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GLOSSARY 

AFDC ~ Aid to Families with Depwdent Children progrum: The primary welfare program. 
which provides cash assistance to needy families with dependent children that have been deprived of 

, ,
parental support. 

CSE - Child Support EnrOl'Wlleot program: This program provides Federal matching fund, to 
enforce the , suppOrt obligations of absent parents to their children and spouse or fotmer spouse, to 
locate absent parents, and to establish paternity and support orders. States must provide chUd support 
enforcement 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 -ICommuoilY Work Experience Program: This is a lOBS program activity which States 
can, but are not required to, make available to 10a"'l participants. CWEP provides experience and 
training f~r individuals not otherwise able to obtain employment. The required number of eWEP 
hours can be no greater than the AFDC benefit divided by the higber of Federal or State minimum 
wage. j 

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

FSP - Fi Stamp Program: A national program designed primarily to increase the food 
purchasing power of eligible Jow-inrome households to a point where they can buy a nutritionally 
adequate, low-oost diet. Eligible households receive food swnp benefits on a monthly basis in the. .
form of coupons that are al:cepted at most retail grocery stores, , 

! 
JOBS - Job Opportunities and Basic Skill$ Training Program: The work, education. and 
training prhgram for AFDC recipients. In a greatly expanded fonn. this program would be the 
central foctis of the Administration's reformed system,

i 
JOBS~Pre~: The program proposed for persons not yet able to work or enter JOBS. Persons in this 
program, ~ncluding mothers with very j'oung children, will be expected to do something to contribute 
[0 themselyes and their community. While in JOBS~Prep, they would not he subject to the time limit. 

I ., 
JTPA - Job Training Partnership Ad program: The goal of this Department of Labor block grant 
program is to train or retrain and place eligible individuals in permanent, unsubsidized employment. 
preferably lin the private sector. Eligible individuals are primarily economically disadvantaged 
individuals,,. 
Healthj' S~rt: 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 coUaooratively to develop new and innovative 
service de(ivery systems to meet the needs of pregnant wOmen and infants. 
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PIC - ~h'ate Industry Councils: These Councils are composed of business leaders from the 
private seCtor and representativ(S of the public sector and unions. Their role is to guide and oversee 
the direct~on of JTPA employment and training programs. PICs are responsible for providing poticy 
guidance in partnership with loal governments. 

Scl100I-~Work Initiative: The pending School-to-Work: Opportunities Act of 1993 would provide 
States and local communities with seed money to develop and implement systemS to help youth make 
an effecti~e transition from school to career-oriented work. The program would be designed and 
administered jointly by the Departments of Education and Labor, and would fund work-based 
learning, school~hased leaming. and connecting actIvities. , 
Title X -! Family Planning Services: These grants are provided to State agencies for family 
planning s,ervice.." including contraceptive services. infertility services and special services to adoles­
centS. i 

, 
Transitional Assistance Program: The Administration's proposed two-year limit casb assistance 
program for needy famines with dependent children. 

I 
UIFSA -\Uniform Interstate Family Support Act: A mode11aw which, if adopted, would make 
State lawsjunifonn and simplify the processing of child support actions which involve parents who 
live in different States. 

I 
"Y[B - "":orkforce Inv€Stment Board: A body to' be created at the Federal level which would be 
responsible for serving as a "Board of Directors" for workforce development programs in a Jabor 
market. The Workforce Investment Board would provide policy oversight and strategic planning for 
Department of Labor~funded and other training programs in an area. The majority of the Workforce 
Investment Board would be composed of employers, but the boards would also be required to have 
labor, public sector and community representation. The WIB is intended to subsume the Private 
Industry Council at the loca11evel (a!though a PIC that met the criteria could become the Workforce, 
Investment Board). 

I 
WORK: The Administration's proposed publkly-subsidiz.ed work program for persons who have,
exhausted their two-year time limit without Obtaining an unsubsidized private sector job. 

I 
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INTRODUCTION 

, 
Everyone ~s frustrated wiili the welfare system. Welfare refonn 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 responsibiHty.,, 
The -curreAt system pays cash when people lack adequate means to provide for their families. We 
propose a hew vision aimed at helping people regain the means of supporting thcinselves and at 
holding people responsible for themselves and their families.·.:rhe proposal emphasizes that work is 
valued by making WQrK pay. It indicates that people should not have children until they are able to 
support them. It signals that parents-borh parems-bave responsibiJities to support theIr children, It 
gives people access to the training they need, but also expects work in return, It limits cash ,
assistance to two years, and then requires work, preferably in the private sector. but in community 
service jobs if necessary, Most importantly. it requires changing the culture of welfare offices, 
getting them, out of the ;:heckwwriting business and into the training and job·placement business, 

UltimatelY~ this plan requires changing almost everything about the way in which we provide support 
to struggling families. To aehieve this vision, the plan has four main elements. ,, 
MAJOR 'mEMES 

! 

Tran.'iitiQ~al Assistance Followed by Work ,
•• 	 Full partidnation. Everyone who receives cash support is expected to do something to help 

th~msel\'es and their community. The requirement applies to those who are preparing 
themselves for work. to those who are past the time limi(. and to those who are currently not 
re:!dy to work, Those who are unable to work due to disability or other reasonS will be 
expected to do something for themselves or their community, but will not be subject to time 
limits until they are ready to engage in training. education or employment services. , 

• 	 Tr~ining, education and enmloym~.nt services (the JOBS nrogram), 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 as quickly as possible. Many 

wiil get jobs quickly-in weeks or months-after assistance with job search and job 

pr~paration, Others will spend time tn education and training services as needed, 

TItle program wUl be closely coordinated with existing malnstream education and 

training programs including lTPA. School.ro-Work: and vocational education. 


• 	 Tile limil<;, People who are n~le to work: will be limited to two years of cash assis~ 

tarice. Most people are expected to enter employment well before the two years are 

up! Extensions to complete an education program will be granted in a limited number 

of leases. 


• 	 WLk for those who exhaust their time limit (the WORK prQgram). Those people 

w~o are still unable to find work at the end of tWO years win be required to work in a 

private sector. community service or public sector job. These are intended to be real, 


I 
I 
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wOrk-for-wages jobs. The program wiU be designed to favor unsubsidized work and 
to'ensure that subsidizOO jobs are short-ttnn and non-<l:ispiacing. 

Making Work Pay 
, 

• 	 Health care rerOQD. An essential part of moving people from welfare to work is ensuring that 
wOrking persons get health pcotection. The current system keeps people from leaving welfare 
for, fear of losing their bealth insurance. 

i 
• 	 Advance QJ)sment of the Earned Imme Tax Credit (EITe), The expanded EITC 


m~es it possible for low~wage workers to support their families above poverty. 

Efforts will be made to belp families receive the EITC on a regular basis. 
, , 

• 	 Child care for the WQrking poor. In addition to ensuring child care for participants in 

th~ transitional assistance program and for those who transition off weifare, child care 

subsidies will be made available to low-income working families wbo have never been 

on', welfare but for whom assistance is essentia1 to enable them to remain in the 

wOrkforce and off welfare. 


I 
Parental Responsibility 

I 
• 	 Child ::UOPQrt enforcement. The child suppOrt enforcement system will be 


strengthened to ensure that awards are estab'lished in every case, that fair 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. 


I 
• 	 Efforts aimed at minor mothers. re....nnnsibl'e family planning- and prevention, Minor 


mothers will receive special case management services and will be required to live at 

horne and stay in school to receive income support, Access to family planning will be 

eru1ured. A strategy for investing in and learning from programs to prevent bigh~risk 

behavior and teen pregnancy wilt b<-. pursued.


I, 
• 	 Efforts to promote two-parent families, We will provide better support for two-parent 

famines by eliminating or reducing the current bias in the welfare system in which two-parent
fatiImes are subject to more stringent eligibility rules than singJe-[)arent families. 

ReinventiJg Government Assistance,, 
• 	 CoQrdination. ~iIDPlifjcatiQn and jmproved incentives in income SUlIDOft programs. The 


administrative and regulatory program structures of AFOe and Food Stamps win be rede­

signed to simplify and ooordinate rules and to encourage work, family formation and asset 

acc·umulation.
, 

I 
• 	 A nerfQrm;mee-ha..;;;ed system, In addition to incentives for clients, incentiVes will be 


designed to bdng about a systemic change in the culture of welfare offices with an 

emphasis on work: and performance. 


I 
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(11)'
ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

This papJ lays out the major unresolved issues that need to be addressed. It is organized around 
each of tb1e first three broad elements listed above. In each case, a description of t!t~ proposed policy 
is provided, and remaining issues discussed. (The details of the fourth element-Reinventing 
Government Assistance-will be- addressed (ater in a separate paper. We anticipate that cltanges will 
be cost neutral for that part of the proposal~ so they will not affect coSt estimates or financing noods.) 

There are!four partIcularly significant issues that need to be resolved:,, 
• 	 The scale and phase-1n of the rerormed welfare system-Should we seek to bring in all 


perrons quickly. Of should we initialJy target our resources to sub~groups~ such as new 

applicants or the youngest third of the cascload? 


• 	 Je structure and requirements of tbe WORK program for people who have exceeded 
tbe time limit-After a person hits the time limit, should we mandate States to provide a job 
which pays an bourly wage, {It should we allow States to continue paying a welfare check 
w~ile requiring work as a condition of receipt'! How many hours of work should be 
required? Wbat methods should we use to minimize long-term participation in this work 
program? . 

I 
• 	 The level and fows of child care for the working poor-What level of resources should we 

de~ote to child care for the working poor? . How should limited resources be targeted? 

• 	 Fina"cing~What 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 scaie of a program and the cost of particular elements, We have created a 
hypothetic3t 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 to this 
hypometic3} baseline and indicate where different programmatic decisions would have led to a larger 
or smaller program. The table whicb follows is provided only as a basis of discussion-Mt as an 
indication that policy decisions bave been made. 
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TABLE I.-PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 

FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By fiscal yeat, In millions of dollars) 

5~Ye8r ,...1995 1997 1996 1999 Total 

PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Minor Mothers 0 (45) (50) (50) (50) (HIS) 

GomptWtl)nsivo DetpoMtration Grants 0 50 50 50 50 200 
Two..parent Pfovisio'ns 0 0 440 680 945 2,065, 
No Additional Benefits for Additional Children (.lS) (100) (110) (140) (150) (535) 

Child Support enfo~ent 
Patmnity Establishment (Net) 5 20 (110) (165) (215) (465) 
EnfQrwment (Net) (10) (20) (50) (80) (320) (495] 
Computer Costs: ~ 15 35 95 100 100 465 
Non.custodia! Parent Provi$iQns. 0 25 80 110 175 390 
Access Grants arid Parenting Oemonstrations 20 25 30 SO 30 iSS, 
Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 0 0 100 200 250 550 

I 
SUBTOTAL, CSE 30 85 130 255 00 58il, 


I 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

0 15 50 00 70 195 
Additional JOBS Spending 0 2lO 750 920 1,000 2,_ 
WORK Program 0 0 0 130 690 820 

JOBS-Pr~p I 
I 

Additional Chifd CarQ for JOBSIWORK 0 190 roo 745 900 2,465 

Trensltional Child CJro 0 70 230 200 360 940,
Enhanced Teen Case Managoment 0 30 90 105 110 335 
Economic Delloropnknt 0 0 100 100 100 300, 
Savings· Caseload Reduction 0 0 (20) (00) (00) (170) 

, 
SUBTOTAL,JOSSAMQRK 0 515 1,820 2,260 3,150 7,765, 

, 
MAKING WORK PAY 

i 
Wooong Poor Child care 0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 5,000 

Adv~EITC \ 0 0 0 0 0 0 

GRAND TOTAl. (5) 1,005 3,200 4,515 6,025 14,880
I 

I 
Note: Paronthos()s denote saVings. 

I . . 
Sour¢(l~ HHS/ASPE staff estimates. These estimates have been shared wilh staff within KHS and OMS bUt have not been 

officially flNiewed by:OMB. The PQ!ltics do not represent a consensus rerommendation of the WOf1o.::ing Group CO-ct\airs. 

I 
I SEE APPENOIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON TIlE AFDC PROGRAM 

Before tuining to the key policy issues, we provide brief background informatloo regarding the 
current AFDC program., 

! 
AFDC Pr'ogram under Currenllaw, 

• 

The Aid to Famines with Dependent Children (AFDC) program was enacted as TItle IV of the Social 
Security Act of 1935. lis primary goal is to provide cash assistance to children in need of economic 
support due to me death, continued absence or incapacity of the primary wage earner (typically the 
child's father), AFOC provided benefits to a monthly average of 4.8 mi11ion families (13,6 miUion 
persons) i~ fiscal year 1992. This includes 322,000 famiHes in the AfDC-UnempJoyed Parents 
(MOC-UP) program. The rotal AFDC caseload represents 5.Q percent of the rotal resident U.S . 
population._• Two-thirds (9.2 million) of AFDC recipients each month are children. 

AFDC b..tefits totaled $22.2 billion in 1992. Total AFDC monthly benefits averaged $388 per 
month, per family. but benefits vary widely across States. In January 1993. the maximum monthly 
AFDC be~efit for a family of three with no countable income ranged from $J20 in Mississippi to­
$9-23 in Alaska. In real dollars, the average monthly benefit per AFDC family has declined from 
$644 in 1970 to $388 in 1992, a 40 percent reduction, attributable It'iQStly to inBation ramer than 
reductions:in nominal benefit levels, The Federal government's share of total benefit expenditures 
was $12.2 -billion in 1992. and $ 10,0 biJlion was paid by the States. Total administrative costs, 
shared equ:ally 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 
administrative costs. 

The Family Support Act of 1988 created the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program to 
provide education. training, and ernp!Qymenr.related services to AFDC re(ipients to promote self~ 
sufficiency:, To the extent resources are available, aU oon--exernpt recipients are required to 
participate in JOBS activities. Exemption categories include JOOSt children, those who are employed 
30 or mor~ hours pet week. those who are ill, incapacitated. or of advanced age. women in their 
second ttimester of pregnancy. and those who are caring for a: young child. Of caring for an ill or 
inC3p3citat~ family member. Federal matching to States for JOBS program costs is available as a 
capped enti,dement limited to $).l billion in fiscal ye:.iI 1994, The matching rates vary between 50 
percent: an190 percent. de-pending on the type of costs being reimbursed. 

Most AFDC families ate eligible for and participate in the food stamp program. which provides an 
import~llt in-kind supplement • to cash assistan<:e, While participation rates varied among States, 86.2 
peti;ent of ~C housettoJds also received food stamp benefits in fiscal year 1992. AFDC benefits 
are: counted when detennining food stamp benefit amounts; one doJ1ar of AFDC reduces food stamps 
by 30 cents 

l 

Additionally, all AFDC families are eligible for Medicaid coverage; and under the • 

provisions of the FamHy SuPPOrt Act, all families who leave AFDC due to increased earnings or 
hours of wOrk are eligible for one year of transitional Medicaid coverage. 

8 
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Welfare Dynamics and Characteristics 
I 

It is extreritely common for women to leave the welfare rolls very soon after they begin a spell of 
welfare receipt, More than half of all welfare recipients leave the welfare rolls within their first year 
of wetfare!recelpt; by the end of two years the percentage who have left Increases to 70 percent. By 
the end of five years, about 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 roUs, 4S percent return; 
almost tw~~thirds return by the end of three years. By the end of seven years. more than three~ 
quarters of those who have left the welfare system have returned at some point. AlmOSt half of all 
spells of Welfare end when a recipient becomes employed; other reasons for leaving AFOC include 
marriage and children growing up. About 40 percent of women who ever use welfare are short~term 
users, about one-third are episodic uset'S and one-.quarter are long-term users. Using data from 1968 
through 19~9. the average time spent on welfare was 6.2 years. 

While the humber Qf AFDC recipients remained relatively constant between 1975 and 1988, AfDC 
caseloads rose sharply during the early 1990s. The monthly average of 13.6 million recipients in 
1992 repreSented a 2.1 million increase since 1990. According to a recent Congressional Budget 
Office study> the primary reasons for the sharp increase in the AFDC caseload between late 1989 and 
1992 are th:e growth in the number of female-headed families, especially those headed by women who 
never married. the rece&<;ion and the weak economy.

I 

The vast majority of AFDC families are headed by a single female. Among single female-headed 
AfDC households, the proportion of AFDC mothers who have never been marl'ied has significantly 
increased, atthough the proportion of divoreed AFDC mothers stilI remains sizable. The AFDC 
caseload is 'radally and ethnically diverse. Thirty-nine percent of AFDC family caseheads are 
Afrjcan~American. 38.1 percent are white, 11.4 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 averagl AFDC family is small. In 1991,72.3 percent of AFDC families had:2 or fewer 
Children, arid 42.2 percent had only one ehild. Only a small proportion ,of AFDC families - 10.1 
percent - h~ve four or morc children. The average family size of an AFDC family has also become 
smaller over time, from 4.0 in 1960 to 2.9 in 1992. Over two·thirds of AFDC recipients are 
children. I~ 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 chBdren were 
aged 6 to 1J, and 21.4 percent were age 12 or over. 

Over half o( AFDC mothers began their receipt of AFDC as teenagers; however. AFDC cases with 
teenage moQiers (Le,. under age 20~ :nake up only a small fraction of the AFDC caseload at anyone 
time. In 1992. 8.1 percent of the AFDC caseload was headed by a teenage mother. Almost half of 
Af'De mottlers (41.2 percent) were in their twenties, a third (32.6 percent) were (n their thirties, and 
12.1 percent, were in their forties. 
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TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK , 
Perhaps the most critical and difficult goal of welfare reform is to reshape the very mis.<;ion of the 
current s~pport system from one focused on writing checks to one focused on work, opportunity, and 
responsibility. The proposal calls for replacing the AFI)C program with a transitional assistance 
program. Ito be followed by work, The new program includes four key elements: full participation, 
education and training, time limits. and work. 

KEY ELEMENTS 

,
• 	 Full Participation. Everyone who wisbes to receive cash support would be expected to do 

something to help themselves and their community. Recipients would sign a personal 
re';sponsibility contract indicating exactly what was expected of them and the government. 
Most would go immediately into the JOBS program, A limited number of persons who are 
nOt yet in a "osition to work or train (because of disability or the need to care for an infanr or 
di~abled child) would be assigned to a JOBS~Prep program until they are ready for the time­
liinited JOBS program. Everyone has something to contribute. Everyone has a responsibility 
to move toward work and independence. 

, 
• 	 Training, EduOltion, and Placement (the JOBS program). The core of the transitional 

su1pport program would be an expanded and improved JOBS program. which was estabilshed 
by the Family Support Act of 1988 and provides training, education, and job placement 
services to AFDe recipients. The JOBS program would be revamp'oo. Every aspect of the 
neW program would emphasize paid work, Recipients and agency workers will, as under 
current law, design an employability plan. One option would be to require aU persons 
applying for assistance to engage in supervised job search from tile date of application. For 
those who need it. the JOBS program will help recipients gain access to the education and 
t~ining services they need to find an appropriate job. Recipients who willfully fail to comply 
with their JOBS program employabiIity plan will be sanctioned. The new effort win seek 
clo.<:;e coordination with the lTPA program and other mainstream training programs and 
educational resources. Central to this welfare reform "effort is recognition of the need to 
support workers who have recently left welfare to belp them k.eep their jobs. 

• 	 1i~t limits. Persons able to work would generaUy be limited to tWQ years of cash 
assistance. While two years would be the maximum perioo for the receipt of cash aid by 
peOple able to work. the goal would be to place people in private sector jobs long before the 
end of the two-year period. In a very limited number of cases, extensions of the time limit 
would be granted for completion of an educational or training program or in unusual 
cirCumstances. The time limit would be a lifetime limit, but persons who leave welfare could 
potentially earn back time on assistance for time spent off welfare. 

• 	 wlrk (the WORK program). The new effort would be designed to help as many people as 
possible find employment before reaching the two~year time Umit, Those persons wbo are not 
able to find employment witilin two years would be required to take a job in tile WORK pro~ 
gram. WORK program jobs would include subsidized private sector jobs. as well as positions 
with local not-for~profit organizations and public sectOr positions. The positions are intended 
to be shorNcrm. last-resort jobs. designed neither to displace existing workers, nor to SeNe 

10 
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as!substitutes for unsubsidizcd private sector employment. The primary emphasis of the 
WORK program will be on securing private sector employment. 

Key elcme:nts of the new program are described in greater detail in addenda on JOBS and WORK at 
the end of,this section. 

Cbanging ~at happens in welfare offices win require significant changes in wbat is measured and 
rewarded. !The Federal government wit! create strong financial incentives linked to tong-term job 
placement and will seek to minimize the number of people who reach the two-year limit. Ultimately 
the best time-limited welfare system is one in which nobody bits the Hmit because everyone is 
working before that point 

I 
KEY QUESTIONS 

Six key qUbtiOns need to be addressed in designing the program of transitional ~Sistance followed b) 
work. 

• 	 EQJus and phas~in. How quickly should the reforms be phased in and who should be 
targeted initially? 

, 

I 


• 	 10nS-Pren roles. Who should be assigned to the JOBS-Prep program because they are not 
abh! to work or are needed at home? How many persons should States be allowed to place in, 	 ' 

the'JOBS-Prep program? ,,, 
• 	 JOBS extensions. Who should be granted extensions of the two-year time limit? What limits, 

if any.. should be put on the number of e:ttensions allowed? 

1 
, 

• 	 Work~fQr-Wages versus Work{Qr-Welfare. Should States be required to provide jobs. paying 
wages~ to those in the WORK program? Would States be allowed to use CWEP placements 
for all or part of the WORK slots? 

I 
• 	 Pari:time versus full-time work expectations. Should persons working pmH.ime while on 

welfare be subject to time limits? How many hours should WORK participants be required to 
work? Should Stales be allowed or required to supplement WORK earnings in a workMfur­, 
wages program? 

I 
• 	 DisoouragiIu: ext¢nded WORK participation. What can be done to keep the duration of 

WORK participation short and to move people into unsubsidized work? Should the EITC be 
deni~ to WORK program participants? Should any particular WORK placement be limited 
to 12 months?' Should the total time people are allowed to spend in the WORK program be 
limited'? 

Focus and Phase-In 
I 

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 happen jf we 
chose to undertake the extremely ambitious task of beginning the program full-scale in 1997. Most 

I 
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States will need at least 2 years to pass imp1ementing legislation and get the program up and running. 
This would entail requiring everyone on welfare in 1997 and all those who apply subsequently to 
meet the :new requirements. The JOBS program, which now serves an average of 600,000 pef'Sons 
monthly. would ha.ve to expand to almost 2.7 miHion participants in 1997. By the year 2000, about 
1.0 million WORK slots might be needed for persons who had reached the two-year time limit. 

It is verylUnlikely that States could implement the new program so rapidly. Even if resources were 
plentifuI,lproceeding so swiftly 10 fult~scaJe implementation would almost guarantee enormous 
administrative difficulties at the State level. Facing the need to serve milllons of new JOBS clients 
and to create hundreds of thousands of WORK slots. many States might be unable to deliver 
meanin~J services to JOBS participants. An effective JOBS program is essential to moving people 
from welfare to work and to transforming the culture of welfare offices. Accordingly. it is critical 
that StateS, as part of the welfare reform effort, be able to focus on building such a JOBS program.

I 
Phasing mthe program gradually. starting with a subset of recipients, dearly seems a preferable 
approach.! There are a number of different strategies for a more gradual phase-in. One strategy, as 
tn the House Republican bill. applies new rules, including time limits. to applicants (both new and 
returning). This strategy has the obvious appeal of ehanging the rules initially for people who enter 
the welfare system in the furore, rather than for those who entered earlier~ under a different set of 
expectations. Such a method, however, raises serious equity concerns. A 2S-yea.r old mother wbo 
had child~en before age 20 and had been on welfare continuously since that point would face no time 
limit for sleveral years. as tong as she remained on assistance. Meanwhile, another mother of the 
same age,l 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 1imi~ to re-applicants also creates very perverse incentives to stay on 'Welfare. Most of the 
persons who leave welfare do return at some stage. and consequently many recipients who would 
otherwise iea¥e might be inclined to stllY on welfare to avoid the time limit. 

An a1terru:te strategy WQuld be to phase-in by State. The costs to the Federal Government during the 
phase-in period would be loweI'. since not all States would be implementing the program at the same 
time. Howevert States implementing the program wo-uld still have to grapple with the difficulties 
.accompanying the massive expansion of services described: earlier in this paper. 

An attractive alternative to these strategies is to focus on young patents, for example, those under 25. 
It is the ~nger generation of actual and potential welfare re;:;ipients that are the source of greatest 
concern. They are IDS() the group for which there is probably the greatest hope of making a profound 
difference~ Younger recipients are likely to have the longest stays on welfare, in part because they 
are at the beginning of th~r spells. Under this approach t we would devote energy and new resources 
to end weffare for the next generation, rather than spreading efforts so thin that little real belp is 
provided to anyone. 

I 
One method of focusing on younger recipients would be to place all person.'i born in 1913 or later 
(under 2S in 1997) into the transitionaf support system. All persons of the same age and 

1 
circumstances would then face the same rules:, regardless of when they entered the system. This plan 
implies a gradual phase-in of more and more of the welfare caseload. since the fraction of those on 
assistance ~ho were born ill 1973 Ot laier would rise with each year. As of 1997, the new rules 
would apply to everyone uooer age 25. Ten years tater, everyone under age 35 would be in this new 

I 
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transittoniU support structure, For this age cohort and all younger cohorts following, the welfare 
system would be transformed. Note that such a plan would not contemplate any reduction in existing 
educaUon1and training setviccs for older recipients. They would still be eligible for JOBS services. 
But the niw resources would be focused on young people. This plan would call fOf a reassessment 
five yearS after enactment, to determine wbether we are successfully implementing the program for 
the youngter generation and can accelerate it to phase in older recipients. 

i 
The number of persons served under such a strategy is SMwn on the table on the next page. In 1997. 
the first year of jmplementation, everyone in the program would be either working. in JOBS-Prep, or 
in the JOBS program. There would be no one in the WORK program until 1998, when persons 
would begin to reach the tW<ryear limit. Note that most peop1e who enteted the welfare system 
would not'reach the limit two years later. Many persons would. as is the case now, leave welfare 
within a short period of time and consequently would not be affected by the time limit Others would 
cycle on a.Pd off weJfare and so would accumulate 24 months of receipt over four or five years or 
more. Estimates indicate that as a result of the implementation of the new program and other refunns 
(health reform, child care for the working poor) more people will choose to work while on welfare 
and others, who would not have left without these changes will leave altogether, 

The proj~ed costs of focusing on this target group are shown on in the introduction, Clearly. 
phasing inja larger group would increase these costs, while targeting a smaUer group would decrease 
them, A decision to focus on young people initially in no way precludes adding aU or part of the 
older coho'rts to the program at a later time. For example, States could hav~ rhe option to phase in 
the program more quickly.I . 
The JOBS-Prep Program 

I 

Any POlic~ where work is required and time--limits imposed must take account of differences in 
people·s ability to work. People who are permanently disabled and thus unabJe to work for at least 
one year s~ould in theory be covered under the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) Program. But 
some disab,Uities and most illnesses, even severe ones, last less than a year, Many other people suffer 
from partial disabilities that limit their ability to work. Sometimes a parent is needed in the home to 
care for a Severely disabled child, There also are persons who havo great difficulty coping with the 
day~to-day ,'challenges 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 
participation requirements. as is the case under current Jaw, Having large numbers of exemptions, 
however, may serve as an obstacle to changing the culture of welfare offices. Moreover, deferrals 
are not necksarily beneficial to those who receive them. Advocates for persons with disabilities often 
complain iliat current programs send both explicit and subtle messages that persons with disabilities 
cannot and should not work, and thus cannot reaI!y contribute to themselves or tbeir communities. 
Still. for many persons, immediate work or training may not be appropriate. 

I, 
I 

, 
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PROJIlCI'EO CASllLOADS UNDER A llYPOTlIETICAL PROPOSAL, 

ASSUMING II\APLEl\AENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1m 


FY 1997 FY 1999 FY 2004 
, 

Projocted Adult Cases With Parent , [,20 million 1.67 million 2.90 million 
Born ~rter 1972 Without Reform I 

Off w~fare with Reform 
(H<alih reform after 1999, ElTC, .03 mUlioo ,07 million .50 million 
Child Care, JOBS, WORK, etc.) 

L6(} miIHooPrograin Panidpants 1.17 mlliion 2.4 million 

Working While on Wclfare .14 miJIion .20 million ,3() million 

JOBS Participants .87 million.74 million .89 million 

WORK Participants .00 million .13 million .63 million 

Pr.·JOBS- disability/age limits work .J3 million .20 million .30 mimoD 
, 

Pre-JOBS-severely disabled child .03 million ,04 million .06 million , 
Pre-JOBS--caring for child undtr one .13 million .16 million .24 million 

Notes: 

Numbers assume modest behavioral effects that increase over time. These behavioral effects include 
a 50 perce!tt increase in the percent of recipients working part-time. employment and training impacts 
similar to San Diego's SWIM program and a modest increase in the percent Qf re>:ipients who teave 
welfare for work when they hit the time limit. Figures for 2004 are subject tu considerable error. 
since it is difficult tQ make caseload projections or to detennine the impact of WORK requirements on 

I 
,

behavior. !Figures for FY 2004 also assume behavioral effects from the full implementation ofbealth 
reform. 

The Ilypotl)eti<al proposal assumes the poliCy will be implemeoted in all States by Federal law by 
October 1996. In addition. the estimates assume tflat for 40 percent of the case(oad. States wilt 
irnplementithe policy by October 1995. This follows the pattern of State implementation under the 
Family Support Act. 

I 
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One very ~ntriguing formulation has been proposed by the American Public Welfare Association. 
They suggest a "JOBS preparation phase" for persons not yet able to work or enter an education Qr 
training program. AU persons in this phase would be expected to do something to contribute to 
themselveS and their community, but they would not be subject to the time limit until they were ready 
to cnter th~ JOBS program. We have drawn beavily on this formulation in designing the new lOBS· 
Prep program, which would provide services intended to prepare persons for entry into the JOBS , 
program, : 

· Naming the program JOBS~Prep establishes the expectation that eventualJy many, if not most. people 
in this -catelgory will be able to join the regular JOBS program. But who should be placed in JOBS­
Prep status,? Virtually everyone seems to agree that persons of advanced age (over 60}. those with 
severe disabilities or those. wbo are caring for a severcly disabled child should be assigned to the 
JOBS-Prep1program. But the question of how far along the continuum of disability the line should be 
drawn is a ldifficult one. 

A somewhlt different set of problems is posed by the mothers of very young chiJdren, Should all 
mothers with children be expected to work, provided neither the mother nor the child is disabled? 
The Family Support Act exempts mothers witlt children under the age of 3 from participation in the 
JOBS progfam. States have the option of requiring participation of mothers with children over the 
age of 1 if 'they choose to do SQ, Eight States currently choose this stricter option. Five other States 
require mo;hetS of children over 2 to participate. 

• 

Obviously~,the more people who are placed in the JOBS-Prep program and Consequently not yet 
subject to a:time limit. the fewer people will be in the JOBS and WORK programs. It is estimated 
that the foHowing percentages of the current cascload would be in JOBS-Prep under different policies: 

Option A: lCase head is 60 years or over, case head has a severe disability or is caring for a child 
with a severe disabjJjty. 
8 _t 

• 

in• JOBS·Prep 

Option B: !Case head is 60 years or over, case head has a disability which limits work, or is caring 
for a child with a severe disability. 
15 ..... """1 in JOIJS..Prep 

i 
Option C: 'Option B, plus cases with a child under 1 in the household or with a woman in the final 
trimester of, pregnancy, Mothers of children conceived whi1e the mother is on welfare would be 
asSigned to JOBS~Prep for a period of time ronsistent with the Family Leave Act. 
25 _I !n JOBS-Prep 

Option D: 'Option B. plus cases with child under 3 years in the household or woman in the final 
trimester of'pregnancy, Mothers of children conceived while the mother is on· welfare would be 
assigned to JOBS~Prep for a period of time consistent with the Family Leave Act. 
58 _t in JOBS-Prep 

, 
Except for ~e sborter time limits for children ronceived while the mother was receiving assistance. 
Option D is essentially the strategy used in the Family Support Act, though States are currently 
permitted to elect Option C (as noted above, only eight have done so). Option C. wbich would 
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reduce th~ number of exemptions by nearly half from current law, is the strategy used for the cost 
estimates in the hypothetical proposal. 

It is easy Ldetermine the age: of youngest child. but difficult to define disability, Hlness or the need 
to care for a relative for purposes of assignment to JOBS~Prep as opposed to JOBS. Rather than set 
up elaboCilte Federal rules for defining ability to work and then aUditing performance, the Work:ing 
Group may want to recommend that the Federal government set a maximum percentage of the 
caseload which can be placed in JOBS-Prep for reasons other than the age of the youngest chiJd. and 
provide gUidance as to the other criteria for assignment to 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 percent of the total adult ....load in JOBS·Prep.

i 
JOBS Ext....ions 

I 
A related. ,but conceptually distinct question L<; that of extensions. Net aU persons wilt be abJe to 
complete ~e needed education or training programs within two years. For example. some individuals 
with learning disabilities may not be able to obtain a high school degree Or a GED within a two-year 
period. other persons may be enrolled in post-secondary education, such as a four-year college 
degree program. which requires more than two years to complete. Some programs, including school­
to-work p~grams. involve both a period to finish high school and an additional year or mOre of 
postgraduate training. 

There seenb to be little disagreement that persons who are making satisfactOry progress toward 
attaining a high school degree or completing aGED, school..w-work or similar program should be 
granted exti.msions to attain their degrees or complete their programs. Extension policy should also 
be sensitive to the particular clttUmstanCes of recipients. Persons with language difficulties may 
need. for e~ample. to complete an English as a Second Language (ESL) course before they can obtain 
a GED or job training. 

The controtrsiat question is whether a person should be able to receive fut( welfare benefits whiJe be 
or she goeslon to complete a four-year college degree. Those who favor such a proposal emphasize 
that assisting people to obtain a bachelor's degree is the best way ·to ensure that they do not rerum to 
welfare. PUshing people into low·wage positions. which do not bring the famny up to the poverty line 
or offer up~ard mobility may be oounterilroductive. . , 

Those who ~ppose extensions to al10w individuals to complete a four~year college degree note that 
only one-qu~er of a1l high school graduates obtain a bachelor's degree, and that among welfare 
recipients tlie fraction is much lower. They question whether it is fair to use we1fare benefitS to help 
support perSons who are getting four-year degrees when the vast majority of persons paying for that 
support willl never get such a degree. There is also a concern that single parents who receive cash 
assistance w!outd actually have greater access to economic support for higher education than persons 
wbo did oot~become single parents. A partial resolution to this dilemma may emerge if part-time 
work fulfills the wort Obligation. in those circumstances, persons working part time and attending 
school part time would continue 10 be eligible for some supplemental cash support in roost States. 
Another opt~on would be to let States apply for waivers to allow extensions for college. ' 
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As with ~e 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 to persons for attaining a high school diploma or QED or for completing a 
scbool-to-:work or other appropriate education or training program. as well as to persons facing a 
language barrier or other serious obstacle to employment. States could also opt to use extensions for 
persons in post-secondary education, especially persons in work¥study programs., 

We believe that setting the cap at JO 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 HUS ftir additional extensions as an amendment to the State plan if it could demonstrate that its 
caseload is very different from that in the nation as a whole or if it had developed an alternative 
program y,\hich is structured in such a way that additional extensions are required, 

I 
Work.for-:Wages Versus W{)rk~ro ....Welrare 

I 
UnquestioOably the hardest part of designing a time-Hmited welfare system is structuring the work 
program ror persons who have reached the lime limit. The welfare reform effort will focus on 
making work pay, collecting child support, and creating a t'irsHate education, training and placement 
program in order to keep the number of persons reaching the time limit to a minimum. in addition, 
all persons' approaclling the two~year limit will be required to engage in a period of intensive job 
search. Despite these efforts, some persons will hit the time limit without finding a job on their own. 
and work: opportunities must be provided for them. 

The first aAct most visible choice in the WORK program involves work-for-wages versus work ..for­
welfare. Under a work-for-wages plan, the State or locality is required to offer a work opportunity to 
persons who have reached the time limit. Hours and wages are set by the State or locality. Persons 
receive a paycheck. for hoors worked. If the person does not work, he or she does not get paid. In 
principle, P.«son5 are wage earners rather than recipients. In a work-jor-wel!are plan. the person,
continues to receive a welfare cheek but is required to work at a designated community service job as 
a condition lof eligibility for cash benefits. Persons who fail to report for work or who perform 
pooriy can ~ave their welfare benefits reduced, so long as the State can establish that there was no 
good cause fot their absence or poor performance. In effect, under a work-for*welfare plan. WORK 
program participants remain recipients, but they have additional obligations. . 

I 

There seems to be ronsiderable agreement on the strong appeal of a work~for~wages model. The 
structure is Seen as providing a traditional work opportunity with the dignity and the responsibilities 
of a standard work place. Persons would receive wages rather than a welfare check. 

The major Juestion to be resolved is whether Stat~ should be permitted to opt for a work~for-welfare 
model if theY choose to do $0, If me decision is made to allow States to elect a workwfor-welfare 
model, the Administration's plan could bave provisions to encourage States, througb financial 
incentives and technical assistance, to adopt a work·for-wages model. 

, 
Those who argue for allowing States the choice cite two major concerns; implementatiorl and 
recipient prof(!ction. A work-for~wages program of this magnitude for this population has not been 
implemented previously. 
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Under a work-for-wages structure. communities would have to establish a system for linking WORK 
participants with the private sector. as well as with the not~for-protit and public sectors. They would 
need to determine how and by what method to 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 difficult questions involving worker protection. What happens if a 
WORK participant, or his or her child, is sick'? What happens if the adult simply fails to show up for 
work rept:ated1y1 What if the worker feels the work place is dangerous or abusive? We have limited 
real experience to draw on in addressing these concerns. , 

While a work-for·wages model has not been tested on this scale. work-for-welfare has been tried in 
various forms by many States. The payment structure is easy-participants get a welfare check, 
Dispute resolution is handled within the same sanctioning and appeal structure used fOf other disputes 
concerning cash benefits, States still have to find work sites~ but protection 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 benefit it must establish that the person failed to meet his or het work 
obligationS without good cause. Such a test would never be met if a child were sick: or transportation 
broke down. Though few people like the" existing work-for-welfare programs (usually called 
Community Work: Experience Program, CWEP). and evidence regarding their impact on employment 
and earnings is not encouraging. work4or-welfare is a known entity. A number of other welfare 
reform pl~ can for CWEP after two years of transitional assistance. 

Those WhO' argue against aJlO~ing States the optio!1 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 philosophy of the reform plan. They view the implementation 
problems in work~for-wages as difficult, but surmountable, especially if the program initially focuses 
on young~ recipients. As discussed bclow, States would be given enormous flexibility in deciding 
how to implement a work-fur~wages mode1. Moreover. under the phase·in strategy recommended 
above, the number of work slots would grow gradually. due to the targeting of young parents, giving 
States the time they need to design and implement new systems. The scale, rather than the structure, 
of the WOI,tK program may be the primary concern for States. 

I 

Work~for~welfare sends ad'lerse messages to recipients, prospective employers. and the public. 
CWEP slotS are not generally perceived as "real jobs. ~ CWEP participants in arguably one of the 
best run programs (in San Diego) reported that they thought the work requirement was fair, but they 
felt like they were work.ing for free. There is little evidence that persons who go through CWEP 
subse<juently fare better in the work place than poople who were just on welfare. Employers will 
probably never see CWEP experience as serious work experience, No ,regular job pays its employees 
regardless 6f when and whether they show up unless the employer can prove the person did not stay 
out for good cause, Placements are virtuaHy never in the private sector, nor are they likely to be. 
Work~for~wages programs by oontrnst can target private sector employers. Perhaps most importantly. 
without the :responsibiJities of regular wurk and the paycheck tied to performance. there will be far 
less dignity in WORK. 

I 
AdvQCates for a work-far-wages policy note that such a model would distinguish the Administration's 
plan from other proposals and serve to define and delineate Qur vision. A work-for-wages pJan 
wbereby per'sons are given transitional aid and training and then offered a job if they can'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 il very flexible w<)rk-for~wages program, with 
considerable State and local discretion in the operation of the program. Many of the delails would be 
quite conSFiously left to States and toea) communities, who know their own needs and circumstances, 
including labor market conditions, best. 

Part-time: versus Full-time Work Expectations 

The transitionai support program will focus beavily on work. Persons would not be able to ool1ect 
welfare benefits indefinitely without working. But the question remains: should someone who bas 
reached the time limit and is working in a low-wage job, either a WORK position or an unsubsidized 
job, be able to receive cash benefits in addition to wages. jf the family's income is beiow the 
eligibility standard in the State1 

One option is to allow families in which one member is working parHime (20 hours per week: in an 
unsubsidized job) to continue to collect cash assistance. Under this strategy. months in which an 
individual 'was working parHime would not count against the time limit. and persons who had 
reached the time limit and were in WORK positions Of in unsubsidized jobs could collect cash 
benefits ifhtherwise eligible. Also, parHime work would meet the JOBS participation requirement. 

This appro1ach has several advantages. Part-time work may be the most feaSonable standard for single 
parents, esPecially 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 marriedtmothers work, only about 1/3 work: fuU-time all year. and they have help from their 
spouse. Given that at present only 8 percent of adult AFDe recipients presently work at all in a 
given month, getting people to work part-time may be seen as a major accomplishment. Moreover, 
parHime work may serve as a stepping stone to both fuU~time work and to beuCf..p3yingjobs. 
EmPloyers:typkaily have a strong preference for work experience in unsubsidized jobs. 

In addltion~ if wages from WORK assignments could not be supplemented with cash benefits. the 
higher~ben~t States would have to either make their WORK assignments fun~dme or leave people in 
WORK assignments worse off than those who were not working and on assistance (Le .• those who 
had not rea'ched the time limit), It could be both expensive and counterproductive to take people who 
have reach&! the lime limit and are working part-time out of their unsubsidized work (0 place them in 
full-time subsidized WORK slots. 

I 
The curren~ cost estimates assume that parHime work stops the time-limit clock, and consequently 
more poopl~ choose to work parNirne in unsubsidized employment than are doing so nOw. If part­
time work does not stop the clock, the number of WORK poSitions needed might well be higher. 
because pe:SOns who would work part-time white on assistance might give up theIr unsubsidized work 
to obtain education and training within the two~year window. 

• 
Finally. so~e argue that since full~rime work would always be much more financiaJly rewarding than 
part-time Work, persons would already have e.very incentive to work fun-time rather than part-time. 
ParHime workers would generally be poor. even with their supplemental benefits. 

I 

I 
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A second option is to end c.ash assistance entirely at the end of two years and require participation in 
the WORK program, even fO'r the working poor who might still qualify in some States. People in 
WORK slots or unsubsidized part-time work would not he eligible for supplementary benefits, It 
would encOurage people to become self-sufficient, with the help of the EITe. child care and health 
care-rkl.her than continuing to rely on welfare indefinitely. It would seem more equitable to single 
parents wh~o are working full-time to support their children without the benefit of welfare. It might 
aIso be less costly in the long run than the first option. 

A third alttrnative would be to stop the tlme.;imit clock during parHime work: only if the parent had 
a young child, on the grounds that these are the parents most likely to encounter difficulties working 
fun-time ~ well as those for whom chUd care is likely to be the most expensive,,, 
Finally, a fourth alternative could be to leave the decision to the State.fi. whether to stop the clock for 
persons wo1rking part time. ' 

Work ExnlatiQnS in the WORK Program 
I 

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 obviQUS strategy is to calculate the required 
houts of work in the program by dividing Ole cash welfare benefit by the minimum wage. But this 
simple formula raises issues which vary depending on each state's level of benefits. 

,i 
(n low-benefit S~les> dividing cash benefits by the minimum wage yields a very low level of required 
work. In Mississippi, for' example, a mother wiOl two cltildren would be required to work just 10 
hours per week: - hardly a substantial work experience. One solution (consistent only with the work~ 
for-wages nlodel) is simply to set a minimum num~r of hours. In some states, this would mean that 
WORK participants would have more income than peopJe receiving cash assistance only_ Another 
solution (consistent only with the work-for~weifare model) is to include in the formula the value of 
food stamps in addition to cash benefits. Some WQuld argue that it is unfair to require people to work: 
off rion-eash benefits, and this concern is intensified by the fact that this would occur in some states 
but not in others. 

By contrast} in higb~knefit states a different set of issues arises., In these states dividing cash benefits 
by the minimum wage yields a very higb level of required work - more than 35 hours per week:. 
The greater \he number of bours of work, the greater the associated child care costs. and the greater 
the difficulty of developing WORK assignments. Moreover t in some states if no supplemental cash 
benefits were provided, people earning minimum wage in WORK positions would actually be worse 
orf than peoHe receiving cash assistance only. 

I 
Because the issues in setting the number of hours vary depending on each state's levet of benefits~ the 
Working Group may want to recommend giving States flexibiHty to determine.work: hours within a 
reasonable range - say. IS to 35 hours per week:. States would also have flexibility to decide 
whether to provide supplemental cash benefits [0 WORK participants. They eQuid use whatever 
fonnulas or ,criteria they choose. provided that Oley ensure that (l) WORK participants receive at least 
minimum wage, and (2) WORK participants are better off than peopJe receiving cash assistance only, , 
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Disoouraging Extended WORK Participation, 
WORK program jobs are not intendtxl to serve as a substitute for or displace private sector 
placementS. Rather, they are designed to provide temporary. last~resort work for persons who have 
reached the time limit without finding a private sector job. Unless long~term participation is deterred, 
the size of:the WORK program could become prohibitively large. Indeed. the ultimate goal of the 
WORK program is to place people into unwbsidized work. 

There are ~atious ways in which a WORK program can be designed in order to diseourage or prevent 
extended pjuticipation. These include the following provisions: limiting the duration of each 
individual WORK assignment, requiring frequent job search, denying the EITC to WORK program 
participan~ and placing limits on the total length of time poople are allowed to spend in WORK 
assignmentS,, 
Limitjng the duration Qf individual WORK assignments and fQUQWing them with intensive job search. 
There is little disagreement that individual WORK placements ought [0 be limited in duration to 
perhaps 12imonths. This limit is designed t() prevent participants from becoming attached to 
particular shbsidized jobs. Of course, there would be strong encouragement to and incentives for 
employers ~o hire WORK. participants as unsubsidized employees before or at the end of the 12 
months, Before and after eacb WORK assignment, job search would be required. 

DenYing thi BITe to WORK program participants. Perhaps the best way to ensure that peop1e dQ not 
eschew priv.ate sector jobs for WORK positions is to make certain that any private sector position 
pays better ~an a WORK job. Though there are various mechanisms for accomplishing this, one of 
the easiest is to deny the EZTe for money earned in the subsidized WORK assignments. Sino.::e 
WORK slo~ are already subsidized, it could be argued that it wo.uld nOt be appropriate to offer the 
additional s~bsidy of the EITC. There would be some administrative eomplexity to treating earnings 
received while a WORK participant differently from other earnings. , 

Some argue~that jf persons are being expected to worle in real jobs they ought to receive the same 
benefits as other workers. They believe that limits on the duration of WORK assignments. frequent 
job search and the possibility of promotion wi1l1ead people to mOVe toward private wvrk without the, 
need for special "penalties" for WORK workers. 

Others argue that without such a requirement. the WORK program will not truly be a last resort for 
those unable to find unsubsidized jobs. ,, 
Requiring aCceptance of anY nrivate sector tob offer. Both JOBS and WORK program participants 
would be re4uired to- accept any offer of an unsubsidized job, pl'Ovided tile job met certain health and 
safety standa'rds. Ot be denied assistance or a WORK job for several months. After two refusals, the, 
person might be permanently denied access to a WORK. assignment. Some argue that such provisions 
are unnecessary. hard to administer and potentially unfair, especially if the BITe is denied to WORK 
workers. 

I 
I . 

Limiting the total time ~Dle can b~ in the WORK program. Another way to limit WORK 
participation:would be to time limit WORK, just as welfare is time-limited. Those who favor limiting 
the total Jength of time in WORK assignments to two or three years argue that other persons are not, 

I 
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guaranteed paid work if they cannot find it on their own. Theoretically. persons could stay in the 
WORK p~ogram for many years. and such extended WORK participation is seen by some as creating 
a work entitlement that may become as unpopular as welfare is now. 

A second Lgument involves the best use of resources. WORK slots require resources for job 
creation ~d child care. If people have been in the WORK program for twO years and in the JOBS 
program for two years prior to that, resources. including WORK positions, might be better focused 
on other recipients, 

I 

The biggeSt problem with limiting the duration of WORK participation is deciding what to do when 
individuals hit such a WORK time limit. One strategy would be to have individual evaluations for 
those who~reach the WORK time limit to dedde whether they should be returned to JOBS-Prep, have 
their welfare benefit.l) reduced if they are job ready. or be classified as- permanently deferred. Such a 
strategy wOuld ensure that WORK slots were preserved for those first reaching the time limit. One 
need not require States to limit WORK assignments; one might only provide the flexibUity to do so. 
Other welfare refonn proposals allow States to terminate or reduce pubHc assistance after 3 years in 
CWEP. I 

, 
Opponents)argue that there is. no justification for limiting participation in the WORK program. 
especially jf WORK participants are denied the EITC. If all the provisions listed above for limiting 
the length of WORK limiting prQvisions were adoptoo, anyone stU! eligible for a WORK assignment 
after, say, '2 or 3 years would have successfully met all WORK requirements in seveta1 different 
placements

l
, been througb 3 or 4 intensive searches for unsubsidlzed employment, not refused any 

private sector job offer and would be seeking a WORK assignment even though any private sector job 
opportunity would pay 40 percent more and probably offer a better future. 

Opponents lof WORK time limits argue that such poople would most likely be individuals who 
genuinely could not find any private sector employment either because they lived in a weak labor 
market, or because they could not, despite their best efforts, successfully compete for available jobs. 
Denying them the opportunity to participate in the WORK program would very likely cause their 
incomes to !fal) sharply. potentially putting the faIntly at serious risk of .bomelessness or other crises. 
Virtually oone of these families would bave had incomes above the poverty line while they were in 
the WORKI program. Urness we are willing to provide cash benefits without a work expectation for 
people whd are no longer eligible for the WORK program, we would be placed in the position of 
denying support to persons who had demonstrated a willingness to work. Finally, there is the 
question of1what would happen tD people who had exhausted both their lOBS 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 families? 

Time-limitl!lg participation in the WORK program would not have any effect on cost estimates in the 
five-year COst estimation window used for the budget, Since it will likely take States tWQ years to 
begin imple!nenting the program. even a strict two-year limit on JOBS fullowed by a Strict tWO~year 
limit on WORK would not affect anyune fur six years. Since most people dQ not stay on welfare 
continuous!yfot four years, in most cases it would not have any effect for seven or eight years. 
Eventualty.lhowever. sudt limits on WORK could bave a significant impact. Unfortunately, we have 
no information on the extent to wbkh extended stays in the WORK program will be a problem, nor 
any understanding of what would be the reasons for such extended stays. The issue could be revisited 
in later yeru:s if extended speUs in WORK became a problem, 
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Individual Economic Development 

As part of the welfare reform effort, we will be exploring a range of strategies, above and beyond 
education ~d job [raining, to help recipients achieve selfwsufficiency. Microenterprise development 
and incent!ves for saving will be among the compl.!mentary approacbes to be examined. The 
hypothetiqtI welfare refotm plan includes two individual economic development demonstration 
programs.;one testing the effect of Individual Development Accounts on savings and another 
attempting to encourage persons on assistance to start microenterprises (small businesses), Raising 
the asset limit fur eligibility for cash benefits to $10,000 for savings accounts designated for specific 
putpOscs such as purchase of a first home is also under consideration. 

I 
An Individual Development Account (lOA) would be a special type of savings account, in which 
savings bylrecipients would be matched by Federal government dollal'S. Savings from an IDA, 
inciuding both the individual's share and the matehing dollars. could oruy be withdrawn for a limited 
number of'purposes. including paying for education ot training. starting a business or purchasing a 
home. The IDA demonstration will attempt. through a randomized evaluation, to determine the effect 
of such savings incentives on both asset a~cumutation and movement toward self·sufficiency, 

i 
The hypothetical reform plan also includes a demonstration program to promote self.-employment 
among welfare recipients by providing access to both mkroloan funds and to technical assistance in 
the areas of obtaining loans and starting businesses. The demonstration, whkh will. as above, be a 
random assignment study, will explore the extent to which self-employment can serve as a route to 
self..guffici~ncy for recipients of cash assistance. 
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ADDENDUM: EXPANDED JOBS AND TIME-LIMITED CASH ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
DESIGN I 

! 

A greatly ~xpanded JOBS program will be the centerpiece of the new transitional assistance program. 
JOBS will be a ly,.'O~year job searcl1. education. training and job placement program designed to help 
welfare reCipients secure employment and achieve se1f~sufficiency. While individuals are in JOBS. 
they will be eligible for cash assistance. FoIlowing is the recommended ex-panded program design, 

I 
AdministratiQn. As under current law, State welfare agendes will administer the cash assistance and 
expanded J,OBS program under broad Federal guidelines. States will have to submit a JOBS ptan, 
which has been developed and coordinated with relevant employment. training, and educational 
programs ih the State. to the Secretary of HHS for approvaL

I 
funding. As under current law, Federal matching funds for JOBS will be available as a capped 
entitlement', 

I 
Actiyities, 1New entrants will be assessed and then enter into an agreement with the agency 
administering the JOBS program that stresSes the mutual responsibilities of recipient and agency under 
a time~limited assistance program, The focus will be on the activities and services that the individual 
needs in or}1er to achiev~ self""5ufficiency. States will have the option to require persons applying for 
assistance to engage in job search from the date of application. 

State JOss!services and activities will be largely those provided under current law, including 
education. training, CWEP and other work activities, job development and job placement. A key 
aspect of tile plan is to increase coordination and integration of JOBS with mainstream education and 
training programs and initiatives. Current limitations on the duration of job seMcb within the lOBS 
program will be re1axed to promote employment. ' 

Recipients ~hO are within 45·90 days of reaching their tW(}-year time limit will be required to engage 
in job search at that point. . " 

i, 

Participation standards, The tlew transitionaJ assistance program will be phasiXHn gradually over 
several years. At fun implementation. minimum State JOBS participation rales will be Significantly , 
higber than:the currenUate. The definition of panicipation will be expanded to include a broader 
range of activities that promote self.~mfficiency. 

I 
I 

Sanctions. :We are considering strengthening the sanctions for failure to participate in the JOBS 
program. One option would be to adopt the APWA recommendation that the sanction be set at 25% 
of the total 'of cash benefits plus Food Stamps., 
F.Jlrn~baek: provjsions. Recipients who leave lOBS and transitional assistance for regular unsubsidized 
employmen~ before reaching the two-year limit but subsequently Jose their jobs will be able to return 
to the transitional assistance ptogram. PerSons who have left welfare can eatn back potential months 
of assistance for time in which they were out of the welfare system. 

! 

lQBS~Pw,l Recipients who are not able to work or to participate in a JOBS education or training 
program wi·U be assigned to 10BS·Prep and expected to do something to contribute to themselves and 

I 
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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 chitdren. 
Persons assigned to Ole JOBS-Prep program would not be subject to a time limit unless and until they 
entered the JOBS program, The percentage of the caseload that States could place in the 10BS~Prep 
program will be limited . 

•
I 

ExtensiQIlS. Stales will be permitted to grant a limited number of extens.ions of the time limit for 
completion of education or training programs and in other appropriate circumstances, It is. proposed 
that States be allowed to extend a maximum of 10 percent of their QiSeload at anyone time. Under 
special circumstances. States could be permitted to exceed the cap on extensions. 

I 

25 




, , 

~ DRAFT-For DiSGussion Only 
If>' 

ADDENDUM: WORK·FOR·WAGES PROGRAM DESIGN 

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

Administration, 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 a WORK advisory panel with 
membership from labor, business and community organizations. To be resolved: membership and 
links to Private Industry Councils (PICs) and Workforce Investment Boards (\V1Bs). The adVisory 
panel would have to approve the WORK plan.

i 
Funding. JFor each WORK placement. States would receive a flat amOlltlt for administrative costs and 
would be teimbufsed for wages paid (hours times wage) according to a specified set of matching 
rules. Federal matching rates would significantly decline the longer the person stayed in the WORK 
program as a further incentive for States to move people into unsubsidized work:. Additiona1 monies 
or a higher match might be available to States in times of reeession., 

Placernen~. Placements in private sector' establishments would be strongly preferred. States would 
be free to negotiate contracts with private companies. placement services, community organizations. 
State and I~ government agencies, and other organizations to accept or place WORK participants in 
exchange for payments from the government. Private sector placements would require thal at least 
some portion of the wage be paid by the employer. 

In additjonl~ a major effort would be undertaken ?\,ith State and Federal government agencies to find 
job placern'ents through existing initiatives and program expansions such as child ure. Head Stan. 
centers, housing rehabilitation projects, Empowerment Zones, and many others. 

I 
National S~rviee 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 
Placements:. In addition, National Service workers could be used to help work with and supervise 
WORK participants in community service activities. ,> • 

, 

!...Displacement. Language to be developed, with National Service non-displacement language serving 
as the base: 

.. Hours. Houts would be set by the State~-a minimum of 15 hours and a maximum of 35 hours. 
States would be free to use whatever criteria they choose in deciding upon hours so long as each hour 
of work was paid, , 

, 
States coul~ choose to offer anything from parHime to full-time work. If the WORK job paid less 
dlan the family would have received in cash benefits (before reaching the time limit) the State would , 
be tequired'to pay a supplement (see below). Requiring full~dme work would be considerably more 
expensive. toore than doubling the cost of the WORK program and complicating the job creation 
problem oohsiderably. Particularly f.or mothers with young children, full~time work may not be 
deemed appropriate or practical by the local community. 

i 

I 
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C Wages. working conditions. and benefits. WORK assignments W(}uld have to pay at least the 
higher of the Federal and any State or local minimum wage. but States and localities could choose to 
set a higher wage rate in specific cases. An argument can be made that on the grounds of .equity, 
total compensation (including any subsidized child care and other benefits) paid to individuals in 
WORK asSIgnments would have to be similar to the compensation paid to other workers in the same 
job (taking experience and skiUs into account). Sid: rules and absentee policy would be the same as 
that of similar workers in the establishment. States would set or negotiate such rules in cases in , 
which a nl:':w organization or establishl1?ent was being formed to employ WORK participants. 
Workers cOmpensation 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, Unempl<ty­
ment insur.ance payments, however. would not be required. 

SUDDlemJIll jUPPO!l, If expected WORK program earnings net of work expens'" were less than 
would hav~ been received by a non-working family on cash al>Slstance. the State WQu)d be required to 
pay the difference as a supplemental benefit. Note that such a supplemental benefit would nev!';r be 
higher than the supplement that \\'Ould be paid undet transitional assistance fur somOOne with the same 
earnings in

t 
a private sector job. 

I 
~ Tl'ealrrw;~t of earnings from WORK program for other @¥cmment benefits, For purposes of 
determini~g~eligibility atJd benefits for other government programs, the foUowing rules would apply; 

• 	 Fo~ purposes of calculating food stamp, housing and other benefits, wages paid under the 
WORK program would be m~ated as earnings. Benefits WQuld be calculated on a 3*month 
prospective basis under the assumption that the person were going to work the full number of 
ho~rs assigned. No increases in food stamps or supplemental benefits would occur if the 
person did not work the required hours, provided he or she did not have good cause (e.g., a 
serious fitness) for the missed work. 

• 	 Earnings. received under the WORK program would nOt be eligible for the EITC and would 
not' be induded in adjustoo gross income for tax purposes. This provision is designed to 
ens~lre that private unsubsidized work would always be significantly more attractive than 
'AlDRK. 

I 
kimits on the duq!tiQn of each nlacement with freguent requirements fur superviSed IoU search. 
WORK slotS are designed to be temporary, available only when people really cannot find private 
sector work'. Each individual placement would be limited to no more than 12 months as a subsidized 
placement aPd would have to be preceded and foIlowed by a period 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. 

I 
'" Required a£~®tance of any private sector job offer. WORK program participants would be 
required to accept any unsubsidized job offer or be denied a WORK job for severa] months. After 
two refu.sa1s~ the person might be pennanenlJy denied access to a WORK assignment 

Tracking of lD,ao;ement and reteo\iQD reoords. States would be required to maintain records on the 
rate at which WORK workers are retained by their WORK employers or placed in unsubsidized. jobs 
by placement services. States would be expected to give preference for contracting with the WORK 
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program to the employers and placement services with the best performance. At a future date, the 
S«retary of HHS may impose retention or placement standards. 

Returns [0' JOBS-Prep. Persons who became temporarily in or faced a major new impediment to 
work cou1d seele to be re~evaluated and plated in the JOBS~Prep program until such lime as the State 
deemed them ready to work. Persons in this status would count against the limit on JOBS-Prep 
placemen~ . 

• Insufficient WORK slots_ In cases where there are insufficient WORK slots, first preference would 
go to peop.Ie just reaching the time limit. States would be required to pay ongoing cash benefits to 
persons who were not pJaced in WORK asSignments, and States would be reimbursed for such 
benefits at ,3 significantly reduced match. The reduced match might be waived in periods of high 
local unemployment.

I . 


I
• 
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MAKING WORK PAY/CHILD CARE 

BUILDING BLOCKS: EITC AND HEALTH CARE REFORM 
, 

A crudal 'component of welfare refonn based on work and responsibility is making work pay. 
Although they are not discussed in this paper, wurking family tax cre<Jits and health reform are two of 
the three major components of making work pay. Last summer's $2l billion expansion of the Earned 
Income Tax Credit (BITe) was a major step toward making it possible for iow~wage workers to 
support themselves and their famili~ 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 parent with two or more cl1Hdren. 
The welfare reform proposal will include provisions to make sure the EITe can be delivered on a 
regular, a~vance-payment basis tbrougbout the year. 

The next critica1 step is ensuring that all Americans have health insurance \:Overage. Many recipients 
are trapped on welfare by their inabil ity to find or keep jobs with health benefits that provide the 
security tbiey need. And too often, poor, DOn-working families on welfare have better health coverage 
than poor) working families. The President's health care reform plan will provide universal access to 
health car~ ensuring that nO' one wilt have to fear losing health coverage and choose welfare instead 
of' work t~ ensure that their children have health insurance, Both the EITe expansion and health care 
reform will help support workers as they leave welfare to maintain their Independence and seif~ 
sufficiency_

I 	 ' 

The key missing component for making work pay is subsidized child care. In order for families, 
especially singte"'Patent families, to be able to work and prepare themselves for work, they need care 
for their children. In addition to ensuring child care for participants in the transitional assistance 
program :Utd for those whO' transition off welfare, child care subsidies will be made available to low­
income working families who have never been on welfare. 

I 
There are two major issues as we think about cilild care in the context of welfare reform: 

• 	 Holw much subsidized child care should be made available, and for whom'? 

I 
• 	 What investments and/(lr requirements should be put in place to improve the quality of 


child care and the roordination of child care programs funded under different 

mechanisms? 


ISSUE: HOW MUCH CHILD CARE AND FOR WHOM! 

There are three categories of low-income families with child care needs that we ought to consider: 
I 

• 	 Families in JOBS. working parHime, or in WORK 
i 

• 	 F~iJies in a transition period. having just worked their way off assistance or the . 

WOR.K program 
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• 	 Families working without havjng ever been on welfare or worKing beyond a transition 

period. 


All three categories have legitimate claims on child care subsidies. Families who are required to 
participate in JOBS are currently guaranteed child eare. and rightly so, People who are working but 
still on welfare have their child care subsidized through disregards in their AFDC and food stamp 

, benefi!5~ and sometimes through subsidies. We propose to continue current guarantees of child care 
subsidies for these categories of recipients. People in the WORK program are like welfare recipienU5 
in that they are work.ing as a oondition of receiving continued support. they are working at the 
minimum ,wage, and they are not receiving the EITC. The proposal would guarantee their child care. 
just as it is guaranteed for JOBS and AFDC participants.. 	 . 

Under current law, people who move off welfare and are working are guaranteed subsidized child 
care for alyea.r in order to ease the transition, We propose to oontinue that guarantee for participants 
in the transitionaI assistance program who move into private sectOr work:. 

It is hard to argue, however, that tow~inoome working families whQ are not on welfare or are 
transitioni~g off welfare are less needing or deserving of child care subsidies than people who are on 
welfare. ~t seems quite inequitable to provide cbild care subsidies to one family and to deny them to 
another whose drcums~nces are identical except for the fact that the first family is or has been on 
welfare. 1 

L 
The cruci~ issue to be decided is the size and shape of a child care subsidy program for the working 
poor, This program shou1d almost certainly be designed as a capped entitlement. There are three 
basic options, which reflect different overall levels of resources and different targeting strategies. 

I 
Capped Entitlement: FuU-&rvice Level 

I,. 
If we genuinely want to make work: pay, to make work more attractive than welfare. and to maintain 
equity benYeet1 those who have and have not been on welfare, it IS important that child care subsidies 
be available for the working poor. independent of their prior welfare status. The ideal approach, if 
resourCes ~ere no constraint, would be to guarantee a child care subsidy to all .working poor families 
who need it, with a reasonable ceiling on cost per child. The cost of such a full~service entitlement is 
estimatoo to be between $2 and $3 biUion per year of net new Federal and State spending. 

I 	 . 

This esti~e is very uncertain, Because it is based on current usage, it does not reflect potential: 
changes iniwork behavior and child care choices that might result if new subsidies were available. 
The estimate may, therefore, underestimate actual costs. On the other hand, experience to date 
suggests that actual child care usage is often much lower than planners predict; based on this 
expet'ience~ the estimate could be tOO high. Because of the great uncertainty of the estimates of 
providing subsidized cl1iJd care for the work.ing poor, however, it seems unwise at this point to 
establish an uncappoo entitlement which could potentially beroIlle quite expensive. 

The logical alternative is a capped entitlement set at a level that reflects available resources. Capping 
the entjtle~ent guarantees that spending will not ex.ceed the specified limit 
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We sugg~t a funding level at less than full service in order to reflect available resources. The 
proposal is for $2.0 billion in 1999. with a five-year cost of $5.0 billion. This is less than our 
estimates:for full service, and therefore, requires some method of allocatioll. 

Auocatink a Capped Entitlement: State Discretion 

The most!obviOUS way of structuring II capped entitlement to child care for the working poor. whether 
at the fullwService level or at a lower level, is to allot available funds to the Stales and aJlow them to 
use the fu!nds for services to families as they see fit. This approach should work very well if the 
funds are 'set at the full~service leve1. At a lower funding level, however. a problem arises because 
die funds 'may no! meet actuaJ demand. and criteria for determining which families to serve are 
difficult to set. Child care subsidies tend, therefore. to be distributed inequitably, often 00 the basis 
of a first-rome. first-served strategy that cannot address relative need, 

Allocating a Copped Entitlement: Targeleil
I . 

An alternative would be a targeted capped entitlement, Because it would be capped, spending levels 
w,ouid be ~ntroUed, But if it were targeted to a population sub~group. and set at a level that was 
estimated to be sufficient to serve that sub~group> the allocation problem of the full~serviee, capped 
entitlement oouId be all~viated. The question. therefore, is whether there is a sub~group that could be 
targeted th1at makes sense programmatically and that could be served with a reasonable resource 
allocation.~ 

I, . 
One possibility is to target young families, along the same lines and for the same reasons that we are 
targeting y~ng AFOC applicants and recipients for phasing in the transitional assistance program. 
This strategy has many attractive features, It can be justified on the same grounds that we justify the 
focus in tile transitional program-investing in young families, It also addresses the problem of equity 
between wclfare 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 on welfare. The disadvantage of this kind of targeting, obviously, is that it denies services 
to older mOthers simply on the basis of their birth date. Focusing child care subsidies on young 
mothers m~y send a wrong message about the desirability of deferring parenthood. ,, 
The estimated additional costs of child care subsidies for young families are about 5750 million per 
year, Our 'suggested funding level would, theteforet be sufficient to serve all young families and a 
portion of older families,,, 

, 
QUAllTY, AND COORIlINATION ISSUIlS, 
The issue 0'£ quality versus quantity in cbild care has a long and contentious history. At one extreme 
are those wbo argue that child care subsidies should only be available for care.that moots Federally~ 
defined qu3tity standards. that professional group care should be preferred Over informal care, and 
that rates should be set in such a way that expensive care is not only eligible fOf subsidy but is 
encouraged: At the other ex.treme are those who argue that child care subsidies should be available 
for any kind of care that Ute parent can find, with a strong preference for inexpensive and informal, 
care. ' 
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Head Start 
I 

Fortunately, some agreements and accomroodations in the Head Start program have been emerging 
that can!guide an approacb to child care, Nearly everyone agrees that Head Start, with its high 
quality Comprehensive approach to child development, should be the preferred :.ervice for as many 
three-~ four~year--olds as possible, with supplemental child care as needed. This Administration's 
commitment to expanding Head Start, and to developing more fuJl--day and full-year Head Start slots, 
wiU ensure that as many as 1,000,000 low~income children in 1999 will be served by Head Start. , 
Parftltal Choice and State Oversight 

, 
Recent t.:bild care legislation has been based on the consensus that for other child care arrangements. ' 
parents should have nearly unlimited choice, constrained only by State regulations and by minimum 
health and safety standards. The general principle is that providers who receive subsidies should meet: 
State licensing or registration standards and that parents should be informed about their child care 
cboices. IProviders that are exempt from State regulatory standards (most States exempt baby~sitting 
and small in-home care arrangements for two or three children~ and some States exempt sectarian and 
other providers of more formal care) would be required to register with the State and to meet State­
defined r~uirements for the prevention and control of infectious diseases, building and physical 
premise ~afety and minimum health and safety training of providers, 

Investm~ts in QUality and Supply 

A third ~int of general agreement is that some funds ought to be available for investments in child 
care qual~ty and supply. We propose setting aside a portion of child care funds for the foIlowing: 
resource and referral programs; grants or loans to assist in meeti;llg State and local standards; 
monitoring of compliance with licensing and regulatory requirements; training and technical assistance 
to providers; and enhancements to compensation for providers. We also propose to ensure that 
tnlinillg and technical assistance are available to enable welfare recipients. including JOBS and 
WORK participants. to become Head Start and child care providers. These programs should be an 
important' source of private sector jobs and of WORK program slots for people moving off welfare. , 
Rates 

In general, States pay subsidies for child care equal (0 actual cost. up to some maximum, This 
maximum" should be set in a way that retlects reasonable costs of care, It should also be the same 
across child care programs and payment mechanisms to refle<:t current market conditions and be 
dermed in such a way that it can vary automatically over time and possibly reflect gengrnphicaJ 
differenceS in prices. 

Program Coordination 
\ 

Finally, ~ere is agreement that child care programs and funding streams should be designed in ways 
that are easy to administer and appear "seamless" to parents. This can be achieved both through 
program ~nsolidation, when possible, and through coordination of rules, procedures and automated 
systems, Because of fiscal and political difficulties full oon&Q1idation is very difficult to achieve; 
nonetheleSs. rull coordination ought to be an important goal. 

I 
I 
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PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 
AND PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY 

i 
The best way (0 end welfare dependency is to eliminate the need for welfare in the first place. High 
rates of fe1male-headed family formation and the startlingly high poverty fates of those families lie 
behind QuI-large and growing welfare rolls, We are approaching the point when one out of every 
three babies in America will be born to an unwed mother. and the majority of these wiU receive 
welfare at,some point. Births to school~age unwed motbers ate an espedaUy enduring tragedy. Too 
many children are not receiving financial support from both their parents. This tOO contributes to 
rates of welfare receipt that are much higher than we would like. 

Concern over the dramatic increases in out-Qf~wedlock births has led some commentators to advocate 
largely punitive solutions. The most extreme of these would cut off welfare for unwed mothers, a 
~Cure" that might wetl have- disastrous effects on the children of these motherst increase the need for 
spending o.n foster care and orphanages, and potentially increase. the numbet of abortions. 

We believe that the best prevention strategy is one that focuses on parental responsibility and provides 
opportunities for exercising it, supplemented by increased family planning efforts and demonstrations 
of service programs aimed at preventing teen pregnancy. We believe that very clear and consistent 
messages about parenthood, and the ensuing responsibilities whicll win be enforced, hold the- best 
chance of encouraging young people to think about the consequences of their actions and defer 
parenthood·, A boy who sees his brother required to pay l? percent of his income in child support for 
18 years m:ay think twice about becoming a father. A girl who knows that young motherhood will 
not relieve her of obligations to five at home and go to school may prefer other choices. 

The curren~ welfare system sends very different messages, often Jetting fathers off the hook and 
expecting little from mothers. We bope and expect that a refonned system that strongly reinforces 
the responsibilities of both parents will help prevent too-early parenthood. 

, 
Along witl( responsibility. though, we must support opportunity..Telling young people to be 
responsible, will not be effective unJess we also provide them the means to exercise responsibility and 
the hope th~.t playing by the rules will lead to a betteT life. Both our child suppo-n proposals and our 
trans.itional1assistance proposals are designed to offer opportunity to work and prepare ror work. and 
are built on the experience of effective progt'amS. However, the knowledge base fur developing 
effective programs that prevent lO(rearty parenthood is much less solid. Our strategy ~ therefore, 
emphasi:z:es[trying many approacbes and learning about which are most effective. 

, 
Our approaCh has five components:

I 
• Child support enforcement , 

1 

• Responsibilities of school-age parents 

• Responsible family planning 
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• Learning from comprehensive preventlon approaches 
I, 

• Supporting two~parent families., 

CHIlD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

I 
A strengthened approach to child support enforcement bolds both parents responsible for supporting 
chUdren. !It makes dear to fathers. as well as to mothers, that parenthood brings with it clear 
obligatio~. and that tbe.>;e obligations wilt be enforced, with serious and predictable consequences. 
The child support enforcement reform proposal has three major elements: 

• Estab:lish awards in every case 

• Ensure fair award Jevcls 

I 
• CoUect awards that are owed, , 

F"tablisb IAwards in Every Cos. 

(lur goal is to establisb paternity for all out-of-wedlock binhs. This would be accomplished by 
offering states performance-based incentives for all paternities established:, whether or not the mother 
is currently on wet fare, expanding the in-hospital paternity establishment provisions enacted as part of 
OBRA 1993, and expanding education and outreach efforts to stress that having.a child is a tw()~ 
parent responsibility. , 

The propQ~aI streamlines the legal process for establishing paternity, enabling States to establish 
paternity much more quickly. This would be accomplished by requiring "up front" COOperation (prior 
to receipt Of welfare benefits)1 by establishing clear responsibility for the IV-O agency to make the 
cooperatio~ and sanction determination. and by simplifying the process by which paternity is 
established. 

I 
The f~ponsibi1ity for paternity establishment would be clearly delineated. Mothers would be 
required td cooperate. in establishing paternity as a condition of receipt of welfare. This strict 
cooperation requirement would require the mother to provide both the name of the father and 
information sufficient to- verify the identity of the person named, (Good cause exceptions would be 
granted only under narrow circumstances.) In turn, the States would have a clear responsibility to 
establish paternity when the mother has fully oooperated. We propose that Ute States be held fully 
responsib~e for the cost of ben~fits paid to mothers whQ have cooperated fully but for whom paternity 
bas not been established within a strictly defined time frame. 

While the proposal is very tough and strict in its approach to paternity establis~ment. it does OOt 
punish mothers who cooperate fully. Applicants must meet the new stricter cooperation requirement 
prior to ,hJ receipt ofbenefits, but when the mother has fully cooperated and provided complete 
infonnation. the burden shifts to the Stale to establish paternity. In contrast. some have proposed that 
the motherlmust have paternity established prior to receipt of benefits. The mother who has done 
everything fhat can be expected of ber is unfairly penalized under this approach for the State's 

, 
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inaction or inefficiency in getting paternity established. She could be denied benefits for a tong time 
through no 

, 
, fault of her own. 
, 

Ensure Fair Award Levels 
I, 

The propOsal would establish a National Guidelines Commission to study and report to Congre..<os on 
the adequacy of award levels, the variability of award levels and the desirability of national' 
guidelineS. 

The propqsal would alSQ fe<Juire universal, periodic updating of awards so that all awards would 
dosely reflect the current ability of the noncustodial parent to pay support. States must establish 
simplified 'administrative procedures to update the awards, 

In addition, present child support distribution rules would be <:banged to strengthen families and assist 
families making the transition from welfare to work. 

I ,
Collect Awards that are Owed 

I 

The proPO~al seeks to develop a child support system fur the 21st century. An States must maintain a 
central registry and centralized roJlection and disbursement capability. States must be able to monitor 
suppOrt 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 taking advantage of computers and automation to handle these measures using mass ca..t;e~ 

processing:techniques. A higher Federal match rate would be provided to implement new 
technologies. 

i 
To improv~ coUections in interstate cases, a Federal Child Support Enforcement Clearinghouse would 
be created 'to track parents across Stale lines. This would include a National Directory of New Hires 
so that wage withholding could be instituted in appropriate cases from the first paycheck, The 
adoption of the U nifonn Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA) and other me.asU(es would make 
procedures'in interstate cases more routlne. In addition. the IRS role in fun ooUecdon.~ and tax 
refund offsets would be strengthened. and access to IRS income and asset information would be 
expanded. I 
States also yo'ouid be provided with the tools they need, such as the authority to revoke licenses and 
access other data bases, so that the <:hild support enforcement system is able to crack down on those 
ooncustodiaJ parents who otherwise find ways to avoid payment of their support obligations. For 
instance, frequent and routine matches would be made agaiost appropriate data bases to find location. 
asset, and income information on those who try to hide in order to escape payment. 

I 
The Fe<Jeral funding and incentive structure would be changed in order to provide the necessary 
resources fur States to run good programs. and performance-based incentives would be utilized to 
reward States for good performance.

I 
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l<mue: Child Support EnfQrcement and As.~urance (CSEA) 

For child~ren to achieve real economic security and to avoid the need for welfare, they ultimately need 
support from both parents. The proposals deseriboo above are designed to collect as much money 
from absent parents as possible. But what happens when little or no money is ooll~ed from the 
noncustodial parent either because the cbild suppOrt enforcement system is ineffective, or because the 
absent patent is unabIe to contribute much due to low earnings? In those circumstances, a child 
support enforcement and assurance system would guarantee that the custodial parent gets some 
a.'iSured level of child support. even when collections from the noncustodial parent fall below that 
level. 'QIus. single parents with a child suppon award in place could «lunt on some level of child 
support which, since the benefit is not income-tested, they could then use to supplement their 
earnings. ; Numerous State and national reform commissions (including the National Commission on 
Cbildren)!have called for demonstrations of this concept., 
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 fr~m the noncustodial parent, but from the assured child suppon payment if the noncustodial 
parent fails to pay, then they can build a reliable combination of their own earnings plus child 
support. This approacb would offer single parents real economic security. CSEA is not unlike 
unemplo~t insurance for intact families. When an absent parent becomes unemployed or cannot 
pay child support; the child still has some protection. And since CSEA is not income-tested. there 
are no rep'orting requirements, no welfare offices. no benefit offsets and no welfare stigma. ,
Proponents 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 
goes to w~rk. she can couot on her child support payments~ thus. the rewards from working rise 
considerably. Essentially. all of the net new eosts of a CSEA protection program would go for 
supporting custodial parents who are off welfare and working. Proponents also argue that if CSEA 
protection is provided only to people who have a child support award in place, women win have 
much more incentive to cooperate in the identification and location of the noncustodial father. since 
they can cOunt on receiving benefits, Finally, proponents argue that the program-would focus more 
attention on the importance of noncustodial parents providing economic support to their children. 
States might also experiment with tying the assured payment to work Or to participation in a training 
program by the noncustodial parent, and with other incentives to encourage noncustodial parents to 
pay child support. 

Opponents worry that CSEA would dilute the pressure to actually collect child support and would 
increase ,incentives to form single-parent families. If mothers can count on the money regardless of 
whether the State actuaJly ooUectS the amOunt owed. less effort may he put into col1ections. States 
may choos~ not to try to increase collections, especially if the Federal government is paying for 
CSEA. ~ere is .aJso a danger that CSEA would be seen as welfare by another name. since it is a 
souree of s~pport for singte parents, Some oppOnents also argue that there would be fewer incentives 
for absent parents to pay child suppon since their children are assured of some level of support even 
if they fail to pay.

I 

I 
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l55ue: Enhanclng ResponsIbility and Opportunity for Noncustodial Parent.. 

Under the present system, the needs, C()ncerns and responsibilities of noncustodial parents are often 
ignored.: The system needs to focus more attention on this population and send the message that 
"fathers matter". We ought to encourage noncustodial parents to remain involved in their children's 
lives-not drive them further away. The well-being of children who live only with one parent would 
be enhanced if emotional and financial support were provided by both of their parents, 

I 
Ultimately. the system's expectations (if mothers and fathers should be parallel. Whatever is expected 
of the mother should be expected of the father. and whatever ooucation and training opportunities are 
provided to custodial parents. similar opportunities sbould be available to noncustodial parents who 
pay their' child support and remain involved in the Jives of their children. If they can improve their 
earnings capacity and maintain relationships with their children, they could be a soutce of both 
financial land emotional support, , 

Much neixls to be leamed about noncustodial parents. partly because we have focused relatively tittle 
attention on this population in the past. and we know Jess about what types of programs would work, 
We propOse the following approaches: ' 

! 
Work QvV.ortunities and obligations for ooncustodial varenti1 A portion of JOBS and WORK program 
funding would be reserved for training, work readiness. educational remediation and mandatory work, 
programs for noncustodial parents of AFDC recipient children who cannot pay child support due to 
u'nemptoYment. underemployment or other employability problems. In addition, States may have an 
option for mandatory work programs for noncustodial parents. States would have CQnsiderable 
flexibility: to dC;&ign their own programs. 

Grants for access and parenting programs. We propose grants to" States for programs which reinforce 
the desirability for children to bave continued access to and visitation by both parents. These 
programsdnclude mediation (both voluntary and mandatory). counseling> education, development of 
parenting lplans. visitation enforcement including monitOring, supervision and neutral drop-off and 
pick-up, and development of guidelines for visitation and alternative custody arrangements. 

.. ,I 
We also plropose demonstration grants to States and/or communjty~based organizations to develop and 
implemen~ noncuslodial..parent (fathers) components iu conjunction with existing programs for high­
risk families (e.g. Head Start, Healthy Start, family preservation. teen pregnancy and prevention). 
These wo~ld promote responsible parenting, including the importance of paternity establishment and 
economic security for children and the development of parenting skills, ,, 
RESPONSIBILITIES OF SCIlOOJ.,.AGE PARENTS 

I 
The program of transitional assistance followoo 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 to prepare for and go to work. Uke the child support provisions. the obligations inherent in 
the. prog~ send a clear message about the consequences of parenthood, ensuring that welfare toceipt 
does not release either parent from their responsibilities to work and support their children, 

I 
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Minor momers, those under age IS, have special needs and deserve speeiat consideration. They are a 
relatively small part of the case10ad at any pOint in time, but a disproportionate contributor to long­
tenn dependency. We have four proposals that affect minor and school·age parents: 

,
• 	 Minor mothers liye at home. We propose requiring that minor parents live in a household 

~ilh a responsible adult. preferably a parent (with certain exceptions. such as when the minor 
p'arent is married or if there is a danger of abuse to the minor parent). Current AFOC rules 
p'ermit minor motbet'S to be "adult caretakers" of their own children. We believe that baving 
a: child does not change the fact that minor mothers need nurturing and supervision 
themselves. and they would be considered children-not as heads of household. Under current 
law, States do have the option of requiring minor mothers to reside in their parentS' 
~usehold (with certain exceptions). but only five have included this in their State plans. This 
proposal would make that option a requirement for aU States. 
, 

• 	 MentQripg by older welfare mothers. We propose to alJow States to utilize older welfare 
tr(others to mentor at~risk: school~age parents as part of their community service assignment. 
This model could be espociaHy effective in reaching younger recipients because of the 
c~edibility. relevance and personal experience of older welfare recipients who were once teen 
mothers themse1ves. Training and support would be offered to the most promising candidates 
" .lor mentormg. 

ill Targeting sclJool::ag,e parents. We would ensure that every school-age parent or pregnant 
teenager who is on or applies for welfare enrolls in the JOBS program, continues their 
education, and is put on a track to self~sufficiency, Every school-age parent (male or female, 
c~e bead or not) would be required to participate in JOBS from the moment the pregnancy or 
paternity is established. All JOBS rules pertaining to personal responsibility contracts. 
enW10yability plans, and participation would apply to teen parents. We propose to require 
caSe management and special services, including family planning counseling, for these teens, , 

ill . 	state oQtigos for behaviQral incenti\!es. We propose to give States the option to use monetary 
incentives combined with sanctions as inducements to remain in sclIool or GED class. They 
may also use incentives and sanctions to encourage participation in appropriate parenting 
activities. 

ENCO~GEMENTS FOR RIiSPONSIBLE FAMILY PLANNING 
I 

Responsible patenting requires access to information and services designed to discourage early sexual 
behavior a£td prevent pregnancy. We propose the following:·, 

• 	 A ~ationaJ camoaign against teen pregnancy, We propose that the Administration lead a 
national campaign against teen pregnancy, involving the mt'Xlja, community organizations, 
ch~rches and others in a concerted effort to ehange perceptions. The campaign would set 
national prevention goals and chaHenge the States to come up with school or community based 
plans to meet those goals. 

i 
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• 	 increased funding for family "lanning services through TItle X. Responsible family p-Ianning 
requires that family planning services be available for those who need them. A request for 
increased funding fdr Title X was included in the FY 1995 budget submission. , 

Issue: 	 Fa,mily CapS 

I 
The issue is whether Stales sbould be allowed or required to limit 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 famities do not receive a pay raise when they have an 
additional ~hi1d, even though the tax deduction and the EITC may increase. Howevert families on 
welfare reCeive additional support because their AFDC benefits increase automatically to include the 
needs of ail additional child. 

I 
ProponentS of family caps argue that they would reinforce parental responsibility by keeping AFDC 
(but not food stamps) benefits constant when a child is conceived while the parent is on wclfare. The 
message of responsibility would be further strengthened by permitting the family to earn more or 
receive more in child support without penalty as a substitute for the automatic AFDC benefit increase 
under current law.. 
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 vaJue of the benefit increase is similar to 
the value of the tax deductions and BITe increase for a working family that has an additional child. 
(The tax ddd\lction and EITC increase for the second child is worth $1.241 at the $20,000 income 
level; the tax deduction is worth $686 at $60,000, AFDC benefits increase $6&4 per ye;.u: for the 
second child in the median State; including food stamps increases benefits by $1,584,)

I 
LEARNING FROM PREVENTION APPROACHilS THAT PROMOTE RESPONSIBILITY 

i 
Solely changing the welfare system is insufficient as a prevention strategy. For the most part, the 
disturbing socia! trends that lead to welfare dependency are not caused by the welfare system but 
reflect a larger shift in societaJ mores and values, Teen pregnancy appears to be part of a more 
general pattern of high-risk behavior among youth. 

The Administration is developing several initiatives that aim to improve the opportunities available to 
young people and to provide alternatives to high-risk behaviof'. The School..(()-Work initiative, for 
example. would provide opportunities for young people to combine scbool with work experience and 
on-the·job training. as a way of easing the transition into the workplace. The Administration's crime 
bill focuses'additional resources on crime prevention, especially on youth in disadvantaged 
neighborhoods. Initiatives like these are aimed at raising aspirations among young people who migbt 
otherwise t>eoome parents too early.

I 
In addition,:we ought to direct some attention specifically to preventing teen pregnancy. The basic 
issue in designing a prevention approach is to balance the magnitude of the problem with the paucity 
of proven aPproaches for dealing with it. We need a strategic approach that develops and funds some 
substantial demonstration programs, and evaluates them for their potential to be more broadly =. ,enecUve, 	 1 

! 
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DemonstratiQ~, Early childbearing and other problem behaviors are interrelated and strongly 
influenced by the general life-e:\perience associated with poverty. Changing the circumstances in 
which peOple live, ami consequently how they view themselves, is needed to affect the decisions 
young people make in regard to their lives. To maximize effectiveness, interventions should address 
a wide sp'ectrum of areas including, among others, economic opportunity. safety, heald. and 
education. Particular emphasis must be placed on the prevention of adolescent pregnancy, through 
mwutes which include sex education, abstinence education, life skills education and contraceptive 
services, Comprehensive community based interventions show great promise. especially those efforts 
that include education. 

We propo'se comprehensive demonstration grants that would try different approaches to changing the 
environment 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, dedsions and 
behaviors'of youth. They would seek to change neighborhoods as wen as directly support youth and 
families and would panieulatly focus on adolescent pregnaficy prevention. While 1'1ltX1els exist for 
this type of comprehensive effort. few have been rigorously evaluated. We propose a systematic 
strategy to team from variations in differem types of approaches. All demonstrations would include a 
strong ev~u3tion component, 

SUPPORTING TWO-PARENT FAMILIFS 

Ideas undJr consideration for Reinventing Government Assistance include provision:; to end or reduce 
the curreni bias in the welfare system against two-parent families by: 1) eliminating the more 
stringent rules for two-parent families that exist in turrent law; and 2) requiring States to provide 
benefits to:two-parent families continuously, instead of limiting provision of such benefits to 6 
months. Allowing two~parent families to receive the same benefits that Single patents receive should 
encourage 'families to stay together, remove disincentives for parents to marry and send a strong , 
message aoout the value of both parents.

I 
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APPENDIX: ENDNOTES TO TABLE I 

I
• 

'Two--Pal'Cf1l Estimates 

I. 	 The costs for ejiminating the special eligibility requirements for tW01>3rent families is based, 
upon estimates from the food stamp quality control data file. These estimates were then 
adjusted for increased participation based on estimates from the MArn model employed by 
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. 

Child sup~rt Enforcement Estimates , 
I. 	 Th! co'sts for the noncustodial parent provisions are t{) percent of the lOBS and WORK 

program costs. 

Caselnad Numbers nnd JOBS and WORK Estimates , 

The case!oa~ numbers and the JOBS and WORK cost estimates are based Of] the following policies. 
assumptions and sources of data: 

I ,
[, 	 Adult recipients (including teen cu~[odiaJ parents) born after 1972 are subject to the time limit 

beginning in October 1996 (FY 1997). TIle cost estimates a&'i:ume about one third of the 
Stat~. representing 40 percent of the caseload, will implement the policy a year earlier than 
requ,ired, 1'his foHows the pattern of State implementation under the Family SuppOrt Act. 
JOB~ spending on other portions of the caseload would continue as per current law. 

2. 	 Non~arental caretaker relatives are not subject to the new rules and are not phase<Hn. 

3. 	 Parents who have a child under one (or under 3 months. jf conceived after the initial welfare 
receipt), ate caring for a severely disabled child, report a work limitation 01' who are (j() years 
of age and older are deferred from participation in the JOBS and WORK programs. As of 
FV 1999. about 25 percent of the phased-in caseload is deferred.,, 

4. 	 The easeload numbers include modest treatment effects as a result of the new rutes., 
5. 	 Cost Iper JOBS participant figures are taken from the FY 1993 JOBS data (adjusted for 

infiat.ion using the projected CPI). 

• 


. ' 
6. 	 TIle cost estimate assumes that aU non-deferred phased~in recipients are engaged in activities, 

We ~urne that at a given pOint in time, SO percent of the phased-in recipients are engaged in 
activitles which have cost. For recipients with extensions. it is assumed that everyone is 
participating in a JOBS activity which costs the program money. 

1, 	 The cost of developing and maintaining a WORK assignment is calculated using eWE? data 
from JOBS and from the wclfare-to-wotk demonstrations of the 19805 (again. adjusted for 
inflati'on using the projected CPl). Approximately 25,000 and 130,000 WORK slots would be 
requi~ed in 1998 and 1999, respectively. 

I 
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The figures for JOBS participants and JOBS spending under current law are taken from the 
baSeline in the FY 1995 budget for the HliS Administration for Children and Families 

~e JOBS and WORK east estimates do not consider the potential impact of child support on 
th4 size of the caseiozd. 

The case management cost estimate presumes that at full implementation. enhanced case 
management services would be provided to all teen parents under the age of 19 and receiving 
assistance. The percentage of teen patents receiving comprebensive case management services 
is predicted to rise from 70 percent in F'Y 1996 to 80 per(:eflt in FY 1991, 9{j percent in FYs 
1998 and 1999 and to' lO(l"percent in FY 2004,

I . 
The 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 
exp,endirures in the JOBS program. Consequently, the estimate employs, as a proxy for a 
lOBS case management coSt per participant number, a figure calculated using data from the 
welfare-to~work demonstrations of the t980s (San Diego I and Baltimore Options). 

The' additional Cost of comprehensive case management for teens is the difference between the 
cost of providing enhanced case management to teen parents under 19 and the CQst of 
deH~ering standard case management to the same population, The difference is roughly $560 
per participant per year, in 1993 dollars. 

The1JOBs-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 non­
exerhPt easeload in the JOBS program. it is plausible to 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 indude parenting skills 
cJa.ss~, Hfc skills training and substance abuse treatment), so arriving at a cost per participant 
figu~e fur the program is difficult, 

For purposes of the estimate. we assume that States win not provide services such as 
vocational rehabilitation in the J08S~Prep program. JOBS-Prep services will consist 
prim~Hy 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 Cost estimates assume that a fairly intensive level of case management would be re<juired 
for alsmall percentage of persons in this program, 

The Cost per JOBS-Prep participant figure represents a level of case m!ffiagement more 
intenSive than that in the current JOBS program but not as intensive a./f the level provided in 
the Teen Parent Demonstration. The number is arrived at by multiplying the Teen Parent 
Demcinstration case management figure by .i5. 
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Jo'> 
Child Ca~ Estimates 

, 
I. 	 These estimates reflect the child care costs associated with the phase~in assumptions described ,

above under JOBS and WORK. 

I 
2. 	 This estimate is based upon baseline spending for the Head Start program and therefore does 

not account for the additional children who will be served by Head Start when it expands, 
This follows oonventional CBO scoring rules. 

3, 	 'Olere is no sliding scaJe fee for services included in this estimate. 

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

• 
5. 	 W~ assume that Transitional Child Care eligibles will have average utilization rate.1i of 40 

percent. 

6. 	 OUf working poor estimate represents a phasewin of a capped entitlement to cover children 
whose families are below J30 percent of poverty but do not receive AFDC, By 1999, we 
will approach full impiementation with $2 billion in net funding. We assume that there are 
approximately 8 million non~AFDC children below 130 percent ofpovetty, 40 percent of 
whom will potentiall), need child care because oftbeir parents' work status, and that 40 
percent of these families will us.e paid chUd care. 

No Additill Benefits for Additional Children 

I 
1. 	 ThJs COSt estimate is based upon an estimate by the Congressional Budget Office. The 

est,imate assumes 11 State option policy wbefe States representing 33 pen;ent of the effected 
caSeload adopt a cap for benefits for new children. 

I 
2. 	 It is assumed that States would reduce the monthly benefit by S63 for each child (after the 

fir~t) born while the mother was receiving AFDC. It is also assumed that States would have 
little success identifying children born on AFDC during previous spells of welfare receipt. 
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February 28, 1994 

SUMJ\;IARY AND WORKING GROllP 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 
\\'ork and family :'ind opponunity and responsibility, 

The current welfare system provides cash support and a set of rules and expectations focused 
on verifying eligibility rather tban on moving people to self-support. We propose a new 
visIon aimed at helping people regain the means of St1ppc.:1ing themselves and at holding 
people responsible for themselves and their families. TIle 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. It signals that parents--both parents--have responsibilities to support 
their chHdren. It gives people access to the uaioing they need, but also expects work in 
rerum. It limits cash assistance to two years, and then requires work, preferably io the 
private seClor, but in community service jobs if necessary. Most importantly, it changes the 
culture of welfare offices, getting them out of the Check-writing business and into the training 
and job-placement business. 

Ultima!ely. this plan requires Changing almost everything about the way in which we provide 
suppOrt to struggling families. To achieve this vjsion, [he plan has four main elements. 

)lAJOR THEMES 

Transitional Assistance Followed by Work 

• 	 FuiI participation. Everyone who receives cash suppOrt is expected to do something 
to help themselves and their community. The requirement appHes w those who are 
preparing themselves for work and to those who are currently not ready to work. 
Those who are unable to work due to disability or other reasons will be expected to 
do something for themselves: or their community ~ but wiH not be subject to time limits 
umil they are ready [0 engage in training. education Or job placement services. 

• 	 Training. education and job placement l:ervices (the JOBS program). As soon 

as people begin receiving public assistar.ce. they will sign :0 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 search and job preparation. Others will spend time in 

education and training services as needed. The program will be closely 

coordinated with existing mainstream education and training programs 

including current and new Labor Department programs (the Job Training 

Partnership Act and 'he Workforce Security Act), School-to-Work programs, 

vocational and post· secondary education, 


• 	 Time limits. People who are able to work will be limited to rwo years of cash 

assisrance. Most people are expected to enter employment weI! before the two 

years are up. Extensions to complete an education program expected to 

enhance self·sufficiency will be granted in a limited number of cases. 


http:assistar.ce


• 	 Work for those who exhaust their time limit ahe WORK program), Those 

people who are still unabJe to find work at the end of two years will be 

required to work in a private sector. community service or public sector job. 

These are intended to be reaL work-for~wages jobs. The program will be 

designed to favor unsubsidized work and to ensure thal subsidized jobs are 

short-term and non-<iisplacing. 


Making Work Pay 

• 	 Health care refow. An essential part of moving people from welfare to work is 
ensuring that working people get health protection, The current system keeps people 
from leaving welfare for fear of losing thei: health insurance. 

• 	 Advance payment of the Earned Income Tax Credit (ErTC,. The expanded 

EITC makes it possible for low-wage workers to support their families above 

poverty, Efforts will be made to help famil,es receive the ElTe on a regular 

basis, 


• 	 ~]1ild care for (he working poor. In addition to ensuring child care for 

participants in (he transitional assistance program and for those who transition 

off welfare, child care subsidies win be made available to low~income working 

families who have never been on welfare but for whom assistance is essential 

to enable them to remain in the workforce and off welfare. 


Parental Responsibility 

• 	 Child suppOI1 enfQrcement. The child support enforcement system will be 

strengthened to emure that awards are established in every case. that fair 

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. 


• 	 Efforts aimed at minor mothers. responsible family plannlng and pre\'el1tion. 

Minor mOthers will receive special case managemem services and will be 

required to live at home and stay in school 10 receive income support. Access 

to family planning will be ensured. A strategy for investing in and learning 

from programs to prevent high·risk behavior and teen pregnancy win be 

pursued. 


• 	 Efforts to promote two-parent families. We will provide better support for two-parent 
families by eliminating or reducing the currem bias in the welfare sysrem in which 
two-parent families arc subject to more stringent eligibility rules than single-parent 
families. 
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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 
fonnation and asset accumulation. 

• 	 A QerformaDce~based sY$tem, In addition to incentives for clients, incentives 

will be designed to bring about change in the culrure of welfare offices with an 

emphasis on work and performance. 


POLICY ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

The auached paper lays out the major issues thal need to be addressed, [t is organlzed 
around each of the firSt three broad elements listed above. In each case, a description of the 
pro'posed policy is provided and remaining issues discussed. (The details of the fourth 
elemem·-Reinventing Government Assistanee--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 Refonn Working Group melon Saturday February 26 and discussed the issues 
that were identified as the most important in the paper. There are five particularly 
significant sets of issues that need to be resolved: 

The scale and phase-in of the refanned welfare system 

Should we seek ro bring everyone on the easeload into the new system quickly, or should we 
ini{iaUy target Ollf resources to sub·groups, such as new applicants or the youngest third of 
the easeland? 

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

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

A phase~in strategy could stan with new applicants, or it could start with young applicants 
and recipients. StaI1ing with young people avoids any incentives to stay on welfare and any 
"rewards" to having children and coming on welfare early. It also allows for investments in 
families who have rhe most hope of being helped. 

The Working Group agreed that an initial focus on the youngest third of the 
caseload was their preferred phase-in strategy_ 
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Extensions to and exemptions from the time limit 

Should any groups of recipients have tile rime limit extended? Should any be exempted from 
the requirements of the rime limit? 

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

The Working Group agreed (hal a limited number of extensions for such 
purposes as completing a high school. school to work or job training program. 
or for completing a program of postsecondary education combined with work, 
were appropriate. 

The issue of exemptions from the time limit arises because not all recipients are able to 
work, eVen if they are not severely enough disabled to qualify for SSl. A second type of 
exemption issue arises because requiring pa:1.icipation from mothers of infants or very young 
children may imerfere with healthy child development and require substantial expenditures on 
infant day care. Under current law, over half the caseload. including mothers of children 
under three, is exempted from participation. 

The Working Group agreed that exemptions should be limited. and thar 
participation in some activities should be expected even of those who are 
exempted. The Working Group agreed that s6nes should be pennined to 

exempt up to a fixed percentage of the caseload for disabilities. care of a 
disabled child and other serious barriers [0 work. 

The Working Group split over the issue of whether exemptions for mothers of 
infants should be for one year (i.e .. until the baby's first binhday) or for 
twelve weeks (Twelve weeks is the mandaIed leave time in the Parental Leave 
Act.) Most members agreed on a one year exemption for infants who were 
not conceived on welfare and a twelve week exemption for those conceived on 
welfare, with a state option to (ower the exemption period to 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 '\'ork 

After;) person hits the time limit, should we mandate States to provide a job which pays an 
hourly wage, or should we allow States to continue paying a welfare check while requiring 
\\,iork as a condition of receipt'? What methods should we usc to minimize long~tenn 
participation in this work program'? How many hours of work should be required? 
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Work for wages versus work for welfare. Despite a focus on getting everyone into 
unsubsidized employment as quickly as possible. a small percentage of those who start on 
welfare will hit the time limit without having found work. After a period of job search. the 
state may be required to provide a subsidized or community service job for some. One 
issue is whether states should be permitted to offer "workfare" slots. as opposed to 
subsidized private sector work or community service jobs in which the participant works for 
wages. Workfare is somewhat easier to administer than work for wages, but does not 
provide either the dignity or the discipline of a job that pays wages. 

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

Discouraging extended participation in suhsidized or community service WQr)c. The 
WORK program of subsidized and community service jobs is designed to be a short tem 
supplement to unsubsidized work in me private sector. not a replacement for it, A number 
of steps can be taken to ensure this. 

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

The Working Group agreed that the availability of the ETC as a supplement 
to private sector work would provide a powerful incentive for participants to 
move from the WORK program into unsubsidized work. 

The Working Group also agreed that federaJ reimbursement to states should 
decline the longer people were on the rolls, in order to provide serious 
incentives to move people into employment. 

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

An issue arises around what is expected to be a relatively small number of people who 
continue to be unable to find unsubsidtled employment after placement in a job slot 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 model would aJready provide sanctions 
because not showing up for work would mean no paycheck.) Some arguethat they should be 
placed in community service slots for as long as they need them. Others argue that this 
policy would lead to permanent guaranteed jobs that might be expensive and perceived as 
simply another welfare program. Instead, people who have not found employment might 
return to 3 deferred status. might have their welfare benefits reduced or might be cut off 
entirely" 
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The Working Group agreed that a serious reassessment should be done of 
everyone who comes to the end of tWO or three years in work assignments 
without having found private sector work. Those found at that point to be 
unable to work eQuid be rerumed to deferred Status with fun benefiLo;. Those 
found to be able to work and unwilling to take an unsubsidized job would have' 
assistance tenninated. In situations where jobs were not available for people 
who conscientiously played by the rules and tried to find work, assistance 
would be continued through another job slot. a workfare assignment. or 
training linked with work. 

Minimum work expectations: p'~J1 time Qr full time. Everyone agrees that 
independence is the ultimate goal of the system. But two related questions arise in thinking 
about peop1e working less than full time. The first issue is whether someone who is working 
at least half time in a private unsubsidized job can continue to receive supplementary welfare 
benefits after two years if they Jive 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 benefit receipt in these situations argue that half time work allows parents time to 
nurture their children as well as to support them financially--a task which is especially 
difficult for single parent's. They also argue that getting someone to work part rime is a big 
success and should be rewarded. Opponents argue that full time work and an end to welfare 
receipt should be the expectation. They argue that continuing AFDC as a work supplement 
for long periods of time is counter to the basic philosophy of [he nEW program. 

The Working Group was split on this jss~e. About half [he group felt that part 
time workers should continue to be eligible for supp!emenrary benefits after 
the time limit. Others felt that the time limit should apply, but with many 
arguing for a slowing of the clock for part time workers. Some members 
suggested a cnmpromise that said that supplementa!)! welfare benefits would be 
provided for pan time workers (at least twenty hours) who had pre-school 
children, and at state option to other part time workers. 

A related issue arises around the number of hours of work that states would be required to 
provide through subsidized or community service jobs, and around the supplemental welfare 
benefits that would need 10 be paid if the required hours of work did not generate pay at least 

. as. higb as the welfare benefirs received by non-working welfare recipients in the state. . 
Because of wide variations in state welfare benefit levels, [he number of hours of work at the 
minimum wage required to earn the equivalent of the welfare benefit level for a family of 
three ranges from about 7 to about 47 hours per week. For larger families. work hours 
would have to be higher to reach the welfare benefitleveis. It is 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 conventional definition of full time work. 

'The Working Group agreed thal states could vary the number of work hours 
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they required, but that they could go no lower tban !5 nor higher than 35" 
There was also agreement that the wage paid must be at least the minimum 
wage and could he higber. 

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. [n the median state this would be about 26 hours a week at me minimum 
wage for a family of three. Some higher benefit states might choose, however. to strucrure 
jobs with fewer hours, and some very high benefit states might choose not to raise the wage 
to a level sufficient to pay the equivalent of the welfare benefic Should they be allowed to 
do this and required to provide a supplementary benefit to bring family income up to the 
le\'Cl of welfare benefits for recipients who don't work? The argument for doing so is people 
who are playing by tbe 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 tOO would continue welfare as a work supplement. 

The Working Group was split on this issue. The discussion tended to parallel 
the discussion on the acceptability of part time work. There was some 
sentiment in favor of varying the expectation for parents of pre~school 
children. 

The Icve! and focus of cbild care for the working poor 

What level of resources should we devote to child care for the working poor? How should 
limited resources be targeLCd? 

ChUd care for the working poor is a potentiaUy costly addition to a welfare reform package. 
The argumem for including it, however, is to ensure that low income working families are 
encouraged to stay off welfare, and that equity 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 
Dart of a welfare reform effort. The Working Group also expressed a 
j)referencc, however. that working poor child care be paid for through 
mechanisms other than Cuts in programs for the ~oor. There is a strategic 
decision to be made, therefore, about the fInancing and packaging of this 
aspect of welfare reform. 

Parental responsibility and prevention 

Should demonstrations of child suppon assurance and programs for non-custodial parents be 
inCluded in the welfare reform package? Should states be allowed or required to reduce 
benefits for children conceived on welfare? 
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The Working Group agreed lhal demonstrations of bOlh Child Support 

Assurance and programs for non..custodial parents should be included. 

Enthusiasm for child support assurance varied. 


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

COSTS AND FlNANCNG 

The anached paper does not include a discussion of financing options. The Working Group 
recognized that decisions about the overall welfare reform package that have serious cost 
implications need to made in 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. 

To provide a sense of the scale of a program and the cost of particular elements, we have 
created a hypothetical proposal, which served to gUIde the Working Group's discussions of 
the costS of various polic~' choices. The actual cost of the program wiH differ depending on 
what decisions are made about {he issues identified above. in the attached document, we 
refer to this hypothetical proposal and indicate where different prograrn.rnaric decisions would 
nave led to a larger or smaller program. The table which follows is provided only as a basis 
of discussion-~not as an :ndication that policy decisions have been made. 
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TABLE 1.-PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 

I99S 1996 1997 1998 1999 
5-Yoor 

Total 

PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Minor Mothers 0 (45) (50) (50) (50) (195) 
Comprehensivo Oemons:tration Grants 0 50 50 50 50 200 
Two-Parent Provisions 0 0 440 680 945 2.065 
No Additional Benefits for Additional Children ($) (100) (110) (140) (150) (535) 

Child Support Enforcmern 
Paternity Sstabllshment (Net) 5 20 (110) (155) (215) (<65) 
~mont{Net} (10) (20) (95) (80) (320) (<65) 
Computer Costs 15 35 95 100 100 455 
Non-Custodial Parent Provisions 0 25 80 110 175 390 
Access Grants and Panilnting Oemonstrations 20 25 30 30 30 135 
ChIld Support Assurance Demonstrations 0 0 100 200 250 550 

sua10TAL, CSE 30 85 130 255 80 580 

TRANSmONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

JOBS_p 0 IS 50 60 70 195 
Additional JOBS Spending 0 210 750 920 1.000 2.880 
WORK Program 0 O. 0 130 600 820 
Additional Child Care for JOSSIWORK 0 100 630 745 900 2.455 

Transitional Child Care 0 70 230 2B() 360 940 
Enha.ne:ed Teen Case Management 0 30 90 105 110 335 
Economic Development 0 0 100 100 100 300 
SaVings· Caseload Reduction 0 0 (30) (00) (80) n70) 

SUBTOTAL. JOBS/WORK 0 SIS 1.820 2.260 3.~SC 1.765 

MAKING WORK PAY 

WoOOng Poor Child Cam 0 500 1.000 1.500 2.00<1 5.000 
Adva.r.ee EITC 0 0 0 0 0 0 

QRANOTOTAL (5) 1.005 3.200 4,575 6,025 14.880 

Nole: Parentheses denote savings. 

Souroe: HHS/ASPE staff esUmatO$, These estimates have been shared with stat!' within HHS and OMS but have not been 

officially reviewed by OMS. The polities do not rnpre$Ont a consoosus recommendation ot the WOfidng Group co-chairs, 

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TASt.e. 
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APPENDIX: ENDNOTES TO TABLE 1 

Two-Parenl Estimates 

The costs for eliminating the special eligibility requirements for two-parent families is based. 
upon estimates from the food stamp quality control data file. These estimates were then . 
adjusted for increased participation based on estimates from the MA11:1 model employed by 
Mathematica Policy Research, tnc. 

Child Support EnfGr'wnent Estimates 

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

Caseload Numbers and JOBS and WORK Estima,e; 

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

1. 	 Adult recipients (including teen custodial parents) born after 1972 are subject: to the time limit 
beginning in October 1996 (FY (997). The roSt estimates assume about one third of the 
States. representing 40 percent of the caseload, will implement the pOiicy a year earlier than 
required. This follows the pattern of State implementation under the Family Support Act. 
JOBS spending on other portions of the caseioad would continue as pet current law. 

2. 	 Non-parentaJ caretaker relatIves are not subject to the new rules and are not phased-in. 

3. 	 Parents who have a 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 wbo are 60 years 
of age and older are deferred from participation in the JOBS and WORK programs. As of 
FY 1999. about 25 percen' of the phased-in caseload is deferred. 

4. 	 The caseload numbers include modest treatment effects as a result of the new rules. 

5. 	 Cost per JOBS pznicipant figures are taken from <he FY 1993 JOBS data (adjus:ed for 
inflation using the projected ClPl). 

6. 	 The cost estimate assumes that ali non-deferred phased-in recipients are engaged in activities. 
We assume that at 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 a JOBS activity which costs the program money. 

7, 	 The test of developing and maintaining a WORK assigrunemt is calculated using CWEP data 
from JOBS and from the welfare~(O~work demonstrations of the 1980$ (again, adjusted for 
inflation using the projected CPI). Approximately 25,000 and 130,000 WORK slots would be 
requited in 1998 and 1999, respectively. 
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8. 	 The figures for JOBS participants and lOBS spending under current law are taken from the 
baseline in the FY J995 budget for the HHS Administration for Children and Families 

9. 	 The JOBS and WORK cost estimates do not consider the potential impact of child support on 
the size of the caseload. 

Teen Case Management and JOBS-Prep Cost Estimates 

1. 	 The case management cost estimate presumes that at full Implementation, enhanced case 
management services: would be provided to alt teen parents under the age of 19 and receiving 
assistance. The percentage of teen parents receiving comprehensive case 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 perceot in FY 2004. 

The 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 tstimate employs, as a proxy for a 
JOBS case management cost per participant number~ a figure calculated using data from the 
weJfate·to~work: demonstrations of the 19805 (San Diego I and Baltimore Options). 

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

2. 	 The JOBS-Prep "'at estimate presumes that JOBS-Prep services wHlbe provided tl> 20 percent 
of those in the JOBS·Prep program. As States currently serve only 16 percent of the non~ 
exempt caseload in the JOBS program, it is plausible to suppose that States will not serve a 
significantly higher percentage of pen;oDS in the JOBS-Prep program. We do not mow what 
services States will provide during the JOBSvprep program (candidates include parenting: skills 
classes, life skills training and substance abuse treatment), so arriving at a cost per participant 
figure for the program is difficult. 

For purposes of the estimate, we assume that States will not provide services such as 
vocationru rehabilitation in the JOBS~P(ep program. JOBS-Prep services will COl'lSist 
primarily of case management and referral to external service providers. Many pe:rwns in the 
lOBS-Prep program have disabiliti~. 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. 

nle cost per JOBS-Prep participant figure represents a level of case management mQre 
intensive than that in the current lOBS program but not 3." 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 Ilstimalcs 

1. 	 These estimates reflect the child care costs associated with the phase-in assumptions described 
above under JOBS and WORK. 

2, 	 This estimate is based upon baseline spending for the Head Start program .and therefore docs 
not account for me additional children who will be served by Head Start when it ~pands. 
This follows conventional CBC scoring rules. 

3. 	 "inere is no sliding scale fee f.or services included in this estimate. 

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

5. 	 We assume that Tnmsitional ChUd Care eligibles will have average utilization ~es of 40 
percent. 

6. 	 Our working poor estimate represents a phase~in of a capped entitlement to cover children 
whose famiJies are below 130 percent of poverty but do not receive AFDe. By 1999~ we 
will approacb full implementation with $2 billion in net funding:. We assume that there a1 e 
approximately 8 million non-AFDC children below 130 percent of poverty. 40 percent of 
whom wilt potentially need thild care because of their parents' work: status. and that 40 
percent of these families will use paid child care. 

No Additional_IS ror Additional Children 

1. 	 This cost estimate is based upon an estimate by the O.mgressional Budget Office. The 
estimate assumes a State option policy where States representing 33 percent of the effected 
casetoad adopt a cap for benefitc; for new children, 

2. 	 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 that States would have 
little success identifying children born on AFDC during previous spells of welfare receipL 
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DRAFr DISCUSSION PAPER 

IDGHLIGHTS 

This paper discusses ideas and options for a plan which fulfills the President's pledge to end welfare 
as we know it by reinforcing traditional values uf work. family. opportunity and responsibility. None 
of these options bas 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 ElTC. Health Reform and Olild Care. Advance 
payment of the EITC and enactment of health reform to ensure that working families are not 
poor or medicaHy insecure. Child care both for the working poor and for famiHes in work. 
education or training as part of public assistance. 

• 	 Promoting Self-Sufficiency Through Access to Education and Training. Making the JOBS 
program from the Family Support Act the core of casb assistance. Cbanging the tulture 
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, training and employment activities they need 
to move toward independence. Using a social contract wbicb spells out what their 
responsibilities are and what government wilt do in return. Greater Federal funding for the 
JOBS program and a reduced State match rate. 

• 	 Time-limited Welfare Followed By Work. Converting cash assistance to a system with two­
year time limits for those able to work. People still unable to find work after two years 
would be supported via non.<Jisplac:ing community service jobs~not welfare. 

• 	 Child Suppon. Dramatic improvements in the child support enforcement system designed to 
significantly reduce the 534 billion annual child support collection gap. to ensure that children 
can count on support from both parents and to reduce public benefit COSts. 

• 	 Noncustodial Pareros. Taking steps to increase economic opportunities 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 Slate Flexibility Within a Clearer Federal Framework, Increasing flexibility over 
key policy and implementation issues and providing the opportunity for States to adjust to 
locru needs and conditions within more clearly defined Federal objecHves, 

• 	 Deficit Neutral Fum/ing. Gradual phase-in of the plan, fully funded by offsets and savings. 
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INTRODUCTION 

TIlE VAUJFS OF REFORM: 

WORK AND RESPONSIBIUTY 


Americans 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 to 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 oomple.: eligibility rules, and staff r-esources are spent overwhelmingly on 
eligibility determination, benefit caJculadons and writing checks. The very culture of welfare offices 
often seems to create an exVC'-"tation of dependence rather than independence. Simultaneously. 
noflt..'UstodiaJ parents often provide litde or no economic or socia] support to the children they 
parented. And singlc--parenl families sometimes get welfare benefits and other services that are 
unavailable to equally poor two-parent families, One wonders what messages this system sends to our 
children about the value of hard work and the importance of personal and family responsibility. 

This plan calls for a genuine end to welfare as we know it. It builds from the simp1e values of W()rk 
and responsibility. It reshapes the expectations of government and the people it serves. Our goa1 is 
to move people from welfare to work and bolster their efforts to support their famiHes and to 
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 to adequately support 
their families. The plan also seeks to give people access to training for the skills they need to work 
in an increasingly competitive labor market, But in return, it expects responsibility. Noncustodial 
parents must support their children, Those on cash assistance cannot collect welfare indefinitely, 
Families sometimes need temporary cash support while they struggle past personal tragedy. economic 
dislocation or individuru disadvantage. But no one who can work should receive cash aid indefinitely. 
After a time~lirnitoo transitional support period, 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 
clO'sely Hnked initiatives to spur economic growth. improve education, expand opportunity, restore 
public safety and rebuild a sense of community: worker training and retraining, educational reform, 
Head Start, National Service, health reform, Empowerment Zones. oommunity development bank:s, 
community policing. violence prevention and more. Welfare refonn 1s a piece of a larger whole. It 
is an ~entiaJ 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 that has for decades. been focused on 
calculating 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 blueprint for the future-a 
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foundation on which to build, It charted a course of mutua! and reciprocal responsibility for 
government and recipients alike. 

We recommend five fundamental steps: 

J. 	 Prevent the need 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 a fun-time worker 
should not be poor. and they ought to have the cbild care and health insurance they need to 
provide basic security through work. . 

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

4. 	 Strengthen child support enforcement so that noncustodial parents provlde 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 a clear fo<:us on work:. 

Promote 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 number of children born out of wedlock has more than doubled in the last 15 years. to 
J.2 million annUally. We are approaching the point when one out of every three babies in America 
will be horn to an unwed mother. The povert), rate in families headed by an unmarried mother is 
currently 63 percent. 

We must find ways to send the signal thai men and women should not become parents until they are 
able to nurture and support their children. We need a prevention strategy that provides better support 
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 to reduce teen pregnancy, Families 
and communities must work to ensure that real opportunities are available for young people and to 
teach young people that children who have children face tremendous obstacles to sejf~sufficiency. 
Men and women who parent children must know they have responsibilities. 

Make Work Pay 
Work is at the heart of the entire reform effon. That requires supporting working families and 
ensuring that a welfare recipient is economically better off by taking a job, There are three critical 
elements: providing tax credits for the working poor, ensuring access to health insurance and making 
child care available. 
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We have already expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITe), 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 unrea1ized 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"'<iisplacing 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 aI.1yone 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 fur children. nor to focus on the difficult prob1ems faced by custodial and noncustodial 
parents alike. It typically excuses the fathers of children born out of wedlock from any obligation to 
support their children, And the biggest indictment of all is that only. fraction of wbat could be 
coHeeted is actually paid. 

The child s.upport enforcement system must strongly convey the message that both parents are 
responsible for supporting their children. Government can assist parents but cannot be a substitute for 
them in meeting those responsibilities. One parent should not be expected to do the work of two. 
Through universal paternity establishment and improved child support enforcement. we send an 
unamhiguous signal that both parents share the responsibility of supporting their children. We 
exp10re strategies for ensuring that single parents can count on regular chUd support payments. And 
we also incorporate policies that acknowledge the struggles of noncustodial parents and the desires of 
many to help support and nurture their children. Opportunity and responsibility ought to apply to 
both mothers and fatbers, 

Reinvent Government Assistance 
At the core of these ideas is our commitment to reinventing gO'.'emmenL A major problem with the 
current welfare system is its enormouS complexity. It consists of multiple programs with different 
rules and requirements that confuse and frustrate recipients and caseworkers alike. It is an 
unnecessarily inefficient system. This plan would simplify and streamline rules and requirements 
across programs, 

Waste, fraud and abuse can mOrt easily arise in a system where tax and income support systems are 
poorly coordinated, and where cases are not tracked over time or across geographic locations. 
Technology now allows us to create a Federal clearinghouse to ensure that people are not conecting 
benefits in multiple programs or locations when they are not entitled to do so. Such a clearinghouse 
will also allow clearer coordination of the child support enforcement and welfare systems and 
determination of which people 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 
levels, Thus, the Federal Government must be clearer about broad goals while giving more flexibility 
over implementation to States and localities. Bask performance measures regarding work: and long~ 
term movements off welfare will be combined with broad participation standards. States will then be 
expected to design program.~ which work well for their situation. 

A NEW BEGINNING 

Transforming the social welfare system to one focused on work and responsibility wilt 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 to create a 
systlIDl 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 
lODger process: 

First. we see a major role for evaluation, tedtnical assistance and information sharing. As one State 
Of lOCality finds strategies that work, the lessons ought to be widely known and offered to others. 
One of the elements critical to this reform effort bas been the lessons learned from the careful 
evaluations done of earlier programs. 

Second, we propose key demonstrations in each of the plan's five areas. In each area, we propose 
both a set of policies for jmmediate implementation and a set of demonstrations designed to expJore 
ideas for still bolder innovation in the future. In addition. we would encourage States to develop their 
own demonstrations. and in some cases we would provide additional Federal resources for these, 
Lessons from past demonstrations have been central to both we 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 people newly 
entering the system after legislation is enacted, with the rest of the caseload phased in over time, 
Some States and communities may choose to start sooner than others, This phase-in period will 
provide ample opponunity to refine the system as lessons from the eatly cohorts and States inform 
implementation for others, 

In the end, this: plan embodies a vision which wa.1I contained in the Family Support Act. It represents 
the next major step. But the journey will not end until work and responsibility enabJe us to preserve 
our children's future, 

We turn now to the specifics of the plan, 
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PROMOTE PARENTAL RESPONSmILITY 

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 goaJ requires not only changing the welfare system, but a1so 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~ut, which results in the failure to acquire skills that are needed for success in the labor market, 
and this leads to welfare dependency. The majority of teen mothers end up on welfare, and taxpayers 
paid about $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 SYSl'EMS 

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 universaJ 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 assistaru;e followed by work, parents will have the incentive to 
move toward self-sufficiency. The details of these measures can be found in subsequent sections of 
this proposal, but in addition to these steps, we need to cbange me welfare .system to encourage 
responsible parenting and support two-parent families. 

Support Two·Parent Families. First. we propose to eliminate the current bias in the we1fare system 
in which two~parent families are subject to much more stringent eligibility ruies than single--parent 
families, Under curremlaw. two~parent families are ineligible (or assistance if the primary wag~ 
earner works more than 100 hours per month or has not been employed in six of the previous thirteen 
quarters, 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 el imjnated. 

bfinQr Mothers Live at Home. Second, we propose requiring that minor parents live in a household 
with a responsible adult, preferably a parent (with certain exceptions~-for example, if the minor parent 
is married or if there is a danger of abuse to the minor parent). Parental support could then be 
included in determining cash 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 Slates 
have e~ercised this option. This proposal would make that option a requirement for all States. We 
believe that having a child does not change the fact that minor mothers need nurturing and supervision 
tbemselve..'\ and are rarely ready to manage a household or raise children on their own, 

Melllminu; by Older Welfare Mothers. Third, we propose to allow States to utilize older welfare 
mothers to mentor 3Hisk teenagers as part of their community service assignment. This model could 
be especially effective in reaciting younger recipients because of the credibility, re1evance and 
personal experience of older welfare recipients who were once teen mothers themselves. One recent 
focus*group study of young mothers on welfare found that virtually all of the parents believed it 
would have been better to postpone the birth of their first child. Trainjng and experience might be 
offered to the most promiSIng candidates for mentoring who are currently receiving welfare benefit.~. 

Demonstrations, Finally, we propose to CQnduct demonstrations which condition a portion of the 
assistance benefit. or provide a bonus. based on actions by parents and dependent children to achieve 
self-sufficiency. These demonstrations would include comprehensive case management focused on all 
family members~ assisting them to access all services necessary to meet their obligations. The ease 
management services would take a holistic approath to family needs in striving to prevent 
intergenerational dependenc)' as well as assisting current recipients to get off welfare. 

In addition, the following option is under consideration: 

Option: Allow StaleS the opJion to limit benefit increases when additional children art conceived by 
parents already on AFDC if the State ensures that parents have access to family p/annin.g services. 

Non-welfare working famHies do not receive a pay raise when they have an additional child. 
even though the tax deduction and the Erre may increase, However, families on welfare 
receive additional support because their AFDC benefits increase automatically to include the 
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needs of an additional child, This option would reinforce parental responsibility by keeping 
AFDC benefits constant when a child is conceived wbile 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 suppon without penalty as a substitute for the automatic AFDC 
benefit increase under current Jaw. 

ENGAGING EVERY SECTOR OF SOCIETY IN PROMOTING IlESPONSIBIUTV 

While it is important to get the message of the welfare system right, solely changing the welfare 
system is insuffidenl 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 shift in societal 
mores and values, Individuals. community organizations and other governmental and non~ 
governmental institutions must. therefore, aU 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 family 
preservation and support legislation. a major overbaul of Chapter I, development of School-w·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; 

CQmrnunity..SY1!p0(t, We should challenge all Americans, especially the most fortunate. to work one~ 
on-one with aHisk children and adults in disadvantaged neighborhoods. We recommend working 
with the Corporation Oon NatLonal and Community Service to extend a wide variety of prevention­
oriented programs employing volunteers-rathet than paid employees-at the neighborhood and 
community level. This effort could include programs such as Big Brothers/Big Sisters for at-risk 
children and rnentoring for adults at risk of welfare dependency. 

National Campajgn. We propose that the President lead a national campaign against teen pregnancy, 
which involves the media, rommunity organizations, churches and others in a concerted effort to 
instiH responsibility and shape behavior. 

Demonstrations. We aJso propose to conduct demonstrations for local communities to stimulate 
neighborhood-based innovation, The purpose of these demonstrations would he to provide 
comprehensive services to youth in high-risk neighborhoods which could help change the environment 
as wen as provide more direct suppon services for these youth. Efforts to coordinate existing 
services and programs would provide greater suppon for aHisk youth, as well as make the best use 
of Federal funds. Communities receiving demonstration funds would be e~pected to bring together a 
consortium of community organi:t.ations. businesses. colleges, religious organizations, schools, and 
State and local governments. 

We further propose to conduct demonstrations that hold schools accountable for early ldentification of 
students with attendance and hehavioral problems and for referral to and cooperation with 
comprehensive service programs which address the family as a unit. Early indications of high risk 
for teenage childbearing and other risky behaviors, such as substance abuse, include schoo! absence, 
academic failure and school behavioral problems. This option would demonstrate the et'feets of 
providing middle schools and high schools with the responsibility and resources necessary to identify 
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early warning sign.~ 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. 

ENCQURAGING RESPONSIBLE FAMILY PLANNING 

About 35 percent of aU 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 
constant doIlars over the last decade. This proposal strives to ensure that every potential parent is 
given the opportunity to avoid unintended births through responsible family planning. 

Health Initiatives. In the President's he.a1th care refonn proposal, family planning, including 
prescribed contraceptives, is part of the overaJl benefit package available to all Americans, regardless 
of income. However, insurance, while crucial, is not enough. Access and education must be 
improved, To this end, funding for Community Health Centers. a major source of primary care 
(including family ptanning and pre*natal care), is expanding. Also, traditional public: health efforts 
through Title X and the Maternal and Child Health Block Grant will continue. 

Demonstrations. We W\luld also propose to conduct demonstrations to link family planning and other 
critical health care prevention approaches to welfare reform efforts. AFDC mothers overwhelmingly 
state that they do not want to bear more children until they can provide for them. This option would 
improve k.nowledge about and access to appropriate family planning services for these recipients and 
other I{)w~income individuals. 
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MAKE WORK PAY 


A. CHILD CARE FOR WORKING FAMILIES 
B. ADVANCE PAYMENT OF THE EITC 
C. OTHER SUPPORT FOR WORKING FAMILIES 

1. Work Should Be Beoer than Welfare 
2. Demonstrations 

NEED - Even fuU·time work can leave a family poor, and the situation has worsened as real wages 
have declined significantly over the past two decades. In 1974. some 12 percent of fuJi"time. full­
year workers earned too little to keep a family of four out of pOverty. By 1992. the figure was 18 
percent Simultaneously, the welfare system sets up a devastating array of barriers to people who 
receive assistance hut want to work, It penalizes those who work by taking away benefits dollar for 
dollat. it imposes arduous reponing requiremen~ fm those with earnings. and it prevents saving for 
the future with a meager limit on assets. Moreover, working poor farnjlies often lack adequate 
medica! protection and face sizable child care costs. Too often, parents may choose welfare instead 
of work to ensure that their 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 rules and to reduce both 
poverty and welfare use, then work must pay. 

STRATEGY - Three of the major elements that make work pay are working family tax credits, 
health reform and child care. The President has already launched the first two of these. A dramatic 
expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit (ElTe) 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 hour 
for a parent with two or more children, The EITC expansion is a giant step toward ensuring that a 
family of four with a fulHime worker will no longer be poor.' However, we still must find better 
ways to delJver the EITC on a timely basis throughout the year. Ensuring that all Americans can 
count on health 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 to ensure that 
work really does pay is child care. 

CHlW 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 to participate in education. training and employment 
activities. Child care support is also pivotal for the working poor to enable them to stay in the 
workforce. Substantial resources are required to expand the child care supply for both populations 
and to strengthen the quality of the care. 

The Federal Government subsidizes child care for lowwincome families through the title IV-A 
entitiement programs (JOBS Child Cate, Transitional Child Care, and At-Risk: Child Care) and the 
Cbild Care and Development Block Grant. Middle· and upper.income people benelit from the 
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dependent care tax credit and child care deductions using flexible spending accounts. Because the 
dependent care tax credit is not refundable j is paid at the end of the year and is basoo Oil money 
aJready spent on child care, it )s not now helpful to Jow~jncome families. 

The welfare refann proposal should have the following goals re1ated to child care: to increase 
funding so that both those on casb assistance and work.ing families are provided adequate ¢hUd care 
support, to ensure children safe and healthy environments that promote child development, and to 
create a more consolidated and simplified child care system. Our plan includes the following 
strategies to achieve these goals: 

Maintain IY~A Child Care. We propose to continue the current IV~A entitlement programs for casb 
assistance recipients. These programs would automaticaJly expand to accommodate the increased 
demand created by required participation in education, training and work. 

expand Child Care for LQw~Inoome Workinsz Families_ We ruso propose significant new funding for 
low-income. working families:. The At~Rjsk Child Care Program, currently a capped entitlement 
which is available to serve the working poor, is capped at a very low level and States have difficulty 
using it because of the required State match. We propose to expand this entitlement program and to 
reduce the barriers which impede States' use of it. 

Maintajn Child Care Development Block GranL We would maintain and gradually increase the Block 
Grant, allowing States greater flexibility in the use of the funds to strengthen child care quality and to 
build the supply of care. However, no famities receiving cash assistance would be eligible for 
services under this program. 

Coordinate Rules AcrosS All Child Care Programs, For alI three of the aoove strategies. we WQuld 
require States to ensure seamless coverage for persons who leave welfare for work, The requirement 
for health and safety standards would be made cons.istent across these programs and would conform to 
those standards specified in the Block Grant program, States will be required to establish sliding fee 
scaJes, Efforts will be made tQ facilitate linkages between Head Start and child care funding streams 
to enhance quaJity and comprehensive services, 

Several 	questions must be answered in order to complete a ch ild care strategy: 

J. 	 How much new investment in child care is reasonable? Significant new ;nvesfments are 
essential UJ ensure thai bmh AFDCfamilies amJ the working poor can access sale and 
ajfordabie care, We need ta assess how much expanswn 0/child core for the working poor 
can be l!/forded, 

2, 	 Should we reduce further, or eliminate. the Stale malch requirements for child care for the 
working poor under rJre IV·A entillemeill'? The welfare reform IniJitUive will put greater 
demands on States IO' ensure child care/or those entitled under lhe Family Support Act. 
Reducing or elimi1U1ling the match rate requirements for provldl.ng child care supfXJrt to the 
working poor would provUle a strong incentive jor Slates UJ fond child care for families 
transitioning/rom welfare or at risk ofentering weI/are, 
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3. 	 Slwu/d we also propose making ,he Depende/IJ OIre Tax Credil refundable? 1his approach 
will not help the lowest~income families who slill would not have the UP1ronJ nwnzy to pay 
for child care; therefore. iJ should only be considered in landem "Mdth otherproposals. 

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

ADVANCE PAYMENT OF mE EITC 

For the overwhelming majority of people who reeeive if, the EITC comes in a lump sum at the end of 
the year. People who are working for low payor who are considering leaving welfare for work must 
wait as long as 1& months to see the rewards of their efforts. Many others either fail to submit tax 
returns or fail to claim the credit on the return, 

An essential part of making work pay is distributing the EITC in regular amounts throughout the 
year. To roouce the danger of overpayments. the credit could be partially paid on an advance basis 
with the remainder paid as a bonus at the end of the year after filing a tax return. Advance payment 
fosters positive work incentives because it provides an additional source of petiodic and regular 
income to workers during the year, and it allows individuals: to receive the credit as they earn wages­
clearly iIlustrating 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 living. 

Strategies to expand the effectiveness of the EITC include: 

• 	 Expanded use of employer~based advance payments. particularly sending W-S forms and 
information to all workers who received an ElTe in the past year. 

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

• 	 Joint administration of food stamps and EITC to working families using existing State food 
stamp adminjstrations. Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) technology would be utilized 
whenever possible. 

ornER SUPPORT FOR WORKING FAMILIES 

One other rolley needs to be addressed to adequately encourage work: and support the working poor­
ensuring that work is always bener than welfare, Several options for achieving this goal are listed 
below. We also suggest demonstrations of innovative ideas. 
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Work Should Be Better than Welrare 
The combination of the EITC, health reform and child care will largely ensure that peopJe with fewer 
than three children can avoid poverty with a full~time. full-year worker, But full--time work may not 
always be feasible. especially for 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 assistance, earnings from half-time to three-quartenHime work should allow most single­
parent families to escape poverty. 

Nevertheless, for larger families and in high-benefit States, welfare may stUi pay b<tter than work, III 
addition, in many instances welfare is reduced by One dollar for each dollar of additional earnings. 
This results in situations where there is no economic gain from accepting part--time work:. Some 
Working Group members believe that families in which someone is working at least balf~time ought 
to mways be better off than families who are receiving welfare in wh.ich no one is working, If this 
goal were accepted. there would be four options for achieving it; 

Oplion I: Allow (or require) Stales to supplement the EITC,food stamps or Musing benefiJs for 
working families whet: work pays less than weI/ore, 

States could supplement existing EITC. food stamp or housing benefits, Already some States 
have theit own EITC. In most cases, a modtst 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 ttansitiona1 assistance, 

Option 2: Allow (or require) Stales to continue to provide some AFDCfcash assistance to working 
families, 

One straightforward way to ensure that part-time work is better than welfare is to allow or 
require Slates to continue to provide some cash aid to part-time workers, This could be 
accomplished by simplifying the existing eamings disregardS in the AFDC program, by 
eliminating their time~ensitive nature, and by not counting months towards a time limit jf the 
adults were working at least part time, 

Opr/on J: Use advance child support payments or child support assurenee (See the child support 
en/orcemeru section/or mQre details). 

Ensuring that women with chiJd support awards in place get some child support through 
advance payments or child suppon assurance could effectively guarantee that even single 
parents who work at least half time can do better than welfare with a combination of ElTC 
and child support 

Option 4: Allow SltUes to malch $ome portion ofthe earnings oj recipients and place the money if! 
Individual Development Accounts (TDAs) to be used to finance investments such as education. 
trailtlng. or purchase o/a car or home, 
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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 Sypport 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 hea1th 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 ex.perience unemployment. Low-paying jobs are 
often short-lived, and low-income families often do not qualify for Unemployment Insurance 
(VI). 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. 
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PROVIDE ACCESS TO EDUCATION AND TRAINING, 

IMPOSE TIME LIMITS, AJI.'D EXPECT WORK 


A. 	 BNHANCING THB JOBS PROGRAM 
1, Immediate Focus on Work and Participation in JOBS 
2. Expanding the JOBS Program 
3, Integrating JOBS and Mainstream Education and Training lnitiatives 

B. MAKING WELFARB TRANSmONAL 
C. 	 WORK 

1, Administrative Structure of the WORK. Program 
2. Cnaracteristies of the WORK Assignments 

3, Economic Development 


NEED - AfDC currently serves as temporary assistance for many of its recipients. supporting them 
untll they regain their footing. Two out of every three persons who enttf the welfare system leave it. 
at least temporarily, within two years, Fewer than one in five remains on welfare for more than five 
consecutive years, 

However, a significant number of recipients do remain on welfare for a prolonged period of time, 
While tong4:erm recipients represent only a modest percentage of aU 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 barriers to employment. including physical disabilities, others are 
able 10 work but are not moving in the direoion of self~sufficiency. Most Jong-tenn recipients are 
not on a track to obtain employment that will enable them to leave AFDe. 

STRATEGY - Changing the focus of the welfare system from determining eligibility and writing 
checks to heJping redpients achieve self~suffidency through access to education and training and, 
ultimately, through work demands a major restructuring 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, 


(2) 	 Making welfare transitional so that those who seek assistance get the services they need to 
become self-sufficient within two years. 

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

Each applicant would, within 90 days of entry. work out a plan to attain independence through work 
and would immediately thereafter begin taking the steps toward self-sufficieney laid out in the plan. 
Through expanded access to education and training, recipients would obtain the skills needed to find 
and retain private sector employment. Making work pay, dramatically improving cbild suppa" 
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enforcement and providing education. 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 but are nonetheless unable to find private sector jobs within two years would be 
offered paid work assignments in the public. private or non-profit sectors to enable them to support 
their famiHes, 

ENHANCING mE JOBS PROGRAM 

Fundamentally cbanging the way individuals receive assistance from the government requires an 
equally fundamental cbange in me program delivering that assistance, The Family Support Ad of 
198& set fonh a bold new vision for the social weJfare system: AFDC was to become a transitional 
support program whose mJssion would be helping poople move toward independence. The JOBS 
program was established [0 deliver the education, training and other serviees needed to enabJe 
recipients to leave welfare, 

Unfortunately, the current reality is far from that vision. Part of the problem is resources. Another 
part is the absence of effective coordination among the myriad of programs run by both State and 
Federal departments of education. labor and human services. The culture of the welfare bureaucracy. 
however, represents perhaps the greatest challenge tQ tl'\le welfare reform. From a system focusoo on 
check~writing and eligihility determination, we must create one with a new mandate: to fulfin the 
promise of the Family Support Act by providing both the services and the incentives to help recipients 
move toward self~sufficiency through work, 

Strong Federal leadership in steering the welfare system in this new direction will be critical. To 
this end, we propose to: 

(1) 	 Structure the welfare system so that applicants, from the moment they enter the system. are 
focused on moving from welfare to work through participation in programs and services 
designed to enhance employahility. 

(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 welfare system would be changed to dearly communicate to recipients the 
emphasis on achieving self~sufficiency through work. 

Social Contract. Each applicant for assistance would be required to enter into a social contraet in 
which the applicant agrees to cooperate in good faith with the State in developing and following an 
employability plan leading to self~sufficiency, and the State agrees to provide the services called for in 
the employability plan, 

Up~Erom Job Search. At State option, most new applicants would be required to engage in 
supervised job search from the date of application for benefits. 
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Ern.p1Q)'ability Plan_ Within 90 days of application, each person, tn conjunction with his or her 

caseworker, would design an individualized employability plan, which would specify the services to 

be pwyidoo 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 wiH continue to have very different levels of work experience, education and skills, 

Accordingly. their needs would be met through a variety of activities: job search. classroom learning, 

on-the-job training and work: experience. States and locruities would. therefore, have great flexibility 

in designing the exact mix of JOBS program services, The time frames required would vary 

depending on the individual but would not exceed two years for those who could work. 

Employability plans would be adjusted in response to changes in a family's situation. 


Narrower ExemntiQn Criteria. We recognize that some who soot transitional assistance will, for 

good reason, be unable to work. Persons in this category could include individuals who are disab1ed 

or seriously iII or who are caring for a disabled or seriously ill relative. The current criteria for 

exemption from the JOBS program woold, however, be narrowed, Parents of young children, for 

example, would be expected to participate, The question of panidpation requirementS for 

grandparents and other relatives caring for dependent children is under study, 


Expanded Definition of "PanlciPation." As soon as the employabUity plan is developed, the 

recipient would he expected to enroll in the JOBS program and to engage in the activities called fot in 

the employability p~an. Enhanced Federal funding would be provided to accommodate this dramatic 

expansion of the JOBS program. The definition of satisf&.1ory participation in the lOBS program 

would be broadened to include substance abuse treatment and possibly other activities such as 

parentingllife skills classes or domestic violence. counseling if they are determined to be important 

preconditions for pursuing employment successfully. 


Sanctions. Sanctions for failure to follow the employability plan would be at least as strong as the 

sanctions under current law, 


Expanding. the JOBS Program 

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

Enhanced Match. States are currently required to share the cost of the JOBS program with the 
Federal Government. States bave, however, been suffering under fiscal constraints which were not 
anticipated at the time the Family Support Act was enacted. This shortage of State dollars bas been a 
major obstacle to delivery of services through the JOBS program. Most States have been unable to 
draw down their entire allocation for JOBS because they cannot provide the State match. In 1992. 
States drew down only 62 percent of the $1 biHion ill available Federal funds. Fiscal problems have 
limited the number of individuals served under JOBS and, in many cases, limited the services States 
offer their JOBS pardcipants, Nationwide. about t5 percent .of the non-exempt AFOC caseload is 
participating in the JOBS program. To address the scarcity of Stale JOBS 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 
unemployment rate exceeded a specified leve1. 

DramiiticaUy IDCrused PanjciPation. With increased Federal resources available, it is reasonable to 
expect dramatical1y increased participation in the JOBS program. Current Jaw requires that States 
enroll 20 percent of the non-exempt AFDe easeload in the lOBS program during fiscal year 1995. 
Under the proposaJ~ higher panicipation standards would be phased in. and the program would move 
toward a fuli-panicipalion model. As discussed above, participation would be deftned more broadly 
and most exemptions eliminated. ' 

Federal Leadership. The Federal role in the JOBS program would be to provide training and 
technical assistance to help States make the program changes calJed for in this plan, Federal funds 
would be used to train eligibil ity workers to become more effective caseworkers. Through tecbnicru 
assistance, the Federal Government would encourage evaluations of State JOBS programs, help 
promote state"'<)f~the~art practices, and assist States in redesigning their intake processes to emphasize 
employment rather than eligibility. These activities would be funded by setting aside one percent of 
Federal JOBS funds specifically fur this purpose. 

Federal oversight of the welfare bureaucracy would change to reflect this new mission as well. 
Quality control and audits wou1d emphasize performance standards which measure outcomes sucb as 
long~term job placements, rather than just process standards. 

Integrating JOBS and Mainstream Education and TraIning Initiatives 
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 infamatian about the broad array of 
existing training and education programs. 

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

• 	 Natjonal Service. HHS would work with the Corporation for National and 
Community Service to ensure that lOBS participants are able to take full advantage of 
national service as a road to independence, 

• 	 School-to-WQrk. HHS would work to make participation requirements for Schoot~to­
Work: and for the lOBS program compatible. in order to give lOBS participants the 
opportunity to access this new initiative. 

• 	 One-Stop Shoppinl:. The Department of Labor would consider making some JOBS 
offices sites for the one-MOp shopping demonstration. 

The plan would also include pursuing ways to ensure that JOBS participants make full use of such 
existing programs as Pell grants, ineome<Ontingent student loans and Job Corps, In particular, HHS 
would: work with the Department of Labor to improve coordination between State JOBS and lob 
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) programs, We would also encourage the development of training 
programs to prepare people to take advantage of the many jobs that would be available in the 
expanded child care system. 
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The pian would make it easier for States 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. SpecificaHy. we would create, perhaps under the aegis 
of the Community Enterprise Board, a training and education waiver board, conststlng of the 
Secretaries of Labor, HHS. Educatioll and other interested Departments. with the authority to waive 
key eligibility rules and procedures for demonstrations of a more coordinated education and training 
system. 

MAKING WELFARE TRANSITIONAL 

People seeking 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 pr'oviding them with the services they need to find 
employment and achieve self-sufficiency. 

Placing a time Hmit on cash assistance is part of the overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare 
system from issuing cbecks to 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 who is able to work would be limited to a cumulative total of two 
years of tran.~itiona1 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 in !.heir final 45-90 days of 
transitional assistance. 

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

At State option. months in which a recipient worked an average of 20 hours or IJl{}re per week or 
reported over $400 in earnings would also not be counted against the time limit. 

EXlensions, States would have flexibility to provide extensions in the following circum.~tances. up to 
a fixed percentage of the caseload: 

• 	 For completion of high school. a OED or other training program expected to lead 
directly to employment, These eAtensions would be contingent on satisfactory 
progress toward attaining a diploma or completing the program. 

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

• 	 For those who are seriously ill. disabled. taking care of a seriously ill or disabled 
child 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 f~ilies. 

Each State would be required to operate a WORK program which would make paid work assignrnent~ 
(hereafter WORK assignments or WORK positions) available to recipients who had 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. 

AdministraUl'e Structure or 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. 

Fynding. 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. 

Flexibi!jty. 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. 
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• Execute performance-based contracts with private firms such a.,'\ America Works or 
not~f()r-profit organizations to place JOBS graduates. 

• Set up community service projects employing welfare recipients as, for exampJe~ 
health aides in clinics located in underserved communities. 

Canacitl. Each State would be required to create a minimum number of WORK assignments, with 
the number to be based on the level of Federal funding received, If the number of people needing 
WORK positions exceeded the supply, WORK asSignments, as they became available, would be 
aJlocated on a first-come, first-served basis. 

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

Administration. States and localities would be required to involve the private sector, community 
organizations and organized labor in the WORK program. For example, joint public/private 
governing boards or local Private Industry Councils migh.t be given roles overseeing WORK 
programs. 

Aptj~DisD!a&ement. States would be required to operate their WORK programs such that public 
sector employees VIOuld not he displaced. Anti-dlsplacement language is currently under 
development 

S:UlW0rtive Seo:ices. States would be required to provide chUd care, transportation and other 
supportive services if needed to enable individuals to participate in the WORK program. 

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

An imponant question remains OJ' to whether States should be aI/owed to place limits on the total 
length oftime persons would be permitted to remain in the WORK program, 

One option would be to allow Slates to reduce cash benefits. by up to a certain percefIJage, to JMrsons 
wIw hod been In ,he WORK program for a ser period of,Ime and were QI! ,he woillng lis' for a new 
WORK position. SIUles would only be permitted to reduce cash assistance to the extent that the 
combi1ll!d value ofcash and i.-kind benefits did notfall below a minimum lewl (a fixed percentage of 
'he pa""ny line). 
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Characteristics of the WORK Assignments 

~. Participants would be paid the minimum wage (or higher at State option). 

!illlus, Each WORK assignment would be for a minimum of IS hours per week (65 hours per 
month) and no more than 35 hours per week (150 hours per month), The number of hours fur each 
poskion would be determined by the State, 

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

Type of Work, Most of the jobs, whether private or public sector. are e~pected to be entry-level but 
should nonetheless be substantive work that enhances the participant's employability. Programs 
would be encouraged to focus their efforts on developing WORK positions in occupations which are 
currently in demand andlor which are expected to be in demand in the near future. 

Treatment Qf Wages. Wages from WORK positions would be treated as earned income with respect 
to Worker's Compensation, FICA and public assistance pr-ograrru;. Earnings from public sector 
WORK positions would not count .is earned income for the purpose of the Earned Income Tax Credit 
(EfTC), in order to encourage movement into jobs outside the WORK program, 

WORK positions in the private and not-for-profit sectors would be required to meet the minimum 
standards described above with respect to 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/or wages, Described be/ow 
is a different type of WORK program, under which persons .....fw had reached lhe fW()..}'ear time limit 
for cash assistance would work/or befU'jiIS. 

Oplion: Permit a State to enroll all or a limited number of Ihe recipients who had reached the twQ~ 
year time limit in community work experience program (CWEP) positions, as opposed to paid WORK 
assignme11Js. 1hese CWEP positions wculd lake the followingfonn: 

Benefiu. Participams 'WOuld be required to work in order 10 continue to receive cash 
assiSlance, 1he check received /Jy lhe porric/ptl1lI woaid he treated as heneflfS rather than 
earnings for any and all purposes. 

1i111!!1, 1he required hours ofwork for participallJS would he calculated /Jy dividing lhe 
onwunl of cash assistance by 1M ml'nimum wage. up to a maximum oj35 hours a week. 

Child Sunporr, AI Slate option, lhe amount oflhe child support Qrder cQU./d be deducted from 
lhe cash benefit for the purpose of Ca/CuiOfing hours, A delinque11J non-custodial pare11J could 
be required to work offthe child support arrearage in. a CWEP posilion. 

Sanqkms. FaiJure to work the required number ofhours would be accompanied by sanctions 
Similar to those for fWl1-participfJ1ion 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 to expand job opportunities and 
stimulate economic growth. Incr~ing capital investment could expand the sustainable private 
employment opportunities for graduates of the JOBS program. Strategies to promote savings and 
accumulation of assets are also key to helping recipient.. escape poverty through work:. 

ComnnmltY Dwloptneot. Initiatives that are under consideration to ensure that JOBS graduates ate 
able to take full advantage of the Administfation~s oomrnunity devetopment initiatives include: 

• 	 Providing enhanced funding through the Community DevelQpment Bank and Financial 
Institutions proposaI to support the development of projects that create work and self~ 
employment for JOBS graduates. 

• 	 Increasing the number of microenterprises by allocating additional funds to the Small 
Business Administration's MicroJoan and 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 lOBS graduates. 

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

Individual gCQnQmic DevelQpment. We would also propose the following steps to encourage people 
receiving transitional assistance to save money and accumulate assetS. in order to belp them escape 
poverty permanently: 

• 	 Raising hoth the asset limit for eligibility for cash assistance 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 subsidies to encourage savings for 
education, training, purchasing a home Of' car or starling a business. The IDA 
demonstration would be linked to participation in the WORK program or taking jobs 
outside the work program, 
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ENFORCECHlLDSUPPORT 

A, CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
L A Universal and Simplified Paternity Establishment Process 
2. Appropriate Payment Levels 
3. Collection and Enforcement 
4. Providing Some Minimum Level of Child Support 

B, 	 ENHANCING RESPONSIBILITY AND OPPORTUNITY FOR NONCUSTODIAL 
PARENTS 

NEED - The typical child born in the U.S. today will spend time in a single-parent home. Yet. the 
evidence is clear that children henefit from interaction with two supponive parents. Single parents 
cannot be expected to do the entire job of two parent~. 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 local 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 ex,ce¢ds $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 ch.ildren a cbild support order is never established. 
Roughly 37 percent of the potential collection gap of $34 billion can be traced to eases wbere no 
award is in place. This is largely due to the failure to establish paternity for children born out of 
wedIock. Second, fully 42 percent of the potential gap can be traced to awards that were either set 
low 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 clement involves 
numerous changes to improve the existing ehild support enforcement system. For children to obtain 
more support from their noncustodial parents, paternity establishment must be made more universal 
and should be completed as soon as possible following the bitlh of the child. A National Guidelines 
Commission wil1 be formed to address variability among State levels of awards. and awards will be 
updated periodically through an administrative process. States must aiw develop central 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 level of child support. The second major element is demanding 
responsihilityand enhancing opportunity for noncustodial parents. They should be required to pay 
child support and in some cases, shQuld be offered increased economil:: opponunities to help them do 
so. 
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

Components of the improved child support enforcement system are: 

A Univ.....1 and Simplified Paternity Establishment PrOCfSS 
• 	 Require States to immediately seek paternity establishment for as many children born out of 

wedlock as possible, regardless of the welfare or income status of the mother or father. 
• 	 Establish performance standards with incenlive payments and penalties. State performance 

would be based on all 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 a... a parental responsibility and a right of the child. 
• 	 Provide expanded and simplified yoluntary acknowledgment procedures, 
• 	 Streamline the process for contested cases, 
• 	 Impose clearer, stricter cooperation requirements on mothers to provide both the name of the 

putative father and verifiable information so that the father can be located and served the 
papers n&essary 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 
or requiring mothers and fathers to cooperate and in encouraging States to establish paternity: 

Option: Provide a bonus 0/$50 per momh in additional MDe payments to motMrs ifpaternity for 
the child Iws been estaWshed (instead Ofthe $50 passthrough ullder current law). 

Option: Deny certain govertJnWnt heru1its to persons who have JU)f met cooperation requirements, 
Good cause e.r.ceptiolU would be granJed, 

Option: Reduce Federal malch on helU'ftts paid 10 Slates which fail 10 establish paternity in a 
reasonable period 0/ time in cases where the mother has coopermed folly, 

Appropriate Payment ""vels 
• 	 Establish a National Guidelines Commisslon to 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 periodic updating of awards for all cases through administrative proce­
dures. Either parent would have the option to ask for an updated award when there is a 
significant change in circumstance, 

• 	 Revise payment and distribution rules designed to strengthen families. 

Colledion and Enfora:ment 
• 	 Create a central registry and clearinghouse in all States. All States would maintain a central 

registry and centraiized ooUection and disbursement capability. States would monitor support 
payments to ensure that child support is being paid and would be able to impose certain 
enforcement remedies at the State level administratively. A higher Federal match rate would 
be provided to implement new technologies. 

• 	 Create a Federal child support enforcement clearinghouse. This clearinghouse would provide 
for enhanced location and enforcement coordination, particularly in interstate cases, There 
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would be frequent and routine matches to various Federal and State databases including IRS, 
Social Security and Unemployment Insurance. The IRS role in fun collections. tax refund 
offset. and provjding access to IRS income and asset information would be expanded. 

• 	 Require routine reporting of aU new hires via national W-4 reporting. New hires with unpaid 
orders would result in immediate wage withholding by the State. 

• 	 Eliminate most weJfare/n()o~welfare distinctions to achieve brooder, more universal provision 
of services. 

• 	 Inc:rwe tools for Federal and State enforcement, including more routine wage withholding. 
suspension -of driver's and professional licenses and attachment of financial institution 
accounts. 

• 	 Enhance administrative power to take many enforcement actions. 
• 	 Simplify pro<:edures for interstate collection. 
• 	 Create a new funding formula and place an .emphasis on performance~based 

incentives. 
• 	 Reinvest State incentive payments in the clJiJd support program. 

Providing Some Minimum Level or Child Support 
Even with the provisions above, enforcement of child support is likely to be uneven for som.e time to 
come, Some States win be more effective at ool1ecting than others. Moreover, there wlll be many 
cases where the noncustodial parent cannot be expected to contribute much because of Jow payor 
unemployment. An important question is whether children in single-parent families should be 
provided some minimum level of child support even when the State faiis to collect it. The problem is 
especially acute for custodial parents who are not on AFDC and are trying to make ends meet with a 
combination of work and child suppOrt. The P(esident has not endorsed Child Support Assutance, 
and there is considerable division within the Working Group about its merits. 

Options under consideration include the following; 

Option 1: Advance paymem to custodial parents nor on welfare oj up to $50 (or S/OO) per child per 
month in child support awed by the noncustodial parent. eYeR when the molley has not yet been 
collected. 

Advance payments could not exceed the amount actually owed by the noncustodial parent 
States would have the option of creating work programs so that noncustodial parents could 
work off the support due if they had no income. 

Option 2: A system of Child SuppOtt Assurance which insures minimum paymems for all custodial 
parents with awards in place, 

Minimum payments might exceed the actual a~·ard. with government paying the difference 
between collections and the minimum assured benefit. States: might experiment with tying 
guaranteed 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 State 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, 

Opllon 3: State demonstrations only, ojone or both oj the above options, 
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ENHANCING RFSPONSIBILITY AND OPPORTUNITY FOR NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS 

Under the present system. the needs and concerns of nonCtlStodiai parents are often ignored. The 
system needs to focus more attention on this popUlation and send the message that "fathers matter" • 
We ought to encourage noncustodial parents to remain involved in their children's lives-not drive 
them further away. The cbild suppo-n system. while getting tougher on those that can pay but refuse 
to do so, should also be fair to those noncustodiaJ 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 admil)istrative process will allow for downward modifications of 
awards when a job is invo1untarHy lost. Other strategies would also be pursued, 

Ultimately. expectations of mothers and fathers should 00 parallel. Whatever is expected of the 
mother should be eXpei:ted of the father. Whatever education and training opportunities are provided 
to custodial parents. similar opportunities should be available to noncustodial parents who pay their 
child support and remain involved. If noncustodial parents can improve their earnings capacity and 
maintain relationships with their children. they will be a source of both financial and emotional 
,upport. 

Much needs to be learned, partly be~m.e we have focus.ed less anemian 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: 

• 	 Provide block grants to States for accessw and visitation-related programs. including mediation 
(both vo1untary and mandatory), counseling. education, and enforcement 

., 	 Reserve a portion of JOBS program funding for education and training programs for 
noncustodial parents. 

• 	 Make the Targeted lobs Tax Credit (rJTe) available to fathers with children receiving food 
stamp•• 

., 	 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 non<:.ustodial 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 inconsistent rules. The complexity confuses the mission, frustrates people seeking 
aid. confuses caseworkers, increases administrative costs and leads to program errors and inefficien­
cies. In addition, the web of Federal-State--Iocal relations in the administrative system largely focuses 
on rules rather than results, If ever there were a government program that is deeply resented by its 
customers. it is the existing welfare system. 

STRATEGV -- 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 locai flexibility in 
managing programs are also critical. Finally, a central FederaJ 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 
welfare reform-always sought, never realized. The reasons are many: disparate goals of different 
programs, varied constituencies, departmental differences~ divergent Congressional committee 
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 due to the current 
complexity. 

There are two basic options for reform: 

Option J: Simplify and cooroilUlle rules in existing programs. 
Considerable improvements could be achieved by modifying existing rules in current 
programs. Such change.~ could include the following; 
• 	 Reduce Federal program ruies. reporting and budgeting requirements to a minimum. 
• 	 Simplify and conform income and asset rules in the MOe and Food Stamp 

programs, 
• 	 Adopt regulatory and legislative recommendations (as developed by the American 

Public Welfare Association), to streamline application. redetermination and reporting 
processes. 

• 	 Base eligibility for programs, such as child care for working families. on simplified 
Food Stamp rules or AFDC-Iike 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 l00-bQUT rule 
and the quarters-<lf-worlc rule, as discussed in the Make Work Pay section of this 
paper. 

• 	 Simplify and standardize earnings disregards. 
• 	 States would be required to use a standard procedure to detennlne- need standards but 

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

Option 2; Develop a simplified and consolidated eligibilily process for the new transitional assistance 
program, Strive to bring other aid programs into ronfonnily, 

In addition to the provisions described under option I, this option would solve the problem 
that AFDC and food stamps currently have different filing units for purposes of establisbing 
eligibility. AFDC is designed to support children "deprived of parental support," so it is 
focused on s.ingJe parents. it excludes other adult me-mbers in the household, it treats multiple-­
generation households as different units. and it excludes disabled persons receiving S5I from 
the unit. The Food Stamp program, by contrast, defines a fiUng unit as all peopJe in the 
household who share cooking facilities. 

This option standardizes the definition of the filing unit under AFDC and food stamps. States 
would continue to set 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 varlous government agencies 
to claim benefits fraudulently with virtually no chance of detection. 

The new program of transitional assistance, in and of itself, will go a long way toward preventing 
waste and fraud. During the period of transitional cash benefits, there will be enhanced tracking of a 
client's training activities and work opportunities, as well as the electronic exchange of tax, benefit 
and child support information. Also. the newly expanded EITC largely eliminates current incentives 
to Pwork off the books" and disincentives to report all employment. With the EITC. it is now 
advantageous to report every single dollar of earnings. 

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

• 	 Coordinate more comp1etely 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 
systems that improve interstate coordination. eliminate duplicate benefits and permit tracking, 
At a minimum, information must be shared across States to prevent the circumvention of time 
limits by recipients rclocating to a different State, 

• 	 Fully utilize current and emerging technologies to offer better services at less cost. targeted 
more efficiently on those eligible. 

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND STATE FLEXIBILITY 

A reformed welfare system requires dear objectives to aid policy development and performance 
measures to gauge whether policy intent is achieved. Performance measures in a transitional program 
of benefits should ret1eet the achievement of all program objectives and relate to the prim.ary go& of 
helping families to bocome self-sufficient. Standards should be established for a broad range of 
program activities against which front-line workers. managers and policymaters can assess the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the program. To the extent possible. results-rather than inputs and 
processes-should be measured. Slates and localities must have the flexibility and resources to 
achieve the programmatic goals that have been set. 

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

• 	 The Federal Government should provide technical assistance to States for achieving these 
standards by evaluating program innovations, identifying what is working and assisting in the 
transfer of effective strategies. 
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Bruce Reed 
David Ellwood 
Mary Jo Bane 
Wendoll Primus 
lilI1ily Bromberg 

FrOll\! Melissa 

Wanted to be eure you saw Dave Whitman's article in this 
week's U.S. News. ! hope to write up talking pOints rebutting his 
low numbers and definition of success some time this week - so any 
thouqh~Q you havo would ba appraciat@d. 
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• u.s, NEWS 

Honey, I shrunk the 

welfare reform plan 

Clinton's team scales back his grand pledge 

A ll:I.Sk faret} Qr {he Clinton admin· 
htration is now busily convening 
one of the prc.~!dent's most f6.~ 

mOil' camra~n pledges-Io '"cud wel· 
fare tiS we kltQW it" - imo a plan to end 
welfare kn' just a mooe.q portion uf 
ttwso on ttl!! folk At t~t'! same time, tbo 
emerging proposal oo\J~d prove to he 11. 
reasonahle ru..Hc !AI leform, 

Ct1odid:,d;; Clinton \'Q\v\.:d to pf'.Wice 
tht1SC nn wdf:1.rc with 1.:duc:niHn, uain­
illg, .thy -C.,fC III'!d heplth CO...."'fil/.i'" riming 
th.'ir fir:>t LWO year.; nn Ihe rolls nul 
would then rCtluirc ttu:m I'll work in pti~ 
V;ttl.'-l'N'l<lr I)>' eOffilllunity • .\icrviG1.,' jllbs­
:Ill 1:1 .\ hiJ to ditninate "pcrmnncnt de-, 
[kllilcncl\ qn welL.re." Prchid'lI[ Cli(l' 
{(In ;>.,dd j;b\ A~lgH;,t th:'i ni1 pro~ram 
('llulu "nww million,; [)f jdl..: Alr.crtca(lJ 
nl!" th ..: welr.m'. f()U~ ,1nd '1010 thc wurk 
wlls." Hul lil~k 1(\(;:(' fficrrl\:lcr;-,. bcde'b 
ikd hy 11,jdg<.'1 (';.. rkil~, adtlliui:>tt>nh" 
,'dflslraillh in ;\Hl!l'~ ,;I:d uHI::enainly 
Ilhuvt lim;;~Hl1Iih,:d we/tine.. l;UVI3 scaled 
IM..:k Oinll'i\'" lV,.wd ";~Wll, 

l'rclitllln>lry \!$timal.,;l> of a lentati~ 
"kin {lullin..:d I.~y in\.' IntcflOgcncy ta!>K 
!<,t~·<.l.,·h...... tlml '" I')'JI}. HJll.llhly 2 p>.:r.xnt 
I,f (llC 4.7 million .(duh hcadS of fami!ie~ 
P1Ujl'I:!J.:U t\, r~(\;h'c Aiillo F',11I11;1..')\ With 
!)cpemklli Children ~Aff')q would 
k'1IV\.: Lht: rnll~ !.~ a n::v.h\ of the group';; 
proro~:;L rcrhap~) percent of those who 
1I:t>.l rcr(',iv..:~l AH)(' !<.if two years would 
lil~!; it lind be requirca to wor):,

Wafth,. 'ot eJlnton. The w~k force', 
..::,tim.atc$ nrc btill rough-and will ur.· 
,tuub~e~ly :..111[( a~ Clinton dwdcsnn the 
III1<ll fnrm of hi>; plal1. The projcclion~ 
U(\ however, oloadl), illu1ltr!tte \\'11)' 
!olmhiag .h\.! d"lc i~ l:('1.t!y illV! ;'(lmplox' 
Sendili!,]. !.luI chcd,\, fI~ ta,k (oru; urn· 
d:!l~ (liten painl ~'UI, 1:\ che;lf'K'T thall pm­
...idlnj,! cdp~~;on. It-l1ir.i!1t:. }llh~ and U;:1Y 
j,';.m: fm kllJ$. (0 n:uuc(': \:<».\;; Slid mlmm­
(Slf;lliv,,: .:omp!i!.:J(inn;;, the Clil1ltll\ plan­
Ih!r~ ,h::cid;:o 10 i~pply \hc lWlj-Y":,Lr thr.e 
limit jt1~1 h) yllUllg: [HOliH..:" (Hl1.lr.c hC:Hl­
cd by p,lr":lItS born ;titer lY12). who Will 
constil\1lC \.,nly <thou! a thitd of tor htffi' 
llil!;>. ~>II the tv!!' ;tl tW\). Thm t:.rlJ~1 
group W:1.~ whittkd (lo ... n ['liT/her by len­
flnivdy excl'n(.>til'll! If()m the lime Emit 
mu.ol faml!it.'s lh;.l illdudc fill dJcr!;; fir 
-~.-'<-- ..-­

tlilinbled parent. a M.:vercly disabled child 
or it to<lJler \lJld\:r the age oft 

Tlte a.(hnlnistraHnn'», l:~lilnAlcs I~f 
wha.t happens wilh those limilhtion.>: tell 
Ii h(')r.CY·{·lihrull}:·du:~pl;:n iiaga, 1n 1W9, 
offici4b ,,\limM'C, 1.67 mlllk>n familleJ 
headedhy an touch born afler '))72 wili he 
on AFDC Jim 70,O{}O tlf :lwM! famiJie~ 
{il culUierv:tti.,(" c~im:\lc, :..:dministration 

Qfficialli Sl'.Y) :.trc s..ppmcd t(1) dim!> en 
wt!ltare;",,, r~\U!t of Ilt~W rcfnnns. ~uch 
a, ~rmnc.!cd chilli eIre lind W0nc pro­
gl'ams. Allolll::r !,\!lJ)DO c<tMlS, apuu\ I.j 

perccill 01 1111: Y(I,lHg families, will hilvc 
h,l>1 Ibdr dli.:::k-: ..:ul piT ]111(\ hl' ,.'nrk.mg 
ill;1 l>ubsi(lin:u priV;,i..:-;;cctlJr joh nt pu\)­
Ijc·s.:rvit'C l>l. 'I. My L,)Uua~1. it much larg­
t:r IltIll1r...'r - ,\ C)tl:tn<:r pf Ille )'ouog ftllO­
ily Iic,;<.i5 f40t1,nUD ('.1SC<;} 'lI1i~hl tl!\ttl ~I.' 
cxcmpl fmfn 'he lim.. lim!l. 

Uy 20114, Inc !!HI""~I nl the pl!iI' 
wOlllct be rJlllch !;;,!CJI\'T. since: IllOTl' 1';lr· 
..:ot\ bom after i')72 wuuh.J be on (he 
fi\lI~ and $llhjccllO Illl' time timjlillitJn~ 
of thl.: It!w, CUllgrCs.q m;l)' alsu Imve CIl­
acted tllljvcr~;,l ht:lil!h ''<,Wi!(t;gc, whi.:h 
would Cll~;\rc no \,111": had to qnit all un­

in!>urcd job tn go on Wt,:i(an: \6 I,lht:tin 
Mcdic:lid. Tllal YCal', 11w adminL,trd" 
titl'l'l'S hAIlf">ilrlt ell-timate is l!ml {i,1fUlOn 
t1\lu!LS will be working In pubjk-~c..1ur 
or .. ubsitlized pri\rfll\.'"!'cclioo rtv,i· 
tiol:i-ru\,l~h!y flY{! timel> Ihe tlllmhcr jll 
19911. Evcn SQ, the !4dministration plan 
would only rcduD! the ollmbel (jf )"lung 
wf;\ll'ure fflmili~s ht<tded by nn acult 
fmm 2,1) mllliOll fO ju~{ 2.4 million. 

Those oumber.. cro not exactl), ::opeJl the 
cnd 1<l welfare -hlleast not as most tn" 
P:iyIH:'< know It. Still. th..: U.:ik force p!1tn 
hD.~ many plus.es aod could pmvide a 
more realistic route tuo:ndint: ]I;ng"tcrm 
<i"pl)odcl'\\''Y 1hun many of the Cr.'.l(\\lgh 
sclterm.\~now being bandied "bout hy leI!' 
j"ln{on. ann g(wcmors. it promi:-.e1-, for 
l'!~fance> to he more )!oncrete than paSl 
rlctcmplS tl) 1.\)fItpel Wd!':il"'C recipients fo 
wurk, which have t),f'icblly -n..l,'n high on 
rheloric and tow nn doHan;, That C<lffibi­

nation Often pcoducctl shllm work re' 
quirement!> ter fllcipi~IH~ whu did link: 
mOre than S~fl ur fOf ph:Jnlol'll job;;, 

The scale-d-hac\., !,i~k force Hluli1\\! ;,1'><1 
dovetails with po!itlcul reality. s.inc;: fe ..... 
IcgMmorx :-'Cl.:ffi illJ;Y willing to> ~hpIJ1J,'r 
Ihe fiscal <.t hum;lIl C\l~t-; 'It" milT': [.I<.Ii..:.il 
plans, And il milkc~ serl~, I,;~p.:cial!y ill 
lin aominil>tr:ninl'! iul<.)nl ..n hltt:rinj,l.lh..: 
cncnr"ding elwic;.)llllh:nl)'; ,If wdfllrc 0(­
rit;l!~, tll«l tim\.! limit:; lln Al,DC he 
ph",.,!d in lij'~l with ),oullg{:' pan:nh, 
Wit!1 tlte ~Inwilillg of hi" r-1an ju~t wc\!k~ 
(,wny, ClillloJ\'s ch.,n.: Ill1W flF,ly hI.' to 
dumpen thll CJl.pcctaliom 1111.11 Ill.! first 
r"j~u "'''llh Ills camp..:gu rrntrli.... , • 
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Melissa T. Skolfield 
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\ 
MQmorandum 

TO: Leon Panetta 

FROM: Isabel Sawhill 

RE: Welfare Refor.m - Alternative p(ana 

CC: A. Rivlin, M. Foley, B. Reedj}K. Way, and HRD staff 

This memo provides brief descriptions of important features of 
tlve alternative welfare reform bills~ It focuses on work 
requirements, family issues; state flexibility, and financing. 

1. 	 House Republican (HR 3500 - Santorum) 

Work 	 Requirements 
o 	 Nandatory participation in "AFDC Transition ?rogram" for 

first two years. Activities include job search, training,
and education. 

o 	 Mandatory work requirement after two years. Jobs can be 
com..rr.unity 	service. State option to make it one year. 
(Exemptions for seriously disabled and students.) 

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

o 	 Mandatory requirement to participate in substance abuse 
treatreent, if determined, to be necessary. 

Famil y Issues 
o 	 No benefits unless mothers identify fathers of children. 

(They receive a reduced benefit until paternity is legally 
established. ) 

o 	 No benefits to parents under lB. States can opt to provide 
such benefits. 

o 	 No additional benefits for children born while mother on 
AFDC. (Again, States can opt to do so.) 

o 	 State option to reduce benefits by $75 a month 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 progra'm for assisting needy children. 

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

Financing 
o 	 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 - S 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.) 

o 	 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 programs. 

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. 

o 	 Allows ince'ntives to employers to hire recipients through 
use of wage supplementation with AFDC and Food Stamp 
benefits and tax credits. 

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

o 	 Requires minor parents to live with parents (or other 



c 

adult) . 

o 	 Require~ paternity establishment to receive benefits. 

o 	 Makes the Dependent Care Tax Credit IDCTe) refundable. 

o 	 Allows women on AFDC who marry to retain a portion of 
benefits for up to a year. 

Financing 
o 	 Eliminates noncitizen eligibility for AFDC, Food Stamps,

Medicaid, and several other Federal programs. Caps
entitlement 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 catalogue sales taxes. (Subject to change I still 
under development~) 

3. 	 Talent/Faircloth (UReal Wel fare Reform Act" j 

'Endorsed by Bill Bennett, represents more conservative 
alternative to House Rep~blican bill. 

~~ R~guirerne~ts 
o 	 Requires 50% of all AFDC recipients to work by 1996. 

o 	 Requires 100% of "single able-bodied" Food Stamp recipients 
to work. 

E~phasis or. ~others without young children. 

o 	 State flexibility to design own work programs if they meet 
partiCipation requirements and adhere to eligibility 
restrictions. 

o 	 State option to i~pose time limit on benefits. 

Family Issues 
o 	 Eliminates AFDC; Food Stamps, public or Section a housing

benefits to unmarried mothers under the age of 21. Age
limit increases to 25 in 1998. ("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 credit. 

future welfare spending increases at 3.5% per year. 



4. 	 Kobl/Grauley (S 2057) 

State Flexibility 
o 	 Replace AFDC and Food Stamps with block grants to States. A 

State must show it is IImoving people into work" to continue 
to receive the block grant. 

o 	 States given flexibility to design own programs. 

o 	 Expands WIC. 

o 	 Does not affect Food Stamps for .the elderly and disabled. 

Financing: 
o 	 The funding level of the block grants is set at current 

spending ($37 billion in FY 1995) and remains the same into 
the future. 

5. 	 Woolsey/Regula .(HR 4318) 

Work 	 Re9uirements 
o 	 Tr~ples funding for JOBS progra!Ii. and "improves" Federal 

match rate. Includes performance standards to hold States 
accountable. 

o 	 Ends penalties for work by "requiring States to stop cutting
aid on a dollar-for-dollar basis" when recipient gets a job. 

o 	 Prohibits States from reducing AFDC assistance. 

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

o 	 Eliminates JOBS program rules which "make it more difficult 
to assign a participant to educationn

• 

Family Issues 
o 	 Expands child care assistance. 

o 	 "Enhances" paternity establishment. 

o 	 Eliminates r~les preventing families from benefitting when 
absent parents increase support payments. 

o 	 Federalizes child support enforcement. 
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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, 0 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 S2.8 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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336. S 837, Minimum Wag.c RestoraUonlCloture. Ken. 
nedy. D.MfWi., motion Ul invoke dntur~ (thus limiLing debate) Oil 
the biU tn rai:;e th!' minimum WlIgt' to M.5& an hoor Q1I;:;r tn.ee 
yean. fwm sa<l.''!. Motion rejected M.;'3l): R 8<32; D 46·3 IND 34·1, 
SD 14.2), Se)lt, 2:1. 1988. A threl'·fifthi! m1\j"dty lijA;:; mOl of the 
total &>rtatt i~ requiyoo to irt"'<lke dotUrf\ 

337. S 328. Prompt Pllym1!nt/Advia(.lory PaneL Sa~et, D­
Tenn" motion to table (kill) tbe GruMI!':'),. R-!ow/t, ilrn~ndment to 
<:reate a tn·member panel to Ildvise the gU\<Hnmcnt nn how tu 
<;>")Ilecl ll~ "tllSUlncling d..-bts. Mulion a!!reed to r,4·33: R 7-31; D 47, 
'2 {ND 32·2, SD 15·0;, Sept. 23, 1988. 

338, UR 4782_ Fista! 1989 Commerce, Justice, State 
lind JudiCiary Appropriali(lJ'!II/C(mf('r{lllce Ri&fK>rt, Ano>,' 
tioll of thtl cOllfewllc(' rep\>rt en thtl bill (thUll dtl.'lring t;l(j flWlltiUre 
for {M preside-nIl tu appropriatlJ SI4,MS.3W.000 fur tht- Dt!p,;rt, 
t'f!('ut$ of Cnrnmeffc. Just:ee ltnd Stll:t>l', the federlll judidltrv end 
~everltJ releted agencies in fistal 1959. T!w prtllident tetp.iested 
$15,51)4,004,000. Ad(,ptffi 7;-:3: R 31·11; D 46·2 iND 3l·2, SD 15­
O'!. SI!pt, 27, 1988, 

339. S 2488, Parental and Momicu.l Leave!PorIlQ­
graphy, Thurm()nd, R·S.C.. a.mendment to s('t prison terms of 20 

yeau'to life fur artyurtt who faeilltate! thi!' use of a min(.t far 
produriOf sIlKuall~' e~p!icit matllrial •. and to fllquire sClrure of real 
or ~I'$ooill prop!'tty used to "promote the curnmission" of 1m 
<lbcenity offen$e_ A,d"pll.'d 97.0: R 45·0~ D 52-0 (ND 35·0. sn 17· 
01, &tpt 28, 1988, 

340, lilt 4481. Fi'llca11989 Odella.,. Atdhorb:aUonICon. 
terence RCl)Ort. Adoption cf the conference report on the bill 
(thu$ deating the mel1Surll for the pmident) to autn..tize 
$221.00;I,lOO,()(l() in fis,·u.! )'9:00 fuooing fur tnt! DepeTtment oi 
J",f;Cflsollnd nudeat-\I;teapon~ pru!lnl!n~ run by the Department (If 
t:nergy, Aduptcd 91·4: R 42-1; D 49.;1 tND 32-3, S1) 17-0), Sept. 
ZS, 1988. 

F!iC~.;~;;·;~:~WeIrUTe_~<:!~~~;;-~;;;t:-" 
AdDpti<:.>r! of the eonference rejXlrt (>n tlw"bi'J'Ul·r~quirw~tu~~$.,tI,;I 
&"tJfngtlwn child·support enforcement: ootnblish and operate NUfa· 
tion, I,rainill~ nrn.I employrot'nt prUWIlJ1lll I.n mm:e welfate recipients 
off the nllb inw j<lbs; pm'lide rhDd (ute and tran.~pmw.tjor. needffi to 
PCfm;t wt'lfau! miplents to participnl",: ./lnci continue child (Oaril unci 
Mf'ciicaid N'.i)lage fur l~ months after welfare rec:pim:ts h'mli~ the 
r,,("; fur j..lm, AduptRd 96.1: R H.I, n 52{) IND 36·0, SD HI,OI. 
St-pL 29. 1981t (The HOU$e adopted .he ronff'rt'urc repu" <>n Hfl 
1720 S",pt. 3(1, cleating too measure f"t th,f' pr~ident.J 
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House Voles 372, 373, 374, 375, 376, 377, 378, 379 

372.. fiR 4781, Fiscal19B9 Defense ApPl'opriation!l!Con­
terence Report Adoption of !.he romer"nre report ofl the Li.1I (() Y v<>I,d I,.,· lr<'!tl). 
i4'llmprlllte $282,4:2.350,(00 in fi$ttll 1959 funding fm the Depart­ .It POO.ed 10<, 
mrnt t1 D(:fH!~. The president T{:;(juest.ed $283,159,445'{iOO. Acnptoo + A"".,..,.,u¢ I"",. 

;127.77; R 154·9; f) J73-t}8 (ND 99-6:>, SD 74 3j, Sept. 31;, 1~88. N Votl!1:i <:Ifl"in,j [""1;' 
X p(!i"d (>gll'''\'­
• Am><:lUC«d (lgOi"$t

"\ :373: HK 1720, Welfare Re.fo~~conf:reoce.,.R.epori' P V"",d "prtlfllt,"
AdQplmn"of·the·confefence'repoft or. the h,ll fthm dearing the ( V¢lW "p'¢1eni III aY(lid pi)\Sl' 
measure fOT 1.he president) to req'Jire ij:lHr_~ tn stfen"tlu)U ;;hlld­ bl~ tCflHk! of il\l"lHt 
!l.Uppnrl enforcement, el!tablish and opnate education, I.fil'ning ? Did "(If vo~ or o{b~"""'" mokl! (I 
and emp!oym€nl pl'ngrml'\$ to move walfuJ"(! rtdpient5 off the rolls ftl~hQn 1m""",. 
int<:., Jobs; prmade child care and Ullr.sp<lrtali<>n needoo 1.l.c permit 

PemtK'llh ~~,wel!are t(!ciPlents to participate; and cOT.liuue child cnre and Med. ,
icaid NYfrage f(lr 12 mouth. after welfn:e ~edpjtmt.<; leave the rolls ______________~ ~ 


for jutls. Adopted 347·53, R 142·19; 0 2().s-~ (NO 136·27, SD 69· 

7), Sept 30. 198&. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ It P!l.t.WAIt


,'_______"__"__,.,'-"C'__"__"'-...Cj~~ 
1 HII'!"374, UK 477ft Fiscal19SD DitHrict or Coillmbia Appro o 

,­._, 
"'"
pl'iationgiReligioulO Liho:-r1y and Aeadr-lDic Ft'eedom, .""'" ,,..... ,""""'"Dixoc, D·C!llit, motion for the Hou'!e to recede !rom ilJ! riisagf(lt­ 2~ 	 ~Qj,~ ~ ~ ! ~ ~ 

me:1! Bnd C0Mur hj Il Senate amendm"nt wich an amendm,mt tu l Ni\hclI 	 yH,?1Y'" ~~ 
6Mo.:(...~ $o"~ 	 V1'.-l1t f Y' i 

t~!N!r··Y
permit religi0u~ ll~iytiom tu flli! to endorse or dis<wow th" ideas 

; (ii~bof;,
of urgnnizntioos thllt ad"ncy~ idells thy! nmf1icl with the religinus YY-NN"Y"Y H ...
bd'ds of that lIssociation. Th~ S<fnllt.... nmrr.dment woold permit ] Iruffi. 	 ~ Ii/fliil\ ,i!'" N • Y 1 	 , 
reJigiotJ~ in"tHutinnl> Ul deny these gr0Ups - sUi:h as student "".. 	 ,,­


fl N..,.., r·""i 	 Y',"N-YYYhomosexua! gr(.'Up$ - the Hlme bl'nefiu;; lind rNK'JrCCS as 0tJ-.er 
filtlZOOJ; , )1 j ......

.tuden!. orgllnizations. Mutinn reject~d 134-201: R 11·123.; 0 123· 1.1,NI<11"Y " ... 
r,fjYN\t~· ~. I!WtI"8 (ND 99·44, 5D 24·3<i}, Sept. 30. 1988. ,~­
YN''''N~1N I;SM.. 

,­,­
a, 	

'.­
lJ!I,'Y\1 16 S......375, HR 4-637, fiscal 1989 Fo!'~igfj Aid Approprlatio.ns/ ,.... 
 TIll" N 1 V \ 	 Y Jl ~"",,"",

U.S.•China CQQlWrarloo. I,\'alker, R-Pll., ITwti<)fl tbaL the HOU$e ..,,',,'" 	 '. fw...' 1 Jo •...,...,., 	 ytll?11~'l~d1" frorn in disagroem",nt and ~",m(ur in the Senat", l>rrwndmcnt 
1 ,,,."'_ 	 "'IN1NTY<to proh:bit \;.3. assISUl:1CC tn the Chinu", miSBile program unlew 
3Ho,~ 	Y " N N N • Y 1 1 r'o..... ""'''' 
lA__Vthe p~;d~nt certUi% thAt China is no! supplyir~ missiles to Iran, 'lf1NN ,"".."VYiraq, 5)7)11. Lihya or Saudi Arabia, Ilild (0 eMet into law major CIo.UKlllNlJ; I U. 
,"-	 f,y,YNY1~Y .......
rtttr:.:'tium on forcijl:n Ihp!ornat3' immunity ff'JJn prOllf<"Utiun. M!)< : .....IH... 'I'VNNY tti0n rejected 2a·234: R 19·99; 0 4.t35 (NO 4-$3. SO 0·42;, Sept. 1 ......""; 	 YI?1 0 YY1 ~~ 

30, 1958. A "ney" w~ a vule supporti~ :he pnmid",nt's pOSlition. ~ 1m", Y¥TN"Y1 7 [10"... ,..... N Y Y N N ' ~ r • ;wiood 
~ XI.II?N'T~ $ Mn"..... 	 l' 

376. HR 2642. C410radn UtI;! Indian Water Hights' 1Mj:lti 	 Nh,7)fltY' le !lcmoool
P8IIsage. P!llsage of the bill to ratify Hnd impJemen~ the settle­ , (lojl."" 	 NNYNl-IYYY,,.. 	 "'W'",W;ment orCol\'Tadll Ule Inaian reserved water righ~s claims in ..,uth· "~" • N N l Y r 

r.NY'N'YY 210..10mr~d'~t Colorado. PaslWd 249·146: R 86·77; D 16:l·tN {ND 101-54, SD 
YtYYN11'Y,, ­
6'2.15), OeL J, !£tSS. A "nay" was a vot.,. suppmting thti pr1ffiident'$ tIYNNNt{~,~ K""~fI' ""'" 


position. l' MIMI, Nf'Y"'yrr t S!olf~ 
I~ SJ,u",,.,., yiNNNNYYN 

y',Y,\,';il'YY lO­""N""
'­377. H ReB 562:. Impeacbment Inquiry Depositiun Au· ,,-	 r:;......... "'""" 	 ""y,!'''''~thbrity/Adoption. Aduption of the resoJul\an to authorize the '1 ....~ r t;r N Y Y r y , ­
u,* ni dep"I;it;ous in tonnttctiofi with the irnpea{'hment i:1q\J(ry Y."YNYYY''I loth"'"" S "'"" t,p.v.lo,\$u,--.. 	 Y,Y,N"NY" · iM(J the oonduct "r U.S, !)ls~rict JUrl;;ll Walttr L. N:x.m: Jr. 

~,,-	 Y,Y,NN¥'Yl
Adopted 401·0: R H,fj·O; D 2:16-Q {NO 158-0, SO 7M!}, Oct. 3, 198& 

21~1)' 	 V,Y,NNt~·Y · 1 "",.c.1<", 
~.Yi11YY¥Y J~"....t""-'-' 	 ,,­2llloi~ 	 f<.',YNNYY! 
N,'V?111¥

378, lIR 15288. Veterans Administration Adjudieatlon 
u ....,,'"''''''ProeeQurlt and Judide.l Rf'view!'Panllge. Mon:gomery, 0­ .. N • N f • 1 Y ..II -A"".....•~ 1I<rtbo'

MiEs., m,ltior. 	 tJ:> sl.l$p€'nd the rules and PS!lll the bill to allow ,, ­ N." ~N1" Y ;1w­
VEtefll1lS tu appeal ~rt.aifl benefit! cases Ul the judidat hranch. 171._ 	 N\1?"~1' ', ..... 


2ft 01_ 	 YN11Y'IY, ,,,..­M(,tilm agreed tu ·1;)0·0: R 16:,·0; D 237·0 (NO 159·0. SO 18-0). N N \ ; Y i 1 	 ¥ HMo.....
Oct. 2.. 19M. A tW<_blkirds majority of tho':le pr(J$llut lind voting " "'"'~ 	 Yi'r1~~.Y 16 ..IokIWinse_, 

17 f_1run in L,is ca~e) i. required for pllSllllge under sn.pension of the :)1 fmd'Y 	 ;'N~N{~'Y 

J2 ~...w-, 	 tN',ft_' 
r,1NNYY¥1 ,n"",rul';'S_ . """'.
" ....
J~ tWo> 	 Y,'V"NTf\­ 100,,"'"

379. un 5408, Edur:ation- alld Training Act Techn;t'BI ,, ­	 Y Y N N ~ ~ , y 11 Co.otl.n_

~it!.{.yyLf}rrectiQnlP{l5ll,ag"e. MlirDne:z, U-CbUf., motioo to iU!l.pend the ~~~...,,-.... 	 !\t?·y,· • ....~.rules and pftSS tIl\! bill tu lIlake e technltll; (,)frection in thf 

lS 0..-_ 	 V,YNNN'Y' 1 V""",,",FAue$!;"" ilnd Training f(lr a Competitiw Amnira Act .,f 1!f88, a fNN'Hitl< ,.~l' lIoon~","""
~_mpart c: the amnihUll Had.. hill WL lOO,4l1l). M"ti"o agr~ed to ;19:<­ ',?,'!f'YY1 

9-: R 1UH);]) 2~7·0 {ND 15::;·0. SD 78,0), (kt.~. 198b. A tw".thirus 41 ........ 	 Y,y/'r"lY ·"".".. 

Hw",..,.majorIty (i! tlm~e prlC""nt lind voting (263 in tbj~ <;ase) is requirro ;·jtl····· , ­

fur IlJi>Sage under sU8penslnl'. of thlC tl.ll..~, 
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LEGI-SLATE Report for the lOOth congress TUe, July 6, 1993 2:55pm (EDT) 

QUICK REPORT: 
S. 	 1511 by Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan '(D-NY) 

Family security Act of 1988 

eRS Abstract and Digest: 

Abstract 

(from Congressional Research Service, 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 child support and the establishment of paternity. Makes 
payments to u~s. territories under specified provisions of the Act~ 

Digest 

(from Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress) 


06/16/88 (Measure 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 security Act) 

program with the Child Support Supplement (CSS) 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 require the withholding of child support 
payments from the non-custodial parent'g wages upon the issuance or 
modification of a child support order for families receiving part 0 
services. Waives such withholding requirement when both parents agree to an 
alternative arrangement or the State finds good cause to rely on an 
alternative arrangement~ Requires immediate wage withholding for all new 
child support cases entered into after January 1, 1994. Requires 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 to exclude the first $50 of 
child support payments which were due for a prior month from the 
determination of a family's need for ess payments in the month during which 
such payments were received. 

Amends part 0 of title IV of the Act to require states to review 
state guidelines for child support award amounts at least once every five 
years. Makes such guidelines binding upon judges or other state officials 
unless the judge or official I pursuant to criteria established by the State, 
finds good cause to ignore such guidelines. Requires that child support 
awards for ess families be reviewed and adjusted in accordance with such 
guidelines at least once every two years unless such review would not be in 
the child's best interest and neither parent requests such review. Requires 



such review and adjustment of a child support award for a non-CSS family 
upon the request of either parent. Gives parents at least 30 days notice of 
pending review or adjustment of a child support award. Directs the 
Secretary to enter into an agreement with each of four states by April 1 .. 
1989, to conduct a two-year demonstration project testing and evaluating 
model procedures for reviewing child support award amounts. Requires states 
to inform CSS families on a monthly basis, rather than annually .. of the 
amount of child support collected on their behalf. 

subtitle a, Establishment of paternity 
Establishes State performance standards for the establishment of 

paternity which require the State's paternity establishment percentage for a 
fiscal year to be: (1) at least 50 percent; (2) the State's percentage for 
FY 1988 increased by three percentage points for each ,fiscal year after FY 
1989; or (3) equal to or greater than the average percentage for all states. 
Authorizes the secretary to modify such requirements to take into account 
variables which may affect a State's ability to meet such requirements. 
Directs the secretary to report annually to 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. 

Subtitle C: Improved Procedures for Child Support Enforcement and 
Establishment of Paternity 

Requires the secretary to establish time limits within which a State 
must accept and respond to requests for assistance in establishing and 
enforcing child support orders and distribute amounts collected as child 
support. Directs the Secretary to establis an advisory committee, composed 
of state officials involved in the Child Support Enforcement program, with 
which the Secretary must consult before issuing regulations regarding time 
limits on accepting and responding to child support establishment and 
enforcement 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, 1990) of an advance planning document for such system to the 
Secretary, or, if earlier, by the date specified by the state in such 
document. Authorizes the secretary to waive the Act's requirements for such 
documents and systems if the State has an alternative system which is in 
SUbstantial compliance with the Act's requirements. sets the Federal share 
of establishing such a system at 90 percent so long as time limits have not 
been exceeded. 

Oirects the Secretary of Labor to give the secretary prompt access 
to wage and unemployment compensation claims information and data maintained 
by the Department of Labor and State employment security agencies. Amends 
title III (Unemployment compensation) of the Act to require states to 
cooperate in making such information available. 

Amends title II (Old Age, Survivors and Disability Insurance) of the 
Act to require states to collect the social security numbers of both parents
when their child is born for use by State 8qencies administering Child 
Support Enforcement programs unless the state finds good cause for not 
requiring such nwnbers. ~ 

Establishes the Commission on Interstate Child Support which, by 
October 1, 1989, must hold one or more national conferences on reform of 
interstate child support procedures4 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 Program 
Amends part A of title IV of the Act to require 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. Requires private sector involvement in 
planning and Program design to assure that participants are trained for jobs 
that will actually be available in the community. 

Requires non-exempt CSS recipients to participate in such Program if 
state resources permit such level of participation and necessary child care 
is available to participants. Allows exempt CSS recipients to participate 
on a voluntary basis. Authorizes states to require or allow absent parents 
who are unemployed and unable to meet child support obliqations to 
participate in the Proqram. Exempts from Program participation an 
individual who: (1) is ill, incapacitated, or of advanced age; (2) is 
needed in the home because of the illness or incapacity of another member 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 t~o-parent family and may be made 
inapplicable to both parents if the state provides the family with child 
care)i (4) works more than 30 hours or more per weeki (5) is a child under 
age 16 or attending elementary, secondary, or vocational school full time; 
(6) is a woman in the third trimester of preqnancYi or (7) resides in an 
area of the State where the Program is not available. 

Prohibits the requirement that the parent or a relative of a child 
under 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 ess program. 

Requires 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-schocl
diploma an emphasis be placed on meatinq educational needs. Authorizes 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 partlcipatinq family a 
case manager who is responsible for obtaining, on the family's behalf, any 
other services which may assure the family's effective participation. 

Requires 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 
supplementation programs; (5) community work experience programs; {6} job 
search, training, and placement services; and (7) other employment I 

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 equivalent education, or literacy or English languaqe 
education. Authorizes states to require such parents to participate in 
training or work activities if they fail to make qood progress in 
educational activities or if their partiCipation in such activities is 



inappropriate. Requires 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 
proqram. Makes such work requirement applicable a year earlier in states 
that provide CSS benefits to such families by June 1, 1988* 

Requires each work assignment to be consistent with the physical 
capacity, skills, experience, health, family responsibilities, and place of 
residence of each participant and not involve unreasonable 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 employed worker or position, fill established 
unfilled position vacancies, infringe the promotional opportunities of 
current employees, or impair existing contracts for services or collective 
bargaining agreements. Requires States to establish a procedure for 
resolvinq employee complaints regarding such work assiqnments~ Prohibits 
states from requiring 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 
Partnership Act before submitting it to the Secretary~ 

Authorizes any State to institute a work supplementation program 
under which such state reserVes sums which would otherwise be payable to 
program participants as child support supplements and uses such sums 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 obtain employment. Limits such programs to projects which serve a 
useful public purpose, utilizing, if possible, the participant's prior 
training, experience, and skills. Requires that other Program activities be 
coordinated with the community work program so that job placement has 
priority over participation in such program.

Authorizes states to require individuals to participate in job 
search activities for up to eight weeks after applying for child support 
supplements and for up to eight weeks in any 12-month period thereafter. 
Prohibits the requirement that individuals engage in job search activities 
for more than three weeks before the State makes as assessment of their 
education and employment 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 
elimination of child support supplements~ continues sanctions for a minimum 
of three months if such individual failed to participate on a previous 
occasion and for six months if such noncompliance has occurred more than one 
time previously. Requires the State to notify recipients of any failure to 
comply with work or training requirements and the actions which must be 
taken to terminate the sanction. 

Requires states to establish 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 ess 
benefits as a result of such dispute until the individual has an opportunity 
for a hearing. 

Caps Federal funding for Program costs. Sets the Federal matching 
rate for Program costs at 90 percent of a State's costs which do not exceed 
its FY 1987 costs under part C (Work Incentive Program) of title IV of tne 
Act and the greater of 60 percent or the Medicaid (title XIX of the Act) 
matching 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 all non-administrative Program 
expenditures to 50 percent if: (1) less than 50 percent of such 



expenditures are targeted at individuals who have received child support 
supplements for 30 of the preceding 60 months, are custodial parents under 
age 24 who have not completed and are not enrolled in high school f or had 
little or no work experience in the preceding year; or (2) state program 
participation rates do not equal 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. 

Requires states to provide child 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 individualTsparticipation 
in work, education, and training activities. Provides coverage for certain 
transportation and other work-related expenses. 

Amends part C of title IV of tne Act to extend work incentive 
demonstration programs until September 30, 1990. 

Sets forth technical and conforming amendments. 
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 years of this Act/s 
enactment: (3) study State implementation of the Program; (4) select five 
states to participate in three-year demonstration projects to study the 
relative effectiveness of different approaches for assisting lonq-term and 
potentially long-term CSS recipients under the Programj and (5) study the 
application of the Program to Indians. sets forth effectiveness study 
reporting requirements. Authorizes appropriations for the State 
implementation study for FY 1989 through 1991 and for the effectiveness 
study for FY 1989 through 1993. 

Title III: Transitional Assistance for Families After Loss of CSS 
Eligibility 

Provides a family which loses CSS eligibility due to an increase of 
earned income or employment hours, or a loss of earning exclusions with nine 
months of transitional child care if the state determines such assistance to 
be necessary for continuing employment and the family has received child 
support supplements for three of the preceding six months. Terminates 
transitional child care if the family ceases to include a dependent child or 
the parent or caretaker relative engages in certain conduct prohibited under 
the ess program. Requires families to contribute to the costs of such care 
on the basis of their ability to pay for such care. Makes families 
ineliqible for such care after 1993~ Directs the secretary to study and 
report by January 1, 1993, on the effectiveness of transitional child care 
in reducing welfare dependence. 

Amends title XIX (Medicaid) of the Act to require a state to 
continue a family;s Medicaid eligibility for six months after the family 
loses CSS eligibility because of increased earnings or employment hours, or 
a loss of earning exclusions if the family 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 family ceases to 
include a dependent child or the caretaker relative engaged in certain 
conduct prohibited under the CSS program. Authorizes states to provide the 
extended Medicaid coverage by paying a family's expenses tor health 
insurance offered by the caretaker relative's employer (or, if more 
cost-effective, by the absent parent's employer) or a family's expenses f 

during the optional six-month extension period, for enrollment in a group 
health plan offered to the caretaker relative, a group health plan offared 
by the State to its employees, or a health maintenance orqanization. Denies 
a family the optional six-month extension period if its earnings exceed 185 
percent of the Federal poverty level. Requires States to impose 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~ Requires the 
Secretary to conduct a study and issue a report by January 1, 1993, on the 
impact of such Medicaid extension provisions. 

Title IV: 
Family Living Arrangements 
Amends part A of title IV of the Act to condition an unmarried minor 

parent's receipt of ess payments on his or her residence with a parent, 
le9al guardian, or other adult relative, or in an adult-supervised 
supportive living arrangement. Makes such requirement inapplicable if: (1) 
such individual has no living parent or legal guardian or is not allowed tc 
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 year prior to the child's birth or making a claim for CSS 
payments; or (4) the state otherwise finds good cause for waivinq the 
reqUirement. Requires that (where possible) ess payments be made to the 
parent, legal guardian, or adult relative on behalf of the minor parent and 
child. 

Requires all states to provide child support supplements to every
family which meets ess 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 such parents in preparing for and obtaining 
employment. Prohibits states from denying supplements to such families 
unless they received supplements for six of the preceding 12 months on the 
basis of the principal earner's unemployment~ Authorizes states to: (1) 
require 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 required in a 13-quarter period for 
eligibility on the basis 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 to the quarters of 
work requirement need not be reestablished. Amends the Medicaid program to 
reguie states to provide Medicaid coverage to families which would be 
receiving child support supplements on the basis of the unemployment of the 
principal earner had the State not set 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 ess benefits at least once every five years and report 
to the Secretary and the congress regarding the results of the reevaluations. 

Requires the Congressional Budget Office to report, within one year
of this Act's enactment t on its study into the implementation of a minimum 
national payment standard under the CSS program. 

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

program providing grants to States selected to conduct demonstration 
projects testing whether CSS housing costs can be reduced by constructing 
and rehabilitating permanent housing for rental to CSS reCipients who would 
otherwise require CSS emergency assistance in the form of temporary housing. 
Provides that, to be eli9ible for selection as one of two States authorized 

to conduct such a project, a State must: (1) be currently providing CSS 



emergency housinq assistance; {2) have an acute need for Federal assistance 
by virtue of the large number of homeless CSS families, and shortaqes of 
low-income housing, in the jurisdiction(s) where such project would be 
conducted; and (3) submit a plan to achieve si9nificant cost savings over a 
ten-year period through the oonduct of such project. 

Requires that such grants be used to provide permanent 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 find decent 
housing at rents that can be paid with CSS aid for shelter; and (3) located 
in jurisdictions experiencing a critical shortaqe 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 I the state made CBS emerqency assistance payments 
providing temporary housinq. 

Sets the state contribution to the cost of constructing or 
rehabilitating such housing at at least the current state CSS share 
increased by ten percent. Authorizes appropriations for the grant program 
for each of the first five fiscal years following FY 1988. 

Amends part A (General Provisions) of title XI of the Act to 
authorize the Secretary to make grants to States tor one- to five-year 
demonstration projects for ess children testing financial incentives and 
alternative approaches to reducing school dropouts, encouraging skill 
development, and avoiding welfare dependence. Authorizes appropriations for 
such grant program for FY 19S9 through 1993. 

Requires the Secretary to 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 FY 1989 through 1993. 

Directs the Secretary to enter into agreements with up to ten states 
for the conduct of demonstration projects testing, with respect to 
individuals who are ess beneficiaries by reason of the principal earner's 
unemployment, 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 purposes. Sets forth reporting requir~ents. 

Authorizes the Secretary to make grants to States for demonstration 
projects designed to increase compliance with child access provisions of 
court orders. Authorizes appropriations for FY 1989 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. Requires the Secretary to report to the 
congress regarding such projects by october 1, ~991. Authorizes 
appropriations for FY 1989 through 1991. 

Directs the secretary to enter into agreements with from four to ten 
nonprofit organizations for the conduct of three-year demonstration projects 
providing technical and financial assistance to private employers to assist 
them in creating employment and business opportunities for CSS beneficiaries 
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, 1989. Authorizes appropriations for such projects for 
FY 1959 through 1991. 

Oirects the secretary to enter into agreements with four States for 



the conduct of demonstration projects 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 preqnancYt suicide, substance abuse, and school drop-out. Requires 
the Secretary to report to the Congress by October 1, 1991, on state 
evaluations of the effectiveness of such projects. Authorizes 
appropriations for such projects for FY 1989 through 1991. 

Directs the Secretary to extend until December 31, 1989, a waiver 
granted to Minnesota to conduct a prepaid Medicaid demonstration project. 

Authorizes the secretary to make grants or award contracts to States 
for the conduct of one- to three-year demonstration projects testing whether 
ess 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 l 

Guam, and the Virgin Islands 
Amends part A (General Provisions) of title XI of the Act to include 

American Samoa in the ess program. Limits Federal funding for American 
Samoats 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 Islands in any fiscal year under titles I (Grants to states for 
Old-Age Assistance for .the Aged), X (Grants to states for Aid to the Blind) I 

XIV (Grants to states for Aid to the Permanently and Totally Disabled), XVI 
(Grants to States 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 
Requires 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 
Oepartment of Health and Human Services who shall be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate~ 

Makes States responsible for: (1) assuring that benefits under part 
A 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 required to prepare for and obtain employment and to cooperate 
in establiahinq paternity and enforcing child support obligations; and (3) 
notifying css reCipients of education, employment, and training services, 
and paternity establishment and child support services for which they are 
eligible. 

Directs the Secretary to issue final regulations within six months 
of this Act's enactment requiring states to implement procedures to detect 
fraudulent applications for child support Bupplements prior to the 
establishment of eligibility for such supplements. 

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

Title VIII: Tax Provisions 
Amends the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984 to extend until January 1, 

1994, the authority of the Internal Revenue Service to offset aga~nst any 
refund of Federal taxes the amount of certain non-tax debts owed to Federal 
aqencies~ 

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 equals or 
exceeds $440,000. 

Extends from age five to age two the 8ge at which a dependent who is 
claimed as an exemption on a 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 Program 

Sets forth technical and conforming amendments relating to the 
replacement of the AFDC Program by the ess program. 

Title X: Reorqanization and Redesiqnation of Title IV; General Conforming 
Amendment Relating to Such Reorganization and Redesignation 

Reorganizes andredesignates the parts of title IV of the Act. 
Amends the Consolidated omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 to 

extend until the end of FY 1988 the moratorium on the reduction of payments 
to states for high erroneous payment rates under the CSS program. 
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, 
, ' . 

.. Requiririg !bat all AIDe, food stamp, IIIId Med!csld nclp!ems be tIOIIfled In "''riting of the 
availahilitJ! of tho we IIpCII1 "l'p)i;aticn for aM telmlna!ion from the prDgI'IlIlB• 

• w R;"IIirJi thaI omploym worm new employees earuing leu thlll$30,OOO :umuallY. oflhe' 
option <It 1>&vi"l! ad""".., me l'a,..,en!lI available thro\lih their payroll. 

I 

... BITC ~ym.cnts be tl",mpt from C01mti:Ig agaIIIst food stlmp 811dAFIlC IISHIS limit:; for 
12 MOIlthJ. 

CNii J; Safe, offordable, "uaIIly child can i5 a vilal factor In the SIIeclSS of any WIIrll· 
bcaed welfare proposal. N'mcty per<:mli of all WlllIItU reteiYiq AIDe In 1991 were single . 
mothm: t!thou.t :blld care, the•• women _ work. Child caze SlIpper! ;1 I\l$O c:rit!callo 
the abillt)1 ~ tho warkilltl poor to tCII1III:I ill the worktor... w. 1lOmme!!d tha 

. administnllion's FY'9$ budpt request wblch tat.. 5!ep' ill tbl. dinletlon. IIldlvlcluaI! sh01lld
"0' be f.Jod with tI>a d!f!lcult c!ecWOlI of IJlPlYiag for weller. in order to ~ve adequate,
Hi. <hildi tart. W. mommel!d c~s in Title' IV·A ebUd oatil prDgram&1Dc11llllns tile AI. 
Risk <hild care propam. Al'DC cbild cart a TnulsIuOIlal Child Care. We reCOllllllelld the 
fOllow!n~ . 

1 



,MAY-10-1994' 11:25 FROM 
TO REED P.~13 

iw. ;i; • 94 05 ,Ir.tM ·.6 

!, 

_ 'Expand J lV·A em!1Iemellt p!OlI8IIII fot ClIIh ~~ to accoamlOdale the 
increased ~ created by explll<lccl parliciJlllllW III the WotkFlrSl proJlllllL Stales ICC 
reqv.il'ecl1O cbntillue fIInclI:aa f'ot TItle IV·A programs at .. lcvol "'!I"'11o.tho IV_lIe.n 1994, 
1995 and 1996 levell. 

I 

- £llmi:l&te \he Cl.lmI'II MtdIceiclllll!e maIChill& RqIliztllUllllJ for drawin; dowa fecleral Trtlt 
IV.A child clue funding and replace it with III 80120 federal 8IIIe 1118IdI. . 

, 

•• £IimillllC Ithe cap ltom AFDC child care. 

- ixyo:lc! ~ care fot low.income wcrJclDg!smilln. The At.Risk ChIld em Program. & 
""l'Ped enlitjlimlnt which ill Milable to SCM the wori:irI& poor shcNIcl be expandtel and 
bamm to alates' _ (iuabilit)' to mm the JIBte maICh) should be~. W::cuc 1110 FY 
'98 IIlIthorlz8!lOD f'ot tht "At Rlslt" chUd an pmBflll1 to $SOO mIllIoa; FY 1999 10 SI billion; 
FY lOOO !Q 1'1.5 bUHOlI; and FY 2001 tQ 52 blIlicm. In add1tkl!I. eIImllJllle the Medicaid 
match lal4! *,clln Its pl_ iIIs1itullo a £betel fedend to 1ta1A11IIIIII:hilla mill of SO petoII!It to 20 
pe1<'ent, respectively lIIeluding administrati~ COI!i. 

I 
.. A vouche: S)'stem shall be InsttNt.IId for all child em pmBflll10 .....mil thOR receiving 
Afl)C, in ttlll\llil.Oll Ii"", APDC to woric _ lIIote ....n:IlIf poor iIl.clvcIilIi Titlo IV'A 
(APDC Child CIte, A..Rlslt Chill! Cart and T~ ChIle! Cart), the ChIld Care 
nevelopmein Block Gram end chile! ca:e coverea IIItIW TItle XX block JIIlU money. States 
and localities shall be fm to collfonu proifllllll to their spocIfto nmII. 

I 

- W'he:. 4< po.sillle, .tate, shO\lld looeeo rcgul8tlCIIS In re!mburse both Iicenstc! ptQ\1idm . 
and lWOlilUl4Ii or home caro ptO\'idm., 

- States shall 110 pcrmillllcl to use TrllllSilioDal ChIlli Care and "At-lUsk" ohlld = for 
1lIIinlq as iwellllll qlO)'lllellt. cummtly, Tee and "At-Risk" ebIIc! care _Ibe used to 
pay for ehlW ."'" fo, • m:ipleat ...,.., is enrolled In • tnlniJIi pmrr:am. 

- £><1",,01 JUgibllity for Ttlll!Sitioul ClIll4 Care lI'om 1 to l yean end c~ tile AFDC 
requirement fr01ll1hm IQOIIlhs olthe last six, to OIUI 111011111 of tho last twc\ty-tCIIf.

I 

- B!i~ the mam"llC poDaIl)' by pem!ittbls TrMoitioul ChIld em for two lIII=I 
fmUlles If 'the other poreIIt I, nOllMllable to prw!cIe ohlld .:me 'becaIlse of employmtmt or 

.~ add if 01 least QIlIJ of tht parenuia workiq. 

- Requirvlautomatlc lIOIi1!catlOIl of ellsibllily for TraIIBltioDll CIIlld. Cm.1o AFDC recipi_ 
Jmparint! r1....... wo1fIn tor • Job. 


- MailltILih iIIlQ ~ Inmase the Chil4 em ~t B1oel< Gmt, aliowinll SIaIcJ 
pater flepubility In the use of their !'wIds 10 stmIglhc4 <:.hila oar. quolIty end InereAse IIUJlI'Ir. 

; 

4 
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•• Make the ~.P.nd.nt CIIte Till Credit fully relllndable and .UlIIiIm!t the ~ for those 

he_holds ~i!h womc. 0_ SI20.000. 


I 

•• SuppOrt e,g,ansiOll oE Head Start as IDcIIlClod ill OBItA 1993. 

•: ComideJOII that some of the addlliomll fum:Iine to expand child care be used to create 
job. in !be child <... field (following IIII!Ida.tcllicwina requirellllllts) for we!!ar\1 reep!ellts 
lIS pan of £1,,1 effort to m<:ve welfan recipiClll$ off 1h. rolls and in!O worle. 

I 

•• CoordinaJ niles aeross &ll clillll OlllC pror;mms in.ludis\s t1I<ttriring _9 to i\l8l'1II!I!e 

seamless ,oVerase for pcr$OIIS who leave welfan: fer work. 


~~~~.IJJ!!WImii·: 'I'M AFDC belIff"t1 l!lUelUre provides little fiMnc:ial in=Ilive to 
work barder and eam mon:. III scnlO:lll, a rioo in em\itlllJ is largely offset by a c:omsponding 
drop in C benI1tits. After the first four months of cll'.ployment virNaIly lMIY net 
Il<Idi"onal doll.. result< in a d~lIu Nduction in Afl)C be=fils. As a result, welfare 
re~ipienla who try 10 work are lit'J. better off thaD JUJI mn&:ullii on welfMe. To el'.!I:lSC !hi! 
system we ~••Ollllllcnd: . 

_. Statu J:n lil>calizo the euned·iacome dill'ilgani. Slate. have the <ii_lOll to detemlin. 
Ibo <Ktern ~ the IibcaliZBlioll providing it il moved to a level that _out'IIgQ work over 
w.lf.... H~wever, slates must !tay within the following guideline of enactlng AFDC 
countable illCOl'IIIl !eSlS bttwltell a minimum monthlycisregard of SI20 l.lp to a uw:irnum 
monthly dl~egaro1 of 522S in Wdili9p WiT.! of an noma!:liall WIled ineo"",. 

I 

. 


•• Sllmi""~ tho 100 rule for twO-pamIt families (~m:d II! detall in the Family Stab\llt)· 

,"lion). . 


•• SlII!e fle1bilitr to establish a vol""tIIt'y AFDC p1InI dlvmlcn program In all or part of the 
Slate, Olvenioll pa)lmel)i:ll sa IIOt to be considered 811 entitlement and elliibility for which ;, 
to b. dmmune:! by 1he c:aseworl<er. Payments may llI!t ""•••:1 three tiam the housebold'. 
monthly P'lyment level. Ie .. fomlly appliu 8114 i. eligible for addIllonal AlDC benell1:s 
during Ihit/'!llree month period, any payment Inust be protlluod against benefils within those 
thm months. 'I'M J'IIlPose of IW. p,o!!"_ b to prewnt familie. fra", eateriaa the Afl)C 
rolls by prj:.viding lIIem with a one-time lII'I\Ilt to cover a shon.1erm fizwlcial CI!I~ such 
.. a' ohorttkll on rem or other em=rsmoy that collid place an otherwise fizwlcielly stable 
family on (.vDC. . 

I 
i 
I

10m! Lim>\!!I1!oQ! While work i. a lint I!ep OUI of povcny, lWei: ~ Is the step thaI 
Ueps a ptrsOI) ~y out of poverty. BOlh AFDC and food. stamps allow 1I certain 

. amounl of aISOl 8C1:umulstion when ealc:1lating benc1llS. HOWlW"', thes. wet levels .... too 
low to en¢ouralile indepondcn•• and the rules for e3th are Nbslfllltially different, Thills a 

I 
i s 



TO 

I 

constant souice of d!ftl.c:uIty for both lid ami m:lplcllla. W. Ihmfole rupport: 

- lrI<:reallnJ1M vcb.lcll _llhmIloh! 10 55,000 t\lllowIna 1110 !aooi SIlIIIIp laJIau:q. 
cOIIW=<i ~OBU '93 ami_Joy the dt5l11l1ons for whit CCIIIIi~ IIII! tutomobUe and. 
the vtllue 1IIiI:eof. .. UMd mthe foocIlIamp J'II'SI'IIIl. 

I 
- lno",..nn.e the non-vehicle wet thmhold for diller Al'DC !It food ataIIIpI. capped at II. 
level of $2,000 .III i=c<IIUII!IJ lIOIl-,..,bi~la amt kIveI lIP '" $10.000 r.... .,.u!o .... hi ~ 
up a nUcroenlO<ptlse, for pu:chaH of a 11m c."for pIIldIue of a 11M iIoII1I! or fer hipcr 
c4IlCBtton. ~......ho .... -u.p 01/ .... $2,000 for P\IIP05GI oilier _ !hose desSBJUlIed slWI 
bave a statejll.laeluod lien 011 lilY fUture WIi" or _III. 

, 
1II. TIle [Work First Proana 

i 
TbeI.UlIom wtl&:e system lIclites poor Amerilllllll !h:!m 1IIe IIIII:aItrea!n l:COIIOIIIY and 

I"'rver...ly _eta llP banlm 10 work and soclal mobility. The ovmidilIa goal of welfare 
reform muSt be IC reoolllllC! people 10 1be world of WCl'lc. Only throuah ~"" wotk _ 
welfare recipients """uite the skills, lIablts. experie:ace,' CODlIGIIO!I8 and. IIIlf-estnm ~ 
I<> becomo bOlI-rcliam memb.... of !be ~IY,, 

~ 1988 Family SuppOrl Al:t (},SA) with the roBS p.!OSI'!lIn as l1s maIr1 ~ 
was <ks!P,d to combat !lief.: problems by memi people Job"""'" tbrw;h oduoatlOll. 
tmiWng Infi other KIlvilia. Yet JIIdy GIICrOlI. prtSkIem of the MIIIIpOWel' Dtmo1lBl!ll1!on 
Researclt ~oration (whicl!. bas."aIuaIed I!IBIIY ,,(the lOBS proil1'lllllS U01IIIIl1be COIlIItIy) 
$Wed receh!ly that "JOBS lias nO\ Eunl!r.I:rm!taIly ebanged IhII ~ eel. oI.wIcIer of 
Arne." ~clY a small pmemap of 10BS pllltleip!Pl.tl are =ppoi in WIl%I:-related ICfiviuCi. 

, 
There is (II'OwlDa mc!.enee that propms 1M! pUt work tIl'It produce betm teSIIltJ• 

. These JlI'QSr""'" ccnfim1 the co=- mue IIOIion that %11011 people leam their jobs 011 the Joll 
- not to tile classroom. !'rival. and IIOIIpIOfil work-based OI'pIliZIIions 811011 as America 
Work., CJ.bv,,1and WorI:s cd ChleaSO's l'rcject Mat<:h have pr!MII that pl.n!~1 even lcng­
\el1ll IWlfen rmplCllw Into decent prlvaie iIOClOf joba I. pooalblo. Ildueatl<m IIIId lrairung .... 
iznponall\~ but settiDa a real Job i. even _ impOrlaa!. Onco JIOtIItIOlle II ~, 
educatlOAiwllZlIiniu • ..., hell' them upgrade their _IIdU, and begin %IIOII!na. up tile 
laddor 10 ~r jobs. ' 

Mky refolllll!l'l bave called for 811 eDla:ied lOBS prosTIUIIlI8 the CftteIpleee ottluo
burs.onlda welfazo archItmwc. Tbe daIlger in tbI. ~ la !bat we will end up With " 
vOlt edudLti.... IIIId IrlIlnina b1.u-eaucreoy, !lol a real job placellllllll ayliICIIII !at weltItre 
ffi:lpielllll. WbIIe lome roBS JlI'Q&nmII bave been 8II~ - l1li:11 II ClIlI!om!a'. GAIN 
progmm,/e5pCCiallY tho ~vendd= sll., and. Florida', Projeci ~ - IIIcse SUC<:aSeS 
ariSe from an c:mpbasis 011 WQrJc all<! Job piaumCIII ovw edlIcatlOl1 and. mlntna. ThiJ b an 
approach/thai other lOBS proilfWl hav. I!Ot followed. WelWe refolm lbow4 shift Iba 

I 

6 
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emphasis of Joss toward work·based programs, But it should aJs,o enI.VlIe !lie rok of non­
iOV==tal organ!7J!ljOllS hi movIni people from welfare to worll. That would gLve welfa.-e 
rccipictllS more choices and 811 lip a IlHltlly ."",petilio:> ....o... I'''''lio and private aetot!IlO 
put people ~ worle. 

In .J;tiOI1 to clwlainli the focus of JOSS and encouraging private job pilCtlllellr anll 
support lIIICzfy .lions, a Ihin! way to put work first is to allow for t1!mporary subsidized job 
creation wOfIP a wit 0111 of AFDC bencfltJ >11<1 foo<! ,tAlnp. into a ;;ram gi~ to an 
employer alia subsidy for a job, Tills provillioll is !he nucleus of Oregon's JOBS Plus 
prolll'lIn:. Ah thr.. of til... O'jOIiOtlS should'" available as soon as a recipit!ll Is assessc<I and 
bas worked OUI an individualize:! self-!IUft!dency contra:!. There is 110 reason III walt two 
years be£orci liI:rlous efl"orts begin to move people inlO privatA! jobs, 

I 
In !lie model otl1linad below and on !he followiJl& Plies, COmp¢UOII is ilIfused h:!to 

lb. welf"", 'rstem by allowills w ;mvate and public seeler 10 panicipale III job plscetnent 
and Job ...dtIOl1 as soon u a redpient enters the iystem ratl:er tllan if the end of two yean. 

I 
Fedml QlllltelillU - aI.I $Ie mmms amst foJlow !hm £l!id&lisaa, 

• 	 ovd.lI obj••live: t.7_bfidized raid Il!>Iplorment for allllOn-ClI:I!I!1Pt welf'ale 
~ipienu ochiev.d in • cost-effective fashion that "iii show bottom line results. 

WoJk: The fOCla IIIId intent oftlle "Work first" flogram Is 10 """".;t welfare-
.rteipients 10 !he private sector lahar market 113 soon as possible md offer them !he 
...",Pon and sk:illa ....."",,)' to remain in !he labor n:uktt. Emphasis on employment
Ihal\ penneale all componentS Qf !be progr&!l1 as souid an 1IIloll1':ltendl1\i !!Iat < 

lllinImum wap jobs are a stepplDg stone to other more iUghly paid employmern 

~tP'. < 

• 	 Job S."",h: Immoc!iawly"!'O" being deemed eliglble fot AFOC. each appllcaat 
!II 	, beain a Job lIW'ch. 


I 

• 	 Jo~ Develop:nerrt: lob development Wli b•• ~t)' component. of tile Worle

'Firf propam and shall be a priorlll' for e'VCI')' Work fUSlIlllQ JOBS office. 

• 	 lru:jentivCl! Statu must iulplement widespread USl! of Int.emal incentives 10 ~ !he 
~u\'tu", of thAI WlIIfaro office, improve employe. performance md slllft employee 
ob~ecl!v.s to unsubaidiztll paid employmem :0' welfifC rmpiem:l 

IO~. of Ill. 1\l.ods:lOr Ibe WorI: First Proeram (JOBS ...d otlle, ~hoi_ invo1vinS 
gOYernment casewo:kers and rela!ed emp!OYffl) will be all0cate4 to !he Slates for 

< 

~.WOfkot 1nllnl:ts 8lld creation of ineen.:!Vt! III oaseworkers and related penonnel far 
.uh.ss.t\ll jOb pl"",,,euts WI ,..ult in filii-tim. public or private sector em~lo~ 
outside of !he AFDC system. Addil1ooally. C&mYorkcrs w1:o combine t\lwation 

I , 
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8IIdIL \millins with work wIlo ~the empioyabilll)' ~ wIU be 
~d. 	 . . 

• 	 Petfi1em»iuecl Meuum: SIIIIeI are reqIIim! II) let petfill'IIWICO'bIIPG I\IIIIda!ds 
!IIld ~__ for foIl·tlme job plwlMllt. 'Tho _ m1lllt bo reported to the !leo. 
ot mrs who will have the opliO!! 10 eval1l8la wl8IIIeIII! the _If~ If 
_~meuures f&II short of c:xpectlltlOllS to IISII\IIe II work-based system. AdditiOllally, 
each Worl; FirS! site must make mOl1lllly SlalbdcallCpW'ls gfJob plGe_ GJlI1 
quMtit)! of wtlb recipleotl! tCIIIoved.1iom Al'DC u the rnW.t of tile WOIk First 
proF=.. Sud! NporI8 IImII be dlstr!'buIed In a lImel)' _ to the aCV!ll'lllai body 
of Ncb. 8IaIe, c.o\IIIIy wi my. ' 

• 	 EmJIoyAbililY Co~: Within gO days (up to 90 days III .. optI;m.) after boma 
<le,*cd elisiblo for ArOe, each mlpltmt _ meet 'With II CIIH ~ team to 
<Iov.IOP Ul illdivlcl1llll employability contract, termed the WoriI: Fint Apcment. Thls 
a~cnt sba!llay oUt an ilIdivldualiud ccmpreheasIve plan. dIIvelopod beIw=Ilh. 
welfllle ~picnt !IIld a case JlllUII!IIemcnt team, to lIIO\'1I tba1 \1IIl!l!are m:lp!ent 111m 
fIlIl'time UllSUbsidizcd work. The Employability Contra;~ should includa U) the 
s*lest exttnl polISiblc II '!aclden to work" approa;h -ma !bat reclplml5 should . 
Utch .. "weldy .. 1'0..101, in10 wIu!t!wot type a:u! amo\lll! of worl; they are capable 
of ~andllDS, IIIcrIIaaIalg both the mponslbiliiy and amount of work over time tmtIl tlun 
penon is Abl. to work fIlII·timc, Educa!iOll aadlor tral.nlDa should also lit lnel1lded in 
lhelemplo),ability plan whm necessary. lbe twlI yow: u- limit shall ftC! begin IIIItil 
thejllTlPIOyahUilY COIIlraCt hu been sIiIIed lIy bod! parties. 

• 	 Pa;!ucipation: Every able-bodied itsdIvidual will lit ~ to'work lIIld/or parlielpo!: 
in ~OIl and tzalnina hl combination wilh work to cam 1brlr bcneflll Mdlor wages. 
A ;.lnImum gf 20 boll!'! gf ~ty will lit require<! and m1lllt ilIelw:lc job aoe:ca md 
so'!'. work"" education and ImilI!nS leadina to work. 

• 	 O.iSIoP Shops: Make awilablo SellmlltY Reieb', ()no.Stop EmpJoYlD=ll Sb0p3 
to !an AFDC rec!pients aAd D.COOperat!OII between other fedetal !IIld llIateiOromment sgencies to make available alllmlning l1li<1 tducat!OI1 "'081_ to Al'DC 
reoipielllS. Welfare ~c!piOllll arc cummtly e1i&lole fbr most gf the prosnms listed 
belOw, lIe""""'f Win ia DO interae!lon between lhe caseworkerIand lhoso who 
adl:nini.ncr these proa:rami. We III1IIItIUll!date Int«ad!oll batwceD canwtlrkm and the 
~ gflhese prtllli/l1118 i111he On..Sto~ The programs lira as follows: 

JTPA - Adlllt Til!i.ni.nll Prcaram 
Summer Yooth Tra1ninsl'rollilam 
Ynoth 1'laInine I'!o&nm 
Econo~ DltIoeaIed Workers Ml1IIlIZlI_ Act 
JOb Corps 

8 
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DOS/-- Pamns AIll Jll'OifI'IIIl (Voe-Ed) 
Adult SducatiOll AIll 

; 
E .. -S_ i'rgF"'" 

,I 
McKiM.,.-- Adwt UlICallOIl fer !he Homelt$! 
Act 

, 	
llduqtjoll for Homeless Children ar.d YoU1h 
Job Trainilll for the Homeless 

Sch toTo-Work 

Empbwerment l1li4 BlI!c!pris. ZoIIes 

Natiimal Service, 

• 	 Illn or IIlI.bItance abuse: Stam nmat develop a $l<:k lcavo pau.:". Sublllal'lOe abuse 
tmil/nell! will be noq1llml !II addition to workleduclllicnitrainins as epp!opI;atc. 

• 	 !ac~ons: NOIl.oComplillnllll.:lpllllltS .,,"cpt for goed ca1lR will have lhelr APOC 
l>elloIfill l1li4 food stamp bm.fllS reclucec! for OM month by 25% for each aot ot !IO!!­
oom,plisnc.. Each additional act of non-=pllance will result In c cortelpolldlng one· 
MOl1th 25% 1M In Al'IlC and food 5!aIIIp benefits. 25% eU!S are lIot =watlve, The 
~ lI:I\IIt ddine acts of n.cm-compllanee but mUJt includo failure to accept a Mil' 
I1Ib~cI, full-lime private or pubUo sector job wilhD\ll ioed cause., 

• 	 F,Jmgi All prcMsiO'llS will 'be basee! "" a lIlBl<hini """ with the (oc!oraI 

iOVer-ent shan: sot at 80% and the SlaW share at ::l0%. Wor!( rim shall 'be 

eo.J.ldered an """"P!"'d en!i!lem.em.


I 	 . 

I
Elm MOdel .. state! hm thl omIQll !P jmplement til; fg\lsY6l!g or, 11> mlv for federal 
waiven ftQm this mode! tNmc; Swes amlII!v DlI!!l:U WSIIlIlI !l!!dedldora! waiver may 
iomplotg film lni'l=. which Itm' IIlllS1 cilhrumruemw. the kdmj ;nodel or apply for. , 

.	The fcd ''Work first" model willlncl1lll. JOBS., one of many chol• .,. available 10 a 
wel!a:. r«1I1j>1ent. WblIe 10lIIe of tl:t choices, I1Ich as work "'I'PlemlllllSllOll 0IId the T8I'IIC!ed 
lobs Tax ~"'clit, are oummtly .. "",!able under lOBS, th.... au pmentecl as ~ eholQes 
Millin so .. 10 InCIftSC the rele _11 plays In movina wolf,," ",cipiontl l.1li0 work., 

I 

A case Minai"' will pn:Hl;t the 'WOI'k Fim" optio... 10 each woItwe. ue\pient "'iu!red to 

emoll in tho J)foiflllll. Stata have a. shpj.. of these or other options ill cievolopini their 


I 
! 	
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model.' The ~ptiOJlS are u follows: 

ll&femll!! J~BS; A""'1IInl*I JOBS IfIOpm tollowbli !he CaIltomi& .OAm 
modellRlv';;d.i County sbauld 'be IllIG of!be cbDiea to IIolp move r. wel1Ue ~ lnIo 
work md <:aU" 011. __ for refemll to ecIucaIIoII &ad IrIizIjnll. WOlle. IIIpptemenurtion 
and tho T~ 10bs Till( Cndit sbould be coasIdered dIoices scpmIe from JOBS. 511111:5 
ari: requite~ in follow the Pedml C"IIidellD.es cliw.me4 m!be pt'ICedl1l3 pages to ~ 
!heir cumnt ~OBS propms. 

HIre Pla!iliJm I!!d Iiu;wt IumlM: After ll-¥eItt has beI:i1 tm'OIled 11\ the "Work 
Finl" p.'·ograln for llllllDtll9. she will ba.ve _ to private tor-)I."Oftl and IIJ:IDprofit 
placenlell't arid support a.gcnms. 'l'heK apIIciti will be awarded pel'ftll maDae-based I\Ol!IrIICIS 
to place reeipients h1 fWj.tlmo, prd'mbly priv1ml HOIor jobs. Primo tor-PfOfit ami "onpro!!t 
entities 	will bid for !be ehallce to:place welfta:e I'IICipierns h1 pdvaw seotor joba 8Dd 9/illkecp 
part of lb. nIoocy • lllato ..._ when &OlIItOIle lellVD lbe:olk The pllcemlll1l CODIPID)' will 
reo.j.... a fee Ii negotiated with the atalc to move wdfare reIlipicmla h1to _lc. Contm:U 
&ball he pertbmlance based with a qer portion of the pay'IIl8Dt to be pule! UpoII ~I 
plac:rru:nt ~ a job for a SllSla!.aed pe:iod of1llDe of at leu! five mon1h.1. Ideally the foe 
would be pblued·il'l to balp ensure the employee rta)'lIln the job. The IIBb:s and fedml 
80YmmlW\ Iwow4 ebare !he 00" of 'IlIl1 ptOVisiott, 80% loci'll by the fedenIl goVerDmeI\!, 20% 
by Ib~ 	,tad. . 

i 

PriV&le nOll~!lt &rid for-profit pl&co:m=t llllci SIIpport q~ ..m receive ~ 
fua<\i.Q1I ill ~ce with the AlIUI matehlcs nIte applied to all ~ of the Work 11m 
p'O&rOln - .It. SllIlO fcdoralilltate m.t:ckil!s n1I. HoWeYe!'. to reemc theea fImds, pIMeJIlIIm 
and S1.:pportja.geacics must be ~ci as chart«ecl a.gmcill8 by the state(s} In which they 
operate 'by Iheerins a set of'_ guiclel1cts or SlII:IdanIs develDjlCd by the IfIIIc(s). TbeH 
llui4e1ines ~ll be c1&vetopeci by the 1IIalI:(.) bill _ Includll the (oUowinS', 

• Tho ~ aoeJ. <>f ea:ollmot In 1hese eI\arI2t agflllcitl sIuIlI be ,,1aceme!It in a ftlll· 
tlmel prefarably primo sector job thai will remove a reclplem from welfare. 

r 
• 	 Agejtciell may DIl't JO'l'IIe those who )1ave recelved AI'DC tor tine mcmb.t or I,". 

• 	 Alllhlinaz apICIu will bel'lIid onperfOllD8llCe oII1y and lIlIIz lifter a reelp!t!IIt hat 
rem/dned in a fWj.'Iim~ job for at leut live montha. 

• 	 llPlln entering the p!ac:emact aamcyand at 1I11III throe mo. Into the prlVlmI _ 
Job placemmt. the pla_t asacq shill provide illtlmaivo, ~ support mel 
job ~... aM Ifty additional S\i)1pOIt servIcas to the weIfm rmpiOllllllc p!'Ol>m 
dla!h for the job &rid lc _ their ccmlimled IIIlIICeU h1 the job. 

• 	 'fbJ plocemtmt IDd II1lppOl'I "i"nC)' _ bo willms to war1: with ""I' and III "",lfa:e . 
r••~ie:nll rl/l&rdl1IIII of the !math of time for wblch they han ncelved AFDC except 
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IboJwho bave ~wd AFDC let three mo. or less. 
: 

One, an qetICY has mOl !lie gui.<Iclllln and n:oeivcd .- appro'1ll. it will be detlpa!ed a 
chanemi qbcy. AU cllancnd ~ will be ttplmmed &I Onc.slCp Shop and win be 
limd in..we publiW:d baakldll willi a 4esc:rip'llon of the scrvim offe:cd. Welfare 
re::ipiems will be issued \'Ow:hers stating that they are digi1>le !~r the said s~. The 
reeipil!l1t will presmt the vcucher to the qeru:y. Upon a success!\ll job placement of at least 
five n'.Qnlhs :dura.ioo, the ageney mal' cash in the VQ~ and recc:lvo pa;nnlmt from tho 

8ovel'lllllll1t.i 
Temporary $\lbJidlp;i lob Crpt!OIl: '1'he:e are seven! opdOll$ for public and priwte ftctor 
job mati"n! W"l1l suppllllllllllt8liOll; laX credlm to fitmS; trainiq grants; end a COlnbina!ion 
of I'ropolalS. Sunes sbaII be aI10wcd to .... APDC ""d £00<1 _I' gnmt money to 
filPplement twaaes weekly, bi_kly, or monthly. 

a) irq • SIlI'PJ.emmtatIcII: Thl$ approach follows the JOBS PlIl8 model de¥elop!llmt 
by !h. Stal.I~f Orqon. The provision calls for _the-job trainiJlg by allowlns both private 
and plIblic ~1Ot jobs to be 1IIbsidl2ed tor up to ,Ix Ulonths per l'laoemctll. Tho job~ would 
be subsidized at minimum WlIie and would allow AFDC i!mI food Slampl to be cashed out 
into .. pool br mo",y that 'WOUld reimburse the emplom for the milllmu!il wage he or she 
pays out, Ih additIOII, the mployee (_JiVe recipient) wnwd be entitled to the £lTC, If the 
minlmwn _ and the EITC do nol br!ni the fet!p!ent up '0 the PO"ertj' U"e. the employer 
.l'lllli make \JP the diftl:tenljal by pa)'illi up to $1 dollar an !leur over Ill. ,oimbllned 
mlnimum .../Sie. ThJa allows real WIltk ~ce preferably In the privati sector and alSI' 
pve. com~ie.•• iffillel' iIlcemive to hItt weltare recipients al the !!lid of the six month 
tui.n11l8 Fi.x\' Once a penon It hinoc! in a job full time without a subsidy, $hI will th&" be 
eliiibic to ['ive het wage iIIII food Slamps and !he EliC in ~ompliaru:e willi income 
lllanwds, 

b) ax end;", to Finll$: We!UpJ)Ol'! reaut!lot1ulion of taX credits to firms for hlr!!lg 
disadvantaged workers. Currenlly, employer. em m:eive a T1TC or up to $2,400 for ono 
year fer 8Il!cmploye who = the quaUflClUiO!lll, The till< credit shaul:! be phased-in over a 
length of ti!ne 10 maxlmlze Impl.,.",...\. 

Mjcrp;;~lj!!: Permit stales to use Ceda:al commwUly ""d rural development and job 
uaininS 1\uId. 10 make d~ arants and low 10 llonprOft gl'oups that provide teclmical 
usislanee, ~a!ning and credit to low.income Intn:prtlletll1. Additionally, 

• 	 AllJw low-Income self-employed buJines. owners to !eke depl'Cl:iatlon or the eost of a 0_. 	""pital purchase .. " business~. AU other ~ 8l'lI allowed to
ex#- these ltemI, 10 should A1'DC re.:lpiClltS, . 

, 
• 	 AIl~ APDC ....iplcnu who have B!IIttOd up a m!~se to l:.el' cash in It 

business bank acco1lIIt for use ill paying IU:OOUIIU payable or II a li:nlted eash reserve 

II· 
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(up~'Sl,OOO). This casl1lha1lllOt be 1Z'ell1ed as lDcomo as lOlII ita It !a ailOWIIllI 
sub IIIlIIt IIIOIIIhs tbal tba bids were IIBICI foI' !ePt:lmm bIDinoss JIIIIPO- This 
will QW AFDC ~ to ___ pNl!tt ill !boir ~ without seeinl a 
reducl$oiIllI !boir glUt awvd. Note: Thia It curmtly I=IwW irI MDe laWs, hilt 
:nany fstatQ misimcprtt it, ai!I!o'4h Comtecdc:at Is a picMer In ilS !lie. 

IV. 	 Familt R.etponeibilil)' ancll.mpl'Jved Chllcl Support £nf__ 
,I 

The ~ F== belleves th4t !mp:ovi1l8 child jUj)gO!t af'OII:emellt Is a erlllcsl 
pm of refordlilli the wclfare S)'Sten2. lm:;mwements In tho cbll':! sIippo:t system will -= 
that c!:lldten ban count ()11 S1.lppol1 &om ll!l!I! parIlIIta and th4t the ;ost orpubllc bezleftta Is 
rodue" while n woriWli 1II01loir'. tt<Il incomo i. _ted. 'l'IIc Ileal otllt.. Msllllt.eart. """,m 
I""'Ponl is td InIIiIItatl1 and lInFove the child SIIppoIt proanun by promotlua the benefits of 
two S1.Il'pcrtifc and responsible pmma. 

As ~ of the bro. welfare mann plan. the MaIm1Z'eam Forum taka a ve:y tougb 
....... on not-paymom! 01 obilcl SIIppoIt. Tha Mllillslream J!l'Dl'OSIIlIu!s four dist!m:t ...c:tIons. 

Enhance JC!lstodla! _ 1=and idC!lliflcA!jol! lll:: 
- E>;pW; !\mc:tlOIlS of the::locator ill tho Dopartmellt of Health md HUIIIallSom.... 	 I 
•• Require sWca 10 maimalll registries of ebild SIIppoIt orden. 
The tim SIeJ1 of explllldini the fedW pa=t locaw if 1UllSIIIId by requixi.n; $tales to 
mainuUn re~es 0{ child .011 orders. 'l'IIc lntmIalo lOCale: SllD1IId be designed 10 link 
s!ate.to·._lcbild support order ttg!S1rle$ irIto a cen1:aIl)'IIem 1lIlCer tho gulc!mee 0{ the 
S_etlUy of tlHS. 'l'IIc CYSIIIm IhouId be Mil' automated. 
•• Ai stauld ~n 013RA 199:;, mplin SKrelal'y ofTtea1llZY to modify W-4 forms !'or !lOW 

employees tq iIIoI1ide a sta!emCllt abollt C'.hild SI.IppOI1 mponsIbIl1t1es. 
The W-4 form completed by !he new employee would iIIoIlIde • Itatement of wllelber a ClIll~ 
SIIpport oblliiation it owed and, if so, 11) whOm It la psyahle m!. the lIllICunt to be paid, IIXId 
wbolhet tile paymw i. 1>1 bloom. withholdlros. mpioyero Yo'CUld bnmodlately wlthbolcl the 
support b_ on the iIlfonnatlcn ptovided tho oblisDf on tho W-4 'IIII1iIllOti!led d.iffemrtly 
and would tllen forward the withheld cbild SIlPport to the des!g:nated public IIlltity In lhe 
reru!c:lni fII1\e. This will come inlO cffec:l two ycart after 1!I:UIC1l:Il<mt. 

lmptgye the b by Wb!;b clriJd 3UllM!t orders BfIl eslibHt'h!Id 1'hrQuah;,, 
- Clea1l.ni ~ National Child SlIPport Guidelines Commission to oversee the child SllPport 
proem. ' 
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- Follow oal 1993 r=ommelldatiOlll tor patmlit)' cmbllsluum aIld.:nquire hospI1al·based 
l'awnlt)' ma.Usbment {Ol all lingle molll!'fl. £mute that SUItes baw limple cMl COIIHIIt· 
proceclurcl tottcmll}' HIabIlsbm.n~ that an: avail."'. a' hospiuIJ.I It tb.o dille of birth . 

•• Follow OS 1993 ~0l:I req\llrlns 1tI!t8 to develop a limple eMl eonscnl 
proceclure tor patmlit)' establishment outside of lIIe h!npiTal selling.. 
-- !!nCO_aD ~l.iItcI 1<1 make availabl. en·site hospiw soelal 'em... for Pfllil\l"Cies r&JII\!il!g 
from rape Of ~,t. . 

i 
•• Require s~' 10 offer positlve paretn!ty/parentina social servictS for IICW !ather,. 
The SecrcWy of HHS sball devaiop regulations for programs that provide new llIthen 
positive par.n 'q ~oWISClina that stre_lII. Imponan•• of "...,l\IlIinina child ""I'I"'rt , 
payments. ! 

I 

•• Mak. bena~ts contilliW 011 patmlily establishment excspt for llmlted excrmptlOM ­
AcI:Orclhli to HHS, AFDC benefits 81'. aheady cont!naMt 0l:I the liItml of th. identity of a 
nOIl,clISlOdlal ParenL. H"""v ... , IlIlmY lcopho!., remain In onforoillllh. Al'DC parmtal 
icientificatioll.1 At tbia limo, tI!crc Is 110 reeiprocal obliaation for \\'l:lfare m:ipients 10 help tbe 
;overnment ldeat. an abient parent. AcCOldlngJy, it hils been ptoposed that we obit th. onus 
of ~par~nt locator serviCN of an absent parent to the AFDC applicant. All new AFDC 
4pplieants will be required to provide delailed Information (Le. more than just a name) abO\lt 
an absent parJru 0: rlok belq denied or {",;nll lh.!r benofit.. Tho! follow!ug intormatlc>n it 
required: 

-FullllAllUl 

'-TeJepbOllll lIIIIIlbc: if applicable 

•-Lasllmown adclma 

, ··LUl tcncwn IItIployer 

, -Closest IivUla manY!! 

··SOCial Security III.1mOer 

•• 01lC olluor tofcrence of ldeotlty 


:•• Driver's l1ea1lge ownmbip 

, 
, 

!Fot lhoae. are 1101 able til provicle the above stated documelltatlOll, 
they \I(owd be requinol to dccumcm aruI show diligence lhat they made a 
.eriou$ and om..1 Il1empt til obllliu tho doo:um...tadon. 

I If a mother clalms fea: of harm to herself or 10 her cblld in order to 
oxcml1l horself from palernit)' utsbUllunont, she sho\llcl provide doeumental1ol1 
to Prot.- such danaer exists (I.e. police report Of a restralning orck: or an 
aftidmt by a oocIal servi.. provider). Require HF!S IIQd. the swes 10 provide 
lnfom!ati<>n about availal>le social llero.m aaenel•• that will """'WIll! eIahM of 
prior +r potlmtial harm !f 110 docum.enla1ion exists. 

13 
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ll'ictimS of rape IDIi .It tbcuIc\ be IIOIIIpt t:om ~ Dames of 
pamIU The ScmQo.ry of HHS will be reqlllml to dcv!Iiop &dnI piclelillea
,oncc:nll.,s 1IWI _pli..... '. 

- Slalel are ~u!re4 to l!Mew IWI cpaad incemi'¥Is !b: patcmity eNb1Ishn:ulIIS! II!G child 
Npport pa)'lIIenlJ! for poor mothers by ~ clIUcI suppart p&18 tIIrouiII t:om S~o 10 SIOO 

per lIIon;J' 
-p_ who willfully IIIG fIIlly comply with paIIItIlity ~ requ\mlIems wII1llot be 
dellI.ed car will they be denied bene!illll the tIafe baa not D\It If8 re.IpOIIIIbilities and 
obliptions In ~sis1iq with paterDlty etl!bllshmat' . ,=t:lhroi&b dj;m';dIpg .ns! B!Xll!lpmmjsjni pu;lt!n !!!1!'Ul!!J!l for sD!: 

•• Slronsly t ordDg dire<:! In_ w!thhold!Di _ tot child. SIIppOrt ordm. 
- AIlcr.oiDg Mrker&' compensation to be IlIbjeet tol=cllm wlthboklilli of eblIlIlIlIppOr!.
•• Requirlni It.IeI to 0IIab1ith ~, =Icr wIIIdo 11_ C8II be impoeed _~ loUllly 
wlmllnss, pnibler's wllIIrinp. illNrll.llCf HItlemems Illd payow. Illd oIiIft awmll. 
-Require rumicompliant I!OlII:UtIOdJai !MIllIS dellllquent mtheir chllIIlIlPJ)Ort p&ylIIi!IItli to 
enter e work ~"'aram mwhich they \lIOIlc to pay ott _filS 80ilIs to IIUJ'IlOft their child. 
Follow Wlsc:obsin model, "'!'be ChlIdml FiM Pn:I;ram.n 

- The par""l be a deponllcw parson =Icr Ihe l1li6 of 18 ahallll:Ulll!tam (flzIImclall)' IIIId 
othorwiat) a chlld of Ihe dependant ponon 80 flit as Ihe parent is able and to the _ that 
the depen~ pe.!'SOlI ~ lIIIlIble to c\o so. Stites IDII)' opt out of tis proviIicm by srate plan 
1UII000dment. : 

v. Teon ,tegnllll:)' IWI Pmnlly St.lbility . 

LOlli-letm welfllte depOl1lirncy Is I=easl!!IIiY driven by il1qI!lma1e bI!tM. Too many 
teell8 are l>ecc!mll:t; pare;rcs tn4·too rvw art able to respo!IlIibly care for IZlllIIUI:ture their 
chlldron. A Ci:BO repon showJ 1baI hal! of aIlUlllllmied !em mothers receMl APDC within a 
)'081' of Ihe bIhh of tIIoir <:h!Id wi tJ:nc.fl7lri.t :occM AFDC by the time tMI: olIlId tum. 
five. The prdvi.s'ons dllCllilCll balow address thli borrIftG probllll!l. To =bat this problem, 
we propose the followll!g: 

··Pn:lmate II1~vIdual rcproc!w:tM mponsibility by 110 lOlller suppcrt!;Aa Incre&aes in AFDC 
fllmlill8 to mJ.thm wru. havo aoIcIiliOlllll ohlld:OII wIdlc tWdvUsri u.- l:.uIeftIB (tlso WwallS 
thi Family dp), S_ may Opt out of thi& l'IIIIulremem \II1der IIII\1It pia. 8I!Iel'IdmelIt. 

,, 

- Prevent miller mothm ftom settII:Ia up tIldr OWl! households by dlSIlIIowIni them ll:mn 
m:eiYi:li ~ Al'DC bGoflta. ",., mlzIor mother aha!! be requiN4 to llve with a 
mpo....b!e ;JMI, pra£erobl)' • parct (""th .,.""w1l exeepliOlll ",hen deemed ~). 
Al'DC benet Iba1I be calculated 011 the housebold of the pan!II1 Of reapol1llble adult, nO! on 

,, 
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the sitl:ation dr the IIIiIIOf mother. iX!eDaive we INII!lI!IC!I\CI!t for miller plUell.U \IIllIIt 1 B a 
rcqlllred to 5":eell and wen the individual hu:ne siwatlOIIS. , , 

, •• Fund a ll4Ilpna! ocluc:allOl1lll ;&IIIpIUsn to !each O\lf cbIldron that chlld_ who haw cl!lIdze 
ate al high-ruk 10 endun: 10ll8-te:m wtlfm depelld.e:ney• 

•• T_ Plll'Cn~ under !he ase of 20 who do lIOt ban a high school dll'loma or OED will be 
'<:qUitod to rdnaln _ollod u. ..,hcol full·tim. and .""eiy. a loonul of :25% t mOllth if ocl1o,,1 
ittlel!dance ~ ate met or a penally of 25% per mor.th if tIIo", nqulrements lite 110\ 
1M!. Fedml nlmbursement IIWIcIsted to tb.t sta:~ for this provision, 

, 

•• Allocate 10% of tb.t Work FiQ! funds to states to c:eale or expand p:'Ilsram for non. 

<:UItC<Iial Plltcb born 1972 or lal.. (25 and UIld.tr by 1997) to promote t'8!Iponsibilit)' IIfIC 

work In tho slime way !he Work First prosram does for YOUlli smgle mothers. 


, I 

- Ellmlrune tho 100 hollt rule smlthe 6 month benefit receipt maxiIm!m for married two­

puent flImill.'s .. wei! 88 other provisions wlW:h emile a 4ls!o<:""tlve to mmy, 1hmby 
,,,,,,avinS Ih= ~ntlve to ~. by ollcwin, m.rno<!: tw,,-yaret !amll!oe to ..eel"" Ih= 
~.be:lsinal. parel ramjlles "eel",. Aeciiti0l1lll1y, 

• . runo tb.t qlW1etS of eovmae req,ui=ent und.tr AFDC·tJP t'or married 

individUals if~ are WIder lhe '" of 20. and 


i 
• a ~U lIIcome shallllOt be .:alculat:O PI countable inCQmt if lhe famlly unit's 

total lIIcome , at or below 130 percell! oflh. Fedmd PIl''IrIy liM. lithe famlly unit's totlll 
income is atx>ve 130 percent of the Federal povc.'1y lillo, that income which is above the limit 
shall be cCWl1ed qall):It any poteotia.! AFDC benefit. 

I 

.~ reltrletiollS ill CllIrtllt law for mm·ma.'!ied coupll:s., 

These provisiOJ1S effeetlvt1r eliminate the MDC-UP program. 

,S!A!es,mar opt out C£w. pro'l'!>ion UII<ier II state pI"" lI%lllll.llmmt. 

•• W. support state unge orFamUy Support and Premvaticn F\IIIdillil under Title IV.B to 
provid.t acicliUana! child weifJlro semen to promote stable fa.milles. or in _ where that is 
not possible, ~ctte:r adoptive and foster care services, 

, 

" BdllCate oIir cbildre:l abD\ll tb.t risks involved when ehoosl!li pare.athood at III early aiO­
I 

- illS_ th.l overy potwlal parent i. !liven !he ~ty to avoid unintended bln'b! 
through "F9d~ctive fa.mily pltn1l1ns IIIllI education. 

I 

IS 
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•• Slates ant bouraged to use-Tl~e XX money rot ~ve aervim'lO yo1IIh illlligh· 
risk ncighbothoods tmoqh COJlU1llIIlIty 01'pI1lad0III. ~ imd SI:/IaOls whlcll could help 
<lwl.a' Ih<: e!~,, - , 

•• Work ~ sdIool!I fot early i4emlflc:IIlO1lI111d nlfmal of chlldnl:18t dIlL 
I 

VI, Commu/llty SlIf\'ico 

At J end of two ~ if a Vo1lf'are reclplGl bas Dot fo1lll4 full-time G!)loyment, he 
or she will nb JOllier be eligible ro receive AFDC, bill will bYe the optIOI1 to vollm!eer for a 
IilJi·time (301boUtS or Il10''' a week) COIIIIlNIIity seMce job for miDiIInIm wage trJ:JOOf have 
a;;cess to plamnenl end support aa=ilIII.lllldlot subslClzed jol:s as dClsc:ribed ill the "Worit 
first" HCll.",!. Abo r~.c! is ... ac!dlliol!l8l avo &ours per """'" ofJ"b sceteh, brlnS;'" Ih<: 
tolll minimuln hours of ac!ivlty til 35 lIau!s a -*- (States have tho opIIOl1 to pay blgher 
WIlie. it the)[ cboo.... ) Commlllllty service will be f\lIld24 with tho _ SOIlO t'edersIf!tate 
matchilli rat4 me:ztioned above (1M ~01111~ 1!nImt:1D& sec:tion VII). O:urumIlUty 
service Jobs i.ul act as a b1dr..- to tompo!1lrily employ II'DPle \\110 haven't fbWId Jobs. II 
ailould. b••o!..w .... d only as a lost I1IIlCl'I.,,, 
• .,. : Slalt aoVemmcats should be aIloMd the greatesHmoum of flexlb!llly 
paolbl., but should follow the guldali=s below. Sl8teI should lIOt be too fiIwIclalIy 
bI.IrderuId, 

. : 

- Statu an ~ed to iIlI:.Iude cqanlze4 labor croups, privir.e IIec:tor compaaiea, and 

c;ommtmily IsoIIpS In the admlnimadve pro-. 

-. Rmpi~d work fu1I.t!me (30 hours a week or more) for WiIi" Instead of benefit! 

to fo:rca: i ",,1!.Sllfficicncy. 

" If II reclpitm is working ill " pan time lIIISIlbsidlzec! priVllle sector job at the end of the two 

yeu Wotk First PrcgrBlll, he/she v.iIl be: aIlO9o-ed to III8intaln 1bat job dna =UDlty 

scrvl,. provillcd thallhey fill the mnalnini 35 hour :aqWnmenl with a COlImlUDlty service 

work and joll sea:ch Cor a !ull·tlme \lII8IIbsldl%lld prlVllII sector job. 

- CUITOIIt ptjblic SOC"" employ... sIuI11 DOt be di.opllcc4 4uo to Job oreaai""" tor woIfaI:e
....... ,

"",.plIlIIts. i 


- CommWl! S..-.iee panicipema IIlUIt contIDue III ~ job searoh dwina bIIUlS nat 

workina ill' mmWlity mvlce, brill. thci: mh>imum ac!ivlty rtqulrement to 35 houri a 

week, to !Ie iUll·tim. emp!oYJ1'l"ll! wblIc ~ ill COlImlUlllty!Jmlice. 

•• Roclpiw will be pcId lit l$'Ist .. mlllim_ wap. 

- COlllmuni service should be: lime·11mited 10 Il:n:e)'em. (States ll2BY oxtCIId the time­

limit to tho!IC paztl~paIiI!s ill Commumty Service tmoll&h a _ pIIIII ameudmlllt but wi . 

federal l'IllIIeh wiI1 be ofImd for III Ol!1e!IIIon). States will bave the option to ~ fedml
lim. to readmit penIOAI who bave 1101 foUild empIoyml!llt after two )'em of the Work Pint 

I""'IP'Bm awI~~ Y'""" 01 .""","unity --.1... 1Ir.I",!!,,,nl who rum. used 111' !helr two Y.... 

Work First thre. y ..... ~o=unity servi~. time llmi1IlNt were ~ a! flndlng work 
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or otbetwise cavinS ~1!1te !Nt IIOed 10 rltllm beoallit of a change of ~IIIU:ICCII. A:r:y 
ptrlOll. bema lreadmitlild ""'"t be re-evaluattd by '" ~'Orker or caR ~ team and 
will have " .bolc:o 11:1 G)'\'ht bm;k Imo tile Il'aIIIiliou propm aIIdIor ~ sc:rvi", The 
number of ~ people a _ may rtadmit \!.iU ht calcWated from lakinll 10% of the year'I 
I<>!8l PlOject number of en!tllllU into tile Work l'lm pnlgnm for tile caltmIar yea: the said 
J:=On applie 'Ie her caseworker to m:y;le. as datlrn:lhttd by eaQh iIa!e. The tim. period .,,<1 
tile 1l1lJl'lher of limes each penon will be allowed to D. readmitted b4l;.'c into either plOllJ'8II1 
will bo ",,-n.,olUrted. in a new 00_ ~ lb. :ceipicm IUIcltIIe stale or 1O,lal SCI'''•• 
"IIane)" Only:rue ha:'d5hlp cases shollld be I:Onsldered for 10)' the states to readmit - people 
tr\Ily not ready 10 ...'Ork, 
-Walle re<:iplenrs will receive minIIIlum Wille and food Stamps. they wlll DOt be eligible for 
tho EITe while tnro1lcd in ~rnmuIIllf SImco. 
_. At tWO oP,ti"", Ibcsc cmoUll<lin ·Work Fitst" 1lI4;Y have til. OptiOIl to choollO oommunity 
service Wor. the two )'e1If llmIt 
.- Cut ~ om1 CUiIWOI'ker sc:rvicel mllSt be available for !hole tnroUcd jl> 
comm11:llity Mrvke aile! subsidized jobs. ' 
-- A .ommw/ity service woU", wiU be aivcn 11lWdmum of three placemet!tS dna wlllQh 
instam:•• of rton-compllaDc. "'or"""" IIflu which tile emell•• will no loJlp' be allowed Ie 

panlelpllte illlcommwlilY service plseemmts. A dcfinlllon of aru of 1IOl!-llOIIlp!iance shall be 
dmrmlr.ed bY 1110 S!a\I BlId/or employee bIIt mU$T include sanc:ticr.J for those whe ate offered 
a private RCf' do but do not accept tbat job without SCed uasor., 

, 
I 

VII. PNsrf' Slmpli!ica1!oll 

,St\ItOSlbear a heavy adminlst:allvc hll:den illlmplementlllJ the A!'DC om1l'ocd 
Sta:nps pro~ mainly b_ of co:nplicswd. mCOllJmenl and riBid polillie&. 1M 
opemlon of lb... ptograIM .bollld be aimplifled by wlifyiJIg th~ pol!oios thar .wtem1ille 
eliaibillty fori th= l'lOifIUlU and allowina S!a\ls different optiolls for the implemenmtioll of 
1heIr prcllHlllS, 

_l1li1 arJ flG!biljty: Many states arc fIIOV;1lJ forward with ~on project!! to telll 
IIrosr- oh.e:\... that mlpt illm.... llIe oll:'o<tivOQHS ""~ omo""y o£ a ptOjp'IIIII. However, 
tha wulvet pr)lCSl8 is cwnmtly a cumberSOme process. The eun'enl AdrnInlmatien is 
eor!IIIICIldIId for their expedient consideration of state waivers. Ho'll'Over, III order to enSllfe 
expedited colsldmtion of state waiver Dl'PllcatiOlll in th. fulW'e. deciJIOIl9 on such 
appJi.:atlons W !lOt Ol!m<:\ !IO days, weD mlllUa!ly agreed upon by the Seerellll')' and the 
1\IIlI:. A:Ay '""* ~y opcnIliIlg lWIw I1.l'cdcral ~_ ftIlI)' "JII out of tile new Wcnk 
Fim req\lir~cnto state boroIA to complete the approved walver (I) with qprovaI by tha 
SKAIary. ld. additi"", I'.a!ca shalt be able to apply fOt waivers of bolh _ and regulation. 

statu ate SIIJen flexibillt;r in c!evelopina their welf... reform pla:Is !)y allowing for states to 
dotennin. 'h..-j;; '" _ theit Work I'Int OIId c:ommu,,;!y Swce FOIl'ItI'S to belt ouit 
their pIil!I~ needs_ Slates also III:ve the ablEty to choose among pnMs!cr..-lIstcd lIB 

! 
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options in Je plan or, at their dIaomiOll, alleMa 1111 pial! tIuouiIb SIIIbI 'p~ 'WIIIdmeat (by 
IWe IcilsWlm or a ttate IJ.epr. ot SCciaI SOM_ .iecm). Ne!tllc opIicms !lOt sIItII pial! 
IIIIIOrulmclltS r:\Iquirc fcc!c:aI .......vcs. 'i'hne optional _ ttate plu. lIIIa.dmeat I ..... - oach 
of whicllll bow'ill this dzaft - sbalJ be IDelwW IIO!II.r !'or o:ce or _ of the tolloWina 
p:uposes: t~ B$$Ut ~. ability It> aclIlcve or BlIItaIn .seIf-suff!dency, to p.lOUIOte family 
unity. to prOVellt lndividoal. &am becomlna eUsible fot ~ aid, to promote 
pmonal "",1)Q%lSlbility, to break !he ~Ie 01 dependem:e. 8IId to Improve 1be caordinalion, 
IIlulpllii••lidn ane! efficaq of _Ira.c proflllllll.

I 
OpIicDlll PtOvisions iaclude: h"'berallzblg 1be level at which eIII'IIlIIp 4lsreprds will M set 
me-dillS tile lime period In whiell clieatJ must !IIIIIt wi1ll CUD ~ teamII to cIevelop 
!he employability WlltnlllU; ard allowina a !!'!Ulm1lll\ of 10% oithe IIIIII1ber-oIptOjeelld 
CIItlJUlIS to the Wurk Flm propam for !he year oxpcC1c4 to reenter !he Inmsilion pro.,am or 
=mmllility !;.mel IIiW compl'llinS bods 1110 two ~ IrmsitiOll propam ilI!d tbtoee yem of 
eollUllunity SeMee witbcut ""villi fo1md fWI-d=e, lIIINb$I4Izcc! WClk aftrr ,Oed elrort as 
deemed I!e<:~ by cue WDrkm. , , , 
Stale pI"" IIj'IctJd:ncI!I ~ m.I\IIIe: Impleml!llllll:lftol eJ.cI:OIIIc benefit t:ansf'!II' 
systems; o~ out of lmplell1!!lllllliOll of a ftally cap; opt out of Ihe eIlInInatlOll of1be 100 hour 
nUe 8IId 6 -d1onlll beIlef!t tempt maximum; 1114 opt out of1be toqllimnmrt dsat 1110 parent ofa 
ciapelldelll f1mon under tho age oilS ahalI maintain a cIllkI 01 tho cIopendeIlt )ImiOll !III fIIr 11$ 
the parent is able _ that the dependeat prrllOll is UlIIIb!e to do 10, 

Simplify sJ 3I!!lUCAlion !I!!d WibUjty _en fht AFDC /11111 Em Slamlla: SOllIe of the 
most tlm"'CCll!lUnrlnS III!d dIm~1 fIIW bI ~ IlIoM propmlllll! the lIlhIal 
proecc!_ now requimllo lake 1114 process applicatioN. Twemy apecific pnwisiOllS ate 
iaclw!cc! in ~ bill that will aigalflCIII1Iiy improve IhiI proees!I. 'I'heIe include proviaiOllS to 
....,;.ty the aolPllcation, dcc!llII1.iamI, cllcilrilitr, m-..•. -..~ _ Hoertifkatlon 
l'1Ilcs fot ~C wi Food Stamps. These dwlges will Imp:ove the efticiency of' progllllllS 
for boll!. eIl_ lIIIa eaHWIlrkcn. These cbanses ilIelIIda, but ate !lOt IImlted to: 

(l) L Food S~ Act. IIIICI Al'DC 10 allow a S!II!e 1hat _pII1Imds !tom a 
""mpI-=~ propam In AFDC Dr Food. Stamps 10 a1ao ex.. income &om that proanm 
for lIIe athef prQJIII'IIi

• 

(2) bistcaard for bods Al'DC and Food SWnps sny lIIIertIY aaIsIImce pa)'IIIerrt!I based 
on financial Mcc! =!vcc! on behalf oC a hoUlebold 10 ccvct the _ of lleaIiDa or coollila 
fiom either IpubliC or other pncreIlIBIIiIwIoe prollfllllll. 

, 
(3) A.:"mci ~ Jealst.dOll (Food Stamp Act alia Soclal Sccw:IIy Act) to 

completely ~sre;ar<I all cd~oDIIl asaistance. even !bat )lol'lion tbaI is \I8IId 101' CUl'fent UYIIlg 
costs; ! 
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eSMlllial to Joymllllt or MIf.employmllll, IlIat PfOCIlICCI _me ~ wilh ill fair 
I:IlII'bt value.

• 
iINomo ~ i. cOlllltod;, 

• 

(5) Exdude Ilfe iIIIIIzance III " mo\lI'Ce from both proaramsj , 

(6) ±lWc _118 medical expmIDJ III l1li allowable c!educI!oiI1lIIder beth pIoifllllls. 

(7) 11140 as a rlllo"," tor lIolh FOsrama. ..-1 proptrly!hat lhw bousohold. IIIIliI iI 
m.sId.n& a ~ !a.ith effort 10 sell. Once sold, proceeds will be ~ u !acoma lI!I<\ can be 
taklll into ~ by IItIIID social wcrkm reviewing household', bellefitt. 

(8) ~ both Food S1amp and AFDC laws so !hat the !\lmIs of futu:e proerama are 
trcatc<l cquabr with ..pre 10 -rualcm; 

. (9) skpliiy the verif!~= requfremeu15 for ~;ess\ni Food Slampa and Al"DC 
applicatiOlls.1 

I 
(10) Iwow _ 10 have !!exibUl1y ;11 lumdllll, re.:crli.l1l111tiOll ItIId ~on 

issues. S~ shoWIl be allowed open-mded authorization of benefits. SWn should also be 
allowed to ~cide the mdflClllion period !bat will be .IIigned for reviewing mtmlhl)' and 
non·mOllthlr bollSdlclda. A eertiiicalioll period may Mae from one to twelve monthl. 

, 

(II) ~odify M:1)C law Ie ....rom wilh the Food Stamp 12 month Ilmlt "" nlstoI'fll 
beneflta: UJ.der WIft.I1l Al"DC law, thm l$ 110 time llmit for tilt comc!ian of 
WlI:!erpaymejus. The Food Stamps pro&ram on the other hand, !mpom a 12 montb Illllit 011 
.mtolln& loSt benefits lIIlless lhOle I! " specie! cxcaptioll, AUow stmes to ""clap exceptions 
to the 12 m¢mb limlt.lllhject to approval by HHS. 

A Jro gompIflalin of ~ in the Aroc III1d Food. Stamp )llI)iI'fIIIIII is a~'allable, 
IIpOII rlljue!lt. 

,I 
_ma" jbwp\'1!!l Al!!Ilma1iOll !l!Id tc;!mplol!)lj!llereasoO. lISe of a1llOmatlOIl _ to 
improve IMloffielollC)' or proam- eacI roduce. the level of bud eacI am... of ~ Itt 
addition, a ~ &t1Idy by the Ornee of Tecl.."olol)' Assenmllllt has oiled the implementa1lon 
of EICCtrcllit!1I!Idl1 Tr8llSCer S)'$temI for Food Stamps .. s poteatlal to slpiflc:arJtly reduce 
ftaud aM a I !lithe I)'S!OlIl. Slates are itl'Co.aIy lIIICOllI'ased to ilnplemtlll SlI;h I'rIIgnIIIlS. , 

I 

i 


VIII. Fra1:lCl RecillCtioll 

Iempet:wJf Social Security Card: 

Requlre the ls..:n:.tIt)' of HHS to «Induct A StUdy oM repo~ Its find\"p to Cottgmas Oil the 
feas!bllity ~ a tamper.proof social HClII'iIy W'cIIe be !!He!. it! coonllnatlOll "lim • Nallon.1 

I 
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The MainsUum l'cmn recopi:ICS tho IIald for l'IIform witbIA tho SlIppIlIII1fIIIlB1 

Seellrity Inc'ome sy_. CutreI1tIy, tIIo 55I propm ia IIIt'fII!q 1iIlm aiplflc:8lllll'aulllllld 
abuse. We ~ tIIo efforts by !be SoeW Sc!IIIrity ~on's Disability 
Ree:Iglneerljls Tum to addres$ tbete ..,_p:tIeuIIII'ly hi the area o! dlJabl\lty defjnitlo", 

, We ~I't the followini; abbnMated prelin'rinN)' ptOlIosals by tho SSA In Its :donn 
efforts to ~ disability: 

SSA.! mWlt have a IIInIA:turtd "I'FOaeh to <!liJah!.\lty declslm maldna that .. 
mlO comidJratlon the large Dumber of elalms S8A receives IIIId sI!ll provides a bull for 
COlUi=I, 4u1l11ble deewon makin, by 84j1ldicmon II! each llWl. '!be approach must be 
simple to adminimr, facilitallo contIisllmt appllcazion of the rules at ....:h Inel, aftel provide 
accurllle re$lts. It must lllso be pe:celv\!d by tho pIIblie u straIghU'orwan!. 1IIIdersIamIab1e 
end. fair. Fi:oall~. the "I'FOaeh must faellltate!be issuaft<e oftbnol;y declsiollB. 

Thi~ approaeh COIIBisIs of a. four step pzocess which 1Dc!udes: 

, 1) ~g hi Subslantlal 0ain1Ili A;tIvity - SSA will tlml'lIfy!lle mO!lellllY 
IlUidolin•• for dotmmilllUS whetblr an iDdivld.woI (-.m-.liIiq for "'-tits ba.sed 01\ 
blindness) a~ hi substant!al iaI.n.tbI Kllvlty; 

2) ¥c<Ueally ~Ic III\paIzmeIlt - SSA wIlIllOIIIider wIIr:tMr a olalmam ha.t a 
mcc!ieaUy aelllmLinable lmpaln:nent, but will DC IoDiet lII\pnae a !/unholel S1iMIrily 
:e<j~ The l!Ireshold lnqWry will be wIIr:tMr tile ~Ialmam has a medkIlI.y de!ermlmble 
phy~a1 01' jnental impairmMt 1hat_ be dsmcmtra!l!d by aeoeptabl. clinical. end labatatary 
dIapoSllo ttelmlques; . 

3) hldelc of Disablll1a lmpl!lnnenli - l:t 811 hllllvlduallw a m,d1~I)' 4etI::mlIlahle 
physil!lll or mental impalrmenl clocUlllellled by meclloally c:cep!IIble c!lIIIoa1l111d lriboratoty 
teeI:u:Uq1.llls,=paiIment will meet !he d.uratlon nqulrcmeIII, SSA will compare !lie 
cLah:xwlt'. . . 1($) asalDs! an Ind.ex of: dlsabliDa ~ The Index will ecmtBhl 
fewtr impalrmeau IltlIlIu!ve leas dfItaIllltlll comple:xky. 5SA will DO lonaer use the COIICIIpt 
=~Vlleru:e' in relation 10 1he index. 81 It I!DW _ in appl7illl !be Lilting of 

4) Eilliy to Eqap In Any Sllbstmrtlal 0ainftIl A;tIvity - SM will COI!IIc!er 
wheth... an . ndivicfual !w tho, ability to perform subltlmtlal phIM IICtivity cleJplte II!)' 
fimctlonall II eallSCd by a medically ~ble ph:)o1kal or 1II811tal1mpairmerll. SSA. Wilt 
clefuie 1he Rhysicllllltlll mt!ltal requ.lnommts of S1IbsIantiII pint\II activity md will measu:e 11$ 
o'llJC!l!!vely-\uj possible wIIesher an 11!div!(\WI! _ these lI!!IIulremems. SSA wm cIcYeIop 
wi!h !he adisla:ace of tho medical CO!IIIIlUllity and other olltlld.e ape1bi f!om dlsabillty 
_IP'IIIIIS, ~ Ilrileria which can be IlSCd to IlIOIISIlre aft iDdividllal', t'w!eI!CWII 
ability. ssA will be primarily mpoJIJIDle for documeII!iD81Unc11onal ability usinl !lie 
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~ Il10__ crilm:IlI. The 55A pi! WIll b. III dGvclcp tw;idiollai _amant 
inIIMnenll IIlII standardized, !ha: ~ _ anlllQiviclual'.ftm<:IiDlllll abllilios 
",,<I !hat are !univml8lly -.m by the public. the adYCCIICY ,ommuaity, a hcaith c:are 
professiolWi. SSA 1N\ll \l1li the mullS of the standatdl2ecI !imcticnal meastImI1nt in 
COI\lUIICtion With II II/lW S!aIIdard to desm1le basic physical and mental de:mMeI! or ll. baseline 
of work lbafpre- IUbstantial pllIful aClh'l!), 1114 that cxi$ts Ill. slpificsnt II\Il'lIbm llIlba 
catiOllal «0 III)'. 

. In re ards 1<1 obiId disabilities, we support the r=o=l!t'.dauoll or a four step process 
\bat is based! 011 the IIIIIImny deflnitlon of dlsabili1y and lhal mirrol'J the adult approach. SSA 
will eVllluatd wbether w clIlld i1 engas!na In submatlal ga!n:f\1l GtlvIty; wheIhor tile chllll 
has a medl~y detenninallle pbyotc:al or menml impairnlem :hat 1N\llmm the duraUol! 
requ'rem....'! and whether the child has an iftlpairmen, that ","!IS the criteria in the index of 
dlJabling ~CIIlt. 

. S8A ~l aI$O develcp, with the &!l~ of !tie medical ccllUllUlllty 8114 e4ueat!anal 
experts, SIIII'Illa:d.ized criteria wh!dI can be used to 1l\1Ull."e a c:hiId's !imctional ability to 
perform a b~ or!'w!ctlol'lS !hat are cnrnpatllbl. to tilt; baseline or oeeupaIIonal demands 
for an adult' In addition, SSA will oondllCl research to IpeclfiClllly idatify a skill acquisition 
Ihreshold to measure htoad areas requ!%ed 10 develop the abllil), 10 perform substantial gainful 
8I:uvlty. 

lX. fINANCV3g WEI.fW 

'I"lINhgh OUI' IflbrI> O'I''lr the pIS! sevei'll _ntbs, tb. Malnmeam Porum has drafted a 
plan t!lal willllltempt to mom the welfare S),stclll !~ our COWlt:)'. , 

Our ~OPosaito fInaIIce thii morm plan II based 011 a !\mdamenw e.holce about . 
val.es, W_lbellcve!ha: we must help American cltlze:lS tl'l\ppcd ill pavwty break out of W 
welfare PrlsOn without impOlilli adclllioDalllOOl$ or other bardsblps on worldllg men !lIld. 

Iwomen. : ., 
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We Jco~ tD.u _ JII1eI will be adwneIy afflIc!IId by 'II1II isftimn allli:plcdp to 
belp theae staleS 0&1 !be)!OlWla! COIlIbi.ft. We papillOte o&r IIItos llloutary 1IIIIiIIIuIe, 
to b. \IlICII *u ._ ~OlllO tdll1llelt imm!8I'IlIt populaliont tbsf win be detzh:uebllJy 
~ by thit CIlt. In ad4iI!on. we ptOpOS\I to jive SIIIU !be lWIhority III SIlO a ipmilIIlt If 1111 
\mrftiSl'ant aPplie. for staI!I or 101IIII wlstaDce. 

I 
. Our ~pcsal alISO 8lIlborlzn a stale or \oeaI jw:lsd!CII01l1O IC\j\li>:e OUtoot'.1IaW 
OOIlIpWes.o collect"""'" 0J111W1 on\cr ~ de!iw!ed'um. tbsf IIaW or local , 
j1.1ritdic!lO~'CUl'l'Cl1'd~'!be blrim of ""Uectlott Is 011 !be IIBIea but the IDl\iOrlty of awes do 
_ haw financial Of adminisimive mo_ to ;:cUe\:t !bse --. ThIa IIItlSllnl 
would shift burden of coIlec!iol1 oil:' of the -. WblIe we CIII1I!Ilt dIIl'IIIte bow II !!lite 

call \lSI! lbbr' we C!1CO\ItlIP stale! 10 \lSI! these ftm4s lIS .. IIIC_ to oft1Iet lIlY /lOU
1IIIlftI. , 

, , 

, W, ~eCQanlze the rich tradlllon of lwIi WIlrIi: btoqllt !Q lbb CO\IIItI)' by il1'Iml.p.t 
lIIICestOrs. <bur IIatIOIl'I eIImio Qlvcnll)' l'IIl'IIIIm OlIO of Ita ~ and lINdIes retlftfeclly 
delnoll!tra!ellhat !mmiamIOll II a eel ec:<momlc boon to thIf CO\lIIIlY. We CKIIIlInue to IIIIppon 

., 	 ~ll1'tio~iu \bat hold 0lIt lb. pnomlllC o! oltiznal>l, to bwldNdt of 1hou.. or 
IlImuarmm I year. 

BIlt IIl1bla lime of ~ bucIpIIII)' pmsure. II tJuidamlll1Wl ... of!8lmas 
deCWlds mat lh. U.S. 1iO~ plan 1be welfaro of Its OW'll ~ first. We do 1I0t 
believolhlnlrcd....:l or awe ~ _ bear lIlY lonpr the;:cllt of_lNbIlc 
l19iJlanCe r.lr 1bo50 ~ tbal him IIC'I beOllIIIC c1tl_ ., 

S~ bllllWlil)' requires tbsf we !lOt dell)' lI1I)'- 8111«1;-)' medicallC'ViCCll, SlId 
CO=OIl lIMe wigms tbsf the ohllclrml of Ilcnc!tlzlll1s abollld !lOt be lIa.md. from our 
schoch!. -W:e IIlUll! help ~IO loole 10 other _ beaIdeI stale md federa/ aovemment 
fer help, l..ch III relallves. i!pOnso:&, IIIIIlIOIlF"fil aroups. 'Sut the U.S. SO-=i c:annol, 
in lhe mi. be reapOIlJI'b1e for the welfare of1bc,. who II'IIIC'IIIII cili<lllllJ. 

ThrJuahout Ihls p_ we =oUlltl:ml seva !CIIIh 1II2anciIIa oboiceallllll OUI' fIDaI 
""WOIla _ not casil;y t=he4. 1I_lIt, 'We beIIeYe thai out plm! o~ 1'IIIIl refOmIs Ill\d 
opportu.n!tlds fm POOl" AmerlI:lllS without p)'llla fer It willi • P bag o! addldonal taxes, 
fcea, and + 10 PtOII'1IIIIB OIrtIIcIe the welfaze i)'ltom tbaI ad_ly .mot A:merleaa cit!z=s. , 

fupdlns %nu". - E!!dccaIlState Matpblnl Rm 

1. ~C IpefI!i will be lImdoci with tIw formula Cldsdna IIl!der 0lIII'0IIt law. 'Ibe 
fcde:aJ IIWj:hIn& l'IIIe for all r-ts or the Famlly SIIppOlt A~ ;;tid Iba lOBS p.tOII'aIII. 
including al:\miuiSU'alivo 00ItIJ, will be chaIlallll to apply 10 the lIlII "'Wark Fire" pregnom 
Incllldlnl .!:llnmWlity II!1'Ii4e IllllIhall be SCI lit & flat llIIIchl"lll'llle or 8O'K. or COlts bom by 
Ibe fedcaliSOVemmeAt ODd 10% bem by the Jta!e!. AddItlOllll!y. the 'Work First" \l!OlII'ItIlI 
Ihall be an uncapped ID!ItIomtllt 

i 

http:COIlIbi.ft


.' ~RY-10-1994 12:59 FROM TO, RtED P. 12"12 
.... Y·09 '94 Il!;'~, P.as 

I 


1. UndJ Comm_ Se:vico, IlIItC8 'WIlli apeclBlly low 'ImlofIllIM1s ;mlht be subjecl 10 
hiihtr eolllllluml)' oemcc COllI t1wI olhcr st.I~1It all !hey work to pay for 1bo 35 bo1II' a week. 
IlliniInwn wise c__ service ~ for thoae ~ will! have hit tho rwo year 
limit ~ low beaelit itala (MjAIAlppi and Trw for examp!o) shouI4 haw tho opIIon to 
start with a ~._ collllllllllity SOIYice WIlrlc: reqlllrement ill 1999 (tho first roar of 
commlllll\y HrvIce) and phase ill the fuII-Ilme COD:ll1uruty service work requlremem: by the 
year 2001. I 
fJ!lwlnl i1.kmg!!l {hIc:llldilla Al'!'ftIXimotc DoJ!l!r ripes) 

i 
a) 521.3 biIlIoII over Ave yean 
CUIS ill socW service proarams t.o ~ iac!udlna total eliminatiol1 of SSt benefits, 
mc<Ii.aid bd..tll$ (OOCO!lIdizIJ ~lIor =edlcal assistance,. food stamp bonefiu. and AIDe 
bcocfits. Al~ leaal inlmi&rmta mid.irli in tho U.S, wi!I be allowed a 0lIl year a:aco period 
before be:lne subject to Ihese ellIS. Deem:ed pwmanently exempt lire !bose liS 7S and oJd.er. 
Also oocem¢. for a palod of It'r-s • s:rival are refUgees lI!IlI asyl=s. 

AdlIlt!onalJ. affidavila of ""lII"'rt aI:IaIl be IiwIe ltpIly O!Iiorcabla. All affidav/:t of IIlJ!I)ett 
lIIqUitea a ~O"""" to _ to.the ability and wlllillP'SS to colltrilN:te to tho proapecUve 
Imm!grsm'~ fIna:Idall\lppo.rt. CummlY.!he1D aftidavi:ta have IIOt p1'l=lly been reganlea by 
III&te eourn u l.gaDy llilldlna 011 U.S. resiClem S!"'ll1IOI'S for Iho bellOflt of state ~l.s 
providing .JtaIII:e. This prIlvilIon sbaI1 put Into ICIIUte that affidavits of SIIppOrt used to 
overcQme plablic oharp til;)"";:"", ohllg"'" '!he 'J'OIIS01" to n!!I"Y 8<M'!Ml1!lltal aaeru:!cs 
IlllliI!al1Cll PIoYidad to the sponaored allen. 

i 

b) S~lllon over five )'CI%I 
Cap tho iency Asai_ P'fOiI'IlIIIlO stem l'lqIidly ruing ~it1lm all tbIs little 
II.u<>WI1 ~ BIllabUab a fedml mlltobluS cap f.....ach .we'. EA Oltrmulllln SO that !he 
"II equall1l>rae pe:mIt of tho SlAtII'S total A1DC 'beI:l!fitl izI=cd during !he pervloU5 fisclll 
year. statd Ihst ere above that leve1 WCtWd be pdta1heted at !heir FY 1993 expenditure 
level. If 1ht lIIItlOlUl! lIIIIImployment me for ellh« of !he last IWO qWl1'tm or " Il.w. year 
aVlII'88e1 ~ or blalm', Ite cap sbaI! be talsed ftom 30/0 to 4% for tho !oUowIlIg fiscal year. 

e) 5266 millloD II yearlSl.3 b.il.IlOll over !lve yoa:s 
IWm;"at. mc beIIefilS to 1I1egal alitl1l. ClUrClllly, Il=e are IlO replatiOlll that make legal 
Immipllt SwIll a ~ for toccipt of EITe. 'I1Il:tIu1h aollllment 1iaud, over $2150 
million a ria: in BITe b9Mf!ts 1ft aobls to Wop! immisl'llm The Wt eode should be 
eilllllp<\ to IIIIIIa that illep! We... "'" lIot ellatble tor '!he EITe. The Immtal RovIlllWl 
Service Ib¥d be rnpoml'cle for lmplemtmtin; !hie change. 

i 
d) 5700 IIIiIIloII ow: fiVll yeart 

S!lmma'.!he Depondem em Tax Credit for !hose families With incomes over 5120,000. 


0) SLl blUloII over Ave r-s 
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SaviDp ftwI inI:rtaHd paImlit)' aIaIIUsllllu:m tbaI WIll tmlIt In _ o;bil4111PP'1ZIA'InI'IlI, 
thtraby :edIldng the rwmbet of ~ 1m AfDC 11114 the dollM IIIII:I\IIIt cf beIlellts for !lIoso 
who~~AFDC. , 

t) $380 ~11lo!I oYer live ~ . 
Modify the p,lIIIlly Day ca Homes compom:m of the c:IIIId. _ tbod proljlllll1 by /mplvvIIIg 
The opem1oll, of the progrcn In low· 11114 IIIOCIeraIII-IzIcmae area.. (Followh!i the proposal 
.. cIeti....cllIy the CI!II_ 0.. Sudpr. 11114 Polley Priorities), 

SIal!! Offmsl far ads!j!jonal COG! !bar jII~ - as a remit pC IlIII mcpggI 

a) $1 S JlllOIl over five yeaza available- 'to IIaIeI by authOllzlDs a stale or la jll!!sd1etiOll 
to ""i)Il:e 0.'1:._ <ompllllfes to collect -. .... 111811 orders deU1l1l!ll!d Ilrta that slate Of 

Io<lIl Jllrisdiel!on. Plevlously.!IIb i£ite !IX has JOlIe 'UDCOllectod. The 1Dabilit)' ofalate lind 
lOeal aoYa"llincou to rcqWre Ollt-ot..- tlzma Ie colIe:t and mmt salas deprivee State lind 
l-.l ioVern/n..,1a of need.ed _ 11111 f'orees suc.b SIDIIl _ looa1 aovemmlll1lll m mise 
_os on _yen. WIlh lhiI ehaIJ&e. sIiIII!s wiI1 be IIIII:CIIftIIIcd III _ theN 1\mda to ofl'tel 
oO$1jlllw mll!ht ehlI\ from "'" fcdelll SO"etI:IIl1ftt to lhe III8fea .... _ial ......L:e beru!fIllI are 
CUt TO IIIpl ibmlJaranla. 

I . 
b) 51 bi1Iion fnnn the above 1lIIImciI18 pzoVisiOllS WIll be SlIt aalde for _ to defl:r 
a44!tlonal ,dstJ that they may lneur IS a mutt cfcost sbiftJ 110m both the euts III ~ 
and otho: Fi>viliolW iA lhiI proposaL 

. Sta;.J are e=olUlllltd to _ the 1II0llie1 provided in theae provlsloa 'to clIIs!sn 
usi_ ;;'srams that ad4reis the sped.aI needs of Immigr.mts enteMs lhiI co1.lllll')l such 88 

~ture sh04 iangIlap 'bmIen, ami job plllCemeI!I 
:, , 
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