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ALL ANSWERS ARE TO BE CONSIDERED STRICTLY G@NFI]DENTRAL

1) Transitional Assistance -~ The new tnme hmited program_would require
li | I f wn t. r 1

w-_rfr ment. | target le? :

Yes — 24

No - 07

Didn’t vote, w/comments -~ 02
Didn't vote, w/o comments --00
Checked both ‘yes’ & ‘no’ -- 01

Yes . : .
o It depends on how enrollment is defined and on how it is financed.

o No federal mandate without sufficient federal funding. This target group is
acceptable provided there is adequate federal funding to cover 100% of expanded
costs. We are opposed to federal mandates for service employment without federal
funding.

o Program expansion at state option.

0 Maintain state option to phase-in additional families

0 Our state is not opposed to the provision requiring all states to enroll income eligibie
families with a parent born after 1972 two years after enactment. Based on recent

- state legislation, our legislature will be requesting a waiver to administer a time-limited
AFDC benefit program which will be more restrictive than the current Administration’s
proposal. In addition, allowing the states the option of mcludlng addltlonal target

~ groups is also suggested.

o Yes, if there are enough resources to serve them. In FY97, caretakers born after
1872 will be equal to approximately 40% of the caseload in our state, or 15-16,000
individuals per month. Currently JOBS serves approximately 7,000 {monthly.} New
JOBS cases would require new resources; e.g. training, case management, child care,
transportation, etc. -

0 Yes, it would be very difficult t0 implement all at once for everyone. Focus should be
on the younger parents to prevent long term dependency.

o This population is a little less than 30% of the AFDC caseload. Targeting a segment
of the population and having people age-in seems very logical. Strategies and needs
assessment can be better targeted than going with new applicants with a wide mix of
groups.

o if it is intended that all AFDC recipients eventually be included in the time-limited
program, a pian needs to be developed to add other income eligible families
incrementally.

0 As long as there is substantial increase in funding to match the requirements.

o While this cohort will produce long-term savings, it needs to be recognized that these
clients are the most expensive because chiid care needs for infants and preschool
children are highest in this age cohort. Increase match rates for child care; allow state
option to include clients from other cohorts where child care or adequate funding is not
available.
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0 Acceptable, in the sense that if a reform must be phased in this manner, this is a
good group with which to start. .

o If states must begin with a target group, this is acceptable

o Provided that states have flexibility to phase in other target groups with potential to
succeed, e.g. other recipients born before 1972.

o It is effective to target young AFDC families, but there is concern as to how regular
JOBS target group requirements and participation rates will be impacted.

No

0 There should be state flexibility on target groups. Note this ralses questions about
equitable treatment for similarly situated families.

0 A more realistic approach would allow the states to target a percentage of caseload
based upon geographic and economic parameters to controf the size of the eligible
group and to provide services 10 the most appropriate needy AFDC clients.

0 The majority of recipients would be unaffected because of the phase-in.

0 We believe that all recipients of AFDC should be enrolled in a training, education, or
work opportunity as a condition of receipt of benefits. There should be no time limit
unless jobs are available. '

o Require parents bom after 1968 to enroll in time-limited program.

o Why would parents born before 1972 be excluded? For any large number of
participants, from where do the “work” jobs come?

o Prefer that all eligible income families with parents be subject to time limits with the
exception of the disabled or parents caring for disabled.

Yes and No

o The target group is acceptable, though we have read it as those bom after 1971.
The time frame is not acceptable. We need promuligated regulations to have the detail
and decisions necessary and these are often delayed. Two years form issuance of
promulgated regulations is sufficient.

Didn’t vote, w/comments

0 We are in the process of analyzung this approach. At a minimum, states should have
the flexibility to phase-in the population as it's finally defined, beginning two years after
publication of final regulations or after the enactment if states are held harmless for
differences between actual implementation and final regulations.

0 We have had target groups before, starting with the WIN program and now the JOBS
program. If we are to transform weifare as we know it, every financial assistance
applicant/recipient needs to participate in activities leading towards employment. We
should be allowed to phase this in on a geographical basis.

0 We serve 1/3 of the mandatory eligibles to his point. And the groups grows every
month. - Serving everyone in a two-year period would require exira resources.
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inistrati tarqet this transitional istance

Yes - 14
No - 12
Didn’t vote, w/comments-- 08
Didn’t vote, w/o comments-- 00

Yes

o We are already expanding our JOBS program under welfare reform waivers and this
target group is among those who will be served.
- 0 State cannot afford additional match. Yes, we could project an estimate of additional
costs.
o To fully implement an expanded JOBS Program thls state would need
approximately $7 million, of which $3,763,00 would be federal funds. This projection
does not take into consideration the increased intensity of effort that may be needed to
serve younger parents.
o Estimate a 50% increase in the JOBS funding level to handie additional cases
o It will likely cost another $100 m. Uniess the federal matching rate is 90% or 100%
state level appropriation is not available to expand the program.
0 A doubling of JOBS funding would enable us to implement the proposed expanded,
JOBS program. in addition, the funding would enable us to move towards requiring all
AFDC recipients to panticipate in appropriate self sufficiency activities as presently
provided for under the Single Parent Employment Demonstration.
o Given sufficient time, it will be possible to estimate caseload sizes and levels of
~ funding. There are currently approximately 40,000 open cases in the JOBS program,
at a cost of $26 m. It is important to ensure that sufficient child care funds are available
to serve this population. The targeted group are ciients 22 years old and under, with
the assumption that their children are younger children with greater child care needs.
o Based upon limited information available, we project a total cost of $114 million
including $80.9 million of state funds. Elimination of the cap would result in federal
match of $72. 1 million rather than the $33.1 projected.
o Our state's share of the new JOBS slots would approximately 10,000. We estimate
the totai cost of funding the new slots at $11.3 million ($5.6 federal, $5.7 state).
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o Current funding level is $27.0 million. An additional $17.5 million wouid be required.
That amount includes $2.9 mitlion to compensate for current overmatch by our state.
o implementation would double our state’s JOBS caseload and would take an
additional 2.5 million to expand the program. :

No : .

o We cannot project costs with the information we currently have.

o There are an extraordinary number of variables here. Not only the number of
participants, but overall program design, number of sanctions, and support service
costs to name a few. _ .

o Do not have data available on the number of new or re-applicants that are under 22.
Also the dollar need is directly impacted by the type of services to be provided. A
larger demand on child care would be a result and have to be considered.

o Additional analysis of caseload demographics is required.

o Qur state would need approximately a total of $17.4 million ($15 m state and $2.4 m
federal) to serve 100% of the mandatory population, using the current definition of a
mandatory participant. Increased federal funding inciuding an enhanced match rate is
necessary to serve participants in the expanded program. States have difticulty in
maximizing federal funds under the current federal match rate and cap. Expanded
federal funding alone does not alleviate the state's ability to obtain sufficient state
funds to maximize federal funds and serve all participants.

0 The new program will require greater infrastructure, more publicly subsidized slots,
lower caseloads & higher administrative capacity. For smaller states the cost per client
is higher and must be factored in.

o Our current appropriation serves 3,000 families at any given time. Another $1 billion
would allow the same number of clients to be served at a time, but the expanded
program would require more chents to be served especially if the age of the child is -
dropped to age 1.

o-The JOBS funding our state would need is $299.1 m. This cost assumes that every
AFDC recipient age 26 and under is mandatory. However, given the current ratio of
mandatory participants to the total population, the cost would be reduced t00$169.3 m
before 1972 who are in JOBS or are seif initiated or required supportlve services.

o Not enough information to project.

o Currently this state is serving 6850 JOBS participants. We would be serving 23,400

in JOBS if total partsc:patlon were required. Although we would be serving 3.4 times

as many people, the cost is difficult to predict because suppon service requirements
-are unclear.

o Extremely difficult to prolect at this point. Would. suggest approxlrnately 35m to 50m.

o We are reviewing the implications of this approach in our state: But it is clear that a

higher match rate would be necessary.
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o There are t00 many unknown variables. 740,000 appears to be low, unless all
current JOBS resources are redirected to the target population. it would be unfair, and
perhaps discriminatory to exclude people over a certain age from any available
employment and training programs. Rough estimates of job services for additional 16-
18,000 recipients could be as much as $40 million not including heaith care or as
payments.

o It's very difficult to project this, but we think we would need at least twice as much as
we are now authorized.
0 JTPA is the primary funding source for JOBS skill training; these funds are declining,
particularly for younger clients and cannot be relied upon for the broader/expanded
group.
o Data is being collected to project the size of this populanon the state funding
required, and the federal funding required.
o If by “expanded work-focused JOBS program”™ we mean JOBS-Prep, JOBS and
WORK Program, our state would project @ 4840 to be in JOBS-Prep, 6900 additionat
caretakers in JOBS and @ 8,700 in the WORK program. The current JOBS program in
our state is serving @ 10,800 AFDC caretakers or 88% of the AFDC caretakers who
are 24 years oid and younger. Based on current values, the costs for JOBS-Prep,
additional JOBS and WORK program would be $1,210,000, $40,830,000 and
37,428,900 respectively. Since the Work Program will be implemented in year three of
the program, the additional leve! of funding per year in the first two years of the
program would be $42,040,000 for JOBS-Prep and additional JOBS recipients. The
federal share would be 24,803,600 at 59% FFP rate and the state share would be
- $17,736,400. Third year and later funding will need to be increased by $37,582,249
{tederal share -$22,173,526) to phase in the WORK program for those who reach the
24 month time limit and are unemployed. In projecting the cost of the WORK program,
we assumed that our state’'s WORK program would consist of work-for-wages,
community work experience and volunteer services. Bottom lines: @ $42 million
(tederal + state) in its initial phase and @ $79.5 miilion (federal + state) with the WORK
- program. Day Care costs are included in the above projections.
o We can project, but don’t have current figure.

No - 16
Didn't vote, w/comments -~ 06
Didn’t vote, w/o comments~ 00
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Yes

0 Would be sufficient but may not be sufficient for other states if given the opportunity
to expand those served
o Assuming that these funds are for the JOBS program only, not the JOBS-prep, other
work programs, or child day care. The funding leve! would also be dependent upon
the inténsity of service needed to serve this younger population.
o The level of funding would need to cover the expected increase in the number of
participants as well as the increased costs resulting from expanded services.
o Should be adequate if state match is available.
o Even if federal money would be available, the concern would be the required leve!l of
state match aiready a problem currently for some states. Also, other expenditure
requirements such as 55% on target groups would have to be done away with.
0 We request that states implement universal paricipation be permitted to draw down
additional JOBS funding.
o An additional $1 biltion could probably serve most of the expanded population. |t
depends on the number that would be deterred to JOBS-prep and on the number of
services needed by the new JOBS population. However, the program would require
an additional appropriation of state funds for matching this JOBS component as well
as JOBS-PREP, child care, etc.
o It looks like this might be sufficient.

Neo
o Need more funding for a larger target group
0 One of our state’s probiems in serving another mandated group in a rigidly specified
time frame is raising the state funds to draw down federal funds. The match ratio for
JOBS funds should be changed 90/10 and states should be able to transter AFDC
funds to the JOBS program as the caseload decreases.
0 We agree that $1 billion is a good place to start. Since many states have not been
able to supply the match necessary to draw-down.available funds, however, adding
money without reducing the necessary match will not improve many state’s positions.
In this state, while we have been able to draw down the IV-F money available to us so
far, it is uncentain whether we would be able to double our expenditure. Lifting the cap
and increasing the federal match w||l better position states to implement the new
federal program.
o This may be enough for this first year, but will not be in subsequent years. Also a
higher federal matching rate is needed and that will require an increased federal
appropriation.
o Probably not. The more persons served, the more employment barriers that will be
found, the higher the support service costs. Program design becomes, e.g. are current
dollars retargeted from some educatlon/tratmng activities to a shorter work
- aftachment™ modei? - :
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o Increased federal funding including an enhanced match rate is necessary to serve
participants in the expanded program. States have difficulty in maximizing federal
funds under the current federal match rate and cap. Expanded federal funding alone
does not alleviate the state's ability to obtain sufficient state funds to maximize federal
funds and serve all participants.

o0 Administrative capacity is a serious issue. The youngest segment of the population
requires more intensive case management; resources to provide transitional program
services for an additional 30% of the population must be developed; imposing a time
limit makes it critical for states to provide necessary supportive services, such as drug
treatment or mental health counseiing, which may have been previously unfunded.

- o Eligible population is now very narrowly defined {55% of the caseload.} Initiative will
both drastically increase clients to be served and will not let us rely as we currently do
on the mandatory JOBS population whose children do not need child care.

o Assuming no change in the match rate and distribution formula, this wouid more than
double our state's current investment of not only state match dollars but also 100%
state dollars currently invested above the match.

o Not with the current tederal match rate system which requires a certain level of state
funding. Because of budget limitations imposed by the State Legislature, we would
not be able to draw down our full allotment even with an increase in funding.

o With current fiscal constraints, it is anticipated that sufficient State appropriations
wouid not be available. State match requirements must be reduced or States will not
be able to draw down additional Federal dollars.

o We are reviewing the implications of this approach for the JOBS program in our
state. But it is clear that a higher match rate would be necessary.

o Unabile to determine at this time. If the intention is to require participation of all
clients eventually this would not be sufficient.

o Consideration should be given to coordination of funding with existing programs; this
proposal has failed to engage other providers/systems in the discussions.

o The distribution of funding per state is more critical to determing if there is a sufficient
level of funding.

o It is difficult to project what an additional $1 billion dollars would accornpltsh
nationwide, and therefore difficult to project if the fundung level would be sufficient for
our state.
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1 No deferments
2 Specify categories
3 Allow %exemption
Breakdown
05--00
10--02
15--02
20--03
25--05
other --01
%unspecified--02

4Require min. %
Breakdown
75--04
80--00 -
85--00
90--01

| Included In a ,
| nsw Combination Answer

02 . 01

13 10
06 09
01 | 05

other--01 (1 responded 50-75)

Combination answers .

S_ur_v_ey_&

05
o8
10
15
19
26
28
32
34

NNNNNN

‘Answers '

2,3 (10),4 (90), no comments
1,2, comments

2, 3 (20), 4 (75), no comments
2, 3 (15), comments

, 3, comments _

s 3 (25), 4 (50-75), comments

, 3 {25), 4 {75), comments
, 3 (15), comments
. 3 (25), comments

Didn’t vote, w/comments -- 02

, 3 {25), 4 (75), no comments -

Total

03
23
15

06
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o Whether JOBS-prep or transitional, every participant should be expected to do

something which should be set forth in an agreement of mutual understanding.

-0 You cannot judge on the front end, who is job ready and who is not.

o Phase in all recipients over next 4 years. Everyone can do something. This state is
proposing legislation requiring all AFDC recipients to participate in a JOBS program
with more components authorizing the Depariment of Human Services to apply for a
federal waiver.

t r | xempt ¢
o It is important for the petcentage to be high enough to adequately reﬂect the nature
of our population. In this state, as in other states that have large urban centers, we
have a high proportion of special needs, hard-to-serve ctients. Our exempt population
must not be compared to other states without similar ciients. _
o Additional percentage of 15-20% (primarily due to jobs not being avaitable.
o The additional percentage of the caseload could accommodate those in an
educational setting (that would exceed two years) for the purposes of becoming
employable.
o States should always have the option to exempt some clients even if a minimum
percentage of the caseload is required as a performance measure.
o At state discretion, the JOBS Prep Program could include the temporarily
incapacitated, those with a history of substance abuse, caretakers of disabled adults or
children, or caretakers of children under the age of one.
o Keep exemptions to a limit, especially caring for an infant. We would not want
having additional children to become a means of avoiding the time |Imll Perhaps
children under six months would be better.
. o Estabiishing specific deferrals implies that the deferral is considered to be temporary
and will be reviewed when the situation is expected to change.
o Plus is a key word in this approach thereby, not tying the exempt group to the
separately allowed percentage and thereby prowdlng states more flexibility and
control.
o All abie-bodied recipients {(except those caring for disabled person or newborn)
should be required to obtain job and work.
o Specity categories of individuals, such as disabled adults or those caring for a
disabled child, or infant under the age of one, plus allowing states to except an
additional percentage of the caseload. :

Allow %

o JOBS-PREP appears to be no ditferent than the current JOBS program -- it provrdes
services with no time limits.

0 (20%) This would allow the states the flexrblhty to address specific groups. within the
state.
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0 {10%) | believe that 10% or fewer of the aduits would actually be unable to work
{given sufficient support services, e.g. barrier removal, A & D treatment; child care,
medical, transportation.) However, this presupposes sufficient funding to deal with the
JOBS program as the expectation rather than the exception.

0 (20%) By using a percentage, states can make their own decisions..

o This approach will allow us the greatest flexibility and is much preterred. We have a
significant category of individuals in our state who require English as a second
fanguage and remediation who do not fit the profile proposed by the Administration.
These individuals also will need the pre-JOBS experience for remediation before they
can move into training/employment.

Require min. %
The balance of the caseload (25%) would participate in 'th'e Pre-JOBS program.
% ex . t

o State's determination should depend on the availability of additional federal
resources.

at . 25% exempt: 50-7

o The percentage aCtuaIIy participating will be dependent upon resources available.
States will need flexibility to match supply and demand. :

Specify cateaory, 25% exempt. 75% min,

o Contingent on funding levels.

§mlty_cﬂegorv. 15% exempt,

o Would prefer flexibility at state level rather than mandating a specific % for
participation. Considerable national data indicate JOBS is not a particularly eﬂectlve
program but is very expensive. _

Specify ~ category, 25% exempt.

0 States would need to be able to defer a certain percentage as not everyone would
be able to partncupate in the transitional program.
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! nt _
o At a minimum, final deferment provisions should give states flexibility to tailor their
programs to their demographics and to changing economic conditions.
o Not sure how to respond. We do not like exemptions since that sets the wrong -
expectation. We like individualized participation requirements based on the situation
and needs of partlcrpants However give the 2 year Ilmrt exemptions are absolutely
needed.
0 Would recommend a combination of 2 and 3; i.e. allow states to establish exemption
criteria which would be accepted as long as no more than 30 percent of the “born-
after-1972" caseload is exempted from the time-limit program.

5) WORK -- Which option should be available to states as they attempt to
r

riunities for participant r th nd of t
year ellgibility for cash assistance?

A requirement of work for wages -- 00

The asuthority to create a variety of work requirements, 'Includlng work for
wages options as well as commumty work experience and mandated
volunteer service -- 28

Didn’t vote, w/comments --05
Didn’t vote, w/o cemmentsj--OO'

* Marked both options 1 & 2 --01

0 We are concerned that there is too much focus on assumptron of subsrdlzmg jobs or
creating public jobs

The authority to create a v arletv of work requ!rementsm

0 States need the flexibility that this optron provides.

o Our state prefers giving states the flexibility to develop opportunmes which will serve
the needs of various state's residents. _

o No federal mandate for state funded public service employment :

- 0 States require as much flexibility as possible to implement this new program., Whlle
we recognize that work for wages is preferable to other options, greater ﬂexrbrllty will
provide the abrllty to serve a larger number of clients.
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o Flexibility is required so as to allow the state to use the best possible approach in
serving the individual.

0 The need for iarger numbers of work assignments must be minimized by heavy up
front emphasis on securing unsubsidized employment and maximum flexibility will be
needed in developing work assignments.

o It would be necessary for all options to be available as all areas may not allow for an
adequate number of work sites {(example: rural areas and Indian reservations.)

o We need the authority of creating a variety of work situations to meet the needs of
participants and to respond to different conditions in various pans of the stats,
including combining work experience with education and job search.

o States need flexibility to develop policies and requirements that will meet the
geographic and economic needs of the states.

o Placement in unsubsidized private or public sector jobs should be the first priority. if
unsubsidized job opportunities have been exhausted or are unavailable, alternatives.
such as Community Work Experience Program (CWEP), work supplementation or on-
the-job training (OJT) opportunities should be required of clients as a condition of
AFDC benetit eligibility.

o States will need a great deal of flexibility to establish the large number of slots
needed.

o It is very important to have a wide range of options for participation in the work
requirement. This gives individuals and state agencies the ability to design the work
experience so that it best fits the individual and employability goals.

0 The broadest flexibility and the capacily to develop a menu of options wouid be the
most viable. Emphasis should be on Work for “Wage as the proposal says. Tax credits
should also be considered as options.

o States shouid be given the flexibility to develop work programs to include work for
wages, CWEP and other work experience type activities. Current restrictions on
CWEP and other work experience programs need to be relaxed.

0 While we support the 2nd option, we believe it is unrealistic to expect all
unsubsidized at once, although unsubsidized employment should be the fong term
goal.

o State flex:buhty is critical to allow communities to create work requurements to best
meet the needs of the community.

0 Unsubsidized private employment and rewards for working should be emphasized
to reduce the need for community service and public sector jobs.

o The option of creating a WORK program package that includes {1} work-for-wages,
(2) community work experience and (3) mandated volunteer services would provide
states with more flexibility to deal with changing nature of the local job markets.

0 Again need flexibility particularly in very rural areas.

o The ability to create a variety of work requirements is very important, but it should not
include a provision for mandated volunteer service. Volunteer service should be at
state option or have no reporting requirements and minimal record keeping.

o Our state currently maintains a large community work experience component.
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’ nt
o None, two years and off.
© Work in a public or private entity should be a primary requirement..
o States should be given a series of optrons mcludlng a state-designed option subject
to federal approval.
o At least 75% of the work opportunities should be subsidized jobs {i.e. work for
wages). In addition there should be a time limit on work experience or volunteer
service assignments unless it was determined that the wage was below that normally
expected for minimum wage work.
0 These options should provide safeguards for current workers to avoid full or pamal
displacement by welfare recipients.

6) WORK — The proposal is likely to inqiude_ﬁ_ml_mm_u_rc_qu_emem
of at least thirty hours a week with a state option to reduce the minimum
Yes -~ 13

No -- 16

No vote --05

Would you support a minimum work requirement of twenty hours a week,
with the option to go 1o thirty?

Yes -~ 23
No -- 04
No vote --07

Combination vote

Yes, Yes -- 07

Yes, No --02

Yes, no response - 04

No, Yes --14

No, No --02

No response, Yes -- 02

Didn't vote at ail, w/comments --03
Didn't vote at all, w/o comments --00

Yes. Yes

0 We support maximum state flexibility
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Yes. No

o Individuals who are working should be allowed eligibitity for the program but a
minimum of thirty hours would provide the state with the leverage to work with
individuals who would otherwise continue at a 10 to 15 hour a week job.

o Requiring work participation as close to a regular work week provides valuable
work-place experience. it would benefit participants to be required to periodically
attend life skills training and job readiness skills training during the work requirement
period. -

T

o Yes, if. The ideal combination would be a full-time expectation with a four day work/1
day work search job club arrangement. Whether that is possible depends on the

“ funding available and how many individuals “progress” all the way to a required work
assignment.
o Our state believes the work requirement should be different for szngle—parent and
two-parent families.

No, Yes

o Considering the difficulty involved in restructurmg the system we recommend modesi
requirements with the option to move toward more stringent expectations.

o Consideration shouid be given to option going to forty.

o Our state recommends that the current mandatory twenty hour per week requwement
be retained.

o Even 20 hours per week will extend current CWEP- requirements of AFDC grant
divided by the mlmmum wage. The state’s average is approximately 16 hours per
week.

o If the work earnings are substantlally lower than AFDC, do participants get a pamal
grant?

o To help control child care, transportation and other supportive service costs. _

- 0 One of the problems with the minimum work requirement is equity. If participants are
credited at the state minimum hourly wage in our state, many will not be able to work
even 20 hours per week. I they are not paid at the minimum rate, we will be highly
criticized for “slave labor” tactics. However, if the minimum is put in place, there should
be financial or reporting incentives for states for all those who achieve 30 hours.
However, twenty hours would ailow for more creative job-sharing designs, while still
preparing more participants to become job-ready while waiting to secure private
employment. Generally, states need ultimate flexibility to meet the various needs of
recipients in a changing economy, so more than one option should be allowable o a
state. : -
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No, No

0 In the real world people work a 40 hour week.

o States should be allowed flexibility in this area. There may be differences in client
populations which affect the ability to work a minimum number of hours. Flexibility to
gradually increase the required hours is desirable, e.g. 15 hours - 1st year, 25 hrs. -
2nd yr., 35 hrs. - 3rd yr...

Didn't vote, w/comment

o Difficulty in answering. Concerned about very young teen parents who need to
finish basic education before they can become job ready. A minimum work
requirement may perpetuate their need for some other type of assistance.

o States should be given the broadest possible range of options in imposing work
requirements to allow for regional variations in changing labor market conditions.

o What is the difference between the 2 options? We would like to be able to require, if
appropriate given the circumstances up to 40 hours of participation a week in a
combination of activities, including job search, community work, regular unsubsidized
empioyment and education. 20 hours would be the minimum requirement, except for
persons on temporary leave because of illness, etc.

Yes - 13
No -- 11
Didn’t vote, w/comment --10
Didn’t vote, w/o comment -- 00

Yes
o We assume that these funds are for staft/administrative costs. However,
consideration should be given to whether these funds would be better spent through
subsidies to private empioyers.
o This state is concerned about requiring Iarge increases in state expenditures to draw
down federal funds. As with other questions, costs cannot be predicted until some
aspects of the proposat are solidified.
o Without specific information on the WORK program components, it will be difficult to
determine the exact Cost per. slot but a figure of $4200 should be adequate for our
state.

-0 Yes, if the funding is per year and the $4200 doesn't include the wage for rec&pient

o Should be adequate.
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o A subsidy of $4,200 for development and administration is more than enough,
unless this includes part of the payment as well.

o 1t is assumed that case management, implementation costs and client supportive
services would be funded from the proposed $4,200 subsidy. !f these assumptions are
incorrect, the costs would-be higher.

o Yes, if its excluding supponrtive services such as Medicaid and Child Care.

o Need clarification of the match rate being proposed. ' '

o We believe that private sector jobs are preferable to government jobs.

o Not enough detail in briefing. Does number include state matching? Funds for
subsidized employment?

o Per participant estimate; 20 hours X $4.25= $4420 If you add administration, child
care and transportation,. this subsidy is not enough.

o This appears to be a littie low, based on our experience.

o Our program costs about $5,000 annually per active participant. Much of this cost is
child care. It child care were separate it would be ok.

o If payments to and on behalf of clients are inciuded, this clearly inadequate. =
Otherwise, this is sufficient for administering the program and maintaining suppon.

o If limited to only operational admlnlstratlon “yes”; if uncludes distributive costs: wages,
child care and other services then “no.”

o This is below minimum wage, assuming a 20 hour work week However, if the
stipend is not included in this estimate, it would be sufficient funding.

o Funding to support 1 participant at subsidized wages of $4.25 for 20 hours/week for
1 year would exceed $4200 & there would be a need for additional admlnlstratlve cost
for child care & travel.

Didn’t vote, w/ comment-

0 We can't answer. We do not know if this is meant to cover administrative structure
and monitoring or if it includes costs of public or subsidized jobs.

o This question is impossible to answer as posed.

o If “per slot” means “per individual who enters this phase”, probably yes. If they stay
for 8 months, we would have $700 per month for support services (plus their grant
amount.)

o Can't answer this without addztional information.

o The cost of'a subsidy program is subject to regional economic variations within a
state and the financing of a WORK program must allow for these variations.

o Insufficient information available to respond to this question.

o Unable to determine at this time. 1f employment subsidies for employers will be
available would this be included in the proposed subsidy?

o It is unclear what requirements are mandated for the “slot” and the length of time
$4200 is to cover (question is not clear).
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o Since “work for wages”, (not “work for welfare™) would be a defining feature of the
Administration’s welfare reform proposal, it is important that this component succeed.If
the proposed subsidy of $4200 does not include wage subsidy, the amount will
provide states with opportunities to develop an effective WORK program. However, if
the proposed $4200 also includes the wage subsidy, then the component is
underfunded. The Administration’s tentative plan to reduce the federal share for
payment of costs of persons in the WORK program beyond a certain period of time
needs to be more specific to avoid cost shifting to states.

llev lnnin in 1 T t CF

Didn’t vote, w/comments --07
Didn’'t vote, w/o comments --01

Yes _
‘0 We believe we can and wili create jobs; however many of those jobs will be higher

paying/higher skilled jobs, requiring more education and training which may not be
possible in a two-year time limit :

o The private sector is currently creating the ]0bS necessary for employment in this
state.

o We can create enough private sector jobs to accommodate those leaving the rolls.
o The jobs would have to be of the work experience variety with public or private
nonprofit organizations. |

o Yes, but only if we focus on employment from day one. Minimizing training and initial
“family wage” job expectations, retaining strong support and transition services (cc
and medical} so that only a reasonable number need work placements.

o If this includes both subsidized and non-subsidized jobs.

o As long as this can be done in a way that doesn't end up being perceived as
threatening the job security and job quality of people who are already in the labor
force, we say “yes”. This is an important “if” which merits attention.

o If we have the flexibility described earlier and the minimum number of hours is low,

" we have a better chance.

o Additionally current proposal assesses no penalty to the client if growth in these two
areas does not meet expectations. - :

o if worker's compensation requirements are ellmmated or relaxed and the state has
the fiexibility to develop the slots then the state should be able to meet the cha!lenge of
establishing transitional employment. : -

/
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o Our state wouid emphasnze unsubs:drzed work through mcent:ves information to
clients, and other methods to minimize the number of clients reaching the time limit
without a job.

o Since our approach is to create a WORK program consrstlng of work- for—wages
community work experience and mandated volunteer service, we believe that we can
create WORK options for those who reach the two year time limit. Again, provided that -
adequate funding is available to create WORK assignments whuch would help
pamcnpants find lasting unsubsidized employment -

No

o A limited number of public sector jobs might be created, but real reform will require
the involvement of the private sector. The Administration’s approach will merely
substitute state support with a state-supported job.

o We are uncenrtain. it depends on the economic condition of the state, federal
exemption policies and countable activities. In this state, over 100,000 adults are on
ADC longer than 2 years. This state does not have the revenue necessary to support
public service employment. '

0 Having jobs available for those who are job ready is a major concern.

o Most areas in our state are too remote, underdeveloped, without local businesses.
We cannot create the jobs necessary to meet the programs’ needs, when our
statewide unemployment rate is 9.1%

o Job opportunities continue to increase in our state as the economy improves.
However, the skills, education and employment experience of those individuals who
reach the two year time limit may be insufficient to meet employer job requirements.
Subsidized employment opportunities may be the only option for those who have
exhausted the two year time limit and have been unable to find employment.

o Not if we mean employment that is self-sufficient,

o JOBS being created are not well matched to skills of clients which is why our
caseload is growing despite job growth in many pans of our state.

o We expect that many jobs will need to be developed in our state because the private
sector will be limited in its ability to absorb the many rempuents that exceed two years
on AFDC.

o This state has not recovered from the past 4 years of economic downturns. Although
we are working hard in a number of depariments to encourage new industry and the
growth of existing busmesses the economic status in our state in 1999 is difficultto
discern.

0 We have no way of knowmg

o0 We are in the process of analyzing caseload prolectlons to determune how many
jobs would have to be created in our state.
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o If states do a good job up front, when families first enter our doors, not that many
families will reach the 2 year limit with the exception of those with severe mental health
problems. The problem is in rural areas of our state with few jobs and high
unempioyment. We could not create enough jobs in these areas.

o We are not sure. It may involve very high administrative costs to create and maintain
new jobs.

0 Data is currently being collected by county on public assistance participants and
employment rates. Policies will have to be considered whether an individual wilt be
required to move outside or a county to secure a job to meet the requsrements

o It is difficult to ascertain at this time. _

Yes - 23

No -- 11 _

Didn’t vote, w/comments --00
Didn’t vote, w/o comments --00
Both Yes and No --00

Yos

o Otherwise there is an equity issue. Phllosophy of EITC is to lift people out of poverty
and should apply to everyone

o EITC is an important component in shmlng from the welfare to work concept.

o Use of the EITC would help the state maintain cost effectiveness for the program.

o Yes, but only if it is a position that pays a wage (like work suppiementation or JOBS
plus) and not if it is a CWEP or other grant retention approach.

o EITC is an important incentive to the working poor as they strive to achieve economic
self-sufficiency.

o This is crucial. We must allow people to combine welfare with work if the wages are
not high enough to provide sufficient support to the family.

- 0 Including EITC as a benefit to participants will provide extra income to the client and
help to motivate the client to participate.

o If there is no partial grant they should get EITC. If a partial grant, then partial EITC.
o Although the Administration believes that making participants in subsidized WORK
assignrments ineligible for the EITC would motivate them to move onto unsubsidized
jobs, we recommend that work-for-wages participants be eligible for the EITC to be
consistent with the Administration’s goal of making WORK assignments mirror private
sector jobs as closely as possible. One approach to consider to prevent participants
from overstaying in WORK assignments would be to develop WORK assignments
which are by nature part-time and time-limited.

o EITC could be used as an incentive & would assist in transmon of unsubsudlzed
employment,
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o CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced particular state’s waiver.

No , .
o The EITC should remain as an incentive for people to find and hold unsubsidized
jobs. At the most, some consideration should be given to providing participarits
access to minimal credits if that would increase the EITC's value as an incentive.

0 Regular unsubsidized employmenl must be more financaally rewarding than
community work.

o EITC will provide the incentive to obtain unsubsidized employment.

o To do so would eliminate the incentive to move to unsubsidized work.

o Not unless adjustment could be made to other benefit prOQrams AFDC food stamps,
S58I. Otherwise becomes another entltlement :

eligibility criteria?

Yes - 31

No - 02

Didn’t vote, w/comment --01
Didn’t vote, w/o comment --00

o Employment. does not mean self-sufficiency. Without assistance, we may simply be
moving them into other types of programs.

o Our response assumes that eligibility criteria would be based on income.

o it is going to be extremely difficult to determine administrative guidelines for a ,
program which mixes mandatory work requirements, regardiess of grant amounts, with
continuing part time employment which would affect the grant amount

o Yes, depending on what the work program is. '

o Individuals who are working pan-time need the encouragement and cash 3551stance
as much as someone who is not working. The intent would be to keep them employed
and help them increase their earnings.

o in a reduced amount and in special cwcumstances .- as with the other exceptions, it
should be a small number of individuals (10%.) '

o This should still be transitional and not an entitiement.

o In many cases, parnt-time work will lead to full time opportunities

o Provided states continue to have fiexibility in the application of eligibility criteria.

o



PAGE TWENTY ONE

o We can not believe t his is even a question! We must support gainful, unsubsidized
employment. Some people can oniy work part- -time and in some rural communities
part-time work is all that exists. We must not put community work before regular

~ employment.

0 Again, we believe that for two-parent AFDC-UP families the primary wage earner

- should be required to work at least 20 hrs./wk. once the time limit has expired.

o Provides incentive for those who can only participate part time.

- 0 An attachment to the labor force, whether part-time or full-time is beneficial. A part-
time job may lead to full-time employment during employer expansion. Many states
have received approval for eliminating the 100 hour rule and attendance attachment to
the labor force as a condition of AFDC benefit eligibility. This waiver approval
encourages work even if wages are insufficient to achieve self-sufficiency.

0 The two-year time limit establishes a work requirement, and hopefully will define
part-time work at 20 hours a week. For people who are working it is the amount of
income which should determine continued eligibility for cash assistance rather than
hours of work or time on.

o States should be able to provide cash assistance to individuals who are employed
part time and still meet eligibility criteria. However, there should be limits to the time
this will be allowed.

o This could be the only way to make the overall program workable. Otherwise these
families would end up on general assistance.

0 So long as the part time work hours equal or exceed the hours required in the WORK
Program.

o Part time employment should be encouraged and not discouraged by requmng part
time workers to leave the labor force And participate in the “WORK” program.

o Again, the equity and minimum wage issues' make it virtually impossible not to allow
this option.

o If the participant pursued a secondary activity in conjunction with the part- -time
employment which would eventually lead to tull-time employment.

o After two years, there should be no cash assistance. Part-time or minimum level
employment should not stop the clock. :
0 Research shows this might have the perverse effect of having people quit full time

jobs to get a combination of earnings and weltare that is worth more. Would be
acceptable only if tied to requirement to accept any bonafide full time job.

Didn’t vote, wicomment '

o If we have the flexibility in the WORK program and the minimum numbers of hours is
low, we have a better chance (repeat comment.)

o States should have the flexibility of continuing cash assistance to those who are
worklng without regards to the number of hours worked to provide an incentive for
work.
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t inimum level of emp! nt ttfr't

eligible to receive cash assistance?

-1 No minimum -- 05

2 20 hours --03

3 30 hours --03

4 state option, w/min. ot 20 hours -- 18
W/comments: 06
W/out comments:. 12

No vote, w/comments - 04

No vote, w/o comments--00

Combination of 2 & 3 -- 01

No minimum

o State option to set

o Cash assistance should be available to families that still meet the eligibility criteria.
o This would reinforce the idea that part-time work would always be more profitable
than not working.

o There should be either financial or reporting incentives available to states that set
limits at 30 hours per week, or all those working 30 or more hours per week should
count greater toward meeting participation rate requirements. However, as stated
above, at minimum wage, many participants will not be able to work 20 hours a week
in the WORK program. '

20 hours

o0 in subsidized employment for single parents of a child younger than one, 15 hours
unsubsidized employment.

0 JOBS services as well as other supportive services should be available to persons .
who are employed at least 20 hours per week.

o If there can be exemptions for people who have good cause. | think everyone
supports work as part of the program. However, there should be sufficient exceptions
in cases where the participant is incapable or the labor market is tight.

30 hours

0 40 hours marked in subsidized employment’ for all other parents; 30 hours in
unsubsidized employment. .

o Allowances will have to be made in some cwcumstances regarding people with
disabilities and those caring for children with disabilities.
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t tion, w/min, of 20 h

o States need flexibility in this area as well.

o If no minimum is set, the legislature may establish a hour per month minimum. This
will require that JOBS and eligibility staff spend an inordinate amount of time on
monitoring client activities with littie benefit to the client in eventual employment.

o By establishing a minimum number of hours for those empioyed, the state could
require someone working only a few hours each week to participate in the other
activities with the objective of finding another job or increasing their hours.

o Except as above, full time employment should be the expectation.

o As long as functioning at highest level in work environment.

o Must be tied to requirement to accept any bonafide offer of a full time job.

t W, itipnal comment
0 We believe work requirement should be greater for primary wage earners in AFDC-
UP families and-single parents with no child younger than 13 years old; we also
believe that work requirement in subsidized employment should be greater than hours
required in unsubsidized employment to make unsubsidized emp[oyment more
attractive than subsud:zed employment.

n't_vot m -
o After two years there should be no cash assistance. Part-time or minimum level
employment should not stop the clock.
0 Because employer practices could commonly involve 15 or 17.5 hours, preference is
a state option appropriate to its economic conditions and employment practices. |f the
federal government must set a limit, then state option with a minimum of 20 hours.

12) FUNDIN | illing_to accept a_state maintenance of
ffort for th rrent AF rogram_(includin B ndin t_of
h Har or finangin k ? : '
Yes -~ 11

No -~ 17

Didn’t vote, w/comment --04
Didn't vote, w/o comment --02

Yes _

o State budget neutrality is acceptable for maintenance of effort assuming increased
program costs are federally-financed. However, maintenance of effort should be
based on a per case-bases, not total funding-

o Yes, contingent upon distributing the money through a block grant formula.

o Yes, but only if: It is recommended that the federal financial participation above the
state maintenance of effort level be the enhanced match rate of 30% federal and 10%
state.
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o Probably, but we would want most additional costs to be federally funded, including
child care. We have a tax and spending limitation in the state. If the economy were to
deteriorate, we would prefer to have some flexibility. If revenues decreased and the
caseload increased drastically, we would be faced with cutting education, early
childhood programs, public health and other important programs.

o Depending on how it is set.

0 But the maintenance of effort should jointly apply to JOBS since the administration is
not increasing the federai match for AFDC benefits and the caseload should decrease
if the JOBS program is successful. In any case the maintenance of effort should not
apply to AFDC Emergency Assistance.

No

o Need more information - _

o States need to be given incentives to reduce overall spending on welfare programs.
MOE requirements do not consider the impact on programs of federal mandates.

o State is already facing budget cuts that make the maintenance of effort issue a
serious concern.

o Not an expanded maintenance of effort.

o This state is currently contribution state general funds above the federal JOBS cap
and should not be expected to continue that. However, as these policies pay off, the
feds would be recouping their hagher initial investment as well as thelr reduced
maintenance costs.

o As long as this would not be a block grant.

o Our caseload in AFDC is aimost as high as it had ever been; if the economy were to
improve and caseloads then decreased, we would want to be able to spend less than
we do today. We are willing to accept a maintenance of effort requirement for JOBS
spending.

o Establishing a maintenance of effort provision for the current AFDC program would
eliminate the flex|b|hty for states to utilize options for services.

0 We are currently over matched at $8.5 m to $5 m in federal aid: Pure maintenarice of
effort would be unfair. Should be set at national average MOE (e.g. 50% of match
required to draw capped entitlement, or whatever states have done.)

o If “state maintenance” means commitment to a given year spending level, this could
result in the inability to lower expenditures even if the AFDC caseload dropped. If
“state maintenance” meant that commitment to a given grant level, this couid handicap
direction in running the AFDC program. For fiscal programmatic and political reasons
this would be unacceptable, Finally, there is concern that “state maintenance” could
actually increase the state’s share of match if the tederal government lowered its share
portion to redirect funds eisewhere,

o If, however, this would represent a state MAXIMUM required match, YES, otherwise,
NO.

o We would like flexibility to ensure that our state's Spendmg is not locked in a level
which is unreasonably higher than other states’.
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o Our response to this question would depend on how the maintenance of effort was
proposed and its long-term impact on the state. However, maintenance may be
counterproductive in that it punishes those states that run successful programs and

. ‘reduce AFDC numbers.

o It depends on how the maintenance is defined.

o More information is needed as to the definition of maantenance of effort as it applies
to this issue.

o State is not able to fully utilize JOBS dollars currentiy 1985 would be a more realistic
targeted year for malntenance of effort.
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14) SYSTEMS -- The proposal appears to provide states wutb up to two
y_e_a_Ls_gjj_e_r_gnactment for initial |mp!ementatlon Is this sufficient?

Yes -~ 23

. No -~ 07

Didn’t vote, w/comments --04
Didn't vote, w/o comments «- 00

Yes |

o Yes, with additional funding

o Yes, given adequate funding and flexibility for implementing. This state could bring
the program up in that time. '

o It would be fair to allow states to apply for extensions if there was a serious need.

o Ideally, system development for national reporting purposes should follow after initial
implementation. Implementing a program and a system simultaneously results in
heavy manual burdens and constant revision. States are still having difficuity with -
JOBS systems.

o Yes, given that sufficient state and local funding is sufficient to implement state and
local funding is not sufficient to implement the program w;thm two years, states should
not be held accountable for lack of funding.
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o If there is sufficient funds and the clock does not start untll the client enters the
program it should be OK.

o This should be adequate, provided systems coordination is included.

- 0 Our state is hoping to implement a weilfare reform plan in the immediate future;
federal waiver pending.

o States should have the option to begin sooner than two years with the same
commitment of federal resources as states who begin in two years.-

o Provided that adequate funding and technical support to all levels (state, local
welfare agencies, JOBS providers, employers) are available to build capacity to
implement systems overhaul; such as re-training of staff, computer re-programming,
re-tooling of policy/program operations, buiiding of new interstate systems, fraud
prevention and other protocols, etc.

o Enhanced match for systems overhaul and revision would be essential because our
state would need to redo its entire FAMES system.

o Our state is currently building into its on-line system proposed welfare reform
changes.

No _ :

o In light of existing federally-mandated system activities and initiatives, we do not
believe it is feasibie for an entire new system capable of interfacing nationwide to be
completed using exiting state resources.

o It usually takes much longer than that time period for federal regulatlons to come out.
The Family Support Act of 1988 regulations for JOBS were not published until October
1989, That was a rather simple change compared to the proposals being discussed

. and even after the 1 1/2 year delay getting federal regulations, it took 4 years to get the
program operational.

o It should only be 2 years from promulgation of approved federa! regulations.

o Experience has shown we need three years ADP development. Data system
development cannot proceed until state policies have been developed.

o The implementation time would depend on a requirement for the establishment of a
nationat database to track the information. The level of federal financial participation
would also have an impact on the state's ability to provide funding. The amount of
state funds needed would be less if an enhanced funding rate was provided by the -
federal government. Since state and local capacities for reform vary widely, flexibility
in design and implementation would be preferred. :
o After final regulation, will need one year of planning, system changes, and getting
state law changes, and two years for implementation phase-in.

0 We need promulgated regulations to have the detail and decisions necessary to
make automated system changes,; suggest tiwo years after promulgation of
1mplement|ng regulations.
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idn' mment -
0 Maybe. It depends on which components are |mplemented
o Depends on “other” requirements (info systems reports, etc. ) and avau!ablhty of
-funding. With minimal requirements, yes.
o At a minimum, the implementation lead-in should allow biennial legislatures
sufficient time to meet. In addition, state shouid not be required to implement in the
absence of final regulations unless they are held harmless for any dlfferences
between actual implementation and flnal regulatlons

ILD -- Wo tat e willing to t requirement that
gngy extend r gg|§trat|gn and state ggtgrmlngg healt . sg fety ancl provider
nis t | r rovider

pLo_v_I;i_e_s that are exempt from state regu!atorv stangargg, such as baby
sitters and small m-home care givers?

Yes - 10

No —~ 22

Didn’t vote, w/comments --02
Didn’t vote, w/o comments --00

Yes

o Currently in existence in this state. _
o This state would accept registration of all day care providers. However, the licensing
of day care providers should be left to the states.

o | believe the executive branch would support this for all child care except for casual
babysitting not related to ongoing employment of parents. However, our General
Assembly (legislative branch} might balk at this expansion of state regulatory effort
directed toward child care.

o Yes, but only if; Support for extending broader regutatory requirements for all

- providers should be contingent upon state flexibility in determining applicable

standards and a commltment of federal fundmg for provider recruitment and
development.

o We would want states to be allowed to define extended requirements. -

o This provision will be supported if enhanced match for ali child care was made
available. This will require our state to possibly institute a training and monitoring
component for its “approved home"category of care which currently has a pre- -
_inspection prior to payment authorization.

o Our state currently requires the registration of all child care providers participating in
state funded programs
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No

o States should be given maximum flexibility in this area.
o Informal day care shouid be encouraged, not discouraged where approprlate

o This state believes strongly in parental choice. Our residents are adamant about not
having regulatory intervention in their selection of child care providers. in addition, the
state is currently unable to provide quick service to potential child care providers who
do want to be regulated.

o States should continue to have flexibility in the regulation of child care providers.

o No. Considering that welfare reform will require the development of considerably
more day care slots, it would be counterproductwe to make becoming a home care
provider more difficult.

o Currently require health standards, however, registration (licensing) is not available
to all'areas of our state. Imposing this requirement ¢ould mean only urban day care
facilities would meet requirements, all rural providers would fail the requirement.

o Should not be a requirement but federal government shouid provide incentive
funding to improve quality without regtlating the informal child care to death.

o This would take significant funding increases, since most clients continue to use
private family providers rather than centers. Health and safety training for those
numbers would be expensive.

0 Some exceptions are needed. Examples relative prowders should have an option.
In addition, increased imposed standards may cause the lack of available day care
providers who are now providing healthy, safe environments without the hassle of
state regulations.

o Couid not support including in-home care givers. ‘

o We would want to provide technical assistance to help babysitters and relatives
provide quality child care, but we would not want to jeopardize access to enough slots
by forcing them to be regulated

o State regulatory standards should apply; states, not the federal government should
-determine state’s regulatory program.

o Exempt providers are free of all regulations. Unless the federal government is
paying for all training, all licensing activities -- this would not be acceptable,

o Our state already requires all providers to submit a self-certification verifying
‘compliance with all health and safety standards. If can't and criminal background
checks were included in the criteria, additional funds would be required.

o Provider training should be emphasized to improve quality of care. A range of
training should be promoted including in-home videos, teleconferences, and CDAs.
“Babysitters” and “small-in-home care givers” would have to be defined.

oCost of regulating these currently informal arrangements would be very high.

o When it is determined necessary to the health and safety of children, the State
legislature will require state regulatory standard for all care givers. :
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vot mment

0 Unsure. Concerned about availability of providers, partlcuIarIy in rural areas.
o Our state can currently impose standards on non-regulated public funded providers
as long as they are consistent with the health and safety standards established for the
. Child Care and Development block Grant. To ensure compliance, states wou!d need

the resources necessary to inspect and license informal child care arrangements such.
as relative care, babysitting and other family supports. The state would consider
requiring licensing of public funded family dare care homes."

RENT FAMILIES -- D favor giving states the option of
expanding eligibility to many more two parent families by eliminating
rk r nt ' '
Yes - 25
No -~ 07

Didn't vote -- 02 .

-|f_yes, what henefits should be included?

itional istan and WORK?
Yes - 23
No --00

No vote --11

h I\m nits to worki r_famili wh incom clow stat
benefit levels? -

Yes ~ 25
No - 0t
No vote --08

Combination answers

o Expansion of AFDC e|lglbl|lty is aiways unwise,even if somewhat offset by the .
creation of new work incentives.

o An artificial program requirement such as UP quarters is not realistic. Eligibility for
weltare should be based on economic need, but both parents should participate in
education, training, or a work opportunity.

o EITC should be applied to assist the working poor families.

o Current qualifications for our state are adequate. But the 100 hour rule could be
eltmlnated .
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Yes, Yes, Yes

o With additional funding

o Any welfare reform initiatives need to encourage marriage and include provisions
that will strengthen families.

0 Yes. This state favors easing marriage penaltres and supporting two-parent families.
We believe the structure of benefit programs should suppon values held by the wider
society.

o Expansion of the program will mean rncreased costs but it wiil also mean service to a
population that is often neglected under assistance programs.

o Only if federal match is available.

. 0 Fine, as long as these are options. More important ‘would be the option for all states
to limit the two parent program to six months per year.

o Major focus should be placed on working with intact families.

o Questions are unclear. If by this you mean eliminating 100-hour rule and attachment
to workforce requirements, our answer is yes.

o Elimination of the work requirements of the unempioyed parent program are posntwe
changes. Expansion of the EITC is also an incentive for unemployed persons as well
as the working poor. Additional transitional medica! and child care beneﬂts beyond
one year is also recommended.

o The distinction between single parent and two parent families is arb!trary The
current rules promote the separation of families. .

o Current state policy under the Family Transition Program demonstration provides for
elimination of the 100 hour rule, quarters of work for initial eligibility and extension of
assistance when the self-sufficiency plan cannot be completed within the 6 month time
fimit,

o Eliminate 100 hour and close connection rules as we do in our state’s waiver.

o These were recommendations of both the Governor's Commrssron on Welfare Policy
and in the Governor's Welfare Reform Proposal.

o Our state currently provides assistance to such families with state only funds and
would benefit greatly from additional federal funding for this group of recipients. In
addition, if eligibility is extended to such families, the cumbersome “100 hour rule”
must be eliminated. This would simplify program administration and discrimination
against certain two-parent famiiies.

o States should have maximum flexibility in determining what benefits to include.

o Do you mean by this {(work requirements in first question) the 100 hour rule? And
the 6 out 1?7 Work quarters/labor force attachment requirement. Need to know more
about what you mean. In general, we do not favor elrmrnatmg work requirements for
AFDC-UP families.
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IVE T IT h roposal ears to incr th tions
' mmumﬁmﬂmmg_m@wmmwm
demonstrations that do not appear 1o be included in the Administration’s
proposal that states will want the flexibility to continue on a
trati is?
Yes —~ 23
No - 06

Didn’t vote, w/comment --02
Didn’'t vote, wfo comment --03

Yes

0 CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver.

o CONFIDENTAL: Referenced individual state's waiver.

o CONFIDENT!AL: Referenced individual state’s waiver.

0 CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individua!l state's waiver.

0 CONFIDENT!AL: Referenced individual state’s waiver.

o0 CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state’s waiver.

0 CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state’s waiver.

o We recommend that states be allowed to use the State Plan process to determine
the welfare program that they think will be the most beneficial in addressing the needs
of customers in their state.

o States should be given increased flexibility to design programs wuhout HSS
approval. An example of an initiative not included in the Clinton list is Pay-per-
‘performance which links the receipt of welfare benefits to the propomon of hours
participated in JOBS, much like wage employment

o This is difficult to answer without seeing the proposal. This state favors all flexibility
which can be given to states in developing programs.

o Other areas of interest might be required school attendance or screemng for young
children at public health centers. The possrbillty of trying new approaches to social
service should not be abandoned.

o Cash out, simplification and coordination of ADC and Food Stamp benefits.

o Current 115 demonstration process is fatally flawed. Wide waiver authority is
needed for states, authority that may be granted statewide, without current expensive
and administratively burdensome evaluation requirements.

o State should be provided maximum flexibility.

o An incentive payment to cover costs after receipt of last AFDC check and prior to
receipt of first pay check -- allow for a penalty for voluntarily quitting a job -- allow
teenage members of households to own an auto (not to exceed $2,500 market value}
and savings (not to exceed $1000)

o We would like the flexibility to continue our demonstratton program that cashes out
food stamps and imposed an immunization requirement.
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o Designs that enable states to continue cash assistance as long.as the family's
income remains below an established level of poverty.

o Our state currentiy includes in its wellare reform demonstration bootstrap training for
individuals who have lost eligibility due to employment related reasons. Transitional
child care has been extended for an additional 12 months and has increased the
disregard for earned income and the asset limit. Unemployed and under-employed
non-custodial parents are able to participate in the JOBS program.

o Our current waiver proposal for work immersion for persons waiting for entry should
be recognized as JOBS prep.

o The development of a partnership between the private business sector and
government to stimulate economic development to grow new jobs; grant diversion to
employers for up to two years. - '
o The proposal hints at but does not mention requiring early and periodic screemng,
diagnosis and treatment for children under 6 and school attendance for those over 6
as we are doing in our Primary Prevention Initiative.

No

o The proposal appears to be comprehensive and includes all major concepts.

0 As many of those three year demonstration projects are in the early stages, thIS
answer may change as new data is gathered.

o0 The WORK program is overly prescriptive. States should have the ﬂexrbahty to
operate other WORK- type programs.

’ te, w/com
o Consider giving states greater flexlballty in implementing demonstratlon/proposals
through State Plan amendments, as opposed to the 115 waiver process.
o Transitiona} health and child care benefits.
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Yes - 3t

No --01 .
Didn’t vote, w/o comments -- 02
Didn’t vote, w/comments --00

0 There should be federal/state paninerships in which both partners not only share the
benefit but also the risks and costs. For example, current federal cost neutraiity
requirements discourage experimentation.

o This is difficult to answer without seeing the proposal. This state favors all flexibility
which can be given to states in developing programs. .
o Yes. Innovation should always be possible and encouraged.

o Other areas of interest might be required school attendance or screening for young
children at publiic health centers. The possibility of trying new approaches to sociai
service should not be abandoned. .

o Cost neutrality is too limiting.

o Absolutely, Until a perfect “one-size fits ail” system is found, a!l states will benefit
from experiments.

¢ The states should have the option of continuing all or part of thelr ongoing
demonstrations. In addition, the states shouid have the opportunity to tailor specific
initiatives to their individuai needs.

0 The final package should include authority to continue to grant waivers for state-
based reform efforts.

0 Absolutely necessary in our view from both a state-specnf:c and a national
perspective.

o Several states already have waivers for demonstration pro;ects that should be
allowed to continue. Qur state has recently passed legisiation which will require
waivers to test various welfare reform concepts that are included in the current
administration's weltare reform proposal. Flexibility of the evaluation and cost-
neutrality requirements would provide states with an increased opportunity to test
various welfare reform concepts. '

o The waiver process should be revised and simplified. Reqmrements for cost
neutrality and evaluations should be revised.

- o There is always a need to try new approaches.

o The Act should also provide for federal funding of state-based experiments and/or
no, or reduced, cost neutrality. It should also provide for “administrative” waivers, as is
done in the Food Stamp Program. These aliow the state to experiment w1thout the
need for a costly evaluation or to have cost neutrality. :
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o Continuing to test approaches would ensure that policies and programs are current
-and effective. However, in the spirit of reinventing government, we recommend that
the federal waiver process be redesigned, i.e. keep it simple, consider alternative
conditions. In some instances, the 2 conditions {cost-neutrality and rigorous
evaluation) tend to discourage quality improvement initiatives. '

o Otherwise we will never get it right.

o The Federal and State governments can benefit from both successful and
unsuccessful demonstrations and experiments. those that prove to be successful can
be incorporated into the program or at the least offered as an option.

o States need to maintain continued authority for demonstration purposes as the -
stated “flexibility” has not been defined.

o Lack of uniformity across state lines is producing programs with less in common as
time goes by. If not curbed, these programs will soon be fundamentally different in
each state producing accountability, outcomes and comparisons of little meaning.
Many differences and thereby outcomes may relate d|rectly to a state's wealth and
investment.

Didn’t vote., w/comment

19) Are there any items not discussed above that have been included in
prior discussion documents that are unacceptable to your state?

Comment -- 18

No comment — 16

Comment K

o State is concerned about federal mandate to require teen parents to remain in their
parental home. Should be a state option. There needs to be flexibility for states to
expand income deductions and resource limits.

o No :

o No

o None

o See attached letter to Mary Jo Bane

0 We would like to see wajvers to basic programs without evaluations.

o Whatever is implemented must avoid cost shifts to states. _

o More careful consideration of IV-F/IV-A interface issues. Funding for MIS
improvement and time to develop quality management reporting.

o} Unfortunately, like the current JOBS program, this proposal still seems preoccup:ed'
‘with “process” and input measures rather than ;outcomes. Better we get 50%
participation and place 10,000 people in unsubsidized employment than we get 95%
participation and only place 1,000.
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o No, as long as state options are a possibility.
0 We do not believe that FOP should be reduced for AFDC payments made atter a
family’'s time limit has expired until we have learned the results of the many
demonstration projects that are just getting under way; is reducing benefits a prudent
and humane social policy.
0 None that we are aware of. We have many questions about the conditions and the
level of federal funding for JOBS and WORK. We also have questions about Indian
tribes and natives, and what, if any, JOBS, JOBS-prep, and WORK actwmes will be
administered by tribal organizations.
0 The requirement to have teen parents live at home should have an allowance for
reasonable exceptions. Too many teen parents have been sexually abused at home;
the requirement for legal paternity establishment should also have some reasonable .
exception clause. Paternity establishment may take a long time; A general family cap
requirement that does not take into account need standards is troublesome. Qur
average AFDC tamily has fewer than two children.
o.Sanctions for the entire family; counting the income of non-relatives in budgeting
teen parents; labor department approval of JOBS plans without a requurement for that
Department to commit resources to achieve them.

o The lack of sufficient Federal fundlng to meet the mandate without additional state
fundlng
o The time limits on the JOBS Program will require an even greater investment in
staffing. Federal funding must be available to assist state in this investment.
0 1. Jobs Sanctions - States should have fiexibility to impose sanctions greater than
those in current law. Our state believes current JOBS sanction are not effective.
2. Exemptions from time limit:  States should have greater flexibility to close “stop the
clock” loopholes, and/or put limits on length of time recipient can spend on post-
secondary education.
3. How recipient “earns back” months on the clock needs specification four months off
for one on is acceptable.
o We disagree that states should pay 100% of the cost of AFDC cases where the
mother has cooperated but paterity has not been established. The executive branch
does not whoily control paternity establishment yet the proposal hoids the executive
branch accountable.
o Much of the survey questions relate to JOBS Prep and WORK proposals. We are -
preparing comments regarding other elements of the proposal in prior documents
such as: revamping JOBS program, child enforcement, AFDC rules, focus on
outcomes rather than paricipation levels, etc.
o States should not be required to place recipients in community work expenences to
work off AFDC grants after two years unless federal resources are guaranteed to find a
sufficient number of full-time subsidized jobs Whlch are designed to foster self-
sufficiency.
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Comment -~ 21
No comment -- 13

Comment - |

o General comment -- plan focuses solely on income and finding a job and gives the
appearance that everyone starts with a similar or equal level of ability and skills and
education. This is not true. Additionally, many of the families have other nonfinancial
needs. Failure to address those will not ensure any ability to help break the cycle of
dependency for these families. Family problems can affect an individual’s ability to
find and retain a job.

o More flexibility for states; better mcentwes for recipients to “get off welfare”; time
limitation for benefits.

0 The current child care allowances of $175 or $2OO are inadequate for current needs.
States should be permitted the flexibility to raise the payment level to current market
rates.

o This state does not support the concept of time limited benefits. It destroys an
aiready fragile safety net and produces more dependency and cost shifts social -
problems to already over taxed loca!l service providers. This state promotes benefit
cash outs and wage supplementation.

o Teen parent requirements should be maintained - we must keep them progressing in
school; Sufficient funding must be available, especially for support services and
transitional services or we will have substantial recidivism. .

o Following a 12-month Medicaid eligibie transitional period, considerations should be
given to the development of a sliding fee scale co-payment for medical coverage for
those former AFDC recipients who are employed but uninsured.

o Support expanded sanction;’ recommend process/agreement between client and
state; working with entire family including at-risk children; streamline eligibility process
including changes in eligibility, criteria, e.g. resource limits, vehicle cap, etc.

o The states need assurance that penalties will not be applied to the states for non-
compliance unless there is a guarantee of adequate resources and an increased
federal match for staff, training, JOBS activities, child care, efc...

0 1. Substituting the Food Stamp Vehicle Rule for the AFDC vehicle rule does not go
far enough.

2. Need flexibility to spend some JOBS funding on unemp!oyed or part- tlme employed
NONCUSTODIAL parents, '

3. Need flexibility to develop, test, and evaluate new methods of parentage
determination, establishment of the child support obligation, and enforcement .
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4. (Recommended but not absolutely a must) Child support payments actually being
made shouid be deducted from gross income in determining whether AFS household
posses the 130 percent of the federal poverty guideline gross income test. Without
doing this the child suppon income is counted twice if both households apply for Food
Stamps - it is counted for the house hold that pays the child supports and the
household that receives the child suppont. We believe this unfairly discriminates
against the child-support-paying NONCUSTODIAL parent who is of limited means
once his or her child support obligation is paid.

o Streamlining and coordination of AFDC and Food Stamp pohcy, Expansion of child-
care and health care options for the working poor; improvement and simplification of
paternity establishment and child support coliections including interstate collections.
0 We support the strong child support enforcement provisions that we understand are
included in the plan.

o Discussion of administrative capacity is essential. The plan is acceptable but would
be strengthened by add:ng integration expectations, specifically the role of DOL at the
federal level. : .

o None ™

o Current UP participation requirements are not able to be met without addmonal
funding.

o Welfare reform needs to be part of the broader discussion of workforce development.
Isolation of welfare reform from school-to-work and work-to-work systems duplication.
While states continuing fragmentation and systems duplication. Whife states are the
appropriate vehicle for program coordination, much is lost when federal legislation
fails to design for coordination and a systems approach.

o Increased match to state for administration, child care, and JOBS/WORK.
Liberalizing standards for match of nonprofit, foundation, school and pre-K programs.
Maintaining the entitlements for working clients on AFDC and those who have left
AFDC (TCC), and expanding the ARCC for non-AFDC parents by the estimated $5.0
billion proposed for the non-welfare working poor is central to welfare reform.

o 1. To assist states in administering the WORK Program, federal law -should mandate
to all federal agency work slots down to the Iocal community level to prowde slots to
the WORK Program.

2. The multiple match rates in the JOBS Program are very burdensome to States.

o 1. Realistic funding levels especially for child care. .

2. Guarantees that if states maintain current funding levels they will not become liable
for added expenditures. Areas of proposal, e.g. performance measures and “WORK”
imply that states may have to pay more than now. This cannot become an “unfunded
mandate” on the States.

o The administration of the earned income credit, lncludmg authority for states to
advance it, should be addressed. '



PAGE THIRTY NINE

o 1. It is absolutely essential that income disregards be simplified and wherever
possible aligned with other assistance programs such as food stamps.

2. The current requirement to correct every overpayment and every underpayment is
equivalent to the monthly reporting (MR) requirements which were made optional.
States must be given administrative time to react to changes in client income as is the
rule in the food stamp program. AFDC should be aligned with food stamps in this
area. Overpayment rules are just as cumbersome and cost ineffective as the MR
system, ' .

o In order for Transitional Assistance, JOBS & JOBS Prep to be feasible, it wiit be
absolutely necessary to provide funding for extensive child care & other support

- services. It will also be critical to include an extension of current transitional services.
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BOTTOM-LINE ISSUES AND SUGGESTED RESPONSES

ISSUE: Financing -~ Before any final plan is introduced,
Democratic Governors must be assured.that whatever options
are. chosen do not include cost shifts to states.

RESPONSE:

o The Administration's plan will not contain unfunded
mandates, in keeping with the Executive Order on
unfunded mandates signed by the President last year.

o The Administration is sensitive toc the other cost-shift
concerns of states and localities, and is committed to
a financing plan as practicable as possible for state
.and local governments.

© . The Administration is reviewing the current status of
Emergency Assistance and immigrant deeming proposals in
the financing package. °

o However, there are difficult choices that must be made,
and states understand that there are few financing
options available to the Administration under current
budget constraints.

ISSUE: State Contribution -- Democratic Governors must be
assured that the program will not require significant new
state dollars, and that the funding which states currently
are spending could be counted towards the new state match.

RESPONSE:

o The Administration's plan includes match rate changes
advantageous to states, while allowing states to retain
savings from administrative cost and caselocad
reductions. Hatch rate changes include:

o an increase in Child Support Enforcement regular
services and administration match from 66% to 75%;
priority services remain at %0%; -

o) a JOBS/WORK match of JOBS FMAP plus 5-10% (65-70%
floor); inclusion of a national unemployment
trigger to increase the cap, and state-level
unemployment trigger to increase FFP; states can
submit claims over their allocation to be
reimbursed from unspent funds under the Federal
cap; inclusion of performance incentives;

o similar increases and incentives for current and
" new child care dollars; and
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o maintenance of FMAP for benefits, including WORK

wages. ' ' ' '

0 Our cost estimates reflect our desire to avoid having
states contribute more than 20% of total new program
expenditures.

ISSUE: Child Support Enforcement -- Democratic Governors

request exclusion of the Child Support Enforcement provision
which would require that states be fully responsible for the
cost of benefits paid to mothers who have cocperated fully
but for whom paternity has not been established after one
year. - :

RESPONSE: : :

o This provision, while holding states accountable for
benefit costs under some circumstances, includes
elements that allow for state flexibility and reduce
financial risk to states. These include:

o) limitihg the provision only to new children born
10 months after program enactment;

0 establishing a tolerance level for these
performance standards;

o implementing a streamlined administrative process
to help ensure that paternity establishment and
child support awards are not delayed; and

o implementing very gdenerous reimbursement
provisions for states. - :

Time Limiting the WORK Program --— Democratic Governors would
like inclusion of a state option to impose a time limit on
participation in the WORK program with certain recognized
-exceptions and with the flexibility to allow individuals to
return to the WORK program if needed.

o . This option remains under discussion.

WORK Before the Time Limit -- Democratic Governors would

like inclusion of a provision which would give the states
the option to require participation in the WORK program
prior to a two-year transition period.

0 - Qur program will retain the states'! ability under the
JOBS program to require eligible recipients to
participate in on-the-job training, work
supplementation, or CWEP before the two year limit.
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o Where appropriate, states will be given the flexibility
to transfer up to 10% of funds between JOBS and WORK.

ISSUE: Job Creation -- Democratic Governors would like _
inclusion of economic development tools for  states in order
to create jobs. ' :

o States will be given maximum flexibility to use
JOBS/WORK money ($4200 per slot) -to fund job creation
and design and implement programs best suited to their
state.

o In addition, cther Clinton Administraticon initiatives
will provide needed funding and administrative support
for economic development in needy areas. These include
Empowerment Zone and Enterprise Community grants,
Reemployment Act programs, School-to-Work transition
funds, and further development of existing housing and
soclal service programs.

Family Cap -- Democratic Governors would like to maintain
the option to implement a family cap, which would limit
additional incremental AFDC benefits for children conceived
on welfare. ’

o This option is currently under discussion.

Interagency Cocordination -- Democratic Governors request the
inclusion of statutory language which would require the
Department of Labor to collaborate with the Department of
Health and Human Services on the use of DOL rescurces.

o Legislative language is being drafted to address this
concern.
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May 13, 1994

MEMORANDUM -
TO: Governor Camper
Governor Engler

FROM: Barry Van Lare
RE: Welfare Refo

Steps

This memorandum sumrarizes my understanding of the status of our welfare reform
activities and-suggests some next steps that you may wish to pursue as this stage of the )
process nears anend.

‘As your know, over the past year the states, working through the NGA have been
consulting with the President’s Working Group on Welfare Reform. The Working Group
is nearing completion of its work and the President i1s expected to announce his leglslatnre
proposals within the month.

The President’s proposals appear to be substantially responsive to the principles adopted
by the Governors in Tulsa (see Attachment 1 for short summary) and to the concerns
expressed by the states. As a result, the Administration is likely to turn to the NGA for
support of the major program and reform principles included in his legislation and for
support for an early Congresswnal markup based on that leglslanon

While there are numerous other reform proposals that also incorporate some of the
principles supported by NGA policy, it appears very unlikely that Congress will act unless
the Governors and the Administration are in general agreement on the structure of reform.
Therefore it is important to determine quickly whether the NGA will be able to respond
positively to the Administration’s request for broad support if at all possible and, if so, the
nature of that response. Toward that objective, I would suggest the following:

¢ An carly conference call between the two of vou to review the status of the

' Administration’s proposal and to determine whether you are comfortable with support
of the principles, and what additional changes, if any, would be needed before such
support. '

e Individual calls from you to the other Governors on the Welfare Lcadersh.lp Team to
determine if they are comfortable with the strategy agreed upon in the conference call.

¢ Follow up with the Admimstration on any remaining issues that would be critical to
endorsement.

e Preparation and review of a preliminary draft statement for use upon release of the
Administration’s proposal.



Assuming that the final legislation tracks our latest discussions with the Ad.mihistratibn,
the broad principles in the President’s that appear compatible with NGA policy include:

e Welfare as a transition to self-sufficiency

» Special programs for those not yet ready for employment or tfaining

o Time limuted cash assistance, mcludmg education and trairung to help prepare for
work

e Long term assistance based on work

Improved child care and Eamed Income Tax Credits for low income working

families

Enhanced interstate child support enforcement

Expanded programs to encourage family stability and limit teen pregnancy

Increased state flexsbility in program design

Improved coordination between AFDC and Food Stamps

» Enhanced federal financing, including lower matching rates

It 1s our further understanding that the Administration’s proposal will address the
following state concerns mighlighted during the discussions with the President’s Working
Group.

Option to defer a linuted percent of additonal recipients from the time limited program
and to extend the time limit for a limited number of individuals to complete education:
or training programs

Assurance that participants in the transitional program and WORK can be required to

~ search for and accept work at any point

Option, as in current JOBS program, to require participation in grant diversion or
CWEP positions during the time limited program

Option to include subsidized public and private jObS and community work experience
as components of the WORK program '
No time limit on full federal reimbursement for recipiems in WORK :
Clearer requirements for federal agencies to coordinate their education and training
programs and flexibility for Govemnors in developing state coordination mechanisms
Option for the states to continue cash assistance beyond the two year limit to recipients
who are working at least 20 hours per week in unsubsidized jObS

Authonity for the advanced payment of the EITC

Option to extend assistance to two parent families

Continuation of 1115 waiver authonty

Recognition of that final implementation dates will nced to reflect realisuc lead time
for systems development and state legislative action

Recognition that performance targets must reflect achievable goals and prowde
exceptons for conditions such as high unemployment and natural disasters that we
beyond the control of the states . o



Other issues that the Administration has vet 10 address include the following that were
identified as concems to a number of states. The legislation likelv wall still include:

e A mandate for changes in state law to improve in-state paternity and support
enforcement

¢ The extension to AFDC, JOBS, and WORK day care the Child Carc Development
Block Grant requirement that familv and informal force day care provider meet
minimum state determuned health and safety requirements, 1nclud1ng trauung in health
and safety issues

s No option for a state to place an absolute limit on the time that a recipient may remain
in the overall program {transitional assistance plus WORK) :

s No automatic extension of existing 1115 waivers ( Administration argues that
statutory . changes would require a review and that changes might be financially
advantageous to states)

In addition, while the Administration has provided general assurances that the level of
funding will be sufficient to meet participation requirements and that neither the sources of
federal funds nor financing and performance incentives will have an overall adverse impact
on state finances, most states still believe that they need additional information to make
certain that the overall financing of the bill is acceptable to the states, The Administration
has scheduled a meeting with a representative group of state experts on Tuesday, May 17
to review these concerns. The outcome of that meeting wﬂl likely affect any comments
that the NGA may wish to make on financing.

There are a number of additional issues that Governors expressed a concern about that do
- not appear to be “make or break” concerns. These include whether or not the EITC should
or should not be available to those in subsidized jobs (the legislation would not make it
available).

I wall be in touch with your staff shortly to see 1f you are agreeable to an early conference
call. As noted above, this call should focus on overall strategy and a determination as to
how to proceed in regard to those 1ssues that appear 10 be unresolved. If possible, it would
be helpful for your staff and me to be included in that call.

Please let me know if you have questions or need additional information at this time.



ATTACHMENT |
National Governors’ Association
Summary of Major Welfare Reform Principles
The Administration’s proposal appears to incorporate the following principles endorsed by

the Governors 1n policy adopted at their 1993 Annual Meeting.

Welfare as a Transition - “Welfare should be a transitional program that moves people
from temporary assistance to self-sufficiency.”

Time Limited Cash Assistance - “Assistance, in the form of cash grants, to fa:rﬁlies with
children should be available for a time limited penod....”

Assistance in Preparing for Work and Self-Sufficiency - During the time limited period
“activities that are designed to make the transition from welfare to work take place. These

activities should include education, training, and the support services necessary to help
participants become self sufficient.”

A Contract of Mutual Responsibility - “Welfare benefits should be based on a social
contract that sets forth the responsibilities and obhgations of both the recipients and
government....Receipt of asmsmnce during this period should be conditioned upon
compliance with the social contract™

“States should be pranted broad flexibility in defining the components of the social
compact, including rcquirements to begin work before the maximum time is exhausted.”

Assistance for Those Unable to Work “The ongoing ﬁ.nanclal needs of children must be
addressed in any time limited system.”

' “States should have the flexibility to extend assistance as needed, with full federal financial
participation, for a limited period beyond the federal standard on a case-by-case basis in
order to ensure that recipients complete education or job traming programs, complete
treatment for substance abuse or other physma.l or menta] unpamncnt or resolve
emergency situations such as homelessness.”

Longer Term Assistance Based on Work - “Continued federal, state, county, and local
assistance under the national program beyond the time limited period should depend on a
requirement of work or work-related activities unless no job, community service work
opportunity, or community service placement 1s available.”

“The preferred means is through private, unsubsidized work in the business or nonprofit
sectors. Other alternatives in order of priority, include unsubsidized public sector
employment, subsidized jobs, grant. diversion, working off the welfare prant, and
. volunteering in community service work.”



“Community service opportunities should be developed and managed through the existing
infrastructure at the federal, state, county, and local level.” '

An EgultaBIé Federal Role in Financing - “The national program should be financed o
ensure full federal funding of any mandates and should not result in new costs or a shift of

federal costs to states, coum:es and |localities.

“The federal government must recogruze 1its responsibility to provide for the long-term

- needs of chuldrén and of persons who are physically or mentally disabled ”

“Efficiently managed programs require new technology and traiming. - The federal
government must maintain its level of investment in this necessary mfrastructure in order
to achieve welfare reform. ™ '

Earned Income Tax - “The earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) should be expanded over

- time so that with food stamps, a family of four with a full-time, year round worker will be

brought to the poverty line.”

“Administration of the EITC should be simplified, outreach and education to ensure full
participation should be expanded, and worker choice regarding rhe frequencv of payments
should be preserved.”

Child Care - “The federal govcrmnem should formulate a child care financial support
policy that applies 1o all Amencans.”

“In addition, the federal gdvemment should lift regulaiory barriers and allow states the
discretion to coordinate and combine child care assistance administratively into one
program.”

State Flexibility - “Allow states additional flexibility in the design of cash assistance
programs through modifications of state plans rather than waivers,. Allow vanous
evaluation measures to be used in lieu of control groups.”

Support for Two Parent Families and Working Families Below the Poverty Line -
“Eliminate the 100-hour rule....extend eligibility to all families with children... expanding
the eamned income disregards.”™ -

Child Support Enforcement - Detailed statement generally calling for an increased
federal role and improved interstate enforcement activity.

Other Concerns Addressed in NGA Policy

e Better Coordination Between AFDC and Food Stamps
e Expanded Services to Prevent Dependency
. Expanded Services to Support Famulies that Work
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STATES ARE LEADING WAY IN REFORMING WELFARE |
By Evan Bayh
Governor of Indiana

INDIANAPOLIS -- The national debate over welfare reform has taken an important turn.
The question is no longer whether to answer President Clinton’s call to “‘end welfare as we
know it,”” but what specific steps to take. Democratic governors are providing some answers.

In statehouses across the country, Democratic governors have found strong bipartisan
support for dramaticaily aitering welfare, This bipartisan support reflacts a growing consensus
that public assistance brings with it obligations as well as benefits, The consensus reflects the
Democratic principles stated by Franklin Delano Roosevelt nearly 60 years ago when our nation
was faced with the challenges that gave rise to our current system of welfare,

In confronting those chalienges, FDR stated, ‘*That it is common sens¢ (o take 2 method
and ury it. If it fails, admit it frankly and try another. But above all, try something.’

We have tried. We have, in some measure, failed. It is time to ry something new.

The states have led the way in moving toward a new generation of public assistance
programs that stress personal responstbility and wosk.

In Georgia, Gov. Zell Miller won approval last year of one of the most comprehensive
welfare reform plans in the nation. The program has provisions to cut off assistance to able-
bodied welfare recipients who turn down jobs and o limit benefits to recipients who have
additional children after two years on welfare.

In Vermont, under Gov. Howard Dean's lcadership, the state has gained federal approval
of a program that includes participation in subsidized employment, allows more two-parent
families 10 receive Aid to Families with Dependent Children and requires most minor parents
to live in a supervised setting.

Wyoming, under the leadership of Gov. Mike Sullivan, requires able-bodied AFDC
applicants and recipients to work or perform community service.

Gov. Barbara Roberts in Oregon and Gov. Roy Romer in Colorado also have initiated
programs 10 move welfare recipients into jobs..

In New Jersey, former Gov. Jim Florio pushed through one of the first welfare reform
programs, one designed to encourage two-parent families and make it easier for welfare mothers
to get off public assistance.

In Indiana, I recently proposed a series of changes, including requiring each welfare
recipient to sign a personal responsibility contract as a condition of receiving public benefits.
The contrace stipulates that the level of benefits set at the beginning will not change if a mother
on welfare has additional children and that weifare benefits will be limited to two years for
recipients with access 10 education and job training.

We 2lso want to try a new system [0 give employers an incentive to hire welfare
recipients and the recipients an incentive to work. Under this sysiem, welfare payments will be
given directly to employers as wage subsidies.

Welfare recipients will benefit because their paychecks will b larger than their welfare
checks. Employers will benefit from having workers with health care, child care and full wages,
at below normal cost.
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1 am confident that many of these state initiatives will be embraced in President Clinton’s
welfare plan. Likewise, the President’s call for comprehensive health care reform, based upon
universal coverage, is essential if welfare reform is o succeed. Universal health coverage will
remove a barrier that has prevented countless welfare recipients from obtaining work. '

With the encouragement that welfare reform and health care reform will offer, recipients
of public benefits will find that welfare can be more than a dead-end street. It can be a road to
self-sufficiency, a road I have waiched many people in Indiana travel. ' '

Lynette Farrell can tell one of those success stories. Lynete is a singie mother who was
on welfare for 10 years. Then one day, her caseworker told Lynette she was intelligent and
could make a better life for herself.

Lynette pulled herself up by her bootstraps, got an education and then a job. Today, she
works with me as a special assistant to the governor,

There are thousands of other stories like Lynette's, Last year, in our state alone, more’
than 4,000 welfare recipients got jobs after receiving education and training.

Those swrigs should strengthen our belief that the time to change welfare has come. As
we debate the pace and method for change, we should keep in mind our common goals:

—We must change weifare 10 ensure that it is a temporary condition, not a way of life.

--We must change welfare to ensure that work is always more rewarding than public
assistance. . :

--And we must change welfare to give all of those on it both the opportunity and the
strong incentives to become self-sufficient.

Qur efforts to reform the system, which has served us but not served us well these past
60 years, are crucial to the success of our democracy. For in a democracy, as FDR said, ““there
is no indispensable man.”’ For those who benefit from us individually without helping us
collectively to confront the educational, economic and environmental challenges of the 21st
century tarnish the shine of democracy whose brilliance beckons the world.

oy A A A e et
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Evan Bayh, serving his second term as governor of Indiana, is the 1994 chairman of the
Democratic Governors’ Association.



MEMORANDUM

To: Bruce Reed

Fr: Tim Fong

Re: State Waiver Requests to HHS
and New York Times article

® The article “In a 90's War on Poverty, Who Hands Out Money?" focuses on the "Tammany Hall" aspect of
community development and non-profits as illustrated by Ramon Velez, "poverly barron" of the South Bronx.
This comparison between CDC's with "Tammany Hall" was made several times during the Fannie Mae Housing
Conference.

The following summaries were drawn from Center for Law and Social Policy Research

Arkansas
Submitted: January 14, 1993

® provide no grant increase for a newbom,;

In selected demonstration counties:

@ require participation in JOBS education .

@ provide spccialized counseling regarding family planning to teenagers, parlicularly AFDC recipients
itinois

Relocation to Illinois Project
Submitted: October 6, 1992

e require AFDC recipients from other states receive the same level of grant (if a lower payment) [rom previpus

state for the first 12 months of residency in Illinois

One Step at a Time Project
Submitted: October 6, 1992

This proposal will operate at two locations: 1) Chicago public housing complex; 2) rural community

& mentorship program : .
e Community Service Corp to require individuals to participate for twenty hours a week in community activities

K = ® AFDC grants, up to $303, will be diverted to employers as wage subsidies

& -

® assistance in altaining full-time employment :

¢ individuals with choice of more generous six-month plan and Jess generous twelve month plan
@ honor roll students receive monelary incentives

® high school seniors receive praduation bonus

¢ incomes of high school tutors will be exempted

Towa
Submitted: April 27, 1993

We received a more detaijled description of the full plan [rom Bob Freedman. The welfare components for
which waivers have been sought are in three areas: (ransition 1o work, family stability, and responsibility.

® $90 work expense deduction replaced by 20% work expense deduction
e current $30 and 1/3 deduction replaced with 50% of earned income after all other deductions from countable
g10ss income .




& working stepparenis not in AFDC unit would be eligible for child care deductions

¢ for individuals wilh less than $1200 eamings in 12 months, eaminsg would be disregarded for AFDC and food
stamps for the first four months of employment

¢ income from terminated source will not be counted for AFDC and food stamps in the first month the income

is absent

e for AFDC and food stamp eligiblity, distegards inierest income and deposits into Individual Development
Accounts

¢ eliminate the 100 hour rule and replace with a lower cap; benefits delayed for 30 days from date of application
once either parent exceeded the cap '

e transitional child care extended from 12 to 24 months

@ stepparents eligible for same work deductions as parent

¢ cligibility for AFDC-UP families would be determined without regard to work history or the 100 hour rule
® asset limit raised to $2000 for applicant sand $5000 for recipients of AFDC and food staps; AFDC disregard
for motor vehicle equity increased to $3000 per assistance unit

o families must enter into agreement outlining self—sufficiency plan; agreement will make services available
(JOBS participation, emnployment, job search, unpaid community service, others) '

Also seeks additional waivers:

® climinate cap on JOBS match

e waive JOBS targeting and participalion rate requirements

@ require JOBS participation by those under sanction

¢ wajve limits on job search and requirement to grant good cause

e delermine appropraite penalties for failing to sign FIA

& wajvers of confidentiality requirements

& both parents subject to work and baining requirements to receive AFDC-UP

e families migrating into Iowa subject to lesser of two state granis for 12 months

Massachusetts
Submitted: January 14, 1993

® require JOBS participanis to contribute toward cost of JOBS child care

Wyoming :
Limitation of Higher Education as an Eligibility Requirement of AFDC
Submitted: September 14, 1992

Wyoming would disallow AFDC benefils to household where primary income person:
® js pursuing second bachlor's degree;

@ has been pursuing an initial bachelor's degre for six years or more;

® has been pursuing an associate degree for four years or more

Relocation Grant
Submitted: December 24, 1992

# for families moving into Wyoming, state would limit for 12 months grants to lesser of Wyoming's grant leve}
or maximum aid level available in previous slate

South Carolina
Private/For-Profit Work Experience
Submitted: December 1, 1992

® include private/non-profit businesses as potential employers
o ¢liminate AFDC benefits for entire family when sanctioning uncooperative clients



Oklahoma
Learnfare
Submitted: December 1992

& lower age for mandated JOBS participation o 13; JOBS activity for children age 13 to 18 will be school
attendance

& Department of Health Services (DHS) job developer will work with and monitor activities of JOBS
participants' attendance and reduce grant if fails to meet per{onnanc_e levels

Actions:

Given these pending state waivers (pending as of May 1993) we can:

e contact HHS for evaluation and status of the waiver requests

¢ identify promising models for more policy ideas

& use ideas from state proposals and give suggestions lo Mississippi, which is requesting federal guidance on
welare waivers
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January 12, 1996 .

L Bruce Reed"
Deputy Assistant to the Preqldent
ﬁeaf Mr., Reed;.'
1 am. writlng to urge you to urge Presidernt’ Clinton to follow“
- through on his, commltment to veto H.R. 4, welfare reform. .
legislation, T . I S

 Please convey my appreclation for h1° firm stand on this
legislationl : . : '

'Thank-you;

Sincergly, - _;;k?7 : .

Maryann. haffey, A.C.S.W

1340 City-Coudty Buitding, Detrolt, Michigan' 48226
(313 224-4510° FAX: (313) B03-6741
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National League of Cities
National Association of Counties
The United States Conference of Mayors

December 19, 1995

Dear Representative:

(On behalf of the nation’s local elected officials, we are writing to urge you to oppose H.R. 4, the conference agreement on the Personal
Responsibility Act. Although the conferges agreed to some changes in the areas of foster care and consultation with local governments,
we cannot support the final conference agreement which fails to address many of the other significant concerns of local governments. In
particular, we object to the following provisions:

1. The bill ends the entitlement of Aid to Families with Dependent Children, thereby dismantiing the eritical safety net for children and
their famikies.

2. The h|II places fuster care admlnlstrallon and trammg into a biock grant ‘These funds provide basic sérvices to our most Vulnerable
children. 1f administration and training do not remain an individual entitlement, our agencies will not have sufficient funds to provide
the necessary chid protective services, thereby placing more children at sisk.

3 The eligibsity restrictions for legal immigrants go too far and will shift substantial costs onto local governments. The most
objectionable provisions include denying Supplemental Security Income and Food Stamps, particufarly to elder immigrants. Local
governments cannot and should not be the safety net for federal policy decisions regarding immigration.

4. The work participation requirements are unrealistic, and funding for child care and job training is not sufficient to meet these
requirements. One example of the impracticality of these provisions is the removal of Senate language that would have allowed
states to require (ower hours of participation for parents with children under age six.

5, We remain very concerned with the possibility of any block granting of child nutrition programs. A strong federal role in child
nutrition would continue to ensure an adequate level of nutrition assistance to children and their families. School lunch programs
are necessary to ensure that children receive the nutrition they need to succeed in schooi, Children’s educational success is essential
to the economic well-being of our nation’s local communities.

B. The implementation gates and transition perigds are inadequate to make the changes necessary to comply with the legisfation. We
suggest delaying them until the next fiscal year.

As the level of government closest to the people, lecal efected officials understand the importance of reforming the welfare system. However,
the welfare reform conference agreement would shift costs and liabilities and create new urfunded mandates for local governments, as weil
as penalize iow income families. Such a bill, in combination with federal cuts and increased demands for services, will leave local governments
with two optigns: cut other essential services, such as law enforcement, or raise revenues. We, therefore, urge you to vote against the
conference agreement on H.R. 4.

Sincerely,

Gregory S. tashutka™  ~~ ° - - Douglas A. Bovin , - Norman B. Rice. -

President President ’ President

National League of Cities Nationa! Association of Counties The United States Conference of Mayors

Mayor, Columbus, Ohio Commissioner, Delta County, Michigan Mayor, Seattle, Washington



Howard Dean, M.D. . Ravmond C. Scheppach

~Governor of Vermont ' Execurive Dircotor
Chair '
) Hall of the Sraces
Tommy G. Thompson 444 Narth Capitol Sereer
Governor of Wisconsin Washingron, D.C. 20001-1512
Vice Chair Telephone {2021 624-3300-

***‘* o | | April 7, 1995

MEMORANDUM

To: Govemor Dean

Govemnor Thompson

. Governor Engler

Govemor Carper
From: Ray Scheppach
Re: Discussion of Optlons for Blpamsan Senate Welfare Reforrn Package \
I believe that we need to begin discussing options for a-biparlisan Senate welfare reform package
that NGA could support. The Senate will likely have to have bipartisan support because of the
" threat of a filibuster. (Even if welfare reform moves through reconciliation, Byrd rule issues are
likely to make some Democratic support necessary.) My sense is that if the Governors. were to
make a bipartisan recommendation to Senator Packwood on welfare reform, it is likely to be
taken quite seriously. '

In thinking through options, it is important to recognize that Senator Packwood is committed to
the block grant approach, especially for cash assistance, as the starting point for a welfare bili.
{(He has not yet made up his mind about block granting foster care and a key member of the
committee, Senator Chafee, opposes it.) The Senate also appears willing to restore a moderate -
amount of funding to welfare programs as compared with the House bill. -

I have outlined below issues Governors have raised with the House bill: what the Senate seems
willing to support; and a possible welfare reform proposal NGA staff have drafied for discussion
purposes. A more detailed outline of the proposal and a draft letter that could go to the Hill are
attached. 1 would like to arrange a conference call soon for us to discuss this proposal and draft
letter. :

L have not 1nc|uded in the draft proposal or Eener any discussion of the food stamp, child support
or child nutrition titles of the House bill but have focused primariiy on cash assistance, child
welfare, and child care. The draft letter notes Governors’ concerns about reductions in aid to
‘legal aliens and the disabled and NGA will continue to work on scaling back these reductions,
but the outcome on these issues. may be driven prlmarlly by the Senate’s overall budget
decisions.



blems with i d the outl r

‘Govermnors have raised three main concems with the cash assistance, child protection, and child
‘care portions of the House bill: inadequate funding, too many restrictions on how funds can be
spent, and work requirements that most states do not believe they can achieve. In addition some
Govemors strongly oppose ending federal match for the individual entitlement to cash assistance,
child protection, or child care services. ' '

States seem most concerned about their ability under the House bill to meet increased need for -

certain services or to make up-front investments in welfare reform. For example,

e  States experiencing economic downturns will have sudden increases in the need for

' temporary cash assistance to children, .

e  States transforming their exlstmg income malntena.nce programs to work-based aid
programs will need to make up-front mvestments in job creation, job placement, nalnlng,
and child care for those in work activities, :

s States with shortages of affordable child care will need to expand child care aid to |0w-
income workmg famllles so that they can continue to work and avoid entenng the welfare
system. ' -

e  States facing sudden increases in the numbers of abused and neglected children referred to.
them by the courts—as many states did during the recent crack epidemic—wil need to '
continue to protect abused and neglected children by intervening on their behalf.

Under block grants there would be no federal match available for increased state spending above
current levels. States with high population growth are also concemed about structural growth in
weifare caseloads; H.R. 4 has only a small annual adjustment in the cash assistance title for
population growth ($100 million annually or six-tenths of a percent of the total block). Census
data show that the number of low incéme families with children grew by 26% between 1988 and
1993 (the most recent year for which. data is avallable) and the annual rate of growth in recent
years has been about 5%

States are also concerned that unlike the cash assistance and child protection block grants, the
‘child care block grant is not an entitlement to the states. Funding for the child care block grant is
discretionary which means that this program will have to compete in the appropriations process
every year.

The Senate Finance Committee appears to be willing to support a welfare reform biil with grea'ter
funding and with fewer eligibility restrictions than the House bill. In particular the Senate does
not seem likely to enact a ban on aid o teen parents or an absolute lifetime limit on cash
assistance to families. The Senate will probably insist, however, on- a work requirement with
participation rates in the same range as the House bill (50% of the caseload when fully phased-in)
_ although there may be room to define the work requirement more broadly, This work
requirement is likely to be coupled in the Senate with a continued mandate for states to provide
access to child care for all recipients required to work.



There appears to be support in the Finance Committee for additional funding for work activities,
“¢hild care, and child welfare. Committee members have -expréssed some skepticism, however,
about giving aid to states without a state match or maintenance of effort. A number of committee
members, including Senator Chafee, also seem reluctant to tumn over child welfare fully to the
states and have indicated that they will work to retain the current federal entitlement programs
for Title IV-E foster care and adoption assistance programs (During the recent committee
_hearings there has been frequent mention of the rapid growth in foster care caseloads over the last

" decade and the fact that twenty-two states. are under court orders reifated to probiems with their
chnid welfare systems)

The Senate has not yet developed any blpamsan altematives.to the House blll This presents
‘NGA with an opportunity to put a compromise proposal forward. It may be possible to craft a
bill that can attract bipartisan support if the bill begins with the House block grant approach,
which now has strong momentum, but also allows access to state option contingency funds
beyond the block grant levels for Governors who need to meet increased needs or make up-front_
investments in welfa.re reform. '

NGA staff have drafted the following discussion proposal.

The propaosal establishes three block grants: transitional aid to families, child care, and child
protection (except foster care and adoption assistance payments). The block grants would be
capped at the higher of fiscai 1994 or the average of fiscal 1992-94 federal spending levels with
adjustments for population growth, and states would ‘be allowed to transfer 20% of funds berween :

the block grants No state match or maintenance of effort would be reqmred '

The proposal would also create access to a state option contingency t‘nnd beyond the block

grants for states to draw down and use for the same purposes as the three block grants Examples

of the ways in which states might use these matching funds are—

'». 'States experiencing economic downtums could use the funds to meet increased need for cash-
assistance aid to families with children. o S

* States that need to make up- -front investments in expanded welfare-to-work programs could
draw on the funds for job creation, job placement tralmng, and child care needs of
participants. - : -

. States that want to expand chlld care to the workmg poor could draw on the federal matchmg
funds for that purpose.

The state option contingency funds would help make a block grant-based welfare system feasible
by giving Governors the flexibility and federal support to meet these rieeds.  These funds could .
be spent only on the same activities described in each state’s approved plans for the three block
.grants. States could only access these matching funds in a given year if in the previous year they
had spent in the.aggregare on the three block grant activities as much as they spent in fiscal
1994. (For example,.a state may be spending less on cash assistance but could still be



maintaining its fiscal 1994 level of effort if state spending has increased for child care or child
protection services.) A state would be required to match these federal funds at the federal
Medicaid ‘match rate and could not draw down more in a given year than fifteen percent of its
total allotments under the three block grants unless |t was experiencing a substantial increase in
unemployment. -

This concept'is similar to the federal rainy day fund propbsed for cash assistance in times of
recession. There are a number of advantages, however, to having federal matchmg funds
available for a broader array of needs : - :

o It keeps the overall system_simple while simultaneously offering one solution to a range
of different state needs. Addressing all of these different needs—increased numbers of
unemployed families during recessions, the need for up-front investments in-work-based .
welfare reform, shortages of affordable child care—with different funding mechanisms for

~ each one would make the system overly compllcated and rigid, defeatmg a key purpose of
welfare reform.

e It echoes the flexibility of the block grant structure, with its transferability of funds, by
-allowing different states to meet different needs through the same funding mechanism.
States may be able to avoid bringing additional families into the cash assistance or foster care
programs if additional federal funds beyond the bloclk grants are available not just for cash
assistance or foster care but also for meeting the needs of low income families to help them
avoid welfare or keep children with their parents.

o It gives states an incentive to maintain levels of effort without mandating it. A number
of Senators believe states should maintain existing- spending to qualify for welfare block
.grant-funds. This proposal retains the House structure of no maintenance of effort or match
but gives states an incentive to maintain their level of effort in order to gain access to
additional federal support for meeting additional needs.

A more detailed-outline of the proposal is attached.. While thls proposal would cost more than
the House bill, it would certainly cost less than current law and responds to the Congressional
desire for more certainty in federal welfare costs. The only situation in which states would draw
down more of the federal fund than' 15% of their allotments would be if the economy goes into a
~ deep recession. Since welfare costs for states'rise sharply during a recession, Govemors could
argue that it is only fair that the federal government share in these costs so that these programs
can continue to play the countercyclical role they have played in the past.

Furthermore, the opfion for states to draw down more than 15% in times of recession is unlikely
to have 'any cost attached to it in Congressional Budget Office (CBO)' estimates. CBO would
probably estimate that states draw down from the state option contingency no more than 15% of
total federal spending on the three block grants bécause CBQ’s baseline does not predict an
economic downturn over the next five years. - :
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Dear:

We are ‘writing to offer the recommendauons of the National Governors® Association for Senate Iegtslatton
to reform the welfare system. :

The Governors believe Congress has at this moment an enormous opportunity to restructure the federal-state
_ relationship. The Governors urge Congress to take advantage of this opportunity both to examine the
allocation of responsibilities among the levels of government and to maximize state flexibility in areas of
shared responsibility. We believe, however, that children must be protected throughout the restructuring

. process. In addition, although federal budget cuts are needed, the Governors are concerned about the
cumulative impact on the states of federal budgetary decisions. The Governors view any block grant
proposal as an opportunity for Congress and the president to prowde needed flexibility for states, notas a
primary means to reduce the federal budget deficit.

The Governors have not yet reached consensus on whether cash and other entitlement assistance should
remain available as federal entitlements to needy families or be converted to state entitlement block grants.
We do agree, however, that in either case states should have the flexibility to enact welfare reforms without
having to request federal waivers.

If the Senate Finance Committee proceeds at |east in part with the block grant approach followed by the
House, however, we believe it is critical that the Senate legislation be structured so as to give states the
flexibility and federal support needed to make a work-based welfare block grant system successful.

Welfare bloc with a state option contingency fu

~ If the Senate decides to establish block grants in the welfare area, we would recommend three block grants:
transitional aid to families, child care, and child protection. The child protection block grant would mclude
all existing federal discretionary child welfare programs; NGA does not have policy at this time on
including the IV-E foster care and adoption entitlement programs of the Social Security Act. All three block
grants would be capped entltlements to states. (This is in contrast to H.R.4 which makes fundtng for the
child care block grant sub_|ect to the approprlatlons process.}

The Governors would 'support setting the state allotments fdr these block grants at the higher of fiscal 1994
or the average of fiscal 1992-94 federal spending levels. Total federal spending for each biock grant would
be the sum of these state allotments with adjustments for population growth.. States should be allowed to
transfer 20% of funds between the block grants and to carry forward federal savmgs for future use on the

. programs. No state match or maintenance of effort should be requlred '

For a number of Governors, the flexibility to transfer funds between block grants and carry forward savings
will prove sufficient to achieve the goals of the programs. Many other states, however, will confront the
need to make additional investments in cash assistance, welfare-to-work ch|Id welfare, or child care
programs. For exampie— - :
*  States experiencing economic downturns will find sudden sharp increases in the need for
temporary cash assistance to chlldren '
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e  States transforming their existing income maintenance programs to work-based aid programs will
need to make up-front investments in job creation, job placement, training, and child care. _

e .States with shortages of affordable child care will need to expand child care aid to low-income

\ working families so that they can continue to work and avoid entering the welfare system.

¢  States facing sudden increases in the numbers of abused and neglected children referred to them by
the courts—as many states did during the recent crack epidemic—will need to continue to protect
abused and neglected children by intervening on their behalf

For a block grant -based welfare syslem to be successfui it is essential that Govemnors have the flexibility
and federal support to meet these needs. We recommend, therefore, that a state option contingency fund be
established with federal matching funds beyond the block grants available to states that ma;ntam their fsca]
11994 spendmg in these areas.

_ These funds could be spent only on the same activities described in each state’s approved plans for the three
block grants. States could only access these supplemental funds in a given year if in the previous year they
had spent in the aggregare on the three block grant activities as much as they spent in fiscal 1994. (For
example, a state may be spending less on cash assistance but could still be maintaining its fiscal 1994 level .
~ of effort if state spending has increased for child care or child protection services.) A state would be
required to match these federal funds at the federal Medicaid match rate and could not draw down more in a
given year than fifteen percent of its total a(lotments under thc three block. grants unless 1t was experlencmg
a substantial increase in unemployment.

This concept is similar to the federal rainy day fund proposed for cash assistance in tlmes of recession. We
believe, however, that there are compelling reasons for creating access to federal matching funds fora
broader array of childrens’ needs rather than a more narrowly-focused fund that can be used only for cash.
assistance: '

-« It keeps the overall system simple while simultaneously offering one solution to a range of
. different state needs. Addressing al] of these different needs—increased numbers of unemployed
- families during recessions, the need for up-front investments in work-based welfare reform, shortages of
_affordable child care—with different funding mechanisms for each one would make the system overly
‘complicated and rigid, defeatlng a key purpose of welfare reform.

o It echoes the flexibility of the block grant structure, witb its transferability of funds, by allowing
different states to meet different needs tbrough the same funding mechanism. States may be able
to avoid bringing additional families into the cash assistance or foster care programs if additional federal
funds beyond the block grants are available not just for cash assistance or foster care but also for
meeting the needs of low income families to help them avoid welfare or keep children with their
parents.

o It gives states an incentive to maintain levels of effort without mandating it. We recognize that a
number of Senators believe states shouid maintain existing spending to qualify for welfare block grant
~ funds. At the same time we believe that states should be able to reap the benefits of savings they
“achieve through the new flexibility given to them in block grants by investing those savings in other:
services to children. This proposal retains the House structure of no maintenance of effort or match but
gives states an incentive to maintain their level of effort in order o gam access 1o addltlonal federal
support for meeting addmonal needs.

The Governors believe that this combination of block grants and a state option contingency fund ¢ould form
the basis for a new federal-state partnership that is flexible and responsive to the needs of low-income
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families with chlldren At the same time it would give the federal govemment immediate budget savings
and much more: certamty about future welfare spending than exists under the current system.

We aiso have recommendations on a number of other issues that the Senate Finance Committee is likely to
consider as part of welfare reform legislation. These issues include federal restrictions on eligibility for
cash assistance, federal standards for welfare work programs, accountablhty for block grant funds, aid to
legal aliens and the disabled, and implementation timeframes. : 1\
1

Restrictions on aid. Aithough the Governors recognize the legitimate interest of lhe federal government in
setting broad program goals in cooperation with states and territories, ‘we also believe that states should be
free from prescriptive federal standards. "We urge the Senate to avoid sweeping federal prohibitions on cash
assistance to families now eligible for help and ask instead that states be given the authority to make these
eligibility decisions themseives. Some states may want to be more restrictive than Congress—by -
conditioning'aid' on work, for example, sooner than two years—while other states may decide in certain
cases it is appropriate to be less restrictive. Eligibility rules such as whether to aid teen parents or legal
aliens, whether to place lifetime limits on aid, and whether to increase benefits for additional chiidren of
recipients should be left to the states. :

Work requijrements. Similarly; while Govemnors agree that there is a national interest in refocusing the
welfare system on the transition to work, we ask the Senate to avoid prescribing narrow federal work
standards for the cash assistance block grant. The Governors believe that all Americans should be -
productive members of their community. There are various ways to achieve this goal. The preferred means
is through private, unsubsidized work in the business or nonprofit sectors. If the federal govemment
imposes rigid work standards on state programs, such standards could prove self-defeating by foreclosing
some possibilities, such as volunteering in the community, that can be stepping stones to full-time, private
sector jobs. Overly rigid federal work standards aiso inevitably raise difficult issues about the cost and
feasibility of creating a large number of public jobs, and the cost of providing child care for parents required
to work. :

We recommend that any federal work participation standard count hours of employment toward meeting the
-rates, inciuding hours of work by former recipients during the first three months after leaving welfare. Itis -
clear from the research that helping recipients keep a job is as important as helping them find a job in the
first'place, and the federal government should recognize and reward job retention efforts. We also beiieve
that it is reasonable to require that at least half of a state’s participation rate consist of individuals engaged

in work activities strictly defined, with the remaining half in other welfare-to-work activities. If the Senate
decides to impose a standard for hours of work, we urge you to recognize that in our society mothers with
young children typically work only par-time. We believe that any standard for hours of work should not
ask more of low-income, single parents with young children than is demanded of other mothers with young
children. In particular, the Govemnors do not think it is reasonable to mandate 35 hours of work a week.

Accountability in block grant programs. We believe that block grarits should include a clear statement of

purpose, including mutually agreed-upon goals for the block grant and the measurés that will be used to
Judge the effectiveness of the biock grant. We encourage the Senate to restrict reporting requirements to
outcome and performance data strictly related to the goals of the program. The Governors also urge that the
details of performance standards and reporting requirements not be written into federal law but be mutuaily
agreed upon through a process involving Congress, the administration, and ourselves.

~ Federal aid to legal noneitizens and the disabled, The Governors oppose the wholesale elimination of

federal services to legal noncitizens. Even if Senate legislation were to attempt to also give states and
localities the authority to deny benefits to legal noncitizens, any changes short of an amendment to the
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Constitution would undoubtedly be subject to court challenges. While the issue is litigated in the courts, ~
states and localities would remain legally obligated to provide services to the legal noncitizens to the same
extent as the general population. Policy adopted by the Govemnors clearly states that since the federal
govemnment. has exclusive jurisdiction over our nation's im mrgratlon policy, all costs resulting from
immigration policy shouid be paid by the federal govenment. Ending the eligibility of legal noncitizens for
key federal safety net programs would move the federal govemment in the opposne dll‘BCthl‘l and would’
shift substantial costs to states.

The Govemors recognize that the federa} Supplemental Secunty Income (SSI) program is growmg at an
unacceptable rate, and that serious problems exist regarding the definition and diagnosis of disabilities. Our
 first preference is for Congress to wait for the report of the Commission on Childhood Disability before
acting to change eligibility for disability benefits to children. If that is not possible, however, we would like -
to work with the Senate to address identified problems while maintaining needed federal aid to disabled
children and adults. If changes in SSI are enacted that deny benefits to hundreds of thousands of familiés
and children, the result may be a sharp increase in the need for aid from lhe new cash assistance block grant
ata tlme when those funds would bé capped. . ' - :

~ Implementation, Governors ask the Senate to recognize that moving fo a block grant structure raises many’
implementation issues. Almost every state is operating at least one welfare waiver project. We believe that
states with waivers currently in effect should have express permission either to continue their waiver-based
reforms or to withdraw from their waivers and be Held harmless for any costs measured by cost neutrality
provisions. Savings from individual state’s waivers should be included in the state’s base for the block -
grant. Some states have negotiated a settlement to retain access subject to a state match to an agreed upon
amount of waiver savings.” Legislative language converting AFDC to a block grant should not terminate

. these agreements and thereby preciude states from drawing down the balance of prewously negotlated
amounts. ' : :

: 'Implemenlation of block grants would aiso pose enormous difficulties for state information systems, and we
are contemed that there may not be sufficient funding or lead time to allow states to update these systems as
necessary to implement the legislation. While states that are ready should be able to implement any new
. block grants as soon as possible, other states should be aliowed at least one year after enactment to .

. -implement the new programs. We also believe that a consuitative process between Governors, Congress

* and the administration would be necessary to ensure that the transition o a block grant system is made in an
_ 'orderly way and that ch:idnen s needs continue to be met durmg the transmon

We believe that adopt}on of these recommendatlons would slgmf ca'ntiy :mprove the feasibility of a block .
‘grant-based welfare system. We thank you for your conmderatnon of our views and ook forward to working
together on welfare reform. - o
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States with hngh popuIat:on growth will face mcreased need for cash bencﬁts chxld care, and chzld
welfare services. ' -

States expefiencing economic downtums wll! find sudden :ncreues m the need for :emporary cash
assistance to childreri. : : :

States transforming their enstmg mcome mainlenance programs to work- bascd zud programs wlll
need 1o make up-front investments in job creation, job placement, job training, and child care.
States with shortages of affordable child care will need to expand child care aid to low-i -income
wor}ung fam:hes s0 that :hey can conunue o work and avov:l entcnng the. welfa.n'. system
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We would also like.to suggest several technical changes to the bill. “ The Finance Commiuee bill
inadvertently applied Title §'s five-year limit on assistance and the work requirements to certain groups for

"whom such restrictions are not appropriate. These groups in¢lude 'welflare cases where only children are
receiving aid, cases where a relative such as a grandparent is caring for the child, families where the parent -
is totally and pecmanently disebled. and working families who are receiving no welfare at al} but only child
care assistance. We would [ike to work with you to ensure that in the final bill these groups are excluded
from work requirements and from the five-year limit on aid.

- Finally. we ask that there be a penalty free window of time for staxes 10 u'np!ement any new cash assistance
_ block grant. The block grant would’ necessuate sweeping changes in state legislation and regulanons. and in
< _staff ng. computer systems, and admams(ra.twe procedu:es. Under the Fam:ly Self-Sufficiency Act states
"could incu penalues of | well over 15 percent of their biock grants in one year. . We are concerned thar
_wuhout adequate 1mplemenla.t|on timeframe. frec of pennltnes. many Sta:es Wl]l be Subject 10 an immediate
and sdbsmnnai loss”of block grant” funds We recommend, therefore, lhat any. penalnes within Tnle i be
' suspended for the ﬁrst year aﬁer the :ssunnee of ﬂna] regulauons by HHS o :

b n . o ' -Wllham Pound i
Exeeuuve Dlreetor R -'Executwe Du‘ector :
rNarlonal Governors A.ssoc:anon NI -"Nnnonal Conference of Slal:e Leglslamres '

‘A, Sldney Johns n lll
Exe_cutlve Dlrector
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SENATE WELFARE BILL

Ths National Governors™ Association appreciates the invitation to provide suggestions for an outcome-based
* performance ineasurement system as part of a welfare-to-work cash assistance block grant that Senator
' Packwood is drafiing. We also have taken this opportunity o provide recommendations on several other
" areas of interest or cencern to Governors. Qur comments at this time are necessaeily limited until we have
* further knowledge of the specifics of Senator Packwood’s proposal and have seen the legisiative language,
and should not be interpreted as NGA suppers or oppositian for the-overall bill. We offer these cominents
simply a5 a starting point for further discussions. '

I, Outcome-Based Performance MeasurmentSjr'stem

The National Governors' Assaciation policy on block grents recognizes the national interest in reducing

teenage pregnancy, incréasing parental responsibility and requiring welfare-to-work. Any outeome-based

" performance systerii created by the bill should reflect these three primary goeals and allow rooin for states to

© set additional goals that they deem are appropriate. We have not had an oppaortunity. to have a broad

- discussion amang Governors o the specifics of an outcome-based performance measurément system. 50
these suggestions should be viewed as staff recominendations only.,

In order to devélop an outcomesbased performance measurement system that is reasonable and equitable, staff
~ reécommend the following principles:

o Policy goals and accomnpanying performance measures and standards should be viewed as a performance
management tool. not as the basis for levying sanciions or penalties. A state’s failure to meet its
performance siendards for two conseculive years would result in a federal review and teclnical
assistance.

e QGovernors should anly be required to utilize performance measures for which dawa sources are available
in their state. Since the availability and reliability of data sources varies across states, each stiie should
be able to set its own performance measures and standards for determining progress toward each policy
goal. Federa) assistance should be available to stetes for developing the unemployment insuranee wage
reporting data base as a source of key labor market outcome data.

+ There must be a pracess for making the trausition to an outcome-based system. In particuliar states wil)
need time and resources to retoo! their manapement information systems. This progess should be
determined in consultation with a bipartisan greup of Gevernots and members of the Finance Committee.

e Siwates should have the oppertunity 10 sel outcome-based policy goals, measures and standards aeross

block grants, with the measures and standards develaped for welfare being consistent and complementary

. with thasce developed for orher federal programs. such as child care, child suppott, education, workforce

; gnd health care programs. The Finance Comminee cauld make this easier by at least developing e unified
outcome-based performance system for the block grants or programs included in its welfare reform bill.

e After several years of state experience in crealing & new outcome-based perfomnance Sysiem. &n

: independent body. in censultation with Governors, should eonduct a review of the outcome-bssed system
: and provide recommendaitons [0 Congress prior to the expiration of the legislation.

Page 1



MAY-16-1335 13:13 1GA . ' _ : P.@3/@7

UM aD TP o oo . . R

We recommend that the federal statute create an outcone-based performance measurement system where the
legislation specifies several key desired policy goals for the welfare system and states choose the outcaine-
based performance measures and standerds that they would use 10 measure progress toward those goals and to
. set performance expectations. States would describe in their state plan anv additional state policy goals for
. the system, the outcome measures they plan to use for each federal policy goa! and each stete policy goal, the
' baseling for each of these measures and the progress they expect to nchaeve in each area based on expected
 economic and social condizlans and the [cvcl of fcdem! nwcszmcnt.

The federal policy goals for the system should focus not just on welfnrc recipients bul miore broadly on thoss
at risk for dependence on welfare so as to recognize state efforts to address the root causes of welfare
dependence. In this regard, we would welcome the opporunity to discuss with you how the cash assistance
block grant might be crafied so as to allow some limited use of black grant funds for school-wide or
community wide preventative iniriatives, or initiatives that provide assistance through means other than cash,
such g6 subeidized public or privare sector jobs.

Quitcome 1: Teenagers delay childbearing until they are adults and married.
QOutcome 2: Welfare recipients become employed and increase eamings.

i Quicoine 3: Low-income parents nced welfere less due to srengthened families, increased employability and
© earmings, intreased child support collections, and greater aceess to work suppons. such as the EITC.

-I1. State Option Contingency Fund

. If the Senate proceeds. at least in part. with a block grant approach for welfare reform, it is critical that the
legislation be structured to give states the Nexibility and federal support needed to make a work-based welfare
block grant system successful. The flexibility 1o transfer funds between block grants and carry forward
savings are esseritial, However. many states wiil confront the need to make additional investments in cash
assistance, welfare-to-work, ot chjld care programs. This may be due to economic downtums. population
growth, chiid care shortages or a teed to maké up-front investments in job creation, job placement, etc.. &5
states move to work-based aid programs. One way to achieve the additional flexibility needed is to create a
state option contingency fund with federaf marching funds that would be available to states that maintain
their fiscal 1994 spending in these areas. Undet the siate sontingeney fund.

¢ f{iunds can only be spent oa thc samic aetivitics deseribed in each state's approved pla.ns for the biock-
grants ercated in the Senate bl” . :

*» aswate must in the preceding year, maitain an aggrcgnm level of state spending across the block granis
that equals that state’s aggregate level of spendinp on these activities in figcal 1994 in order 10 have
aceess 1o suppiemenal fedcral funds at the Medjeaid match mte :

« federal spending'on these su'pplemcma! funds would be effectively limited by capping the amount each
state could draw down, unless the state experienced a serious economic downturn with an unemployment

i rate in any quarter at least 25% higher than at least one of the last two years. The cep should be

! determined in consultation with a bipartisess group of Governcrs and members of the Finance Commitnee:

Page2
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{ = contingency funds lefi unclaimed at the end of a fiscal year should be available for redistribution 1o states .
that wish to match them in the two subsequent fiscal years.

This con¢ept is similar to the federal rainy day loan fund proposed for cash assistance in times of recession,
Howevér, there are compelling reasons for creating access 10 faderal matching funds for a broader array of
children’s’ needs rather than a more nerrowly-focused fund that can be used only for cash assistance:

» It kecps the overall system simple while simultaneously offering one eolution to a range of different
b state needs, Addressing many different needs. such 38 increased numbers of unemployed families during
} N recessions, the need for up-front investments in work-based welfare reform, shortages of affordable child
Lo care, with different funding mechanisms for each one would make the systern overly complicared and
rigid, defeating a key purpose of welfare reform, -

« It glves states an incentive to maintain levels of effort without mandating it. Many believe states
~ should maintein existing spending to qualify for welfare blook grant funds. At the seme time, stotes
' should be able 1o reap the benefits of savings they achieve through the new flexibility piven to them in -

block grants by investing those savings in other services to children. This proposal does not requirs 3
maintenance of =ffort or mateh but gives states an incentive to maintain their level of effort in order to
galn access to additional federal support for meeting additional needs. '

‘A combination of block grants and & state option-contingency fund could form the basis for 2 new federal-

_ state parnership that is flexible and responsive to the needs of low-income families with children. At the
same time it would give the federal goverament immediate budget savings and mwch more carainty abseut
future welfare spending than exists vader the curent system.

NI Child Care Block Grant

The policy of the Nationa! Governors™ Association on child care urges Congress to move toward a more

sezmléss system iucorporating 2i} of the federal child care programs. While existing federal ehild care
. progeams fall within thé jurisdiciion of two comminees—Finance. and Labor and Human Resources—if
 Conpress moves toward bloek granting the enlitlement child care proprams then the Governors suppon g

single. flexible biock grani for child care. This block grant should be an entirlement w states incorporating

proprams under the jurisdiction of both commiuees, Une zlternative under discussion—=incorporating the

Finance Comminee programs (Title 1V-A and At-Risk Child Cére) into the cash assistance block &ranit and
" fo)Ming the remainder into the Child Care Developnient Block Grant-—could make it difficult for states to

provide a seamless system of child care. A single block grant, with one funding stream and one set of
| rcportmg end administrative rcqu:rcmcnls wauld make it easier for states 10 provide a continuum of services
to poor famities end allocate funds 1o areas of greatest or emerging need. IT tweo separate child carc block
’ granis bégin to inove throuph the Senate. we recommend that they be morgcd inw a single. flexible block
grant on the Senate floor. :

IV. Transferability of Funds Among Block Graants.

‘The fexibility accorded by block grauts engbles Governars to design progratns ang pelicies within broad
program areas that address the particular néeds and priorities of their states. As states plan how to utilize their-
funds, however, they may discover the need 1o increase spending in one area {such as child care) and reduce
spending in other arcas (such as cash assistance.} Unfortunately, the bloek grant funding allocations cannot

Page 3
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automatically adjust for these- changes in state policies, foreing suites to spend federal doilars inefficiently.
Permitting stales to transfer funds between block grant enables states to make adjustments consisient with

.their program priorities and avoid wasteful spending. Without wensferability, bloek mrangs would
institutionalize existing state spending pawerns that may be inconsistent with a state’s intended innovation and
reform. For these reasens states should be permitted to transfer up to 30% of funds between the block grants
cregted by the Scnate. : :

Page 4 - .



RECOMMENDED TECHNICAL OR NO COST CHANGES ’_i‘O FINANCE COMMITTEE BILL
(changes noted in strikeout or bold italics; all page references are to May 23rd Chairman’s substitute)

* Technical changes

* ISSUE: The purpose'and state plan sections make no reference to child care for the working poor.

These sections read as if the block grant includes only AFDC and JOBS funding.

CHANGE: Revise Sec. 401 and 402 to explicitly include child care for the working poor.
--p. 4, line 14 revise to read “minor children, including cash benefits and child care,
--p. §, line 16, add a new (ii1)

and

(iii} provide child care assistance fo needy Jamilies with no less than 1 minor child.

. ISSUE: The bill requires that a singie state agency administer all of Title I. This is problematic because

many states currently administer child care programs for low income working families from agencies
other than the welfare agency. In addition, a number of states wish to consolidate their welfare-to-work
programs with other workforce development programs and in those states the welfare agency would not
administer the welfare-to-work program.

- CHANGE: Strike Sec. 402 (a)(8) by deleting ]inqs 18-23 on p. 7.

ISSUE: The work requirements appear to apply to any family receiving any cash aid under Title I,

- including cases where neither parent is part of the welfare case and cases where the family is receiving
" only emergency assistance. H.R. 4 exempted “child only” cases from the work requirements; the Senate

bil} does not exempt them. Typically these children are being cared for by a relative rather than being
sent to a foster home. Making these relatives subject to work requirements would create a disincentive to
them taking care of these children and might increase foster care placements. Emergency assistance is

. typically one-time cash assistance, so it doesn’t make sense to include such aid in the participation rate

calculation,

. CHANGE: Revise Sec. 402(1)(B) and Sec. 404 to apply only to parents in families receiving cash

' assistance, and not to cases where neither parent is present or emergency assistance cases:

' --p. 5, line 17 revise to read * reqmre parents receiving cash assistance”

" «=p. 23, line 8, revise to read: “receiving cash assistance under the state’s program of cash assistance’

funded under this part during the month which inciude a parent who has attained the age of 18.”

ISSUE: Similar issue to the work requirement one described above—the five-year time limit appears to
apply to “child only” cases and to families receiving emergency assistance. In addition, the five-year
limit appears to apply to families who have received only child care so that it would have the effect of
barring cash assistance to a working family that has never received welfare before but has simply been
give a child care subsidy.

CHANGE: Revise Sec. 405 to apply only to parents in cash assistance cases, and not to cases-with no

| parent, or families who have received only child care or emergency assistance.

--p. 27, line 15, revise to read “parasraph-£2} paragraphs (2} and (3),”
--p. 27, line 24, add a new (2) and renumber accordingly.



(2) EXCEPTION FOR CHILD CARE, EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE, AND CASES WITH
NO PARENT PRESENT.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to families which do not include a parent or
. to families who are receiving only noncash or emergency assistance benefits under this part.

. ISSUE: The prohibition on medical services is so broad that it would preclude states from assisting
- recipients with expenses necessary for work that may not be covered by Medicaid. These expenses might
include, for exampte, prescription glasses or dental care. This prohibition was added in the House and -
was meant to prevent block grant funds from being used for abortion-related services.

CHANGE: Onp. 11, line | revise to read “repi-qductive medical services”

ISSUE: The limit on maximum loans has been made cumulative here, rather than applying to a Joan

taken out in any single vear as in H.R. 4.. The result is a much more strict limit than in H.R. 4 and it is

not necessary given CBO’s estimate that only a few states each year will experience economic downturns
- over the next five years.

' CHANGE p. 16, lines 14-15 revise to read “The eumul-a&ve amount of any leans lean made to a
State...

: ISSUE: The language regarding fugitive felons appears to prohibit states from giving assistance to

- fugitive felons or parole violators whether or not the state knows that a family they are aiding falls into
. one of these categories. This could result in federal disallowances of state spending in such cases after
_the fact even when the state had no way of knowing that the family was ineligible.

' CHANGE p. 29, llne 6 revise to read “mdmdual if during such penod the stafe has know!edge that
such individual is— :

' ISSUE: Penalty for failure to secure cooperation in establishing paterni'ty'. The bill requires a five
percent reduction in a state’s block grant allocation if the Secretary finds that a state failed to ensure the
“cooperation of a family in establishing paternity or in assigning child support rights to the state.

. This provision appears to penalize states regardless of whether a state made a reasonable effort and
, followed appropriate procedures to secure a family’s cooperation. In such instances, a family’s fatlure to
cooperate should not result in a penalty to the state.

+ +The penalty for failing to.secure cooperation is excessive and fails to acknowledge that a parent may
.believe there are extenuating circumstances which may preclude his or her cooperation in establishing
-paternity. Addiuonally, the bill already provides for a separate penalty for a state which has not

- complied substantially with patemity establishment and child supporl enforcement requrrements under

Title IV-D.

CHANGE Either delete the entire sectlon, Section 403(6)(4)01’ revise the language to read
‘(page 14, line 12) -

——If the Secretary determines that a State program funded under this part fails fo foﬂow'estabhsked
procedures to ensure that afamy families receiving assistance under such program cooperates with the
State agency ad mmlstermg the State plan approved under Part D--



ISSUE: Access to IRS data. The Senate bill fails include a provision which would permit access to IRS
data for private companies working under contract for [V-D agencies. Many states are moving toward

. privatization of ceriain functions of their child suppori enforcement program in an effori to perform
services more effectively and efficiently. However, current rales make it difficult for these private

_ entities, operating under contract with state IV-D agencws to gain access to needed IRS data, thus

" hampering collection efforts. : -

i CHANGE: Amend Section 6103(1)6)(A)(ii) of the Intemal Revenue Code of 1986 to perﬁait disciosure
. of IRS tax return information to private entities operating under contract with state and local 1V-D
© agencies.

Other no cost 'changes _

ISSUE: The bill allows job search to count toward meeting the work requirements only for the first four
weeks that a family is receiving assistance. There is no sound pelicy rationale for this restriction; in fact,
- state experience with the JOBS program would suggest that it is critical for families to engage in job
search activities at regular intervals throughout the time they participate in welfare-to-work activities.

- CHANGE: Allow job search, job readiness and job placement to count toward meeting the work

: requirernents for up to three months per year per family. This would ensure that states can require job
t search at appropriate and regular intervals, such as at the beginning ofa welfare spe]l or as a recipient
finishes each program component.

~--p. 23, line 18-21, revise to read “(or, m—bh&ea&e—e#%he—F&sM—weeka—femheh—&Hee@eﬁHﬁ—Feqﬁﬁed
* under-this-section-to-participate-in-work-getivities for no more than three months of each year, an

activity described in clause(in),(1v), or(v) of such section).
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
June 15, 1995

'FOR INFORMATION CONTAcr;.
Randy Amdt 202) 6263158

_.'Clty Off' cials Skeptlcal Worned About Impacts of Welfare Reform Leglslatlon,
: __\’Iost Cmes Fear Addlttonal Local Burdens, thtle Consultat;on Found in NLC Survey

Four out of five crty leaders (80 percent) fear that federa] efforts to redeslgn welfarc

| programs are hkely fo shift more of the welfaré burden onto local commumucs Thcy also are
skepucal that many of the heralded outcomes of welfare reform will occur .

' F L Although most cities arc not directly involved in admtmstcnnﬂ weélfare programs more
than 80 percent of thc cities rcspondmg to a survey conducted by the Natlonal Lcague of Cltlcs
sa.ld individuals and farmhes on welfare place a major burden or some burden on local -

o lrcsources for services such as educatton ‘emergency assistarice and publlc safety .

The NLC survey 1ncluded 105 cities, 48 with populations above lOO 000. The survey -
was conducted just after the House of Representatwes completed action on welfare rcform
Ieglslatlon (H R 4) and 25 the U.S. Senate was begmnmcr to draft a wc]fare reférm bill. 3
o Wh;le 20 percent of the cities said they thought current welfare reform proposals would
ach:eve lasting 1mprovements 50 percent doubted' that would happen Nearly 26 percent feit |

. the-proposed changes would encourage and enable mdlvrduals and famlhes 1o bcttcr cope for -
themselves 38 percent did not think-that would oceur. Only 14 percent thought the proposcd )
welfare reforms wolld reduce the number of peoplc in poverty, whrle 62. percent felt that
wou]d not happen. . ' . _ L
‘ - "Genume welfare reform can prowde rml help to pcople who really need it, and many . °
of them live in our nation’s c1t1cs and towns" Sald NLC President Carolyn Long Banks,
councﬂwoman-at-la.rge of Atlanta. "Crty ]eaders thmughout the America want to hclp bring o
jabout reforms to end welfare as we know it, but that challenge will not be ‘met if one level of
f'gorcrn_meni s_imply transfers responsibvilities, but not resourccs; to another level of government.”

( more )



JUN-15-1995 18:58 | 1GA o e S . P.93-23
-2

More than half of the cities sard there would be unfavorable impacts reSulttng from 10
changes that are major issues betng considered under currént welfare reform proposals

eliminating guarantees of breakfast and lunches for needy chtldren (85 percent)
'eltmtnatmg foster care entitlenients for children (82 percent) '

reducing Food Stamp benefits (77 percent) - _

not requiring states to provide €ducation or tratmng to those | on welfare {74 percent)
ehmlnatmg entttlement to AFDC (73 percent) : '

not guaranteeing child care for parents required to work (73 percent)

prohrbtttng single mothers under age 18 from recewmg cash benefits (67 perce'nt),

® climinating or reducing Supplemental Secunty Income beneﬁts (66 percent) '

® denying benefits to children born to parents already receiving welfare (63 percent)
. curtaJlmg beneﬁts ta newborns if rnothers already’ receive child beneﬁts (52 percent)

| Fewer than one in four cities (22 percent) said their congressmnal delegauon or-staff has
"consulted w1th them about the likely effects of welfare reform Although state governments are
' 'destgnated to assume responsmrl:ty for welfare programs under H. R 4, only 14 percent of the
'_c1t1es said their state government: has:consulted with them’ about welfare issues. - . -
| "We believe local governments must have an. opportumty to work’ with Congress a.nd the
- states 10 de51gn and- carry out PrOgrams that can be ailored to the needs of the local '
| . cornntuntty; said Banks: "We eamnestly hope the Senate will include.this role for cities.”
_ _' ! ' ‘When cities were asked to select three issu-es of most conCern to the'nt if they cOuld
' advrse Congress on welfare reform, the top issues selected from a list a ma.jor changes were: ‘. )

® eltmmanng entitiement to AFDC (49 percent) _ _ :
® nol requiring states to provrde educatton or training ta those on welfare (€18 percent)
@ not gua.ranteezng child care for parents requtred to work (30 percent)

- The next three issues, each mentioned by 25 percent of respondents were:

B reducmg Food Stamp benetlts

. eltmtnatmg guarantees of breakfast a.nd lunches for needy chtldren L
. ehmtnaung foster care entttlements for children

City leaders broadly supported three goals of proposed welfare reforms gver though
: many also expressed doubts that the objecuves of work requu-ments would be reahzed ’I‘hey
anuctpated favorable impacts as an tntended outcome of '

.! e 1mprov1ng child support enforcement (82 percent ) _ - K
 ® requiring 50 percent of single parents on welfare to obtain jobs by 2003 (64 percent) '
— requmng unmamed teenage parents to live at home until age 18 (43 percent)
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Comparing responses about work incentives to the outlook for avmlable jobs illustrates -
: the mlsgwtngs of city leaders. While 37 percent agreed that current welfare reform proposals
: would provide work incentives for welfarc.recipients in their cities, 27 percent disagreed with
that askumptiO'n and others were unsure. When asked wheiher there would be sufficient job
opponunmes in thelr com munity to employ welfare reCIplents requiréd to find work, only 31
.percen[ felt the jobs were avallable while 40 percent did not think sufﬁ01ent job opportunitiés -
existed, and 29 percent were unsure. ' |
" Achieving the transmon from welfare to work 1nvolvcs éducation, training and support
R - services that will enable working parents to keep a job,™ said Banks. "Solutions that lack a
| realistic employment strategy and essential support services are dead-end sr.'ra.tegi'.es Th'ey will
!eave families destitute, and they will create cmshmo new social and cost burdens on cities.
“If work requ1remen[s are written into weifa.re reform the National League of Cmes
 believes that measures to prowde affordable child care must ..150 be part of the program,"
Banks added. "We would also like 0 see initiatives that cncoumge education and tra;n;ng, 50
fhat individuals and parénts can aspire to employment opportunities beyond rnlmmum-wage '
o jobs. If our nation is serious about movmg from’ dcpcndence to real sclf-sufﬁt:lency, that's the
| only way o do it." o '
_ More city officials were skepncal than opnmxsuc in zhe1r expectauons for several
: aspects of state- admlmstercd welfare programs. Twcnty six percent felt their state would do a
. good job of designing welfare programs, 35 percent disagreed, and 36 percent- wei'e'n’t sure.
_Twenty -two percent telt the1r state would do a good ]Ob of allocating welfare fundmg eqmtab]y,
38 percent disagreed, and 37 percent weren’t sure. Sevcnteen percent feIt their state would do |
a good job of working with the cny in de51gn1ng programs and allocating funds 43 percent
dlsagrced and 37 percent weren't sure. o ;
. When asked how current welfare reform proposals would most hkeiy affect a list of is
indicators of community conditions, half or more of the cities anticipated worsening conditions
_ _for seven of those md1cators health status of childrén (60 percent), homelessness (58 percent), .
poveny (56 percent), child abuse (56 percent) care for special needs children (55 percent), - |
" Iserlwces 10 legal immigrants (55 -percent), and child care for working rnothers (52 pereent) :
} Fewer than 30 percent annmpaled improving condmons for any of the indicators, and .
;-Only in four instances did improved expectations exceed worsening concerns: unemployment
_,(29—\'57-21 percent), out-of-wedlock ‘births (27-vs.-9 percent), 1een pregnancy (23-vs.-10

ipercent), and creating more jobs (21-vs.-11 percent).
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Local News Media Contacts for Inquxrles Regardmg NLC Welfare Reform Survey

Calil‘ornia':

Co_miebticut:

. Florida:

" Illinois: -
Kansas:
R Kentucky: |

Lovisiana:’

Massachusellts:

Micl_\ignn:_

~ Mississippi: .

Missouri: -

* Noith Curolina:

 New Jersey: -
. Oregon:

' Pel_'lnsylvaniu':
. Rhode Island:

Snuth Carohna.

o South Da]coln. '

- Tennessee:
- Texas:
. Virginia:

Wisconsin:

‘Bob Kuntz, Ballwin, 314/227-8580

( A l:.marg of survey nspondsm mfm sald n‘my cadd offer addﬂiam! cammem )

Shauna Clark, Administration, San Bemardmo. 909/384-5122
Brian Cahill, Social Services, San Francisco, 415/557-6541
Norman La Force, Mayor, Bl Cerrito, 510/526.4362

Tak Hamabata, Social Services, Norwalk, 310/929-5544

A. C. Unas, Santa Paula, 8'05?525-44'78

John DeStcfano Mayor, New Haven 203/946-8200 -

Ramona Cortese, ‘Welfare, West Haven; 203/937.3565

. Shirey Martel, Social Service, Plainfied, 203/564-5817
" 'Charles P. Lennenon Social Services, Clinton, 1203/665- 734'7

Glenda E. Hood Mayor, Orlando, 40'7/246-2221

Tim Riggs, Social Services, Titusviile, 407/268-6000

Richard C. Wsis, Mayor’s Office, Frezport, 815/235-8200

-.Tﬁoma's Owens, Councilmar'nber 'Ovérland-Park, 913/381-5252 -

Bill Cherry, City, Mumy,502!762 0352

-Mornis chfrey, C:ty Manngcr New Orleans 504!565 7155'
Cﬂl‘lddce ngglnbo:ham Econ. Dcv Shreveport 318/673- 7507 )

Dina Swgal Ofﬁce of Fe.d Re]ations Baston, 617/635 38]7
Peter Kirwin, Human Services, Falmouth, S08/548-0533..
Mary Ford, Mayor, Northampton 4]13/586-6950

-‘Rocco i LongO Town Duxbury, 617!934 6586

Dcnms W, Archer Mayor, Deerlt 313/224- 6343

"Nettie Seabrook, Office of Mayor, Detroit, 313/224-3752 .

' Zell Long, Planaing, Tupelo, 601/841-6510

Dan Hﬁagins:,::chia'] Sef;ficcs,,Durham 919?560«8.038.

William J. Puscrell, Mayor's Office, Patérson, 201/881-2280

- Donna Proctor, Mayor, Newberg, 503/538-1276

William E. Parshall, Philadelphis, 21'5_368‘6;9002

T. Bercher, A"c_imin't ; Burrillville, 401/568-9468
Don Wal, Mayor, Greer, 803/877-9061 - |
Hi.i'gh Grogan. Welfare, siou'x Faus' -605'/335—421'5

Mlchael L. Ml[ler, Mefro Soc. Svcs Nashvslle, 615f862 6400

Dot Sufford, Mayor Pecos. 915}445 9444

 Patricia Ticer, Mayor, Alexandria, 703/838-4930

Steve Holt, Intergov. Relations, Milwaukee, 414/286-5582
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The Impacts of Welfare Refor_m in America’s Cities and Towns

STUDY HIGHLIGHTS

“The debate over welfare reform appears to have missed a fundamental, and p;votal aspect of.
current conditions and future impacts. America’s welfare population resides mostly in our cities and
towns. Many cities, regardless of whether they are directly involved in the administration of
welfare programs, already shoulder some burden in providing for the needs of that population. By
an overwhelming margin, local officials in cities believe current welfare reform proposals wﬂl wmd
up shifting additional burdens to local government resources and communities. .

* More than 80 percent of cities indicate that the cuitent welfare recipient populauon places a
major burden or some burden on local rescurces already.

« 81 percent of cities say that current welfare rcform pmposals are hkely o sh1ft Lhe wel.fare burden
to local communities. :

The concermns of the nation’s cities and towns have gone virtually unpheard thus far in the national
debate over welfare reform. This survey by the National League of Cities was conducted to assess
the views of cities and towns and prescnt a representanvc pcrspccuve about the likely impact of
current welfare reform proposals. _

* Only 22 percent of cities reportf:d that thcn' Congressmual dclcgano:l or then' sta.ff consulted with
the city (mayor and/or city council) about the likely effects of welfare reform on the communicy.

» Only 14 percent of cities reported that their state government consulted with the local
govcmmcnt of the City (mayor and/or c:ty councﬂ) about the likely effect of federal welfare
rcform on the commumty

Cides are skeptical about the likelihood of current welfare reform proposals achieving major
positive outcomes. The responses revealed that:

« Only one fifth (20%) of cities believe thar the current welfare reform proposa]s are likely to
achieve lasting improvements in chfa:e assistance programs. Fifty percent of cities do not
- believe this, and 29 percent are not sure,

‘= 62 percent of cities do not think that current welfare reform proposals are hkcly to reduce the
number of people in poverty. :

+ Onl y 26 pcrccnt of cities believe that current welfare reform proposals are likely to cncourage '
and enable individuals and families to better cope for themnselves.

64 p_crccnt of cities agree that the current welfare reform proposals wpuld not change the
incidence of teenage pregnancy. ' :
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'The Impacts of Welfare Reform in America’s Cities and Towns

INTRODUCTION .
It is in America's cities, towns and communities that welfare feform will actually have its effects
“on the ground.” Findings from 2 new NLC research study suggest that claims tade about the

 likely posmvc outcomes from welfare reform are not shared bya majonty of Amcnca 5 cmes

This rcsea.rch study capturcs severa.l of the major issues currenr.ly bemg dcbated abom the effects _
of wcifare reform on cities-and thc1r wclfa:e recipient populahons Cities do not appca.r tobe

o "unpressed with the hkely effects clmmed in the cu:rent welfare reform debate. Therc is'also

- concern about the ability of the focal economies to generate enough jobs, and whether the

incentives proposed under the current welfare reform proposals will provide an incentive to
work. At the time this survey was conducu:d (May 1995) the U.S. House of chresentauvcs
had passe.d its vcrmon of welfare reform. : : :

The Nauonal League of Cities study reﬂects the views of local oﬁimals about the !1ke1y effect.s
of welfare reform on the nation’s communities. A broad cross section of America’s cities and

towns are represented in the study. " Fifty-four percent of the cities responding to this study had .
populations between 10,000 and 100,000, and 46 percent had populations greater than 100,000,

" Ninéteen of America’s 50 largest cities with populations over 300,000 were also represented in
 this study. 'The average size of cities responding to the survey was 221,000. Findings are

staUsthally significant ata 95% level of confidence, +/- 10%, and reflect the informed views of
local officials about the hkcly zmpacts of fedcra.l wclfare rcform on cny msources and
commumty conditions. :

' SURVEY RESEARCH FINDINGS

o Cities were askcd to dcscnbe whether the pcrccntagc of their populatmn receng welfa:e j

. - benefits was larger than average, average, or smaller than average. Respondents were evenly

divided on this question. Thirty-seven percent of cities described their recipient population as

", avera ge while another 36 percent described the city welfare recipient population as greater than

average. Only 24 pcrccnt of cities indicatcd that their welfam recipient populahon was smaller

~ than average.'"!

>

N e tjuestion also lists examgles of the kinds of welfare proprams that legal residents mr'zive. Such prsrams include AFDC, §S1. WIC,
focd stunps. et al. AFDC is the single largess cash assistance program in the “welfare sysiem.” Tn 1970, 1.9 million families reoeived AFDC
assiswance; by 1992 mere than 4.6 mitlion families were enralled, mcludmg 9.1 million childeca—onre child of every seven undet the age of I8,
S5 is the second largest cash aswistance program. with S.1 million recipicnts, some of which arc special needs children. and the aged (Dolgoff,

+ 1995). Both AFDC and S§I recipients are algo eligible for Medicaid. Emergency Agsistanes and Goneral Assistance dré two other progriots -

thar arc part of the welfare system.  Given these different and overlapping programs it would have been difficult to ask cities to give a single

numerical percentage, Also most of the data on teci pmm papulations are not kep{ by cities. even t.hough a larpe pen:::nlngc of welfare rcclplcnh

reside in Amerlcn § cities and mwns. . o
l
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1

While welfare mcnplcnts generally receive d.u'ect cash benefits and in-kind semces from state

- and county governments, they also place demands on city government pubhc services, sich as -
~ -education, emergency assistance, and public safety. Cities were asked [o assess the overall

burden of welfare recipients on local resources, regardless of the jurisdiction providing such
sérvices. In this context, 83 percent of cities reported that welfare recipients placed either a
significant burden or some burden on local resources, regardless of the jurisdiction providing the
service. Less than one-fifth (16%) decatcd that welfare recipients were no sxgmﬁcant burden
on’ local resources. Figure 1 shows the breakdown for all responses ‘ :

Flgure 1: Welfare Burden on Local Governmenf Resources, |
Regurdless of .Iunsduchon

Soime |
Burden
53.3%

Significant.

 Burden
- No  y174%
Response '

1.1% .

IMPACTS OF WELFARE REFORM PROPOSALS

The House-passed welfare reform legislation (H.R. 4) would change how welfare services

.- would be provided. Cities were asked to assess the probable impact of 14 changes that have

been part of the legislative discussion. Figure 2 compares the perccntage of cities reporting an
unfavorable impact from the proposals with the percentage of cities reporting a favorable impact

2
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. | The Impacts of Welfare Reform in America’s Cities and Towns

. Figure 2: Comparihg *Favorable” and “Unfavorable”
| Iimpacts of Welfare Reform Proposals : ‘
. . . . . . - . ) . I. . Y . L - .

Unfuvoruble_ .

Eliminating Brookfast
" /lunch Meals

| Eliminating Foster
Care Entitlements

Reduce Food Stamps

Not Requiring I
Training/€ducation

- Elimineting
Entitlement to AFDC

Not Gudmnte:eing
Childeare

. Prohibil'iﬁg :
" Welfare Benefits
Eliminating Disability

to5S1

Derly'ing Bal';sﬁts 3

_ lo__Childrerl

Curﬁﬂin"g-_ﬁéhef'ﬂs

o Newberns

!lii‘nfncﬁng B
Aid to Lagal
~ lmmigrants
‘Teens Living
with Parents
S!dfes p‘ucaSO,%

in work program
by 2003

Improve Child
Support Enforcement
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] " ‘from the proposals. Eliminating the guarantee of breakfasts and lunches for needy children was

j most often mentioned as the welfare reform proposat likely to have an unfavorable irhpact on
cities. Eighty-five percent of cities cbose this response. Other proposals in Figure 2 mientioned
often as likely to have an unfavorable impact on cities were: eliminating the entitlément for

 foster care for abused and neglected children (82%); reducmg food stamp benefits (77%); and
eliminating entitlement to AFDC (73 %).

A few proposed welfare changes wouid appear to have relatively little impact on communities.

Forty-nine percent indicated that “eliminating aid to legal immigrants who are non-citizens”

would have no impact on the community.'* One-third (31%) of cities indicated that “requiring

_ unmarried teenagers parents to reside with their parents until age 18" would also have no impact
{  ° oncommunites. With regard to all the other reform proposals, less than | in 4 cities said they

would have “no impact” locally. ' ' '

Cities were very clear about what proposed changes are likely to have a favorable impact on
communities. Eighty-two percent indicated that “improving child support enforcement

methods™ would have a favorable impact on communities. Two-thirds (64%) believed that
“requiring that states place 50% of single parents receiving welfare in work progmms would

1 have a favorable impact.* However, nearly 70 percent (68.6%) of cities said they were eithet

0 ~ not sizre about jobs for welfare recipients, or they believed there would not be enough jobs _
W' available (See Figure 9). Forty-three percent said “requiring uimarried teenage parents to rcmde '
with their parents until age 18” would also have a favorablc xmpact in cities.

Clty Pnontles for Congress

If cities could advise Congress on thc proposed changes in welfare, what welfare proposals
currently being debated would be of most concem? The top three proposa.ls (see Figure 2) most
often mentioned as being of “most concern” to cities were: eliminating entitlement to AFDC
(49%); not requiring states to provide education and training to welfare recipiénts. (31%); and
not guaranteeing child care for parents who arc required to work (30%). Flgure 3 shows the
fourtéen proposals from Figure 2 by the percentage of cities reporting them to be among the top
t.h.rcc proposed changes of ‘most concern.”

- @ Cidicy with sms].lcr popu]annm localed in regions of the eguntry where immigrant pupl.dannns are less jikely 1o lwe are more hl:cl:,r o
indicate that ellmm.mng aid would have “no impact™,

3 Findings suggest that cities and towns do not support welfare reform propesals likaly to have unfevorable impacts an cORENUAILES,
ezpecially .o children, and on familics. On the athet hand, cifics see providing inceme 1o families through collecting child suppor, in
combinatdon with work as having favorable impacts on comunanities. In teams of ¢collcening chitd support, there is research that shows the
ability of some non-costodial fathers w pay s related to poverty starus. race, and the fact that many of the men who cannot pay are the fathers
of children on AFDC cummently (Sorensen, 1994), Cides therefore must still contend with the issbes of poverty, race and jobs in addressing the
additionnl effects of welfare refarm on their communities, and the burden these conditions place on local povemment resources, '

(4
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Figure 3: Welfare Proposals of “Most Co.'n'com_” to Cities
- -. . _ ) . . . ) . . ... ' . N . . - - N ., - .

Eliminating Entitlement
o AFDC

Not Requiring
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Not Guaramtecing
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Roducmg Food
Slurnp Benefils
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Elu’nmuﬂ_n -Fnshr
Care Enhtlements

Eliminoting
DisabilityTo SSI

\mproving Child
‘Support Enforcement

Prohibiting
Welfare Benefits

Ilequmng 50% in
programs

Eliminoting Aid
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to Children

Ne Response

Curtailing Benefits
to Newborns

Requiring Teens
to Reside with Parents

48.6%
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FEDERALISM/CONSULTATION
Has Congress been listening to of consulting with America’s cities and towns on the welfare
reform debate? 'I\venty-two percent of cities reported that their Congressional delegation of their
staff consulted with the local government of the city (mayor and/or city council) about the lxkely

, effects of welfare reform on the community. Figure 4 shows all responses. City tespofises
clearly indicate that Congréss has dorie a poor job of effectively utilizing the federal
intergovernmental system 1o include cities and towns in the decision making process a.round
welfare reform.

F:gure 4: Dld Congress Consufr with Cities on Welfare Reforrn?
Congress Makes Poor Use of Federahsrn : :

YES
21.9%

No.
61.0%
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Flgure 5: Did State Government Consult wﬂh Cmes on Welfure Reform"
" ‘State Governmants Make Poor Usa of Federalism -

‘No -
Response
| - 1.9%
67.6% RV |

- Has sta_t'c government been better at consulting with cities on the welfare reform debate? Cities™ .~
‘were asked if their state government had consulted with them (mayor and/or ¢ity cotincil) about
- the likely cffccts of federal welfare reform on their conununity. Only 14 percent of cities
reporred r.hat srate govcmment had consulted them. Flgurc 5 shows all reslaonses

' NEW STATE ROLES

The federal government manages or dlrecls the we]fa:e system while states counties, and some L
cities administer the programs. Under the current welfare reform proposals, states will bccome o
" more fully rcs[mnmblc for desi gning programs and allocanng funds for such programis. Cities
- were asked to assess to what extent they agreed with the statements “my state will do a good job
of (a) designing welfare programs (b} equitably alloc’ating funds for welfare programs, and (c)
working with cities in designing programs and allocating funds.” Figures 6, 7, and 8 show the
- percentage of cities responding that agreed, disagreed, and were not sure that their state would
do a good job on {2} {b) and (c) Less than one-third of cities agrecd that their state woulddo a:
good |ob in any of the three areas associated with Implemenm:lg welfare refonn at the local
level. '
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Figure 6: Do You Agree or Disagree that Your .Siui'fl: Will.
Do a Good Job of Designing Welfare Programs?

Agree Disagree  Not Sure No Reéponsa

Figure 7: Do You Agree or Disagree that Your State Will
Do a Good Job of Allocating Welfare Funds Equitably?

37.1%

Agree  Disagree NotSure No Response
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" Figure 8: Do You Agree or Disagrue that Your State Will Do @ Good Job of Working
With Your City on Dasigning Welfare Programs and Equitably Allocating Funds?

' _Agrae \ Discgrae Not Sure No Rasponse.

. -_WORK AND JOBS

. Wil there be énou gh employment op portumues In cities and towns for the 50 percent of welfarc '
reqplcnts required to be in work programs currently and by the year 20037 And is welfare
reform likely to provide an incentive for city and town welfare recipients to work? Rcsponscs
from cities dre about evenly divided. Forty percent of cities indicated that there will not be

- sufficient employment opportunities in their community to employ welfare recipients required to

~ work. Thirty-one percent think there will be enough jobs and twenty-nine percent are not sure -
about the _job outlook Flgure 9 shows the breakdown of responses

Citics wcr‘c also split about wh'ethcr. welfare pr0posals would provide an incentive for welfare

recipients to work. In this regard, thirty-seven percent of cities believed that current welfare

reform proposals would provide an incentive for welfare recipients to work, while thirty-four

percent were not'sure about the effect of welfare rcform on work 1nccnt1vcs Figure 10 shows -
N the breakdowu of these’ responscs g
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Figure 9; Will There b-el anugh Johs for Welfare Recipients 'i’n'.fhe Future?

30.5%

 No |
Response
1.0%

YA Not Sure
34.3%

P.18,23
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IMPACTS ON COMZMUNITY CONDITIONS

'Many American cities and. towns contend wﬁh arap ge of. Lommunity conditions that can affect
the quality of urban life. Cities were asked to onsider how the currett welfare reform pioposals
would most likely affect the incidence of fifteen Q@ 5) community conditions. Would these 15
commumty conditions most ]J.kcly improve, worsen, or not change in resporise to the proposcd

_ federal welfare reform legislation. Over half of citie$ reported that the current welfare reform -
proposals would most likely worsen. thc following community conditions: hcalth statos of

- children (60%), homelessness (58%), child abuse.(56%), services to legal immigrants (SS%)
poverty. (56%), care for special needs children (55%), and child care for working mothers (52%)‘

' Four outof 7 of these com.rnumty condmons relate dlrcctly to the concerns of cl'uld.rcn

Cities did not belicve th'at Lhe'cﬁrrent 'wel fare reforin proposa.ls would affcct'thc incidénce of all

" the community conditions mentioned.- More than 3 out of 5 cities believe welfare reform will
not change the incidence of teenage pregnancy (64%), or out of wedlock births to teenagers -

.. (60%). More than 45 percent of cities also believe welfare reform will not change the incidence.©
of substance abusé (51%) or unemployment (46%). 'Ofi the othier hand, fewer than one in thiee
cities reported that welfare reform proposals would likely improve the incidence of any of '
the 15 community conditions listed. 'Flgure 11 shows a side-by-side comparison of the 15.
community conditions. The mcxdence of communlty condmons are reported in dcscendlng ,
order of ‘worsening” responscs : - :
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Figure 11: Will Welfare Reform Proposals
- “Worsen” or “improve” Community Conditions? _
"Improve” | I "Worsen" '
Health Strtus T |
of Children
l-lum'ulultno'u
" Child Abuse

Care for
Specicl Neads

. -Servicos o
Logal Immigrants

Childesre for
Working Moms
Family Stobility

Junenite Deliquent .

Yiolent Crimes

Substance Abuse
Unernplaymonf
Create More $§s
Teen Pregnancy

Out of Wedlock
Births _
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L TthImpa.cta'Of Welfare Reform in America’s Cities and Towns

OT]EIER MAJOR OUTCOMES

One-half of cities did not agree with the staternent that current welfare reform proposa]s are
Itkely to achieve lasting improvements in welfare assistance programs. Another 29 percent were
riot sure if the desired outeome would likely take plaoe Only one- ﬁfth agreed that the desu-ed
outcome would lrkely be achieved. ‘ - _

- In térms of reducing poverty, 62 percent of cities did. not agree wrth the statement that cun'ent
‘welfare reform proposals are likely to reduce the number of peaple in poverty. Another22
percent were not sure, and only 14 percent agreed that current welfare reform proposals would
1likely achieve the desired outcome of reducing the number of people in poverty.

Cities were overwhelmingly clear about the likely shift of the welfare burden to local
communities. Eighty-orie percent of cities agreed with the statement that current welfare
proposals are likely to shift the welfare burden 1o local communities. Only 8 percent did not
~ agree with the statément, and another 11 percent where not sure lf the current welfare proposals
' would shift the burden to local govemmenL :

Cmes were spht on whether'welfar'e reform propoaals _wojul_d enc_ourage and enable indjvi_cluals B
and families to better cope for themselves. While 38 percent did not agree that welfare reforin

would likely provide a basis for improving individual and family coping skills, nearly as mary
cities (34%) were n'ot'sur'o, and slightly more than one-fdurm'(ilﬁ%) agreed." o

These finding suggest that the many aweepmg claims made about major posmve outcomes from
welfare reform are not shared by America’s cities and towps.

- 13
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'-APPEND]X I

| N.IETI-IODOLOGY

USs. cmcs and towns used in this study were taken from the Natxonal Lcaguc of Cities (NLC)
database of cities as of May 1, 1995. All cities over 100 ;000 population were surveyed, and a
random sample of cities between 10,000 and 100,000 were drawn using the random numbers
generator program in SPSS/PC+ 5.0.2. Seven hundred cities were mailed copies of the survey
dunng the ﬁrst wcck of May 1995. :

One hundred and ﬁve cites respondcd for a 15 % response rate, The lcvcl of conﬁdencc for ti:us
study is 95% +/- 10% This means that in 95 out of 100 cases, any sample of cities drawn from
the universe of U.S. cities and towns would respond the same way to the survey questions as

cities I.I:l this survey did, within a range of 10 percent :

 “NLC’s cities databas'e contains 209 cities With populatlons greater than 100,000. Four hundred

. and ninety one (491) cities with populations t between 10,000 and 100,000 were also randomly

| " sclected from the NLC cmes database

" The survey wis conductcd by the Nauonal Lcague of Cities, Center for Research and Prograin
Development with the assistance of Stratton Publishing and Marketing, Inc., in Arlington, VA,
Herbes1 Green , NLC’s Research Manager prepared the survey questionnaire and wrote the study
with special assistance from Barrie Tabin, Randy Amdt, and Doug Peterson. ‘Angela Angerosa,
Research Director at Su:atton Publishing, coordmatad the codmg angd tabulat.lon of the survey

- results.

14
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. The fﬁpaéts of Welfare Reform in Am'erf(:a’séiﬁesf and Towns

APPENDIXII

' SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESULTS
Natlonal Lcague of Cmes Welfare Reform Survey — May 1995

: Local Ofﬁcml Respnndmg on Bchalf of the Clly

TOTAL | . . TOTAL RESPONSES

: e . a o o 105
' MAYOR/DEPUTY MAYOR/VICEMAYOR . - - 352% - . S 7 2
CITY DEPARTMENT HEAD O 416% s

. CITY MANAGER. : 10.5% ' 11 -

OTHER e 5.7% ' 6

NO RESPONSE - e 10% - o 1

' QUESTION 1: How would you dcscnbe the pertcntagc of your c1ty s populatlon reccwmg

welfarebeneﬁts"
' TOTAL ' TOTAL RESPONSES -
. - . ) ' o L L 105 -
.,'LARGERH{ANAVERAGE , T 362% ' S 38
- AVERAGE - AL o 39
~ SMALLER THAN AVERAGE 238% . . . e 25
'NORESPONSE . . . e S 3.

'QUESTION 2: How would you descnbe the overa.ll burdcn of welfare rec1p1cnts on local .
' resoufces, rcga.rd.less of the ]unschctmn prowdmg the services? .

TOTAL . TOTAL RESPONSES
_ : - ' . _ 105

- AMAJOR BURDEN ON LOCAL RESOURCES  29:5% _ R
SOME BURDEN ON LOCAL RESOURCES' 533% ' 56
NO SIGNIFICANT BURDEN ON LOCAL RES O 162% - IR (7
NO RESPONSE ‘ O 10% o o r

IS5

TOTAL P.23
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Remarks of
FLORIDA GOVEHNOR LAWTON CHILES
National Press Club :
‘May 11, 1985

Thank You.
| spent 18 years here as é member of the United States Ser-iate
but, | don’t recall any more misleading newspaper headlines than some

. I've been séeing with a Washington dateline lately:

“GOVERNORS SUPPORT WELFARE BLOCK GRANT”
“GOVERNORS ENDORSE MEDICAID BLOCK GRANT”
“GOVERNORS APPROVE OF BLOCK GRANTING SCHOOL LUNCH"

I'm here today becau'se ] dign’t get polled -- and | keep wo'n_der"ing
who the “governors” are -in thiese gushing endotsements. | o |
So, let me introﬂuc-e' myself : | am Governor Lawton Chiles -- the
Governor of Florida -- a state wrth 135 m;lllon people ...... fourth Iar'gest in
the country. : |
We have a saying where | come from - “lt's a éorry frog who won't
- holier In his own pond.” Well, on behalf of the people of F'I_c:rida - and the
folks in other growth states - I'm hiere to ﬁo'ller.today.
~ Onthe surface, the concept of block grants sounds fine -- more
1l"iexibility_and more power shifted to the s't.ates. But this so-called
“formula for the fu_ti.nre’-‘ that Congress i.s mikiﬁg more I‘ike!y' r'-ep'resl_e_r__'lts'a '
“prescription for disaster” for growth states like Florida.

1

OPTIONAL FORM 59 (7-00}

FAXTHANSMITTAL ) [f_“.’p._"ﬁ' lb-{
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Shiﬂiné new responsibiiity to the states without a fair, equitable _
shifting of resources is NOT any kind of “New Federali;m.” it i5 a shallow
attempt to balance the federal budget on the backs of the states -. and,
even worse, on the backs of children, the elderly, the poor and the sick.

" That’s just plain wrong.

It's time to look at the reality of how this plan hurts states like
Florida and the people who cah least afford it.-And,. it's time to listen to
the real message this proposal sends:

1 It says the children in Florida are not valued as much as the children of
Michigan. |

2 1t Says the eiderly in Texas are not worth as much as the seniors in
Wisconsin. |

3 lttells the boor and the sTc_k in Arizona they won't receive the sarne
level of care as the poor and the sick in Massachusetts. |

4 And, it says federal support woﬁ’t accorhpany the children ahd families,

' the elderly, the poor .and the sick who move to Florida or other growth.

states. Florida and the other growth states will have to pick up the
costs.

The current block grant plan does not work fdr all of _Anierica
because it fails to pass four simple tests: .

1) It does not treat all citizens in each of our states the same Way.
It favors some s'tateé ‘over others,
2) It does not estéblfsh a fair and equitable funding system.

It imposes a plan for fiscal injustice on many states,

'3) It does not reward states making a real commitment to reform and

improved management of programs.
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|
It discourages reform states by re\rarding states that'have not
improved efficiency; in fact, the plan locks-in meff:c;ency in their

|
programs.

4) It does not set and maintain an appropnate basic national standard for

~ the care of children and others in need.
| It establishes a new class system i;n America.

In fact, the block grant proposal fav:ored by Speaker Gingrich will
lead to the equivalent of two countries inithe place of one. .

This is an ill-conceived device the Speaker developed to find mohey

to balance the budget. He picked a few C-|.OP governors - Judas ’ goats -
to go along with the idea, _ :

It's no wonder the governors of Wisconsin, Michigan and

'_Massachusetts are on this bandwagon.
In this multi-year block grant, cost-éf—livlng plan, their states are
Ielther held harmless or are delivered a jackpot Wthh is done at the
expense of the people in growth states, like Fionda |
‘The problem with the current block grants proposal is that it cou!d
launch a not-so-civil war of dollars among| the states. If th:s_is a
' fundamental part of the “Contract With America,” Florida and other states
have a cause of action for serigus breach L:f contract -- and a breach of
federal responSibility. l|
Beyond the blue-skies horizon we *ve been told wi_ll come with this
Gingrich plan, there are storm clouds aheaid fo_r Flo'rida, for other gr_o'wth
states and for millions of Americans who éeserve better from their

‘government. -

P.d3
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‘Elexibility is promised; a hammer-lock is delivered -- with real -

MAY-11-1995 18:13 GR -

cutbacks for seven year‘s. That's the view from Florida -- and it looks
much the sarhe tor California, Texas, Arfzona and some other states.

The governors endorsing this pro;{:osa! obviously are from statles
that enjoy a “windfall.” But the growth.siates which stand to suffer
under the block grént proposal wiil not s__tand sifent.

| Ann Richards once said that her rﬁama “don’t know a block grant
from a city block.” h _

That’s a good point. But most people can visualize a city block. So,

~ that’s how I'll share some perspective aFout block grants.

Let’s compare three city blocks in 0ur country: onein Flonda one in

. Wisconsin; and one In Texas
Ail of these city blocks look very rﬁuch the same:
| -- same number of homes
.- safn‘e number of children a'lnd famities
.- same number of elderly refsidénts g
-- a public school on one corn.er &
-« a hospital on the other corner

As Governor, | want to make sure .the people on this typ:cal c:ty
-block are treated equally and adequately So, if Washington sends Florida
block grants - in a box, with no strlngs attached - what do1do?

Florida’s box from Washington w;ll be less than half full -- but we

stlll have a full city block of people and faczhtles with needs

Wisconsin ’s box will be overﬂowmg.
They can take care of the needs fof all the folks on their biock --and
the school and hospital, too. They mlght even have some money to spare

for mvestment I believe.
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o |
Now, Texas' box isl like Fiorida"s - only hatf-full. |
They'll have to make tough choices 'betwileen the poor, the infirmed elderiy,
schools and heatth care. Sounds tamiliaré. _ |
Making matters even more difficutt’- tor the growth states is the -
endless trend, every day, of marty poor, diisabled or elderly residents on
the Wisconsin city block -- or one in Mrchlgan New York or Massachusetts
packing up the U-Haul and their famllres...!and moving it all to Florida,
Texas or California. They moved -- but thtie federal funding provided _for |
them stayed behind. - | | | | |
Population increases -- from both migration and immigrati.on .- are a
real problem for the growth states, ;:
|

. Let me gwe you examples froma Flonda perspectwe based on

current block grant proposats

'MEDICAID - |

As you know, Medicaid is the vital l%fe sup;aort system for our most
vulnerable citizens. While most think it’s r[nainly for poor tarniiies, the fact
Is that two-thirds of Medicaid funds are sp,ent oh the e!derly and disabled.

That is why Medicaid costs soarin states like F!orrda -- long- term
care is the costliest of medical care. Mlddle-class families'in Amerrca
become familiar with Medicaid when they seek care for parents who need
home health or nursing home care. The fastest growlng group of Medicaid
recipients in Florida are peopie over 85.

And in the growth states, populatiort increases 'across-the-board in
the program «- among children, the elder!y and the disabted -+mean
continued pressure on state budgets. i

|
5

P.B5
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We all acknowledge it’s budget concerns that are driving the
Medicaid debate. So -- proposals from both the House and Senate are

suggesting dramatic cuts in Medicaid frotn $175 billion-dollars to $185
That’s chilling enough. But the ide%a that really makes the hair stand

billion over 7 years,

up on the back of rhy neck is Medicaid blt:;nck_grants being capped at an
average of five percent for ALL states. | '

| Regard!ess of Medicaid growth befohd a state’s contro] -~ Ftorida‘e
Igrowlfth is about 13.5 percent -~ all states |\&ould be subject to the same
cap. .

Thatidea is sm'lply r:dlculous Let me give you an exampie.

As | said, Florida’s growth is expected to be above the natlonaI
average, due mostly to populatlon shifts, A five percent cap over five
years will result in the loss of $5.1 bnhgn That's about a go percent

-reduction in the year 2000 alone. : ::

Now, let's look at a state like W:sconsm e a state that is seeing a
decline in its poputatlon Last week, Governor Thompson spoke betfore
the House Budget Committee and said hie state s Medicaid program’is -
growing at tour'percent or fess for the nexit several yeadrs.

So, a five percent cap is a great deal for htrn.

While the people In Florida, Texas arl1d California experience severe
cutbacks Wisconsin will ‘geta quarter of-a billion-dollar windfalil!

- Wake up, Congress' That s not fair, : |

America’s needy people -- north or south east or west -- are the
children living in poverty; the elderly - many trom mlddle-class homes; the
~ disabled and poor famllles Their daily strLnggle would be nearly 1mp0551b|e

without some help.. the crltlcal safety net of the federa!!state partnersh:p
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in the first year of a Medicaid block grant, the dislparity among the
| needy in the stateé would be dramatic. 1 _ o
A needy person in Massachusetts would receive $4,80Q0 --two-and-a-
-half times as much as a needy person |nI F!ortda (Iess than $2 100)..
A needy person in Wisconsin would receu}ve $3,400 -- while a California
needy person would receive $2,000. ,

That level of inequity will n _gie_ r be acceptabie to Florlda or to other
growth states

Again, Florida is willing tb_ absorb ajfair share of cuts -- but, | will Qp_t '
let F!orida. families be treated with less r,'eg!l',ar'd thén families in
-Massachusetts, Wisconsin or anywhere.i, _ ‘

“ Dollars must follow a path to needy people -- wherever they live.
When they move, the dollars should mow!e too.

Without a fair p!an to distribute Medlcald dollars, Congress will be
._creatlng negatwe |ncent|ves « incentives ;‘or lrresponsmlhty among states
that won't feel compelled to make up the d|fterence.

Fiorida leads the'nation in reforming Medinald -- and we have cut the
rate of growth in hait and reduced the COst: through managed care of |
Medicaid. - A | |

That approach is creating a savings of over $1 billion a year -- almost

20 percent of our cost. I; |
Under the House approach, we get penalized for this effort Our base
year for the block grant reflects the savmg';s we've generated States that
~ have done NOTHING start out at a higher base And, as they follow Florida
with reforms, they'll get another windfall. | \
I'm proud ot our reforms Florida's flght to continue down the path

of reform will be blocked if these mequntab!e caps are imposed.

1

7"!
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Florida stands ready to share in the cuts -- and we have already gone
a long way to reduce cur Medicaid costs':. But, | will not stand by and let
other governors, who are looking to catti;h a windfall, speak for my.state
and other growth states. . _

H they are so intent on having the r’lest of us sacrifice to balance the
~ budget, et them participate in the sacrifice, too.

| O Medrcald needs to be reduced by 20 percent to meet the goals, let
every slate receive the same level of cut\

- 1{have a proposal to distribute these cuts fairly. it 'reqcires'sacrifice
for _a_l_l states -- including the low-growth cnes which have the Speaker’ s
ear. It's a plan io treat all states fairly. hi:icre importantly, it would treat
our children, seniors and disabled fairly. : -

' For years, Congress has been told I'ay the General Accounting Office
_that funds in.the Medicaid program are being diverted from areas of true
hneed. | i |
The dollars, very simply, should go i;:\.'rhert'-z the needy-live. As fhe

. Congress tooks at capping_the program, if should account for the

ditferences in growth armong the eiderly, d-:isabied and poor in each state.

WELEAR

Welfare is another program in Whlch| some “windfall” governors have

been quick to accept dlsproportlonate cuts on behalf of growth states.
Welfare reform is not a theory in Flor:da -- it is a working reality.
"And, we’d like to keep it that way. We've lmplemented time-limited,

transitional welfare reform in Florida and ane expanding it this year.
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- Using a community-based appranh with intensive case-

ménageme_nt, we are getting positive results from our Family Transition
Program. We are moving people from wélfare 1o work.

We have the ﬂexnb:llty to match programs wnh the need -- whether
it be child care, a tutor for a high school dxploma tzps for job search and
interviews, or a car battery. We are moving moms to work.
| One teacher told me how our Famiily Transition Program is making a
difference in the life of one of Iher Studentls: -

The student saw his mother motivated and encouraged by our
transition program -- and that mdtivationl‘! was passed on to him.

He is now making great strides -- better g:rades and aspirations for a
future. . | | . '_l

B“ut this kind of reform will be stop;%ed inits tra‘i_:ks if the welfare
reform proposal passed by the House pre\:yails.

After careful study, our State has d?iermined that the forrfn'ula
contained in the House “Personal Responisibility Act” will resqlt' in -
serious, inequitable altocatlons to states |

Similar to the disproportionate capping of Medlcald under the
House welfare proposal some states will get richer wh:!e the poor in my
state get poorer. | |

The inequity comes -- in.my view -- fgrom the fact that the bili has
allocated dollars to states based on thé fol'lrmer'en'titlemenf-matching
system that the House has just dismant!e{d.

If that s'ystem is as outdated and-un\iﬂorkabre -- as they profess --
then wh'y' not totally \}.fipe the slate clean a;!'ld base any new program on

current needs - and allocate accordingly? -
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| have a proposal for'alsimp!e funti:iing mechanism. It bases the
allocations on where the needy chi}dren‘ of America actually live,

My proposal prowdes that any weifare block grant be based on
each state s population of children Ilwng in poverty -- using a three-year
rolling average, starting from 1991 93. :

it guaraniees that a poor child in Flonda would be treated like a poor
child in every other state. That s how |t| should be....but it’ s.not under the
House proposal ' _ B }l
Our numbers reveal that a poor chtld in Massachusetts wou!d get
three times as much as a poot child in Florida.
A poor child in Michigan would get“twice as much as a child in my
state. .That's not right. It's not fai'r..And.iit won’t stand.
i Want to ens_ure that national equif;y prevails. Let s-'m'ake equal
protection of chilgiren the fqunqation for rszeform. Real feform must include
hildren. . - -' | : II A :
 The elderly-are entitied. Military retiire'es are entitled. Feder_al retirees
are entitied -- including former senatoi's (t']hank the Lord) and members of
' |

E

congress
 But chnfdren wm no longer be entltled Nor the frail elder!y It's going
to be up to the states to care for them and the disabled.

Putting on my old Budget Cha:rman hat: the federal government
should not give federal tax dollars without_ setting appropriate national
standards. | 3 |
But the GOP plan has no proper standards
National standards are vital -- so that chifdren get treated fairly...no

matter where they live.

10
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The United States was founded upon the simple but unWavermg
belief that "all people are created equal.” | That basic principle is
undermined -- and on the verge of being abandoned -- through a block grant
proposal that values peopie ditferently. 5

Let me end by putting it simply: The debate in Congress shou[d not
be about developing a Michigan block grant a Massachusetts block
grant or a Florida block grant, |

| We should be talking, mstead ab'out AMERICAN BLOCK GRANTS.
‘With an American Block Grani, a CITII!d or a family in Fiorida are
worth as much as a child and a tamity anﬁywhere else in the USA.
hny.proposal leaving Washington must recognize that truth,
| want a block grant that enables me to address the partlcular needs
and growth of Florida. .~ ‘ | !

! want a block grant that allows me to continue the reforms that
- show great promise for care - as well as Esavings.

An American Block Grant is one that has flexibility — but it also
fecognizes the federal government’ s res_;:i:onsitjility. |

Richard Nixen championed this appiroach as much as Ronald
Reagan. Bothuargued that the federal gov}ernment must share the fiscal
burden and ensure equal treatment of those in need

Florida and other g'rthh states are \willing to share the load. But,
we want the federal government to cooperate -- the way a partner shouid.

- An American Block Grant would be a fair partnership.

I know this s really not about Block!Grants -- nor is it about giving
' the states more flexibility to better mana‘ge our. programs and solve our

problems.

. This IS about budget_cuts--" pure anclﬂ simple.

11

.11
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| know who won the last election and what the agenda (the

Contract) -- is. |

| know that children, the disabled, the frail elderly, those who don't

have a PAC -- who don’t vote - these ar'le the people who are going to .

| .
But in their haste to capture these dollars, | demand that the

take a disproportionate cut,

Congress -- now, especially the Sgnate - take the time to administer

these cuts in a rational, fair way. | |
Fiorfda -~ our children,. our disab!ea, our elders, our t'axpayers -- are

entitled to this and no less. And so are p;eopIé in all of the states.

THANK YOU.

## 8

12
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Percentage Ldst

What states would have lost if a Medicaid Block
Grant with a 5% cap was in place from

1993 -~ 1996
Wisconsin | Massachusetts | | féxas Florida
0% — ——
2% __ |
| : ' $2.7 |
e S Cillion
-4% ;
6%
8% .
-9.29

- 10%

Source: HHS compilations of state actual and projected data, FFY 1993 - FFY 1996,
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$5,000

$4,000
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$0.

Federal Funds Per Person in Poverty under a Medicaid
Block Grant Proposal with a 5% cap.
FFY 1996

$4,912

$4,797

$2,837

—

* Source: Urban Institute

~New Yaork Massachusstts Wisconsin US Avg. - Texas Florida _
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Welfare-Cities,530 : i '
Local Officials Say Reforms Could Dump Poor People on Their

.Doorsteps ' ‘
By JENNIFER DIXON= ’
Associated Press Writer= '

WASHINGTON (AP) Republican plans to dismantle federal welfare
programs threaten to put new pressures on local property taxes if
the burden of caring for poor Americans 15 shifted to cities and
counties, local leaders said Wednesday. _

City, county and local school Off1c1a|ls sald changes in welfare
programs that simply push low-income people off welfare, without
providing them the education, training and child care to get jobs
are ‘‘dead-end strategies.’”’

" ‘‘They will leave families dest1tute,|and they will create
crushing new social and cost burdens on local governments,’’ said
Ccarolyn Long Banks, couricilwoman at large| in Atlanta and presldent
of the Nationhal League of Cities.

Banks, a Democrat, and officials of other organizations
representing local governments complalned that while several
Republican governors had great influence in shaping House and
Senate plans to reform welfare, they had been shut out.

Legislation passed by the House in Harch would cut welfare
spending by $62 billion over five years, by cutting aid to legal
immigrants and turning scores of anti-poverty programs over to the
states as block grants.

' Spending on those programs would no longer automatically rise in
cases of increased demand, but would be set at fixed levels.

The chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, Republican Bob
" Packwood of Oregon, is drafting a bill that would convert the
government’s primary welfare program, Aid to Families with
Dependent Children, to a block grant A commlttee vote is expected
next week.

Robert Rector, a welfare expert wlth the conservatlve Heritage
Foundation, dismissed the complaints of the local officials,
calling them “profe951onal beggars”’’ who ladvocate a larger welfare
state. S ¥
‘*Thege people are profe551ona1 welfare advocates who are highly
inventive in finding ways to scak the taxpayer for ever—greater
welfare benefits and services,’’ Rector said.

Randall Franke, a Marion County, Ore.J commissioner and
president of the National Association of Counties, said local
property taxpayers may have to pay more if responsibilitles for ‘the
poor are shifted to cities and counties without adequate resources.

*‘It will have an impact on kids, whether, they’re ready to go to
school or not, ‘on our school dropout rates.. It will have an impact
on crime and delinquency rates, and our taxpayers are paying for
all of that,’‘ said Franke, a Republlcan.

‘‘*We know these pecple at home, and 1f they can’t get service
someplace else, they’re going to be an 1mpact on the schools,
they’re going to be knocking on the courthbuse, the city hall
doors. They’re our citizens, and we can’t h1de from them,’’ Franke
said. ‘‘We’re going to be forced to respond to their needs on the
back of the local property taxpayer.’’

Kay Granger, mayor of Fort Worth, Texas, sald welfare reform
must include jobs that pay a living wage, health care ‘and child
care.

“WIf we simply cut welfare, and there’ s not an organized effort
to move them into work, then they land on our doorsteps. They come
to our schools ... unable to learn because|they’re hungry, they’re
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1ook1ng for housing,’’ she said. ' : ;
The complaints were aired at a news conference sponsored by the '

counties group.
APWR~05-17-95 17Q06EDT

Copyright (c¢) 1995 The Associated Press
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STATE CF DELAWARE : -
OFFICE &F THE GOVERNOR THOMAS R CARPER

' ' GOVRRNOR
_ N Ews o : : ' LEGISLATIVE WaL |,
. . DoVER, m\'fﬁlll 151
. {862)P48a101
(ag2er 2210
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE - ' FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
Monday, May 22, 1898 . _ : CONTACT: AvaM Pemine -
- (302) 577-321C Wilm
Elizabeth Ryan
(202) 624-7724 Wash
CARPIR WARNS OF COST SHIFTS IN HOUSE
D OVE IN

- Ncw ﬁgures ahow that Houte plan would cost Delzware over $129
millicn ovar five years -~

(Wilmington, Del.) = Governor Thomas R Ca_:per today relessed figures compiled jointly fram the
Delaware Statc Bidget Office, and the Delsware Departments of Heslth and Social Services, ind
Children, Youth, and Famitios which show that the House of Representatives welfare bill, HR. 4, would
ahift as much a8 5129 million in costs to state taxpayers over a five year period. These figures are highar
thea the carlief estimate of $309 million by the fedors] Departmext of Health and Human Services,
Ascording to Carper, 1 continue to be concemned abowt the impact of the House welfare plan on
our state — thess new figures underscarc the fast that unloss the Senate bill is drastically impraved,
Delaware’s refo&h fforts will be slowed down considerably, costs will be shifted o state taxpayers, and
thousands of children will be at risk as the bill d:amauca.!!y reduces the federsl ocm.m:tmanr to assist
dmblad nl-uIdren, children i fostor care and adoptive placements, and children who are abused and
meglected.” _ .
Carper continued, *“The litmus test for ay cusceseful welfare plan is threesfold: 1) Does it
prepare peaple for work? Does it help them land a job? and 3) Does it allow them to keep working to
remain self-qufficient and to continVe supporting theis family? The House welfarc plan faifs 1o meet this
litmus test ~ it will not do what the public is dc:uandmg, that js, ensuce that welface recipients go to
wo:k and became sclfssufficient”

Pogti™ brand fax transmiftal meme 7671 [« ol pages » . ,;' .
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Casper added, ] urge the Senate to wark in & bipartisen mannor to eraft & wolfire reform bill
which will ensure that welfase recipicsisa makp the transition to werk, and ensure edequate protestion for
valnerable children .
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Iam wrlting in swong Iupport of the State Optkm Cont:n;ency Fund mwhmiam recently :
proposed by the Nutional Govemors Ausociadon for inclu<'on in the welfare reform pa.ckz;e you

- qre drafting.

Ag you may recall from my lemr of March 29 one of my prlmary concems nhout H.P. 4, the '
Personal Responsibility Act, is {ts lack of an adequate rainy day fund mechanism. While mongly
supporting the prineiples of the legisiation, I believe the bill does not provide sufficient
protections for states in the event of ga esonomic downturn. The federal-state pmnmlup thould
not end when economic conditions warsen and caszlcads increase, X

The Stte Option Contingeney Fund pmpoal would provide states with significant Hexibllity 10

‘help mest numerous needs. Without unduly exposing the federal budget to financial liabilites, the

mechanism provides sixtes that meet maintenance of effort requirements with an option to maich
federal contributions up 1o a set cap, States could recelve matching finds for an economic
downtum, o provids additional services, such as day care or job training to meet the bill's work
requireracnts, or 10 meet increased demand causad by population growth,

Az yau know, Me. Chalrmen, glven the funding caps ‘the states will become solely msponslble for
{ncreased welfare costs that acoompeny any inctease in the ligible popuiation. The NGA

contingency fund proposal would help restore the pastnership of thared responsibility between the
states and the federal government. J respectfilly urge the incluston of this provision in tha welfare
reform legislation that will be considered by the Finance Commities next wesk.

Thank you for your personal consideration of my concmu

_‘ Slucesaly,

George V. Aolnavich R S o o

@oo02/004

e
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May 19, 1993
| BRI (A 2
The Honorable Bob Prckwood
Chalrman, Senate Finance Committes _
U, 5. Seaate ..
yKeris Wuhlnxm D.C. 30’1*&« S :“wa‘ ue 5"1" "’1“’3;:- H"(”ﬁ%’;} .
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Orrice or 73 QOVIRIIOL
P CH001
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CRAISTING TOOG WHTMAN |
L | f
May 17, 1998

™he Boaorable Bobk Paskvo
United States Zanate
259 Nusselil dui

Dear Senator Paoxwood,

b = g — .4--.—&.—- -

Phank you #or your aintinmd :iaa:aas; and alo.re for
[

meaningivi wealfare refore that will provide moze
and fleaibility 8e states.: In New Jerzsy, I remain
connitted t0 fiae-tualng :‘:r Melfera sysiem Shpough the ure
of atreamlined, goat-eflective, and innovative sathods of
delivexing sexvices and behefios to our most neady
xegidants., COndar a nev fageral Block grant sppresch, I
envisien a wellare systes New Jezsey Yhat can fooud on
seauliss, not buresuerscy, t

Ae you drafé yous pnp:uo..l #o3 conaidosntion by the

eretlon

Finance Commistas, I would;like to bring vo your sttention

ay suppert fox dngludiang & espuinpency fund %o asalat states
in zosponding te changas 45 the econday oF (ncreises in
populatien. As yeu hfiow, fhe Nouss bill cuihorizes a rainy
day loan fund shat scates gould utilive for khese puxposes.
It L& unrealistio, hewever| to Ghink that & atate facing an
sadacala dewngurn widd Se §ble to Jarcew monay from the

- fadaral govezmmest and payl.tuu funds back jeith iotecers.

hile I underatand shat constraints amist usder efforts
to redch s balanced budget, thie loan fund /2 dradequate.
. i

fhe National Severnors! Association hes forwirded &

Srapooal te you (o alangs the railny day lean fund provision
into a state option centingency fund., Under thiz propoasal,
any stats chat saintaing sggregate laval of stace
spending acwose the block grants would have acesss &g
supslemental federal fundsiat s eet smatohing rate. A state
esuld not draw down mers Rhan 13 of che total or its annual
tlistmants Loxr all of che welfars hlock grants in & aingle

. yeur, unless the gtata wxperiended a preadeternined

unsapleywent rate S2at was considerably hipher than at least
ons of khe last tvo years. _

i
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¥
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SENT BY:APFA D 5-23-95 1 BISGANG - s
- The Nonorable Bob Packwoed ' '
May 17, 1998
pago 2

i
N
fhis mmsw fund proposal xeprecents on improvesent
over the rainy lean fund. States will be piven an ;
- dngentive te maintedia Jevels of effoxt without ¢he Senste - ., .. -,
sandating i€, Xt la alev t.uu.uy sespopedile u.nﬂ e - -
zequives & atate aasch. ; :

In addition, I believe the l.u.tuo.tea of o mm don
aontingeacy Md oould hc.‘lp you wis bipartiran
Senatcre and Governoss vhe [have wol serious nu.rut.tm
about sanding block grants itc states.

K
Tank yov for your vonsideration md' Lor mr mtinuld
.ludauh.i.py:n thu,;qwecnt .icm. o

!’ﬁuxy l"ouu_, :

i | -
Mm::. -
Chrigtine Todd Raitman
qumr
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" AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION.

Gerald H. Miler. President
TA S1dney]0hnson Iﬂ F.xccume Dchctor L

Statel Issuel for: Ch:]d Support Reform in Conéress .
1. Extension of' 1995 ch.lld support mformat:on systems deadlme

' 2 _.Adequate fundmg f'or future chlld support mfomtatton systems S
s 3. _led support program fundmg and meentwe t‘orrnu]a L

-4 Asmg:mnent and dxstnbutton optlons f'or ch.lld support |

s .Scope of' sennces | |

. Mandatory IV »D semces for only the foster care (current 'I‘xtle IV -E) populatlon not - .
' f'or entire Ch.lld welfare popu]anon : ) "

6. 'Access to needed data

. IRS data for pnvate sector comractors worlong for state ch.lld support agencles in
.. privatization effort; - L _
o . Full access to banking records f'or enforcernent purposes,
e Credit bureau reporting; ‘ - ' :
'« Strengthening IRS ﬁlll-eollecnon procees by reducmg proeedura! bamers such as.
- '_ repeated fees charged to states by federal government - : _

- ?75% patermty eatabhshment rate aa in. a.xn'ent Iaw not an unachlevable 90% rate -
' 8. Cooperanon requxrements for apphcents f'or a.nd rec:pients ot‘ state sennces

9, FIexlblhty for the ch.lld support agency to work in the most exped:t:ous way W‘Ith other "
o government agene'les S L , _

. Centrahzed coliecnon and dtstnbutJon aﬂowmg lmkage ot‘ local umts

J'.-. s
L

2 S

810 First Street, NE, Suite 500. Washingion, DC-20002-4267 * (202) 6820100 FAX:(202) 289-65557 ..
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States' Issues lor Child Support Reform in Congress

. Extension of 1995 child support information systems deadline: Allow a two year extension of
1995 child support information systems deadline for systems requirements enacted on or before the
Family Support Act of 1988—this is a one day extension for each day the federal government
delayed issuing needed regulations. Funding should be limited in each state to the estimates
submitted by states in their annual advance planning documents (APDs) to be completed by October
I, 1995. It does not increase federal costs beyond current estimates, but allows funding to be spent
over an extended period of time to ensure the development of automated systems that meet both the
states’ operational needs and federal certification requirements. Failure to extend the deadline will
result in inferior data systems hastily developed to meet an artificial deadline to protect funding, but
wiil fall short of meeting the needs of the child support enforcement program. The Senate bill
contains language that does extend the deadline for tWo years, with a May /, 1995 cut-off for the
funding approved in states' APDs. '

. Adequate funding for future chi]d support information systems: Adequate funding for future
automated systems is essential. Artificial caps on such funding will not meet the goals of the
program, will cripple efforts to.improve child support through the current reform effort. The Senate
and House bills cap at $260 million will not allow states to meet the new systems requirements
mandated in the bill. ' . :

Funding and incentive formula: Child support agencies must be adequately funded, or they will
not successfully achieve their goals. Building an incentive structure that rewards a broad array of
essential child support activities is imperative. APWA and state [V-D directors recommend
.changing the proposed bill language to allow an incentive on collections instead of on increased
expenditures. The proposed language rewards states Chl.ld support spendlng instead of rewarding
states' child support collections. _

4. Assignment and distribution options: Because of the fiscal impact of child support distribution
changes under welfare reform and because of the complexity of the current distribution formula,
states are proposing a new distribution formula that allows both state flexibility and the possibility of
passing through more child support directly to the family, even while the family is on assistance. As
currently written, the distribution language in the House and Senate bills creates a large unfunded
mandate on states and would cripple states' ability to operate at their current level, which is already
pressed by average caseloads of 1,000 cases per worker. States proposal to use the distribution .
hierarchy as an incentive to stay off welfare in the first place and to leave welfare when they are able
to is good public pohc,y

. Scope of child support services:

IV-D services should be mandated for only the foster care (current Title [V-E) population, not for
entire child welfare population: H.R. 4 inadvertently expands states’ responsibility for mandatorily
serving the foster care population to the entire child welfare population, including any child at nisk
of abuse or neglect. Child suppon agencres should contmue to only be responsxble for serving the
foster care population.



6.

Access to needed data

Both the Senate and House bills need language added related to the follounng issues:

_« IRS data for pnvate sector- contractors worldng for state child support agenCtes in pnvattzatlon !

efforts: - In order to operate improved and costs effective child support offices, some states are
choosmg to privatize offices by contracting with private séctor firms. Current law prohibits
access to needed IRS data for these contractors. The law should be changed so child support
. pnvattzatlon efforts are feasible.
» Full access to banking records for enforcement purposes States need access to bank and
 financial records in order to know parents' ability to pay for their chlldren Without this data, .
state child support- agencres operate at an extreme dlsadvantage
»  Credit bureau reporting:  Creditors should know when a parent owes a current supp-ort
obligation so that the. creditor can take such obligation into account in awarding credit, and a
parent who stays current in making payments will receive a stronger credit rating.
»  Strengthening the IRS 4ull-collection process by reducing procedural barriers: Currently the IRS .
~.can charge a state a fee each time the child support agency makes a request for information’ - -
under the full collection process, even if the IRS has not shared the needed mformanon Thrs e
type of bamer to services should be reduced. - -, .

. T5% patermty establlshment rate, ’s in current Iaw, not an unachlevable 90% rate: Current

taw of a 75% paternity éstablishment rate, set in OBRA '93, is reasonable and based.on a realistic

.assessment of 2 paternity establishment rate that is possible to attain. Any higher rate of paternity - .
establishment—such as a 90% rate as established in the Senate bill and H. R. 4—ls not reallstlc and o
_ wrll fail. Addrt:onally, paterruty-related activities shouid be funded at 30% FFP.- :

Cooperatton requlrement_! for app!tcant_! for and rectptents of state services: ‘Clients must be
held to explicit requirements for cooperation, and IV-D agencies must notrfy the 1nd1v1duals and -
other agencies aboot the impacts of cooperation or noncooperatlon It is important for this prooess .

* " to be clear and very defined, because it will probably be litigated. Also, the IV-D agency should
- determine compliance with cooperation procedures for child support. The House languageis -

stronger than the Senate language; however, the requirement that states put withheld funds into an . ° -

~ escrow account and pay them to the famr.ly once eooperatron 1s met is admrmstratwely burdensome.

_ Flexlbnhty for the chnld support agency to work in the most expedltlous way with other
‘government agencies: Funding should be allowed to support child support related activities

performed by agencies other than the TV-D agency within a state. For example, current regulations

" mandate that states establish and administer voluntary hospltal‘based paternity establishment -

procedures: The federal interpretation of these regulations is that federal funding is available when a - |

[V-D agency performs the related data collection, storage and retrieval functions, but not when the ~
state vital statistic agency (which would normally perform these functions) does ‘this work. This

. creates a needless duplication of eﬂ'ort and should be avoided. Nerther bill addresses thts issue.

10.

Centrahzed collection and dutnbutlon' allow lmk.age of local units: States should be allowed b
to use either a central system or to link local systems into a central one which would receive and . -
distribute child support. Given today’s available technological solutions, many states couild choose
decentralized collection and distribution while still maintaining a very high economy of scale. .~
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STATE OF DELAWARE
T L Orncz of THE GOVERNOCH
TKOMAS R. CARPER

oovsnxoo _ :' o ' - - _ JuneS 1995- .

“The Honorable Thomas A. Dasch]e
509 Hart Senate Office Building
IW_ashin_gtonl, I‘).'C_. 20515

Dear Senator Daschle:

We wouid like to take this oppomlmty to applaud you and Senalors Mikulski and Breaux .
'_ and your colleagues for your leadership on the issue of welfare reform. As Democratic
 Govemnors who aré implementing welfare reforim initiatives in our ‘states, we strongiy support
your efforts in working on comprehenswe welfare reform legislation.

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

‘Under the Packwood bill, it is evident that the Republican leadership in Congress is more

interested in political rhetoric than in true weifare reform. Although the Packwood bill requires
“high work participation rates, the Packwood bill takes away all the tools and resources necessary

for states 10 meet these rates in order to enact effective welfare-10-work programs. -

We are deeply distressed about the Congress:onal Budget Office's estimates of the Senate
‘Finance Committee legislation which indicates that only six out of the 50 states are expected to

meet the work participation rates in that bill. As governors on the front line of welfare reform, we |

~ view the current Republican proposals coming out of the Congress to be largely a cost shift of
enormous proportions to the states under the guise of flexibility, We believe that the principles in

. your proposal more adequately recognize the critica] issue of work and we appreciate your ‘
recognition of the essential need to prowde adequate child care in order for welfare-to-work
programs to be successful.

~We support the fedefa.l-state partnership embodied in your bill bécause it gives states
protections during times of recession, population growth, in¢reased neod, a’nd disaster.

We are very encouraged by the national movement towards giving states greater ﬂemblhty
in designing welfare programs. As you finalize your proposal, we trust that you wilf take
additional steps to ensure the bill will be the least prescriptive and give governors the maximum

flexibility needed to operate effective and efficient programs which move welfare recxplents to

- work.
' LEGISLATIVE HALL ' : CARVEL STATE OFFICE BLDG. -
DOVER, DE 18901 _ 'WILMINGTON, DE 19801
902/739-4101 - 302/577-3210

FAX.302/728.2775 : . FAX 202/577-3118
o © Prmed on Recytied Peocr . . .
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We look forward to odntmumé to work with you in ybur efforts to develop & comprehensive,
welfare reform proposal which the President will sign into law in which we'll truly enable welfare _
recnpxents to become, and remain, self-sufﬁcnent : =

5&‘\% Q;{;Qa.

‘Governor Tom Carper ) Govemor Roy Romer

Govemor Mel Camahan S _- : Govemor Howard Dean
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MEMORANDUM TO RANM EMANUEL, CAROL RAECO, BRUCE RE
ARD JOHN EMERSON | h ﬁ FF

FROM: John Monahan

'RE: Democratic Governors and Welfare Reform
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As you know, over the past several months, Republican governors
{particularly Thompson, Engler, and Weld) have worked closely with -
their leadership on the Hill in developing welfare block grant.
proposals. For the most part, partisan wrangling has prevented
governors from weighing in heavily on the welfare debate through
the bipartisan NGA. A recent exception to the general NGA silence
is its staff proposal for a block grant contingency fund that was
discussed at last week's Finance Committee markup and has received
support from several governors of both parties.

During this year's welfare reform debate, Democratic governors have
not been unified on key issues or strategy. While all Democratic
governors suppeort increased state flexibility, reasonable work
requirements, child support énforcement, and elimination of the
federal waiver process, individual Democratic .governors have
advocated different approaches.to the crucial issue of whether to
maintain the entitlement mechanism of  financing low-income
programs: ' '

{1) Several governeors, including Chiles, Carper, Carnahan,
and Dean, have consistently arqued for retention of the
individual entitlement. Indeed, Chiles recently delivered a
speech at the National Press Club calling for preservation of
the individual entitlement or, at a minimum, estabklishing
block grant allocations according the number of poor children
per state. '

(2} Other governors, including Hunt, B. Miller, 2. Miller,
Nelson, Jones and TucKker, have been reluctant to embrace the
notion of an entitlement because it suggests a personal
"right" to welfare benefits and embracing it could be
portrayed as opposition to welfare reform. -

{3) Virtually all Democratic governors, including those who
will not oppose block grants, are very concerned about the
fiscal impact of the block grants on their states and want to
be at the table to assure that any welfare reform legislation
. protects states from uncontrollable events such as population
‘growth, economic downturns, and natural disasters. Among
Democrats, Governor Romer took the lead in promoting the NGA
contingency fund proposal that has received support from some
Republican governors, including Whitman and Voinovich. As you’
recall, Romer and other Democratic governors pursued the
development of this approach after meeting with Mr. Panetta.
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At Friday's briefing with senior White House staff and
with the POTUS, Democratic governors will be interested in
understanding the Adminisration's general strategy on welfare
reform, our bottom line on key issues (e.g., entitlement versus
block grant financing), and our recommendation as to how Democratic
governoers should pesition themselves in the upcoming Senate debate.

JUN-@1-1555 15:56 1GA

A possible approach for Administration officials could be:

(1) Reinforce the President's position that he would veto a
block grant of Food Stamps or child nutrition programs and
would not sign H.R. 4 in the form it passed the House.
Clearly state that no other veto threats have been issued.

(2) Urge Democratic governors to work closely with Democratic
senators as they develop a Democratic leadership substitute
and floor amendment strategy.

{(3) There will likely be efforts to establish a contingency
fund or similar mechanisms to ease the fiscal pressure on
states due to population growth, economic downturns, or
natural disasters caused by block grants. The recent letters
of Governors Whitman and Veoinovich, as well as the press
conference held last week by a bi-partisan group of local
government officials, indicate that such propesals could
garner bi-partisan support.

(4) Ask Democratic governors to amplify the basic themes of
the President’s message regarding welfare reform in their home
states, Specifically, governors could emphasize that welfare
reform must  include real -- not phony -~ work requirements
that provide states with resources sufficient to put welfare
recipients to work, adeguate child care, fiscal protections
for states, and child support enforcement. The Administration
could provide them with any information they may need to put
together reports, events, press conferences, etc,

TOTAL P.E3
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'FROM: * _ Gov. Roy Romer FAX # (303) 866-2003

j TELEPHONE #
7' | pages transmitted including this covar page
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'ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS OR COMMENTS

The attached letter regarding welfare reform was faxed. to Sen.
Bob Packwood. TIf you have ‘any questions or comments, please
contact Alan Salazar (303) 866-4567 or Carol Hedtes (303) 866-2983.

'SENDING OPERATOR: Maria

-Mail routing:
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. STATE OF COLORADO

136 State Capirol
- Denver. Coorado 80203-1792
~ Phone (303) 866-2471

Roy Romaer
Covernor

'RE: Letter to Senator Bob Packwood
FAX TO THE FOLLOWING:

‘Bob Greenstein - (202) 408- 1056
Center for Budget k- Policy Priorities

Governor Howard Dean - (802) 828~ 3339
State of Vermont

' Governor Tom Carper - (302) 739—2775]'
. State of Delaware ' :

Governor Mel Carnahan---(314) 751 4458
State of Hissouril

Senator Thomas Daschle - (202) 224- 2047
Senator Kent Conrad - (202) 2247776
. Senator Daniol Moynihan - (202) 224 3312

Katie Whelan - (202) 479-5156
' DGA - ' )

‘Ray Scheppach - (202) 624 5319
- NGA '

. Secretary Donna Shalala -

Carol Rasco - (202) 456-2878
- Asst to the President for Domestic Policy
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STATE OF COLORADO

EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS

136 State’ C.ap|tui : :
Denver, Colorado 80203- 1?92 R
Phone {303} 866-2471 )

May2s, 1995 =

L 'I'he Honorable Bob Padcwood
' Chairman
' Committee on Fmance _
Dirksen Senate Office Bu:_lding‘
Room?219. . Coe e
' Washmgton, DC 20510 N

- -"Dear Senator Paclcwood

As: Chmrman of the Senate Fmance Comrmttee you have the responsnblllty to assure that
legislation to reform the country's welfare system strikes the appropriate balance between the

need to reduce the budget deficit and the need to protect our most vulnerable citizens. I share

__your concerns- over the negative consequences of the budget deficit and T support serious
_+ budget deficit re&uctlon I support meaningful deficit reduction mcludmg réforms 1n Medicare
. and I strongly oppose a tax cut for our wealthy cmzens ' . '

-Maku_lg govemment programs as efficient as possnblg is an important way to contribute to

- deficit reduction without reducing services. I therefore advocate for greater flexibility for states
o design and operate programs that address their. unique needs. 1 also support consolidation
of duplicative and overlapping federal programs. However, T approach the. current b]ock grant =
“proposals with great skeptnclsm , .

~ While T would welcome the respons.iblllty of desxgmng and admjmstenng a program umque to
Colorado, HR 4 does not increase flexibility to states. In fact, its prescriptions will makeit -
impossible for us to continue to operate our current waiver-based Colorado Personal.
" Responsibility and Employment program (CPREP). By freezing expenditures at the FY 1994
 level, it locks into place an unfair allocation that penalizes states that have traditionally operated
- conservative programs. It threatens children by reducing cash benefits, jeopardizing quality.
child care, erodmg the protection of the child welfare system and threatening vital nutrition
programs. It discourages moving people into permanent employment by forcing short-term
.-placements. In short, the current welfare reform vehicle, HR 4, fails to provide the needed .
N ﬂexibihty or recog;mze the responsxblllty govemment hns to protect 1ts most wlnerable citizens.
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After nine years as Govemnor, I am more convinced than ever that the ﬁrst threc years of &

 child's life are developmentally the most important. We must assure healthy food, quality
child care and education and appropriate acceas to medical care. Those three basic components
are the cornerstones for building self sufficient individuals. If we forsake those necessities we
may save money in the short run but it will cost us a great deal in the long run.

I urge you to craft a Senate welfare reform alternative that assures that we can meet hasic
- needs of our children. My welfare staff has carefully reviewed HR 4 and I offer the following
suggmmm to you as you prepare a Senate bill.

Cash Assistance

Avoid One-Size-Fits-All programs. The flexibility to design a cash assistance tool that meets

the needs of a state's unique population and priorities is extremely valuable. The approach

needs to be simple and free of prescription. HR 4 contains requirements.that force states to

design programs to address issues whether they are a problem in the state or not. These

prescriptions also drive unnecessary data collection costs. The reduced flexibility of HR 4 is
. the antithesis of the block grant approach )

Maintain counter-cyélical nature of assistance and create a contingency fund Public
assistance programs are designed primarily as short term measures to aid during temporary -
periods of individual economic hardship. The peopie with marginal skills and less work
experience are the first to be laid off dunng economic down turns. There needs to be resources
available to respond to case load expansions that result from economic slowdowns. [ urge you
tocreate a contingency fund that would aflow states to access a pool of money to respond to
caseload increases due to economic circumstances. The contingency fund should also be
available for states experiencing population increases.  The current entitlement structure
captures unexpected changes in ways that no set formula can. While the contingency fund
approach is less desirable than an entitlement, it may help states adjust in poor economic times
and it would be a dramatic improvement over the rainy day loan fund contained in HR 4. The
loan approach is inadequate to meet state needs. '

Recognize the value of permanent placements. Ambitious job placement requirements force
states to place individuals in jobs regardless of whether they can retain the employment over
the long term. This situation creates rcpeaters and does not break the assistance cycle. The
program should give credit for panlcrpatron in education and training and should allow for a
w1de range of tailored support services.

Do not create a new recipient population. Aggressive participation requirements use-up
support service resources like child care, Without child care subsidies many families
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would' be unable to afford ch:ld care. They would be forced to quit their ]obs or .use -
inappropriate child care arrangements like letting their kids sleep in their cars. Long term,
permanent emploment should be the goal of the programs so modified pal'thlpatlon rates and
suf:ﬁcnent support service resources are needed

_Des:gn an egquitable allocation formula. The HR 4 formula for distributin‘g block grant

. dollars is inequitable. . It abandons the flexibility of the current entitlement. It locks into place
* current economic conditions and the relative strength and weaknesses of state economies. The
- State of Colorado will be penalized for its strong economy and its relatively conservative
benefits. You should consider an alternative means of distributing resources. A formula based
on each state's relative share of children living in poverty might be a more relevant approach.

‘Require continuing state commitment. 'HR 4 requires no continuation of state resources.

. While I am sympathetic to the ¢concern that a maintenance of effort requirement also locks into

- place the current allocation system, I am fearful of the effect on poor people if states simply
stopped contributing resources to cash assistance and other support services programs. By
freczing the allocation at the 1994 level, Colorado will only be able to provide 70 percent of

the current level of services.in 2000. Without some required state financial commitment, the . .

reduction will be even more severe. Some state financial participation should be required-to
avoid the "race to the bottom" phenomenon. Ttis cnt1cal that we eontmue the federa]-state .
partnership in the area of pubhc assistance. . : : .

; Food Stemn; ,

Do not convert the food .n‘amp program loa bfack grant. The f‘ood stamp program i8
particularly sensitive to economic fluctuations. ‘It is the first line of defense against hunger in
America and it has been extremely successful. There are continuing concerns about misuse
of coupons, some of which could be addressed by mandating EBT. To increase coordination
of the food stamp program with the cash assistance program, the states could be g;wen the -
flexibility to deslgn programs based on s:mphﬁed federal standards

Child Welfgge _

. De nat block grant child welfare funds. The fesources available to assist the c}uldren

- involved in the child welfare system may be the most |mportant crime preventlon dollars we . '

- have. The issues in child welfare are not self sufficiency issues but sumve.l igsues.
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Reduetlons in this fundmg would decrease dollars for adoption assrstance which ‘would keep
our hardest to place kids in state care. The cuts would also reduce - famrly preservation '
resources. The dollars spent on child welfare are not excessive but critical. The child care

. welfare programs should retain their entitlement nature and. the current ﬁ.mdlng should, at a
mrmmum be maintained.

Maintain sufficient service 1o support working poor and those in training. Child care is a
necessity to a working parent. ‘It is not a luxury but a minimum requirement. If we are serious
about putting people to work without increasing child neglect and abandonment, we must have
adequate child care dollars The HR 4 approach of makmg chlld care subject to an annual

-----

entulement to the stales

an:lx Ng!ntlon

* Maintain ﬁmdmg for Ruitrition pmgrame The Women, Infants and Cl'uldren program (W IC) '
and the Child Care and Adult Food Program (CACFP) are both essential to getting healthy -
food to our economically disadvantaged children.” Good nutrition is an invaluable prevention -
tool. Studies indicate that a $1 WIC investment saves-as much as $3 in Medicaid expenditures.
On every measure of health cutcomes, WIC is successful. The demand for CACFP.supported
meals has more than doubled in Colorado since 1986. ‘The HR 4 formula would reduce
Colorado's funds for CACFP by 510 58 million while a.ddmg the responr.lbrllty for three
additional programs. ' L

~ Do not nmdare distribution farmulas The family nutrition block grant contamed in HR 4
.~ is a classic case of where the state is in a better position than Congress to judge what services
are most needed. The mandated formula of HR 4 would result in a severe reduction in quality-
child care in Colorado. Not only would it restrict our ability to keep costs low, it would
eliminate the incentive for us to get home based child care facilities into our licensing program.
If you feel the need to block grant these funds, keep the grants free of stnngs that would drive
our. dollars in directions inconsistent with our priornities.:

Fund reductions will mean less food available. The commodity distribution programs are
" almost exclusively privatized. There ere little administrative savings to be gamered. These
programs serve many people outside the traditional cash assistance programs. The
commodities are heavily relied upon by the charitable sector, which can expect dramatlc
jncreases in demand as housing, and other assistance is reduced '
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hil rtEnf rcement

Adapr ﬂw mcammendaaons of the Imm (Jm’d Support Enfarcemem Camm:man The
Commission adopted a thoughtful and comprehensive study of the Child Support Enforcement
. programs and recommended workablc changes that should bc 1mplemented .

'Inform 1n n Daa tem

- Avoid programmaﬂc c!umges rhan increase dala and mformanon mm ‘Separate
requirements for each block grant and varying eligibility requirements among programs will
increase management systems costs dramatically. In times of reduced funding we should

~ 'devote every available dollar to ctient services not to computer systems. The blll should build
on current systems rather than requiring new ones. : :

" " Thope this mput wﬂi be helpful . I w:sh you success in deveiopmg & Senate welfare reform bill

- that captures the advantages and efficiencies of block grants without disregarding the needs of -

- our most vulnerable citizens. If T or my staﬁ' can be of assistance to you, please do not hesitate
- to cnll :

-' Smc.er_ely .

Roy .
' Govemor '

cc : Senat‘blir'-Hank Brown :
.-~ Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell .
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il Enf nt

Adopt the recommendations of the Interstate Child Support Enforcement Commission. The
Commission adopted a thoughtful and comprehensive study of the Child Support Enforcement
programs and recommended workable changes that should be implemented. '

i nd Da ems

Avoid programmatic changes than increase data and information costs. Separate
requirements for each block grant and varying eligibility requirements among programs will
increase management systems costs dramatlca.lly In times of reduced funding we should
devote every available dollar to client services not to computer systems. The bill should bl.llld
on current systems rather than requiring new ones.

I hope this input will be helpful . I wish you success in developmg a Senate welfare reform bill
that captures the advantages and efficiencies of block grants without disregarding the needs of
our most vulnerable citizens. If I or my staff can be of assistance to you, please do not heSltate
to call. _

Sincérely .

Roy
Govemor

cc.  Senator Hank Brown
Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell
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JANE L. CAMPBELL
ABSISTANT MINGRITY LEADLCR
OHIO

May 16, 1995

PRESIDENT, NCSL

The Honorable Bob Packwood . _ ’ ' TED FERRIS
United States Senate . DIREGTOR, JOINT LEGISLATIVE
Russell Office Building, Room 259 o B COMMITTES
Washington, D.C. 20510 ' STAEF CHAIR, NCSL
Dear Senator Packwood: _ ﬁ:}cﬂ‘m ,;EEE%DR

We are writing to thank you for your public commitment to state flexibility as a principle in your
welfare reform legislation. The National Conference of State Legislaturés (NCSL) is especially
pleased by your recognition of the critical role of state legislators in welfare reform and other
programs that serve children and families. We appreciate your confidence in our ability to
design programs that best serve the needs in our states and urge you to consider our views as you
finalize your welfare reform legislation.

We are encouraged by your endorseraent of providing more discretion to state decisionmakers
and rejecting provisions that micromanage and limit state authority to determine eligibility.
However, state legislators are concerned about several provisions under consideration that have
the potential to limit state authority, shift major costs to the states and violate NCSL's policy on
block grants. The balance of this letter specifies our concerns in six major areas. In
summary, we urge you to reconsider the consolidation of open-ended entitlements for child
protection services, work requirements in the cash assistance block grant, denial of benefits
to legal immigrants, the absence of real protection for states to respond to economic
change, the consolidation of child care funding, and timing to successfully implement
revised programs.

[ understand that you are stil} considering a block grant for child protection funds. State
legislators believe that foster care maintenance and adoption assistance payments and
administrative funding under Title IV-E must be maintained as an open-ended entitlement.
Children 1n danger cannot be told that the government ran out of money to protect them. We
must respond to those who turn to us as a last resort. The demand for these services has not been
predicted well at the federal level. No one predicted the damage that HI'V infection, crack
cocaine and homelessness would do to children’s security within their families. No one
anticipated the resulting increase in state and federal costs. Couns will decide to remove
children from unsafe homes and states must respond to these decisions. We urge you to reject
the child protection block grant.

We are disappointed with the prescriptive work and participation requirements in H.R. 4. State
legislators are interested in creating our own programs, not running a uniform program
with federally-determined program details and fewer funds. We oppose federal
micromanagement in the definition or type or work, the role of training, minimum number of
hours a recipient must work, and participation rates. These are precisely the decisions each state
should make based on local needs. We do support measurement of outcomes and performance
data 1o ensure that program goals are being met.

| DenverOffice:  1560BROADWAY  SUITE700  DENVER,COLORADOB020Z  303830-2306  Fax: 300-863-8009



NCSL strongly opposes the denial of benefits to legal immigrants. The federal government has
sole jurisdiction over immigration policy and must bear the responsibility to serve the
immigrants it 'allows to enter states and localities. The denial of benefits will shift the costs to
state budgets. Eliminating benefits to noncitizens or deeming for unreasonably iong periods will
not eliminate the need, and state and local budgets and taxpayers will bear the burden. Denial of
services to legal immigrants by states appears to violate both state and federal constitutional
provisions. We continue to support making affidavits of support legally binding,

NCSL supports the development of a contingency fund to assist states to respond to
changes in population and the economy rather than a loan fund. The absence of adequate
protections for states with population growth, economic changes and disasters is a barrier to state
support of a cash assistance block grant. We believe that a loan fund is not sufficient assurance of
federal assistance. The federal government must participate as.a partner in a fund that has a
mechanism for budget adjustment so that states are not overly burdened by increased demand for
- services.

NCSL has been concerned about the lack of coordination of existing child care funding streams. |
We are interested in working with you to consolidate these funds. Child care is an essential
component to support welfare recipients moving from welfare to work and is critical for low-
income working families. Our experience suggests that a renewed commitment to work by
welfare recipients will require additional child care funds above current levels. A consolidated

- child care l‘und should stand alone.

Finally, state legislators will need adequate transition time to successl‘ully implement
revised income security and related programs. States will have to modify their laws to
comport with new federal legislation, restructure their administrative bureaucracies and revise
their FY96 and FY97 budgets that have been enacted on the basis of current law and federal
spending guarantees. We urge inclusion of a provision giving states no less than one year of
transition time and consideration for additional time for states that meet bienmally.

We look forward to working with you throughout this processf Please contact Shern Steisel or
Michael Bird in NCSL's Washington Office to further discuss our views.

Sincerely,

@@ng& o G437
Jane L. Campbell James J. Lack _
President, NCSL . : . ~ President-elect, NCSL

Assistant House Minority Leader OhIO _ Senator, New York
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