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All ANSWlERS ARE TO BlE CONS~OCJ)lERlEOCJ) STR~CTlV CONf~OCJ)fENT~Al 

1) Transitional Assistance -- The new time limited program would require 
all states to enroll income eligible families with a parent born after 1972 

. two years after enactment. Is this target group acceptabt'e? 

Yes';'" 24 
No - 07 

Didn't vote, w/comments -- 02 

Didn't vote, w/o comments --00 

Checked both 'yes' & 'no' -- 01 


fi.& 
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 1000/0 of expanded 

costs. We are opposed to federal mandates for service employment without federal 

funding. 

o Program expansion at state option. 
o Maintain state option to phase-in additional families 
o Our state is not opposed to the provision requiring all states to enroll income eligible 
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 including additional target· 
groups is also suggested. ' 
o Yes, if there are enough resources to serve them. In FY97, caretakers born after 
1972 will be equal to approximately 40% of the case load in our state, or 15-16,000 
individuals per month." Currently JOBS serves approximately 7,000 (monthly.) New 
JOBS cases would requir~ new resources; e.g. training. case management. child care, 
transportation, etc .. 
10 Yes, it would be very difficult to 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 plan needs to be developed to add other income eligible families 

incrementally. . 

o 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 child 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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o 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. 


o There should be state 'flexibility on target groups. Note this rai~es questions about 

equitable treatment for .similarly situated families. 

o A more realistic approach would allow the states to target a percentage of caseload 

based upon geographic and economic parameters to control the size of the eligible 

group and to provide services to the most appropriate needy AFDC clients. 

o The majority of recipients wOlJld be unaffected because of the phase-in. 
o 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 born 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. 


ves and No 

o The target group is acceptable, though we have read it as those born after 1971. 
The time frame is not acceptable. We need promulgated 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 " 	 . 
o We are in the process of analyzing this approach. At a minimum, states should have 
the flexibility to phase-in the population as it's finally defined, begi'nning 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 welfare 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. 
o 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 extra resources. 
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2) JOBS.·· The Administration would target this transitional assistanCe 
program on younger AEDCparents. All young parents who are not 
working' or In JOBS-Prep would be expected to go into an expanded 
work·focused JOBS program until they get a Job. or their time limit 
expires. The Administration projects that there would be 740,000 JOBS 
participants In EY1997. Increasing to 770,000 in EY 1999 (assuming 
enactment In 1994 with a two year phase-in period.) The current JOBS 
program serves less 'than 500.000 participants, Can you project what 
additional leyel of JOBS funding your state would need (assuming the 
current match rate) to fully Implement this expanded JOBS program? 

Yes - 14 

No - 12 

Didn't Yote, w/comments-- . 08 

Didn't Yote,' w/o comments-- 00 


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, this 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 handle additional cases 
o It will likely cost another $100 m. Unless the federal matching rate is 90% or 100% 
state level appropriation is not available to expand the program. 
o 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 a" 
AEDC recipients to participate 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 fun~s are available 
to serve this population. The targeted group are clients 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 total cost of funding the new slot5at$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 would be required .. 
That amount includes $2.9 million to compensate for current overmatch by our state. 
o Implementation would double our state's JOBS case load and would take an 

additional 2.5 million to expand the program. 


~ . . 

o We cannot project costs with the information' we currently have. 
o There are an extr~ordinary 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 case load demographics is required. 
o Our 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 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. 
o 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 clients 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 too$169.3 m 
before 1972 who are in JOBS or are self initiated or required supportive services. 
o Not enough information to project. 

Didn't vote. w/comments 
o Currently this state is serving 6850 JOBS participants. ' We would be serving 23,400 
in JOBS if total participation were required. Although we would be serving 3.4 times 
as many people, the cost is difficult to predict because support service requirements 

. are unclear. , . 
o Extremely difficult to project at this point. Would. suggest approximately 35m to50m. 
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 too 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 health 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. 
o 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 population, 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 additional 
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% o.f the AFDC caretakers who. 
are 24 years old 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 level 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 
(federal 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 
(federal + state) in its initial phase and @ $79.5 million (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. . 

3) JOBS -- Currently. the JOBS program is authorized at $1 billion per 
year and serves about 16 percent of the eligible population. One 
proposal would authorize an additional $1 billion per year for the JOBS 
program. Is this a sufficient level of funding to serve the participants In 
the expanded program? 

Yes _.. 12 

No - 16 

Didn't vote, w/comments - 06 

Didn't vote, WiD comments- 00 
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lI.I 
o Would be sufficient but may'not be sufficient for other states if given the opportunity 
to expand those served 
o Assuming th'at these funds are for the JOBS' program only, not the JOBS-prep, other 
work programs, or child day care. The funding level would also be dependent upon 
the intensity 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 level of 
state match already a problem currently for some states: Also, other expenditure ' 
requirements such as 55% on target groups would have to be done away with. 
o We request that states implement universal partiCipation be permitted to draw down 
additional JOBS funding. 
o An additional $1 billion could probably serve most of the expanded population. It 
depends on the number that would be deferred 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. 

rig 
o Need more funding for a larger target group 
o One of our state's problems 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 transfer AFDC 
funds to the JOBS program as the case load decreases. 
6 We agree that $1 billion is a good place to start. Since many states have not been 
able to supply the match ,!ecessary 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 uncertain whether we would be able to double our expenditure. Lifting the cap 
and increasing the federal match will 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 education/training activities to a shorter "work 
attachment" model? ' 
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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 suffiqient state funds to maximize federal 
funds and serve all participants. 
o 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 counseling. 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 would 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 federal 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 
would not be available. State match requirements must be reduced or States will not 
be able to draw down additional Federal dollars. . 

Didn't vote. w/comment 
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 Unable 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 determine if there is a sufficient 
level of funding. . 
o It is difficult to project what an additional $1 billion dollars would accomplish 
nationwide, and therefore difficult to project if the funding level would be sufficient for 
our state. 
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4) JOBS·pREp •• The Administration proposes to defer some otherwise 
eligible families from the time limit in the transitional program and assign 
them Instead to the JOBS·prep program. What approach would you 
support? 

Included In a 
Single Answer Combination Answer Total 

1 No deferments 02 01 03 
2. Specify· categories 13 10 23 
3. Allow %exemptlon 06. 09 15 

Breakdown 
05··00 
10··02 
15--02 
20-·03 
25-..05 
other ··01 
%unspeclfled··02 

~Requlre mln~ % 01 05 06 
Breakdown 
75~·04 
80·-00 . 

85 .. -00 

90....01 

other....01 (1 responded 50..75) 


Combination answers .... 

Survey # . Answers 
02 . 2,3 (10),4 (90), no comments 

05 1,2, comments 

08 2, 3 (20), 4 (75), no comments 

10 2, 3 (15), comments 

.15 2, 3, comments· 

19 2, 3 ·(25), 4 (50-75), comments 

26 2, 3 (25), 4 (75), no comments .. 

28 2, 3 (25), 4 (75), comments 

32 2, 3 (15), comments 

34 2, 3 (25), comments 


Didn't vote, w/comments ... 02 
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No deferments 
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. 
o 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 Department of Human Services to apply for a 
federal waiver. 

Specify category. plus exempt % 
o It is important for the percentage 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 clients. Our exempt population 
must not be compared to other states without similar clients. , 
o Additional percentage of 1S-20%(primarily due to jobs not being available. 
o The additional percentage of the case load 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 ofthe 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 limit. Perhaps 
children under six months would be better. 
o Establishing 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 providing states more flexibility and 
control. 
o All able-bodied reCipients (except those caring for disabled person or newborn) 
should be required to obtain job and work. . 
o Specify 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 different than the current JOBS program -- it provides 
services with no time limits. 
o (20%) This would allow the states the flexibility to address specific groups within the 
state. 
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0(10%) I believe that 10% or fewer of the adults would actually be unable to work 
(given sufficient support services, e.g. barrier removal, A & 0 treatment; child care, 
medical, transportation.) However, this presupposes sufficient funding to deal with the 
JOBS program as the expectation rather than the exception. 
o (20%) By using a percen~age, states can make their own decisions. 
o This approach will allow us the greatest flexibility and is much preferred. We have a 
significant category of individuals in our state who require English as a second 
language 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 
ban move into training/employment. 

Require min. % 

The balance of the caseload (25%) would participate in the Pre-JOBS program . 
..~:)': .. ~'. .":~". 

Combination answer: 


Specify. category: 15% exempt 


o State's determination sh9Uld depend on the availability of additional federal 

resources. 


SpeCifY category: 25% exempt: 50-75 min. 

o The percentage actually partiCipating will be dependent upon resources available. 
States will need flexibility to match supply and demand. 

Specify category. 25% exempt. 75% min. 

o Contingent on funding levels. 


Specify category. 15% exempt. 


o Would prefer flexibility at state level rather than mandating'a specific % for 
particip~tion. Considerable national data indicate JOBS is not a particularly effective 
program but is very expensive. 

Specify . category. 25% exempt • 

. 0 	States would need to be able to defer a certain percentage ap not everyone would 

be able to participate in the transitional program. 
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Didn't yote. w/comments 
o At a minimum, final deferment provisions should give sta~esflexibility to tailor their 

programs to their demographics and to changing economic conditions. 

o !'Jot sure how to respond. We do not like exernptions since that sets the wrong 

expectation..We like individualized participation requirements based on the situation 

and n'eeds of participa:nts. However, give the 2 year limit, 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 •• Whjch option should be available to states. as they attempt to 
create work opportunities for participants who reach ttieend of their two 
year eligibility for cash assistance? 

A· requirement of work for wages •• 00 
, 	 . 

The authority to create ,a variety of work requirements, 'Including work for 
wages options as well as community work experience' and mandated 
volunteer service -_. 28 " 

Didn't vote, w/comments. -·05 

Didn't vote, wlo comments' ··00' 

Marked both options 1 & 2 '··01. 

A requirement 
, 

of work for 
. 

wages 

o We are concerned that there is too much focus on assumption of subsidizing jobs or 
creating public jobs . . 

The authority to create a variety of work requirements;" 
. . 

o States need the flexibility that this option provides. 
o Our state prefers giving states the flexibility to develop opportunities which will serve 
the needs of various state's residents. . 
o No federal mandate for state funded public servipe employment. 
o States require as much flexibility as possible to implement this new program. While 
we recognize that work for wages is preferable to other options, greater flexibility will 
provide the ability 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. . 

J> 0 The need for larger numbers of work assignments must be minimized by heavy up 
front emphasis on securing unsubsidizedemployment 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 parts of the state, 
including combining work experiel1ce 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 benefit 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, gi,ves, individuals and state agencies the ability to design the work 
experience so that it best fits the individual and employability goals. 
o The broadest flexibility and the capacity to develop a menu of options would 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 should 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. 
o While we support the 2nd option, we believe it is unrealistic to expect all 
unsubsidized at once, although unsubsidized employmentshould be the long term 
goal. . 
o State flexibility is critical to allow communities to cre'ate work requirements to best 
meet the needs of the community. ' 
o 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. 
o 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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Didn't vote. wlcomments . 
o None; two years and off. 
o Work in a public or private entity should be a primary requirement.. 
o States should be given a series of options. including 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. 
o These options should provide safeguards for current workers to avoid full or partial 
displacement by welfare recipients. 

6) WORK - The pr'oposal Is likely to Include a minimum work requirement 
of at least thirty hours a week with a state option to redyce the minimum 
to twenty. . Do yoy sypport this? 

Yes -- 13 
No -- 16 
No vote --05 

Woyld yay sypport a minlmym work reqyirement of twenty hoyrs a week. 
with the option to go to 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 all, wlcomments --03 
Didn't vote at all, wlo com'ments --00 

yes, Yes 

o We support maximum state flexibility 
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Yes. No 
o Individuals who are working should be allowed eligibility 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. 

Yes. didn't respond 
o Yes, if. The ideal combination would be a full-time expectation with a four day workl1 
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 single-parent and 

two-parent families.· 


No. yes 
o Considering the difficulty involved in restructuring the system we recommend modest 
requirements with the option to move toward more stringent expectations. 
oConsideration should be given to option going to forty. 
o Our state recommends that the current mandatory twenty hour per week requirement 
be retained. 
o Even 20 hours per week will extend current CWEPrequirements of AFDC grant 
divided by the minimum wage. The state's average is approximately 16 hours per 
week. 
olf the work earnings are substantially lower than AFDC, do participants get a partial 
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. If 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 allow 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 to a 
state. 
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-No. No 
o In the real world people work a 40 hour week. 

No response. yes 
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 - 1 st 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 
employment arid education. 20 hours would be the minimum requirement, except for 
persons on temporary leave because of illness, etc. 

7) WORK •• Is the proposed subsidy of approximately $4200 per slot 

enough to cover the costs of developing and administering the WORK 

program sufficient? 


Yes - 13 

No -- 11 

Didn't vote, wlcomment --10 

Didn't vote, wlo comment .- 00 


Yu 
o We assume that these funds are for staff/administrative costs. However, 

consideration should be given to whether these funds would be better spent through 

subsidies to private employers. . 

o This state is concerned about requiring large increases in state expenditures to draw 
down federal funds. As with other questions, costs cannot be predicted until some 
aspects of the proposal 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 recipient. 
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 It is assum(3d that case management, implementation costs and client supportive 
services would be funded from the proposed $4,200 subsidy. If these assumptions are 
incorrect, the costs would be higher. 
o Yes, if its excluding supportive services such as Medicaid and Child Care. 
o Need clarification of the match rate being proposed. . 

NIL 
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 little low, based on our experience. 
o Our program costs about $5,000 annually per active participant. Much of this cost is 
child care. If child care were separate it would be ok. 
o If payments to and on behalf of clients are included, this clearly inadequate .. 
Otherwise, this is sufficient for administering, the program and maintaining support. 
o If limited to .only operational admihistration "yes"; if includes distributive costs: wages. 
child care and other services then "no." 
o This is below minimum wage, assLiming 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 $4~00 & there would be a need for additional administrative cost 
for 'child care & travel. . . 

Didn't yote.· wI comment· 

o 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 6 months, we would have $700 per month for support services (plus their grant 
amount.) . 
o Can't answer this without additional, information. 
o The cost 01a 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~ If 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.lf 
the proposed subsidy of $4200 does not include wage subsidy, the amount will 
provide stcites 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. 

8) Do you believe that. beginning In 1999. your state can create the Jobs 
necessary for those who reach the two year time limit and are unable to 
find employment? The Administration estimates that 500,000 Jobs could 
be required by 2004? 

Yes - 14 
No - 12 
Didn't vote, wlcomments ··07 
Didn't vote, wlo comments ··01 

.Yu 
'0 We believe we can and will 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 jobs 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 
non profit organ iza tions. ' 
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 eliminated or relaxed and the state has 
the flexibility to develop the slots then the state should be able to meet the challenge of 
establishing transitional employment.. 

http:succeed.lf


PAGE EIGHTEEN 


o Our state would emphasize unsubsidized work through incentives, 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 consisting 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 which would help 
participants find lasting unsubsidized employment. 

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 
subs~itute state support with a state-supported job. 
o We are uncertain. 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. . . 
o 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 despitejob,growth in many parts 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 recipients that exceed two years 
on AFDC. 

Didn't vote. w/comments 
o This state has not recovered from the past 4 years of economic downturns. Although 
we are working hard in a number of departments to encourage new industry and the 
growth of existing businesses, the economic status in our state in 1999 is difficult to 
discern. 
o We have no way of knowing. 
o We are in the process of analyzing caseload projections to determine 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 
unemployment. 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. 
o Data is currently being collected by county on public assistance participants and 
employment rates. Policies will have to be considered whether an individual will be 
required to move outside or a county to secure a job to meet the requirements. 
o It is difficult to ascertain at this time. . . 

9) Should participants In a subsidized WORK program be eligible for the 
EITC ?' " 

Yes - 23 
No _. 11 
Didn't Yote, w/comments --00 
Didn't Yote, w/o comment's ..-00 
Both Yes and No ..-00 

lu 
o Otherwise there is an equity issue. Philosophy of EITC is to lift people out of poverty 
and should apply to everyone 
o EITC is an important component in shifting 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 supplementation. 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. 
o 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 
assignments 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 transition of unsubsidized 
employment. 
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o CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced particular sta!e's waiver. 

rio, 
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 participants 

access to minimal credits if that would increase the EITC's value as an incentive. 

o Regular unsubsidized employment must be more financially 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 programs, AFDC food stamps, 
SS!. Otherwise becomes another entitlement. 

Didn't vote. w/comment' 

. 10) PART TIME EMPLOYMENT -- Should states have the option of 
continuing cash assistance to those who are working part time and still 
meet eligibility criteria? 

Yes - 31 

No - 02 

Didn't vote, w/comment --01 

Didn't vote, w/o comment ·,-00. 


Y.e..a 
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, regardless 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 part-time need the encouragement an'd cash assistance 
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 circumstances -- as with the other exceptions, it 
should be a small number of individuals. (1 0%.) 
o This should still be transitional and not an entitlement. 
o In many cases, part-time work will lead to full time opportunities 
o Provided states continue to have flexibility in the application of eligibility criteria. 

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

. employment. ' 
o Again, we believe that for two-parent AFDC-UP families the primary wage earner 

. should be required to work at least 20 hrs.lwk. once the time lim it has expired. 
o Provides incentive for those who can only participate part time. 
o 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. 
o 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. , 
o 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 requiring 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 full-time employment. 


tiQ 
o After two years, there should be no cash assistance. Part-time or minimum level 

employment should not stop the clock. 

o Research shows this might have the perverse effect of having people quit full time. 

jobs to get a combination of earnings and welfare that is worth more. Would be 

acceptable only if tied to requirement to accept any bonafide full time job. 


Didn't yote. wlcornrnent 
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 

working without regards to the number of hours worked to provide an incentive for 

work. 
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11) What should the minimum level of employment be set at for those 

eligible to receive cash assistance? 


. 1 No minimum - 05 
.2. 20 hours ....03 
a 30 hours ....03 
~ state option, w/min. of 20 hours ... 18 

W/comments: 06 
W/out comments: 12 


No vote, w/comments - , 04 

No vote, w/o comments·..OO 

Combination of 2.. & a·· 01 


N.g min'lmum 
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 
o in subsidized employment for single parents of a child younger than one. 15. hours 
unsubsidized employment. 
o 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. I think everyone 
supports work as part of the program. However, there should be sufficient exceptions 
in cases when~ the partiCipant is incapable or the labor market is tight. 

3'0 hours 

040 hours marked in subsidized employmentfor all other parents; 30 hours in 

unsubsidized employment. ' .. 

oAllowances will have to be made in some circumstances. regarding people with 

disabilities and those caring for children with disabilities. 
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State option. w/min. of 20 hours 

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 little benefit to the client in eventual employment. 
o By establishing a minimum number of hours for those employed, 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. 

Voted. wI additional comments 
o 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 employment more 
attractive than subsidized employment. 

Didn't vote. w/comments 
o After two years there should be no cash assistance. Part.;time or minimum level 
employment should not stop the clock. 
o Because employer practices could commonly involve 15 or 17.5 hours, preference is 
a state option appropriate to its economic conditions and employment practices. If the 
federal government must set a limit, then state option with a minimum of 20 hours. 

12) FUNDING Would yOu be willing to accept a state maintenance of 
effort for the current AFDC program (including JOBS spending) as part of 
the welfare reform financing package?· 

Yes - 11 
No - 17 
Didn't vote, w/comment •..04 
Didn't vote, w/o comment ··02 

.Yu 
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 90% 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. 
o But the maintenance of effort should jOintly apply to JOBS since the administration is 
not increasing the federal 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. 

tiQ 
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 6f 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 payoff. the 
feds would be recouping their higher initial investment as well as their reduced 
maintenance costs. 
o As long as this would not be a block grant. 
o Our caseload in AFDC is almost as high as it had ever been; if the economy were to 
improve andcaseloads 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 flexibility for states to utilize options for services. 
o We are currently over matched at $8.S m to $S m in federal aid: Pure maintenance of 
effort would be unfair. Should be set at national average MOE (e.g. SO% 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 could 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 stat~'s share of match if the federal government low.ered its share 
portion to redirect funds elsewhere. 
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 spending is not locked in a level 
which is unreasonably higher than other states'. 
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Didn't vote wLcomment 

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 maintenance of effort as it applies 
to this issue. 
o State is not able to fully utilize JOBS dollars currently 1995 would be· a more realistic 
targeted year for maintenance of effort. 
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14) SYSTEMS •• The proposal appears to provide states with up to two 
years after enactment for initial implementation. Is this sufficient? 

Yes - 23 
No - 07 
Didn't. vote, w/comments --04 
Didn't vote, w/o comments·-- 00 

hi 
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 difficulty 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 within two years, states should 
not be held accountable for lack of funding. 
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o If there is sufficient fund~ and the clock does not start until 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 welfare 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 ava.ilable to build capacity to 
implement systems overhaul; such as re-training of staff, computer re-programming, 
re-tooling of policy/program operations, building 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. 


tiD 
o In light of existing federally-mandated system activities and initiatives, we do not 
believe it is feasible 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 regulations 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 federal 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 
national 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. ­
o We need promulgated regulations to have the detail and decisions necessary to 

make automated system changes; suggest two years after promulgation of 

implementing regulations. ­
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Didn't vote. w/cornments 
o Maybe. It depends on which components are implemented. 
o Depends on "other" requirements (info systems reports, etc.) and availability 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 should not be required to implement in the 

absence of final regulations unless they are held harmless for,any differences 


, between actual'implementation and final regulations. 

15) CHILD CARE •• Would states be 'willing to accept a reguirement that 
they extend registration and state determined health. safety and provider 
training reguirements to all day care providers. This would include 
providers that are exempt from state regulatory standards. such as baby 
sitters and small in-home care givers? 

Yes - 10 
No - 22 
Didn't vote, wlcomments --02 
Didn't vote, wlo comments -·00 

fiji 
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 I believe the executive branch would support this for all child care except for casual 
babysitting not related to ongoing employment of parents. However, our Gene.ra:t 
Assembly (legislative branch) might balk at this expansion of state regulatory effort 
directed toward chi/dcare. 
o Yes, but only if: Support for extending broader regulatory requirements for all 

, providers should be contingent upon state,'flexibility in determining applicable 
standards and a commitment of federal funding 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 all 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 fUhded programs 
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o States should be given maximum flexibility in this area. 
o Informal day care should be encouraged, not discouraged where appropriate. 
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 t~ 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 counterproductive to make becoming a home care 

.provider more difficult. 

o Currently require health standards, however, registration (licensing) is not available 
to aU-areas of our state. Imposing this requirement could 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 should provide incentive 

funding to improve quality without regulating 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. 

o Some exceptions are needed. Examples: relative providers 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 Could 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 subm it 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. 

'0 When it is determined necessary to the health and safety of children, the State 
legislatu're will require state regulatory standard for all care givers. 



PAGE 'THIRTY 

Didn't vote. w/comments 
o Unsure. Concerned about availability of providers, particularly 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 would 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.' 

16) TWO PARENT FAMILIES •• Do you favor giving states the option of 

expanding eligibility to many more 'two parent families by eliminating 

some work requirements? ' 


Yes - 25 

No - 07 

Didn't vote _. 02 


. If yes. what benefits should be included? 
transitional assistance Snd WORK? 

Yes - 23 

No -·00 

No vote ·-11 


Cash supplements to working poor families whose income is below state 
benefit levels? . 

Yes - 25 

No - 01 

No vot~ -·08 


Combination answerS 

tig. 
o Expansion' ofAFDC eligibility is always 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 

welfare 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 

eliminated. 




PAGE THIRTY ONE 

Yes. Yes. Ye s 
o With additional funding 
o Any welfare reform initiatives need to encourage marriage and include provisions 
that will strengthen families. 
o Yes. This state favors easing marriage penalties and supporting two-parent families. 
We believe the structure of benefit programs should support values held by the wider 
society. . 
o Expansion of the program will mean increased costs but it will also mean service to a 
population that is often neglected under assistance programs .. 
o Only if federal match is available. 
o 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 clnswer is yes .. 
o Elimination of the work requirements of the unemployed parent program are positive 
changes. Expansion of the EITC is also an incentive for unemployed persons as well 
as the working poor. Additional transitional medical and child care benefits beyond 
one year is also recommended. 
o The distinction between single parent and two parent families is arbitrary. 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 
limit. 
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 Commission 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 families. 

yes, no vote. no vote 
o States should have maximum flexibility in determining what benefits to include. 

No . vote, no vote. yes 
o Do you mea"n by this (work requirements in first question) the 100 hour rule? And 
the 6 out 1? Work quartersllabor. force attachment requirement. Need to know more 
about what you mean. In general, we do not favor eliminating work requirements for 
AFDC-UP families. 
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17) WAIVER AUTHORITY -- The proposal appears to increase the options 
available to states. Are there any major elements of current large scale 
demonstrations that do not appear to be Included in the Administration's 
proposal that states will want the flexibility to continue on a 
demonstration basis? 

Yes - 23 

No - 06 

Didn't vote, w/comment --02 

Didn't vote, w/o comment --03 


Yu 
o CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver. 
o CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver. 
o CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver. 
o CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver. 
o CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver.· 
o CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver. 
o 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 without 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 proportion of hours 
participated in JOBS, much like wage employment. 
o This is difficult to answer without seeing the proposa/. 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 screening for young 

children at public health centers. The possibility 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 demonstration 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 currently includes in its welfare 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 betweeQ 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 screening. 
diagnosis and treatment for children under 6 and school attendance for those over 6 
as we are doing in our Primary Prevention Initiative. 

tiel 
o The proposal appears to be comprehensive and includes all major concepts, 
o As many of those three year demonstration projects are in the early stages, this 
answer may change as new data is gathered. 
o The WORK program is overly prescriptive. States should have the flexibility to 
operate other WORK-type programs. 

Didn't vote. wlcomment . 
o Consider giving states greater flexibility in implementing demonstration/proposals 
through State Plan amendments, as opposed to the 115 waiver process. . 
o Tran~itional health and child care benefits: 
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18) Should the act continue to jnclude authority for ongoing 

demonstration and experimentation? 


Yes - 31 

No --01 

Didn't vote, w/o comments -~ 02 

Didn't vote, w/comments ·-00 


YeJi 
o There should be federal/state partnerships in which both partners not only share the 
benefit but also the risks and costs. For example, current federal cost neutrality 
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 public health centers. The possibility of trying new approaches to social 
service should not be abandoned. 

. 0 Cost neutrality is too limiting. 
o Absolutely, Until a perfect "one-size fits all" system is found, all states will benefit 

from experiments. 

o The states should have the option of continuing all or part of their ongoing 
demonstrations. In addition, the states should have the opportunity to tailor specific 
initiatives to their individlJal needs. 
o The final package should include authority to continue to grant waivers for state-

based reform efforts. . 

o Absolutely necessary in our view from both a state-specific and a. national 

perspective. 

o Several states already have waivers for demonstration projects that should be 

allowed to continue. Our state has recently passed legislation which will require 

waivers to test various welfare reform concepts that are included in the current 

administration's welfare 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. Requirements 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 allow the state to experiment without the 
need for a costly evaluation or to have cost neutrality. 



PAGE THIRTY FIVE 

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, Le. 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.. 
6 States need to maintain continued authority for demonstration purposes as the 
stated "flexibility" has not been defined. 

'fig 
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 directly 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 	 , 
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 deduction's and resource limits. ' 
o No 
o No 
o None 
o 	See attached letter to Mary Jo Bane 
o We would like to see waivers to basic programs without evaluations. 
o Whatever is implemented must avoid cost shifts to states. ' 
o More careful consideration of IV-F/IV-A interlace issues. Funding for MIS 

improvement and time to develop quality management reporting. 

o Unfortunately, like the current JOBS program, this proposal still seems preoccupied 

, '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. 
o We do not believe that FOP should be reduced for AFDC payments made after 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. 
o 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 activities will be 
administered by tribal organizations. . 
o 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. Our 
average AFDC family 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 requirement for that 
Department to commit resources to achieve them. 
o The lack of sufficient Federal funding to meet the mandate without additional state 
funding. 
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. 
o 1. Jobs Sanctions - States should have flexibility 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 1 00% of the cost of AFDC cases where the 
mother has cooperated but paternity has not been established. The executive branch 
does not wholly control paternity establishment yet the proposal holds 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 participation levels, etc. 
o States should not be required to place recipients in community work experiences to 
work off AFDC grants after. two years unless federal resources are guara.nteed to find a 
sufficient number of full-time subsidized jobs which are designed to foster self-
sufficiency. . ' 
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20) Are there· any items that your state believes mU'st be added to the 
plan to make it acceptable to 'you?' 

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 incentives for recipients to "get off welfare"; time 
limitation f.or benefits. ' 
o The current child care allowances of $175 or $200 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 
already fragile safety net and produces more dependency and cost shifts social . 
problems to already over taxed local 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 eligible 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, etc ... 
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 unemployed or part-time employed 
NONCUSTODIAL parents. 
3. Need flexibility to develop, test, and evaluate new methods of parentage 
determination, establishment of the child support obligation, and enforcement. 

http:concept.of
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4. (Recommended but not absolutely a must) Child support payments actually being 
made should 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 support income is counted twice if both households apply for Food 
Stamps - it is counted for the house hold that pays the child supports andthe 
household that receives the child support. 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 policy; Expansion of child 
care and health care options for the working poor; Improvement and simplification of 
paternity establishment and child support collections including interstate collections. 
o We support the strong child support enforcement provisions that we understand are 
included in the plan. 
o Discussion of administrative capacity is ~ssential. The plan is acceptable but would 
be strengthened by ·adding 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 additional 
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. While 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 local community level to provide slots to 
the WORK Program. . . 
2. The multiple match rates in ,the JOBS Program are very burdensome to States. 
(, 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, including authority for states to 

advance it, should be addressed. 
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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 (MA) 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 arejust as cumbersome and cost ineffective as the MA 
system. 
o In order for Transitional Assistance, JOBS &JOBS Prep to be feasible, it will 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. 



May 19, 1994 

BOTTOM-LINE ISSUES AND SUGGESTED RESPONSES 

1. 	 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 con~ain unfunded 

mandates, in keeping with the Executive Order on 
unfunded mandates signed by the President last year. 

o 	 The Administration is sensitive to 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. 

o 	 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. 

2. 	 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 c9unted 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 caseload 
reductions. Match rate changes include: 

o 	 an increase in Child support Enforcement regular 
services and administration match 'from 66% to 75%; 
priority services remain at 90%; 

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 FFPi 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 ofFMAP for benefits, including WORK 
wages. 

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

3. 	 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 cooperated fully 
but for whom paternity has not been established after one 
year. 

RESPONSE: 
o 	 This provlslon, while holding states accountable for 

benefit costs under som~ circumstances, includes 
elements that allow for state flexibility and reduce 
financial risk to states. These include: 

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

o 	 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 generous reimbursement 
provisions for states. 

4. 	 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 c.ertain recognized 
exceptions and with the flexibility to allow individuals to 
return to the WORK program if needed. 

o 	 This option remains under discussion. 

5. 	 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 tw6-year transition per}od. 

o 	 Our 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. 

6. 	 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, other Clinton Administration 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 
social service programs. 

7. 	 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. 

8. 	 Interagency Coordination -- Democratic Governors request the 
inclusion of statutory language which would require the 
Department of Labor to collaborate with the Department of 
Healt~ and Human Servibes on the use of DOL resources. 

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

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Govenlor Carper 
Governor Engler .. 

FROM: Barry Van Lare 
RE: Welfare RefoN..lL~<:;AL 

lbis memorandum summarizes 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 an end. 

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 Gro~p 
is nearing completion of its work and the President is expected to announce his legislative 
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 tum to the NGA for 
support of the major program and reform principles included in his legislation and for 
support for an early Congressional markup based on that legislation. 

While there are numerous other reform proposals that also incorporate some of the 
principles suppor:ted 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 early conference call between the two· of you 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. 

• 	 . Individual calls from you to the other Governors on the Welfare Leadership· T earn to 
determine if they are comfortable with the stnitegy agreed upon in the conference call. 

• 	 Follow up with the Administration on any remaining issues that would be critical to 
endorsement. 

• 	 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 Administration, 
the broad principles in the President's that appear compatible with NGA policy include: 

• 	 Welfare as a transition to self-sufficiency 
• 	 . Special programs for those not yet ready for employment or training 
• 	 Time limited cash assistance, including education and training to help prepare for 

work 
• 	 Long term assistance based on work 
• 	 Improved child care and Earned Income Tax Credits for low income worklng 

families 
• 	 Enhanced interstate child support enforcement 
• 	 Expanded programs to encourage family stabili~ and limit teen pregnancy 
• 	 Increased, state flexibility in program design 
• 	 Improved coordination between AFDC and Food Stamps 
• 	 'Enhanced federal financing, including lower matching rates 

It is our further understanding that the Administration's proposal will address the 
following state concerns highlighted during the discussions with the President's Working 
Group. 

• 	 Option to defer a limited percent ofadditional 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 recipients in WORK 
• 	 Clearer requirements for federal agencies to coordinate their education and training 

programs and flexibility for Governors 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 
• 	 Authority for the advanced payment of the EITC 
• 	 Option to extend assistance to two parent families 
• 	 Continuation of 1115 waiver authority 
• 	 Recognition of that final implementation dates will need t<? reflect realistic lead time 

for systems development and state legislative action 
• 	 Recognition that performance targets must reflect achievable goals and provide 

exceptions for conditions such as high unemployment and natural disasters that we 
beyond the control of the states . 
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Other issues that the Administration has yet to address include the following that were 
identified as concerns to a nwnber of states. The legislation likely will still include: 

• 	 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 Care Development 
Block Grant requirement that family and. informal force day care provider meet 
rninimwn state detennined health and safety requirements, including training in health. 
and safety issues . 

• 	 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) 

• 	 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 rMke 
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 will likely affect any comments 
that the NGA may wish to make on financing. 

There are a nwnber 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 will be in touch with your staff shortly to see if you are agreeable to an early conference 
call. As noted above, this call should focus on overall strategy and a detennination as to 
how to proceed in regard to those issues that appear to be unresolved. If possible, it would 
be helpful for your staff and me to be included in that call. 

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

/' 
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AITACHMENT I 


National Governors' Association 
Summary of Major Welfare Reform Principles 

The Administration's proposal appears to incorporate the following principles endorsed by 
the Governors in 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 families with 
children should be available for a time limited period .... " 

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 ~ufficient." . 

A Contract of Mutual Responsibility - "Welfare benefits should be based on a social 
contract that sets forth the responsibilities and obligations of both the recipients and 
government.. ..Receipt of 'assistance during this period should be conditioned upon 
compliance with the social contract." .I" 

"States should be granted broad flexibility in defining the components of the social 
compact, including requirements to begin work before the maximum time is exhausted." 

Assistance for Those Unable to Work - "The ongoing financial 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 training programs, complete 
treatment for substance abuse or other physical or mental impairment, 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 se~ce placement is 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 grant, and 
volunteering in community service work." 

.4 



"Community service opportunities should be developed and managed through the existing 
infrastructure at the federal, state, county, and locallevel.'? . 

An Equitable Federal Role in Financing - "The national program should be financed to 
ensure full federal funding of any mandates. arid should not result in new costs or a shift of 
federal costs to states, counties, and localities. 

"The federal government must recognize its responsibility to provide for the long-tenn 
needs of children and of persons who are physically or mentally disabled." . 

"Efficiently managed programs require new technology and traiiting. The federal 
government must maintain its level of investment in this necessary infrastructure in order 
to achieve welfare refonn." , 

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 the frequency of payments 
should be preserved." 

Child Care - "The federal government should fonnulate a child care financial support 
policy that applies to all Americans." 

"In addition, the federal government should lift regulatory 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 various 
evaluation measures to be used in heu of control groups. " 

Support for Two Parent Families and Working Families Below the Poverty Line ­
"Eliminate the IOO-hour rule .... extend eligibility to all families with children .... expanding 
the earned 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 

• Better Coordin3.tion Between AFDC and Food Stamps 
• Expanded Services to Prevent Dependency 
• Expanded Services to Support Families that Work 

5 
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STATES ARE LEADING WAY IN REFOR.\flNG WELFARE 
By Evan Bayh 

Governor of Indiana 

INDIA..I~APOLIS - 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 dramatically altering welfare. This bipattisan support reflects a growing consensus 
that public assistance brings with it obiigations as well as benefits. The consensus reflects the 
Democratic principles stated by Franklin Delano Roosevelt neatly 60 years ago when our nation 
was faced with the challenges that gave rise to our current system of welfare. 

In confronting those challenges, FDR stated, • 'That it is common sense to take a method 
and try 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 try something new. 
The states have led the way in moving toward a new generation of public assistance 

programs that stress personal responsibility and work. 
In Georgia, Gov.. Zeu 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 to limit benefits to recipients who have 
additional children after two years on welfare. 

In Vermont, under Gov. Howard Dean's leadership, the state has gained federal approval 
of a program that includes participation in subsidized empfoyment. allows more two-parent 
families to 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 selVice. 

Gov. Barbara Roberts in Oregon and Gov. Roy Romer in Colorado also' have initiated 
programs to 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 contract stipulates that the level of benefits set at the beginning will not change if a mother 
on welfare has additional children and that welfare benefits will be limited to two years for 
recipients with access to education and job training. . 

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

Welfare recipients will benefit because their paychecks will be 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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I 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 to succeed. Universal health coverage will 
remove a barrier that has prevented countless welfare recipients from obtaining work. 

\Vith 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 watched many people in Indiana travel. " 

Lynette Farrell can tell one of those success stories. Lynette is a single 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 jQbs after receiving education and training. 

Those swries 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 welfare to 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. 
Our efforts to reform the system, which has served us but not served us wen 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 
col1ectively to confront the educational, economic and environmental challenges of the 21st 
century tarnish the shine of democracy whose brilliance beckons the world.' 

=:;:;;::;::::;======::::: 

Evan Bayh, serving his second term as governor of Indiana, is the 1994 chairman of the 
Democratic Governors' Association. 
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MEMORANDUM GJL-.sf,..{u 
To: Bruce Reed 

Fr: Tim Fong 

Re: State Waiver Requests to BBS 


and New York Times article 

• The article "In a 901s War on Poverty, Who Hands Out Money?" focuses on the "Tammany Hall" aspect of 
community development and non-profits as illustrated by Ramon Velez, "poverty barron" of the South Bronx. 
This comparison between CDCs with "Tammany Hall" was made several times during the Fannie Mae Housing 
Conference. 

The following summaries were drawn from Center for Law and Social PoJicyResearch 

Arkansas 
Submitted: January 14, 1993 

• provide no grant increase for a newborn; 

In selected demonstration counties: 
• require participation in JOBS education 
• provide specialized counseling regarding family planning to teenagers, particularly AFDC recipients 

Illinois 
Relocation to Illinois Project 

Submitted: October 6, 1992 


• require AFDC recipients from other states receive the same level of grant (if a lower payment) from previous 
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 
• Community Service Corp to require individuals to participate for twenty hours a week in community activities 

:,.. --+ • AFDC grants, up to $305, wiD be diverted to employers as wage subsidies 
. • assistance in attaining full-time employment . 

f7t.... --t • individuals with choice of more generous six-month plan and less generous twelve month plan 
\..y • honor roll students receive monetary incentives 

• high school seniors receive graduation bonus 
• incomes of high school tutors will be exempted 

Iowa 
Submitted: April 27, 1993 

We received a more detailed description of the full plan from Bob Freedman. The welfare components for 
which waivers have been sought are in three areas: transition to work, family stability, and responsibility. 

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



• working stepparents not in AFDC unit would be eligible for child care deductions 
• for individuals with 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 
• for AFDC and food stamp eligibJity, disregards interest 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 
• transitional child care extended from 12 to 24 months 
• stepparents eligible for same work deductions as parent 
• eligibility 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 
• families must enter into agreement outlining self-sufficiency plan; agreement will make services available 
(JOBS participation, employment, job search, unpaid community service, others) 

Also seeks additional waivers: 
• eliminate cap on JOBS match 
• waive JOBS targeting and participation rate requirements 
• require JOBS participation by those under sanction 
• waive limits on job search and reqUirement to grant good cause 
• determine appropraite penalties for failing to sign FIA 
• waivers of confidentiaJity requirements 
• both parents subject to work and training requirements to receive AFDC-UP 
• families migrating into Iowa subject to lesser of two state grants for 12 months 

Massachusetts 
Submitted: January 14, 1993 

• require JOBS participants 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 benefits to household where primary income person: 
• is 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'sgrant level 
or maximum aid level available in previous state 

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

• include private/non-profit businesses as potential employers 
• eliminate AFDC benefits for entire family when sanctioning uncooperative clients 



Oklahoma 
Learnfare 
Submitted: December 1992 

• lower age for mandated JOBS participation to 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 pe~ormance levels 

Actions: 

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

• 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 to Mississippi, which is requesting federal guidance on 
welfare waivers 
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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 conferees 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 dismantling the critical safety net for children and 
their families. 

2. 	 The bill places foster care administration and training int~ ablock grant. 'rhese' funds provide" baSIC services'to our mosfvulrierable 
children. If administration and training do not remain an individual entitlement, our agencies will not have sufficient funds to provide 
the necessary child protective services, thereby placing more children at risk. 

3. 	 The eligibility 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, particularly to older 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 lower 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 school. Children's educational success is essential 
to the economic well·being of our nation's local communities. 

6. 	 The implementation dates and transition periods are inadequate to make the changes necessary to comply with the legislation. We 
suggest delaying them until the next fiscal year. 

As the level of government closest to the people, local elected officials understand the importance of reforming the welfare system. However, 
the welfare reform conference agreement would shift costs and liabilities and create new unfunded mandates for local governments, as well 
as penalize low income families. Such abill, in combination with federal cuts and increased demands for services, will leave local governments 
with two options: 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, 

~~. ff'~ 
Gregory S. Lashutka' . . Douglas R. Bovin .' Norman B. Rice. .­
President President President 
National League of Cities National Association of Counties The United States Conference of Mayors 
Mayor, Columbus, Ohio Commissioner, Delta County, Michigan Mayor, Seattle, Washington 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Governor Dean 
Governor Thompson 
Governor Engler 
Governor Carper . , 

From: Ray Scheppach . ' . 
Re: Discussion of Options for Bipaitisan Senate Welfare Reform' Packag~ 

I believe that we ne.ed to begin discussing options for a bipartisan Senate welfare reform package 
that NGA co.uld 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.) Mysen~e 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 bill. 
(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 drafted for discussion 
purposes. A more detailed.outline of the proposal and a draft letter that could go to the Hill are 
attached. I would like to arrange a conference call soon for us to discuss this proposal ~md draft 
letter. 

, I have not included in the draft proposal or le~er any discussion of the food stamp, child support 
or child nutrition titles of the House .billbut have' focused primarily 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 primarily by the Senate's overall budget 
decisions. 



Problems with tbe House bill and the outlook for Senate action 

. Governors have raised three main concerns with the cash assistance, child pr:otection, 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 
Governors strongly oppose ending federal match for the individual entitlement to cash assistance, 
child protection, or child care services. I 

. 	 .... l 

States seem most concerned about their ability tinder the House bill to meet increased need for ' 
certain services or to make up-front investments in welfare reform. For example, 
• 	 States experiencing economic downturns will have sudden increases in the need for 


temporary cash assistance to children. 

• 	 States transforming thei~ existing income maintenance programs to work-based aid 


programs will need to make up~front investments in job cre~tion, job placement, training,' 

anlchild care for those in work activities. 


• 	 States. with shortages ofaffordable child care will need to expand child care aid to low­

income working families so that they can continue to work and avoid entering t~e 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 

conti,nue to protect abused and neglected children by intervening,on their behalf. 


Under block grants there would be no federal match av~ilable for increased state spending above 
current levels. States with high population growth are also concerned about structural growth in ' 
welfare case loads; H.R. 4 has only a small annual adjustment in the cash assistance title for 
pppulation growth ($100 million annually or six-tenths of a percent of the total block). Census 
data show that the number of low income families with children grew by 26% between 1988 and 
1993 (the most recent year for which, data is available) 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 entitleme!1t'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 refoml bill with greater 
funding and with fewer eligibility restrictions than the House bill. In particular the Senate does 
not seem likely to enact a ban on aid to 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 asthe 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 S~nate 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, 

. child care, and child ~elfare. Committee members have expressed 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 tum 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 (~uring the recent comminee 

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 related to problems with their 
child welfare systems). 

Discussion option for possible .bipartisan Senate bill 

The Senate has not yet developed any bipartisan alternatives to the House bill. This presents 
NGA ~ith 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 
inv~stmentS in welfare reform. . , 

NGA staff have drafted the following discussion proposal. 

The proposal 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 fiscal 1994 or the average of fiscaf 1992-94 federal spending levels with 
adjustments for population gr~wth, and states would 'be allowed to transfer 20% of funds betWeen . 	 . . . 

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

The proposal would also create access to a state option contingency fund beyond the block 
grants for states to draw down and use for the same pUl1loses as the three block grants. Examples 
of the ways in which states might"use these matching funds are:-' 
.' . States experiencing economic downturns could use the funds to meet increased need for cash 

.assistance aid to families with children. 
• 	 States that need to make up-front investments in expanded welfare-to-work programs could 

draw on the funds for job creation, job' placement, training,. and child care needs of 
participants. 

•. 	 States that want toexpand child care to the working poor could draw on the fedelfll matching 
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 needs .. 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 aggregate on t~e three blOCk grant activities as much as they spent in fiscal 
1994. (For example, a state may be spending less on cash assisq:mce but could still be 



maintaining its fiscal, 1994 level of effort if ~tate 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 t~ree block grants unless it was experiencing a substantial increase in 
unemployment. . 

This concept'is similar to the federal rainy day fund proposed for cash assistance in times of 
recession. There are a number of advantages.. however, to having federal matching funds 
avai!able for a broader array of needs: 

• 	 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 complicated and rigid, defeating a key purpose of 
welfare reform. 

• 	 It echoes the flexibiiity 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 toavoid 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. 

• 	 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 

,gnlnt 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 this proposal would cost more than 
the· House bin, 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 woulddraw 
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, Governors could 
argue that it is only fair that the federal government share in these costs so that these pr<:>grams 
can continue to play the countercyclical role they have played in the past. 

Furthermore, the option 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. CBQ would 
probabiy estimate that states draw down from the state option coritingency no more than 15% of 
total federal spending on the three block grants. because CBO's baseline does not predict an 
economic downturn over the next five years, ' 



DRAF.f -. For comment only 

Dear: 

We ~rewriting to offe~ the recommendations of the National Governo~s' Association for Senate legislation 
to reform the welfare system. 

, 	 ­
The Governors believe Congress has at this moment an enoqnous opportunity to restructure the federal-state 
relationship. The Governors urge Congress to take advantage of this opportunity both to examine the 
allocation ofresponsibiFties 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 preside'nt to provide needed flexibility for states, not as a: ' 
primary means to reduce the federal budget deficit. 

The Governors have not yet reached consensus on whether cash and other e~titlement assistance s,hould 
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 fe4eral waivers. 

Ifthe Senate Finance Committee proceeds at least 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 block grants with a state option contingency fund 

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 include 
all existing federal discretio~arY 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 entitlements to states. (This is in contrast to H.R.4 which makes funding for the 
child care block grant subject to the appropriations process.) 

,The Governors would Support; setting the state allotments for these block grants at the higher of fiscal 1994 
or the average of fiscal 1992-94 federal spend ing levels. Total federal spending for each block 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 savings for f~tu're use o~ the 

. programs. No s'tate match or maintenance of effort should be required. 	 ' 

For a number of Governors, the flexibility to transfer funds between biock 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 ~ash assistance, welfare-to-work, child welfare, or child care 
programs. For example­

'. 	 States experiencing economic downturns will find sudden sharp increas~s in the need for 

temporary cash assistance to children. 
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• 	 States,transfonning 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. 

• 	 ,States wi~ 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 system to be successful, it is essential that Governors 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 maintain their fiscal 
1994 spending in these areas. 

, These funds could be spent only on the same activities described in each state's approyed 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 aggregate 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 it was experiencing 
a substantial increase in unemployment. ' 

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

• 	 It keeps theoverall.'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 lip~front investments in work-based welfare refonn, shortages of 
affordable child care-with different funding mechanisms for each one would make the system overly 

'complicated and rigid, defeating a key purpose ofwelfare refonn .. 

• 	 It echoes the flexibility of the block grant structure, with its transferability offunds, 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 ~he 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 the,ir 
parents. ' 	 ' ' 

• 	 It gives states an incentive to maintain levels ofeffort without mandating it. We recognize that a 
number of Senators believe states should 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 mairitenance of effort or match but 
gives states an incentivt;l to maintain their level of effort in order to gain access to additional federal 
support for meeting additional needs. 

The Governors believe that this combination of block grants and a state option contingency fund could fonn 
the basis for a new federal-state partnership that is flexible and responsive t9 the needs of low-income 
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families with children. At the same time it would give the federal government immediate budget savings 
and much more'certainty about future welfare spending than exists under the current system. 

We also have rec.ommendations 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, accountability for block grant funds, aid to 
legal aliens and the disabled, and implementation timeframes. 

RestrictiOns on aid. Although the Governors recognize the legitimate interest of the federal government 'in 
setting broad program goais 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 themselves. 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 children of 
recipients should be left to the states . 

. Work requirements. Similarly, while Governors 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· 
prodlJctive 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: {fthe federal government . 
imposes rigid work standards on state programs, such standards could prove self-defeating by foreclosing 
some possibilities, such as volunteering in the community, that c~n be stepping stones to full-time, private 

. sector jobs. Overly rigid federal work standards also inevitably raise difficult issues about the cost and 
feasibility of creating a large number of public jo~s, 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, including hours of work by former recipients during the first three months after leaving welfare. It is 
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 believe 
.that it is reasonable to require that at least halfof a state's participation rate consist of individuals engaged 
in work activities strictly defined, "Yith 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 workonly part-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. Inparti~ular, the Governors do not think it is reasonable to mandate 35 hours ofwork a week. 

Accountability in block grant programs. We believe that· block grarits should include Ii clear statement of 
purpose, including mutually agre,ed-upon goals for the block grant and the measures that will be used to 
judge the effectiveness of the block 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 requireme'nts not be written into federal law but be mutually 
agreed upon through a process involving Congress, the administration, and ourselves. 

Federal aid to legal noncitizens and the disabled. The Goven:tors oppose the wholesale elimination of 
federal services to legal noncitizens . .Even if Senate legislatio~ 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 prc;>vide services to the legal ,noncitizens to the same • 
extent as the general, population. Policy adopted by the Governors clearly states that since the fede:t:al 
governmenthas exclusive jurisdiction over our nation's immigration policy, all costs r~sulting from 
immigration policy ·should be paid by the federal government. . Ending the eligibility of legal noncitizens for 
key federal safety net programs would' move the fe~eral government in tQe, opposite direction, and would' 
shift substantial costs to states. '. 

The Governors recognize that the federal Supplemental Security Income (SSI) p~ograln is growing at an 
unacceptable rate, and that serious problems exist reg~ding the definition and diagnosis of disablIities. Our 
first preference is for Congre~s to wait for the report ofthe 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 toaddress identified problems while maintaining needed federal aid to disabled 
children and adults. If changes in SSI are enacted that d,eny benefits to hundreds of thousands of families 
and children, the result may be a sharp increase in the need for. aid from the I)ew cash assistance block grant 
ata time wh~m those funds would be capped~ . 

Implementation. Governors ask the 'Senate to recognize that mo~irig to a block gra~t 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 withQraw from their waivers and be held harinles~ for any costs measured by cost neutrality 
provisions. Savings.fromindividualstate'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 matchto an agreed upon 
amount of waiver savings;' Legislative language cOQverting AFDC to a block grant should not terminate 
these agreements and thereby preclude states from. drawing down th~ b~lance of previously negotiated. 
amounts. '. 

Iinplement~tio~ of block grants wouldals'o pose enormous difficulties for stateinforritation sy'stems, and we 
are concerned th~t there may not be sumci~mt funding or lead time ,to allow states to update these systems as 
necessary'to implemenHhe legislation. While slates that are ready should be able to implement any new 
block grants as soon as possible, other states ~hould be allowed at least one year after enactment to 
implement the new programs. We also believe that a consultative process between Governors~ Congress 
and the administration would be necessary to ensure tlia~the transition to a block grant system is made in an 

· orderly way and that children:s needs continue to be metduring the transition:. 
" . 

· We believe that adoption of these recommendations w~uld Significantly impr.ove the feasibility of a block 
· grant-based welfare system. We thank you for your consideration of our views and look forward to working 
togetheron welfare reform. ' 
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. . 	 . . 
• 	 States with high popula.tion growth will face increaSed need for cash be!lefits, child care, and child 

welfare services. . . '. . . 

• 	 States' experiencing ~onomic downturns wili find suddenincfeaSes in die.~eed for temporary cash 
assistance .to childr~n. 

• 	 States transfoiming their existing income maintenance programs·to wock-based.aid.programs will 
need to mike up-front investmentS in job creation, job phicement. job muning. and child care. 

• 	 States with sbonagesof affordable child care will need to expand child care aid to low·income 
working families so tha~ .they can contiQue to work and avoid entering the:welfare S)IStem.,. 

• <~ 	 '-..' 

. A state sueceS:Sfu'l' Jmpl~merilation ,of a. bloCk :rant~.,ased welfa:!e 
.. sys~~by, am()"",t ofadditiollal fed~rafsJp~it "i,{meer these :needs . 

. 	 . ..' . . .., ":'ly 8.cce~s 
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We would aJso like. to suggest several technical changes to the bill. . The Finance Commiuee bill 
inadvertently applied Title r s five-year limit on assistance and ihe work requirements to ceftain groups for . 

. whom such restrictions are not appropriate. These groups inc;ludewelfare cases where. only children are 
receiving aid, cases where a relative such as a grandparent is caring for the child, families where the parenl . 
is totally and permanently disabled~ and working families who are receiving no welfare at all but only C;hild 
Care assistance. We would like to work with ~ou to ensure that in the final bill these groups are excluded 
from work requirements and from me five-year limit on aid. 

. I . Finally. we. ask that there be a penalty-free window of time for states to implement any new cash assistance 
block gant~.·The block gfcmt wouidneeessitatesweeping changes in state leBislaiion and regul~tions. and in 

... staffi'ng/ c~rripll:tersYstems.and admjnistrati",,'eprocedures. Under the F'!",Uy Self-Sufficiency Act s(ates 
; '·.couid·i~~u~jieniUtiet~f::.·~ell· 9ver 15 percetn of their. block grants in one year..,We are Concerned thar 
. "wi~tf~~·¥ildequal:e:'ir~pJiii1ent~tlo~:timeframe,fre.e of pen~ties. many stateswiU b~ subject'to an immediate 

.or ,anli.:i6ltandi(loss:9fbl(iCk granffunds. Werecoirunend. therefore. that' anypen'aities within Title i. be: 
. sUspK.ncied~io~:~eritst year, afieqhe)ssuanc~ of finaJ regulaEions by HHS. ''',.. .. . . : ". :.­

.... ....., ", ' '" .: .. :' '. .... 
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;;,. . . ,: .. ' . '.. :"":i~~:,i::::C~':':':1 '.: 
:·,,·;;~'::Sipcerely....> . (:.. ..·\;;~.·.i;.'~.~f..· ..:,.:.~.;;..:.;.~.,;;·..~;,:.....,'~.. '.,. ·'<'I.··.l.~:£~4'~,! ,'z- ,:..¥< :__ .: ....~"'" ,....;.~\~<"1~:.:-~."'.. c: :' _, ... ~'~. _/~, ~__ "" __ _ 

.. : " .' 
;,rH/, ;:·,:·:·'·"Y.f~'~I'~:;:')·)c:~~;41..;, " ..- ,,),'. '"",..UJ~(~~-;t~ . 

... '~,': !j.r, ":~:-: ,. :,.,:,,;"::';~i)t~ ~:~~~" '.. .' '.. . ."'" ,,, ... '.. . 
, . 1,''-, . L'~~: ",:",·.:~aymo~.p:'Sc:heppac~. , . '.; .william;'P~und.'.:· '... 
" .' ... ", .',:."/~~l:ExeC~liveDite~tor.: ': . ." . " .. ' Exec~ti\i~·bi~~~[or·,. ,,". . 

: .' National 'Conference of. Slale L(;gislatutes '.'.'::<:'.;"Nat'iori~'06ye~ors' As~ociation:' 
. f..' .. 

• "~l '"' ~", ••,"';' ."' ;<'h';.~.ii:fr>~:~, ."~ 
, .•.:: ' 

';. ~, -." . \. '.' '.'. t • , 

'-.. -1 ,..." ~'., 

~r:~~\~.i~::~;:,~',;:::'f '\.' ./.:~);..i::.: ~.~ ::~:. :.-.':,,:. 

.. ~~. ~J~,~\~.)~tJit ~d?'Pfio~~t ,~h~se recommendalions ...,o~ld. si~jfic~rHly i.~~oye the feaSibility of. a bl~.k.· 
.:f;~;:~~d> :Jil;:::'Zl~P!:y:ffit.~ank>:Ou for ypur ~~n~Jdera~~on of,?ur. Yle~s 

t~{~.;~,~..~.·..,.~.:,.·.~*...:::,...:.t... .;:..:....j.,:.~,..~~.....,. 
:-~. " 

...<.r;~'.'" "".;;.·~r, .:.:~:::'~'~.'~<':::';: 

:':/):' j .~. ~.~ .: .. . . AI-~l1' ',:t.~. 
.,.. ~.~ ".~' . " 

'~A. Sidney Johns n III.. ..' , .. ' .' 
,.;~;~~·~x~cuti~e: Direcror·.> :.""". ':~~~:~:i:,,~J:C~i:i':: 

:. ·,>:,'Americ~'n'~P~bJ'ic"W~lfare Ass~ci~tr~ri;· ::~~~:,<!::;:< '.' . .' ~ - .' .", ' 

",' '. ~' 

'j .. 

~ ';',1, .•• 

'." ',', ~.•> ~ 

", ,...,.. ',.~. ,~ . 
'..' '. :., . 

....., .. '. 
" ..... 

, . 



I 

, 
P.02/07MRY-16-1995 13:12 IGR 

., t 

I 	 , 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SENATE WELFARE BILL 

The National Governors' Association appreciates the invitation to provide suggestions for an outc()me-based 
performance measurement system as part of a welfare-te-work cash assistance blo~k Brain that Senator 
Packwood is drafting. We also have taken this opportuility to provide recommel1datiQns Oil se\'eraJ other 
areas of interest or concern to GOvernors. Our comments at this time: ate necessarily limited until we have 
further knowledge of the specifics of Senator Packwood's proposal and hav.e seen the legislative language, 
and ShCiuld not be interpreted as NGA support or opposition for the overall bill. We off~r 1hese comlnents 
simply as a staning point for further discussions. 

I. Out4;ome-Based Performanl;e MeasurmentSYSIem 

The National Governors' Association policy on block grants recognizes the national interest in reducing 
teenage pregnancy, increasing parental respocsibility and requIring we Ifare-te-work. Ally outcome-based 
perfonTlance system crea.ted by the bill should reflect the5e three primary goals and allow room for states to 
set additional goals that'thcy dccnl are appropriate. We have not had an oppc:ll'tunity. to have a broad 
discussion among Governors on the specifics of an outcome-based performance meaSUrC111ent system. so 
these suggestions should be viewed as staff recommendations only. 

In order to d~velop an outcome-based performance measurement system that is reasol1able and equitable, staff 
reCommend tile following principles~ . 

• 	 Policy goals alld accompanying performsl~cc measures and standards ShOllld be viewed as a perfOrll1anCe 
management tool. not as the basis for levying sanctions or penalties. A state's failure to !ncet its 
performance standards for two consecutive years would result in a federal review and technical 
assistance. 

• 	 Governors should only be required to ~,tilize peifonnance me<lsures for which data sources are available 
ill their state. Since the <Ivai lability and reliability of dala sources varies across states. eac;h state should 
be able to set its own performance measures and standards for determining progress toward eachpolic)' 
goal. Federal assistance should be available to states for devclopina the l.Inemployment insuranee wage 
reporting. data base as a sOl1rce of key labor ma.rket outcome data.. 

• 	 There must be a process for making the transition to an outcome-based system. 11'\ pa.rticular states will 
need time and reSOlJrc;es to retool their management information systems. This process should be 
deterinined in cOllsuitation with a bipartisan group of Governors and members of the Finance Committee. 

• 	 Slates Sllould have the oppOrtunily 10 set outcome-based policy goals. measures and standards across 
block grants! witll the measures and s\andards developed for welfare being c0l15istent and complementary 
wilh those developed for other federal programs. such as child care, child S\lPPOi't. cducatioll, workforce 
and h~al[h care programs. The Finance COlTlmincc could make this easier by at least developing 11 unified 
outcome-based performance sY$tem for the block granrs or programs .included in its welfare reform bill. 

" • 	 After several years of state c.xpcriencc in erealing 8. new out~omc-based perfonnancc system. an 
indepcmdcnt body. in consultation ..... ith Governors, should eonduct a review of the out~me-b&Sed system 
and provide recoll'lm~l1d~tions to COI1~ress prior to the expiration of the legislation. 
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We recommend that the federal statute create B.1l outeonle-based performance measurement sy.uerl'l where the 
legisla'tion specifies severa.l key desired policy Boals for 'the welfare system and states choose the outcome­
based performance mC8,iur¢S and standards that they would use to measure prog;ess toward those goals and to 
set performance expectations. States would describe in their state plan a.ny additional state policy goals for 
the system, the out,"ome measures tlley plan to use for each federal policy goal and each State policy goal. tnc 
baselin; for eacb of these measures and the progress they expect to .a~hjeve in each nrea based on expected 
c:lcenomio and social eOI\dillons an'd the [evel of federal investment. 

The federal policy goals for the system should focu.s notjusl on welfare recipients b\lt more broadly on those 
at risk for depei1dence on welfare so as to recosniJ:e state effOM!l to address the root causes of' welfare 
dependence. In this reglU'd, we would weleonle the opportunity to discuss with you how the cash assistance 
block grant might 'be crafted so as to allow some limited use ofbloek grant fUllds for school-wide or 
cori'fmunity wide preventative it\itiatives. or initiatIves that provide assimulI;e through means other than cash. 
s\oIi:h as $\.Ibeldized public or private sector jobs. 

Outcpme ]; Teena;crs delay (;hildbcaring \,Inti I they are adultS and married. 

Outcome A: .Welfare reeipiel\ts become employed and increase e·amin~. 

Qutcome 3:· Low-income parentS nc~d welfare les-s due to strengthened f&tnilics. increased employability arid 
earnings, increased child support coll~ctions, and greater access to work supports, such as the E1TC. 

.,n. State Option CODungenc:y Fund 

If the Senate p.'oceeds. at least in part. with a block grant approach for welfare reform. it is critical· that the 
Ic-gislation be struIOtured to give 5tates th~ ne",ibility ROO federal support n~c:lded to make a work-based welfare 
block grBnt system successful. The nexibility to transfer funds between block crants and carry forward 
savings al'~ esselltiat. Howelfer. Inany stales will confront the need to make additional investments in cash 

• 
I 
I 

assiscance, welfare-to-work. orch.Hdcare pro!:-rams. This may be dlleto economic ddwntums. population 
I 	

gro\l\,1h. child c;;are shortages or a lleed to make up-front investments in job creation. job placement. etc .. ss 

states move to work-b~sed aid prot;rams. One way to achiove the additional flexibility needed is to cre~te a 

Iltate option contingency fund with federal matching funds that would be available to stales that mailltaio 

theirfisc.al 1994 spending in these an:as. Under the stat~ I;;ontingenoy fund. 


• 	 f"'nds can only be spent on the sam!.: activities described in each state's approved plans for the bIOi:k. 
grants created'il) the Senate bill. . . 

• 	 a5taie must, in the preceding year. maintain an asgreSite level of state spending across 'he blol;k grants 
that equals that state's aggregate level of spending on these activities in fiscal 1994 in order to have :r 
access tosu'pplemel1tal federal funds al the Medicaid ma.tch rate. 

• 	 federal15pending on these supplemental funds would be effectively Iimite(f by capping the amountea~h 
Stale could draw down. unless the state experienced !I. serious economic downturn with an unemployment 
rate in any quaner at least 25% higher Ulan at least one of the Isst two years. The cap should be 
determined in ~ol).sultatjoJl wieh a bipllrti!llIJ1 group of Governors and members of the.Finance Comminee; 
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• 	 contingency funds lefruJ1clsimeQ at 'he end of II fiscal year should be available for redistribu.tion to states 

that wish to match them in the two subsequent fis¢al years. 


This concept is similar to the federal rainy da:y loan fund proposed for cash assistance ill times of rel:ession, 

~owevel', there are compelling reasons for creating access to federal matching funds for a broader array (If 

childrcn;s' needs rather 'than a more narrowly·foeused fund that can be used only for cash assistllnce: 


• 	 Itk.eeps the overall system simple while simultantously offering One soltatlon to a range of different 

st:lte needs. Addn:ssing many different needs. such as increased numbers of unemployed families during' 

rcccsliions, the need for up-front investments in ' ....ork·based welfare reform, shortages. of affordable child 

eare. with different funding mechanisms for each one would make the system overly complicated and 

rigid. defeating a key purpose of welfare reforrn .. 


• 	 It glYes states an ineeDt;ve to maintain leveb of effort Mtholtt mandating i1. Many believe states 

should maintain existing spending to qualify for welfare blook grant funds. At the saine time. states 

should be able to reap the benefits of savings they achieve through the new flexibility given' to then, in: 

block grantS by investing those savings in other services to children. TIlis proposal docs not require a 

maintenance of effort or match but gives sta.tes an incentive to maintain their level of effort in order to . 

gaIn access to additional federal support for meeting additional needs. 


A cOh;bination of block gl1!!fltS and a state' optionconiingency fund could form th,e basis for anew federal­

state pal"mership that is flexible and responsive to the needs of low-income families with children. At thl! 


. same ti!n~ it would give the federal govemment immediate budget savings and nllleh nlore eertaimy about 

future welfare,spending tluin exists under the c;~\mmt system. 


Ill. 	Cblld Care Block Crant 

Tile 	policy of the National Governors' Association on child care urges Congress to mov.e toward a Iilors! 
seamless system htcoJl)orating all of the federal child care programs_, While existing. federal cbild care 

.. pr08talTiS faJ! witllin the jurisdiction of tWO committees-Finance.. and Labor' and Human Resourc:e~if 
.. COI1Si'ess moves toward block crantin I:- rhr: enlitlellle:n! chi Id care programs then the Oovernors suppon a 

~·i"gle..pexlhle blotk gram for child ~'(1rC!. This block grant should be 8n enfi,lemBnt \.0 stat!;S incorporating 
programs under the jurisdictlon of both ~or"millee~. Ol1e alternative under discussion-incorporating the 
Finance Connninec programs (Titlc IV./\ rsndAt.Risk Child Care) into the cash assistance block grant and 
fO,lding the remainder into rhe:. Child Cure DevelopmeIlt Block Crant---could ITlake it difficult for sta~~s 10 

provide a seamless system of child cnrr:, A single elock grant, with one funding stl'03.J.n and one sel of 
reporting Slid administrative requirements. would make ir easier (or states to provide a eontinuUITi of services 
to poor families and allocate funds to ar~a.s of greatest or emerging need. If Wto separnte child car~ block 
grams begin (0 ITlOve tl1rol.tgh the Senate. we recomil1end that they be merged into a single. flexible block 
~hlnt on the Senate floor_ ,"/" 

IV. 	TrailsferabUlty of Funds AmoD:! Block GrRDI! . 

.	The t1exibility accorded by bloc\.; !;rams enables Governors to design programs I!.nd pOlicies within brQad 

prograrn- areas that address the partitu lar needs and prioritie~ of their states. As states plan how to utilize their· 

fUI,ds. howClver. they mL'ly diSc;'ovcr the nl)cd to intrease lIpcndine, in one an::1.I. (su<;h as <;hild <;are) and reduce 


spending in other areas (such as cil~h as~jstante.) Unfortunately, the blesek grant funding allocations cannot 
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automaticatl), adjuSt for these,ehanSes in ,state policies, forcing states [0 sj'i)end federal.dollars inefJiciently. 
Permitting states to transfer funds between block grain enables states to make adjustments consistent wich 

,their program priorities and avoid wllSteful spendina. WithQut tnn,Sferability•. block grams would 
institutionali,-e exinini state spending patterns that may be inconsistent with a state's intended innovation and 
reform. For these relsotls states should be permitted to tnlRsfer up to 30% of funds berwee!'t the block. grants 
created by the Senatc_ 

.. 

, , 
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RECOMMENDED TECHNICAL OR NO COST CHANGES TO FINANCE COMMITTEE BILL 
(changes noted in strikeout or bold italics; all page references an~ 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, il the block grant includes only AFDC and JOBS funding. 

CHANGE: Revise Sec. 401 and 402 to explicitly include child care for the working poor. 

--po 4, line 14 revise to read "minor children, including cash benefits and child care; 

--po 5, line 16, add a new (iii) 


and 
(iii) provide child care assistance to needy families with no less than 1 minor child. 

ISSUE: . The bill requires that a single state agency administer all of Title 1. 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 d~velopment programs and in those states the welfare agency would not 
administer the welfare-to-work program. 

CHANGE: Strike Sec. 402 (a)(8) by deleting lines 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 
I bill does not exempt them. Typitally 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 thes,e 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(l)(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: 

I __ po 5, line 17 revise to read "require 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 include a parent who has attained the age of18." 

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. 

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

: parent, or families who h'ave received only child care or emergency assistance. 

i --po 27, line 15, revise to read "paragraph (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 example, 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: On p. 11, line 1 revise to read "reproductive medical services" 

ISSUE: The limit on maximum loans has been made here, rather than applying to a loan 
taken out in any single year 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 el:tFlutiati'le amount of any lea:Hs loan 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, line 6 revise to read "individual if during such period the state has knowledge'that 
, such individual " 

i ". 

ISSUE: Penalty for failure to secure cooperation in establishing paternity. 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. 

I . 

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

IThe 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. Additionally, the bill already provides for a separate penalty for a state which has not 


. ' complied substantiaJly with paternity establishment and child support enforcement requirements under 
Title IV-D. 

iCHANGE: Either delete the entire section, Sectipn 403(e)(4)or revise the language to read 

i(page 14, line 12) 


--If the Secretary determines that a State program funded under this part fails to follow established 
procedures to ensure that Ii fumily families receiving assistance under such program cooperates with the 
,State agency administering the State plan approved under Part D-­

2 




I 

'. 

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 IV-D agencies. Many states are moving toward 
privatization of certain functions of their child support enforcement program in an effort to perform 
services more effectively and efficiently. How~ver, current rules make it difficult for these private 
entities, operating under contract with state IV-D agencies, to gain access to needed IRS data, thus 
hampering collection efforts. . .. 

CHANGE: Amend Section 61 03(1)(6)(A)(ii) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to permit disclosure 
of IRS tax return information to private entities operating under con,tract with state and local IV-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 policy 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 pt'acement to count toward meeting the work 
requirements for up to three months per year per family. This would ensure that states can require job 
search at appropriate and regular intervals, such as at the beginning of a welfare spell or as a recipient 
finishes each program component. 
--po 23, line 18-21, revise to read "(or, iH tile case of tile first 4 weeks for which the reeipieHt is required 
under this seetioH to participate iH worle activities/or no more than three months 0/each year, an 
activity described in clause(iii),(iv), or(v) of such section). 

3 
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FOE. IMMEDiATE R~LEASE: 
June 15" 1995 ' 

, FOR' INFORMA nON CONTACT: " 
, Randy Arndt (202) 626 ..3158 

,'City OfficialS Skeptical, Worried About ~pacts ~fWelfare Reform' Legislation; 
"MoSt cities Fear·A~ditiol1al.Local Burdens; Little Consultation, Found in ~~C Survey 

Four out of five city leaders (80 percent) f~ that federial efforts to redesign welfare 

programs ate likely to, shIft' more of the welfare burden onto local communities. They also ate 

, iskeptical that many of, the heralded outcoines of welfare reform will Occtir.' 
I . " ' 


, I ' 


, i Although most cities are not directly invblved in administeri~g welfare programs,' mo're , 
; 

:tha:n 80 p.erce'nt of the cities responding to a survey conducted by the National Leagu~ ofCIties 

said individ~als and 'families on welfare place a major burden or some burden' on local 
, ,I,,,, ", ,', ' ' ' ," ' ',', 
': ~resources: foi services such as ',education, 'emergency assista:rice and public safety. 

. .' .' . 

" " the NtC sLirvey in~luded 105 cities,4,8 with populations abo've 100,000. The survey 

iwas co~ductedjus[ af£er [he House of Representatives completed action 9nwelfare cefonn 

:leglslation (H.'I{. 4) and 'as 'the U.S.Semuewas beginning to dra:fta welfa~e reform bill. ' 

While '20 percent. of the cities said they thought curre'nt welfare ref~rm propowswould 

,achieve lasting improvements, 50 percent doubted' 'that would happeh; Nearly 26 percent felt 

,the proposed changes would encourage and enable individuals and families to better cope for . 
~ " ..:' . " , 

;therrtselves; 38 percent did nql think:that Wbuldoccur.Only 14 percent thought the proposed 
. ; " , ' , , "'" ~ " ' .' , ". . 

. iwelrare reforms would reduce lhe nu'mber of people in pO~eny, while 62 'percent, felt that 
I, . . 

, wou1d not happen., 

. "Genuine w¢lfarereforrri can provide r~l help to people who really need it, and many. ' 
.' . , , "' ~ . 

:of them live in our nation'S cities and towns" said NLC President Carolyn Long Banks,. . . . .' 

,coundlwoman;.at-iargeofAtlanta. '''CitY'leadersthroughout the America ~anttohelp bring
I ' . 

: about reforms to end welfare as we know' it, but that challenge will' not, be'met if on~ lever of 

;g()vemment simply transfers responsibilities, but not resources, to another level o.f government." 

( more) 
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More than half of the cities said there would be unfavorable, impacts resulting from 10! ~ - ' .. . ' , ,,- " . ,.. , ;" . . 
. 'j .' ~ ". . -', - ,': . ' . 

changes that are major ,issueS being considered under current welfare teform' proposals: ' 
. ~ .,'" - . " , . 

: ' • eliminating g~araniees of b'teakfastand lunches for 'needy ,children (85p~icent) 
• 'eliminating toster care er,t~itlenlents for childr~n (82 p~icent) " 

, • reducing Foc,d' Stamp benefits '(77 percent)' ' 
, ! • n~t requiring states to prov,de education or tr~inlng to those 'on welfare (74 percent) , 

• eliminating entitlement 'to AFDC (73 percent) 

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


. . . - , . . . ~ , 

• prohibiting single mothers under age 18 from receiving cash benefits (67 percent), 
• eliminating or 'reducing Supplemen,taT Security Inc6me benefits (66 percent),' ' 
• denying' benefits to children born to parents already receiving welfare (63 pertentj' .. 
• 'curtailing b~nefits to' n~wbo~nsif mothers' alreadY receive child be~efits' (52 ~Tc~nt): ' 
Fewer than one in four citie~{22 p~rcerit)' said .theii~ongressionai'delegation or ,staff h~s " 

'~Orisulted with them about the likely effects of welfare refonn. Although state g~vernments ~e 
f ',' , -, '" ' " " ,', " 

designaredto assUme responsibility for welfare p'rograms underH.R. 4, only 14 percent of the 
l. . ' . 

" cities said their stare government' has: consulted with them' about welfare issues. ' ,; 

, "We believe l~al governments mus,t have an,opportunity to w~rk'with Congress,and ttie 
. '. " . ~~ , .~. " 

'~ktes to design 'and'carry our prognlms that can be tailored to the needs of the lc:ic'al, 
, , ' 

"community,'; s31d Banks. "We earnestfyhope 'the Senate will inClude.this role for cities ... 
I ' ' '" 

,'i " When cities were asked to select three issu'e~ of most concern to them if they could, 

~dvise'COh'greSS on welfare reform', the top iss~es seiected from a list a major chariges were:' . 

• eliminating entitlement t6 AFDC (49 percent) -' ' , 
• not requiring, states to provide education or training to those on welfare (31 perce'nt)· 
• not guaranteeing child <:,are for parents' required to work (30 perce~t) , ' 


~he next three issues,each menti()n~, by 25 pen~~ni of respondents, were: 


, ,:' ' • recIucit:tg, Food Stamp be~etits ' 

.. elim'inating guarantees of breakfast ~d lun'ches for needy children ' 

,. elimina~ng foster care entitleinentsfo~ children ' 


• City .leaders 'bro~dly' supported three goal~' of p;opos~ 'welfare ~efortns, evert though' 


rhanyalso exp~essed doubts that the objectives Of work requirments would be realized. ,They 


~nticipah:~d, favorable jmpactsas an intended 'outcome of:) 

i ' " . 

" I • improving child suppon enforcemen[ (82 percent.) , 
'. ;6quirin'g 50 pe~centof single parents on welfare to obtain jops by',2003 (64 percent) ,. 

, • requiring unmarried teenage parents to live at hpme uhtil age 18 (43 percent) 
. . ,"'. 
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Comparing responses about wbrk incentives to the outlook for available jobs illustiates 


t~e misgivings of city leaders. While 37 percerit agreed that current welfare reform proposals 

r , 

:wQuld provide work incentives for welfare recipients In their cities, 27 percent disag'reed with 

tp'at assumptiOn,and others were unsure. When asked whether there would be sufficient job 

qpportunitles inth'eir communiry to employ welfare recipients required to find work. only 31 
, ! 

percent felt the jobs Were available, while 40 percent did not think sufficient job opp'orrunities
I ' , 

existed, and 29 percent were unsure . 

.. Achieving the transition from welfare to work involves eduCation, tralning and support 

services that will enable working parents to keep a job, II. said Banks. "Solutions that lack a 

realistic employment strategy and essential support services are dead-end strategi~s. They will 
f' '. . 

I,eave families destitute, and they will create 'crushing new social and cost burdens on cities. 


"If work requirement~ are written into'welfare r~foim, the National League of Cities 


believes thatmeasutes to provide affordable child care must alsobepart of the progriuTl," 

, ' 

Banks added. "We would also like to see initiatives that encourage ed~catlon arid training, 'so 
!hat indiyiduals and parents can aspire to employment opportunities beyond minimum-wag"e 

jobs. If Qui: nation 'is serious about m~ving from dependence to real self-sufficiency, thi1t's'the' 

, only way to do .it." 

More city officials were skeptical than optimistic in their expectations for several 
, '. , 

~spects of state-administered, welfare programs. Twenty-six percent felt their state would do a 


$oOd job of designing welfare programs, 35 percent disagreed, and 36 percent weren't sure. 


,Twenty-two percent felt their state would do a good job of allocating welfare fundin~ equitably I, ' 


;38petcent disagreed, and 37 percent weren't sure. Seventeen percent felt their state would do 

I, . : . . ," 

;a goodjOb of working with the city in designing programs and allocating funds, 43 percent . 

:disagr~ed. ,and 37 percent weren't sUI'e~ 

, 

I 

When asked how current welfare reform proposals would most likely affect a list of is 
iridicators of community conditions, half or mare of the cities anticipated worsening conditions 

,Ifor seven' of those indicators: health status of children (60 percent), homelessness (58 percent), 
I ' _ 

~poverty (56 percent). child abuse (56 percent) care for special needs children (55 percent), , 

Iservices to legal immigrants (55 petce'nt) , and child care for working ~others (52 percent). 

Fewer than 30 percent anticipated improving conditi<?ns for any of the indicators, ~d '. 

;only in four insta1lces did improved expectations exceed worsening concerns: unerriployment 

;(29-v s.-21 percent), out-of-wedlock births (27-vs.·9 percent), teen pregnancy (23-vs.-l0 

jpercent), and creating more jobs (21-vs.-U percent). 
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Local Ne~s Media Contacts for Inqlliries'Regarding NLC Welfare.Refonn Su~ey 

( .4 listing of sivvey I'fSPOMlInJs wilD slJldthey ciJrJ4 offe, tld4l1l.oMl conittlenlS. ) 
, , 

California: Shauna Clark, Administration, San Bemardino. 909/384-5122 
Brian Cahill, Social Services, San Francisco, 4151S57~654t 

Norman LaForce, Mayor,EI Cerrito, 510/526~4362 

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

A.' C.Urias. SantaPaul~. ~OSI525-4478 . ' 


1 •• 

!,Conriecticut: 	 John DeStefano, Mayor, New'Haven, 203/946-8200 

Ramona C6rtes.e,· Welfare. West Hav'eD; 203/937-3565 

:Shirey Martel, Social Service, Plaintied. 203/564-5817 

Charles P. Lennerton, Social S~rvices, Clinton:203IG69-7347 


Florida: 	 Glenda K Hood, Mayor. Orlando, 407/:246-2221. 

Tim Riggs, Social Services, Titusville. tW7/268-6000 


'.. Illinois: 	 Jiichard C. Weis. Mayor'S Office; freePort. 815f23S~8200 

Kansas: 	 .Tliomas Owens, Councilmtlmber, 'Overland Park. 913/38'1-5252 

, Kentucky: 'Bill C~eiTY, ci'ry, M~n:aY. 5021762~0352 

Louisiana: . 	 Morns Jeffrey, City Manag~r, New Orleans, 504/565·7152 

Candace HigginbO[ham, &::OD. Dev.-,Shreveport. 318/673-75'07 


Massachu.~ettS: 	 Dina Siegal, Office of Fed.Relations. BostOn, 617/635-3817 

Peter Kirwin, Human Services. Falmoutb. 508/548~OS3~, ' 

Ma~y 'Ford; Mayor. Nortbampton,,4131S86-6950 

RoccoJ. Longo, Town. Duxbury. 617/934·6586 


" ..' "-". 

Michigan: Dennis, W; Archer, Mayor. Detroit, J13/224.6343 

'Ne~ie Seabrook, Office of Mayor. Detroit, 313/224·3752 


MiSsIssippi: .' Zell Long, Planning. Tup.eio, 601I841·65iO 


Missouri:'; , Bob KuntZ: Ballwin, 314/227-8580 
". 


. . 

North Cllroli~a: Dan Hudgins.' Social Services, Durham 9t9i560-8038 


New Jersey: Wmi'am J: .P~crell~ :Mayor's Office, Pat6rson~201/8'81-:i280 

. . 

, 	 . 

Oregon: '. 'Donna Proct6r. Mayor. Newberg, 50~/538':'1276, 

" Pennsylvania: William.E.,Parshali, Philadelphia;,2151686~9002 

: Rhode Island: T. Bercher, AdmIn." BurriJlville, ,4011568-9468 ' 

South Carolina: Don Wal. Mayor" .Greer. 803i877-9061­

'".: '. South' Dakota: ~\.igh Grogan,. Welfa~, Sioux Fall( 605/335-4217· 


Tenn~see: Michael 1. Miller, Metro Soc. Svcs., Nashvnie, 615/862-6400 


, Texas: Dot'Stafford, Mayor. Pecos, 9151445;9444 


Virginia: ,. ParriciaTi~r. Mayor. Ale;J:andria. 703/838-4930 


Wisconsin: SteveJiolr. Intergov. Relations, Milwauk~. 414/286-5582 
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The Impacts ofWelfare Reform in A'litenca's Cities 'arid Towns 
'. . 	 . . .. 

STUDY m.GIILIGHTS 
i' 	 'The debate over welfare reform appears to have missed a fundamental. and pivo~. aspect of. .I. 	 curtent conditions and furore impacts. America:s welfare population resides mostly in our cities and 

towns. Many cities, regardless ofwhether they ate directly involved in the adrniiristrationof 
welfare programs, already shoulder some burden in providing for the needs of-that Population. By 
an overwhelming lilargin, local officials in cities believe current welfare refonn proposals will wind 
up shi:ft:iIlg additional burdens to local government resourees and cominunities. 

• 	 More than 80 pertent of cities indicate that the current welfare recipient population places a 
major bUrden or some burden on local resoUrces already. ' , 

• 	81 percent ofcities say that CU!reDt welfare reform proposals are likely to shift thewelfare bUrden, 
to l~ communities. '. " " .' ' 

The concerns of the nation's cities and (owns have gone virtually unheaid thus far in the national 
debate over welfare reform. This survey by the National League ofCities waS conducted to assess 
the views of cities and towns and presentarepresentative perspective about the likely impact of 
current welfare reform proposals. 

• 	 Ohly 22 percent ,ofcities repOrted that their Congressional delegation or their staff consulted with 
the city (mayor andlor city coul1cil)about the likely effects ofwelfare refomi on the coIIi:m.Ut:ricy. 

• 	. Only 14 percent of cities reported that their state government consulted with the local 
government of the City (mayor andlor city council) about the likely effect of federal welfare 

! ' , refomi ori the community. 

Cities are skeptical about the likelihood ofcurrent welfare refonn proposals achieving major 
positive outcomes. The responses revealed that: . 

• 	 Only one fifth (20%) ofcities believe that the current Welfare reform propOsals are likely to 
. achieve iasting improvementS in welfare assistance programs. Fifty percent of cities do not 
believe this, and 29 percent are not sure. 

• 	 62 percent of cities do nor think that current welfare refami. proposals are likely to reduce the ' 
number of people in poverty. 

• 	 Only 26 perc~'nt of cities believe that current welfare reform proposals are likely to encourage 
and ,enable individuals and families to better cope for themselves .. 

• 	 64 p¢rcent of cities agree that the current welfare reform proposals would not change the 
iriciden<;;e of teenage pregnancy. . ' . 

L 
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The Impacts ofWelfare Reform in AmeriCa's Cities and Towns 

INTROOUCTiON 
It is in America's ~ities, towns and communities that welfare tefonrt will acwally have it-; effeCts 


, "on the ground." Findings from a new NLC research stUdy suggest that claimS'Iilade about the . 

likely positive outcomes from welfare reform are not shared by a Il}ajority of Ameri~;s ~ities.' 


, 	 , 

This research study captures several of the major issues currently being debated about the e/fe'cts 
ofweJfare refortn oli cities ,and the;r 'w~lfare recipient popula.tioIlS. Cities do' notappearti:ibe , t 

iffipressed with' the likely effectS clrume4 in the curient welfarereforrD. debate; , ihereis' 3J.so' ' 
concern about the'ability of the local econoUueS to generate enough jobs, and whether the 
incentiv~ proposed under the c~rrent welf~ reform proposals will provide an incentive to 
work. At the, time this survey was conducted (May 1995). tbe U.S. House of Representatives 
had paSsed itsvetsion of welfare refonn. ' . ' 

The National ~agueortities~tildy reflectS the vieWs of local officiais aboutthe'likely effectS 
of welfare reform on the nation's conununities. A broad croSS section of A..IDerica's cities and' 
towns are represented in the study.' Fifty-four percent of the citles respOnding to' this study had, ' 
populations between,10,OOO ~d 100,000, and '46 percent had populationS gteater than 100.000: 

" : Nineteen of America's 50 largest cities with populations' over 300,()()() were alsO represented in 
this study. 'The average size ofcities responding to the survey was 221.000. Findingsare
.' ( . 	 .' . .. 

statistically significant at a 95% level Qf confidence, +/- 10%, and reflect the informed view's Of 
local offici~s'about the likely impacts of federal welfare reform on city. resources and 
community conditions.,' ; , 

. ,Cities were asked to describe whether ttie percentage Of their population receivmg ~elfare , 
, benefits .was'laIger than average. average. or smaller than average. RespondentS were evenly 
divided on this question. Thirty..,seven percent pfcities described their recipient population as 

"" 	 average, while another 36 percent described the city welfare recipient population as greater than 
average. ' Only 24 perCent of Cities indicated that th~irwelfare recipient popUlation w~ sm;Uler . 
than average.' II 

(1) Th~ Question also lists examples of the kinds of w,;lf;w pl'Ogra.m$ that legal rtsi'dents r:ei:ei't'e. StiCh pn:ignuns mcludc ,b.FOC. SS!. WIC, 
food stamps. et 111. AFDC Is the single largest cash assistance program in the "welfare sysl.<lI'R," In 1970. 1.9 million famiJies rctX.ived AFDC 
nssislance; by 1992 mOrt th:ln 4.6 million families were entollM. incillding 9, [ million childn:it-one child of every seVen under lhe age of 11:1, 
SSlls the second.largest cash ulrislnnoc progrnm. with 9.1 million rccipienl~. some ofwhieh an:: s~ial ncc.ds chi1dten. and the aged (Dolgofr. 

,1995), Bolh AFDc and SSI redpieilt!l aIe ,al50 eligible for Medicaid. Emergency AssistWlC:e and General Assistance :iCe two othct progrilills 
Ihar ,arc part of rhe welfare. system, Given Ihl:Si:: different and overlapping pl'ogmms it would have been difficult to ask cities to give a single 
numerical percentage. Also most oflhe data on recipient popubtions are not kept by citi~s. eyen though '11 large pc:rOentage of welfare recipients 
residein Amerl.:a's cities and t<!wns. ' " ' ' 

1 
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National League ofCities Research Report 


While welfare recipients generally ~eceive direct cash benefits and in-kind servic~ from state 
. and county governments, they also place demands on city government public services. such as . 
. education, emergency assistance. and public safety, Cities were asked [0 assess. the overall 
burden of welfare ~ecipientson Iocai resources, regardless of'theJuriscliction piovii::li.ng such, .. 
services. In this context, 83 percent'of cities reported that welfare recipients placed either a 
significant burden or some burden o~ local resources, regardless of the jurisdiction prOViding the . 
service. Less. than orie·fifth (16%) indicated that welfare recipients were no significant burden 
on local resources. Figure 1 shows the breakdown for all responses. 

Figure .1: .Welfare Burden oni.ocal Governme~t Resources,. '. .. . 

Regardless of Jurisdiction 

No 

Response 


'1.1% 

Significant . 

Burden 

17.4% 


IMPACTS OF ,WELFARE REFORM PRoposALS 

the House..:passed welfare refonn legislation (H.R. 4) would cliange how welfare services 

.. wou~d b(: prov~ded. Cities were asked to assess the probable impac~ of 14 changes thal have 
peen part of the legislative discussion. Figure z' compares the percentage of cities reporting an . 
unfavorable impact from the proposals, with the percentage of cities reporting a favora~le impaCt 

2 

'. '" ' . 

http:piovii::li.ng


:JUN-:-:1 5~1995 11 : 1313 . IGA : 
"" 

.. P; 11/23
, ,". ­

11ullmpcictsofWeifare Reform inAmer~ca'S Cities aiulT,owtts· 
-,. . - ,'," - ,~- '. • ,'.~ ,-' - " " • - - . .~ .",! -, -' -,' " •• '" , '. . 

Figure 2: Comparing -Favorabi." .and NU'nfavorable" 
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Fovoreble Unfavorable 

. , 

81.9"10 

Eliminating B.i.akfast 
. /Lunch Meals- . . 

Eliminating Foster 
.~Ca... Entitlements 

-, 

ReduceFooeiStamps 

Not Requiring 

Treining/Education 


. Eliminating . 

Entitlement to AfDC 


"" 

..Not Guaranteeing 

Childcare 


. Prohibiting 

Welfare Benefib 


Eliminating Disability 
to 55. 

DenYing Benefits . 

to. Children 

,. 


Curtoilin!r Ik!nefrts 

. to Newt:.orns . 


, 1 •• 

. ~ , j, 

lliminating 

Aiel to Legal 

Immigrants 


, Teens Living 

with Parents 


States placeScr/o 

in work program 
 .~. 

by~OO3. 

Improve Child 1.9"1.. . 
Support Enforcement 

.-, _. 

3· 


.i 



·JUN-15""'1995 11 :00 IGA 

National League ofCities Research Report 


'from. the proposals. Eliminating the guarantee of breakfasts and lll;nches for needychildreb. was 
most'often mentioned as the welfare reform proposal likely to have an unfavorable impact on 
cities. Eighty-five perceilt of cities chose this response. Other proposals in Figure 2 mentioned 
often as likely to have an unfavorable impact on cities were: eliminating the entitlement for 

. foster care for a~used and neglected children (82%); reducing food stamp benc:tits (77%); and 
eliniinating entitlement to AFDC (73%). 

A few proposed welfare changes would appear to have relatively little impact on commuilities. 
Fortj*nine percent indicated tbat "eliminating aid to legal immigrants who are non-citizens" 
would have no impact on the community.I~1 One-third (31%) of cities indicated that "requiring 
unmatried teenagers parents to reside with their parents until age 18" would also have no ilnpaet 
on cOIllmunities. With .regard to all the other reform proposals. less than 1 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 
corrununities. 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 programs'" would 
have a favorable impactl31 However, nearly 70 percent (68.6%) of cities said they were either 
not sure about jobs for welfare recipients. or they believed there would riot be enough jobs . 
available (See Figure 9). Forty-three percent said "requiring unmarried teenage parents to reside 
with their parentS until age IS" would also have a favorable impact in cities. ' . 

City Priorities for Congress 

H cities could advise Congress on The proposed changes in welfare, what welfare proposals 
ctirtently being debated would beofmosl concern? The top three proposals (see Figure 2) most 
often mentioned as being of "most concern" to cities were: el.it:hlnating entitlement to AFDC 
(49%); not requiring states to provide education and training to welfare recipients (31 %); arid 
not guaranteeing child care for parents who are required to work (30%).' FigUre' 3 shows the 
fourteen· proposals from Figure 2 by the percentage of cities reporting them to be aIiloitg the top 
three proposed changes of "most concern." 

(21. Cities with snwi~ POPII'aDOft.~ looawi in lllgions of the cOuntry whim: immigrant popullll.ionS lie less likely to live. are more Iilc~IY to . 

indic.ale thaI elimJJWing aid would have "no impac:t". . 

{31 Andil1SS !>uggcst that cities and towns do not 5Uppon. welfare refotm propOsals likely (0 have unfa'volllhie imparu on cO~ununities. 
especiallyonchildRln. and on families. On the other hand. cities sec providing income to famiLies through coliccting coild support. in 
combination with won: lIS having favofablc iml'acl$ on conununities, In terms ofcollccnni child support. them is n::search thOl shows !be 
ability ofsome non·custtldial fll1hen to pay is relaled to povelty SWUS. mc.e. and the fuet Ihal many of the meR who cannot pay :iRlthe fauiers 

,j 

i. 

of children on AFOC cummtly (Sorensen. 1994), Cines therefore must still contend with the: iS~IlC5 of povertY. race and jobs in addressing 'tlie 
additional effects of welfare reform on their c.onunlloities. and the burden thts.e conditions plllCC on local government resources. . 
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. Figure 3: Welfa,re P":"poscils of .NMost Concem"·to Cities 
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. FEDERALISM/CONSULTATION 
. Has Congress been iisteni~gto or·consultfng With America's Cities and towns o~ the welfare 
. refonn debate? Twenty-two percent of cities reported that' their Congressional delegation or their 

staff consulted with the local government of the city (mayor ariMor city counCil) about the. likely 
effects of welfare reform on the community. Figure 4 shows all responses. tity responses 
clearly indica~e that Congress has dorie a poor job ofeffei::tively utilizing the federal 
intergovernmental system to include cities and towns in the decision making process around 
welfare reform:. 

Figure 4: Dic:l Congress Consult with Cities ~n Welfare Reform? 

Congress Makes Poor Use of Federalism.. 


, . 

4· 
..' 
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Figu,re ,5: Did State Government Consult with Cities on Welfare Reform? 
'Slate,'Govemme~bMakePoor lise of Federalism'" 

, " 

No, 
~Response 

,. 1.~1a 

,"',, Hasstate government been better at consulting with cities on the welfare reform debate? 'cities' 
,Were asked iftheir state government had consulted with them (mayor and/or City council) about 
the likely effects of federal welfare reform on their communitY. Only 14 percent of cities 

,reponed thafstate government had consulted ,them. Figure"s shows all ~p?nses. 

, " •NEW STATE ROLES 
, The federal government manages or directs the welfare system. while states. couhties,an,d some 

, cities ad~Ilis~er the programs. Under the current welfare reform prop~sals, states will 'become . ' 


,"'marc fully~espon'sible for designing programs and allocating 'funds for stIch programs. Cities' 
were aSked to assess to whar extent rbe};'agreed with the statements "my st~te \viiI do a good job 
of (a) designing welfare programs (b) equitably allocating. funds for welfare programs; and (c) 

working with.cities in designing. programs and a1loc~tingfunds." Figures 6, 7, and 8 show the 
, perc.enrageof cities ,responding that agreed,disagreed, and were qot sure that their state would 

. ", 

. ." do a good job on (it) (b) and (c): Less tJ:tan one-third of cities agreed that their state would do a ',' 
good job in any of the three areas assocIated with implementing welfare reformallhe local' 
level. ' 

;; , 

'. ;­
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Figure 6: DoTou Ag~ee or Disagree that Tour State Will 

Do a Good Job of Designing Welfare Programs? 


", 

. 35.2% 36.2% 

Disagree Not Sure No Response 

Figure 7: Do You Agree or Disagree that Your state will 
Do a Good Job of Allocating Welfare Funds Equitably?' 

38.1% 


Agree Disagree Not Sure No Response 
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, , Fi~r8 '8: DO, You' Agree or Disagree that Your Slate Will Do a ~ Jo1, of WOrking'" 
With Your City on DilsigningWelfare ~ralft5 and'Equitably Allocating Fun~ 

,2.9% 


,Agree Disag.." Not SUN No Response 
" 

,WORK AND JOBS,' 
Will therebe'enough employment opportunities in cities and towns for th~'50peI'cent of welfare 

recipients required to be in work programs currently and by the year 2003? And is welfare " ' 

reform likcHy to provide, ail incentive for city and toWn welfare recipients to work? Responses' 

from cities are ~bout evenly divided. Fonypercent of cities indicated that there will not be ' 

sufficient employment opportuni~ies in their community to employ welfare recipients reqllired to 

work. Thirty-one percent think there will be enough jobs and twenty-nine percent are not ·su.re 


" about the job outlook. Figure 9 shows the breakdown of responses: 
. . .,."-,' , 

CIties were also split about whether: welfare proposals would provide an incentive for welfare 

recipients [0 work. In this regard, thinY:.sevenpercent of cities believed that cu~nt welfare 

refonn proposals would provide an incentive for welfare recipients to work, while thirty-four 

pe~cent Were not'sure about the effect of welfare refonn on work incentives. Figure 10 shows 


, the breakdown oftheseresponscs. " ;. 

" 
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Figure 9: Will There be Eno.ugh Jobs fOr Welfare Recipients 'in the Future? 
,t<, • • 
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, Figure 10: Will W~lfare·Recipients Hcive an Incentive 10 Work? . 
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lMPACTSON COl\:lMUNITY C'ONDITIONS 
, .., ' }" .,." . ~ ", '. , . 

Many American cities and ..townscontendwith . .a.:range"ofJJemmunity conditions that can affdct 
the quality df urban life. Cilieswere asked to consider how the current weifare reform ptdpO'sals 
would most likely affect the iqciq~n~e q,f fiftef;:.ll p5}community conditions. Would these 1,5 
community ,conditions most lilcely iQ1prove. wOrSen~ oi:not change in -response tathe proposed 
federal weI'fare reform leg,islation. qy~rhalf of d.tie~ reported $,at thecUl'Tent ~elf~e reform 
proposals would most likely ~orseri·.th~:following<:ommuility Conditions: health status of , ' 
children (60%). homelessness (58%). child abuse: (56%). serviCes to legal immigrants (55%); 
poverty:(56%), cii:efor s~~3.t needS children (55%), and child care for working mddlers (52·%). 

. FOur out of7,ofthese comrili.I~tY conditions relate directly'to tlleco:nfems of c~ld.ren. 

Cities did not believe thatthe~~tu:tent~~lfare reform ~ropOSalS :woUld affect the inCiderice of all ' .,' 
,'the community conditionsmeritioned.· .More thap. 3 out of 5 cities believe welfare reform will 
, nOlchange the incidence of teenage pregmmcy(64%). or out of wedlock births tote'erlagers' '. : ,­
(60%). More than 4S percent of cities also believe welfaterefon::il will not change th~ incidence, , 

,of substance abuse (51 %) ~r' uneInplo}rInen~"(46%j., 'On 'the other hand, fewer than one in thiee ,. 
cities reported that welfare,refodn,.pr?-posals would likely imPi.0ve the incidence of any of 
the 15 community conditions'listed. ;r~8ure 11'~how~ a si(ie-by"side comparison of the 15 
community conditions. The in~id~n<=,e.<?fcOInmunity conditions, are reported 'in descending 
order Of "worsening":responses~: ',' ,: ' 

11 
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Figure 11: wlln Welfare Reform p..oposalli 
'WorSenii at Mimprove' Community Conditions? 
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OTHER MAJOR OUTCOMES 
One-half of cities did not agree with the statement that current welfare reform Proposals are 
likely'to achieve lasting improvements in welfare assistimce 'programs..Another 29'peicent were 

~ '. ,	riot sure if the desired outcome would likely till plaCe: Onlyone-fiftb agreed that the .desired .' 
outcofue would likely be ~hieved. . , . '. . ' . 

, , ." 

In terms of reducing poverty. 62 percent of cities did~t agree' with th~ state.tIJentthat current 
. welfare reforIil proposals areJikely to reduce the number of peopl~ in poverty. Anothe:r22 ' 
percent were not sure., and only 14.percent agreed that current welfare reform proposals would' 
,likely achieve the desi'red 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-QIie percent ofcities agreed withtbes~ment tbatcUrrent welfare 
proposals are likely to shift the welfare burden to local communities, Only 8 percent did not 
agree' with the statement, and another 11 percent where not sure if the ~ui:rent welfare prop'osals 

, would shift the burden,to local government.' 	 .. 

l ' Cities were ~piiton whether~elfare ~eform pr~po~ars .~ouldencoJrage arid enable i~dividrials . 
and families to better cope (or themselves, Wbile 38 percent did not agree thatwelfa:re reform 
would likely provide a baSis for improving individual and family coping skills. nearly as nlany 
cities (34%) were no(sute, and slightly more than one·{ourth'(26%) agreed~ 

These finding sugge~t that the many sweeping claims made aboutinajorpositive outcomes from 
welfare refonn are not shared by America's cities and towns. . ' ' . " 

':: . 
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'APPENDiX I 

,METHODOl.OGY> ' 
U.S. cities and towns used in thi; study' were taken fro~ the NatiqnafLeagu~ of Cities (NLC) 
database of cities as ofMay I, 1995. All cities over H>O;OOO population were surVeyed, and a 
random sample , ofcities between 10.000 and 100.000 were drawn using the random numbers 
generator program in SPSSIPC+ 5.0.2. Seven hundred cities were mailed copies of the survey 
during the fIrst week of May 1995.' > 

One hundred and ,five cites responded for a 15% response rate. The levef ofconfidence for this 
study is 95% +1- 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 in this survey did, within a range of 10 percent. 

, -NLC's cities c:bitabase contains 209 cities with populations ~r ,than 100.000. Four bundred 
: and ninety one (491) cities with populations ~etween 10,000 and 100,000 were also randomly 

selected from'the NLC cities database. 
. . , .. .' " . 

The survey was corid':l~tedby the N,ational, LeagtJeofCities, Center for Research and Program 
Development with the assistance of Stratton Publishing and Mar:keting,Inc., in A,r1ington. VA. 
Herbert Green, NLC's Research Manager prepared the survey questionnaire and wrote the study 
with special assistance from Barrie Tabin, Randy Arndt, and Doug Peterson. Angela Angerosa, 
Research Director at Stratton Publishing, coordinated the coding and tabulation of the swvey 

, results. 
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APPENDIX II, 

SUMMARY OF SURVEY REsuLTS 
National League of Cities Welfare Reform Survey-< ,May 1995, ' 

. " , . . ' " 

, 	 , , 

, Loc~ official Responding on Behalfof the City' 

TOTAL' 	 TOTAL ilEsPONSES 

lOS 
'MAYORIDEPt.trYMAYORMCEMAYOR , ' ", 35.2% ii 
CITY DEPAJtrMENT HEAD 47.6% SO 
'CITY MANAGER, 10.5% 11 
OTImR 

< : 

5.7% 6 
NO RESPONSE ' 1.0% ' 1 

, QUESTI,ON 1: 	 How would you descn1::le the percentage ofy,?ur city's piopulatioIiIecCiving 
welfare benefits?· 

". ' , , TOTAL , ,TOTAL ~PONSEs : 
105' ' 

, 0 

LARGER TIlAN AVERAGE 36.2% 38 
", AVERAGE , 37.1% 39 

.SMALLER THAN AVERAGE, 23:8% ' 25 
, NO RESPONSE ' 2.9% 3 

. 
'QUESTION 2: 	 How would you describe the 

, 

overall burden of welfare recipi~nts on local . 
resources. regardJess of the jurisdiction providing the services? , ' 

. ." 	 , 

TOTAL "" TOTAL RESPONSES 
105 

A MAJOR BURDEN ON LOCAL RESOURCES 29:5% 	 31 ' 
, SQMEBURDEN ON LOCAL RESOURCES' 53.3% 56 

NO SIGNIFICANT BURDEN ON LOCAL RES. 16.2% ' ' 17 
NO RESPONSE ' ' '1.0% I' 

TOTAL P. 
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FLORIDA GOVERNOR LAWTON CHILES 
. National Press Club 

,May'1,1995 

Thank You. 

I spent 18 years here as a member of the United States Senate -­

but, I don't recall any more misleading newspaper headlines than some 

, I've been seeing 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 bec~useJ didn't get polled -- and I keep wondering 

who the "governors" are' in thes~, gushing endo'rsements. 

So, let me introduce myself: I am Governor lawton Chiles -- the 

Governor of Fiorida ~- a state with 13.5 .rrlillion people.~ ..•.fourth ·Iar'gest in 

the country. 

We have. a saying wh'ere I come from -- (Jlt'sa sorry frog who won't. 
. . 

. holler In his own p·ond." Well, on behalf of the people of Florida •• and the 
,I' ; 

folks in other gr~wth states _.. I'm here to ~ollertoday. 
, '. 

On the surface, the concept ofblock grants sounds fine MM mote 

flexiblJityand .more power shifted to the states. But this so~called 
. . . 

"formula for the future" that Congress is mixing more likely represents a 
,.. "', 

"pres~ription for disaster"forgrowth'states like F.lorida .. 

OPTIONAL FORM 99 (7-90) 

FAX TRANSMITTAL 

NSN 7S40-<l1-317-7368 

Frq/ll 

5099-101 GENeRAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION. 
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Shift!rig n<ew responsibility to the states without a fair, equHable 

shifting of resources is NOT any kind of "New Federalism." It is 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 can least afford it. And, it's time to listen to 

the m.w. message this proposal sends: 

1 It says the children in Florida are not valued as much as the children Of 

Michigan. 


2 It says the elderly in Texas are not worth as much as the seniors in 


Wisconsin. 


3 It tells the poor and the sick in Arizona they won't receive the same 


level of care as the poor and the sick in Massachusetts. 


4 . And, it says federal support won't accompany the children and 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.!1Q1 work for all of America 


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 states over others. 

2) It does not establish 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 toreforrn and 

improved management of programs. 

2 
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I ' 

Itdiscourage~ reform slales by relardih9 stales that"have not 

improved efficiency; in lact, the plan 10ckls~in inefficiency in their 
, I 

programs. 

4) It does not set and maintain an appro~riate, basic national standard for 
, i 

the care of children and others in need. I 

It establishes a new class system in America. 

In fact, the block grant proposal fav'ored by Speaker Gingrich will 
. . 

lead to the equivalent of two countries in ithe place of one.. 

I 


This is an ill-conceived device the Speaker developed to find money 
. ' '. I. . " . . 
to balance the budget. He, picked a few GOP governors -- Judas' goats ... 

I, 
to go along with the idea. ! 
.' I . 

It's noV/onder the governors of Wl~consin, Michigan and 
I, 

Massachusetts are on this bandwagon. i 
• • I 

I , 
In this multi-year block grant, cost-9f-livlng plan, their states are 

either held harmless or are delivered a jackpot 7 which is done at the 
" . ' I. 


expense of the people in growth states, m~e Florida. 

. I 

. The problem wIth the current block grants proposal is that it could. 

I 


launch a not-so-civil war of doUars among the states. If this Is a 

I .. 

fundamental part of the "Contract With America," Florida and' other states 
i 

have a cause of action for serious bre1;l!Qh of contract -- and a breach of 
i 

federal responSibifity. ! 
I 
I 

Beyond the blue-skies horizon we '~e been told will come with this 

Gingrich plan, there are storm clouds ahe~d for Florida, for other growth,, 

states and for millions of Americans who deserve better from their 
, , 

'government., 

3 
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. I 
,flexibilih: is promise~; a hammer-Jock is delivered -- with real· 


cutbacks for seven years. That's the view from Florida -- and it looks 

. I 

much the same for California, Texas, Arizona and some other states. 


The governors endorsing this probosal obviously are from stat'es 

1 " I, 

that enjoy a "windfall." But the growthlsiates which stand to suffer 


under the block grant proposal will not stand silent. 

I, 

Ann Richards once said that her ~ama "don't know a block grant 

from a city block." ; 

That's a good point. But most pebp'e can VisU~lize a city block. So, 
I 

. that's how I'll share some perspective about block grants.
I ' 

Let's compare three city blocks in pur'country: one in Florida; one in 

Wisconsin; and one In Texas. 

Ail of these city blocks look 'very ri.uch the same: 
, I 

-- sarne number of homes . \ 


.... same number of children alnd families 

I 

• I 

•• same number of elderly residents . , 

... a public school on one comer & 
, 

... a hospital on the other coriner 

As Gov~rnor, I want to make sure lthe people on this typical city 

.block are treated equally and adequately] So, if Washington sends Florida 
. . I 


block grants ... in a box, with no strings attached -- what do I do? 

I " 

Florida's box from Washington wiil be less than half full ... but we 

I " . 


still have a full city block of people and facilities with needs. 

, I 


Wisconsin ~s box will be overflowing. 
, 
1 . • . " . 

They can take care of the needs for .all the folks on their block -- and 
I 

the school an,d hospital, too. They might! even have some money to spate 

. for investment, I believe. 

4 
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I 
1 

, I ' 
Now, Texas' box is like Florida' s -~ only half-full. 


, " ·1, 
 ,00 • 

They'll have to make tough choices betw~en the poor, the infirmed elderly, 
I 

schools and health care. Sounds familiarl 
I 

Making matters even more difficult: for the growth states is the " 
"I ' 

endless trend, every daY',of many poor, d)sabled or elderly residents on 

the Wisco'nsin city block _. or one in Mic~igan, N~w York or Massachusetts-­
I 

packing up the U-Haul and their families ... land moving it all to FloridalI ' 
I' 

Texas or California. They moved -- but the federal funding provided for ,,I 0 " ' • 

them stayed behind. i 

Population increases -- from both migration and immigration -- are a 

real probiem for the groWth states. 

I 

let me give! you examples from a FI6rida perspective based on 
, . ' I . 

current block grant proposals. I' 

, MEDICAID I 
I 

As you know, Medicaid is the vital life support system for our most 

vulnerable citizens. While most think it's lainlY for poor families, the fact , I 
Is that two-thirds of Medicaid funds are sp~nt on the elderly and disabled. , 

I 
That is why Medicaid costs soar in states like Florida -- long-term 

care is thecostHest of medical care. Middle-class families'in America 

become familiar with Medicaid when they ~eek care for parehts who need 
I
1 ' _ 

home health or nursing home care. The fa~test growIng group of Medicaid 

reCipients iii Florida are people over 85. 

And in the 'growth states, populatiorl increases 'across-the-board in 
! 

o i . , 
the program ... among children, the elderly and the disabled ··mean 
., I " . 

continued pressure on state budgets. I . 


, I 

5' 


o .i 
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. ." '\' , ' . 
We all acknowledge it's budget cOlilcerns, that are driving the 

Medicaid de,bate. So -- proposals from b!oth the House and Senate are 
. I 

suggesting dramatic cuts in Medicaid from $175 billion-dollars to $185 
. i . 


billion over 7 years. I 

·1 

That's chilling enough. But the ide'a that rStally makes the hair stand 
, I . 


up on the back of my neck is Medicaid block grants being capped at an 

I ' 

a,verage of five percent for ALL states. 

Regardless of Medicaid growth beyond a state's control -- Florida's 
, "I ' 

growth is about .13.5 percent u' all states rOU1d be subject to the ~ame 


~ , I 


'I' 
That idea is simply ridiculous. Let ~e give you an example. 

I 

As I said, Florida's growth is expected to be above the national 

average,due mostly to population shifts. \ A five percent cap over five 

" I. ' 


years will result in the loss' of $5.1 billion.! That's about a 30 percent 


. rStduction in the year 2000 alone. 
! . 
I 

Now, let's look at a state like Wisccmsin -- a state that is seeing a 
. ~ . 

I 
I 

decline in Jts population. Last week, Governor Thompson spoke before 
" , 

the House Budget Committee and said hl~ state's Medicaid program 'is . 
. I 

growing at four percent or less for the next several years. 
, I 

So, a five percent ~ap is a ~ deal for hIm. 

While the people In Florida, Texas and California experience severe. 
i 

cutbacks, Wisconsin will, get a quarter"of.a-billiory-dollar windfall! 

Wake up, Congress! That's not fair. i 
i' 

America's needypeople -- north orlsouth, east or west ··are.the 

children living in poverty;' the elderly -- mahy from middle-class 'homes; the 

disabled and poor families~ Their daily strJggle would be nearly impossible 
i 

without some" help ...the' critical safety net pf the federal/state partnership. 

6 
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In the first year of a Medicaid block grant, the disparity among the 
. I 

needy in the states would be dramatic. ! 
, , ­

A needy person in Massachusettsiwould receive $4,800 ·-two-and-a­
i 

-half times as much as a needy perso'n inl Florida (less than $21100)., . . I 

A needy person in Wisconsin would receive $3,400 -- while a California 


I 

needy person would receive $2,000. : 

That feve; of inequity will neye~ be kcceptable to Florida or to other 
, .. 

.growth states. II': , 
Again, Florida is willing to absorb alfair share of cuts -- but, I will rutl ' . ' . I 

let Florida families be treated with less r,&gard than families in 

,Massachusetts, Wisconsin or anywhere. i 

. Dollars must follow a path to needy people -- wherever they live. 
i ' 


When they move, the doflars should move, too. 


Without a fair pian'to distribute Me:dicaid dollars1 Congress will be 
, I ' ,

,creating negative' incentives •• incentives for irresponsibility among states 
! 

that won't feel compelled to make up the differen"ce. ' 

. Florida leads the nation in reforminb Medicaid -- and we have cut the 
I 

rate of growth in half and reduced the cost through managed care of 
. , I . 

Medicaid. I
i 

That approach is creating a savings iot over $1 billion a year •• almost 
! , 

,
20 percent of our cost. 

i 

Under the House approach, we get penalized for this effort. Our base 
, , I,' .' 


ye'ar for the block grant reflects the savings wetve generated. States that 
! ' 

have done NOTHING start out a~ a higher base. And, as they follow Florida 
i 

with reforms, they'll get another Windfall. : 
I 

j'm proud of our reforms. Florida's f'ight to continue down the path 
I 

of reform will be blOCked if, these inequitabl!e caps are imposed • 

7 
. \ 
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Florida stands ready to share in th~ cuts -- and we have alr~ady gone 
. I 

a long way to reduce our Medicaid costs~ But, I will not stand by and let 
. I 

other governors, who are looking to cateh a windfall, speak for my state 

and other growth states. 

If they are so. intent on having the ~est ofus sacrifice to balance the 

budget, let them participate in the sacrifice, too. 

It Medic'aid needs to ~e reduced b~ 20 percent to meet the goals, let 

every state receive 'the same level of cutl ' 
I 

I have a proposal to distribute these cuts fairly. It requIres sacrifice 
, I 

. . I " 
for IDl states ~- includ'jng the low-growth ones which have the Speaker's 

t 

ear. It's a plan to treat all states fairly. More importantly, it would treat 
, . i 

our children, seniors and disabled fairly. I 
, I 

For years, Congress has been told ~y t,he General Accounting Office 

that fund~ in. the Medicaid program are be(ng diverted from areas of true 

need. l .. . 
The dollars, very simply, should go 'where the needy live. As the 

I . 
• i 

. C~ngres~ looks at cappingthe program, it should account for the 

differences in growth among the elderly, d,isabled and poor in each state. 
I 
\ 

WELFARE 
I 

, Welfare is another program in whichlsome "windfall" governors have 
I . ., 

been quick to accept disproportionate cut~ on behalf of growth states. 


Welfare reform Is not a theory in Florida -- it is a working reality. 
. , ,.! 
I . 

, And, we'd like to keep it that way_ We've implemented time-limited, 

transitional welfare reform in Florida and a~e expanding it this year. 

\ 
, I' 

8 
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, , 

Using a community-based approach with intensive case 
". . ' I 

management, we are getting positive results from our Family Transition 
I 

. Program. We are moving people from w4lfare to work. 

We have the flexibility to match p~ograms with the need •• w,hether 
I " 

'. I
it-be child care, a tutor for a high school d,iploma, tips for job search and 

. , 

interviews, or a car battery. We are moving moms to work. 

One teacher told me how our Family Transition Program is making a 
'. I 

difference in the life of one of her students: 
·1· 

The student saw his mother motivated and encoiJraged by our
I . . 

transition program -- and that motivation! was passed on to him. 

He is now making great strides -- better grades and aspirations for a 
. , . . \ 

future. ' , . I . 

B'~t this kind of reform will be stop Jed in its tra~ks if the welfare 
i , 
I 

reform proposal passed by the House prevails. 
'. • ! 

After careful study, our State nas determined that the formula 
. I" 

contained in the House "Personal Respon1sibility Act" will result in ' 

seriousl inequitable ~lIocations to states:1 

Similar to .the disproportionate capp'Ing of Medicaid, under the 

House ~elfare proposal some states will get richer while the poor in my 

state get poorer. '\ 

The inequity comes •• in my view .- ~rom the fact that the bill has 
, .' . f , ' 

allocated dollars to states based on the fqrmerentitlement-matching 
, I 

system that the House has just dismantled. 
I 
I 

If that system is as outdated and uniNorkable -- as they profess -­

then why not tot~IIY wipe the slate clean a~d base an'y new program on 

current needs ... and allocate accordingly? : 

9 
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, 


" I have a proposal fora simple fun1ing mechanism. It bases the 

allocations on where the needy childrenl of America actually live. 

My proposal provides that any w~lfare block grant be based on 

each state's population of children IiVind in poverty -- using a three·year 
. . I . 

rolling average, sta,rting from 1991·93: i 

It guarantees that a poor child in F:lorida would be treated like a poor" 
, . 

child in every other state. That's how 
, 

it!,
I 
should be .... but if s~ under the 

, 	 I 

House proposal. 

Our numbers reveal that a poor ch1ild in Massachusetts would get 

three times as much as a poor child in Florida. 
. . I 

A poor child in Michigan'would get1twice as much as a child in my 

state. ,That's flot right. It's not fai'r. And lit won't stand. 
. . I . . 

I want to ensure that national equitly prevails. Let s ,make equal 
. . I • 

protection of chil?ren the fQun~ation for r\etorm. Real reform must jnclu~e 

children. . . . i . . 
I 
I 

The elderly are entitled. Military reti;re"es are entitled. F~deral retirees 
. I 

are entitled -- including former senators (t,hanK the Lord) and members of 
. 	 I . 

congress. 	 I 
I . , 

But children will no longer be entitled. Nor the frail elderly. It's going 

to be up to the states to care for them and the disabled. 
. 	 I. 

Putting on myoId Budget Chairmarl hat: the federal gover~ment 
should not give federal tax dollars without setting appropriate national 

I 

standards. 	 .! 
I 
I 

But the GOP plan has no proper stahdards. 
I 

National standards are vital ~- so th~t children get treated fairly...no 
I 

matter where they live. 	 : 

: . 
I, 
I 

10 
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i 

The United States was founded upon the simple but unwavering 

, I 


belief that "all people are created equal."! That basic principle is 


undermined -- and on the verge of being abandoned .:. through a block grant 

, prop~sal that values people differently. I . ' ,
I . 
: , ' 

let me end by putting it'simply: T?e debate In Congress should not 
i 

be about developing a Michigan block g[rant, a Massachusetts block 


grant or a Florida block grant. I 

, , I ' , 

We should be talking, instead, about AMERICAN BLOCK GRANTS. 

, 'With an American Block Grant, a C~ild or a family in Florida a~e 
worth as much as a chiJd and a family antwhere else in the ·USA. ' 

Any proposal leaving Washillgton ;must recognize that truth~ 
I ' 

I want a block grant that enables me to address the particular needs 
i, 

and growth of Florida. " . 'i' , ' , ' 
I want a block grant that allows in~ to continue the reforms that 


'I 

show great promise ror care *- as well as ~avings. 


I 

- I 

An American Block Grant is one that has flexibility -- but jta/so
I 

l .. 

recognizes the 'federal government's responsibility. 


. ' . l . 
Richard Nixon championed this approach as much as Ronald 

I , 

" "I ' 
,Reagan. Both argued that the fe~eral gov1ernment must share the fiscal ' 

burden and ensure equal treatment 0,1 tho~e in need 

, Flo,rida and other g"rowth states are IWilling to share the load. But, 

we want the federal government to cooperate •• the way a pa'rtner should. 
I ' 
I 

. An American, Block Grant would be ':l
I 

fair partnership. 

I know this is really not about BlockjGrants .... nor is it about giving 

. the states more flexibility to better manag~ our programs and solve our' 
. I 

problems. i 

This IS about budgetcuts'-- pure anb Simple. 

1 1 
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I know who won, the last election ~- and what the agen'da (the 

Contract) -- is. 
I . 
I ' 

I know that children, the disabled~:the frail elderly, those who don't 
, . I '. ' 

have a PAC -- who don't vote -- these are the people who are gOing to ' 
. I 

take a disproportionate cut. 

But in. their haste to capture these: dollars, J demand that the 
, 

Congress -- now, especially the Senate ~- take the time to administe'r 
. . .: . 

these cuts in a rational l fair way. I 
, '.' I . 

Florida --- our children J our disabled, our elders, 'our taxpayers -- are 

entitled tq this and no Jess. And so are p~ople in all of the states. 
,I 

THANK YOU. 

I 
I ' 

### 

I' 
I 
I 

I 
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What states would have lost if a Medicaid Block 
JY') Grant with a 5°,.{, cap was in pJace from 
Il.. 1993 -1996 
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Welfare~Citie~,530 : 
I

Local Officials Say Reforms Could Dump Poor People on Their 
; 

··Doorsteps 
By JENNIFER DtXON~ 
Associated Press writer= 

WAS·HINGTON CAP) Republican plans td dismantle federal welfare 
programs threaten to put new pressures on; local property· taxes if 
the burden of caring for poor Americans ils shifted to cities and 
counties, local leaders said Wednesday. I 

City, county and local school officia~s said changes in welfare 
programs that simply push low-income peop:le off welfare, without 
providing them the education, training an~ child care to get jobs, 
are "dead-end strategies. I , .:1 . . 

. "They will leave families destitute, and they will create 
crushing new social and cost burdens on local governments," said 
Carolyn Long Banks, councilwoman at largei in Atlanta and president 
of th~ Natiorial League of Cities. . . 

. Banks, a Democrat, and officials of other organizations 
representing local governments complainedlthat while several 
Republican governors had greatintluence ~n shaping House and 
Senate plans to reform welfare, they had been shut out. 
. Legislation passed by the House in March would cut welfare 


spending by $62 billion over five years, by cutting aid to legal 

immigrants and turning scores of anti-pov~rty programs over to the 

states as block grants. .. . i . 


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 Finarice co~ittee, Republican Bob 
Packwood of Oregon, is drafting a bill that would convert the 
government's primary welfare program, Aid ito Families with 
Dependent Children, to a block grant. A committee vote is expected 
next week. 1 

. Robert Rector, a welfare expert with the conservative Heritage . 
Foundation, dismissed. the com.plaints of the lo'cal officials, 
calling them "professional beggars~' who Iadvocate a larger welfare 
state. - -I 

"These people are professional welfa~e· advocates who are highly 
inventive in finding ways to soak the taxpayer for ever-greater 
welfare benefits and services," Rector said. 

Randall Franke, ~ Marion County, ore.,1 commissioner and 
president of the National Association of qounties, said local . 
property taxpayers m.ay have to pay more if) responsibilities for the 
poor are shifted to cities and counties wi~thout adequate resources. 

'\ 'It, will have an impact on kids, whether, they're ready to go to 
school or not ,on our school dropout ratesl• It will have an impact 
on crime and delinquency rates, and our ta!xpayers are paying for . 
all of that," said Franke, a Republic~n. 1 .. 

"We know these people at home, and if they can't get service 
~omeplace el~e, they're going to be an imp~ct on the SChools, . 
they'.re going to be knocking on the courthpus'e, the city hall 
doors. They're our citizens, and we can't hide from them," Franke 
said. "We're going to be forced to respon~ to their needs on the 
back of the local property taxpayer." I 

Kay Granger, mayor of Fort Worth, Texa~, said welfare reform 
must include jobs that pay a living wage, health care ·and child 

. I 
care. .' .. I •• 

. "If we s~mply cut welfare, ahd there'f not an organ~zed effort 

to move them. into work, .then they land on <?ur doorsteps. They come 

to our schools •.• unable to learn because!,theY're hungry, they're 


http:they'.re
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looking for housing," she said. 
The complaints were aired at a news conference sponsored by the 

counties.group. 
APWR-05-17-95 1706EDT 
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CARPER WARNS OF COST SHIrrs IN ROYSE WELFARE 

MEOW PLAN AND TJRGE8 IMEROVEMEmS IN SENATE 


- New s.~ Mew that HoUle phm would cost I)eLaware over S12!) 
million. CM1!' ft"'e yc::an •• 

(W~atOa" Del.) - Ggyemgr ThDm:as R. Catper today released fi2W'ClS ~o:mpiledjob:i.t1y tram. the 


Delaware Stat!: Bu4gd OfDc::e. and tha Dd.a.w.a.re Departments ofHea.lth and SOQial SeE'Yicos. and 


Cbild.Nn. Ycuth, and Famitiel whioh show that the House ot'R.epresentatiYC1l wolfate bill. KR.4, would 


sb:£l:..,.ml..aCh all 5129 zrullion.in ee!ts to state taxpayCB CVCl' a five year period. 'I'hesc fiJtw;'ea &nil highe.r 


than. the carlict eaUmat.e ofSl09 million by the fedom D~ ofHealth w Human Services. 


According to C3~er. "I continue to be coru:emed ailOU! tho Jrnpact of the HouSe \\~elfa.re plan on 

our itate - tl\;a; .new figgre8 undmt.:ote the fact that ualCSi the: Stmate bill is drasUeal1y improved, 


Delaware's tef'oan effOl18 will be: slowed down c::onsidorably. costs will be shifted. to state taxpayers, aM 


thousands ofchildren will bl! at risk. tis the bill dramati;ally ndu.c:es the federal Qonimitinc.nt to asslst 


disabled Qruidnm, children in. New c.&.re and adopdve placements, and children who ~ abused and 


ne,l,cted..'· 


Carper QOiWnwc:1, "The litmllS te&t for any ~es&tUl 'Welfare plan is threewfold: 1) Does it 


prepare people fot work? Does it help them. land I job? a:t4 3) Does it allow them to keep working to 


remain self-stiSieient aad to c:onrJrlue supportin. their f.a.mily7 The House welfiVC plan igitll to meet this 


litmus tel;t - it .a'ill not etc! what the tmolic is de:ma.ndlni) that is, e-n.succ that welfa.N l'ecipiel'lU go to 


wolk and become self-sufficienl" 


" 


http:Qonimitinc.nt
http:zrullion.in
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Cuper added. "r urge the Sf%llte to wcrk in 1\ bipartisaft ft\a.nnQt to crat\ a welt'ife reform bill 

which will QO/I\1('C that welfas:, rcclpicms tnab the traDiition to wort, and. c:tlSURI adequate proteotion for 

Wlnetable clWd.nm.U 
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STATE Olf O~IO . 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
.COLuMBUS 013288-0eO, 

" ',: .. 

The Honorable Bob PackWcod 

Chainnan, Senate Pinance Commltcco . 

U.S.Secatc 


.":~'J'" Wublqa, D.C:, ~0$10. '" . ,.
:: '" \' ":<', ,,:,:' ,:~ .:~q' ..~~."!j,,.. 

Dear ~In Packwood: 

I am wntinl b'l SWill support of tbe State Option Cootinpncy F1Jnd mechanism reeently 
pr0p0ae4 by lheNltionaJ Oovernors' Anocialion for in;b:'i~on In 'the we1tll'l reform packa,ge you 
are drai'tin,. 	 , , " 

.. 'f, .! .." 

AI )lOU may reCall from 1\)' letter of March 29. one of my primar;y cOnclm. about H,lt. 4, the . 
POI'sonaJ ResponsIbility Act. Is lis lack of an adequa.te. raJny day tund mecha.nllm. 'While Ir:ongly 
JUppol1iq the princil'la of the legislation, I believe Uu, bill dce. not'provid. surficiea& ' 
proteetions for lilieS in the evtftt of aD econOmio downturn. The tllde.ra1-.tate pucnenhip mould 
DOt and whln eoonornIc andJtIona worsen ad C__, I inmaae. 

The Smte Option Contingency Fund proposal would provido ••• with siplftcant tlH1bW'Y to 
.	help me.t numetOl.ls needs. Without \lnduly expcsin, tho federal budcct to fitllncialliabititlu, the 
moohanilm provides .1&t•• thlU meet mainlonanee or offon l'CquircdftOnU ",ilk an "Oft 10 match 
IedetaI conu1butlons up to. set cap. 511'. could recavomatchiftl fundi for an economic 
dowftblm, ItI provideldditional rem.., IIlCh u day c:a.re or Job 'trI.lftlnl.to meet tIIo bW4 'Work• 

&'Oquiteracnts, or to meet Incnaaed demand caused by population ,1l'oW\h. 

~ you know. Mr. Chairman, Ilven the timdlna caps the .\aW \lint beeom. solely ft:$pon$lb1e for 
incroued welfare COlts that accompe.ny InY increasoin the :1ipble poplIlar.ion. The NOA 

.	continpncy fund proposal would hell' Nato" 'Ulo pattn.ellhlp of abared respoas1b~ betwan the 
_tea and tbe tedcra1lovommenc. t lllpoctft.111y ufle thtl ihohwon Of'thll provision in th. welfare 
reloan lealslation that will 'be considered by the PlnanceCommlttee next week. . . 


Thule you tor your petaoaal consideration of my cOncerns. 


8lncertlr· 
.... .~. t • . '.. ..... , . 

II­
I 

",,.'.'", 	 ~.. ..,:. ,~ , 

" ,
" . "', ,..:' t\~ . ,. 

http:accompe.ny
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http:numetOl.ls
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Gerald H: Miller. President 

• I • 1\.. Sidne; Johrison:III. Exec~~i~e Director ... 
, ,,' , . . ," . 

"1. 	 Extension of i995 childsuppon. infcinDation systemS:deadline" ., 
.-	 . .' • ~ - _"t,. ""',_:: • 

'2, 	Adequate fund~g fQr futUre child sUpport infonMticm sYSteIns'. 
• ' "" -. - ,_: • ".' • " • 1 

.' , ..... .,. 

3. 	 Chlld support prognim' funding and incentive fQnnUJa . ,". 
. 	 . _. t,",: . ',..>--', ,,' " -, 

: 	 ,I 

.J 	 ,:".. 

, .' 
, " 

.	'. ..' MIDdat6ryIV':'I;> ~ceS for only theJoster care (cu~ent Title IV"E}population, not 
. '.1 for:entire,child ~elf~e Population .' .' '. ',. . .. '..' 

':' 	 " 
" 	 " "6. 	 Access· to needed~:-

"'j .' 	 .",", ' 

• IRs:data for private~br .~~~ors 'Yorking for st~t~ C1lll9 ~pportagenCies in 
. privatization efforts; '.,. . .'. :;. .' '" . , 

• . Full .access to.b8J:J.k:ingrecords for enforcemerit purposes; 
• 	 Credit.bureau reporting;. . . ," '" '. . .' . 
• 	 strengthening IRS full--coll,ecnon process, by 'reduCing proCeciianJ barriers such as. 

repeated fees chargee! tp states. by federal goveryurtelrt ' •... . , ' . 
... ' . ' ... :.,:.<:' . ...... ',. "::>.": .. :: ..:.: " ':'. , : ..... ,.. ', '. ' . 

.7.··75% paternity ~lis1in1ent rate;.U in CUtrentlaw. not an Unachievable 9QOA, rate . 
• - " " .. 	 • .,' 1 • ' ' 

'f ,.: .', ,\ ~ • ,! 

. 8, 'Co6per~tion .req~~ents for aP~U~sfo~ and recipient~ o(State .~~ , ':'<0' .•.. 
, .' 	 ' .' .' -"'.. . ,~ 

9. '. FleXibility fotthec~d:support agencY"'towork: u1 the most~itiousway With other" ~.' 
, 	 '" , .' ." '. . :' . .' . ~, : ,-.': . 

gOVf!~ent agencies·. 	 '. 
'~. . .., 


10:'Centr~ coll~on'lUiddistnbution:: ,allowing linkag~ioIlocal units 

, " , "".. ,,' 

... ,' ' 
~', .'..:.' .. 

~', ' 

, ' 
J 	 ; . 

. 	 ",' H' 

, .... 
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States' Issues for Child Support Refonn in Congress 

1. 	 Extension of 1995 child support infonnation 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 (APOs) 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 aiJtomated systems that meet both the 
states' operational needs and federal certification requirements. Failure to extend the deadline wiU 
result in inferior data systems hastily developed to meet an artificial deadline to protect funding, but 
will 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 1, 1995cut.,offforthe 
funding approved in states' APOs. , " 

2. 	 Adequate funding for future c~iJd support infonnation systems: Adequate funding for future 
automated systems is essential. Artificial capson such funding will not meet the goals ofthe 
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. 

3. 	 Funding and incentive fonnula: 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. , APW A and state IV-0 directors' recommend 
changing the proposed bill language to allow an incentive on collections instead of on increased 

'expenditures. 	The proposed language rewards states' child 'support spending instead of rewarding 
states' child support collections. ' 

4; Assignment and distribution options: Because of the fiscal impact or'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 011 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 proposaI'to use the distribution, 
hierarchy as an incentive to stay offwelfare in the first place and to leave welfare when they are able 
to is good pub~c policy. 

5. 	 Scope of child support services: 

! 

IV-O services should be mandated for only the foster care (current Title IV-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 risk 
of abuse or neglect. Child support agencies should continue to only be responsible for serving the 
foster care population. ' ' 



6. 	 Access to needed data; 

Both the Senate an,d'H()use bills n~"language added r~la:ted to the following i~~~es: 
'., ;. ":,'. ,. f'.,. : 

- IRS data f6r private sector contractors working for state child support agencies 'in privatization " 
efforts: "In order to operate imprOVed and costs effective child support offices, Some states are , 

" 	 ' choosing to privatize offices by contracting with private sector finns, Current law prohibits, ' 
acce~s to n~ed IRS data for these contractors, The law shpuld be changed, so child support' ' 
privatization efforts are feasible. , " " ' " ", : ' ' , ' 

-,Full access to bailking recprds for enforcement purpOSes: States ne&iaccess ,to bank and 
financial records in order to know parents' ability to pay fodheir children: Without this data, , . 
state child support agencies operate at ~ ,extreme disadv~tage,' ,,' , 

.' 	Credit bureau, reporting: 'Creditors should know When a parent owes a current sut,port 
obligation so that thec;reditor :can take such obligation into 'account in awarding credit, and a 
parent who 'stays cUrrent'in making payinents will receive a stronger credit rating, 

• 	 Strengthening the IRS.full-collectionprOcess't)y reducing procedural barriers: Currently the ,IRS ' 
': can charge a state a fee each time the child support agency makes a request for infonnation' 
, under the,full collection p'rocess, even if the IRS has not shared the needed infonnation, This 
type ofbarrier to Services should be reduced. 	 ' 

7." 75% pa'temity establishment i-ate, ~ inc~'rrent la~,Dot .'n,unachievable 90% rate: Current, 
law of a 75% paternity ,establishment rate, Set in OBRA '93, is reasonable and baSed.on a realistic, '. 

, assessment ofa 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. '~is not realistic and 

,will fail. ,Additionally.. paternity-:related activities should ~e fiJnded, at 9.0% FFP", 

'8~ 	 Cooperation,'requirements for applicants for and\;,ecipients of state serVices; "C'lients mJst, be 
held to explicit requirements for cooperation, andIV-D agencies must notify th~individuals and, 
other ~gencies aoout the impacts of cooperation' or noncooperatiori. It is important for this prOCess' 

.-	 t6 be~lear and ,very d~fined. becauSe it will probably be litigated. Also, the IV-D ~eilcy should " ' 
, , ~etermine compliance with cooperation procedures for child suppon. The House language is ' 
, stro,nger than the Senate language; however, the' requirement that states put withheld funds into an 
,escrow account 'and pay .~hem t<? the family o~ce cooperation is met is administratively burdensome:· 

9. 	 Flexibility for the child support agencY to work in the most expeditious way with other 
'gove~ment agencies.: Funding should be allowed,to supPOrt child support related activities· 
performed by agencies 'other than the IV-I> agency within a state. For example, current regulations 

, mandate tltat·States establish and administer voluntary hospital-based paternity eStablishment ' 
procedures: The federal mterpretation of these re~lations is that federal funding is available when' a . 
IV-D' agency performs the related data colleCtion, storage and ~etrieval functions, but not when the, ~" 
state vital statistic agency (which would nonnally perfonn these functions) does"this work. This . ,: ., 

, . , 'creates a needless duplication.of effort and should be avoided: Neither bill addresses this issue:, '. 
,,' . 	 , . 

.~ 

10. Centralized colledion and distribu'ti~n: aUowlinkage of lo~al ~nits: States shoold be allowed·' 
. , 

to use either a central system or.to link local syste~ into a central one which would receive and, 
distribute child,sUpport. Given today's available technologic~ solutions, many states colild choose 
decentralized collection and distribution while still mai~taining a very high economy ofscale..• 

3 

"'. 	' 
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STATE OF DELAWARE 
OFFICE Of THE GOVERNOR 

THOMAS R. CA.RPER 
GOVSItNOJ!, June S, 1995 . 

.. The Honorable Thomas A. DaschJe 

S09 Hart Senate Office Building 

Washington, D.C. 20S IS . 


· '\- ... " .. 

Dear Senator Daschle: ' 

We would like to talee this opponunity to applaud you and Senators Mikulski and Breaux 
·and your colleagues fer your leadership on the issue ofwelfare refonn, As Democratic 
·Governors who sie implementing welfare refotin initiatives in our'states. we strongly support 
your efforts in working 6n comprehensive welfare reform legislation. 

We belieVe that the litmus test for welfare reform is whether or not ir answers the 
'. following three questions: 1) Does it prepare welfare recipients tor a job? 2) Does it e'nable 

welfare recipients to find ajob? 3) Does it help welfare recipients to mainta.in ajob? We believe 
. . your bill meets these criteria and are disappointed that Senator Packwood's biII fails ~o meet this 

test.. 

Under the PackWood bill, it is evident that the Republican l~adership in Congress is more 
. interested in political rhetoric than in true welfare reform. Although the Packwood bill requires 
·high work 'participation rates. the Packwood bill takes away all the tools .and resources necessary 
for states to meet these rates in order to enact 'effective welfate-to-work programs. 

We aredeeply distressed about the Congressionai Budget Office's estimates of the Senate 
·Finance Committee legislation which indicates 'th~t only six out of the SO states are expected to 
meet the work participation rates in that bilL As governors on the front line ofwelfare ,reform, we 

·	view the current Republican propo~als coming out ofthe Congress to be largely a cost shift of 
enormous proportions to the states under the guise offlexibility. We believe that the principles in 
your proposal more adequately recognize the critical issue ofwork and we appreciate your 
recognition orthe essential need to provide adequate child care in order for welfare-to-work ' 
programs to be successful.' " . 

We support the fegeral.state pannership embodied in your bHl because it gives·states .\ 

protections during times of recession, population growth, increased need, and disaster. . 

We are very encouraged by the national movement towards giving states greater flexibility 
in designing welfare programs. As you frnalize your proposal, we trust that you will take . . 
additional steps to ensure the bill will be the least prescriptiv:e and giv~governors the maximum 

·	flexibility needed to operate effective and efficient programswhicn move welfare recipients to 
work,· 

. LEGISLATIVE HALL CARVEL STATE OFFICE BLDG. . 
DOVER, DE 19901 ,WILMINGTON. DE 19801 

302/739-4101 . 302/5;7-3210 
FAX.1I02/'7119.2':'1~ FAX 302/577-3118 

http:mainta.in
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. .' .' 

We look forWard to continuing to work with you in your efforts to develop a comprehensive. 
. welfare refonn proposal which tne President wiUsign into law in which we'll truly' enable welfare' 
recipients to become. and remain, self-sufficient. ' 

Sincerely. 

, , 

. ,Governor Mel Carilahan Governor Howard D~an ' 

.Governor Tom Carper .' .Governor Roy Romer 

. , " 

" .,., 
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MEMORANDUM ~O RAHK EMANUEL, CAROL RASCO, BRUCE 

AND JOHN EMERSON 


FROM: John Monahan 
.'

RE; Democratic Governors and Welfare Reform 

As you know, over the past several months, Republican governors 
(particularly Thompson, Engler, and Weld) have worked closely with 
their leapership 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 IS Finance Committee markup ,and has received 
support from several governors of both parties. 

During this year I s welfare reform debate, Democratic governors have 
not been unified on key issues or strategy. While all Democratic 
governors support increased state flexibility, reasonable work 
requirements, child support enforcement, and elimination of" the 
federal, waiver process, individual Democratic governors have 
advocated different approaches. to the crucial issue o~ whether to 
maintain the entitlement mechanism of" financing IO,w-income 
pro9'rams: ' 

(1) Several governors, including Chiles, Carper, Carnahan, 
'and Dean, have consistently argued for retention of the 
individual entitlement. Indeed, Chiles recently delivered a 
speech at the National Press Club carling for preservation'of 
the individual entitlement or, at a minimum, establishing 
block grant allocations according the number of poor children 
per state. ' 

(2) other governors, including Hunt, B. Miller, Z. Miller, 
Nelson, Jones and Tucker, 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, includipg 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. AInong 
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 staffm~f;nCheon 
with the POTUS, Democratic governors will be interested in 
understanding the Adminisration I 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 
governors should position themselves in the upcoming Senate debate. 

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 pas~ed 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 I economic downturns, or 
natural disasters caused by block grants. The recent letters 
of Governors Whitman and voinovich, as well as the press 
conference held last week. by a hi-partisan group of local 
government officials, indicate that such proposals could 
garner bi-partisan support. 

(4) Ask Democratic qovernors 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, adequate 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.03 
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RE: Letter to Senator Bob Packwood. 


FAX TO THE FOLLOWING: 


Bob Greenstein - (202) 4b8-10S6 . 

, Center for Budget &, Policy Priorities 

Governor Howard Dean .... (802-) 828-3339 
state o~ Vermont 

Governor Tom Carper ..;.. (302) 739-2775" 
, State of Delaware 

Governor Mel Carriahan- (314) 751-4458' 
. state of Missou~i 

Senator Thomas Daschle - (202)224-2047 

Senator Kent conra~.- (202)' 224~7776 ' . 

.Senator Daniel,Moynihan- (202) '224-:3312 

Katie' Whelan - (202.)' 479-5156 
DGA· 

Ray Scheppach'- (202).624~5319 
, NGA 


Secretary Donna Shalala ­: " ,,­

carol--Ras,co - (202) 456--2878 

Asst to the President for Domestic Policy 


. 

. Roy Romer 
Governor 

; . 
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'STATE OF COLORADO­
EXECUT,IVE CHAMBERS 
136 State Capito'l " _ 
Denver, Colorado 80203-1792"', 
Phone(303}~66.2471 

May2S, 1995 . 
.. ' ',' 

The Honorable Bob Packwood 
Chairman . , 
,Committee on Finance, 
. Dirksen Senate; Office Building' 
Room '219 ' . 

Washington, DC 20510": " , '. 

. 
I,' 

" 

.. Dear Senator PaCkwood: 

. As:Chainnait .of theSen~teFinan~ Committee; you have the responsibility to assure that 
'legislation to refonn the country's welfare system strikes the appropriate ,balance between the 
need tO,reduce the budget deficit.and the,need to protect our triost wlner8ble citizens. I share 

" your concerns over the negat~ve c;;onsequences of the budget deficit and I support serious 
budget deficit reduction. I support meaningful d~cit reduction including reforms in Medicare 
and I ~trongly oppose a tax cut for our wealthy'cl~ens. ,: . 

Making govemmentprograins as efficient as possible is' an important·way to contribute to 
deficit reduction withoUt reducing services. I therefore advocate for greater flexibility for states 
to desigri and operate programs that address their. unique needs. I also support consolidation 
of dupliclt:ive and overlapping federal programs. However,Tapproachthe:current block grant" 

"proposals with great s~epticism. ' , ' 

, While I would welcome the responstbility ofdesigning arid admini~tering a.program unique to , 
Colorado. .HR 4 does not increase flexibility to states. In fact, its prescriptions will make it 
impossible . for us to continue to operate our current waiver-based Colorado Personal . 

.,Responsibility and Employment program (CPREP). Byfreezing' expenditures .at the .FY 1994 
,,level, it JockS 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, eroding the protecti9n ofthe child 'welfare system and threatening vital nutrition 
programs. lIt discourages moving people into -pe~ent employment by forcing short-term 

','plac~melrts.: In short, the current welfare reform vehicle. HR 4, fails to proVide the needeti ' 
': fleXIbility or recogniZe.the responsibility government has to, proteCt its most wlnerable citizens . 

Roy Romer 

Governor " 


.. : 
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After. nineycars ,as Governor, I am more convinced than ever that the first three years ofa 
child's life are developmentally the most important. We must assure healthy food, quality 
child care and education' and appropriate access to medical care. TIlose three basic components 
are the cornerstones for building selfsufficient individuals. Ifwe 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 basic 
needs ofour children. My welfare sta:fl."has carefully reviewed HR. 4 and I offer the following 
suggestions to you as you prepare a Senate bill. . 

Cash Assistance 

AvoidOfte.Size.-FJb.AIIprograms. 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 conection costs. The reduced flexibility ofHR 4 is 
the antithesis of the block grant approach. . . 

Mailltain COllnler-cyc/ical nature ofassistance and creme a contingency fund. Public 
assistance programs are designed primarily as short term measures to aid during temporary 
periods of individual economic hardship. The people with marginal skills and less work 
experience are the first to be laid offduring economic doWn turns. Th~re needs to be resources 
available to respond to case load expansions that resultftom economic slowdowns~ I urge you' 
to create a contingency fund that would allow 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. ' 

Recogniz,e tM value ofpet'ItUlMntplacements. Ambitious job placement requirements force 
states to place individuals in jobs regardless of whether they can retain the employment over 
the long tenn .. This situation creates repeaters and does not break the assistance cycle. The 
program should give credit for panicipation in education and training and should allow for a 
wide range oftailored support services. . 

Do 1I0t 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 child care. They would be forced to quit their jobs or .uSe . 
inappropriate child care arrangements like.l~tting their kids sleep in their .cars. Long tenn, 
pennanent:employment should be the goal ofthe programs so mOdifie<iparticipation rates and 
sufficient support t;ervice reiources are needed. . 

Desigll all. ~quitable allocatioll formula. The HR 4 formula f~r distrib~tirtg block grant 

.dollars isiMquitable .. It abandons the flexibility ofthe current entitlement. It lockS into place 

cwrent econoriliceonditions and the relative strength and weaknesses ofstate economies: The 

State of Colorado win be .penalized for its strong economy and its relatively conservative 

benefits. You should Consider analtemative means ofdistributing resources. A fonnula based 

on each state'srelative share ofchildren living in poverty might be a more relevant approach. 


. ". ~.' .' 

, Require cOlltilluillg state commitmellt. Jm 4 requires no continuation' of state resources. 

While I am,sympathetic to the eoncern that a maintenance of effort requirement also locks into 

place the curre~t allocation 'system, I am f~rfulof the effect on poor people if states simply 

stopped contributing resources tocaslfassistance andpther support services programs. By 

freezing the allocation at the ·1994 level, Colorado will only be able to provide 70 percent of 

t~ cUrrerit level ofservices in 2000. Without some required state financial commitment, the 

reduction will be even more,sev~e. 'Some state fipancial participation should be required'to 

avoid the "race to the bottom~' phenomenon. It is. critical that we continue the. federal-state 

partnership in the area ofpublic assiStance. 


Food Stamps , , .' 

Do 1I0t cOllven the food stamp ptogrti.m ,to ,a block grlJltt, The food stamp program is ' 
particularly sensitive to economic fluctuations. '.It, is the first line ofdefenSe against hunger in 
America and it has been extremely successful. There are continuing concerns about misuse 
of coupons. some ofwhichcould be addreSsed bx'mandating EBr. To' increase coordination' 
of the food stamp program with the cash assistance program. the states could be given the 
flexibility to ·designprograms based on simplified federal standards. . . 

. Child Welfare 

, Do 1I0t block grant child welfare funds. The resources availabl~to assiSt the children 
involved in the child welfare system may be the most important crime prevention do.llars we 
have. ,The issues in child welfare are not self sufficiency issues but suM,val issues. 
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ReductionS in this funding would decrease dollars for adoption assistance which would keep' 
our ~ardest to place kids in· state care. The cuts would also reduce" family 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 funding should"at a 
minimum, be maintained. ' ' . 

Child Care 

,Maintaill sufficient service to support working poor and those In training. Child care is a. 
necessity to a working ,parent. It is nota luxury but a minimum requirement. Ifwe 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 making child care subject to an annual 
appropriation is irresponsible; I believe it should be an entitlement, and at a minimum a capped 
entitlement to the. states. ' ' , ' 

Family' Nutrition 

Maintai~ funding for nutritionpl'Ogrlun.~ The Women, Infants and Children program (WIC) 
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 53 in Medicaid expenditures. 
On every measure ofhealth outcomes, WIC is successful. Th~ 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 $10.58 million while adding the responsibility for three 
additional programs. . 

Do'not mandate distribution formulas. The family nutrition block grant contained. in HR 4 
is a classic case ofwhere the state is in a better position than Congress to judge \Vhat services 
are most needed. The mandat~fonnulaofHR 4 would result in a severe reduction III 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. , 
Ifyou feel the need to block grant these funds, keep the grants free' ofstrings that, ~ou1d drive 
our.dol1ars in directions inconsistent with our priorities.' 

Commodity distribution. 

Fund reductions will mean less food available. The commodity distribution programs are 
. almost exclusively privatized. There are little administrative savings to be garnered. These 

programs serve many people outside the traditional cash assistance programs. The 
commodities are heavily relied upon by the' charitable sector, which can expect drama~ic 
'increases in demand as housing, and other assistance is reduced.' ' 
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~ 	 . .' 
Child Support Enforcement 

Adopft~recommeNltltioHS oft~e IntentilteChild Support Eiffo~iMnt Co~Ss;on.. Thi ' 
Commission adopted a th,oughtful and' comprehensive study ofthe Child Support Enforcement 
programs and. .recommended.workable' changes that should 'be implemented. ' 

' 	 . . .... . 
Information and Data Systems 

Avoid prograWultat/c ,changes than increase dat~· ~n.d information .co~ts..Separate . 
. requirements for each' block grant and varying eligibi.liiy requirements among programs will 

increase management systems costs dramaticaIly. In thnesof reduced runding we should 
'devoteeveryaVaiJable dollar t9client services not to computer· systems. The, bill should build 
:o'n current ~stems rather· than requiring new ones. " .' 

. I hope this input will be helpful. I Wish you success in 'developing a Senate we1fare refonn bill 
'. . :	that Captuies the advantages and efficiencies ofblock grants ~thout disregarding the needs of 

our. most wlnerable citizens. If I or my staffcan be ofassistance to you, please do not hesitate 
to call. ' 

. Sincerely', 

.. ".' .RoylWlner 

·'Governor· 


. cc: 	 Senator Hank Brown 

SenatorBen Nighthorse Camp~1I . 


..; , 

.' . 

" 

." . 
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Child Support Enforcement 

Adopt the reco1lllllelldlltioIU 0/tile lnlentllte Child SupjHJlt Enfol'Cl!lIumt Commission. The 
Commission adopted a thoughtful and comprehensive study ofthe Child Support Enforcement 
programs and recommended workable changes that should be implemented. . , 

Infonnation and nata Systems· 
, 

Avoid progrlUlUlUltlc· changes than increase data and information com.. ·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 doOar to client services not to computer systems. The bill should build 
on ali"rent systems rather than requiring new ones. 

I hope this input will be helpful. I wish you success in developing a Senate welfare reform bill 
that captures the advantages and efficiencies ofblock grants without disregarding the needs of 
our most wlnerable citizens. If I or my staffcan be ~fassistance to you, please do not hesitate 
to call. 

Sincerely. 

Roy.Kt>1__ 
Governor 

cc: 	 Senator Hank Brown 

Senator Ben Nighthorse CaJIlpbell 
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444 NORTH CAPITOL :STREET, N,W, SUITE 515 WASHINGTON, D,C 20001 

202-624·5400 FAX: 202·737·1069 

JANE L, CAMPBELL 
ASSISTANT MINORITY LEADER

May 16, 1995 OHIO 
PRESIDENT, NCSt 

The Honorable Bob Packwood TED FERRIS 
United States Senate D1RECTOR,JOINT LEGISLATIVE 

BUDGET COMMITTEERussell Office Building, Room 259 
ARIZONA 

Washington, D.C. 20510 STAFF CHAIR, NCSL 

WILLIAM POUND Dear Senator Packwood: EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

,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 Legislatures (NCSL) is especially 
pleased by your recognition of the critical role of state legislators in welfarerefonn 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 endorsement 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. . 

I understand, that you are still 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 in 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 HIV 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. Courts 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 
rnicromanagement 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 to ensure that program goals are being met. . ' 

Denver Office: 1560 BROADWAY SUITE 700 DENVER, COLORADO 80202 3()3.83()..2200 FAX; 303-863-8003 
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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 long 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 ofadequate 
protections for states with population growth, economic changes and disasters isa 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 
mec~anism for budget adjustment so that states are not overly burdened by increased demand for 

. sefVlces. 

NCSL has been concerned about the lack ofcoordination ofexisting 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 fund should stand alone. 

Finally, state legislators will need adequate transition time to successfully implement 
revised income security and related programs. States will have to modify their laws to 
comport with new federal legislation, restructure their administrative bureaucracies an~ revise 
their FY96 and FY97 budgets that have been enacted on the basis of current law and federal 
spending guarantees. We urge inclusi<?n ofa provision giving states no less than one year of 
transition time and consideration for additional time for states that meet biennially. 

We look forward to working with you throughout this process. Please contact Sheri Steisel or 
Michael Bird in NCSL's Washington Office to further discuss our views. 

Sincerely, 

~cf.~ 
Jane L. Campbell James J. Lack 
President, NCSL President-elect, NCSL 
Assistant House Minority Leader, Ohio Senator, New York 
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