
circumstances. Any persons being readmitted must be re-evaluated 
by a caseworker or case management team and will have a choice 
to cycle back into the transition program and/or community service. 
The number of each people in a state may readmit will be calculated 
from taking 10% of the year's total projected number of entrants 
into the Work First program for the calendar year the said person 
applies to her caseworker to recycle, as determined by each state. 
The time period and the number of times each person will be 
allowed to be readmitted back into either program will be re­
negotiated in a new contract between the recipient and the state or 
social service agency. Only true hardship cases should be 
considered for by the states to readmit -- people truly not ready to 
work. 
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Recipients will not be eligible for the EITC while enrolled in 
community service. 

At state option, those enrolled in "Work First" may have the option 
to choose community service before the two year limit. 

Case management and caseworker services must be available for 
those enrolled in community service and subsidized jobs. 

A community service enrollee will be given a maximum of three 
placements during which instances of non-compliance my occur 
after which the enrollee will no longer be allowed to participate in 

,community service placements. A definition of acts of non­
.compliance shall be determined by the state and/or employee but 
must include sanctions for those who are offered a private sector 
job but do not accept that job without good reason. 

Under Community Service, states with especially low benefit levels 
might be subject to higher community service costs than other 
states as they work to pay for the 35 hour a week, minimum wage 
community service requirement for those recipients who have hit the 
two-year limit. These low benefit states (Mississippi and Texas for 
example) should have the option to start with a part-time 
community service work requirement in 1999 (the first year of 
community service) and phase in the full-time community service 
work requirement by the year 2001. 
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VII. Program Simplification and SSI Reform 

States bear a heavy administrative burden in implementing the AFDC and 
Fo'od Stamps programs, mainly because of complicated, inconsistent and 
rigid policies. The operation of these programs should be simplified by 
unifying the policies that determine eligibility for these programs. We 
propose to simply the application and eligibility process for AFDC and 
Food Stamps. Some of the most time..:consuming and difficult tasks in 
administering these programs are the initial procedure now required to 
take and process applications. Twenty specific provisions are included in 
this bill that will significantly improve this process. These include 
provisions to unify the application, deductions, eligibility, income, 
resources, certification and recertification rules for AFDC and Food 
Stamps.. 

Most importantly, our proposal would eliminate the waiver process which 
is so bureaucratic and gives too much discretion to the Secretary of HHS 
to deny state waivers simply because they do not like their program. In 
its place, our bill sets forth guidelines that if the state plans meet, then it 
will be approved by the Secretary of HHS. 

Simply the application process for AFDC and Food Stamps: Some of the 
most time consuming and difficult tasks in admrnistering these programs 
are the initial procedures now required to take and process applications. 
Nineteen specific provisions are included in this bill which will significantly 
improve this process. These include provisions to unify rules for AFDC 
and Food Stamps. These changes will improve the efficiency of programs 
for both clients and caseworkers. 

Simplify the verification requirements for processing Food Stamps and 
AFDC applications: One of the most significant challenges faced by state 
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and social workers is verifying eligibility information submitted by 
assistance applicants. States have found it difficult meeting federal 
quality control guidelines. States should be able to decide what to verify. 

Encourage improved automation and technology: Increased use of 
automation serves to improve the efficiency of programs and reduces the 
level of fraud and abuse of programs. In addition, a recent study by the 
Office of Technology Assessment has cited the implementation of 
Electronic Benefit Transfer Systems for Food Stamps as a potential to 
signi"ficantly reduce fraud and abuse in the system. States are strongly 
encouraged to implement such programs. 

Revise allowable income deductions under the AFDC and Food Stamp 
programs so that they are consistent with each other. The following 
revisions are suggested as possible changes in current policy and include. 
but are not limited to: 

Amend Food Stamp Act to, allow a state which exempts funds from 
a complementary program in AFDC to also exempt income from that 
program for Food Stamps; 

Exclude earnings of full or part-time students under 18 for both 
, eligibility and benefit determinations for both programs; 

Disregard for both AFDC and Food Stamps any energy assistance 
payments based on financial need received on behalf of a household 
to cover the costs of heating or cooling from either public or other 
general assistance programs. 

Amend existing legislation (Food Stamp Act and Social Security Act) 
,to completely disregard all educational assistance, even that portion 
that is used for current living costs; 

Exclude as a resource from both programs income-producing real 
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property, essential to employment or self-employment, that 
produces income consistent with its fair market value; 

Exclude life insurance as a resource from both programs; 

Exclude medical expenses as an' allowable deduction under both 
programs. 

Exclude as a resource for both programs, real property that the 
household unit is making a good faith effort to sell. (Under 'current 
AFDC law, real property for sale counts as a household resource 
after 6 to 9 months) Once sold, proceeds will be counted as income 
and can be taken into account by state social workers reviewing 
household's benefits. 

Amend AFDC law and Food Stamp Act to make lists of excluded 
income identical. Amend both laws so that the Secretary of HHS 
and USDA may issue regulations at any time to accomplish this. 

A more complete list of suggested changes in allowable income 
deductions under the AFDC and Food Stamp program is available upon 
request. 

Allow states to have flexibility in handling recertification and 
redetermination issues; Social workers need more latitude in 
authorizing benefits and reviewing eligibility for Food Stamps and 
AFDC recipients. States should be allowed open-ended 
authorization of benefits. States should also be allowed to decide 
the certification period that will be assigned for reviewing monthly 
and on-monthly households. A certification period may range from 
one to twelve months. 

Modify AFDC law to conform with the Food Stamp 12-month limit 
on restored benefits; Under current AFDC law, there is no time limit 
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for the correction of underpayment. The Food Stamp program on . 
the other hand, imposes a 12-month limit on restoring lost benefits 
unless there is a special exception. Allow states to develop 
exceptions to the 12 month limit, subject to approval HHS. 

Require the Secretary of HHS to review States' applications for 
Work First program within sixty days. These applications must only 
meet the federal guidelines to be approved. 

SSI Reform 

Within six months of enactment of this bill, the GAO must submit 
a report containing recommendations to combat waste, fraud and 
abuse in the SSI system. 

VII. FINANCING WELFARE 

Through our efforts over the past several months, we have drafted a plan 
that will attempt to reform the welfare system in our country. 

Our proposal to finance this reform plan is based on a fundamental choice 
about values. We believe that we must help American citizens trapped in 
poverty break out of the welfare prison without imposing additional taxes 
or other hardships on working men and women. 

Our plan proposes to end welfare for most noncitizens except for 
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emergency medical services. Exemptions will be made for refugees and 
asylees for six years after they arrive and noncitizens over age 75 who 
have been legal residents for at least five years. 

We base this proposal on the common-sense idea that only American 
citizens qualify for benefits from our government. And it does not 
abandon new immigrants. Rather, it merely transfers responsibility for 
their welfare from the government to where it truly belongs--their legal 
sponsors, the. American citizens who by law must endorse most 
immigrants' applications for citizenship based on the promise that 
immigrants will not become public charges. 

We recognize that some states will be adversely affected by this decision 
and pledge to help these states offset some of the potential costs. We 
propose a billion dollars of monetary assistance to states to be used under 
state discretion to aid their immigrant populations who will be 
detrimentally affected by this cut. In addition, we propose to give states 
the authority to sue a sponsor if an immigrant applies for state or local 
assistance and to mimic the federal government in denying state benefits 
to noncitizens. 

We understand the rich tradition of hard work brought to this country by 
immigrant ancestors. Our nation's ethnic diversity remains one of its 
strengths, and studies repeatedly demonstrate that immigration is a net 
economic boon to this country. 

But in this time of unprecedented budgetary pressure, a fundamental· 
sense of fairness demands that the U.S. government place the welfare of 
its own citizens first. We believe that neither federal nor state 
governments can continue to bear the cost of most public assistance for 
those immigrants who have not become citizens. 

Simple humanity requires t~at we not deny anyone emergency medical 
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services and common sense suggests that the children of noncitizens 
should not be barred from our schools. We must help immigrants look to 
other sources besides state and federal government for help, such as 
relatives, sponsors and nonprofit groups. But the U.S. government 
cannot, in the end, be responsible for the welfare of those who are not its 
citizens. 

,Throughout this process, we encountered several tough financing choices 
and our final decisions were not easily reached. However, we believe that 
our plan offers real reforms and opportunities for poor Americans without 
paying for it with a grab bag of additional taxes, fees, and cuts to 
programs outside the welfare system which adversely affect American 
citizens. 

Welfare Immigration Proposal 

Benefit Termination 

Eliminates Supplemental Security Inc9me (SSI) benefits, Medicaid benefits 
(excluding emergency medical assistance), food stamp benefits, and 
AFDC benefits for non-citizens. All legal immigrants residing in the United 
States will be allowed a one-year grace period before their benefits will be 
terminated. There are four exceptions to this provision: 

a. Refugee - Shall not apply to an alien admitted as refugee 
unti,1 6 years after the date of such alien's arrival into United 
States. 

b. Asylee - Shall not apply to an alien granted asylum until 6 
years after the date of such alien's arrival into the United 
States. 
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c. Age - Shall not apply to an alien who has been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent residence; is over 
75 years of age; and has resided in the United States for at 
least 5 years. 

d. Unforeseeable - Shall not apply to an alien who has been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for permanent residence 
but who is subject 'to events unforeseeable such as getting hit 
by a car. 

Affidavits of Support 

The proposal also makes affidavits of support legally enforceable. 
An affidavit of sLipport requires a sponsor to swear to the ability and 
willingness to contribute to the prospective immigrant's financial support. 
Currently, these affidavits are not legally binding on U.S. resident 
sponsors for the benefit of state agencies providing assistance. This bill 
would provide that affidavits of support used to overcome public charge 
exclusions obligate the sponsor to repay governmental agencies 
assistance provided to the sponsored alien. The bill would make affidavits 
of support legally binding which gives the immigrant the right to sue a 
sponsor who does not fulfill the affidavit of support. 

Also, the proposal contains a provision allowing states to deny state 
funded public benefits to legal aliens. Since immigration is under the 
jurisdi'ction of the federal government, states have not had the ability to 
distinguish among legal aliens. States are also given the authority to ask 
about citizenship status. 

The bill would authorize $1 billion over 5 years to offset costs that 
may occur as a result of the immigration proposal. 
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Savings 

CBO scored the savings from elimination of benefits to most non­
citizens at $21.3 billion. Estimated savings from the entire immigration 
proposal with the offset to states is $20.3 billion over five years. 

Other Financing Provisions. 

1. Cap Emergency Assistance Program - Establish a federal matching cap 
for each state's EA expenditure so that the cap equals three percent of 
the State's total AFDC benefits incurred during the pervious fiscal year. 
States that are above that level would be grandfathered at their FY 1993 
expenditure level. eBO scored this proposal at a savings of $800 million over 
five years. 

J, 
~J'~ 

2. Phase-out the Dependent Care Tax Credit - Phase-out the Dependent Care 
Tax Credit for families between $70,000 - $90,000. This has been estimated 
to save about $ 700 million over five years. 

3. Modify the Family Day Care Homes - Target meal subsidies in family day 
care homes toward low-income areas or proViders by' introducing an income 
test. eBO scored this proposal at a savings of $500 million over five years. 
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Outline of the Welfare Forum Bill 
Title 	I: Time-Limited Transitional Assistance 
Title II: .Make Work Pay 
Title III: The Work First Program and Community Service 
Title IV: Family Responsibility and Improved Child Support Enforcement 
Title V: Teen Pregnancy and Family Stability 
Title VI: Program Simplification 
Title VII: Financing 

Title 	I: Time-Limited Transitional Assistance 

At the time of enrollment in the Work First program, individuals will be operating 
under a time-limited- assistance program: 

• 	 the bill imposes a two-year limit on participation in the Work First (WF) 
program; 

• 	 after two years, the bill imposes a general two-year limit on participation 
in the Community Service Program (CSP) 

• 	 a State is permitted to allow repeat participation in the Work First or 
Community Service Program, but the number could not exceed 10 percent 
of the total caseload for the previous year. In the event of economic 
hardship by a state, the Secretary may allow states to recycle up to 15 
percent. 

• 	 the bill allows state to drop recipients from both welfare and work program 
after two years if recipient has spent at least two years in the work 
program. 

1 
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II. 	 Making Work Pay 

Health Care Reform: 

• 	 Provides extended Transitional Medical Assistance (TAM) from one to 
two years. 

• 	 Changes the definition of who is eligible for Transitional Medical 
Assistance to count only earned income and extended eligibility to those 
who got off assistance due to earned income. . 

• 	 Enacts a quarterly income verification by the IRS for recipients during the 
two years of Transitional Medical benefits. 

• 	 Changes the eligibility criteria from three months of the last six months 
to one month of the last 24 months. 

EITC: 

• 	 Requires that all AFDC, food stamp, and Medicaid recipients be notified 
in writing of the availability of the EITC upon application for and 
termination from the programs. 

• 	 Requires that employers inform new employees earning less than 
$30,000 annually, of the option of having advance EITC payments 
available through their payroll. 

• 	 Exempts EITC payments from food stamps and AFDC assets limits for 
12 months. 

Child Care: 

• 	 Federal funding for child care assistance would be consolidated into a 
single program under the Title XX social services blo'ck grant. This 
CODsolidated program would replace the Title IV (AFDC) child care 
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program, the transitional child care program, the At Risk Child Care 
program and the 750/0 of the Child Care Development Block Grant used 
for direct child care assistance. . . ' 

• 
, . 

States would be required to submit one plan, which may be in the form 
of an amendment to the state plan previously submitted under the Child 
Care Development Block Grant, to th~ Secretary.of HHS for all child care 
assistance. All federal child care assistance would be subject to one set 
of regulations. . 

• States would be given flexibility in providing child care assistance. 
However, the bill includes several provisions to ensure that the states 
provide maximum parental choice under their programs and do not 
impose any regulations or requirements that restrict the child -care 

. options for families receiving assistance under this bill. 

• States would be required to provide child care assistance to participants 
in the Work First program and families that have moved off of welfare 
in the last twelve months and require child care assistance to remain 
self-sufficient. States would be reimbursed for the cost of providing 
assistance to these two populations through a matching rate of 700/0 or 
the .Medicaid matching rate plus ten percent, whichever is higher. 

• In addition to the matching funds for the two populations guaranteed 
child care assistance under the bill, the bill would provide an additional 
block grant to the states to provide assistance to low income families in 
need of child care assistance who are not guaranteed assistance. The 
block grant would be a capped entitlement authorized at $1 .1 5 -billion in 
fy97 and $1.2 billion in fy98, fy99 and fyOO. 

• States could use the block grant funds to provide child care assistance 
on a sliding -fe~ scale basis, giving priority to children in families with 
very' low family incomes or who are at risk of becoming eligible for 
welfare if child care assistance were not provided. 
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• 	 The federal matching funds for the child care entitlement and the block 
I 

grant: for child care would be in addition to the Title XX funds states 
currently use for child care services. Currently, states use approximately 
16% ~ ($430 million) of Title XX funds for child care. 

• 	 State:s could fund a variety of services with the block grant funds, with 
an emphasis on expanding parental choice as set forth in the Child Care 

I 

and Development Block Grant. Other services that could be funded 
inclu~ed contracts and grants for regular child care services, improving 
the a~ailability and quality of child care, expanding the range of choices 
of ch1ild care services available. 

I 

• 	 State1s must report on how funds are used to expand parental choice in 
child Icare services, address deficiencies in availability, promote health 
and safety, and improve quality of child care services. 

• 	 Phase out Dependent Tax Care Credit between $70,000 - $90,000 and 
mak~ the credit refundable for families with no tax liability. 

I 

AFDC Wo~k Disregards:
I . 

i 


• 	 Stat~s must liberalize the earned-income disregard. States have the 
discretion to determine the extent of the liberalization providing it is 

I 
moved to a level that encourages work over welfare. However, states 
mustl stay within the following guideline of enacting AFDC countable 
income tests up to a ceiling whereby the maximum monthly disregard is 
$225 

! 

in addition to 1/3 of all remaining earned income 
. I 	 . 

• 	 Stat~s would have the option to eliminate the 100 rule for two-party
I 

families (covered in detail in the Family Stability section). 
I 
1 

• 	 Stat~s would have the option to establish a voluntary AFDC grant 
diversion program in all.or part of the state. Diversion payments are not 
to b~ considered an entitlement nor for eligibility, which is to be 
dete1mined by the caseworker. Payments may not exceed three times 
the h,ousehold's monthly payment level. If a family applies and is eligible 
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I 
I 

for ~dditional AFDC benefits during this three-month period, any 
paym;ent must be prorated against benefits within those three months. 
The wurpose of this program is to prevent families from entering the 

I 

AFDG rolls by providing them with a one-time grant to cover a short-term 
finantial emergency,' such as a short fallon rent or other emergency that 

I 

could place an otherwise financially stable family on AFDC. 
I 

Asset Limilation: 

• Incre~ses the vehicle asset threshold to $5,000 following the food stamp
I 

langu;age contained in OBRA '93 and employing the definitions for what 
constitutes an automobile and the value thereof, as used in the food 
stamp program. 

i 

• Incre~ses the non-vehicle asset threshold for either AFDC or food 
I 

stamps, capped at a level of $2,000. Increasing non-vehicle asset level 
up t6 $8,000 for specific use in setting up a microenterprise, for 

I 
purchase of a first home or for higher education. Those who use savings 
over p2,000 for purposes other than those designated shall have a state­
attached lien on any future wages or assets. 

I 
I 
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i 
III. 	 Work; First Program and Community Service 

. ~ 

The bill wqUld establish a Work First program to move welfare recipients off 
of welfare into jobs. 

I 
The Work [First program would be administered at the state level. The bill 
encourage~ the states to tailor programs which meet their individual needs. 
However, the bill also recognizes that states may not be able to develop a 
Work 	First (program immediately. The bill establishes a Federal Model which 
each 	State!would use until it develops its own program. 

, 
• 	 The F.ederal model is expected only to be a transitional program until 

states develop their own programs.
i ' 
I 

• 	 State~ are required to submit their own programs witbin five years of the 
enact'ment of this bill. 

I, 

• 	 State~ could choose to adopt the Federal Model or adopt their own 
WOR~ FIRST program within the broad federal guidelines set in the bill. 

i 
. In the Federal model outlined below, competition is infused into the welfare 

I 

system bYi allowing the private and public sector to participate in job 
placement land job creation as soon as a recipient enters the system rather 
than at thel end of two years. 

Federal Mo~el 
I 
I 

• 	 Over~1I objective: Unsubsidized paid employment for all non,..exempt 
welfa're recipients achieved in a cost-effective fashion which will show 
bottotn line results. 

• 	 Workf The focus and intent of the "Work First" program is to connect 
welfare recipients to the private sector labor market as soon as possible 
and ~ffer them the support and skills necessary to remain in the labor 
market. Emphasis on employment shall permeate all components of the 

. : 
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progr~m as should an understanding that minimum wage jobs are a 
stepPling stone to other more highly paid employment openings. 

I 

• 	 Job ~earch: Immediately upon being deemed eligible for AFDC, each 
applicant must begin a job search. 

I 
I 

• 	 Agre~ment of Mutual Responsibility: Within 30 days (up to 90 days at 
state ioption) after being deemed eligible for AFDC, each recipient must 
meetl with a case management team to develop an individual contract 
for participation in the program, termed the Contract of Mutual 
Respbnsibility. This agreement shall layout an individualized 

I 

comprehensive plan, developed between the welfare recipient and a case 
mandgement team, to move that welfare recipient into full-time , 
Unsubsidized work. The Contract of Mutual Responsibility should 
inclu~e to the greatest extent possible a "ladder to work" approach 
meading that recipients should move as quickly as possible into whatever 

I 

type ~nd amount of work they are capable of handling, increasing both 
the responsibility and amount of work over time until that person is able 
to w6rk full-time. Education and/or training should also be included in 

I 

the e'mployability plan where necessary. The two year time limit shall 
not b!egin until the Contract of Mutual Responsibility has been signed by 
both Iparties. 

• 	 Wor~ Requirement: Every able-bodied individual (as defined by the state) 
will ~e required to work and/or participate in' education and training in 
com~ination with work to earn their benefits and/or wages. A minimum 
of 3Q hours of activity will be required and must include job search and 
some work or education and training leading to work.I 	 . 

• 	 The jFederal "Work First" model must include at least one of the 
following choices for WORK FIRST program: a temporary Subsidized Job 
pr09~am, Revamped JOBS program or Hiring Placement companies. A 
case imanager will present the "Work First" option(s) to each welfare 
recipient required to enroll in the program. 

I 
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• 	 Job qreation: The creation of jobs, with an emphasis on private sector 
jobs. I 


. I 


• 	 Sanctions: Non-compliant recipients except for good cause will have 
their lA.FDC benefits and food stamps benefits reduced for one month 
by 25% for each act of non-compliance. Each additional act of non­
com~liance will result in a corresponding one-month 250/0 cut in 
AFDG. 250/0 cuts are not cumulative. The state must define acts of 
non-compliance but must include failure to accept a non-subsidized, 
full-tih,e private or public sector job without good cause. 

I 	 . 

• 	 Incen'tives: States must implement widespread use of internal 
incen'tives to change the culture of the welfare office, improve 
employee performance and shift employee objectives to Unsubsidized 

I 

paid employment. 
I 

• 	 Perfo;rmance-Based Measures: States would be required to set 
performance-based standards and measures for full-time job 
place'ment. The measures must be reported to the Secretary of HHS 
who ,will have the option to evaluate and amend the measures if such 
measures fall short of expectations to assure a work-based system. 
Additionally, each Work First site must make monthly statistical 

I 

reporilts of job placements and quantity of welfare recipients removed 
fromAFDC as the result of the Work First program. Such reports 
shall [be distribl~ted in a timely manner to the governing body of each 
statel' county, and city. 

• 	 One-Stop Shops: Makes available Secretary Reich's One-Stop 
Emplbyment Shops to all AFDC recipients and force cooperation 
betw;een other federal and stated government agencies to make 
available all training and education programs to AFDC recipients. 
Welf~re recipients are currently eligible for most of the programs listed 
below, however there is no interaction between the caseworkers and 

I 

those who administer these programs. We must mandate interaction 
bet~een caseworkers and the administrators of these programs in the 

I 

One-,Stop-Shops. The programs that would be required to work 
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together include all of the job training programs, Job Corps, Perkins 
Act p~rograms (Voc~Ed), Adult education Act, Even-Start Program, 
Adult: Education for the Homeless Act, Education for Homeless 
Child~en and Youth, Job Training for the Homeless, School-To-Work, 
Empdwerment and Enterprise Zones, National Service and National 
Volurhary Skills Standards. 

I 

• 	 Subll'iit Report: Each State is required to submit a yearly report to 
the sbcretary of Health and Human Services. This report must show 
that t:he states are meeting the criteria set forth in the federal model. 

I 

I 


States are encouraged to submit their own plans to the Secretary of HHS. 
After five years, they must-submit a plan which can be the federal model. 
Secretary Jf HHS is to consider the following criteria in deciding whether to 
approve thF States' plans. ­

Federal Guidelines -- all state programs must follow these guidelines in their 
f

State programs: 

• 	 Overall objective: Unsubsidized paid employment for all non-exempt 
welf~re recipients achieved in a cost-effective fashion which will show 
botto:m line results. 

I 
• 	 Work,: The focus and intent of the "Work First" program is to connect 

welf~re recipients to the private sector labor market as soon as 
possible and offer them the support and skills necessary to remain in 
the I~bormarket. Emphasis on employment shall permeate all 
components of the program as should an understanding that minimum 
wag~ jobs are a stepping stone to other more highly paid employment 
openings. 

I 

• 	 Job $earch: Immediately upon being deemed eligible for AFDC, each 
applicant must begin a job search. 

I 

• 	 Agreement of Mutual Responsibility: Within 30 days (up to 90 days 
at st~te option) after being deemed eligible for AFDC, each recipient 
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i 

must Imeet with a case management team to develop a Contract of 
Mutual Responsibility with the state welfare agency. This agreement 

I 	 . 
shall 	layout an individualized comprehensive plan, developed between 

I 

the welfare recipient and a case management team, to move that 
. welfa1re recipient into full-time Unsubsidized work. The Employability 
Contriact should include to the greatest extent possible a "ladder to 
workr I 

approach meaning that recipients should move as quickly. as 
possiple into whatever type and amount of work they are capable of 
handlling, increasing both the responsibility and amount of work over 
time until that person is able to work full-time. Education and/or 
. trainihg should also be included in the employability plan where 
nece~sary. The two-year time limit shall not begin until the 
empl0yability contract has been signed by both parties. 

! 

I 
• 	 Job ctreation: The creation of jobs, with an emphasis on private 

sectdr jobs. 

• 	 Sanc~ions: States must develop sanctions for individuals who refuse 
to w<1>rk or otherwise fail to comply with their Contract of Mutual 
Responsibility.

I 
I 

• 	 The State "Work First" model must include at least one of the 
following choices for WORK FIRST program: a Temporary Subsidized 
Job p)rogram, Revamped JOBS program or Hiring Placement 
companies. A case manager will present the "Work First" option(s) to 

I 

each/welfare recipient required to enroll in the program. 

• 	 Perfdrmance-Based Measures: The Secretary will set performance­
base~ standards and measures for full-time job placement. 

• 	 SlIb~it Report: Each State is required to submit a yearly report to 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services. This report must show 
that the states are meeting the criteria set forth in the federal 

·d II·gUI e meso 
I 

Communit1y Service 
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• 	 At th~ end of two years, if a welfare recipient has not found full-time 
I 

employment, he or she will no longer be eligible to receive AFDC, but 
the state will have the option to provide a welfare recipient with a 
full-tire (30 hours or more) community service job and/or have access 
to placement and support agencies and/or subsidized jobs as 

I 

described in the "Work First" section. 

• 	 Also required is an additional five hours per week of job search, 
bringiing the total minimum hours of activity to 35 hours a week. 

• 	 The Jdministrative costs of Community service will be funded at 70% 
matc~ing rate or Medicaid matching rate + ten percent, whichever is 
highe'r. 

I 

! 
• 	 The vYage portion of community service will be funded by the current 

Medieaid matching rate. Recipients shall be paid minimum wage, 

exce~t that total wages for individuals in Community Service jobs 
shall 	hot exceed 750/0 of the AFDC payment. 


I 

I 

• 	 ComrJ1unity service jobs will act as a buffer to temporarily employ 
peopl'e who haven't found jobs. It should be considered only as a last 
resort. 

I 

State Partibipation: State Governments would be allowed the greatest 
I 

amount of !flexibility possible, but should follow the guidelines below. 
States sho~ld not be too financially burdened. 

I 
I 

Community Service Required Guidelines: 
I . 

, 


• 	 States are encouraged to include organized labor groups, private 
sectdr companies, and community groups in the administrative 
process.

I 

, 


• 	 Recipients should work full-time (30 hours a week or more) for wages 
. inste1d of benefits to foster increased self-sufficiency. In addition,

I 

I 

I 

I 	 11 
, 



Individual Responsiblity Act of 1995 

they 	must engage in at least five hours of job search bringing their 
I 

total 	minimum hours of activity to 35 hours a week. 
I 

• 	 Curre'nt public sector employees shall not be displaced due to job 
creatilons for welfare recipients. 

I 
• 	 ReciPiients will be paid :no more than 750/0 of AFDC payment. 

• 	 Comrr'lUnity Service wil,1 be time-limited to two years. 

• 	 States will have the option to receive federal funds to readmit persons 
I 

who rave not found employment after two years of the Work First 
progr~m and two-year community service or persons who have used 
up their two-year Work First and two-year community service time 
limitsl but were successful at finding work or otherwise leaving 
welf~re but need to return because of a change of circumstances. 
Any ~ersons being readmitted must be re-evaluated by a caseworker 
or case management team and will have a choice to cycle back into 
the t~ansition program ,and/or community service. 

1 

• 	 The r)umber of each people in a state may readmit will be calculated 
from Itaking 100/0 of the year's total projected number of entrants into 
the Work First program for the calendar year the said person applies 
to he'r caseworker to recycle, as determined by each state. The time 
period and the number of times each person will be allowed to be 
readrhitted back into either program will be re- negotiated in a new 
contr!act between the recipient and the state or social service agency. 
Only itrue hardship cases should be considered for by the states to 
readmit -- people truly not ready to work. In the event of economicI . 
hardship by a state, the Secretary may allow states to recycle up to 
15 p~rcent . 

. I 

• 	 ReciRients will not be eligible for the EITC while enrolled in community 
.1

service. 
I 
I 

• 	 At state option, those enrolled in "Work First" may have the option to 
I 	 . 
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choo~e community service before the two year limit. 
I' 

• 	 Case imanagement and caseworker services must be available for 
thoSe! enrolled in community service and subsidized jobs. 

I 

• 	 A community service enrollee will be given a maximum of three 
placements during which instances of non-compliance my occur after

I 	 . 

which the enrollee will no longer be allowed to participate in 
comnrunity service placements. A definition of acts of non­
compJiance shall be determined by the state and/or employee but 
must jinClude sanctions for those who are offered a private sector job 
but dO not accept that job without good reason. 

.. 	 . I
Partlelpatlon rates 

I 

I 
I 

The Work First program will start in October 1, 1996. The following is the 
required p~rcentage of AFDC adult recipients states must have at a given 
year. Thisl number will be achieved through a combination of re<;;ipients 
from the Work First Program and Community Service program as set forth 
in the timelline . 

. I 

• 	 In FY: 1997, 16% of a state's AFDC families must participate. This 
represents approximately 700,000 people in work programs. 

• 	 In Fvi1998, 20% of a ,state's AFDC families must participate. This 
repre~ents approximately 900,000 people in work programs. 

I 

• 	 In FY' 1999, 24% of a :state's AFDC families must participate. This 
repre~ents approximately 1,000,000 people in work programs. 

I 
I 

• 	 In FY! 2000, 28% of a state's AFDC families must participate. This 
repre1sents approximately 1,325,000 people in work programs. 

I . 

I 


• 	 In FYI 2001 , 32% of a state's AFDC families must participate. This 
repre,sents approximately 1,475,000 people in work programs. 

, 
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• 	 In FY·2002, 40% of a state's AFDC families must participate. This 
represents approximately 	1,820,000 people in work programs. 

i 

• 	 In FY: 2003 and each succeeding fiscal year, 52%) of a state's AFDC 
families must participate.

I 
Funding I 

I 
• 	 The rhatching rate for the Work First Component of the program will 

I 
be 70% or the Medicaid match + 100/0, whichever is higher. 

• 	 This togram will be a capped entitlement authorized at the following 
levels:: $1,4 billion for fiscal year 1997, $1,8 billion for fiscal year 
19981; $2,4 billion for fiscal year 1999; and $3.0 billion for fiscal year 
20001. 

• 	 Fundi~ng for fiscal year 2001 and each succeeding fiscal year will be 
adjusted based ona formula to accommodate increases in caseload 
and i~flation. . 

14 
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IV. Family Responsibility and Improved Child Support Enforcement 

The bill takes a very tough stance on non-payment of child support. This 
proposal h~s four distinct sections. 

Enhance n~n-custodial parent location and identification by: 
! 
i 

• 	 Expamds the functions of the parent locator in the Department of 
Health,and Human Services. 

I 
i 

• 	 Requires states to maintain registries of child support orders. 

The first step of expanding the federal parent locator is fulfilled by requiring 
states to ~aintain registries of child support orders. The Interstate locator 
should be ~esignated to link state-to-state child support order registers into 
a central system under the guidance of the Secretary of HHS. The system 
should be fully automated. 

I 


I ' 


• 	 As s~ated in OBRA 1993, require Secretary of Treasury will be 
required to modify W-4 forms for new employees to include a 
state~ent about child support responsibilities. " 

i . 
The W-4 fbrm completed by the new employee would include a statement 

I 	 , 

of whethe1 a child supporter obligation is owed and, if so, to whom it is 
payable and the amount to be paid, and whether the payment is by income 
withholdinb. Employers would immediately withhold the support based on 
the inform~tion provided the obligor on the W-4 until notified differently and 
would the~ forward the withheld child support to the designated public 
entity in the rendering state. This will come into effect two years after 
enactmenti. 

I 
Improve tHe process by which child support orders are established through:

I 

• 	 creates a National Child Support Guidelines Commission to oversee 
the cihild support proc~ss. 
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• Imprdves interstate enforcement through the adoption of UIFSA and 
otherlmeasures to make interstate enforcement more uniform. 

• 	 Foll0'rS OBRA 1993 recommendations for paternity establishment and 
requi~e hospital-based paternity establishment for all single mothers. j 

Ensur1e that states have simple civil consent procedures for paternity 
establishment available- at hospitals at the time of birth. ­

• 	 FOIIO+SOBRA 1993 re~ommendation requiring states to develop a 
simple civil consent procedure for paternity establishment outside of 

I 

the h9spital setting. 

I 

• 	 Enco~rages states to make available on-site hospital social services for 
preg~ancies resulting from rape or incest. 

I 

• 	 Requilres states to offe~ positive paternity/parenting social services for 
new fathers. The Secretary of HHS shall develop regulations for 
progr~ms which provide new father positive parenting counseling 
stres~ing the importanqe of maintaining child support payments. 

, 

• 	 Make~ benefits conting;ent on good faith cooperation in paternity 
I 	 , 

estab,lishment. All new AFDC applicants will be required to provide 
detail~d information (i.e. more than just a name) about an absent 
paren't or risk being denied or losing their benefits. 

I 

inforrt'lation is required: 

'--Full name 
--Telephone number if applicable 
--Last known address 
--Last known employer 
i--Closest living relative 
:--Social Security number 
---One other reference of identity 
i 

The following 
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I 

[--Driver's license ownership 
I 

Those whoi are not able to provide the above stated documentation, would 
be requiredl to document and' show diligence that they made a serious and 
earnest attempt to obtain the documentation. 

• 	 If a mother claims fear of harm to herself or to her child in order to 
I 

exempt herself -From paternity establishment, s~e should provide 
documentation to prove such danger exists (i.e. police report or a 
restr~ining order or an affidavit by a social service provider). Require 
HHS ~nd the states to provide information about available social 
service agencies that will evaluate claims of prior or potential harm if , 	 ' 

no d9cumentation exis~s. 
, I 

Victims of rape and incest should be exempt from providing names of 
I 

parents. The Secretary of HHS will be required to develop federal 
guidelines $oncerning this exemption. ' 

• 	 Elimi'lates child support pass through of $50 per month. 

• 	 States will be sanctioned for non-compliance in establishing paternity ­
- the state will lose federal money for funding AFDC benefits to those 
comp,liant persons for whom paternity establishment has not been set 
in a timely manner. 

• 	 Paren;ts who willfully and fully comply with paternity establishment 
requiriements will not be denied benefits, nor will they be denied 

I 

benef:its if the state has not met its responsibilities and obligations in 
I 

assisting with paternity establishment. 

• 	 Incluqes incentives as well as penalties for states to improve child 
support enforcement programs. States would be eligible for incentive 
grants if they demonstrate significant improvement and exceed the 
natio~al average in paternity establishment. 

I 
I 

Enforce child supporter through punitive measures for dead-beat parents: 
I 
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• 	 Strongly reinforcing direct income withholding measures for child 
I

support orders. 
I 

I 
• 	 AII01s states to revoke professional, recreational and driver's licenses 

to ab~ent parents. 
, 
, 

• 	 Allo~s workers' compensation to be subject to income withholding of 
child ~upport. 


I 

I 

• 	 Requires states to establish procedures under which liens can be 
I 

imposed against lottery winnings, gambler's winnings, insurance 
settle!ments and payout, and other awards. 

I 
I 	 . 

• 	 Requi,res non-compliant fathers delinquent in their support payments 
to enter a work program in which they work to payoff benefits going 
to support their chi.ldren .. Follow Wisconsin model, "The Children First 
Program. " 
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I 

V. 	 Teen !Pregnancy and Family Stability 

• 	 Promote individual reproductive responsibility by no longer supporting 
incre,~ses in AFDC funding to mothers who have additional children 
while Ireceiving these benefits (also known as the Family Cap). States 
may q>pt out of this r~quirement under state plan amendment. 

• 	 Preveint minor mothers ,from setting up their own households by 
disall0wing them from receiving separate AFDC benefits. The minor 

I 

mother shall be required to live with a responsible adult, preferably a 
I 

paren~ (with certain exceptions when deemed necessary). AFDC 
benefiits shall be calculated on the household of the parent ~r 
responsible adult, ·not on the situation of the minor mother. Extensive 
case h,anagement for minor parents under 18 is required to screen 
and a1ssess the individual home situations., 

i 

I 


• 	 AIIO\I\~ states to deny AFDC benefits to mothers under the age of 18 
starting in January 1, 1998. 

• 	 Fund!a national educational campaign to teach our children that 
childr~n who have children are at high-risk to endure long term­
welfa:re dependency. 

I 

• 	 Teen Iparents under the age of 20 who do not have a high school 
diplorra or GEDwili be required to remain enrolled in school full-time 
and will receive a penalty of 25% per month if this requirement is not 
met. 

, 
I 

• 	 Alloc~tes a percentage of the Work First funds to states to create or 
expand programs for male non-custodial parents born 1972 or later 
(25 and under by 1997) to promote responsibility and work in the 

I 

same way the Work First program does for young single mothers. 

• 	 The parent of a dependent person under the age of 18 shall maintain 
(finarlcially and otherwise) a child of the dependent person so far as 

! 
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the p~rent' is able and to the extent that the dependent person is able 
to re~ide in the household. States my opt out of this provision by 
state [plan amendment. 

• 	 At st~te option, eliminate the 100-hour-rule and the six-month benefit 
receipt maximum for two-parent families as well as other provisions 
that dreate a disincentive to marry, by allowing two-parent families to 
recei~e the same benefits single parent families receive. Additionally, 

*eliminatethe quarter of coverage requirement under AFDC-UP 
ifor married individuals if both are under the age of 20, and 

i* a stepparents income shall not be calculated as countable 
lincome if the family unit's total income is at or below 130% of 
ithe Federal poverty line. If the family unit's total income is 
iabove 1300/0 of the Federal poverty line, that income which is 
labove the limit shall be counted against any potential AFDC 
benefit. 

l*Maintain restrictions in current law for non-married couples. 
I 

Thes~ provisions effectively eliminate the AFDC-UP program for those. 
states who choose to follow this option. 

i 
I 

State Goal$ 

• 	 Educate our children about the risks involved when choosing
I 	 . 

parenthood at an early age. . 


I 

• 	 Ensu~e that every potential parent is given the opportunity to avoid 

unint~nded births through reproductive family planning and education. 
I 

• 	 State~ are encouraged to use Title XX money for comprehensive 
servi(!;es to youth in high-risk neighborhoods through community 
orga~izations, churches, and schools which could help changes the 
envir9nment. 
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, I 


• 	 Work :with schools for early identification and referral of children at 


risk. i 

i 


I 


I 

I 

I 


I 
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VI. 	 Progr~m Simplification and SSI Reform 

, ! 


\ 

The bill includes twenty specific provisions are included that will 
significantly improve the application and eligibility process for AFDC and 
Food Stamps. These include provisions to unify the application, 
-deductions} eligibility, income, resources, certification and recertification 
rules for AF,DC and Food Stamps. In addition, the bill would eliminate the 
waiver pro¢ess which is so bureaucratic and gives too much discretion to 
the Secretary of HHS to deny state waivers simply because they do not 
like their p~ogram. In its place, the bill sets forth guidelines that if the state 
plans meet~ then it will be approved by the Secretary of HHS. 

Simply the lapplication process for AFDC and Food Stamps: Some of the 
most time tonsumlng and difficult tasks in administering these programs are 
the initial p!rocedures now required to take and process applications. 
Nineteen specific provisions are included in this bill which will significantly

I 

improve thi,s process. These include provisions to unify rules for AFDC and 
Food Stamps. These changes will improve the efficiency of programs for 
both client~ and caseworkers. 

Simplify the verification requirements for processing Food Stamps and 
AFDC applications: 

I 

• 	 The Dill encourages improved automation and technology: Increased 
use o~ automation serves to improve the efficiency of programs and 
redu~es the level of fraud and abuse of programs. In addition, a 
recenf study by the Office of Technology Assessment has cited the 
implementation of Electronic Benefit Transfer Systems for Food 

I 
Stamps as a potential to significantly reduce fraud and abuse in the 
systehl. States are strongly encouraged to implement such programs .. 

. I 
, 
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Revise alloiable income deductions under the AFDC and Food Stamp 
programs 56 that they are consistent with each other. The following

I 	 '. 

revisions a~e suggested as possible changes in current policy and include. 
but are not limited to: 

I 

• 	 Ame~ds Food Stamp Att to allow a state which exempts funds -from a 
complementary program in AFDC to also exempt income from that 
program for Food Stamps; 

, 

• 	 Excludes earnings of full or part-time students under 18 for both 
eligibillity and benefit determinations for both programs; 

I 

I 

• 	 Amends existing legislation (Food Stamp Act and Social Security Act) 
to corjnpletely disregard all educational assistance, even that portion 
.that is used for current living costs; 


I 


• 	 Exclu~es as a resource from both programs income-producing real 
1 

prope1rty, essential to employment or self-employment, that produces
I 

income consistent with its fair market value; 
j 
I 

• 	 Excludes life insurance as a resource from both programs; 
! 

• 	 Excludes medical expe~ses as an allowable deduction under both 
I 

programs. 

• 	 Excludes as a resource Ifor both programs, real property that the 
hous~hold unit is making a good faith effort to sell. (Under current 
AFDO law, real property for sale counts as a household resource after 
6 to 9 months) Once sold, proceeds will be counted as income and 
can b!e taken into account by state social workers reviewing 
household's benefits. 

I 
i 

• 	 Amends AFDC law and Food Stamp Act to make lists of excluded 
I 

incorDe identical. Amend both laws so that the Secretary of HHS and 
USDA may issue regulations at any time to accomplish this. 

23 




Individual Responsiblity Act of 1995 

• 	 Aliowl states to have flexibility in handling recertification and 
redetermination issues: Social workers would be given more latitude 

I 

in authorizing benefits and reviewing eligibility for Food Stamps and 
I 	 . 

AFDQ recipients. States would be allowed open-ended authorization 
I 

of be~efits. States would also be allowed to decide the certification 
perioq that will be assignee for reviewing monthly and on-monthly 
hous~holds. A certification period may range from one to twelve 
mont~s. 

• 	 Modif:y AFDC law to conform with the Food Stamp 12-month limit on 
restoried benefits: Under current AFDC law, there is no time limit for 
the cbrrection of underpayment. The Food Stamp program on the 

I 

otherl'hand, imposes a 12-month limit on restoring lost benefits unless 
there is a special exception. The bill allows states to develop 
exceptions to the 12 month limit, subject to approval HHS. 

• 	 Requiires the Secretary of HHS to review States' applications for Work 
First program within. sixty days. These applications must only meet 
the f~deral guidelines to be approved

I 

• 	 GiveSI states the option to eliminate the work history for all two-parent
I 	 . 

famili~s 
I 

! 


• 	 Limit ithe types of indiv,iduals that could be considered "essential" to 
five dategories. These, categories are limited to persons providing 
child ;care or care for an incapacitated member of the family. 

• 	 Allow states the option to apply only earned income in fill the gap 
budg~ting. In addition, allow these fill the gap states to eliminate the 
suppl~emental payment to famil.ies who have less disposable income 
beca~se the child support is paid to the child support agency instead 
of dir:ectly to the family. 

I 	 , 

i 

• 	 Conf9rm AFDC rules with respect to lump sum income to Food 
Stam'p. 
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• 	 Exc!ube all i~come of a1dependent child who is a student. 

I :. . 

551 Reform! 

Ninety day$ after the receipt of Slattery Commissions Report on Childhood 
Disability f~nding for the Supplemental Security Income program for 
children wi\! be capped at 1994 levels. 

, 	 , 
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VII. FINAN:CING WELFARE 

The IndividLal Responsiblity Act is funded entirely through cuts within the 
welfare sy~tem. The total amount of money the federal government spends 
on welfare ;will be reduced by the bill. 

I 

Benefit Termination for Immigrants 
!., 

The bill eli~inates Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefits, Medicaid 
benefits (excluding emergency medical assistance), food stamp benefits, 
and AFDC benefits for non-citizens. All legal immigrants residing in the 
United Stat~es will be allowed a one-year grace period before their benefits 
will be terminated. There are four exceptions to this provision: 

i 

6. Refugee - Shall not apply to an alien admitted as refugee until 
Ii years after the date of such alien's arrival into United States. 

b. Asylee - Shall not apply to an alien granted asylum until 6 
rears after the date of such alien's arrival into the United States. 

c. A9.e. - Shall not apply to an alien who has been lawfully 
bdmitted to the United States for permanent residence; is over 
I 

~5 years of age; a,nd has resided in the United States for at least ryears. 

,d. Armed Service - Shall not apply to lawfully admitted aliens 
. fand for their children and survivors) who are veterans, or who 
served in the U.S. Armed Forces. 
I . 

Affidavits Of Support
! 
I 

The proposal also makes affidavits of support legally enforceable. An 
affidavit of Isupport requires a sponsor to swear to the ability and 

I 

willingness:to contribute to the prospective immigrant's financial support. 
Currently, ~hese affidavits are not legally binding on U.S. resident sponsors 
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. i 


J ' 

for the benefit of state agencies providing assistance. This bill would 
provide tha~ affidavits of support used to overcome public charge , 
exclusions obligate the sponsor to repay governmental agencies assistance 
provided tal the sponsored alien. The bill would make affidavits of support

I 

legally binding which gives the immigrant the right to sue a sponsor who 
does not fu~lfili the affidavit of support. 

i 

Increased s!tate options 
! , 

i 


The fuill would allow states to deny state funded public benefits to, 
legal aliens~ Since immigration is under the jurisdiction of the federal 
government, states have not had the ability to distinguish among legal 

I 

aliens. States are also given the authority to ask about citizenship status. 
I 

I 
, 
I 

The bill would guarantee $6 billion over 4 years to states who will be 
I 

detrimentally affected by this provision. 
I 

Savings I 

CBO lcoredthe savings from elimination of benefits to most non­
citizens at r21.3 billion. Estimated savings from the entire immigration 
proposal with the offset to states is $15.3 billion over five years. 

Other Fina~Cing Provisions : 

1. Include IAFDC, Food Stamps and Section 8 Housing benefits in taxable 
I 

income - Ourrently AFDC, Food Stamps and Section 8 housing benefits are 
not counte~ as taxable income. Estimated that this provision would save $9 
billion over [five years 

I, 

2. EITC Frabd - Only people who had a valid Social Security number for 
themselvesl their spouses and qualifying children would be eligible for the 
EITC. The ~ame person that claims the child as dependent in receiving their 
AFDC bene:fit must also count the person toward EITC payment. Taxpayers

I 
who have ~n aggregate interest and dividend income during a taxable year 

I 

exceeds $2,500. Estimated that this provision would save $3.5 billion over , 
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five years. 1 

i 

3. Energy Assistance counted toward AFDC and Food Stamp eligibility ­
I 

Count energy assistance as income in determining eligibly for and size of 
AFDC and Food Stamp grants. Estimated that this provision would save 
$1 .4 billionl over five years ' 

, I
I, 

. 
, 

4. Phase-out the Dependent Care Tax Credit - Phase-out the Dependent 
Care Tax Ctedit for families between $70,000 - $90,000. The Joint Tax 
Committee !estimated that this provison would save about $700 million over 
five years. : 

5. Modify the Family Day Care Homes - Target meal subsidies in family day 
care homes! toward low-income areas or providers by introducing an income 
test. CBO ~cored this proposal at a savings of $600 million over five years. 

6. Cap Emergency Assistance Program - Establish a federal matching cap 
for each st~te's Emergency Assistance expenditure sothat the cap equals 

I 

three percent of the State's total AFDC bene'fits incurred during the 
I 

pervious fiscal year. States that are above that level would be 
grandfather~d at their FY 1994 expenditure level. CBO scored this proposal 
at a saving~ of $400 million over five years. 

I 
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'M,iQf Differences Between Individual Responsibility Act and,::: 
Persotaal: :~esPohsibili1yAct(Coritra~ with America w,lfare reform) 

I. Siale FJooJity- The proposal gives stales flexibility in the following areas in which the 

Contract do~s not provide flexibility: 


a. S$tes have option to recycle up to 10 percent of the caseload baCk into the Wor~ First: ~'; 
progtam;

I . 

b. A110ws state the option to, distip.guish between classes ofaliens for state programs. 
c. S$tes have option to implement family cap and eliminate the current disadvantages fot 
marqage;· '. . 
d. AlIows states to use the aSsistance given to offset immigration proposal in the manner 
they ~ee fit. 

I 
I 
,, , 

2. Give Statb the Necessary Funds to Operate Work Prqgra~s - The'lndividual Responsibility 
Act sets morr reasonable matching rates that siates can meet for participation in the WF component 
and Community Service Progratn.. The bill establishes the following niatchingrates: 

/' ' ' . . 

a. JOBS component - Seventy percent matching rate or the Medicaid matching rate plus ten· 
.perc~nt, whichever is higher.' " 

I ' 

b., C~Inmunity Service - Se;enty percent matching rate or Medicaid match,ing rate plus ten 
perc~nt for the Administrative costs, whichever is higher. For wages. Medicaid matching 
rate would apply. . , .. 

The contract proposal requires states to draw down JOBS funds ~ the CWTent match before 
WORK mo~ey would be available. Over two-thirds of states currently do not draw down JOBS 
funds becauSe of financial constraints .. The Contract proposal 'would force states to either 
dramatically; increase state spending on welfare programs to meet Federal participation 
requitementS, or not participate in the WORK program at alL Enacting welfare refonn without 
providing th~ states with resources to implement the reforms win repeat the mistakes of the JOBS 
program.. ! 

3. Time-Lbnjted Transitional Assistapce - The Individual Responsibility Act places a four year , ' ' 

limit on tot~, participation in the W~rk First and Community Service programs. The Cc:mtract 
places a five; year time limit on participation in the Work Program. 


i 

I 

I 


i·, " 
4. Ntitritiort Pro2rams - The Individual Responsibility Act does not eliminate entitlement statUs of 
nutrition pr9grams. 

5. Denyin:!Benefits to Minor Mothers ~ The Individual Resp~nsibility Act does not deny benefits 
to individuals under 18 years old but requires them to live with parents or guardians to receive 
benefits. It fequires minor mother to live with parents to receive benefits. 
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6. Child C~re:. The Individual Responsibility Act would consolidate all child care programs into a 
capp~d entitlement program that is distributed through a block grant that provides state flexibility. 
Increases f~d.ing to accominodate caseload and eliminates existing funding shortfalls in order to 
provide ass~stance to all families who need 'child care assistance to work to get off I stay off welfare. 
The Contract does not provide sufficient funding to eliminate gaps in assistance. Without adeq~[~,; , 
funding for/Child care assistance, n13,n.y families will be foreedback into we~fa,re programs.!. ,,' ~;!; ti!F:' 

i 
I 

? Participation Rates - The Individual Responsibility Act would put more people in ,the 
WF(~O~S)iand Comm~ty Servi.c: pr~sra:ms ~ the Contract wi~ ~erica..The following is s: 
companson ofthe c:ombmed paruclpatlOn m WF (JOBS) and Commumty Service program for the 
Contract wlth America and our proposaL 

IndividuJ Responsibility Act PrOpos.1 (Numbers in thousands) 
FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO " 
16%(707) , 20%(905) 24%(1111)' 28o/~1325) '::: cLoJt.,k '~ L,t.\.\ 

, ! . ., ' 
Contract (or America (Numbers,jn thousands) 
FY 97 FY 9~ FY 99 FY 00 
4%(214) 8%(439) 12%(673) 17o/o(974) 

8. MakinJ work pay , 

The lridivi~uai Re~ponsibi1ity Act 'would extend Transitional Medical Assistance from'one to two 
years, incJaseasset limitation, allow states to liberalize work disregards and provide additional ' 
child care ksistance to ensure that individuals are better off financially by working than they were 
on welfarel. The 'Contract does not include any of these proposals to make work pay. , " 

"i, ", " " 
9. Immigration - The irrunigration proposal in the Individual Responsibility Act.is not as punitive 
as the Corttract for America. ' ,

I ' " . 
a. IEliminates assistance to aliens for tour programs-SSI t food stamps, Medicaid and AFDC 
fo~ most noncitiz:ns. ' The ,Contract eliminates benefits for aliens under 61 programs. . 

, b. ,Makes affidaVIts ofsupport legally enforceable. ' 
d. !Contains provision alloWing states to deny state-funded. public benefits to legal aliens. 
e. iThe bill authorizes $1 billion over 5 years to offset costs that may occur as a ~sult of the 
im~igration proposal.I ' 

I 

10 pateJib' Establishment - The Individual Responsibility Act would create a "good faith" 
exemptiori to requirement for pater'nity establishment. The Contract would deny benefits to 

I , ' . 

individuals who make a good faith effort to determine paternity but are unable to do so because the 
state does/ not have the resources for paternity establishment. ' , . 

I 

I 
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Congressman Nathan Deal 

WELFARE REFORM 


I 

Press Conference 

Thursday, February 9, 1995 


j : 

, Lad~es and gentlemen, thank you for coming. The six of us 

are here today to offer a solution to welfare refo~m beyond 

sound bijtes. 

I 
Thus is the most comprehensive, realistic" workable, single 

piece of welfare reform 'legislation that you will see introduced. 
, 
, , 

~his bill ;incorporates principles for welfare reform that have 
I 

strongsppport among the American public' and within Congress.',', 

This prQposal establishes a framewo'rk around which a bi­
i 

I , 

partisan iconsensus on welfare reform can be reached. 
, 

It a~cepts the responsibility of Congress and the ,federal 

govern1ent to clean up the bureaucratic mesS first and then 
" ' 

I ,:, 

offers a Ipartnership to the states backed up with more than a 
I ' 

handSh+eand a good luck wish. 

I 
I 

1 

i, 

http:Stateme.nt
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I 

The solutions in this bill come from two years of careful ' 

I ' 


analYSis[ of the problems in the current welfare System'. O~r 
I 

message is that the only entitlement is the Entitlement of 
, I ',' , 

I 

Opport~nity based ot:' Individual Responsibility. It redirects ll:le. ii:\ 

i ' ',' • ,: iii! ;:~i 

focus tqward work, for we recognize that the best antidote for 
I ' 

welfare iand poverty is a job. O~r bill ,provides the incentives, 

the oppprtunities, and the assistance to those who are wiilirig to 
I " 

I , I . , 

, assumel their individual responsibility for th~ir own destiny. 

Th~ other members of the group will outline the' specific 

featUi'e~ of our legislation In comparison with the other major
. I .

, I ' 

proposals, but I would like to'point out some of the distinctive 

differJces between this legislation arid the others being· 
! 

seriously considered. 

I 


• It streamlines and: refocuses the entire system toward 
I ' . 

, I 
'work-

I ' 

. I 

'. It Cloes not throw it back to the states to solve the problem,
~ ! . . 

b~t it gives states resources and flexibility to move people 
·1 

http:ll:le.ii
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off welfare into private sector jobs; 

iii It does not· cut basic nutrition programs which affect the 

daily lives of children and the elderly; . 

, ,L;,,/!
• I! ,does not replace liberal mandates with cor:aserva~ive ,:'11.';!i: 

mandates; 	
; i 

-
• 	 And it pays for itself with cuts in the current welfare 

system, as well as saves more money for deficit reduction. 

This bill will cost approximately $1 7 Billion over five years, 

but it will generate $29 Billion in savings within the welfare' 

system during the same period. 

, Congressman Bob Clement of Tennessee 
, , 

will explain more of 


the details of the Work First program in the bill; Congressman 

, • 	 1 

Charlie Stenholm of Texas ,will outline the Individual 

Responsibility requirel11ents, including child support 

enforcement; Congressman John Tanner of Tennessee will point 
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, ' 

out how much flexibility the states will have; Cong'resswoman 


Blance Lambert lincoln of Arkansas will cover Supplemental 


Security Income; and Congresswoman Karen Thurman of f:1t?r.id~!II~f,' 

" . . ' !;' . :"~ ~ :"!:"i, ' 

will review the considerations for rural communities included in 
, , ' f 

, the legislation. 

, " ., ,", , ' 
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SUMMARY OFFINANCI'NG PROVISIONS 

Individual BesQQoSjbility Act of 95 ,Five-Year Federal 
(in billions) 

Denial of 551, Food Stamps Medicaid and AFDC 21.3 

Include AFDC, Food Stamps and Housing in 
Taxable Income ' 9.0 

EITC Compliance Provisions 3.5 

Energy Assistance counted toward AFOC and 
, Food, Stamp Eligibility 1.4 

Income Test Meal Reimbursements to Family 
Day Care Homes '0.6 

Limitation: Emergency Assistan~e expenditures 0.4 

Reducing Fraud and Abuse through National 
Data System 0.4 

State assistance to offset immigration prO'posal (6.0) 

,TOTAl'SAVINGS 30;6 

TOTAL COST OF Bill 17.3", 

TaTAl SAVINGS FOR DEFICIT REDUCTION , 13.3 billion 

NO.734 P013 
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