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COMMENTS: 1h9‘§évxa£ary'a teatinony will be given before the-
House Education and Labor Committesn on Tuesdsy, Augwst Ind.

OMB requ
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. RBOPONPD TO LOOIOLATIVE REFSHRAL KENORANDUM

1T your response to this request for views is wimple {e.9.,
concur/no coament] wo profor that yosu roopond by faxiag we this
rasporise sheat., If the responae is simple and you prafer to
£all, ploass ¢sll the branch-wide iine whown bsiuw (NOT Lthe
analyst’s linu) to lcave a moaccags with a secretary,

You may slav reepend by (1) esllliiyg Lhe analyst/attevaney’s direct
line (you will bo aonheoted to voeice nail if the apalyst d0es not
-Aangwar}: (2) sending us a memo or letter: or. (3) $f you #ro an
OASIS user iln the Exscutive Office of the President, sending an
E-malil mossnge. Pleare include the LRM number. shown above, and
tha subjact shawn below. .

TO: Chrin MUSTAIN
office ¢f Management and Budgel:
Far Numdssy: (202} 3336149 :
Analyst/attornay’s Direct Number: {202} 395-3923 .
Branch-Wide Line {to reach sacretary]: (202) 393~7162

FROM: | ' : (Date)

| {Nams)
{Agency)
{Talephone)

SUBJECT: HHS Proposed Testimony RE: HR 460%, Work and
Responsibility Act ot 19934 .

The following i¢ the reeponsas of our agancy to your r&quest for
views on tThe aha?a-cuptianad gubject:

Concur

Ko objsction .
No comment

Ses propossd edita on pagas

Other:

FAX KETURN Of ___ pages, .attached to thls
rasponxe shast . o
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Thank you M¥r., Chaiymsn and pempars of {he Commitbes for the
{nvisxtion to AROSBr LOIDEE YOU Yoday. I ou very pleassd thast
the 2ﬁnégﬁig;vand Lapor committees ls Lolding a heswing on the
Work and RasponeibiiiTy Act of 1984 mo soon altey e
introduetion,

1 ;m joined hare today by twe of the key sxohiteots of this
1sgislation, Dr. MAYy Jo Rane, HHS Assiatant Osorstary for
Children and Familtes, and Dy, David DBliwood, HHE Asaiebant
Seoretary for Pianning ant Ivelusiion. Togethar with 8ruce Roed,
Peputy Asaistani to ths Freévident for Dosesstic Pelisy, Dre. Bane
88 Riiwood have co-ohalred a tagk Zogoe sppelnted by the
President that gought the sdvice of asvaral hundred owporte,
walfara racipients, AAg% sorvics providers in the dasign of thic
vigsiomary plan.

Walfsy®® g5 wo Xnow iy has bsgome & natisnal seagoedy. Hove

than 14 million Anericans depend on montbly APDY ochecks that naw
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Sast taxpayers mMmoro than Qzalhillian dalliavs sach ysar., In %n&
st five ysaxa slens, well) ovar 3 millisn recipientk nave neen
addad te the AFDC yolls, Alnmopt 30 peroent of X1 births are to
unmarried mothers. And nedriy One in four ohildren gurcantly
Lives in peverty. Too many chiidren grov up in houssholds where
nune of thoa adulis sre working,

Praxideant Clinton, snd many of ue -« BOUR inaldes and cutside
o2 his tiéﬁz;{atrutian -~ BAVe worked funy and hard to put
together thip lagislation, And we ars proud of the yesult.

The Work and Responeipllity ASU of 19%¢ wlll fundamentelly
ghange this country's approuch T¢ helping yeung paronts move from
dspsndance t& indapenuienud,  And, wgaelly iwmportant, i% wiil
faprova the guality of 1ire for millivns of young childran.
Ansxieats ohildren ~~ indredsingly s  pouyeot coltisons «-
daserve 4 ohsnow Lo Qrov Up e opperhunibly, not gpevorty and

hogslisasnany.
It thare 13 ona TNANG that Etands out thes mond from aur

netisnwide Raarings on thig Jssus, it s that our nuxr;nt syatoam
doewntt work snd nebody iixas it «- jesst of all the podple whe
depend WoRtHEN LT fOr Nelp »- wulfers reoipisnty thomselves. Bn
&8 Congrasa cabates this Issus, we Xnow it won't be about whether
or not wva Nesd wellare reform -~ we 2}l sgres on thit. The

gusstion i hov paet t2 g0 about IL,
A8 the qisringuimned Cheivmon snd mankors of the Sommitias

Xnow, thare 18 no megic solution for the complex problam of

v+ gl o
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shrenie walfars dapsndancy mnd povarty. But thst ashould nok
detar e £EW fosting this challengs hess~on,

Puis iseue has Dacome SVen mors wywnt in light of sons
disturbing trondg: m0re And mors ohildesn 4oday are Borm to
teenage mothers and cutaide of marrisge. Alusat kalf of 1)
#ingle mothars renelvVing AFDU == about 4% percent -~ &rs ox have
baar taonage mothars.

Tha walfars syetez will cunllinue ko bs part of the problen
rather than part of the eclution unless drowstic ohanges ars
mades. We balieve ws have put on the tuble & bold, halanced plan
€het will reslly maxe o diftfwmrense., ‘

Under sur plan, by the éoax 2002, alnoat one million peopla
wil) sither ba working ©r compiately S wesifars. Even using
conmarvaTivp sesunptions, sur projettisns show that mora than
334,008 adults who would gtherviss have bsen on welfare will hava
isft the reils by that time, Awout 222,060 adulte wilil ba
working part-time in unsubsidized Jobs. And 364,000 sdults will
ba in subglilired dobs In the WORK Program -« up frem 15,0480 in
wark experiencs prograls now, In addition, enother 873,000
racipients In the ysar 2000 will bs in tims-limited edusation or
trafning peograme lesding to omploymont. And Dby that tima,
feadural onild mupport sollsstions will have nore than doubled,
from 99 biiilen Lo %30 hillien.

LAt 28 add that we hape Lo precesd sn walfara yaform in
Bipartisan sannex. In f80t, thove ars nony similaritiess betwesn

oMY Diil and the two mador Nepublicsr altoermativas in the Housa

LA
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sid Fepmte. Bobh shars the prasidents vision for vefomm, mxkng
punliis assiotance a tranwitional pruyrem leading ¢ wendatory
work. Bobh provide runting for sduvatieon, temining, ohild ours,
and doh crestion. And Loth reoognizs thot it will require an
investzant of tims znd noney Lo sove yeung mothovs toward salfs
suffictiancy. “

ur welfsra refurm  stratsgyy has  thrse aversrahing
prissoiples: work, responsibiiity, and roeashing Ths naxt

LARELE |
gereration,

WERE

ynasr the Erepidents waifars reforw plen, walfsars will be
about & paycheck, not & welfare chevk. To reinforom &nd rewara
¥OrK, our sppromuit le kased on a eimple co=pact., Bupport, b
vraining, snd ohild oars will bo provided to help people nove
from depundense 6 Independance. But time Iimlts will snours
thEt snyone wiv eoan work, muek wark ~- in tha privite sectsor 1
pessiple, In & temporary, subsidizea Job Iif nscessary. ZThease
roforme will make welfard a traneitiomal systen leading te work.

A ¥ ‘orhiotal ingredient of refers, support will ba provided
to help pecple kesp jobs once thoy get then. Tax orsdlits, hesish
cars And chiid cars will make 1T posslble for avaryons wWht WOrks
Lo Do Better off than they Wars on weitars, and f0r aven wOrkers

in sntry-lavel jobe to nupport thely fawilfea.”

IO R TR
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The Xey to ensuring tha success of this transition tros
wejfers to work is expending on the auszess of the Job
Wt%i‘éiog. and Basic Ekills or JOBS Program, the ¢ornarcatons
Qf The Family Support Act of 1988, (FHA).

TN paved tha wEy ror our raforms Dy $ntroducing the
supectatior that welfars should bm & perics of preparstien fox
self-sutfivioncy, and ky recogaliing the need foxr investment in
sduostion, tralning, and  apploynent services for wsjifars
xeaipients. ‘

Nowaver, the JOBS Training program orsssed by the FOA did
not chengs the welfars myatsm RE much i d intended. fPecauns
of its broad sxemption pOlIOY &NS Yelatively lovw poartioipasion
eakas, only & small portlon of the AFDC usesicad is aokusily
roqaized to partiolpatsy in the JOBS proyssn. Only 17 psyoent of
sandatory. paatloipantsy angages in work v Lealning ecblvitiss in
flesal year 1995. Since oniy 44 percent of the adults casslisad
are oonsidered mandatory part&cipanc»,'uuu sorunl purnanﬁuqc‘at
the ocasoload involvwed it the JOBS program is aven mmelliss. 2In
reality, faw recipients, espacially thoss asti-risk of longeteym
welfare dspendency, are poving tovard saployment that will anable
tham to leave AFDC parmansntly.

The FBA has worked Dest wnere atates bave used i€ te ohange
the oulture of the welfars ofLiCe o une fowusing on moving
pesple quickly toward work ana indupeidsnhcs. Ths Riveraids
Sounty CRIN pYSSYAn, Ior axanple, has significantly inoversss

rasipientsi hours of work snd sarnings. Bucossslal JORE prograns
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siso build arraccive partiierships with loual onploysant services,
sohools, hudinegs cvommuniiies, oangd japor organizatisag, Por
SYAnple, in Kenosha County, Wisvonsin, the weltars zgenny ralies
upon the. . genoahs Counly Job Senter to  serve  fte  JORS
participantes. - This Center gocrdinatas all  enployment nnd
training Botivitiss ipn ths cemmunity. it alse houses both the
inoome meintsnanve and JOBE u!‘éiao‘u of the woalfars sysnoy.
Through the Center, sstvices of 35 publlc and private agsncles
sres collucated and intagratsd. As & result, tha JOBB program in ‘
Xanogns bas succeeded in schisving very high participation levels
{86 pmrvent of parz;zcip_mw rocsive, eerviosa) and high Aob
piacepent ratas {69 ye‘r.nrat abeva the State aversge). in
sUaCeERIiui  proygrane, howovaey, ons  agHENcY  ratALRs  Slesyr
acoountability for cnouring thst recipiants participate and thet
Y recsive servioes. . .. . ‘ _

The Proaidentio Hork and Bagponeibllity Act seeks to changs
this by };Liiging APDC with » new Trangitionnl agsistents progrun
what inaludes four key ul@l&.ﬁﬁﬂz: a peraonsl erplovabdility plang
training, sducation and placozent augietence Lo ove paopls fron
wslfare to worky & twoe-ysar time limit; and wHrk reguiromonts.
ws &iwo propose s significant narrowing of ths partioipatien

sxsnptions contsined in current 1av.
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Pur philosaphy is mimpis and rajz: ail parant.‘a whe rooelve
cash support must do somathing to help Lhemmelven., The JOBS
progesn will be the contarpiece 0f the publlc ieslsbonos oysben.

rrun day one, the new aystem will foous on making young
methorg salif-sufficient. zach applicant will ‘sign an agresoment
Yo wova guiokly toward Indspendencs ln retuxn for sseietanss.
Yorking with 2 cassworker, each zepiplent wiil desveiopn an
seployability plan =« z wurk ond trsining syreement -~ dssignad
o Bove that person Iinte an unsubaidized job es guiakxliy az
goseible.  Payrticipants who sxe jobe-ready will Imsediately ha
segugad in ?:;b' uedzeh and anyons olfersd v Job will be roguirsd
to take jt. We expect that many reciplonts will be werkisg well
detore thsy hit the two-ysar time Iimie,

$svaral Dechaniszs will intograte tha JOBE program with
other sduoation &n{l txabning prcérnmc 2o expand pocoacg to The
systan and raduce the administrative burden on States. The J0BS
program Will D@ part of any ono-atop osresr canters that szaten
operats. Cur plan zlwe will ensure that even those unseis to
portioipata Iin sducatlion, training or werk still seet oervain
sxpectations,

Tt ig important Lo note thet our propoanf dAeters only paople
with disapilities or thoss whs nesd Lo vars for disablad
ohiidrany - wvMRors with infanta gnder ons year olAf znd certain
pespls Living ln renote aress, AFDC mothere who have sddisionsal
okildran while on asslstanco will ba deferred for only 13 weaks
sfcar The ehild s hirth.
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In sontrast, ourrant law allowa wuoh brosder sxesptions fey
women with snpy child undar Ihree, young mothers wundasr 1§, and
wosar (n thelr ssgong trinmester of pregnancy.

By the veskr 2000, thase changes. will wpove wus from a
situstion im which almust threc guscters {73 porcent) of the
Ltarget group ara nalthar working nor oxpescied to partlofipate In
eraining, to. ons in which aora.tm‘ thiss guattars {77 payoant)
at: ths prased«in group axrs eithser off wellsre, werking, or in a
nandatory time-linited plscement and &tuiniﬁq progran,

in whery, JOBS partlcipetian will Dbes  graatly oxpanded
thzough inorsased pavticipation retes, and JOBS participants will
psrticipate in wmoxe work cdpavionce, education, and training
prograns. To achieve thls, we have glven stated and loaslities
glaxivility in demigning tho oxadt mix of JOBE progyan gorviuves.’
Peployability pilane nay bes adjusted aw a fanmily's mitustlion
ohanges. Bul persnts who refuss to atay in acheel, o look forx
work o ’aﬁ;ﬁmz job tralning programs will e amaiiomd,
genarally by losing theiy shure of the APID grant,

in sddition, the ?&dotal oap On J0BS spanding will be
1xpresged froo 92 billion to 81.78 billtesn in gisesl yoar i$56,
aver the five-yssx pericd betwson 1998 and the year #0048, ws will
inorsape JOBS ﬁ;un.diag by $2.8 bilifen~-~g %4 porgant increkse
pver ourrant apsnding, Tho capped entitlement fov JOBS will rice
turcher if the nstionsl ursxployment :é'st‘.a raschas ¢ pwfoont o

hignsr,

noﬂm‘
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*#x* Buf o

Ap membaxs of this Commiztes Xnuw, Lhe ducrrank JOBF progvan
io heppered by many obated’ lnakility to draw Soun the full
ameunt of aveilable FeSeral funds. In faeh, states spent only
slightly nore than twoethlrds (68 perssnt) of the total availadie
Foderal JOHS sllutment in Flosal year 1%32. 7Tov help Statas draw
down thelxr tull ealiptrent, the Tedoral nmatph vite will ba
ingrensed ~+« Iy Live perusntaygs pointes ovexr ths ocurrsmt JOBS
match rste in 1996, risming to 10 percentags poists over the
Surrant JOBE matsh rate by the year 2060, The alnimum Pedorsl
Batoh will e 70 percuent In that yoar. |

Spe0iZio exsmples best {lluetwats the impact of thess
aﬁlnqaix'.’£§‘§ilaal ysar (004, wa satimate that NMishigan wiil
spand !49;3 »i)lion in otate monism on JORS, which will allow it
to drav Ao¥n $56.) millisn in Zedersl JOBR apandiny. Under the
ziw BATON rati, iAo flscsl ysar 1999, Michigan could msintaln ite
purysnt ievel of 1984 oponding and draw down $8D.5 mililon in
fodaral Iunds == a5 ineorassc oF »i percent f¥om 1964. Morsover,
i¢ micnigan iuncreassd Lts JOBS epanding above current lovels and
drav down ull availebio faderal dollars in FY 1899, fadersi
spanding would lnoresse by 8 porcent. Under this ssw match, we
astinats tnat Pennsylvania vould axpariance a 51 paroent increass
in federa! JOBS funding botwseon figcal year 1994 and fiepal gesx
1999 it i% wuntinusd to spend at ite 1994 levols, mnd & &%
parcent “inoecase if it drsw down 3ll availabls federal deliawve.
California would experisnce {rorsases in federal spending of 78

perosnt and 1% perosnt, TaRpactively, over this sape tire

P T
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perisd, vhile the comparsdle inuxu;uat in Mew York woeuld bs 58
percant and £5 percest. For your infermation, I havs mttached to
wy testimony & summary of the inoreased amount of fadaral JOBS
gunding that a1l ptates cuulé expoot under our prepossl,

Wo wlsd Provide for & single watoh rate for dlrect program
posts, &iﬁin‘&ir&ziw Gosts and work-reiated supporitive sarvides
that ui}.zvr&plaae the outreant oysten's varying satah rates,
Provisidng Also have hesh inocrperated that addraas unpmpioymant-

B3
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«during paricds of high state unemployment, tha state matoh for

JUBR {and WORX and At-Risk Cnild Care) would ba valuded,

In &3dition, ouUr preposal includes proviasions that will
grestly ennhance ihe integration aud ocoordination of services
amorg the JOBA prugram and ralated im'aqrama administersd under
tha Jab Training Parinershidy Aok, the adult toucation Aot , And
the Carl D. Porxine VYooatidnal Rducation Aot. Ths JOB4 and WORN
pragrang vill be operated by the sane stata agency, and Covernors
will have the coption of depignating an agency other than the

Wa1EATE agumay. Lo operate them,

A You knew, Prssident Ciinton was thes firet parsen Lo .

propose nastional time linmite on welfare banefits. Ths cumulative
tud=year tine limit on benefits wil) g¢ive poth reviplents and
CAMMWSZKATS & BLruotura #8f continuoun movamsnt towsard Zuifiliing
tha obisctivey of the amploysbilily pian and, uitimately, finding
& job. We tolleve that only with time limity will reciplents and
SASNRGYRErs Xngw without & doubt " that weifars has . chonged

1¢

LA A 2
P
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torevar, And only then wii} the focus ronlly bs oa wark and
independenay. R

Otatep will, however; be parnitted to grant a iimited number
ot sxtensione for completion of edusntion or training programs,
oy for thoss who sre lesiningwdisadled, i{liiterata, or fasing
ather ssrious obELADIEE Lo enploymont. And in order tb enoourege
statag to neetl thelr responsibllitiss, we reguire thesm to grant
estensiont - 80 pargons who have rosoxsd the time Jimit But sho
have not bsan provided empleymentersistsd ssrviges opacified in
their smplioyability plan. DBxtenslono iy All of thesa Sntegorise
will ba limited So 10 poroant.

Tha JOAK. PYSUTAD

If chis time limit {a yosohed, walfare ends and psopls ove
SNpadtad €0 WoYk, We vacoynizs that sams roeoiptente will resoh
the ond of the tworyser linit without having zaﬁna Jube, doespita
their best erforte «- &nd ve are comiitiad T6 Providiug then vith
the opporTuUnNiItY Lo euppord thelr families if thoy are willing 6o
work. 3%2? sraie will be requivad to oparate 8 WURK prigram thak
ke y;;a.;éxk assignuants availabla to reciplents wiio have
rabohad the tipe limit for ossh aswistange,

The WORR pregyew ie diffevant Crom “workiare™ (px LWEP)
progrems, It hos & otrong priveta seclor foous. It is dsoigned
to help people move into, rather Ehan serve ag a subetitute fer,

unsubetdited smployment. Workers will rechive payoheoke bassd on

33
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the nours thay sctusily work. They will not bLa qaa;gncaog
wairars ohwahs and gant out Lo work adtee. Thoas who 4o not ghow
wp fox work will not geb pald, 7This iz a esraight-rorverd snd
radioal end to tho BLatuk guo. .

Ta move psople into unsubsidiged private ssotor fobs ax
quickly a¢ psssinle, pazticipants will be required to perform an
sxtensive 10b moarch belore ehtering the WORK progyam, aAnd after
each WORK assignrent. Bo single WORY sssignment will Jawt nore
than 17 months and pacticipsnts wiil typically ’ba puid tha
winisum wage. States will bs alloved to pursus any of a wide
ranges of atrategies to provide work for thogs who have resches
tha two-yesr ilimit, ineluding aub(&d}zza privats~sscior Jobs,
public-ssctor pueitions, oontracts with for-profit “plscesent
firen, qg;yzggptt witk non-profit agensies, ana pivroenterprise
and seif~ampleymant oftorts,

To orgats o furechar incontive o Zingd unsubwidized Joka,
portinipants in subsidised WORK positions will aet recaive the
Barnes incoms Tax Lradity gnsurinq that any unsubsidliced job will
PAY Dors than o subsidized work sssignsent. Asyone whoe turne
dovn a private sector jeb will be remsvad from thoe rolls; os will
pecple who refuse to make good faith afforts to cbtain svallable
oba. ‘

Ths WORK pzaqf&& will begin In 1998, and 1t sheuid coot $1.2
Briijon in Pederal dolilaxs during tha 1irst five yearn. By 3805,

thé WORK program should Bervd aBproXimavsly 384,000 partiofipanta,

wr il oa

12



http:ullqnll.nt
http:et:reiqht-ror:v.r4

BE29:4) 12:89 : L4 EROMCHTME 216
BENT 8Y'Xorox Telaconisr 7020 ¢ 1-23-98 5 Bipwnm ; ‘ ~ 02 905 81481005

“rt k-

whioh ilp o dramatic sxpansion frow tne 15,000 in work eyparienve

programe today.

He reopgnite that a runGamental [iaw in the ourrent wolfars
systes fo that it doss little to enceurags wosk. Thoma Who worX
ofben lose bhensfita 4oljay Ior Aollsy, Zaow buxcumma‘i(pogtina
roquirsments, and cannot save for She future basausa &2 suset
iisitationm .. . ‘

Noving panpla fzom welfera o vork alsc means mexing work
pay in this country -~ ending the paxvares incantivas ‘&:Jnt land
pountless Doople Lo opt for welfare over work, evan though they
want to enbteyr tha warkforos.

Today, 70 percent of thosw on welfsre Teave ths mysten
within 2 yasrs -~ but the vast majority of tham return, often
Mnu;aa }z?m jov paving 1obs they gt do 58T conu with espentinl
perefits such s health care and ohild asva, ¥o nesd to
ponsantrats on tue k‘ey goals: moving peopls off weitsrs and
helpling thaw etay off,

Te fmake work pay,® this Administysation hos Tocuped on thres
oritiss) oorponsnts ~~ providing tax credum for the working
poor, nt;#x?;lqb accese Lo healty inguranoe, &nN¢ maXing amfe ohild
sarse wiiiaﬁla‘ We are alse proposing to S1L0W stotes Co shango

2
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sernings dloragard psliolas o reaward wesk nz‘zd fho paynont of
oisild support.

As yéu know, Hr. cnaimu;i, Congrans hae alyesdy passad Lhe
tiret orucisl alemant of welfsre czeforn by expanding the FITC, o
key iInitdetivq of the clinton Adsinlstroation, the BITE s
sssentislly » pay ralss for thy working pees. Xt masns that in
A998, o family Wwith two ohildren and & fulli-time werker aarning
alnimur wage would, wWith the help of 'ri.'ued AUAEpA, nO 1OAYST Du
poor.,

%e balieve that low-income individuale oould besnefit from
rousiving the EITC throughout the yoear, instaad of in & lunprsuw
peywant at the and of the ysar, OQur 'pwpuuaz will ailow up %o
£645r atatss Lo vonduct demonstrations promoting the use of the
advarnce FITC payment optleon by shifting the gqutreach and
adminigtrative burden frun opployers vo selacted public sgencies.

thna crivical polioy, of coures, is guarantsed health vare
seourity oy Amoricans. This Committes has shown grsat
hmnh.i; hin” poviay o tha fioor of thes U.8. Houes of
mmntizivas 4 wonprshansive hualth csre reform dill thas
provides 21l working femilias with guerantssd health insuvange.
3 wsuld only underscors that WwWe GARIt suoeesd with aweeping
welfure reforik Unless we succocd in pamsing hoealsh cars refors
first, ‘

fome studics suggest that 7 Lo iS5 percent of the ouxzent
waitara caseload ~~ at loast one million adults end childeen --
sres on welirsre te gualify for Medicmid., And a 31994 Urban

it
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Institute study found that ovar a 20-month peried, only & peyoent
sf those who wers on AFDC and want io York wveaie able 40 find a
Jok Witk hesith inourannd. .

%e believe that pecple BnOuIA noU have to ohoosa walfsrs
pyer wark juet to get MAAlth Qovarage fur their funilios. And
when Congrenss pesssn haslilh tars ?utag'm, vy hopo de that thias
perverse irventive to stay on weifars will end.

The third lngrsdlent 1n our ssyatogy %o meke work pey g
alZsrdabls, tockseible, Digh quality ohild oare for famtlies on
casl: ansistansa and tne woerking poor, Ap gunbazg of ths
toppittes know Tram your ysars of Jeadarship on chlld sare
iosues, Parents must have dependable ohild care in order te verk
or %% p!:epara thengeives for werk. In sdditien %0 <the
Mauinistration's regussted Increass in Child Cors and Davélopnent
Block Srant fundiny, our welfars refors propossl would
pignitioantly ex;mn& child core spending. Psople on walfars will
spntinve to racatva ohiid sars assistense while working o in
sducatisn  training, #8 ventinue o guearsntes onk ysar of
srepnitional ahilq care LY thoss Who lasve walfara for vork, end
will axrend cohilg care aseistance & €hoes perticipating in the
v BORK program. ur pzapcs.u}. alsd will significantly oxpend
the At«Rigk Chiid cars program for the working poor from $300
piilion par yesr now to sver 8 billien by the yaar 2000,

As»menhiones sariier; wa will oake the child ogara patoeh
Fates uvonglstont withn the nev sahanoed JOBA  fand WORXK] makoh
yate, Aiiowing stotes to dyaw dewn inoromsed ohilg osxre guuds,

i3
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Por e¥ample, ve oatimatd that mchiqan will apend n %otal $10.3
niiidan in tiécnl yaayr 18¥4 on IV-A child onre, transitienal
ohild Dars, and At»R18X Ghild cars. Under ithae current matohing
ratas, Nickigan would draw down 26.3 million in #edevral runce
for those child oare prograns fox that year. Under the proposed
BASOD rate) ™im sarxe spount of etate afllars invantsd in ohild
sare in figoal vesr 1959 would draw dounrsas.s willion in Zaderal
dollare ~- an increase of 73 parsent. Moreaver, {f Michigen
inoransed its child oere spanding to draw dewn All of the .
projacted federal dollsxz, faderal outlays would incrosee 188
porsent, Undesr thip noew mateh, wve estinata that Penoeylvanis
would -exparianoe an §5 poroent (norasss in federnl onilid care
funding between fiscal y=or 319904 ana figgal year lees I it
continued To spand st jts 1999 levals, and s 14D peorosnt increass
if 1t drev Aown sll ol the projacted federal dolisre. wriifornis
vould exparisnce increases {n federal spanding of 133 perésnt and
17% percent, respeotively, over thie stme Tire period, whlie the
OUMpRYARLS Anoreases 1n Now York would ba 123 pergent und 183
percant. .For your infoymation, I have attechad to ny tustimony a
sumMery 57 the inoresesd anmount of redexrsl ChilQ care funding

that ALl slates 0ON)d axpect under our propossl.

FINALlY, ONT proposal Iogusas on creating a simplified
ohild ocare wystes and on enguring that ohildren are coxed for in
pafe and bsalthy onvironnants. Ws wWill hely states oroats

meanloss child cara oovexage forx pPRrSONR who loave weifera for

it
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yorx, and slicow them to mdministar sli federsl ohild c¢are furds
thronigh one sgenoy.  Wa extend to the 1V-A child care programs
the parensel cholce and fnealth snd safety provisienn af the
cePa.  And wa supplemaent the Block fSrant’s yusliivy funds through
E * 4] amiotggqn~?g§~a¢!de in NG AT-Risk progipm,

Togosher, thase elemants will help ensurs that the millions
of reaipionts who lakve welfere within 4we vesra will not fall
baek Into the systam. And it will e olesr that work am

Yospon#ibility are &% the vore ¢f our valused and the heart of our

policias,
REGRONBTLILITY

Iha eeoond plllar of ouy ples is  responsibilisy: the
rasponeibility of parents for &halx children; the responalviiity
of tha =yaten to deliver porformance, not process; and tha

reoapornbilfEy or the government to provide acosuntability for
hm;crs“__
Eskankal Bauoanaibiliity.

Wa Dballeve tiwt =nothéra &nd  fathers pust be  hell
respansible for ths aupport of thailr ochildarzen. ' Nen snd women
Rust undarstend thai peronbhodd brings dericie ohligetions and

that thase obiigationy will ba snforosd.

1
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While many inpravements nave Lws: mads o the ocurreant
syplom, &% etil)l fails to ansurs that onildron recelva adaquats
Nppert t:ea;z Poth paXronts. The potential for okild pupport
aolimetions s approximately ¥4 biilion pesr yesy. Yot only $14¢
piilion 1w actually paid, Istding o an setimetsd callestion gap
of abaut €3¢ »illison, We ars proposinyg the toughant ohild
suppert systan aver to npake sure fathers pay thelr ohild suppors,
It im ginply not agceptadle foxr non~oustadial pavents O walx
eway from the childrsn ;hay helpad bring into this world.

Eetabliahing swaras in svery msase is the fiyst atep toward
eneuring that onfldren receive ~ finanairl support froen '
nanduptpdiadimranta., Paternity must be anéabdlished fur every
eut~ef-undlonk birth, rwgardless of wolfare SLACQM, OUr proposal
would grastly axyang cutreadh ond publio sducatlon prugrens that
SATOVTAGS VOLUNtAry palernity sstablishmant, and puild on
siisting horplital-based programk., The gonetio Testing process
will b furthsr stresmiined for <psas  whers patecalry o
asontested,

in addftion, nothers vho apply for AFDC Dbanafits must
socperate fully winh paternity sotablighment pi'oclauréa galor o
vaueiving banarics. zxa;pt: in rars Ooivcumstances in which
paternity esstabijishnent Le¢ inapproeprists, parencs who reiuse to
ooaperate will be sanctioned, generally Yy losing thmir shoeve of
AFDC bnggtji}_:is; We Arp. proposing to eyatanatioaily apply a new,
‘stristar asfinitioy of coopsratisn in every AFpC cume,

ia
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fhe chlld support agency =- which has the moat axpertics and
aopt At staks =« will soninieter this few sooperation ragulrenant
within sach state, when fothere bave fully uvoopsrated, the atata
mist sotabhlioh paternlty and will ka gliven ons yesr €0 4o Bo or
risk loging a portion of {ts Federal match Por AFDU benstite.
Parformanaa-Eeast indantives wili enocurage etabes to isprove
"their paternity establishment reRtes for all out-ofewsdlook
birehis, regharaians of welfars shatus.
¥eir avards alec are orucianl o gatbing suppert to ehildren
whe nesy it, Perledic updabing of asunyds will s roeguiced for
both Arde and non-AFDC oasos, mo thal awards scouretely sesfisot
the parents’ current indome,  In addition, 8 Naticnal Guideiines
Comnimpion will ke established € asmass tha dAealrabllity of
unitorm nstional child support guidsaiines or natippal parapstars
for state goidelines.
mary anforcenant teels Will allew atstes to collesy puppoLt
nore stiechively. The etate«hxsod Ghild suppost enluososnant
pysten will continuwa, bub with changed 0 move It towaxd o mors
aasZatn;'éézzgalizaa; and tervion-srisnted program. All states
¥ill maintain contral roylstries and centralised oulleotsisn and
aisburssnent capabiliviss. The registry will palntain ourrent
geoords of all eupport ordsrs and zperats in tepjuvavtion with a
santralizead payment santer for the collection snd distribusion of
aniid suppest paymants.
Contralized sallection Alse will vastly simplify vwivshholding
$or smployers oince they will nave v smud paymanta enly ts ona

19
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source. In additian, this onanga will eneurs 4dccurate Keosunting
and ponltoring of paymants.

Tha federsl rels Will e sxpanded ¢o onwire mers afficient
logation of tha noncustodial parent and saforasment of orssrs,
partisuiarly in intarstate cases, in order to ocoordinate
sptivity st tha fofarel lavel and %o track dalingusnt parsnta
AgTOSs State lines, & Natlonal mmrsngm;un will be sotsdlished,
This c}.:‘a‘r»irz_gncazu will gonalst of sn expended Padaral rFarsst
Looatsy ag:?ie;, the Natiohal ¢hild Support vw:zs.try. and the
National Dirsotory of Hev Hires. A stronger fedsral role In
{nterstata anforcement will maks interstats provedures pors
sniform throughsut the wtounrtry.

Bafarcarent  nsasurss  will inclyde revogation af
professionsl. ocooupationnl and Joarivers' ligengsas to  neks
delingquant parenta pay child eupport: expandsd wage withholdings
inproved uge of income amd asaot Information; expanded use of
aredit raporting; snd astharity %o use tho samo wage gacnishument
procadures for federal and non-federsl empioyaes.

Dur propopel also rsuovgnipee tha problsm abeent ywnnx!:a
pesstinag faoe in gstting werk #nd theiy genuine domize to help
support "¢8eTE children, We propose allewing states to sllosats .
wWp to 10 'penunt of their JOBS and WORK funds Loy prograss for
non«~auktodiel paroute, otatos alss willi DS allowed So raguire
non~ouBtouinl parsnts with delinquent chila eupport payments %o

work off wnhat thay ove.

20
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Thae proposal contains sevaral other wmessurss almad at
snocuraging parental responsinllity. In sddibion, wa ars
prﬂpcﬁina:‘ a ?Ztiglitnd nunber ¢f parenting, ascess and vigitazion,
and ahilid support assurasace demcpatvabigns.

gtates San  choose  to lift ‘tho special  eligibilicy
raquiremgnts rfor two-parant -fanilies in order Io encoursge
PATONLE to Stay togathar. DStatss Alse will da given the option
te limit additional bensfits for asaitional onildron senceived by
mothars ont AFDC (the "fanily csp¥). Stetes Lhes cChoows thise
option will be reyuirved to sllow fTamilfies to “sarn back” she lost

bonefit anvunt thouugh disrsgarded income rzon sarnings or shild

BUPPAre .

Piaresncar . Nt PLoSosE..

et
e Administration’s plan demanéds greatver yesponsikiliey
trox the welifnre offics itmalr. Unforrunassly,; thes surrent-
wyster too often focusne on dooumenting aligihiiity and sanding
ot walfare cheoks, Inatsasd, tha welrars ¢ftiuve xust bpoene a
place that is sbour holping peopla find work snd sarn payehooks
& guickly ap possibis.  Our plan ofTNrs sevaral provielenas
denigned Lo help agenniss raduoo PADArVOTk &nd Zoocus on resulto.
The lwgislakisn would Aliov he phupe Lo of an sutoese
paged systen g«m: furnaing lnoentives and penaltias diresuly
linked te the perlformancs of stator aAd cameworkess in sorvios

provision, jeob placsment, and ohlid suppPexrd wollection. In order

S I :3»
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to better cocordinate snd simpllily gxograom a&mini»tr&éion, wa have
Ales proposed saversl <hanges in progran rulos dooignad o
sizplify and atandardire disparets rood Stamp and AFDE pelioy

iies.
Mosuntakilisy for Taxnaysss.

s sliminate fraud snd enours that svery dollar iso wsed
productively, welfare reform vill cesrdinste progrems, sutonite
tiles, iHH'?&ﬁz:o: reciplentn. ' We proposc gsevaral nhew fraud
sontrsl naﬁeurao.‘ Stotes will bo regquirsd $o varify ths inoome,
fduntity, alien wstotus, ond Posisl Ssourily: nusbers of new
spplicants. A natilonal public sseistance olsaringhouse will
€ollow  Ingividuals whehsvsr and Whoraver they usa welfave,

: monitoring compliance with gima limits and work, & pagionad “aew
hira® regsstry will mositer earnings o oheok ArpC sligibiliey
and ioentify nonwoustodial parents whe aviton dobs or sroms stuts
linem to avold paying obild support. Anyont whe refuses o
follev the rules will fags %tough naw SEnCticns, and anyens who

curan 4oWn 2 ok offexr will bu dropned from the roile.
PR ERROAING TER NEXT SBNNUATION
It is apwolutaly oricieal that Sur reforss oend a strong

Wsaage to the next gansxation, All young peoplo aust undarctand
the importance of staying in wchool, living ot home, prepazing to

2


http:au."t<mIDt.4I
http:pt:'op'.tl

@r2@st 1paa

Coarm

L= BRONCH My

i »
. g Sl o -t T
: SENT BYIXeron THBCOpTar 1GEY T 7eBhebd ¢ RiFWPM

© 'i!", UL T AN j» w5
R L T e

woxk, snd Building o rsal future. And they must realiss. thag
naving & child s an immonse ¥Saponsibility - not an easy Touts
to indepondants.

v b oy .

Wa rscoynite that walfxrse depundensy oould Be sigaificantly
yaducad if more Young pu;apzt delaysd childbaaring until deth
parants uwere rasdy and able o aaam the vesponsibilicvy of
phising children. &nd wa are cvommitted s daing sverything we
osh 20 prevent tesnsge pragnanoy in the first place.

1 dontt navs 3o Il you how big « challangs that ls. And
1t waula be nalve to aughost that govornment oan 4o Lt aloma. ¥o
s¥s V8Ll awere that rediioing thée Ancidenss of upmarrisd tean
pregrangy will require the invelvonent of every sestor of aur
sonisty,

e link betwsen unmarried tesn births ARQ POverty is oleart
Acoording te an Annle I, Cassy Foundation study, sppronimstely 80
parosnt of the childran born o tosn parants who droppad oul of
high suhool and 4id r;ut, BALTY are poor, 'za' gontesat, enly @
perosnt of ohildren horn to narried high sohool gradumtes aged 20
or sldey are popr.

e ars proposifiy a NUitker of moatures, intluding a natlonsl
oampalyr againgt teen pregnancy designad to mend & olesar asnd
ysaRbiguous nesEnga L0 ymmg‘ padpia about deloyed sexual schtivity
and responsible parenting., Ao part of that effort, we would

r
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creats 3 netional clesdinghouse to provide eoumunitiss ang
svhools with nofels, materinls, tralning and Leohnize}
susivtancs. Tha Qlasrisghouss will distribute what e known and
svaluate nav approaches,

Sur lagisiation ales would mRt Up new grant prograve Lo test
compunity~nasac opprotchss to raduping tesn pregnrnoy. And
beosuss va nasa to poy particular attention to araas whers the
rieks are ¢robtesl, we ars proponing grants to set up prograps ipn
youghly 1000 middis and high echools. ’

¥e are sluo proposing to fund larger, mora uouprahansive
denonstyations to aimu}tanauﬁsz; addrsss tha brosdar health,
eduoation, pafety and ewployment needs of young people. Theso
grants ars  fntsnfed to g2lvaniza isoal efforts and  inspire
cownunitiss to work togqathar, )

N are absolutely commituad &5 promsofing adstinsnce-pasad
prograns in the sokhcols a8 2 key bto preventing tasn pragrancy.
and wa are sgunlly deterningd to bui:.do U eLYALRYY on the best

avatisble reusatch.

%

IDAALRE-in Soung Lasolie Flrek.

s have ohopen bo phade in the plan by starting with youny
peopia: thowe born afver Y871, ¥e ohose thin stretegy net

vaoause youny singla mothers are casiser to perve, but beosuss

they sra so i1fportast o Our fuluve,
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he younger ganeration of welfare radiplents is our gnaﬁut
oongern. Younger regiplents ora 1ikely o have The jongest stays
on welfars., Thay Slup are the group foy whioh thers is the
gresteat heps of making & profound qiffezwnce. Wa wtrongly
belisve That tne bust WAV t0 ord yellere as w; Raow 1t fx T8
reagh the next genscatisns to davots gnergy and nov rescurcess to
young gaééi;“tixap, pather ﬁh:g aprelaing ouy sfforts So thinly
that littl; re8l Help is provided to Ahyune.

This propoexl veprasents & radiesl change in how W8 think
sbout and administer weifara, But t¢ get it right reguicee »
#oiid and wall=planned implementation strategy. Rvan if
yesources wars plentiful, the laessne we learsad from the Fanmily
Support Act, as well ss from our sive visitc and discusglons wita
ptate adiinistrators, Jhw& ponvinued wa  that atteampting to
izplssent a time-iimited transiticnal assistanpe progran tor the
sntive gagolioed ot onos would orssis snormous auuwnzqu. Wo
bslieva These diffisulviss could be svelded and tha changss wo
sAviaton guccsasfully isplemanted by odopring Chis phamo«in
SEEAEAg. + Wi .

Roreover, recent céidanca fros several prograns sarving teen
setnars sugyests that this pobulation nesds spacial sttention and
car ha resched. By phaging In ths plan with the youngest
Feciplents tirst, wve send a stIong message of rasponsinility and

oppartunity to the next ganararion.
Bus let wma ha very clisar sbout our propossl. Suy

legislation regquiren ptates to phasa<in rafura with recipients
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born arfter.i37i. This isplementation -czitsqy limits sho imfeia)
sandetory caseload ¢t about ondethird of the total 4n 1908,
Malping vash-strapped statss anadl neaningful WORK programe with
rime imits thot oAh rexlly be enrorgsd. Sy the yoar 3000, thia
pigsn~in stratagy wmeans that hail of al)l ArDe yeciplents, shout
2.4 nililon people, will ba in The naw wyetem. And by the yesr
2004, two-thirds will be subject %6 the new rulses.

Nowevor, ptates wiil have ths option to Jdofine the phasedein
grouy Pove breadly, allowing them to apply ties limite angd other
new rules t¢ o largay DErisntage of ths oscelond 1€ thay wish,
In addition, srates will b8 Isquired to ssrve veluntaers from ths
nen phaso-in group to the extont that federal JOBS funds are
availablse, At stats OpYion, thase voluntesrs Alse ney Le
xukﬁac:a&iigaéha tus-yea? time 2imit in sxobangs for acoess to
l.tviuo:.. And of assurss, the Family Suppsert Aot wil) oentinae to
aliov states to provide sducation and treining for other AFRC
recipients currently participating in JOBE. ¥a belisve shat this
appronoh oroatas a rsallstic pavinership with the atates, and

ssts Sp 2 moeaningful Hath Lo resdt vellars refarm,

A Elsar Xanspqo Lo Tosn Paranis.

Tho preposal’ {ncludes saversl incontives for youny parsnts
dusigned ts promota rasponsibie kehavier. Minsy paronte will be
soduived to live in thalr parente! houzanoidas unless shas
stvironmente: 3y unsafs, Hinor parenis ars »till children

ri ]
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thwnesiver and they ought to jive with aduits who gan offay
gum:vzaim and guidancs, The wellape syater ahoild mat
eneYurAge young pashlie Whe RKave bablus to isave hemo, ot up
pepscate households and radeive sepsrate ohecks, In caces vhars
thers iz a probler such as aanger bcf abugs,; acavse will bhe
encoursged to £ind a responsidls adult with whom the teon parsnt
can liva, ‘ '

tn zrad? “to mest the spsuisl neade of teon pavents, any
ouatodial parent uncor age 30 will ba provided came mansgessnt
sepviees. A LhoUeh virtually all tean parents will ba zeguires
o stay in zohascl and particip;&e in JOBR, the Zi-manth J1ook
will not begin 26 run until the pavans turns sge 8. Htates aleop
will have the optisn of using sonetary insentives combined with
sanations a¢ inducemonte TO enddurnys young parents to regalin in
school or GID ciaes. ' ‘

in the end, Xr. chalpman, thie is not sbhout dsllarxs nnﬁ
datn. It im aboutr values: ‘rar tou long, the walfare Syetem hse
besn sending 211 tha wrong pessages. The Work and Responsidliity
Aot is designed TO gt the valuos atraight. Tt transistes our
vaives ahony WosX, respeneibility, family and opportunity into a
Crampmork - fox  astion: 1t places  new axpuc_zntiom' and
roupondibilitien on recipisnte, and on federal and stets
goevarnmante alige,

That LB tha mwssags A&t (ongrase sharied to send with the
Family BUpbery Aet. 2t ip time te fully resllits that vision, and
to bhuild & »old paw future baced #n this atre valuss we all share,

H
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We ballsve that this issue I8 oritical  -- that welfare
reforn ia about nothing lage than eur vision of what kind of
dountzy we axe and want o RO, Do we wWant Lo bw a country that
MeoUTAges WOoTX oveX dapandancy? Lo we want Lo ba 3 oountiy thas
SEXPBULE GUT YOUNG pecphle & ALY Fesponsibly? Do we want o ba a
country that rswards bDary work ang fair yzz:;" ond cocspts nothing
less? Do wa want tO b & pountry thab helps previde 2 Wpighter
futuxe for aunr children?

T™he Work ang dasponaibiilsy Act of 1354 answvers thoae
questions with & regounding YES, We oelleve this bill will truly
atr:n;tutﬁ Anarice's familles ang communities.

Wr. Chairmis, you and the penmbsrs f €his ocompittas have
ohovr raal 1sadership on this issus, I losk forwsrd to working
with all of ¥ou 88 you bDegin your work eon this histaris
lagislation, Tﬁ&n;& you [or your sttentlon snd I would ba pleasod

o AnSVer AnY questlune you moy have ot ¥his wime.

LA = ]
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CLINTON WELFARE BILL SHOULD BE ENACTED

Testimony
Richard P. Nathan
Subcommittee on Human Resources
U.S. House Committee on Ways and Means

Augast 9, 1994

As s veteran of welfare reform debates going back 25 years to when a
Repai;iieaa President for whom 1 worked (Nixon in his first term) tried to
climb this mountain, I have thought long and hard about the Clinton welfare
reform proposal (HLR. 4605), the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, 1f}
could wave a magic wand and have the Clinton bill enacted as written, 1
would do so. 1 remember well the hard issues we wrestled with to design
Nixon's Family Assistance Plan, which was not enacted. It had its flaws.
No reform bill in the hotbox of welfare policy can fully satisfy people like
myself who make our livfng as policy analysts. Nor is every provision of the
Clinton bill just what personally I wounld like, Nevertheless, on balance, and
taking into account the arguments below about how c¢rucial it will be (o
implement this new program effectively, 1 would be pleased to see the
Congress adopt the Clinton bitl, The fear of course is that in the cavldron
of wélfare emotionalism the bill will be changed in ways that would be
harmful to the poor, especially poor children, This is a dangerous time for
socigd policy,  Still, if you could adept the Clinton plan as written, | would
say do it. It represents a sensibie middle ground that in many ways builds
intelligently on existing law.

In the usual way, the Clinton welfare reform bill and the statements
made abouot it overpromise.  If this legislation is passed, the federal
government must aveid what has happened (oo ofien in the past in this field;

we promise the moon and we deliver moon spots.  The JOBS title of the



1988 Family Support Act is an illustration of this implementation gap, The
Family Support Act passed in 1988 is a balanced law that aids the states in
adopting policics to get welfare families heads into the regular labor force.
But based on research we have done at the Rockefeller Institute of
Government, the funding for this law has been too limited, and the work
done to implement it has gone slowly.!

Economists have a concept in theory called gignalling, The idea is
that what we tell people makes a difference in their economic behavior, In
the case of welfare policy, we have been signalling like crazy for years now,
but we have not made enough of a difference, Qur signal has been that you
should not have a child until you can support that child, that you shouldn't
live a life of dependency on the state, and that children born to very young
single mothers are likely to have a hard time of it.  Almost every welfare
plan I can remember - left, right, and center - has signalled (indeed
preached) that work is better than welfare, that families should be self
supporting, and that both parents of a child should be part of this self-
support system. We have in fact shouted this to the rooftops. And yet
illegitimacy rises (not just among the poor of course) and welfare roles are
up. Many people exit welfare quickly, but the big cost and the big problem
is the long stayers. This group overrepresents teenagers who have children
out of wedlock and lead a life of welfare.

Everyone who knows about this field knows that in promising jobs
after two years the Clinton bill sends a strong signal that presents lots of
problems as to whether we can really do this, I credit the framers of the
Clinton bill for their phasing in of this requirement, although even with .the

phase-in, the goals sought are tremendously ambitious.



Why then do 1 say we should pass the bill?

My experience and my research suggest five poinis that iead me to
this c‘ominsian:

1. As a member of board of the Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation, I have clesely studied MDRC reports that show that
work/welfare programs work - not well encugh in many places, but that they
gdo work. It would be desirable to do demounstration research on the effects
of time limits on welfare. Howoever, that takes time, Il there is no welfare
veform legislation this year, I think this kind of research should be pushed,
but even under the best of conditions it will not produce results that this
Congress or the next can consider.

2, At the Brookings Ingtitation and Princeton University, we
conducted a national implementation study of the CETA public service jobs
pmgfam in the late seventics. Contrary fo what everyone remembers (CETA
is remembered as a big Nop), the CETA public service employment program
worked pretty well,  In its carly days, reasonably job-ready people did gselul
work in the community, Hugh Price, the new president and chief execulive
officer of the National Urban League, has wrged a new public service jobs
program to deal with low-level public infrastruciure needs, of which we have
many. The bill before you ties in well with his proposals,

3 My third reason for saying go ahead even though big
challenges are yaised by the Clinton proposal is that there is ;noney in it 1
provides critivally needed additional money to the states to make their JOBS
programs work,

4 The fourth reason for my conclusion involves management.

As 2 student of implementation in government, | have observed that we learn



a lot of things by doing them. Yes, we should plan more carefully and take
management factors inte account in doing so. Some of this was done in
writing the Clinton welfare bill. But the fact remains that it bites off a huge
chunk, and that there will need to be a lot of adjustments along the way if we
are serious about this stronger signalling strategy for welfare,  Still, |
conclude we need to make a more substantial commitment to job creation
for welfare family heads, both for people already on the roles and as a signal
to other young people that the government won't just support you forever on
welfare if you have a baby you can't support.

S, The final reason for my conclusion involves the importance of
jobs as the best route out of welfare. This is the approach New York State is
taking now under social services commissioner Michael J. Dowling. The
New York program is called "Jobs First," At a reccnt hearing in New York
City on this approach, an employer in the Bronx who hires welfare family
heads in a home health-care program said he didn't like to hire women who
have cycled through one training program afler another. He called them
"training junkies," and said many of them are just playing the system,
Education for skills and training are the right answer for many welfare
family heads, but 1 think we have gone too far in this direction in the past

decade. Training is not the answer for many welfare family heads.
+++++++++

, . These five points reflect my reasoning as to why the Clinton bill

should be enacted. It is ambitious and tends to be oversold. But what else

is new? In my view the bill represents as good a balance as we are likely to



get now. If there is an opening this year to put the Rootty welfare issue
behind us by enacting this bill in the 103rd Congress, | hope you will do it.

If a full-scale welfare bill cabnot be enacted this year, | hope
consideration will be given to a W approach, By that | mean enacting
some changes now to aid and push the states in implementing the JOBS
program, holding off until the 104th Congress to debate more fundamental
changes. The Clinton bill recommends $2.8 billion over five years in
additional funding for the JOBS program. It also provides $4.2 billion for
child care, $1.5 billion of this amount for the working poor.  There is
another $308 million for pregnancy prevestion, plus $600 millionh to
strengthen child sopport enforcement. I half of this funding could be
authorized now - $4 billion divided among these several purpeses - it would
help the states beef up theie JOBS programs and related services in order to
build a better base for the kinds of more far-reaching changes sought in the
form of time Hmits and the institution of o President Clinton's proposed

WORK program,

Richard P. Nathan ig direcior of the Rockefeller Institute of Governmient and provost of the
Kockefeller College of Public Affairs and Policy, the Stute University of New York, Heis
afso chainman of the beard of the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation.  This
tesitmony does ot cepresent the views of either the Rockelelter fnstitute or the Manpower
Demonstration Research Curporation. It stafes the nuthor's position,
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NOTES

Irene Lurie and Jan L. Hagen, Implementing Jobs: The Initial Design
and Structure of Local Programs, The Nelson A, Rockefeller Institute
of Government, State University of New York, 1993,



MEIMORANDUM
i

To: Bruce Reed, Kathi Way and Jeremy Ben Ami
From: Dacia Toll
Re: July 28 Welfare Reform Hearnngs - Child Support Enforcement

Not a terribly gripping day of testimany. In general, the Adgmnistration bill was not addressed
specifically; in fact, I developed the snesking suspicion that several of those called to testify had
not even read the bill specifications (1.2, one made reference to the 30-hour limit on benefits,
another deeried the administration for not exempting mothers from patermity establishiment mandates
when they would be in danger of severe physical harm). For most of the hearing, only chairman
Ford was present, and he was prone 1o pursue somewhat tangential topics. Because of testimony by
Charles Ballard and Bill Harrington, significant time was spent on the role of fathers {Ford had
little patience for programs to help dads love their children - what they need are jobs, jobs, jobs).

Support continued to mount for separating child support eaforcement and welfare reform if
necessary to pass this Congress. Santorum said he had tatked with the subcommittes siaff sbout
potential jurisdictional problems in forwarding g child support enforcement bill from their
subcommuttee, but it was determined that they were free to act as they wished.

In terms of passing the ennre welfare reform package this Congress, several members who opened
the hearing with their testimony (Franks, Fowler) urged action, Ford continued 10 act as if he
would try to mark up a i}l before the August recess.

In terms of substantive issues,

» continued debate about whether or not o federalize the child suppori collection system.
Soms support, particularly from the National Women's Law Center, fur Rep. Woolsey's bill which
would federalize the system. Far miore support for an increased federal-state partnership similar o
that contained in the Adminisiration's bill. ‘

"« sayeral peopie called for automatic cost-af-living adiustments 1o child support pavments,
similar to those contained in the Matsul bill. They agreed with the Administration that awards were
not updated adequately o response to changes in the income of the nen-custodial parent but thought
forcing collection agencies to review all the awards more frequently would prove o burdensome.
Automatic COLA increases and review of those cases in which the mother made a specific request
was ssen as a better alternative. (Massachusetts testifiad that the cost of modifiving an award
averaged $730; they maodified 1,400 orders upward last year and estimate that more than 15,500
othars should have been modified simntfarly - 2t their current rate, it would take 12 years 1o get to
them all). Also, testimony offered support for a Matsui-like standardized system by which
estranged parents could exchange financial information each year.

« an occasional call for greater child support assurance, but no congressional support
materialized,

« several people suggested that we prioriiize the delinquent ¢hiid support caseload baged on
need, targeting our limited child support enfurcement dollars on collecting payments due the poorest
families. :

+ no one felt that child support should be tied to visitation rights

« significant support for private job placement services like Cleveland Works
In addition, evervoune offered rhetoric about cracking down on deadbeat dads, praserving staie
flexibility, and focusing on the needs of the children - "the real victims.”

I have copies of all the written testimony which provides far greater detail (ncluding an outline of
8outh Carolina's welfare reform proposal which has several notable sinnlarities with the
Admumnistration package).
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LIST OF WITHESSES TO APPEAR BEFORE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN REBOURCESR
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
HEARING ON WELFARE REPFORM

M.

The Honarsble Bill Richardson, #.0.. Hew #Mexico, and Chairman,
Subcommittes on Native American Affairg, Committes on Natural
Resouroes

The Honorable Gary A. Franks, M.C.. Connecticuf
The Honcrable Bill Orton, M.C., Utah

The Honorable Exic Fingerhut, M.£., Chio

The Honporable Tillie Fowler, M.C., Florida

The Honorable Roberst Menendez, M.C.. New Jerpey
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PAYEL:

Narional institute for Responsible Fatherhood and Family
Savalopment
Charles Augustus Ballard, Foundey and President

National Women's Llaw Denter:
Hancy Duff Campbell, Jo-President

pational Black ¥Woman's Healtil Project:
Cynthia I. Newbille, Exsoutive Director

PR R
. BANEL:

South Carslins Deparbtment of Socizal Sapvisces:
J. Bamual Grigwsid, Fh.i., Digestar

hild Support Eaforcement * C.S.E. (Austis, Toxas):
Richard iCasey] Hofiman, President
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fobert Melia, First Deputy Commissioner,
LBepartment of Revenue
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PANEL:

Pamale Cave, Chantilly, Virginia
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American Fathsrs Coalitiom:
Biil #Harringron, National BDirectsy (Commissionar,
U.5. Conmiasion on Child and Family Welfare)

Aggociation for Children for Enforcement of Support, Inc.:
Tudi #hicwright, Brie, Washington
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THIS HEARIHG WILL CONTINUE OGN FRIDAY, JULY 29, 18%4, BBQINNING AT
10:00 A.M., IN ROOM "8.31T7 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE RUILDING, AND WILL
FOCUE 4N THE CAUSES ANDG CONSEQUENCES OF FPARLY CHILDBEARING.
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U.5. Commission on Immigration Reform:
The Honorable Barbara Jordan, Chair
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* National Governors’ Association:
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BANEL:

National Conference of State Legislatures:
The Honorable Jane Campbell, President~Designate
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Commonwealth of Virginia:
The Honorable Kay Coles James, Secret ary, Department of
Health and Human Resources

" Kational Association of Countiess
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Steering Committee (Board of Free Holders, Sonerset
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American Pubklic Welfare Association:
. FKevin Convanaui, Director;, ‘Oregon Department of
Human Resources
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California Department of Social Services:
Eloise Anderson, Director '

Lynn . Burbridge, Ph.D., Depuly Director,
Center for Research on Women, Wellesley College

“

LRichard P. Rathan, Ph.D., Director, Rockefeller Institute of
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John W. Wallace, Ph.D., Vice President and Regional Manager
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The Honorable Tom Carper
Governor
State of Delaware
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before the
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United States House of Representatives
on

The Work and Responsibility Act of 1994

August 9, 1994 (R}

NATIONAL GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION
Hall of the States« 444 North Capitol Street» Washington, DC 20001-1572+ (2021624~ 5300



Thank you, Mr, Chairman, for the opportunity 10 appear here today on behalf of the National Governoss’
Association, NGA is a bipartisan organization that represents the Governors of all the states and terriiories.
Governor John Engler of Michigan and I bave been designated to take a leadership role for the association on the
issue of welfare reform. Governor Engler would have Jiked to have been here today and we hope that there may
be another opportunity sometime in the future for us W appear jointly before the subcommitice,

State Welfare Reform Activity

As you know, Governors have led the way on weifare reform over the 1ast wen years, with significant
experimentation at the state level throughout the 1980s. That state experimentation laid the groundwork for the
1988 federal Family Support Act, which then-Govemnor Bill Clinton, wgether with then Governor Michacl
Caste of Delaware, was instrumental in shaping and winiing passage inio law. During the past five years, as
we implemented the Family Suppont Act, Governors have contimued 10 try new approaches o welfare reform
shrough the walver process, adding ©0 our knowledge of what works and helping 10 build a consensiis on how
fmprove the welfare system. .

T would like 10 share with members of the committes today a copy of a new NGA report that describes the steps
states are taking 1o reform the welfare system above and beyond the changes made by the Family Support Act.
The report is hased on a survey of all of the states conducted in May and June of this year. We found thal most
state welfare reform initiatives focus on one or more of six key goals:

s encourage and reward work by reducing penalties in the welfare system on carnings and savings;
to enforce the responsibility of both parents to financially suppaort their Children;

to simplify and improve the delivery of welfare benefits by providing benefiss clectronicalty;

10 support intact families by eliminating certain welfare rules (hat penalize two-parent families;

10 improve access 1o child care and health care for families leaving welfare {or work; and

10 create jobs for wellars recipiems.

More recently a number of states have begun (o consider propesals to require work from all recipients aftera
certain number of months of receiving Aid 1o Families with Dependem Children (AFIXC),

Recent NGA Involvenent in Federal Welfare Reform

Although the Govermnors are continuing © actively pursue ways 1o reform welfure at the state Jevel, we also
belitve that further federal reforms are needed. Soon after President Clinton took office, in February 1993, he
invited the Governors O work with his federal welfare reform working group 10 oraft new federal welfare reform
legisiation. The National Governors’ Association established the Siate and Local Task Force on Welfare
Reform, the members of which included Governors, state legislators, county and city ¢lected officials, and state
welfare commissioners. The task force met during the spring and surmuner of 1993, and in July 1993 jtissued 2
joint statement of principles 1o guide national welfare refornt. These principles have been adopied by the
Governors as the NGA policy position on welfare reform, (8 would tike w submit a copy of this policy for the
record.)

In August 1993, incoming NGA Chairman Carroll A. Campbell Jr. of Souih Caroling established an NGA
Welfare Reform Leadership Team of ten Govemors, which copsulied with the administration as & developed is
propasal. The keadership team was co-chaired by Governor Engler of Michigan and me. Qver the coming year
Governor Engler and T will continue owr roles as fead Governars for the association on welfare reform and will
be consulting closely with all of Uw Governors to fonm NGA positions on the various legisiative options before
us.
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The Governors have had an apporiunity 10 review the President’s welfare reform Icgisiation and we support the
principles embodied in it. We believe that the proposal builds on the 1988 Family Support Act and lessons
learned from state welfare reform intiatives. The President’s proposal incorporates many of the reform
principles endorsed by the Governors:

welfare as a transition 10 self-sufficicnoy;

assistance for those not yet ready for employment or training,

time-limited cash assistance, including education and training 0 help recipients prepare for work;
improved child care and Eamed Income Tax Credits for lowincome working familics;

enhanced interstate child support enforcement;

expanded programs to encourage family stability and limit teen pregnancy;

increased state flexibility in AFDC program design;

improved coordinaticn between the AFDC and Food Stamp programs; and

enhanced federal financing, including lowet state matching rates,

The Govemnors believe federal welfare reform is an essential component in restoring responsibility and stability
w the American family. We believe weifare benefits should be based on the concept of mutual responsibilities
of hoth the recipient and the government, in that reform Jegisiation should stress and reward personal inidative
15 pchieve self-sufficiency.

The President’s proposal is a positive contribution (© the welfare reform debate. The administration consulted
extensively with states and localities in developing the welfare reform proposal, and we commend the President
and his Working Group on Welfare Refomn for their commitment 10 an open consultation process. Like the
Goversors' policy, the President’s proposal secognizes the importance of work as an aliernative to wellare and
inciudes numerous ¢lements designed 10 enhance siate ability to prepare recipients for work and place them in
jobs.

Throughout our discussions, the states have emphasized the importance of flexibility and continued innovation,
There is no one-size-fits-all solution (o welfare, and states must have the flexibility to develop programs and
services that will addeess the unique characteristics of our welfare populations and economic conditions within
our individual states. We applaud the President’s effonts, within the framework of his plan, to afford states
specific options to'try dilferent approaches without having to apply for waivers, These state options include
making work pay by expanding eamed income disregards and providing advance paymenis of the Eamed
Income Tax Credit.

Welfare is a complex program. The fundamental changes sought by the President and the Governors will
require the enactment of 8 law that clearly recognizes the balance between the federal role in defining basic
policy objectives and the siate and local role in crafting the procedures and processes needed to obain those
objectives, NGA will work closely with the administration and Congress o ensure that the balance is achieved.
Final federal legislation must not become overly prescriptive or detailed,

In summary we support the principles in the President’s proposal. ' We would note that there are other proposals
currentty hefore Congress that aiso incorporate a number of these principles, reflecting substantial consensus on
them.

NGA Councerns with the Administration Propessi and Other Pending Bills

We also have ientified some areas of the administration’s proposal that we believe should be revised. In
detailing these concems 1o the subcommittee, we would like to point out that many of these concemns apply
equally 1o other pending welfare reform proposals. As a gencral observation, we believe it is important for the
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subcommittee to bear from those of us who will be implementing these reforms that the implementation
challenges around this bill and several of the other major bilis cannot be overstated, None of us yet knows, for
exampie, bow much it will cost or how long it will take 1o create a sysiem that can track AFDC receipt across
the country and over the years in order (o monitor individual, lifetime time limits, There also are very significant
questions sbout our sbility a8 2 country o create large numbers of publicly subsidized jobs for welfare
yecipienis.

T would like to describe some of our specific concerns with the administation”s bill, There are other issues that
we &re concerned about that T will not take time 1o discuss here; we would bie happy to submit a detailed listof

. recommendations to the subcommittee when we have had more time (o complete our seview and analysis of the
bill.

1) Financing. We appreciate te administration’s inclusion of ephanced foderal matwch rates and increased
federal funding for welfare reform. As members of the subcommities are well aware, implementation of the
Family Support Act was hindered greatly by the lack of state resources during the recession w0 provide the
required state match for the federal Job Opportunities and Basic Skills {JOBS) program and for child care
funding. We are concemed, however, that the positive impact of these enhanced mach rates and increased
federal funds may be offset by financing mechanisms that shift costs to states and localities. The Govemors are
particularly concerned about the administration’s proposed cap on State emergency assistance expenditures and
about various proposals io limit foderal assistance tw legal immigrants. We ask Congress to recognize that if
federal welfare refonm is financed through cost shifts to states and localities, it has the potential to become a
zere s game in some states and localitios without a significant net increase in the resources available to
iraplement welfare reform.

2} Pagticipution Rates , Sanctions, and Administrative Casts. Given what we know about participation rates
achieved in similar programs in the past, we are concerned that the participation rates of 43 percent for the |
JOBS and WORK programs may be set too high. The best example we have 1o date of 2 program that required
participation by every adult recipient, and made intensive efforts to enforce that participation, is the San Diego
SWIM program, That program successtully increased emplovment and carnings, bul achieved maonthly
participation rates of only about ane-third of cases, if program activities alone are counted, or about one-half of
cases, i coployment at any ime during the month is counted,

These SWIM rates include many more people than could be counted as panticipants under current JOBS rules,
because recipients were counted as partivipants if they participated at any point in the month, (By contrast,
JOBS participation rates allow states (o count recipienis as participants only if they meet a number of standards
requiring ongoing weekly participation at certain hourly Jevels.) So, despite the fact that an independent
evaluation of the program concluded that SWIM had reached as many recipicnis as was practically possible,
and worked with virtually every case on the rolls in order to achieve those rates, the end result was a
participation rate lower than that proposed in the administration bill, and considerably lower than that proposed
in some of the other bills that have been introduced,

For the JOBS program, in particular, it is important to note that the proposed 45 percent participation rate for
the phased-in group is in additicn to reguirements & meel existing, very high participstion rawes for unemployed
parent cases. In addition, states must continue o serve sl existing JOBS panticipants until they leave AFDC
andl to serve all volunteers for the program as tong as funding is available. Some staws believe that the nat
effect of these requirements will be (0 double e sive of their JOBS program in the first year this legisiation
takes effect 'Yet the enhanced funding for the JOBS program phases in slowly, with the full enhanced nuch not
becoming svallable for five years and not until 2 state has implemented the program sistewide,



In addition, we believe that the caps on discretionary deferrals and extensions of the time Himit are set
unrealistically low and the deferral and extension caegories are defined oo ngidiy.

We strongly obicct 1o the legislation’s use of reductions in the federal match for basic AFDC benclitsas a
penalty mechanism. This match is reduced for certain portions of the caseload under a variety of
circumstances~-for example, if states do not meet participation rates for the JOBS or WORK programs, fail to
adopt mandated child support procedures, €xceed the caps on deferrals or extensions, or fail 1o keep accurate
records on the time limits. States also may lose federal maiching funds for basic benefits if certain paternity
establishrnent rates are not met, The Governors believe that there is 2 shargdd federal-state rexpongibility for
providing basic benefits, and we are deeply concemed about esiablishing any precedent linking the {ederal
commitment 1o siale actions in other arcas. If Congress deems that sanclions are necessary, we would
recommend something similar (o the corrent JOBS penalty structare, where the federal JOBS makh rate is
reduced for {ailing 1o meet JOBS requirements. However, we believe that it would be more appropriate during
the initial phasc-in period te focus on timely and accurate reporting of program performance and pmvldc stales
with incentives for improvement. ;

Finally, the Gavernors are concemed about the new procedural requirements imposed by the bill, such as the
review mechanism and arbitration or hearings required if disagreements arise on employability plans. 'We fear
that these requirements will increase adminisirative costs and slow implementation of the program,

3) The WORK Program. We belicve the WORK program could be simplified for ease of administration.
NGA policy states that all Americans should be productive members of their comumunity. 1t also states that
there are various ways 1o achieve this goal. The preferred means is through private, unsubsidized work in the
business or non-profit sectors. Other alternatives, in order of priority, include nnsubsidized public sector
employment, subsidized jobs, grant diversion, wotking off the welfare grant, and volunteering in commmunity
service work. The Govemors would Eke the flexibility to address all of these alternatives. The requirerent that
participants be paid wages equal to that of regular employees would add greatly 1o the cost and would make i
very difficult w provide a sufficient sumber of work positions. In addition, the grievance and binding
arbitration procedures related © nondisplacement gre exceptionally burdersome. The bill’s many other
requirements related o WORK benefits, Jeave, and the sanctions process {which is more cuwmnbersome than that
for JOBS participants) are very difficult and given the anticipated scope of the WORK program,
administratively unworkable, States also object w0 the requirements that the JOBS and WORK programs be run
by the same agency and that every locality establish WORK advisory boards.

Creating 400,000 publicly created jobs for AFDC revipients by the year 2000 will be a tremendous challenge,
one thet demands the maximum amount of state and Jocal Hexibility o make it work. No one really knows the
best approach for creating meaningful work experience for this population-it i3 imperative that the bill leave
room for us 10 Wy many dillerent paths,

4) Child Sopport Mandates, NGA has supported child support mandates that are critical 1o improving
interstaie enforcement, such as state adoption of the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act. Governors are
strongly commiited © improving child suppor! enforcement systems in their states and they suppor
performance-hased incentives for state and local implementation of program improvements. However, they are
concermed about the number and scope of intrastate child support enforcement mandates included in this bill,
some of which would force states w0 adopt entirely siew child support enforcement systems. The bill would
require, for exampie, states with judicial systems for paternity establishment and child support enforcement ©
switch io administrative cnes. 1t would require states with locally adminisicrad and funded child suppont
coliection and disbursement functions, such as Michigan, 10 centralize thase functions at the state Jevel, which
would involve massive reorganization and the hiring of Jarge numbers of new state employees. Many of these
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mandates would require substantial expenditures on new information systems development, yet the bilt caps
federal funding for information systems and cuts the federal match rate.

States also view the requirement s establish paternity within one year of enrollment as impossible 1o meet in
many large urban areas. Finally, ihe requirement 1o bring all child support cases who request it imo the child
support agency system could mean s doubling of child support caseloads at the same time that states would be
trying to meet atl of the new requirements for the AFDC cases.

3} Informaiion Systems. NGA is concemed about the impact of the proposed cap on the federal share of the
enhanced and regular mateh for desipn and develepment costs for automation systems., We also believe that
federal assistance for information systems should not be limited w those sysiems that are developed by the
federal government or as part of multistate collaboratives. The states and the federal government have invesied
a considerable amount in the current systems. The new requirements of this legislation will increase ihe need for
compatible data across states, but will also require new and more complex interfaces with other state sysicms.,

Tt appedrs that the quickest and miost cost-efficient approach Is 1o muodify existing systems. This will require
state-by-state modifications.

Although the federal government should encourage multistate cooperation and enhance federal assistance, it
shoukd not impose 2 national of regional solution. Instead the federal role should be to define common data
elements necessary for implementation of the program. !

6) Implementation Timetable. Currently the bill requires states 1o implement the bill one year after enacument.
When Congress last passed welfare reform in 1988, it ook the federal government one year just w publish
regulations. The administration’s proposal is considerably more complicated than the Family Bupport Act,
Two years i the absolute minimum amount of time that will be neegded for most states o impletent this
program, especially berause states cannot get very far without knowing what federal rules they must meet. It
will take time o build capacity in the JOBS program, and in the related employment and training and child care
programs. We will need 1o buiid new information systems in order (o implement this, The counting of
individual months of AFDC eligibility across counties and states and over Jong periods of time poses particular
information $ystem problems. An unrealistically short national implementation date, even one thst caun be
extended, creates artificial pressures for states 10 implement before they actually are ready o do so.

7) Time Limits. Most Governors support the two-year time Hmit for the target population. Some Governors
would like more Hexibility to decide how o phase-in the time lmits, and 1o expand the target population,
Allowing states o propose different ways 1o phase the program in, subject o some national target for cascload
coverage, will enablc them 1o grapple with the time limit issue and target population and propose solutions
appropriaie for cach suate.

We would also like 0 note that states have invested considerable time and effort in the development of
experiments to test a variety of reform initiatives through the Section 1115 waiver process, including many
approved by the administration. The Governors would like to emphasize the importance of any new federal
reform legislation allowing states 10 complete the welfare demonstrations currently underway through walvers
and to altow future experimentation. We also want o underscore the importance of interagency cooperation in
the waiver process. The new state flexibility on the EITC in the bill, for example, will only be meaninglul with
the full cooperation of the Treasury Depariment.  Other depariments whose assistance is critical to timely
waiver review and approval include Agriculture, Housing and Urban Development, Education, and Labor.
Further, the Governors insist that the existing waiver approval process not be burdened with additional
requirements that delay action on waiver requests.
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NGA appreciates the new sate flexibility that is incorporated into the bill through state plan options and
waivers. 'We do not think this flexibility should be limited 1o 2 specific number of staies, however, and would
like to see such options as advance payment of the EITC or adjustruents to the time Hmit open 0 all states that
wish 1o apply fof them.

One final concemn we have is that two key prevention components in the bill--the teen pregnancy prevention
grants and the community provention grants-—-would bypass states. 'We believe that states must be involved w
ensure that the granis do not result in duplication of efforts 10 integrate the new grant activitics with ongoing
state and jocal efforts,

In conclusion, T would like w say that [ and my fellow Governors are as eager 85 the President and ali of you in
Congress to do as much as possible as soon as possible 0 improve the welfare system {n this country. We
believe that the President’s bill is & positive contribution o the weifare debate and suppon many aspecisof it
However, I think you can see from onr list of concerns that fundamentally restructuring the welfare system is an
enormously compiex task. As Goveraors who must imploemient whatover law is passed, we bear a special
responsibility © temper the rhetoric of the welfare refonn debate with reajity, and to 1et you know candidly what
¢an feasibly be done in what tmeframe at the state and focal level. 'We hope to work closely with you in the
months ahead o ensure that federal welfare reform takes shape in a way that allows us to match our actions to
pur words.
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Controlling Welfare Speading
Introduction

The total annual cost of U.S. welfare spending now exceeds $324 billion; this
amounts to more than $3,400 for each taxapaying household in the U.S. After adjusting for
inflation, welfare spending is now 9 times greater than when Lyndon Johnson launched the
War on Poverty in the mid-sixties.

As in the current welfare reform debate, each prior expansion of the welfare system
has been rationalzed as an "investment” which would save money 1o the long run.  But these
"investments® have led only to higher spending and escalating social problems. Since the
onset of the War on Poverty, the U.S. has spent over $5.3 million on welfare,  But during
the same period, the official poverty rate has remained virtually unchanged; dependency has
soared; the family has collepsed and illegitimacy has skyrocketed. And crime has esclalated
in direct proportion to the growth in welfare spending.

1.8 society can no fonger tolerate open-ended growth in destructive welfare
spending. A key goal of any serious welfare reform must be to limit the future growth of
welfare spending. Reform must also focus on eliminating the most extravagant examples of
wasteful spending, such as providing welfare benefits to non-citizens.

The federal government currently runs over 75 interrelated and overlapping welfare
programs. Many states operate independent state programs is addition o the federal
programs. (A complete list of welfare programs is attached.)  The welfare system may be
defined as the total set of government programs explicitly designed to assist poor and low
income Americans. Welfare assistance has three ostensible objectives:

Fedmi and statc gavcmmems pmvuise cash aid food, housmg zmd med:cai
assistance. These programs are inteaded to directly raise an individual’s
material standard of living. Such aid directly substitutes for the private sector
income which the welfare recipient is presumed to be incapable of eaming for
him or herself.

2) Promotine Self-Sufficiency, A smaller number of government programs
are imtended to increase the cogaitive abilities, earnings capacity and living
skills of lower income persons. Typical programs in this category would
include government job training programs for low skilled individuals or special
education programs targeted @t disadvantaged persons.

The federal government also

provuies aid to governments in fow i : ecmm;caiiy distressed areas,
The nominal intent of this aid is to broaden the economic opportunities within
the community and thereby indirectly to benefit low-income persons who live
there,




An additional criterion for defining the welfare state is that welfare programs are
targeted, categorical, or means-tested, Targeted programs provide assistance to communities
which either have a high percentage of poor and low income persons or are "economically
distressed”. Categorical welfare programs provide aid to specific disadvantaged or needy
groups such as migrant farm workers, homeless persons, or abandoned children.'

"Means-tested” programs also provide aid directly 1o low income and poor persons.,
A wide variety of government programs such ag cash, food, housing and medical care can be
"means-tested”, and roughly 95 percent of total welfare spending takes the form of means-
tested aid directly to individuals, Means-tested programs restrict eligibility for benefis to
persons who have "means” (i.e. non-welfare income) below a certain level. Individuals who
have non-welfare income above a specified cut off level cannot receive aid. Thus, Food
Stamps and public housing are "means-tested” programs, because benefits are limited to
lower income persons. By contrast, Social Security and public schools are not "means-
tested™

Total federal and state spending on welfare programs was $324.3 billion in FY 1993,
Of the total, $234.3 billion or 72% comes from federal funding and 350 billion or 28%
comes from state or local funds. But these figures significantly understate the role of the
federal government in welfare, Many federal welfare programs require a state government
contribution; in order for individuals within a state to receive aid from these federal
programs, the state government must match or pay a certain share of federal spending in the
state on that program. Qut of the total of $50 billion in state and local welfare spending
described in this paper fully $78.6 billion takes the form of state and local contributions to
federally created welfare programs. Of total welfare spending of $324 billion, only $11.4
billion or 3.5% is spending for independent state welfare programs.’

. ics of Welfare Spendi

As noted, the welfare system theoretically is designied to promote three proclaimed
goals: 1o prop vp material living standards; to promote self-sufficiency; and to expand
economic opportunities within fow-income communities, Federal and state governments
operate a variety of welfare programs to meet these goals. Such programs include: cash aid
programs; food programs; medical aid programs; housing aid programs; energy aid
programs; jobs and training programs; targeted and means-tested education programs; social
service programs; and urban and community development programs.

&

Cash Aid The federal government operates eight major means-tested cash
assistance programs. Many state governments also operate independent cash programs

* Although a categorical program will not have formal
financial means~test (as described in the main text)}, the nature
of the group served as well as the method of operating the
prograp will result in the bulk of assistance going to low inocne
pRrsons.

‘Some progranms such as Guaranteed Student Loans are formally
means-tested but the means~test or income ¢ut off is so high that
the program benefits mainly the middle c¢lass. Despite the meang~
test, such programs should not be considered part of the weifare
system, and have not been included in the programs listed or
spending totals calculated for this paper.

‘comprehensive figures on independent state and local
welfare spending are difficult to obtain. It is possible that
there is as puch as $10 to 515 billion dollars in independent
state and local welfare spending which is not included in this
report. However, even if this extra state and local spending
ware included in the spending totals, the welfare system would
still be overwhelmingly federal in structure.
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termed General Assistance or General Relief. Total cash welfare spending by federal
and state governments reached $71.5 billion in FY 1993,

Food Aid The federal government provides 11 major programs providing food
assistance to low income persons. Total food aid to fow income persons equalied $36
bitlion in FY 1993, :

Housing Aid The federal govamment runs 14 major bousing programs for low
ncome persons, Many state governments also operate independent state public
housing prograras. Total housing aid for low income persons equalied $23.5 billion in
FY 1993,

Medical Ald The federal government runs 8 medical programs for low income
persons. Many states operate independent medical General Assistance programs.
Total medical aid equalled $155.8 billion in FY 1993,

Energy Aid The federal government operates 2 programs to help pay the energy bills
or 10 insulate the homes of persons with low incomes. Total spending equalied $1.6

billion in FY 1993,

Educatiop Aid The federal government runs 10 programs providing educational
assistance to fow income persons, disadvaniaged minorities, or Iow-income
communities. Total spending equalied $17.3 billion in FY 1993,

Training and Jobs Programs The federal government currently operates 9 different
jobs and training programs for low income persous, costing $5.3 billion in FY 1993.

reted and Mes ed Social Services The federal government also runs 11
pﬁ}gmms pf‘(}vsdmg spemai et}czai saervxces to low income persons. These programs
cost $8.4 billion in FY 1993

Urban_and Community Aid Programs The federal government rans § programs to aid
economically distressed communities. These prograrms cost $4.8 billion in FY 1993,

The Growth of the Welfare State

The welfare state, after remaining at low levels through the 1930°s and early 1960°s,
has undergone explosive growth since the onset of the War on Poverty. In inflation adjusted
terms, welfare spending has grown in every year except one since the mid-sixties.

* In constant dollars federal, state and local governments now spend 9 times as much
on welfare as in 1964 when the War on Poverty was heginning, Welfare spending per
capita in constant dollars is seven times as high as io 1964,

*  After adjusting for inflation welfare spending per capita today is five times as high
as during the Great Depression when a quarter of the work force was unemployed.

* Welfare spending is absorbing an ever greater share of the national economy. In
1964 welfare spending equalied 1.23 percent of Gross Domestic Product. By 1993,
spending had risen t0 5.1 percent of GNP; This was a record high, exceeding the
previous peak set during the Great Depression.

* Welfare spending in FY 1991, FY 1992, FY 1993 exceeded defense spending for
the first time since the 1930°s.

* There are repeated clatms that Ronald Reagan “slashed” welfare spending. In
reality welfare spenading grew during the 1980°s, after adjusting for inflation. In
1993, per capita welfare spendg in constam dollars was 43 percent  higher than



when President Reagan took office in 1980,

* Contrary to some claims the growth in welfare spending has not been limited 10
medical aid. In constant dollars, per capita cash, food and housing aid s now 31
percent higher than in 1980 and 4.6 fmes higher than in 1964,

The financial cost of the War on Poverty has heen enormous.  Between 1964 and
1994, welfare spending has cost the taxpayers 35,3 trillion in constant 1993 dollars. This 1s
greater than the cost of defeating Germany and Japan in World War 11, after adjusting for
inflation. Out of total welfare spending of $5.3 trillion, cash welfare programs cost §1.3
trillion. Medical programs assisting low income persons have cost $2.1 trillion. Spending on
food programs equalled $602 billion, while housing and energy aid programs for low income
persons have cost $490 billion.  Special education programs for low income children have
cost $319 billion, and jobs and training programs have cost $215 billion, An additional $230
billion was spent on special social services for the poor, and $172 billion has been spent on
development aid for low income communities,

The notion that the U.S. would spend $5.3 trillion on the War on Poverty would have
dumbfounded most members of Lyndon Johnson's White House. In launching the War on
Poverty, President Johnson did not promise an open-ended expansion to the welfare state.
Instead, he spoke of a temporary investment which would help the poor to become self-
sufficient and climb into main stream society. But the growth of the welfare state has been
unending and relentless.

Moreover, there is not even the faintest glimmer of “light at the end of the tunnel” for
the end of the War on Poverty, According to the Congressional Budget Office total annual
welfare spending will rise to $338 billion and 6 percent of GDP by 1999, By that year the
U.S. will be spending more than two dollars on welfare for each dollar spent on national
defense,

While a major pottion of the projected growth of welfare spending is for medical
services, other programs will show steady growth as well. For example, spending on cash,
food, and housing programs is projected to grow by over a third during the next five years.

Despite this massive spending, in many respects the fate of lower income Americans
has become worse, not better, in the last quarter century. Today, one child in seven is being
raised on welfare through the AFDC program. When the War on Poverty began roughly one
black child m four in the U.S. was born out of wedlock. Today two out of three Black
children are born out of wedlock, Rapid increases in illegitimacy are occurring among low
income whites a3 well; the illegitimate birth rate among low income white high school drop
outs is 48 percent. Overall nearly a third of children in the U .S, are now bom 1o single
mothers, .

Welfase spending not only has destructive social consequences, much of it iy simply
extravagant. A clear example of waste in the welfare system is the growing number of non-
citizens receiving welfare, Immigration should be open 1o individuals who wish to come to
the United States to work and be self-sufficient. lmmigration should not become an aveaue
to welfare dependence.  Prudent restrictions on providing welfare to recent immigrants has



long been part of the American tradition. Becoming a public charge was grounds for
deportation in the Massachusetts Bay colony even before the revolution. Our first
immigration law, passed by Congress in 1882, instructed immigration officials to deport any
person who, in their opinion, might become a public charge. Today, the Immigration and
Nationality Act declares unequivocally "any alien who, within five years after the date of
entry, has become a public charge from causes not affirmatively shown to have arisen since
entry is deportable”. Clearly, this provision of law i3 ignored,

Today, non-citizens are among the fastest growing groups of welfare dependents, in
1993, there were nearly 700,000 lawful resident aliens recetving aid from the 581 program.
This was up from 128,000 in 1982: a 430 percent increase in just 10 years. Total welfare
costs for non-citizens in the SSI program now approach §7 billion per vear.

The overwhelming majority of non-citizen S81 recipients are elderly. Maost apply for
welfare within five vears of arriving in the U.S. These SSI recipients are concentrated in a
few states. Five states alone (California, New York, Florida, Texas, and New Jersey)
account for nearly 80 percent of the total,

The data show that welfare is becoming a way of life for elderly immigrants entering
the United States. Professor Norman Matloff”s analysis of elderly immigrants in California
shows that 45 percent received cash welfare in 1990, Among Russian immigrants, the figure
is 66 percent; among Chinese, 53 percent. Worse, the trend is accelerating. More recent
immigrants are far more likely to become welfare dependents than those who arrived in the
1.8, 1o earlier decades.

The presence of large numbers of elderly immigrants on welfare is a clear violation of
the spirit, if not the letter, of 1.4, immigration law. The relatives who sponsored the entry
of these individuals into the ULS. imphicitly promised that the new immigrants would not
become a burden to the U.S. @ax payer. But many, if not most, sponsors are enrolling their
elderly immigrant relatives on welfare soon after the end of the three year waiting period.
Once on SS1, there is every indication that these immigrants will remain on welfare
indefinitely.

Although many of the elderly non-citizens on SSI come from politically oppressive
nations such as Cuba or the former Soviet Union, the majority do not.  The single greatest
number of aliens on 3851 come from Mexico. Other nations, such as the Philippines, the
Dominican Republic, South Korea, and India, also contribute large numbers of recipients.

Moreover, while we all greatly sympathize with those individuals who have suffered
from political oppression and economic failure inherent to communist regimes, we must not
attempt to use U.S. welfare programs to redress that suffering.  The U.S. welfare system
cannot serve as a retirement reservoir for the elderly of failed, oppressive political gystems,
no matier how greatly we feel for the past and present suffering of these individuals,

Just as the U.S. military cannot serve as a global policeman, U.S. welfare programs cannot
serve a8 a global retirement system.

In short, the U.5. welfare system is now serving as a deluxe retivement benefit for the
elderly of marny impoverished nations. I carrent trends continue, the U.S. will have more
than 3.5 million non-citizens on SSI within 10 vears, at an annual cost of over $33 billion,

As in most other issues, the Clinton welfare proposal on this question offers no more
than a fig leaf of reform. The proposed Clinton legislation will not significantly reduce
current costs o the taxpayer, nor will it stem the growth of immigrants on welfare,

The steps for real reform are clear. First, Congress should eliminate welfare
eligihility for alf non-citizens. Second, Congress should gnsure that the sponsoring
individuals who were responsible for bringing elderly relatives to the U.S. m the first place



bear the full and permanent responsibility of supporting their immigrating kinfolk, This
should inclede mandatory garnishment of earnings if voluntary support by the sponsoring
relative is not.provided.

Just as we expect an absent parent t0 pay child support for his children, we must
expect individuals who voluntarily bring elderly and near-clderly relatives to the U.S. to fully
support those relatives.  This obligation to support should be permanent and should not be
Himited to three or five years as under current law. Under no circumstances should the cost
of supporting elderly and near-elderly immigrants 1o the U.S. be passed on the general
taxpayer.

Most non-citizens on SSI who were lawfully admitted to the UK. do have relatives
capable of supporting them. In order to have brought a relative to the U.S. in the first place,
the sponsor must have demonstrated a capacity to support that relative, And most sponsers
did, in fact, support their immigrant relatives for at feast three years after arrival. If 881
benefits for non-citizens were terminated, in most cases the family support which sustained
the immigrant immediately after arrival in the U.S. would simply be resumed. In some
cases, the supporting family might decide it was best to return their elderly relation to their
native country once the largesse of U.S, welfare is withdrawn.

In 2 limited number of cases #t might be necesary to contiune some form of federal
aid. Some non-citizens on SSI may lack relatives 1o support them, and may be unable to
return to the politically oppressive nations from which they emigrated {¢.g., Cambodia, Laos,
or Vietnam}, Such ¢lderly individuals, who are true political refugees, who are incapable of
self-support, and who lack supporting relatives should receive aid under federal refugee
programs.

Another pressing issue concerning government henefits and immigration is the
Supreme Court’s ruling in Pyler v, Dog. Under this case, the cowrt has required state and
local governments to provide free public education to illegal immigrant children. The
Congress of the United States should immediately express its disapproval of the abuse of the
U.S. taxpaver engendered by the Pyler decision. The Congress should effectively overtum the
Pyler decision by enacting legislation with the following three provisions:

1) Require that local school authorities notify the INS immediately whenever an illegal
alien seeks to enroll in the public schools.

2) Require the INS o begin deportation proceedings against the Wllegal immigrant
child and his relatives within fourteen days of notification by the local school
authority.

3) Stipulate that a state or kxal government should not be responsible for providing
education services once deportation proceedings have begun,

The original Pyler decision was a narrow 5-4 verdict. The logic of the Pyler ruling was
based on the assumption that illegal immigrant children should be educated at taxpayer
expense because they were likely 10 become permanent members of vur society. The ahove
provisions if enacted would remove the logical and practical foundation for Pyler by
demonstrating that Congress does not intend illegal ymmigrants 1 become permanent
members of our society, If enacted these provisions would save state and local governments
up to $3.9 billion per year.

Any fair observer would note that no matter how frequently policy makers "end welfare,” the



costs continue to rise.  Welfare absorbed around 1.2 percent of GDP when Lyndon Johason
launched the War on Poverty in 1964; it had risen to over § percent by 1992, With a $324
billion price tag, welfare spending now amounts 1o roughly $8,500 for each poor person in
the U.8. Worse, Congressional Buiget Office figures show total welfare costs rising to a
half tritlion dollars, about 6 percent of GNP, by 1998, Predictably, the Clinton
Administratios maintains that a half trillion is not enough; "ending welfare” means adding on
even more spending.

The long history of bogus welfare reforms, afl of which were promised to save money
but did not, leads one to one obvious conclusion. The only way to limit the growth of
welfare spending is to do just that: limit the growth of welfare spending. The welfare system
must be put on a diet. The future growth of federal means-tested welfare speading should be
capped at 3.5 percent per annmum.’> Individual programs would be permitied to grow at
greater than or less than 3.5 percent according to congressional priorities, but aggregate
spending must fall withis the 3.5 percent ceiling.

By slowing the outpouring from the federal welfare spigot, the cap would gradually
reduce the subsidization of dysfunctional behavior: dependency, non-work, and illegitimacy.
The cap would send & waming signal fo state welfare bureaucracies. Cushioned by a steady
ang increasing flow of federal fundy in the past, most bureaucracies have found ne need to
grapple with the tough and controversial policies needed 16 really reduce illegitimacy and
dependency, With a cap on foture federal funds, state governments would, for the first time,
be forced to adopt innovative and aggressive policies that would reduce the welfare rotls,

The current welfare system is an abuse and an insult to the exhausted American taxpayer.
Welfare reform must also immediately eliminate the most extravagant forms of welfare
spending such as providing retirement to elderly immigrants from other nations.

* These flgures represent estimated federal, state and local
spending on means—-tested welfare programs and aid t¢ economically
digadvantaged communities. The Congressional Budget Office
estimates only future federal spending. Future state and local
spending figures were estinated separately by assuming that the
ratio of federal spending to state and local spending on specific
programs would remain unchanged. This is a reasonable assumption
since the required state contribution tc most federal welfare
programs is legislatively established at a fixed percentage of
federal spending on that program. These percentages change
littie over time,

* Medicaid and means-tested veterans programs should be
exempt from the cap. .



THE U.S. WELFARE SYSTEM

MEANS-TESTED ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AND AID TO
ECONOMICALLY DISTRESSED COMMURITIES

{ASH AID

CASH 41} Aid to Familiss with Dependent Children
Budget Acoount Namber; ¥5-1501-0-1.608
FY 1993 federal $13,767.2 million  state $11,426.8 million

CASH 32} Supplemental Security Income
Budget Account Number: 75-0406.0-1-609
FY 1993 federal 322,642 million  stats $3,200 million

LASH 03) General Assistance: Cash
Budget Account Number; none
FY 1993: state $3,340 million (estimate)

CASH 04) Earned Income Tax Credit
Budget Accoant Number: 26-0906-0-1-609
FY 1993: federal $13,663 millien

CASH 05) Foster Care: Thtle IV E
Budget Account Number: 75-1545-1.1.506
FY 1993 federal $2,332.4 million state $1,779.352 milion

CASH 06} Assistance 16 Refugees and CubssvHaitian Engrants
Budget Account Number: 73.1503-0-1-60¢
FY 1993: federal 863,122 million

CASH (73 Emergency Assistance to Needy Families with Children
Budgst Account Number: 75-1501-0-1.668
FY {993: federal $202.19 million  state: $202.19 million

CASH 08) Adoption Assistanee
Budget Account Number: 75-13845-1-1-506
FY 1993 federal $273.382 million state $155.828 million

CASH 09) General Assistance 1o Indiang
Budget Account Namber: 14-2100-0-1.452
FY 1993: federnl $106.114 miliion

MEBICAL AID

MEDICAL 91} Medicaid
Budget Account Number; 75-0512.0-1.551
FY 1993 federal $75.744 million state $356.631 million

MEIHCAL 02} Gensral Assistance: Medical Care
Budget Account Number none
FY 1993: state $5,204 million {estimate)

MEDICAL 03) Indisn Health Services
Busdger Account Number: 75-0300.0-1-551
£Y 1993 federat $1,495.454 million

MEDICAL 04y Maternal and Child Heatth Services Block Grant
Budget Account Number: 73-0350-0-1-350
FY 1993: federal $864 5330 million  state $423.6 million

MEDICAL 88} Community Health Centers
Budget Ageount Number; 75-6350-0-1-550
FY 1993 federal $558 808 million

MEDICAL 08} Medical Assistanee to Refugees and Cubap/Haitian Entrants
Budpet Account Number: 73-1303.0-1-609
FY 1593: federal $98.043 mitlien

MEDICAL (7} Migrant Health Services
Budget Account Member: 75-0350-0-1-550



EY 1993 federat $57.306 miltios

MEDICAL 08) Medicare for Persons with incomes Below the Federal Poverty Threshold
Budget Account Member, None
FY 1993 federal $15,516.800 miilion

FOOD AID

FOOD 1) Food Stamps
Budget Account Number: 12-3305-0-1-603
FY 1943 federal $23,577 million state $1,628 million

FOOD 02) School Lunch Program
Budget Account Number; 12-3539-0.1-603
FY 1993: federal $4.676.9 miiflion

FOOD 03) Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and Children {WIC}
Budget Aceount Number: 12-3510-0-1-605
FY 1993: federal $2,846.5 miflien

FOOD 04} The Emergency Food Assistance Propram
Budget Account Number: 12-3635-0-1-381
FY 1993 federal $163.4 million

FOOD 03) Nutrition Program for the Eiderly
Budgetl Account Number: 12-3583-0-1-351
FY 1993: federal $573.93% million  state $65.007 million

FOOD 06) School Breakfast Program
Budget Ascount Number: 12-3535.0-1-605
FY 1993: federal $866 .6 million

FOOD 07) Child and Adult Care Faod Program {Means-Tested and Low-iacome Companent)
Budget Agcount Number: 12.3533%8.0-1-6035
FY 1943: federal $1,225.764 miilion

FOOD 08) Summer Food Service Program for Children
Budget Account Number: 12-353%-0.1-605
FY 1993: federal $210.4 miftion

FOOD 09) Needy Families Food Distribition Program (Commodity Food Digtribution Pregram en Indian
Reservations in Lieu of Food Stamps)

Budget Account Number: 12-3503.0-1-603

FY 1993: federal 361.968 million

FOOD 1)) Commudity Supplemental Food Program {CSFP) for Mothers, Children, and Elderly Porsons
Budget Account Number: 12-3512-0-1-6038
FY 19%3: federai $110.38 million

FOOD 11} Special Milk Program (Free Segment}
Budget Account Number: 12.3502-0-1-604
FY 1993: federal $1.44 millien

HOUSING AID

HOUSING 01) Section B Lower-Income Housing Assistance
Budget Account Number: 86-0164-0-1-604; B6-0194-0-1-604
EY 1993: federal §13,288 million

HOUSING 02) Low-Rent Public Housing
Budpet Account Number: 36-0163-0-1-604; 86-0164-0-1.404
FY 1993 federal §3,726.8 milbon

HOUSING 03) Section 502 Rural Housing Loans for Low-facome Families
Budpet Account Namber: 2.2081-0-1-371
FY 1993: federal $1,842.989 millinn

HOUSING 04) Section 235 Interest Reduction Payments
Budget Account Numaber: 86-0148-0-1-604
FY 1993: federal $634.744 miflion

HOUSING 05) Section 315 Rural Rental Housing Loans



Budget Account Number: 12-2081.8-1.371
FY 1993 federal $573.857 million

HOUSING 06) Section 321 Rural Renial Assistance Payments
Budget Account Nusber: 12.0137-0-1-604
FY 1993 federal $392.922 million

HOUSING 07) Section 235 Homeownsership Assistance for Low-Income Families
Hadget Account Number: 86.0148-0-1-404
FY 1993 faderal 352.033 miliion

HOUSING O8) Section 101 Rent Supplements
Budge: Account Number; §6-0129.0.1.604
FY 1993: federal $55.1 million

HOUSING 09} Indian Housing Improvement Grants
Budget Account Number: 14-2301-0-1-452
FY 1993: federal $19.922 million

HOUSING 10) Section 584 Rurai Housing Repair Loan Grants for Very Low-{ncome Rural Homeownery
Hudget Account Number: 12-2081-8-1-371
FY 1993: federal X1 1330 million

HOUSING 11} Section 514 Farm Labor Housing Loany
Budget Account Namber: 12-2081-83-1-371
FY 1993 federal $16.29% million

HOUSING 12) Section 323 Rural Housing Setf-Help Technical Agsistance {irants and Section 523 Rural
Housing Loans

Budget Aceount Number: 12-2006-0-0-604 (grants); 12-2080-0-1-371 {loans)

FY 1993 federal $11.142 million

HOUSING 13} Seetion 516 Farm Labor Housing Granis
Budget Account Number: 12-2604-5-1.604
FY 1993: federa] $15.936 miflion

HOUSING 14} Section 333 Rura! Housiog Preservation Geants for Low-Income Rural Homeowners
Budget Accownt Naomber, 12-2078+43-1-604
FY 1993: feders! $23 million

HOUSING 15) Public Housing Expenditures by State Governments
Budget Account Number: none
FY 19%3: staae $2,856 (estimate)}

ENERGY AID

ENERGY 813 Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Pragram
Hudge: Account Nuember; 75-1502-0-1-60%
FY 1993 federal $1,318.961 million  state $92.327 million

ENERGY ¢2) Weatherization Assistance
Budge: Account Number; §9-0215-0.1-99%
FY 19493 federal $182.368 million

EDUCATION ALD

BOUCATION 613 Pell Grants
Budpet Account Number: 9§-0260-0-1.502
FY 1993: federal $6,098 372 miilion

EDUCATION §2) Head Stant
Budger Account Number: 75-1338.0-1-506
FY 1993: federal $2,776.041 million  state $884 million

EDUCATION 035 Tide One Grants 16 Locad Education Authorities for Edueationally Deprived Children
Under the Elementary and Secondary Education At

Budget Account Numnber: 91-0900-0-1-54)

FY 1993 federal $6,132.388 million

EDUCATION 04} Supplementat Educational Opportunity Grants
Budget Account Number: %1.0200-0-1.562
FY 1993; federal $388.108 million



EDUCATION (83 Chapter One Migrant Education Program
Budget Accoant Mumber: §1-0900-0-1-381
FY 1993: federal $302.773 million

EDUCATION 06} Special Programs for Students from Disadvantaged Backgrounds {TRIO Programs)
Budget Account Number: 91-0201.0-1-502
FY 1993: federat 3388.165 million

EDUCATION 07) Siate Student Incentive Grants (8S1G) for Needy Students
Budget Account Number: 91-0208-0-1-302
Y 1993 faderal $78.003 million state $78.003 million

ERUCATION 08) Feliowships for Graduate and Professional Study for Disadvantaged Minorities
Budget Account Number: 91-0900-8-1-302
FY 1993: federal $61.628 million

EDUCATHON 09) Fellow Through
Budget Account Number: 91-1000--1-301
FY 1993: fuderst $8.478 million

EDUCATION 10) Even Stan
Badget Account Number; 91.0900-0-1-501
FY 1993: faderal §90.122 mitlion

JOBS AND TRAINING AlD

TRAINING 61} Training for Disadvantaged Adults and Youth (JTPA 1A}, Blovk Gram
Budger Account Number: Fo-3174-0-1-304
FY 1493 federal §1,691.7 million

TRAINING 623 Summer Youth Employment Program (JTPA H-B)
Budget Account Number: 16-8174-0-1-504
FY 1993: federa) $849.412 million

TRAINING 03} Job Corps (JTPA-1V}
Budget Account Number, 16-0174-4.1-504
FY 1993 federal $949.287 miilion

TRAINING 04) Senior Commarity Service Employment Program
Budget Account Number: 16.4175-8-1.504
FY 1993: federal $382.044 million  state $43.23 millon

TRAINING 05) Job Opporiunity and Basic Skills Training GOBS)
Budge: Aceount Number; 75-1569-6-1-504
Y {0473 federnl $736.500 million state $436.630 miliion

TRAINING 06} Foster Grandparents
Budget Account Number: 44-8183.0-1-506
FY 1993 federal $38.923 million state $8.95 million

TRAINING 07} Senior Companions
Budget Account Number: 44.0103-6-1-306
FY 1993; federal $14.57] million  state $3.35 million

TRAINING 08) Migrant and Seasonal Farm Workers Training Program
Budget Account Number: 16-6174-8-1-504
FY 1993 federal $78.303 million

TRAINING 09] Indize and Nalive American Employment and Training Program
Pudget Account Numbur; 16-01 4.0 1304
FY 1993: federnl $61.87) million

SOCIAL SERVICES

SERVICES 41} Social Services Hiogk Grant {THle XX}
Budget Account Numbsee: 75-1634.0.1-506
FY 1993: federal $2,784. 745 million  Ktate 32,260 million

SERVICES 623 Community Services Block rant
Budget Account Number: 75.1504-0-1-508
FY 1993 federal $442.830 million
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The Children’s Defense Fund, a privately funded research and
advocacy organization dedicated to providing a strong and effective
voice for children, especially poor and minority children and their
families, would like to express our great hope that reforming our
welfare system will bring the nation a step closer to ending child
poverty in America. We can do enormous good for poor children,
families, and the nation through welfare reform. To realize this
potential, however, we must begin to tackle the root causes of
child and family poverty in America and do our utmost to see that
the resources committed to welfare reform are commensurate with the
plan’'s scope and scale.

We should not fail to use this opportunity to correct what is
wrong in the current welfare system. But remedies will remain
elusive unless and until we focus on the realities of life for poor
children and families in America and address the real barriers that
force so many to rely upon AFDC for basic income support. We must
recognize that mest families do not have long continuous stays on
AFDC. Only 7 percent of AFDC families enter a continuous spell of
eight years or more and 70 percent leave the rolls within two
vears. But it is equally true that about three-quarters of these
families will return to welfare within five years. Real welfare
reform must address the reascns why they return, including their
inability to maintain c¢hild care or health coverage and their
reliance upon unstable employment in short-term or part-time jobs.

Elements of the current welfare system that discourage work
and marriage should be changed to reward work effort and strengthen
families. Messages of parental responsibility should be
strengthened, especially to those absent parents who are not
contributing te their children's support. Barriers to secure
employment at family-sustaining wages -- ranging from inadequate
child care, education, and training services to chronic job
shortages in many communities -- should be "substantially reduced,
if not overcome. This effort to reform our nation’'s welfare system
should reflect our most basic values: the importance of work; the
responsibility of parents to care and provide for their children;
the nurturing of hope for a better life among children and parents
alike; and compassion and a helping hand to those who face personal
crises or insurmountable barriers to employment.

Reinvigorated federal leadership and increased investments in
a number of key areas are crucial to support the work efforts of
parents receiving AFDC and to fulfill the promise of the
President’'s welfare reform pledge. We believe Congress must
address the following issues to ensure that welfare reform
translates into tangible gains for poor children and families:

Job Creation -- The focus on work in welfare reform must
include major new investments to c¢reate real jobs that leave
families better off than they were on AFDC. Lack of stable jobs at
family-supporting wages 1s the main reason why millions of poor
parents are forced to turn to AFDC for help. Even amidst the
current economic recovery, nearly 8 million Americans are actively
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locking for work but unabkle to find jobs. Many more have grown too
discouraged to continue the search, particularly in the poor urban
and rural areas where s0 many AFDC families live. There is no
reason Lo hope these levels of joblessness will decline substan-
tially in the foreseeable future -- indeed, in its attenpts Lo
manage the naticnal economy the federal government already hasz
ghifted its attention to fears of renewed inflation and ie likely
to intervens forcefully by raiging interest rates 1f unemployment
falls significantly in ths coming year.

As a nation, we cannot hope to reduce reliance upon AFDC
without c¢hanging these realities and coreating new employment
opportunities for poor parents who are struggling to provide for
their children. The Administration’s plan recognizes the shortage
of private sector jobs by authorizing creation of public sector
work assignments through the WORK program. However, this approach
is identical in most respects o discredited Fworkiare' or
Community Work Expexience Programs [(CWEP) in which AFDC parents are
required to work in exchange for their AFNC benefits., Desgpite the
Administration’s pledge (0 make work pay,® parents in the WORK
program would be no better off financially {except perhaps in a
handful of low-benefit states)! than they were on AFDC and may aven
end up worge off after payving required FICA taxes.

In addition, there is no evidence that (WEP programs senhance
employability. Bven though they often c¢ost more than education,
job search, or skills training, repeated evaluations have found
that work experience such as that provided through CWEP by itself
does not boost Ifufure employment or earnings. Recognizing CWEP's
shortcomings in this and othey arsasg, states have sxercised cheir
discretion under the current JOBS program and reduced the number of
CWEP participants nationwide from 18,000 to 14,000 between 1885 and
1992. Yet the Administrarion proposes to regquire all states, |
through the WORK program, to ilmplement a very similar program on an
unprecedented scale.

CDF believes that any effective welfare reform effort must
include majcr new investments in real fob creation. The Matsui
bill {The Family Self-sufficiency Act of 1%, HR 4767} provides
one possible structure for creating public sector jobs when private
sector employment is not available, allowing states Lo use &
portion of their JOBS funds for this purpese. Parents in pubklic
jobs would be allowed to keep a reasonable portion of their
earnings {through the AFDC earned income disregards) and would be
eligible for the Earned Income Credit (EIC) under the same rules
that apply to all other low-income working Americans. Under the
Matsui plan, states could require periodic job search activities
angd create part-time dcbs to restrain costs and pregerve incentives
for participants to sgesk permanent employment in the private
sector.

Numerous other approaches to job creation also can be
considered, The bottom line, howeveyr, should be a genuine commit-
ment to work that allows AFDC parents to provide more adequately



for their children. The Administration’s rhetorical commitment to
"work for wages,® combined with provisions that deprive parents of
any financial raward Zor thelr labkors and lsave children as poor as
they ware previously on AFDC, falls far short of what is needed to
reinforce the importance of work in the current welfare systen.

Financing -« Proposals to offmet the costs of welfare reform
by slashing other aid to the poor pecple are unacceptable.
Megagures tThat would eliminate ox further restrict basic assistance
to large numkers o©fF legal immigrants or curk state efforts to
prevent homelessness and fund certain cohild welfare services
through the Bmergency Assistance {BA} program are unfair and
counterproductive. Similarly, allowing states to imposs a child
exclusion policy that denies AFDC benefits fory children born to
families already receiving AFDC will exacerbate the preoblems facin
many pooy and vulnerable families. Substantial research refutes
the claim that woman on welfare have bables in order to get more
welfare dellars. Professcor Mark Rank’s Wisconsin study shows that
the childbearing rate for women receiving AFDC is lower (45.8
births per thousand women! than for comparably aved women not
receiving AFDC (75.3 per thousand}, wilbh this rate decreasing the
longer a woman remains on welfare., Bub other studies indicate that
about half of 11 pregnancies, st any income level, are unplanned.
We know that some bables will be horn to women on welfare, with or
without a child exclusicn rule. The only guestion is whether the
cnildren will suffer.

ZFuccessful welfare reform cannoct come at the expense of basic
income supporis that enable millions of American children and their
families to survive from day to day. A nmore egquitable financing
structure reflecting a commitment ¢o help children and families in
preatest nesd is essengial.

Child care -- Sufficient funds must be invested in c¢hild care
for AFDC and working poor familiea. To protect the health, safety,
and development of children while parents work, seex unsubsidized
smployment, or participate in education and training asctivities,
reliable c¢hild care is egsentilal. A survey of Tllincils AFDC
reciplents found that child care problems created major barriers o
work and training: 42 percent of those surveyed reported that
ohild care problems kept them from working full time; 3% percent
reported that child care problems kept them fyom going to school,
Twenty percent of those surveyed had returned to welfare within the
last yvear in part due to child care problems.

Welfare reform should not sacrifice the well-being of
children. We fail any child -- of whatever income level -- when we
provide unsafe or poor guality child care. The nsed {or gquality
care is especially acute for low-income children, many of whom are
more likely than their non-poor peers Lo bé in poor health, to
suffer from delays in growth or development, or Lo have a
significant emoticnal or Dbehavioral problem or a learning
digability., Quality child care can help these children arrive at
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school ready te learn and provide important links to other supports
that can help the child thrive.

It is essential that welfare reform help ensure that children
are protected; thar families are adequately counseled about theilr
child care choices; that the rates for child care and the paymeant
machanisms uvsed give parents access to safe, high-quality programs
for their children; and that funding is set aside to help states
improve the guality and availability of care for our poorest
chiildren.

We also cannot wmeet the crucial challenge of welfare
prevention unless we make major new investments in c¢hild care for
working poor families. For these families, help with child care ig
a lifg¢line in their efforts to remain in the workforce. Without
auch help, the cost of care can be prohibitive: while Census
Bureau data tell us that non-poor families spend an average of gix
percent of thely income on child care, low-income parents who pay
their own c¢hild care costs csrry a staggering burdsn, paying
roughly a guarter of their income for c¢hild care.

Our current child care funding system pits these Lwo very
deserving groups -- families struggling to leave the welfare rolls
and families struggling to stay in the workforce and sveld the need
for welfare -- against each cther in a compatition for scarce
fundg. States anxicus to get families off the welfare rolls and to
maximize federal reimbursements have focused most of their child
care dollars on AFDC families in training programs or moving into
jobs. Under these circumsiances, working poory families often £ind
child care subsidies unavailabla. A 1993 S0-gvate CDF survey found
that 31 states and the District of Columbia had waiting lists for
child care assistance. These waliting lists are formidable.
Illinois had 30,000 c¢hildren waiting for c¢hild care. Iin
California, as well as in many areas of Texas, it takeg wo o
three years to reach the top of the waiting lisut. As  ons
administrator ncted, for many families there is no hope of aver
getting help.

Without significant new federal child care investmants, this
competition will be exacerbated under we.fare yefcorm, as mere
welfare families participate in training or employment activities.
After they use up the ons yvear of transitional child care available
undey the Clinton bill {the Work and Responsibilloy Bor of 1854, HR
4605}, nothing will have happened to increasse thelr income Lo Lhe
point where they will no longer need a child care subsidy. Ths
Clinton plan’s $1.5 billion over five years for Ab-Risk child cars
{for working poor families) is wvitally important but alone is
insufficient to meet the increased demand. New investments are
important both for welfare families and for the working poor.

Preserving a safety net ~~ Poor parente who %play by the
rulag" and poor children deserve basic income support as long =as
they are in need. As long as parents who are vecelving welfare are
willing to work, & public sectoyr job must be provided; if



unavailable, the basic AFDC safety net must remain in plage. We
commend  the Administraricn for preserving this fundamentsal

principle. CoF does oppose, however, the use of ®full family
sanctions® whera the entire family would lose all help if a pavent
fails to comply with all welfare rules. Although this typs of

sancition would be vastly more punitive than current law, there is
noe regeavch evidence to show that such severe sanctions are
necesgary or effective. In fact, scme of the job training programs
for AFDC recipients which have had the kest itvack records for

"

participation rates and earnings gains have besn largely voluntary.

Full family sanctiong come at great cost. Families without
income are at great risk of homelessness and fawmily break-up.
Pushing children into foster or group care is enormously expensive
and needlessly damaging. Cver the longsr term, the greater
impoverishment caused by full family sanctions may do grave harm to
children. For example, the poorer a cnhild ig, the more likely it
ig that {s)he will experience stunted growth and physical or mental
disabilities or chrenic health conditions sericus enough to limit
daily activities in future years.

Health coverage -- For welfare reform to succesd, families
mugt be guaranteed health insurance that they cannot lose in the
form of universal coverage with comprehensive benefite. Lack of
decent health insurance in low-wage employment is & major barrier
for recipients who are trying to leave welfare for work. No effort
to move parents on AFDC inteo the private labor market will be
effective without the assurance that health coverage will be
continuously available,

Child support -~ Strengthened child support enforcement is a
key component of welfare reform. The fallure to pay child suppor:
iz a preblem in every state. Indeed, as a country we are wmore
faithful about paving for our cars than for our children: in 1892,
the default rate for used car loans was less than three percent,
while according to the Census Bureau the delinquency rate for ohild
support owed Lo mothers was 4% percent in 19350,

A recently issued CDF veport etches in stark relief the need

for bold reform. States made some progress from 1983 to 1$92.
However, on the mest basic of all measures ~- the percentage of
cases Chat have at lsast some support collected -~ children are not

significantly betcer off. In 1983, states made at leasth a partisl
collection in 14.7 percent of thelr casgses. By 15%2, the proportion
of cases in which collections were made had edged up to 18.7
percent. AL this rate of improvement, it will take over 180 vears
before esach child served by a state agency can be guaranteed that
at least some child suppert will be collected in any glvan year.

We believe that child support reform must include chilsd
suppoyt assurancg, cooupled with aggressive efforts to improve
enforcement. Ultimataely, enforgement should he cantralized in a
federal agency such asg the Internal Revenue Service. Using the tax
system to cellect support sends a powerful message: that supporting



our children is as fundamental a civic responsibility as paying
taxes and that failure to pay has real consequences.

If these measures are not feasible in the short term,
immediate improvements must be made in the current system. The
Administration’s proposal contains key reforms that strengthen
federal assistance in collecting support, correct state resource
shortages, build on successful models, and authorize child support
assurance demonstrations.

Rep. Robert Matsui‘s welfare reform proposal, H.R. 4767,

incorporates the key principles outlined above and offers a strong

framework for Congressional action. This approach would move us
aggressively forward without sacrificing fairness or pushing

children and families deeper into poverty. It would expand
dramatically work-related activities for parents receiving AFDC
while at the same time providing the additional investments in
education, training, Jjob creation, and child care that are
essential to its success. The child support enforcement system
would be greatly strengthened, £financial incentives to work for
AFDC recipients would be strengthened, and teen parents would
receive attention immediately upon joining the welfare rolls.

CDF particularly supports the following provisions of the
Matsui bill which can serve as major building blocks for any new
welfare reform initiative:

o In contrast with the rigid structure of the Administration’s
WORK program, the Matsui bill focuses on results -- parents
moving from welfare to work -- and gives states much greater
flexibility and resources to accomplish this task. The number
of welfare parents who are required to work would be increased
dramatically in the Matsui bill and states would be given the
flexibility to use JOBS funds to target the age group(s) the
state deems most appropriate. The Adwministration’s bill
denies states this flexibility to use available resources for
various age groups. States also would have the option in the
Matsui bill to use a portion of their JOBS funds for real job
creation when private sector jobs are not available.

o} Child care funding for the working poor would be increased by
$2 billion per year by FY 1999 in the Matsui bill versus only
%1 billion per vear by FY 2004 in the Administration bill.
Additionally, the Matsui bill would not require states to
lower to age one the exemption for the youngest child,
enabling states to spend scarce child care dollars on those
most able to work and on child care subsidies for working poor
families to help them stay in the workfoxrce.

o The earnings disregards would be improved, requiring states to
disregard at least $120 and one-third of the remainder of
earnings when determining a family’s amount of assistance (and
allowing states to exclude as much as $20C and 50 percent of
the remainder of earnings). The Administration’s bill, while



aliowing states to dec hetter, would no longer require the
current disregard of one-third of earnings during the firsc
Four months gf employment. The Clinton bill would make it
possible for states o make 1t even harder for wmothers
entering low wage employment; the Matsui bill would make it
aomewnat easier to enter and stay in the labor force.

o The c¢hild support system would ke greatly strengthened through
& numper of important provisions: expandad child support
assurance demonstrations that test the viability of this
approach; staffing provisions that regquire states to achieve
basic child support ocoutcomes or staff up =0 they have the
regources to get the job done; and moare streamlined procedures
for pericdically reviewing and modifying child support orders,

The Matsui pill alsoc omits a number of provisions in the
Administration’s bill that threaten to push children and families
deeper into poverty. Two ©f the most important examples are the
state option to impose a child excluslion preovisicn and the
raguirement to impose a full family sanction in a number of
circumstances.

The need to protect children from severe deprivatiocn will not
disappear until we address the underlying causes of child poverty
in America. We must recognize that a Lygigal wmother under age 30
raising children on her ocwn -~ whether or not on AFDC -~ had an
income of only $7,280 in 18%2, a figure 3% percent below that
vear’'s federal poverty level for a family of threg. Low-ingome
families have been losing ground over the past twenty vyesars: for
example, young single wmothers with children as a group had 28 per-
cent. less purchasing power in 1992 than in 1873. If we are to help
families wmove out of poverty, we must design strategies which
combine income from several sources {work, child support, and
supplements such as the EIC or earned income disregards) and reducs
egsential expenses like chilid care and health coverags,

If we gset realistic goals that are consistent with the
resources at hand, this welfare reform effort can abt least move in
the right direction in promobting work, responsibility, and eventual
self-sufficiency. If we merely impose a rigid new ser of
reguirements on families receiving APDC without providing more
effective assistance to overcome their barriers to employment, we
only will add to the plight of our nation’s poorest and omost
vulnerable children.
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Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen of the Subcommittee, thank you for the
opportunity 1o submit these remarks on welfare reform. The need for 2 complete
overhaul of the welfare system is as obvious to us in the states as it is to you at the
federal level. In Virginia, Governor George Allen has said that he is directing
every ounce of energy and every available resowrce to the most pressing needs of
the people of Virginia — needs that can be summarized in two words: safety and
empowerment.

Governor Allen has given credence to his pledge w foster empowerment
through the creation of the Governor's Commission on Citizen Empowermment, a
comypission I bave the privilege of chainng. Charged with designing a welfare
systern that will help people take control of their lives and become self-sufficient,
the Empowerment Commission is currently developing an innovative
implementation plan for welfare reform.

I am constantly renewed and challenged by the stories the Commission has
heard from c¢ivic and community leaders as well as from welfare recipients |
themselves. But perhaps what has been most moving are the pleas that participants
have made for the fundamental reformn of a system they see as destructve.

Universally, Virgintans believe that the current welfare system is not working
and must be changed. They want to change the system so that it no longer
penalizes a father who marries the mother of his child and provides for his family.
They want to change the system so that it no longer discourages savings and
isolates welfare recipients away from the world of work. And they want to change
the systemn so that the promise of self-sufficiency will replace the despair of welfare
dependency.

Despite_decades of intensive anti-poverty campaigns, we have seen little
progress in the fight against poverty. Instead, over the last 30 yearsthe number-of
welfare recipients and the rates of llegitimacy and violent crime have skyrocketed.
Even worse, in all too many poor ¢communities, the promise of progress has been
replaced by the despair of welfare dependency.

That is why the people of Virginia commend your commitment to developing
the best possible reform of the nation’s welfare system. - But we algso have an
irnportant message for you. While it may sound trite, it is absolutely true that what
you see depends upon where you lock. And as we see it in Virginia a welfare
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reform plan that is national in scope will be too inflexible and mcamplew to meet
the real and pressing needs of welfare reform.

Even a quick glance at the unfortunate history of welfare reform proves that
national efforts to combat dependency have been ineffective at best and
- counterproductive at worst. The trillions spent in the name of the "War on
Poverty” failed to achieve the objectives of independence and seif-sufficiency.
Instead, they succeeded only in adding four million families to the nation's welfare
rolls - 2 dubious measure of success. And today, the President's pledge to “end
welfare as we know it” is accompanied by a proposal that is too modest 10 change
a systemn that demands major teform.

In order to truly reform welfare, we must do more than seek to remove the
many incentives for dependence that comprise our current system. While such a
change is both welcome and necessary, it can only bring the Nation half-way to the
realization of real and sostainable welfare reform. The second and perhaps most
mecm; clement of welfare reform is empowerment.

The Nation's welfare system should provide compassionate but temporary

support to families in financial need. In too many cases it fails to do that, instead
breeding conditions of dependency, family disunity, and social breakdown. The
goal of welfare reform, therefore, is to convert the ¢urrent system of welfare into
one that makes the principles of personal responsibility, self-improvement, and seif-
reliance a reality.

To succeed, welfare reform must incorporate several essential elements:

. It must provide poor Americans the means to prevent welfare
dependency. Welfare reform must be more than an initiative that
benefits caseworkers. To be truly successful, welfare reform must
keep even the poorest Virginians from falling into the trap of welfare

\ dependency. - |

* It must achieve guality by being comprehensive. Pilot projects, by
definition, cannot bring empowerment, self-sufficiency, and unproved
standands of living to all welfare recipients. True welfare reform must
be thoroughly designed and widely implemented.

. It must be an efficient use of available resources, One important way
to achieve this objective is by use of partnerships of public and private
efforts. Even the most intensive public casework management will be
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ansuccessful if the private sector - empioyers, schools, housing
deveiapmems and religious institutions -- does not play an mtcgml
. tole in achieving reform.

. But, above all, welfare reform must recognize what would-be
reformers like President Clinton so often ignore: traditional welfare
reforms will always fail because they are centered on the wrong
institution. The key to welfare reform is not an active govemment but
strong farnilies. And the proper goal of welfare reform is not to
employ case managers but 10 gmpower individuals to undertake the
responsibilities and fulfill the drearns that are uniquely theirs.

Family Issues

- In the process of creating huge, monolithic bureaucracies, we have allowed
the very instirutions of family and community -- institutions which built this Nation
and our way of life — to crumble and deteriorate. That's why we must return to
a system that both reflects and is guided by the community realities that comprise
life in Armerica.

To do that, we must restore to parents their rightful role. Parents need 1o be
able to save and invest in their futures and the futures of their children. After all,
parents kunow best how to make the right choices for their families; they need to
know that government will help them, not hinder them. We need to rediscover the
importance of two-parent families and their primary role in transmitting values and
directing the upbringing of their children

All the data suggest that children do best in homes with two parents.
Nevertheless, the Clinton plan does toa little to strengthen families and sven blocks
existing successful initiatives. For example:

. There is already a provision in federal regulations that allow states to
exercise an optional requirement that minor parents live with their
parents. A federal requirement such as that incorporated into the
"Work and Respoasibility Act” is, therefore, little more than another
unnecessary federal mandate on the states.

. The Clinton plan provides additiopal funding and suppont for local
initiatives to prevent teen pregnancy. However, the nature of these
programs is unspecified and may be contrary to state initiatives.

A e e —

Further, the elimination of Tide XX funding for abstinence programs -
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is too great a price to pay for this grant program of unspecified
impact.

* Although many of the teen pregnancy preventon provisions of the
plan are unspecified, the establishment of additional federal
bureaucracies, such as the establishment of a federal interagency group
to provide information and the creaiion of a national clearing house,
is specified and has the potential to undermine state initiatives.

» There is. insufficient emphasis on the reality that teen pregnancy

" pravention and personal responsibility programs must emphasize
abstinence, the importance of two parent families, and parents’ mole in
guiding their children’s development. However, the word “sbstinence”
does not appear anywhere in the Clinton plan.

States should be free to pursue efforts to bolster the role and responsibility
of paremts. Virginia ipitatives through the Virginia Independence Program
emphasize parental responsibility as a means of erapowering families to attain self-
sufficiency and independence. These initiatives include the provision of
opportunities to obtain needed work skills, the revision of rules concerning eamed
income to allow self-sufficiency, and the establishment of clearly defined
responsibilities for both the program participant and the governoment. In addidon,
Virginia’s Initiatives to Advance Leaming (VITAL) project operates in middle
schools to reduce school dropouts. AFDC parents receive cash incentives based
on progress the towards increasing their involvement in their child's education,
improving their children's grades, and improving their children’s school attendance.
The Commonwealth has also started requiring childhood immunizations to be
completed as a condition for AFDC cash assistance.,

All too frequently we hear of tragedies resulting from poor working parents
leaving their young children slone so that they can work. The federal guarantee
for ¢hild care is good but must assure that federal increases in funding for child
care do not impose an unfunded mandate for states. Child care assistance must
ensure state flexibility to allow parental choice through irmovations such as
vouchers. ‘

Virginia has enacted some of the toughest child support enforcement
measures in the country. Asnong them are mandatory in-hospital patemity
establishment, suspension of professional and occupational licenses for persons in
arrears in child support payments, and required cooperation with child support
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enforcement as a condition of receiving AFDC benefits. We are pleased to see that
the President has chosen to include similar types of inidatives in his plan.
However, the President’s proposal also includes expansions that, without adequate
funding, will impose 4 costly unfunded mandate on the states.

In particular, we are troubled about the requirempent for universal
administrative modification of AFDC and non-AFDC child support orders. This
will place an unprecedented demand on a system that is already struggling to serve
families unless supported by adequate funding.

Federal Ioflexibility

Another fundamental failure of the plan now before you is its use of a one-
size-fits-all approach to welfare reform. This approach ignores the importance of
state and local flexibility. What works in Washington, D.C., does not necessarily
work in Washington County, Virginia. The only way that we can achieve real
welfare reform is to free states and localities to design the approach that best meets
their unique welfare problems.

The inflexibility that often characterizes large-scale initiatives can gravely
undermine innovations at the state and local level. For example, last year the
Clinton Administration denied Virginia a waiver to implement 2 novel food stamp
' cash-out program. It is not hard to imagine that the Administration will scrub the
Commonwealth’s own workfare plan - which requires work within one year of
receiving welfare benefits — in favor of its more expensive and far less ambitious

alternative.

In Virginia, the Governor's Commission on Citizen Empowerment is well
aware of the importance of flexibility. In Town Hall meetings held throughout the
Commonwealth, the Commission heard a diversity of opintons as varied as are the
citizens of Virginia. Obviously, the diversity of needs and conditions are even
greater nationwide, As a result, welfare reform must give states the freedom and
flexibility that are necessary if we are 10 fulfill cur role as the laboratories of

progress,
Contrary to the arguments put forth by proponents of big government, state

and local flexibility does not have a downside. It is claimed that state welfare
reform {nitdatives would c¢reate a patchwork in which welfare recipients would
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migrate to the states providing the most generous benefits. In reality, of course,
this rarely ~- if ever -- happens. For example, the public assistance currently
provided in Mississippi has the lowest cash value in the nation. And yer,
Mississippi counts approximately 175,000 citizens as welfare recipients (HHS data).
In Virginia, Abingdon is located within 175 miles of five other states -- Kentucky,
North Carolina, Ohio, Tennessee, and West Virginia. If the supposed threat of
migration were real, we would see welfare recipients moving to and from Virginia
depending upon the value of the assistance needed.

These atternpts to derail state-level welfare reform are disnzrbing not only
because they are cynical but because they ignore the trus tagedy of poverty.

Poverty is more than the lack of material things; it is the lack of personal fortitude .

and social stability. It is a condition so fundamentally unhappy that reform
proposals inspired more by politics than people are an affront and an abomunation.
The personal despair and community decay that are the products of welfare
dependency compel us to set political motives aside and honestly, forthrightly, and
gorzectly impleément real welfare reform.

We rust replace the hand-out with 2 helping hand that replaces dependence
with independence, promotes families instead of ilegiimacy, and rebuilds
communities over the failed “nanny state.” It is the firm conviction of the
Governor and citizens of Virginia that to truly end welfare as we know it, we have
to end buginesses, education, and government as we know them. We have 10 build
cealitions throughout our communities that will once again honor the most
fundamental pledge a community makes to itself: that it will respect, assist, and
pratect each member as if they were family. For if we can restore to our
comnmunities the goals and dreams that we once shared, they will again enjoy the
support and security that can only come from family.

This approach may sound unreslistically ambitious, but it is based upon the
principle that virtuaily assures us of success: when empowered with a sense of
ownership in their own lives, people will accomplish what was oncs untenable,
envision what was once unimaginable, and grasp what was once unreachable. This
i3 not a new prescription for success. Rather, 1t is merely a translation of the
American Tradition, an experience that for almost 220 years has granted our
countrymen every privilege and benefit that they sarped. -

This is one of the most important goals that we have set for ourselves in
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Virginia. And we will scon implement an array of innovative welfare reform
initiatives that will enable us to achieve it

If I can ask one thing of you in your deliberations, it is that you please give

states the freedo, flexibility and time to implement the reform measures that are

“custom made” for the people we serve. To do this, it is essential that you grant
us the waivers that make flexible innovation possible. States’ ability to design
programs and receive waiver authority must be encouraged and promoted. Like
many states, Virginia has often been frustrated in its efforts to refonn the welfare
systern by federal waiver denials.

A reasonable approach to improve the waiver process would be to repeal the
rgorous evaluation requirement for a state to receive waiver authority, limit the
types of initiatives that must go through the exhausting waiver process, and allow
states 1o amend their Aid to Families with Dependent Children or IV-A plans to
reflect the policies supported by their elected officials and their constituencies.

This process would give us the time that is needed 10 make absolutely certain
that welfare is reformed, not rewined. If granted the freedom 10 innovate, states

will conduct the experiments, gather the data, and submit our analyses for your
review.

Working together, we can do better than a plan that empowers bureaucrats
instead of recipients, favors regulation over simplification, and limits the promise
of self-sufficiency to only a small segment of the targer population. Working
together, we can craft a tmily national welfare reform plan — pot 2 federal one.
After all, what is needed is a national strategy that incorporates state innovations,
not a federal plan that emphasizes bureaucratic conol, A truly national strategy
will be broader in scope, grander in vision, and more promising in its outcome than
the plan before you today. And it will transform the dependency that czn'rentiy
marks our system of welfare into the mdepeadencc upon which this Nation is
based.
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Statement by Diana Aviv, Director of the Washington Office,
Council of Jewish Federations
bafore
the Subcommittee on Human Resources, Committee on Ways and Means
.S, House of Representatives
August 9, 1994

Introduction

Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee for the
opportunity te submit written testimony before you today. My name
is Diana Aviv, 1 am Director of the Washington office of the
Council of Jeowish PFederations (CJF), a national organization
representing 189 local Jewish Federations, central community
planning organizations which coordinate Jewish social services for
approximately 800 localities, embracing more than 6.1 million Jews
in the United $tates and Canada. CJP has been the instrument of
collective action as well as the national representative for the
Federation movement. The Federated system reprosents the largest
base of Jewish communal involvement and action in this country.

One of the central missions of the FPederated system has been the
rescue and protection of Jews and others worldwide. Today, after
years of working closely with many Members of Congress and several
administrations t¢ win freedom for Soviet Jews, the Jewish
community is working in partnership with tThe State Department and
the federal Office ©f Refugee Resetilement o assist annually
approximately 40,000 Jewish refugees from the former Soviet Union
who emigrate to the U.S. to escape anti~Semitism and to reunite
their families. On behalf of the U.5. Department of Health and
Human Services, the Council of Jewisgh Federations has administered
the Voluntary Agency Matching Grant program, which provides for
basiv refugee care and intensive up-front sexrvice delivery designed
to enable refugees to attain durable self-snfficiency.

As a community, we are deeply appreciative of the opportunities
this great countyry has given to those who seek refuge and a new
beginning. We have worked long and hard to oppose laws that had
the effect of restricting immigrants on the basis of national
origins and have been active in efforts to ensure that the United
States remains true to its heritage and to its essence of being a
land of immigrants that both welcomes families and makes it
possible for newcomers to succeed and give back what has been given
to them.

But Mr. Chairman, the Jewish community knows what can happen when
this c¢ountry enacts policies that unleash xenophobic sentiments
towards immigrants. We remember the conseguences of a time when
many of our nation’'s ~~indeed the world’s -- problems were blamed
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on immigrants, when irrational fears caused us to turn away Jews
who had no place else to go and to force loyal Japansse Americans
into detention camps. Fifty~five years ago, Members of Congress,
not unlike yourselves, in a committee not unlike this one, voted
down a bill known as the Wagner~Rogers bill -~ legislation that, if
enacted, would have granted 20,000 German children refuge in the
United States. The bill never made it out of committee, and those
children, only half of whom were Jewish, never made it out of
Germany. They suffered the same fate as those passengers on the
Spirit of Saint Louis who were turned away from our borders that
same year when entry to the United States meant the difference
between 1ife and death.

CJP in Coalition with Other National Organizations

Because of these experiences, the Jewish community has been active
in the great public private partnership that has sought to have a
fair and decent immigration policy, that provides safe haven for
those fleeing pexsecution. We have worked closely with our friends
at the National Council of La Raza, the U.8., Catholic Conference
and U.S5. Catholic Charities, the Lutheran Immigration and Refugee
service, the Japanese American Citizenship League, the Organization
for Chiness Americans, the AFL-LI0 to name just a few to ansure
that legal immigrants are welcomed to thig country.

I come befors you today to speak not only on bshalf of the
thousands and thousands of Jewish immigrants and theidx citizen
families who will be profoundly impacted by the financing
provisions contained in most of the welfare reform bills currently
before the Congress, but in the name of all of the communities
included in this ceoalition, who have voilced concern about the
impact of limiting benefits to permanent lagal residents.

Research Documents Immigrant Contribations to U.S. Boonomy

We are alsc proud to be among those communities who are able to
document, anecdotally and through numercus reseaxch efforts
conducted by both conservative and liberal institutions, the net
econemic contribution made in the aggregate by legal immigrants to
the United States. The estimated $5.7 billion of welfare benefits
used by immigrants who fall on haxd times must be seen against the
backdrxop ¢f the estimated $70 billion dellars they pay in taxes
each year. The Urban Institute study published in May of 1994
which challenges the scientific basis of studies that previously
overestimated the public costs of legal newcomers has reported that
in the aggregate immigrants contribute at least $30 billion more in
taxes to government coffers than they use in services.! Moreover,
recent data shows that legal immigrants are not heavy users of
welfare, According to the Urban Institute, only 2.0% of non-refugee
immigrants of working age who entered the U.$. during the 1980s
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recaived welfare income. Among working age native born Americans,
3.7% reported having received welfare income.?

More importantly, legal immigrants contribute significantly teo
national and local economies. For example, according to the Urban
Institute study, naticnally, immigrants create wmore jobs in the
economy than they £ill.? Similarly, the Department of Labor has
indicated that immigrant entreprencurs increase aggregate
employment levels through higher self-employment rates than
natives.? Immigrants have alsc helped to revitalize California‘'s
flagging economy Py stimulating the state’s housing wmarket,
According to the Wall Street Journal, these investments are likely
to expand "California’s net [revenue] outflow to Washington to as
much as $25 billion this year.™

Pitting Vulnerable Populations Againgt Bach Other

I don’'t belisve that I could count one among this broad based
community who did not welcome the claxion call to reform welfare as
we know it and to develop & program that would help welfare
recipients to move towards durable self sufficlency. We also
recognized that any serious welfare reform sffort would be costly
if it was to provide the kind of agsistance that would enable
single heads of household to be viably self sufficient,.

But to rob from one program to pay for ancther simply makes no
sense to us. To deny or severely limlt benefits in order to
squeeze some additional funds for welfare reform to legal
immigrants who are confronted with a sericus unanticipated crisis
that requires some public assistance, seems to b¢ unwise public
policy.

Implications of Immigrant-Related Pinancing Options

The cornerstone of America’'s immigration policy is family
reunification. More than 520,000 of the approximately 700,000
legal immigrants who arrive each yeaxr are sponsored by relatives
who are now citigens of the U.8.; many are the elderly parents of
citizen children who gimply seek to live with their children and
grandchildren. There are those who believe that citizens who wish
to bring in their immigrant relatives should bear some
responsibility for cests that might ensue once they are in the U.S.
aAnd indeed they do. As you are aware, under current law citizens
wigshing to reunite with their immediate non citizen relatives, who
first have 10 prove that they will not become a public charge,
have their income deemed or applied to the immigrant’s income for
three years if the legal newcomer needs to apply for food stamps or
AFDC, and five vyears for §81. Federal law already bars
undocumented aliens from almost all federal programs.



HR 4605 would permanently extend deeming to five years for SSI,
food stamps, and AFDC, and deem until citizenship, sponsors whose
income was above the national median income, regardless of the size
of the families living on that income. The national median inconme
may be sufficient for a fanily of four, but would pose serious
hardships for a larger family, unless indexed by family size,
Other bills cut even deeper, by either denying outright until
citizenship some ox all of the 61 discretionary programs including
the Women, Infants and Children {WIL), emergency foed and shelter,
and school lunch programs.

while the vast majority of immigrants coming to the U.S. to reunite
with their familles do not access public assistance programs,
tragedies, accidents, and unforseen circumstances can and do befall
newcomers as they do all pecple. Such situations create a dire and
legitimate nged for the new arrival to sesk support from public
programd.

For the 225,000 immigrants who have suffered a disability, denying
S8I would sever a lifeline to essential financial, medical, and

support services. Without access to services through the §S8I
program, citizens could be forced to leave their jobs in order (o
care fox disabled family members, For the 372,000 elderly

immigrants rxecelving S8I, denying B5I would force their citizen
children to choose between reuniting family members and working
their way out of poverty., Families can put off sending thelr
children to college or buying a new home for a few years in oxder
to reunite with their family menmbers, but requiring them to support
elderly or disabled relatives for five, ten, or more years would be
80 costly as to be prohibitive.

The Urban Ingtitute data further reveals that lawfully admitted
aliens do not apply for 85I immediately upon eligibility. While
one-third of alien recipients applied for benefits shortly after
expiration of the three~year deeming period needed to qualify, over
half applied aftexr having lived here for five or more years and 28%
accessed 881 only aftexr having lived here for ten or more years.

Ohstacles to Naturalization

Denial of benefits to legal immigrants appears to be based on the
assumption that they could naturalize 1f they chose to do so.
While most immigrants are technically eligible for citizenship
after five years, those who do naturalize often take nmuch longer to
complete the process. The naturalization process is costly and
time-consuming. Immigrants must pass tests on English language and
knowledge of U.8. government, which for most people means getting
on long waiting lists in order to take classes. In New York and
Los Angeles, for example, there are more 50,000 people on waiting
lists for citizenship classes. 1In addition, many applicants must
wait well over a year before the INS reviews their applications.
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In addition, age is a significant obstacle to naturalization. The
immigrant population most vulnerable to illness and disability, the
elderly, is also the population least likely to naturalize.
According to the INS, immigrants who enter the United States after
age 55 are the least likely to become citizens. For more than 60
percent of these legal older immigrants, naturalization is all but
impossible, as they are unable to master English sufficiently well
at their age to pass the exam for citizenship, they find the morass
they face when dealing with the bureaucracy within the INS
daunting, and are intimidated by the c¢itizenship exam. The denial
of benefits until citizenship makes it virtually impossible for the
children of these legal immigrants to sponsor their parents,
without becoming impoverished themselves.

Protection and Equity

Even though an affidavit of support compels a sponsor to swear to
the ability to contribute to the perspective immigrant’s support,
in many instances the burden for proving a sponsor's financial
hardship is on the immigrant, requiring him/her to keep track of
all relevant financial records of their sponsor. Failure to
produce those documents could disqualify the immigrant for
assistance when they and their sponsor are otherwise poor enocugh to
be eligible. Furthermore, in situations in which a sponsor is
abusing an immigrant relative, who may be elderly, a woman, or a
child, eliminating access to public benefits could remove critical
assistance which could enable the immigrant to maintain some
measure of potentially life-saving independence.

Financing welfare reform by cutting benefits to legal permanent
residents also raises issues of fairness and equity. Legal
immigrants and their citizen families pay the same taxes into our
system as native Americans do. Yet, an extension of the deeming
process would deny the citizen’s family access to benefit programs
to which their tax dollars have contributed. Extending deeming or
eliminating access to benefits entirely sends a message to citizen
children that they can pay taxes to support programs that benefit
other people’s relatives, but their that own parents will have
nowhere to turn when they face unemployment, illness, or other
financial hardships.

There is another grave danger spawned by these provisions. Right
on the heels of national sentiment that is hostile to immigrants,
such provisions have the effect of enshrining in law that legal
immigrants are not really welcome in the U.S., especially if they
need help. Even if they play by the rules by applying and waiting
their turn to come to the United States through the legal
immigration process, they had best not become ill or disabled, lose
their jobs, or have any kind of disaster befall them for there will
be no safety net; nevertheless, such newcomers must pay their taxes
and so must their citizen children. These Xinds of provisions
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penalize legal immigrants, those who “"play by the rules,” by
treating them as if they were illegal, and give credence to those
who would close our doors to all Dmmigrants,

Conclusion

In conclusion, I would like to thank the Subcommittee for the
opportunity to submit this testimony befoxe you today, It is my
hope that the coriginal intent of welfare reform, to assist poor
families and children attain self~sufficiency, will not be obscured
by political issues that are not related to welfare. Denying
benefits to some low-income families to pay for services for other
low-income families contradicts the overarxching principles of a
credible and fair anti-poverty strateqgy.

There is no inherent link betwean welfare reform and extending the
deeming process for sponsors of legal immigrants as a means o
finance that reform. In recognizing the need te pay for the
various programs that will insure reform of the welfare system,
think tanks and research institutionsg, including the Congressional
Budget QOffice, have suggested a variety of sources other than those
that would impact legal immigrants and their citizen families.
Within the half a trillion dollars per year of non-8ocial Security
entitlement programs and the sntire revenue code that is under the
jurisdiction of the House Ways and Means Committee, surely there
are pther ways te finance welfare reform without eviscerating oux
legal immigration system?

Thank you.
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for providing me
the opportunity to testify this afternoon on the recommendations of the U.S.
Commission on Immigration Reform. The Commission was established by the
Immigration Act of 1990 to assess the implementation and impact of U.S.
immigration policy. The Commission will present its first report to Congress on
September 30, 1994. That report will focus primarily on steps needed to restore
credibility to U.S. immigration policy and its enforcement.

While our mandate does not extend to the broad range of issues that this
Committee is considering regarding welfare reform, there is an overlap in one
area: immigrant eligibility for public benefits. | am pleased to share our
preliminary findings and recommendations on this issue in the hopes that they
will help inform your debate on welfare reform.

| would first like to say a few words about the Commission itself. We are
a bi-partisan group composed of nine members. | was appointed to the
Commission by President Clinton. My eight colleagues were appointed by the
Democratic and Republican leadership of the two houses of Congress.

Our work has not been easy. Distinguishing fact from fiction has been
almost impossible, because of what has become a highly emotional debate on
immigration. We have heard contradictory testimony, shaky statistics, and a
great deal of honest confusion regarding the impacts of immigration.
Nevertheless, we have tried throughout to engage in what we believe is a
systematic, non-partisan effort to reach conclusions drawn from analysis of the
best data available. The recommendations that | present today have been
adopted unanimously.

The Commission believes that legal immigration has been and can
continue to be a strength of this country. Most legal immigrants are the spouses,
chitdren, parents or siblings of a U.S. citizen or long-term permanent resident. A
smaller number are sponsored by businesses that need their skills and talents.
We take an affirmative decision to admit these individuals. It is with the
expectation and desire that they will be integrated immediately into our social
community and, eventually, through naturalization, into the political community
as well.

The Commission believes that a clear and consistent policy on eligibility
for public benefits is key to a credible immigration and welfare policy. The United
States has the sovereign authority to make distinctions as to the rights and
responsibilities of the various persons residing in its territory. We believe that



distinctions regarding eligibility for public benefits should be consistent with the
objectives of our immigration policy -- to support legal immigration in the national
interest and to deter unlawful entries.

As far as legal immigrants are concerned, this logic has brought the
Commission to a strong and, as | mentioned, unanimous conclusion: Legal
permanent residents should continue to be eligible for needs-tested assistance
programs. U.S. law already bars the entry of those who are likely to become a
public charge. We recognize, however, that circumstances may arise after entry
which create a pressing need for public help -- unexpected iliness, injuries
sustained due to a serious accident, loss of employment, a death in the family.
The Commission is not prepared to lift the safety net out from under individuals
who, we hope, will become integral parts of our social community. We therefore
strongly recommend against any broad, categorical denial of eligibility for public
benefits to legal immigrants on the basis of their alienage.

At the same time, the Commission strongly endorses initiatives to ensure
that sponsors are financially responsible for the immigrants they bring to this
country. If an immigrant cannot show that he or she has financial resources or a
job in the U.S., the immigrant's sponsor must demonstrate a capacity and
intention to support the new arrival. This is done through an affidavit of support.
At present, this affidavit is a morally-binding document. The Commission
believes that the affidavits of support signed by sponsors should be legally
enforceable, with contingencies made if the sponsor's financial circumstances
change significantly for reasons that developed after the immigrant’s entry -- for
example, if the sponsor sustains a serious injury that prevents him or her from
working. Mechanisms should be developed that would ensure that sponsors
provide the support that they have promised.

While the Commission does not reject the concept of deeming, we do not
believe deeming alone is the best way to ensure sponsor responsibility. We
heard testimony that deeming can merely shift costs from one level of
government to another. The immigrant is ineligible for federal programs, but he
or she may retain eligibility for state and local benefits. Even if the federal
government extends to states the authority to deem, a number of state
constitutions would appear to preclude that action. Alternately, deeming leaves
the immigrant whose sponsor abdicates responsibility with no financial resources
at all. A legally-binding affidavit of support helps address both of these
problems. '

The Commission also recommends changes in immigration law to more
effectively address violations of our public charge provisions. As | stated, when
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new circumstancss anse alter entry, we must maintain the safety net. However,
when immigrants become dependent on public programs within the first five
years after entry for reasons that existed before entry, they are legally
deportable. We must have a greater capasity to enforce our law in this regard.
At present, to prave depontability, the government must show that 1) the
nmigrant received public assistance, 2) the government billed the immigrant for
these services pursuant to a specilic statute, and 3) the immigrant failed to repay
the funds. This standard is inappropriate given the way that public benefit
programs work. The Commission recommaends instead that deportability on the
grounds of public charge be measured by sustained use of the public benefits
and not on the basis of a governmaent request for repayment of the aid.

. The Commission believes that benefit eligibility determinations are
complicated by the mynad statuses now afforded to individuals within this
country. While the rights of lawtul permanent residents, refugees and asylees
have been spelled out in immigration and benefit laws, the Executive Branch,
Congress and the counts have created various other statuses that may or may
not denote benefit eligibility. The INA should specity categorias of aliens by thex
work and benefit eligibility, such as: those sligible for work and needs-tested
benefits; those eligible for work and only those benefits that accrue from
employment; and those eligibie for no benelits axcept those provided on an
emergency basis or for compelliing public health, safely and wellare grounds.
Every alien should then be assigned to one of these calegories.

Let me add a word here about the Commission's recommendations
regarding the eligibility of illegal aliens for public henefils. fan alienisinthe
U.S. untawifully, he or she should not receive publicly-funded aid except in very
unusual circumstances: where thers is emergent need for specific assistance,
such as emergency health care; where there Is a public health, safety or welfare
intarest {such as immunizations, programs {0 prevent the spread of
communicable diseases, child nutrition programs and school lunch programs);
and where their eligibility is constitutionally protected,

Why this distinotion betwaen the eligibiiity of lsgal immigrants and illegal
aliens? lllegal aliens have no right o be in this country. They are not part of our
social community. There is no intention that thay integrate. As human beings,
they have centain rights - we certainly should not fum them away in a medical
emergency. As a nation, it is in our interest to provide a limited range of other
sarvices -- immmunizations and treatment of communicable diseases certainly
fall into that category. Bui, if illegal aliens require other aid, it should rightly be
provided in their own countries.



One last observation. We have heard arguments that the safety net
should be for citizens only. That we cannal afford 1o do more.

I believe firmly that citizenship in this country is something to be cherished
and protected. | want all immigranis io become cifizens, | want them to seek
citizenship because it is the key to full pardicipation in our political community --
te know first hand and understand the American form of democracy. | want
unnecessary barriers to naturalization -- and there are many of them -- to be
removed, However, | do not want immigrants 10 seek citizenship because itis
the only route to our safely nets. To me, that would be a debasement of our
notions of citizenship,

From my perspective, the safety net provided by welfare programs should
be for those members of our social community who are most in need. It would
be far better if no one needed welfare. In deciding who should recsive this help,
I, for one, do not want 1o protect some Americans at the expense of othars, That
course of action is not consistent with the principles of equal protection under the
law. Nor does it help us achieve that all too elusive goal - a united country.

[ would be happy to answer any guestions you may have,



For The Record

The Masgachuseills Welfare Rignus Union (MWRU) is comprised
of current and former public assistance recipients [AFDC, Social
Security. 88I. unemployment. veterans. etc.} and their allies.
¥e have begn con the front lines in the batils te end poverty for
tha past 13 vears.

The current "welfare reform” proposals 4are based on myths
and do not address the causes of poverty. are not cest-effective,
are deleterigus LO our socClety. and are punitive and genoecidal in
nature. [t ig imperative Lthat you, as our elected ieadsrs. put a
srop to the c¢riminalization and wiiification of mothers on
welfare. Raising children, especially in zeoday's world, is an
important  but extremeiy difficult ok for any parent. Single
parents, living on a welfare budget which 15 more than 50% bslow
the poverty line, perform miracies every day Just Lo survive.
The current praoposals {including workfare, learnfare, time
limits, and family caps) will make survival impessible for the
majority of ug. OCur society does not have the right (o legisiate
the extinction of a whole class of people.

We view the current "welfare reform” proposale as an attack
sn  women, since more than 90% of welfare homes are headsd by
singie women. We, as Veterans of “"Domestic” Wars, have been
through tremendous trauma (divores. deserticn, abandonment,
spousal abuse. and low-wage employment) and are wvaliantly
struggling to maintain our families against all odds. We find
that we essentially trade domestic abuse for institutional abuse.
The rhetoric of politicians and radio talk show hests is nothing
tess than a hate crime. Governors are spouting verbal abuse
every day as they threaten tc give welfare mothers a "kick in the
pants” to get them to gnter the workforce., Low wage work is not
the only answer. For many of us, the workplace i too
infiexible. There is ne such thing as  Jjob security. even for
those of us with masters degrees. Meaningful welfare raform
would ensure that we are given the financial, emobional and
psychalegical supports wa need to gurvive. Instead, thess
propogals punish us and cur children by threatening our already
fragile survival through the reduction or elimination of the
benefits on which we reliv. With no way te financially maintain
our families, many of um will have no alternative when confrented
with an abusive or unhaalthy situation. Few women earn enough to
» the breadwinner in the family., vel we increasingly find
courssives in this position.

We also perceive these proposals as  an attack an the entire
working ¢lass. Combkined with the c¢urrent trend to “"downsize" or
"rightsize" in the private asector and to “privatize” in the
public sector, iLhsse proposais will result in lowering the
American standard of living for all workers as we suramble to
work at jobs that do not meet our neeads. Workers are already
losing many of the penefits and righte they used to have. There
simply are no jobs! In Massachuseits alene, mors than 300
thousand unemplioyed workers cannet find jobs. Flooding the labor
market with welfare recipisnts., many of whom are functionally
illitarate., will only exacerbats the wunemployment problem,
especially since there is not enough decent, affordable child
care available.

' We must ensure that al} workers have the right to jeobs of
our cholice, to make decisions about the hours. to earn a living
wage. and Lo benefits that maintain our familias. We need jobs
that can pags the “chicken pox test”, where we can pay the rent
after consecutive Dbouts of the chicken pox., We can not tolerale
legisiation that erodes the rights of any members of our sociely.

We, and our familiem, are. the backbone of the American
sootety, We are the survivors of indenturegd servitude, slavery
ard the industrial revoluytion., We cannot forget the past whean
our foreparents fought and died Lo ensure that their bosses did
ot have complete sovereignty over their lives., We r2member that
they battled for decent wages, the eight-nour day, sick time,®
helidays, vacations and health care. They recognized the nesd Lo
support those workers who could not be acrommodated {(employed! in
a capitalistic gociety Dbecause they understood that thsese
supports were their own insurance of gurvival in any Jjob action
that might vresult in their becoming unemployed and reduced the
changes of their repisacement by destitute scab workers,


http:threat.en

Qur famities desperately need us and we need to spend more
time with our families! Our c¢hiildren know that we are the only
peaple whe vaiue them in this socisty. Gur neighborhoods are
already emplty., many working itwoe jobs. We have no one to
supervise and guide our yauth and this has Created war zones. We
need to be heard!

Pregident <Clinton negliected to include the victims of
poverty on his Welfare Reform Task Force. We have the empirical
date you need-~we live it! We know you need us because we hear
your eérronecus evaluation of the Anti-poverty programs of the
"60s. While poorly administered and sorely underfunded, they did
work! Thousands of us went to college and obtained positions

that provided decent wages and benefits. We needed more
programg. not fewer! We never eradicated illiteracy! Feople
stiil live in ghacks! Theougands of us do not have hot running
water or eleciricity! Poverty stiil kilis thousands more each
year in the richest natien in the world! Homelessness of entire
families haes increased! Yet. we have watched the government

retreat from the War on Poverty to the War on the Poor., promoting
the dereguliation of the rich corporations and the incressed
regulation of the poor. Our vigion of America does not inciudé
the strengthening of the police sastate. Desperate pecpie are
forced to commit ¢rimes. much as they did during Charles Dickens’
days before gociety realized that we are all dependent beings and
have & responsidbility for each other if we want to live in
harmony .

We need to nurture and encourage our people. We nesd to
demonstrate unconditicnal love through cur combined efforts to
reach the people's needs., We are at a crossroad in history. Te
geek the right road tzkes a concerted effort of diverse
parspectives, especially those ¢f us whe are most affected. No

one elge could Xnow the pain and frugstration we live every day
trying to kXeep a roof over our heads, the heat on in the winter,
the electricity on during the summer, food on the table, and love
&nd hope in our nearts. To require motherg, who are already
working hard raising America’s most jmportant product. t¢ psrform
additional work outside of the home for welfare oheckes is
iudicrous! When you are poor you cook from scratch. bake, sew
and wailk everywhere., Evervihing in Jife is harder when you have
no money! When you live on the adge, one illness, one accident,
eng job loss or one fire can send vyour entire family over the
edge and very often it takes more than two years to recover.

‘As the leading industrialized nation in the world, we can do
no less than our peers in Burope and Canada. We must adopt a
system that provides the basic necegsities of life for all
people. POVERTY = LACK OF MONEY TOQ SURVIVE!: We support a
Buaranteed Annual Income, established minimally at the Federal
Povarty Line indexed to the Cost of Living Allowance, similar to
Social Securiiy benefits.

We implore you, az the Chief Decigion Maksrg of our Great

Natien. t¢ lead ihis country in the right dirsction. We must
vaiue all human life by aliowing ail humans to live lives of
value, We must work to end the vpain, anxiety and despair of

poverty. You have the power to turn this nation arsund! It is
incumbent upon you t0o take a gtand and do the right thing.

". . LFor untce whomsoever much i3 given, of him ghall Dbe much
raquired. . . ." {Luke 12:48}
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Intreduction

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity o testify
today. I am Kevin Concannon, director of the Oregon Department of Human Resources.
I am testifying today on behalf of the American Public Welfare Association (APWA)
where 1 serve as president of the APWA Board of Directors and member of the
association's Task Force on Self-Sufficiency. APWA is a 64-year old nonprofit, bipartisan
organization representing all of the state human service departments as well a3 jocal public
welfare agencies, and individual members.

In my written testimony today I discuss APWA's recommendations for welfare reform and
compare and contrast our recommendations with those of President Clinton's welfare
reform proposal, the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994,

APWA Task Force on Self-Sufficiency

On Jaruary 11, 1994, APWA released 2 series of recommendations that state and local
human service administrators see as the critical next steps in restructuring the weifare
system. The recommendations represent a bipartisan consensus of opinion among a
broadly diverse group representing the variety of state views on welfure policy. The
APWA recommendations, Mr. Chairman, were the first bipartisan recommendations for
welfare reform in the current welfare debate.

Since we provided detailed testimony on our proposal hefore this subcommittes in March,
I will only highlight some of the key recommendations for you today.

Agreement of Mutual Responsibility

Our proposal is based on the premise that welfare should reflect mutual responsibilities on
the part of the parent and welfare agency. When applying for AFDC the parent must sign
an "Agreement of Mutual Responsibility.” If the parent refuses 10 sign the agreement, the
application process stops. The parent would not be eligible for financial assistance.

In signing the agrecment both parties enter into a social contract. The welfare agency
agrees to provide financial assistance and the individual agrees to participate in: (1} an
assessment of his/her education and literacy needs, work experience, strengths and
interests, and personal circumstances; and (2} the development of an employability plan
outlining goals for employment, the responsibilities of the parent and the agency in
meeting these goals, and the specific steps to be undertaken.

Basic Elements of the Program

We propose a three-phase program, building on the current Job Opportunities and Basic
Skills (JOBS) Training program in which, within 90 days of eligibility determination, all
AFDC recipients will be required to participate in mandatory job search in combination
withn -

= A JOBS preparation phase; or

+ Up to a limit of two years in a JOBS carcer-focused education and training phase;
andfor

» A JOBS mandatory work phase in which AFDC parents ‘would be required to work in
an unsubsidized private or public sector job, with community work experience
available as a last resort for those who complete JOBS and are unable 10 locate
unsubsidized work,

There are no exemptions from participation in JOBS under our proposal,

JOBS Preparation: Individuals who enter the JOBS preparation phase would include
those the welfare agency believes have limited skills or whose personal circumstances



present barriers to employment such that they need more than two years of education and
training, They could include individuals temporarily incapacitated due to a physical or
mental illness or because of a substance abuse problem; those caring for an incapacitated
adult or child in the household; individuals with very low literacy levels and no recent
work history; young parents still in school, or mothers of very young children. These
individuals, nevertheless, would participate in an activity as a condition of eligibility, such
as training in parenting skills, regularly receiving necessary health or behavioral health
care, and making progress on or completing their GED or high school diploma as
identified in their employability plan,

~areer-Focused Education and Training; Individuals who enter the JORBS career-focused
education and training phase are ziwsc the state believes will be employsble alter up fo
two years of education and traming or those, while they might be considered for JOBS
preparation, who volunteer to participate in education and training. States would operate
the program as they do today--offering a full range of services and activities to promote
job readiness and employment. Everyone will participate in job search. They will be
expected to begin the process of Jooking for and going to work from the very beginning.
Our goal is to ensure that individuals obtain employment before the two-year deadline.

Mandatory Work Requirement; ARer up 1o two years in education and training
participants will be required to work. Our highest priority is that these individuals work in
unsubsidized employment in the private or public sectors. Individuals working at least 20
hours per week are considered mieeting the mandatory work requirement under our
proposal. Those working at least 20 hours per week and still receiving AFDC will
continue to receive child care, support services, and other employment and training
assistance necessary to enable them to stay employed. If a parent cannot find work and
agency resources are not available to support a parent's satisfactory participation in & work
activity, including Community Work Experience (CWEP), the mandatory work
requirement will not be imposed.

Penalties

I want 10 underscore that sufficient federa! and state resources must be provided to ensure
that those participating in JOBS can meet the requirements for satisfactory participation,
and that is why we are calling for 90710 funding.  1f resources are available and AFDC
parents fail to participate in the development of their employability plan or to comply with
the plan as required, we propose a penalty reducing the family's combined AFDC and fond
stamp benefit by 25 percent. We believe such a penalty is realistic and necessary for any
parent who fails to take his or her responsibility seriously.

Other Policy Priority Areas for APWA

The report also addresses issues of prevention and cross-system collaboration. 1t takes the
challenige of reform beyond the welfare system, The centerpiece of our proposal is work,
but the goal of true reform cannot be fully achieved if we do not "make work pay.”

We must improve the establishment of paternity and the enforcement and collection of
child support with particular attention focused on improving interstate enforcement of
child support. Currently, the easiest way to avoid child support is merely to move to
another state, We call specifically {for states to provide uniform rules for jurisdiction of
orders through the Umiform Interstate Family Support Act {UTFSA}, 2 model law
developed by the National Conference of Cammissieaersion Uniform State Laws.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the majority of states are pursuing state-based reforms of the
welfare system through waivers of federal laws and regulations. Congress created this
mechamsm to encourage state experimentation and innovation. We believe a number of
the waivers now being granted to states by HHS and USDA should not have to meet the
tests of cost neutrality and experimental design. We call for more flexibility within the
current process, including allowing states 10 use the state plan process to implement
changes in AFDC and food stamp programs.
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Finally, and most imiportantly, APWA's recommendations call for national policy to assure
health care coverage for poor childres and families and assert that reform of the welfare
system 18 inextricably linked to reform of the health care system. APWA underscores the
importance of enactment of heaith care reform guaranteeing universal coverage with
subsidies, if necessary, for lower income families.

Work and Responsibility Act: JOBS/WORK/Time-Limit Provisions

On July 27, 1994, the National Council of State Human Service Administrators adopted
resolutions outlining policy positions on the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 and
child support reform. Our testimony today reflects the policy positions adopted by the
Council,

Az stated in our resolution o6 the Work and Responsibility Act, the President’s proposal is
consistent with APWA’s proposal for welfare reform. It commitment to strengthening
the JOBS program, establishing 8 mandatory waork requirement, strengthening child
support enforcement, improving child care, and simplifying AFDC and food stamp policies
are in many ways similar 10 APWA's recommendations. We are especially pleased with
the following elements of the President's propesal:

» It builds on the JOBS Program and the Family Suppon Act (FSA), Like APWA's
proposal, it utilizes JOBS and the child care and child support provisions in FSA as the
foundation for further reform of the welfare system.

s Funding for the JOBS Program is increased and the state maich is lowered. The
administration’s proposal recognizes that the lack of resources for the JOBS program
has been a major impediment 10 full implementation of the program. Of particular
importance is the recognition of the fiscal constraints under which states continue to
operate, APWA particularly supports the provision in the act, that lowers a state's
match requirement and raises a state’s capped entitlement during periods of high

unemployment.

» The mandatory work requirement embraces the important values of mutual
responsibility and work.values recognized as critically important by human service
administrators, federal and state policy makers, and the American public.

e [mplementation of the new requirements under the act ade phased in over time and in
terms of who is served. Phase-in and targeting are important to ensuring states'
success in meeting the challenges of welfare reform.

s Additional funding is provided and improvements made in policy and regulation on
child care for AFDC famnihies, Transitional Child Care, and At-Risk Chuild Care, which
will lead to greater conformity in program policies and improve the availability of
quality child care.

s States are provided greater flexibility in how they operate their AFDC program
through a provision that allows them to implement certaln policy changes through the
state plan process rather than the waiver process. In seeking a state plan change,
states will also now avoid requirgments such as cost-neutrality, APWA proposed a
similar process,

¢ The nearly two dozen changes in AFDC and food stamp policy will lead to greater
conformity between the two programs. Many of these changes were proposed by
APWA

In addition, the following provisions are nearly identical to policy changes recommended
by APWA:

s establishment of an agreement of responsibility at the time of application for benefits;

o development of an employability plan within 90 days of eligibility determination;



» requiring up-front job search for those who are job ready,

« establishing 20 hours as the minimum work standard for those workmg and on
welfare; and

+» allowing states to operate CWEP in addition 1o WORK, although we are question why
states muist seek a waiver to do so under the Administration's plan.

Again, while we are pleased with many aspects of the President's proposal, we are
concerned with 8 number of provisions relating t¢ JOBS and mandatory work contained in
the bill,

JOBS Prep vs Defertals: APWA's proposal calls for creation of a JOBS Prep program to
provide services to individuals for whom the time-limit does not apply. The administration
creates & new deferral category for this group snd allows states to provide services.
APWA supports additional funding of at least $433 million over five years (as opposed to
cuts elsewhere) in order to allow the inclusion of JOBS Prep. We believe it is vital that
states have as much flexibility as possible in serving those not affected by a time-limit,

The JOBS Prep component of the APWA proposal provides the best approach to state
flexibility, and would assume that there are no exemptions from participation.

Financing: All but $2.1 billion in new funding under the Administration’s plan will be
offset through reductions in entitlement spending, including: tighteming SSI, AFDC, and
Food Stamp sponsorship and cligibility rules (deemiag) for noncitizens and requining
sponsors of legal aliens to assume greater financial responsibility, limiting SSI eligibility
for drug and alcohol addicied recipients; placing a cap on federal spending for the AFDC
Emergency Assistance program; establishing a new income test for meal reimbursements
to family day care homes under the Child Nutrition Program; and extending the 1990
Farm Bill provision that reduced the percentage of recovered Food Stamp overpayments
retained by states. APWA opposes any financing provisions that result in a cost-shif to

sates,

ates: The administration's plan includes a 25% reduction in federal funding
f‘m AFI}C if s states fail to: (1) stay under the deferral cap of 10% for good cause waivers;
(2) mieet 2 45% JOBS participation rate requirement; {3) meet WORK participation rate
requirements; {4} keep accurate records on time-limits; and {5) stay within the cap on
extensions of the time-limit, States may also lose IV-A funds if certain patemnity
establishment tolerance levels are not met, APWA opposes any penalties that result ina
loss of IV-A funds. Instead, APWA supports retaining the current JOBS penalty structure
of loss of enhanced JOBS funding,

n Re s: The Administration also proposes o reduce the parents’ share of
zﬁc AFDC gram f{}r nonacompi;azzce under JOBS and loss of the entire family’s grant for
refusal to take a job. As stated earlier, APWA proposed a 25 percent reduction of
combined AFDC and food stamp benefits for non-compliance. APWA continues to
support its proposal.

WORK: APWA's proposal calls for mandatory work in a private sector job with
placement in CWEP only as a last resort, The Administration establishes 3 new, separate,
mandatory program--WORK--administered by the welfare agency or some other agency,
that uses federal funds to subsidize wages. APWA supports allowing states the flexibility
1o design a mandatory work program, that must include WORK and may include wage
supplementation, an alternative work program approved by the HHS Secretary via the
state plan, or CWEP as a last resort. ' We also oppose the administration’s proposal to
require states to establish a WORK Advisory Board and instead allow governors to do so.
The proposed advisory board is duplicative of existing efforts at the state and local level.

Mr. Chairman, our experience tells us that we must be realistic sbout the ability of states
to operate a large scale work program as the cost can be high and labor intensive
developing work sites and providing supervision, monitoring and follow-up with the



employer and the client. We know from the MDRC research conducted in the 1980s that
CWEP is feasibile to operate and that participants and supervisors found the work
meaningful. The programs we have operated in the past and those siudied by MBRC,
however, were small i scale.

The challenges posed by implementation of a new mandatory work program are significant
as we move to scale. I caution the Congress agsainst having overly high expeclations
shout states' ability to quickly move large numbers of recipients into unsubsidized
employment or in reducing caseloads or costs. We are particularly concerned that many
siates do not currently have the administrative capacity or experience to operate 8 large-
scale work program. In fuct, the only recent experience states have is the work program
for AFDXC.UP participants, which began last October. In a recent survey conducted by
the state of Louisiana, only nine states reported they expected to meet the 40%
participation rste requirement. States' failure to meet the requirement, however, is not a
failure in their commitment to establish meaningful work programs; rather, the difficulty in
overcoming the challenges of implementing & new, complex program in the wake of high
participation rates and high expectations.

- ates; Just as we must be realistic about state capacity 1o implement a large
scafe work progz‘am we must be realistic in our e:xpectatwna of states 10 meet high
participation rates. The administration's proposal requires participation rates for JOBS
and WORK. These rates are in addition to the participation rates for AFDC-UP as
discussed above.

APWA calls for making the definition and calculation of participation as flexible and
realistic as possible. In addition, high unemployment within a state or political subdivision
of a state should be taken into consideration in defining participation,

] jving Enhanced Match: States sre eligible for enhanced federal maich
for JOBS and WQRK The enhanced rate is phased i over a five-year period before
reaching 70/30 or a state's Medicaid match rate if states: (1) operate JOBS and WORK
on a statewide basis; and (2) meet a FY 93 or 94 maintenance of effort requirement,
whichever is greater. Maintenance of effort requirements spply to JOBS, WORK, AFDC
Child Care, Transitional Child Care, and At-Risk Child Care. APWA recommends that
the enhanced match rate be available upon start-up of the program, without a statewide
requirement, and with maintenance of effort based on FY 92 expenditures for JOBS funds
that are federally matched.

Binding Arbitration/Mediation: The act imposes numerous new requirements on states o
resolve disputes on displacement of existing workers under the WORK program. Current
law already prohibits displacement of existing unfilled positions in CWEP and work
supplementation. APWA opposes the arbitration and mediation requirements as they are
administratively burdensome and unnecessary in light of current policy protections.

Teen Pregnancy Prevention: The administration proposes to spend $30¢ million over five
years for adolescent pregnancy prevention deronstration projects at the jocal level. The
funds are provided under Title XX and will go directly to the grant recipient with no state-
level involvement. APWA supports a set-aside for teen pregnancy prevention based on
multi-level, multidisciplinary approaches with a meaningful state role to he%p leverage state
and local resources with a new federal approach.

- Strategy: APWA's proposal calls for a new federally-funded private sector
;eb cre&tion strategy 'E‘he Administration's proposal does not, APWA supports adding a
private sector job creation strategy to the bill,

Administrative Capacity: We are concerned sbout states’ ability to implement the
requirements of the Work and Respoasibility Act within the prescribed timeframes and
available resources. In this regard we believe strongiy that states should have a minimum
of two years 1o implement the new program.



Further, monitoring and tracking participants under a time-limited system cannot be done
without automation. While we are pleased that the administration has provided resources
for systems development, we are concerned about the cap on the federal portion of both
the enhanced and the regular match for design and development costs. There is additional
concern that the act limits state flexibility by miandating that in order to receive an
enhanced match rate for JOBS, WORK, and Child Care systems, states must either (1)
work with the federal government to develop a model sysiem for each program or (2)
coliaborate with at least one other state to develop model and support case management

systems.
Child Support Reform

Reforming child support is a major APWA goal. As stated carlier, APWA recently
adopted a resolution outlining new and strengthened child support measures at the state
snd federal levels designed to shifl the program's direction from one focused on passing
andits and avoiding federal penalties to one designed to assist families and reduce the cost
of public assistance.

We must remember that any new and strengthensd measures provided to state child
support agencies for improving establishment and enforcement will only be as effective as
the staff time and resources availabie. Currently, with approximately 1000 cases per
caseworker nationwide, workers are simply overwhelmed with unmanageable caseloads
that continue to grow. In Virginia, for example, even if 2 worker were actually able to
Iook at each case and devote time to it, the total available time per case would only be 98
minutes a year, or 8 minutes 3 month per case. In California, the situation is similar:
California caseworkers have just under 2 hours a year to spend on each case, or
approximately 9-172 minutes per month. Eight or nine minutes is easily erecie:i by one
phone call, one document, or even just finding the case file.

With phones ringing, carrespméwce mounting, families waiting in the lobby, and
everything constituting g priority because child support payments so directly affect the
money available to families to make ends meet, no matter how good a caseworker is, it is
impossible 1o provide a satisfactory level of services without adequate resources.

Qur resclution and comments todsy apply not only to the Work and Responsibility Act,
but other proposals pending before Congress. We do, however, offer suggested changes
in the President's’ proposal for your consideration 1oday.

Universal Child Support

APWA expresses great concern with any proposal that would provide for universal child
support by requiring state human service agencies to serve the entire child support
population - both those families on AFDC as well as those outside the AFDC population.
Under the Clinton plan, for example, the nonvwelfare population can “opt-out”™ of services
only if both parents sign an agreement saying they do not wani the government to serve
them. There are two categories of arguments against this change:

Philosophical Issues: The opt-in proposal is too intrusive and imposes government on
people who have not asked for services. This is especially true given that the current opt-
in system provides services for those who ask for them. (The current system caps
incentive payments to states for serving the non-welfare population, thus creating a
disincentive 10 work those cases.}

espurce Issues: This is by far the greater concemn to APWA, Universal child support is
pm}ected by many states to be quite costly. Significantly, it will greatly increase child
support caseloads. Both California and Texas expect a universal child support system
to deuble caseloads, a projection that HHS says would be true nationally. As previously
discussed, states already have difficulty serving those currently receiving I'V.D services;
doubling caseloads could wash out the impact of increased enforcement tools, hampering



stated’ efforis to improve child support for years to come. Indeed, it is unlikely that states'
staff-to-client ratios would improve by 50% to just keep pace with the caseload increases.

Further, automated systems’ capacity 1o deal with such increased caseloads simply does
not exist. The hardware and on-line capacity of child support systems are built to handle
current cascload projections, and many are falling short due to unexpected caseload
mcreases associated with serving the current population. California, for example, is
spending about 375 million on development and design on the system for 2 million cases
{more than a quarter of the $260 million allocated for child support in HR. 4605),
California’s quick estimate of systems upgrades to accommodate the non-1V-A cases
would cost a similar amount. Texas also says doubling the caseload would greatly impact
systems costs. Also, increasing automated systems capacity does not decrease the need
for staff. In fact, states say that as they increass systems capacity, they are actually
experiencing 8n increased need for personal interaction, due to the "ticklers” built into
systems to sénd certain notices to clients automatically and to prompt caseworker action.

Instead of radically expanding the child support system to serve a universal population,
APWA urges Congress to support existing policy which requires states to serve the non-
welfare population at the request of either parent - continuing the “opt-in” policy. APWA
does recommend removing the current disincentive to serving the non-welfare population
by simply removing the cap on incentives to states for serving the non-welfare population,
allowing FFP for all non-welfare cases.

Other Funding and Incentive Issuex

Although ar first glance, state I¥-D budgets may seem adequate, when broken down to
dollars spent per case, the funding is far from sufficient. In Massachuseits, for example,
the state IV-D agency speads $40 million per year for a caseload of a litile over a quarter
of a mallion clients. This means the state spends about 5170 per year on cach case, or
$14 per month - not a lot of money o chase down a father who is not paying support
and lives across sfate lines, even if the non-custodial parent is nof working to elude the
caseworker!

As you know, we must continue to adequately fund the programn, or results will be bard to
achieve. The Clinton bill proposes significant changes in the way state child support
programs are funded by moving toward g system based on incentives tied to performance.
APWA strongly supports this shift, including the proposed 75% FFP as base funding,
However, APWA finds it difficult to suppont the incentive structure as it currently is
written in the bill because it is inadequate.

The bill allows up to 15% FFP in performance-based incentives, APWA recommends
providing at least 20%, and as high as 25% incentive FFP by allowing an additional 5% as
a medical support incentive, as recommended by APWA and NGA several years ago.
Another 5% should be allowed for coliections. 1f states are rot able to achieve this match,
as in current policy, child support reform will stifle state effectiveness and creativity,

An alternative funding proposal is that offered by APWA.

- Retumn the FFP match rate to at least the original level of 75 percent or to a higher rate
that will support the additional Congressional mandates;

»  Develop performance-based incentives tied to collections, palternity's, orders
established and other appropriate cnteria related to program goals. Performance
measures should reflect the principle that “one size fits one," meaning they are based
upon what each state reafistically needs and is able to do to improve its program and
the support of our nation's children;

» Remove the 115 percent incentive cap on non-welfare collections as measured against
welfare collections;

« Include in the category of welfare collections all collections on cases receiving
mandatory services, such ag Medicaid-only cases, former AFDC cases, and other
similar cases;



. Clarify that attorneys' fees, court costs and similar reimbursable costs may be
recovered outside the "cost recovery” regulations, and providing that such recoveries
may be used by the program without counting as *program income,* which would

~ reduce the available FFP; and
« Examine the effectiveness, budgetary placement and potential slternatives to the $50

disregard,
Andit

The audit process must be reformed, and we are pleased that the President’s bill proposes
to do so, However, APWA recommends strengthening the audit language i the Clinton
bill by changing it to allow half of audit penalties to be put in escrow for up to two years
and retumed to the state if the state passes the audit in the two-year period. States would
view this as a good-faith effort to support reinventing government through federal-state
partnerships rather than to focus federal efforts on punitive measures. Further, it would be
an effort APWA would highly support based on joint recommendations developed
cooperatively with the National Governors' Association and the IV-D directors that
recommend changing the audit from process-orignted to cutcome-oniented performance
measures and creating a sanction process emphasizing corrective action rather than
financial penalties,

Federal Leadership

Federal leadership is critical to the success of a national child support enforcement
initiative. We must empower QCSE to help inprove the program by acting as a
participant, not just as a regulator. APWA supports the Clinton bill's language to increase
the technical assistance role of the federal government, Also, APWA supporis efforis 1o
strengthen the federal role, including providing child support assurance demonstrations
and any fully-federally funded work programs for non-custadial parents who are having
trouble finding work.

APWA recommends further strengthening of the federal government's leadership by

. Improving assistance with the collection of child support not only from federal and
military employees, but including federal contract employees, so that the federal
government can serve as a model employer for the child support enforcement
Program,

» Mandating that self-insurers governed by ERISA are required to provide access to
coverage for all eligible children, regardless of their residence or the marital status of
their parents;

» Ensuring that state IV-D) agencies have timely, cost-effective and usable access to
federal and state databases for paternity establishment, locate, and medical insurance
and establishment purposes,

< Requiring that the Social Security Administeation provide the state [V-D and the
Department of Motor Vehicle agencies access to electronic verification of Social
Security Numbers;

«  Provide for a system of child support enforcement that deals with Native American
tribal faw that appropriately reflects tribal 3ustzoe systems and is supported by tribal
governments; and

.+ Establishing a permanent child support advisory committee including representation by
state child support enforcement administrators, program advocates and the judiciary to
advise and guide the federal OCSE.

Leadership from the federal government is also needed in the area of information systems
development.



information Systems gnd Daiabases

APWA supports proposals to establish a National Directory of New Hires, a National
Child Support Registry, a State Central Case Registry and State Centralized Coliection
and Disbursement for child support. We would be greatly concerned, however, with any
proposal that does not provide sdequate funding for states to develop and integrate the
state provisions. Because information systems play an essential, fundamental role in
supporting both the administrative and program capacity of the child support system,
APWA calls on Congress to provide for appropriate adaptation of current state automated
systens {0 any proposed reform by extending enhanced funding for the development and
operation of automated systems and state registries, including with regard to the October
1995 deadline for child support systems,

Appropriate adaptation and adequate funding are not provided by the President's bill.
First, capping state systems funding for both ephanced and regular FFP at an arbitrary
level - $260 million ~ could be dangerous 1o the program, especially knowing that the
Administration's oniginal cost estimate for these ¢hild support systems was $370 million.
States are already concerned that if they are not among the first states 10 apply for the
funding, it will run out and thea they will not be able to afford to develop systems. This
could cripple national child support reform ¢fforts,

Additionally, whenever program changes are made that affect caseload management,
automated systems changes are necessary. There should be federal interest and support
for maintaining not only adequately funded but appropriately adapted systems. New
information systems requirements will affect current system development and
unplementation, Examples of these new requirements include the ability to: (1) measure
statewide paternity establishment for those under one year old, (2) track whether patemity
is established within one year, or face loss of AFDC FFP, and (3) exchange data with 1V-
A and Title XIX programs. (With adequate tfunding, APWA would suggest adding
systems interface with child welfare program automated systems to the list for data
exchange.) States need flexibility to incorporate the new requirements as appropriate in
the state.

We also urge Congress build into any new legislation federal accountability to provide
leadership and guidance 1o states regarding any new systems requirements by: (1}
requiring HHS to provide techaical assistance 10 states and {2) requining that states’
implementation timetables for receiving enhanced FFP for systems do not begin until the
federal government issues final guidelines on any new systems requirements. This has
been a costly probiem and a barrier to state system development in the past and should be
avoided in future.

Establishmoeni

Overall, APWA supports the Clinton bill's strengthened paternity establishment measures,
APWA also supponts strengthening non-cooperation penalties, including the requirement
to deny Medicaid untif the client cooperates, Further, rather than removing the custedian's
benefits if she fails to cooperate with the agency, APWA proposes instead 10 strengthen
the current non-cooperation penalties so the food stamp award is not increased when there
is a finding of non-cooperation.

We also support the President's proposal 10 move to allow the IV.D agency to determine
cooperation, However, it is unclear the extent 1o which the IV-D worker playsarole in
cooperation determination afer the initial determination of eligibility, Further, this
provision will not be effective unless siates have the resources they need to place a
¥V-D worker in 1V-A agency., Without resources, it will also be impossible 1o make a
determination of cooperation within 10 days, as stipulated in the bill, and the client will be
considered 1o be cooperating by default,



Enforcememt Tools

States must have the tools they need to enforce child support orders. APWA commends
the Clinton administration for providing many of these necessary tools in its child support
reform proposal, including passing Uniform Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA)Y and
requiring appropriste federal, state, and local licensing agencies, when cost effective, to
adversely affect professional or occupational ficenses of delinquent child support obligors.
The bill unfortunately omits several exiremely important measures. Therefore, APWA
recommends adding the following provisions to the bill:

(1) Strengthening the administrg ubpoena provisions in the bill to require states to
use and ixonor cmtwof’-staw szszeenas

{2} Ingre 2. 1he e IRS; APWA sirongly urges Congress to strengthen the role
of the IRS by

. making federal and state tax information available to state and local child support
enforcement agencies through quick and easy computer access, and allowing this
information to be admissible in court;

» * ¢stablishing that any child support arresrage that accrues during the year becomes a
tax liability, collectable via the annual income tax form and, if necessary, through other
IRS enforcement procedures; and

. strengthening the current IRS full collection process (through which states refer cases
to the IRS for enforcement) by relaxing existing procedural barriers and by authorizing
additional resources to IRS,

However, APWA docs not support federalizing the child support system. In fact, state
agencies have had difficulty gaining cooperation from the IRS simply to comply with the
demands of its current styall role in child support. A shifl to federalization, just as states
are building up their establishment and enforcement capacities, would discard the effort
and time slowly invested over the past 18 years. It is difficult to imagine summosning
sufficient resources to infuse into the federal government to support such a shift at the
same time that the rest of the federal government is downsizing through buyouts and
eventual layoffs. Secondly, develaping the new network of service delivery at the federal
level would not only be costly, but a logistical and administrative nightmare. Thirdly,
there i3 no evidence that the current problems would be eliminated or reduced as a result
of federalization. In fact, centralizing collections within the federal government could
have adverse effects. Automation can produce a 24-hour turnaround on about 90% of
collections (i.¢., in Delaware, for example). Further, under a federalized system, custodial
parents would wait longer for payments when wage attachment at the state Jevel cas
collect and distribute payments more efficiently and states are proving they can do this
well with resources and gutomation, Finally, many people operate under the following
false assumption. approximately 82% of people in the general population earn wages that
are taxed by the IRS; hence, the IRS ¢ould collect 82% of child support orders, The logic
is skewed, however, becausa 1V-D offices have found that those non-custodial parents in
arrears do not replicate the national average of those with incomes taxed by the IRS.
Many non-custodial parents in arrears work "under the table” or change jobs frequently.
IV.D offices estimate that about 50%-60% actually would be reached through centralizing
collections through the IRS. Generally, federalization models do not address collections
from the other 40% of those in arrears. In fact, they remove the responsibility for these
collegtions from states, and do not create a federal system to address the issue.

Child Support and Welfare Reform

Finally, Mr. Chairman, efforts are underway in the House and Senate to move forward
with child support reform separate from welfare reform. APWA strongly urges Congress
to enact reforms for both policy areas in the same legislation.

Closing

In closing, Mr. Chairman, | want to emphasize that APWA and the state and local human
service administrators fully support enactment of comprehensive welfare reform

H}



legislation. The tssues to be debated, however, are complex and require thoughtful and
serious consideration by the Congress. We ook forward to working with you on this
important issue, and hope that our comments today have been helpful.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I would be happy to answer any
questions,

i
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MISTER CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE, | AM MICHAEL
PAPPAS, FREEHOLDER IN SOMERSET COUNTY, NEW JERSEY. [ CHAIR THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES (NACQ) HUMAN SERVICES AND
EDUCATION STEERING COMMITTEE. OVER THE LAST YEAR 1 ALSO CO-
CHAIRED NACO'S WELFARE REFORM TASK FORCE. I APPRECIATE THIS
OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT OUR VIEWS ON FEDERAL WELFARE REFORM. |

- LIXE THE OTHER GROU&’S REPRESENTED AT THIS TABLE NACO HAS
SUPPORTED REFORMING THE WELFARE SYSTEM FOR DECADES. NACQ
DRAFTED PROPOSALS IN 1976, 1977, 1981, AND 1987. WE WERE ACTIVE IN
THE DEBATE ON THE 1988 FAMILY SUPPORT ACT, WHICH MARKED A
SIGNIFICANT STEP IN REFORM AND IS THE CORNERSTONE FOR MOST OF
THE PROPOSALS THAT HAVE BEEN INTRODUCED IN THIS CONGRESS. LAST
YEAR WE PARTICIPATED IN THE STATE AND LOCAL TASK FORCE ON
WELFARE REFORM, WHICH INCLUDED OUR COLLEAGUES AT THIS TABLE,
AS WELL AS THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES AND THE UNITED STATES
CONFERENCE OF MAYORS. 1 AM INCLUDING A COPY OF NACO'S
RESOLUTION ON FEDERAL WELFARE REFORM, ADOPTED AT OUR ANNUAL
CONFERENCE LAST WEEK.

BEFORE | COMMENT ON THE PRESIDENTS WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL, |
WOULD LIKE TO BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE COUNTY ROLE IN WELFARE,
WHICH VARIES AM{}Z\%{% STATES. IN EIGHTEEN STATES, COUNTIES
CON?‘?IBZETZ?Z TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS OF THE AID TO FAMILIES
WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC). IN ELEVEN STATER, INCLUDING MY
ST:&TE'; OF NEW JERSEY, COUNTIES ALSO HELP MATCH THE NON-FEDERAL
SHARE OF BENEFITS. IN TWENTY-THREE STATES, COUNTIES PARTICIPATE



IN A GENERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM, AND IN TWELVE OF THESE THE

PROGRAM OPERATES SOLELY ON COUNTY TAXPAYER DOLLARS. CHILD

WELFARE, CHILD SUPPORT, CHILD CARE, AND OTHER SUPPORT SERVICES

ARE OFTEN PROVIDED BY COUNTIES.

NACO ENDORSES MANY OF THE PRINCIPLES IN THE PRESIDENT'S WELFARE

REFORM LEGISLATION. THESE INCLUDE:

+  MAKING WORK PAY, WITH INCENTIVES THAT ENCOURAGE FAMILIES
TO WORK AND NOT STAY ON WELFARE; |

« IMPROVED CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT, WITH RESPONSIBILITY OF
BOTH PARENTS TO SUPPORT THEIR CHILDREN AND STRONGER
SYSTEMS FOR IDENTIFYING FATHERS AND ENSURING THEIR SUPPORT;

+ EDUCATION, TRAINING, AND OTHER SERVICES TO HELP PEOPLE GET
OFF WELFARE AND STAY OFF, BUILDING ON THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT.
OF 1988 AS A BASE; AND

« TIME-LIMITED TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEM, IN WHICH THOSE
WHO ARE HEALTHY AND ABLE TO WORK WILL BE EXPECTED TO MOVE

. OFF WELFARE QUICKLY, AND THOSE WHO CANNOT FIND JOBS SHOULD

BE PROVIDED WITH WORK AND BE EXPECTED TO SUPPORT THEIR
FAMILIES.

WE STRONGLY SUPPORT THE ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSALS TO
INCREASE THE FEDERAL MATCHING RATE FOR THE JOB OPPORTUNITIES
AND BASIC SKILLS (JOBS) PROGRAM, THE AT-RISK CHILD CARE PROGRAM,
AND CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT. A NUMBER OF THE PROPOSED
CHANGES TO THE JOBS PROGRAM WILL PROVIDE GREATER EDUCATION
AND TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES, SUCH AS PARTICIPATION IN A



STRUCTURED MICROENTERPRISE PROGRAM, AND PARTICIPATION IN
HALF-TIME DEGREE-GRANTING POST-SECONDARY INSTITUTIONS.

WELFARE REFORM SHOULD STRENGTHEN FAMILIES. THE
ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL HELPS ACHIEVE THIS GOAL BY OFFERING
STATES THE OPTION TO ELIMINATE AFDC ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS
‘THAT PENALIZE MARRIED COUPLES.

NACO IS STRONGLY OPPOSED, HOWEVER, TO MANY OF THE FINANCING
PROVISIONS IN THE ADMINISTRATION'S BILL AND IN OTHER LEGISLATIVE
PROPOSALS PENDING BEFORE THIS SUBCOMMITTEE, THE MOST
TROUBLESOME PROVISIONS ARE THOSE THAT WOULD LIMIT
IMMIGRANTS CURRENT ELIGIBILITY FOii SOME FEDERAL ENTITLEMENT
PROGRAMS, SUCH AS SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME, FOOD STAMPS,
AND AFDC, AND THE PROPOSED CAP ON EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE.
THESE PROVISIONS WOULD SHIFT COSTS FROM THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT TO COUNTY AND STATE GOVERNMENTS.

IN THE CASE OF IMMIGRATION, THESE REDUCTIONS WOULD
PARTICULARLY AFFECT THOSE STATES WITH LARGE IMMIGRANT
POPULATIONS: ARIZONA, CALIFORNIA, FLORIDA, ILLINOIS, NEW YORK,
TEXAS, AND MY OWN STATE OF NEW JIERSEY. IN MANY OF THESE STATES,
COUNTY GOVERNMENTS HAVE THE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR
GENER‘&L ASSISTANCE. ESTABLISHING AND ENFORCING IMMIGRATION
POLICY I8 A FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
SHOULD THEREFORE ALSO HAVE THE FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR
THIS POPULATION.



SO FAR [ HAVE ONLY REFERRED TOQ THE ADMINISTRATION'S
IMMIGRATION PROPOSALS. 1 WOULD LIKE TO STRESS THAT THERE ARE
OTHER PROPOSALS, PARTICULARLY REPRESENTATIVE MICHEL’S BILL (H.R.
3500y AND REPRESENTATIVE MCCURDY'S BILL (H.R. 4414}, THAT WOULD
CUT BENEFITS TO LEGAL IMMIGRANTS EVEN FURTHER AND WOULD SHIFT
MORE COSTS TO COUNTY AND STATE GOVERNMENTS.

NACO HAS LONG 3TANDING POLICY UPPOSING CAPS ON ENTITLEMENT
PROGRAMS. IN THE INTEREST OF TIME, HOWEVER, l WILL ONLY REFER TO
THE FROPOSED CAP ON EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE. COUNTIES AND STATES
USE EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FUNDS FOR A VARIETY OF
PURPGSES. IN SOMERSET COUNTY WE USE THIS PROGRAM TO PREVENT
HOMELESSNESS BY HELPING PAY OVERDUE RENT AND UTILITY BILLS. WE
ALSO USE IT TO HELP HOMELESS FAMILIES FIND E’ERM;;;NEN'}“ HOUSING BY
PAYING RENT AND UTILITY DEPQSITS.

)
H‘i MANY INSTANCES THE USE OF EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE HELPS
PRfVENT THE USE OF MORE COS;I*LY FEDERAL PROGRAMS, IN
CALIFORNIA, WHICH IS JUST STARTING TO USE THIS PROGRAM, COUNTIES
ARE USING EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE TO HELP CHILDREN IN CRISIS
BEFORE THE PROBLEM ESCALATES TO A SITUATION TﬁAT REQUIRES
MORE DRASTIC AND EXPENSIVE MEASURES SUCH AS INCARCERATION OR
GROUP HOME PLACEMENTS. A CAPF ON A PROGRAM SUCH AS THIS WOULD
RESTRICT LOCAL GOVERNMENTS' ABILITY TO RESPOND IN TIMES OF
CRISIS AND WOULD HURT THE VERY PEOPLE THE PROGRAM SEEKS TO
HELP.



NACO POLICY SUPPORTS THE CONCEPT OF TIME-LIMITED ASSISTANCE
FOLLOWED BY WORK. OUR POLICY FURTHER STATES THAT ANY
WELFARE REFORM THAT INCLUDES TIME-LIMITED ELIGIBILITY FOR
ASSISTANCE AND TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT SERVICES, MUST ALSO
PROVIDE ADEQUATE FEDERAL FUNDING FOR THE NECESSARY JOB
TRAINING, JOB PLACEMENT, CONTINUED SUBSISTENCE GRANTS, HEALTH
CARE COVERAGE, CHILD CARE, TRANSPORTATION, AND
ADMINISRTRATION.

THE ABILITY OF COUNTY AND STATE GOVERNMENTS TO MOVE
PARTICIPANTS INTO UNSUBSIDIZED JOBS iS DEPENDENT ON THE
AVAILABILITY OF JOBS IN THE AREA. IN ORDER FOR TIME LIMITS TO
WORK, WELFARE REFORM MUST INCLUDE AN AGGRESSIVE FEDERAL
STRATEGY TO CREATE JOBS THAT PROMOTE DURABLE SELF-
SUFFICIENCY.
COUNTIES AND STATES WILL HAVE TO MAKE SIGNIFICANT CHANGES IN
THE WAY PROGRAMS ARE OPERATED, CHANGES THAT REQUIRE STAFF
TRAINING AND ACQUISITION OF NEW EQUIPMENT WHICH COULD
ADVERSELY AFFECT THE DELIVERY OF THESE SERVICES OR CAUSE AN
INCREASE IN THE STATE AND/OR LOCAL FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY.
COUNTIES AND STATES NEED THE FLEXIBILITY TO DESIGN AND
'IMPLEMENT PROGRAMS THAT MEET THE NEEDS OF THEIR POPULATION
AND RESPOND TO LOCAL LABOR MARKET CHARACTERISTICS.



MANY COUNTIES ’i‘ii;;’{f DO NOT HAVE RESPONSIBILITY FOR WELFARE
PROGRAMSE HAVE EXPRESSED CONCERN ABOUT THE "WORK"” PROGRAM,
PARTICULARLY NEW RESPONSIBILITIER THAT MAY BE REQUIRED OF
THEM. THESE INCLUDE SUPERVISION, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, JOB
PLACEMENT AND JOB CREATION. FEDERAL FUNDS FOR ADMINISTRATION
SHOULD BE AN IMPORTANT COMPONEBT OF THE NEW "WORK" PROGRAM.

- MANY STATE AND LOC‘AL GOVERNMENTS ARE DOWNSIZING THEIR
OPERATIONS. IN MANY AREAS THERE ARE LARGE NUMBERS OF
POSITIONS THAT HAVE BEEN UNFILLED FOR MONTHS AND EVEN 'X;EARS.
WE ARE SENSITIVE TO THE NEED TO PREVENT DISPLACING OTHER
WORKERS, BUT MANY AREAS OF THE COUNTRY W{}EELE) NOT BE ABLETO
MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE NEW LEGISLATION UNLESS THEY ARE
ALLOWED TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF THE LARGE NUMBER OF EXISTING
UNFILLED POSITIONS.

WE CANNOT STRESS ENOUGH THE NEED FOR HEALTH CARE COVERAGE.
IF THE JOBS AVAILABLE TO THE POPULATION WE ARE TRYING TO HELP
DG NOT PROVIDE HEALTH INSURANCE, THEY WILL BE AT RISK OF
FALLING BACK INTO THE SYSTEM.

CHILD CARE AVAILABILITY FOR THE WORKING POOR ALSO FALLS INTO
THIS CATEGORY. FOR THIS REASON, WE STRONGLY SUPPORT THE
?ROPO&ED INCREASE IN THE AT-RISK CHILD CARE PROGRAM. NACO HAS
LONG-STANDING POLICY THAT SUPPORTS MAKING THE DEPENDENT CARE
TAX Ckﬁ[)l'l” REFUNDABLE.



NACO IS VERY PLEASED THAT THE ADMINISTRATION'S BILL INCLUDES
SEVERAL WELFARE SIMPLIFICATION PROPOSALS. WE WOULD GO
FURTHER, HOWEVER, AND URGE THE ENACTMENT AND
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAM SIMPLIFICATION . ’

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE WELFARE SIMPLIFICATION AND
COORDINATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND THE AMERICAN PUBLIC
WELFARE ASSOCIATION'S PROGRAM COORDINATION TASK FORCE.

ON A PERSONAL NOTE, I WOULD LIKE TO DISCUSS THE EXCLUSION OF
CHILDREN BORN TO MOTHERS ON WELFARE. NACO DOES NOT HA\_IE A
POSITION ON THIS ISSUE, BUT I WOULD LIKE TO EXPRESS MY STRONG
OPPOSITION TO FAMILY CAPS. AS YOU KNOW, NEW JERSEY OBTAINED A
WAIVER A FEW YEARS AGO TO IMPLEMENT FAMILY CAPS. MY COUNTY
OPPOSED THE FAMILY CAPS BECAUSE OF THE EFFECT THAT THEY COULD
HAVE ON CHILDREN'S WELL-BEING. WE REMAIN OPPOSED TO THE CAPS
AND ALSO HAVE SERIOUS DOUBTS ABOUT THEIR CONSTITUTIONALITY.

IN CONCLUSION, I WANT TO THANK YOU AGAIN FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY.
AS CO-CHAIR OF NACO'S WELFARE REFORM TASK FORCE I WAS ABLE TO
PARTICIPATE IN SEVERAL MEETINGS WITH THE ADMINISTRATION, IN ,
WHAT I THINK WAS AN UNPRECEDENTED EFFORT TO INVOLVE AND
CONSULT WITH STATE AND LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS. 1LOOK FORWARD
TO WORKING WITH THIS SUBCOMMITTEE IN THE SAME SPIRIT OF
COOPE.RATION AND BIPARTISANSHIP AS MUCH NEEDED WELFARE
LEGISLATION MOVES FORWARD.



HUMAN SERVICES AND EDUCATION STEERING COMMTITEE
RESOLUTION ON FEDERAL WELFARE REFORM

WHEREAS, President Clinton hag submitted legislation to Congress for major
restructuring of the welfare system that includes principles long supported by National
Association of Counties in The American County Platform; and

WHEREAS, the legislation's principles include;

» Making Work Pay, with incentives that encourage families to work and not
stay on welfars, and that help is available to ensure that they can work and
adequately support a family,; :

. Improved Child Support Enforcement, with responsibility of both parents
t¢ support their children and stronger systems for identifying fathers and
ensuring their support,

. Education, Training, and other Services to help people get off welfare and
stay off, building on the Family Support Act of 1988 a5 a base;

. Time-limited Transitional Support System, in which those who are healthy
and able to work will be expected to move off welfare quickly, and those

.who ¢annot find jobs should be provided with work and expected 1o
support their families; and

WHEREAS, the Administration had extensive consultation process with the
National Association of Counties and other national organizations; and

WHEREAS, many of the proposals pending before Congress would finance
welfare reform through reductions or caps m entitlement programs and would reduce or
eliminate immigrants' eligibility for a number of federal programs and these financing
mechanisms would shift costs 1o county and state governments; and

WHEREAS, counties and states will have to make significant changes in the way
programs are operated, changes that require staff training and muisition of new
eqmpmmt which could adversely affect the delivery of these services or cause an increase
in the state and/or local fiscal responsibility; and -

WHEREAS, in order for welfare reform to succeed, every effort must be made 1o
ensure that employment is available to those making the transition to work:

. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED tha: the National Association of Counties
comanends the Clinton Administration for making comprehensive welfare reform 2
legislative priority, to end the current, unworkable system of public assistance programs,
and for their extensive consultation process; and



BE I'T FURTHER RESOLVED that any welfare reform that includes time.
limited eligibility for assistance and transitional support services, must also provide
adequate federal funding for she necessary job training, job placement, continued
suzsistence grants, health care coverage, child care, transportation, and administration;
an

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that welfare reform must include an aggressive
federal strategy 10 create jobs that promote durable self-sufficiency; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the entitlement naturs of public assistance
and social services programs should be preserved in restructuring welfare, both for
payments to states, and for individual benefits; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the National Association of Counties
reaffirms 1ty strong opposition to proposals that would shift costs to county governments,
such as entitlement program caps and reductions, and eliminating or reducing immigrants’
eligibility for federal programs, and

BE IT FURTHER RESQLVED that counties and states must have the flexibility
and adequate time to design and implement a program that will meet the needs of the local
populstion and thedocal employment market; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the National Association of Counties urges
the Congress and the Administration to enact and implement the program simplification
recommendations of the Weifare Simphficatios and Coordination Advisory Committes
and the American Public Welfare Association's Program Coordination Task Force; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Naticnal Association of Counties
strongly supports waiving the state mstching requirement for the Job Opportunities and
Basic Skilis program, and substantially increasing the federal match for the At-Risk Child
Care program, and Child Support Enforcement; and

BE IT FURTBER RESOLVED that federal weifare reform should incorporate
electronic technology improvements, especially electronic benefit transfers, ins revising and
restructuring public assistance benefit programs; and

BE IT FURTHER RESQLVED that in order to encoursge experimentation and
improvements in the welfare system, as an interim step, the federal government should
remove the "cost neutral” criterion for waivers and demonstration programs and simplify
the procedures for approving state and county applications for such waivers; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that in order to encourage the success of
welfare reform the National Association of Counties suppors the inclusion of the job
training delivery system a3 the workforce development vehicle for major coordination
among the partners, including human services, education, and local elected officials; and



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the National Association of Covnties
supports the Adminisiration proposed elimination of the current JOBS targeting
requirement, but is concerned about the proposed penalties for fuiture to meet new
performance standards. New standards must be phased-in and counties must be involved

in their deveiopment.

_ Adopted by Human Services and Education Steering Committee
{unanimous) \
August 1, 1994

Adopted by the NACo Board of Directors
Auvgust 2, 1994 . '

Adopted by the NACo Membership
August 4, 1994 :



STATEMENT OF GEORGE W. LIEBMANN iz;

TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES & Q

HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEL - JULY 29 (994

| served as counsel to the Maryviand State Depariment of Social Services in 19068.70 and
in that capacity suceessfully argued the case of Dundridge v Williams 397 LS ATHIY0)T also
dralled some carly legislation relating to subsidized adoptions amd ermination of parental rights
in adoption. | have had a continuing interest in welfare 1ssues and am the author of The AFDC
Conundrum: A New Look at an Qld lastitotion, 38 Social Work 36-42 (Janoary 1993} and Bad
Incentives, The Family i America (Sumnier 1993), pp. 6-X. I represent no organization with
an interest in these malters.

Any new legislation on welfare must decisively address the central problem: The rising
tide of illegitimaie births, and should not constitute merely an eiTort, largely foredoomed, to
mitigate damage afler the fact. Any new legislation niust also be largely self-executing: it must
send an unmistakable message which influences individoal behavior and the cultiwe of
dependency and must not primafily rely on boreaveratic tinkering,

New legislation, in its application to recipients onder the age of 21, must embody one
message: unatinched childbirth means increased supervision. not in€reased independence. It must
have as its contral focus pot guaranteed employment or public day care on the one hand, nor
orphanages and abortions on the other, but training in parenting skills, mutual aid, adoption
services, maternity homes and moral and religious training in the voluntary sector. Us focus musi
be not on the lobor market but on the upbringing of the young; its concern not parsimony but the
loss of anothier generation.

These proposals are not radical. They represent a return fo the approach to unwed
motherhood that prevailed in law until 1935 and in practice ontil 1960, and that successiully dealt

- with the dislocations caused by mass bomigration, the depression, and two world wars, The

application of AFDC {0 unwed metbors was an historival and legal accident, which must now be
corresicd.

As apphied 1o the pending hills, this means the following;

L. AFDC in its application to unwed mothers untder the age of 21 should be converted
inte a program of per capita grants to the states Tor social services to unwed mothers, The states
should be encouraged to contract for delivery of these services by voluntary secior ageneies, So
fong as grants are made to secular and religious agencics slike and individuals are excused from
compelled religious observance, there should be no restrictions {such as those in seetion 2008(3)
of the Administration Bill} on the religious conterdt of progeaims.

2. Individugl recipients under 21 should have an entitlement, as proposed by Scnntor
Bradley, to a perivd of residence in a maternity bome {sugh an enlittement is currently provided
under Califernia law). They should alse have an enfitlement, as proposed in section 303 of the
Adminisirationbill fo case masagement services. . Allocation of the remaining grants to_the states

and of their matching funds, should be teft to the stutes and the voluntary organizations with
whom they contruct, who woukd be free 1o make payments o guardians, protoctive payments (o
providers, and assistance i kind or, to a limited degree. in cash.

3. As proposed by Senator Bradiey, there should be a program of capital grants for new
maternity homes. These should be pursued with urgency during the lead tme provided before
new rules become ¢ffective, The focus of public policy should be on the re-imvolvement of the
private sector in the care of this vulnerable population, and the abandenment of dircet cash
assistance to individuals,

4. The states should be encouraged to simplify their adoption Inws. by limiting the riglts
of natural parents and the rights of children to identify natural parents, once adoption has tuken
placc. As in recent British government proposals. which should be taken as a model, restrictions
on inferracisl adoptions should be efiminued. Programs of subsidies for adoptive paremts should
be expanded, and funds provided fur enhanced social work in support of adoptions.
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Mr, Chairman and Members of the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Human
Resources, | am Jane Campbell, State Representative from Cleveland, Ohio where | serve
as House Majority Whip and am Vice Chair of the House's Children and Youth
Committee and am a member of the House Finance and Appropriations Committee. I am
the President-Designate of the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), Vice
Chair of NCSL's Human Services Comumittee and a member of NCSL's Welfare Reform
Task Force and the State and Local Officials Advisory Group on Welfare Reform.

1 appear today on behalf of NCSL to discuss the concerns of state Jegislators that need to
be addressed in order 1o truly create a new system to foster independence and self-
sufficiency for all low-income families and to reduce child poverty, My statement is
based on NCSL's policy, "State-Federal Partnership for Federal Welfare Reform”, passed
unasimously at our Annual Meeting two weeks ago it New Orleans. The policy is the
result of a bipartisah cousensus of our task force on welfare reform, which examined this
complex issue for two years. ’ .

Mr. Chairman, 1 would be remiss if I did not begin by applauding your work along with
the Ways and Means Comumittee and the Clinton Administration to find ways 1o improve
our current welfare systern. NCSL's welfare reform task force had unprecedented
consultation with the President’'s working group on welfare reform and commented
extensively on various working drafis. The nation's state legislatures stand ready to work
with you and members of this Committee to enact welfare reform that promotes self-
sufficiency and ends dependence. We are committed to working closely with you to
fashion legislation that will comprehensively provide education, training and employment
for welfare recipients, ensure that those who work can rise above poverty and improve
child support collections. S

Our current systerm was created with one goal in mind: to provide a minimum level of
support to families, mostly widows and orphans. In other words, to provide an
inexpensive way to make sure that poor children did not starve. The system was designed
to support long-term dependence and efforts to work were considered fraudulent.

Today, we expect our public assistance system to serve a variety of needs while not
changing its design. The majority of children on AFDC are not orphans, they reside in
single parent familiss with divorced, abandoned or never-married mothers. Most women
row work outside the home and our economy has changed the type of job opportunities
available to low-skilled workers. We believe that all recipients should work, yet the
current rules penalize recipients who do.

We all agree that reforming welfare is imperative. We agree the current systern must
change. The public hates it; recipients hate it; politicians hate it; business hates it. Yet,
most of the public is unaware that, comparatively, AFDC is a small program compared to
Medicaid and Social Security. -

NCSL strongly believes that concern for children and their well-being must be
paramount. But in order to support these children, we must find ways with dignity to
enable their parents to support themselves. The child welfare system, including foster
care, may be inadvertently impacted by welfare reform if parents are unable 1o support
their children. Foster care is more costly to both the states financially and to children in
personal terms. Welfare reform proposals that include whole family sanctions, as in
the Clinton proposal, will raise these concerns as children will lose their benefits as
well. I urge you to consider the impact of any policies in light of their connection to
the child welfare system.

Unfortunately, there is no quick fix for this program. Famulies become destitute for a
vatiety of reasons. These include job loss, spousal abuse, the failure of our educational
system, addiction, the recession, and the lack of child care and other support services.
Self-sufficiency for these families will require a variety of solutions including child
support enforcement, education and training programs and employment. Additionally,
we need to invest in family formation, which this Subcommittee began by adopting the
Family Preservation and Support Services program. However, many federal rules, such
as the 100 hour rule, work history rule and the marriage penalty, impede family
fnrmatlinn. We arge the Subcommittee to allow these requirements to be waived in
state plans, - : N )



Mr. Chairman, state legislators believe that recipients who play by the rules and leave
public assistance should not be worse off than those on welfare. Ihear too ofien from
mothers who leave public assistance for work that their first promotion, 2 ten-cents per
hour raise, often eliminates their eligibility for child care assistance. They also tell me
that, after their transitional year of health care benefits, they must retumn to welfare for
coverage of their children. If our goal is fostering family independence, we must
ensure that employment is always better than welfare. This includes part-time
employment.

True welfare reform will only come in a partpership between the federal government,
states, Jocalities, recipients and the private sector. For state legislators, this means 2 new
welfare reform policy we can implement; that takes into account how state laws are
enacled, that gives the states the flexibility 10 innovate and address local needs and that
does not shift costs to the states.

INVESTING IN FAMILY INDEPENDENCE

Welfare recipients.want to work., Mr, Chairman, | understand that in Tennessee you have
reached the federal participation rate on volunteers alone. Every month, more than 400
women in Memphis and 200 women in Nashville volunteer to panticipate in
JOBSWORK.

Too often, people who leave welfare cycle back into the system. The federal
government should give the states the flexibility to expand the amount that
recipients earn without penalty of loss. Currently for every dollar a welfare recipient
earns, she loses a doltar. By changing our incentive system through expanding
earned income disregards, increasing the asset limif and fill the gap budgeting, we
would change the incentives. A study commissioned by the Washington State
Legistature found that welfare recipients who work while on AFDC have a much better
change of long-term self-sufficiency. The federal government should allow the states
to make these changes without the need for a federsl waiver application.

Conflicting federal rules for AFDC, Medicaid and Food Stamps often dissuade recipients
to work. NCSL strongly supports efforts to simplify these rules and apply them '
consistently, We also must examine rules that may inadveriently limit the ability of
recipients to work. For examypde, we have treated recipient ownership of automobiles as
an asset rather than a means of finding and secuning employment. Recipienis are often
penalized for vehicle ownership. States should be allowed to alter the vehicle asset
limit of $1,500 without having to apply for a federal waiver; this should be handled
by & state plan amendment consistent with state laws. States also should be allowed
fo choose to reimburse reasonable transportation costs for participants in
employment and training, transitionsl assistance and employment, both te and from
work and to and from child care. . :

MUTUAL RESPONSIBILITY AND TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE

We concur with the Clinton administration that welfare should be a temporary program
for employable individuals when or where work is available, States should be accorded
maximurn flexibility in implementing policies that must meet Tocal needs. NCSL
supports a time-limited or transitional period of public assistance and training
followed by employment or federally subsidized work with support services, Unlike
the Clinton propesal, state legislators believe that the time-limit should begin when
a participant is enrolled in JOBS or another approved employment and training
program. States should have the flexibility to provide services that remove the barriers
to employment for recipients prior to the JOBS program. However, we did not agree on
an absolute amount of time (two years in the majority of federal proposals). Stafe
legislators believe that a cookie-cutter approach will not address local needs. States
SIE:MI? haii'e the fexibility to determine the appropriste amount of time available for
these families. -

NCSL believes that work opportunities for those recipients afier 2 time-limit must be
developed in conjunction with the private sector (similarly, training must be devel

with an understanding of local job markets -- the private sector is critical to this activity
as well). We support employment opportunities in the private and not-for-profit
sector with community work experience as a last resort. Work requirements must
be developed and defined at the state level, taking into account the needs of the loeal
communities and the private sector. Many states, like Ohio, have pockets of extremely
high unemployment that are not revealed in state unemployment figures, Therefore, state
unemployment figures alone cannot be 2 mitigating factor in determining state



pénicipazion rates. Work requirements for community service must be designed without
displacing existing public employees. ’

Critical to our vision of federal welfare reform is mutual responsibility between
government and welfare recipients. We support the concept of an employability
plan and personal responsibility agreement. NCSL supports meaningfal sanctions
for those who do not comply. However, we are concerned about sanctioning
children for thelr parents’ noncompliance. States must have the flexibility to design
employability plans and personal responsibility agreements,

Renewing the social contrict means (hat pepalties for non-performance must be
considered. However, sanctions for non-compliance must be viewed in terms of
unintended consequences. There are contradictions in how we allocate resources. Many

.- children have entered our foster care system because their parents do not have the funds

for housing and heat, Yet, we pay foster parents more than public assistance to care for
these same children. An unintended consequence of a too eager or rigorous sanction may
be an influx of children into our mare expensive foster care system.

Mr. Chairman, renewing the social contract between recipients and government has much
support from staie legislators, However, a real confract must hold both parties
accountable, Government's role must be to find ways for recipients to be productive
participants. Otherwise, the public's confidence will be destroved and they will believe
that once again government has failed to reform our welfare system. B

BUILD ON THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT'S JOBS PROGRAM

Mr. Chairman, we would like © see further welfare reform build on the consensus in The
Family Support Act of 1988. States appreciated the flexibility of the current JOBS
program and have developed programs to suit local needs. Unfortunately, the majority of
states were unable 1o draw down our full allocation of JOBS funds, .

In Cuyahoga County, Ohio, we currently have 45,000 adults dependent on public
assistance. In our current welfare reform program, 11,000 have been through jobs
assessment and found to need education and training. Since we do not have the funds 1o
provide these services, they are not being served. In the past, public expectations have
been raised by welfare reform, but federal funding has either had wo high a maich or o0
little available.

The Family Support Act is an example of this. Implementation of the JOBS program was
a top priority in our legislatures. However, in 1988, we did not envision that the
combination of a recessionary economy and simullaneous state fiscal crisis would lead o
dramatic welfare caseioad growth and our inability to provide the state dollars necessary

- to match all appropriated JOBS funds.

NCSL strongly supports expanding the JOBS program and increasing the federal
matching rate. Any new welfare reform must build on the current program. We aré
espectally appreciative of Representative Matsui's efforts to expand the JOBS program
and make job development a legitimate JOBS expenditure.

EMPLOYMENT

As policymakers, we are concerned that federal welfare reform must be accomplished
with a corresponding national ecoromic pelicy and employment strategy. The federal
government cannot make welfare policy in a vacuum. Structural economic issues such as
interest rates, unemployment, seasonal employment, part time work and economic
development intrude on our goal of self-sufficiency for welfare recipients,

The federal government must understand the diversity of our welfare population and its
potential impact on long-term employment. States must have the ability fo choose

" different strategies for families receiving welfare. A continuum of self-sufficiency
might include different strategies: job search for those with skills and work histories,
treatment for heads of households with substance abuse problems, mandatory work for
those unable to find employment, part-time work with increased earnings disregards, and
support for the employed so their work is better than public assistance.

The federal government must ensure that welfare policy matches economic policy.
Otherwise we will continue impoverishing children while blaming parents for situations
they do not control. '



State legislators believe that welfare reform must address these new realities. A new
partnership must be developed between the states, local governments, the private sector,
welfare recipients and the federal government.

We have grappled with how o implement job training and employment programs that
make sense. Cleveland is not Dayton and 1s not Belmont County down on the river. The
job market in Cincinnati is markedly different than Appalachians. In one of out county's
in Ohio we have had two major employers close, a factory and a mine. In one five county
area, the only major employer is a maximum security prison. Full time employment is
not available. We believe that flexibility is needed so that localities can determine
what was best for themselves, Areas with large populations of dislocated workers
might choose differently than those with low areas of unemployment.

NCSL strongly believes that any education, employment and training program must allow
states to develop their own plans to reflect local needs. A one-size fits all or cookie-
cutter approach will stifle state innovation and recipients will suffer. Allow usto
determine what kinds of programs are appropriaic.

1 am concerned, however, that we think about any new employment and training program
in concert with the myriad of state and federal programs that provide education, training
and employment. Too often we are duplicating what is already there, The U.S. General
Accounting Office reported approximately 150 different employmeni and teaining
programs. The federal government could assist the states by rethinking how these

. programs could better fit together and eliminating existing barriers fo coordination,

Additionally, NCSL believes that technical assistance must be made available to the
states on how best to invest in training. The entry level jobs that we ordinarily train for
arc shrinking at an alarming rate. The private and public sectors must work togeiher to
identify emerging areas of employment and consider how best to train recipients for those
jobs, ‘ :

This does not mean that jobs are not available today or that only investment in education
is appropriate. In some areas, fewer employment opportunities are available. Some
recipients will need more assistance than others, NCSL supports efforts that would
allow states to provide upfront employment search and supportive services {Jike
child care and health care) so that some recipients will never enter the welfare rolls,

In our view, welfare reform must focus on community economic development first with
community work experience as a fast resort. Work requirements for community service
should he designed without displacing public empioyees. The private sector should be
encouraged (o participate and must be at the table. Job creation and the development of
employment gpportunities are vital 1o our success. The need for community development
in concentrated areas of poverty is a barrier to self-sufficiency. NCSL has long supported
tax incentives for this purpose. The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit and the more recent tax
incentive in the Empowerment Zones legislation encourage the private sector to hire
within distressed communities.

NCSL believes that all federal rules should be repealed that put low income working
people at a disadvantage as compared to welfare recipients, NCSL strongly believes
that part-time employment with some support is preferable to nonwork.

NCSL. believes that federal rules that create financial disincentives for work should
be repealed. Working should always improve a family's iinancial and economic
situstion. Federal barriers to employment should be changed, for example:

Allowing states the option to use fill-the-gap budgeting;

Allowing states the option to increase earnings disregards;

Eliminating the 100 hour rule;

Allowing flexibility to states to change or exempt resource and assef lHmits
including the vehicle allowance;

Flexibility for states to increase transitionsl child care and health care
{medicaid) for more than the current one year with federal financial participation.

SUPPORT SERVICES
NCSL believes thal front-end services to avoid welfare participation are critical to the
suceess of national reform. These might include the provision of child care or transitional
health care 1o the working pooer who may be at risk of entering the welfare system.

Mr. Chairman, lack of health care is often cited as the reason families return to welfare
after leaving for employment. Women on welfare are often faced with a stark choice —



the dignity of employment that offers no health insurance of dependence on AFDC with
its assurance of Medicaid for their children. Health care reform is a vital component of
welfare reform,

Child care is another integral component of welfare reform.

M, Chairman, we cannot fool ourselves. Providing child care for an expanded numbers
of recipients in education and training, work experience and in the transition from welfare
to full time employment i3 very expensive. Adequate resources and an improved
infrastructure is critical 5o that children have access to quality care, ’

We cannot ignore the issues of child care quality and increasing child care supply.
Informal, unregulated care is still used predominantly in rural areas where child care
choices are limited. As part of our program, we work to educate clients on bow o
identify good quality care. NCSL strangly believes that funds should be available to
the states to improve the supply of quality affordable care. The JOBS and
‘Transitional child care funding streams have no funding avsilable for any activities
other than reimbursement. A welfare reform plan must allow states more flexibility
to allocate some resources toward expansion of care.

The public and privale sectors can work together to expand the availability of child care.
NCSL supports effonts to tnerease the federal match for child care.

We should not only focus on reimbursement for child care for welfare recipients, Careful
analysis is needed of the impact of an expanded child care system for transitional welfare
recipients on the working poor. Most states have waiting lists for our programs for
families in need of child care who are at risk of entering the welfare system,

Transportation is another barrier to employment. Transportation assistance, including the
option of increasing or eliminating the vehicle allotrnent, must be part of any federal *

welfare reform plan. Toc often, work opportanities are provided at a distance from where
recipients live. This assistance must take into account transportation needs for child care.

Work expenses are an additional barrier to ernployment. Uniforms, tools and 1ex1s are
especially costly for those beginning employment. NCSL believes that the federal
government must provide adequate funds and ¢ligibility disallowance for work expenses.
There is little coordination between the various programs that assist Iow-income famities
with their housing needs and self-sufficiency efforts. We urge the federal government o
fink these systems so that those who return to employment are not in danger of losing
their housing assistance and can cam their way out of poverty. -

FLEXIBILITY FOR STATE INNOVATION

Legislators, whether state or federal, must make difficult choices, usually within fiscal
constraints. We must best decide how to spend tax dollars. Sheuld we spend funds on
developing jobs for employable adults or providing more education and uaining to
recipients? Or providing the infrastructure to develop or monitor public work experience
1o AFDC recipients who cannot find jobs in the public sector after a time-limit? :

The federal government, along with the states, needs to rank-order these goals,
understanding the fiscal constraints we face. We probably cannot tackle them all at once.
States shouid be allowed within federal parameters to create programs that address their
local circumstances.

Additionally, the federal government must provide flexibility to the states in any
employment program to help states meet the variety of local employment markets and
gear education and training to those needs, :

TEEN PARENTS

Teen parents need special assistance and early intervention bevond education and
training to become self-sufficient. While only 7% of our welfare population, teen parents
are particularly at risk for long-term welfare dependency and education deficiencies.
States must be allowed to include programs to promots better parenting as well. We
believe that the new Family Preservation and Suppert Services program, which
NCSL strongly supported, is an important first step in this area. We believe that it
is essential that a link be made between this program and welfare reform. Teen
fathers also must not be left out of these programs. If we do not include them, we
will have a continuation of the break-up of these families.
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Mr. Chairman, Ohio's Learning, Earning and Parenting (LEAP) program 's evaluation
results reveal that teen parents need special assistance to stay in school and, ultimately,
improve their job opportunities. LEAP rewarded teen parents for participation in high
school or GED programs. Qur LEAP students are staying in and graduating from school
at much higher rates than the non-LEAP parent. I attribute our suceess, as does our
evaluation, to the comprehensive counseling available to LEAP teens {called GRADS).
GRADS provided these teens with a case manager who intervened and guided them
through the system. What truly mattered was that somebody cared for these teens, many
of whom have never lived with a stable family. State iegiséi&rs believe that young
welfare recipients need Intensive case management. .

State legislators are uncomfortable, however, with proposals that mundate states to
require teen parents to reside with their families. This requirement is an option under
the Family Support Act of 1988 which five states have adopted. We believe that each
legislature is capable of adopting this legislation if they so chose. Some have not due to
studies illustrating a high incidence of physical and sexual abuse among teen parents.

MNCSL strongly supporis a nationwide campaign at the federal level to combat out-of-
wedlock births as suggested by President Clinton. We urge @ role for states in this
campaign and the teen pregnancy prevention grant program will be established during
congressional consideration.

We also support the Clinton proposal to target federal welfare reform on teen
parents initially, Welfare reform must be implemented gradually for it to work. We
believe that focusing our resoutces on teen parents will begin-our effort with those on
whom we can have a significant effect. :

Our welfare reform task force did not find a research link between the availability of
welfare and the occurrence of teen pregnancy. NCSL opposes the elimination of welfare
benefits to young parents. However, we believe that over time teen parents have much
more difficulty remaining self-sufficient and are more vulnerable to economic shifts in
the labor market.

FINANCING

NCSL. will oppose any financing proposals that will shift the costs of welfare further to
the states. As a state legislator, I understand the difficulties of raising funds and the
trade-offs involved in funding initiatives. It is our belief, clearly shared by members of
Congress and the Administration, that a full scale revision of our existing welfare reform
system will be expensive but worth the investment. The proof will be the resulls over
time. .

Mr. Chairman, welfare reform is not cheap. We Jearned implementing the JOBS program
that employment and training programs, child care for participants and transitional
benefits and a new infrastructure to monitor job participation is costly, Many states an
not make their match even today. Ohio still serves very few gligibles.

1 urge you to provide significant resources for this effort. If the federal government does |
not, welfare reform will fail,

States cannot afford welfare reform on their own. Community work expenience, while
considered a cheaper option, still requires a significant influx of funds for development
and monitoring of work requirements. A major expansion, even phased-in over time,
cannot be supported by states alone, ’

NCSL opposes financing welfare reform by unfunded mandates or by transferring
needy populations to state government through the elimination of program and
benefit funding by the federal government. Mr. Chairman, the federal government
cannot eliminate their responsibility for legal immigrants , substance abusers, homeless
families or families in crisis. This does not provide a solution for legitimate needs,
mstead it transfers the need to state and locally-funded programs and nop-profit programs
and public hospitals. o

We are deeply troubled by proposals to finance federal welfare reform through
elimination of benefits to legal immigrants. NCSL strongly believes that it is the
responsibility of the federal government to fund its policy decisions. Since the.
federal government has sole jurisdiction over immigration policy, it must bear the

responsibility to serve the immigrants that it allows to enter states and localities,
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Federal decisions have increased admissions and reduced fargeted funding to states
and localities for immigrants, shifting the costs to state and local budgets, For these
reasons, we will oppose any financing that eliminated federal benefits for legal
immigrants.

The majority of legal immigrants, refugees included, are employed and contribute to
federal, state and local revennes. However, according to the Urban Institute, these
revenues are heavily skewed towards the federal government while states and localities
bear disproportionate shares of the costs of services {o newly arrived immigrants. New
York cannot and should not bear any further costs.

The federal government may find savings through elirninating S8] benefits to elderly,
needy and disabled legal immigrants, Unfortunately, that savings will just shift the cosis
1o states (in particular our general assistance program). The indigent elderly that are the
30 percent of the caseload that go on the rolls after their American citizen children cease
to be legally responsible for them are no different than other indigent elderly who apply
for SSI. 20 percent of the caseload were here at Jeast 10 years before applying for SSL
25% of the SSI population are refugees, the largest of which are elderly Soviet Jews,
Eliminating federal aid will not eliminate the need, and state and local budgets and
taxpayers will bear the burden.

Although the Clinton Administration's proposal shifts Jess cost than the House
Republican or Mainstream Foram welfare reform propasals, NCSL strongly
opposes expanding deeming from three to five years for 881, Food Stamps and
AFDC. Asthe Committee is aware, sponsorship 15 not legally-binding and
approximately half of legal immigrants are admitted without sponsors at the discretion of
the US counselor abroad. States have had difficulty locating sponsors and when we do,
we cannot compel them for support. Legally, states do not have the Constitutional ability
1o treat legal immigrants differently than citizens (unlike the federal government which
can under its foreign policy powers). Many states are also prohibited by their own stale
constitutions. So, the cost of serving needy legal immigrants will be shifted to the states
and localities. ‘

Mr. Chairman, state legislators do not believe that welfare reform legislation is the
appropriate place for the immigration debate. We cannof pit legal immigrants against
welfare recipients, This thinking has led to resentment and disturbances in our inner
gities. ’

Capping AFDC-Emergency Assistance is also opposed by NCSL. No state plan for
AFDC-EA has ever been denied and many states use these funds for families in

- crisis from those needing emergency housing to those needing intensive family
counseling services. NCSL opposes capping open-ended entitlement programs to
fund welfare reform.

Time-limiting SSI/SSDI for substance abusers also shifts costs to the states, States

are currently unable to treat targeted groups, especially pregnant women, with

appropristed funds for substance abuse treatment. Unfortunately, we do not have the

funds to treat all who need services. Returning those on SSI/SSDI to the street will

;zx:magsﬁ those relying on stale general assistance, public hospitals and, even worse, the
ameless. '

We are also extremely concerned about the financial penalties and maintenance of
effort in the Clinton proposal. The maintenance of effort requirement that states
spend no less that their FY94 or FY93 nonfederal expenditure for JOBS, WORK,
and the related child care programs does not allow for flexibility for other related
expenditures and is Wo broadly drawn. States need the flexibility to address other
critical needs, especially as the welfare population decreases, States should, at a
minimusm, be able to expend funds in other related programs. The penalty for not
meeting JOBY' participation rates is severe: if less than 45% panticipate, the state loses
25% of its federal maich for AFDC. There are similar penalties for the WORK program.
This will hurt recipients as other human services programs will be reduced. The penalty
does not take into account state program goals, accessibility to JOBS, state financial :
conditions or localized unemployment figures. Work participation rates do not take into
account the amount necessary to locate or create WORK positions, which we believe will
vary from state to state and within states. These penalties will forge us to consider the
lowest cost, fastest way to move recipients off of public assistance, not the way to move a
family to long-term self-sufficiency. :

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT



Child support enforcement is a critical component of welfare reform. Our separate

. policy on Child Support Enforcement details NCSL's position. State legislators have

been at the forefront of innovative efforts to improve paternity establishment, including
in-hospital paternity establishment, collect and enforce child support orders, find new
penalties for non-custodial parents who refuse to provide support, use mediation and
expedited administrative procedures, provide a guaranteed level of child support, and
outreach to teen non-custodial parents. We are concerned, however, aboul unfunded
mandates and preemption of state law in any new federal child support law, Family
law must remain in the state's jurisdiction.

While NCSL believes states should adopt uniform interstate child support enforcement
procedures, NCSL opposes federal legislation which would preempt this authornity of the
states. Similarly, preemption of state authority 1o determine child support collection. We
are alsc concerned zbout the cost of new automated systems and other changes in the
child support system.. There must be enhanced match rates for these automated systems.
We reiterate our concern that as states update their child support legislation that technical
assistance is needed fo assist the states as they come into compliance with federal goals,
State legislators should have the option of extending child suppont benefits beyond the
age of majority for ﬁwsc children in college.

FEDERAL WAIVERS FOR WELFARE REFORM

State legislators are pleased with the Administration’s expedited waver review process.
As I have repeated often in our testimony, we believe that options are preferable to
waiver authority. For many potential policy Injtiatives from the 100 hour rule to
expanded earnings disregards, we no longer need to test new ideas, Instead, states
should have the option of choosing them as amendrments to their state plans, NCSL
strongly believes, however, that tos often legislators are not consulted about federal
waiver requests that require changes in state laws. Where applicable, NCSL
strongly believes that waivers shonld not be granted with the passage of state laws.

On behalf of the National Conference of State Legislatures, thank you for consideration
of my remarks. I would be happy to answer any questions you may have.
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GOOD AFTERNOON, I AM LARRY LOCKHART, ASSOCIATE COMMIBSIONER OF
THE NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN BERVICES. I WOULD LIXE TO
COMMENT ON THE ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSED CAP ON FEDERAL
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE EXPENDITURES A5 A METHOD TO FINANCE WELFARE
REFORM AND IMPREZS UPON YOU THE PORSIBLE DIRE IMPACTS OF SUCH
ACTIOH,

THE ADMINISTRATION PROPOSES TO CAP EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE(EA)
BASED ON A VARIABLE WEIGHTED AVERARGE OF A STATE'S EA
EXPENDITURES AND ITS TOTAL AFDC EXPENDITURES FOR THE PREVIOUS
YEAR. THE CAP IS ADJUSTED ANNUALLY FOR INFLATION. IF A STATE
EXCEEDS THAT CAP, AS NEW JERSEY DOES, IT WOULD RECEIVE UP TO THE
SAME ALLOCATION IT RECEIVED IN 149%1, IF 17T HAD A PROGRAM IN
1391. STATES THAT ENACTED AR EA PROGRAM AFTER 1851 WOULD ROT
EVEN HAVE THAT PROTECTION FROM DRAMATIC REDUCTIONS IN ITS
ALLOCATION. THe 1991 AMOURT WOULD NOT BE ADJUSTED FOR INFLATION. -

IN MEW JERSEY THAT MEARS WE WOULD BE PERMANENTLY CAPPED AT ABOUT
$22 MILLION, HOWEVER, WE EXPECT TO SPEND AT LEAST $29% MILLION
IN FY 1993 ASSBUMIRG HO EXPANSION IN ELIGIBILITY, THESE FUNDS
ARE USED ONLY TO SERVE PERBONS RECEIVING AID TO FAMILIES WITH
DEPERDENT CHILDREN. CURRENTLY WE PROVIDE PREVENTIVE SERVICES
ARD SHELTER TO ABOUT 28,000 RECIPIENTS A MONTH, MOST OF WHOM ARE
CHILDREN.

~ SUCH FAMILIES ARE ASSISTED IN MEETING HOUSING COSTS, INCLUDING
BOTH TEMPORARY RENTAL COS5TS AND PERMANENT HOUSING PLACEMENT
EXPENDITURES COMPRISED OF SECURITY DEPOSITS, MONTHLY RENTAL
COSTS, BACK RENT O MORTGAGE PAYMENTS, TO AVQID EVICTION OR LOSS
OF PROPERTY, AR WELL AS UTILITY EXPENSES. WE ARE ALS0C STARTING
TQ PROVIDE SERVICES T0 MAINTAIN INTACT FAMILIES BY PROVIDING
COUNSELLING, PARENTING PRQGRAMS, TUTORING, AND PAYMENT FOR
SUBSTANCE PROGRAME TO AVOID PLACEMENT OF CHILDREM IN FOSTER
HOMES. HOWEVER, THESE LATTER SERVICES MAY HAVE TO BE ELIMINATED
IF A CAFP ON EA 15 ADQPTED.

A REDUCTION OF ABOUT $6 MILLION IN OUR STATE'S ALLOCATION WOULD
JEOPARDIZE ASSISTANCE TO ALLEVIATE HOMELESSNESS FOR ABOUT 2000
FAMILIES A MONTH.



HOMELEZSNEES I8 ONE OF THE MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS FACING LOW
INCOME FAMILIES 1IN OUR BTATE ARD CEEATES THE GREATEST NEED FOR
THE UTILIZATION OF EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE FURDS., THIS PROBLEM
STARTED TCO ESCALATE IN THE LATE 1380'8. WITHIN ONLY A FEW
¥EARS, QUR Ep EXPENDITURES INCREASED BY QVER 400 PERCENT. IN
1987 WE WERE PROVIDING EA TO ABOUT TWO THOUSAND PERSONS ON
WELFARE; BY 15983 THAT NUMBER IHCREASED TO ABOUT THIRTY THOUSAND.

LIKE THE FEDERAL GOVERBMENT, WE ALBO ARE CONCERNED ABOUT THESE
HIGH COSTS BECAUSE GUR STATE SHARE I8 ABOUT PIPTY PERCENT. WE
HAVE THEREFORE TAKEN MEASURES TO LIMIT THE GROWTH OF SUCH COSTS
WHILE AT THE SAME TIME MAIRTAINING ESSENTIAL SERVICES.

AS WE FACED THIS ENQHMOUS IRCREASE IN THE NUMBER OF AFDC
FAMILIES EXPERIERCING THE REED FOR EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE, WE HAD
LITTLE HELP AND GUIDANCE FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. IF
ANYTHING, FEDERAL POLICY TH THIS ARE& WAS EITHER NON-EXISTENT OR
CONFUSING.

FOR EXAMPLE, THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES (HHS)
IN THE 1980°'S5 HAD KO CLEAR POLICY ON HOW LONG SHELTER COULD BE
PROVIDED UNDER EA OR WHETHER EA CQULD BE UBED FOR MEASURES
DESIGNED TQO PREVENT HOMELESENESS AND THE DISSOLUTION OF INTACT
FAMILIES THROUGH OUT-GF-HOME PLACEMENTS OF CHILDREN, [N NEW
JERSEY WE HAD TOQ ANSWER THE CRITICAL QUESTIORS ON OUR OWH.

THE INCREASE IN HOMELESSNESS IS LARGELY BEYOND THE STATE'S
CONTROL., OTHER PROBLEMS IN QUR SOCIETY SUCH AS THE ECONOMY, .
HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT, THE INCREAGE IN SINGLE PARENT HOQUSEHOLDS, AND
THE RISING ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE PROBLEM CONTRIBUTED TO THE
SUDDEN RISE IN HOMELEES FAMILIES AND TG THE BREARUP OF FAMILY
UNITS.

WE APPLAUD THE ADMINISTRATION FOR TRYING TO GHAPPLE WITH SOME OF
THESE PROBLEMS BY PRCOPOSTNG CHANGES IR THE WELFARE BYSTEM, BUT
OBVIQUSLY MANY OF THESE PROBLEMS WILL BE WITH US FOR SOME TIME.
AS SUCH, CAPPING FEDERAL EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE WILL ONLY
INTENSIFY THE PROBLEM OF HOMELESSNESS IN NEW JERSEY.

I CAN ASSURE ¥YOU THAT WE WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN ABLE TO ADDRESS THE
PROBLEM OF HOMELESSNESS IN GUR STATE WITHOUT FULL FEDERAL
SUPPFORT. WHILE WE NOW HAVE CLEARER POLICY FROM HHE ON WHAT EA
CAN BE SPENT ORN, THE PROPOSED CAF BENDS A SIGRAL TG REW JERSEY
AND OTHER STATES THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERMMENT WILL NCQ LONGER BE
AN EQUAL PARTNER WITH THE STATES A&ﬁ LOCALITIES TO ADDRESS THE
NEEDS (F HOMELESS FAMILIES.



THI& IS5 IMPORTANT BECAUSE WE HAVE BEEN ABLE TQ BUILD & FRAGILE
COALITION IN NEW JERSEY TO ASSIST THE HOMELESS ONLY BECAUSE ALL
PARTIES WERE AWARE OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S EQUAL FINANCIAL
SUPPORT. THE PROPOSED CAP NOW JEOPARDIZES THAT COALITION AND
UNDERMINES THE PROGRESS WE HAVE MADE TO ADDRESS THIS VERY
COMPLICATED PROBLEM. AT A MINIMUM, BTATES WILL THINK TWICE
BEFORE TAKING ANY RIGKS TO ASSIST THE HOMELESS IF THE CAP IS
ADOPTED.

THE PROPOSED CAP ALSO CONTRADICTS THE GOAL OF WELFARE REFORM -
TO FOSTER BSELF-SUFFICIENCY. WE SUPPFORT EXPANDED EDUCATION AND
TRAINIHG OVPORTUNITIES THAT CAN LEAD TO PERMANENT JOBS IN THE
PRIVATE SECTOR. HOWEVER, IT IS UNREALISTIC TO EXPECT PARENTS TO
PARTICIPATE IN THESE ACTIVITIES IF THEY ARE HOMELESS.

IRONICALLY, THERE MAY BE A GREATER NEED POR EMERGENCY ASBSISTARCE.
UNDER THE PROPOSED BILL TO REFORM WELFARE BECAUSE OF THE
SANCTIONS THAT WILL BE IMPOSED FOR NON-COMPLIANCE. WE MUST
ATTEND TO A FAMILY'S PRIMARY NEEDS FIRST BEFORE WE CAN REQUIRE
THAT THE ABLE~BODIED MEMBERS TAKE OTHER ACTIONS WHICH ULTIMATELY
WILL LEAD TO THEIR INDEPENDENCE.

WE THEREFORE STRONGLY URGE ¥YOU NOT TO CAP EA, IF A (CAP I8
UNAVOIDABLE THEN CERTAIN CHARGES INK THE PROPOSBAL SHOULD BE
ADOPTED TO MAKE IT FAIRER.

FOR EXAMPLE, IF A STATE IS HELD TO ITS 195% FEDERAL FUNDING
LEVEL IT SHOULD BE ADJUSTED FOR INFLATICK. ALSQ, A STATE SHOULD
BE ABLE TO CARRY OVER FURDE INTO THE NEXT FISCAL YEAR IF IT DOES
NOT USE ITH FULL ENTITLEMENT. ARD, IF A STATE DOES NOT PLAN TO
USE ITS FULL EAR FUNDS THOSE FUNDS SHOULD BE REALLOCATED TCO OTHER
STATES FOR THEIR USE. FURTHERMORE, WE UNDERSTAND SOME STATES
UNDER THE PREPARED CAP WOULD SEE A DECREASE IN THEIR FEDERAL
ALLOCATION AS THEY ARE NOT PROTECTED BY THE 1931 "HQLD
HARMLESS™, THE CAP SHOULD BE ADJUSTED TO PROVIDE EQUAL
PROTECTIGH AMONG ALL STATES WITH EAR PROGRAMS.

WE WOULD ALSO NOT OBJECT TO A STATE'S MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT
REQUIREMENT TO ASSURE THE EA FUNDS WERE USED ONLY TUO EXPAND
SERVICES TO LOW-~INCOME PERSONS. WE PREFER THIS APPROACH RATHER
THAN LIMITING A STATE'S FLEXIBILITY TO ADMIRISTER THIS PROGRAM.

IN CONCLUSION, WE BELIEVE WE HAVE MADE MUCH PROGRESS IR
ASSISTING HOMELESS FAMILIES IR NEW JERSEY. WE HAVE LEARNED THAT
IT MAKES MORE SENSE T0O PREVENT ROMELESSHESS THAN TO ASSIST
FAMILIES WHO HAVE BECOME HOMELESS. FOR THOSE FAMILIES THAT DO
BECOME HOMELESS WE PROVIDE TEMPORARY SHELTER IN MORE
APPROPRIATE, COST-EFFECTIVE SETTINGS. WHILE UNFORTUNATELY THE
NUMBER OF HOMELESS FAMILIES CONTINUES TO INCREASE, IT IS AT A
SLOWER RATE. WHAT wWAS ONCE A CRIBIS IS NOW A MANAGEABLE
PROBLEM. IN OTHER WORDS, WE ARE STARTIRG TO SEE SOME LIGHT AT
THE END OF THE TUNBEL.



WE ASK THAT YOU BOT EXTINGUISH THAT LIGHT BY CAPPING THIS MUCH

NEEDED PROGRAM. WE CAN MARKE FURTHER PROGRESS TC ASSIST THE

- HOMELESS BUT ONLY IF WE CAR (CONTINUE TO RELY ON THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT AS AN EQUAL PARTNER TO ADDRESS THIS NATIONAL PROBLEM.

I WILL BE HAPFY TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONE YOU MAY HAVE,



Chalmman and Mewbars of the Subcommittee on Buman Resoupces:

My name is Eloise Rrderson. 1 am the Director of the Califarnia
pepartment of Sccial Sexrvices. I am pleased to have the &
opportunity to speak to you today on California's axgxa'},ezm with
the State's JOB8 progras, xnown as Greater Avenues for
Independence, or GATN, and on cur recard with yrespect to welfare
reform. '

!
GAIN pmw;s a camprehensive package of services, ranging from jeb
clobs to basic edxeation to verious fomms of training m:imrk
@@eri@me, Sexvices are offered nnder the terms of a participant
contract, with child care and other supportive services grwad&:i as
needed to ensure participation. Hince it was iﬂ@lementg@{ it has
served ovar half a millicn participants, -
Our experience has shown that the GAIN Program can be an effective
spproach in assisting AFDC recipients in obtaining -ob plecements
and' leaving welfare. As you probably kriow, GRIN has been subject
to a rigorous evaluation conducted by the Maapomr Demonstration
Research Corporation {MORC), MIRC's findings show that t};e progzam
has had sucoess mmc:mmmg explavment and earnings, and in |
recucing welfare grants. However, theve has been & wide vnm_atmn
among the reseapch counties in this respect, as there has been
throughout the state asz & whole. ﬁem data is ¢lear that bw
far the highest impacts - indeed higher than in any previcus
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evaluation of weliare to work programs - were achieved inmvmmxie
County, which places a strong employment foous on all aspects of
its program. The data also shows that this approech is highly cost
. effective. Accopding to MORCs data, Riverside County returned
$2.84 ﬁmmmmwmgmmtwagiveym

period.

%mmmmawmtmssaga~mmmfmm
incorporated into federal welfare reform efforts, Partic{ziﬁrly in
the context of a mm—hnﬁ.t&i program, it is crucial that: the
enmploymant and training services that are offered be m:*mntad
towards the participant cbtaining a icb as guickly as possible.
Bveryone involved in the program, including program sac‘s;zﬁ,nfistmmm,
service providers, and participants, must maintain a clm?r
understanding of that goal. :

We believe a strong, ewployment-oriented program would m:"wide an
lppartant step toward inplementing a time—limited weliam mtegy
However, an effective time-iimited proposel must have zzw::h more.,

It is crueial that etrplmtwse.m::% be offered toc;at}wr with
sasily undemtmd £inancial twork incentives: and that t‘m overall
aptiroach be txuly based on the principle of mutual cbligation, b
which recipients have an equal responsibility for taking advantage
of ‘those incentives ard suppoxting themselves and their families.
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California has already made substantial progress in reforming its
walfare system o achieve these goals, andd any national réfmm
effort shaz.ki take ou.r e.xpeneme into account, Governor Wzlson
has pmp@sed to el:zuimzm aid for abiezmkxximd adults after two
vears, although the children mmid ramain on ald and the zﬁuiﬁs
would remain eh@g}b&@ for Food Stamps, z&dz.—&‘il and child | care
Unlike sc:xre of tbe fedm& praposals, this would appiy to a.ll able-
bodied agdulvs. ‘this reform dees not make the govexrmment t;m
remployer of last resort”. Instesd, it relies on the re::ii*piant to
I:'ep}.e@é the lost welfare income with a real dob. Even a half-time
minimae-wage job would be enough to replace the grant reductions we

are proposing for able-bodied adults on ald over two years.

In addition, one of the broed goels that the President has lald our
for naticnal welfare reform is to ensure that families mth m;}zif_imng
heads of household are not poor. You will likely be cmmiid&xﬁz}gz a
variety of strategiss to sovonmplish this purpose. In California y
Govarnor Witson's welfare package has already achieved th..s goal,
Specifically, cur federally approved statewide dﬂmnstmizj;cn
-pxz:jact ixmamﬁa; -;mrk incentives in the AFUC program and lallows
working recipients with even minimam wege jobs to retain encugh of
their earnings so that, when corbined with food stamps, Zzl’m RFLC
| grant and Farmed Income Tex Credit, they will have eperndeble
incaes substantially over the federal powerty level, even after
taking into sccount work expenses. Despite the fact that:'
litigation has recently threatened these importent waivers, the
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i&wmandImﬁuﬁimﬁym&ttedtot}mewmw
pelieve that they will be continued. .

W have also greatly expanded available day care and expargied
resource limits to encourage recipients to save for theix éfutm.-es.
In ad;iitiax_x_, we have put in place a major new program to ?mlp
pmgzmntax;iparenmtg teenagers finish high school, m:zs;i further
‘preqnancies, cg;ajeiaﬁ mamonsths with thair own parents «%mi the
fathers of their children and 1t':zzi':;a stans to ensure adecuate health
care for their Sfamilies, This new Wmn, krowm as CalwI:mvn,
will cembine Ffinancial rewarmds and penalties with case matdsgement™
and suppertive services to encourage teen parents to stay jm school
and prepare for a better future. ;

Thore are fondamertal differences between Californias w&iim
raform strategy and the propesals at the federal level. %&& believe
that there can be a mitual chligation betwesn the AFTC recipient

and the govermment, hut that to achieve it fully we have to redject
the philosophy of entitlement, which places all the responsibility
with govermment. Unfortunately, most of the federal MS& seen
to spring fram a willingness to leave the balance of z'eszxxxsmmty
in welfare and the role of govermment substantially mchanqed
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These proposals would replace the existing entitlement with/ ene
even more expensive to the taxpayer and arguably no ketter for the
recipient iy calling for government to be the employer of last. .
resort. The most significant implication of President Clinten's
approach is that, given the cost of providing gw&mmtmsm;‘siﬁizw
jobs, it rusht be severly limited in ﬁm of the populdation

ot :
affected. The costs asscolated with ersating and monitoring work
siots would g;z:&:f:ézgﬁa’a laxrge scale application of this prcv-_;i.sion.
In coptrast, Goverror Wildon's strateqy would apply to all able-
bodied adnilts, wouald proovide strong incentives for recipients to
enter the real workfores, end would provide significeant welfave

savings to local, state and federal taxpayers.

Fecple of good falth can always disagree on philosochy. Cq!ngress
ard the President may or mey not be eble to agres on a federal
sirategy for ;;;;s-:lfm re;afassm. But T urge you, to leave room for
innovative states like ‘ania to find their own solutions and
not, to lose sight of the reality that cur proposals m&sti‘éute a
substantive and powerful alternative to "welfare refomm es we know

:‘Ltu .

Thank Youo.
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SUMMARY OF KEY 'OINTS

The various proaposals under discussion to time lmit welfare and follow it with work are tough and
extraordinarily ambitious. If enacted, they would represent the most radical reform of weifare since its
establishment nearly 6 years ago. Any one of them would demand unprecedented change in the welfare
system. The proposals confront two, and pessibly three, core challenges, each of which is iself enormous ~ and
sobering. Meeting them will require sharply expanded levels of sesources for welfare employment programs
and unparaileled changes in public institutions and people in a short period of time.

The first challenge is to create a sulficient number of useful community service jobs that will be required for
those who reach the end of the time limit. A range of hard issues would have (o be confronted just to create
the jobs. Wellare staff will also need to find acceptable and appropriate job matches between the welfare
recipient and the agency providing the job slot. The hiring process could leave many recipients - and possibly
the most disadvantsged among them -- without community service positions.

The second challenge i3 to run far more effective JOBS programs during the initial two-year window-of-
opportunity for services, This challenge must be met in order to reduce as much as possible the msmber of
people reaching the time limit and peeding community secvice jobs, There is some strong, credible guidance
-- particularly from Riverside County, California — on how to do this for most segments of the welfare
population, but even with the best efforts, many will still reach the time HEmit.

The third major challenge comes if a phase-in of time limits begins with recipients under age 28, The goal
of preventing long-term dependency among the young is unguestionably critical to pursue, Yet this group will
likely require the greatest upfront investment, fargely to the exclusion, in the first few years, of services o other
groups who we know can benefit substantially from JOBS, Further, we know little about effective services for
younger mothers. it is also unclear how these mothers will fare in the hiring process for community service jobs
after the time limit. By definition, they will be the least employable and most disadvantaged - and therefore
especially vulnerable to the tough demands and sanctioning rules in many of the propaosals being considered.

Taken separately, each of these three challenges is enormous in its own right and would take several years
to accomplish. However, for ime-limited welfare to work, at least the first two challenges — ereating community
service positions and significantly improving the JOBS program -~ must be met simultanecusly. Taken together,
serious questions of feasibility must be raised: Can local welfare agencies across the country successfully
undertake two major reform efforts at the same time? Finally, given the enormity of these two tasks, a plan to
phase-in thase subject to the time limit seems prudent, but one might not want to begin exclusively with younger
members of the caseload, Other alternatives may offer more realistic approaches.

The first option might be to select a number of "lead communities™ across the country 1o inplement time
imits. Their experiences and lessons could be used by other locations for large-scale implementation,

The second option might be to ensure that the front-end (JOBS)} is in place and working well before the back-
end {time limits) starts up. JOBS programs — fully funded o provide servives to, and enforce a participation
requirement an, their full mandatory caseloads -- could be required to adopt employment strategies of proven
effectiveness, Once this was done, ime Himits could then be phased in for different segments of the caseload,

The third option recognizes the very strong intellectual and social policy rationale for focusing on young
mothers at the outset, but balances it against the likely realities of reabworld implementation, Given the
importance of having early successes, it may be wise to begin with a broadly targeted phase-in strategy that does
not focus exclusively on young, single mothers, who are likely to have the youngest children, the least work
history, and be the Jeast employable, thereby running the serious risk of alienating the agencies providing the
ceanmunity service glots,

The fourth option is to learn as soon as possible what works for the most disadvantaged younger mothers
{high schood dropouts) and those with very young children so that, whena turning to this popalatios, JORS
pragrams will have clearer guidance where very Hittle currently exisis.

These alternatives would give welfare agencies a reasonable, ordered plan and timeframe for implamanting
massive change, one major reform at a time, and i would allow for thoughtful mid-course adjustments.

¥



Good afternoon. | am John Wallace, Vice President and Regional Manager for the
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation {(MDRC), 1 appreciate having the opportunity
to address the Subcommitiee today as it considers proposals to reform the welfare system by
giving weliare recipients a maximum of two years of education, employment and training
services, after which, if they are not working in a regular job, they would receive no support
unless they worked in a community service job created by the government.

Much of what 1 say draws directly on two recently published sources: first is an article
entitled, “The Route to Welfare Reform,” written by MDRC President Judy Gueron for The
Brookings Review. The second is MDRC's final report on California’s ambitious JOBS program,
called GAIN; the report is entitled, GAIN: Benefits, Cosis, and Three-Year Impacts of a Welfare-
to~Work Progras:, by lames Riccio, Bandel Friedlander, and Stephen Freedman.

Summary

The overall point I would like to make to you is that the various proposals under
discussion to time limit welfare and follow it with work are tough and extraordinarily ambiticus.
[f enacted, they would represent the most radical reform of welfare since its establishment nearly
8C years ago. Any one of them would demand unprecedented change in the welfare system.

I say this because the proposals confront two, and possibly three, core challenges, each
of which is itself enormous —and sobering. Meeting them will require sharply expanded levels
of resources for welfare employment programs and unparalieled changes in public institutions
and people in a short period of time.

The first challenge is to create a sufficient number of useful and acceptable community
service jobs that will be required for those who reach the end of the time limit, The research
evidence, based on limitad experience in creating jobs on a large scale, is mixed. The second
challenge is to run far more effective JOBS programs during the initial two-year window-pf-
opportunity for services. This challenge must be met in order to reduce as much as possible the
number of people reaching the time limit and requiring community service jobs. Indeed, many
would argue that operating high performance, employment-oriented JOBS programs is a
precondition for a successful time-limited welfare system. There is some sirong, credible
guidance on how to do this for most segments of the welfare population, but even with the best
efforts, many will still reach the time limit. The third major challenge comes if the phase-in of
time limits begins with recipients under age 25, since this targeting strategy will likely
significantly complicate both the pretime-limit JOBS program and the postiime-limit community
Service program,

Alone, each challenge is daunting:

» Creating community service jobs after the time limit, and placing welfare
recipients in them. Working with public and private agencies to create the large
number of community service jobs that are almost certain to be required under
a time-himited welfare plan is itself major welfare reform. It is a task no welfare
or other governmental agency has undertaken since the public service
employment program under CETA expired over a decade ago. Those that have
operated since then have been small in comparison to what we can reasonably
anticipate under time-limited welfare. On a massive scale, a range of hard issues
will have to be confronted: work standards, working conditions, wark hours,




miant and child care arrangements, transportation, supervision and training,
substitation rules, new management and data systems, new moniloring systems,
new payment systems, union negotiations, union agreements, and many other
political and operational issues that each local welfare agency will have to address
in the context of its own local environment.

But that is just half of this first challenge. The other part will be the need for
welfare stalf to find acceptable and appropriate job matches between the welfare
recipient and the agency providing the job slot. These agencies will decide whom
to hire and, later, whorn to retain or let go, without interference from the welfare
agency. The selection process used by agencies providing the community service
slots could leave many recipients - and possibly the most disadvaniaged among
them — without cornmunity service positions.

Operating, effective 1085 programs before the Hime Iimit, Learning how to run

high performance JOBS programs is an equally imposing challenge that continues
along anolber, very different, track of welfare reform.  In 1988, the Family
Support Act was passed. Complicated and demanding, it called For substantial
institutional change in order to implement a new vision of the responsibility of
both parents to support their children. The centerpiece of the act, the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Program (JOBS), was intended to require
that about half of the heads of welfare families, largely single mothers, participate
in education, employment, and training services leading to work. Participation
in the program was to be mandatory, with financial penalties for nonparticipation.

Six years later, we now have strong, credible evidence that - at its best, and given
enough resources to work with the entire mandatory pepulation - the JOBS
program can have strikingly positive results for most groups of welfare recipients,
ranging from very long-term recipients and those with low literacy levels to short-
term recipients and new applicants, 1t also can be an unusually smart investment
for the taxpayer, paying them back nearly triple their investment and actually
saving the government money in the process. If one agrees that running more
effective JOBS programs is a critical ingredient in any time-limited welfare plan,
then the lessons from the most successful program studied to date {in Riverside
County, California) could serve as a springboard te broader success for JOBS
programs. A serious effort by welfare agencies across the country to adopt and
adapt the successful approaches could well have substantial benefits for welfare
- recipients and savings for the government — but it would take time.

The information from Riverside’s JOBS program is nevertheless sobering as well.
Riverside reduced by over 7 percentage points (from 55.7 percent for the control
group to 48.2 percent for GAIN enroliess) the proportion of recipients who, over
a 4-year period, would have reached the two-year time limit and required a
community service position. While this is an important accomplishment, it still
means that about half (and possibly more} would eventually reach the two-year
limit. The proportion might be less than half in the context of time limits and
changes in recipients” expectations of welfare, especially when combined with
enhanced child support enforcement, an expanded Earned Income Tax Credit
{EITC} and nationai health care.  Bul even assuming a high degree of synergy



among these simultaneous policy changes, as well as the operation of the most
effective JOBS programs, it can be expected that a sizeable proporiion of
recipients will nevertheless require government-created jobs.

» Targeting Younger Mothers. Finally, the third challenge is providing effective
JOBS services and community service slots for younger members of the caseload
{e.g., those under age 25). This targeting strategy is virtually certain to make
implementation of time-limited welfare more complex. The goal of preventing
long-term dependency among the young is unquestionably critical to pursue. Yet
we need o recognize at the cutset three important issues if we begin by focusing
exclusively on this group.

First, it would likely require the greatest upfront investment, largely to the
exclusion, in the first few years, of services to other groups who we know can
benefit substantially from JOBS. Second, we know little about effective services
for this population. The research evidence is mixed and difficult to draw firm
canclusions from. On the one hand, we have few examples of programs of
proven effectiveness in serving younger mothers with very young children {under
age 3), and no programs with a track record of success with the most
disadvantaged younger mothers -~ those who are high school dropouts. On the
other hand, there is clear evidence supgesting that Riverside’s approach succeeded
with a broader group of younger mothers with children age 3 and above. Hence,
there is limited guidance on what works overall for this population. The thisd
key issue in focusing on this group relates to their ability to secure a community
service slotr it is unclear how the younger moethers who were unable to find
regular jobs before the end of the two-year time limit will fare in the selection and
hiring process for community service jobs after the two-year dme limit, By
definition, they will often be the Jeast employable and most dlsadvantaged ~ and
therefore especzaily vulnerable o the tough demands and sanctioning rules in
many of the proposals being considered.

Taken separately each of these three challenges is enormous in its own right and would
take several years to accomplish. However, for timeimited welfare to work, at least the first
two challenges -~ creating community service positions and significantly improving the JOBS
program - must be met simultaneously. Taken together, serious questions of {easibility must
be raised: s it reasonable to expect local weliare agencies across the couniry to be able to
successfully undertake two major reform efforts at the same time? Many would argue that
developing the community service jobs will require the full attention of welfare agencies, and
that as a result, efforts to improve JOBS will suffer, pulting even greater pressures on the
communily service component. Finally, given the enormity of these two tasks, a plan {0 phase-in
those subject 1o the time limit seems only prudent, but one might not want to begin with an
exctusive focus on the younger members of the caseload. :

Other alternatives, or combinations of them, may offer more realistic approaches to
implementing time [imils, phasing-in the enormous burdens on welfare agencies, and
maximizing (he opportunities for early success which could be built upon, These alternatives
recognize and attempt to address the magnitude of institutional change required, the basic
questions of feasibility, the knowledge we have, and the informatien we lack. Each of them also
assurmes a world of time-limited welfare followed by work.



. "Lead communities.” The first option might be to select a number of “lead
communities” across the country to implement time limits. These locations would
have to be operating, or committed to making swifl changes in order to operate,
high performance, effective JOBS programs, followed by community service.
Their experiences and lessons could be used by other locations for subsequent,
large-scale implementation.

» "OBS-First." The second option might be to ensure, as much as possible, that the
front-end is in place and working well before the back-end starts up. Under this
option, State JOBS programs would be fully funded to gnable them to provide
services to — and enforce a participation requirement on - their fudl mandatory
caseloads, and they would be required to adapt and adopt employment strategies
of proven effectiveness. By a date certain -- or earlier, if they reached a certain
threshold — the time limits could be phasad in for different segments of the
caseload.

- Broad-based targeting during phase-in. There is a very strong intellectual and
social policy rationale for focusing on young mothers at the outset, Howaever, this
must be balanced against the likely realities of real-world implementation. Given
the importance of having a strong foundation on which success can be built, it
may be wise to consider beginning with a broadly targeted phase-in strategy that
does not focus exclusively on young, single mothers, for two main reasons. First,
a broad-based approach will provide an opportunity to learn ways to address the
different issues that are likely to confront the younger mothers and other
segments of the caseload. This experience may be especially important for the
comumunity service component.  Second, placing a broad range of welfare
recipients in community service jobs, and not only the younger group, may be a
smart strategy to secure success in the short-term. Beginning exclusively with
younger mothers — whao, as noted above, are likely to have the youngest children,
the ieast work history, the greatest barriers, and be the least employable — runs
a serious risk of alienating the agencies providing the community service slots,
Gradualiy bringing in the younger population, mixed with cthers who confront
fewer barriers, may be a wiser route to achieving the same social policy gosl.

. Leaming what works for the most disadvantaged vouneer mothers. Regardiess

of the phase-in plan, it seems critical to learn as soon as possible what works for
the most disadvantaged younger mothers — high school dropouts — as well a3
those with very young children so that, when turning to this populstion, JOBS
programs will have clearer guidance where very little currently exists.

Importantly, these options would not radically alter the time frames presented in various
proposals, Early on, most of these optiens could well capture the potential synergistic
inleractions mentioned earlier — that is, among the message of two-year limits, the enhanced
EITC, enhanced child support enforcement, and possibly national health care. (We have seen,
for example, that already the messapge of time limits, even before passage, s affecting the
behavior of welfare administrators and recipients.}) The alternatives would alse give state and
local welfare agencies a reasonable, ordered plan and timeframe {or implementing massive
change, one major reform at a time, and it would allow for thoughtful mid-Course assessments
and adjustments.



The Overall GAIN Results

[ would like to turn to the evidence we now have to support my summary statements
about California’s GAIN program and Riverside County’s results. These resulls have not been
presented to your subcomnmittee before today. [ would like to point to several key findings that
I will briefly summarize here. T will address the overall findings, and then turn to the
exceptional ones. .

First, the three-year findings provide convincing evidence that welfare employment
programs for single mothers offering a combination of job search, education, and skills training
¢an increase the earnings of weliare recipients and save government tax doliars at the same time.
Over the six counties, avarage eamings for those enrolled in GAIN compared to a control group
were 22 percent higher, and welfare payments were 6 percent lower. In all counties, the impact
or earnings grew or held steady in each of the three years of follow-up in spite of deteriorating
economic conditions, and we believe they will continue to grow or held steady into — and in
some cases, perhaps beyond - the fourth year,

Second, different counties experienced success with some of the most disadvantaged
segments of the welfare population, although not all counties succeeded with all groups. For
example, for long-term recipients {(who had not fared well in prior programs), three counties
realized sizeable three-year impacts and four had significant levels of welfare savings. Alameda
County, where the City of Oakland is located, served largely innerity, long-term recipients, and
raised their earnings by 30 percent. Similarly, for those with low levels of literacy, three counties
had substantial earnings increases, and five recorded welfare savings.

X Third, welfare recipients were financially better off as a result of GAIN in nearly all of
the counties. Five of the six counties recorded reductions in poverty, Such statements could not
be made about most welfare employment programs of the 1980s, where recipients typically
ended up about even. Further, in spite of significantly higher costs than the simpler programs
of the 1980s, the GAIN progrant in two counties proved to be cost-efiective for the government
as viewed from a strictly fiscal perspective; one additional county broke even. This evidence
shiows that it can be wiser — for budgetary reasons alone - for the government o operate than
not operate this program. This is an unusually stringent test to apply to any government
program,

Fourth, wellare recipients themselves by and large viewed the program positively, When
“asked about GAIN two-to-three years after enrollment, two-thirds of recipients thought that a
mangdate to participate in the program was a good or a very good idea; three-fourths did not
agree with the statement that "making welfare mothers work if they don’t want to is bad for
their children.” Two-thirds rated their lives better or much better than it was two years earlier,
and just over two-thirds would strongly encourage a friend to enroll in the program. These
findings are important in part because they can help to correct misimpressions of the welfare
population, and in part because they indicate, in some counties, effects directly attributable to
the GAIN program. .

Finally, the general findings also show that welfare employment programs alone are not
going to end the need for welfare or greatly reduce poverty. While over the three years GAIN
corsisiently increased the proportion of those working and reduced the proportion on welfare,



only about 40 percent had a job at any point during in the third year, and over half (55 percent}
were on welfare at then end of the third year. Perhaps more concerning, even though GAIN
reduced the rate of poverty in the third year, just a fifth of those studied had incomes above the
federal poverty level.

Riverside’s Results

As you know, the findings from the first two years of follow.up cdlearly identified
Riverside as an early leader and superior performer lo walch carefully over a longer period of
time. Would their impacts hold up, espacially for the more disadvantaged and the longer-term
welfare population? How would recipients view their lives two or three years after enrollment?
Would Riverside’s approach benefit recipients or be cost-effective for the government? And,
finally, What is the final assessment of the Riverside approach, and is it replicable? I'd like
briefly to summarize for you the answers to the first three questions and then turn to the Jast
one at more length,

The threa-year results confirm that Riverside is the most successful large-scala welfare-to-
work program that has been rigorously studied to date. We knew from previous reports that
it substantially inceeased earnings and saved welfare dollars. We now know that Riverside also
returned nearly $3 for every net dollar the government invested. It did so in part by increasing
recipients’ earned income by nearly 50 percent over three years (compared to a control group),
int part by producing a 17 percent rate of welfare savings over the same period, and in part by
operating the lowest-cost program of the six counties (but one that was, at a nel cost of about
$1,600 per enrollee, natably higher than the mandatory welfare-to-work programs MDRC has
studied in the past decade). Further, the analysis showed that both welfare recipients and the
larger society ended up substantially ahead. Riverside alone had a significantly positive impact
on the proportion of erwollees who rated their life as a whole better than it had been two years
prior, in comparison to the control group.

Riverside succeeded with nearly all segments of the mandatory caseload, including very
long-term recipients who had been on welfare continuously for at least six yvears, those with low
Hteracy skills, single mothers with preschool children ages 3-5, and nearly all ethnic groups. It
also succeaded with the less disadvantaged, such as new applicants and short-term recipients,
Indeed, as the report authors note, it is both the magnilude and the consistency of Riverside’s
impacts that stand cul.

Riverside’s approach, however successful, is nonetheless not a panacea for ending welfare
dependency or substantially reducing poverty. Nearly half of the GAIN particzlpants were o1
weifare af: zhe end ef twa years after emollmg in the program.
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DS, g d more than half did m::t work at all in the third year. And while R&%r&aée
produced a statistically significant reduction in poverty among its enrollees in the third year
(19.4 percent for the enrollees vs. 15.7 percent for the control group), four-fiithis of the Riverside
enroliees had incomes below the poverty level {in the third year).
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Riverside’s Anproach

What, then, is the "Riverside approach?* In many ways, it is both simpler and more
complex than is widely appreciated or understood, and across many program dimensions,

Above all, Riverside staif repeatedly and consistently relayed two messages 1o recipients
and built their services, staffing, and management systems around reinforcing and supperting
these messages at all levels throughout the organization and within other agencies with whom

they worked.
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Employment.  Riverside emphasized that the goal of the program was
employment in any job, even a low-wage job. This message was conveyed
positively — focusing on the value of work not only monetarily but in terms of the
enhanced self-esteem derived from waorking, and the guiding role model a
working parent provided her children. Better jobs, in this message, could be
gotten after success on the first job, when there was a resume and work history
to build on.

It is notable that this message was clearly “heard” by their enrollees: two to three
years after enrolied in GAIN, over half of them (52 percent) strongly agread with
the statement that, "Even a low-wage job is better than being on welfare™ — a
significantly greater percentage than those in the control group who strongly
agreed with the statement (43 percent). I is also reflected in the fact that the
average wages of those Riverside enrollees who worked were, at $5.79 an hour,
well above the minimum wage but somewhat lower than those in the control
group who worked (and who earned, on average, $6.20 per hour}.

Riverside also went well beyond the "message” and put in place staffing patterms
and management systems and procedures 10 support the message. Job developers
spoke at strategic group sessions with clients; they established close finkages with
employers and employer organizations; and they found jobs for people. Case
managers, called “Employment Service Counselors,” were expected to meet
monthly job placement and other standards that served as the basis for salary
increases and promaotions. Supervisors and regional office managers had similar
expectations. The entire office staff, from clerks to the GAIN director, sought out
jobs leads and reported them to staff and clients, The culture in the GAIN offices
was extraordinarily employment-focused.

In spite of this focus, however, Riverside was far from a job-search-only program.
Owerall, it had nearly equal levels of participation in education and training
services and job search. But it did not place a high premium on post-secondary
education or simply attending education programs. Progress had to be made, and
this was reinforced in two ways: Riverside largely paid education agencies for
actual education gaing of its recipients, and recipients were pulled out of basic
education classes if they were not making progress. Where did they go? ...to job
search.



. Participation. The second message was that, in return for welfare benefits and
GAIN services, enrollees were expected to participate in good faith, and were
more readily sanctioned than in most other counties. Extensive reporting
monitoring systems were established with oulside agencies providing GAIN
services -~ weekly reporting in most cases, daily in some. Quick action was taken
to contact absent recipients to determine the nature of their problem and to assess
its seriousness and validity.

But Riverside’s was not what one might call a "punitive program.” Although
about a third of the enrellees received some form of verbal or written warning,
about half were excused at least temporarily from classes for reasons staff thought
were legitimate, and just over one in 20 actualiy had their grant reduced.
Although this is somewhat higher than most of the other GAIN counties, it is a
lower rate than many other programs that have been studied. Further, over
threefifths of the enrollees said they'd strongly recommend the program 6 a
friend. Together, these findings do not suggest that Riverside established a
threatening or oppressive atmosphere.

* Saturation. In addition to these two messages, an additional factor was judged
to be critical to Riverside’s success: Riverside had enough resources to serve its
entite mandatory population. Part of this was due to their management practices
and strategies, and part due to the attention paid to cost, but the bottomline is
that they served everyone targeted for services and did not choose to serve the
most advantaged. While this was true of other counties in the GAIN study, only
Riverside saturated its caseload and both delivered and implemented the two key
messages on employment and participation. '

Other counties enjoyed successes with certain key groups from which lessons might be
learned: Alameda (OQakland) had sizeable earnings impacts (although no welfare savings) for
the more literate segment of its long-term caseload, for whom they provided post-secondary
education and training; San Diego had both sizeable earnings increases and welfare savings for
the same group; Butte had both large earnings increases and welfare savings for the less literate
portion of its caseload. But Riverside alone produced both earnings impacts and welfare savings
for these and most other key subgroups.

The Imphications of Riverside for Time-Lirmited Welfare

The sobering results from Riverside suggest that, even under the mest successful
program, a large number of public jobs will be needed. But the success of Riverside clearly sets
a standard of performance and a challenge to JOBS programs across the country, Two main
questions arise: Can Riverside's management practices and services strategies be successfully
replicated or adapted in other locales, where the characteristics of the welfare population and
tabor market are considerably different? If they can be adopted, will they achieve the same level
of success?

Although the GAIN report concludes that neither Riverside’s job market nor is
population were the driving factors in ils success, it is not certain that its approach, if
implemented elsewhere, would have the same impacts, particularly in farge, urban, inner-ity



areas with high concenirations of poverty and limiled numbers of jobs, yet where a large
proportion of the national welfare caseload resides. Regardless, adapting Riverside’s approach
would seem to carry very limited risks for JOBS programs and welfare recipients — in part
because there is no evidence that other approaches have worked betler in other areas, in part
because it carries the promise of substantial success, and in part because nothing in Riverside’s
approach seems particularly counterintuitive, out-ni-the-ordinary, or magical. Attempts to
replicate or adapt Riverside’s approach may represent, at worst, a "dono-harm” approach. At
best, it may transform welfare employment programs and bring about high levels of JOBS
Program success to a national scale.

Finally, in the context of time limils followed by mandatory government-created work,
Riverside’s strong, upfront employment-oriented approach seems to be a logical corollary and
necessary precondition. The clear challenge to federal and state policymakers is to provide to
local welfare offices the incentives, technical assistance, and training that can enable them to
undertake the transformation, adaption and replication, -



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: August 9, 1994

For further infoermation:;

Daphne Kwok, Organization of Chinese Americans: | 202-223-5500
Matthew Finucane, Asian Pacitic American Labor Alfiance: 202-342-1263
Phil Tajitsu Nash, Nationaf Asian Pacific American Legal Consortium:  202-296-2300
Karen Narasaki, Japanese American Citizens League: 202-223-1240

APA GROUPS VOICE CONCERNS OVER ADMINISTRATION'S WELFARE REFORM FINANCING
PROPOSAL

Washington, DC - As the House Ways and Means Subcommiitee on Human Resources held heanngs on
welfare reform financing, the Organization of Chinese Americans (OCA), the Asian Pacific American Labor
Allance (APALA}, the National Asian Pacific American Legal Conseortium (NAPALC) and the Japanese
Amertcan Cifizens League (JACL) today reilerated their congerns aver President Clinten's proposal to

finance nearty haif of its $8.3 billion, B-year welfare reform package by denying aid to Jegal immigrants. e

The Administrations’ proposal will adversely affect a significant percentage of the Asian Pacific American
{APA} community, as i will exiend “deeming” in the Supplemental Securily Income (88)), Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFOC) and Food Stamps programs to five years, or, for some immigrants, until
citizenship. “Deeming” means that the income and rescurces of an immigrant's sponsor is considered
availabls to the immigrant, whether or not the sponsoer aoluglly can suppoert the immigrant.

Neoting that the Clintan plan is more moderaie than the Republican proposal that would deny almost ali
governrment assistance toe alf immigrants, Ms. Karen MNarasaki, Washinginn Represantative for JAGL,
commeanted, "It is extremeiy unfair (o large! legal immugranis as a source of funding for welfare reform by
denying tham ceriain benefits, especiaily sincs non-refunee inynigrants use publio assistance ess than the
general popuiation.”

Ms. Daphne Kwok, Executive Direcior of OCA, pointsd out that the Administration proposal will underming
family reunification. and remarked, “Having 1o consiantly worry about the threal of iob 1088, diness or
accidents, for themselves and for the family mambers they have heiged reumie in this country, only wil
impair immigrants’ efforts te be successtul in this country”

“In fact,” stated Mr. Phit Nash, £xecutive Dirgctor of NARPALC, “these same legal immigranis who will not be
gligible for assistance will be paying taxes (o the federal government when they work”

For those immigrants whose sponsars have above the median U.S family income (838,800}, regardiess of
rnumber of family members, deeming wili be exignded untl citizenship. This aspect of tha proposal ignores
the fact that many immigrant households are made up of exiendsad {amilies and have 3 larger than aversys
number of family members warking. “The probiem with the whole propasai s that R fegitimizes going afler
legal immigrants as a revenue source, This only will make it easier for the consarvative Regublicans ang
others who are engaging in a vendetia against immigrants,” said Mr. Mathew Finucane, Executive Director
of APALA,

Exiending deeming until citizenship also will be particularly hard for sidedy immigrants who must lsam
English to pass the naturalization exam. "The fact that about 5 millioa adults nationwide are on wailing lists
for English as a Second Language (ESL) classes coupled with the difficully of someons in hisfher 805 o
tearn a second language, makes it almost impossibie for eidedy immigrants (o became citizens,” slgted Ms,
Kwok.
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NEWS RELEASE

BERERE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES

I
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE | FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, CONTACT:
August 9, 1994 Susan Seladones

Liz Dechert
Rosa Wright
202-624-5400

OHIO STATE REPRESENTATIVE JANE CAMPBELL TESTIFIES ON WELFARE REFORM BEFORE U.S
HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS SUBCOMMITTEE

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- Ohio State Representative Jane Campbell today testified
before the U.5. House Ways and Means Committee’s Human Resources Subcommittee.
Representative Campbell, speaking on.behalf of the National Conference of
State Legislatures {NCSL), discussed state perspectives on welfare reform.
State legislators recently approved a welfare reform policy at NCSL’s annual
meeting in New Orleans.

Representative Campbell is from Cleveland and represents the state’s 1llth
district. She serves as Majority Whip of the Ohio House and Vice Chair of
NCSL’s Human Services Committee. Representative Campbell will serve as NCSL
President from January 1995 through July 1995. She also is a member of the
State and Local Officials Welfare Reform Working Group.

Campbell applauded the Administration and the Ways and Means Committee for
addressing the welfare reform issue. She noted that the nation’s state
legislators are committed to working closely with Congress and the
Administration to craft a plan to provide education, tra1n1ng and emp]oyment
to welfare recipients, ensure that those who work can rise above the poverty
level and improve child support collections.

“Our welfare reform system was designed to support dependency - mostly of
widows and orphans,” Campbell said. "Now we are striving to create a new
system that promotes independence and stable family formation. This dramatic
policy change is long overdue.

"True welfare reform will only come in a partnership between the federal
government, states, localities, recipients and the private sector," Campbell
continued. "For state legislators, this means a new welfare reform po1icy we
can implement, that takes into account how state laws are enacted, that gives
states the flexibility to innovate and address local needs and that does not
shift costs to states.”

Campbell called for investment in family independence through mutual
responsibility between governments and welfare recipients. She said that
state legislators support the concept of an employability plan and personal
responsibility agreement. NCSL also supports meaningful sanctions for those
who do not comply but is concerned about sanctioning children for their
parents’ noncompliance.

-more-

Susan L. Seladones
Director of Public Aifairs
Tﬂ} 444 North Capitol Straet, N.W.
11 Washington, D.C. 20001
William T. Pound/Executive Director Phone: 202/624-5400
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. "In particular, we do not want to see Ffamilies broken up for economic ressons .

alone,” Campbell continued. "Poor children deserve the love and care of"a
parent if that parent is able. States must have the flexibility to design
employability nlans and personal responsibiiity agreements.” -

Campbell emphasized the importance of support services and said that "health
care and child care are both vital components of welfare reform." She also
said welfare reform should include transportation assistance and adequate
funding for work expenses such as uriforms and tools.

"State legislators believe that recipients who play by the rules and leave
public assistance - and low income families struggling Lo make ends mesl -
should not be worse off than these on welfare,” Campbell said.

Campbell said state Jegislators support a nationwide campaign to prevent out
of wedlock births and support efforts to assist teen parents to complete high
school or receive a"GED. State legislators also support the proposal to
target federal welfare reform on teen parents initiaily before they become
dependent on public assistance.

Campbell said financing of welfare reform remained 2 major issue for state
Tegisiators. ,

"State legislators are extremely concerned, however, about federal financing
of welfare reform and strongly oppose cost-shifts such as unfunded mandates
and capping open-ended entitlements,” Campbell said., "State legislators
support the use of Tess prescriptive fumding sources such as block grants.

Campbell also said that state legislators were opposed to proposals to finance
welfare reform through elimination of benefits to legal immigrants.

"Since the federal government has sole jU?%séictien over immigraticn policy,
the federal governament must bear the responsibility to serve the immigrants
that it allows to enter states and localities,” Campbell continued.

Campbell satd that state legislators strongly believe that the federal waiver
precess for welfare reform should be reevaluated and that states need
flexibility for further innovation.

"State Jegislators believe that optiens are preferable to waiver authority,”
Campbell said. “Statz legislators should have the option of choosing
potential policy initiatives as amendments to their state plans,

"However, too often legislators are not consulted about the federal waiver
requests that-require-changes- in-state-laws," Campbell - noted. “Where
applicable, waivers should not be granted until there is passage of state
Taws.,"”
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Campbell noted that state legislators have created sarly paternity
establishment mechanisms, deadbeal parent pusiers, professional ticenss
withholding and other creative ways to improve ¢hild support collections.
NCSL firmly believes that improved child support ca¥?ectiens will reduce the
need for welfare.

Campbell 'said state legislators oppose federal preemption of interstate child
suppert enforcement praceduras and are concerned about the costi of new
automated systems.

“He reiterate our concern that as states update their child support
legisiation, technical assistance is needed fo aid states as they come into
compliiance with federal goals," Campbell said.

NCSL represents the legislators and staffs of the nation’s 50 states, its
commonwealths and territories.
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