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Backing seen for welfare reform bill

By AMY HINARD Wednepday morning. religious

wae . Co-sponsors reportedly include Democrats B st s

xomgi.»ﬁ&onnow ?3%»&.Qx_ﬁu#nao«ﬁzw»a?
members of Wb ocees M the Buwtter, chairmen of the Sen- But, bx ekic, there will bs & Suppors collection procedures; v« 1t°s K 10 have more kids bacause  Tehensidie”™ xnd counterproduc-
Lagisisture are cogponsors of  Ata Committes on Health, Humsn  vole Om the messare in the As  Quire AFDC recipients to partich  he taxpayers will take care of Wve

Sev. Tommy G. Thompeon's new  Services aud Aging. which held & sembly one way 6r ancther, o  pateln Programs betore gel-  you * Gurd said,

waltare a&wzu propomal. ensur- beartug ou the leglisiation ther Mz the Dl 1tself or on a  Ung s %anunw" and pay bene ¥ o ; b Jaﬂavﬂﬁ eﬂw« z-cuﬂu% Or-

ing the messre's the Wednesday, sald her committer motion to pull if from committee,  1ith based on the aumber of hours O e fhn ot T e g
‘8 suppoctery sald Wadnesdsy,  would advance the blll next  “Either way wei) find out who ¢f required JIOBS programing uti- QSQ_MS&VNMM & o"oua (DM Mm.: ¥ s %Ecv 1 flle ._._ s
Sen. Carol A. Buettner (11-Osh-  oek. 2upports wellare reform,” he Hied. Mw“m ﬁwﬁxa unu..ﬂ.«w?awﬂ Wﬁwﬂm viston in ﬂ_wﬂa ymﬂa_ﬂunmﬂa-“-m ﬂ,ﬁ

¥iah) #néd Rep. lohn G. Gard It could come to a vote tn the  sald In testimony before the cOm-  nore children deliverately 1o get 16w,

(H-Peshtlgo) sald 35 qembery of  Senate Ixte this month o sarly in Thompeon's Jatest packags of  miliee, advocsles of the pACKRE®  mpe PRAY,

the 98-member Aspemdly - in-  March. sbesid. welfare reforms initlatives {n.  sadd the D1 s designed 10 enooriy- That provigion woeld sbolizh

luding vight Democests — have  Gard wfmitted that with Dem-  cludes maasures that would: cap  #ge responsible Darenting kag 5he noled that Misstasippt M8 o "prpetics of Increasing benefit

sgreed 1o coaponsor 1he mes-  ocraix 1o charge of ihe Amem- Ald to Famities With Dependent  seifosulfichncy. i lergest sversge AFDC famlly  ouomonty to AFDC recipients

syure, a5 bve 19 members —  Biy's schadule, getting the bill o Ohlidren progesm Denelits with tncreasing AFDC demefits with . S8t #nd the lowest Densfite O i the Bish of sach sdditions!

Inciuding two Demucrsts — of & vOte In LNt BOGRS Pases 8 chal- 1O increases for additional chil-  the Birth of saditional chlidren 10V i€l the aation. child. New Jersey is the only

W2 23-member Senste, isnge. drenl gt in place tougher child  “sends the wrong messege that Puring & pullic hesring  stale with this Rem.
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welfare savmgs j

$285 million over five years

By Joif Mayers
State govenment reporier .

Gov. Tommy Thompsoty” s iatest wellare
proposal — which includes a controversial
“{arpily cap” — would zave $235 million in

federal and stale taxpayer dollars over

five years

“ten't that amazing?” asked Thtm‘lpson.
whe released the administration's esti-
mates on the eve of the propogal's initia)
egisiative hearing.

“T was quite shocked” by the total sav.
ings in several welfare programs, Thomp-
son 4aid. He called the savings estimates,
to be announced today by the Departiment
of Health and Sccial Services, "very con-
servalive”

Thompson's family cap proposal, to be
reviewed by the stale Senate’s walfare
committee this morning, would mean o
additionsl cash payments for welfare ro-
cipients who have more children. It alse
would mean 4 mandatory job search for
& applicaais belore receiving their first
welfare check, benefit payments based on
the thwme put in at work, and zmmse&
child support enforcement.

Thampson's election-year proposal alms
o drive down the pumber of wellare ye-
cipleniy sven more. The state’s December
head-of-bousehold rolls pumbered 77400
- the lowest in 14 years,

The estimated savings of Thompson's
plan, while significant, represent only
about 4.4 percent of the five-year $5.4 bil-
fion estimated sll-fumnds cost of an array of
federal and state programs that help poor
single-mother families, said state welfare
Secretary Gerald Whithurn, The savings,
however, included the projected annual
$2.3 miflion stari-up costs,
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{:urrenﬁy, B wellare micther with one\

‘“child gets $440 8 month in federal-state

Aid to Families with Dependent Children f
phus food stamps, wholly federally funded. .
The AFDC payment grows higher Ier each
additional child,

Thormpson and & blpartisan gmup of
sup that welfare mothers
shouldo't be “rownrded” for having chil !
dren becanse thatl's not the way it works in
the *real world.” But ¢ritics say Thompson
and other politicians are engaging in elec-
tion-year welfare-bashing & get votes, -

In addition, the prepared testimony of 8
National (rganiuation for Women officlal
warns that such “child | exclusion pro-
gramg” o ingimminﬁewlmm&
i‘;efzrgia with federal government approv
- “raises significant legal issues that m
Lagistatare would de irresponsible o ip.
nore.” The New Jersey program. aaid by -
Whithurn to bt auccessful in s early’
going, iz being challenged in the courts

Deborah Ellis, legal director of the

NOW Legal Defense and ¥ducation Fund,
aiss said is her prepared testimony that
“incremental benefH inereases do not ‘re-
ward’ recipients Ind instead are necessary
to assist {amiiies and children living at

basic zubsistence levels” i

But the administration sticks by the
coaetusion that & family cap beginning in
1395 would drive down the number of
births to welfare mothers by at least § per-
cent ~ less than the experience in New
Jersey. About 13,000 babies were born to

welfare mothers in 1883, the administra*

tion says.

Savings in that category alone would |

state dollars over five years, the adminis
tration esiimates.

“amount to $14LT million in federal and
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must be bolder, state official says

By DAVE DALEY
AT Mt e

Madison, Wis, — Gerald

Whitburs, the point man for
Gov. Tommy . Thompson's
weifare initistives. knocks Presi
dent Clintan's proposed reforms
as lacking boidness and {or avt
moving revipi- .
enis off the
‘weifare  dole
g e ickiy
snough.
4 Whithurn,
who‘?s [Tt l
1ary of the sa1e
Health and So.
gial’” Services
Depatimen?
Ras shepherded
Thempson's
wellsre reform indtiatives the
past four yeass, says Clinton

. 2 B for efiors, but 2 D for perfor-

mance. _
“The reality facing the presi
deat 15 thor he's brought wery
Aigh expecistions to end welfare
as we know it - aud this plan
‘ecomes up shert,” Whitburn s33d.
. Whithurn serves on Peg e
tional welfare reform groups and
Bas discussed key etements of the
Clinton plan with top adminis
tntion oificials in recent woeks.
. The core of the i 1o end
welfare cash ity after two

- e g otucial element o
;gﬁ:m‘hns the welfsre cycle tiat
bas prmerution sfier generstion
of famiiies dependent on the
_weelfare dole, Whithurn seys.
" But Be says that good sart i
gamadmgty fpped apart with
uge oles: Only teney
bora i ??zariawwf!&be
required 1o got off weifare in two

=rOniy oneahird of recipients
sré covered,” Whitburn com.
plained. “You don’t end welfare
*a3 we know if by ¢xcluding rwo-
third of the cases. Asd even by
the year 2004, under the Clinton
plap 4% of the casex are still
&xempl”
. Thempson's Work Not Wel.
fare program. hus biggen welfare
satdtive. 3lsc intends 1o end
sl bonehits for welfyme terip-
eare afler two vears. It wdil B
lainched gn an experimenty) ba.

gig in 10 countics starting next
Japuary. :
Trompson has not said
whether he plans 10 expand the
rogram 16 include evervbody,
gvl he is facing 1 1999 deadiine
for replacing the entire weifare
system with tortething new. The
deadtine was inciuded in 3 Dem-
ocrativ-sponsarsd weifare reform
Féztn signed by Thompstn last

SUDEIOTEY WoaR

Whitbum 2i30 says the provis

sions iry Clinton's plagn requinng
welfars recipients to find work
gfier 1w years are e ogse.
T Thompson's Work Not Wel
fare provides secipients with a
government job a0Lr 1wo years
exly a8 2 {ast res0TL, Bt 3avs,

Buat the Clinton plan allows 2
whole range of jobs for those
usualie 1o Gnd one after (wg
years: subsidized private sector
angd not-for-profit jobs, positions
in public seetor agenciss, com.
munity service project jobs such
as health aides in clinics in un-
der-served communities, and-
even financial incentives for em.
ployers 1o hire welfare recipiems,

“I1 really doesn't ensute that
welfare ends,” Whithurn said. ~1f
recipients osim they can't ind 3
j&.t&zyzm%‘?n 8 job. It goos
en and o work program
sever ends. And it becomes an-
other form of handout if the
eption is to continue O and on."

Whitbumn says Thompson de-
serves oredit for 8 3ood share of |
the concepts embodied in Clin
won's maior anempt 1o refern
the nation's uhwizidy, curdated
welfare svsiem, ‘

“Tommy Thempson's wacks
are gfl over this,” Whitburn said, |

“There 15 a9t &Ny guestion |
tha1 Thompson adminisiratien
initatives sver the last haifdos.
en years have served 3 2 catalyst
for much of the plan.” he says, -

The Clinten propasal will zf.
low states 10 Laperimienl with
reforms such as Thompion's
Learnfare infiative. .

Thompson's st welfare po =
form, Lesrnlare, was launched in-
19RE, It docks the checks of wel.
fare farmilies whose Xids skip toc
much schoel, s

cw

Too little, too slow ¢ v

Clinton’s welfare reform initiative

[ 18]
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Wisconsin’s

BIG CHEESE

-

Can Gov. Tommy Thompson
ride welfare reform into the
White House?

BY ROCERS WORTUDIGTON * Puoros BY STve Raaax

T 13 KIS THIKD SPEECH OF THE DAY, AND ToMMy THOMP-
son is in high gear. "Look at New York City,” be tells
# ballroum full of velerans, their overseas caps sag-
ging with medals,
*Have you ever seen anyona wmile in New York
City?” A fow shake their heads, "And Washipgton D.C.~Disney-
land Baste-you con't walk out on the straets for fear of bein’
mugged.” ' |
" Ab, but Wisconsin. . .. He easeq deeper into his booster mode,
. ticking off ane recent Wisconsin glory after another. They range
from Isury’s decision to build trucks ot GMe Jugesville plant to
the Badgers Roga Bowl victory, Ansther woek and he could have
added Dan Jansen’s Olympic gold medal, a3 if preordained by
the heavens.
*LeVs face it,” he says, using a stock fine that by now his
staffers can lip-syne. “It's hard to be hurble when you're from Thompson in the

GQovernor's
Wisconsin.” Conteronoe Room:
A con-du
The vets love it A few minutes later they give him s standing ~ wonwervative.

{Continued on page 10}
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Thompsan

Continued

avation, He browdly, knwing
ity mot jugk for the wprech, which is
this weck’s boilerpiate Yaosterism
with & few vata Encts thrown {n. 1t
for him, Tommy, the smull-town,
can-do conservative Bor Blroy Wis.
who tajky the talk, waike the wallk,
works hard, doesn’t raise texes end
is now the sisté'y 1onpertaarving
w{ismtiy mont popuiar garernet,
peised to run Bor an un tad
nird term in ﬁmxw
Thompaon is ¢ men of subtis con-
trodictiang, He's s consarertive whe
considers hiznsnif « populist 8 Re-
publices who is compared o leng.
dtp:mé Dh?zmm* A mum}é
itieian who af mast nap
I:d is T-yenr yolitioal um
undem:t!mam Ha baw » stron
drive for aelf«imymmnut an
statesmandike urbanity, yet ke
clings to kis reots in Blroy (pep.
1,5531 a8 thowgh it were the mother
isde of good politienl fortune.
I{ezummw &wsﬁl%m

m&itmt&em&h&i&
géyﬁ}gﬁ%x&%m
78 $ ¥ mm&iﬁw

mvum&rm
mostof his

tp cliseh, After s
adult werking life Sonewtl the capi-
to] dome in Madiwen, Timmy
Thempsen conid vary well be s mn.
didate for the nathon’s hiphest offion,
"Beeauss he han vonde s nume for
himsell. Thompyon te oow'of & num-
b of guys ontthmnhsbmbh
tadens serionxdy if he decdes 26 run,”
eurs Lyn Nefriger, o commsrvative
Republicns political consuitant in
Weihington, DL,
Hs made that nams by baing &
weifaes relortner and, 2 lensar u-

frmer, He pashied throagh the
* zu-
tionw Sesd privats-schoe choies

Ea mr% recently ba has put
ﬁm  gehoa] spprentaehip-to.

& progessn for studants who an
mtm ege-dound.

But weilare rtﬂ:m—muﬁng wel-
are “rnopw like the el world™—huy
been his madn foruy. Mo sooner hed
he takan offtos ia JU87 than be
began euting benefits end soeking
wnsvers Brom federal raled poverning
ks of weliies hunde. Flrst, by -
wasi the stata's “Warks

wiich fook matm&&w

”W‘zﬁ’&ﬁ%ﬁhﬂzm

Fulied 1o attend school regqulatly.
Neay cwrpe “Bridefare.” Set @

begmanuly.:tlttp:kﬁE X
ﬂ-

thet pims to remove any

Livew that prevens young ceupies
from misrrying, seaking work or com-

pleting xehool, The program would

Rogers Worthington is 5 Trbune
nmmwm?mmﬁ
wankae. Steoe Kagun i ¢ freelone
photographer, =

10§ Cxigosn THAUNR MaGaEing
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Mp, Werk Bthie: Thompson tenda 1o some pagerwork {(and o shansaburgar)
during & short Hight to Necodah Tor a county suptrvisor's retirement party.

Alws o begin b July » Thomp-
son'y two-tiny welinre experiment,
which iv aised #¢ reducing the oum.
ber of prople who are belioved to
Toms to frons Tiineds and
obher states for itx AFDC (A5
Yor Pependent 1) benefits.
New sreivals woidd contimue to 7o
exivg thy beneht levele of thelr state
of artgin Tor dx months,

Finally, there is Work Not Welfars,
& twowounty pilot project to begin
mext January, [t will taguire new
AFTK revipients io work st private
sectar joby or bradn R werk within 30
dayn of applving, Aitbam faed
aznpe and ol com would contipue
Bor wn wdditionyal year afl cash benefts
wonld end alter tey & requires
esent eritics hwve <alled draconian.

*T want to go ta the shambers of
comoeree #nd the menafacturing
assocition and eng, We went you Ly
bire wo any people off AFDC and
give thers s chanon | may ghve them
2 tax cradit 1o do thet. But I den't
wRnt e gek up whet Clintory
s2¢ talking sbout, which is
Banch of goerrniant jobe, another
form of weifare.”

How gosd Thompron Tooks in
1596, when Republicarns select their
pationn) candidates, may well de-
gmead et how *slive™ b can keep hiz

ux & willurs reformer,

b expects to be in the fore.
front, he will need to continua to ag-
gfmwiymmamdu hu

tiatives,” says Robert
w&&g&wm&ﬁn&gmﬂ-
Sy Heritage Foandati

Jumt ns e fonis Dy st cutds his

improvgive (090 vidory o058 parmnt

-'iu a

iy Nowernber tobe phentin
1996, he reunk pow oudde 2is own
weifare refamns. He must b an-
oiher goantaln. His advantoge is
thet Wiscorin [y the ondy tiate that
has outlawad the vurrent wellsre
system b}' 1999. The siate must da-
facement. So, at sgw 42,
wmpsan s thrust into the
odd pcsitirm of hnving e compute
against himsel,

ey THOMPBON CaME TG
wpifary refieres ax vatured-
iy 5 » bee T & fipaning
Bowsr. Working hard was
sumething be in
Tieoy a3 his father's ghore,
“Alien {Thompaon] wis from the
oid sehonl. Ha believed that Tommy
#nd the other two bays aheld pull
thely zwn waight,” says Tilmar
Foalioraan, & ratived postal worker
and Elroy's wwiticial historign,
Elray is an undistinguished Bittle
towp torthwest of the Wisconsin
Diedls in Junesy County. Thompsen
rew ub thers, opened ks law prae-
miﬁmmwmwﬂmm
sestion) and raised his thres chil-
drwss theees. Hin wife Sus Ann, & for-
mer gk, 8501 Uves and works thers
23 4 shosilandas
i jovel, srsodiates 527,
sineat to ¢ [xult Ax Us somewhat
iy, secceed oldent of four shiidren, bhe
femrrad moany of his basiz consarve
vy values arsd his senpe of loyaliv in

Firay fiam ks father, & Wﬁkm
Junenu Coanty board meminr and
fomm‘ schooitanchier as well s a

"!‘mmy prebably watthed bim in
action, :hwrcg s and mesting
peeple.” says Juliean Martin, the
governor’y only sister and Arsthern
of the fammidy "Ha wns oy the oonnty
road mi bridye committes. O Sun-

£

days we wonld go out &5 « family
and Iook ot puads”

AL 17 b wrvived a3 U Undversity
of Wizconsin in Madison, some 3%
miies 2 the seuth, 1% wes wall before
anti.war sentiment turned the st

B b b smetions) saaldves. Bui
it wan already & sehoel papudkr with
cut-ol-gtaty seadents, mm-% Mew
Yorkers. Whan he got there
oon paid b assumed he, like hu
mother, was & Democrol.

"Byt ot Madieon they ware oll so
Tibarsl that, beis’ the robeliions xort.
I sartof stood ap wnd aold, TH tike
tha eontrayy point of wew' Tdid &k
sote & dost o e é&‘zzm fromn the
mgiaﬁ%y on the ameng *

His eontrarinese 4id not wnd there,
hile atill in coliege, Ho want &
and X% congTLR:

sionad intemn. 15 was the peak of the
Kenned veupe, with Jack gt the
tuse and Bobby at Justie

md mac.h of young Americs snam:
ored of ther end the New Frontie:
:zﬁt of publis service they promot

Baot Thompgyon's sdmiration ws-
tor Baryy Goitdwster. 1t exme fiom
rending the Arizens Republican:
*Conpanncs of « Lormereative,™ b
whivh be found oy of kis fsther

" memail Ao consereative values.

So Tormeny Thompeon, x hailinsr
*0-Catholie kid from Wisoensin, be
came a Goldwaler conservstive, 8
orpanized the frat Undeersity of B6
eynrindiiadisen chapher in sugpers:
the senatar

Tt homs sahoan Win 28 yeara 1o mov
cloger to the conter.
d"}h‘a baoarne » little more pat{;‘r
differing points of view,” ays U.:
Rep. Thotmes Patri (R-Wis.}, =i
represents Thompaon's hemse di
triet. “Ho hos o muoch bronder co
{Continued sn page I
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Thampson
Continned

stitwancy wow, nnd he's Inmeﬁi i&t
venr the yours”

Back in 1386, no ane expeited a
cunsevestive S brivmph 59 governe
of g5 dovith € steds. Wircensin iy the
bisthplacy of the Progressive Party,
whote 1924 prosidential candidate
Robart Lo Poliotte woy the seconds
baxt shuwing by » thisd-parey candl
date this century: 18 peroent, (Foas
Ferot wan first af 19 poroent in 1902

When he ran for Thomp
son m;unmtfm{g fromm 14 yeure
23 » strdent. volatile Republican
floor lewder in the Assembly whe
championed tonservative Yants”
sitions on everything from abortion
to l:uto ?ﬂt‘ burlts, el

one of the capital eorrespondents
picked him as tht likely victerin the
1986 rave wgaingt one-term Uberal
Desocratic incumbernt Anteny Bard.

It wasr't the first time Thompwn
had been underestimated. AL age 24,
when ke graduated from taw schoo)
ond war eloction w the Asserbly, it
ey because the seven-terey incvise
bent from his horme district oent fuis.

583

saiculated how hard e would work

and want om 9 craise,

“Ho thought | wasmt sevivus ebat

running,” ssye Thompson,. whe

knocked on doors, deopped in st
wios, weddingy, church e
eampargned Goorio-Goot e

rounds of drinks during dujtiio vis.

ite 3o town bars,

L ovrteme Waeoow. |

#in Thomuwns

tatian restaom "m

reform, M

st home mar have
e &5 do wizh his nage ¢ ¥
the stade siat of the soonowmis

drumeof the Inte 13800, Theew have

e 367,000 new jobe crestad slice
Janasry 1387, campured 1o oot

gmafeﬁiy&&i?w r the previocs

mm&ti#wm%m

m:MWM%»
ﬁum’:&m ?m-;oéw )

s Janusry s Biwankes imﬁ

poll v Thomppan 2 75 ”yi:

pproval rating. &
svur his zmwm
m%ws uz
fate i
Yirginis-besed newsiettor, pinoed
Thompsen ﬁz&m%a&a‘a
governors in job
ﬁe&m;g&wq{&m
wmmwxﬁﬁ M
*
before at loaxt s Axif dutals gw
ings puch as the veterens

wmmmmm‘
and m&m&w:

I pecspnires. eapacsally of thom wiss'
bave heiped him along be way.

*All of goeernment stope if soee
ann N kaows heg died,” says Soott
Jenser, s Republican nmﬂ,{mm
ard a foramr Thompeon chef of
stadt. *1E doesn’t Mistrer how ftper.
tant ~he changes plany and pees o
the hnﬂniwuﬁa!befwsﬂ;

12§ Csicacs Trswana Rnpzt:n

Thompsan in his office with Mrs. Wisconsin, Janine Dougherty, and tamily,

Ta his luncheen and dinner speech-
€3, Thoespey sefdom fails te oention
¥y !ia tnakes nas of the wn’s
m«m;mawm
Y ok =i merroce e

® runmng with preryens
Othar tywes and gitles, if they are
saywhere it west eepirgd Wiacongin,
e routizanly deseribesd as “sobaba of

barkendet’s govrruey,
1 thoughs, Thagnn, that's not & bad
deseription,” says Art B2, the Avwon
Fress correspndent in Madi.

N
Politicad actentist Charles Joues

mwmmmxmm

tivn
ﬁm How pauch ons this
Xeow? * savy Jupen, 3 fore

%M&Wmsmﬁm
éwizm wmmmm
zmm

Some dave BResed ko w0 Eam
Trooses for Bie fuple snd direa
rososer. s sanin K the sivle
f thw frst Diwyor Daley sad i
ssnored wastery of the legialatiee

SuH others vay he'n Just & guy
from Hirey whe knsws bow to w
Hetedand Jeaves nothing to
Sy

e o
anderestimated or taking any
shances awxs November. Hin cam
paign chast aleendy holds well over

-2aeh uy hip

4% million. about what he tpent in
muﬁhehuﬂugmjafﬁmﬂ-

The Democrats are already cata-
Joging tha {nsues they may raise,
sacd a8, sucording to Common
Cavse, an un-"sconsin.lika rela-
tionahip between Thempren's cane-
ﬁmmm pablic paliey

1 spate of nepatists and illad-
viped Qspcintmma of cronies and
beral sugpoeters who bungied Bings
ot wers occused of misconduct,

¥ihere bave hekn SO embervassing
oty m’é&wt Tommy a:t;

tnents Aign toh

A S B A
bs twadsy or three-day storing”
sy B Dixon, who served as civief
pounsel 10 former Gov Pateiek I,
Loy, w Dersvcent,

O I8 VILIARY KEPORGE
wH {sre &3 s Blectica
Day isaue end polities]

ersbers. Bat sone of M reform of-
Forts have won ungualifiod praise,
LXLLRNIOS N
Bualthanle
oo AFTXC, He also won s wxnd-
oy for AFDC recipiants from 8
$L000 asweblimilation rale. Then
m;:cxms*mamm

shat reuires unygroploved nosacton
ial fethury whn Ml 1 meeet Shilde

@ps}mn&x 1 underge job
Tt witl be # white befare the jury
manies in o Work Not Wellare snd

m)

Leasufare, huwever, lonx drnwn
sharp yitivism 5o wall sy preiss.
Thoursgmeen calls & Tough b Crit
Sy eadl 18 panibive and 1oy H e
ered arrant teenagan over their
mothery and impased bardship ea

for fatnilios who

entire families.

A 1952 erudy comimissioned by the
stade and done by the University of
Wisconsin/Milwnukee's Eraplayment
and Training Institute, concluded
that atendanos and dropout rotes in
Milwankee schoaly were unaffeciad
by tha pregram, snd that record.
ketping wsa u ress.

Soms scadsmisans say the study
used dats it wne too Ravend 1o pro
duen relisbls :enclusians. In 5ny
a3, the Thompson sdministration
cidims the study is eutdated; thae
their recordy now show that 37 per.
cent of teens subject to Learafare
compiivd in keeging up school stien.
dance in 1592 snd 1993, and that
record-keeping hus heen improved.

Dat how sffettive have Thomp-
wen'y weilsre reforms boon oversli?

“Toramey %2 the media abowt
reducing weilere rolls »hen Wi
congin can boasi the No. 1 child-

rata {in the nation} for Asisn
shildren and fthe second highert &}
black childsan, Shasme on him " savs
Faxneh Rowenthal, curront chairmun
of the Wisconsin Democrstic party.
PFosenthel war nierring to & recent
by the Wisoonsin Council 2n
{hildren and Familiss that showed
chiid poverty in Witconsin incveased
3535 paroent between 1380 and 1930,

Wizconsin has avereged sne of the
astion’s highest levels of perticipe.
tion g jab.training progranu by
AFDC revipients, And the ytata has
experienced the nation’s lorgest de-
ease in ATDC caseionds=—17 per-
exii—between 1387 and 1593

But & state-commissioned study

found that reductions
in the stata’s AFDC caoelopd could
1k b sttributed to welfare reforms,
The resson: An improvid tepomy
and 4 big drep in upemployment pre-
coced the caseiond decline,

Hzoromic puteoms for the stalc’y
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treasury also 1m§wved. Because
Wisconsin contended its programs
reduced the AFDC cageload by 17
percent, it also asserted that it saved
the federal government $300 million

- in AFDC benefits. The Bush admin-
istration sgresd, and split the sav.
ings, sending the state $148.4 mil-
Hon shortly before it exited the
W}zz‘& House.

EORCE BUSH COMSIDERED

Thompyon ene of his fa-

vorite governors, and it

wag widely rumered that

Thempson was a strong
candidate for a cabinet position had
Busgh been ra-elected.

At the 1392 Republizan conven-
tion in Houston that avminated
Bush, Thempson spent hours on the
floor meeting with candidates, leav-
ing s strong impression on gorme ob-
servers as a0 sdrolt politician,

Although he is gmi}' conzid-
ered fo have blown his convention
speech, in snother speech about his
welfare reforms shortly before the
convention began, Thompson wowed
an audience of congervatives at &
gathering of the parhy'& Council for
National Pelicy. .

That Thompson was sgaakmg to
the influentiai foruin was a sign of
interest in higher offite, says Paul
Weyrich, president of tha Fres
Congress Foundation, & sonservative
public-palicy ozgmizaﬁm n Wazh-

imngion.

Thompsoen alss I’mﬁ hmghteneﬁ his
national image through his activity
with the National Governors Assod-
ation and the Republican Governors
Associotion, of which ha was chair-
man in 1991

B o S e

“His irsstincts are on the money, He
understands elective politics aa well
ss policy. , . people, a5 well s what
it takes o got clected, e rare when
you can find that combination,” says
Chris Henick, director of the Repub-
Bean Governors Assodation.

Thompsen, however, hasn't im-

pressed everyone. Earlier this year,
writing ebout Republican goversiors
and the 1896 Rt ublican presiden-
tial field, Was%mgton political
columnist David Broder relegated
Thompson to the status of running
mate. Broder dismissed Thompson,
along with Ohio Gov. George

~ Voinovich, a8 not Tadiating “the en-
ergy and glamer that gtir presiden-
tisd talk.”

These who know Thompson say
Broder is wrong sbout the energym
big time,

Meanwhile, his parsonel trainer s

ﬁthng him in shape for a climb of

Rainier.

What happens later, however—

after Mt. Rainier and after the gov-
ernor's race--is the bigger question.

*He's either going to run [for high-
er oflice] or go thud. I don't think
there is & hall woy for him,” says
Todd Robert Murphy, a Milwaukes
political consultant and advertising
exacutive.

*Nationsily, either he will build on
thisand gustain it ... or hisnational
aspirstions will gu pﬁﬂj’;ﬂtmr.‘ s

L

8120245626878
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JOHNO. Nomuis"f LT OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
MAYOR . ’ . o T MELWAUKEE, WISCONSIN
. ' Wi- Wisc.
FAX TRANSMITTAL SHEET
DATE: February 25, 1994

PLEASE DELIVER TO:  Bruce Reed
FROM: = David R. Riemer

NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING THIS SHEET: 13

IF YOU HAVE PROBLEMS WITH THIS TRANSMISSION, PLEASE CALL
{414) 286-2200.

' THE MAYOR'S OFFICE FAX NUMBER IS (414) 286-31 91

MESSAGE: .-

che attached are the proposals | sent to you earlier.

Whlie these proposals call for repealing the entire welfare system, it
would also work to repeal just AFDC and Food Stamps and use the
funds to implement a work-based alternative.

Let me know if | can help.

City Hai_i‘ 20D E Weils Steer, Mibeaukes, Wigeonsin 53102, Telaphaone: iéfé') ;286-2233 -~ G 1
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OFFICEQF THEMAYOR

NO. NORQUIST:
JOMNO QUIST MILWAUKEE. WISCONSIN

MAYOR

Janvazy &, 1994

¥r. Bruce Read

Executive Qffice of the President
White House CGffices

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, FW
Washington, D.C. 20560

ﬁaar‘ffwwﬁégﬁzigwm@g

when wo met last month duping the Welfare Reform Task
Peorce’s meeting with 9tate and local government representatives,
you asked for proposals showing how Mayor Norguist's
recommendation to President Clinton-~to eliminate the welfare
system entirely by 1996 and replace it with a work-based
alte:nazivaw-coci& be implemented.

Aatagha& azre twu drafts that indicate how the Mayor’s
proposal to. the President might be carried out.

The first draft, Attachment 3, calls for enacting a federal
law that would:

» Reya&i;the entire welfare system by July 1. 1986;

¢ Authorize states to irmplement a “Work (onnection System”
that (while providing those who truly cannot work with
cagh) offers the great majority of the poor help in
getting and sustaining private sector employment: and

s Make avallable to the states, as a match for the amount
they previously contriduted to the welfare agstem, a
federal payment equal to what they were paid under the
welfare gyaten. .

The second draft, Attachment B, takes a more modest
approach. Rathor than repeal the entire federal welfave system
and replace {t across the country with a new work-based
alternacive, it lets individuoal states opt out of the welfare
system and put in place the same work-based approach described
abaove. !

i Cixg; ‘Ha!‘i‘ 100 £, Walls Sreer. Milweaykee, Wisgonsin 33202, Telephone: (4141 2BA- 230G e A
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?&ge 2 -:‘:
January 6, 1394

Heither of these propogals inposes a two-year limir.
Welfare would -be eliminated immediately, and the workebaged
alternative would ke available immediately. If you fee]l you nead
to incorpozate some sort of two-year limie, I believe that the
best approach is to allew persons who are engaged in community
sexvice employment (bacause of their inability to find private
sector jobs after an intensive gsearch) to replace & portion of
guch work with education and txajining...but only for up to two
YOArS . .

I alsc wish to note that both proposals are designed to be
revenue-neutral.

Both proposals do not address the issues of eamnings
supplementation, c¢hild support, or health care. It is assumed
that: Lo

~ Farnings supplementation can besat be handled by making
fureheyr changes in the faederal EIC;

- thldaﬁugpcrt can Also best be dealt with through the tax
system; and

- Health care will be provided as part of President
Clinton’s National Health Insurance Plan.

Pinally, in case you don’t have it readily avajilable, I am
enclioaing as Attachment C ancther copy of Mayor Norqulst‘s letter
of Becembex‘;s, 1993, to President Clinton.

1 hope the attached material is helpful to you in erafting
federal welfare reform legislation that yesponds to Mayor
Norguist’g reguest in the context of fulfilling President
Clinton’s commitment to “end welfare as we know it.*

Pleasa feal fxee to call me at (414) 285-85%577 4f you have
any questions, I would also appreciate you letting me know your
reaction. .

Sineecrely,

\w CLM&\
Pavid R. Riemer
Chief of Staff
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ATTACHMENT A

NATIGNWIDE WELFARE REPLACEMENT
| NATIONAL WELFARE REPLACEMENT ACT OF 1934

Seam:n ? REPEAL OF THE CURRENT WELFARE SYSTEM.
The feilewing federal welfare programs are repealed, effective July 1, 1996:

AFQC

Food' Szamps.

Scﬁoo? 8rea$<fas:;

$choel Lunch;

Other. nmzon programs;

Child care programs (other than Mead Start); md
Subszdm and public housing,

Seczian 2. CREATION OF STATE WORK CO&I‘%ECT?ON SYSTEM.

BEpopEp

Each swza rmay implement 2 Work Connection System, effective Juzy 1, 1998,
that offers aii Of t:he foliowing:

a Offets income 1o any unemployed low-income adult residert who, by reason
of ;’;hys:c:a.l Qr memal disability, is unabie 1o work:

b. Offers assistance in securing private-sector employment o any unemployed
i&w-iﬁwf:ﬁe‘ adult resicient who is able to work;

c. Oﬁ’ers community service smploymernt to any ummpioyeﬁ %csw-mc:cme ackalt
resicem whu is able 10 work but has been urable to obtain private-sector
emp!omam after an imensive job searchy; and

d, Oﬁem chiled care 10 any low-income adult residert who requzres child care in
arder to mk or obtain worlc

Sectir:m 3. Q?FER OF INCOME TO UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT
RESIQENTS WH{} ARE UNABLE TQ WORK

Each state int implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2{(a}, shali;

a ﬁn&ure that no low-income adult residert who is eligible for Social Securily
stah:irty or Supplemental Security Income is offered income t.mder Section
zta}. .

N .
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b. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistertt definitens of inability to
work Dy reason of physical or mental disabiiity;

c. Estmblish and enforce reasonable and consistent standards for reviewing,
and either approving or rejecting, applications for income due to inability to
work by reason of physical or mental disability; and

d. Establish and enforcs reasonable and consistent standards for aflowing fow-
income aﬁutt residents whose appiications for income have been rejected
pursuant to subsection ¢. to appeal the rejection and have their appeals
gonsiderad in a prompt and impartal manner.

Section 4. OFFER OF ASSISTANCE IN SECURING PRIVATE-SECTOR EMPLOY-
MENT TO UNEMPLOYED LOW.INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO ARE ABLE TO WORK.

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(b), shalk

a. Asgist "any low-income aduit resident who is able to work to ebtain up 1© 40
hours of private-sector employment per week; and :

b. Evailuate the effectiveness of the assistance provided pursuant to subsection
a., as well as all other fraining and placerment efforts in the state, in heiping their
participans (¢ chtan private.sector employmernt that is fuil-ime, lasts for at
least two years or more, and pays at least $7.00 per hour,

Section 5. OFFER OF COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT TO
UNEMPLOYED LOWAINCOME ADULT BRESIDENTS WHD CAN WORK BUT HAVE
BEEN {JNABLE TO OBTAIN PRIVATE-SECTOR EMPLOYMENT,

Bach étata, in implementing the offer made pursuant 1c Section 2(z), shail:

a. Offer a communty service job to any low-income adult whe is able to work
but who has been unable 16 obtain 30 hours per week of private-sectar
smployment (averaged over a 6-wesk pericd) after 2 joby search of hetween 6-8
weeks; and

b, Assure that each communily service job offerec shall:

() Provide encugh hours of community service ermplayment te bring the
ow-income adult residert’s total hours of work {.e., community service
empioyment clus private sector employment} 10 an accsptabie number of
hours of wark per weak {out no more than 30 hours of work peér week);

H

e
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(i} Pay exactly the federal minimum wage;
(iii}.‘ LaSt for no mera than 26 weeks per year:

v). Be subject to the same rules of dismissal and discipline as a regular
private-soctor job)

iv} Produce real benefits for the ocal community in areas such as public
safety, environmental improvement, housing, child care, aducation,
recreation, and culture; and

f(vi) k Not result in the displacement of any private-sector or govemment
amployee, and not substhite for any private-secter or govermment job.

Sectiarﬁ 6. OFFER OF CHILD CARE TO LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS
WHO REQUiHﬁ CHILD CARE IN ORDER TO SEEK OR OBTAIN EMPLOYMENT,

Kach mte in implementing the offer made pursumt to Section 2{d), shal:

a Sell child care vouchers to low-income adult residents who are seeking
amplgsymgm or helding jobs baged on an inmme-adjusted sliding fee scale;
and +

o, Ensura that the vouchers soid pursuant to subsection a. are redeemed by
cerﬁﬁed aﬁﬂd care providers.,

Sman‘?f PROVISION CF FEDERAL FUNDS.

Each state implementing a8 Work Connestion System that invests in the system
an amourt equal 1o the staté's match, during the period July 1, 1885 through June 30,
1996, for ﬂw fadezai welfare programs listed in Section 1 shall be paid by the

Secretary: -

a For zhe purpese of implementing the Work Connection Program during the
pariod July 1, 1898 through June 30, 1997, 2 federal payment equal to the sum
of the federal paymens matle 10 the stats for the pericd July 1, 1998 twrough
June 30, 18886, under the federal welfare programs repealed pursuart 1o
Section ‘i* and

b. Fm' me purpose ot mplementing the Work Cornection Program duting each
subsequent year, 2 federal paymert equal 1o the payment made 10 the state
undsr subsection a. muliplied Smes the increase in the Consumer Price Intex.

G
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seman 8 OE?zis:iTIONS
For 22'2@ purpases of this Aot
"Adz,zir‘ :means a person who is:

0] "’Attiaast 18 years of age if the parson has graduated from high school
m‘m more than 84 years of age, or _

[“) At laast 21 years of age if the person has not graduated from high
sdwo! bt no mare than 64 years of age;

. “ﬁﬁs;éam" means a citizen of the United States who has established legal
‘ reszéance m a state;

c. z.,ow mmm& means:

{} ?cr the purpose of the cﬁezs made pursuant to Sections 2(a) and (c),
an inmma of less than the federal poverty fing, and

&) For the purpose of the offers made pursuant to Seclion Q{b) and {d),
an imz:ma of less than 200% of the federal poverty iing;

d. “?ﬁvatwemz“ means private for-proft, private non-proft, or reguiar
gmemmem:

e, ‘Siaxe“ means each of the 50 states of the United States, e District of
Gaiumb;a, me Commonwesith of Puerte Rieo, ote,;

f. "Secreta:},“ mezns the Secratary of the Treasury.
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ATTACHMENT B

- STATE WELFARE REPLACEMENT ACT OF 1834

Section 1. ENDING OF PARTICIPATION IN THE WELFARE SYSTEM.

a. Any state that enacts legisiation that ends its participation in the federal
wellare programs Isted in subsecton (b] and implements a Work Connecton
Systern in the manner set forth in Sections 2 through 8 shall receive a feceral
paymm ‘aa provided in Section 7.

b A szate may decide to end its participation in the following feﬁemi welfare
pmgrams* eﬁaf:tzve July 1, 1986:

a. AF{)C.

Food Stamps;

Scheol Broakfast;

"Scheol Lureh;

Cther. autrition programs;

Child ¢are programs (other than Head Start); and
Subsidized and public housing.

seeﬁor; 2 CREATION OF STATE WORK CONNECTION SYSTEM.

arpapg

Ezch smte may, in liev of participating in the federal welfare programs listed in
Section 1(a), mpiemm a Work Connection Systemn, effective July 1, 1998, that offors
ali of the fcz%}crvang

a. fows income 10 any unemg;i:;yeé low-income adult residert who, by reason
of phySical or mental disabilty, is unable to work;

b. Offers assistancs in securing private-sector employmert fo any unemplioyed
Eow-inmme adult resident who is able t0 work;

c. Of_few cammumty service employmert to any unemployed iow-income adult
resident who is able to work but has been unable 1o obtain private-sector
emptaymam after an intensive job search; and

d. Qﬁars chs!d care to any jow-ncome adult resident who requires child care in
order toseek or obtain work.

TN
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Section 3. OFFER OF INCOME TO UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT
RESIDENTS WHO ARE UNABLE TO WORK.

Each éia_té. ir implementing the offer made pursuant 1o Section 2(a), shail:

a Ensure that no low-income adult resident who is eligible for Secial Security
stab“itty or Supplemental Security Incomas is offered income under Section
2(a); .

L. ﬁmbhsh and anforee reasonable arkd consistent da‘im&ens of inability to
work by reason of physical or mernal Sisability;

e Esmbﬁsh and enforce reascnable and consistent standards for reviewing,
and either approving or rejecting, applcadons for income due to.inabiity to
work by reason of physical or mental disabifity; and

d. Establish and enforce reasonatie and consistent standards for allowing low-
income adult residents whose applications for income have bean rejected
pursuant to subsection ¢. to appeal the rejection and’ have their appeals
cunsidema in a prompt and impartial manner,

Section 4. CFFER OF ASSISTANCE IN SECURING PRIVATE-SECTOR EMPLOY-
MENT TO UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO ARE ABLE TC WCORK

Each m‘ in implemenrting the offer made pursuar 1 Section 2{b}, shalt:

a. Assist'ary low-incoms adult resident who is able 10 work to obtain up to 40
nours of private-sector employment per week; and

b, Evaluate the sffectivencss of the assistance provided pursuant o subsection
a., as well as all other training and placemern efforts in the state, in heiping their
parﬁs:zpam {0 obtain private-sector employmerst that is fulltime, lasts for at
least two years or more, and pays @t least $7.00 per hour.

Section 5." OFFER OF COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT TO
UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO CAN WORK BUT HAVE
BEEN UNABLE T OBTAIN PRIVATE-SECTOR EMPLOYMENT.

Each ma n ia;nplemer:tfng the offer made pursuart to Section 2(c), shall;

a Oﬁar a ccmmmay service job 10 any lowincome adult who is able 10 work
but who has been unabia to obtain 30 hours per week of private-sector

2



JFEE-ZB-1994  15:28 FROM  MAYORS DFFICE - MILWAUKEE TO S1224ATEP4X] £.18

empiaymem {averaged ovear a S-week pericd) after a job search of between 6-8
w&aks. and

b, Assme that each community service job offered shall:
{'} ?rawde enduah hours of community sarvice ermploymernt 1o Dring the
icw&nmm& adult resident's total hours of work (i.e,, community semrvice

smpléyment pius private sector empioyment) 1o an acceptable nurmbar of
hours. of work per week (Bt no more than 30 howrs of work per week};

(il) ) Pay exactly the tecteral minimum wage;
, ('n) Las: for ne mora tan 26 weeks psr year;

{'sv} Ba subject 10 tho same mfaas of dismmai and discipline as a regular
prwatmectar job;

(v} " Produce real bensfits for the local community in areas such as public
safety srvironmental improvement, housing, child care, education, ‘
: mmamm and cutture; and

(vi) !\im result in the displacoment of any przvata»sector or gevernment
emplﬂ‘fee; and not substinte for any private-secter or gavernment job.

Secticn 6. OFFER OF CHILD CARE TO LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS
WHO ﬂEQUiﬁE'CHlLD CARE IN ORDER TO SkEK OR OBTAIN EMPLOYMENT.

Each s:a:a tﬁ implementing the offer made pursuant 1o Section 2{(d}, shall:

a. Seﬂ c:h‘fd care vourhers 1 ipw-income adult residans who are seeking
employmant of holding jobs based on an income-adjusted sliding fee scale;
and - ‘

b. En&u:e that the vouchers sf.a!d pursuant tc subsection a are radeemed by
wﬂﬁaﬁ chsid care providers.

Seczzzm ? ‘PROVISION OF FEDERAL FUNDS,

Each sm implementing a Work Connection System that invests in the system
an amount equal to the state’s match, during the period July 1, 1885 through June 30,
1998, for the federal welfare programs listed In Section 1 ghall be pasd by the

Secratary: .. -
P
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a. F’ei?t’ha pamose of impiementing the Work Connection Program gduring the
period July 1, 1986 through June 30, 1597, a federal payment equal 10 the surm
of the federal payments made 10 the state for the period July 1, 1895 through
June 30, 1898, under the federal weifare programs repealed pursuant to
Section 1; and

n, For é';é ’pmjpase of implementing te Work Connection Frogram during each

subsequert year, z federal payment equal 10 the paymernt made 1o the state
urgier subsection a multiplied Smes the increase in the Consumer Price Index.

Section 8. DEFINITIONS.
For mpurpwes of this Act: ‘
a. ‘Mu&f‘ \hwans a parson who is:

(i) A: ieast 18 years of age if the person has gzaduated ﬁ'm high s¢hool
- butnc more Yian 64 years of age, or

(i} At least 21 yoars of age I the person has net graduated from high
mcai but no more than 84 yoars of age;

b, %ldem‘ means a citizen of e Untted States who has established legal
resa:!enc& 0 8 state,

e. w mme meansg:

(‘) F‘Qf the pupose of the offers made pursuant to Ssctions 2(@) and (),
an énwme of less than the federal poverty line, and

(l%} ?m the purpose of the offers made pursuant to Se:::on 20) and (¢),
an znxx:me of lass than 200% of the federal poverty line?

¢, '?Mmctor’ means private for-profit, private non-profit, or requiar
gmfemmem:

8. "S&te  means each of the 50 states of the United States, the District of
Coiumm the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, ete,;

’Secremry‘ means the Secratary of the Treasury.,
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ATTACHMENT ¢

HOHN O, ‘\C}RQL I$T
MATGR

QFHCEQF THME MAYOR
SMLNAUNES, wWitCONEN

Decemiier 13, 1563

Presicent Sill Clintcn |

The White Feuse -« - -
1600 Pmnsy?vania Averiue, NW
Washingten, L. C. 2@500

Dear Mr, Pre&zdant:

The we?fare system in the United States is a failure. You have called for *ending welfare as
weo know 17 | beiieve that the best way to do this is {1 eiiminate welfare altogether.

Wiscansin zﬁ showing s way, A new state law—indiated by the Democratic majority in our
state Assembly, concured in by the Republican-controled state Senate, and recenmly sigred oy
the Governor-will end the welfare system in Wisconsin by 18989, The legisiation anticipates
replacing weifare wizh a work-based atternative.

furgs yc:u t:: fctlcw Wisconsin's lead as you design the glan you will serd to Camgrasa
next year. Rather wian attempt o referm the welfare system; rather than preserve weltare in a
wurcated form: yeu sheuld ask Congress o aliminate welfare erirely by 1856,

what sheuld regiace welfare? The federal law you grepase o repeal AFUC, Food Stamps,
public housing, and other fzied arti-poverty programs by 1596 should reallocate the federal
funds now spent on ese programs-plus Aty gtate matth-u a new faderdl offer I idwe-inczme
perscrs tat is t:asm primarily an work, This new effort woulkd go the fiollowing:

¢ Lowdneome pemﬁns over 18 who uly mw:mrkmmd get cash and heaith care,

s« Low-nesme pemns gver 18 wha can work, but are unempioyed, weuld ke helped in geting
private secter empicyment trough performance-biased placement agencies. To the externt
they cannct get private sector emplicymert Jfer an sxtensive search, ey would te cifered

minimum wage,, less-than-full-ime, fmited-termm cammunity service jobs; perfmmng work that
the pukic valz.zas

+ lLow-ncome wcrkem weuid ke given adcitional eamings supclements, f neeced, to get them
ateve the ;:avery line. They would aiso et ¢hild care based upon abilty o cay.

o Low-ncnme’ perscns ke everyone eise, woukd have health insurance per your naticnal Realth
insurance plaz% .

. ity Hall. 250 £ Walis Streer, Milwaukes, Wiscoasin 3202 Teleshane: (§14) £3.2010 ~ e 2
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Tris proposal calls ior spending he same Cr fewer feceral dollars an ara now Being
spert There wouid be re increase in fedderal spending, andd no need © raise lederal Bxes.
Evermually, the clspernity Letween gecngersen spencing among the varous suates can be
emmacied, As Congrass’ support Kr your propcsal o ihaorase e federal ©iC shows, the pubiic
and electod otficals dre quite wiling 0 Nelg the pcor f ha help is (inked 10 Na poor's affers i
heip themselves thraugh work and f | is pant of an overall swategy to lower feceral spending,

Encing welfare could be the fourth American Revolution. In 1778, we fherated curseives

- frem Engiandg, i 1863, Uneoin freed the siaves of the Confederacy--and in 1888, all the slaves
weore freed. In 1864, legal racial discrimination was ended. In 1994, we can [berate America’s
poor from an oppmssive weltare system and help them get what they really wamt and the rast of
us believe in: work, For these reasons, | recommend that you set Independence Day, July 4,
1996, as the date on which America’s welfare system comes to an end,

A small cadre of welfarg insicders, mastly living inside the Beltway, will resist your efforts to
enc welfare ertiraly and replace & with 38 work-gased siternative, But the averwhelming majority
of the American pecple-ineiyding welfare redipiens, caseworkers, ordlinary warking pecple,
latyor, business, Blacks, Hispanics, and Whites, Americans rom every walk of [fe and svery
region-—will thank you ang remember you for your act of beration. :

Sincarely,

cz:  Senatar Daniel Patrick Moynihan
Senator Herts Koht
Senawr Russslt Feingold ,
Ccﬁgressmm Gerald Keozka
Ccngremman Thomas Barrett

ap——-



1

! O@Welzare% '\/

i " - '% “
- Wisconsin-Leads,

Beltway S traddles

Some things } thought I'd pever jive to
sez, hut there on NBD the other day was
Sl Chnton saving micE things abont
Charies Murray,

“Ha did the COUNUIY 8 great service.”
said the presitent aboul the secial seien
135t who hug dagnosed the coyrosive i
fects of weltave. ) mean, ne and [ have of-
ten disagread. but 1 ank his analysss is
essentiaify right.” Then the president did
his by now iegendary Clinton strasdie,
| ading, “Now, whether his prescription is
righ L question.”

This i slill progress. Think back 10
years, t when M Muray published
"Loging Ground.” in which he suggested
e abiolition ot wellare us & ~thought €x-
neviment.” He was pifloried, run out of po-
sig dehnie, Then, 51X weeks 3go, Mr. Mur
ray updated his arfuzment with an essay
ot thes gige, " The Comsme White Under
slass.” He now argues for an end 1o wel-

mothers it subsidizes the Amerivan sueiat
caastrophe of 1.2 mililon Hllegitimais
bitesg ¢ year,

Hut this thme he has not besn banished
like an American Sziman Roshdie, “The
yeacuon to thesJournal.piece has-been

_ stunning.”’ Mr. Murray says, "7 have not

. received one negative phune call.or lete

' ter.” Pat Moynihan, the Senate's welfare

president ‘is soumuding like the twe trade
phone calis, which they don't. L
There is potitical caiculus in ail of this
by Ar. Clinton, of cerse, He knows the
power ¢f Als-famous campaign pedge o
“eng welfare as we know it His welfare

Y OTY adw-"those Who Are Able Must Gato

“Work,” read its captitn-was trotted out
every time Candidate Clinton dropped 2
few points in 8 state poll. Se Mr. Clintor

own sake than 1o reassure the voting “mid
dle ¢lass” that he isn’t just gnother Robin
Hoox.

arbiter: has catied himr-And now even the:

nas rpaveg in the welfare debate. Whal

7 Bruwg st | Rgthie (o

Yet whatever his mwiive. his approval | Thempson, they d $e¢ and raise him. fhey

af Sir. Murray reveals hw far the country

Potomac Watch

By Paul A. Gigot

work, “"$atnaal politicizns ars behind the

curve,” savs . surray. ~They don't re-

ahize that this is an msus on which thers
has been nuge public movement.”
Ay i5 often ihe fase, the debate is

more sdvanted in the states. Especially -

in Wisconsin, which began this century |
by leadifig the “progressive’’ movemen
that was a precursor 1@ the welfars state;
it coult end the cantury by helping to gis-
muntie i

Tommy Thompson, & {risky twesterm -
wang likely threetermi GUP govermor.

opetied the bitiding by taking Mr.Cliston |

a1 his campatgn word. He sought a federat
warver eyt Off wellars i twi state cous-

fare altogether becguse by paying single . ties after two years—<gid Turkey. This was

an offer Mr. Clinton ¢ouldn’t easily refuse.

Mr>Thompsen has bullt crediniiity be- -

. cguse earbier reforms and 2 SITORE eL0n-

"Hut they were pverruled

may want to reform weifare less for iis

i

{_rats decided that mstead of resisting Mr.’ .

I aise suggested that if the waiver weren't
Tapproved. AMr. Thompson wouid make a
memerable speaker ot the National Press

prny have cut his siate’s welfare rolis by
17% ip six years; all but two other Sties
have ha¢ riging caseloads. .

But the poittical story here is the lbers i

als.who didnt bark..TheiChildren's De--
fanss Pund and other wetfare autivists dig
1ry:1a divek the . Thimpson Walver 83 .100-
pumitive, and Clinton nominees at Health
and Human Services also disiiked the plan.
by thasWhite «
House. Mr. Thompson brought it up with
David Gergen, who was supportive. 1 wad

- myself.” savs At

{ tuo Riley, a Milwau-

was taboo  fow vears 40 IS NOW LOMMNG. ¢
i e Ronaid Reagan 1aiked w18 abow
requrring work for welfare, he was dendet ¢
as cruell mow even iberals wlk aboul |

. sep every day whal

Club. After his aides negoiiated that Med-
icaid tbut not weifares could continue fora
third vear, Mr: Climton, to.his-credit,
signed off of the walver.

Rack in Wisconsin, mesnwhide. Democ-

nreposed 10 abolish
st welfsre programs
By thie end of 1998 and
t6 Gevise § whole new
system by 1988, I
was onee on welfare

Kee Uemocrat who

sponsored the bill, 1

ths janer calied wel-  UeEan, : !
fare 15 doing te pee-
. ple.” He says the Jomw Thompsod

Trompson dea didnt go {ar enough. be
causk it GRIY'T Inchude Milwaukee CUounay,
where 50% of the siate's welfare cases re-
3ide. But Mr. Thompscn may now one-up
hecs Demoerats himseif by Sigring their
bili, using his line-item ve to ensure that

he wonig be the one who designs the new

systenm. : . "

Wil Mr. Ciinton's welfare proposal be
s radical? Almost certainiy-pot,zWash
irgton is still not 88 progressive AS Magi-
son. Aad despite his praise for:Mr. Mur-
ray, Mr:Clinton is still refuctant o con-
front his stern urescription.” Instead of
gomng cold turkey after two-vears. M.
Chinton told Newsweek, “we're probabiy
goimg io have some sortof 2publicly
funded jobs program” for-people~But

s (o, Thompson salls this “jusisanother
¢ form of weilsre,” 3 make-wntkzjob ity

stead of p check.. RT3

. Moregver, adds My Murraysthesstate
wolild gl be «subsidiziag sitlegmacy.
“Nobody wants 10 talk about-sugksuhe -
says, only carrots. Yet only withidoth
sanetion:and: reward £an;a:sociatyrhope -

"6 change the destructive sexual behavior

that has. produced. 8% llenumacy
among blacks, 2% and risingxiastufor
whites, and the social breakdows that lol-
jows, The only way 1 really end. Sweitare
35 We Know 18,7 in othier wordsSis simply

o end i R

Marjorie's Misdirected Meeting N PRESIDEN] HasS SE

;
;

This Monday Bitl Clinton will at- - money wouid be spent on polls and ° . &r0G3:

tend an “entiffernent summit’” in the
suburban  Philadeiphia  distriet of
freshman Rep. Marjorie Margolies-
Mezvinsky, Ms. Margoties-Mezvingky,
recall. earned 13 minutes of national
fame for being aimost dragged down
the sisle 1o cast the deciding vote in fa-
vor of Mr. Clinton's $250 nitlion 1ax in-
crease. The summit is one of the deals
he:cut 1o “win” his budget vote. And
bov. what a deal it i&.

The sarly evigence is that the
White House will use this thing 10 sell
its heglth-care plan. which of course is
chock-full of e entitlements. As for
Ron, Margoiies-Mezvingky, she's been
gesling “a high profite rele” to van-
ous groups i thev coniribute to what
amounis 1o & 5300000 image-building
program in aer distrol.

Rob McCord., Mrs, Margolies-
Mezvinsky's 1982 campaign  (ree-
$urer. sent out |etlers gieriing COTpUr
ratiens ang foundations that “we are
slanning to give Supporers e op-
portually Lo participate direcily in a
panel discussion during lhe confer
ence.” Ameng those who ponied up
$250uv are ATET. Merck. and Genr
eral Motors Foundatien. Others de-
ohined, notinr thar much of (he

promoting fiture meetings in an elec
tion year. Lawrence Smedley of the
Natonal Councit of Senior Citizens

told the Washingion Fost that “the |

not-so-subtie message of the leiter
and phone cails was that if you pay.
you playv.”

Embarrassed {a iille, anywayl.
the White House fas anmounced that
President Clinton will still attend, but
he won't appear on any panel that in-

. cludes groups that
hankrolled the suny
mit. Byl the meet-
ing's “gntitle-
f ments” cover has
¥ been blown. Much
af it will be dami-
nated by cheering
for Cliston health
and jeb-training ini-
W - ARSI tiatives, Morepver.
s M -Men U?Si'j,i 3£{en§ance 15 i
ited to carefully invited guesis, Any
questions wiil be pre-screened.

Mysterousiy adding teplimacy 10 -

the proceedings wilf be GOP Senator -

john Danforth ang former GOP Gov-
grnor Tom Kean of New Jorsey.

[t's what Daniel Boorstin vears ago
deseribed 35 a pseudo event.”

‘THE WALL STREET JOURNAL FRIDAY, D
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JORN Q. NORQUIST
MAYOR

December 13, 1883

President Bill Clinton

The White Houss

1600 Perrsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, 0.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

The welfare system in the United States is a failure. You have called for "ending welfare as
wo Know it" | believe that the best way 16 do this is to eliminate welfare aftogether,

Wisconsin is showing the way. A new state law-nitiated by the Democratic majority in our
state Assembily, concurred in by the Hepublican-controlied state Senate, and recently signed by
the Governor—will end the wellare system in Wisconsin by 1989, The legislation anticipates
replacing welfare with a work-based atemative.

| urge you to follow Wisconsin's lead as you design the plan you will send to Congress
next year. Rather than attempt to reform the welfare system; rather than presarve welfare in a
guncated form; yeu should ask Cangress to eliminate welfare entiraly by 1588,

What should replace welfara? The federal law you propose to repeal AFDC, Food Stamps,
public housing, and cther failed anti-paverty programs by 1996 should reallocate the federat
funds now spent on those programs—plus any state match—-to a new federal offer 1w low-income
persons that is based primarily on work.  This new effort would do the foliowing:

» Low-income persons over 18 who truly cannot work would get cash and heaith care,

« Low-ncome persons over 18 who can work, but are unemployed, wouid be helped in gatting
private sectar empioyment through perfarmance-based placement agencies. To the extent
they cannst get private sector amplicyment after an extensive search, they waould be offered
rrinimum weage, less-than-full-time, fimited-term community service jobs, performing work tat
the public values.

"« Low-income workars would be given additional sarmings supplements, i needed, to get them
above the poverty line. They would also get child care based upon abiiity to pay.

+ Low-income persons, like everyone else, would have health insurance per your national health
insurance plan.

Ciry Hiadl, 200 £ Waells Strest, Milwaukes, Wisconsin 53202 Telephone: (4143 278-2200 gt 42
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This propasat calls for spending the same or fewer federal dollars than are now being
spent, There wouid be no increase in federal spending, and no need to raise federal taxes,
Eventually, the disparily between poor-gerson spending among the various states can be
corrected. As Congrass’ suppert for your praposal to increase the federal EIC shows, the public
and slectad officials aras quite willing o help the poor i the help is linked 10 the paor's sfforts o
helps themselvaes trough work and F it is part of an overall strategy to lower federal spending.

Encing welfare could be the fourth American Revolution, In 1776, we liberated ourselves
from England. In 1863, Uncoln freed the slaves of the Confederacy—and in 1888, all the slaves
ware freed. In 1864, legal racial discrimination was ended. In 1584, we can liberate America’s
poor from an oppressive welfares systermn and help them get what they really want and the rest of
us befleve in: work, For thess reasons, | recommend that you set Indegpendence Day, July 4,
1886, as the date on which America's welfare system comes 1o an end.

A small cadre of welfare insiders, mostly living inside the Beltway, will resist your efforts 1o
and welfare entirely and replace # with 2 work-based alternative. But the overwhelrming majority
of the American people—including welfare recipients, caseworkers, ordinary working peopia,
labor, business, Blacks, Mispanics, and Whites, Americans from every walk of life and every
region-will thank you and remember you for your act of liberation.

et Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan
Senaier Merb Koht
Senator Hussell Feingold
Congressman Gerald Keczka
Congressman Thomas Barrett
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HEZBAGE

it looks 8s if Gevernor Ihompson is leaning rowards
signing the Democrat-sponsored plan to abolish welfare in

Wisconsin by 1999 and replace it vith a work-based alternative,

Attached are: 1) a Milwaukee Journal froat page story
e A "

on this matter; and 2) excerpts from the legislation nov bafore
the Gouvernor.

For more information, c¢all e ar 414~256-8%77,

C30y Mall, 220 £ weils Strese, Mfiwaykee, Wiseonsin 3252 Telsohone: (414 273.3000 e
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¥ The iong 52~
ga of weifare
_reform tn Wis-
,cemm coutd
'1isoon be 1aking
.o bizarre and
dramuc turn.
5 Why? Be- iy
st Gov. ., % &
;- Tommy 4. ) i
. Xbompson has
o GeaG
'unpmccdemcd O Postics
“anthority 16 -
“sliminare the state's welfate sys.
“temn - by his political enemies,
-...And the govemer, 10 zhe U
prise of some, just may
vama of the opportunity af
Eﬁ the Dernocrats o
1o Mziwmke: Monday mom-
ing, Thompson said he was lean-

bv Assernbly Democrats that
would abu! zsh welfare in Wit
consin by 1999,

At a bili signing cerwrnony at
the Milwaukes ?gbgg Schoois
Administration Building,
Thompson snd he intended to
study the bifl and meet with its

sponsors before making a final
dogision to endorse i, wld he
do 50, Wisconsin would bothe
- first state in the country fOAROw
nut its welfare systom wholesale,

2. not saying right now 'm
gamg 1o sign it, but I'm. mcllneﬁ
(1, I'm leaning that way.”

“the ;gwnamzy d;o seburld. ‘M:zx
Wee're trying to do 1g give P‘ﬁ?? ¢
as$ t,em that rgv l

e iy provision was

ppmw:d when ocrats add- |
od 1t 1 Thompson's Work Mot °
Weifare program, an experiment

“with fimuting the time fecipients
cgn spend on AFDXC. The provi-
L Hon s known as“the repealer”

;ng roward signing the bili passed

FI

“Thompson said. “This gives us rJ

Wnll Thompson blmk
on we]fare gambit?

“Iht repoaler abolishes welfare !
_in Wisconsin - general gssis- |
‘iuwc Ald 1o Familivs with De-
pendent Children, food stamps
for welfare retipients ~ effec, -

. 4ive at the beginning of 1999, kit -

dnetn't say exactiy what s!'fou!é
take its place, but nofferse |
nmmhie for destszzmg an-aiter- -

£xz one of the smnger debares
islarare has had, R?bh»
cans in thc Assembly foun
ihmse!ves yoling against a -
DPemocratic plan 1o sliminate '
welfare systern the Republicans
.don'tlke. . ‘
- @ Ivens a stunt. The Demo- -
Crats were trying 1o dwpmzely
show tieir anti-welfare machis.
~mo by trumping the gow:mer
GOP Minority Leader David
said in dn imterview Fri-
“day. “I am the Repubiican lead.
or; and ] got up and said it would
&e irresponsibie 10 do this,”

mﬁet:ﬂ, how can you eradi- ;" '

me the welfure system without |

'+ knowing what you're going to re-

place 1t with? Al signs poupted
:owmi s veioby Thompson.,
- Except Thompson had gotien
‘w shinking, i
*The governor is scmnsiy

?‘“’m Lecenas Mok Lieal s

rigay.
"'I: was al] {about] one-upping
politicaily,” L:cﬂl
of the Democratic plan.
"“‘lct make him uncomfont-
ble." But by doing so, they've
given us an opportunity.”
LIrsa qaesuqnc:‘cmw fea.
mbly do this, responsibly d& |
_cide we ae going 10 1etally abol

ish welfare and come upwitha
system that's better™™ ;

-
s

" The only probiem with scut-
timg weifare is nobody agmes an -
thc next sug Democrats dis-
“Sagree with cpuhhcans Demo.

2 f‘*mus dizagres with Democrats,

Some Democrats favor 2 system 1
where you foree virtually cve
one on welfare 1o wcrk and o cr
cammzmzzn jobs 15 those
" who can't find z?mm inthe pri-
UUvalgsector, ?
5 That sunds 004, dut it's ex- j

.3 pchsm {

Alrs not clear what Thomp- |
son's version of 1ife after weifyre
wea}d be, {

. But Liod] szid one candidate |
S Tor a substitute for the current
_welfare system would beanex- |

wnded vergion of Work Not
eifare, the experimental pre-
Emrx that will izt AFDC recip
enls Lo two years of welfare pay-
ments in two test counties.
- The Climen agmiaistration
approved the test program |
* and woyld have te spproveany |
?.nm changes, !
L& Tho himseelf gaveno
Fepéxifics Monday. He said any
A mfam would likely continue
‘lobg the fines of m;zzm:;;
mts of state aid 1o work ;
mpson said action wculd a!~ |
i‘ow the state 16 begin replacing
a &1y that was not workin
1 sounds like 2 pretty gc:j'
garne of chicken. Democrats
trick Assembly Rz;pub! icans into
defending the welfare system,
New Thompson's in the same
pick‘.‘e, b@ut he sa?s, “Maybe 1l

‘lﬁmn is expecsed 10 a0~
mm his v&do decisions within
a fowr wonks, .
4 Asserably Demograt Shirley
Kmg, one of the architeets of the |
myca}u s; , admits some |

it gu
'fhcmpseﬂ on the spot, But she
says others view if as the ont
way to force the radical overhanl
they think weifare newds,

N>
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o *This is the best Christmas
present be's ever gotten.” Krug
says of Thompson,

+ “We're the only Legislature
ity the country that's proposed

abolishing the must hated gov-
emmant Program b history. He
has twe choices. Ho can ook a
ift horse in the mouth and ro
Jct it or sign it into Jaw, ifhe
signs it. he can run with it na-
tonally and say “Thisone
morc thing 1've done.’ Fog us,
it's all roses or bric . ihe
vetoes it we're gang i blast
Bimi tosmithereens.” .
3t Krug had worked with ofie of
Milwaukee Mayat John O. Nor-
Gujst's top pides, Duvid Riemer,
QT af carhier propemif that would
repiace the welfame systemn.
\ﬁs’t. who frequently has salled

or ars end 1o 1the CUrrent systerm,

has eriticized Thompson's Work
Not Welfare plan for not going
far cncugh. o
" {f Thompson enacta the re.
pealer, it would be 3 very hig sto-
ry, unprecedented in this goun-
try, and it would have unforesee-
able consequences, That's what
worries Prossets :
% “There is 8 tactic that can be
used quite frequently: rather
than offering 35 immediate pro-
gram, just say we're blowing 8p
the systern and shere’s gong W
e incredible reform dOWn the
-road, but we don't have to dgai :
with it right now because we've
some time, That's ot 4 fac.
tic  feel comfortable with.

emmtribuied so this repiant.

Not- .

MRYORS OFFICE ~ MILUAUKEE 70 7

‘Democrats

WWW

wary

:/_“‘:i‘ - PP
« . Madison, Wig. — Some Dem-

ioceatic lawmakers said Monday
«that they were encouraged that
Gov. Tommy G. Thempson
,might sign into law 3 dramatic
overhaul of weifsre, but cay-
tionad 1hat he still could use his
partial veto to shape the bill i
amyriad of wz%

-1 ot Thompson's
Work Not

T1ZB2ABRTTER N

of vetoes

inig benefis 10 two years, law- %
_makers said. : 3 ‘

- State X Azito;iio Riley (D-

© Milwaukee) said Thompsen |

LY

cifare proposal, -

~Deméerats jncluded 2 provigion -
-to that would aboligh welfare as
It i now known ig Wissonsin by

1699, e
© The key to the significence of
the measure will be whether
. on inchudes Milwaukee
in the initial experinyens of limil-
TR s

I

- calissues,

-

" and Legislature 1o act.’

. Lagslature’s ex

: be responding 1o the stare]

© wide offort Riley and athers ha

made 1o raily suppor for the
: version
of the governor's Work Not ch.i

R e gmph Wineke (D-Vero-!

na)said he would applaud -+
Thomson if indoed he si .

. the Democratic version of Work
Not Welfare. He s3id the Demo-

cratic version would restore Wis.
©Onsin 28 3 national ;,:sécrgg; 0=

"« Wineke said the 1999 dead.
line would force the governor
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Date of soactment
: bl L3
1993 Wisconsin Act
AN ACT ro repeat e utinumbersd subeh, vt preceding 49,001, the sanumbered subch. e ing 49.19.
the unnumbered subch. title precediog 49.43 and the unnueabered subch, title preceding 49.50; 1o remumber

49.43 (9m): to emend 16,252 (5) (b), 20,435 (3] (o), 20.435 (43 {c3), 20.438 (4) (=9). 20,435 (#) {Sc). 20.435 (&)
(de], 20.435 (4) (4N, 20.415 (4) {e), 20,435 (4] {cb), 20.435 (4) (L), 20.435 (&) (Lzn). 20,435 (4) (pm). 20.435 (&)
(p3). 20.435 (7] (b1, 20.435 (7] {dd), 20438 (7) (p8), 46.03 (23), 46.03 (35), 46,032, 46,033 () (a). 66206 (1)
{2}, 46,215 (1) (M), 456.2) 5 (11(R). 46,215 (1)(K). 46.215 (1) (L), #8.22 (1) () 14, 46.22 (1) (1) 1, 46,22 {1} (1) 4,
482211} th} 5. 46.22 (1) {B) 7. 2., #6.31 (1) {s). 46.995 (2) (¢}, £9.037 (4), 49.124. 49.127 (8) (), 49.15(2). 49,17
(2), 49.25 (1), 49.46 (1) (2} 12. 49.45 (1) (a} 1, 49.45 (3} (2} 1en. 49.46 (1) (3} §. 49,46 (1) {s) (intro.), 49.46 (3)
tog). 49,85 (1) (€0) 1. 49.45 (1) (er) (intro.), 45,46 (1) (&), 45,50 (2). 49,30 (33, 29.50 (63), 45.50 (113, 49.51 (),
49.52 (1) (amy, 4952 (1) (), 49.53 {2) (). 49.90 (6}, 101.30, 101.35 (10} (b} 3. 101.38 {13 (x}. 115.40 (4) (b},
118,17, 58016 (3} (<) 6, 767.078 (I} (&3 3 and 795.40 (4); xnd fo create 39.85 (8), $6.32 (£}, 49,002 (1), 49.015
{2} (<), 89.015 {5), 49.02 {13}, 49.032 (3), 45,035 (). 49.037 (12), 43.086 (Z) (¢) and (1), €9.044 {6). 49.047 (),
49.043 {10). 49.089 {4), £9.05 (i1). 49051 {133, 45,055 (3} 49.057 (8), 49.06 (&), 49,123 (Im), £5.123 (2m),
49,125, 49,13 tom), 49,133 (5}, 45.19 (201, 45,193 (10m}. 49.193 (12), 49.157 (), 69,20 (5), 49.27, 49.46 (1)

€3}, 49,46 (1) (Gr), 49.50 (6e) (0). 49.50 {5k} (c), 49.50 () (), 43,50 (B} 13, 49.50 (9) (¢}, 49.52{I} (ad) ), 48.70
© . 11982 (85 230.048 (13} {1) and 230,147 (5) of the statutes frrleting fo sunsetung ths 28 10 Tamlies wath
/ Ependeont enidren Progimat, Whe Tood sambs Brogran. wie yeneral relief program aad the relief to seed

ndian persons progran/ TRITAY 2 PilG] Pubhs AESITII0K PIOLiai: MOLIyIng CREIGIITY J0F genera) relvel,

food Fuamp and medcal assistanes demefiis: creating 2 piot job opportunities 30d bage skulls program;

. granting ruleanaking authority: requiring the depasiment of health and socal sevvicex 1o submit proposed
legislnion: pravidiag an exemption from emergeney rale procedyres: xad making approgriations.

The propit of the stare of Wisconzin, represented ix sen-
aze and asrembly. do enatr as follows:

SECTION I, 16352 {5 b)) of the mitutes it
amended 10 read:

15,352 (5) (b} Mo county or municipalily may use
any money received under this section 10 redune e
Any shelter denelits it is obligated 10 provide under 5.
49.02 1o recipients of genstal reiief. .

SECTION 2. 20435 () (ho} of the statuies it
arasmded to read:

20,835 31 (b} Juvendie residomial gftgrcare. Under
$. 95,26 143 (2], the amounis in the heduis for prowvd-
ing fosiey care, growy homs care sod institutional
ciald eare W delinguent children under 35, 4443 (&)
snd {]4). 43,32 and 4917 {1y {45 Al mones
received in payment for providing foster care, proup
home cars and matitptions! child care 1o delinguem
children ynder sh 48.4% (4) and (14), 23.52 and 49.19

{10} (2) shali De crodited 20 thaz appropristion. If
moncys generated by the monthly raty sxoeed 20tunl
fiscyl year foster cire, group home care and institu-
tional child care costt by 2% or more. all moneys in
gxoess of 2% shall be remitted 10 the tounties duriag
the subseguent Salendar year., Each county shall

- peczive 3 proporionaie share of the remittance

depending on the total numder of days of plscement
in foster care. group home sare or inttiutional child

L)
he A1

ated by 1993 Wisconsin Act 16. 3 aiendod 1o read:
20435 (&) (i} County ehild support asvistance. The
ameounss in the schedule For assistanes o piict couns
ties in gstablishing paternite apd obuining child sup-
port under s 35, 69,25 (8) and 49.27 {10} (g) and for

* Sccuon P11 Wutousm STanoes LAY Effeetee i of som “Every act 208 veary sortion of sx xey enacted e the Jegislatare omer
U oriraor’s BATHAL wtd which doce fot EXpETs proacnine S L Whes & takes effeet sl Take ¢t on the day afier in dale of
pbiicazion as Oespte™ Dy e sccvetary o7 maie foae dase of pabiation miy bot bt Mmery wan 10 working Says alley the date of

TP
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1993 Senate Bill 418 .17,

101.35 {103 {57 3. e Before January 1, 1998, the
eligibie job appiicant is eligible o0 2id 10 familiey with

 dependent children ander 3. 42,785,
SECTION 183, 101038 (1) {p of the suatutes is
amended (0 reads
0132 (1 (g “Public sssistance™ means genersl
" selief ynder 5. 49.02. relief of needy Indian persons

under & 49.086,
madical assistance ynder ss. 4945
10 &9 &? iomxm eIy ;xsxszzm under 5. 49 30

mgram uﬁdm“ Qﬁﬁ 2022 1o 2039
SECTION 104, 11540 (4) (3 of the stawytes i3
amended o read! .
115,60 (a3th1 The stare superintendent and the sec.
retary of health aed social serviers shall wv:cw the
ag;simuom and jointly éatermim: the mst xm;;scnts
and the amount of v3ch grant.
1999, 2 prant may po! be awarded t 2 school bo&«a
upency Of cmﬁu::m unless the percentage of the
gravriciputing schoo! disinct’s memberthip in the pre-
vious sehoot wour {or whom aid 1o families with depess
dent critdren was being received under 5, 49.)% was
greater than $iv. I this paragraph, “membership”
hus the rsanting given in 4, 121.0G4 (55,
SECTION 105, 118.17 of the statutes is smended 1o
temd:
11837 ladigent children. The principal or teacher
in charge of 2ny public schoot shall reoont to the
AuTherity a&mnimz wm-d relief, or afict
. !fﬂ.mm ber 31, 1998, 10 4 gepartment under <
£ 3 {w u:z county whersin the

n:beoi i3 muaieci the pame and address of say ehiid in
the school whose parent, guscdian or other person
kaving conwrol, charge or custody of the child it with.
out sufficient means (o furnish tho chiid with food or
elothing necessary t¢ enable the thild 1o attend school.

SECTION 106, 119.82 14 of the siatutes Is ¢remted
1 resd: ‘

119,80 165 This section does not appr afler Deecm.
Ber 31, 1998,

SECTION 107, 230.04 (13141} of the sianues is ¢re-
atest (o read:

230,04 (1% (D This subsection doey not appiy alier
December 31, 1998,

SECTION 108, 230,147 (5) of he sisuies s ¢re-
ated 1y read;

235.187 (5 This scuion does not apply afier
Desember 31,1998,

SECTION 109, 360.14 €31 ¢c) & of the stazutes. a8
sreated by 1993 Wisconsin Act 14, is amended 19 read:

560.14 133107 8, Heow Before Janyare 1, 1999, how
the peresatags of Rouseholds recziving 2id 16 famalies
with depeadent shildren under 5. 45,19 in she ares in
which the buliness imtudater of whaviogy-based
inrubator it or will bo locaied compares 10 the per-
Sentaps of Mousehoids resciving aid to families with
dependent children i the stace,

- pofief

; Mhll‘Mﬂ'

SECTION 110, 767.078 {17 (d) 3 of the staiutes is
#pended 1o reag:

67078 (1 () 3. Suidivisions | and 2 uniy appiv
while the department o7 health and social serviess con.
dutts the program under 5. 49.25 ynd do not gooiv
afier December 31, 1998,

TSECTION 1L

srmended fo resd:

THRAD () STav oF ROCERNING. Tht court shall
sy the procoeding: in a eivil action of eviction if the
tenant applies for emergency assistance uader 5. 43,19
{11} {55 tenant shall inform the court of the ot~
come of the determination of eligibility for emergency
assiszance. The stay resnaias in effect until the tenam s
siigbility for energeney astiztanee is determingd and,
if the tenant is determined ¢ be sligible, uatil the en-
umtcmmxhc ats assisum This sabsecrion
GOCt 0 g ; 9 i

QECY’IQN 2?2 Nmammy provitions; prapoced |
legisiation. No luter than January 1, 1995 the seers.
wry of Bealtl and socizl sarwives thall submit o the
lepsiature, in the menner provided under soction
13.572 (25 of the statutes, 2 proposs! for weifare
reform in this sate. The proposaishall provide for the
repiscement. by December 31, 1998, of the geaeral
m adminmstered undey seezion 49.02 of the
ststutes. the relie? of needy Indixn persons program
under seciion 42.046 of the statutes, the 2id 10 families
with dependent children program under section 498,19
of the staiuies and, 1o the exient that secipients of
food coupons under the f00d samp program aise
receive aid 1o families with ¢ependent childten, gene
erxt relief or relief of needy Indian persans, the lood
siamp program wnder 7 USC 2011 10 2029, The pro-
graes shiall provide for the continvation of the fosd
stsep program for food stamy recipients whd are not
siso recipionts of sid o families with dependent chil-
dren, geaerst retiel or relisf of needy Indian persons.
The progrom shall siso meer all ‘of the Tellowing

79940 {4 of the statutes i

(13 The program shall ¢fer bagic income support (o
lowaincome persong who CRNNOL Work.

15 The program shall offer employment opportys
nities 1 iowsinsome persons whiy ¢an work, bl who
canagt {ing employmeat.  These emiployment uppor.
tunitiey may BoL supplant existing emploves,

{5 Tes progran shall provide lew-Income persons
with wfTordanie child sare and with affordable i‘%zsli!i:)
care,

SECTION 113 Nonstarutory provisions: rule.msk.
jog. (13 The depariment of hesith and socisl semvices
shall submit proposed tules requited under section
49.27 of the sparuies, ay areated by this xer. wthe Jegis.
ttive sownel saf! undzt saction 22715 of the s1giptey
09 faier than Julv ., 1994

1) Using the procodure under section 227,24 of the
sunutes, the depariment oF health and social services
thail promuigate rules required ynder section 49.27 of
the sTatutes, 3% created by this acy, for the peried prioe
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
MILWALKEE, WISCONSIN

o Ml

JOHN O. NORQUIST
MAYOR

January 6, 1994

Mr. Bruce Reed

Exacutive Qffice of the President
White House (Qffices

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear W:Em‘m\

When we met last month during the Welfare Reform Task
Force's meeting with state and local government representatives,
you asked for proposals showing how Mayor Norgquist’'s
recommendation %o President Clinton--to eliminate the welfare
system entirely by 1996 and replace it with a workebased
alternative~«could be implemented.

Attached are two drafts that indicate how Lhe Mayor’s
proposal to the President might be carried out.

The first draft, Attachment A, calls for enacting & federal
law that would:

*¢ Repeal the entire welifare system by July 1, 19396; , <&~‘¥3

¢ Authorize states 10 implement a “Work Connection System*
that {while providing those who truly CAfNOL WOLK WICH
cash} offers the great majority of the poor help in
getting and sustaining private sector employment; and

* Make available to the states, as a match for the amount
they previously contributed to the welfare system, a

federal payment equal to what they were paid under the
welfare gystem.

The second draft, Attachment B, takes a more modest
approach. Rather than repeal the entire federal welfare system
and replace it across the country with a new work-baged

alternative, it lets individual states opt out of theiwelfare
system and put in place THE same work-based approach described
above.

City Hall, 209 £ Walls Strest, Mibwaukee, Wisconsin 53202, Telophone: (414) 2862200 ) T 42
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Neither of these proposals imposes a twow-yeary limit.
welfare would be eliminated immedliately, and the work-based
alternative would be available immediately. If vou feel you need
to incorporate some sort of two-year limit, I believe that the
best approach is to allow persons who are engaged in community
service employment {because of their Inabillity to find private
. sector jobs after an intensive search) to yeplace & portion of
" such work with education and training...but only for up to two
Yyears.

1 also wish to note that both proposaleg are designed to be
revenue~-neutral.

Both proposals do not address the issues Qf'earnings
supplementation, child support, or health care. It is assumed
that: -

~ Earnings supplementation can best be handled by making
further changes in the federal EIC;

- Child support can als¢ best be dealt with through the tax
system;: and

- Health care will be provided as part of President
Clinton'a National Health Insurance Plan.

Pinally, in case you don’t have it readily svailable, I am
enclosing as Acttachment € another copy of Mayor Norquist’s letter
of December 13, 1833, to President {linton.

I hope the attached material is helpful to you in crafting
tederal welfare reform legislation that responds to Mayor
Norquist’s regquest in the context of fulfilliing President
Clinton's commitment to “end welfare as we know it."

Please feel free to call me at {(414) 286-8577 if you have
any gquestions. I would also appreciate you letting me know your
reaction.

Sincerely,

\ Qu’\.ai‘f&
David R. Riemer
Chief of Staff



ATTACHMENT A

NATICNWIDE WELFARE REPLACEMENT
NATIONAL WELFARE REPLACEMENT ACT OF 1994

Section 1. REPEAL OF THE CURRENT WELFARE SYSTEM.
The following federal welfare programs are repealed, effective July 1, 1898;

AFDC;

Food Stamps;

School Breakfast;

Schoo! Lunch;

Other nutrition programs;

Child care programs {other than Head Start); and
Subsidized and public housing.

Erpanop

Section 2. CREATION OF STATE WORK CONNECTION SYSTEM.

Each state may implement a Work Connection Systemn, effective July 1, 1988,
that offers all of the following:

a. Offers income to any unempioyed low-income aduit resident who, by reason
of physical or mental disability, is unable @ work;

b, Offers assistance in securing private-sector employment to any unemployed
low-income adult resident who is able 1o work;

¢. Offers community service smpioyment o any unemployed lOw-income adult
rasidernt who is abie 10 work but has been unable to obtain private-sector
amployment after an intensive job search; and

d. Offers child care to any low-income adult resident whio requires ¢hild care in
order to seek or obtain work.

Section 3. OFFER OF INCOME TQ UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT
HESIDENTS WHO ARE UNABLE TO WORK,

Each state, in implemeanting the offer made pursuant to Section 2{a), shal:
a. Ensure that no low-ncome adult resident who is sligible for Social Security

Disability or Supplemental Security Income is offered Income under Section
2{a)



by, Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent definitions of inability to
work by reason of physical or mental disabiity;

¢. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent standards for reviewing,
and aither approving or rejecting, applications for income due to inability ©
work by reason of physical or mental disabdity; and

d. Establish and enforcs reasonable and consistent standards for allowing low-
Incoma adult residents whose applications for income have been rejected
pursuant 1o subsection ¢. to appeal the rejection and have their appeals
considered in a prompt and impartal manner.

Section 4. OFFER OF ASSISTANCE IN SECURING PRIVATE-SECTOR EMPLOY-
MENT TO UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO ARE ABLE TO WORK,

Fach state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(b}, shall:

a. Assist any low-income adult resident who is able to work to obtain up to 40
hours of private-sector employment per wasek; and

b. Evaluate the sffectiveness of the assistance provided pursuart to subsection
a., as well as all other fraining and placement efforis in the state, in helping their
participants to obtain private-sector employment that is full-time, lasts for at
least two years or more, and pays at least $7.00 per hour.

Ssction 5. OFFER QF COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT TO
UNEMPLOYED LOW.INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO CAN WORK BUT HAVE
BEEN UNABLE TO OBTAIN PRNVATE-SECTOR EMPLOYMENT,

Each stats, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(c}, shall:

a. Offer a community service iob to any low-income adult who is able to work
but who has been unabia o obtain 30 hours per wesek of private-sector
smployment {averaged over a 6-week period) after a job search of between 6-8
weeks; and

b, Assure that each communtty sewvice joby offered shall:
{it Provide enough hours of community service employment {0 bring the
low-incoms adult resident’s total hours of work {8, communily service

employment plus private sector employment]} 1o an acceptable number of
hours of work per week (but no more than 30 hours of work per week);

2



(i) Pay exactly the federal minimum wage;

(i) Last for no more than 26 weeks per vear;

{ivi Ba subject to the same rules of dismissal and discipline as a regular
private-sector job;

(v} Produce real benefits for the local community in areas such as public
safety, environmental improvement, housing, child care, education,
recreation, and culture,; anc

{vi) Not result in the displacement of any private-sector or goverrment
employes, and not substitute for any private-sector or government job,

Section 8. OFFER OF CHILD CARE TC LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS
WHQ REQUIRE CHILD CARE IN ORDER TO SEEK OR OBTAIN EMPLOYMENT.

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Saction 2{d), shall,

a. Sell child care vouchers o low-income adult residents who arg seeking
employment or holding jobs based on an income-adjusted sliding fee scale;
and

b. Ensure that the vouchers sold pursuant 1o subsection a. are redeemad by
certified child care providers,

Section 7. PROVISION OF FEDERAL FUNDS,

Each stats implementing a Work Connection System that invests In the system
an amount equal to the state’s match, during the period July 1, 1885 through June 30,
19986, for the federal welfare programs listed in Section 1 shall be paid by the
Secretary:

a. For the purposs of implamenting the Work Connection Program during the
period July 1, 1886 through June 30, 1897, a faderal payment equal 1o the sum
of the federal payments made to the state for the period July 1, 1998 through
June 30, 1886, under the federal walfare programs repealed pursuant 1©
Section 1, and

b. For the purpase of implementing the Work Connection Program during each

subsequent year, a federal payment equal to the payment made to the state
under subsection a. multiplied times the increase in the Consumer Price Index.

-3



Section 8. DEFINITIONS.
For the purposas of this Act
a. "Adult' means a person who s:

(i Atleast 18 years of age if the person has graduated from high school
but no more than 64 years of age, or

{ii} Atfleast 21 years of age f the person has not graduated from high
schiool but no more than 84 years of ags;

b. "Resident means a citizen of the United States who has established legal
residence in a state;

¢, "Low income® means;

{iy For the purpose of the offers made pursuant to Sections 2(a) and (c),
an income of less than the federal poverty line, and

(i} For the purpose of the offers made pursuant to Section 2(b) and {d},
an income of legs than 200% of the federal poverty line;

d. “Private-sector' means p'rivate for-profit, private non-prof, or regular
government; '

8. "Slate’ means each of the 50 states of the United States, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, eto.;

{. "Secretary” means the Secretary of the Treasury.



ATTACHMENT B
STAT ITY TO REPLACE WELFARE
STATE WELFARE REPLACEMENT ACT OF 1994

Section 1. ENDING OF PARTICIPATION IN THE WELFARE SYSTEM.

a. Any state that enacts legisiation that ends its panticipation in the federal
welfara programs listed in subsection (b} and implements a Work Connection
System in the manner set forth in Sections 2 through 8 shall receive a federal
payment as provided in Section 7.

b. A state may decide to end fis participation in the following federat welfare
~ programs, effective July 1, 1996

AFDC,

Food Stamps;

School Breskfast;

Schoel Lurchy;

Other nutrition programs;

Child care programs {(other than Head Start); and
Subsidized and public housing.

©TBaND

Section 2. CREATION OF STATE WORK CONNECTION SYSTEM.

Each state may, in lisu of participating in the federal welfare programs fisted in
Section 1{a), implement a Work Connection System, effective July 1, 1998, that offers
ait of the following:

a. Offers income 10 any unemployed low-income adult resident who, by reason
of physical or mental disability, is unabla (0 work;

b. Offers assistance in securing private-sector employment to any unemployed
low-income adult resident who is able to work;

¢. Offers community service employment 1o any unsmployed low-income adult
rasident who is able {0 work but has been unable to obtain private-sector
employment after an intensive job search; and

d. Offers child care to any low-income adult resident who requires child care in
order 1o seek or cbtain work.



Section 3. OFFER OF INCOME TO UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT
RESIDENTS WHO ARE UNABLE TO WORK.

Each state, in implemaenting the offer made pursuant to Section 2(a), shail:

a. Ensure that no low-income adult resident who is efigible for Social Security
Disability or Supplemeral Security Income is offered income under Section
2(a);

b, Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent defiritions of inability to
work by reason of physical or mental disability;

¢. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent standards for reviewing,
and sither approving or rejesting, applications for income due to inability to
work by reason of physical or mental disability; and

d. Establish and enforce reascnable and consistent standards for allowing low-
income adult residents whoss applications for incoms have Deen rejected
pursuant to subsedction c. to appeal the rejection and have thelr appeals
considerad in a prompt and impartial manner.

Section 4. OFFER OF ASSISTANCE IN SECURING PRIVATE-SECTOR EMPLOY-
MENT TO UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO ARE ABLE TO WORK.

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(b}, shall;

a. Assist any low-income adult resident who is able o work {0 obtain up to 49
hours of private-sector ampioyment per week; and

b, Evaluate the effectiveness of the assistance provided pursuant 10 subsection
a., as well as all other training and placement efforts in the state, in helping their
participants to obtain private-sector employment that is full-iime, lasts for at
least two vears or more, and pays at least $7.00 per hatr,

Section 5. OFFER OF COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT TO

UNEMPLOYED LOWAINCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO CAN WORK BUT HAVE
BEEN UNABLE TO OBTAIN PRVATE-SECTOR EMPLOYMENT,

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(¢}, shall:

a. Offer a community service job 1o ‘arzy low-income adult who is able 10 work
but who has been unable to obtain 30 hours per week of private-sector



employmaent (averaged over a 6-week period} after a job search of between 8-8
weeks; and

k. Assure that each community service job offered shall:

{i} Provide enough hours of community service employment to bring the
low-incoms adult resident’s total hours of work {i.8., community service
employment plus privats sector employment] 10 an acceptable number of
hours of work per week (but no more than 30 howrs of work per week);

{iy Pay exactly the federal minimum wage;
i} Last for no more than 26 weeks per year;

(iv; Be subject to the same rules of dismissal and discipline as a regular
private-sector job;

(v) Produce real benefits for the local community in areas such as public
safety, environmental improvement, housing, child care, education,
recreation, and culture; and

{vi} Not result in the displacement of any private-sector or governmant
smployea, and not substitute for any private-sector or government job.

Section 6. OFFER OF CHILD CARE TO LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS
WHO REQUIRE CHILD CARE IN ORDER TO SEEK OR OBTAIN EMPLOYMENT.

Ezach state, in implementing the offer made pursuant (o Section 2(d}, shall:

a. Sell child care vouchers to low-income adult residents who arg seeking
employment or holding jobs based on an income-adjusted sliding fee scale;
and

b. Ensure that the vouchers sold pursuant to subsection a, are redeemed by
certifiad child care providers.

Section 7. PROVISION OF FEDERAL FUNDS.

Each state implamenting a Work Connection System that invests in the system
an amount equal to the state's match, during the period July 1, 19856 through June 30,
19886, for the federal welfare programs listed in Section 1 shall be paid by the

Secretary:



a. For the purpose of implementing the Work Connection Program during the
period July 1, 1996 threugh June 30, 1897, a federal payment equal t© the sum
of the federal payments made to the state for the period July 1, 1898 through
June 30, 18996, under the federal weifare programs repealed pursuant 1o
Section 1; and

b. For the purpose of implementing the Work Connection Program during each

subisequent year, & federal payment equal to the payment mads {0 the state
under subsection a. multiplied times the increase in the Consumer Price Index.

Section 8. DEFINITIONS.
For the purpuses of this Act:

a. "Adult® moans a person who is;

(i} Atlsast 18 years of age if the person has graduated from high school
but no more than 64 years of ags, or

{i} Al lsast 21 years of age #f the person has not graduated from high
schiool but o more than 64 years of age;

b. “Resident” means a citizen of the United States who has established legal
residence in a state;

¢. "Low income” means:

{i) For the purposse of the ofters made pursuant to Sections 2{a) and (¢},
an income of less than the federal poverty line, and

(i} For the purpose of the offers made pursuant 1o Section 2{b) and (d},
an income of less than 200% of the federal poverty line;

d. “Private-sector’ means private for-profit, private non-profit, or reguiar
govemnment;

8. “State”" mesans sach of the 50 states of the United States, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerio Rico, eto.;

f. “Secretary" means the Ssacretary of the Treasury.
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HOHN O, NORQUIST
RV F4 S04

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SEWADRKEE, WISTONSIN

December 13, 1983

Presicent Bill Cirton

Tha White Housa

1600 Pernsyivania Avenue, NW
Washington, 0.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

The welfare system in the United States is a lallure. You have called for “ending welfare as
ws loow 4.7 | beligve that the best way o do this is o eliminate weifare altogether,

Wiscongin is showing the way. A new stats law--initiated by the Democratic majority in our
state Assembly, concurred in by the Republican-cantrolled state Senate, and recently signed by
the Governor—will end the welfgre system in Wisconsin by 1889, The legisiation anticipaies
replacing welifare with a work-based altemative.

[ urge you to follow Wisconsin's fead as you design the plan you will send o Congress
next year. Rather than atternpt o reform the weifare system; rather than preserve welfare in a
truncated fonm: you sheuld ask Congress o siiminate welfare entirely by 1896,

What should replace welfara? The federal law you propose to repeal AFDC, Food Stamps,
_public housing, and other falled anti-paverty programs by 1996 should reallocate the federal
funds now spent on those programs—oius any state match-l0 a new federal offer o law-ncoms
persens that is based primarily on work.  This new effort would do the following:

+« Low-ncome persons over 18 who truly cannat work would get cash ang health cars,

« Low-income persons over 18 who can wark, but ars unemployed, would Be heiped in getting
private sector employment through performarncs-based placement agencies. To the extent
ey cannot get private secior smployment after an extensive search, they would be offered
mirdradm wage, iess-than-uil-time, limited-term community service jobs, performing work that
the public values.

+ Low-incoms workers weuld bie given additional eamings supplements, if needed, to get them
above the poverty fine. They would also get child care biased upon akility 1o pay.

« Low-income persons, ke everyone else, would have health insurance per your national health
insurance plan, -

Ciey Mall, 200 E. Wells Sueet, Milwaukes, Wistonsin 33202 Telgphone: {4741 2282200 i o2
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This proposal calls &or spencing the samse or fewer federal dellars than are now being
spent. Thers would be no increase in federal spending, and ne need o raise feceral taxes.
Evertuaity, the disparity between poar-person spending amang the various states can be
corected, As Congress' support for your progesal to increase the federal EIC shaws, the public
and siected officidls ara quite willing 10 help the poor |f the help s linked 10 the poor's sffonts 0
help themselves through work and if 1 is part of an overall strateqgy (o lower federal spending.

Ending welfare could be the fourth American Bevoiution. In 1776, we lberated ourselves

- from England. In 1863, Lincoin freed the slaves «f the Confederacy~and inn 1865, all the slaves
wers freed. In 1984, legal racial discrimination was ended. In 1594, we can liberate America’s
peor from an oppressive welfars system and help them get what they really want and the rest of
us believe in: work. For thess reasons, | recommend that you set independence Day, July 4,
1896, as the date on which America’s welfare systerm comes to an end.

A small cadre of welfare insiders, mosty ving inside the Beltway, will resist your efforts to
end welfare ertirely and replace # with 8 work-based altemative, But the averwhelming majority
of the American people—inciuding welfare recipiernts, caseworkers, ordinary working people,
labor, business, Blacks, Hispanics, and Whites, Americans from every walk of ife and every
region--will thank you and remember you for your act of liberation,

S;n/c}emty, .
JOHN O. NORQUIST j '
Mayor /

cc:  Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan
Senator Herb Kohi
Senator Russell Feingold
Congressman Gerald Kleczka
Cangressman Thomas Barrett




Tommy (. Thampsen
Clesvemos

Gerald Whithurn
Seoretury

oy =

State of Wisconsin

fil i

Mailing Address

P West Wilson Stront

Post Difice Box 7854
Budinon, Wi SIH7.7850
Teiephone {608} 206-9622

Department of Health and Social Services

X500 (0w

Harch 30, 1994

Hr. Bruce Read

Deputy Adslistant to the President
Domestic Policy Council

The White House

Washington, DR.C., 20506

Daar Bruce:

Thanks for the good talk.

It was nice to B you.

Call whan I can be of help.

Baat regards,

Sincerely;

Garaid Whitburn
gacratary
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WISCONSIN WAIVER APPLICATION

HHS YESTERDAY APPFROVED THE WELFARE REFORM WAIVER REQUEST FOR
WISCONSIN.

BOTH REFLECT THE PRESIDENT'S COMMITMENT TC STATE FLEXIBILITY AND
DEMONSTRATION

THERE ARE ELEMENTS OF THE WISCONSIN WAIVER THAT REFLECT THE
PRESIDENT'S APPROACH TO WELFARE REFORM AND FEEL WISCONSIN WILL BE
A USEFUL DEMONSTRATION

WALVER GIVES WISCONSIN THE OPPORTUNITY TC TEST TIME LIMITED
WELFARE I[N TWO COUNTIES, RECIPIENTS ARE REQUIRED TO WORK AT THE
END OF TWO YEARS.

IN SITUATIONS WHERE RECIPIENTS MAKE A GOOD FAITH EFFORT T0 SECURE
WORK BUT CAN NOT FIND A& JOB, THEY WILL NOT BE THROWN OFF THE
ROLES .

WHILE THE ADMINISTRATION'S APPROACH MAY DIFFER IN MANY ASBPECTS
FROM THE WISCONSIN DEMONSTRATION, WE WELCOME THE BI~PARTISAN
INTEREST IN "ENDING WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT"

THE LEGISLATION FOR THLIS WAIVER PASSED THE WISCCHNSIN LEGISLATURE
IN OCTOBER WITH STRONG BI~PARTISAN SUPPORT.

LATER TCDAY, HHS WILL ANNOUNCE THE APPROVAL OF GEORGIA'S WELFARE
REFORM WAIVER REQUEST.

AGAIN, THIS WAIVER REFLECTS CUR COMMITMENT TO STATE FLEXIBILITY
AND DEMONSTRATION.

GEORGIA'S PROJECT ALSQO CONTAINS ELEMENTS THAT WILL BE HELPFUL AS
WE WORK TOWARDS DEVELOPMENT OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S PLAN,

THE WELFARE REFUORM WORKING GROUP IS EXPELTED TU COMPLETE WORK ON
A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSBAL LATER THIS YEAR.
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o Today the Depariment approved ﬁiaaﬁnain‘w Work Not Welfare
demonstration.

o the program would be operated in two Wisconsin counties.
The damocnstration would begin with 1,000 current recipients,
and eventually involve a total of 4,000,

o The AFDC and Pood Stanmp Benefits will ke combinegd inte one
cash payment, receipt which is tied directly to performance
of reguired activities lncluding work.
um{am 2¥ monin, wlisms o Christ;
tad to two years in a

o In addition, AFDC recelipt will be 1 tad
four year period. After four years, naividuals
ineligible for a three year period!

Medicaid and Food Stamps will not be 1imibnd. o

o Ivring the two-year period, extensive case managament,
enployment activities and work experience vill be provided - - __
to prepare individuals for regular esmployment,

o In addition resources from the community including community
agencies and businesses will be mobilized to provide
employmant opportunities and to advocate for recipients.

& Extensions of the time vill be granted where appropriate
jobs in the local community are not avallable.

o Approval of Work Not Welfare represants the administration’s
¢ontinuing commitment to providing states with Llexibility
to innovate and should not be regarded asg reflecting the
direction the Administration will take in implementing feo- /%
Welfare Reform Propusal.

o Wisconsin’e proposal to time limity is one of several, very
different approacheas that are beling tested in the states.
HHS has approved different approaches in Vermont and Iowa
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Today the Qapartnant zpproved &eorgia a Parsonal

o The project was approved as part of the President’s
compitment to providing states with the flexibility to test
modifications to the current wslfare systam, Niether it nor

A\ any other waiver granted should be regarded as reflecting -
the direction the Administration will take in reforming

- welfare nationally.

° Under the demonstration, any able-bodied person with a chila
14 or older must accept a full«time job (30 hrs or more) or
have his or her need excluded from the benefit calculation.
The first sanction will lagt for three months. A second
refusal will result in & reduction for 6 months or until the
individual complies, whichevar comes first.

=] Under ancther provision of the demonstration, the State will
elininate the incremental incresase in AFDL benefitg
resulting frow the birth of an additional child to a family
that was on welfare for at least two yvears and on welfare in
the month in which the child was concelived.

o Thig raestriction on the benefit will not apply to hirihs
resulting from rape or incest, or births to mindrs on
velfare whe become first tipe minox parsents.

o As part of this component of the denxonstration; the State
will offer all AFDC applicants and reciplents family
rlanning services and instruction in parenting skills.

o The family will be able t¢ make up the loss of welfarse
benefits through income from other sources, such as earnings
or c¢hild support.

o Alsc, the child will be considered a welfare recipient, and
therefore entitled to walfare~rolatad services (such as
Child Support Enforcement) and eligible for Medicaid and
food Stamps.

- A rigorous random assignment, control-group evaluation will
be used to detarmine if the demonstration achieved the
results intendad.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: David Siegel
{202) 401-35215

HHE Secretary Donna 2. Shalala today approved a welfare
demonstration for the state of Georgiaw which will operate statewide
for a five-year period. )

Under the demonstration, called the “Personal Accountability
and Responsibility Project® (PAR), Georgis will have the gption of
reducing welfare paywents when an able-bodied adult willfully
refuses an offer of fullstime amployment. In addition, the plan
contains a provision denying additional incremental cash benetits
for additional children -born afiter a family ig on welfare.

Benafits under such programs as Medicaid and Food Stamps will
still ke available to all family menbers, however. Additionally,
Georgia will offer family planning services and jinstruction in
parental skills to all AFDC families as part of this conmponent.

"Georgia’s demonstration will test a number of strategies for
reducing long~term welfare dapendency. The Clinton administration
remains committed to allowing states to experiment with welfare
deponstrations, ™ Shalala said,

The emplayment component of the PAR ﬁrojaet will allow
Georgia’s welfare agency to exclude from an AFDC grant aﬁy abla~
bodied recipient between the agses of 18 and §0 who has no c¢hildren

under 14 and whoe willfully refuses to accept work, or who terminates

- Mora -
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ezployment without casuse. In such cases, the famlly’s welfare grant
can be reduced for up to three wonths for the first refusal. -

The family expansion portion of the PAR project will enadle the
state %o dany incremental cash payments to AFDC families who have
received benefits for at least two vears and have additional ‘
children., Given the‘unigque formula used by Georgia in calculating
benefite recipients would be able to “earn back” the amount of
benefits denied through receipt of either child asupport or earnings.

Mary Jo Bane, HHS’ assistant secretary for children and
families, said, "We will vork closely with the state to eee that the
demonstration is implemanted in an effective manner. The PAR
project will include a rigorous svaluation, and I lock forward to
reviewing the resulte of the Georgiz demonstration.™

The demonstration will begin on Jan. 1, 199%4.

Hi
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October 7, 1993

Bruce Reed

Office of Domestic Policy
Old Executive Office Building
Room 216

Washington, DC 20500

Dear Bruce:

Currently pending before the Department of Health and Human
Services is a waiver application from Wisconsin to implement a Work
Not Welfare demonstration project. Generally, the proposal would
provide that in two demonstration counties, a family entering the
welfare system would be limited to a total of 24 months of cash
assistance in a four year period; thereafter, the family would be denied
any cash assistance for three years.

Enclosed is a copy of On Wisconsin? The Case Against the "Work Not
Welfare” Waiver. As the document explains, Wisconsin’s proposal is
unprecedented in a number of disturbing ways. Much of the current
discussion of time-limited AFDC revolves around proposals to require
families to enter public employment or engage in community service
work after having received AFDC for a period of time. In contrast,
Wisconsin does not provide for public or community service employment
at the two year point, Rather, the proposal is to end cash assistance at
the two-year point and create a three year ineligibility period, even for
families where the parent is willing to work but is unabie to find a job
despite her best efforts. Approval of Wisconsin’s proposal would
involve an unparalleled departure from the principle that our society
offers a safety net for families with children.

The Wisconsin waiver presents a critical challenge to the Clinton
Administration. While the President has expressed a desire to allow
state flexibility in waivers, it does not follow that the federal government
must approve every proposal, however poorly conceived.

If you are able to do so, we hope you can communicate your opposition
to the granting of this waiver.

Sincerely,
Mark Greenberg

Sentor Staff Attorney
/549.109
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ON, WISCONSIN?
THE CASE AGAINST THE *WORK NOT WELFARE® WAIVER

Executive Summary

On July 12, 1993, Wisconsin submitted for federal approval its Work Not Welfare
{WNW) waiver proposal. The proposal generally provides that, in two demonsiration
counties, a family entering the welfare system would be limited to 3 total of 24 months of
cash assistance over a four year period; thereafter, the family would be denied any cash
assistance for a three year period,. This document describes the waiver and discusses why
the waiver is poorly designed and should not be approved.

Under the waiver proposal, WN'W would be implemented in two pilot counties. It would
have the following major features;

CLASPE

A family secking assistance would begin a four year "benefit period.” During the
benefit period, the family’s Work not Welfare (WNW) grant would be equal to
the AFDC and food stanmip amounts the family would receive but for the waiver,
with certain modifications.

During the "benefit period,” the family could be eligible to receive a total of up to
24 months of WNW grants, Up to 12 of the 24 months could be earned-through
participaticn in education and training, and the remainder of the 24 could be
earned through work. For non-exempt persons, the required hours of participa-
tion would generally be based on dividing the WNW grant by the minimum wage,
with the total not to exceed 40 hours a week.

Exemptions would be very limited. An initial exemption would be available for
those entering the system while pregnant or with a child under one; the exemption
would continue {and not count against the 24 month limit) until the child turned
one. Thereafter, if a subsequent baby was born, a six month leave would be
allowed from participation in required activities, but this leave would not add to
or affect the 24 month limit, and the addition of the subsequent child would not
result in additional assistance. Other exemptions would be for a minor caschead,
regardiess of Learnfare status; a c¢ase headed by a teen parent subject to
Learnfare; a case in which the sole parent or both parents are temporarily
incapacitated; a case in which the parent is needed to care for an incapacitated
dependent person; g case In which the sole parent or both parents are on SS8I; 2
non-legally responsible relative who is not included in the grant.

If a family obtained employment during its "benefit peried”, and either lost
eligibility for a3 WNW payment or chose not to receive WNW payments, the
family conld receive up to 12 months of transitional child care and transitional
Medicaid. These transition benefits could only be used during the four year
benefit period.

After a family had received a total of 24 months of WNW benefits, the family
would be ineligible for cash assistance for a three year period, unless an exception

-4 ON, WISCONSIN?



applied. (If the family did not use all 24 months in the four-year benefit period,
the three year ineligibility period would run from the last month in the four year
period in which the family received assistanee). During the three year ineligibility
period, the family would be ineligible for cash assistance, but might be eligible t0
receive food stamps, any services that might be provided by a Children’s Services
Network in the county, and under certain circumstances, a children-only shelter
vendor payment to prevent hbomelessness, The children could also qualify for
Medicaid.

s  Exceptions to the 24 month limit would apply to two kinds of circumstances: first,
an exception would be sllowed for each month in which all members of the
WNW group are exempt from program requirements; second, it appears to be
envisioned that extensions would also be allowed when the parent is determined
to be “unemployabie.” -

Though both involve the words "two years®, the Work Not Welfare proposal is pot
otherwise similar to the outline for welfare reform offered by President Clinton. In each
significant way in which WNW differs from the Clinton Administration’s approach,
WNW provides less assistance to families and may treat them more harshly,. WNW
differs from initial outlines of the Clinton Administration's approach in the following

ways:

¢ The Administration’s approach and WNW are fundamentally different in how
they treat families where & parent wants to work but cannot find a job. The
President envisions that after 4 period of time, e.g., two years, assistance will be
provided to a izcaizﬁy individual only in return for work. In contrast, WNW will,
by design, terminate assistance to families when the parent is willing m WOTK,
actively looking for work, and simply unable to find 4 job.

* The Administration’s approach and WNW differ in their willingness to provide
access to education and training during the initial two-year period. The Clinton
approach envisions that "[pleople should have access to the basic education and
training they need to get and hold onto a job” WNW, in contrast, provides no
assurance of services to a participant, will generally allow no more than 12 months
‘of education, and will count cach month in which a grant is received against the
24 month "clock” even if no services are available to the participant that month,

*  The Administration’s approach isn’t simply intended 1o reduce the use of welfare;
it is intended to reduce the need for welfare. Implementation of the work
component is made expressly contingent on accomplishments in advancing the
principles of “make work pay,” child support, and education and training. In
contrast, the WNW approach simply seeks to impose time limits on cash assis-
tapce as if the other supports were in place, gven though it is often clear they
are not.

On its own terms, the waiver presents a number of fundamental problems. The basic
problem is that it offers families no promise of services, no assurance of even 24 months
of assistance, no assistance for families willing to work, and no serious services network

CLASP e _ ON, WISCONSIN?



for families terminated from assistance; while the appearance is one .of rewarding work,
the reality is that in many ways, working poor families will be worse off under the WNW
waiver than under current law, Among the most significant problems:

There is no assurance of needed education and training services,. WNW time-
limits cash assistance to families to 24 months, on the apparent premise that 24
months of education, training, and work-related services should be sufficient.
However, the waiver design makes no commitment to offer those services, and the
resources committed 10 the waiver scem insufficient o doso. It ;mpeses require-
ments on families, but makes no promise of services.

For many families, the wai%z' will sharply restriet access to education and train-
ing, and instead simply require "workfare® (working without wages in return for
an AFDC grant). Generally, families will be restricted to no more than 12
months of access to education. Then, families will be required to participate in
workfare activities in order to receive any cash assistance. Available research
suggests that broad-based reliance in workfare is not an effectwe way to improve
the employment prospects of families.

The WNW design disregards the fact that most users of AFDC are not long-term
continuous users, but need continued access to s safety net. Data on AFDC
caseload dynamics show that most families who use AFDC leave the system
within two vears of beginning to receive benefits, and those who receive assistance
longest often have the greatest barriers to employment. However, may of those
who leave return - 40%% 10 50% of those who exit return at some point in a five
year period, Thus, most families who use AFDC will exit in two years without a
time limit, but they do need a safety net for times when jobs end or are unavail-
able, health problems arise, marriages break up, etc, But the basic WNW design
envisions a three year peried in which there is no safety net of cash assistance {o
poor families.

Despite being called "Work Not Welfare", the waiver does almost nothing to help
working poor families; in many respects, working poor families will be worse off.
Often, families receiving AFDC obtain employment, but in jobs that do not pay
enough to support a family, In the last few years, a number of states have
responded to this problem by developing waiver packages that provide more cash
support for families that go to work, or by providing expanded “transition”
benefits, ¢.g., child care and medical care. In contrast, WNW provides a less
generous deduction than current law in the first four months of employment. For
subsequent months, WNW allows a deduction of $120 and 1/6 of earnings ——
minimally better than current law. However, once a family reaches the 24 month
point, all cash assistance ends, even if the family is working but poor. Further,
under a set of complicated rules, families entering employment may never receive
the year of transition benefits they are entitled to under current law.!

' There are two reasons. Fist, the WNW grant knludes both AFDC aud Food Stamps. A family doesa’t

qualify for transitional assistance until it losss cligibility for or conses fo receive WNW assistance, L., has a high

CLASP
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¢ After a family has reached the 24 month point (or the end of its benefit period},
the family will be denied the basic safety net of cash assistance for a three year
period, even in instances where a parent undisputedly is willing to work and
cannot find a job. During the three-year ineligibility period, there is no serious
protection against destitution. The three year ineligibility period is designed to
apply io families that are "employable” even if the parent cannot find 2 job
despite ail her best efforts. During the tree year period, the state envisions that
vendor payments {up to the amount of the children’s share of an AFDC grant)
will be available when needed to prevent homelessness. Qtherwise, the state
envisions that a “Children Services Network” which appears to involve no more
than the provision of information about already-existing community services.

+  WNW does not even assure needy families 24 months of assistance, Under
WNW, the basic safety net of cash assistance may be denied to a family for a
three-year period if the family has received as little as two months of aid.?

*  WNW takes an extraordinary step in penalizing poor families that have children.
Under the WNW design, a family may be denied aid for any child born in the
three years after leavinp the welfare system. Under the WNW rules, ence a -~
family begins a four year "benefit period,” there will be no additional assistance
for children conceived during the "benefit period.” For example, suppose Ms.
Smith receives WNW in Year 1, leaves WNW for Year 2 and Year 3, and has g
child early in Year 3. If she returns to WNW at the ¢nd of Year 3, she will be
denied assisted for the child, since the child was conceived during the "benefit
period", even though the child may have been bomn two or more years after
leaving assistance.

As a title for the walver, Work Not Welfare is a serious misnomer. In the waiver design,
during the first two years, a family is not offered a work alternative to welfare; rather,
the family is required to work for welfare. At the two year point, the family is offered
neither work nor welfare; it is simply denied cash aid. WNW does not provide addition-
al supports to working poor famities; in many ways, it treats them more harshly than
current law,

Work Not Welfare poses a critical test for the Clinton Administration. The President has -
generally expressed his interest in supporting state waivers, even those with which he

.continued)
tuough meome 10 no longer be ehigible not only for AFDC but also for Food Stamps. Thus, theee will be a
group of familics incligible for an AFDC payment dee 10 earnings, but sot qualifyiog for transition benefits.
Second, 2 family must use its transition beacfits during the four year “benefit period” begiuning with its first
month of WNW assistance. For example, suppose Ms. Swith receives some WNW assistance in Year 1 and 2,
receives additional WINW in Year 4, and then gets o job. Though she gualifics for traasition bonefits, there may
only be a few months 128 in her “benefit period.” and transition besefils end whes the benefit period ends,

? This happens because a family is hmited to et more than 24 months assistance o 2 4 year “benefit
perisdl”  Suppose, for example, Ms. Smith receives one month of assistance in Year 1, and one month of
assistance in Year 3. At the end of Year 4, ber 4 year benefit period has expired, and she will be ineligible for
any cash aid {or the threewyear period beginning with the mouth of assistance she received in Year 3.
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disagrees, Work Not Welfare, however, raises the question of whether any waiver,
however badly designed and injurious to families with children, will be approved.

The waiver proposal is now pending before the Department of Health and Human
Services, and could be acted upon at any time. Interested persons wishing to comment
should write to:

Mary Jo Bane
Designate - Assistant Secretary for the Administration for Children and Families

370 L'Enfant Promenade, SW
Washington, DC 20447

For additional information, please feel free to contact CLASP, 1616 P Street, NW
Suite 150, Washington, DC 20036, 202/328-5140.
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ON, WISCONSIN?
THE CASE AGAINST THE "WORK NOT WELFARE" WAIVER

On July 12, 1993, Wisconsin submitted for federal approval its Work Not Welfare
{WNW) waiver proposal. The proposal generally provides that, in two demonstration
¢ounties, a family entering the welfare system would be limited to 24 months of cash
assistance in a four year period; thereafter, the family would be denied any cash assis-
tance for a three year period, This document describes the waiver angd discusses why the
waiver is poorly designed and should not be approved.

This document is organized as follows, First, it will briefly summarize the key provisions
of the Work Not Welfare waiver. Then, it will discuss how they differ from the approach
to welfare reform put forward by the Clinton Administration. Then, it will consider the
waiver proposal on its own terms, and discuss the major problems presented, The last
page of this document provides the address to which comments should be submitted by
persons wanting to express {0 HHS their views about the Wisconsin waiver.

The "Work Not Wellare" Waiver: A Brief Summary

WNW!, if approved, wonld be implemented in two pilot counties. In those pilot
counties, a family seeking assistance weuld begin a four year “benefit period.” During
the benefit periad, the family’s Work Not Welfare {WNW) grant would be the AFDC
and food stamp amounts the family would receive but for the waiver, with certain
modifications? During the benefit period, the family could be eligible to receive a total
of up 1o 24 months of WNW grants. Up to 12 of the 24 months could be earned through
participation in education and training, and the remainder of the 24 could be earned .
through work, For single parents, required hours of participation would be determined
by dividing the WN'W grant by the minimuem wage, with the 1otal not to exceed 40 hours
a week. '

Exemptions would be very limited. An initial exemption would be available for those
entering the system while pregnant or with a ¢bild under one; the exemption would
continue {and not count against the 24 month imit) until the child turned one. Thereaf-
ter, if a subsequent baby was born, a six month leave would be allowed from participa-
tion in required activities, but this leave would not add to or affect the 24 month limit,
and the additon of the subsequent child would not result in additional assistance, Other
exemptions would be for a minor casehead, regardless of Learnfare status; a case headed
by a teen parent subject to Learnfare; a case in which the sole parent or both parents
are temporarily incapacitated; a case in which the parent is needed to-care for an

' The following description is not a summary of every provision of the WNW design; it is intended, howover,
to present the key aspects of the design as they relate to time-limiting AFDC assistance.

¥ The key modifications are: a Bmitation on payment for subscquestly-born children, a disregard of $120
amd 176 of earped income; a provision that child support will be retained by the family with the first $50
disregarded: and a partial freezing of gramts between redeterminations.
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incapaciiated &apsnéénz person; a case in which the sole parent or both parents are on
SSI; a non-legally responsible relative who is not included in the grant.

After the first full month of eligibility, payment would be made only if the individual
participated, bad good cause for non-participation, or was not assigned o an activity. An
individual who participated for a portion of required hours would be paid on a prorata
basis, but the month would still count as 2 full month of assistance.

If a family obtained employment during its benefit period, and either lost eligibility for a
WNW payment or chose not to receive WNW payments, the family could recelve up o
12 months of transitional child care and transitional Medicaid. These transition benefits
could only be used during the four year benefit period.

After a family had received a to1al of 24 months of WNW benefits, the family would be
ineligible for cash assistance for a three year period, unless an exception applied. (If the
farnily did not use all 24 months in the fouryear benefit period, the three year ineligi-
bility period would run from the last month in the four year period in which the family

- received assistance). During the three year ineligibility period, the family would be
ineligible for cash assistance, but oiight be eligible to receive food stamps, any services
that might be provided by a Children’s Services Network in the county, and under certain
circamstances, a children-only shelter vendor payment 1o prevent homelessness, The
children could also qualify for Medicaid.

Exceptions to the 24 month limit apply to two kinds of circumstances: first, an exception
would be allowed for each month in which all members of the WNW group were exempt
from prograrn requirements; secomd, it appears to be envisioned that extensions can aisa '
be allowed when the parent is determneé to be "unemployable.”

"Work Not Welfare" is Very Different from the Clinton Approach to Wellare Reform

From the initial accounts of WNW, one might have reasonably believed that the WNW
approach was an attempt to implement at a state level the principles for welfare reform
articulated by President Clinton, In fact, the two are different in a number of fundamen-
tal respects. At this point, many details of the President’s plan remain unspecified.
However, the outlines are apparent from the President’s campaign text, Putting People
First, and from the principles guiding the federal Working Group on Welfare Reform,
Family Support and Independence.

Putting People First contained a number of proposals in its vision of welfare reform,
including expansion of the carned income credit, an increased minirnum wage, and
stronger child support enforcement. . As to AFDC itself, the text expressed an intent to:

» “Empower peaplé with the education, training, and child care they need for up to
two years, so they can break the cycle of dependency; expand programs to help
people learn 10 read, get their high school diplomas or equivalency degrees, and
acquire specific job skills; and ensure that their children are cared for while they
learn,

CLASP 2 ON, WISCONSIN?



*  After two years, require those who can work to go to work, either in the private
sector or in community service; provide placement assistance to help evervone
find 2 job, and give the people who can’t find one a dignified and meaningful
community service job."”

In May, an interagency Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and
Independence was established. The announcement of the group indicated that it is
guided by four principles underlying the President’s vision for reform:

"Make Work Pay —— People who werk should not be poor. They should get the
support they need to ensure that they can work and adeguately support their fami-
lies. The economic support system must provide incentives that encourage
families to work and not stay on welfare.

Dramaticatly Improve Child Support Enforcement — Both parents have a respon-
sibility to support their children. One parent should not have to do the work of
two, Oanly one-third of single parents currently receive any court-ordered child
support. The system for identifying fathers and ensuring that their children
receive the suppaort they deserve must be strengthened.

" Provide Education, Training and Other Services to Help People Get Off and Stay
Off Welfare — People should have access to the basic education and training they
need to get and hold onto a job. Existing programs éncouraged by the Family
Support Act of 1988 need to be expanded, improved and better coordinated.

Create a Time-Limited Transiticnal Support Systers Followed By Work - With
the first three steps in place, assistance can be made truly transitional. 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 expected to support
their families.” .
As may be apparent from the above language, there are at least three critical differences
between the Clinton approach and WNW:*

First, WNW and the Clinton approach are fondamentally different in how they treat
families where a parent wants to work but cannot find a job. The President envisions
that after a period of time, e.g., two years, assistance will be provided to a healthy
individual only in return for work. However, the President does not envision that
assistance will be terminated regardless of whether the individual is willing 1o work. Key
aspects of the President’s approach — i.e,, whether “work” will involve public service
employment, establishment of a WPA-like structure, work in return for welfare — remain
uncertain at this point. What is clear, however, is that the President intends a system

> Cliston and Gore, Putting People First (Times Books, 1992) at 165,

* While this 12x1 emphasizes significant differences between Work Not Wellare and the Clinton approach,
it does not sock to imply that the Clinton approach is without difticulfies. Some of those difficultics are discussed
in The Devil is in the Details: Key Questions in the Effort to “End Welfare as We Know 11" (CLASP, July 1993},
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that provides help 10 those wzi}mg 10 work. - In contrast, WNW wall by deslgn, terminate
assistance to-families when the parent is willing 10 work, actively. looking for work, and
simply unable to find 2 job. There is a fundamental difference betwcen a two-year limit
after which work is expected and provided, and a two«yﬁar limit aftcr which work is not
provided, ) .
Second, the Clinton a;z;;mzzck am} W dzr{e: in ﬁzezr miimgness to pnmde access 1o
education and training during the initial two-year.period. The Clinton'approach -
envisions that "[pJeople should have sccess to the basic education and training they need
to get and hold onto 2 job." and'that up to two years of basic'education and training (as
needed) would be provided before the work component; it is currendy not clear whether
even this timeframe might be.more {lexible to.accommodate cases where more extensive
education is needed. WNW, in contrast, will allow no more than 12 months of educa-
tion, (Wam:r &pphmzmn, at 12). Moreover, there does not appear to be an assurance
of services to any participant; there are requirements to participate, but no promise that
services will actually be provided, even though each month of assistance will count as
one of the thmy-fnar, whether or. zu;;t eéucamm ar. zrmmg semces are ava.:iabie in the
month. . " e e Tt T S
Third, the Clinton approach isn't simply imemfed to reduce the use of welfare' 1£ is
intended to reduce the need for welfare. Toward this end, the principles include an
expansion of the avaxlablhty of health care, child care, a stronger earned income’ credit,
possibly 2 minimum wage increase, stronger child support, and expanded access ta -
education, training and supportive scrvices.' Implementation of the work component is |
made expressly contingent on accornplishments'in advancing the principles of "make
work pay," child support, and education and training. This appears based on.the .
recognition that families are often forced to depend on welfare because other systems
fail, and that if the other systems worked better, the number of people in need of
welfare for extended periods of time should decline. In contrast, the WNW approach
_appears to jump ahead to imposing time limits on cash asslstance as if the other systems
wt}rked even tht}ugh it is often clear thcy do m)t

In simrt WNW should not be ahaught af as a state attempt to melement the Chmon
apprca::i} to wellare reform. . L e e -
Y ‘ CoL g - S

5
.+ . . . i . -
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Fundamental Problems with the Work Not Welfare Approach
This section will summarize seven key yra’%}iems in the WNW design. Thisisnota |
discussion of all the concerns raised by the wawer but'it is m’icndeé 10 hzghizght some of
the most serdous ones. -~ . - = SIRTRE - - A
s WNW iimc»iimits cash assistance to families to 24 months, on the apparent
premise that 24 months of education, training, and work-related services should
be sufficient.. However, the waiver design makes no commitment to offer those
services, and the resources committed to the waiver seem insuflicient to do so.

- s
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Except in limited circumstances, WNW time-limits cash assistance to families to 24
months, after which the family is ineligible for aid until 3 years have elapsed.

In the first instance, it is not clear what the rationale for a 24 month limit is. In the
literature on welfare dynamics, 24 months is often a useful measuring poimt, because
most AFDC spells end within 24 months, and because the rate of exiting AFDC declines
after the first two years. Thus, those who have received aid continuously for two or
more years are more likely to become long-term recipients; this fact can be useful for
targeting resources in a program such as JOBS., However, while exit rates are slower
after the first two years, many families continue to steadily exit AFDC on theirown —a
recent analysis of state caseload studies found that most of the families who received
AFDC for 24 months exited at least once in the next three years?’ Accordingly, the idea
that a 24 month cut-off is needed to prevent families from becoming long-term recipients
is not accurate for most of the affected families.

Use of a 24 month limit is particularly puzzling in the WNW design, because families are
generally required 10 be extensively involved in education, training, or work activities for
every month of assistance after the initial month. If, for instance, a parent is participat-
ing in education and/or work activities for 40 hours a week in order 1o receive 3 WNW
grant, what is the rationale for terminating aid at the 24 month poim?

One rationale for the 24 month limit may be that two years of access to education,
training, and work-related services should be "enough” to ensure that a family ought not
need to depend on welfare, The problem here is that while WNW imposes a 24 month
limit, it provides no assurance of access 1o education and training services. No commit-
ment to provide such services appears in the waiver, and the proposed state legislation to
implement the waiver appears to only provide for assignments to employment and
training activities “to the extent that assignments are available.® Indeed, the waiver
application expressly contemplates that if the agency cannot meet its obligation, the
enrollee will still receive cash for the month, but that breaks in activities due to schedul.
ing, work site unavailability, or similar situations will not result in extending the time
lirait. Thus, the 24 mouth clock will continue ticking even where there is no available
services for the family, (Application, at 45.)

In practice, there is reason to believe that, without significantly increased funding,
counties would not have sufficient resources 10 provide appropriate educa-

tion/training /work activities for each month in which affected families receive assistance.
The walver application indicates that the state’s basic JOBS funding allocation formula
would be applied to the 1000 cases projected in the pilot counties, {Application, at 119).
However, the cost of services in the pilot counties should be significantly higher than
regular JOBS services. In JOBS, a limited percentage of cases must be part of a group
averaging 20 hours 2 week of scheduled activities. In WNW, a parent with one child and
no other income will typically be scheduled for 32 hours a week of activities; a parent

¢ Seg Greenberg, Beyond Sterectypes: What State AFDC Studies on Length of Stay Tell Us Abour Welfare as
u Way of Life (CLASP, July 1963).

¢ [Proposed] §49.27(10)(d)3.
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with two children and no other income will typically be scheduled for 40 hours a week,

(Application, at 27-28). Thus, program costs should be higher and child care Cosis
should be substantially higher than in JOBS.

While the WNW design may (or may not) invelve a high degree of participation in
activities, the design appears to sharply curtail access to education. The basic WNW
design generally envisions limiting education to po more than 12 of the 24 months of
cash assistance. In contrast, the current JOBS Program provides that an individual’s
activities are based on what is determinzd appropriate in an assessment, with no
arbitrary time limit on the activity. Thus, if an individual begins with a very low literacy
level, but is making continued good progress, the activity can be allowed to continue.
Similarly, if, for example, an individual has a high school diploma and 2 substantial work
history in low-wage employment, the state might permit her to pursue an appropriate
post-secondary education or training program. The key is that the determination is
based on what seems to make sense in the individual case.

In sharp contrast, in WNW, education activitics would not exceed 12 months in length.
{The application does indicate that "in limited cases” participants may be allowed 10

- continue an education or training activity beyond the 12 month limit, p. 26, but 1o
explanation or criteria are provided). A peneral twelveemonth limit would effectively
prechide some families from attaining basic literacy or 2 GED, and would preclude
others from pursuing postsecondary programs. The waiver application does not offer any
rationale for this curtailruent on access to education. Is there some indication that the
state’s current JOBS Program has involved an undue emphasis on access to education?
Is there some reason to believe that regardless of individual circumstances, twelve
months should always be sufficient?

The proposed state legislation to implement the waiver does not seem to include the 12
month limit (though it would not preclude the agency from adopting it in rule-making).

- The proposed legislation does provide that a program of education or training -
including self-initjated education or training — cannot be approved if it is not likely to be
completed in a 24 month period.” This appears to mean that, for instance, if a
postsecondary student sought short-term assistance during a brief crisis, the assistance
could not be provided unless she dropped out of school. Again, it is unelear why rigid
rules restricting access to education are a needed part of the waiver.

* In practice, the waiver will rely extensively on "workfare" (working without wages
in return for an AFDC grant) during the 24 month period. Available research
suggests that if the goal is to improve the eroployment prospects of families,
broad-based reliance en workfare is a poor use of resources.

The WNW design appears to intend to rely heavily on “workfare”, i.e., 2 mandate of

work without wages or employee stawus in order to "work off” the WNW grant. After the
first 12 months, a WNW grant is provided only in return for work., Even during the first
12 months, there may be extensive use of workfare — for example, if Ms. Smith has two

7 [Proposed) $4927(53(e)2.
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children and a 40-hour obligation, and is in a 20-hour-a-week education program, she
will also be given a 20 hour work assignment,

In theory, other forms of work activities, ¢.g.,, work supplementation or on-the-job
training might be used to satisfy the work requirements. However, the experience of
JOBS implementation around the country has involved minuscule use of these compo-
nenis. In FY 91, in an average month, 6% of JOBS participants were in work supple-
mentation or an OJT component; in Wisconsin, the figure was 79.° Thus, it seems
likely — especially given the resource constraints noted above ~— that the pilot counties
will be relying very heavily on workfare, .

The waiver application says that families might work off the grant in gither a community
work experience program (CWEP) or "Independence job.” From the application, it is
not clear how CWEP and independence jobs are intended to differ. In any case, it
seems clear that the waiver envisions a substantial usage of CWEP-type activities for all
non-exempt persons receiving AFDC for more than 12 months.

Such heavy usage of CWEP is not justified by the currently available research on the
efiectiveness of CWEP-type activities. The Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation {MDRC} has extensively evaluated state work-welfare programs. When -
MDRC has scught to measure the impact or added impact of CWEP, it has generally
found mo impact on employment or earnings of participants; the only instance where a
statistically significant impact was found was for one sub-group of applicants in one site.”
Taken together, the results suggest, at minimurmn, that a broad-based CWEP program for
all persons who have received AFDC at least 12 months would be a poor use of state
funds if one’s goal was to improve the employment prospects or earnings for those
families.

Y Sew 1993 Green Book, Background Material and Data on ng;;ams Within the Jurisdicton of the Comemittes
on Wavs and Means, WMCP 103-18, at 636-37.

? Spemﬁmﬂ)r, in those instances where the Manpawar Pemonstration Research Corporation has sought to
measure the impact or added impact of CWEP activities in work programs, the findings bhave been:

« Mo impact on employment or earnings for AFDC reciptents in West Virginia,

»  No impact on employment or earnings for AFDC-UP recipionts in West Virginia,

»  No impact on employment or earsings for AFDC recipients in Cook County,

«  No impsct on employment or sarnings for AFDC-UP applcants s San Dicgo,

«  No impact on employment or carnings for AFDC applicants i 2 wesk economy in San Diego,

. A statistically significant impact for AFDC applicants o a strong economy in San Diego.
These findings are discussed in Greenberg, Community Work Experience: Research Suggests Little or No Effect
on Emplovment and Eamings for AFDC Families, Testimony Submitted to the Health and Welfare Commitice,
Vermont House of Representatives {1592).
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Certainly, there are unresolved questions in the CWEP research, and a continuing
workfare obligation of the magnitude and duration being discussed has not been
attempted. Nevertheless, the current research doesn't suggest that terminating education
- and mandating CWEP is a good use of resources as a means of improving the employ-
ability of the affected families,

It is possible that the goal is not to improve the employability of a parent, but rather is
10 be sure that families receiving assistance are "giving something back in reurn.” Here,
it becomes crucial to consider the trade-off between CWEP and other activities which
might better improve employability. Members of the public often assume that requiring
families 10 work for their welfare will reduce program costs; in practice, the experience is
that it typically raises system costs, because of the cost of administration, supervision, and
child care for the activity. Thus, if requiring work for welfare is likely 1o cost money, the
question becomes whether it is the best use of the money. The largest costs associated
with any activity — whether CWEP or education - are often the child care and suppon
services costs, which are likely to be the same for any components involving comparable
numbers of hours,

In some instances, e.g., an individual with no work history or no recent work history, one
might well conclude that at least a short-term CWEP assignment could improve employ-
ability, But one surely wouldn't reach that conclusion for everyone, and surely wouldn't
conclude that an individual who has successfully completed 90 days of a CWEP assign-
ment would substantially benefit from another 270 days. The key point is that a rigid,
broad-based, on-going CWEP structure ties up system resources and peoples’ time in a
way that would not happen if decisions were based on what made sense in individual
cases. :

s The WNW design disregards the fact that most users of AFDC are not long-term
continoous users, but need continued access to a safety net.

The WNW approach envisions that every non-exempt family is ¢ither in education or
training or working for assistance beginning with the second month in the system, This
approach seems inconsistent with what we know about the dynamics of bow most people
.use AFDC. Much AFDC usage is very short-term in nature: studies looking at month-
by-month use of AFDC indicate that about half of single paremts, and about 70% of two-
parent farmilies, exit AFDC within a year of entering the system.® Often, those who

exit return at later points, 50 total nsage will be higher. However, given the substantial
likelihood of a rapid exit, it is questionable whether it could be a good use of administra-
tive, program, and child care resources to mandate extensive involvernent in activities
from virtually the moment of system entry. Partly, the problem is one of inefficient use
of resonrces; partly it is one of imposing burdens on families entering the system at a
moment of crisis but who have a substantial likelihood of exiting on their own.

" These studies are discussed in Greenberg, Beyond Stereotypes: What State Studies on AFDC Length of Stay
Tell Us Abowt Welfare as ¢ "Way of Life” (CLASP, July 1953}, Since short-term users will leave the system more
quickly, and long-term users will stay for longer periods, the AFDC cascload at agy gives point will more heawly
reflect long-term users. However, whes looking af any proposal intended to address all users of the system, the
analysis should be based on the utilization patterns of all users.
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The concept of a curnulative 24 month limit in & four vear period seems expressly
designed to discourage use of AFDC as a safety net. Yet this usage of AFDC is often
crucial for families facing the low-wage labor market. State studies indicate that about
half of those that exit AFDC return at some point in the next three to five years.! In
many instances, this happens because parents have entered into jobs that terminate,
New research looking at young AFDC mothers has found that close to half of young
AFDC mothers have a work-related exit from AFDC during the first five years after
entering the system. However, many of these work-related exits are not permanent exits
— mareover, the likelihood that a work.related exit will be temporary is higher for those
who have not completed high school.”

Consider, for example, a parent who.receives AFDC for 24 months over a four year
period, then enters employment, and loses her job a vear later during a recession.
Under WNW, she will be barred from assistance for two more years, regardless of her
needs and circumstances. It is difficult to see what purpose is served by designing a
program which is intended to deny a safety net.

¢ In many instances, families receiving AFDC obtain employment, but in jobs that
still leave them in poverty. For families entering low-wage employment, WNW
provides significantly less assistance than a number of other state welfare reform
waivers. In many cases, WNW provides less assistance to families in low.wage
jobs than does curreat law.

Many families in the AFDC system have limited earnings capacities, and enter into low-
wage jobs. Accordingly, a crucial question for many state welfare reform efforts has
been how to provide greater support to working poor families. Despite its name, Work
Not Welfare will provide far less help to working poor families than a number of other
state initiatives; in several key respects, it provides less help to the working poor than the
existing system.

Many people believe that a key problem with the current AFDC program is its very
harsh treatinent of earnings — after the first four months of employment, a family loses
close to one dollar in assistance for every dollar of earnings. A number of state waiver
requests have sought 10 address this problem. WNW is notable in having a very minimal.
response. Under WNW, a working family will receive a disregard of $120 and 1/6 of the
remainder. In practice, this means that after the first $120, a famdly faces an effective

tax on earnings of 83% from the AFDC system. For the first four months of employ-
ment, this s harsher than current law;.after the first four months, a 1/6 disregard is
better than no disregard. However, other states are making a far more serious effort to

Y Scc Beyond Stereotypes, suprn.

 See Pavetti, The Dwnamics of Welfare and Work: Exploring the Provess by Which Womnen Work their Way
Off Welfare (May 1993}, '
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address the problem.”® Moreover, the basic design of terminating assistance at the 24
month point — even 10 those working at low-wage jobs — will mean that in some cases, &
family will not even get the benefit of the 1/6 disregard for a few months.

Second, the transition benefits in the WN'W waiver, are in some respects significantly
more restrictive than current law. Some states have moved in the direction of expanding
transition benefits. In contrast, WNW will often make it more difficult for a family to
qualify. In the WRW design, a family must lose eligibility for WNW assistance due to
earnings (or opt to stop receiving WNW benefits, or have passed the 24 month point) in
order 16 qualify. However, WNW benefits include both AFDC and food stamps, and
food stamps has a higher income eligibility threshold. In food stamps, the net income
ehigibility limit for a family of three is 3965; for AFDC in Wisconsin, the net income
eligibility limit for three is $517. As a resuit, there may be many occasions where a
family is in a low-wage job, does not qualify for AFDC, but still qualifies for food
stamps. Under current law, such 4 family may qualify for transition benefits; under
WNW, the family will not qualify unless it chooses 1o stop recelving food stamps. It is
hard to see what possible policy rationale exists for denying child care assistance 1o a
working poor family because the family is receiving food stamps. From reviewing the
waiver application and proposed legislation, it appears the same problem exists on the
Medicaid side.

Also, in some situations, families leaving WNW due to employment may only receive a
fraction of twelve months of tramsitional child care and medicaid. For both benefits, the
family is only eligible within iis benefit period, i.c., the four year period beginning with
the first month in which aid was received.’ For example, suppose Ms. Smith receives
WNW for six months beginning January 1995, exits, returns to WNW from July 1997 to
June 1998, and then gets a job and needs child care. She may qualify for transition
benefits, but only has six months left in her four-year "benefit period.” Accordingly,
transition benefits end at the end of the benefit period, potentially jeopardizing her
employment, even though she will also be ineligible for any cash assistance for the next
two and ong/half years,

In sumroary, 1aken as a whole, WNW appears harsher in its treatment of working poor
families than is current law, and cannot reasonably be viewed as a program offering
improved support to working poor families.

* After a family has reached the 24 month point {or the end of its benefit period),
the family will be denled the basic safety net of cash assistance for a three vear
period, even in instances where a parent undisputedly is willing to werk and

7 For example, California’s waiver involves an ongoing $120 and 1/3 disregard; Towa’s involves 2 50%
hisregard of earnuogs after all other deductions; Michigan’s involves $200 plus 20% of carnings; Utab’s mvoives
$106 plus 45%; Vermont's involves $150 plos 25%.

* New Jersey's and Vermont's waivers expands transitional Medicaid to 24 months; Utab™s liberalizes
eligibility requirements; lowa's cmzzés transitional child care 1o 24 meonths,

¥ [Propesed] §49.27(6),(8).
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cannot find a job. During the three-year ineligibility period, there is no serious
protection against homelessness or destitution.

Work Not Welfare generally contemplates that, at the two year point, cash assistance to a
family ends. In this sense, the waiver’s title is a misnomer: at the two year point, the
program will not offer work instead of welfare; it will offer nothing instead of welfare.

Only very limited extensions of the 24 month limit are possible under the waiver. The
waiver appears to contemplate that only "[a] small percentage of AFDC recipients have
limitations or face barriers that may make it difficult to achieve self-sufficiency.” (p.19).
The waiver envisions the possibility of allowing continued assistance for those who are
not SSl-eligible but nevertheless have "significant limitations to employment." This
phrase is not defined; it is unclear who it would apply to. Another part of the waiver
(p.37) indicates that the case management team "may" extend the time limit for persons
considered "unemployable, but not meeting SSI eligibility criteria." Thus, there does not
appear to be any possibility of extension for those who are theoretically employable but
just unable to find a job. Indeed, even in cases where the individual is considered
unemployable, an extension only "may" be granted. It is notable that in the description
of possible categories in which individuals could fall (p.20), there is no recognition that
there is a category of individuals who, at the twenty-four month point, are trying to find
work but not succeeding in finding a job.

The only other extensions of the two-year limit — according to the proposed state
legislation to implement the waiver — involve months where every family member is
exempt from program requirements. Again, however, the basic premise is that if a
parent is theoretically employable, assistance will end at the 24 month point.

As noted previously, this approach is fundamentally different than the Clinton administ-
ration’s planning, which envisions assistance to those willing to work. We generally
recognize that in an-economy with unemployment,.some number of people will be
looking for jobs and be unable to get hired. In light of this reality, why terminate all aid
when a parent is undisputedly doing her best to find a job but not succeeding in finding
one? - '

It may be hoped that, in an effective employment program, the number of people
reaching the 24 month point would hopefully be quite small. However, nothing in
existing research tells us that this will be the case. For example, in the recent evaluation
of California’s GAIN Program, there has been much attention to the experience of
Riverside County. Riverside had a GAIN Program with a strong emphasis on immediate
job placement, and a willingness to sanction non-complying participants (among a
number of other features). The program demonstrated the highest two-year impacts yet
measured in work-welfare evaluations. Over a two year period, 63% of the GAIN group
entered employment (as compared to 46% of those not subject to GAIN and not eligible
for GAIN services). However, in the last quarter of the second year, only 35% of the
GAIN group (and 24% of the control group) were employed.”® The Riverside experi-

6 See Friedlander, Riccio, and Freedman, GAIN: Two-Year Imﬁacts in Six Counties (Manpower Demonstra-
tion Research Corporation, May 1993), at 44,

CLASP . -11- ON, WISCONSIN?



ence underscores that effective programs will have impacts, but that we have (0 assume
that with any program, there will still be significant numbers of complying people who
still need help.

Once a family reaches the two-year point, the non-cash safety net will be minimal. The
family can apply for food stamps, and the children may be eligible for Medicaid, During
the three-year period, the parent will be ineligible for medical assistance other than the
12 month wransitional Medical assistance. It is unclear whether all children will be
automatically eligible for continued medical assistance, or whether there will be any
eligibility restrictions. It is also unclear why medical assistance will be denied to poor
and in many instances working parents; surely, the denial of cash assistance is sufficient
“incentive” to encourage work without alse denying health care.

The waiver application describes an intent to establish a "Children’s Services Network® in
the pilot counties. According to the application, the Children's Services Network would
provide a "link to a comprehensive array of services for children and families, including
charitable food and clothing centers, WIC nutrition services, child care funds (for
families that use up transition benefits and still need child care funds to maintain
employment} and Medical Assistance for children only.” (Application, at 22). However,
the description in prapz}sed state legislation is more modest; the duty of the Children’s
Services Network is only to “provide information about community resources available to
children..”” The statutory mandate does not seem to involve creating or committing
resources; it only involves providing information about whart already exists.

The proposed state legislation does envision that a WNW group may be eligible for
vendored shelter payments when the group is in danger of becoming homeless. The
shelter payment cannot exceed the amount of an AFDC grant for the children oniy, and
the standard for determining when the group is "in danger of becoming homeless™ is left
to be specified in rule by the department.” Eligibility for these payments exists only
when the group is in a period of ineligibility after having received the maximum number
of benefit paymenss.® This means, for example, that shelter payments will not be avail-
able 10 a family that is unable 1o pay its rent due 10 receiving a reduced WNW payment
in a month, Accordingly, there may be a number of times in which families face ,
homelessness during their benefit period but cannot receive help. In addition, even
when a family qualifies for the shelter payment, there is no provision for additional
assistance in instances where the amount of a child-only grant is not sufficient to prevent
the homelessness of a child.

7 [Proposed] $4927(1).
* [Propased] §49.27(7).

¥ There may be an ambiguity over whether this means the fainily must have received 24 months of payments,
or whether it also applies to families who have ended thetr four year benefit period without drawing a full 24

payments,
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*  WNW does not even assure needy families 24 months of assistance. Under WNW,
the basic safety net of cash assistance may be denied to a family if the family has
received as little as two months of aid during 2 four year period,

In practice, WNW may often provide much less than 24 months of assistance, This is
because a family entering the system begins a four year benefit period, and must receive
its 24 months of assistance within this period; the family is then ineligible for aid until it
has gone three years without cash assistance. Under this set of rules, a family that has
received as little as two months of WNW assistance could be disqualified from receiving
cash aid for three vears.

For example, suppose Ms. Smith receives WNW in January 1995, exits, and returns for
one month in December 1997, She exits again, and returns in need of help in 1999,
Under WIN'W rules, her benefit period was the four-year period from Janvary 1995 10
December 1998. Had she delayed her first return until three years from January 1995, 2
new benefit period would have begun. However, since no new benefit pariod was
initiated, she will not be eligible again until three years have elapsed from December
1997.

This example illustrates a basic problem, Application of the rules will be straightforward
if a family enters the system, and then receives aid for 24 consecutive months; however,
national data suggests this is not the way in which AFDC is received by about 709 of
program entrants, Far more common will be scenarios in which a family receives aid for
some months, exits, and then returns. It seems very questionable to base the amount of
assistance to a family in 1998 or 1999 on the family’s circumstances in 1995 or 1996, but
that i3 how the rules will work.

¢ WNW takes an extraordinary step in penalizing poor families that have children.
Under the WNW design, a family may be denied aid for any child born in the
three years after leaving the welfare system.

WNW proposes 10 deny additional assistance to families when a second or subsequent
child is born to an adult enrolled in the WNW program; benefits would only be provided
in instances where the parent is pregnant at time of initial enrollment. 1t Is suggested
that this approach will encourage parents to seek gainful employment to support
themselves and their families and not rely on an automatic increase in the AFDC

payment.

The "family cap” idea has little justification under any circumstances, and c¢ertainly not in
the context of the WNW program. It has little justification because existing research
indicates that the average AFDC family has one or two children™ and that AFDC

® Nationally, 723% of AFDC familics have one or two children; in Wisconsin, the figwre s 73%. US.
Department of Health and Human Services, Characteristics and Financial Circumstances of AFDC Recipients,
FY 199}, Table §,
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families have declined in size substantially over time™ Moreover, a study examining
fertility rates among AFDC mothers in Wisconsin concluded that fertility rates for AFDC
mothers were lower than the rates for the general population, and that the longer a
woman remaing on welfare, the less likely she is to give birth ®

Moreover, the idea of a family cap is particularly inappropriate in the WNW context
because a) benefits are time-limited, and it is quite implausible that anyone would have
a child for an additional few months of WNW benefits; and because b) a family must
work or participate in education/training in order to receive benefits, so any additional
benefits provided for a subsequent child will generally have to be "earned” anyway
(except in those instances where a family is already at the maximum participation level).

Most disturbingly, the WNW rules take the family cap concept to an extreme not seen in
any other proposal. Under the proposed state legislation, no assistance will be provided
during the benefir geriaé for any child born more than ten months after the beginning of
the benefit period.® This means that assistance is not just denied for children con-
ceived while receiving WN'W -~ assistance may be denied for g child conceived two or
more years after a family stops receiving WNW assistance, For example, suppose the
Smiths receive WNW from Janvary to June of 1995, Then, Mr. Smith gets a job, and the
family leaves WNW. In 1996, the Smiths conceive a child, who is born in early 1997, In
mid 1997, Mr. Smith Joses his job, and after unemployment benefits expire, the {amily
applies for WNW assistance in early 1998. Since the child was born during the four year
benefit period, there will be no assistance paid for the child, even though the ¢hild was
conceived and born at a time when the family was receiving no assistance whatsoever.

In effect, the prohibition on additional assistance applies to any c¢hild born in the years
after a family leaves WNW. The apparent purpose seems to be to discourage childbirth
not just from those receiving assistance, but also from those who had received assistance
at any point in the last several years, It is hard to see any reasonable policy rationale.

Conclusion

Work Not Wellare is an unprecedented waiver request, but the fact that a waiver
approach is nzzpwceéf:zzwé does not mean that it reflects a reasonable and thoughtful
approach in need of temng Rather, the Work Not Welfare proposal is unprecedented in
its apparent willingness to impose hardships on families with children for the sole offense

of being unemployed, in its willingness to deny a safety net to families who are willing to
work but cannot find jobs, and in its willingness to increase the poverty of children.

2 1o 1969, 32% of AFDC families had four or more children; in 1991, ouly 10% had four or more children,
Characteristics and Financial Circumstances, supra, Table 6.

= Rank, Fertility Among Women on Welfore: Incidence and Determinations, $4 American Sociological Review
296 {1989},

® [roposed] $49.27(1)(6).
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There are profound problems in our existing welfare system and there is broad agree-
ment that the system needs fundamental reforms. The issue is not whether to reform
but how to reform. Many states are taking initiatives designed to reduce the need for
welfare rather than the availability of assistance. Many of these initiatives are premised
on the imporiance of helping families improve their chances of success in employment,
and providing support 1o poor working families. They also recognize the critical
importance of ensuring that any welfare reform initiative must provide more, not less,
help {o children.

WNW paoses a key test for the Clinton Administration: is the Administration willing to
approve any waiver proposal, no matter how poorly designed and how inimical to the
protections of the Social Security Act? Persons beligving that the Work Not Welfare
waiver should be disapproved or otherwise wishing to comment on the waiver are urged
to communicate their views to;

Mary Jo Bane, Designate - Assistant Secretary for the Administration for Children and
Familics, 370 L'Enfant Promenade, SW, Washington, IDC 20447

For additional information, please fee! free to contact CLASP.
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Center for Law and Social Bulicy

1616 P Streer, NW — SuiTe 150
( IMP WasHingToN, DC 20036
202/328-5140




» Wisconsin
F State
14 Assembly

.03, Bor 8353,
Hadison, Wi53708
HORs 2BB-37RY
(608} 2669953 TTY
January 25, 1394

Bruce Resad, Deputy Domestic Peolicy Advisor
Welfare Working Group Co-Chalr

The White House

1609 Pennsylvania Ave

washington, D.C, 2656¢

SURJECT: Welfare Reform

Dear Mr. Reed:

State Representative
Rebecca Young

Commiitter o Children & Human Servioes, Chair

Committee on Heaith

Committee on fudiciary

Comsmitier om Lirban Uducation

Special Commities on Drug Enforcement,
Education and Treatment

Wisconsin Women's Council

I am enclosing £or you my comments on the draft proposal for
welfare reform that you got from the task forze in the Dapariment

of Health and Buman Services,

In addition, 1 would 1ike to comment on the method of
financing which is being discussed. That methed woeuld simply strip
out benefits £for legal aliens. I believe that is very short
sighted and not a good way to go. While Wisconsin may not have the
numbers of aliens that octher states like California have, to drop
those familiegs onto a safety net that is £inanced entirely by the

states would not be pleasant to contemplate,
40% of our Indo-Chinese population is on AFDC,

are aliens,

For instance, roughly
Almost all of them

I look forward to seeing the resulta of the work of the
Welfare Task Forcea and its comments on the Clinton Draft Propoessal.

With all best wishes.

Sincereal

REBECCTA YOUNG
Atate Representative
Toth Assembly District

R¥/rl

Encl

Prindedd oo recyeled paper with soy ink.



" COMMENTS ON DRAFT PLAN
OF PRESIDERT CLINTON’S WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM

PART ONE: PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPFONSIBILITY AND PREVENTING TEEN
PREGNANCY
A. Changing the Welfare and Child Support Systems

Support for twow-parent families. ¥liminating the eligibility
bias against two-parent families is long overdus.

*I would suggest one additional change: reducing the tremendous

penalty on working step-parents. Carrently all but a very small
amcunt of a step-parent’s income is conslidered available to the

family, even though none of the AFDC children are his/hers. The
amount “deemed”’ to the family should be substantially reduced.

Minor mothers live at home. It ia unclear how this requirement
serves the draft’s goals., It is at least as arguable that

allowing minor mothers to establish separate households if they
wish to do so will increase their responsibllity for their child.
Additionally, allowing minors to establish separate housecholds
may allow them to escape harmful home environments. Furthermore,
it is unclear that such & reguirement is really necessary. In
Wisconsin at least, which has this requirement, the number of
families affected is quite small, indicating that many minor
parents decide with thelr families to continue to live together,
For those who don't, child protection agencies are authorized to
investigate those situations which may pose a risk to minors, and
reguire the minor parent to live with an adult where appropriate.
Perhaps a reasonable compromise would be to require case
management wherever a minor mother proposes to establish a
separate household, to investigate the situation and make a
recommendation depending on the available home situation and the
minoy parent’s maturity. This would remove the presumption in
such cases that the grandparent’'s home was always superior.

At a minimum, if the proposed regquirement is adopted it should be
drafted B0 as to encourage separate households where warranted
and sought by the minor parent,

Mentoring by older welfare reciplents. Child-bearing by teens is

a very complex problem for which there are no easy solutions.
Mentoring by welfare nothers may be a good idea as long as those
chosen are skilled and enthusiastic about their role. Such a
system should never be used simply t¢ provide easy community
service “slots:” this may be a real temptation should the
proposed two year limit for cash assistance result in large
numbers of recipients jobless at that point.
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Demonstrations. It is unclear what is meant by demonstrations
which would condition a portion of the grant upon "self-
sufficiency® activities or provide bonuses. For adult
reciplents, the JOBS program already includes sanctions for
failure to cooperate with work-related activies and proposals for
increased work income disregards are discussed elsewhere. Teen
parents are also covered in JOBS rules and may be sanctioned for
failure to attend school as their JOBS activity. If this is
meant Lo encourage “"learnfare” walvers, conditioning sanctions
and bonuses upon school attendance of dependent children, it
ghould await some indication that current Learnfare pilots are
aeffective. Wisconzin, one of the fow states to involve depandent
children in thelr lLesrnfare program, is just beginning an
evaluation of its progras.

There have been many problems with implementation of Learnfare in
Wisconsin, with many reciplents losing benefits due to errors in
record-keeping and inadeguate procedures, with fajilures in the
case management system, and with large anumbers of sanctions
occurring in families already in ¢risis with the juvenile justice
system, As a result, the program has been highly controversial,
Further experimentation involving dependent children and reduoced
benefit levels should be discouraged until it is clearer that
such sanctions work and that case management and supportive
services are not enough in themselves.

The option of allowing states to limit benefit increases for
additional children should not be adopted. When this ides was
first proposed in Wisconsin, the task force agreed that it should
be implemented only with a substantial increase in overall
welfare benefits. (The proposal would have set the beginning
waelfare benefit level above the poverty line.} 1In such a
setting, the argument that this is "like” non-welfare families
makes more sense. Without such a general benefit increase (which
was later dropped as too costly), the proposed cap on benefits
gsimply plunges families much further into poverty. In Wisconsin
& mother who had a second child and continued to receive a grant
for two, $440, wounld go from 56% of poverty to 44% of poverty.
{Food stanps would help some but would not bring the family even
close to the poverty line.) The additional benefits received
with additional children are sometimes characterized as a
*reward” when they simply serve to allow families to live at
approximately the same, sub-poverty level as before. Thus, the
addition t¢o grants cannot reasonably be viewed ag an incentive to
have more children.

Studies have tended to show that welfare families child«bearing
decisions are not influenced by the size of the welfare grant.
Indeed the draft report indicates that, for the most part, the
social trends leading to welfare dependency are not caused by the
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welfare system but reflect shifts in societal mores and values.
{p. 9} Furthermore, a high percentage of pregnancies are
unintended. fThe draft report indicates the numbers are 35% for
all pregnancies and much higher for teens. (David Ellwood, in
Poor Support, Poverty in the American Family, Basic Books, Inc.
1988, at page 72, reporis that 80% of teens report thelir
pregnancies unwanted.} Allowing states to limit benefits in
these cases makes our poorest families and their babies bear the
brunt of societal changes and lack of education about and access
to birth contrcl, as well as simple fallures in birth control
methods.

Other changes in the welfare system that are far more likely to
affect child-bearing decigions are those discussed later in the
working group draft, particularly making work pay and increased
education and tralning opportunities with necessary support
sexvices. These are likely to be effective "welfare reform™ by
providing real options to poor parents. Additionally, & sounder
educational system, particularly in our ghetto areas, could have
a profound effect on teen birth rates.

B. Engaging Every Sector of Society in Promoting Raspaﬁsibility
C. Encouraging Responsible Family Planning

" All the initiatives suggested in these sections of the draft
sound good. They recognize the largerx societal causes of welfare
dependency as well as the importance of family planning sexvices
in reducing welfare dependency.

Initiatives to reduce childbearing among the poor are needed, and
there are programs which have been successful. States should be
directed toward more positive approaches and not allowed to
diminish benefits once children are already born.

PART TwW(: MARKTHGE WORE PAY.

A. Child Care for Working Families

Maintain IV-A child care.

Expand child care for low~income working families.

It is éritiaal to increase federal funding for both AFDC child
care and child care for other low-income working families.

Among the lessons of the JOBS progran implementation is that
states are having great difficulty funding all who need child
care. In Wisconsin, child care for recipients in education and
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training has been grossly underfunded (resulting in a lawsuit in
order to obtain child care guaranteed under the Family Support
Act}. Also, the long waiting lists for at-risk child care has
resulted in some returning to welfare when thelr year’'s
entitlement to transitional c¢hild care has run out. There was
testimony at state hearings that another spell on welfare was the
only way to "requalify* for child care, necessitating leaving
jobs which othexwise showed some promise. The federal match for
AFDC, trangitional, and at risk child care programs should be
increased.

: ¢ rules across all ild ce programs. Seamless
cavexag& wiil also help families make the transition from AFDC
to, eventually, non-supported work in the private sector., It
will help avert the lose of continuing child caxre or even the
loas ©f a job because child care is suddenly unavailable.

. * Additionally, states should be reguired to supplement
recipients’ child care costs which exceed that ampunt disragarded
in determining AFDC grants. The fedexal disregard is very low:
$200 per month for infants and $175 for children over two. In
Wisconsin it is not at all unusual to spend $400 to $500 per
month per c¢hild. Currently, states have the option to supplement
the disregard. If they do not, the difference must be paid by
recipients, making the cholce to work must more difficult.

*States should also be required to pay child care costs for the
first two months of working where income is being budgeted
restrospectively. 7This is also an option for states. Many
recipients with small children £ind it very difficult to begin
work because they must somehow pay for their child care those
first two months, before the work income disregard begins to
increase their grant amount.

Questions:

1. Regarding how much new investment in child care is
resgonable, it is difficult to set a limit. It seems clear that
ending the use of welfare regquires substantial expenditures for
whild care, during education and training to prepare for work as
well as during work at entry level positions.

2. Regarding reducing the state match for child care for the
working poor, as indicated earlier, it is likely that the match
for all child care programe will need to be reduced 1f welfare
reform is to succeed.

*  An additional suggestion to ease the funding for child care is
to make participation in work and training programs pptional for
those with children under 6, or at least reduce the number of
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hours of participation reguired. Child care for those with
preachoolers is the most expensive of all. This is discussed
further at Part Three, belaow. -

B. Advance Payment of the EITC

in ganeral, this wnuld be very helpfnl to racipzenta, ag long ag
g . "

Carrently, this do&s not count aa income wh&n recexved fnr aither
program, and only counts as an asset if held for a period of
time., It will only be helpful if it continues to be disregarded
in determining the benefit amount.

Any of the other satrategies suggested to expand the effectiveness
of the EITC might be helpful. (There have been some problems
noted with Electyonic Benefit Transfers, generally regarding
access and privacy lssuesy,

€, Other Support for Working Families

It is important to recognize, a&s the draft does, that full~time
work may not always be feasible for single parents. In fact, it
may not make good economic sense for families with young children
headed by & fairly low-skilled wage-earner. It also seems
reasonable and fair to aim for a system where recipients are
batter off working. It is likely that some combination of the
options will be necessary. For example,

Option 1, requiring a state EITC supplement will likely be most
helpful for families with a full-time worker. (Supplementation
of food stamp or housing benefits would seem much more difficult
to administer and diminishes families’ responsibilities to plan
for themselves.)

Option 2, requiring states to continue to provide some cash
assistance is likely to be most helpful to part-time workers, aad
makes particularly good sense applied to parents with pre-schoold
children. 1In order for this option to be better than welfare,
however, the earned income disregard would have to be jingcreased
not just "simplified" or made uniimited by time as the draft
suggests.

Option 3, child support assurance programs geem the most logical
way to ease the burden on single parents, recognizing the
fmportance of their presence in the home while reguiring parte-
time work.

Option 4, is an good idea, but should be considered as an
additional source of support, not a substitute for monthly cash
benefits to achieve at least & poverty level standard of living.
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Demonstrations. These are all very good ideas and should be
piloted. Establishing temporary unemployment systems and
emergency assistance systems for short-term emergencies seem
particularly sound ideas to help families avoid AFDC altogether.

*One option clearly and simply directed toward the geal of making
work pay ie increasing the minimum wage. Since the EITC is
essentially an enmployer subsidy, it may make sense to increase
the minimum wage at the sanme time.

PART THREE: PROVIDE ACCESS TO EDUCATION AND TRAINING, IMPOSE
TIME LIMITS, AND EXPECT WORK

The centerpiece of the draft welfare reform proposal is to 1)
enhance the JOBS program for reciplients and 2} impese 8 two year
limit upon the receipt of benefits, followed by 3} govermment
jobs for those unable to find work at that point. These three
components aye viewed as necessary to enable more long-term
recipients to obtain employment and lesve the AFDC program.

The problem with this analysis is that the JOBS progranm has never
been given a chance to work for most program participants., As
the draft indicates, only 15% of the non-exempt AFDC caselosad is
currently participating. Thus, while expanding the JUBS program
is appropriate, establishing a two-year limit is a totally
irrelevant response to the program’s failure thus far to move
more people off welfare. The answer is not more rigidity but
more use of the program, tailored to meet the need of recipients
for job preparedness and training and targetted at those who need
it and can most benefit. Furthermore, the provision of public
service Jjobs at the end of this period will be costly, and '
invariably result in the diversion of funds from other, highly
necessary initiatives: expansion of the JOBS program and the .
additional child care funding.

A. Enhancing the JOBS Program.

1. Immediate focus on work and participation in JOBS. The
emphasis upon getting all recipients into JOBS immediately
creates an unnecessary and inefficient rigidity. The draft
points out that APDC serves as a temporary safety net for a
majority of reciplents. (Page 16.) Yet, by requiring the
immediate entry of all recipients inte JOBS, the plan does not
seem to recognize that many recipients leave the progran needing
few services beyond temporary financial help and many of those
who leave do not return., It does not make any sense at all to
devote new resources o this group.

In addition, the plan would remove axemptions for parents of
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young children, without acknowledging that these are the most
expensive recipients to serve because of child care regquirements,
and without discussing the critical role in child-rearing that
single parents especially must play.

* A better approach would be to target resources to those who
have boen on assistance for a certain period of time, for example
a yeaxy, and otherwlse make services avajlable to wolunteers, as
needed. This would be much more likely to focus resources where
they are most needed than the draft’s approach. It would also
assure that parents who enter the program with very young
children could care for their children themselves, 1f they felt
it necessary. Finally, it would allow the development of moxe
thoughtful plang for self-sufficiency, after the sorts of crises
which propel many families onto assistance had had a ahance to
gquiet down.

Teen parents could be reguired to participate immediately, as has
- been puggested aelsewhere. See Mark Greenbexg, The Devil is in
the Details, July, 1393, page 17. As Mr. Greenberg suggests,
they congtitute a group likely to baecome long-term recipients and
have a special need to finish school. While their children are
infants, however, school attendance should be required only if
on-site child care is available.

Sanctions should be no stronger than under current law, where
benefits are reduced by removing the portion owed for the adult
who fails to participate.

2. Expanding the JOBS program. Increased funding and an
enhanced mateh are both necessary in order to substantially
increase the numbers of recipients served,

* The enhanced federal match should be applied, as well, to ¢ghild
care funding for those in education and training programs.
Wisconain and other states have found it difficult to meet this
need at the current match rate. In many cases, this will be the
primary expense for those in JOBS.

Dramatically increased parxticipation should also be sought, but
it should be achieved by targetting those longer-term recipients
and teen parents as discussed earlier. °

3.
initiatives. The initistives suggested are all positive
approaches for providing opportunities for welfare reciplents to
become self~sufficient. However, states should hesitate to
direct, in particular, AFDC recipients toward child care. These
jobs are both teoo important and too underpaid to encourage anyone
to undertake them who is not both highly motivated and talented

Inteqrating JOBS and mainstraam education and ¢raining
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at working with children.

B. Making Welfare Transitional

Pwo-Year limit.

Extengions.

“redits for additional

The discussion here indicates that the time limit is necessary to
provide a “structure that necessitates continuous movement toward
fulfilling the objectives of the employability plan and,
ultimately, fianding a job.* But, as indicated earlier, it does
not make sense to provide the same structure regardless of
circumstance. Indeed the detall of this section contains a
number of possible variations. and exceptions which alnmost swallow
the rule, indicating the difficulty. Reguiring contracts and
employability plans already provides the necessary structure and
directs recipients toward completing training and entering the
job market. Thase are tallored to recipients’ skills and
aptitudes, their readiness for the labor market, and their
family’s needs. Imposing an artificial two-year limit which
ignores these considerations is counterproductive.

That is not to say that states might not be allowed to require
recipients to look for work while in education or training
programs after a certain reasonable period if it did not intefers
with oxr slow down their educational programs. Or work in
addition might be required if the student were not making
satisfactory progress in their training or educational programs
{instead of regquiring them to quit their programs altogether, if
they wished a chance to continue).

Gearing recipients’ programs and time expectations to their
specific situations would eliminate the need to grant the sorts
of extensions listed, to extend the time limit for working at
least 20 hours per week, and to allow the “earning” of months of
eligibility for months spent working and off assistance., Pages
20-21.

On the other hand, if a time limit is ultimately enacted into
law, the extensions and credits should be mandatory upon the
stateg in orxder to build in some attention to the variety of
recipients’ clircumstances otherwise disregarded in a time-limited
system: those who go on and off assistance, and those who need
different types of help at different points of AFDC eligibility.
Also of particular lmportance is continuing the opportunities for
postsecondary education which is contained in the current JOBS
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program and which is the avenue most likely to lead recipients
out of the welfare system for good.

C. Work

In addition to being an inefficient way to use resources,
establishing time limits means that government must create work
opportunities at the end of the period for those who are unable
to find work outside the program. This must be done to avoid the
widespread deprivation which would otherwise result.

The draft states that the overall goal of the work program is to
help recipients "find lasting employment outside the program."

Of the two models presented in the draft, the jobs created for
recipients to work for wages are much more clearly directed
toward achieving this goal than the workfare model. Based upon
studies to date, workfare models have not proven at all effective
in moving recipients into jobs outside the welfare system. (For
a particularly good discussion of the problems of workfare, see
Mr. Greenberg’s article at pages 10 to 14.)

Both programs are likely to be costly, both in themselves and
considering the child care needs of working recipients. To the
extent that recipients are not provided the means to find jobs
outside the program, government work programs run the risk of
creating a quasi-permanent underclass at substantial expense.
Finally, it is highly unlikely that states will be able to create
the number of jobs that will be required. See Mr. Greenberg’s
discussion at pages 10-12.

l. Administrative structure of the work program

Eliqibility. The sanction for refusing an offer of work outside
the program is ineligibility for six months with cash benefits
provided to the extent they would have been had the job been
taken. Since the only way to cure this violation is the
acceptance of another job outside the program which may not be
available, some families will be left with no income at all and
no way to provide it. Currently recipients are sanctioned by
being taken off the grant, leaving the childrens’ portion intact.
This is a severe enough penalty where full grants are already
well below the poverty level.

Waiting list. If the number needing work exceeds the number of
work slots, recipients would be required to volunteer and states
might be penalized by a reduced match of the recipient’s cash
assistance. It is likely that the number of jobless recipients
will greatly exceed the number of jobs. Volunteer opportunities
are likely to shrink, the use of volunteers may well begin to
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substitute for hiring regular employees, and states are likely to
be put to even greater expense because of local economic
conditions. Tt is not fair to penalize gither states or
recipients for negative economic conditions and shrinking job
markets.

The cption of allowing states to reduce benefits once reciplents
axcead a certain period of participation in work programs should
not be adopted. It is not fair to punish recipients who follow
all the rules and are unable to find work becanse they lack
necessary skills or because appropriate jobs are unavailable.

2. Charscteristics of the work assignments.

Hours. The draft provides that work assignments would be for 15
to 35 hours per week to be determined by the state. The progranm
should set standards for setting the number of hours, for
exanple, limiting to 20 hours per week the work obligation of
those with pre-school children.

Not working. The reduction of hours for not working should be
limited similarly to the limitgs under current law. ©Or, the
reducticon could reflect the number of hours missed up 10 a
maximum set as a percentage of the grant.

The option of permitting workfare programs should not be adopted.
As discussed earlier, these programs have shown almost ne success
in helping recipients gain outside employment. {learly it is not
warranted to expand them on the scale anticipated with this
program.

3. Economic development. The Community development and
Individual economic development initiatives are positive
suggestions.

*

PART FOUR: ERFORCE CHILD SUFPORT

A. Child Support Enforcement

1. Iniversal and simplified paternity establishment process.
The emphasis here should be on the conscientious and thorough

pursunit of paternity and child support in all welfare cases and
those where services are regquested, along with outreach efforis
and systems changes to promote paternity establishment. Beyond
that it is muach less clear that government has a rxole in
promoting a child’s right to “interract® with both parents, as
the materials on "universal” paternity establishment suggest.

Simplified paternity establishment should be pursued, but with
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careful attention to due process protections dus alleged fathers.
The legal acknowledgment of parentage is too important to all
parties to risk mistakes in the name of simplification and
streamlining the systen.

It iy unclear what is meant by "clearer, stricter cooperation
requirements.” At least in Wisconsin, cooperation requirements
are well spelled out and sanctions are readily imposed for
failures to comply.

gptions: The bonus to mothers for establishing paternity would
probably be easier to administer than the current $50 disregard.
It is alsc fair that mothers be rewarded for cooperation,
regardless of the amount of child support ultimately received.

Regarding the denial of “certain governmental benefite” o
persons who have not cooperated, the denial of a portion of the
AFDC grant is part of current rules. It is difficult to see now
a greater sanction might be applied without harm to the children
in the family. There are very few cases where parents fail to
cocperate without some basis, often having to do with fears for
their safety or that of their children which they either cannot
prove or which they are unsuccessful in persuading county workers
are serious enough.

2. Appropriate pavment levels.

3. Collection and enforcement.

Most of these initiatives are positive; many are alroady being
done in Wisconsin. However, authorizing the suspension of
driver’s and professional liscenses seems counterproductive,
indeed, as it is likely to interferg with employment
opportunities and/or training opportunities and therefore payors’
ability to keep up child support payments.

4. Providing some minimum leve!l of child support. This is &
natural complement to other aspects of welfare reform, in that it
protects single, custodial parvents fxom having t¢o assume the
total burden of child-rearing when the non-custodial parent is
either unwilling or unable to contribute a fair share. It would
enable single parents to support their families with part-time
work. Such a system jis particularly necessary where AFDC
benefits will be time-limited as it recognizes the importance of
a strong parental role in children’s healthy development and the
particular needs of children in single parent families for a
parent’s presence in the home.

Option 2 would be the best as it is most likely to bring single~
parent families up to the poverty line with a combination of
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part-time work and an assured ¢hild support benefit level.

B. Enhancing Responsibility and Opportunity for Roncugtodial
Parents’

The initiatives here are generally sound, including providing
incentives and training programs to non-custodial parents and
forgiving arrearages for those who comply.

It would not make sense, however, to divert funds for training
and education from APDC recipients. Castodial parents will
alwavs have the major responsibility for providing for c¢hildren.
And, funding for custodial parents’ training will always be more
expensive, ag it must include day care expenses as well as other
training and living expenses. ¥Finally, custodial parents are
most often women who arve much less likely to be able to earn a
living wage than men in similar circumstances with similay
amounts of training. Speocial care must be taken not to underfund
training and supportive services for custodial parents in oxdex
to provide training for nonegustedial parents.

PART FIVE: REIRVENT GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE
A. Simplification Across Assistance Programs

Opticn 1 contains a numbar of positive suggestions for
simplification and coordination of welfare rules for the various
pPrograns .,

Option 2 suggests that the *“filing unit” could be standardized
between the AFDC and food stamp programs. Since food stamp units
may contain a variety of related and unrelated people, any
unification of f£iling units would have to follow the AFDC filing
unit scheme., Otherwise, using the food stamp unit for a model
far cash assistance would result in contributions to the family
with children heing assumed where, in fact, they do not exist.
This would mean substantial inequities among AFDC families of the
same size, depending on who else lived in their household.

B. Preventing Waste, Fraud and Abuse

New technology has enhanced program integrity and will continue
to do s0.

C. Poerformance Btandards and State Flexibility

While some state flexibility is desireable, the federal
government has a substantial role in making sure that systens
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treat families with children fairly and without undue harshness.
Poor families need to be somewhat insulated from program
decisions made solely in response to state budget crisese and the
lack of public understanding of and sympathy for the causes of
their. poverty. To that end, standards for granting waivers from
program rules should be developed to ensure that variances will
serve the goals of family self-sufficiency while at the same time
providing the essentials for family survival,
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guaranteed Jobs
As articulated in our meeting last week, we do not ewpect
you to guarantee jobs for individuals exhausting 24 months
of benefits. However, we do believe that ful;y cooparative
individuals should not lose benefits solely because they areas
unable to obtain employment., We would propose the ollowing
languagas
Ninety days prior to the termination of benefits a
notice will be sent out informing the individual that
benefits will be terminated. It will infoers the
individual that they may apply for an extension of
banefits, but that it will be granted only in umuususl
circumstances. In particelar, extensions will be
granted only to those who are unable to work for
reasons such as persenal disability or the need to care
for a disakled dependent or if they have made all
appropriate efforts to find work. If an extension is
granted, it is expected that the individual will
participate in some supported work activity within the

limits of her ability.

At least 90 days prior to implementation ¢f the
demonstration, the State will submit guidelines to the
Department €Oy approval, concerning the criteria that
will e considered in making such a determination that
an individual‘s benefits should be extended. With

regspect to those individuals who assert they are unable



te obtain employment, such criteria will inalnde‘hut
need not be limited to: 1} whether raaipieﬁtsvhave
recaived and/or rejected offers of employnment, have
guit debg or been fired for cause, 2) the degree to
which the recipiénts have cooperated, and are
cooperating, with the Aéenay in work related
activities, and 3} whether the 8tate has substantially
met its obligation to provide demonstration gervices to

the individual.

The State and the Department understand that, if the
demonstration works as expected, few individuals will
approach the 24 month lisit still needing to receive
WNW benefits. After this demonstration has been in
operation for 18 months the State will subnit an
analysis of the proportion and nunber of reciéients
that appear to he likely to use up their 24 months of
eligibility without being able to obtain enployment,
The State will also subsit gquarterly information for
the previous year on the number and kinds of jobs that
are available in the community which iﬁdividuals on
AFDC could reasonably expect to obtain., If, in the
Department’s or the State’s judgnent, there is an
unaceeptable number of cases which are likely to
exhaust heneflits without obtaining employment, the
State and the Department will reexamine the

demonstration for possible areas of modification. If



the State and the Department cannct agree on whe@h&r
there should be modifications and, if there should be,
on what thay should be, the Department reserves the
right to terminate the deaﬁnstratian,
2. Brployed person loﬁes‘job, can person move back into an
independence job?
We concur with vour propeosal.
3. Food gtamp Cash-Out Issuas.
4. ME m{ig;kb%'}éﬁ'ﬁig; mt Caretakars. yuileer sl ong Pliomid degipd medions
5., Premiums Charged Buring Transjition Months.
6. Time-Limited vs. Cumulative Henefits.
We are concerned that the current structure of the 24-month
time limit results in inequitiss, discontinuities, and
incentives to lengthen stays on welfare. We would proposa
eliminating the 48 month periocd during which the 24 months
of WNW benefits must be used and to allow the individual to
earn back benefits in a less discontinucus manner than your
proposal. We suggest the following wording:
After the individual has received WNW benefits for 24
nonths, additional months of WHY benefitz will be
allowed based on time off WNW. For every [£ill in 2
nunber] of consecutive monthg of not receiving benefits
an individual can receive an additional {f£ill in a

number] months of benafits.

7. Capping AFPDC Henefitm for Additional Children.



We are concerned that your proposed policy which does not
increass benefits for children when they are conceived
months or even years after a family has left AFDC cannot
neet a rational basis legal standard. We suggest the
follovwing wording. h ]
 The. family cap would apply only to children conceived
by an adult during a month in which adult was on
walfare. A child will be considered to have been
conceived in a month in which the mother was not on
welfare, if the mother was not ¢n welfare either 8, oxr
9, or 10 months before the month of birth, or if there
is medical evidence that the child might have been
conceived at some other time when the mother was not on
welfare, such as in the case of a premature birth.
8. Roguiring P8 Recipients With Children Undaer 8ix to
Participate,
9. Opportunity to Cure FS sanction and ¥8 Benefits Cannot be
Reduced to Zeroc.
10. Nopwexparimental Dasign.
We believe that the proposed compromise evaluation design
which would include both a random assignment approach in one
county and a non-experimental approach in another county is
the best way to learn whether the maijoxr policy changes in
WNW achieve their intended effect. The comparison county
design has the potentlial to successfully measure any large
caselead effects which vou expect WNW to achieve and to be

the approach least likely to inhibit the community effects
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you anticipate. On the other hand, we believe that only
individual random assignment could realistically be'a%p&ctad
to detect some of the impportant individual effects, such as
the uptake of permanent Jjobs, exits prior to the two-year
time limit, average earnings, and any outcomes that probably
affect small, but significant, safments of the caseload,
such as foster care placements,

Entry Effacts in Cost Reutrality,

Since you anticipate large caseload and paynent effects we
understand the importance you attach to including theix
effects in the cost neutrality calcoculation., We have

concerns about how those effects would reliably be measured,

_but would agree to consideration of such effects in cost

neutrality.
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Ra: Work Not Welfare Updste

Yeasterday, the legiglation cleared its
lagt committae hurdle going thru the
legislature’s Joint Pilnance Commlittes 142
with even the Sovernor’s opponant next
year voting for f{¢. i

The Senate¢ will pass the legielation next
Thursday and we axpect Assembly approval’

the following week.
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Panel OKs limit on welfare

*-wmm
m:bllltomnpaw-yu pliot proge
r R
u;mzwwidnnﬂtwm payments o twn
o bars gained approval Thursday from s
Ly leginative panel
o ‘!‘helidvo(entthedaiatﬁmm%m-
o1 iditee  sent  Rapudlican Gov, ‘rmnmy
% hompson's “Work, Not Welfare” 8l fo
%a&ﬂ?mwmsmmnmmm
. expected Oct, 21, rrd an TS pree
m:gzmb&emmmmw
iy the Assembly later in the month,
The vote by the bodget-ariting Finance
somittes indicates geseral accepinnce In
ﬁﬁmtmmmmmmm-
wr-hrperican mernhers, both of Milwas.
voiced their strong displessore, .
Rep. Spenver Coggs said Milwaukee
“ yunty'’s ontikely participation in the pro-
am meant fhe counly bad bees “ig-
wed” But the ot slinging eviticiem

ACT-15-189% 7133

s L4
t

cmmmmwmm
that soch punitive roeasares would hreed
dizcontent among the poor,

“We will find the people we are hurting
are not nargetess, Eaceleny people bl chil-
dren who will grow ap augry,” Gomrge
said “This is not & solution . .. This really
grows oul of a political desire Lo 30 some-
thing about welfare.”

3&2&2 Whithurn, who overseen state
welfare prograas as
partment of Health and Social Services, an-
swered the criticism by saying the pilst
program, which will aftect 1.000 people at
any oo tine by two sensmed counties, was

" meant ¢ *oreak the back of dependency.”

M“Wﬁmw}m to andge people {o work,”
1 .
Other Democrats knocked paris of (he

- program byt ended op votleg for it in the

end, One of them was Sen. Charles Chvala,
D-Mazdisos, a Ukely chalienger to Thomp-

of the Dev'

mnmnmyca&govem*zmmw
waa Rep. Shiriey Krug, D-Milwaukee, who
pushed several amendments — soIme oo
eegsiully - aimed a1 clarifying detadls of
what she suld would be a proposed “socinl
cottraet” between the state snd program

pants.
“Wa bave to pony up,” she sald in sue-
cessfully arguing for shorfug up the siaie's

corumitment W provide child care for pare

wm‘mmuméfnmmm
was g
long tite in coming™ but sadd the Thomp-
son sdminiztration thould bave the courage
to allow for competing such
as Kevoshs's "Work First,” a suecessiol
swetiare-{0-joba program thet has no wel-
fare caioll.

Amendmenia — including sdditloy of
the Kentsda Counly and another
that added money for child care — barnped

'mmawmwmwa proj-

" moted $2.8 millicn over two FERTS,

Bot Whithurn said Thompsen's progeam
woild save more than $19 million over the
length: of the program. ‘““wj

Even If the i1l is passed sod signéd by
the gevernor, it still will oeed an exetnp
tiot: from feceral welfara roles. Whithwrn
sald be was “cautiously opiimistic™ the ex-

ptmwﬁuobtamediatlmfor!hum
pected Jan, 1, moswmﬂngdmepw

. gram.

The commities mtnuvely Wthe
stari-up date to the first day of 1998, but
Seu. Josepk Leean said bodgel numbers is
be releazed today would show the state to
have enough money to start (e program
84 Initialiy scheduled. The co-chrirmmn of

-the Finance Commitive admitied, m,

16 de a “little nervony’ about the M-ﬁp
costs of the progeam.
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TO: Bruce Reed
Bavid Ellwood

Mary Jo Bane
Avis laVelle \SQ“
John Manahan

Jereny Ben-Ami
Ann Rosewater
Wendell Primus
Julia Moffett

FROM: Melissa Skolfield
PATE: Octobar 13, 1993

The Associated Press is preparing a story on the Wisconsin
waiver request and will contact some of us today for comments. The
reporter has spoken o Wisconsin officials who are complaining
about the delay in approval and charging that it displays a lack of
vonmitment to welfare reform.

The following iy a very quick draft of talking points. Please
fax your comments back to me on &%50-5673 and I will incorporate
them into a final statement. My initial thought is that this
office should respond for the working group, although Avis and I
are avalilable and oppen to your thoughts on this. The raporter
seens to be exploring the idea of a "policy rift" between HHS and
the White House. fThanks. ‘

“The Wisconsin waiver regquest was received on July 14 and is
currently under reviaw,

Walfare reform is a Clinton Administration priority. HHS is
deeply involved in this effort; two of the three co-chairs are HHS
Assistant Secretaries. The effort to "end welfare as we Xnow it
is ongoeing. The working group is continuing to gather information
and viewpoints from all interested parties, including welfare
recipients. In fact, just last week the working group held its
fourth hearing in Sacramanto. A fifth is scheduled for Memphis in
early November,

After those hearings are complete, the working group will
begin to prepare recommendations for the President. We expect
those recommendations will be made this year.

In the meantime, HHS and the White House ave working
coovperatively to review waiver reguests which affect AFDC and
Medicaid recipients. HHS and the White House are Jjointly
committed to a waiver review process which will give states more
flexibility inm thelir ménagement of jeint federal-state prograns
while maintaining the existing commitment to provide guality
services to HHE beneficiaries.

Eince January 20, a number ¢of welfare demonstrations have been
approved, including Wyoming on Septembsr 7; Iowa on August 13; and
Vermont on April 12.

Secretary Shalala has recused herself from the Wisconsin
walver issue.®

IF ASKED:

" Current legislation limits waiver approvals to projects which
are legitimate, budget-neutral experiments that are limited in
duration; inciude meaningful svaluations; and have real potential
for providing useful information with larger policy value. The
Administration and HHS do reserve the right to assess the likely
lmpact of & proposed project on guality, <¢ost, access, and
potential for success.
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O Bruce N. Reed

gt Kathryn J. Hay

FROM: Caral H. Rasco

BEconomic and Domestic Policy

SUBJECT: see attached which is the anonymous piece of paper

1. Reguire participants in demo to take parenting classes,
obtain regular immunizations for thelr children, make use of
well-baby checkups and other preventive services.

2, State should make strong assurances on child support
enforcament.

3. SBtrengthen evaluation and reporting requirements so that
gtate will have to let HHS know every 3-8 months {perhaps a real
dizgcussion with HHS and state at tsble?) how many of those who
nave excaeded the time limit £ind Jjobs, how many look for work
but cannot find it, how many refuse to work. Very important to
include unemployment data for the ares in these
reports/discussions; this will be helpful in any discussions
about potential replication in other parts of statefcountry.

How many of those not working are in contact with other public
agencies, how many end up being served by other federal
dollars. .. homeless shelters, foster care, etc. With the small
number of families to be covered in such a small geographic area
thig shouldn’'t be too difficuylt?

4, Work with Wisconsin's Congressional delegation on the
possibility of grant money that could be used in the two test
counties to create jobs or community service slots if people who
have passed the time limit are having trouble finding work.
Trigger mechanism? National Service slots?

5. Assurances that children of those not working still receiving
health care.

6. Revisit food stamp cashing sut.
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%JBruce Reed

Re: Work Not ¥Welfare
Attached are clips from th morning papurs
Majorities in botb housea of Wisconsiu )
legislature have now glgned on te support our

Work Neot Welfare prajast.

¥We expect possage when the legislature
reconvenss in several weoks,
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Seprember 13,

Welfare reform
‘wins backing -
from majonty

By AMY RINARD
Bentingl Madison Bureauy

Madison - A malorit
members of buth houses o the
Legistature have signed ot 88 £O-,
sponsors of Gov, Tommy (3.«
Fhompson's “Work Not Welfzre”
initiative assuring its passage this
fal), the plan's advocsies said
Thursday.

*Thiz &5 not a partisan {ssue
anymore. The bottom line {8 we

have the voles to pass this” said”’

Rep. John G. Gard {(R-Peshligo).

Under the program, which
would be tested In two counties,
weltare recipionts would be re-
guired to work to receive bene-
fits. The cash bensfits would be
terminated after two years,

in the AsSersbly, all 47 Reputs
licans and 8 Democrats have
agreed to co-sponsor the S awe

thorizing {he program.

“Aszembly Democrats cannot
afforg to do nothing,” sald Rep.
fMargaret Ann Krusick (I3Mile
waukee), onz of the Assen‘zbiy
so-sponsors. “Fhe fpnbiifz i3 de-
manding welfare refo .

In the Senate, all the Republi-
can members plus Democratic
Sens. Joseph ¥, Andrea, of Keno-
sha, and Roger M. Breske, of
Eland, have agreed to co-sponsor

" the legisiation.

in addition, Rep, Mary E. Pan.
zer {R-West Bend) who is a canv
didate in a special Senate election
tn 11l the seat vacated by Sen.
Donald X. §titt {R-Port Washing.
fon), alse will be a co-sponsor
either in the Assembly or Senate,

“Thig is broader bipartisan sup-
port than the administration ex-
pected this early,” said Gerald

1%93
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Kmslck; F’ubix: Gm. ismw
damanda refrm iongerpmﬁsanl

’Wizltbnm, Brepartment of Health

and Suclal Services secretary auﬁ
# 10p adviser to Thompson.-

“The numbers indlcate It's the
will of both houses of the Legisia-
ture to move thiz along. The gov-

erpar aad { ook forwerd w yusha )
dng thic atong in the fall”

Sen. Carol A. Buetiner (R-Osh-
kosh) safd the Republican-con-
trelled Senste -wili vote on tbe
proposs] in {ctober, -

She said the fact that social
service officials from seven coun-
ties have asked thet their coun
ties be included In test shows
there i considerable public sup-
port for the proposal. .

The feders] government must
grant waivers for changes in

some current rules of welfare .

programs like Ald to Familles
With Dependent {hildren belore
“Work Not Weifare” can he im-
plemented.

Whithurn said his depsartment
is 31l megovating with officials
in the Clinton administration (o~
cluding U5, Hesith and Humen
ﬁzzrv%ces Secreisry I.}anna E. 8ha-
iz

oy

ot b i



“Work, Not Welfare’ plan
near ma,]orl.ty in Leglslature

8;!?&2:)(&6&; o
Wiscorain Stals Journal

Lawmakers whi support a wel-
fare fest that would cat off pay-
menis after two yeary sald Thure-
day they have lined up the volus
needed fo paxy the legisiation
through boib houses of the Legisia-
tere. -

. Reps. Margaret Krusiek, D-Mil-

. wankee, and John Gard, R-Peshti-
go, have been lobbying thelr ool
leagues fo suppert
posed by GOP Gov. Tommy Thomp-
son

The Thompson “Work, Not Wel-
fare” proposal would require ree
ciplenta of Akt to Families with De-
pendent Children (AFDC} to work
for their monthly checks. The re-
,Cipients, mostly single mothers,
' wounld lose their benefits after two

i years if they fail to find a job on
their own.

Krusick and Ganrd provided a list
of 55 Assemnbly members, incinding
eight Democraty, whe have pledged
i $0 vote for the bill, which would test
the Thompson plan with abaut 1,000

— -1 AFDC recipients in lwoe countles.

! In the Senaie’ Sen. Carpl Bueit.

Septamber 10,

“the plan pro-’

1993

ner, R-Oshkosh, sald the support of
at Jeast 17 senators, incinding two
Demorraty, would give the bill 2
slim majority.

Agseynbly  Amigiant  Majorily
Leader Barbars Notesteln, D-Mi-
waukee, chafrworman of 3 Demo

crab-cantrolled  weifare  reform
comimitiee fthat i holdiog hearings
on the proposal, sald she wouldn't

try to delay or prevent 2 vole on the’

welfare bill,

“I support the idea of twting ‘

time-limited welfare benefits ln
| Wisconsin,” Notesteln said.

Ciber lawmakers maid they be
lieved the public supports a time

- hinted that they will try to change
o Thompsaon’s proposal to provide a
‘Healib and Human Services secre- °

" along with any attempt to eliminate
© time limits or turn the AFDC test |

limit on welfare paymenis. But
‘Notestein and other Democrata

more tightly woven “safety net” for
welfare recipienis who have trouble
finding jobs on thelr own

Gerald Whitburn, Department of |

tary, has already warned that the |
Thompson administration won't gn

into a government johs program.

. Whithurn accused the proposal’s
remaining opponents of “digging in
an ideclogical sandbox.” Volers!
want an end to no-stringe-atiached |
welfare benelits that pay families.
cath for doing nothing year after
year, Whithurn coniended i
Meanwhile, officials from seven
23, including -Dane County,
have asked that their welfare re-
cipienis be made the guinea pigs |

for the Thompson experiment. The |

other counties are Fond du Lac,

!

Kenosha, Outagamie, Racine, Rock |

and Kenosha.
© Wisconsls needs federal permise
sion for the experiment,
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: BRUCE REED

SUBJECT: WELFARE REFORM IN WISCONSIN

1. Gov. Thompson's Time-Limited Welfare Demonstration Project

On Thursday, Gov. Tommy Thompson announced a welfare reform pilot project that
inciudes a work requirement and a two-year time limnit, If it passes the state legisiature this
fall, the project will be tested in two counties -~ provided that HHS approves Wisconsin's
request for a waiver,

The proposal, called "Work Not Wlfare,” sounds similar to what you called for in the
campaign: everyone who ¢an work must go 1o work; the state guarantees education, training,
andd ¢hild care; cash benefits end after two years; for those who ¢annot fipd a jobin the
private sector, a public service job will be provided.

Recipients will receive cducation and training i ene year, then be required o work
for their benefits in the second year. Child care and health carc benefits will continue for up
10 a year after cash benefits run out. The plan is designed as a decade-long cxperiment, to
be expanded if it works. '

Wisconsin will not submit a formal waiver request until the legislature approves
Thompson's plan. HHS will have to review it for cost neutrality and other issucs. But at first
glance, it looks to me fike a responsible experiment. The biggest question may be ensuring
there arc enough jobs to go around. The plan calls for a partuership of business,
communitics, and local government to generate the necessary jobs.

In announcing the proposal, Thompson said, "If Mr. Clintoa is serious about welfare
reform, he should take a Jook at Wisconsin." Thompson is one of five governors who serve
an the welfare reform advisory group that the NGA formed at your request.



II. The New Hope Project in Milwaukee

If you talk about welfare reform in Milwaukee, you can also mention the New Hope
Project, a pilot project in time-tmited welfarc in inner—city Milwaukee. The program started
last year with 50 peopig; it plans to expamnd to 600.

The program provides child care, health insurance, a wage supplement {an additional
supplement beyond the federal and Wisconsin EITCs to boost participants’ income to 105~
115% of the poverty level if they work full-time), and a guaranteed job in the public or
private sector.

The New Hope Project was launched with money from foundations, corporations, and
state and local government.  Congress attached a $6 million New Hope amendment to HR,
i1, the tax bill Bush vetoed last fall. New Hope's supporters hope to pass it again this year.

According to New Hope's founders, Milwaukee leads the nation in teen pregnancy
rates, and has the largest income gap between whites and African~Americans.
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CONTACT: Jim Malons
T (608} 256-1683

EMBARGORD UNTIL 2:00 P.M., THURSDAY, MAY 27
. MAJOR NEW WL FARS REFCRMA FROPOSAL

,Mmmmrmawmw:m
weltire reform program, WORK NOT WELFAKE, that requircs sbis-bosied welfste
mm-@zmmwwmwm WORK NOT WELFARE
will aperate is fwo Wisansin counties, ezce the appropriats walvers from the Clinton
Adustodgtration have besn obiaincd.

Xam*mmmmmmmmmh
mawﬁ,m Our iungvative reforms are oo reasn Wity AFDC
sasslond decllood more thas axy other swate in the nation from 1987 through 1993,
Taking that suogess & step ferihar, ths WORK NOT WELPARE hntities oil make
walinre whot s g meard 10 b A tmnporary band-up, 201 & permaannt hand-ont, Oxr
surrant weifaze dlcournges work xad etcouragss long-tern depondensy, 'Wa
Mumémwmmmmwwf

a Gescriting the sms WORK NOT WELFARE initistive, Governor Thompeon
M&M‘MWMWRWK It dous ot esoocTegs wollsrs
mw%amanumakmmmmm
f ends weiare dopendoncy.” MORE.

Roomn 11 RaR. Sire Caplerd. MO Bex T85T. MaSew, Wieooain 3¥T0T o (GO0 ERI21T o AN SO 20N0NY
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Mwmmmmm;mm’
contrict betwess Goverumant and those who poed beip.! Hs noted that in sddition
me-Henited caf anistsnce, the s will rovide WORK NOT WELFARE perdaipants
with eduoation fodd trairing, chlld exro, Asalth cazs, trargportasion, and fob plsownent
atsencs.

mm}aummmmmm:mmmuw
provids & safety nwt for ghildren, sod 5 Cammnity Steoring Committee & coordizats
locad privass anjt public camploymest gad sepport for participacts

, Um#ﬂmmw%hﬁﬁmmmmmh
1w seleated Wicon eounties will sign 3 contract pladging to work for bensies, Wirkin
30 dryw, ench whltare rocipient Wil begin wodk of taining for work, end aber ooo yeer,
mnmbmmm Altes two years, cash weifice paymonts w0l exd,
aichough wransiiocal medical st chld care benatts whil be svailahis to excpioyed
mmmmm
mmmmmmawmmmnaw&m
wm%wmmmuwmmﬁmam&
mmmwmmmmummmm
‘w»ww‘mﬁhumumhmw Hwe
mmwbw?wnhmﬁmmmwmww
on Wo mmat movs towasd Sme-limited walisos benssite”
| MORE..
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umé.mummmmmmmmmm

Ao, somaining op to two years' woath of cash benctin and ane

mdeWWMMMWWMRMMt“
mmhmu@mwmuw
meammmw«wmm ww
bessils may be withdrows by purticpants who loavs wellsre for work, After B8 th0
youry sworh of bmah beoatits srw maed up, she recipiant will pot 6 cligibla fox AFDC in
mm@um

WORE NOT WELPARE I the iatest & & serics of innovative welfans nefors
mmmw&mmmnm Rafiyrmg such &5 Lasrofere, Chviidren
Firw, 504 e Paremal en¢ Fasly Responably Inftiative bave bees recopaiace
MMmeM
30
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WORKNOT WELFARE will be the nation’s finet welfare reform that recpaioes
work snd ploced 8 limit on how bong an individual can seceive welfare benefisy.

Undee the Wiaiorsin piiot peoiece, sble-bodisd welfars mciplen will be
vequized to work in exchangs for oash benefits, and recipients will noe be
allowed & colfect cxsh benefits for more than two veass.

WORK NOT WELFARE will provide tsmporary cash asisance, zaining, child
‘caze, heslth cere, trensportation, and employroent support to enable welfe

Iﬁw applving for AFDC benafiss slgnis a contract pladging o

I8 Within 30 days, recipients begin work or trining for work.

B Afcer o ez, 1 be in foe |
hg&gg&mgz working in 8 privas seeror job for pey or

W After Z vears, cash benefim end.

" pal beriefits — child cate and health care — continue fr ane
i swlor - mm—— =

I Public sxid private employment will be genceated through e permesthip

. between local communitics ind government, with strong

- perticipation by caunty government, o

i
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WORK NOT WELFARE complements other %iaconsin welfsre reforms that
promote individual cesponsibility and selfufficiency:

l.mme. in 1987, edurarion and
w oot provides

MMMWhlmmMWWH
noncustodial parents to mceive fob tealning and work experencs

Parental xnd Family Rasponsihility Initintive, sppeoved in 1992, removes
dieincentives to maziage in the AFDC program and discourages kids from
having kids.,

"Foo-Tier Welfare Demonsteatton Project, spyroved in 1992, measures
WMWm&mmmwmmmm

wﬂmmmwxmmmmm

%kw%mm g Serimens, Wiconsin ol u&c
recienis g s time, Ui w
hmﬁm Time usll be of the exsenee, ond be the

Tommmy G, Theespeon
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WORKNOT WELFARE |

Fam::mg,wh 8.2 way of life.
:mmmimmmm

B Atany in time, sbary-five peroent of APDC recipients g
W&%ﬁwmmamwm

Welfare does 1ot reduire work.

Ihm@&mhm@nm&ma)
families, with 0o reciprocal obligation,.

lmmmmmmw
IM&;&WM!:MW&W

W&:mw
Iwhmmmhm&Wmﬁmﬂ'

!wumwwh@mmm&m |
M Recipierits are ot required to take sesponaihiliey for gecting off welfare.

i
'
i
!
i
H
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A WELFARE REPLACEMENT PLAN

WORK NOT WELFARE will be prolace in o o two Wisconsin
counties. k'zhzm;humégg&ﬁtmmmm:
long-term entitiemenz m 2 short-tem tarsitional program,

mmﬂmMmmehMMﬁs
time-limited poogram will reduuce spells on welfare snd foster selfafliciency.

1) Mandaniey Wik Raquisernent

W Abls-bodied must work for benefts,

8 Benafits paid bused o number of hours worked.
2) Tine-tiezited Cosh Benafits

I INDEPENDENCE ACOOUNT paye cash benefits for no longer than 2
yesrs i 3 4 year pedod.

I Food Stamps paid s part of cash benefit
3) Inmsnaive Tralning end Employrant Services

I8 Stare gaceniees acces 00 edcation snd taining as icificd In

n each roadioes,
mmm participant through training, job

4) Gusrenteed Child Care

| Qﬂk!écmmdwuh:bmmhm
§ lwwmmm&dmm who need child
P, e v

|
H
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ion and employment

l&fa " db&hmb&m&wmmmbd&

n amsmm
lmmmmmmmdm
eployment

F el N

mmwmwﬂbmmﬂhmh
cohbenefis..

Perricinant éﬁmﬁ%amw the first mondh of
agree (o an evployment phny Bnh moeh, particingnts

Mw&sm&%%hmwm
8 Fiae 17 monthe-—education and mmining as needed combined with work

Participetion requimeenss will be based on each person'y particuler

lMBMMWmMWhaM
mé .
Hautfwuk will be based on the cash value of food seamps phas
hw grane, divided by dhe federnl mintomem wage of $4.25
pmacu -

5IMWM#§&4@M:M@& . 5

i
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Besunples f Work fox Benefts Requicement
CASE 1 — Ooe Adult and One Child
RoiSoms 3140
TOTAL 8551
$591/$4.28 = 139 houssimonth
139 houa/ronth /43 weekafoondh = 32
WORK REQUIREMENT: 32 HOURS/WERK

CASE 2 — Ooe Aduit end Two Children
AFDC $517
e B
$729/ $4.25 ~ 172 howa/mond:
172 hounyrmanth 4.3 weelafmcoth = 40
'WORK REQUIREMENT: 40 HOURS/WEEK
CASE 3 —One Adu e Thize Chiken
*Amc $617
i!%rm. s
$674)94.25 = 206 boavioonh
' 206 hounyimanth 43 weekafmonih = 43

mmwm
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CASE 4 - Trio Adults snd Two Children |

AFDC - $617 »
TOTAL 7
$574/$4.35 = 208 hoursfncnth
206 boutvmonth /43 wedaimonth » 48
COMEINED WORK REQUIREMENT FOR BOTH
ADULTS: 48 HOURSWEEK (eg. Ooe parent works 30
l'm.mmmmhun)

mm

mdmwmmwmmwr

IWW*&WM&@M&WM

lmﬂyww-a&mmmam&wﬁm

mmﬂlyuni:apm Thplmﬂdhwmhndh
' Mmhwmhmmﬁwm
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All emplosble WORK NOT WELFARE participants would be limired 1o o
mﬁmémmdﬁ:m

o will receive on INDEPENDENCE ACOOUNT entitting
them % up ) 24 monthe of cash beneflts (equivalent 0 AFDC and food
sﬁum“fmrm services {child care and
W)Mmhmdmnmm o
will be shown 23 o positive balence in an INDEFENDENCE
Mnmmm :

Mm& usext within a four year period)
Cdinmm Tmmm
uuw 12 Months Each

ChildQare
Madics] Asgtatance

iy be emonc thecxgh particiontion &y w by activitienos
ﬁ:&i mmmumeuummahm

MEM&MMMthWwb

= mmh-wmwﬁbmmdmwmh
caaes; allowed to receive continned corh emisgance. WORKNOT -
WELBARE official will determine whether continued antsance is
ka canes.

‘ .awmgamm m&:dﬁhm&&ﬁﬁm
P 8

%
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WORK NOT WELFARE inclsles iminirg
ot NU'# ™ a‘pl?bypmmmf*

L~

8 Educariin and tnining scsivies vedlble 8 each participase during the
hllmxmbmwhhmwmﬁm !
icdividualized EMPLOYMENT PLAN developed joingly by the case
manegedent tears and the participant,

.wm&m 10 maltiple activities for up 10 40 hours »
i

"WW‘F atul ouining actvities will be identical to those atseady 4
 valsbl through the JOBS progon e wil e avalabl ol
perticipants us needed w arcomplith their employment plan. Eployment

‘W Perticiputs may alao be sequiced t0 take port 1n motivationa! weekahops,
; ecucation, counseling {elcohol and drog trestment, measal
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10l

Wm&zw&méﬁﬁmwﬁmww

Imﬂm%mmmwmwm
nﬁﬁw

Ilu awmwmm m
hmh ot durss &«hmwmm

lAMmmmeWu&mMM

’ ‘IAWW)MM&W&W&HM
care

either or with sefecrals to netwarks, end wil

work hM&WWme
cmmlthﬂd COTe PEI0UITES.

WPAW

Wﬁﬁﬁhwwmhmﬂ?

- Agpoiited by the senics elected offictal to the pilot county, working
the Stetn.

- Cof d]quMMngyhmm
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-TBWSMGWM&

MMMmgbm
Cresie and recryit subeidised job sices.
Mmﬂm&tm&ﬁsmm

* »* 0 * %

RANSIT {9}
Fm&bhﬂ%mm mbwukﬁamndfmd
NOT w&lmkht!mm

ldﬁummumwawwmhw&m after legving

- the eash benefis piogrmm for work, PamwmheMmaMah
nhlmulmlnm.

" WORKNOT WELFARE will crauze s comprehensive coordinated netwock o
turget foderal, emare, and locel social services to children who need them.

| The Negwork will cooedinate with, and provide sefeerals o, existing

. services, such a5 child care teacuros and seferral nerworks, Healdh
and srvioes. mmhmwmm
o mam

;-mwmmmmmmwmm
Bead Swart, and addizional seevices are provided o chikinen whose parencs
mmm&nmmw

Y g,

111
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of Economic Support
of Health and Soctal Services
608) 266-3035
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Tommy G, Thompson '~ A Y Mailing Address
Covernor S v 1 West Wilson Street
Geradd Whithurn Post Office Box 7330
Secretary K Madison, Wi 537677850
Telephone (608} 2669622

State of Wis{:ﬁngin
Department of Health and Social Services

K

Lacambar 21, 1953

TS The Honorable Mary Jo BRane
The Honorabla David £1lwond
3 Hr. Biuce Reead
3
FROM: Jorry Whitburn

RE: Longtern dependency
Recently T asked our staff to deterwing how many caseheads in oyr entire 1992
AFDC gasoload {recelived at least ong check during the vear) had aleo receiwvad

support from the program in 1984 {fat loast oneg ¢heck); 30.8% did.

#e then looked at the average number of months the recipients received welfare
checks {(not necessary consecutively); the aversge was 86 montha ~— 7 years, 2
monthe, '

I thought you‘d be interested in these data from Risvonsin.

Encloaures

¢ : . 4

EXS-Z8 (R 0792
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Tammy G. Thompsen Muiling Address

/ Govemor 1 West Wilsont Street
Gersld Whithum i, Post (ffice Box 7850
Secreiary iy - Madison, W1 33707-7850

Telephone (608) 266-9622
State of Wisconsin *
Department of Health and Social Services
CONTACT: Jim Malone
(608) 266-1683
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

NEW STATE STUDY SHOWS THOUSANDS OF LONG-TERM WELFARE CASES

{MADISON, December 20)--"Wisconsin continues to have tens of thousands of very long
term welfare recipients on our AFDC rolls. And while many recipients do move on and
off the rolls after shorter periods, it appears that many of our longer term recipients
access the AFDC system across a &ccad&ieag period or even longer,"” Gerald Whitburn,
Secretary of the Department of Health and Social Services, said today,

Whitburn’s comuments came as be released a new DHSS study that tracked
recipients over g nine-year ?eriad — January 1, 1984 10 December 31, 1992—-and it is part
of Thompson Administration efforts 10 address issues related to long-term dependency in
Wisconsin. “This examination looked at one very simple issue: bow many individuals

" who received an AFDC check {one or more) sometime in 1992 were also on the rolls
{receiving one or more checks} in 1984." he noted,

The Secretary reported that Wisconsin had a total of 114,030 individual AFDC
cases in 1992 - some were on one month, some were on welfare all year. His study
found, that 353;% of the same case he;ads received at least one check in 1984, "Thats a
long period of dependency and it applied to 30.8 percent of the group,” he said,

MORE...
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222

Whitburn released county-hy-county performance information and poted that the
best record of moving recipients off welfare duﬁng this period was Pierce County, where
less than 16 percent of AFDC cases from the 1992 rolls turned up on the 1984 list;
Menomonie County was highest with 49.2 percent. |

The DHSS report also examined the average length of time and number of
months recipients received AFDIC checks during the 108 months of the study period.
(The shortest duration possible in the study was two months; one month in 1992 and one
month in 1984.}

Tﬁe Secretary reperted that the typical (average) participant who accessed AFDC
in both 1992 and 1984 was on welfare a total of 86 months. "That’s 7 years and 2
months and that's a terribly long period 10 be dfamng welfare cbecksr‘ he said. St. Croix
County had the shortest duration total with an average of 66 months (5 1/2 years);
Milwaukee County was highest with 93 months (7 3/4 years). (The Secretary stressed
that the total months were not necessarily consecutive months on AFDC, but the total
number of months on the rolls during the 108 month period.}

"These "average stay’ findings are very troubling - it's clear that we have a very
hard core dependency component within our caseload; it illustrates the challenge we face
in making further reductions in Wisconsin’s AFDIC rolis,” he said.

MORE...
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In releasing the repory, the Secretary also noted an examination of the
relationship between unemployment levels in the counties and local performance in
ma%g recipients off the caseload. The report lists Wisconsin's 10 counties that had the
lowest unemployment levels between 1984 and 1992, Five of these counties were on the
list of the 10 highest performing counties in moving individuals off welfare.

The report also lists the 10 counties with the highest levels of unemployment over -
the period. Just two of them were also on the list of the 10 counties with the worst
performance in moving individuals off welfare,

"Exonomic conditions locally are certainly a factor in the AFDC caseloads, but it's
clear that other factors contribute as well” he pointed out.

| Ta releasing the report the Secretary stressed that this study was just one of many
possible ways 10 examine longer term dependency. ™It certainly doesn’t answer every
question, nor was it intended to. It simply represents a new contribution io the
information we have. But it’s interesting data, particularly the snapshot that it gives us
of duration patterns in different connties,” ke concluded.

~30-
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Souree:

10 Best {Lowest) Counties

Unemployment Rate, Average 1984-19%92

Unexployment Rate

County S8zyeaz average)
Dane 3.3%
Ozaukee 5.0%
Waukesha 4.3%
Walworth 4,6%
$t. Croix 4.7%
Washington 4,9%
la Crosse 4.9%
Florence 5.0%
Gutagamie 5.1%
Winnebago 5.1%
Piarce 5.1%
10 Best (Lowest) Counties
Percent of 199% AFDC Cases Reocelving
Bapefits In 1985
Lounty $.9f Cases
Pierce 15 9%
8¢, Croix 18.6%
Price 20.3%
Draukes 20.6%
Marguerre 21.3%
Crawford 22.4%
Buffale 22.2%
Florence 22.5%
Marathon 22.7%
Washingron 2Z.8%

WY NHSS data. 12-6+93. Top table inctudes i1 eountles dur to tien. AFDU durs reflect zases

receiving banxfity In 2oy month in 1592 and 1984,



Soutrue:

10 Worst (Highest) Counties
Unemployment Rate, Aversge 1984-1952

Unemploysent Rate

County iBoyear wyeraps)
Menominee | 26.5%
Sawyer 10.0%
Rusk §.2¢
Forest ‘ 9.2%
Calumet 8.5%
Ashland , 8.5%
Clark 8. 4%
iron 8.4% iy
Wazhburn 2. 3%
Taylor . 8.3

10 Worst (Highest) Counties
Percent of 14992 AFDC Cases Recelving
Benefirs in 1984

County % of Cases

Menominee 49.2%
Milwaukee ' 35.8%
Vernon 35.4%
Langlade 34,64
Richiand 33.7%
Racine 32.6%
Jackson 32.4% .
Shawano ) 32.3%
Marinette ' 32.2%

Forest . 31.8%

¥ DHSY dats, T2-885. AFDD durs reflect cazes secetving beneflis iz any month in 1992 and 198,
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By.loﬂlhm - . ' _
State govesrament repxorker .

Thousands of “hard-core” welfare
recipients in the state are long-term
dependents of the welfare systemn, says
a pew analysis of people recelving Aid
to Familles with Dependent Children.

Abobtt a third of those who received
at Jeast one AFDC payment in 1992
alsp were on the rolls for at least a
month in 1984, according to the com-
puter analysiy released Monday. And
many of them were on the rolls for
spans that totaled years. .

Of 114,030 Wisconsin beads - of
bopseholds who recelved at least a

eend

3 ‘J\r .

month of aid from l.he federal-state

in 1992, nearly 31 pervent, or
35,141, received one ar more AFDC
checks in 1984, according to the analy-
ais from the state Department of
Health and Social Services. Moat pri-
mary welfare recipients are poor, sin-
gle women with children
- Each of the 35141 received an
average 36 checks in the nine years be-
tween Jan 1, 1984, and Dec. 31, 1992
— equal to a total seven years and two
months on welfare, The time apent on
the welfare rolls likely came in spurts,
oot & continuous stretcl:. state welfare
officlals saitL

ot

ing on

"l‘l:.at‘sltu-rihlylouxperiodtobe
drawing welfare checks” sald DHSS
Secretary Gerald Whitburn, who catled
!I;hlfngﬂsnru “pot surprising, but trou-
. “It’s clear we have a very hard-core
dependency component within our
caseload,” Whitburn aaid

The analyxts, provided a week after
Republican Gov. Tommy Thompson
signed a Democratic bill promiting to
end AFDC in Wisconsin by 1999, ap-
peantoholstertbecmmr'l‘homp-
»0on’s latest erperimmt called “Work,
not Welfare,” The two-county experi-
ment, to begln in 1985, will test 2 cut-

the dole

State AFDC reC1p1ents tend to draw checks for years

off of welfare after 24 months. “The °
datz belp us understand how wide-
spread loug -term dependency is in Wis-
consin,” Whitborn aaid. .

The analysis, bowever, d.ldn't an-
swer many gquestions, such as how
many of the 35141 were on the rolly
for the entire nine years or profiles of
the “hard-core” welfare recipients No
comparable national data exist, said
Whitburn, adding the state a.naly:is is
continuing.

But DHSS did provide eounty-by—
county numbers. They showed Milwan-

Continved trom Page 1A

kee County, site of 47314 AFDC
cases in 1992, a problem area. Of
the 1992 cases, nearly 36 percent
appezred on the 1984 rolls — above
the 31 percent state average. And
Mllwaukee County ranked highext
among the state’s 71 countles In
terms of total time spent on wel-
fare — 93 monthy over nine years
compared to the state average of 86
months.

‘toe coufity with the highest per-
centage of 1992 welfare cases also
present: in 1984 was Menominee
County with 49.2 percent. Menomi-
nee County, which takes In the
Menominee Indien reservation, has
historically bigh unemployment.

But Whitburn sald unemploy-
ment is ogly one factar in determin-
ing which county does best in mov-
ing reciplents off welfare, The best
at this, sceording ts the analysis,
was Plerce County in western Wis-
consin, where fewer than 16 per-

Dane Coonty's, ‘comparable fig- ; cent of AFDC cases from the 1992
ures were 23.4° pu'eent and aoi rolls torned up on the 1984 list Al

momhs. i P

Ry

though Plerce Connty had a rela-
tively low unemployment rate of
5.1 percent in 1984-82, Dane County
with a 3.5 percent unemployment
rate, didn't make the List of 10 low-
m .

R T
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Study finds ‘hard -core’ AFDC dependents

One-third were on rolls in both '84 and '92, state says

Whithurn: Shoes
“challangs we faoe™

By AMY BINARD
Senting] Madison Bureau

Madison « Nearly » tdrd of Wis.
tonsin resideals who received welfure
Jagt yesr also were an the rotis In 1984
- rpvesling a disterbing pattern of
“hard-core” welfare gepermdency, Ger-
a4 Whitburn, secretpry of the Depart-
ment of Health and Social Serviges,
sakd Monday.

A new sdy done by the depart-

Welfare
Waam 1A
tha rolls in hoth 1984 and 1993,

~Only Masomines County, with
9,29, was higher, Pierce Coun
iy, with only 1599, of its 1992
cesrload also In the 1984 rolls,
had the best record of meving
mp% oft welfare, Wnltbum

'

Mflwuukm County had the
tangest average duration that its
tong-term reciplents were on
welfare during the nine-vear
study perioet, The average durs
tdn was seven years and mine
manthy,

81 Croix County shownd the
"~ shortest durgtion, with an aver.
age of 314 vears.

' These "average stay' findings
‘:jed very rpubiing,” Whithurn
sadd.

~OUHCE clear thal we have 3 very
hard-core dependency enmponent
within our caseload. 1t iiustrates
the chetenpge we Tace in making
tarther reduclions in Wiscousin's
AFDL rolls,”

ment, shows that of the 114,034 heads
of househalds receiving Aid to Familles
with Dependent Chgémﬁ in 1892,
35,341 — or 308%, - of them also
;ggggwé ofte O mare :&?E)C checks in

The average length of time those
reciplents stoyed on the welfare yYolis
Was seven yerrs snid two months.

“Wisconsin contlnies to have tens of
thousands of very long-term recipienia

Can out AFDC rotls,” Whitburn said.

“While many recigients ¢5 move on

- ang off the rolls after sharter periods, It

asppears that many of i longer term
reciplents access the APDIC system
across i decadbiong period or sven
onger,”

Of the state's 72 countles, Mijwau
kee County ranked second, wiih
38.6%. in the percentage of cases on

Beg Wellnre  6A

oy, Tommy G Thompson on
weifare issues and was an archi-
tect of the administration’s Work
Nnt Welfare expariment,

That experimant, set to begin
in 1983 would subject ap to
1,000 AFDC recipients in twe
cotrties o termination of their
cash beseliss i they do not find
johg within two years.

The test counties bave not yet
heen selected, ut Whithurn has
said the experiment would be
conducted in counties that have
strong economies.

Arcoarding to Whitburn, the
study, however, showed thig &
county's anemployment rate was
not 1¥w getermining factor in
weifsre repipients moviag off
AFDC rolls.

OF the 10 counties with the
fwest bversge jobdess rate be-
tween 1984 and- 1982, five were
among the 10 counties that hag
the lowest number of long-term
AFDC reciplents,

Those counties were Pivrce, 51,
Lroix, Ozeokee, Floreure snd
Washiagion.

+

w

LiWhithurn s 2 key adviser 1o

Buf{sio and Marathon also were

smong the 10 counties with ihe
lowest percentage of 1882 AFDL
regipients who also recelved ben-
efits in 1984,

The counlies with the highest
pereentage ol AFDC recipients on
the rolls {n both years were {is
order): Menomines, Miwaskes,
Vernon, Langisde, Richland, Ra-
clae, Jackson, Shawgne, Marin-
ette and Forest.

Fhe study did mot addrasy the
isste of contnuons length of tme
on AFOC or profile the people
wha are long-teru wellare recip-
iants.

Bul' Whithura sabd his depary-
ment wouid continie o analvze
the dats io eonsider those issuey
ang aasweyr other questions b
patterns of hard-core welfare de-
pendency,

The Thompson adninistration
witl soon begin the task of put-
ting together 3 progrem to re-
place AFDC.

Thornpson, last week approved
8 Demoorativ addition 1o his
Wark Not Wellare plan that calls

Prica-Marguetiss-Crawlord;— for-terminating - the - AFDC.pro-

gram i Lhe state by 1888




