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' GLOSSARY

t
AFDC - Aid to Families with Dependent Children program; The primary welfare program,
which prsvzdes cash assistance 10 needy families with dependent children that have been deprived of

parental sgzpport

CSE — Chi:d Suppor{ Enforcement program: This program provides Federal maiching funds to
enforee {he support obligations of absent parents (o their children and spouse or former spouse, o
focate abseu: parents, and to establish paternity and support orders, States must provide child support
enforcemf«%nz services to persons receiving AFDC, Medicaid, and Title IV-E foster care benefits,

CSEA — Child Support Enforcement and Assurance; A system designed to guarantee that
custodial parents get some assured level of child support, even when the absent parent fails to pay.

CWEP miCommnnizy Work Experience Program: This is a JOBS program activity which States
can, but are not required o, make available to JOBS participants, CWEP provides experience and
wraining for individuals not otherwise able to obtain employment. The required number of CWEP
hours can be no grcater than the AFDUC benefit divided by the higher of Federal or State mintmum
wage, |

EITC - Earned Income Tax Credit program: A tax credit that targets tax relief to working low-
income taxpayers with children, to provide rehef from the Social Security payroll tax (FICA) and to
improve incentives to work.

FSP o~ Food Stamp Program! A national program designed ;jmnazaly to increase the food
parchasmg power of eligible Jow-income households t0 4 point where they can buy a nutritionally
adequate, low-cost dier.  Eligible households receive food stamp benefits on a monthly basis in the
form of cezzpons that are accepted a3t must retail grocery stores.

JOBS - }ob Ogpportunities and Basic Skills Training Program; The work, education, and
training progfam for AFDC recipients.  In a greatly expanded form, this program would be the
central focus of the Administration’s reformed system,

|
JOBS~Prep: The program proposed for persons not yet able 10 work or enter JOBS. Persons in this
prograre, including mothers with very young children, will be expected 10 do something to contribute
0 memseé‘;g% and their community, While in JOBS-Prep, they would not be snbject to the tine limit
JTPA - 3{}2} Traiuing Partnership Act program: The goal of this Department of Labor block grant
program iS ta train or retrain and place oligible individuals in permanent, unsubsidized employment,
preferably ‘in the private sector, Tiligible individuals are primanily economically disadvantaped
lndlvldaa!sg

Healthy Start: Healthy Start is a demonstration project designed to reduce infant mortality by 50%
over 5 years in 15 U.S. communities with extremely high infant mortality rates. Medical and social
service providers within the targeted communities work collaboratively to develop new and innovative
SeIvice délzvery systems (9 met the needs of pregnant women and infants,
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PIC — Private Industry Councils: These Councils are composed of business leaders from the
private Sector and representatives of the public sector and unions. Their role s to guide and oversee
the d::mtmn of ITPA employment and training programs. PICs are responsibie for providing policy
guidance in partnership with local governments.

Schooi-to-Werk Initiative: The pending School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1993 would provide
States and local communities with seed mongy 1o develop and Implement systems o help youth make
an eff‘ectwe transition from school te career-oriented work, The program would be designed and
a{immz%tered Jointly by the Departments of Education and Labor, and would fund work-based
fearning, schooi»baazxi learning, and cannecting activitiss.

Title X — Fami[y Planning Services: These grants are provided to State agencies for family
planning services including contraceptive services, infertility services and special secvices to adoles-
cents. l*

Transitional Assistance Program: The Administration’s proposed two-year limit cash assistance
program for needy families with dependent children,

UIFSA — 1Umform Interstate Family Support Act: A model law which, if adopted, would make
State lawsjeaiform amd simplify the processing of child support actions which involve parems who
live in é;fferent Statex.

WIE — Workforce Investment Board: A body to be created at the Federal tevel which would be
responsible for serving as 2 *Board of Directors” for workforee development programs in 4 labor
market. The Workiorce Investment Board would provide policy oversight and strategic planning for
{}e;}ariment of Labor-funded and other teaining programs in an area. The majority of the Workforce
Izzveszmen; Board would be composed of employers, but the boards would also be reguired (0 have
labor, public sectur and conuntinity representation. The WIB is lutended (o subsume the Private
Industry Council at the local leve! (although 2 }’IC that met the c¢riteria could become the Workforce
Investment Board).

WORK: The Administration’s proposed publicly-subsidized work program for persons who have
exhausted their two- year time limit without obtaining an unsubsidized private sector job.
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INTRODUCTION

H
Evervone is frustrated with the welfare system. Welfare reform is designed to give people back the
dignity and control that comes from work and independence. 1t is about reinforcing work and family
and oppcmmity and responsibility,

The current system pays cash when people lack adequate means {o provide for their families, We
propose a new vision aimed at helping people regain the means of supporting themselves and at
holding peoplc responsible for themselves and their families,- The proposal emphasizes that work is
valued by makmg wark pay, It indicates that people should not bave children until they are able £0
support them. It signals that parents—doth parerss-huave responsivilities 1o support theie children,
gives people access (o the training they need, but also expects work in reurn. It limits cash
assistance £o two years, and then requires work, ptefﬁrabiy in the private sector, but in community
service ;obs if necessary. Most importantly, it requires changing the culture of welfare offices,
getting zbem out of the check~writing business and into the training and job-placement business.,

ijhimazeiy], this plan requires changing almost everything about the way in which we provide support
{o szruggiipg familics. To achieve this vision, the plan has four main elements.

MAJOR ‘I;'HEMES
Transitional Assistance Followed by Work
3
» Full particination, Everyont who receives cash support s expected 1o do something o help

themselves and their community. The requirement applies to those who are preparing
zhemseivas for work, 10 those who are past the fime limit, and o those who are currently not
ready to work., Those who are unable to work due t0 disability or other reasons witl be
expected 10 do something for themselves or their community, but will not be subjest to Gme
iizz;zits unti] they are ready 1o engage in training, education or employment services,

. Tr} ining, education and emplovment services (the JOBS program}.  As soon as people
begin receiving public assistance, they will sign a personal responsibility contract and
develop an employability plan to move them into work 28 quickly as possible. Many
wz!l get jobs guickly-in weeks or months—after assistance with job search and job
preparatwn Othars will spend time in education and tralning services as needed.
The program will be clossly coordinated with existing mainstreas education and
training programs including ITPA, School-to-Work and vocational education.

. Time limits, People who are able to work will be limited to two years of cash asgis-
R tafice. Most people are expected to enter employment well before the two years are
u;ﬁ Extensions to complete an education progeam will be gramted in a limited number
of ‘cases.

¢ Work for those why exhaust their time Limit {the WORK nrogeam}. Those people

who are still unable to find work at the end of two years will be required to work in 4
private sector, commuenity service or public sector job. These are intended to be real,

!
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work-for-wages jobs, The program will be designed to favor unsubsidized work and
to ensure that subsidized jobs are short-term and non-displacing.

Making Work Pay

|
Health care reform, An essentiaf part of moving people from welfare 10 work is ensuring that
working persons get health protection. The current system keeps people from Jeaving welfare
for fear of losing their health insurance,

_ ' zarned Ine _ . The expanded EITC
m:fkés it pcssszhle fOr iow»wage workers to suppert their families above poverty.
Effans will be made 10 help families receive the EITC or 2 regular basis,

i e working pogr, In addition o ensuring child care for participants in
the n‘ansttionaf assistance pmgrm and for those who transition off welfare, child care
subsidies will be made available to low-income working families who have never been
onwelfare but for whom assistance is essential fo enable them o remain in the
workforce and off welfare,

Parental Responsibility

Child support enforcement, The child sepport enforcement system will be
streng&hcned to ensure that awards are established in every case, that falr award levels
are maintained and that awards that are owed are in fact collected. Demonstrations of
child support assurance and of programs for noncustodial parents will be conducted.

Efforss aimed at minor m rg, responsible famil ing and preveniion. Minor
mt}ﬁ'zers wiil receive spesial case management services and will be required 1o live at
h{)ma and stay in school to receive income suppert. Access to family planusing will be
ensured A strategy for Investing in and fearning from programs 19 prevest high-risk
bc};mvxor and teen pregnancy will be pursued.

1718 10 DrOnK o-parent families, We will provide better support for two-parent
famziscs 2}3 eizﬁzmz:mg or redazesfzg the current bias in the welfare system in which two-parent
famities are subject to more stringent eligibility rules than single-parent families.

Reinventing Government Assistance

ion, simplification and improved incentives in income supp A,
admmlstrame and regulatory program structures of AFDC and Feoé Stamps wxﬁ be rede-
s:gmd o simplify and conrdinate rules and to encoursge work, family formation and asset
accuzmziaimn

gm‘gmgnce-hmed system. In addition 10 incentives for clients, incentives will be
deszgnexi t¢ bring about a systemic change in the culture of welfare offices with an
emphasis on work and performance.

|
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ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED {h*

This paper lays out the major unresalved issues that need to be addressed. It is organized around
gach of the first three broad clemeats Jisted above. In cach case, a desceription of the proposed policy
it ;;wvzded and remainiag issues discussed. (The details of the fourth slement—-Reinventing
Govarmrzea{ Assistance-~witi be addressed Iater in a separate paper. We anticipate that changes will
be cost neutral for that part of the proposal, so they will not affect cost estimates or financing needs.)

There are four particularly significant issues that need to be resolved:
H
o The scale and phase-in of the reformed wellare sysiem~Should we seek to bring in all
pers&:ms quickly, or shoold we initially target our resources (@ sub-groups, such as new
a;&pl:c&nzs or the youngest third of the caseload?

. The structure and requirements of the WORK pregram for people who have esceeded
the time limit—-After 3 person hits the time limit, should we mandate Ststes to provide a job
wh:ch pays an bourly wage, or should we allow States (o continue paying 2 welfare check
w%zzie requiring work as a condition of receipt? How many hours of work should be
s‘equtred‘? What methods should we use t0 minimize long-term participation in this work
program?

. The level and focus of child care for the working poor--What level of resources should we
devote to child care for the working poor?  How should limited resaurces be targeted?

. I?it}aftcing»«%a{ measures should be used to finance the welfare reform package? How
should the burden be shared between States and the Federal government?

Financing is not discussed in this paper,

To provide a sense of the scafe of & program and the cost of particular elements, we have created a
hypothetical proposal. The actual cost of the program will differ depending on what decisions are
made about the issues identified above. In the remainder of the document, we will refer 1o this
hypothetical baseline and indicate where different programmatic decisions would bave led to a larger
or smaller program. The table which follows is provided only as a basis of discussion—not as an
indication that policy decisions have besa made.

|
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TABLE 1.~-PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES {(FEDERAL AND STATE}
FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPQOSAL

{By fiscal year, ity miitlions of dollars)

5-Yasar
i 1599 1986 14997 1998 1989 Total
PARENTAL RfSS?Oﬂ SIBILITY
Minor Mothars | o {45) {503 (501 (50) {195}
Comprehensive Damonstration Grants 0 50 50 50 59 b
Two-Farent Provisions 0 o 440 £80 945 2,065
No Additonat Benelits for Additional Children ks {100} {110) (1403 (150} {535}
Child Support Enforcment
Paternity Establishment (Nat) 5 20 (10 {165} {215) (465}
Entorcament (Net) (10) {20} &5 {80) {320} {405}
Computer Costs 15 35 95 160 H Y 465
Non-Custodinl Pé?rent Provigions e 25 &0 110 178 380
Access Grants m}d Parenting Demonstrations 20 25 30 3¢ 30 135
Child Support Assurance Demomstrations Q 0 100 206 250 Ly
SUBTOTAL, CSE 30 B85 130 255 80 580
|
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
JOBS-Prep Q 15 50 60 70 195
Additional JOBSE Sponding 4/ 2190 750 820 1,000 2880
WORK Pragram H 9 G 130 860 820
Additional Child Car? fur JOBSMNORK O 180 [1¢] 745 806 2,485
Transitional Child Qaire ] 70 230 @80 360 940
g£rhanced Teen {I}zxs? Managermernt g 30 X 105 116 335
Economic Developrr;enz 4] ) 100 100 166 300
Savings - Caseload Reduction 0 a {30} {60 {80y {+70)
SUBTOTAL, JOBSMWORK o 61§ 1820 2780 3,150 7,765
MAKING WORK PAY
:
Working Poor Child Care 4] B0 1,000 1,500 2060 565
Advance BITC 0 & G 0 3] a
53 1,008 3,280 4575 - 6,025 14,880

GRAND TQ’IE‘AL

|

Naote: Parentheses dengle savings,

Source: HHS/AGPE ftaif estimates. These estimates have beern shared with staff within HMS arrd OMB bt have not been
oificially raviewed by, OMB. The policies do not represent a consensus recommendation of the Warking Group co-chairs.

§

|
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SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE AFDC PROGRAM

Before w;}zing to the key policy issues, we provide brief background information regarding the
sucrent Afﬁt’: program.

'
AFDC Pr*egmm under Current Law

The Aid 1o Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program was enacted as Title IV of the Social
Security Act of 1935. Us primary goal is & provide cash assistance to children in need of economic
support éae to the death, continued absence or incapacity of the primary wage earner (typicaily the
child's faf}zer) AFDC provided benefits to a monthly average of 4.8 million families (13.6 miltion
persons) i 111 fiscal year 1992, This includes 322,000 families in the AFDC-Unemployed Parents
{&FDC»UP) program. The total AFDC caseload represents 5.0 percent of the total resident ULS,
p-z};}zzizuon Two-thirds (9.2 million} of AFDC rexipients gach month are children,

AFDC beaeﬁ:s totated $22.2 billion in 1992, Total AFDC monthly benefits av\eraged 388 por
month, par family, but benefits vary widely across States. In Jamuary 1993, the maximum monthly
AFDO bemzﬁt for a family of three with no countable income ranged from $128 in Mississippi to-
$923 in Alaska. In real dollars, the average monthly benefit per AFDC family has declined from
$644 in 1970 to $388 in 1992, 2 40 percent reduction, attributable mostly to inflation rather than
reductions in nominal benefit 1eveis§ The Federal government’s share of otal benefit expenditures
was $12.2 billion in 1992, and $10.0 billion was paid by the States. Total administrative costs,
shared equally between the Federal government and the States, were $2.7 billion in 1992, Overall,
the Federal government pays roughly 55 percent of total AFDC benefit costs and 50 percent of
administraiive costs.

The Family Support Act of 1988 created the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills JOBS) program to
provide educatzozz training, and employment-related services to AFDC recipients 1o promaote self-
sufﬁczeacy To the extent resources are available, all non-exempt recipients are required 10
participate in JOBS activities. Exemption categories include most children, those who are employed
30 or more hours per week, those who are i, incapacitated, or of advanced age, women in their
second wimester of pregrancy, and those who are caring for 3 young child, or caring for an il or
incapacitated family member. Faderal matching to Swues for JOBS program cosis is available as a
capped entitlement fimited to $1.1 billion in fiscal year 1994, The matching rates vary between 50
percent and 90 percent, depending on the type of costs being reimbursed.

Most AFDC families are eligible for and participate in the food stamp program, which provides an
important m-kxnad supplement to cash assistance, While participation rates varied among States, 86.2
pereent of &F‘i)f:: households also received food stamp benefits in fiscal ysar 1992, AFDC benefits
are wunted when determining food stamp benefit amounts; one dallar of AFDC reduces food stamps
by 30 cents Additionally, all AFDC families are eligible for Medicaid coverage, and under the
provigions of the Family Support Aa, all families who leave AFDC due to increased sarnings or
hours of work are eligible for one year of transitional Medicaid coverage.
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Welfare Dynamics and Characieristics

Itis ex{wzgzzeiy commen for women to leave te welfare rolis very soon afier they begin z spell of
welfare recexpz More than half of all welfare recipients leave the weifare rolfs within their first year
of welfarelreceipt; by the end of two years the percentage who have feft increases to 70 percent. By
the ¢nd of five years, sbout 90 percent have left the welfare rolls. However, many of those who have
left welfare cycle back on. Within the first year after leaving the welfare rolls, 45 peccent return;
almost two-thirds return by the end of tiree years. By the end of seven years, more than three-
quartess Qt“ those who have left the welfare system have returned at some point.  Almost half of all
speiis of welfare end when a recipient becomes employed; other reasons for leaving AFDC includs
marvisge and children growing up. About 40 percent of women who ever use welfare are short-term
users, about one-third are episodic users and one-quarter are long-term users.  Using data from 1968
through 2989 the average time spent on weifare was 6.2 years,

While the jlumbﬁi‘ of AFDC recipicats remained relatively constant between 1975 and 1988, AFDC
caselgads rose sharply during the early {9%)s. The monthly average of 13.6 million recipients in
1992 repmented a 2.1 million increase singe 1990, According 1 a recent Congressional Budget
Office study, the przmary reasons for the sharp increase in the AFDC caseload between late 1989 and
1992 are the growth in the number of ferale-headed families, especially those headed by women who
never mmied the recession and the wesk economy.

The vast majazzty of AFDIC families are headed by a single female, Among sinple female-headed
AFDC hcuseholds the proportion of AFDC mothers who have never been married has sigmificantly
increased, aiihaugh the proportion of diverced AFDC mothers still remains sizable, The AFDC
gaseload is r&czaﬁy and ethnically diverse. Thirty-nine percent of AFDC family cascheads are
Afrx:azz»&mencazz? 38.1 percent are white, 17.4 percent are Hispanic, 2.8 percent are Asian, 1.3
percent are Native American, and 1.6 percent are of another race or ethnicity,

The average AFDC family is small, In 1991, 72.3 percent of AFDC families had 2 or fewer
children, angd 42.2 percent had only one child, Ounly a small pmpomou of AFDC famities - 10.1
percent - have four or more children, The average family size of an AFDC family has also become
smaller over time, from 4.0 in 1960 t0 2.9 in 1992, Over two-thirds of AFDC recipients are
children. ln 1991, almost one-half of AFDC children were under six years of age; 24.8 percent were
under age 3, and 21.4 percent were between ages 3 and 5. One-third (32.6} of AFDC children were
aged 6 to 11, and 21.4 percent were age 12 or over.,

Qver half of AFDC mothers began their receipt of AFDC as teenagers; however, AFDC cases with
teenage mothers {i.e., under age 20) make up only a smal} fraction of the AFDC caseload at any one
time. In 1992 8.1 percent of the AFDC caseload was headed by z teenage mother. Almost half of
AFDC mcthers {47.2 percent) were in thelr twenties, 2 third (32.6 percent) were in their thirties, ang
12.1 pemat were in their forties.

R A b ———
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: TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK

Parhaps tha most eritical and difficult goal of welfare reform s to reshape the very mission of tim
current suppmt systemn from one focused on writing checks to one focused on work, opportunity, and
responsibility, The proposal calis for replacing the AFOC program with 2 transitional assistance
program, i be followed by work, The new program inciudes four key elements: full participation,
education a2nd training, time limits, and work.

KEY ELEMENTS

Fizii Participation. Everyone who wishes (o receive cash support would be expected o do
something to help themselves and their community. Recipients would sign a personal
raﬁspcms’zbiiizy pontract indicating exactly what was expected of them and the goverament.
Most would go immediately inte the JOBS program, A Jimited number of persons who wre
not yet in a position to work or train {because of dissbility or the nead to care for an jafant or
disabled child) would be assigned to 8 JOBS-Prep program until they are veady for the time-
limited JOBS program. Everyone has something to contribute. Everyone has a responsibility
to: move toward work and independence,

"I“’rmnmg, Educgtion, and Placement {the JOBS program). The core of the transitional
suppwerz program would be an expanded and improved JORS program, which was established
by the Family Support Act of 1988 and provides training, edecation, and job placement
semces to AFDC recipients. The JOBS program would be revamped. Every aspeet of the
new program would emphasize paid work, Recipients and agency waorkers will, as under
curre:zz law, design an em;atoyab:iuy plan, One option would be to require all persons
appiyzzzg for assistancs o engage in supervised job search from the dats of application. For
those who need it, the JOBS program will help recipients gain access to the education and
training services they need to find an appropriate job. Recipients who willfully fall to comply
wzz%z their JOBS program employability plan will be sanctioned. The new effort will seek
ciase coardination with the JTPA program and other mainstream training programs and
educat:oﬁai resources. Central to this welfare reform effort is recognition of the need (o
support workers who have recently left welfare to hielp them keesp their jobs,

’I‘ime Limits. Persons able to work would generally be Himited to two years of cash
assmtance While two years would be the maximum périod for the receipt of cash aid by
pwplc able to work, the goal would be to piace people in private sector jobs long before the
end of the two.year period, In 2 very limited nunber of cases, extensions of the time it
weaid be gramed for completion of an educational or training program or in unusual
c&rmmszaaces The time Hmit would be a lifetime [imit, but persons who leave welfare could
potentially earn back time on assistance for time spent off welfare.

Waork (the WORK program). The new effort would be designed to help as many people as
possibie find employment before reaching the two-year time Hmit. Those persons who are niot
able to find employment within two years wauld be required to take a job in the WORK pro-
gram. WORK program jobs wouid include subsidized private sector jobs, as well a5 positions
with local not-for-profit organizations and public sectar positions. The positions are intended
to be short-term, 1ast-resort jobs, designed neither © displace existing workers, nor to serve

HE
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asfszzbﬂtitutes for unsubsidized private sector employment. The primary emphasis of the
WORK program will be on secuning private sector employment,

Key eIemenr.s of the new program are described in greater detail in addenda on JOBS and WORK at
the end of. this section.

Cianging what happens in welfare offices will require significant changes in what is measured and
rewarded, ['I'?:e Federal government will creste sirong financial incentives Jinked to long-term job
platement and will seek 1o minimize the number of people who reach the two-year imi, Ultimately
the hest zzmewi imited welfare system is ong¢ in which nobody bits the limit because everyone is
working before that point.

KEY QUESTIONS

Six key questions need to be addressed in designing the program of transitional assistance foliowed by
work,

* &m How quickif; should the reforms be phased in and who should be
taxgeted initially?

. I_Q____&g:a,gg_g Who should be assigned to the JOBS-Prep program because they are not
able s work or are needed at home? How many persons should States be aliowed to place in
the 'IOBS~Prep program?

. M. Who should be granted extensions of the two-year time Hmlt? What Himits,
if any, should be put on the aumber of extensions allowed?

. Work-for-Wages varsus Work-for-Welfare. Should States be required w provide jobs, paying

wages, 1o those in tie WORK program? Would States be allowed 3 use CWEP placements
for all or part of the WORK slots?
I

. Part-time versus full-time work expectations. Should persons working part-time while on
welfare be subject 1o time limits? How many hours should WORK participants be required 10
v.ark? Should States be allowed or required 1 supplement WORK carnings in a work-for-
wag&s program?

' e WOQRK particit What can be dons to keep the duration of
W{}RK parttcnpatson s?zczrt and 1o move pwple into unsubsidized work? Should the EITC be
denze:f o WORK program participants? Shoukd any particular WORK placement be limited
10 12 months? Should the total time people are allowed 1o spend in the WORK program be
i;mlted‘?

Focus and Phase-In
!
The ultimate distribution of persons among the various elements of the program (JOBS-Prep, JOBS

and WORK) depends on policy decisions. As a starting point, consider what would happes if we
chose to undertake the extremely ambitions task of beginning the program full-scale in 1997, Most

f 11
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States will need at least 7 years (0 pass implementing legisiation and get the program up and running,
This w&uld entail requiving everyone on welfare in 1997 and all those who apply subsequently to
meet the new requirements. The JOBS program, whicht now serves an average of §00,000 persons
monthly, would have to expand to almost 2.7 million participants in 1997, By the year 2000, about
1.0 miﬁi{}n WORK slots might be needed for persons who had reachad the two-year time Himit,

Iis verymtﬁzkeiy that States could hmplement the new program so rapidly, Bven if resources were
plentiful, | proceedmg so swiftly to full-scale implementation wonld almost guarantee enormous
admmzstratwe difficulities at the State fevel. Facing the need 10 serve millions of new JOBS clients
and to creaw hundreds of thousands of WORK slots, many States might be umable to deliver
meanmgfui garvices to JOBS participants, An effective JOBS program is essential to movmg people
from welfare to work and 1o transforming the culture of welfare offices.  Accordingly, it is critical
that Staml; as part of te welfare reform effort, be able 1o focus on bullding such a JOBS program,

Phasing in the program gradually, starting with 2 subset of recipients, clearly seems a preferable
appruach I There are a number of different strategies for a more gradual phass-in. One strategy, as

in the House: Republican bill, applies new rules, including time timits, to applicants (both new and
remmmg) This stmzegy has the ¢bvious appeal of chaanging the rules initially for peopls who enter
the weifare. system in the future, rather than for those who entered earlicr, under a different set of
expemtzmzs, Such a method, however, raises serious equity concerns. A 25-year old mother who
had chlldrm before age 20 and had been on welfare gontinuously since that point would face po time
Himit for scver&f years, as long as she remained on assistance. Meanwhile, another mother of the
same age, ' with the same number of children, who had been married or had worked to stay off
welfare but suddenly found herself in need of support would be subject to time limits. Applying the
time 1imits to re-applicants also creates very perverse incentives 1o stqy on welfare. Most of the
persons who leave weifare do return at some stage, and consequently many recipients who would
otherwise leave might be inclined 1o stay on welfare 10 avoid the time Hiit.

An aitemaze strategy would be to phase-in by State, The cosis to the Federal Government during the
phase-in pmﬁd would be lower, since not all States would be implementing the program at the same
time, Howevet, States 1mplewemmg the program would still have to grapple with the difficulties
seeompanying the massive expansion of services described earlier in this paper.

An attractive alternative 1o these strategies is to focus on young parents, for sxample, those under 25,
It is the younger generation of actual and potential welfare recipients that are the source of greatest
concern, 'I’hey are also the group for which there is probably the greatest hope of making a profound |
d:ﬁamnce. Younger recipients are likely to have the longest stays on welfare, in part because they
are at the begmnmg of their spells. Under this approach, we would devote energy and new resources
t0 end welfare for the next generation, rather than spreading efforts so thin that little real help is
provided to anyone,

One method of focusing on younger recipients would be to place all persons born in 1973 or later
{under 25 i in 1997) into the transitional support system, Al persons of the same age and
mrcumstances would then face the same rules, regardiess of when they entered the system. This plan
implies a gradyal phase-in of more and more of the welfare caseload, since the fraction of those en
assistance Whe were born in 1973 or tater would rise with each year. As of 1997, the naw rules
would apply to everyone under age 25, Ten vears later, everyone uoder sge 35 would be in this new
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atiy)
teansitionat support structure,  For this age cohort and alf younger cobiorts following, the welfare
system would be teansformed. Note that such a plan would not contemplate any reduction in existing
education! and training services for older recipients. They would still be eligible for JOBS services.
But the néw resources would be focused on young people. This plan would call for a reassegsment
five years aRer enactment, W determing whether we are successfully implementing the program for
the ymmgef generation mé can accelerate it to phase in older recipients.

The numbler of persons served under such a strategy is shown on the {able on the next page. In 1997,
the first year of implementation, ¢veryone in the program would be either working, in JOBS-Prep, or
in the 3083 program. There would be no one in the WORK program until 1998, when parsons
would begizz to reach the fwo-year limit, Note that most people who entered the welfare system
would not reach the lmit two years later. Many persons would, as is the case now, lsave welfare
within a short period of time and consequently would not be affected by the time Himit,  Others would
cycle on and off welfare and so would accumulate 24 months of receipt over four or five years or
more, Esgmates indicate that as a result of the implementation of the new program and other reforms
thealth reform, ¢hild care for the working poor) more people will choose to work while on welfare
and others who would riot have left without these changes will leave aliogether.

The projected costs of focusing on this target group are shown on in the introduction. Clearly,
phasing inja larger group would increase thise costs, while targeting a smalier group would decrease
them, A decision to focus on youag people initially in no way precludes adding al or part of the
older cohorts to the program at 8 later time, For example, States could have the option 10 phase in
the program more quickly.

The J()BS-Prep Program

Any ?th}! where work is required and vime-limits imposed must fake account of differences in
peopie’s 3btlzty to work. People who ace permanently disabled and thus unabie to work for at least
one year should in theory be covered under the Supplemental Security Income (881} Program. But
same disabilities and most ilinesses, even severe ones, last less than a year. Many other people suffer
from paz“nai disabilities that limit their ability to work. Sometimes a parent is needed in the home to
care for a severeiy disabled child. There also are persons who have great difficulty coping with the
day-to-day c%za!langes of parenting and survival in what are often highly stressful environments,

One solution would be simply to exempt persons facing such obstacles to employment from
pamcxp:ttton requirements, as is the case under current faw. Having large numbers of exemptions,
however, may serve ay an obstacle to changing the culture of welfare offices. Mareover, deferrals
are not neccssarxly beneficial 1o those who receive them, Advocates for persons with disabilities often
complain that current programs send both explicit and subtle messages that persons with disabilities
cannot and should not work, and thus cannot really contribute to themselves or their commuuities.
Still, for many persons, immediate we:k or training may not be appropriate.
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PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER A HYPOTHETICAL PROPOSAL,
ASSUMING IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1272

FY 1997 FY 199¢ FY 2064

?m;ected Adult Cases With Parent 1,20 millien 1.67 million 2.90 mitlion

Born After 1972 Without Referm
Off wcifa:a with Reform )
(Heaf;iz reform after 1999, EITC, 03 miltien 07 mitlion 50 million
Child Care, JOBS, WORK, #12.)

Program Participants 1.17 million | 1.6 million 2.4 million
WOrking While on Welfare .14 miltion .20 mitlion 30 million |
JOBS Participants 4 million | .89 million 87 miltion
WORK Participants 00 million | .13 miltion 63 million
Pre-IOBS~ disability/age timits work 13 million .20 million 30 miltion
Pre—]éBS»«sevemly disabsied child .03 million A4 miilion 06 miliion
?w«}{)fBS--caring for child under one 13 miflion A6 miilion 24 million

_ _
Notes: I

Numbers %ssume muxdest behavioral effects that increase over time. These behavioral effeciz include
a 50 percent increase in the percent of recipisats working pm:»:ime employment and training impacts
similar San Diego’s SWIM program and 2 modest increase in the percent of recipients who leave
welfare for work when they hit the time limit. Figures for 2004 are subject w considerable error,
since it is d:fﬁwl: to make caseload proiections or to determine the impact of WORK reguirements on
behavior, iFigures for FY 2004 also assume behavioral effects from the full implementation of health
reform,

i
The hypothetical proposal assumes the policy will be implemented in all States by Federal law by
October 1996. Tn addition, the estimates assume that for 40 percent of the caseload, States will
implement, the policy by October 1995, This follows the pattern of State implementation under the
Family Su;};mft Act,
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One very intriguing formulation has been proposed by the American Public Welfare Association.
They suggest a RS preparatiaﬁ phase” for persons not yet able to work or enter an education or
tralning pmgrarn All persons in this pbase would be expected 10 do something to contribute to
themseives and their community, but they would not be subject 1o the time Himit until they were ready
10 enter the JOBS program, We have drawn heavily on this formulation in designing the new JOBS-
Prep progrlam which would provide secvices intended to prepare persons for entry inte the JOBS
program. 1

Naming the program I {}85«?{8;) establishes the expectation that eventually many, if not most, pecple
in this category will be able 1o join the regular JOBS program. But who should be placed in JOBS-
Prep status? Virtually everyone seems to agred that persons of advaneed age (over 60), those with
severa dlsabnht:es or those who are caring for a severely disabled child should be assigned to the
JOBS- ?re;};prograrzz But the question of how far along the continuum of disability the line should he
drawn is a difficult one.

A somewhat different set of problems is posed by the mothers of very young children, Should af}
mothers with children be expected (0 work, provided neither the mother nor the child is disabled?
The Family Support Act exempts mothers with children under the age of 3 from participation in the
JOBS pmgmm States have the option of requiring participation of mothers with children over the
age of 1 if they choose to do 50, Eight States currently choose this stricter option. Five other States
require mothers of children over 2 to padticipate.

Obviously, the more peeple who are placed in the JOBS-Prep program and consequently not yet
subject to 3 time limit, the fewer people will be in the JOBS and WORK programs. It is estimated
that the following percentages of the current caseload would be in JOBS-Prep under different policies:

Option A: Case head is 60 years or over, case head has a severe disability or is caring for a child
with a scvere disability.
8 percent in JORBS-Frep

Option B: Case head is 60 years or over, case head has a disability which limits work, or is caring
for 2 ¢hild with a severe disability.
15 percent in JOBS-Prep

:
Option C: ‘Option B, plus cases with a child under 1 in the household or with 2 woman in (he final
trimester of pregnancy. Mothers of children conceived while the mother is on welfare would be
assigned to JOBS-Prep for a peried of time consistent with the Family Leave Act.
25 percent in JOBS-Prep

H
Option D: Option B, plus cases with child under 3 years in the bousehold or woman in the final
trimester of pregnancy, Mothers of children conceived while the mother is on welfaze would be
assigned to JOBS-Prep for a period of time consistent with the Family Leave Act,
58 percent in JOBS-Prep

Except for z?;e shorter time limits for children conceived while the mother was receiving assistance,
Option D) is essentially the strategy used in the Family Support Agt, though States are cucrently
permitted to elect Option € (as noted ghove, only ¢ight bave done s0). Option C, which would
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regduce th; ninber of exemptions by nearly half from current faw, is the strategy used for the cost
estimates in the hypothetical proposal.

1t is sasy to determine the age of youngest chifd, but difficult to define disability, liness or the need
to care for a relative for purposes of assignment to JOBS-Prep as opposed to JOBS. Rather than set
ap eiat;orate Federal rules for defining ability to work and then auditing performance, the Waorking
Group may want to recommend that the Federal government set a maximum percentage of the
caseload Wiizciz can be placed it JOBS-Prep for reasons other than the age of the youngest child, and
provide gmdmce as (0 the other ¢riteria for assignment 10 the JOBS-Prep program. The hypothetical
plan estimates assume that States can place all mothers of children under age 1 and, in addition, up to
15 porcent of the total adult caseload in JOBS-Prep.

{
JOBS Extensions

A related, but conceptually distinct question is that of extensions. Not alt persons will be able to
complete the neaded education or training programs within two years. For example, some individualy
with leammg disabilities may not be able to obtain a high school degree or 2 GED within a two-year
period. Othea' persons may be enrolied in post-secondary education, such as a four-year college
degree program which requires ore than two years to comnplete.  Some progeams, including schooi-
to-work pmgsams, invoive both a period 1o finish bigh school and an additional year or more of
postgraduste tratning.

There scen!ls to be little disagreement that persons who are making satisfactory progress foward
altaining 2 htgh school degree or completing a GED, school-tu-work or similar program should be
granied exwzswns to attain their degrees or e(}mplete their pragrams. Extension policy should also
be sens:twe to the particular circumstances of recipients. Persons with language difficuliies may
need, for &xamp?g to complete an English as a Second Language (ESL) course before they can obtain
a GEZ} or job training.

The &ontr{;?ersiai question is whether a person should be able to receive full welfare benefits while he
ot she goes on to complete a four-year college degree. Those who favor such a proposal emphasize
that assisting people to obizin a bachelor's degree is the best way 0 £nsure that they do not return o
welfare, i‘-‘ushwg peapie into low-wage positions which do not bring the family up to the pﬁ;verzy line
or offer upwaré mobility may be counter-productive,

Those who opp(}se extensions o allow individuals 1o complete a four-ygar college degree note that
only Gm:-qzzazzer of all high schoo! graduates obtain a bachelor's degree, and that among welfare
recipients the fraction is much lower. They question whether it is fair 10 use welfare benefits w0 help
support pcrsorzs who are getting four-year degrees when the vast majority of persons paying for that
support Wiil1 never get such a degrea. There is also 4 concern that single parents who redgive cash
assistance wculd actually have greater access w economic support for higher education than persons
who did not 'become single parents, A pama} resolution to thiz dilemma may emerge if part-time
work fulfills the work obligation. {n those circumstances, persons working part time and attending
school part time would continue 10 be eligible for some supplemental cash support in most States.
Anather option would be to let States apply for waivers to allow exiensions for college.
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As with the issue of assignments to JOBS-Prep, the Working Group may want to recommend that the
number of extensions be capped at a fixed percentage of the caseload. The current proposal allows
States to grant extensions 1o persons for attaining a high schoof diploma o GED or for completing 2
school-to-work or other appropriaw sducations or tratiing program, as well ay to persons facing a
language !zzzrr:er or other serious obstacie 1o employment. States could alse opt to vse extensions for
[Rrsons szz post-sccondary education, especially persons In work-study programs.

We bziiave that setting the cap at 10 percent of the JOBS program caseload will provide States a
sufficient number of extensions, barring unusual circumstances. A State could apply to the Secretary
of HHS for additional extensions 4s an amendment to the State plan if it could demonstrate that it
caseload ls very different from that in the nation &8 3 whole or if it had developed an alternative
program which is structured in such a way that additional extensions are required,

Work»l‘nr-Wagcs Versus Weork-for-Weilare

Uuqa&tmnab]y the hardest part of designing a time-limited welfare system is structuring the work
program for persons who have reached the time limit. The welfare reform effort will focus on
making work pay, collecting ¢hifd support, and creating a first-rate education, training and placement
program in order to keep the number of persons reaching the time limsit to a minimusn.  In addition,
all persons approaching the two-year limit will be required 10 engage in a period of intensive job
search. Desp:ze these efforis, some persons will kit the time limit without finding a job on their owa,
ardd work epportumzws must be provided for them,

The first az}zd most visibie cholee in the WORK program involves work-fur-wages versus work-for-
welfare, f}x}der a work-for-wages plan, the State or locality is required to offer a work opportunity 10
persous who have reached the time limit. Hours and wages are 581 by the State or locality. Persons
receive a paycheck for hours worked. If the person dogs not work, he or she does not get paid. In
principle, gacmns are wage earners rather than recipients. In a work-for-welfare plan, the person
continues Eﬁ receive a welfare check but is required to work at 2 designated commanity service job as
a condition 'of eligibility for cash benefits. Persons who fail to report for work or who perform
pooriy can have their welfare benefits reduced, $0 long as the State can establish that there was no
good cause for their absence or poor performance. In effect, under a work-for-weifare plan, WORK
program pm:czpants remain recipients, but they have additional obligations.

There seems to be considerable agreement on the strong appeal of a work-for-wages model. The
structure is see:z as providing a traditional work oppoctunity with the digaity and the responsibilities
ofa standard wark place, Persons would receive wages vather than & welfare check.

The major question 16 be resolved is whether Szates shoutd be permitted 1o opt for a work-for-welfare
model if they choose to do 56, If the decision is made 10 aliow States to elect a work-for-weifare
model, the Administration’s plan could have provisions 1o encourage States, through financial
incentives and technical asgistance, to adopt a work-for-wages model,

Those who argue for allowing States the choice cite two major concerns: implementation and
recipient profection, A work-for-wages program of this magnitude for this population has not been
implemented previously.
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Under a weri&f(}r-wages Structure, communities would have to establish a system for linking WORK
pawmpams with the private sector, as well as with the not-for-profit and public sectors. They would
nesd 1o determine how and by what method o pay organizations who employ WORK participants, In
addition, they would need to set up procedures for monitoring WORK program participation and
resolving disputes, There are also difficolt questions Involving worker protection, What happens if a
WORK participant, or hig or her child, s sick? What happens f the adult simply fails to show up for
work repeatedly? What if the worker feels the work place is dangerous or abusive? We have limited
real e:t.perliencz: 10 draw on in addressing these congeres.

While a work-for-wages model has not been tested on this scale, work-for-weifare has been trisd In
various forms by many States. The payment structure is casy~participants get 8 welfare check.
Dispute mseiutlon is handled within the same sanctioning and appeal structure used for other disputes
concermug cash benefits. States still have o find work shes, but peotection for workers is less of a
problem, since the benefit continues to be paid unless the State decides to begin a sanctioning process.

Before the State can reduce the henefit it must establish that the person failed © meet his or her work
obizganous without good cause. Such a test would never be met if 2 ¢hild were sick or transportation
broke {is:zwn Though fow people like the existing work-for-welfare programs (usually caifed
Commumty Work Expenance Frogram, CWEP), and evidence regarding their impact on employment
and garnings is not encouraging, work-for-welfare is a known emtity, A number of other welfare
reform plans call for CWEP after two years of transitional assistance.

Those who argus against allowing States the option of selecting CWEP fear that many would ¢choose
the approach that they know, without giving the work-for-wages model serious consideration. This
would undermine the goals and philosophiy of the reform plan. They view the implementation
problems m wark-for-wages as difficule, but surmountable, esp&czai%y if the program initially focuses
on yetmger recipients. As discussed below, States would be given enormous flexibility in deciding
how to implement 3 work-for-wages model. Moreover, under the phase-in strategy recommended
abave, the number of work slots would grow gradually, due to the targeting of young parents, giving
States the time they need o design and implement new systems. The scale, rather than the structure,
of the WGRK program may be the primary concern for States.

{
W(}ri:«fi}pwa!fare sends adverse messagss © rmlpients prospective emp! oyers, and the public,
CWEP sia{s are not generatly perceived as "real jobs.” CWEP participants in arguably one of the
best ran pmgrams {in San Diego) reported that they thought the work requirement was {air, but they
feit like they were working for free. There is little evidence that persons who go through CWEP
subsequently fare better in the work place than people who were just on welfare, Employers will
probably ne:’!ver see CWEP experience as serious work experience, No regular job pays its employees
regardiess of when and whether they show up unless the employer can prove the person did not stay
out for gooci cause. Placements are virtually never in the private sector, nor are they likely to be,
W{}{k#{;r‘-wages programs by contrast can target private sector employers. Perhaps most importantly,
without the responsibifities of regular work and the paycheck tied to performance, there will ke far
less dignity in WORK.

F .
Advocates for 2 work-for-wages policy note that such a model would distinguish the Administration’s
plan from z}ﬁzer proposals and serve to define and delineate our vision. A werk#{}r-wagas plan
whereby persons are given transitional aid and training and then offered 2 job if they ¢an’t find one
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on their own contrasts sharply with a plan which calls for people to work off their welfare check after
two years:

The Working Group may want to recommend z very flexible work-for-wages program, with
considerable State and local discretion in the operation of the program. Many of the details would be
quite ceasmous!y left to States and local communities, who know their own needs and circumstanees,
including 332}02‘ market conditions, best, .

Part-time versus Full-time Work Expectations

The transitional support program will focus heavily on work., Persons would not be able o coflect
weltfare bemf‘ 1€ mdeﬁmteiy without working. But the question remains: should someone who hag
reachad the time limit and is working in a low-wage job, either 3 WORK position or an unsubsidized
job, be abl_e to receive cash benefits in addition to wages, if the family’s income is below the
eligibility standard in the State?

Qne option is fo altow families in which one member is working part-time (20 hours per week in an
zznszzbmdlzed job) to continue to collect cash assistance. Under this strategy, months in which an
individual was working ;aazz-umc would not eount agamsz the time limit, and persons who had
reached ﬁze time limit and were in WORK positions or in unsubsidized jobs could collegt cash
benefits if otherwise eligible. Also, part-time work would mest the JOBS participation requirement.

This 3;};}{03011 has several advantages. Part-time work may be the most reasonable standard for single
parernts, es;wcmlly those with young children. All working parents face significant burdens in dealing
with school schedules, child care, sick children, doctor visits and the like, Though the vast majority
of married!methers waork, only about 1/3 work full-time all year, and they have belp from their
spouse. Given that at present only 8 percent of adult AFDC recipients presently work at all in a
given memh genting people 10 work part-<¢ime may be sean as 3 major accomplishment.  Moreover,
parttime w{}z‘k may serve as a stepping stone 0 both full-time work and 1o better-paying jobs.
flmployers typically have 2 strong preference for work experience in unsubsidized jobs,

In aﬁéizizm!, if wages from WORK assignments could not be supplemented with cash benefits, the
higher-benefit Stutes would have to either make their WORK assigruments full-tims or leave people in
WORK asszgz;zzzcnts worse off than those who ware not working and on assistance {i.e., those who
had not reached the time limiit). E could be both expensive and counterproductive to tske. people who
have reaz:had the time Hmit and are working part-time out of their unsubsidized work 1o place them in
full-time subsidized WORK slots,

The current cost estimates assute that part4ime work stops the time-limit clock, and consequently
more peaple choase to work part-time in unsubsidized employment than are doing so now. If part-
time work s:ims not stog the clock, the number of WORK positions needad might well be higher,
because gamns who would work part-lime while on assistance might give up their unsubsidized work
1o obtain education and training within the two-year window.

Finally, some argue that since full-time work would always be much more financially rewarding than
part-time work, persons would already have every incentive to work full-time rather than part-time,
Part-time w;eriwzs would generally be poor, even with their supplemental benefits,

i
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A second option is to end cash assistance entirely at the end of two years and require participation in
the WORK program, even for the working poor who might still qualify in some States, Peopie in
WORK slots or unsubsidized part-time work would not be eligible for supplementary benefits. It
would encuuragc people to become setf-sufficient, with the help of the EITC, child care and health

e—-mi%wr thar continuing to rely on weifare indefinitely. It would seem more equitabls 1o siagle
parents wha are wt}rkmg fuft-time 10 support their children without the benefit of welfare, It might
also be less costly in the long run than the first option.

A third aiternative would be o stop the time-limit clock during part-time work only if the parent had
a young chlld on the grounds that these are the parents most fikely to encounter difficulties working

full-time as well as those for whom child care i3 likely to be the most expensive,
%

Finally, a faufﬁx alternative could be to leave the decision to the States, whether to stap the clock for
persons workmg part thne,

Related to the treatment of part-time work is the key question of how to set the number of hours
expected of participants in the WORK program. An obvious strategy is to caloulate the required
hours of work in the program by dividing the cash welfare benefit by the minimum wage. But this
simple fc:z{zula raises issues which vary depending on exch state’s level of besseflts,

In low-benefit states, dividing cash benefits by the minimam wage yields a very low level of required
work. I Mississippi, for example, a mother with two children would be required to work just 10
hours per week ~ hardly z substantial work experience. One solution (consistent only with the work-
for-wages model) is simply to set 3 misimum number of hours. In some states, this would mean that
WORK partic:pants would have more income than people receiving cash assistance only. Another
solution (consistent only with the work-for-weifare model} is 1o include in the formula the value of
food stamps in addition to cash benetits. Some would argue that it is unfair to require people to work
off non-cash benefits, and this concern is intensified by the fact that this would ocour in some states
but not in others,

By contrast, ! in high-benefit states 2 different set of issues arises, In these states dividing cash benefits -
by the mzzzzzzmm wage yiedds a very high feve! of required work ~ more than 33 hours per week.
The greater tize: number of hours of work, the greater the associated child care costs, and the greater
the giffi z.:uity of develaping WORK %szgﬁments Moreaver, in some states if no supplemental cash
benefits were prﬂvnde;i people earning minimum wage in WORK positions would actuaily bs worse
off than peopie recelving cash assistance ondy.

Recause ziw issues i setting the number of hours vary depending on each state’s level of benefits, the
Working Gmnp may want to recommend giving States flexibility to determing work hours within a
reasomable ranga - 53y, 15 to 35 hours per week. States would also have flexibility to decide
whether (o praﬂde supplemental cash benefits 1o WORK participants, They could use whatever
formulas or crztema they choose, provided that they ensure that {13 WORK pm;cz;;ants receive at least
minimam wage, and {2) WORK participants are better off than people receiving cash assistance only,
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iﬁiscouraging Extended WORK Participation

WORK ;}f{}gram jobs are not intended to serve as a substitute for or displace private sector
piacemanis Rather, they are designed to provide temporary, fast-resort work for persons who have
reached Lht’: time Hmit without finding a private sector job. Unless long-term participation is deterred,
the size i}f the WORK program could become probibitively large. Jndead, the ultimate goal of the
WORK pt&gz&m is to place people into unsubsidized work,

Thers are !lgarmus ways in which a WORK program can be designed in arder to discourage or prevent
extended participation. These iaclude the following provisioas: limiting the ducation of sach
individual WORK assignment, requiring frequent job search, denying the EITC 1o WORK program
participants and placing limits on the total length of time people are allowed to spend in WORK
assignmat's‘

There i 1s !mle d:sag:&ment that ;zzdivzézzal W()RK z)iacamants ougbz m ba lnm:ted in ézzrauon to
perhaps 12 manths This limit is designed & prevent participants from bmmzng attached 10
particular szzizszdmd jobs. Of course, there would be strong encouragement o and incentives for
smployers to hire WORK participants a3 unsubsidized employees before or at the end of the 12
months, Before and afier each WORK assigrument, job search would be required.

: __ yants. Perhaps the best way to ensure that people do not
eschew ;mvate sccwr }ebs for W(}RK posmons is w make certain that any private sector position
pays beteer ihan a2 WORK job. Though there are various mechanisms for accomplishing this, one of
the easiest is to deny the EITC for money earned in the subsidized WORK assignmeats,  Since
WORK slots are already subsidized, ¥ could be argued that it would not be appropriate to offer the
additional subsidy of the EITC. There would be some administrative complexity 0 treating earnings
received while a WORK participant differeatly from other earnings.

Some argue that if persons are being expected 10 work in real jobs they ought to receive the same
benefits a5 other workers. They believe that Himits on the daration of WORK assignments, frequent
job search and the possibility of promotion will lead people to move toward private work without the
need for spe:ch "penalties” for WORK workers.

{Others argué that without such 3 requirement, the WORK program will not truly be a last resort for
thase unable to find unsubsidized jobs.
3

iring accent sctor ioh offer, Both JOBS and WORK program participants
w{}zzld be rex;a;md te accept any {}ffsr uf an a:zsubszdazed job, provided the job met certain health and
safety standards, or be denied assistance or a WORK job for several months. After two refusals, the
person m;ght be permanently denied access to 2 WORK assignment, Some argue that such provisions
are unnecﬁssary, hard to administer and potentially unfair, especially if the EITC is denied to WORK
workers, I

g the total time people ‘ 4 nrogram. Another way to lirnit WORK
gamc:patlon 'would t)c to time imut WORK ;ust as welfare is time-limited. Those who favor limiting
the total !ang4th of time in WORK assignments to two or three years argue that other persons are not

|
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guaranteed paid work if they cannot find i on their own. Theoretically, persons could stay in the
WORK program for many years, and such extended WORK participation is seen by some as creating
a work entitlement that may become a5 unpopuiar as welfare is now,

A second argument involves the best use of resources. WORK slots require resources for job
creation and child care. If people bave been in the WORX program for two years and in the JOBS
program f(}t‘ twa years prior to that, resources, including WORK positicns, might be better focused
R other riecxptmts

The blggest problem with limiting the duration of WORK participation is deciding what 0 do when
individuals hit such 2 WORK time limit. One strategry would he to have individual evaluations for
those who reach the WORK time limit to decide whether they should be returned to YOBS-Prep, have
their weifarc benefits reduced if they are job ready, or be classified as permanemtly deferred, Such g
sirategy wou!d ensure that WORK slots were preserved for those first reaching the time Hmit, One
need not require States to Hmit WORK assignments; one might only provide the flexibility to do so.
Other welfare reform propusals allow States to terminme or reduce public assistance after 3 years in
CWEP,

Opponents argue that there is no justification for limiting participation in the WORK program,
especially if WORK participants are denied the EITC, If all the provisions listed above for limiting
the length of WORK limiting provisions were adopted, anyone still eligible for a WORK assignment
after, say, 2 or 3 years would have successfully met all WORK requirements in several different
placements been through 3 or 4 intensive searches for wnsubsidized employment, vot refused any
private sector job offer and wauld be seeking a WORK assigrunent even though any private sector job
opportunity would pay 40 percent more and probably offer a better future.

Ggpcne:ms;af WORK tine Hmits argue that such people would most likely be individuals who
genuinely could not find any private sector employment sither because they lived in a weak labor
market, or bmusc they could not, despite their best efforts, successfully compete for available jobs.
Denying {bezz‘z the opportunity to pacticipate in the WORK program would very likely cause their
incomes o, fall sharply, potentially putling the family at serious risk of homelessness or other crises.
Virtually sone of these families would have had incomes above the poverty line while they were in
the WORK! L program. Unless we are willing to provide cash henefits without a work expectation for
people wﬁa are no longer eligible for the WORK program, we would be placed in the position of
denying support 1o persons who had demonsieated a willingness w work. Finally, there is the
question ofywhat would happen to people who had exhausted both their JOBS support and WORK
support, succeeded in finding work, but lost that work when the economy changed or for other
reasons. What would be the temporary safety net for such famities?

Time-limiting participation in the WORK program would not hiave any effect on cost estimates in the
five-year cast estimation window used for the budgel. Since it will likely take States two years to
begin zmpiemeazmg the program, even 2 strict two-year limit on JOBS followed by 2 strict two-year
limit on WORK would not affect anyone for six years. Since most people do pot stay on welfare
continuously for four years, in most cases it would not have any effect for seven or sight years.
Eventually, [however, such limits on WORK could have s significant impact, Unfortunately, we have
no information on the extent (o which extended stays in the WORK program will be a problem, nor
any undersaandmg of what would be the reasons for such extended stave, The issue could be revisited
in later years if extended spelis in WORK became a problem.
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ladividual Economic Development

As part of the welfare reform effort, we will be exploring z range of strategies, above and beyond
education and job teaining, to help recipients achieve selfesufficiency. Microenterprise development
and incentives for saving will be among the complamentary approaches to be examined. The
hypothetical welfare reform plan includes two individual economic development demonstration
programs, ;one testing the effect of Individual Development Accounts on savings and another
attempling 1o encourage persons on assistance 1o start micraenierprises (smalt businesses). Raising
the asset lmit for eligibility for cash benefits 1o $10,008 for savings accounts designated for specific
purposes such as purchase of a first home 5 also under consideration,

An !nd:vsdua} Development Account (IDAY would be a special typs of savings account, in which
savings by; recipients would be matchedd by Federal government dollars. Savings from an DA,
including both the individual’s share and the matching doliars, could only be withdrawn for a limited
number of purposes, including paying for education or training, starting a business or purchasing 2
home, The IDA demonstration will attempt, through a randomized evaluzion, to determine the effect
of such savings incentives on both asset accumulation and movement toward self-sufficiency.

oot
The hygwt:ictical reform plan also includes a demonstration progeam to promote self-employment
among welfare recipients by providing access % both microloan funds and to technical assistance in
the areas of obtaining loans and starting businesses. The demonstration, which will, as above, be a
random assignment study, will explore the extent to which self-em;;iz;gmem Can $erve as 3 route to
seif»»suffic;ency for recipients of cash assistance.
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AI)HENB?M, EXPANDED JOBS AND TIME-LIMITED CASH ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
DESIGN

A greatly @xpamied JOBS program will be the centerpiece of the new fransitional assistance program.
IOBS will be a two-year job search, education, training and job placement program designed to help
welfare recipients secure employment and achieve selfesufficiency. While individuals are in JOBS,
they will b? efigible for cash assistance. Following is the recommended expanded program design.

Adminig;;gl;jgg, As under current Jaw, State weifare agencies will administer the cagh assistance and
expanded JOBS program under broad Federal guidelines. States will have to submit 2 JOBS plan,
which has been developed and coordinated with relevamt employment, training, and educational
programs in the State, to the Secretary of HHS for approval.

Funding. As under current law, Federal matching funds for JOBS will be available as a capped
entitlemnent,

Activities, |New entrants will be assessed and then enter into an agreement with the agency
admmtswnﬁg the JOBS program that stresses the mutual responsibilities of rec:ptent and agency under
a time-limited assistance program. The focus will be on the activities and services that the individual
peeds in ordat to achieve self-sufficiency. States will have the eption to require persons applying for
assistance to engage in gob search from the date of spplication.

State JOBS services and activities will be largely those provided under cureent law, including
education, trarmng, CWEP and other work activities, job development and joh placemenz A key
aspect of !he plan is to increase coordination and integration of JOBS with mainstream education and
tratning pmgz‘m and initiatives. Current limitations on the duration of job search within the JOBS
program will be relaxed o promote employment,

Recipients who are within 45-80 days of reaching their two-year time limit will be required to engage
in job search at that point. '

i’artzc;pm;ggg standards. The sew transitional assistance program will be phased-in graduoally over
severat yaam At full implementation, minimum State JOBS participation rates will be sigoificantly
higher zhzm*t,he current vate. The definition of participation will be expanded to include 3 broader
range of 3c§1v1tzes that promote self-yuificiency.

i
Sanctions. ‘We are considering strengthening the sanctions for fatlure to participate in the JOBS
program. (ﬁne option would be to adopt the APWA recommendation that the sanction be set 4t 5%
of the otal of cash benefits plus Food Stamps.,

Earn-back Qggvigigm. Recipienis who leave JOBS and transitional assistance for regular unsubsidized
employment before reaching the two-year Himit but subsequently Jose their jobs will be able 1o return
o the trans;w;ma} assistance program. Persons who have left weifare can earn back potential months
of ass;sianc!e for time in which they were out of the welfare system.

m[ Recipients who are not able 1o work or (o participate in a JOBS education or training
program wzgz be assigned to JOBS-Prep and expected to do something to contribute to themselves and
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|_ >
their community. Individuals in the JOBS-Prep program would include persons of advanced age,
those who have severe disabilities and mothers of very young, very ill or severely disabled chiideen,
Persons assigned to the JOBS-Prep program would aot be subject 1o a time limit uniess and until they
entered the JOBS program, The percentage of the caseload that States could place in the IOBS-Prep
program %z'iil be limited,

H

H
Extensions. States will be permitted to grant 2 limited numbsr of extensions of the time limit for
completion of education or training programs and in other appropriate ¢ircumstances. 1t is proposed
that States be allowed to extend 3 maximum of 10 percent of their caseload at any one time. Under
special circumstances, States could be permiited to exceed the cap on extensions.

25
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ADDENDUM: WORK-FOR-WAGES ?R{}GRAM DESIGR

The following are key policy elements and the initial recommended design.  Elements with an *
comtain controversial policy questions:

H
Adminigtration. States would be required to develop a WORK plan for joint approval by the
Secretaries of HHS and Labor, States would be required to have 3 WORK advisory panel with
membership from labor, business and community organizations. To be resalved: membership and
links to Private Industry Councils (PICs) and Workforee Investment Boards {(WiBs}, The advisory
panel would have to approve the WORK plan.

Funding. >P‘er gach WORK placement, States would receive 2 flat amount for administrative costs and
would be rezmhu:seé for wages paid thours (imes wage) according to a specified set of matching
rules. Pefiimi matching rates would gignificantly decline the longer the person stayed in the WORK
program as a further incentive for States 1o move people into unsubsidized work, Additional monies
or a higher match might be available to States in times of recession.

Placements. Placements in private sector establishments would be strongly preferced. States would
be free to negotiate contracts with private companies, placement services, community organizations,
State and Iocal government agencies, and other organizations to accept or place WORK participants in
exchange f{}r payments from the government. Private sector placements would require that at least
some pomon of the wage be paid by the employer. .

In addnuzml a major effort would be uadertaken with State and Federal government agancies 1o Hnd
job placemems through existing initiatives and program expansions such as child care, Head Start
centers, housing rebabilitation projects, Empowerment Zones, and many others.

National Service placements would also be acceptable WORK assignments. States would be given the
option of contracting with the National Service Board to provide a certain number of National Service
Piacements In addition, National Service workers could be used o help work with and supervise
WORK part:c:p:mts n community service activities, -

* Dispin ggmg;;;, Language 1o be developed, with National Service non-displacement language serving
as the base,
* Hours. Hours would be set by the State—a minimum of 15 hours and a maximum of 35 hours.

States wcu!d be free to use whatever criteria they choose in deciding upon hours so long as each hour
of work was paid.

States cou!é chooge w offer anything from part-time to fulltime work, If the WORK job paid less
than the fazm%y would have recéived in cash benefits (before reaching the time timit) the State would
be z‘eqzzzreé to pay a supplement {see below), Requiring fulltime work would be considerably more
expensive, m{}re than doubling the cost of the WORK program and complicating the job creation
probiem censadarabiy Particularly for mothers with young chitdren, full-time work may not be
deemed appmprlalc or practical by the local community.
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! d henelits, WORK assignments would have (0 pay at lzast the
hzgher of thc Feée:rai and any S:zte or  Tocal minimum wage, but States and localities could choose 10
set a iztgher wage rate in specific cases. An argument can be made that on the grounds of equiy,
total s:nmpensauon (inciuding any subsidized child care and other benefits) paid o individuals in
WORK asszgmmnts would have o be similar to the compensation paid (0 other workers in the same
job (taking experience and skills into account). Sick rules and absentee policy would be the same as
that of smular workers in the establishment, States would set or negotiate such rules in cases in
which a m.w organization or establishment was being formed to employ WORK participants.
Workers wmpensatmn coverage would be provided, either through the employer or by another
method. FICA taxes would be paid, with, again, the exact mechanism to be developed, Unemploy-
ment insurance payments, however, would not be required.

jements t. If expected WORK program earnings net of work gxpenses wers less than
wﬁufd ftzva been recewed by a non-working family on cash assistance, the State would be required to
pay the dtfferazzcc A% a supplemental benefit, Note that such a supplemental benefit would never be
higher lhan the supplement that would be paid under transitional assistance for someons with the same
earnings :n; a private sector job,

* Tre&;mgn; of earnings from WORK program § er ment benefits. For purposes of
determining eligibility and benefits for other government programs, the following rules would apply:

. For purposes of cakenlating food stamp, housing and other benefits, wages paid under the
WORK program would be treated as earnings. Benefits would be caleulated on a 3-month
prospective basis under the assumption that the person were going to work the full number of
hours assigned, No increases in food stamps or supplemental benefits would occur if the
person ¢id not work the required hours, provided he or she did pot have good ¢ause {e.g., 2
serieus iflness) for the missed work, '

. Easzzgs received under the WORK program would not be siigible for the BITC and would
not t2:-& included in adjusted gross income for (ax purposes. This provision is designed to
ensure that private unsubsidized work would always be significantly more attractive than
‘%‘ORK

WORK slots are éeszgned to hc tempemry, avaﬁabie e:ﬁy when pw;:rie reai%y czmnct ﬁnd pz‘zvm
sector work, Each individual placement would be limited to no more than 12 months as z subsidized
placement and would have to be precaded and followed by 3 perfod of intensive job search. If the
employer agreed to take the person on as an unsubsidized worker, the individual would be considered
out of the WORK program,

!

: x 3 fer. WORK program participants would be
requwed za accept any nmzzbs:dxzed job eff'er of be denied a WORK job for several months, After
two refusals) the person might be permanently denied access to 2 WORK assignment,

: ) 124 {: ords.  States would be required 10 maintain records on the
rate st whzch WORK workers are rezamad by their WORK employers or placed in unsubsidized jobs
by plam:zant services. States would be expected 0 give preference for contracting with the WORK
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program m the employers and placement services with the best performance, At & future date, the
Secretary of HHS may impose retention or placement standards.

Returns 1o JOBS-Prep. Persons who became temporarily ill or faced a major new impediment o
work could seek to he re-evaluated and placed in the JOBS-Prep program umil such time ag the State

deemed them ready t0 work. Persons in this status would count against the liatit on JOBS-Prep
placements.

* Insufficiens WORK siots. In cases where there are insufficient WORK slots, first preference would
go to people just reaching the time limit. States would be required to pay ongoing cash benefits to
persons who were not placed in WORK assignments, and States would be relmburssd for such

benefits at ‘'3 significantly reduced match. The reduced match might be waived in periods of high
ioeal unemployment.

|
|
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, MAKING WORK PAY/CHILD CARE

8UZL[31NG BLOCKS: EITC AND HEALTH CARE REFORM

A crucial wmponent of welfare reform based on work and responsibility is making work pay.
Although ihay are not discussed in this paper, working family tax credits and health reform are two of
the three maj(}i’ somponents of making work pay. Last summer’s $21 billion expansion of the Earned
fncome Tax Credit (EITC) was a major step toward making it possible for low-wage workers to
support themselves and their families above poverty, When fully implemented, it will have the effect
of making a $4.25 per hour job pay nearly $6.00 per hour for a pacent with two or more children,
The welfare reform propesal will include provisions w0 make sure the EITC can be delivered on 2
regular, advance-payment basis throughout the year,

The next critical step is ensuring that all Americans have health insurance coverage, Many recipients
are ira;}pﬁd on welfare by their inability to find or keep jobs with health benefits that provids the
security they need. And o often, poor, non-working families on welfare have better health coverage
than poct‘} working families. The President’s health care reform plan will provide universal access to
health care, ensuring that no one will have to fear Iosing health coverage and choose welfare instead
of work to ensyre that their children have health insurance. Both the EITC expansion and health care
reform wtll help support workers as they leave welfare 10 maintain their independence and seif-

sufﬁcse&cy
%

The key m;ssmg component for making work pay is subsidized child care. In order for families,
espocially smgia»;:xzzam families, ¢ be sble to work and prepare themselves for work, they nead care
for their chtldreﬁ In addition to ensuring child care for participants in the wansitional assistance
program and for thase who transition off weifare, child care subsidies will b¢ made available 10 low-
income working families who have never been on welfare.

There are iwe major issues as we think about child gare in the context of welfare reform:

. How mwch subsidized child care should be made available, and for whom?

) What investments and/or requirements should be put in place 1o improve the quality of
¢hild care and the coordination of child care programs funded under different
mechanisms?

i
ISSUE: HOW MUCH CHILD CARE AND YOR WHOM?
:
There ace three categories of low-income families with child care needs that we ought © consider:
*  Families in JOBS, working pant-time, or in WORK
l

*  Families in 2 transition period, having just worked their way off assistance or the °
WORK program

i
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. Families working without having ever been on welfare or working beyond a transition
pemx!

All three catagorm have legitimate claims on ¢hild care subsidies. Families who are required ©
pamc;;)aze in JOBS are eurrently gusranieed child care, and rlghtly s6. People who arg working but
still on weifare have their child care subsidized through disregards in their AFDC and food stamp

" benefits, and sometimes through subsidies. We propose o continue current guarantees of child care
subsidies for these categories of recipients. }’mpfe in the WORK program are ike welfare recipients
in that they are working as a condition of receiving continued support, they are working at the
minimum wage, and they are not recetving the BITC. Tha proposal wauld guarantee their child care,
just as it is guaranteeé for JOBS and AFDC participasts.

Under current law, people who move off welfare and are working are guaranteed submdlzeé child
care for aiyeaz‘ in order to ease the transition. We propose to continue that guarantee for participants
in the wansitional assistance progeam who move into private secior work.

It is hard to argue, however, that low-income working families who are not on welfare or are
transitioning off welfare are less neading or deserving of child care subsidies than people who are on
welfare. It seems quite inequitable w provide child care subsidies 10 one family and to deny them o
another whose circumstances are identical except for the fact that the first family is or has been on
welfare.

L
The cructal issue to be decided is the size and shape of a child care subsidy program for the working
poT. ”f‘ms program should almost certainly be degigned as g capped entitiement, There are three
basic options, which reflect different overail levels of resources and dlfferem targeting strategies.

Capped E;nlitlmt: Full-Service Level

If we genzzme!y want to make work pay, to make work more attractive than welfare, and 10 maintain
#quity i}ezweezz those who have and have not been on welfare, i is important that ¢hild care subsidies
be available for the working poor, independent of their prior welfare status. The ideal approach, if
resources were no constraint, woold be to guarantee a child care subsidy to all working poor families
who need lt with a reasonable celling on cost per child. The cost of such a full-service entitlement is
sstimated ta be between $2 and $3 biltion per year of nei new Federal and State spending.

This cszzmiate s very uncertain, Because it is based on curreat usage, it does not reflect potential
changes in ‘work behavior and ¢hild care chofces that might result if new subsidies were available,
The estimate may, therefore, underestimate actual costs. On the other hand, experience to dute
suggests that actual child care usage is often much lower than planners ?redlct based on this
experience, the estimate could be to0 high. Becauss of the great uncestainty of the sstimates of
providing subsidized child care for the working poor, however, it seems unwise at this point to
establish an uncapped entitiement which could potentially become quite expensive.

The logical aiternative is a capped entitlement set at a level that reflects available resources, Capping
the entitlement guarantees that spending will not exceed the specified Hmit,
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We suggész a funding level at less than full service in order to reflect avatlable resources. The
proposal zs for $2.0 billion in 1999, with a fi%«year cost of $3.0 billion, This is less than our
estimates for full service, and therefore, requires some method of allocation.

Allocating a Capped Entitlement: State Discretion

The mast!ob\rious way of structuring z capped entitlement to child care for the working poor, whether
at the fuii;sarvice tavel or at a lower level, ig 1o allot available funds to the States and aliow them 1o
use the funds for services 10 families as thoy see fit.  This approach should work very well if the
funds are set at the full-service level. At a lower funding level, however, a problem arises because
the funds may not meet actual demand, and criteria for determining which families to serve are
difficult &3 set, Child care subsidies tend, therefore, o be distributed inequitably, often on the basis
of a first-come, first-served strategy that caonot address relative need,

Allocating & Capped Entitlement: Targeled

An altermative would be a targeted cagped entitiement. Because it would be capped, spending levels
would be contr\olled But if it were targeted to a population subsgroup, and set at a level that was
estimated w be sufficient to serve that sub-group, the allocation problem of the full-gervice, capped
entltlemaaz could be alleviated, The question, therefore, is whether there is 3 sub-group that could be
targeted that makes sense programmatically and that could be served with a reasonable resource
allocation,’

3
One possibility is 10 target young families, along the same lines and for the same reasons that we are
targeting young AFDU applicants and recipients for phasing in the transitional assistance program,
This strate;gy has many attractive features, It can be justified on the same grounds that we justity the
focus in th.e transitional program—investing in young families. It also addresses the problem of equity
between welfare and non-welfare recipients, Everyone born after 1972 would receive services in the
JOBS and WORK programs and child care subsidies if they are working, whether or not they are or
have been oa welfare, The disadvantage of this kind of targeting, obvicusty, is that it denies services
10 older mﬁzers simply on the basis of their birth date. Focusing child care subsidies on young
mothers may send a wrong message about the desirability of deferring parenthood.

The esnmated additionat costs of child care subsidies for young familics are about $750 miilion per
year, QOur suggesté{! funding level would, therefore, be sufficient to serve all young families and a
portion of eider families.

QUMJTY; AND COORDINATION ISSUES

The issue of quality versus quantity in child care has & long and conteniious history. At one extreme
are those who argue that child care subsidies should only be available for care thut meets Federally-
defined quality standards, that professional group care should be preferred over informal care, and
that rates should be set in such & way that expensive care is not only eligible for subsidy but is
encouraged: At the other extreme are those who argue that child care subsidies should be available
for any kinf.l! of care that the parent can find, with a strong preference for inexpensive and informal
care, i

it
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; A Gﬂg
Head Start

Fomaz;zwiy, some agreements and accommwndations in the Head Stant program have been emerging
that canégmda an approach o child care. Nearly everyone agrees that Head Start, with its high
quality comg}rehemwe approach to child development, should be the preferred service for as nwany
three- and four-year-0lds as passibie, with suppiemenm] chiid care as needed. This Administration’s
ceznmumetzt to expanding Head Start, and to developing more full-day and fuli-year Head Start slots,
will fmsure that as many as 1,000,000 low-income children in 1999 will be served by Head Start,

Parental Choice and State Oversight

Recent cihiiii care legislation has been based on the consensus that for other child care arrangements, -
parants should have nearly unlintited choice, constrained only by State regulations and by mininum
heaith am:i safety standards. ‘The general principle is that providers who receive sebsidies should meet
State Heensing or registration standards and that parents should be informed about theic child care
choices. | Providers that are exempt from State regulatory standards {most States exempt baby-sitting
and small in-home care arrangements for twa or three childeen, and some States exempt sectarian and
other pwvzéers of more formal care) would be required to register with the State and to meet State-
defined reqzzzwments for the prevention and control of infectious diseases, building and physical
premise safety and minimum health and safety training of providers,

Imesimtlnts in Quatity and Supply

A third point of general agreement is that some funds sught to be available for investments in child
care quality and supply. We propose setting aside a portion of child care funds for the following:
r2sonrce and referral programs; grants or loans to assist in meeting State and local standards,
mositoring of compliance with licensing and regulatory requirements; training and technical assistance
0 ;zmvzders, and enhancements 1o compensation for providers. We also propose to ensure that
training and technical assistance are available to enable welfare recipients, including JOBS and
WORK pamc;panzs te become Head Start and child care providers, These programs should be an
1mp<}r;am sonsrce of private sector jobs and of WORK program slots for people moving off welfare.

{
Rates !

1
In general, States pay subsidies for child care equal o actual cost, up ©0 some maximum. Thig
maximum should be set in a way that reflects reasonable costs of care. It should also be the same
avross child care programs and payment mechanisms to reflect corrent market conditions and be
defined i in such a way that it can vary automatically over time and possibly reflect gengraphical
differences in prices,

Program lCoarﬁiaazion

Finally, tfiere is agreenent that child care programs and funding streams should be designed in ways
that are casy 10 administer and appear “seamless” 10 parents. This can be achieved both through
program consehddtlan when possible, and trough coordination of rules, procedures and automated
gystems. Bacama of fiscal and political difficulties full consolidation is very difficult to achieve;
ncnethelesis, full coordination cught to be an important poal,

t
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: PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
i AND PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY

i

The best way o end welfare dependency is to eliminate the need for welfare in the first place. High
rates of femalwheaded famaly formation and the stardingly bigh poverty rates of those families lie
behind ozzs* targe and grawing welfare rolls, We are approaching the point when one out of every
three babics in America will be born to an unwed mother, and the majority of these will receive
welfare at some point, Births to school-age unwed mothers are an especially enduring tragedy. Too
many chllﬁmﬁ arg not receiving financial support from both their parents. This 0o contributes 1o
rates of weifaz‘é receipt that are much higher than we would like.

Concern over the dramatic increases in cut-of-wedlock births has ied some commentators 10 advocate
Iargei punitive solutions. The most extreme of these would cut off welfare for unwed mothers, a

“ture™ that might well have disastrous effects on the children of these mothers, increase the need for
spending on foster care and orphanages, and potentially increase the number of abortions.

We believé that the best pravczzzicn strategy is one that focuses on parental respousibility and provides
oppmtumtm.s for exercising 2, supplemented by inceeased family planning efforts and demonstrations
of service prograzns aimed at preventing teen pregnancy. We belisve that very clear and consistent
messages abou: pamzzzfmd and the ensuing responsibifities which wili be enforced, hold the best
chance of encouraging young peopls to think about the consequences of their actions and defer
pareuiﬁfw{i A boy who sees his brother required to pay 17 percent of his income in child support for
18 years tnay think twice ghout becoming a father. A girl who knows that young motherhood will
not relieve her of obligations to Hve at home and go to schoo! may prefer other choices.

The curreni welfare system sends very different messages, often letting fathers off the hook and
expecting litle from mothers., We hope and expect that a veformed system that strongly reinforces
the responsibilities of both parents will help prevent wo-early parenthood.

f
Along with responsibility, though, we must support opportaaity. . Telling young people to be
responsiblie will not be effective unless we also provide them the means to exercise responsibility and
the hope that playing by the rules will lead to a better life, Baoth owr child suppors proposals and our
zrazzsitionai{&ssiszance proposals are designed to offer apportunity fo work and prepare for work, and
are built on the experience of effective programs.  However, the kaowledge base for developing
effective programs that prevent too-early parenthood i much less solid. Our strategy, therefore,
empﬁzsxz&ﬁrymg many approaches and learning about which are most effective.

Our appwai:h has five components:
i Chigd suppont enforcement
. Res]imnsibizizies of schooi-age parents
b
. R%i}(msible family planning
i
;
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. L;eaming from comprehensive prevention approaches
. Siupponing two-parent families,
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

A szrazzgthened approach (o child support enforcement holds both parents responsible for supporting
children, | It makes clear to fathers, as well as to mothers, that parenthood brings with it clear

obi xgatsar;s and that these obligations will be enforced, with serious and predictable congequences.
The child support enforcement reform proposal has three major elements:

* Establish awards in every case

» Ensure fair award Jevels

i Coitcgt awards that are owed,
Fstablish é&wards in Every Case

Our goal is to establish paternity for ali out-of-wedlock births, This would be accomplished by
offering Stat@ performance-based incentives for all paternities established, whether or not the mother
is currently on welfare, expanding the in-hospital paternity establishment provisions enacted as part of
OBRA 1993, and expanding education and outreach efforts 1o stress that having a child is a two-
parent. responsibility.

The prapo;sai streamlines the legal process for establishing paternity, anzbiing States to establish
paternity much more quickly. This would be accomplished by requiring “up front” cooperation (prior
10 receipt t}f welfare benefits), by establishing clear responsibility for the IV-D agency to make the
wépezazzea and sanction determination, and by simplifying the process by which paternity is
estaf}izshedt

The i‘espet}sibility for paternity establishment would be clearly delineated, Mothers would be
required to cooperate in establishing paternity as a condition of receipt of welfare. This strict
cooperation requirement would require the mother 1o pravide both the name of the father and
information sufficient to verify the identity of the person named. {Good cause exceptions would be
granted only uader narrow ciroumstances.} In turn, the States would have a clear responsibility ©o
establish paternity when the mother has fully cooperated. We propose that the States be held fully
responsiblie for the cost of benefits paid to mothers who have cooperated fully but for whom paternity
has not been established within a stricly defined time frams.

While the proposal is very tough and strict in Uis approach to paternity establishment, it does not
punish rzwthcrs who cooperate fully, Applicants must meet the new stricter cooperation requiremant
prior to f&e receipt of benefits, but when the mother has fully cooperated and provided complete
mfermanon‘ the burden shifts to the State 10 establish paternity. In contrast, some have proposed that
the mother;must have paternity established prior to receipt of benefits, The mother who has done
everything ;that can be expected of her is unfairly penalized under this approach for the State’s

H
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i
inaction er inefficiency in getting paternity established, She could be denied benefits for a iong time
through ncs fault of her owr,

Ensure Flair Award Levels

The gropésai would establish a National Guidelines Commission to study and report t0 Congress on
the adequacy of award levels, the varishility of award [evels and the desirability of national
guidelines.

The proposal would also require universal, periodic updating of awards so that all awards would
closely reflect the current ability of the noncustodial parent to pay support. States must establish
simplified administrative procedures to update the awards,

in addltmu present child support distribution rules would be changed to streagthen families and assist
families m‘akmg the transition from welfare to work.

Collect A\;vnrds that are Owed

The propogsai sepks 10 develop a child support system for the 21st century. Al States must maintain a
eentral registry and centralized collection and disbursement capability. States must be able to monitor
suppart payments and take appropriate enforcement actions immediately when support payments are
missed. Certain routine enforcement remedies would be imposed administratively at the State level,
thus takiag advantage of computers and sutomation to handle these measurss using mass case-
processing techniques, A higher Federal match rate would be provided (o implement new
technologies.

I
To mpmve collections in interstate cases, 2 Federal Child Support Enforcement Clearinghouse would
be created m track parents across State hrm This would include a National Directory of New Hires
50 that wage withholding could be instiuted in appropriate cases from the first paycheck, The
adoption of the Uniform Interstate Famxiy Sepport Act {UIFSA) and other measures would make
pracedure;& in interstate cases more routine. In addition, the IRS role in full collections and tax
refund offsets would be strengthened, and sccess to IRS income and asset iaformation would be
ax;mmied ;

States also would be provided with the tools they need, such as the authority fo reveke Heenses and
access other data bases, so that the ¢child support enforcement system i3 able to crack down on those
soncustodial parents who otherwise find ways to avoid payment of their support obligations. For
instance, frequent and routing matches would be made against appropriate data bases to find location,
asset, and income information on those who try 1o bide in order to escape payment.

The Federal funding and incentive structure would be changed in order 10 provide the necessary
resources f{}r States to run good programs, aand performance-based incentives would be wtilized o
reward Szazes for good performance,
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) Y
Issue: Child Support Eaforcement and Assurance (CSEA)
For ciziic{r&a to achieve real economic security and to avoid the need for welfare, they ultimately need
support fmm both parents. The proposals described above are designed to coliect as much money
from absent parents as possible, But what happens when Jittle or no money is collected from the
nonwstedaal parent either because the ¢hild support enforcement system is ineffective, or bacause the
ahsent parent is unable t contribute much due to Jow earnings? In thoss circumstances, a child
Support enfarcement and assurance system would guarantee that the custodial parent gets some
assured lmi of child support, eves when collectinns from the noncustodial parent fall below that
level, ’I}ms single parents with a child suppont award in place could count on some level of child
support which, since the benefit is not income-tested, they could then use to supplement their
sarnings. | Numerous State and wational reform commissions {ncluding the National Commission on
Children)have called for demonstrations of this concept.

l

Proponents argue that child support enforcement and assurance would significantly ease the difficult
task of moving people from welfare to work. If single parents can count on some child support,
usually fmm the noncustodial parent, but from the assured child support payrnmt if the noncustodial
parent fails to pay, then they can build 2 reliable combination of their own earnings plus child
support.  This approach would offer single parents real economic security. CSEA Is not unlike
unemgieyzmzzt insurance for intact fanlties. When an absent parent becomes unemployed or cannot
pay child saz};}oﬂ the child still has some protestion. And since CSEA is not income-tested, there
are 0o rcporzmg requirements, no welfare offices, no benefit nffsets and no welfare stigma,
?mg}cnents also suggest that CSEA benefits be subtracted dollar for dollar from welfare payments,
especially in high-benefit States, Thus, a woman on welfare is no better off with CSEA. But if she
2088 1o w{}x‘i: she can count on her child support payments; thus, the rewards from working rise
cz}nssder*ib y. Essentially, all of the net new costs of a CSEA protection program would go for
sztppm‘zwg custedial parents who are off welfare and working. Pm;x}zzents also argue that if CSEA
protection is provided only to people who have a child support award in place, women will have
much more incentive to coopetate in the identification and lfocation of the noncustodial father, since
they can count on receiving besefits, Finally, proponents argae that the program would focus more
atention on the impertance of noncustodial parents providing economic support to their children,
States might also experiment with tying the assured payment to work or 6 participation in a training
progeam by the noncustodial parent, and with other incemtives to encourage soncustodial parents to
pay child support,

Opponenis worry that CSEA would ditute the pressura to actally colfect child support and would
increase inceotives to form single-patent families. If mothers can count on the money regardless of
whether iiw State actually collects the amount owed, legs effort may be put into collections. States
may choose ROt o try to increase collections, especially if the Faderal government is paying for
CSEA. Thcrc is 250 a danger that CSEA would be seen as welfare by another name, sincg itisa
source of support for single parents. Some opponents also argue that there would be fewer incentives
for absernt ;}:zrents to pay chiid support since thelr children are assured of some level of support even
if they fail 1{0 pay.

!
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ksve: Enhanciug Responsibility and Qpportunity for Noncusiodial Parents

Under the present system, the needs, concerns and responsibilities of noncustodial parents are often
ignored,! The system nesis to focus more attention on this population and send the messags that
"fathers mamr We ought to encourage noncustodial parents 10 remain involved in their children’s
szeswnot drive them further away. The well-being of children who live only with ene parent would
be enhaniced if emotional and financial support were provided by both of their parents,

Ultlmateiy, the system’s ¢xpectations of mothers and fathers shoald be paraliel. Whatever is expected
of the mother should be expected of the father, and whatever education and teaining opportunities are
provided to custodial parents, similar opportunities should be available 10 noncustodial parents who
pay their child support and remain involved in the Tives of their children, I they can improve their
earnings capacity and meintain relationships with their chifdren, they could be a source of both
financialland emotional support.

Much neods to be learned about noncustodial parents, pantly because we have focused relatively lintie
aftention on this population in the past, and we know fess about what types of programs would work,
We pmpé}se the following approaches:

A portion of JOBS and WORK program

Work cnmrtg_zums and obligati

funding wmxla:i be reserved for training, work reaémess, educazmai remediation and mandatory work
pwgr&ms for poncustadial parents of AFDC recipient children who cannot pay child support due to
unempiayment underemployment or other employability problems. [n addition, States may have an
aption for mandatory work programs for noncustodial parents. States would hava considerable
flexibility to design their own programs,

= i grams. We propose graots to States for programs which reinforce
the deszrahz!:ty ﬁar cfzziiiren 0] have wmimed access to and visitation by both parents. Thege
programs include mediation {(both voluntary and mandatory), counseling, education, development of
parenting plzms, visitation enforcement including monitoring, sepervision and sieutral drop-off and
p:ck—upi and davelopment of guidelines for visitation and alternative custody arrangements,

We alzo ;aropose demonstration grants to States and/or ecmmumty«baseé organizations t© develop and
1mple:mzzt noncustodial-parent (fathers) components in conjunction with existing programs for high-
risk famﬂzes {e.p. Head Start, Healhy Stant, family preservation, teen pregnancy and prevention).
These would promote responsible parenting, including the importance of paternity establishment and
econamic secu rity for children and the development of parenting skilis.

RESPQN?%EILI’HES OF SCHOOL~AGE PARENTS

The program of wansitional assistance followed by work that was outlined earlier in this document
focuses on the responsibilities of custodial parents, especially young parents, to work and prepare for
work as a condition of receiving benefits, All young parents seeking government assistance would be
expected 1o prepare for and go 1o work. Like the child support provisions, the abligations inherent in
the progmzzz send a clear message about the consequences of parenthood, ensuring that welfare receipt
does not rtlzieasa either parent from their responsibilities to work and support their children,
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Minor mothers, those under age 18, have special neads and deserve special consideration, They are a
relatively small part of the caselozd at any point in time, buf a disproportionate contributor to long.
term dependency. We have four proposals that sffect minor and school-age parests:

&1% inor mothers live at home. We propose requiring that minor parents live in a household
with a responsible adult, pmfmbiy a parent (with certain exceptions, such as when the minor
pa:czzz is married or if there s a danger of abuse to the minor parent). Current AFDC rules
pem‘uz minor mothers o be "adult caretakers” of their own children. We belisve that having
a child does not change the fact that minor mothers need nurturing and supervision
themselves, and thoy would be considered childvan~not as heads of household. Under cucrent
taw, States do have the option of requiring minor mothers 1o reside in their parsots’
household (with certain exceptions), but only five have included thiz in their State plans. This
pm?csai would maks that option a regquirement for sl States,

. We propose 0 allow States to wiilize older welfare

mmhers to mentor awzsic scﬁool-age parents as part of their community service assignment.
”Z‘hls model could be especially effective in reaching younger recipients because of the
czedxh:hty, relevance and personal experience of older welfare recipients who were once teen
mothers themselves. Training and support would be offered to the most px‘omlsmg candidates
f{}r mentoring,

gting school-ap i3. We would ensure that every schookage parent or pragnant
wcnager wiw is onor applze& for welfare enrolls in the JOBS program, contitmss their
edncauon and is put on a track to selfsufficiency, Every school-age parent (male or female,
case head or not) would be required to participate in JOBS from the moment the pregnancy or
patemzzy is established. Al JOBS rules pertaining to personal responsibility contracts,
ampl&yabzizty plans, and paructpauon would apply to teen parents, We propose to require
case management and special services, including family planniag counseling, for these teeas,

. §z_§;e options for behavioral incentives, We propose (¢ give States the option 10 use monetary

incentives combined with sanctions as inducements ¢ remain in school or GED class. They
may also use incentives and sanctions to encourage participation in appropriate parenting
activities,

ENCOURAGEMENTS FOR RESPONSIBLE FAMILY PLANNING

E

Responsxbie parenting requires access to information and services designed to discourage early sexual
behavior ané prevent pregnancy. We propose the following:

A napgnai campaign against teen pregnancy, We propose that the Administration lead a
national campaiga against teen pregnancy, involving the media, community organizations,
churches and others in a concerted effort to change perceptions. The campaign would set
pational prevention goals and challenge the States to come up with school or community based
plans to meet those goals.

!
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. Increased funding for family plannine services throuph Title X, Responsible family planning

requires that family planning services be available for those who need them. A cequest for
increased funding for Title X was included in the FY 1995 budger submission.
!

Isswve: Family Caps

The issue 15 whether States should be allowed or required to limit benefit increases when additional
children are conceived by parents aiready on AFDC, if the State ensures that parents have access to
family piazwmg services., Nou-welfare working familiss do not receive a pay raise when they have an
additional ehxié gven though the tax deduction and the EITC may increase. However, families on
welfare recewc additional support bacause their AFDC benefits increase automatically to include the
needs of an additional child.

Proponems of family caps argue that they would reinforce parental respoasibitity b}f keeping AFDC
(but not food stamps) benafits constant when a child is conceived while the parent is on welfarg, The
message of respaasrbzhzy would be further strengthened by permitting the fam;iy 16 earn more of
receive more in child support without pezzaity as a substitute for the automatic AFDC benefit increase
under current faw,

Opponents of family caps argue that there is no evidence that they deter births, and that they deny
benefits to needy children. Opponents also argue that the value of the benefit increase s similar to
the value of the tax deductions and EITC increase for a workmg family that has an additional child,
(The tax deducuon and EITC increase for the second child is warth $1,241 at the $20,000 income
level; the tax deduction is worth $686 at $60,000. AFDC benefits increase $684 per year for the
sewnd Chllid in the median State; including food stamps increases benefits by $1,584)

LE&WZ\IZQ FROM PREVENTION APPROACHES THAT PROMOTE RESPONSIBILATY
Solely changing the welfare system is insufficient as a prevention strategy. For the most part, the
disturbing social trends that lead to welfare dependency are not caused by the welfare system but
reflect a lacger shift in societal mores and values. Teen preguancy appears to be part of 4 more
general patern of high-risk behavior among youth.

The Administration is developing several initiatives that aim to improve the opportunities available to
young pfx};}ia and to provids alternatives to high-risk behavior. The Schoolto-Work initiative, for
example, weuié provide opportunities for young people to combine school with work experience and
on-the-job training, 3s 2 way of easing the transition into the workplace. The Administration's crime
bill focuses’additional resources on crime prevention, especially on youth in disadvantaged
n&ag%zbmhaads Initiatives iike these are atmed at raising aspirations among young people who might
otherwise b?wma parents too early.

In addition, we ought to direct some attention specifically to preventing teen pregnancy. The basic
issue in dwgnmg a prevention approach is to balance the magaitude of the problem with the paucity
of proven approaches for dealing with it. We need a strategic approach that develops and funds some
substantial éﬁmeaszratxca programs, amd evaluates them for their potential 0 be more broadly
effective, i

;

39



. W DRAFT-For Discussion Only
Y

Demanstrations. Early childbearing and other probiem behaviors are interrelated and steongly
influenced by the general life-experience associated with poverty, Changing the circumstances in
which people live, and consequently how they view themselves, is needed to affect the decisions
young ;zeopie make in regard 10 their fives, To maximize effectiveness, interventions should address
& wide spmrum of areas including, among others, economic opporzumty, safety, health. and
education, Particular emphasis must be placed on the prevention of adolescent pregnancy, through
measures which include sex education, abstinence education, life skills education and contraceptive
services. Comprehensive community based interventions show preat promise, especially those efforts
that inaiude education.

We pmpose comprehensive émmtratmn grants that would oy different approaches to changing the
enviramem in which youth live and carefully evaluate their effects. These grants would be of
sufficient size or “critical mass” to significantly improve the day-to<day experiences, decisions and
hehaviors ‘of youth, They would seck to change neighborhoods as well as directly support youth and
families and would panicatarly focus on adolescent pregnascy prevention. While models exist for
this type of comprehensive effort, few have been rigorously evaluated, We propose z systematic
strategy o learn from variations in differem types of approaches. All demonstrations would include a
strong evazuamn component.

SUPPORTING TWO-PARENT FAMILIES

fdeas under consideration for Remventing Government Assistance include provisions o end or reduce
the curmﬁi bias in the weifare system against two-parent families byv: 1) e:izmmanng the more
stringent mi% for two-parent families that exist in current Iaw; and 2} requiring States ¢ proviie
benefits toltwo-parent families continuousty, instead of limiting provision of such henefits o 6
months.  Allowing two-parent families to receive the same benefits that single parents receive shouid
encourage families (o stay together, remave disincentives for parents to marry and send a strong
message about the value of both parents,

I
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APPENDIX: ENDNOTES YO TABLE 1

Two-Parent Estimates

i

’Rza costs for eliminating the special eligibility requirements for twoxg;aranz farailies is based
up(m estimates from the food stamp quality coatrol data file, These estimates were then

ad Justed for increased participation based on estimates from the MATH maode] employed by
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

Chitd Support Enforcement Estimates
i

1

P .
The costs for the noncustodial parent provisions are 10 percent of the JOBS and WORK
program costs.

Caselnad Numbers and JOBS and WORK Estimates

The caseload numbers and the IOBS and WORK cost estimates are based on the following policies,
assumptions and sources of data;

I;

Aduft recipients {including teen custodial parents) born after 1972 are subject to the time {imit
begmmng in Detober 1996 {FY 1997), The cost astimates assome about one third of the
Si&zes representing 30 percent of the caseload, will implement the policy a year earier than
reqzz;red This foliows the pattern of State implementation under the Family Support Act.
JOBS spending on other portions of the caseload would continue as per current law.

Non‘parental caretaker velatives are not subject (0 the new rules and are not phased-in.

Parents who have a child under one (or ynder 3 months, if conceived after the initial welfare
receipt), are caring for a severely disabled child, report a work limitation or who are 60 years
of age and older are deferred from participation in the JOBS and WORK programs. As of
FyY 12999, about 28 percent of the phased-in caseload is deferred.

i
The é‘:ase!oaé mymbers inciede modest treatment effects as 2 result of the new rales,

Cost §per JOBS participant figures are taken from the FY 1993 JOBS data (adjusted for
infiation using the projected CPIY,

. 3
The cost estimate assumes that all non-deferred phased-in reciptents are engaged in activities.

We assume that at 2 given point in time, 50 percent of the phased.in recipients are engaged in
activities which have cost. For recipients with extensions, it 15 assumed that gveryone i3
partivipating in 2 JOBS activity which costs the program money.

The wsi of developing and maintaining 3 WORK assignment is caleulated using CWEP data
from jOﬁS and from the welfare-to-work demonstrations of the 1980s {again, adjusted for
mﬁa{mn using the projected CPE).  Approximately 25,000 and 130,000 WORK slots would be
rix;zzzred in 1998 and 1599, respectively.

i
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The figures for JOBS participants and JORBS spending under current law are taken from the
baseline in the FY 1995 budget for the HHS Administration for Children and Families

’I’%le JOBS and WORK cost estimates do not consider the patential isepact of child support on
the size of the caselozd.

Teen C‘usé Management and JOBS-Prep Cost Estimates

L,

The case management ¢ost estimate presumes that at full implemantation, enhanced case
management services would be provided to 2il teen parents under the age of 19 and rece.iving
ass:s{anae The percestage of igen parents receiving c@mpreherzszve ¢ase management services
is predicted to rise from 70 percent in FY 1996 to 80 percent in FY 1997, 90 percent in FYs
1998 and 1999 and to 100 percent in FY 2004,

‘I‘be cost per teen figure for enhanced case management is drawn from Teen Parent
Demonstration data. There is no data available on the current level of case management
expenditures in the JOBS program. Consequently, the estimate employs, a8 a proxy for a
10RBS case management cost per participant number, 3 figure catoulated using data from the
welfare-to-wark demonstrations of the (980s {San Diego I and Baltimore Options).

i
The additiona! cost of comprehensive case management for teens is the difference between the
cost of providing enhanced case management to teen parcnts under 19 and the cost of
cieizvermg standard case management 1o the same population, The difference is roughly §560
per pm:c:pznz per year, in 1993 dollars

’I‘?iel.! QBS-Prep cost estimate presumes that JOBS-Prep services will be provided 10 20 percent
of thesa in the JOBS-Prep program. As States currently secve oaly 16 percent of the non-
exempt caseload in the JOBS program, it is plausibie 10 suppose that States will not serve a
significantly higher percentage of persons in the JOBS-Prep program. We do not know what
services States will provide during the JOBS-Prep program (candidates include parenting skills
z:izss&s Hife skills trzznmg and substance abuse treatment), so arriving at a cost per participant
ﬁgum for the progranm i3 difficult,

For purposes of the estimate, we assume that States will not provide services such ag
vocatxezza! rehabilitation in the JOBS-Prep program. JOBS-Prep services will consist
pnmaniy of case management and referral to external service providers. Many persons in the
JOBS-Prep program have disabilities, although most mothers of children under one do not.
The wsz estimates assume that 2 fairly intensive tevel of case management would be required
fora smaii percentage of persons in this program.

The cost per JOBS-Prep participant figure represents a level of case management more
intensive than that in the current JOBS program but not as intensive as the level provided in
the Teen Parent Demonstration. The number is arrived at by multiplying the Teen Parent
Demonstration case management figure by .75,

—
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Child Care, Estimates

i ’Z’hzsa estimates reflect the child care costs associated with the phase-in assumptions described
ai‘)ove ander JOBS and WORK,

2. ‘i‘%zzs estimate is based upon baseline spending for the Head Start program and therefore does
not aceount for the addidonal children who will be served by Head Start when it expands,
'I‘hls foliows conventional CBO scoring rules.

3. There is ne stiding scale fee for services included in this estimate,

4. We assume that approximately 40 percent of all AFDC families participating in YOBS and
WORK wilt use paid child care.

3. We assume that Transitional Child Care eligibles will have average utilization rates of 40
percent,
6. Our working poor estimate represents a phase-in of a capped entitlement 1o cover children

whase families are below 13G percent of poverty but do not receive AFDC, By 1999, we
will approach foll implementgtion with $2 billion in net funding. We assume that there are
approximately 8 million non-AFDC children below 130 percent of poverty, 40 percent of
whom will potentially need child care because of their parents’ work status, and that 40
percent of these families will use paid ¢hild care.,

No Additienal Benefits for Additional Children

L. This cost estimate is based upoxn an estimate by the Congressional Budget Office, The
estimate assumes a State option policy where States representing 33 percent of the effected
caseload adopt a cap for benefits for new children.

t

2. It i3 assumed that States would reduce the monthly benefit by $63 for each child (after the
first) born white the mother was receiving AFDC, It is also assumed that States would have
little success wdemifying children born on AFDC dering previous spells of welfare receipt.
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February 28, 1994
SUMMARY AND WORKING GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS

Everyone is frustrated with the welfare system. Welfare reform is designed to give people
back the dignity and control that comes from work and independence. It is about reinforcing
work and family and opportunity and responsibility.

The current welfare system provides cash support and a set of rules and expectations focused
on verifying eligibihity rather than on moving peoplke 1o self-support. We propose a new
vision aimed at helping people regain the means of seppoting themselves and at holding
peaple responsible for themselves and their families. The proposal emphasizes that work is
valued by making work pay. It indicates that people should not have children until they are
able to support them. [t signals that parents--both parents--have responsibilities (o support
their children. It gives people access to the waining they need, but also expects work in
rerurn. It limits cash assistance to twe vears, and then requires work, preferably in the
private sector, but in community service jobs if necessary. Most importantly, it changes the
culture of welfare offices, geting them out of the check-writing business and into the training
and job-placement business,

Uliimately. this plan requires changing almost everything about the way in which we provide
support o struggling families. To achieve this vision, the plan has four main ¢lements.

MAJOR THEMES
Transitional Assistance Foliowed by Work

v Full parycipation. Everyone who receives cash support is expecied w do something
to help themselves and their community. The requirement applies 1o those who are
preparing themselves for work and to those who are currently not ready to work.
Thaose who are unable o work due to disability or other reasons will be expected o
do something for themselves or their community, but will not be subject t¢ time limits
pntil they are ready w0 engage in training, education or job placement services.

; 1AL SIYICE grapl. As 500D
as pw;}m begin recemrzg public assmtzm:e they will szgn personal
responsibility contract and develop an employability plan to move them into
work as quickly as possible. Many will get jobs quickly--in weeks or months--
after assistance with job secarch and job preparation. Others will spend time in
education and training services as needed. The program will be closely
coordinated with existing mainstrears education and training programs
including current and new Labor Department programs {(the Job Training
Partnership Act and the Workforce Security Act), School<wo-Work programs,
vocational and post-secondary education,

»  Time limits. People who are able to work will be limited to two vears of cash
assistance. Most people are expected to enter employiment well before the two
years are up.  gxtensions to complete an education program expected (o
enhance self-safficiency will be granted in a limited number of cases.


http:assistar.ce

. Work hose who exhaust their time Hmit {the WORK program}. Those
people who are still unable to find work at the end of two vears will be
required 10 work in a private sector, conumunity service or public sector job.
These are intended to be real. work-for-wages jobs, The program will be
designed (o favor unsubsidized work and to ensure that subsidized jobs are
short-term and non-displacing.

Making Wark Pay

¢ Health care reformt.  An essential part of moving people from welfare to work is
ensuring that working people get health proteciton.  The current system keeps people
from leaving welfare for fear of losing their health insurance.

*  Advance paymenr of the Earned Income Tax Credit {EITC). The expanded
EITC makes it possible for low-wage workers to support their families above

poverty, Efforts will be made 1o help families receive the EITC on a regular
basis,

* Child care for the working poor, in addition 10 ensuring child care for
participants in the transitional assistance program and for those who transition
off welfare, child care subsidies will be made available (o low-income working
families who have never been on welfare but for whom assistance 15 essential
to enable them o remain in the workforce and off welfare,

Parental Responsibility

s Child support enforcement, The child support enforcement system will be
strengthened ¢ ensure that awards are established in every case, thar fair
award fevels are maintained and that awards that are owed are in fact
collected. Demonstrations of child support assurance and of prograns for
noncustodial parents will be conducted.

. Efforts aimed at minor mothers. responsible family plannipe and prevention.
Minor mothers will receive special case management services and will be
required to live at home and stay in schoo! 10 receive income support.  AcCess
1w family planning will be ensured. A straiegy for investing in and learning
from programs (o prevent high-risk behavior and teen pregnancy wili be
pursued.

. Efforts 10 promote two-parent families. We will provide better support for two-parent
families by eliminating or reducing the current bias in the welfare sysiem in which
two-parent families are subject (©© more stringent cligibility rules than single-paremnt
families.




Reinventing Government Assistance

. Coordination. simplification and improved incentives in income support programs.
The administrative and regulatory program structures of AFDC and Food Stamps will

be redesigned to simplify and coordinate rules and to encourage work, family
formation and asset accumulation.

s A performance-hased systern.  In addition o incentives for clients, incentives
will be designed 10 bring about change in the culture of welfare offices with an
emphasis on work and performance.

PQLICY ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

The auached paper lays out the major issues that need 1o be addressed. It is organized
around each of the first three broad elements fisted above. In each case, a description of the
proposed policy is provided and remaining issues discussed. {The details of the fourth
clement--Reinventing Governgnent Assistance-will be addressed later in a separate paper.
We anticipate that changes will be cost neutral for that part of the proposal, so they will not
affect cost estimates or financing needs.)

The Welfare Reform Working Group met on Saturday February 26 and discussed the issues
that were identified as the most impoeriant i the paper, ”f’herc are five particularly
significant sets of issues that need 10 be resolved:

The scale and phase-in of the reformed welfare system

Should we seek to bring evervone on the caseload into the new system quickly, or should we

iniially target our resources to sub-groups, such as new applicants or the youngest thied of
the caseload?

Immediate implementation of the new program would severely strain the ability of federal
and state governments to mplement the new system.

The Working Group agreed that a phased-in approach was necessary.

A phase-in strategy could stant with new applicants, or it could start with young applicanis
and recipients. Starting with young people avoids any incentives 1o stay on weliare and any
“rewards” to having children and coming on welfare early. It also allows for investments in
familtes who have the most hope of being heiped.

The Warking Group agreed that an initial focus on the youngest third of the
caseload was their preferred phase-in strategy.



Extensions to and exemptions from the time fimit

Should any groups of recipients have the time limit extended? Should any be exempted from
the requirements of the time Hmi?

The issue of extensions arises because some recipients. especially those with language
difficulties, education deficits and no work experience, may not be abie 10 appropriately
prepare themselves for work in a twa-year period.

TFhe Working Group agreed that a limited number of extensions for such .
purposes as completing a high school, schoo! o work or job wraining program,
or for completing a program of posisecondary education combined with work,
were appropriate.

The issue of ezemptions from the time limit arises becanse not all recipienis are able to
work, even if they are not severely ¢novgh disabled 1o qualify for SSI. A second type of
gxemption issue arises because requiring participation from mothers of infants or very voung
children may interfere with healthy child development and require substantal expenditures on
infant day care., Under current Jaw, over half the caseload, including mothers of children
under three, is exempted from participation.

The Working Group agreed that exemptions should be himited, and that

participation in some activities should be expected even of those who are

exempted. The Working Group agreed that states should be permitted o

exempt up 1o a fixed percentage of the caseload for disabilities, care of a
, disabled child and other serious barriers 10 work,

The Working Group spiit over the issue of whether exemptions for mathers of
infants should be for one year (i.e.. untl the baby's first birthday} er for
twelve veeks (Twelve weeks is the mandaied leave time ia the Parenal Leave
Act.}) Most members agreed on a ong year exemption for infants who were
not conceived on welfzre and a twelve week exemption for those conceived on
welfare, with & state option 1o lower the exemption period 10 twelve weeks for
all children.

The structure and requirements of the WORK program for people who come to the
time limit without having found unsubsidized work

After a person hits the thme limir, should we mandate States 1o provide a job which pays an
hourly wage, or should we allow States to continue paying a welfare check while requiting
work as a condition of receipt? What methods should we use 10 minimize long-term
participation in this work program? How many hours of work should be required?



Work for wages versus work for weifare. Despite a focus on gefting everyone into
unsubsidized employment as quickly as possible, a small percentage of those who start on
wetfare will hit the time limit without having found work. After a period of job search, the
swate may be required o provide a subsidized or community service job for some. One
issue is whether states should be permitted to offer "workfare” slots, as opposed o
subsidized privale sector work or community service jobs in which the participant works for
wages. Workfare is somewhat eagier 1o administer than work for wages, but does not
provide either the digaity or the discipline of a job that pays wages.

The Working (roup agreed that an emphasis on work for wages is a defining
feature of the Administration’s welfare reform proposal.

Discouraging extended participation in subsidized or community service work. The
WORK program of subsidized and community service jobs is designed o be a short term
supplement to unsubsidized work in the private sector, not 2 repiacement for . A number
of steps can be taken to ensure this.

The Working Group agreed that subsidized job slots would fast for a defined
period of time, after which the persot would again be expected to look for
unsubsidized work.

The Working Group agreed that the availability of the EITC as a suppleruent
{0 private sector work would provide 2 powerful incentive for participanis to
move from the WORK program into unsubsidized work.

The Working Group also agreed that federsl reimbursement (o states shouid
decling the longer people were on the rolls, in order 10 provide serious
incentives to move people into employment.

The Working Group also agreed that refusal to accept a private sector job
should result in termination of benefits.

An issue arises around whait is expected 1o be a relatively small number of people who
continue 10 be unable to find unsubsidized employment after placement in a job siot and
private sector job search despite being willing and able to work. (Refusing a job would be
grounds for being cut off, and a work for wages mode]l would already provide sanctions
because not showing up for work would mean no paycheck.) Some argue that they should be
placed in community service slots {for as long as they need them. Others argue that this
policy would lead 10 permanent guaranteed jobs that might be expensive and perceived as
simply another welfare program.  Instead, people who have not found employment might
retarn to 3 deferred status, might have their welfare benefits reduced or might be cut off -
entirely.



The Working Group agreed that a serious reassessment should be done of
everyone who comes fo the end of two or three years in work assignments’
without having found private sector work. Those found at that point w0 be
unable 1o work could be retamed 1o deferred status with full benefits. Those
found to be able to work and unwilling to take an unsubsidized job would have
assistance terminated. In situations where jobs were not available for people
who conscienticusly played by the rules and tried to find work, assistance
would be continued through another job sloi, a workfare assignment. or
training lnked with work.

Minimum work expectarions: part time or full time. Evervoue agrees that
independence 15 the ultimate goal of the system. But two related questions arjse in thinking
about people working less than full time. The first ssue is whether someone who ts working
at least half ime in a private unsubsidized job can continue (o receive supplementary welfare
benefits after two years if they live in a state where half time work at the minimum wage
would leave them below the income level for welfare receipt in that state. Proponents of
allowing benefir receipt in these sitvations argue that half time work allows parents time o
nurture their children as well as 1o support them financially--a task which is especially
diffienlt for single parems. They also argue that getting someons 10 work part time is a big
success and should be rewarded. Opponents argue that full time work and a0 end to welfare
recespt should be the expectation. They arpgue that continuing AFDC as 2 work supplement
for long periods of time is counter 1o the basic philosophy of the new program.

The Warking Group was spiit on this issue. About half the group felt that part
time workers should continue to be eligible for supplementary benefits after
the time hmit. Others felt that the time limit should apply, but with many
argeing for a slowing of the clock for part time workers. Some members
suggested a compromise that satd that supplementary welfare benefis would be
pravided for pan time workers {at least twenty hours} who had pre-school
children, and at siate option {0 other part time workers.,

A related issue arises arcund the number of hours of work that states would be required 16
provide through subsidized or community service jobs, and around the supplemental welfare
benefits that would need 1o be paid if the required hours of work did not generate pay at least
. as high as the welfare benefiis received by non-working welfare recipients in the state.
Because of wide variations in state welfare benefit levels, the number of hours of work at the
minimum wage required o eam the equivalent of the welfare benefit level for & family of
three ranges from about 7 to about 47 hours per week. For larger families, work hours
would have to be higher (0 reach the welfare benefit levels. It i3 obviously hard to structure
a real job of eight or ten hours per week. At the other extreme, it is unreasonable to require
more than the conveationa! definition of full time work.

The Working Group agreed that siates could vary the number of work hours
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they required, but that they could go no lower than 15 nor higher than 35,
There was also agreement that the wage paid must be at least the minimum
wage and couid be higher,

We assume that most states could and would require work hours that would produce earnings
roughly equivalent to welfare benefits; some states might do this by paying more than the
minimum wage. In the median state this would be about 26 hours a week at the minimum
wage for a family of three. Some higher benefit states might choose, however, to structure
jobs with fewer howrs, and some very high benefit states tight choose not to raise the wage
to a level sufficient 1o pay the equivalent of the welfare benefit.  Should they be allowed 10
do (his and regutred 1 provide a supplementary benefit to bring family income up to the
level of weifare benefits for recipients who don’t work? The argument for doing so is people
who are playing by the rules and working, even if they have not been able to find an
unsubsidized job, should not be penalized by receiving lower benefits, The argument against
doing so is that this a0 would continue welfare as a work supplement.

The Working Group was split on this issue. The discussion ended 1o parallel
the discussion on the acceprability of part time work. There was some
sentiment in favor of varying the expectation for parents of pre-school
children,

The level and focus of child care for the working poor

What level of resources should we devote o child care for the working poor? How should
hmited resources be targeted?

Chiid care for the working poor is a potentially costly addition to a welfare reform package.
The drgument for including it, however, is to ensure that low ncome working families are
encouraged o stay off welfare, and that cquity is maintained between those who have and
have not been on welfare.

The Working Group agreed that child care for the working poor is an integral
part of a welfare reform effort. The Working Group also expressed a
areference, however, that working poor child care be paid for through
mechanisms other than cuts in programs for the poor. There is a strategic
decision to be made, therefore, about the financing and packaging of this
agpect of welfare reform.

Parental responsibility and prevention
Should demonstrations of child support assurance and programs for non-custodial parents be

included in the welfare ceform package? Should states be allowed or required 1o reduce
benefits for children conceived on welfare?
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The Working Group agreed that demonstrations of both Chifd Suppont
Assurance and programs for non-custodial parents should be included.
Enthusiasm for chifd support assurance varied,

The Working Group did not discuss family caps ar other prevention issues,
which will be taken up at the next meeting.

COSTS AND FINANCING

The attached paper does not include a discussion of financing options. The Working Group
recognized that decisions about the overal! welfare reform package that have serions cost
implications need to made i the context of available financing possibilities. Issues of
balancing costs and financing were not discussed at the February 26 meeting. but will be the
focus of the next meeting.

Ta provide a sense of the scale of a program and the cost of particular elements, we have
created a hypothetical proposal, which served e guide the Working Group’s discussions of
the casts of varicus policy choices. The acmal cost of the program will differ depending on
what decisions are made about the issues identified above. In the atached decument, we
refer to this hyypothetical proposal and indicate where different programmatic decisions would
have led 1o a larger or smaller program. The 1able which follows 1s provided only as a basis
of discussion--not as an indication that policy decisions have been made.



TABLE 1,—PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

5-_Yaar
1995 19%6 19587 1908 1989 Tolal
FARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
Mintr Mothers 0 {45) 53 (54 {50) {185}
Comprehensive Demonstration Grants 4] 50 &0 50 50 200
Two-Parent Provisions 4 L t] #40 530 848 2,065
No Additional Benefitg for Additionas Children {35y {100 {148 {1430 (1580) {535y
Chilg Suppornt Enforemant
Patecnity Establishragnt (Net) g 20 {11 {165} {215 {485)
Enforcermaent [Net) (10 (20} {65} {20) {320 {495}
Computer Costg 15 3s 85 169 185 485
NonCaustadial Parant Provigions ¢ 25 B0 119 178 390
Acoess Gramis and Paranting Demansirations 20 25 20 a6 A0 135
Child Support Assurange Demonstrations G 1 108 200 260 550
SUBTOTAL, CSE 30 85 130 255 B0 80
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE PFOLLDWED BY WORK
JOBSPrep o 15 50 80 76 195
Additional JOBS Bpending g 210 750 G20 1,000 2880
WORK Program ¢] G. ¢ 130 €00 820
Additional Ghild Care for JOBSMWORK 0 1820 630 745 o0 2,465
Transitions] Child Care H 70 230 280 360 80
Enharwnd Teen Case Management G 30 80 108 110 385
Ecorore Development 0 g 100 100 100 K1)
Savings - Casetoad Reduction 0 o (a0 &) {80 (170)
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK e 515 1.820 2,280 3sc 7,765
MAKING WDRK PAY
Waorking Poor Child Care ) 3 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 536
Advance ENTC . 4] g 3 0 g g
GRAND TOTAL {5} 1,005 3,280 4,575 6,025 14 880

Nate: Parentheses denole savings,

Source: HMSJASPE siaff estimates. These estimates have been shared with staf? within HHS ang OMS but have not baen
officially reviewed by OMB. The polidies du not represent a consensus recommendation ol the Working Group co-chairs,

SEEL APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TG TABLE
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APPENDIX: ENDNOTES TO TABLE |

Two-Parent Estimates

i

The costs for eliminaing the special eligibility requirements for two-parent families 1§ based
upon estimates from the food stamp quality control data file. These estimates were then
adjusted for increased participation based on estimates from the MATH model employed by
Mathematics Policy Research, Inc,

Child Support Enforeement Estimates

1.

The costs for the noncustedial parent provisions are 10 percent of the JOBS and WORK'
Prageam oosts.

Caselond Numbers and JOBS and WORK Estimates

The caseload numbers and the JOBS and WORK cost estimates are based on the following policies,
assumptions and sources of data:

i,

L

Adult recipients (including teen custodial parents) born after 1972 are subject to the time fimit
beginning in October 1996 {FY 1997). The cost estimates assume about one third of the
States, representing 40 percent of the caseload, will implement the policy a year earlier than
required. This follows the pattern of State implementation under the Family Support Act,
JOBS spending on other portions of the cassioad would continue as per current law.

Non-parental caretaker relatives are not subject to ths new rulss and are not pbased-in,

Parents who have 2 child under one {or under 3 months, if conceived after the initial welfare
receipt), are caring for a severely disabled child, report a work limitation or who are 60 years
of age and older are deferred from participation in the JOBS and WORK programs. As of
FY 1999, about 25 percent of the phased-in caseload is deferred.

The caselead numbers include modest treaument effects as a result of the new rules.

Cost per JOBS passicipant figures are taken from the FY 1993 JOBS data {adjusted for
inflation using the projected CPY,

Tha cost estimate assumes that ali non-deferred phased-in recipients are engaged in activities.
We assume that 8t a given point in time, 50 percent of the phased-in recipients are engaged in
activities which have cost. For recipients with extensions, it is assumed that everyone is
participating in 2 JOBS activity which costs the program money.

The cogt of developing and maintaining 2 WORK assignment is calculated using CWEP data
from JOBS and from the welfare-o-work demonsirations of the 1980s (again, adjusted for
inflation using the projected CPI). Approximately 253,000 and 130,006 WORK slots would be
required in 1998 and 1999, respectively.

3¢
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8. The figures for JOBS participants and JOBS spending under current law are taken from the
baseline in the FY 1995 budget for the HHS Administration foc Children and Families

g. The JOBS and WORK cost estimates do not consider the potential lmpact of child szz;}port on
the size of the caseload.

Teers Case Management and JOBS-Prep Cost Estimates

1. The case management cost estimate presumes that at full implementation, ephanced case
management services would be provided to all teen parents under the age of 19 and! receiving
assistance. The percentage of (een parents receiving compreliensive case management servicss
is pradicted 1o rise from 70 percent in FY 1996 to 80 percent in FY 1997, 90 percent in FYs
1998 and 1999 and to 100 percent in FY 2004,

The cost per teen figure foe enhanced case management is drawan from Teea Parent
Diemonstration data, There is 0o data available on the curraat level of case management
gxpenditures in the JOBS program. Consequently, the estimate employs, as a proxy for &
JOBS case management cost per participant number, 2 figure caleulsted uging daea from the
welfare-to-work demonstrations of the 1980s (San Diego 1 and Baltimore Options).

The additional cost of comprehensive case management for teens is the difference between the
¢ost of providing enhanced case management (0 teen parents under 19 and the cost of
delivering standard case management to the same population. The difference it roughly $560
per participant per year, in 1993 dollars,

2. The JOBS-Prep cost estimate presumes that JOBS-Prep services will be provided to 20 percent
of those in the JOBS-Prep program, As States currently serve only 16 percent of the con-
exempt caseload in the JOBS program, it is plausible w0 suppose that States will oot serve 2
significantly higher percentage of persons in the JOBS-Prep program. We do not know what
services States will provide during the JOBS-Prep program {(candidates include parenting skills
classes, life skills training and substance abuse treatment), so amvmg at a cost per participant
figure far the program is difficelt.

For purposes of the estimate, we assume that States will not provide services such as
vocational rebabifitation in the JOBS-Prep program. JOBS-Prep services will consist

primarily of case management and referral (o external service providers. Many persons in the
FOBS-Prep program have disabilities, although most mothers of children under one do not. -
The cost estimates assume that a fairly intensive level of case management would be required
for a small percentage of persons in this program.

The cost per JOBS-Prep participant figure represents a jevel of case management more
intensive than that in the cuerent JOBS program buf not as intensive s the leved providad in
the Teen Parent Demonstration. The number is arrived at by multiplying the Teza Parent
Pemonstration case management figure by .75,

{1
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o

Child Care Estimates

i, These estimates reflect the child care costs associated with the phase-in agsumptions describad
above under JOBS and WORK.

Z. This estimate is based upon baseline spending for the Head Start program and therefore does
not account for the additional children whe will be servexd by Head Start when it expands,
This follows conventional CBO scoring rules.

3. There is no sliding scate fee for services included in this estimate,

4. We assume that approximately 40 percent of all AFDC families participating in JOBS and
WORK will use paid child care.

. We zssume that Transitional Child Care ¢ligibles will have average utilization rates of 40
percent.

é. Qur working poor estimate represents a phase-in of a capped entittement to cover children

whose families are helow 130 percent of poverty but do not receive AFDC. By 1999, we
will approach full implementation with $2 billion in net funding. We assume that there we
approximately 8 million non-AFDC children below 130 percent of poverty, 40 percent of
whom will potentially need child care because of their parents’ work status, and that 40
percent of these families will use paid child care.

Nu Additiona! Benelits for Additional Children

1,

This cost estimate is hased upen an estimate by the Congressional Budget Office. The
estimate assumes a State option policy where States representing 33 percent of the effected
caseload adopt a cap for benefits for new children.

it is assumed that States would reduce the monthly benefit by $63 for each child (after the

first) born while the mother was receiving AFDC. It is also assumed (hat States would have
little success identifying chitdren born on AFDC duricg previous spells of welfare receipi.

12
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HIGHLIGHTS

This paper discusses ideas and options for 3 plan which fulfills the President’s pledige to end welfare
as we know it by reinforcing traditional values of work, family, opportunity and responsibility. None
of these options has been approved by the President, and the paper is designed to stimulate
discussion-not indicate Administration positions. Key features in this plan are:

Prevention. A prevention strategy designed to reduce poverty and welfare use by reducing
teen pregnancy, promoting responsible parenting, and encouraging and supporting two-parent
families,

Support for Working Families with the EITC, Health Reform and Child Care.  Advance
payment of the EITC and enactment of health reform to ensure that working families are not
poor of medically insecure. Child care both for the working poor and for families in work,
education or training as part of public assistance.

Promoting Self-Sufficiency Through Access te Education and Training. Making the JOBS
program from the Family Support Act the core of cash assistance. Changing the culture
within welfare offices from one of enforcing seemingly endless eligibility and payment rules
to one focused on helping people achieve self-support and find jobs in the private sector.
Involving able-bodied recipients in the education, {raining and employment activities they need
toc move toward independence. Using a social contract which speils out what their
responsibilities are and what government will do in return. Greater Federal funding for the
JOBS program and 3 reduced State match rate,

Time-limited Welfare Followed By Work. Coopverting cash assistance o a system with two-
year time limits for those able to work, People still unable o find work after two years
would be supported via non-displacing community service jobs~not welfare.

Child Support. Dramatic improvements in the child suppon enforcement system designed ©
significantly reduce the $34 billion annual child support collection gap, to ensure that children
can count on support from both parents and to reduce public benefit costs.

Noncustodial Parents. Taking steps 10 increase economic opportusities for needy
noncustodial parents expected to pay child suppon and to help them become more involved in
parenting their children,

Simplifying Public Assistance, Significant simplification and coordination of public assistance
programs,

Increased State Flexibility Within a Clearer Federal Framework, Increasing flexibilivy over
key policy and implementation issues and providing the opportunity for States to adjust to
local needs and conditions within more clearly defined Faderal objectives,

Deficit Neutral Funding. Gradual phase-in of the plan, fully funded by offsets and savings.
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INTRODUCTION

THE VALUES OF REFORM:
WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY

Armericans share powerful values regarding work and responsibility. We believe work is central to
the strength, independence and pride of American families. Yet our current welfare system seems at
odds with these core values. People who go ©o work are often worse off than those on welfare.
Instead of giving people access to education, training and employment skills, the welfare system is
driven by numbingly complex eligibility rufes, and staff resources are spent overwhelmingly on
gligibility determipation, benefit calculations and writing checks. The very culture of welfare offices
often seems to create an gxpectation of dependence rather than independence. Simultanecusly,
noneustodial parents often provide little or no economic or social support to the childres they
paremted. And single-parent Tamilies sometimes get welfare benefits and other sgrvices that are
unavailable o equally poor two-parent families, One wonders what messages this system sends 10 our
children about the value of hard work and the importance of personal and family responsibility.

This plan ¢alls for 3 genuine end 1o welfare as we kaow it, It builds from the simple values of work
and responsibility. It reshapes the expectations of government and the people it serves. Our goal is
to move people from welfare to work and bolster their efforts to support their families and ©
contribute to the economy. One focus is on making work pay~-by ensuring that people who play by
the rules get access to the child care, health insurance and tax credits they need o adsquately support
their families. The plan also seeks to give people access (o training for the skills they nead to work
in an increasingly competitive labor market, But in return, it expects responsibility. Noncustodial
parenis must support their childeen, Those on cash assistance cannot collect welfare indefinitely.
Families sometimes need temporary cash support while they struggie past personal tragedy, economic
dislocation or individual disadvantage. But no one who can work should receive cash aid indefinitely.
After a time-limited transitional support perind, work-—-not welfare--must be the way in which families
support their children,

These reforms cannot be seen in isolation. The social and economic forces that influence the poor
and the non-poor run deeper than the welfare system. The Administration has undertaken many
closely linked initiatives 1o gpur economic growth, improve education, expand opportunity, restore
public safety and rebuild a sense of community: worker training and retraining, educational reform,
Head Swart, National Service, health reform, Empowerment Zonss, commuuaity development banks,
community policing, viclence prevention and more, Welfare reform is 2 piece of a larger whole. It
is an essential piece.

FROM WELFARE TO WORK

The vision of welfare reform is simple and powerful: we must refocus the system of economic
support from welfare to work. However, changing a system ¢hat has for decades been focused on
caleulating eligibility and welfare payments will be a tall challenge. Still, we have already made an
important beginning. The Family Support Act of 1988 serves as a blugprint for the fiture~a
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foundation on which to build. It charted a course of mutual and reciprocal responsibility for
government and recipients alike.

We recommend five fundamental steps:

i Prevent the nead for welfare in the first place by promoting parental responsibility and
preventing teen pregnancy.

2. Reward people who go to work by making work pay. Families with 8 full-time worker
should not be poor, and they ought to have the child care and health insurance they need (0
provide basic security through work. ‘

3 Promote work and self-support by providing access to education and training, making cash
assistance 2 transitional, time-limited program, and expecting adults to work once the time
limit is reached. No one who can work should stay on welfare indefinitely,

4. Strengthen child suppont enforcement so that noncustodial parents provide support to their
children. Parents should take responsibility for supporting and nurturing their children,
Governments don’t raise children~families do,

5. Reinvent government assistance to reduce administrative bureaucracy, combat fraud and
abuse, and give greater State flexibility within a system that has 8 clear focus on work,

Proiote Parental Responsibility and Prevent Teen Pregnancy

If we are going to end long-term welfare dependency, we must start doing everything we can to
prevent people from going onto welfare in the first place. Teen pregnancy is an enduring tragedy.
And the total rumber of children born sut of wedlock has more than doubled in the tast 15 vears, to
1.2 million annually. We are approaching the point when one out of every three babies in America
will be born o an unwed mother. The poverty rate in families headed by an unmarried mother is
currently 63 percent.

We must find ways to sead the signal that men and women should not become parents unti they are
able w0 nurture and support their children. We need a prevention strategy that provides better suppornt
for two-parent families and sends clear signals about the importance of delaying sexual activity and
the need for responsible parenting, We must intensify our efforts 1o reduce teen pregnancy, Families
and communities must work to ensure that real opportunities are availuble for young people and (o
teach young people that children who have children face tremendous obstackes 1o seif-sufficiency.
Men and women who parent children must know they have responsibilities,

Make Work Pay

Work is at the heart of the entire reform effort.  That requires supporting working families and
ensuring that 3 welfare recipient is economically better off by taking a job. There are three critical
elements: providing tax credits for the working poor, ensuring access 10 hsalth insurance and making
¢hild care available.
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We have already expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), which was effectively a pay raise
for the working poor. The current EITC makes a $4.25 per hour job pay the equivalent of $6.00 per
hour for a family with two children. Now, we must also simplify advance payment of the EITC so
that people can receive it periodically during the year, rather than as a lump sum at tax time,

We should guarantee health security to all Americans through health reform. Part of the desperate
need for health reform is that non-working poor families on welfare often have better coverage than
working families. It makes no sense that people who want to work have to fear losing health
coverage if they leave welfare.

With tax credits and health reform in place, the final critical element of making work pay is child
care. We seek to ensure that working poor families have access to the quality child care they need.
We cannot expect single mothers to participate in training or to go to work unless they have child
care for their children,

Provide Access to Education and Training, Impose Time Limits, and Expect Work

The Family Support Act provided a new vision of mutual responsibility and work: government has a
responsibility to provide access to the education and training that people need; recipients are expected
to take advantage of these opportunities and move into work, The legislation created the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program to move people from welfare to work. Unfortunately,
one of the clearest lessons of the site visits and hearings held by the Working Group is that this vision
is largely unrealized at the local level, The current JOBS program serves only a fraction of the
caseload. The primary function of the current welfare offices is still meeting administrative rules
about eligibility, determining welfare benefits and writing checks. We must transform the culture of
the welfare bureaucracy. We don’t need a welfare program built around "income maintenance”; we
need a program built around work.

We envision a system whereby people will be asked to start on a track toward work and independence
immediately. Each recipient will sign a social contract that spells out their obligations and what the
government will do in return. We will expand access to education, training and employment
opportunities, and insist on higher participation rates in return. At the end of two years, people still
on welfare who can work but cannot find a job in the private sector will be offered work in
community service, Communities will use funds to provide non-displacing jobs in the private, non-
profit, and public sectors. They will form partnerships among business leaders, community groups,
organized labor and local government to oversee the work program. The message is simple:
everybody is expected to move toward work and independence.

Exemptions and extensions will be limited. The system must be sensitive to those who for good
reason cannot work--for example, a parent who is needed in the home to care for a disabled child.
But at the same time, we should not exclude anyone from the opportunity for advancement.
Everyone has something to contribute.

Enforce Child Support

Our current system of child support enforcement is heavily bureaucratic and legalistic. It is
unpredictable and maddeningly inconsistent for both custodial and noncustodial parents. It lets many
noncustodial parents off the hook, while frustrating those who do pay. It seems neither to offer
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security for children, nor to focus on the difficult problems faced by custodial and noncustodial
parents alike. It typically sxcuses the fathers of children barn out of wedlock from any obligation to
support their children. And the biggest indictment of all is that only a fraction of what could be
collected is actually paid.

The child support enforcement systent must strongly convey the message that both parents are
responsible for supporting their children. Government can assist parents but cannot be a substinute for
them in meeting those resporsibilities. One parent should not be expected (o do the work of two.
Through universal paternity establishment and improved ¢hild support enforcement, we send an
unambiguous signal that both parents share the responsibility of supporting their children, We
explore strategies for ensuring that single parents can count on regular child support payments. And
we also incorporate policies that acknowledge the struggles of noncustedial parents and the desires of
many to help support and nurture their children.  Opportunity and responsibility ought to apply to
both mothers and fathers,

Reinvent Government Assistance

At the core of these ideas i ur commitment 10 reinventing government. A major problem with the
current welfare sysiem is i enormous complexity. It consists of multiple programs with different
rules and requirements that confuse and frustrate recipients and caseworkers alike. Itis an
unnecessarily inefficient system. This plan would simplify and streamline rules and requirements
across programs,

Waste, fraud and abuse can more easily arise in a system where tax and income support systems are
poorly coordinated, and where cases are not yracked pver time or aeross geographic locations.
Technology now allows us to create a Federal clearinghouse to ensure that people are not collecting
benefits in multiple programs or locations when they are not entitied to do 30, Such a clearinghouse
will alsc allow clearer coordination of the child support enforcement and welfare systems and
determination of which peopie in which areas seem to have longer or shorter stays on welfare,

Ultimately, the real work of encouraging work and responsibility will happen at the State and local
jevelz, Thus, the Federal Government must be clearer about broad goals while giving more flexibility
over implementation te States and localities. Basic performancs measures regarding work and long-
term movements off welfare will be combined with broad participstion standards. States will then be
expected to design programs which work well for their shtuation,

A NEW BEGINNING

Transforming the social welfare system to one focused on work and responsibility will not be easy.
There will be setbacks. We must guard against unrealistic expectations. A welfare system which
evolved over 50 years will not be transformed overnight. We must admit that we do not have all the
answers, But we must not be deterred from making the bold and decisive actions needed fo create 2
system that reinforces basic values.
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Three features are designed to ensure that this bold plan is only the beginning of an even larger and
longer process:

First, we se¢ 8 major role for evaluation, technical assistance and information sharing. As one State
or focality finds strategies that work, the lessons ought to be widely known and offered to others,
One of the elements critical 1o this reform effort has been the lessons learned from the carefyl
evaluations done of earlier programs.

Second, we propose key demonstrations in each of the plan’s five areas. In each area, we propose
hoth a set of policies for immediate implementation and 2 set of demonstrations designed to explore
ideas for still bolder innovation in the future. In addition, we would encourage States to develop their
own demonsteations, and in some cases we would provide sdditional Federal resources for these,
Lessons from past demonstrations have been central to both the development of the Family Support
Act and to this plan. They will guide continuing innovation into the future,

Finally, we intend to propose a realistic phase-in strategy, based in part on the level of resources
available. Ideally, high participation requirements and time limits would apply first to psople newly
entering the sysiem after legislation is enacted, with the rest of the caseload phased in over time,
Some States and communities may choose {o start sooner than others. This phase-in period will
provide ample opportunity to refine the system as lessons from the early cohorts and States inform
implementation for athers.

In the end, this plan embodies a vision which was contained in the Family Suppornt Act. It represents
the next major step.  But the journey will not end until work and responsibility enable us to preserve
our children’s future.

We turn now to the specifics of the plan,
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PROMOTE PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
AND PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY

A, CHANGING THE WELFARE AND CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS
B. ENGAGING EVERY SECTOR OF SOCIETY IN PROMOTING RESPONSIBILITY
C. ENCOURAGING RESPONSIBLE FAMILY PLANNING

NEED -~ The best way to end welfare dependency is to eliminate the need for welfare in the first
place. Accomplishing this goal requires not only changing the welfare system, but also involving
every sector of our society in this effort.

Poverty, especially long-term poverty, and welfare dependency are often associated with growing up
in a one-parent family. Although most single parents do a heroic job of raising their children, the
fact remains that welfare dependency could be significantly reduced if more young people delayed
childbearing until both parents were ready to assume the responsibility of raising children,

Unfortunately, the majority of children born today will spend some time in a single-parent family.
Teenage birth rates have been rising since 1986 because the trend toward earlier sexual activity has
exposed more young women to the risk of pregnancy. Teenage childbearing often leads to school
drop-out, which results in the failure to acquire skills that are needed for success in the labor market,
and this leads to weifare dependency. The majority of teen mothers end up on welfare, and taxpayers
paid abhout $29 billion in 1991 to assist families begun by a teenager.

STRATEGY - The ethic of parental responsibility is fundamental. No one should bring a child into
the world until he or she is prepared to support and nurture that child. We need to implement
approaches that both require parental responsibility and help individuals to exercise it,

To this end, we propose a three-part strategy. First, we suggest a number of changes to the welfare
and child support enforcement systems to promote two-parent families and to encourage parental
responsibility. Some of these options are quite controversial, but we note that they are already being
adopted by a number of States. Second, we seek to send a clear message of responsibility and
opportunity and to engage other leaders and institutions in this effort. Government has a role to play,
but the massive changes in family life that have occurred over the past few decades cannot be dealt
with by government alone. We must not only emphasize responsibility; we must break the cycle of
poverty and provide a more hopeful future in low-income communities. Third and finally, we need
to encourage responsible family planning.

CHANGING THE WELFARE AND CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS

Throughout this draft paper we emphasize the responsibility of both parents to support their children.
Through an improved child support enforcement system and efforts to achieve universal paternity
establishment, noncustodial parents will be held accountable for providing greater support to their
children. Mothers receiving cash assistance will become better prepared to enter the labor force
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through required participation in activities intended to increase their employment and earnings
capacity. Through time limits on assistance followed by work, parents will have the incentive to
mave toward self-sufficiency. The details of these measures can be found in subsequent sections of
this proposal, but in addition to these steps, we nead 10 change the welfare system to encourage
responsible parenting and sepport two-parent families.

- ent Familigs. First, we propose o eliminate the current bias in the welfare system
in which two~parant famll:es are subject to much more stringent eligibility rules than single-parent
families. Under current law, two-parent families are ineligible for asistance if the primary wage-
earner works more than 100 h(mrs per month or has not been employed in six of the previous thirteen
guarters. In addition, States are given the option to provide only six months of benefits per year to
two-parent families, whereas single-parent families must be provided benefits continuously, These
disparities would be eliminated.

Minor Mothers Live at Home. Second, we propose requiring that minor parents five in a household
with a responsidie adult, preferably a parent {with certain exceptions--for example, if the minor parant
is married or if there is a danger of abuse t© the minor parent). Parental support could then be
included In determining cach assistance eligibility, Current AFDC rules permit minor mothers to be
“adult caretakers” of their own children, States do have the option under current law of requiring
minor mothers to reside in their parents” household {with certain exceptions), but only five States
have exercised this option. This proposal would make that option 2 requirement for all States. We
believe that having a child does not change the fact that minor mothers nead nurturing and supervision
themselves and are rarely reaidy to manage a8 househald or raise children on their own,

i1 Qlder Welfarg ers. Third, we propose to allow States to utilize older welfare
mothers w memor at«risk teenagers as part of their community service assignment. This model could
be especially effective in reaching younger recipients because of the credibility, relevance and
personal experience of older welfare recipients who were once téen mothers themselves. One recent
forus-group study of young mothers on welfare found that virtually all of the parents believed it
would have been better to postpons the birth of their first child, Training and experience might be
offered 10 the most promising candidates for mentoring who are currently receiving welfare benefits.

Demonsirations. Fiaally, we propose 1o conduct demonstrations which condition a portion of the
assistance benefit, or provide a bonus, based on actions by parents and dependent childrent 10 achieve
self-sufficiency. These demonstrations would include comprehensive case management focused on all
family members, assisting them 1o access il services necessary to meet their obligations. The case
management services would take 3 holistic approach to family needs in striving 10 prevent
intergenerational dependency as well as assisting current recipients to get off welfare.

In addition, the following option is under consideration:

Option: Allow States the option to limir benefit increases when additional children are conceived by

parents already on AFDC if the State ensures that parents have access to family planning services.
Non-welfare working families do not receive a pay raise when they have an additional child,
even though the tax deduction and the EITC may increase. However, families on welfare
racgive additional support beeause their AFDC benefits increase amtomatically to include the

8
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needs of an additional child, This option would reinforce parental responsibility by keeping
AFDC benefits constant when a child i concelved while the parent is on welfare, The
message of responsibility would be further strengthened by permitting the family to earn more
or receive more in child support without penalty as 4 substitute for the automatic AFDC
benefit increase under current law.

ENGAGING EVERY SECTOR OF SOCIETY IN PROMOTING RESPONSIBILITY

While it is imporiant to get the message of the welfare system right, solely changing the welfars
system is insufficient as a prevention strategy. For the most part, the disturbing social trends that
lead to welfare dependency are not caused by the welfare system but reflect a larger shifi in societal
mores and values, Individuals, community organizations and other governmental and non-
governmental institutions must, therefore, all be engaged in sending a balanced message of
responsibility and opportunity. Many Administration initiatives already underway are intended to
increase opportunity for children and youth, including Head Start increases, implementation of farily
preservation and support legislation, & major overbaul of Chapter 1, development of School4o-Work
and an expansion of Job Corps. In addition to these building blocks, the following could be adopted
to focus more on children and youth, especially those in high-risk situations:

Community Supocrt. We should challenge all Americans, especially the most fortunate, © work one-
or-one with at-risk children and adults in disadvantaged neighborhoods. We recommend working
with the Corporation on National and Community Service 1o extend 3 wide variely of prevention-
oriented programs employing volontsers—~rather than paid employees-—-at the neighborhood and
community level, Thig effort coutd include programs such as Big Brothers/Big Sisters for at-risk
children and mentaring for adults at risk of welfare dependancy,

National Campaign. We propose that the President lead a national campaign against teen pregnancy,
which involves the media, community organizations, churches and others in a congerted effort 10
instill responsibility and shape behavior,

Demonstrations, We also propose (0 conduct demonstrations for local communities to stimalate
neighborhood-based innovation, The purpose of these demonstrations would be to provide
comprehensive services to youth in high-risk neighborhoods which could help change the environment
as well as provide more direct support services for these youth. Efforts to coordinate existing
services and programs would provide greater support for at-risk youth, as well as make the best use
of Federal funds. Communities rceiving demonstration funds would be expected 10 bring together a
consortium of community organizations, businesses, colleges, religious organizations, schools, and
Statz and local governments,

We further propose to conduct demonstrations that hold schools accountable for early identification of -
students with attendance and behavioral problems and for referral 1o and cooperation with
comprehensive service programs which address the family as a unit. Early indications of high risk
for teenage childbearing and other risky hehaviors, such as substance abuse, include school absence,
academic failure and school behdvioral problems. This option would demonstrate the effects of
providing middle schools and high schools with the responsibility and resources necessary o identify
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early warning signs and make referrals to comprehensive service providers. Schools would be
responsible for appropriate follow-up to ensure that appropriate education or training opportunities are
available to these youth,

ENCOURAGING RESPONSIBLE FAMILY PLANNING

About 35 percent of i births result from unintended pregnancies, and the percentage is much higher
for teen parents.  Yet, funding for family planning services declined by approximately 60 percent in
constan dollars over the last decade.  This proposal strives to ensure that every potential parent is
given the appartunity (o avoid unintended binths through responsible family planning.

Health Initiatives. In the President’s health care reform proposal, family planning, including
prescribad contraceplives, is part of the overall benefit package available to all Americans, regardless
of income. However, insurance, while crucial, is not encugh. Access and education must be
improved. To this end, funding for Community Health Centers, a major source of primary care
{including family planning and pre-natal carg), is expanding. Also, traditional public health efforts
through Title X and the Maternal and Child Health Block Grant will continue,

smon s We would also propose to conduct demonstrations to link family planning and other
critical health care prevention approaches o welfare reform efforts.  AFDC mothers overwheimingly
state that they do not want 0 bear more children until they can provide for them. This option would
improve knowledgs about and access 1o appropriate family planning services for these recipiens and
other low-income individuals,

10
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MAKE WORK PAY

CHILD CARE FOR WQORKING FAMILIES

ADVANCE PAYMENT OF THE EITC

OTHER SUPPORT FOR WORKING FAMILIES
i. Work Should Be Better than Welfare
2. Demonstrations

W

NEED - Even full-time work can Jegve a family poor, and the situstion has worsenad ag real wages
have declined significantly over the past two decades. In 1974, some 12 percent of full-time, full-
year workers earned too littdle to keep a family of four out of poverty. By 1992, the figure was 138
percent. Simultaneously, the welfare system sets up a devastating array of barriers to people who
receive assistance but want to work, It penalizes those who work by taking away benefits dollar for
dollar, it imposes arducus reporting reqeirements for those with earnings, and it prevents saving for
the future with a meager limit on assets. Moreover, working poor families often lack adequate
medical protection and face sizable child care costs. Too ofien, parents may choose welfare ingtead
of work 0 ensure that thewr children have health insurance and receive child care. If our goals are to
encourage work and independence, to help families who are playing by the rudes and 10 reduce both
poverty and welfare use, then work must pay.

STRATEGY - Three of the major elements that make work pay are working family tax cradits,
health reform and child care, The President has already faunched the first two of these. A dramatic
expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) was enacted in the last budget legislation. When
fully implemented, it will have the effect of making a $4.25 per hour job pay nearly $6.00 per bour
for & parent with fwo or more children, The EITC expansion is a giant step toward ensuring that a
family of four with a full-time worker will no longer be poor.- However, we still must find better
ways to deliver the EITC on 2 timely basis throughout the year. Ensuring that all Americans can
count on healts insurance coverage is essential, and we expect the Health Security Act will be passed
next year.

With the EITC and health reform in place, another major missing element necessary o énsure that
wark really does pay is child care.

CHILD CARE FOR WORKING FAMILIES

Child care is critical to the success of welfare reform, It is essential to provide child care support for
parents on cash assistance who will be required o participate in education, training and employment
activities. Child care support is also pivotal for the working poor (o enable them 1o stay in the
workforce. Substantial resources are required to expand the child care supply for hoth populations
and to strengthen the guality of the care.

The Federal Government subsidizes child care for low-income families through the title IV-A

entitiement programs {JOBS Child Care, Transitional Child Care, and At-Risk Child Care) and the
{hild Care and Development Block Grant. Middle- and upper-income people benefit from the

3l
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dependent care tax cradit and child care daductions using flexible spending accounts. Because the
dependent care tax credit is not refundable, is paid at the end of the year and is basad on mongy
already spent on child care, it is not now heipful to low-income families.

The welfare reform proposal should have the following goals related to child care: 1o increase
funding so that both those on cash assistance and working families are provided adequate child care
support, to ensure children safe and healthy environments that promote child development, and to
create & more consolidated and simplified child care system. Cur plan includes the following
strategies 1o achieve these goals:

Maintaig IV-A Child Care. We propose to continue the current IV-A entitlement programs for cash
assistance recipients. These programs would automatically expand to accommodate the increased
demand created by required participation in education, training and work.

' d Care TEE- ing Families. We also propose significant new funding for
iow mwme, mrksz}g ‘fazzz izes ’Tize &z»ﬁask Child Care Program, currently a cappexd entitlement
which is available 1o serve the working poor, is capped at & very low level and States have difficulry
using it because of the requirsd State match. We propose to expand this entitlement program and to
reduce the harrigrs which impade States” use of 11,

. We would maintain and gradusily increase the Block

Gram aliowmg Szates greater ﬂemtnlzzym the use of the funds 1o strengthen child care quality and 1o
build the supply of care. However, no families receiving cash assistance would be eligible for
services under this program.

ordinate Rules ! I e Programs. For all three of the shove strategies, we would
requnre Szates 10 ensure seamless coverage far persons who leave welfare for work. The requirement
for health and safety standards would be made consistent across these programs and would conform to
those standards specified in the Block Grant program. States wiil be required to establish shiding fee
scales, Efforts will be made to facilitate linkages between Head Start and child care funding streams
to enhance guality and comprehensive services.

Several guestions must be answered in order to complete a child care strategy:

i How much new investment in child care is reasonable? Significant new investments are
essential to ensure that bosh AFDC families and the working poor can access safe and
affordabie care. We need to assess how much expansion of child care for the working poor
can be gfforded.

2 Should we reduce further, or eliminate, the Siete maich requirements for child care for the
working poor wyder the 1V-A entitlements? The welfare reform initiarive will put greater
demands on States 1o ensure child care for those entitled under the Family Support Act.
Reducing or eliminating the match rate requiremenys for providing child care support 1o the
working poor woeuld provide o strong incentive for Siates 1o fund child core for fomilies
transitioning from welfare or ai risk of entering welfare,

12
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3. Should we also propose making the Dependens Care Tax Credit refundabie? This approach
will not help the lowest-income fomilies who s1ill would not have the up-frant money te pay
for child care; therefore, it should only be considered in tandem with other proposals.

Bemonstrations. We also propose to creats two demonstration programs. One would allow a
specified number of States to use IV-A funds to provide comprehensive services to children in IV-A
child care programs and linkages to Head Start. Since the greatest identified shortage of child care is
infant care, the second demonstration wonld focus on increasing the supply of infant care and
enhancing its quality in a variety of seitings,

ADVYANCE PAYMENT OF THE EITC

For the overwhelming majority of people who recelve it, the EITC comes in a lump sum at the end of
the year. People who are working for low pay or who are considering leaving welfare for work must
wait as fong as 18 months to see the rewards of their efforts. Many others either fail to submit tax
refurns or faif wo claim the credit on the retum,

An essential part of making work pay is distributing the EITC in regular amounts throughout the
year, To reduce the danger of overpayments, the credit could be partially paid on an advance basis
with the remainder paid s g bonus at the end of the vear after flling 3 tax return. Advance payment
fosters positive work inceatives because it provides an additional source of periodic and regular
income to warkers during the year, and it aflows individuals t receive the credit as they earn wages-—
clearly illustrating the direct link between work effort and income. In addition, it provides greater
economic freedom to low-income workers who may experience cash-flow problems and who need the
EITC on an ongoing hasis to improve their standard of biving.

Strategies to expand the effectiveness of the EITC include:

. Expanded use of employer-based advance payments, particularly seading W-5 forms and
information to all workers who received an EFTC in the past year,

s Automatic calculation of EITC by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). On the basis of
information on individual tax returns, the IRS would automatically catculate the EITC amount
and refund the payment to the family.

0 Joint administration of food stamps and EITC w working families using existing State food
stamp administrations. Electronic Benefit Transfer {(EBT) technology would be utilized
whenever possible.

OTHER SUPPOET FOR WORKING FAMILIES
One other policy needs to be addressed {o adequately encourage work and support the working poor-

ensuring that work is always better than welfare. Several options for achieving this goal are listed
below. We also saggest demonsirations of innovative ideas.

i3
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Work Should Be Better than Welfare

The combination of the EITC, health reform and child care will largely ensure that people with fewer
than three children can avoid poverty with a full-time, full-year worker, Bt full4ime work may aot
always be feasible, especially far single mothers with very young children or children with special
needs. However, in combination with support from the noncustodial parent, the EITC, and other
government asistance, eanings from halfime to three-quarters-time work should allow most single~
parent families 10 ¢scape poverty,

Nevertheless, for larger families and in high-benefit States, welfare may still pay betier than work, In
addition, in many instances welfare is reduced by one dollar for each dollar of additional earnings.
This results in situations where there is a0 economic gain from accepting part-time work, Some
Working Group members believe that families in which someone is working at least half-time ought
to always be better off than families who are receiving weifare in which no one is working, I this
goal were accepted, there would be four options for achieving it

Option §: Allow for require) States o supplement the EITC, food stamps or housing benefits for
working families when work pays less than welfore.
States could supplement existing EITC, food stamp or houging benefits, Already some States
have heir own EITC. In most cases, s modest State EITC would make work better than
welfare, Alternatively, States could supplement the food stamp program or housing assistance
for working families after they have exhausted transitional assistance.

Option 2. Allow (or require) Stares 1o continue to provide some AFDClcash assistance to working
Jamilies,
One straightforward way to ensure that part-time work is better than welfare is to allow or
rexjuire States to continue 1o provide some cash aid to part-time workers. This could be
accomplished by simplifying the existing earnings disregards in the AFDC program, by
gliminating their time-sensitive nature, and by not counting months towards a time Hmit if the
adults were working at least part time,

Opiion 3: Use advance child support payments or child suppori assurance (See the child support
enforcemeny section for more details).
Ensuring that women with child support awards in place get some child support through
advance payments or child support assurance could effectively guarantee that even single
parents who work at least half time can do better than welfare with a combination of EITC
and c¢hild support.

Option 4: Allow States to match some portion of the earnings of recipients and place the money in

Individual Development Accourts (1D As) to be weed to finance investments such as education,
rraining, or purchase of o car or home,

14
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Demonstrations
In addition, a series of demonstrations could be adopted to test ways to further support low-income
working families, We propose the following demonstrations:

Worker Support Offices. A separate local office could be set up offering support specifically
for working families. At these offices, working families could get access to food stamps,
child care, advance payment of the EITC and possibly health insurance subsidies. In
addition, employment-related services such as career counseling and assistance with updating
resumes and filling out job applications would also be available,

Temporary Unemployment Support. There would be demonstrations of alternative ways to
provide support to low-income families who experience unemployment. Low-paying jobs are
often short-lived, and low-income families often do not qualify for Unemployment Insurance
(UI). They may come onto welfare when they need only very short-term economic aid.

Front-End Emergency Assistance. One example is a component of the AFDC program in
Utah which provides diversion grants upon application to some recipients who have lost a job.
Based on a caseworker's assessment of the individual’s family situation, a one-time payment
is provided to prevent the family from becoming part of the long-term caseload.

15
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PROVIDE ACCESS TO EDUCATION AND TRAINING,
IMPOSE TIME LIMITS, AND EXPECT WORK

A, ENHANCING THE JOBS PROGRAM

1. Immediate Foous on Wark and Participation in JOBS

2. Esxpanding the JOBS Program

3. Integrating JOBS and Mainstream Education and Training Initiatives
B. MAKING WELFARE TRANSITIONAL
C. WORK

1. Administrative Structure of the WORK Program

2. Characteristics of the WORK Assignments

3. Economic Development

NEED - AFDC currently serves as temporary assistance for many of is recipients, supporting them
until they regain their footing. Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system laave it,
at jeast temporarily, within two years. Fewer than one in five remaing an welfare for more than five
cofsecutive years,

However, a significant number of recipients do remain on welfare for a prolonged period of time.
While long-térm recipients represent only & modest percentage of all people who enter the system,
they represent a high percentage of those on welfare at any given time, While a significant number
of these persons face very serious harriers to employment, including physical disabilities, others are
ahle to work but are not moving in the direction of self-sufficiency. Moyt long-lerm recipients are
f0t on & track (o obtain employment that will enable them (o leave AFDC,

STRATEGY - Changing the focus of the welfare system from determining eligibility and writing
checks to helping recipients achieve seif-sufficiency through access to education and training and,
ultimately, through work demands a major restracturing effort.  Our plan for revamping the welfare
system has three elements:

(1) Enhancing the JOBS program to make it the centerpiece of a welfare system focused on
promoting independence and self-sufficiency,

{23  Making welfare transitional so that those who seek assistance get the services they nexd to
become self-sufficient within two years,

(3) Providing work to those who reach the time limit for transitional assistance without finding 2
job in the private sactor, despite having done everything required of them.,

Each applicant would, within 90 days of entry, work eut a plan to attain independence through work
and would immediately thereafter begin taking the steps toward self-sufficiency laid out in the plan,
Through expanded access to education and training, recipients would obtain the skilis needed to find
and retain private seclor employment. Making work pay, dramatically improving child supporn
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enforcement and providing edusation, training and job placement services should maximize the
number of recipients who leave welfare for work within two years. Persons who follow their case
plans in good faith byt are nonetheless unable o find private sector jobs within fwo years would be
offered paid work assignments in the publie, private or non-profit sectors 1o enable them w support
their families.

ENHANCING THE JOBS PROGRAM

Fundamentally changing the way individuals receive assistance from the government reuires an
equally fundamental change in the program delivering that assistance. The Family Support Act of
1988 set forth a bold new vision for the social welfare system: AFDC was to become a transitional
support program whose misgion would be helping people move toward indepemience. The JOBS
program was established to defiver the education, training and other services nesded to enable
recipients o jeave wélfare,

Unfortunately, the current reality is far from that vision. Pan of the problem is resources, Another
part is the absence of effective coordination among the myriad of programs run by both State and
Federal deparuments of education, labor and human services. The calture of the weifare bureaucracy,
however, represents perhaps the greatest challenge to true weifare reform. From a system focused on
check-writing and eligibility determination, we must create ong with a new mandate: to fulfill the
promise of the Family Support Act by providing both the services and the incentives o help recipients
move toward self-sufficiency through work,

Strong Federal leadership in steering the welfare syster in this new direction will be critical.  To
this end, we propose o

(1) Strucwure the welfare system so that applicants, from the moment they enter the system, are
- focusad on moving from welfare 1o work through participation in programs and services
designed to enhance smployability.

{2} Dramatically expand the JOBS program through increased Federal funding, an enhanced
Federal match rate and higher participation standards. '

(3) Improve the coordination of JOBS and other education and ¢training initiatives,

Immediate Focus on Work and Participation in JOBS
The structure of the weifare system would be changed to clearly communicate 10 recipients the
emphasis on achieving self-sufficiency through work,

Social Contract.  Each applicant for assistance would be requires 1o enter into a social contract in
which the applicant agrees 10 cooperate in good faith with the State in developing and following an
emplovability plan leading to self-sufficlency, and the State agrees to provide the services called for in
the employability plan.

Up-Front Job Search, At State option, most new zpplicants would be required to engage in
supervised job search from the date of application for benefits.
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Employahility Plan.  Within 90 days of application, each person, in conjunction with bis or her
caseworker, would design an individualized employability plan, which would specify the services to
be provided by the State and the time frame for achieving self-sufficiency.

We recognize that welfare recipients are a very diverse population. Participants in the JOBS program
do and will continue t have very different levels of work experience, education and skills.
Accordingly, their needs would be meat through a variaty of activities: job search, classroom learning,
on-the-job training and work experience. States and localities would, therefore, have great flexibility
in designing the exact mix of JOBS program services. The time frames required wouldl vary
depending on the individual but would not exceed two years for those who could work,
Employahility plans would be adjusted in response 1o changes in a family’s situation,

Narrower Exemotion Criteria.  We recognize that some who geek transitional assistance will, for
good reason, be unable to work, Persons in this category could include individuals who are disabled
or seriously ill or who are caring for a disabled or seriously ill relative, The current criteria for
exemption from the JOBS program would, however, be narrowed.  Parents of young children, for
example, would be expected to participate.  The question of participation requirements for
grandparenis and other relatives caring for dependent children is under study.

i ¢ n.of "Participation.™  As soon as the employability ;z%azz is developed, the
reCIp}em would be expeczeé o enm%i in the JOBS program and to engage in the activities called for in
the employability plan. Esnhanced Federal funding would be provided o accommodate this dramatic
expansion of the YOBS program. The definition of satisfactory participation in the JOBS program
would be broadened to include substance sbuse treatment and possibly other activities such as
parenting/life skills classes or domestic violence counseling if they are determined to be important
preconditions for pursuing employment succeesshilly,

Sanctions.  Sanctions for failure to follow the empioyability plan would be at least as strong as the
sanctions under current law,

Expanding the JOBS Program

Increased Fynding., This plan envisions 4 dramatic expansion in the overall level of participation in
JOBS, which would clearly sequire additional funding. States currently receive Federal matching
funds for JOBS up to an amount allocated to them under a national capped entitlement. The cap
needs 10 be increased,

Enhanced Maich. States are currently required to share the cost of the JOBS program with the
Federal Government.  States have, however, been suffering under fiscal constraints which were not
anticipated @t the time the Family Support Act was enacted, This shortage of State dollars has been a
major obstacle 1o delivery of services through the JOBS program. Most States have been unable
draw down their entire allocation for JOBS because they cannot provide the State match. In 1992,
States drow down only 82 percent of the 81 billion in available Federal funds. Fiscal problems have
fimited the number of individuals served under JOBS and, in many cases, limited the services States
offer their JOBS participants. Nationwide, sbout 15 percent of the non-exempt AFDC caseload is
participating in the JOBS program. To address the scarcity of State FOBS dollars, the Federal match
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rate would be increased.  The match rate could be further increased for a particular State if its
uncmpioyment rate exceeded a specified level

ased | on. With inkreased Federal resounrces available, it is reasonable to
expm dramazzca%iy zm&asa} pmzczpa:m in the JOBS program. Current law requires that States
enroll 20 percent of the non-exempt AFDC caseload in the JOBS program during fiscal year 1995,
Under the proposal, higher participation standards would be phasad in, and the program would move
toward a full-participation model. As discussed above, participation would be defined more broadly
and most exemptions eliminated. '

Federal Leadership. The Federal role in the JOBS program would be 1o provide training and
technical assistance to help States make the program changes called for in this plan, Federsl funds
would be used 10 train eligibility workers to become more effective caseworkers. Through technical
assistance, the Federal Government would encourage evaluations of State JOBS programs, help
promote staie~of-the-art practices, and assist States in redesigning their intake processes 1o emphasize
employment rather than eligibility. These activities would be funded by setting aside one percent of
Federal JOBS funds specifically for this purpose.

Federal oversight of the welfare bureaucracy would change to reflect this new mission as well.
Quality control and audits would emphasize performance standards which measure outcomes such as
long-term job placements, rather than just process standards,

Integrating JOBS and Mainstream Education and Tralniog Initistives

The role of the JOBS program is not to create a separate education and training system for welfare
recipients, but rather to ensure that they have access to and information about the broad array of
existing training and education programs.

Among the many Administration initiatives which should be coordinated with the JOBS program are:

» Natiopal Service. HHS would work with the Corporation for National and
Commaunity Service to ensure that JOBS participants are able to take full advantage of
national service as a road to independence.

o  Schoolao-Work. HHS would work 1o make participation requirements for School-to-
Work and for the JOBS program compatible, in order 1o give JOBS participants the
opportunity fo access this now initiative,

. One-Stop Shopping. The Department of Labor weuld consider making some JOBS
offices sites for the one-stop shopping demonstration,

The plan would also include pursuing ways 10 ensure that JOBS participams make fell use of such
gxisting programs as Pell grants, income-contingent student loans and Job Corps, In particular, HHS
would work with the Department of Labor 10 improve coordination between State JOBS and Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) programs. We would also encourage the development of training
programs 1o prepare people to take advantage of the many jobs that would be available in the
expanded child care system.
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The plan would make it easier for 5tates to integrate other employment and training programs (e.g.,
the Food Stamp Employment and Training Program) with the JOBS program and to implement "one-
stop shopping” education and training models. Specifically, we would create, perbiaps under the aegis
of the Community Enterprise Board, 2 training and education waiver board, consisting of the
Secretaries of Labor, HHS, Edueation and other interested Departments, with the authority to waive
key eligibility rules and procedures for demonstrations of 3 more coordinated education and training
system.

MAKING WELFARE TRANSITIONAL

Pecple secking help from the new transitional assistance program would find that the expectations,
opportunities and responsibilities have dramatically changed from those in the present welfare system,
The focus of the entire program would be on providing them with the services they need to find
employment and achieve self-sufficiency.

Placing a time limi! on cash assistance is part of the overall effort to shif? the focus of the weifare
system from issuing checks o promoting work and self-sufficiency. The time limit gives both
recipient and case manager a structure that necessitates continuous movement toward fulfilling the
objectives of the employability plan and, ultimately, finding a job.

Two-Year Limit. A recipient whe is able to work would be limited 10 3 cumulative total of two
years of transitional assistance. Those unable to find private sector employment after two years of
transitional assistance would be required to participate in the WORK program (described below) for
further government support. Job search would be required for those i their final 45-90 days of
transitional assistance.

Any period during which a State failed to substantially provide the services specified in a participant’s
emplovability plan would not be counted against the time limit.

At State option, months in which a recipient worked an average of 20 hours or more per week or
reported pver $400 in earnings would also not be counted against the time limit.

Extensions.  States would have flexibility to provide extensions in the following circumstances, up to
a fixed percemage of the caseload:

. For completion of high school, a GED or other training program expected 0 Jead
directly to employment. These extensions would be contingent on satisfactory
progress toward attaining a diploma or completing the program,

. For post-secondary education, provided participants were working at least pant-time
(i.e., in a work/study program}.

. For those who are seriously ill, disabled, taking care of a seriously il or disabled
¢hild or relative, or otherwise demonstrably unable to work.
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Credits for Additional Assistance. Under the plan, the time limit would be renewable; persons who

had left welfare for work would earn months of eligibility for future assistance for months spent
working and not on assistance.

WORK

The redesigned welfare system would be designed to maximize the number of recipients who leave
welfare for employment before reaching the time limit for transitional assistance. There will,
however, be people who reach the time limit without having found a job, and we are committed to
providing these people with the opportunity to work to support their families.

Each State would be required to operate a WORK program which would make paid work assignments
(hereafter WORK assignments or WORK positions) available to recipients who bad reached the time
limit for cash assistance.

The overriding goal of the WORK program would be to help participants find lasting employment
outside the program. States would have wide discretion in the operation of the WORK program in
order to achieve this end. For example, a State could provide short-term subsidized private sector
jobs, in the expectation that many of these positions would become permanent, or positions in public
sector agencies, or a combination of the two,

Administrative Structure of the WORK Program

Eligibility. Recipients who reach the time limit for transitional assistance would be permitted to
enroll in the WORK program. However, an individual who refuses an offer of full- or part-time
employment outside the WORK program without good cause would not be eligible for the WORK
program for six months, and any cash benefits would be calculated as if the job had been taken. The
sanction would end upon acceptance of a job outside the WORK program.

Funding. Federal matching funds for the WORK program would be allocated by a method similar to
the JOBS funding mechanism. A State’s allocation could be increased if its unemployment rate rose
above a specified level.

Flexibiljty. States would have considerable flexibility in operating the WORK program, For
example, they would be permitted to:

. Subsidize not-for-profit or private sector jobs (for example, through expanded use of
on-the-job training vouchers).

. Give employers other financial incentives to hire JOBS graduates.
. Provide positions in public sector agencies.
. Encourage microenterprise and other economic development activities,

21



W%}ORAFT»«FN Discussion Only

. Execute performance-based contracts with private firms such as America Works or
not-for-profit organizations 1o place JOBS graduates.

. Set up community service projects employing welfare recipients as, for example,
health aides in clinics focated in underserved communities.

Capacity. Each State would be required to ¢reate a minimum number of WORK assignments, with
the number to be based on the level of Federa) funding received. If the number of people needing
WORK positions excesded the supply, WORK assignments, as they became available, would be
allocated on a first-come, first-served basis,

Waiting List. Recipients on the waiting list for 2 WORK position would be expected to find
volumeer work in the community at, for example, a child care center or community development
corporation, for at least 20 hours per week in order 10 receive benefits (distingt from wages). States
might he required to absorb a greater share of the cost of cash assistance to persons on the waiting
list.

= ation. States and localities would be required to involve the private ssetor, community
orgamzatlons and organized 1abor in the WORK program. For example, joint public/private
governing boards or tocal Private Industry Councils might be given roles overseeing WORK
programs,

Anti-Displacement. States would be required to operate their WORK programs such that public
sector employees would not be displaced. Anti-displacement language is currently under
development.

e Services. States would be required to provide child care, transportation and other
&u;z;mmva services 1;” needed 10 enable individuals 1o participate in the WORK program.

Job Search. Persons in the WORK program would be required to engage in job search.

An important question remains as to whether States should be allowed to place timits on the total
length of time persons would be permitted to remain in the WORK program.

One oprion would be 1o aliow States to reduce cash benefits, by up to a certain percentage, 10 persons
who had been in the WORK program for a set period of time and were on the walting list for a new
WORK posiion. States would only be perminted to reduce cash assistance 10 the extent that the
combined value of cash and in-kind benefits did not fall below a minimum level (a fixed percentage of
the poversy line),
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Characteristics of the WORK Assignments
Wage. Participants would be paid the minimum wage {or higher at State option}.

Hougs. Each WORK assignment would be for 2 minimum of 15 hours per week (65 hours per
month} and no more than 35 hours per week (150 hours per month). The number of hours for each
position would be determined by the State.

Nt Working., Wages would be paid for hours worked. Not working the set aumber of hours for the
position would result in a corresponding reduction in wages,

Type of Work. Most of the jobs, whether private or public sector, are experied 10 be entry-level but
should nonetheless be substantive work that eshances the participants emplovability. Programs
would be encouraged to focus their efforts on developing WORK positions in occupations which are
currently in demand and/or which are expected to be in demand in the near future.

Treatment of Wages. Wages from WORK positions would be treated as earned income with respect
1o Worker's Compensation, FICA and public assistance programs. Earnings from public sector
WORK positions would not coumg as earned income for the purpose of the Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC), i order w encourage movement inte jobs outside the WORK program.

WORK positions inn the private and not-for-profit sectors would be required to meet the minimum
standards described above with respect 1o hours and wages, but States would otherwise be granted
considerable flexibility concerning the form of these WORK assignments.

Under the WORK program as described above, participants would work for wages. Described below
is a different type of WORK program, ander which persons who had reached the two-year time limit
Jor cash assistance would werk for benefits.

Option: Permit g State 1o enroll afl or a limited number of the recipients who had reached the two-
year time limit in community work experience program (CWEP) positions, as opposed to paid WORK
assignments. These CWEP positions would take the following farm:
Benefis. Participants would be required to work in order to continue to receive cash
assiseance. The check received by the participant would be treated as benefits rather than
earnings for any and aH purposes.

Howrs. The required hours of work for participants would be calewlaied by dividing the
amount of cash assistance by the minimum wage, up 10 a maximen of 33 hours a week.

Child Support. At State option, the amount of the child support erder could be deducted from
the cash benefit for the purpose of calculating hours. A delinguent non-custodial parent could
be required to work off the child support arrearage in a CWEP position,

Sanctions. Follure to work the required number of hours would be accompanied by sanctions
similar to those for non-participation in the JOBS program-—a reduction in cash assistance,
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Economic Development

Emphasizing movement into private sector employment requires that serious attention be paid to
investment and economic development in distressed communities 1o expand job opportunities amd
stimulate economic growth. Increasing capital investment could expand the sustainable private
smployment opportunities for graduates of the JOBS program,  Strategies to promote savings and
accurnulation of assets are also key 1o helping recipients escape poverty through work,

Community Development. Initiatives that are under consideration 10 ensure that JOBS graduates are
able to take full advantage of the Administration”s community development initiatives include:

Providing enhanced funding through the Community Development Bank and Financial
Institutions proposal to support the development of projects that create work and self-
employment for JORS graduates.

Increasing the number of microenterprises by allocating additional funds to the Small
Business Administration’s Microloan amd other programs for set-asides for JOBS
participants.

Enhancing HHS job development programs which provide grants to community-based
economic development projects to provide work for JOBS graduates.

Ensuring that JOBS graduates are able to take advantage of the opportunities which
would be created through the Administration’s commitment 1o enterprise communities
and Empowerment Zones.,

Individual Economic Development. We waould also propose the following steps 1 encourage people
receiving transitional assistance to save money and accumuiate assets, ia order 10 help them escape

poverty permanently:

Raising hoth the asset limit for eligibility for cash assistence and the limit on the value
of an automobile, Consideration would be given to exempting, up to a certain
amount, savings put aside specifically for education, purchasing a home or starting a
business.

Supporting demonstrations of the concept of Individual Development Accounts,
through which participants would receive subgidies to encourage savings for
education, training, purchasing a home or car or starting a business. The IDA
demonstration would be Hnked to participation in the WORK program or taking jobs
outside the work program.
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ENFORCE CHILD SUPPORT

A, CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
I. A Universal and Simplified Paternity Establishment Process
2. Appropriate Payment Levels
3. Coliection and Enforcement
4. Providing Some Minimum Level of Child Support
B. ENBANCING RESPONSIBILITY AND OPPORTUNITY FOR NONCUSTOIMAL
PARENTS

KEED « The typical child born in the U.S. today will spend time in a single-parent home, Yet, the
evidence is clear that children benefit from interaction with two supportive parents.  Single parents
cannot be expscted to do the entire job of two parents. If we cannot solve the problem of child
support, we cannot possibly adequately provide for our children.

In spite of the concerted efforts of Federal, State and Jocal governments to establish and enforce child
suppon orders, the current system fails to ensure that children receive adequate support from both
parents. Recent analyses suggest that the potential for child support collections exceeds $47 billion.
Yet only $20 billion in awards are currently in place, and only $13 billion is actually paid. Thus, we
have a potential collection gap of over $34 billion a year,

The problem is threefold: First, for many children a child support order is never established.
Roughly 37 percent of the potential collection gap of §34 billion can be traced to cases where no
award is in place. This is largely due to the fallure to establish paternity for children borm out of
wedlock. Second, fully 42 percent of the potential gap can be traced to awards that were either set
fow initially or never adjusted as incomes changed, Third, of awards that are established,
government fails to collect any child support in the majority of cases, accounting for the remaining
21 percent of the potential collection gap.

STRATEGY — There are two key elements within this section. The first major element involves
numerous changes to improve the existing child suppart enforcement system, For children to obain
more support from their noncustodial parents, paternity establishment must be made more universal
and should be completed as 500n 28 possible following the birth of the child. A National Guidelines
Commission will be formed to address variability among State levels of awards, and awards will be
updated periodically through an administrative process, States must aleo develop centeal registries for
collections and disbursements which can be coordinated with other States; enhanced tools will be
available for Federal and State enforcement. A major question remains regarding the possibility of
providing some minimum leve] of child support. The second major element is demanding
responsibility and enhancing opportunity for noncustodial parents. They should be required o pay
¢hild support and in some cases, should be offered increased economic opportunities to help them do
6.
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

Components of the improved child support enforcement system are:

A Universal and Simplified Paternity Estahlishment Process

. Require States to immediately seek paternity establishment for as many children born out of
weddlock as possible, regardless of the welfare or income status of the mother or father.

. Establish performance standards with incentive payments and penalties. State performance
would be based on gll cases where children are born to an unmarried mother.

. Conduct outreach efforts at the State and Federal levels to promote the importance of

paternity establishment both as a parental responsibility and a right of the child.
Provide expanded and simplified voluntary acknowledgment procedures,

» Streamline the process for contested cases.

. Impose clearer, stricter cooperation requirements on mothers 10 provide both the name of the
putative father and verifiable information so that the father can be Iocated and served the
papers necessary to commence the paternity action. Good cause exceptions would be granted,

The major options in this area relate to the role that government programs should play in encouraging
of requiring mothers and fathers 10 cooperate and in encouraging States to establish paternity:

Opiion: Provide a bonus of 350 per morneh in additional AFDC payments to mothers if paterniry for
the child has been established {instead of the $30 passthrough ynder current law),

Oprion: Deny vertain goverrment beaefits 1o persons who have not mel cooperation reguirements.
Guood cause exceptions would be granted.

Option: Reduce Federal match on benefits paid to States which fail to establish paternity in a
reasonabie period of time in cases where the mother has cooperated fully.

ﬁpgxm;}riaie Payment Levels
Establish a National Guidelines Commisgion W explore the variation in State guidelines and to
determine the feasibility of a uniform set of national guidelines to remove inconsistencies
across States.

* Establish universal and perindic updating of awards for all cases through administrative proce-
dures. Either parent would have the option 10 ask for an updated award when there is a
significant change in circumstance,

» Revise payment and distribution rules designed to strengthen families.

Collection and Enforcement

* Create 2 central registry and clearinghouse in all States. All States would maintain a central
registry and centralized collection and disbursement capability. States would monitor support
pavments 1o ensure that child support is being paid and would be able to impose certain
enforcement remedies at the State fevel administratively. A higher Federal match rate would
be provided fo mplement new technologies,

* Create a Federal ¢hild support enforcement clearinghouse. This clearinghouse would provide
for enhanced Jocation and enforcemant coordination, particularly in interstate cases. There
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would be froquent and routing matches to various Federal and State databases including IRS,
Social Security and Unemployment Insurance. The IRS role in full collections, tax refund
offset, and providing access to IRS income and asset information would be expandad.

* Require routine reporting of all new hires via mational W4 reporting. New hires with unpaid
orders would result in immediate wage withholding by the State,

. Eliminate most welfare/non-weifare distinctions to achieve broader, more universal provision
of services.

s Increase tools for Federal and State enforcement, including more routine wage withholding,
suspension of driver’s and professional licenses and attachment of financial institution
ACTOUMS,

d Enhance administrative power to take many enforcement actions.

Simplify procedures for interstate collection.

s Create & new funding formula and place an emphasis on performance-based
incentives.

. Reinvest State incentive payments in the child support program.

Providing Some Minimum Level of Child Support

Even with the provisions above, enforcement of child support is Jikely 1o be uneven for some time to
pome. Some States will be more effective & collecting than others.  Moreover, thers will be many
cases where the noncustodial parent cannot be expected to contribute much because of Jow pay or
ynemployment, An important question is whether children in single-parent families should be
provided some minimum level of child support even when the State {ails to collect . The problem is
especially acute for custodial parents who are not on AFDC and are trying to make ends meet with 2
combination of work and child support, The President has not endorsed Child Support Assurance,
and there is considerable division within the Working Group about ifs merits,

Options under consideration include the following:

Option 1 Advance payment to custodial parents not on welfare of up to $50 (or 3100 per child per
monih in child support owed by the noncustodial parent, even when the money has not yer been
collected.
Advance payments could not exceed the amount aciually owed by the noncustodial parent.
States would have the option of creating work programs so that noncustodial parents ¢ould
work off the support dus if they had no income.

Option 2: A system of Child Support Assurance which insures minimum paymen.’s Jor all custodial
parents with awards in place,
Minimum payments might excead the actual award, with government paying the difference
between collections and the minimum assured benefit, States might experiment with tying
guarantesd payments to work or participation in a training program by the noncustodial
parent. For those on AFDC, Child Support Assurance benefits would be deducted entirely or
in part from AFDC payments, -

The national system would be phased in slowly with Siate participation conditioned on
progress and improvements in their child support enforcement system. Cost projections
would also have to be met before additional States could be added.

COption 3: State demonstrations only, of one or both of the above options.
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ENHANCING RESPONSIBILITY AND OPPORTUNITY FOR NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS

Under the present system, the needs and concerns of noncustodial parents are ofien ignored. The
system neads o fores more atteation on this population and send the message that "fathers matter”,
We ought to sncourage noncustodial parents to remaln involved in their children’s lives—not drive
them further away. The child support system, while getting tougher on those that ¢an pay but refuse
to do so, should also be fair to those noncustodial parents who show responsibility toward their
children, Some elements described above will help, Better enforcement of payments will avoid
build-up of arrearages. A simple administrative process will aliow for downward modifications of
awards when a job is involuntarily lost. Other strategies would also be pursued.

Ultimately, expectations of mothers and fathers should be parallel. Whatever is expectad of the
mother should be expected of the father. Whatever education and training opportunities are provided
to custodial parents, similar opportunities should be available © noncustodial parents wha pay thelr
child support and remain involved. If noncustodial parents can improve their garnings capacity and
maintain relationships with their children, they will be a scurce of both financial and emotional

support.

Muchi needs to be learned, partly because we have focused less attention on this population in the past
and partly because we know less about what types of programs would work, Still, a number of steps
can be taken, including the following;

s Provide block grants to States for access- and visitation-related programs, including mediation
(both vohuntary and mandatory), counseling, education, and enforcement.
« Reserve a portion of JOBS program funding for education and training programs for

noncostodial parents.
. Make the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit {TITC) available to fathers with children receiving food

stamps.

1 Experiment with a variety of programs in which men who participate in employment or
training activities do not build up arrearages while they participate.

» Conduct significant experimentation with mandatory work programs for noncustodial parents

who do not pay child support.
Make the payment of child support a condition of other government benefits.
Provide additional incentives for noncustodial parents to pay child support.
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REINVENT GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE

A. SIMPLIFICATION ACROSS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
B. PREVENTING WASTE, FRAUD AND ABUSE
C. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND STATE FLEXIBILITY

NEED -- The current welfare system is enormously complex, There are multiple programs with
differing and often incongistent rules. The complexity confuses the mission, frustrates peaple seeking
aid, confuses caseworkers, increases administrative costs and leads to program errors and inefficien-
ties. In addition, the web of Federal-State-local relations in the administrative system Jargely focuses
on rules raiher than results, I ever there were a government program that is deeply resented by its
customers, 1 is the existing welfare system.

STRATEGY - The lessons of reinventing government apply clearly here. The goal should be to
rationalize, consolidate and simplify the existing social welfare system. Creating a simplified system
will be a major challenge. Clearer Federal goals which allow greater State and local flexibility in
managing programs are algo critical. Finally, a central Federal role in information systems and
interstate coordination would prevent waste, fraud and abuse and would also improve service delivery
at the State and local levels.

SIMPLIFICATION ACROSS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

The simplification of assistance programs at all levels of government has been the “holy grail” of
weifare reform—always sought, never realized. The reasons are many: disparate goals of different
programs, varied constituencies, departmental differences, divergenmt Congressional commitiee
jurisdictions and the inevitable creation of winners and losers from changing the status quo. Yet
everyone agrees that recipients, administrators and taxpayers are all losers dug to the current
compiexity,

There are two basic options for reform:

Option 1: Simplify and coordinate rules in existing programs.
Considerable improvements could be achieved by max%ifyirzg existing rules in current
pmgrams Such changes could include the following:
Reduce Federal program rules, reporting and budgeting requirements to & minimum.
* Simptify and conform income and asset rules in the AFDC and Food Stamp

programs.

* Adopt regulatory and legisiative recommendations {as developed by the American
Public Welfare Association}, to streamline application, redetermination and reporting
processes.

» Base eligibility for programs, such as ¢hild care for working families, on simplified
Food Stamp rules or AFDC-Tike rules.

* Freeze subsidized rents for a fixed period of time after the recipient takes a job in

order to enhance the benefits from employment.
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. Eliminate the special rules pertaining to two-parent families, such as the 100-hour rule
and the quarters-of-work rule, as discussed in the Maks Work Pay section of this
paper.

. Simplify and standardize earnings disregards.

» States would be required 1o use a standard procedurs to determine need standards but

would be allowed to decide what fraction of need would be met in their State.

Option 2: Develop a simplified and consolldated eligibility process for the new fransitional gssistance

program. Smrive to bring other ¢id progroms o conformisy,
In addition to the provisions described under option 1, this option would solve the problem
that AFDC and food stamps currently have different filing units for purposes of establishing
cligibitity. AFDC is designed to support children “deprived of parental support,” so it is
focused on single parents, i excludes other adult members in the bousehold, it treats multiple.
generation households as different units, and it excludes disabled persons receiving SSI from
the unit. The Food Stamp progeam, by contrast, defines & filing unit as all people in the
household who share cooking facilities,

This option standardizes the definition of the filing unit under AFDC and food stamps, States
would zontinue to s2t benefit levels for cash assistance.

PREVENTING WASTE, FRAUD AND ABUSE

Multiple and uncoordinated programs and complex regulations invite waste, fraudulent behavior and
simple error. Too often, individuals can present different information to various government agencies
to claim benefits fraudulently with virtuatly no chance of detection.

The new program of transitional assistance, in and of itself, will go a long way toward preventing
waste and fraund, During the period of transitional cash benefits, there will be enhanced tracking of a
client’s training activitiss and work opportuntities, as well as the electronic exchange of tax, benefiy
and child support information,  Also, the newly expanded EITC largely eliminates current incentives
10 "work off the books” and disincentives to report afl employment. With the EITC, it is now
advantageous to report every single dollar of sarnings.

New technology and antomation offer the chance to implement transitional programs which ensure
guality service, fiscal accountability and program integrity. For example, EBT technology offers the
opportunity to provide food stamps, EITC, cash and other benefits theough a single card. Program
integrity activities need to focus on ensuring overall payment accuracy, and detection and prevention
of recipient, worker and vendor fraud. Such measures include the following:

* Coordinate more completely the collection and sharing of data among programs, especially
wage, tax, child support and benefit information,
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Re-assess the Federal/State partnership in developing centralized data bases and information
sysiems that improve intersiate coordination, efiminate duplicate benefits and permit tracking.
At g minimum, information must be shared across States 1o prevent the circumvention of time
Hmits by recipients refacating to a different State,

Fully utilize curvent and emerging technologies to offer better services at less cost, targetsd
more efficiently on those eligible,

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND STATE FLEXIBILITY

A reformed welfare system requires clear objectives (o aid policy development and performance
measures to gauge whether policy intent is achioved. Performance measures in a transitional program
of benefits should reflect the achievement of all program objectives and relate to the primary goal of
helping families 1o become self-sufficient. Standards should be established for a broad range of
program activities against which front-line workers, managers and policymakers can assess the
efficiency and effectiveness of the program. To the extent possible, results--rather than inputs and
processes—should be measured.  States and localities must have the flexibility and resources 1o
achieve the programmatic goals that have been set.

The Federa! Government should transidon from a role which is largely prescriptive to one
which establishes customer-driven performance standards in collaboration with States, local
agencies, advocacy groups and clients, The exact methods for accomplishing program goals
are difficult to prescribe from Washington, given the variation io local circumstances,
capacities and philosophies. Therefore, substantial flexibility will be left for localities to
decide how to meet these goals, facilitated by enhanced inter-agency waiver authority at the
Federal level,

The Federal Government should provide technical assistance to States for achieving these

standards by evaluating program innovations, identifving what is working and assisting in the
transfer of effective strategies.

3
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Bruce Raed
bavid Bliwood
M=ry Jo Bane
Wendall Primue
Emily Bromberyg

From: Melissa

Wanted to be sure you saw Dave Whitman's article in this
week's U.8. News. I hope to write up talking points rebutting nis
low numberg and definition of puccess some time this week - so any
thoughts you have would be appraciated.
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Honey, I shrunk the
welfare reform plan

Clinton’s team scales back his grand pledge

‘ tash force of the Clintop admin-
istration is now busily converting

one of the prosident™s mose fa-
Mo campuipn pledges—to “end wel-
furc 85 wo know it - 11110 o plan to end
welfaze for just a modest porton of
thage oo Lhe roils A tw sume time, the
emngrging proposal could prove 1o be
reasonabie rovic we oo,

Cundiduie Clinton vowed 10 provide
thase on welfare with educotion, Uam-
ing, day eare and hoalth coverage dhiting
e first o years an the rolls but
wold Lhen regaire them to work in pri-
ERL-SOTION BF QOMmAURIY-servicy uihs—
all in o B W0 elininies “permanent de-
pendence on wellare” President Cline
W aic st Augnst thid his program
ol move mallions of kie Americans
al the weilare rolls and onio the work
wdls” B task loee mombers, bedav.
ilaed By Danlget dRlidies, udmioistsitive
eonSimaniy @y Mates gpd ety
eyt timo-tingited welfare, hove scaled
ok CHplo's prond vision,

Prefiminary estimates of a tentative
plun potlined by the icragsncy task
Foswe shews (bt in 1949, roughly 2 peroent
of the 4.7 miliion wdult heads of Tamities
rajucted to retve Al o Familios with
Lependent {Thildren {A PO woekl
feswe the sofly s o reseh of the goouprs
propesal, Pertiaps S percent of those whao
Pt received AFTIC Lor twrr vaang wonld
iowe it and be required 1 work,

Walting for Clintan. The sk force's
gstimates nse st rough-and will un.
dusutlediy shilt ws Clinton dedides on the
fingl form of bis plan. The prajections
do, however, biowlly ilpstrate why
shpihing the Jdele s cosdy amd somplox,
Sunding oul chocks, 89 Lk (ree olli-
cials efion pesial out, s chesper than peoe
viding edpeagion. irning. obs and diy
care fos Rids Toreduee voss and atdmin-
Isteativie comolicutions, e Clinwe plan.
aurs decided 10 rpply the swosyear Y
Jim{ just sy youny Fomdlics (Uwse heiwd.
¢l by parests bors afier 19721, who wiil
constinae anly ehout i thizd of the fam-
Hies v the rolle in 3998, That tegsl
arous was whitthed down luriber by len
tatively sxempting from thi tee lmit
mast Fnilies the Tnchade so elderly of

dsnbled parent, a suvercly disabled child
or & toddier under the nge of 1,

The administration's exthnaies of
what happens wiily thase limations tell
a honey [-shrunksthe-plan saga. in 1999,
oflivials cstimaie, 167 milion Gomifins
hended hy an adul born afier 872 wili be
on AFDC, fuss 70,008 of those famifics
{a conservalive esttmate, administrazion

officials sy} are suppuned to elimb off
walfare ac  rasull Of new reforms, such
v expanded child care and work pro-
g, Asethor LMLOO0 cases, shout 8
percent of the youny Tmdies, will have
s $haeir chucks Cud T il bu workimg
in 1 subsidized privac-sector jish of pube
lic-surviee sfon By contrasl, & nuch bag-
1 pusher = s quurer of di youeng Tam-
ily heads {3000 case} - pghd thien be
expmpt from the gme lonil,

By 200, ie fmipast of e plun
would 2¢ mush greater. suge mofe pors
cas boss alior 1972 would be on e
rodls and Subied o the Hme Emilations
of the ow, Congress muy also e ope
aited nniversat healih eovanige. which
wonshd pasiee s paz hid 19 GUit se un-

Sautly chaloes, Clinion < wish o pi) wedfune sech ety (0 wWoek 15 SUTPFIsSHIER cxpeisive,

insured job to go on weifare 16 phtuain
Medicaid. That year, the adminisira-
ticgt’s balipark estimare s thal £30.00%
adults will be working i public-seotor
or subsidized privale-section posi
fiond - roughly five times the aumber i
1998 Evea so, the sdministration plan
wouks anly reduce the number of young
welure families headed by an adull
from 2.9 mifion & just 24 million.
‘Those aumbers do not exactly spali the
cnd 16 welfare - ut least not us most -
mayers Kegw L Sull, the ek foree plas
hos raany pluses and could provide o
more realistie route to cnding long-erm
dupandency than muny of the gettaagh
schemus now being bandicd sboot by keg.
Wintors and governors, Hoprootha, for
istanee, 1 he mare gonerete than pass
atlempts u ompel wellsre reciplenis s
weork, which have typically heen Bighon
thetorie and low oo dollars, That combi-
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nation often produccd sham work o
guiremsnis for recipionts, who did Ttk
more thin sign ep for phumom jobs,
Thu sealod-ach task Tusce antline also
dovetails with potitical seality. sfoce fuw
logisl TR seem traly wling Lo shsalder
i fisusd o human costs of more rgical
pans, And it amkes sense, vapecilly in
an attmindstzadon hitent an sheting the
enervaling environmants of welare -
fices, that fime #mits on AVDC be
phasad in [ with younger paons,
With the ussveiling of B plan just weeks
awary, Chnlon's chore e iy e 1o
dumpzn the upectations that he fma
radsacgl wiy WiS Cumpaign promis, B
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Moymhan the Prophzt

Brave Maryland NAACP in effect says he was right

Ina t breakthrough for
‘the Nmn nation's oldest and

- largest civil rights organisation, the
.« NAACP Maryland state conference
hsx becorne tha first component of the
1w smbrace weilare refirm,. -

group
{The NAACP: national iendmvltip,
yet v take & formal
wifazawfmmi:mwm
er Pregident Clintor's proposels on
the iszue at it national convention in
July) The Maryland endorsement
eliminates s ‘political shwtacie and
adds an mmmt{dm;m W the
m\vmg consensus for change.”
reskup of the black family
leng has been 2 2enAitive subject far
African Americane. Slack leaders,
inchuding Dr. Mayun Luther King Jr.,
criticized now.Sen. Daniel Patrick
Moynihen (D-N.Y.}, then a Whils
House gide, when he told of 2 4%
biack ileghtimary rate a0l warned of
futare consequences in his 1965 re-
port, “The Negro Pamily: A Case for
Nationa! Action.” Civil rights leaders
interpreted his findings as an indict.
ment of African Americans, calling it
an immoral attempt to “blame the
vigtim." They pressured the Johnson
Adminisiration to reraove the inflam.
matory topic from & White House
gonference on civil rights, thus tarpe-
doing Moynikan's solutions, He had
propozed a relum 1o Iwice . daily mail
deliveriegs 1o croale more obs, a
rational family allowance modeied
after and Canadien pubsi-
dizs, and other remedies that were
affordable then.
- Governmem ooffers nbhw are ax-
tremely tight, and welfare has be-
come & fingncial drain on federal and
sate governments, which share the

‘buarden. Cost molivales many peliti-

¢lans o champion reformd intended
to reduce the rolle snd mitigats the
expenss of providing for poor
dren whose parsnls cannot provide
for them. The Clinton Administration

<hil- |

currently ‘i dedating & panoply of

changes intended 1o get poar parents

off of welfsre and inio b But the
Adpuinistration so far i provided no
clue to how the nation would pay the
$6-billion pricetag. -

Welfare's financlal drain v not
paramount to the. Maryland NAACP
Teaders. They embrace state welfare

‘Q:J,ﬁfu L TR I R R

]

reform that would limit benefits and
require work becsuse they believe
long-term wellare gligmatizes poor
women ang victimires their children.
They encourage recipients to take

of new opportynities under
the reform o get off welfare. At the
stme time, they insiet that the state
provide sutficient eduestion. training
and jobs.

Black lesders have 3 responsidility
ts parlicipate—aven though most
welliars mothers are White——becaise
Hazk parents are represented dispro-
portcnately on wellsre .rolls. By
jining \he debate, minority lepders
can wyrd off more punitive approach-
e» and’ advocate further incentives
that yeward poor mothers for staying
in school ar going W work,

History has proven Moynihan a
prophet, The 4% bisck iilegitimacy
rale he reparted nearly 30 yoars ago
has climhed & 88%. And today at
ieant 30% of il children born in the
DUnited Swaies are dom o single
mothers. Their vulnerable family sta-
wa puls them at risk af poverty,
weliare dency and 2 host of
other daunting social problems Re.
versing this trend wiil take a concert-
ed national effort,

The Maryland NAACF leaders de-
setve credit for adding their impor-
nt voice tw the dehate, Their coura-
geous support has  delighted
Maryland Gov. Williamm Donald
Sehaefer, who has state
welfare reforms inrgely modeled af-
ter the Climon Administration plan
and which paralle] some of the note.
worthy changes endorsed by Califor.
nia Gov. Pete Wilsen. Common 1o il
of those proposals are a limit on how
long a person can receive welfare, a
requirement 1o find work, provision
of community service jobs and &
requiremert thal een.age parenia
live with paren\s or guardians. Such

how are endorsed by the
Marviand RAACP And because ¢of
Maryland's proximity 1o the District
of Columbdis, offieisl Wmm is
payiz:g auention.

Welfare reform i poﬁm:az dyua-
mite, byt any pelitician whe dares 1o
call himsel! or hereell a leader cannot
duck the rethinking of this impomt
national iamz
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EXECUTIVE QFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ANCH BUDGET

WASHINGTON, .G, 20803 5/11
'i

Memorandum ,

TO: Leon Panegtta

FROM: Isabel Sawhill

RE: ﬂelfare Raform ~ Alternative B{;ns

CC: A, Rivlin, M. Foley, B. Raed{JK' Way, and HRD staff

This memo provides brief descriptions of important features of

five alternative welfare reform bills., It focuses on work

requirements, Lamily issues, state flexibility, and financing,

1. House Republican (HR 35300 - Santorum)

Work Requirements

o  HMandatory participation in "AFDC Transition Program® for
first two years. Activities include job search, training,
and education.

o] Mandatory work requirement after two years. Jobs can bhe
community service, 8State option to make it one year.
(Exemptionsg for seriocusly disabled and students.)

o State option to terminate job and benefits after three vears
fand total of five on AFDC).

o Mandatory regquirement to participate in substance abuse
treateent, if determined to be necessary.

Family Izsues

I No benallits unliess wmothers identify fathers of children.
{They receive a reduced benefif until paternity is legally
established.}

o Bo benafits ¢ parents under 18. States can opt to provide

such benefits.

0 No additional benefits for children born while mother on
APDC. {Again, S8tates can opt to do so.)

o State option to reduce benefits by §75 a nmonth to households
if certain parents or children not attending school.

o Child support-delinquent fathers are required to pay support
or work.



State Flexibiility
o States may convert AFDC funds into a block grant to be used
for an alternative program for assisting needy children.

o Combines ten food and nutrition programs 'into a single block
grant program to States. .

Financin ] ' .

0 Eliminates noncitizen eligibility for AFDC, Food Stamps,
Medicaid, and several other Federal programs. Caps spending
on means-~tested entitlements, including EITC, to inflation
plus 2%. (Food and nutrition block grant to save 5% of
total current costs for the ten programs.)

(Senate Republican bill - § 1795 - is generally similar except:
no State conversion of AFDC to block grant and noncitizen
benefits are limited to twelve months total, not eliminated.}

2. Mainstream Forum (Not yet introduced}

Large group of moderate and conservative Democrats, founded by
Rep. McCurdy. Rep. Slattery is chair of its Welfare Reform
working group.

Work Requirements

o) Limits recipients of AFDC to. two years of benefits lifetime.
{Some exceptions, such as those under 20 and finishing
schooling and those who are seriously disabled, which "stop
the clock".)

o To continue to receive benefits after two year limit,
recipients may "volunteer” for a minimum wage community
service job. (Limited to three years.)

0 Every "able-bodied" individual required to work or
participate in education and training. Benefits paid are
based on the number of hours recipients work or are in
training and education progranms.

o Makes job search requirements immediate. No substitution of
- education and/or training for job search.

o] Emphasis on use of private placement companies with
performance-based contracts.

0 Allows incentives to eﬁployers to hire recipients through
use of wage supplementation with AFDC and Food Stamp
benefits and tax credits. N

Family Issues

0 No additional benefits for children born to mothers on AFDC.

o Requires minor parents to live with parents (or other



adult).
Requires paternity establishment to receive benefits.
Makes the Dependent Care Tax Credit (DCTC) refundable.

Allows women on AFDC who marry to retain & portion of
henefitg for up to a year.

Financing
o Eliminates noncitizen eligibility for AFIXI, Food Stamps,

3.

Medicaid, and several cther Federal programs. Csps .
entitliement spending on poverty programs at inflation plus
2%. (This mostly hits Medicaid spending.; Eliminates DCTC
for those with incomes over $100,000 and EITC for illegal
aliens. Federal Government to assist States in collecting
mail-order ¢atalogue sales taxes., {(Subject to change, still
under development.}

Talent/Faircloth ("Real Welfare Reform Act')

Endorsed by Bill Bennett, represents more conservative

glternative to House Republican bill.

Work Reguirements

o

o

O

Requires 50% of all AFDD recipients to work by 1986,

Requires 100% of "gingle able-bodied® Food Stamp recipients
o work.

Emphasis on nothers without young children.

Btate flexibility to design own work programs if they meet
participation requirements and adhere to eligiblility
restrictions.

State option to impose time limit on benefits.

Family Issues

o Eliminates AFDC, Food Stamps, public or Section 8 heusing
benefits to unmarried mothers under the age of 21. Age
limit increases to 25 in 1988. ({"Savings are converted into
block grants to States to care for children.™)

o No benefits without paternity establishment,

o No additional benefits for children born to mothers on AFDC.

o §1,000 per year "pro-marriage” tax ¢redit,

Financing

o Caps future welfare spending increases at 3.5% per ysar.



4.

Rohl/Grassley (S 2057)

State Flexibilitcy

o

o
‘o

o

Replace AFDC and Food Stamps with block grants to SBtates. 3
8tate must show it is "moving people into work™ to continue
to receive the block grant.

States given flexibility to design own prograns.

Expands WIC,

boes not affect Food Stamps for the elderly and disabled.

Financing )
o 2 funding level of the block grants is set at current

Work

spending (837 killien in FY 1995) and remaing the same into
the future.

Woolsey/Requla {HR 4318)

Reguirements

Triples Ifunding for JOBS program and "improves" Federal
match rate. Includes performance standards to hold States
aceountable.

Ends penalties for work by "reguiring States to stop cutting
alid on a dollar-for-dollar basis” when recipient gets a job.

Prohibits States from reducing AFDC assistance.

Regquires States to strengthen coordination of support
services and assistance. (Example, requires "whenever
possible” that a2 single location be established in a
community for application for benefits and services.)

Eliminates JOBS program rules which "make it more difficult
t0 assign a participant to education®,

Family Issues

0

G

o

Expands child care assistance.
"Enhances" paternity establishment.

Eliminates rules preventing families from benefitting when
absent parents increase support payments.

Federalizes c¢hild support enforcement.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Bruce Reed
FR: Tim Fong
RE: Votes on Welfare Reform

HR 1720:

This bill, as the vehicle for the conference report, was
ultimately signed into law as PL 100-485. The Senate votes fell:
96-1: R 44-1, D 52-0. On the House side, the bill passed: 347-
53: R 142-19; D 205-34.

Summary of the law, the Family Support Act of 1988, available.
S. 1511:

The Senate version of the bill, which at 2.8 billion, cost less
than the original House bill of $7 billion, was amended by Dole,
R-Kan. The Dole amendment required at least on parent in two-
parent families receiving welfare (AFDC-UP) to work a minimum of
16 hours per week in either unpaid community work experience or
subsidized jobs.

The attached vote was for Moynihan's, D-NY., motion to kill the
amendment. The motion was rejected 41-54: R 3-40; D 38-14.

Copy of the bill, introduced by Moynihan, available.
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334§ 887, Minimum Wage Bestoration/Cloture, Ken- vears to life fur anyone whe faetlitates the wse of # rainer for

nedy, D-Mass., motion to invoke cloture {thus limiting debazel en
the Bitl 1 rabe she minimum wege 1o 34.55 an hour over three
voars, from L3S, Motion refected 5825 R B33 D43 IND 341,
STF 1443, Bept, 20, 1988, A three-fifths mnjncity voie (B0} of the
tatal Senate is required ta invake cloture,

327, 8 328, Prompi Pavment/Advisory Panel Sasser, D
Tenn., mation to table {killy the Grassley, R-{sws, smendment to
create a G-member pacel to advise the government an how to
coflect its nutstanding debts. Motion ageeed 1o 54-33: R 7-31; D 47-
2 {ND 224, 813 150, Bept. 23, 1958

JA8. HR 4742, Pisecal 1989 Commoerce, Justice, State
and Judleisry Appropristionsfonference Reporl. Adop-
tign of the conferences feport on the b (thus clesring the measurs
for (he presidem) to appropriate $14 K45 802 000 for the Depart-
reents of Commerrs, Fustize and Biate. the federal judiclary and
severad relsted ogencies in fiscal 1989 The president requested
515,804, 004000, Adopted 7713 K 3105 D 463 (ND 31.2.8D 15
a3, Sept, 27, 1958,

339, § 2488 Parentizl and Meoedical Leave/Poroo-
graphy, Thurmond, R-8.C.. amendment to set prisen terms of 20

produning sexually explicit materials, and 1o require seizure of real
or personsl property used to “promaote the ¢mnmission” of an
ahmcenity offense. Adepted 97-0: R 45.0; D 89.0 (NI 350, 8D 17-
a1, Sepl. 48, 1488

346, HE 4481, Fiscsl 1988 Befenue Aulhorization/Con.
ferense Beport. Adopiion of the conference report on the hill
fshus dlesting the measurs for the president) to amberize
$TILOEAGUAGD in fGaca! 1989 funding for the Depariment of
Pwfense snd audest-weapons progrsms run by the Dupartment of
Bnergy. Adopted 91-4: R 421, D 4940 ¢RI 32.3, 813 17-04, Sep.
M, 1988,

smmgiiwn child-support enfurcemerlt‘ wblmh and operate edura
tiom, iraining and empinyment programy o move welfare recipients
off the ralls int jobs; provide child core and transpartation needed to
perant welfare recipients to participate: and continue child care and
Medicald soverage for 12 monihs sfter welfsre recipients lepve the
rodin for jobs. Adupled 98-1: R 43-1, 13 524 /ND 38.0, S 18,04,
Sept. 25, 1988 {The House sdopied the sonforence report un HE
1720 Sepr. 80, clearing the mensyre for (he president)

1888 CQ ALMANAC—55-5
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Eduoestion and Treining for a Compstitive America Act of 1988, 2 | 12 Deno MO A B i M MM
part ¢f the omnitus trade bk (P), 100-418) Motien agreed to 293 :zmm"m:w ; "; ?; MMV §W ¢ MRVRNIVIMIM
R I56-4: F1237.6 (M 155.9, 8D 78.0), (Got. 8, 1888, & two.thirds ] & lowey SRR E R Yy ¥
matority of thuse preseat aad voting (268 in this case) s required [ 47 oo THY TN 3 em Ty vy wmy v
fur passage unsder suspension of the rules,
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M e e P e W o o ke de T e e M W v e T ey
A : 3 Y Yored for {ywa).

5 Poi

LTI ! oa ﬁ NEW RAMPHEE sy g iﬁ’:gﬁﬁi‘;} -
it ¥roY NN E | Hee TYINY YT Homphey NN KRIY HNHNN s voted , e
Sy T YT Y OLHNY N Gy SHYHN IR | Fudmes NNy v NN M Voled againd {nay).
ALASA : EANSAS ,{; NEW FHSEY P i X Puitag aguins.
Myrvhawrski MNP PR M NN Dwke MY Y NNN Brochay ??’!“!21’?‘!” - Annousced ogoing,
Stavani ¥R Y VN M N Xeswkowr MY RCMHN | jamey ¥ ¥ -?‘?.’! P Vated Vpresest”
ARELOHA n KNSR Y } REW HEXCD )\J ¢ Vpted Cpresent” to aveid potsis
DeLonons Y FTNH YT | e Y OEIELN Y Y D Sngomon ¥yt FIOR Y Y ble coniBies ot interasd,
MiCain NN H YN B B MeConned KR ¥ YN # NN | Domenki NoH Y YIHNMNH N ) S rwiea ik
ARKANSAS el IRASIANA HEW YORX j 7 Did not vote of oibarwite moke o
Bumpers TFT Y RHOYY | v Y ¥ N T F ) e vv‘%gxf??«f pesdian Kaows,
Pryat ¥ Y oMY Sahaton ¥ f ¥ %N o kmoto HEY S HYHSN
CALIFORNIA iy MAIRE I RORE CAROUNA 8 Deosnceh Reoublicans
Cramita YUY OMIY R TR [ Muichel ¥ OF T R.YIY Y ¥ Sordud ¥ Y TRy Y YR
Wikon MHY t{NNH? | Coban T F T NIY NN Nelms THHIHTHEN
COLORADO ! MARYLASD ¢ NOIIN PAKCTA P g Lo thEns
Wit YOF Y RIY M OYO¥ | Mkl YOF Y MY E Y Y Buedd Y YT HYY
Asretrong HHMNYNNNN | Sibons ¥ T‘rpflvy‘z Conead YYHYHY
CONRELTICUT |i MASSACHLISETTS iy oHY Lot TExAS .,
Dedd R YR T Fr ] Newoady Y F Y NLYIY Y Y | Gl T PN Y Y | Memen Y ¥ Y YHEYY
Wekker Y OF Y RLY Y ] ey ¥OY Y NG Y oYY Matzenbaum P FOF YUY YF fre ] NN NENH?
SHAWARE i) MICHIGAN ’ OKLAHOMA | e Py
Seden IEIEIRYCY S SO Y ¥y niabe vy | somn viveluy oeu | Gom NNNYMRNN
) ¥ ¥ YiIHNNY Sungle TYYYYEHTY Mickhes H Y HNY NMNN Harch HHY LNMKR
ROBDS, . ) MIRNESGTA |, OREGON . VERMOMT L
Livles ?vé?zzx‘\w oickmit HAEYYNNNN | Hobeld FTNYRNKNT | L Tt YHTYNT
Loraihom FIYLTH Y owniwrgrs Y Y RN Y NN | Pochwesd Hf Y ®THNMY | Sied THYTHMNNTY
GIORGHA I MRS i‘ PERNSYLVANEA [ VIRGINIA Yo
$orwiec T Y HFFY | Hews FYTNTHY Y | Menr YT vty | Tk NNTYNNNEH
Sne: T Y OEiN N Y Y Lochign ¥ H Y YNH N HYTYNYNY Wonrver HHTYENNNN
HAWAR { ML it ESOGE HZAND Ll WASHINGTON 1t
wocrs TYYRITY Y | Bk HYYYHHNN M TrYNY Y Y Y] Ak Yr ey PNy

¥f Y RITIN Y Y | fenfeth HY P HNNNNNE | Chaim TRy UHY Foarree HNMHYHNYHNNHS
[[.15, e H MIRTANA { ST CARIRIRA ! WEST VirGINL !
McClorn NHHYLMNEY f T ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ viNv y ol ¥ EY ¥HYY Bridd FNYYNYYTY
Symms Nusssxxﬁﬁ e FYYNTYINNT | TA NHY ¥ HNSN Qackedde FYYYNYYY
LGS 3 HERERSE S i SOUTH DAKGYA P WIRCONER :
Caaon vTV?INV?Y taw T F Y Y HNY N | Do ¥ ¥ T EYON Y ] s YTHYNNNNT
Simon YU OfHLEY Y F ] Koewms KNFYHENN | Peuie NY ¥ Y HNNEN ] faum HWHYYNY M
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ND - Northem Democrah

9. Treaty Doe 100-1 1, INF Treaty/Treaty Interpretation.
Byrd, D-W.¥a,, mistion t table (kilh) the Specter, B-Pa., amendment
to reverse the thrust of n previously passed amendment, which harred
seinterpretation of o ety withuut Senate approval, by stating that
the Sengte did ot intend to aller existing international or constitu-
tinnal law. Maotion preed (o 8433 B {1333, D 51.0{ND33.0, 8D 180},
May 27, 1988,

10, HE 3. Omnibus Trade Bili/Velo Override. Passage, over
Prosident Heagan's Moy 24 veto, of the bill fo revise statutory
procedures for denling with unfsir foreign izade practices ard import
damage s U5 industries, i darly the law ageinst business-reloted
hribes sbrowd by U8, businesses, 1o sireamiine conirols on militarily
sensitive sxports, o revise agriculiure and educstion progTams, 1o
repeal the windfall profits tux on ofl and s reguice rerigin smplovers
te provide workers with 50 dave’ notice of plant closings or lnyvelfs.
Rejocted 8137 B G358 3 503 (ND 3322, B0 1200 June 5, 1888, A
twinthirds majorizy of those present snd voling (88 inthiscase} of beth
hausees is reguirsd to gverrite a vato, (The Howse overrode the veto
Miay 241 & “pae” wee g vote aupporiing the prasident’s position,

11, HR 2470, Catnsirophic Health lasurance/Conference
Report, Adoption of the conference repest on the bill (thus denring
the measure for the provident] to cap the wmounts for which Medicars
beneficiaries will be finsnclally table for Medisare-covered services
und 1w make other changes in the program. Adopted 3600 B541L D
2.0 (ND 364 81 17400, June 8, 1988,

12, § 24506, Denth Ponalty for Drug-Related Kiilings/
Passsage. Passage of the hill to allow the death penalty for “drug
kipginy” whe intentionally kil so who order a killing. The bilt wauld
provide 2 separate hearing before a judge or jury on the issue of
punishiment, wheee 1the judge o jury would hove 16 weigh aggravating
snd mitpaiing circumstances before determining whether the death

50 - Sogiern Doy (Savoen pates - Kig, Sk P, Ga, Ry, foo sn, N4, UM, S0 Dem Yoo W)

pecally wis sppraprisie. The ey would have to be unanimiua I
imgponing the demb penalty, Passed 65- 25 B 37.6, D 2323 (N 1518,
813 1340, fune HE, 1988, A "yex™ was a vole supporting the president’s
position,

g AR T gy, o it emA——
$13.8 1511, Welfd¥s Reform Work fare’ Amendment, Movgy
nihan, I3-N.Y,, motion to table (k31 the Dode. R-Kan: emendment i
require Chat by 1994, states psquite at ledst one parent in twe-parent
families receiving weliare to work 8 minimam of 16 hours pec weeh in
either unpaid community work experience or sishaidized juba, Mudion
rajeected 1.54: R 3.40: 1 3814 {NDY 277, 8D 11-7), June 16, 1988 A
“nay" wgs a vote supporling the president’s position.

14 BR 4800, Figeal 1682 HUD AppropriationsINASA and
1JOAG Program, Heing R.Pa. amendment 10 shift 330 mitlion
from NABA 1 the Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) pro-
gram, Hejueled 84-63 B 636 D 25-27 (NI 21-14, 513 3.13), Julv 12,
1.

15 HR 4781, Fisen! 1989 Defense Appropriations/Contra
A, Byrd, DWW Vs, perfecting amendment in make technienl
chaniges vo hig own mmendment to suthorize 32714 million in horgand-
sarian aid 1o the Nivsrmamn coneas and te estahlich procedueres for
vongressional ennsbsinration of 8 request by the president for gutharity
ter retease s 4 3153 milllon worth of stockpded millfary ofd 1o s
canirse a5 well, Adupted 48447 B 843 D 48.4 IND 3144, 31 180,
Ay, ), J9RE

14, § 437, Minimum-Wage RestorationCligture. Kennedy,
ErMass, motion to ivvake eloture ithus Umiting dehatel an the bill 1o
rame the minimuzn wage 1o 3455 an hour over three years, P 8335
Motion rejevted 6035 B 802 I 483 (ND 34-1, 30 1423, Sept. 41
1988, A thepe-fift ha enajoeity vote 60) of the wial Seante B required o
invoke clotues,
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QUICK REPCORT:
§. 1511 by Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan "(D-NY}
Family Security Ac¢t of 1388
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CRS Abstract and Digest:

Abstract
{from Congressional Research SBervice, Library of Congress)

Amends part A (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) of title IV
of the Social Security Act to redesignate the AFDC program as the Child
Support Supplement program and require recipients of program benefits to
participate in a State job opportunities and basic skills training program.
Amends part D {Child Support and Establishment of Paternity) of title IV of
the Act to set forth provisions affecting the determination, review, and
collection of chlild support and the establishment of paternity. Makes
payments to U.S. tervxitories under specified provisions of the Act.

o Digest
{from Congressional Research Servicea, Library of Congresg)

06/16/88 (Measurs indefinitely postponed in Senate, H.R. 1720 passed in
lieu) :
Family Security Act of 1988 ~ Replaces the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children {AFDC) {(part A of title IV of the Social Secuxity Act)
program with the Child Support Supplement (TS8S) program.

Title I: <Child Support and Establishment of Paternity
Subtitle A: Child Support
Amends part D (Child Support and Establishment. of Paternity) of title

IV of the Social Security Act to reguire the withholding of child support
payments from the non-custodial parent’s wages upon the issuance or
madification of a child support order for families receiving part D
seyvices, Waives such withhelding requirement wvhen both parents agree to an
alternative arrangement cor the State finds good cause te rely on an
alternative arrangement. Reguires immediate wage withholding for all new
child support cases entersd into after January 1, 1994. Regquires the
Secretary of Health and Human Services to study the feasibility of requiring
immediate income withholding with respect to all child support awards.

Amends part A of title IV of the Act teo exclude the first $50 of
child support pavments which were due for a prior month from the
determination of a family’s need for {88 payments in the month during which
such payments were recelived,

amends part D of title IV of the Act to rsaguire States to review
State guidelines for c¢hild support award amounts at least once every five
years. Makes such guidelines binding upon judges or other State officials
unless the judge or official, pursuant to criteria established by the State,
finds good cause to ignore such guidelines. Requires that child support
awards for CSS families be reviewed and adjusted in accordance with such
guidelines at least once every two years unless such review would not be in
the ¢hild’s best interest and neither parent requests such review. Requires



such review and adjustment of a child support award for a non~CS8§ family
upon the reguest of either parent. Gives parents abt least 30 days notlee of
pending review or adjustment of a child support award. Directa the
Secretary to enter into an agreement with each of four States by April I,
1989, to conduct a two-year demonstration project testing and evaluwating
model procedures for reviewing child support award amounts. Reguires States
to inform ¢88 families on a monthly basis, rather than annually, ¢f the
amount of child support collected on their behalf,

Subtitle B: Bzstabllshment of Paternity

Establishes State performance standards for the establighment of
paternity which require the State’s paternity establishment percentage for a
fiscal yeay to be: {1) at least 50 percent; (2) the State’s percentage for
FY 1988 imcreased by three percentage points for each fiscal year after FY
1889; or {3} agual toc or greater than the average percentage for all States.
Authorizes the Secretary to modify such reguirements to take into account
variables which may affect a State’s ability to meet such reguirements,
Directs the Secretary to report annually toe the Congress regarding the data
upon which State paternity establishment percentages are based and the
performance of States in establishing paternity.

Raises the Federal matching rate to 90 percent (from 68 percent in

FY 1988) for laboratory costs incurred in determining paternity.

Subtitie €: Improved Procedures for Child Support Enforcement and
Eptablishment of Paternity

Reguires the Secretary to establish time limits within which a State
must accept and respond to reguests for assistance in establishing and
enforcing child suppert orders and distribute amounts collected as child
support. bDirects the Secretary to establis an advisory committee, composed
of state officlials invelived in the Child Support Enforcement program, with
which the Secretary must consult before issuing regulations regarding time
limits on accepting and responding te child support establishment and
enforcemnent requests. Requires the issuance of final regulations by the
first day of the tenth month after this Act’s enactment.

Requires States to establish automatic data processing and
information retrieval systems to assist in the administration of the Child
Support Enforcement program within ten years of the State’s submittal (by
October 1, 19%0) of an advance planning document for such system to the
Secretary, or, if earlier, by the date specified by the State in such
document.. Authcorizes the Secretary to waive the Act’s reguirements for such
docunment.s and systems if the State has an alternative system which is in
substantial compliance with the Act’s raguirements. Sets the Federal share
of establishing such a system at 30 percent so long as time limits have not
been exceeded.

Directs the Secretary of Labor to give the Secretary prowmpt access
to wage and unemployment compensation claims information and data waintained
by the Department of Labor and State employment security agencies. Amends
title IIT {Unemployment Compensation) of the Act to require States to
cooperate in making such information available.

Amends title II (0ld Age, Survivors and Disability Insurance) of the
Act to regquire States to collect the social security numbers of both parents
when their child is born for use by State agencies administering Child
Support Enforcement programs unless the State finds good causs for not
requiring such numbers. .

Establishes the Commission on Interstate Child Support which, by
october 1, 1989, nust hold one or more national conferences on reform of
interstate child support procedures. Directs the Commission to submit a
report to the Congress by October 1, 1990, containing recommendations for
improving the interstate establishment and enforcement of child support and
for revising the Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act. Terminates



the Commission on November 1, 1990. Authorizes appropriations for such
Commission.

Title II: Joint Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Progranm
anmends part A of title IV of the Act to reguire States to establish,
within three years of this Act’s enactment, a job opportunities and basic
skills training program (Program)} which helps needy children and parents
avoid long~term welfare dependence. Reguires private sector involvement in
planning and Program design to assure that participants are trained for jobs
that will actually be available in the community.

Reguires non-exempt CSS reciplents to participate in such Program if
State resources permit such level of participation and necessary child care
is availabkle to participants. Allows exempt C5S$ recipients to participate
on 2 voluntary basis. Authorizes States to reguire or allow absent parents
who are unemployed and unable to meet child support obligations to
participate in the Program. Exempts from Program participation an
individual who: (1) is 111, incapacitated, or of advanced age; (2) is
needed in the home hecause of the illnesg or incapacity of another menber of
the household; (3) is a parent or relative of a child under age three or, at
the State’s option, less than age three but not less than age one (such
exception applies to only one parent in a two-parent family and may be made
inapplicable to both parents if the State provides the family with child
care}; {4} works more than 30 hours or more per week; (8} is a child under
age 16 or attending elementary, secondary, or vocational school full time:
{6} is a woman in the third trimestey of pregnancy; or (7) resides in an
areaz of the State where the Frogram is not available.

Prohibits the requirement that the parent or a yelative of a child
undar age six who is not the principal earner participate in the Program for
more than 24 hours a week, except that such persons may be required to
participate in Program educational activities for more than 24 hours a week.

Provides that if an individual is attending a school or a course of
vocational or technical training designed to lead to employment when he or
she would otherwise commence participation in the Program, such attendance
may constitute satisfactory participation in the Program, though the costs
of such schooling or training shall not be covered by the (88 progranm.

Reguires States to make an initial assessment of the education and
employment skills of each Program participant and on that basis develop an
employability plan for each participant which, to the maximum extent
possible, reflects the participant’s preferences. Requires that in the case
of participants who have attained age 22 and do not have a high-achool
diploma an emphasis be placed on meeting educational needs. Authoriges the
State to: (1) require each participant to then negotiate a contract with
the State which specifies the duration of his or her participation as well
as the activities the State will conduct and services it will provide in the
course of such participation; and (2} assign to each participating famlily a
case manager who is responsible for obtaining, on the family’s behalf, any
other services which may assure the family’s effective participation.

Regquires State Programs to provide a broad range of services and
activities, including: (1) high school or equivalent education; (2)
remedial education to achieve basic literacy and instruction in English as a
second language; (3) post-secondary education as appropriate; (4) work
gupplementation programs; (5) community work experience programs; (6} job
search, training, and placement services; and (7} other employment,
education, and training activities as determined by the State and allowed by
the Secretary. Requires non-exempt custodial parents who have not attained
age 22 or successfully completed a high school education to participate in
high school or eguivalent education, or literacy or English language
education. Authorizes States to require such parents to participate in
training or work activities if they fail to make good progress in
educational activities or if their participation in such activities is



inappropriate. Reguires that by FY 1995 one parent in each two-parent family
receiving CSS benefits by reason of the principal earner’s unemployment be
made to work at least 16 hours per week in a community work experience
program. Makes such work reguirement applicable a year earlier in States
that provide C8S% benefits to such families by June 1, 1988.

Requires each work assignment to be consistent with the physical
capacsity, skills, experience, health, family responsibilities, and place of
residence of esach participant and not involve unreascnable travel.
Prohibits: {1} wage rates for work assignments from being set at less than
the greater of the Federal or State minimum wage; and {2) work assignments
which displace a currently emploved worker or position, fill established
unifilled position vacancies, infringe the promotional opportunities of
current employvees, or iampalir existing contracts for services or collective
bargaining agreements. Reguires States to establish a procedure for
resclving employee complaints regarding such work agsignments. Prohibits
States from reguiring participants to accept a job which would result in a
loss of income to the participant’s family.

Requires that each Governor find his other State Program consistent
with the criteria for coordinating activities included in the Governor’s.
Coordination and Special Services Plan prepared under the Job Training
rartnership Act before submitting it to the Secretary.

Authorizes any State to institute a work supplementation program
under which such State reserves sums which would ctherwise be payable to
program particlipants as child support supplements and uses such sumsg instead
to subsidize jobs for such participants.

Authorizes any State to establish a community work experience
program to provide experience and training for individuals not otherwise
able to obktain employment. Limits such prograns to¢ projects which serve a
useful public purpose, utilizinag, if possible, the participant’s prior
training, experience, and skills. Reguires that other Program activities be
eoordinated with the community work program so that job placement has
priority over participation in such prograam.

Authorizes States to require individuals to participate in dob
search activities for up to eight weeks after applying for child support
supplenents and for up to eight weeks in any 1iZ-month period thereafter.
Prohibits the reguirement that individuals engage in job search activities
for more than three weeks before the State makes as asgessment of their
education and enmployment skills.

Subjects the families of individuals who are required to participate
in the Program and fail to do so without good cause to the reduction or
elimipation of child support supplements. Continues sanctions for a minimum
of three months if such individual failed to participate on a previous
oocasion and for six months if such noncompliance has acourred more than one
time previously. Reguires the State to notify recipients of any failure to
comply with work or training reguirements and the actions which must be
taken to terminate the sanction.

Requires States to establigh conciliation procedures for the
resolution of disputes involving an individual’s participation in the
Program and have a hearing process to resolve disputes not resolved during
the conciliation process. Prohibits the termination or reduction of (88
benefits as a result of such dispute until the individual has an opportunity
for a hearing.

Caps Federal funding for Progranm costs. Sets the Federal matching
rate for Program costs al %0 percent of a State’s costs which do not exceed
its FY 1987 costs under part € {Work Incentive Programj of title IV of the
Act and the greater of 80 percent or the Medicaid {title XIX of the Act)
matehing rate for additional non~administrative costs. Sets such rate for
administrative and work-related supportive service costs at 50 percent.
Reduces the rate of Federal reimbursement for alil non-administrative Progranm
expenditures to 50 percent if: (1} less than 5¢ percent of such



expenditures are targeted at individuals who have received child support
supplenents for 30 of the preceding 60 months, are custedial parents under
age 24 who have not completed and are not enrclled in high school, or had
little or no work experience in the preceding year; or {2} State Program
participation rates do not egual or exceed specified percentages.,

Allows Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations to apply
directly to the Secretary within six months of this Act’s enactment to
establish and administer their own Program,

Reguires States to provide c¢hild care {or day care for an
incapacitated individual living in the home of a dependent child) for
families to the extent that it is necessary to an individual’/sparticipation
in work, education, and training activities. Provides coverage for certain
transportation and other worke-related expenses.

Amends part ¢ of title IV of the act to extend work incentive
denmonstration programs until September 30, 1990.

Sets forth technical and conforming ampendments.

Requires the Secretary to: (1} publish final Program regulations
within one year of this Act’s enactment; (2) submit recommended Program
performance standards to the Congress within five vears of this Act’s
enactment; (3} study State implementation of the Program; (4) select five
States to participate in three~yeay demonstration projects to study the
relative effectivensas of different apprcoaches for assisting long-term and
potentially long-term €88 recipients under the Program; and {%} study the
application of the Program to Indians. Sets forth effectiveness study
reporting requirements. Authorizes appropriations for the State
implementation study for ¥Y 1989 through 1991 and for the sffectiveness
study for FY 1989 through 1993.

Title IIX: Transitiohal Assistance for Families After Loss of €85
Eligibilitcy _

Provides a family which loses CSE eligibility due to an increasge of
earned income or employment hours, or a loss of earning exclusicns with nine
months of transitional child care if the State determines guch assistance to
be necessary for continuing employment and the family has received child
support supplements for three of the preceding six months. Terminates
transitional c¢hild care if the family ceases to include a dependent c¢hild or
the parent or caretaker relative engages in certain conduct prohibited under
the €38 program. Requires families to contribute to the costs of such care
on the basis of their ability to pay for such care. Makes families
ineligible for such care after 1993. Directs the Secretary to study and
report by Januvary 1, 1993, on the effectiveness ¢of transitional child care
in reducing welfare dependence.

Amends title XIX {Medicaid) of the Act to reguire a State to
continue a family’s Medicald eligibility for six months after the family
loges ¢SS eligibility because of increased earnings or employment hours, or
a loss of earning exclusions if the famlily has received supplement payments
for three of the preceding six months, and for an optional six additional
months if the family has received the entire six months of extended Medicaid
coverage. Terminates extended Medicaid coverage if the fanmily ceases to
include a dependent child or the caretaker relative engaged in certain
conduct prohibited under the 88 program. Authorizes States to provide the
extended Medicald c¢overage by payving a famlly’s expenses for health
insurance offered by the caretaker relative’s employer {or, if more
cost-effective, by the absent parent’s emplover) or a fanily’s expenses,
during the optional six-month extension peried, for enrollment in a group
health plan offered to the caretaker relative, a group health plan offered
by the State to its employees, or a health maintsnance organization. Dsnies
a family the optional six-month extension period if its earnings exceed 185
percent of the Federal poverty level. Requires States to lmpoge a premium
on families receiving the optional six months of extended coverage, but only



if the family’s monthly earnings exceed the Federal poverty level and the
premium does not exceed three percent of such earnings. Reguires the
Secretary to conduct a study and issue a report by January 1, 1933, on the
impact of such Medicaid extension provisions.

Title IV:

FPamily Living Arrangements

Amends part A& of title IV of the Act to condition an unmarried minor
parent‘s receipt of C5S payments on his or her residence with a parent,
legal guardian, or other adult relative, or in an adult-supervised
suppertive living arrangement. Makes such reguirement inapplicable if: (1)
such individual has nc living parent or legal guardian or is not allowed to
live with such parent or legal guardian; {2} the health and safety of the
child or minor parent would be jeopardized if such individual lived with the
parent or legal guardian; (3) such individual has not lived at home for at
least one vear priocr to the chiid’s birth or making a claim for ¢SS
payments; or (4) the State otherwise finds good cause for waiving the
requirenment. Requires that (where possible) CS$S payments be made to the
parent, legal guardian, oy adult relative on behalf of the ninor parent and
child,

Reguires all States to provide child support supplements to every
family which meets CSE program need standards and whose children are
deprived of parental support due to the unemployment of its principal
earner. Authorizes a State to limit the number of months for which a family
may receive supplements under the unemployed parent program, but only if the
State has a program to assist guch parents in preparing for and obtaining
epploynent. Prohibits States from denying supplements t¢ such families
uniess they received supplements for six of the preceding 12 months on the
basis of the principal earner’s unemployment. Authorizes States to:r (1)
ragquire unemployed parents to engage in Program activities for up to 40
hours per week; and {2) make supplement payments, at intervals no greater
than one month, after the performance of Program activities. Authorizes
States to count participation in specified training and education
activities, including those established pursuant to this act, towards up to
four of the six quarters of work regquired in a 13-quarter period for
eligibility on the bagis of unemployment under the existing title IV
program. Treats families who would be receiving supplements if not for the
State’s decision to set durational limits on such payments as continuing to
receive such supplements so that eligibility with respect te the gquarters of
work reguirement need not be reestablished. 2Anmends the Medicald progranm to
reguie States to provide Medicald coverage to families which would ke
receiving child support supplements on the basis of the unemployment of the
principal earner had the State not get durational limits on such benefits.
Directs the Secretary to conduct an evaluation of, and report to the
Congress by October 1, 1993, on the unemployed parents program.

Requires each State to make scheduled reevaluations of its need and
payment standards for (58 benefits at least once every five vears and report
to the Secretary and the Congress regarding the results of the reevaluations,

Requires the Congressional Budget Office to report, within one yvear
of this Act’s enactment, on ite study into the implementation of a minimum
national payment standard under the CSS progran.

Title V: Demonstration Projects
Amends part A of title IV of the Seccial Security Act to establish a

program providing grants to States selected to conduct demonstration
projects testing whether C88 housing costs can be reduced by constructing
and rehabilitating permanent housing for rental to €S8 recipients who would
otherwise require S5 emergency assistance in the form of temporary housing.
Provides that, to be eligible for selection as one of two States authorized
to conduct such a project, a State must: (1) be currently providing CS5
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emergency housing assistance; {2) have an acute need for Federal assistance
by virtue of the large number of homeless (5§ families, and shortages of
low-income housing, in the jurisdiction{s} where such project would be
conducted; and (3} submit a plan to achieve gignificant cost savings over a
ten-year period through the conduct of such proiject.

- Reguires that such grants be used to provide perusanent housing which
is: {1) owned by the State, an instrumentality of the State, or a nonprofit
organization; (2} available to families who have been unable to f£ind decent
housing at rents that can be paid with €8S aild for shelter; and (3) located
in jurisdictions experiencing a critical shortage of such housing. Requires
that: (1) the most costly temporary housing be retired from use in the
emergency assistance program as permanent housing becomes available for
occupancy, unless temporary housing is demonstrably needed; and {(2) the
costs of providing permanent housing be lower than costs which would be
incurred if, instead, the State made CS5 emergency assistance payments
providing temporary housing.

Sets the State contribution to the cost ©f constructing or
rehabilitating such housing at at least the current State CSS share
increased by ten percent. Authorlzes appropriations for the grant program
for sach of the first five fisecal years following FY 1888.

Amends part A {(General Provisions} of title XI of the Act to
authorize the Secretary to make grants to States for one- to five-year
demenstration projects for €8S children testing financial incentives and
alternative approaches to reducing school dropouts, encouraging skill
develcpment, and aveiding welfare dependence. Authorizes appropriationsg for
such grant program for FY 1989 through 1983,

Reguires the Secretary teo make grants to up to five States for
demonstration projects testing whether the employment of parents of
dependent children receiving child support supplements as day care providers
will facilitate the conduct of the Program and afford a significant number
of families a realistic opportunity to avoid welfare dependence, Authorizes
appropriations for such grant program for PFY 1989 through 1993,

Directs the Secretary to enter into agreements with up to ten States
for the conduct of demonstration proljects testing, with respect to
individuals who are (885 beneficiaries by reason of the principal earner’s
unenployment, the use of a number greater than 100 for the number of hours
per month that such individuals may work and still be considered unemployed
for CSS purposas. Setvs forth reporting reguirements.

Authorizes the Secretary to make grants te States for demonstration
projects designed to increase compliance with child access provisions of
court orders. Authorizes appropriations for FPY 19689 and 1990. Directs the
Secretary to report to the Congress on the effectiveness of such projects by
July 1991.

Directs the Secretary to make grants to between five and ten States
for three~year demonstration projects increasing the availability of child
care in communities by the acquisition or renovation of child care
facilities, and the provision of child care transportation services. Favors
States that propose to conduct the project primarily in communities having
fewer than 50,000 inhabitants. Reguires the Secretary to report to the
Congress regarding such projects by October 1, 19%1. Authorizes
appropriations for FY 1989 through 1891.

Divects the Secretary to enter inte agreements with from four to ten
nonprofit organizations for the conduct ¢f three-year demonstration projects
providing technical and financial assistance to private employsrs to assist
them in creating epployment and business opportunities for €S8 beneficlaries
and other individuals whose income is below the Federal poverty level.
Requires the Secretary to submit evaluations of such projects to the
Congress by October 1, 1589. Authorizes appropriations for such projects for

FY 1989 through 1991.
Directs the Secretary to enter into agresments with four States for



the conduct of demonstration prejects under which each such State
establishes a Teen Care Plan providing a range of non-academic services and
self-image counseling to high~risk teenagers in order to reduce the rates of
teenage pregnancy, sulcide, substance abuse, and schoel drop-out. Regquires
the Secretary to report to the Congress by October 1, 19391, on State
evaluations of the effectiveness of such projects., Authorizes
appropriations for such projects for FY 1989 through 1391.

Directe the Secretary to extend until Decenmber 31, 1589, a waiver
granted to Minnesota to conduct a prepaid Medicaid demonstration proiject.

Authorizes the Secretary to make grants or award contracts to States
for the conduct of one- to three~year demonstration projects testing whether
€8S or Medicaid benefit credit cards {using computer chip design) can
enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of program operations while
ensuring that individuals receive correct benefit amounts on a timely basis.

Title VI: Payments to American Samoa, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
Guam, and the Virgin Islands
Amends part A (General Provisions} of title XI of the Act to include

American Samoa in the CS88 program. Limits Federal funding for American
Samoa’s program to $1,000,000 for any fiscal year. Increases the total
amount of Federal payments which may be made to Puerto Rico, Guam, and the
Virgin Islandg in any fiscal year under titles I (Grants to States for
cld~aAge Assistance for the Aged), X (Grants to States for Aid to the Blind},
XIV {Grants to States for Aid to the Permanently and Totally Disabled}, XVI
{Grants to Btates for Aid to the Aged, Blind, or Disabled), and parts A {Aid
to Families with Dependent Children) and E {Foster Care and Adoption
Assistance} of title IV of the Act.

Title VII: Miscellaneous Provisions
Reguires that the programs under parts A and D of title IV of the Act
be administered by an Assistant Secretary for Family Support within the
Department of Realth and Human Services who shall be appeinted by the
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate.

Makes States responsible for: (1) assuring that benefits under part
2 and D of title IV of the Act are provided in an integrated manner; {2)
assuring that parents who seek child support supplements are encouraged,
assisted, and reguired to prepare for and cokhtain employment and to cooperate
in establishing paternity and enforecing child support obligations; and (3}
notifying €88 recipients of education, employment, and training services,
and paternity ostablishment and child support services for which they are
eligible,

Pirects the Secretary to issue final regulations within six months
of this Act’s enactment requiring States to implemant procedures to detect
fraudulent applications for child support supplements prior to the
estabklishnent of eligibility for such supplements.

Makes miscellanecus technical corrections to the Medicare
Catastrophic Coverage Act of 1988.

Title VIII: Tax Provisions
Amernds the Deficit Reduction Act of 1%84 to extend until January 1,
1994, the authority of the Internal Revenue Service to offset against any
refund of Federal taxes the amount of certain non-tax debts owed to Federal
agencles.

Amends the Internal Revenue Code to reduce the deduction for meal
and entertainment expenses available to individuals whose income exceeds
$360,000, Eliminates such deduction when an individual’s income eguals or
exceeds $440,000.

Extends from age five to age two the age at which a dependent whe is
claimed as an exemption on & return must have his or her taxpayer
identification number included on such return.



Title IX: Technical and Conforming Amendments Relating to Replacement of
AFDC Program by Child Support Supplement Progran
Sets forth technical and conforming amendments relating to the
replacement of the AFDC Program by the €SS program.

Title X: Reorganization and Redesignation of Title IV; General Conforming
Amendment Relating to Such Reorganization and Redesignation
Reorganizes andredesignates the parts of title IV of the Act.
amends the Consclidated Omnibus Budget Recongiliation Act of 1988 to
extend until the end of FY 1988 the moratorium on the reduction of paynments
to States for high erroncous payment rates under the S8 program.
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Thefﬂa'insm?onm s grovp of over 90 House moderate and conservative
Democrass, has dovelopsd a comprehensive plan for welfare reform that puts work first, The
basic principies of our approsch in tho Forum are simple. First is m emphesis os work--on
making it pdssible, and in most cases necessary for those on welfare o find & job. Second,
gn ¢ffective;time lirait helps create an incentive o Join the workforce. Third, we sngure that
a welfare recipient will be beuer off sconomically by teking a job than remaduing on welfars
by providing mssurances suck as work based job training and education, heelth care and child
care. Fourth, federal welfave reform should install broad principles and disseminate
informstion| on successfil programs but support state and local initintives, Fifth and finally,
weifare refortm must promote-stable two-parent famnilles.

Owr|propasal will radically change s system that curvertly dlscourages work and
families and perpeiuaes the cycle of poverty. We have provided incentives to get people imto
res] jobs, allowed for the reinforcement of the American family, and taken staps to contro)
our borders. We bslieve that oot only, will this plas positively restructure & broken program,
but it will easure that tie investment made by American tapayers will bs & reciprocs! :
investment

Generally, the Mainsirears Forum members suppors welfars reform that includes the
following slements:

» establishing a two year lifetime mansitional period of benefits;
- miking work pay more than welfare;

« putting work flest;

- ensuring ascess to job opportunitics;

- réshaping lob wainlng and education;

- ohild care ssaigtancs;

. cézil& suppert enfarcement!

« teenage pregaancy prevention;

- program simplification.

1. 'nl Work First Time-Limited Transitional Support Program

Weltare should offer transitional support en route t0 3 job ruther than subsidize 2 way

of life diviorced from work, family and parental regponsibility. We belicve that imposing s

- time lircit on welfare eligibility is the only way o fundamentally change the gystem from one
that writed checks 1 one thal puts people to work. Two yesr lifetime, time-limited assismnce
will transform & system based on the right to income maimenance into 8 system based on e
obligation to work, It will also provide a structure for case workers tv operste within and
eUROWrage 8 quick retwrn to te woskforse for the cliemt. However, to lessen the
impleraemation burden to states and 10 make the initizl costs roore manggeable, we support 2

| 1
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phase-in of gj, limit over time. Time lmits though, without other reforms, will only worsen
the situation of the over 14 million persons receiving weifare,

!
The g%m-in of the tims Vet and all other provisions included in this bill will begin
Januazy 1, 1997. The phase-in should begin with all new, current and returning welfare
recipients born after Jaruary 1, 1972. States will kave the option to inmediately raise the age
limalt. Every calendar yerr forward, the birth date for participation will fill back by one vear,
ie. By Jan. 1, 1997 all those bom after 1/1/72 will be requized to participate, By lan. I,
1998, all thdse bom after 1/1/71 will be required to participate, and so om Thosa bom before |
1972 who aze currently ergoiled in JOBS will remain {n the restructured system and be
subject 1o rﬂ tims limit, Every yoar thersafier as this initial group of recipients born before

1972 leave the systam, states are required to include up ig 20 persent of the caseloed of those
born befure 1972, with an emphasis on those at-risk defined as thase who have been on
AFDC 56 months or more and those with the youngest child 18 or older. The intent of this
provision is'to offer services to & portion of the population aver 25 as well as 10 those under
25 a3 of 1997 .

- Clients under age 20 completing high school or GED certification

-« Clients who are employed gl participating part-time in technical/voeationsl education

-- Seriously disabled, sericusly ill, and those caving for & serlously ill or dissbled relative

- Pregrant women, custodial parents, and guardians will be given an extension equal o that
in the Famgily Medical Leave Act (12 weeks)

Joh Search: Job search must begin immedistely upon eligibility for AFDC and continue for
the duratich of smrolliment in AFDC, the *Work First” program, community service, and for
those non-working males desmed delinguent in thair child support payments, Eackh cllent will
be individually assessed when he or she enters the AFDC system. Education and/or training
should ot be & subsitute Tor werk but should rather complement and reinfores & revamped
system that puta work first

| ‘
The fzderl gaverument with the aasistance of the states must develop & fadernl dits base to
track AFDC raceipt and envollment in the Work First program to ensure shat the two year
Tifetime lii&-nit is administersd fairly and properly. and deter Swud end sbuse

|
I Mrking Work Pay

Employmant is the centerplece of our reform inftiative. We must ensure that & welfiwe
recipient (will be better off economically by taking o job than remaining on welfare. To do
this we mus sliminate the current disincentives within the gystern thet make welfare more

2
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attractive than work. There ars Sve vital components o this regard:

h Care Reformm: Reform of the weifare system is oxtricably linked to refomm of the
hcaith care systzm The prospest of losing medicaid coversge detars many from taking low-
wage joby that don't offer health covernge. Welfare resipients desire and need comprehensivs
health care dnd our national policy must gusrantes accesy 1o health care for Americx’s pocr
families md their children,

o Extend Tmnmmammam from coe 1o two years or lenger ag needed
unti! federal health care tcg:szancn provides health care assistance for all working poor.

- Change ths definition of who is eligible for Transitional Medical Assistance to count only
earned {ncome and extend eligibility to those who go off of assistance due to eamnad income,
— Ensct a quarterly income verification by the IRS for revipients during the two years of
Transitional Medical benefits,

— Change the eligibiiity mmﬁnmthm months of the last six moaths to ¢on® month of the
last 24 maziths

EIIS: Wc;skangly support the recent flve-yesr, $21 billion expansion of the Eamed Income
Tax Credit {E.I'FC), snacted by Congress under the Omuibus Budget Reconsilistion Act of
1993, Together, with food stamps, the EITC is sufficient to lift most families out of poventy.
However, "o{ﬂc need to improve outreach offerts ta both recipients and employers to enseurs that
they make use of EITC. The Internal Revenis Code requires that If an sligible wotker
provides the appropriate tax form (known as the W.3 form) o his or her employer, the
employer mast add the family’s credit 1o its paycheck, Yei, fower than 1% of recipients take
sdvantage of this "advance payment” opticn. We therefore recommend:

uReqmrmgtha:aiiAmc food stamp, msz&icaxd:%cipimbenaﬁﬂedinmuﬂngofthe
&mlabxlzty‘ of the EITC upon spplication for and terminztion from the programs.

-~ quz:m:ig that employers inform new employess earning less than $30,000 muall}', of the'
option of hmng advanos EITC payments available through their payroll.

Ei‘r‘cﬁmmbcwampt from counting against food stamp and AFDC assets fimits for
i2 mon

Ghild Curs:  Safe, sffordable, quality chdld care is & vital factor in the success of any work-
based welfare proposal. Ninety percent of all women receiving AFDC in 1992 were single |
mothets: [without child care, these women cannot work, Child eare support is glso eritical 1o
the ability of the working poor 10 reruain in the workforce. We commend the

: tr&txon ’s FY'85 budget request which takes steps ip this divection.  Individuals should
sot ’ae fadsd with the difficult decision of applving for welfere int order to receive adaquats,
safs child care. We recommend changes in Tite [V-A ¢hild care programs including the At
Risk child care program, A¥DC child care and Transitional Child Cars. We recommend the
f::ﬁowin% .
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- Expand thlzv-ﬁk entitlement programs for cash sssistance recipients to socommodate the
incressed derhand created by expanded participaticn in the Work First program.  States are
required to chatinue funding for Title IV-A progrems at a lovel equal Lo the aversge of 1994,
1995 and 19?6 levels.

~ Eliminate the curcent Medleaid sute metching requirements for drawing down federal Title
VA child care funding and replace it with an 80/20 federal state match.

= Elimimfzhe cap fom AFDC child care.

-« Expand child care for lowincoms working fomilles, The At-Risk Child Care Program, a
capped entitlement which iy svailable to serve the working poor should be expanded and
barriers to states’ use (inabillty 0 meet the sate matek) should be roduced. Increase the FY
*98 authorizntion for the "At Risk" child care program to $500 million; FY 1999 to 81 billjen;
FY 2000 !0[51*5 illion; and FY 2001 w $2 billion. [n addition, eliminmes the Medicaid
match rate and in its place ingitute 5 fixed federal to slate marching rate of 80 percent to 20
percent, respectively including administeative costs, o

s« A voucher systern shall be insticutad for all child care programs serving those receiving
AFDC, in wansiton fiom AFDC 1o work sad those working neor including Title IV-A
{AFDC Child Care, Ar-Risk Child Care and Transitionsl Child Care), the Child Care
Davslopmeit Block Grant snd child care covered umder Title XX block grant money. States
and lacaiizigés ghall be fres to conform programs to their specific needs.

~ Whes evk' passible, states should joosen regulations to reimbrurse hoth licensed providers
and mhcited or home care providery,

- States shall be permitiad to use Transitional Child Care and "At-RISk" child core for
waining as well &5 employment. Currently, TCC and “At-Risk” ¢hild care carmot be used 1o
pay for child cure for o recipient who it exrolled in o training program,

~ Extend ¢ligibility for Transitional Child Care from I t0 2 years and change the AFDC
requirme;z;.z from three months of the last six, to one month of the last twenty-four,

- Eiimiaalc the marriege penalty by permtting Transitions! Child Cere for two porent
families if te other parent s not avalisble to provide child care becanse of employment or
training and if st Jesst one of the parents iz working,

= Require antamstic notification of eligibility for Transitionsl Ckild Care t0 AFDC revipients
preparing to leave wulfurs for o job.

- Maintain and gradually increase the Child Care Development Block Grant, allowing states
greser flexibility in the use of their fuads 1o strengthen child care quality and Incresss supply.

| @



QY*J.Q“J.?% 11126 From
|

&ﬁ.&r‘

TG REED  P.97/13

8’34 esies , p.7

> Make the écpeudcnz Cuaze Tax Credit fully refundable and eliminate the credit for those
househoids wz:h incomes over $120,000.

-- Support e)fpmoa of Head Start as included in OBRA 1993.

-~ Consideration that some of the additional funding to expand child care be used to crete
jobs in the child care fleld (following siandard licendng requirements) for welfars reciplems
as pars of ihé effort to meve welfare recipienis off the rolls and imto work,

- Coo:dmxi rudes across &l child care programs insluding requising STatos to guarantse
seamless ccwm.gc for persons who leave welfare for work.

Wik Digreeards: The AFDC benefis structure provides little financis! incentive to
work harder az;d exm m In generl, a noe in em:&gz is largely offset by 2 corresponding
drop in AFDC bensfits. After the first four months of employment virtually every zet
sdditional dbller results in a da]lzr reduction in AFDC benefits. As 2 result, welfars
recipiens who try to work are Littls better off than just remaining on welfare. To change this
gystem we ‘scommend:

- Stated must liberalize the earned-income disregard. States have the diseretion to denrmine
the sxtent &m iberalization providing it is moved 1o 2 leve] that ancourages work over
welfare. However, states must stay mﬂm the following guldeline of enacting AFDC
countable igcome tests between a minimurmn monthly disregard of $120 up o & maximum
monthly :i.zéregard of $225 in gddision fo 173 of all remuining sarned income,

Eiammat& the 100 rule for two-parent familisy (covered in detmil in the Family Stebillty
musn)

- Stare ﬂ:.LJ‘axl;ty to establish & volugtary AFDC grans diversion program in all or part of the
sate. i‘.'}wémaz payruents are not 1o be considered an enttlement and c}igihih:y for which is
to be dmmmd by the caseworker, Payvments may nct excecd three times the household’s
monthly piyment level. If 3 family applies and is eligible for additionsl AFDC benefits
during thig three month period, any payment must be prorated against benefits within those
thres months, The purpose of this program is to provent families from entering ths AFDC
rolls by providing them with a one-time grant to cover @ shor-tern financial emergency such
as a s&wrthﬂ an reat or other smergency that could place an otherwise financially stable
family on AFDC

ilesion: While work is a first step out of poverty, ssset accmmlstion is the step tha
kseps a pémen permanently out of povesty. Both AFDC and food stamps allow g certain

. amount of asset seoumulation when caleulating bencflts. However, thess asser levels are too

low %0 ez:?omge independence and the rules for each are substantially different, Thisls a

| ;
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consant 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 cmploy the definitions for what constitates and sutomoblle and
the sainamiweaf as used in the food stamy progrm,

-~ Incrausing the non-vehicle asset threshold for either AFDC gt food samps, capped at 2
level of $2,000 pr increasing uon-vehicla gt level ap we §10,000 for :peciﬁa Uz i setting
up & microenterprise, for purchase of a fon o, for purchase of a flrst home or for higher
educatlon, ]ﬂwﬁewbnmmywwnmfczmmwmd@mmw
have a statesattached lien on any futtire wages or aseets,

I  TheWork First Program

i
Z‘helcmm welfure gystem isolites poor Americans from the mainstream ecopomy and
perverealy sets up barriers to work and soclal mobility, The overriding goal of welfxre
reform mudt be to reconnact people to the world of work. Only through productive work can
welfare recipients acquire the akilly, habits, experience, connections and self-estesm necessary
1o become kcl&mhm membars of the community.

Tha 1988 Family Support m&s&}mﬁt&mwmammm '
was designsd to combat these problems by making people Job ready through oducation,
training anfl other activities, Yet judy Gueran, pregident of the Manpower Datmonstration
Research Corporation (which bos evalusted many of the JOBS programs around the countzy)
stated recehtly that "JOBS has not fundamentally changed the raessage snd shanoter of
AFDC.M (Dni} a smal! percentage of 3088 participants are engaged in work.related activides,

’I‘hereia growing m@mﬁammmswpmwﬂ:ﬁmmudmmm
- These programs confinm the common sense notion that most people learn thelr jobs on the job
~ not 1o the claseroorn. Private #nd nonprofit work-based orgunizations such 48 America
Warks, land Works and Chicago’s Froject Match have proven that piscing even long-
termy welfare recipients inte decent peivate spctor jobs is possible. Bducstion and training sre
{mportam, but gmingzmaljab is even mors important. Oneewmnuswuﬂdng
sducationand waining sun help them upgrade their carser skills and begin mg up the
fadder to bﬂ:er jobs.

\élmy reformors have called for an endarged JOBS program os the cwnterpiece of the
burgeoning welfare architecture. The danger in this epproach is that we will and up with 3
vas a&udummdmbmum sot a seal fob placement sywmiem for welfire
recipients. While some JOBS programs have been successful -« such as California’'s GAIN
program, [especially the Riversids site, and Florida’s Project Indopendence ~ thess successes
arise from ap emphasis o0 work and job plasemeat over education and trafring, This is an
approachithas other JOBS programs have not followed. Weifare reform should aixift the

&
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emphasis of }()BS toward work-based programs, But it should also snlarge the role of non-
governmental organizetions in moving people fom weifare 10 work, That would give weifae |
recipients more choices and set up & healthy competision smong public and private actorg
pus people u:: work.

1o REED #.89,13
P.g

in aciéizioa to changing the focus of JOBS and encouraging private job placement and
SupporT age Cy cfforts, & third way to gt work first is 1o allow for temporary subsidized job
sreation throlgh a cash out of AFDC benefits and food stamps into o grae given to an
employer as 3 subsidy for 8 job. Thie provision is the nucleus of Oregon’s JOBS Plus
prograt. Al three of these aptions should be available as Soon as 2 recipient {8 assessed and
has worked out an individualized self-sufficlency contrast. There is no reason to wait two
years befcrcj serious efforts begin 1o move people into private jobs.

|

In the model outlined bejow and on the following pages, competitlon is infused into
the welfery System by allowing the private and public sector to participate iz job placement
and job ue%im as soon a3 a recipient enters the system rather than st the end of TWo Years,

. Ovelall objecdve: Unsubsidized paid employment for all non-exempt welfare
recipients achieved in a cost-effective fashion that wiil chow bottor line results.

» Work: The focus and intent of the "Work First” program 18 to conmest welfsare
recipients fo the private sector labor market a3 soon 85 rossible and offer them the
support and skills necessery to remain in the labor macket. Emphesis on employment
shall permeate all componenis of the program a5 should an understanding that
muﬁmﬁm wage jobs are a stepping stone to other more highly pald employmen:
OpeIungs. i :

¢ Jub Search: Immedistely upon being desmed sligitle for AFDC, each spplicant
s begin 2 job seurch. :

. Ia‘csf Development: Job developmem shell be 2 mandatory componemt of the Waork
Firft program and shall be a pricsity for every Work First and JOBS office.

S Incentives: States must implement widespread use of lntemal incentives 0 change the
sulture of the welfare office, improve smployee performance and shift employee
ohjectives to unsubsidized paid cploymens for welfare recipients

zcéfe of the funds for the Work First Program (JOBS and other choices involving
government casesvorkers and related employees) will be allocated 1o the stawes for
caiewmkat training end creation of incentives 1o caseworkers and related personnel for
sutcessful job placements that result in full-time public or private sector employment
nzziiside of the AFDC system.  Additionally, caseworkers who combine sducation

|
| 1
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and/er training with work when negotiating the employability comtract will be
rewrirded. -

v Performance-Based Measures: States ere required to set performance-based standards
and ineasures for fll-time job placement. The measures must be reported to the Sec,
af@SWWIMﬁaopﬁmwwﬁmmdm&cmﬂmmyﬁ
such measures fall short of expectationy to assure & work-based system,  Additionally,
mmexammMMmmymwmd}nbmmmd
qumzzty of welfure recipionts removed from ATDC as the result of the Work First
program. Such reports shall be distrituted [x 4 timely manner to the governing body
of shek stare, county and sity,

. Employability Contract: Within 30 days (up to 90 days o2 stote option) after being
deemned eligible for AFDC, each reciplent must meet with 8 case management team
develop an individusl smployability contract, termed the Work First Agreement, This

agréement shall lay o0t an individualized comprehensive plan, developed betsvess the
weli‘m recipient and @ case management team, to move that walfare recipiens into
fullitime unsubsidized work., The Employability Contract should inchude to the
gredtest extent possible a "ladders to work” epproach meaning thet recipients should |
maove as quickly s possible ints whatever type and amount of work they are capable
of Bandilng, increasing bothzhgmpomﬁhunymdmm#fwﬁtm time until the
persasn is able © work full-ime, Education and/or training should also be included in
the jemployability plan where necessary, The two year tine limit shall aot begin until
theemployability contract hay been signed by both partics.

. Paznc;panaz: Every able-bodied indlvidual will be required to-work and/or participate
in education and training in cowbination with work to eam their beneflts and/or wages.
A ininfroum of 20 haurs of activity will be required and rawst include job searth and
some work or education and waining leading to work.

. OnIe-Swg Shops: Make available Sceretary Raich’s One-Stop Employment Shops
t hll AFDC recipients snd forge cooperstion between other federal and state
ge%m ggensies 3o make available ail training and cducation progmms to AFDC
recipients, Welfaze recipients are cyzrently eligible for most of the programs jistsd

below, however there is oo intersction between the cageworkers.and thags who

administer these progrums. We must mandate interaction bstween cassworkers and the

W&Mpwg&mmmm&&op&m The programs are as follows:

ITPA - Adult Training Program

; Summer Youth Training Program

Youth Training Progrsm
Economie Dislocated Workers Adjustment Act
Job Corps

-
i | 8
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DOE|~  Parkins At programs (Voc.Ed)
Adult Education Act
EveneSuart Propam

i
Mcﬁ.;rmay-- Adult Education for the Homeless
Act Education for Homeless Children and Youth
© Job Training for the Homeless

Schopl-To-Work
Empowerment and Enterprise Zones
. Nutidnal Servics
NaﬁLn&I Voluntey Skills Standards.
. Tlness or substance sbuye: States muat develop a sick leave policy, Substance gbuse
will be required in sddition to work/education/trsining 83 appropriate.
* Sméﬁons: Non-compliant reciplents sxcept for gosd cause will have their AFDC
fits and food stamp baseflts reduced for one momth by 25% for each act of none
liance. Each additionsl ect of non-compliance will result in & corrasponding one.
mionth 25% cut in AFDC and food stamp benefits. 28% cuts are not cumulative, The

stats must define acts of non-compliance but rmust in¢iude failure 1o scoept a non.
m’csﬁmd, full-time private or public sector job without good cause.

' ?uxz!diﬁg All provisions will be based on a maching raw with the federal
government share set gt 80% and the state share at 20%. Work First shall be
conbidered an ummad entitlement,

‘The Fedi "Work First” model will inchude JOBS g5 one of many chojces availabls w0 ¢

welfare rediplent. While some of the choices, such a5 work supplementation and the Targoted
Jobs Tax (;deit, are cusrently available under ,}‘OBS theae ars presented o3 separate choices
herein 30 a3 10 increase the role exch plays in moving welfare recipients into work,

A case manager will present the "Work Firnt" options to ench weifare recinlent required to
enroll in the program. States have g ghoicy of these or other options in developing their

9
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model. The options are as follows:

Referral o {?ﬂs; A revamped JOBS program following the Cailforia CAIN
model/Riverside County should be gne of the choices to halp move a welfars recipient into
work acd carl be one avenus for referral to education and waining. Work supplementation
and the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit should be considered chojcas separete from JOBS. States
are recuired to follow the Federl Guidelines discussed in the preceding pages to restructure
their cwrrent JOBS programs. '

- SIS BUS. SUTLOt ARSacisy: Aﬁﬂ ;8 Wm m m muﬁ in thg *WGXk
First" pragrain for 3 meonths, she will have nccess to private for-profit and monprofit
placement and support agencies, Those agencies will bs awarded performance-based comtrects
10 place recipients In full-time, prefersbly private sector jobs, Privets for-profit and onprofit
entities will bid for the chance to place welfare recipients in private sestor jobs and will keep
past of the rioney » state saves when someons lezves the rolls The placement company will
receive a foo &5 negotiated with the state to move welfare recipients into wotk, Contractd
shall be performance bused with g larger portion of the paymant to be paid upen susceseful
placement i 3 job for & sustained period of Ume of &t least five months.  Ideally the feo
would be phased-in to help ensure the employee stays in the job. The states and fedsral :
governzent would share the vost of thie provision, 80% bom by the federal government, 20%
by the states .

Privase noo<proflt and for-profit placement and support ageocics will recaive govemment
fuoding in decordance with the same matehing rote applind to all facety of the Work First
program — an 80720 federalistate matehing rate. However, to receive these fundy, placement
and support;agencies must be recognized as chartered agencies by the state(s) {n which they
operste by mesting o set of basic guidelines or standards doveloped by the state(s). Thess
guidelines Will be daveloped by the state(s) but must Inslude the following:

. Tbsjpﬁmmgeaiafmibneatinmchmagmdwmnbew&aw«
tim: [wﬁmmwmjcbWMWeam@mm“ﬁi&e.

’ Ageisziesmymwezhcsewbammdmmmmmmmim.

. All ohorter sgensies will be paid on performance only and goly after a recipient hay
tembined in a full-time job for at lenst Sive montha,

. Uptn entering the placement sgency and at lenst throe months inte the privere seetor
job placemen, the placement sgency shall provids intensive, perscnalized support and
jeb readiness end any additionsl support services 10 the welfars reciplents to prepare
thern for the job and 10 easure their contimied success in the job.

. The placement and support agancy must bo willing to work with eny snd all welfare
. recipients regardiess of the length of tine for which they kave received AFDIC except

10
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thc,J who heve regeived AFDC for three months or less.

Once anagmcymmetmgmddmmnmwd state spproval, it vill be degignated 2
chariered ogency. All chartered sgensies will be represemved a8 One-Stop Shops and will be
listed in state published booklets with 8 description of the services offered. Welfare
recipicnts will be issued vouchers stating that they are eligible for the gaid services. The
recipient will present the voucher to the agency. Upon a suceessfid job placement of at lesst
five months duration, the sgency may cash in the voucher and reccive paymont from the

: s Sy A gegticn: There ate seversi options for public and privete sector
jOb crquz Waga mimmnm tax creditm to firms; trainicg grants; end 3 combination
of *repasals States shall be allowed to use AYDC and food mamp gront money to
supplement wages weekly, biweekly, or monthly.

a) Wage Supplemennation: This approach follows the JOBS Plus tmede] development
by the s:azclif Oregon. The provision calls for on-the-job training by ailowing beth private
and public sextor jobu 1o be subsidized for up to six wonths per placement. The jobs would
be subsz&;zeé at minimum wage and would aﬁam AFDC 2nd food stamps 10 be cashed ont
into a pool bf monsy that would reimburse the dzmpiom for the mindmum wage he or she
pavy out, Ih pddition, the exployes (welfare recipiem) would be entitled to the EITC, If the
minirum Wage and the EITC do not bring the recipient up 1o the poverty line, the employer
shall easke Up the differential by paying up to 51 dollar an hour over the reimbursed
winimum wage. This allows real work expsrience prefmbl& [n the private sector and also
gives comphnies a grenter incentive to hire welfare rce&ments at the end of the six month
wraining perfod. Once a person {s hired in 8 job full time without a subsidy, she will then ke
eligible to fescive her wage god food stamps and the EITC in complianes with income
sndards,

b) Tax Credits to Firms: We suppont reauthorization of tax credits to firms for hiring
disadvantaged workers. Currently, employers can receive 8 TITC of up to $2,400 for one
year for anjemployse whe meets the qualificadons. The tax credit should be phased-in over 2
length of time to maximize employmens.

: Permit states 1o use fedaral community end rural development and jiob
trammg funds o make direct grams and loans t¢ nonprofit groups that provide techmical
assistance, lraining ang credit to lowsincoms entrepreneurs. Addiuonally,

*  Allow low-income sell-emploved business owners to tuke deprecxaticn or the cost of 8
capital purchase us & business expense. All other business owners aze llowed to
eprnsa these items, 50 should AFDC recipiems.

* All&w AFDC recipients who have maxted up & microertarprise to keep cash in a
business bank sccount for use in paymg scooums payable or ag a limited cash reserve

HE
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(up 10/ $1,000). This cash sball not be wexted as income ag long as It 13 shown In
subsequent months that the funds were ugsd for legitimare business purposes. This
will aliow AFDC recipionts to reinvest zome profits in their business without sesing o
redusction in their grant award. Note: This is curreptly Included in AFDC lows, bt
many states misinterpret it, although Contecticut is a pionser in its use.

IV. Family Responsivility and Improved Child Support Enforcement

The Mainstrean Forum belfeves that improving child support enforcement is a eritfcat
part of reforming the welfare system. [mprovements in the child support system will ensure
that children mmmaymﬂﬁamﬁhmﬁmﬁ%ﬁcw&dmbhcmﬂak
reduced whilée o working mother’s real income ig taized. The goal of the Muinstreom Forum
proposal is 1d malntaln and improve the child support program by promoting the benefits of
two supportive and responsible parents.

of the roader welfure reform plan, the Mainstream Forum takes g very tough
starce on nog-payment of child suppors. The Meinstream pmpasal hag four distinet sections,

-~ Expand the functions of the parers focator in the Department of Haalth and Human
Services.

-» Reguire mim to maimain registriss of child support crders.

The first siepl of expanding the Tederal purent locator is fulfffled by requiriag states to
maintsin regiswies of child support orders. The Interstats locaror should be designed o Link
state-to-state child support order registries imto a central system under the guidance of the
Secretary of HNS. The tystem should be fully sutomated.

- As stated in OBRA 1993, require Secretery of Treasury 1o modify Wed forms for new
employees 19 include 8 statement about child support responaibilities,

The W4 fcﬁn ccmplewd by the new employee would include 2 statament of whether & child
support ohilgation is owed and, if 5o, © whom it i payable axd the amount to be paid, and
whether the payment is by income withholding. Emplovers would immedistely withhold the
support based on the informstion provided the obligor on the W4 until notified differently
and would then forward the withheld child sopport 1o the designated public eatity in the
rendering s&a’ta This will come into effect two years after ensctment

id
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-~ Follow GBFL\ 1993 recomunendations for paternity establishment andi:aquirc bosgpital-based
pararnity establissment for all single mothers, Ensure that states bave simple civil consent-
procedures for paternity establishment that are svailable 3¢ hospitals 2t the Hme of birth,

- Follow OBKA 1993 recommendation requiring states to develop a simple civil consent
procedure for baternity establishment outside of the hospiral setting.

-~ Encourage yistes to make svailable on-site dospitnl soefal service for pregmancies repulting
from rape or Incest.

|
.- Require swares 1o offer positive paternity/parenting social services for new fathers,
The Secrcm;Ff HHS shall develop regulations for programs that provide pew futhers
positive parenting counseling that stressos the importance of maintaining child support

payments. !

H
-~ Make beneéts contingent on paternity sstablishment axcept for limited exermptiony -
Acvording to HES, AFDC bensfits are already contingent on the Lsting of the identity of a
non-custodial parent. However, many loopholes remain in enforeing the AFDC
identification.| At this time, there is no reciprocal obligation for welfare recipients 10 help the
government locate an absent parsnt.  Accordingly, it has been proposed that we shift the onus
of cerain parent locator services of an absent parent to the AFDC applicant. All new AFDC
applicants will be required to provide detailed information (i.c. more than just a name) abowt
an absent pardm of risk belng denied or {osing their benefits, The following information is
required:

-¥Full name
'=Telephour pumber {f applicable
s «Last known sddress
L a3t known smployer
- LClogest living relative
~Social Security number
= One other reference of idensity
» Driver’s license ownership
. For those who ere oot able 1o provide the sbove stated docurnentation,
they would be required to documem and show diligence that they made »
serious and emest attermpt w0 obtain the documenmation.
|If & mother claims fear of harm to herself or 10 her child In order 5
mrfﬂahmaif from patemnity sstablighment, she should provide documentstion
% prove such danger exists (1.e. police report or 8 resuaining order ¢r an
avit by s soslal service provider). Require HHS gnd the states to provide
inforedation about available soclal service agencing that wil] evaluate slaims of
prior ér potential harm f no documertstion exists.

13
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Victims of tape and incest should be exsmpt from providing names of
parents; The Secrerry of HHS will be required 3o develop federal guidelines
concering this exemption. ‘ ,

- States are required 1o reviow and sxpand incentives for paternity establizhraent and ahild

support payments for poor mothers by Incrensing child support pass through from $50 o $100
per month.

«Parents who lwillfully and fully comply with pataraity estoblishment requirements will not be
dealed benefits, nor will they be denied beneSts if the etate has not met {15 respongibilities and
obligations in assisting with paternity | ‘

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

~ Allowing workers' compensation to be subject to income withholding of child support.
-+ Requiring stutes to establish procedures under which lens can be imposed agaiiat lottary
winnings, gambler's winnings, innwance settlements and pavouts, and other awands,
~Require nonteompliant noncustodial parents delinquent in their child support paymants to
enter & work ﬁmgzminwhichthcywmkwpay off benefits going to support Ssiz child.
Follow Wiscohsin model, “The Children First Program.”

— The parent of a dopendent person undez the age of 18 shall maintain (finanslally asd
otherwiss) a8 child of tha dependent person go far as the parent is able and to the extame tha
the dependent| person is unable % do so. States may opt out of this provision by state plan
amendment, |

Y.  Teen Pregomncy and Pamily Stability

Longenn welfare dependency s Increasingly driven by illegitinmate births, Too many
teens are becdming parents and too few are able to responsibly care for and surture their |
children. A CBO report shows that half of all samarried teen mothers seceive AFDC within g
year of the bith of their child and thres-fourths receive AFDC by the time thelr cbild tums
five. The ptdv-isians discussed below gddress this horrifle problemn. To combut this problem,
we propose the following:

~Promete individual reproductive responsibility by no longer supporting incresses in AFDC
funding to methers who bave sdditional children while receiving theso benefita (also known ag
the Family Cyp), Statas may opt out of this requirement under mate plan amendment,

- Prevent minor mothers from setting up their own households by disallowing them fom
recoiving AFDC bepefits, The minor mother shall be required to lve with a
responsible t, proferably a parsot (with certaln exceptions when desmed necessary).
AFDC benerﬁb shall be calculated on the housshold of the parent or regponsible adult, not on

j 14
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the siruation of the minor mother. Extensive case mansgament for minor parents under 18 is
required to screen and nssess the individual hume situstions,

-~ Fund a nati nal educational campaign to tasch our chiidren that children who have children
are at high-risk 10 endure long-term welfere dependency.

-~ Teen parents under the age of 20 who do a0t have 3 high school diploma or GED will bs
required to remein enrolled in school full-time and receive 3 bonus of 25% g month if schonl
guendance requirements are met or & pensity of 28% per month if those requirements are not
mat. Federal pefmbursement mandated 1o the stavss for this provision,

- Allocate 10% of the Work First finds to states 0 creste or expand programs for nons
custodial pareuts born 1972 or later (25 and under by 1957) 10 promots responsibility and
work in the s@e way the Work First program does for young single mothers.

- Bliminate dm 100 hour rule snd the § month benefit receipt maximmun for married twoe
parent families as well as other provisions which create 2 dlsincentive to marry, thercby
removing the disincentive 1o many, by allowing muarried two-parent farniliss to receive the
same benefits single parent fumilics receive, Additionally,

- * eliminate the guarters of coverage requirersent wider AFDC.UP for marnried
individuals if bcth ars under the age of 20, and

*a swppmnts income shall not be caleulated us countable income if the f’arnily unit’s
total incoms is at or beiow 130 percent of the Federsl poverty line. If the family umit's total
income is above 130 percent of the Federal povesty line, that income which is sbove the limit
shall be counted sgainst any potential AFDC benefit,

‘Maa.iﬁtam restrictions in currest law for pone-married couples.
These ;p:wiﬁ’ms effectively eliminate the AFDC-UP program,
States may opt out of this provision under a state plan amendmant.
- Ws suppnrt state veage of Family Support and Preservation Funding under Tide IVB 1o

provide additlonal child welfare services to promote stble families, or in cases where that is
not possible, better adoptive and foster care services.

Sinte Goals
-~ Educate our children about the risks involved when chossing parenthood et an early sge.

~ Engure that svery ﬁetm:isi parent iz given the oppormunity to gvoid uninterded births
whreugh repraductive fumily planning and education,
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-- States are Lm:cumged to use.Title XX money for comprehensive services 1o youth in high-

risk neighborhioods through commumity organizations, charches, and schools which could help
shaoge the cavironment.

- Work wnhj schools for early identification and referval of children at sk,
i
V1. Community Service

At the end of two years, if' s welfare reeipient has oot found full-time employment, he
ot she will no longer be eligible w receive AFDC, but will have the option to volunteer for a
fuli-time (30 |bours or more & week) community service job for minimum wage and/or have
gecess to plagement and support sgencias and/or subsidized jobs as described in the "Work
Firm" scctionl Also required is an additional five hours per week of job soarek, bringing the
102! muin bours of activity tc 35 howrs & waek., (States have the option to pay higher
wages if they choose.) Community servies will be funded with the same 80/20 fedaﬁmw
mm&agm&mﬂ&m(mmtpﬁwmmmmm Cammunity
mz&jnﬁsmi act &s a buffer to teruporarily employ pecple Sho haven’t found fobs. It
saculd be cnusi&md only as 4 last resom,

- Stms are mumged toznsludeargﬁnd lsbor groups, private sector compenies, and
community groups In the administrative process,
wR@ﬁpﬁaﬁLﬁd work full-time (30 bours & week or more) for wages ingtead of benefits

o foster selfsufficiency.

- If & vecipiéns is working in & part time unsubsidized private sector Job at the end of the two
yenr Wark First Program, be/she will be allowed to maintaln that job dwing community
service provilied that they fill the remaining 35 hour requirement with & comomumity service
work and job search for a full-time unsubsidized private sector job.

w Curront pm?biic sector employecs shall not be displaced due to job ¢reations for welfare
recipients, |

~ Commuaity Service participams must continue an aggressive job search during bowrs not
working id commupity service, bringing their minfroum activity requirement to 35 hours a
woek, 1o seek full-time employment while engaged in community service.

- Recipients will e pald at lew o miskmum wage.

~ Commumity service should be dme.imited to tree years. {Stmes may sxtend the time-
limit to those participating in Community Service through & state plan amendment byt o .
federal roatch will be offered for an extension). States will have the option to resaive federsl
fonds to readmit persons who have got found employment sftor two years of the Work Pirst
program ang! three years of community service gr peveons who have used up thelr two year
Work First and three year coramunity service time lirnits butl were succeseful at finding work
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or otherwise leaving welfare but aeed to refum beoause of & change of circumstances. Any

person being readmited must be re-evaluated by & caseworker or case mansgenent feam and
will have 3 vholes to cycle back lnto the txwition program and/or comununity service, The
namber af? paople 4 state may repdmit wiil be calovlated from taking 10% of the year's

sl projected number of entrants imto the Wark First program for the calemiar vear the said
person applies © her caseworker to recycle, as datermined by each state. The time periad asd
the aumber of times each person will be ailowed to be readmined back into sither program
will be re-ncgotiated in 8 new contract betwesn the recipiemt and the stato or social service
agoncy, Only 4ue hardship cases should be considered for by the states to readmit -« people
truly not ready to work,

--Walle recipients will receive minimum wage and food stamps, they will not be eligible for
the EITC while enrolled In comumunity servics.

-- Al nis eﬁﬁcn, those enzolled in "Work First" may have the option. to choose community
service befors the two year Hmit

-« Case management and caseworker strvices must be available for hose emeolied in
cormmumity servics and subsidized lobs. ,

-~ A cormmuiity sexvice enrollee will be given & maximum of three placements during which
instances of don-compiiance may ocour after which the earolles will no longer be allowed to
participate in community service plocements, A deflnitior of acts of non.compliance shall be
determined by the state and/or eraployee but must include sanctiors for those who are offersd
a privaic mtibr do but do not accept that job without good reason.

VIL  Program Simplificstion

_States|bear 3 heavy administrative burden in implementing the AFDC and Food
Stamps programs, mainly becalse of complicated, incornsistent and rigid policies. The
opesation of fhese programs should be simplified by wnifying the policios that determsing
eligibility for| these programs and allowing states different options for the implementation of

rande atatel fleefbility: Many states are moving forward with demonstration projects to 1ast
program ges that might inereass the effecriveness and offlcacy of a program. However,
the waiver process is currently & cumbersome process. The current Administration is
commended for their expedient consideration of state waivers. However, In order to ensure
expedited consideration of state walver applications in the furire, decislons on such
applications dhall aot excesd 90 days, unless mutually agreed upon by the Secretary and the
mats. Any stae cursently opersting undsr o Foderal waiver moy opt out of the new Work
First requirerents state herein to complete the approved waiver (s) with approval by the
Secretary. Io addition, swtes shall be sble to apply for waivers of both statute and regulation.

States are given fexibllity in developing their welfare reform plans by allowing for states o
deterrize haow to structure their Work First and Community Service programs to best suit
their parti needs. Stwes also have the sbility 10 choose among provigions listed ag

!
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options in tie plan or, ot their disoretion, altering the plan through siate plan amendment (by
state legisiature or a gtate Leept. of Social Services decres). Neither options nor stete plen
amendmenty require feders! walvers, These optional and state plan amendment items - sach
of which is noted'in this draf - shall be included solely for one or more of the following
purpases: b assist recipients’ ability to achieve or susain self-mfficlency, o promote family
unity, {1 pravent mndividusls fom becoming eligible for income-contingent zid, to promote
personal responsibility, to break the cycle of dependente, and to improve the coordination,
siuplificetion and efficacy of welfare programs,

Optional provisions include: Liberaliziag the level at which carnings disregards will be sty -
extending tHe time period in which clients must meet with case mamsgement teams o develop
the eroployability contracts; ard allowing & maximum of 10% of the pumber of projected
cotrants to the Work Flost program for the year expected to reenter the transition progrem or
community service afier completing both the two year transition program and thees years of
community Service withows haviog found fulltime, unsubsidized work after good effort as
deemed nwgm?bycmwm

Staze plau amendment programs include: implementation of electronic beneflt tansfer
systems; opi out of implememtation of 8 family cap; opt out of the eliminstion of the 100 hour
ruls and § month benefit receipt maximum; and opt out of the requirement that the parent of 2
dependent person under the age of 13 shall maintain & child of the dependent person so far as
the parent it able and that the depeadent person is unable to do 5o,

+

nplify the aonlication roeesy fr DG and Food Stamng: Some of the
tima-consuming and difficult tasks in administerng these programs nre the initial
procedures now required to take and process applications. Twenty specific provisions are
ingluded in this bill that will significamly improve this process. Thess include provisions
unify the applicstion, dedustions, cligitality, iteome, resources, certification and mcertification
rules for C and Food Starups. These changes will improve the efficiency of programs
for both clitnts and caseworkers, These changes includs, but are not limited to:

s (1) Food Stamp Act, and AFDC 1o allow & state that exmmpts funds from a
mmplcm{my grogram in AFDC or Food Stamps to sise exempt income from that program
for the other program;

(2) Dizregard for both AFDC and Pood Stamps any energy ssistmce payments based
on financial need received on bebalf of a household to cover the costs of heating or cooling
fiom eitherlpubiic or other general assimapce programs.

(3) Amend existing legislation (Food Stamp Act and Sosial Sesurity Act) to
completely disregard all educational assistance, even that portion that is usad for current living
costs; |

(4) Exclude 29 & resource from both progruns income-producing real property,

ok
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essential to employment or salf-employment, thar produces income consistent with it fair
m.a:h:t valus, Income produced is counted;

(5} Exclude lifs innurance as 5 resowrce fom both programs;

{(6) I:lwde excess medical expenses a5 an aliowable deduction under both programs.
(7) Bxclwde us o reaource for both programs, zesl property that the bousabold gnit is
making s good faith cffort to sell. Omee sold, proceeds will be counted as income snd can be
taken into adeount by stats soclal workers reviewing household's benefits,

(8) Amend both Food Stamp and AFDC laws so that the funds of future programs are
treated cqually with regard 1o excit:siﬁm

« (9) Simplify the veriﬁmw :eqmm for procegsing Food Stamps and AFDC
applications,

(10} Allow statcs to have flexibillty in handling recertificntion and redatermination
issues. States should be allowed open-ended suthorization of benefits. States should also be
aiiowed to decide the certification period that will be assigned for reviewing monthly and
*mcnthiy households. A certification peried may range from one {o twelve months.

an Modlfy AFDC law to conform with the Food Stamp 12 month limit on restored
beaeflls: Under current AFDC law, there Is no time limit for the correction of
mmmmﬂ The Food Stamps program on the other hand, imposes a 12 month limit on
restoring lost benefity unless there is a special excaption, Allow states to develop exceptions
to the 12 ménth limit, subject to approval by HHS.

A more complets list of chmges in the AFDC sad Food Stemap programa is available
upon request,

. Increassd use of automstion serves to

i:nprova ﬂw{ aﬁ‘mieacy of prog:e.m and reduces the ievel of fraud and ahuse of programs. In
addition, a rscant study by the Office of Technology Assessment has cited the implementation
of Electronic Banefit Transfer Systems for Food Stamps as 8 potential to significantly reduce
fraud and abuse in the system. States are strongly encouraged to implerent such programs.

I
VI, qu& Reduction

Require the Secretary of HHS to conduct 4 study and report its findings to Congress on the
feasibility of 5 tamper.proof social serwity card o be usad in coordination with & Natonal
i
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Health Card,
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mwpmmwmmm&zmmmmmswm
Smwityincomsym Currestly, the 8§51 program is suffering from significant fraud sad
sbuse. We the afforts by the Social Securty Administration's Disability
Reeagineering Team to address these concerns particularly in the aren of disabllity definition.

We 1t the following abbrevigted preliminary proposals by the 8SA in fis reform
efforts o dﬁﬁm disability:

S84l must heve a structured approsch to disability declsion making thet takes
juto considération the large number of claims SSA receives snd stif] provides 2 basls for
consistent, dquitable decision making by adfudicators at each level. The approach must be
simpietoadmmmz facilitate congistent application of the rules at each level, and provide
accurate resilts. It must also be percetved by the public as stralghtforward, undarstandable
end fair. Finally, the approach must facilitate the {ssuance of timely decisions.

mqmmmﬁammmwﬁam'

1) Elngagmg in Substantial Gainfidl Activity — SSA will simplify the monetsry
guidefines for émzﬂng whethasr an individus! (except thosa Siling for bonefits based on
blindness) is engaging in substantial gainf activity;

2) ically Determinable Impairment - SSA will consider whother g clsimant hey a
medically damnmnabza impairment, but will no longer {mpose e thresbold severity
requirernent. The threshold inquiry will be whether the claimant has o medically determinable
physical or knentez impairraent that-can be demonstratad by aeceptable olinical and Inboratory
diagnostic techniques;

3) Index of Dissbling Impainments - If am individual has a medically determinable
physical or Enem.al impairment documented by medically scoeptable clinical and laboratory
techniques, land the impairment will meet the duration requirement, SSA will compare the
clairmant’s :.anurmmt(i} nguingt an index of disebling impalrments. The index will contain
fewer bmpairments and have less detsil and complexity. SSA will no longer use the concept
of "medical equivalence” in relstion 1o the index, es it now uses in applying the Listing of

4) Ability to Engage in Any Substantial Gainful Activity — SSA will consider
whether an individual has the sbility to perform substantial gainfid activity deepite any
functional los caused by & medically detenminable physical or mental impairment SSA will
definie the physical and mental requirements of substantinl gninful activity and will meanue as
objectively g8 possible whether az individual meets these requirements.  S8A will develop
with the assistance of the medical community and other outside experts Stom dlgability
Programs, ized oriteria which can be used to measure an imdividual’s funetlonsl
ability. SSA will be primarily responsible for documenting functional sbility using the

20



SMAY-1@2-1984 12658 FROM J0 REED  PLiBs12
MY E3 054 RS 1gem t o.23

stapdardized measurement critesin. The SSA goal will be 1o develop functionsl asscssment
instruments that are standardized, that accurately measure 2a jndividual’s functional abilities
o4 that are universally sccapted by the public, the advocacy community, and heaith care
professionalf. $SA will use the results of the standardizad functional meagurement in
conjunction With a new standard 1o describe basic physical and mental demands of 2 baseline
of work that represents substantial gainful activity and that exists in sipnificant nurabers In the
national economy.

* In regards 1o child dissbilitles, we support the recommendaron of & four step process
that {5 based oa the swtutory definition of disability and that mirrors the adult approsch. SSA
wﬁzmzm! whether the child is engaging in subsandal gainful activity; wisether the child
has a medically determinable physical ar mental impairment that will meet the duration
requirernent; and whether the child has an impairment that mests the criteria in the index of
dlasbling impairments,

SSA will also develop, with the assistance of the medical copununity and educationsl
experts, stardardizad criteris which can be used 10 messuse 2 child’s fumctional ability to
perfonnabésaiine of functions that are comparabls 1o the baseline of occupational demands
for an sdult; In addition, S8A will conduct research to specifically identify n skil] acquisition
threshold o measure broad areas required to develop the ability so perform substantial gainful
astivity.

X, EINANCING WELFARE

mc!.xghwmmmmﬁemwwﬂmn&&memﬂm?mm&aﬁeda '
plan thas will artempt to reform the welfare system in our country.

Our proposal w fnanes this reform plaa is based on a fundamental chofce abowr
values, We|believe that we must help American citizens wapped in poverty break out of the
walfare pri § without imposing additional taxes or other hardships on working men and
women. g

' The Maxnsm Forumn proposes to end walfare for most nonsitizens except for
emergency mcdzcsi services. Exemptions will ba made for refugees and asylees, provided tha:
they becoms citizans within fve years after they amrive, and noncitlzens over gge 75 who
have been 13331 residenty for at {sast five years.

_ This pmposal is bused on the common-sause idea that only Ameriean cltizens qualify
for benefits our government. And it does not abandon new bmmigranta, Rather, it
merely wanalers responsibility fur thelr welfare from the government 1o where it truly
belongs--their legal sponsors, the American citizens who by law must endorse most
imrnigrants’] applications for citizenship based on the promise thay immigrasts will not become
public charges. .
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We recognizs that somme states will be adversely affected by tis decision and pledge %
help these sthtes offset the porsatial cost shift. We propose o offer states monetary assistance
to be used utder state discretion 10 8id their immigrant populstions that will be detrimentally
affected by this cut. In sddition, we propose fo give states the muthority to sue 2 sponsor if an
immigrant a%yﬁea for state or Jocal assistance,

: Our proposal also authorizes a state or local jurdsdiction to require out-ofestate
companies w collect 1axe=s on rmail order purchases delivered into thut gtate or local .
jurisdiction. | Currendy the burden of collection is on the states but the majority of states do
not have thel finangial or administrative resources to sollect thase rovenues, This mesmure
would ghift the burden of collection off of the sttes. While we cannot dictate how 3 state
can yse this , We encourage states to use thexe funds as & means to offset any cost
ghifte. .

We recognize the rich tradition of hard work brovght to thls country by lmmigram
ancestors. Qur nation’s sbnic diversity remalns ope of its strengths, and studies repeatedly
demonstrate] that immigsation is 3 net esopomic boon 1o this country, 'We continue to support
immigration policics that hold cut the promise of sitizepship to hundreds of thousands of

imnigrants | year,

But o this time of unprecedamted budgetary pressive, 5 fundarmental sense of fairsesy
demands that the U.S. government place the welfars of iis own citizens frst. ' We do not
belicve that|federul or state govermuents con bear any longer the cost of most public
assistance for those immigrants that Rave not become cltizens. ‘

S‘im;Lie awnanity requires that we sot deny anyone emergency medical sarvices, and
common sehse suggers that the children of noncitizens should not be bamred from cur
schools. We must help immigrants look to other sources besides state and foderal government
for help, such s relatives, sponsors, and nopprofit 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 wo encountered several tough financing cholces and our final
desislons were not easily reached. However, we balievs that our plan offers real reforms and
Wm&&fmmwAmmimwdﬂxmpaym&zﬁv&hambbﬂgdmmm
fees, and it to progrums outside the welfarn system that adversely affect American citizens.

1 mgcmgﬁzmmmwi&mfmmwmwwm The
federal mazching rate for all facsts of the Famlly Support Act and the JOBS program,
including admimisteative costs, will bs changed w0 gpply o the Al “Work Firat™ program
including comrnunity serviee aad shall be set 22 & flat matching rate of 30% of couts born by
tho foderal jgovermment and 20% born by the states.  Additionally, the "Work First” program
shall be an uncapped sntitiement,
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2 Undet Community Sesvice, states with eapecially low baneflt levels might be subject j0
higher community service costs than other sto’es as they work o pay Sor the 35 hour a week,
minimum wige community ssrvice requirement for those recipients who have hit the two year
limit. These low benefit statey (Mississipp! and Texas for example) should have the option 1w
start with & part-time community service work requirament in 1999 (the first year of

compunlty ce) and phase {n the fulltime community service work requiremens by the

~ year 2001.
Einansing Jﬁm‘ {including Approximate Dollar Figures)

8) $21,3 billion over five yesrs

Cuts in socigl service programs w non-citizens including total elimination of S8} beneflts,
medicaid benofits (sxeluding emergency medical assistunce), food stamp benefits, and AFDC
benefits. All legal imemigrants residing in the U.S. will be allowed 1 one year grace period
before bing subject to these cuts. Deerzed pormanently exsmpt dre those ags 75 and alder.
Also exemnpt for & period d%&ymaﬂamﬁ?ﬁmmgmméuyim.

Additionally, affidavits of support shall be msade Jogally enforceable. An affidavit of suppert -
reguires a sponsor to swear ta.the ability and vAllingness to contribute to the progpective
immigrant's finencial suppart. Querently, these affidavits have aot generally beent regarded by
state courts as legally binding on U.S. resident soonsors for the benefit of state sgencles
providing egsistance. This provislon shall put into stanne that affidavits of support used 1
overcome public churge sxclusions obligate the sponsor to repay governmendsl agencies
assistange provided to the sponsored alien.

b) $1.5/billion over five vears

Cap the gency Assistancs Frogrem @ stexn rapidly rising expenditures on this little
known program. Establish a federsl matching cap for cach state’s EA oxpenditure so that the
cap equals three percent of the State’s total AFDC berefits incurred during the parvious fiseal
yesr. Stated that are above that level would be grandfathered st their FY 1993 expenditure
level. If the nationa! unemployment rute for either of the last two quarters of a fiscal year
averages 7% or higher, the cap shall be saised from 3% to 4% for the following fiscal year,

) 826$ million 2 yesr/$1.3 billion over five yaars

Eltmingte BITC benefits to Hlegal aliens. Currently, there are 1o regulstions thet make legal
immigrant $tatus a requirement for recuipt of EITC. Through document fraud, over $260
million a year in EITC benefits ae going to illogal immigrans. The tax code should be
changed to lmate that illegal aifeny are not sligible for the EITC. The Internal Ravente
Service should be responsible for implementing this change.

|
d) 5700 million ovar five years
Eliminate ths Depesdent Care Tax Credit for those familics with incomes over $120,000,

e}  $1.6 hilllon over five years
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Savings from increased paternity establishment that will result in mew child support swards,
thereby reducing the nwmber of fhmilies on AFDC and the dollar smownt of benefits for those
whnmn&'ﬁm, ‘ ‘

$380 million over five yeurs
Modify the Family Day Care Homes component of the child care food progrmm by buproving
the operation of the program in jow- and modersio-income areas.  (Following the proposal
a3 designed by the Centsr On Budget and Policy Pricrities)

a) Sisiﬂjnmﬁwyemavﬁabhwmbmnh&iﬁngaaa@arlocﬂjmdmﬁa
to require out-of stats companiss to collect taxas on mail orders delivered into fhat stute or
local jurisdiction. Previously, thls siste tsx kas gons uncollected. The inability of tate and
local governmenss to require out-ofestute Hrms o collest apd remit sales deprives State and
local governments of naeded revenue and forees such state and Jocal governments In raise
taxes on yers. With this change, states will be encouraged to use thess funds o offyet
costs that mipht shift from the feders! govermment 1o the states as social servics banafits are
mwlagalifmimm.

b)  $1 billion from the above financing provisions will be set zefde for smtes © defer
additional cdsts that they may incur as & result of cost shifts from both the cuts to immigrants
and other provisions in this proposal.

States ars encowraged to use the monies provided in theso provisien o design

sssigtance programs that address the special needs of immigrants entering this country such as
euinere shock, langusge barriers, and job plecement.

i
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