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We have the following comments on the April 12 draft of the .
Confidential memorandum: ) . . "
. i .
Descriptions of the Tables in first paragraph don't e
correspond to what is actually on the tables. :jrﬁ; L. o
. ‘—. (‘} b 4 -
Is cost 'sharing at 80/20 only for certain parts of the A
package? P. 3 indicates federal share of working poor child . _~t-
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-care would be $500 of $750 million (66%). Also, Table 2

A
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bottom lines do not look like 80/20 - so discrepancy should\drlﬂ3¢
be explained. )

P. 2 - description of phase in indicates that 35 percent of /(ﬂ A
the caseload would be in mandatory education or training. «

The description of what they are doing should be "engaged in
structured activities designed to find or prepare for work."\ff\J

P. 2 - why is deferral group 29%? Of B9 percent not off(“ -ﬂﬂ
welfare, wouldn't only 25 percent of them be deferred? N

Wouldn't that be 22%? r D
Elidn = et (TS Vrep & deas nak ‘_\m—(‘._ A okt &;ﬁgbs l%q‘,"u‘—"‘ '
P. 2 - L#—thara—é6-a9—J9BS-Prep-money*—whyﬁeitmxnate—the N
pragramﬂ—*Areﬁ&t—we~eﬁ%y—e}:mtnﬁtiﬁg—%he—monrtortng—moneyﬂ f}
why wouldn't we continue the mandatory activities, but with
self-reporting at minimal cost, a la Michigan? ﬂgﬁ!k
/'

P. 3 - as mentioned above, child care cost sharing does not .=
m?tch between Package 1 and 2.

P. 3 - description of Teen Pregnancy Grants should be
revised to reflect the possibility that this money could go
to a bold, new national initiative aimed at at-risk youth in
at least 1,000 of the country's poorest schools.

P. 4 - the IDA and microenterprise programs appear to have
been cut re than any of t other demos from their _
original budgeted amounts. he numbers on the tables in the
back are not consistent. Package 1 leaves these at roughly
15 percent oX their original nding which is too low to do
meaningful de onstrations. The\guts among demos should be
allocated even :
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AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOQOIATION ?\M

To:

Rewiny W Canrcanno, Prisisden

A Siditey Jolusen HE Exeontive Pirecior

MEMORANDUM
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Mary Jo Bane, David Eliwood, Bruce Reed

. Co-chairs, Welfare Reform Working Group

From:
Subject:

Date:

A. Sidney }cizasan i, Executive Director

APWA's Welfare Reform Proposal

November 2, 1993

We look forward with interest to presenting and discussing APWA's Welfare

pm.

Reform Proposal with you at our mecting Tuesday, November 23, 1993 at 3:.00

in order to provide you with a preview of our recommendations, [ am attaching a
surmunary for your review.,

(Given our decision to discuss our proposal with you before circulating it in the
Washington community or releasing it publically, I would ask you to respect their
confidentigliry,

SHY Fisst Street, N
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APWA Task Force on Self-Sufficiency
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS
Prepared for State Human Service Commissioners and Secretaries
September 27, 1993
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Iniroduction

This document provides an update on the progress of the Task Force on Self-Sufficiency
in developing APWA's recommendations for next steps in welfare reform. '

Background on the Task Force on Self-Sufficiency

Immediately following last November's presidential election and in anticipation of a
national debate on welfare, APWA appointed a 17 member task force comprised of state
and local human service sdministrators and program administrators to review current
policy and program options and develop our own recommendations. (The list of task
force members is attached.)

The Task Force first met in December 1992 at the winter meeting of the Naitonal Council
of State Human Service Administrators in San Diego. The Task Force has met each
month since then, In that time the Task Force has met with experts in welfare policy, .
representatives from the new administration, congressional staff, and advocacy groups.
Task Force members shared information about their own programs and experiences and
reviewed volumes of research and policy data. ’

Purpose, Principles, and Priorities

The Task Force began its process by developing a purpose statement, a set of guiding
principles, and a iisi of policy priorities for welfare reform. S

The purpose statemient, which is izzcizzéed as an attachment to this f:itx:ument, outlines the
goal of our work as human service administrators-—-to pronsote policies that not only
rqfarm the welfare system and related systems, but reduce poverty as well. -~
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The principles were developed to guide the development of the specific
recommendations. These principles include:

e Work is valued;

o

s Both parents are financially responsible for their chi!dm;;

s There is a mutual respozmbxixty on tize part of government and ihe fiqmﬂy with self-
5k iciency os the goal; and .« - s et :

“'}‘zl e £

* A service delivery system must be effective and efficient.

From these principles six policy priorities have been developed: (1) self-sufficiency
through work; (2) improving the creation of jobs in the private sector; (3) increased
federal funding for the JOBS program; (4} improving child support enforcement; (5)
making work pay; and (6) improving sunphﬁcatlon of AFDC, food stamp, and Medicaid
;mixcms -

'I‘hese pricrities are interrelated and should not be viewed in isolation, For example, we
cannot hope for self-sufficiency through work without ensuring that there are jobs, When
AFDC parents go to work it is important that going to work pays and that AFDC parents
have sufficient income and supports to enable them to leave and remain independent of
welfare. As part of that income éupport we need to improve the collection of child
support.

Priority #1: Self-Sufficiency Through Werk .
Qur proposal is based on the belief that a majority of welfare recipients want to work and

that government has the responsibility to ensure they are provided every opportunity to do
s0. To demonstrate this mutual goal, everyone who makes an application for AFDC

* would have to ‘enter into an Agreement of Mutual Responsibility. The agreement would
include a requirement that the parent and the agency participate in an assessment and

" development of an employability plan. The employability plan would be ccm;aieted
within 90 days of eligibility determination.

Nat for Quots or Distribution ) e Seprember 27, 1993



To schieve the goal that every parent receiving AFDC should and can participate in some
activity, we propose a three-part Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) Training
program in which, within %0 days of eligibility determination, all AFDC parents will be

. expected to begin 1o participate, '

The program would consist of:

1. JOBS preparation for a limited number of AFDC recipieﬁts;

2. JOBS career-focused-education’and training; and SRS S

3. JOBS mandatory work, in which AFDC parents who complete the second phase
would be required to work in an unsubsidized private or public sector job, with
community work experience programs (CWEP) available as a last resort. This
requirement becomes effective for all phase II participants after two yvears of
participation in education and training,

JOBS preparation would include those who have severe or multiple barriers to
employment-~parents typically exempt under current rules and pregnant and parenting
teens who are expected to complete school. Individuals may participate as volunteers in
their community, attend remedial education programs, or both. Our proposal does not
require all AFDC parents to participate in a "structured” program activity. For some the
employment plan may spell out their responsibility to care for a disabled child or other
adult member in the household. The goal for participants in this phase is t© move into the
career-focused education and training phase and/or employment. States would be ’
required to meet an outcome-based "graduation rate” representing movement from JOBS
preparation into education and training. In addition, the welfare agency would be required
o impose a reasonable time limit on each individual's participation in this phase.

The career-focused education and training phase is designed for those parents whom
states determine to be employable or who volunteer for placement in this phase. States
would be required to offer education, skills training, job readiness, and job development
. and placement and all of the components under JOBS that are currently optional: job
search, on-the-job training. work supplementation, and CWEP. Participation in post- -
secondary sducation would be permitted but limited to no more than two years.

APW4
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After two years in this phase, parents who cannot find employment will be required to
work as a condition of continued eligibility for financial assistance and support services.
Placement in unsubsidized private and public sector jobs would be the highest priority.
The Task Force recommends that, only as a last resort, those not working in subsidized
employment be placed in CWEP. Individuals working at least 20 hours per week would
meet the mandatory work requirement. ”

The intent of the prapes;::fs is that AFDC parenis will never reach the two-year limit.

c s e All states would be required to establish JOBS programs and provide child care and

support services as federal and state resources permit. If funding is not available to serve
all participants in these activities, states would still have the option of establishing
community service programs for parents who wish 1o volunteer in their community. The
provision of child care and other support services may be provided by the state for these
volunteers,

Participants who fail to participate in the Agreement of Mutual Responsibility or any
phase of the JOBS program, refuse to accept employment, terminate employment or
reduce eamnings without good cause would face & 25 percent | r&du;:tzafz in the fam;iy 8
AFDC grant and food stamp benefits.

Other Provisions: *

. Case management will be avatlable to all participants.

e Child care, support services, transportation and work related costs would be provided.

¢ Transitional child care and medical assistance would be provided for 12 months and
an additional 12 months at state option. States may provide case management for
those leaving AFDC for work for up to 12 months.

* States would be allowed to supplement earnings by expanding the earned income

_ deduction or other methods to reduce the ratable reduction in AFDC, States would be

allowed to implement such changes by amending their AFDC state plan.

¢ ~The program would be funded as an entitlement with 90/10 funding available for the
amounts expended over a state's FY 92 expenditures.

' APWA . _
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¢ [f employment or family circumstances change, former recipients will be allowed to
return to AFDC mandatory work or JOBS under specific conditions. If the parent is
determined to be employable, he or she would face the mandatory work requirement.
Individuals could participate in JOBS only if they were determined not to be
unmediately employable, had time left on their two-year limit, or were determined (o
have experienced & drastic negative change in employability,

g sy

Priority #2 Jcb Crestwn

. Our proposal recognizes that the goal of self-sufficiency for the welfare system’s clients
cannot be achieved through the intervention of the welfare system alone, It emphasizes
the need for employment that results in family self-sufficiency as the successful end-point
for both client and agency efforts. I underscores our preference for jobs in the pnvatc

~ sector—the primary source for economic growth and deveiopment

To help develop private sector jobs and ensure that they will be available to our clients,
we recommend three stratepies:

1. Expanding the use of on-the-job-training, work supplementation, the Targeted Jobs
Tax Credit, and other existing private sector incentives. These are proven methods for
increasing the role of the private sector in hiring welfare recipients. Work
supplementation, while currently utilized in only limited ways by states, could be a
greater resource if we drop the requirement that such jobs must be newly created and
vacant positions. This requirement makes it difficult for our offices to find such
positions for clients. The Task Force proposal strongly endorses such a chasige.

2. Creation of a new, adequately funded job dcvclopmcx{:/job creation strategy that
would target 75 percent of its employment opportunities to JOBS graduates and 25 '
percent to the working poor. This new money would not be used to create 2 new
program {f the expansion and further targeting of already existing programs—Ilike the
TITC and enterprise zones—would fulfill the purpose, We propose discussions with
business representatives, econoniic development and employment agencies, labor
unions, and others to determine how-best to use the new appropriation; and

L1
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3. Enactment of the National Service Act as a viable employment and education option
- for AFDC recipients. This program provides education awards of $4,725 per year for
a maximum of 2 years of service in human services, education, environment, or public
safety. It would mean that people age 17 or older, including AFDC recipients, could
perform community service before, during or after their post-secondary education.

" Policy #3: Increased Funding for the Current JOBS Program

. The Task Force believes that some mechanism must be created to increase the investment
in the current-JOBS program and that this step can and should be taken while discussion
continues on the next steps in welfare reform. The Task Force on Self-Sufficiency urges
the administration and Congress to provide an immediate increase of federal funds for
JOBS to enable states to fully and effectively implement the program during the interim.

The Task Force on Self-Sufficiency recommends that this be ddue by:

o Decreasing state matching requirements for both program and admlmstmtlvc costs
under the JOBS program;

o Simplifying the state match requirement; and

e Increasing the capped entitlement amount authorized in the Family Support Act
(currently set at $1 billion and increasing to $1.1 billion in FY '94 and $1.3 billion
in FY '95 then decreasing to $1 billion in FY '96 and thereafter).

Priority #4: Child Support Enforcement

The Task Force believes that a more effective child support system is a critical part of
welfare reform. Both the custodial and non-custodial parent must accept primary
responsibility for the support of their children. Despite recent improvements by the
states, the current system is still not working very well. States do not have the tools or -
the resources to run a truly effective system. Only 60 percent of eligible women have
child'support orders and only half collect the full amount. This means that 75 percent of
custodial parents entitled to child support cnthcr lack support orders or do not receive the
full amount due under such orders.

APWA .
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We propose a three-part solution:
1. Improve paternity establishment by
& requining states to develop procedures for voluntary parentage acknowledgment

both in lzz;spatais and through an administrative process operated by the state ITV-D
ageacy.

2. Improve the establishment of the child support orders by

" e requiring states to provide uniform rules for jurisdiction of orders through the
Uniform Interstate Family Support Act (JTFSA) and

. establishing national support guidctiries
3. Improve enforcement and collection by

s requiring employers to report new hires within seven days to the state via a copy
of the W4 form. .

» enswing that children receive adequate health care coverage by maadiﬁng that
federal and state laws provide for access to coverage for all eligible children
regardless of their residence or the marital status of their parents.

We also have three other top priorities:

1. Ensuring adequate resources through funding reform and simplification of the funding
mechanism for child support enforcement.

2. Reforming the child support audit process by changing from a gzmssmented
system to an outcome oriented system.

3. Establishing a limited number of demaas:raﬁon projects of child Support assurance
that are fully federally funded.

We believe these recommendations will produce a more effective child support system in
which both parents accept responsibility for the support of their children.

Priority #5: Making Work Pay

APVWA
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When aa AFDC recipient leaves wellare for work today and eams s wage that still keeps
her poor, has a job that does not provide health care coverage, and lacks access to
affordable child care, it is highly probable she will eventuslly return to welfare. Previous
sitempts at welfare reform, including the Family Support Act, have not adequately
addressed strategies to "make work pay” to help alleviate the high rate of multiple spells
on welfare. The Task Force strongly believes that unless the following strategics and
recommendations are adopied and in place, the goul of redusing poverty and | mmasmg
self-sufficiency among poor families will not be realized. ‘

Health Care Reform L e s

National policy must assure access to health care for America’s poor families and
children. As stated in APWA's 1988 report, Access, assuring the availability of health
care for poor children and their families is a matter of equity and econormic necessity.
Health care is critical to strong, stable, self-sufficient families, It i§ critical for children to
- grow and thrive. We must reform the nation's health care system to make basic health
care services available toall citizens regardless of economic status. Individuals and
families have a responsibility to pursue self-sufficiency through employment. Success in
attaining self-sufficiency requires that health care needs are met. -

Expansion of the Earned Income Credit

The Task Force's guiding principles call for federal policies to support families to move
toward the greatest possible self-sufficiency. A major step toward meeting this goal is the
recent expansion of the Earned Income Credit enacted by Congress under the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993. The five-year, $21 billion expansion will mean that
families with a full-time worker and two or more children would receive a $4 wage

. supplement for every $10 of the first $8,425 they earn. A family of four with full-time
minimum wage earnings would receive a credit of $3,370 which~assuming the family
receives food stamps and the ouaumwm wage 18 indexed to wflation~would 1ift such
working fanulies to the federal poverty line, .

The Tesk Force also believes that more can be done to improve outreach efforts to both
recipients and employers. First, we support a requirement that all AFDC, food stamp,
and Medicaid recipients be notified in writing of the availability of the Earned Income
Credit upon application for and termination from these programs. Second, we support a

. APWA
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requirement that all employers offer the advance pa);*mcnt to all new employees at the
time of hiring,

Other Considerations

As part of the administration's making work pay strategy for welfare reform, President
Clinton has proposed raising and indexing the value of the minimum wage—that is,
adjusting the minimum wage each year for inflation. The Task Force belicves that a
combination of increasing the minimum wage and expansion of the Eamed Income Credit
- .represents a shared burden between the public and private sectors in helping to make -
work pay. While we favor raising the minimum wage level eventually, however, concem
about the current weakened economy, continued job loss, and U.S. competitiveness int the
global economy make it unrealistic for us to propose a change at this time,

hil N
The Task Force believes expanding quality child care options for low-income families,
especially those leaving AFDC, 45 an essential part of making work pay. Ultimately,
quality child care should be provided principally through the private sector, with publicly
financed care available on a sliding fee scale to all families who need it. The goal is o
eliminate any incentive for working poor families to apply for welfare in order to receive
child care assistance, '

While we seek a universal child care system, we scknowledge that goal is & long-range
‘one due to budget constrainis and capacity issues. Appropniate first steps can nonetheless
be taken now to ensure that the system more rationally, and successfully, supports family
efforts to move from welfare to work. An imporiant initial step is to make the Child and -
Dependent Care Tax Credit fully refundable.
" We recommend that state be allowed:
s Ta provide Transitional Child Care (TCC) for at least 24 months;
¢ To provide At-Risk and TCC during a job search period;
» To have greater flexibility in developing requirements for unregulated care;

X
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» To have more flexibility in determining market rates and allow multiple statewide
lumits; ’

s To have greater flexibility in the use of CC&DBG funds for administrative costs; and
‘ ~# To set differential payment rates within a category of care for CC&{)BG;

The Task Force also recommends increasing funding for the At-Risk Child Care program
and reducing state matching requirements under the program.

Priority #6: Program Simplificstion and Coordination

Simplification and coordination of public assistance programs has been a gosl of
administrators and program advocstes for a long time. The need for simplification has
grown even more gcute in the last three vears as national AFDC and food stamp
caseloads have experienced unprecedented growth and state budgets have been unable to
keep pace—taking their toll on many welfare offices. Program complexity and
incompatibility also make it difficult for those of us who deliver state social services to

- make referrals and perform other case management tasks—activities that we know are
necessary for successfully helping recipients access services that may move them toward
self-sufficiency.

Many of the 57 recommendations developed previously by the NCSHSA for
simplification and coordination are low or no cost, and several even generate savings.
Among the more critical recommendations, which should be zmpiemm{ed n law or
regulation as quickly as possible, are the foiiomng

1. Streamline collecting and processing application information, such as:

o . Simplifying the food stamp program and conforming it to AFDC by removing current
detailed food stamp requirements.

¢ Adopting a policy allowing states to deny an applmatmlz if the household does not
provide requested venification within ten days.

o Simplifying both AFDC and food stamps by allowing states to choose what
information to verify.

. APWA
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2. Simplify changes and budgeting policies in AFDXC and food stamps.

To simplify how our offices track changes in a family's wages, family composition, and
. expenses, we have various recommendations. We include several that would conform
AFDC to food stamp policy, for example, regarding the effective date of changes and
supplemental benefits to new members. APWA also recommends conforming AFDC to
food stamp policy to allow retrospective budgeting of non-monthly reporters and to
eliminate the 10-day reporting requirement for monthly reporters.

3. Changes in income and deductions policies in AFDC and food stamps.

Because this issue is so complex, APWA has proposed a number of specific
recommendations. Briefly, the proposals would make the following changes:

Completely exclude several types of income now counted in one or both programs;
Conform the two programs in the many detailed areas where they now differ;
Disregard all educational assistance; and

Conform the programs with respect to dependent care expenses and the incentive
disregards for holding a job.

. o o »,

4. Recertification and redetermination of eligibility.

To coordinate the recertification/redetermination process for a given family, we propose
allowing an open-ended approval of benefits for all families in both AFDC and food
stamps, with required reviews of cases at least every 24 months.

5. Counting resources.

Because-different rules for both amounts and allowable types of resources create timely
and costly problems for both staff and participants, APWA recommends common
definitions of excluded property such as the value of insurance and burial plans, and the
same cash-on-hand limit.- We support the recent policy change for food stamps contained
in OBRA 1993, which provided for an increase in the allowable value of vehicles toward
the food stamp resource limit (35,000 m October 1996), and urge Congress to enact a
similar change for AFDC, ‘

6. Employment and Training.

_ APWA
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Due to the overlap in clientele in JOBS and the Food Stamp Employment & Training
program, most states are now finding it best to coordinate these two work programs.
However, & multitude of differences in AFDC and food stamp policy hampers these
efforts. Therefore, the Task Force recommends that HHS and USDA, in consultation
_ with the states, coordinate a5 many elements of these two work programs as possible, At
2 minimum, the areas to be coordinated should include:

« design of program components,
« funding, o
+ criteria for participation,
» penalties for nonparticipation,

-+ standards 1o be met, and monitoring systems.

APWA .
Not for Quats or Distribution September 27, 1993
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October 1, 1933

PCET-TRANSITIONAL WELFARE
DESCRIPTION OF ONE OPTION

-

Prefacé

This Post-Transitional Work Option assumes that intensive efforts
have been made during the transitional period to get AFDC clients
emploved or reaqay for employment. It is assumed that most of
those who have substance abuse preblems that prevent their
employakility will have been "smoked cut” and either have
successfully undergone a treatment program or failed to ¢ooperate
and were sanctioned. Xt 1is assumed that clients who have
disabilities that prevent them from working will be supported by
ancther program., It is assumed that remediable barriers to
gmployment, such as minor health problems, would have beeq
addraessed in the transitional period.

It is assumed that there would be some criteria for delaying the
time limit for certain people. This could be in association with
a phase-in strategy that targetad certain subgroups for the
program and temporarily exemptsd others, There could also be
temporary sxemption criteria assoclated with age of younhgest
child, snrollment in a not-yet-completed vocational program, etc.

Able~bodied AFDL clients who have reached & transitional
assistance time limit will be assigned to job search for up to 6
weeks. Those who do not find work will be given 0OJT wvouchers to
find work in the private sector for another 3 weeks. Those who
arg unable to find work either on thelr own or with a vowah&r
would be assigned to Publis Work Program slots.

Entry into the entire program would be voluntary, but individuals
who do not participate can only get food stamps, and, perhaps,

P {ehmld support insuranceYand housing assistance., In order to stay
in the public Work Program, participants would have to comply
with its rules. These could be administered either by State
Welfare Departments or State Departments of Laborx. -

The 0JT vouchers would provide a 50% wage subsidy to employers on
up to the first $10,00C of wages pald to ths employee., This job
subzidy would be limited to 1 year, with expectation that the
empleyer would continue to employ thé emplioyee on a continuing
basis. OCJT vouchers will be targeted bhowards ogoupatlons with
projected high tob growth such as retail sales, medical alides
etc, (see Attachment A} Total compensation to the emplovee wouls
be at the prevailing market wage.

%



Public Work Program Jobs

Job slots will be created within local governments and through
contracts with private, non-profit employer& Workers will be
compengated at the federal or state minimum wage, whichaver is
higher. Each job will be for a set number of hours per week,

States and local governments have the discretion to contract for
Jeb slots ranging from 20 to 40 hours per week. No work
assignments of less than 20 hours per week would be acceptable
unless-the cliwnt had a part-time private sector job, Ten hour —-
PWP job slots would be allowed if the enrollee has a part-time
private sector dob and the two jobs together added up to 28 or
more hours.

Workers will continue to be eligible for fnod stamps based on
current rules. :

PP jobg should operate like real jobs with c¢lients receiving a
biweekly pavcheck on a pay for p nee basis. With a minimum
20 hour per week assignment paid at the minimum wage, workers in
low benefit states will be earning more than the benefits that
they would have gotten under AFDC.

States with higher AFDC banefit levels have the option of
“establishing longer work assignment hours and/or supplementing .
the minimum wage pay with employment subsidies to reach what the

family would have gotten as a maximum AFDC benefit.

Adult e¢lients who cansmsteniiy fail to perform in thexr jobs
satisfactorily will be "£ired." in effect a wheole family
sanction. It is assumed that tha children would continue to
receive benefits under a child support assurance system. If no
such system is in place, efforts would have to be made to ensure
that families about to be sanctioned would have access to other
services such as drug counseling or ¢hild welfare services.

TO encourage movement o regular jobs, «lients will also be
fgal expected to spend a portion of their time doing supervised job
- . search either on an individusal bagis or vhrough participation in
2 job club. States can set up job search before and after sach
time limited PWP assigument or set aside a number of hours each
week for clients to do job search in addition to their PWP job.
e The time spent doing job search could be included as part of each
ﬁ”‘ ‘'t participant's regular work assignment.- The Depaxtmbnt of Labor’'s
&§f$“% proposed One-Stop Shop information system goulid he an lmpartant
resource for this activity. -

[

Employment in the low-wage se¢hor is unstable. Many individuals

who lesve transitional assistance or post-transitional public
(828 jobs for private sector jobs risk losing these jobs and needing

temporary support while looking f£or their next private sector

2



job, These individuals would be able to go into or return to the
PWP program.

Counseling and Case Management

Participants in the PWP program will have access to g¢ounselors or
case managers. To stress that this is a different program, this

G will be a different sat of staff from those in the transitional

’ program. Many former transitional assistance recipients will
also have unstable situations regarding their families, their

— jobs, and their health. fTherefore, at least.a minimal amount of

counseling or ¢ase management will continue to be available even
after -recipients find private sector jobs.

Alternative Work Programs

States also have the option to augment. their PWP program with
smaller-scale strategies, including efforts to subsidizé private
employers to employ time-sxpired c¢lients through wage supplemen-

.5 tation strategies. These would bs of limited duration, probably

L no longer than the 9 months of AFDC supplemented work permitted
under current law and employers would be expected to offer
regular employment to the participants. Under the work
supplenentation program, the States’ share of each cllent’s wage
can be below minimum wage 50 long as the combination of the
government’s share and the employers contribution is at lesst at
the minimum wage level. s

Type of worg

The employment will bhe entry~level work compensated at the
minimum wage. As designed, these are not jobs that are meant to
compete with private sector work. At the same time they should
be useful, genuine work and not make-work. Displacement
provisions such as the provisions found in the National and
Community Service Act {see Attachment B) could be adopted.

Normal employer-emplovee relationships would be expected.

Using past CWEP and public service employment as examples, the
types of 30bs would include social service positions such as
retail workers, teacher’s aldes, health aildes, office clerks,
home health aides, child care and Head Start workerst, recge-
ational aldes, library assistants as well as ¢lerks in welfare
and employment agencies. Outdeor assignments could include
+gardeninyg, park maintenance, and road repalir. - '

1. Bese "Training Welfare Recipienis to be {hild Care Workersg,'
by the Child Care Issue Group. -
3
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Where community organizationsg have the resources to supervise,

" groups of workers will be assigned to speclal projects within

thely own communities, including youth projects, painting and
housing rehabilitation, recycling programs, senior citizen‘s
programs, setting up and running a family day care program,
community beautification, and entrepreneurial endeavors.
Participants would be encouraged to see their work as service to
thelr communities.

In addition to helping the community,'proqrams would be expected
to focus their efforts on.develeping work positions in the

‘ accupatxﬁns noted earlier for which thsre are large numbers of

jobs in the economy, and which have large projected job growth
over the next several years.

States can structure some programs that offer work and training
opportunities simultaneously. Cz‘ents who work in health and day
care. programs, for example, might be able to pursue more advanced
training and education leading to certification in the nursing
and day care fields., States could also offer concurrent basic
education and enployment similar to the CET model. However the
PUP program only will fungd those activities that are actually
work and the work hours must be .at least 28 hours a week.

f Work te are . hyailable

If SBrates do not create enough PWP slots for time-limited clients
who have not found other jobs, clients would be assigned to do
supearviseaed job ssarch. Measures would bes taken to ensure that
sarious job search sfforts were made. ‘There would be standards
for the minimum number of employer contacts and interviews that
would have to be made. {(Some state now only reguire 4 employer
contacts a week under JOBS.) So long as they are satisfactorily
doing job search, clients would receive job search benefits at a
level eguivalent to 20 hours a week at the minimum wagse.

The federal match rate for thisg activity would be lower than the

natch rate for PWP activities to give States incentives Lo create
more work positions,

Nep~Custodial Parents

Fach State must allocate 18 or 15% of thely PWP funding to
creating work slots for non-custodial parents who owe child
support. At States’ discretion, the funds could be distributed
evanly throughout the State to reach non-custodial parents over a
wide arvea or they could be used to establish separate proyrams
for nonwcustodial parents ;% limited parts of the State,



Igsues $till to be Declided

i e N g

o Treatment of Eardings
Should employees in PWP jobs gualify for BITC and unemploy-
ment benefits? Some ilssue grovp members believe that EITC
should be denied to give participants greater incentives to
.move into private sector employment. Other group members

. believe that the difference between the minimum wage and
market wages will be suffilcient incentives for people to
Jmove on and that people in PWP iobs should have_a pight to

. 1 EITC. There is agreement that current law Fules for

7 }warkers compensation and the Bocial Security program
{mnaladznq payment of FICA tax} should apply.

‘«.]‘19
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e LDesign of work program

Seme group members belisve that PWP jobs should be"restrict-

ed to high growth occupations identified by BLS e.g. nursing

aides, child care workers, gardeners, teacher aides, home

- health aides. This is to provide for a natural transition

it to private sector employment., OQther group members believe
e th that there should be more emphasis oo community service and
(g} macet that there should be more local discretion to identify
herde . locally available PWP opportunities.

Iy} Hatoh Rate

" Some issue group members believe federal PYWP funds should he
allocated to the states without any state match reguirement,
That way we would not be leaving funding of this job program
/ to state legislatures which, 1f they put less state money
ggn« in, draw down less funding overall for the program.

"z
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Others balieve that there should be matching and that rates
of matching should be varied to influence state behavier.
For example, federal match rates might be decreased if an

{0 }. Individual has been in the PWP program for a vear or nore. .
This might induce states to work harder to get PWP partigi-
pants into private sector jobs, On the other hand, it might
encourage states to "dump® their clients.

The funding issue also ralses guestions about whether or not
the public work program is an entitlement far the population
that does not find private sector jobs after transitional
j assistance ends. Will States be required to provige slots
 for everyone that is eligible or will they only be requwxad
auﬁﬂ&j { to ‘provide a certain number of PWP pusitions, exempting
everycne else from the reguirement? fThere is no consensus
1 within the issue group on this issus,
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DESIGN OF POST-PROGRAM EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

I is expected that farge sumbers of women and men will continue 1o require income suppon
when they reach the AFDC (wo-year time limit.  In general, the current plans are 1o put
these individuals into commupity work experience positions.  These work cxperience slots
would pay the minimum wage, and would vary depending on the needs of the individual
from 20 to 40 hours a weck. One concern with this plan is that a fair proportion of women
and nien receiving AFDC may have little prospects of finding private sector employment,
and may need to stay in work experience positions for-several years. This would result in s
large and costly public employment program. . .

A way of addressing this concern would be to Himit work expericncg positions 10 6ccupations
in which there are Jarge nutabers of jobs in the cconomy, and which have large projected job
growth over the next several years. There are several occupations in the U.S. which pay
low wages and have high tumover, but in which a person can fairly readily find work once
they have some experience. Such occapations include retail salespersons, cashiers, office
clerks, child care workers, nursing aides, and home health aides. With national health
insurance, the Bamed Income Tax Credit, and a minimum wage increase, people will be able
to make a living out of these occupations. :

If we train and place AFDC recipients in these occupations we will not necessarily be
displacing other low-skilled persons. The tabor market for jobs in these occupations can be
seen as a game of musical chairs. A person secking work in these occupations may be
temporarily unemployed, but eventually will be able to find a job. For example, there
currently are 2.7 million office clerks in the economy, 1.3 million nursing aides, 875,000
gardeners, and 725,000 child care workers. Training 100,000 ARDC recipients in each of
these occupations will oot displace and equivalent number of workers, It will simply
mcrease the time it takes persons 1o find jobs in the occupations,

Projections from the Burcau of labor Statistics (BLS) of occupations with the largest job
growth over the next 12 years include the following which are relevant to the AEDC
popHation {with current employment levels in parentheses):

. retail salesperson (3.6 million)
) registered nurses (1.7 million)

cashigrs (2.6 mitlion}
office ¢lerks (2.7 million}
truckdrivers (2.4 million}
tanitors and cleaners (3.0 million) =
marsing aides, ordertics, and attendants (1.3 nuliion)
food counter workers {1.6 million)
-wallers and wailresses (1.7 million)
receptianists (900,000%
foud preparation workers (1.2 mitlion)
chiled care workers {725,000)
gardeners and grovnds keepers (875,000)

& ' ,
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guards {885,000)

tcacher aldes and educational assistants (300,000)
licensed practical nurses (640,000) .
home health zides (30G,000)

restaurant cooks {(615,000)

maintenance repairers (1.1 mijtion)

secretaries (3.0 million)

short order cooks (750,000)

stock ¢ f}{‘KS (1.2 rmih{}zz}

Training could be provided for all of the above oceupations during the two-year period while
tndividuals are on AFDC. Work expericnce in the post-AFDRC peried would be difficult to
provide in occupations peared exclusively o the private sector--reta) sales, cashiers,
wailresses, food counter workers, truck drivers, janitors and cleaners, and food preparation
workers. However, it would be possible to use on-the-job training vouchers (o get wonmwa

. trained and placed in these occupations during the post-AFDC period.

The oceupations for which work expericnce could appropriately be provided during the post-
AFDC period include office clerks, receptionists, secretaries, nursing aides, child carg
workers, gardeners and groundskeepers, teaching aides, and home health care aides. )
Commiunity-based organizations, local governments, hospitals, and public schools would the
sponsaring agencies for the clerical, nursing aid, gardening and grounds keeping, and
teaching aide positions. Home health care is provided through a varety of deliverers,
including hospitals, not-for-profit agencies, visiting nurse associations, State agencies, and
proprielary firms. Work experience slots could be sponsored by :my of these debiverers
except proprietary firms.

Where 1o ;}iacc the child care slots is more open to question.  Several people have pmmate{i
the idea of having child care work experignce slots serve the dual purpese of providing child

care for the AFDC women in job tmaining or at work. This may mean creating & new agency 7}7

to operate these child care programs.

If we limited work experience slots to the above occupations, it would be 4 relatively smooth
transition for individuals to move into regular private sector or public sector jobs, Job ‘
placement and job clubs would be offered as part’of the work experience, and the higher
wages in regular jobs would be incentive eoough for people 1o wanl to move on (o find such
jobs. Case management and child care would need to be continued throughout the work

expericnce pariod, and then on into the period when enrollees are working on their own,

£
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Attachment B

MODEL NON - PLACEMENT_LANGUAGE

Advocacy groups have recommended that under post-transitional
employment, we adopt the nondisplacement language found in the
National and Community Service Act, &ondxsplaeement language is
found in section 177(b) of the National and Community Service Act
of 1930, amended by the National and Community SQrvaae Trust Act
of 1993. The provisions read as follows:

F

S, - ot

(b} NONDISPLACEMENT. m= . '
(1) IN GENERAL. - An employer- shall not displace an
employee or position, including partial displacement such as
reduction in hours, wages, or emplovment benefits, as a
“result of the use by such employer of a participant in a
program receiving assistance uander this title. '
(2) SERVICE OPPORTUNITIES. - A service opportunity shall
not be created under this title that will infringe In-any

manner on the promotional opportanzty of an empioyed
individual,

(3) LIMITATION ON SERVICES. -

{A}] DUPLICATION OF SERVICES, - A participant in a
program receiving assistance under this title shall not
perform any services or duties or engage in activities
that would ctherwise be performed by an employee as
part of the assigned duties of such employee.

{8) SUPPLEMENTATION OF HIRING. - A participant in any .
program receiving assistance under this title shall not
perform any services or duties, or engage in activie
ties, that-

(i} will supplaﬁé the hlrzng of employed
workers, )

{il} are gservices, duties or activities with
respect to which an individual has recall rights
_pursuant to a collective bargaining agreement or
“applicable persconnel procedures.

{C) DUTIES FORMERLY PERFORMER BY ANOTHER EMPLQYEE. -
A participant 1ip any program receliving assistahce under
thig title shall not perform services or duties that
have been performed by or were assigned to any -
(1} presently employed worker;
{ (ii} employse who recently resigned or was

discharged;
. fiil) ewp?myee who - -
L (T} is subject to & redact;aﬁ in foree,
Or L

(IT} has recail rights pursuant to a
collective bargaining agreement or
applicable pevsonnai procedures,;
(iv) employee wha i on leave (terminal, tempor-
ary, vacation, emergency, or sick), or
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{v) employee who is on strike or who is b&xng
“lecked out.

In addition, section 131 of the Act reguires that applicétions
for assistance include assurances that the program will:

SEC. 131 (o}

{2} prior to tz%w placement of paz:tu':zpants consult
with the appropriate local labor oyganization, 1f any, represente-
ing employees in thHe drea whé™are -engaged i the same or similar
work as that proposed to be carried out by such program to ensure
compliance with the nondisplacement. requ;rements gspecifiea in
section 177;

* raat?



A
A
September 28, 1591
To: Cavid
Mary Jo
Bruce

From: Wendell

attached is a State-by-State table illustrating some of the
1m§acz@ of the hypothetical proposal for a mother with two

children. N . .
Coiumn
A Current law dispos@bl@*incame (AFDC and food stamps) for a
family with no income.
" B - AFDC and FS8 unﬁer the proposal. No child support. order,
C AFDC and FS under the proposal but with an order and

therefore with the $7¢ per month pass~through and the child
support assurance anmgundt. o

G-F Corresponds to A-U with 20 hours of work par week at minimum
wage. Disposable income includes earnings, less Federal
ingome and payroll taxes, less work expenses. No child care
gxpenses are assumed, ,

G-1 Corresponds to D-F with 40 hours of work per week at minimum
wage, .

J Rumber of hours needed to work at minimum wage in order to
parn AFDC benefit,

K Number of hours needed to work at minimum wage in order Lo
garn AFDC and ¥S.

L-M Corresponds to J-K, but child support is added.

K’ -M'Disposable income if recipient works 20 hours per week in a
public work slot, without and with child support, respsc-
tively.

SRF The safety net, which is egual to the larger ¢f 80 percent
of combined AFDC and FS less child support assurance
amounts, or 60 percent of the poverty level (36,712 in all
States except Alaska and. Hawaiil,

A . Column A from previous page repeated.

M - Disposable income after exhaustion of payments and work slot
{food stamps onlyy. .

o Same as N with child 3upport

P~ Corresponds to H- but agssumes 20 hQQr% of work per w@@k in
the private sector. .
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EPOSABLE INCOME, ONE-PARENT FAMILY OF THAREE PERSONEG, JANUARY 1993
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DISPOSABLE INCOME, ONE-FARENT FAMILY OF THREE PERSONS, JANUARY 1893
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Tii!e [Il. Transitional Employment Assistance | dJL‘»

Primary Goal is Private Sector Work.  The central aim of the transitional system ig
helping adults 10 find private sector employment, Long periods of non-employment for able—
bodied adults are harmful in terms of lost income, lost economic activity, fost social security
investments and~-most importantly--lost opportunity to provide a positive example for
children of sclf-support through work. With health coverage, food stamps, and the EITC, a
minimum wage job is adcquatc for adults to go 1o work and support childrea. If an
individual is interested in moving up to better 5ppuitunities, he or $he”can’ continue t¢ study
at home, through adult school, or through on-the—job training and promotion.

. lob Scarch First, For those parents who are able to work the first step should be an
all out effort for job search. A mandatory, supervised job search requirement will help a
proportion of people who simply need a little extra help with finding a job. If the initial
inexpensive strategics like job clubs and sesume prep do not work, the state should plan to
escalate the job scarch effort. Job development, interview training, placement bounties, even
out~of-town job search should be included in a ladder of services to get everyone to work.
Amgrica Works provides onc possible model for stepping up the job-scarch effort in a cost-
effective, performance~based manner. OMB indicates that such an alicrnative might
score as deficit reduction based on substantial rescarch indicating the efficacy of job search
assistance. Dollars spent on quality job-scarch programs show much better results than
short-~term training programs. Experience with a wide range of inexpensive, employment
programs indicates that 30 to 40 percent of the participants will probably find employment,
Using additional approaches such as relocation and placement fecs should inerease the success
rates.

It may be that some parents will be in the midst of a crisis and will need some time to
get back on their feet. States can use the Emergency Assistance pwgmm o assist parents
before they enter the ransitional gzwg:um

Assease £ s B perience as a Last Resort.  Rather than
spend vaiaaﬁitz msclur{:e& on asgcssnwm for everyone zzp front, we can postpone it untif after a
concerted effort to find a job. After approximately six_ggonths, of conrinuous, intensive job
search, a skills assessment or development of an in-depth employment plan may be
appropriate. At this major checkpoint, counsellors may require ¢nrollment in 2 training
program in order to continue receiving income support.  Alternatively, states may prefer to
offer work experience programs or a combination of work and training.  Work experience at
this point in the program should only be offered on a pay per hour basis to flush out those
who may have difficultics with such an arrangement.

1t trammg is the preferred option, it should be of a certain kind, Only trammg
programg which require 8 high school degree or which fead to a high school degree should be-
cligible in order to avoid many low qualily programs. As Larry Katz ot the Labor
Department has recommended in other policy arenas, we should stop investing in short~ierm
training programs which show limited short~term results and zere long-term impact. Tuition
for longer tenm traming (12-18 months) should not be funded through AFDC or JOBS, but
rather Pell grants, loans or othér training programs. Continued income support during these

s | | !
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programs should be contingent wpon satisfactory pmgress toward completion--not just
participation.

Individuals who cannot benefit from job search or stay abreast of a demanding :
educational or work program would ot be allowed to stay in a program for re-employment, - ;!
Drop-outs would receive more intensive social services as described below in the section lO li*‘“
"After the time limit.,” <

. Job Scarch Last. Individuals who complete their course or reach the end of their two -

years on AFDC should become chgzbic for another pcuod of mmmmmmmcd job
search up 0 1w months e " R \ e

ey

* “Title IV. 'Post Transition: Jobs and Child Insurance

The number of able~bodied parents whe do not find a job before, during or after
succeeding in a reputable training program or a pay per bour work experience, s likely to be
extremely small. Few parents would reach the time~limit even if training had no effect since
we eliminated about two thinds of the cascload to start, and used job search, bounties and
other methods to place most of the able bodied parents left. Those who have family
problems or emotional problems that prevent work would be unlikely to complete rigorous
training or work programs. A substantial number of adults may be potential dropouts.

* However, the number of families who actually graduate from the two year program and do
not find a job is likely 1o be well under 5 pc'r‘ cent of the current caseload. .

‘Q. Temporary Jobs Pogl For this group, we recommend creating small pools of
femporary {up to one year} jobs based on public- prwaie consortia at the local level

Utilizing the private sector and community groups as employers as much as possible will

" create better job experionces and reduce overheads relative o public sector employment.

Their administrative overheads can be minimized by pooling resources for hiring, screening,
and providing initial orientation level training. Subsidics through grant diversion may also be
used to encourage ecmployer participation. These temporary (one year) jobs can be offered to
‘create a checkpoint as to whether the individual is really willing to work: Only a very small
number 'will be needed because most welfare recipients will have alfready entered the private

" sector and because the jobs wilt only be offered on a temporary basis, In addition, only
individuals who have.had saffsfactory performance in demanding training or work activities -
should be offered these "real jobs” at the end of the time-limit: the America Works model
could serve this function at the end of the time~limit in addition 1o being used in the initial
job-scarch phase. Those who have dropped out, cntered counsclling, and possibly dropped
out again, should not be sent o private sector employers without first demonstrating their
ability to perform reliably in training or work experience. Income support with a work:
requirement {CWEP) may be a last resort, but real jobs are not. Private séctor employers )
should not be asked to take those who have refused fo participate in everything else. In this
"real job® through the consortia, the individual will gain work expericnce, carn income tax
credits, and accrue credits for unemployment insurance. This temporary, congortium job.
should provide an entry into the private workforce. ’
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. tér thc time limit parents would be still eligible for carned
income tax c:edlts, hcal:hz:a , and child support payments.

v
There will be some people who are th ablc]te complete the two !

year pro; or who come 10 the end of the program and still do not find work. Transitional
assistance focused on helping the adult get into the Iabor market has fajled. At this point, the
program should be miore concerned about the welfare of the child than the needs of the
- parent. )
For the child, a full package of in-kind assistance should be made available. Food
e e StAMPS and health care arc alrcady covered for children with ne income... After the time limit,
.the federal and state funds previously paid for cash income support-could be used to cover the
unmet necds for housing assistance. A voucher (for example, at the 20th percentile of fair
market rents) could be offered to those familics without housing assistance. Thus, cven after
the time limit, 2l children would setain a full allowance for food, shelter and health. Parents
would not be allowed to collect a cash income from the federal povernment.  Other needs,
such as clothing or entertainment, would have to be met through odd jobs or charity.
The nct impact on parents would be refatively small and vary by state. ] In some states No
the in-kind package might actually be higher than the current, benefiz icch‘,l In the average
state, the package would be worthf? By percent of the average benefits received. Parents G 2
- whao aircddy have housing assistante-wilt-Sce the largest reduction since they will lose their
cash income offset only by an increase in food stamps. Porents without housing assistance

will be primarity affected by the conversion to in—kind assistance. In all cases, federal money ,id . dime
will be Himited to the well being of the child after the time limit, A work rcquirement, 4/ et
imposed penodically, may aiso be appropriate since :c{;zpzcms will stili be receiving between

$5,000 and $10,000 per vear after the time lmit.
Parents whe arc in the midst of bricf unemployment periods could be permitied {0
cash~out the child insurance as a form of uncmployment assistance. This would allow 99
parents who play by the rules and support their children through work to receive special
recognition cven if their transitional assistance is exhausted. Cash-out of the child insurance
woutld only be allowed for a brief period after leaving a job.

. Social Services  In addition 10 an in-kind package for children, states may opt to use
the federal match and invest in social service assistance for those who have not completed the
two-year transitional program. At a minimum, states may want 1o have a caseworker monitor
the well-being of children in the child insurance program.

Re—assessnient for physical or mental disabilitics, learning disabilitics or other
problens should be offercd.  Intensive social services such as comprehensive family
counscliiag or a supervised, residential program may also be appropriate when employment
services fail. Projecting the cosis of such a program will be doubly difficult. The per person
costs will be high and the margin of error will he large. It will be difficult to know in ?
advance whether this group is ncarcr to 3 percent or 15 percent of the current caseload. )
There will be tough decisions concerning this population: How much time and resource
should be invested to help them? Should it count againgt the time. limit? Clearly, reserving
these expensive services as a last resort option will dircet them to those who need them most,
Those who necd intensive social scrvices will identify themsclves by dropping out of the
central re—employment track.
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Summary QOutline
JOBS Flus
Qctober 15, 1993

TITLE I: THE NEW SOCIAL CONTRACT ‘

1. All.applicants will bc.rcquimgf to sign a social contract that makes ¢lear up from the |
terms of their assistance —— what they can expect from government and what responsibilities
will be expected of them in retumn.

2. The contract will state the basic principles of our plan, including: 1) Everyone whe
receives benefits can and will do something in return; 2} People will receive paychecks for
participation and performance, not welfare checks for staying home; 33 We'll make sure that
any Job is better than welfare, bui in retumn, anyone who is offered a job must take if; 4)
People whe bring children into the world must take responsibility for them, because
governments don't raise children, familiss do; and 5) No one who can work can stay on
welfare forever,

p 3. States will be required 1o teach these principles to every teenager.

4. Assistance can include job search, job placement, educanion, training, child care,
community service, parcnting, and family planning. Responsibilities can include a
cemmitment to participate in an agreed-upon plan of job search, training, drug treatment,
parcntmg classes, community service, defenred childbearing, and work an L edoal

sZ i Glin pos
H

TITLE II: PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
1. Child Support
@p&ni’s reforms, but not child support insurance

h. States can require non-custodial parents with children on AFDC to pay up
or work off their obligations. ﬂmy child support insurance demonstrations must
have this component. .

¢. States can also make payment-of child support a condition of other benefits,

4 . . -
s WWI&MW&G& . T

2. No AFDC for Minors: No onc under the age of 19 will be eligible to receive
AFDC as a case head, Minors will be expected o live with their parents or in other

superviscd settings. (Hodnauseexcepiions-willbe. permiticd.


http:eligible.to
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, %viQ %Zq poce? 3& f“f,;,?w sths
X Pa c:}tmg Stateq will have the ophion to require parents on welfare to take Gl
parenting clagées, attend pasent~teacher conferences, and ensure that their children arc

1mmun1zc<§,§(fusa—ﬁ%—§mds”} . Lopaing 3 .;
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4 Pregnancy Prevention Lm«J ¢ :
}%ﬁ gnancy ]
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a. MU Schools rcce}vmg Chapter | concentration grants will be required to
establish school-based health clinics that provide counseling, health sereening,
o e 2800 family planning services to adolescents. . . 7 . .
b, Older welfare recipients who went on"welfare as teen mothers will be
+ regruited and frained 1o serve as counselors as part of their community service

assignment.

PO ——

¢ Support will be provided to non=profit community-based argamzazz(}ns to
foster respousible attitudes and behavior. \
5_-'. F;wlj ﬁi‘m -‘(‘V ‘xiwi\a

3. Paternity ﬁszabizshmcm

S
-
*

a. States will be m;uircd to establish as many paternities as possible at the
time of birth, regardless of welfare or income status.  Voluntary in—hospital

- programs and civil procedures that offer multipic opportunitics for voluntary
consent will be strongly encouraged for all out~of-wediock births. States will
have the option to make afckzwwlcdgmcni of paternity mazzdatery for all births
_paid for with public funds, and/or allow hospitals to rcqmrc blond or saliva
tests uy every out-of-wedlock birth.

L é{g-ff-;{%';t\i " e 1.0

b. We ml%—e*pesei IOD% paternity establishment hy the year 2000. After that
date, states will lose funds for failing 1o meet the target, and will have the
optzez} 40 restrict government benefits 1o those with two legal parents, (A ,
national media campaign will be used to emphasize the bencfits of patam;w \ o
establishment.) : :

.

¢. No child born one year after the enactment of this law will be eligible for
AFDC until paternity has been established. In cascs where paternity has not -
been established, mothers will be expected to cooperate in identifying the L o gl
father, and a presumptive delermination of paternity will be made at the-time

 of application, except where the putative father appears for a %}Ioadﬁst and can

- ' prove otherwise, Emergency assistance will e provided in cases wihie the

determination of paternity 15 delayed for reasons bevond the mother's control,
Exceptions will be made for cases of rapc, incaest, or cnddng{:mcnz of the

. . mother and child, C. ..
£

: s € ‘:.‘;*Lmn%wh‘w e s, WW
S 2 Faml ly Limis: Statt:s have the Qphor; to reduce-benefits -increase -work

*
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sequirements.{on- bgihmparents},«or.shm_ﬁnm&rparems -whe-have additional
children while on AFDC.

T;.Zlﬁ iﬁ JOBS ?L{}S ' - {HJ\ \,r,r.,’ruz

txfdmi?-
1. All new applicants will be required 10 do supervised job scarch( ﬁraugh the iz‘]ber and *””‘“A e
Depts One~8top programfor 90 days before receiving benefits. Emargcncy 35&23%3:1&(«1111
be available mgee;a%ms during that period. (States have the option to relax asset rules
for emcrgency cases.) v iv wecesary .

s e
iy
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2. After 90 days of job search, applicants may receive benefits, but everyone mug«i&
somcthmg in refurn ~~ education, training, job search, work, confmunity service, etc. e e MRS,
w&imms
definition of activities can be loose, but mandatory participationfis essential, Benefits w:lI be ehding
paid in the form of a paycheck for hours of activity;the-pumberof-tequired hours-will-be

bencfits-divided-by-the-minimum-wage. Additional JOBS funds will be provided in the form &j:zﬁffw-g
of a higher match to states that meet high pamc;patzozz targets. Job scarch and placement will - 5 .
be available ar any time. ;Q tode betons
ANEENNE RS -
i h.\« i d -f’xj
{Phasc in ... pew applicants??7] . f
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3. After 21 months on AFDC, every able person will receive notice that they are \_, i "‘f’f‘l
approaching the time imit and must begin three months of job search. (States will have the
option to require work and/or job search sooner.) :
4. Anyone still on AFDC afier 2 years must apply to the local p{xblic:wpriyazc jobs
consdrtia Toy a private seclor of community service job,
a. A jobs consortium, will have broad flexibility to find and create jobs:
- Onewyear OJT vouchers that would pay emplovers 50% of wages and oy &
o B

© training up to 35,000, provided the employee is still working afier one year
-~ Private employers receive one—year excmption.&om health care an(fa BF
increased-small-business=subsidy for any new employee they %nrc {hrough the
jobs consortia.
- Work supplementation or grant diversion, :
-~ Performance-based payments to private companics, 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, 50 that a consortium <an_use the social service funds to create
communify service jobs. Community crganizations, churches, and other non~—
. ) profit institutions willing ™ provide community service jobs can competc for
~ block grants and/er jobs consortium status. Perhaps use national scrvice state

M,

oegrobmestt "\ councils to help identify community service employers,

-~ Strict limits on admims:rauw costs, based on national service legisiation,
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g DA

N {g fr? Crofud wi;,ﬂ;.g_ j-(m%‘g '!, T Mw;»»« b [:tw—u» a{jt...-z. {«m ”‘"‘N\\ .
v’xSA* : Ml“&“ . %ﬁww ate \g\‘ﬁ B Loty 3‘ ‘3“& k\ v’%‘i L\«i{ ot o, 3 Q‘C ‘%“(‘:'y ‘J'
e"“‘«?‘--gm{ o?f» w’w h‘i\fwv‘( ’l

~ Use oohdte & Srim ng;eLs —a QV\N* A |

A e W \

! 1%"5“ ;‘.n,.-&u Py 3



zemw o o States have.the option to block grant the entire posi-~transitional period. They

b, All community service jobs will be on a pay per hour basis; 20~30 hours minimum
(state option}. If no job slot is available, state must pay recipient to do supervised job
search, and will receive a lower federal match, .

¢. Community service jobs will be limited to one year. At the end of that time, States
have the option to reduce or iiminate bencfits. They will receive a reduced mateh for
anyone still on the rolls.

would receive one year's worth of benefit payments (at 3 reduced federal mafch) for
every able~bodied recipient on the rolls after two years, provided they guarantee thide
recipients a private or ¢ommunity service job for a vear.

¢, States have the option o contract out the entire posi—transifional perigd o a
statewide public-private consortia or an organization like America Works, along the
same terms a$ the biock grant.

5. Sanctions/Refusals: Throughout the process, sanctions will be imposed on the
whole family. In cases where this endangers children, they will be placed in foster care or in
homes,, Anyone who ¢an work who refuses 10 work at the end of the time limit ~~ or
refuses to show up for reqaimd activities during the two-year period will no Jonger receive

“cash benefits. They will still be eligible for an in-kind Children's Allowance - food stamps

and a housing voucher which together represent ne more than S0-66% (state ap{mn) of their
pre—-sanctioned benefits.

dop% APWA !-Ez;a.fa}ar d‘ I’i’?: {w;?(f(, _
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b. All community service jobs will be on a pay per hour basis; 20-30 hours minimum

. (state option). If no job slot is available, state must pay recipicnt to do supervised 30b

search, and will receive a lower federal match.

¢, Community service jobs will be limited to onc vear. At the end of that time, states
have the option to reduce or eliminate benefits. ’Z‘hcv will receive a reduced match for
anvone stili on the rolls.

e

d. Staics have the option fo block grant{the entire post-transitional period, They

" would receive onc year's worth of Benefil payments (3t 4 Teduced federal mateh) for

every able~bodied recipient on the rolls after two years, provided they guaraniee those
recipients a privale or community service job for a year,

¢. States have the option to contract out the entire post—~transitissal period to &
statewide public—private consostia or an organization like America Works, along the
same terms as the block geant, R

e vty H e b A gucddsc b progees

5. Sanctions/Refusals: %mughﬁuﬁh@pmgs,\gamtfons-mﬁilwbc'impascd—an‘th&

whoieTamity~In-cases-where-this-endangers-children,-they-will-be-placed -in-foster-care-or-in
group homes. Anvone who ¢an work who refusces to work at the ¢nd of the time limit ~2-85~
refuses 10 show up for required activities during the two-year period will no longer receive
cash bcncfizs;‘ They will still be cligible for an in-kind Children's Allowance ~- food stamps
and a housing voucher which together represent no more than 50-66% (state option} of their
pre-sanctioned benefits, E1
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Title VY Reinventing Government
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Mary Jo Bane
June 1, 1993

QUTLINE OF WEL#%RZ REFORM PROPOSAL

1. Haking Work Pay
- Ingor ax. Cre IRS to d&velop procedures for
amplayars o use in advanc;ng eredit when requested, |
including advance payments to employers if necessary. '

HHS5 to develop comprehensive infeormational and educational
campalygn and materials to ensure that knowledge about the
BITC is widely available. HHS to develop and make available
materialis that explaln benefits of working relative to ‘
welfare under new EITC.

States reguired to make available information on benefits of
" working.

$tates are required to ccunt "£ITC dollar for dellar against
APDC grants. Limited exceptions to this for state
demconstrations. -

Work Support Adenclies: States may elect to establish Work
Support Agencies separate from welfare agencies to provide
services to low income working families. Services provided
mugt include information on the EITC and on the benefits of
working. Services may include case management etc. States
may limit durdisdiction of WSAs to folks working a certain
amount, folks working at all or folks engaged in seriocus
preparation for work at state option,

HHS and/or DOL to issue guidance on good models for work
support agencies., Feds will reimbuse for costs of WSAs at
J/ the matching rate. Enhanced matching rate for states
following certain models. HHS/DOL to conduct study of the
aperation, costﬁ and benefits of Work Support Agencies.

i in. fare States may elect to provide
work incentives within the welfare system. HHS to develop
several alterhative models of disregards, fill-the-gap etc, -
that states may incorporate at their option, with full
financial participation. Options may include differential
treatment of EITC.

I1. Child Bupport Enforcament and Insurance

Paternity establishment. States reguired to have
established paternity for §0 percent of out-of-weadlock
births by 19%5 etc, HHS to provide progran nodels and
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technical asistance to states in achieving the goals. HHS
toe collect and publish data on performance. Financial
penalties of some sort at gome point.

HHS to contract with ABA or somebody to develop model
legislation and to provide education to state legislatures
and judiclaries. -

Child support awvards. States required t¢ have éstabliﬁhed
child support awards for x percent of AFDC caseload by y.
s - . HES role as above. . e e e oe .

Child suppor HHS authorized to fund up to 10
state-wide demanstratlans of child support insurance.
Financial incentives for demenstrations that meet certain
criteria.

fhree year review of demonstrations. If warrented,
authorization for up to 15 more of more-or-less
standard model. Nation-wide at some point.

IIXI. Improvemants in JOBS

States encouraged to develop plans for no exemptions/ 100
percent particivation JOBS programs. Enhanced fedeéral match
for states with reasonid¥ble plans. Continued federal match
for states that are maing decent’ progress,

States encouraged to MW&M X
early employment rather than placement in educatich or

training. States may develop "“voucher" type programs to
encourage education or training after initial employment,

HHS to develop tracking systems for JOBS programs and make
. available to states at no coSt,\“m.7

Iv. Transitional Walifare

By.199x, states must have chosen one of threse models for L
replacing their current welfare systemn.

one model is a 100 percent participation JOBS model, which
limits non participation te a set number of months and alsc
o limits participation in cducational and training activities
to a set number of months.

A second nmodel is work- fnr~welfara after a seb mimber of
months or sequence of activities.

The third model is work instead of welfars after a set

2



nunber of months.,

Feds provide financial incentives for states who choose one
of these early and have good plans.

k]



For Discussion Purposes Only

POST~TRANSTITIONAL WORK ISSUES

%ﬁﬁﬁ INDIVIDUALS EXHAUST THEIR TIME LIMIT WITHQUT FINDING A
PRIVATE SECTOR J90B, SHOULD A PUBLIC WORK SLOY BE CREATED?

WHAT KIND . OF WORK SHOULD IT BEY

Make work, entry level, oy other.

e " ] RO—

HOW MANY HOURS OF WORK PER WEEK. SHOULD BE ASSIGNED?

Part time or full time, Hours determined by dividing
herefits by 3 wage rate or-a set number of hours,

WHAT SHOULD THE WAGE RATE BE?

Sub mininum wage, minimum wage or prevalling wage.

HOW' LONG SHOULD PARTICIPANTS BE ABLE TO REMAIN IN PUBLIC
EMPLOYMENRT?

T

Short term or pearmanent.,

Iy PUBLIC WORK IS OF LIMITED DURATION, WHAT HAPPENS AFTERWARDS?

Job search program, partial benefits, cold tarka?

HOW LONG SHOULD PARTICIPANTS BE ABLE TO REMAIN IN EACH SPECIFIC
WORK 5LOT? )

"

WHEAT HAPPENS IF NO PUBRLIC WORK SLOTS ARE AVAILABLE? -

e Should participante be enrcelled in Job search with the same
“ benefits as if they were working for 20 hours a week?

WHAT OTHER SERVICES SHOULD PARTICIPANTS ELIGIBLE FOR 7

ES services, job search, continuvation of transitional .
services such as job counseling., job development services,
¢hild care and transportation?

¥

SKHOULD PARTICIPANTS HAVE ACCESS TO EDUCATION, TRAINING AND OTHER
ACTIVITIES TO INCREASE EMPLOYABILITY =

péward or credit after a period of working?



For Discussion Purposes Only

SHOULD AFDC BENEFITS BE USED TO SUPPLEMENT WAGES IN HIGH BENEFIT
STATES? - .

Should the program operate with uniform wage levels or
should income supplements be provided in high benefit states
to bring income of part-term workers to levels of current
benefits? ‘

HOW WOULD.-EARNINGS..BE.TREATED? e

Are they subject to payroll and income taxes, EITC ?

WOULD THESE WORK EXPERIENCE SLOTS BE ACCESSIBLE TO OTHER
POPULATIONS?

Should these jobs be available to non-custodial parents,
individuals on transitional assistance, former AFDC
recipients who have lost regular jobs, other low wage
workers who have lost jobs?

-

WHAT KIND OF SANCTIONS SHOULD.BE EMPLOYED?
Pay only for hours of work or AFDC-type sanctions.

HOW WOULD EARNINGS BE TREATED AS PARTICIPANTS MOVE INTO REGULAR
JOBS? .

Should income be disregarded? Should there be coffsets for
work and child care expenses?

WHAT FEDERAL AGENCY WOULD ADMINISTER THESE PROGRAMS? IS IT THE
SAME AS THE SYSTEM THAT WOULD ADMINISTER THE TRANSITIONAL
PROGRAM? . ) '

HHS, DOL, both as in WIN?

WHAT INCENTIVES ARE NEEDED TO ENCOURAGE STATES TO MAKE WORK SLOTS
AVATLABLE? HOW MUCH FLEXIBILITY SHOULD STATES BE GIVEN IN
DESIGNING THESE PROGRAMS?

» [

HOW WOULD DISPLACEMENT BE MINIMIZED?

. o LA
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WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL /

The following describes the author’s proposal for reforming
the current welfare system. The proposal includes improved child
support. enforcement, child support assurance, amendmenis to the
current AFDC program; and-a-time limit with corresponding — T
education, training and CWEPR.

, The proposal definitely meets the charge to Jand welfare as

wa kpnow 1tY,  It-institutionalizes male responsibilicy, it I
provides opportunities for both custodial and noncustodial

parents to help support thelr c¢hildren, and it promotes parental
ragponsibility. Its primary focus is the child, and it is based

on the assumption that child poverty should be reduced and income
stabilized through a strong child support enforcement and

aasurance systen.

Lmma

Under the proposal, the programs providing cash or near-cash
assistance are simplified, and a consistent time limit is applied
across all programs. The custodial parent can receive AFDRC, food
stamps and housing benefits for a limited period during which
intensive efforts through a variety of services, education, and
training programs should enable the parent to move towards self-
sufficiency. After this time period ends, the recipient is
offered a minimum-wage 20-hour work slot. During this time
period, the welfare office recomputes benefits under the three
asslstance programs assuming the reciplent is working 20 hours at
the job provided. Earnings are reduced proportionately for hours
not worked, but any assistance benefits are not affected. Thus,
there is a direct and immediate relatlonship betwsen work and
economic well-being.

At.the end of one to two years, the job ends.. The reclipient
is then asgumed to b working in the private sector 3/4 time (30 };
hourg per week) at minimum wage, and assistance benefits are
determined accordingly. Depending upon state AFDC benefit Y
.levels, AFDC has probably_.ended. Food stamps and housing
benefits would be reduced b;gnzflcantly but not eliminated. The
ingzentive to take a part-time job at that point would be very :
strong, as benefits would be calculated assuming half-time work,
and the reciplent would actually receive the wages. At all
points in time, there would be a large incentive to partvicipsate
inn the child support assurance system. The detalls of the
proposal are described below.

. -
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Paternity Establishment

The paternity establlishment component of the proposal is
very similar to the design of the Downey/Hyde proposal, with the
goal of developing a system which facilitates universal
c¢ompliance. Under the proposal, Federal funding would be made
available to each State to implement a paternity sstablishment
program that meets certain Federal regulrements and guildelines.
The goal of the Federal reguirements is to ensure that paternity
i1s established for as many children born out ¢f wedlock as
possible, regardless of the parents’ welfare or income status and

4% Boon-as possible following bhirth. T S et e

Under its paternlty establishment program, each State would

.establish simple. nonadversarial procedures for the voluntary.
-acknowledgement of paternity shortly after birth, preferably in

the hospital through an administrative process. FEach State would.

he reguired o estabklish a civil procedure to adjudicate
contested paternity cases through a judicial or administrative
process.  In addition, each State would be required £o improve
e¢fforts to locate absent parents by ensuring that the parent
locate service has access to regquisite State and private records,
and that other State-have direct access to the State dava bases
in order to process interstate cases.

The Federal government would reimburse States for ssventy
percent of the cost of establishing and operating the paternity
establishment program. An increase in the raimbursement rate
would be based on performance, relative to other States.

For c¢hildren born after January 1, 1%%8, custodial parents
who had not established paternity or who had not besn granted a
good cause exception would be unable to claim the personal tax
exemption for each child for whom paternity had not been
established.

b

Establishment of Child Support Orders

Under the propoesal, States would estabizsh all -initial
orders through an administrative procedure according to oniform,
nat.ional gulidelines indexed annually for inflation. Orders would
be established on all noncustodial parents regarding of current
ability to pay, by assuming they would work full time at minilmun
wage. 'The Federal government would establish and maintain a
national, universal database of all existing orders with.current
information f£rom the Federal income tax returns of all custodial
and noncustodial parents including addresses, and States would be
roeguired to use this information to update orders every Lwo
YRHAUS.

Collection and Enforcement of Child Support Gfders

This section includes many recommendations frem the repore~

of the Interstate Commission on Child Support and existing

"
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papers. 1t is similar to the new Federal~State model {option 3
described in the paper on ¢hild support enforcement restructuring
options. Under the propoésial, States would assume primary
responsibility for the collesction, disbursement and enforcement
of child support payments. Employers would withheold support from
wages basad on information from the revised W-4 form and would
forward all withholdings to the State office., The State office
would forward child support payments to custodial parents on a
moenthly basis, and would include separately any c¢hild support
ASBUYANCe amounts. . '

«+In-addition, all new employees would-be-required to notify
their employer of their child support obligations by filing the
Federal W-4 form, which would be revised to collect information
regarding the employee’s name, . addyress, Soclal Security number,
garnings per period, child support order and health insurance
benefits. Employers would forward this information to the
Federal government to be V&Llflad against the national database
of orders.

Under the preoposal, any child sepport owed by & nopcustodial
parent at the end of the vear in excess of that withheld during
the year would be due to the State office and collected via the
annual income tax form. Child support payments would have
praceqent over Federal tax liabilivies,

The State office, through its administrative law judges,
would have the discretion to reduce ¢hild support arrearages on a
case-by-case basis, but only if the office determines that such
raduction will promote the payment of current child support
obligations by the noncustodial parent. An ALJ could also reduocs
arrsarages by reducing the present value of Social Security
ratirement benefits based upon changes in the earnings records of
noncustodial parents.

* The rules for distribution of arrearages would be simpli-
fied., The Federal government would retaln any arrearages which
yesulted in the payment of the assured benefit.' No monies would
be distributed to States as a result of any change in welfare
benefits. Arrearages would be cancelled working backwards from
the date of the arreavage payment on an annual basis.

The entire system would be universal and proactive, as
oppoesed to reactive. It would be fully automated, and noncusto-
dial parents would be reguired to keep the child support office
fully informed of any change in address and employer. Ths none
custodial parent would have varicus cholces on how to pay his /
child support such as automatic withdrawal from a checking i
account, predated checks,. wage withholding or other methods. The \
choice employed might chLate the necessity of one or two months
of advance payments. ‘

=
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, Assured Child Supnort Bensfit

Under the proposal, the Federal government would provide
(finance) an annual assured child support benefit on behalf of
any child who has been awarded suppori, but whose noncustodial
parent fails to pay. The beénefit would be administered by the
State and would be determined according to either of the
followlng two options and indexed to Inflation:

a) The amount shown in the schedule below, less any.
pr;vate child support collected

bl b b A W E e b w P T

Numb@r of Children ' ' Benefiv
1 : ' §2,000
2 3,009
3 . : 3,500
§ or more . 4,000

This option may alsg be accompanied by allowing the non-
custodial parent to receive EITC. The details of this must still
be worked out so as to not encourage family break-up, and in
order to be fairly easy to understand and be limited by the
amount of ¢hild support actually paid.

by  Pifty percent of the child support order, plus.a bonus
payment of 40 cents per dollar paid by the nongustodial
parent up o & maximom of $1080 per month. This option
may be phased out according to the size of the order.

States must disregard up to $1,000 of child support and
assured benefit payments before calcul&tzng the APNC payment if
the State’s AFDC payment level was less than or egual to 490
percent of the Federal poverty level. Child support payments and
the assurad benefit would be treated as income to the custodial
parent for tax purposes.

i

rned Income

Certaln low~income custodial parents who are eligible for
the earned income tax credit (EITC) could request to receive
payment of the Credit on a regular basis along with thelr child
support payment. The BITC would be administered by the State
child support agenoy.

Amandments o the AFDe Dresgram

Under the proposal, changes would be made to the AFDC
~program as follows; -

@) Rules for determining eligibility and beneflt levels
would be simplified and standardized to facilitate
coordination among other assistance programs such as
food stamps and~housing;
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b)

e o e iy e

d})

e)

fy

g}

Under current law, when food stamps are calculated,
AFDC benefits are taken into account. The AFDC henefit
is assumed to be 50 percent for housing and 50 percent
for other needs, and housing bensfits are calculated
assuming one-half of the AFDC check as income. The
other one-half reduces the housing subsidy dollar for |
dollar. unlike current rules, under the propossal, food
stamps would be treated as incoms f£or housing subsidy
purposes. Calculation of the food stamp benefit would
not count the amount of housing assistance regsived.
The fair market rent would be sat at 30 percentile, and
housing benefits would not vary-with actuad rents; :
The 100-hour rule ({(which specifies that s parent must
work fewer than 100 hours in a wmonth to be classiflied
as unemployed) would be sliminated;

The quarters of work rule {which specifiss that {o be
eligible for AFDC-UP the principal earner must have
worked €& or more guarters prior to one yesx befors’
application) would bes =liminated;

In place of the current $50 per month passthrough of
child support, States would be regquired to increase
AFDC benefit levels by §70 per month for families with
& ¢hild support order;

The standard dxsregard would be raised from $90 to $100

‘per month {with State option to increase up to 5$250),

the child care disregard would remain the same {20
percent of earnings to a maximum of $175 per month per
childy, and an-additional disregard of 20 percent of
earnings {with State flexibility up to 40 percent)
would be added. All benefits (including AFDC, housing,
food stamps and the.assured benefit, as well as c¢hild
support payments) would be taxabie to the custodial
parent; and

Treatment of children in the welfare system must be
consistent with treatment of children in the tax
system,

Time Limit

tnder the proposal, welfare receipt (including AFPDC, food
sLAmps,
from the time limit-would apply to a caretaker of an AFDC child
who meets one ‘or more of the following conditions. He or she:

b)

€}

¢}
0&3

and housing) would be limited to 12 months., Exemption

is not a natural or adoptive parent: .

is working more than 20 hours peyx week (40 hours for |

both parents). {States could opt to increase to 30 and

&0 hours, respectively};

has care of a child under age 2.. (This could be

limived ¢ one child, and States could .opt to deareas&

gqualifving age to 6 montha},

has ¢care of a disabled child or relative;

1% making satisfactory pxogress in secondary school or
El program;



 £) is participating and making satisfactory progress in a
rehabilitation, training or parenting program {includ-
ing Head Start);

G} has a functional disability or lmualrment that
. significantly reduces employability; .
hi has insufficient ¢hild care arrangements; o
il has three or mare children. However, birth of an
additional ¢hild on welfare would eliminate the
exemption, and the birth of a third ¢hild would not
reinstate the exemption. -

PBauvecation and Tralning: =o' . o roseneene T,

Under the proposal, Federal funding for the JOBS progranm
would increase by $3 billion. The Federal matehing rate would be
ralsed from the current level to 75 percent., CLountercyclical
assistance would he provided through an enhanced Federxal match of
40 percent if the unemployment rate in a State rfses above 7
pereant.,

This proposal envisions the continuation of current State
JOBS programs. As under courrent law, States would be given
considerable flexdkility as to how reciplents move through the
gystem. States would be reguired to properly inform all
recipients of the implications ©f the time limit. .including
opportunities and obligations at various points in time., States
must limit the length of time for which participation in
education or training activities would gualify as an exemption
from the time limit.

All individuals under age 20 and thess under age 2% without
previous work experience must be mandatory participants. These
individuals would have first priority to JOBS services and would
be required to participate immediately.

Pogé.tbyansitional Assistance

A11 other individuals not exempt from the time limit would
be offered a 20~hour work slot after the time~limit expires.
work slots must be designed to improve the employability of
participants through actual work experience and training in order
~to enable individuals to move into regular employment as so0n as
possible. The cost of providing these job slots would be funded
at a Federal matching rate of 75 percent. A total of 500,000
half~time (20 hours per weak).work slieots would be created for
single parents, 200,000 of which would be for non-custodial
parents. .In addiﬁimn, 100,000 full-time (40 hours per week) jobs
for intact families would be created. TIf a work slet is
upavailable at the time an individual is expected to work,
~regular benefits would contlnue until a work' slot becomes
"available. States who wish to provide additional work slots or
hours per week above the minimum requirements could receive
Federal funds at a matching rate of -50 “percent.



Individuals would be required to work 20 hours per week (30
hours at State optien). at the Federal minimum wage. Participants
would be paid an hourly wage equal to the minimum wage, and for
‘purposes of benefit calculation, the welfare department would
assume that the participant is belng paid for the hours
specified. Wages under the work slots would be counted as
earnings. For any required hours.that the participant failed to
work, wages would be reduced accordingly.”

"Earnings would not be counted as income for purposes of
calculating the earned income tax credit, and no unemployment
benefits would-be paid. .Child care would be guaranteed-r -  ——=wm—-
Current law rules for the workmen’s compensation program and the
Social Security program (including payment of the FICA tax) would
apply. All benefits would be calculated according to existing
rules. This implies that individuals would leave the AFDC
program first, the food stamp program second, and the housing
program third.

-

Participation in these job slots would be limited, after
which individuals would be expected to move into a full-time
minimum wage job. The maximum length of time in a work slot
would be one year if unemployment is less than 6 percent, 18
months "if unemployment is between 6 and 8 percent, and two years
if unemployment is greater than 8 percent. For every year off of
AFDC, housing benefits, and CWEP, individuals would be able to b
earn two months of ‘credit’ in the welfare system for future use.

, After the period of transitional assistance and after the
end of the work slot, individuals are assumed to be working in
the private sector 3/4 time (30 hours per week) at the minimum
wage. All assistance benefits are calculated assuming earnings
equal to 30 hours at minimum wage, regardless of whether the
individuals are actually working or not.

Teenaqge Pregnancy and Out-of-Wedlock Births

It.is necessary to develop a proposal to address the issue
of teenage pregnancy and out-of-wedlock childbearing. The author
would recommend a program which would encourage the voluntary use
of Norplant for birth control purposes. The teen parent
demonstration project has shown that mothers often desire.to
prevent the birth of additional children, but they do not often
have the means or the knowledge. ,

Work and‘Traininq Regquirements for Noncustodial Parents

Under the proposal, the JOBS program would be modified and
expanded 'to accommodate participation by noncustodial parents who
have failed to, or are unable to, pay child support. One billion 7
dollars would be allocated to non-custodial parents. A State )
administrative law judge (ALJ) could reguire mandatory  participa-
tion in job search activities ‘under the JOBS program for .o
noncustodial parents who willingly fail teo pay child support. /
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Honcustodial parents who are unable to pay child support but are
not more than twe months delinguent would have an opportunity to
volunteer for participation in the JOBS program or abthey
specified activities, during which time the current child support
order would be waived. <{ertain noncustodial parents would be
eligible for the Z20-hour work sliots.

Tax Treatment of Child Suvport and Benefitg

Under the proposal, the household standard deduction would
be increased to the level of the joint standard deduction. For
1893, this implies an increase of -§750- Child-support payments
and the assured benefit would be taxable to the custodial parent,
and tax deductible to the noncustodial parent, if the custodial
parent receives the personal exemption for the child., If the
noncustodial parent receives the personal exemption, child
support payments would continue to not be included in gross
income to the custodial parent. AFDC benefits, food stamps, 85I
and housing benefits would all be counted as taxable ingome to
the custodial parent. o

Demonstrations, Regearch and Feyaluation

A thorough evaluation of all aspects of the program would be
sonducted after the CWEP program and the time limit had been
fully implemented. If it was .determined that harm was being done
to c¢hildren, the President would bhave the authority to modify or
gliminate the time limit, Demonstrations and research projects
will be determined at a later date.



IMPACTS

Reduced child poverty

Paternities established on 400,000 additional
children each year

Increased parental responsibility

-~Transfer-of-an additional $20 billion in child LTI -
support : o

Reduction in AFDC caseload

Increased ability for parents to support their
children ' ‘

Improved child outcomes



BENEFIT CALCULATIONS FOR A MOTHER & TWO CHILDREN: SELECTED STATES
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BENEFH CALCULATIONS FOR A MOTHER & TWO CHILDREN: SELECTED STATES

VLI cppost mmacd wetsthiviond |

Y L LTy LI —— Wirk-Pays-Pisn

ALABARMA . i After CWER
Houre worked 0 20 4Q g 2 40 20 nfat
Waas Earnlngs F1H] 4 420 $5,840 $O $4 404 $68 840 4 430 ($8,640;
Chiki Supgort Pald $0 0 30 0 35 £ $0 0
Gosd of Assured Sonall} 2] [¢] [4] 3,000 3,600 3,008 A 660 3,000
AFDC {ret cost to governmant R [4] [i] 15K 0 @ ¢ i)
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FROM .. Ann Burek

In the one~page outline we wrote summarizing the charge to the
Transitional Welfare group {(see Attachment 2}, we agreed to do
three 3~5 page papers further developing three options for a .
transitional welfare program. fHowever, in drafting these papers,
it became clear to us that some of the issues were common to more
than one. optian To avoid a lot of duplication, we consolidated
the discussions of these joint issues at the.front of the paper
Detalleﬁ digcussion of the three optilons follows. .
Attached at the end of the paper ({as Attachment 1} is a page of
very preliminary data on the AFDC caseload and JOBS

- participation. The numbers can provide a sense of the
implicationg of different exemption and participation policies.
Because of time constraints, they were pulled from existing
printed materials., They nead updating and more detailed
explanation, . *

We have - also done some preliminary work on estimating disability
levels, but the information is not ready for sharing vet. We
alsc understand that an analys;s of welfare dynamics is
procegeding.

Tf you give the go ahead on these basic options {hagefully with

some guidance about how we should proceed on certain issues), the
next step would be to: 1) work with the modeling group on a work
plan; and 2} consider setting up some subgroups or new groups to
work on the three new assistance systems which replace welfare

for non~working families. ({The replacing AFDC option, in

particular, overlaps a great deal with the work of other groups.)

We understand ‘that decisions on how to proceed will depend in

part upon the discussions at next week's steering committee .
meeting with respect to working papers that need development.

You may have concerns that the discussion strays across group
lines into the jurisdictions of other groups. We have some of
the same concerns, but bhad difficuliy conceptualizing some
transitional issues without addressing both the need for services
while on assistance and the availability of post~transition
employment opportunities. I some guidance could be provided on
whether work for the non-job-ready should be treated ag a
transition lssue or a post-transition ‘issue, that would ber
helpful to a number of groups.
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TRANSITIONAL WELFARE: THREE OPTIONS

This paper outlines three options for a transitional welfare
program. In order of complexity, these options are:

A Two-Year Entitlement: Under this option, reciplents would
be unconditionally entitled to cash assistancs for two
years, They would face no participation requirements.

Immediate Employment: This option assumes that the current
AFDC program would not be substantially changed, but would
mandate participation in. asctivities geared: taward . :
empioyment; and

R@giaa&nq %eifare This option would replace AFDC with a
series of four programs whose assistance is geared to the
needs of their target populations.

There are some issues which transcend the individual options.
These are discussed below.

Time Limit Issues

Start of the Clock

When does the two-year time limit begin?

One option would ba to have the two-year period start at the
game time for all participants, such as at the beginning of
AFPDC receipt. The obvious drawback to this approach is that
the time limitarion could run out for those with larger
skill deficiencies before they became job ready.

Ancther option would be to begin the time—iimitad period at
different points for different groups of recipients, based

‘on thelr assessed needs.

A third option wculd be to begin the time peried only when
participants have reached some degree of job readiness. In~
this latter approach the individual would have two years
after becoming job ready before cash assistance would be
terminated, but could face reguirements about finding a job
during that two-year time frame. For example, the
individual might be required to go to job interviews during
this period, This last option could result in continued
long spells of AFDC receipt. Further, it would not work
well in a voluntary program because it would provide such
strong disincentives to program participation. As an .
alternative, in a voluntary program, the start of the clock
could be delayed for the most disadvantaged families based
on a judgment of how much time would be sufficient for then
to become jobe-ready-~if they were to pursue that goal with
some diligence.



Under this third option, a key guestion then is: at what

. point do individuals who participate in required activities
possess the mipimum amount of skills necessary to be
considered "job ready?”

One possibility would be to use a standardized test of
basic skills or literacy, as 13 used in the GAIN
program.

A second possibility would be to use the subjective
judgement. of the caseworker.

P~ - _— *

. Another possmbmlxty would be ta base }ob read;ness on
the individual’s work history. Those with work

. histories would be classiflied as job ready on the basis
of prior work experience and skills. Those without any
-work .experience could be placed in community work
experience or on-the«~job training to establish thelir
job readiness, : .

All of these choices carry some risk because only the market
can determine who {s job ready. Also, the likelihood is
high that all three of these approaches would result in
classification of vast portions of the ﬁasaload as not job
yeady.

Another question is to what extent local economic conditions
should or could create differences in “job readiness”
determinations~~ even when there are no objective
differences in the ability of a recipient to work?

Both the second and third options would benefit those individuals
whe have greater obstacles (a high school dropout who needs ESL,
for example} and who need more time to prepara for the work
foree .,

Like other issues, this issue cannot be resolved in isclation.

If services are available to meet the needs of the most
disadvantaged, if extensions are available when individuals are
cooperating and making reasonable progress, and if appropriate
accommpdations can be made in their work assignments, the
rationale for delaying the start:of the olock largely disappears.
At the same time, it might be eagier to administer a delay in the

start of the c¢lock than to accommodate c¢locks that are running at |

different speeds for different categories of recipients.

Suspension of the Clock . ’

Within the two-year time limit, are there circumstances where the
clock would be extended or suspended?

B



Except under the last option above, where the two-year time limit
would begin only after recipients have reached some degree of job
readiness, a strict twowyear limit might not allow all recipients
sufficient time to prepare for work., Therefore, "it might be
appropri&té to extend the time limit for some recipients or
"suspend” their time limit based upon participation in certain
activities or for other reasons. Exanmples of circunmstances where
an extension or suspension of the time limit might be appropriate
include: receipt of drug or aloohol treatment; attending English
as a second language ¢lasses; caring for an infant; lack of
avallable services; or a lengthy illness of the recipient or a
family membeay. In thsse cases, rvecipients could be reassessed
perieodically to determine whether extensions or suspensions
sheuld continue. "If someone were getting an extension because of

. participation, the clock would resume any time the individual was

inactive or not participating in an activity.

Extensions for pregnant women present a special problem. QOne
possible. policy would be to glve pregnant women a one-time-only
exemption.

Extensions granted when individuals are participating would
reward cooperation, but could also encourage individuals to
prolong thelr program participation and thus run counter to the
_goal of getting people into the labor force guickly. Also,
participants could delay participation until the expiration of
their time limit was looming, knowing that benefits would be
continued from that point.

-~ One solution could be to offer extensions on a case-by-case
: basis only for approved activitlies. BActivities might be
approved only for individuals who were making satisfactory
progress on an employability plan and needed additional time
to complete an activity or reach job readiness.

A second solution would be to provide extensions to
participants on less than a month~foremonth basis. In this
case, individuals receiving eduvcation and training would get
less than two "free” years, and those postponing
participation would be severely disadvantaged.

. A third solution would impose a maximum limit on the number-
of months credit a recipient could earn.

A fourth solution would provide bigger credits for actual :
work or participation in “preferved® activities {i.e., those
deemed more likely toe be effective) and lesser or zero
credits for activities of questionable value. This latter
option, while appearing te be more prudent, would
substantially complicate the program.
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Extensions would permit an easier phase-in of the guaranteed jobs
part of the proposal, spreading out entry intc those jobs and
reducing the overall number of recipients needing job placement
in the first few months. However, they would also defer
potential welfare savings. ' Furthermore, they could substantially
increase the adm;n;strativ& burden and automation demands on the
programs,

§

Getting a New Clock

Would recipients be allowed m&it&ple time 11m1t5? The optionsg

here are nUMErous.- - I .o . o s

The most restrlctzva would allow one two~year period of

) receipt. total over a lifetime. This option would contain
€5 Federal spending and perhaps provide an incentive for
e
K}ﬁ&‘ individuals to receilve AFDC only when absolutely necessary.
2 PR S

A secvond option would allow a new tweo-year limit every four
or five years. This approach would allow for the reslity of
some return spells, but be reasonably easy to administer.
It would provide a safety net for the large numbey of
individuals who may have difficulty maintaining employment.
However, it would also c¢reate a disincentive for someone to
keep a job, especially if it is low paying. One way to
alleviate this latter problem would be to limit subsequent
spells to shorter periods of time {e.g., six months or Qne

. yearsi.,

Under a third option, recipilents could earn credit toward a
new time period for work or time away from AFDC,” much in the
way that unemployment insurance works. For example, for
every six moanths employed, an individual could return to
AFDC for three months in order to stabilize thedir life and
find another job. ‘The advantage to this option is that, for
any period beyond the two-year limit, it would clearly tie

Ui? cash assistance to work., It would also help those

" individuals who are successful in getting jobs, but have not
yet d&veloped a stable work history. However, it would also
require a more sophisticated tracking system.

Under cach option, there may be & need to allow for unforeseen
circumstances that prevent work and may require the need for cash
assistance, An emergency assistance program could take care of
short~term needs, but would be less helpful for situations like a
iengthy illness.
o
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Exempt gggﬁ

How strict should exemption c¢riteria be when excusing individuals
from work or participation obkligations? For the purpose of
delaying the start of the clock or for providing extensions, who
would be considered unable to work or participate?

For both purposes, ahe exempt population could c0n319t 0f those
with short-term obstacles to employment and participation, as
well as permanent impairments. Those with permanent, or long-
term problems (such as a disabled childy could be exempt from
participation .{(although they could volunteer} and could receive
indefinite cash assistance. Those with shorge tarm.impairmantsu—
such as substance abuse problems, pregnancy or hou51nq
difficulties«~could also be included. Individuals in this. group
would not face a time limitation, but would be re-evaluated on a
recurring basis (e.g., every six months) and could lose their
gxempt status on the b&ﬁiﬁ of the re-evaluation,

Broad exemption criteria might result in a relatively small
number of individuals participating in activities. They thus
would help limit the need for greatly expanding education,
training, and child care slots., However, with approximately &9
percent of AFDC recipients currently exempt from JGBS, large
numbers of people could avoid the work regquirement and-time
1imita for many yvears. They would likely lead to criticism that
the program failed to “change vwelfare as we know it.”

Project Match model, of "everyone does something.” Those
individuals with short-term impairments might not face an
immediate time limitation, but would be raguired to- participate
in activities tailored to thelr gituation. One example would be
substance abusers, who would be required to attend treatment
programs. Women with very young children c¢ould be required to
volunteer at Head Start or attend parenting skills classes,
Although this approach would eliminate the probl&m of wholesale
exemptions, it alsc would create increased demand for services
that might already be in short supply in local communities.
Further, it greatly increases the need for case managers and
participant tracking.

f1 A program with narrower g¢xemption criteria could follow the

At one extreme, the program ¢ould include all the existing
exemptions, with more liberal exemptions for teen parents
and others with wvery young children.

5 At the other extreme, it could include few, 1£ any.,
l/f gxemptions. In this latter case, all recipients would be
facing the clock, .

Alternatively, it could build upon the current exemptien
system, but serilously c¢onsider modifications or more

F
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structured policies for the following categories of
reciplents: teen parents and pregnant teens; other teens;
remote individuslsg: individuals for whom services,
activities, or work is unavailable; individuals with’
substance abuse problems; individuals reguiring family
support services.

Enti ment £ ryicesg’ ' . ) -

3

Should there be an entitlement to any specific services during
the two-~year periocd? If so, what would they be? What wounld be

~the consequence.of their not being there? .

It is assumed that child care would be provided or paid for
individuals in required- aat1v1tle$ or work. Otherwise, it would,
seem that services (i.e., education, training, employment, c¢child
care and support seeraeS} could be provided on an entitlement or

"as available" basis. As long as a gquaranteed job and child care
were there at the end, and the work was not too onsrous, either
appraawh might work.

Howaver, certain policy options (such as extensions of time
limits for those who participate in activities) could make it
more difficult not te provide services on an entitlement basis.
Recipients denied services could claim that they were also denied

. an egqual opportunity to receive the ¢ash &sszgtance to which they

are entitled.

If an entitlement to services were established, programs would be
more vulnerable to legal challenge regarxding: 1) their decisions
about what services would be available as entitlemernts {in
particular, with respect t¢ how much education and training would
be provided}; 2} their policies governing who receives which
services; and 3} any failure to deliver services to which )
families were entitled. As a result, entitlement programs %ight

need a stronger basis for their service rules and more

comprehengive case management and tracking systems,

Further, if there is an antitlement'to services within the system
that does not generally exist, the system might experience
significant "entry sffects" {(see Moffite, 19%992). Incentives for
participation might also cause entry, effects. -

* Post Time-Limit Issues

What happens to recipients who do not successfully transition to’
work at the end of their two-year time period, inﬁiading those
who do not or cannot participate in publiec service empioymant oY
other post-welfare work programs? .

The concept of a time limit implies a strict and enforceable
“sanction” anthority -~ that is, gome sure knowledge that the

5



government.’s financial support is temporary and will, at some
point, be terminated. Without such aunthority, there may be
little more incentive to move off of welfare than there is under
the present system, and “time-limited" welfare will have no
"teeth" .,  However, any system that terminates financial support
after some prewdetarmlnad {and, arguably, arbitrary) cut-off

perioed, will raise concerns about increasing homelesgsness and

destitution among families, forcing children intc the foster care

_ system because their parents can no longer meet thely basic -

needs, and "visiting the sins of the parents upon their
children.

It wxll he a ahallange to create & transitional program th&t is
stringent encugh to provide a motivation to progress, vet

flexible enough to deal with the exceptions that will necessarily.
have to be considered. The time limitation system {(0r the poste’
transitional system} must acknowledge that some individuals will
fall through the cracks and reach the expiration of benefits
without being in a position to sustain employment indefinitely.

This issue of benefit termination will need to be dealt with
regardless of the specific structure of the program, Will ]
new assistance programs be created for people with certain nseds,
such as people with disabilities? Will such things as infant
care or drug treatment be allowable activities that gualify
recipients for a stipend or some form of cash assistance? What
happens to the children in the housshold?
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THE BASIC APPROACH ° ' '

‘Under this approach, the two-year time limit would be treated as

an entitlement period. ~All persons eligible for assistance could

draw- benefits for that period unconditiconally; they would not be

required to participate in any education, .training, or
empleymant -related activities or to accept family support
services, _ e e T s e e

.

While not regquired to participate in any programs, at their

option, c¢lients could take advantage of available programs and/or
. sexrviees which mest their needs and make them better preparsd to

support themselves. At the end of the two vears, the clients’
banefits would be terminated, and they would have to accept a job
regardless of how reszdy they are to do s0.

DISCUSSION

This basic concept is strazqhtforward and would be fairly easy to
administer. However, .1t raises a number of concerns.

o First, it is not easily reconciled with the President’s
statements that individuals would get assistance for two
years after they complete education and training.

o Second, its laissez~faire approach towards work obligations
seems politically vulnerable. If the public feels
participation in education, training, or other activities is
efficacious, it may not be willing to delay participation
regquirements. Similarly, if entry-level jobs are available
fand work pays), the public may be unwilling to postpone the
entry of employable recipients into the labor market.

At the same time, the public may find this model more
acceptable for some groups than others. For example, it
might not accept two-year deferrals for two-parent families
with recent work histories, but £ind such deferrals
appropriate for families in serious crisis.

o Thirdiy, this model seems hiased towards welfare recipients
who are most "on-the-ball,” Resources might tend to flow to
the most advantaged revipients, while highly disadvantaged
recipients float in limbo for two years and then face a job
maxket for wh;ch they are totally ﬁnprepar&d

o A two-year horizon might be too distant for soms recipients,
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Given our understanding of caseload dynamics and welfare~to-
work programs, we fear this model could leave an. enormous
need for work slots in the post-transitional phase.
Furthermore, those needing guaranteed jobs might include a
dispropoxtionate number of recipients who could not
successfully perform in the work place. When they fail at
their jobs, they might have no residual safety net.

If recipients opt to “use up® their two years, the cost-
effectiveness of certain work programs might be reduced.

For the most job-ready.recipients, this. approach could e -
increase dependency. ' | -

This voluntary approach might encourage more entry into the
welfare system--especially if generous services are
available, )

Recause of the voluntary nature of this approach,
participation might be weighted towards more gostly
education and training activities rather than to work-
oriented activities like job search. There is also some
concern that it might necessitate making more program slots
available than would be fully utilized--especially lf
program services are viewed as an entitlement.

Possible Refinements To address these concerns, refinements
could be built into the basic structure te change the incentives

facing recipients and to promote desired behaviors. The

following refznemeﬁts could b& adopted individually or in
combination:

1y .

2}

Ensure that strong orientations and on-going counseling of .
applicants and recipients encourage participation and early
entry inte the labor- forece. Discussions would focus on the

importance of reserving gsome safety net and the rewards of
working;

Provide incentives to participate in appropriate activities
or to enter work. These c¢ould take the form of:

aj ceredits which would extend the two-year-time-limit;
b) vouchers for future education and training services;
c) stipends or other financial rewards; or

-

d} _eligibility to progress to an alternative, more exalted
"assistance system {e.g., a work support system).
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3} . Reserve or target the “better" job opportunities at the end
of the time-limit for those individuals who have earned them
through participation and/or wark; and

41 ‘Be very clear and very strict about enforcing the two-year
limits.

Te reduce the need for guaranteed jobs, it would seem necessagy
to mandate job search near to or at the end of the time limit. -
If job search were mandated at the conclusion of the limit, cash
assistance might nesd to be extended for at least two-to-three
months. to.reduce the need for publie jobs— If job search-were -

mandated within the two-year limit, the assumption of a8 two~year

unconditional program is violated. This problem could be
mitigated, however, by allowing some limited extension of time on
a month«for-month basis as an incentive to participate in -
voluntary job search (see item 2a above}.



IMMEDIATEﬁEH?L YME%T

THE BASIC APPROGACH

In this option the current AFDC system would not be substantially
changed. However, recipients of cash assistance would be
expected to move guickly toward work and supported self-

-sufficiency. This option would attempt to move people’ into-

employment, even low paying employment, as soon as possible.
Time~limited cash assistance would be viewed as a last resort for

those who.are not able-to become self-sufficient through - ~-

employment. Participation in activities leading to job readiness
would be mandatory, but appropriate exemptions would be

‘avallable.

This option assumes a more restrictive Federal policy regarding
the design of welfare~to-work programs and therefore implies less
Etate flexibilivy than currently exists under JOBS.

DISCUSSION

The Immediate Employment option would emphasize getting AFDC
recipients into jobs quickly. and developinyg a work history for
future employability. Unlike many JOBS programs, this option

‘would not prioritize education as a first placement. It is

supported by prior experience with welfare-to-work programs which
suggests that an approach emphasizing employment might have more
success in getting AFDC recipients off welfare. For example, in
the Project Match program, recipients who chose GED as a first
activity frequently dropped out, not seeing .the link between
gducation and work until they experienced low paying jobs. In
the GAIN program, participants in basic education activities had
low completion rates.

This approach would allow the job market to sort ocut which
individuals are "employable." Non-exempt recipients would be
placed first in a job search compeonent even if, by some measure,
they need skills training or basic education. For those not
finding employment, work-oriented activities would be emphasized,
such as job readiness and community work experience. In
addition, extensive job development services would be available
in order to lovate dobs for participants. Supervised work

Lexperiencs activities would be available for those without

previous work . histories. Use of job placement standards for
caseworkers would underseore the emphasis on qulck job entry.

One advantage to this option is that-lt would move rec1plent$
into jobs quickly, so that they would not use up their time-
limited cash assistance. Further, it would minimize the number
vf people who would reach the two-year time limit. It thus might
minimize cost, as fewer people would need to be placed in either

1¢
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L work.

The followiny are several issues that would need to be resclved
in this model of transitional welfare.

public service jobs or subsidized employment in the private
sector. _

This

cption of transztAonal welfare was developed under the

assamptlan that a combination of part~time work, the expanded .
health insurance, Increased child support, and perhaps food
stamps would make it easier for paople to leave velfare.
Howeverx, the Proiect Match experience indicates that many
individuals will have difficulty maintaining even part~time
employment and will return to AFDC,

EITC,

Therefore, for the Immediate Employment option to be successful
in helping people become-self-sufficient, education and training
activities, as well as child care and othex support servicas,

would have to be available for those who need additional skills

7 to succeed in the job market. Enrollment in basic education or

vocational skills training could be tied to simultaneous
participation in job readiness workshops or job search. This
‘connection would reflect the theory that &dacatzon or tra;nxng is

more effegrive

3

market. Similarly, education and tra;ning a&txvltles conld.ha
reserved for zndxv;dﬁais who had recent exposure to the world of

In the Immediate

Employment optxonm“appzoprlate exemptions from part1c1patlon
requirements would be available. A kay question is how an
individual would be identified as exempt from job search.

It might be desirable to identify the exempt population as

soon as posgsible in order to conserve services. Using this
approach, all reciplents might have an initial assessment,

including & skills assessment, as soon as they receive cash
assistance. Those who are evaluated and considered exempt

would not face immediate time-limitation reguirements,

- Those who are not exempt would then be required to-

A

participate in job search. A disadvantage to this approach’

is that using an interview to identify potential
disabilities runs into the “"self-reporting problem.”
According to the CIG study on functional impairments, many
AFDC and JOBE managers thaught that assessment was an
incomplete tool to identify impalrments; they believed that
partzczpatxﬁn in a JOBS act&vzty was more likely to r&v&al
an impairment.

Another possibilloy would be for all recipients of cash

. assistance to go through an initial job search process

before any kind of assessment is done. This process would
identify those who have obstacles to immediate employment

11
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and those who should be assessed for disabilities or other
causes for exemption. Those who c¢ould not find a job after
job search, but who are not exempt, would have a skills
assessment »

¥, art the Immediate Employmant
thxﬁn would require that AYDC recipients participate in
activities leading to job readiness. Singe the program would be
mandatory,- recipients would be entitled to any supportive service
that allows them to fulfil their participation requirement.

s qﬂﬁawavar, there are many ways that the. manﬁaﬁwxyxrequxrem&ﬁt could .

be interpreted. -

One possibility would be for all non-exempt individuals to
be required to particlipate. This interpretation would
greatly expand the number of pecple whoe would need services
and would have seriocus cost and lmplementation implications.

Ancther alternative would be an interpretation similar to
that of the JOBS program, where States would be subject teo
participation and target group reguirements, but not all
AFDC recipients would be served.

(fi}i Another possibility would phase in the mandatory reqaxrament

only for new regipients of cash assistance.

In deriding which interpretation would be best, several factors
would need to be considered--not the least of which would be the
budgetary implications and how access to or receipt of services
affects the ticking of the clock. .

Issue 3 -~ Sanctions and Incentives: Apart from the two~year
limitation, the program could use other ingentives or sanctions
to motivate people toward employment.

One possibility would be to force individuals to “"face the
clock” when they refused to participate or failed to make
progress in becoming "job ready.® If the clock’'s start was
tied to "job readiness,” such individuals could merely be
reclassified as “job ready.®

A second possibility would be to reduce the assistance check
by the caretaker’s amount, similar to what ogcurs in the
JOBS program. Such a sanction actioen would have no effé&t
on the clock’'s mavamant

A third possibility would be to provlﬁe financial incentives

(j)‘ to people who participate in their reguired activities. An

example would be awarding bonuses to those who made progress
in their assigned activity.

12
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ARANSITIONAL, WELFARE:
REPL WELFARE

THE GENERAL .APPROACH

The basic idea for this option would be to develop an appropriate
set of time-limited policies for a new series of assistance
programs created to replace AFD{. These assistance programs
.would include: 1) a work support system for working individuals;
2} & stipend system for those in education and training: 3) a
categorical assistance program for individuals with disabilitlies;
...Aand 4} a categorical assistance. program-for teen parents. The o
cash assistance and services provided through these programs
would be geared to the needs ¢f their respective client
populationsg. The goal would be ‘to achieve full participation
under each program, with all "adualt® recipients invelved in some
activity as a condition of receipt of receiving assistance.
While those in the work support and stipend systenms would be
. doing JOBS~types activities (work, training, and educatien},
those in the catsgorical programs might be doing something lesg
demanding and less directly related to the world of work., For
example, disabled recipients might be involved in rehabilitation
activities and teen parents in a combinstion of parenting and
basic skills activities,

Hork Suppert Svstem

The work support system would provide financial support,.child
care and other supportive services, casze management, job search
and job placement services which would enable recipients to keep
their Jjobs or to get new jobs when they become unemployed. The
g¢oal would be to keep working and "work-capable® individuals out
of the welfare system. Its financial support and othexr benefits
would be genercus enough that those who could work would aspire
to be part of this system. There would be no time limits for the
assistance to working families in this system. There would be
time limits and/or dollar limits to any assistance provided
during periods of iob search or transition between jobs. There
could also be time limits on job placements which were publicly
supported or subsidized,

Under this system, no work expense or other disregards-would be
neaded because even part-time employment would make the family
better off than they would be on cash assistange. Its wages,
EXITC, food stamps, and its child suppert or child support
assurance payment wauld be sufficient.

In the spirit of guaranteeing jobs, the work support system waald
be responsible for guaranteeing jobs or other types of work
assignments for low-income families who could pot find work and
could not gualify for either of the two categsrical programs,

L4
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There would be no specific sanction oy exemption policy developed
for this program; participation would be entirely woluntary.
However, no assistance would be available to individuals {or
their families) if they failed to work. If they faliled to keep a
*guaranteed" job, but were coopsrating and performing as best ’
they could, less demanding work opportunities (which might alsa
pay less) would be offered,.

This paper does not get into the nature and level of assistance
or the administrative structure for providing it since both the
Making -Work Pay and the Qther’ Support Services &raups are looking
-.at. those_ guestions. .. - . e ggpe e b g 2t

Stipend Sygtem

Individuals enreolled in education and training programs would [0
qual&fy for stipends which would help cover thelr family’s living /;?
expenses while they were in school. They would also be eligible i

for child care and case management services during that pariod, .
The assistance could be administered through a Work Support
Administration, another non-welfare agency, or the education and
ctraining programs themselves., If eligibility was restricted to
would«be welfare recipients, it might be appropriate to make a
State agency responsible for an initial authorization of
asgistance. However, if the stipends were avallable on a general
basis to low-~income families, perhaps enrcllees could work
directly with their programs rather than a State agency,

Individuals would gualify for benefits as individuals. Multiple
members of a family could therefore qualify, but ts prevent fraud
and duplication of benefits, individuals might have to provide
proof that they had children living with them or had
responsibility for their support (i.e., met the IRS test}.
Benefits could be tracked using something like a smart card.

Stipends would be time-limited and conditional upon the
recipients’ making satisfactory progress in their programs. The
length of time. that stipends would be authorized could be a fixed

.. period of time or tailored to the skilis deficiencies of the
recipient. For example, all loweincome individuals could gualify
for two years of voucherxs in any ten-~year period; the more
disadvantaged individuals could gualify for additional ‘time; or
the short baseline perioed could be shortened {e.g., to one year
or less), but eligible for extension when individuals gain work
experience or earrn other c¢redits.,

The amount of the stipend would be adijusted for family size, but
would not exceed the amount available to veterans. It would be
computed based on the. family’s status at the time of enrollment;
eligibility and stipend amounts would be redetermined at the
beginning of gach new term. S$Stipends would not be adjusted for
modest changes in the family’'s Iincome or resources, There would

14



be little, if any, administrative activity except at
redeterminations.

Individuals who failed to make satisfactory progress would expect
to have their stipends terminated or suspended.- Bowever, there
could be a good cause appeal system set up that would allow
reinstatement of eligibility in cases where the failure was due
to something like illness. Also, consultations would be
. scheduled for individuals pot on academic probation or otherwise
determined to be at risk of failure, and case managers could
auwthorize short-term interventions which might prevent such
omtmnmne .o fAallures. Those who had payments suspended,-but. did not get . -
. reinstated, could use any remaining stipends after an interim
period of work

The stipends would be in add@t;an to any educational ass;stance
that is otherwise available through Federal, State, local,
private or institutional sources. Stipends wonld not cover
education or training costs {including tuition} unless
alternative scurces of support were net available,

To the extent that the education and training programs were ‘
rasponsible for adminisgtration of the stipend payments and the

provision ¢f counseling, case management, and related services,
they could receive reimbursement for thelr administrative costs.

There would be no specific sanction or exemption policy
specifically related to this option; participation would be
entirely voluntary. However, no assistance would be availlable to
individuals {or their famllzes} it th&y failed to meet standards
of progress. ;

The disability program would provide assistance te those who have
emotional, physical, or mental problems which prevent their entry
into .the labor foxce or their successful participation in
education and training activities. Those whose problems are
short-term {e.g., expected to last less than three months) would
not be brought into the system, but could gualify for cash
agssistance on an emergency basis. Individuals with a substance
abuse problem that prevents them from working might be
temporarily assigned to a disability program while receiving
suitable treatment; however, they could be disbarred from
receiving cash payments if and for so long asg they failed to
cooperate. Alternatively, they could be offered assistance for a
limited, fixed period- of time to give them an opportunity to
address their problem {(e.g., six months}, but lose eligibility
after that point. Similar policies could be adopted for other
categories of recipients {such as the grossly obese).
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In general, the disability program would have no time limits.
Eligibility could be extended for so long as & gualifying
disability existed. Also, individuals could requalify if they
faced a2 rocurrence in their condition or & new proeblem, However,
in cases where a disability is treatable, and/or the individual
could find employment if they cooperated in rehakilitation
activities and/or education, training, and employment programs,
agsistance {(at least te the adulty through this program could be
terminated if they failed to c¢ooperate. In addition, for any
recipient - in this system, it might be appropriate to reguire
acceptance of certain types of family support services. At least
v mmen - - £h@ 8dult share-of the.assistance payment could-be- thought of ag—~ -
’ a stipend for doing the reguired activity; as long as
satisfactory progress is made, the stipend would be paid.

Stipends for cooperating individuals would cover the needs of the
disabled adult and other family members whoe lived with them.

This approach would work dike the curvent AFDC system of
assistance to single parent cases and to two-~parant incapacity
cases. However, the system could be less rigorous than the
current AFDC program in terms of budgeting and redeterminations,
with greater tolerance for income fluctuations and accumulation
of resources. However, in light of participation expectations,
it might not be appropriate to make long-term.commztments to
assistance. _ ‘

This paper dogs not attempt. to develop detaliled policies for a
disability program {(e.g., defining disability}, with the
expectation that another group would be assigned that
responsibility if we decide teo pursue this course further.

A Eanc 4 n Parent

Cash assistance would be provided tc pregnant and parenting teeans
conditicned upon their participation in appropriate employment,
education, training, and family support activities (such as
parenting}. This assistance would be available until the teen
finishes high school or reaches the age of 20. A system of
sanctions- and bonuses would be developed to encourage
participation in appropriate activities. Intensive casge
management would also be avallable, and agencies would be

.- encouraged to explore innovative vays of providing educational
and support services-~including alternative educational programs,
on~gite case management and payment issuances, two-parent
parenting classes, home visits, tutering, and joint parent-child
Jprograms. They could also explore alternatmves to education.
The lssues of teen pregnancy and pregnancy prevention will. be
coordinated with activities. of the Surgeon General. Coordination
is also needed with a number ¢f gther issue gruups with respect
& the provision of servzces
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DISCUSSION

If this multi—prqgram proposal-is to succeed, a number of gericus
problems need to be addressed. These include:

Bagic Eligibilitv--How do you define the eligible programs and
families so the system is not duplicative and covers the entire
needy population which deserves cash assistance?

It is difficult to divide the welfare population into a discrete

numbeyr of groups with discrete service needs. In this four-
program, it. seems that .gsome needy families-might be neglected, . -
while others might gualify under a number of programs. For -
exanple:

Some might not be able to work -or participate in education
and training, but alsc not fit into either of the two
categorical programs {(e.g,, a parent who is temporarily out
of work because of a broken arm or a gragnant 20~year~old).

Some needy f&mlllﬁﬁ might be covered by more than one system
at a time {e.g., those who are disabled or working, but also
in education or training; and two-parent families with one
disabled and one working parent).

Some needy families might need transitional assistance while
moving from one system through another {(e.g., temporary
assistance while looking for or securing a jobj.

Some might have temporary setbacks which the four systems
are ﬁat designed %0 accommodate . a

: ’ ture~-How can you design the administrative
structures for these four programs so that can successfully serve
their own target populations and, at the same time: 1} ensure
that needy families do not fall through the cracks as they makse
transitions from one assistance system to the next; 2} prevent
inappropriate duplication of services; 33} ensure that those whose
needs c¢rosg program lines can still receive appropriate services;
and 4} not be too c&mbergama for famiiies want&ng to become seli-
sufficient.

A Work Support Administration might be an appropriate service
structure for working individuals and those in education and
training, but an alternative structure might be more appropriate
for teen parents and the disabled if that agency is focused on
the job ready. -For teen parents, a schocl-based system might
prove most-effective. However, we would nesd to take care that
teen parents were not too removed physically or psychologlaazly
from the world of working individuals.
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Benefiy Levels-~How do you set benefit levels s¢ that families
that are able to work have the appropriate incentives, but that
other categories of needy families can have their basic neseds
met? Further, to what extent would the benefit levels in the
proposed programs have to recognize the current variations in
AFDC benefits?

Disability--Is the concept of disability concrete enough that a
it makes. senge to develop a separate system? Where would the
line be drawn {given in part that the measure of emplovability
would ke different depending upon the mix of services available
and how accommodating work sites.are for disabled individuals)?
Is the Administration prepared to trequire acceptance of medical
treatment? In light of the maingtreaming movement and the

_ Americans with Disabilities Act, is this an apprcprzate direction
to go? How can such a system get set up without getting bogged
down in a merass of medical determinations, appeals, and
hearings? Do we know encugh about diagnosis and treatment of
substance abuse, mental illness, and behavioral problems that we
could feel comfortable with making eligibility determinations,
terminating eligibility, and designing a service system for these
problems? Would we need to establish eriteria for defining what
"reasonable accommodation" this program should make in securing
appropriate services and employment for recipients? How should
the program be administered, including post-iransition work
opportunities? Do disabled individuals move to the other systems
when they becomeg job ready?- Should benefits under this system be
limited to families with children? WwWhat program assists families
with disabled children served? .

. : g Stipends~-~Should stlpends ‘be available for
all lavals of eduaatzan and trainlng? Should programs have to be
credentialed? Should stipend recipients have discretion in
choosing their sducation and training programs (both the type of
program and the specific institution)? Which administrative
structure would work best? If assistance is provided through the
education and training programs, is there greatsr risk of .
individuals engaging in i{nappropriate or unproductive activities?
Would such programs be capable of providing adequate child care
asgistance and case management? Should the concept of this
stipend system be broadened to serve more disadvantaged
individuals in need of family support«services and job readiness
activities? -Should any stipends ke available for non~adults? ’
where and how do you draw the line between work and training?

Can additional time or fund& for stipends be earned based on
work?

Should non-parents be eligible for assistance (through the foster
care program or otherwise) if they do not work or participate in-
education and training? At what level?

o
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If AFDC as we know it is gona, do we still have guaranteed jobsg?
For whom?

which systems, if any, provide ﬁinana&al support to families
looking for work? On what terms?

Can flexihility be built inte the system S0 that families with
ghort-term digruptions can receive emsrygency assistance rather
than being bauncad o another system?

+
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Preliminaxy §§gggr§an§ Data
{In millions) | AFDC - QP
Ave. monthly caseload 4.375 ‘ , 267
Ave. monthly recipients 12.596 1.14§
- Ave. adult recipients - 4.081

e --cNew.applications approved in 1991:-2.56 Million. w e o o

— L e

Cases approved where deprivation is due to incapacity: 3.6%.

Percent of cases with prior welfare receipt: 41.2%
(42.9% have neo prior receipt and 15.9% are unknown)

270,000 cases with mothers aged 11.19%

459,000 families with no adult in the case

280,000 fémizies with two or more adults

897.2% of the adult recipients are parents, 3% are stepparents,

1.5% are grandparents, .3 percent are siblings, .6 percent are
other relatives, and .l percent are non-relatives*

fercent of cases Adge of Youngest Child
2.4 unborn
8.0 under one
29.9 1-2
21.1 3.5
23.0 £5-11
9.4 L1245
3.4 i6~18
1.9 wanknown

*These figures reflect the status of adults vis-a-vis the
youngest child in the unit. QOf the teen mothers, 47.1% of are
age 19; 31.9%, age.18; 10.5%, age 17; 3.9%, age 16

JOBS Data Reporting
For F¥91 (4.5 million cases):

" 1.747 million recipients would be required to part1¢1pat& by
Federal law {(denominator)} in_ an average month

S

501,000 participating at some level in average month

263,000 counted as participating for participation rate purposes

- .
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Attachment 2

On Friday, April 23, the group had a meeting with Mary Jo Bane to
obtain further guidance about the direction of its efforts. The

participants agreed that the group should pursue three -
alternative models in more detail.

1. The first would assume that AFDC as we know it has been
"replaced by a series of programs whose assistance was geared
£o the needs of its t&xget population. Working individuals

would have income support and & variety of other work
supports available to them. Individuals seeking education
and training would have stipends available on a time-limited
baais. The disabled would have income supports and services
appropriately tailored to their capabilities. Finally,
there might be a group of cases (such as parents with very
young ¢hildren) who receive cash assistance, but have -most,
if neot all, of their participation requirements deferred for
& period of time.

2. The second would assume that the current AFDC system is not
substantially changed., It would assume no entitlement to
two years of AFDC, but attempt to move reciplents quickly
towards work and supported self~sufficiency. Participation
in activities would be mandatary, but apg:agrzate exemptions
would be available.

3. The third would treat the two-year time limit as essentially
an entitlement. While education, training, and support
services would Be available during this period,
participation in them would be voluntary. Then, at the end.

., ©f the two years, reciplents would face work requirements.

Over the next two weeks, the work group will develop these
options more fully and work with the modeling group to develop
some preliminary numbers to asscciate with them. "{Among other
issues, the papers will explore how different populations would
be treated and whether & no-exemption policy would be feasible.)
The goal is to present a 3«5 page paper on each of -the three
alternative approaches for yeview by Friday, MKay 7

In the meantime, Jeremy will assist in circulating a list
identifying the various “clusters” and working groups that have
been formed and listing the members of each group. Also, the
initial set of issue papers and subsequent products from each,
group will"be generally circulated to the team leaders. Due to
this broad circulation, team leaders m&st exercise dxscretlan in
developznq their materials. .
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June 11, 1993

MEMORANDUM

TC: HSP Staff
From: wéndell

Re: ‘Attached welfare reform proposal

Attached is the initial draft of my proposal to reform the
welfare system. These are preliminary ideas, and in some cases
the proposal is not fully developed. The proposal ought to be
treated as VERY confidential. One of the primary reasons for
circulating it is to understand our data analysis needs and
capabilities. If we can estimate the cost of a proposal such as
this, it will give us a good understanding of what is involved in
analyzing variocus options. I would greatly appreciate your
feedback and comments. :
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WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL.

The following desgribes the author’s preopeosal for reforming
rhe current welfare system. The proposal includes improved child
support enforcement, ohild suppert assurance, amendments to the
current AFDC program, and a time ixn;i with corresponding
education, training and CWEP. , _ _ ..

The proposal definitely mests the charge to "end welfare as
we know 1t™., It institutiopallzes male responsibility, it
provides opportunitises for both.custedial and noncustodial
parents to help support their ¢hildren, and 1t promotes parental
responsibiliity. Its primary focus is the child, and it is based
on the assumption that child poverty should be reduced and income
stabilized through & strong child support enforcement and
assurance system. Under the proposal, the programs providing
cash or near-cash assistance are simplified, and a consistent
time limit is applied across all programs. The custodial parent
can receive AFDC, food stamps and housing benefits for a limited
period during which intensive efforts through a variety of
services, education, and training programs should enable the
parent to move towards self-sufficiency. After this time period
ends, the recipient is offered a minimunewage CWEP job where the
earnings {(and hence hours) are limited by the amount of
assistance previously received., During this time period, the
welfare office recomputes benefits under the three assistance
programs assuming the recipient is working the reguired number of
hours at the job provided. Earnings are reduced proportisnately
for hours not workad, but any assistance beneflts are not
‘affected. Thus, there is a dirsct and immediate relationship
between work and economic well-beling., At the end of {wo years,
the CWEP 3job ends. The recipisnt is then assumed to be working,
in the private sector full-time at minimum wage, and assistance
benefits are determined accordingly. Depending upon state AFDC
benefit. levels, AFDC has probably ended. -Food stamps and housing
benefits would be reduced significantly but not eliminaced. The
ingcentive to take a parte-time ob at thalt point would be very
strong, as benefits would be calculated assuming half-time work,
and the recipient would actually re¢sive the wages, At all
peoints in time, there would be a largs incentive tg participate
in the child support assurance system. The detalls of the
proposal are desoribed below.

Paterniiy- Establishinenty -

The paternity establishment component-of the proposal is
very similar o the design of the Downey/Hyde propeosal, with the
goal of developing a system which facilitates universal
compliance. Under the proposal, Federal funding would bhe made
available to each State Lo ilmplement a paternity establishment
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program that meets certaln Federal requirements and guidelines,
The goal of the Federal reguirements is to ensure that paternity
is established for as many children born out of wedlock as
possible, regardless of the parents’ welfare or income status and
as soon as possible following birth.

Under its paternity establishment program, each State would
establish simple., nonadversarial procedures for the voluntary
acknowledgement of patvernity shortly after birth, preferably in
the hospital through an administrative process.  Bach State would
be reguired to establish a civil procedure te adjudicate
contasted paternity cases through @ judicial or administrative
process. In addition, each Statse would be reguired to improve
gfforts to locate absent parents by ensuring that the parent
locate service has access to raquisite State and private records,
and that other State have direct access o the 8State data bases
in order to process interstate cases.

The Federal government would reimburse States for seventy
percent of the cost of establishing and operating the paternity
establishment program. An increase in the raimbursement rate
would be based on performance, relative ©o gther States,

For childrern born after January 1. 183586, custodial parents
who had not established paternity oy who had not been granted a
good cause exception would be unable to claim the personal tax
aexempticn for each child for whem paternity had not been
_eéstablished,

Establishment of Child Support Orders

Under the proposal, States would establish &ll initial
orders through an administrative procedure according to uniform,
national guidelines indexsd annually for inflation. Grders would
be.established on all nongustodial parents regarding of current
ability to pay, by assuming they would work full time at minimum
wage. The Federal government would sesztablish snd maintain a
national, universal database of ail existing orders with current
information from the Federal income tax returns of all custodisl
and noncustodial parents including addresses, and States would be
required to use this information t¢ update orders avery Lwo
years,

Collection and Enforcement of Child Supnoert Orders

"Phis section includes many recommendations from the report
of the Interstate Commissicon on Child Support-and existing
papers, It is similar t¢ the new Federal-ftate model {(option 3
described in the paper on child support enforcement restructuring
opltions. Under the proposal, States would assume primarvy
respensibility for the collection, disbursement and enforcement
of ¢child support payments. EBmployers would withhold support from
wages based on information from the revised W4 form and would
torward all withholdings to the State officg. The State office
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would forward child support pavm@ﬁfa'Pb custodial parents on a

monthly basls, and would include separately any cb;;d suppore
assugrancs amOuni%

In addiaian, all cew employees would be required bo notify
their employer of their child support obligations by £iling the
Federal W-4 form, which would be revised to collect information
regarding the emplovee’s name, address, Social Security number,
garnings per perioed, «hild support ordesr and health iasurance
benefits. Employers wonld forward this information to the

“Federal government to be verified against the national database
of orders. , e '

o

Under the proposal,. any child support owed by a noncustodial
parent at the end of the year in ezxcess of that withheld during
the year would be due to the State office and collected via the
ananual income tax form. Child support payments would have
precedent over Federal tax liabilities,

The State office, through its administrative lav judges, _
would have the discretion to reducs child support arrearages on a,
case~by~case basis, but only Lf the office determines that such
reduction will promete t{he payment of curreat c¢hild support
obligations: by the noncustodial parent. &An ALJ could also reduce
zrrearages by reducing the present value of Social Security
retirement benefits based  upon changes in the esa rnlngs records of
noncustadial parents. -

v

The rules for distribution efvair&araggx would be simpli-
fied. The Federal government would retain any arrearages which
resulted in the payment of the assured beneifit. HNo monies would
be distributed to States 'as a result of any change in welfare
benefits: Arrearages would be cancelled working backwards from
the date,of the arrearage payment on an annual basis.

The entire system would be universal and prcoactive, as
spposed Lo reactive. It would be fully automated, and noncusto-
dial parsnts would be required to keep the child support offics
“fully infermed of any change in address and employer. “7The non-
custoedial parent would have various chojces on how to pay his
child support such as avtomatic withdrawal from a checking
accaunt, pradatecd checks, wages withholding or other methoeds. The
cholee emploved might dictate the necessity of one or two months
of advancg payments.

R L]

Assared Child Supoort Bencfit

Under the proposal, the Federal government  would provide
{finance} an annual assured child support benefit on behalf of
any child who has been awarded support, but whose noncustodial
parent fails to pay. The benafit would be administered by the
State and would be deternined accovrding to either of the
following two optlons and indexed to inflation:
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aj - The amount shown in the schedule below, less any
private child support collected:

Number of Children Benefit
-1 52,000
? . 3,000
3 3,500
4 0OFr more ' -4, Q00

This option may also be accompanied by allowing the non-
custodial parent to receive EITC. The details of this must still
he worked out so as to not encourage family bresk-up, and in
order to be fairly esasy to understand and be limited by the
amount of ohild asuppart actaaﬁly pald.

by Fifty percent of the child supp&rt order, plus a2 bonus
payment of 40 cents per dollar paid by the noncustodial
parent up to a maximom of $104¢ per month., This option
may be phased out acgording to the size of the order.

States must disregard up to.$1,000 of child support and
-assured bensflt payments before caloulating the AFDC payment if
the State’s 'AFDC payment level was less than or egual to 40

" percent of the Faderal poverty level., <Child support payments and

the assured benefit would be treatad as income to the custodial

parent £oOY Lax purposes. :

Advance Pavment of the Parned

sroms Taw Credit

T Certalin Low-income custodial gax&éts who are eligible for
the earned income tax credit {EITC) could, reguest to recelive
payment of the credit on a regular basis along with thelr chiid

support payment. - Thg BITC would be administered by the 3tate
child support agsnoy.

Prooran

Under the propeosal, changes would be made to the AFDC
program as {sllows: .

a) Rules for determining eligibllity and benefit levels

. would be simplified and standardized to facilitate
coordination among Qther assistance programs such as
food stamps and housing;

by Under current law, when f{food shamps are calculated,
AFDC benefits are taken into account., The AFDC benefit
is assumed to be %0, percent for housing and 50 percent
for other needs, -and housing benefits are-calculated
assuming one-half of the AFDC c¢heck as income. The
other one~half reduces the housing subsidy dollar for
dollar. Unlike current rules, under the plﬁpObal food
stamps would be trested as locouwe for housing subsidy
PUrposes . Calculation of the food stamp benefit would
not count the amount of housing assistance recelved;



(o The 100«hour rule {which gpecifies that a parent must
work fewer than 100 hours in a month te be classified
as unemploved) would be eliminated;

d) The quarters of work rule {which specifies that to be
eligible for AFOC-UP the principal earneyr must have
worked 6 or more guarters prior to ong year bafore
application) would be eliminated;

&} In place of the current $50 per month passthrongh of
child support, States would be regquired to ilncrease
APDC henefit levels by $70 psr month for families Wlth
2 ¢hild suppoert order; and

£ The standard disregard would be  raised $rcm $90 to SZ%Q
per month {with State option tc iacrease Lo more than
5100}, the cohild care disregard would remain the saie
{20 percent of sarnings te a maximum of $175 psr month
per chiid), and an additionsl disregard of 20 percent
of sarnings (with 3tate flexibility) would be added.
A1l benefits {including AFDRC, food stamps and the
assured benefit, as well as child support payments)
would be taxable to the custoedial parent.

Time Limit

tUnder the proposal, welfare regeipt (including AFPDC, food
stamps, and housing) would be limited to 12, 15 or 18 monthg,
hagsed on the unemployment rate in each urban and rural area. For
regilons wifli @n unemployment rate less than 6 perecent, the time
1imit would ' be 12 months, for 6-9 percent, 15 months, and for
greater than 9 percent, 18 months., Exemption from the time l1limit
would apply to a caretaker of an AFDC child who meets one or more
sf the following conditions. He or she:

aj ls not a natural or adoptive parenk;
B ls working more than 20 hours per week {40 hours for
: bhoth garents)., {States could ont to increase o 30 and

60 hours, respect ‘vely),

¢l has care i a child under age 2. (Thi& vould be
Limited %o one child, and States could opt to decr&ase
gualifying age to 6 months);

d) has ¢are of a digabled child or relative;

&) 18 making satisiactory progress in secondary school or
GED program;

£3 is paruvicipating and making satisfactory progress in a

rehabilitation, training Or parenting program [includ-
ing Head Starty);

q) has a functional disabllity or ilmpalrment that
significantly reduces employabilitcy; or .
Yy ~has insufficient child care arrangements. -

Educarion and Traininpg

Undor the proposal, Faderal funding for the JORBRS program
would increase by $3 billlion. The Padersl matching rate would be
reised, from the curvent level wo 75 peorcent. Countercyclical
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assistance would be provided through, an enhanced Federal wmatch of
40 percent if the uncmployment rate 1n a state rises above 7
percent. :

Phig proposal envisions the continuation of current State
JOBS programs. As under current law, States would be given
considerable flexiblility as to haw recipients move through the
system. States would be required to properly inform all
recipiagnts of the implications of the time limit, including
appertunities aund obligations at various points In time. States
must Limit the length of time for which participation in
education 0r training act*vmtxms would gualify as an éxemption
from the time limit.

Trapsitional Asmistance

A1l other ipndividuals not exempt from the time limit would
be required afver the time-limit outlined above to “york off-
their welfare benefit in a CWEP-type program. CWEP programs must
e designed to improve the employabilicty o participants through
actual work experience and training in order to enable individu-
als Lo move into regular employment as s860n as possible.  States
would be reguired to offer a CWEP job wirhin 50 days of when an
individual goes on AFDC, 1if the individual so requests. The ¢ost
‘of providing CWEP would be funded at a Federal matching rate of
75 percent. States who wish to provide additional CWEP above
that which is specified in .the proposal c¢ould received Federal
funds at a matohing rate of 58 percent.

“Individuals would be required to work the number of hours
derived by dividing the total amount.of theiy velfare bérnefit v
{including AFPDC, food stamps and housing) by the Faderal minimum
wage, up to a maximum of 40 hours per wegk. Participants would
be paid an hourly wage ggual to the minlmum wage, and for
purpases of bengfitr calculation, the welfare department would
assume that the participant is being paid for the hours
specified. Wages under CWEP would be counted as earnings. For
any required hours that the participant faxz@d to work, wages
wonld be reduced accordingly,

Farnings would not be counted as income for purposes of
calowlating the earned income tdx credit, and .no vnemplorment
Baneflits would be paid. Child care would bg guarangesd,

Current law roles for the workmen'’'s compensation program and the
Secial Sevurity program {including payment of ths PICA tax} wau ld
apply. -All bernefits would be calculated accorﬁlﬁg to existing
crules,  This implies that individuals would leave the AFDC

program first, the foed stamp program second, and the housing -
progran thivd, .

Parvicipation in CWEP would be limited -to Lwo vears, after
which Lndividuals would bho expected to move into & foll-time
minimum wage i0b, For every year off of AFDC, housing benefics,
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and CWEP, individuals would be able to earn twa months of ‘bLﬂ?
‘crediv’ in the welfaré system for future use. AR

Il

Tegnane Precnancy angd Out-of-Wadliock Biyehs

It i3 necessary Lo develap a proposal to address the Ilssue
of teenasge pregnancy and gut-of-wedlock childbearing. The author
would recommend @ program which would encourage the voluntary usge
of Norplant for birth control purposes. The teen parent
demonstraCion project has shown that mothers often desire to
prevent the birth of additional children, but they do not often
have the means or -the knowladge. o

Ly

Work angd Training Reogulroments ﬁgr Nongustodial Parents

under the proposal, the JOBS program would be modified and
expanded to accommodate participation by noncustodial parents who
have failed to, or are unable te, pay child support. A State
administrative lav judge (ALJ} could reguire mandatory participa-
tion in job search activities under the JOBS program for
noncustodial parents whe willingly fall to pay child support.
Noncustodial parents who are unable to pay child support but are
not more than two months delipguent would have an opportunity ho
volunteer for partiszipation in the JOBS proygram or other
specified activities, during which time the gurrent child support
order would be walved. Certalin nponcustodial parents would hé
eligible for public service employment (PSE) jobs administered by
the State. States wovld be gntitled to receive additional
redaral funds to administer the JOBS program and to provide
50,000 . public service employment jobs. Intact families would be
given priority ovar separated families for the PSE slots.

Under the expanded JOBS program, States would face a reduced
Federal match unless 30 percent of JOBE funds was spent on
sexrvidées to assist noncustodial parents. The current law
requirement that 55 percent of JOBS funds must be spent on
cervain target populations would be reduced ¢ 35 percent.

Tax Treatment of Child Support and BHenefits

Under the proposal, the household standard dedugtion would
be increased to the level of the joint standard dedoctian.  Fox
1993, this implies an increase of $750. | Child support paymenis
and the assured benefit would be taxable to the custodial parent,
and tax deductible o the noncustodial parent, if the custodial
parent recelvas the personal exempticon for the g¢hild. I the
~noncustodial parent rocwives the personal exemptioh, child
suppore payments would continpue to not be included io gross
inoome o the custodial parent. AFDC benefiis, fosd sramps, &8I
and housing beneflits would all be counted as taxable income to
the custodial parent.
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Bewenstracions, Research and BEvaluation g

A thorough evaluation of all aspecis of the program would be
conducted after the CWEP program and the time limit had bean
fully implemented. If [t was detvermined that harm was being done
‘to children, the President would have the suthority to eliminate
the time limit. Demonstrations and research projects will be
determined at a later date. '

¥



| IMPACTS

Reduced child poverty

Paternities established on 400,000 additional
children each year - -

Increased parental responsibility

w Ve
[3

Transfer of an additional $10 billion in child
support

Reduation in AFDC caseload

Increased abllity for parents to support thelr
children ’ .

Improved c¢hild cutcomes
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ISSUE #1: REFORMING VERSUS REPLACING WELFARE . ' R | l

The President has calied for an “end to welfare as we know it.” Most of the work
done by the working group to date is based on the notion that the goal 15 to find a genuine
alternative to welfare, A major focus has been on insuring that people can adeguately support
themselves outside of the AFDC system--focussing on work ustead of weifare. Thus there is
a heavy emphasis on non-welfare supposts connected to work. A second emphasis 15 on
moving people off.the welfare system as quickly a3 possible, rather than encouraging them to
work while on welfare. These two emphases are different from what one sees in most state
welfare reform efforts-~either in their implementation of the JOBS program, or in their waiver
requests for state demnonstrations. S

Under all scenarios, the working group anticipates considerable flexibility in state direction
and implementation. But gltimately we will have ¢ face the question of how much of the
basic culture and focus will come from the federal povernment. The Bush administeation
followed a policy of “welfare reform through state waivers,” 3 policy which many state
officials would like 1o see as the centerpiece of this administration's welfare reform. Our
experience with recent and currant waiver reguests suggests that this route is uniikely to end
welfare as we know it State self-sufliciency-oriented welfare reforms tend to focus on
improving the JOBS program and on providing work incentives within the welfarz system, in
the form of higher exrmings disregards and lower henafit reduction ratex Fven the most
dramatic of the state’ proposed demonstrations are not onented fo getting people off welfare
guickly and supporting them outside the welfare system when they work. Partly this s
because it is hard for states ¢ eavision genuine alternatives to the welfare system, and hard
for them to develop programs--like 4 Iarge‘scaie EITC--nacessary to replace welfare for
5ubstarmai nurmmbers of people. :

The Working Group is operating on the assumption that the geal is to genuinely transform the
welfare systemn while preserving 4 high level of state flexibility, More mederae reform
would call for expanding and enriching the JOBS program, or relying on state-generared
reform approaches. The more moderate strategy has the porential for genuwinely improving the
welfare system. The leadership of the Working Group believe that it is possible and desirable
to be much bolder, 1o fashion an zpproach thar focuses on quickly moving people ofT welfare
and izc?pmg them siay ofl Unowgh @ »eiies of wurk supporiy. I o vould be done, time
limits in the welfare system itself would be much more reasonable, since we would expect
many fewer people to h:z whatever time limit was imposed.

- . ISSUE #2: THE DILEMMA OF SINGLE PARENTS--CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEME\"I’
AND INSURANCE

No problem is more imporiant or more vexing in welfare reform than that posed by the rapid
increase in single parents, especially children borm out of wedlock. Though divorces have
teveled off, the number of children bomn o unmarried mothers continues to rise dramatically. -
A major pari of our effort must be to try and reduce the formation of singlo-parent families,
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but the question remains Of what vne does about t}w single-parent fmzahes tizat haw been
formed. o ‘

4 : . .
The dilemma is straightforward: single parents are in an extremely difficult position. They
are expected 1o both nurture and provide for their child alone--or go onto welfare. Many
believe that some mothers, capeaially those with very young children and from highly
disadvantaged backgrounds, are Aot in a position to carry the entire burden of support, even
with policies in place to make work pay, They argus that single parents and their children .
need some additional cconomic support to be able to fulfill their responsibilities. But if
supports are offered o help protect single parents, it could appear that we are encouraging the

- formation of single-parent families.

The obvious place to look fer additional economic support is the absent parent. The cursent.
child support enforcement system s % porous that less than a third of absent fathers' potential
obligation is actually collected. A dramatically improved system would bring essennal
support to many single parents 2nd is a major focus of welfare reform. Moreover, since
maney paid o the mother comes from the father, such a system strongly reduces incentives
for fathers to form single-parent famzlzes

The question is what should be done when the government is unable 1o collect money from
the absent parent due to his unemplovment or active avordance One strmgy would be w0
creste a child support enforcemswi and insurance system,

This element is controversial. Proponents argue that it truly makes work feasible and .
legitimizes a genuinely time-limited welfare system - Ornitics see it as distracling the
government from genuine chzié support enforcement efforss and perhaps &*mp‘iv prowdmz
welfare by another name.

A child support enforcemment and Jasuance (CSEL) pogram would seek 1o both dramatically
improve child support enforcement and provide some protection to single parents by providing
a government guaranteed minimum child suppaort payment (say $2,000 or $3,000) even whea
cotlections from the absent father fall below the mmimum . Minimum child support
payments would only be provided to custedial parents with an award in place. Moreaver, any

~insured child support payments would be counted as income for welfare.purposes and welfare
benefits would be reduced dollar for dotlar. A woman on welfare is thus no better off, she
recelves some guaranteed child support but wrrﬁspondlngiy less welfare  But if she wen! to

- work, she could keep her child support. Thus the only people who would benefit from the
ensured benefit would be working single parents since.unlike welfare, the money 15 not Jost
when people ge to work. .

“Advocates argue zhat a CSEI plan would create 2 szwng work incentives, make 1t much easier
10 teave welfare for work, and significantly increase incentives for mothers 1o help get awards
in place. In addition, the insured benelit could be seen as an unmet oblization of the father,
who could be legally compelied to participate in training or work programs in Hev of the

*
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WELFARE REFORM, FAMILY SUPPORT AND INDEPENDENCE

BRIEFING FOR THE PRESIDENT

18 June, 1593 A'FT

Members of the Werking Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and Independence have
been working for several months to develop specific options consistent with the four themes
that the President has consistently emphasized regarding welfare reform. In working on these
issues, we have identified three issues that are particularly important: reforming versus
replacing welfars; the dilemma of single parents and child support enforcement and msum&cé
and structoring a time-Jimited welfare and work. ’

This memao starts by briefly summarizing the basic thernes. It then outlines the three issues.
We have also attached a brief progress report on tha staff issus teams that are supporting the
Working Group.

FOUR ’rzmms

Make Work Pay -~ The critical starting point for helping people off welfare is 10 insure that
people who work are not poor. Two central elements are already moviang forward: an
expanded Eamed Income Tax Credit (EITC), and health reform. Child care will be a cnitical
element as weil. Other steps designed to really make work work for low income families are
being considered.

Dramatically Improved Child Support Enforeement -~ Qver half of children born in the U.S.
will spend time in 2 single parent home. The obvious starting point for supporting these
children i to {ook to both parents. Only one third of single parents currently receive any
coul-wideied child support today. There are many changes to be made, ranging froto paternity
establishment in the hospital 1o & central clearinghouse for all coliections and 2 much greater
role for the Federal government. A major question is whether to adopt or @xpcnment with
some form of child suppert enforcement and insurance.

Bettes Tunining and Support -- The Family Support Act of 1988 started a process of improved
employment and training services for welfare recipients. We should build on the lessons of
the JOBS program and insure that those on welfare have access to the education and training
services they need 1o escape welfare - Major issues involve how to integrate trammg for
mlfzze mothers into the larger system of education and trammg

Transitional ﬁmhmlﬁeé Welfare and Work -- The ultimate goal is to make welfare truly
transitional for those who are healthy and able to work, If the other steps make it feasible for
single mothers 10 support themselves and nurture their families, then one can sad should
expect people to find private work, or to work in some form of community or public service.
Issues of parteuviar concern incinde how strict the time limit should he, and how much and
what kind of work can be generated for those who reach the time imit.
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payment. It would clarify that a portion of the support for the child should be coming from
the absent father. Finglly, such a system would protect women of all economic classes, rather
than targeung poor single parents as welfare does,

Critics regard such plans skepnically, If single parents are assured a child support payment,
they wouy dust sialey will have litle reason o track down paymenss from fathers, This plan
has been Igbelled “welfare by another nams” because it goss to single parents and offsets

welfare payments for those who do not work. Some argue that it cezzié gncourage the
formation of more single-parent families.

-

_Both critics and supporters agree that unless a plan of child support onforcement amd
msurance was coupled with a radically improved child support system, and unless 2

significant majority of custodial parents are receiving what is pard by the absent parent rather
than a mimimum benefit, the minimum benefit could be perceived as a new income support
system for single parents rather than a base of protection built into the child support
enforcement-system.

BSSUE #3: STRUCTURING TIME-LIMITED WELFARE AND WORK

The principle of time-limiting welfare, of ensuring that'welfare does not inr fact last forever,
had enormous appeal in the campaign and resonates positively with 2 broad range of people,
including welfare clients. If supports for work are in place, if we have dramatically increasad
child support, and if we have improved education and training, then it seems reasenable o
insist that afler some peried of time, waditional welfare ends and some sort of work begins,
Moreover, everyoneg agrees there is meaningful work o be done: fihrariae are clored becanse
communities cannot afford staffs, communify organizations have dozens of ways 0 use new
workars, child care programs need more help, just to name 3 few.

But significant questions arise; how many people can reasonably be expecied to work and
how doss one mount 2 massive job effort that might be needed.

The complexity of people's lives, the characieristics of the caseload, and the difficalty of
mounting ¢ massive work program-lead many o believe that & tme Jimit should only be
applied to a madest portion of the caseload, at least at first. The vast majority of recipients
start welfare with a child under 3. Many have little work experience. Some are il or have
sick children. Some simply have trouble coping with their [ives. Moreover, requining work
of even haif of the caseload on for more than 2 years could require the creation of 1.5 million
jobs or more, :

Inevitably critical questions invelve cost and capacity,. We would all like to s2e a system of
100 percent participation n work or work preparation activities by those on welfare. The x%
of welfare recipients with pre~school children could not reasonably be required 10 work if day
carc wore not provided. Education and training services, though usually funded ourside the
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welfare systemn, wio wol {ree, nos 15 capacity unlbnited. Comnmmnity service slots also require
investment in planning, teaching, equipment, and supervisory time.

The JOBS program currently spends about 3800 million nationwade, and enrolis about 7
percent of racipients. Even the best-performing states currently serve only about 15 percent
of recipients. Only in o very fow places--Riverside, California being the best known example-
-has the JORS program subsiantially affected the way the walfare system operates. Just
moving all the states toward a program like Riverside would be z major task, especially if
‘more mendatory work was expected, No state now relies on mandatory work for more than 2
~ small proportion of clients. Atempting to reach everyone and ultimately requiring work
would thus be a gigantic leap, and an expensive one. And some warry abont what will
happen to the "walking wounded” on welfare now.

A new system could be phased n, exther by state or by cohort of welfare recipients. - That
would lower the initial cost and provide some time for lessons regarding the magnitude and
solutinns tn cost, capacity, and implementation. The chalienge will bz how 1o manage costs
while at the same time being bold enough 10 meet our comminment to real chaage.

A second big issue is the consequences of non-compliance. For 2 system of reguired

. participation and work to be perceived as 4 genuine end to welfare as we know i, there
would have 1o be serious penaities for non-participation. But current practice includes strong
due process projections, penalties affecting adults only, and exwemely low sanction rates of
any sort.

Serious consequences for non-participation arg crucial 10 the integnity of a new system.
However, both the moral legitimacy and the feasibility of surict expecrations and fime himuts
on cash aid will derive from the existence of supporis and opportunities to make work work.
Because all of the elements must develop together, the managemen: of a phased-in approach
iy crucidly imporiant.

It is important to realize that both the mora! legidmacy and the feasibility of a reasonable
strict ume-limited welfare system hings critically on the magnitude and narure of suppons for
. work outside the weifare system. The easier it is for people 1o support their families through
work outside of welfare, the fewer people will roach any time limit on cash aid and need to
be placed in public or community jobs. With a rich array of non-welfare supports -- including
the expanded EITC, child care, improved child support enforcement and perhaps child suppors
insurance -- a2 woman couid be better off than welfare even working half time. Half-time work
seems feasible even for mothers with very young children and those from highly distressed
backgrounds. It would also raduce the cost of child care and job creation. Thus a final
question which will need 1o be explored is the extent o which spending more on supports
outside the welfare systam will reduce the need for and cost of providing work for people
who reach the end of a time-Jimited support program, .
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WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL

" Chila Support Enforcement and Assurance

Paternity Establishment
©  The paternity establishment conponent” is very similar to the
design of the Downey/Hyde proposal, with the goal of developing a
system which facilitates universal compliance. Under the
proposal, Federal funding would be made available-to each State
te implement & paternity establishment program that meets certaln
Federal reguirements and guidelines. The goal of the Federal
reguirements is to gnsure that paternity is established for as
many children born out of wedlock as possible, regardless of the

cparents’ welfare or Income status and as soon as possible
foliowing birth.

el

-

Under its paternity establishment program, each State would
establish simple, nonadversarial procedures for the voluntary
acknowledgement of paternity shortly after birth, preferably in
the hospltal through an administrative process. Each State would
be reguired to establish & civil procedure to adjudicate
contested paternity cases through a judicial or administrative
process. In addition, each State would be required to improve
efforts to locate absent parents by ensuring that the parent
lovate service has aseess to reguisite State and private recoxds,
and that other State have direct access to the State data bases
in order to process interstate cases.

The Federal government would reimburse States for seventy
percent of the cost of establishing and operating the paternity
establishment program. An increase in the reimbursement rate
would be based on performance, relative to other States.

For children born after January 1, 1996, custodial parents
who had not established paternity or who had not been granted a
good cause exception would b unable to ¢laim the personal tax
gxemption for each ¢hild for whom paternity had not been I

gstablished.

Establishment hild 8u Orders

Under the proposal, -States would establish all initial
erders through an administrative procedure according to uniform,
national guidelines indexed annually for inflation. Orders would
ba established on all noncustodial parents regarding of current
abllity to pay. by assuming they would work fuil time at minimum
wage.. The TFederal goverament would establish and maintain a
national, universal database of all existing orders with current
information from the Federal income tax returns of all custodial



and noncustodial parents including addresses, and States would be
regquired to use this information to update orders every two
Yeaxrs. ’

This section includes many recommendations from the report
of the Interstate Commission on Child Support and existing
papers. Under the proposal, States would assume primary
responsibility for the eollection, disbursement and enforcement .
of c¢hild support payments, Employers would withhold support from
wages based on information from the revised w-4 form and would
forward all withholdings to the State office. The State office
wauld forward child-support -payments to custodial parents on a
monthly basis, and would include separately any child support
assurance amounts.

In addition, all new smployees would bg reguired to notify
thely employer of their child support obligaticons by filing the
Federal W~4 form, which would b revised to eollect information
regarding the emplove#’s name, address, Social Security numbeérx,
earnings per period, child support order and health insurance
benefits. Employers would forward this information to the
Federal government to be verified agazns& the national database
of orders.

tnder the proposal, any child support ow&daby a noncustodial
parent at the end of the year in excess of that withheld during
the year would be due to the State office and collected via. the
annual incomée tax form. Child support payments would have
precedent over Federsl tax liabilities.

The State aff;wa, through its administrative law judges,
would have the discretieon to reduce c¢hild support arrearages on a
case~-bywease basis, but only if the office determines that ‘such
reduction will promote the payment of current child support
obligations by the noncustodial parent. An ALJ could also reduce
arrearages by reducing the present value of Social Security
retirement benefits based upon changes in the earnings records of
noncustodial parents, .

The rules for distyibution of arrearages would be simpli-
fied. The Faderal gqovernment would retain any arrearages which
resulted in the payment of the assured bensfit., No monies would
be distributed to States as a result of any change in welfare
beneflits. Arrearages would be cancelled working backwards from
the date of the arrearayge payment on &n annual basis.

Agsured Child Support Bensfit

Under the proposal, the Federal government would provide
{finance) an annual assured child support benefit on behalf of
any child who has been awarded support, but whose noncustodial
parent fails to pay. , The benefit would be administered by the



State and waala be determined according to elther of the
following two options and indexed to 1nflatlon.

a3 The amount sh&wn in the schedule below, less ény
: private child support collected: ' '
Number of Children _ﬁgﬁ&fit
1 2,000
2 ' 3,000
3 . ,' ' 3,5¢0
- wom o 40 mOXE | 4,000 . e
by  Pifty percent of the child support order, plus a bonus

~payment of 40 cunts per dolliar paid by the noncustodial
parent up £o a maximum of $18@ ner month,

States must disregard up to $1,000 of ¢hild support and
assured benefit payments before calculating the AFDC payment if
the State’s AFDC payment level was less than or equal to 48
percant of the Federal poverty level. Child support payments and
the assured benefit would be treated as income to the custodial
parent for tax purposes. .

Cartain Zow—;ncome custodial parents.who are sligible for
the sarned inceome tax credit {(EITC) could regquest to revelive |
payment of the credit on a regular basis along with their ¢hild
support ‘payment. The EITC would be aamlnlstared by the State

child suggort agency.

£

Amendments Lo ﬁhg AFDE Program

Undey the proposal, changes would be made to the AFDC
program as follows: :

&} Rules for determining eligibllity and benefit levels

\ would be simplified and standardized to facilitate
coordination among other assistance grograms such as

. food stamps and houa;ng,

b The 100-hour rule” (which speclfles that a parent muast

work fewer than 100 hours in a month to be classified
. as unemployed) would be eliminated;

) - The gquarters of work rule (which specifies that to be
eligibple for AFDC-UP the principal earner must have
worked & or more quarters prior Lo one vear befare
application] would be eliminated;

) In place of the ¢urrent $50 per month passthroagn af

: ¢hild support, States would be reguired to increase
AFDC benefit levels by $50 per month for families with
a child Supyart order. This would not be counted in
the food stamp or housing programs;

€} The standard disregard would be raised from $%0 to $100
per month, the c¢hild care disregard would remain the

H



Tima Limis

c a CWEP-type program.” CWEP gragrams must be designed to improve 2 =

same {20 .percvent of earnings to & maximum ©f 3175 per
month per c¢hild), and an additional disregard of 20
percent of earnings would bg added.

g,

Under the proposal, welfare reéceipt (including AFDC, food
stamps, and housing) would be limited to 12, 18 or 24 months,
based on the unemployment rate in each urban and rural avrea. For
regions with an unemployment rate less than 6 percent, the time )
limit would be 12 months, for -9 percent;—18 months, and for ;

J

Y
greater than 8 percent, 24 months. Exemption from the time limit i Jﬁ
would apply.to B caretaker of an AFDC child who meets one or more E
of the following conditions. He or she'~~»

&) is not a natural or adoptmve parent

by is working more than 20 hours per week (48 hours for f«&»wﬁ%

hoth parents),

c) -has care of a child under asge 2; .

d} has care of a disabled child or relative; .

e} is making satzsfactary progress in seaand&xy school or

- GED program;

£} iz g&xt;c&p&tzng and” mak;%g satisfactory progress in a
rehablilitacion, traxﬁzng or parenting program {includ-
ing Head Start}); . -

g} has & functional dlsabzl&ty or impa;rment that
significantly reduces employability:. or

h) has insufficient child care arrangements.

] N 1

Education and Training 'V - Pl oo -

' &‘*,} 1

Under «the proposal, Federal fanding for tha JQBS pregram,

+wopld increase by §3 billion. The Federal matching rate would be

raised from the current- level fo 80 percent. ‘Countercyclical
assistance would be provided through an enhanced Federal match of
90 percent if the unempi&yMﬁnt rate in a State rises above 7

percent. 0 , e
: $1a T
" . W MW
Transitional Ass;stance B A{/J%&' obrve . T
t

] mat P e . a
¢ 1

. Ali other individuals exemptifrom the time limit would iQQJiﬂi

he requmr&d afrer cneﬂyeag{ta ‘work off’- thelyr welfare benefit in

...1"

the ampianbzzzty of part;ca§ants “through actual work experience

wand training in order to ‘enable individuals t¢ move. into regular
-~ employment after one vear, ' Caseworkers would "approve participa- -

tion with the .goal ‘of mcving individuals toward self-sufficiency
within ‘one year. States would' 'be reguired teo .offer a CWEP job AELC
within ‘90 days of when an Lﬂleldual‘exhau&tamxhewnne-yeanwlam%tgﬂwﬂ? -

Individuals Jwould be requxred Yo work the number of hours derived
‘by d1v1dxng;the total amount of their welfare benefit (including
< AFDC; ; food. shamps, and housing) by thé-Federal minimum wage, up to ¢

2. maxzmam of 40 hours per waek ’ ?artza&panﬁs would be paid an

k3
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reguirement that 55 percent of JOBS funds must b&‘sgant on
certain target populations would be reduced to 33 percent.

Child support payments would be deductible from gross income
for Federal tax purposes if the custodial parent receive the
pegrsonal exemption, -

*

ations, Rassard

Domonstiy

and EBvaluation

A thorough evaluation of all aspects of the' program would be
conducted after the CWEP program and the time limit had been
fully implepented., If it was determined that harm was being done
to children, the President would have the authority to eliminate
the time limit, Demonstrations and research projects will be
determingd at a later date.

Financing
The proposal would be financed through the following:

aj Welfare savings from implementation of the time limiy; &

b) Taxation of AFDRC, food stamps, S5I, housing, <¢hild *?fQ
support payments and assured benefit; g

c) Subiect student sarnings above $1,000 annually to FICA :
taxes;

4} Ellmlnatxan ef Social Saaurlty benefits for children of

‘ retirees,;

€} Increased taxation of alcoholic baverages;

£3.  Inocreased taxation of handguns and semi-automatic
waapons; and . .

) Elimination of the Low~Income Energy Assistance Program
{LIHEAP) .

—
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MAJOR COMPONENTS OF WELFARE REFORM FPROPOSAL
(Fiscal year 189%, in billions of dollars)

*

Additional ¢child support enfordement 1.0
Paternity establishment 0.5
Increased funding for JOBS 3.9
CREP {above welfare savings)y 1/ . 8.5
Child care . : 1.9
Welfare savings {time limit) . - {3.0}
Child support assurance {net) . 3.0
Taxation of AFDC, food stamps, £SI, housing, )

child support payment, child support ) o

assurance to custodial parent; deduction of

child support for nongustodial parent \ (1.0}
Program simplification and improvement 1.8
Elimination of LIHEAP . : {1.5%
Taxation of student carnings {¢.73
Elimination of Socizl Sscurity beneflits for C

children of retirees i (0.6}
Taxation of alcoholic baverages 2.7
Increased ex¢ise tayx on handguns and

semi-automatic weaponsg (0.35)
Total cost . . ) . ’ g.0

¥

1/ Most of the cost of CWEPRP (including the bonus) would be offset
by reduced participation. The cost shown includes some CWEP for
noncustodial parents.

Note: Bracketed pumbers indicate revenues. These numbers are
guesstimates and in many cases s hoped-for result.  They should
not be taken sericusly, except as a guldeline on what a given
policy will cost or save,
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IMPACTS

Reduced child poverty

Paternities establisﬁed on 4&0,&&? addivional
children each year

Increased parental responsibility

Transfer of an- additional $10 billion in child -
support

Reduction in AFDC casalead

Increased ability for parents to support thelir

-children

Iﬁprcved child sutcomes



