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EXECUT IVE OF¥FICE OF T H E PRESIDENT
25~May-1894 03:43pm

PO Bruce N. Reed

FROM: Carnl H. BRasoo

Economic and Domestic Policy

SUBJECT: RE: Welfare Reform rollout

Mack tells me he has notes st home that are guite complete but
apparently Stan Greenberg and/or MAggie had a conversation with
him following & talk with Hillary regarding this whole issue of
roll out and exactly what should be rolied out when....I urge you
te call Stan prior to the meeting since I still haven’'t seen
Mack's notes....thanks.

Mack also then had a conversation with somecne in Moynihan's
office and was trving to presg on them to see if we could get by
with rolling out only the program but not a bill in mid June and
walt until July or completion of health c¢are mark ups to put
actual bill forward, Mack feels to the extent one can get
something from Moynihan he got a commitment this would probably be
okay .
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Here is a preliminary summary of next week's anticipated announcement of the
President's weifare reform plan. We still need firm confirmation of the date (Tuesday) and
the site (Delaware).

SUBJECT: WELFARE REFORM ROLLOUT

I. ANNOUNCEMENT

The President is scheduled to announce his welfare reform plan on Tuesday, lune 14,
at a successful welfare-to—work program in Delaware. The actual legislation is in clearance
at OMB, and should be ready to introduce by the end of next week. Beyond Tuesday, the
roliout will primanly involve Secretary Shalala, Director Panetta, Carol Rasco, and the rest of
us involved in welfare reform.

The Presidential announcement will take place at one of two sites in Delaware —
gither the lobby of a bank in Wilmington that has hired a number of workers through the
state’s welfare~to-work program, or a nearby technical college that runs that training
program. The cvent will showease people who have been through the program and been
hired; if there is time, the President could lead a roundtable discussion with them before
giving his speech.

We cxplored several other possible sites, including a speech at Georgetown (where the
President made the initial campaign promise to end welfare) or a ip to Kansas City (which
has an ¢xcellent welfare—to-work program}. Delaware was chosen because it has the best
welfare~to-work program within close range of Washingion, Moreover, its current Governor,
Tom Carper, is head of the Democratic Governors' welfare reform task force and our most
outspoken ally among Democratic governors on this issue -~ while the previous Governor,
Congressman Mike Castle, was the President's Republican counterpant and ally in passing the
Family Support Act of 1988, Witmington's mayor is African—American, as is the CEO of the
bank we're considering as a site, and the staie's program has a broad racial mix.

In preparation for the announcement, Carol has asked for time on the President’s
schedule Monday © review the details of the plan. Don Baer assigned the speech to me and
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Bill Galston. Legislative Affairs will invite key members to the event, including Moynihan;
we do not expect many from outside the Delaware delegation to come,

il. LEGISLATIVE AND POLITICAL OVERVIEW

Under the direction of Pat Griffin and Susan Brophy here af the White House and :
Jenry Kliepner at HHS, we have consulted extensively with members 1n both houses and both
partics. Qur bill is positioned in the center of the debate, with two or more fiberal bills to
our left and the Republican and Mainstream Forum hills to our right. There is overwhelming
popular support for virtually cvery clement of our plan.  The major flashpoints in Congress
will be over financing (the Hispanic Caucus will compiain about our $4 billion immigramt
provision, although they much prefer it to the $21 billion provision in the Republican and
Maiastream Forum bills), time limits (the liberal bills have none), and the state option o limit
additional benefits for additional children conceived on welfare {a sore point for the left).

We are relving on leadership and commitice chairs to sponsor the Presidents bill, In
the House, Sam Gibbens and Bill Ford have agreed to be sponsors; Gephardt is considering
it. We had hoped to get Harold Ford as well, but after months of consultation, he has
developed serious problems with our bill, which will have to move through his subcommittee
of Ways and Means. We also anticipate a chilly reception from the CBC. Moderate
members fike McCurdy and Alan Wheat will say nice things about the President’s plan, while
continuing to sponsor their own, House Republicans like many elements of our bill, and so
far have been willing to say so publicly,

In the Senate, Moynihan scems delighted with the arrival of our bill, and raved sbout
it at the Senate Democratic Policy luncheen on Thursday. We hope that he and Breaux and
possibly Mitchell will sponsor it in the Senate.  Most Senate Democrats should spoak out in
favor of our bill. We do not expect much actvity in either house until after the 4th of July
recess, when subcommitices may begin hearings.

The other major source of suppert for our plan will be from govemnors, The NGA is
preparing 2 strong letter of support. We hope that most Democrats and some Republicans
wil! react positively, including Engler (but probably not Thompson), The only thing that
stands in the way of unqualified support from the states is Concern that certain finanCing
provisions {cuts in immigrant benefits and emergency assistance) may shift some costs their
way, but on balance our plan should be a good deal for them. They strongly oppose the
Republican proposal on immigrants as a substantial cost shift,

Many groups on the feft will oppose of withhold support from our plan. Alexis
Herman has held meetings here at the White House with African—American leaders, who
expressed some reservations about the plan but whose main concern was that the President
strike a positive tone with this issue. We need o continue that outreach effort.  Organized
labor is reasonably happy, and may cven consider endorsing.



. COMMUNICATIONS

in Rahm's abscnce, I have been working with Avis LaVelle at HHS and Mark Gearan
and Dthers here at the White House to prepare a weli~fargeted communications plan for the
rollout. We want 10 ensure favorable coverage for the President’s plan, while recognizing that
most of his time in coming weeks will be taken up with other issucs.

When Rahm retumns, he will run the cammunications effort, in ¢ollaboration with DPC
and HHS. Here is 3 tontative schedule for the first two weeks:

Friday, June 18, 1994

Possible short telephone interview of POTUS by US News and World Repont
(requested; Ricki is doubtful). US News to run cover story on welfare reform in next
week's issue. Time is also running a cover on welfare and has asked for an interview
Friday or Saturday.

Welfare reform team will hold press bricfing at HHS 10 release stady identifying a 334
billion child support enforcement gap.

Sunday, June 11, 1994

White House officials appearing on Sunday talk shows will preview upcoming
announcement.

Mosnday, June 12, 1994

Short preview intervicw with USA Today on announcement,

-

US News and Time cover stories appear,

Tuesday, June 13, 1994
Presidential annosncement in Delaware.

Scerctary Shalala, Director Panetta, and welfare team available for morning shows to
preview annogncement, as well as evening talk shows (Crossfire, Larry King).

Background briefing for White House press corps on plan after speech with Secretary
Shalala and welfare team.

“Nightline” segment on teen pregnancy and welfare reform.



Wednesday, June 14, 1994

Shalala and Panctta host background interview at White House with coluninists on
plan. POTUS drops by,

Shalala will do satellite feeds to sciected markets.

Target state and regional press for follow-up stories on how welfare reform will affect
existing state plans.

June 18 and beyond ) .
Shalala and welfare reform team witl concentrate on:
* Extensive outreach to radio talk shows outside the Beltway

* Targeted editorial boards
* Media with interested members of Copgress

Shalala has pending requests to appear on "Evans and Novak” and weckend shows to
explain plan.

National Press Club has regquested Shalala speech on plan for June 24.

IvV. FOLLOW UP
1. We need to decide today whether to go forward on Tuesday in Delaware.

3. We've asked Ricki to see that there is time on the schedule Monday w discuss the
plan with the President and make sure that he is fully briefed,

3. David Gergen, Mark Gearan, and [ will pull together a meeting today to go over
the communications and message aspects of the rollout,

4. We need 1o talk with Pat Griffin and Susan Brophy 1o make sure that we've dong
all we can to smooth the way for this on the Hill

5. OMB has called a meeting for this afternoon to nail down any remaining policy
guestions, If there are any last~minute financing details, Leon will let you koow.
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ROLLOUT SCHEDULE

WEEK. OF JUNE 6~10

POTUS: Interviews with TIME, US News, Newsweek
Meeting with Rasco et al to brief him on the plan?

CONGRESS: Meetings with key Congressional leadership
Mecting with House GOP WR Task Foree

OTHERS: Release of Child Suppost background paper
Briefing for NGA, DGA, NACO, NLC, NCSL, USCM, APWA
Briefing for Labor

WEEK OF JUNE 13-17

POTUS: Announcement speech at Georgetown (or outside DC)
- Meet with mothers who testified at our WR hearings
Possible ficld trip to LINK program in Kansas City
Intesviews with major newspapers

CONGRESS: Briefings begin for caucuses, Dem Policy Comm,, ¢ic.
Transmittal of bill? {or when cleared) :

OTHERS: Background bricfings for press
Briefings for advocacy groups, others
Editorial boards, moming shows, etc.
Brief Cabinet at DPC June 13
Brief WH staff

WEEK OF JUNE 20-24 AND BEYOND

POTUS: Possible NAACP speech in Chicago July 9
CONGRESS: Subcommittee hearings begin after July 4 recess
OTHERS: Teen pregnancy, child support, and other events with Shalala, other

interested Cabinet members
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GPTIONS:

TIME LIMIT 1S8SUES

Length of the Limit

,,DRAET

24 Monthsa. Cash assistance would be available for a- maximunm of
two vears, after which (adult) recipients might be reguired to
participate in a work program to receive benefits. Two or thrse
months of job search would have to be included before the end of
the transitional support period or at the very beginning of the
posﬁ*tran61t10nal period.

24 Months, Beginning with a 3 to 4 Month Grace Period. The
24-month cagh assistance period would be divided into two
parts. For the first 3 to 4 months, transitional services
{education, training, supervised job search) might be
available but participation would not be mandated.
Participation would be required during the next 0 to 21
months.

24 Months, Preceded by a 3 to 4 Month Grace Period. Sanme as
above, except the total cash assistance periced would be 27
or 28 months, beginning with a 3 to 4 month grace pericd.

24 Months, with a Separate Diversion Program. The goal of
the diversion progranm would be to keep at-risk families out
of the welfare system by providing them with short-tern
agsistance. A fanpily would only be eligible for assistance
under the diversion program if its financial difficulties
ware temporary and short-term help would get it back on its
feet (degres of labor force attachment might be one of the
£ligibility c¢riteria for the diversion program). 7The income
and asset limits for the diversion program could be set
higher than the level for cash assistance; i.e., the program
might be open to all low-income families,

Btarting the Qlock

Start Date: Clock for time limits could begin from the time the
individual or family enters the welfare system {but tolled for
certain reasons} or delayed until family is ready to participate
on a meaningful basis in education and training.

OPTIONS:

Bate of Application for Cash Assistance.

Point of Job Readiness. The clock would not begin to run
until a recipient ﬁaa{}ecexveé»edaaat&on and tratning
services andfor] was judged (Jekdready (establishing uniform
standards for Job readiness would be difficult; perhaps a
standardized basic skills test?).
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Stopping the Clogk or Extending the Time Linmit

Extensions or suspensions ¢f the time limit could ke granted to
individuals in case of illness or other cobstacles to employment
or participation in transitional services. Other circumstances
apart from illness that might qualify an individual for an
extension or suspension include the following:

OPTIONS:

» illness of a family member

» participation in a substance abuse trgatment or other
rehabilitation program

- a savere lack of bhasic skilils

. pregnancy

= caring for a very young c¢hild

NOTE: fTreatment of pregnant women and of recipients with young
children are tricky questions, given the potential for incentive
problems.

) high level of participation (perhaps on a conse-time only

basis to encvourage effort without unduly prolonging the time
limit} )
* for completion of approved sducation or training activities.
sanctions 'l
OPTIONS: . -

Family sanctions, with a stopped clock
Partial sanctions, with clock continuing unabated

Partisil sanctions, with adjustments to clook

Renewability
CPTIONS:

Lifetime Limit. An individual would be eligible for a total
of two years of cash assistance as an adult {AFDC receipt
during childhood would not be counted toward the two-year
rimit).

Renewable Limit. Ex-reciplents could earn additional months
of assistance for time spent working and/for not on AFDC.
Granting further time for employment would increase the
incentive for former recipients to enter the labor forsoe,
but would present record-kKeeping issues (Unenmplioyment
Insurance records might be employed).

Recurring Limit. Iike the Wisconsin proposal, recipients



would be entitled to a maximur of two years in the first
four or five years after they come on the rolls, but then
would not be eligible for a few years. Then, they c¢ould
.start their eligibility all over again.

Applicability

If the lifetime limit worked like the lump sum provisions in the
AFDC pyogram, the clock would be running for everyone in the
assistance unit. However, under a lifetime limit situation, such
a rule would definitely ®visit the sins of the parents on the
children.” Individuals whose parents had been on AFDC would lose
the opporitunity to receive support if they went through their own
crisis as adults,

OPTIONS:

¢+ The lifetime limit would follow only adults and teen parents
in the unit.

+ To prevent/discourage shifts in family structure and teen
pregnancies, the clock would run for everyons in the
assistance unit,

' To discovrage additional births to welfare recipients,
subsequent births would not get treated as new cases.

Nationwide Limit

Subject to logistical constraints, month§.cf assistance in one
State would be counted toward the limit in any other state in
case of a move, {NOTE: This option suggests the possibility of
a national data base.)

¢ash Linjit Cption

Overview. The limit on c¢ash assistance gould be expressed as a
gash rather than as a time limit. For example, a resident of 2
State with a $400 maximum benefit would not be able to receive
nore than 59600 {$4200 * 24) in cash benafits. The cash linit
need not be thought of as a bank acceunt; an individual would not
necesgarily be more entitled to the $8600 than to the full 24
months undexr a time limit system.

However, the system could provide incentives for esarly entry into -
Jobs by canverting 8 certain percentage of the unused assistance

into a savings account (or an education and traiﬁing account}) for

those who go off and stay off assistance. :

Rather than earning additional time for years spent working or
off cash assistance, cash limits could be increased. .Extensions,
would be handled in the same way. Payments to families in
suspended status would not be counted toward the cash linit.
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A fairly sinmple formula could be used to determine how much
assistance would be available to an individual who changes State
residence.  For example, consider an individual who has received
$3000 in benefits from State A, which has a 2-year cash limit of
$12,000 {maximum monthly benefit of $500), and moves to State B,
which has a 2~year cash lirit of $7200. The recipient has
received 174 of the cagh limit in State A. The recipient is
therefore eligible for a total of $5400 in benefits from State B
{3/4 of the total 37206 benefit}.

[A time~egquivalent system could also be employed to reduce the
disparity in benefit levels among States by creating a bansfit
floor. If the floor were set at, for example, $7200, individuals
in low-benefit States would receive agsistance for longer
periods, possibly weakening the incentive for States to set
benefits at very lovw levels.)

Possible Advantages.

Lasy adjustments, clear incentives for part-time employment

Easier tracking of residual benefits, particularly if existing
systems are geared {o wmonitoring disbursements

Easy implementation of a credit system -

: s . 7 . :
Bagsier for recipient to understand, monitor her situwation

W
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A BILL \'-JQ'KL%@{

Te amend the Social Security Act, the Food Stamp Act and other
relevant statutes to redesign the program of aid to families with
dependent. children to establish a prograrm that provides tinme
limited, transitional assistance, prep&ras(individualﬁ for and
requires employment, prevents dependency, overhauls the child
support enforcement mechanism at both the State and Federal

level, and for other purposes.

ied, That this Act

may be cited as the "Comprehensive Welfare Reform And Family bfff<

Suppert Amendments of 19347, RSl

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS:; REFERENCES AcT-
of %4

{a) Table of Contents.~~This Act contains the following
titles and sections:
TiTLE;E;w JOBS
TITLE ¥ - TIME LIMITED ASSISTANCE
TITLE IIT - WORK
TITLE IV - CHILD CARE
oreneT
TITLE V -~ PREVENTION OF DEPENDENCY
TITLE VI - CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
TITLE VII ~ INFORMATION SYSTEMS
TITLE VIIT - IMEROVING GOVERNMENT PRQ@RAMﬂ

TITLE IX - MISCELLANEQUS
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EVIDENCE FROM EMPLO , EDUCATION, AND TRAINING PROGRAMS:
BACKGROGUND 'RELEVANT TO WELFARE REFORM

b e ol el b2 )
OVERVIEW W w P P’”’ Wj

The nation has many years of experience atiempting to help disadvantaged adults and
families become self-sufficient.  Much of the experience emanates from programs,
demonstrations and initiatives that provide education, training and employment services 1o
working-age individuals. A number of books and articles have summarized in detail the findings
of major demonstrations and evaluations. The purpose of this paper is to synthesize what is
known about these services, as it relates to welfare reform and provide major conclusions that
can be drawn from more comprehensive reviews, EBvidence on the impact of these programs
is briefly summarized and policy-relevant issues are highlighted,

MAJOR FINDINGS

For three decades federal policy and funding have supported various education, training and
employment activities targeted on welfare recipients and other ewnomimiiy»disadvamaged
persons. Specific interventions can be categorized into four groups: direct empioymmt services,
job training, education, and subsidized employment.

Such interventions are intended to achieve many different objectives, but three are most
important for welfare policy: {1} assist public assistance recipients in obtaining regular
employment, (2) invest in skill development to improve the chances that an individual or family
can become economically self-sufficient, and (3) provide public sector employment for those
who cannot obtain work in the private sector or, as has been the case more recently, assure that
recipients perform some work activities as a condition for receiving welfare,

The research evidence in general shows that programs have made modest, but only modest,
progress toward these objectives. Reviews of employment and training programs for AFDC
recipients have led to the following conclusions:

. Programs that involve employment-oriented activities of low to medium intensity
and cost {like job search assistance and short-term work experience) can increase
employment and earnings and, in some cases, reduce welfare costs,

. More intensive and costly training programs can produce even greater positive
impacts on employment and carnings.

. The most effective programs include a combination, or integration, of varions
employment, education, training and support activities and services.



A major key to effective program performance is high quality management and
implementation.

Even the best interventions, though, produce small gains, Employment and
training programs have not generally been able to move individuals, children and
families out of poverty and permanently off of welfare,

Society can impose work-oriented obligations on welfare recipisnts at a fairly low
cost and in ways that recipients feel are fair

More specifically, the impact of these programs reveal a few common patterns:’

Rates of employment increased on a range of about 2 fo about 10 percentage
points. A number of programs, though, have shown no impact on employment,
even though they may have other positive impacts, such as increased wages.

Programs have generally had more consistent positive net impacts on earnings
than employment. Net impacts are generally positive and range from about 3250
to $700 a year for low-intensity services to as much as $1000 or $1500 a year for
more intensive services, such as the Homemaker-Home Health Aide and
Supported Work Experience demonstrations. :

Some substantial portion of increases in earnings reflects an increase in hours of
work rather than higher wages,

Even when programs show positive impacts on employment and earnings, there
is little consistency in their impact on welfare dependency, either in terms of
duration on welfare or grant levels. Eamings and employment impacts have not
always produced concomitant welfare savings; in fact, in some cases participants
have staved on welfare longer. When there is a short-term reduction in welfare,
it generally does not remain over time,



IMPACTS OF DIFFERENT TYPES OF SERVICES

There is much variation in impacts across programs and demonstrations, as evident from the
above summary. But in general, the programs with the greatest employment and eamings
impacts tend to provide more intensive and costly services, or an integrated mix of services.

The smallest impacts, even though generally positive and statistically significant, have been for
job search assistance and for unpaid work experience. The greatest impacts have been found
for intensive programs such as supported work experience or the Teen Parent Demonstration that
combine staff counselling and case management with provision of, or access to, education,
training and/or work preparation (Gueron, 1992),

The most common types of services are job search assistance, occupational or vocational
training {in classes and on-the-job), education (remedial and post-secondary), and sebsidized
employment {paid and unpaid). There is a great volume of information about the effectiveness
of low-intensity services, much less about high intensity services, and even less about the
impacts of education for adults,

Job search assistance components are often sufficient to move large numbers of clients into
jobs. Those that sre more intensive in terms of pre-employment counselling and provision
of labor market information and occupational planning may alse coniribute to longer
employment retention. Those that are less intensive and mainly self-directed increase the
rate and speed of employment, but often have fittle clear and consistent long-term impact.,

There is no evidence that job search assistance significantly reduces welfare dependency, |

The top priority in many programs has been o maximize the number of welfare recipients who
enter employment. Before the mid 19705, programs used a variety of counselling and job
development to help clients identify job openings and sometimes contact employers directly about

possible jobs., About 10 o 15 percent of program clients became employed, Starting in the

mid-~1970s, there was a proliferation of group instruction on how to find jobs, some of which
increased the job entry rate to 25 percent or higher, In aggregate numbers this seomed like 4
substantial improvesment but sophisticated net impact studies found that many of the people who
found jobs through these programs probably would have gotten jobs on their own even without
agsistance,

Since then, various models of job search assistance have been implemented, ranging from low-

intensity efforts (e.g., 1-5 days of counselling or group instruction followed by 1-8 weeks of
independent job search often found in food stamp job search programs) to more intensive efforts

3



(e.g., 2-4 weeks of class instruction followed by up to eight weeks of assisted job search, as in
Job Clubs and in the Employment Opporiunities Pilot Projects (EOPP).  These types of
programs also resulted in small increases in employment rates (less than 10 percensage points)
and modest initial increases in earnings ($150-$700 & year), which tend to decay somewhat over
time.

Maost of the MDRC work-welfare demonstrations conducted in the 1980s included job search
assistance as a major component, MDRC concluded that job search assistance generally
increased employment, but had no significant net effect on wages or hours of employment.
{Gueron and Pauly, 1991)

Several Food Stamp demonstrations that emphasized either mandatory independent job search

activity or provided job search instruction and assistance for non-AFDC food stamp recipients

found greater aet increases in employment than AFDC employment programs {(up to 40 or 50
percentage points), but smaller increases in eamings (e.g., $100-200 a year). It has been
suggoested that one of the positive effects of aggressive job search requirements is that it purges /
the caseload of persons who are already engaged in employment, either formally or informally,

and persons who have no intention of working.

More recent programs have job scarch assistance as 3 central component but also offer other
services such as work experience or access to education or training. The SWIM program in San
Diego, for example, required job search assistance and then work expertence if the individual
did not become employed or participate in an approved education or training program. Qver
half of the clients participated in job search assistance. Early results of the evaluation suggested
impacts after two years were similar to those noted above; about $500 a year net impact on
earnings, about a 7 percent lower AFDC rate, and about 9 percentage points higher employment
rate. The positive impacts remained for the next two years, but then declined and were not
significant by the fifth year. (Friedlander and Hamilton, 1993)

More instructional and assistive job search components, such as the Job Club, have had more
positive impacts on eamings. The BEOPP demonstration in the late 1970s, which emphasized
intensive job search and supportive services found fairly significant eamings impacts for welfare
women, nearly $1500 per year per participant. Like other studies, though, even in EOPP there
was no reduction in welfare dependency, and some evidence that welfare entry may have
increased slightly as a result of the perceived attractiveness of EOPP, A positive benefit/cost -
ratio was found for the program. (Burtless, 1989)

nin

Of all the education and training approaches tried over the years, the most positive net
impacts are found for vocational tralning, particularly on-the-job training (OJT). The
earnings impacts, though, are still not high enough to move people off of welfare and out
of poverty, nor are they strong enough o reduce welfare expenditures.



Vocational job skills training is available through a variety of federally-funded programs,
especially JTPA and vocational education. The two major methods for providing occupational
instruction are (1) in a classroom and (2} in publicly-subsidized on-the-job training, mainly in
the private sector.

Classroom Vocational Skills Training. Vocational education programs traditionally
provide job skills training 1o adults and high school students in a classroom setting., According
to the Department of Education, persons who participate more intensively in vocational education
or complete programs are more hikely to be employed and more likely to get a job in their field
of training. They therefore eam higher wages. However, low income persons have lower rates
of program completion than more advantaged groups. In addition, low income persons are more
likely to enroll in propriety schools, which tend to charge higher tuition and offer lower quality
shorter-term training than public institutions. Those from proprietary schools are more likely
to subsequently experience periods of unemployment, (USED, 1989) Thus, vocational education
can have positive employment effects, but effects vary depending on a number of programmatic
factors. ‘

There is somewhat more specific impact data from work-welfare and job training programs,
which also fund vocational training that also suggests positive impacts of vocations! training,
especially for women. For example, the evaluation of the Massachusetts ET Choices program
found that occupational training (classroom and OJT) produced strong impacts on all measures
analyzed--carnings, employment, welfare duration, and welfare grant levels. In addition, the
recent TTPA. gvaluation found that classroom training, which in that study included both basic
education and vocational training, increased earnings for women, even though it had no impact
for men. (Bloom, et al, 1993). Another review of employment and training programs suggests
that longer training programs may have greater impacts, citing one study which found that the
impact on eamings for persons who were in training that lasts 40 weeks were five times as high
as earnings impacts for persons in the more typical 10-12 week programs, (Bamow, {387}

Of the various types of occupational training, on-the-job training (OJT) has generally
been found to have the strongest impacts. OIT provides subsidies to employers who agree to
provide training in the workplace. For those participating in the CETA program, participation
in OFT had a greater impact than classroom training — classroom training ratsed earnings by
about $500 a year {in 1985 dollars) and OJT, by about $750. (Barnow, 1987) As early as the
mid 1970s, an evaluation of WIN found the largest impacts for participants came from QIT-
$1800 a year after one year and about $1200 after three years, (Burtless, 1989)

On-the-Job Training (OJT). QJT increased the eamings of adult women by 8 percent
according to the results of a 18 month follow-up in the National JTPA Study. A quanier of the
women in the OFT same were AFDC recipients. Results for adult men were roughly the same
for women. Preliminary results from the 30 month follow-up indicate that OJT s positive effects
on adult males persist, but the effects on adult females wane. The benefits of OJT, however,
most likely will still cutweigh the costs even for adult women.



Two early MDRC demonstrations that included an on-the-job component, in Maine and New
Jersey, also found large earnings impacts primarily due to increasing wage rates or hours
worked. Neither program had much impact on increasing the number of enrollees with jobs.?
The results of the JTPA, Maine, and New Jersey evaluations suggest that, while OJT may be
cost-beneficial in terms of earnings gains, it does not have a large impact on increasing the
longer-term employment rates of participants, MDRC researchers have suggested that
counselors may pre-select the best candidates for OJT, and thus end up serving persons who
would have done well even in the absence of the program (Gueron and Pauly, 1991). It may
make sense, then, to concentrate on job_search or additiopal schooling for more _edugated
enrollees, and to reserve OJT_for more disadvantaged.cecipients. Efforts could also be made
to operaie higher quality OJT programs than those that have been evaluated thus far.

It is not clear what features of OJT produce the positive impacts. For example, WIN OJT
contracts, unlike CETA or JTPA, included an employer commitment to hire the individual. This
employer commitment probably increased the rate of employment after the subsidy period which
may have contributed to higher earnings impacts, at least in the short run. Another theory is
that the actual work experience may be at least as important as any formal training that might
be provided. In any case, the positive impacts of OJT appear consistently. The benefits,
though, come at a fairly high cost; employers generally receive a subsidy equal to about half of
the individual’s wages for up to one year.

Shori-term Work Experience. Similar to OJT, work experience is a cross between public
service employment and job training. Enrollees are paid for public sector work, but are
expected to become more employable in the private sector as a result of the experience. Short-
term work experience generally lasts about 13 weeks and provides a real-world opportunity for
enrollees to get accustomed to the world of work--regular hours, supervision, attitudes, and
routine. There is little evidence about the impact of work experience, but one study found that
under CETA, adult women had a net increase in earning in 1977 of between $500 and $800 a
year.

Short-term work experience typically has been targeted on women who have no real job

experience or no recent job. Under WIN, welfare clients participating in a work experience

activity received their regular welfare checks plus an allowance of $30 a week, This type of
work experience has been a very small component both under WIN and its replacement, JOBS.

JTPA, and CETA before it, also funds a form of short-term work experience for adults and-
youth, but individuals generally receive minimum wage compensation.

Education

Given the low educational levels of many AFDC recipients, education activities have, in
fact, been an important component of programs aimed at improving self-sufficiency.

There is very little empirical research on the employment effects of aduit education. Much
of the research to date on welfare recipients’ experiences in adult education suggest little



effect on employment and earnings. This is not particularly surprising, however, given that
traditions! adult education programs, though, do not bave employment cutcomes as a goal,

The econosmic returns to education have been extensively analyzed. Persons who complete 12
years of school earn more in their lifetimes than persons without high school diplomas, and
persons with college degrees eam more than persons with no oducation beyond high school. Not
surprisingly, there is also a clear correlation between low literaey levels and poverty, According
to the National Adult Literacy Survey, adults in the lowest level of literacy are ten times more
likely to be in poverty than adults in the highest literacy level. (USED, 1992) This further
suggests the importance of education in increasing economic security.

According to the Department of Education, about 43 percent of all students in adult basic
education (ABE) and 14 percent of English as a Second Language (ESL) students receive some
form of public assistance (or have within past year). Reasons adults give for going to GED and
ABE programs are mainly employroent-refated: to help them keep their current job orto get &
better job. Many educationally-deficient adults, then, are clearly motivated and interested in
furthering their education and believe it will help them in the labor market.

In addition, over 300,000 persons in AFPDC families recive Pell Educational grants.forp

secon%gz education, This represents 10 to 15 nt of all Pell Grant recipients. And another
170,000 AFDC recipients receive higher education loans under the Stafford Loan Program. The
Department of Bducation's “TRIO* programs provide support services to help economically

disadvantaged students to enter and succeed in post secondary education. (USED, 1991} Thus,
a significant number of AFDC recipients participate in federally-funded adult and post-secondary

| education activities.

In the work-welfare program evaluations in Washington State and Massachusetts, participation
in basic education and ESL had no net impact on employment or earnings. It also tended to
increase the length of time spent on welfare, which makes some sense since persons in education
may delay entry into a job. These evaluations did not, however, distinguish between persons
who enter education versus those who actually complete an educational program; impacts are
probably higher for the latter category.

Analyses using large scale data bases also suggest that there the impact of 2 GED on

employment is limited. One analysis of AFDC recipients found that while AFDC women with'

higher basic skills are more likely to leave welfare and stay off welfare, scquiring 3 GED had
%noﬁher study found

. no independent net effect on these welfare outcomes. (Pavetti, 1993)

simitlar results for men--obtaining a GED had no effect on basic skills development and no net
effect on earnings, (Cameron and Heckman, 1921) However, still another study, suggests that

secondary education~gither obtaining a high school diploma or 2 GED-~~can significantly increase |

an AFDC woman’s employment and through that reduce welfare receipt. (Maloney, 1992)
A number of other studies are now underway 1o clarify the relationship between adult education,
GED and employment,



Case studies and program analyses suggest that a mumber of operational factors within the
decentralized adult education system may limit its potential. Most importantly, the median hours
an individual spends in an adult education program is only about 43 hours, and slightly higher
for welfare recipients.  About 20 percent of those who enroll never start instruction. Employed
students, who make up about 40 percent of all students, are even more tikely to drop out; ESL
students are more likely to complete their programs. Skill levels are so low, especially for those
who enter ABE classes (8th grade level and below), that even completing some ABE programs
cannot substantially raise skill levels. Adult education in the past has been particulariy limited
because of the minimal funding available. Since 1990, federal funding for adult education under
the Adult Education Act more than doubled, from $133 million to $304 million. Currently
stightly less than $300 is spent per student.

There is much discussion about the difficulties the adult education system has serving their target
population. Several hypotheses have been sugpested:  Persons who have had difficulty in
traditional schools are not likely to do well in adult schools using traditional methods, A sizable
proportion of persons in adult education--as many as 80 percent according to some estimates—are
learning disabled and thus unregponsive to traditional instroctional approaches. Finally, many
adults have family and work responsibilities which divert their attention away from education.

The Department of Education is implementing strategies to improve the quality of programs for
adults and considering ways to better serve the most disadvantaged populations. These strategies
include encouraging courses that integrate basic skills with occupational training, more
contextual learning, and more work-relevant courses, and by providing supportive services, The
current federal focus on improving the skills of the future workforce are reshaping the role that
education plays in preparing individuals for productive employment. The types of improvements
being initiated by the Department of Education may mean that more adults complete and benefit
from education programs in the future.

There are several ways to subsidize employment. QJT and work-experience are forms of
subsidized employment which provide training experiences aimed 1o lead to employment. Tax
credits are fundamentally different from OJT payments in that OJT is premised on the employer
providing training to the new worker in exchange for the subsidy received, while tax credits are
simply a way of buying a job for a worker, Public works programs create subsidized jobs while
at the same time build or fix public (such as new parks and roads) while public service
smployment adds workers to existing socially useful programs and pays them a wage and
benefits, Community Work Experience Programs (CWEP) specifically targetied to welfare
recipients, require recipients fo work in socially useful projecis in exchange for receiving a
welfare grant. A review of these programs suggest that it is possible to implement a Iarge
publicly subsidized employment program; society can impose work-oriented obligations on
welfare recipients in ways that recipients feel are fair; and, there is little evidence that
short-term subsidized employment sssignments will neeessarily result in privaie sector



employment,

Public Works Programs. The nation’s largest public subsidized employment initiative

occurred in the 19308 during the Great Depression, The mest notable of the Depression-em
programs were the Works Progress Administration {WPA), the Civilian Conservation Corps
(CCC), the National Youth Administration (NYA}, and the Public Works Administration
(PWA),

O

The WPA was the New Deal’s principal work relief program. It provided federal funds
for work projects operated by State and local governments. A wide variety of work
projects were funded, but primary emphasis was placed on public works constniction.
Over the course of its existence, the WPA built or reconstructed 617,000 miles of new
roads, 124,000 bridges and via ducts, and 35,000 buildings, including New York’s
Central Park Zoo, the Philadelphia Art Museum, and LaGuardia Airpor. {Briscos, 1972)

Almost all WPA participants came from the relief (i.e., welfare) rolls, although being
on relief was not a prerequisite for being eligible to participate in WPA, Enrollment was
limited to one person per poor family. At it’s peak, enroliment was 3.3 million. Over
$10 billion in federal funds were spent on WPA over its eight year history. (Kesselman,
1978)

The CCL was a residential program aimed at providing work to young men from
families receiving government relief. The Army was responsible for food, shelter, and
discipline at the CCC work camps, while agencies such as the Forest Service, Interior
Department, and Soil and Conservation Service were responsible for administering the
work projects. Work projects included reforestation, building national and state parks,
and soil conservation. The CCC had a peak enrollment of 500,000 and close to $3
billion was spent on the program over its 10 vear life. (Kesselman, 1978)

In addition to the CCC, a much smaller work program providing relatively cheap, non-
residential projects for both in-school and out-of-school youth was administered by the
NYA. Peak enrollment for this program was 808,000 and cost $534 million in federal
funds over its seven-year existence. {Kesselman, 1978)

The PWA funded federal, state, and local construction projects conducted through private
contractors, The primary purpose of this program was to generally increase employment
as opposed 10 provide employment assistance to the needy. Once the WPA was
established, the PWA focused on conducting projects involving heavy construction
through private contractors while the WPA concentrated on light construction and service
projects. The PWA’s peak enrollment was 540,000 and cost $4.5 billion in federal funds
over the course of its lifetime. (Kesselman, 1978)



President Roosevelt and Congress understood that providing direct cash support was cheaper
than work relief but opted instead to pursue a work relief strategy that included the various
programs described above. Despite arguments that direct cash relief could serve more people
than work relief and estimates that the latter was almost a third (30 percent) more expensive,
putting substantial resources into work relief programs prevailed because there existed such
antipathy toward simply paying cash welfare to able-bodied employable persons. (The AFDC
program was created during the same penod to provide direct cash assistance to children in poor
female-headed families.) .

It was also recognized that trade-offs existed between achicving the twin goals of providing
income support through work programs and producing useful work. The conflict botween these
goals was evident in decisions on how selective to be in hiring workers, what projects 1o
conduct, whether 1o use private contracts, and how much funding could be spent on superviston,
equipment, materials, and supplies. Work relief programs varied in the amount of emphasis
given to each of these two goals. The WPA aimed mainly at providing income support and thus
a high proportion of its funds went to wages for the participants. By contrast, the PWA and
CCC spent a much greater proportion of the their funds than the WPA on supervision,
equipment, and materials~-less than 40 percent of total CCC expenses were spent o wages.

Work relief programs accounted for a large amount of the federal budget and of GNP during
the Great Depression and provided employment for significant numbers of people. The WPA's
$1.36 billion annual budget made up over 10 percent of the federal government’s budget and
over | percent of the country's GNP. An equivalent expenditure today would amount to over
$60 billion in federal funds per year spent on a publicly subsidized works program, Recreating
the CCC twoday, with some of the light and medium construction that it did in building state
parks, would probably cost sbout $30,000 per slot. When combined, the New Deal work relief
programs employed over 4 million individuals a year out of a total population of less than 130
million, This would be the equivalent of employing 8 million people today in public service
employment.

Public Service Employment. After a 30 vear lapse, the federal government again began
1o operate a publicly subsidized employment program in the 1870s. The Public Employment
Program (PEP) and its successor, the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act {(CETA),
were both public service employment (PSE) programs created under the Nixon and Ford -
Administrations. Public service employment peaked in the late 1970s under the Carter
administration at which time CETA-PSE was funded 2t about $4 billion and placed about
700,000 persons were subsidized jobs. Under PSE, unemployed and disadvantaged adults could
be placed in fully-subsidized job in the public or non-profit sector, receiving regular pay.

Like the work programs in the 1930s, public service employment was intended to counter high
unemployment and pump money back into the economy. There was also an expectation that
disadvantaged persons would benefit from the job experience and these programs became
increagingly targeted on the economically disadvantaged over time, However, it should be
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underscored that public service employment did not serve a high proportion of AFDC recipients.
Public service employment in the 19705 differed fundamentally from the depression-era
programs in that it simply added workers to existing programs and was not a public works
program that actually created its own projects.

PEP, the predecessor of CETA, was enacted in 1971 and funded at 31 billion in FY 197] and
$1.25 billion in FY 1972, At ils peak, it provided employment for about 185,000 persons,
Most jobs were located within State and local government agencies. Eligibility was open to
anyone who was: (1) unemployed for a week or more, (2) working less than full-time
involuntarily, or (3) working full-time at wages that provided less than a poverty-level income,
The typical PEP participant was a white male with at least a2 high school diploma--sixty-four
percent of participants were white, 72 percent were male, 74 percent had high school diplomas
and 31 percent had some post-gecondary training or education, Only 12 percent were welfare
recipients. The average wage for PEP participants was $2.87 an hour.

CETA was enacted in 1973 and contained a (PSE) component under Title II of the Act which
replaced PEP. Title IT was designed to counteract structural unemployment. A PSE program
was added a year later to counter cyclical unemployment under Title IV,

In 1975 combined enrollments in the two CETA-PSE programs stood at 280,000, with each
program serving roughly the same number of individuals., Both programs were reguired to
spend all but 10 percent of their funding on wages and participant benefits. Participants were
generally placed in state and local government agency jobs. Similar (o PEP, participanis were
typically white, male, and high school graduates. Only 36 percent were economically
disadvantaged; roughly § percent were AFDC recipients.

Amendments to CETA made in 1976 increased the funding and size of PSE and directed more
of ifs resources towards the economically disadvantaged. In an effort not to displace locally paid
workers with federally subsidized workers, any PSE worker hired to fill positions that exceeded
existing PSE levels were assigned to one year special projects. Special one year project
enrotlees were more likely to be minority, high school dropouts, and welfare recipients than
those hired for the State and local "sustainment™ PSE siots. Between 1975 and 1978, the
number of AFDC recipignts engaged in publicly subsidized jobs through CETA almost doubled--
increasing from 5§ percent to almost 10 percent.

Job slots in the sustainment component of PSE tended 10 be in the arcas of property
maintenance, public works street repair, aides in police and fire departments, and park
maintenance. Special project stots also included work in park and street maintenance, but more
often were in social service positions such as teacher’s aids, library assistants, hospital
attendants, and clerks in social welfare agencies.

During the spring of President Carter's first year in office, Congress authorized another $4

billion for PSE programs. Enrollment increased from 300,000 in May 1977 to 753,000 in April
1978, The proportion of job slots going to community based organizations also increased greatly
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during this period, making up 25 percent of all PSE siots,

in 1977, PSE wages averaged 34.41 per hour, In comparison, the minimum wage stood at
$2.30 at that ame,. In 1978, ammémezzis to CETA further tightened eligibility requircments,
owered the limits on what PSE workers could be paid, and required job training to be provided
to participanis, In FY 1980, 85 percent of PSE participants had incomes below the poverty line
at intake and 17 pereent were AFDC recipients.  As more disadvantaged persons were served
by PSE, the wages paid in real terms declined. By 1980, the average PSE wage was only 26
percent higher than the minimum wage of $3.10 an hour.

It is difficult to derive a cost per slot figure for PSE programs under CETA--the programs
fluctuated so much from year to year that a steady state was never achieved. Based on
restrictions on how much could be used for purposes other than wages and employee benefits,
a rough estimate is that the cost per slot was around $10,000 in 1980, Corrected by the UPI,
this would amount to about $17,250 today. However, pegged instead to changes in the
minimum wage-—-which has not kept up with the CPl, this would amount to about $13,200 per
slot. If PSE jobs only paid the minimum wage, the equivalent today would cost $10,200 a slot,

The Carter Administration envisioned using PSE as a key feature in its welfare reform initiative
and proposed placing heads of AFDC households in minimum-wage PSE jobs if employment
through the private sector could not be obtained. Although the Carter Administration’s welfare
reform initiative was never enacted, a large demonsiration project designed to field test the jobs
component of the proposal was implemented. The demonstration—-Employment Opportunities
Pilot Project (EECP)--had a pub}m service empzoymmt component which sermd primarily
AFDC mothers.

The EQPP demonstration operated in 10 sites over a 27 month period from mid-1979 1o mid-
1981, PSE wages were funded through CETA. Between January 1980 and February 1981, the
demensiration earolled an average of 1,600 clients per month, and all told, over 24,000 persons
were enrolled in the demonsiration.  As originally conceived, persons eligible for EOPP included
both AFDC recipients and the principal earmers of low-income families. Over time, the scope
of the demonstration narrowed and the program was increasingly targeted on AFDC recipients,
Of all EQPP enrollees, 16,00 were unmarried females, 3,000 were married females, and 5,000
were males.

Program services provided under EOPP included an intensive job search compounent of up o 8

weeks, and then a subsidized employment or training component that could last up to one
year, Child care and transportation assistance were the major support services available,
although some sites also offered counselling. Of those who eorolled in BEOPP, less than a fifth
{17 percent) actually reccived employment or training services. Roughly two-thirds of the
employment and training participants were placed in a PSE job. The average participant stayed
in employment or training activities for 5 months, at a cost of approximately $5,400. A person
staying a full year would have cost roughly $13,000 and the cost for the PSE component was
slightly higher, PSE wages and fringe bencfits amounted to $8,270 for a person staying a full
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year, Iess than 60 percent of PSE costs in EOPP.

CETA PSE was increasingly surrounded by controversy mainly because of administrative
problems encountered in mounting such a large-scale program in a short period of time, Reports
of misuse of funds, favoritism in hiring, and substitution of jobs led to major program changes
in 1978 that limited wages, targeted jobs on the most disadvantaged and tightened fiscal
accountability, By then, though, the public image of CETA PSE was quite poor, Funding for
PSE declined sharply in 1979 and 1980, When Congress enacted JTPA to replace CETA in
1982, PSE was eliminated.

Despite the management problems, CETA PSE had fairly positive impacts, especially for low-
income women, A review of a number of non-experimental studies (that is, one that did not use
random assignment) found (in 1977 dollars) overall positive net impacts on earnings (about 2700
2 year), with the strongest impacts for white women {as much as $1200 a year} and women on
welfare (as much as $1700 a year}. Impacts for men were not consistent, with some studies
finding small negative impacts and others finding modest positive impact (Bamow, 1987),

On a much smaller scale, subsidized jobs continue to be provided in the JTPA Summer Youth
Employment programs, and in several programs for dislocated workers. It is also being
formally evaluated, among other components in the Milwaukee New Hope Project.

Community Work Experience. Beginning in the 19805 a very different form of work
experience emerged in welfare programs, CWEP was proposed by the Reagan administration
as workfare--welfare recipients were to work in public assignments as a condition of receiving
their welfare checks. The number of hours spent participating in a work assignment was
determined by dividing the welfare grant by the minimum wage. The main difference between
PSE and CWEP is that under PSE, participants are paid a wage and fringe benefits, while under
CWEP participants are still paid their AFDC grant and are cssentially working for free to pay
off their grant.

In reality, while most states have a component called CWEP, it is generally quite similar to the
work experience program provided under WIN, the work-welfare program that preceded JOBS,
CWEP assignments generally last about 13 weeks and involve only a small number of clients.
Whiic the concept of CWEP has aroused much criticism from advocates, unions and others,
there is less vocal opposition to the small version that has actually been implemented at the local
fevel,

Some of the major Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) work-welfare
demonstrations of the 1980s included short-term work experience or CWEP, usually in
combination with some form of job search assistance. MDRUC reports that these programs were
nearly always operated on 2 limited scale {an exception was the San Diego SWIM demonstration
dexcribed below), served only a small percentage of the eligible welfare population, and
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generally lasted for three-month periods. Most did not target AFDC mothers with pre-school
children. (Brock, Butler, and Long, 1993)

MDRC’s review of CWEP also concluded that there is fiftie to 00 evidence that these programs,
either alone or after job search assistance, leads to reductions in welfare receipt or increases in
employmicnt or earnings. It should also be noted, however, that the goal of CWEP is not
increase the employability of participants, although some have argued that it can help prepare
welfare recipients for the labor market by teaching them good work habits and skills and
developing a work ethic,

MDRC found that the costs of unpaid work experience per participant ranged from
approximately $700 to almost $2,100 (1993 dollars). Different factors, such as the length of the
assignment, the target population and if the assignment was offered alone or in combination of
other activities account for the variation in estimated costs. It was also estimated that if the
assignments were on-going, the annual cost per filled slot for welfare recipients ranged from
approximately 3700 to nearly $8,200 (the relatively large-scale CWEP programs cost less per
participant than programs that operated on a limited basis). From the perspective of society al
farge, MDRC found that most of the CWEP programs they evaluated provided benefits to
taxpayers that outweighed the costs of operating the program.

The overall consensus of participants and supervisors involved in these CWEP programs was
that while the work assignments may not have taught welfare recipients new skills, neither was
it meaningless "make work™. Al the same time, most participants would have preferred a "real
job" even though they though the work requirement was fair.

The Saturation Work Incentive Model (SWIM), discussed earlier in relation to evidence on job
training is particularly relevant because it aimed to involve large proportions of both new and
existing welfare recipients in job training end CWEP activities. SWIM was operated by the
County of San Diego in sclected welfare office from July 1985 to September 1987. The
program provided a combination of two-wecks of job search activity; three months of unpaid
work experience for 20 to 30 hours per week (including a job club), and education and job
training, The community work component included positions as teacher’s aides, clerks within
the Department of Social Service, aldes in health clinics and park maintenance.

Participation in SWIM was required for the AFDC “WIN mandatory® population--unmarried -
fermale heads of households with children age six and older and male heads of households in
AFDC two-parent families. The initial participation goal was to have 75 percent of the WIN-
mandatory caseload in one of the three employment and training components at any given time.
SWIM never reached its participation goal but it did succeed in getting a large proportion of the
mandatory caseload involved in employment and training activities. In a given month during
the program’s second year of operation, about a fifth SWIM enrollees fulfilled their work
requirement by being employed at least 15 hours a week in an unsubsidized job, a little over a
fifth were enrolled in SWIM sponsored work or training activities while about a tenth were
enrolled in education and traning programs outside of SWIM.,
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According o the MDRC evaluation of SWIM, the costs of SWIM were $1,545 for AFDC
enrollees and $1,292 for AFDC-U enrollees. This includes operating costs, support services,
stipends, and education and training services. It does not inchude the AFDC payments made to
participants in the community work projects. These costs would aeed to be taken into account
if welfare reform included an expanded CWEP component. Currently the average AFDC family
in Catifornia receives over $7,500 a year in AFDC payments, which would bring the total cost
of 2 SWIM program 1oday to over $9,000 per enrcliee per year, The costs in SWIM were kept

low by having community agenci.provide. upervision for the worl projects and by having
work sc es coincide with school hours so that child care would not need to be provided,

Early resulis of the evaluation were encouraging with higher earnings of about $300 & year, 2
9 percent higher employment rate and a decreased welfare dependence rate of about 7 percent.
The positive outcomes remained for the two years, but all but disappeared by the fifth year
(Friedlander and Hamilion, 1993). The convergence between the two groups may in part have
been caused by the infroduction of enhanced employment and training services under another
work-welfare program (i.e., the State administered GAIN program} mid-way in the SWIM
demonstration period.  Overall, the benefit/cost analysis of SWIM showed positive gains to
society,

The curvent anderstanding of those iu the field is that the most effective education, training
and employment programs include a combination, or integration, of various activities and
services,

Higstorically, the Job Corps program for disadvantaged youth has been the model of
comprehensive education, training and support services, and that program has been found to
have positive impacts. Other programs with a comprehensive mix of services plus staff case
management or counselling have also shown positive impacts: the CET program in San Jose,
the Supported Work Experience Demonstration, Project Redirection for pregnant and parenting
wens, the Teen Parent Demonstration, the San Diego WIN Demonstration, and the
Massachusetts ET Choices Program. Project Chance in Chicago is a prime example of a client-

oriented intensive services model where all participants engage in some activitics that will move -

them forward on a path to self-sufficiency. (Herr and Halpern, 1991}

Such programs recognize that {1 many welfare recipients require supportive services if they are
to succeed in education or training or in a job, and (2) programs should have a number of
different components {¢.g., not just job search assistance or CWEP) to meet the needs of the
diverse population.

There is also a trend toward integrating vocational and basic education training in one program,
like the CET program in San Jose. (Gordon and Burghardt, 1991y This type of instruction
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builds on the concepts of work-based leaming, which deseribes sducation and job training
provided within a work context, either on the job {work experience) or in a classroom. The
expansgion of work-based learning efforts is based on past research originally focused on literacy
in the military. According to one study, training that included job-specific materials produced
more paositive competency outcomes and performance than did training that used general
academic material and traditional curricula and "six weeks of intensive job-reading training
translated into a two-year increase in specific job-reading skills.” {Adelman, 1991) Presumably,
students also had befter attendance and higher rates of course completion.

In the civilian sector, workplace literacy projecis funded in the last decade by the Department
of Labor and the Department of Education emphasize developing work-related skills in a
functional context, both for vocational training, worker skill improvement and worker retraining.

The concept of work-based leaming is now also expanding as the nation aims at improving the
skills of the future workforce. The Clinton administration’s proposed School-to-Work
Opportunities Act would provide apprenticeship style paid work experience that combines basic
education, job training, work experience on the job, mentoring, case management and job
development.

There is also increasing attention on the needs of children in welfare families and the interactive
effects that education, training and work have on both the mother and her children. (Zaslow,
1993) Some policy analysts are calling for more intergenerational services to assure that the
needs of children and families are considered simuitaneously. (Smith, et al, 1990)

There is very little research on the effect of jntergencrational services. ¢ Evidence that does exist
suggests that intergenerational programs can be cffective for children, even if there are no
positive impacts reported yet for their parents.  Even Start, for example, is a federally-funded
program that provides high quality early childhood education to children in low-income families
{50 percent are on AFDC), and adult education to their parents. Early research shows positive
development and cognitive impacts for the children, There have been no positive impacts for
their parents in terms of educational outcomes, but some evidence that they remain n the
program longer, presumably because they respond to the positive experiences they feel their
children are having. They want their children to remain in the high quality early childhood
education program, so they remain in the adult education program to assure their children can
continue, {USDOE, undatedd) Presumably, improvements in adult education programming, as-
described above, would improve outcomes for Even Start parents.

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AND POPULATIONS SERVED

While several demonstrations have shown promising results at actually plucing recipients
into work or education/training activities, most programs have not engaged substantial
portions of the welfare caseload. Substantially increasing participation in employment,
education, and training program remains a significant challenge. Demonstration and
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program evaluation reporis also provide a growing, albeit still limited, body of information
about serving specific population groups among the welfare and disadvantaged population.
Stitl, there s fairly clear evidence that national policy must allow for a broad range of
services—education, training, employment, counselling and supportive services—and
program flexibility to ensure that any unigue circumstances or needs of particular groups
can be considered,

The Work Incentive Program (WIN) (1968-1989) was targeied on sbout one-third of all
recipients, those designated to mandatorily register with the program, mainly women with no
children under six years of age. WIN actively served about 25 percent of its registrants or about
10 percent of all AFDC adults. Most of the MDRC work-welfare demonstrations of the 1980s
also served between 5 and 15 percent of all AFDC adults,

It iy important to note, however, that there was no federal policy emphasis on achieving high
rates of participation before the mid to late 1980s. There are now several examples of programs
that serve substantially higher proportions of the AFDC caseload than generally were served in
the 1970s. The BSan Diego SWIM program, for example, engaged 64 percent of the mandatory
population (.., those with no children under six), or a little over 20 percent of the total AFDC
caseload.

In general, though, the participation by AFDC adult women overall has been quite low because
most of the programs and demonstrations served primarily, or only, those persons mandatorily
required to register with the work program (i.e., excluded about two-thirds of the caseload
which consists of cases headed by women with young children). This means that even programs
for the mandatory population that served a high percentage of the target group, say 50 or 60
percent (like SWIM}), reached only about 15 or 20 percent of all AFDC mothers.

Some programs do belter with men--West Virginia, for example, registered 100 percent of the
males in AFDC.UP cases in their WIN demonstration program that included a workfare
obligation,

There has been samewhat more success with new teen mothers on AFDC, as evidenced from-
the Teen Parent Demonstration Program. Ninety percent of the teen mothers required to
participate in the program did enrol. Sixty-five percent went through assessment, 60 percent
participated in at least one major activity (school, training, or employment) and 27 percent
became employed within two years,

There is recent evidence, then, that mandatory work-welfare programs can serve significant
portions of the mandatory population. SWIM, the Teen Parent Demo, and other programs like
Kenosha, Wisconsin’s have shown that it can be done. One important aspect of mandatory
programs is that the requirement undoubtedly reaches individuals who might not otherwise, on
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their own, enter the program or, as with the non-custodial parent demonstrations, behave in
desired ways,

But voluntary programs can also attract large numbers of participants. It seems that marketing
and information are key if voluntary programs are {o engage high proportions of the population.
While the EOPP program in the 1970s and the more recent Washington State FIP program did
not substantially increase participation in employment, training or education, there is some
evidence that many clients did not know about or fully understand the availability of program
services, In the well-publicized voluniary Massachusetts ET Choices program, though, with a
heavy emphasis on information and aggressive marketing, higher percentages participated--about
70 percent of all AFDC adults in 1987 (not just the mandatory pool) had enrolled in ET and
about SO percent of all AFDC adults participated in at least one major activity,

There 18 ongoing discussion about whether the financial incentives in AFDC can be changed to
encourage more participation in education, training or employment. Several states currently are
making varfous changes to the benefit reduction rates in AFDC and are testing the effects of
cash incentives and penalties, According to labor economic theory, one would expect that by
providing individuals with incentives for certain behaviors should have the desired effect. But
the evidence is not that clear, In New York State, the Child Assurance Program which had
employment incentives was expected 1o also have some impact on participation in education and
training, as individuals desired to become more employable. Evaluators, however, found that
CAP had no effect on participation in education or training--about one third of CAP participants
and controls participated in some education or lraining in a year. Similarly, in Washington
State’s Family Independence Program (FIP), which had incentives for either employment or
eduration/training, there was a slight initial increase in education, but no substantial difference
over time, (Long, e al, 1993). ‘

In part, clients may not respond to incentives because they do not understand them. Evaluators
suggest that this may have been one of the problems in FIP, In Ghio’s LEAP program which
pays cash bonuses to teenagers who aiftend education and penalizes those who do not, many
clients may not have really understood the "carrots and sticks.” Staff feel that the positive effect
LEAP had on increasing school attendance may have reflected other aspects of the program and
not the incentives and bonuses,

Even though we know that the welfare population in not homogeneous, the literature on the
effectiveness of education and training for specific population groups is much more limited that
the effectiveness of services or the effectiveness of general intervention programs. A few
populations are of particular interest, even though we still know little about how to improve their
employment progpects.

Non-Custodial Parenss. There is much evidence linking the rise in female-headed
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households--and thus the increase in welfare—-to the declining economic position of non-college
males. William Julius Wilson {1987) developed a "male marriageable pool index” that looks at
the number of females within different age cohort relative to the number of males with sufficient
earnings to support a family. He finds that currently among non-whites there are less than 50
employed men in the 20-24 age cohort for every 100 women. Another study using census data
shows that declining marriage rates for non-college males as their eamnings power has decreased.
Sociologists and demographers have also documented the link between unemployment mates and
marital delays and out-of-wedlock births, NoT TexE

Eahancing the labor market position of non-custodial fathers plays an important role within the
context of welfare reform for several reasons, including: increasing child support payments ©
AFDC households, preventing AFDC households from forming in the first place, promoting
marriage between noncustodial fathers and women on AFDC caseloads, and helping to improve
the economic base of males, particularly African-American males, and thus help restore the two-
parent African-american family.

Currently, there are no net impact results of job training prograros aimed specifically at
noncustodial fathers. However, several demonstrations are now focusing on non-custodial
parents (usually fathers) to both increase regular payments of child support and increase their

eaming potential.

Children First, operating in selected Wisconsin counties, is designed to motivate non-custodial
parents who are delinguent in child support payments to ﬁnd 3{:235 1t has a heavy mandatory
work requirement--pay child support, pe: _ service, or go to jail. One county
{Racine) also provides skills development,

Early reports from Childrea First indicate that there is a high “"smoke out” effect. The
requirement evidently identifies fathers who have *hidden income™ and motivates others to find
jobs when they are faced with the threat of jail. (DHSS, 1991}

The Parents Fair Share Demonstration program is also targeted on non-custodial parents. It also
has strong child support enforcement along with intensive support and gaining. The training
includes parenting skills as well as job skills. Like Wisconsin®s program, Pagents’ Fair Share

ba%?ﬂ?ﬁ%’w About 35 percent of the fathers referred to Parenis' Fair Share
actually have to be served; the rest find jobs or already have jobs and start paying child support -

regularly. (MDRC, undatad)

Both Racine and Parents’ Fair Share suggest that support services may be important for non.
custodial parents just as they are for custodial parents, Fathers reportedly enjoy and benefit
from regular support groups, parenting classes and counselling if the components are designed
to be sensitive 1o the needs of men. This presumably will transiate into positive impacts on their
relationships with their children, their parenting skills and regular compliance with their child
support obligations,
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Other programs that have tried to work with non-custodial fathers have had difficolty recruiting
and keeping fathers in the program (Watson, 1992} Children First and Fair Share suggest that
a strong threat is one way to gain the cooperation of fathers. If a high preportien of non-
custodial fathers of AFDC children can be "smoked out” by strong enforcement, then limited
resources can be devoted to more intensive training and services to improve the eaming potential
of the rest.

Persons With Disabilities. EBducation and training programs have gradually recognized
that many persons with disabiliies can work. As evident from the long history of vocational
rehabilitation programs, persons with disabilities, particularly medical or physical disabilities,
generally need special services during their rehabilitation.  Some may also need reasonable
accommodations on the job, and are entitied to such accommodations according to federal law,
The Department of Education estimates that about half of the persons with disabilities have
learning disabilities possibly as well as medical disabilities.

The AFDC population probably has few persons with medical or physical disabilities, but the
caseload may include many persons with learning disabilities. HHS estimates that nearly 20
percent of AFDC women may have a self-reported physical disability of some type, but only six
percent have a “severs” disability, as measured by their ability to perform certain daily Hving
activities. The vast majority of these physical disabilities involve back problems, which may
temporarily impede some training or employment.  Although there ig little information on the
severity of such disabilities, as many as 40 percent of AFDC aduits may be learning disabled.
(Nightingale, et a1, 1991)

There is much research about what employment-related services are needed for persons with a
range of medical and physical disabilities, but considerably less about what is needed for adults
with learning disabilities. Counselors in vocational rebabilitation and developmental disabilities
programs, though, offer several suggestions. First, once the disability is correctly diagnosed,
case management is critical to assure a proper course of rehabilitation. When a person begins
a job, follow-up services can help make a successful adjustment, Some period of supported
employment with job coaches helps many people with disabilities.

Other vocational training programs are just beginning to address the needs of persons with
learning disabilities. Programs like CET in San Jose and in many community colleges now
emphasize contextual instruction, integrate vocational and basic skills instruction, and use multi-
sensory instructional approaches to reinforce diverse leaming styles (e.g., video and hands-on
nstruction as well as paper and pencil work),

If the proportion of persons on AFDC with physical and learning disabilities i as high as current
estimates suggest, their special circumstances must be considered if work-welfare programs are
to succeed in making large numbers of persons permanently salf-sufficient, To date, however,
there is very little understanding about what specific services persons with learning disabilities
may need,
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Housing Assistance Recipiemts. ‘Welfare recipients who are also receiving housing
assistance may face additional barriers and disincentives to work. Rents are pegged at 30
percent of countable income, posing an {at least symbolic) disincentive to increase work effort.
Persons living in large public housing proiects may have multiple barriers, including geographic
and social isolation, crime, and lack of support services.

In the past decade sspecially, more attention has been paid to this population. One approach that
program operators feel may be promising is to have the training and work program operate on-
site. Family Support Centers, with HUD, JTPA and HHS funds, arc operating in many housing
projects and provide a range of support services that should help people participate in
employmeot-oriented activities. Project Chanee in the Cabrini-Green housing project in Chicago
combings intensive client-oriented agsistance with individual initiative and empowerment. A
series of HUD initiatives from Family Self-Sufficiency o Operation Bootstrap and Economic
Empowerment Demonstrations fink housing assistance to participation in programs that can
include education, training and work experience--the Self-sufficiency and Boolstrap projects were
targeted on both public housing residents and recipients of Section 8 rent subsidies, and the
Economic Empowerment Demonstration was Hmited to public housing residents.

Unlike general work-welfare and employment and training programs, there are still no rigorous
evaluation findings on programs for housing assistant recipients.

ORGANIZATION, MANAGEMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION

The major evaluations of the past twenty vears clearly show that well-executed employment,
training and education programs can have positive impacts on individeals and can be cost-
effective. The important point, fhough, & that they must be well-executed, Not all
demonstrations and programs ¢valuated have been found to have positive impacts, and the
impacts on programs that appear similar vary across sites and over time. The local
economy and labor market play some role, but successful implementation and management
may be a major key to suceess,

In a study of high- and low-performing WIN programs in the late 1970s, between 30 and 50
percent of the variation in performance could be explained by labor market and demographic--
comditions; most of the rest of the variation was due to program operations and management
distinctions.* (Mitchell, ¢t al, 1979) High-performing programs were more likely to;

. have a broad range of employment, training and supportive services available;

. have clear management and staff consensus on program goals and purposes;

. emphasize a balance between obtaining a high quantity of job placements and
seeking high quality jobs;
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. have program managers who understood the priority for the program within their
host agency and adapted accordingly (e.g., buffer and protect integrity of the
program in hostile agencics, leverage organizational resources in friendly
agencies); and

* be client-oriented, both in siaffing and services delivery.

Experiences in many fecent programs are echoing some of these findings. Some of the success
of SWIM, Riverside GAIN, Kenosha County, Massachusetts ET Choices, New York CAP, and
the Teen Parent Demonstrations, for example, has been attributed to organizational culture,
management, clear objectives, goal consistency, and management priority.

Based on their evaluations of CWEP programs, MDRC suggest the following are essential
ingredients of running a successful CWEP program on a large scale: sufficient funding; strong
staff commitment (o the program; adequate worksite capacity; clearly articulated procedures for
assigning clients 1o worksites, monitoring client participation; exempting clients who cannon
work and sanctioning those who do not comply; and support for the program (or at least lack
of opposition) from labor unions, welfare advocacy groups, and others in the community,
{Brock, Butler, and Long, 1993)

The importance of management and implementation may help explain why programs that seem
similar have different tmpacts in differont sites, but it may also explain why different types of
programs have similar impacts.  Transferring the technical management expertise across
programs can help improve programs even if the specific service models are different.
Technology transfer may be one means by which the federal government can improve program
management.

CONCLUSIONS

The clear conclusion of work-welfare and education and training studies to date is that programs
can increase earings some, and maybe increase the rate of employment initially, but they have
less effect on welfare receipt, and no real effect on poverty. Furthermore, some of the eamnings
and employment impacts are short-term, dissipating over time.

A number of factors contribute to the limited impact of employment and training programs,
including labor market conditions, resource constraints, implementation problems, and barriers
that make interprogram coordination difficult. (Ellwood, 1989)

Much of the program impact evidence comes from demonstrations and evaluations of programs
that primarily focused on direct employment services, particularly job search assistance. Many
analysts and program operators feel that more intengive interventions, particularly those that
include supportive services, more staff-client interaction and a combination of training,

22



education, supportive services and work may show somewhat stronger positive impacts, The
empirical research, however, on more corprehensive programs and on programs that emphasize
education is Hmited.

There is still room for optimism. The management, operational and research experience
sugpgests many ways that services and programs could be tmproved. For example, 1t could be
that components like OJT and public service employment which have fairly positive net impacty
could be even more effective if targeted on less-skilled persons and combined with case
management, post-employment follow-up, and other work supports. The Departments of Health
and Human Services, Education, Labor and Housing and Urban Development are making
progress in developing comprehensive interventions that should help improve education and
iraining ovicomes.

With regard to publicly subsidized employment programs, past experience also suggests that it
is difficult but not impossibie to implement a large public service employment and that publicly
subsidized employmient can take different forms, each associated with different goals and costs.
For example, although some of the depression-era programs were geared to more heavily to
provide income support than others, these were all essentially public works programs which
created their own projects, many of which are siill used today. Public service eroployment,
contrast, provides jobs to those who would otherwise be on welfare or unemployed by simply
adding workers to existing agencies and therefore costs less than public works programs, CWEP
also puts welfare recipients to work in socially useful projects but participants still remain on
welfare, and do not receive a paycheck or fringe benefits. .ot -

Finally, we have no evidence yet that education, training and employment programs are very
successful at actuaily moving poor adults out of poverty. There are undoubtedly a number of
reasons for this, including less than optimal program operations as well as limited wage
oppertunities in the labor market. Regardless of the reason, it seems clear that employment,
education and training alone is not enough. Public scrvice employment or community work
experience programs is an altermative but not a replacement to private sector employment and
there is little evidence that six months or a year of either PSE or CWEP alone will necessarily
result in private sector employment. Thus, it is critically imporiant to view these interventions
in combination with other strategies to "make work pay” and raise income levels. BEducation

agd.training cannot alone be the engine that moves substantial numbers of people off welfare and’

out of mvei Work i‘ &{C‘e ﬁ“‘ Eﬂ'
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Eundnotes

1. Formal evaluations of employment, training and work-welfare programs use various
methodologies in estimating net impacts. Most experimental design evaluations measure net
impacts by comparing the impact for treatment group members to the impact for control groups
members, regardless of whether an individual actually participated in any activity, Unless
. otherwise noted, this is the measure of net impact reported.

2. Note that the JTTPA, Maine, and New studies did nor test OFT training versus no training at
all. Rather, the studies examine the marginal, or add-on, impact of having & OJT program.

3. A weighted index of performance was created using the WIN program’s standard criteria: job
entries per staff, starting wage rate, job ratention rate, and welfare grant reduction. Statistical
analysis controlled for state and local socio-economic conditions to estimate expecied
performance given those conditions. High-performers were programs where performance was
at Jeast one standard deviation above expected, low-performers were those one standard deviation
below expected.
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1. Time-Limited Transitional Support System

Welfare should offer transitional support en route to a job rather than subsidize a
way of life divorced from work, family and parental responsibility. We believe
that imposing a time limit on welfare eligibility is the only way to fundamentally
change the system from one that writes checks to one that puts people to work.
Time-limited assistance will transform a system based on the right to income
maintenance into a system based on the obligation to work. It will also provide a
structure for case workers {o operate within and encourage a quick return to the
workforce for the client. Time limits though, withoui other reforms, will only
worsen the situation of those 14 million persons receiving welfare,

A gradual and flexible phase-in of time limits and the additional provisions in this
proposal i essential to properly expand the systern and control costs. In
considering costs, the phase-in might begin only with the neediest group -~ teen
mothers - and/or with first time entrants.

. E‘;xmtioﬁs to the Two Year Time Limit:

-~ Clients under age 20 completing high school or GED certification

- Seriously disabled, seriously ill, and those caring for a seriously ill or disabled
relative ,

-- Pregnant women will be given an extension equal to that in the Family Medical
Leave Act



- Custodial parent with child under 1 year of age (Note: costs associated with

infant care are much higher than costs associated with the care of children over

one. Costs of child care were considered in making this exemption decigion.)

- We do not support an extenston for higher education although we do encourage J
and fund education and training in conjunction with work during the two year ?oo
period

¢ Job Search: We believe that job search must begin immediately. Each chent
will be individually assessed when he or she enters the system. Education and/or
training should not be a substitute for work but should rather complement and
reinforce s revamped system that puts work first.

* Credits for Transitional Assistance;

- The HHS draft grants "eredits for additional assistance” which would essentially
allow clients to gain back part of the two year limit by working.
We helieve that this point may in fact continue the cyclical nature of welfare.

~ Inatead of a "work one month/receive a one month credit on the tally” approach,
we propose other options;

1. We could lengthen the ratio, grant only partial benefits after the two
year limit such as food stamps and housing.

2. We could make benefits dependent on the skill of the job and availability

of similar replacement work.
3. We could extend the grant to 8 maximum of 8 additional months., /roj

While we do not, believe that open-gnded time-extensions are a sound method, we
do propose additional transitional beneﬁts to aide in the transition into the
waorkforce.

w Other transitional child care benefits ag covered in current law.

- Extend transitional medicaid benefits to tywo years as needed to bridge the ’?
gap between introduction and passage of the health care legislation.

-~ When in transition to full-time work, allow for two months of transitional -

housing benefits for those who are already receiving subsidized housing benefits. ?

- Allow for transitionsal transportation benefits as stipulated under the "Make
Work Pay” section.



II. Make Work Pay

We must make work pay. Low wage jobs can’t compete with the package of
benefits available in the welfare economy. For example, the average AFDC grant
combined with food stamps equals $652 a month or $7824 a year. Medicaid and
child care benefits alone add thousands of dollars more to the amount of the grant,
On the other hand, a full-time minimum wage job yields only $8,840 a year, about
$3,000 below the poverty line. The following six options combined ean make fisll-
time work pay more than welfare benefits, thus creating an incentive to move off
welfare into the werk force.

Health Care - The prospect of losing medicaid coverage deters many from taking
low-wage jobs that don’t offer health coverage. This is why universal health
coverage for all Americans is necessary. (If health care is delayed for any reason,
extension of transitional medicaid benefits temporarily to two years can bridge the
gap between introduction and passage of the health care reform.)

EITC - As passed in the Presidents budget, the new EITC makes a

$4.25 minimum wage job worth $6 an hour for a family with two or more children,
Together with food stamps, the EITC is sufficient to lift most families out of
poverty.

Child Care- Comprehensive, affordable day care is an integral part of making
work pay, It must be addressed in any legitimate legislation,

The Administration has suggested the following child care provisions. We agree
with their proposed solution to the child care problem and present their following
options:

- Maintain 1V-A Child Care -- Continue the current IV-A entitlement
programs for cash assistance recipients. Expand the programs to
accommodate the increased demand created by full-participation in
our Work First program.

- Expand Child Care For Low-Ingcome Working Families -~ We also
propose significant new funding for low-income, working families.
The At-Rigk Child Care Program, a capped entitlement which is
available to serve the working poor, should be expanded and barriers
to states’ use ( inability to meet the state match) should be reduced.

— Mgmtam Child Care Developm gg§ Block Grant ~ We would maintain
and gradually increase the Block Grant, allowing States greater

flexibility in the use of their funds to 8trezzgthen child care quahty
and increase supply.

- Acrogs A are Programs -- Require States to
ensure seamless oa%rage for persons who leave welfare for work,

States will be required to establish sliding fee scales.




Transportation Grants— Trangportation is a real impediment to participation,
particularly in the rural areas. Without transportation money {which can amount
to as high as $300 a menth in some states), 8 recipient’s ability to get to work can
be severely inhibited. Some advocate eliminating "lack of transportation” as an
exemption from participation in the program. If we are going to eliminate
transportation as an exemption, we must increage funding to provide recipients
access to transportation.

The Federal government should make available to states block grants for
transportation for use in moving welfare recipients inte work. States might use
the black grant to develop a variety of transportation stipends (i.e., gas vouchers,
mass transit vouchers, direct payment, etc.).

Encourage Savings by Increasing the Asset Threshold for Welfare
Recipients -- Currently, individuals with assets of over $1,000 are ineligible for
government assistance. This threshold should be increased to $10,000, to
encourage savings, which is absolutely necessary for self-sufficiency. Such asseis
might go to purchase of a car, payment of higher education, purchase of a first
home, start-up of a small business or micreenterprise, or retirement.

Further Encourage Economic Independece and Decrease the Disparity in
Accumulated Wealth with Federally Funded Individual Development
Accounis (IDA’s) -- The Administration should spend up to $1 billion to leverage / ]
community-hased efforis to encourage low-income &xmzi&ﬁ?smrough :
Individusl Development Accounts. Community development corporations and

other nonprofit groups would compete for federal grants and raise revenue from

other gources in arder too match IDA deposiis of up to $2,000 a year. The .

matches would be on a sliding scale correlated with income of up to 150% of the
poverty line, Such asaets could only go ta purchase a car, pay for higher

education, purchase a first home, start-up a small business or microentierprise, or
retirement. IDA’s are the IRA’s for America’s workdng poor.

Increase Income Disregard Levels for AFDC - Currently, AFDC henefits are
decreased dollar for dollar after four monthe of employment. This ¢liff should be
eliminated and a more gradual curve established whereby benefits for those who
are working are phased out on 2 more progressive basis. The necessity here is for
this to be budget neatral; any additional funding must come from an existing
gource or appropristion.

NI Putting Work First

The current welfare system isolates poor Americans from the mainstream economy
and perversely sets up barriers to work and social mobility., The overriding goal
of welfare reform must be to reconnect people to the world of work, Qnly through
productive work can welfare recipients acquire the skills, habits, expenence,
connections and self-esteem necessary to become self-reliant members of the
community.



The current system, however, is oriented more around education and {raining and
other services, not work. Education and training are important; howaver, they
should not be seen as a substitute for work. The 1988 Family Support Act (FSA)
with the JOBS program as its main component was designed to make people job-
ready by requiring them to take part in sducation, training and other activities.
Yet Judy Gueron, President of the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation (which evalutes welfare programs) stated recently that “JOBS has not
fundamentally changed the message and character of AFDC. " Only a small
percentage of JOBS participants are engaged in work-related activities.

While studies show that education and training programs can raise a recipient’s
earnings and reduce welfare costs, those gains are typically marginal. Moreover,
they do not raise earnings enough to lift people out of poverty -~ the ultimate test
for weliare programs,

On the other hand, thers is growing evidence that programs that put work first
produce better results. Studies of California’s GAIN (JOBS) program show that
the Riverside site, which stresses job placement, does dramatically better than
other sites that emphasize education and training. Private and nonprofit
organizations such as America Works and Project Match also have proven
successful in placing even long-term welfare recipients into decent private sector
jobs. Their experience confirms the common sense notion that most people learn
their jobs on the job - not in classrooms. Education and training are important,
but getting a real job is even more important. Once someone is working,.
education and fraining can help them upgrade their career skills and begin
moving up the ladder to better jobs.

Many reformers have called for an enlarged JOBS program ag the centerpisce of
the burgeoning welfare architecture. The danger in this approach is that we will
end up with a vast education and training bureaucracy, not a real job placement
system for welfare recipients. Welfare reform should shift the emphasis of JOBS
toward work-based programs such as Riverside, But it should also enlarge the
role of non-governmental organizations in moving people from welfare to work,
That would give welfare recipients more choices and set up a healthy competition
among public and private actors to put people to work.

In addition to changing the focus of JOBS and encouraging private job placement
effarts, a third way to put work first is {0 gliow for temporary subsidized job
creation through a cash out of AFDC benefits and food stamps inte a grant given
to an employer as a subsidy 1or a job, 'Lhis provision 18 the nucleas of Oregon’s
JOBS Plus program. All three of these options should be available a8 goon as a
recipient is assessed and has worked out an individualized self-sufficiency
contract, There is no reason to wait two years before serious efforis begin to move
people in to private jobs.

In the model outlined below and on the following pages, competition is infused
into the welfare system by allowing the.private and public sector to participate in
job placement and job creation at the beginning of two years, rather than the end
of two years as the Administration has proposed,
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Options To Give States the Flexibility They Need:

1. Btates develop their own programs which would require a federal waiver much
like what is done today.

2. States follow our newly developed Federal model.

-

Federal Model:
- emphasis on private sector (over public seat.ar) job placement and moving 1o self-

sufﬁmency
-- requires recipients to work for wages J

- all individuals placed ina ?ob as soon ag they are able
-- time frames vary irom indqividual to individual but do not exceed two years 7'

-« requires each recipient to sign an individualized employment contract with the
state social services or welfare office, binding with the recipient’s immediate
family, indicating current skills, poals, expectations, time period to reach self-
sufficiency as well as a8 pledge of responsibility not to have any additional
children while atill enrolled in this program

* Within 30 days each applicant must meet with hig/her individual cage
management team. The case management team would develop an
individual employment contract which is gpecifically catered to each
applicant and incorporates the above mentioned aspects,

* Participation: Every able-bodied individual will be required to work and/or
participate in education and training o earn their benefits and/or wages.
Benefits will be paid based on the number of hours rvecip:tents work or spend
in training/feducation. Recipients will be guaranteed minimum wage for
hours worked. Wages will be subsidized by the benefits (AFDC and Food
Stamps) paid to the recipient.

If after 12 months a recipient still requires additional education/training,
recipients involved will be required to work at least 20 hours a week. (In S
such cases, the recipients obligations may exceed 40 hours a week)

. Snecial Needs: Substance abuss treatment will be required in addition to
work/education/training as appropriate. Teen parents will be given a choice 7
of remaining enrolled in school full-time or entering the work first program. *
In addition, teen parents will be required to take parenting classes. (To
remain consistent with the degire to emphasize individual responsibility,

both parents will be required to take parenting classes) j»vocl

. Sanctions: If recipients fall short of work requirements in the
individualized employment plan, they will only receive benefits
commensurate with those carned. If a recipient refuses to werk then only
the needs of the child will be considered in determining benefits.
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Increased Funding: The Federal/State mateh will have to be revised.
Another possibility iz to change the funding responsibility, ie, federal
responsible for employment, training and education,

One-Stop Shops: Every effort must be made to consolidate the job
placement, training and education services under one roof to facilitate
access and control expenditures for transportation.

A case manager will present the "Work First” options to each welfare
recipient. The options are as follows:

) O

Hired Placement Companies

For-profit and nonprofit placement companies will be awarded
performance-based contracts to place recipients in full-time, preferably
private sector jobs. Private for-profit and nonprofit entities will bid for the
chance fo place welfare recipients in private sector jobs and will keep part
of the money a state saves when someone leaves the rolls. The placement
company would receive a fee of about one third of what it costs the state to
support an average family on welfare for about a year only after the
recipient has successfully remained in the job af least six months, The
state will 'pocket’ the remaining savings, Ideally the fee would be phased-
in to help ensure the employee stays in the job, = :

Upon entering the placement agency and st least three months into the
private sector job placment, the placement agency should provide intensive,
personalized support and job readiness to the welfare recipients to prepare
them for the job and to ensure their continued success in the job.

Considerations:

Placement companies might cream (take only the easiest to place recipients)
or might have little interest in the long-term employment of welfare
recipientis {gince the placement company would get some, if not all, of their
money once the welfare recipients are placed in jobs, Payments over time
may alleviate this complaint. Private placement organizations may be
required o take a certain percentage of long-term recipienis to counteract
the criticism of creaming,

Temporary Subsidized Job Creation

There are several options for public and private sector job creation: Wage
supplementation; tax credits to firms; training grants; and a combination of

proposals, These would funded by cashing out AFDC and Food Stamp
benefits to provide the employer with a short-term (time to be determined)

subsgidy to go to the employee in the form of a wage, to be paid at minimum

wage, States should be allowed to use federal grant money to supplement

v

wages weekly, biweekly, or monthly, 3 JJM .
£, £ el
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Wage Supplementation: This approach would give companies a greater
incentive to hire welfare recipients by offsetting the wages paid to
employges with federal dollars:

Considerations:

a. GAQ reports have shown that subsidies could stigmatize welfare
recipients seeking jobs and “hurt their long-term emplayment prospects.”

b. These reports have also shown that subsidies "could be a windfall Lo
employers who hire the same people they were going to hire anyway.”

¢. Additionally, subsidies "could simply result in the displacement of
equally disadvantaged persons.”

Tax Credits to Firms: Tax credits to irms for hiring disadvantaged
workers., Currently, employers can receive a TJTC of up to $2,400 for one
year for an employee who meets the qualifications. The tax credit should be
phased-in over a length of time W maximize the time an employee stays in
the job.

Considerations;

4. A DOL study concluded that the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit made it more
difficult to hire welfare recipients because as one employer said "the feeling
is that if you are giving me an incentive to hire this person, then you are
probably giving me a problem.”

b. A Department of Labor assistant inspector general found in a study of
Alabama gmployers who participated in the pregram that they would have
hired 95 percent of the TJTC-eligible workers aven without the tax credits.
The inspector general is now conducting a nationwide study.

Possible Combinstions of the Above Proposals
tation: The theory is fo

lm'e ;ﬂacement com,pames ta p!ace walfare mmpxents with a company then
supplement the workers wages.

2. Hiring Placement Companies/Tax Credit: The theory is to hire
pZas:ement companies to pliwe welfare recipients with a company and then
give the company a phased-in tax eredit for hiring the worker.

3. Wage Bupolementatic
to supplement the empleyera wages far trammg then give t.he company &
phased-in tax credit to keep the employee afler training.



3. Microenterprise

The Administration should permit states to use federal community and
rural development and job training funds to make direct loans to nonprofit
groups that lend to microbusinesses and poor entreprencurs.

4. Referral to JOBS

JOBS should be one of the many of the choices listed above to help move a
welfare recipient inte work., Eduecation, training job placement and social
services will still be available through JOBS but these services will also be
available through the private and public avennes mentioned above as well
as through mmmumty-based organizations and other nonprofits that vie to
offer these services.

IV. Family Responsibility and Improved Child Support Enforcement

Dramatic improvements in the child support system will ensure that children can
count on support from both parents -- that fathers take responsibility for their
children ~ and that the cost of public benefits is reduced while raising a working
mother's real income. The goal of these proposals is to mainiain and improve the
child support program by promoting the benefits of f,wo supportive and responsible
parents,

¢« Improve Non-custodi

-- Expand the functions of the federal parent locator (in HHS). Allow federal
parent locator access to federal income tax returns filed by individuals with the
IRS to identify non-custodial parents.

- Hequire states to maintain regisiries of child support orders.

-- Create & computerized national network for location of parents for interstate
use.

- Requife secretary of treasury to modify W-4 form far new employses to include a
statement about child support responsibilities.

- Secure state and federal access to financial records of non-custodial parents for
the purpose of child support enforcement.

+ Child Support Establishment:

-- Improve interstate reporting of child support through various means.

~ Allow state child support agencies to access and use credit reports for obtaining
information in setting or modifying a child suppert order.
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- Create & national child support guidaﬁnes commission to oversee the child
support precess,

-~ Requires states to develop uniform duration of support limits.

-- Require the inclusion of social security numbers on: marriage certificates and
divorce decrees.

* Egtablishing Paternity:

-- Require states to sstablish hospital-based paternity at birth. Require states to
develop a simple civil consent procedure for paternity establishment. Assume
rebuttable presumption of paternity with gix months to challenge.

-- Make available on-site hospital social service available for pregnancies resulting
rape or incest and allow social services for other situations (such as domestic
violence) that may arise as a result of an unwanted pregnancy, Where necessary,
rape and incest victims ghould be sxempt from paternity requirement.

- Require states to offer positive paternity establishment/parenting social services
for new fathers.

-- Benefits contingent on paternity establishment except for exemptions.
* Child Support Enforcement: Reinforce child support enforcement through:

-- Implementing direct income withholding process for child support (both pregent
obligation and those past arrearage} and garnishment of federal pay.

- Allowing workers’ compensation to be subject (o income withholding of child
suppeort.

EY

-- Requiring states to place 2 hold on ocoupsational, professional, and business
licenses for non-custodial parents who refuse to pay child support. Driver’s
licenses and vehicle registration denied to non-custodial parents who fail to appear
in child support cases.

-~ Placing liens on vehicle titles for child support arrearage.

- Requiring states to establigh procedures under which liens can be imposed .
against lottery winnings, gambler's winnings, insurance settlements and payouts,
and other awards,

«- Mandating reports to credit bureaus of all child support obligations and
arregrages.

-- Denying passports to non-custodial parents who have state arrest warrants in
cages of nonpayment for child support.

10



V., Teen Pregnancy Prevention and Family Stability

Long-term welfare dependency is increasingly driven by illegitimate births. Too
many teens are becoming parents and too few are able to responsibly care for and
nurture their children, A CBO report shows that half of all unmarmned teen
mothers receive AFDC within a year of the birth of their child and three-fourths
receive AFDC by the time their child turns five. The provisions discussed below
address this horrific problem.

Teen Pregnancy

* Educstion: Family life and sexuality education, including: responsible decision-
making regarding sexual activity; parenting responsibilities; the means for
delaying becoming pregnant, including abstinence, natural family planning, and
contraception; and, the means for prevention of sexually transmitted digseases.

Neote: Qur goal is for States to have control over this area based upon
"community standards”, but we feel the need for education is absolutely crucial.
We are trying to make this area more palatable to all people, conservative or not.
One strategy is to change the area in which sex education is taught, from Health
to biology. Ancther strategy is to call it "family life education” instead of sex
education,

* National Campaien: President should be in charge'of a national ad campaign
to disseminate the statistics on teen pregnancy, including the adverse effects on
all aspects of the children’s lives. A “war on teen pregnancy.” The emphuasis must
be placed on teaching young people that "children who have children face
tremendous obstacles to self-sufficiency.”

* ‘Incentives

Follow Ohio’s model LEAP program. Require teenage mothers receiving AFDC
and other public assistance to attend school, offering a $62 per month incentive for
those teens who can prove school attendance and g $62 penalty for those who
cannot prove attendance. Child care should be provided at the sile of the school if
possible.

1. Unwed mothers on welfare will not be compensated for having additional
children, Any welfare mother will receive only half the benefit increase for a first
¢hild born while on welfare and no additional benefits for children thereafter,
States must ensure that parents have access to family planning services,

2. Minor mothers will not be able to receive AFDC benefits if they don’t live in a
household with a regponsible adult, preferably & parent (with certain exceptions
when deemed necessary).

3. On site-school- d clg when possible, should be made available, This
acts as a discentive to pregnancy for students who witness how hard it is for
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single teen parents to manage all the inherant responsihilities parenthood brings
with it.

Family Stability

» Federal Block Grant Program: Allocation formula grants to be administered by
the Department of Health and Human Services to use already-existing, effective,
and comprehensive family stability programs which offer families access to all
gervices in order to meet their obligations and to get off of welfare. Similar to the
Administration’s infusion of grant mondes into education through Goals 2000.

Note; We envision a program that allocates monies to both state and local
entities, so that rural areas, for example, do not get left out. Also, there should be
strict gm'de}ines to hold grantees accountable.

* Incorporasiing Family-frig ilization Strategdes; Unwed mothers will be
allowed to marry without lafsmg the:tr benefits.

+ Develop a Strategy that Provides Better Support and Eliminates Current

Digparities for Two-Parent-Families in the Welfare Svstem: Eliminate
disincentive to marry by removing the 100 hour rule (two-parent families are
ineligible for assistance if the primary wage-earner works more than 100 hours
per month or has not been employed in six of the previous 13 quarters).

VL Community Service

At the end of two years, if a welfare recipient has not found full-time employment,
he or she will be out of the AFDC system but will have the option (veluntarily) to
work at 8 minimum wage community service job. Federal funds for community
service would be reduced after a designated amount of time, but states would have
the option of continuing funding. As David Ellwood says, "The best time limit is
one in which no,one reaches the imit.” Commaunity service jobs would act as a
buffer to temporarily employ people whe haven't found jobs. It should be
considered only as a last resort. Federal funds for community service would be
reduced afier an amount of time "to be determined,” giving states the option to
continue to support participants with state funds.

» State Participation: State governments gshould be allowed the greatest amount
of ﬂemblhty possible, but with a few key provigions from the federal gwamment;,
and should not be too financially burdened.

; irements; If a client is offered employment and does not
aw&pt (other than for good cause), hefshe will not be eligible for the same benefits
as if he/she was participating in AFDC program. Children whose parents refuse
to sccept employment will not suffer reductions in their benefits,

— States need to sei; & minimum level of community service positions available and
establish a waiting list for clients not able to immediately participate due to
program overload. However, such clients must do volunteer service and

12
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participate in an active job search on a full time bhasis to receive benefitg,

- States must include organized labor groups, private secior companies, and
community groups in the administrative process.

-- Recipients should work for wages instead of benefits to foster increased self-
sufficiency.

- Current pubslic sector employees shall not be displaced due to job creations for
welfare recipienis.

- States must provide supportive assistance to program participants, such as clnld
care and transportation.

-- States should determine length of period a client can be in the community
service program, however decreased federal funding will be available after a set
time Hmit.

- Community Service participants must seek full-ime employment while engaged
in community service. ‘

-~ Community Service participants will be paid minimum wage.

« CWEP: We do not support the community work experience program.
VII. Program Simplification

The perceived failure of cur welfare system can be attributed to a number of
factors, chief among them the burdensome bureaucratic framework of the current
aystem. Program simplification will consslidate and centrally administer public
assistance programs. The measure, combined with private sector involvement in
reform, will gignificantly reduce administrative costs, fraud and waste, as well as
promote greater efficiency and effectiveness.

Three federal agencies are responsible for administering the current welfare
program: the Deapt. of Agriculture (Food Stamyp program); and Dept. of Health and
Human Services (the JOBS program, Medicaid, and AFDC); the Dept. of Housing
and Urban Development (Energy Assistance, Section Eight and ather Public
Housing Programs). Clearly, the first step towarda redesigning our country's
welfare system should be to streamline and simplify the current system, While
this measure will mevitab}y lead to displaced workers, the long-term benefit of
reforming a system that is out of control and ineffective certainly outweighs the
short-term difficultics that will occur. The existing paradigm simply has nat
worked and must be changed to one that stresses economic empowerment,

* Public assistance programs should be consclidated and centrally administered to
reduce admanistrative costs, fraud and waste, as well as promote greater
uniformity and control.

» Recent statistics indicate that the following programs have the fullowing
annual administrative/operating expenditures:
AFDC Program - $2.1 billion (since FY83)
Food Stamp Program - $1 billion {since FY83)
Medicaid Program - State and Federal government share in cost. In
1992, states and Federal govi. spent $4 28 billion on administrative
costs.

13
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» Consolidate all welfare programs administered by HHS into a new Bureau of
Family Development and Emplovee Asgistance,

- HHE is the best equipped agency to administer welfare programs
especially in view of the agency’s role in funding economic empowerment
partnerships to help AFDC recipients become independent and its role in
granting waivers to states for welfare demonstration projects.

- Recommend that AFDC and public housing benefits be combined into a
single monthly cash benefit and that there remains an option to either
receive Food Stamp benefits through an electric benefit transfer program or
cash out food stamps for the purpose of transferring cash to employets to
subsidize jobs. ‘

- Benefits would be based on mere liberal Food Stamp asset and income
limit rules which would increase recipients and costs in the shori~term,

LaA

These would be offset by the savings incurred from streamlining the welfare 7

gystem, spending less on food stamp benefits (higher asset limits would
make fewer people eligible for Food Stamps), less paper work and the two
year lunit on assistance,

- Note: family budget planning assistance would be addresed in the case
management process. -

* Medicaid would remain under the administration of HCFA pending the
implementation of health care reform initiatives.

* State Social Services offices would be converted into Family Development
Centers that would be housed in Employment -Security Commission Offices or
work in conjunction with these offices. These Family Development Centers would
also be responsible for coordinating with other agencies and community
organizations on behalf of their clients. .

- Congress should take appropriate action to simplify oversight of the new
system.

* A single application packet should be used to determine eligibility under the
new consolidated program.

*» HHS should establish g national automated database that contain informstion
about recipient history and other useful data that will assist workers in assessing
assistance applications.

* Recommend consideration of establishing uniform rules and definitions to be
used by all need-based programs in making their eligibility determinations.

- NOTE: one.option of congideration would be to aHow for implementation
of successful demonstration project guidelines.
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¢ Recommend consideration of modifing audit and evaluation procedures to focus
primarily on the success of individuals and families in reaching self-sufficiency
as the standard for accountability to determine the guccess of programs,

Phage-in Date and ding Pogsibilities

¢ Proposals for phase-in:

- One proposal for phase-in would recommend that a total consolidation of
welfare programs take place over a three to five year period beginning in FY96,
allowing for completion of current state welfare demonstration prejects.

- Another option would be 1o allow states with proven success in their
demonstration projects to be incorpoerated into the new welfare system, (Funding
for this has not yet been addressed)

* Funding

- Recommend congideration of establishing a global budget for assistance
outlays under the new consolidated program, adjusted annually for
inflation. Eligibility guidelines should be nationally uniform,

- For total consolidation of all welfare programs, a three o five year phase-
in period will be needed to transfer complete fiinding responsibility to the
Federal government. Under the OBRA 93 an estiroated total of $15 million
in FY 84 and $205 million over five vears in spending reductions were
passed as a result of & provigion which would limit the share of federal
finding for state administrative expenses, We propose that these savings
be used to fund the new cansolidated system. Under the new system
faederal funding for administrative expenses would be limited to 50%.

- We recommend consideration of using federal funds o help states in
developing services specifically directed towards children (E.g. foster care
placement, parenting skills workshops, youth development training) for the
firef five yvears.

NOTE: One proposal recommends that a new consolidated program
be a capped entitlement program

Aliep Status

While the Working Group has not fully addressed the issue of alien status, one
option would be to sllow the Pood Stamp program to adopt the AFDC PRUCCL
provision which allow participation by aliens admitted for permanent residence or 7
permanently residing under coler of law. ‘
-Note: Current Food Stamp program limits alien participation to those + .
admitted under specified sections of the Immigration and Nationality Act.

g
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The Mainstrean: Forum, a group of over 90 House m{)d.em{t: and conservatve
Democrats, is nearing completion of(@ welfare reform plan that puts work first) The
legislation, expected in its final form by later this Spring, will culminate a six-month effort by
the group to produce a plan based on the principles set out in a letter wo the President dated
Cetober 19, 1993 and signed by 77 Mainsweam Forum members,

Generally, these members support welfare reform that includes the following elements:

- establishing a two year lifetime transitional period of benefits;

- mak:mg work pay more than weifare; P

- putting work firsy o foad adibad

- ensuring access o job opportunities; t m“‘ " s e

- reshaping job training and education; - -

- ¢hild care assistance; 3 Souke 1 Poomd o .
4 s fps cuL»ﬁa - S e T Py

- child suppart enforcement;
- teenage pregnancy prevention; 5 Slenk s il o Pamse & o
- program simplification, E}: ?1 : ;:w kc.,::us: Lo Comen. Samiva
¢ - 9.-»;{\"—. E g

Members of the Mainsiream Forum Welfare Refony Working Group are continuing
work on some components of their legislation. The following pages contain information
which the Mainstream Forum supports and intends to include in its Welfare Reform plaa.

The group has been led by its founder, Rep. Dave McCurdy, (OK) Chairman of the
Democratic Leadership Council; Rep. Jim Slattery (K8), Chairman of the Working Group;
and ¢o-chairs Rep. Karen Shepherd {UT), Rep. Alan Wheat {(MQ)} and Rep. Eric Fingerhut
{OH).

I Time-Limited Transitiona! Support System

Welfare should offer transitional support en route 10 a job rather than subsidize a way of life

" divorced from work, family and parental responsibility. We belicve that imposing a time
Hmit on welfare eligibility is the only way to fundamentally change the system from one that
writes checks 10 one that puts people to work. Two year lifetime, time-limited assistance will
transform a sysiem based on the right to income maintenance into a system based on the
obligation to work. It will also provide a structare for case workers to operate within and
encourage a quick return to the workforce for the client. However, to lessen the
implementation burden 10 states and to make the initial costs more manageable, we support a
phase-in of the limit over time. Time Hmits though, without other reforms, will only worsen
the situation of the over 14 million persons receiving welfare.

The phase-in of the time-limit should begin with all those who are 25 or younger by 1997,
States will have the option to raise the age limit, (Note: The 235 years and younger and older
at state option will be subject to the time limi¢, but volunizers of any age will be allowed 0
enter the work program.} _




Exceptions 10 the Two Year Lifetime Time Limit:

- Clients under age 20 completing high school or GED centification )

-~ Clients participating part-time in technicalfvocational education in combination with work
-~ Seriously disabled, seriously ill, and those caring for a sericusly ill or disabled relative

« Pregnant women, custodial parents, and guardians will be given an extension equal 1o that
in the Family Medical Leave Act (12 weeks)

Job Search: We believe that job scarch must begin immediately. Each client will e
individually assessed when he or she enters the system. Education and/or training should not
be a substitute for work but should rather complement and reinforce 2 revamped sysiem that
puts work first.

Other Transitional Bencfits Associated With Time-Limits

We propose additional transitional benefits to aide in the wransition into the waorkforce. These
include:

-- Other transitional child care benefits as covered in current law

-- Extended transitional medicald benefits 1o{fwd yearg as needed to bridge the gap between
introduction and passage of the health care legislation

11 Making Work Pay

Employment is the cenierpicce of our reform initiative. We must ensure that a welfare
recipient will be better off economically by taking a job than remaining on welfare, To do
this we mast eliminate the current disincentives within the system that make welfane more
attractive than work. There are five vital components in this regard:

Health Care Reform: Reform of the welfare system is inextricably linked to reform of the
health care syszscm The prospect of losing medicaid coverage deters many from taking low-
wage jobs that don't offer health coverage, Welfare recipients desire and need comprehensive
health care and our national policy must guarantee acceess to health care for America's poor
families and their children,

EITC: We strongly support the recent five-year, $21 billion expansion of the Earned Income
Tax Credit (BITC), enacted by Congress under the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1993, Together, with food stamps, the EITC is sufficient to lift most families out of poverty.
However, we need to improve outreach efforts to both recipients and employers K ensure that
they make use of EITC. The Iaternal Revenue Code requires that if an cligible worker
provides the appropriate tax form (known as the W-35 form) to his or her employer, the
employer must add the family’s credit o its paychock, Yet, fewer than 1% of wca;;wms take
advantage of this "advance payment” option. We therefore recommend:
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-- Requiring that all AFDC, food stamp, and Medicaid recipients be notified in writng of the
availability of the EITC upon application for and terminaton from the programs.

-~ Requiring that employers inform new employees earing less than $30,000 annually, of the
option of having advance EITC payments available through their payroll.

-~ ETTC payments be exempt from counting against food stamp and AFDC assets limits for
12 months.

Child Care:  Safe, affordable, quality child care is a vital factor in the success of any work-
based welfare proposal. Ninety percent of all women recgiving AFDC in 1992 were single
mothers: without child care, these women cannot work. Child care support is also critical w
the ability of the working poor to remain in the workforce. We commend the direction of the
administration’s FY’35 budget request which takes steps in this direction. Individuals should
not be faced with the difficult decision of applying for welfare in order 0 receive adequate,
safe ¢hild care. We recommend the following:

-- Expand the IV-A entitlement programs for cash assistance recipients to accommodate the
increased demand created by expanded participation in the Work First program.

-~ Hasing the state marching requirements for drawing down federal Title 1V-A child care
funding.

~ Allowing states to use Title IV-A child care funds 10 subsidize 30 days of child care for
low income working parents wha lose a job, and nesd time to search for new employment,

-~ Expand child care for low-ingome working families. The At-Risk Child Care Program, a
capped entitlement which is available to serve the working poor should be expanded and
barriers (o states’ use (inability to meet the state match} should be reduced.

-- Maintain and gradually increase the Child Care Development Block Grant, allowing states
greater flexibility in the use of their funds to strengthen child care quality and increase

supply.

- Coardinate rules scross all child care programs including requiring states © guarantee
seamless coverage for persons who leave welfare for work,

- Making the Dependent Care Tax Credit refundable and eliminating the credit for those
households with incomes over $100,000. '

- Requiring automatic notification of ;:ligibiiity for Transitional Child Care to AFDC
recipients preparing to leave welfare for a job.



-~ Suppart expansion of Head Start.

-- Consideraiion that some of the additonal funding 10 expand child care can be used 10
creaie jobs in the child care field (following standard licensing requirements) for welfare ?wg
recipients as part of the effort to move welfare recipients off the rolls and into work,

AFDC Work Disrepards: The AFDC beaefit structure provides little financial incentive 10
work harder and cam mose. In general, 2 rise in earnings is largely offset by a corresponding
drop in AFDC benefits. After the first four moidths of employment vinually avery net
additional dolHar results in a dollar reduction in AFDC berefits. In fact, a two-parent family
automatically becomes ineligible for benefits when the family's primary wage earner is
employed 100 hours or more in a month. As a result, welfars recipients who try to work are
little better off than just remaining on welfare. To change this system we recommend:

-= Eliminating the 100 rule and the maximum six month benefit receipt maximum for two
parent familics thereby removing the disincentive to marry by allowing two-parent famlies o
receive the same bencfits single parent families receive.

-~ States must liberalize the camed-income disregard, but siates have the discretion to -
determine the extent of the liberalization but must move it to a Ievel that encourages work K
over welfare,

Asset Limitation: While work is a first step out of poverty, asset accumulation is the step
that keeps 2 person permanently out of poverty. Both AFDC and food stamps allow a certain
amount of asset accurmulation when calculating benefits,. However, these asset levels are w00
low to encourage independence and the rules for each are substandially different. Thisis a
constant source of difficulty for both staff and recipients. We therefore support:

- Adaptation of changes contained in OBRA "93 for food stamps, 10 apply to both food
stamps and AFDC, that provide for 4n increase in the allowable value of vehicles that is not
counted toward the food stamp resource Hmit. The cument limit of $4,500 is raised slightly
over the next two years and is then indexed for inflation beginning with a base of $5,000 on
October 1, 1996,

- A uniform non-vehicle asser threshold be established between both AFDC as well ag food
stamps, capped at a level of $5,000, raising the combined allowable asset level o $16,000.

., Pstting Work First

The current welfare system isolates poor Americans from the mainstream economy and
perversely sets up barriers to work and social mobility. The overriding goal of welfare
reform must be to reconnect people to the world of work. Only through productive work can
welfare recipients acquire the skills, habits, experience, connections and self-csteom necessary
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to become self-refiant members of the community.

The 1988 Family Support Act (FSA) with the JOBS program as its main component, was
designed to combat these problems by making people job ready through education, training
and other activities. Yet Judy Gueron, president of the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation (which has evalvated many of the JOBS programs arsund the country) stated
recently that "JOBS has not fundamentally changed the message and characier of AFDC."
Only 2 small percemage of JOBS parucipants are engaged in work-related activities.

There 15 growing evidence that programs that put work first produce better resuits. These
programs ¢onfirm the common sense notion that most people learn their jobs on the job - not
in the classroom. Private and nonprofit work-based organizations such as America Works,
Cleveland Works and Chicago's Project Match have proven that placing even long-term
welfare recipients into decent private sector jobs is possible. Education and training are
important, but gewdng a real job is even more important.  Once someone is working,
education and training can help them upgrade their career skills and begin moving up the
ladder to better jobs,

Many reformers have called for an enlarged JOBS program as the centerpiece of the
burgeoning welfare architecture. The danger in this approach is that we will end up with a
vast education and training bureaucracy, not a real job placement systern for welfare
recipients. While some JOBS programs have been successful - such as California’s GAIN
program, especially the Riverside site, and Florida's Project Independence -- these sucoesses
arise from an gmphasis on work and job placement over education and training, This is an
approach that other JOBS programs have not followed. Welfare reform should shift the
emphasis of JOBS toward work-based programs. Bat it should also enlarge the role of non-
governmental organizations in moving people from welfare to work., That would give welfare
recipients more choices and set up a healthy competition among public and private actors to
put people to work.

In addition to changing the focus of JOBS and encouraging private job placement efforts, a
third way to put work first iy to sllow for temporazy subsidized job creation through a cash
out of AFDC benefits and food stamps into a grant given 10 an employer as & subsidy for a
job. This provision is the nucleus of Qregeon’s JOBS Plus program.  All three of these
options should be available as soon as a recipient is assessed and has worked out an
individualized self-sufficiency contract. There is no reason to wait two years before serious
efforts begin o move people into private jobs.

In the model catlined below and on the following pages, competition is infased into the
welfare systein by allowing the private and public sector to participate in job placement and
jobr creation as soon 4s 2 recipient enters the system rather than at the end of two years.

The states will also have a great deal of flexibility in designing their own programs which
would require foderal waiver much like what is done today, Or, states will have the option to
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follow cur newly developed Federal modsl

Federal Model:

~-- Emphasis on private sector {over public sector) employment and moving to self-sufliciency,
-~ Offers option for private nonprofit and for-profit placement agencies to begin work with a
recipient as soon as he or she enters AFDC,

-- Offers option for subsidized jobs.

- Where applicable {placement agencics, subsidized jobs, etc.}, recipionts will be paid wages,
not benefits.

- Allows each state to creaie a structured week of a minimum of 20 hours for clients, and

part of that 20 bour minimum must include job search and/or work {except {or those under

20, who are encouraged to participate in high school or GED counse full-time).

- Afl individuals placed in a job as soon as possible,

- Time frames vary from individual to individual but do not excecd two years, ’ 2
-- Requires each recipient to sign an individualized employment agreement (called the Work
First agreement) with the state social services or welfare office, binding with the recipient’s
immediate family, indicating current skills, goals including work goals, expectations, time
period 1o reach self-sufficiency as well as a pledge of responsibility not to have any

additional children while sdll enrolled in this program.

- Non-compliant recipients except for good cause will have their benefits reduced by 23% -
with furiher reductions at state option for additional instances of non-compliance l ?
-« Punding for all provisions except administrative, will be based on a split between the

federal government --70%-- and the state --30%-~ except in cases whereby the state has a
better match following the current regulations. Administrative costs would be split between
the federal government and state on a 50-50 basis. (Note: more detail is needed for this
provision.)

v Within 30 days each applicant must meet with his/her individual case management
team and begin a preliminary job search. The case management team would develop

an individual Work First Agreement {WFA) which is specifically catered 10 each
applicant and incorporates the above mentioned aspects.

" Participation: Every able-bodied individeal will be reguired to wark and/or participate
in education and fraining in combination with work o camn their benefits and/or
wages. A minimum of 20 hours of activity will be required and must include some
work andfor job search,

Recipients will be required to spend 20 hours per week of state determined structured
time that must include some work and may also include education, training or social

services as nesded. Benefits andfor wages are contingent upon compliance with the
WFA., ;

. Svecial Needs: Substance abuse treatment will be required in addigion 10
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work/education/iraining as appropriate, Teen parenis ander the age of 20 who do not

have 2 high school diploma or GED will be required to remain earolled in school full-

time and receive 2 bonus of $70 a month if school attendance requirements are met or .
a penalty of $70 per month if those requirements are not met.  Federal reimbursement :
mandated to the states for this provision.

. One-Stop Skops: Follow Sccretary Reich’s model for one-siop employment shops
including JTPA. Include education services under one roof with other employment
and training services where possible as well as gccess to transportation where possible.

A case manager will present the " Work First” aptions fo each welfare recipient, The
options are as follows:

Hire Placement Companies: For-prefit and nonprofit placement companies will be awarded
performance-hased contracts 0 place recipients in fulltime, preferably private sector jobs. Y
Private for-profit and nonprofit entities will bid for the chance 0 place welfare recipients in oPron 7
private sector jobs and will keep part of the money a state saves when someone leaves the

rolls. The placement company would receive a fee as negatiated with the state 1o move

welfare recipients into work, Contracts shenld be performance based with a larger portion of

the payment to be paid upon successful placement in a job for a sustained period of tme of at

least five months, The state will *pocket’ the remaining savings. Ideally the fee would be

phased-in to help ensure the cmpia;yw stays in the job, The states and fedeml government

would share the cost of this provision, 70% bern by the federal government, 30% by the

siates, ¢

Upon entering the placement agency and at least three months into the private sector job
placement, the placement agency should provide intensive, personalized support and job
readiness to the welfare recipients to prepare them for the job and 10 ensure their continued
success in the job,

Tem Subsidized Jo tion: There are several options for public and private sector
iob creation: Wage supplementation; ax credits 1o firms; training grants; and a combination
of proposals. States should be allowed to uwse AFDC and food stamp grant money to
supplement wages weekly, biweekly, or monthly.

Wage Supplementation: This approach follows the model development by the siate

of Oregon and is called JOBS Plus, The provision allows for on-the-job taining by

allowing private and public sector jobs each to be subsidized for up to six monihs.

The jobs woald be subsidized at minimum wage and would allow AFDC and food f Ml
stamips to be cashed out into a pool of money that would reimburse the cmployer for CAsH> A
the minimuem wage he or she pays out. In addition, the employee (welfare recipient)

would be entitled to the EITC. If the minimum wage and the EITC do not bring the




recipient up to the poverty line, the employer should make up the differential by
paying up 0 $1 doilar an hour over the reimbursed minimum wage. This allows real
work experience preferably in the private sector and also gives companies a greater
incentive 10 hire welfare recipients at the end of the six month paining period. Once a
person is hired in a job full ime without a subsidy, she will then be eligible 10 receive
her wage and food stamps and the EITC in compliance with income standards,

Tax Credits ta Firms: Tax credits to firms for hiring disadvantaged workers should
be an option available to states. Currently, employers can receive a TITC of up to
32,400 for one year for an employee who meets the qualifications. The tax credit
should be phased-in over a length of time to maximize employment.

Microenterprise:  Permit states to use federal community and rural development and job
training funds 10 make direct loans to nonprofit groups that lend © mircrobusinesscs and poor
chtrepreneurs,

Referval o JORS: A revamped JOBS following the California GAIN model/Riverside County
should be one of the choices to help move a weifare recipicnt into work and can be one
avenue for referral 10 education and training.

IV.  Family Responsibility and Improved Child Supp&m Enforcement

The Mainstream Forum believes that improving child support enforcement is a critical part of
reforming the welfare system.  Improvements in the child support system will ensure that
children can count on support from both parents and that the cost of public benefits is
reduced while a working mother’s real income is raised. The goal of the Mainstream Forum
proposal is to maintain and improve the child support program by promoting the benefits of
two supportive and responsible parents,

As pan of the broader welfare reform plan, the Mainstream Forum takes a very tough stance
on non-payment of child support. The Mainstream proposal has four distinct sections.

Enhance non-custodial parent Jocation and identification by:

-- Expand the functions of the parent locator in the Department of Health and Human
Services. =

- Require states to maintain registries of child support orders.

- As stated in OBRA 1993, require Secretary of Treasury to modify W-4 forms for now
employees to include a statement about child supporn responsibilities.

orders are established through:

~ Allowing state agencies to access and use credit roports for obtaining information in setting
or modifying a child support order.
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-» Creating a National Child Support Guidelines Commission 1o oversee the child support

pProcess.

-~ Requiring states to develop uniform duradon fimits for child support.

- Increasing child support pass through from 350 to 3100 per month o encourage paternity
establishment and help women leave the welfare rolls. 7

Establish hospital-based paternity by:

— Follow OBRA 1993 recommendations for paternity establishment and require hospital- 9
based paternity establishment for all single mothers. j :
« Follow OBRA 1993 recommendation requiring states to develop a simple civil consent

procedure for paternity establishment outside of the hospual setting.

- Make available on-site hospital social service for pregnancies resulting from rape or incest.

-- Require states to offer positive paternity/parenting social services for new fathers.

-- Making bencfits contingent on patemity establishment except for limited exemptions.

- Review incentives for patemity establishment and child support payments for poor mothers

by increasing the per month pass through of child support benefits to those mothers receiving
AFDC.

Enforce ¢hild support through demanding and uncompromising punitive measures for dead-
beat parents including:

-- Strongly reinforcing direct income withholding measures for child support orders,

-« Allowing workers’ compensation to be subject 0 income withholding of child suppornt.
-- Requiring states to establish procedures under which liens can be imposed against lottery
winnings, gambler’s winnings, insurance setticments and payouts, and other awards.
—~Require son-compliant fathers delinquent in their child support payments 1o enter g work

program in which they work to pay off benefits going 1o support their child, Follow
Wisconsin model, "The Children First Program.”

¥.  Teen Pregnancy and Family Stability

Long-term welfare dependency is increasingly driven by illegitimate births. Too many teens
are becoming parents and too few are able to responsibly care for and nmurture their children.
A CBO report shows that kalf of &ll unmarried teen mothers receive AFDC within a year of
the birth of their child and three-fourths receive AFDC by the time their child turns five, The
provisions discussed below address this horrific problem. To combat this problem, we
propose the following: )

~ Promote the stability of two-parent familics by eliminating the 100 hour rule that currently
rewards single parents but penalizes those who choose to marnry. {The 100 hour rule prevents
two-parent families from receiving AFDC if the primary wage-eamer works more than 100
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per month or has not been employed in six of the previous 13 quaners while allowing single
parents full benefits). Elminating the maximum six month benefit receipt for two parent
familics thereby removing the disincentive to marry by allowing two-parent families to
receive the same bencfits single parent families receive.

~Promote individual reproductive responsibility by no lenger supporting increases in AFDC
funding to mothers who have additional children while receiving these benefits {also known

as the Family Cap).

- Prevent minor mothers from receiving AFDC benefits if they do niot live in a houschold
with a responsible adult, preferably a parent (with certain exceptions when deemed

necessary),
-~ Fund a national educational campaign 1o teach our children that children who have children

are at high-risk to endure long-term welfare dependency.

State Goals

- Educate our ¢hildren about the risks involved when choosing parenthood at an carly age.

' .- Ensure that every potential parent is given the opportunity to avoid unintended births

through reproductive family planning and education.

-~ Provvide comprehensive services w youth in high-risk neighborhoods through commaunity
organizations, churches, and schools which could help change the environment.

- Work with schoals for carly idemification and referral of children at risk.

VL. Community Service

At the end of two years, if 5 welfare recipient has not found fuli-time employment, he or she
will ng longer be eligible to receive AFDC, but will have the op ble to volunicer for a
commusity service job for a paid minimum wage job, (States have the option 1o pay higher
wages if they choose). Community service jobs would act as a buffer to temporarily employ
people who haven't found jobs, It should be considered only as a last resort.

» State Participation: State governments shoold be allowed the greatest amount of flexibility
possible, but should {ollow the guidelines below. States should not be too financially
burdened.

« Community Service Guidelines:

- States are encouraged to include organized labor groups, private sector companies, and
community groups in the administrative process.

- Recipients should work for wages instead of benefits 1o foster increased self-sufficiency,
-- Current public sector employees shall not be displaced due to job creations for welfare
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recipionts.,

- Community Service participants must seek full-time employment while engaged in
community service.

- Recipients will be paid a1 least a minimum wage. .

-- Community service should be time-linited to three years with state optipn o extend the
time-limit. States will receive federal funds to recycle a maximum of 10% of the cascload
back into the mansition program as deemed necessary by caseworkers. Only true hardship
cascs should be considered for by the states to cycle back in - people truly not ready to
work,

«-While recipients will receive minimum wage and food stamps, they will not be eligible for
the EITC while earolled in community service,

VIiI.  Program Simplifieation

Simplify the Federal waiver process for states: Many states are moving forward with
demonstragion projects to test program changes that might increase the efficiency of a

program. However, the waiver process is cumrently a kengthy, complex and costly procedure
for the state to complete. The federal waiver of Jegisiative and regulatory requirements and
future state experimentation should be encouraged. When state demonstration projects are
proven (o be successful and the state wishes 10 continue them, quick and accessible
procedures should be put in place for state and federal officials (o pursue 1o continue
successful projects on a permanent basis,

Simplify the application process for AFDC and Food Stamps: Some of the most time
consuming and difficult tasks in adminisiering these programs are the initial procedures now
required to take and process applications. Many believe that the cunrent requirements can be
simplified and streamlined. We should move toward more conformity botween these two

PIOGTams.

Encourage and increase federal commitment o automation: Automation will improve
interface between agencics, on both a federal and state level, who are administering these

programs. Increased antomation will improve and expedite verification, reduce caseworker
paperwork and will help address the issue of fraud and abuse.

Establish a uniform tme-frame for implementing an Electronic Benefit Transfer system
framework for state svstems: In implementing an ERT system, coordination with AFDC and
child care benefits should be swressed. There is growing concemn among many, including food
stamp admimistrators, regarding the abusive use of food stamp vouchers by recipients and
non-recipients, Automated system benefits will help reduce the likelihood of food stamp
fraud and abuse and improve program accountability.
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