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BUBJECTE:

DATE:

T03: Brugce Reed
Kathi wWay

Helene Grady, staff, WRWG

Septomber 15, 18%)

&

California Atténdance~for wWe penkers

Jereny asked me to send you this list of WG members who will

He also
asked to please note the agencies which will not ke represented,

attend the California hearing and those who will not.

especially Education and lLabor.

_CONFIRMED GGING:™

pavid Ellwood
Mary Jo Bane
Rabert Carver
Kathi Way

Bruce Reed

Jeff Watson
Walter Broadnax

Fernando Torres-&il

Ken Apfel -- only on 7th

Maurice Foley
Michael Stegman

CORFIRMED NOT GOING:

NOT ©

s o

Madeleine Runin
Wendell Primus
Douy Ross

Ray Cortines
Alicia Munnell
Bugene Sperling
Thopas Glynn
£li Segal
Joseph Stiglitz
Isabel Sawnill
Joycelyn Elders
Ellen Haas
£laine Kamarck

ONFIRMED EXTHER

Eleanor Achesson
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES - Difice ot the Soctwtary
Washington, UL, 20201
Cetober 4, 18992

MEMORANDIM TO: Bruce Reed

FROM: Margaret Pugh

SUBJECT: Invited Califernia State Qfficials for ﬁ@lfare

Reform Event October 7 ~ 8 o
ool “ Jeremy Benami

Per your reguest, attached are lists of elected officials invited
to our two intergovernmental ocutreach events, The Thursday nesting
will be for county officials, the ¥Friday wmeeting for state
legislators. ©Due to the legislature being out of sessgion and
because of the holiday weekend, many of these cfficials will be
unavailable; however, all have been notified of our events and
given the opportunity to send a key staff member as a surrogate.

There are two additions to the list of county officials. The L.A.
County Board of Supervisors has been notified of the Thursday
morning meeting and are likely to send a representative, San Diego
and Riverside Counties also are aware of the event.

For the hearing, covernor Wilson, Pro Tempore Roberti and Speaker

Brown were invited te give welcoming remarks or to send a surrogate’

to gpeak on their bghalf. The six 1nt&rqovernmental groups ‘were
invited to recomnend witnessgeg for cur California officials’ panel;
panelists soon will be confirmed.

The San Francisco and Sacramento Mayors' offices have been notified
of ouy visit, as have the offices of John Garamendl and Kathleen
Brown. In keeping with our handling of earlier events in Chicago
and New Jersey, these gubernaterial candidates have not been
invited to participate in the hearing.

Attachnents

A e e ——
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INVITED STATE LECISLATORS FOR WORKING GROUP MEETING
Gctober 8, 8:00 a.m.
Sacramento City Coliege Auditorium, Clasgroonm A+9

Staff representatives are in parentheses.

ETATE SENATE

Senate Pro Tempore Dave Raberti {(David Panush}

¥ajority Leader Melleo

Minority Ileader Kenneth Maddy (Stan Neal)

Senator Dianne Watson (Sarah McCarthy} « Chair, Health and Human
Services Cmte.

Senator Mike Thompson - Chair, Budget Subcmte, (AFDC issues).

Senator Al Algquist -~ Chair, Budget and Fiscal Review Omte.

Senator Leroy Green - Site visit in his district.

Senator Gary Hart - Chair, Bducation Committee. Leading advocate
of child support enforcement. Recently carried legislation on
food stamps amd nutrition programs.

Senator Teresa HEuaghes - Chair, Salest Cumte. on Teenage Pregnancy

Senator Pat Jannston « Chair, Industrial Relations Cmte.

Senator Tim Leslie - Cayried Governor's welfare reform proposal.

Senator Bil) Lockyer - Chair, Judiciary Cnmte.

Senator Dan McCorgquodale ~ Carried SAIN legislation.

Senator Nick Petrig - Chalr, Budget Subcmte. {education},

Senator Beb Presley ~ Chair, Appropriations Omte.

STATE ASSEMBLY

Speaker Willie Brown (Patsy Kurakowa)

Minority Leader Jim Brulte {Wes lLarson}

Assemblyman Tom Bates {Carol Wallisah)

Assemblyweman Marguerite Archie-Hudson ~ Member, Human Services
Cmte.

Assenblywoman Valerie Brown — Menber, Human Services Cnmte.

Assenpblyman John Burton -~ Site visit in his district,

Assemblyman Robert Campbell - Site visit in his district.

Assemblywoman Delaine Eastin = Former chair of GAIN Select Camte,

Assembhlywoman Barbara Friedman - Ways & Means Subacmte. Chalr on
Health and Human Services

Assomblywoman Baybara lLee - Site vigit in distriect.

Assenklyman Richard Polance — Leader on welfare and immigration.
- Chair of Hispanic Congressional Caucus.

Assemblyman Curt Pringle -~ Member, Human Services Cnmte.

Assemblywonan Margarst Snyder - Menber, Human Services Cnte.

Assemblyman Nao Takasugl - Member, Human Services Cmte.

Assemblyman John Vasconcellos - Chalr, Ways & Means Cmte.
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List of County Attentiees
- Breakfzst With Welfare Reforrm Working Group

Courtty Wellare Diregtors

Frank Mecea
HLarom Keesigr

John Sullen Merced Courty

Konnis Lewin Yuze County

Ray Merz Plecer County

Ricnard O'Neil Santa Clare County

Yotandz Kinalde Sanome Cournty .

Cegil Stoppe Sen Dlege Coumty (nvited by Warking Group) -
County Supervisers

Grantiand Jehnson Sagramento County

Susen Lacy Ventura County

Kevin Shelioy $an Francisco County

Barbars Shipnuck Muonterey County

Mgian Thomson Yoo County
County Administator

Paul Mclmesh El Dorodo CQunmy

County Weltare Dirsciors Associafion
Ca, State Associztion of Counties



BRUCE REED
QOctober 7-9, 1993
San Francisco, CA

QOctober 7, 1993
7:45a Depart Dulles on United Flight 27
10:27a Arrivé San Francisco, CA

You will be picked up at the airport -~ someone will meet you
at the gate and will have your FINAL briefing book

Hotel reservations:
The Sacramento Hilton

2200 Harvard Street
Sacramento, CA &MW f%fff)

Phone: (916) 922-4700 W’
Confirmation No: 193968684 (not guaranteed)

Qgtober 8, 1993

Hotel reservations;

The Fairmont Hotel
950 Mason Street
San Francisco, CA 94108
F12-[00s
Phone: (415] #22=5000-
No confirmation number; room is being held

8:53a Depart San Francisco on United Flight 964

4:46p Arrive Dulles
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AIRLINE TICKET REFUND RECEIPT - oS3 PF
» , \:’AUD&}:%NG CARRIER THRET NUMBER . ' COUPONIS)
XA rFHe FEe 7T 42
This is to acknowledge receipt of the above mentioned Airline Ticket(s) submitted for refund.
REFUND ] PENALTY NET REFUND ) FOR
$ $ $ Check; Credit Card:

The above tickets will be forwarded to the American Express Office of issuance, who will
process the refund. Thank you.

TR-2588 (8/B9) Pud. S WSA
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PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT - The information requested 1s reguired 1o document the authesization and
reimbursement of the indwiduals who travel st governmen! expense on official business, Is routine use is
restricted to officers and employees of Executive Otfice of the President agencies for performancs of their
official duties. Disclosure is voluntary, but failure to provide all or part of the information may delay or pravent

authorization of travel, This information is collected under the authority of 31 U.S.C. 684, 41 U.S.C. 2101, -

3102, 3309, and Gangral Avcounting Office and General Services Administration policies and procedures.

ITEM 1

ITEMS 2-8

ITEM 7

ITEM 8
ITEM 3

ITEM 10

FEM 11
ITEM 12
fTEM 13

ITEM 14(a)
14{b}

ITEMS 15 8 16

NEMS 17 & 18

Instructions for Completing Travel Authorization

Chrack:
TOY block ¥ trave! is of routing naturs by an employee of your agency.

invitalional biock ¥ travel is to be performed by a person wio i nol amployed by
yOUT 338ncy.

Rolocation block if authorization is for 3 person being ansiernad iom o o another
gaographal lonality. .

Amendment black if making change to existing Travel Authorization.
Self Explanatory.

3

Cheok appropriate box for the type of reimbursement authorizad,
List rate or rates appticable.

Provide information on travel itinerary.
Check mode of travel authorized.

Compuis cost of per diem or actua! subsisienca utillizing the information in ftem 10.

Transportation is cost of airting tickel, privately owned vehicle mileage, or other
sransportation cost,

Miscsllansous could include rontal car, regisiration lees, taxi aabs, efe.
Cheok appropriate box for any special expenses guthorized,

Complote only # an advance of funds is requested.

Space providaes for justifications and other miscelianeous information,

Higrwiure of Traveler,
Signaturs of Approving Gificial.

Bedf Explanatory,

To be compleled by personnel assigning T/A mumbers,



BRUCE REED
October 7-9, 1903
8an Francisco, CA

Qctober 7, 1993
7:45a Depart Dulles on United Flight 27

10:27a Arrive San Francisco, CA

You will be picked up at the airport -~ someone will meet you
at the gate and will have your FINAL briefing book

Hotel reservations:

The §acramenm Hiiton
2200 Harvard Street
Sacramento, CA

Phone: {916} 922-4700

Confirmation No: 193968684 (not guaranteed)

Qctober 8, 1993

Hotel reservations:

The Fairmont Hotel

950 Mason Street

San Francisco, CA 984108

Phone: {415} 722~5000

No confirmation number; room is being held

October 9, 1993
8:53a Depart San Francisco on United Flight 864

4:46p Arrive Dulles
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TO: welfare Reform Comnunications Work Group
FROM: Jeremy Bm@

Jim Hickma
RE: California Public Forum on Welfare Reform
DATE: September 14, 1993

—— . S A S T e S N T e S A A T ke A S WOy e S s Sl AN W TR P e . S i N T TR P A i e W o Bk T S U S K W W e i, T W

The purpose of this memo is to ocutline the options for our
upcoemning visit to Califeornia. The pelitical chalienges in New
Jersey will vastly increase in California. We hope to get a head
start by coming up with a site and schedule early this week and
heginning outreach efforts as soon as possible.

Sshaedule

¥e are tentatively scheduled to visit California on
Wednesday, October & and Thursday, Octeber 7. Recent discusszions
with staff have indicated a desire to reschedule this visit to
Thursday, Qctober 7 and Friday, Octobey 8. This schedule change
would make it sasier for sembers of the Califernis Congressional
delegation to attend the hearing and for members to c¢oerdinate
travel plans.

Itinerary

Also under discugsion is the itinerary of our visit., We
will focus the morning session of the hearing on the lessons of
the GAIN program for the development of a national reform
progran, and resarve the afternoon for more general discussion of
welfare reform lssuas. ‘

There are currently two options for sites under review. The
first option ig Southern California:

DAY ONE, a.m. -« Riverside couniy: GAIN site visit :

DAY ONE, p.nn. -~ Los Angeles: focus groups on the South/Bast
Side of L.A.

DAY TWO -~ public hearing at LA Community College

The secend option is Horthern/Central California:

DAY ONE; a.m. -~ Alameda county GAIN program
DAY ONE, p.m. ~- forus groups in Qakland of GAIN
participants

DAY TWO -« public hearing {(Options: Sacramente, €Cakland, San
Jose)
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*

We can probably have as fruitful a visit from an
vinformation gathering® standpoint in either the south or the
north, so this should not be a factor. The decision then bhecomes
whether we are better off pelitically in one or the other. Some
frame the issue in terms of traditional innsy city {(L.A.) versus
fast growing suburd {(San Jose/Sac¢ramento}. Qthers {rame it in
rejation to the immigration issue which will likely be hotter in
the zouth. Finally, the lavel of interest from slected officials
wilil most likely be greater here and we will have to make tough
choicas regarding their participation in the vigit.

For those of you unable to make the meeting to discuss this
decision on Tuesday, please call either Jim {(401-695B} or Jeremy
{401~6954) by the end of the day Tuesday with your input. Ve
will decide on Wednesday.

cc: Mary J¢ Bane
David Ellwood
Bruce Reed
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WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM,
FAMILY SUPPORT AND INDEPENDENCE

|

FACSIMILE SMISSION COVER SHEET
pace Bullding
370 L’Enfant Promenade, S.W.
Seventh Floor
Washington, D.C. 20447
Fax: (202) 205-9688

Date: f/‘/} d

-

To: j@“ﬂx}r M&%’i From: //é/m /)’2%]{

Phone: _ Phone: 4&/""4})%

" Fax: Z/J/ 6 ZQJX Fax: \7//{7;?5,
Message:

WM?Q (ol 17 /,@1%‘;"% '/'2'&{;@7";
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TO: Waelfare Reform Working Grauﬁ Members & Staff
FROM: Jir Hickman

~ Welfars Reform Working Group
RE: Hearing Scheduls and Tra§e1 Information
DATE: $a9tazher 20, 1983

A S AN W S . e . il T AR AE VA S W F T W A Sl o A . . .

Here is the updated hearing schedule for the WRWG as of $720/93:

Chicago: August 10-August 11 completed
.Washington, D.C.:  August 19 & 20 conpleted
New Jarsey: Septenber 9%-Geptember 10 complated
california: October 7-Detober 8 oentirmed
Tennagssae: November 8~November 9 tentative

Yor the aulitnznia vigit on October 7 & B:

* Everveone should plan on leaving Washlngton on ﬁednaaday
aftaernoon, October 6, and returning on a red-eye flight
Friday evening/Saturday morning, October 8, if you are
needed back in D.¢. immediately after the hearing. Shuttles
will be available from Sacramentc to the §.P. airport at the

end ¢f the hearing.
. The recommendedxtlight from DC National to SF on 10/6/93 is:
\\Horthwast Flt. 233 DC~Detroit-§.F. Departing at 4:25 PM.
The recommended return £light from SF on 10/8/93 is:
Northwest Flt. 346 SF-Detroit«D.C. Departing 10:55 PH.

* The WRWG will be staying at two different hotels during the

California vigit.
Wednesday, October &: The Fairmont Hotel

950 Mas=on S5t.

San Francisco, CR 941038

{415) 772~-5000

Contact: HNancy Corrine Pelosi

AN

Tharsday, October 7: The Sacramentec Hilton

2200 Harvard 5t.

Sacramente, CA 5815

{316} 522-4700
' Contact: Shelly Aboud %1510
Each hotel will raceive a pre-reservaed roster of formal
Working Group mambers only. Staff will have to call in
thelr own reservations under the Welfare Reform Working
Group reservation block,

-
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Welfare Reform Working Group Travel...page two

Working Group members and staff should cateh a Supershuttle
from S.F. airport to the Falrmont. You will be provided
transportation to your hotel in Sacramento at the end of the
day on Thursday.

Please send yosur travel itinerary to Helene Grady. Her phione #
is 401-4886 and her fax # ls 205-9688. If you have any further
questions, please fesl fra o call me at 401-6958.

T™hanks. .



‘a

SENT BY.§ER%3?&€E BLDG. 4 9-21-93 12:06PY ACE/SULTE 600~ 252 456 7028:2 1/ 6

oo ,..,‘;N‘*

- T
et

LFes
¥

“DRART
CNOT POR DISTRIBUTION OR PUBLICATION
‘warkinq aroup on Welfare Reform, Framily support aad Indspendence
: California site Visits and Pubklie Forum
ﬁj San Francisco/Oakland/Sacramento, California
Rty Wednesday, October & ~ Priday, Octobax 8, 1993

A
3

?entativc Working Group Itinerary
Hﬁﬁ3§§QQXA_g§_Q§£K_§

Evaning

Arrive San Francisce
Fairmont Hotel

950 Mason St.

S$an Francisgeo, CA 943108
{415} 772-5004

©08:30 AM

Tentative Breakfast Heeting with Elected Officials

e {TBD)

‘Qza:aa AM site visit/staff masting/focus group at Alameda

R County GAIN program with Alameda and S.F. County
o GAIN programs;

$/01:00 PM Lunch, Editorial Board meetings

.:03:00 PM Site visit/focus group/staff meeting with Contra
@i Coata County GAIN progran
‘§§a:0n PH Tentative dinner with Elacted Officialsg in 1
;} Sacraments {THD)

;Kv&ninq Hilton Inn

2200 Harvard 5t.
Sacramento, CA 95815
(9186) Q22~4700

L——

xi}@]ifg;BL&gy\_: %
%\pf qug\ klmjr
? b :

o ol

.;_MYﬂ”§§§§;§&é%1ﬁbﬁﬁ)
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DEAYT
Working Gxany on Welfars Raforsm, Family Bupport and Iaﬁapanaance
¢aliforania Public Forunm
LOCATLION THD
Sacramanto, Califarnia
Priday, Octochsr 8, 1993

05:00 AM FORUM BEGINS
69:00 AM Opening Remarks by Working Group Chairs ’
09:10 AM - Panel One - Overview of the GAIN Progras
09:40 AM John Wallace, MDRC
» Director, CA GAIN Program
GAIN Program Participant
Non-GAIN Program Participant
09:4% AM - Panel Twe ~ Lassons from the GAIR Program
12:30 PM ,
03:45 AM - Question: Human Capital Developmant va. Labor
10:45 MM Foroe Attsonment
: larry Townsend, Riverside County GAIN Program
Rager Lum or Kathy Archuleta, Alameda County GAIN
Program
GAIN Program Participant(Human Capital Develop.)
GAIN Program Particpant{lLabor Force Attachment)
Connie Anderson, GAIN Program Coordinator, CA
community Colleges
Advecate (Labor Forcee Attachment)
10:45 AN - BREAK
11:00 AM
11:00 AM - Question: The Role of Child Care
11:49 PM -
Patricia Siegel, CA Child Care Resource and
Refarral Network
So. CA Child Care Program Director
Kathleen O’Brien, Child Care Law Center
Child Care ¥rogram Participant
£hild Care Program Partisipant
11:45 PM ~ - Question: Improving Participatiocn
12:30 PM
LA County GAIN Director
Angela Blackwell, Urban 8trategies
Advocate {mandatory participation)
High Participation Program (SWIM San Diego)
12:20 PM - LONCEH
01:30 PX
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S8acramento, California
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Panel Thres ~ California Elected Officials

Panal ¥Four ~ {B8ix Yarpelists T.8.D.)

Yanel Pive - (8iz Fasnelists T.B.D.)

open Public Testimony

Cloging Ramarks by Rorking Group Chairs
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BRUCE REED
October 7-9, 1993

San Francisco, CA

Qctober 7, 1993

7:45a Depart Dulles on United Flight 27
10:27a Arrive 8San Francisco, CA
You will be picked up at the airport
Hotel reservations:
The Sacramento Hilton
2200 Harvard Street
Sacramento, CA

Fhone: (916) 922-4700

Confirmation No: 193068684
for two nights

‘_

8:53a Depart San Francisco on United flight 964

4:46p Arrive Dulles



To: Welfare Reform Working Group
From: Jeremy Ben-Ami

Date: October 5, 1993

_Attached for your review on your way to California is a
prellmlnarxﬂgraft set-of-briefing-materials_for the California

visitT—¥The final-briefing. book.will_ be wgigipg for you at the
front desk of the Fairmont Hotel. The only major missing pieces
are the final schedule and the bios and profiles of witnesses and
panelists.

Thursday Morning

Please note that we hegin the day on Thursday with a breakfest
meeting at 8 a.m. with county elected and adminiscrative
officials in the State room of the Fairmont Hotel. You will be
getting a quick 15 minute briefing followed by the actual
breakfast meeting.

Checkout /Baggadqe -- Please check out before breakfast and bring
your bags to the State room. We will be leaving directly from
breakfast and not returning to the hotel.

‘ Dress cCode|~-- While the day starts with the breakfast meeting,
“the majority of the day will be spent in meetings and focus
-~groups_with AFDC participants in county GAIN offices. You should

decide for yourself whether you would prefeqlppmbe dressed{

1nformally.

If you have any questions on arrival, please contact me or Jim
Hickman. _ Have a good trip.
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Regional Visit Overview

Welcome to California. This is the third in a series of
regional visits by the Welfare Reform Working Group planned to
provide members with opportunities to - meet, talk to, and learn
from people receiving assistance frxom the welfare system and from
programs that help them move from welfare to work., The foeus of
this visit is examining lessons from the California GAIN progran
for the national welfare reform effort., 7The two day visit will
include site visits to county GAIN programs, focus groups with
clients and staff, private meetings with State and county
officials, a public forum and media opportunities. The schedule
for the visit has been designed to maximize the opportunities for
contact and discussion with "real people,”" and to fulfill the
Group’s pledge to conduct an open and collaborative process.

This briefing book will provide you with background
informotion on Califnrnis welfare policy, the programs which wa
wiil be visiting and the pecple who will be payticipating in the
- forum.

bazic information on the various components of the visit and on
the people and programs from which you will be hearing. If you
need anything on arrival, or have any guestions at any time,
please feel free to contact Jim Hickman.

We are very interested in getting your reactions and
feedback to the visit to help us in planning subsequent trips.
We would very much appreciate your taking the time to fill out
the feedback form at the back of this book and return it to the
Working Group staff {(fax #202—-401-4678}.



Logistical Information

The following are some logistical details you will need to

know to ensure an easy and orderly visit in California.

Hotel Arrangements/Check Out/Baggage

You will be staying Wednesday night at the Fairmont Hotel in

San Francisco and Thursday night at the Sacramento Hilton.

On Thursday morning, please check out prior to the 8:00
breakfast meeting and bring your bags with you to the State
Room. We will load them onto the vans and ensure that they
arrive in Sacramento with you.

Oon Friday morning, please check out and be at the vans with
your bags by 7:30 in front of the hotel. Please indicate at
that time whether you will be leaving from Sacramento or
returning to San Francisco. Your bags will stored during
the hearing and will be with you again on departure.

If you are spending Friday night at the Fairmont again,

please ensure that your reservation is confirmed before you leave -
on Thursday morning.

Meals & Incidentals

Working Group members will be provided with most of their

meals during the California trip:

o

will

Thursday breakfast at 8:00 at the Fairmont Hotel State Room
will begin with a short briefing and an 8:15 meeting with
county elected and appointed officials

Thursday lunch in Alameda County with GAIN staff and
participants

Friday breakfast at Sacramento City College auditorium, room
A-9 with state elected officials

Friday lunch in the holding room with witnesses from the
morning session

Dinner Thursday is not scheduled, and Working Group members
be on their own in Sacramento.

Hotel charges are the responsibility of the individual

Working Group member and all billing should be processed by the
individual‘’s travel agency and/or department.



wr&naportation

Working Group members should catch a Supershuttle from San
Francisco airport to the Fairmont. Transportation will be
provided throughout the remainder of the trip. On Friday after
the hearing, vou will have the choice of either returning to San
Francisco, where we will drop some people at the airport and the
remainder at the Fairmont or going te the Sacramento airport.

Details regarding transportation such as departure times and
locations appear on the daily schedules included in this briefing
book .

Buggested Dress Code for 8Site Visits

Please note that on Thursday we will be visiting a number of
GAIN offices and meeting informally with participants. You may
not wish to be formally dressed for these wvisits. However, you
will also be having breakfast with county elected officials and
some county human seyvice officials, We Jeave this to your best
judgaent. ' :



California State Profile

This section of the briefing book provides background
information related to the SBtate of California and its welfare
reform efforts. This section contains two pages of charts and
tables providing basic statistical data about AFDC, poverty and
child support in California as well as a short overview of
welfare reform initiatives in the State. Section three of the
briefing containg a copy of an April 1993 press release by the
Manpower Research Demonstration Corporation (MDRC) summarizing
their latest evaluation of the GAIN progran. Section four
containg material related to immigration and entitlement
programs. Finally, section five provides a summary of press
coverage of the issue in some of the leading media outliets in the

state.



California

US (™  Rank

DEMOGRAPHICH State
Population (7/1/92) 30,867,000 255.1m (T) 1
Child Population (4/1/90) 7,810,000 63.9m (T) 1
Pervent of Population that are children (7/1/92) 26.2% 25.7% (A) 24
Per Capita Personal Income-FY 89 19,740 17,567 (A) 8
Poverty Rate 1991 15.7% 13.7% (A) 13
1989 129% 12.7% (A) 19
1983 149% 15.4% (A) 29
1979 11.4% 12.4% (A) 27
Change in Rate (1979-1991) +4.3% +1.3% (A)
Aid to Families with Dependent Children
AFDC — Benefits State US. (%
Total assistance payments-FY 92 5828.3m 22,223.5m (T)
AFDC Grant-Jan 93 (Mother-two
children-0 income) 624 36T (M)
Food Stamp benefit-Jan 93 202 285 (M)
Combined benefits-Jan 93 826 652 (M)
Percent of poverty threshold-Jan 93 89% 70% (M)
Percent change in AFDC benefit levels since 1980 -17.8% -22.4% (A)
AFDC — Caseloads State US, (%
Average Monthly AFDC Caseload (people)-FY 92 806,100 4,768,600 (T)
AFDC Recipiency Rate-FY 92 7.5% 5.3% (A)
Change in AFDC Recipiency-FY 88-92 +23% +20% (A)
Average Payment per Family-FY 92 603 388 (A)
Average Number in AFDC Unit (10/90-9/91) 2.9 2.9 (A)
Food Stamp Recipiency FY 92 8.29% 9.95% (A)




Siats Us
Pement of Famities with Unegrploved
Pavent-9/92 13.4% 5.7% (A}
Percent with Barned wome-10/90-9/51 8.7% 7.8% (A)
HUD Rent Subsidy-10/90-9/91 1.7% 21.0% (A)
Number of Persons JORS Money Obligated-
FY 91 60,048 0,914 N

Child Suppoert Enforcernent

State S,

Total Collections-FY 92 . 653.Tm 7.951L.1m (D
AFDC Collections-FY 92 314.2m 2,252.6m (1)
Child Suppor Cellections per $ of

Toted Admin, Expends -FY 92 2.59 3.99 (A)
Average Number AFDC Cases in which a

Collection was Made-FY 92 116,118 830,713 (1)
Percentage Change in Totul Real

Collections since 1983 +4% +34% (1)
Total Number of Paternities

Establishad-FY 92 65,062 © 515,393 (1)
Number of out-afswedlock births-1990 193,559 1,185,384 ()

*Type: Acaversge, Mamodian, Telotl

Source: 1993 Greens Book
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State Welfare Policy

The State of California’s experience with waelfare refornm
over the past decade provides important information and lessons
for the national reform effort. ¥While California‘s experience is
important for the Working Group to study, Californians are eager
to drive home the impact that national reforms could have on the
people and budget of California. The nation’s largest state has
a disproportionate share of the country’s welfare cases and
expenditures. It has the fourth largest maximum AFDC grant in
the continental United States, following only Connecticut,
Vermont and Suffolk County, RY. In flscal vear 1582, California
accounted for 12 percent of all Federal JOBS noney. It has by
far the highest average monthly caseload and total assistance
payvments, which totalled over $§5.8 billion for fiscal year 1992.
aAdditionally, the State has the second highest AFDC recipiency
rate, behind only the District of Columbla, and an unofficial
GAIN participation rate of about 13.2 percaent.

The centerpiece of California’s welfare policy is the
Grecater Avenues for Independence {GAIN) program, begui: Ir 1388,
which was a model for the Federal JOBS program and now serves as
the State’s implementation of the federal legislation. Further
major changes to the AFDC program in California have been at the
center of legal and political battles over the past two years.
These policy changes are described in greater detail below and
will be the focus of the Working Group’s visit over its two days
in california.

The Manpower Research and Demonstration Corporation has
studied the GAIN program closely, and its two reports, the First
Year Report from May 1982 and the follow up from April 1993, are
the basis for much of this briefing material. A number of the
major iszves that MDRC has highlighted will be explored in detail
during the morning roundtable at Friday’s forum. A summary of
the most recent MDRC report on GAIN c¢an be found in section
three.
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1. LEGISLATION
GAT Greate venues for Independence

The GAIN program is now functioning statewide in all 58
counties. Most single parents on welfare with no children under
the age of three are required to participate in the program.
Heads of two-parent families on welfare are also required to
participate. Recipients who have a high school diploma and pass
a basic reading and math test start with activities that help
them look for jobs. Those who do not have a high school diploma,
do not pass the test, or are not proficient in English are
considered, according to GAIN’s criteria, to need further
education. They can choose to leoock for work first but must
attend adult education classes if they do not find a job within a
few weeks. GAIN pays for child care and transportation for
participants. Transiticonal child care is also available for a
year after participants find jobs and get off welfare.

California has provided each county considerablz flexibkility
in shaping its version of GAIN. As MDRC reports, this has
provided the opportunities for a variety of welfare reform
strategies to be tried within the state. Some counties focus
more heavily on education as a route to better jobs, while others
stress efforts to find a job quickly. We will be examining these
differences in approach in the site visits on Thursday and in the
roundtable Friday morning.

The recent reforms under Governor Wilson expanded the GAIN
program dramatically, increasing State funding by $41 million,
allowing California to collect an additicnal $39.4 million in
Federal JOBS funding. This funding increase will allow over
47,000 more AFDC recipients to be served. According to HHS and
California state information, 33,991 people met federal JOBS
participation requirements in 1992. A total of 61,000 people
participated in GAIN but did not meet the 20 hour participation
requirements.

1992 Welfare Reform Legislation

Governor Wilson’s Welfare Reform Program of 1992 proposed
the following AFDC changes:

* Reduce the monthly AFDC assistance payment by 10 percent to
all families.

* Limit AFDC benefits for 12 months to new families to the
level of the former State of residence or the current California
level, whichever is lower.

* Cap benefit levels to exclude children conceived while their
mother or father was receiving aid.



w Reduce the monthly AFDC aa&i%tance wayment by 15 percent for
families headed by non~disabled adults after an initial é-month

transitional period.

* Apply the $30 plus one~third earned income disregard
indefinitely.

» Extend AFDC-UP eligibility to two-parent families when the
principal earner works 100 hours or more per month.

* Provide a $50 per month incentive payment or $50 per month
grant reduction based on school attendance of pregnant or
parenting teens on AFDC {Cal Leaxn).

* Exercise the federal option to require minor parents to live
with their parents {with some exceptions), although a federal
waiver is not required for such action.

These reforms, although approved by HHS on July 14, 1992,
have not all been implemented. The Governor attempted to move
the program through the State legisliature in April 1992 and
failed. He did, however, get enough votes to put the package on
the ballot for a referendum vote in November 1892. Prior to
November, the residency reguirement, the “work incentive®
provisions and a smaller AFDC grant cut of 5.8 percent passed as
part of the State dbudget resolution. The refersndum in Novenmber
on the rest of the package falled. The implementation of the
provisions passed by the legislature is discussed below.



Z. DEMONETRATION PROGRAMS/FEDERAL WAIVERS

This project, approved by HHS on October 29, 1882,
implements the Wilson provisions passed in the budget resolution
kill., The program: 1) reduces AFDC grants by an additional 1.3
percent over the 4.5 percent cut of Cct. 1, 19%2; 2) eliminates
the requirement that the "principal earner" parent work less than
100 hours a month to be eligible for AFDC-UP; 3) eliminates the
Federal time limits on the $30 plus one-third earnings disregard;
and 4} limits AFPDC benefits for new residents to the amount that
they received in thelr previous state of residence (if lower) for
the first 12 months of their residence in California. Implement-
ation of the state residency provision has been delayed by a
lawsuit, Green v. Anderson which challenges the constitutionality
of the provigsion (see below).

This demonstration applicatien regquested Federal approval
and funding to expand the existing LA County General Relief
"antonated Fingerprint Image Reporting and Match" project to
include the county‘s AFDC population. Under the demonstration,
compliance with fingerprinting is an eligibility conditien for
AFDC. The HHE approval letter states that "failure to cooperate
with fingerprint requirements by an ajded adult or an aided minor
parent will result in ineligibility for that individual,® and
that a nonaided payvee’s failure to cooperate may result in an
investigation of fraud., Mandatory fingerprint participants are
all aided adults, including minor parents, and nonaided payees.
The program was approved by HHS January 8, 1993, and will last 3
YOATS .

3. RELATED LITIGATION:

Green v. Anderson: This class action challenges the provision of
the Wilson program that limits the benefits for new residents of
the State. Plaintiffs clainm the policy viclates the Egual
Protection and the Privileges and Immunities clauses of the US
Constitution, and the constitutionally guaranteed right to
travel. A preliminary injunction, still ip effect, was granted
on January 28, 1983, In granting the injunction, the Court found
that the policy penalizes new residents and that a clear line of
Suprene Court casses barring such disparate treatment unless z
compelling State interest is shown., No compelling State interest
was found here: the express desire to deter nmigration is a
constitutionally inpernmissible purpose, and the desire to save
State funds was not found to justify this particular
classification,




The Court noted that the payment of benefits at the level
that would have been provided in the previous State did not
reflect higher housing costs in California. Plaintiffs include
persons who were victims of abuse and who were returning to or
joining family members. A final determination in the case has
not been made. ’

Beng v, Shalala: In Beno, plaintiffs challenged the 1992 HHS
approval of Californjia’s waivers reducing AFDC benefits by an
additional 1.3 percent. The plaintiffs challenged the waiver on
substantive and procedural grounds and sought a preliminary
injunction against its implementation. The Court, however,
ruling en July 1, 1993, denied the preliminary injunction,




MANPOWER DEMONSTRATION
RESEARCH CORPORATION
3 Park Avenue, New York, NY 10016

Hagions! Offive:
85 Kesrny Strest, Sulte 16850, Sen Franciaco, CA 54108
. FOR RELEASE: Aprif 20, 1983

CONTACT: Judith Grelssman
TELEPHONE: (212) 532-3200
FAX: (212} 684-0832

CALIFORNIA'S AMBITIOUS WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAM
SHOWS CONTINUED EFFECTIVENESS

Lalitomia's stetewide program to muve welfare recipionts inle work through job search
assistance, education, and 1raining is having effects that are growing stronger over time, according
o & new study. The staie’s Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program saw its
encouraging firsi-year effects on the earnings of single parents on welfare nearly double in the
second year of the siudy, and its effects on yearly wellare savings increase by one-filth. In one
county, GAIN's impacts wese the largest ever found in @ program of this type.

The results ate broadly relevant becanse California has about one-sixth of the nation’s
wellare recipients and GAIN, hich started in 1985, is one of the Jargest and most ambitious
programs operating under the approach adcp&éd by C&mgmss in its 1988 national welfare reform
legistation. It is one of the first programs in the country 10 place a heavy upfront emphasis on
improving welfare recipienis’ basic literacy skills, as encouraged under that national initiative.
The federal law, known & the Family Support Act, created the Job Opportunities and Basie Skills
Training (JOBS} Program, which provides up to $1 billion per year in funding for GAIN and
other states” welfare-to-work initiatives. ‘;GAi?i acenunts_for 12 percent (ta Giscal vear 19923 of
the federal government’s total spending on JOBS.

The findings from WAIN, which are based on the experiences of 33,000 wellare recipients
in the six research counties {where half the state’s wellare population live}, come a1 2 time when
the national debste over welfare reform is intensifying and there is little other information
available on the eflectiveness of large-scale JOBS programs. They are containgd in 3 repont
released today by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC), 2 nonprofi,
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noppartisan organization that is conducting an evaluation of GAIN under a coniract with the
Californis State Department of Social Services.

Commenting on the findings, Dr. Judith M. Gueron, President of MDR{, said; "The
impressive results from Californis suggest that programs like GAIN can make an important
contribution to the overall effectivencss of welfare reform efforts.  With resources and
commitment, states that want to combine opportunities and real participation obligations can
change the basic characier of welfare and both increase employment and reduce the wellare
rolls.™ “At the same time,” Dr. Gueron eautioned, “the resulis do not lead us 10 expect that
GAIN or other JOBS programs will by themseives move Jarge numbers of people out of poverty.
Mecting that goal may require a mix of strategies, such as combining JOBS with other po!i‘cy

changes that increase the incentive for welfare recipients 10 go to work.”

Two-Year Findinps

The program’s strongest effects were for welfare recipients who were single parents {(mostly
mothers) with schocl-age children. After a two-year follow.up period, the study compared the
carnings of people who were on welfare and who were required 10 participate in GAIN with the
eamings of a control group of similar people who were not in GAIN. In the second year, the
program group carned 24 percent mote than the control group. This amounts 10 80 increase of
§519 per person when averaged over the entire program group (including those who did not
work), "This does pot mean that everyone saw their earnings rise by $519° explained Dr.
Gueron. "Some people benelited a lot more, while others had no earnings gain at all.”  Owverafl,
this second-year cffect is almost twice the size of the 3266 average effect observed in the first
year. (The attached Tables 1 and 2 summarize the overall six-county results for single parents
and heads of two-parent families, respectively.)

GAIN also succeeded in reducing the amount of welfare received by the program group.
During the second year, these payments were 3347 {or 7 percent) lower per person than the
average amount received by the control group, This reduction represents a more than 20 percent
improvement over the amount of welfare savings that GAIN achieved in the first year,

GAIN also produced positive effects {or wellare recipients who headed two-parent familjes
{primarily men). In the second year, the sverage earnings of this group increased by $370, or 12
percent over the control group’s average, and welfare payments were reduced by $469, or 7
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percent. However, in contrast to the upward trend in the results for the single parents, these

progtam effects were roughly equivaient to those detected in the (st year.

County Variation

GAIN's two-year elfects varied across Lhe six‘sluziy counties. {The county-specific resulis
" are presented in Table 3 for single parents and Table 4 for heads of two-parent families.)

Riverside, a large county in southern California, continued 1o have the most impressive
results for single parents. In the second year, it raised the program group’s earnings by $1,178,
or 83 percent over the control group average. When added o its lirst-year resulis, the 1ol
improvement in carnings reached $2.099 per person.  Riverside also saved 3701 in welfare
payments in the sccond year, a 17 percent reduction compared to the amount of payments made
1o the control group. Total welfare savings climbed to $1.397 per person after two years, Thess
cainings and wellare impacts were the rgestin ary of the six counties, and are targer than thoss
found afier just two years in previous large-scale welfare-to-work programs.

Alameda, Butte, Los Angeles, and San Diepo also produced modest-to-large earnings
increases or welfare savings for single parents, although not always both and not as consistently
across different types of people in 1his group. However, for some recipients, these effects wers
almost as Jarge as in Riverside. One county, Tulare, produced almost no significan earnings
gains or welfare savings over the two.year period.

Although the results varied, the authors were encouraged that five of the six counties
showed substantial and growing effects, including, in some counties, effects on long-torm
recipients, who account for the bulk of welfare spending over time. The counties operated their
programs with different approaches, lypes of welfare recipients, and Jabor market conditions, “If
the JOBS program is to have a broad payoff, it will have to work in many different contexts and
with g varicty of strategics,” said Dr. James Rgccim. who is directing the GAIN study. “At the
same time, some approaches may work betier than others, The challenge is (o idemtify the best

ones and adapt them to new settings.”

Assessing the Resplis .

The report offers 8 temative explanation for the very sirong results in Riverside County.
Like other counties, Riverside provided substantial education and training services in addition to

job search activitiss. However, it combined these activities with o strong message encouraging
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piri_i'z:igaﬁt; 1o progress quickly toward looking .{?j fj?b and not be particularly selective about
the kinds of jobs and wage Jevels they would aceept. In addition, the program had a strong job
. development component through which the stafl tried (o help pasticipants locate employers with
job openings. The staff also emphasized and enforead the 60&;&@;&{;;;@ lees to participate
regularly in GAIN or face a reduction in their wgﬁarc grants. Furiher, the county sair‘vcd al

secipients wh required to participate, not just those who were more employable from the
start. While Riverside was not unigue on all of these dimensions, this particular combination of

factors was not found to the same degree in any of the other counties. Finally, even with a
relatively high unemployment rate, Riverside enjoyed comparatively high cconomic growth, as
indicated by some measures, which might also have contribuied to GAIN's performance there.

Tulare, 2 rural county in California’s large Central Valley, showed {ew impacts on earnings
or welfare for single parents or heads of two-parent families, The county’s agriculture-based
labor market, its high unemployment rate {over 14 percent during the study period), plus the
s¢ .cre econumic after-cilects of a crop-destroying win%{:: freeze that struek during the folicw-up
period may partly account for these results. The Tulare findings show that, despite GAINY
overall positive effects, it might not work everywhere, at Jeast in the relatively short term.

The report points out that 2 complete assessment of the program’s effectiveness must await
further follow-up, especially in light of GAIN's heavy emphasis on education and training. If
investing in these activities has a payoff, the full amount might not be realized for 8 number of
years, Therefore, the report caulions against drawing {inal conclusions on which ways of
operating GAIN will be the most effective in the long run.

Future MDRC reports on GAIN will present longer-term results, and will address & variety
of other questions that could not be answered in this report. The rosults of 2 cost-benefit
~ analysis will be particularly importany, for they will determine whether the welfare savinps and
other benefits produced by GAIN outweighed the program’s costs and whether the 1otal income

of the program group incrzased.

Wellare a5 a Two.-Way “Bareain®

The Family Support Act of 1988 redeflined Ald to Families with Dependent Children
{AFDC), the pation’s largest cash wellare program, as 8 two.way "bargain® rather than s
traditional one-way entitlement program. Thus, in exchange for their benefits, welfare recipients
can be expected to participate in programs that help them look for jobs or pet education and
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training that prepares them for work. To bring about this shift, the A created the JOBS
program to expand funding for state wellare-to-work programs.

While such programs have expanded substantiafly since 1988, only about 66 percent of the
federal money available for JOBS was spent in fiscal year 1992; states must first put up their own
money in order 1o sccess funding from Washinglon, Faced with rapidly rising welfare caseloads
and severe budgetary pressures, state policymakers have confronied dillicult choices. In this
context, the evidence of welfare savings in GAIN is encouraging. However, as noted above, an

analysis that compares these savings with GAIN's costs is not yet available.

How Daes GAIN Work?

GAIN is administered by California's 58 counties under the direction of the State
Department of Social Services. During the period covered by the MDRC study, depending on
fmxigszg, availability, GAIN rules required most single parants on welface {typically mathe:s) with
no preschool-age children to participate in the program for as long as they stayed on welfare,
Virtually all heacs of two-parcnt welfare families were aiso required to patticipate. Recipients
who have a high schoo! diploma and pass a basic reading and math test start with activitics that
help ihem Took for jobs. Those who do not have a high school diploma, do not pass the test, or
are not proficient in English are considered, aceording to GAIN's criteria, 1o need further
education. These people can choose to look for work first, but they must atiend adult edusation
classes if they do not find a job within a few weeks. GAIN pays for child care and transportation
while people are in the program. Transitional child care is abso available for a year after they find
jobs and pet off weifare,

Although the program operates under the same general rules all over the state, each county
has considerable Hexibility to shape its own version of GAIN. Thus, MDRC found that in some
counties the program focused more heavily on education as a route to better jobs, while in others
it stressed efforts 1o find s job quickly. However, even in countics with a stronger emphasis on
guick employment, the pumber of recipieats participating in education and training was still larger
than in previous programs. Qthes imponant diffezences among counties include the extent to
which GAIN siaff used the threat of welfare grant reductions to enforce the program's

participation rules and the level of personalized atiention GAIN stall provided to cliens,
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Testing GAIN

The new report, entitled GAIN: Two-Year Impacts in Six Counties, is the sixth produced by
MDRC since the GAIN evsluation began in 1988, The suthors sre Daniel Fricdlander, James
Riccio, and Stephen Freedman. The six diverse counties covered in the report are: Los Angeles,
which has more welfare recipients than many entire states; San Diego, which has the state’s
second-largest AFDC cascload; Alameda, which includes the City of Oakland; Riverside, a large
county cast of Los Angeles, with both urban and rural areas; Butie, a small county in northern
Calilornia; and Tulare, s rural county in California’s Central Valley,

To find out whether GAIN helps recipients find jobs and leave welfare, eligible recipienis
irs the study countiss were assigned, at random, to one of two groups. About three-fourths went
10 the program group ang were reguired 1o participate in GAIN according to the normal rules.
The remaining one-fourth went to the control group and did sot participate in GAIN. By
comparing how mewmbers of the two groups fare in the labor market sod how rouch welflere thay
receive over several months or years, the sludy i able 1o isolate any changes produced by GAIN.
This type of study has been used to evaluzie similar social programs in the past, and is considered
to be highly relisble, -

Rensons for Cautign in Drawing Lessons for JOBS
Although the GAIN results offer 8 helpful preview of the possible outcomes of JOBS

programs, it s imporiant to note that GAIN and California are atypical in several important
respects, First, the GAIN model differs from the approaches being used in many other state
JOBS programs. Second, Calilornia’s welfare grant levels are among the ﬂighcst in the country.
Third, because Califarnia did not require recipients with preschool-age children 1o participate in
GAIN when the evaluation staried, the new study does not say anything about how programs may
affect this jmportant group, which is now required o participate under JOBS rules {and will be
included in later GAIN reports). Finally, although comparisans among the GAIN study counties
will provide useful information about the relative strengths of different strategies for running
JORBS, it will not be possible 1o draw {irm conclusions because the counties themselves differ in
so many other ways. The JOBS evaluation, which MDRC is now conducting for the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, will make this kind of comparison directly by testing
two different JOBS models in one location at the same time.

Page -6-



EMBARGOED UNTIL APRIL 20, 1993

TABLE 1

GAIN's FIRST- AND SECOND-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS
FOR AFDC-FGs (SINGLE PARENTS)

{ALL COUNTIES COMBINED) (a)

Program Control Percentage

Ouicome Group Average (8) Guwoup Average (8] Difference (8) Change
Eamings ,

Year 1 1808 1642 266 18%

Year2 2712 2183 5ig 24%

Total 4620 3838 785 21%

AFDC Payments

Year 1 5964 6247 283 5%

Year 2 4870 5017 -347 7%

Total o 10634 11264 -830 *** 6%

NOTES: The average second-year earmings per experimental who worked at any ime during the
second-yeat period were $6836 for single parents.

*» Denoles stalistical significance al the ¥ percent teval.

{a} Each impact eslimate is the average of the impacis for each county, which were weighled

equally.

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, April 20, 1853



The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
Founded in 1974 by the Ford Foundation and a consortium of federal agencies, MDRC

designs and studies programs intended 1o improve the prospects of disadvantaged people. During
the past 19 years, the organization has field-tested a wide variery of programs for welfare
recipients, leenage parents, high school dropouts, and other groups. The organization has offices

in New York and San Francisco.
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EMBARGOED UNTHL APRIL 20, 1883

TABLE 2

GAIN's FIRST- AND SECOND-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS
FOR AFDC-Us (HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES)

{ALL COUNTIES COMBINED] (a]

Prograr Control Percentage
- Qutcome Group Average (8} Group Average {8}  Difference {(§} Change
Eamings
Year 1 . 2803 2518 384 == 5%
Year 2 ' 3539 3188 370 12%
Toal £442 8687 755 13%
AFDC Payments
Year i : 70289 7451 422 6%
Yea!2 . &8?? 6340 ' "439 twe "7%
Total : 12900 13791 -831 *** 7%

NOTES: The averape second-year eamings per experimenial who worked at any lime during the
second-year period were $7358 lor the heads of two-parent families.

*** Denotes statistical significance at the 1 percent level; * denotes statistical significance at
the 5 percent level,

(&} Eachimpact estimate is the average of the impacts for each counly, which were weighted
equally, but exduding Alameda County because of its small sample sizes for AFDC-Us,

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, April 20, 1893



; EMBARGOED UNTIL APRIL 20, 193)
TAMLED .

SUMMARY OF GAIN's FIRST- AND SECOND-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFDC PAYMENTS
FOR AFDC-FGae (SINGLE PARENTS)

Averana Total Eamings - Avaraga Total AFDC Payments
Frogram Lonttol FerCentsge Program Lonio: Percoifiegs
County Group 18} Group 1$1  Differsnee (33 Lhange Qroup 18) Groups (81 Diltsrance (£) Change
Alnrmeda
Vear 1 1421 1212 208 7% 6945 7048 ~15Q -2%
Yeoor 2 2132 1609 524° A% 5818 6076 ~R60 ~4%,
Tolai 8553 2621 Pk 26% 12732 13142 -41% 3%
Putte
Year | 2061 1728 2re 16% . 5132 K484 353 5%
Your 2 2996 2442 534 25% 3715 4048 333 ~B%
Total 4997 %171 426 20% 2848 9534 -6a8 * «T%
e Angeles
aar 1304 1208 4 0% £875 1263 J28 ~%
Yaar 2 1694 1582 112 % 37 $112 401 1%
Toial 2698 2850 108 A% 12586 13315 7o R 5%
Riverslde
Yonr 1 Ao 1580 g0 53%. 4988 5663 £595 “12%
Yeonr 2 3414 2234 L 117G 3% ) 3461 4152 -T0OE -17%
Tolsl £483 3734 98 5% G428 8825 ~13gY ~T4%
8an Olega
Yaus ) 2452 2413 349 17% 5529 5832 0T 3
Your2 3503 2794 Fivi A 25% . 4189 4679 480 1%
" Tota) 5545 4908 1058 *** 2% 8728 10511 R i
ulare .
aar 1792 1044 {48 8% 5353 6231 132 2%
Yaar 2 2332 2484 34 % 8120 5027 94 2%
Totai A4 4438 115 3% 11484 11258 228 2%
All counties (o)
sart 1968 16842 2068 " 16% %564 G4y 283 T 5%
Yonr 2 gmea 2193 31 Rt 24% 4570 5017 JJAT %
Total 4820 3835 7885 2i% 165634 11264 -39 ** ~-6%

NOTES:  Dollar avarages for sach yeaz Inchude 2ero vahzes for sample mambers wht wers not smpioyed or did not tacaive welfare dunng that yesr,

A two-talled t-test was appiied o diffsrences betwasn sxpardmanial snd contrel groups. Statistioal signiticance tevsls are indicaled a3 ™ « 3
pergant; ** w 5 parcend: * = 10 parcent. )

{a) This sstimats is the average of the Impacts lor sack county, which wete equaily weightad,

Ha.ipower Demonsteation Ressarch Corporstion, Ageil 20, 1993



EMBARGOED UNTIL APRIL 20, 1893

TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF GAIN's FIRST- AND SECORD-YEAR IMPACTS ON EARNINGS AND AFLC PAYMENTS
FOR AFDC-Us (HEADS OF TWO-PARENT FAMILIES)

Average Total BEarnings Average Total AFDC Payments
Frogram anircl ] Pexariags Program Conrlral RET TN
County Groug (§1 Grous (53 Diftersnce {$) Change Groug (§) Group (81 Dillerence {8} Ghangs
Alameda (a}
’?03{ } .a e e - o - e -
Yeard N ve - - - - - - -
Yotal [ wn - - e e - -
Butte ‘
“Year 3028 2333 833~ 26% §521 G749 B4t 3%
Yoar 2 4014 2773 1244 % 45% - 5246 8778 500 %
Total TO44 L1685 1877 " 8% 11769 12504 B £ -B%
Los Angelns
a3 1480 1224 259 2% 9442 a8 -429 *** 4%
Yeoar2 1785 146% 320" 22% 8333 882¢& -493 5%
Tota 3286 2687 Sta ™ 22% 17875 18697 -Rag 5%
Hlversida
Yoar i 3651 293¢ 7HY U 25% 4845 L840 ~HEE v 1%
Year 2 4039 3628 413 1% 3695 4847 L e ~16%
Total 7730 £558 1174 8% B3 3459 S 24T Talad -18%
sar 330 30689 242 A% G790 7301 -510 *** “T%
Yaar2 41248 39748 150 4%, 5565 8197 «B32 ***° A%
Yoral TARS 7087 g2 % 12358 13488 1442 7 B
Tulare
“Yaar 2387 2561 8 1% 7H4S THal 23 %
Yaur 2 3723 puteith] 275 -~ 631186 £261 54 1%
Total 6709 {559 248 4% 138861 13784 ¥? 1%
All esuntien (b)
[T 2803 2518 aga - 15% T024% 7451 ~422 *** N1A
Yanr 2 3838 3168 7o 12% 5871 6340 <489 *** -3 %
Total B442 sea7 785 ™ 13% 12900 13781 N i

NOTES: Dollar averages fur sach year includs zero values for suvpls members who wars not smployed or did not receive weltare during that ysar,
A two-tailed 1485t was applied to difarences betweorn sxperimental and control groups. Siztistical significancs Javels are indicated as *** o 1
percent; ** = 5 oercent; * = 10 parcenl, ,
{a} Bocause of Alarmwda’s smal! samgln sirs for AFDC-Us, the estimates of ity ewniﬁgs impact aLszon. of an 18 parcent incremsa ovar the control
St ings roli

roup averaga) and AFDC payments imonact 0, or a 2 percant increase) are considared fe than thoss for the glhsr counties; thes
o Kameds i) 16 ars rot mcluded i Tnis able. P 1 : ' sore,

{b) iy sstimate is the average of the impects for each county (et Alamada), wiich ware squally wainhtud,

Manpower Demonstration Research Comoration, Apil 20, 1993
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ALIEN ELIGIBILITY FOR HHS ENTIYLEMENTY PROGRAMS

ISSUE: Should the Departinent have & uniform policy on the eligibility of aliens for
benefits from our various extitiement progoams? Can such & uniform pokicy be

developed?

BACKGROUNIY: The trestment of aliens under HHS’ entitlenwnt progrmams has tended
5 svolve in an ad hoo manmer znd has consequently become sompwhat comphicaied.
This is dus o & manber of factaes, inchuding..

» mm&mmmhwm&cmmm:emem
- stalusos;

» The: Iack of uniform definitions and teeamment of shens in the Social Security Act
that would 2pply 10 &ll of our major entilemant programs;

» The differences in the goals, purposes, and structures of the entitiement programs
thomselves which can Iead to differeny eligibility sandards for abiens (0.8,
providiog cmergency medical services, but not welfire sapport payments, to fllogal
aliensy); and

» Changing political aod economis roalities that may affect perceptions shont
social/health policy directed towards afieng (¢.¢., the congrucnee between -
m&msmtmwmmwmm:m&pwinmm
the cosiz assoctated with itlegal sliens--such as emergeacy medical servioes),

1 is useful to estabhish some basic defnitions of wrms. The wond *alien” is 2 technical,
Iegal term for & person who is not a U.S. citizen. Theye are *legal” and "illegal” abiens.
In general; a legal alien is an individual who is not a U.S. citiven but hes been provided
by the INS a documant that authorizes hit/hor presence in the U.S., and the docxment has
not expired. A legal alien must be in porerasion of such docoment at afl timss. There
are permanent and temporary legal alisns. Temporary legal aliens include proups such as
studenis and tourists that roceive non-inaigrant vises and are aot cligible for satitlament
benefits. For purposes of understanding alien cligibility for entitlements, permmnent legal
aliens comprise basically two groups—

» Lawful permanent resident aliens, or “regular immigranis” (those possessing valid
"gresn cards™). In order 1o be granted regular immigrant stams, a ULS. cifiven
roust submit a petition to the INS on behalf of the imasigrant. The potition is a
request that o foredgn individesl be granted regulsr inunigrant statss. Such
petitions can be submiited by cither relatives or employess,



If a2 relative submits the petition, he/ghe agrees to become that immigrant’s sponsor
for purposes of AFDC and SSI eligibility (i.e., agrees 10 have hig/ber income and
mmmmmdwsv&a&swﬁwmgmtfmmmofdmm
program oligibility}. An employer-submitted petition does not impose 9 timilgr
spemscrship requarement on the smployer.

, Aliens *permunently residing in the U.S. under codor of law" (PRUCOL). A
PRUCOL. individusi is definsd generally s an slhisn who is residing in the U.S.
with the knowiedge and permission of the INS, end whoss departure the INS does
pot comomplate caforcing. While this is gt o formal statng per se grnted by e
INS, it j5 8 term vesd by four Federal benefit programs to determing alien
chgibility for benefits (AFDC, 8SI, Medicaid, and unomployment insurance). !
This categary of legel sliens covers 8 widle varicty of statuses, such as refugee,
asylee, parolse, comiitional entrant, ofc. Wmﬁmﬁzmmpa
individuals wnder PRUCOL.,

mmwmummmwammmmz}.&,uma&&
gitizen, angd doss not possess a valid INS document.

in general, subject 10 cortain restrictions, permanent Jogal aliens are eligible for benefits
under the major HES outifloment progmams (AFDXC, SSI, Maodicaid, Medicars, and social
security insurance) if they meet program cligibility requinceats.  Howewer, regular
immigrants face more reswictions on entitlement eligibility dran individuals that full under
PRUCOQL, For the mwst part, PRUCOL aliens are eligible for entitlements on the same
basis as citizens immediately upont amival. Regular imnmgrsats must have their sponsor’s
incoms and resources decmed as available to them for thrss years after entry for purposes
of AFDC and SSI oligibility (see "Current Status™ ssotion below). This different
treatment of refugees and inmigranta nnder JHHS eatitlement programs can be viewed as
& refleetion of overall, post-World War I immmigration policy.

In reviewing the history of immdgration policy, the distinction between refugees and
inmigrams became firmly esmblished during the period following Warld War 11, and has
continoed until the present time. Defined broadly, refugees flee, generally in large
groups, from pofitical or religiovs persecution; immigmnts come vohmtarily, generslly on
an individual bagis and in an orderly fushion. A third geoup, illegal or undocumented

~ adiens, come outside the law, generally for econamic reasoms,

! Phe Food Stamp program does not make astatutory reference
to PRUCOL for aligibility purposes. Regulations governing the
progranm apecifty precise categories of aliens eligible for Food
Stamps, thus avolding the vague "color of law® language.
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The distinclion between immigrants and refugees was unheard of during the mass
migrations of the 19th contury; no differcace was perceived betwoan the Irish flseing the
potaro famine and the Garman “forty-cighters® flasing political persecution, It developed
in the wake of World War I, primarily &s & means of reconciling our traditional ideal of
asylnm with resteictions ins the immigration law that bogan to emerge in the 15208, Smce
the 1948z, the poals and purposss of our immigration policy have diverged regarding
admizsion of refugees and immigrants. In the case of refagees, humanitarian concerns
and foreign policy considesativns have been dmminant, and sdwaissiorn of refugees has
waded to be in reschon to eveats beyond the sontrol of either the roceiving socisty or the
refagees themseives, On the other hand, domestic-as opposed to foreign--policy
considerations have been parsmount in the admission of munigrants.

Reforms in imumigration Jaw instituted since 1965 have cxpanded both the munbers and
divessity of knmigrants and refugees entering the U8, Bocuuse of thig, the percentage of
ihe popuistion that i¢ foreign-born baz grown sharply in the last 20 years, from an all-
time Iow of 4.9 percent in 1970 to over 7 percont today, Congress™ most recent overhaul
of smrnigration Jaw, the Ioupigration Act of 1990, sllows for a substuntial incresse in

s rmigration &

CURRENT STATUS: The following 18 a summary of the restrictions on program
mm&mapplywmm%galmmﬁwﬁemm’smmm
pragrans,

» Each of our major entitlement programs (AFDC, 85I, Medicaid, Medicare, and
social security insuranoe programs) are avaitable to Iawful permanent cesident
alisns who meet the program elighility requirements, sabject o the followng
conditions—

o OASDI ~ Except for the following exceptions, QOASD] extends o all
individuals who are engaged in covered employmest. Ao alien who has
been doported is ineligible for benefits nor is & lemp sum bensfit pavable on
the alien’s death, unless the aken hes beeo readovitted as a permenent
resident, Paysneats to an otherwise cligible alien who tas been outaide the
Usnited States for longer than § months may be tormmated onfees the skien
qualifics gader an exception 0 the noapayment rule. Additionally,
nonresident dependents and survivors cangot receive bepefits for more than
6 months unless the relationship upon which the cleim ig based existed for

* Por example, excluding Sumigrants who were legalized
under the Immigrasiss Refors and Control Ast of 19BE {TROA--EEG
description below}, thare was an increase in totsl immigration
rom 612,000 in 1368 to 810,000 in 19432,
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at least 5 years during which time the dependent or survivor tived in the
Us.

o AFDC and 8351 — & sponsored lawful pormanent reaident alien who applics
for benefits iz cvaluated by having the sponsor’s income and rescurces
m:mmmmwmmmmmmz&mﬁm

o Medicaid — cligibility standurds vary ssong states.  However, states must
provide Medicaid o all persons receiving cash assistanes under AFDC, as
well a3 to AFDCrolaied groups who do not actually receive cash
pssistamen; SSI recipients; and pregrant women and infants wifh fumily
incomes below the Federal Poventy Level.

o Medicure ~ 2 lawful permanent resident nlien must meet the 2c
requirement aod be eligible for Social Scourity or Raiiroad Retircrent
bensfits, or aligihility for dizability benefits undec the Social Seeurity or
Railroad Retirement Acts for more than 24 consecutive months, Given
these requiremeats, an alien penersily must be 2 relstively long-term
vegident of the U.S. before besoining eatitled to Medicare Pars A

Individuals over ape 65 but otherwise meligible for Madicare Part A
benefits may parchase Part A benefits at cost. To be gligible o purchass
Part A, te individual must be & U.S. resident, and cither a U.S. ¢itizen or
mskmhwﬁmymmdfmmtmmmmmﬁmﬂm
U.8. for five conssentive years.  Such individoals must also purchase Part
B benefits for a monthly premium. Approximately 75% of the cost of basic
Part B coverage i3 subsidized by gereral revenues, wﬁhemlhmpaymg
the remaining 28% of costs,

o The Immigration Reform and Cantrol Ast of 1986 (IRCA), which

created & process whercby previcusly iliegsl aliens could become legal
residents, prohibits sach individuals fram being eligible for Madicaid (with

m)mmwﬁwmmumdmkmmm,

» PRUCQCL individuais sre eligible for entidement bencfits on the game bagis a
gitizens. They do not face the sams type of restrictons az sponsored lawfl
permanznt residents due primarily to the fact that FRUCOL. individuals are aot
required to have a spomsor whoss income is deermed * For example, refugees

? Refugees are typically "sponsorad® by various voluntary

crganizations or agenciss, but are axempt from the desming
provisions applied to Iagal) immigrants,
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subject to meeting eligibility requirerents—are cligible for AFDC, Medicaid,
and/ar SSI ypon arrival,

o In sddition, refugees who do noi qualify for assistance wnder our
entilament progmms--dise primarily to the fact that they do ax £0 inw a
category eligible for benefits, such as a single parent with dependent—may
_ Refopee Resettiement program. Eligible refogess omst meet cortain incoms
and resourco ortesis 10 reccive such assistance, similar v those under
entiiement programs.  Currently, discrotionsry sppropristions for this
program allow for 8 months of assistance.

Itiegal ahiens are not elipble for entitlernent benefits, subject jo the inflowing two
cxcEptions—

» Axn individual need not bo a1 lawful resident to be eligible for Medicsid bencfils for
emergancy medical services incloding labor and delivery services for pregnant
women. All aliens who, cxcept for their alien statns, sre qualified to crive
Medicaid benefits may recoive cmergency care.  The Federal govermment
reimburses states for these benefits.

» An individual need not be 2 lewful resident 10 be eligible for benefits under the
social security insurance programs. In pencral, bemefits are provided o any
individual who has conteibuted sufficiently to the program and otherwizs mosts
program oligibility requirements.  However, the ahility of certain stiens to reocive
benefite is Himbled (see diseussion in "OASDI™ mibsection above),

While the potential exists for illegal sliens to obiain benefits through Sandulent rocans,
program indicates that very few iflegal aliens even apply for entilemers benefits,

“q itisa i(o af ]I a uwl x - I II " hd as ¥ 2s 'l l ,
states routinely verify applicants’ frmigration docnmems and alicn smms,

DRISCUSSION/QFTIONS: The caverage of alisns under the various HHS entilernem
programs, and Federal policy towards alisns 1 goneral, has recently received increased
attention by the Congress and mwdia. Much of this attention has revolved around the
wreatment of illegal adiens wnder Medicaid and the policy regarding asylees. The issue of
azylees gained prominence pacticularly in the wake of well-publicized smuggling of
Chinese into the United States.

The Deparmment has also considered 2 umber of changes in the trestment of sliens under
our eatitlement programs. These changes ere being considered in a variety of venues,



from healih and welfwre reform o the fH5cal year 1995 budget and legislative process.
The following discussion is organized around major policy sreas that affect the treatmoni
of alicns under our major extitlement programs. The discussion advances for
conmderstion options to lend grester pniformity to Dopartmenial policy with roepoct o
aliens (e.z., propossls w0 make uniform in Social Security Act the definiton of
PRUCOL). At the same timn, the discussion slso indicates the difficulty of iraposing
commplete wiifommity on Departmental policy in some areas (0.2., the treatment of illogal
aliens).

THegal Afiens

The isspe of providing enwrpency medicsl scrvices to illegal sliens has surfsced reecntly
in different forums. Tha President's Budget pacoags incinded 2 provizion to incresss
FPeoderal payrosnts by $400 million to suse disproportionately affected by the cons of
providisg emergency medical services o iflegal aliens. States thal would have received
additionsl funding vader this proposal were: California, Texas, New York, Ilinois,
Flonida, Axizona, and Washington, This proposal was dropped in the final conderence
version of the reconcilistion bifll.* A proposal by Seosior Boren to discontines Federal
payments for emerpency modical seyvices provided to ifiogal slicas was also introduced
within the TY 1954 Budge! peocess. This proposal was estirsated by the Congressionul
Budget Office w achieve Federal savings of $400 million 1 FY 1995 (increasing to $700
million by FY 1998 for a five-year total savings of $2.2 billion). Boren’s proposal was
never approved by the Senats. Muore recently, an open Istter by Governox Pets Wilson
{R-CA) appeared in geveral newspapers calling for-amomg other things-—eliminating the
provision of emergency medical sarvices to illegal alizns and denying citizenchip to
children bom in the U.S. whose parents are flegal alisns.”

* Howavar, an amendmant was Inciuded in the dudget nill

that disallows payment for organ trandaplant procedures ander the
Medlcaid emexgency medical services for alienhs provisions.

* Currently, any child born in the United States is a U.S.
citizen, regardless ¢f tha alienage ©Ff the parent(e). While
there are no Federxral data on tha numbar of children who attain
citizenship in this mannar, a survay--@ona by Waatat for tha THS-
~af lagalized IRCA-alienz show that roughly 45 parcent of all
alians legalized under IRCA reported having ohildren whe were
born in the United Statas. Thie repromented an sptimated 1
million citizen children born to approximately 1.6 million
lsgalized aliens. These birthe ocurred over a prolonged periocd
of time {median period of entry was 1979). This represantesd a
genarsl foertility yrace about the same as that for the total
Hispanic population in the United States In 1987, The egtimated
U.8. rate for &)l Hispanics in 1387 was 93.0 hirths per 1,000
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There are both public health and immigmtion policy issves involved in addressing the
question of whether the Federal governmont should reimburse states for the provision of
cmeegency roodicsl sexvices 10 ilegal aliens. For exauple, Governor Wilson and other
ohservers have approached the subject from pomarily an immigration policy viewpaint,
with seamingly litls rogard for public health aspects of the issue. They contoad that the
Federal government should be daing more to stem the How of illegal immigestion into the
U.S., and that the policy of providing emcrpency modical services encourages rather than
disconeages illagal immigeation. Such a view deaws beavily om the perception that the
mugority of illegal eliens using such emargency roedical services are preguant women who
cross the border to deltiver thoir chilifren in 2 ULS. hospiml. Whils this perception may
be valid in Southers Califorais, it may not be valid in Washingion. No Federsl dats are
aviilable on what types of iiegal aliens are using these emergency sexvices (3.6, pregnant
Women versus male construction workers), or on what types of sexvices are used. While
states may have better data on this, they are neither roquired nor have offcred to submit
such data to ACFA ¢

The mnst rational interprematon of & policy that would deny emergency mextical services
to llegal alicns is thut such a policy would form part of u lurger, more effective atrategy
1o siem oversil fllegal immigration. Precisely what constitites such 2 larger stamgy has
not always besn presented fully. Although recently Senator Feinstein (D-CA) has
proposed charging # $1 border-crossing foc with the resuling revenues used to suppaort
addifional Border Patrol personnel, andikmauwlknmsﬂblmﬁ}hm;aﬁhﬁihruamg
National Guard troops to patrol the US-Mexico border,

women 15 o0 44 years of age. The INE has eastimated the illagal
alien population in the United States ip 1992 at 1.2 million.
Alace, it has besn sstinmated that in FY 1581, AFDC reciplents who
wers the U.S.-born citizen children of aliens who themselves were
inaligible for AFDC accounted for 3 percent of all AFLC vases in
that year, BHBowever, the patterns and charactarietics of IROA-
legalised alions are pot necessarily the charactaristics of all
illegal aliens, and thus genaralizing the survey data to all
illegal alicns has inherent problama. Por example, most 11legal
allens who legalized undar IRCA wara long-Lerm residants of the
United Statea, often callad "sstbtlers™ in immigration literatura.
Thes¢ pPavple ars more likely to exhibit higher rates of fartility
than some othar lllegal aliens, suoh as shorf-tern, work-hased
illegal aliens who may retwrm to thaiy countyy of origin. A
further cosplicating factor iz how one counts children who are
the product of & union between a citizen wnd an illegal alien.

* However, the survey of legalired IRCA-aliens referanced
in foutnote % vields some data that pay be indicative of the usa
of medical services by illegal aliens, Only 10 pearcent of all
legalized allens wers hospitalized in the 12 monthe bsfora
applying for legalization, and of these half--or 5 percant of the
total-~wars for reasons of prsgnancy. Howevar, the limitation of
geperalizing thig data to all illegal aliens applies hore in ths
same manner as expiained in footnote 5.
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However, theys are significant poblic health problems associated with & policy that would
deny iicgal alicns emergency medical services., For example, if illegal inumigration was
not consequently roduced, the result of not treating seniously-ill Wicgal tmmigrants could
B larpe sumbers of individoals dying on American sireets due @ demial of medical care.
Not only would the ethicy) implications of stich a policy be mroublesoree, but there would
alse be potentially adverse public heslth consequences associated with such a policy (1.e.,
tha health of the general public could be advergely affected). Further, the Conzolidaed
Omnibus Budget Recencilistion Act of 1985 (COBRA 85) requives hospitaly that
participats in Medicare to screen all those who preseat themsolves & the emergoncy
department to determing if there is an smergency, including women in active Jabor, and
1o treat such & patisnt to the best of their ability or transler the patieat to & more
appeopriaie bospital, Any policy that required hospitals oo certify the immigrant status of
paticats prior to providing them emergency care would be extremely difficolt to
implement. Thers would be a very real risk of falsely idemtifying an indiviiual as an
illogal aliens {due w lack of identfication, etc.), s it is exwemely doubtful that hospitals
wounld be sble to effectively comply with both COBRA 85 requirements and a nsw policy
that would deny emergency medical care to illegal alisns, These problems are liksly to
continue o exist oven i upcoming health care xeform provisions were to provids all
citizens and legal slicns with some sort of universal "heaith cand”.

In sum, even i one is syrupathetic w the policy goal of reducing illegal immigration, the
negative effects on public health resulting from denying emergency medicsl services to
illagal aliens, and the difficult innplerentation isgues of such a policy, would seem 10
dlearly outwaigh any marginal contribution such a policy might have in reducing illegal

Definition of PRUCOL

There are magy gray areas in Gyving o defie which alieny fall under the definition of
“permanently residing in the United States under cofor of taw” (PRUCOL). Four Federal
benefit progmms—thres of which are manaped by HHS—use this term in defining alien
eligibility (AFDC, 8§81, Medicaid, and snemploymest insurance). The PRUCOL
catogory was first adopted for 58I in 1972; then for AFDC, by regulation in 1973 and by
statute in 19B1; for unemployment insurance i 1978; snd for Madicaid, by regulation in
1982 and by statute in 1986. None of these statutes clearly defines the terms PRUCGOL,
nor ig the wrm defined in the Immigration and Nationality Act {the INA) or in INS'
regulations. Cosssquently, specific regulagons governing sligibility for each of these
benwfit programs have sel distingt and separale guidelings for determining PRUCOL
stanig andd for definming this term, PRUCOL stams has giso been an isme that has been
subject 1o, and defined by, varions Heiparion.

(Given the lack of & fxed mecaning, only seven categories of aliens src universally

accepted by Federal agencies as PRUCQOL., These are mefugees, asylzes, conditional
entrants, aliens paroled into the U.S,, alisns granted suspension of deportation, Cuban-
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Haitian entrants, and spplicants for registry.

%amwgomﬁmmymmymbeahgmb&formmbmﬁm depsnding upoo
agency interprotation of the term PRUCOL snd Brigation that determines whether
particular aliens or classcs of alicns arc cligible for benefits from particular programs.
Such cattpodies include aliens granmd indsfinite, extandsd, or renswable vohmtary
departure; nliens on whoss behalf an immedinte relative potition has beent filed or
approved; aliens who have filed for adjustment of stams; aliens granted voluntary
departure because they bave a viss priority dame within 60 days of being current; aliens
grantesd & sty of deportation; slisns granwed deferred action status; xad abens with
pending applications for suspension of deporaton o7 ssylum.

The fact that there is 0o common definition of PRUCOL in the Social Security Act (the
Act) that would apply to the AFDC, 88T, and Medicaid progmms hes led o different
eligihility requirernents for PRUCOL sliens for these programs. In general, AFDC has a
more restrictive, or narrow dofinition of which aliens can qualify for benefits under
PRUCOL, while SSI and Medicaid vse a less restrictive definition, For cxasiple, AFDC
stature and regulations define PRUCOL to incluode refugees, azylees, conditional entraniz,
and parolees. SSI regulations—on the other hand--dafine PRUCOL broadly to inclide
some thirteen different alien gtatuses, mcluding the "catch-all® category of aliens residing
with INS knowledze and permission or whoss departure the agency does not comtemplats
enforzing. SSI reguistions have ansmpted to define this last campory staring that the INS
“does not contemplate enforcing your deparhure if it is the policy or pmctice of that
agency not to enforce the departire of alicns in e same category or if from all the facts
and circumstances in your case it appears that the [INS] is otherwiss permutting you to
reside in the United States indefinitely.

The lack of a conwson definition for PRUCOL in the Act has also spawnod much
ltigadon, which in ton has contribuited to the different defindtions of PRUCOL applied
by the theee programs. For example, in & 1977 case Holley v, Lavine, a Fedoral appcals
court held that deportable alisns who reided in the U.S. with the continwing knowledge
of the INS can qualify as PRUCOL for AFDC purposes. In this case, the INS had stated
in writing that it would not deport an alien who had overstayed her visa, as long as her
U.S. citizen children were fimancially dependent upon ber, Under the facts in Hofley, the
possibility of future deportation did not prevent the alien from establishing that she was

"permancntly” residing in the US. Hollzy was the first major case to define ths term
*color of law™ for public bonefits cligibility.”

k4

In this particular case, the citizenship of the children
was basod on thuair being born in ¢he U.S5. o the i{llagal woman.
AFDC policy will provide banuafits to eligible citizens. In such
capes the aligible chifldren can receive benstits but tha
inellgiblie mother cannot, thus leading to rsduced benefits. The
importance of this particular case was in bheginning Lo define
Wwnat it mesant o "permanently regide¥ in the U.S. By virtues of
the INZ latter stating that it wauld not deport her--a rare
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In ancther case, however, asylum applicants were found ineligible for AFDC benefits. A
Federst court of appeals determined that although asylom applicants were residing "under
color of law,” their sesidsnce was wmporary rather than permansnt, becanse it was
*solely dependent upon the possibilty of having [their] application acted apon favocably.”
HUS subsequently promulgated a transmitial spplying that decision on & national level.
The court's holding, however, has been limited 10 aligihiliey for AFDC. For example,
hmwhnwmm}wdon&nsmmmmasﬁumapphcm
cligibility for uncmployment benefits.

The broader PRUCOL category used by the SST program is substantially the result of
fitigation. In 1985 the partics in a Federal appeals court case, Berger v. Secroiary of
HEW, entered inito 2 consent decree specifying congin categorics of alicns who qoalify as
PRUCOL. The Berger case slso incinded the casspory of "any other alien residing in the
1.8, with the knowledge and permission of the TNS and whose departure...the [INS] does
not contempiste enforcing.” SSI repulations were issued in 1987 implementing the
Berger decision and specifying the multiple catogories of slisns considered to be
FRUTOL., as described above,

A difficulty with the current sitsation of using PRUCOL to determine beneful eligibility 15
that many of the immigmtion satuses that are included in PRUCQL are omporary
statuses provided by INS, Thus, there are & oumber of individuals who have oither
entered iNegally or overstayed their visa that end up being ¢ligible for $SI benefits once
INS becames aware of their presence but does not immedintely deport them. THS wmay
allow the individual to yemain temporarily in (he U.S. for a nureber of reasons. For
example, an illegal alisn who has beon idensifisd by the INS may claim that s/ would
b persecuted if retumned to hisfher home counoy and maey be allowed to apply for
apylum which would prevent deportation a2 long ax the application was pending. Or the
INS may allow an alien to remain temporarily in ceder to earn enough monsy to finance
the yutum to his/her bowe country (Gf the INS deports an giien it must finanes and ensure
that the individual is returned safely 1o the country). Other cases may occur where the
INS will provide an alien with temporary status if the alien can establish that s/be ks an
immediate reintive who is either a citizen or g legal permansat regident of the U.S. and
that depormtion would be *inhumane™ and "not ip the public interest™. A muldtde of
other soenarios ars pesxible whershy an alien who has not arrived in the U.S. under
permancnt resident stamg is allowed to stay temporarily and thus falls under e category
of PRUCOL. for benefit efigibility.

There have been cases publicized where a previously Tillegal alien” has begn pranted
temporary status and thus has bocome cligible for—and receives--SSI benefite. In geneml,
the publicity has porizayed the case as welfare benefits being provided to “ilbogsl atiens” |

gircumstance ginca most illegal aliens do not obtain auch a
lptteor—the court detormined that the mother f£6ll under PRUCOL,
thara?y making her {(as well as tha childran) eligible for
banafirs.

j$5,



even though technaically since INS has provided the individual with & lemporary
docuroent--or sitis—-then the individual is a “fegal alien®, and 8 PRUCOL alien for
bemohit eliginlity purposes.

Refugees and asylees are the only two PRUCOL categories that are clearly recognized a3
leading to permanet resident status. Both refugees and asylees are eligible fo adjuxt their
immigrant stans $o logsl permanest resident after 1 year of residing in the U.S. sz a
refugee or asylee.

Alian Deesni

For purposes of henafit eligibility for three Federal programs (AFDC, SSI, and food
stamps), the income and resources of an alien’s spongsor are "deemad® attribuable to the
alien for Guee years. This tee-year period bogins from the date the alien adjusts status
or first cuters the U.S. a3 3 lawful permsnent remdent. A sponsor is & person who hag
signed an affidavit of sepport on behalf of an alien seeking permansat regidesice, The
alian and sponsor ars jointly and severally liable for any benefit overpayment, This
pravision prevents sponsorsd lsgal aliens from being oligible for catitloment benefits for
three years, pnloss the sponsor’s incoms and resources meet eligibility requirernents and

the Legal alien also meets eligibility requirements. Deeming requirements do not apply o
PRUCOL alicns. Also, there is no sponsar decming requisement in Medicaid.

" Tn general, dseming appliss even if the sponsor is not actually suppocting the glien, To
receive bensfis, a sponsored alisn must provide information snd documentetion on the
sponsor's incoms and rescurces, even if the sponsor refusss o cooperats.  Incoms and
rescurcos of both the spoasor and the sponsor’s apouse G living with the sponsar) is
deomed to the sponsorcd alien, An application for benefits may be deniad if the required
information i not reporiad to the agency.

For the AFDC program, the thme-year deeming provisions may also apply to immigrants
who were sponsored by a public or privaw agency or organization, unless the agency no
longex exists or ig no longer able o meet the alien’s nreds, Also for AFDC, if a sponsor
iz not acmally supporting the sponsored alicn, the sponzor’s come and resaurces will
act be counted when determiining whether posponsored merabers of the aliea’s fonily--
such as U.S. citizen children—are eligible for AFDC. There art no comparable
provisicns for 881 or food stamps.

For the SSI progrem, if the alien i the sponeoer’s ¢hild or gpouse, the regular §51 parent-
to-child or spoust-imspouse daeming rules are applied instead of the three.yaar alien
deeming rulcs. Also, deeming does ot apply to aliens who become blind or disabled
after admission to the TU.S. ag permanent residents,

Not all legal permanent rasidenr aliens have a sponsor who signs an affidavin of support.
Far cxample, in 1592 a little over 20% of non-PRUCOL., permanent legal aliens were
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fxsued visas based on an employer submined petiion. This type of petition signed by an
employer does not designate the employer or any other individual a5 the alien's spansor
for the purpose of alien decming rules. Also, gome aliens may become eligible for
imrmgration due to an individusl petitioning INS, but tay sobsequently have a visa
issucd on 3 basis other than a sigred affidavit of suppart {6.8., based on a letter from s
U.S. employer). Mngmﬂymiikclymmofwmkmgagaaibhngm
or parents sponsoring working-sge children. In sum, INS docs not compile agerogate
data to determine the number of lzpal pecraanant residents who have had an affidavit of

support signed by 8 gponzoe,

‘There is an issue that hag pained some promingncs in the media, and is related w the
alion doeming provisions under the SS] program. There bave been cases publicized
recently of legal resident alicns or naturalized citizens sponsoring their oldar parents for
immigration into the U.S., and after the three year deeming period the parenty
immediately apply for SSI benefits on the basis of age. The peroeptiom exists that these
familias are sbusing tie system ginos the children sponsors ofisn have sufficient income
and resources fo continue  srppore thair immigrant parents, but ingtead mke advanmge
of e arreat rulss to gain acvess to entittornent begefits. SSI program data confizms that
this type of situation is ocorring. For sxample, of all current glisn SSI recipients who
have been--or are-potentially subject to the slien deeming rules, fully 25 percest—or
107,470 individusls--applied for benefits in their fourth yoar of residency @ the ULS.
The remalning 75 pereeat applied for benelits in a relatively svenly disprosed pattern
gmong the remaining ont-year incrernents {sce Attechment J-aliens "Lawfully admited®
betwarn 36 and 47 months). Futher, of the 107 470 recipieats applying for S8 in the
fourth year of residency, almost 85 percent--or 89,510 individuals—applied for benefing
based on sge (see Attachment 1)

Finally, same general observations should be highlighted on the effect of immigration—
both legal and itlegai~on HHS entidoment progeame. On average, immigrants and
refugees have jess wealth and are worse off upon arrival than American citizens. This
fact i8 usually the primery force behind both legal and iliegal immigration, -Thus, to the
extent that more of these individuals entar the United Statss, there will be a relatively
greater burden on sur various entitlement programs, subject 1o the hmitations discussed
above. The Department has very litile influznce on the overall immigration/refuges
policies that determing the overall flow of legal and illegal imumigrams. The Departments
of Justice—including the INS—and State, as well a3 the Congress, have wuch more
influence on immigration policy per se. For example, the Congress expanded the number
of eligible legal immigrants as recently ax 1990,

M,%Mumem&mmmmgmmmswm,ﬂwm

urdes onr entitlement programs directly related to these individuals and familics are likely
to increase.  The INS has estimated recently (1992/93) that there wers approximatdy
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11.5 million legal alizns, and 3.2 million illogal aliens, in the United States. The Census
Burean has found z slightly higher rate of participation in welfare programs—defined as
General assistance, AFDC, snd SSE-for immigrants than ative bom (5.9% for
immigrants and 5.2% for natve born).  Whether the increase in economiz activity
generated by imumigrants compensites completely for these intreased costs is not clear,

While it cannot be determined snequivocally if immvigrants represent a net economic
benefit ar cost to socisty, some gensral points emexge from the varions reacarch in this
ares. For example, i is clear that a dispropoctionate share of the costs of mesting the
needs of imnsigrants is bome by local and stute govermments, while a disproportionate
ghare of the revermes resulting from immmigrams accrees to the Paderal government. The
implications of this siteation are importent since the Federl government is the only level
of government with ths constitutional authority © set immmigration poficies, Thus, W the
extent the Federal goverument does not bear & proportional share of the gosts of
immigration policies, it may end towerds more open imodgration policies than if thoss
costs were more avenly shared. Purther localitizs—by virtue of being st the bottom of
the hisrarchical “pecking ondor~are goncxally loft with the greatest proportion of costx
avoided by the Federal and stete governments. This is especially trus in tight budger
timee ws the Federal and state governments seek to pmss a5 many costs as possible
*downwani”. This phenomenon was particularly promounced in the 19803, Finally,
different statss and localities are affecred differenty by immigrarion, with the Mexican
border region being ons vbvious cxample of an arce of the country that has high levels of
immigration. Out of 2n eatimated 8.7 million irmmigrants who entered the country

' various studies have shown that the increased economic
acgtivity and tax contribstions cutwaigh the incressed Qosts obh
gsacial eervice systema. Othar studies have shown the opposite.
In general, thera are methodological problans with cost-banefit
snalyses in this aras. For axaupla, Rost analyses ara static
rathar than dynamic and cannot answery cartain ralevant gquastions,
gucli as, *if immigranots acoess antitlement programs, de they
receive benefits for a longer or ghorter period of time than
native aitizena?® Simllarly, most lnmigrants--like the welfare
population in gsneral--makXe tha transition from welfare o self«
support, and & recent study has found that the average incone of
long~term immigranta {those who immigratsd betwesn 1970 and 19808}
have highesr aversge incomes than the general population.

Finally, one needs to be caraful in attributing costs/reveniaes to
*immigrants” in general without distinguishing between refugess
and other immigrants. Refugees are usually more needy than other
legal lmmigrants, and many ¢f the high rates of participation in
some prograns are likely due toe the impact of refugees (e.g., if
one controlled for refugees the higher rates of participation of
*izmigrants® may disappsar}. This is relevant because--ag
uentioned sarlier~-admission of, and policy towards, refugees is
geparate from general immigration policy due to a host of facturs
such as hisgbtory, law, humanitarian concerns, shifting fLorsign
policy prioritien, ato.
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between 1980 and 1950, more than half settled in two statesr  Californin with sbout 3.3
willion (38%); and New Yok with almost 2 million (14%) {see Figore 1 anachad) ?
Similarty, soms immigrant groups may be more of 2 burden on social sysiemns than other
impsignmt groups.  This, safirantes that rely on nanonal averages or per capits mcasurcs
should be viewed with casution.

Regardicss, it is olear that an important part of this country’s secizl and political
traditions have yestod on the principle that we are an open society of opportunity and &
melting pot of different peoples. 1 is also clear that the current Adminisrration wants to
maminin that tradition.

At the same time, the Admiristration has proclaimed recently the goal to redece the flow
of illsgal immigrants and to reform the process of grantng ssylum--which weuld
sffectivaly Emit the munber of asylses granted entry into the U8, If these goals are
achieved, then the costs to ooy entitlament programs would also be rednced. Fewer
those aliens. Fewer asylees would Ikely mean fewer PRUCOL aliens eligible for
entifioment benefits.

Other palicies that conld lassen the impact of alices on our entitiement progoams are
similarly outside the strict purview of HHS. For example, with regard to alien deoming
discussed above, if the INS required gl logal permanent regident alisns to fave & sigoed
affidavit of suppart identifying a sponser, this would likely reduce the sumber of aliens
cligible for entitiement bensfits, .

* These are Buresu of the Census estimatee af "foreign born

entranta®, and are thus not adiusted by the nunber of Smmigranta
who may bave left betwsan 1980 and 1990 {i.e, not sdiusted for
out-migration}, Alge, the Census category of "foreign born"
insiludas illegal aliens and legal aliens whe oay have adidusted to
eitizenship status.
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San Francisco Chronicle

The Chronicle has had significant coverage of welfare reform in
the past year. Its coverage consists mainly of news reports on
Proposition 185 and related reform proposals by Governor Wilson
and individual counties. Although recognizing the need for
support services for welfare recipients who work, the paper
generally seens to support tougher measures that provide work
incentives. Xey news reporters include Jonathan Marshall, Dan
Levy, Vlae Xershner (Sacramento Bureau}, and Greg Lucas
(Sacramento Bureau}., Unlike its State coverage, the paper has
not had very much coverage of welfare reform as part of a
national agenda.

gpacific articles include:

August 14, 19%2: Debra J, Saunders, commentary, "Clinton’s plans
ves. his donors':

Saunders comments on Clinton’s campaign proposal of a workfare
plan wherein able~bodisd mothers would have to work after twe
years of receiving aid. Saunders takes the position that this
plan sourkis good, but does not believe that Clinton could
implenent it because of labor interests. She points out that
unless Clinton paid welfare mothers well above minimunm wage,
public employee unions would take the plan to court. Heanwhile,
if he does pay them high wages, it would cost too much and he
would make enemies of non~welfare, low-paid workers.

September 9, 1992: Vlae Kershner, news, "Prop 165 will hurt
children, report says":

Kershner reports on the debate over CA's Proposition 185 of 1832.
He reviews a report released by Stanford University law professor
Michael Wald, former director of the Stanford Center for the
Study of Famillies, Children and Youth. Wald challenges the
initiative, saying it is likely to lead to declines in the
health, school performance and emotional well-being of many poor
children. He said further that the proposal is the only one in
the U.8. that does not exempt mothers of infants from cuts
without providing adeguate ¢hild care. A representative from the
State, as well as Robert Rector from the Heritage Foundation,
support the proposition because of its work incentives.

Septenbtier 21, 1992: Arthur Hoppe, commentary, "Stamp out the
welfare bums":

Hoppe pleads for voters to get out and vote for Prop 185. He
griticizes the welfare gsystem for its lack of incentive, saying,
“We must inculcate these worthless leoafers with the niddle-class
values are under attack from the so-called Social Security



system. Think of the milliong of blue-haired widows 1olling in
front of their tee-vee sets at public expense.¥

Septenbear 28, 19%2: Jonathan Marshall, news, ¥Experts debate
whether Prop. 165 can help the poor™:

Marghall, too, reviews the debate over Prop 145 and the
philosophical stance it takes toward welfare. He reports that,
"Besides testing the willingness of voters teo contirnue
subsidizing poor families, the measure will test their belief
that welfare is more a cause than a consequence of poverty.”
Marshall reviews the cpinions of several academics who mostly
agree that the initiative would hurt families., However, he notes
Peter Gottschalk, a Boston University economist, ag the first
scholar to offer evidence, in an unpublished paper, that the
walfare system itself is a modest cause of its recipients’
dependence.

September 30, 1992: Jonathan Marshall, news, "Studies dispute
welfare migration theory®:

Here Marshall again reporis on the debate over Prop 165, but
focuses on its state residency provision. The provision
addregses a widespread claim that California is attracting
welfare recipients from out of state to collect generous benefits
at taxpayers’ expense. He quotes several academics, including
Tom Corbett, who say that the difference in state levels has
little effect on migration of welfare clients,

Detober 1, 1992: Jonathan Marshall, news, "Welfare reform plan
called bad for San Francisco™:

Once again Marshall Jooks at possible impacts of Prop 16%, this
time examining its effect on San Francisco. A report relilsased by
the Mayor’s office warned that the initiative could make
thousands more people homelass and burden the City with the cost
of supporting them. The City report said that when the State cut
welfare benefits by only 4.4 percent the year before, the demand
for family shelter soared. For instance, in the eight months
following this cut, the Hamilton Family Shelter turned away an
average of 280 people a month; a 344 percent increass over its
previous average.

November 12, 19%2: Viae Xershner, news, "State 1limit on
newconers’ welfare OKd4":

Karshner reports on the Bush administration’s approval of
California waivers to implement the state residency provision of
their hudget compromise as well as the 5.8 percent cut in welfare
grants.

Decanbeor 13, 199%2: Dan Levy, feature, "When work and welfare are
not enovgh':

Levy focuses on the case of a welfare mother who is working part-
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time at low-wages and looking for full-time work. She iz
struggling to pay her rent, her bills, and raise her two
children., Levy emphasizes the difficulty of working mothers on
AFDC wha, despite the rejection of Prop 165, have still endured
cuts in their monthly benefits.

Decenmber 22, 1992: Greg Lucas, news, "Suit filed to block new
welfare law": )

Lucas reports on the suit filed against the State’s new residency
provision that had passed in its budget compromise. Lucas gquoles
Sarah Kurtz from the Legal Aid Society of San Mateo County who
explains that welfare recipients moving to California cannot
possibly live on the amounts they could exist on in their former
states. A staff article the following day reports on the Court's
preliminary injunction against the State’s implementation of the
residency provision.

Decenber 31, 1992: Greg Lucas, news, "US won’t allow variable
welfare cuts®:

lucas reporis on the federal government’s denial of California’s
reguest to impose spaller cuts in monthly payments to welfare
recipients and the aged, blind and disabled who live in high-cost
areas of the State,

April 14, 1993: Debra J. Saunders, commentary, “Aid to Pamilies
with Dependent Adults":

Saunders applauds Elcise Anderson, the California director of
social services, who had been quoted as saying, "What's wrong
with working at McDonald’s?...We have taught people to believe
that they’re too good for certain jobs." Saunders supports the
work incentive provisions that Governor Wilson has proposed as a
way of placing more responsibility on welfare clients,

May 18, 1%93: Judy Ronningen, news, “Alameda County to pay
welfare hiring subsidiesY:

Ronningen reports on Alameda County’s decision to offer to pay
employers to give welfare clients a chance at a permanent dob. A
company can be reimbursed for 13 percent of an employee’s salary
for as much as half a year if he or she is hired off the general
assistance welfare rolls., Ronningen offers sexamples of success
stories under the program as well as some bhusinesses which simply
cannot afford to hire anyone and some which do not like the idea
at all of subsidized hiring and refuse to be involved,

May 20, 19933 Ann Bancroft, news, "Senate panel rejects Wilson’s
welfare cubts®:

Banoroft reports on the defeat of Gov. Wilson’s plan to cut
welfare benefits again by up to 19.2 percent for single mothers.
The Senate instead passed the €al Learn program, would give cash



bonuses for aid réaipients who stay in school and reductions for
those who refuse Lo work.

June 3, 1993: Gov. Pete Wilscon, commentary, "Reform will make
walfare work®:

The Governor writes in defense of his approach to welfare reform.
He explaing that welfare discourages work and self-sufficiency.
He offers his proposed obligations for welfare clients: that
recipients refrain from having more children while on public
assistance, that recipients strive to remain drug~free, that
teenage parents on welfare stay in school, and that recipients
work at least part-time.

July 5, 3993: Fditorial, "Welfare system’s Integrity is vital™:

The author writes in support of San Francisco County’s proposal
to bolster the inteqgrity of its GA program by regquiring the
fingerprinting of applicants.

July 27, 19833 Editorial, "The working poor need some help":

The author writes in support of Clinton’s proposed expansion of
the earned income tax credit in his budget plan. The article
Says, "Paying subsidies to the working poor is far cheaper than
giving them welfare,. and it provides them with a sclid incentive
to become self-supporting."

August 12, 1993: Dan Levy, news, "Two thumbg down for
Fingerprinting plan":

Levy reports on the rejection of Mayor Jordan‘s fingerprinting
proposal by a San Francisco Board of Supervisors committee,
aimost ensuring that the idea will go before voters in Novenmber.
Supervisors guoted said that the plan was "undignified and
invasive, saying it would further disenfranchise poor people in
the city.®

Buptembear 16, 19%993: Ron Sonenshine, news, "Sonoma board takes a
risk on welfare®:

Sonenshine reports on Sonoma County which has imposed a 50-day
limit on geneval welfare benefits since 1882. The County would
strip benefits from recipients who have been collecting since
1582 and who have not, within %0 days, found a job. He reports
that a related law in San Diego County has been rejected by a
Court ruling which said that the County could not impose such
restrictions because of "fiscal difficulty.® Sonenshine quotes
Richard Rothschild, an attorney with the Western Center on Law
and Poverty in Los Angeles, who sald that Sonoma County "is
breaking the law."



Sacramento Bee

welfare reform has been a very prominent issue in the Bee‘s
coverage over the past vear. The paper has taken a somewhat
liberal pogition on the issue. It covers closely Governor
Wilson’s reform proposals and has gengrally not supported his
approach to welfare cuts. Its coverage focuses mainly on the
State reform proposals and the debate locally over an approach to
welfare reform. Some articles do, however, expand the discussion
to the national level with Clinton’s vision for reform and
general trends across the country. The articles seem to support
reform but are wary of Governor Wilson's approach. The key
reporter on this issue seems to be Nancy Weaver who has written
several lengthy articles in which she presents the debate over
differing approaches te reform, She generally presents both
sides of the issue but always seems to interview specifie clients
and more experts who support Clinton’s reform plan and who oppose
Wilson’s reforms.

Getober 8, 1992: Ricci R. Graham, news, “Counties urged to dump
load*:

Graham reports on a meeting of CA State Assoclation of Counties
during which the counties urged that the Federal government to
provide welfare and educational funding for immigrants, programs
now funded by the counties.

octobexr 18, 19%2: Nancy Weaver, nevs, "Welfare reform targets
system and recipients; Prop 165 would cut family, teen mom aid®:

Weaver’s article, in discussing Proposition 165, focuses more
generally on the national trend in welfare reform. She looks at
Prop 1685 which would cut public assistance and tie welfare
payments to good behavior. Iawrence Mead, assoclate professor at
RYU, defends reforms such as Prop 165 that axpect more
responsibility on the part of the recipient., On the other hand,
Ed Lazere from CBPP and Paul lLegler point out shortcomings in the
California initiative. Xegler says the answer to welfare reform
is "more jobs and support services like job training, health care
coverage and child care for welfare recipients.® Weavey
discusses similar paternal reform movements in other states and
.also interviews several welfare clients who would be especially
hurt by the cuts that California was proposing.

Novenber 9, 199%2: Eva Schiorring, commentary, "Welfare’s
investment in despair of clients":

Schiorring looks at welfare recipients such as Karen Huggins from
San Prancisco who see self-gmploynent as the best way for them to
gain self-sufficiency. Programsg such as Self-Employment and
Enterprise Development in California help clients to build a
small business with minimal] capital investment. However,



Schiorring explains that the welfare system itself is their
greatest obstacle., Particularly its asset-limitation rule keeps
recipients from succeeding in self-employment. Schiorring also
blames politicians, whom she says, "spend more time pointing
their finger at the third-generation welfare mother than on
identifying and removing obstacles to self-reliance.®

Pecember 1, 1992: Nancy Weaver, news, *Welfare grants out again;
residency crackdown beginsh:

Weaver reports on the implementation of welfare reforms passed in
California‘s budget conpromise; namely, the grant cut of 5.8
percent and the residency requirement. Weaver guotes Casey
McKeever, directing attorney with the Western Center on Law and
Poverty, as saying, "The immediate effect is less nmoney L0 cope
with very basic needs."

December 22, 193%2: Pdgar Sanchez, "Suit challenges welfare cut
for california‘s newcomers':

Sanchez reviews the suit filed by several legal aid
organization’s against the State’s residency provision. Sanchez
reports on both sides, but explains in detail the situation of
one plaintiff, DeShawn Green, who is especlally hurt by this law.

January 12, 1993: Herbert A. Sample, news, "Wilson may again
take welfare cuts to votersgh:

At a luncheon before the Sacramento Press Club, Gov. Wilson saig
that voters will likely face another welfare initiative in 94 if
legislators do not pass his welfare cuts proposed in hin 93-84
budget, He alse said that the federal government must
appropriate nearly $1.5 billion to california to finance social
and health services provided to illegal immigrants. Sample talks
to Casey McKeever who ¢riticizes the Governor'’s reforms.

Finally, Wilson speculated that Clinton would be receptive to
funding reguests by California because he strongly supported such
relief as a member of the NGA.

February 3, 19%3: Leo Rennert, news, "President vows push for
refornm of walfare®:

This article reviews Clinton’s speech to the NGA in which he
unveiled hig plan to reform the welfare system. It emphasizes
the role of education and training as well as ¢hild care and
health care for working parents, in exchange for a two-year time
limit on welfare benefits. Rennert also reviews the President’s
four principles for reform.

Pabruary 10, 1993: Laura Mecoy, news, "Study: State a leader in
waelfare cutg":

Mecoy reports on the reliease of a report by the Center for Budget
and Policy Priorities and the Center for the Study of the States



naming California one of the three states with the most dramatic
welfare cuts in 1992, Mecoy presents both sides of the issue,
Iris Lav, the report’s principal author, who c¢riticizes the State
for its cuts, and a representative from the Governor‘s office who
explains the State’s deficlit situation.

February 19, 19933 Cynthia Hubert, news, "Welfare proposal
gparks fear; some say reguiring work after two years could be
disastrous":

Hubert reports on President Clinton’s speech in which he vowed to
vend welfare as we know it," and sald he would propose a plan
that would offer all the essential support services but would
require welfare recipients to work after two years. Hubert
presents both sides of the issue. She quotes California SBtate
officials, a representative from the Children’s Defense Pund, and
a welfare client who all agree with the President. She also
spoke with Kevin Aslanian from the Coalition of California
Welfare Rights Organizations and another welfare client who are
afraid of the concept ©f a two-year limit.

March 1, 19%83: Douglas Besharov and Karen Baehler of American
Enterprise Institute, commentary, "The unkindness of welfare
cuts®:

This piece argues that the federal government and “the
categerical nature of federal poverty pregrams” should be partly
to blane for the welfare cuts that have been implemented in
several of the more generous states,

April 22, 1993: Dan Bernstein, "Wilson’s welfare cuts hit snag":

Bernstein reviews activity in the State Assenbly whereby the
Human Services Committee rejected three welfare reform bills
pushed by Wilson. One of these measures would have cut benefits
te recipients by up to 19 percent, saving the State about $500
million. The Committee d4id vote for the Cal Learn program and
for expanding ancther job search progran.

May 131, 1%%3: Baxrbara Vobelida, shingto . ¥Clinton seeks
to end welfare trap':

The Bee printed this article by Vobeijda which outlines the
President’s vision for reform of the welfare syster. 7T¢ mentions
& task force, guotes David Ellwood, and lists the four principles
far reform.

May 19, 199%3: Editorial, "Welfare E Block Again®:

This editorial looks at twoe pending welfare reform bills in the
State legislature. Tt opposes a bill sponsored by Sen., Tim
Leslie on behalf of Gov. Wilson that would cut grants by nearly
20 percent, calling it *a cut - not a reform, as the
administration seeks to portray it." The other bill, sponsored



by Sen. Mike Thompson, the paper regards as "somewhat more like
reform." This bill supports the Cal lLearn proygram and seeks to
reduce paperwork and administrative costs by consolidating the
eligibility rules for AFDC, food stanps, and Medi-Cal.

May 23, 199%3: Nancy Weaver, news, "Same goal, different ideas on
welfare limits®:

Weaver looks at the similar time-limit proposals of Governor
Wilson and President Clinton. However, she is quick to point out
the essential difference in their approaches. Governor Wilson,
who has proposed a five-year time limit on welfare benefits, will
simply cut benefits., ¢linton, on the other hand, is considering
a two-year limit but is also considering spending $6 billion for
education and training programs and support services for clients.
Weaver talks to several experts including Paul Legler and Casgy
McKeever who defend the President’s vision as very different fronm
Governor Wilson’s. She also speaks with several welfare clients
who would be hurt by Wilson’s proposal.

July 1, 199%3: Nancy Weaver, news, YDisability, welfare cuts less
than feared®:

Weavey reviews the most recent budget passed by the State
legislature which includes a 2.7 percent cut for AFDC recipients,
However, adopted with that cut vere rule changes (0 allow working
families getting AFDC to keep more of their earned income without
having their aid cut and te recsive child care benefits from the
State, Casey McKeever emphasizes that this is the third year
that welfare assistance hag bsen cut to balance the budget, but
he adds that several of the new reforms will benefit welfare
Familles.

July 2, 1993: Denny Walsh, news, "Judge allows plan involving
walfare cuts:

Walsh reporis on the degision of a federal judge which endorsed
the concept that welfare cuts might serve as a work incentive,
and he refused to halt an ongoing California experiment based on
that premise,

July 13, 1993: Tony Bizijak, news, ¥Calls escalate to better
regulate immigration; state study dispels immigrant welfare
mythet:

Biziak reports on a State Senate report that found that long-~time
immigrants in California are slightly less likely to be on
walfare than are native~born residents. The report’s author,
Rebecca Lavally, explained the findings saying, “"The longer they
[imtiigrants] stay here, the more likely they are to learn the
language and assimilate into cur econowmy...Literature suggests
that appears to be theily goal initially, and they need a period
of time to achieve it."



July 26, 1983: Nancy Weaver, news, "U.S. study rips welfare
asyvstem, calls for easy access and elimination of confusing,
conplex rules*:

Weaver reports on a federal report released that said "the public
welfare system is being choked by complex and confusing rules
that waste the tine of social workers and frustrate the people
applying for aid." Weaver talks to Zy Weinbery,
California/Nevada Community Action Assaciation project director,
who served on the committee that wrote the report. He explains
that the country needs to start over with a clean slate and
provide one system of assistance €0 cover needs ourrently
addressed by AFDC, food stamps, medicald, ete.



Thursday, October 7
Itinerary and Briefing

The firet day of the regional visit to California is
designed to provide an opportunity for members to gain firsthand
knowledge about different approaches to welfare reform being
taken in three counties: Alameda, San Francisco and Contra Costa.
To this end, we will be meeting informally with county officials,
program directors, and GAIN participants.

The day begins at 8:00 in the State Room of the Fairmont
Hotel with a 15 minute briefing/overview of the regilonal visit.
At 8:18%, you will be joined for breakfast by elected and
appointed county officials from around California who have been
invited by the National Assoniation of Counties. The breakfart
should be relatively informal with a brief prasantation by the
Chairs followed by guestions and discussion. The meeting will
end at 9:15, and we will depart for Alameda county at 9:30, The
list of irvitses to the breakfast follows the scheduls in this
section of the briefing book.

T™wo of the Working Group chairs will visit the San Franciscs
Chronicle editorial board. A car will be waiting outside the
hotel at 9:00 to take you to the Chronigcle and then to Alameda to
rejoin the Working Group.

Site Visit

The Working Group will spend the morning at the offices of
the Alameda County GAIN program. The first part of the morning
will be spent with staff and clients from the San Francisco GAIN
program who are coming over to meet with us in Alameda. From
10:00 te 10:30, we will get an overview of the program from the
staff, and from 10:30 to 11:45, we will be conducting focus
groups with participants.

During lunch, beginning at 11:45, staff from the Alameda
progran will give their perspectives on the GAIN program. They
feel very strongly about the value  of a human capital development
approach to education and training programs. Their program
provides a strong contrast to labor force attachment models such
as Riverside County. Focus groups with participants from their
program follow lunch until 1:45. Pescriptions of both counties’
programs can be found later in this section.



fontra Costa County Site Visit

After Alameda, the Group will go to Ceontra Costa County to
visit the GAIN program in Richmond, Ca. This county’s program is
going through a major change in direction as it shifts from an
approach like Alameda’s to one more like Riverside‘s. The staff
has a lot of interesting perspective on the value of the two
appreaches and its reasons for the change in direction which it
will share with you, prior to a final focus group with Contra
Costa program participants.

Bt 4:30, we will depart for Sacramento. We anticipate
arriving at the Bacramento Hilton between 6:00 and 6:30. You are
free to make dinner plans on your own for the evening.



DRAFT
working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and Independence
California Site visits and Public Forum
San Francisco/Oakland/Sacramente, California
Wednesday, October & - Friday, October 8, 1882

Tentative Working Group Itinmerary

Wednesday, October &

Evening Arrive San Francisco
Fairmont Hotel
950 Mason S5t.
San Francisco, CA 94108
{418) 772-5000

hur gr 7
08:00 AM Briefing, State Room, Fairmont Hotel
08:15 AM Meeting with California Welfare Directors’

Association and California State Association of
Counties
Location: Fairmont Hotel, State Room

09:15 AM Editorial Board Meeting with the San Francisco
Chronicle
Location: 5th & Mission 5%. San Franclsco
David‘Ellwoaﬁ, Kary Jo Bane, Avis Lavelle

10:00 AM Site visit/staff meeting/focus group at Alameda
County GAIN program with Alameda angd S.F. County
GAIN programs
Location: Alameda County Gain Program
310 45th Street
¢Oakland, CA
10:00 AM - Meeting with S$. F. GAIN staff
i0:30 AM
16:30 AM - Fooug Groups with S.F. GAIN participants
11:45% AM
11:43 AM - Working Lunch, presentation by Alameda County
12:45 PH GAIN program staff
12:45 PM ~ Focus Group with Alameda County GAIN Participants

02:00 PH



82:30 PM Site visit/focus group/ataff meeting with Contra
Costa County GAIN progran
Location: Contra Costa County GAIN Program
30458 Research Drive
Richmond, CA

Evening Hilton Inn
2200 Harvard St.
Savramento, CA 95815
(916) $22~4700
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OVERVIEW OF THE ALAMEDA COUNTY GAIN PROGRAM

T Greater Avermes for Independsnos ({14 > WWMWMW
Toe spirit aod dutent of the 1985 Califtanin le; o and the 1988 federal Job Oppartimitiey and
mmmmmmw %m Alanoeds Coxmty GAIN xssves

M@Wm& Mmmammof
MMMMW ¥ mmmmmwxﬁm
mmmm Yo
nioss Arwwets of Alamede Cougty € [BAL i
! wons cainbiished in 1986 0 lovolve dx

WhMMan to best mext Ald to Faxilios with Dependent
Chiildron (AFDC) recipion. rmeds s 1 w&wmmmw
mwmmmw p of local welfiwg reforms.  Alameds County
mﬂnmmmm_n ; eammm&tywhdy Plonse refor o

Receipt of Aid w Famibies with Depeaden Children (AFDC} in Califomia is enerentiy
“eondiionel” on perticiption: in CAIN, Califherdn’s welfar sefoe progrums.  Duo to the ok
of resourees 1o provide GAIN 1o all AFDG recipicnts in Alameds County, OAIN s welfioe

reform in ferees of vefny D3 L TDER .i,-;w:..;n & s zot boes tosted, mﬁﬂ senie
and federal funding, GATN oould begin to 4 e tostiuntonal feloem,

‘z
Ie Atemods Covaty, however, GAIN bas agidaved two ofher prkcosry goals:
. GAIN bar chengnd the Bveh of prmorows welfirs reciplents whe are vow
indepemdent of o1 on the Wiy ¢ Independense Tram the welfiorw spiem,

. ammma ‘ awmmwn@
Mwwmm m dexign fiw welfie rocinionts,

When dgrficant sationwide Ultcency contpotnds e imabvility of the osticnsl wodk fivee {6
oot i & global eocromy, &0 fuvestment tn basic xad yowdionel sldlls et b a key to foced
Streagre of the GAIN wmodel: Jocal com mmmm«mam



http:QIlIUOlmy.1D
http:J.lQM.bd

DCT-84-1995  1b-0o4d FROM U~xD KELGIDN X g Jl s Lo Foc A

Alameda County GAIN Overview 2 October 7, 1993
Comments o MDPRC Findisge
Alameda County is one of the six study o for the Manpower Domonstration Rescerch

s (MDRC) loug-tctm GAIN evplustior
findings to date, 1 {» critinal to remernber ths MCMGAIN&I’B&W
different from the 19895/1990 Alamedn Catinty GAIN described I the MDRC rosearch.

upplication, there is danger in extrapolating

aogled for coatinvous cvaluation of the GAIN/JOBS

vagr ummmmm.
wage has oonsimtently inoreased:
$6.98 in FY S0/91 (13th hightst in Californis)
. $7.38 in FY 92/ !
By comparison, Riversido County GAIN hay schieved s low average sixrting hourly wage:
| s $367InFY 901 ‘

. $5.70 in FY 91/92 (last ¢ hla info from state),

More Interesting, howoves, Is this comperksg
through hme 1993 (sew Chart 1) which despor

beyond Appreisal and Besic Eduontion
. $592 mnc:p starting wage for those employed
. 87.63 wverzge dlrﬂnlmﬁrhmﬁqﬁl
from Job C h, Assesstient or azy posi-Assesrmaent

In regard to job retention, 86% of the cumnplgtiv
still working after 30 days.

mumber cmployed throngh Jume 1993 were




CT-G4-199%  17:82  FROM ORp REGION IX S M AL TR Fa Rkl

Alamady Counsty GATN Oveeview . Octaber 7, 1993
Why s Alnmadn Connty GAIN Diffayent N

As the MORC reponts site: ... same of the MMNMMM‘W
stretegira a8 thoy heve soquired mone experignee mmwwmmm
wmwhmwmmh -

in e vosearch gtody period tn 198980 |
’ 51% of e experimentzis had becn on AFDC 9 or more years,
. Qaly 20.2% End been o AFDC ban thay 3 vesry,

The hoeg welfers dopendency and lack of mmm&&»m@o{ﬁa
cxperimentsis rosohod tn G following comipons ¢ usage mes for the experimontals:
§1% wentrrod Bosc ¥ *’*ami- aﬁzﬁwmpmmt.
. Ax of 785, 51% of active 3 ricimt wers 38 o Besie Rdoostian,
» As of /B9, ocly 20% were I &&iﬁdn!m,jabmhwm

In santrat, the 19924% pictore of AlsmedaliComty OAIN was nuxch FEfaent:
’ 13.2% of now sppraisals he Mmm 2 or more yrars,
* 40.7% of new sppwaisals havel been on AFDC less than thive yoers,

Becanm of differot peceisipant 4 1 tere wore difforeont pardicipssz peeds o
WW&MW m
* 46.3% of nirw appesissls ens i MW&&MW

* peit s weern in Basic Bdocation.
As of 683, 51% wers in mnéza,pbmawm
Conourently, the porsent of the comulnsive rlmix sr apgrdised fram 1988 » 893 who got jobs has
m&mm;-ﬂﬁiﬁim E.M‘wzzmmdiﬁmhm.

The MDRC reports of the 193990 Alameds County GAIN progrum sroated & Jasting plovore of
wwuamm progtu cphmaiziog corees axploestion rather than job
entry, As demommiratad by th chonges in 6 msﬁw&lm Alpmeda Comnty GAIN inn
responsive progran, constantly striviag 4o ] i} logisiative spitit and iemt,

peosernie FRSton

i

MDRC reports a conditional impact a2 mmmnmwmmm
vomtroliing foe demographdes. Wcmmin vinood tha danographde ss well #s coonomie
MWme}emm m_ Taces 43 wedl ax in progrem design iTerenoes.
Chart 3 demenstivios the sigatfioars demo; I differcaces betveozmn, Almmoda County st

wmmmm mmm

N iBewsts of Lot DR Ln



Loctl exprienos in the 1980%s with the fall
Work progrmn sad the "l treck” job somch

TG ot Y Py PP e o e =) L -

4 Octwober 7, 1993

tice Mdmmmmm

4 ey h

s of the Peralte Sarvices


http:lonI<Joti.Mm

group exenmpts whe volurteer for the program, mmmm«muxaf@m

Alsmeds County milizes formal enforcom mechamisms to the fiull exient allowable by law.

ppiied (19.4% of appraissis),
S More equsl nte of job search mnd ¥duestion und traing activities



2

ATT.

GAIN A

Lettey from the Chairparon
Goals and Objectives

Merobemidp Roster

COUNTY
COUNCIL



F)TmT——— i ——

Alameda County

GAIN Advisory Council

410 430 Strent
Oakiand, CA 4800
(110} 5960400
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Friday, October 8
Public Forum

Morning Session

Broakfaat

We will be departing from the hotel at 7:30 to get to the
College by 8:00 for a bresakfast with state elected officials and
their staffs. The format will once again ke informal, with an
enmphasis on infeormal discussion and guestions and answers. The
invitation list is provided following the schedule in this
section of the book.

Korning Roundtable

The morning session of the forum focuses on lessons from
California’s GAIN program. It has been set up as a roundtable
discussion with roughly twenty panelists including program
directors, advocates and participants. The session has been
broken into four sections, each led off by testimony from some of
the panslists and followed by general discussion to be guided by
the Chairs. The sections will be devoted to specific issues
including: human capital development vs. labor force attachment,
the role of child care, and improving participation.

Section One: overview

The first section will provide an overview of the GAIN
progran provided by the Director of the California GAIN program
{either Bruce Wagstaff or a representative), John Wallace fronm
MDRC, and two clients from the program, one whose experience has
heen positive and one wWho has had trouble getting into the GAIN
program. The purpose of this panel is to provide a general
overview of the program before discussing wore specific issues
related te the program in our subseguent panels. A description
of the GAIN program was provided in the California State Profile
{Section 2 of the briefing book). As that summary indicates, the
counties have considerable flexibility in shaping their programs,
and this has led to several controversies over philescphical and
structural approaches to welfare reform. The following three
sections explore some ¢f these differences, each of which will
gventually have to be addressed in a national plan for welfare
raform.



The first question that we will address is that of the value
of human capital development v. labor market attachment in s job
training and education program for welfare recipients. As part
of the flexibility of the State GAIN progranm, individual counties
set their own goals with regard to the priority of employment in
their program. Some counties choose to focus more on human
capital development by encouraging participants to get more
education and training in preparation for a well-paying cb.
These counties provide the education and training needed to put
recipients into jobs where wages and benefits make it feasible
for the ¢lient to work rather than stay on welfare. Other
countiss, however, choose to concentrate on moving participants
into the labor market guickly, even if it means taking low-paying
jobs. These counties consider any job a first step and believe
strongly that advancement comes through work experience.
Individual counties lean in one of these directions in wvaryving
degrees. Riverside and Alameda Counties, however, illustrate the
two extreme approaches. Representatives from both programs will
participate in this panel discussion.

Riverside -~ The Riverside County GAIN program focuses
strongly on labor market attachment by placing many of its
clients immediately into jobs. The Riverside County GAIN
managers and staff receive a strong and uneguivocal message that
their responsibility is to assist AFDC ¢lients in becoming
employed. The County enforces a minimum job performance standard
of 12 placements per month per worker. This emphasis on
employment exists in all components of Riverside'’s progran.
Orientation focuses on the expectation that all clients will
becone emploved. Job Club is designed as a training ground to
help clients understand the benefits of working, how to locate
and secure employment, how to sell themselves, and how to use
these skills in the future. Then, in Job Search, ¢lients apply
what they have learned in Jeob Club., Additionally, clients who
are in basic education or training components understand they are
there to improve their skill level so they can effectively enter
the job market.

As MDRC reports in its April 20, 1993 review of GAIN after
two years, Riverside had the most impressive results for single
parents. In the second year, it raised the program group’s
garnings by $1,179, «r 53 perceni over the group average., Its
total improvement in earnings, over the first twoe years, reached
$2,098 per person., The County also saved $701 in welfare
payments in the second year, a 17 percent reduction compared to
the amount of payments made to the MDRC control group. Total
welfare savings reached 351,397 per person after two years. These
earnings and welfare impacts were the largest in any of the six
counties studied by MDRC, and are larger, according to MDRC, than
those found after just two years in previous large-scale welfare-—
Lo~WOrk programs.
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Alameda -— Alameda County’s GAIN program, on the other hand,
focuges much more strongly on human capital development. Its,
program consists of high personalized attention with a caseload
size per case manager of about 75 te 1., Alameda has the highest
rate of participation in basic education c¢lasses of the six
counties studied by MDRC. 1In May of 1992, according to MDRC, the
rate of participation in basic education classes among AFDC~FGs
was at 39 percent and 42 percent among AFDC-Us. Purthermore,
Alameda’s job search activities are presented differently than
those in Riverside. In Alameda, 26 percent of AFDC-FG recipients
{as of May 1992) participated in jeob search activities. Their
job search program focusses less on linkages to employment than
on information activities to assist clients in choosing an
education or training program based on career interests.

Section Three: Child Care

The second guestion addressed in the morning roundtable will
be the role of child care in the GAIN program. How GAIN offers
child care assistance and to whom has been an overriding issue
that culminated in 1991 when several legal services organizations
filed suit against both the CA State Department of Scocial
Ssrvices and the Federal Department of Health and Human Services
{Miller v. Healy). The plaintiffs argued against State policy
that only provided child care to people who had been admitted to
GAIN. People on waiting lists for GAIN or in non-GAIN education
and training programs were ineligible for child care. The
plaintiffs argued that the child care guarantee in the Family
Support Act is a separate provision from the JOBS provision, and
therefore, should be applied to all welfare recipients who ave in
education or training programs.

The plaintiffs also faulted the Federal Department of Health
and Human Serviceg’ response to the issusa, Based on the Court’s
decision, BHS issued Federal Action Transmittal JOBRS~ACF-H1w18
which says that every state has to provide some mechanism for
child care for non~-JOBS participants who receive welfare, but
that the state conuld use fiscal criteria to set limitations on
its funding of this child care. Basically, California said the
money was not in its budget to fund c¢hild care for non-GAIN
clients, and HES supported the State in this decision.

In December 1%91, the Federal Court in California ruled for
the plaintiffs and issued an interim Court order by which
California had to provide child care for all welfare recipients
who were participating in a YState approved" education or
training program. As a result, in July 1992, California
implemented NET or Non~GAIN Education and Training program that
provides child care and other supports for clients of non-GAIN
programs. .

However, the case is not yet closed. The gquestion now lies
in the definition of a "State approved" program and in the
limitation on NET provisions. The plaintiffs argue that the
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benafits for NET participants should be equal to those of GAIN
participants, which would mean two years of child care while
clients remain in the program. The State, however, has not
provided egual treatment, limiting some NET ¢lients® child care
to under two years. The Court has not yet issued a final order
on these claims. The ruling will result in either expanding the
NET program and its benefits or giving the State the freedom to
llmlt non~GAIN benafits.

This case and the issue of child care with regard to state
education and training programs is not specific te California.
S8ix similar law suits have been filed across the country, and
rulings have come down in Illinols and Massachusetts that, like
California, mandate that the State provide non~JOBS child care.

This panel will consist of two GAIN clients, one who has
been provided with child care which has made the difference in
her attaining self-sufficisency and another who has encountered
nuperous setbacks because of her lack of affordable child care.
Joining them will be a representative of the California Child
Care Rescource and Referral Network, the California Child Care
Program Director, and a representative of the Child Care Law
Center.,

section Four: Raising Participatio

The final guestion that we will examine is the issue of
expanding participation. One of the main conclusions drawn from
the MDRC first year GAIN report of May 1992 is that the counties
with the highest participation rates achieved them under very
different local conditions, with different types of staff, and
uging different implementation approaches. This indicates
clearly that a variety of approachesz may work to increase
participation rates.

As MDRC reports, participation rates can ba infiuenced by
several factors:

* Looal sconomic conditions dictate whether jobs exist into
which the county can place clients or whether clients can
easily find the same jcobs on thelr own., Responding to this
issue, Riverside’s job devslopment component of the GAIN
program aggressively locates job vacancies and recruits
employers for GAIN clients.

* GAIN service supply and guality can influence
participation rates. For instance, in San Diego at the time
of the MDRC first year report, the County was having
problems with access to hasic education which was provided
through & network of specialized lLearning Centers. There
were not enough slots to meet the County’s demand, and some
clients were placed on waiting lists for several months,



* Background characteristics of case managers and
suparvisers as well as case management strategies can also
affect the GAIN population. These two factors involve
issues of personalized attention, focus on human capital
development v. labor market attachment, etc.

* The level of formal enforcement of noncompliance in a
county affects the level of participation. There is in GAIN
an official multi-step process for imposing penalties when
clients do not attend their assigned activity. The final
step in this process involves a reduction in the client’s
welfare grant. Counties administer these penalties in
varying degrees.

Profiles of the clients and biographies of the panelists who
will be testifyving in the morning are presented in the pages that
follow favailable only in the final version of the briefing book
which will be available on arrvival in Californial as well as a
schedule for the morning session.
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Working Group on Welfare Raform, Pamily Support and Indepandence
California Public Forunm
Sacramento City College Aunditorium
Bacramente, California
Priday, OQctobar 8, 1993

Meeting with State Legislators

08:00 AM
Sacramento City College Auditorium
Room Aw9
Co:00 AM FORUM RROINB
09:00 AM Opening Remarks by Working Group Chairs
09:10 AM - Panel One - Overview of the GAIN Proyram
09:40 AM John Wallace, MDRC
Bruce Wagstaff, Director, CA GAIN Progran
Evelyn Parish
Emily Menge
09:45 A¥ - Panel Two « Four: Lessons from the GAIN Program
12:30 PH
09:45 AM ~ Papel Two: Human Capital Development vs. Laborx
10:45 AM Porce Attachment
) Larry Townsend, Riverside County GAIN Progran
Kathy Archuleta, Alameda County GAIN Progran
Yvette Brown
GAIN Program Particpant (Labor Force Attachuent)
Connie Anderson, GAIN Program Coordinator, CA
Community Colleges
Russ Tershey, Center for Employment & Training
10:45 AM ~ BREAK
11:060 ARM
11:60 AM ~ Panel Threo: The Role of Child Care
11:40 PH
Patricia Siegel, CA Child Care Resource and
Referral Network
Sandy Zonnis, Child Care Resource Center
Kathleen O’Brien, ¢Child Care Law Center
Janny Hayvward
Sherri Smith
Jill Berrick, UC Berkeley
11:45 PM - Panel Four: Improving Participation
12:30 PH

Fatricia Knauss, LA County GAIN Program

Angela Blackwell, Urban Strategies Council

Casay McKeever, Western Center on Law and Poverty
John Robbins, SWIM Program



INVITED STATE LEGISLATORS FOR WORKING GROUP MEETING
October 8, 8:00 a.m.
Sacramento City College Auditorium, Classroom A~%

Staf? representatives are in parventheses.

RTATE SENATE

Senate Pro Teppore Dave Roberti (David Panush)

Majority lLeader Nelle

Minority Leadsr Kenneth Maddy {Stan Neal)

Benator Dianne Watson (S8arab McCarthy) - Chair, Health and Human
sarvices Cote.

Senator Mike Thompaon - Chair, Budget Subcmte. {(AFDC issuea).

Senator Al Alguist ~ Chair, Budget and Fiscal Review Onta,

Benator leroy Green - Sjite visit in hig distriet.

Sanator Gary Bart - Chair, Education Committes. Loading advocate
of ¢hild support anforcement. Racemtly carried legislation on
food gtampo ang nutvrition programs.

Senator Terega Hughes ~ Chair, Select Cxte. on Teanage Pregnancy

Banatar Pat JYohnston - Chair, Industrial Relations Cmte.

Sonator Tin isallie « Carried Governor’'s wvelfare refornm proposal.

Senmator Bill Lockyer - Chaly, Judiciary Cnte.

Sanator Dan McCorgquokiale - Carried GAIN legiglation.

Senator Nicx Petris -~ Chair, Budget Subomte. {education).

Sanator Bob Presley -~ Chalr, Appropriations Cmte.

ETATE ASSEMBLY

Spenker Willie Brown {Patoy Kurakowa)

Minority teader Jim Brulte {Was Lavaon)

Asgemsbiyman Tom Bates {Carcl Wallisch)

Assanblywoman Marguerite Archlie-Hudgon -« Menber, Human Ssrvices
Cmte.

Agssembiywoman Valerie Brown - Member, Ruman Services Cmte.

Assemblywan Jehn Burton - 8ite vieit in his districet.

Assenmblynan Hobert Caxpbell ~ Sita visit in his district.

Assenblyvoman Palaine BEastin ~ Former chair of GAIN Sslisct Cnte,

Assaemblywonman Barbara Yriedman - Wayvse & Means Subcmte. Chair on
Heoalth and Human Seyvicay

Assemblywomsn Barbara Laes « Site visit in distrioet, '

Agsemblyman Richard Polanco - isader on welfare and immigration.
Chnir of Hispanic Congressional Caucus,

Assemblynan Curt Pringle -~ Member, Human Services Cmte.

Assenblywonan Margarat Snyder - Megmber, Wuman Seorvices Cmbte.

Asgemblyman Nao Takasugl -~ Member, Human Bervices Cote,

Assemblyman John Vasconcellos - Chalir, Ways &k Means Cmte.



Friday, October 8
Public Forum

Afternoon Session

The afternoon session is set up as a more traditional public
hearing. The session will begin with welcoming remarks from
geveral elected officials inlcuding representatives of Governor
Wilson, Speaker Brown, and Senate President Roberti. The
Chancellor of the California Community College system Davig
Mertes will also provide welcoming remarks,

Following the welcoming remarks will come the panel of
representatives from organizations representing state and logal
elected officials. The schedule will provide a list of the exact
representatives.

The afternocon session will continue with two traditional
panels, one on Making Work Pay, and the other on Time Limits and
Work Requirements. Speakers will egach get three minutes and will
then be able to take part in discussion with the Working Group.

The format chamges at 4:00, however, when to accommodate the
number of people wishing to testify, we are no longer providing
an opportunity to continue to take parit in discussion. Witnesses
will line up at microphones and will simply have three minutes to
present their testimony. There will be no follow up guestions ovr
discussion.
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12:30 PM =~ LUNCH

01:30 PH

01:30 PM - Panel Pive ~ California Elected Officials
02:25 PR

Eloise Anderson for Gov. Pete Wilson

Ass,. Tom Bates for Speaker Willlie Brown and NCSL
State Sen. Mike Thonmpson fur President Pro Ten
koberti

Mayor Josaph Serna, Jr.

Chancellor David Mertes, California Community
Colleges

TBD for NGA

TBD for USCM

TBRB for NLC

Supervisor Grantland Johnson for NACO

TBD for APWA

02:30 PH ~ Panel 8ix « Making Work Pay
03:10 PM
Valerie Pernell, Children How

Robert Friedman, Corporation for Enterprise
Development

Jerry Fillingim, SEIU Local 535

James Bnelby, Sacrazento Urban League

Mare Brown, CA Rural Legal Assistance
03:15 PM ~ Panel Seven -~ Time~Limited Transitional) Support
43:55 PH

zenokia Embry-Nimmer, Fair Share Network

Elizabeth Toledo, CA NOW

Bthel Long Scott, Womens’ Economic Agenda

04:00 PM - Public Testimony
05:00 PM
05:00 PM - Closing Remarks by Working Group Chalrs

0%:1% PH



