WORK

Admin.:

House GOP:

Biock Grant:

Mainstrean:

Progressives:

Wl -S4 b $oids

KEY DIFFERENCES
MAJOR WELFARE REFORM PLANS

beseT

Phase~in 24 & under -~ 400,000 in work program by year 2000

Work for wages: people get paid based on # of hours wotked

Ultimate cutoff: 6-month sanction for those who refuse to look for work or
turn down private sector job.

Faster phase~in ~~ 1+ millioa in work program by year 2000

Work for welfare: poople work 35 hrs/wk. for same welfare check

State option to cut off entire family afier 2 vears on welfare. States must cut
off adult postion after § years on welfare,

GOF govs. want fiexibility, no performance standard.
House GOPs want 20% of cascload (1 million) working by 20G2.
GOP govs. want no ultimate time Hmit, House GOPs want 5 vears.

Samc phase~in a8 House GOP.

Work for wages

Cut off adulis after 4 years on welfare, but state {};mon to grant extensions to
certain % {probably 20%) of cascload,

No individual time limits or work requirements
Increased participation rates for states ~- 25% in work activities by 2000

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

Admin.:

House GOP:

Block Grant:

Muainstream:

Progressives:

Mother must cooperate in paternity establishment to get AFDC
Central state registries, mandatory We4 reporting

Take away drivers hicenses; report to ¢redit burcaus

State option 1o require work/training of fathers

No hepefite for child until paternity established, even if mmhcr c;:}{}pcraim
Work programs for {athers.

Few gther provisions in Contract, but Shaw has now agreed to work with us 1o
include toughest possible child support i whatever welfare bill they pass

Bocs not deal with child support programs

Same a% Administiation.

Same as Administration.



TEEN PREGNANCY / PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

Admin.

House GOP:

Block Grant:

Mainstrean:

Progressives:

Minor mothers must five at home and stay -in School

Statc option to impose family cap

Prevention grants to schools with highest teen pregnancy rates

R 1
Children born to unwed mothers under 18 permanently denicd benefits
Mandatory family cap

Savings from denying benefits to out-of-wediock children go to states for
orphanages, foster care, group homcs

GOP govs oppose mandatory family cap; House GOP support it
GOP govs oppose cutoff of unwed teen mothers; House GOP support it
[Note: Dole says this provision “isn't going 10 happen”]

Mandatory family cap, but states can opt out of 1,

Minar mothers live at home
No family cap

STATE FLEXIBILITY /7 FINANCING

Admin.

House GOM™:

Biock Grant:

., Mainstrean:

Progressives:

State options on many things which now require waiver, such as family cap
Major financing provision requires families of legal immigrants to take
responsibility by deeming for 5-10 years before benefits

Maintains indtvidual entitlement

Mandates family cap, cutofl of unwed toens
Bars legal immigrants from AFDC, 58I, schoot lunch, immunization
[Note: Gingrich said he prefers our approach -~ deeming — but Shaw
says House will go forward with cutoff anyway]
MNutrition block grant would cut food stamps by 12%, cost 200,000 jobs
Ends individual entitlement. Block grant formula would have cat federal
AFDC aid to states by 26% if in place over the last 5 years,

GOP govs oppose mandatory cutoff of legal imnpsigrants; House GOP supporis
GOP govs want capped eatitiement; House GOP wants discretionary block
grant

Last vear's bill paid for by ending benefits to legal immigrants. We'te trying to
convinee them o do less of that this year.

No financing specified. Frefer to cut “welfare for the wealthy”
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COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATION'S WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT
AND HOUSE REPUBLICAN'S PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT

Ll

Work and Responsibility Act

Personal Responsibility Act

WORK

Job Search/ Employable recipients required | None, State option.
Training to participate in job search, :
Requirements education, and training
activities immediaely.
Work Work required of ALL .Eventually, 50 percent of all
Requirements employable persons after 2 recipients must be in workfare or

years.

other work activiry.

Sanctions and
Benefit Cut-offs

Mo benefits for persons who
refuse to work in subsidized
Jjob or wheo refuse 2 private
sector job offer. Persons
willing 0 work who cannot
find a private sector job can
get help, but only if willing to
work for benefits,

No benefits for persons who refuse
to work or who refuse a private
sector job offer. All adults
permanently cut off after 5 years
even if they are willing 10 work
bt can’t find g job, or unable o
work due to disability. State option
to cut off entire family afler 2
years, if family already bhas been
offered work slot for a vear,

Protections for
People with
Disabilities or
Temperarily not
Eemployshle

Persons with disabilities or
parents caring for disabled
c¢hild or very young children
exsmypted until able 6 work.

None.

Funding

Additional capped entitlement
funding for states to expangd

| JOBS and establish WORK

program. Higher and simpler
Federal match. Expands in a
national Tecession,

Additional discretionary funding
for work program, Higher Federal
match rate, but structure is not

simplified.

T
g
L
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Work and Responsibility Act | Personal Responsibility Act 2
RESPONSIBILITY

Child Support Dramatic and comprehensive Few child support provisions and a

Enforcement improvements in child support | cap which would actually reduce
including centrsl stare resources for enforcement {child
registries, licanse revocstions, support bill promised later.)
gic. ‘

Paternity No AFDC benefits uptil state | No AFDC benefits for child untl

Establishment certifies applicant has paternity has been established -
cooperated fully in paternity whether or not mother has
establishment, Siate then cooperated fully and whether or
required to locate father within | not state has made g serious effort
I year. 1o locate the father.

Fraud | Improved information systems | None. |

and data collection to reduce
welfare fraud and caich those
who owe child support.

Performance Interim state participation State participation standards for
Measurcs standards., New state wark,

performance measures based
on outcomes rather than
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Work and Responsibility Act

Personal Respousibility Act

TEEN PREGNANCY, REACHING THE NEXT GENERATION

Teen Parents

Mathers under 18 must live at
home, identify their child’s
father, and stay in school 1©
get benefits. Comprehensive
case management for teens.

Children born to mothers under 18
{state option under 21)
permanently denied aid for their
entire childhood. Remain eligible
for Medicaid. 18 year olds must
live at home. '

Family Caps

Grants for out-of-
wedlock children

initiatives m SO0 schools.
Comprehensive pregnancy
prevention demonstrations.

State option to provide no State requirement to provide no
additional benefits for children | additional benefits for children
conceived while unmarried conceived or born while unmarried
mother is on welfare, Can be | mother is on weifare. Applies only
applied only to children born to children bom after enactment.
after enaciment. _,
Pregnancy Comimunity-based teenage Fed. savings from denying benefits
Prevention, preguancy prevention to out-of-wedlock children may be

used by state for orphanages,
homes for unwed mothers,
adoptions, and programs to reduce
pregnancies, abortions excluded.

Phage-in

Youngest recipients phased-in
first with State flexibility on
phasing in other groups.

States encouraged 10 phase-in
recipients with cldest children,

Fupding for Child
Care

Significant new investments in
child care. Funding for all
child care increases due to
training,and work
requirements. Does not change
current entitlernent for working
current and former AFDC

Removes entitlement 1o child care,
Funding included under aggregaie
spending cap which is below what
is currently spent.

@iooas 008"
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accountable for Jegal
immigrants vnder major
entitlement programs.
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Work and Responsibility Aet | Personal Responsibility Act
OTHER PROVISIONS
Legal Immigrants | Sponsors held financially Most legal immigrants currently in

the U.S. barred from 52 programs
including entitiement programs,
child nutrition and immunization.

Nutrition Cuts/
Block Grants

None, but States are piven
more flexibility in many areas,

Food stamps, WIC, child nutrition
programs converted into single

Many changes in AFDC/ood | block grant with very few
stamps 1o streamline, achieve | conditions and cut by 12%.
greater conformity and make State option for AFDC block grant,
work pay. ,
Eatitlement Eligible persons can always Individual entitlement to AFDC,
Protections ergoll. $81, and nutrition programs ended,

Funding 12 capped and programs

become discretionary, If annual

budgets are exhaunsted, states might

have to deny aid to the elderly,

persons with disabilities, and

children -- unless they can put in
more state funds.
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS
ADMINISTRATION AND DEMOCRATIC LEADERSHIP PROPOSAL {(HLR. 4605/8,2224)
MAINSTREAM Foridg Provosat, (H.R. 4414)

HOUSE REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP PROPOSAL (H.R. 3500}

AND SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIFP PROPOSAL (5.1785)

L ENHANCING JORS PROGRAM
A. AFDL Transition Program
L. Current Law

The curreat AFDC progeems is an ingome support progeam with an emgloyment training component for JORS
mandalory recipisnts. Paymeat standards vary widely across States. Eligibility for benefits is in perpetuity as long
a5 spplhicanisirecipients meet various means-tested standards. Under Part ¥, recipieats of AFDC who do not meet
the sxemption criteria are required o participate in JOBS program sctivilies iz order o altain self-sufficiency.
Engsloyability plans are respuired for participants of the JOBS programs.  Services under FOBS that States are
required to provide include educational activitios, job skills training, job readioess sctivitieg, job development and
job placement, job search, on the job training {OFT), work supplementation, and community work experience,
QOther activities are allowable by regalation.

460575,2224

An enhanced transitional JOBS program would offer alf services snder current JOBS program.  The incentives to
the State, and other administmtive requirements, have been designad to progsote self-sufficiency among participants
{soe Performance Standunds section). The phased-in population would be required to participate in the JOBS
progrim, except those who moet criteria for deferral status (see below]). Supervised job scarch would be required
froms date of spproval far job-ready recipieats, and States sre permitted W require job-ready spplicants o sngage
in job sesrch activities. Applicants wouki be required 2o sign personal Responsibility Agreements and would e
entitled to a complete oneatation i the new system. Every recipient will be reguired to develop an empioyability
plag within 80 dayr of application or redetermination, The Stale agency is required 1o help recipients gaia access
to the sducation, training, and cmployment services they need to find jobs. Aid would be paid to the participant
in the same {ashion as under current law,

"1, ; orum - HLR, 4414

Siates have the option o replice the curreat JORS program with 8 Work First program.  States have the option to
run @ variety of programs under Work First. States shall also nuke availabie one-stop emplovment shops to clients,
States also have the option (o enter into contracts with private for profit and nou profit placoment agoncies, which
will offer personal support and job readiness services to clicots siter they have been earolled in the Work First
program for three months. Placement agencies will be compeasated by the Stsis after the participast has been
empioyved for 3 months.

As pars of the Work Flest pragram, job search must begin immediately upon eligibility for AFIMC, Each recipient
must meet with a case management team sad develop an individual participation sgreement. 'The case mansger will
present each participant with the options available under the Stats plan that will move the client towards achieving
the goa! of s full time unsubsidized job. Ald will be paid to the participant based on the number of hours she
spends in the activties provided for in the sgreement. The State shall provide case managers with trrining and ase
incestives to Timprove the parformance” of case managers in moving clients to full tirne ussubsidized employment.
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS - continued

. Statzs also have the option to implement 2 tamporury subsidized job creation program, “similar to Oregon’s
JOBS-Plug.
. States alse bave the option @ instinie & work supplement program under which it uses AFDC funds to

provide participanis with subsidized jobs,

. The State will cither provide » job to sn eligible individual, or # job will be pravided by a privats employer
in which some or all of the wages are paid by the State, The maximum work supplement {8 the maximnm
AFDC reward for the lesser of aine months or the number of months that the client wes employed. Wages
are considered sarned incoms snd Medicaid will be extended to clients who are in the work supplement

program,

4. Republican - H.

Transition progrm weuld offer all services under current JOBS progmm. Recipicnts would be sxpecied to work
or prepare for work; States wonld assess the progress of recipisats sfter first year of participation or could delay
the eatry of a work-ready recipisat into the JOBS program. A recipicat doemed work ready could be roguired to
g0 straight inte & work prograe,  Employability plaas would be required for all recipionts,

Transition program with education, job skills, job readiness, job development and placement and OFT. Recipient
deemed work ready must go straight into the work program, Requires sssessments every § months, Except in
educational sctivities, participation must average 20 hours & week. States shall establish guidelines for satisfying
requirements in educations) institutions. Mandatory spplicant job search unless States exempt themselves,

B. Participation Requirements

L Cupmpt Jaw

The pacticipation rate is currently 15% of those mandatory and 20% in FY 1985, Must participate for 7§ porcent
of time in activities schedulod for an sverage of 20 hours per week in any of the allowable activitios,

Similar to corrent law, States are expectad {c meet a moothly participation rate. The performance standard for the
JOBS monthly participation rate s set %1 50 percent, with & -574 3 tolerance level, with finaacial penslties if the
standard is 8ot met and fisancial incentives if the standand 15 exceeded. The State’s monthly participation mte is
calculated by the percent of the average mouthly number of individusls who are mandatory for JOBS (i.¢., excluding
those: ity the dofsrral status) who participale in a0 sctivity or who are employed and meet the minimucs work
starsiard fand remwin op aid),

For the proportion of cascload below the standard (45%), 5 25 perceat reduction in the FFP for AFDC benefits will
be Jevied using the average AFDC benefit level paid in the Stats to calculate the smount of the penaity. If s State
exceeds the JOBS monthly participation rte (55%) in 2 fiscal year, the Bafe will be entitied to receive an additional
payment (without (e requirement of any additions) nonfederal shure) for use in carryving out its JOBS progrem.

States hsve the oplion of subjecting JOBS voluniotrs 10 the time-limits, as [ong as thay specify their policy in their
State plan. This could inchude soa-phased-in recipieats who volunteer for JORS. Additionally, States sro required
t serve volunteers from the non-phased-in group o the extent that federy] JOBS funding is svailable,

State optioa to require any individual (within the phase in period} that is recsiving AFDC to participate in the Work
First Program. Purticipants are roquirexd 1o engage in the sctivities proseribad in the client’s participation agreement



COMPARISON OF WELFARE BEFORM PROVISIONS - continied

{including a mandatory job search} for & minimurm of 20 hours per week. All non-esempt recipionts would be
required 1o participste. No specific participation standerds for States to meet are acticulated.

Phase-in higher panticipation standards 10% per year until 2 90% participation rate is reached; Expand aliowable
sciivities, Cul participation requirements o o total of 520 hours which averagas ot to just 14 hours per week
mstead of the current 20 hours.

Quseall JOBS participation rate for curreat recipisnis increases to 20% by FY 1998, Ratzs for recipients who came
ot the rolls between FY 95 and FY 58 iscreass from 20% in FY 95 to 50% in FY 98. Rates for recipients who
come oz sfter FY 1998 increuse from 66% in FY 99 to 90% in FY 02,

C. Deferral and Exemptions
£ Current Jaw

States must require non-exempt AFDC recipionts to participste in the JOBS program to the extent that resources
are available. Exemptions under the corrent JOBS program are for those recipients who are jl), incagacitated, or
of advanced age; needod in the home because of the illness or iapacity of another family member; the carstaker
of & child under age 3 (or, it State option, under xge 1} employed 30 or more hours per week: a dependent ohild
sintdor age 16 or attending an educational program full tine; women in the sascond and thind trimester of pregrancy;
snd residing in an area where the program is aof available. The parent of s child under age & (but older ¢than the
age for an exempiion) who i personally providing care for the child may be requived to participste only if particips-
tion does not exceed 20 hours per week and nocessary child care is gusrastesd.  For AFDC-UP families, the
sxemption due to the age of & child may be applied 0 only ons parent, Or to veither parent if child cate is

Adult recipients who were not able to work or participate in educaticn or training sclivities (a.g., due to care of
& disabled chiidy could be defesved zither prior to or after entry into the JOBS program or afier eatry into the
WORK progres. The State sgeacy would be required to make an initial determination with respect to defermal prior
w0 or &5 pant of the development of the smployability plan, since the determination would in birs affect the content
of the employahility plan. A recipicat who was required to participate in JOBS rather than deferred could request
# fair hearing focusing on wheihor the individual meets ons of the deforral criteris, The time frame for completion
of the employability plan would be waived in instaaces of & dispute conceming deferral from JORBS.

Persons who were deferred from JOBS would be expected when possible to sagage in activitivs intended to propars
them for employment sod/or the JOBS program. An employability plas for a deferred recipient could detail the
steps, such as referral to 2 vocational rehabilitation program or armnging for an appropriate day care or school
setting for a child with a dissbitity, needed to enable the adult 1o sater the JOBS progrem and/or find employment.
Recipients sot Lkely to over pagticipate in the JOBS program (¢.8., those of sdvancest agel would ot be expected
o sagage it sctivities to prepare for JOBS padicipation. An employability plan for such a person might include
steps intended to, for example, improve the family’s health status or housing situation. For individuals who weee
expecied to cater the JOBS program shontly {e.g,, mothers of young childrea}, services could be provided to address
*uy ouistanding barriers 1o successful pagticipation i JORS {e.g., arranging for chiid care).

In general, States could not require deferred recipients to participaio in activities, Persons who wers deferrad would
aot be subject to the time limit, L.e., months in which & recipient was in deferred status would not count ageinst the
two-year ligis.
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CoMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORN PROVISIONS ~ contintied
The criteria for deferral from JORS would be the following:

» s parent of u child uader age ane, provided the child were oot conceived while the parenst was on assis-
tance. A parent of a child conceived while on assistance woukl be deferred for 8 twelve-wixk period
_ following the birth of the chiid {consistent with the Family and Medical Leave Acty

. iHl or incapscitated, whea it is certified by » ficensed physician, psychologist or meatal bealth pmfessioazi
{from n list of such professionsls spproved by the Stated that the illness or incapacitating ccudltmu i
serious enough to prevent, at least temporarily, entry into employment or training:

o 60 years of age or older;

o it needed in the bowme becauss another member of the hoasehold requires the individual's pessence dus to
illness or incapscity s determined by & licensed physician, psychologistor mental health professional (from
a Hst of such professionals approved by ths State), and oo other appropriaie member of the household is
available to provide the scedod care;

. is in the third trimwster of pregnancy; or

» fives in a remole seea.

Fach State would be permitied 1o defer from JOBS for geod cause, a5 determined by the State, 5% of the total
number of persons in the phased-4n group (increased to 10% after FY99). Good caise could include substantin]
barriers W employmeat--for example, % severe learming disability or serions emotionnl instability. A State would
be able, in the ovent of extraordinary circumstances, to apply % the Secretary to increase the percentage cap on
good cause placements.

3.

Persons who sre under 20 completing high school or GED; clicnts in purt-time technical\vocational education in
combination with work; clients who ars disabled, i}, or those caring for disebled relative, will be exempt from
participation in tho program. Pregnant women, custodial parsats, and guardians will get an exemaption equal to the
Family and Modical Leave Act (12 weeks).

4. House Republican - H.R, 3500

Fewer exemptions to only those with disabihities, caring for a disabled refative, or working 30 hours per week.
Pecsons who sttend (Gl tme, an elementary, seoondary, or vocstional school: parsais of a child who was removed
from the home and rocontly mtamed; first time mothers (for & months); second time mothers {far 4 months); and
a state option for persons making progress in e substance nbuse treatment progmam.

5. Sengte Republican - §, 1795

Persons who are ill, incepacitated, elderty, providing full ime care for a disabied dependent, live in arvas where
the program is not availabic, or work more then 35 hours a wesk are exempt. Also ezempt are childeeg under the
ago of 16 whe are atteading fulf time un clementary secondary, or vocational (or technical) schocl.  State option
& exempt people "who are making progress” in & substance abuse treatment progranms. Firstlime mothers are
exempt for a ¢ month period, while second time mothers are exempt for 4 months.

B, Sanctions

L. Current_ Law

The sanction for the Hest instance of failure to pardioipata in JOBS as peepsiced {or failurg o sccept a private seitor
b or other occurrence of noncompliance} is the logs of the non-compliant individual ‘s share of the grant until the
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS w continued

failure to comply ceases. The same sanction i3 imposed, but for & minimuwm of 3 monihs, for the second fattura
to comply and for a minimum of 6 months for alf subsequent instances on pon=ompliance,

In JOBS and WORK, the sanction for sefusing & job offer without good cause would be the ogs of the adult’s
postivn of the AFDC begefit for 6 months or until the adult accepts a job offer, whichever is shorter. Sanctions
for aencomplisoce in JOBS remain the same g5 current Jsw.  States would be mwuired 0 provide & concilistion
process 1 resoive digputes. In WORK, noncomplisnce resuits in the following penalties: {1) For first occtrence,
the family receives & 50 percoat roduction in the AFDKC grant for one month or until they comply; (2} For the
second ocourrenae, the family receives a 50 percent recuction in the AFDC grant for three months; (3 For the thind
oseucrence, sliminstion of the family’s grant for 2 period of 3 wonrthe; (4) For a fourth and subsequent accurrence,
elimination of the family’s grant for & period of 6 moaths.

AFDC and food stamp benefits reduced for one month by 5% for each sct of non-compiinace, Sanctions are fevied
for those who are offored » private sector job but do not accept job without good reason.  Sanctioned individuals
are affered the option of changing jobs, up to & maximum of 3 timwa,

4.

Reduce a fanily’s combined AFDC and food stamp benefits by 28 % untit the recipient compliss or 3 months have
passed. If the recipient does pot comply within 3 maonths, the sanction is extended for 3 morc months, 1f the
recipiesit does pot comply in 6 months, the whole family's AFDIC benefits are elitninated entiesly, theugh the family
is still eligible for Food Stamps, Medicuid, and other beaefits.

3, Ssaae igan - 5. 1795

Fot the ﬁwmdmondem. the family ioses the adult share of the AFDC benefit for thrae and six months,
respoctively. Afer the thisd offense, payments to the parest suds for af Ivast one year and paymests to the children
shall be made through veador payments for housing or 1o representative payoes,

i TIME LIMITS

A, Duration of Eligibility far Benefits

L Lurrept Law

Duration of benefits is in perpetuity g2 tong as eligibility criteriz iz met, Some States are pormitiod to place s time-

limit oo AFDC-UP participstion consisting of 6 moaths i any 13 month period. Thirteen currently do, however,
5o other Hme-fimits sxist under corrent law,

Phased-in recipieats would have # lifetime maximum of 24 cumalative months of cash sid. The clock begin with
receipt of beasfits and does not mn while the individual is deferred from JOBS or if the individual is under 18 years
old. Only those recipieats who sftain an exteasion or who have eamed-back eligibility may receive cash aid for
longer than 24 cumulative lifetitoe months, JOBS-mandatory participants who hit the tme-Timit must segister for
the WORK progeam in osder to continue to receive public assistance. The time-limit appiies solely to AFDC and
does not apply to other essistance programs,
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Two year life-time limit of AFDC beocfits, the clock starts "after individual signs participation agreement. When
the two year time Himit oxpires, Teansitional child cers is provided for those who exbaugt AFDC benefits and
Medicaid bencfits are extended for one year, Participanis who hit the time-lmit eater the community service
program for 12 mouths.

4, Quse bii -

States may impose mandatory work obligation after 2 years, and 1 year for job ready recipients. Those who are
i, disablad, {not including drug 2ad alcobol offendars} or taking care of a seriously il refative are exempt from
time-timil; States would have the option to provide exsmptions for those sarolled in drug xad alcohoi ahuse
programs. State optics w limit AFDC-UP benefits 1o § months,

Two year life-time Heil, { year at Siate option for work-seady recipicats, with no eanm-back,

B. Exemptions froen the Time-limit

i Current Law
Not appiicable.
2.

Individuals are not subject to the time limit if tey most crilenia for deferral statug.  Noun-phased-in recipients are
not subject to the time-limit unless they volunteer for JOBS and the State chovses to impose the time-limit cn
volunieers, Only one-patent in o AFDC-UP family could be placed in deforesl status, Time limits wouald not
xpply usti] the recipieots’ 18th birthday.

Exemptions for persoss who aco ill, disabled, caring for s dissbied relative, or working 30 hours per week, States
wouid have the option to provide exemptiong for those enroiled in drug and aloobol abuss programs. '

5. Senate Republican - §. 179§

Exemptions for persons who are ill, incapacitated (not to include substance abusers), elderly, in their third trimester
of pregnancy, bad child while the fumily was on AFDC (six moath sxeroption for firsi child, 4 months for each
subsedjuent child), is caring Tor disablod dependents fuli-time, working 35 or more hours per woek, hus s child under
age 16 altending schoo! full-time, or is Hiving in & remote srea.  Staies would have the options to provide cxemptions
for those enrolled in drug and alcohol abuse programs,

. Extesssions
L. Current Law
Not applicable.
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States would be rexprired to grant eatensions to persons who reachesd the timse limit withouot having had adequate
access to the services specified in e employability plan.  In insiances in which a Staie failed to substeatisily
provide the sorvices, including child cars, calied for in the smployability plas, the Siate would be roquired to grant
an extension equal to the gumber of months nesded to complote tie activitiss in the employahility plan {up to & [imit
of 24 months). If the State agency and the recipient disagreed with respect to whether services were substantially
provided snd hence 85 to whether the recipient was entitled to an sxtession, the State sgency would be mandated
@ inform the recipisat of ber or his right to & fir hearing. Persons sarolled in a structured learning program
(including, bl not Himited to, those creaisd unider the School-to-Work Opportunities Act) would be granted an
extension up to age 22 for completion of such & progmm.  States would also be permitted, but not required, to grant
extensions of the time limit soder specified circumstances, up 1o 10% of sll recipients required to participate in
JOBS and subjzect to tho fime limit,

3. Mainstresm Foeum - H R 4414

Pregrant women, custodial pazents, and guardians will get an exteasion equal to the Family and Meadical Leave Act
(12 weeks}, State may also allow I0% of all participants W re-snter the Work First or community service program
following 36 mosths of participation.

No provisions.

D.  Earning-Back Additional Eligibility

t. Surrent Law
Not applicabls.
2

For those who left AFDC with less than six months of eligibility remwining, individuals could “sam-buck” 1 month
of AFDC sligibility for cack 4 months off APDC/WORK. The matimum number of months an individas] can cam
&t oue lime is 6 months, A persca who re-applies for cash aid and has no additicnal months of eligibility would
be required to register for WORK,

3

No earn-back provisions, Ten percent of individuals will be eligible for re-admittance 1o the program, provided
that their finish 2 3 year commmuaity service job slot. When the 7 year e limit expires, Transitional ciild care
is provided for those who exhaust AFDC benefits and Madicaid benefits sre extondad for ons year,

No provigions.
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EOMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS — contimied

Ne provisions.

. POST-TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

A, Work Reguirement

1. Current Law

No mandated work for benefits program; States have option {o min Conwnunity Work Experdence Programs
{CWEP). People in CWEP work in the public sector for the number of hours equsl to their AFDC bonefit divided

by the minimum wage. In FY 1991 thers wers 13,112 siots for CWEP panticipants; Optional Work
Suppiementstion Progrim. In FY 1991 there were 707 slots for the program.

Those recipienis who have excesded their time-limit and who are unable to oblain uasubsidized employment will
bes required Lo pasticipate in the WORK program.  Individual WORK slots would be limited to 12 months and States
could pursue & wide rangs of strategies in designing such slots. Required participation in job search for a period
of not jess than 45 day (up to 50 days at Stato optioa) before hitting the time limit and taking & WORK assignment,
Job search between WORK assiprments. States would bave the flexibility to determine the number of hours for
ench WORK assignment, with s mdnimurn of as sversge of 15 howrs per woek during & month and for no more than
an aversgs of 3% hours per woek duning & month,

States that establish a Work First Frogram are required to create % Community Service Jobs eystem. Afier the 2
year time-limit tn the Work First program, chients will enter the Commaunity Servics program.  Clicats will meet
with case managers who will assist participants in choosing & community ssrvice job and evestuslly obtain a full
time unsubsidized job, States shall provide each participant with & community service job {minimum of 30 hours
& week, plus 5 houes mandatory job search) paid o mte equal to minimum wage. Community Service Jobs are
defined as employment provided to & participant by the State ar by an emplover, i which some or all of the wages
are paid for by the State. The State cam waive the 30 hour requirsment if it is oo financislly burdeasome for the
state to meet-~-but must phase in 30 hour requirement by 2001,

The Community Service Program will follow the Work First model: States can choose from the placemeat ageacy
- option, the temperary subsidized job option, or the work supplement option, in which employers must agree "o
provide the participant the smount in wages cqual to the poverty threshold for & fumily of three.

Expand CWEF, work supplemestation, or create 2 new Propmm, and roquire recipients to work for up to 35 hours
per week; sliminate roquirement that work supplementation participants be sseigned only to uafilied, newly created
jobs. States oan eoquire participation in the work supplomentation progesm in which the AFDIC bevefit is used to
subsidize & private sector job,

Afker receiving two years of bonefits (one year at Siste aption], work is required. Work program must include work
supplementation, CWEP, employment voucher or other approved work progeat.  Siates can require padticipation
in the work supplementation program is which the AFDC benefit is used (o subsidiza a private sector job. AFDC
or food starmp only recipients can find & private sector job with an empioyment voucher valued at the family’s
combinad AFDC and food stump benefit level and, after six months, half that smount. Employers must pay the
employes at least twice the value of the voucher.
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS — continued

B. Time-Limits on Post-Transitioral Assistance
L Qurrent Law

Not spplicable,

2.

There i8 no overall time-limit on WORK participation, 50 long as participants bave met all requirements. States
woukl be required (o assign new or newly opea WORK siots to WORK registrants who have most receatly hit the

time-Timit.
3. Meinstream Forum - H.R 4414

The community service componeat would only be available to an individual for thres years. A limited oumber of
individuals (10% of the participants} deemest ™not ready for emplovenat® oan be readmitted to the Work First or
Community Service program after this point. ’

4. House Republican - H.R. 3500
States can drop an AFDC family from the rofls afier the caretaker participated in WORK for 3 years.
5. e icap - 8 *

At State option, benefits received under the post-transitions! work portion of the assistance program may be limited -
o 12 months for the individual casehead, whe would still be gligible for Medicaid snd food stamps. The family
{i.2., children) woukl continue to receive a reduced grant.

., Pyy Compensation .
L. Current Law

People in CWEP work in public sacior jobs for the number of hours equal o their AFDC benefit divided by the
mnimum wage,

2 Admnisteation Propoesal - H.R, 4505/8. 2274

Total WORK program benefits (wages plus suppliemental benehits) would not be less than the AFDC grant. Wagss
from WORK assignments would be treated 85 eamed income with respect to Federal apd Federal-State assistance
programs other than AFDC {e.g,, food stamps, S81, Medicaid, public and Section & housiag). Persons in WORK
asstgnments would be subject to FICA taxes. States would be requiced 10 ensuee that the corvesponding employer
centribation for OASD! snd Hl was made, ecither by the employer or by the entity sdministaring the WORK
program {or through another method). Eamings from WORK positions would not be subjsct to tax, would not be
treated oz carned income or included in adjusted gross income For purposes of caloulating the HEamed Income Tax
Credit, and would not be treated as qualified wages for purposes of the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit, The employment
of participants under the WORK program would pot be subject o the provisions of say Fedee! or State
unemployment compensation law,

3 igust crom - H.R 4
Lalike the Work Fiest, Comumunity Seevice wages are not considered carnad income. Partivipaats work for wages

{at loast munfmumn wage) instead of AFDC beaefits. Participants in subsidized smployment could receivs &
supplemenial hensfit from the State,
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COMPARISON GF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS — continued

4, House Republican - H.R.3500

People in CWEP work in public sector jobs for the number of hours equal to their AFDC benefit divided by the
minimum wage, States could also require participation in 2 work supplementation program in which the AFDC
beaehit is used to subsidize a private sector job.

5. n ublican - S

People in CWEP work in.public sector jobs for the number of hours equal to their AFDC benefit divided by the
minimutm wage. States could also require participation in a work supplementation program in which the AFDC
benefit is used to subsidize a private sector job.

D. Anti-displacement Provisions

1. Current Law

Strong anti-displacement provisions as established by FSA of 1988.

2. Administration Proposal - H.R, 4605/5,2224

Strong anti-displacement provisions based on National Service non-displacement measures.

3 ainst orum -

None.

4, House Republican - H.R. 3500

No provisions,

5. ublican - 7

Current law and eliminates requirement that work supplementation participants be assigned only to unfilled, newly
created jobs.

E. Participation Requirements in Post-Transitional Assistance

L. Current Law
Not applicable.
2. dminjstrat - 18,22

To ensure that individuals who reach the time limit are assigned to WORK slots, States will be expected to meet
2 WORK participation standard. Financial penalties are applied if the standard is not met. To meet this standard,
States are required to meet either: The number required so that 80 percent of those who are registered for the
WORK progrm are assigned to & WORK slot, or the number required so that total aumber of WORK slots the
State is required to create, based on their funding allocation, are filled by individuals assigned to a WORK slot.
For the proportion of caseload below the applicable standard, a 25 perceat reduction in the FFP for AFDC benefils
will be levied using the average AFDC benefit level paid in the State to determine the amount of the penalty.

3 Mainstream Forum - H.R. 4414

All non-exempt recipients would be required to participate. No specific participation standards for States to meet
are articulated.
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COMNPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS - continued

4. House bijcan - H.

All non-exempt recipieats would be reguired 1o participate.  Ne specific perticipation standards for States to meest
are articulated.

5. Senatz blicap -

All non-exempt recipieats would be required to participaie. No specific participation standards for States to meet
ars articulated,

E. Econotrtic Developrent
i Curregt Lay
No provisions.

2.

The proposal would allow States (o establish lndividual Development Accounts, in cooperation with local financial
institutions, to encourage savings among participants of income sssistance programs, Recipients would be able o
save up to $10,000 in » 1ax deforrmdd account for purposes of educational expenses or biying & new home. Funds
in the account would be excluded from determining vesources for purposes of eligibility, Withdrawals for
unqualified purposes would result in & 10% penalty of the amount withdrawm. Participants would be limited to &
$1,00C deposit limit per year. The federal government would provide $500- in starter Tunds 0 meke the
establishment of such accounts more sttractive (rocipients would be entitled to withdeaw these initial funds but would
instead “replace” them with their own deposits). o a demonstration program, recipieats could participate in a
subsidized 1DAs wherehy the State would match participants’ deposits up to $2,500,

In a related: program, States would be permitted to encourage poople to start microenterprises; Demonstrution
program to promote self-employment by providing sccass to micro-loan funds and technical assistance in obigining
loans and starting businesses as o means o schieve selfsufficiency.

As part of Work First, States are permintod to use Foderal commnity wnd rural development and job training funds
to make direct loans to nanprofit groups to provide technical assistance, training, and credit to low income entrepre-
asurs for the purposs of establishing & micro-enterprise.  With regands 0 the resources of microentarprise, States
shall disregard $8,000 of the net worth (assets procluced by liabitities) for & period of 2 years. Net profits shall be
treated as earned income during that same period, The Targeted lobs Tax Credit iz smended, doubling the
minitoum period of employment required for sn emplover to receive credit.

Additionally, States shell disregurd from resources ap to $8.000 1o 1 qualified assel sccount {"a mwcharism
approved by the state. . 1RA, Escrow, or savings bond™) for | suember of the family. Money can be used for posi-
secondary schooj, purchase of & house or sutomobile, or for the establishment or operation of & microenterprise.
The penaity for s wnualified use of thase funds would be 1o treat the Runds 83 income; resulling in ineligibility
for the participant i 50D CaS0S,

State option of disregarding (for up v 2 vears} $18,000 in & "qualified asset account™ held by an AFDC family or
& family who received AFDC in one of the Jast four months, or became ineligible during the preceding 12 months
because of carnings. S$tates could wlso excldde 3 ncome u resource {for two years) $10,000 of the net worth of
a microenterprise. States shafl dizregurd “qualifiad distributions” from “qualified msset account” for the purpose
of: attending sn sducation or ireining progeam, improving employvability (buying & new car), buying & new home,
or moving o raother residence.

il
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS ~ continued

5. Senate Republican - §, 1793
Hao provisicas.
v, FUNDING AND MATCHING RATES

1. Current Law

States are reimbuicsad st & 90 percent sate for JOBS expenditures up 1o the amount afiotied to the State 1 FY 1987
for WIN. States face fnancigl peunsities if progrem resources ane not targeled towards specified populations,
Additional expenditures are reimbursed at the higher of 60 pessent and the Medicaid mate for direct costs and
personnel costs of full-time JOBS staff and 50 percent for ather sdministrative costs; The cap for JOBS was $500
rmiliion in FY 1989, it increases 10 31,3 Billion in FY 1999, and docrenses to 31 hiilion for FY 1996 and beyond;
Most Staies have been unsble to draw dowa their entire sllocation for JOBS because they cannot find the moaey
for $tsto match,

20

The Federsl match rates (for each State) for all JOBS expenditures would be set at FMAP plus S percentage points .
with a floor of 8%, genorslly incressiag o 10 percentage poinis and & Hloor of 70 in later years o match anticipated
needs, Speading for divect program and sdministrative costs would be matched st the smpe rate. The JOBS capped
entitioment (Federal) would be set at $1.75 billion for FY 1996, $1.7 billion for FY 1597, $1.8 billion for FY 1998,
and $1.9 billion for each of the fiscal yexrs 19598, 1999, and 2000, This capped amount would be adjusted
sutomatically for inflation after FY 2004. In sddition, a $300 million fund would be set-aside for purposes of use
by the Secretary. Statez who have drawn down their satire allocation would be permittad 1o draw-down additional
funds from the capped amount that other Stsles had not.

A separste capped entitioment would be established for the WORK program to cover operational costs {(the same
maich rates apply). The WORK cappod entitiesent {Federul} would be set at $200 million for FY 1998, $700
pullion for FY 1999, $1.1 billion for FY 2000, $§.3 billion for FY 2001, $1.4 billion for FY 2002, $1.6 billica
for FY 2003, and $1.7 billion for eack of the fiscal yewrs thereafter, sdiusted for inflation. A Siate would be
pormitted to reallocats & amount up to 16% of itz combined JOBS and WORKX sllotrments from its JOBS program
to its WORK program and vice versa, Match mies ol cepped smounts would be adjusted in cases of high
unemployment (o accomumadate xtromm chrcumstances.

3. i o - 44

For ali 50 States and D.C., Federal governmeat share sel st 36% and the Staie share set at 20%. Work First is
- sn uncapped eatitlement; lower match for territonies. Funding for Werk First is an uncepped cntitiement.

s HRI50

Chiid care cost maiched as uader ourrend law (the greater of 80% or FMAP). Curvent law targeting provisions ix
JOBS are dropped. Each state that hag uged full sliocation of Federal JOBS funds {usder current low} would be
entitied o sdditional JOBS fundis st » Fedem| match rate of the greater of 70% or Medicaid percentege for progmm
casts. [hrops to S0% in participation sates ot met.  Authorization of: $300 million for FY96, 1 billion for FY®T,
aitd 1.9 billion for FY98.

5. Seapte Republican - 8, 1795

Child care cost matchad a5 uader current law {the grester of 80% or FMAP). Current faw targeting provisions in
JOBS are dropped. Esch state that hes used full allekation of Federal JOBS funds (under current luw) would bo
entitied to additional JOBS fonds st » Federsl mailch rule of the graater of 70% or Medicaid percentsge for program
costs. Drops to S0% in participation rates not met, Awthonization of: $300 miilion for FY96, | billion for FY%7,
and 1.9 balfion for FY9E,
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CONPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS w tontinued

¥1. CHILD SUPFORT ENFORCEMENT

&, Paternity E

1. Cuerent Law

Clieats must cooperste with the State in sttablishing paternity, unless there i "good cause.” I client does aot
cooperate, her portion of the AFDC beaofit will be terminated unless no sich payee can be found; Under the
Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1993, States st have procedures in place for o simpls civil process for volantarnily
acknowledging paternity. The act also calls for stresgthened paternity establishinent standards for each State based

upon past figures.

2. Admanis it} . A605/5

Offer States performance-based inceatives. Expand in-hospital establishment provisions enacted as part of OBRA
93, Expend sducation about parestsl responsibility. Streamline logal process. Must meet new stricter coopemtion

requirements.

Requirs States 10 establish hospital-based patermity 28 established in OBRA 1993, States mwist slso develop simple
civil eonsent procedurs for patamity establishment outside of hospital, Benofits contingent on establishment; good
cause exemption, Incroass information recipicnt must provide in onder to "couperate” and recsive AFDC benefits.
Make incentive for paternity sstablishment by increasing per month pass through of cidld support benefils (o mothers
on AFDC w0 $100, Provide sew Fathers with parental counseling,

Mothers must ideatify the putative father as a condition of eligibility and family would receive raduced benofits
(minus mother's portion of the grant) untii paternity is established. Childma whose patemity is not established are
denied benefits; good cause exemption. Increase state requirement o establish patermity for 90% of ail out-of-
wesdlock births or face financial sanctions.

Paternity establishment i & condition of roceiving benefits. The parent’s benefity are denied until paternity of the
child is establishod, & paiernity sait is imtiated, efforts to establish patersity would result in physical danger, or
reduction in sid would impose undue bardship.  If an individual is werongfolly named as the father, the aduit's
benafit is removed.  The patemity establishment standard is increased 10 ) percent.  States must increasa their
paternity esstablishment ratio by 10 percent each year if below 50 percont und 6 pergent if berween 50 and 90 per-
cent,

B, Sirengthen Enforcement

The current system fails to ensure that children receive adequate support from both parsats. Currently there in g
collection gag of $34 billion,

2, Administration Proposal « H.R. 4605/8,2224

Create & contral registry and paymeat center in all States and create 8 Federal Child Support Enforcement Pavment
Center 1o track pereats scross State lines. Require routine repocting of all new hires via national W-4 reparting and
% Nationgd Directory of New Hires, and require immediate wage withholding, by the state, on unpaid orders. Adopt
Uniform Inforstate Family Support Act (UIFSA} to make wterstate collection pracedures more routine.  Strengihen
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CorPARISON OF WELPARE REFORM PROYISIONS « continued

IRS role. Allow States authaority to revoke livenses, Create new funding formula and place emphasis on
perfornvince-based incentives,

3, Msinst 1 -
Require States 10 maintain registrics of child support orders,

Expand the use of W-4 form to determine if new cm;;layees owe child support, sad creats & New Hire Registry.
Implement employer and IRS direct income withbolding process.

Create Nutiona! Support Guidelises Commission to develop for congressional consideration x national child support
guideline.

Expand Parent Locator Sexvice 10 establish » pational network atlowing states to socess cach other’s records.
Mandate reports o aredit burean of dll obligations and arresrages.  Allow workers compensation ko be subject o
inconwe withholding, Permit States to establish procodures under which liens can be iuposed against lottery
winoings and other awands.

Make grundparepts lizbie for financial support of minor childeen,

SENSE OF CONGRESS T4 Reguire noncusiodial parcots delinquent in their paymenis (o enier a work program
in which they wark 1o pay off beaefits going o support their child,

Expand Federnl parent locator service; maintenance of Child Suppon Regisiry; streamlined wage withholding;
States rexquired o onforce out-of-staie wage withbolding orders; Roguire W-4 based new-hire reporting systems and
inenediate withholding; uniform order process.

Sb

States maimtaip registries of child support orders to assist other States with intersiats searches snd (o assist both
custexdial and non custodial pareats, Expand the Federal Parent Locator Systems (FPLS) und establish an interstate
focate network lisking the FPLS to State child support data bases. Streamline the interstate system of wags
withbolding by requiring uniform notices and requiring smployers fo bonor the uniform withholding orders of any
State within 10 days or be subject (o & civil fins. Develop = uniform child support arder for use by wll State courts,
Require Suiles to recognize snd enforce intorstate orders; Sisies required to eaforce out-of-Bate uniform wage
withhalding orders,

<. Assured Minimumn Benefits

L Current Lew

None. The New York CAP program guaraatecs 2 minimum benefit o families with support onders. Virginia will
be implementiag a demonstration which features an assurance Ruction.

Congress would mithorize up o 6 demonsirations 1o test Siate child support assurgncs programs.  Demounstrations
would iast 7 years and wouid be funded st %0 percent FFP.

3. Muinstream Porum - H R, 4414

Reone,

14
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS - continued

4. ouse wuhli -H.R. 3

Ny provisioas.

Kon<cuntodial parents bave & very limitod role in the curreol welfare system. The FSA of 1988 includes & provision
for up to 3 States to provide ssrvices under the JOBS prograw, to non-custodial parcats who are unemployad and
unable io meet their child support obligstions. Project Fair Shure operates the demo programs which try W invelve
gon-custodial parents i their chifdeen’s lives.

Create a system with paraliel expectations for custodial and noncustodinl parents, Reserve & portion of JOBS and
WORK funding for noncustodiial parsat of AFDC secipient childeen who are unemployed or under amployed and
cannoi pay child support, State option for mundatory work programs for noncustodial parents. Make grants
available 1o States for programs which fosier access and visitation by both pareats through mediation, counseling,
education and visitatios enforpement and montoring.

3‘

Require States to offer positive paternity establishrent/parcnting socisl services for new fathers,

Allocate 10 perceat of the Work First and community service funds to States to create programs for son-custodial
parenis.

SENSE OF CONGRESS TO: Requime noncustodial parents delinguent in their paymeats {0 snter 2 work program
in which thay work to pay off benefils going to support their child.

Noncustodial parents with the equivalent of more than 2 months of arrearsge, unless subject to a court approved
repayment plan, will be notified they must pay child support and are subject 1o fines and other pengities. [f there
is no response withia 30 dayn, the State wilt seek a court order requiring the noncustodial parenl fo participate in
Job search and if the arrearage has not decreased within 30 daye after the order is entered, the noncustodial parent
must participate in a work prograa for 35 or more bours & week,

ViI, PRUMOTE PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

A, Minor Motbers

¥ Curpent Law

Permitted 10 sollect AFDC s separate filing wnit. Slate option to require minor mothors 10 reside in thelr parsats

pome; CT, DE, MN, M{, W], Puerto Rice, Virgin Islands doing by waiver aathority.
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS - continued

States must desy AFDIC to parents under 18 years old, ualess they pass a State law waiving this rule. Minor
mothers are required o live at home.

5. Sennte Republican - S, 1795

State option to deny AFDC to minor parenis (Medicaid eligibility would continue}. Minor custodisl parents are
requirad to live at their parcats hame or ia 8 group home; Parental suppost iz inchuded in AFDC eligibility, States
mrust use saviags from these provisions o fund group homes, adoption sssistance and “abstinence educstion.”

B Targeting Teens

i Current faw

Na provisions.

2. Admiaistration Proposs

Provide enhanced case management to all loens uader 20, All custodial parents under 20 who had not comypleted
high schoal or the squivalent would be requirad 16 participate in the JOBS program (ss soon as the child reached
12 weeks of age}, with education as the presursed aetivity. State option for inceatives to participate in educationsl
wndd parenting activitics.

3. ik -H.R. 44

Pareats under 20 who do nof have a high school diploma or GED must remain in school and receive & bonus of
23% “of aid otherwise paysble” per moath if those requirewents are met and 25 % penally if they sre not met,

4, House Republicas

Siates can impose senctions op minos parents who do aot stiend school themseives or whose children do not anesd
school; State opticn 1o requise pareants to participate in parenting and money management classes.

5. Senats Republican - 8. 1795

State opticn to disregard savings from the earmings of # dependent child 1f the fuads are used for educstion.
C. Other Prevention Strategies

L Current Law

No provisions.

i
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS w continved

Nasionsl campaign against teen pregnancy; Every male or fomale schochage parent wouid be roquired to participate
in JOBS from moment pregnancy or paternity is established. Require special case managament atid special services
includiag family planning. Increass Titde X Family Planning Fonding. Streogthes AFDU Family Planniag
Roquirement.  Allow States 1o utilize older welfare mothers to mentor at-tisk school-age parents as part of their
community service assignment. Comprehensive neighborhood-based demonstration grants with strong cvaluation
componenl.

EX Maigstresss Forum - H.R, 4414

Creation of 2 national teensge pregnancy task force to educate children of e risks involved in choosing parenthood
at an early age and ensure that every poteatial parent is given veproductive family planning and education. States
us¢ also required 1o ensure that afl poople have sccess 10 faouly plasning and comprehensive services.

4, o 00

Ne provisions.

S. Senate Republican - § 1788

State option o require parents to participate in pamiizzg'mé gXmieY management classes; requires Siates {unless
they pass laws exempting themsclves) to reward or sanchion families $50 a mwonth based on compliance with
immunization and health choek eoquirements for preschoolers. Requires States o condoct sdocation and outreach
services related (0 preventive heslth and immunizations for preschood children, Requires the Surgeon Genenl to -
issue recommendations on immanizations periodically,
D. Family Cap

1. Current Law

AFDC benefits increase when sdditional child is born; State waivers to cap benefils exist in: NI, GA, VA,

States will have option (0 keep AFDC benefits constant when & cluld is conceived while the parent is on welfare
bul must assure parents access o family planning servicos and wust do at least one the following: permit the femily
0 cam more or receive more in child suppont; permit working recipients to disregard 1 higher amount of samings
equal to the benefits they would have gotten for an additional child,

3. Muinstrears Forum - H.R, 4414

Do not support increases tn AFDC funding to families who have additional children while receiving benefits, State
may opt out of this requirement under Stele plan,

States are not required 1o pay so sdditional benefit for a child born 10 months after the date of application for
AFDC, Some exceptions spply for families which leave AFDC due to employment but retum States may exempt
themselves through passing 3 Stais lsw,

5. Senate Renublicas

Stites ars not requwired 1o pay an additional benefit bom 10 months sfter the date of application for AFDC. Some
sxceptions apply for families which teave AFDC due 1o erployment but retum,
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Cx;&(FdXISOH OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS « conlinued
Vifl. MAKE WORK PAY
A, Child Care
I. Licrent Law

There are 3 number of entitiement programs, all with different eligibility rules.  Some programs tnclude: 1} Title
1V-A provides chilid cars to AFDC secipients. It is an open ended federaf eatitiement based on FMAP with 2 State
maich requirement; 2} Entitlemeat fir one year of transitional child care for people who have left AFDC in the fast
year and funding is based on FMAP rute with 2 State metch requirement; 3) At-Risk program capped at $300
millics p. year for those the State determines to be at-risk of AFDC receipt, and matched by States st FMAP rats;
4) Chuld Cars Development Block Grants pay for many services including child care and were funded at 5360
willion ia FY92; No State match.

Ensure transitiont child care, make child care subsidies available to low-income famulies to ensble ther to remain
off of weifere.

30

. Expand [Y-A catitiement progeam for cash sssistance o recipients to accommixdate the increased demand
created by expanded partizipstion in the Work First program,

* IV-A funding will have 80/20 federal State mateh,

L Increase funding for At-Risk Child Care Program to §2 billion by FY01, while sstending the service to
fwo pareat families,

* Change oligibility for Tranzitionsl Child Care from | to 2 years.

» Require sotomatic notificatioa of eligsbility for Transitional Child Care to AFDC recipients who find work
as well as those who bave besa terminated from AFDC, Food Stamp, sad Medical Assistance rolls.

v Goarantee Transitional and At-Risk Child Care to recipients wbo are sseking training but have been
terminated from AFDC rolls,

d Make Dependent Care Tax Credit refundable {while making incligible those with iscomes over $120,000);

. Allow States to create jobs in ohild care field for recipionts.

. SENSE OF CONGRESS to create aa chitd care information center that would maintain a roster of eligilde
providers and their performance records.

4, House Republican - H.R. 3500

Maintain current child support system. Pregerve cusreat finding lovels.
5 Senste Republican - §, 1795

Maintain carrent child support system. Presmrve cuwrrent funding lovels.
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS = cotttinued

B, Earned Income Tax Credit

5 Curregt Law

Whea fully implemented the BITC will have the effect of making s $4.25 per bour job pay nearly $6.00 per howr
for a parent with two or more children; The maximum bensfit for a family of four with full-lime minimum wags
carnings is $3,370; Raised the pay for the wage samer of a two-pareat family of four by 16%; The five-year cost
of the expansion is $20.8 billion, with §7.0 biilion speat in FY 1998; Curreatly the EITC tends to be deliverad in
* Jump sum st the end of the year and the process for smsuring s different distribution schedule is diffieult.

Ensure that the BITC can be delivered oo a regular, sdvance-payment basis throughout the year. Provisions under
development which would allow States to distribute sdvance payments of EITC through State welfare agencies.

3(

Require that welfars recipicnts, ss well 35 those whose Medical Assistance, AFDC, or Food Stamp benefils huve
heea terminated, be notified (o wnting) of the availability of EITC.

Roquire (hat amployers inform noew employees of option of having advancs EITC paymeats through their payroll.

Na new provisions.,

. Waork Should Pay Better Than Weilare

Current zarped income disregand policy is to exclude §90 of work sxpenses and an additional $30 and 1/3 (for 12
mponihs} from carnsd income in determining besefit wpounty, Additionn) sums sbove that amount reduce benefits
doliar for dolisr. Recipienis who Jeave AFDC due to eamnings are cligible for 1 year of transitional medicaid.

2?

Repluce the current lncome disregard policy and instead regquire States to disregard a tlime invariant minimum of
$130 in carnings, indexed for nflalion in rounded increments of $10.  Stales will have the option to establish their
own distegand policies og iscome sbove this smount.  Additionally, Stutes will have complete flexibility in
sstablishing fili-tho-gap policies,

Siatcs aption o liberalize the earned-income disregard by staying within guideling of enacting AFDIC countable
mcome esis up 1o 8 ceiling wherehy maximum monthly disregard is $225 in addition to 1/3 of sif remaining earned
meome and the nunimum is & monthly disregand of $120,

lncrease trensilionsl medicaid to two years; pass bealth care reflorm.  State option to waive the 100 hour mile for

. bwo pareat families.
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFOEM PROVISIONS - continued

4. House Republican - H.R, 3500

States have complets flexibility to modify the corrent 30 and 1/3 income duduction rule, but not by more than
disregarding the first $200 tn earned income plus 172 the remaining amotng,

No new provisions,
D. Changes in Asset and Resource Limits
I Qurrent Law

Under cusrent AFDC law, spplicants and recipients ure eligible for benefits if their sssets do not exceed $1,000 (or
lower st Stata option), with few sxclusions, In the Food Stamp progrum, the resougee Lt is $2,000 {33,000 for
bouseholds with & person aged 80 or older).  Additonally, the owrrent AFDC automobile sxclusion is set hy
regulation st §1,500 oquity value (or » lower limit set by the State) in ooo vekicle with any excess oquity valus
counted toward the $1,00¢ AFDC resource Himit. The Food Stamp Act provides for the total exciusion of vehizies
- that ares used aver 50 perceat of the time for income-producing purposes; annaally producing incowe consistent with
their FMV; necessary for long distance travel for work (other then daly commute); used as the housshoki's home;
or poeded to transport 2 physicaily disabled household member, For the following vehicles, the sraount of the FMV
over $4,500 is counted a3 & resowce: one per bouschold (regardless of use); and vehicies uged for work, training
or education fo prepare for work in accordance with food stemg employment snd training requirements.  For all
other vehicler, the FMV over 34,500 or the eqguity value, whichever 15 more, is counted 18 0 regource,

Hicrease the AFDC resourcs Honit 0 $2,000 {or $3,000 for a Mid with & member ags 60 or over} o conform
i the Food Stamp resowrce limit. Tmplement Individus] Dovelopment Accounts which will allow recipients to save
up to $10,000 in rccounts 1o be weed for specific purposes.

increase in AFDC Resource limit to $2,000 to conform with Food Stemps.

Exclusion from resources for AFDC; all income of 8 dependent child who i a student; snergy assistance payments,
based on noed; resl propecty the family 13 making good faith effort (o soll; life insurance pelicies; equity in income
producing real property; personal property of a family member thet is esseatial to the employment or self
cmployment of the member, unlil the expirstion of the | year period beginning on the data the member ceasss 10
be siployed or so self smployed; earnings from stale truining program under IPTA; and essential employmeiit
related property. There are sliso ten mmendmests 1o the Food Stamp Aot which make similar provisions,

No new provisions.
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Conpartson oF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS ~ continued
KX, IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE
A. Simplification and Coordination Across Programs
1. Lurrent, Law
Complex sad conflicting rifes; programs have different missions and serve differeat populations.

2.

Includes many tachnical provisions which simplify, coondinate, er conform progrem mules among the AFDC and
Food Stamp programs, Clisst profection sad State Rexibility would be setained and/or eobanced,

Twenty specific proposals to simplify the spplication process for AFDC and Food Stamps and move toward
conformity betwosn the two progmma. (see changoes in Asset knd Resource Limits above)

Extond waiver deadline “for sction on waivers® to 90 days.

State option 1o provide AFDC through Electronic Benefit Transfer.

Creates au inferageacy waiver request Board that would assist States and other satities in applying for waivers and
implemeat 5 § year waiver process.  Enfities must establish 3 public-private partnership committee to advise them
on the plan. Apphications not acted upon within 90 days would be atomatioally approved, Waiver authority is
extended to programs that provide cash amistancs, aducation, employment trining, health, housing, nutrition or
social services,

B.  Two-Parent Families
I Current Law

AFDC-UP covers families in which both parents sre living in the household and principal eamer is wnemployed.
As of /93 the aumber of AFDC-UP cases was 155,000; Two-pareat families are ineligible if the pamary wage
carmer works more than 100 hours per month, or if neither parent has been employed in six of the previous thirtsan
quarters. Seven Stales have received waivers of the 100-hour rule: CA, IL, IA, MI, UT, VT, W1, About half of
the Staies hmve taken the oplion to provide only six months of bencfits per year to two-parent families,

State flexibility to remove or amend special eligibility requirements for two-parent familics (applicants and/or
recipients), such as the 100 hour rule and the quarters of work rule.

3. Mainst . HLR. 4414

State option o chiminate 100 hour eule and the six month beasfit receipt maximum for two parent families,
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORY PROVISIONS =~ continted

Eliminate the guarters of coverage requiremeat under AFDC-UP for married individoals f both are under the age
of 20. Extend Transitional Care to 2 parent Families.

4. House Republican - H.R, 3500

States sre permitied to allow AFDC recipionts who puryy someone who is not a parcst of their child wha
suhsoquently become ineligible for AFDC w0 keep up (0 50 percent of their curvent bonefit if the tolsl famidly income
doss nof excend 150 percent of poverty.

5 Senate Republican - 8, {785

Staiez are permitied to allow AFDC recipionts who paery sopwone who is pof 8 parent of theic child who
subsacuently become ineligible for AFDC 16 koep up 10 50 percent of their current benefit i the total family income
does not exceed 150 percent of poverty, Roquires af least ons parent in UP familiss to participate in the work
program & 3004 a5 the family comes on the rolls. States have the option to require the other parent to be in either
the iransilion or work progrems. Parents under age 25 who have not completed high school can be required fo
participate in sducation activities. CWEF participation mies for UP families nre increasod to 90% by FY 1998,

€. Wasts, Fraud, Abuse

Enhanced information systems will enable large-scale prevention and detection of fraud and abuse,
3. & orim - 4
Require the Secretary to conduct a study on the feasibility of a tamper-proof card to serve programs under S5A and

Health Care Reform legislation. Proposale for sliminsting fraud and abuse in the SSI program. {(NOT law-—
suggestions)

HHS is authorizad 10 conduct demonstrations on BRT. Within 3 yeurs a report must be written for Congress sbout
the study. Appoint- a commission to determine cost snd feasibility of crealing an intorstate system of Social
Security numbers of all welfare participants for purposes of dentifying frand,

5.

Requires States to establish fraud costeol units. Persons found guilty of fraud shali imnediately become
permanently ineligible for AFDC benefits. HHS is suthorized to conduct demonstrations op EBT. Within § years
2 repart must be written for Congress shout the sfudy.,  Appoint & commission o determine cost ind feasibility of
creating an inter-Stale system of Social Security numbers of all welface participants for purposss of identifving
frsud.

D, Performance Standards and Evaluation
LR Current Law
The Famdly Support Act requirext that the Secrstary, in consultation with sppropriate parties, develop a performance

standards system proposal for Congressional eonsideration, The FSA slso tequired varioug studies and reporis to
detormine the effactiveness of the JOBS program,
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COMPARISON ©f WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS - continued

An sutcomo based performance measurement program will be implemented over time 10 monitor State performancs
on ell aspects of the revised transitions! assistance program, iscludiog client outcomes, provisions of services, and
the percent of recipients who reach the Ume-limit. Funding incentives gird peaaities will be linked % outcomes.
Two porcent of tofal annual capped entitlement fuading for JOBS, WORK, and child care to be spent oa research, .
domonstretions, evalustion, and fechnical sssistaace. .

3

“The State shall (in sccordance with regulstions proscribed by the Secretary) deveinp standards to be used to measues
the effectivensss of the programs established under Work First snd the Commmunity Service Jobs Program in moving
the clivnts to fell time unsubsidized iobs. If the Secretary determines that the progmms established by the State have
fxiled to meet their proseribed performance standsrds, funding wili cot 10 8 50% match.

‘0

= " A
House Resublics

. Reguire DHHS to fusd research thet examines the impacts of education and training progmes os oxits from AFDC,
welfare expeaditure, wags mates, employment hisiaries, and repeat spells on AFDC, Federal matehing rate for new
JOBS funds will drop 1o Sef 50% if States don’t schisve minimum participation rates; 153% in FY94, 20% 10 FY9S,
30% in FY96, 40% in FYY7, 50% in FY98 ... 90% in FY(Z.

5. blican - 5
Requires MHS to conduct S-year studies evaluating the impact of educstion snd training programs for AFDC

families, Af least one #ite must use random assignment to compant i ceatrod group with a group that participstes
in edocation sad traicing and snother group that receives job search and a work program,

X. PHASE/IN

L Curent Law
Nat spplicable.

2.

Peoplo bom on ar sfter January 1, 1572, beginning in 1995 will ba subject to the time-limit provisions. States
would have the option 1o define the phass-in group mors broadly, providsd #t included at jeast the population
described above. Other technical changes will be effective irmediately. Other time-frames for effective dates of
impiemeatation vary,

i i orum - 14
October 1996 persous 25 vears of sge and under
October 1957~ " 27
October 1998 ” 9
October 1999 ° k3|
COctober 2000-- * 33

October 2005 FULL PHASE IN

States also have the oplion to scceiermia phase in, or upon approval of the petition of the Secretary, delay phase in,
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFoM PROVISIONS » continued

All new snd returning spplicasts begianing oo October 1, 1994, then on October 1, 3998 the full caseload becomes
subjeot to the thime limt

s, Seaate icag «

All new and returning applicasts beginning oa October 1, 1994, then on October {, 1998 the full caselond becomes
subjoct 1o the timo Hmit.

X1, MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

A. Substance Abuse Provisions

I Cureot Law

No provisions exist for the AFDC progrim. Under JOBS, States may expend rescurces lo pay for supportive

services (Lo, Geatment progoms) but participants do no! count towards & State’s JOBS participation rate.
Additionally, States could determine that substence sbusers are incapacitated and therefors I0BS exempt.

At State option, participation in substence sbuse programe 15 requaired sctivity uader deferral status (sanctions can
be apphiod if appropriate)} but tims it does not spply.

3. Maeinsteeam Forum - 3.8, 4414

State option to requirs substsnce abuse trestment in additios to work/education/iraining a8 appropriate.

At State aption, participants of freatment programs are JOBS exewmpt for up & 12 months, Recipisnts of SSI cen
be tested for drug use which would resuil in e foss of 351 oligibility.

5. Sens blicas - 7

Requires AFDC applicants and recipicats whe sre determined to be addicted to drugs or slcobol to pasticipate in
treatzoent.  1f they do pot patticipate satisfactorily, they will be denied benshits for 2 years, but remain cligible for
Medicaid, Random drug tests shall be made of drog sad slcohol wddicts on 531, and those wha are on illegsl drags
or refuse to submit to testing shall bacome ineligible,

B Reduced Eligibility for Immigrais

L. Current Law

Eligibality rales vary preatly across various assistance proprams depending on the imumigrstion statug of an
individual, Legal aliens are generaily eligible for assistance programs.

Muke the curreat five-year period of sponser responsibility peressncat law under the S8I program and extends from
three years t0 five years sponsor pesponsibility under the AFDC and Food Stetap programs. The sponsor’s incoms
would be deemed 28 available to support the immigrant should they apply for public assistance. For the period
beginning with six years afier being lawfully admitted for permsnent residence in the U.S. and until a sponsorex
immigrant sttains citizeaship status, if the sponsor has income above the U8, mediza family income {$39,500), the
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS — continued

sponsor will continue to by responsible for cosuring the support of the immigrant, Bet consiglent deermng rules for
sponsored immigrants across three Federal programs (851, AFDC, and Food Stamps). Spoasor responsibifity is
based ou longstanding immigmtion policy that immigrants should not become public charges. Establish similar
cligibility criteria under four Federsl programs {881, AFDC, Medicaid, and Food Statps) for sll categories of
immigrants who sre pot legal permanent residents.

30

End welfare for noncitizeas [as specified in SSA 402(a)(33)] except for emergency modical services. Cut §51,
medicaid, food stamps and AFDC benefits. Legal imniigrants will be allowsd 3 year grace periad before teing
subject 0 cuts. Reofugees, ssylecs, sod the elderdy are exempt.

Maost aoncitizess would no longer be eligible for welfare benefits (oacluding those over 75). Thoss currently
rocziving welfars would retain eligibility for 1 year. Refugoees assistanca would be time-limited,

5 blican ~ §

Reuires wekfare agenciss to report to INS il fegal imumigrasnis whe continne fo receive benelits beyond 12 months,
INS is then required to treat such immigrants as public charges. Extends current deeming period until citizensbip.
Requiray State sgencies to report ths aames of illegal alien parents of citizen children to the INS,

C. Financing

L Quirrent Law

Federul financial participation i the AFDC program is 50% for adainistrative costs (aigher for some costs, such
% up 1o 90% for deveiopment of sutcmated systems), and iz based on the FMAP for benefits (averaging roughly

55% of all benefit costs). The FFP for JOBS is a capped entitiement of §1 billion with varions rstes varying with
the State sctivities, targed groups served, Or sdministrative costs.

Serivus provisions including son-citizen provisions, extension of superfund tax, cap emergsacy assistance to States,
and wodify meal-reimbursements i States, limit SSI eligibility for substance sbusers, target agricultural support,
andd others.

$21.3 billion saved over five vears by culs in sovdal services programs 1o non~itizens.
$1.5 bilhon saved over five years by capping the Emergency Assistance Program.
$1.3 billion saved over five years with the elimination of EITC beaefits to illegal aliens.

3700 million saved over five years with the elimination of the Dependent Care Tax Credit for families caming over
$120,000 a year,

$1.6 billion seved over five years through increased patermity establishment and new child support awards which
would thereby reduce APDC caseloads,

$330 million saved over five years through modification of Family Day Care Homes component of child care food
prograsm,
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORN PROVISIONS ~ continted

Also, State offsets for sdditional costs that may result from: program: $15 billion over five years available to States
through 8 shift on point of collection of Siate mail srder tax from the State w catalogue companies

$1 billion from above fnsncing provisions will be sef aside for States 1o defer additional costs that they may incur
as a result of culs to inminigrants and other provisions in the proposal.

An sanusl cap is placed on spending for eatitlement programs including AFDC, S5E, public housing apd section
8 housing, EITC, and food stamps. The cap is set at 2% plus inflation. The increass in program costs ars financed
by changes in other means-tested programs which result in savings.  All nutritional assistance programs are
combined into & single capped block grant,

Neo provisious specified.
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DRAFT 718

WHO’S MORE SERIOUS ABOUT WELFARE REFORM?

The Republicans claim that their bill is a more serious effort to reform our nation’s welfare
system. But, let’s look at the facts:

Work Requirements. The Republicans claim that their bill is more serious about
requiring work. But, in fact, their bill is about workfare--not work. Under the
Republican plan, welfare continues after two years, and people are sent to a work site
in exchange for a welfare check, The Clinton plan provides far greater dignity and
responsibility than workfare by paying wages for hours worked. It provides
recipients with a pay check--not a welfare check.  And, if people don’t work, they
don't get paid.

Private, Subsidized Jobs versus Public Workfare, Because the Clinton bill requires
waork--not workfare, money that was spent on the welfare check is available to
subsidize private-gector job placements. Under the Republican workfare plan,
recipients would all have to be placed in public work assignments since their "pay"”
would be the ongoing welfare cheek.

Sanctions. Under the Republican plan, recipients who fail to act responsibly and
work are subject {0 a bureaucratic sanctioning process through which they may
eventually lose 25 percent of their grant for three months, Under the
Administration’s plan, sanctions for refusing a job are strengthened. The Clinton plan
1s simple, fair and tough--wages are paid for hours worked; if you don’t show up for
work, you don’t get paid. ¥
Child Care, In order for familics, especially single-parent families, to be able to
work or prepare themselves for work, they need dependable child care for their
children. The Clinton plan provides child care for those in transitional assistance, as
well as a major increase in support for low-income working-poor families. The
Republican bill provides resources only to welfare recipients—not to the many families
struggling 1o work and support their families without depending on welfare, except
for current law transitional benefits,

Unfunded State Mandates. During 5 years of the Republican plan, States would be
reguired to spend §X billion more per year. Under the Administration’s proposal,
States are asked to spend $X per year, but we project they will also save $X billion,
[X’s to be filled in by Tuesday]



Reality--Not Rhetoric. Changing the welfare system from one focused on writing
welfare checks to one designed to help and ultimately require people to get paychecks
will be a mammeth task, States have repeatedly told us that they cannot change
overnight, Real change requires realistic timetables. Under the Clinton plan, by the
year 2000, half of the relevant caseload will be in the time-limited weifare system,
and we expect to create 400,000 WORK slots. The Republicans are tatking about
overnight change which won't work, We think the only responsible approach is to
focus change on young people first and make it real--not rheforic.

Encouraging Work. The Republican plan includes a cap on the Eamed Income Tax
Credit (EITC), one of the major programs to benefit the working poor. The EITC
was dramatically expanded in 1993 in order 1o reward work effort by low-income
families. Capping the credit removes an important incentive to work for low-income
families with children,

Child Support Enforcement. Because parents must be held responsible for
supporting their children, improving the child support enforcement system is 2 major
component of the Adminstration’s plan. The Clinton plan establishes 2 national
clearinghouse to ensure efficient location and enforcement, particularly in interstate
cases. The Clinton plan also streamlines the palemity establishment process,
strengthens enforcement mechanisrs and tools, and ensures regular updating of
awards. The Republican bill only tinkers with the child support enforcement system
and fails o include the comprehensive reform that is necessary.

Paternity Establishment. Under the Republican bill, a family would recetve no
benefit unless the mother named the child’s father and a reduced benefit unless
paternity was established. The proposal does not take into account that lack of
paternity establishment may result from inaction or inefficiencies of the State child,
support enforcement agency. Even though welfare families have little leverage ovér
the agency’s ability to establish paternity, their benefits would be reduced. The -
Administration bill requires the mother to cooperate fully before she qualifies for
benefits and then penalizes the States if they fail to get paternity established once the
mother has cooperated,
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Comparison of the Administration Proposal
and Other Welfare Reform Proposals

TALKING POINTS ON THE HOUSE REPUBLICAN Proprosan (H.R. 3500)

Burden on Siates

Although H.R. 3500 imposes significant program requirements on States it does not provide
for an adequate increase in the fedecal matching rate and earmarks no new funding for child
care. H.R. 3500 calls for an additional $300 million, $1 billion and $1.9 billion for fiscal
years 86, 97, and 98 regpectively available w States at match rate equal 1o either FMAP or
70%, whichever is larger. However, this ig inndequats,  States would still be reguired fo first
draw down their current JOBS allotment at the curcent rates prior to being able to draw down
the additional funds. This would require a large increase of additional new State monies;
many States do not even have the funds 1o draw down their entire allotment under current
law. Tnis represents an Increased burden on States, Aside from the administrative
complexity that the dual system of match rates may impose, the Administration’s proposa! is
more generous and offers a funding scheme which better reflects the needs of the States,

Additionally, the House Republican proposal contains no new child care funding; child care is
a crucial 1o gliow single mothers 10 seek and maintain employment and achieve seif-
sufficiency. The Administration's proposal contains enhanced funding, better program |
soordination, and etfforts 1o improve the quality of child care for these and working poor
families, The increased participation requirements which would fead 10 an increased need for
child care services s an unfunded mandate on over-burdensd Siates,

The Republican bill raises minimum pacticipation rates 1o an unrealistically bigh level of 90%
by 2002, This represents snd. 8-foid increase from current participation levels (11%) in §
years. Failure to reach this rate would result in 2 reduction of JOBS match rate 1o a level of
50%. The 50% JOBS participation rate for new recipients s unattainable in such a short
period of time, While States will only be required to serve participants for an average of 10
hours per week, States would be torced to Increase spending levels considerably to meet this
cequirement. The phase-in aed implementation strategy of the Work and Responsibility Act
stresses 3 gradual inclusion of the entire caseload taking administrative feasibility into
account. Additionally, the conseguences for failure fo attain the participation rateg is 100
severe and will hamper State efforts to linprove and increase the level of JOBS activities,
since the penalties are assessed on the very resources a State would need to operate the JOBS
program effectively,

The proposal caps outlay growth in AFDC, 851, publiv housing, section 8, Food Stamps, and

- EITC at 2% per year plug inflation. This could greatly reduce the ability to operate these

programs effectively and might result in great cost shiftng 0 States, For example, a cap on
EITC would greatly reduce the incentive o work, The EITC is a powerful work incentive
with broad bipartisan support. Growth-n the EITC program 15 a reflection of greater work
effort by low-income families, capping this program would discourage work, The approach
embodied by the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 begins with the goal of improving
government assistance; arbitrarily reducing dollars for government assistance will not
imprave, and may lead to the failurs of, these programs to gchieve their objectives,

The House Republican proposal would replace a national network of coordinated, weil-
trgeted nuirition assistance programs with one that could vary greatly from State-to-State in
terms of benelit levels, quality of serviees, and treatment of certain vulnerable populations.
The proposal to combine all nutrition assistance programs into & capped block grant would
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significantly reduce Federal spending on nutrition assistance (by $2 billion starting in FY
1995). This would result in a large cost-shift to States.

. The nutrition assistance block grant apportionment would result in a major redistribution of
benefits among States and would penalize those States which have engaged in anti-poverty
measures and/or who have smaller poverty populations. More importantly, the cap does not
allow for adjustments due to economic circumstances in States.

Impact on Recipients

o Under the block granting of nutrition assistance programs proposed by H.R. 3500, specific
spending allotments would be set for certain types of programs. This is restrictive and results
in poor targeting of resources. For example, mandatory 12% funding for WIC would be an
increase to $800 million in FY 1993, $400 million more than what is needed to serve all WIC
eligible families. A minimum of 20% would be spent for child care and public schools. At
20%, this would decrease services funding by $920 million (FY 1995). The remaining - -
resources are well below the needed amounts to adequately operate the Food Stamp and other
nutrition assistance programs.

. Both proposals promote work and responsibility and include time-limited assistance followed
by a mandatory work requirement. But the Republican proposal would permit States to deny
benefits to families who have participated in the work program for 3 years, even recipients
.who fulfill all requirements but lack access to unsubsidized employment. This would leave
many poor families with no income and no safety net. The elimination of AFDC benefits for
these families would result in a greater demand for foster care services, homeless services,
and other tocally provided social services, resulting in a significant cost shift from the Federal
to local governments. The Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 would not punish those who
play by the rules but still could not find unsubsidized employment; WORK slots or benefits
would still be available.

* The Republican proposal would eliminate AFDC benefits for any teenager who hecomes a
single parent and for her child. Furthermore, the Republican bill does not offer any kind of
preventative approach to teenage pregnancy. The Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 puts
forward a comprehensive approach to promoting parental responsibility and reducing teenage
pregnancy. Under the Administration’s proposal, young recipients are a central focus of the
provisions.

. While the Administration’s proposal builds on the OBRA 1993 paternity establishment rules,
H.R. 3500 eliminates AFDC benefits for children whose paternity is not established. The bill
does not take into account that lack of paternity establishment may result from the inaction or
inefficiencies of the State child support enforcement agencies or the fact that many mothers
truly do not have sufficient information about the child’s father for the system to establish
paternity.

Providing Resources

* The means of financing this proposal raises issues of equity. H.R. 3500 denies benefits in 61
programs to most non-citizens. It would cut-oft benefits to hundreds of thousands of tegal
immigrants, The Administration’s financing package is not only lean, but fair. The bill
would only limit benefits to immigrants who have other means of support, i.e, sponsors, and
aliens who are temporarily allowed to be in the country and the rules would only apply to
new arrivals. The provision of the House Republican plan cuts off Medicaid benefits to
nearly 1 million immigrants while the Administration’s bill would only affect the Medicaid



eligibility of 10,000 immigramts who are in this country temporarily. H.R. 3500 is estimated
1o cut $21 billion in non-citizen benefits while the Adudnistration’s propasal will cut 33.8
hittion.

#.R. 3300 does not address the issue of technical assistance ¢r resources to enable States to
successfully carry out the requirements of the plan.  Under this proposal, States would bear
the costs of developing management information systems and capabilities in order to operate 3
time-timited transitional program. Funding for such systems is provided for in the Work and
Responsibility Act of 1994,

Effectiveness and Efficiency

H.R. 3500 fails to specify a performance assessment or monitocing system to ensure that
States are able to carry out the program a3 intended, The Work and Responstbility Act of
1994 would implement an outcome-based perforinance measurement systern that creates
incentives for States 1o achieve the goals of the program and would penalize those that do not.

H.R, 3500 fails to address the numergus difficulties that States encounter due (o varying and
contradictory Federal requiremenis across Federal agsistance programs. The Adiministration’s
proposal contains several changes in administration designed to bring greater conformity
between AFDC and Food Stamp program policies,

Finally, H:R. 3500 fails 10 address the need o combat waste, fraud and abuse. The
Administration’s proposal, via the propused informmtion systems, is expected to save $290
miltion over 5 years from anti-fraud activities.






1. TALKING POINTS ON TTIEE MAINSTREAM FOrUM PrOPOSAL (H.R. 4414)

Burden on Stateg
s Both proposals build on the core values of work and responsibility, and include time limited

assistance followed by 2 work requirement, Bur while the Administration’s proposal would
change the culture of welfare with a natioowide mandate for reform, the Mainstream Forum’s
Work First program is optional for States. The Administration 1$ committed to real welfare
reform, requiring every State 1 implement the new system. While the Administration’s
proposal also allows for State flexibility in achigving the goals of the plan, the Mainstream
Forum is far too prescriptive once a State bas opted into the Work First program.

Imipact on Recintents

J While the Administration’s proposal guarantees a social safety net for individuals who “play
by the rules,” the Mainstream Forwm's propesal does not provide for any eligibility earn-
backs and limits the community service component of the Work First program to three years,
allowing onfy 10 percent of participants to readmitted to Work First or the Community
Service program. Aside from the mere equily issues involved in culting recipients from the
rolls, the 10% cap on repenst participants may lead to 3 cost shift to Seate and local

governments.
Pruviding Resources
. While the Administration’s proposal builds on the current diversity in Federal-State match

rates for the JOBS and other entitiement programs with a new gradually implemented

snhanced match rate, H.R. 44147s 80-20 match, combined with the fact that Work Firstis an |
uncapped entittemant, not only fails to keep States accountable for success of the program, but
coutd lead to 2 ¢ost federal explosion.

* While the Wark and Responsibility Act of 1994 puts forth 4 cost controlied, tax-free proposal
estimated to cust $3.3 billion dollars, the Mainstrears Forum package ¢laims il accourts for
$41.78 billion, which includes a new tax. The Administration’s financing package i not only
lean, but fair,  Although both proposals amend the laws treating poncitizens, the Mainstream
Forum has gone a step too far in financing its package with punitive provisioss o cut $81,
medicaid, food stamps and AFDC benefits for even long term noscitizens,

. While the Administration’s proposal stresses administrative feasibility with realistic
implementation goals, H.R. 4414 inciudes a phase in that will force States bring people in foo
guickly and requires all non-exempt recipiems to participate in the post-ransitional assistance
program without articulating specitic participation standards for States. The Work and
Responsibility Act of 1994 not only proposes gradually increasing participation rates, but
crestes an outcome-based performance measurement program with funding incentives amd
penalties linked o putcomes 1o ensure States commitment to reform, Withowt clear uniform
pecformance standards and participation regriremants, the Mainstream Forum proposal offers
few incentives for States 1o serve their caseload effectively and efficiently:

* The Wark and Responsibility Act provides for the crestion of various iaformation gystems
which would he fastrumental in reducing waste fraud and abuse. These systems are aiso
necessary for the successful operation of a time-Himited systam. The Mainstream Forum
preposal has no provisions,






TTe Be REVsED 17T
TALKING POINTS ON THE FORTHCOMING MATSHT PROPOSAL

The Matsui plan has not yet been formally introduced therefore & comparison of specific
provisions may not be appropriate at this time. However, from an ¢utline of the broader
goals which has been made available 1o us, we can assess the general direction of the plan. |
am looking forward to seging the bill language when it s introduced.

The goals of the proposed Matsui plan are very similar to the goals of the Work and
Respongibility Act of 1994, Many of the policy directions articulated in the outline of the
plan mirror many of the same themes we have seen from the Mainstream Forum proposal and
gven the House Republican Leadership proposal. There s an emerging consensus for work,
responsibility, and maintaining selfsufficiency as the main componants of welfare reform,

The details of how such goals could he attained under the Matsul plan are still under
development. Meanwhile, the Work and Respoasibility Act presents an approach which
promises {0 be a more sffective means 3o change the culture of the welfare system by
articulating firm expectations and incentives for both panticipants and States.

For example, the Matsui plan fails to specify a time-limit on receipt of benefits for families. [
believe this is the most important distinction. Our plan includes time-limits specifically to
send a message to recipients that the welfare system is no jonger about receiving i monthiy
check, it's sbout attaining self-sufficiency. Our plan incorporates the right mix of carrots and
sticks to both States and recipients to emphasize the mutual respoasibility of attaining the goal
of seif-sufficiency. The time clock ensures that the expectations are real by rewarding those
who play by the rules and imposing consequences for those who don't,

The proposed Matsui plan, like the major proposals thus far, would increase the level of
JOBS funding dramatically and would also change the rate of federal financial participation o
Tessen the burden on States. While such steps are a vital composent in the success of an
enhanced JOBS program match rates and funding alone will not change the culture of welfare.
In fact, as you know, many States did not even draw down their entire JOBS allotment. We
have built into Work and Respansibility Act of 1994 a system of incentives and penalties
which would reward States who serve clients effectively and efficiently. Without such
provisions, the pian increases funding without ensuring that the resocurces are weil spent. 1
hope to see similar provigions in the final version of the Matsui bill,

Another key difference with the proposed Matsui plaa is that the Matsui plan would only
make modest increases to the JOBS participation rate aad only half of all JOBS participants
would be requited to WORK, The spproach embodied in the Work and Responsibility Act of
1994 begins with the expectation that all noa-deferrad recipients would be requiredd 10
participate in appropriate JOBS activities. All recipients who hit the time-limit would be
required to work in subsidized employment as a condition of receiving benefits. We believe
that to truly change the culture of welfare, thereby ending welfare as we know it, ail
recipients must eventually be subject 10 the same expectations and States must be required to
sesve even the hardest to serve recipients,

Finally, there are several areas where the proposed plan falls short on specifics. Most
notably, the outline of the proposal does not contain any fisancing provisions. We Jook
forward to seeing the final details of this proposai, This bill will be 2 welcome addition to
this important debate,






Iv.

COMPARISON OF THE WORK AND RESFONSIBILITY ACT OF 1994 (HLR, 46(}5')
AND TIE HOUSE WOMEN'S CAUCUS PROPOSAL (HLR. 4573}

The bills have many similar provisions - reflecting the fact that there is an emerging
consensus that much can be done o improve the existing child support enforcement system,

Both bills aim to improve and strengthen the country’s child support coliection system through
the use of central state registries and the national reporting of new hires to a federal directory
of TEgISEY.

Both bills contain provisions for many of the same enforcement tools, including: the
suspension of drivers and professional licenses, expanded use of wage withholding, motor
vehicle liens, attachment of bank accounts, amd many other provisions o tighten the nation’s
child support enforcement laws.

We believe that the Administration propossl, however, 1§ ultimataly tougher, more
comprehensive, and addresses more of the fundamental weaknesses of the present system,

The Administration proposal gets much tougher on paternity establishment, We believe that it
is necessary 1o send a strong messags that having a child out-of-wedlock has serious conse-
quences for both parents, -For fathers, this means that fathering a child has real and serious
financial consequences, We will encourage the voluatary establishment of paternity in the
hospital, but if that fails, we will demand cooperation with paternity establishment prior to
receipt of welfare benefits and provide states with the tools they need to establish paternity
quickly. State agencies will have to establish paternity within a short period of time or face
financial penalties.

The Adrministration proposal is designed 10 make the maximum use of automation coupled
with adminisirative enforcement remedies, In this respect, it is modeled after what the best
states, such as Massachusetts, are doing with computer driven enforcement, With over 1§
miilion cases, weg can’t imprave the system by simply adding more caseworkers. Al cases
wiil be monitored and the state agency will take gnforcement action the minute that a support
payment is not made. Many enforcement remedies will be imposed administratively - withous
hiaving to resort W over-burdened courts.

The Administration proposal replaces the current discredited funding scheme with a
performance based funding proposal. States are offered 2 higher base matching rate and
encouraged to improve performance through additional incesases in the matching rate for
meeting basic program goals.






HER TALKING POINTS ON THE SENATE REPUBLICAN PrROPOSAL (8. 1795)

Burden on Siates

* S. 1795 would create 3 separate tiers of participation rates for three groups of recipiants based
on when they entered the rolls. Minimum JOBS participation rates for current recipients
would be 20% through 1998, Rates for applicants who enter the rolls prior 1o 1998 would be
20% in 1995, increasing 0 50% by 1998, For all new reciplents after 1998, the IOBS
participation rate would increase to 60% by FY 1999 and would be 90% by 2002.
Administrative feasibility is questionable; States will have an exceedingly difficult time
dealing with the complexity that a thres-tierad system poses. The plan imposes a substantial
financing burden on States.

a The 90% JOBS participation rate for new recipients is unattainable in such a short period of
time, At the same time, there appear to be no State penalties for fziling to meet the rate,
States can simply have the requirements waived by the Secretary, or must submit 2 plan
stating good faith intentions to reach the desired rates, Qur plan contains reasonable
participation rates, reasonable implementation time-lines, and the right mix of iscentives and
peralties to ensure that States will serve clients adequately. : -

* For recipients who have exhausted their benefits and are required to enter into a subsidized
employment portion of the program, 5. 1795 offers a voucher system which would allow
States 16 reimburse employers.  While this approach may have some merits, the
- Administration’s proposal offers much greater flexibility o States in designing the post-
. trangitional employment program, The proposed WORK program would allow States ©
design and wtilize various subsidy options o ensure that the needs of the employers and
employees are adequately met,

L The lack of extensions available to States for recipients who hit the time-limit but may require
2 continuation of JOBS participation would create administrative difficulties for States and
could tead to unfair or ingdequate treatment for recipients, We anticipate that there will be
some nead for States o grant extensions to recipients to finish training and/or educational
activities, or whea circumstances warrant an extension. The Administration’s proposal
containg provisions for limited extensions 1o accommadate such circumstances; $. 1795 does
not. For example, under 8. 1793, a participant who has not received JOBS services would be
subject to the time-limit; under the Work and Respomsibility Act, such g person could receive
a Emited extension 1© receive needed services,

- % Regipi
* The Senate Republican proposal, at State option, would eliminate AFDC benefits for any

teenager who becomes a single parent and for her child. Furthermore, the Senate Republican
bill does not offer an adequate preventative approzch to teenage pregnancy. The Work and
Responsibitity Act of 1994 puts forward a comprehensive approach 1o promoting parental
responsibility and reducing teenage pragnancy.  Under the Administration’s proposal, young
recipients are a central focus of the provigions,

. Usnder the provisions of S. 1793, States have the option of making recipients ineligible for all
ald afier only 1 year in post-transitional asgistance, .'We anticipate that the population of
recipients who are unable to tind unsubsidized employment even after vigorous job sgarch
efforts and participation in education and training activities will coastitute a harder to serve
population by virtue of the job market conditians or possibly the characteristics of the



recipients and their families. The Administration’s proposal recognizes the need for flexibility
to accommodate the needs of this population. Therefore, the Administration’s approach to
this issue is to lmit WORK slots to 12 months in duration, without an overall time-limit for
WORK participation. The WORK slots have been designed to make unsubsidized
employment more attractive 1o recipients; we belteve this is 3 mors effective approach to help
people transition off the welfare rolls. The option 0 reduce a families eligibility is aot an
adequate solution 10 the needs of these families,

» The means of financing this proposal raises issues of equity. The intent of S, 1795 is to deny
benefits and deport hundreds of thousands of legal Immigranis. The Administration’s
financing package is not only fean, but fair, The bill would only limit benefits to immigrants
who have other means of support, i.e. sponsors, and alisns who are temporarily allowsd to be
in the couniry and the rules would only apply to new arrivals. 8. 1793's provisions could
potentiaily cut off Medicaid beanefits to nearly | million immigrants while the Administration’s
bill would only affect the Medicaid eligibility of 10,000 immigrants who are in this country
temporarily,

. While the Administration’s proposal builds on the OBRA 1993 paternity establishment rules,
S. 1793 eliminates AFDC benefits for children whose paternity is not established. The bill
does not take into account that lack of paternity astablishment may result from the inaction or
inefliciencies of the State child support enforcement agencies or the fact that many mothers
truty do not have sufficient information about the child’s father for the gystem to establish
paternity, States could opt out of this requirernent if they establish that such a reduction in
aid would pose an undue hardship on the family.

. The child support provisions under the Administration’s proposal will significantly strengthen
State child support enforcement efforts. The Work and Responsibility Act offers 2
comprehensive and complete child support enforcement package. In comteast, the ¢hiid
suppornt eaforcement provisions of S. 1798 are skeletal and much less likely 10 increase ¢hild
support payments by nongustodial pareats,

Providi re

. The Senate Republican plan does not provide adequate resources to accommodate the demands
of the new system. S. 1793 calls for an additional $300 mitlion, $! billion and $1.9 billion
for fiscal years 96, 97, and 98 respectively available 10 States at match rate equal 1o either
FMAP or 70%, whichever is Jarger. However, this is inadequate. States wouid still be
required to first deaw down their current JOBS allotment at the surrent rates prior o being
able to draw down the additional funds. Aside from the administrative complexity that the
dual system of match rates may imposs, the Administration’s proposal is more generous and
offers a funding scheme which betier retlecis the needs of the States, Additionally, the single
match rate (which increases as anticipated participation increases) i3 simple and casier to
adwminisier. The plan imposes a substantial financing burden on States.

* Addirionsily, 5. 1795 containg no new child care funding; child care is a ¢rucial w allow
single mothers to seek and maintain employment and achivve self-sufficiency. The
Administration’s proposal comains enhanced funding, better program coordination, amd efforts
o improve the guality of child care for these and working poor families.



Effectiveness and Efficiency

"

3. 1795 containg no provisions for performance measurement or monitoring; while rew
program requirements are imposed, the plan does not congider 2 means to ensure the
successful implementation or outcome of the provisions. The Work and Responsibility Act of
1994 would implement an clitcome-based performance measurement system that creates
incentives for States to achieve the goals of the program and would penalize those that do not,

S. 1785 fails to address the numerous difficulties that States encounter due 1o varying and
contradictory Federal reguirements across Federal assistance programs. The Adminisiration’s
praposal containg several changes in administration designed to bring greater conformity
between AFDC and Food Stamp program policies.
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WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM, We- e,
'FAMILY SUPPORT AND INDEPENDENCE | Do

: Shie !07 ﬁzt[u
To: Bruce Reed
From: Emily Bromberg

Subject: Updated “comparison of welfare provisions” chart -
Date: May 25, 1994 |

Attached is an updated "comparison of welfare provisions" chart,
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WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM,
FAMILY SUPPORT AND INDEPENDENCE

May 25, 1994

Attached is a comparison of key provisions of:

1. Current Welfare Law

2. Administration draft proposal - a3 of May 24, 1994
3. House Republican Bill (H.R. 3500)

4. Senate Republican Plan (8. 1795) |

$. Mainstream Forum Welfare Reform Proposal

6. APWA Reccomendations ~ released January 11, 1994

" The comparison is up to date as of May 24, 1994. Hz;wgwr, we will update the
chart once the Administration plan is finalized. Additional welfare reform bills -
which have been, or will be proposed, may also be added, as needed. '

The document is {or reference and internal use only.

If you have any questions please call Abbie Gottesman at 205-3600 or John
Wolff at 690-7507.

Am:"p.wa Buiding ® 370 L'Enfant Promenade, 8.W. & Suits 700 ® Washington. D.C. 204387
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS

L. ENHANCING JORS PROGRAM
A. AFDC Tramsition Program

1.

The curceal AFDC prograv is an incoine suppost program with sn smployment training compenet for

JOBS mundatory recipisats. Potentixl sligibility for benafits 32 in perpetuity.
Trnsition program would offer ofl services uader surrent JOBS program. Requires phasu?»i:x pepzz}azm
t participation in the JOBS program, ualess meets criteria for pre-JOBS (soe below). Reqmm supervised
job search from data of approval for job ready. Bvery exipieot will be required o develop an
employability plan within 90 days of application or redetermination. Welfare agency required w belp
recipient gain access to the educatiop, tining, and muploymeat scrvices they nead o find Jobs;
reassessment by welfare agency every six months. Requires participation in job search for a period of ot

loas thans 45 day (up 1o 90 days at Stats option) before hitting the timns limit sod teking a work asgignment.

State option to provide sarvices to sssiss tndividuals who find employment stay employed.

e Heaublitan Flam:

Trsusition program waould offer all services uader current JOBS program. States would aseess the progross
of recipients after first year of participation or could delay the entry of & wosk-ready recipient into the
JOBS program. A racipient deenwd work ready could be rxquired 0 go straight into & work program.
exsploysbility plans would be required for all recipients, °
sabe Remmrhlican Plan: :

ition progrun with education, job skills, job readiness, job davelopmeat and placement and OJFF.
Recipient deemed work nsady must go straight into the work program. Requires assesstasnts evary §
months. Except in educational sctivitivs, participation must average 20 hours a wesk, Statea shall establish
guidstines for satisfying requirements in educstional institutions. Mandatory applicant job saarch unless

As of its Work First program, job search must begin imedistely upop sligibility for AFDC and’
sontinus for the durztion of surollment i AFDC. Within 30 days of eligibility (90 days & $tate option),
sach rooipient must meet with & case management wara 1o develop aa individual smployability plan. Focus
ou employment-focusad activities, but sducation and training services are provided where necessury. Wark
First alec imcludes job developmsat, smployee truining snd incentives to focus on unswhbsidized
employmeat, and oae-stop employmant service shops.

B. Participation Requirements

L Quryrent Lovw: o '
The warticipation rate is currsntly 15% of those oligible, and it will rizs to 20% in FY 1995, Must
participato for 75 porcent of time in sctivities schaduled for 3o aversge of 20 bours por week in soy of the
sliownblis activities which include: high school level aducation or ramedial studies {soms Siales may offer
collegs level oducation); job skilis tralning; job readiness sziivitien; job development and placement; grovp
iadividasl job search, oo the job training, work supplementstion, and CWEP.
DEHRIDG CTODOSE:
separste tates participation standards iz JOBS: {1)» ‘cw’gjm-wﬁch measiupes the proportion
of the mandatory population servad, is set at 85 percent; and (2) & raoathly participation rate of 45 pervent.
For WORK, a Stats would be requirsd to provids » sumber of WORK assignments equal W either
nurober sat by the Secretary based on the State's capped allocation or s number equal 10 0 perceat of those
who reach the tiroe limit. Currznt definitions of participstion will not be used; naw definitions will be
gpecified in regulation.
3. Houss Bepublicap Plan: .
Phase-io higher participstion standards 10% per year until 3 20% participation rte is reached i 2002;

By
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CONPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS ~ continued

Espand allowsble sctvities; Cut participation requirements & 3 total of 520 bours which sverages sut &0 ,{é.-wfﬂﬁ
Jnsxmhmperwmmmdohhecumzohom

cipaucn Tutes increass to 20% by FY 1998, Rates for recipieats who came o the rolls
barwesn Y 95 and PY 98 increass from 20% in FY 95 to 50% in FY 98. Rates far revipients who coms
mx&w?’i’ mzm from 60% in FY 99 to 90 percent in FY 02,

Pmmp;mfmzmmofmhmmpm‘m;xmqmmd which must mnludojobm:ch.
0 TIME LIMYTS
A. Durstion of Edigibility for Benefits

1. Cugent Law:
Dmtaon of bmﬁts i# i parpetuity as jong ss sligibility ariteria is met.

Mmmumofmym of cash aid. Eatepsicos of the two year Lmit could be granted for those who hsd
16 complete an sducational or training program, up to a fixed percentage in cach Sute. For those who iRt
AFDC with Jess than six months of eligibility remaining, individuals could back? 1 month of AFDC i 40
aizgzbziizy 22:: wh 4 months off AFDC/AWORK. yp o (>

3, 2"‘ YL

yw‘h?wzmimnt 1 year ot State spon for work-ready recipients, with no carn-back,

B. Exemptions feom the Time-limit

1. Cuprent Law:
There are muny exemptions to the JOBS participation requirements including dwose who are i,
incapacitated, or elderly, the parent of a child under three, someone employed for more than 36 bours per
week, & child under ags 15, a woinan in At Jeast the second trimestsr of prograncy, someons whe resides
wizm zi:z progmn 1t pot aveilable.

ihdzvzémic e wt subject 1o ths tigne limit if they mest criteria for pre-JOBS status. The eniteria are:
Parent of a child under ane, provided the child wis not conceived while on assistance; suffers from illness
or injury that is serfous enough o prevent entry isto & smployment of tralping program; is incapacitated;
has wx spplication pending for the 88! or 58D program; is 80 years of age or older; is needed in the home
to care for sare otber bousthold member; is in the third trimester of pregnancy; or is living in 2 remots
arss. Bach State permitied (o pieos & fixed percentags in pro-TOBS for good aause (in addition to criteria
dofined sbove). Pregraat woren get lesve equal to Family and Medicel Leave. States would bave sption
of requiring persons to participate in substance abuse trestment ax a pre-JOBS setivity, with sanctions
applied for non-participation. Cnly one-parent in an AFDC-UP family could be placed in pre-JOBS. Time
hmta wmld not npply until the recipients’ 18th birthday.

o %xamptmns {nr pcraons whao are ilt, disabled, caring for & disablsd m!mw or %rﬁtmg 30 &
Swas wmaw I:zva the option to provide sxamptions for those enrolled in dryy and slcohol abuse p:ogmm

Emmm !'mpmm who gre 111, incapacitated (ot to include substance sbusers), sidedy, in their third
trimester of pregnancy, had child while the family was on AFDC (six month exeraption for first child, 4
manths for each subsoqueat child), is caring for disabled dependents full-titne, working 35 or more hours
per weelk, hus o child vader age 16 wifending school Rill-time, or is living in 2 remote area.  States would

MAY 24, 19%4 e 2 - : For IvErrar. UsE Daey
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CONPARISON GF WELIARE REFORM PROVISIONS ~ corsinued

have tha option to provids memptions for those enrolled in drug and alcohol abuse prograums.
Mainstrentn Forum .
Eremptions for persons who sre under 20 completing high school or GED; clieats in part-tima
technicslivosational sducation in combisation with work; clients who are dissbled, ill, or those caring for
dizabled relative. Pregoant women g&t ltave oqual to Family and Medical Leave.  Substance sbusers must
et treatonent but also pavticipate in JORS.

*

Il POST-TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
A, Work Requirement

k. Current Law:

. No mandated work for benafits progratn; States have optiona o rua Conuvunity Wosk Expenence Prograns
(CWEP). Peopls in CWEP work in the public sector for the number of Bours sqqual o thaie AFDC beneiit
divided by the minirsurp wage. ln FY 199) there were 13,112 slots for CWEP participasts; Ophomal
Work Supplementation Program. In PY 1991 there were ‘{___ﬂaou for the program,

2. Aduisistration Proposal:

‘Those recipients who have axoeeded theix time-limit and who are unable to obtain unsubsidized employmeat

will be required 10 pasticipate in the WORK progmm. Individual WORK slofs would be limiwd w 12

months and States could pursue & wide range of strategies in designing such slats,

545 +
Wil

Afler revsiving two years of benefita (oos your a1 State option), work is required. Work program can
expand CWEP, work supplementstion, or treste 2 pew program. Requires recipients 1o work for 35 hours
per week. Eliminstes rsquirement that work supplementation participaats be assigoed only o unfilled,
pewly crested jobs, Siates can require participation in the work supplementation program in which the
AFDC benafit is usad o subsidize » private sector job.
4. Senate Republican Plan:
After receiving two years of benefils (one yrac at State option}, work is required. Work program must
include work supplementation, CWEP, smployment voucher or ather approved work program. States can
roquire participation in the work supplemeatstion progeam in which the AFDL brashis is used 15 subsidize
& private soctor job. AFDC or food stamg only recipients can find & privale ssstor job with an swployment
voucher valued st the fumily's combined AFDC and food stamp benefit lovel and, sftar six months, half
that amount. Employer must pay the employze st Jeast twice the valus of the voucher,
5. Mainstreaes Forum:
ARer 1o years a pamson i 0wt of AFDC system but will have option 1o work st least 30 bours & wesk st
# minimum wage oppanunity servics jub and/or have socess to placement and support sgeacies and/or
subsidizad jubs. Participants encouraged work for wages, not for beasfits; community service jobs are last
rosort, Ao additionel five hows of job search would slso be roquired. wpssne a1 5 saly uFbv (2 pux, b

B. Time-Limits on Past-Transitiona! Assistancs
1. Qurrent Lavw: v

AT State option, participation in the post-transitional work portion of the sssistance progrem may be limited
to 3 years. -

4. Senate Republican Plan: -
At State option, benefits recoived under the post-transitionsl work portion of the assistance program sy
be limited to 12 months for the individual caschead, who would still be eligible for Madicaid and food
samps. The family (1.6., childrsa) Would contioue to reeeive & reduced grant.

3. Munstvam Forumg: :
The cormunity service component would only be available to an individual for thres years. A limited
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number of individuals (10% of te participants} deemad *not ready for employment® can be readwitted o
C. Pay Cﬁmpmﬁon ’

1. Qurrent Law:
PecplemM?mrﬁmpubhcm}ebsforﬁ;eaumbaofmsaqm:ozbeztmmwt#zw

bylhemmlmumwsge

Tou.l WORK program benefits (wages plus supplomental begefits} would not be lase than AFDC grant,
States would bave the Alexibility to determine the pumber of hours for cach WORK assignroent, with 8
minimum of an averege of 15 bowrs per week during » wonth and for no more than an sverags of 35 h&m
pcr week &unng a month,

Pmpic m{‘:WE?wmkmpuhbcmjabsfonhanumher of hours eqqual i their mmﬁw‘w
by the minimum wage. States could also require participation in s work supplementation program i which
the stDC mﬁ: is used to subsidize a private ssctor job,

4. Senate
Pecpkamrkmp&bha ssctor jabs for the pumber of hours equal to their AFDIC benefit divided
by the minimum wags. States could also raquire pasticipation in 8 work supplementation program in which
the AFDC benefit iz used to subsidizs 8 private sector job.

‘5. Mainstress Forum:
Weork for wages, at least minimuw wage. Pardcipants in subsidized employment could reeeive ¥
supplomental hexiofit from the Stats.

D. Ant-displacement Provisions

1. Cumrent Low:
Suong anti-displacement provisions 33 sstablished by FSA of 1588,
2. Administation Erovosal: ‘
Strong sti-displucement provisions dased on Nationat Service non-displecement messmupes. lb’ﬁ’{
3. Houss Republican Plag:
Current law provisions,
4. i L]
Cuarrent law £nd eliminates requirement that work supplementation participants ba assignad only w pafilied,
pewly ereated jobs. .
3. Mainstrearn Forgom:
Curreat public sector employees shall not be dlqalaced

E. Econoenic m;mwt‘

wst mm Oue will mcﬁectaflndmdualﬁevdopmt Acoounts op savings. The other
sgouragss peogls o start microenrerprises; Domonstration program W pramote sslf-employment by
prov:z}mgmwmzm funds and technical assistance in obtaining loans snd starting businesses.

ami tax orddiss 1o firms both paid through cashing out Food Stamp benefits, Stales
should be allowed fedsral grant money 10 supplement wages. Permit States o use foderal comanunity and
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m&wawmgwmmgmwmkeduxticmwmpmﬁtgmpsthaalmdwmim
businessas and poOT CRUIEPIEBEULS. .

Iv. SANCTIQNS

L. Current Taw: ’
The sancticn for the Fiest instunce of Failurs to participats in JOBS as required {or failure to accspt & privete
. sector job or other occurrence of noncompliznce) is the loss of the pon-complisnt individual's shaze of Be
grant until the failure to comply ceases, The same sanction is imposed, but for 2 minimsn of 3 months,
for the second failure to camply snd fwsmmofﬁm&swﬂimeqmmwm-
wmplianw.
2. ticrn :
!:.1 JOBS snd WORK, the muon for refusing a job offer without good cause would be the Josk of the
family’s entire AFDE benefit for 6 months or until the adult accepts & job offer, whichever is shorter,
Sanctions for noncomplissce in JOBS remain the sams as curreat law. In WORK, nonconpliance results
in the following penalties: (1) For first cccurrence, the family recsives a 5O percent reduction in the AFDC
grant for one month or upiil they comply; (2) For the second occurrence, the family receives a 50 persent
reduction i the AFDC grant for three months; (3) For the third occurvence, elimination of the family’s
gram for & pericd of 3 months; (4) For » fourth and subsequent acoursence, elimination of the family’s
zmaz ﬁzrzpmoﬁ of & menths.

RW:M?;&M&MWMMM&&&GW%&% wati] the recipient complies or 3

months bave passed. 1f the recipient does not comply within 3 months, the sanciion is extended for 3 more
maonths. If the rmoipisat does not comply in 6 months, the whele family's AFDC beacfits are eliminated
entirely, though the fsmily is s2ill aligible for Food Stamps, Medicaid, and ofber besefits,

4. Senate Republican Plan:

For the first and ssoond offenses, the family loses the adult share of the AFDC benefit for thea and six
months, mspectively, Afler the third offense, pﬁymtsm%pamxw&sfmaﬁwmy&am
pnymenlsto the chijdren s&a&l be mals through veudor payments for housing or to ropresentative payees.

APDC and foodmhmzﬁts reduced for one mouth by 25% for sach &zt of poncougplinme. For work
peogram, individual is given » maximom of three placomsnts of non-<complisnce may woowr after which
#arollse will no longer be allowed to participate in work program. Ssactions for those who are offered
a private sestor job but do not accept job without good reasen. 3 chelias « ‘K.M oK

Y. FUNDING AND MATCHING RATES

1. Qurrent Laun

States are reimbursed 3t & 50 peroent ruate for JOBS expeanditures up to the smount allotted to the Stata in
FY 1987 for WIN, Suates fo0e financial penalties if program resources are not targeted towards spac;ﬁed
populations.  Additona! expendifures are reimbursed al the higher of 60 percent and the Medicaid rate for
direct costs and persanns! costs of Rull-time JOBS staff and 50 percent for other administrative costs; The
caps for JOBS v $600 million in FY 1589, it increases fo $1.3 Rillion in FY 1995, and decreases to 51
bitlion for FY 1996 and beyond; Most States have been unsble to draw down their eatire sllocation for
mﬁsmmymo%ﬁad&cmeyﬁrmm&

m}"mMW{?«MS&)%;ﬁi&SWWw&I&&mﬂ&sW law JOBS
mawch reis {program coat} plus five @ ten percentage pointe. $pending for dirxt progmm wnd
aduinistrative costs would be matched at the same sate.  The curent law 30 percent muich would be
elimigated. The JOBS cupped entitiement (Federsl) would be ser st billion for FY 1996, billion
for FY 1997, aud _  billion for each of the fisa] yeurs 1998, 1999, and 2000, A separste capped
entitlement would be established for the past-trasiticaal WORK program to cover operational costs {the
same wateh rates apply). The WORK capped entitlement (Federsl) would be set st biflion for FY
1986,  billion for FY 1997, and ___ billion for cach of the fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 2000. A Sut
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wiould be permitted to reallocate an amount up o 10% of its combined JOBS and WORK allotients from
l&; JQBS p-mgmn to its WORK program exd vice varsa, ‘

' (im&eaf ﬁ of xeémd percentage for propram cosie. Drops to 50% in pmmpancn rates not mat. gt
Child care cost matched as undey curnsat law (the grester of 60% or FMAP), CQurrent Isw targeting s 96
pmvmom iy wgs are dropped. ,

Gmcf Madamd porcentage for program costs. Drops & 0% in pamcipa%n rates not met,
- Amounts suthorized for FY 96, FY 97, and FY 98 arc $300 million, 1 billion, and 1.9 billion,

I’MgmzmmxhxwmuwﬁmdﬂmSms&mwumﬁ. Work First is an uncappod
entitsment.

VL. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
A. Paterriity Establishment N,

1. Qurrent Law:
Cizw!.s must coopetaie with the Stats in establisbing pateraity, unless there is “good causs,” Ifcixwt dozs
not cooperats, her portion of the AFDC bepefit will be terminated uniess no such payes can be fouad;
Under the Omaibus Reconcilistion Act of 1993, States rmust bave procedures in place for a sixaple civil
process for voluoturily acdesowladping paternity. The act also calls for strengthened paternity establishenent
mndzrdsfmm Smbwézxponpw figures.

: a-based incentives. Expand in-bospital establishment provisions enacted 25 pant
of GRRA *93. Expmd a&mtlon about parental responsibifity, Streamiioe Jogal procass. Must mest new
mm coopcmtzon FOQUEINeINeNLS,

ey '-5;

b TLich 160 +
Mathers m xiem:fy the putative father as x condition of eligibility and family would recaive raduzed
benefits {minus mother's portion of the grant} ot paternity is established, Children whose paternity is
vt satablished ure deaied beaefits. Incrsase Stale requirement to astablish paternity fir 90% of sll cus-of-
wadiock binths or faoe Bamncial sanctions.
4. Senate Republicay Plan:
Paternity establishment is x condition of mvlng benefite. The parent’s benefits are denied unti] paternity
of tha thild is established, a paternity suit is initistedt, efforts o establish pammity would result in physical
danger, or reduction in ald wonld iopose wndue hardship, [f gn Rpenp
futher, the adult’s benefit is removed. The patemity estublishument madaxd is mmm& to 90 percent,
States toust increase Whelr pasmity establishinent ratio by 10 porceot sach year if below $0 perceat :zd &
percent if between 5C aod 90 percent.
#. Mainstreags Forum:
Statzs must develop simple civil sonsent procedurs for patamity establishmant outsids of bospital, Bovefita
afmztingem on establisthunent, Incresss information mcipisat must provide in order to "cooperate® and
receive AFDC benafits. Roquire States 1o establish hospital-based paternity as catablished in OBRA 1953,
Make inceptive for paternity establishment by incressing per ronth pass through of child sapport beaefits
to mothers oa AFDC to $100.

< B. Strengthen Enforccment

1. Cupreat Law: ‘
"The current systee fails 1o ensure that childrn reccive adequuts support from both parents. Currently
:hm 92 wﬁac:zon gap of $34 billion.

Crea:a s mm}regimy aad payment canter in 2l Siates nad create 2 Federal Child Suppont Enforcement
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Paymeat Center to track parents scroes Siate lines. Ruquire routine reporting of ol new hirss via sational

w4mm;mwmfy of New Hirco, and mquire immadiate wage withholding, by e

stute, on unpaid ordess. Adopt Uniform Isterstate Family Support Act (UIFSA} 0 make interstate

soltection procedures more routine.  Strenpthen IRS role.  Allow Stsies suthonily o reveke licensss.

Creats new funding formuls snd place exphasiz on performance-based incantives.
3. Houss Republican Plan:

Expsnd Federal pareat locator sarvice; streamlined wage withholding; States required to enforco out-af- E‘;‘:’;‘;’ -

State wage withhalding orders; Require W4 based new-hir hire reporting systema and immediate withbolding. % e Mo
4. Senate Republican Plan:

States maintain registriea of child support orders to assist other States with interstate searchos and 10 assist

both custodial xud non custodial parents. Expand the Federal Parent Locator System (FPLS) and establigh

&n interstate locate naework loking the FPLS (o Stata child support data bases.  Streamline the mtersiats

system of wage withholding by requiring uniform notices end requiring smployers o honor the uaiform

withholding erders of aay State within 10 days or be subject 1o a civil fine. Develop a wiiforw cbild

support order for um by all State covrts. Requirs States to recognizs and enforse interstute orders; States

m;nuad © em“m put-of-State Gniform wage withholding orders.

Roqm mwmm registrizg of child support orders. Modify W4 1o include staterpent about child
support responsibilities. Crests Nations! Suppert guideliozs Commission (o oversee child suppornt process.
Expand funcrions of parat locator in DHHS. Implemear direct income withholding process, Mandae
repants to credit buresy of all obligations and arrearsgen.  Allow workers conspensation to be subject to
income withholding. Require noncustodial parests dalinquent in thelr payments to enter s work progrea
in which they work to psy off beasfils going Lo vupport their child.  Allow States to essablish procedures
under which lisng can ba imposed ugniast Iotiery winanings and other awards,

C. Assured Minimum Benefits

1. Curyent Law:
Nons. The New York CAP program guarantees a minimum bepefit to fusoilies with support orders,
Virginia will be implamsating & dammlm which features an assumnce function.
2. Administration Proposa):
Congress would suthonze up W ,B" domonstrations Lo test State child suppost sssutancs programs.
Demonstrations wopkd lsst 7 years xod would be funded at 90 percent FFP. .
3. Houge Republicun Play:

1. Quuent Law:
Non~custodial perents have a very limited role in the current welfars systom. The FSA of 1988 includes
& provigion for up t0 5 States to provide services under the JOBS progmm, to non-custodial parenis who
are unemplayed sud uosble 1o west their child support obligations, Project Fair Sham opcraw the demo
programs which try to involve uuu»-cu.stodul parents in Iheu childrea’s lives.

2. Adminigtration Procossl:
Creato & system with pagallel cxpwmwns for custodial :md noncastodial pareats. Reserve s portion of
JOBS and WORK Riading for ponsustodial parent of AFDC recipient children who are wacmployed or
uader smployed and cannot pay child suppent. State option for mandstory work progrems for soacustodial
parents, Make prants svailable to States for programs which foster acosss and visiation by botk parents
through tediastion, sounseling, schication and visitation enforcement and monitoring.
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Nwmw&dmummthae@wﬁwtafmmz months of srrearage, unless subject to & court
spproved repeyment plan, will be notified they must pay child support and are subjecz o fines and ofber
penaltive, If there is no yesponsa withis 30 days, the State will ssek a coust order requiring the
noncustodind pareal to participate in job search aud if the arvearsge bas pot docrewsed within 38 days sfler
the order iv eutered, the noncustodial parent must participsts in & wink program for 35 or more howry a

y Stma 5 offm positive patemity establishment/parenting social servives for new fudhers, Allocals

0 of ths Work First funds to States fo create progrems for malo nonwoustodial parents; Require
isl parents definquent in their peymenty (o snter & work program in which they work 1o pay off
bensbiz going to suppent their child,

YiI. PROMOTE PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
A. Minor Mothers

L Curmnt Lass
Perenitted to collect AFDC a8 sepaeatz filing unit. Stais ophion to require minor mothers do resids in their
quhom,(‘.’?‘ DE, MN, M1, W, Mmkzw,vmnhhadsé&agbymmq

"Qj" g 4

Sr.am m dwy AF’DC W parents uader 18 years old, uzless they pass & Stato law waiving this rule,
Mmar mm see raquired to five at home,

z:pma 0 dcny AFDC to minor pareats (Medisaid eligibility wonld continue). Minor custodial parents
mmawhveammuhommm:mwmmwwnmmmm
elzgxbeizzy States mzsz use pavings from these provisions to fund group homes, sdoption sssistance and

w ;”f’ in z shold with mpqwh;ﬁ adgil,

B. Targeting Teexss

Pmmeahmmdmmemtmdim:wmzo All custodial pareats usder 20 whohzém
complated high schoot or the equivalent weuld be required to perticipate in ths JOBS program {ss soan as
the child reached 32 woeks of age), with education as the presumed activity, Staie option for uceatives
© pzmcupm n edmaaml aud parenting activities,

sAnctions o minor pareats who do not attand schoo! themselves or whose children do
Bot attead school.  State opticn 10 reqiirs pareals to participate in parenting and money mapagetnont

Pmts u:xdw 20 who do not have a high school diploms or GED must remain in school and recsive &
bonus of 25 % per month if those requirements srs mot and 25% penalty if they are oot et Teen parcats
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raquired 10 take parenting classes.

Na:zmzt&my:wmmwy,ﬁwme&&mmiwmmdhmm
participata in JOBS from moment preguascy or patermity is estadlished. Requise special case mansgement
and special services including farafly planning. Increase Title X Fawily Plaaniog Punding. Strengthen
AFDIC Family Plaaning Requirement. Allow States to utilize older welfars mothers to mentor at-risk
school-ago parents as purt of thelr community service sasignment.  Comprehensive teighborhood-based
dpmonsmtim gmm with strong svalustion component.

I'm addmnnal pmmns

Sme uptim to raqm parents to participate in parenting and money mantgesoent classes; requires Sulas
{unless they pass Jaws exempting themselves) 1o reward or sanchion familics $50 2 month based oo
complinnes with imzamization snd health chack requirements for pmschwlers Raxquires States to conduct
edusation xed outreach services related 10 preventive health and immunizations for preschool childres.
R@qm thc Sxmgm Gensral 1o itsus neommandations on immunizations periodically.

| Ra:wyz o teach that teenags parents are at high risk for welfare dcpemdency, States should
easure that poople have sccess 10 family planning and comprebensive services,

D. Family Cap

1. Curregt Law:
AI’i)C beueﬁismwhwnddmcnﬂcwduhom Stats waivers W cap beasfits exist in: NI, GA, VA.

States will havc aptinntnkeep AFDC beusfits constant when s child is conceived while the pareal is on
wﬂﬁxammwmmm:mumfum!yﬂmgmmmmdméoaziﬂszmzhefancwwg
permit the family to camm more or recsive more in child support; permit workiog recipients to disrogard
ahsghaamcmof eamings equal to the benefitz they wordd have gonan for saa sdditional child,

§ are m m;mwd to pay an additioaal beacfit for a ¢hild born 10 months after the daze of application
for AFRC, Soms excepltions apply for families which Jeave AFDIC dus ta employment bt returm.  States
my »&mp% &smelvas by passing 4 Stats law walving Faderal mquirements.

mqnirvd 1o pay an additions] herefit o 10 mooths after the dais of application for AFDE.
m Wm apply for famitics which leave APRC dus o employment but retum.

m& wppim inoreases in AFDC funding to mothers who bave sdditional children while recsiving
benofits. State may opt of this requirement vnder Siate plan,

VYHIL mm WORK PAY *
A. Child - Core

1. Surrent Law:
There wo 8 nwmber of entitlement progrms, zl! with different eligibility rulss. Some pwg:am nslude:
1) Titde IV-A provides child care to APDC recipients, It is an apen ended federsl eatitioment based on
FMAP with a State match requirsment; 2) Entitlement for one year of transitional ¢hild care for poople
who have 1ot AFDC in the last year and funding is based on FMAP rate with a State match eequirement;
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3) At-Risk program capped st $300 million p. year for those the State desermines to be st-risk of AFDC
réceipt, and matched by States at FMAP rute; 4) Child Cars Developouent Block Grants pay for many
wmmcludmgchﬂdcmmdmmwﬂ%&mﬁﬁmmm No State match,

B Eu.&'m trmxt:oml child care, make child cars mhs&ém svatiabie o low-income families to enable them
to renmn off of we!farc

snppan mw child care bencfits i current law., Make Dependant Care Tax Credit refundsble:
Expand JV-A catitlement program for cash assistance to recipieats, IV-A funding will bave federal
State match. Expand At-Risk Child Care Program to $2 billion by FY 2001. Changs sligibility for
Transitional Child Care from § 10 2 years. Require automatic potification of aligibility for Transitional
Child Care W AFDC recipicnts who find work.  Support expunsion of Head Start; Create jobs in child care
fiold for rocipients.

B. Earned Income Tax Cendit

1. Suprent Law:
Whmﬁdlyimplnmntadmmcwuhaut&eeﬁmxcfm%gaﬁzswtmwpnymdy5600
per hour for a pareat with two or more childres; The maxium besefit for » family of four with full<ims
minimusm wags earmings is §3, S?O.Rmaedm?ayfcﬂb&wwwafxmwfamﬁyofmw
16%; The five-year cost of the expansion i §20.8 billion, with $7.0 billion spent in FY 1998; Currently
thaBI’l‘Cwndsmbewzvaﬁmahmpmam&daf&cywmmgwfmmnngadxffm
dxstnbunm sdmdu!a ir &ifficult,

teat ﬁw EZ‘I‘C exa be delivered oo & mgzﬁar sdvapce-paymant basis throughout the year
Provisions uader dwﬂcpmz whick would allow States 1o distribute advance payrwats of EITC through
Sw wesiﬁm :gwm

mm‘zm recipients be potified, in writing, of availability of EITC. Require that employers
inform new cmployees of option of having advance EITC payments through their payroll, EITC payments
bé exzupt from counting against food stamp and AFDC asset limits for twelve months,

€. Wark Should Puy Better Than Welfare

1. Qurrent Law:.
Qurrent eamed incame disregard policy is to exclude $50 of work expenses snd s additicoal $30 spd 13
(for 12 months) froms carged inconne i determining benefit amounts,  Additional swms sbove that amount
reduce benefits dollar for dollas. Recipients who leave AFDC dus to cwrnings are eligible for 1 yeay of
muom} m«!waad

chmmmmtmméxmm pokcyanéms:mimqmm&mwﬁamgminmmt
meinimun of $120 in earvings, indexed for inflation iz rounded incouments of $10. Stites will havo the
option (o establich their own disregard policies on income sbove this amount. Additionally, States will
hsva wmplew ﬁmbihzy i establishing fill-the-gap pok::m.

" States have complets ﬁzxszix:y 0 modify the cusrent 30 &nd 173 igtome deductioa rule, up 10 the first $200
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1
H
i
H

::;mad iummplmimthnmmmgamm

States must !,ibm.!m the carnedsinoonee disregard bar must stay within guideline of enacting AFDC
mmbkmmwt&awdingwh:mby maximwm monthly disregand is $223 i addition to 143 of

sll repuining camed income and the minimum ix & monttdy disregaed of $120. Ipcrsase ‘transitionat

madacﬁdmmw pess besith care reform. Siale option 1o waive the 100 hour sule for two parent

D. Cbamimtasamﬁkmmmnm ‘ ‘

1. Curregi Law:

Under current AFDC Iaw, spplicants and recipients are eligible for benefits if their sxsets do not exoeed
1,000 {or lonver at State option), with few exclusions. In the Food Stamp program, the resourcs Limit is
$2,000 ($3.008 for houszholds with a person sged 60 or older).  Additiopaily, the current A¥DC
sutamobile exclusion is sst by regulation ot $1.500 squity value {or x lower limit set by the State) in one
vebicle with any excess squity valus counted toward the 33,000 AFDC resource limit. The Food Stamp
Act provides for the total exclusion of vehicles that are ased over 50 percent of the time for income-
producing purposss; annually producing income congistent with their FMV; nocessary for Jong distance
travel for work (other than daily commute); used s the bousehold’s bome; or needed to transport a
physically dizsabled housebold member, For the following vehicles, the amount of the FMV over $4,500
is counted as & resource: sus per household {regardiess of use}; and vehicles usad for work, teining or
sducation o prepare for work in socordance with food stamp employment and training saquirements. For
ailolhet wém:‘ia, theFMVwez%,SaO or the squity value, whichever iz more, is counted as s resource.

" icrease the AFDC resoros limit 1o $2,000 (or $3,000 for » household with a member age 60 of ovér)
% conform to the Food Stamp resource Hmit, Implement individusl Development Accounts which will
a?iow mx;nmts % save up to $10,000 is sccounts to be used for specific purposas,

.. mvohmic sssat threshold to 35,000 following food stamp language in OBRA 1993, Tucrease non-
vehitle asset thrshold for either AFDC o7 food stamps, of increase non-vehicle ssset level up 1o $10,000
for specific use in setting Uy & microenterprise, purchasing s car, home, of for higher education.

IX. IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE

A. &mpli!‘icnﬁou #nd Coordination Across Programs

{nciuéasmy tmhmmi provisions which szmpizfy, coordinsie, or sonform program rules amopg the AFDC
nmi Food Sn.mp pmgrzm Clicat protections 1ad State flaxibility would be retxined upd/or snhsnced,

waiver roquest Board that would sssist States a.ad other eutilics in applying for
umwm and implemsnt & 5 year Wwver process, Enticies must establish 2 public-private porinership
mnnnm t0 sdvise thew on the plan. Applications not acted upon within 90 days would be automatically

{

$
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approved. Waiver autherity is exteoded to progrums that provide cash assistance, education, emplayment
training, health, housing, nutrition or social services.
5. Mainstream Forum:
‘ ty specific p stommphfythupplmtmpmccssfm AFDC and Food Stampsandmnvem
Mm progmms. Simplify the waiver procsse snd spcoumge Statn demonsiration
projects and make it essicr for States to continus suscessful projects on & permancat basis. Decisions on
waivers aball not sxcoed 90 days.

AFZ)QUvam families fn which both psrents are living {s (s bousehold and principal camer is
soemployed. Az of 9/93 the numbes of AFDC-UP cases was 355,000; Two-parent families are ineligible
if the primary wage earnsr works more than 100 houss per month, or if neither parent has been employed
in six of the previcus thirteen quartars. Seven States have recsived walvers of tho 100-kour nule: CA, IL,
1A, M1, UT, VT, WI; About half of tha States have taken the option to provide enly $ix mouths of benefiis
wymmmpaszam}m

x AN

S&:&ﬁ&%&iw femove of amend special eligibility requirerents for two-parent families (spplicants
m&!&r mp&m&s} wuch sy the 100 hour nule and the quarters of work rule.

mpmmmdmﬂiaw.iLPDCmpwnm who marry someons who is not a parent of their child who
subsacpiently become ineligible for AFDC to keep up to 50 percent of their current bensfit if the totl
ﬁmﬂyi&wmdmmamwd 150 percent of poverty.

Mmmanowmc reciplents who miarey somaose who is ot 3 parent of their child who
subsequently become ineligible for AFDC o keep up to 50 percent of thaix current benofit if e total

family income does not axcesd 150 percent of poverty. Requires at least one parent iy UP families w
icipate in the work as soon a8 the family comes au the roils, Statss havs the optian to require

tho other parent to be in either the transition wwork;:wgm Parents under age 25 who have oot
wmplm hngh schml can bt! mqmmd to participais in aducstion sctivitiss, CWEP partisipation mtes for

._._A'A.‘" M
Elimineta 1mmmmd&mmnﬁbmﬁzmpzmwfwmwmam Eliminate
mqumcfwwmmmmmc-ﬁ?ﬁgmm&&wsz{bﬁhWMﬁmm
of 20. .

€. Wastci Froud, Abuse

BT

axs :am&»mmd to conduct demonstrations on EBT. Within § years & report must be written for
Congress shout the study. Appoint s sommission to determine cost and feasibility of ereating su inter-State
ymm of socatl Seaum)' nuinbers of all welfure participants for purposes of identifying Food,

Floquiree States ta extablish fraud coutrl uaits [Persons found guilty of fraud skall immedinialy become & 06
permsneatly ipeligible for AFDC bmafi‘;g HHS is avthorized to conduct demonzirstions op EBT. Within
§ years & report must be written for Congrass sbout the atudy.  Appoint a conunission w determine coet
and feaxibility of cresting an inter-State system of Social Security numbars of afl waifare participants for
pm'pom of idsatifying frand.
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COMPARISON UF WELFARE REFOXN PROVISIONS « tontinued

Increase feden!mmmumwwmaa Require (b Secretary to conduct & stady on the Feasibility of
a.!amperpumfsoculmmym Propssals for eliminating fraud snd abuse in the SSI program.

D. Perforsnance Standards and Evaluation

1. Current Law: '
The Family Support Act roquired that the Secretary, in sonsultation with approprists parties, dovelop =
pr.rfomanee stasdards system proposal for Congressional considerstion. The FSA also raquirsd various
mdm and nepom m datermine the effectivenecss of tha JOBS program.

An mmme 'mscd performance measurernent program will be implemented over time @ moaitor $tate
pmfcm on all sspects of the revised teassitional sasistance program, including client cuteomss,
provisions of services, aud e percent of meipients who reach the time-limit. Punding incentives and
penaltice will be linked to ouwomes. Two pervent of wial spaual capped eatitdlament funding for JOBS,
WOR& ;m's chaixi oaro 1o be spent on resassch, demonsirations, evalustion, and technical 2ssistance.

Raqumfiasta{wé:emkWWmemafﬁmmaﬂmngpmmmcxinN
AFPDC, welfars expenditure, wags ratss, smployment histories, end repeat spells oa AFDC. Fuadiag for
IQBSW&MMM&?F?Q?%%#;SMa&;&:&M:hsraqmre&pammpmmm

Mm%&m&%%wmwmg the impact of &ducstion and training programs for

AFDC&@I:&, At feust ome aite must uss madom assigrment (o compare a contrul group with & group

that participates in education and training snd another group that receives job search and & wosk program.
§. Mainstream Forun:

Consider focusing primerily on reaching selfsufficiency as the standard for accountability to deicrmine the

soccoss of programs,  For-profit and notweprofit plecement corpanies will be swarded performusnce-based

coatracts 1o place mxipients in fll-time jobs,

X. PHASE-IN

1. Qurrent Jaw:
Nc:t npphcablo

Phcpls bom cnx nr aﬁ#r Tasuary 1, 1972, beginning in 1997 will be subject to the time-limit proavisions.
States wnuld have the option to define the phase-in group mors broadly, provided it included at feast the

described abave. Other tachnical changes will be effective immediately. Other time-frames for
effwm: dazes ¢f chmwm vary.

New pmgmx m with spplicants in 1994. Work obligation itnposed beginning with the new spplicants
i ‘1996 Ram’ 3&% in"96, 40% in '97, 50% in "9E, By 200".} rate would be 90%.

" The phaserin rate “would be 20% by FY9S usd would remain at thet rate for families currently receiving
beneSn, Sy FY48, 50% of new applicanis who anter the system in tha penod of FYS4-FY98 would be
phasa&m B}' FYUL, 90% of all new spplicants would ba phased-in to the pew system.

m-m:;{mmzwéé‘acxmmZé??%&xﬁpecp!ebcmmfa&ulm1 1972, Every vear the
&r&damfatphmwﬁifxﬁmaym Ox Japuary 1, 2998,$umwozﬂéhcmqmmdwphasc~maﬁ
peopls bom onafter Janusry 1, 1971, sod o on for each succeasive yesr uotil the adtire caseload is
phusedsin. Thoss bom before 1972 who are currently sarcllied in JOBS will rexnain in the restructured
systom and be subjoct o the tires limit, As this group leaves the systeny, States are required to inclode up
1 20 percent of the caseload bar belfore 1572, with an empbasis on those at-risk defise sk thoss who hava
been on AFDC 35 months or more and those with the voungest shild 16 or oldor. States would bave the
option of mguiriag poopls bom in carfier vears to be part of the phased-in grovp wwsh soonsr.

1
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COMPARISON OF WELPARE REFORM PROVISIONS — continued

Xl, MISCELLANEQOUS PROVISIONS
A, Sﬁasta;rm Abhuse Provisions

&ammuzs&fwtﬁcmC?wm Under 1OBS, States muy expend resouress 0 pay for
apportive servives {J.e., treatment prograsns} hat participants do not count towsrds  Siate’s JOBS
pRrticipation vate.  Additicoslly, Smuss could determine that substance sbusses are incapacitsted und
m&’m I ()38 excmpz.

3 At 8&&0}!&% pamcxpaﬁan io substasee abuse programs is required activity under pmJOBS (ss.ncncns
m b\s &p’pll&d if appropriate) but time lmit does not apply.
; " an Pl

M Stmsoptlon. pamg:ps.nts io treatment programs can be exempted from JORS for wp w0 12 mesths,
Rm:pamtuof&ﬁ can be testad for dmg use which would result in a loss of S81 chigihility,

ﬁm;uuwﬁmawmawmwmwmmmwka&zmm@gﬁmmm
purticipate in trestmeal. If they do not participste salisfactoniy, they will be denied benefits for 2 years,
Bit remmain eligible for Modicsid, Random drug tests shall be made of drug and aleoho] addicts op S5,
m& mmmmﬁkgﬁ 6@«&&&&&&2%%&33&&% ineligible.

" Sibstsmon abuss treatment will be required in sddition to work/education/training as sppropriate.

B. Rﬁm}d Eligibility for Enmigrants

) Ehgibllny rules vary greatly across various assistance programs depending on the invaigration statos of sa
mdmdual Lugal alums are gezerally eligible for mmm programs.

mid 6o longer be oligible for welfare besefits (sxcluding those over 75). Those
c:mwiy mvmg welfurs wonid retain elipibility for | year. Refugees assistance would be time-Hmited,

I mopthe, INS uaquzwi to treal such TN EFARY SPIBTE Rarges.  Exteads curvent doctBig ™
period uetl] citizship. Requires Stats agencies to report the names of :]Iegal alien parents of citizen
children to the INS. &
T

Bnd wﬂfmfor noncitizens except for smargency medical services. Cut SSI, medicaid, food stamps snd
AFDC benefits. Legal 1mgm;s wﬂl be allowed a2 year gracs pericd before being subject to suts.
Rafugees are exstpt,’

C. I-'inam:u

Federal financial panticipation in the AFDC program is $0% for sdministeative costs (higher for some
costa, such 25 up 1o 0% for development of sulomated systeins), and is based on the FMAP for benefits
{eversging roughly S5% of all benefitcosts). The FFP for JORS is a capped eatitfement of $1 billion with
vmm rutes vary;azg with the State activitics; targel groups scrved, or administrative cosis.

Ppoaaj w&wulcpmt.

b

T
i

] : * . .
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_E CONPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM PROVISIONS — continued

A:n amnual ca;:- is plaoad on spending for entitlement programs inclhuding AFDC, 85, pubhc hmmg and
section 8 housing, and food stamps. The cap is set ut 2% plus inflation. Ths increase in program costs
are financed by changes in other meansdested progrums which result & savings. All sutritional assistance
F’W are wmbma& ino s single capped biock grant,

321 3&ﬁmmwaﬁ%ym§ymiamﬁmmpmwm&m $1.5 billion saved
over Bive yesrs by capping the BEmerpency Assistunce Program. $1.3 billion saved over five years wath
the mmofmtlbcnzﬁts  iliegal slicns. $70¢ millico sxved over five years with the elimination
of the Dependent Care Tax Credit for fumilies samning over $120, 000 a year, $1.6 billion saved over five
years through increased paternity cotablishment and now child support awsnds which wonld thareby reduce
AFDC caseloads. $380 million saved over five years through modification of Family Day Care Homes
component of child care food program. Also, State offscts for additionsl costs that may result from
program: $15 billion over five years available to States through 8 shift oo point of collection of State mail
order tax from the State to catalogue companies; §1 billion from shbove finsncing provisions will be st
asido for States o defer additional costs thas they may incur as & mesult of suts to inunigrants and other

provisions in the propossl.

May 24, 1994 15 For INTERNAL Usk ONLY


http:earni.ng
http:fa.mi.I.iM

J census.wpd

Fage 1

L
v

A

[
s

KEY FACTS on CENSUS INCOME AND POVERTY REPORT
' September 24, 1398 '

TODAY, THE CENSUS BUREAU RELEASED THEIR ANNUAL REPORT ON INCOME
AND POVERTY IN AMERICA FOR 1997, HERE ABE SOME OF THE RESULTS:

Broad-Based income Gaing:

-

Typical Household Income Up 1.9 Percent in 1997. Income for the median
household rose $699, from 336,306 in 1996 to $37,005 in 1897, adjusted
for inflation.

Typical Family Income Up $3,517 Since 1993, Another measure of income
- family income, which excludes single individuals and counts only related
members in any household - shows a similar trend. Last year, the median
family’s income, adjusted for inflation, increased 3.0 percent {or $1,287} --
the fourth consecutive annual rise. Since President Clinton’s Economic Plan
passed in 1993, median family ingcome has increased from $41,081 in 1893
to $44,568 in 1987 -~ that's a $3,517 increase in income, adjusted for
inflation. From 1988 to 1992, median family income fefl $1,835, adjusted
for inflation.

Under President Clinton, The Typical African-American Housebold's Income
Is Up $3.354, The median incoms of African-American households rose 4.3
percent {or $1,029} last year. And ginge 1883, the median income of
African-American households has increased from $21,898 to 825,050 -
that's $3,354 or a 15-percent incraeass, adjusted tor inflation, between 1993
and 1997,

income of Typical Hisganic Household Up 32,553 in Past Two Years, In
1357, the income of the maedian Hispanic household, adjusted for inflation,
increased from $25,477 in 1996 to $26,828 in 1887 - that's an increase of
$1,151 or 4,5 percent, Over the past two years, the income of the typical
Hispanic household has risen $§2,853 -« or nearly 11 percent -- the largest
two-year increase in Hispanic ingome on record,

After Rising Sharply for 20 Years, Ingquality Has Stabilized. After rising for
nearly 20 years, income insquality has not changed significantly over the
past four years. Since 19983, every income group - fram the most well-off
to the poorest - experienced a real increase in thelr income.

Eamnings for Typical Workers Up. Last year, the eamnings of the median
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full-time, year-round male rose 2.4 percent, from $32,882 in 1996 to
$33,674 in 1997 and the earnings of the median full-time, year-round female
rose 3.0 percent, from $24,254 in 1996 to $24,973 in 1997. This means
that the female-to-male ratio remained at 74 percent -- its all-time high.

Reductions in Poverty:

Poverty Rate Fell To 13.3 Percent in 1987 -- Down from 15.1 Percent in
1993. In 1997, the poverty rate dropped to 13.3 percent from 13.7 percent
the year before. ,Since President Clinton signed his Economic Plan into law,
the poverty rate has declined fromjj_..1-percentinJ_&9_3 to 13.3 percent last
year. That means that there azﬁ.? million-fewsrpeople in poverty today
than in 1993, (In 1997, the povert eshold was $16,400 for a family of

four.) '

The African-American Poverty Rate Down To Its Lowest Level on Record.
While the African-American poverty rate is still far above the poverty rate for
whites, it declined from 28.4 percent in 1996 to 26.5 percent in 1297 --
that's its lowest level recorded since data were first collected in 1959.

Since 1993, the African-American poverty rate has dropped from 33.1
percent to 26.5 percent -- that's the largest four-year drop in
African-American poverty in more than a quarter century (1967-1971}.

Last Year, Largest Hispanic Poverty Drop In Two Decades. Last year, the

3 . -‘-'"_--—-_
Hispanic poverty rate dropped from 29.4 percent to 27.1 percent -- that's
the largest one-year drop in Hispanic poverty since 1978. While there is still

more work to do, since President Clinton took office, Hispanic poverty has
dropped from 30.6 percent to 27.1 percent.

Under President Clinton, Largest Four-Year Drop in Child Poverty Since
1960s. While the child poverty rate remains high, in 1997, it declined from
20.5 percent to 19.9 percent. Under President Clinton, the child poverty
rate has declined from 22.7 percent to 19.9 percent -- that’'s the biggest
four-year drop in nearly 30 years {1965-1969},

Elderly Poverty Rate As Low As It's Ever Been. In 1937, the elderly poverty
rate dropped to 10.5 percent, from 10.8 percent in 1996. The elderly
poverty rate is now as low as it's ever been -- it was also 10.5 percent in
1995.

Child Poverty Among African-Americans Down To Lowest Level on Record.
In 1997, the Affican-American child poverty rate fell from 39.9 pércent to

37.2 percent -- its lowest level on record {data collected since 1959). Since
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1993, the child poverty rate among African-Americans has dropped from
46.1 percent to 37.2 percent -- that's the biggest four-year drop on record.

. Higspanic Child Poverty Dropped More Last Year Than_Any Year on Record.
In 1997, the Hispanic child poverty rate dropped from 40.3 percent to 36.8
percent -- that's the largest one-year drop on record (data collected since
1976). Since 1993, the child poverty rate among Hispanics has declined
from 40.9 percent to 36.8 percent.

. 4.3 Million People Lifted Out of Poverty By EITC -- Double The Number in
1993, Tn 1993, President Clinton expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit,
providing a tax cut for low-income working families. In 1997, the EITC lifted
4.3 million people out of poverty -- that’s double the number of people lifted
out of poverty by the EITC in 1993. In 1997, the EITC lifted 2.2 million
children, 1.1 million African-Americans, and nearly 1.2 million Hispanics out

of poverty.




June 16, 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR EGP PRINCIPAL’S MEETING
FROM: _ lncomie and Poventy Measurement Working Group
SUBJECT:  Meeting on Income and Poverty Measures

This memorandum outlines a series of policy issues celated to revising the Government's income
and poverty measures that will be discussed at the Principal's megting. The attached background
pitper discusses the more technical issues associuted with revising these measures. An appendix
sets forth verv preliminary information concerning the scope of asseciated programmatic and
budgetary effects.

Action Forcing Event and Purpose of the Meeting

in carly 1999, the Census Buresa will publish alternative measures of poverty based on the
proposals containgd in the 1993 National Rescarch Council (NRC) report, Measuring Poverty: A
New Approach. Because OMB is the statutory arbiter of the “official” poverty measurement
methodology, the Census Bureau has asked for advice on the proposed alternative measures to be
published. In turn, OMB has sought advice from relevant EOP units. It 13 important 1o
emphasize that we are only advising the Burean of the Census. As is always the case, statistical
agencies determine what will be published in order 10 preserve the fact and perception of the
integrity of Federal statistics.

There are four questions to be discussed by the Principals: 1) At what pace should the

Administration proceed toward the adoption of a new official measure of poverty? 2) Sheuld the

Administration imtially highlight a preferred option or a range of uliernatives? 33 Should the

new measure be benchmarked to the most currert poverty rate? and 4) I highlighting a preferred

epzion is zewmimrz{icd wiazzt are Iizc com ;}onmzs of that preferred option? 1 considering these
ibice ; at this time, we d{} pot iaave definitive

Background and Implications of the New Poverty Measure

The current official poverly measure dotes back 1o the 1960s. And, nlthough this measure has
been an important contributor 1o public debate and policymaking, the NRC report reflects o
broad consensus that %I% measure is out-ofidate and in need of revision.

Poverty measurement involves two concepts: {1} a definition of family resources, and {2} a
“threshold” against which resources are compared to determine if a family s poor.  Chunges in
these two concepts will have a direct impact on statistics used by the public for informational and
analytical purposes. Changes will likely have an effcet on both Federul program budgets und
participant eligibility,



Aot}

As discussed i the technical background paper, the NRC panel cautioned that setting the tevel
below which a family is considered poor is more of an art than a science. The panel therefore
suggested a range of alternatives and left it to policymakers to determine the most appropriate
levels., For instance, the NRC report shows the implications of their recommendutions with and
without benchmarking {i.c., adjusting the new poverty measure 5o that the now aggregate poverty
rate equals the current aggregate poverty rate). Howover, the NRC does recommend a specific
caleulation of the poverty thresholds that would increase the poverty rates of all groups. For
example, as shown in Table 1, in 1996 the poverty fevel was 13.7% using the current measure,; it
would increase 10 .1 8.0% using the new measure.

In addition, regardless of what happens to the level of poverty, the aliernative measure
recommended by the NRC would substantially alter the demographic composition of the poor.
For example, as shown in Table 2, the NRC measure nearly doubles the poverty rale among the
elderly (from 10.8% to 20.4%), raising the rate to nearly that of children, Qther groups with
relatively large increases arc Whites and Hispanics, and marvied couples.

Issues for Consideration

The most important issuc to be decided is whether the Administration should attempt to adopt a
new official measure of poverty before the end of the second term, The advantage of acting
during this Administration is that the sccond term of an Administration with a strong cconomy is
an opportune titme to make such a change. Also, the NRC made itg recommendation three years
ago and some might question our delay in implemenistion. In addition, adopting a new poverty
measure will allow the Administration to demonstrate the effecis of some of its most important
policy changes for low-income families, e.g., any new measure will reflect the expansion of the
EITC and the expansions of Medicaid {or low-income families. The current official poverty
measure s unaffected by these changes,

On the other hand, by proceeding more defiberately, we would allow the community of users of
poverty statistics to develop a better undderstanding of the pros and cons, both analytical and
programmatic, of the various alternative measures. By moving more deliberately, we may also
decrease the change of a potitical backlush and of Congressional intervention. In addition, while
most of the data needed to implement an NRC-like measure currently exist, there are sigmficant
data improvements that could be developed over the next few vears. A more deliberate process
would allow more time for these data to be developed. Finally, sclecting a preferred alterative
measure and analyzing jts programmatic and budgetary impacts is likely to be an iterative
process that may take some time. >
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The Census Bureau plans to publish a smali number of policy relevant variations. {There will be
extensive appendices in this report 1hat will present a wide variety of poverty definitions, to help

demonstrate the statistical and analytical properties of the poverty measure recommended by the
NRC)

The Administration needs to determine whether it will recommend that the Census Bureau
highlight a single alternative poverty measure or present several equally in its forthcoming
report. The advantages of highlighting a single alternative measure are that it may be less
confusing than publishing multiple alternatives, and if the Administration’s choice is well-
received, it may be easier for it to be adopted as the official poverty measure. In contrast,
publishing a range of alternatives has muny of the same advantages of proceeding delibermely in
the adoption of g new official measure of poverty. For example, this approach would allow us
more time to understand fully the analyiical, programmatic, and budgetary implications of the
alternative measures; would preserve the Administration’s options to consider this issue further;
and, because the Administration may be less likely to be viewed as prejudging the outcome, may
he less likely to lead to Congressional intervention.

(l"hls 15 issue rmmbcr fin iiw %az.%mzw %}aakgﬁmzzzzé pd{;t:r}

Currently the Census Bureau plaps to benchmark the alteraative measures to the old poverty rate
in the current year (so that the number of people classificd as poor would remain the same,
although the distribution of who is poor would changel. Aliernatively, it could publish most new
measures without benchmarking, which would result in a higher poverty raie {(e.g., 18.0% rather
than 13.7% in 1996). The Administration must decide whether to recommend that Census
primarily present benchmarked or nonbenchmarked aiternative measures,

Some argue that benchmarking to the current poverty rate would diminish criticisms that the
change is motivated by an effort to increase the estimated numiber of people liviog in poverty,
and would also focus attention on the distribution of who s poor, rather than on how many
people are poor. Others argue that because benchmarking to the current poverty rate does not
follow the NRC recommendation {which would result in & higher poverty rate}, it would be
viewed as an effort to reduce artificially the estimated size of the poor population. While under
either of these alternatives the composition of the poor will be altered, benchmarking highlights
the changes. (These are more obvious under benchmarking than under the NRC alternative
because the allernative raises the poverty rates for everyone) For example, sven though the
relative propoaion of poor who are Black declines under both alternatives {not shown in Table
2}, the estimated Black poverty rate falls with benchmarking but rises with the NRC measure.
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fssues relating to the choice of components are discussed in the technical background paper.
They include: how the poverty rate should be updated over time; whether the poverty thresholds
should be adjusted for geographic variation in the cost of living; and how to account for medical
care expenditures. Of these, how to adjust for medical expenditures is the most controversial, At
this time, the Census Bureau is prepared to account for differences in medical out-of-pocket
{MOQOP) expenditures among households in the way recommended by the NRC, namely,
subiracting them from income before a family’s poverty status is caleulated. However, there 18
alse interest in having an average amount of such medical expendilures added to the poverty

thresholds. (Which of these methodologies should be used is a technical choice best left to
Census.)
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Poverty Rates
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996

Thresholds for 2 adults
and 2 children (in dollars)
1991 '
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996

Official
measure

14.2
14.8
15.1
14.6
13.8
13.7

13,812

14,228 -

14,654
15,029
15,455
15,911

Benchmarked
to 1996

14.5
15.3
15.7
14.7
13.8
13.7

11,891
12,249
12,616
12,938
13,305
13,698

NRC
Experimental

[8.9
19.6

202

19.0
18.2
18.0

13,891
14,309
14,738
15,115
15,543
16,002



Al persons

Children :
Neonelderly adults
Elderly

White
Biack
Hispanic origin

One oF more workers

- Persons in family of type:
Married couple

Female hmzschoidf:{

Geopraphic regions:
Northeast
Midwest
South
West

Metropolitan/Central City
Not Central City
Nonmetropolitan

Offtcial.
measure

13,9
20.3
11.4
10,8
1.2
28.4
294

2.3

69
358

12.7

107

15.1.
5.4

19.6
9.4
15.9

Benchmarked
10 1996

4.3
133
142
16.1

19.2
10.6
13.5

NRC
Experimental

18.0

238
15.0
204,

15.6
32.0
317

136

1l
40.4

12.8
13.8
18.3
210

24,7
14.1
12.5



TECHNICAL BACKGROUND ON INCOME AND POVERTY MEASURES
The Current Poverty Measure

The methodology by which current poverty thresholds are determined was developed in the cardy
19608 by Mollie Orshansky, 8 staff coononiist at the Social Securnity Administration, She
developed a set of poverty thresholds that vary with the number of adulis, the number of ,
children, and the age of the fumily head. These thresholds represent the cost'of a minimum dict
multiplied by 3 to allow for nonfood expenditures. The multiplier of 3 was chosen because the
average family in 1935 spent one-third of its after-tax income on food. Since the late 1960s, the
thresholds have been updated annually with the CPl o adjust for price inflaiton. Thus, the
definttion of poverty has remained virtually unchanged for 35 years, despite substantial ¢hanges
in family behavior and government policy.

The NRC panel identified several weaknesses i the current poverly measure:

. The current poveriy measure takes no account of changes in taxes {e.g., the expansion of
the EITC) or in-kind bengtits {e.g., Food Stamps). L

. The current measure does not distinguish between the needs of working and nonworking
families. In particular, it does not reflect the cost of child care and other work expenscs
for working low-income families.

. The current poverty measure takes no explicit account of medical care costs, which vary
significantly across familics and have increased substaniially since the current poverty
measure was developed.

The NRC Recommendations

To understand the NRC panel’s recommended revisions, one must understand the basics of
determining poverty. A family 15 considered poor if its resources fall below o predetermined
poverty line orihreshold, Therefore, one must develop a methodology for estimating family
resourses and for defining the threshold resource level below which a family is considered poor.

Under the current poverty coloulation, the definition of faumily resources is cash income. The
NRC recammendations would estimate family resources os

Family resources = Cush income + Near-money in-kind beneflits - Taxes - Child care
costs - Work expenses - Chuld support payments - Out of pocket
medical care expenditures (inchuding heaith insurance premivms)

The rationale for subtracting taxes, work, and medical expenses from family resources is that
these expenditures are typically not discretionary and reduce the family income available o



achieve a basic guality of life.

There is near consensus among researchers that adjusting for near-money in-kind benefits
{primarily Food Stamps and housing subsidies) and taxes would be an improvement in how
poverty is measured. There is slightly less agreement on whether child care costs, work
expenses, and child support payments should also be deducted because an unknown proportion
of these expenses s likely diseretionary. (The NRC proposes to cap the amount of child care and
work expenses that can be subtracted 1o deal with (his problem.) As discussed below, the
adiustment for out-al-pocket medical care expenditures is more controversial,

2. Dcfining g Poverty Threshold

A thresheld must be determined against which o compare a fumnily’s resources. The NRC pane!
recommends basing the threshold on expenditures on “necessities” (food, shelter, and clothing}
plus a little more. Specificatly, the NRC panel recommends selecting the 30th to 35th percentile
in the distribution of annual expenditures on food, shelier, and clotbing among families of four
{two adults and two chiidren}, and then multiplying this expenditure level by between 1.15 and
[.25. Thresholds for other family sizes and types would be determined by an equivalency scale
calculation. .

The NRC recommends adjusting these thresholds 1o take into account geographic vanation in
cost of living, based on differences in housing costs by region and by city size. It also
recommends adjusting the theesholds over time by recaleulating them from expenditure data on
an annual busis,

. TECHNICAL ISSUES

Four technical issues need to be decided in order to select a new measure of poverty. They are:
1) determining the level of the new poverty threshold; 2) updating the thresholds over time; 3}
adjusiing for geographic variation; and 4) accounting for medical care expenditures.

1. Determining the level of the poverty threshold.

The NRC panel acknowledges that the actual tevel at which the poverty threshold (and hence the
final poverty rate) is set is inherently arbitrary and cannot be determined on the basis of purely
statistical judgements. There are two primary options:

A. The NRQ aliernative. As described above, the NRC panel recommends establishing o
threshold based on the 30th-35th percentile in the digtribution of annual expenditures for a family
of four, with 2 small multiplier 1o account for additional small personal expenditures. As shown
in Tables T and 2, column 3, this would raise the 1996 poverty rate from 13.7% 1o 18.0%, and
increase poverty among all subgroups. In addition, {as described further in Option B) this
change would alter the composition of the poverty population by changing the poverty e
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among subgroups,

B. Benchmarking. The NRC panel also considered poverty estimates that benchmark the
alternative poverty rate 1o equal the old poverty rate in a given year. The Census Bureau bas
done a mumber of such benchmarked calculations for 1996, as shown in Tables | and 2, column
2. {The report issued early nest year could benchmark to 1997.) Benchmarking would assure
that the aggregate poverty raie 1s identical for the official and the alternative measure in the
benchmark year. But the distribution of poverty among subgroups within each measure would
differ {(sce Table 2} In general, working families and families with large out-of-pocket medical
expenses would become poorer, and nonworking families with substantial in-kind benefits would -
become less poor. This would hove geographic as well as subgroup poverty rate implications.
Similarly, both historical and future trends would differ. For instance, the benchmarked measure
would be identical to the current rote i 1996 bul higher in 1991, (The faster fall using the
alternative measure is largely due to the expansion iIn the EITC)

Pros of using the NRC measure:

. Incorporates the recommendations of the NRC panel, based on their professional
Judgement from the best available evidence, and therefore provides some Himited political
cover,

. Generates doliar theeshold levels that are quite similar to the current dollpr thresholds

{although the conceptual measures of resources to which the thresholds wonld be
compared are quite different).

Cons of using the NRC Measure:
. Results in a higher poverty rate {although'the trends over time are similar}

Pros of Benchmarking:

. May provide an casier transition to the new methodology because there will not be a
change in the overall level of poverty, Crities, of course, will still charge that this level is
urbitrary.

. Focuses the arguments on the relative distribution of who is poor rather than how many

people are poor.

Cons of Benchmarking:

* Vielates the NRC recommendation that the threshold should be based on the 30th-35th
percentile in the expenditure distribution. In order to benchmark, the threshold falls to
about the 25th percentile of expenditures on food, shelter, and clothing.




2. Updutingh the thresholds over finie

Currently the poverty threshold is updated annually using the CPL-U. This, however, does not
allow for adjustments that reflect changes in underlying consumption patterns that might affect
the revised thresholds. For instance, food prices have decreased relative o other goods over
time, while housing prices bave increased. There are two options:

{A) Beealgulate the thresholds annually as a share of consumption on food, shelter, and ¢lothing,
{This is recommended by the NRC panel}

(B) Update the thresholds on a year-to-year basis using a price index {preferably one based only
on food, shelter and clothing), Implement g regular process (every 5-10 years) of reviewing the
poverty measure and recalculating the thresholds.

Pros of Recaloudating the Threyholds.
* Regular recalculation will allow the poverty thresholds to reflect more accurately changes
i consumption patterns and standards of living.

v Without an expectation that the thresholds will be re-calculaied r%ularlv 11 may be hard
to update them at all,

Cons of Recaleulating the Thresholds:

. Because of swings in the business cycle and the {act that the thresholds are affected by
changes in the distribution of household expenditures, recaiculation could potentially
move the threshold a large amount or in an unexpected direction. This might raise
substantive and political concerns,

Prm aof Updating Using the CPF
Using the NRC methodalogy, the poverty thresholds are somowhat refative (e, they are
affected by changes in the distribution of household exponditures.) As a result, they are a
moving target and do not provide an sbsolute standard of need. A CPI adjusiment would
make it easier to compare poverty from year to vear against g constant standard.

* Because consumption patterns and standards of living change slowldy, it may be better 1o
take them into account penodically rather than annually.

. An update with a CP for necessities only (food, clothing, and shelter) may caplure most
of the relevant changes and would make it easior in the short run to understand the
updating procedure.

’ There are not enough data to make a credible annual recaloulation of the thresholds,



Cons of Lipdating Using the CPI
» Does not follow the NRC recommendations.

» Needs {o be supplemented by a periodic updating and recaleulation process that could
prove difficalt to implement because # oight be perceived as a “new standard,” and
would also lead to discontinuities in the poverty series in years when updating is done.

3. Adjusting for geographic variation.

The NRC panel recommended adjusting the poverty thresholds for cost-of-living differences
acrass regions and by city size. Following the NRC recommendation, the Census Burcau
proposes to make such adjusiments based on housing cost differences {which have much greater
regional/city size variation than food or clothing.)

Pros of Adfusting for Geographic Variation in Cost of Liviag:

. Most statisticians and economists ngree that such adjustiments should be made if data are
available,
. The existing Admimistrative poverty guidelines are already adjusted for Alaska and

Fawal:,

Cony of Adfusting far Geog: aphic Variation in Cost of Livisy:
. There ts no consensus on how to make such adjustments, and the issue could be iiiglly
politicized.

. The data availuble to make such adjustments are limited and may not be entirely relinble.
. Implementing such an adjustment in the poverty threshold could lead 1o pressure 1o

provide regional cost adjustmersts in a wide vartety of other government programs, from
Social Security benefits to tax payments.

4. Accounting Tor medical vare expenditures,

Since the mid-1970s, analysts have been concerned that the official poverty rate overstales the
extent of poverty among beneficiaries of Medicare, Medicaid, and private health insurance. At
the same time, the official poverty rate may understate the exient of poverty among populations
with large medical expenditures. Most analysts agree that, in principle, medical care “needs”
should be incorporated into the caleulations of the threshold and family resources (i.c., familics



with higher medical needs should have higher thresholds; those with more generous medical
benefits should be considered to have more resources; and those who must spend more ©
achicve “good health” shoutd have those expenses subtracted from their resources). However,
we cannot observe a family’s medical need. In addition. it is not clear that one can simply
imnpate the cash value of insurance benefits and add this 10 iscome; the Yextra” benefits received
from insurance to cover expensive medical services do ot provide income that can be used for
any other purpose.

To understand the difficulties, consider i‘ricluding medical benefils into the income ealenlations.
Adding medical benetits to income, without also adjusting the poverty threshold, has the
perverse cffect of making sicker individuals appear better off. Other proposals to adjust the
poverty threshold {without glso adjusting resources) run into similar problems.

In the end, the NRC panel recommended subtracting all medical put-of-pocket (MOOP)
expenses {including health Insurance premiums) from income, without trying to value health
msurance as a part of income or medical need as a part of the thresholds. Hence, family
resources are measured net of MOOP, Those individuals with good insurance will have few out-
of-pocket medical expenses; those without insurance who face health problems will have lower
measured incomes as they pay more for medical care. ’

This adjustiment accounts for the Jarger poverty eates using the NRC methedelogy. For example,
in 1996 the poverty rate was 13.7% using the current methedology; it would huve been 18.0%
using the NRC methodelogy, but only 13.2% using the NRC methodology without the medieal
expenses adjustment. This adjustrient nearly doubles the poverty rate for the elderly, raising it
almost to the rate for children. This adjustment is one of the most controversial of the NRC
recommendations.

There is gereral agreement that ignoring medical care and medicid expenses entirely isnota
good idea — particularly given the rapid increase in medical costs in the past 30 years, the extent
of uninsurance among the low-income population, and this Administration’s concern with it. In
addition, if we do not adjust for medical care {11 some way) now, it may be much harder to de so
in a fow years when we will have better data (because the change will be so dramatic it will be
viewed as another big methodology change).

There arc three approaches 1 incorporating medical care and expenses:

(A} Follow the NRC recommendation and subtract MOQP from family resources. This shows
fumilies with unreimbursed medical expenses as legs well-off than other familics.

(B} An average amount of MOOP could be added to the thresholds rather than sulracted from
resources. {The choice between options (A} and {B) is a technical decigion that Census should
address.} o :
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{C) Try 1o impute the value of health insurance to resources, s0 those with insurance have higher
resources. Health insurance should then also be imputed into the thresholds,

Pros of Adiusting for MOOP {either options (4) or (B)):

. While not perfect, under the NRC recommended adjustment families with higher
unreimbursed medical expenditures will be *poorer.” The NRC recommended
adjustment would also be sensitive to changes in health-care financing that would
decrease MOOP and therehy increase disposable income and reduce poverty.

C{m? of Adiusting for MOOP {either options (A) or (B}):
The data that are currently available are out-of-date (but we should have updated
nformation available in a more timely tashion within another vear).

. The NRC recommended approach relies on the controversial assumption that afl medical
carc expenditures are nondiscretionary, {This concern could be mitigated to some extent
by imposing a cap on the amount of medical expenses.)

Pros of Imputing the Value of Health Insurance into Resowrces and Thresholds:
. Provides a more complete accounting of all medical resources available to o family.

Cons of Imputing the Value of Health Insuranee into Resowrces and Thresholds:
. There is no accepled “correet” way to do this, The data here are probably more unrcliable
than the data'needed 1o impute the value of MOOP to familics,

. Many analysts agree with the NRC panel that the value of health insurance is quite
different from {say) the value of foad stamps, which are far more fumgible. Mixing in
health-insurance coverage causes interpretational and conceptual problems to a measure
of economic need.

. To date, Census has been following the NRC recommendation. I we asked them to
switch to this approach, it might require substantial additional work and seriously delay
their report.

NOTE; jj 3 g Z;QP Pghcg ng{ki;]}, _(: !Q Q JRG




APPENDIX
The Effect of the Poverty Measure en Program Eligibility and Benefits

The Congressional Research Service has identified 26 programs that use the poverty
guidelines {the simplified version of the thresholds) w0 determine cligibility at least in part. in
addition, 15 programs allocate funds 1o States or localities using poverty counts as a factor. (A
few programs, ¢.g., WIC and Head Start, are in both se1s.) Many of the program connections fo
the poverty definition are unigue, and many are highly complex. Hence, we do not yet have a
precise estimate of how program costs or coverage would be affected.

We should not leap fo the conclusion that this large number of programs would dictate a
large Federal cost impact of a new measure of poverty. Many of the affecied programs arc small,
and many of the programs may be affecied w0 only a imted degree by even a chunge in the
measured aggregate incidence of poverty. Same of the programs are discretionary, meaning that
their aggreyate cost is set by appropriation; a change in the measure of poverty would affect only
the geographic distribution of these funds {though that could, In itself, be a matter of political
concern, tf such reallocations should prove to be significant). However, where at least a few
large programs are involved, if {5 essential to (nvestigate the potential impadt carefully,

There are 1wo schools of thought on the patential budgetary or allocational effect of 2
change in the definition of poverty.

Gordon Fisher, the analyst at HHS who oversees the production of the poverty guidelines
used in some programs, presents one perspective in a recent paper:

A number of people belicve that the poverty guidelings affect many big entitlement
programs. That belief 15 an exaggeration of the actual sitvation. Most of the Federal
programs using the guidelines are mediumesized or smali, with only a few big programs.
Moreover, most...are discretionary programs...Only a few programs using the guidelines
are mandatory: Medicaid, the Food Stamp Program, and child nutrition programs {mainly
the National School Lunch Program).!

Offering a different perspective, a recent issue of Focus, the pertodical of the Institute for
Research on Poverty, noles that

For examply, the NRC study panel proposed that the measure take into account work-
refated expenses in families where at least one person is employed. Such a change could
have important implications for the allocation of federal funds between local areas where

'G. Fisher, ¥ Disseminating the Administrative Version and Expl ammL., the
Administrative and Statistical Versions of the Federal Poverty Measure.™ Clinical Sociolony
Revigw, vol. 13 (1997}, p. 165,



the proportions of working and nonworking families differ. Including geographic
variations in housing costs might have similar fac-reaching etfects. Before introducing a
new poverly measure {or program purposes, policy makers must determing whaether the
resulting redistribulion of resources will be more equitable, or will have unexpected and
capricious effects.

As Fisher suggests, the discretionary - mandatory distinction is important. As noted
abave, the issue for discretionary programs is not the amount of funding, which is determined by
appropriations {though Congress could change {uture appropriations vnder the influence of a
changed measure of poverty), but rather the geographic allocation of a fixed smount of
appropriations. The geographic allocation of relevant discretionary program funds can depend
upon the incxdence of poverty in particular locations. Therefore, these programs are affected by
the actual poverty measure, based on the official thresholds and income concept, The ties
between these programs and poverty vary considerably, and staff are undertaking the task of
determining how much effoct a change in the poverty concept could have, These allocations may
or may net change by much, depending upon the extent to which the new poverty measure
reallocated poverty geographically: the sole of poventy in the allocation of the discrctionary funds
{some programs usc poverty as only one of several indexes by which to distribute funding); the
fag between the measurement of povernty and the actual effeet on the program (some programs
use poverty as measured in the decennial census); und oiher factors that can be determined only
through a program-by-program seurch,

Besides the official poventy thresholds and the income definition, there are poverty
guidelines. The Federal poverty guidelines are the version of the official poverty measure used
for program purposes. They are issued by HHS annually, and are hased on a simplified and
updated version of the previous year’s Census poverty meagure.

Stalf are in the process of determining the potential effects of a change in the poverty
micasure on the two largest programs affected by the poverty measure, Medicaid and the Food
Stamp Program, as well as the smaller programs. In Medicaid, the poverty threshold defines the
upper end of eligibility for about 20 percent of recipients, mostly women, infants, and children.
For example, children up to age 6 in families with income below 133 percent of the poverty line’
{higher at state option) are automatically eligible for Medicaid, Older children are eligible if
their family is below 100 percent of the poverty ling.  In Food Stamps, the poverty measure
again defines the upper end of eligibility; but the level of benefits is determined in a separate
calculation, and families close to the eligihility limit typically are eligible for only very low (or
gven zero) benefits. Because very few of these fanilics actually apply for the Food Stamp
program, we would expect the effect of changes in this eilg.,lbihly limit on 1 ood Stamps to be’
sinaller than for Medicald.

At present, we have oaly very rough estimates of some of the effects of these changes,
We present numbers hers that should be viewed as providing merely some sense of the
magnitude of the impact of these changes on the Food Stamp and Medicaid programs.
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) Changes in the poverty thresholds would under reasonable circumstances require changes
in the poverty guidelines and in the statutory provisions affecting eligibility for each program.
Because of the uncertain polilical environment and the preliminary rature of these calculations,
we offer only a very simplified and therefore unrealisiic scenario, which involves no statutory
change and only a mechanical change to the guidelines. Note {see Table 1) that i the poverty
rate 15 benchmarked in 1997, the actual thresholds decline significantly. Using these new
thresholds in some revised set of poverty guidelines would result in reductions In ehgibility and
lgss spending on programs. For the rough estimates presented here, we asseme that the new
poverty thresholds (against which “full income™ - ineluding in-kind benefits and net of work
expenses -- {5 compared) are adjusted to be comparable to the old poverty thresholds, e.g., we
back out in-kind benefits and add back wark expenses and taxes. This resulis in an
approximately a 10 percent increase in the poverty guidelines.

Both OMB and HHS agree that the general magnitude of the effect of such a ehange on
program dollars for Feod Stamps will be around $100 million, or one-third of one percent of
program spending. The impact of Medicaid would be around §1 billion in additional
expendifures, which represents about 1 percent of Federal dollars spent on Medicaid, and about
5750 million in State spending. Our estimates of the number of people affected by these changes
are even more uncertain, One estimate (by OMBEB) of the Medicaid effects 15 an increase of full-
year enroliees of about 900,000, mostly children. Bt it is worth emphasizing again that these
nurnbers are only preliminary. More detalled scenarios snd models that consider the etz of @
range of alternative paverty guidelines need to be completed.
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TO: Susan Brophy
Deputy Assistant to the President for Legislative
Affairs

FROM: . Jim Hickman
HHS/ASL

THROUGH: Jerry Klepner
Rich Tarplin
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Legislation

SUBJECT: Brief Description of Major Welfare Reform lLegislation

DATE: June 13, 1994

Described below are tha major pieces of welfare reform
legislation introduced this session. Summaries of these
individual pieces of legislation are attached.

HOUSE

HR 3500 MICHEL RESPONSIBILITY & EMPOWERMENT SUPPORT
PROGRAM PROVIDING EMPLOYMENT, CHILD
CARE, AND TRAINING ACT; PUBLIC HOUSING
RENT REFORM AND EMPOWERMENT ACT

Description: House Republican Welfare Reform Task Force Omnibus

reform bill flnanced primarily by savings from the elimination of
non-resident and resident aliens from AFDC, Food Stamps,
Medicaid, and SSI. Provisions include two-year education and
training time-limit followed by mandatory work for benefits,
state option family cap unless state votes to not participate,
mandatory denial of AFDC benefits to recipients under 18 vyears of
age unless states vote not to participate, provides an additional
$10 billion in funding for child care, block grants all food
assistance programs with almest complete state discretion, caps
entitlement programs at current funding plus 2% over inflation.

HR 4318 WOOLSEY WORKING OFF WELFARE ACT OF 1994

Description: Reform bill aimed at cne-stop shopping arrangement
for all AFDC-related services, no time limits, stresses "living
wagae" teaet for all job training and education programs; abolishes
two-parant ramily rinancial penalties; allows for greater income
disregards and retention of child care, health care and child
gsupport; finally, the bill overhauls the chlld support system by
federalizing child support enforcement by using the IRS and
improving paternity establishment.
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HR 4473 TALENT REAL WELTARE REFORM ACT OF 1994

Description: A Charles Murray-style bill that denies bhenefits
to vomen under 21 years of age; includes mandatory family cap;
mandatory work regquirements for fathers in AFDC«UP, food stamp
reciplonts, and fathers failing te pay child support; state
aption on time limite, caps AFDC and allows for 3.5% increase per

annum.
HR 4414 MOCURDY INDEPENDENCE FOR FAMILIES ALT 1994
Description: The Mainstream Forum bill contains a five year,

life time limit on AFDC benefits( 2-years cash asgigtance, 3
years public sector work); funde additional child care by
eliminating resident and non~resident aliens from certain social

services,
HR XXLX MATSUI {Introduction Pending}
Dasecription: The Progressive Caucus bill proposes increased

funding and rule changes to strengthen the Family Support Act of
1988, with a strong emphasis on job training and sducation.

HR 4498 MINK Joh Stort for Americas Act of 1984

Description: No time limit, extends support services for two-
yosrs after recipjent attainsg private sector employment, phase~in
targets recipients with work experience and school age children
first, and links Head S$tart to welfare.

SENATE
S 179% BROWN WELFARE REFORM ACT OF 1%%4
Deacription: Senate version of House Republican Welfare Reform

Task Force bill.

§ 1831 KASSEBAUM WELFARE & MEDICAID RESPONSIBILIT
EXCEBANGE ACT OF 19%4 :

. Dascription: Thie kill proposes to “swap® responsibility for

woifare assistance programs to the gstates, while shifting the
responsibility for Madicaid to the federal governpent.

§ 2009 HARKIN/BOND WELFARE TO SELF-BUFPICIENCY ACT OF 1594

Description: This plan propeses time-limits tallored to tChe
indivicdusls needs, it increages income disregards and raises
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asget limits for families recelving AFDC, and strengthens child
support snforcement by referring delinguent child support orders

£¢ ths IRS.
5 2143 GRASSLEY REAL WELFARE REFORM ACT OF 1994
FAIRCLOTH

éeacziptian: This is the Senate version of the Talent bill.
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Ths Honorabls GeoXge J. Hitehell {Btatanment)
Rooms SR-176€
BTAFZER: Grave Rasf

Tha Honorable Wendell H. Ford
Room:  BR-173A
STAFFER: Reb Mangas

The Honorable Robart Dole
ReOom:  §-230
STAFFER: Shells Burke

The Honerakle Daniel Patrick Moynihan
Room: HAD-205
STAPFER: Paul Offner/Margaret Malona

The Honorable Johkn B. Brsaux {Statament)
Roome: 8H~516
S8TR2IER: Laird Purnatt

Tha Ronorable Bob Packwood
Roomy SE-203
STAFFER: Lindy Pasull/Xathy Tobin

The Honoralble Edward M. Kennedy
Roonm: SH-440
STAPFER: Marsha Simon/Michael Iskowitz

The Honorable Nancy Landon Kassebaum
Room: 838 Hart
STAFFER: Rimberly Barnes O’Connor

The Hernorabkle Christopher J. Dodd
Room: SH~639
STAFFER: Sarah Flanagen/Patty Cole

The Honorable Dan Coats
Room: SR~404
STAFFER: Stephanie Monros

202455622058 5
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The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
Roeom: 70% Hart Senats Office Building
STAFFER: Maty Hinrichs Richards

Tha Honorable Harris Wefford
Ream: 323 DRirksen Senats Office Bulilding
STAFFER: Julia Frifield

The Hanorable Paul Wellstone
Room: 717 Hart Senate Qffice Building
STAFFER: Cindl Phillips

The Honorakle David 1. Boren
Room: 8BR~453
STAFPFER: Sean Burrage

Tha Henorable Blll Bradley
Room: SH-731
STAFFER: Mark Schmitt/Trudy Vincent

The Honorable Jeohn D. Rockefeller, IV
Room: 8SH-109 )
STAFFER: Barbara Pryor/Tansra Stanton

The Honorable Max Baucus
Room: SH-511
STAFFER: Maursen Testoni

The Honorabla Donald W. Riegle, Jr.
Room: SD-185
STAFFER: John Scianmmana

The Honorable David Pryor
Room: SBRw2867
STAFFER: ®irk Robartson

The Henorable Thomas A. Daschle
Room: SH-317
STAFFER: Patti Mitchell

The Honorable Rent Conrad
Room: SBH-724
STAFFER: {raiyg Obey/BDarla Ronmfo

The Honorable Willlam v. Reth, Jr.
Room:  SH-104
STAFFER: JoAnne Barnbhart

2UZASE0220 % 6
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The Honorabls John C. Danforih
Room: SR-2448
STAFFER: Felicia Brown

The Honorablae John H., Chafas
Room: SD-SE7
STAFFBER: Lori Rubiner

The Honorable Dave Durenberger
Reom: SH~607
STAFFER: Susan Heegaard

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley
Room; SH~135
STAFFER: Shannon Royee

The Honovrable Qrrin 6. Hatch
Room: SR-135
STAFFER: Judy Hill

The Honorakle Malcolnm Walliep
Room: SRe237
STAFFER: Michasl Hoon

The Honorable Paul Simon
Room: 84587
STAFFER: vickl Otten/Xelly ¢’Brien

Tha Honorable Jamnas M. Jaffords
Room: SH-813
STAFFER: Mark Powden/Peter Caldwell

The Honorable Jim Sassaey
Resm:  SR~602
STAFFER: Larry Stein/Jonn Callahan/Joan Huffer

The Honorable Peta V. Donenici
STAFFER: Jim Capretta
Room SD~56E5

The Honcrable Patrick J. Leahy
Room: SR=-3IZ8A
S8TATFER: &4 Barron
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The Honorable Richard G, Lugar
Room:  BR-3I2B
STRFFER: <Charles Connor

JUDICIARX COMMITTIER

The Honorable Joseph R. Biden, Jr.
Room: SD-224
STAFFER: Cathy Russell

Tne Hionorable Orzrin 4. Hatch
Room: 8Dw147
STAFPER: SHaron ¥rosc

The Honorabls Carpl Mossley=-Rraun

Room: 320 Havt Senate Office Building

SETAFFEH: Frangesca <ogk

The Honorable Patty Murray

Room: 302 Hart Senats Office Building

STAFPFER: Helen Howell

The Honorable Barbara Boxer

- Room: 112 Hart Senate Office Building

STAFFER: Rebecoea Rosen

The Honorable Dianne Peinstein

Room: 331 Hart Senate Offjice Building

STAFPER: Alexander Russo

The Honorable Tom Harkin
Room: 381 Hart Senate OfLfice Bullding
STAFPER: Ed lonyg

The Honorable Arlen Specter
Reom: 53¢ Hart Senate Office Building
STAFFER: Cralg Higgins

The Honorable Joseph I. Lieberman

Room: 316 Hart Senate Office Building

STAFFER: Elizabath Drye

The Honorable Christopher 5. Bend

Roem: 293 Russell Senate O0ffice Building

STAFFER: LaAnne Joerome

2024568220:% §
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The Honorable Tom Foley, Spesaker
U.S8. Housse ©of Representatives
Room H-~2286 Capitol

Washington, b.C. 205185

Attn: Ms. Dorothy Jackseon

The Honorable Richard Gephardt
Madority Leader

U.8. House of Representatives
Room H-148 capitol

washingten, D.C. 20515

Attn: Dr. Andrea King '

The Honerable Steny Hoyer, Chair
V.S. House of Representatives
Damocratic Caugus

Koom 718 O'Neill) Rousa oOffice RBRldg.
Washingteon, 0.8, 20315

Attn: Mslissa Bchulman

The Honorable Newt Gingrich

Minority Whip

U.S. House of Represantatives

Room 1620 Lengworth House Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20815

Attn: Jack Howard

The Honorable David Bonior
Matority whip

U.S. House of Representatives
Room H-107 Capitol
Washington, D.C. 20518

The Honorable Sam Gibbons, Aoting Chair
Committae on Ways and Maans

1102 Longworth House Office Bldg.
Washingteon, D.C., 20315

Attn; Janice Mays

20245582208 8
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The Honorable Bill Archer

Ranking Minority Member

U.8. House of Representatives

1236 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 208515

Attn: Ron Haskins

The Honorabls Hareld B, Ford, chair
fuboommittes on Human Ressurcsas
Committee on Ways and Means

B=317 Rayburn House Office Puilding
Washington, D.C. 20515

Aten: Rioh Hodbbia

Thea Honoyrabla Rick Santorunm

U,8. ¥Housg of Repregantatives

1222 Longworth House Office Bullding
Washington, D.C. 205158

ABOR

The Honorable william D. ¥Ford, Chair
Commitien on Eduocation and Labor
2181 Rayburn House Offige Bullding
washington, D.C. 205185

Aten: Pat Rissgler

The Honorable Willism Goodling
U.S8. House of Representatives
Ranking Minority Membar

2174 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attn: Jay Egan

The Honorable Matthew ¢, Martiner, Chair

Bubcomnittes on Human Resouruas
Committsae on Education and Labor
B~346C Rayburn Houss Office Building
Attnt: Les Bwesting

The Honorable Susan Meolinari
U.S. House of Representatives
123 Qannon House Office Building
washingron, 0.0, 20818

"Attn: Alison Herwitt

H
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The Honorable Dan Rostenkowaki
Committea on Ways and Means

1102 Longworth House Office Bullding
Washington, D.C, 20518

Attn: Debhorah Colton

The Honorable Robert 7. Matsul
U.5. Rouse of Representatives

2311 Rayburn Houss Office Building
washington, D.C. 20515

Attn: Azar Kattan

The Honorakle Jim McDermott

U.S5, Houss of Representatives

1707 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attn: Mark Magana

Tne Honorable Sander ¥, Levin
U.8. Houss of Representatives
106 Cannon House Offilce Building
Washington, D.C, 20515.

Attn: Janet Garber

The Honorakhle Mike Xopetski

U.S. House ¢f Raepresentatives
218 cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20818

Attn: <Cynthia Johnson

Tne Honorable Mel Reynolds

U.S. Houss of Representatives
514 Cannon House Office Bullding
Wwashington, D.C. 20515

Attn: Jim Schufrieder

The Honorable Benjamin L. Cardin
U.S. House of Representatives
227 Cannon House Office Bullding
Washington, D.C. 3205135

Attn: LChris Lynch
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WAYS AND MEANE COMMITTEE (Cont'd)

Ron Haskins, Minority staff
Committas on Ways and Means
1106 Longwoth House Cffice Bldy.
Washington, D.C. 20518

The Honorable E. Clay Shaw Jr.

U.8. House of Reprasantatives

1100 Longworth Houss Office Bullding
Washington, D.C. 203515

Attn: Amy Tuccl

The Honorable Fred Grandy

U.8, House of Represantatives
418 Cannon House Office Bullding
Wasnington, D.C. 20515

Attn: Busan McRally

The Honoyradble Dave Canp

U.5. Housme of Rapresantatives
12?7 Cannon House Office Bullding
Washington, D.C, 208515

Attn: Loril Hariu
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The Eenorable Willlam Clay

U.5. House of Representatives

2308 Rayburn Houss Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20815

The Honorable Daie E. Kiides

U.S. House of Represenbtatives

2239 Rayburn House Office Bullding
Wwaphington, D.C., 20515

Attn: Matt Eruen

The Honorahle Robert E,. Andrews

U.S. House of Representativas

1008 Lengworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20518

Attn: Tod Wang

The Honorabla Robart €. Scott
U.8. House of Representatives
501 Cannon Housa Offics Puilding
Washington, D.C. 20818

Attn: Bobhby Vasser

The Honorable Lynn Woolsaey

U.S5. House of Representatives
438 Cannon House 0ffice Bullding
Washington, D.C., 20815

Attn: Jennie Savage

The Honorable Carles Romero~farcalo
.8, Houss of Representatives

1517 Longworth House Office Bullding
Washington, D.C, 245185

Attn: Iulg Baco

The Honorable Major R. Owens

U.8. Houswe of Representatives

2305 Rayburn House Office Building
Washingten, D.C. 20518

Attn: Paul Seltman

The Honorable Scotty Bassley
U,5. House of Raprasentatives
508 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C, 205185

Attn: Cheryl Brownell

The Honorable Bill Barrett

U.S. House of Representatives

1213 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, B.Q. 2081&
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The Honerable Dan Miller

U.S. House of Hepresentatives
$1¢ Cannon House Cffice Building
Washington, D.&. 20818

The Honorable Miashaal N. Castle

U.S. House of Representatives

1205 lLongworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20518

£0 A

The Honorable Martin Clav Sako, Chair
Y.8. Houge of Representatives
Committen on the Budget

222 O'Neill Houge Cffice Bullding
Washington, D.{., 20515

Attn: Eileen Baumgartner

The Honorable John R. Xasich
U.5. Housa of Repraeaentatives
Ranking Minority Member

278 ¥ord House Cffice Building
Washington, D.C. 2085158

Attn: Richard May

ASRICULIURE COMMITIEE

The Honorable E. “XKika" de la Garyza, Chailr
U. 8, Housa ¢f Represantatives

1301 Longworth Houss Office Building
washingten, D.C. 20515

Attn: Anton Papich

The Honorable Pat. Roberts

U.8. Housa of Reprasantatives
Ranking Minority Member

1304 Longworth Houss Office Bullding
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attn: Heidi Hixson

SURICIARY COMMIIIRE

The Honorable Jack Brocks, Chair
U.8. Housa of Representatives

2138 Rayburn House Office Building
Waghington, D.¢. 20518

Attn: John Yarowsky
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The Honorabkle Hamlliton Figh Jr.

U.5. House of Representatives
Ranking Mincrity Membaer

B~351C Rayburn House Office Bullding
Wasnington, D.&. 205185

Attn: Allan Coffay

The Honorable Dave McCurdy

U.8. House ¢f Representatives

2344 Rayburn House Cffice 8uilding
Washington, P.L. 20515

Attn: Hichelle Gabert

The Honorable Jim Slattary

.8, House of Representatives

2243 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20518

Attn: Suzanne Klinker

The Honorable Kwaisl Mfume, Chaiy
U.8. House of Representatives

344 Ford House Office Bullding
Washingteon, D.C. 20818

Attn: Amelia Parker

The Honorable Charles Rangel

U.5. House of Representatives

2252 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20518

Attn: Jon Shelner

The Hoenorabla John Lawis

U.S5. House ¢f Representatives
329 Cannon House Office Bullding
Washington, D.C. 208515

Attn: George Dusanbury

The Honorable Elsanor Norton

U.S. Housa of Representatives

1418 Longworth House Gffice Building
Washington, D.C. 208515

Attn: Btacey Palmar

The Honorable Ed Towns, Chair

J.8. Houss 0f Representatives

Subcommittee on Human Resources & Intergovt'l Relations
B=37% Rayburn House 0ffice Building

Washington, D.C. 20518

Attn: Reon Stroman
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The Honorable Jose Sarrano, Chair
U.8. House of Representativeas

504 Ford House Office Bullding
washington, D.¢. 20515

Attn: Rick Lopas

The Honorable Xavier Becerra

U.8. Houssa of Representatives

1710 Longworth House Office Bullding
Washington, 5.C., 20515

Attn: Valarie Small-Navarroe

The Honorakle Nydia M. Velazguez
¥.8. House ©of Repressntatives
132 Cannon House Office Bldy.
Washington, D.C. 20815

The Henorable Lucille Roypal-Allard
U.85. House of Representatives

324 Cannon House office Bldyg.
Rashington, D.C. 20515

Tha Henorakle Pat Schroeder, Co~Chair
U.8, House of Represantatives
Congrensional Caucus for Women's Issues
2471 Rayburn House Office 8ui1dlng
Washington, D.C. 20518

Attn: Lealey Primmer

The Honorable Olympia Snowe, Co~Chair
J.5. House of Represantatives

2471 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.L. 20518

Attn: Lesley Primmer

T™he Honorable Patsy T, Mink

U.8. House of Representatives

2135 Rayburn House Office Building
Waghingteon, D.L. 20515

Attn: Laura Efurd

The Honorable Nita Loway

U.8. House ©f Representatives

1424 lLongworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Attn: Jim Townsend

The Honorablae Cynthis McKinney
1.8, House of Repragsentatives
124 Cannon Houge Office Bullding
Washington, D.&, 20515

Attn: Gloria Butler
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The Honcrable David R. Obey
Chairman

U.$. House of Repressenatives
H~218 Capitol

washington, DL 20818

The Hnonorable Joseph M. MeDade
Ranking Minorty

U.5. House of Repragentatives
1016 Longworth Houge Office Bldg.
washington, D.C. 20518

The Honorable Neal Smith
Chairman

U.S. Housse of Representatives
2358 Rayburn House Cffice Bldy.
Washington, D. ¢, 20515

Attn: Micheal Stepliens

Tha Honcorable John E. Porter
Ranking Minority

U.S8. House of Representatives
1016 Longworth House Office Bldg.
wWashington, D.C, 20818
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ANALYSIS OF SELECTED CURRENT WEIFARE REFORM LEGISLATION CORRELATED WITH DEMOCRATIC
FRESHMAN CLASS WELFARE REFORM TASK FORCE "BASIC PRINCIPLES FOR WELFARE REFORM®

CLINTON - REPUBLICAN MATSUI BRA. MAINSTREANS WOGLSEY MINK
IOBS: 8111 (H.R.4508): BRI (H.R3560: o be FORLUM/ BILL B,
intraduced on M:CURDY BaLL {H R 4318} H.B.400
DOES THE LEGISLATION:
PART: TAL, must PARTIAL, must YES NO YES NO
* provide for fexibility of working bours Bw recipients? werk nol fewer than work pot fewer
0 hours shan [0 hours
= achiwvs consobidation of cnrreut fderal programs? YES MOy YHS NG YES YES
® delinenie titreack sirstegios for recipients? NO RO YES ) NO YES NG
| DOES THE LEGISLATION:
| » provide that the recipiaty are placed in jobs that pay & N0, most jobs will NO YES NO YES NO
| fiving wage? Likely pay only
minimups wage
* enmute shat recipionts xre ot fudd phaced in “make NG RO YRS RO, skbough YES ° NO
wirk™ public wetor Jobe? trented we & famk
report option
YES, twor yesr limi YES NO ¥ES. tve yeoar MO NO
. # imgwme inflexible time limis? ou AFDC, but ao tie Lifotie Henit, alber
limit on pacticipation whichk AFDC is no
in WORK program looger nvarabie
FAMILY:
' n.n RY
DGES THE LEGESLATIIN:
* dovelop a nationm! chitd support enforcement system? PARTIAL, naticnal YES YES YES YES NO
obligation with states
YES YES YES YES, makes YES NG
|+ establish cusy paternity methods? beae {3ty coplingent
: o paternily ;
wstablishment
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CLINTORN: BEPUBLICAN: MATRIL: McCURDY: WOOLSEY: MINK:
FABULY (comfingedi:
DORS THE LEGRLATION.
* ohiminnte the disincentives acd peaaitios for souples 1o YES NG YES NO YES YES
marey rad estubhich two-parent housshalds?
» fuater gufficien: fexibitity (o slfow the reestublishoomnt NG PARTFTAL, sllows NGO, resmios NG YES NO
of vrong family vnite without w blanked reqmirement that expmption for curram one
all mothers guust work Rl titne? ronther of disgbied year oxemption
children
TEEN PREGNANCY,
DOES THE LtEGISLATION:
» estabdish aational teen prepuancy prevention progratms? YES NG YES YES YES NG
* require et hech rale and feraals teons receive YES N NO NO NO NO
instruction on the beaefits of abstinence?
g » poquite both teep parents, despite the pregrency, to YES, if both parenta YES, $75 kss p YES YES, mothers N NO
finish bigh school? ure reosiving AFDC awath if 0o high only (or bensfita
school degres teduced by 25%)
& provide support services for tesnage parents atteddiog YES MNO, no AFIX] oy YES NO RO N
| high sehool? stnple teens 0> 19
» provide spacial support services for teen mothers and YES, sithongh toen N YES NO YE& ND
i thedr families? mothets are taygeted “
# change cutrent requirement that toene live omiside their YES YES YES YES YES NO
| family’s home before they can be oligible for AFDCY
| o rocutice teens o livs in the home of & responsible adalt YiS YES YES YES (mother YES NO
| in ceder to receive hounfits {with cortain oxceptionn)? only)
% provide for an examination of the technology to YES YES RO VES NO MO
edectronically transfer bonefity?
» sizuplify nud streamline the currens weifars system? YES NO NO YES {limited) YES no |
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CLEYTON: REPUBLICAN: MATSUL: MeCURDY: WOOLSEY: MINK:

DOKS TH&“ M(HSM ’l‘?t?ﬁ’

* improve dats coffoction rolsted o underserved NO NO NG N0 YES NO
populstions and their wae of welfass benofits

i ER

POES THE LEGISLATION:

» aliow the cliant to be supported by a cass mansger Y5 NO YE= TES YES NO
thrcnghoot thewr time o the weiface progesm?
TRANSPORTATION
POES THE LEGISLATION:

* provide ncoess lo iransportation for those secipients that | NO, althongh might NG Ny NG YES NG
sre & need 1o pllow them 1o attend Bre sducationsl nod bo constroed a3 past of
traming prograns sod b interviews? work expensey
DOES ¥HE LECTSLATION:

» provide bilingual, culterally -sensitive services? fiat) NO NG NG YES N

JOH-RELATED EXPENSESN
DOKS THE LEGISLATION:

» provide fmancial assintance for aoy vxpenses rebated to YES, earnings NO N3 HO ¥EY NE»
eduestion or job trainiag fike uniforms or sipplies? disregard of np to

$120 per month
ARE b
DOES THE LECISLATION:
YES NO YRS NO YES YES, bt

« provide child and dependens care 0 pusticipants in the only

sducstion sad job tinining setivities, sy woll as 10 thow dusing
i emtaring the paid [nbos force? * sducation
and
o
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CLINTON REFUBLICAN: MATSL: MeCURDY: WOOLSEY:
TERBRETON
DOES THE WISL&?‘!ON’
» inctude citizens of the territorien aod the YES, althongh NQ YBS YES NG
Cammegwealth of Pusrto Rivo withia the bifl's goals? fimding &s capped
difforently
* provide for s progrossive means for financing reform? NO NO NE) N¢) NO
YES, Invluding YES 328 YES NG
Bmergoncy
# recdnce fiopling for corrent progesms that serve low Angistance, Substance
i} inconye famsiliesd? Abape fonds and
Teszictions on
eligibility for legal
S
_ DOES THE IMATRW
{ * modmoe the sbility for legal imosigrants to panticipaie is YES YES nNO YES NO
| the programs?
| Rtttreeer e et —— P r— e ey T ——
(213945
4

At pnagmgs e
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* WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM,
FAMILY SUPPORT AND INDEPENDENCE

wid ~
Sepe B SBE
To: Moming Report Group
From: Emily Bromberg
Subject: Draft comparison of Administration and Mainstream Forum welfare reform bills
Date: June 29, 1994

Attached is a draft comparison of curreat law, the Administration welfare reform bill and the
Mainstream Forum welfare reform bill. Also attached are drafy talking points comparing the
two bills, Final vergions of these documents will be distributed whea they are available.
Comparisons which include the Republican bills will also be distribated when they are
finalized,

Aerospace Bullting ® 370 L'Enfant Framanade, 5. /. ® Swuits 600 » Washiagton, D.L. 20247
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFOBRM PROVISIONS {DRAFT)
ALMDOFIRATION AND DRMOCRATIC LEADERIHD PRopokaL (H.R, 4605)

AND MAINSTRRAM Forua Puoposar. {H.R. 4414)

L ENHANCING JOBS PROGRAM
A. AFDC Traowition Program
1 Lxrend Jaw

The curent AFDC program e &5 income support prograse with s employmoent trsining camponent for JOBS
mandatory rocipients, Peymenl standards vary widsly scroes Staies.  Bligihility for benefits ia o perpetuity as loog
na spplicanta/recipinnts most various masss-tuted saxsdards.  Under Pust P, recipiants of AFDC who do not meet
e sxamplion crileris wre required o participute is JORS grogeats sctivitios in order & stiain solfwufficiency.
Baployability plans aro roquirad for pasticipants of the JOBS progreme.  Servives ixdler JORS that Statos are
reuired to provide includs aducational activitios, job skills training, job readinees sctivities, job development and
job plscement, job search, on the job tining (JT), work supplaantation, aod comumnity work sxperiende.
Othar sctivitios wre aliowsbls by regulation.

Ax cohsnced transisonal JOBS progmat would offr sll vervices tndew cirent JOBS program. The incentives in
tie Siats, snd other sdroinistontive requirezrealy, have hess dasignad f promate self-sufficiency smong participents
(e Porformance Stendards soctise)c The phascd-dn pepulation would be required to pasticipste in ths JORS
program, axcept those who meet critaria for daformd stabue (ses befow). Superviscd job search would be required
from dats of approval for job-ready recipients, sod States sre pormitiad to require jobready applicssts w engage
in job search msctivities. Applicants would be required 16 $ign porsonal Ragponsibility Agrecuents and would be
sutitied 0 & compints oristiation b the pow wysiom, Bvery recipiznt will be required o dovelop sa employability
plan within SO duys of application or redstermination. The Stals sgency is vequired to help recipicnts gain sccess
to tho eduécstion, training, sad mnployment servicsn they noed o find jobe, Add would be paid 1o e participant
#n the spae fashion #s wader curmat law.

g Malsstm Poum

States have e oplion 1 replacs o current JORS progrus with & Wark First program.  Stetes have the option to
Ton & variety of progmumns under Work Pirst. Statos shall alao make availsbie ose-stop amployemnt shops to clienis.
States aloo have the option to enter inlo contrmcts with private for profit and noa profit plecament agonsios, which
will offer porsanal support sad job readiness pyvices @ clients afior thay have bees srolied in the Work First
program for threo monthe, Placoment agencios will be compensstad by the Stale aflar the participant has been

smpioyed for § months.

Aa part of e Work Pirst progeasn, job search must bogio immedistaly upon eligibility for AFDC. Each recipient
must et with a cam pasagerment e aod dovelop aa individus! perticipetion agreeswat. The case manager will
prosent sach participant with the opticas svailable under the Staie plan that will move the client towsrds schieving
tha goal of a full time unsubsidized job., Aid will be paid to tho perticipset based on the number of hours she
spenda in tha sctivities provided for io the sgroament. Tos State shall provide case manegers with training sod vss
incentives 1 “itprove tho prrformance” of case masagos in maving clicals to full tiroe Gosubwidized nployment.

A Statzs alao havs the option W implement » tamparary subsidizad job creation program, *similar to Orogon’s
JOBS-Plus.*

. Staten also bave the aplion o institute & work supplement progrum sader which it vsen APDU funds
o . . with subsiizad jobe.
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COMPARISOR (W WELFARE REFORM PROVISIORS « coninued {draf}}

* Tha Stats will cither provide a job W me eligible ixlividual, or ¢ job will bo provided by a private employer
" in whick some or il of the wagos are paid by the Stais. The maxicwun work supplemant is the maximum
AFDC roward for ths lesser of nine monthe o the number of months thet the client was eoploysd, Wages

wre coumidored onrnad ncornm wad Madicaid will be ssiended % clicots who sre in the work supplomant

program.
- Farticipation Requirenects
L Qurront law

The perticipations vats in curreatly 15% of those mandatary snd 20% in FY 1995, Must panicipste for 75 pervent
of ime in sctivition scheduled for an avenage of 20 bours per week in any of the sllowable sctivitios,

2! ‘ mm‘ i M" “

Similer to current law, Stales xra axpeciad 1o moek & oathly participation rate. The performance standard for the
J0BS monthly partivipation mie is st st 50 porcent, with & -5/+5 wlersace lovel, with Rnancial penaltios if the
standard is pot ek sad finsncial incentives if tho standard is exceedad. The Stale’s monthly purticipation rate is
caloulated by the porcenk of the avermge monthly sumber of individual who aro mandatory for JOBS §.¢., excluding
thoae in the dofermal stalus) who participats ia an sclivity or who am employnd and meet the mindonun work
slandesd (and tomain an aid).

For the propartion of caseload below e standard (45%), 3 25 parcent reduction in the FFP for AFDC banefits will
be kvied using the sversge AFDC beoefit lovel paid in the State so calvalate the wmows? of the penslty. If & State
axenxis the JOBS monthly participation mte {55 %} in » Secal year, the Stk will bo entitied to roceive sz sdditional
payment (without tho roquirement of any additionsl wonfoders share} for uee in carvying out ita JOBS program.

Stales huve the oplico of subjecting JORS volontoers to the time-linits, & kg aa thay speify thelr palicy in their
St plan. This could includs non-phased-in mcipients wha voluntent for JOBS. Additionally, Statas ars required
% secve voluntaers Fromn the poo-phased-in proup 1o e extent that foderal JOBS funding is availshls,

3. Maisstam Fooup

Stato optios to require sny individual (withis the phess in period) that ia receiving AFDC to participate in the Work
Pirst Program. Participants are regquingd 1o stigage in the sctivities prosceibed in the cliont’s participation agreamant
{including s mandatory job ssarch) for & minimum of 20 bours por week.  All nog-axempt recipients would be
reqquired o participate.  No specific participation standards for States to mwed sre articulated,

C. Deferrad and BExemptions
5 Currpnt Law

States must require nonexeipdt AFDC recipisats to participsts in o JOBS progea: to the exient that resotrces
are wvsilable, Exomptives undar the curront JOBS program aze for thowe recipisais who am il incapacitated, or
of sdvanced age; needed in the home boecause of the illuess or incapacity of snotber family member; the carsiaker
of a child wnder age 3 {or. at Stais option, under age 1); amployed 30 or mors hours per woek; 8 dependeat child
wnkder nge 16 or aticading ap educmiaal progrem full Gme; women ia the sccond and thisd tritoster of pregasney;
wnd residing i o xoe whisre the peograsn is not svailsbis. The paront of » child uasdor age 6 (but older tha the
sgo for ws sxenegtion)} who is persoeally providing cere for the child may be required o participate anly if participn-
tion doow nob exceed 20 hours par week and necemanry child caro s punrspicod. For AFDCAUP familics, the
axamption dus to e sge of & child may be spplisd W only ooe parest, o fo asithor parmat if shild caro is
guarunteed, <

2 Jiime 29, 1954
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Comrarison oF Weiris Rerors PROVISONS — continued {drefty

Adalt recipionts whe wore aot ablo 10 work or participste in aducation or traiging sclivities {s.g., duo © csm of
» dissbled child) could bo defarred cither prioe to or aftsr ealry into the JOBS program or aflar mntry into the
WORK progam. Ths Stats sgeecy would be reqaired to wake an initial detormination with respoct to daferral prior
1o Or as past of the dovelopment of tho employability plan, since the dotarmination wonld in turn affect the content
of the smploysbility plan. A rexipiant who was required o participate in JOBS rather than deforred conld request
» fuir hemring focusing om whethor e individual moots ous of the deferral critoria. ‘The Gme frame for completion
of the employability plas would be waivod ia instancos of » dispute concerning daferral from JOBS.

Porsans who werm dafarred from JOBS would bo expectad when possible to sagage in activities inteadad to prepare
tham for smployment sad/or the JOBS progrm.  An employsbility plan for s dofarrad recipisnt could datail the
stops, such s refoaresd to & vocational sshabilitation progrem or arranging for ax appropriate day care of school
sodting for a child with & dissbility, noedad to epahle the adult 1o enter the JOBS program sodfor find employment.
Recipicnts ot likedy so over participats in the JOBS progmin (e.g., thone of advancad age) woudd not bo expected
0 augags in sctivitiew to prepas for JOBS participation. As sonployshility plas for mach s person might include
s intended 10, for exampls, improve the family’s health gatus or houning situstion. Por individusls who were
sxpociod 1o culer tha JOHS program shonly (s.4., mothées of young childran), wervicas could be provided 1o sddzess
any ontetanding barriers (o successfil partivipstion In JOBS (e.g., srrsaging for chikl care).

In gecemd, States could not require defermad racipiznts to participats in activities, Fersons who wers daferred would
not be subject to the time limit, i.e., moaths in whizh s recipient was in defarrad status would nog count egsingt ths

The oriteris for defarrsl from JOBS would be e following:

» & pareat of & child under age vos, provided the child were mof concsived while ths parent wak o auis-
tancw, A parent of s child conotived while oo sasistance would be defeered for & twelvoswesk period
followiag tho bink of (e child {consistent with the Faumily sod Modical Lesve Ant);

* il or incapasitated, when it is contified by & Licensnd physician, psychologist or mental bealth professional
{from a liet of snch profsssicinals approved by the Stite) tiat the iliness or iscapacitating voundition is
serious enough o proveat, at loast temporarily, entry into smploymest or Irsining:

. 50 yeamn of ape or alder:

* in peadad in the home becauss anather mamber of the bousdld raquin the individual®s prosence dus o
ilincas or incapacity s dotorsinad by x licooeed physiciss, paychalogist or mental health profossiomal (From
s hiat of wuch professionals spproved by the Stato), snd no other appropriate messher of the houschold is
svaiieble to provide the nooded care;

* is in the thind trimseter of pregrancy; or

» Lves in & ramols sron.

Each State would bw pennitted to dafer froo: JOBS for good cause, s datarmined by e Sists, $% of the totl
nunber of persons iy the phascd-in group {ncreamd to 10% aller FY99). Oood cense coukd inciude substantial
barrisrs to smploymentfor szampls, & severs laaming diaability or ecrious smotional instabulity, A State would

be ubls, in the event of sxtmordioary clrcumatances, w apply W the Sacretacy 1o increase tha percentage &4p on
good cause placomants.

3 June 9, 1954
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COMPARISON OF WELZARE REFORNM FPROVINIONS — continuad {drap)

3 Mainatreats Porum

Persons who sre undar 20 compisting bigh school or GBLD; clioate in part-time technicalivocations] education in
combination with work; clients who so dissbled, ill, or those caring for disabled ralative, will be cxatpt from
perticipstion in the progranx. Pregoant womea, custodia) perents, and guardians will gat an exenmption egqual to the
Facoily and Modical Lawve Act {17 woeks),

D. Sanctions

L [0 g FY

The sxnction for the firet instancs of failuse to participate in JOBS a4 raquired (or Ssilure 10 sccepl & privete sector
Job or other occursence of soscomplisaps) ix e lows of s sas-complisnt individusi’s share of the grant until the
failure 0 comply cssses. The same sanctian is impoved, but for 3 minimurm of 3 months, for the second failure

to somply sad for » minimum of & manths for all subeegicat instances on nor-compliance.

2. Adminisasica P !

T JOBS and WORK, the sanction far refuslng s job offer without good cause would be the loss of tho adult's
portion of the AFDC benefit for § months or uslil the adult sccepts s job offer, whichever is shorter. Sanctions
for soncompliance in JOBS rammin tho ssme & curmot iaw. States would be roquired 1o provide a concilinticn
process o rosolve disputss. In WORK, soncomplisnce results in the following pesaltien: (1) For first occurreace,
the family recaives & 50 percent reduchiod in the AFDE grant for one wonth o until thoy comply; (1) For ths
secand occurrence, the fumily recrives a 50 parcant reduction in the AFDC gosat for throe incaths; (3) For the third
pocnsrence, eliminstion of the fmily’s grant for a periad of 3 monthe; (4} For 3 fourth and suhsequent occurronea,
shiminntios of the family’s goant for & period of & munths,

LN Msinstream Foniy

" AFDC and food stamgs benefits veduced for ane manth by 25 % for each act of non-compliance. Sanctions are Jeviad
for thoss who are offered a privats sector job but do not scsept job without good resson. Saactioned lndividaals
sz offered the option of changing jobs, up 0 » sssximum of 3 tires,

1 A TIME LIMITS

A, Duration of Eligibllity for Benefiis

i Currsot Law

Durution of bexiolits is i porpetuity wo Jong as oligibility criterie is met.  Sogw Statos are pormsitted 2o placs & ime-

limit cen AFDC-UP participation conaiating of 6 montha in any 13 montk paciod. Thirtean currntly do, bowever,
vo other tUms-Hinite sxist udder cutrent Jaw,

Phased-in recipizats would bave & lifelime maximum of 34 cumulative woniha of cash wid, The clock begin with
receipt of betwofite wod does 1ot ras whils the individuel is defirred from JOBS or if the individual is under 18 yearn
old. Oxly those recipients who stigin ap cxtession or who havs samed-back eligibility may mceive cash aid for
longer than 24 cumulative lifctines months. JOBS-mandatory perticipants whe hit the tmeelimit mist regiser for
the WORK program in urder to continua to reosive public asdsience, Tha time-linsit spplies solely w0 AFDC snd
doos a0t spply to other sssisinnce progokmt. .

£ June 20, 1994
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CONPARISON OF WELFARE REFOIM PROVISIORS — consinued {draft)

3 Malngrean Fooim

Two your Hifs-time limit of AFDC bcfits, the clock stants "sfier individual signs pasticipation agreement. When
the two yenr tisoe limit sxpima, Teansitional child cars is provided for thoss who cxhiaust AFDC bensfite and
Madicald beasfits sz exivadad for ope ystr. Puticipaots who hit tho time-Lmit enter the community ssevics
progrum far )2 amcaths.

B Exemnptions from the Time-lmit

1. Sgrops law

Not applicabds.

Tndividuals sro mot subjoct 1 the tises Limit if they mest criteria for deforral staine.  Noo-phasod-in recipients are
not sabjoct ta the time-limit Gnless thoy veluotesr for JOBS and e Staty choows (o imposs the time-limit oo
volunteees, Oaly ano-parent in an AFDC-UP family could be plsced in defirrd statvs. Timo limits would not
apply uatil the recigiests’ 18:h binbday.

3. Mainstresm Fooug
Those whn ate exempt from Work First are sxsapt from tine-dinited roquirements.

Siates would bo required to grant wxietgions & persons who reachod the tisne Limit without heving kad sdaguate
accens 1o the servicos apecified in the employability plan. I ioatances in which u State filed to wubstantially
provids the sarvices, including cbild cars, callod for in the senploysbility plan, the State wonld b required 10 grans
a5 axteasion aqual % the sumber of months neaded 10 complete the ectivities in ths eployability plea (up to & limit
of 24 months}. 1f the State ageacy aad the mcipiont disagreed with rapect to whather services were substantially
provided sud hence s jo whathor the recipingt was satitlad 10 sz extensian, tha State agency would be mandated
© inform the recipient of bor or his right © a fair haaring. Porsons sorolled is & structured learsing program
(iscinding, but ot fimited o, those tresiod wndar the School-to-Work Opportunitios Act) would be graniod an
© extengion up to xgs 22 for complotion of mich s program. States would slso bo permitted, bt 2ot requited, o gragt
extensiony of the time fimit under apecified clrcumstances, wp 1o 10% of all recipients required to participais in
JOBS sod subject 1 the tse Lzt

3. Mainatrozm Facum
, Pregount womes, custodial paraats, and gusrdisne will got sn extsasion squal fo the Famnily and Medical Laava Act

(12 weeks). Siato may slno sltow 10R of all participante & reentor the Work Pt or comminity service program
« following 36 manths of pesticipation.

b June 39, 1998
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COMPARISON O WELYARE REFORM PROVIIONS - continued fdrefi)
D Eurning-Back Additional Eligibility

Por those wha ialt APDC with fnas than €ix mouths of dligibility remaining, isdividusls could “earn-back® 1 month
of AFDC sligibility for each € moaths off AFDC/WORK. The maximuum sumber of months & individual can sarm
st ons timo jv & months. A person Who re-wppliss for cash &id ad bas no sdditional sonthe of eligibility would
b requirsd io register for WORK.

£ N Maigstrean Forem

No oam-back provisicas. Ten percent of individuals will bs aligidle for re-admittance to the program, provided
that their finish 8 3 ysar comumuaily servico job slot. When the 2 year time fimit expires, Transitional child care
is provided for those who exbaust AFDC honefits and Mndicaid bennfits ate extandad for ome yoar,

0L POST-TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

A. Work Requiremeat *

L. Curent Law

No masdated work for benefits prograzy; States have oplian o rus Comuimity Work Bxpesience Programs
{CWEP). People in CWEP work in the public secior for the pussber of bows squal to their AFDC bansfit divided

by @ minigmm wage. o RY 1991 thare ware 13,112 aslots for CWEP partisipants; Oplional Work
Supplementation Program. In FY 1991 thers ware 707 slots for the progrem.

Thooo recipisats who have exceeded thair time-limit and who e unsble to obtain unsubsidized emmployment will
be sequiced to participalo in the WORK programs. Individual WORK alots would be Limiled 0 12 monta apd States
eonld pursus & wids rungs of strategics in dasigning such elots. Rexpuired participatios i job search for 2 poriod
of not leus than 45 day {up to 50 daye st State option) befirs hitting the time Hmit and taking a WORK assignment.
Job sesrch beiwess WORK sssignments. Stades would have the flaxibility to determine the number of houn for
each WORK sasignoent, with & minivaans of an svemuges of 15 hours per wesk during » month and for no more than
an average of 35 houm per week durisg & meoath.

States that ostablish & Work Firmt Program are required to oreats » Community Secvico Jobe systems. Afier the 2
yeur tisuo-limit ia the Work First progoms, clisnts will cotor the Comamnity Service program.  Chisate will muset
with case managers who will asiat participants in shoosing & commuaity service job and eveatually obtain & full
tima naschaidized job. Stutes shall provids sach participant with » community service job (minimiun of 30 bouw
s week, plus § hours mandatary job ssarch) paid & rate oqual to minimum wage, Community Service Jobw sre
dofined s smploymant provided to & participsnt by the Staio or by an employer, in whick some or all of the wages
sre paid for by the $tats. The State caun waive the 30 hour requirement if it is Wo finsacially burdensonss for the
sinte L meat-but sl phise in 30 bour requirsment by 2001,

The Community Servics Program will follow the Work Fisst modal: Stules can chooss from the placsment agency

option, the tmporary subsidizzd job optioa, or the work supplement option, in which veployers must spree ™o
provide the pasticipant tho unount in wages oqual to the poverty threshold for a Saamily of three.”

& June 39, 198
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COMPARISON OF WELVARE REPGRM PROVISIONS ~ vovtinued {draft}

B. Timno-Limits on Post-Trunsitional Assistance

Thewe ix no ovecall tew-Liogt on WORK participation, 3o long s participeats have met all requirements. States
would be required % assign now o newly ope WORK slots to WORK segistrants who have most vecatly hit the
LW la‘ tl

3. Meinstresn Forug

The comumisnity service somponent would only be svailabls to &n individual for thrve years., A limitod muber of
individuals (10% of the perticipanis} desmod ‘not rady for smployment® can be madmitted fo the Work Piret or
Community Servits program sflee this point,

. Puy Compensation

L Cucrent Law

Peopin in CWEP work in public sector joba for ths number of hours aqual to their AFDC benefit divided by the

Towt WORK program beaefie (wages plus supplomental bracfite} wonld not be loss than the AFDC grant. Wages
from WORK sssignments would be trosted s samad lscome with mepect 1o Federu! sod Faderal-State sssistance
programs odher Gun AFDC (0.3, food stampe, $S1, Medicaid, public and Section 8 housing)., Persons in WORK.
assignments would bo mibject (o FICA xes. Stales would be required to angure that the corresponding employer
sonidbution for OASDI and HI was mads, sither by e employer or by the eatity sdmisistoring the WORK

* progeam (ot through apother method). Earnings from WORK positions would net be subject to tax, would not be
treated a8 caroesd incoroe or inchuded in sdjusted gross incotme for purposes of cakaslating the Barnad Income Tax
Credit, and would not be treated ap qualifiad wuges for purposes of the Targeted Joba Tax Crodit. Ths employrment
of panicipsnts under the WORKE program would nof be subjoct o the provisions of any Fedemd or State
whamployment compensation v,

Usnlike the Work First, Community Service wagas ke not considered esened income.  Participents work for wages
(8l least minigmn wage) igetead of AFDC bencfite. Participanis in subsidized cmployment could mceive o
supplemeatal besofit from the State.

D, Ansi-dixplacement Provisions
L Quent. Law
Strang anti-dizpiacement provisions s established by FSA of 1988,

Strong sati-displacament provisians based o Natiooal Sarvice aoa-displacemant moanirs.

T June 2%, 1994


http:Puticipa.nu

) SEJ;VT‘“BY%?EQSPACE BLIXG. 2 6-20-84 (11:3684M ¢ ACE7SULTE 600~ 202 456 7028110

COMPARISON OF WELFARR REFGIN PROVISIONS ~ tondinaed fdraft}

To sasure that individusls who roach the time Lmit are emigned to WORK slots, States will be expecied to meet

" & WORK perticipation standard. Pinancial pooaltics sre appliod if tho siandard is not met. To awet thin sandard,
States sre required (o moot sither: The oumber roquired s it 80 porsent of thowe Wi are registered for the
WORK progrun sm sasigasd w 8 WORK siot, o the numbey requirad s that total sumber of WORK slots the
State is roquired to croate, besed oa Ueir Anding sliocstion, am filled by individuals sasignad 10 s WORK slot.
For ths proportion of cassload below the applicshis standurd, a 28 percent reduction in the FFP for ARDC benefita
_will bo loviad using the avecage AFDC bemefit foval paid is the Stato to determine the amount of the penalty.

3 Msinsiream Forum
Aﬁmmmhmlé&mwdwm No specific participation standacsds fur States 1o gent

Tha propasal would allow Stsice to establishs Individusl Development Accoursts, ia cooporation with local financisl
intitvations, & cacouMge RaVings s participasis of incomo seaistancs prograe. Racipients would be shie &
2ave up 1o $10,000 in » tax daforsnd acoount for purposes of educational sxpanses o buying & new home.  Funds
in tha scoount would be axcluded from desormining resowrces for purpoees of oligibility, Withdrawals for
yngqualifiod purponcs would reault in & 10% penalty of the arwunt withdrawn, Pasticipants would be Limited o &
$1,000 depouit limit per year. The federsl government would provide $500 in starter funds o maks the
catabdishinont of such accounts mors sitactive {rocipisate would be eatitied o withdraw these iaitial funds but would
inctead “replace” thom with thair own depouite). In & damontirstios prognm, recipieats vould participes in 2
subsidized 1A whareby o Stele would matel participanis® doposits up to $2,500.

In 3 releied progeum, Siates would be permitiad % sacoumge people io stert microaierprises; Demoostoadion
program to pramole seif-anploymont by providiag scooss 10 micro-losn funds and tecknical assistance in obtaining
kosns snd starting husinesses sh £ mans 1o schiove selfsuificiency.

3. Masingieam Forum

As part of Work First, States are permittod to wss Pederal community sad mral devalopment wid job training funds
to make direct [oans to pouproafit groups 1o provids technical sssistance, taining, aad crodit to low insome antrepre-
neurs for e purposs of sutablishing & sxicyowntarprise. With regards (0 e resonrcas of microenterpring, Stalea
shall disregard $8,000 of the et worth (assets producad by Lisbilities} for a period of 2 yewrs. Net profits skall bs
treatod sa earnod income during thet ssme poriod. Tho Targeted Jobe Tax Credit is amended, doubling the

8 June I8, 1954
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LOMPARISON OF WELFARE REFCEM PROVISIORS w pontinusd . {drgt)

winiowm period of amploymest raguired for sn employer to recaive credit.

Additiopally, States shall dizegard from tesources up to $8,000 in 1 qualified assat acoount {"s mechanism
spproved by the state. . JRA, Bacrow, o ssviogs bond™) for 1 member of the family. Money can be used for post-
socondary school, purchas of & bouse o7 sutomobde, or for the cetablishrent or operatian of s microcnicepriss.
The penalty for an unqualifist vae of theae funds wotld bo 1o treat the funds s income; resulting in inefigibulity
for the paticipant i somes cased.

V. FUNDING AND MATCHING RATES

1. Sucoeol Law

States sre reizubureed al & M0 percent rets for JOBS sxpenditures up o the smonat allctted 1o the State in FY 1987
for WIN. States face financisl peoalties if progrmam meotirces are oot targetad towards apecified populstions.
Additional axpenditerss sre reisbumed & s highar of 6D percent a0d the Medicaid mte for dirsct costs and
potsonnal costs of full-time JODS staff and 50 percant for othar administrative couts; The cap for JOBS was $600
million in FY 1988, it increasce 1o $1.3 Billion in FY 1995, and decreases 0 $1 billicn for FY 1996 and beyonst;
Most States have boen usabls o doew down their eatire allocation for JOBS bocanss thoy cannot Bod the moory
for State match,

The Federal waatch cates {for cach State) for ol JOBS expenditurcs would be wat st FMAP plus 5 percentage poinls
with & flocr of 65, generslly Incresxing &> 10 percentage points snd a floor of 70 in later yoars to match anticipated
oeeds, Spending for direct program snd sdininistrative costa would be matchod i the same rate. Tho JOBS capped
eatitlement {Fedorl) would be set & $1.75 billion for FY 1996, 51.7 hillion for FY 1997, §1.8 billion for FY 1998,
and $1.9 billion for sech of the fiscal years 1998, 1959, aod 2000. This capped amount would be adjusted
sidomatically for inflstion afier FY 2004. In sddition, » 3300 million fund would be set-aside for purposes of we
by tho Secrotary, Stades who have desws down thelr sative sllocation would be permitiad to drew-down edditions!
funds fronos the capped aunvsunt that other States Bad not,

A separate cappad satitlermont warld be esteblizhed for the WORK program 10 sover operatioas! costs (the sume
. moatch mos apply). Tho WORK capped cotitloment {Federal) would be 2et at $200 million for FY 1998, $700
smillion for FY 1999, $1.1 hillicn for FY 2000, $1.3 billion for FY 2001, $1.4 hillion for PY 2002, $1.4 billion
for FY 2003, and §1.7 billion for each of the fiscal yoars thareafler, sdjustad for inflation. A Stats would be
peemitied to resllocate an smount up to 10% of its combined JOBS and WORK aliotmenta frog its JOBS progesm
to ils WORK progmm and vice verss.  Match mates and capped amounis would beo adiusted in casos of high
unemployment o sctdmmodalo sxtreme CrTDaAnes,

3 Mainstreams Forum

For all 50 States aud D.C., Federal govorumant share sot af 80% and the State share sot at 20%. Wk Fiest is
. &b snckpped entitloment; Towor match for teerilocios. Fundiag for Wark Fiset is an uncapped sutiticment.

Vi CHILD SUFPORT ENFORCEMENT

A Paternity Fetablishment

i Querent Law

Clienty gt coopernts with the Siste in essabilishing patornity, ucless there j» *good canso.” I cliwst does not
cocperais, her portiocn of the AFDC beasfit will be wnmigatad usless no such peyss can be found; Under the
Omnibus Reconcilistion Act of 1953, States must kave pricadtiunas in plaoe for a sitnple civil prooscs for volunterily

wscknowladging paternity, The act wlso calla for strengthened paternity setablishment standerds for vach State basad
upon past figures. .

3y June 29, 1994



