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Analysis of House Ways and Means Republican welfare
Reform Proposal

}!

Attached is a section-by-secticon, in-depth analysis of the
Republican proposal drafted by Ron Haskins. Also attached are
cost estimates of most of the provisions. The status of all the
gstimates is summarized below.
Title I: AFDC TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM.
These gstimates are done
Title II: PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT
These sstimates are done. Note that we have assumed that no
stares would take up the option in section F which allows
states to specifically exempt themselves from all require-~
ments in this title,
Title III: EXPANDED STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY FOR STATES

We are walting for estimates from UIJTRIM on several of the
provisions under this title. (UIl’s programmers have been
tied up doing health care work, but they expect to produce
our GOP bill runs at the end of this week.}

Titlie IV: EXAPANSION QF STATE WAIVER QQTﬁQﬁka

We think these costs will be very small, since the waiver
projects are Lo be cost-neutral.

Title V: CHILD SUPPORYT ENFORCDHMENT
Thege estimates are done.

Title VI:__%ELF&RE RESTRICTIONS FOR ALIERS
These estimates are done.

Title VII: MISC. PROVISIONS
Sectiong A & { are not estimatable because wg don‘t know how
many addicts are on AFDC and SSI. Staff are talking to FNS
about sec. B, and staff are working on estimates for sec. D

and E,

Attachments



TITLE I: AFDC TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM

A. AFDC Transition Program

CHRRE} W
Assessment

States are currently required to develop an emplovability plan
for each JOBS participant, based on an initial assessment and in
consultation with the participant.

Services

As part of the JOHS program, states are reguired to provide the
following services: educational activities, job readiness
activities, job skills training and job development and job
placement. In addition, states must offer at least two of the
fellowing four services: group and individual job search, on-the-
j0b training, work supplementation and community work experience.

Participation Requirements for Recipients

To be counted asg a participant under the JOBS program, an
individual must be scheduled for at least 20 hours of JOBS
services per week and must attend for at least 75 percent of the
scheduled hours during a month,

Educational activities are subiject to the twenty~hour standard,
defined as time spent in class, with no consideration of time
spent on homework. This has been and continues to be a point of
considerable controversy.

Exemptions
AFDC recipients are currently exempted from JOBS if they are:

1} the parent or caretaker relative of a child under three
{a fow states have opted to exempt only parents of children
under onel;

2} ill., incapacitated, of advanced age:

3} a caretaker of an ill or incapacitated family member;

4} emploved more than 30 hours per week;

5) & child who is either under age 16 or attending school
full time;

6} in the second trimester of pregnancy or

7) residing in an area where the program is not available.

Sanctions
If a recipient required to participate in JOBS falls to comply,

the individual’s needs are not considered in calculating the
family’s AFDC benefits, but food stamp benefits are not reduced



{and would actually be expected to rise, to.some degree
pffsetting the sanetion). For AFDC~UP families, ths other
parent’'s needs are alsoc not considered in the calculation of the
grant, unless he or she is participating in the JOBS program.

Supportive Services

Under current law, recipients are guaranteed child care if it is
necessary for them to either work or participate in the JOBS
program, and transportation if needed to participate in JOBS.

Participation Standards for States

States are pressntly required to enrsll 15 percent of non-exenpt
AFPDC families in the JOBS program during FY 1984 and 20 percent
during FY 1995, The participation standards for AFDC-UP families
are 40 percent in FY 1994, 50 percent in FY 1995, 60 percent in
FY 1996 and 75 percent in FYs 1897 and 1938.

¥Pederal Match

States ave presently reimbursed at a 90 percent rate for JOBS
expenditures up to the amount allotted to the state in FY 1987
for WIN {(Work Incentive Program). Additional expenditures are
reimbursed at the higher of 60 percent and the Medicaid rate for
direct costs and personnel costs of full-time JOBS staff and %0
percent for other administrative costs,

Targeting

Undeyr current law, states are mandated to spend 53 percent of
their JOBS funds on recipients falling within the target popula-
tions. The target groups are 1) families in which the parent is
under 24 and has either not completed high school or had no work
axperience within the past year; 2) families who have received
assistance for 36 of the previcus 560 months; and 3) families in
which the youngest child is within twe vears of aging cut of
RFOC, sStates failing to meet the $5 percent standard face a
reduced matching rate of 50 percent (see Federal match section
above).

Teen Parents
under JOBS, custodial parents under 20 who have not completed
high school are required to participate in an edugational
activity. '
REFP AN OSAL

Assessment
Under the new Republican welfare reform bhill, the state welfare

agency and the recipient would arrive at a written agreement,
similar to the emplovability plan reguired under JOBS, except



that as part of the agreement the recipient, if still on AFDC
after 2 years {less at state option), would have to work in
exchange for benefits,

Bervices

States would provide the same services under the transition
program that are currently effered under JOBS: education, job
skills, job readiness, job development and job placement, group
and individual jeb search, on the job training, work supplemen-
tation and community work experience, 7The bill does not indicate
whether the eurrent distinction between services states are
mandated te offex and these that are offered at state option
would be maintained.

Participation Requirements for Recipients

Non-exempt recipients would, under the Republican bill, be
required to participate in the transition program for a total of
520 hours during the year, or an average ¢f 10 hourg per week,
which represents a reduction relative t¢ the JOBS participation
requirement of 20 hours per week.

Participation in educational activities is treated separately.
Meeting the standard set by the education institution {(including
degree-granting programs) for full~time enrollment and maintain-
ing passing grades would be considered participation, even if
fewer than ten hours per week were spent in class,

The Republican bill allows states flexibility regarding the
implementation of the ten-hour requirement. A recipient can meet
the standard by participating 40 hours per week for three months,
20 hours per week for six months or 10 hours per week for the
entire year. JOBS enrclliees are reguired to participate 20 hours
each week, The flexibility permitted in the new bill could
present measuring issuves, as discussed below.

States are reqguired to assess, at the conclusion of the
participant’s first year in the transition program, whether he or
she is meeting the participation standard. As discussed helow,

. measuring participation at the conclusion ¢f the year could be
problematic,

States would have the option of delaying the entry of jobwready
recipients into the transitional program for a period of up to
one year, a choice not explicitly provided under JOBS, although
the much loweyr participation standards undey JOBS enable states,
if they choose, to effectively delay the entry of jobeready
recipients indefinitely.

Exemptions

Under the new bill, the number of criteria for exemptions would
be sharply reduced. The proposed Republican bill explicitly



preserves only exemptions for disability and for caring for an
i1l relative. The bill specifically excludes drug and alcohol
_offenders from coveradge under the disability provision. States
are, howsver, permitted to exempt, for up to 12 months,
recipients who are enrolled in substance abuse treatment
Programs.

Perhaps most critically, the bill replaces the current exemptions
for mothers ¢f children under three and pregnant women with an
exemption during the é6~nmonth period in which the recipient gives
hirth to the first child born after c¢coming onto the AFDC rolls
and exemptions during the 4emonth period in which any subseguent
child is born while the reciplent is on AFDC. The birth
exenmption periods are to be divided between the pre and poste
natal periods according to the recipient‘s preferences, i.e,
exempt from participation reguirements for 2 months before the
birth and ¢ months after, or for 3 months before and 3 months
after (first birth while on AFDC).

The bill does add an exemption for a 2-month period in which a
child previcusliy removed returns home,

Supportive Services

The outline of the Republican bill does not address the provision
of these support services.

Participation Standards for States

The participation levels states are mandated to achieve under the
proposed Republican bill are substantially highexy than the level
currently required under JOBS. The new bill calls for states to
enroll 30 percent ¢f non-exempt new applicantsg in the transxtiun
program in 1836 and 40 percent in 19397, As of 1998, the
participation requirements apply to 'the entire casalcaé {not only
new applicants). The participation standards are 50 percent for
1898, 60 percent for 13299, 70 percent for 2000, 80 percent for
20081 and 90 percent for 2002,

Sanctions

Non-exempt reclpients who fail to participate as assigned are
subject to sanction. The family*s combined AFDC and Food Stamp
benefits are to be reduced by 25% until the. reciplient complies or
3 months have passed, whichever is longer. If the recipient does
not ¢ome inte compliance within 3 months, the sanction must be
extended for ancther 3 months {no additional reduction in
benefits}. If the recipient does not comply within six months,
the family’s AFDC benefits are eliminated entirely. The family
is still eligible for Food Stamps, Medicaild and any other benefit
for which they would otherwise gualify,



Faderal Match

wWnile the bill does not address the topic ©f the Federal match
rate for state expenditures on the transition {as well as the
work} program, we have been teold by Ron Hasking that the Federal
match will be the higher of 70 percent or the medicaid match.
The cost analysis assumes this rate,

Targeting

The outline for the new bill does not contain targeting
provisions similar to those in current law, although it does
encourage states to fulfill the participation standards by
focusing on mothers with older children.

Teen Parentis

The new bill requires states to deny AFDC benefits to unmarried
parents who are under 19, which marks a shift f£rom current law,
under which states can require teen parents to participate in
educational activities. Married minor parents would, however, be
eligible for AFDC~UP.

ANALYSIS

Services

The Republican bill contains no language concerning the selection
of services, implying that the choice of services and the
assignment of participants to services are to be left to the
discretion of states,

The new bill-gives the states the option of requiring recipients
to participate in work program after less than two years in the
transitional program. It iz not entirely clear if there is a
minimum stay in the transition program (see below), or if states
could require all recipients to participate in work activities,
without receiving any transitional services. Given the cost of
CHEP slots, it is not likely states would be eager to pursue this
sourse of action, _



Paxrticipation

Under the new bill, states have, as mentioned above, flexibility
regarding how recipients are to meet the 520 hour per year
standard, i.e., full-time for 3 months, half-time for six months,
etc. Incorporating flexibility into the program might preseng
serious measuring issues. If a recipient could meet the standard
by participating a total of 520 hours during the year, ratherx
than a minimam 10 hours eagh week, compliance could only be
determined on an annual basis., - A recipient inactive for six
months could still meet the standard by participating 20 hours
per week for the remainder of the year, and consequently
sanctions could only be imposed after the annual review.

The bill sidesteps this issue by not specifying the duration of
noncompliance that would trigger the sanction, i.e. failing to

average ten hours per week for two weeks, a month, twoe months,

etc. '

If a state did choose to take advantage of the new bill's
proffered flexibility, it might have to measure participation as
the percentage of recipients enrclled in the transition program
for a £ull year who met the 520-hour standard. Under this
method, recipients who leave before completing a full year would
be ignored in the calesulation of the participation rate. Donna
Pavetti’s data indicates that about 30% of persons entering
welfare leave within the same calendar year.

As proposed in the outline, the 520-hour xvule does not encourage
states to involve recipients in activities as rapidly as
possible. Rather, it provides an incentive to delay entry into
the transition program or allow transition program participants
to remain inactive for the first few months in the hope that they
will leave within the year, without costing the state any dollars
in services, If a recipient is still on the rolls after gix
months, half-time participation during the last six months of the
year will meet the standard.

The outline of the bill dees not specify whether a recipient
would be sublject to sanction 1f he or she were cooperating but
failed to meet the participation requirement as a result of state
failure to conduct the assessment or make referrals to services
in a timely manner, or due to a shortage of spaces in appropriate
programs. The problem of recipients failing to meet the standard
through no fault of their own would probably be less serious if
participation were measured on an annual basis only, which would
allow recipients to meet the standard by more intensive
participation in the later months of the year.

Sanctions

Sanctions under the new bill would in general be larger than the
sanctions under current law, since food stamp benefits would algo
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be reduced, rather tham rising to offset the reductionh in the
AFDC benefit.

The bill requires sanctions to be imposed for a period of at
least 3 months. This provision may have the effect of discourag-
ing caseworkers from employing sanctions as a tool to promote
participation, particularly in the case of the final sanction,
removal from the AFDC rolls. In a case in which a final sanction
was imposed, the family’s food stamp benefits would rise to above
the pre-sanction levels, offsetting some of the federal savings
from eliminating their AFDC benefits.

Supportive Services

Although the bill boosts the participation standards and vastly
broadsens the mandatory caseload, it earmarks no funding for child
care, transportation and other suppoxt sgrvices, which may
exacerbate the funding pressures on states, discussed further
below.

Targeting

The propoged bill is ambiguous with respect to treatment of
parents with young children. By replacing the exemption for
mothers of children under 3 with the 6 and 4-month birth
exemptions, the bill appears to require states to serve mothers
of young children in the transition program, Elsewhere in the
bill, however, states are encouraged to fulfill the participation
standards by serving mothers of older children.

The intent of that provision may be to minimize child care costs.
Given that (according to New York State data) 40% of AFRC
recipients have children under 3, states will not be able to meet
the participation standards without enrolling substantial numbers
of these mothers. The provision may be a ¢oncession to those
pncomfortable with reguiring mothers of young children to leave
the home, placing the children in care.



QUESTICONS/CONCERNS

Time Limits. The Republican proposal gives states the option of
requiring some recipients to enter the work program before two
vears have elapsed. The equity gusstions and logistical problems
assuciated with assigning different time limits to different
individuals need to be addressed both in the context of this
proposal and of Administration welfare reform proposals.

The bill does not clarify whether the work requirement comes inte
effect after two years of AFDC receipt or after two years of
participation in the transition program, If the former is the
case, a recipient could be enrclled in the work program without
having received any transitional services.

The Republican bill does not address the ¢ritical question of
whethey the two-yvear limit on receipt of cash benefits before the
work reguirement is triggered is a lifetime limit, a limit on
consecutive years of receipt or a renewable limit. The bill is
entirely silent regarding the treatment of those who enter and
leave welfare within two years and those who leave while in the
work program; ¢an they return and, if so, for how long?

In light of Donna Pavetti’'s work, which indicates that 58 percent
of women who leave welfare return within two years and 77 percent
return within ssven years, this guestion is absclutely eritical,
with respect to both the Republican bill and our own welfare
reform efforts.

The bill, morxeover, deoes not Indicate whether those dropped from
the rolls after five years can regain their AFDC eligibiliey
after a period of time has passed or due to a change in
gircumstances (birth of another childy.

Exemptions. It is not specified whether the 4 and &-month birth
exemptions, as well as the exemption for enrollment in substance
abuse treatment programs, exempts a re¢ipient from participation
for the purposes of sanctions only, or for the purposes of the
two~year time limit as well. )

Targeting. The absence of the targeting provisions of the type
found in JOBS generates an incentive for states to serve the
reciplents least in need of services, particularly during the
eaxly years of the phase~in period when the participation
standards are relatively low. Recipients who enter the progranm
at a youny age without either a high school diploma or work
experience are among the most in need of services, bhut under the
new bill states would not be encouraged to enrcil them in
services rapidiy. Given that these are the recipients with the
longer average stays on AFDC, those least likely ro leave before
the explratzon of the time ilmxt delays in involving them in
services could be particularly seriaas.



Match Rate. The new bill’s higher participation rates and
broader mandatory caseload may exacerbate the problems states are
currently experiencing raising funds for the JOBS program, The
savings from the provisions eliminating benefits for noncitizens
will be distributed very unevenly across states (California, for
gxample, may experience substantial savings, while states with
few noncitizens and/or few §81 recipilents may see little or no
savings). Even if the bill is revenue neutral on a nationwide
basis, it is unlikely to be revenue neutral for individual
states.

Teen UP Participants. It is not clear whether at least one of
the twe maryied minopy parents in the AFDC-UP program would have
to participate in the work program, cor whether a minor parsnt
could substitute school attendance for the work reguirement.

Qffsetting Cogsts. Under the bill, states are permitted to deny
benefits to families who have heen enrolled in the work program
for 3 years {on AFDC for a minimum 0f 5 years). These families
would, again, be eligible for increased food stamps, as well as
increassd housing benefits (as a result of the reduction in
income),

The elimination ¢f AFDC benefits due to either sanction or
reaching the 3-year work program time limit would be accompanied
by greater demand for emergency assistance, foster care, homeless
services and other locally provided social services, a peint that
has received some, but may need to receive even greater consider-
ation in the welfare reform process,



Title I: AFDC TRANSITION ARD WORK PROGRAM

B: AFRC Work Program

GURHENT LAW
Basic Families (Single Parent)

The JOBS program ¢ontains two work programs. The first is the
Community Work Experience Frogram {(CWEP} and the second is the
Work Supplementation Program. Under current law, States have the
option of implementing these programs, they are not redquired to
do s0., In FY1991 there were 13,112 slots for CWEP participants
and 707 slots for people in work supplementation., Many states do
not operate these programs, especially work supplementa-

tion. {Administration for Children and Families).

CWEP is designed to provide opportunities for training and work
experience for JOBS participants, which will hopefully improve
their chances for employment in the private sector. The projects
on which they work must "serve a useful public purpose." Partici-
pants work a maximum number o©f hours equivalent to thelr AFDC
benefit divided by the federal (or State if it is bigger) minimum
wage. After nine months, the participant cannot be required to
work in the position unless his or her hours of work multiplied
by the pay rates of others in similar positions at the same site
is less than the AFDC cash benefit.

States who adopt work supplementation programs. use the money that
would have been payable to families as an AFDC benefit to create
and pay for a participant to work in a job. States have the
cption of reducing or eliminating the amount of the earned income
disregards for families participating in work supplementation
iGreen Book 1993,

The current law sanctions and exemptions policy is discussed in
the section describing the transitional program,

Basic Families {Single Parent)

Kfter two years of AFDC receipt, welfare recipients will have to
participate in a work program. States can either run CWEP, work
supplementation, a combination of the two, or a completely
different program. The latter two options must be reviewed by
the Secretary of Health and Human Services before a state can
proceed with their proposed plan. A recipient of the AFDC-Basice
program will bave to participate in a state-run work program for
35 hours per week.

The CWEP component of this bill is the same as that of the JOBS
program except for the increase in hours worked to 35 per week.

[+



The work supplementation bill will be changed in the following
ways:

. there will no longer be a reguirement that all recipient
jobs must be new iobs;
. reciplents must be paild the sguivalent ¢of their AFDC and

Food Stamps benefit as opposed to just their AFDC benefit
under the JOBS program;

states ¢an negotiate with employers so that the employers
pay part of the salary and the state pays the difference,

Although the transitional program will be operational in 1994
{funder the framework of the JOBS program), the work program will
not phase in until 19%6. In 1994 and 1995, AFDC recipients will
participate in the current JOBS program at the participation
rates that were mandated by the Family Support Act, 15% in 1994
and 20% in 1995, Therefore, there will be no participants in the
work program {and no additional cgsts to the federal government)
until 1996,

Beginning in 1996, any AFDC recipient who applied to receive AFDC
before the implementation date of this program (October 1, 15%4)
will be considered part of the pool of eligible partiecipantg in
the work program. We will assume that a majority of the caseload
will net be exempted from the work requirements because the GOP
plan provides for fewer exemptions than there are under the
current JOBS program.

The sanctions and exemptions regulations for the work program are
the same as those in the transitional program. (See section on
transitional program for details}. 1In 1996, 30% of the non-
exempt caseload must participate in & work program. The
participation rates in future years are the following:

40% ©f new Basic applicants in 19%7,
50% of new Basic applicants in 1398,
§0% of new Basic applicants in 1999,
70% of the entire Basic caseload in 2000,
BO% ©f the entire Basic caselead in 2001,
90% of the entire Basic caseload in 2002,

LR B IE I R

After three years in the work program and five years of receipt
of AFDC, states have the opticn of dropping families from the
AFDC rolls. However, the family will continue to be eligible for
Medicaid, Food Stamps and other benefits,

Up Cageload {(Unemployed Parent)

States must also provide work programs for one parent in any two
parent family that receives AFDC~UP. Participants in the UP work
program must work for 32 hours per week and engage in job search
for eight hours. The participant will be palid an amount

egquivalent to his or her AFDC and Feod Stamp benefits after he or



she has completed the work requirement. ¢The participation rates
for UP families are ag follows:

. 40% of the entire UP caseload in 19%4 {(current law},
* 50% of the entire UP caseload in 1995 (current law},
. 100% of the entire UP caseload in all subsequent years

of the program,

Under current law, many states have the option of imposing a six’
month time limit on the recsipt of benefits by & UP family. This
proposal gives all states the right to impose this limit.

ANALYSIS

This program was designad to put AFDC recipients to work. The
hope is that they will receive sufficient training in the
transition period t¢ enable them to find private sector jobs. If
that is unsuscessful, this bill will fund public secteor tobs for
both AFDC-Basic and ~UP recipients. Reciplents are required to
wiork ££f both their AFDC and Tood Stamp benefits.

As stated above, there 1& no yeal c¢ounterpart to this program in
current law. The CWEP and work supplementation programs are not
utilized greatly under the JOBS program. Accerding to HHS data,-
only 3% of JOBS participants were enrolled in CWEP or work
supplementation programs, and only 2% of JOBS funds were
allocated for these programs. Under the JOBE program, a majority
of the Basic Caseload is not required to participate and s
majority of the UP Caseload does not participate in JOBS,

Therefore, with fewer exemptions and higher participation rates
for mandatory participants, there will nesd to be a sizable
ingcrease in funding for the creation of new positions. There
might be a3 need for as many as 2 million more jobs than were
reguired in the JOBS program in the first five years. If we
assume a cost of approximately $3000 per job slot, we end up with
a cost ¢f about $& billion for the work c¢omponent of this bill
for just custodial parents.

The issue of the provision of supportive serxvices is not raised
in this proposal, We would assume that, as under the JOBS
program, state and federal governments would be required to
provide child care and transportation subsidies for people
participating in this work program. Child care costs would be
erxpected to ineyrease greatly from current levels because there
will be more people working for longer bours, and there will ne
longer be an exemption for parents with children under the age of
three. It is possible that ¢hild care costs could equal or
exceed the costs ¢f the development and maintenance of the work
slots,



OQUESTIONS/CONCERNS

It is unclear what the lsvel ©f non-work is among AFDL recipi-
ents. We know that about ten percent of AFDC recipients work
either part-time or full-time. BSome studies have shown that one-
third of AFDC recipients have worked at some time during their
period of receipt of benefits (CLASP). fThis bkill contains no
specifics about child care, medical coverage, and other
supportive services. If recipients are not able to meet these
needs, it is not clear that they will be able to participate in a
work program.

There is aliso a guestion of the equity of the phase~in. If
somgone comés on to the welfars rolls on September 1, 1994, she
will not enter into the transition program until 1938. However,
if someone enters the welfare system on NMovember 1, 1994, she
could end up goeing straight into the work program in 1988,
without receiving the sducation, training and job search services
that other recipients have recelived.



TITLE I: AFDC TRANSITION AKD WORK FROGRAM
p. WHWork Program for Fathers

CURRENT LAW

Pregently there is no current federal law governing work experience
or reqguirements feor noncustodial parents with arrears for c¢hild
support payments., However, the Family Support Act of 1%88, (public
Law 140-485 Cotober 13, 13%88 102 STAT. 2363) includes a provision
requiring the "Secretary to permit up to 5 states to provide
services under the (JUBS) program, onh a voluntary or mandatory
bagis, to non-custeodial parents who agre unemployved and unable to
meet their child support obligations.” This provision is the
point of departure for Parents Fair Share.

Under the Downey-Hyde proposal an administrative law judge could
have regquired mandatory participation "in CWEP and job search
activities under the JOBS program for noncustedial fathers who
willingly £ail to pay c¢hild support in lieu of or in addition to
other penalties.” The parent would receive no payment for work in
CWEP activities; instead earnings would be transferred to the
noncustodial parent. Such CWEP requirements could last for up to
zix months. The proposal also permitted noncustodial parents who
weye unable to pay because of unemployment or low income to
volunteer to participate in the JOBS program before they had
accumulated the equivalent ©f ¢two months of arrvears., If
participation was accepted, the child support crder would be walved
during participation, and if no slot were available, no arrearage
would acerue. Participation in other activities after JOBS could
also result in waiver of the support order. These other activities
must include Job search, but could inciude agtivities that
benefitted the child. Since both the Family Support Act and the
propoged Downy-Hyde proposal specify participation in the JOBS
program, these provisions probably also relate only to noncustodial
parents with children in the AFDC caseload.

B BLICAN POSAL

Title ID of the Republican proposal mandates participation in the
State work program for noncustodial parents with the eguivalent of
more than 2 months of arrearage, unless noncustodial parents have
a court approved repayment plan. The State program must include
proper notification of c¢hild support arrearage and a 30-~day period
to respond, followed by a 2-4 week dJob search program as the
initial phase, followed by a 35 hour per week Wwork program
{probably ¢WEP). Within the initial 30~day period, and within 30
days of the beginning of the job search phase, noncustodial parents
free themselves from the participation requirement by paying their
child support,

Btates are free to add additional program components, but within
these guidelines, they cannot substitute other activities for the
work program. The one exception is that the work gprogram
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requirsment can be reduced to 30 hours per week, if the State's
program includes a job search component. $States are required to
meet program participation requirements for AFDC fathexrs, so, for
example, 30 percent of all fathers with children {of applicants) on
APDC, who do not pay child support must be participating in a
program under this section by 1%86.

ANALYRYS

This is potentially a large program but the absence of “earnings”
could reduce the cost substantially. The program is highly
punitive, and therefore, ¢ould have high "smoke out" effects. The
benefit of such a program is ltes ability to distinguish between
volition and ability as the barrier to child support payment. The
¢ost of such & program is that when ability is the barrier, the
program offers nothing.

The program is potentially costly for two reasons. First, there
appears to be no escape clause for this subsgsection. States with
work programs for AFDC applicants must get their partners to pay
child support, or have CWEP programs for these partners. Second,
meeting the child support obligation (including arrearaqge,
perhaps} is the only way out. There nust be a CWEP slot for
nencustodial parents who cannot find or keep private sector
employment, even after participating in a CWEP program for a
period, and for rec¢idivists-«those who ares likely to fall inteo
arrears again, after paying an earlier child support obligation.
This is unlike the Downey-Hide proposal or the Children’s lst (WEP-
NCP program in Wisconsin, which both have time limits,

On the other hand, the costs 0f the program are reduced by the
absence of a subsidy, c¢hild support or AFDC offset of any kind,
Normally, supervision {(overhead) costs ©of basic CWEP jobs are
$1500 per =slot. In this case there is no need to add the
"earaings” at the minimunm wage, because the CWEP slot is
unsubsidized. No funds go to defray the AFDC expense and none are
counted against the noncustodial parent’s pre-program arrgarages.
This is one reason that the basic program would c¢an “smoke out®

hidden earnings so effectively. The only incentive to
participation is to avoid more serious sanctions .(probably
incarceration}. However, unless states use their freedom to add

additional services, the program will be onerocus for those with
limited ablility to pay.

The only similar experience we have, for which some results are
available, is the Wisconsin Children lst program. That program
operated in two counties, one which implemented a basic CWEP
program, and anothey, in Racine, which gave NCP's a full array of
JOBS like gervices. This program was mandatory, both gounties
found high noncompliance rates, so that participantz had to be
sanctioned several times before they finally cooperated, arrearages
continued to accrue during program participation, although earnings
were used compensate for AFDC benefits and most participants
completed the program by paying their orders. Finally, both



programs inc¢reased child support payments, although the enhanced
{Racine)} program got higher compliance rates and increases in the
amount of c¢hild support paid.

Twe f£inal odd features of the program should be mentioned., First,
the weekly work requirement is unrelated to the value of the child
support order. So, fathers with small child support orders (or few
children) and those with larger ¢hild support orders must all work
35 hours. This is why “earnings® do not compensate for AFDC
benefits. However, it also seems to viclate the principle, let the
punishment £it the crime. Finally, noncustodial fathers may soon
figure out that they can escape this work reguirement by irratic or
partial payments. That iz, as long as they stay at two months
arrearages or less, the requirement is not imposed. NeP*s with
smaller support orders or higher incomes can more easily carry out
this strategy.

Several questions arise ahout this proposal:

e poes an ncop free himself of the participation reguirement by -
resuming c¢hild support payments or must he make uvp all
arrearage (e.g., the twe months arrearage that made him

subject te the regquirement) to be released?

e} How long is program participation mandated, for as long as the
ncp owes child support, arrgarage?

0 Arg ncp’'s required to participate in the program every time
they accumulate more than 2 months worth of arrears? In other
words, are recidivists allowed. -

o Do arrearage continue to accorue while the nep participates in
the program?

© Will the Federal Government participate in the c¢osts o¢f
employment services not mandated under this requirement? In
other words can States use Federal funds ¢ support JOBSwlike
services to ncps.

a R



TITLE IX: PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT

CURRENT LAW

Under current law, clients must ¢ooperate with the state in
establishing paternity. Regulations specify that Iidentifjication
of the parent is part of the required cooperation. If the mother
cooperates, the family is eligible for full benefits based on
family size, even if paternity is not established. If the client
does not cooperate, her portion of the AFDC benefit will be

terminated and payment for the child will be made to a protective
payee unless no Such payee can be found. The client does not
have 1o cooperate in the establishment of paternity 1f she can

establish "good cause” as determined by the Secretary. The state
develops any procedures it feels necessary to confirm allegations
that the father is dead oy nissing, bhul states must attempt ¢o
locate all “missing” fathers through state and federal locate
procedures .

Under the new provisions of P.[. 103-86, the Omnibus Budget
Recongiliation Act of 1993, states must have procedures in plage
for a simple c¢ivil process for voluntarily acknowledging
paternity. Such procedures must include a hospital based program
for the voluntary acknowledgement of paternity during the period
immediately before or after the birth of a child,

P.L. 103~66 alsg strengthened the paternity establishment
standard which states must meet. States must ilncrease thelir
paternity establishment perventage each year unless their
paternity establishment percentage is 75 percent or higher.

The increase must be: 3% between 50% and 74; 4% between 45% and
49%; 5% between 40% and 44%; and, 6% if under 40%.

REPUBLICAN PROPUSAL

Under the Republican proposal, clients must provide the father’'s
name as part of the APDC application process and cooperate in the
establishment of paternity. The family i8 not eligible for full
benefits based on family size unless paternity has been .
established for all children (needing paternity}. If the mother
provides the father’s name, she is eligible for a reduced benefit
based on the number of children with paternity estakblished. The
proposal would require that if the client does not provide a name
and cooperate in the establishment of paternity, the family would
be e¢ligible only for a benefit for any cohildren for whom
paternity is not in question. If the mother provides a "false”®
name, the entire family would be dropped from the rolls.

2 mothey is exempt from the cooperation reguirement if the
pregnancy is the result of rape or incest oy if the state
concludes that pursuing paternity would result in physical harm
to the parent or child. The Republican proposal would reguirxe
States to develop procedures to handle cases in which mothers



claim the father is dead or missing. The burden of proof iz on
the mother.

The Republican proposal weould reguire States to develop
procedures in publlic hospitals and ¢linics that facilitate
acknowledgement of paternity. It weuld also regquire all state
cfficials and employees to Inform unwed mothers that they cannot
get AFDC unless they name the father and that they need to
establish paternity. Additionally, the Republican proposal would
increase the State patsrnity establishment standard to 90
pexrcent. -

I PN

ANALYSIS

The Republican proposal does not go beyond existing law in its
reguirement for cooperation. The existing statute and regula~
tions already reguire that an AFDC applicant or recipient provide
the name of the father of any child reguiring paternity
establishment and cooperate in the establishment of paternity.
Where the Republican proposal goes beyond current law 1s in the
type of benefit reductions used to induce cooperation.

Families would receive a reduced benefit or no benefit (in a one
child cage) unless the mother named the child's father and would
not receive full benefit unless paternity was established for all
children in the family. The Republican proposal does not take
into acceount that the lack of paternity establishment may result
from the inaction or inefficiencies of the state child support
enforcement agency. Once the mother has provided complete
information she has little leverage aver the "system’s"” ability
to establish paternity.

Currently good cause is defined in the implementing regulations,
but not in statute. HHS requlations define good cause as the
¢hild conceived as a yesult of rape or incest, legal proceeding
for adoption are under way or the parent is considering
relinguishment, ox physical or emotional harm might be inflicted
by the putative father. The Republican preoposal only includes
rape, incest and the threat of physical harm, thus limiting the
definition of good cause.

The intent of the Republican proposal provision regarding
voluntary ackaowledgement is unclear. The provision in ?P.L. 103~
66 {and its implementing regulations} require that all birthing
hospitals, including public hospitals, have voluntary acknowl-
gdgement programs. The Republican proposal mandates that such
procedures be in place in public c¢linies as well., Limited
experience with c¢linic programs have not found them to be very
effective at generating acknowledgements.

The Republican proposal increases the required paternity
gstablishment standard.to 90 percent, a 15 percent increase over
the percentage standard established in Reéconciliation. It does
not, however, provide any specifics regarding the Iincremental



increases which states can meet, if they can not yet meet the 90
percent standard,

DESTIONS/CO NS
Non-Cooperation

Many jurisdictions have reported an unbelievable high rate of
"unknown® fathers., This may have resulted in part from the
impersanal application process for AFYDC benefits, the delaved
follow-up by IV~D agencies, and the unwillingness of many APDC
programs te sanction or even threaten sanctions for none
cooperation. Jurisdictions which have instituted a personal
child support interview as part of the AFDC application process
have reported substantial reductions in the use of "unknown.®
For example, in one site, Colorado staff indicated a reduction
from 25 percent to less than 5 percent of applicants reporting
unknown fathers. - In a review of paternity establishment in 3
Wisconsin counties, staff indicated that a liberal threat of
sanction also served to improve the guality of information
provided by the mother,

It appears that it is the “process,” not the lack of reguire-
ments, which allow AFDC clients to avoid naming the children‘s
fathers. Requiring states {(under current law) to have personal
child support interview at the time of application could improve
performance more than legislating a reguirement which already
exits in regulation.

Reduced Benefits

There are two situations cften cited as affecting the programs
ability to establish paternity. One is that there is an on-going
velationship with the father that the mother does not want
isturbed. The second is that the mother truly does not have
sufficient information about the child’s father for the gystem to
establish paternity. The ¥ew York Child Assistance Program {(CAP)
demonstration results indicate that even with ¢lientg wanting to
qualify for CAP participation, many women, =especially with older
¢hildren, could not provide sufficient information for the system
to establish paternity and awards. This provision would severely
penalize families gaught in the “rules” change, because many do
not have acgurate and complete information about the c¢hild’'s
father and his current whereabouts.

While this change might result in a reduction in the AFDC
gaseload, assuming the state will actually use sangtioens, it
could also result in more homeless families, more abandoned
children, or more children in AFDC foster care.

It is also not clear how the mother could prove that the father
was either dead or missing. Most people who had proof of
paternity and death would be filing for social security survivors
benefits, not AFDC. Given the very low percentage of children



eligible for AFDC because of the death of a parent {2 percent in
19893, «claims of parental death do not appear to be a problem,

Good Cause

There is no indication that current good cause procedures are
over-ussed or abused. Good c¢ause is currently approved in less
than 1 percent of APDC cases. This is a lower incidence than
could be expected given the prevalence of domegtic viclence in
low~income populations. fThere appears to little reason for
further restricting the good cause provisions,

Paternity Acknowledgements in Public Clinics

One state, Delaware, has tried to implement its paternity
acknowledgament program at ¢linie sites,. While they think the
public information campaign wasg helpful, it did not result in any
actual paternity establishments. Delaware staff believe in order
for a clinic program to be effective, there must be hospitale
based or othex types of follow-up.

Information Dissemination

Most women who have children cut of wedlock are not on AFDC nor
4o they necessarily ever intend to receive AFDC, Any outreach to
change the civie culture around paternity establishment needs to
be built on the best interest of the child (and the parents), not
some denial of future public assistance payments.

Many staies are currently engaged in paternity establishment
campaigns. It is unlikely that the most successful conveyors of
information regarding the positive benefits of paternity
establishment are state employees and officials.

Paternity Establishment Percentage

Ninety percent is probably not realistic given old cases in the
system where contact with the other parent has been lost, If the
parcentage goal is increassd to 90 percent, it should be phased
in over time. The rate has to take into account that affer a
certain number of years, mothers may indeed have lost contact and
may not be able to provide sufficient information to pursue the
case, One might base the percentages on vear of birth, #.g9., 90
percent c¢ould be used for children boyn after implementation of
hospital-based paternity acknowledgement programs and a lower
percentage, perhaps as low as 50 percent, could be usad for kids
born before 19%980.

] 4



Title III: Expanded Statutory Flexibility for States

Section A: Rewards and Sanctions for Immunizations and Health
Checkups

CURRENT TAW

All parents are required to have their children immunized by the
time they enter school; there are no specific requirements for
AFDC parents.

It is not ¢lear whether it is mandatory or opticnal for states to
implement this section which rewards ar penalizes parents for the
status of their children’'s ifmmunizations. If it is mandatory,

States could pass 2 law exempting themselves f£rom this provision.

States would pay parents an extra $50/month for six months if
they have their children immunized and make sure that they
receive preventive health services. If the parent does not
follow these rules, they could be sanctioned up to $50/month
until they comply.

ARALYSIS

This proposal will probably not cost or save a lot of money in
benefits for families, because the sanctions presumably will
palance out the bonuses. fThere will be some additional
administrative costs for monitoring recipients for compliance.

If usage of medical services increases, there will be an increase
in Medicaid costs.

There are many theories as to why poor children do not receive
immunizations and preventive medicine. One rgason is that poor
parents do not know about the benefits of these services and
therefore do not attach impertance ro making sure their Xids
receive them. If this is the motivating factor behind parents’
behavior, this provision might induge parents to make sure that
their children receive medical services. The f£ifty dollar bonus
could also help parents pay for transportation or child care to
get the children to the ¢linics or doctors. Preliminary
anecdotal evidence from & similar Maryiand program 18 that the
sanctions are having an effect on encouraging parents to have
their children immunized.

However, it ig also true that many doctors will not accept
Medicaid patients and that it is often difficult for poor parents
to take thelr children to public clinics or hospitals for
attention. I these reasons are the factors behind the low
imnunization rates of poor children, then this regulation will
not help improve their health.



Ug NS/CON

This proposal adopts a demande-side approach to preventive health
gervices., If whis proposal is implemented by States, they should
have to insure that there is access to preventive serviges for
children, This is the only way to ensure that it achieves its
purpase of improving the health of young children., Parents
cannct be expected to comply if services are unavailable.

Also, if for some legitimate reason, a parent cannot take the
child to get thelr medical services, the loss of fifty dollars =
month will not improve the child’s health and well-being.



Section B: No AFDC for parents under age 19

CURRENT LAW

Under current law, teenaged parents can apply for AFDC if they
meet income and asset regulrements. Some teens are heads of
their own case and others receive beneiits under thelr parent’'s
case.

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL

This proposal would eliminate benefits for any teenagear who
becomes a single parent and her child, If the teenager marries
the father of her child, and they mest the other criteria, the
couple can become eligible for the AFDC-UP program. Again, it is
not clear Lf this is a mandatory or optional provision for
States.

ANARLYSIS

This goal of this proposal is to discontinve the “rewards® that
are attached to hecoming a teenage parent. The number of tesnage
parents is larger today than it was thirty years ago. Also, many
of those who remain on AFDC for more than eight years firsg
entered the program as te¢nagers. This proposal advances the
view that if teenage parents cannot receive AFDC, they will not
get pregnant {or will not have or keep the child); if they do get
pregnant and decide to kesp their ¢hild, this proposal will force
them to move in with their parents or get married.

according to the Alan Guttmacher Institute, higher welfare
payménts are negatively corrslated with teenaged childbearing for
blacks and whites. When welfare payments are raised, however,
abortion rates rise. One reason for this result ¢ould be the
correlation within a state betwesn higher levels of AFDC funding
and the availability of Medicaid funding for abortions, The
authors of this study conclude that welfare payments do not act
as an incentive for teenagers to bear children {Family Planning
Perspectives, 1986}.

The litevrature also shows that teenagers often do not gst
pregnant by choice. Some are the victims of sexual abuse. More,
however, do not have access to information on contraception, and
many who have the information still do not use contraceptive
methods correctly. For those who choose to get pregnant and keep
their child, the financial incentive does not appear to be the
prime motivating factor.

It is alsc unclear what the effect of this proposal will be on
the behavior of young women and men after the pregnancy has
occurred. It is possible that more tsenagers will move in with
their parents instead of establishing their own households.
However, the literature does not support the hypothesis that
without AFDL, more teenagers would marry the father of their



children. It is alsoc possible that this proposal could ingrease
ahortion rateg for teenagers.

Therefore, changes in welfare policy do not appear to have a
significant effect on whether or not teenaqers get pregnant or
keep their babies.

QUESTIONS /CONCERNS

A significant question is whether these teens can receive AFDC
benefits after they turn twenty. If this is the case, then
teenagers will still have babies and just wait to apply until
they are older than twenty.

This proposal also could increase costs in other arsas like
fuster care, homelessness, food stamps, and Medicaid,

It is also not clear that all teens will be better off living
with their parents. The tesn could come from an abusive
household which is what led her to become sexually active at an
early age. Also, it might not be best for her to marry the
father of her child if there is a potential for abuse in that
situation as well.

This provision does not offer any kind of preventive approach to
teenage pregnancy. It alsd does not try to éxert any préssure on
the male not to engage in sexual asctivity.



Section C: Rewards and Sanctions for School Attendance

CURRENT 1AW

Welfare recipients and their children are gurrently subject to
the same school attendance and truancy rules as are all families.
There are States currently testing the lssue of rewards and
sanctions under walver demonstrations.

This provision builds on the Learnfare model established by
Wisconsin, in which children on AFDC were sanctioned if they did
not reqularly attend school. Families with school aged children
would be sanctioned §75.00 per child per month if that child did
not regularly attend school without good cause. The proposal
mentions something about a reward of $75.00 but it is not c¢lear
how a family goes about regeiving this award.

ANALYSIS

This program would likely cost more than it would save. After a
lawsuit initiated by parents in Milwaukee, the state of Wisconsin
had to offer pre-sanction services that protected families’
rights to due process before their benefits were terminated. The
state had a sanction rate of 3% after these provedures were
implemented. Additionally, Wisconsin provided funds for case
management and suppeortive services, which other states would alsco
rave the eption of imstituting (IRP}. Finally, this program did
not improve attendance rates among AFDC ¢hildren. One report
said that it actually lowered them, although the state of
Wisconsin has criticized the methodology used in that report.

Therefore, with low sanction rates and savings and high service
costs, this provision would be costly and it is not clear that it
would improve attendance among AFDC children.



Section D: No additional meoney for more children

CURRENT LAW

Under the existing APDC program, recipients receive additional
benefits when they have children. fThe benefit for a median state
is approximately sixty dollars a month for each additional child
{Green Book 1993}%.

REPUBLIC]

Under this proposal, if an AFDC recipient gave birth to a c¢hild
ten months after the date of application for AFDC, she would not
receive an adjustment in her benefit to account for her c¢hild.
States could exempt a family if they left AFDC for at least
ninety days for a job that was ended for good cause. Also,
states could exempt families that remain off of AFDC for at least
12 consecutive months.

ANALYSIS

This proposal coperationalizes the assumption that families on
AFDC have additional childran in order to increase their AFDC
benefits. However, the evidence does not seem to support such a
conclusion. The average AFDC family size is 2.9 people.
Approximately thres-quarters of all AFPDC families have two or
fewer children. Only, ten percgent of families have four or more
children {Green Book}.

The evidence is that families who live in higher benefit states
do not have more children than those in lower benefit states. In
1391, the average number of AFDC children per family in New York
{average benefit of §507.47 for a family of one mother and two
children) was 1.8; the average number of AFDC children per family
in Mississippl (average benefit of $119.13 for a family of three)
wag 2.1, {bata from Administration of Children and Families).

Therefore, it is not clear whether this proposal will have much
of a deterrent effect on the number of children born to AFDC
mothers. The decision to have additional children is not just a
monetary decision; if it were, Mississippl’'s average family size
would be very low and that of New York would be very high.

EST CORCERNS

Many states have applied for federal waivers that would allow
them to implement a proposal like this. Some have been approved
and are operational, while most aye still pending approval,
Before we try a program like this at the national level, we might
want to study the ocutcomes for AFDC children and their mothers in
Hew Jersey, which has implemented this provision already.

This proposal appears to be designed to save money by not
supporting additional children and discourage women on AFDC from



having additional children. It is not clear that this proposal
will accomplish either goal.

It is not clear whether additional children would ke eligyible for
Medicald and Food Stamps as well as other benefits, including
iv-E Foster Care payments.

If we assume that the decision to bear additional children is not
affected by benefit levels, this proposal will not influence the
childbearing decisions of women on AFDC. Therefore, it will harm
the recipient, the addivionsl child and any other children in the
family.

Finally. this proposal could also ingrease the abortion rates of
these recipients. In states without Medicaid funding for
abortions, more women could turn to illegal abortion as a last
resort.



Section E: Change work disregards within limits

CURRENT I.AW

Before the Ompibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 changed the
rules for earned income disregards, recipients were allowed to
keep their first thirty dollars of income and one~third ef their
subseguent earnings before their AFDC grants were lowered. OBRA
198)1 limited the receipt of this disrggard to four consecutive
months. If & recipient left AFDC and then returned, he or she
would not be eligible for the disregard again for twelve months.

In 1984 and 1988, Congress amended this provision to zllow states
to extend the thirty dollar disregard for an additiconal eight
months after the four month limit for the one-third disregard had
elapsed, _

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL

This provision would allow states to change the disregard
standards. The standayxd cannot gxoeed the level of s permanent
disregard of the first §200 of earnings and one-~half of
subsequent earnings.

ARAL

Some states have applied for, and some have received, waivers
that would allow them to change the earnings disregards for
welfare recipients. It is not c¢lear how many states would
ultimately take advantage of this option, so it is difficult to
determine what the federal costs would be for it.

This provision could increase the work effort of recipients by
allowing them to combine work with welfare, However, it gould
also increase the rolls becauss some people who would have become
ineligible for benefits would become eligible,



Section F. Married Couple Transition Benefit Option
CURR AV

There is no married couple transitional benefit under current
law.

REPURLICAN PR AL

Under the Republican bill, an AFDC rscipient who married an
individual other than the father of their children and would
otherwise be ineligible for AFDC {(due to higher total household
@arnings) would be permitted to continue receiving 50% of the
pre-marriage AFDRC benefit for up to one vear, so long as the
combined family income is below 150 percent of the poverty level.

AFDC recipients who marry but would be eligible for AFDC-UP can
receive elther AFDC-UP or the transitional benefit {[(choice left
to the gtate), but not both.

ANBRLYSIE

Any incentive sffects from this provision would be largely
limited to AFDC recipients who have the option of marrying an
individual, not the father of the child, whose income, combined
with the recipient’s present/expected future earnings, would
leave the family above the state’s AFDC payment standard but
below 150 percent of the poverty line. Recipients who would
qualify £or AFDC-UP after marriage would generally prefer it to
the transitional benefit, given that the average AFDC-UP payment
of $548 1s considerably higher than one~half the average AFDC~
Basic payment, $177. A family recelving AFDC~UP would still be
eligible for 12 months of transitional benefits if increases in
carnings rendered it ineligible fox AFDRC-UP.

States could exclude newly married families from AFDC-UP in favor
of enrolling them in the transitional benefit program, but this
would, if anything, serve as a disincentive to marriage.

For AFDC recipients whose post-marriage family income would be
betwegen the payment standard and 150 percent of the poveriy
level, the incentive effect of a payment of $177 may not be
significant, particularly given the unpleasant aspects ©f
remaining on the AFDC rolls. Given that the literature has yet
to £ind a strong relatlonship hetween welfare benefit levels and
family formation in general, the impact of this particular
provision does ssem dubious.

The provision might have negligible bebavioral effects {recipi-
ents make the same decision they would have made in the absence
of the benefit} but a nonnegligible take-up rate, in which case
introduction of the transitional benefit would boost spending
without changing the marriage rate.



UE M ER

It is not entirely clear why the provigion does not cover
recipients who marry the father of cone of their children. Given
the variation in child support awards, full payment of child
support could still leave the family below the AFDC benefit

standard, particularly 1f there are children of other, nonpaving
fathers in the home.



Section G. Increased Asset Limit
CURRE ol

Publi¢ Law 97~35 currently limits allowable resources, excepting
the home and one automobile, to a maximum of $1,000 equity value
{or less, at the discretion of the state). The value of the
automobile cannot excesd $1,500., States are permitted to
disregard items essential to daily living, such as clothing and
furniturs, when calculating c¢ountable rescuyces. Current law
does not exclude from countable resources capital eguipment
needed for employment, although abgut half of the states do
disregard farm machinery, livestock, tools and eguipment
essential for livelihood or income.

The proposed bill would allow states, when calculating countable
resources, to disregard up te $10,000 in assets assocliated with a
microenterprise owned by the family. States are also permitted
te exclude up to $106,000 in savings designated for the purchase
of & home or for education and training,

ANALYSIS

A number of states, among them Missouri, Wiscensin and Utah, have
approved waivers to raise the limit on allowable resources and/or
exempt vahicles., 3 number of other states, including Iowa and
Virginia, have waivers pending. Allowing states to disregard up
o 310,000 placed in & targeted savings account is consistent
with encouraging forward thinking.

Disregarding funds associated with a microenterprise would affect
relatively few current recipients. The cost impact of the
provision is primarily dependent on the number of additional
persons made eligible for AFDC by raising the asset limit.

Unlike several of the walver requests submitted by states, the
bill does not boost the eguity limit on vehicles. Lifting the
limit on the value of cars might permit more AFDC families to own
reliable cars and in turn assist reciplents in finding employment
by expanding the area in whic¢h they are able to work.



Section H. Conversion of AFDC to a Block Grant

CURRENT LAW

Presently, states participate in the AFDC program at their
cption, but a state choosing to participate must comply with the
requirements of the program and cannot receive its funding in the
form of a block grant. Currently all 50 states, the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam and the Virgin Islands operate AFDC
programs .

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL

The Republican bill offers states the option of ending their
participation in the AFDC program in favor of receiving a block
grant equal to the amount of federal reimbursement the state
received in 1992, plus a one-time inflation adjustment of 3
percent. States choosing the block grant would be required to
present an annual report to the Department of Health and Human
Services demonstrating that all block grant funds were spent on
poor and low-income families. The provision is similar in form
and intent to the welfare reform hill proposed by Jan Meyers in
the House of Representatives on March 10, 1993.

ANALYSTS

Under the provisions of the propcsed bill, the block grants would
be frozen at the 1982 federal funding level (plus the one-time
inflation adjustment), transferring the full risk associated with
both increases in the caseload and high inflation rates to the
states, seriously limiting the attractiveness of the option.

QUESTIONS /CONCERNS

Julie Strawn of the National Governors Asscociation indicated that
states oppose the Jan Meyers welfare reform bill as essentially
an entitlement cap which, given Congressicnal Budget Office
estimates of increases in AFDC caseloads, would shift costs to
states. While the provision would give the states the option of
saving state dollars by reducing benefit levels, states can
already pursue this strategy. At present, however, a $1
reduction in welfare benefits would only save the state’s share
of the $1. If a state elected the block grant provision, a $1
reduction in benefits would save the state the full $1, provided
the caselcad remained constant.

Under the provision a state would be required to submit a report
demonstrating that the block grant funds were spent to assist
poor and low-income families. ©Nothing in the proposal, however,
mandates states electing the block grant option to continue
providing cash support to these families. As the provision is
currently written, a state could, for example, deliver the
assistance in the form of expanded social services or new low-
income housing.



Bven states electing the block grant option who continue to
provide cash assistance would be under nc obligation to make
aducation and training services available to recipilents.

In some statesg recipilents might have no access to JOBS-type
services, which were mandated by the Family Support Aot in order
to help families on AFDC become gself-gufficient.

The block grant provision would alse enable states o ¢hange the
eligibility c¢riteria in order to deny bensfits Lo fwo-parent or,
conversely, Lo single-parent families.

To summarize, the provision presenbg very serious egquity issues.
While at present statss vary widely in benefit levels, under the
Block grant proposal, & poor single-parent family, depending on
the state, might be eligible for cash assisrtances, education and
training services, both or neither.

A state can currently decline to participate in the AFDC program
and instead iwplement its own cash assistance program, which
would give the state the same freedom as the block grant
provision to establish the eligibkility criteria and structure of
ivs program.  Such a state would not, however, receive federal
funding for the program. The provision as currently outlined
would allow federal funds to be disbursed in a manner not
consistent with either existing Congressicnal legisliation {(such
as the Pamily Support Act) or Administration policy in this area.



Section I. AFDC Benefit Levels for New State Residents

CURRENT LAW

California and Wisconsin both have approved walver regquests to
implement similar provisions, As a result of a pending lawsuit,
an injunction is now in place enjoining California from pursuing
the policy. The Department has since denied waiver reguests
along similar lines submitted by Illinocis and Wyoming {(although
Wyoming has not received formal notificationt.

AIRh

Under the proposed Republican bill, states would be permitted to,
for up to ¢ne vear, provide new residents ¢f the state the same
level of benefits as they would have received in the state in
which they previously resided.

ANB 3

The provision’s intent is to discourage welfare recipients from
moving from one state teo another in order to regeive higher AFDC
benefits.

Apart from the constitutionality of this measure, there is the
question of potential gains to be realized. Studies on the
effect of welfare benefit levels on migration conducted in the
late 13%60s and early 1970s did not find that welfare recipients
were attracted to states with higher benefit levels. More recent
work, using newer data and different analytical techniques, does
suggest that benefit levels may have an effect on migration,
Gramlich and Laren (19843 found that recipients are more likely
to move from low~-benefit to high-bengfit states and Clark {1989)
found that low-income female household heads were mere likely to
move from low-benefit to high benefit states.

Contrelling for other factors in the migration decision, however,
is problematic. The high benefit states, such as California,
Connecticut, Hawail and New York may be attractive for reasons
other than the benefit level. A Gramlich/Laren study that tried
to control for these factors yielded mixed results.

Moreover, migration decisions may be determined by long rather
than short term expectations, in which case holding benefits at
the level of the previous state for one year might have little
effect. Data on the duration of post-move stays would be needed
to clarify this question.

%



Section J. Parenting Classes, Money Management and Moving
Residence

CURRENT LAW

Current law does not explicitly permit states to count attendance
at parenting Or money management classes as participation in the
JOBS program., States are aliowed to provide, as part of the JOBS
program, education and training activities other than those
described in the JOBS regulations.

There are no state waliver requests, either approved or currently
pending, containing restrictions on ¢hanging the school district
of dependent children {although the cutline reads “hefore
changing a dependent child's residence”, presumably the provision
would only apply to moves that would change the child's schooly}.

RE AN SAL

The bill would allow states to require recipients in the
Transition program to attend parenting or money management
classes, and to count the attendance as participation. States
would also be permitted to require recipients to obtain the
welfare agency’s permission before changing a dependent child’s
residence during the school year.

ANALYEIS

Counting attendance in parenting and money management classes as
participation is congistent with Toby Herr’s full participation
model for the transition program and, from the standpoint of
setting reasonable expectations for welfare recipients, has
considerable merit.

The purpose of the provision is most likely to preserve
educational continuity for the children of AFDC recipients.

Constitutionality could well be an issue here. Moregover, 1t is
not clear that a nonnegligible percentage of transfers would be
blocked by the welfare agency in any event, given that most AFDC
recipients who move probably do so for fairly compelling reasons-
-batter housing, better schools, safety.



TITLE XV: EXPANSION OF STATE WAIVER AUTHORITY

CURRENT LAW

Currently, specific waiver authority is provided for in the AFDC,
food astamps, Medicaid, $SI, and Child Support Enforcement
programs. The Secretary of HHS has the authority, under section
1115 of the Social Security Act, to walve state compliance with
various provisions of the AFDC, Child Support Enforcement,
Medicald and S8I programg in order to conduct demonstrations
judged likely to assist in promoting the obijectives of the Act,
Child support demonstrations must not disadvantage needy children
and must not increase Federal AFDC costs.

The Secretary of Agriculture has the authority, under section 17
of the Food Stamp Act, to conduct experimental food stamp
projects te increase the efficiency of the program and improve
delivery of food stamp benefits to eligible households. XNo
project may lower the benefit levels of regipients.

Within HHS, ACPF and HCFA coordinate the negotistions and final
approval of State applications for waiver projects with the
principal staff offices, OMB, and staff of the Domestic Policy
Council. Every effort is made to securea approvals as expedi-
ticusly as possible. Administration policy requires that the
demonstrations be rigorously evaluated and that demonstrations
involving ACF programs be cost-peutral to the Federal Government.

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL

The Republican proposal extends walveyr authority to 72 entitle-
ment and discretionary programs, covering public assistance,
health and public health services, nutrition programs, housing
assistance programs, education, child care and child development,
employment, and senior citizen’s programs,

All State demonstrations would have as specific objectives to:

o Help long~term recipients improve their living conditions

o Help reciplents strengthen their families and achieve self
sufficiency, or

o Promote individual initiative and personal behavicr
consistent with self-suffiglency.

The proposal would put into law the requirement that demonstya-
tions be cost-neutral to the faderal government.

The proposal creates an interagency board made up of the
Secretaries of the domestic Departments to oversee the approval
of state applications for waivers. The board would be chaired by
a Fresidential appointee who would have the authority to approve
the waivers. Agencies would have 4% davs to provide to the board
their analysis of each state proposal, and the board would have
120 days to notify States whether thelr waivers are approved.



ABALYSIS

The Republican propoesal re-introduces the Reagan/Bush Administr-
ation’s proposal to add wailver authority to & broad range of
programs and, if passed, would effectively re-establish the Low
Income Opportunity Beoard in the White House.

Since the demonstrations are to be cost-neutral to the Federal
Government, we know that the projects would incur no additional
federal costs, even if they proved more costly to States, Past
practice has been to allow states whose demonstrations do yield
federal savings to apply the sgavings to other projects that we
normally wouldn’t match. If we continusd this practice, there
would be no federal savings.

A negligible cost would be the cost of salaries and overhead for
the Chairman and staff of the waiver board. Individual agencies
would incur costs for staff assigned to monitor the demonstra-
tions.

Evaluation standards for the Republican waiver program are not
stated. Generally, the costs of contracting for waiver
evaluatlons are shared by the Federal Government and the States
and would be ocutside the cost-neutrality base.

STIONS/LON NS

The proposal gives States the flexibility to consolidate very
different kinds of discretionary funds. HMany states nmight use
the waiver authority to streamline multiple programs that provide
similar services and/or serve similar client groups, e.g.employ-
ment programs or programs for the elderly. The proposal does
not explain the extent to which individual program rules could he
waived, e.gq. would program funds now targeted to ¢hildren be usged
for the elderly and vice versa?

It is questionable how appropriate it would be to give States
waiver authority in many of the listed programs. Currently,
States are not invoived in the administration of several of these
programs; federal funds go directly to such entities as community
based organizations, educational institutions, or local housing
authorities, At least one of the listed programs has been
repealed.

Cbtaining political support for waiver authority in all the
listed programs could prove difficult. The programs are under
the jurisdiction of 7 House and & Senate oversight committees and
are championed by numercous advocacy groups.



TITLE V: CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

CURRENT LAW

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Support/
Rew Hire Reporting

Information about employses and their income is currently
reported by most employers to State Employment Security Agencies
{SESA) on a guarterly basis, Employees are not required by the
Federal government to disclose support obligations to their
employers or to provide that information on Wed forms.

The Family Support Act of 1968 required States to establish a
system for immediate wage withholding for all IV-D cazes with new
or modified orders by Novesber 1, 1990, and for all new non IV-D
orders by January 1, 1994, with limited exceptions. To initiate
a wage withholding request, States must send the withholding
netice to the nongustodial parent’s employer.

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Support/
Child Support Registries

Undey current law, States are required to develop automated
systems statewide by Cctober, 1995. {nce the system is in place,
the State will essentially have a registry of all Iv-D c¢hild
support orders within the State. However, the registries only
include IV-D cases and do not have to be centralized,

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Support/
Expanded Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS)

FPLS was created to assist States in locating noncustodial
parents Lo both secure and enforoe child support obligations when
a State had exhausted all of its own locate resources.

In addition, OCSE operates the Child Support Enforcement Network
{CSENet}, a Federal communication network that coordinates
information and interstate case data between States. However,
there is presently no link between the FPLS and CSENet,

Streamlined Wage Withholding

The OCSE is currently developing a standardized wage withholding
notice to be used by all IV-D agencies in all income withholding
cases.

OCSE regulations require iv-D interstate income withholding
reguests to go o0 the central yregistry of the State where the
income is derived, and not to be sent directly to the out-of-
state employer. Employers are not currently required to honor
withhelding notices from other States.



REPUBLICAN PROPOSA

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Support/
New Hire Reporting

The Republican proposal would establish a nationwide system for
reporting and tracking newly hired workers to improve the
nation’s ability to locate parents and enforce support orvders.
New employees would be required to report child support
gbligations subject to wage withholding to emplovers through
rgvised Federal W-4 forms. Withholding would begin immediately
and enployment information would be maintained for interstate
searches. '

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Support/
Child Support Registries

Under the proposal, States weould maintain updated registries of
support orders to verify new hire withholding information and
assist other States with interstate searches.

Improved Tracking cf Absent Parents to Enforce Support/
Expanded Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS)

The Federal Parent Logator System (FPLS) would be expanded to
improve access to information nationwide and the Federal Office
of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE} would coordinate an
information network between States to provide for speedy
interstate searches.

Streamlined Wage Withholding

The proposal would streamline the interstate system of wage
withholding by establishing uniform notices and reguiring
employers to honor withholding notices from out-of-state courts.

ANALYSES

A national system of new hire reporting, coupled with a child
support registry, could greatly improve child support location
and enforcement functions. Several States, including Washington
State, have implemented new hire repcorting programs which have
proven to be an effective location and enforcvement device.

The proposal is unclear as to whether a national registry of new
hires would be created or whether the information would be
retained at the State level. If the later is chosen, it is
arguably a much less efficient route. Huge volumes ¢f data would
have to be processed on a frequent basis, placing a heavy burden
on States and their automated systems., States would have to not
only broadcast their information to all or selected States
regularly, but also would be constantly receiving new hire data
from other States and matching the data against theilr own entire
caseload. Some states may not be able to handle this process



given existing automated systems. Also, a tremendous amount of
data would be broadcast to States with marginal returns.

Cost estimates dong by the Congressional Budget Gffice (CBQ} on
the basis of recommendations made by the Naticonal Commission on
Interstate Child Support Enforcement, suggest that a new hire
reporting system would save $110 million, although CBO reports
that they will likely revise this estimate downwards, perhaps
considerably.

While the Republican proposal supports individual state
registries, it should be examined whether the addition of a
national child support registry, along with the state registries,
might have more advantages. A national registry in conjunction
with the new hire database provides the maximum ability to
identify obligors with multiple support obligations and to locate
noncustodial parents. In addition, it would result in greater
uniformity and simplicity in the interstate procsss.

While more expensive, the wider scope and frequency of matches is
likely to make the use of a national new hire directory and a
national registry the most cost effective alternative in the long
run.

The standardization of the income withholding crder to employers
should save employers significant resources now expended on
deciphering notices and caleulating orders.

The preclusion of direct withhelding now results in unnegessary
and lengthy delays for interstate withholding requests. The
proposal to allow States to send withholding orders directly to
employers in other States would eliminate this problem.

In general, the proposal to improve tracking by requiring new
hire reporting is not unduly controversial and was included as
ong of the Interstate Commission’s recommendations. One
obiection to a new hire reporting reguirement is that it creates
an additional burden for businesses, so the fact that the
Republicans support this idea mitigates that potential concern.

However, the proposal is unclear as to whether a national new
hire databage will be created for the collection of information
from the revised W-4 forms, or whether the data will be housed
separately at the State level., In addition, a number of
guestions still must be answered. Where will the information be
stored and maintained {IRS, ACF data center, State SESAs, State
child support agencies)? Where would employers send the new W4
information? wWhat information would be included in the new hire
database?

The state registry concept was also included as a recommendation
by the Interstate Commigsicn on Thild Suppart. However, as



mentioned above, the use ¢of State registries rather than the
addition ©f a limited national registry may be less efficient.
Important guestions must first be answered., I8 the registry a
centralized state registry that allows easy matching against
pther state data bases? Does the registry include only cases in
the IV~D systenm? Would the information provided by the
noncustodial parent be verified against State registries of
support orders on a reqular basis and wanld the matches be made
against all or selected registries?

The proposal is very unclear as to how FPLS would be expanded and
whether the information network mentioned actually refers to
CSENet or to a new eéntity. However, the basic principle is a
good one,

The newly created Uniform Interstate Family Suppor:t Act (UIFSA)
would legitimize the practice of States sending withholding
orders directly to employers in other States. However, unless
States adopt UIFSA verbatim, there is no guarantee that every
State will adopt this specific provision. Thus, the provision
should be mandated to ensure that adoption by all States,
regardless of how they treat and adopt UIFSA.



TITLE VI: ANALYSIS OF THE TREATMENT OF ALIENS
UNDER THEE REPUBLICAN WELFARE REFORM PLAN

CURR LAY

Generally, AFDC and SSI henefits are available to lawful
paermanent resident alliens--or regular immigrants—-who meet
progzram eligibility requirements. Also, Medicaid is available to
individuals who qualify for AFDC and/or SSI. However, some
significant conditions are placed on this general eligibility.

One condition is the "sponsor deeming® provision. A sponsored
lawful permanent resident alien who applies for AFDC or 851
benefits is evaluated by having the spongor’s income and
resources deemed available to the alien for three years from the
alien’s date of entry. A sponsor is a.person who has signed an
affidavit of support on behalf of an alien seeking permanent
residence. This provision prevents sponsored legal aliens from
being eligible for entitlement benefits for three vears, unless
the sponsor has limited income and resources and the legal alien
meets eligibllity reguirements, The INS does not have data on
the number of legal permanent residents for whom affidavits of
support have been signed by sponsors. A best guesstimate is that
roughly half of all legal permanent resident aliens (i.e.,
excluding PRUCOL) may have a sponsor. In 1982 this would have
rapresented about 285,000 immigrants,

For the AFDC program, the three-year deeming provisions may also
apply to immigrants who were sponsored by a public or privates
agency or organization, unless the agency no longer exists or is
no longer able to meet the alien’s needs. 3Also for AFDC, if 3
sponser 18 not actually supporting the sponsored alien, the
sponsor’s income and resourcas will not be counted when
determining whether unsponsored members of the alien’s family--
such as U.8. citizen children--are eligible for AFDC. There are
no comparable provisions for SSI or food stamps.

For the SSI program, if the alien is the sponsor‘s child or
spouse, the regular S5 parent~to-child or spougse~to-spouse
deeming ruleg are applied instead of the three~yvear alien deeming
rules. Also, deeming does pot apply to aliens who become blind
or disabled aftexr admission to the U.S. as permanent residents.

In addition to sponsor deeming, legal permanent resident aliens
who have received their immigrant status based on the Immigration
Reform and Control Act of 198& (IRCA)} are not eligible to receive
AFDC benefits for five years after receiving their temporary
status. In general, family members of IRCA immigrants who are
granted immigrant status based on their relationship to the IRCA
irmigrant are also disqgualified from receiving benefits for the
same period of time as the IRCA immigrant. The five-year
disgqualification peériod does not apply for IRCA immigrants if
they are: age 65 or over, blind, =or disabled; or Cuban/Haitian
entrants. As a practical matter, this five-year disqualification




period is due to expire in the near future for most IRCA
immigrants {i.e., towards the end of 1993). In some individual
cases the disgualification pericd will extend longer, since the
five-year period is determined by when an Iindividual-®s
application has been processed.

Under current law, refugees are eligibkle for AFDC and 381
benefits upon entry to the U.8. if they meet program eligibility
regquirements. While refugees are often sponssred by voluntary or
otheyr non-profit organizations, they fall under a different
category than legal permanent residents for purposes of program
eligibility (i.e., they fall under PRUCQL~-or aliens "permanently
residing under color of law"}). Thus, the sponsor deeming
provigions do not apply to refugees, nor to ¢ther PRUCOL aliens
such as asylees and parolees.

Lawful permanent resident aliens ¢an apply for citizenship 5
years after enteéring the country, Refugees can adjust to
permanent resident status one year after entering the gountry,
and can apply for citizenship 5 vears after entering the country.

Illegal aliens are not eligible for AFDC or $SI benefits. They
are eligible for smerqgency medical services under Medicaid, and
for social security benefits 1f they qualify.

Alsc, under current law State AFDC plans must include safeguards
which restrict the use or digclosure of information concerning
applicants or recipients ¢ purposes directly connected with the
administration of the plan, with limited exceptions. The release
of information about applicants and recipients to the Immigration
and Naturalization Service (INS) is prohibited.

REPUBLICAN BO

Title VI ¢f the Republican Welfare Reform plan would deny welfare
benefits {other than emergency Medicaid) o all non-citizens,
except for refugees and certain permanent residents. The
exceptions for refugees and permanent resident aliens would be--

> Refugees who have been adjusted to permanent resident status
would be eligible to receive welfare for only 1 year beyond
the time limit required for them to apply for citizenship
{unless they were over age 70). '

> permanent resident aliens over age 76 who have been legal
residents for at least 8 years would be e¢ligible for welfare
benefits.

Iin addition, State AFDL agencieés must provide the name, address,
and other identifving information {including fingerprints) to the
INS for all illegal immigrant parents with c¢itizen children.

Any noncitizen who was currently residing in the U.8. and was



affected by any ©of the above provisions would be exempt from that
provision for one vear following passage of the bill. Any
Federal department that adminigtered welfare programs that served
resident aliens would be reguired to directly notify, or engure
that states notified, all resident aliens affected by the above
provisions.

ANALYSIS

The most significant overall impact of the proposal would be to
deny eligibility for welfare benefits to a substantial number of
individuals who are currently eligible for those benefits., Fox
example, roughly 600,000 §§I recipients are non-citizens
{although some are over age 70 and may continue to be eligible
under the proposall.

In total, INS estimates that in 1993 there are 10.5 million legal
aliens in the U.S. The total number of permanent legal aliens
entering the country in 1992-«excluding IRCA ilmmigrants--was
about 810,008, OQut of this total, 106,000 were refugees and
about 19,000 are over age 70.' Even with the most inclusive
assumptions, this lzaves almost 700,000 legal immigrants—-in 1992
alone-~that would not be eligible for welfare benefits under any
conditions based solely on their immigration status (0f note,
this figure reflects the universe of immigrants, and is larger
than the number who would apply for benefjits, In addition,
perhaps as many &3 one«third of the legal immigrants would
currently f£all under the sponser deeming provisions and--
depending on tha sponsor's income and resourcesw-may not be able
to receive benefits for up to three years).

An immigrant is eligible to apply for citizenship after 5 years
of residence. Under the proposal, if a legal immigrant became
blind or disabled in the first 5 years after entering the
country, that individual would not be eligible for any welfare
benefits. Immigrants who received a visa on the basis of an
employer certifying that a full~time job was available to the
immigrant would not be eligible for any benefits 1f the business
went bankrupt or 1f the job was terminated for any reason.

Refugees are allowed to adjust their status to legal permanent
resident after one year in the U.§. Begause the propogal stabes
that only refugees that have been adijusted to permansnt resident
status are eligible for welfare benefits, the proposal appears to
disqualify refugees in thelr first veay of residence, which is
oftven the time when resources are most needed by refugees
attempting to resettle in a new society. The current level of

*, #We have asked SSA to estimate the number of
beneficiaries affected by thig proposal, and the benefit savings
that would result, The numbers provided in this paper should be
viewed with caution and are meant solely to provide some general
sense of the seale «of the proposal.



funding {(discretionary) provided for the Refugee Resettlement
program is not sufficient to support all refugees entsering the
country in thelr first year of settlement {currently it provides
about half of all first-year refugess with about eight months
worth of cash and medical support). According to the INS, about
90~-95 percent of refugees adjust to permanent residaent status
after their first year.

Absent any other maior changes in lmmigration policy (e.g.,
curtailing substantially immigration}, there may be concern that
prohibiting access to federally-~funded assistance may result in
other problems that would need to be addressed (e.q.
homelessness, corime, etc,). State and local governments may
shigct to a Federal policy that allows immigrants to enter the
country, and then denies federal assistance to mest the
immigrants® needs. The result would be that either needs go
unmet, or state and local resocurces must be used to provide
assistance t¢ immigrants.

The purpose of the provision requiring State AFDT agencies to
share information with the INS for all illegal immigrant parents
with citizen ahildren is unclear. One likely purpose is to share
the information so that deportation proceedings can begin.
However, the children are U.S. citizens and may be eligible for
benefits. Requiring information to be shared with INS may
discourage parents from applying for benefits for their children.
Further, additional public concerns may be raised if the parents
are deported and the citizen children are not.

It is unclear whether the prohibition on receiving benefits
extends to social insurance programs such as unemployment
compensation or &ocial security insurance benefits.



TITLE VIX: PROVISIONS RELATED TO ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE
A AFDC

GURREHN W

There are no comparable provisions in the general AFDC program.
In the JOBS program, under ourrent regulations a recipient whose
only activity is drug treatment would not be counted towards a
state’s participation rate. Drug treatment may, however, be
provided as a supportive service using JOBS funds should a state
choose to do so. Alcohol and drug abuse itself is not grounds
for an exemption undexr JOBS, but a state could use the illness
and incapacity exemptions te excuse alceohol and drug abusers.,

One component of the Oregon JOBS walver {approved July 1892)
allows the state to require participation in mental health or
substance abuse dlagnostic, counseling and treatment programs {f
they are determined to be negessary for self sufficiency.

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL

Recipisnts who are deteprmined by states to be addicted to alcohol
or drugs would be reguired to participate in treatment.

At state option, those addicted and in treatment may defer
work/education participation for ong year.

addicts who do not participate in treatment are expelled from the
program f£or 2 years.

Random drug screens are authorized for those who have
participated in drug rehabilitation or have a history of
addiction., If an individual refuses a drug screen they are
expelled from the program. No mention is made of what happens if
& drug screen comes up positive, but it is presumed that they
would be expellied too.

ANALYSTS

Kumber of Persons Affacted

It is not possible to provide an accurate estinmate of the number
of persons on AFDC whe are addicted to alceohol or other drugs,
We do have estimates of the number of AFDC reciplents who have
recently used illicit drugs and alcohol, but that i8 not the same
thing as addiction, which requires a medical diagnosis. . SAMHSA
does have an algorithm they use to estimate the need for
treatment, but it is not based on the medical definition of
addiction, and the system of estimation is coumplex and
controversial. We are, however, exploring the possibility of
uging the algorithm to make estimates of the treatment needs of
the AFDC population.



bata from a recent ASPE/NIDA study estimate that 678,000 persons
over 1¢ years of age in households that recelve AFDC (392,200 of
them mothers) have used an illigit drug in the past month., This’
sount includes such illicit drugs as c¢ocaine, heroin, and LSD, as
well as marijvana and use of prescription drugs without a
physician’s direction. Berause this data is the result of self
report, it is freguently c¢riticized as being an undercount. It
is also important to note that many of those who use drugs would
not meet the medical definition ¢of addiction. However, there are
negative consequences asscclated with frequent drug use
independent of addiction {&.¢y. increased incidence of family
violence, absenteeism in employment and training, ilncreased
health problems}.

Costs/8avings -

There will be savings as a result of szpelling recipients from
the program, but there will alsc be significant costs to provide
assessment and treatment (although those costs will not
necessarily show up in the AFDC budget).,

The proposal says that stateg will determine who the addicts are.
it is not ¢lear how they would do this {and indeed each state
might choose to do so differently or may choogse not to identify
addicts at all). Screening and assessing each AFDC recipient
would be costly. In addition, random drug testing of those known
to be addicted would also pose significant costs (see the cost
discussion under the 8581 provision).

Treatment costs would be substantial, but would be more likely to
appeayr in the Medicaid budget than in AFDC. Drug treatment
currently ranges in cost from $53540 per treatment “slot® for
outpatient services to $19%,000 for residential treatment. .
Roughly 2.5 persons per year are treated in each slot. The vast
majority of treatment is provided through cutpatient serxvices.

The proposal might also have cost implications for the c¢hild
welfare and foster care programs. If families whose benefits are
cut. ¢an no longer adeguately c¢are for their children, those
children may end up in foster care. Lack of benefits may also
prevent reunification of some families whose children have been
removed,

QUESTIONS /CONCERNS
Conceptual Questions

Overall, it is unclear what policy goals the drug and alcohol
provisions are designed to accomplish - i.e. rehabilitation or
punishment. The mandatory treatment provisions offer an aspect
of a rehabilitation goal. Yet as currently structured the
proposal is punitive and sets families up for faillure, imposing
conditions and standards which would be extremely difficult to
meet. Parvicularly problematic is that it seems to be designed



to punish parents with no consideration given to the children's
needs .

Furthermore, these provisions run c¢ounter to the public health
view that addiction is a chronic, relapsing disease one
characteristic of which is inability t¢ discontinue use even in
the face of negative consequences {like the proposed sanctionsi,

There are several issuves that arise in regard to the drug testing
provisions. In the past, drug testing hag been used to screen
individuals in ovder to provide treatment services and to
discourage casual use of drugs. HNeither is the case here where
testing is instead used to impose sanctionsg. There are potential
legal issues surrounding attempts to do such testing and
assessment which need to be explored. Initial discussions with
the Public Health Sexvice indicate there are potential legal and
gonstituticonal guestions that arise relating toe drug testing of
beneficiaries {(the phrase "unreascnable search and seizure” has
heen mentioned repeatedly). We will explore these issues further
with both PHS and GC.

Administrative Questions

In addition to the legal issues, there are administrative
difficulties in how the drug testing has been proposed. It
appears in this proposal that the welfare office has ths
responsgibility for administering drug tests. Yet that office may
only see an individual every six months, and testing in these
circumstances would not be random. Drug testing in connection
with employment or training programs, where you had contact with
the individual on a regular basis., would make more administrative
senge. It should also be recoygnized that urine drug toxicologlies
detect only the use of drugs in the past 23 ~ 48 hours or so.

The proposal does not specify how aleohol and drug screening
would take place and bhow addiction {(a medical diagnosis) would be
determined, except that states would make the determinations. If
screening is conducted on the basis of subijective criteria the
provisions are likely to be applied unjustly. For example,
administrative costs may prompt the targeting angd sanctipning of
pepulations with higher prevalence {(i.e. blacks) more frequently
than is consistent with the prevalence rate.

while participation in alechol or drug treatment 18 required, the
proposal does not specify who is responsible for assuring
treatment i1s obtained and avallable, ¢r what happens {(as is often
the case} that treatment is unavailable? For instance, many
states place gevere limits on Medicaid coverage for drug
tyeatment services, and some provide virtually no drug treatment
services at all. If a state limits coverage to 30 days of
detoxification and chooses not to pay for rehabilitative
services, what happens to participants who are required to be in
treatment? We would be creating reguirements participants could
not £ulfill. In addition, many programs do not treat pregnant



women and few provide child care and other ancillary services
women with children need in order to participate.

While the abuse of both aloohol and illicit drugs have similar
negative conseguenves for family functioning and job readiness,
there may be a need to differentiate between the two since the
uge of alvochel, even to the point of addiction, is not illegal.
In the context of rehabilitation, taking steps bo encourage
individuals o seek treatment for alcohol and drug problems makes
sense. However, in the context of -sanctions, it is not glear on
what grounds benefits could be denied for alcohol use, which is
lagal.

Most of the language in the proposal talks about alcohol and
other drugs on an egual basis, but sanctions are imposed
primarily on the basis of drug screens which generally do not
detect alcohel use. Indeed, in the $8I drug and alcohol
provisions it is explicitly stated that benefits will be
terminated only for use of illegal drugs. In the context of a
rehabilitation oriented pelicy, alcohol and other drugs should be
treated egually becauss of thelr impact on amployment and self
sufficiency. If rather it is the illicit nature of drug use that
is ¢f concern, even here it should be noted that in other cases
where federal benefits are denied because of drug use (e.g. in
the cases of student loans and public housing) it is only the
conviction of an individual for a drug related crime and not use
of drugs per se that is the bagis for denial of benefits.

Technical Questions

It is not clear whether the proposal intends to cut off the whole
family’s benefits for noncomplliance with treatment or whether the
sanctions would apply only to the parent’'s portion of the
benefits.

The proposal makes no provision for an appeals process, and sets
no standards for drug testing programs. Both would be needed in
order to implement provisions of this nature. Further, there is
some guestion as to whether differential treatment on the basis
of a history of addiction {(as opposed to a current medical
condition) is allowed under the Americans for bDisabilities Act.
The propesal authorizes random dxuyg screens for aither addicts or
those with a history of addiction.

B: 853
CURRENT LAW

All 8SI recliplients whose disabilities would not exist if they -
were not abusing alcohol or cother drugs are reguired to have a
representative payee and be in treatment. (A representative
payee is a third party who receives the beneficiary’s check and
controls the disbursement of funds.)



REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL

§5A would be reguired to c¢onduct random periodic drug testing of
S81 recipients whose disabllities relate to drug abuse. If they
are found to be using illegal drugs, benefits are terminated
permanently. (Note here a distinction iz made between alcchol
and illicit drugs. For the AFDC proposal all references are to
aleohol or other drugs.)

ANBEYSIS

Humber of Persons Affected

As of June 1%33 the $SI program had just undexr 66,000 recipients
on “current pay” status whose disabilities relate to the abuse of
aleohol and other drugs. A total of just over 75,0060 so called
"DA&A" {drug addict and alcoholic) recipients are on the rolls
altogether.

Costs/Savings

The costs and savings of this provision depend on how it is
implemented and how many people are expelied from the program.
For instance, how often would each recipient be tested? Federal
agencies that do random drug testing test between 4 and 100
percent of their pool of potential testees in a given year.

Random drug testing of federal employees in sensitive positions
in 1991 cost an average of nearly $75 in direct costs per test
over a volume of nearly 117,000 tests conducted. These costs are
for urine toxicologies in the workplace. Administrative costs of
such a system in the field are likely to be higher. In addition,
urine drug toxicologies detect only very recent drug use {(past 24
- 48 hours). While there are other more sensitive tests, their
cost would be considerably higher,

From both an administrative practicality and cost standpoint,
implementation of drug screaning would be difficult and expensive
given the low number of individuals invelved and their geographicg
dispersicon. The administrative burden and sc¢reening costs
potentially could exceed any savings which might be gained.

UESTIONS EHNS
Administrative Questions

This provision would be very difficult to administer. Random or
*for cause® drug testing is typically used in comnection with
employment or drug treatment. In both cases you know where the
individual is for much of the time, and having them show up to
give a urine sample is feasible. S51 recipients, however, are
only seen for recertification every 12 to 36 months and it is
often very difficult to locate them sven then. Testing in



connection with recertification would not be random, and would be
difficult gven 0.

Mandatory guidelines issued in 1988 for federal workplace drug
testing programs set scientific and technical standards for drug
testing which are the "gold standard™ for good practice in drug
testing and are generally used.in both the public and private
sectors. An 551 drug testing prograwm would almest certainly be
required to adhere to these standards. There is a significant
burden in doing so. For instance, these federal guldelines
reguire that there be a designated collection gite and that it be
secure, permitting entry only of authorized psrsonnel. In
addition, the guidelines require strict chain of custody -- i.e.
documentation to account for the identity and integrity of each
urine specimen from point ©f collection to final disposition.
Field cffices are not likely to be able to comply with standard
drug testing guidelines and chain of custoedy reguirements.

Technical Questions

The proposal notes that if use of illegal drugs is detected the
participants SSI benefits are permanently terminated, It is not
clear whether this is intended to preclude thelr returning to 8sI
for a disability unrelated to drug use.



TITLE Vil: OTHER PROVISIONS

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAT,
Eiigibility for Food Stamps

To gqualify, an adult must be:

o] recelving UI, AFBLC, 88I, DI, workers compensation, or social
security; or

o in the last month of pregnancy or within twe months of
giving birth; or

o participating in the Food Stamp work program; or

! able to show proof of incapacitation or current employment,

If an adult in a Food Stamp household is disgualified, the
ghildren will still gualify for hkenefits {(household will be
yeduced by 1 person).

Evaluation of Education and Training Programs

HHS must examine impacts of education and training programs on
axits from AFDC, welfare expenditures, wage rates, employment
histories, and repeat spells on AFDC. At least one study must
have three groups to which AFDC adults are randomly assigned as
specified and followed for 5 years.

tnitial AFDC Applicant Job Search

States must require AFDC applicants o participate in job search
while the application is being processed. They will be

reimbur ild ¢ and transpertation expenses, EBEmergsency
aild may be provided for emergencies defined by the States.

States can, however, pass a law to exempt themselves from this
provision. '

Demonstrations on Fraud and Administrative Efficiency

HHE ig authorized to conduct demonstrations on EBT. Within 3
years HHS must write a report to Congress about the studies and
make recommendations. HHES is reguired to appoint a commission to
determine the cost and feasibility of creating an inter-state
system of Social Security numbers of all welfare participants for
purposes of identifying fraud.




REPO4 Mouse Republican Welfare Reform Bifl

27-8¢p-83 Shaw/Grandy
Version BUDGETARY IMPACT QF THE PROVISIONS
{Federal Budgetary iImpact in Millons)
3EC, EHeclive FISCAL YEARS 5.YR
NO. PROVISION Date  Programs 1985 1886 1887 1898 1888 TOTAL

L AFDC TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM

AFBL Transitinn and Work Program Enactment AFDC Costs 0 0 1,500 2100 3400 7.000
Sections A, B C &y AFDC Saving 0 0 1040 130 170 400
Food Stamps

NET & ¢ 1400 4,970 3230 6,600

IL PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT

A & B. Requirements to name the fathar to Enactmerd AFDC {228} {480) (G0G} -+ (800}  {B0Q) {3,378
get full benefits & cooperate with CSE . Food Stamps 125 2590 500 500 800 1,878

NET (100}  (200) (400} (400} {400} {1,500)

c. States required to inform unwed Enactment CSE 0 0 Q Q ¢ Q

women gbowt C8E requirements &
develop hospital procadures iy
paternity establishment

D. States required to develop procaduras Eractment C5E 0 0 0 0 g 4]
when fathar dead or missing

E. Exaemption for methers for rape, Enactment GSE . && 45 && && A& &3
intest, ete.

F. States required to follow provisions Enactment CSE [Effects of this provision inchuded in above estimate
above uniess specilically exermpt
thamselves

G State paternity establishment Enactment CSE %% %% %% WBH %% %%
percgntage increased te 90%

I EXPANDED STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY FOR STATES

A, Rowards & sanctions for immunization Enactment AFDC 5 5 5 5 5 b
angdfor health checkup

8. No AFDC for parents under 18 Enactment AFDC

C. Rewards & sanctions for $chool Enactment AFDC 118 115 120 124 13¢ 800
attendanca

B No add1 maoney for more children Enactment AFDC

1= Change work disregards within fimits  Enactment AFDC 260 270 ars 285 295 1,388



F. Married couple transition benefit Enactment
option: keep half of AFDC after
marriage with time & income limit

G, Increase asset & other limits up to Enactment
$10,000 for certain purposes

H. State option to convert AFDC to block Enactment
grant

l. State option to pay benefits at level Enactment
of state of last residence

J. State option to require classes on Enactment

parenting or money managemant, or
permission to change child's residence

Iv. EXPANSION OF STATE WAIVER AUTHORITY
(All provisions)

V. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

A, Improved tracking of absent parents
enforce support:

1. New hire reporting

{W-4 Reporting)
2. Child support registries &
3. Expanded FPLS
B. Streamlined wage withholding
C. Improved paternity establishment

(This is current law now)

Vi WELFARE RESTRICTIONS FOR ALIENS
(All provisions)

VI.  MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
A, AFDC recipients & drug addiction Enactment

'B. Eligibility for food stamps Enactment

Date Printed: 27-Sep-93

AFDC

AFDC

AFDC

AFDC

AFDC

AFDC
CSE
Food Stamps
NET
AFDC
CSE
CSE
CSE
CSE
AFDC
CSE
SSI
Food Stamps
NET
AFDC
Food Stamps

0 5 5 5 5
8%  && K&  &&  8&&
0 0 0 0 0
0 {200 (45} (45) (45
0 0 0 0 0
10 10 2 2 2
0 0 10 a7 (1)
0 0 0 0 0

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(79) (1,.966) (2,140) (2,304) (2,463)

(80) (1,967) (2,141) (2,305) (2,464}

7

7

”

27

?7?

7?7

7

7

77

7

20

(155)

26

46

(5)
(8,952)

(8,957}

??

7
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C, RAandom deug testing of addicts
- getting SS1 disability bensfits

Enacimert §8I

Enactment AFDC

Enactrment AFDC

Enactment AFDC

7 7 77 77 ?? 72
27 K 77 7 2?7 7?
7?7 3?2 7 77 77 77
77 7% 77 7? K 7

TOTALS  AFDC
CSE
ast

Food Stamps

NEY

(226) {471) 454 1,024 2284 3066
10 10 12 ag 1 72
{(79) (1,966) (2,140} (2.304) {2.463) (8.652)
126 250 500  &00 500 1,875

(170 (2477) (1.174)  @241) 322 (3,.639)

0. Evaluation of education & training
programs

E. Initial AFDG applicant job search

F. Qemas on fraud & administrative
efficiency

NOTES:

All estimates are rounded.
&&  Less than $500.000.
77 Not availabie yet
%%  indeterminate, tuat small,

Date Printedh: 27-8Bep-83
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Title IIT -~ Section A -~ Rewards and Sanctions for Tmmunizations
and/or Health Check Up

Assumptions

For the purposes Of this estimate, we sssumed that &
sufficient numbey ©f states to comprise half ¢f the AFRC
caseload will implement this proposal.

Most of the costs for this program will be in Medicalid or
the new funds for immunization in the President’'s Fy94
budgeat.

The c¢osts of the bonuses and the savings from the sanctions
will offset each other.

Increased AFDC costs will therefore be only administrative
costs. Maryland assumed that they would need approximately
10 additional staff people to run the program. In order to
determine the number of workers needed for all the states,
we multiplied 10 workers by a ratio of the AFDC ¢aseload in
Maryland (72,900) over the national caseload (4.8 million)
for 183%Z. {Green Book 1991,

In the Maryland wailver propoesal, there is a ratio of nine
front line workers to every ong supervisor. Maryland priced
a front line worker at 528,040 per year and a supervisor at
$50,000, We used these unit ¢osts and then inflated them by
a Eactor of 2.8% over five vears.

We assumed a cost of one million per year for sguipment.
We assumed that states with one half of the national

caseload will exempt themselves from implementing this
propesal, 30 we multiplied the totals by one-half.



Title IIYI - Ssction € - Rewards and Sanctions for School
Attendance

Assumptions

*

It is estimated that there will be approximately 9.5 million
children on AFDC in 1994, rising to 9.9 million in 1998
{Green Book 19%3). In Wisconsin’'s Learnfare program, which
applied to all teens, the sanction rates for younyg teens
{between the ages of 13 and 14} were only 2%. This implies
that the rates for children under 13 would be negligible.
Therefore, we only estimate the costs of sanctioning or
rewarding teenagers between the ages of 13 and 18. This
estimate is also limited to teenaged recipient children, and
it does not include teen heads of families who would be
ineligible for AFDC under the GOP proposal. 17.1% of all
children on AFDC are between the ages of 13 and 17.

For the purposes of this estimate, we agsumed that states
with half of the caselocad will exempt themselves from these
provisions.

We assume that there will not be any short term effects of
teens who will leave the caseload because they are already
in school.

The model used for this estimate is based on Ohig’'s LEAP
program which sanctioned or rewarded AFDC teenagers based on
their scheol attendance. In this program more students
received bonuses than were sanctioned. The ratio from LEAP,
and used in this estimate, is approximately 1.2 bhonuses to
every sanction per teenager per year, Under the Republican
plan, the sanctions and bonuses will be $75.00.

Costs for this program resulted from bonuses and administra-
tive costs. The LEAP program cost £330 per teen for the
eighteen months of the evaluation. This is equivalent to a
yearly cost of approximately $250. We assumed that ten
percent of the states will have this kind of program already
and that their costs will be half of the rest of the states
that implement this program. Therefore, the administrative
cost will be about $240 per teen per year.



GOP Transition and Post Transition YWork Program

The following discusgion explains our cost estimate for the

transition and post-transition sections of the Republican welfare

reform propasal The federal cost for the first five years of
this program is estimated to be approximately $7 hillion., The
education, training, and work portions of this bill will cost

about $4.4 billion; the c¢hild care costs will be approximately
$3,.6 billion., There will be federal savings of approximately

$4080 million. The net federal cost will be about $6.8 billion
over five vears.

The model we used does not take inte account bkehavioral
assumptions about the numbers of people who will leave welfare
because ¢f this program. There is also no accounting for a
smoke~out effect brought on by the implementation of a twowyear
limit,

Assumptions

Cohort model

L Annual case openings are 60% of the total average monthly
cagseload,

] The cohort model was developed using probabilities of AFDC

duration developed by June O'Heill and modified by John
Tapogna of CBO. The following are the probabilities
-= 71% chance of being on AFDC for six months
- 57% chance of bheing on AFDC for one year
-- 31% chance of being on AFDC for two years
-w 21% chance of being on AFDC for three ygars
-- 13% chance of being on AFDC for four years.
By taking the average of these numbers, we take account of
the monthly movement on and off of AFDC during tvhe year.
* Using this framework, by 1998, the percentage of the

casaldad that entered before October 1, 1993 and iz still on

APRC will be about 21%. This estimate is in line wivh ACP
data on the duration of welfare spells.
. The cohort model tracks when applicants will hit the two-

vear time limit. In the third year of a c¢ohort's receipt of

AFDC, only half will hit the time limit because we started
Lo measure them at six months.

Definitions

* There are four groups of participants in this program.

. Group 1: People who entered the Basic AFDC program before
the effecvive date of October 1, 13%93. These peovple will
participate in the JOBS program until 1998 when they will
enteyr the transition period.

» Group 2: New applicants who entered the Basic AFDC prcgram

after Qotober Y, 1991 bur who have not hit the time limit in

1996. fThese people will participate in the transition



program until they hit thelr two-year limit and will then
enter the work program.

Group 3: New applicants who entered the Baslic AFLC program
after October 1, 1993 but hit the time limit in 1996. These
people will g0 directly o the work program when it is
implemented in 19956,

Group 4: UP participants. These people will participate in
the JOBS program until 1996. Then they will go directly to
the work program. There will not be a transition period for
UP participants.

Exempiions

In 18%4 and 19985, before the GOF plan is phased in,
approximately 50% of the Basic caseload will be exempt from
participation because of the exemption rules specified in
the Fawmily Support Act of 1888, Since most of the UP cases
are mandatory, only 10% will be exempt from the transition
programn. "

The percentage of reciplents who will be exempt from
participation will decrease under the GOP proposal, mainly
because there will no longer be an exenption oy parents
with children under the age ©f three {or one at State
discretion}.

Starting in 1996, 30% of the caseload will be exempt fron
participation. Therefors, even though recipients are not
required to¢ participate in the GOP plan until 1996, they
will be subject to the higher participaticon rates. Ws feel
that this is a realistic assumption because it is unlikely
that states would follow two different exempition
requirements. There will be no exemptions for UP partici~
pants in the work program.

Participation Rates

Participation rates in the transition program for non-exempt
members of Group 1 are spelled out in the JOBS legislation
and the GOP proposal. I assume that the actual participati-
on rates for the JOBS portion will be 22% of the caseload in
1924 through 1997,

In 1998, 50% of Grouwps 1, 2, and 3 will participate in the
transition program. UP recipients {(Group 4) will partici-
pate 1n the JOBS program at rates of 40% and 50% in 19%4 and
1985, respectively. After 1996, there will be no transition
period for UP participants.

The participation rates for non-exempt members of Groups 2
and 3 in the transition program will be 30% in 1996 and 40%
in 1997,

Participation rates in the Basic post-transition werk
program for those who are not exempt are in the GOP
proposal. They are as follows: no participation in 1994 and
19958, 30% of Group 3 in 1996, 40% of Groups 2 and 3 in 1997
and 50% of Groups 2 and 3 in 1998, The participation rates
for Group 4 will be 100% starting in 1896,



Beneflts/SaVans

We assume federal AFDC savings of approx1mately $400
million.

We assume a status gue AFDC bkenefit of $388, the median
state benefit in 1992 (Green Book).

Savings will come from reductions in benefits for two
reasons: employment and sanctions.

While in the post-transition period, recipients will either
be employed in CWEP jobs or in private sector employment.
Based on studies of GAIN and SWIM, we believe that 95% of
the participating caseload will need CWEP jobs and 5% will
be able to find private sector employment.

We assume that there will be a 50% benefit reduction if
participants find private sector employment. However, since
this model does not account for behavioral effects, we
assume that people who find jobs will still quallfy for some
benefits and all of the program services,

There will be a 25% reduction in AFDC benefits for sanctions
in the transition or post-transition program. There will
also be a 25% reduction in Food Stamp benefits, but those
savings are not included in this cost estimate.

We have no way of knowing what the sanction rate will be in
this program. The teenage parent demonstration program
workers used sanctions more aggressively than JOBS workers.
The teen parent demo had a sanction rate of 30%. This
figure refers to the rate over the entire course of the
experiment. Therefore, I felt that a 10% sanction rate
would be more realistic for the purposes of this estimate.
This number is very tentative and subject to change after
further examination of ACF data.

Costs
Overall

The net cost for this proposal was determined by subtracting
what we are currently spending on the JOBS program from the
new costs imposed by this proposal. The five year total
federal cost will be $7 billion. The net five year federal
cost will be $6.6 billion.

JOBS baseline expenditures were computed by Manny Helzner

of ACF.

The costs for this program (when not provided by ACF) were
adjusted for inflation using the state and local deflator of
2.8%. (Used by CBO).

Average

The average costs of the transition were determined by using
JOBS data for the costs of components. The JOBS program
assumes participation of 20 hours per week. However, the
average participation rate is really more like 15 hours per
week. The average costs for this program were provided by
Helzner. '

The costs for the .new transition programs were scaled to
represent the costs of a 10 hour week for the transition



program. We felt that multiplying the JOBS costs by 75%
would account for the different variable costs for a 1{ hour
and 20 hour slot. '
The fixed costs of a CWEP job are $400 per year. In order
to adjust the CWEP figures upwards to reilect the cost of a
35~-hour~ per-week job as opposed to a 2¢-hour-per-week job,
T multiplied the variable costs of $190C by 125%. (Original
estimation by Rebecca Maynard and adjustment by Jehn Tapogna
of CBO).

Child care costs were based on estimates by ACF about the
monthly cost of child care by the number of hours of
participation for each ¢lient {ACF data).

The child care numbers were multiplied by 55% to reflect the
fact that not every parent would use paid child care,
Currently, there is approximately a 46% usage rate for child
care by JOBS participants. Thers was a 70% percent usage
rate in the teen parent demonstration program which had
feway exemptions. Therefors, the 55% figure represents a
guass based on these two bounds.

Federal Share

-

I assumed that the federal share for benefits and savings
would remain at 54%.

The match rate for the services provided in the new proposal
was not specifled. It is believed that it will be sonewhere
petween the old matoeh rate ¢f 87% and a complete mateh of
100%. Thevefore, the mateh rate for services ussd in this
estimate is 70%.



New hire reporting on ¥4 forms:

CB0's estimate for the Interstate Commission report was §80
million in AFDC savings. We assumed the federal share would be
about 55%. or $45 million. This estimate does not include food
stamp savings or any benefit avoidance savings for the non~AFDC
population.

Child support Registries and Expanded Federal Parent Locator:

There will be up front costs for developing the software and
systems ngeded for these two proposals that are over and above
the current CSENet costs. We do not anticlipate seeing any
savings within the first two years. We estimate that initial
development costs for both systems combined will be around $10
million a year for two years. Thergafter, we estimate that
annual operating costs will be around $2 million for both
systens, )

Streamlined wage withholding

This estimate assumes that the proposal entails adoption of the
model Uniform Interstate Family Support ACt (UIFSA}.
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Senate Republicans' Bill Would Shift Welfare Programs To States

Date: 03/07/94 Time: 15:42

WASHINGTON (AP} States would control welfare programs and the
federal governument would pay a greater share of Medicaid costs
under a swap proposed Monday by a group of Republican senators.

The lead sponsor, Sen. Nancy Kassebaum of Kansas, sald the
proposal would unghackle states from federal restrictions, giving
them the freedom to design welfare programs that work for them,

Under the proposed swap, within five years the states would
assume full responsibkility for Aid to Families with Dependent
Children, food stampzs and nutritional assistance for Women, Infants
and Children programs.

During the phase-in, state and federal governments would be
required to maintain current levels of funding for welfare
programs, and the federal government would pick up more state costs
of Medicald. ’

Kassebaun saild her plan wasn't intended to reduce the federal
deficit. " "This fisn’t designed as g cost savings. It's designed to

make it work better,’' she said. She also acknowledged the
Democrats that control Congress probably won’t support her
proposal.

APNP-03-07-94 1342ES8T
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COMPARISION OF 3/13/93 SENATE AND 8/93 HOUSE REPUBLICAN
WELFARE REFORM PROPOSALS

PROGRAM

A. AFDC Transition Program

1. The program outline is identical to House Republican
bill except that the Senate bill starts off with
applicant job search provisions. The House version has
identical provisions iun a different part of its bill.

&, Sanctiong: For the first offense, the famlly’s
combined AFDC and food stamp benefit is reduced by 50%
{compared to 25% under the House bill}. After the
third offense, payments to the parent ends for at least
one¢ year and payments to the children are to be made
through vendor payments f£or housing or to represens
tative payees. (Under the House bill, the whole family
is sanctioned after the third cffense.)

PROVISIONS that are identical in the House and Senate bill:

3. Exemptions: Identical to House bill.
4. Participation Requirements: Identical to House bill
B. AFDC Work Program/Voucher Program:

- The Senate Republican bill gives families who have not found
a job after 2 years tnree months to find a private sector
job with a woucher. The voucther would supplement wages at
the value of the family’'s combined AFDC and food stamp
benefits. To hire recipients, employers must certify that
they will pay the employee at least twice the value of the
voucher. After one year, ihe wage replagement valus of the
voucher would be reduced by half and, after two years, wages
would no longer be supplemented. Emplovers may also
participate in TITC for this employment.

If the recipient fails to find a private sector job after
three months, she pust participate in the AFDC work program,
If she finds a private sector job, theresafter, she can use
the wage replacement voucher.

COMMENTS: It is unclear how recipients will be supported
during the 3 months that they are job hunting with a
voucher., There is no regquirement that enployers agree to
hire reciplents as regular employees once the wage supple-
ment value declines ¢r disappears. Without such guarantees,

1



employers may find it advantageous only to hire recipients

during the period of maximum wage supplementation.
PROVISIONS that are identical in the House and Senate bills:

B.1. AFDC Work Program/Program Qutline

B.2. Sanctions

B.3. Exemptions

B.4. Participation Regquiroments

C. Work Program for Two~Parent Families
D. Work Program for Fathers
TITLE P ESTABLISHMENT

A. Initial Eligibility for Benefits

Same as House bill except only denies benefits to the
mother for non-cooperation. The House version would
make the child ineligible for benefits as well,

B. Cooperation in Establishing Paternity

If man named is not the father the mother’s portion of
the benefit will be denied and payments for the
children will be made as vendor payments or to a
representative payee. House bill would drop mother and
c¢hild from the rolls.

L., Information Dissemination

Upon application for Medicaid-only benefits, mother
would be advised she is not eligible for AFDC unlesgs
she identifies father and that she should take steps to
establish paternity. House bill reguires all public
officials to provide such information.

PROVISIONS that are identical in the House and Senate bills:

D. States must Develop Paternity Acknowledgement Programs
in Public Rospitals and Federal funded Health Centers

E. Burden of Prcocof on Mother for Death or Missing

F. Geod Cause Exemptions



G, Undue Hardship Provisions

H. State can Exempt Itself by Law
I. Paternity Establishment Standard Increased to 30
Percent

B. Rewards and sanctions for school attendance

As in the BHouse bill, States are allowed to raward or
sanction school age children based on whether or not they
meet school attendance standards. Senate version is written
more <«learly.

C. No additional money for more children

As in the House blll, States can impose a family cap denying
benefits to children born 10 months after date of applicaw
tiocn for AFDC. Same exceptions apply. Under the Senate
version, States can opt ovt of the policy more easily.

Under the House version States can only opt out of the
policy if they pass laws exempting themselves. fThe Senate
version makes the policy a State option.

G. Parenting classes, money management and moving residence

Identical to House except that the Senate version does not
give states ablilicy to require AFDC families to seek
permission to move their children’'s residences during the
school year.

FROVISIONE that are identical in the House and Senate bills:

A. Rewards and sanctions for immunization and/or health
chegkup oo

D. Change work disregards within limits

E. Married couple transition benefit option

F. AFDC benefit levels for new state residents

PROVISIONS in House Bill that are not in Senate bill:

& State option to deny APDC benefits to single teen
parents and their children.

© State option to increase asset limit up to $10,000

3



O State option to convert AFDC to block grant

Office of waiver Copordination

Whereas the House Republican bill created a White House
office and extended waiver authority to 72 programs, the
Senate bill coordinates walver review within HHS and does
not extend waiver authority beyond eurrent law. The Senate
bill provides for the creaticn of an cffice within HHS to
coordinate APDC, NMedicaid, Child Support and ABD waivers.
Fhe functions ©of the ocffice would include:

o Techrical assistance to States that wish to conduct or
renew waiver demonstration projects.

o pevelopment of a standard application process to obtain
S5-year walvers.

o A uniform reporting form to be filled by States with
waiver projects every 3 years,

As in the Bouse bill, agencies would have 45 days to provide
their analysis of each state proposal. Within 120 days, the
Director would be required to notify states whether or not
their reguest had been approved or they would be auntomati-
cally approved.

The Director of the office would be responsible for
coordinating with the Secretary of Agriculture on waiver
reguests that involved the Food Stamp program.

TITLE V: CHILD SUPPORT E CEMENT

a. Improved Tracking of Absent Parent to Enforce Support

Adds a provision to the Bouse proposal that reguires
states to recognize and enforce interstate orders and
in cases of dispute to place Jjurisdiction in the state
wheve the child lives.

PROVISION that is identical in the House and Senate bills;

B. Streamlined Wage Withholding

PROVISION that is in the House bill and not in the Senate bill:

o Hospital~based Paternity Establishment



TEITLE VI: WELFARE RESTRICTIONS FOR ALIENS
PROVISIONS are identical in the House and Senate bills

TITLE VIT; MISCELL

ANEOUS

PROVISIONS that are identical in the House and Senate bills:
A, AFDC Recipients and Drug Addiction:
B. Eligibility for Food Stamps
C. Evaluation of Education and Training Programs

D. Demonstrations on Fraud and Administrative Bfficiency

PROVISION in House Bill that is not in Senate bill:

o SSI and Addicts
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SUMMARY OF WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION
SPONSORED BY HOUSE REPUBLICANS*
Fall, 1993

CAUSE I: NONWORK

- Less than 10% of welfare mothers work .
- Although many mothers jeave weifare within 2 years, many stay for 8 years or more; today there are
more than 3 million mothers on AFDC who will remain on welfare during 8 yesrs or more

THE SOLUTION: MANDATORY WORK

" - When fully implemented, the Republican bill requires 63% of mothers who have been on AFDC for at
least 2 years to work 35 houts per week for their benefits; mothers do not Jose their benefits if they
work in community or private sector jobs arranged by the state

- Mothers must use the first 2 years on AFDC (less at siate option) 1o participate in education, training,
work experience, and job search to prepare for & pesition in the private economy, if zhey do not find a

Jjob within that 2 years, they must participate in a commzzmty work job in onder to continue rwcmng
welfare benefits

- Provides states with an additional 310 billion to pwwda welfare mothers with employment services,
including day care

- One adult in two-parent families on welfare must work 32 hours per week and search for 8 job £ hours
per week starting the first day they receive welfare

- Mothers applying for welfare must participate in a job search program while their application is being
processed

- Fathers of children on welfare who do not pay child support must alse participate in work programs

~ Mothers who refuse to work have their benefits reduced and then terminated; states failing 1o ensure
that parents work suffer serious financial penalties

{AUSE 2: HLLEGITIMACY

- [Hegitimacy has risen wildly in recent years; now 2 of every 3 black children and 1 of every 5 white
chiidren are born out of wedlock — and the rates are still rising

- Of llegitimate babies born 10 teen mothers, a shocking 80% will be on welfare within 5 years

- Teen mothers are the maost likely to stay on welfzre for many years without working

© « Most of the increase in poverty and welfare in recent years is caused, not by & poor economy or reduced

government spending (both are up), but by iacreased iilegitimacy

THE SOLUTION: ESTABLISH PATERNITY, RESTRICT WELFARE, CRACK DOWN 0?\’
DEADBEAY DADS «

~ All mothers spplying for welfare must idensify the father or they will a0t reseive bengfits

~ After identifying the father, mothers receive a reduced benefit untit patemnity is Jegally enablished

- Mothers who are minors mast live at their parent’s home, thus preventing them fom using an
Hegitimate birth to estadlish their own household

- States must ingrease their paternity establishment rates, over a period of years, to 90% or suffer stiff
penalties

- States aro wqmwd to stop increasmg weliare chacks when families on Wei.az‘e Eave additiona! children;
states can evoid this requirement only if they pass a law exempting themselves

~ States are-required to stop paying welfare bencfits to parenis under 18 yeurs of age; states can avoid
this requirerent only if they pass a law sxempiing themselves

» Dearbeat dads with children on weifare are required to pay child suppen or work.

i - ask Foree: Rick Santorum, Tom DeLay, E. Clay Shaw, Dave Camp,
Muchar:i lee. Ga@y l‘-lmks., Fmd Gm}dy, "&fai!y Hcfgw Timm Huwchinson, Bob Inglis, Nency Johnson,
Joe Knollenberg, Jim Kolbe, and Marge Roukems.
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THE PROBLEM: TOO MUUH WELFARE FOR TOO MANY IMMIGRANTS

« Hundreds of thousands of noncitizens are added 10 the nation’s welfare programs each yesr
- A recent study by the Social Security Administration shows that more than 11% of all recipients and
20% of elderly recipients of Supplemental Security Income are noncitizens

- Noncitizens aiso qualify for Aid to Families with Dependent {thidmn, Food Stamps, Medicaid, iwusmg,
and other weliare benefits

THE SOLUTION: STOP WELFARE FOR NONCITIZENS

- Simply end welfare for most soncitizens
« Allow refugees to receive wellare for only 2 fixed number of years unless they become citizens

» Allow noncitizens over 73 to receive welfare

- Continue the benefits of current noncitizens receiving welfere for | year

I EMPHASIZES PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

~ Reguires mothers who are minors {0 live at their parent’s home
- Requires states, in most cases, to stop welfare payments to unmarried parents under age 18
- Requires states to terminate the cash welfare benefits of families that do not have their preschool
children immunized
- Encourage states t© reduce the cash welfare benefit of families that do not assure that their children
attend school rzgiziariy
- Allows states o require AFDC parents to panticipste tn parenting classes and classes on money
management
« Allows states to discourage parents from moving to a new school district during the school year

IV. ATTAC EVERAL ADDITIONAL WELFARE PROBLEM

~ Requires adults applying for welfare 1o engage in job search before their benefits start

- Requires addicted recipients of welfare to participate in treatment programs or lose their benefits

« Converts 10 major food programs into a block grant that provides states with almost complete
discretion over spending; funding for the programs is reduced by 5%

- Caps spending on Supplemental Security Income, Ald to Families with Dependent Children, Food
Stamps, Public and Section § Housing, and the Eamed Income Tax Credit to inflation plus 2% per
year

- Provides states with much greater control over means-tested programs so they can coordinate and
streamline welfare spending

- Encourages states to provide financial incentives to induce mothers on welfare to work and maTy

- Allows states to ie‘z‘ welfare recipients accumulale assets to start a business, buy 2 home, or attend
college

~ Allows states and local hovsing authorities to use more generous income disregard rules to promote
work incentives

~ Requires addicted recipients of Supplemental Security income benefits to submit to drug testing; ends
SS1 benefits for those testing positive for itllegal drugs

- The training and mandatory work provisions of the bill cost nearly $12 billion over § years

- The patemity establishment, job search, parental responsibility, block grant, and immigrstion provisions of
the bill save about $31 billion over § years.

~ Thus, the net impact of the bill is © reduce the budget deficit by almost $20 billion over § years.



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

November 12, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: BRUCE REED

SUBJECT: House chublican Welfare Reform Plan

Earlier this week, House Republicans announced their welfare reform plan, which is
based on your campaign pledge to require welfare recipients to work after 2 years. A
summary is attached.

I. Elements of the Plan
The Republican plan includes the following major provisions:

1. Work: Requires AFDC recipients to work at the end of two years. Provides $10
billion over 5 years to states to set up CWEP work programs. Phased in over 10 years,
starting with 30% of new applicants in 1995. Gives states the option to drop recipients after
3 years in the work program (and a total of 5 years on AFDC). Also requires fathers of
children on AFDC to pay child support or take part in a work program.

2. Parental Responsibility: Requires mothers to identify the father in order to qualify
for welfare benefits. Requires teen mothers to live at home. Prohibits additional benefits for
additional children born while on welfare. Includes other incentives for school attendance,
immunization, parenting classes.

3. How to Pay for It: The Republicans raise about $10 billion by eliminating SSI
and other welfare benefits (except cmergency Medicaid) for most non-citizens. They raise
another $20+ billion by capping entitlement programs (EITC, AFDC, SSI, Section 8 housing,
Food Stamps) at inflation plus 2% —- and by cutting all food and nutrition programs (Food
Stamps, WIC, etc.) by 5% and block granting the money to the states. These measurcs allow
them to spend $2 billion on training and $10 billion on work programs, and still claim $21
billion in deficit reduction over 5 ycars.



H. Pros and Cans

We intend to welcome the Republicans' contribution to the debate, applaud their
emphasis on work, responsibility, and your two-year time limit, and pledge 2 bipartisan effort
to pass a welfare reform plan.

If asked, we will express some concerns about the entitlement cap —- it's ridiculous to
cap a powerful work incentive tike the EITC —- and the across—the-board cut in nutrition
programs. We expect the NGA and even some Republican governors to criticize this
apparent effort to shift the burden of welfare spending onio the states, We think it's
unrealistic to claim that welfare reform can lead to massive deficit seduction in the short wun.
The Republican plan also doesn't do as much as it could 1o improve child support collection,
or to provide employment and fraining services 10 support people in work,

But there is much in the Republican plan that we can work with, We arc copsidening
recommending many of the same parental respongibility measures for our own plan, such as
requiring mothers to name the father in order 10 qualify for benefits and no longer giving
welfare benefits 1o teenagers who want to live on their own. The Republican work program
is a serious, 310 billion cffort 10 provide community scrvice jobs - and they phase in the
program at a reasonable pace.

In fact, if they dropped the emitiement cap and block grant provisions, the
Republicans would still have a revenue-neutral plan that invesis $12 billion over 5 years ——
which is not a bad starting point for the debate.

The Administration's welfare reform working group has just compieted a series of
regional hearings in California, Tennessee, Chicago, and New Jersey, We will present a
series of options 10 you next month for consideration in the FY®3 budget, and develop
legislation for infroduction early next year.



SUMMARY OF WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION
SPONSORED BY HOUSE REPUBLICANS
Fall, 1993

CAUSE 1: NONWORK

- Lass than 0% of weifare mothery work
- Although masy mothers Jawve welfiee within 2 years, many sty for § yesrs or mote; today there are
wsors than 3 million mothers s AFDC who will remain on welfare during ¥ years & more

THE SOLUTION: MANDATORY WORK

« Whent fully implemented, the Republican biil requires 63% of mathers who heve boes on AFDC for st
Jeast 2 years 1o wark 35 hours per week for their benefies; mothers do ot kge their benafits if they
work in community of private seetor jobs armangsd by e siae

- Muothers must use e firer 2 vears on AFDC (less n sixte option) 2 participate i eduation, taining,
work experience, and job soanh o prepare for o poxition &y the privase sconomy, W they do st find »
ok within Tha 2 vears, they musy paricipare in & community work ioh i order 1o coatinue moeiving
weitare benefiss

~ Provider sases with o sdditonal $10 billice 1 provide weifsre mothers with etplovment services,
ciading day care
{}mmitmmw&mimmm%mm%ﬁ%wmmmw&wam
per week stwting the first day they receive weifare

- Miothers appiving for welfre mawt purticipate in & job search progren while their applioation in being

procassed
« Fativers of childoms on welaree who do not pay child support miust alis peticinuts towork progmms
- Mothers who refise to work have their benefits reduced and then terminated; states failing to vasure
tuit paressis work sulley serious finensiad penalties

CAUSE 2: ILLEGITIMACY

- [liegititnscy has risen wildly in recent years; now 2 of every 3 black chitdeen and | of every § white
children are bam out of wedloek - and the razes are still rising

- Of illegitimste babies born 1o wen mothers, & shocking 80% will be oty weifare within § yesn

- Tesn mothers are the most likely 1© Sy ou welfare for many yeses withsut working

- Most of the increase i poverty and welfure in recen: years is caused, not by a p0or teononsy o reduced
govermmens spending {both are g, but by incressed iliegidmacy

THE SOLUTION: ESTARLISH PAYERNITY, RESTRICY WELFARE, CRACK DOWN ON
DEADBEAY DADS

- All mothers spplying for welfare must identify the father or they will not receive banefits

- After identifying the fahey, mothers roccive & reduced benefir undd] suternity i egally easbiished

+ Mothers whe ste minors sruer Hve of their perent’s home, thus prevemting theen Som asing an
Hegittmeis bind 1o ostablish thelr own boutehold

- Suates must increase Owely pisemity establishment raes. over 4 period of years, 10 90% or suffer siff

pensliies

= Suztes are requirsd 10 stop incressing welfire checks when families on welfars have additionad children;
sies can wvedd this reguitement only if they oxss & Iow exempting themselves

+ States are requirsd o stop paying welfire benelits o parents under 18 years of age; states can avoid
thit requirement only if they pass & law exempting themseives

- Desdben: dads witls ehildren on welfire are roquired to pay child support or work

(OVER)
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THE PROBLEM: TOU MUCH WELFARE FOR YOO MANY IMMIGRANTS

- Hundreds of thousssds of nongitizens are added 10 the nation's welfare programs ¢ach year

- A recent xmady by the Socind Sccunity Administestion sharws shat more thar 11% of all rcipients snd
0% of elderly recipiants of Supplementsd Security Income are noncitizens

- Nongitizens aiss guslify for Aid to Femilies with Dependent Children, Food Stamps, Medicaid, bouting, .
and other weifare benefits

IBE SOLUTION: STOP WELFARE FOR NONUITIZENS

- Simply end welfire for most soncitizens

- Allow refugees 10 roctive weifre for only & fixed sumber of years unless thay bocome cithzens
. Alfow poncttzens aver 75 10 mesive weifire

~ Contimue the benefity of curent noncitizens roceiving welfire for 1 year

- Reguines mothery whe are minary 1o bve st their parent’s bome

« Roquires stalrs, in mot cassy, 1 S0P weifare payments o Rumarmiod parents under xge 13

- Reoquires stames 1 syeingre 1he cash woifare benefits of fiesibies that o not have their preschool
children immunived

- Encoursge suates {6 yeduce the cash weifare benefit of fumitics that do tiot wasure that thetr children
wiend school reguinrly

« Allows states to require AFDX parents to participate iy parenting clasacs and clexses on money
management

« Allows states o discoursge prrents from moving t5 & new schoal disirict during the school yerr

> Resoires sduls sppiving for weifieee o cogage it job sekrch before their benefite st

« Raguires adcictad racipients of welfare to participste io tratment programs or lose their benefits

~ Convers 10 major food programs into o block grant that provides sians with almost complete
diseretion over spending: funding for the programs is reduced v 35

+ Caps spending on Supplementsl Secuzity [noome, Aid jo Fanilies with Dependent Children, Food
Stirtsps. Peblic aned Section § Housing, end the Earned lnoomme Tax Credir o Inflation pius 2% per

e

- Prowides states with much groaity 0onto! over mesns-tesied programs 3o they can soordinaie and
eeemiine wolfare sending

+ Entoursges yiates 1o provide fonncial incentives to induce mathers on welfare i work and marry

~ Afiows sizes 15 160 welfre recipients accumuluic axsers 10 stat & business, buy » bome, or attend
eolinge

» Allows suites and iocal housing muthorities &0 pae more generous income digreghd ruley to promos
wirk incentives

« Requires addicted meipisnts of Supplements! Seurity Insome benefits w subonit o drug testing; ends
S5 benefine for chegw tusting positive for Sllogal druge

« The training and mandstory work provisions of the bitl cost nearly 312 billion ovar § years

» The patemity establishment, job ssarch, parestal responsibiliny, block grant, and immigntion provisions of
the bifl save about 331 billion over 5 years.

+ Thug, the et impagt of the bil! is o educe the Sudget deficit by almon $20 billion over § veury.
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November 12, 1993

TO: Mary Jo Bage
David Ellwood
Ron Haskins
Rich Hobbie
Wendell Primus
Carel Rasco
(Bruce Reed
Belie Sawhill

FROM: Bob Greenstein

Yesterday's Post story on the Republican welfare reform bill gave a seriously
misleading impression of what I said to the Post because it included only sentence
fragnents from what I said. It gave the impression I had said that nothing in the bill
promoted work or responsibility. Since this is a compiex, 156-page bill which I have
yet to analyze in detail, I obviously am in no position to reach any such conclusion
— and didn’t do so.

What | did say was the three specific features in the bill "do nothing 1o
promote work or responsibility™ the feod assistance block grant, the denial of
benefits to children in cases where the mother has supplied the father's name and is
trying to establish paterrity but state bureaucracies or courts are moving slowly, and
the provision allowing states 1o deny benefits after three yvears of comumunity work
experience to families that are willing to work but cannot find employment.

We plan to prepare an analysis of the bill and T will send it to you when it is
completed, At first glance, [ am quite troubled by a number of the provisions in this
bill as they are descnbed in the summaries | have seen,

777 North Capitol Street, NE, Sqite 705, Washington, IX 20002 Tel: 202-408-1080  Fax: 202-408-10386
Robert Qreenstein, Exeuive Director
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MEMORANDUM FOR CIRCULATION Howard Paster
Maggie Williams
FROM: BRUCE REED BRill Burton

John Podesta
SUBIECT: Talking Points on House GOP Welfarc Reform Plan

On Wednesday, November 10, House Republicans will hold a press conference to
announce their welfare reform plan, which is based on the President's campaign pledge to
require welfare recipients to work after 2 years. The Administration's reaction is spelied out
in the attached HHS press release. The key points 1o stress are:

1. Welfare reform is a bipartisan issue, and we welcome the Republicans’ effort
fo help the President pass a plan. Many clements of the Republican proposal are consistent
with the President's vision, including thelr emphasis on parental responsibility and a two-yeat
time limit followed by work., There is widespread consensus across party, class, and racial
lines that the current welfare system is broken. We look forward to working with members
of Congress and governors in both parties to fix it

2. The President bas laid the groundwork to make good on his promise to end
welfare as we know it. Hig economic plan included 2 dramatic expansion in the Earned
Income Tax Credit, which will move people off welfare by rewarding work and make good
on another campaign promise —-~ that no one who works full-time with a family at home
should live in poverty. The Administration's health reform plan will remove the incentive in
the current system for prople to stay on welfare in order to keep their health benefits.

The Administration has granted welfare reform waivers on a bipartisan basis te several
states, including lows, Grorgia, and Wisconsin.  The Administration’s Welfare Reforns
Working Group has held a series of hearings around the country (including one this week n
Memphis) with statc and local leaders, people in the welfare system, experts, and citizens
who support reform. The Working Group will present policy options to the President later
this year, with reform legislation likely early next year,

3. Many clements of the Republican plan are consistent with the President’s
approach; other elements raise some concerns. We want to do everything we can to
reward work, family, and responsibility. Some provisions in the Republican plan raise
concerns ~— such as capping the BITC, a powerful work incentive with bipartisan support.
Moreover, while we belicve that welfare reform can save moncy over the long run by moving
people into independence, we are concerned that some of the savings claimed in the
Republican plan could shift considerable spending to the states.  Finally, we would like to do
more in the arca of child support enforcement. But we are confident that we can work
together with leaders in both parties to develop a welfare reform plan with bipartisan support.

If you have any questions, feel free to call me at 458-6515.
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DRAFT STATEMENT RESPONDING TO REPUBLICAN PLAN

Mary Jo Bana, David Ellweod and Bruce Reed, co-chalirs of
President Clinton's Working Group on Welfare Reform, issued the

following statement today in response to the release of the
welfare raform legislation by House Republicans:

“We are pleased that the Republicans-in the House of
Representatives have entered the debate on welfare refornm,
wWe will certainly be looking closely at their legislation in
the weeXs ahead as we work with Congress and the states and
levalities to continue the development of the-
Administrationts plan. Many of their proposals address the
President's vision £or reforn, vhich stresses work, family,
oppertunity and responsibllity.

Clearly there is broad consensus throughout the country and
across party lines for fundamental change in the welfare
system. The emphasis in the Republican plan on work and
parental responsibility is very nuch in keeping with the
Presidentt!s goals.

While we applaud thelr emphasis on work, some elements of
the plan concern ug, such as the cap on the EITPC - 2
powerfnl work incentive which has bipartisan support ~ and
the across-the-board cuts in cost-effective nutrition
programs which are likely to shift costs to the state. Much
more ¢an and should alse be done to c¢rack down on parents
who fail to pay child support. Most importantly, we want a
plan that focuses both on opportunity and responsibkbility, to
ensure that Americans can and do work and become self-
gufficient in the work force. As the President said in his
February 17 address to Congress, "in the end, we want people
not to need us any more M

. We look forward to working with Congress on a bipartisan
basis to develop a plan which fulfills the President's
vision of a welfare systerm which truly helps people to work
and become self-sufficient.n



SUMMARY OF WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION
SPONSORED BY HOUSE REPUBLICANS
Fall, 1993

TENTAL CAUSES OF WELFARE

CAUSE I: NONWORK

- Less than 10% of welfare mothers work
- Although many mothers leave welfare within 2 years, many stay for 8 years or more; today there are
more than 3 million mothers on AFDC who will remain on welfare during 8 years or more

THE SOLUTION: MANDATORY WORK

- When fully implemented, the Republican bill requires 63% of mothers who have been on AFDC for at

" least 2 years to wark 35 hours per week for their benefits; mothers do not lose their benefits if t%:cy
work in community or private sector jobs arranged by the state

« Mothers must use the first 2 years on AFDC (less at state option) to participate in education, training,
work experience, and job search to prepare for a position in the private economy; if they donot find 2
job within that 2 ysars, they must participate in a community work job in order to continue receiving

welfare benefits

- Provides states with an additional $10 billion to pmvrde welfare mothers with employment services,
including day care

- One adult in two-parent families on welfare must work 32 hours per week and search for a job § hours
per week starting the first day they receive weolfare

~ Mothers applying for welfare must panticipats in a job search program while their application {s being
processed

» Fathers of childeen on weifare who do not pay child support must also participate in work programs

~ Mothers who tefuse to work have their benefits reduced and then terminated; states failing 10 ensure
that parents work suffer sericus financial penalties

CAUSE 2: ILLEGITIMACY

- Hlegitimacy has risen wildly in recent years; now 2 of every 3 black children and I of every 5 white
children are bom out of wedlock — and the rates are still rising ,

- OF illegitimate bables bom o teen mothers, 8 shocking 80% will be on welfare within § years

- Teen mothers are the most likely to stay on welfare for many years without working

- Most of the increase in poverty and welfare in recent years is caused, not by a poor economy or reduced
zovernmient spending (both are up), but by increased illegitimacy

THE SOLUTION: ESTABLISH PATERNITY, RESTRICT WELFARE, CRACK DOWN ON
DEADBEAT DADS

« Alf mothers applying jor welfare must identify the father or they will not receive benefits

- After identifying the father, mothers receive s reduced benefit until paterity is legally established

- Mothers who are minors must live at their parent’s home, thus preventing them from using an
illegitimate birth to establish their own household

- Siates must increass iheil' paternity establishment rates, over a period of vears. 20 90% or suffer stiff

penalties
« States are required to stop increasing welfare checks when families on welfare have additional children;
states can avoid this requirement only if they pass a law exempting themselves -

- States are wquiwi to stop paying welfare benefits to parents under 18 years of age; states can avoid
this requirement only if they pass 8 law sxempting themselves
- Deadbeat dads with children on welfare are required 16 pay child support or work

(OVER)
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THE PROBLEM: TOO MUCH WELFARE FOR TOO MANY IMMIGRANTS

- Hundreds of thousands of noncitizens are added to the nation's welfare programs each year

- A recent study by the Social Security Administration shows that more than 11% of all reciptents and
20% of elderly recipients of Supplemental Security Income are noncitizens

- Noncitizens also qualify for Aid to Families with Dependent Children, Food Stamps, Medicaid, housing,
and other welfare benefits

THE SOLUTION: STQP WELFARE FOR NONCITIZENS

- Simply end welfare for most noncitizens

- Allow refugees to receive welfare for only a fixed number of years unless they become citizens
- Aliow noncitizens over 75 to receive welfare

- Continue the benefits of current noncitizens receiving welfare for 1 vear

IIl. EMPHASIZES PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

~ Requires mothers who are minors to live st their parent’s home
- Requires states, in most cases, to stop welfare payments o unmarried parents under age 18

- Requires states to terminate the cash welfare benefits of families that do not have their preschool
children immunized

~ Encourage states to reduce the cash welfare benefit of families that do not assure that their children
attend school rcgularly

- Allows states to require AFDC parents to participate in pammmg c!asm and classes on money
management

~ Allows states to discoursge parents from moving o & new school dzstnez during the school vear

- Requires adults applying for welfare 10 engage in job search before their benefits start

- Requires addicted recipients of welfare to participate in treatment programs or lose their benefits

- Converts 10 major food programs into a block grant that provides states with almost complete
discretion over spending; funding for the programs is reduced by 5%

- Caps spending on Supplemental Security Income, Aid to Families with Dependent Children, Food
Stamps, Public and Section § Housing, and the Earned Income Tax Credit to inflation plus 2% per
year

~ Provides states with much greater control over meansJested programs so they can coondinate and
streamline welfare spending

- Encourages states to provide financial incentives to induce mothers on welfare 1o work and marry

- Allows states to let welfars recipients accumulate assels to start a business, buy a home, or attend
college

» Allows states end local housing authorities 1o use more generous income disregard rules to promote
work incentives

- Reguires addicted recipients of Supplementa! Security Income benefits o submit to drug testing; ends
SSI benefits for those testing positive for illegal drugs

~ The training and mandatory work provisions of the bill cost rearly $12 billion over 5 years

- The paternity establishment, job search, parental responsibility, block grant, and immigration provisions of
the bill save about 331 billion over 5 years.

- Thus, the net impact of the bill is to reduce the budget deficit by almost $20 billion over 5 years.
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Republican Plan
11/4 Strateygy Meelting
Agenda

1. Overall Strategy
~w general approach

** generally welcome Republican involvement in the issue

%% stress hope for a bipartisan approach and sense that
broad consensus exists on nesd for fundamental change to a
transitional system.

®* HOWEVER make point that we do not share the vision in
this plan that welfare reform should shift burden of social
programs to the states or (2) attempt to balance the budget on
the backs of the working poor or legal immigrants

- roview specific talking points, who should speak, etc.

2. Qutreach To State and Local Officials
-~ preview attempts to identify governors, stateflocal
officials to comment on plan

3. Advocacy Groups
-w review feedback £rom groups on their reactions and advice

4., Congress
-~= what outreach should bes done on the hill regarding this
plan
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The following guestions and answers are provided as guidance
26 Working Sroup members and their x@presanzatxves in ansvering
questions from the media about the Republican plan., As a general
rule, we ars recommending that the Working Group provide no
coemment on the plan to the press, other than referring them to
the statement lssued by the chairs and to Avis LaVelle, the
group's spokesperson at §3%0«-7850. You may aliso talk to Avis!?
deputy, Melissa Skolfield.

Hawever, 1f further comment is reguired the fo)llowing are
some additional questions and answers which should be used as
guidance when responding:

Qs you thipk thi

At The Pregsident has made no dscisions on the nature of his
welfare yeform plan. We appreciate the Republicans’
interest in helping the President carry out his campaign
plsdgs.

our approach will be based on the four values of work,
tamily, epportunity and Yesponsibility, and we're encouraged
by the degree to which the Republican plan mirrors those
geals. However, we sesk a plan which emphasizes, rathey
than limits, egfforts te make work pay such as the Earned
Income Tax Credit. We believe much more can be done to
crack down on parents who do noet pay c¢hild support. Maost
importantly, we want a plan which does more to help people
become gelfi-sufficient.

Qs Qo xoa tging ggg ;1; ye abzé £ worx with the Republicans
P AL ' = “L~ht of this plan?

At We are optimistic that we will be able to gather support
from members on doth sides of the aisle tfor a plan that
promoteés the basic values the President has put forward:
work, fawmily, opportunity and responsibility.

Q1 H&g gc Yo g xg gg §g§§ suggestieng AS fami}y caps, an end

&st' ’ ant?

As The Working Group has not reached any conclusions or
presented any optiong to the President on any specific
agpects of the plan, It will be a while befors wa will be
able to comment specifically on any such proposals.
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eform will save
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Because no final decisions have been made, 1t is too early
to say. We want to take a particularly c¢lose look at the
extent to which the Republican claims of cost saving ray be
illusory because they simply shift costs from the federal
government t¢ the states. We are alsc cooncerned that
acgrogs-the~poard cuts in cost-effective food and nutrition
programs may actually cost money in the long run.

vard with its plan vet?

We are continuing oaur work according to our original
timetable, and will have proposals ready for the President's
consideration later this year. President Clinton has been a
leader in welfare reform for almost a decade, and we want %o
present a bold, comprehensive plan that will truly end
walfare as we know it., Already, we have taken two important
steps with the expansion of the EITC and the introduction of
health reform legislation.

We also believe it is important to consult with governors,
members of Congress from both parties, people within the
welfare system, and others before we make any final
decisiona. We have just completed a series of [ive reglonal
hearings in Chicago; Washingtoen, 0.C.; Cranford, Hew Jersey;
Sacramento; and Memphis.

;aguct;ag ; E§ énﬁt&zgs‘ w;c;hgug chgxlnutritlon nroggam_
¢ (4] . rl It also caps spend;ng

Some elements of the plan do conceyn us, and there will
¢clearly nezed to pe further discussion about aspects of their
proposal, For sxample, across-tha-board cuts of that
magnitude may be counterproductive and could simpply shift
burdens to the states. We are also concerned that cuts in
cost—effective food and nutrition programs may actually cost
meney in the long run.
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ROTE TOC WELFARE CO~CHAIRS!

According to the four reporters I've spoken to seo far, the
Republican press conference was attended by only about 20 menbers
of the press. Soveral msmbers spoke, including Newt Gingrich,
Dick Armey, Nancy Johnson, Clay Shaw, Rick Santorum and Cary
Franke., One repoeriey told re he was struck by how surprisingly
nonpartisan the remarks wvera. Lots of ®yant to work with the L
Administration.® iy

Tney appear to have stressad time limits, "deadbeat dads” -
and benefits for alliens. Some of the rhetoric was declidedly
antiw-walfare recipient, i.e. "our tax money is going to drug
addicte® and the like., The guote of the day seems to belong to
Newt Gingrich, who sald that we would never be strong as a nation
Yas long as l2-year-olds ave getting pregnant, i1S-year~olds are
puying guns, and 17-year-olds are getting diplomas they can't
read. "

AP plans to do a brief, NYT ig deing a story, and €Q and
Gannett are the only unsolicited calls I've gotten.

Lynn Woolsey has put out a statement, and I understand that
Hareld Ford plans to put one cut also, but I haven't seen these.

{maybe ASL could try to getl them?} CBPP has apparently made
several calls. NYT plans to call Govs. Carper and Jones,
¥ore latery

Hellssa
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: Amy Tucci 225-4021
10 NOVEMBER [993 Trish Brink 225-5951

HOUSE REPUBLICANS UNVEIL WELFARE REFORM PACKAGE

House Republicans today introduced a sweeping package of welfare reforms that
save taxpayer dollars while empowering welfare recipients (o become seif-sufficient.
The legislation would prepare mothers and fathers on welfare for the workplace,
require parents to retum 1o work after & maximum of rwo years of recciving benefis,
establish tough paternity standards 1o assist in child support enforcement, and end
welfare benefits for most alien U.S. residents,

"The Republican Task Force on Welfare Reform chaired by (U.B. Reps.) Tom
Deley and Rick Santorumn deserves a lot of credit for tackling the difficult problems
of welfare reform and providing a tough but compassionate approach to contralling
burgeoning welfare rolis and costs,” said House Republican Leader Bob Michel.

"Candidate Clinton promised to end welfare as we know it by requiring work.
But he has done little 1o deliver on his promise. Our bill gives him an opportunity 10
ge1 the reform process moving,” said House Republican Whip Newt Gingrich.

The legislative package, co-sponsored by 160 House Republicans, was designed
by a leadership-appointed 1ask force of 14 Members, including several from the House
Ways and Means Commnittee. The package was approved by the full House
Republican Conference on October 13, making it the official policy position of House
Republicans,

*This bill emphasizes the view that the majority of people now on welfare want
to support themselves and their families and will do so if given the proper
encouragement and suppory,” said U.S, Rep. Rick Santorum {(R-PA), co-chair of the
task force. ‘"Republicans want to provide the needed balance between new benefits to
support the transition to the workplace and new requirements for henefits 10 motivate
some welfare recipients.”

“We are anxious to learn how President Clinton will back up his promise 1o end
welfare as we know i," added U.S. Rep. Tom Delay (R-TX), task force co-chais.
“This legislation goes a long way toward helping provide those who are Trying to work
their way out of the system an apportunity to develop a sense of self-worth and

dignity.”
U.S. Rep. E. Clay 3haw (R-FL}, a senior member of the task force, compared

the palitics of welfare reform to the politics of NAFTA. “Becausc a majority of
Demacrats are almost certain to oppose serious reform,” said Shaw, "the President will

~ROTre~
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need overwhelming Republican support i he wants to actually do semething about the
welfare tragedy.”

Highlights of the bill:

o Requires 90% of those who receive Ald to Families with Dependent Children
{AFDC) for two years or more 1o work for their benefits. This provision sttacks long-
term welfare dependency while promoting self-sufficiency and seif-worth;

o Emphasizes the responsibility of fathers to support their children. These
provisions include new standards for paternity establishment, requirements for job
search by unemployed fathers, and mandatory work;

6 Establishes tough now standards to combat iliegitimate births. The bill
encourages states to refuse welfare to unmarried parents, requires unmarried minor
mothers who dn receive welfare to live with their parents, and reduces federal
payments to states that do not achieve high rates of patemity establishment;

o Ends welfare for most non-citizens. The bill offers a one-year grace period
after which most resident aliens receiving benefits from AFDC, food stamps, Medicaid,
Supplemental Security Income {SSI} and other welfare programs would be dropped
from the rolis. _

o Establishes 2 more effective welfare systern that costs less while providing
education, work-skills training, work experience, and job search programs for needy
parents;

o Accomplishes and pays for the reform measures outlined above while saving
$20 billion over 5 years.

SREHRE
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Republican Welfare Reform Co-Sponsors

Robert Michel

Newt Gingrich {GA)
Rick Santorum {PA)
Tom Delay (TX)

E. Clay Shaw (FL)
Nuncy Johnson (CT)
Fred Grandy (IA)
Dave Camp (MI)
Michael Castle (DE)
Wally Herger (CA)
Tim Huichinson (AR}
Bob Inglis (SC)

Joe Knollenberg (MDD
Jim Kolbe {AZ)
Marge Roukema (NJ)
Wayne Allard (CO)
Bill Archer (TX)
Dick Armey (TX)
Spencer Bachus (AL)
Bill Baker {CA)
Richard Baker (LA)
Cass Ballenger (NC)
Bill Barrent (NE)
Roscoe Bartlett {MD)
Jo¢ Barton {(TX)
Herbert Bateman (VA)
Helen Delich Bentley (MD)
Doug Bereuter (NE)
Michael Bilirakis (FL)
Thomas Bliley (VA)
Peter Bluts (MA)
John Boehner (OH)
Henry Bonilla (TX)
Jim Bunning (KY)
Dan Banon (IN)
Stephen Buyer (IN)
Sonny Callahan {AL)
Ken Calvert (CA)
Charles Canady (FL)

November 10, {993

William Clinger (PA)
Howard Coble (NC}
Michsel Collins (GA}
Chnistopher Cox (CA)
Phil Crane (IL)
Michael Crapo (ID)
Duke Cunningham (CA)
Jay Dickey (AR}

John Doolittle (CA)
Robent Dornan (CA)
David Dreier {CA)
John Duncan (TN)
Jennifer Dunn (WA)
Bill Emerson (MO}
Terry Everent (AL)
Thomas Ewing (IL)
Harris Fawell (IL)
Jack Fields (TX)

Tillie Fowler (FL)
Bob Franks (NJ)

Gary Franks (CT)
Elton Galiegly (CA)
Dean Gallo (NJ)
George Gekas (PA)
Wayne Gilchrest (MD)
Benjamin Gilman (NY)
Bob Goodlatte (VA)
Bill Goodling (PA)
Porter Goss (FL)

Rod Grams (MN)
James Greenwood (PA)
Steve Gunderson (W1)
Mei Hancock (MO)
Jim Hansen (UT)

J. Dennis Hastert (IL}
Joel Hefley (CQ)
David Hobson (OH)
Peter Hoekstra (M)
Martin Hoke {OH)

~%
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Stephen Hom {CA)
Amo Houghton (NY)
Michael Huffington (CA)
Duncan Hunter (CA)
Henry Hyde (IL)
James M. Inhofe {OK)
Emest Istook (0K}
Sam Johnson (TX)
John Kasich (OH)

Jay Kim {CA}
Peter King (NY)

jack Kingston {GA)
Scon Kiug (W1) .
Jon Kyl (AZ)

Rick Lazio (NY)
James Leach (1A)
David Levy (NY)
Jerry Lewis (CA)
Tom Lewis (FL}

Jim Lightfoot (1A)
lohn Linder {GA)

Bob Livingston (LA)
Alfred McCandless (CA)
Bill McCollum {FL)
Jim McCrery (LA)
Joseph McDade (PA)
John McHugh (NY)
Scott Mclnnis (CO)

Howard "Buck” McKeon (CA)

Alex McMillan (NC}
Ronald Machtley (RI)
Donald Manzullo {IL)
Iohn Mica (FL})

Dan Miller (FL)
Carlos Moorhead (CA)
Jim Mussle (1A)
Michael Oxley (OH)
Ron Packard (CA)
Bill Paxon (NY)
Thomas Petri (WI)
Richard Pombo (CA)
John Porter (iL)

Rob Portman {OH)
Deborah Pryce (OH)
James Quillen {TN)

FROM QASPA NEWE DUV
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Jack Quinn (NY)

Jim Ramstad (MN)
Arthur Ravenel (S8C)
Ralph Regula (OH)
Thomas Ridge (PA)
Pat Roberts (KS)
Harold Rogers (KY)
Dana Rohrabacher (CA)
Toby Roth {W])
Edward Royce (GA)
Jim Saxton (NJ)

Dan Schaafer {CO)
Jim Sensenbrenner (WI)
Bud Shuster {PA)

Joc Skeen (NM)
Lamar Smith {TX)
Nick Smith (M1}
Robert Smith (OR)
Gerald Solomon (NY)
Floyd Spence (SC)
CHff Steams {FL)
Bob Stumnp (AZ)

Don Sundquist (TN}
Jim Talent (MO)
Charles Taylor (NC)
Craig Thomas {WY)
William Thomas (CA)
Peter Torkildsen (MA)
Fred Upton (MI)

Bob Walker (PA)

Jimm Walsh (NY)

Curt Weldon (PA)
Frank Wolf (VA)

Bill Young (FL)

Don Young {(AK)
Witliam Zeliff (NH)
Dick Zimmer (NI}

N PR RN



Cutline of Republican Welfare Reform Bill

November, 132483

gutline of Bill

Title
Title
Title
Title
Title
Title
Tivlie
Title

Title

Title

Ia
Il:
IIX:
i¥:
Ve
VI:
VII:
YIiil:

TX:

AFDC Tranmition and Work Program

Paternity Bagtablishment

Expansion of Statutery Flexibility for States
Expangion of Btate and Local Flexibility

Child Bupport Enforcement

welfare Reatrictions for Aliens

Controlling Welfare Costs

Consolidated Block Grant te States for Nutrxition
Agsistance

Miscellaneous

A. AFDC Trangition Proavam (first 2 years on AFDC)

At the tile of AFDC enrol lment,

famxliés are referred to the AFDC Transition Program in
which they are expacted o work or prepare for work:

a.

at state option, participation in the AFDC

Trangition Program can begin after 1 year for some

or all recipient families defined as job ready by

states;

recipients and the welfare agency oreate a written

plan describing what each must do sc the parent can

prepare for work; the written plan must include the
statement that after 2 yvears {or less at state
option) parents who have not secured paid
employment must work in sxchange for their AFDC
benefiy;

states, in consultation with the Secretary,

agtablish the guidelines by which participation is

defined; states can set their own guidelines within
the following Eramework:

1} the general rule, to which educaticon is an
exception (see below), is that families must
participate at least 520 hours per year,
although states have flexibilicy in how the 520
hours is achieved (e.g., 100% ¢ime for 3
months, 50% time for 6 months, or 25% time for
12 monthe fulfills the requirement);

2} within 12 wmonths of enactment, the Secretary
must publish rules about how education hours .
are cvounted; the guiding principle should be
that meeting whatever a given educational
ingtitution {including certified professional
training schools and certified degree-granting
programns) considers full-time enroliment, and
maintaining at least minimum passing
evaluarions, counts as participation;

i} in two-parent families, at least one parent
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must meet participation reqguirements; states
have the option ¢f reqguiring participation by
both parents;
4) parsnty can use the g-month birth exemption
- {see below) only cne time; if a subsequent
child is born while the parents are on AFIL,
only the 4-menth exemption is in effect;
all the programs authorized in section 482{(d) of
the Social Security Act {education, job skills, job
readiness, fjob development and placement, group ang
individual Jjob search, on-the-dob training, work
suppleémentation, community work experience) count
ag participation under the AFDC Transition program.

8. Participants who fail to meet the c¢riteria

for participation are sanctioned as follows:
a.

for the first offense, the combined value of the
family’s AFDC benefit and Food Stamp benefit

is reduced by 25% until the parent complies and

at least 3 months have elapsed; if 3 months elapse
and the recipient has not <omplied, then the
recipient is deemed to have started the second
offense period;

the sanction for the mecond offense ig similar to
the first except that in addition to complying with
the c¢riteria, at least & months must elapse before
benefits are restored; if the recipient has not
complied within 3 months, then the recipient is
decmed to have entered the third offense period;
for the third offense, the family is dropped from
A¥DC altogether;

when families are dropped from AFDC, they retain
Medicaid, Food Stamps, and any othexr benefit for
which they ars otherwise eligibls.

“'incapa&itated ag currently defined in regulations

{not including drug and alcchel offenders);

at gtate option, those enrolled in drug an& alcohol
abuse programs {with a 12-month limitation):
during a 6-month period in which a recipient gives
birth to the first child born after the recipient
participates in AFDC {divided as the recipient
selects between the gra—natal and post-natal
periods};

during a 4-month period in which a recipient gives
birth to the second or subsegquent child born after
the recipient participates in APDC (divided as the
recipient seleots between the pre-natal and
post-~natal periods);,

during a 2-month period £ollowing the return home
of a child who had been removed from the home;
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during the period in which full-time care is
provided for a digabled depsndent.

4. Participation Requirements.

a.

b.

participation standards are compubted separately
for the Trangition Program and vhe Work Program;
new partigipation standards apply to applicants
foxr FY 19%6 and 19%7; the standard for 1986 is 30
pexgcent.; the standard for 1397 is 40 percent;
beginning in 1%98, participation standards apply
to the entire caseload (not just applicants}; the
gtandard in the Transitvion Program is 50 percent in
18%8, 60 percent in 189%%, 70 percent in 20008, 80
percent in 2001, and %8 percent in 2002;

te the extent possible, states are encouraged o
fulfill their participation standards by focusing
their efforts on mothers with school-age chil&ren.

If parents have not found & 4ob after

two ye&rs,:theydmust participate in a work program
established bw the state

1, PBrgogram Outline.

ai

nogt states now conduct a Community Work Experience
Program {CWEP) in which parente work, usually in =2
public sector job, for the number of hours egual to
their AFDC benefit divided by the minimum wage; the
current CWEP hours requirement is rewritten to
mandate that recipients work for 35 hours per week;
states can also regquire participation in the Work
Supplementation program in which the AFDC benefit
is used to subsidize a private sector job;
reforms to the Work Supplementation program
incliuge:
1) elimination of the requirement that all jobs
must ke new jobs;
2} creation of new financial incentives for states
to use the program:

--recipients participating in the Work
Supplementation program must be paid a galary
at least sequal to theix BAFDC plus food
stamp benefits;

--gtates can negotizte arrangements with
enployers to pay enough ¢f the salary that
gome part of the value of the AFDC benefit
will not be required to reach the AFDC plus
Food Stamp minimum; in these cases, states
can continue to request the federal share of
the AFDC benefit as if the entire benafit
were still being paid by state fundas {this
provision has the effect of allowing states
vo keep the entire amount by which the
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employer-provided salary "buys out® the APDC
benefit);
4. states can greate a new work program, subject to
approval by the Secretary, that combines features
“of CWEP and Work Supplementation or uses éntirely
new approaches developed by the state;

g, after 3 yeaxs of participation in the work program
{and a total of § years on AFDC), states have the
option of drepping recipients from the AFDC yolls;
recipients would continue to be eligible for
Medicaid, food gstamps, and other benefits.

2. Sanckions. Same as above

Bame am above

a. the Wark Prngram b&glns Eor applicants in 1998§;
gtates must include at leagt 30 percent of their
nonexempt ¢aseload in their Work Programs in 1596;

b. the participation standard for applicants then
increases to 40 percent in 13%7, 50 percent in
1998, and 60 percent in 199%;

c. beginning in 2000, participation standards apply to
the entire caseload (rather than jdust applicantg);
the standards are 70 percent in 2000, 8¢ percent in
2001, and %0 percent in 2002;

d. the denominator for this calculation for each
fiscal year is the number of nonexempt participants
who have been on AFDC for ap least 2 yvears on. the
first day of the fiscal year.

work Proaram for Two-Baregnt Famjlies. AL least one parent
in two-parent families on AFDC must bhe required to work 32
hours per week and engage in job search for 8 hours per
week. States are required to pay the combined AFDC-Food
gcamp benefit in cash and only after the completion of the
work requirement for any given period. If the work
reguirement has been only partially meb, states must
proportiopatrely adjust the AFRC.Food Stamp payment level.

: i », ] e LWL Lit Some states
curreazly hav& the opt;on of provi&ing zh& AFDC Two-Parent
program to gualified families for only & wmonths in a

given 12-month period; this option is extended to all
grates. {Current law prohibits about half the states From
using the 6-month option}.
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?athers of children on AFDC mush

'&zthefupay chiid sappart or participate in a work program:

Fathers who are the equivalent of 2 months in arrears
on their child support, unless they are following a
court~approved plan for repayment, must participate in
this program.

States can design theixy own programs, but their
program must include at Ieast the following thrse
alements:

a. initial contact with the father must include a
igtter that informs him he wmust pay child support,
that he should contact the child support offics,
and that he is subject to fines and penalties if he
doss not qooperate;

b. if the father does not pay child support within 30
days he must be enrclled in a -dob search program
for between 2 and 4 weeks;

¢. 1f the father still does not pay ¢hild support
within another 30 davs, he must be enrclled in a
work program for at least 35 hours pex wesk (30
hours if the program also reguires job searxch).

The work program participation standarxds cutlined

above for the Transition and Work Programs apply to the
work program for fathers; the denominator for
calculations is the number of fathers with children on
AFDC who do not pay <¢hild suppori.

Only incapacitated fathers are exempt.

ablighment

If the paternity of any dependent named on an AFDC
appiication has not been legally established, the mother
rust provide the name of the father oxr fathers to AFDC
officials as part of the application procsss:

1.

if the mother does not provide a name, her family

is not eligible for AFDC benefits for that c¢hild; if
there is only one c¢hild, then the family will be
denied all AFDC benefits;

if the mother is not cextain who the father isg, she
must name all the men {(but not more than 3) she thinks
ecould be the father;

in the cagse ¢f families with one child, once the mother
has provided the father’s name, the family is eligible
for an AFDC cash benefit for a l-person family:
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4, 4in the case of families that have at least one child
for whom paternity has been egtablished and at lsast
ong <hiid for whom paternity has nobt besn established,
the family will receive an AFDC benefit equal to the
gize.of family that includes only the child or children
for whom paternity has bheen egtablished.

Afcer giving the fathexr’s name, the mother must coopsrate
with the state child support enforcement agency to
egtablisgh paternity:

1. once paternity is legally established, the family is
gligible for the full AFDC benefit for a family of
that eize;

2. 1f the child support agency finds that the man named
by the mother is not the father, the mother and
children are dropped from the rolls until paternity
is established;

3. in the case of a family with more than one child at
ieagt one of which has paternity established, a false
name will atill result in the entire family being
dropped from the rolls.

States must require all officers and employees 0f the
state, upon firet recognizing that an unwed woman is
pregnant, to inform her that:

1. she will not be abkle to receive AFDC kenefitg until
she identifies the father, and

2. she ghould do whatever is necessary to get the father
to acknowledge paternity as soon as possible.

States are encouraged to develop procedures in public
hospitals and clinics that facilitate the acknowledgment
of paternitvy.

States must develop procedures, in consultation with
the Secretary, to handle cases in which mothers ¢laim the
father is dead. State procedures should be based on the
prineiple that the burden of proof is on the mother.

The mother is exempt from these regquirements if her
pregnancy was caused by rape or incest or if the state
concludes that pursuing paternicty will result in physical
harm to the parent or child.
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States are required to follow the provisions cutlined above
unless the state passes a law specifically declaring that
the gstate wants to exempt itself.

The state paternity establishment requirement of 75 percent
in current law 1s increased to 20 perxcent. States under 90
percent must increase by & percent gach year if thelr
percentage is over 50 percent and 10 parcanc each yeaxr if
their percentage is under 50 percent.

mptlcn Qf taklng th& ammunﬁ of fedaraz r&zmbursemenn they
recaived undey Title IV-A in 19%2, plus a cne-time
inflation adijuatment of 3 percent, agz a fixed annual cash
payment yather than continuing in the current AFDC program.
States electing thig coption must present an annual report
to the DRepartment of Health and Human Services showing that
all the woney fxom the bhlock grant was spent to help poor
and low-income families.

AFDC £o ino: X ngey 8. States may refuse

AFDC benefits 1£ th& mother or father of the dependent
ehild is a winor as defined by state law. - If minor parents
are married, they can ¢ualify for the state AFDC program
for Z-parent families. States c¢an decide not to follow
this provision by passing a gtate law specifically
exenpting themaelves,

C i 3 : i § States have
the a§t10n of grov1d1ng new reaxé&ﬁta of their state with
the same level of AFDC benefits as provided by the state
from which the residents moved. This level of benefits ¢an
be provided for no more than 1 year.

FPamiliesn with

50&001 age chlidren who a&tead schoel less than sone
ptate~established minimum without good ¢ause can be

subject to a sanction of up to $75.00 per child

per month. Good cause ig defined by astates in consultation
with the Secretary. Minor parents receiving AFDC who have
not graduated f£rom high school are also subiject te this
provigion.

itiona * hiJ . 8Btates are not
required to pay any ad&ztlonal banefita for children born
10 months after the Jdate of application for AFDC., States
can, but are not required to, allow exceptions for
families: a) that leave AFDC due to earnings for at least
0 days if employment is terminated for good cause, and/orx
b} that remain off AFDC for 1% consecutive monthg. States
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can degide not to follow this provision by passing a law
specifically exempting themselves.

[ ; ; . Statea are
nermlttad to r&glaca the current Federal rules for
dmsregarélxg income in setting AFDC benefit levels. The
current 4-month $30 and 1/3 rule c¢an be changed as a
state wishes but the changes can be no more genexrous than
the equivalent of permanently disregarding the first $200
of family earnings plus 1/2 ©f the remainder.

N8 = : ;4 Stateg are
perm&hzed to allow AFDC xgczplantﬁ who maryy someone who
is not the parent of their child, and who would become
inaligible for AFDC, to keep up Le 1/2 of their current
bensfit for up to one year as long asg their combined
family dincome is below 150% of the puverty level., J{ouples
who marry and are eligible for the AFDC two-parent program
in the state may regeive either two-parent AFDC ¢or the
state’'s new "married couple" transition benefit, but not
both,

H. Increas se imit Lo 5,800, States can disregard,
for a maximum pericd of 2 vears, up to $10,000 of assets
asscciated with a microenterprise owned by a family for
purpeses of determining AFDC eligibkility and calculating
AFDC benefits; states may also disregard up Lo $10,000 of
savings placed in a special account Lo be usged for purchase
of a home or for education or training. The disregard for
businesg-related costs, incoms, and rescurces associated
with a businees of five or fewer smplovees will be
increased from $1,000 to $10,000 per family.

States have tha cptzon of req&irlng A?ﬁc parants ta
participate in parenting classes and classes on money
management during the Transition Program. Such
participation counts toward fulfilliment of state
participation requirements, States can also reguire
parents receiving AFDC benefits t¢ receive agency
permisaion before changing a dependent child’s resgidence
during the school year.

rage; ax. [ : ard. Waliver requests from
states, lacalitzas, and ather program cperators are
considered by an interagency board composed of the
Secretaries of Agriculture, Health and Human Sexrvices,
Housing and Urban Developmsnt, Labor, Interior, Justice,
and the Cffice of Management and Budget. The Board is
headed by a chairperson appointed by the President.
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Qaalg pf Reform Waivers. The Chairman and Board must
insure that all waivers meet one or more of the following
goals:

i. helping elderly and disabled individuals who need long-
cerm assistance meet basic human needs or . improve their
living conditions,

2. helping able-bodied individuals and their families, on
a temporary basis, mget basic human needs and improve
thelr living conditions while--

3. acguiring the experience and skills necegsary to
improve their living conditions, maintain and
strengthen family relationshipa, and attain or retain
the capability for self-support and independence,

4. promoting individual iniciative and personal behavior
congistent with progress toward self.sufficiency and a
strong family life.

The Chairman and Beard must also insure that granting the
requested waiver would not unnecesssarily affect
individuals or families adversely.

¢ iF Any entity sliigible to receive
Federal fands may submit a waiver application to the
Board ppecifying, explaining, and justifying the
particular provigions of statute or yegulation the enticy
wants to change. All applicaticons wmust aim to help
long-term walfare yvecipients improve their living
conditions, help recipients strengthen their families and
achieve pelf-sufficiency, or promote individual initiative
and personal behavior consistent with progress toward
pelf-sufficiency. Applications mugt contain written
assurances that implementing the propesal will not result
in additional costs to the federal government.

1. Any entity hag the option to submit a styeamlined
express application to implement an assistance plan
reforming three or fewer programs. The entity may
raguest that the chairperson authorize the applicant to
inmplement the plan and waive the application of any
Federal statutory or regulatory requirement to the
extent necessary to enable such implementation.

2. Entities wishing to reform such programa may submit an
application for an integrated assistance plan.
Applicants must include in their applications the
geographic area and recipients te he affected;
objectives and performance criteria; federal programs
that will be improved by implementation: £iscal contrel
poelicies for plan; consant of qualified organizations;
and approval of grtate and local agencies (affected by
the proposal).
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Ay The Chairman, after considering the
prapoaal and maklng any written comments she thinks
appropriate, forwards the proposal to the agency or
agencies with jurisdiction over the programs., Within

45 days the agency must provide the Chairman with views
cn whetheyr the proposal meets the goals of reform

waivers outlined above. If more than one federal agency
is involved in the waiver reguest, the chairman must take
steps Lo assure that all agencies are informed of the
others’ involvement. The Chairman must reach a decision
on the walver regquest and notify the state within %0 dave;
if the state waiver request has not been approved or
digapproved within 3¢ days from che date of receipt, the
resguest is deemed to be approved.,

Programs are deemed eligible

ior walverghzf dxr&ctlymar indirectly, they provide cash
aggistance, edugation, employment tLraining, health,

housing, nutrition, or social services to individuals or
families.

Establzah a natzcnwlde systam for xepcrting aﬁ& traakmng
newly hired workers to improve the nation’s ability to
locate parents and enforce support orders. The system
would include a current addreas, socuvrge of a&rnxngs, and

record of support cbligations. This proposal is based on
three specific reforma:

1. New emplovees would be required to report support
obligationg subject to wage withholding to employers
via new W-4 tax forms, Withholding would begin
immediately and employment information would be
maintained for interstate searches.

2. States would maintain updated registries of support
oxdeys to verify new hire withhelding information and
agpist other astates with interstate searches.

3. The PFederal Parent Locator service would be expanded to
improve ac¢cess to information nationwide; the Federal
Office of Child Support Enforcement would coordinate
an information network between gstates to provide for
speedy interstate searches.

_ ] g. Streamline the interstate
ayatem of wage wlthholdlng Ly estabixahing uniform
withholding notices and by regquiring employers to honor
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withholding notices £rom out-of-state ¢ourts.

0 akslial States would establish
hospmtal based programa to encmurage voluntary paternity
establishment at the time of birth and provide for
administrative proceases for establishing parentage.

A. All welfare benefits {other than emergency Medicaid) are
eliminated for non~¢itizens, except for refugees and
gertain permanent residents as defined below.

B. Exceptions for reﬁugees‘and permanent resident aliens:

1. Refugees who have been adjusted Lo permanent resident
statug can receive welfare for only 1 year beyvond the
cime limit requived for them to apply for citizenship
{unlegs they are over age 75);

2. Permanent resident aliens over age 75 who have bean

legal resgidents for at least & vears are eligible for
welfare benefits.

. State AFDC agencies must provide the name, address, and
otheyr  identifying infoxrmation {including fingerprints) to
the Immigration and Naturalization Service for all illegal
immigrant parsnts with citizen children.

D. Any noncitizen who is currently residing in the U.8. and
is affected by any of the above provisions is exenpt from
that provision for 1 year following passage of the bill;
any federal department that administers welfare programs
that currently serve rssident aliens must dirxectly notify,
or ensure that states notify, all recipients affected by
the provigions outlined above,

A. Annual outlay growth in the Aid vo Families with Dependent
Children, Supplemental Security Income, Public housing and
Section 8 housing, Food Stamps, and Earned Incoms Tax
Credit {(EITC) programs is capped at 2% plus infiation. 1If
gpending in any year exceeds the cap, sach of the six
prograns is reduced by the percentage necessary to bring
aggregate spending in line with the cap. Each program is
reduced by the same percentage amount.

B. The concurrent budget resclution includss an aggragate
cutlay figure for all six capped programs and for sach
program individually; each figure eguals the previous
year's outlays plus inflarvion plus 2%. Committee
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allocations for Ways and Means, Banking, and Agriculture
rveflect the caps. The President’'s budget also ¢ontains the
same aggregate and individual cutlay figures that are found
in the budget resplution.

Five dayé'aftax Congress adjourns to end a session, OMB
calculates both an estimated oublay figure for sach capped

program for the previous fiscal year as well as the 2% plus
inflaticn cap.

Fifreen days after Congress adiourns to end & segsion, each
of the c¢apped programs i reduced by seguestratien, if
necessary, by the uniform percentage required to achieve
the gpending limit imposed by the cap.

A.

The congelidated block grant combines 10 food and nutyition
programs inte a single, discretionary block grant to
statea. The 10 programs are: Food Btamps, Nutyition .
Assistance for Puerte Rice, Special Milk Program, State
Child Nutritioen Program, Special Supplemental Food Program
for Wwomen, Infante, and Children {(WIC), Commodity
Supplemental Food Program, Food Donations Programs for
Selected Groups, The Emergency Food Assigtance Program,
Adminigtration on Aging/Nutrition Sexvices, and Food
Program Administyation.

Spending on the block grant is controlled by imposing a
ceiling on the spending each year. The first-yvear ceiling
in 95% of the total spending from the individual programs;
in subpegquent years spending is adiusted vo take into
account population growth and food price inflation.

The block grant is apportioned among states in accord with
the percent of the poverty population that resides in each
gtate, . Money from the block grant must be spent by states
providing nutrition programs to families with incomes below’
70% of the Lower Living Standard Income Level published by

" the Department of Labor.

Restrictions on State Spending:

1. States cannot spend more than 5% ©f their grant on
administration,

2. Stateg wmust sgpend at least 12% of their allocation on
the Special Supplemental Food Program for Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC}; this amount will bring WIC
benefits to all eligible children and mothers.
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3. 8rates must gpend 20% of their funds on nutrition
programs in child care and public school facilities;
spending must be targeted on school children meeting the
eligibllity ¢riteria for free and reduced price school
meals..

The program authorization expires after 5 vears. The
inizial authorization includes funding for the first and
second yvears; the intent of this provision ig to provide
craneitional agsigtance for programg with a funding cycle
at variance with the figcal year. Following the transition
period, the block grant will be forward-funded.

The block grant gensrates savings through elimination of
benefit overliap, reduction of wmiddle class subsidies, and
glashing administrative duplication. The faderal
goevernment will cease direct purchase of agricultural
commodities for the purpose of distribution to food
programs; states can directly purchase agricultural
commodities held by the federal government as part of farm
surpius reduction programs,

i

1. AFDC applicants and recipients determined by states to
be addicted £o alcohol or drugs must participate in
addiction treatment 1f it is avallable.

2. Failure «f addicts to participate on a satizfactory
basig as defined by the sgtate will result in expulsion
from BFDC for 2 years.

3. States may walve participation requirements during the
trangition program for up to 1 year if APDC recipients
are participating in addiction treatment programs;
however, states sust continue to include all addicsted
yecipients in the denominator for calculation of
participation standaxds.

4. Stages are authorized to usge random and unannounced
drug tests with recipients who have participated in
drug rehabllitation programs or have a history of
addiction; refusal by the recipient teo submit to diug
testing will result in termination of the entire
family's cash AFDC benefit for 2 vears.

: I incom =t8. The Social
Seéurlty hdminzstratieﬁ ig directed to identify all 881
participants whose disability wasg caused by addiction to
illegal drugs and to test them periodically, on a random
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schedule, to determine whether they are using illegal
drugs. If use of illegal drugs is detected by the tests,
or if recipients refuse to submit to testing, their 8S8I
benefits are permanently terminated.

Evaluation dugcabtion an rainl Brogram The
Department of Health and Human Services is required fo
fund regearch that examines the iwpacts ¢f education and
training programs on exits from AFDC, welfare
expenditures, wage rates, employment historiesg, and repeat
spells on AFDC. At least one of the gtudies must involve
three groups Lo which AFDC adults are randomly assigned:

a control group not regulred to participate in any special
agtivity, a group required to participate in education or
job training programs, and a group regquired to participate
in job search or iob search and work zxperience,
Participants must be followed for at least % years,

¥ ; . arcl Btates must require
AFDC apglmcants Lo partmczgate ln job search while their
welfare application is being processed. Applicants must
be reimbursed for transportaticn and child care expensas.
States can provide emergency aid when payment ¢annot be
delayed. States retain considerable flexibility in
defining such emergencies, although they must include in
their state plan the general guidelines they will £ollow.
States can decide not to follow this provision by passing
a state law specifically exempting themgelves.

1. HHS is authorized to conduct demonstrations in several
gtates to determine whether providing welfare benefivg
{including AFDC, Pood Stamps, Medicaid, housing, ete.}
by use of electronic cards and automatic teller
machines will reduce administrative costa and fraud;
within § years HHS must write a report to Congress
summarizing the results of the studies and making
recommendations about whether and how more states
might be reguired to use electronic funds transfer
pPrograns,

2. HHS is regquired to appoint a commission composed of
cabinet officials, outgide experts, and atate
administrators te determine the cost and feagibility of
ereating an interstate system of Sccial Security
anumbers of all welfare participants for the purpose of
ensuring that no adults or children are participating
in welfare programs in more than one state.

# i I E 18 Local public housing
auth&rznias must dlaregax& FICA t&xes and income taxes from
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earned incame for purposes of calculating rent for 2 years
afrer recipients begin employment. Public housing
authorities may exclude from earned income, for a maximum
of 2 years, addivional earnings resulting from smployment
of a previously unemploved housshold worker over age 18,
Beth of these provisions are subiect to funding approval by
the Appropriations Committee.

Required Jmmunizations for Children,

i.

Families with children under age 6 must presgent
verification from a physician that the children are
receiving regular pediatric checkups and required
immunizations.

States must ¢onduct education and outreach activities
designed to increass public awarenegs of the importance
cf preschool health checkups and to advertise the
availability of free or reduced price immunizations.

Children attending facilities supported by the Child
Care and Development Block Grant must present evidence
from a physician that they are following the recommended
schedule of pediatyic immunizations; providers muat
present parents with written information about reguired
immunizations; parents must be given between 30 and 45
days to obtain the required immunizations or the chilgd
must be removed from the facility.

The Surgeon General must issug recommendations for the
schedule of immunizations to be followed by children
under 6 years of age.
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Cetoher 26, 1993

MEMORANDIM

To: Groug
From: Wendell Primus

Re: Attached House Republican plan materials

Attached is a summary of the House Republican legislation,
as well as a Dear Collesgue from the Republican Conference task
force on walfare., Agcording to these documents, the bill will
cost nearly $12 billion over 5 vesrs and will save about §31
Billion over & years, Therefore, aimost $20 billion will be
available for deficit reduction.

. I believe our press strategy for responding to the release
of the Republican plan needs to change 2s & result ¢f theseg new
facts. Because welfare reform will lnevitably cost money--NOT
save money--we should express serious ressrvations and disbelief
about the amount ©f savings generated. Otherwise, this will
become the axpectation., and we will be forced to defend why our
pian dees not yield significant cost savings. At the same time,
we should praise varicus aspects of the plan,

1 am told that the House Republican bill will be introduced
on Monday, Novemper 8th. Please keep the aummary c¢onfidential,



VAN w2 Eas B 202 690 §582 DHHS/ASPE/ESY @
e 03

SUMMARY OF WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION
SPONSORED BY HOUSE REPUBLICANS
Fall, 1993
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CAUSE 1: NONWORK

- Less then 10% of welfare mothen work _
- Although many mothers leave welfars within 2 years, many stay for 8 years or mor; today theve are
mere thas 3 million mothers on AFDC who will remain on welfare during 8 years or more

THE SOLUYION: MANDATORY WORX

- When fully implemented, the Ropublican bill mquires 63% of mothers who hava been on AFDC for st
least 2 years 1o work 35 hours per week for their benefits; mothers do ot loge their benefits if they
work i cormmunity of private sector jobs arrangsd by the state

~ Mothers must use the first 2 years on AFDU (less ot staie option) to participate in oducation, training,
watk experience, and job search to prepare for 2 position In the private economy; if they do not find a
job within that 2 years, they must participste in & community werk job in erder 1o conlinue recelving
welfam benofits

~ Provides siates with un odditional $10 billion 10 provide welfare mothers with employment vervices,
including day care

« One adult in two-parent families on welfare must work 32 bours per week and search for s job 8 hours
per week starting the first day they receive welfars .

- Mathers applying for welfare must participats in 4 job search progmm while their application is being
processed

- Fathers of children an welfare who do not pay child suppon mest aiso panticipate in work programs

+ Mathers whe refuse to work have theiv beaefits reduced snd then werminated; stotes failing vo ensure
‘that parents work suffer serious financial penglties

CAUSE 2: ILLEGITIMACY

.~ Illegitimacy bas risen wildly in recent years; now 2 of every 3 black children and 1 of every § white
shildren are bom out of wedlock -+ and the rates are still rising
- Of liegitimatc babies barm to teen mothers, 3 shocking §0% wilT be on welfare within § years
- Teen mothers are the most likely to stay on welfars for many years without warking
- Most of the increase in poverty and welfare in recent years it caused, not by & paot esonemy of reduged
governmant spending (both arc op), but by insreased {legiimecy

THE SOLUTION: ESTABLISH PATERNITY, RESTRICT WELFARE, CRACK DOWN ON
DEADBEAT DADS

- All mothers applying for welfare must identify the father or they will not reeeive benefits

~ After identifying the father, mothers receive a reduced benefit umil paternity is legally established

« Mothers who are minars must live at their parent’s home, thus preventing them from using a8
illegitimate birth to establish their own housshold

- States must increase theit paternily establishment rates, over 2 period of years, 1o 90% or suffer stiff
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. penalties . —— . pr—
- States are required to stop increasing wellare checks when families on welifaré have additional chitdren;

states can avold this requircmsut only if they pass & law exempting themselves

- States are requirad o stop paying welfare benefits to parerts under 13 yesrs of age; states san avoid
this requirement oply if they pass 8 law exerupring themgelves

- Deadbent dads with children on welfare are required to pay ehild suppornt or work

(OVER)
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Jan Meyera will offey a bill of her cwn that, .among cther things,
caps spending in the AFDC program and turns the program over to the
gtates. We think this appreoach is egquivalent te punting in football.
It’s gyeatest failing 1w that it does nothing to reguire work. It
alge leaves . governors holding the-BPag bscause they will have a £ixed
- number of welfare dollars that will be eaten away over the years by
inflation. Republican Govermnors are strongly cpposed to this
proposal.

in addition, if House Republicans adopt the Mevers apgroach of
simply cutting benefits and dumping pecple off the rolls, we will open
‘ourseives to the charge that while the President ig daring to
challenge liberale by requiving welfare parents to woxk, Republicans
are up te their old tricks of simply cutting beneflts for destitute
women and children. -

By contrast, Tthe Task Force bill defines welfare reform for
congress, Prepident Clinren, and the natien 2g more work, less
spending, more flexibility for statee, and no welfare for asliens.

VoI NO ON TEE MEVERS AMRNDMENT; VOTR YES ON THE TASK PORCE BILL.

Sinceraly,

+ Ny .
£ RIRT
3 F A

Rick Santor™- /”f’fr' !
27 /2

Yk

Michael Gastie
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" Congress of the Wnitets States

Pouse of Vepresentatites
Washioghor, BE 20515
Ootohay 13, 1953

Zons

Dear Republican Colleague:

For the past several months, & task force of Republicans has been
drafting a walfare reform bill. At romorrow's meeting of the
.Republican Conference, you will have a chance to vote for the product
of our efforts.

Qur objective has been to produce a tough welfare reform bill
before President Clinton can produce one of his own. The current
predicament of Republicans or health care reform ghows that there are
elear risks in allowing the President to dafine what refomm meang. On
welfare, we intend to de that £or him.

Beth duxzng the election and since, President Clinton has prumzsad
to "end welfare as we know it®, Of course, the President has spared
the pnation the detailp of his proposal. The only thing we know is
that his proposal will sumehow involve work.

Rather than vague promiges, ovur bill requires adults on welfare to
work after 2 years {or less at state option) of job reparation and
Jjob search. When our %0% work standard is fully implemented after 8
years, 3% of all adulte who have been on welfnrm for 2 years ox more
will be regquired to work.

We also include zciff sanationg on both zndzvmdnals and ptates if
they fail to meer the work requirvements. In fact, if adults do not
meet the work standard, they are subjected to a Beries of penalties
that culminate in cutright expulsion £rom the welfare rolis.

Ronwoerk is not the only underlying cause of welfare. The sgcond
underlying cause is illegitimate birth, As illegitimacy continues to
skyrocket in America, federal and state governments muat spend more
and more money just to stay in place in the battle against povervy.

The Task Force has come up with several provisicme to attack
illegivimacy. The wmost importanrt is that we Yequire mothers to give
the pame of the child‘s father when they first aign up for welfare --

ne father‘s name, no welfare. If the mwan named by the mother is shown
net to be the father, the family is excluded from the Aid to Families
with Dependent Children Program.

Cur bill also requires minor unwed mothers to live at home, and
allows Btates to refuse AFDC payments to children with parents who are
under agz 18.

The Task Force bill contains a host of othex ptovza;ana degligned
to yeduce welfare dependency. These will be deseribed ipn detail ax
Wednesday’s Conference mesting.

CBO eatimatas that the work reguirements of cur bill will cost 512
Lbillion over 5 years, Qur Task Force operatred on the principle thar
the nation already spends enough money on welfare. Whatever elpe
refoerm doeg, it should not reguire more walfare spending.

Thus, we found three sources for capping or cutting current
welfare epending. The first and smallest is the p&ternizy
establishment section of our bill which saves 51.6 billion over §
years, We alsu included a cap proposal carefully crafted by the
Budget Committee and agponsored by My. Rasich and My, Kolbe. This
proposal would combine 11 programs that provide foocd subgidies into a
single block grant, reduce the funding by 5%, and give gtates complete

mEs LIV Lam e maw ﬁmlih# otheyr sropogals to
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© o money ~- $§8.3 billion over S yesrs.

' The third funding provigion of the bill opens a new chapter in the
welfare debate. Several members of our group were concernsd about
welfare spending on noncicizens. As we delved into thias problem, we
found shocking abuses of taxpayer dollars. CBO worked with us trying
to estimate how much welfare money ie spant on various categories of
aencirizens. We werte amased to find rhat at least $8 billion per yvear
iz spent on welfare benefits in juast four programs -« Food Stamps, Aid
to Familiesz with Dependent Children, pplemental Security Ingome, and
Madizaid. By elimlnating welfare pgymedts to noncitlzens after a
l-year grace pericd, we will save £21.3 billion over 5 years.

The bottrm lins is that the Ta Toes BLll raducas the deficit by
$15.5 hillionm over S years.

I N AR e R e b B i il 3 -——t
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THE PROBLEM: TOO MUCH WELFARE FOR TDO MANY IMMIGRANTS

- Hupdreds of thousands of nonsitizens arc added w the nation’s weifare programs cuch year
- A recent study by the Secial Security Administration shows that more than 11% of ail recipients and
20% of elderly recipients of Supplemental Sexurity Income are noncitizens

- Noncirizens also qualify for Ald to Families with Dependent Children, Food Stamps, Medicsid, housing,

and other welfare benefiry

THE SOLUTION: STOP WELFARE FOR NONCITIZENS

© « Simply snd welfare for most noncilizens

- Allow refugees to receive welfare for anly a fixed number of yoars unless they become citizens
- Allow noncitizens over 75 to receive welfare '
~ Continue the benefits of current noncitizens receiving welfare for 1 year

- Requires mothers who are minors © live ot their parent’y home ‘

- Requires stateg, In most cases, To stop welfare payments (o uamartied parents ander age 18
» Requires states w termingte the cash welfare benefits of familics thet do not have their preschool
¢hildren immunized

- Encownage statee to reduce the cash welfire benefit of famizw that do not asgure that their children
attend school regularly

- Allows states @ require AFDC pareats 1o panticipate in parenting classes and classes on moncey
managemeont

- Allows states 1o discourage parents fom moving o s new school district during the schao] year

- Rexuires adults applying for welfare to engage in job scarch before their benefits sant

~ Requires addicted reeipisnts of welfare o participate i trestment programs or lose their benefits

« Converts 10 major food progrums into a black grast that provides states with almost complete
dissretion over spending; funding for the programs is reduced by 5%

- Caps spending on Supplemental Security Income, Aid To Families with Dependent Children, Food
$ramps, Public and Section 8 Housing, and the Eamed Income Tax Credit 1o inflation plus 2% per
'yeBe

« Provides states with much greater contrsl over mms-te&ie& programs so they can socrdingte and
streamline welfare spending

- Encourages states to provide financial incentives 1o induce mothers on weifare ts work aad marry

- Allowws states to les welfare recipients sccumulate 0s5ets 1o start s business, buy & home, or attend
college

» Allows states and local hsusing authorities to vse more gesersus income disregard rules 1o promote
work incentives

~ Renniree sddictad recinients of Suorlemental Security Income benefits to submit 1o drug testing: ends

&oos
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V. ACCOMPLISHES ALL THE ABOVE IN A BILL THAT
REDUCES THE DEFICIT BY 520 BILLION

- The traizziag and mandatary work provisions of the bill cost nearly 812 billion over § yoars .

- The paternity establishment, job search, parental responsibility, blogk grant, and immigmtion provisions of
the bill save sbout $31 billion ever 5 years,

» Thus, the net impact of the bill is to reduce the budget deficit by almost $20 billion over 5 years.
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Weltare Policy:
Is There Common Ground?

By Anna Kondratas \'OQ‘.—

Welfare policy has been one of the most hotly debated issues sinee Presicent
Jolwnsortdeclereed “tear” on poverty in the mid- 1960s. Earlyyin the debate the tines were
clrenepn it clearkyy, Liberals emphasized the need for the federal goverrunent to help
less fortunate members of socicty. Conservatives emphasized the high costs of wwelfare
both for texpagers and recipiciits,

The wear ont poverty failed. In fact, it coincided (with a vast increase in nuwmnbers of

poor people across the couniny, By the 1980s, in response to mouiiting coidence thet
Jederal welfare programs heed fodled both tawpagers and recipients. the o sides of the
debate began to find a number of points on witich theyy had common grouned. Both sides
agreed thett too many people weere arvivelfore; that the gocd of welfoare shotded be to help
recipients hecomne independent of the state: theat developmaent of qood cheracter among
recipients is crucial: and that welfare recipienits shoudd be required to worle if possible,

Hence a bipartisan drive for welfcre reform came into being. it the 1980s various
states began implementing worle programs. and the federal governunent affirmecd the
frend in the Fumily Support Act of 1988, which made welfare recelpt contingent on
participation in employment and training programs. Unfortunadely, saying thed recipi-
cnts shoudd work proved muc casier than maling it hnppen, becanse the vast majority
of welfore recipicnts are single women with children, These reforms were immeddicd ely
Sollowerd by a huge increase in welfare caseloads. which rose by more than 25 percent
i the Trite cighties anied carly idneties.

As it became clear that worle programs alone wonld nof decrease welfare
dependencyy, states begar to pass reforms ndended to sotue behavioral problems such
as having children owt of wedlock, neglecting to obtain prenatal care, aned failing to
enswre thed one’s children atiend school. More than half the states have proposed or
ennciod programs designed o change lifestyles and lifi: expectadions of thnse on
welfare. These progreuns are tilcely to be more successful than worlk programs ealone,
hut not much more so. Policymalcers are becoming nicrensinglyy caeare of the need (o
ireat the social and economic fuctors that help create welfare dependencty.

Empowerment ancd usset-based welfare reformycomprise the lalest approach. Both
Righi anel Left agree that the governunent shoudd use weelfure io empower people (o take
_control of their lives. Grass-roots aclivism is an importartt element of the effort, 1f the
Clindon achndnisiration remedns cormmitted to suclt an approach. the nation will crijoy
ary unprecedented opportunity to bring on “the end of welfure as we know iL”
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PRESIDENT CLINTON’S COMMITMENT
TO WELFARE REFORM:
THE DISTURBING RECORD SO FAR

INTRODUCTION

’ President Bill Clinton has promised to “end welfare as we know it,” and his Adminis-
tration is drawing up proposals for Congress which, the White House claims, will deliver
on that promise. In making this bold commitment, the President acknowledges that the
War on Poverty has failed. America today is spending seven times as much in constant
dollars on means-tested welfare as it was when the War on Poverty started in 1965. Over-
all the U.S. taxpayers have spent $5 trillion on welfare since Lyndon Johnson launched
his *“war,” an amount greater than the cost of defeating Germany and Japan in World
War II.

President Johnson declared his “war” would be a great investment which would return
its cost to society manyfold, and the average American household has already “invested”
around $50,000 in taxes in fighting the War on Poverty. But in many respects the fate of
lower-income Americans has become worse, not better, in the last quarter-century.

A key reason is that welfare has caused a collapse of the low-income family. Today,
one child in eight is being raised on welfare through the Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) program. When the War on Poverty began, roughly one black child in
four in the United States was born out of wedlock. Today two out of three black children
are born out of wedlock. Rapid increases in illegitimacy are occurring among low-in-
come whites as well; the illegitimate birth rate among low-income white high school
.| drop outs is 48 percent. Overall 30 percent of children in the U.S. are now bomn to single

| mothers.

One reason why this trend is so destructive is that single-parent homes dependent on
welfare are poor environments for raising children. Children brought up in such circum-
stances have limited prospects for succeeding in mainstream society. They are far more
likely to fail in school. They are more likely to get caught up in crime. And they are more
likely to end up on welfare themselves as adults. June O’Neill of Baruch College, in New

Note: Nothing written here is to be construed as necessarily reflecting the views of The Heritage Fowdatron or as an attempt
to 3id or hinder the passage of any bill belore Congress.



tual ability by one- thlrd when compared with nearly identical low-income children not
~on welfare, :

Single-parent families also impose staggering social costs on the communities around
~ them. Young black men raised without fathers on average commit twice as much crime
as young black men raised in similar low-income families with both a father and mother
..present.’The threat of violence that makes,most Americans afraid to walk at nightin .. .
major U.S. cities is a direct result of family disintegration engendered by the welfare
state. :

It is indeed, as the President maintains, vital to end welfare as we know it. The center-
piece of President Clinton’s reform proposal does give the appearance of changing the
system, at least in part. The President proposes to require those parents in the AFDC pro-

. gram who have received welfare for over two years to perform community service work
(workfare) in exchange for continued AFDC benefits. However, despite the conservative
thetoric, the actions of the Clinton Administration during its first year in office have
gone in exactly the opposite direction. The Clinton Administration has in fact sought to
expand conventional welfare programs and to undermine existing work requirements for
welfare recipients.

Specifically, the Clinton Administration thus far has:

Proposed a huge increase in conventional welfare spending. After promising to end wel-
fare, the Clinton Administration in its first budget proposal asked for $110 billion
over five years in expanded spending for existing welfare programs, such as Food
Stamps, the Women, Infants and Children Food Program (WIC), public housing, and
energy assistance.

Ignored funding for workfare. Despite its pleas for an additional $110 billion for conven-
tional welfare spending, Clinton’s proposed budget did not seek one extra dime for ex-
panding workfare programs. But all experts agree that if the government is to require
welfare recipients to work in exchange for benefits, extra funds must be provided to
administer such work programs.

- Postponed long-term work requirements. By avoiding any real commitment to expanding

* | . workfare up to the present time, the Clinton Administration has ensured that its efforts
o “end welfare as we know it” cannot even commence until fiscal yéar 1995. This
very late start makes it unlikely that more than four or five percent of all parents en-
rolled in the AFDC program actually will be required to work in exchange for welfare
benefits by the time President Clinton seeks re-election in 1996.

M.Anne Hill and June O’Neill, "The Transmission of Cognitive Achievement Across Three Generations,” paper prepared
for the RAND Conference on Economic and Demographic Aspects of Intergenerational Relations, Santa Monica
California, March 1992. ‘ '

M.Anne Hill and June O'Neill, Underclass Behaviors in the United States: Measurement and Analysis of Dezermmants,
August 1993, research funded by Grant No. B8ASPE201A, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

Requiring large numbers of welfare recipients to perform community service work may reduce total welfare costs by

- encouraging welfare recipients to leave the rolls. However, even if this occurs, the amount of money specrﬁcally devoted
to operating the work programs must be mcreased




Attempted to reduce current work requirements. Far from promoting workfare programs,
the Clinton Administration has spent most of 1993 seeking to undermine the few
work requirements in existing law. It has even gone so far as to advise states to violate
the current law in order to reduce the amount of work that welfare recipients would be
required to perform. ‘ ‘

The history of welfare is littered with the rhetonc of pohticmns who have claimed they
- were overhauling the system while little or nothing was changed. The Clinton Adminis-
tration is perfectly poised to join in this venerable tradition. Even worse, despite passing
references in a few speeches, Clinton seems determined to avoid serious pohcles dealing
w1th the core welfare problem: how to reduce illegitimacy and encourage marriage.

LESSONS FROM THE PAST THE LEGACY OF BOGUS REFORM

The history of the U. S ‘welfare system is marked by a complete dlsconnect between
political rhetoric and public policy reality. For instance, in launching the War on Poverty,
| President Lyndon Johnson confidently declared “the days of the dole are xiumbered ” But

then he greatly expanded the number of welfare programs and the number of Americans
receiving welfare. :

Just five years ago, Americans were told that the welfare system had been dramatically
overhauled with the passage of the Family Support Act of 1988. The public was told that
most welfare recipients would be required to work in exchange for benefits. Senator Pat-
rick- Moynihan (D-NY) declared of the reforms, which he championed, “For 50 years the -
welfare system has been a maintenance program. It has now become a jobs program.”é
Welfare spending, supporters said, would be dramatically trimmed as child support pay-
ments from absent fathers replaced government-funded welfare benefits for most single
mothers. The claim was eerily similar to today’s declarations.

The 1988 reforms, it was alleged, would require millions of welfare mothers with
young children to work. This claim had ramifications in other areas of public policy; over
thé next two years, it gave a major impetus to efforts to fund a national government day -
care system through the Act for Better Childcare. Proponents of this legislation argued
that the 1988 welfare reforms demonstrated that the idea of mothers in general caring for
children in the home was passé. Thus, a new government day care infrastructure would
be required not only for the children of welfare mothers who would allegedly be sent to
work, but also for chlldren of the general population.

- But in the five years since the 1988 ¢ ‘welfare overhaul,” the only noticeable change in
the welfare system has been a dramatic surge in spending. Welfare spending by federal,
state, and local governments in 1988 was $217 billion—by 1992, spending had surged to
$305 billion (both figures are in constant 1992 dollars).

4 Bureau of National Affairs, Inc. Daily Labor Report, March 21, 1988,
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While Americans were told that the 1988 reforms required most welfare recipients to
work for benefits, by 1992 only one percent of all AFDC parents were actually required
to perform community service work (workfare) in exchange for welfare assistance.” A
slightly greater number were required to search for a job. or undertake training. Overall,
as table 1 shows, during the average month in 1992, only 6.9 percent of AFDC parents
were required to work, search for a job, or participate in education and training for more
than 20 hours per week

When pressed to explam the dlsmal results of the 1988 leglslatlon the convennonal
excuse is a shortage of funding for the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) pro-
gram contained in the Act. Under the provisions of the legislation, this program operates
workfare, job search, and training activities for welfare recipients. This convenient expla-
nation is misleading, however. The real problem of the 1988 reforms was that very few
AFDC recipients were in fact required to participate in any JOBS activity. Since the Act
required only six percent of the AFDC caseload to participate in job search, training, or
community service work, most states met these requirements using only part of the allo-
cated federal JOBS funds.” There was a shortage of requirements, not a shortage of
money. :

Slgmﬁcantly, Congress poured billions of dollars into expand1 ng the coverage of con-
ventional welfare programs after passing the Family Support Act.” Since 1988, expan-
sions in Medicaid and housing programs alone would have been far more than sufficient
to fund work programs for all AFDC parents. The simple fact is that Congress, after tell-
ing the American public that it was going to require welfare recipients to work for their
benefits, did everything but that. What Congress actually did was to limit workfare pro-
grams while expanding conventional welfare dramatically.

Congress has followed the traditional pattern in welfare policy over the last five years.
Lawmakers talk tough about workfare, but Congress keeps the actual number of recipi-
ents who are required to work as low as possible, and expands spending on conventional
welfare programs. Unfortunately, during its first year in office, the Clinton Administra-’
tion has shown every indication that it intends to follow this well-worn path.

Clinton’s Reform Rhetoric

As candidate and as President, Bill Clinton has spoken often about the need to reform
welfare. At times his rhetoric has been stirring; in Putting People First: How We Can All
Change America, Clinton pledged to “honor and reward people who work hard and play
by the rules.” Welfare reform, and more specifically his pledge to “end welfare as we
know it” was invoked often and with great effect during the campaign, and played a key
role in Clinton’s strategy of portraying himself as a “New Democrat.”

These figures represent the total number of AFDC recipients who were required to work in a given month, not merely the
additional number who were required to work as a result of the 1988 act.

There is a specific cap for federal JOBS funding for each state; below this cap, federal funds equal a percentage of the
state’s spending on JOBS.

Part of the apparent shortage of state funding after 1988 was due to the vast amounts of state money requlred to pay for the
expansions in Medicaid coverage mandated by the federal government..
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The centerpiece of President Clinton’s reform proposal is to end welfare as a long-term
one-way hand-out. Adult welfare recipients in the AFDC program would receive normal
welfare for only two years. If they remained on welfare for over two years they would be
required to perform community service work in exchange for benefits. In Putting People
First, which laid the foundation for recent policy pronouncements, Clinton states the gov-
ernment should:

. After two years, require those, who_can work to go.to work, either in the
pnvate sector or in community service: [the government should] provide
placement assistance to help everyone find a job, and give the pe énle who
can’t find one a dignified and meaningful community service job.

With this statement, Clinton adopted rhetorically the workfare policy advocated by
Ronald Reagan and other conservatives for over twenty years but opposed by liberal ma-
jorities in Congress.

Yet Clinton’s proposal was not limited to creating new responsibilities for welfare re-
cipients. In addition to the “stick” of required work, he proposed new “carrots” or incen-
tives to “honor and reward those who work hard and play by the rules.” These incentives
include an expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and government-funded
health care for low-income working parents. '

- Earlier this year, in an address to the National Governors Association, Clinton repeated
his “carrots and sticks” theme of welfare reform. “We must provide people on welfare
with more opportunities for job training,” he declared, “with the assurance that they will
receive the health care and child care they need when they go to work, and with all the
opportunities they need to become self-sufficient. But then we have to ask them to make
the most of these opportunities and to take a job.”

- While Clinton’s rhetorical commitment to requiring welfare recipients to work and to
rewarding families who strive to be self-sufficient is commendable, it is also strangely
limited. Despite having an entire chapter devoted to children and another to the family,
Putting People First never mentions illegitimacy or marriage. 10 By ignoring the need to
reduce illegitimacy and to promote marriage Clinton evades the core problem of the wel-
fare state and the root of many of America’s social problems. i Insisting that welfare

10

11

Governor Bill Clinton and Senator Al Gore, Purting People First: How We Can All Change America (USA: Times Books,
1992), p. 165.

William J. Clinton, "Remarks to the National Governors Association,” February 2, 1993, Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents, Monday February 8, 1993, Volume 29-Number 5, pp. 125-128.

In a speech on November 13, 1993, in Memphis, Tennessee, President Clinton finally did acknowledge that family
disintegration was a major cause of crime in the inner city. However, the President made no linkage between illegitimacy
and welfare, and his speech, while containing many pohcy proposals, contained none to reduce illegitimacy or promote
marriage.

One surprising side effect of serious work requirements for single AFDC mothers is that the policy would, perhaps
unintentionally, reduce the number of illegitirnate births. Welfare serves as an alternative to work and marriage; placing
work requirements on single mothers on AFDC reduces the economic utility of welfare. Thus serious work requirements
would encourage women to sidestep the trap of welfare dependence by avoiding having children out of wedlock in the first
place. Work requirements would also increase the marriage rate of those on welfare. However, work requirements are not a
sufficient strategy for reducing illegitimacy. And it is clear that the Clinton Administration has not developed its workfare




mothers work at community service jobs will do little to reduce welfare costs or to im-
prove society as long as the illegitimate birth rate remains at 30 percent and rising.

THE CLINTON RECORD TO DATE

As disturbing as the lack of commitment to tackling illegitimacy is the widening
..Chasm | between Clinton’s welfare reform rhetoric and his actions. The record thus far sug-
gests that Bill Clinton intends to deliver on all of the “carrots” of welfare reform, such as
expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit, and providing government-funded health care
to millions of Americans, but deliver on few or none of the “sticks,” such as work and
personal accountability. ‘

A Disturbing Appointment

In his first concrete action on the welfare reform front, President Clinton appointed
Donna Shalala as head of the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). The
choice was odd because Shalala had served for years on the Board of Directors of the
Children’s Defense Fund, a Washington-based organization which has taken the lead in
opposing work requirements for welfare recipients. Shalala actually served at the
Children’s Defense Fund during a period when the organization opposed the minuscule
work and job search requirements in the 1988 Family Support Act. In her lengthy confir-
mation testimony Shalala mentioned welfare reform in only one vague sentence. Up-
braided by-Senator Moynihan for her lack of interest in reform, Shalala promised merely
to create yet another task force to look into reform.

‘Revealing Budget Proposals

An even greater disappointment to those who trusted in Clinton’s promise to “end wel-
fare” was the President’s proposed budget submitted in the spring of 1993. The
President’s budget asked for $110 billion in expanded welfare spending over the next
five years. Welfare spending was already projected to grow at a baseline rate of roughly
| 50 percent over five years, before the proposed spending increases. Thus Clinton was pro-
posing $1 10 billion in new spending above an already rapidly expandlng baseline.

True, some $26 billion of this new welfare spending was to expand the Earned Income
Tax Credit. By supplementing the earnings of low-wage working parents, the EITC does
help to “make work pay” relative to welfare. It is one of Clinton’s “carrots” to reward
constructive behavior and should be considered part of his welfare reform package. But
the other spending increases sought by Clinton were largely for conventional welfare pro-
grams invented in the earlier years of the War on Poverty: Food Stamps, public housing,
energy aid, community development grants, and Head Start, among others. A complete
list of Clinton’s proposed welfare spending increases is included in the Appendix.

Some might attempt to justify this expansion of conventional welfare programs on the
grounds that welfare was cut back during the Reagan and Bush years. In reality, federal,
state, and local welfare spending (measured in constant 1992 dollars) grew by more than
50 percent in the Reagan-Bush period, rising from $195 billion in 1980 to $305 billion in

proposals with this objective in mind.
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large numbers of wel-
fare recipients are to be required-to work, total welfare costs may fall as recipients leave
the rolls, but the amount of money specifically devoted to operating work programs must
be greatly increased. The funds for administering workfare for welfare recipients are cur-
rently included under the JOBS program created by the Family Support Act of 1988. In
his address to the National Governors Association in February, Clinton said that the
JOBS program had been highly successful but had been hampered by a lack of funds.
However, his budget released a few weeks later contained no increase in JOBS/workfare
funding.

Some might argue that Clinton could not increase workfare funding until all the details
of his welfare reform could be worked out. But when Clinton ultimately unveils his re-
form, it will contain work programs similar to the workfare program (Community Work
Experience program) which exists in current law and is already operated on a small scale
as part of JOBS. If the intent is to “end welfare as we know it” the Clinton Administra-
tion should have begun by vastly increasing as soon as possible the number of recipients
required to participate in existing workfare programs. It was not necessary to wait until
every detail of its final workfare plan had been developed. It is also worth noting that the



Clinton budget contained emergency funding requests for other initiatives such as Na-
tional Service, even though the details of those programs had not been worked out.

If the Clinton Administration was serious in its plan to require workfare, it would have
asked for supplemental appropriations for workfare in 1993 and, say, a quadrupling of
JOBS funding for 1994. Instead Clinton sought aggressively to expand conventional wel-
fare not workfare. The money for the proposed expansion of the Food Stamp program
..|.alone.could have quadrupled future funding for .I.C)BS/workfa_re.12 By procrastinating on -
its commitment to workfare, the Clinton Administration ensured that its campaign to end
welfare would not even begin until Fiscal Year 1995.

While not all the President’s spending injtiatives were approved by Congress, the pro-
posed budget presents a dramatic statement of presidential priorities. The message is
clear. The President has promised a welfare reform of both carrots (positive incentives
for constructive behavior) and sticks (sanctions or limits on negative behavior). Follow-
ing the pattern which has become almost habitual, the carrots have appeared promptly
but the stick is nowhere in sight.

The Administration’s budget story has a final hypocritical twist. A few months after
Clinton proposed $110 billion in increased spending, mainly for conventional welfare
programs, Clinton political appointees at HHS began suggesting that it might be neces-
sary to scale back Clinton’s welfare reform plan because the government lacked funds to
pay for it. 13 Thus Clinton appointees sought to build a case for reneging on Clinton’s
workfare policy by citing a lack of funds at the same time the Administration was propos-
ing vast increases in conventional welfare spending.

The War Against Workfare

The Clinton Administration has not merely ignored its commitment to workfare; it has
actually spent most of 1993 attempting to roll back existing work requirements.

Under the 1988 Family Support Act, only one group of welfare recipients was actually
required to work in exchange for benefits. That group was fathers in two-parent families
receiving benefits from the Aid to Families with Dependent Children-Unemployed Par-
ent (AFDC-UP) program. According to the Family Support Act, fathers in AFDC-UP
families would be required to work in community service programs for sixteen hours per
week. Congress limited this requirement to only 40 percent of AFDC-UP fathers and
postponed the effective date of the work requirement until FY 1994. Note the minimal
nature of this requirement: two-parent AFDC-UP families are 9 percent of the AFDC
caseload, so 40 percent of 9 percent means only 3.6 percent of the total AFDC caseload
faced a real work requirement. Even that requirement to work for a few hours per week
was delayed until FY 1994, six years after the Act’s passage.

12 Federal JOBS funding in future years is capped at roughly one billion per annum under current law. Clinton’s proposed
expansions to the Food Stamp program were $2 billion in FY 1995 and $3 billion in each subsequent year. JOBS funding
totals are from Congressional Budget Office, August 1993 Baseline, p. 290. Figures on the proposed Food Stamp
expansion are provided in Executive Office of the President, A Vision of Change for America, February 17, 1993, p.137.

13 Jason DeParle, "Clinton Aides See Problem with Vow to Limit Welfare," The New York Times, June 21, 1993, p. Al.



The Clinton Administration’s actions with regard to this minimal work requirement
have been unequivocal—it has repeatedly attacked it. During the debate on the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act, the Clinton Administration sou%ht to postpone the AFDC-UP
work requirement effective date from FY 1994 to FY 1996."" Since all the work provis-
ions of the AFDC program undoubtedly will be completely rewritten before 1996, the
Clinton Administration effectively was proposing to kill the only real work provision in
existing law. IS The Administration claimed lamely that it was trying to postpone work re-

“quirements ont AFDC-UP fathers because there were no funds to operate such workfare
programs. Even assuming this dubious argument is correct, there were no funds to imple-
ment these workfare programs in FY 1994 precisely because the Clinton Administration
requested none. :

While the House of Representatives went along with Clinton’s plan to roll back the
AFDC-UP work requirements during the congressional debate on the budget, the Senate
rebelled at this effort to gut the only work requirement in existing law. Led by Senator
Moynihan, the Senate rejected the Clinton plan. The Senate then prevailed over the
House in conference and the modest AFDC-UP work requirements were maintained un-
changed.

After the Clinton Administration failed in its legislative efforts to eliminate work re-
quirements for AFDC-UP fathers, it adopted a back-door strategy: If it could not wipe
out the law, the Administration proposed to neuter it by permitting and encouraging an
open violation of the law by state governments. This September, a few days before the
AFDC work requirements were to take effect, Clinton’s HHS issued a new regulation
which greatly weakened the requirements. ® Whereas the law requires participating
AFDC-UP fathers to perform community service work at least sixteen hours per week,
the Clinton regulations cut this to only eight hours per week.

Since these proposed regulations deliberately and clearly violated the law, they drew a
firestorm of protest. Among the critics, Senator Alfonse D’ Amato (R-NY) declared,
“Now that they can’t delay any longer, the Administration is trying to water down these
requirements. It is clear that this Administration is evading welfare reform.” 8 Faced

14 David E. Rosenbaum, "Delay Sought in Law Meant to Trim Welfare Rolls,” The New York Times, May 5, 1993, p. B9.

15 The Clinton Administration has attempted to justify its attempts to weaken the AFDC-UP work requirement by arguing
that the number of AFDC-UP parents who were required to work was technically a subset of the total number of welfare
parents (both AFDC and AFDC-UP) who were required to participate in the JOBS program, Thus even if the AFDC-UP
work requirements were abolished, the combined total of AFDC and AFDC-UP parents who would be required to
participate in the JOBS program would not be affected. But the JOBS program is not a work program; state governments
have the option to put JOBS participants in less demanding training and "job search” activities. As a result few participants
in JOBS actually work for benefits. By contrast the AFDC-UP work program, which the Clinton administration sought to
abolish, actually requires, for the first time, a definite number welfare parents to work for their benefits. By "postponing”
the AFDC-UP work requirement, the Clinton administration would have permitted states to put recipients in much less
demanding "job search” programs rather than real work programs. The bottom line is simple: the Clinton administration
sought to do away with the only provision in current law that makes even a tiny number of welfare recipients actually
work.

16 The AFDC-UP work requirements were scheduled to take effect at the beginning of fiscal year 1994, which commenced
October 1, 1993,

X7 "Clinton Backs Away from Plan to Weaken Welfare Work Rules,” The Wall Street Journal, September 27, 1993.
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with vocal opposition in the Senate and press articles calling attention to the contradic-
tion between Clinton’s rhetoric and policy, HHS quickly rescinded its regulations.

State Experimentation and Waivers

The only area of the Clinton record that suggests even the slightest momentum toward
genuine reform has been waivers granted to state governments. In keeping with his “New
Democrat” theme, President Clinton has acknowledged that all wisdom may not reside in

" “Washifngton, D.C.'Hehas thus proposed tofoster state experimentation in welfare policy
by granting state governments waivers from federal law in operating some welfare pro-
grams.

In addressing the National Governors Association , President Clinton repeated his cam-
paign pledge to promote state experimentation: :

We need to encourage experimentation in the states...I do not want the
Federal Government, in pushing welfare reforms based on [my] general
principles, to rob [state governors] of the ability to do more, to do different

- things.... MX 0\f'icw is that we ought to give you more elbow room to
experiment.

Clinton explained that serious support for experimentation must permit the states to un-
dertake initiatives which go beyond federal reform policies and do things which he, the
President, might not personally approve of. In order to foster experimentation, he
pledged to “approve waivers of experiments that I did not necessarily agree with....If we
didn’t disagree on anything, what would be the need for experiments? That is the nature
of the experiment, is that one person has an idea different from another person.”21

However, to date, few of the waiver requests submitted to the Clinton Administration
have proposed significant reforms. The key exception was the waiver request submitted
by Wisconsin Governor Tommy Thompson for an experiment in two counties. In those
counties, the Governor planned to convert the AFDC program into a program of tempo-
rary aid. AFDC recipients could receive benefits for two years, after which their AFDC
benefits would be terminated. In contrast to President Clinton’s national reform proposal,
Thompson’s experimental plan did not guarantee community service jobs to those who
stayed on welfare over two years.

- The response of Clinton’s HHS was predictable. Despite the President’s explicit
pledge to grant waivers for policies he did not fully agree with, HHS attempted to crush
the Wisconsin waiver request. HHS demanded that the Governor eviscerate his proposal
by guaranteeing all AFDC recipients who remained on AFDC over two years the right to

18
19

20
21

Ibid. .

Contrary to common conceptions the U.S. welfare system is almost totally federal, consisting of over 75 federal programs.
State governments merely contribute funds to these federal programs and operate them subject to federal law and
regulation. At the request of a state government, the federal government may "waive” federal law and regulation
governing a particular welfare program within the state in order to permit policy experimentation.

Clinton, op. cit.

1bid,
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community service jobs. This would have converted the Thompson proposal from a
unique experiment into a mere clone of what Clinton was proposing to do nationally.

Governor Thompson refused to yield to HHS pressure. HHS 'then sought to cripple the
proposal by requiring the Wisconsin government to entangle itself in thousands of dollars
of “due process” litigation each time an AFDC case was actually terminated. Despite
months of resistance, it was HHS rather than Thompson that finally buckled, and the =

. waiver.request.was. granted without crippling modifications. ..

The Wisconsin waiver will initiate a bold experiment, but its scope is limited. The ex- |
periment is restricted to only two counties and does not begin until January 1995. Wel-
fare benefits will not be terminated for any recipients until two years later, in January 1
1997. ) | 1

Reviewing the overall record of the Administration, the lesson is plain. The Clinton re-
cord on workfare has been a disaster. After campaigning on the theme of “ending wel- -
fare” and requiring welfare recipients to work, Clinton has expanded conventional wel-
fare spending, requested no funds for workfare, and sought to abolish the only real work
requirement in existing law. This is scarcely an auspicious start for “ending welfare as we
know it.” ~

PRINCIPLES OF REAL REFORM

The welfare system desperately needs reform. Real reform would convert welfare from
a one way hand-out into a system of mutual responsibility in which welfare recipients
would be given aid but would be expected to contribute something back to society for as- |
sistance given. A reformed system also must strongly discourage dependency and irre- '
sponsible behavior and encourage constructive behavior. It must firmly control soaring
welfare costs, which are slowly bankrupting the nation. Finally, and most important, wel-
fare reform must seek to reduce the illegitimate birth rate in the U.S. and promote the for- |
mation of stable two-parent families. Any “reform” which does not dramatically reduce !
the illegitimate birth rate will not save money and will fail to truly help America’s chil- .
dren and society. ‘ , ’ }

With these objectives in mind, real reform must be based on the following eight princi-
ples:

1) Establish serious workfare requirements.

~ The key to successful workfare is the number of welfare recipients who are required !

i to participate. Following the pattern of the 1988 reforms, it is likely that the Clinton
plan will be quite complex, appearing to require large numbers of recipients to per- ‘
form community service work when in reality few are. Real reform would require all
fathers in the AFDC-UP program to perform community service work forty hours per

- week in 1994. It would also require able-bodied single persons in the Food Stamp pro- - [
gram to work. And it should require half of all single mothers on AFDC to perform
community work service for benefits by 1996.
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2) Establish sensible workfare priorities.

Workfare programs should be efficient and low-cost. Workfare should be estab-
lished first for those persons who have the least justification for being out of the labor
force. Therefore workfare requirements should be imposed initially on able-bodied,
non-elderly single persons on welfare, followed by fathers in two-parent families on
welfare and absent fathers who fail to pay child support. After workfare has been put

...in operation for. these groups, those single mothers on AFDC who do not have pre-
school children should be required to work.

High day care expenses mean that putting a single mother with a young child to
work in a community service work program costs roughly two to three times as much
as requiring a mother with older child to work. Because work programs inevitably op-
erate within fixed budgets, an emphasis on workfare participation by mothers with
younger children leads to a sharp reduction in the total number of persons who will be
required to work. One little-understood aspect of the workfare debate is that liberals
often attempt to focus workfare programs on mothers with very young children pre-
cisely because they understand this will quickly soak up available funds and thereby

“limit the number of recipients required to participate. Liberal welfare advocates also
would like to undermine the general concept of workfare by showing that all workfare
programs cost more than they save—so they promote the least cost-effective workfare

- programs (namely, those with a heavy emphasis on mothers with young children).

About half of AFDC single mothers do not have any pre-school children under age
five. Workfare should be imposed on single mothers with younger children under five
only after most mothers with older children have been required to work. However, if
an AFDC mother gave birth to an additional child after her initial enrollment in
AFDC, that child should not exempt her from work requirements. (This rule is needed
to prevent mothers from having additional children to escape the work requirement.)

| 3) Limit welfare given to unwed teen mothers.

By paying young women to have children out of wedlock, the current welfare sys-
tem encourages them in a course of action that, in the long term, proves self-defeating
to the mothers and harmful to both the children and society. Placing millions of single
mothers in work and training programs will have little positive effect for society as
long as the illegitimate birth rate remains over 30 percent.

Congress must go to the heart of the dependency problem by seeking to reduce the
number of illegitimate births. It has been a tragic mistake for the government to pay
money to fourteen-year-old girls on the condition that they have children out of wed-
lock. The government should begin to address the illegitimacy problem by ending the

. disastrous present policy of giving AFDC cash payments to unmarried teen mothers.

22 There should be no blanket two-year exemption from work requirements. Work requirements which are imposed when a
recipient first enrolls in welfare are likely to have the strongest possible effect in reducing welfare rolls because they
dissuade individuals from enrolling in welfare in the first place. Thus serious work requirements mandated at the time of
initial welfare enrolimént are likely to be the most cost-effective workfare programs. '
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As Washmgron Post journalist Leon Dash has shown in his book When Children
Want Children, most unmarried teen mothers both conceive and deliver their babies
deliberately rather than ac01dentally.2 While young women do not bear unwanted
children in order to gain a welfare income, they are very much aware of the role
which welfare will play in supporting them once a child is born. Thus, the availability
of welfare bolsters the decision to become pregnant. Refusing to pay young unwed
mothers direct cash beneﬁts would certamly result in a sharp and substantial drop in
teen‘fllegitimacy. o )

Those federal AFDC funds, which currently are given directly to unwed mothers
under age 21 should be converted into block grants to the states. State governments
could use the funds to develop innovative new policies for assisting those teenagers

- who continue to have children out of wedlock. Such polices could include supporting
the mothers in tightly supervised group homes or promoting adoption. But federal
funds could no longer be used to simply give cash welfare to teen mothers.

4) Do not provide increased AFDC and Food Stamp benefits to mothers
who bear additional children while already enrolled in the AFDC program. -

Under the current system, if a mother enrolled in AFDC bears additional children
she receives an automatic increase in her AFDC and Food Stamp benefits. No other
family in U.S. society receives an automatic increase in its family income if it has
more children. There is no reason to provide expanded welfare benefits to single moth-
ers who have additional illegitimate children after they are already dependent on wel-
fare.

A limitation of this sort has already been put in effect in the state of New Jersey by
black Democratic Assemblyman Wayne Bryant. Although available evidence is lim-
ited, early data suggest that the policy will significantly reduce the number of out-of-
wedlock births. State officials call attention to a 16 percent drop in births among wel-
fare recipients in the first two months following the change in policy.

5) Require paternity establishment for children receiving AFDC.

Current law requires that an AFDC mother must make a *“good faith” effort to iden-
tify the father of the child in order to receive AFDC. This law is routinely ignored.
" The government should require, for children born after January 1994, that the mother

23 Leon Dash, When Children Want Children: An Inside Look at the Crisis of Teenage Parenthood, Penguin Books, 1989.

24 There is clear evidence that welfare affects the illegitimate birth rate. For example, Dr. June O’Neill found the dollar value
of monthly welfare benefits in a state has a dramatic affect on whether women will have children out of wedlock. Holding
constant a wide range of other variables such as income, parental education, and urban and neighborhood setting, O'Neill
found that a 50 percent increase in the monthly value of AFDC and Food Stamp benefits led to a 43 percent increase in the
number of out of wedlock births over the study period. The study also found that higher welfare benefits increased the ‘
number of women who left the labor force and enrolled in welfare. A 50 percent increase in monthly AFDC and Food
Stamp benefit levels led to a 75 percent increase both in the number of women enrolling in AFDC and in the number of
years spent on AFDC. In other words increases in benefits’ value will cause dramatic expansion in welfare caseloads.
Source: M. Anne Hill and June O’Neill, Underclass Behaviors in the United States: Measurement and Analysis of
Determinants, August 1993, research funded by Grant No. 88ASPE201A, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. -

25 Kimberly I.McLarin, "Trenton Welfare Changes Being Felt," The New York Times, December 5, 1993 pp. 49,56.
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identify the father of the child in order to receive AFDC, public hbusing, or Food
Stamps. 26 Exceptions to this rule in a few hardship cases could be glven but the excep-
tions should not exceed 10 percent.

Modern DNA testmg permits government officials to determine the child’s real fa-
ther with absolute confidence. Once the mother has identified the father and paternity
has been established, the father can be required to pay child support to offset welfare
..costs. If.the child support paid does.not.equal half the cost of the AFDC and Food
Stamps received by the mother and child, the remainder should become a debt which
the father must repay at a future point.

If the father claims he cannot pay any child support because he cannot ﬁnd a job,
the government should require community service work from him to fulfill his obliga-
tion. Experiments with this approach in Wisconsin have led to surprising im-
provements in the ability of absent fathers to locate private sector employment and
pay child support. Moreover, the definite expectation among young men that they will
be identified as fathers and required to pay child support for their children may put an
end to the ethos in some communities where young men assert their mascuhmty by
fathering children they have no intention to support.

6) Reduce welfare’s marriage penailty.

- The current welfare system heavily penalizes marriage between a mother and a
working man. This marriage penalty should be reduced by creating a tax credit for
lower-income parents who are mamed and who are working rather than living on
- welfare. :

7) Provide increased funding for abstinence education.

Scientific experiments have shown that strong sexual abstinence curricula substan-
tially change teenagers’ attitudes toward early sexual activity. Among girls taking ab-
stinence courses, pregnancy rates have been reduced by over 40 _Fercent when com-
pared with girls who have not taken the sex abstinence classes.” 'By contrast, pro-
grams promoting contraception may increase pregnancy rates.

8) Cap the growth of welfare épending.

No matter how frequently official Washington proposes to “end welfare,” the costs
of welfare continue to rise. Welfare absorbed about 1.5 percent of GNP when Lyndon
Johnson launched the War on Poverty in 1965; it had risen to over 5 percent by 1992.
With a $305 billion price tag, welfare spending now amounts to $8,300 for each poor
~ person in the U.S. Worse still, Congressional Budget Office figures project tota] wel-
fare costs to rise to half a trillion dollars, or about 6 percent of GNP, by 1998.%8 Pre-

26 For children born years ago it often is impossible to locate the father. The paternity establishment rule should therefore be
applied prospectively: the mother should be required to establish paternity in order to receive welfare for children born in

1994 and after.

27 U.S. Department of Health and Human Serv1ces Office of Adolescent Pregnancy Programs, Final Report O.A.P.P.
#000816-05, 1985-1990, p. 8.
28 These figures represent estimated federal, state and local spendmg on means-tested welfare programs and aid to
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dictably, the Clinton Administration maintains that half a trillion dollars is not
enough; “ending welfare” for the Clinton Administration means adding on even more
spending.

The long history of bogus welfare reforms, all of which were promised to save
money but did not, leads to one obvious conclusion. The only way to limit the growth
of welfare spending is to do just that: limit the growth of welfare spending. The wel-

. fare system must be put on a diet. The future growth of federal means-tested welfare
spending should be capped at, say, 3.5 percent per annum. 2 Individual programs
would be permitted to grow at greater than or less than 3.5 percent according to con-
gressional priorities, provided aggregate spending fell within the 3.5 percent ceiling.
By slowing the outpour from the federal welfare spigot, the cap gradually would re-
duce the subsidization of dysfunctional behavior: dependency, non-work, and
illegitimacy. The cap also would send a warning signal to state welfare bureaucracies.
Cushioned by a steady and increasing flow of federal funds in the past, most bureau-
cracies have found no need to grapple with the tough and controversial policies

- needed to really reduce illegitimacy and dependency. With a cap on future federal
funds, state governments would, for the first time, be forced to adopt innovative and
aggressive policies which would reduce the welfare rolls.

CONCLUSION: THE COMING BOGUS REFORM

Clinton’s promise to “end welfare as we know it” was a focal point of his 1992 elec-
tion campaign. Clinton aides admit that welfare reform is pivotal to Clinton’s effort to de-
fine himself as a “New Democrat.” By claiming that he will require welfare recipients to
work for the benefits they get, Clinton has seized a very popular issue; nearly 90 percent
of the public believe that able-bodied welfare recipients should be required to “do work
for their welfare checks.”

But Clinton’s actions in his first year in office indicate strongly that he intends to ex-
pand rather than end welfare. While Clinton no doubt will boldly embrace the symbols of
reform, there is very little indication that he will actually seek substantial changes in the
current system. All the evidence suggests that Clinton will duplicate the meaningless wel-
fare reform debate of 1988. As in 1988, the public again will be told that America has
achieved a revolutionary change in welfare when in fact little or nothing has been al-
tered.

economically disadvantaged communities. The Congressional Budget Office estimates only future federal spending.
Future state and local spending figures were estimated separately by assuming that the ratio of federal spending to state
and local spending on specific programs would remained unchanged. This is a reasonable assumption since the required
state contribution to most federal welfare programs is legxslatlvely established at a ﬁxed percentage of federal spending on
that program, These percentages change little over time.

29 Medicaid could be exempted from the cap.

30 For example, a Gallup poll conducted between March 30 and April 5, 1992 found that 88 percent of adults polled favored
“a law requiring all able-bodied people on welfare, including women with pre-school children to do work for their welfare
checks.” Many polls by other organizations show almost identical results.
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Using the 1988 reform and the first year Clinton record as prognosticators, it seems
likely that President Clinton will propose a new round of bogus reform which will have
the following features:

4 Any proposed legislation will have tough language about requiring work, but the
actual work provisions will be technical and complex. Few on Capitol Hill will
read and understand them.

t/ While the Administration will claim that vast numbers of welfare recipients will
be required to perform community service work under its proposed legislation, -
few will actually be required to work. The percentage of AFDC recipients who
are actually required to perform community work service work will probably be
under 10 percent in 1996.

¢/ The workfare programs established will be inefficient and unnecessarily expen-
sive. The costs of operating these programs will exceed any savings they achieve
by encouraging welfare recipients to leave the rolls. The Clinton Administration
will claim vaguely that the programs will save money “in the long run.”

¢/ The Clinton Administration will call for a heavy new investment in education
and training programs for welfare recipients despite the compelling evidence that
such programs are ineffective in raising the wage rates of welfare recipients.

¢/ The false notion that huge numbers of welfare mothers have been required to
work will be used to justify creating a federal day care system for middle class
families.

v/ The central problem of high illegitimacy rates will rarely be mentioned; no effec-
tive policies to reduce illegitimacy and promote marriage will be adopted.

v/ Means-tested welfare spending will continue to soar after the “reforms” and will
almost certainly top $500 billion by 1998. -

¢/ The entire Clinton reform will be swaddled in tough, conservative rhetoric.

The bogus welfare reform of 1988 simply perpetuated a social disaster. By creating a
facade of illusory change, the 1988 Family Support Act stalled serious reform efforts for
a half decade. Accumulating evidence indicates the 1988 process is about to be repeated.

But American society cannot afford another round of bogus welfare reform. The wel-
fare state is out of control and growing rapidly. Insidiously, welfare creates its own clien-
tele; by undermining work ethic and family structure, the welfare state generates a grow-
ing population in “need of aid.” This is why welfare spending has risen from 1.5 percent
of GNP when Lyndon Johnson launched the War on Poverty in 1965 to 5 percent today.
Spending will rise to 6 percent of GNP within few years, and there is no end in sight.
Moreover, by promoting illegitimacy and family disintegration, welfare is a leading
cause of crime and other social problems. :
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. . : 4
The only way to end this expensive and destructive pattern is to enact true reform—re-

form that controls costs, reduces dependency, and above all, reduces illegitimacy.

Robert Rector
Senior Policy Analyst

[

David Kuo assisted in preparing this study.
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APPENDIX

Proposedv Expansions for Welfare Prdgroms from
“A Vision for Change for America” ,
The Clinton Administration Budget Proposal, FY 1994

PN

‘The following is a list of spending increases in means-tested welfare programs and re-
lated programs for low-income persons and communities proposed by the Clinton Ad-
ministration in its initial budget submitted to Congress on February 17th of this year.
While not all of these spending increases were enacted by Congress, the list does give a
clear indication of the priorities of the Clinton Admlmstratlon

All figures are taken directly from the Appendlx to the Premdent s budget summary, A

Vision of Change for America. 31 Most figures represent proposed spending increases

“over a five-year period from fiscal year 1994 through fiscal year 1998. However, “Sum-
mer of Opportunity” figures generally represent short-term spending initiatives of one or
two years. Some programs are listed more than once in the budget, receiving multiple in-
creases from separate initiatives. For example, the Clinton Administration proposed to in-
crease WIC funding as part of the “Summer of Opportunity” and again as part of “Life-
long Learning.” In these cases, the total proposed increase for the program is the sum of
all the increases listed separately in the budget.

Proposed Increases in the FY 1994 Budget Request

“Summer of Opportunity”

WIC Supplemental Feeding Program:
Expand food benefits to women and children. Cost: $75 million

Emergency Food Assistance Program: :
Provide added federal money to purchase food for food banks.  Cost: $23 million

- Chapter 1, Summer School Program:
~ Expand funding for summer school programs
for children in poor neighborhoods. ‘ ~ Cost: $500 million

Chapter 1, Census Supplemental: :
Expand education funding for schools in disadvantaged areas. Cost: $235 million

Head Start Summer Program: ‘
Expand Head Start through the summer months : Cost: $500 million

31 Executive Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget, A Vision of Change for America (Washington D.C.:
U.S. Goverament Printing Office, February 17, 1993).
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HHS/Head Start Childcare Feeding: :
Pay for meals of children attending the expanded

Head Start summer program. Cost: $56 million
Immunization: -
Buy vaccines for low-income children. Cost: $300 million

Summer Youth Employment:
""" Finance more than 700,000 summer jobs

for low-income youths. Cost: $1,000 million
Worker Profiling: ‘

Provide funds to identify workers that need .

job placement help. Cost: $29 million

Community Service Employment for Older Americans:
Provide added funds to expand participation of senior citizens
in community service projects. ' » Cost: $26 million

Extend Unemployment Compensation: Cost: $4,000 million

National Service Program:
Pay “volunteers” to perform community service. Cost: $15 million

Urban Development and Housing Initiative

Accelerate Public Housing Modernization:
Accelerate a “backlog” of funding for
improving public housing. S-year cost: $1,035 million

Community Development Block Grants:
~ Funding for previously unfunded projects like
street and bridge work, building rehabilitation, painting
and resurfacing, and other “public service projects” in

disadvantaged areas. S-year cost: $2,536 million
Supportive Housing:

Expand funding for homeless shelters. S-year cost: $423 million
Environment/Energy

Increase Weatherization Grants:
Expand grants to encourage state
weatherization programs for low-income people. 5- year cost: $47 million

Rebuild America —Infrasfruc_ture

Business and Community Initiative:
Provide federal assistance to low-income rural
residents to raise their standard of living. "~ S-year cost: $1699 million

Increase Weatherization Grants:
Provide more federal money for low-income
people to insulate their homes. S5-year cost: $375 million
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Community Development Block Grant:
Provide more funds for low- and moderate-income , : :
residents to improve their communities. . S-year cost: $430 million

Enterprise Zones (tax incentive): .
Invest in “enterprise zones” in poor areas. - S-year cost: $4,119 million

Cornmunitj Development Banks:
“T"Create banks that would providé government loans’
for business and housing purposes in low- and

moderate-income areas. : 5-year cost: $468 million
Housing Vouchers: _
Expand housing subsidies to more Americans. S-year cost: $1,370 million

Preservation and Restoration of Assisted Housing:
Provide funds to upgrade government

rental housing. : 5-year cost: $1,377 million
Supportive Housing Program:

Increase funds for homeless. . ' S-year cost: $424 million
Distressed Public Housing: A

Increase funds to repair and restore public housmg_ S-year cost: $373 million
HOPE Youthbuild:

Provide added spending on young people. 5-year cost: $106 million

Lifelong Learning

WIC (Special supplemental food program for women,
infants, and children): A
- Expand food aid to families with young children. 5-year cost: $3,634 million

Parenting and Family Support:
Provide funds to government programs to teach low- .
and moderate-income parents how to raise children.  5-year cost: $1,450 million

Head Start: ;

Increase Head Start fundmg - ~ S-year cost: '$13,846 million
National Service: :

Employ “volunteers” for community service. 5-year cost: $9,430 million
Worker Training Initiatives: : :

. Add to funding for training low-income workers. 5-year cost: $14,910 million

Rewarding Work
EITC: ' ‘

Expand refundable tax credits to _

low-income working families with children. S-year cost: $26,787 million
Unemployment Extension: : . 5-year cost: $2,400 million
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Health Care

Food Stamps:
- Provide funds to expand the Food Stamp program.  5-year cost: $12,000 million

Low-income Home Energy Assistance Pi‘ogram:
Increase funding to pay utilities bills for
low- and moderate-income families. 5-year cost: $2,945 million
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