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SUBJECT: -RE: state data on AFDC/FS L.

éandal& and I missed each other’s phone calls yesterday.

Saxa tcid ne TMB had chtained a modal that BO hag besn using an&
would he looking it aver

I'm pr%tty satisfied wltb the structure of ny little spreadsheet
model.. (Based on a administrative data about first-tims

applzaants and total caseload, and Donna Pavetti’s exit and return
ratesggzt generates a sleady stata caseload of about the right
size.)l Assuming about the same exemption andparticipation .
paraneters ASPE hag been using, a two~year transition period
fcllcwgd by one year of work (I haven’t rodeled the Ralf-time
mirimum wage yet. The one year of work currently is just the AFDC
benafit plus the ASPE cost of CWEP estimate.) then foud stamps and
the a*hsasing_vcuchex at ercent of tha median
foo& ~atamps is about cost-neutral when-fully implemented.
?nqra!are several biy uncertainties about the estimate at this
stage. . The housing vouchers really need to be done
statawby«atate At tnis point a national voucher is in the model.
The half-time minimum wage may raise the cost. No behavioral
af%acas are modelad, although they could ba gasily.

-

i

%&jbeizcre importantly, inplementation would have up-front costs
because the savings come from the in-kind safety nat while the
castﬁ?came from the transition program and the CWEP.

] ' .
¢n jthe other hand, som& other potentially large savers,
pagtiaularly ending federal matching for children with no
paternzty established, are not modelad aith&r'
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NEW JOBS FIRST

i
3

Supervised

Job Search
{36 Weeks)

Job !l

.

Job (+EITC + Training Credits)

¥

Training or
|- Work experience
(12 to 18 months)

-Nﬁﬁaﬁdafé}ry Job Search
{3 months}

i

> (+EITC)

éefuéafsﬁ
Dropouts

'Public/ Private

Jobs Consortia
{Up to 1 year)

‘ i
|
:
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o

Childrens Allowance
- Food Stamps

- Housing Voucher
- {25-50% benefit

b reduction, ail in
kind)
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JOBS PROBLEMS: K, L, and M oo o )

-

Pe— s s

K} end . of the time-limit for graduates without employment.

e

This ié substantially diffgiént“frém two- other work prablemai

-...

L) ongoing job search and’ plaa@&&nﬁ afforts at the - -

et s-beginning ~and throughout the twe years., -+ Tl w fae e

M) providing a "work for benefits” arrangement as-a last
resort to the walking wounded or other who don't cut it in
. the employment and training programs.

-

Frivate Sector Jobs Consortia ag a golutiom

Jobs Consortia can be a screening mechanism at the end of the two

‘years to ldentify problem K. It provides for i) job offer

commitments from employers Or placement companies using subsidies
and bounties; and 11y commitments from regipients to work with a
guaranteed job offer.

This is not the sort of arrangement you want to offer before
the two years {(Problem L} because it ig too expensive,
administratively.cumbersome, and heavy handed. You don't want to
offer 1t for the walking wounded (Problem M} bacause yvou will
undermine the employer commitment te the program. You are asking
the employers to do the dirty work by either firing or keseping

- the walking wounded.

L TR e

Other salutiang o Other preblams*
1t gﬁamg like the csolutions ta Problams L and M are ju&t
common sense:  Provide good job gearch earlier on with bounties
and subsidies if you have 8. Don't expect to guarantee jobs or
create a major checkpoint before the time limit. Only provide -
PRIVATE BECTOR ijobs guarantees as a reward for people who live up
to rigorous expectations. For dropouts, PUBLIC SECTOR job
guarantees will have to be the checkpoint if at all before

““““““

hitting the bottom line. ({Self-initiated volunteer work is nice. -

You could get a letter of reference o help with job search, but
SELF-INITIATED VOLUNTEER WORK I5 ROT ENGUGH TO EARN A GQUARANTEED
JOB IN THE PRIVATE SECTCR!! You have to work for benefits or.do
well in school to get a real job offer at the end. )
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WR NOTES
SUMMIT 11.1.93 N

EITC/Child Care - . .

~. Ny open~cnded entitioment i . G e
-~ Revoiving loan fund (Wendell) e

-~ Frain -welfare recips to be child care workers (Wendell) -, -

et . e R e

Job Search ; T ' —a S e :
~= Howard's sanction: 50% w/no offsct in F"?/Housmg fm‘ fm?ure tor ccmpcmic w;’;ﬁb sezztc?z

.or tumming down/quitting job  _ . .. .. . S

s

" CSE

- 1y minimum monthiy payment

- CSA demos must include work regt’

-w 0o mandated staff floors _

~- Paternity. cooperation across govt programs: AFDC, housing, child care, and children's tax
deduction -

~= NCPs should work off their obligations, not be given full time min,'wage gx}bs {(Wendell is
wrong) —— GOP proposal

- 100% P/E goal

~ \
Transition

- Use existing E&T programs open to all {David)
- Performance inceutives for participation, placcment, vrs on AFDC -

- Flexible training dollars
~w Private sector placement agencics (David)
- ceymbine funding from FS E&T program (Wendelh)

_ Time Limit/Jobs Program n n
-8 hrsiwk of job search during post-trangitional job (b Zaward} e :
e or gvery 3w4 mos (David) - ~

~= | (%0 -cap on supervision & admin cxpenses (Jeremy)

- Reduce state match after 2 yrs (Dav:d)

~ NO grace perids

~= Fired = whole family sanction {Wendell)

~= We need inventory of job opps (housing projects, c.care, cic) “

- petformance incentives for job placement/crestion {(Wendell) .

—m SWIM kept costs low ($1500/yr) by lctting community agencics supervise; coordinating
work schedules wischool hrs so no ccare .

. Exemptions/Extensions

- 162 gasy out for 4-yr college

e P Cap?

-~ make the cxemptions state options

~— NQO big loopholes for substance abusc



4

~= Sunction FS + AFDC (GOP)

Phase~in ’

~— New applicants, then mothers w/kids over 6, ¢ie -
. == bcgm work ;:}rf}g,mm in 96. -~

. REGO o o

~= Eliminate rules {scc fii}ward . .

- Eraud-Elimination Data Bzm, BRI

* +

- Maw szzii ulcae (Werdelly: fraud [’z{‘siimc

— . E .



The F Plan
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[. . =Conscnsus arcas — . : L -

- —— - -

Social Contract: mgned by all o -

e

,Parcntd} rcsponsnblllty no minor cascs, patcmlty mandatory

" Child support onforccmcnt improvements, anti—fraud. . S ;_ )
_Working family support: EBT, special trcatment “for workmg familics on AFDC bcforc and
after two years. . :

Two y;:'ar transitional program —- As in other plans with the following pn'ncip{c-s: )

i) Supervised job scarch in first 3 months for all able bodied.

.This should reduce the cost of the program in budget terms.
Make the job scarch component part of an emergency assistance package.
Encourage preventative job scarch by waiving the means tests for services.
Provide income support during the initial job search phase only if nccessary.

ii) State flexibility with accountability.
Performance standards and incentives for placement rates, recidivism, and tenure. .
Match rates decline over time: e.g. 70% for initial job scarch, 55% up to 3 yrs
and 30% for four or more years. :
Let states choose workforce attachment model, education modcl, or any other as

long as they_are held accountable for success. ™ | —

iii)  Everyone does something with few cxemptions.
" Exempt for disability or temporary medical condition
Caring for disabled relative or child -under 1 can be a recognized actmty if
performed up to a standard.
Sclf-initiated volunteering should ‘be cncouragcd as a community building
actlvny

iv) All new applicants must participate. Phasc in schedule needed for currcnt
cascload.

v) Excmpt those who meet a standard for rccent work history from rigorous
oversight.
Saves cost of intensive case management for "cyclers.”
Provides rccogmnon for those who are trying to be independent.
Access to scrvices such as job search or training allowed, but not mandated.



vi}

Months 21 30 24 should be reserved for job scarch. -

_ Individuals should be notified when their time-limit is about 10 expire. .

.. F plan options e e . . -

v ¥

. Jobs of last tesort- -

‘Aiiow cvcry siai{: or Ez:x:alzzy w fornt a board to. oversee e()mpanmn for

-

contracts to provide-jobs for welfare recipionts. Governance board establishes S

the eligibility of cach Qrgamzazzfm to paricipate based on their performance T
record.

o : ‘ -

Let recipients choose at the ond of three years: e.g. use a placement service,

-take a PSE job for 1 year-or take a subsidized private sector job for one.year.

Each locality must provide recipients with at least three choices.

Money follows AFDC recipient.

Block gml:zi the full year of funding for job or placement to the local board.

Ultimate safety net

After 3 yrs: Child allowanee, low state mateh e .. _ o
No child assurance
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: support families on welfare. We would all be better off——cspccrally the families themselves—

Public/Private Partnerships for Welfarc Reform

Invcstmg in people should pay off. Not just in an abstract long-—tcnn way, but in
immediate, bottom—-lmc dollars -

R

-

Federal, state and local govcmmcms currently spend. billions of taxpaycr dollars to

~if these families could support themselves with cmploymcnt instead ‘of welfare. It makes .
sense for the government at all.levels t6 teim up with the private sector, to harness the = > "
entreprencurial spirit, and to pull families from welfare to work. It makes sense that the

reward for saving taxpayers billions of dollars sh'ould_ be a share of the dollars saved—-not. | __
just-a good citizenship button. The federal government-could share the financial benefits of -

+ reduced welfare rolls with state governments, non-profits, profitmaking cntrcprcncurs and -

cven welfare recipients.”

For too long, those who tried hardest to save taxpayer dollars were not rewarded.
Companies who hired welfare recipients face a complex, paper intensive process to collect
their tax rebates. States who put in the extra effort to reduce their rolls received no extra
funds from Washington——despite the fact that the federal government would be the biggest
winner. Contractors who trained welfare recipients would receive about the same payment
regardiess of whether or not the training led to a job and self—sufficiency. Caseworkers who
arc cxceptionally good at helping recipients might be rewarded with a heavier cascload.
Individuals who try to get jobs are often sabotaged by a system Which cuts their supports
during the first wobbly steps forward.

Local inéen_uity and entrepreneurial spirit can tackle the goliath of welfare dependency.
So far, local ideas, individual motivation and the entrepreneurial spirit have been buried under =7
cndlcss systems, budget proccdurcs, and burcaucratic- rcgulatlons thn investing in pcOplc

_____

local solutions. _ -
o WHAT WORKS? What arc the strengths and weaknesses of the examples listed © -
below? Do you have other ideas? Can you develop these ideas more fully?

° WHAT IS THE FEDERAL ROLE? What is nceded to'support the development of
public-private partnerships for welfare employment? Grant diversion authority?
Block grants to public-private partnerships? Competitive partnership grants? .
Regulatory changes? What legislative framework is required to support many different . .
arrangements?

) OUTREACH. How can we encourage business leaders and associations to formulate
and support such a proposal?



Examples: We have reccived numerous proposals for public/private partnerships.-Such - -
partnerships could.be dimplemented statewide or on a'local labor market basis... They could be
managed-by private councils, government entities or ?le We would hkc }our fccdback on
the.ideas we have heard: - o

e
. -

- o @7 -Jobs Cazzserizaz A smaii ;x}oi of icmpora:y jobs (6—12 months) oould be: pmvzdcd by
' a local consortia of public and private employers. " Employers would ‘commit a certain
- number of jobs in exchange for wage subsidies or benefits coverage. Administrative
overheads can be minimized by pooling resources for hiring, screening, and providing
initial orientation level training. The summer jobs challenge is a good cxample of a
joint effort to create fomporary ;r}bs Many companics—-non—profits.and profit-
based-~have expressed an interest in forming consortia for hmng, training, and -
’ recycimg funds mvz:stcé in welfare recipients. . '

. EmpEoyer i’artmrsizzp: An emp%oyez‘ partmrsizip could also be formed without
requiring commitments for specific numbers of jobs: The purpose of such a
partnership would be to negotiate a local agreement on the inducements necessary to
attract focal employers to the welfare hiring system.  Rather than blanketing the
country with a one size fits all tax incentive, the foderal government could provide
block grants and aliow state and local governments to negotiate with employers at the
local Jevel.

- Just.as in the Job Consortiz model above, the parinership can provide -

o incentives for companies through subsidies of wages or benefits. In addition,

averheads can be reduced by coordinating recruiting, screening, and initial orlentation
services.. If the partnership helps to manage the employces in the pool of temporary
_ jobs, then effectively the partncxshtp is aczmg as a temporary help service.

S . Empléyee Consortia:’ The federal government could pmvzde seed mmzcy far a-
revolving fund to place welfare recipients. Bountics for successfully placing welfare
recipients are paid out of this fund. The individual must repay the bounty payment on
an income contingent basis. Governor Wilder already has requested permission to set
up a revelving trust fund which could provide a menu of rewards to employers
including tax breaks, reimbursements fer training, or one year of health | ;zzswazzce
payments. : : Ll e

- T e

L]



Social Contract: consensus?

Parental Responsibility: not conscnsus. . : . .
- a) Paternity, minors - <~ . - |
W{)rking family supp{:trt . ' o IR g PR 0 I = S
;}; E?E’EI‘ ' " gms ok shoke ekt h . - %jlm,
¢ . . . el m« paadnin Euc %
¢} Cash~out of safety pet ' ‘ kil sk
Job scarch first: consensus? o e ‘ &P "'té’.f ?La
z X s ‘&;\ak‘& wm*w e z;“o&in{/ gt €
JOBS participation options:  Consensus? AL ,wﬁ s bl b elemnenlf
ay All inclusive —— cveryone does something c;:gg e Famg

bj two- tier ~- high cxpectations v drop-outs & social service

bgf_tzm;,.s sudele - o Fote- do
Job creation

a) limits on cost of Jobs through time-limit er-fHrmik , ?"'j:'g;i-:‘f " Qﬂ»{g‘ﬁ“&‘
<hift cost to states over time o i ok z“ .: aa
¢} how to test whether job is available? T C8 e
. d) For those who fall off the edge—~mandate benefits, optional, or reduced value? o
Sanctions/uitimate safety net —all inlemd - &30 L AFpC £8 Shtheiy trovee @ OmrS\‘vP
a) W sk R
¥ chzi:é allowance - .—f,ﬁ‘w;;my;w , wdt:z %m% "
Re~g0, anzzwfrazzd: conscnsus? T - = -
Child szz?;x}rt assurance .

a} pick ene model and have a national phzsewm ;}I:m

b} allow several state~wide demos of different models

¢} create a state option for all states if their collections are high

d) allow one or two state demos with no phase~in plan

¢} no allowance demos e
Models: Cadillac, camel's nose, and from the beginning with tlme ~limits?

YT

Other child support issucs: conscnsus?

i



KEY OPTIONS DECISIONS -~ WR SUMMIT

- Social Contract .
Parental Responsibility options

EITC/FS/Working Family Supg&zt

Job Search First

JOBS participation options

Job Creation and developnent options
Sanctionsg/ultimate -safety net

Reinventing govt issues, performance stdﬁ

Child support assurance
Other child sapport lasues

" Child caxe .

[ S,

L

,Drivata & public . . ..

.
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-
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for the reward money.

. Placement Specialist Consortia: Rather than trying to attract private employers, the " *

government could-try to attract those who are in the business of attracting employers. -
If the federal and state governments put up the cash rewards for placing welfare **
recipients in long—term jobs, private investment capital will form companies.to invest

.in people and find jobs. As a result, placement specialists ‘will work with employers

to screen employees and package incentives for their needs—~one- on one. Employcrs
will hirc based on relationships with placement specialists instead of direct contact .- - -
with the government. Even JTPA or non—profits such as Project Match could competc '

Employee Bonuses: The federal government could offer welfare recipients a bonus

for finding their own job and staying in it. Thus we could be more sure that they
would try to hunt for a job in eamest. In addition, we-would know that individuals -
would try to find their own.-job before going to a placement specialist (headhunter). -If
the government paid less to an individual than a headhunter for the same tenure (i.e.. |
stays in job for 180 days), we could be confident that we were saving money whcn we

‘paid to individuals. o ;

Investment Partnership: The federal government could provide block grants for

localities to invest in businesses which commit to hiring welfare recipients. This

follows the Canadian HRDA model. It is different than other types of consortia in

that the government provides investment capital not wages or operating costs. The -
companies are then owned and managed by a public/private mvcstor partnership and
committed to hiring wclfarc rc01plents insofar as possible.

Govemment contractors partnership: The federal. govcmincnt could.support states '
which choose to require government contractors in"the’ statc to hire welfare recipients - -
@. c. 2 pcrccnt) to undcrtakc the work. . - : -

e



Plan F

Jobs guarantee program - .

. Sapewisez{ job searé& ﬁrsz {during last three months of Ehc 2 year prograni} -
s Ifa privale sector 30b cannat be found (strict test, as in Wzs phm] the individual is
o ehg:bic for a one year'job. ‘ <

* States may opt to require graduation from a short workwoncmatlan program or a cimg,
test before offering subsidized private or public jobs. - o

Y “Statés will receive enough money at the appropriate match rate (60%) to fnnd cnough
jobs at the minimum wage for 20 hours or up to a capped level determined by -
» formula.. States are required to competitively bid contracts to administer the jobs (See
-Jobs consortia, below). If the demand for jobs is greater than the supply, individuals
will be able to undertake self-ipitiated voluntcer jobs while waiting for a job slot to
open up. States will pay a jarger share of the cost for individuals on the waiting list.

. lndmduals can stay in job slots up to threc years if no one is on thc jobs waiting llSt s

Safety net: Child allowance.

. After the two year program and one to three years of job guarantee, families will
receive less federal assistance. A package of in-kind assistance {c.g. health, food,
housing) will be offercd which ranges from 50% to 95% of the previous bcncfxt icvcl,.

- States wnshmg to add more to the packagc may do so. ’ -

ey

® Individuals who dmp out or become ineligible for the two year transitional pmgmm -
may receive the child allowance.
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Public~Private Partnership Proposal: Jobs Consortia

States will be required to form a quasi-private corporation ‘which will put out an RFP for the

requisite number of jobs in cach community where they will be required. Non-profits, temp
ageneies, public cmployers and private employers will be allowed 1o respond o the bid with
contract to hire a specific number of workers in exchange for a fixed amount of money.
Employers may specify in the contract that referred employees pass a test for literacy, drugs,
or other basic skills. ' Federal guidelines governing termination or replacement of -employees
will be developed. Exact m[es 'should be set locally i}r by state in the contract.

To the extent possible, zndméuais should be given a choice between sevéral employers;
firms also should be able to choose between several employees. The corporation should have
the right to oversubscribe the coptracts in order to provide choice to the workers.

If states or localities wish to do so, public-private councils such as PICs can be set up to
oversee the job corporation and encourage business participation.

if no employers are interested in contracting for employees at any price below the equivalent
of the minimum wage, the jobs corporation must administer the jobs dircetly. Job
corporations will be eiligible for cheap government toans to create more meaningful jobs
which carn enough moncy o cover cosis.

Public~Private Parinership Proposal: Investment Challenge

- Here's the challenge:

T

. Provide low interest loans to.states_or localitics for development of jobs or for
building a state of the art, child support enforcement system.

B ity
R ] e Al
. e - e : ow ™

. Have a bonus/reward program for states which dse the loan to mest specific targels o
such as significant employment gains for welfare recipients or 75% paternity
‘cstablishment. [f targets arc met, some or all of the loan is paid off.

» Result: states. and localitics which are willing and able to take full responsibility and
- acz:(wrztabl ity will get extra resourccs. o e


http:Public-Priv.te
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. Note that the Head: 81&{2 paragraph rugresanls Sec. Shal aia $ request.
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. ' - _ November 4, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR ISABEL SAWHILL o

- e

Erpgu
s g

FROAM: Richarg Bavier

SUBJECT: *One-pages” on current prevention initiatives

’ '“‘i”t'ze attached ran eﬁto two pages oven w th a small font. | caniry chopping some

morg if you want.. oo .

[P, ket
b it

" i - trymg 1o fing out whether a Job Corps ex;sanszan is in the Dol request, and, if so.”

wilt add spmething about it.
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Currenl initiatives with 8 wellm e plgvention polgnlial

Eary prevention

Health ears coverans: The President's healih care 16fonm proposal provides for universal agcess 10
heallh sarvigss, including family phanning services, prenatal carg, ard praventive haalth gervices
essontial to early child davalomnunt, In 1932 heiwly 2ight midlion chiftien in Jamilies were ot Covered .
ty any beafth insurante at any tims duriny the yest, 2.4 milion usder the age of siy. "

-

Family preservation and sdputz{! sarvices: e 1884, MHG will irygdemmit the Toew subepan.of titoV-B of
1he Socini Securlly AL authorizing & gapped enlit lezmm for {armly presscestion and suppod senices.
By 1296, those gran1s will grow 1o 3204 milion, and are intended 1o avoid fuster care, stiengthen
tardlies, end improve pateoting skilis that reseaich has showrs are critical 1o dovelopment a children of
trust-and character, e

-

Hund Sind: Secrelary Shelaly Las prupased to Incipnse unding for children and family services
pramgrning, inchuding Mead Stant, fions 333, ithon in 1994 outlays o $7.2"billion 4 1588, _ Evalustion of
iire Parry Fresel ool F’r:zgzam establishod that such carly interventions can have wellire prevéntion "
eftects, The 1eport of tho Sooictary’s Head Start Advisory Corrnillue is axpested to provide gukiance
on glosing the gap belwegn the premise of Perry Preschon! and the pedonsancs of Maoad Hlari,

Chnpter 10 The profile of adolescants mwost al-risk of leenage parestiwod and subseguent welfare
dependency inciutes ealy coatemic and bohaviona! problems in schdol, The Adminisliation's
“hnprovingrAmetica's Schools Al of 19938" (JASAY would ingrsose the sducational opporlunity of
thsivaniaysd chikiren by swnding nore of e availetie fuds o the schools that aced i most,
Schools with the highas! poverly lovels amony their sludenis would a8 & 15 percerd incigase in
Chapler 1 funding, B, as evaluations have consistently shown, 10 improve sducitional outcomes, all
siudenis must be subject to higher expectations, and patents must become mora involved in the
sducationa! progress of their sons ant daughters. 1ASA promotss bioth thase objectliver by reydting
S1810¢ (0 develop content and performance standards and measwwe schools and losal aduestion
agencies agains! tham, and by encouraging parental involvement in school policy devalopment ang
sehool-parent comeacts saiting out the 1esponsibilities of parenis in reaching parfonraney stendads,
For 1883, Chapter | compensaiory education grants teached 32 3 billion in mdlaye.

frevention irstiatives for at-risk voulh

e

" Several other Administation eflarts will contribute to gieater edusalions! and cconvimic apporlursty tor

dlder childien sod youll. To prevent under-funding of middie and high-schools, IASA would roquirg
Chagter 1 funding bs svailable 10 all sehools with studant pmuriy rabon of ol 1ea§xi 75 percent before -
funding other echools. - : , -

P

*Sehookio-Work Opportunities Act ¢l 1993%. The Adminisiaton's schooklg-wurk Ll gravides "veitute

capital™ 10 states (0 develon SChoDMO-work Systems buill around school-based learning, wortehased ™
lsarning, &0 connvcting activities  The transiion from schookio-work is oiitical for all youth, not just at

risk youth, However, special grants will be avadlable for wban and rurad aroas chavanterized by lugiz

unemployment and poverty. For 1898, $300 million Is requested for the wholo schoolieework iniintive. -

New JTPA youth tille 1-C Year-round traiving and ambloymem services will be available 1o~
disadvaniaged youlh under the rew title 11-C of the Job Training Partnership Acl, Amendments in 1982
sat asde haj the funds Tor drop-ouls, who have been found 10 be hard 1 serve ellectively.
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Que-Stoy Curesr Conters: The propusst would tnake o mach more fikely that &1isk youth, end others,

vt sdcraastulh; aego%zaie the tangk of governmant progiam tules 1o identfy aod utdsio the
education ang trairing opportunities most :.pwopuaze for thom, Cutleys vre proposwal iy reach 2050
million By 3886 (most tunds for epsralion would come from apprepriations for empioyment semvices,
JTRA, EOWAA, and the gomprehensive dislocated worker progiam), Tha genters would provide onsy
808 ¢ Customer-driven services and information on education end raning resourses, jobs, Inbor
marke! infermation, and sarger planning, and job search services. Coverags would be universal, Al
hgdividushs sod sl eirployers would b potentinl customnos. "

Scheolbased and scheollinked clinics: The Prosident’s heaith refores bili incluges sutborization for 360
million 58 yeat for the initial costs of planning and establishing statewide comprehensive sehoot health
education programs and amounts mereasing from 3106 milllon in 1956 10 $4G0 million in 1999 for the

davelopment aad operalion of schiaol-relaled bealth services pograms,

Erpoventent corss: One of the rest widely Dield badiels gbout teenaged olildbeating is that lack of
SLONOMIC opPoAUNGY is an impordant gontribuling tacter. Empleyment gpporlundties watlis some of the
mos! disadvaniaged urban neighborhaods with concenttativns of at-risk yush will be axpanded by the
autherization of ning smpowerment 2ones (and ove! 107 lessrichly lunded enterprise Commuilivs),
including she-urban zones (ehch with & mpulgnazz 2 no mate than 200,000 ang a poverty rale of .ot

leaist 20 pereent in sach census tast] that will each receive $50 miBIGH bIg K granis i each of the first

twor yoars of dosignation~ Thoy alst will share mest ©f $2 bithon in lux Hoentivey over the fest five T e,
yearg of opcr&teon and gradually declining 1aa incentives over the remainder of theis e years

duraticn, Under the largost @ ncentive, emy oyors jocaling within a rone wit reteive up 1o $3.000 w

(ax oradits for eah zone residant empioved. (1t iy expeciad tha! mos! of the enmloyers covered by the
credit will not represent nel employment gains for the noighberhood }
A madiumesized uiban zone of 100,000, with u poveity raie of 26 porcent, mighi, ovor the hiss tve

youts, reveive $300 million in grants and credily, or $3,000 per persoiy, o+ $12 000 for every pour

peison. “ARhough the internad distdbution of thege tunds will vary hom zonedo-zonz, clealy,

pmpogenment 2ones have e polential o powide A rare lage infusion of grivate cepital sand

grmploymant subsldies into nnerily veighlothonds where local sioployiment opportunities we very

nited ardd adtachinunt to 1he reyutar lnbur furee s aot strong,

To be designated an empowerment zone, an area must submifl a srafegic plan that dasciibes the
cogrdinated eapnomic, humsn, communily; and physicel development roposed for the 2one,
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Bonnie L. Deang ...
Bruce N, BRped

Isabel Sawhill
Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRVL

Hendy . New

Model 1: Po&tﬁransitiaﬁ&l Jabs

Here is a crack at_this. Feel free ta" thange.. ..

¢ The hasic principle is that everyone who has successfully
zcompleted training will be assured a JQ& cffer in either the

wublic or private sector.

o Anyone who turns down such an offer will be terminated from the
program and will be eligible for Food Stamps only.

0 States will be given a block grant to help participants find
jobs. The block grant will be distributed by a formula that
refiects locsl labor market conditions and performance
{plagement, retention, and wage lavels).

o PThe funds may be used for supervised job search, job
development, wages or wage subsidies, microenterprise. grants or
loans, work support, or temporary stipends (up to 6 months} for
those participating in job search or unpaid community seérvice.
States will be encouraged to contract out these activities to a
variaty of profit and not-for-profit groups with a good track
record of success in working with this population.

o Up tc 10 percent ‘of the funds may be used for spcial services
or supervised living arrangements for the most digadvantaged -
portion of the caseload {(not eligible for 581).

o The block grant could be set at any funding level. For
starters, we suggest-that it be no more than the annualized
amount now spent on AFDC for each participating cohart. {For most
participants, it will be assumed that job offers can be generated
in the first vear but thare ig ng time limit in this plan, only a
funding limit, The higher costs ¢f serving those who are more
difficult to place should bLe offset by the lower costs of serving
the easiest to piace.)

o Those who lose their jobs may cycle back through the program at
ieast once {more at state optioni.

o

o)
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¢ Stipends and wages {in subsidized jobs)'will be géared Lo the
minimum wage In each state. Health ¢are and c¢hild care will be
provided to those who need it while searching for a job and for

"at imast the first year on a new job {longer at stite optzon) No
one will remain eligihkle for RFDC‘

e o by



&, Pogt-Transitional

Work Program: States should have the option to put a time limit on community
service work (including sclf-initiated community service as well as work slots).

Job Search: Reguire continuous job search for people in work slots and especially in
self-initiated community service, .

Work Supplementation: We belicve cmployer incentives -~ work f;u;}picmmtminn,
SSTOJT, ete - are cssential i order to find cnough private scctor jobs. THE provisions in the
Republican bill are a start, but we should ook for others,

. Private Sector:. We should do maore than “gngourage states o involve the private -
sectar in the operation of the work program”; we should reguire cooperation with the private
sector and compunity, organizations ~- as we did with Empowerment Zoncs.

R pr—
. - oo e

e T Srate Match: We favor a dccl:nmg fi:derdl match i%zat EOCS down the” 'fongcr

P )

individuals arc in the program. : :

¢
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Administrative Costs: There should be a cap on administrative and supervigion costs.

Jobs: We should develop an inventory of job opportunitics available through cxisting
1 federal initiatives - housing, child care, public safcty, empowernicat zoncs, ¢, Perhaps we
/ confd require that 3 cortain percentage of new child care funds {for exampie) go 1o hire
people off welfare.



Summary Outline
JOBS First

October 15, 1993 DRAFT
T'ITLE I THE NEW SOCIAL CONTRACT
1. Ali z‘zpphcants will be required to sign 3 social contract that makes cicar up front the

terms: of their assistance - swhat they can expect from government and what rcs;mnmbzhzzes
w1i1 be expected of them in returm.

-=2. The contract will staie the basic principles of our plan, including: 1} Everyone who

“receives bencfits can and will do something in return; 2) People will receive paychecks for
participation and performance, not welfare checks for staying home; 3} We'll make sure that
any job is better than welfare, but in retumn, anyone who is offered a job must take it; 4)
People who bring children ino.the world must take responsibility for them, because
governments don't raise children, families do; and 5) No ene who ¢an work can stay ‘on
welfare forever, .o

3. States will be required to teach these principles to every teenager.'

~ &, Assistance can include job search, job placement, education, training,-child care, -
community service, pareniing, and family planning. Responsibilities can include a
commitment o participate in an agreed-upon plan of job search, training, high school, drug
treatment, parenting classes, community service, deferred childbearing, and work.

TITLE Il: PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
1. Child Support

a. Several of the reforms m{:{}mmcndad by the Child Supp@ri tssue group, but
not full-scale child support insurance. -

b, States can require non-—custodial ;menfs with children on AFDC to pay up
ar work off their obligations. Any child support insurance demonstrations must
have this component. -

[

-y

. . ¢ Staics can also make payment of child supporz a mndzzmn of other
- government benefits.
Ly ) ~ ER T

2. No AFDC for Minors: No one under the agc of 19 will ke cligible to receive
AFDC as a case head. Minors will be expected to live with their parcnis or in {ﬂhcr
supervised settings.


http:expcclcd.to

3. Parenting:  States will have the option to require parents on welfare to fulfill their
parental responsibilities, incluiding enrolling in parenting classes, attending parent~teacher
conferences, and ensuring that their children (including adolescent children) are immunized
and reccive annual checkups. : .

4. Pregnancy Prevention

" a. Schools receiving Chapter 1 concehtration grants will be required to establish
e school-based or school-linked health clinies that provide counseling, bealth
screening, and family planning services to adolescemts,

b, Older welfare rz:f::ipicnzs who went on wellare as teen moihers will be
recruited and trained fo sérve as muns::lors as part of their community scrvzcc
assignment. .

S ¢. Support will he-provided to non-profit wmmumiy-bzscd mgamzaz:oas o e
fas:er responsible attitades and behavior. ‘

- [ 4 PR Tt

. ?amity planning services will be made available for adults,

5. Paternity Establishroent “ , A C ;
a. States will be required to establish as many paternities as possible at the
time of birth, :egar{ﬁcss of welfare or income status, Voluntary in~hogpital
programs and civil proce:duws that offer multiple opportunitics for voluntary
consent will be strongly encouraged for all oui—of-wedlock births. States will
have the option to make acknowledgment of puternity mamiator} for all births
paid for with public funds, and/or allow hespltals 1{3 require blood or saliva
tests for evcry out-of~wedlock birth.

b. We should seck 100% paternity establishment by the year 2000, After tha
date, states will lose funds for falling to meet the target, and will have the
option to restiict government benefits to those with two legal parents. A
national media campaign will be used to emphasize the benefits of paternity -
establishment. -

-

¢. No child bomn onc year after the enactment of this faw will be cligible for
- AFDC until paternity has been cstablished. In cagses where piternity has not
been established, mathers willsbe expected 10 cooperate in identifving the :
father, and a presumptive determination of paternity will be made at the time
of application, except where the putative father appears for a blood or saliva -~
test and can prove othorwise. Emergency assistance will be provided in cases
where the determination of paternity is delayed for reasons bevond the mother's .



+

control. Exceptions will be made for cases of rape, incest, or endangerment of
the mother and child. .

6. Family Limits: States will have the option o esiablish fa;zziiy caps for parents who
have additional children while on AFDC.

TITLE L

-~
]

JOBS FIRST

i All new applicants will be rcqmrcd to do supervised job search {potentially thmugh
the Labor Dept’s One-Stop program) for 90 days before receiving benefits. Emergency -
assistance and other support services will be available if necessary dunzg that period. (States .

have the option to relax asset rules f{}t cmcrgcrz{:; assistance.} e

2. After 90 days of job search, applicants may receive benefits, but cveryone must do
S{)mczhmg in return ~— work, education, training, g(}b search, communily service, ete. Mates
can choose from a variety of models:

e

a. Everyone Does Somcthing: Under this option, the definition of activities can
be loose, but evervone has to do something for 20-30 hours 3 week.

b. Work First: States may instead put recipients to work immediately in
community service jobs, where they can earn generous training credifs.

c. Work or Train: States can assess each individual's needs, and asgign
recipients either to training or community service.

Under each of these options, job search, job placement, and work support must be
available at any time. Training programs should require a high school dcgrcc or lead to a -
%zlg,?i school degree,

3. After 21 months on AFDC, every able person will receive fotice that they are
approaching the time lmit and must begin three months of job search. (States wzii have the
option to require work and/or job search sooner.)

4. Azzyonc stifl on AFDC afier 2 years must apply to the local public-private jobs
consortia for a private seCtor or community scrvice job.

»

a. A jobs consortium will have broad flexibility to find and create jobs: . . _
- One~year OJT vouchers that would pay emplovers 50% of wages and
traiming up to 33,000, provided the employes is still working after ong year. .
-~ Private employers receive one-year health care subsidy for new emplovees
they hire through the jobs consortia,

-~ Work supplementation or grant diversion.

*

e

e

o



- Performance~based payments to private companies, non-profits, and state
welfare agencies for successful placement in private sector jobs.
-~ Block grants to jobs consortia for child care and other work support
services, so that a consortium can use the social service funds to create
commusity service jobs. Community organizations, churches, and other non-
“ profit institutions willing to provide community service jobs can compete for
- -+ + block grants and/or jobs consortium status. Perhaps use national service state
* councils to help identify community service employers.
. - _ew= Strict limits on administrative costs, based on national service legislation.

b. All community service jobs will be on a pay per hour basis; 20-30 hours
e mintmum {state option}. 1If no job slot is avallable, state must pay recipient to
. do supervised job search,and will receive a-lower federal maich.

¢, Community service jobs will be limited to one year. At the end of that time,
states. have the option 1o reduce 61 eliminate benefits. ’i‘he; wzil receive a _,M:m,,'
reduced match for anyone still on the rolls: e

* L "

d. States hau: the opiion to block grant AFDC fm the post-transitional period.

They would receive one year's worth of benefir payments (at a reduced federal

match) for every able—bodied reeipient on the rolls affer two years, provided
- they' guarantes those recipients a private or community service job for a vear,

¢. States have the option to contract out the entire posi—transitional period (o a
statewide public-private consortia or an organization like America Works,
along the same terms as the block grant,

5. Sanciions/Refusals: Anyone who refuses to show up for reguired activities during
the two-vear period, refuses to work at the cnd of the time limit, or reaches the ond of the
one-vear post-transitional community service job will no longer reocive AFDC cash bonefits.
Instead, their children will be cligible for an in~kind Children's Allowance ~— food stamps
and a housing voucher which together reprcqz:nt na more than 50-66% (*:tazc option} of their
pre~sanctioned benefits.

) = .

TITLE IV: REINVENTING GOVERNMENT -~ - . .-

1. Welfare Simplification:  Adopt APWA regulatory and legislative proposals, -
s including application, redetermination, and rcpanmg, szmamlmmg {one z
income/assct/verification requirement).
" A . v by - at
- 2. Performance Incentives: Move W a performance-hased system in which states are
reimbursed for clear performance measures, such as the number of people moved off welfare

+



into private work; reduction in rate of teen or out-of-wedlock births; EITC payouts;
pereentage of children immunized; rate of paternity establishment; etc,

3. Fraud Reduction: Expand EBT to mclude AFDC payments, and crosscheck benefits
against W4 wage withholding records.

4. Community Empowerment: Use existing social service funding strcams to create
jobs and stimulate economic development in communities with high welfare populations.
Give microenterprise grants to new or expanding businesses that agree to hire half or more of
their new employees off of welfare. Reguire public housing authorities to spend a portion of
their housing rehab money o bire welfare recipients.

5, State Flexibitity: Allow waivers for states to consolidate employment, training, and

- JOBS resources. _ -

.o . . W
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Summary OQutline
. JOBS Plus
October 15, 1993

.

TITLE I THE NEW SOCIAL CONTRACT

1. All applicants will be required to sign a social contract that makes clear wp front the | -
terms of their assistance - what they can expect from government and what responsibilities
will be expected of them in retum.

2. The contract will state the basic principles of our plan, including: 1) Bveryone who
receives benefits can and will do something in return; &) People will reccive paychecks for
participation and performance, not welfare checks for staying home; 3) We'll make susre that
any job is betier than welfare, but in return, anyone who is offercd a job must take it; 4)
Peopte who bring children into the world must take responsibility for them, becausc
governments.don't raise children, families do; and 5) No one who can work can stay on
welfare forever. ‘

3. Stares will be required 1o teach these principles fo every wenager.

4. Assistance can include job search, job placement, education, training, child care,
community service, parenting, and family planning, Responsibilities can include a
commitment to participate in an agreed-upon plan of job search, training, drug treatment,
parenting classes, community service, deferred childbearing, and work:

i

TITLE 11: PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
1. Child Support

a. paul's reforms, but not child support insurance
T b. States can require non—custedial parents with children on AFDC 16 pay up .
or work off their obligations. Any child support insurance demonstrations must
have this componcnt.
¢. States ¢ap also makc payment of child support a condition of ofher benefits,
including access to health insurance, : ’

2. No AFDC for Minors: No one under the age of 19 will be cligible 1o receive

AFDC as'a case head. Minors will be axpected to live with their parents or in other
supervised settings. Good cause cxceptions will be permitted.

1



3. Parenting: States will have the option 6 require parents on welfare to take
parenting classes, attend parent-teacher confercnces, and ensure that their children are
immunized. {use HIPPY funds??)

4. Teen Pregnancy Prevention

e

a. All schools receiving Chapter I concentration grants will b 7eguired to
establish school-based health clinics that provide counstling, health screening,

and family planning services to adnlcsccms, CT -

b. Older welfare recipients who went on welfare as 1een mothers wﬁi be
recruited and trained to serve as counselors as part of their wmmumtw service
assignment.

¢, Support will be provided to non-profit community~based organizations to
foster responsible attitudes and behavior, ‘o

5. Paternity Establishment -

6. Family Limits: States have the option to reduce benefits, increase work

a. States will be required to extablish as many patemities as possible at the
time of birth, regardless of welfare or income status, Voluntary in-haspital
programs and civil procedures that offer multiple opportunities for voluntary
consent will be stropgly encouraged for all out—-of-wedlock births., States will
have the eption 16 make acknowledgment of paternity mandatary for all births
paid for with public funds, and/or allow hospitals to require blood or saliva
tests in every out~pi-wedlock birth,

-

b. We will expect 1009 paternity establishment by the year 2000 After that
date, states will lose funds for failing to meet the target, and will have the
option 1o restrict government benefits 1o thosé with two legal parents. (A
national media campaign will be used to emphasize Ihz: benefits of patemity
establishment.}

¢. No child bom one year afier the cnactment of this law will be eligible for
AFDC until paternity has been established. In cases where paternity has not
been established, mothers will be expected to cooperate in identifying the
father, and a presumptive determination of paternity will be made at the time
of application, except where the putative father appears for a blood test and can™
prove otherwise. Emergency assistance will be provided in cases wehre the
determination of paternity is delayed for rcasons beyond the mother's control,
Exceptions will be made for cases of rape, incest, or endangerment of the
mother and child.

Mo



requirements (on both parents), or shorten time limits for parcnts w?w have add:tzonai
children while on AFDC.

- .

Titie I JOBS PLUS - 3

1. All new applicants will be’required to-do supervised job scarch through the Labor
Dept.'s One-Stop program for 90 days before receiving benéfits. Emergency assistance wifl
be available in special cases “during z?zai pcnod {States have the option to relax assct rules
for emergency cases.}

2. After 90 days of job scarch, applicants may receive benefits, but everyone must do
something in return - education, fraining, job scarch; work, community service, ctc. The
definition of activities can be loose, but mandatory participation is essential.  Benefits will be
paid in the form of a'paycheck for hours of activity; the number of required hours will be
benefits divided by the minimum wage. Additional 10BS funds will be provided in the form
of & higher match to states that meet high participation targets. Job search and placement will
be Gvailable at any time. -

{Phase in ... new applicams???]

“3: After 21 months on AFDC, every able persan will receive notice that they arc
approaching the time hmit and must bepgin three months of job search. (States will have the
optien tO require work and/or job search sooner.}

4. Anyone still on AFDC after 2 years must apply to the local public~private jobs
consortia for a private sector or community service job.

‘&, A jobs consortium will have broad flexibility to find and create jobs:

-~ One~year OJT vouchers that would pay cmploycrs 50% of wages and

, traiming up to $3.,000, provided the employee is still working after one year.
-~ Private employers reccive one-year exemption from health care mandate {or
increased small business subsidy) for any new employee they hire through the
jobs consortia.
-~ Work supplementation or grant diversion,
~~ Performance~based payments to pmvatc companies, non-profits, and state
welfare agencies for successful placement in private sector jobs.
~- Block grants to jobs consortia for child care and other work support
services, so that a consortium can use the sogial service funds to create
community service jobs. Community organizations, churches, and other non-

- profit institutions willing to' provide community service jobs can compete for
block grants and/for jobs consortium status. Perhaps use national service state
councils to help identify community service emplayers.
—- Strict limits on administrative costs, based on national scrvice legislation, -



b. All community service jobs will be on a pay per hour basis; 2030 hours minimum
{state option). If no job slot is available, statc must pay recipient to do supervised job
search, and will receive a lower federal match.

c. Community service jobs will be limited to one year. . At the end of that time, states
have the option to reduce or eliminate benefits. They will receive a reduced match for
anyone s,tiil on-the miis‘ o . arn

- - -

d. States bave the {}ptmn to block grant the entire post—transitional pcrlod They
would receive one year's worth of benefit payments (at a reduced federal match) for
every able~bodied recipiont on the rolls after two years, provided they guarantee those
recipicnis a private or community service job for a year,

o

e - -

¢. States have the option to contract out the entire post-transitional period t0 3
statewide public-private consortia or an organization like America WOrks along the
samne. terms as the block grant.

5.~Sancti0nsff§cfasais: Throughout the process, sanctions will be imposed on the

whele family. In cases where this endangers children, they will be placed in foster carc or 1n.
group homes. Anyone who can work who refuses to work at the end of the time limlt —— or
. refuses to show up for required activities during the twowyear period will no longer receive
cash benefits. They will still be eligible for an in~kind Children's Allowance -- food stamps
and a housing voucher which together represent no morse than 50~66% (state option) of their
pre~-sanctioned benefiis, .

Title IV: Reinventing Government

* EBT anti~fraud

* Welfare simplication
* Performance incentives. Move to performance~based syster.
* Reguire % of money to go into ommunity
* Walver ideas

Title Vi: Financing

* Existing funding strcams: Title XX JTPA, ¥Fell, cte. -
* Welfare for aliens ‘
* Prop schoel crackdown
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Welfaré Reform Ideas
September 13, 1993

Welfare Prevention

* Require hospitals (and pre—natal care) to ask paicmlh’ (1&7;« p* 47 es;AL Q"
* LEAP-style reward/sanction proposals all ofe births)y
* Require parcnting agreements for divorce (and dcqcmon)
* No AFDC for icens under 18 (state option)
—— require to live in household ~— or get married
* No sccond-generation AFDC: i your mother's on AFDC,-you can't b{:
* Noisy public service campaign re: E%’AWE‘(Z
* Birth control for adults over 18
* Drug treatment plus permanent (5-year?} loss of cligibility for going back on drugs

{ouing Edpe: — -
* Phase out AFDXC at 8-10 instead of 18 (for o/w?)
* Phase out AFDC for o/w binths in states that have aggressive teen prcgnancy/blrth
control campaigns

¥ Make other federal progrems conditional on avoiding unwed ;grz:g,nancy

WWWW
Mﬂw /j‘g} sl E

Reforms
- simplification of rules, paperwork, man‘uais, forms; U/) Cghe.
- TEView programs to redeploy caseworker overlap

~— broader waiver authority for Labor, eth&r programs -
* Lift asset rule

* Change C8 pass-through

* Reduce work & marriage disincentives

* EBT anti~fraud faitiative .

Wellare-~to~-Work - ) -

¥ Two tracks: Fast-track off in 6 mos,; vv{}zk support off in 2 yrs.

* Social contract (work plan}:

—-— Acknowledge paternity

—"Agree o immuonize, attend parent-teacher confs, keep kids in school

~— Sanction if your kid drops out for no good reason, or has a chlld of her own
—— Parenting classes -

~— State has right to reduce henefits if vou have more Kids



* Give states the option of eitherr | \, Lo 'Sa'v CU‘“"?""LR%

1. Work Supplementation progrd
provide HC for a year if you take ab#
$7,500/yr.}

-~ Only available after ﬁmﬁs—Zyr 6n AFDC. Has to be apening Or new job.

-= If you quit or are fired for cause, you can't go back on AFDC. If you're laid off,

you can get Ul andior CWEP.

m 16 guarantcc that wcii pay half y{}ar salary and -
At~ rwageeb. (Saves employer

2. OR states can use same money ($4,000) for America Works-style bounty so long
as majority in program are LTers and stay in job 6 mos. or onger.

* Amend E-zone jobs Credit 1o give preference to AFDC?
* States have option 1o cut off CWEP job after 2 yrs.
* Mandatory participatiosn, phased in by county R

i * Children's allowance or deduction? (only if paternity established; only if
working/carning?)

* Sanction: No work, no HC?? {or other benefits?)

* Onewsiop shopping Welfare~to-work training card

© Child Su;}pz)rt-

* No €5, no HC {or no health szcunl} card}

* No O5, no drivers license, ;:z:ofesqumais licgnce, credit card

* Require staies to reinvest €S incentive §

* mandatory wage withholding

* Limits on lawyers fees in divorce cases

* State registry

*:No one who ¢an pay should be able to leave family 'on AFDC (o1 makz: fathers with
kids onn AFDC linble 1o pay govt haciz} .

it



Summary Outline
JOBS First

October 15, 1993 DR AFT

TITLE I: THE NEW SOCIAL CONTRACT

1. All applicants will be requircd to sign a social contract that makes Clear up front the
terms of theitr assistance —— what they can expect from government and what responsibilities
will be expected of them in retum.

2. The contract will state the basic principles of our plan, including: 1) Everyone who
receives benefits can and will do something in retorn; 2) People will receive paychecks for
participation and performance, not welfare checks for staving home; 3) We'll make sure that
any job is benter than welfare, but in retumn, anyone who is offered g job must take it; 4)
People who bring children into the workd must take responsibility for them, because
governments don't raise children, families do; and 5) No 01‘1{: who can work can stay on
weifare forever.

3, Stares will be required to teach these principles to every teenager,

4. Assistance-can include job search, job placement, education, fraining, child care,
community service, parenting, and family planning. Responsibilities can include a
commitment 1o partivipate in an agreed-upon plan of job search, training, high school, drug
treaiment, parenting classes, communily service, deferred childbearing, and work.

TITLE II: PARENTAL RESPONSIRILITY .
1. Child Support

a. Several of the reforms recommended by the Child Sap;mr! issue group, but

not full-scale ch:ld suppart insurance. :

- - b. States can require non-custodial parents with children on AFDC 10 pay up
or work off their obligations. Any child support insurance demonstrations must
have this component.
¢. Siates can alse make payment of child support a condition of other ..
government benefits.”

2. No AFDC for Minors: No one under the age of 19 will be cligible 1o receive
-~ AFDC as a case head. Minors will be expected to Hve with !bc;r parents or in other
supervised qctimg,s -



3. Pasenting: States will have the option to require parents on wekare to fulfill their
parental responsibilities, including entolling in parenting classes, attending parent—teacher .
conferences, and ensuring that their children {including adolescent children) are immunized
and receive annual checkups.

4. Pregnancy Prevention
a. Schools receiving Chapter | concentration grants will be required 10 establish
school-based or school-linked health clinics that provide counseling, health
screening, azzd family planning services 10 sdolcscents. -

b. Older weifare recipients who went on wcifarc as teen mothers will be
e . reeruited and trained {0 serve as counsclors as part of their community service
" assignment.

#

¢. Support will be provided © non-profit community-based organizations (0
foster responsible attitudes and behavior.

d. Family planning services will be made available for adults.

5. Paternity Establishment
a. States will be reguired to establish as many {paizmitics as possible at-the
time of birth, regardiess of welfare or income status, Voluntary in-hospital
programs and civil procedures that offer multiple opportunities for voluntary
consent will be strongly encouraged for-all ont—-of -wedlock births. States will
have the option to make acknowledgment of paternity mandatoty for alt births
paid for with public funds, and/or allow hospitals to require bimd ‘or saliva
tests for every out-of-wedlock birth,
b. We should seck 100% paternity establishment by the year 2000, Afier that
date, states will lose funds for failing to meet the target, and will have the

; option to restrict government benefits to those with two legal parents. A

national media campaign will be used to emphasize the benefits of paternity
establishment. -

¢. No child born one: vear afier the enacement of this law will be eligible for

" AFDC until paternity has been established. In cascs where paternity has not -

been esiablished, mothers will be expected to cooperate in identifving the

father, and a presumptive determination of paternity will be made at the time

of application, except where the putative father appears for a blood or saliva

test and ¢an prove otherwise. Emergendy assistance will be provided in cases -

where the determination of paternity is delayed for ressons beyond the mother's



control. Exceptions will be made for cases of rape, incest, or mdangcrmcnt of
the mother and child.

6. Family Limits: States will have the option to establish family caps for parents who
have additional children while on AFDC.

y G

JRPSTIE R

TITLE HI: JOBS FIRST -
1. All new spplicants will be required to {iﬁ“supcrviscdmﬁab scarch {potentially through
the Labor Dept.'s One~Stop program) far % days before receiving benefits.  Emergency .
assistance and other support services will be available if necessary during that period. {States |
have the option to relax asset rules for zmczgcncy assistance.)

2. After 90 days of job scarch, applicants may receive benefits, but everyone must do
s@mczhmg in return -~ work, education, training, job scarch, c&mmumt} service, ei¢. States
can choose from a variety of models:

a. Everyone Does Something: Under this option, the definition of activities can
be loose, but everyone has to do something for 20~30 hours a week,

b. Work First: States may instead put recipients to work immediately in
community service jobs, where they can cam generous (raining credits.

¢. Work or Train: . States can assess cach individual's needs, and assign
recipients either {0 training or Community service.
Under each of these options, job search, job placement, and work support must be
available at any time. Training pmgrams should require a high school degree or ¥c&d toa
high school degree.

3. After 21 months on AFDC, every able person will receive notice that they are
approaching the time limit and must begin three months of job search, (Siaics will have the
option to require work and/or job scarch sooncr.)
4. Anvone still on AFDC afier 2 years must apply to the local public-private jobs
consortia for a private sector or community service job. '
a. A jobs consortium will have broad flexibility to find and ercate jobs:
= One-year OFT vouchers that weuld -pay atzmp}overs 50% of wages and
immng up 16 $5,000, provided the employee Is still working after one year.
~~ Private ¢mploycrs receive onc—year health care subsidy for now employees
they hire through the jobs consortia. . .
- Work supplementation or grant diversion.

3
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~~ Performance~based paymenis to private companies, pon-profits, and state
welfare agencies for successful placement in private seetor jobs.
-~ Block grants 10 jobs consortia for child care and other work support
services, so that a consortium can use the social service funds to create
community service jobs. Community organizatioss, churches, and other non-
profit institutions willing to provide community service jobs can compete for
~~block grants-and/or Jobs consortium status.  Perbaps use national scr\'lcc state
" councils to help identify community service employers.
-—= Strict imits on administrative costs, based on national service legzsiazwn

w

¥ - -

b. All community service jobs will be on a pay per hour basis; 20-3{ hours
T minimum (state option). I no job slot is available, statc must pay recipient to

do supervised job scarch, and will receive a lower federal match. -
c. Community service jobs will be limited to one vear. At the end of that time,
states have the option to reduce o1 ¢liminate benefits. They will, wc&:zve a
redoced match for anyone still on I%zc: rolls.

- d. Sintes have the option to block grant AFDC for the posi-transitional period.
They would receive one year's worth of benefit payments {at s reduced federal
match) for every able-bodied recipient on the rolls after two years, provided

~ they guarantee thosc recipicnis a private or community service job for a year.

e. States have the option fo contract out the entire post~transitional periad (o a
statewide public—private consortia or an organization like America Works,
along the same terms as the block grant.

5. Sanctions/Refusals: Anyone who refuses to show up for required activities during
the two-vear period, refuscs o work at the end of the time limit, or reaches the end of the
one-vear post—fransitidnal community service job will no longer receive AFDC cash benefits.
Insizad, their children will be cligible for an in~kind Children's Allowance ~~ food stamps
and a housing voucher which together represent no more than 5{'3 66% (state option) of their
pre—sanctioned benefits,

*

TITLE IV: REINVENTING-GOVERNMENT,

1, Welfare Simplification: Adopt APWA regoulatory and legislative proposals, i
including application, redetermination, and reporting streamlining (one e
ncome/asset/verification requirement).

o~ 2. Performance Incentives: Move to a performance-based system in which states are
mzmhuz‘md for ciear performance measures, such as the numbcz of people moved off welfare



R i

s

inte private work; reduction in rale of teen of out-of-wedfock births; EITC payouts;
percentage of children immunized; rate of paternity establishment; esc.

3. Fraud Reduction: Expand EBT 1o include AFDC payments, and crosscheck bencfits
against W4 wage withholding records. ‘ ' .

4. Community Empowérment: Usc existing social service-funding streams to create

" jobs and stimulate cconomic development in communities with high welfare populations.
Give microcnterprise grants to new or expanding businesses that agree to hire half or more of .. |

their new employees off of welfarc. Require-public housing authorities te spend a portion of
their housing rehab money o hire welfare recipients.

5. State Flexihility: Allow waivers for staics to consolidate employment, training, and
JOBS resources.

.

hiaad e
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Summary Outline
Work First Option
October 15, 1993

Principles
* No nore welfare chacks, cnly paychecks
* Governments don’'t raise children; parents _do
* Any job is better than welfare
* No federal benefits for parents who refuse to work .

Title I: The New Sqcial Contract, Q-R-C - )

*. Everyong required to sign social contract ’

* Welfare Prevention: Belle's list plus 1mmunizatian, .
school attendance, parenting classes rQ¢ :,@mmb,pkcmﬂ(éﬁa

* Sanotions/rewards for beshavior 5 d XTI

. S{J( Aﬂ-«f\-\

Title Ii: Parentsl Responsibilicy
* No C8 w/0 paternity
* Reguirsd work/boont canmps for ncps w/kids on afdo NG?FJWmJﬂyjeav
* Eliminate federasl benefits for ncps [cost savings?)

e

T

—

Tigle X1¥: Work First

* 3-8 aos. supervised job search before entering JOBS
program, Paycheck for hours of search. [Budget savings]

* 12«18 mos. in JOBS. States have option to base JQBS
around training, work, etc. Pay for performance .t ,

* Phage-in: b&gin with new applicants.

* States can designate up to 10% disabled

Title IV: Job Banks ,

* After 2 vrs, all whe can work must work. First, 3 mos.
supervisad job search. Must take private job if offered.

* Remaining recipients must take job for 1-2 yrs. from
public-private jobs consortia. States can run or contract out to .
America Works. Oilve pools money for child ¢are. ©OJT vouchers
for up ta 1 yr. or wage supplementation,

* If no jobs available, they can receive pay for supervised
job search. :

* propouts and refusers receive in-kind Childran 8
Allowsance, which cannot sxceed 75% of pre-offense benefits.

Titie Vi Relnventing Government
* ERT anti-fraud
* welfare gimplicstion . - .
* Paricormance incentives. Move o performance-bagsed asystem.
* Require % of money to go into communzty
* Waiver ideas

Title vz: Financing . ‘ '
* Existing funding streams: Title XX, JTPA, Pell, ato.
* Welfare for aliens
* Prop. school crackdown.
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Title T: Prevention
Minor BRarents

~ No one under the age of 19 will be eligible to receive
AFDC as a case head. Minors will be expected to live with their
parents or in other supervised gettings. Good cause exceptions.
will be permitted, .

paternity‘ﬁ&tablishmenﬁ. Fofui

P,ruyv;*' e

- States will be required to establish as many pat&rnztles- -

as possible at the time of birth, regardless of welfare or income
statug. Voluntary inwhospital{bragrams and ¢ivil procedures that
offer multiple opportunities for voluntary consent will be
strongly encouraged for all out-of-wedlock births. The benefits
of paternity establishment will ke emphasized, including the
restriction of mogt government benefits in the future to those
with twe legal parents. A media campaign would be used to

disseminate this message. Shade «pfz;w-w-ﬂlhm,é»ﬁ@é{m’.}x&a‘,ﬁé!,&

- Ho child born one vear after the enactment of this law
will be eligible for AFDC or other federal benefits until
paternity has been established, .

- In cases where paternity has not been established, mothers
will be expected to cooperate in identifying the father, and a
presumptive determination of paternity will be made at the time
of application, except in cases where the putative father, upon
netification, appears for a blood test and an lmmedzate hearlng
to prove otherwise.

- Emergency assistance will be provided in cases where the
determination of paternity is delaved for reasons beyond the
contral of the mother.

~ Exceptions will be made for cases .of rape, incest, or
endangerment of the mother and child. :

-

A New Soglal Contract .
-~ All parents applying for AFDC wxll be reguired to sign a
contract’ specifying the types of assistance to be provided and .
their obligations. Assistance can include 3Qb placement,
education, training, child care, social services including famzzy
planning, and community service opportunities. Obligations can
include a commitment to participate in an.agreed-upon plan of job
saarch, training, drug treatment, parenting classes, community
service, and deferred childbearing. J-yelt

- States that do not live up to their part of the plan will ;
e reguired to provide benefits without obligations. Individuals [?
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that do not live up to thezr part of the plan ¢can be ganctioned
(denled kenafits). . .

- Sanctions will be imposed on the whele family. In cases
where this endangers childran, they will be placaﬁ in foster care
or in grouy homes,

At-risk Tesnagers

- All schools receiving Chapter I concentration grants will
he reguired to establish, in conjunctien with the Public Healih
Servigce (7)), school-based or school~linked health c¢linics that
provide couselling, health gareenlnq, and family plannlng
services to adolescents.

~ Older welfare reciplients who began a welfare spell as a
teen mother will be recrulted and trained to ssrve as coungellers
and aldes in the clinics as part ¢f their training and community
service assignment.

- Fﬁnding ‘for these services will be provided so that they
can be made available fres of charge to everyane attending a
Chapter I concentration school.

--Bupport will also be provided to nonprofit community-basad

organizations that establish innovative programs that use peer-
group activities to foster responsible attitudes and behavior
among this group.

s



EXECUTIVE OFFICE QOQF THE PRESIDENT

12-0ct~1993 (4:37pm

TO: Sara B. Walters

TG: stacy L. Dean .
103 . ¢ Richard B. Bavégr -
FROM; ‘Izabel Sawhill

Cffice of Mgmt and Budget, HRVL

cC: Keith J. Fontenot
CC: Barbara 5. Selfridge

SURJIECT: welfare refarm

I have sat up a meeting on Thurs. at HHS at 3 p.m. (dstails to
come from Wendy) with the cost estimating staff. "
In the meantime, you may want to ponder the following plan as one
that ¥ would be interested in costing out in a rough way and
discussing tomorrow. (I realize you would need much morée time and
many aore details to get a decent estinmate; I1°'d just like o make
whatever progress we can. )

1., No AFDC for anyone under age 19 {although a new baby can become
wart of the grandparants’ grant, if she is on AFDC).

2. No AFDT for anyone for whom paternity is not esteblished.

3. Structured dobh search assistance for all new applicants before
they are accepted on to the rollg., {Note the astimates and sources
in BOL memc on warker §rofiling which I will send over.} This
shauld reduce the "sniry rate.”

4. Education, training, and CWEPs for up to two years for those
who do not £find a job ~- similar to JOBS put funded more
generpusly (can uge different assumptions herel}. Reguirement that
evaryone reenrell in structured job search at the end of the two
vear perind (or sarlier if appropriate).

5. No AFDC after two years; guarantee of one year of a minisum
wage job at an average of 30 hours a week for all those who reach
the time 1limit without finding & private sector job. Health cars
and thld care provided (if necessary) but no EITC.

6. Beyond three vesrs, an in-kind package (equal ta 75% of average
LAFDC benefit for the country as a whole) including Food Stamps and
a housing voucher. Some social services and health care would also
be available {but not paid for in this plan).



EXECUTIVE OF ¥ L CE OF T HE PRESIDENGT

12-0ct-1993 06:03pm

TO: Bonnie L. Deane .

TT0: Bruce N. Reed

TO:. _ Kathryn J, Way e
FROM: Isabel Sawhill :

Gffice of Mgmt and Budget, HRVL

SUBJECT: welfare reform

FYI, I'm having my staff try to cost out the sttached. It oan be
amended once we have & basic plan to work from. )



EXECUTIVE OFF¥ I CE oF THE PRESIDENT

21-Sep-1983 1i:23am

i {431 _ Igsabel Sawhill .

&
i

FRUOM: Isabel Sawhill
Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRVL

SUBJECT: °~ welfare options

Responsibility Options

1. Minor mothers should live under adult supervision -
a. pandate states to regquire
b. eliminates AFDC eligibility entirely fmr this group

2. Reqwlre participation by teens in education, tralnlnq, wark,
scbaol parenting education immediately

L3

3. Make time limits simple, predictable, and certain

4. Prvide strong incentives for paternity establishment
‘ #., lower federal match rate for cases without
b. lower benefit levels for .cases without
c. carrots (instead of sticks) for both of above

Cpportunity Cptions

1. Family Planning {including abortion/fadoption}

H
L3

' 2. Enterprize Zones
3, Head Start, Bducation, Training Initiatives

3. Jobs Progranm similar to YIEPP

5. 1 Have A Dream Type Progransg {Rewarding success not faillure}”

P



- %I%O -

: f w&/\% E TN
October 4

A Wish list: Bold indicates topics discussed so far

I. Change the universal social contract: Responsibility and opportunity.

. Universal, opportunity/responsibility framework with a specific contract
for. recipients of cash assistance e
» Sign the ceniract. (Mother, Father, Children?) -

Outlines individual responsibilities, gov't responsibilitics
Obtain samples from M1, NJ .
» National campaign (o inform people of new confract, cSp teens
’ Use rap singers, movie stars, peer groups

II. Respensibilitie_s:

Erevention

. | Free birth control for all adults over 18, o

’Qv ‘ Parenting reguirements: immz.;nizaziun, Si:hﬁ}{i;i attendance, diug free ho;*nc, cte. |
. Minor mothers cannot recelve welfare; an adult must supervise and apply on their

behalf. (do teens get welfare if parents make $100,0007)

Require teens to participate from day one in a employment, home management or
parenting activity immediately as a condition for receiving benefits. {Progress or -
partu:lpaiwn rcqu;rcmcnt‘?)

gut éayz:az‘z: zf teen dmps oul of school ' * ‘

gr participation in job or school
Cm;lﬁmmmw(nnﬁugh slots?)

require state fo enforce schoot attendance, cg. limit drivers 1 ilﬁtﬁﬁﬁJ

‘» Paternity and child support payments shonld be effectively mandatory,
All federal aid programs involving children must ask patcrnity at application time,
Sét abjectives and lot states choose the path:

Ng-

* Sticks: No match funds for cases with no paternity establishment, .
gtes can recou retroactive match when paternity is established.
,dmm et 135155 can rg00p paterniy
Options: States can change judicial to administrative procedure
. CW States can lower/deny bepefits to individuals with no paternity.
. . Medicaid babies most have DNA paternity establishment in hospital.
gf{ WM Streamiine determination and modification of child support payments.

Fathers can be supocnaed for spit tost
Provide scparate checks for child support and AFDC

= B futiile
/){i{éw«fﬁm
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Fathers can be penalized by withholding Health sceurity card, drivers

licence, credit reporting agency

States should re~invest incentive doliars

Wage withholding/State registry .

Limits on divorce foes

Require ¢hild support plan for cvery divarce
s Fathers lable for eatire cost of AFDCY .,

. Marrlagc dzsmcantives Single parents should not havc prcfcr{:ntlal treatment.
- . We should focus on learning through waivers and experimentation.
. = Refundable child care credits for working parents-are preferable to child
support assurance for single parents. Ul for ¢hild support payers (split between
parent and child} is even more preferable-as an insurance scheme. W{}:k
related, no marriage penalty,

Work able

. Family Upemployment Insurance (FUD: If you have worked recently and are now -
looking for work you have met your responsibifity and should receive income support. ‘
GMB,"DGZJNEC to develop 3 options:  deficit neutral, ideal and mizi—:azzge,

. I you have not rcccmiy wirked, getting your first two years of welfare should be like
a public job. You show up and GET PAID ONLY FOR THE HOURS YOU PUT IN.

Parents are given two years of initial opportunity for a "Public Job" which helps them
to become more employable.  You may be asked to watch children, job hunt, do

mmm%i%y service, or get training, ‘ }/W

If you are not capable of performing to cxpﬁcfazzons in g;:?z; Ec-r};(")ur prcgt) you
have much less freedom: residential boot camp, in-kind%8istance only, or other

remedial options. No able bodicd person can collect cash and watch TV all week.
No pay for providers of B&T services until after placement in a job lasting 90 days
Make ume limits stmple, predictable, certain. (Different limits for different people?)

If you do not take a temp job from the Jobs Consortia after the time timit, thea...

What happeuns after the time limit: state choice, national minimum?

MM@WM&WME&

Different expectations/system for the temporanly or pcnnamnt!y disabled. Don't I‘zavc
to work, but can try to work without punishment. Need different program with better
&isrcgards? Continuing review of cligibility,

R
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1. Opportunities:
. the welfare program

£0~90 day reprieve from asset limits with simng job search {family UL program? Give
gencrous cash assistance, with job search, few other sirings to those with a work history?)

S T

Raise and index asset limils for many curreni opportunity programs.

Up to six months of an intensive program (rcs;dcmui comprc?zcrz&z% famziy, Crisis
intervention, etc.) for adults whe drop out of the mainstream, 2 vr, - pay per hour program.

Team based approaches to community, service work requirements, other services.

Pay bountics for placing and keeping welfare recipicnts in ]ObS {America Works, Project
Match, welfare department...}

Dffer employers onc year of welfare check as a wage supplement -

Consortia: Small pool of public, privaic and mixed jobs. For end of time limits

Family planning (abortion, adoption, norplant}

Jobs program similar to YIEPP, [ have a dream type programs (Reward success not faiture)
Enterprise Zoncs

One stop shop for cmployment and training assistance

Head Stant, Education, Training Initiatives (School to Work)



A Wigh list: Is this inclusive? Can we prioritize 147

I. Change the social contract: Responsibility and opportunity.
- offer second chance in exchange for commitment to use it
- get pew applicants to sign the contract,
- pational campaign to inform people of new contract, esp teens.

II. Responsibilitics: ™

Minor mothers cannot receive welfare; an adult must supervise and apply on their ‘
behalf. (I think we 2ll strongly agree on this one——it was on everyone's list.) i

Reguire teens (why not everyone without Ul?) to participate from day one in a
employment, home managemient or parenting activity immediately as a condition for
receiving benefits.  Pay for hours worked only.

If you are pot capable of performing to cxpwations in a pay per hour program, you
haw much less frecdom:  residential bmt camp, in~kind assistance only, or other
remedial options. No able bodied person can collect ¢ash and watch TV all week.

Single parents should not have preferential treatment.
~ Child support payers should be eligible for re-emplioyment plan, EITC and
other supports. Where are all the marriage penalties?
~ A parental Ul system should not have a marriage penalty,
- Refundable child care credits for working parents are preferable 1o child
support assurance for single parents, Ul for child support payers {(split between
parent and child) is even more preferable as an insurance scheme. Work
related, no marriage penalty.

Community service requirements may be a condition of benefits.

Parenting requirements: immunization, school atzcn&ancc, drug free h;amc, other?

Make time limits simple, predictable, certain. (Different limits for different people?)
. What happens after the time limit: state choice, national minimum?

Provide for paterity and child support payments should be effectively mandatory,
- . lower match rates and benefit levels for cases with no paternity. ‘
- carrots for both states and individuals with paternity. o
medicaid Babies require patcmity establishment,
administrative process for gearing support payments o income Ecxel Make it
easier for men & women to do the right thing.
100% of payments {o children {unless benefits are hzgh in 2yr prog,ram‘?}



HI1. Oppaortunitics:

E

60~90 day reprieve from asset limits with strong job search {Is this similar to the family UT .
program? Give generous cash assistance, with job search, fesw other strings 10 those with a
work history?)

Raisc and index asset limits for many current opportunity programs.
Up to eight months of an intensive program (residential, cornprcﬁ&::sivc family, crisis
intervention, ete.} for adults who drop out f)f the mainstream, 2 yr, paJ, per hour program,

Pay bounties for placing and keeping wclfarc recipients in jobs- {Mcnm Works, Project
Match, welfare department...)

”Offer employers one year of welfare check as a wage supplement ..

$mall pool of public, private and mixed jobs.

Family planning (sbortion, adoption, n{){pianvi).

Enterprise Zones » - . -
One stop shop for employment and training assistance ’

Head Start, Education, Training Initiatives (School to W{)rk)

Jobs program similar to YIEPP

1 have a dream type programs (Reward success not failure)

Team based approaches to community service work requirements, other services.

e
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A Wish 3_1511;: Is this Inclusive? Can we prioritize 1t?

L. Change the social contract: Responsibility and opportunity,

- offer second chance in cxchange for commitment to use it
- get pew apphcanzs 10 sign the contract. —idi. XK.
- national campaign to inform pwpiz: of new contract, esp teens. — Kep shoes

. Responsibilities:

L

PREVENTION -

Minor mothers cannot receive welfare; an adult must supervise and apply on their
behalf. (I think we sll strongly agree on this one—-it was on everyone's list.)

Pravide for paternity and child support payments should be effectively mandatory.
lower match rates and benefit levels for cases with no paternity.
carrois for both states and individuals with paternity.
©* All (medicaid) babies require paternity establishment in hospital.
administrative process for gearing support payments to income level. Make it
easicr for men & women to do the right thing.
100% of payments to children {unless benefits are high in 2yr program?).
i&wh{" {._LQL P 1
Reguire t;eﬂsp{{} participate from day onc.in a cmpioymcm home management Or o~
parenting activity immedistely as a condition for receiving benefits.  (w/ LEAP-style
reward/sanctions.) J
Single parents should not have preferential treatment. ,
- Child support payers should be cligible for re~employment plan, EITC and
other supports. Where are all the marriage penaliies?
- A parental Ul system should not have & marriage penalty.
- Refundable child care credits for working parents are preferable to chﬁd
support assurance for single parents. UI for child support payers (split betweesn
parert and child} is even more preferable as an Insurance scheme. Work
related, no marriage penalty.

.WORK ABLE - . -

If you have worked recently and are now looking for work you have met your
responsibility and should receive Ul or-a special fomily Uf support.

If you havc not recently w{zrkcd getting your first two yeass of welfare should bc tike
a public job. You show up and get paid for the hours you put in. Parents are given
two years of initisl opportunity for s "Fublic Job”™ which helps them to become more -
employable. You may be asked fo watch children, job hunt, do community service, or
gei training. ' : :



If vou are pot capable of performing o expectations in a pay per hour program, you
have much less freedom: residential boot camp, in~kind assistance only, or other
remedial options.” No able bodied person can collect cash and watch TV all week,
Parenting requirements: immunization, school attendance, drug free home, other?
Make time limits simple, prediciable, certain. (Different limits for different people?)

If you do not take a temp job from the Jobs Consortia after the time limit, then..

What- happens after the time Hmit: state choice, sational minimum? |

Different cxpcctatmns’sysicm f{}r the tcm;}orarliy or ;mz‘mancni%y disabled. Don't have
to work, but can try to work without punishment. Need different program with better
disregards? Continuing review of eligibility, )

[II. Opportunitics:
[} In the welfare program

60-90 day rcpric;':: from asset limits with strong job search (familg' Ul progra;n? Give
generous cash assistance, with job search, few other strings to those with a work history?)

Raise and index asset limits for many current opportunity, programs.

"Up to six months of an intensive program (residential, comprehensive family, crisis

intervention, etc.} for adults who drop out of the mainstream, 2 vr, pay per hour program.

Team based approaches to community service work rcquircmems, other services.

-

Pay bounties for placing and keeping welfare recipients in jobs (Amcma Works, Project
Maich, welfare depariment...)

{}ffc:_cmpiﬁycrs one year of welfare check as a wachszz;;pEemeni

Consortia:  Small pool of public, private and mixed jobs. For end of time limits
o Quiside of the wellare program N }

Family planning {(abortion, adoption, norplant)
Jobs program similar to YIEPP, | have a dream type programs (Rcwaré success not failure)
Enterprise Zones

One stop shop for employment and training assistance

Head Start, Education, Training Initatives (School to Work)

%
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i AFDC AS A REEMPLOYMENT SYSTEM

Family Unempioyment
insurance ‘

Parents earn 1 week for 3
weeks worked, 8 months

= | Objective Disability Critena

mm™ oM=K

Private Sector
Jobs :
+ .
EITC

i

Reemployment Program

+ Participants ppio up to 20 hrs at minimum wage for sligible activities: ‘
- Supervised ioh searchidob Cluby, amployment, training or education
- Caring for kids in Job Club; Head Start volunieer

< Up 1o two years of eligibility {New clock after 8 years)

+ Reemployment Drop-outs

+ No shows directed 1o intensive counseling
- Residential boot camp
- Family crisig intervention
~ Referrals to disability program
{misdiagnosis)

Work-Friendly 8SI Program
* Rehabs/dryout

« Work incentives

» Continuously review eligibility
+ More generous disregards

- First child under 3 years
- Caring for disabled
- Physical disability
Substance abuse
Mental disability

+

- Ghapergried fving for unwed mothers
~ Minimat benefits for parents who are
responsible or refuse (o participate

" Jobs, marriage
parents, retirement

Public &
Private
Temporary
Jobs
Consortia
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. MEMORANDUM FOR BONNIE DEANE .
FROM: BRUCE REED : C
SUBJECT: Conwments on NEC Jobs Group Draft fssucs Paper

Here are a fow written suggestions (o add to my general praise of your group's
recommendations.

#ou

I like your basic approach at the front end of focusing on immediate reemployment.
My suggestions concern what happens at the back end.

+

A. Jobs Consortia S . . .

1. You should highlight the Jobs ConSortium idca (p. 13) as a recommendation, not
onc of two options. This jobs bank is not an alternative to creating public sector jobs; it's a
way (0 make sure that those jobs are meaningful, well-run, and a last resort, If's as big an
idea at the back cnd as FUI i3 af the fromt end. Put it in capital letters so people will take
notice.

- 2. You should stress that as Paul Dimond and | learned this week, community service
jobs should be administered through non-governmental organizations wherever possible and
should have minimal administrative costs - just wages and child care. (National Scrvice
actually makes community organizations pay 13% of wages.)

- 3. You might raise the possibility that we could make ¢hallenge grams dircetly to the
Consortia, based on the number or percentage of people they. place in jobs {esp. private sector
jobs). The Consortia could also be given a lump sum to cover child care, and use the funds
to cyeate jobs for child carc workers, -

B. Job Creation and Incentives

I wish you wouldn't come down se hard oo employer incentives {pp. 17~18), “The
TITC hasn't worked, but the idea has never boen coupled with a work reyuirement before,
The basic argument against emplover incentives ~- that they're stigmatizing —— is heside the
point here: Anyone who has been on welfare for 2 vears will have to overcome that stigma
anyway, and some kind of incentive might help. You don't have to endorse the kica, but you
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shouldn't devote your strongest langoage {in bold on p. 18) to denouncing an idea we might
need later, .

I Bke your sugpestion of paying wage subsidies to employees. 1 would phrase the
“less than minimum wage” option another way: Tell long—term recipients that we'll pay up 10
half.their salary for # vear if they get a permanent private sector job (the cap. could be half
the minimum wage for 40 hours a week, which would cqual the average AFDC grant in most
states).

s ~Wealsa may have a powertul toeol we never had before: - the ability 10 exempt

crmplovers from the health care mandate for a year if they hire people off AFDC.

It's not fair to charactorize these incontives as a windfall to employers:  if they work,
they're a windfall for government, which docsn’t lose anything hecause it would be paying
support the same people anyway. (Besides, if we think these incentives are o windfall for
employers, why did we just ask for $2 billion in employer incentives in Empowerment
Zones?} , . ‘ - -

Your suggestions on private groups. and on performance bonuses are very good. You
might give Amenca Works g more ringing endorsement.

2% * - . - 2z

Thanks for ali your hord work, Youhave done a remarkable job on the toughest
assignment. )

qu



Welfare Reform Ideas
September 13, 1993

Welfare Prevention

v chuz:c hospitals (and pre~natal carc) to ask paternity ( e qrrie P*‘}’-'*‘L; “1[’*1" Q”
* LEAP-style reward/sanction proposals all ofus berthsy
¢ Reguire parenting agreements for divorce {and desertion)
* No AFDC for teens under 1B (sti€ option)
we $EQUITE 10 live in houschold ~— or get mamed
* No second-generation AFDC: if your mother's on AFDC, you can't be.
* Noisy public scrvice campaign re: EWAWKI

* Birth control for adults over 18 -
* Drug treatment plus permancnt (S—-year?) loss of cligibility for going back on drugs
- Cotling Edges. S

* Phase out AFDC al 8-10 instead of 18 {for o/w?)
* Phase out AFDC for o/w births in states that have aggressive teen prcgnancyfbmh
control camgazgm
* Make other federal pn}g;ams c{mdz?zoﬁaé on avording unwed pregnancy

| s

Reforms :
’ * ReGo title: ) -
. -~ simplification of rnules, paperwork, manuals, forms; [/// Cghe. .
~= evicw programs to redeploy caseworker overlap , '
- broader waiver authority for Labor, other programs
* Lift.assct rulc .
* Change CS pass-through

* Reduce work & marriage diemccnuvcs
. * EBT anti-fraud initiative -

Wellare~to-Work -

* Two tracks: Fast-track off in 6 mos.; work support off in 2 yrs,

| * Sociat contract (work plan):
- Acknowledge paternity
- Agrec 10 immunize, attend pareni-teacher confs, keep kids in school
- Sanction if your kid drops out for no good reason, or has a child of her own
- Parenting classes
- State has right 10 reduce benefits if you have more kids

>



* Give states the opiion of cither: % forv o W‘Snm

1. Work Supplementation pro

provide HC for a year if you lakc 2
$7,500/y1.)
- ~= Omly available after 6mos-1yr on AFDC. Has to be opening or new Job

oo

m m guarantec that we'll pay half vour salary and
e . {Saves cmpkayer

-~ I you quit or are fired for cause, you can't go back on AFDC, If you're laid off,
you can get Ul and/or CWEP,
L4
« «. = OR states.can use same money (34,000) for America Works-style bounty so longe..
as majority m program arc LTors and stay in job & mos. or longer.

* Amend E-zone jobs credit to give preference to AFDC?
* States have Option to cut off CWEP job after 2 yrs.
* Mandatory panticipation, phasced in by county

* Children's allowance or deduction? (only if paternity established; only if
working/earning 7} \

P Fed

. * Sanction: No work, no HC?? (or other bencfits?)

* Onc-stop shopping Welfare-to-work training card

Child Support

* No C8, no HC (or no health security card}

* Ne €8, no drivers license, professionals licence, credit mrd

* Require states o reinvest CS incentive §

* mandatory wage withholding

* Limits on lawycers fecs in divorce cases

* Mate registry

* No one who can pay should be able 10 Jeave famﬂy on AFDC (or make fathers with
kids on AFDC liable to pay govt back)
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> |+ Objective Disability Criteria

. AFDC AS A REEMPLOYMENT SYSTEM

Family Unemployment
Insurance

Farents earn 1 week for 3
weeks worked: § months

H

Private Sector
JODS
..*.

EITC

Reemployment Program

+ Participants paid up to 20 hrs at minimum wage for eligible activities:
- Supervised job searchiJob Club; employment, training or education
- Garing for kids in Job Club; Head Start volunteer

+ Lip to twe years of efigibility (New clock after 8 years)

Feemployment Drop-outs
» Mo shows directed to intensive counseling

i - Residential boot camp
- Family crisis intervention
T - Referrals to disability program
{misdiagnosis)

Work-Friendly 351 Program
+ Rehabs/dryout

» Work incentives

. Continubusly review eligibility
+ More generous disregards

~ First child under 3 years
- Caring for disabled

- Physical disability

- Substance abuse
Mental disabili

w C?&a;wmnagf Hving for unwed mothers
- Minkmat benefils for parents who dfe
irresponsible or refuse W participate

Jobs, marriage
parents, retirement
; .

AT —
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R S

\. Consortia

Public &
Private
Temporary

Jobs
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AN END TO WELFARE As WE KNOW I

In your campaign, you set forth two ideas with the potential to transform the
lives of millions of Americans: that people who work shouldn’t be poor, and that no
one who can wark should stay on welfare forever.

Jm— . b ot ey, LT ek
B

o s .

 your Administration: to reward work and family, demand personal responsibility, and
“buiid-broad and lasting support for programs | that empewer peopie and break the cycle
“of dependence. =

We know the problen: over most of the past three decades, Washington has bur-

dened the poor with social policies that penalize. work'and reward failure, economic
~policies that favor the rich and punish the poor, and a welfare system that saps initia-
tive and undermines personal responsibility. The Los Angeles riots last year proved
that'the greatest nsk of all is doing mthmg

- T ae =
o, * ——
T 3

In other chapters, we address empowering the poor by improving the communi-
ties in which they live; community development banks, tenant management of public
heasmg, community. policing to put 100,000 cops on the beat fighting crime. This chap-
ter is about what the Clinton Administration can do-to make work pay, inspire personal
responsibility, and end welfare as we know it.

Political Background

During the campaign, you put forward an empowerment agenda that is pro-

“family and pro-work, including pledges to expand the Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC), make affordable health care available to all, crack down on child support
enforcement, and reform the welfare system to educate and train people, and require

- them to move from welfare to wark within two years.

Many of these proposals will be well received in the Congress, where there is
much support for an expanded EITC and tougher child support enforcement. The cen-
terpiece of your welfare reform plan ~ the two-year time limit — will be more contro-
versial. .

Four years ago, even though b{}t}z the Reagan Administration and the congres-

" ~sional Democrats supported welfare réform and organized opposition was scarce (the
_ Senate vote was 97-1), the issue tied up Congress for over a year. This time the tagk will

" be more difficult. Public employee unions and most advocacy groups oppose work

- requirements, and some on the-Hill share that view. These opponents will not attack-

the new Administration directly if they can helpit, but behind the scenes they will
‘work to expand the exemptions, weaken the sanctions, and undermine the work

These ideas represent a sweeping political, economic; and Thoral imperative for

e
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requirement.

Due to these impeéimeﬁts, the support of the states will be critical ~ even more
important than it was in 1988. Gov. Romer has offered his help, and Carol Rasco has
asked the NGA to set up a working group to help us develop a billi they can support.
Sen. Moynihan and Rep. Matsui (the new head of the Ways & Means subcommittee) .
have told us they suppgrt this strategy of e:ﬁzsfmg state support. — -

Significantly, the Repubhcan members of the Ways and Means Committee are
drafting a welfare reform bill that implements major parts of the Clinton proposal.
These Republicans are actually prepared to spend some real money on the program (83
billion a year in the out years), so it should be possible to develop a bill with bipartisan
and nationwide support, .

h e o L . Y - e
1ax ha

Strategy . -~ . _ : - —

. o

- N -

We believe the key io building public support for fundamental reform is time-

o\-.—-uq.\'

limited welfare, The key to getting the political support necéssary to pass time-limited =

welfare is to expand the EITC and strengthen child support. And the key to making
sure time-limited welfare work is to support ami _encourage flexibility, creativity, and
innovation at the state level.

. - rFe o

We believe that you have an opportunity to enact the most sweeping changes in
poverty policy since the 1930s: a series of reforms that over the next 5-10 vears will
replace welfare with work. We envision a plan that takes effect in stages: first, by mak-
ing work pay, eliminating work disincentives, and strengthening child support enforce-
ment; second, by giving people on welfare up to two years of education, training, and
job search assistance; and finally, by requiring all those who can to werk either in the
private sector or commmuty service. .

In the meantime, we would be building the pillars across the country to support
this system: a national service program with’ community service placement councils at

&

- the local level; a health care system that makes affordable care available to all who -

work; fully-funded early childhood intervention, nutrition, and health programs that -

-make sure all children, regardless of income, can come to school ready to learn; housing

programs that give families a stake in how and where they live; and a child support

system that enforces personal responsibility through the tax code, not the courts.

That, at Ieast:is the Vision. Here are the hard realities of how to get there:

+ wegls



ExPANDING THE EARNED INCOME TaX CREDIT TO
MAKE WORK Pay ’

The guarantee that no one who works full time should have to raise their chil-
. dren in poverty involves two variables — the minimum wage and the.earned income

- =+ =~tax credit. On the one hand, the higher the minimum wage, the smaller the EITC needs - l

~.to.be in ordet to-bring full-time workers and their families up to tﬁe‘payarty level But .
the EITC is a much more effective tool to fight poverty than the minimum wage. While
- a-larger EITC may cost more in direct outlays, its cost to the ec::mamy - and to poor-
peaple — is much less. e

With mdexmg of the minimum wage at 1992 levels, it will take a $4 billion
« w -increase in the EITC to lift all working families of average size out of poverty. If the
« - minimum wage is not indexed, it will cost ancther $500 million, This is a small priceto
- pay compared to the effect& of an mdexed minimum wage. . -

“A National sz:kdawz; on Eiae;zdbsat Parents -

The Family Support Act of 1988 required states to 1} ask unwed maothers for both
‘parents’ Social Security mimbers; Z) begin mandatory withholding: and 3} establish uni- ~
form state guidelines for child support payments. The law is workingyso far as it goes

(collections are rising 10% a year), but the system is still a mess: Wages are withheld in
only one of five cases where they should be. One absent parent in Tout 15 8 geadbeat,
{akes one to three years of red ta pe to track down a deadbeat, and even then he may not
pay.

- “The Bush administration has been slow to carry out the 1988 law. The federal

enforcement bureaucracy is a nightmare — one state complained to Congress about

* cases it had referred to the IRS for collection in the late 19705 that still had not been
enforced. -

We propose the following these steps to follow through on your campaign
pledge to “do almost anything to get tough on child support enforcement” and restore
the notion that governments don't raise children, people do.

P

IRS Collection of Unpaid Support _ RS

£

" The current enforcement system performs poorly, and fe{ierai;zmg it would cre-

ate a unified system in place of the current-fragmented one. which involves every - -

__branch and. level of government. But turning the existing child support system over (o
" the IRS would be a massive, costly, and unpcpular undertaking. Even the staunchest
advocates of full federalization believe it is years away. They recommend that we fix -
the problems with the current system before considering full federal control,

3

o



As an interim step, we recommend keeping most enforcement activities at the
state level, but asking child support agencies to report unpaid child support obligations
to the IRS at the end of the year, to be collected through the tax system. We should
probably limit IRS intervention to interstate cases, where the states are least successful,

Tom Downey and most child support advocates would support expanding the
IRS role, but some think that.going halfway would further fragment an already

unworkable bureaucracy. (David Ellwood, for instance, prefers experiments in child

support assurance, as described below.) The argument for moving toward IRS collec-
tion.is that it has enormous long-term potentlal and any. addmcnal enforcement would

" be better than nothing. . - NI

Other Child Support Reforms

W e e R

In October, Congress passed one of your campaign proposals into law, making it
a felony to cross state lines to avoid paying child support. But much more needs to be

~done. We m&mm&:&é the f{}ﬁ{}wzﬁg changes, whach should attract b1pamsan support

. Requiring states to report cieadbeat parents {o major credzt agencies.

e T 5& national registry which would allow states to find nanmtodzal par»

- ents who have moved to other jurisdictions.

¢ National guidelines so that child support awards do not differ markedly
from state to state. . :

. A streamlined paternity process invelving patemnity determination in hos-
pitals, use of a simple affidavit, and use of the administrative process for
contested cases, .

.. Tougher enforcement of medical support, including elimination of the
existing statute that allows self-insured companies to avoid providing
health coverage for the non-custodial children of their employees

- A requirement that all states have central registries of all child support
‘orders and a central mechanism for collecting and disbursing payments;
“also, employers should be mquxred to repoit'all new hires to the c:hﬂd
support agency; and -

an

s Eliminating the current confusing incentives system, with’ money us&d for L

this purpose folded into the regular 1 child support match

. 80 that the federal government picks up 85 percent of administrative
costs; at the same time, requiring states to spend their federal child ss.tp
port enforcement funds on child support enforcement, instead of using - A
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them to subsidize other programs.
Child Support Assurance Demonstration Projects

Many experts, mcludmg Ellwood, believe that tune«hrmted welfare will work
only if it is linked to some form of child support assurance, which would guarantee that
single-parent families receive a certain amount of money per child, in returs for identi-~

fymg the missing parent and helping track him down. =

The advazitages of ¢hild support assurarnce are clear£ It would help fhé thou-~ °

sands of children who go hungry when their fathers don’t pay, and it would give wel-
fare mothers a greater incentive to cooperate in seeking child support orders.

But the drawbacks are also clear: A national system of child-support assurance . -

-would be expensive ($2-5 billion a.year), and we don’t know whether it will work.-

Many argue that fathers will be even less likely to meet their child support t}bhgatwns e

if they know that gavem&nt will provide for their children whether they pay or not,”
"and that child support assurance could encourage parents to have children or families
to break up in order to receive money In any case, government shouldn’t promise to
make chald support payments until it proves it can collect them.

We recommend a series of demonstrations to see*whether child support assur-"
ance works before committing to a national program. At the same time, we can mea-

sure how much our other initiatives do to improve child support enforcement.

ENDING WELFARE As WE Know IT

The heart of your promise to those on welfare is a radical transformation of
AFDC from a program that provides income maintenance to one that provides transi-
tional support and work. This proposal has three components: (1) everyone who needs
help can get up to two years of transitional assistance {job search, education, training,
child care) aimed at getting them off welfare; (2} cash beneﬁts will be limited to two
years; (3) after two years, all those who can work will have to work.

Beiaw, we outline three possxbie ways to fulfill the vision 1aid out in the carm-
pa1gn You should judge them on at least four criteria:

1. Feasibility - Can the states make the program work in the time frame demand-
ed, under the constraints imposed and within the available funding? This is no small
- challenge; as many as 1.5 million AFDC recipients could be required to work under this_

_ program, and even.CETA at'its peak never topped 800,000 participants. CWEF, the —

"~ work compcnent of ]‘OBS curmntly has only 13,000 parnczpants nanonwlde

Sn ' . o
L2 " .



—— =

=

2. Results — Does the reality match the rhetoric? Have we ended welfare as we
know it? The reforms have to have wide impact to satisfy public expectations of a real
change and to prevent criticism of the program as ineffective. Many will judge success
by the toughest standard: the number of people who have moved from welfare to work.

3. Cost — Can we afford it? Can the states afford it? And what will we really get
for our money’ T , " T

- 4, Flexlblhl'y — It is up to the states to prove that time-limited welfare can work.

" Surprisingly little research has been done on the overall effects of work requlrernents on
‘AFDC recipients. ' Any national program must encourage all manner of experimenta-
tion at the state level. : :

'OPTIOI\?S F01i TIME-LIMITED WELFARE

Opttonl UntversalWorkfare e TR e

- -

The most literal 1mplementat10n of your promise would be to seek an immediate
two-year limit on all AFDC benefits and to move as rapidly as possible to implement a

- nationwide work program for those who pass the limit. States would be required:to -

provide two years-of education and training to all who need it, and comply with a rela-
tively rapid timetable for phasing in a work program that would apply to all AFDC

" recipients after two years, subject most likely to current JOBS exemptions.

Advantages: The best argument for this approach is that it would be a shock to
the system, and send a clear, immediate signal that you're serious about ending wel-

* fare. Some reformers, including Mickey Kaus, believe that a two-year limit is itself too

lenient, and that phasing it in over a long period of time will dilute any impact. This
option would affect the largest number of people most quickly, and would give you the
best chance to point to large numbers of people moving from welfare to work. The cost
per person would also be lower, because most states would turn to workfare rather
than public jobs programs.

Disadvantages: This approach would requifé a massive, rapid phase-in of a pro-

- gram with which the states have little successful experience. The faster the implemen-

tation and the larger the number of participants, the higher the cost and the greater the

-odds that the program will be plagued by poor implementation, the appearance of
make-work, and SO on. ~

" ~This approach would also have a chilling effect on state expenmentatlon with
- creative welfare reform. The more the program demands of states, the less they will be
able to take on other challenges. Finally, because of thé large scale programs, it would

be very expensive — at least $4 billion'a year by 1995 on jobs'programs alone — and the

6
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federal government would have to pick up most of the cost.

Perhaps the most compelling argument against universal workfare is that it
moves us no closer to your real goal, which is to move people from welfare to real
work, not just make them work for their welfare.

- ke -

Opt:onz Demonstration Fm;ects D .

-~ David Ellwood m:at‘zaiiy preposed a modest transition to_timelimited welfave,

starting with ambitious experiments in a handful of states-and gradually adding more
states over time as we learn what works. He fears that moving too quickly to a two-
year time limit nationwide will discourage innovation, sverwhelm the capacity, of the
system, and ultimately lead to workfare, which he mppeses He has auﬂmed a more
cautious strategy: .. . - R .

-+ -

FEO

-4.- Choose adozen states that are eager r to refm"m their weifare systems, and require-

- pation in employment and training. A comprehensive evaluatmn plan will have t0

them to design policies that will-reduce the fraction of recipients who.receive welfare
for more than 2 years by 253% without cutting benefits. Give the states considerable lati-
tude to experiment and redirect existing funds, 50 long as their plan deariy encourages

- work and mdepend&nce

2. Require participating states to design a system that can track recipients partici-
accompany the state proposal, |

3. Requira participating states to adopt some form of time-limited cash assistance
for those who can work. Some states could adopt CWEF, while others could try time-
limited welfare followed by a pubiicz’ private jobs program.

4. Require all 50 states to dramatically improve their child support enforcement
system. Some would be enwumged to adopt child support assurance; all would have
to move rapldly to adopt a series of major reforms.

D I:Intzce states to partacxpate by offering a high federal match — 90% or more.
. .Eventually, all states would be required to participate. In the meantime, we could enact
other changes that will help reduce the welfare rolls and make work pay: an expanded

EITC, tngher child mppart mfz;rcemem and national hea}th care.,. :

Advanzages This approach has some appeai It will encourage state experimen-
tation, produce useful results; and perhaps build both a political and academic consen-
sus for further action. It avoids the risk of creating a CETA-style workfare program that -

comld tumn welfare reform into a national embarrassment - and it could be achieved for .

a lot less money ($500 million to $1 billion) and very little political capital. Ellwood

_believes that the best time-limited welfare systern is one where no one reaches the limit,

7
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" and it would be 2 mzstake to focus all our attention on making people work mstead of

moving them off W&ifm

{}isaévaniages There are obvious drawbacks 1o any effort to slow-dance the
problem. First, asking a few states to conduct experiments in welfare reform without
enacting a two-year time limit will not end welfare as we know it. Many observers will

- -consider this issue the key test of whether you are willing to take on the status quo, and—*

pilot projects will be viewed as at best a broken promise and at worst a concession to

- narrow interests. More important, without a two-year time limit and a work require-

ment, the" Clmton Admuinistration will put off progress in the majority of 32&2&5 and

won't move maifiy people from welfare to work. | N

Opttmz 3 Phassd«ln ’I‘zme Lmuts

-
-

Th!ﬁ is"the "modified: .demonstration” option. Some aspects of the progfam """ i

wcaié be univérsal: all AFDC recipients would be gu‘aranteed up to two years of edu-

' cation and training, and all new AFDC cases would hive t6’ go to'work after two years.
" But sweepmg welfare reform e;x;zenments would be funded in a handful of states most
interested in reform while phasing in natmnai implementation of time limits for all
recipients over the next decade.

Here are the key elements:

1., Al AFDC recipients would be guaranteed education and training services dur-
ing the first two years of welfare receipt.

2. As of the effective date of the legislation, ail individuals coming onto the A¥DC
rolls would be subject to a two-year time limit, after which they would have to work (in
other words, the time limit would apply to all new cases).

3. . A handful of states would be funded to run five-year demonstration projects to
test and evaluate ways of implementing the work requirement and creative welfare
alternatives that are broader in nature. As in Ellwood's plan, states would be allowed
1o redirect existing funds for AFDC, food stamps, and other aid so long as the plan

" encourages independence without reducing the incomes of most recipients. Rigorous

- other states for use in designing tizezr programs,

"4, Five years after the iegxs}atzon becomes effective, all other states will submit

evaluations would be required, and the results of these Weuid be made availableto all -

. aTrww

plans to the Secretiry of HHS for phasing in the work requirement for those’ long-term .
recaplents already on the rolls.on the bill’s effectzva date. ’}"}zzs phas&m mast in all
cases, be completed by year 10.

EXN . . -

Ad%”ant'ages: This option gives states more time to gear up for the &eti??reqaiz‘e«
. M ! 8
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ment. Rather than forcing states to find work for 1.5 million people in a short time
frame, applying the requirement only to new applicants would affect a much smaller
group, according to unofficial CBO estimates:

Year 3 179,214
Year 4 4223879 - : g BN e
. Year5 ° 609,543 i L

This option establishes the principles of time limits- and. wazk requirements, It -

\\{'uifxl}s your campaign commitment, since in time all M recipients will bé subject to

the work reqmremant - o
Disadvantages: This appreach will cost more than Ellwood's opmm - $4 Billion

a year by 1997.  As with Option 1, states will still be hard. pressed to find meanmgful
work‘fz}r large numbers of AF[)C recipients. S—

" Summary - . e e -

“We favor Option 3 as the best way to encourage experimentation while requiring

broad participation. We beligve this proposal can attract a-wide range of support from |
. academics like Ellwood, policymakers like Senator Moynihan, and reform-minded gov- -~

ernors across the country. The details of such a compromise option may be tough to

figure out, but we would like to explore these options and others in more depth with

the NGA and state welfars directors.

OTHER ISSUES

Whichever option is chosen as the overall framework for welfare reform, a num-

ber of thorny design issues will confront us in ciraﬁing a bill and affect how labor, the
states, and liberal advocacy groups ultimately view the program. Some of these issues
are mentioned below,

Sh aul}i education and training during-{kz first two years be fﬁangiatary? -

Bome will argus that the goal of welfare reform should be to. increase Human

eapxtal investment. They advocate making JOBS participation mandatory.during the

_ first two years. This would be expensive and increase the burden on states.

- Furthermore, as many as 30 percent of new AFDC recipients leave the rolls within the .
..., first six months, so 2 mandatory. program would spend resources on individuals who-

_ are in the process of leaving welfare anyway. We recommend leaving it up to the states -

. to decide whether participation should be-mandatory.for particular groups, although
“we shcmki censider mandatory participation for teen mothers. We also urge job search -

5
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programs, on the grounds that job placement is better than training.
What form should the work program take?

There are numerous models for work programs, and no definitive research as to
which-is best. We recommend maximum state. ﬁexibz}xty in éeszgnmg the work pro-
gram. Options would include: -~ ... .

£

. Community Work Experience (CWEP), or workfare, which involves working in a
community job for 2 number of hours _determined by dividing the welfare grant by the
minimum wage. CWET is relatively cheap and easy to target, but is unpopular with
public emgicym and advocacy groups.

Public Service Employmerit (PSE), in which those who work-are paid an hourly

wage, and those who do not work get nothing. Some allowance would undoubtedly
. have to be built in to continue proWding for the children, but AFDC itself would end.
. PSE feels more like a real job, and is more popular with labm'wlt $ aise more expensive,
as labor will likely push for at least 125% of the minimum wage.”

Subsidized private sector employment would clearly be the preferred model.
. For years, AFDC law has permitted diversion of welfare grants to employers who hire
. recipients. While states have never taken to this approach (emplovers complain about
the administrative burden), groups like America Works have beetz very successful in
maoving people off welfare into private sector jobs.

We recommend letting states decide for themselves which kind of work program |

to use for those who remain on the rolls after two years — Community Work
Experience (CWET); Public Service Employment; subsidized private sector employ-
ment; or a combination. That will assure a range of evidence for researchers to study’

Where will we find 1.5 million new jobs?
As with the national service program, community service jobs for AFDC gradu-

ates should not displace existing public employees. A Ford Foundation study in 1986
. identified some 3.5 million potential labor-intensive jobs that could meet unmet public

needs. But it still won’t be easy to find jobs for welfare recipients. We will work with ~ -

AFSCME and service organizations to identify the types of work that should gualify,
and develop guidelines for dealing with the dzfﬁczzit issues of displacement that will
come up consistently thmugheat the country.

- To reduce bmazzcm::y, the same jocal councils described in the national service
chapter could be asked to find community service work for welfare recipients. Une
day, it may be possible for those who are earning their natiofial service vouchers and
those who have moved off welfare into public sector jobs to.work suie by side.

10
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How much work will be required?

Currently, in low-benefit states, the CWEP work obligation is so short as to make
the program of little value (in some states it's under 10 hours a week). As a result,
about half the states have eliminated the program altogether. We recommend adding
the value of food stamps to the AFDC grant in computing hours of work, or setting a
floor on the number of hours recipients have to work. While this will be highly contro-

versia), it will also result in 2 more meaningful work obligation in all states (for mothers )

with children under six, the work obligation would still be 20 hours / week as under
currezzf iaw} ) o

Pt — -~ men
LT . ————

E L

What is the sanction for not working?

: The sanction for not working after two years needs to be more meaningful than -

* - -under the present CWEP structure. In Ohio, for instance, the average recipient assigned

.

-

to CWEP is supposed to work 80 hours per month. If she doesn’t, she loses $60. Since a
third of this'is made up by an increase in food stamp benefits, the net loss is around
$40. Iri effect, {07 every hour she misses, she loses 50 cents. We recommend that the
states be required to design more meaningful sanctions, perhaps in the range of 30-50
percent of AFDXC benefits. This should probably be designed as an automatic reduction
in benefits rather than a sanction to make the program less unwieldy to administer.

A

Who should be exempt from work requirements?

The Family Support Act currently. exempts mothers with children under 3, preg- -

nant women in the last two irimesters of pregnancy, and several other smaller cate-
gories from JOBS participation. We recommend exempting these same groups from the

new work requirement with two exceptions: mothers who have an additional child

while on welfare would only be exemnpt until the child is'one, and teen parents should

be exempted as long as they remain in schoo! and are under 18 (it makes little sense to

force a 17-year-old welfare mother to drop out of high schocl because she has been on
AFDC for two years so that she can go to work). Finally, the two year grace period
ought to be a one-time matter - recipients would not get another two years every time

~ they return to the AFDC rolls.

How should federal ﬁindfﬂg be structured?

- Welfare refz::rm of the magnitude being discussed. will cost- armmd $4 bzlhcm

when fully phased in — plus another $4 billion to expand the EITC. We can hardly
expect states to provide much of that welfare money when they have only been able to
spend two-thirds of the funds avaiiable to them in the existing JOBS program. One

option, of course, is to provide 100% federal money, but this reduces the states’ incen-
tive 1o manage the money carefully (or so it is said). A workable funding structure

11
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should be the subject of a working group with repfesentatives of the states (NGA &
APWA) prior to submission of legisiation.

Should states be allowed to impose their own time limits on
community service? ‘

Some Republicans may propose taking your idea one step further, by calling for
a time limit on public works programs as well. They will argue that our community
servzce proposal wxli prove to be a disincentive to working in the private sector, and

" stay there. We can rebut thié argument by makmg sure'that mandatory job searches

P

are a component of any works program.

Other Empowerment Initiatives

Ed

We should raise the AFDC asset limit from gfﬂﬂﬁ to 910,000 f;ar assets retained

. for improving the education, training, or employability of family. members, or for the

purchase of a home or change of residence. In particular, the value of an automobile
that AFDC recipients are permitted to own needs to be raised from its present $1000.

You may also want to consider some kind of expenment in Individual
Development Accounts to help the poor save — either Tony Hall's demonstration bill
- (3100 million in federal matching funds for “the poor man’s IRA”}, or 2 more conserva-
tive pilot project that allows welfare recipients who lose benefits when they go to work

© to keep some portion of those benefits in an escrow account that could be used for an

A Note on Budget Estimates

education or first home.

Finally, we can begin to reduce the marriage penalty, by allowing mothers to
keep a portion of their welfare benefits.when they get married (but only for the two-
vear timne limit).

-

We assume that these policies will result in roughly an 8 percent reduction in
AFDC payments by the fourth year. This is in the range of reductions that have been
experienced in other welfare reform demonstrations, particularly those administered by
MDRC. Some will argue that there is no evidence that work requirements, as such,
reduce welfare caseloads. On the other hand, the Clinton program includes a range of .
policies that goes well beyond simply mandating work. Indeed, this is a more ambi-
tious set of policy changes than has been attempted previously.
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BUDGETARY EFFECTS
(In Billions)

] WELFARE REFORM
PROGRAM Fy9s* | Fyosd | FY9s | Fyos | Fy97 | Fyss | 9498
Expanded ETTC 700 | 1000 | 2000 | 4000 | 4200 | 4400 | 156
Expanded JOBS 0 600 | 1500 | 2600 | 3800 | 4.000 125"
Child Support 0 200 | 300 400 500 600 2.0
Caseload Reduction 0 0 400 | -800 | 2000 | -2200 | -5.400°
WELFARE SUBTOTAL 700 | 1800 | 3400 | 6200 | 63500 68 24.700
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Welfare Reform Option: The HII
One Page Summary Description

We can provide an increasing incentive 10 move from welfare to work by slowly

reducing the benefit levels over time after the first two years. In licu of the cash benefit,

eligible recipients will be entitied to an equivalent level of investment in their buman capital,

States could organize various investment-options (as they do pow) such as job search, work . .

© experience or on the job.training. Over time, recipients would be forced 10 invest more in -

themseives if they have not been able to get off welfare. Those who are employable will

have 2 greater incentive tgdake advantage of-the. "Make work pay” policizs such as the EITC. . -
Example: -Benefits could be cut-by 10% after years 2, 4, and & For those on —

wetfare roore than six years, the benefit level would be only 70% of that for first time

mcipimis The attached cost estimates suggest: .
$12 to $15 billion dollars over four years could be invested in the-

as  IDOSE dlsadvantaged welfare mothers without xn{:reaszrzg the-deficit.

- - - 651 Iy . .....} E . QS Il - } I . - e

. # Participant cholce. In the first two years, participants could choose to receive 1) cash
only, 2} a mix of cash and services, 3) services only in a residential setting, Those that opt to
give up cash and invest in ihemselves should get extra matching federal dollars to enrich their

opportunity. In later years participants could still choose to invest more than thc mandated -
level and receive additional federal matching funds, ST

¢ Mandatory Work., Work could be required at any or every stage for those who are able,

& Bounties/subsidies. Creative uses could be designed for the investment entitlement to
serve as a temporary wage subsidy, an employment bonus or a job placement service fee.

# Services to fathers, children, The entitlement for invesiments could e transferrable to
fathers, husbands, or children,

& Savings. The money could be saved in ap Individual Development Account.

& Unused funds, States should be required to spend the entire pool of money created with
benelit veductions. Since the take up rate for jpvestment entitiements is unlikely 1o be 100%,
this money could be used for other forms of assistance. For example: target intensive
assistance to potential long lerm recipients carlier, offer child care and transport to those .
exercising their investment entitiement, or enrich the quality of the entitlernent based services.

. o Encouraging work. In addition to the investment services and the make work pay

»  strategics, recipients could be encouraged to work through distegards- Recipicnts could make

- up their benefit reduction with a special disregard of 30-100% of income up to the benefit
feve] for new applicants. Such a work experience could be coordinated with other traznmg or
assistance 1o offer a sz:pp(}ﬁcd work-opportunity. . N



Buddget impact (Above Reconcitiation Level)

FYa3 FYg4 FYas Fyge FYS7 Fyas

i
The CLIFF & S
EITC ‘ 0 o 0 0 ¢ 0
Expanded JOBS 0 0.600 1.500 2,600 3.800 4,000
AFDC 0 0 0400 0800  -2000  -2.200
Total 0

0600 1.100 1800 1.800 ° 1.800

This is a modification of the estimate in the transition document on waitare reform, '

Nots: Scoring of this alternative would depend on the extent '
that caseicad reduction assumpltions are accepted, i :
without credit for caseload reductions, the total would be $12.5 billion

¥
!
3

* The HILL ‘
EITC - 0 0 0- -0 o o0
Expanded JOBS 0 1272 2472 2838 2838 2838
AFDC * o ‘1272 2472 2838  -2838  -2838
o ] ¢ 0 0 ¢

Total

-

in this alternative, the "hill* is phased i over thres years. - ;

Benefits are raduced by 10% after 2.4 and 6 years.
For those on AFDC for more than 6 years, benefits would be 70% of the initial level.
Note; Caseload,reductions are not counted, but would reduce the deficit.
Caseload reductions would reduce both AFDC expenditures
by more than indicated and reduce JOBS expenditures. . 1

94.98

t 0.000
12,500
-5.400

7.100

-11.958
0

0.000
11.958
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The MILL-- A Steeper version

EITC 0 0 0 . 0
Expanded JOBS 0 1272 2344 3244 4020
AFDC ' ‘ 0 1272 2344 3244 4020
Total - 0 o . 0 0 0

Note: in this version, 10% cuts are taken each year for tour years
after the two year imit, in the sixth year of welfare reciept
and beyond, only 60% of the benefit level would be paid in cash.
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"The Hill": Supporting Analysis

The following observations pmvzdc the basrs for the welfare option wmmanzcd above, Each
of these observations is detailed at greater length below.

& " Two.years of trainiﬂ‘gmoppamiﬁes will not end dependency. Although small |
" gains can-be made with relatively small sums of money, there is no evidence that we -
know how 1o design programs at any price which will offer a pormanent transition to
self=sufficicocy for everyone-on-welface. Trammg,, edducation and other investments .
people-make a positive contribution..but training is ot a quick fix, o —

. Although the returns (o training are pot large, we cap still maximize them. ‘
Redirecting funds from consumption into seif-investment as time passes is compatible
- wuh what we know about the returns to fraining investments.

'At*

-

® o Subszdized wﬂrk is important, bai oot -3 magic bullet. Provzémg work f{}z those -

- who are not capable or cannot find jobs will.be more expensive than continuing to pay
AFDC. Whether we provide high quality job experiences or just workfare, organizing,
supervising and monitoring will add cost. Will we allow public jobs to becorne a way
of life? :

» A strongl} enforced work reqairement may be either too cruel to those who need
the most help or unconvipeing to the geperal public. What do you do with a
woman when she gets pregnant while working ip a public job after two years of
weifare? What do you do with someone who gets off drugs within the first two years,
but stil]l cannot keep a steady job? Althouph exemptions can balance the humane and
punitive aspects of the system, exemplions may also ¢reate a feeling inside and out
that welfare i stifl a way of life for certain people. Leaving a safety net for such

. contingencies in which people get less cash and more help should resonate with the
public sentiment without excessive cruelty to children.

. Most poor, single mothers with little education cannof support a family. A self-

- sofficiency policy should invest in the work potential of fathers or bushands who
uitimately will support many current recipients.

-
o

» New taxes to pay for services 1o welfare mothers are unlikely 1o pass on the heels of
healih care reform taxes: 8 balanced budget option Is needed. Shifting the burden of
investment from society to the individual over time is budget neutral and cmapics
oppontunity with responsibility.

prel



L. Training or educarion during a two year period ivz'!l not be sufficient w free all mothers of
welifare dependency.

The evaluations of welfare and raiping programs show that we do not yet know how
to design a prograrn that will create a large exodus from the welfare rolls. In the twenty plus
. programs cvaluated by MDRC," low cos! interventions ranged from $118 per person in
" ~"Arkunsas to $953 in Baltimore. Low cost services ‘generally include job search and/or short
term work expenience. High cost services, such as on the job training or supponed work,
ranged from about $2,000 t6 $17,000 (Sex Table A1 attached). Returns o the investioent |
"“(1o taxpayers and recipients) tend to be roughly proportienal to.what is invested, although
" inore’expensive services are typically targeted on a2 select or voluptary segment of the

caseload (Sec Graphs: "High-Cost Services versus Low-Cost Services). ?

The result of these investments i typma}iy a modest rise in the propensity to work.
The participant sees a modest rise in income and the government gets a small savings in

-~welfare grants. Very few secipients, howcvcs, actually leave welfare after the.service
intervention. Table 4.2 summarizes 3 range of results fromn varnious programs, Only San
Diego and Arkansas ma&agcd io raise cxit rates more than a percentage point-or two. Even a

. seven oy eight percent-increase in exit rates will not be sufficient to help all mothers -
permanently jeave welfare in two years.

Tracditional classroom edutation assistance for basic skills and GED camplcnon has
not been thoroughly tested. Despite the lack of evidence, the Family Support Act mandates
that education rather than training should be the mandatory activity for those with no diploma
or low literacy levels. Praciitioners, on the other band, stress that many high school dropouts
do not want to return to schooling activities and often fare better when encouraged to work
first. The two year limsit will make education oriented programs even less practical. It is
difficult 1o imagine that we could bring someone from illiteracy to a high school diploma in
two years even if there were ne bealth or childcare crises intervening, Although education
may b¢ a reasonable choice, we have no evidence that mandating educational activities for
adults will substantially improve their short term prospects of self-sufficiency.

‘ In sum, we have no evidence that we can design a training program that could prepare
2 cross section of weifare recipients for self sofficiency within two years. Flexibility to try
wink, training or sducation in any order and rebound from failures scems 10 be a better model
thap a strict linear progression from formal education or training to work. Spending
significant new money on 2 national scale training program for welfare mothers cannot be a
recommended course of action, -

§
L N .

b

' Gueron and Pauly, From Welfare 10 Work. R

? Friedlander and Guc;{}zz, "Are «},Iigh.iw(“josz Services More Effective Than Low-Cost
s+ Services?" in Manski and Garfinkel, Evaluating Welfare and Training -Programs.
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TABLE A.1 ESTIMATED COSTS PER EXPERIMENTAL OF SELECTED

WEILFARE- TG-WOERK PROGRAMS )
T voan s - Direct and Inddirecy
. - Direct Costs - Losts
Prograem Grons Het {aroas Net Dixta Sonzrens
Broad «Cuve‘rzgq;‘&' D g - b ¢ ‘
ATkanaas e a7 $12i—~ $118 $i62 . $184 A
Baltmare - 1080 #53 N/A N7A A
ook County: Tob sexrch only® 1174 gl kL H EF s &)C
Cook County: Job: search/ .
wisth prperiendy 154 49 « 157 AL
Lowisville Grodg fob: Search 1 7 W *NSA N/A . A
Lowisvide Individal lob Search i 136 HNiA NiA A
54T Draego I Job search only® 3~  oBIv K38 510 AS‘%
San Do 1 jobs search/ -~ .
wark experience . 781 %2 75 S+ AS50
Zan Drege SWIM 842 T & 1543 413 AJCE
Virgis ) 45 At 811 4 AJLE
West Virgiria 435 60 N/a N/A &
Broad-Coverage: AFDUAIP .
Baltizore” £43 552 N/ A N/A A
fen Dhego & Job searchoniy? L o 866 8¢ 83 AS0
$an Drego I Job searzd/ . .
work experience 8BRS k21 836 &7 ALD
San Dhego SWIN 431 £04 1292 BiY AIEE
West Viginia 537 136 N/A NZA A .
SelectiveVoluntary: AFDIC
AFE Homemaker-Home
Health Alde 9505 9,505 KiA DA A
Maire 2478 19 2813 2,284 Al
New fermey 1197 ”r 1,642 86 Al
Supponed Work 17981 17,981 N7A 17528 AS

SOURCES: Direct rosts were astimated Sing program accounting asd tracking data (Al Indirect
tRs3E were estimated using sousces incticated inthe last column o the table. programacoountng anc
traching daia (A); surveys of the research sanple (81 ITHA dets 3 whichsovers only selected raining
programs for Arkansay; comnunity coblege data {073 adult aducation data (E); and cther reconds (0),
A indicstes that indirect cost estimnates are pot available. Bstimates are calcuinred from dats 1o
Friedlander o al, 19850 (Arkancasy; Priedlander & al, 19852 altimore); Friedlandes ot al, 1957
{Cook Lountyl: Goldman, 198 (Lowioille); Goldmnan, Friediander, ard Long, 1986 (San Diego I
Hatihon and Friedlander, 1989 (San Drege SWIM), Riccio 2 al., 198& (Virginiak Friedlander atal.

1986 {Wess Virginiah O, 1967 (Howmemaker-Home Haalth Aidel Auspes, Cave, and Lang, 1588
Maineh; Freedman, Bryvar, and Cave, 1988 (New Jemy) Kemper, Long, and Thomion, 1951
(Sugported Work); unpublished MDRC sdata for Arkansas, San Diego L Visginis, snd West Virginia.

NOTES "Dhrect posts” are those incurred by theoperating agency, while "indiseet costs” were incurrad
by other sgenmies “gross st are the full rosty pet experimental, while "net costs” subtract from gross
oot the costs of serving contrals. Cos mstizmates shown in boldface type best reflect the net cost of
services in the intended service sequence; these are the costs cited i thas volume (soe Appendin A sext
far deiiis). bt -
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TABLES2 TMPACTS OF SEVEN WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS ' i -
. ONAFDC ELICIBLES FARLE &5 Geomtimardil ) )
Lw;'at‘iun, {'sz!cm"ne,n Fxporirmental Consteod Percentags Fewatinn, Omiveme, Eupﬁm’mmml - Eontrol Yerrentage
and l-nik»w-l};;! rriew) Croup hran (‘\ms%;a Mean  Thlloroncs Chaspe et Fodlos - §5p Poriead Lronp Mrean ! Group Mean Rffsrenes Thange
&b anaax o . i . Biars F¥iepny SWEM v i
Averane Fatnings Year } $ 67 % NI b3 Ll KEDS Avvrays i&;;sr:nn:z*a Year | 22009 AT AR 217
4 . Yr»vr 2 1.ik8 a7 i Pk : Yeur ? 2,92 23460 $5RT ol
‘ ¥rar 3 1e22 1,005 A 1 - . -
] e g N Tmplioved ot Tl of ¥rar 1 34T RO T 29'%
Emploved at Ead of Your § 26 4% 6% am FICN Fpeved ot T e vour 2 nr Pogey 5 g 18
v Year ? A RN b 1 I 1R ; b
! - ¥rard M5 3 T 34 Averaps APTIC Payments  Year |7 $4.424 §4 230 , ANz S
Average AFDU Payments  Year | §o 51,141 prage 1% : Year2 o BAR 3561 - 5830 RT:
E ¥rar [ i A T AR v I 1% b AN B E $ 7 [ G
E ) Year } 4 10 . Yefiees . Lo Wollare at En}%& ::::; 157?2% : gﬁ‘} ;‘w‘ «Z;L
O Wellade at Bnd of Year | S10% - 5% R M ~14% .
Fratr 2 383 £4 {1 ST 37 Vieginie .
Yeard 328 ok T e Ry Averagne Fatnings Year i £4,35% £1.782 §9 %
4 L Vear 2 208, 1,998 8 14
Baltigenre ' s Year3 2620 . 2% 280 1
Average Parings Year t $)682 $1.472 §14 W .
Year 2 2787 1.8 P R 17 Eemploved #t End of Year} M s 9% K 2%
r Yeard 349G 2 Ry T R 17 L Yeat 2b , R B 333 Pl 1B
_ year?® 0 W7 i ¥ 13
Employed a1 ﬁrd of Your 3 urs, 31 7% A5m 1% . : AR “
' . Year 2 i 1 374 24 5% Average AFDT Mavments Year 1, flg $ee . §20M 459 -3
) Year 3 o7 &13 ne § . Year 1, ‘; *1.480 .y ' 516 - b ~2
Dot owear 3 LI 1295 » PEE 4
Average AYOU Payments  Yesr ) 8230 32547 L ¥4 0% . K var A H e Py
Year2  LOSE 241 - 2 O Weltaer af End of Yearl b,  GaRm A%, 04 %
\ i Year 1283 LIS « X% 2 . Year? T 1 agp j! “uy B8 2
) . L . . ! . N
£m Wetiare at £l of Yeur i 7h{r% TR Ry 2 Year ¥ 0 Zf(, 6 . 33 26 7
Year 2 587 Mo 413 -1 Weet Virghnis ) R i ) -
= 3 [ s i
Year e e 62 " Average Earnings Year 1; -1 BAS! f%: #4335 36 L3
Conk Connty Emplryed at End of yeard| o 120% 1 134% 14 E%
Average Earnings Yesr:  $1,2%7 $1.217 $44r ™ Average AFDC Payments  Yemr 1 [ 8180 Y 102 0 o
Employed 31 End of Yeus 1 26% ., A% 1.3 o% D Weliate at Eng of Yeur ) 709% " 72 8% 18 2%
Average AFIX] Payments Year d 33,45 £3.146 K40 1% ) o - * M
iy Wedlare at Endd of Yeur 1 TRO% #18% -1 % SOURCES Datw frer Friedisnder and]Goldman, 1988, Friedlander, 1987; Friedlander ¢l al, 1%
San Diego § Gioldman, Friediander, and Long, 1986 Mamilton and Friedlander, 1989: Friediander, 1987
LApplicants Only) ’ ¢ ! ’ Frisgitander ot a1, 1980, and sdditionst MDRU sstirates of snnual vafues,
Aversge Earnitgs Yeur 57379 $1.937 PP 3% NOTES ‘i"i-u::i esenings :nd AFDC psyzzsm_te‘g data i;:dud;;fm :alue« for sm::p%e :mm::m '
Employed at End of Yesr i AZA% 3694, 5, oan 5% rm;_ainymi ang fe <ample mm?wss not eveiving welfare. Estimates ave regressive-adjusted usi
) ordinary bewst squares, conuplling for pre-raadom avsigeement characteristics of samnple membx
Aversge AFDC Payments Yoot § $2.524 $2.750 . R &% There may be some discrepanciss in experimentalcontrol differenves because of rounding.
Lan Wirlfare at £nd ol Year i H.8% 47 5% 28 A% tr all proprams evcept the San Diego SWIM program, year | begins with the quarter of rand
. g " . - pexignment. For pmpinyment snd earnings. the quarter of randorn sesigrunend refers tothe calen
{ ' ‘ {eomfinued) quarter in which random assignment cccotred, Asa result, Taverage earnings” in year I may incls
- , WP 1o b dsenths of earmings priot 1o random sscigument, For AFDC payenents, the quarte:
¢ 3 randorm sssignment refers 1o the thiee manths beginning with the month in whickam individnals
randomly awig&?éd. In the San Disgo SWIM program, where sl cutcomes were caloulated
t caterdar quesriers, year 3 bogins with the guarter following the quarter of random assignmient,
poos '




-

1. Redirecting funds from consumpiion into self-investment as time passes is compatible

with what we know abowt the renurns 10 training invesements. Although the retums to tmw.mg
are 1ot large, we can §till maximize them,

Surprisingly, our interventions with long term recipients are most successful. There is
a s;gzzzfzcant!y better return on mws‘zmcnt to tmmwg interventions for apphcan:s with a pncr

e e

AFDC applicants retuming to welfare were helped by services far more tizazz those applicants . - 7

arriving for the first time.  Among current secipients, those on AFDC for more than two yz:ars
and with no work history. b}:ﬁcf‘ ited from ‘extra-help more than the average recipient. WhHat™ ..

Table 4.3 does not show are the percentage changes in carnings or welfare receipt which  ~s<o ”

would show that the intervention was even more successful among lower tiers in the system
wha tend to earn less on average. :
It 35 not surprising that the retums o interventions for all first time applicants arc

relatively low. We know thal within two years half will get off by themselves agyway and a
*“third of all newcomers will get off never to return. What the data in Fable 4.3 do not show,.
however, are returns to ipvesting in target-groups of potential tong term recipients at the time -

of their first application., Even without experimental data.to prove it, it secems that investing
carly in the most at-risk new entrants would pay off. The net presemt value of bepefits we
can expect (¢ pay 10 a never married mother is about $38,0080 for AFDC payments alone,
When average levels of food stamps, housing and medicaid are included, the present value of
benefits for the average never married mother is almost §97,000.°

In the "Hill™ option, we can take advantagc of what we kn{}w about returps 10
invesiments in welfare recipienis.” We can target the more expensive training interventions on
those who probably have the biggest skills or emotional problems: those who stay despite
significant decreases in the benefit fevel, We can use modest interventions to help those who
have staved longer than two years and may simply need an oxira nudge. Surplus funding
from unused investment entiilements ¢ould be directed toward carly intervention for these at-
risk groups, For the majority of first time applicants, however, the best service is probably
providing the maximurs level of cash assistance, some help 1o get on their feet if they want it,
and a guarantee that their.curyent ¢ash income is not a way of life. Mandatory activities such
as work or education should be required at every stage for whom it is appropriate.

Using the "Hill” option we can start making scnsible investments that work without

o

‘ increasing the deficit. Instead of just cutting people off or Ietting them stay, we can shift
" slowly and sensibly from billions of comsumption doltars to billions of investment dollars,

. —

* Table 4.3, From Welfare to Work.

* See ﬁllwood 1986, "Targeting the Would Be Long Term Welfare Recipients”™ or ’
Ellwood and Bane 1983. More recently updates on zf:nurc ‘data ka\«c been preseated to the
Working Group on-Welfare reform. o

e

¥ Calculations based on the Ways and Means Green Book  and i%sf: Working Gmu;zs
tenure data. - -
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TABLE 43 PROGRAM IMPACTS ON QUARTERLY EARNINGS AND

AFDT PAYMENTS FOR MAJOR SUBGROUPS OF AYDC
AFPPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS

Subgroup and Outcome  San Dhegol  Baltimore  Virginia  Arkamsss  Cook County”
Fiest Tagr -
Applants withive ™ _ .
Prioe AFDC: - - . oo
Earrdngs vs 31N 4§13 . 8- §— i
AFIX Pavmments -5 5 - A —
Sreand Tier - . e A T e s
A, plicant Retumees: ' ' e R S
‘Earmings $158~ $188 IR RIPWRES 4c) tagy L T
AFEXC Paymnénts w47 1% -id -19 -
Applicant Returnees
with Less than S3000 . -
Pror Larmings: .- - - -
. Eamings 15y ik s oz o ™
T AFDC Payments e SLE -25 =22 e
Thissd Tier " “ "
All Recipients: ’ e
Earnings ’ <5 537 . i §19 2
AFIXC Pa cmem - % oy e k|
Fecgients wn-‘h Mg
than 2 Yearson
AFDC: ) o
, Farnenge T 0 ne- 14 o
CAFLC Pavenenas 7 —— % 4Rt 4 -
Rempients with o
Prior Larmangs:
Eammings - Hi k(e il 12
A FTx Payments — 1 2% |y ]
Reciprents with No ’
Prior Larrdngs and -
Mowe than 2 Years
on AFIX e
Larmungs — B8b oo 8 -
AFIX Pavmnenis - - AR o .
Fall Sampie
Oaarexly Impacs: - .
Famings $1i8 $95 T L Yo 319
AFC Paymans T .33 -5 -2 S 13
Average jor Conlrod ”
Group. e
Earrongs ™ FE I &% 5 pid 451,
AFDC Paveents @5 Bt kL3 n he
W

SCURCE: Data from ?nedmrtdet, 19880,

NOTES: Tiers aze murually exclusive: subgroups wz:?zm Hers pverlap AY values are guanterly
averages fur the fourth through the last quarter of follow.urp. Estimates includs zero values for sample
members not emnployad and for sampie members not reeiving wellare, —

A rwo-ailed Glest wayapplied 1o differefices between experimental and comtrol groups. Statistice!

significance levels are indicaied &s:

“ w10 percent! ™ « 3 percent; andd 7 & | peroent.

*The definibons of “applicant” and “recipient” for Cook County ate not strictly comparable 1o those
of the other programs. See the text of Friedlander, 1988%, for Ziscussion.
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O1. Providing jobs for those who cannor find ther will be more expensive thar continuing (o
pay AFDC. Whether we provide kigh quality job experiences or just workfare, organizing,
supervising and monitoring will add cost.

- The cost of a-job-equivalent to those offered under CETA would be $17,000 today.

At minimum wage it would still.cost $9,000 to $10,000. - If this sort of job were offered fo all
welfare recipients who were on welfare £0r more than two years, we would need over 2
million jobs at a cost of about $10 billion more than what we currently pay for welfare. In
~addition, we would need to pay for.day care, transportation andd the alieviation of other
abstacles to work if we expect mothers with young childien to work or starve. Why would
anyone leave this system when they can receive almost $8,000 per year in a completely

secure job with no obstacles to work? Subsidized work is not necessarily the end of welfare.

The attraction of CWEP (Community Work Experience Program), 2 synonym for
workfare, is that the recipient receives no more and no less than their welfare entitfement. ™
Overheads mayibe very Tow because the welfare agency-can simply require recipients to ghow
up and work at the parks and recreation service or a pon—-profit organization. Workfare
providers, recipicnts and their sympathizers tend to be very critical of workfare because it
does not allow people 1o earn a pay check for an honest hour's wark. Nor does workfare
provide anything to put on a resume in order o gain future employment. Proponents of
workfare fend (o see it more as 3 deterrent {0 staying on wzifaz‘c than a cwazzvc for the
negative aspects of welfare, S

=+ A ywiddle ground in this debatc is a 26 hour per week job at minimum- wage-for all
AFDC secipients who reach the end of the two years and cannot find a job. The bencfit level
would then be over 5320 per month (80 bours per month at $4) for everyone in every state.
Since this i a lower level than the current aversge benefit level, the Federal government
ought 1o be near indifferent to this proposal especially if it reduces the caseload. States
however, mav not want 10 lower or raise their benefit level so dramatically. Perhaps states
could be allowed to offer 10, 20 or 30 hours of work. This low cost o;;i;zm would not be
incompatibie with the "Hill."

Work requirements in any form leave 2 number of open questions. Would recipients
find this secure job more attractive than private sector work? Afier the two year mark, what
would happen (0 those who have problems such as children under 1, illoess, or emotional
probiems? Are we willing to let those people and their children slip off the edge if they
cannot manage 1o work regularly? This leads to the fourth observation which is oo work
rcquzrcmcnts w

- bl

IV, A work requirement will be difficult to enforce in a way that wazzf’d be meaninghul to the
public w::?zaa: severe hardship on many poor children.
“..00 program can achieve a participation tate cven close (o 100%™ * The San Diego
Saturation Work lacentive Model (SWIM) bad one of the stropgest enforcement systems of
all the full participation, Thandatory programs that were monitored by the MDRC. However,
“38% to 62% still became ineligible due 10 Biness, pregnancy, or other cuczzmszanocs

- —
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recognized by the program. Among the eligible population a great deal of staff cffort was
required to obitain participation rates varying between 35% and 60%. “About hall of about
half” is equal 10 about 25% of the caseload, Would the average voter believe that 2 universal
work requirement only affected 25% at any given time? Would AFDC recipients believe it?

Even without taking into account dxszszi;ﬁc& the normal emotional and personal crises
will make work requirements difficult to enforce in a way that is comprehensive enough to
convince-the average voter and yet responsive to the real problems of pcopic with no -
a!{ematz&cs OT YUSGUTCES, How do you treat 1 woman who becomespregnant while working ST -
i a public job after two years'of weifare? When she can't work, does she™get nothing? If
you exempt her for 3 year, aren't yi}u dramazzcaﬁv increasing the mutwc w conzmuously

o m—— ————

bear children? - TR e =R ow- >
The**Hill" option will encourage those who can to leave. Those who stay will'nged-~ '

and get——maove help. Afier the two years, those who have emotional problems, substance

abuse problems, an additional child or other crises that prevent work should be a%iewz:cl to

‘have a safety met..but not at ithe same rate as first time recipients. = .-

; - Work requirements-are ¢ompatible with the notion that benefits. should fall over time. ...

If a cost effective, bumane work program can be designed, ﬂr-hx not start on day one for those . -

~ who can wotk but cannot find'a job? As’the individual stays in the system looger, work -

exemptions wil] get hasder to come by and the number of hours offered will be fewer. .In 2

- high benefit state, the minimum wage job could start at 40 hours then fall to 30 or 20. In the
end, a subsidized job is Just another form of welfare. Neither cash payments nor subs:dxzcé

work should become a pcmzamm way of life.

Is it fair to "sanction” people over timie just because they cannot find s job in a weak "
economy? I a poor mother cannot find a job for two vears, it is probably her location {or Lo
skili level) rather than the economy. She should be expected to move (or train} just as other 'g!;é T
working parents are gxpected to move in order to find work., The Bureau of Labor Statistics
projects than over 24 millios net new jobs will be created in the US. by 2005, Over 10
million people find work in a given year that did not work the year before” The economy is
0ot $0 bad that a person can stay on welfare for six years and claim there are 1o jobs.

.

- V. It is very difficult for a poor, single mother with. little education to support ¢ family. A

self sufficiency policy should invest in fathers or husbands as well as mothers.

Ellwood and Bane have presented to the working group supporting data on this subject
which 1 will not reproduce here, To summarize, low earnings for women and the need to
cover child care, housework and paid work make two parent families 3 much more
sconomically viable solution. Marriage or child support is.a more hkcly route to seif
sufficiency for many welfare mothers. For these reasons, an entitlerment for investipent
services should be transfersable to busbands, fathers or children. We could encourage family
formation. Women with very young children or other work obstacles could still zakc
adv antage of 0pp0£2§2222£} gnhancing services. . or

t R,

-

N JE—

7 .For more detail on the aggregate economic situation for those leaving welfare there is a
. EEA/NEC background paper. It includes more information about service scctor Jobs,
trmover, unemployment and Jabor force pamczpam}zz rales. ’ -
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V1. New taxes to support more services to welfare mothers are unlikely t pass on the heels
of health care reform taxes: a balanced budgef option is needed. Lowering cash and forcing
self investment resonates with the social compact of opportunity and responsibilisy.

In addition to being budget neutral, the program is compatible with our mainstream
+ social-values~ If welfare is a band-up ratber than @ hand out, it is not unréasonable to expect
- "the assistance to be more generous 10 a first time applicant than a ten-year, backslider: . The
"HJII scnzis a‘very conereie, pr:dxctabic massagz 1o zi;es«: inside azzd eutsuic the syszcm

.. -~r0bbcrs g,amc of trymg to enforce work on the one iza:zé and obiam :mmpcé sup cxcmpzmm
on the other. As a person relies on welfare longer, one receives less cash and more help.
This is a tough love approach

With such & system in place, the publzc may become more interested in providing
assmmrzm to disadvantaged famihcs States. might be more likely o raise the initial beneflt ‘
" level: “knowing that long term recipiénts will not receive. the maximum cash, grant. As people 7
leave-welfare because work becomes marginally more attractive, the ensuing budget
reductions may also stimulate greater generosity for the basic grant level. The public will
feel more comfonable with 2 system that does not pay out over $12 billion in cash annually
to people who have been on welfare in excess of 4 years. Those who play by the rules and
use welfare a5 # temporary measure would be treated unambiguously better.

A dramatic, immediate change in the social contract would take place in states that opt

< for the “hill." ln the first year of operation, a ten percent reduction in benefits could be
implemented for all those who have bheen on welfare for more than two years. This entire
pool of funding would be immediately available to fund job related programs for those on
reduced benefit.  Additional increments 1o the investment entitfement could be added in later
years {Sce cost estimates for the hill). The speed of implementation would not be limited by
the budget, as other front end loaded programs would be {See cost estimate {or the oliff),

“ There would be no reason to insist on a grandfather ¢lause if the minimum level of the safety
net s phased in over 3 10 4 years and is not draconian.  Overnight, welfare 2s an accepted,
permanent way of life for 5 million families would be over.
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