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For Immediate Release September 6, 1995

The President sent the following letter today o Senate Majority Leader Bob Dele and
Senate Democratic Leader Tom Daschle in support of the "Work First” welfare reform bill.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Septenbsr 6, 1995

Dear Mr. Leader:

I am glad the Senate has finally come to this important debate
on welfare reform. The American pecple have waited a long time for
this. We owe ‘it to the people who sent us here not. to let this
opportunity slip away by doing the wrong thing or by failing to act
at all. )

over the last two and a half years, ny Adrministration has
aggressively pursued welfare raform at every turn. We proposed
sweeping welfare reform legislation to impose time limits and work
requirements and promote the wvalues of work, regponsibility, and
family., We have put tough child support enforcement at the center
of the naticnal welfare reform debate: My Administration collected
a rocord level of child support in 1893 -- $9 billion -~ and I
signed a far-reaching Executive Order to crack down on federal
employees who owe child support.

We have put the country on the road to ending welfare as we
know it, by approving welfare reform experiments in a record 34
states. Through these experiments, 7 million recipients around the
country are now beling required to work, pay ¢hild support, live at

~home and stay in scheol, sign a personal respoensibility contract,

or earn a paycheck from a business that uses money that was spent
on food stamp and welfare benefits to subsidize private sector
Jobs, Today, wmy Administration is granting two more waivers to
expand successful state experiments in Chio, which rewards teen
mothers who stay in school and sanctions those who don't, and in
Florida, which requires welfare recipients to go to work as a
condition ¢f their benefits angd provides c¢hild c¢are when thaey do.

I am confident that what we’re doing to reform welfare around

*the country is helping to instill the values all Americans ghare.

Now wa need. to pass a welfare reform bill that ends the current
welfare system altogether and replaces it with one that puts work,
responsibility, and family first.

That is why I strongly support and urge you to pass the
welfare reform bill sponsored by Senators Daschle, Breaux, and
Mikulsgki that is hefore the Senate today. Instead of maintaining
the current broken system which undermines our basic values, the
Daschle~Breaux~Mikulski plan demands responsibility and reguires
people to work. The Work First pill will cut the budget by moving



people to work,. not-by asking states to handle more problenms with
less money and shipping state and local taxpayers the bill.

I support the Work First plan because welfare reform ig first
and foremost about work. We should impose time limits and tough
work requirements, and make sure that people get the child care
they need to go to work. We should reward states for putting
pacple to work, not for cutting people off. We will only end
walfare as we know it if we succeed in moving people from welfare
Lo work.

Welfare reform. ig also about family. That means the toughest
possible child support enforcement, because people who bring
children into this world should take responsibility for them, not
Just walk away. It also means reguiring teen mothers to live at
home, stay in school, and turn their lives arcund -~ not punishing
children for the mistakez of their parents.

Finally, welfare reform must be about responsibility. States
have a responsibility to maintain their own efforts to move people
from welfare to work, so that we can have a race to independence,
not a race to the bottom. Individuals have a responsibility to
work in return for the help they receive. The days of gomething
for nothing are over.' It is time te make wealfare a second chance,
and responsibility a way of life.

We have a ways to go in this welfare reform debate, but wa
have made progress. T have always sought to make welfare reform a
bipartisan issue. The dignity ¢f work, the bond of family, and the
virtue of responsibility are not Republican values or Demogratic
values., They are American values -~ and no child in America should
gver have to grow up without them. . We can work toward a.welfare

refornm agreement tegether, as long as we remember the values this
debate is really about.

The attached Statement of Aﬁminlstxatlan Policy spells out my
views on the pending legislation in furthﬁr detail.

Sincerely,
TRn (lotman

The Honorabhle Bob Dole
Majority lLeader

United States Senate
waghington, D.C. 20510
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. News From

" KENT CONRAD | 3

U.S. Senator - Norih Dakota ' For Immediate Release
‘ ‘ June 29, 1%9%

CONRAD TO INTRODUCE TEEN PREGNANCY AMENDMENT

¢

WASHINGTON -- Senator Kent Conrad eaid Thuraday he will offer an
amendment to the welfare reform hill when it comes O the Senate
floor to address the problem of teen pregnancy in this country.

*"The Senate Pinance Committee’s bill has migsed a golden
opportunity to address the lesue of teenagers having babies, and
takes what I call a 'do-nothing' asproach,™ Conrad said. “Worse,
some are pushing for a system that punishes children by denying
penefits to unwed teen mothers and their children. Those are
unreasonable approaches in my view,

"My amendment takes a responsible zppreoach to the problem of
teenagers having children by regquiring them to conplete chelr
education and live in superviased living arrangemants to receive
temporary welfdre assistance,™ Conzad said. "My bill saye that.--
for people whn receive agsismtance, welre going to expect _
something in return. Thaat’s what the American people want in
welfare reform, and that’s what my amendment offers.*’

Conrad’s amendment will require teen parents who receive weliare
asaistance to attend high school or another equivalent training
program and to live at home with a parent, legal guardian, or
adult relative. For tean parents unable to live at home, they
would be required to live in an adult-snpervised living
arrangement., including mecond chance houses, to ruceive
assistance. , :

“No job is harder than being a parcont, and belng in a stable,
safe, and atructured environment offers a promising way to help
prepare young women who can‘t live in a supportive family '
sltuation for parenthood and life,® Conyad said. *My amendment
will help young mothexs break the ¢ycle of poverty by helping
them gain the education and parenting skille te allow them to
sunceed in.lifa."

Conrad offered his amendment in the Senate Finance Committee
during mark-up of the welfaze bill in late May. Conrad’s
amendment falled on a 10-10 tie, with Senator Don Nickles (R~
Gkia.} joining the nine Democrats on the panel in support of the

meapure .
- 30 -

Media Contact: Kirk D, Johnson at 202-224-7539,
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THOMAS A, nm
BRNKTTH DASTITA,
~ United Htateg Senate
@itz of the Wemostalic Leader
Rashingten, PL 205107020

S‘?ATEMEN’I‘ BY SENATE DEMOCRATIC LEADER TOM DASCHLE
ON THE RICHT WAY TO PREVENT TEENAGE FRX&&M&Y

JUNE 29,1535

Since our Repzzbhcans volleagties apparently remain deeply divided aver
welfare reform, we thought it might be useful — befare we all leave for the July
Fourth recess - to shed some light on one of the most contentious issues, and that's

teen pregnarncy.

We've heard a lot of suggestions from Republicans about how to reduce the

incidence of teen pregnancies: everything from ignoring the problem, to denying
benefits for children borm to welfare mothers, to building orphanages.

What we haven’t heard cnough of is facts.
It is a fact that aﬂy 8 percent of welfare n:tothﬁgs today are teenagers.

But, it’s also a fact that more than half of the women receiving waifare today
had their first babyas a tc«mager

And it's a fact that simply punishing these women -- and their children ~ is
not enough to get them into jobs, and keep them there.

" Women who became mothers as teenagers are the least likely to get off
welfare because of their lack of skills and education. Many of them have not
finished high school, and most have little or no work experience.

Certainly, we need to do 2 much better job of discouraging teen ptegnaxxcy
Wa all agree. abmzta that.

But we also need to say to young women who do become pregnant We are
no longer going to use tax dollars to sustain you and your children in a dead-end
life. We'll help you get on your feet. But you've got to take responsibility for your
children and your future. You've got to finish your education and get 2 job and
support your family, just like everyone else.

That is the essence of a teen pregnancy bill -- S. 8 — that I introduced on day
one of this Congress. We have now folded that bill into the Democratic Leadership

{over)
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welfare reform bill, which we call “Wofk First.”

We hope our Republican colleagues will look closely over the recess at Work
First, particularly the teen pregnancy provisions. We think if they do, we’ll be able
resolve a lot of the controversy that seems to have kept welfare refarm from
readung the floor so far.

?exy briefly, we say that teenage mothers must live at home to receive
welfare benefits. For young women who for some reason can't live at home, we
will establish adult-supervised group homes, called “Second Chance” homes, where
they can learn basic parenting and life skills, such as budgeting.

Second, teen mothers must stay in school. Education is the key to self-
sufficiency. 2o our bill ailows states to impose sanctions against welfare recipients
who do not attend school regularly, and reward those who do.

And, to help prevent teen pregnancy in the first place, our bill gives states and
corznunities the resources they need to develop teen-pregnancy prevention |
programns that are tallored to their specific needs.

There’s no single, perfect solution. What warks in a small town in South
Dakota to prevent teen pregnancy might not work in Los Angeles. We'll set broad
guidelines, and then let parents and other cOmmumty members design the specifics.

Anyone who has raised a child knows it's not easy. For unmarried teenagers,
the responsibilities can be overwhelming, Our bill will enable teeén mathers to
become aeif-suffxclmt We look forward to a good debate when we return aftér the
Fourth. _

- 3(;)‘.....

For more information, call:

Ranit Schmelzer
Molly Rowley
(202) 2242939
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05 5016 News conference

Sharon Daly of Catholic Charities USA will fake part in a news
sonference tornorrow,

Thiuursday, June 29 at 10 a.m.
Room 385 of the Russell Senate Office Building on Capitol Hill

She will join Sen. Kent Conrad, D-ND, who is intreducing a
welfare reform amendment in the Senate.

Sen. Conrad’s proposal would require teen mothers receiving welfare to live
with their parents or under approved adult supervision. This proposal would enable
them to finish school and receive parenting education—without cutting them off
from cash welfare benefits.

“Catholic Charities agencies have found success in helping teen mothers to
finish their schooling, get jobs, and avoid repeat teen pregnancies,” said Ms, Daly,
who is Catholic Charities USA’s deputy to the president for social policy. “This
measure would enable these mothers to continue receiving welfare benefits without.
setting up their own households, something Catholic Charities USA has advocated
for-almost two years.”

For more than a century, Catholic Charities agencies acrose the country have
provided professional services to women facing unplanned pregnancies and children
who need adoptive families.

The welfare reform bill approved by the House would deny any cash welfate
to children bom to teen wothers. Catholic Charities USA believes that this policy

wauld not meet its goal of reducing out-of-wedlock pregnancies and that it also
would lead to more abortions,
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! Statement of Sharon Daly
: Cathalic Charities USA
June 29, 1998

Many Senators have been surprised o find the Catholic Church at odds with ather
conservative pro-family organizations over certain welfare reform proposals. It
is well known that the Catholic Church has very strict views oo sexval morlity
outside iof marriage. Moreover, for many decades in this country, Catholic
agmmmmhnmofmcmmm&smbabm promoting

sdoptions and discoursging =dditional out-of-wedlack pregnancies.

We agree with those who see teenage pregnancy and illegitimacy as destructive
in themielves as well as symptomatic of a society in which adults neither set good
examples nor provids the constant attention and consistent care that young people

. nted,

This yw, some Members of Congress are proposing drastic measures designed
to discourage tecnage pregnancy and parenthood. With the best of intentions,
Senators Faircloth, Gramm, and others want to deny welfare benefits to the
children of nomarried mmbmsmderﬂwmofil They want 1o makc taking
md&m@mmmﬁtmmmmwﬂmﬁgw@w
cmwmfwadmmmcymmmxhabmwﬁlothmmffam
dreadfully.

Dmtcawﬁdi&knfm mmmhmemmmmmm:

. denying welfare benafits will significantly reduce out-of-wedlock births among

young women. This proposl is solidly supported by groups like the Family
Reseanrch Council and the Herdtage Foundation that stody family-related jsques

Imkm:wdayrq:mtmg Catholic Charities USA, the larpest network of
private social services providers in this country, 1,400 agencies that serve nearly

© 10.6 million people each year, inchading 138,000 pregnant women, teenagers, and

their families who do not kmow where else to tum for help. We oppose the
Paixl:!mﬁ.fﬁramm approach andsuppanSmmchoarad’a proposal,

mem&mdwmzmmdwmmmwmymaﬁamhelp
teen mothers finigh high school, pet job treining and jobs, find goxxd, safe,
aﬁwdabkchﬂdmmdlmnhnw:nbegwdmthm Of course, we strongly
encoursge adoption, but few young mothers are willing to allow their babies o
be adopied. Most want desperately (o raise their children themselves.
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Whenever possible we help the young mothers repair their relationships with their
own parcats or other family members. The most successful programs involve the
mmmﬁmﬁyinwmmbngmmmmwmyhﬂmwmm
two sets of grandparents to care for, guide and protect him or her.

Among poor families, the availability of AFDC and other govammient programs
ix eritical to the ahility of our agencies to help the young mothers over the arises.
Our programs cannot suceeed on their own, The cash assistance, job training, and
Mma@b&@%mm@mﬁ&cmﬁw

mw@oncmofmmgmﬁwmcmbeﬁwc&mzuml&mﬁm
disconrages young mothers from making the choice of adoption. They want o
leave the young mother with no other chalce but adoption. We think this shows
a shocking lack of ynderstanding of teenagers and young mothers. Welfare is not
the reason they get pregnan, and 8 lack of welfare won’t keep them from getting
pmgmﬂt.&la:kcfwelfa:e howeves, mﬂ&mgzwmmgebchaww

Maz!: pmgam:mfmmpomfamlm wﬁichma.bo:&m This
proposal is designed 1o deter out-of-wedlock births by making sure that
poor icenagers have nwore to lose by having a baby.

La’slookazmgﬁswhemmw‘m&aady: pregnant teens in
middle- and upper-income families who stand to lose college educations,
skiing vacations, trips to Europe, and cass when they graduate from high
school. Thoss with %mwmmmmuﬁkz&ymhawabmﬁms
43 poor teenzgers with so much less to fose,

Do we wanl teens in poor families o be more like teens in affluent
familiegtwice as likely to have abortions whmzhcybwome pregnant?

The goal of public policy should not be to reduce illegitimacy by increasing
abortions, yet that i what the Faircloth proposal would do.

Let's also look at what will happen fo the babies who would not be zbartad, but
would be bom to mathers who could not get any wclfambmﬁntom};sw
care.of them,

Will thete be more sdoptions? No doudt some of the teen mothers, faced with
the prospect of no money to help, will make an adoption decision. And in our
experience, having falt coerced into giving up that baby, most will be pregnant
again within a year. This is what we call an “alopement baby.* What kind of a

2
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solution is thar?

But what about the vast majority who will struggle on, desperately trying to piece
togethet resources o afford food, rent, child care, diapers, and baby clothes?
How many will have w drop out of high school permanently? - How many will
zot get to job training without child care or clothes or bus fare? How many will
take out their frustrations and fear and misery on their babies? How many of
those babies will wind up in our child welfare system--neglected, abused,
shandened, and not available for adoption until they are so emotionally and
pagsiendly searred C.3t no one will adopt them?

nzs&:mwmhm&mmmmmhﬁpm&mmm:
first baby 5o they can be good mothers, able ta care fo::!m:chxldm&mmmlly

as'well as financially,

‘That is what Senator Conrad's bill is designed o do. The Conrad bill would
ensure that:

1) young mothérs on welfare would have w Live under the supervision of
msihle adults;

2} gmgummwmﬂﬁhawwﬁnishw\«aandmmforjobs;
3) young mothers would leam parenting skills; and

4)  funding would be available to provide supervised housing for mothers and
babies who cannot, and should not, live in unsafe or abusive homes.

A year and a half ago, Catholic Charities USA called for an approach now called

fariam&Conmébzﬁ,Wcmlu&ithmmtfarmundenzomﬂsm
and his willingness to fight for these children.
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CATHOLIC CHARITIES Usa -
FACT SHEET - 1995

Description
Catholic Chanitics USA is the nation’s largest, private. social service
otganization. The network of 1.400 agencics and institutions and thousands of
; concemed individuals works w reduce poverty, support families, and empower
; communities in the United States,

In all, over 1.400 local agencies with more than 272,000 staff members and
volunteess serve nearly 10.6 million peopie in noed — mostly farmlies and -
children — cach year. Poople of all religious, nativedd, racial, soctal, and
sconomic backgrounds recejve services from Catholic Charities. In 1993,
Cathalic Charities agencies across the United States spent $1.8 billion; about 87
. porcent of agency budgas are allovated 10 program expenses.

Services
Catholic Charities agencies provide direct services 1o people in need, with an emphasis on
caabling thém to achisve seif-sufficiency. Agency staff members help people overcome
addiction a$ well as give support w Homeless families who kavc nawhere else to go. Services
inchude:

‘Food

Emergency shelter

Emergency financial assistance
Housing assistance

Counseling

Treatment for abuse of alechol and ather drugs
Pregrancy counseling

Adoption

Servizes to persons with HIV/AIDS
Refisor and immigration assistance
Education and job training
Outeof-home care

* £ & & & K A& & & B %

In addition; local Catholic Charities agencies focus on:

»  Legisiafion (in the arcas of welfare, housing, economic well-being, child m}

«  Commibity organiting (housing, just econamtic strusiurcs, hanger)

- Advoceéy (legal assistance for homeless people, refugees, people with I-iIWAﬁ‘}S people
with addictions, famlies and chﬁéwﬁ}

Natianal movement
Catholic Charides USA is a memsership organization founded as the Nationat Conference of
Cathalic Charinies in 1910, By providing leadership, technical assistance, management training

" and resource development, the national office enables local agencies to better devole their own
resources to serving their communities. Catholic Charities USA seeks (o develop and promote
innovative strazegies that address homan needs and social infustices. The national legislative
agenda focuses on reforming the federal Aid to Families with Dependent Children program and
gnding hunger in America. The Disaster Respanse Office organizeg the Catholic community’s
response to disasters in the United States.

President
Rev. Fred Kammer, S3
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o Cutholic Charitics USA i the nation’s largest,
: jvate network of social service teati
Catholic Charities USA | S 100 g ond insinusions with moe

than 272,000 staff mermibers and voluntezrs, aim w

1993 Survey SUMMARy | reiwpoey. spor famiss ond enpove

communitics int the Untited States. People receive

o ol : help withour regard to their religious racial,
Reaching out to people in need ethric, or econamic back Catholic s
Worlkdng to l:ulld strong famllies USA alsg responds & domestic disastérs on behalf
and communities ; o
- of the U.S. Catholic ommurrity.
! This informarion is taken from the Catholic

Charities USA 1993 Anmual Survey, cortpiled by
The Urban Institute of Washington, DC.

Communlity.action ' | 1993 in brief

Eliminating conditions which (ead People served: 10,595,661
to poverty and suﬁering Emergency Services 6,836,769
ial Services:. 3,758,892

Soclal action ! Social Services &
In addition to helping meet people’s needs, Catholic Chariries Income: $1,934,199,372

USA and member agencies and instirutians work to change the

conditions which cause hungcr homelessness, and family dis- Expenses: $1,832,722,932

tress. ‘The vast majarity of Catholic Cherities agencies (88 per- . Paid Stafs: 47,952 .
cent of survey responidents) engage in public policy development L
ar implementation. Volunteers: 224,750

In 1993, agency legislative activities on the national level most
often focused on the eccdnomic needs of people served by _
Catholic Charities. Welfare reform was a priority. Other top 1993 Expenditures
concerns were health cate and health insurance, international . )
justice and refugees, and hunger and nutiition. ‘ 'mﬂc‘fﬂ}"‘ )

" Ecanomic issues al.so dominated stata-level legislative activi- ‘:m

ties. Other priorities wete family life, induding adoption, bealth Adminstration
care, and health insurance. Prominent jocal lcguhtm: activitics
induded bousing, hunger and nutritior, and economic issues.

|

Community pr_ogralu:s
Cathalic Charities agendies developed 428 new community
programs in 1993. These include 174 neighborhood o parish
otganizations, 50 housiag corporations, aud 89 scnior citizen
deﬂ:mcﬁomwthemmi 1,334 programs and the
total reaches 1, ,760 corumunity progranms mnon\ﬂdc.

Parish soclal ministry
Cathalic Qanne: encotrages Catholic parishioners to volunteer
in their neighborhoods, providing tervice snd advocating for 1993 Income
social justice. This effort is called parish social ministry. In 1993,
agencics worked with 4,857 parishes (29 percent of parishes in
their arcas), Services thai parishes receive from Catholic
Charitics include consultation, training, and needs assessraent.
Catholic Charities enpbles communilies to address their own
needs through locally designed prograns Examples of parish
social ministry are self-belp groups for unemployed people and
persons affected by HIVIAIDS; programs to prevent community
and family violence; and parish soup kitchens and food banks.
Agenaes also train parishioners in public education and legista-
tive advocacy on sodal itsues.
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Caﬂmﬁc Charities USA
1993 S:.:Ne Sammary I -

Social services: i

t 'lhtal served in 1993*
40.6 million people

6.8 million pwplo‘

3.8 million people

To help people in need to galn self-sufficiancy
1.3 milhion children and adolescents {17 and younger)

1.9 miliion adults
507,800 eiders {65 and ofder}

Sodal support: 504,430 people

. Social support includes day eare, respite and hospice care, and

employment and housing search services.
Counseling: 889,523 people

Catholic Charities agencies provide individual, family, marital,
" and group counseling as well a3 peer counseling, addictinn sor.

vices, and family mediation. |
Socialization and wghmw suppory: 475787

This entegory incudes youth and neighborhood centers, Shil-
dren’s sumsmer camps and sports grograms, and schior centers.

Education and famlly suppost: 55?,335

This inciudes family life snd parenting educacion, marriage

preparation, Headseart, istcm:gf and drug sad x%c&wi
Bl s T

Retuges resettiement and immigmiom 228432
Refugses and immigrants rmoetve help with fonily
reunification education, icp!, and employment
services; and language dasses. |

Proganmty sarvices: 1I5426

tprwwmmmd@hmcéz%pmmdm
sl care, matedis] sssistance 2nd housing,

mmwaga&mmméwmm&in&
mmymm&mmmmm
fathers also receive help,

w}gm:p home and residential care: 95,208
Catholic Charities sgencies offer foster home care
for children and residential treatrment for
zoublad or abused youth. Group homes offcr 2
nurbaring enviranment for youth and elders md
p«mmtkdmhihm !

Howsing: 91,849 i
Cathelic Charities provides help to obtain long-
ez lodging in houses, spartmacnts, and sigghs

YOOI -OCEUPANCY Units. Agencies pmvidad pon-
sored, ot managed about 16,600 units in 1993,

Agoption services: 38815

Adoptive homes weve found for 3,100 children,
including infants, 1,377 nends childees,
and 241 children: from other countries. Also
inchuded; scrvices to adult adofitecs, pre-adoprion
foster care, and post-adoption services.

Other 448,218

Food servces: 5,121,278 peopls

Soup kitchens: 1,418,016
Food banks: 3,703,263
1.1 roifiion recipients were chitdem,

Shelters: 114,862 prople

in 1992 to 383 1 1993,

Emergency services:

Catholic Charities agencies offer shelwer to
children and families, battered women, semior
Gthrens, and others who are hamseless, The
number of shelters they operate grow from 308

Other emargenty servikes: ‘im potple
This includes 574,254 children {17 and
yonngre): newrly onethird caxoe t Catholic
Chagities alone. “Other” seevices inddude Snan-

Food, shelter, and other crisis mw!m
Includes more than 1.7 milfion childrdn

Trestment and spadal sarvices
Addiction scrvices 53679
Enployment services: 37,940
Caild day care: 3564
. HIVIALDS services: 18,938
Intensive scxvices
for at-risk families 125,598 families
New programs
Exxmples of programs mitiated in 1593
* Housing services
. :rsgrmu 1o address domestic violence, sexval sbuse,
BAAR VY

* Services for migrants, refugees, and immigranies
« Parenting skills aducation and training programs

“Waiting Ists .
Services for which agenciss report keeping waiting Bats:
» Conmseling « Rasidential care-
« Day care * Transitional housing
~ Poster cure « Food services
Personnet

In 1993, 272,702 peopie contributed w the work of
Catholic Charitet agendcies and institutions scross the
Paid eaf membery 47,952
Vaoluntrers 228750
{Indudex 111 carporste board members)
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",., Department of Bocial Development and World Peace -

CONFERENCE 2 5 Sueet NE Wadttagon DC 200101196 {202y 3413180 FAX (0% 5413009 TELEX mmzt

June 28, 1995

Hororable Robert Dole
Semate Majority Leader
Unsited States Sepate- :
Wuhmgmn.m 20510

Dear Sanstor Dole:

_ Eardier this month, the U S. Catholic Bishops Conference sext every member of the
Senaie  statement of o principles and priorities on welare reform. 'We reiterated our strong
sappart for genuine welfare retorm and our oppositon to provisions which viclae our pro.ife
and social justice princinles. A copy of the letter is enclosed,

&wmwwmmm;@mrm?mmm 's rejection of
mendsted frmily cap and child exclusion provisions, We also promised our sttong opposition 1o
2ay ot amepdment to mandate these provisions. We understand you are under some pressure
from mewmbers of the Senate xod some groups which insist on including soch proposals. We
swongly urge you to resist these pressures.

We reaffinm our principled and cetermined opposition 10 attempts 1o deay beaéfits to
childien becanse of the age of Aeir mother, and their family’s dependence on welfare. Such
movisions, whatever theis intentions, art Lkely to encourege shortinn, especially in stures whick
pay for abortions I not for assistance to these childret: We do aat balieve that teenagers
shiould be encouraged W set up their ewa houschalds; however, in seeldng to changs the behavior
of parents, these provisions hurt childeen, end some unborn children will pay with their lives,

There is much debate and conjectare abowt the human consequences of these measures,
Now we have seue evidence from the experience of & sune beld up 25 & model of this kind of
welfare reform. Al the smm&amﬂmamﬁmema!smﬂmlwmiﬁm
a reporied increase in the sbortion rute without say significant decrease in the rute of cut-of-
wedlock bitths. Pro-life priociples should be upheld in the welfare debate, It is ant logical o
nylst that young winnen will decide whisther 10 bave shilldren based on g availability of
assistance, then Ren around aod insist that the denisl of assistance will play no role in & decision
to end the life of that unborn child. As the early data Som New Junoy apparently indicates, such
mwmmﬁmy bt do ncronse abartion.
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We urge you and all Ssnators w reject simple and dangerous fixes which encourage
abortion without attacking the real causes of widespread illegitimacy in our society. We need
real weifsre reforen whichstrengthens fumilies, promotes work and responsibility and protects
vulnersble childeen — bord and wnborn.

; Reverend John H. Ricard, SSJ
’ Chairman, Domestic Policy Comminee -
Auxiliary Bishop of Baltimore
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UPPATE ON THE FAMILY CAP PROVISIONS IN WELFARE REFORM
June §99%

A3 you may have read,' the Serme haa delayed its consideration of welfare reform until after the July 4th
reccss (fune 30 to July P). The Sexnare bill, unliike the House bill| dost not prohibit seazes from grving cash aid to
children of current welfirs recipients or tom mothers. Whils not supporting teen parents setting up separste
bouscholdy, the Conference and Catholic Chanties USA worked hard snd successfiily to ar least provide vouchers
to thase children i the House bill. Howevo, in the Senate, & pumber of Republican Mombers bave threatened to
Mwwmwmmhﬁtwﬁmmﬁmmmmmmmmm%
recipisots and minor mothes. &wmﬂmz?wmeismkepm“mmmm provisions out of the bili
%mmwx@mmsmumﬁmmwm&ﬁ&sm
m:ppzommwpmm :

mmsmuweummwmwm not be dented berehts becanss of their
maother's age or dependence on welfare.  These provisions, whatever thoir intentions, are Bkely o encourage
sbertion, especially in those stares which pay for abontions, but not for assistance to these children

New Jeesey is the state with the most experiences with a family cap. Here is a recap of the currently svailable
information from recently released studies off the New Sersey Family Cap.

Has the abortion rate increased in New Jersey after the Family Cap/Child Exelusion?
Yer In May, New Jertey weifre oficials armounced that:

The sbortion rate amoag poor womes iscreased 3.6% in the eight months after New Jersey
barred additional payments to women an welfare who gave birth to additional children;

“The total Rusber of sbortions performed on women recelviag assistance throagh the main
welfsre program, Ald to Families with Depeadwt(.‘hildmz.mmed from 7,619 i the same
period = year esrifer fo 7,932,

nnsnmzmyvdmpm&ﬁ*opwmdz&ﬁmbupmm&mdmwmx significant
given thay, for the previous four years, New Jersey’s sbartian nae had declined 12%.and the national rate had
dextined S%.
Does the Family Cap provision result ia fewer birtha to wafare reciplents?
No. A study conducted by Rutgers Uriversity indicstes that the New Jersey Iaw basring additional
peyments to welfare mothers who have more children bas had a0 effect on birthrates among those
WOmCH. -
From Aogust 1993 throogh Jaly 1994, there way no significsnt difference betwoe bicth rate
k&em&mmw;m«mmmmenmlybemﬁtd'thqwam
tn anotber child and those deafed such a benefit. -

Ovex the shart term, the reguistion appears not 1 uve reduced births xred to bave had no impact on the child-
bearing practices of those wamen subjected o its penalties sad incentives. The study refintes severs! earfier
. wramoumcancrts that Wk smtes among New Jefzey welfare mothers had dropped dramaticsfly since tha gune
wmm@mm

Conclusion

Mwm:::m the: sbartion increase coupled with the absence of inpact of the family
cap on birth ratey suggest thas the palicy of denying childrea benefits doesn's reduce illegitimate births except by
ng:bom
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June 13, 1995

Dewr Senator:

[ write on behalfl of the 1.8, Catholic Bishops® Conference to share with you the
sxperieace of the Catholic community In sexving those in aead and the prinziples that we believe
sbould guide welfare reform. Thes moral principles and policy pricrities were outlined in 2
sxtament that the Adminictrative Board of our Conference issued in March of this year, Now -
that the Senate is debating welfare reform, I wish to reiterate cur commitmest to genuine reform
ﬁ%mmmmmmmanhﬁmwﬁmwm 3 best values and offer
gonuine hetp sad opucitunity 1 our poosest families.

mm&mmmm&mm&%ﬁnymiammlndwm

and schoals. Qur sveryday expericnce in belping families lexve welfure sugpests thue
mwmq,méwmmmmnmm The social contract we seek
wilt offer training, aducation, jobs, and other concre assistaace In exchange for the persistent
mmmeﬁm&pumzmwhvemm Simply cutting resourees and
tranxferring is 20t gonuine reform.  We must resist the tamptation © see poor
wemen, minority £ wmmmammwmmwmuﬁwm
wsmmmm

mmmmwaxmmmﬂswmamm
Finme Committee:

L mummmmmmewmmm
can work to work:

8 preservstion of child welfure and child peotection extiismnents;

¢ mmmaatmmmmmummmm
becanse of their mother’s age or dependence on ‘weifare; and

[ Wixmwmwmmm dusn
pﬂula;mm

\chp&m!n!ymw *child exclusion/fumily cap® provizions. were ot
Inclded in the Senaré bill. As you know, mwwmmmmm
hﬂm&wﬁmmm&mﬂi&cbﬂhmwmm

Unm:dy dm:t&:ﬁﬂﬁpaﬁ@dmﬂsaf&hﬂ%md@bm
consisiens with our prisciple Yut genuine welfore reform chould strengien families, encourape
productive work, ant proteet vulserable children, Wcmmma&cmmm
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rage 2

qudwmgn&em&mnmcfm, mu\diwdgmmawcﬂu
commuaity institutions in belping fansilics overcome poverty and meet thelr children’s basic
peeds, Howeves, WWWywmmWMMMMyWﬂM
worse off,

B Block Granto/Entithroents

. i

While we are not oppoed i principle o block grants and suppan increased soae
involvement gnd (lexibility, the block grant structure in this legislation erddes the natdonal
commitment to fight poverty and rdoes not even maquire states to maintain their current fevel of
effort. Froczing the fodoral contribotion 1 program costs withot sny reference to the nember
of acedy children or changing exondémic aonditons, will undermine the system of Icome,
pulrition and ather suppocts witich serves as & safety net for the most vulnersble.  As advocates
of both subsidiarity ‘snd solidarity, we spport juore effectve xnd rosponsive frderat-giute-
community parmerships, bk we cannot support “reform™ whick will zake it more difficult for
e children o grow into productive Individuals. We camot support refors that destroys the
wrociures, ends entitiements, and eliminates resources thiat have provided an essentisl safety net
for walnersbie children. We fear that the fiscal pressures oiich are driving Congress have led
to 3 propensl more clear about seducing resources than reordering responsibilitier

‘B Trestment of Children

While we appreciate the Senate Fimance Committen’s decision that children should nex
be deniad benefits becapse of thel mother's age or dependence on welifare, it has been reported
W us that e Serators imtend (0 offer unendments © dety benefits on e grovnds, We
oppce any aitemi o deny benefits to children bectuse of the age of their mother, their fumily’s

on welfare or an szbitrary Sme it on bensfite.  Such provisions, whatever their
itentions, are likely 50 eoourage abortion, especially in stetes which pay for abortions but not
for assistance o these children. 'We do oot believe that wenagers should be encoutsged to set
up their own bouscholds., Howevar, in soeking to change the behavior of purente, theee
provisions hurt children, and soee uoboru childres will oy with their Bves. We have already
seen preliminary indications of w: increase ln abortions it New Jerscy, which has o family cap

in place.

We also welcome the Semiic's protoction of the cash benefit for alt children eligible for
Supplemental Secardty Income [SSI]. We are concerned about more stringent cligiddlity
roguizements for children which may result is loss of bencfits o hundreds of thousands of
‘ahildson. For us this is & matoer of mol comisgency, Ouy faith requires us © peotect the Kves
and digaity of vuloetable children whethée they ¢ bor or unborn. Every child ks precious w
us. ;
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= zmmnt of Aged aud Dissbled Legal Immigrants

wcmmmwmmm@mcfwmmmmmu&m
eligibility for assisance through the SSI program. We are also troubled by provisions thas
would severely restrict legal immigrants' eligibility for other Social Security Ast progrums,
including Medicaid and child protection services. In many instances, the alternative to providing
basgic aasistance 0 these individuwils will be abject poverty, untreated illness, ‘and continged
domestic abuse. Costs zssociated with assisting these persens would inevitably be bomne by staze
and Jocal governments. The proposed measires would sk oaly deny benefits 1 Jegal residents
who have worked and paid Gixes in the ULS. for years, but would even deny benefiis o them
afler they became U8, citivens, The deeming provisions kave the potestial for denying
srsistnce to ULS. ctizens when they are in genuine teed. Such s approach does not advance
the common good But Rurther divides owr people along economic, racial, etnic and jdeological
lines, .

We are very concemed i some Seoators may sevk 1o use this legidasion o cut’the
Eamod Income Tax Credit. To rdoce this tax selief for working families would send exactly
ﬁnmwnzﬁmwﬁmmmﬁmn&ﬂwwmmwp&mﬂmmm
children in dignity. We strongly oppase amendments to weaken the EITC.

m&emmmmmmwmmwwyw
genuine welfire refoem.  We are oot defenders of the cusrent system.  The status quo is
snaccepuable. It is the nation’s children who pay e grearst price for the Sxllures of the qoreat
sysem.  That is why genuine weifare reform is 3 mond imperative aod an wigent national
peicrity. For the Catholie commuaity, the measurs of welfare reform is whether i will enhance
the lives and dignity of poor children and their families. The goal of reform ought to be to
promote deceat work £84 reduce Sependency, not siseply cut budpess and programs. The prpet
of reform ought to be poverty, st poor familied. Wa urge you 0 support prowisions consisternt
with these principlesiand pricyitics and oppose measures which will undermine thens.

Sincerely,

: Md«:mmwssx

_Auriliary Bithop of Baitirmore
Chair, Domestic Policy Committee
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National Council of the Churches of Christ in the USA

-

&» | STATEMENT ON PROVISIONS RELATED 1O TEEN PREGNANCY
' IN WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION '

by Mary Andorson Coapar
Associate Dirsotor, Weahington Office
-Washington ’
‘Otfire j Prepvest for Press Conferancs June 28, 1955
Washington, D.C.

Az poople of faith ard religious commitment, we In the churches are callod to star with and
seek justice fur pedple who are poot. We share g conviction, therefore, that wellare reform muist not
focue pn dliminsting (rogroms bid on eliminating poverty and the damage it inflicts on Children {who
are 2/3 of afl welfars recigients), ¢n thelr parants, and on the rest of sociely. :

We are padicudary concemed that chikiren not be victimized by gtternpts of welfare aform.
We reject propasals which would deny benefifs to children tom &6 unmarried mothars under the age -
of 18 in the name of praventing tsen pregnancy. Although such proposals are fosused on the
desirnbio pool of reducing pregnancy outside of mandage, we believe hat they wouls result in
punighing children g their parents. Danying cash beneftls for soch families will inevitably mean that
the children and thelr mothers will sat lesy well and live fess well than they would have If they had
roocikad canh beacfits, and that thelr heatth will be pndermined.  Whatever we may %8sl obout the -
behavior or sttuation of thalr parerts, as a nation we must not aflow children to become the victims of
A drive o reduce fadeval spending o to punish their parents for conduct deemed inapproptiate by
Cangross. .

. While we opposa denial of benefits to children bom o unmarmied mothers, we do not believe
that remaining silent on the issue of teen pregnancy &= helpil  The bearing ¢f children outside of
marage has reached nearly apidemic proportions in s countty. Both children and their parents
suffer as & rosult of this stuation. There is much schalarly Lyidencs 1 suggest that despair about the
fuure I8 one of the things that leads young women i gve birth befure they are able to care for thedr
children In & stable family setting. 1t Is our belief that providing young peopie with genuine hope for
thelr futures is one key way of discouraging adolescent preghancies.  Education, job training, and
mdmp&aynianmpwﬁmgyawmmafmmm 83 i naving the chance fo relats &
earing adults.

The amendrment being preposed by Sen. Coarad and his colieagues goes 3 long way towand
meating our concem gbout proviiing education snd a chance ot 2 deoent future and discouraging
future praghancics cutsida of mamiaga. By providing cash benefits 10 aliow young moihers to stay at
home with thedr parents and finish high school, the amendment removes the incentive for them o set
up separate, unsupervissd fving arargomenta. There is kyitimate concern about the gafety of young
ethers who are in abusive housaholds; bt Sen. Conrad's amendment containg thoughitful provisicns

1o aliow such Indivkduals to teave inappropaate homes 1 iive in ofher supervisad set&agxwlmwmg
adulls, We particutarty commend this Saxibiity,

Ve recognize that the federal defich must be reduced, Noaethalass, we believe that roducing
wenlfare costs by denying benefits 16 thanaged mothers and their children is short-gighted and will lead
io the creation of @ human deﬁmﬁsa!wiﬁ m«mymmm&gwourmm&mnan
unbaiancexd budge! coukl ever be. :

L]
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A STATEMENT OF SHARED PRINCIPLES ON WELFARE REFORM
INTRODUCTION

As people of falth and religlous cemmitment, we are called to stand with and seek justice for
peopls wha are poor.  This is central to our Tefigious tradifions, sacrod texts, and teachings, Wa
share a. conviction, therefore, ﬁsatxaetf&mmf&mmmmmmeﬁmiaaﬂmmms&gm
mwmm&m&mmmmmmmmazmmm) on
. thelr parants, and on the rest of soclaty,

We recognize the benafit to the entire community of helping people move from welfare to work
whan pmzib!amdapmpdate Wh fear, Wer that reform will Tall #f It ignores fabor market
mmsu&%umﬂmemmmmmmﬂmmmmemmmmmwmm
such as the effordabilty of child ¢are and the economic value of cars-giving in the héme.
Succnssiul wetfare refarm will depend on addressing these concemns as well as a whole range of
such refated issues a8 pay equity, atfordable hausing, and access fo health care.

We befleve that people are more important than the sum of thelr economic aclivities,  Successhid
welfare reform demands more then economic incentives and disincentives. 1 depends ‘on
ovarcoming biased assumptions about race, gender and class that feexd hostile saclal stersatypes
about people fiving in poverty and susplcions that people with perspectives other than our own are
either Indifferant or insincere. Successhd wetfare reform will depend ulimately upan finding nat
only @ common ground of policies but a common spirk about the need to pursue them for all,

The followdng principles do not exhaust our concems o resolve sl issues raised. The principles
will serve nonetheless as our guids in assessing proposed legisiation in the coming national
weolfare debate. We hope they may also serve as a rajlying point for 2 common effort with others
throughout tha nation,

PRINCIPLES

An amp:zhia mm program must result in BRing people out of paveﬁy,
not merely In mdw:irzg walfare rofls.

o The federal.govermment should defing jobs provded must pay a family-sustalning
rinimum Mﬁtleveis of program: satving . Wage. '
low<income people below which states

cannot fall. The benefits must be adequate » Disincentives 1o work should be removed

10 peovide aéeeeatstandarrs of iving.

o Welfars raform gﬁoﬁs designad to mmf

mmmms«mmwmm
thawemmdon&dmm
present  workers. Programs  should
sliminate bamisre to employment and

provide training ard education nocessary

for Inexperienced and young workers to get
end hold jobs. Such programs must pro-
vide childt care, transporntation, and ancillary
services that will ma¥e participaton both
poseible-and rinsonable, if the govenmmernt
becornes the employer of fast resont, the

PRt ACETONRA Gi

by allowing welfare recipients to retain a
w#’m&mgecaww assets

. before Josing cash, housing, health, child-

matnﬂwerbemfits

« Work-based programs must not impose
arblirary Hmeimits.  # mariated, Smits
must not be imposed without availabliity of
viable jobe at a famiy-gustaining wage.
Even than, soms boneft recipients cannot
work or should not be reguired 10 work
Exemptions should be offered for people
with serious -physical. or. .mental - iliness;
disabling conditions, responsibilities -as

Wixd 281 GeRT-OC-NIY
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caregivers  for  incapacitated  famlly
_ members, and for those primary caregivers
whic have responsibility for young children.

» Welfare reform shodld result in & prograr

that brings together and simpifes the many
efforts of foderal, state and munkipal

govemments to assist persons and familles

in need, “‘Cnestop shopping centers”
shouid provide information, counseling, and
legal assistance regarding such lssues as
child support, job training and piacement,
medical care, affordable houslng, food
programs and edusation.

o Welfare reform should acknowlisdge the .

responsibiiity of both governmant and
parents in seeking . the wellbeing of
children. No child should be excuded from
receiving benefils available to sther sibiings

becatse of having been bom whie the
mother was on welfere. No chilki should be
complotely removed from the safety net
hecause of a parent's faiure to fulfif
agreements  with the  govemment,
Increased efforts should alsc be made io
collect a8 proper level of child support -
assistance from non-custodiat parends,

s Programs dusigned to replace cument
weifare programs must bo adequately
funded. They will cost more in the ghod-
torm than the present Aid ts Families with
Dependarg Chikiren; but If wetfare reform is
successfully implemented, they will cost
less as the number of families in needt of
assistance diminishes over the long-term.
Funds for this effort should not be taken
from othar progmm Hhat successtully sarve

- poor peaple.

Adtian wnmmn Sisiaza
: American Baplist Churches, USA
mziaan Ethical Unon, Inc., National Leaders Coundll (AELU}
Amarican sm Serviee Commitlee - :
Brasd for the Workd ‘
Church of the Brethren, Washington Office
. Church Women United
; Calumban Fathers Justice ars! Peace Office
Episcopal Church
Geanaral Baa&i of Globat Mindstrias, Unlted Methadist Church, instintional Ministries
Generat Board of Church and Soclaly, United Methodist Church
irterfatth IMPACT for Justice ard Peace
Jesult Soclal Ministries, Natonal Office
: Evangelicat Litheran Chuch In Americe
i Maryknoll Soclety Justice arxd Peace Office
i Mennonite Central Commitiee, Washington Office
Committes on Church and Saclety, Moravian Church, Northem Province
 Nationsal Council of Chusshes
National Counclf of Jewish Women
NETWORK, A Natlonal Cathalic Social Justice Lobby
Preabybartan Church {USA}, Washingion Office
Unlon of Amencan Hebrew Congregations
; UnBaran Universalist Service Committee
 United Church of Christ, Offige for Church in Sodety
{List in formaticr}
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The Honorable Norman Rice
Mayor of Sezatle

b

2)

3

43

The Senate Wellare Reforms Bill

WHEREAS, the weifare reform bill reported out of the Senate Finance Copunirtes is
nol consistent with the existing welfare reform policy of The U.3. Conference of
Mayors becsuse, among other things, it climinates the entitiement status of Aid to
Families with Dependent Children, it does not provide sufficient jobs, «hild care or
heaith care needed (o assist welfore recipients o ramiton w© mnloy:nem, and it has
the porential to shift significant costs to local governments; and

WHEREAS, sltemative legisiation, the Work First Act, has been proposed by
Senators Daschie, Breaux and Mikuiski and endorsed by the Precident which would
praserve the entitlement status of e program and provide significamtly greater
assistanse which o facilitate the transition from welfute 1o work; and

S&mﬁs the Work First Act is essentially consistent with the existing welfare
teform policy of The U.S. Conference of Mayors,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that The U.S, Conference of Mayons
endorses the Work Flrst Act and urges all Senators to szzpport it 5 an slternative to
the Sepate ?ina:m Commitie bill.

Projected Cast: Unknown
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STATE OF DELAWARE

OF¥ICE OF THE GOVERNOR
THOMAS B CARFER

CUVERNGA Jun= 8, 1993

The Honorable Thomas A, Daschle
509 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Senator Daschle:

- I ..

We would liké to take this opportunity to applaud you and Senators Mikulski and Breaux
and your colleagues for your leadership on the issue of welfare reform.  As Democratic
Governors who are implementing welfare reform initiatives in our states, we strongly support
your efforts in working on comprehensive welfare reform legisiation,

We believe that the litmus test for welfare reform is whether or not it answers the
following three questions: 1} Does o prepare welfare recipients for a job? 2) Does it enable
welfare recipients 1o find 2 job? 3) Does it help welfare recipients to maintain a job? We believe
your bill meets these criteria and are disappointed that Senator Packwood's bill fails to meet this
s,

Under the Packwood bill, it is evident that the Republican leadership in Congress is more
interested in political rhetoric than in true welfare reform, Although the Packwood bill reguires
high work participation rates, the Packwood bill takes away all the {oo!5 and resources necessary
for states to meet these rates in order to enact effective welfare-to-work.programs.

We are deeply distressed about the Congressional Budget Office’s estimates of the Senate
Finance Cormittee legislation which indicates that only six out of the 50 states are expected to
meet the work participation rates in that bill. As governors on the front line of welfare reform, we
view the current Republican proposals coming out of the Congress to be largely & cost shifl of
enormous proportions 1o the states under the guise of flexibility. We believe that the principles in
your proposal more adequately recognize the ¢ritical issue of work and we appreciate your
recognition of the essential need to provide adequate child care in order for welfare-to-work
programs to be successful,

We support the federal-state partnership embodied in vour bill because if gives states
protections during times of recession, population growth, increased need, and disaster.

We are very encouraged by the national movement towards giving states greater flexibility
in designing welfare programs. As you finalize your proposal, we trust that you will take
additional steps to ensure the bill will be the least prescriptive and give governars the maximum
flexibility needed to operate effective and efficient programs which move welfare reciptents to

work.
LEGISLATIVE HALL CARVEL STATE OFFICE BLIDG.
DOVER, DE 199G} WHMINGTOR, DE 18801
302/739-4101 302/$77:3210
FAX A2/ TARETIH - ' FAX 302/577-3118
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We Jook forward to continuing to work with you in your efforts to develop a comprehensive
welfare reform proposal which the President will sign into law in which we'll truly enable welfare
recipients to become, and remain, self-sufficient.

Sincerely,
Governor Mel Camnahan Governor Howard Dean
Governor Tom Carper Governor Roy Romer
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Wnited States Semate

. WASKIMATON, BC JBS10

Dear Majarity Léader Dole:

Wemvﬁymmdnﬂmmwmm'm
legislation might be mch:dedmarecnnmhahonhﬂlﬂnsyear We e:pms.sthm
senriment far two majar reasons.

.F:rst,*ptl&rerefounl:gslnﬂan.smomtbm;mtabudgctmsuc Ttisa
comphcmdpohaymthathascmnemmmlwthemmmgofmy
_programs and reaches far beyond reforms of the AFDC program. 1t is also a very
sensitive policy issue, involving millions of poor and moderare income children,

. parents, disablediadults and sepiors who are working and retired  While any
welfare reform legislation may bave budgetary effects, the primary purpose isto
pmte:tthnweﬂ-bamgnfchﬂdran.lnlpwlﬁmmnmmtsmmmmdum
warkandmkadtherpmnvuhmmmﬁepmmmwmd

Second, the Senste rules governing consideration of reconciliation measures
are a poar environment fn which ta consider welfare refarm. Reconefliation bills
have an overall time limit of 20 hours and amendments are time-limited as well.
The Senate will likely have to spend umch of it time on reconciliation debating
taxes, Medisare and Medicaid and budget process reforms, which will leave little
time for substantive debate on welfare policy. Furthermore, 1t will leave non-
Finance Committee members with little time for input into a welfare reform plan,

" 'in'1988, the Senate passed 2 welfare reform bill 96-1." It was a stand alone
bill that was sirongly supparted by then Governor Clinton and was enthusiastically

gigned by President Reagon. It is our hope that this year's welfire reform bill
wonldnn;oysmﬂhrh:«pmmmppm However, webehmtha:mnludingitma

- Mw
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The Honorable Robert J. Dole
Page 2 |

The Pregident has stated that he wants Congress to send him a welfare
teform bill that he will sign before July 4th. We can accomplish this by first
cmdmmlﬂmmﬁmnsasepmmnmmﬂﬁeumcawngtoa
moncﬂmuonbdllaterm&mmer

We appreciate youg considaration of this issue,

Smeerely,
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THOMAS A, DASCHLE
SOUTH BAKSTA

Clnited States Senate

©flice of the Mrmorratic Leader
FTashington, BE 205107020

Statement by Senate Democratic Leader Tom Daschle
on Genuine Welfare Reform
Thuarsday, June 8, 1993

Two weeks ago, when the Finance Committee began markup on the
Republican welfare “reform” plan, we said we would take a hard look at their plan
and see whether we could support it

We have.

And we can’t.

There are only three standards to measure a welfare reform plan:

Does the plan help welfare recipients get jobs, and keep them?

Does it protect children? Does it guarantee that there will be a minimal safety
net for children?

And, does the plan encourage families to stay together?
On all three counts, the Republican plan fails, and fails badly.

Let’s be honest, The Republican plan is not about reforming welfare at all.
And it’s certainly not about moving people from welfare to work. [t's about cutting
the budget, removing the federal government from welfare, and dumping
responsibility for welfare on to the states.

That's not reform, It's a retreat, It's a retreat from everything we’ve learned
about what it takes to break the cycle of welfare dependency, once and for all.

So we will be introducing an alternative plan when the Republican proposal
comes to the floor.

Our plan, which we call “Work First.” will cost no ngw money. Let me say

that again. _Que plan sill cost no new mongy, In fact, it will save money in the
long-run. Instead of slashing welfare spending blindly, we'll cut wisely, and we'll
pump the savings back into job training, health care and child care.
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Is our plan tough? Yes. We. izppasé a work requirement, time limits on
welfare benefits and other conditions welfare recipients must meet if they want to
keep their benefits. There should be no more something for nothing.

But our plan also protects kids. Children receive benefits based on family
income, not some block grant that may run out if welfare caseleads swell because of
a recession or a plant closing or any other factor beyond their families’ control.

' Above all, our plan offers hope for genuinely improving the fate of welfare
families instead of merely increasing their misery. Qur plan is about work and self-
sufficiency.

It's good for families.
It's good for states.

And it’s good for the country.
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FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT:
Ranit Schmelzer or Molly Rowley
(202} 224-2939
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News From

U.S. Senator Barbara A. Mikulski

Democrat from Maryland

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT:

June 8, 1998 Rachel Kunzler
(202) 228-1122

STATEMENTY OF U.S. SENATOR BARBARA A. MIKULSKI
PRESS CONFERENCE ON WELFARE REFORM BILL INTRODUCTION

P’m proud to join Senators Daschle and Breaux in introducing this bill.  And
['m proud of the bill we're introducing today.

Our plan is firm on work. It helps people get off welfare and helps them stay off
by providiog 2 safety net for kids, bringing men back inte their famiiies, and moving
from an eligibility mindset to an empowerment mindset.

I'm the Senate’s only social worker. And I'm not new to welfare reform. This is
something like my eighth go around. But unlike other welfare reform proposals, our
plan has the public policy underpinnings that will help end the cycle of poverty and cmi
the ¢nlture of poverty.

How will our plan do this? 1t is based on empowerment, not cligibility.
1t focusses on getting people into jobs, and once people get jobs, helping them stay in
those jobs by ending the "cliff effect.”

And we wan! to bring men back into the families, because kids need a mom and
a dad, We helieve that while you have te be tough on ¢hild support, a dad is more thap
& paycheck

Qur plan ends the incentives that keep men from being involved in thelr families
-- like the "man in the house rule.” And it ends the incentives that keep people on
welfare instend of workiog - by making work pay more than welfare.

We have spent many months-fashioning o real welfare reform plan that addresses
welfare reform in terms of today’s evonomic and social realities. And unlike the
Republican proposal, we Democrats are ready to put our values into our lawbooks.
That’s what this plan is about,
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN B. BREAUX
LEADERSHIP WELFARE REFORM BILL
JUNE 8, 1995

I think every American knows that real jobs, with real pay and
responsibilities, are the comerstone of welfare reform. When people on welfare
become productive, taxpaying citizens, we all win.

Our Democratic welfare reform plan is called "Work First" because its
principal goal is getting people on welifare into jobs, not another government
Program.

The Republican plan is not about work at ail. Their plan is about cutting
the budget today, not the welfare rolls tomorrow.

Our Work First plan gives states financial assistance when they put people
in jobs, while the GOP plan gives doilars to states when they put people in

programs,

Our plan is a real contract that promotes work. We invest in people and
expect returns. We give the states and people on welfare the tools they need to
find and hold down jobs -- then we hold them to their end of the bargain.

Under Work First, states get federal dollars by putting people into paying
jobs and keeping them there. The Republicans want to monitor something they
call the "participation rate” for welfare recipients, which in their plan includes
people in training programs and government "make work.” That’s not reform.

Under Work First, states that don’t meet our clear job goals suffer a real
penalty in federal dollars. And states that do more to move people from welfare
to work earn bonuses. The Republican plan has only a weak penalty for
underperforming states — it could be as little as a dollar — and no incentives-for
states to exceed their goals.
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WORK FIRST PLAN

TWO FUNDAMENTAL GOALS
. emphasis on work
. protection of children

CHANGING THE WELFARE CULTURE
. tuming welfare offices into employment offices
. caseworker retraining to focus on employment

WORK FIRST EMPLOYMENT BLOCK GRANT

. focus on job creation and employment in the private sector through:
placement servicesivouchers; microenterprises/self-employment; work
supplementation; a GAIN type program (as operated in Riverside County, CA,
which sorts clients into twa streams: (a) those needing education and () those
Job-ready whe will be moving quicker into the workforce); a JOBS Plus type
program {as operated by Gregon, which provides clients with on-the-job training
at minimum wage in public or private sector jobs by cashing-out food stamps and
AFDC); o Family Investment type progrom {as operated in fowa, designed
to move fomilies off welfare and into self-sufficient employment). workfare or
other work relaied options 1o employ welfare recipients

. tough work performance requirements

. tough penalties

TEMPORARY EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE

. no unconditional receipt of assistance

. time fimits -~ lifetime Limic of five years; if after 24 months a family receiving TEA

inchudes an aduit who is not working at least 20 hours per week, the state must offer

workfare or community service (to be designed by the states). If the adult refuses, the
household grant is reduced by the 33%,

v ne bona fide offer of work may be refused {without good cause)

PARENT EMPOWERMENT CONTRACT

. contract must be signed to receive TEA

» intensive job search is required

. contract designed to move the parent into the workforce as soon as possible

FAMILY SUPPORT

. encourages families 1o siay together

. extends Medicaid for two years during transition from welfare to work

* consolidates existing child care programs into one block grant and extends child care for

- two years during transition from welfare to work ___

STATE FLEXIBILITY _

. grandfathers existing state waivers and expedites waiver process
. eligibility and benefit levels set by states

. resources, assets, and income disregard policies set by states

employment block grant options designed by states
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tipc background brief

Publication; BB-8-8ocial Samvices Juneg 8, 1995

Democrats Unveil
Welfare Reform Plan

Today, the Democratic leadership in the Senate will announce their welfare reform
plan—a plan that prometes work, but protects kids. The “Work First” plan will
dramatically change the current wellare system by:

« replacing Aid to Families with Dependent Children {AFDC} with a condi-
tional entitiernent of limited duration, Temporary Employment Asgistance
(TEA)

* requiring all able-bodied recipients fo work;

» tumning weifare officas into employment offices;

s guaranteeing child-care assistance; and,

» requiring both parents to contribule to the support of their children,

The “Work First” Plan

Temporary Employment Assistance

Under tha Democratic plan, AFDC is abolished and replaced by TEA,
a conditional entittement of limited duration for families.

+ Assistance Is conditional. In order to receive assistance, all recipients
msst sign a Parent Empowsrment Contract. This contract will contain an
individualized plan to movs the parent inlo the workforce as soon as
possible. Those who refuse to sign a contract won't get assistance and
tough sanctions apply to those not complying with the contract.

Democratic Pelicy Committee Tom Daschle, Chairman
United States Senate Harry Reid, Co-Chairman

st g

Ao : 3 ‘4
s PP R S SO - - i o VP L G I D T I P - b sn.in-AF 2
i




+ Assistance is time-limited. From day one, all able-bodied
recipients will be required to engage in an intensive job search.
After two months, only clients who have signed the Parent Empow-
erment Contract and are working toward its objectives can con-
tinue receiving assistance. After two years, if an individual is not
working, States will be required to offer workfare or community
service. Again, tough sanciions apply to those who refuse 1o
pariictpate in workfare. No family may receive assistance tor more
than five ysars except in limited circumstances.

» Children always are protected. Even if a parent loses TEA
benefits, vouchers, in the amount of a child's pertion of the grant,
will be available to provide for the child's essentials, such as
housing. In addition, children will remain sligible for food stamps,
school lunch and school breakiast, and Medicaid.

Work First

The Democratic plan emphasizes work by establishing the "Work First”
Employment Block Grant for States. The focus is on work: providing the

means and the tools needed to get welfare recipients info jobs and to keep
them in the workloree.

All able-bodied recipients must work. For those recipients stitl looking for
work after tha initial two months of job search, the State may provide any of
a number of services 10 assist recipients in oblaining jobs, including, but not
limited to:

« job-placemsnt vouchers;

= wage subsidy/work supplementation;

* microenterprise development/self-amployment;

» a GAIN-typs program like thal operated by Riverside County,
California which sorts clients into two streams: (a) those needing

education and (b) those job-ready who will be moving more quickly
into the workforce,

DPC Background Brief | 2.2




« a JOBS Plusdype program like that operated by the State of
Qregon which provides on-the-job training opportunities for clients
in private and public sector jobs by cashing out AFDC and food
stamps; and,

» a Family Investment-type program like that operated by the State
of lowa, designed to move families oft of welfars and into self-
sufficient employmant; and,

* on-tha-job training or other training or education for work prepara-
tion that will bring about employment in the private sector.

States given the resources to emphasize work, Under the Democratic
plan, Statas are given the resources to help welfare recipients not only geta
job but also remain in the workforce.

« Flexibility: States would set all sligibility rules, enabling States to
make work pay more than welfare. Stales sef benefit levels,
resource limits, asset levels, and income disregard policies,

« Funding: the “Work First” block grant provides Slates with the
funds necessary to assist them with the cost of puiting welfare
recipients to work, Funding would be increased and the Federal
match rate would be increased to 70/30 with ten percentage points
higher than the Meadicaid match rate.

» Child Care: to help recipients keep a job, chiki care assistance
would be made available to all those required to prepare for work
or work. Three current ¢hild cars programs (AFDC child care,
transitional child care, and at-risk ¢child care} would be consolidated
into the Child Care Development Block Grant Program (CCDBG)
authored by Senators Dodd and Hatchin 1890, The CCDBG would
ba axpanded to cover walfare rociplents required 1o work, those
transitioning from welfare to work, and the working poor up to the
poverty leval, The Federal match rate would be increased to 70/
30 or ten percentage points higherthan the Medicaid match rate,

¢ Health care: 1o encourage clients fo stay in jobs by making
empioyment more attractive than welfare, Medicaid coverage will
be extendad by an additional 12 months beyond the current one-
year transition period.

DPC Background Brief p.3
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We count work, not “patrticipation.” Under the “Work First” plan, States
would focus on getting recipients into raal jobs, getting credit only for:

+ thoss leaving welfare for work;

» those working 20 hours or more per woek {even if still receiving
" benefits); and,

» those working 20 hours or more per week in subsidized jobs (but
not workfare) unless recipiants live inareas of highunemployment.

By the year 2000, States will be required {0 achieve a work performance rate
of 50 percent, which would mean an unprecedenied number of welfare
reciptents would be working.

Community service for those who don't work, Those not working within
two yaars must perform workfars or community servics as designad by the
State. Even those who are exempt from the work requirement (ill, aged,
incapacitated recipients, those caring for a disabled child or relative, or those
with a child under age one) will have obligations. They could be required to
perform community service as delinad by the Stale, such as volunteering at
their children’s school, or they must take responsibility as outlined in their
Parent Empowermeant Contract, such as having their children properly
immunizad ’

Absent Parents

Absent parents. Absent parents who are delinquent on their child support
paymenis may:

» choose to enter into a repayment plan with the State; or,
» choose between a community service job of jail,

States would have the option of providing job placement services {0 absent
parents, on the condilion that, once emplioyed, they meet their child support
chilgations.

Keeping families together. States may serve unemployed fathers in job
placement under the "Work First” Block Grant program in an efiont to
encourage families to stay 1ogether to work their way off weifare.

DPC Background Brief p.d




Teens

Teen parents. Under the Democratic plan, the message to teen parents is
clear: stay at home and stay inschool. Nolongerwili ateenage parentbe able
to drop out of school and establish a separats household, creating the cycle
of dependency that is difficull to break.

» Stay at home. Custodial parents under the age of 18 would be
required to live at homs with an adull family member or in an adult
supervisad group homse, in order o qualify for TEA benefils.

« Stay in school. Teen mothers would be required to rermain in
school or in an alternative technical or trade program threugh age
18 {age 19 at State option) in order to qualily for TEA benefits. In
addition, teen mothers would be raquired to padicipate in sub.
stance abuse treatment programs, when deamed necessary,

Teen pregnancy prevention, The number of children bom o unwed
teenagers has risen sharply in recent years. The Democratic plan addresses
this problem by including grants to Siates for the design and implementation
of teen pregnancy prevention programs. Such programs would be operated
by State agencies, local agencies, publicly supported ordanizations, pnivate
nonprofits, as well as consortia of such antities. Govemors would selact
projects with preferences given 16 those largsting:

+ both young men and young women,;
« areas with high teen pregnancy rates; or,

» areas with a high incidence of individuals receiving AFDC.

Waivers

All gxisting waivers are §m§fgt&ered, At State option, Statescanoptoutol -
their waivers. in considering an application tor a new waiver, there willbe a
presumption for approval for requests similar 10 one already approved,
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BRIEF COMPARISON OF MAJOR PROVISIONS IN WELFARE PLANS

Item

AFDC Entitle-
ment

Time Limits

State Match/
benefits

State Plan

Personal Contract

Hause hill

Abolishes AFDC.
Tums AFDC into s
state entitlement
block grant, which is
capped. No
guarantee of
assistance for 2 poor
family.

5 year lifetme limit,
with state option for
less time,

No state match
required. Benefits
can be cut to any
level.

Plan subrutted 1
HHS Sec,

None

Finance Committee

Abolishes AFDC.
Tums AFDC mto a
state entitiement
block grant, which 3
capped. No
guaranteg of
assistance for & poor
famuly.

S year lifetime ftmit,
with state option for
less time.

No state match
required. Benefits
can be cut to any
level,

Plan submuatted to
HHS Sec.

None

Dem Leadership

Abolishes AFDIC,
Creates new
Temporary
Employment
Asgistance, a
conchtional
individual
entitiement of
fimuted duration.

§ year lifetime hionug,
with reduced grant
after 2 years for
parents refusing
waorkfare or
COMUnUNItY service,

Retang gtate match
requirement.
Retains cirrent law:
benefits can be
reduced, but not
below 1988,

Plan submutted to
HHS Sec and
deemed approved if
not rejected win
120 days.

Parent

Empowerment
Contraet. Must

© 3ign to receive aid,

must foliow or

" penalty.
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Item

JOBS program

Participation rates:
{Current law 15
20%;}

Hours of work per
week reqg'd. (current
law s 28 hours per
week)

Rainy day fund

House hill

Abolishes JOBS,
JOBS would be
consolidated with
AFDCina

fixed amount of $
aver § years,
Unfinded mandates
for states 1o meet
work requirements,

Participation
Requirements

FY36 10%
FY97 15%
FY98 20%
FY9% 25%
FYG027%
FYOL 298
FYG2 40%
FY03 50%

FYgs 20
G498 20
FY99 23
FYod 30
FYo! 30
FYo2+ 3%

Rainy Day Loans
Loans to be repaid
with interest. Loarns
trigpered by Ul nlss
{UI % m excess of
6.5%) ~oom

timnan

i
3

.
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Finance Committes

Abolishes JOES.
JOBS would be
sonsolidated wath
AFDC and chuid
care funding and
frozen at FY94
leveds for § years.
Unfunded mandates
for states 10 meet
work requirements.

Participation
Reguirements

FY86 20%
FY97 30%
FY9835%
FY59 40%
FYQ0 45%
FY0! 530%
FYO01 50%
FY03 50%

FYS6 20
9TESE 20
FY99 0
FYO06 20
FY01 20
FYO02+ 20

Rainy Day Loans
£1.7 bilhion loan
fund created. Loans
10 be repaid with
nterast within 3
yvears. Loan not o

Dem Leadership

Abolishes JOBS.
Creates new Work
First Employmemt
Block Grant,
Sufficient funds are
provided to ensure
that no unfunded
mandates are passed
on 10 states i
raeeting work
reguIrements.
Federal match
increased o 70730
or 10 percentage
points above FMAP.

Work

Requirerents

FY o4 30%

FY97 38%

FY98 40%

FY99 45%

FYOD 30%

FY{1 50%
FY02 50%

FYQ3 50%

* only work 18
counted; the rates
measure work, not
“participation”

FY9¢ 20
098 20
FY99 20
Fyoe 20
FYoy 20
FYQ2+ 20

_{State aption for 30

hours per week}

Bonus for
Employment

Since entitiement,
no need for "rainy
day fund”, but bonus
system for
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ftem

Rainy Day fund
{ront'd}

State Penalty

Individual Penalry

Earnings
Hesources
Assels

Minor Parents

X-fer &

Child Care

*
. a8 ‘;5:%}*‘3{_.__\"-

Hetse hill

Failure to meat
participation rates
would resuit in 5%
cut in state annual
grant,

State determines
jevel below current
benefit.

State decision.
State decigion.
State decision.

MNot

Allows x-fer of 30%%
of block grant for
other purposes,

Authorized funding
only; no guarantee
of ¢hild care
assistance for those
transiioning o
work.

* X e ki

Finance Commitiee

exceed 10% of state
grant, Ounly states
that have never had
3 penalty may
qualify for a loan.

Failure to meet
participation rates
would result in 5%
cut i state anpual
grant.

State determmnes
tevel below current
henefit,

State decision.
State decision.
State decision.

State dscision.

Silent on transfer
issue,

$ consohdated with
AFDC & JOBS §.
No guarantze of
child care
assistance for those
trangiioning to
work, No guaraniee
of child care for
pargnts with
children age 6 o
older. No additional
child care money

fr—
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Dem Leadership

employment.
Bonus § can be
used for Werk Firs:
Emplovment block
grant or child care.

Sec. can make
recommendabons
for improvement
{1st time) and
require a 10%
reduction in the
federal admin match
for TEA
admunstrative
expenses (2ad time).

33% ot 11 nme;
66% cut 2nd tme:
Gft TEA 31d time.

State decision,
State decision
Stats decision.

Live at home or
wi/adulis,

No¢ x-fer, but bonus
¥ can be used for
Work Pirst
Employment biock
grant or child care.

Existing clald care
programs
congolidated into 1
block grant.
Guarantees child
care for those
required to work or
prepare for work. 1
vear transitional
coverage retained
and extanded an
additional yearon a



ftem House Bill Finance Committee Dem Leadership
child eare provided to meer shding fee scale at
{continued) increasing state option.
participation rates. Working poor
families with
income up 0 100%
of poverty phased
. Fed match
mncreased to 70/30
or 10 percentage
points lugher than
FMAP,
Medicaid Current law, 1 vaur Curremt faw, | year 1 year transitional
of transitonal of transitional coverage retained
Medicaid for those Medicaid for those and extended for
working, working. ope year on a

sliding fee scale.
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STATE FLEXIBILITY UNDER WORK FIRST

States would have an unprecedented amount of flexibility:

. States sel their own benefit levels, countable assets, resource limits, and mneome disregard
policies

. States design their own programs for moving recipients from weifare to work.

- States design the Parent Empowerment Contracts outlining bow each welfare recipient will
become employed.

’ States have the freedom (o consolidate and streamline welfare operations to function more
egfficiently and turn welfare offices into employment offices.

. States design their own job-search programs geared 1o helping welfare recipients look for
work.

. States determine the form of support to provide to recipients: direct benefits, wage
subsidies (o employers, vouchers, ete.

. SMates determine who their employment block grant will serve (from welfare mothers ©
unemployed fathers).

. States design and determine workfare or community service jobs appropnate for those
welfare recipients not employed within 2 years.

* States determine whether they will treat “interstate” immigrants differently,

. States are provided with “seamless” child care assistance so that the need of the family

would determine the assistance they receive, not the category of federal program money
that’s available.

» States retain the option of admihismring their programs under existing watvers.

. States have the option of requinng participants to undergo appropriate substance abuse
treatment where necessary.

. States have the option of providing more than the 350 pass through of child support to
weifare families.

* States have the flexibility to design innovative teen pregnancy prevention programs.

. States have greater freedom to design programs to keep fathers in the home, including

offering empioyment services to nongustodial parents.

» States have the option of using a portion of their employment block grant funds for other
work-related purposes necessary to help clients get and keep a job (including emergency
day care, uniforms, eyeglasses, and transportation). "



The following members made opening statements:

Daschle, Mikulski, Breaux, Ford, Dorgan and Rockefeller

Some of their statements are included in the attached packet. Daschle said that the
Democrats plan and the Packwood plan both save money, but the difference is that the
Democratic approach takes savings and generates work, protects children, and allows
state flexibility. Daschle allowed a brief amount of time for questions. The questions
focussed on the following:

LBOQ scoring-Daschle and Breaux said CBO is currently scoring the "Work First®
plan. Breaux emphasized that savings created by the plan will eover the costs
so there will be no additional dollars incurred.

Recipients who cannot find jobs-Daschle explained that able-bodied welfare
recipients will have two years to find a fob. They will also be allowed to find
a job over the course of five years, but no more.

State flexibility-Baschle said states will bave the opportunity 10 set up
alternative work plans, Le. Workfare, vouchers... They will not have the option
to do nothing.

Deficit Reduction-Cuts in Social Security, Disability, etc. will create savings
that can be used in the welfare program. This plan atlows for extra dollars to go
towards deficit reduction.

Work participation-goal of 50% participation Iy the vear 2000,

Administration’s position-Daschle said the President stated his support for "Work
First" yesterday. The President said this is the approach that should be vsed as we
reform the welfare system. He stressed his opposition to the Republican plan,
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SENATE DEMOCRATIC LEADERSHIP
WELFARE REFORM PLAN
WORK FIRST ACT

PRINCIPAL SPONSORS: SENATORS DASCHLE, MIKULSKI, & BREAUX



WORK FIRST RESPONSIBILITY ACT PRINCIPLES
Put Work First
Help People Not Only Get Off Welfare, But Stay Off
Safety Net for Children
Restore the Role of Men in Families
Enhance State Flexibility.
Move From Eligibility to Empowerment

Fight Teen Pregnancy



PUTTING WORK FIRST FRAMEWORK
Move from income maintenance to employment assistance.
The best job training is on the job.
Everyone must do something for benefits.
All able bodied recipients must work.

Count work, not participation in training, as measure of success.



PUTTING WORK FIRST PROGRAM

*  Eliminate AFDC. Abolishes Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).

*  Temporary Employment Assistance. Replace AFDC with Temporary Employment
Assistance (TEA), a new conditional entitlement for poor families with children.

*  Job Readiness Assessment. Individuals who apply for TEA would immediately
undergo a job readiness assessment by the relevant state agency.

*  Parent Empowerment Contract. As a result of the assessment, a recipient would be
required to sign an individualized contract outlining a plan to move them into the
workforce as quickly as possible. Failure to sign the contract disqualifies a household
from receiving TEA. [Comparable to Iowa state model]

*  Job Search. During the first two months of TEA assistance, all able-bodied recipients
must engage in intensive job search. Recipients must accept a job offered to them
unless they have good cause for rejecting an offer.



Work Requirements. If, after two years of TEA assistance, a recipient is not working
in the private sector at least 20 hours a week, states must offer workfare or community
service. Refusal to engage in workfare causes benefit reductions.

Lifetime Time Limit. No family may receive TEA for more than five years.

--  Hardship exceptions to lifetime limit:

0
0
0
0
0
0O
0
O

Families living in areas of high unemployment (7.5%);
Children living with relatives other than a parent;

Teen parents until age of 18 (so long as they stay in school);
Those working 20 hours a week (state option);

Those who are ill, incapacitated or aged;

Those with children under one;

Those caring for a child or parent who is ill or incapacitated; &
15% of a state's caseload [other than hardship categories].



*  Most AFDC recipients cycle on & off of welfare.
¥ A solution: Intensive focus on job search & job placement.
*  The Work First Emphasis: The best job training is on the job.
~-  Change the welfare system's emphésis to finding and keeping a job.

-~ Just as individuals will be asked to adopt a work first mentality, so will state
bureaucracies that operate welfare programs.-



*  Work First Employment Block Grant.

Replace the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) training program created
in 1988 with a Work First Employment Block Grant (WFEBG) for states.

o  The new block grant is results oriented.
o0  The existing JOBS program is requirements (i.€., process) oriented.
The current program (JOBS) is highly pfescriptive.

o Mandates that states provide 4 activities: high school, job skilis training, job
readiness, & job development/placement.

o Mandates states offer at least 2 of 4 additional activities: job search, on-the-
job training, community work experience, or work supplementation.



*  Work First Employment Block Grant.

The new block grant gives states flexibility to design their own program.

0O

The only requirement -- that an increasing number of their state's welfare
recipients go to work, and stay at work.

Funding would be increased above the current JOBS level (now about $1
billion a vear), and would emphasize work as its objective.

Would be a single funding stream, unlike the current JOBS program which
has two pots. -

Education and skills training would support job search & placement, not be
ends in and of themselves.

Federal/state match would be 70/30 (as opposed to 60/40 under JOBS).



Use existing, successful state models.

-

The JOBS program is highly prescriptive on what states can do.

The new WFEBG would give states broad discretion to implement a program that.
draws upon the most successful state programs.

Eligible activities could include (but not be limited to):

Job search

Job placement vouchers (like America Works in NY)

Wage subsidies/work supplementation

On-the-job-training

Microenterprise development/self~employment

GAIN-type program (Riverside County, CA)

JOBS Plus-type program (Oregon} - cashes out AFDC & Food Stamps
Family Investment Program (Iowa)

Workfare (public sector work)/community service

Other training or education for work preparation that brings about
employment

O 0 C 0 0 0O Q0 L0



*  Parent Empowerment Contract.

--  Developed by agency in consultation with recipient.
--  Recipient must sign as condition of receiving benefits.

--  Benefits reduced for contract violations. Three violations and you're out.
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Parent Empowerment Contract Conditions.

Participate in job search, moving to work as quickly as possible.

Must accept bona fide offer of unsubsidized full-time employment unless there's
good cause. \ ‘

Attend and maintain attendance in school (where applicable).

Keep school-age children in school & immunized (Maryland).

Undertake education, job counseling or other services, if necessary, to obtain
private sector employment. -

20 hours a week in contract activities (30 hours at state option).
At state option, undergo appropriate substance abuse treatment,

Participate in any other activities to promote and develop personal responsibility,
self-sufficiency & parenting skilis.



i1
icipation in Traini

Work is key indicator. State success will be measured by number of number of welfare
recipients who are moved to work.

Work First Work Performance Requirements:

--  FY 1996 30% (of a state's caseload)
- FY 1997 35%

-- FY 1998 40%

- FY 1999 45%

--  FY 2000+ 50%

Tough Penalties for States for Noncompliance: States who fail to reach target will be
penalized 10% of their federal funds for administrative costs.

Employment Bonus Funds: For states who are high performers in moving people from
welfare to private sector work, there will be a pool of bonus funds in the Work First
Employment Block Grant to reward them for significant progress from year to year.
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Can a Work First Approach Succeed?

E S

The Riverside County, California Experience.

-~ As part of California's GAIN program, Riverside County has shown significant
progress in moving people off of welfare.

--  Emphasis on getting a job quickly, strong reliance on job search, some use of

education, tough enforcement of participation requirements, close links to the
private sector, & an-outcome-based management style.

--  The results:

50% increase in earnings of welfare recipients.

15% decline in welfare outlays.

26% increase in number of welfare recipients working.

Returned $3 (lower welfare costs & increased tax revenues) for every $1
spent on the program.

o O Q
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HELPING PEOPLE NOT ONLY GET OFF WELFARE, BUT STAY OFF

End the cliff effect.

--  Today when people go trom welfare 1o work, disposable income does not rise
dollar-for-dollar because federal assistance drops off rather quickly, like a'cliff.

Two major obstacles to Permanent Work: Loss of Child Care & Health Insurance
- All AFDC families have children.
-~ QOver 60% have children age 5 or under, 2/3 of which are children under age 3.
Child care costs. |
-~ Average % of income spent on child care.

o  Above poverty: 9%

o  Below poverty: 23%
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HELPING PEOPLE NOT ONLY GET OFF WELFARE, BUT STAY OFF

What's needed: giving people the tools to stay off of welfare.

Work First Child Care Proposal.

Consolidate existing 4 federal child care programs into a single block grant.

Expand guarantee of child care for those moving from welfare to work by giving
states the option to expand coverage from current 1 year period to include a
second year (based on a sliding fee scale).

Over five years, phase in expansion of child care coverage for working poor for
those up to 100% of poverty [c. $14,000 for family of 4] (based on a sliding fee
scale).
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HELPING PEOPLE NOT ONLY GET OFF WELFARE, BUT STAY OFF
Health Insurance.

--  Medicaid today covers about half of all persons in poverty.

-~ For recipients leaving welfare, Medicaid is now available for 1 year.

--  Work First Proposal extends Medicaid eligibility for those leaving welfare for two
full years (based on a sliding fee scale).



SAFETY NET FOR CHILDREN
Preserves budgetary guarantee.

-- Ifafamily is eligible, funds will be available through th{»‘: Temporary Employment
Assistance Program,

-~ No benefit reductions or cut off as a result of recession, growth in population, or
periods of chronic high unemployment.

Preserves Food Stamps and Federal Nutrition programs.

-~ Retains funding guarantee unlike others that propose a block grant.
Preserves current guarantees for Foster Care and Adoption Assistance.
More reasonable approach to eligibility of children under the SSI program.

Medicaid & child care extensions ensure primary, preventive care for children of
mothers moving into the workforce.
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RESTORE THE ROLE OF MEN IN FAMILIES

Facts on Men & Welfare. (Kids Count Data Book, 1995, Annie E. Casey Foundation)

*

Only 12% of AFDC families have two parents.

The poverty rate for female-headed households is 36%, compared to 7% for those in
married-couple families.

Between 1969 & 1993;

-~ Number of children living in fatherless families more than doubled, from 11% to
24%.

-~ Percentage of men who could not earn enough to support a family of four rose
from 14% to over 32%.



Work First Steps to Restore the Role of Men: Child Rearing & Child Support.
*  Bring men back into the house.

-- Eliminate the Man-in-the-House Rule, which prohibits women from receiving
AFDC if they have a spouse working part-time in the house.

*  Restoring the role of absent fathers.
--  Must identify paternity.
--  Absent parents with child support arrearages would be givena choice:
0 enter into a repayment plan with the staté; or

o choose between a community service job (to pay off their arrearage) or jail.



Work First Steps to Restore the Role of Men: Child Rearing & Child Support.
Provide jOE placement services for absent fathers,
--  States have option to give fathers job placement services.
Insist on child rearing role for teenage fathers.

--  Through Parent Empowerment Contract, require that both parents take an active
role in child rearing,



20’
The Role of Men & Child Support.
The Child ‘Support Gap
--  Recent Census Bureau study found:
o  Fewer than half of non-custodial parents make any child support payments.
0 Onl)./ a quarter pay the full amount awarded.
--  Total ordered child support payments (1991): $17.7 billion
o Actually paid: $11.9 billion
o Uncollected: $ 5.8 billion

--  54% of custodial parents had child support order (1991).
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Work First Steps to Improve Child Support.

Require state uniformity of child support laws (Uniform Interstate Family Support Act).

--  Paternity, subpoenas, liens, financial information access, and suspension of
professional and drivers' licenses.

IRS refunds and military pay subject to child support collection.

States must establish a central registry of support orders. State registries feed into a
national network.

-- A national data bank on support and a directory of New Hires.

--  Expanded locator allows states to enforce orders, establish paternity and modify
orders.

Continue $50/month pass-through to families of child support payments.

--  Give states option to pass through more than $50.
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ENHANCE STATE FLEXIBILITY

States may set:

-~ benefit levels [so long as no lower than 1988];
-~ countable assets;

- resource levels; &

-~ income disregard policies.

All existing state waivers from HHS are grandfathered.
--  States have option to opt out of existing waivers if they prefer Work First.

All state plans must be approved within 90 days by HHS.
--  If states propose an option already in effect under an existing waiver in another
state, it is given presumption of approval.

States given flexibility to design:

--  Parent Empowerment Contracts;

-- Job search and employment programs; &
--  Workfare & community service.



MOVE FROM ELIGIBILITY TO EMPOWERMENT
Change culture of welfare offices.

--  States must incentivize welfare offices to make finding private sector work for
welfare recipients their primary objective.

-- Includes using employment block grant funds to provide bonus money to
employees to reward exceptional placement & retention of TEA clients in jobs.

Caseworker Training.

-- Requires training caseworkers and related- personnel (including the use of
incentives) as may be necessary to ensure successful job placements that result in
full-time private sector employment for program clients.

Case Management.

--  States must assign each client a case manager who meets with the client to
develop a Parent Empowerment Contract, within 10 days of application for TEA.



MOVE FROM ELIGIBILITY TO EMPOWERMENT

Consolidation and Streamlining/One-Stop Shops.

Encourage states to use innovation to make the system more efficient, to
emphasize job placement first, and to restore common sense to a system that has
become detached and too bureaucratic.

State welfare offices are encouraged to streamline and consolidate activities to
simplify the process -of applying for a range of assistance programs.

One-stop offices would be encouraged to coordinate the application process for
low-income individuals and to ensure that applicants and recipients receive the
information they need regarding the range of available assistance (from job
placement, to job openings, to individual assistance programs, etc.).

Forms used by state offices must be easily understandable.

Case management team model should be encouraged instead of assembly line
approach to case management.
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FIGHTING TEEN PREGNANCY

Stay at Home and Stay in School.

--  Custodial parents under the age of 18 would be required to live at home with an
adult family member or in an adult-supervised group home in order to qualify for
Temporary Employment Assistance.

--  Funds will be designated under the Title XX Social Service Block Grant to pay
each year for Second Chance Homes (adult-supervised homes for teenage mothers
and their children).

--  Teen mothers would be required to continue education or alternative technical or
trade programs through age 18 (age 19 at state option) in order to qualify for TEA
benefits.

--  Teen mothers required to participate in substance abuse treatment programs
through age 18 when deemed necessary.
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FIGHTING TEEN PREGNANCY
Incentives & penalties.

--  States have option:

0 to impose a sanction against the TEA benefit of teen mothers who do not
attend school regularly; & ‘

o toapply a bonus to the TEA benefit of teen mothers who do attend regularly.
Teen Pregnancy Prevention.

--  As a condition of qualifying for Employment Block Grant funds, states must
outline a strategy for reducing teen pregnancy.

--  Funds will be designated under the Title XX Social Service Block Grant to pay
each year for teenage pregnancy prevention programs. Preference must go to
applications targeting both young men and young women, areas with high teen
pregnancy rates, or areas with a high incidence of individuals receiving AFDC.
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REAL WELFARE REFORM: THE WORK FIRST SOLUTION

Firm on work, conditioning assistance upon a recipient's commitment to work.

Providing the child care, health care, and job placement activities to get people off and
stay off.

Ensuring a safety net for children through guaranteed assistance.
Taking the steps to restore men in families.

Providing state's with flexibility that enables them to move from the current eligibility
model to one that empowers welfare recipients to work.

Taking the tough steps to fight teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock births.



SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS UNDER DISCUSSION

NOTE: Options are arrayed from most dramatic change (House billy through least change (Conrad bill) to ne change {current

policy),
s — N ;
House Movnihan Comnmission Conrad Current Law
Retain Cash Only for 20% YES YES YES e
Block Grant YES NO NO NC NO
“ iFa Eliminate Retaim Eliminate Retain -
Past and Future Only
Fugure
Functional Equals No change No change Expand Tighten -
Standards
"Maladaptive behavior" No change Tighten Eliminate Tighten =
K CDR’s Every 3 years Every 3 years Every 2 vears Every 3 vears 173 of children
{7 years if no mrning 18
unprovement ‘
expected)
Move to HHS NG YES NG --
S Year Cﬂst Estimate $11 Billion 35 Billion $3 Billion $2 Billion -
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Senator John Breaux

Unitad sm Democrat-Louisiana
of America

Contact: Bette Phalan, Raren Gravois, 903-224-4623, {30b Monn, 504-282-2050

FOR INMEQIATE RELEASE May 23, 1985

WASHINGTON (May 23) -- The driving force behind any welfare legislation
must be getting people off welfare and info §Gb$, Sen. Jehn Breaux (O-La) said at a
prass conference this morning.

“The real debate should not be whether the lederal or state gcvemmants
handfe the problem, but how to best move more paople trom wellare to werk,” Sen.
Breaux sald. "Wae need a federal-siate partnership to share both In the cost of putting
waltare parents to work and the responsibility of protecting innocent children.”

Senate Minorlty Leader Tom Daschle (D-8.D.) and Sen. Barbara Mikulsk]
{O-Md.) joined Sen. Breaux, who is & membar of the Senate Finance Commitize, The
committee Is scheduled to markup 2 Senate weitare reform bill starting Wednesday.

"The Repubiican's weltare refarm praposal is not real refarm -- It simply gives
states 4 chock and requires nothing In retum * Sen. Breaux said. “Under the GOF's
block grant proposal, states could take the money they now spend to help poor
families and use it for anyihing -- and thal's not fair.”

San. Brogux safd that while the thrae Democratle Senators wlil nat offer their
leadership plan in the committes markup, they do plan to take the best of all the
Democratic welfare reform proposals and offer a constructive eltarnativa on the
Senate floor next month.

. RH%
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TOM DASSHLE
LDUTH BAKGTA
United States Senate
Oltice of the Democratic Leaher

Taghington, PE 205107020

STATEMENT BY SENATE DEMOCRATIC LEADER TOM DASCHLE
ON THE PRINCIPLES OF WORKABLE WELFARE REFORM
MAY 23, 1995

k

Tomorrow the Senate Finance Comimittee s scheduled to start marking up a
welfare reform praposal by Committee Chairman Bob Packwood.

We hope that Senator Packwood’s proposal will not repeat the mistakes of the
extremist welfare reform bill passed by the House, which is weak on work and tough
on kids. But frankly, we are not optimistic.

It is ironic - and we believe, troubling -~ that Senator Packwood is releasing
his proposal the same week Senate Republicans are preparing to gut two programs
that helps low-income families get off welfare, and stay off.

I'm talking about day care assistance for the working poor, and the Earned Income
Tax Credit.

No less a Republican than Ronald Reagan called the Harned Tncome Tax
Credit “the best anti-poverty, the best pro-family, the best job creation measure to
come out of the Congress.”

Unfortunately, this new, more extreme majority in Congress appears to have
forgotten that.

Wae want to make suré our Republican colleagiues don’t suffer similar
memory lapses as we debate welfare reform. So we are here to spell out very clearly
the principles that Democrats believe are essentlal to any real, workable welfare
reform plan. These are the standards by which we will evaluate all welfare reform
plans from either side of the aisle,

First and foremost, welfare reform must be about work. The goal of any
walfare reform plan must be to help people get good jobs and keep thent Period,

Right now, many families stay on welfare anly a short fime and leave the
system very quickly. But they're back quickly, too -- and often for longer periods of
time -- because they don’t have the skills or resources to keep a job.

We need to replace the revolving door of welfare dependency with one door
that leads families to a batter fubure.
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Many of our Republican colleagues are asking the wrong questions. Instead
of asking how muuch - or how little -- money should we spend on welfare, and how
should that money be distributed, we should all be asking three basic questions:

» How can we better prepare welfare recipients for jobs?
s How can we place more welfare recipients in jobs?

. And how can we help farmer welfare recipients keep their jobs so they
don’t come back through that revolving door of dependency?

Just throwing families off welfare into the streets is not the answer.

As many of you know, Senators Bréaux and Mikulski and 1 have been
meeting for more than a month to sketch out what we consider to be a workable
welfare reform plan.

In addition, several of my colleagues will be offering constructive
amendments in the Finance Committee this week during markup of the Packwood
proposal. We will then review the commiftee action and determine whether it js
necegsary to propose on the Senate floor a comprehensive alternative that we
believa represents a consensus among Democratic sanators,
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT COST ESTIMATE FOR WORK FIRST PROPOSAL '

Additional Five Year Additional Seven Year : g

Federal and State Costs Faderal and State Cosls i

OVISTONS Total  Federal  State Total Federsl  State = L

A

SES oY

xal AFDC Program (including EA and admin) n -158.6 -84.3 743 2278 17?1053

ate & Work First Program, ‘ 149.3 75.4 739 206.6 110.9 93.6
P Work Program 8.7 54 1.3 14.4 8.9 5.5
dyidual Empowerment Contracts a Y a a A a
nses’l .o : 5.0 5.0 0.0 7.0 W 0.0
tioa A: Medicai/Chitd Care SWAP (Children Below 1M0% of paverty)/c 26.1 N 5.0 43.3 50.8 1.2
tion B: Medieaid/Chitd Care SWAP (Children Helow 100% of paverty)/e 15.3 20.3 3.0 27.5 M7 42
TAL COSTS Option A ) 1.5 3.6 2.4 43.3 84,7 114
TAL COSTS Option B x 1.7 218 2.1 275 3.9 -11.4

‘ .

@ - {am]

Erapowerment Coarraet costs included in cost of TEA,

Assumes §1 billion per year cagped bonus.

inciudes wdditional costs Tt TEA, TCC, woking poor ¢hild care estinmtes xad additiona! federal cost
‘or shifting state baseline cosrs to the federal government. Assumes that federal government pays all
19518 through Medicaid, Assumes feders! government pays stae share of AFDC Child Care, TCC,
ud At-Rik Child Care,

LR et T el
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SUMMARY TABLE OF LEADERSHIP PLAN
Prefiminary Coat Estimate {Subject to Change)

Az Drafted 6/13/95

{Caseload Mumbars In 1000s._Dollars in Thousands.)

Projected Caseload

Projected Adult Caseload

Examptions

Hlon-exempt Casoload

fsductions due to Program Effects
Reductiors due to Time Linit Effacts
Casaload After Timw Limit and Program Effects
Participation Rate

Countable Requlred in TAD Program

Rumber Combining Work and Walfare (5-15%)
Number of 12 Month Leavars {14%)

Total Leavers and Combinem

Program Slots Required

Currant Law Particlpants

Federal Cost of TAD (Excluding Child Care)
Bonus

Cost of child care redicaid swip @ 100% of poverly
Cost of chlld care madicald swap @ 130% of poverty

Net Fedoral Cost of Work First with swap @ 100%
Net Federal Cost of Work Fint with swap £} 130%

Fed Savings from caseload reductions
Fed Savings from state Mexibility

Het Cost with Savings with swap & 100%
Het Coat with Savings with ewap @ 130%

1896

5,212
4,378
1,085
3284

3,284
20.0%

219
627
846
(189}
600

$110,000
$1,000,000

$2.200.000

" $4,200,000

$3,310,000
$5,310,000

50
{$260,000)

$3,050,000
$5,050,000

1897

5,343
4,491
1,123
3,368

3,368
30.0%
1,01
269
643

- 913
)]
65D

$220,0Q0
$1,000,000

$2,400.000
$4,500,600 .

$1,620,000
$5,720,000

$0
{$550,000)

$3,070,000
$5,170,000 .

1998

5479
4,602
1,151
3,452
13
. 0
3441
84.6%
2,223
344
657
1,002
1.224
650

$1,270,000
$1,000,000

$3.80,000
$6,000.000

$6,070,000
$6,270,000

(3$30,0C0)

$5,190,000

1999

5,604
4707
1,177
3,530
105
Q
3,425
71.9%
2,453
414
659
1,073
1,390
650

$1,630,000
$1,000,000

$4,500,000
$6,700,000

$7,110,000
$9,230,000

($280.000)

$6,690,000

2000

5728
4812
1,203
3,609
184

a
3.425
80.2%
2,747
483
€63
1,128
1.621
850

$2,140,C00
$1,000,000

$7.300,000
$9.600,000

$10,440,000
$12,740,000

2004

5,885
4918
1,230
3,889

3,165

83.0%

2626
571

1,201

1,428
850

£1.840,000
$1.0C0,000

$7.200,000

" $9,700,000 -

$10,040,000
$12,540,00¢

2002

1,221
1,308

$1,660,000
$1,000,000

$7,200,000
$9,700,000

$9,880,000
$11,280,000

($390,000} ($1.420,000) ($2,370.000)
($850,000) ($1,160,000) ($1,480,000) ($1.450.000) ($1.410.000)

$6,470,000

$7.300,000  $7,890,000 $10,770,000

$7.470.800
$9,670,000

$6,1Q0,000
$6,600,000

5 YEAR COST
$5,370,000
$5,000,000

$20,200,000
$31.000,000

$30,570,000
$41,370,000

{$800,000)
{$4,300,000)

$25,470,000
$36,270,000

. =
D
T
L
. Ul
L
[}
3
A
'
®
U"
A 48]
I’ m
" A
.0
=
7 YEAR COS
$8,890,000
$7,000,000
534,600,000
$50,400,000
. $50,490,000
$68,290,000
(84,590,000} g
($7,160,000) :
$38,740,000 -
$54,840600 -
P
< 4]
& %
!’, n
R
W

g
1
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Assumptions Used in Cost Estimate of the Conrad WAGE Program

1)

e

(3

@

)

(6)

-

&)

8

The estimates of the adult casejoad assume 16 percent of the. caseload is composed. of
¢child-only cases.

Bagsed on 1993 QC data, 12 percent of the adult caseload is exempted based on the

griteria in the bhill,

Reductions due 1o program effects are based on GAIN program effects. There are no
program effects until the WAGE program serves more participants than required
under current law, If the number required in a2 WAGE program activity is less than
currenit law, the current law nurmber of participants are assumed. :

The percemtage combining work and welfare increases from 5§ percent in 1996 to 15.
percent in 2002. (G percent in FY97, 7.5 percent in FY98, 9 percemt in FY99, 10
percent in FY0O, 13 percent in FY01.)

The percentage sanctioned is 1 percent in FY96, 2.-percent in FY97, and 3 percent in
FY97 and thereafier.

Those whe leave welfare for work only count in the numerator of the participation
rate. Based on Pavetti’s model, the percentage who leave welfare for work for 6
months is 10 percent. The percentage who leave welfare for work for 12 :nsmzhs is
18 percent. :

After subtracting combiners, the pumber sanctionsd, axxi those leaving welfare for
wark, the remalning number required to participate i split 30/30 betwaen work
activities and education and training activities,

The flexibility in changed asset rules and earning disregards is offset by flexibility in
the child exclusion and benefit rules.

This preliminary estimate assumes that the number of states receiving a bomus is
offset by the additional flexibility 16 lower benefits after 12 months.



UMARY TABLE FOR CONRAD PROPOSAL
Iminary Cost Estiniate (Subject to Change)
Orafted 5/11/95: 12 Month Leavers

seload Number and Dollars in Thousands)

iecled Caseload

jected Aduit Caseload

mpticns

1exempt Adult Caseload

lgctions due to program effects

tload after program effect

ticipation Rate

mtable Regquired In WAGE Program
rber Comiining Work and Wellare (5-155)
ther of 12 Month Leavers (185%)
rber Sandionct-l (1-3%%) .

al Leavers, Combiners, Sanctloned
gram Slots Required

‘rent Law Participants

eral Cost of \YAGE. Program (including child care)

al Federal Cost of Elock Grant

al Federal Cost of Block Grant With Performance Aw
Cost of Block Grarnt (Nol Including Current Law $g)
eral AFDC Savings *

Cost With Savings

05/13/9%

1996
5212
4,378
55%
1,970
%
1,970
25%
609
219
788

1051
431
600

»
8
LY
$0

§9

04:18 PM

1997
5,346
4,491 -
£2%
3,952
0%
3952
35%
1,383
269
803
50
1168
216
650

$1,360,000
$5,020,000
$5.220,000
$460,000
($110,000)
$340,000

1998 -

5479
4,502
12%
4,050
0.0%
4,050
40%
1,520,
345
828
138
1312
308
650

$1,500,000
$5,270,000
$5.670,000
$800,000
($180,000)
$620,000

1999
5,604
4,707
12%
4,142
0.0%
4 142
45%
1.864
424
847
141
1412
452
650

$1,820,000

$5.700,000

$6,300,000
$1,280,000

($190,000)
$1,090,600

2000
5,728
4,812
12%
4,234
0.0%
4,234
S0%
2,117
481
366
144
1492
623
L 650

$2,110,000

$6,110,000

$6,919,000

$1,710,000
{$1599,000)
$1,510,000

200
5.8355
4,918

2%

4,128

Q0.3%

4,328

6%

2,597
619
883

e .

1672
913
&850

$2,860.000
$6,980,000
$7,980,000
£2,600,060

(3200,040)
$2,400,080

‘
-

R
SE6T-ST-AbM
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2002
5,984
5,027

12%
4,421

3.0%
4,423

70%
3,096
734
903
131

1810

1287 :
650

W0z

PRVTI

oL

5 Year Costs
£6,790,000

7 Year Costs
$13,970,0630
§37,640,800
$41,640,000

$4.,320,000
§8,560,000  $22,100,000
$9,560,000  $24,100,000
“,00_0,00‘0 54,25_._.000 510,350,000 #
(§210,000)  ($670,000)  ($1,080,000) - ::
$3,790,000  $3,568,000  $9,750,000 - v e

1SP2.95P6
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ary Cost Estinate Sublect to Changel

Mied S/ 6 Month Leavers

md Mumbers and Doblacs in Thausands.)

trd Chnelead

ted Adult Caseload

Wony - -
mmpi Adult Caselond

tions due 10 program effects

-aF ufior program efect

ipation Hate - .
wiie Required In WAGE Program
ar Combining Work and Walare (5-15%)
er oF & Meonth Leavers {109}

er Sanctisned (1-3%) -
Leaveri, Combingrs, Sanctioned
am Slots Reqeired '

tit Law Partivipands

& Cost of WAGE Pragram (ncluding <hikd care)
Fadeval Cost of Biook Grant

Federal Cost of Block Geant With Perforoance Award
o8k of Blaek Grant (Not Incleding Crrent Law $s3

al AFDC Savings

osé With wailngs

#5H3195

1306
5212
4378
55%
1970
0%
L9790
25%

2i9
43§

$0
$0
3
3¢

f3:33 M

1997
3,346
4,491
12%
3,952
o%
3,952
35%
1,383
269
449
%6
503
575
60

3 380,500
$3,040,000
$5.220,000

$460,000

SLE0,800  ©§240,000)
SIO.000  $630,000

1598
5475
4,601

A%

4,030

8.3%

4038

a0

LEIS
344
460
138
942
673

650

$1,540,000
$5,310,000
5,710,000

$84(,000

1959
5.604
4,307

12%
4,142

107

4,019
5%
1,809

C A
.. 4m
198
1021
748
650

$2.030,000
$5.920,000
$6.520,600
$1,490,500
{§530,000;
$591,000

2000 1601 2002
S.128 $ 855 5,984
4012 4,918 s.027

12% 12% 2%
4,234 4,324 4,421
5.4% 1.9% 9.7%
7] 4,159 4,158
- 50% 0% 0%
2,411 2519 2,939
480 §23 40
481 492 s03
144 144 144
1105 1258 1367
1006 1261 1872
850 850 630

52860000 $IVED000  $5,300,000

35,860,000 SRIOO000 39,440,000

$7.660.000 $TA00,000  §10,546,000

$2,450,000 $3720,000  $4,520,000

(540,000 {5820,000)

§ Yeur Cost
$2.790,000
$23,118500
$25. 110,00
$5,240500
{$1,860,000)

53,170,800 $4.360,608  $4,190000

7 Year Cost
$17.470,000
343,750,004
$44,750. 00
$13,340,006
(32,435,800)
$11,520,000

e
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"{A) provided for --
(i} disregards of earned income by the family in ;
amounts equivalent to being in excess of the first $9%0 |
plus one-quarter of the remainder each month of earned
incomeas caléulated for a family of three working,
(gtates claiming bonus amounts under this provision
shall demonstrate that their disregard policies exceed
the above amount for families of three working 20
hours, 30 hours and 40 hours per week at the federal
minimum wage), and
(ii) Qisreyard vl any Federal income tax refund paid to
the family under section 32 of the Internal. Revenue
Code of 1986 (relating to earned income tax credit} and
any payment made te the family by an employer under
section 3507 of the Code (relating to advance payment

of earned income tax credit},
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CASELOAD BY STATE
Mumber of Casse
- pargtnt
. Fab-04 For8b ehisige
Virgin islancis 1.080 1300 20.4%
Mavatia 13,880 15900 145%
Gusn 1,043 2400 13.0%
e 8.748 HAC FH%
Mowralt 20,004 21400 1 £
Connsesout B8R £1,200 8.9%
Now Mok At 24,000 3.0%
MNow York 451312 450,70 2.7%
Calttomia 804,894 . N2.300 1.9%
Oistriet of Columbin 28,683 27300 1.6%
Muryiand =Ry <} ] 80,050 1.1%
Washington 0,185 104,500 $.0%
fifnciz L3618 237,200 5 G5%
Pennuytvania, : 208,850 207,800 £.6%
Coorgla 140,763 139.700 L.8%
Artroon 71,508 70,800 1.0%
Arddta oiong 22,739 T 2B “1.1%
Alagha 12768 T 12800 w1 3%
Varmont 9,932 2,800 “1.3%
Mingoud Ln.A432 81,900 «5,4%
Now Jereay 124,570 119,700 «1 5%
Toxas 286,103 2THI00 ~4.7%
Virginia 75.08% : 3G ) 1. 9%
Newth Carofima 181,172 126,700 . -34%
Ciklahoma $7T50% 45,800 3.65%
Montana 1153 H700 - -3. 7%
Cataware 114G 1,000 ~1.0%
Now Hampahirg 11,503 14,100 4.3%
Uigh 17,900 37,460 4 5%
Mol . 2363 220 B.0%
Kansas 30230 28,860 L.4%
Wt Virginla 41,148 38,600 ) & 5%
Coloradn A4 565 won 5.7%
South Cargling L2546 45,400 L%
Wyaming [ e+ 5400 S.0%
Pusrio Hioa 59,114 55500 €.1%
Wigeonghy TIR7 72,550 -£.1%
Nabragka 18,108 15,100 &.3%
Adancas 2852¢ ; 24 8850 £.5%
Qrogon 23240 40400 £ 5%
Flarida e 234 900 5%
Kertucky 81,384 75,500 F2%
Lalamna 87,055 81,106 -7 7%
lowa 38,538 38,506 1. 7%
indinna 74,8543 ) 68,700 B.0%
Ohile 251 508 DAL /OO B
Asabuma £0.958 £8.700 ' BA%
Misskeipel 2.0 . B2 440G SE5%
Bongth Diakots . 7.8 €400 . B.A%
Massschuselts ‘ - 112455 102306 - S3% .
Michigazs b2 B F 206,200 3%
Minnesata 63,276 56,800 ) +{U.2%
North Dakois 2914 5300 ~12.4%
TONDQaEH0 A1 540 . 25,200 1368%
Towl 51 atobos) 4,956,100 48556500 ) . 2O

Totas {atates + ter} ’ | 5048233 : 4.915.400 2. 6%
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CHANGE IN AFDC CASELOAD BY STATE ;

total total annual total |
parcent purcent rale of percant
F.Y.'91 change . Peak’ “Poak " change change . change
o avorage - i evptopesk  Month Cagelonad  poskto FeoS " poak to Foba95 Fob-85 91 aig to Foboh
Aabema . 47486 ° esm Octos 51,518 ey e 48,700 o
Alaska 9.416 £1.0% Aprie 13,356 5% 4,7% 12,600 WAL
Afizona 52,645 ;2% Decs 72774 27 ¢ 2% 7080 5%
Arkansas 25,995 41% Mar G5 27.066 L% 4% 24,600 T ga% !
Calllornia - 720.170 80% Jan-06 25,000 0% A | g22200 ;5%
Colorado 38,771 128% Cea® 43,749 10.4% |.0% 39,200 1.1%
Connoctiout 51213 - - - - - 61,200 105%
Dolaware . - 9,373 ;0% Neod 11,814 L% 4% 11,0000 Coanax
Olstrict of Columbla 21,043 0.5% Apr.od 27.451 Toaam hew 27.100 2.0%
Fiorida 166,006 ' 68.6% Nov-92 259.895 5% A% 234,900 . 91.5%
Qeorgla 115,400 mex Moedd 142,810 2.T% D% 136,700 10.0%
Guam 118 2E% Bep-04 2278 T% 7T 2,100 TTE%
Hawail L 14,848 asx Owcrod 21,500 05% 2% 21,400 L o
Idaha 6,704 - - - - - g.4100 0.
lfinols 221,491 % Aug-oe 243,050 2% “7% 237,200 - 1%
tndisna . : 81,127 adan Sep-i 76,051 ar% % 68,700 Y.}
" lowa _ 35.180 15.9% Aprp4 40.748 104N 120% 36,500 2.8%
Kanzas : 28,812 - 1es% AugO3 30,810 % Y. 28,600 am
Kenueky 78.308 7.2% M 03 83,982 D% . Ga% 75.500 | Q0%
Louisara 92.743 1.5% Apr-1 94,097 13.8% Q5% 81,100 - 41.0%
Malno . 22,717 7.5% Ay 24,374 7% aex . 22,000 S.1%
Maryland ' 74,140 vex | Aprin 81.245 . Oa% L5% 80,900 1%
Magsachusefts 104,914 - 10.7% Mg 115,691 -11.6% 0% 102,300 2.5%
Michigan ) 2z2r.a39 . L%k ARG 233,000 RUF 3 -0.TH 205,200 %
Minnasotn . 60,005 0.5 Aug-&a £€5,837 REY o 56.800 5%
Miggissippi 80,106 20% Now-g1 81,772. AR - - -40% 52400 A2.8%
Miseourd 76.622 “arem Mand 92,735 a7 a0 91.100 104%
" Montana ' 10,109 . 21.5% Mer 04 12,278 -4.7% SR 11,700 15.7%
- Nebraska' . - 15479 108w Mor63 17,164 . oMaem 0 sax - - 15,100 24%.
Novada . 9674 - - - B - 15,900 T dd%
Now Hampshire . 8,701 s o4 11,823 £1% TN 11,100 orew
Now Jarsoy ’ 118,430 120% Now2 132,592 27% T A% 119,700 . 1K
New Mexico : 24,083 - 4“4.0% Nordd 34,800 ¥ 3 ass . 34,600 416%
Now Yok 371,889 24.M%° T Dacdd 463,700 0.0% =N 480,700 . D%
North Carolina 105,304, oot Aug-3 132,726 “45% T 126,700 0%
North Dekota 5.809 14.3% Meds T 6837 A% -T1.6% 5,300 - S 5%
Chlo i 2068 540 nmi% War-OF 269,760 [(Fw '3 £.2% 230,800 toaam
Okiahoma- 42,797 19.9% Mok 51,301 -10,7% 5% 45,800 7.0%
Orogon 37,688 nz% Apriry - 43,004 % “.3% 40,400 7%
Panngyhvania 190,439 1e.8% Bop tel 212,A57 a7 L% 207 800 nom
Puorte Rico 60,842 L% A2 61,628 29% 26% 55,500 £.9%:
Rhode Island 19,467 17.7% Apr o4 22,910 1A% 2% 22,500 1s0%
" South Carofina 44,446 2 Jan3 54,590 @5% Y 49,400 TR
South Dakota - 7.010 50% Apr3 7.364 REXT Y -7.3% 8.400 47%
Tennossoo 88,899 - =2.1% Jang3 112,159 14.7% A% 96,200 F10.7%
Texas '+ 230,887 1YY D3 287,482 4% -A.65% 275,300 1.8%
Lteh 168,584 12.6% My 3 18,706 RE% -+5% 17,100 1%
Vormant : 9173 1 Apr-02 10,260 4 5% Ry 9 9,800 pEY
Virgin tsiands 069 - - . - - 1300 24.2%
Virginia - 62,235 2% Apdoa 76967 .. . aox ... Ox . 73,700 te.aw
Washington 88388 186 May- 94 104,828 L£0% o0% 104,800 18.6%
Wast VirgInia 38,141 P Argy - 41,929 T5% 44% 38,800 s
Wisconsin 80326 s A2 82,821 128% <3 - 72500 £.7%
Wyoming 5.968 18.6% gz 7.081 B A0.7% 5,400 5%
Total (51 states) 4,310,889 , ’ 4,515,600 14.0%

Total (statas + tor.) 4,373,881 , 4,915,400 12.4%



MAY-15-19u3 18:53

VRS b Moty vt O ST |
Ak ,‘v’;"‘ﬁ‘.‘ﬁ,;;; % "5:;33 s EAY SR =
LR S mES

TO Sas€¥a3; P.ie

¥

AFDC CASELOAD BY STATE

Number of Cmten
F.Y. ‘4
aatade, iy 21 avpy-1/85
Guam 1183 20 77E%
MNovacia 8874 16,800 54.4%
Neow Moxkes ' 24,003 34,800 Al A%
Hywal 14,948 21,500 43.8%
Flewicds 158,008 237,000 A2.5%
Arizona 52638 74,40 35.1%
Virgin [alands D 1,500 04.0%
idaho B, 754 8,100 34.1%
Alpaka, #418 “ 12,500 32.8%
Calfornlo 728170 25.000 28.9%
New Hampehiru 8701 11,000 264%
Disptot of Columbia 21043 2860¢ 26.4%
Now York 71800 461,100 24.0M%
Nodth Carmiina 105 ) 127500 20.8%
Dolaware : %373 11,300 20.8%
Goorgla = 118,408 140,800 10.0%
Coomctiout 81213 85,500 . 18.0%
Virginig 52,205 ‘ 73,900 1B.7%
Missourt ' Fi:X:d §1.200 TIse%
Washington 85200 103.20G 10.8%
Toxxs a8y e 164%
Mordana 1100 11,700 B.7%
Rhods isiand X 15887 22,500 ) 15.6%
Tenrussne : 86,993 £8.000 . 12.8%
Bouth Caroling : 44,888 50,000 125%
o, 81,127 .90 1.4%
Farruylvania 190439 208,700 2.5% s
Maryland . . 74,140 B.000 . $.1%
tiirols 221431 239,600 8%
Kamas 28812 ‘ 20,600 74%
Ckighoms 42,787 45,000 7.8%
Cregon A7.6%8 KN G9%
Yarrooxnt 0% $.000 é.o%
iowa . . 85,150 Sr20 . H.0%
tah 18,504 17,200 37%
et Virgnia 38,141 28,100 25%
New Jorroy 1ERA2D 120,100 . 1 A%
 Colomdo . 38,771 0,909 S4%
Mabssrny : 47 465 ' 47,300 D%
Moasoohueets 04854 03,200 2%
Chio 238,540 meas V2.4%
Nobraska 15476 - 000 : -3.1%
Mang ' N AL] 22000 3.2%
Kartupky 78.358 75.800 3.5%
Arxnrmos 25,958 24,500 2%
Mirrsiracda 0,008 57000 &£.5%
North Dakoa 8809 5.400 ~7.0%
Sonit Dakon 7410 £,500 F %
Wiaconsin 80,528 ) 74,000 1% ) .
Puarto Fico . 60,842 55,000 B.1%
Michlgan : gare3g 208.8¢ 4.T%
Yyoming 5.968 5400 | BE%
Migslealppi S106 52600 A22%
Ldsanag #2743 L 81 400 2P
Terat {3 staten) 4,390,058 4,801,200 13.2%

Tedat {82210 + tor)) A 373881 4,840,500 13.0%
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a} {03 pergent of FY 1995 Federal payments for

AFDC Admisisteation {other than reimbursemant for sysiem: costs)
Emergency Assiglance

AFDXC Child Care

Transitionat Child Care

or 103 percent of the average of FY 1993, 1994 and 1995 Tederal funding for thess programs:
plos

LY Estitnated fevel of funding required 1o meat the WAGE pasticipation razes, including additional
ehild care doflars (contingent on identifying suitable financing options); plus

£} bonys payments

Bonus Scheme (1o Gegdn in FY 1998}

Bascline placement rates {avmgv monthly percentage of the coseload leaving AF DC for employment and
avernge manthiy percentage working 20 o more hours while reeciving AFDC) are caleulated for each
State, based on FY 1996 danta. The first rate would be eqial to the average monthly number of cases
closed due 1o emp!oymem divided by the avernge mouthly taseioad,

For each rcipient who represents an inceease in the: percentage of the cascload leaving for employment
ot the percentage working in aa-unsebeiciued job (for at ieast 20 hours) while recelving assistance, the
Stite. would receive a bonus,

The bonus for each rsciplem (above the baseline parcentage) leaving assiswance for employmest would .
be equsi to & times the Federal share of the Stlte’s average cash benefit. - Half of the bonus would be
payable at 3 months (Qf the individual weze stit} amploysd st that point) and e other half at § months
{again, individual sull employed).

The bonus for each recipient (above the baseline perceniage) working while on assistance would be equal
(o 3 times the average Federal benefis savings {cash only, not food stamps) from a recipient entoriag @ 20-
hour per week minimum wage position in the State. The savings would be caleniated by wking a
weighted average of the savings for families of differest sizes,

Example: In 20 average month in FY 1996, 5 percent of AFIX rocipients in Blue Siate Jeft for
employment sad 7 percent were working in ursubsidized employment for ar {east 20
hours. In FY 1997, do aversge of 8 percent of wansitional assistance recipients in the
State leave for employment and 9 percemt are working while on assistance.”

The State receives the "exit” banus (in FY 1998), contingent on retgntian, for » numboer
. of :aczp:eats ¢qual to 3 percent of the cuseload (§ percemt minus S percent) apd the
“combining” bonus for & numbe: squal to 2 percent of the caseload (% percent mihus 7

. percent). )
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The et pool of bonus money would e capp%d at §1 billion annually (comtingent an firancing). Each
$taw's bonus payments would be prorated to keep the 10wl of payments withinthe' $1 billion cap.

The Szaretary would have the suthority to ke such steps a5 2re necessary to ensure pm;m administration
of the program {e.p.. deny the bonus payrnemts to a Siste which i cuztmg recipients off 1o hmrer the
deneminator).



Participaton Rate
Oefintion of Fate 30% A0% 50% 60% 70% 8
Adult Caselopd 4,372 4372 4372 4372 4372 4,372
CPTION 1: COUNT LEAVERS IN %Q%ER&?@% AND DENOMINATOR
Total Reguired ©© Paricipate 1,548 2062 2,577 3,083 3,608 4,124
Number Who Leave Welfare for Work for 12 Monihs {(17.8%) 783 788 783 783 783 783
Combining Work and Welfare {5 5%} 240 240 240 240 240 240
Pragram Siots Required 523 1,039 1,554 2,070 2,583 3,101
Effectve Partizipation Rate 10% 20% 30% 40% - 50% 60%
OPTION 2: COUNT LEAVERS IN NUMERATOR ONLY -
Total Required to Participate 1,312 1.749 2,188 2,623 3060 9,498 °
Number Who Leave Weifara for Work for 12 Months (17.9%) 783 783 783 783 783 783
Combining Work and Weltare (5.5%) 240 240 240 240 240 240
Program Siots Requided 289 726 1,163 1,600 \2;037-,\\ 2,475
Effective Participation Rale V%  17% 27% 7% 47%. 57%
OPTION 3: DO NOT COUNT LEAVERS
Tatal Required to Participale 1,912 1,749 2,186 2,623 3,060 3,498
Combining Work and Weifare 240 240 240 240 240 240
Program Slots Requires 1,071 1,508 1,946 2,383 2,820 4,257
Effectve Pardiclpation Flato 24% 5% 45% 56% 65% 75%
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Bonus Options

{I}  Conrsd Plan. Staes receive a bomus based on the mumber of cases who leave welfare for
work and who work ar least 20 houts per week while on welfare (above the FY 1966 levels in
each State). The total pool of bonus money woaid be capped at 3200 million in FY97 2nd
increase to $1 billion in FYOQL. If the cap was exceeded, each staie's bonus payment would
be prorated w keep the total payments within the cap. The legislative language would give
the Secrerary the authority to collect the data using random samples.

. The bomus for each recipieni Eove e baseline percentage) leaviag wellars K
emplovinent would be equal to 6 times the federal share of the state's gverage cash
benefit. Half the bonus would be paid if the individual were siili employed after 3
months, and the ather half if they were il employed after € wionths, :

s The bonus for cach recipient Rbove the baseline percentage) working while on
assistance would be 3 times the average federal benefit savings from a recipient:
entering a 20-hour per week minimum wage position in the sate.

(2} - Daschie Plan. Details are not specified. In current draft, states' would receive 2 bomus for
- each individual employed more than 25 hours per week once the state exceeds x% of
recipients working voday. In order to qualify for a bonus in subsequent years, 2 £% ncrease
would be required above the prior year, Larger bonuses would be paid for individuals.
working full-time. The basic boms would be the federal share of the benefit for the duration”
- . of employment {up to 9 months). Bonus money would be paid in 3 installments (afler 3, 6,
-gnd § months). At the moraent, the funding level of the bonus pool is not specified. -

(3)  Measuring Combiners and Leavers Against the National Average. Use the Conrad plan,
: cxeept measure increases above the mational average. Hy using the national average as the.
baseling, this would not penalive states who curremly have high rates of leavers and
combiners,

@) Rewardlng States on Overall Parformance on 8 Range of Oulcome smd Procesy

Measures: Stiawes are given & “score” for how well they perform on each of a range of
putcome and process performance measures. - States would be given g bonus payment based
on their overall score. Measures that are considered more desirable woukl worth more .
points. As an Hlustration, states could receive points for the proportion of individuals on their
caseload that achieved the following statuses: leaving welfarg for work {4 points), leaving
welfare but not for work (3 points), combining welfare and wusubsidized employmernt (3
points), participating in work experience (2 points), participating in education and training (1.
point), ete. The details of this system need work - the legishative language would have to be
kept simple with authority to design the system left 1o the Secretary (in consuliation with
others). This would give states some flexibility in deciding how to meet the performance

< standards and would lessen tendency of rewarding states with good ecunomies. (This uplion
suggested by MDRC.)

(5 Changing the FMAY for Benefit Payments The benefit FMAP would be increased for
individuals who are working:
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. ‘The AFLXC benefit matwhing rate for families who combined work and weifare woaid
be get at FMAP+ 5-10 percentage points.

» Por the number of individuals who leave welfare for work, the FMAP would be
increased by 510 percentage poims for that number of individuals on the caseload
fuzing the aversge benefit fevel in the state}.

. This options could be done for izeases sbove 2 nalional average, aset percemage,‘ ar
performance in 2 specified vear.

Using broader measures of performance, States would receive bonus payments for
perforrmance on megsures that were oot as welfsre-specific. Potential measures include: ¢hild
poverty rate (as defined by WAS), percentage reduction in the poverty gap, percentage of
families working and below poverty line with children, inverse of the percentage of families
with over 75 percent of income from welfare sources, and percentage of children who are
living- with both parents or wio bave paternity ¢stablished and are m::emng $OIMe economic
support {rom the non-custodial parent. '
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AVERAGE DISPOSABLE INCOME FOR A MOTHER AND TWO CHILDREN |
| FROM WAGES, AFD(C, FOOD STAMPS, EITC, AND FEDERAL TAXES
" (i 1994 dollars)

! Number of Hours Werked Per Week At Minimuny Wage Throughout the Year

Year . 20 Hows 30 Hours 40 Hours

1972 : $13,827 $14,976 §16,057

1980 ' 11,772 13,189 14,145

1990 ’ 10,082 10,735 11,804

1995 (with EITC at fully phased-in 1996 levels) 10,925 12,5035 14,462

Perceniage Change in Average Disposable lncome
For a Mother and Two Children
1972-1995 - S 2902 $2471 $1,595
-21% -16% -13%

Source: Urpartment of Health and Human Sesvices
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One reason the EITC has expa.ﬁded in recent years is because policymakers have
placed less ernghasis on Ui inindreum wage and public assistance benefits 28 ways to aepist
working paor farrdlies and have emphasized the EITC instead. The minimum wage has
now eroded to its second Jowest leve] in purchasing power in 40 years. In addition, AFDC
benefits are no longer provided for mos? farmnilies in which a mother works at least haif-
tme. Inthe early 1970s, some 49 states provided AFDC benefits as a wage supplementto s
msther with twe children whose samings equaled 75 percent of the poverty lineg; now only
three states do.

The E{TC has been asked to piay a much larger role instead in helping t0 provide
adeguate suppert {or working poor families.

For many working peor families, however, the EITC expansions of the past decade

. . have not been sufficient to offset fully the erosion in wages, the decreases-in AFDC benefits,

anad the increases in paytoll taxes of zecent years. In fact, when the EITC exparrsion enacted
in 1593 is phased in fully, the disposable income of a mother with two children who works
cither half-time or full tine at the minimum wage will be 51,500 te $3.000 lower, after
adjusting for inflation, than such a family’s disposable income was in 1972 before the EITC
was greated. This is primarily because the EITC expansions do not fully compensate for the
marked decline in the value.of the minimum wage and the shavp reductions in AFDC
benefits to working poot families since the early 1970s.

Ty T
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Max Baucus o

DEMOCRAT « MONTANA - |
511 Hart Spnate Ormce Snvmm e  Waspveron, D.C. 20510 . 202-224-2651
?QR TAMELIATE RﬁlgASE | LONTALCT: hirm Wamer
April 14, 1995 ‘ (4D6) 449-3480

Baucus: Federal Waiver For Montana Walfare Imminent

{WASHINGTON, D.C) = U.S. Senator Max Baucus (D-Mont.) said today that he has
recelved word that the State of Montana's request for a walver from federal welfare
regulations will be decided next week -~ possibly as early as Monday, April 17, 1995
Raurns sald he "would be deeply disappointed” if the walver were nat formally approved.

"We will got the final word nexi week, but | see light at the end of this tunnel,”
Baucus said. "There is nn logical rasson why Montana’s request for a walver from these
burdensome federal regulations would not be approved. | hope we are about to score a
victory for goaxd ald.fashioned Mantana enmmonaenss,

"But it's been like pulling teeth to convince the feders| government to give Montone
this flexibility. Last December, 1 gol the ball rolling by arranging a meuting Letween stsle
and federal officials to discuss the Mantana plan.

"This welfare reform proposal wears a ‘Made in Montana’ label. it is the product of
a lot of hard work by Govomor Racleot and many other concomed Montanans, . it makes
sense for Montana, That is why I've worked so hard to convince the federal bureaucrats to
cut Montana a liftle slack. | am confidant our efforts are on the verge of paying off.

"And | agree with what the State of Montana wants to do. We will provide training
te help those Montanane who have fallen upon hard times rebuild their lives and their
carears. But after two years, It's time to g6 to work, Welfare can no longer become a way
of life In Monlsra,

“This promotes the most basic Montana values - education, hard work, and self
initiative. It say< that wa will haip thow wha alsn help themastves.  And { believe the rest
of the country could learn a ot from Montana and this proposal.”

The national welfare reform plan passed by the U.5. House of Reprasentatives would
: craate sarious problems for the Montana propasal. Tha House blll would not provide the
) [ training funds necessary for implementation of the Montana plan.
"The next stop for fedaral welfare reform Is the Senate Finance Commiites, which |
am a member of.” Baucus said. "I} try to make the Senate welfare reform bill protect
" Montarus’s abllity 10 Carry OUt OUr COnMOon-sense approach.”

L]
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[ would like to highlight some of the other key components of this revised swap
legislaton:

State respon ies: Asin the eartier swap legisiation (S, 140), the sintes will
assume fall costs fz:;r the AFD& WIC, and food stamp prograims. In addibion, however,
the states also will assume responsibility for praviding health care for "AFDCerefated”
Medicaid recipients {non-elderly and non-disabled individuals), This population
representy about 30 percent of current Medicaid expenditures.

Federsl responaibilities: Insteod of mssuming the full costs of the Medicaid
program, wnder the tevised legisiation the federal government will assume financial -
respensibility for the "881-related Medicard” program (elderly and disabled individuals).
This group represents the remalning 70 porcent of Medicaid costs.

gaC tran erigd: The revised legislation stilk contains a five-year
ﬁmsmun pmmd éu.rmg sa!m:h '%ta:eq wilf have freedom o design low-ingome assistance
programs and time to build the infrasmucture 10 suppuil lhese programs. During this
period, an independent commission will work with Congress w develop the specific
provisions of the federal Medicwd program for elderly and disabled individuals. Also, the
federal povermment will continue to provide tunding to states during this period so that no
stute will suffer significant losses of funding. ,

Statc mailntenance-ofeffort: During the transition peniod, the srates must spend
the fimds made available by the swap and any money previously used as a state match for
AFDU. food stamps, WIC, aad AUDC-related Medicaid, to provide cash and non-cash
assistance 1o low-income iulividuals and famulics. Unlike 8. 140, however, the states may
direct up to 13 percent of these funds anually 1o savings or other uses.

pedic ng ithop: Under the revised legistation, federal Medicaid
bcncﬁt and cawrage m;mrpmmzs far C?Zild{t‘ﬂ will be frozen at 1993 levels during the
transiton. Beyond that, however, the states will be given sigmificant freedom to redesign
the AFDC-related Medicaid program withaut applying for federal waivers.

e transiti riggd: Under the revised Ec:ﬁsiazicn, Congross must
detcrmine at the cad of five yours whether to continue this arrangemenl or, insitad, fo
grant the siates complete sutonomy to design welfare and loweinvuine medical care
programs. 1f this somplete swap goes imo effect, states that experience a sipnificant loss
of federal funds and have the greatest need for public services will be eligibie for a

targeted granl program.
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“3.

Mr. Chairman, 1 believe the basic goal of welfare reform must be to return
substantial authotity, autonomy, and responsibility to state and local governments. Wg
must end the "“one-size-fits-ali" approach to income suppost programs which has frustrated
those who have sought innovative solutions, and we must break the cycle of dependence
that undermines families and is destroying support for 2 necessary but limited safety net.

I believe we mnst make systemic changes that will have 2 profound and long-lasting
impact on the way services are delivered to needy Americans. We must cross the
threshiold from a Washington that simply shares power with the states to a Washinpton
that acrually surrenders power.



SENATE WORK BILL
WORK

All who can work must go to work within 1 year (2 at state option}, 30 hours w/20 at state
option. States decide how te provide work {vouchers, community sorvice, private sector), and
how to sanction those who don't.

Anyone who refuses job or refuses to work will be cut off. State option to reduce benefits
over time -~ by up 10 33% after two years, 50% afier three years, 75% after four years,
100% after 8§ years.

Ambitious work participation requirements for states: all new and re-applicants in 96, 97,
98; 40% of ahie—~bodied cascload in 1999, 30% in 2000, 60% in 01, 70% in 02, 30% in 2003,

Replace JOBS and child care with WORK capped entitement that provides ${x] billion in
additional work and child care funds over 1996~2000. States not meeting work performance
requirement would lose % of WORK money equal to % they fell short.

Work Bonus/Sunny Day Fund that provides up to ${x] billion in additional work and child
carc money for states that meet work requirements OR bonus pool for states that establish
Breaux~Brown job placcment voucher program. (Scores lower than [x].)

STATE FLEXIBILITY

Explicit state options on family cap, LEAP, leamnfare, ctc. Broader state flexibility in
determining who qualifies, *

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY

Minor mothers live at home.

No separate bousing for minor mothers.

House child support provisions.

States could set whatever reasonable conditions they want on personal behavior as conditions
of receiving welfare (work, school, training, immunization, parenting, paternity, eic.),

FINANCING

Simpson immigration reform: "$6--8 billion

Food stamp reforn: $10 billion

851 reform %5 billion

EITC reform: §7-10 biilion
TOTAL $31-36 billion
COST OF PLAN $12-14 billion

DEFICIT REDUCTION $20 billion



Participation Rate Options
1) Brown/Deole Bill (8. 1795/103rd Congress)
[Cosponsors: Dole, Packwood, D'Amato, Simpson, Warner, Gramm, Stevens, Cochran,

McCuain, Gorton, Burns, McConnell, Murkowski, Nickles, Hutchison, and Pressler]

For those applying for aid on or before Oct. [, 1995 and before Oct. 1, 1998:

FY96 20%
FY97 30%
FY98 40%

For all applying after October 1, 1998:

FY99 60%
FY2000 70%
FY2001 80%
FY2002 90%

2) 100% Option: For those not exempt (exemption o be set by Governors), eligible for aid for
26 weeks while engaged in job search activities; to receive aid beyond 26 weeks, must be
engaged in work activitics (including, at state option, up to 50% in work preparation activities).

NOTE: House bill, Title 1:

W&M Reported Floor GOP

4% to 10% in FY96
4% lo 15% in FY97
8% to 20% in FY98
12% to 25% in FY99
17% to 27% in FY2000

29% in fy2001
40% in fy2002
50% in fy2003

Rejected Deal amendment, RCV #266 (205-228)
Work requirements compared to HR 4;

DEAL HR 4 Original W&M
FY97 16% 15% 4%
FY98 20% 20% 8%
FY99 24% 25% 12%
FY2000 28% 27% 17%
FY2001 32% 29% 29%
FY2002 40% 40% 40%

FY2003 52% 50% 50%



WORK FIRST PLAN -

We want to "end welfare the way we know it".

We want te replace the welfare systern with an employment based system. /"Welfare reform”
is wrong, as Senater Moynthan savs. Reform implies "return to an earlier good state”. There is
no earlier good state for welfare. The svstam doesn't work and hasn't worked, We need to replace
the svstem, not reforn it f .

Simply slashing and capping welfare money and sending funds to the states in a block grant does
not address the problem. States will fare no better under a system that replaces the rules of the
left with the prescriptions of the right.

The problem with the welfare system is twoleld:

» too many people do nothing in return for their welfare check. That is wrong, There should
be no more "freebies”.

. It's not that people don't get off the welfare rolis, it's that 100 many people return. {More
than half of all AFDC recipients who begin a spell of welfare receipt leave the welfure
rolls within one year. By the end of 2 years, abous 70% have left. By the end of 5 vears,
only whout 109 have not left the welfure rolls. The problem s that abowt 70% of these
who leave, evertualiy return, often quite guickiyv.f

What we need is an entirely new approach to welfure, A block grant is not a new gpproach. &
merely shifts the problem to the states, We need to refocus on work. not shift the responsibility
for work 10 the sutes, .

REPLACEMENT OF WELFARE SYSTEM, RE-EMPHASIS ON WORK:

The current AFDRC and JOBS programs wouid be abslished. I Heu of the waelfiie sysioim as we
know it we would create a new Temporary Employment Assistance Program at the Medicuaid
niatch rte,

. I pot an entitlement 1o benefits, 15 an entitiement 10 employment services.
s I an individual refuses 1 job offer, benefits are terminated,

in order 10 receive Temporary Emoployment Assistance, recipients must do something i
exchange [or pssistanee -- to be determined by Governars working 1a conjunction with countics
and cities.

. Staiex must develon a sty plan. The plan doesa’t aeed o be approved by HHS. but suates
sre required to follow the plan that they develop. Essentially, the plan sets the paranweiers
for the program they dexign. Families in which o needy child resudes, below a stute set
threshold, would be entitied 10 Temporary Employment Assistance. The plan is siate-
wigle and mst be geographically eguitable.

. Parents applying tor or regeiving Temporaey Eqiployment Assistange musisign a Parent
Work Contruct, The contract i o work blueprint 1o be designed by the states,  [f parents
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faii to sign the contract, no assistance is provided to the household,

Contrary to current law, the rules are to be determined by the states. No more
micromanagement from Washington. There is no Washington answer to pulting wellure
recipients to work. The answer to puiting weifure recipients to work lies in the states and
communities in which recipients reside. Each community may have a different set of unigue
problems. In fact, each recipient may have different employment based needs.

Therefore. states would set the rules. Siates would determing:

hours per week that individuals would be required to work; suitable activities related 1o work or
preparing for work; and tune Himits, The goal is private sector employment for all welfare
reciplents, but the roads o get there are built by the states.

States would determine resource Himits: assets; and income disregards. All current law .
disincentives to work would be eliminated: the man in the house tule, 168 hour rule, 1/35d

earnings disregards, eic,.,

Federal Bonus for Emplovment: Siates would be provided with a bonus for cach welfare
recipient employed boyond o threshold level {preferably private sector jobs, at the option of states
-~ public or community service jobs). The longer the duration of employment for welfare
recipients, the larger the boous. The greater the number of welfure recipients that a state can put
to work, the larger the bosus for staes.,

’ For states that put 25% or miore of their welfure recipients to work, the federal
government would provide a bonus that can be nsed for economic development or child
eare,

. For states thut put 30% or more of their welfure recipients 1o work, a larger bonus wonld

be provided for ceonomic development or child cure.

The rationale for the botus Tor ceonomic development is to create jobs or spur empluyment,
patticularty in high unemploynmnt arcas or rural areas thut offer few employment opportunidies.
The rationale for child care 15 that child care is the bynchpin between welfure and work and in
otder to ensure that the working poear do not returs to welfare, iUs important 1o increuse tunding
for working poor child care. Bonus money does not need to e nustehed with state dolhirs as an
extra mcentive for stutes,

{There are several options under consideration for the bonuy, which are still under design. But,
the concept of the bonus remaing, One option, for example, would provide a bonus based on
improvement -- for states with unumployment levels exceeding 6.5%, then the bonus would be
based on a % increase of welfire recipionis who work, us opposed to meeting the threshokls,
There are also severnt options under consideration for porticipation rates. Bul, regardiess of the
oplion chosen, states have total flexibility in how they nwet the rates.}

Maximum Flexibility fur States: No microntnagement from Wiashingion Stales determine
howrs per week o be worked. States determine time Limits, Bverr sunctions woukd be deternyined
by the states. Moreover, ssates would decide whether of not to! seeve legal aligns, inpose a
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family cap, specify a tme limit and the conditions under which the time limit will be triggered,
treat interstate immigrants or UP families differemtly. require assignment of child support rights
to the state as a condition of Temporary Employment Assistance, deny benefits to families not
cooperating with paternity establishment, or deny benefits 1o children within families whose
paternity fras not been established,

How would the measurement he structured (o see if states are exceeding the 25% or 50%
bonus thresholds and X% participation rates? In lieu of the current FOBS program, states
would receive an employment block grant. We would not micromanage states as cusrent bills do,
but ruther ask states to set their own reasonable work standards for which the employmient biock
grant funds shall be used. To the extent states exceed the thresholds by reasonable standards, the
federal government will make bonus payments. To the extent states don't meet the annual X%
participation rates through reasonable standards set by states, states would have to divert 1.5%
of their STP funds {Surface Transportation Program funds) 1o the employment block grant. {7The
nexis is job creation. There are many highway related jobs that can be done by welfure

recipients].

States would also have the option 10 provide bonus money to caseworkers as well, to provide an
additionul incentive to turn welfare offices into employment offices.

Work first for everyone Is the poal. The incentive for stales is an emplovment bonus which can
only be realized by aa increase in employment. Not 20% to 50% of the caseload like the House
bill and the GOP Gevernors proposal, but everyone {us designed by the Governors of each sture
as to what will work best in each staie).

Funding: This proposal would maintain current JOBS funding wt the Medicaid maich ride ov
60741 whichever is higher, but give the funds to the states in ablock grant to crente employmens
opportuniies for as many welfire recipients us possible. Added o the JOBS funding would be
10-13% of JTPA moncy currently used for welfare recipients. (15% of JTPA at $5.317 billion =
$797 million). ,

H o state wants to offer vouchers for employment plocement or services, or engage wellare
recipients in microenterprise or xelf-employment, or work fure, work supplementation, oo-the-
job-training, private scetor employment, public sector cmployvment, or COmmumty service
ceiploymient -~ that's fine. Under Work First, States can design their employment block granis in
whatever manner they wish as long as the goa! is to put wellare recipients to work. Washington
won't micromanage the eptions, states will determine their own options.,

For states that want to lower benelis from today's level, they need only to provide a job to
wellare recipients For 20 hours per woek at the miniomnm wage, While these is ne "mudinrenance
of effurt requirement”, the emphasis is oo work. on geting welfare recipients jobs.

Whut we're saying is that we'll provide a minimual threshold for children. Tu return for that
threshold, parcnts are expected to contribute something, anything, whatever they can -~ to be
datermined by states working in conjunction with cities and counties, to detenmine what's best.

There are different circamstances in different pants of the countey, and different circumstances
within states, Buat, there ought to be no ditference in the federad commitment 1o children,
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Bonus money can be used for working poor child care as well as child care for AFDC recipients
transitioning to work. So, once these single parents leave welfare und join the working poar, they
<an confinue to be provided day care as long as the state wanis. There weould be ne more cut-off
after 12 months (the cliff effect).

Native Amercans would receive a 3% set-aside of the block grants for employment and child
care. If a state uses employment of Native Americans to reach it's 25% or 50% work threshold, o
progortionaie share of bonus money would be allocated directly o tribes or reservations 10 be
used for sronomic development or child care.

TOUGH LOVE: To those who say this isn't tough enough -- are you saying that you don't
trust the Governors o be tough?

Governors can be as tough as they want. All current waivers would be grandfathercd, Governors
can require work on day one for everyone, They can require 40 hours of work per week for
gveryone.

All wo say is that there will be 2 minimum threshold for children. States have a choice in
sroviding the current benefit levels in effect oday or providing a job for the parent at 20 hours
per week at the minimum wage or higher

States can set any time limit they wish, But to get a bonus, states will have to show that welfare
recipients are working or that caseload reduction is due to former recipients working. Simply
reducing the caseload is insufficient. The cascload reduction must be linked 1o increased
employment for welfare recipients.

There are two basie conditions on federal money for Temporary Emplovenend Assistunce:
{1} benefits can be cot in conjunction with cmployment of 20 hours per week wt the minimum
wuge and {2} anyone required (o work must be provided child care assistance (shared with the
fods at an 80720 mateh).

This means no child will be left alone. No child regaedioss of where that child resides will be
without a minimur threshold of assistmee. We are providiag a guarantee for children, but
leaving all the rules with regard to the employment of parents w the states.

Child Care: Existing child core programs would be consolidated into a block granmt. The AFDC
clay care money (JOBS child cure money), trunsitional AFDC duy cure money (Jor those
transitioning from welfure to work), and Titde IV At Risk"” child care money {for pusenis at risk
of going on welfare) would be consolidated with the Child Care Development Block CGrant.
Fonds would be mandatory spending, bul capped at . (yet 1o be dectded).

O the Tunds provided under the new child care block grant, the rules would follow the current
fw rules for the Child Care Development Rlock Geant, 10% of the money would be to improve
the quality of day care. 0% of the money would be o Increase the supply (availabilily) of day
care. And, 80F% of the funds wourld hoe For divet services for families {of which 3046 would be for
working poor, and 30% would be for Temporary Employment Assistunce related day care). The
nateh for adl child care funds would be 80720, Federal bonus fundy addod for child care
purposes do not require a state mmateh.



Teens:

Teen moms would be required o live ut home or in an adalt supervised setting in ecder to qualify
for benefits,

States can require teens to stay i school (and apply bonuses or sunctions 1o those who attend
regularly or don't attend regularly).

Fathers: Raising a child is a two parent responsibility. Too many children receive no financial
suppart from their fathers. Only balf of single women have child support orders. Of those who
have arders, half receive the full amount owed: 2 guarter receive less than the amount owed: and.
a guarter receive nothing despite the court order.

Fathers with arrearages would have 4 choice, They can enter into o repayment plan witl the stale
or they can choose betwegn a community service job {to pay off their arrearage} and jail.

States would have the option of allowing job placement services for fathers -- un the condition
that, once employed, they must meet their child supporn obligaiions. Mothers. could agres to give
therr place tn the Work First system 1o futhers - i an effort 1o encourage Tamilics (o stay
wgether. {reduce day cure costs. hoping that income from the father will move the family off
welfare if they stay together)
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Item

AFDC Entitle-
ment

State mateh/
hanefits

Time Limits

State Plan

Personal
Contract

JOBS
program

House bill

Abolishes
AFDC, Turns
AFDCintoa
state
endtement
block grant,
which is
capped.

No state match
required.
Benefits can be
cut.

5 year lifetime
limit, with state
option for less
time.

Plan submitted
1o Sec.

None

Abaolishes
JOBS. JOBS
would be
zonsolidated
with AFC in

GOP Govs

Abalishes
AFDC, Turns
AFDC into a
state
entitlement
black grant,
which is
capped.

No state match
gequired,
Benefits can be
Cut,

Silent on time
Hmit issue.

Plan submitted
to Sec,

None

Abolishes
JOBS.JORS
would be

- consolidated

with AFDC in

Brief Comparison of Major Provisions in Welfare Plans

. Beal Amds

Retaing current
law individual
entitlersent.

Retains state
match
requirermerst.
Retains current
law,

4 year ifetime
linut, with state
option to
unpose tme
limit after 2
years,

Current Law

Individusl
Responsibility
Plan. Penalties
if not followed.

Retains JOBS.
Adds §9.2
billton over 3
years plus §1
billion per year

TAD

Abolishes
AFDC. Creates
new Temporary
Employment
Assistance, an
individual
entitlement,

States can cut
benefits if they
provide parent
wijob for 20
hours per week,

3§ vear lifetime
limiy, with
reduced grant
after 2 years for
parents
refusing
workfare.

Plan sebmitted
to Sec znd
deemed

-approved if not

rejected win
120 days.

Parent
Empowerment
Contract. Must
sign to receive
atd: must
foilow or
penalty.

Abolishes
JOBS. Creates
new Work First
Employment
block grant. $



Item

JOBS
program
¢continued

Participation
rates: {Current
law is 20%;}

Hours of work
per week
req’d. {current
taw is 20 hours
per week)

Rainy day
fund

State Penalty

Hause Bill

a fixed amount
of Sovers
YEAars.

FY%6 10%
FY97 15%
FY98 20%
FY99 25%
FYO0 27%
FYG1 29%
FY02 40%
FY(33 50%

FY% 20
97&98 20
FYS9 23
FYGG 30
FY01 30
FY02+ 33

Loans to be
repaid with
interest, Loans
triggered by Ul
rules (Ul % in
excess of 6.5%}

Failure 10 meet
participation
rates would
result in 5% cut

2

GOP Govs

a fixed amount
of Sover §
vears, {$400
million more
per year than
House bill)

FY96 10%
FY97 13%
FY9820%
FY$925%
FYO0 27%
FY01 29%
FY02 40%
FY03 530%

FY9% 20
97898 20
FY99 25
FY0O 30
FYOl 30
FY02+ 35

Grants
triggered by Ul
rules (U %% o
excess of 6.5%;)

Failure to meet
participation

- rates would

result in 5% cut

Deal Amdt

under current
law.

FY$7 16%
FY38 20%
FY%9% 24%
FYG( 28%
FY01 32%
FY02 40%
FYO03 53%

FYS6 20
O7ELE 30
FYSH 30
FYGh 30
PYQ1 30
FY02+ 30
{State option
for 20 hours
per week in 97
& 98, 25 hours
in 99}

Since
entitlement, no
need for "rainy
day fund®.

Sec, can make
recommend-
ations for
improvement

TAD

to be
determined, bt
would be an
increase from
current $1
billion per year.

FY96 20%
FY97 30%
FY38 40% -
FY99 60%
FYOU 70%
FY01 80%
FY02 90%
Y03 90%

FYos 20
'97&98 30
FY98 30
FY00 30
FYOL 30
F¥o2+ 30
{State option
for 20 hours
per week in 97
& '9%, 25 howrs
in 99

Since
entitlement, no
need for "rainy
day fund”, but
bonus system
for
gmployment.
Honus $can be
used for Work
First
Employment
block grant or
chiid care.

Sec. can make
recommend-
ations for
improvement



Item

State Penalty
continued

Individual
Penalty

Earnings
-Resources
Assets

Minor Parents

X-fer §

Child Care

House Bill

in state annual
grant.

State
determines
level below
current benefit.

States decision.
State decision.
State decision.

No $§

Allows x-fer of
30% of block
grant for other

purposes.

Authorized
funding only;
no guarantee of
child care
assistance for
those
transitioning to
work.

3

GOP Govs

in state annual
grant.

State
determines
level below
current benefit.

State decision.
State decision,
State decision.

State decision.

Allows x-fer of
30% of block
grant for other

purposes.

Mandatory
money; no
guarantee of
child care .
assistance for
those
transitioning to
work.

Deal Amdt

(1st time) and
impose a 5%
cut in AFDC
payments (2nd
time).

33% cut 1st
time; 66% cut
2nd time; off
AFDC 3cd
time.

Liberalized.
Liberalized.
Liberalized.

Live at home or
wiadults.

No block
grant,therefore,
no x-fer.

Increases child
care 3, retains
guarantee for
those
transitioning to
work. Retains 1
year extension
of child care
for those
transitioning.

TAD

(Ist time) and
require a
diversion of
1.5%of a
state's STP
funds (hwys)
for Work First
Employment
block grant
purposes to put
welfare
recipients to
work.

33% cut st
time; 66% cut
2nd time; off
TEA 3rd time.

State decision.
State decision.
Liberalized.

Live at home or
w/adults.

No x-fer, but
bonus $ can be
used for Work
First
Employment
block grant or
child care.

Medicaid/Child
Care partial
swap. Child
Care
guaranteed for
those required
to work or

-prepare for

work. 1 year
transitional
coverage
retained and
extended on
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child care
continued

Medieaid

House Bili

Current law, 1
year of
transitional
Medicaid for

those working.

GOP Govs

Current law, |
year of
transitional
Medicaid for

those working.

Deal Amdt

State option ©
extend
Medicaid for
an additional
12 months,

TAD

sliding fee
scale. Chuld
care provided
ty the state
must meet the
rules set under
the Child Care
Development
Block Grant of
1950,

Medicaid/ichild
care partial
swap, Medicaid
i year
transitional
coverage
retained and
extended on &
sliding fee
seale,



fame

DT: 5/1/98

THE WORK FIRST PLAN

ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF STATE PROGRAM:

STATE PLAN: Each state must design 2 state-wide plan to be reviewed by HHS within 120
days. Unless rejected during that peniod, the plan is deemed approved. States must follow the
plan to receive federal funding. The plan shall include the following:

L ]

the plan must provide a description of the state's Temporary Employment Assistance
{TEA) program designed to provide aid 1o needy families with children, and assist
parents of children in such families to obtain and retain private sector work to the extent
possible, and public sector or voluntear work if necessary, through the Work First
Employment Block Grant.

a family must have a needy child as defined by the state in order to be eligible for
assistance. All needy children as defined by the state must be assisted similarly as
adjusted for household size. States may adjust aid based on special needs of families.
[ourrent law]

states must develop a need standard. Families with income in excess of 185% of the
standard of need would be ineligible for assistance. The need standard must be applied
uniformly to all families in similar circumstances 2s adjusted by household size. fowrrent
law]

states may reduce benefits as long as they provide the TEA cecipient with a 20 hour per
week job at the minimum wage. To the extent that this action reduces a household's
assistance (in states with benefits exceeding the equivalent of 20 hours of work per week
at the minimum wage), the state shall take the amount of money exceeding the eguivalent
of 20 hours of work per week at the minimurn wage and divert it to the employer of the
recipient in order for the recipient to obtain a job paying more than the minimum wage,

states must provide TEA parents with child care agsistance if such parents are required to
work or participate in the Work First Employment Block Grant program.

families receiving QOASDI are prechuded from recetving TEA {as a head of household).
[oeurrent law]

in order to recetve aid, the custodial parent must sign a Parent Empowerment Contract,

in order to receive aid, the mother must cooperate with child support requirements in
establishing patemity and assign her child support rights to the state for the period of
time during which she receives Temporary Employment Assistance. fewrrent law]

states must include a description of how "interstate immigrants” will be treated if a state
chagoses to treat them differently than other families, [House bill]

states must take such reasonable steps as are deemed necessary by the state o restrict the
use and disclosure of information about individuals and families receiving benefits under
the program. [Hotuse bifl}
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. states must describe efforts to reduce the incidence of out-of-wedlock births, which may
inchude providing unmarried mothers and unmarried fathers with services that will help
them to avoid subsequent pregnancies, provide adequate care to their children, and
assume financial responsibility for their children, [House bill}

. states must describe efforts to reduce teenage pregnancy, including (at the option of the
state) the provision of education, counseling, ‘and health services to male and female
teenagers. [House bill]

. states must operate & Work First Employment block grant to assist parents recetving TEA
in obtaining and retaining a job,

. states must include a plan for the Work First Employment Block Grant, Child Support
Enforcement, Child Welfare Services, Adoption Assistance, and Foster Care systems.

TIME LIMITS: If after 24 months, a family receiving TEA includes an adult recipient whe i3
not working at least 20 hours per week (3G hours per week when the state so requires), the state
must offer workfare 10 the individual. If the individual refuses to engage in a workfare job or
works less than the number of hours required, the state can reduce the household's TEA gram by
the adult's share, No family may receive TEA for more than 60 months.

Hardship exceptions: States may provide exceptions 1o the § year limit for families
living in areas with unemployment exceeding 7.5% and for children living with relatives
other than a child's parent. Teen parents are exempt from any time limit until they reach
age 18 {or 19 af state option), so long as they are regularly attending high school or an
alternative technical preparation school and are making satisfactory progress.]

THE PARENT EMPOWERMENT CONTRACT: The State agency shall make an initial
assessment of the skills, prior work experience, and employability of each individual applicant
and recipient. On the basis of the assessment made with respect to an individual, the state
agency, m consultation with the individual, shall develop a Parent Empowerment Contract for
the individual, which —

{1} shall provide that participation by the individual in job search activities shall be a condition
of eligibility for TEA under the state plan, except duning any period in which the individual ts
employed full-time in an unsubsidized job m the private sector;

{2) contains 2 comprehensive plan, developed by the case management team and the participant,
to move the participant into 4 full-time unsubsidized job. This may be done through a GAIN-

type program (operated by Riverside County, Califorma, under federal law prior to the passage
of this Act), through the use of private placement companies, subsidized job creation (similar to
the program operated by the state of Oregon known as "JOBS Plus” prior to the gnactment of this
Act), through the creation or expansion of microenterprises, a work supplementation program,
or other options that are work related designed 1o bring about employment of the participant that
a state may choose 10 operate unider its Work First Employment Block Grant.

(3) to the greatest extent possible, shall be designed to move the participant as quickly as
possible into whatever type and amount of work as the participant is ¢apable of handling, and
increases the responsibitity and amount of work aver time untif the participant is able to work



fuil-time;

(4) where necessary, provides for education or training of the participant; job counseling or
other sérvices through the block grant to provide individuals with the support and skills
necessary to obtamn and keep employment in the private sector.

{5) provides that the participant shall spend at least 30 hours per week {or, at state option, at least
20 hours per week during fiscal years 1997 and 1998, and at least 25 hours per week duriog
fiscal year 1999} in activities provided for under the contract;

{6) provides that the partiipant shall accept any bona fide offer of unsubsidized full-time
erployment, unless the participant has good cause for nat doing 50;

(7} at the option of the state, requires the participant to undergo appropriate substance abuse
treatment; and

{8) sets forth the obligations of the individual, which shall include a requirement that the
individual attend school, maintain attendance while in school, keep school-age children of the
individual in school, immunize children of the individual, participate in appropriate activities
that develop and promote persenal responsibility, self-sufficiency, and parenting skills, or
engage in other activities that will help the individual become and remain employed in the
private sector,

WORK FIRST EMPLOYMENT BLOCK GRANT: The objective of the Work First
Employment black grant is for each program participant to find and hold a full-time,
unsubsidized paid job, and for this goal to be achieved in a cost-effective fashion,

The strategy of the Work First Employment block grant is 10 connect TEA recipients with the
private sector labor market as soon as possible; and to offer them the support and skills necessary
to remain in the labor market. Each component of the block grant should be permeated with an
emphasis on employment and the understanding that minimum wage jobs are a stepping stone 1o
more highly paid employment.

Job Creation: The creation of jobs, with an emphasis on private sector jobs, shall be a
sompenent of the block grant and shall be a priority for each state office with responsibilities
urder the block grant.

Job Search: Parents would be eligible for TEA for 26 weeks while engaged in job search
activities (rules and exemptions to be determined by the states). To receive TEA beyond 26
weeks, parents must have signed a Parent Empowerment Contract and be working toward
meeting the objectives of that contract.

Use of Incentives: The state shall use incentives to change the colture of each state office with
responsibilities under the state plan; improve the performance of employees; and ensure that the
objective of each employee of each state office is to find a private sector job for each program
participant. States may use block grant funds to provide bonus money to emplo oyees to reward
exceptional placement and retention of TEA recipients in jobs.
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Caseworker Training: The state may provide such training to caseworkers and related
personnel (including the use of incentives) as may be necessary to ensure successful job
placements that result in full-time private sector employment (community service or public
sector employment i necessary) for program participants, :

Reports: Each office with responsibility for operating the block grant shall make monthly
statistical reports to the governing body of the state, county, and city in which focated, of job
placements and the number of program participants who are no longer receiving TEA or who are
recetving less TEA as a result of participation in the block grant.

Case Management Teams:  States are 1o assign to each program participant a case management
tzam that shall meet with the participant to develop a Parent Empowerment Contract. The case
management team shall develop the contract with the participant as soon as possible (but within
14 days of application for TEA}. Current recipients would be phased in (1o be worked out with
HHS next week).

Employment Bonus: States would receive a bonus for each individual employed more than 25
hours per week once the state exceeds % of TEA recipients working today. In order to
qualify for bonus money in subsequent years, __ % increase would be required above the prior
vear. States would receive a larger bonus for sach individual employed full-time. The basic
honus would be the federal share of the beneht x the duration of employment up to 9 months,
Bonus money would be paid in 3 installments (after 3 months, after 6, and after 9) and is for
private sector work only. Participants in areas of chronic unemployment (hardship exceptions)
will alse qualify for bonus money despite the use of community service jobs.

Bonus money is to be used to increase the Work First Employment Block Graat or child care
funding, Bonus money is t0 be spent as an increase in these activities, not to supplant state
funds. There s no match required to use the bonus money.

{Currenily, on average, 6.4% of AFDC recipients work 20 or more hours per week. The highast
proportion of recipients exceeding the average is in Wyoming where 28.1% of AFDC recipients
are warking 20 or more hours per week; the lowest is in DU, where only .8% are working 20 or
more hours per week. The borus concept is under review by HHS and should be worked out next
week. f. .

GAIN Program: Under the block grant, a state may operate a program similar to the program
known as the "Gain Program” that has been operated by Riverside County, California, onder
Federal law in effect immediately before the date this subpart first applies to California.

Use of Placement Companies: Under the block grant, a state may enter into contracts with
private companies {whether operated for profit or not for profit) for the placement of program
participants in positions of full-time employment, preferably in the private sector, for wages
sufficient to eliminate the need of participants for Temporary Employment Assistance.

Each such contract entcreci inte under this section with a company shall meet the following
requirements; _
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(1) Provision of job readiness and support services -- The contract shall require the
company o provide to any block grant participant presenting a voucher issued under
subsection (3) inteasive personalized support and job readiness services designed to
prepare the individual for employment and ensure the continued success of the individual
i employment. ‘

(2) Payments: The contract shall provide for payment to be made to the company for
each program participant presénting a voucher to the company. The contract shall
provide for the majority of the amount 1o be paid afler the company has placed the
participant in a positions of full-time employment and the participant has been employed
mn the position for such period of not less than 6 months as the State deems appropriate.
Contracts under this section shall be awarded only after competitive bidding.

(3) Vouchers: The state shall issue & voucher to each program participant whose Parent
Empowerment Contract provides for the use of placement companies under this section,
indicating that the participant is eligible for the services of such a company.

Teraparary Subsidized Job Creation: Under the block grant, 2 state may establish a program
sirmitar to the program known as "JOBS PLUS", operated by the state of Oregon under federal
law in effect immediately before the date this subpart first applies to the state of Oregon.

Microenterprises: Under the block grant, a state may make grants and oass to nonprofit
prgamzations to provide technical assistance, training, and credit to low income entrepreneurs
for the purpose of establishing microenterprises. (A microenterprise means a commercial
enterprise, with 5 or fewer employees, 1 or more of whom owns the enterprise.}

Work Supplementation Program: Under the block grant, a state may institute a work
supplementation program under which the state, to the extent it considers appropriate, may
reserve the sums that would otherwise be payable to participants as Temporary Employment
Assistance and use the sums instead for the purpose of providing and subsidizing jobs for the
participants {as an alternative to paying TEA to participants). This section shall not be construed
as requiring the state or local agency administering the state plan to provide emplovee status to
an eligible individual 1o whom the state or local 2gency provides a job under the work
supplementation program {or with respect 1o whom the state or local agency provides all or part
of the wages paid to the individual by another entity under the program), or as requiring any state
or local agency to provide that an eligible individual filling a job position provided by another
entity under the program be provided employee status by the entity during the Brst 13 weeks the
inclividual fills the position. Wages paid under 2 work supplementation program shall be
¢onsidered to be earned income for purposes of any provision of law,

Any state that chooses 1o operate a work supplementation program under thig section shall
provide that any mdividual who participates in the program, and any child or relative of the
individual (or other individual living i the same houschold as the individual} who would be
eligible for Temporary Employmem Assistance under the state plan, shall be considered
individuals receiving TEA under the state plan for purposes of eligibility for Medicaid.

PARTICIPATION RULES: With the exception of teenagers (for whom the state may have
different rules geared toward completion of high school}, a state may require any individual
receiving TEA to participate in the Work First Employment Block Grant program operated by



the state.

{132 Year Limitation on Participation; Except as provided in paragraph (2), an individual may
not participate in a state program established under this part for more than 24 months after the
date the individual first signed the Parent Empowerment Contract, excluding any month during
which the individual worked for an average of 25 hours per week in a private sector job.

{2} Authority to Allow Repeat Participation: A state may allow an individual who has

participated in the program for two years to participate for a longer period of time, on a case-by-
case basis, as long as repeat participants do not-exceed 10% of the total number of individuals
who participated in the state program established under this part during the immediately
preceding fiscal year; or in the case of fiscal year 2004 or any succeeding fiscal year, 15% of .
such total number of indviduals. A state may petition the Secretary of HHS to increase this
amount to not more than 15%. Workfare participation is not time-limited with the exception of
the overall time Hmit with regard to receipt of TEA.

CASELOCAD PARTICIPATION RATES: A state that operates a program under this part shall
achieve 2 participation rate for the following fiscal years of not less than the following
percentage:;

For applicants and recipients before October 1, 1998:

Fyse  20%
FY97  30%
FYsg  40%

For all applying after October 1, 1998:

FY99  60%
FYZ000 70%
FY2001 80%
FY2002 90%
FY2003 90%

As uzsed in this subsection, the term participation rate means, with respect to  state and a fiscal
year, an amount equal to - the average monthly number of individuals who, during the fiscal
year, participate in the state program established under this part divided by the average monthly
number of individuals for whom an Individual Empowerment Contract is in effect during the
fiscal year,

Faor each 12 months after an individual ceases to receive TEA under a state plan by reason of
having becomes employed for more than 25 hours per week in an unsubsidized job in the private
sector, the individual shall be considered participating in the state program established under this
part and complying with the Individual Empowerment Contract.

A recipient 18 panici;miz}g in work activities for a month in a fiscal year if the recipient i3
making progress in such activities for at least the minipum average number of hours per week
specified in the following table adzmng the month:
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Year Hrs/Week Hrs/Week State Option
1995 20

1997 30 20

1998 30 20

1999 A0 25

2000 36

2001 30

2002+ 30

WORKFARE: A state may establish a workfare program under the Work First Employment
Block Grant. The state shall assign to each program participant a case management team that
shall meet with the participant and assist the participant to choose the most suitable workfare job
through community service, temporary subsidized job creation, or work supplementation and to
eventually obtamn a full-time unsubsidized paid job.

Except as provided in paragraphs (2), each partictpant shall work for not fewer than 30 hours per
week (or, at the option of the state, 20 hours per week during fiscal years 1997 and 1998, not
fewer than 25 hours per week during fiscal year 1999, not fewer than 30 hours per week during
fiscal years 2000 and 2001, and not fewer than 35 hours per week thereafier) in 8 community
service job in return for Temporary Employment Assistance,

(2} Exception -~ If the participant has obtained unsubsidized part-time employment in the private
sector, the state shall provide the panticipant with & part-time community service job. If the state
provides a participant with 3 community service job, the state shall ensure that the participant
works for not fewer than 30 hours per wesk,

Wages are not considered earned income. A comfunity service job means a job provided 1o a
participant by the state administering the state plan; or, a job provided to a panticipant by any
other emplover for which all or part of the wages are paid by the state.

A state that establishes a workfare program under this part may enter into contracts with private
companies {whether operated for profit or not for profit) for the placement of participants in the
program in positions of full-time employment, preferably in the private sector, for wages
sufficient 10 eliminate the need of such participants for Temporary Employment Assistance.

Neondisplacement: Program options under this section may not be operated in a manner that
results in

(a) the displacement of a currently emploved worker or position by a program panticipant;

{b) the replacement of an employee who has been terminated with g program participant; or

{c} the replacement of an individual who is on layoff from the same position given to a program
participant or any equivalent position.

Grants to Communily Based Organizations: The Secretary of HHS may make granis in
accordance with this section to community based orgamzations that move recipients of TEA or
other public assistance programs into private sector work. There are autherized 1o carmry out this
section, $25 million in FY96 and $50 mullion in each of fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000,
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In addition, a state may use Work First Employment Block Grant funds to pay community based
organizations for services. :

Ehgble orpamzations: Cornmunity based organizations that receive at least § percent of their
funding from local government sources; and move recipients of TEA in the direction of
unsubsidized private employment by integrating and co-locating at least 5 of the following
services - (a) case management; {b) job traming; (¢} child carg; (d) housing; (e} heaith care
services; (f} nutrition programs; (g) life skills training; and (h} parenting skills.

The Secretary shall make awards based on the quality of applications, shall fund applications at
ne more than $1 mallion, and the Secretary shall award at least 1 grant to each state from which
the Secretary has received an apphcation. States will have flexibility in determining block grant
funds to be nsed for community based organization assistance.

Rural Areas: The Secretary of HHS and the states shall constder the needs of rural areas in
designing and approving state plans.

Furniding for Work First Employment Block Grant: Funding formula would be equal 1o
current JOBS program funding and allocation, plus 10-15% of JTPA funds (thar are currently
used for AFDC recipients), plus an additional sum yet to be determined. Block grant funds
would be matched at the Medicaid match rate or 606/40, whichever is higher. A set-aside of 3%
would be available for Native Americans.

TRENS:

Stav at Home and Stay in School: Custodial parents under the age of 18 would be required to
live at home, with an adult Tamily member or in an adult-supervized group home in order to
gualify for Temporary Employment Assistance. §__ million under Title XX funding would be
made available each year for Second Chance Homes, adult-supervised homes for teenage
mothers and their children, through which the mothers can learn to become self-sufficient, better
parents, and responsible working adults.

Tean mothers would be required to continue education or alternative technical or trade programs
through age 18 {age 19 at state option) in order to qualify for TEA benefits, and would be
required to participate in substance abuse treatment programs through age 18 when deemed
necessary. At state option, a state may impose 2 sanction against the TEA benefit of teen
mothers who do not atiend school'regudarly and apply a bonus to the TEA benefit of teen
mothers who do attend reguiarly.

Teen Pregnancy Prevention: §__ million under Tile XX funding each year would be made
available to states for the design and implementation of teenage pregnancy prevention programs.
Such programs could be operated by state agencies, local agencies, publicly supported
organizations, private nonprofits, and consortia of such entities. Applicants must demonsirate a
strong local commitment and local involversent in planning and implementation. Governoss
would select projects with preference given to those applications targeting both young men and
young women, areas with high teen pregnancy rates, or areas with a high incidence of
individuals receiving AFDC.

Clearinghouse: A National Teen Pregnancy Clearinghouse would bie established to provide
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focal communities with reliable information about effective approaches to combating teen
Pregnancy. -

FATHERS (Absent Parentsh:

Absent parents with arrearages would have a choice: enter into 8 repayment plan with the state
or choose between a community service job (to pay off their arrearage) or jail. An absent paremt
can, at any peint at which he/she has secured private sector employment, enter into a repayment
plan with the state and terminate engagement in community service so long as the repayment
schedule is being met.

States would have the option of allowing job placement services for fathers, on the condition
that, once employed, they meet their child support obligations. Mothers could agree to give their
place in the Work First Employment system to fathers in an effort 10 encourage families to stay
together to work their way off welfare.

MEDICAID & CHILD CARE SWAP: To assist individuals tn getting a job and keeping 2
jab, Medicaid and child care assistance must be available. Al TEA recipients are entitled 10
Medicaid. All TEA recipients required to work or prepare for work are entitled to child care
assistance,

Under current law, Medicad and c¢hild care are provided for a 12 month penod for those
transitioning from welfare to work. Under the Work First Plan, Medicaid and child care would
be provided for an additional 12 months beyond the current transition period. For the second 12
month period, a sliding fee scate would be phased-in, based on a household's ability to pay.

The federal government would pick up a portion of the state share of Medicaid costs for TEA
recipients, up to the level it costs a state to provide child care for families below a certain leved
of poverty (e: 130%, 115%, ....yet to be determined). The child care assistance offered by a
state must meet the rules of the Child Care Development Block Grant of 1990

PENALTIES FOR INDIVIDUALS:

(1) An adult applicant for TEA who does not siga a Parent Empowerment Contract disqualifies
the household from recetving TEA.

{2} Failure to Comply with Parent Empowerment Contract; ~-

{A) Progressive Reductions in Aid for 1st and 2nd Failures -- The amount of TEA
otherwise payable under the State plan to a family that includes an individual who fails
without good cause to comply with a Parent Empowerment Contract signed by the
individual, including requirements 1o look for work and work, shall be reduced by -

(i} 33 percent for the Ist such act of noncompliance; or
(il} 66 percent for the 2nd such act of noncompliance.

(B) Denial of Aid for 3rd Failure -- In the case of the 3rd such act of noncompliance, is
barred from TEA.


http:of'Medica.id

10

(C) Acts of Noncompliance. - For purposes of this paragraph, a 1st act of noncompliance
by an individual that continues for more than 1 calendar month shall be considered a 2nd
act of noncompliance, and a 2nd act of noncompliance that continues for more than 3
calendar months shall be considered a 3rd act of noncompliance. Benefit reductions can
be "cured” for future months by complying with the contract. Nothing can cure
termination from the program after two acts of noncompliance without good cause.

(B} Refusal to Accept a Bona Fide Offer of Employment. - If an unemployed individual
who has attatned 18'years of age refuses to accept a bona fide offer of employment
{without good cause), the household shalt be ineligible for aid under TEA

(3} In no event shall a family whose benefits have been reduced be entitled to additional foed
stamp assistance to ameliorate the difference.

PENALTIES FOR STATES:

Effect of Failure to Meet Participation Rates: If the state fails to achieve the required
participation rate, the Secretary may make recommendations for changes in the state program. If
a state fails to meet the panicipation rate required for 2 consecutive years, the Secretary may
require the state 1o make changes in the state program established under this part and require the
state 1o divert 1.5% of the state's Surface Transportation Program funds {STP funds under
ISTEA) 10 the Work First Employment Block Grant. In this manner, {(as opposed to other biils
that require the "AFDC block grant” to be reduced by 5%), the state is required to divert money
from one federal form of creating jobs to another federal form of creating jobs -- theWork First
Employment Block Graat. -

If & state fails to follow the state plan, no federal funds under TEA or the WFEBG wall be made
available. .



JEY-PE-1995 0 89158 R T 8456743 Pogz
85/01/95% 84S 0" e e

WORK FIRST PLAN MESSAGE
End welfure the way we kpow it ;

. Abalisk AFDC & JOBS.
- No Unoouditional Receipt of Assistance,

Repince the welfure systemm. with s employnuent based systen.

. I¢'s not an ectitlement 1o bertefits. 15 go entithemnesst to cmployment services,

« s individual rofuscs 8 job offer, beehis are ominaed. - 7 \ Qg R

v meuzfcmmwTwﬁmmmmmﬁ@a ) )
Empowerment Cantract, , !

Wark sught o be centrx] fo aoy welfare refors plan. 'Work irst fur cvayone s the goal.
Aty welfare reform plan ought to be subject o the following questions:

. Does the plar help welfire recipicnts prepave for 230b7
. Does the plen ety welitrs recipients gat & job?
. Does the plan help weifare retain a job?

Provifde States a Bouus for Employment.

. For eoch welfore rocipient erviployed bayeng & threshold leve! (prefmeshly private sector
jobe, but under Bzoited conditions, peblic or commmuity service jobe), 8 federal bons
would be provided. The longer the duraticu of employment for welfere mcipients, the
larger the banus, mmmmw%m@mm«mmwm swark,
the larges the bowmaa for statos.

Employment Block Grant.

. The curremt JOBS funding would be repealnd. A new Work First Exployment block
grat, with fncreased fumding, would replace it

. Tough work requiremants, ot with the teans (0 meet these tequirenents and enable
parents 1o become sel-suificiect.

Medicald/Child Curc Partial Somp

. Uniike Republican proposely, the Wotk First plau 1s aot tough on kide. Child egme
sesisance §s guasmeed. For those trungitioning f work, assistancs wyuld be svaileblic
. on = sliding fee soals bazsed o 3 housthold’s sbility to pay.

. Tt fodera! gorvarnment would take & poition of a Stair’s share of Medicsid, In reaam,
staney %uidﬁmmwﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬂymﬂwm&ﬁﬁtyaxﬂaﬁmmefcwd
care, : ,
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THE WORK FIRST FLAN

ESTABLISHMENT AND OPEBATION OF STATE PROGRAM:

STATE PLAN: Fach state smust desln a sxte-wide plan to be reviowed by HES within 120
- days. Unless rejected during thit period, the plan is deemed approved.  States must foflow tbe
phnzomwﬁ:dm}mg The plan shall elude the following: .

the plan must provide & desseiption ﬁ&mtmmm
{TEA) progsass desipoed 10 provids aid to needy families with children, and sssist
parentt of children in such families 1o obtain and retein private sector work 1o ths extant
possible, and pubiic sector or vohmtesr wirk i recessary, Grough the Work First
Eragloynent Block Gt '

& family wust bave a peedy child oy defined by the sixte i order 10 be cligible far
assistance, Al noedy childron as dedined by the state munt be ssprgted simiiady as
sdpusted for houschold size. $tates may adjust gid based an special veedy of families.
{carent daw}

seates must dovelop o.nved standard. Famdlies with income in excess of 133% of (he
stapdard of need would be ineligitle For assistance. The noed standard zust be spphied
mzommmmmm@mwimum freurrom
lawf

siaies may raduce benefits x5 lony #s they provido the TEA rocipient with 8 20 bour per
week job at the mintmein wage Te the extor that thiz action reduces & houssbold's
aseictance (in states with benefits excpeding the equivalent of 20 hours of work per wosk
#t the miptrom wage), the state shall take the amount of money exveeding the equivalemt
of 20 bours of wirk pes woek 20 the exinineany wage and divert it to the employer of the
rocipicut i order for the recipiat to cbiein a job paying more ten the misiommn wage.

m@w@%w%ﬁiﬂmmﬁmmmmmm
work or paﬁdpmhtﬁchkF‘mthﬁoymw mwk&mpmgmn.

mmamrmm&mmmcmw of househald}y.
fsurresd faw]

mmﬁuwma@ﬂwmﬁmmﬁm@qu Poemes Ccm

mMmma&mmmew@c&dwmmew
establishing pateruity apd assign her child support righes w the state for the period of
e duriag which she receives Teuporary Boployment Awsistancs fovrrant Lw)]

Ratem wuist mnclude a description of bow *mterstes mmigrans® il be tremted if s state
mmmmmymmmwmm

SrAeK I mammmmmm necessary by the mwmmﬁﬂw
use rud disclopare of information about individuals end families receiving beoefits undsr

the program. fHowre BHIf

2.63
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« states ust describe effortx 1o reduce the incddence of cut-of wadiock buths, which may
inchude providing unmarsied mothers xnd uamarried fithers with services that will help
them 1o gvoid subsequent pregnancies, provide adaquate care to thcir children, and
assumne finxncial regponsibifity for their children, fHower 3]

. states must describe efforts to roeduce teenage prognancy, inchading (st the option of the
statn) the provision of education, comnseling, emd heslth services to toale and fomnale
tecnagers, Howse GHIT

. mmnpu&ca%ork?uﬂﬁmp&mmtm@mwmmmmmm
i obtaining and retaining a job.

»  gates st include @ plan for the Work First Employroont Block Gram, Cheld Support
Enfoveocnent, Child Welfare Savicss, Adoption Assistance, and Fostzr Caxe systems.

TIME LINTTS: i after 74 mooths, » fenily receiving TEA inckides ab adult recigaeat who is

not warking at laast 20 hours por week (30 hours per week when the sare so requires), te stale

et offer warkdare 1o the sodividual. I the jodividual refises o engags in o warkfire job or '
works Jess than the nismber of ks required, the stare can reditce the boussbiold's TRA grast by (0o
the adult’s shre. xowwmmmmmwm )

ishio exoentiaas: States may provide exceptions 1o the § year it or faxilies
&m;nmwﬁmpmam&g?S%w&zmhmgmmm
other thao & child's parcat. Toen parenis are exernpt from any tma Bt oot they resch
age 18 (or 19 at state option), 50 ko as they are regularly arterding high school or an
slterpative technicsl presaration schoot and are making satidfactory progress }

THE PARENT EMPOWERMENT CONTRACT: The Stite agency shail make an nitial
nssessmient of the skilla, priar work experience, and employsbality of esth individual applicant -
and recigient. Qo the hasls of the assessment mass with reapest 1o an tedhvidusl, the siate
ggency, 1 cosuliation with ihcwﬁmﬁu!,ﬁmﬂ&wz{op 4 Barent Errpowerment Contract for
ﬂmindmdua{ whicls -

Qjmapmdeth&wmm&yﬁsmvﬁmlmmbmwmwham
of oligibility fisr TRA under the state plar, except dwisg ny peciod fn which the individual is
gmployved full-tiome i an sosubsidized job i the privezs sector; ‘

(2) vonssins o comprehendive plun, deveioped by the case manapement teamt s the participant,
to move the participent into a fudiHime nnsubsidized job, This may be doge through 8 GAIN.
type program (opsrated by Riverside Caunty, Cafifornia, under federal law prior 1 the passage
of this Aes), throuph the use of private placernsnt compuriss, subewdiemd 30b rreviion (cnsiar ¢
the program opevated by the stade of Oregon kegwn ax "IOBS Pha® prior 10 the spactmez of this
Act), through the oreation or expansion of microesterprises, & work yupplementation progrem,
or other pptions that xra work retated dexgresd to lring sbout smployremt of the participant that
& gtate may choose to operste under ity Work Pt Exployment Block Grast, ,

(3) to the greatost extent possible, shall be designed 1o mave tbe participens ss quickly as
possibie into whatevear type aod amount of work as the participant is capable of handling, and
ncseases the responsibility and amount of work over time wrtl the participet is able to work
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{4) where neoessary, provides for educalion or treining of the participant; job counsefiog or
vther zorvices through the block grant to provide individusls with the support and skifls
neoessary 1o olbtain and keep employmest in the private scctor,

{3) muviies that tic participant shal! spand 2t least 30 bours par weck (o, &t stute opBomn, »t legst
20 hours per woek during fiscal years 1997 end 1998, mumzsmwwm

. Bscal year 1999) in astivities provided for undar the contrect;

(5} mmmmmﬁa&wmmﬁﬂmﬁadm@wﬁm&m
empioyment, unless the participat bas good cause for not doing so;

(nammnﬁmmmmmmwmwwmm
trratment; and -

(8) sexs forth the obligations of the individual, which shafl melude 2 requirement that the
individual attend school, maintain attendance wiile n school, keep schocl-age chiléren of the
nnlividus! i school, mrumze childiren of the ndividual, preticipate 12 appropriate activities
that develop and promie personal resporibility, self-fufficdiency, and prreting skills, or
Wcmmmmmmwpummmmfmmmmw
privaze sestor,

WORK FIRST EMPLOYMENT BLOCK GRANT: Thc objostive of the Work Firet
Employeent block grast is for each program participant to find and hold 2 full-time,
unsubsidized paid job, and for this goeal to be aclieved in » cost-effective fashion.

The steategy of the Wark Errst Employroent block grat is {0 conrect TEA recipients with the
pivate sector laber murket as soon as possiile, snd to offier theny tee suppart and £alls nesessary
to yenrain in the lnbor market. Bach componant of the Mook grant should be permosted with an
euphagis or employment and the understanding thit minitnm wape jobs arc & stepping stons to
more highly paid erployment. . ,

Job Ceeation: The srnation of jnbs, with s erphasis on privise sector jabs, shallbe 8
somponent of the Kook grant snd ghall be a priority for each sune office with responsihiiities

Joh Sexrci Pareors would b wligible for TEA for 26 wreks while engaged in job tesrch
activities {rules and exemptions to be determrinod by the stams), Tu roocive TEA boyond 26
weeks, parents rusi biive signed ¢ Parat Eropowstment Contrset and be working towvard
meeting the objcctives of i sostrase.

se of Yacentives; Thamﬁaﬁmmmwomzmmdmmm»ﬁm
responsibilities under the state plan; mprove the pecfixmance of expluyecs; and ensure that the
ohjective of cach employes of each state offica is 1o Bod 8 private sector job fir each program
pariicipart, States may use block grant firods to provide bamzs smeney 1o emmployses 10 reward
sxoeptional glacesen and retetion of TBA recipienty in jobs. -

F.es
wivuz
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Caseworker Training: The siate may provide such treining to maeworkers and related
persanns! (nchading the use of incentives a3 may be necessary to susurs soccesstisl jobs
placements that result in full-tme privete sector employmen {commuuity service or public
sector senployment if necessary) for program participants.,

Reporte: Each office sith responsthility for apertting the Moek prant shall make momthly
satistical roports 10 the goverting body of the sate, coumty, and dty in which located, of iob
plicetsents and the rumber of program participants who gre no longer receiving TEA or who are
receiving lcss TEA as 8 result of participation i the block graat.

Cuse Managemeat Texms: Sm;wmaﬁgnmmhmmpmamammmm@
team that shall meet with the participant to develop o Parent Empowerment Contract. The exse
ssnagerment bears shall develop the comyuc with the particips? me koon as possible (but within
10 days of application for TEA). Currezs recipients would be phased in (%o de worked ovf with
HHES next week),

Employment Bonnx: Statey would receive s bppus for sarh individual employed more than 25
hours per week onca the eiuie exceeds % of TRA recipiongs working today, In order to
quahfy for bonus money in wbdsequent yeats, % increase would be required above the prior
yerr. Statos would reoeive 8 larger boaus for sach individual employed fidl-time.  The bagic
bomam wauld be the fodaral share of the benefit x the durstisn of etploymext up to 9 momhs.
Bonus maney would be paid in 3 instaliments {afler 3 mouths, affer 6, and after $) and is for
private sector work only. Participats o arees of doowe wnemplovisent (bardship exceptions)
will alep qualify K bonus moncy despito the uye of commumity servioe jobs,

Donos moncy is 1o be used 10 increase the Work First Emplayment Block Graet or ohald care
funding, - Bomus woasy s to be spent a3 &3 incroase i these activitios, pot to mpplast state
furds. There is no maich roguired 16 wie the bemrs money.

lurrently, on avergge. 6456 of AFDC recipints woark 20 or micre hxmrs yer week, The Highest
propartion of pecipieris exceeding the average is in Wyoming where 28, 1% of ARDC recipients
are working 20 or more hosrs per wesk; the fowest is in DC, whire only 8% ces working 20 or
more hours per week  The boraes conceptt is snnder review by HES and stwuld be wieked owt next
week.].

GAIN Program: Under the block grant, 2 stale roay opersts & program sinsliar to the program
. knows as the *Cam Program® that has been opersfed by Rivarside County, Califoreia, under
_ Fedraul law in cffect mescdintely bafore the data g subpert firet wpﬁmw&ﬁﬁm

Vie of Placement Companies Under the Nock grant, o stele muay enter ma cantraets with
private companins {whetha uparaied fur profit or not for profie) for the placement of pragram
participants in positions of full-ime employmeant, preferably in the private sector, for wages

srBicunl to climinate the seed of participants for Temporery Bogloyment Assistance.

Bach such ocqatract smtered into under this sexction with & compesy shall mest the followmg
raquiraoens:
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{1} Drovisian of joh readiness and support seevices — The contracs shall require the
mwwm:cmy%wkmmwma voucher issued under
subsection (3) rtensive parsonafizad support 2nd job rradiness services designed to
pzmﬁwmﬁzvm&tmplmwdmmmmﬁmﬁmm
in smploymen,

(2} Payments: Tha contrecs all provide i m&uﬂﬁbemmﬁwmﬁx
each program participant presenting 8 voucher o the compaay. The contrace shall
mmmxmmdmmmumm&mwmwm
participant in » position of fall-time exmploymest and the pardcipant ks dean emmployed
n the pogition for such period of oot ko than 6 mouths as e Staze destos appropriste.
Contracts under this xoction shall be awarded oply after competative bidding,

(3) Youchers: The state shall fssue ¢ voucher to sach program participant whase Paroot
Emmooerment Coatract prowidea for the use of placement comparrdes under this gection,
indicating that the participant ic eligitie for the services of auch a company. | ‘

Tempuorary Subsidiced Jmﬁwhommwmm&m&mmmgmgm ’
sismilar to the program kiiown &s "JOBS PLUS®, uperated by the state of Oregon under federnl Qf‘f‘
Irw in cfibet mmediataly before the deje s subpart finst applics to the state of Orogon.

Microenterprises: Under the block gramt, s state mey maks syats and {oans 3o nongrole

fations to provide techrical assistance, training, and credit to low income emveprencurs
for the purpose of cstablishing rheroenterprises. (A microetserprise wwams a cononercial
eerprise, with § or fewer employees, 1 or mare of whom own the enterprise.)

Wark Supplemeatation Prograse: Dnder the block grant, & state may ingtituts 8 work
supplementation progeam under which the state, to the extent it considers appropriste, may
sesarve the sums that woald otheraass bo pavable fo participas as Termporary Enploymen! .
Assixinnon and use the xans iosiead for the purpose of providing and subsidixing jobs forthe -
participants (as an alternative (o paying TRA o pacticpants). This section chall not be comstrued
n3 reRquining the state or focal spraey sdaviristering 0 siafe plan 1o provide enploves st to
an sligible indivichnl to whoe the state ar focal sgency provides a job under the work
supplizneatation program (or with respect 1o whorm the state or local agency provides all or pant
of the wages paid 1o the indbviduagl by sther cutity undse the program), or 25 roguirg Ky stute
or local agency to provide thit an eligible individusl Bifing 1 jobr position provided by soother
mtgmmmmwmwmmwwmmmﬂmzzmm
adividiaal £iis the position. 'Wages paid nndar & work suppiceeatation program shall be
mmmm:mmﬁrwmvfmmdkw

wmmwwmwmamwummwwmmm
provide thaz soy individual who participates in the program, and eny child o relutive of the
individual {or other indivitheal Bving in the same dougehold ag the indivadual) who would be
ehighle for Temparary Employment Asgstence under the state plan, shall ba considered
mdivideals roceiving TEA mmder the state plan for purposes of efignbility for Modicnid,

PARTICIPATION RULES: With the excoplion of tocnagers (Sor whom the state mmay bave
Sifferers rules geared towmd completion of igh schaal), a sate mey require xoy individual -
teamnving TEA (o partisipata in the Work First Employmeont Block Grant program operstad by
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: : ”'MummW&Lme
wtpammpmo zoammwm under ths pan for moee than 24 moaths efte the
date the fdividusl first sipned the Parent Empowennen Coutrect, excluding suy mooth during
Mﬁxmwmfmmmﬁﬁhmwmhsmmmb

ariee 1o Al roeat Particinadicny A stzte may sliow &8 individnal who has
pamapmdmmcpmmfwlwmwmwfmxwm&mmmsw
. cagse basis, 85 Io1g 82 repeat participants do not exceed 10% of the wotal romber of individuals
who participated in the ©atk program exteblished under this part during the immsdiately
- precading fiscal year, of in the case of fiscal year 2004 or any succending facal year, 18% of
such total pumber of tndividuals, A stete xay petition the Secretary of HHS to iocreass ths
gmount to oot more than 15%. kaﬁmmmouumwmﬁmmm%mo?
the overall time litofr with regard 1o roceipt <f TBA.

CASELOAD PARTICTPATION RATES: A state that aperates & program under this part shal
achigve & pwticipation rate for the following fiecal yrars of not less than the Sslbowing
p&m: ,

Fos applivants and recipiains before October 1, 1098:

FY9s 0%
FYS? 3%
FY3% 40%

" For 2§l appiving after Oclober 1, 1998:

FY9 &%
FY2006 0%
FYz001 80%
FY2002 0%
FY2003 90%

As used in this sebsection, the term participation rate: mans, with regpect 10 4 state xnd 2 arul
year, an amoprnt equal to — the gverage monthly mmber of individualy who, during the fiscal
year, panticipate in the state progrer sstablished under this part divided by the average morthly

- paraber of Individualz o witves su Txdividus! Impeworment Contract iy in offect during the
ﬁwelyw

For cach lzmmmiﬂmmwmmmﬁwgmﬁmbymnof
having becoms omployed fir mare than 25 hours por week in xo cnsubidized job in the private
aector, the individual shall be considered participating in the stato program enablished under this
paet and complying with the Individunl Empowerment Contract.

A recipient i participatiog o work activities for & month i 3 fees] yerr i the racipient is
makisg progress in such actvitien for &t least the minimsm average rumber of hours per week
spocified in the following table dudng the month: .
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Year HrsWeek Hra/Week State Option

1996 26
1997 B L 20
1998 30 20
199 30 25
2000 30
201 30
2002+ 30

WORKFARYE: &mmwmammmmmwﬁfmt?mﬁmp}om
Block Grans. The state shall assign to each progrom paticipant e cane mansgesnt texs that
shall mext with the participant and assist the participant to choose the most suitable workfare job
throdtgh eommunity service, temporary subsidized job crestion, or work supplementation wnd to
eventually obmin & fll-tene vosgbsidized paid jobs, -

Excopt 25 provided in parsgraplhs (2, exchk purticipant shall wnrk Rw not fuwer than 30 hours per
week {or, at the option of the stete, 20 hours per week during fiscal years 1997 and 1598, not
fewver than 25 henrrs per woake during fiscs! vear 1999, pot fewer than 30 hours per week during
fiscal yeuro 2000 and 2001, and ot fower thao 35 hours per wreek dhareafbor) in B cungounity

yervice job m returs for Temporary Exployment Assistance.

(2} Exgeption — It the participant hax obtained unsubsidized part-time anployment in the private
sectar, the state shalt provide the participsnt with 8 part4zre community service job. If the state
provides & participant with § community mm,mmmzmmmmm
works for sot fewer than 39 bours per weelt,

Wzgmacmwmmmm A comemnnity sorvics job means a job provided to 8
participant by the mtato uchininteriag the state plan; or, a;si:pmdedtoapammpambymy
other employes for which all or part of the wages are paid by the state,

A state that w@MaWWW%MWWMM'WM
commanics {whether operated for profit or ot for profit) for the placement of participants 71 the
program iy positions of ful-time cmployment, profismbly & the private eoctor, for wages
sufficient 1o ciiminere the seed of such particioxuts for Temporssy Employment Assigtance,

Noudisplacement: Prograen optivns unska 1his section way not be opagted In s.manner that
resalty i
(a}mwd;mmmmmmnwamw

{b} the replacoment of an employee who hxs beon temtoated with & frogrwm participant; or
() the replacemant of an individual who is on layeff from the same positisn grven 1o & program
etidpant or sy equivalont portion.

 Grant to Community Besed Orgacizations: The Secretary of HHS may make greoty in
azcardsnce with this saction o community based orgartzations that moee racipients of TEA or -
other public sssistance programs into private sector work. There are authorized o carry out tis
section, $25 million in FYS6 and $50 million iz ench of fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000.
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Tn addition, aziﬂamyugaﬁ’mk?mmwm Grazt funds to paymmaybami
orpenizations for services. }

Mm&mm;ovmmmmmmwem&%AmﬁwMMnf

. unsubsidized private smployment by integreting and co-locating at least 5 of the following
servieed — (8) case managemens; () fob taludng, () cild care; (d) bousing, (¢) honlth care
serviees, (F) mtrition programs; () e skills trainisg; and (h) perenting skilis,

The Secretary shall make awards based on the quality of epplications, shall fund spplicsrions at
oo more than $1 milfion, aud the Secretary shall sward at Joast | grant to ¢ach ftute from which
the Secretary has received s spplication, States will have Sexibiling in detorminng block grant
ﬁmdswhcuscdﬁarcomuwbamiﬁmmamm

mm msmm&mmmMmmmmﬁmamm |
desipning and approving state plans,

Fondiag for Werk First Eauployment Dlock Graat: ['unding ﬁnnmiawmddhem;u:lm

" amrrent JOHS program Amding and allocation, plus 10-15% of JTPA funds {that sre qurrently
wsed for AFDC recipicnts), plus sn additional sumn yet (o be determined, Block gram fimds
would be matched #t the Medicsid mwich rete of 6040, whichever is higher A setaside o' 3%
wonld be available for Native Americans.

TEENS:

Stay at Home and Stay in Schoal: Custodisl pareats under the sz of 18 woxld be required to
live at hame, with an adoit fanily member or iz a0 adult<upervised group bome in arder to
qualify for Temporary Employment Assistance. §  milion under Tile XX fmdkag would b
made wvritable sach your Sor Bocond Chance Homes, sduli.mupervised homes for teenage
mothers mmmwwmmmmmw bmmsséﬁmﬁicm,bmet

, purets, and responsbie wotking eduits.

‘Tean mothers wouldd be required 1o continue aducation or alternative techuical o trade pragrams
through ege 13 (age 15 st staie opling) in ander (o qualify for TEA benefits, aod would be
reguired to participate in substance sbuse tretment programs through age 18 when doemed

. wecessary. At soate option, & state may tnpose s sanction sgeimst the TEA benefit of toen
mothers who do not antend selool regrlardy snd gpply s bouas to the TEA benefit of teen
mothors whi do attend regulady.

Toen Preguanty Prevention: $§_ million under Tithe XX fundiog each year would be made
availabis to sttes for the design and implemonmation of teesags pregnancy preveation progrems,
Such programs could be opersted by statz agraciss, bocal agencies, publicly supported-
espanivationa, priveie nonprafits, and consertia of mack emities.  Applicants nuist demonitrate o
strong focat commitment zad Jocul nvolvernant in plenoing and tmplementation. Gavernors
woukl select projects with preferencs given to thoss appiications targeting both young men and
young women, srvay with Ligh toca preguancy ratos, or arczs with o kigh insidencs 9?
individusls recciving AFDC.

Qlearisghouse: A National Teen Pregeaocy Clearingbouse wonld be sgtablisbed 10 provids
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jocal cormmunitiay with relisbla infarmation aheut effective spprosches to comburting teen
progoancy. ’

FATRERS (Absent Parcan): .
Absent papems with anrearages would bave s ¢haics: mtzrmgrepmmtp!mmthem
o choose botween 2 conumanity serviec job (o pay off their errearage] or jail. An sbsent parem
can, at any pobt st which hevshe has seatred privete ssotor snpluyiocst, cale il & wcpayusut
@m%mmmwmwmwmumW
schadylo is being e, .

Smwuuwkmtﬁwpﬁmofaﬁéwhgjobplmmﬁmeﬂtméﬁm-
that, oncs emploved, they mest their child suppert obligations. Mothers coald agroe to give their
place in the Work First Employment gystem to fithers in an «ffort 10 encowags firniliss to stay
mgc&ﬁtomrkmwwoﬁ"m

MEDICAID & CHILD CARE SWAP: ?ammmmgmgapbmdkma
job, Medicaid and child care assistance mwst be gvailable. All TEA, rocigionts are cotitled to
Modicaid. All TRA recipisnte reguired to work ar prepare for werk am entitled to child care

Ueder canrent lew, Medicaid and chikd care am provided for « gzm?mmm
transtioning from welfare 1o work,  Under the Work First Flan, Medicaid sod child care wanld
be provided for an additionst 12 mowths beyond the current tensision period. For tha second 12
mwonth pericd, s sliding foe scals would be phased-in, bsed on 8 bouschold's xbility o pay.

The federzl goverament would pick up & porton of the state shire of Modicaid coss for TEA
recipients, up to the level it conts a state to provide child care for families below & certuin level
of poverty (io; 130%, 115%, ... yet to be deteqmined). The child cgra assistence offred by 3
gtete murst ek the rales of the Child Care Development Block Gramt of 1990,

PENALTIES FOR INDIVIDUALS:

{1) An aduls applicam for TEA who does zot sign & Pareat Empowernment Comtract disquahifes

(2) Faibacs to Comply m&?m Bopowerment Contract! -

{A} Progressive Beductions in Ald for 15t asd 2nd Fallurew — The smount of TEA

otherwise paysble under the State plan to & family that inchsdes an fufividual who fils
without good Sxise to congly with 2 Pacent Empowerment Contrace signog by the _
individual, including rexquarements {o fock for work and work, shell be roducad by - 4}\'.

(1) 33 percent for the 18t such act of noacomplisnoe, or
(i} 66 pervent for the 2ad such zct of noncormpliance.

(B) Dexnial of Ald for 3¢ Failure — In the case of the 3rd such set of noncompliance, is
barred from TEA. . '
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{C) Acts of Noncomplisnor. ~ For murpases of this paragraph, a 1t act of nomoonmpliacce
by en individual that continues for more than § calendar month shall be considered a 2o0d
ast of soncomplisnce, and & 2ad sct of soncomplimmoe that continues for wors than 3
calendar montha shafl be considerad 2 31d art of novcanpBance. Beoefit roductions can
be "qured” for firture months by cotoplving with the contract, Notbing can are
teanination from the program efter two acts of noncuraplisnce without good cause.

(8} Refusal t Accept a Bora Fide Otfer of Employment. — 1f 20 uncployed individual
whe has aitained 18 years of gge reflses to acoept 2 bosiz fide offer of employment
{vithowt good canse), the bousehold shall be incligible for aid under THA.

(3} It no event shall 2 Eumily whooe bunefits have been reduced be entitted to additional food
stamy assistance o amoliorsle he diffrene.

FENALTIES FOR STATES:

Effext of Faiflure to Meet Partivipation Rates; ¥ the state 6ils 10 achisve the recpdred
participation rate, the Secretary may make recommendatians for chanpes in the staze program, I

a siate fiils 10 meot e participation rate required for 2 consecutive years, the Secretary may

vexquire the state to make changes in the state program egtablished uader tios part and requice the

s vo divert 1.5% of the state's Surface Tranapartation Program firnds (STP firndz wnder ’]
ISTEA} to the Wark First Explovinent Blodk Gramt. I this manmer, {(as oppased to other bilis '
that requice the "AFDIC block gram” to be reduced by 5%), the stats is required to divert mosey
ﬁommﬁdud&maf«mkbsh@xw%mafm;m--mwm&fm
Ruplovment Block Grant,

i3 sustc fails to follow the stats: plxa, oo faderad fouds wndor TEA ar ths WEEBG will be mads:
gviilable.
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MEMORANDUM

Ta: Grace Reef

Subject:  Proposed Democratic Altamative

The dratt vou provided is an good smart. [t provides dramatically more state flexibility while
retaining the enntlement, seeks 1o focus on work, and to deal with teen pregnancy issues. We
were partcularly intrigued by the idea of a special pool of resources for work retivities and a
performance bonus for those states mespng cerwin obligations. Most of our suggestions are
in the aatute of sharpening the focus on the issues which we see as likely to be particularly
important in the upcoming debate.

Emphasis on Weork

Qur major suggestions involve the relative emphasis on waork versus state flexibility. While
you talk about a resmphasis on work, it appears that states actually would have almost
complae flexibility regarding it States could require work, but it also appears they could let
peopie coliest benefits in a manner similar to the current system indefinitely.

We beiigve (and the polls show the public believes) welfare reform is first and foremost about
work. A crivcal pant of the debate in the coming days will invoive whether or not the plans
genuinely and effectively seek 0 move people w0 work, and te insist that these who receive
aid have rasponsibilities ultimarely to wark. The vulnerability of those who argue for block
grants i3 that they really are arguing about federalism, not about work focussed welfare
reform.  Arguing about which plan does more 10 ensure that genuine work based reforms
oceur 15 a powerful position both substaniively and politically.

Thus we think work 1s an ares where the federal government can and should set some raal
measures of accountability,  The public want assurance that people will not collact welfars
indefinitely without working. To indicate a clear focus on wark, the plan could be
strengthencd wath:

Some broad cutline of responsibilities and expectations of pesple whe come on
welfare including work requirements after specified dme lunits. For example, as you
nlan suggests, all persons coming on welfare must develop an emplovability plan, meet
the expectations of the plan, The plan should include an expectation that the person
will work within some specified period. Nearly all plans now set some sort of limit
an receipt of cash without working (for the phased in group) All the major House
bills seemed to pick a two vear limit, but it could be flexable, though it makes the

/ message 2 linie more complicated. {The Harkin-Bond bill, for example, would allow

states 1o set individual time limits, We think there needs to be some upper bound on
limits for the healthy though, thus one could say states would set s imutof 1 t0 3
vears.) Both the public znd recipients nesd to clearly understand what will be
expected of those on welfare,
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An understandable and serious set of work/participasion standards, Ultimately, peopls
ask what fraction of the caseload must be working by a certain date. It is important to
have clear work standards. This requires both a definition of participation and work
and a set of standards. [deally, you should be able to contrast @ Republican bill thar
credits states for cutting people off the rolls with 2 Demoeratic plan that really moves
them into work. Generally we recommend counting pesple as participating if

o they are working at lzast 20 hours while on welfare {either in 2 subsidized or
unsubsidized job} ) '

v are jnvolved i 20 hours or more of job search during their first 12 weeks of
welfare receipt )

o they recently left welfare and got a job (say in the past 6 months).

In addition, you may want 1o count people as participating if they have been on

welfare for less than two years and ace in training or education programs designed 10
fead them toward work.

Participation standards probably need to be as high as those in HR. 4, Note: one has a
choice on definition, one can exclude certain groups--the disabled, those caring for
dizsabled children, and those with very young children--and then set somewhat higher
work standards for the others. Or one can include everyone in the standards and then
set them somewhat lower in recognition that some people will be unable to parficipate,

: vt
Clearly identifiable new resources forwﬁajnm/g ang ¢hild care coupled with some form
of child care guarantee. Every previous bill, including the original contract with
America acknowledged that if one was serious sbout moving people to work, more
resources would be needed for child care and for education and training. But the final
version of HR 4 had less of these. We are very intrigued by your propesal of an
employment block grant with its system of incentives and bonuses, Having a separate
block gramt for these can help emphasize the hypocrisy of their plan, while providing
considerable flexibility for the states.

We think it probably makes sense 1o link any bonus or incentive money to
performance using the work standards defined sbove. Thus states that have done more
to get people working as measuvred by exceeding the participation standards would get
an additional bonus. One could insiead pive a bonus based on improvements in the
number of people working, but this both penalizes those already dsing a good job and
also opens opportunities for various ways of gaming the system,
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’v\fe would stay away from penalties in other areas, such as highway funds, Having a
higher match, or perhaps no maich at all is an excellent idea for this program. Yoeu
also include the child care guarantee which seems eritical.

Temporary Assistance Plan, Time Limits, and Werk
The ides of converting AFDC 0 a new temporary assistance plan seems very sensible and °
important  But inevitably vou witl have to confront some key questions:

Time Limits Followed by Work?--Is there 2 point 2t which thoss who are employable
must work in order 10 continue receiving benefits? If so, is the state required to
provide work if the parson claims they are unable wo find 2 job? Most plans requirs
work after 2 years, But some do not require stiates 10 provide work if the person does
not find 1t. That implies people can be terminated after 2 vears,

Ultimate Time Limits?--Are stares allowed or even required to terminate benefits to
some persons after they have received help for a cortain number of years? Several
plans, including Deal and HR4 tenminate ail or some persons after 4 or § years of aid
regardless of whether there are jobs available,

Based on our experience, thess issues cannot be avoided, The question of whether subsidized
work/workfare must be provided after some ume Himit and if so for how long is eritical.

Your, siratsgy is intriguing, though we were a bit confused. [t appeared to say that at some
paint of the state's choosing benefits can be reduced, but not below 20 hours times the
mimmum wage. But other portions seemed 10 suggest a state could set time limits and
through people off at any stage, Frankly we had {rouble undersianding how this provision .
would work and wonder abour iis political viability.

Here arr some oprions you might consider:

QOpticn 1: Reguire that after 2 years, adult recipienss must work, [f there are no private sector
unsubsidized jobs available, states 'must provide them wath a2 work oppormunity. After 4 years,
states may end benefits for the adult. {Note this implies that benefits for the children could
continug).

Option 2:  Any time after 2 years siates may termioate the adult {though childre;f reman
eligible). If the state chooses 1o provide benefits beyond that period, aid must be in the form
of work,

Optian 3: The Deal approach allowed siates to terminate the entire case (adults and children)
afrer 2 years if it provided some form of employment voucher to the individual. Any aid
provided beyond 2 years must be in the form of work. Afier 4 years the entire case must be

Cad
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werminated. Note, however, that these provisions only applied to that portion of the czs‘eioad
who actually participates in the Work First programe-1.e. 52% in the last year.

These are consistently one of the hardest 1ssues, but unjess you are clear on them, we fear
you will lead face confusion and could ultimatsly weaken your position in the debate.

Training Vouchers

The Breawx/Brown bill and others like the idea of including an option for states to provide
recipients with some form of training voucker which could be used with private employment
agencies.  You might try o include some language.

Teen Parents

We urge vou 10 make the rulss and the smteg:es for fighring teen pregnancy clearer. We
urge the bill say that mothers under 18 must stay at home, stay in school and identify the
father, We also tike the idea of grants 10 low income school districts to set up teen
pregrnancy prevention programs and some comprehensive demonstrations.

Child Support Enforcement

The public want strong measures on child suppornt enforcement to deal with "deadbeat
parenis”. There is general agreement on a basic set of child support proposais. The Snow,
Bradley and other bills are all very close. In addition parents should be required o
participate fully in helping identify the non-custodial parent befors they are allowed to collect
beneﬁts

We hope this'is of use. We have included a version of a plan we worked up for House
peaple 1o see if any provisions in it would be helpful 10 you.
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MEMORANDUM %
Te: Senator Breaux

From: Wwill Marghall, Ed Kilgore & Lyn Hogan
Date: May 8, 1985

Re: Senate Democratic Welfars Refarm Alternative

As you know, we believe the message that underlies the draft Senate
Democratic alternative welfare reform proposal is right on target: a radicel
change in the incentives governing the welfare system for administrators and
recipients; a focus on job placement utilizing intermediaries; and a close linkage
betwaen increased flexibility for the states and their willingness to achieve results,
defined as recipients engaged in work.

But we remain concerned that the proposal as written does not really reflect
that message in two crucial particulars, In both cases, we want to offer
suggestions for bringing the propossl into congruence with what you aim'to
achieve politically and substantively.

1. Qur biggest concern i¢ the use of participation rates as the main
measure of success or failure for state administrators of welfare
programs. We suggest making private sector job placements the key
measuremont, with states that succeed earning b(muses and states that
fail incuwrring sanctions.

Participation rates:

X * rainforce the worst habits of the welfare bureaucracy--counting the
number of people in programs rather than the number of people moved out of
programs znd into work.

* undermine the work-based performance bonuses in the bill by fcwamg on
en entirely different measurement.

* evpate a no-win budgetary situation in the context of the overall proposal,
since the only way to boost participation rates in welfare-to-work programs is to
vastly expand funding {current rates are under 20%), and
‘ * concede crucial political ground to Republican proposals that similarly
rely on participation rates, and virtually gusrantee Democrats will lose the
competition, becausa we, unliks they, cannot pretend that states will shift
resources to meet the higher rates. 3

If, as your staff has indicated, the only point fo participation rates is {0
pmwde gome "sticka" along with “carrots” to snsure that states do not simply
1gnore the availability of bonuses and keep the status quo, then a simpler and
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more congistent approach is to provide a negative sanction for state failure to
move recipients into private sector jobs. Here's how the "stick and carrot” system
eould work in the context of the current proposal:

* Establish a threshold for job placement statos are expected to exceed,
based on estimates of the current number of AFTDC recipients working,

* In a given year, if a'state exceeds that threshold, it gets bonuses for each
placement beyond it, paid out by continuing the federal payment for the recipient
at 3-month, 8-month and S9-month intervsils of privata-sector employment.

* If the state in any year fails to exceed that threshold, then it is required
to divert 1.8% of its transporiation funding inlo employment gervices for the
following vear.

* I that's not enough of & negative sanclion, you could apply the negative |
ganction to any year the state does not actually incregse private-sector job
placements above the previous year; or you can use time limits; or both. In any
event, makmg job placement the key to both carrots and sticks would produce a

" resl ehange in the incontives of the system; would only incur greatly increased

spending for employment sarvices if the states aro succeading in moving recipients
into real jobs; and would maintain & sharp distinction betwesn Republicans and
Domocratic measurements of the goal, They're for keeping people in programs,
wa're for moving peopls into work. *

2. The proposal claims to replace AFDC and JOBS with an
employmaent system. But it froezes the money into its existing uses by
banning reductions in cash assistance benefit levels and capping
spending on other welfare-to-work services.

From e feasibility point of view, freezing AFDC benefit levels and
maintaining JOBS as a capped entitlement moans that there will not be much in

‘the way of new funds to increase job placement and support services.

Politically, that means the proposal will be highly vulnerable to the
eriticiam that it just renameg AFDC and JOBS without changing the mrmni
gystem,

We assume that the reluctancs to allow benefit cuts or fungibility of AFDC
and JOBS money is dua to a fear of a "race o the bottom" by states {0 slagh cash

- agsistance. We also assume you don't want to completely uncap JOBS spending

and Jet states put more monay into employment egervices bocauss of the budgetary
implications. There are two compromise approaches you could take:
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* combine the AFDC and JOBS programas into one, flexible pot of money to
create an employment aystem that would allow states to shift rescurces to work.
ralnied activities as more reciplents moved into these activities. Then gimply
mandate whatover minimum cash assistance level you want, and cap draw-downs
of employment gystom money to create whatever overall lavel of spanding you
doem necossary for budget purposes.  Low-cash-benefit states, which have lower
per capita spending, would naturally get the chance to "spend up," while high-
benefit states would tend to shift resources out of income maintenanca inta job

splacament and support services, with the mandated minimum acting as a floor.

* keep the programs separate, but ban cash benefit cuts only for low-benefit
states, and cap JOBS funding only for high-benefit states. As with the previous
option, the effect would be (o Jet high-benefit states shift funds from income
maintenanece Lo job placement and support services, while allowing low-benefit
states to increase spending on job services and receive a federal match,

Thanks again for this opportunity to comment on the proposal.

ee.  Kevin Kelley

Grace Reeves
Elizabath Drye
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DRAFT 5/15/35 .
’ PRESIDENT WILLIAM J. CLINTON
REMARES ON THE FIRST ANNIVERZARY OF
~THE SCHOOL-TC WORK COPPORTUNITIES ACT
AUTOMATED GRAPHIC SYSTEMS, WHITE PLAINS, MD.
. MAY 17, 1885 '
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[Ackrnowledgments to come)

Imagine yourself back 200 years. You're a young person living in
a settlement in Maryland -~ gay, in Port Tobacce, which back then
wag the big town around here. Yours le a promlising new country,
and you are hopeful about the future: George Washington is
President, John Adams iy Vice-PFregident. Not a bad line-up.

But it is not only the leadership of vyour country that makes you
optimistic; it is the work tradivion of your community. For,

like young people everywhere, you wanl & long-term, well-paying
job ~-- you want to learn a trade. So,- following a time-honored
practice, and taking on the reéesponsibilities that will make you a
seif-sustaining &dult, you go out and seek work as an apprentice,

You head into town. You walk down the unpaved main streei, past
the whitewashed houges, untll you come to where the tradespeople
keep their workshops: the blackesmith, the carpenter, and, of
course, bthe printer. You knock on a door and offer an exchange:
in return for your hard work, the c¢raftsman will teach you his
skills. After a few yaars of good, rough sweat, you are able 0
set up your own shop. Scon, younyg people are knocking on your
door. y : )

We must learn £rom our hiétory, and forge our policies out of

what we know has worked. In Maryviand in 1785 -- in fact in all of
America back then -- this was how one generation kept faith with
the nexi.

The School-to-Work program carries that heritage forward into the
modern world. &School-~to-Work -- the community policy of
‘apprenticeship -~ 18 an idea as old and time-proven as the family
puginess itself. The apprenticesghip tradition, rooted in wvalues
that go far deeper than today'e political fashions, has been
updated in the Scneol-to-Work program to prepare youngsters for a
world in which skillsed worksrs win.

Two-hundred yearg ago, this local kid could simply walk up to a
door and knock on it. Bub in our c¢hanging world, where commerce
is business-tLo-buginess rather than neighbor-to-neighbor, things
aren't s¢ simple, That's vhy we need a government program that
rainvente a valuable neighborhood traditien. That's how we ensure
that .the next gensration is able not-just to put food on their

A
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Fublication: BB-xx-Social Banrdcas

Waelfare Reform Plan
Today, the Democatic %83%3?3?3%;3 ir the Senals will announce their welifare

reform plan-a plan that gromotea work, but profects kids. ‘The *Work First”
plan wiit dramatically change the current walfare systam by:”

+ roplacing Aid to Familias with Dapandent Children (AFDC) with a
¢onditional entitiernant of limitad durationTemporary Employment
Assistance (TEA);:

« requiring all able-bodiad recipients to work;

« turning welfare offices into employment oflices;

« guarantesing child-care assistance; and,

«  raquiring both ;aréam 1o-contributa 1o the support of their children.

Thé “Work First” Plan

Temporary Employment Assistance

Under the Democratic é!an. AFDC is abolished and replaced by TEA,
a conditiona! entitiement of limitsd duration for families. -

* Assliatance is ednditional, in order to receive assistance, alf
reciplents must sign a Parent Empowsmment Coniract.  This
contract will contain an individualized plan to move the parantinto
the worlkdorce as soon as possible. Those whe refuse to sign &
contract won't get'assistance and tough sanctions apply to those
not compiying with the conlract.

t

Democratic Policy Gammittae Tom Qaschte, Chaieman
Linted Statea Senale Haryy Rald, Cu-Chairman

Washington, D.C, 20510-7050

5
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» Assistance le time-limitod. From day one, ali able-bodied
recipients will be required to engage in an intensive job search.
Aftar nwo monihs, oply clisnts who have signed the Parent Empow-
erment Contract and are working toward ils objectives ¢an con-
tinue raceiving assistance. After two years, an indlvidual is not
woming, States wilt e reguired (o offer workfare or community
service, Again, tough sanctions apply 1o thoss who refuse to
participate in workfare. No family may racsive asslstance for more
than five years.

Work First

The Dsmacratic plan emphasizes work by establishing the "Work First”
Employment Block Gran: for States. The focus is on work: providing the
means and the {ools naeﬁed to get welfars recipients info jobs and to keep
them in the workforce,

All able-bedled racipionts must work. Fa{tbme recipiants stilt looking for
work after the initial two months of job search, the Stats may provide any of
a mt‘:{;ﬁﬂr of sarvices to assist recipiants in obtaining jobs, including, but not
[inited to: .

*» job-placament vouchsrs;
* wags sz;i}siﬁyfwwi: supplemantation;
= microenterprise dévelopman#aoff—emgzloymam;

« a Gaindype p:agzam like that operated by Riverside County,
Califernia which sors clients info iwo straams: (a) those neeading
aducation and (b} those job-ready who will be moving more quickly
into the werklorce;

¢ a JOBS Plus-typo program like thal oparated by the Staws of
Qregon which provides on-the-job Lraining oppontunities for clienis
in privale and pubilc soctor jobs by cashing out AFDC and food
stamps; and,

H
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* a Family Invasimant-type program ike that operated by the State
of lowa, designed 10 move families off of weltare and into self-
suffivient omp%eymént; and, .

» on-he-ob tminingaf sther training or sducation tor work prepara-
tion that will briﬁg a%wui employment in the pwaie SOCION,

Statoo glvon the vosourpos ts smphasize wrﬁc, Undar the Damocratin
plan, Statoe are given tho recoursas to holp wolfars recipionts not only gefa

job but also remain in zhalwcdcforce‘

+ Floxiblifty: Stataswcﬁid set all sligibilty rules, enabling States to
maks work pay mors than welfars. Stalss sat benelit levels,
resourca limits, asget levels, and income disregard policies.

» Funding: the "Work First” biock grart provides States with the
funds necessary 10 assist them with the coat of pulting welfare
racipients to work. Funding would be incrsasad and the Federal
mateh rate would be Increased to 7030 with tan percantage points
higher than the Madicaid match rate.

« Child Care: to help recipients kesp a job, child care assistance
would be made available to il those required to prepare for work
ar work.  Thrée currant child care programe {AFDC child care,
transitional child zare, and at-risk child cara) would he consclidated
into an expandad Child Caré Davelopment Block Grant {CCDBG)
sponsered by Senators Dodd and Hatch in 1980. The CCDBG
would be expanded fo cover wallare reciplents raguired to work,
those Iransitioning from welfare to work, and the working poor up
to the povery lovel. The Federal mateh rate would be increased
to 70/30 or ten parcentage points higher than the Medicatd match
1ata. :

+ Health care: to éncotirage clients to stay in jobs by making
employment more atiractive than weltare, Medicaid coverags will
be extendad by an additional 12 months beyond the current one-
year transition period.

LRG Background Brief : 738
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Wa count work, not “paiﬁ"cipatlon", Under ihe "Work First” plan, States
would focus on getting re¢ipients into real jobs, getting cradit only for:

+ thoss leaving wellars for work;

* those working 20 Rours or more per week (aven if still receiving
benelits): and,

+ those working 20 Hours or more per week In subsidized jobs (but
net workiare) uniess recipionts live in arsas of high unemployment.

By the year 2000, Statas will be required to achieve a work performancs rate
of 50 percent, which would mean an unprecedented number of weltare
racipionts would be working.

Community service for those whoe don't work. Those not working within
two years must perform workfare or communily service as designed by the
State. Even those who are exernpt from the work raquirament {lll, aged,
incapacitated rocipiants, those caring for a disabled child or mplative, or these
with a child undor six months old) wilt have obligations. They could be
required to psrform. cormunity service as dafined by the State, such as
voluntaaning at thelr childran's scheol, or they must take responsibillty as
outlinad in their Parent Empowsrment Contract, such as having their children
propeny Immunized :

Fathemg

Absent parents. Absent parents who are delinguant on their child suppori
payments may: ‘

» choose to enter into a ra-paymant plan wih tha State; or,
* choase bsetwaen a communily serviee job or jail.
States would have tha option of alicwing job placament servicesto absent

parents, on the conditiory that, onice employed, they meet their child support
obiigations. ‘

DPC Background Brief i p 4
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Kaoping familiaa togethey, States may serve unemp oyed fathers in job
placement under the “Work First® Block Grant program in an effort to
sricourage families to stay together to work thair way off welfare.

Teens

Teen paronts. Undoer the Demecratic plan, the massage to tean parants is
ciaar: stay at home and siay in school. No longer will 2 leenager be able (o
drop out of school and astablish her own housshold, creating the cycle of
dapendency that is ¢ ?ficutt o braak.

* Stay at home. Cas%odzai parents undar the age of 18 would be
required to live at homae with an aduit family member or in an adult
~ supenvised group ﬁcme, in order to qualify for TEA benefits.

+ Btay In sohool. Teen mothers would be required to remain in
school o In an altarnative technical or tratle program through age
18 (nge 10 at Btate optlon) in order to qualify for TEA benaefts. In
addition, -teen mothers would be requirad 1o participate in sub-
stance abyse trealmant programs, when deamed recessary.

Tean pregnancy pzevantlon The numbar of children bom to unwed
teenagers has risen sharply in recent years. The Democratic plan addresses
this problem by including grants 1o States for the design and implementation
of teen pregnancy pravention programs, Such prograrns would be operated
by State agencies, local agencies, publicly suppored organizations, private
nonprofits, as well as a vonsortia of such entities. Govarnors would select
profects with preferences given to thoge applications targeting:

*  both young man afnd young women;
« arpas with high Yobn pragnancy rates; or,

+ areas with a high incidence of individuals receiving AFDG.

OFPC Backgrourd Brief p. 5
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- SENATE WELFARE REFORM PROPOSALS

There are {our major Democratic plans under development -- the Leadership
proposal, Senator Conrad’s proposal, Senator Moynihan’s proposal, and Senator
Moseley-Braun’s bill

All four proposals share some basic elements:
s zll keep AFDC as an entitlement
* all reform AFDC and welfare substantially

none is dracomnian

- none repeal IV-E

~«all increase child care funding

e all {except Moseley-Braun) reform 58]

-~ none {except Moseley-Braun -- we have not seen the financing package)
" would result in a cost to the taxpayers

Although the Senate Finance Mark will reportedly save only $30 billion (as compared
to H.R. 4's $68.6 billion in federal savings), this should not be viewed as
significantly less draconian cuts. For example, the Senate Finance Committee does
not have jurisdiction over Food Stamps or the ¢hild nutrition programs. H.R 4 would
cut $23.2 billion from Food Stamps (although $5.9 billion of the savings would be
offset by food stamp increases resulting from cuts in other itles of the bill, and
similar effects could be anticipated in the Senate proposal absent a food stamp block
grant), and $6.6 billion from child nutrition programs. Not taking the food stamp
offsets into consideration, the Senate Finance Mark's $30 billion in cuts compares 10
H.R. 4’s $39 billion in culs in cash assistance, child welfare, child care, immigrants,
§81, andd child support. -

Summaries of the four Democratic proposals are attached. An unofficial cost estimate
of the Moynihan proposal is included.

Highlights of what we know at this time about the Senate Finance Mark follow,



