e hgr
».‘W &

L}

.\ns.‘ﬁ

*ssm, (

'E;szg.”w

: e e G
Iﬁ{gé??;ﬁif}? GF fjl!i'%i.“fﬁ S&j HUMAN SER’&j}CE‘a . . ¢’-:_’5 wiZ

- X . AUDNIMNISTRATION FOR CHIULDREN AND FAMILIES
. 370 LEntant Promenade, S0,
. Washington, D.C. 20447

- _ Cctober 1, 1983 . , -

P . -

Fonat
. : s

TO: Welfare Reform &arkznq Group Leaders
Issue Graup Ligisons

FROM: Transitional Support Issue Group Ce-chairs

Attached are the papﬁré fraﬁ the Transitional Support Issue Group
promised for Octobar 1. They are bundled into one package with
each paper topic representing a separate chapter, as follows:

I. Basic Principles and Features;

IT. Evidence fram Employmant Education, and Training ?raqram$-
ITT. Provxdlng Educatlon, Training and Other Supports;

IV. FRules for Time Limits; ‘

V. Early Intervention SﬁrateqzeS‘

¥I. Sanation;; - '

Vlé,eTaan Parents; ° -

[

VIII. AFDC Families with Disabilities;

© . IX. AFDC-UP; _ ok e e
. ! . ﬂﬁ? C,.,/L(;ntk“"“ .
X. Reinventing Government; and N .

XI. Component Cost Tables

In raading these papers, we ask that you keep the following
things in mind:
A. In order to be helpful to the Working Group and its .
liaisons, we have tried to include recommendations in the
. papers where possible. However, yau should not assume that
the Transitional Support Issue Group reached a unanimous .
decision on thagg recompendations. o~



Page 2--Working Group Leaders

o

v

e

Qn‘ﬁany of the issues there were gdiverses and wide-
ranging opinions as to what direction we should be
taking.

To be honest, we were not working towards wrapping up
this phase of our work by October 1. Therefore, most
wf the papers were pulled together and reviewed under a
vary expedited schedule. While group members were very
cooperative in working within the required timeframes,
not all had a reasonable copportunity to weigh.in fully.
(This is especially true of the recommendations-in the
early intervention paper and the potential shorf-tern
changes in the E&T paper and the Reinventing Goverfment
papar.) Further, vwhile we circulated draft papers and
considered and addressed the comments we received, we
did not have the opportunity to share pur spec1fz¢
responses to the comments. - -

We falt some discomfort in making recommendations
bacause: 1) the research results are not definitive; 2}
wa have not had the oppoartunity to run various policy
options through a model to see what the implications
would be in terms of recipient effects, costs, and
savings; and 3} .we did not xnow the specific
recommendations that would be coming out of other issue
groups in related policy areas. These limitations
clearly affect the quality of ocur recommendatlan& and
our security in affgring them.

However, we did try to take the vverall budgetary
sitnatlcn and the political landscape into accouht (as
best we understand them}.

We recognize that we have left a lot of options on the
table, and that it is probably not feasible to test
everything we have suggested. However, we did not see
it as our responsibility to foreclose options at this
point.

we make little more than passing reference to 1mportant
issues like financing and child care. These areas
obviously need more attention as the overall package
takes further shape. S$Special rules for the Tribes and
territories alse need some attention.

We did not focus nmuch atiention on the substance abuse
issue because we are waliting for some ASPE staff papers
to come out. We understand that these papers are close
to completion, but are being held pending additionail
data wvalidation work. Finally, we dscided t¢ forego-
full development of the labor market attachment and
revised JOBS models as prototypes. Given that weé did

*
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not foresee Federal piescription of a particulayr model,
we thought our time might be better spent working on
some of the other sducation and training issues.

As deliberations on these lssugs progresg, we suggest
that it might be helpful to get more invelvement from
the Office of Community Services;- the Administration of

‘Children, Youth-and Families; the Administration for

Native Amerlaans, the Bureau of Indian Affairs; and the
Office of Information 5ystems ﬁanaqements

,Rs the note on the cover pagé of the cost tables

indicates, the figures on the cost tables should be
viewved and used with some caution. Our most complete
and relevant data scurce is JOBS program data, but
States are still refining their data collection and |
reporting processes, and we have some concerns about
reliability. Also, we have a lot of variability in
JOBS cost data because States have different methods of
allocating their staff and overhead costs to
components. .

In bringing in data from other programs, we introduce a
lot of additional program and reporting variables; it
is inmpossible to achieve true caapaxabéiity,

During the preliminary review of the background paper,
gquestions vere raised whether it should be more
thematic and more folksy. Also, there ware gquestions
raised whether program and participant profiles should
be added and whether program profiles were otherwise
being developed. Both Jereny and Demetra have offered
te revise according to your wishes, but they would need
some guidance from you as to the major peints you want
te make (e.qg., limited impact of programs; inportance
of participation; mandatory vs. voluntary; different
service strategies; importance of management & TA rele
for Feds).

We cannot guarantee consistency among.all the papers in
how the policy options are discussed. Differences
exist bscause some of the papers had different authors
with different assumptions about how the overall systenm
would be fitting together. We nmade some attenmpt to
bring everything together, but did not feel an urgent
need to do that at this stage.

In submitting these papers, we would like to acknowledge the high
level of gartzaxpatlcn, patience ‘and support we received fron
members in our issue group. While we hesitate to single out a
"specific set of individuals, we do think we should give special
racognition to: Steven Bartolomgi~xill and the menbers of his

¥
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disability subgroup; Nancye Campbell and the members of the teen
parent subgroup; Steve Hagy and the members of the cost subgroup;
Toby Herr; Demetra Nightingale; and others who made special
written contributions to our efforts. ,
We would alsc 1ike.to thank Howard Rolston, Diann Dawson, Jeremy
Ben-ami, and Patricia Soza for their advice and counsel, and .
their moral and -lodistical support. T

o prarps
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We hope these papers are helpful to you in your deliberations,

and we await your further instructien. ~ et
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Ann Burek Mary Ann Higgins

- + ~



9733793

EVIDENCE FROM EMPLOYMENT, EDUCATION,
AND TRAINING PROGRAMS:
BACKGROUND RELEVANT TO WELFARE REFORM

INTRODUCTION

The nauon has many years of experience attempting to help disadvantaged adults and
families become self-sufficient. Much of the experience emanates from programs, demonstrations
and InILatves z}xaz provide education, waining and employment services 1o working-age
indivi&zais. This paper addresses what 13 known about these services, as it relates to welfare’
reform.  Evidence on individual i:ﬁpaci&, aggregate program outcomes and costs i3 briefly

summarized, and policy-relevant issues are highlighted.

A number of books and articles have summarized in detail the findings of major
deraonstrations and evaluations, and those reviews are referenced. The purpose of this paper is

to synthesize the major conclusions that can be drawn from more comprehensive reviews.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAM IMPACTS
For three decades federal policy and funding have supported various education, training
ang cmpioymcm activities targeted on welfare recipients and other economically-disadvantaged
persons.  Specific interventions can be camgeﬁzcd into fous groups: direct employment services,
job training, education, and subsidized employment. There a;c many different objectives that
such interventions are intended to achieve, but three are most important for welfare policy: (1)

assist public assistance recipients in obtaining regular employment, {2} assure that recipients
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perform seme . work activities as @ condition for receiving welfare, and {3) invest in skill
development to unprove the chances that an individual or family can become economically self-

sufficient.

The research evidence in general shows that programs have made modest, but only
modest. progress toward both objectives. In reviews of employment and training programs for

AFDC recipients, Burtless { 19‘3{)}, Gueron 11992) and others conclude that:

. Society can impose work-oriented obligations on welfare recipients at fairly low
cost and in ways that recipients feel are fair,

. Programs that involve employment-ariented activities of low to medium intensity
and cost (ke job search assistance and short-term work experience} can increase
employment and earnings and, in some cases, reduce welfare cosis.

. More intensive and costly training programs can produce greater zmpaczs on
employment and edmmgs

v Even the best interventions, though, produce small gains, meaning that they hve
not generally been able to move individuals, children and families out of poventy
and permanently off of welfare.

More specifically, a few patterns emerge:

. Positive net impacts on rates of employment range from about 2 w about 10
percentage points. A number of programs, though, have shown no impact on
employment, even though they may have other positive impacts, such as increased
wages. ‘

.* Prograrms have had more consistent impact on earnings, where net impacts are
- . generally positive and range from about $250 0 $700 a year for low-intensity
services to as muoch as $1006 or $1504 a year for more inlensive services, such

*Formal evaluatons of cmployment, training and work-welfare programs use various
methodologies in estimating net impacts, Most experimental design evaluations measure net
impacts by comparing the impact for treatment group members to the impact for control group
members, regardless of whether an individual actually participated in any activity, Unless
otherwise noted, this is the measure of net impact reported in this section. '

-
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.as the, Homemaker-Home Health Aide and Supporied Work Experignce
- dernonstrations,

. Some substantial portion of increases in earnings reflects an increase in hours of
work rather than higher wages.

b

. Even when programs show positive impacts on employment and earnings, there
is hitle consistency in welfare impacts, either in ferms of duration on welfare or
grant levels. Earnings and employment impacts have not always produced
concomitant welfare savings: in fact, in some cases participanis have stayed on
welfare longer. When there is a short-term reduction in weifare, it gcnsrai%y does

. aot remain the long-term, o frace
e, »e

. - | Mﬁvf*&‘“"w'

EFFECTIVENESS OF SPECIFIC SERVICES
'!

There s much v&rza{sen m Impacts across programs and demonsugations, as cvident from
zhf;: dbove sumnary, But in gf:zx:ra} as Ceeron {1992) summarizes, the programs with the
gre&esz employment and earnings impacis tend to provide more ntensive and costly services,
or an integrated mix of services. The smallest impacts, ¢ven though gcacratly positive and
stazigtically; significant, haw;, been for job search assistance and for unpald work experience. The
greatest impacts:have been found for intensive programs such as supported work experience o
the Teen Parent Demonstration that combine staff counselling and case management with
provision of, or access to, education, training and/or work preparation, |

The most common types of services are job search assistance, occupational or vocational
training (in classes and on-thé-}ab% education {remedial and post-secondary}, and éubsiﬁ%zed
employment (paid and unpaid). There is a great volume of information about the effectiveness
of low-intensity services, much less about high intensity services, and even less about the impacts

of education for adults. .
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Pirect Employment and Job Search Assistance

The top pricrity in many programs has been to maximize the number of welfare recipients
who enter employment. Before the mid 1970s. programs used a variety of counselling and job
development to help clients idemify job openings and sometimes contact employers directly abou
possible jobs. About 10 to 15 percent of program clients became employed. Starting in the rid- '
1970, there was a prolifetation of group instruction on how to find jobs, some of which
increased the job enfry rate o 28 percent or higher. In aggregoaic numbers this Si‘f&mﬁd’ iike 3
substantial improvement, but, as discussed below, s:apbiszicate:d net ympact studies founsd that -
raany of the people who found jobs through these programs probably would have gotten jobs on

their own even without assistance,

* " Since then, various models of job search assistance have been implemented, runging fmzﬁ
fow-intensity efforts {e.g., 1-8 days of counselling or group instruction .fallowed by 1-8 weeks
of independent job search often found in food stamp job search progfams) 1o more intensive”
efforts {e.g., 2-4 weeks of class instruction followed by up to eight weeks of assisted job search,
as in Job Clubs and in the Employﬁwm Opportunities Pilot Projects (EQPP). The outcomes for
these programs generally are similar to those reported above for et impacts in general, mainly
because most of the studies before the 1990s were of programs built around job search
components--small increases in am;&i&y‘mm rates {less than 10 percentage points) and modest
initial increases in camings ($150-$700 a vear), which tend to decay somewhat over time, Most
of the MDRC work-welfare demonstrations included job search assistance as 4 major component,
CGueron and Pauly (1991) concluded that job search assistance generally increased employment,

but had no significant net effect on wages or hours of employment.

Several Food Stamp demonstrations that emphasized either mandatory independent job
© search activity.or provided job search instruction and assistance for non-AFDC food stamp
recipients found greater net increases in employment than the AFDC programs discussed above

{up to 40 or 30 percentage paints), but smaller increases in carnings {e.g., $100-200 a year).
_Analysts and FINS staff feel that one of the positive effects of aggressive job search requirements

-4
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is that it purges the caseload of persons who are already engaged in employment. sither formally

or informally, and persons who have no intention of working.

More recent programs have job search assistunce as a cenral component but alse offer
other services such as work experience or access (o education or taining. The SWIM program
in San Biego. for example, required job search assistance and then work experience i the
individual did not become employed or participate in an approved education or waining program,
Over half of the clienss participated in job search assistance. Early results of the evaluation
suggested impacts after two years were similar 1o those nated above: about $500 a year net
impact on earnings, about a 7 percent lower AFDC rate, and about 9 percentage points higher
employment rate. The positive impacss remained for the next two years, but then declined and

were not significant by the fifth year. (Friedlander and Hamilion, 1993}

More instructional and assistive job search components, such as the Job Club, have had

more positive impacts on ecarnings. The EOPP demonstation in the tate 1970s, which

emphasized intensive job search and supportive services fourdd fairly significant eamings impacts

for welfare women, ncarly $1500 per year per participant. Like other swdies, though, even in
EOPP there was no reduction i welfare dependency, and some evidence that welfare entry may
have increased slightly as 2 result of the perceived attractiveness of EOPP. (Burtless, 1989)

It seems, then, that job search assistance components are often sufficient to move large
"numbers of chients into jobs. . Those that are more intensive in torms of pre-employment
counselling and provision of Iabor market information and occupatonal planaing may also
contribute to longer employment retention, Those that are less intensive and mainly self-directed
increase the rate and speed of employment, but often have little clear and consistent long%crrﬁ

impact. There is no evidence that job search assistance significantly reduces welfare dependency.

Occupational Training _ -

- R . . P
- +

Vocational job skills training is available through a variety of federally-funded programs,
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especially JTPA and vocational education. The two major methods for providing occupational
instruction ‘are (1) in a classroom and (2} in publicly-subsidized on-the-job training. mainly in

the private sector.

Vocational education programs wraditionally provide job skills training to adults and high
school students in a classroom setting. According to the Department of-Education, persons -who
participate more intensively in vocational educz;libn or complete programs are more likely to be
employed and more likely 1o get a job in their field of training. They therefore earn higher
wages. However, low income persons have lower rates of program completion than more

advantaged groups. In addition, low income persons are more likely to enrol in/propriety

ST

schools, which tend to charge higher tuition and offer lower quality shorter-term training than

public institutions. Those from proprietary schools are more likely to subsequently experience

periods of unemployment. (USDOE, 1989) Thus, vocational education can have positive |
cmplo'yment effects, but effects vary depending on a number of programmatic factors.

There is somewhat more ﬂspeciﬁc impact data from work-welfare and Ijob training
programs, which also fund vocational training that also suggests positive impacts of vocational
training, especially for women. For example, the evaluation of the Massachusetts ET Choices
program found that occupational trlaining'(classroom and OJT) produced strong impacts on all
measures analyzed--earnings, employment, wclquc duration, and welfare grant levels. In
addition, the recent JTPA evaluation found that classroom training, which in that study included
both basic education and vocational training, increased earnings for, women, even though it had
no impact for men. (B.loom. et al, 1993) Barmow (1987) suggests that longer training prograrﬁs‘
may have greater impacts, citing one study which found that eamings impacts for persons who
were in training that lasts 40 weeks were five times as high as eamings impacts for persons in
the more typical 10-12 week programs.

Of the various types of occupational training, OJT has generally been found to have the
strongest impacts.- In his review of CETA, Barnow mdcd that participation in QJT had a

greater impact than classroom training-- classroom training raised earnings by about $500 a year
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(in 1985 dollars) and OJT, by about $750. As early as the mid 1970s, an evaluation of WIN

found the fargest impacts for participants came from QIT--$1800 3 year after one year and about

$1200 after three yoars (Burtless, 1989}, And twa carly MDRU demonstrations that included un

on-the-job component, in Maine and New Jersey, found large eamings impacts.

It is not clear what features of OIT produce the impacts, For example, WIN QJT
contracts, unlike CETA or ITPA, included an employer commitment 1o hure the individual, and
thiy probably incressed the rate of employment after the subsidy period which may have

contributed to highet camings impacts, at least in the short run. Another theory is that the actual

any case, the positive impacts of OJT appear congistently. The benefits, though, come at a fairly
high cost employers generally receive 2 subsidy equal to about half of the individual's wages
far up to one year, a ‘ '
Thus, of all the education and waining approaches tried over the years, the most positive”
net impacts are found for vocational training. particularly QJT. The earnings impacts, though,
are still not high enough to move people off of welfare and out of poverty. nor are’they strong

enough to reduce weifare expenditures,
Education

The economic returns 10 education have been extensively amalyzed,  Persons who
c;amplelc 12 years of school earn more in their lifetimes than persons without high school
diplomas, and persons with college degrees earm more than persons with no education beyond
high school. Not surprisingly, there is also a clear correlation between low literacy levels and
poverty. According to the National fidufi Literacy Survey, adults in the lowest level of literacy
are ten times more likely to be in poverty than adults in the highest Beracy level. (USDOE,
1989) This further suggests the importance of educanon in inCreasing economic security.

Given the low educational levels of many AFDC recipients, education activities have, in
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fact. been an rnportant component of programs aimed at improving self-sufficiency.  According

to the Department of Education, about 43 percent of all students in adult basic education (ABE)

and 14 percent of ESL students receive some form of public assistance {or have within past yeay),
Reasons adults give for going to GED and ABE programs are mainly employment-relared: to help
them keep their current job or {0 get a beuer job. Many educationally-deficient aduls, then, are
clearly mot{vated and intcrcsu;d in furthering their education and believe it will help them in the

{abor market.

In addition, over 300,000 persons ia AFDC families receive Pell Educational granis for

post-secondary education. This represents 10 o 15 percert of all Pell Grant recipients. And

another 170,000 AFDC recipients receive higher education loans under the Swfford Loan

ﬁfﬁ-@‘ The Depariment of Education’s “TRIO" programs provide support services o help
economically disadvantaged students to enter and succeed in post secondary education, {USDOE,
1991) Thus, a significant number of AFDC rectpients participate in federally-funded adult and

post-secondary education acuvities.

Tradinonal adult sducation programs, though. do not have empleyment outcomes as a

goal. It is not surprising that much of the research 0 date on welfare recipients’ experiences in
adult education suggest litle effect on employment and carnings. In the work-welfare program
evaluations in Washington State and Massachusetts, for instance, participation in basic education

and ESL had no net irnpact on employment or earnings and tended to increase the length of ime

one remains on welfare. This makes some sense, of course, since persons in education may delay

" entry into a job, These studies though did not distinguish between persons who enter education

versus those who acteally complete a program.  Impacts are probably higher for persons who

| complete a program.

There is really very little empirical research on the employment effects of adult education.

Analysis using large scale data bases, though, confirm the limited employment impact of GED.

Pavett (1993) found that while AFDC women with “highcr basi¢ 'skills are more Hkely to leave

. welfare and stay off welfare, acquiring a GED had no independent net effect on these welfare
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outcomes. Cameron and Heckman {1991} found similar results for men--obtaining 3 GED had
no effect on basic skills development and no net effect on earnings. Maloney {1992}, however,
suggests that secaaéa:}; education--cither obtaining a high school diploma or a GED-<an
significantly increase an AFDC woman’s employment and through that reduce welfare receipt.
A number of other studies are now underway 15; examine these issues further, and futwre reports

owill help clarify the relationship between adult education, GED and emfyloymcnt,

Case studies and program analyses suggest that a number of operational factors within the
decenmalized adult education sysiem may Iimist i potentinl. Most imporantly, the median hours
an individual spends in an adult education program is only about 43 hours. and slightly higher
. for welfare recipients. _About 20 percent of those who enroll never start instruction.  Employed
sm{ie'ms, who muake up about 40 ?E;FCPSM of all students, are even more likely to drop cat: ESL
students are more likely to complete their programs. Skill levels are so low, especially for those
who enter ABE classes (§th grade level and below), that even completing some ABE programs
cannot substam.iziily ratse skill fevels. Adult education is parucularly limited because of the |

minimal funding avaiiable, which transiates into about $100 per studéat

There is much discussion about the difficulties the adult education system bas serving
their target populaton. Several hypotheses havé been suggested:  Persons who have had
difficulty in waditional schools are not likely w do well in adult schools uging traditional
methods. A sizable proportion of persons in adult education--as many as 80 percent according
» 10 some estimates--are leamning disabled and thus unresponsive to traditional instructional
approaches. Finally, many adults have family and work responsibilities which éiv‘;:rz their

attention away from education,

“The Department of Fducation is implementing strategies to improve the quality of
programs for adults and considering ways to better serve the most disadvantaged populations.
These srategies include encouraging courses that integrate basic skills with occupational training,
more contextual learming, and more work-retevant courses, and by providing supportive services.

The current federal focus on improving the skills of the future workforce are reshaping the role
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that education plays.in preparing individuals for productive employment.  The types of
improvements being initiated by the Department of Educaton may mean that more adults

complete and benefit from education programs in the future,

Work Experience

In addition to OJT, which.provides subsidies to employers who agree 16 provide taining
in the workplace, there are at least three other types of subsidized employment: short term work
expenence (WE), workfare or community work experience {CWEP), and public service

employment (PSE).

Short-term work gxperience, usually lasting about 13 weeks, was commonly used in the
1970s in WIN, JOBS, and other employment and taining programs. It has generally been
targeted on women who bave ne real job experience or no recent job. The purpose is o provide
a real-world epportunity 1o get accustomed to the world of work--regular hours, supervision,”
attitudes, and routine. Clienis receive their regular welfare checks plus an allowance, which
upder WIN was 330 a week. This type of WE has been a very small component {e.g., fewer than

10 percent of WIN clients), but is considered important for persons with little or no work history.

. JTPA, and CETA before it, funds a form of short-term WE for adulis and youth, but
individuals generally receive minimum wage compensation. There is little evidence about the
impact of WE, but Bassi found that under CETA, adult women had a net increase in ¢amings
in 1977 of between $500 and $800 a year. {(Bamow, 1987)

The other two types of work experience--PSE and CWEP-have been the most
controversial of all E&T activides.

Under CETA PSE, unemployed and disadvantaged adults could be placed in a fully-
subsidized job in the public or non-profit sector, receiving regular pay. At ity peak in the late
1970s; about 700,000 persons were in CETA PSE jobs. Like the Works Progress Administration

110
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jobs in the 1930s, PSE was intended to counter high unemployment. At the same time there was

an expectation that disadvantaged persons would also benefit from the job experience.

CETA PSE was surrounded by controversy mainly because o’f administrative p;oblcms
encountered in mounting the vcry' large-scale program. Reports of misuse of funds, favoritism
in hiring, and substitution of jobs led to major program changes in 1978 that limitcd.lwagcs.
targeted jobs on the most disadvantaged and tightened fiscal accountability. By then, though, the
public image of _CETA PSE was quite poor. When Congress enacted JTPA to replace CETA in
1982, PSE was prohibited.

Despite some of the early management problems, though, CETA PSE had fairly positive
impacts, cspcciallly for low-income women. Barnow (1987) summarized a number of non-
experimental studies that found (in 1977 dollars) overall positive net impacts on earnings (about
$700 a year), with the strongest impacts for white women (as much as $1200 a year) and welfare
women (as much as $1700 a year). Impacts for men were not consistent, with some studies

finding small negative impacts and otheérs finding modest positive impacts.

PSE, then, aside from the administrative difficulties, is a component that has had some
fairly positive impacts for participants. Subsidiicd jobs continued to be providéd extensively in
the Summer Youth Employment Program, the Native American JTPA programs, and in several
programs for dislocated workers. And the Milwaukee New Hope PIOJcct is formally testing

among othcr componcnts subsidized jobs for adults.

Beginning in the 1980s, CWEP, a vcr.y different form of work experience emerged in
welfare programs. CWEP was proposed by the Reagan administration as workfare--welfare
recipients were tb work in p‘ublic assignments as a condition of receiving their welfare checks. .
The number of hours was.determined by dividing the welfare grant by the minimum wage.
Theoretically, the CWEP obﬁgaﬁon could continue permanently. : -

ey

In reality, while most states have a component called CWEP, it is generally quite similar
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to the old WIN work experience, lasting about 13 weeks and involving only a small number of
clients. While the concept of CWEP has aroused much criticism from advocases, unions and
athers, there is less vocal opposition (o the component as it has actually been implemented in

most logales,

Some of the"major MDRC work-welfare demonstrations included short-term WE of
CWEP, usually in combination with some form of job search assistance. MDRC reports that
programs did succeed at mounting CWEP programs, evea large-scale ones, and ¢nforcing the
work obligations. But they conclude that there is no evidence that shor-term WE, either alone
or after job search assistance, has any net i{"ﬁ;mct o employment or welfare., (Gﬁeéon andd Pauly,
1991 ,

{Combinations of Services

The current understanding of those in the field is that the most effective education.
training and employment prograras include a combination, of integraton, of various activities and
services. Historically, the Job Corps program for disadvantaged youth has been the model of
comprehensive education, training and support services, and that program has been found o have

posifive impact.

Comprehensive Services, Other programs with ¢ comprehensive mix of services plus

staff case management or counselling have also shown positive impacts:  the CET program it

Slan Jose, the Supported Work Experience Demonstration, Project Redirection for pregnant and
parenting teens, the Teen Parent Demenstration, the San Diego WIN Demonsiration, and the
" Massachosens ET Choices Program. Project Chanee in Chicago is a prime example of a client
ariented intensive services model where all participants engage in some activities that will move
= them forward on a path o self-sufficiency. (Herr and Halpem, 1991} *

Such piograms recognize that {1} many welfare recipients require supportive services”if

they are to succeed in education or training or in a job, and (2) programs should have a number -

0-12



of different components {e.g., not just job search assistance or CWEP) 1o meet the needs of the

diverse population.

Work-Based Learning. There is also a trend toward integrating vocational and basic
education training in ane program, like the CET program in San Jose. {Gordon and Burghardt,
1991) T_his type of instruction builds on the concepts of work-based learning, which describes
education and job training provided within a work context. either on the job (work experience}
or in a classroom. The expansion of work-bused leaming efforts is based on past research
originally focused on literacy in the military. Sticht found that waining that included job-specific
materials produced more positive competency outcomes and performance than did training that

' used general academic material and traditional curricula. He found that "six weeks of intensive
job-reading training translated into a two-year increase in specific job-reading skills.” (Adelman,

1991) Presumably, students also had better attendance and higher rates of course éompletfon.

In the civilian sector, workplace liler'acy 'projects funded in the last decade by the:
Department of Labor and the Department of Education emphasize developing work-related skills
in a functional context, both for vocational training, worker skill improvement and worker

-

retraining.

The concept of work-based learning is now also expanding as the naton aims at
im;;roving the skills of the future workforce. The Clinton administration’s proposed School-to-
Work Oﬁponunitics Act would provide style paid work experience that combines -
basic education, job training, work experience on the job, mentoring, case management and job

development.

Intergenerational Se'rvice;. There is also increasing attention on the needs of children .
in welfare families and the interactive effects that education, training and work have on both the
mother and her children. (Zaslow) Some policy analysts are calling for more intergenerational
services to assure that the needs of children and families are considered simultaneously. (Smith,

et al, 1990}
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There 13 very little research on the effect of imergenerational services, Evidence that does

exist suggests that intergenerational programs can be effective for children, even if thers are no

positive impacts reported yet for their purents.  Even Sian, for example. is a federally-funded
program that provides high quality ecarly childhood education to children in low-incoms families
(5} percent are on AF‘DC}. and adult education to theyr parents. Early research shows positive

development and cognitive upacts for the children, There have been oo positive impacts for

. their parents in terms of educational outcomes, but some evidence that they remain in the

program  longer, presumably because they respond 1o the positive cxperiences they feel theyr

children are having. They want their children (o remain in the high guality early childhood

" education program, so they remain in the adult education program 1o assure their children can

congidered.

continue. {USDOE. undated) Presumably, improvements in’ adult education programming, as

described above, would improve qutcomes for Even Start parents.

EFFECTIVENESS FOR SPECIFIC POPULATIONS

Demonstration and pragram evaluation repors also provide a growing ?}&f}f of informaton
about serving specific population groups among the welfare and disadvantaged population. The
lirerature on the effectivencss of education and wraining for specific population groups, thaugh,
is much more limited that the effectiveness of services or the effectiveness of general intervention
programs. The welfare population is not homogeneous, and even from the limited research that
does exist, there 13 fairly clear evidence that national policy must allow for a broad range of
services--education, taining, employment, counselling and supportive services--and program

flexibility to ensure that any unique circumstances of needs of particular groups ¢an be

A few populations are of particular interest, even'though we still know little about how

to improve their employment prospects, N i

. *
* e
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Non-custodial Parents
Even :incraascd child support. enforcement ﬁfffOrti will have little effect on welfare
childrens mwmc if their fathers ha&c smucd earzzmgs capacity. Several dcmom{zamm AFE NOW

* focusing on non- -custadial parents (usually fazhcr«,) to both increase regular payments of child
Csupport and mz.masz: their earning potentiai‘ _ . e
Children First, operating in sekeoied Wisconsin counties, is designed o motivate non-
1
custodial parents who are delinquent in child support payments to find jobs. [t has a heavy
mandatory work requiremeni--pay child support. perform community service, or go to jail. One

county {Racine) aiso provides skiils development.

Early reports from Children First indicate that there s a high "smoke out” effect. The

‘requirement evidently identifies fathers who have “hidden income” and motivaies others o find
jobs when they are faced with the threat of jail, (DHSS, 1991) -

The Parents Fair Share Demonstration program is aisa argeted on zzon:castoéi&i parents.
It also has strong child support enforcement along with intensive support and training. The
trayiing includes parenting skills as well as job skills. Like Wisconsin's pwgbzarr'z‘ Paremts’ Fair
Share has found a large smoke cffc(:L About 35 percent of the fathers mfcrrcd to Parents’ Fair
Share actually havc o be sc}rvad the. rcst ﬁné jobs or aizeas:iy have’ ga’bs and start paying.child
support regularly, (MDRC, undaicd}

+

Both Racine and Pareats’ Fair Share suggest that support services may be important for-

non-custaial parents just as they are for custodial parents. Fathers reportedly enjoy and benefit

from regular support groups, parenting classes and cbunsc}iing if the components are designed

to be sensitive to the needs of men. This presumably will translate into positive impacts on their .

z‘elationshi;zs'with their children, their parenting skills and regular compliance with their child

LS

., ~support bt:ziigaziens. ] . S
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Other programs that have tied to work with non-custodial fathers have had difficulty
rectuiting and keeping fathers in the program (Watson. 1992) Children First and Fair Share

sugpest that 3 sirong threat is one way 16 gain the caopcré.:ian of fathers. i a high proponion

of non-custadial fathers of AFDC children can be “smoked owt” by strang enforcement, then
timited resources can be devoted to more intensive training and services 1o unprove the eaming

[

potential of the rest v -
Persons With Disabilities

Education and training programs have gradually recognized that maay persons with
disabilities can work. As evident from the long history of vocational rehabilitation programs,
persons with disabilities, particularly medical or physical disabilities, penerally need special
services during their rehabilitation, Some may also need reasonable accommodations on the job,‘
and are entitled to such accommodations according 1o federal law. The Department of Education
¢stimates that about half of the persons with disabilities have. learning disabilivies possibly as well

as medical disabilines,

) The AFDC populaton probably has few persons with medical or physical disabilises, but
the caseload may include many persons with learning disabilities. HHS estimates that nearly 20
percent of AFDC women may have a self-reported physical disability of some type, but only six
percent have a2 "severe” disability, as mcasured byg their abifity to perform certain daily Hving
activities, The vast majority of these physical disabilities involve back problems, which may
temporarily impede some training or employment. Although there is Iitle information on the
severity of such disabilitics, as many as 40 percent of AFDC adults may be learning disabled.
(Nightingale, gt al, 1991} :

There 18 much research about what employment-telated services are needed for persons
with a range of medical and physical disabilities, but considerably less about what is needed for
adults with learning disabilities. Counselors in. vocational rehabilitation and developmenial

disabilities programs, though, offer several suggcstioné, First, once the disability is correcily

i-16
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diagnosed, vase management is critical 1o assure a proper course of rehabilitation. - When a
person begins a job, follow-up services can belp make a successful adjustment. Some penod

period of supported employment with job coachex helps many people with disabilities,

(rther vocational training programs are just beginning 1© address the needs of persons with
learning disabilities.” Programs like CET in San Jose and in many community colleges now™
gmphasize contextual instruction, integrate vocational am{ basic skills instruction, and use multi-
sensory instuctional approaches to reinforce diverse learning styles {e.g.. video and hands-on

instruction as well as paper and pencil work),

If the proportion of persons on AFDC with physical and learning disabilities is as high
as current estimates suggest, their special circumstances must be considered if work-welfare
programs are ta succeed in making large numbers of persons permancmly St‘:lf\%‘!}fﬁc.iém‘ To
date, however, there is very littte nadcrézané%ng about ‘what specific services persons with

- learning disabilities may need.
Housing Assisiance Recipients

Welfare recipients who are also receiving housing assistance may face additional barriers
and disincentives to work. Rents are pegged at 30 percent of countable income, ‘;:osing an {at
least symbolic) disincentive to increase work effort.  Persons living in large public housing
projects may have multiple barriers, including geographic and social isoiation, crime, and lack

of support services.

In the past decade especially, more anention has been paid to-this population. One

approach that program operators fecl may be promising is to have the training and work program

-operate on-site.  Famuly Support Centers, with HUD, JTPA and HHS funds, are operating in

many housing projects and provide a range of suppon services that should help people participate
in employment-oriented activities, Project Chance in the Cabrini-Green houding project in

Chicago combines intensive client-oriented assistance with individual initiative and empowerment.
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A series of HUD initiatives from Family Self-Sufficiency to Operation Bootstrap and Economic
Empowemwm‘Demcnsz:rations link housing assistance to participatien in prograsns that can
inciude education, training and work experience--the Seff-sufficiency and Bootstrap projects were.
iazlrgcted an both public housing fesidents and recipients of Section 8 rent subsidies, and the
Economic Empowerment Demonstration was limited to public housing residents.

Unlike general work-welfare and employment and training programs, there are s6li no

rigorous evaluation findings on programs for housing assistant recipients,

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Whlle several z:}cmonszramfzs have shown promising results at actually pl zx.mg recipients
into work or gducatiodtraiming az::tzvmcs most programs have not engaged substantal portions
of the weifare caseload. The Weork Inceative Program (WIN) (1968-1389) was targeted on about
one-third of all rccipien{s,mﬁzosc designated to mandatorily register with the ;)r@gram,’mainiy
women with no children under six years of age. WIN actively served about 25 percent of its
regismants or about 10 percens of all AFDC adults.  Most of ‘zhe MDRC work-welfare
demonstrations of the 1980s also served between 5 and 15 perceat of all AFDC adulis,

It is important to note, however, that there was no federal policy emphasis on achicving

high rates of participation befors the mid to late 198052 There are now several examples of

LY

© The Family Support Act (FSA) of 1988 changed work-welfare participation policies in
two ways. First, before FSA, about onethird of AFDC adults, mainly those without children
under six years ¢ld, were mandatorily required to register and cooperate with WIN. FSA
increased the mandatory pool by {1} including all persons without high school diplomas or a
GED regardless of the age of their children and (2} allowing states to Tower the “age of youngest
child” provision. Second, there was no federal policy emphasis on achieving high rates of
participation before the Family Support Act (FSA) of 1988; now state JOBS programs arc
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programs that serve substanually higher proportions of the AFDC caseload than generally were
served in the 1970s. The San Diego SWIM program. for example, engaped 64 percent of the
mandatory population (i'.c.. thase with no children under six), or a ligle over 20 percent of the
total AFDC caseload.

In general, though, the participation by AFDC adult women overall has been quite low
because most of the programs and demonstrations served ;}z‘imgﬁiy,‘erﬂaniy* those persons
mandatorily required to register with the work program {i.e., excluded about two-thirds of the
caseload which consists of cases headed by women with young children). This means that even
programs for the mandatory population that served a high percentage of the target group. say 50

of & percent (like SWIM), reached only about 13 or 20 percent of all AFDC mothers,

Some programs do betier with men--West Virginia, for example, registered 100 percent
of the males in AFDC-UP cages in their WIN demonstration program that included a workfare

abligation, -

There has been somewhat more success with new teen mothers on AFDC, as evidenced
. from the Teen Parent Demonstration Program. Nisnety percent of the teen mothers reguired to
participate in the program did. enrol. Sixty-five percent went through assessment, 80 percent
participated in at least one major activity (school, waining, or employment) and 27 percent

became employed within two years.

There is recent evidence, then, that mandatory work-welfare programs..can.serve
signiﬁggm portions of the mandatory population.. SWIM, the Teen Parent Demo,. andlothcfr
programs like Kenosha, Wisconsin's have shown that it can be done. One important aspect of

mandatory programs i3 that the requirement undoubtedly reaches individuals who might not

otherwise, on their own, enter the program or, as with the non-custodial parent demonstrations,

required 0 serve specific proportions of their mandatory clients.
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behave in desired ways.

But voluntary ;}r’{}gzamﬁ can also attract large aumbers of participants. It seems that
marketing and information are key if voluntary pragrams are to engage high proportions of the
population, While the EOPP program in the 1970s and the more recent Washington State FIP
program-did not Suﬁmmiaily ncrease partici}iatian 6 employment, training or education, there
is some evidence that many clients did not know about or fully understand the availability of
program services. [n the well-publicized voluntary Massachuseus ET Choices prograrm, though,
with a heavy emphasis on information and aggressive marketing, higher percentages participated--
about 70 percent of aii AFDC a;:iults in 1987 {not just the mandatory pool) had enrolled in ET

and about 50 percent of all AFDC adults participated in at least one major activity.

. There 15 ongoing discussion about whether the financial incentives in AFDC can be-
changed to encourage more participation in aducaiicrz; training or employment. Several states
currently are making various changes o the benefit reduction rates in AFDC and are testing the
effects of cash incentives and penalties: According to labor economic theory, one would expect
that by providing indi}'idual_s with incentives for cerain behaviors should have the desired effect.
But the evidence is not that clear. In New York State, the Child Assurance Program which had
employment incentives was expectad to also have some impact on participation in gducation and
training, as individuals desired o become more employabie. Evaluators, however, found that

CAP had no effect on participation in education or taining--about one third of CAP participants

and controls participated in some education of wraining in & year, Similarly, in Washington
State’s Family indcpmécéc&?mgmm {FiP}, which had incentives for gither employment or
education/training, thore was a slight initial increase in education, but no substantal difference
over time. (Lémg, et al, 1993),

In part, clients may not respond to incentives because they do not understand them.
Evaluators suggest that this may have been one of the problems in FIP. In Ohio’s LEAP
program which pays cash bonuses to wenagers who attend education and penalizes those wheo'

do not, many clients may not have really understood the “carrots and sticks.” Staff feel that the
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positive effect LEAP had on increasing school attendance may have reflected other aspects of

the program and not the incentives and bonuses,
ORGANIZATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

As Gueront {1992) explains, the major evaluations of the past twenty years clearly show
that well-executed employment. training and education programs can have positive {mpacts on
individuals and can be cost-effective. The important point, though, is that they must be well-
gxecuted. Not all demonstrations and programs evaluated have been found o have positive
impacts, and ihe imipacts on programs that appear simalar vary across sites and over tme. The
local economy and labor market play some role, but successful implementation and management

may be a major key to success.

In a study of high- and low-performing WIN programs in the late 19705, between 30 and
50 percent of the variation in performance could be explained by labor market and demographic.
conditions; most of the rest of the variation was due W program operations and n{anagcment

distinctions.” {(Mitchell, et al, 1979) High-performing programs were more likely to:

have a broad range of employment, aining and supportive services available;

. have clear management and staff consensus on program goals and purposes;

. emphasize a balance between obtaining a high quantity of job placements and
§ seeking high quality jobs: .

. have program managers who understood the priority for the program within their

‘A weighted index of performance was created using the WIN program’s standard criteria:
job entries per staff, starting wage rate, job retention rate, and welfare grant reduction, Stadsuacal
analysis controlled for state and local socio-economic conditions to estimate expected
performance given those conditions. High-performers were programs where performance was

- at least one standard deviation above expected, low-performers were those one standard deviation
below expected, )
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host agency and adapred accordingly (e.g., buffer and protect integrity of the
program in hostie agencies, leverage organizational resources in friendly
agencies); and :

o lbe clicnt-oriented Yot in staffing and services delivery. <= Reoo

Experiences in many recent programs are echoing some of these firiding_s. Some of the -
success of SWIM, Riverside GAIN, Kenosha County, Massachusetis ET Choices, New York
CAP, and the Teen Parent Demonstrations. for example, has been atributed to organizational

culture, manageraent, clear objectives, goul consistency, and management priority.

The importance of‘ management and implementation may help explain why programs that
" seem similar have different impacts in different sites. but it may also explain why different types
of programs have similar impacts. Tr-ahsfening the technical mazzagemcnf expertise across
programs can help improve programs even if the specific service models are different.
Technology ransfer may be one means by which the federal government can improve prog?am’

management.
CONCLUSIONS

The clear conclusion of work-welfare and education and training studies to date is that
Programs ¢an crease eamings some, and maybe increase the rate of employment initially, but
they have less effect on welfare receipt, and no real effect on poverty. Funthermore, some of the

carnings and employment impacts are short-term, dissipating over time.

A number of factors conwibute (o the limited impact of employment and training
programs, including labor market conditions, resource constraints, implementation pwbicms; and
barriers that make interprogram coordination difficult, {(Ellwood, 1985) ;

Much of the program impact cvidence comes from demonstragons and evaluations of

programs that primarily focused on diret emiployment services, particularly job search assistance.
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Many analysts-and program operators feel that more intensive interventions, particularly those
that include supportive services, more staff-client interaction and a combination of traming,

education, supportive services and work may show somewhat stronger positive impacts. The

empirical research, however, on more comprehensive programs and on programs that emphasize-

education is limited.

" . -l

There is still room for gp[imism. The management, operstional and research experience
suggests many ways that services and programs could be improved. For example, it could be
that componcms-likc QJT and public service employrent which have fairly ;}f}siii‘ve a¢t impacts
could be even maote effecuve o mgctcd o less-skilted persons and combined with Case
management, post-employment followup, and other work sa;&paﬁ& The Departments of Health
and Human Services, Education, Labor 4nd Housing and Urban Development are making
progress m developing comprehensive hterventions that should help bmprove education and
uainiﬁg ouIComes. x

But we have no evidence yet that education, training and smployment programs are very
successful at actually moving poor adults out of poverty. There are undoubtedly a number of
reasons for this, including less than optimal program operations as well as limited wage
opportunities in the labor market. Regardless of the reason, it seems clear that employment,
education and maining alone is not enough. It is crifically important (o view these interventions
in combination with other strategics to "make work pay” and raise income levels. Education and
training cannot alone be the engine that moves substantial numbers of people off welfare and owt

of poverty.
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;ﬁackgraund

By definition, under a transitional support system, welfare is
not a way of l1life for families or for generations of families.
Instead welfare becomes a system of temporary financial support
for families which ¢annot currently support themselves., - It
provides cash assistance for a limited period of time and
provides a variety of services families need in order to better
support themselves. There is a system of mutual responsibilities
between recipients and the welfare aq&naiaaa Recipients are
expected to cooperate in helping secure support from absent
parents (if any), to support themselves if possible, and to
Aimprove their capability for self-support through participation
in appropriate activities. The welfare agency, 'in turn, has the
responsibility for ensuring that recipients understand their
responsibilities and for providing reciplents with services such
as child care they need in order to meet their responsibilities.

it ig not easy tu establish policies and rules which will
cautomatically turn welfare inte a transitional support systen,
It is not easy to develop a set of rules and programs that will
fairly apply to a diverse set of States, localities, and
individuals. For example, while some recipients are capable of
self-support with little or no assistance, some recipients have
health problems or have family members with health problems which
make self-support unrealistic in the short run.

In order to be faly and effective, a transitional support systen
must recognize that the circumstances of families coming into the
welfare system varies widely. Even under the current system,
many welfare recipients get jobs and go off welfare in a fairly
short period of time (i.e., less than one or two years).

- However, many ¢of these cannot sustain their jobs, and they come
back on welfare over time. Some welfare recipients face multiple
obstacles to becoming self-sufficient (such as illness or
disability in:the home, non-supportive institutions and living
environeents, low skill levels, lack of employment histories,
"child care problems, limited job opportunities, substance abuse,
lack of spousal suppoert, and discrinmination}. Most recipients
want to work, but they may have traabl& overcoring tha obstacles
they face.

Transforming AFDC into a transitiocnal support system will r&qaiée
changes both -inside and ocutside the AFDC system. Changes cutside
the AFDC system will be focused on the following two principles:
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1. Making Work Pay, The capacity of AFDC recipients to
support themselves will be substantially enhanced by
changes the Administration has made and is proposing
which will help make work pay. fThese changes include
better income supplements through the tax system and
universal health coverage.

. 4 arents., AFDC families will
also he hel§aﬁzsabstantlalzy by changes being proposed
to make the child support payment system nmore
effective.

%

Based on our rasearch and experience, we do not belisve these
changes will be sufficient to get all reciplents into the labor
force and self-supporting within two yvears, Thersfore, changes
must a2lso be made within the welfare system to helpy make it nore
of a transitional szupport system. The twe principles guiding
changes to the welfare system are: ' '

1. Providing Educational and Trainli \ Under the
Family Saggart Act of 1988, the Fedaral government made
substantial new sums of money available to pay for
education, training, employment and support services .
which would help AFDC recipients hecome more self-
sufficient. However, because of funding shortfalls,
rising AFDC caseloads, and other demands on State and
local budgets, the Family Support Act has had
difficulty living up to its promise. As the President
said in February, we need to provide recipients with
more opportunities for job traxnlng, thild care they
need to go to Work, and opportunities they need to go
to work. At the same time, we expect welfare

" recipients who can go teo work and support themselves to

do s86. )
2., Making Welfare a Program of Temporary Support.

Oone of the major frustrations the American public has
about the welfare system is that it is seen by many as

. providing a "free ride.® Instead, the public wants a
system that demands responsibility from families in
exchange for financial support. In response, the
welfare reform package includes changes that will
require most families to work after two years on
assistance.

Starting with the four major principles of welfare reform, and
our understanding of how the current system functlons, the
Transitional Support Group generally agrees that

converting welfare into a transitional system will require.

H
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changes of the following types:

a)} significant expansions in participation to cover a much
larger share of the caseload and 2 more divars& group of
individuals;

b) a broader view of acceptable participation, with wmore

~ attention paid to strengthening the fawnily and community
1nvalvemant,
&) more attention to program effectiveness, with grsater
attention paid to whether education and training activities
result in enployment and earnings gains;

d) closer relationships between the welfare agency, other
governsental, and community-based organizations which
provide related services {including hetter coordination of -
services and service plans, better referral systems, and
greater willingness to undertake team efforts which support
individuals and families);

e} greater supporit for those going to work, including
subsegquent access Lo education and fraining services for
those leaving welfare to accept jobs; and

£} more emphasis on the notion of {a social contract,] with
clearer pollicies and messages about the importance of self-
support. At least some recipients may be expected to
participate more fully in compunity life and to assume more
responsibility for their family's well-being. In return for
greater efforts by recipients, government will better
provide better financial and perscnal support. The Federal
government will provide better funding support to help
States and 1ocallt1es pay for needed services.

In light of the nunber of unknowns and variables we are dealing
with, it . does not make sense to prescribe a national transitional
support systes at this time. In certain areas, we need pore
information, and we should support strong evaluation projects to
provide us that information. We should also continue to provide
States with broad latitude in developing their service.
strategies, with the expectation that continued State
experimentation will supply information which will lead over time
to the design of increasingly more effasctive strategies.

Because it ig infeasible to convert all applicants and recipients
to a time~limited system at the same time, we are propesing a
phase~in strategy which begins with a subset of the eligible
population. Research on welfare dynamics and program impacts
suggests that the best strategy would be to target on new

I -3
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applicants.

Healthy individuals who come into the welfare system and accrue
two total years {i.e., 24 months worth) of welfare will be
expected to work at that time, if not before, Fanmilies who reach
their limits, but face subsequent setbacks and cannot work, might
qualify for Emergency ass&stanaa as well as other types of
assistance. ' .

wrd

Longer time limits may be provided "for the most at-risk families,

but they will still be subject to expectations about work and
cther forms of participation associated with removing impediments
to self-sufficiency.

Censistent with this Administration’s comsmitment to re-inventing
government, our long-terms strategy will be to change progran
funding from an open-ended matching and entitlement basis to a
(perfermance-baged Eystem which rewards States based on their
effectiveness In converting to a transitional support systemw-
one that decreases dependency on cash assistance and guarantaed
jebs and that increases labor force participation. We propogse
this as a long~term rather than short-term strategy becauwse we do
not feel there is sufficient agreement about the goals of such &
program or sufficient information availabkle on which to estzmate
what would be reasonable performance expectations.

4



TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/83 ‘

PROVIDING EDUCATIONAL, TRAINING, AND OTHER BUPPORTHE

gverview. The thxrd sajor principle of the welfare reform agenda

is to provzda welfare recipients the education, training, and

other services they need to get a job and to support themselves,
Without such su§§ﬁrt time limits on cash assistance are | }
untenable. . - . ‘ -
whlle there is widespread agraement that additional &dazaticn,
training, emplovmant and support services are needed, there is
considerable disagreement as to how much investment is required.
The debate is both philosephical and empirical., It reflects
differences in opinion about what the goal of.these services
should be and about how to achieve different geals. On one side
of the debate are individuals who feel the program should be
streamlined and strongly oriented towards job placement; on the
other are individuals who believe such programs should invest
heavily in buman capital development. Some believe the sane
general appreach can be successfully applied to a very broad
range of recipients; others believe that the approach should be
highly individualized. 7The dimensions of the debate are
numerous, é

The purpose of this paper is to present some ¢of the malor policy
issues which should be addressed in developing a service strategy
for a transitional program. The first section reviews some of
the major philosophical guestions. The second section identifies
some of the more specific concerns that have been raised about
the JOBS program and discusses some policy options to address
those concerns., Appendix A presents a possible new set of
exemption rules, consistent with a full participation objective.
Appendix B presgents three prototypical models of welfare- to—work
programs. -

There are several companion papers which address issues directly
relevant to this discussion: .

1} an overview of the basic prinalplas for a transitional
support system;

23 a review of what we have learned about aducation,
training, and employment services;

1) papers on special.subgroups of the AFDC population:

teen parants, pecple with dlgabilxtxeg, and AFDC-UP
cases; —
. 1) a paper on early intervention Qtratggies;‘ﬁ

- . L e
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8) gcséible rules for a time-limited program; and

6) creating a transatzonal ‘suppert system in the spirit of
ralnv&ntzng government.

* &k dk ek

« §ECTION I-~MAJOR ISSUES IN STRUCTURING A SERVICE STRATEGY

Ll

T We start wzth the premige that no guarantee of educational and
training services {or continued welfare benefits)} should exist
for famillies who ave currently able to suppert themselves.

1: Should participation be mandatory or voluntary?

 QPERIONS:

{

A, Participation is voluntary, and no sanctions are
applied when individuals fail to participate.

B.  Participation is mandatory, and sanctions are applied
when individuals refuse to participate.

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION B; mandatory.
¢ WMARJALOTY

Digcussion.. 2
1} © In a program with serious time linits, there is some

2}

3)

3)

question whether participation should be mandated. Facing a
time limit could provide adequate motivation for recipients
to participate and seeX work. Also; the ssrvice system may

“have difficulty handling a truly mandatory progran.

There iz very good evidence that sanctions can be an
gffective tooel for managers to use in achieving
participation and improving program impacts. Also, the
risks to both the recipient and the agency are too great if
individuals do not take advantage af apprcpriata
opportunities.

A laissez~faire approach towards work ohligations seems -
politically vulnerable. If the public feels that dobs ave
available, or that participation in education, training or
other activities would he efficacious, it would probably net
find a voluntary program acceptable, o
A laissegz~faire approach could be biased towards welfare
recipients who are most "on-the-ball." It could result in
resources being spent predomznantly on thegse more motivated
recipients, while highly disadvantaged recipients are

I3 - 2
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3)

6}

naglected for two years and then face a work &ituatx&n for
which they are totally unprepared.

Given our understanding of cagelead dynamics and the
experisnce of weifare~to-work programs, we are congerned
that a voluntary program might result in more pecple on the
rells whe will require }ab¢ after two years.

A mandatory“program would_probably be.more effective in
terms of bringing people~in the door who- might otherwise not
come.

A purely voluntary agprg&ah would establish AFDC as an
*antitlement® program in which governments c¢ould not demand
that reciplents undertake regponsibility for thelr self~
support. It could have significant Pentry effects, ™
especially if generous services are available ¢ those who
enter the systen.

The risks of a voluntary program could be reduced by
incorperating cone ¢r more ©f the fellowing policies:

a) gnsure that strong orientations and on-going counseling
of applicants and recipients encourage participation
and/or early entry intc the labor forge; .-

b} provide incentives for participation and/or entry inte
work. These refinements could include one or more of
the following items:

+

i (i} <redits to extend the time limit;

{ii} vouchers for future education and training
gervices; .

{(iii} stipands or other financial rewards;

{iv) eligibility to participate in an alternative,
more prestigiocus assistance system {e.g., NY CAP
or a wmrk Support Agency):

(v} more qanerous transitional chzlﬁ care banefits,
and

{vi) wmore genercus income or asset rules.

Bk
'

- ) regserve or prioritize the “hetter® post-transitional

“job opportunitiss for those who earn them through
participation or work; or . . .

l3§\ d}_’ be very ciear and very strict about enforcing th&‘time-,

ITY ~ 3
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- 3 14

limizt. -

¥ho should be aexempt from participation reqgquirements?

OP?IONS:

A. include all e%isting exemptions; among othersg, these”
cover some teen parentsg and other youth, adults with
subgtance abuge problems and generally those with-o»

children under the age of three;

B. Modify the existing exemptionsg to take care of some of
the worst proklems {e.g., the provisions which make it
difficult to work with voung teen parents or to -
continue service when individuals get pregnant};

¢, Minimize the number of Federal exemptions {with the
understanding that the nature of participation
rogquirements may be gulite different for some newly
mandatory categories of individuals).

RECOMMENDATION; OPTION C; minimize Federal exemptions.

[rrm———
-

Discussion.

1}

2}

The current system exempts the following categories of
individuals from participation and work regquirements: 1)
those who are ill, incapacitated or of an advanced age

ti.e., over age 60); 2) those needed at home because of the

illness or incapacity of another family member; 3} parents -
or relatives personally caring for a child under age 3 {or
at State option, under a specified age between 1 and 3); 4)
parents or other relatives caring for a child under age 6 if
the State cannot assure child care is available and
participation arounts to fewer than 20 hours a week; 5)
someons working 30 or more hours a week; 6) children under
16 "oy attending school elementary, secondary, or vocational
school full-time; 7) women in the second or third month of
pregnancy; and 8) thoese in areas not Covered by the program,

Teen parents who have not graduated from school do not get
an exemption for having a young child, and States are not
requlxﬁd to provide an exemption far care of & ycung child
in AFDC-UP casest

State.agencies and others have expressed concern that some

of the exemption provisions-thwart their efforts to serve
the most disadvantaged groups of reczpzants.

' IIx ~ 4
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3}

4)

3}

&)

7}

"‘h

There are several technical problems with the provisions
affecting teens and teen parents that affect the States’
ability to serve young people at risk of long-term
dependency. They cannot: a) prohibit teens who are in
schoel from dropping cut; b) reguire participation by teen
parents under age 16;, and c} reguire further participation
by teen parents whe are in the program, but become pregnant,
finish school, or reach age 20 (if they have young
=Children}. - .

Ead h

EEE T -

Also, the exemption criteria (together with the
participation rules) limit the interest of State agencies in
getting individuals with treatable conditions {such as
certain digabilities and substance abuse) into those systems
which will help them enter the mainstream of society.
Examples of appropriate participation might be substance
abuse treatment for substance abusers, referral to a
vocational rehabilitation and compliance with a
rehakilitation plan for the disabled, and volunteering for
Head SBtart oy participation in parentlnq classes for young
mothers struggling with young children.

" There is some concern that the exemption criteria may work .

to label people as, "unemployable'; reduce thell a¢cess to.
services; raduce their self~esteen, as well as their own and
others exp@atatzans about their potential to enter the world
of work; disgourage any inclination agencies might have to
&aammmodat& their needs; and help institutionalize thaxr
dependency. )

Eliminating exemptions does not automatically result in
assignments to activities or change the level of services
provided to different groups. However, it does saend 3 hew
nessage about expectations.. Once sxemptions are changed,
further decisions need to be made about what services are
available and what subgroups of the caseload are targeted
for service intervention.

Undexr the JOBS program, it is estimated that about 50
percent of adult AFDC recipients are currently exempt. If
no change is made in the criteria, it would be hard to &rque
that we were going to change welfare as we Know it.

—

Minimal exemptions help to maximize participation and reduce
the number of recipients who can avolid work. At the same
time, a minimal exemption policy should not create hardship
for families with special needs when the system cannot
accommodate them.

- e

It has been suggested that the concept of exemptions might

IXT - 5
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be becoming cbsolete in that it implies we would have no
gxpectations of individuals. It may he that we should cone
. up with new terminoclogy to deal with the new expectations.

ption policv be

OPTIONS: . -
A, Federal rulesméhauld astablish a winimal set of -
- exemptions and-give States options in some additional
areas,
B. Federal rules should specify the exemption categories.
C.:- There should be nc federally established exemptions;

States should be allowed to require participation by
any individual given appropriate support systenms.

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION &, minimal Pederal oxemptions with Btate
tlexibility in additional aress.

hgpanaix A contains one possible set of rules consistent with
this reaammandation.

-

AL S O .

P . . -

1) The existing set of exemptions was designed to identify
individuals who could not be expected to participate in’
work-related activities or take a job. The exemptions may
be appropriate for that purpose, but they tend to reflecti a
rather narrow, short-term view of people's smployment
potential; they work against our goal of making the welfare
system & second chance rather than a way of life; and they
are exelnslonary, rather thap inclusive,

2} The existing exemption systam could discourage State efforts
to work on improving other aspects of family life, such as
ensuring that children receive thelr immunizations and other
preventive health care. <Changing the exemptions could help
facilitate a move in the system Lo more of-a two-
generational -approach, g

3) The minimal exemption approach implicitly assumes that
States will be reasonable in setting participation
expectations for families at risk. Under the existing .
system, with more Federal exemptions, the Federal governnent
agssumes more responsibility for protecting needy families
from inappropriate and detrimental State actions, .

In suggesting a new approach, we wo&ld:assume thét State

| 9.9 SEC I
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welfare agencies will consult with other parties (hwoth
public and private} delivering health and social services
and listen to their professional judgment in deciding what
appropriate participation would be,

4} . Under the JOBS program, States have an incentive to exsmpt
individuals because exsmptions reduce the total number of
people they must have participating in the JOBS program. In

~locking at changes in the exemption rules, it is important

- - to consider whether other program provisions inadvertently

" encourage States te be either liberal or conservative in
their exemption policies and practices.

) Under a minimal Pederal exemption policy, targeting and
deferral policies become much more significant (especially
if resources are constrained). Tha existing JOBS progranm
sets some general targeting expectations, but enables States
to make many of its own participation, referral, and

deferral decisions; as a matter of resource allocation, it ..

is common for States to focus on participation by those with
the fewast service needs. Since service regources will’
continue to be an issue, partlczpation patterns might be
very similar to those currently in effect even if the
exémptlun rules are dramatically different.

5} A full participation model, wheres "everybody does
something,” would greatly expand the number of 1nd1v1duals
expected to be served and could have very sericus cost
implications. We might anticipate significant cost
increases yelated to case management and tracking even
though the hope is ithat such a system could keep costs low
by linking into existing systems and services. In theory,
this model would: 1} do a nmuch better idob of linking to
other sgervice delivery systems and obtaining access to those
services (e.g., community-based services, substance abuse
treatment programs, and child protective services); 2)
recognize participation in other programs and systems {e.q.,
Head Start family literacy or HIPPY progranms} as acceptable
and appropriate; 3) be more creative in terms of identifying
and developing activities and services which are more
appropriate for welfare reciplents and responsive to their
particular circumstances {e.g.. cuwmanzty-base& activities
and actzvitlaﬁ ﬁarlng sehool hours}.

Isgue 4: I rescurse X participation

;ggpasibla, should Pagagg; gg;;giggmgig;gta who gets priority for

services? — h
OPTIONS: \ I ‘

p

-
ors
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A, Reguire States to give priority to teen garants and
< those facing the time limit, but otherwise give them
digceretion, _

B. Reguire States o give priority to teen parents and
those facing the time limit and continue other
requirements for targatlng to potential longterm
r&01plents‘

e+

N Require State& to give pri%rity to taé§ parents and

those Facing the time limits and reguire that States
provide equitable access to other groups of
individuals.

RECOMMENDATION: TARGET TEEN PARENTS AND THOSE FACING THE LIMIT, OK
BUT UNABLE %0 xnxzva RECONMMENDATION BEYOND THAT

‘Discussion. ' . ;

1}

2)

3)

H

The existing JOBS rules reguire, as a sondition of enhanced [ ﬂ
Federal match, that States spand at least 55 percent of

their JOBS funds on longterm and potential longterm 0%
recipients (which are further defined). It is difficult to | P

arvgue against this provision in principle. It was put in. 7%
place in response to two major concerns: 1) employment and
training programs had little impact because they often spent
their resources on those individuals who could get off

welfare on theiy own; and 2) research in the 1580's on

welfare dynamics had shown that longterm welfare dependency

was a very important factor in the overall problem of

welfare dependency.

However, the implementation of the provigion- has been
preblamatic. In particular, States that are successful in
accessing education and other community services for their
longterm recipients face a much nore difficuli tinme C.
gualifying for enhanced Funds. Also, it can be difficult to
identify how much JOBS money is spent on a specific
individual when the JOBS progran works out a mutual service
agreenent with another agency which shares costs on a.

program versus individual basis,

Research on welfare dynamics, the Ghza LEAP praqram, and the
Teen Parent Demonstrations all suggest that targeting
towards teens is appropriate. =
while it is difficult to argue with the notion of eguitable
access, Federal and State governments also have an interest
in targeting of resources on those cases where they expect
the biggest returnl

% III - &
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4) Welfare-to-work research can pravzde ingsight into what
targetlng strategies might provide the biggest return, but
the results are not definitive. EFarlier programs had a
spmaller target population {i.e., they did not include wonmen
with children under 6) and tended to have a narrower service
strategy. If different service strategies are in place, a
different tarqetxng strategy might be- appraprxate.

5) In the pub1i¢ hearings JOBS, child support, and AFDC .

. . programs recelved sope aritzc1sm for their failure to meet -
the needs of their diverse service populations. Perhaps the
most common complaint was lack of access to appropriate -
services and to a diverse staff who could effectively
compuniicate with a culturally diverse population. However,
other types of access problems related to geographic
iocation, transportation, language {in terms of written
materials}, and literacy. exist. TIf a Federal policy of
reasonable and gguitable access. and/oy Federal complaint
process were established, these problems wmight bhe
alleviated. ’

6) If the entire caselead faces the time limit, the above
options are not helpful, These aptions assupe a pﬁasewin,af
the time limits. .

zgaua 5: To wvhat extant should tha Federal gagggnaent diyreet or
activ§§§aa are‘uéﬁrcariateffér individ&aié?. -
OPTIONS: . ;
' A. Encourage Statésito follow a partiaulér'specified
approach.
B. Continus to let States try alternative approaches.
: C. Continue to let States try alternative appraaches, but

sponsor a few experiments,

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION C; provide gtate flexibility, but try to ;gk
gather additional information on what is effective. zﬁik

Discussion.
13 There are two prototypical approaches to this issue. One
© invests littie agency staff work upfront in assessing an”’
individual’s emplovability, but relies on one's ability to
get employment through a job search program; in other words,
it relies on a labor-market, real-liife test. The olher

ITY -~ 9
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prototype is to conduct intensive, upfront assessments to
identify barriers to employment and to set up individualized
service strategies to address those barriers. From a
philoscophical view, it <an be argued that either approach
makes sense in a time~limited, full-participation context.

To some extent, the labor force attachment and general
education and training models in Appendix B reflect these
prototyplcal approaches. The-human development model ...
discussed in Appendix B provides an alternative appreach
that relies upon participant's real-life.experience in
different activities to help assess employability and
determine appropriata services strategies.

2) The research findings from applicant 4ob search programs
suggest that a labor market sift should continue to be an
option to States. WWhile results are not consistent for all
populations and prograns, in many cases, such a strategy
appears to be cost-affective. .

33 While the second strategy has appeal, especially in the
context .of a time-limited, full-participation progran,
experience with upfront assessments has not been entirely
satisfactory. - For exanple, they have often been used to
screen out individuals who ©an benefit from progranm
participation while focusing resources on those best able to
achieve employment without extra assistance,

4} The current JOBS progran does not invest significant
resources in assessing for the presence of disabilities. -
Also, the context is entirely different. Assessment is
primarily done for the purpose of exemption determinations
rather than for developing an appropriate service strategy.

5} Wnile a minimal exemption policy would reduce the negative
connotation of existing disability determinations, there may
still be some risk that the process way negatively focus on
deficlencies rather than strengths. Alse, it may not
sufficiently recognize that some less serious disablilities
might be alleviated by work; i.e., such work can produce
secondary benefits '{such as greater self-asteem, reduced
social isolation, and reduced substance abuse, depression
and anger)} that improve one's employablility.

) ahoula the Pederal gqoverpms anasursars ohangen in the
; y ¥ -Hovided through the JOBS progran? .

't

CPTIONG:

" -

§

A, Encourage more Epending on cage nmanagement,

£
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orientation, coaching, counseling, peer éuppoxt,
mentoring and other activities to help motivate and
support recipients to “play by the rules™

B, Encourage more spending on employmant ~diracted
education and tralnlng
N o Encourage more jab ézaeeﬁeht activities and assistance
' in finding and ‘Keeping jebs - '
b. Encourage more suppoertive services expenditures,

including substance abuse treatment, rehabilitation
services, transporvarion, medical scereening and
services {e.y., sysglasses and dental work)

E. Maintajin current flexibility

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION B, but in the conhext of nore support for
& range of sctivities.

Discuszion.
1} There are numerous areas where JOBS progranms cduld ke
strengthened. - ; i .

Putting more emphasis on the activities specified in
Option A would help address concerns about the
organizational culture, the need for agencies to
produce stronq and consistent messages, and Project
Match's experience with the prabl&ms recipients had
keeping jobs.

Putting more emphasis on Option B activities would
address the concerns about the effectiveness and return
we are getting from current education and training
expenditures.

Putting more emphasis on Option-C activities would
address concerns about whether the program is
- sufficiently employment-focused and supportive.

‘Putting more emphasis on Option D activities would
address concerns about the program's responsiveness €0
individual employment barriers and to the most at-
risk.

From a Federal perspective, it is hard to know which of

.. ‘these areas, if any, should be singled ocut for special .
attention. Thus, continued flexibility.is probably ..
appropriate. .

III - 11
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Contrary to many people's understanding, the JOBS rules give
States great discretion about paying for necessary
supportive services (including eyeglasses, etc.). Most
‘state JOBS plans cover a broad range of services and are
written broadly enaagh o give flexibility to meet -
in§1v1dua1 needs. - . N

2} Bagsed on Federal rules, JOBS plans generally lay out limits.
for the amount that can be spent on individual items. ‘
Héwever, the rules could be set up to give some £lax1ﬁzzzty
(e.g., allowing a higher amount based. on second~level
’ravm&w)

T3} It is possible to target some of these areas for $p&¢lal
attention without requiring a specific funding commitment.

4} The existing system discourages support services funding in
that it provides a lower matching rate for such expenditures ’
vhan for certain other activities. A flat matching rate }
{and different "participation expectations) might make the /
systen more responsive to support services nesds. /

£) The appropriate policy decision in-this ares will depend
upon the nature of the trangsitional support system we design
{in terms of it mandatoriness, sxemption poli&ie&, gte.d.

Isaue 7: Bhould the Fagggg; govagnmaggwgncquraga & full~
participation, "everything counts* policy?
 OPTIONS: ‘ L '
A :Encoufage ag a general poiicy. \ .
B. %nccurage, under the asgis of 'a demonstration.
c. Do not encourage. ' ] ‘ . -

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION B; encourage demos 8o that we can learn
more about the implications of ‘such an approach. In the
meantime, allow States to pursue such an approach to the extent
their resources pexmit.

Discussion:

1) The full participation, "everything counts" approach is
designed to respond in a more holistic way to the -
fragmentation in the social. service delivery system. It
gets 'the welfare systen involved- in broader family issues
{besides employability}, provides a framework for greater

%
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cooperation anong social service agenclies, fawilitates
greater consistency in the expectations imposed on families,
and responds more directly o the special needs of the most
at-risk families, i.e., those who cannot perform adequately
at regular Jjobs or succeed in traditional education and
training activities. Such at-risgk familiesg would face an
escalating set of expectations {(e.g., similar to the
graduated stress concept used in supported work programsj). -
"Lower-rung® assignments, for those-unable to méel work
expectations, could, include things like parenting classes,
getting children to school and vaccinated, and voluntary
activivies, in Head start and other cammunity Programns .

2} The major concern aﬁmut such a systen is how 0 maintain an
adegquate focus on family self-support. Will too many ,
regsources be devobed to isgsues which might seem peripheral?
Will familiez whe are not at high risk be dxverta& from
enployakility goals?

3} Another question ls whether the local welfare agencies will
be able to set up the working relationships and mechanisms
with other local agencies necessary to make this viable.
The implications for case management and automated data
processing systems could be enormous. |

4} Federal funding will go further 1f activities not paid ﬁar Thﬂ o
thraugh JOBS are acc&ptﬁ& ag partigipation.

bol 7 ¥

1 oo
- g,
ggg;wxmant Ig@ggl throvah greater uss of ggrtarmanea-baaaﬁ ety
contracting, work-based and contextual aarnzn Qurass, andg wrfmw
ggograma which integrate edu ion and trair 2R ViCE F

OPTEIONS:
A. No; continue to provide State flexipility in this area.
8. Yes; provide a set-aside for this purpose. {(Additional

gquestions follow whetheyr the sst-aside would be new
money or part of the existing JOBS allocation, and
whether the set-aside would be allocated on a
discretionary or formulas basis.)

., Yes; provide higher match for such activities.

D. Yes,; promote through discretionary %unding of new
. podels and technical asgistance activities, .

E. Yes, but do not target monies specifically for that

2 ITI - 12
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purpose.

RECOMMENDATION: PROMOTE BUCE ACTIVITIES. (NO RECOMMENDATION ON
APPROPRIATE BTRATEGY FOR DOING 80, BUT BUGGEST CAUTION WITH

RESPECT Tﬂ(?tk?unﬁ#ﬂﬁﬁ*ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁwﬁuﬂmkﬁﬁwﬁhtx fks

Dlsgugggggg Tr e

1}

2}

3}

3)

b b
+

There is substantial evidence that independent programs
designed to improve basic skills, but not directed at
emplovability or gpecific occupations (e.qg., GED and adult
basic education} have little, if any, impact on improving
the emplovment oubcomes for welfare recipients.

On the other hand, some model programs {such as CET in San
Jose} which integrate basic and vocational skills have
produced very promising rasults,

A model which xnﬁ&gtates b&ﬁla and vocational skills also’

_ provides a promising strategy for dealing with recent

immigrant populations with both low English proficiency and
low educational and literacy levels, For these individuals,
it might take years to achieve basic skills at the level
needed to gualdfy for wore advanced education and training

services. However, an integrated program might provide
- enough work-related basgic skills to move thea inte the labor

market within the standard timeframes. The refugee progran
has some experience with such models.

The use of{performance-based contracts in the JTPA system >
has been somewhat controversial. We should be sure that the
problems have been adequately addressed before eumbarking too
far down that path. -

* A

Issua 9 Bhould tgaga Qa Pederal expectations set reqarding the
_ ity of gtates aim

OPTIONS:

A. -Specify that States ghould try to educate and train
individuals for jobs that pay enough that so they do
not need any further public assistance.

A, Specify that Siata& should try to educate and train
individuals for jobs that pay enough that they no
longer nead cash support {other than the EITC).

£, Let the time-limit rules drive State cbjectives iﬁ this

araes.

-
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RECOMMENDATION: OPTION C; do not set separate Federal - (oo
expectations in this area.

Discusggion. - ; : .

1) Even thcugh we might hope that all individuals could azhzeve
' hxgh«wage, high-benefit jobs, based on our research, it'ddes
not seem realistic based on the research generally to expect

-

~  guch results frem participation in education and training. 7*

Health care reform and other propesals related t& miking ™
work pay make entry-level jobs much more rewarding for
individuals.

2) BLS projections on occupations with the largest project
: growth indicate that, with the exception of cextain health
occupations, such qrawth is likely %o gecur

jow-wage occupations (in order of new jobs expected: retail

saleaperaon, registered nurses; cashlers; office clerks;

truck drivers; janitors and cleaners; nursing aides,
prderlies, and attendants; food counter workers; waiters and
waitresses; receptionists; food preparation workers; child
care workers; gavdeners and groundskeepers; guards; teacher
aides and educational assistants; licensed practical nurses;
home health aides; restaurant cooks; mainienance repairers;
secretaries; short-order coocks; and store clerks.)

: .

BLS has identified the following occupations as good

candidates for training if higher-paying occupations is the

objective: registered nurses; licensed practical nurses;
truck drivers; medical secretaries; legal secretaries;
carpenters; electricians; painters and paperhangars, and
autonobile mechanics.

3} While there is substantial agreement that upfront
investments in basle education (s a stand-alone activity}
would not seem fruitful, there ig some disagreement in the
field whether we can expect welfare recipients entering the
labor force in low-wage, entry-level jobs to experience wage
growth over time. Donna Pavetti's welfare dynamics analysis
suggests that females see little wage appreciation when they
take entry-level 4obs. However, others feel that welfare-
to~work research suggests that a focus on early job entry
can result in long-term earnings gazns for walfar@
recipients.

¢ . ®

4). At the same time, the public is probably not interested in
letting welfare recipients hold out for %good" jobs when the Qiek
non~welfare working poor do not have that choice,

IIy - 1%
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4) State benefit levels and local labor markets will likely
affect what would be considered reasonable goals for
employment, but it is not clear how to factor these .
variables in. ‘ -

5) There is also an equity gquestion regarding how much
investment in the skill levels of welfare recipients is TRE
appropriate given widespread.needs in the non-welfare '

population. - ! - it
Issue 10: Is there sufficient Federal ifité¥est in certain NO
cccupations to warrant Fedeggl tarqeting of training funds? L=

OPTIONS:

A, Continue current practice and let State and local
agencies make such decisions, based in part on BLS
information;

B. Identify a 'few target categories and encourage State

agencies to fund programs in those areas;

C. Require a set-aside for training targeted to spec1fic
: populations. _ . -

NO RECOMMENDATION, pendlng further discussions with DOL and other
issue groups. .
Discussjon. . : -

1} The JOBS and JTPA programs have both given States and _
localities discretion in deciding what occupations would be
appropriate targets in terms of their training funds
(although JOBS programs are expected to consult with
appropriate agencies on that issue). The underlying
assumption was that State and local governments were in the
best position to establlsh what the job demand would be in
their local areas.

2) At the same time, at.the national level, JTPA has tended to
discourage investment in occupations that had low wages,
high turnover, and lesser career ladders, even if they were
in growth areas. '

3) It can be argued that there is a national interest in the
supply of child care and health care providers since there
is a national interest in: 1) the health care delivery
system, 2) the competitiveness of the US workforce; and 3)
moving large numbers 'of AFDC recipients into work or other .
activities. 1

il
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8) The child .care working group is developing information which
should hely inform this decision.

federal policy ragarding post-

seconfary eé&&&&&z&im' %'

OPTIONS: - - -

- B "

A. Defer to Stated o .
R . w4 wmen g w 2 ey . - .

B. .. Allow States to include only post-secondary programs of
a vocational nature up 10 the associate degree level.

. Discoursge Staty policies which support attendance in
four-year or post-graduate programs.
O, Encourage State policies which suppeort attendance in
four~year or post-graduate programs.
E. Reguire that States include post-secondary education of
~ _all types.

B A _,_,a--"‘"“———.‘.#
RECOMMENDATION: OPTION A; defer to Btates, . _,thw
Discussion.

i - "Fﬁ”ﬂ#

1) The JOBS program allows States to include post-secondary
education at State option.

2} The more prescriptive the Fadaral policies, the more
difficult it will be to monitor State practices, Baged on
experience with JOBS, we know that it is can sometimes be
difficult to catagorize post-secondary participation {(i.e.,
to distinguish between associate vs.. baccalaureate, acadenmic
vs. vocational, degree vs. non-degree}. The institutional
setting is often lrrelevant to the program definition.

3) If service funding is limited and time limits ave strict,
there may be little State ;nterast in post-~secondary
education. :

- * % v %k
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. SECTION iI*-POTEﬁTZ&L SHORT-TERM CHANGES

A recent survey of participants in the JOBS program showed a high
level of satisfaction by welfare recipients in the services they
were receiving. However, in the report, other studies, and the
information-gathering phase of the welfare reform process, we
heard a number of concerns about the JOBS program. They inczuded
the faizawing'

-

1}  In Fany instances the Family Suppcrt Act has not braught
about the change in arganlzatzonal gulture which was
anticipated., Some welfare agencies are still geared

primarily to the issuance of benefits and avoiding Q¢ J 4
penalties rather than to helping recipients become

indepandent. .

2} 1In part because of funding constraints, some case
managers have very large caseloads to manage (sometimes in
the range of 200~250 cases}. With thege caseloads it can be
difficult, if not impossibkie, to give adequate support or
follew-up to families on assistance.

3} Funding and staffing shortfalls limit access to
services, Those with special barriers teo participation
may have less opportunity to participate. Federal
targeting requirements provide some protection for the
dlsaﬁvantaged but still leave substantial room for
creaming and diserimination against the most
disadvantaged {(for example, agencies can meei. targeting
requirements without providing reasonable access to
services for those with English language problems).
Exemption xules may foreclose opportunities for those
with disabilities, Selection rules may foreclose
opportunities for those with child care needs. Federal
targeting rules may foreclose opportunities for more
advantaged families to get the little help they might
need in finding employment,

3} Funding and staffing shortfalls force welfare '
agencies to rely on services generally available in the
communiity aven if those services are not particularly
effective in serving the needs of welfare recipients.

5} - Extensive program regulations and expenditure
.. constraints may "disempower™ both staff and recipients.
The current system reguires a lot of their time and 2o

energies to be focused on mesting institutional needs '
{e.qg.,paperwork). It discourages individual

initiative. It may deny staff the time and flexibility -
they need to serve famiiiaﬁ ‘appropriately.

111 - 18
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In theory, some of these criticisms would be most easily
addressed under a performance-based system)because such a system
would focus resources and agency efforts on the quality and
effectiveness of services and give the Federal government more
leverage. Also, it would provide a better opportunity to affect
the organizational culture within the welfare system. However,
such systems are very hard to design well, and a poorly designed
system can have quite harmful-effects. Therefore, we do not

think it is possible to shift to such a performance-based system
overnight.
The question remains whether there are some problems with the
existing system which could be alleviated, if not resolved,
through some interim changes in program rules. Following are
some possible options. |
Possible short-term changes.
1. Increase the general funding for employment and
training activities and for support services,
{RECOMMENDED) .
2. Require States to contribute a certain level of funding to
- the program as a condition of receiving full Federal
funding for other programs. (NOT RECOMMENDED because
there is too much risk of harm to poor families.)*
3. Require, as a condition of funding (or of additional 0[
funding)}, that a certain percentage of such funding go V=

to staffing. (NO RECOMMENDATION. The proposal may not
work as intended; 1) funding set-asides for staff could
negatively affect service dollars; 2) staffing may not
be a major concern in every program; and 3) there is
little assurance that more money will result in
staffing increases because of hiring freezes and other
institutional barriers to staff changes.)*

4. Require, as a condition of funding, that agencies achieve a
certain level of staffing. (NOT RECOMMENDED because
rates would have to be set at a very high level to
accommodate areas where case management functions are
share with other programs; also such a policy could
negatively affect service funding.)*

5) 'Establish a Federal standard of equitable access and/or
reasonable accommodation. (This could be for JOBS, IV-
A, IV-E, etc.) (NOT RECOMMENDED; we would like
additional input.on whether there is a significant
problem with equltable access.) %, *»

Aupn
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8]

73

lg’

11.

» Encourage welfare agencies to pay for educational and
training services when the available no-cost options
are not expected to be effective. (RECOMMENDED, WITH
RECOMMENDATION: we would also want to look at ways ta
make existing sesrvices more effective.} s

Encourage the use of parfarmance-bas&d contracts and e

other service agreements which lay out spamific outcome
expectations for employment and training services.
{RECOMMERDEDR IN PRINCIPLE, but have concerns about tha
JTPR experience with such contracts).ww :

Support Fadaral, State amd local reviews and audits of
educational and training programs to determine whether
they are effectively serving welfare recipients. (NO
RECOMMENDATION pending discussions with OIG, ASMB, OMB,
DOEd, and DOL regarding their interest.}d¥

Provide incentive funding for CET-model programs and
other innovative programg which tie education and
training services more directly to work. (RECOMMENDED
IN PRINCIPLE, but need to explore ncre fully additiocnal
options for promoting such prograns and to coordinate
with DOL and DOE4 initiatives in this area.}

Provide a pool of Federal R & D. funds for further study
of effective service models. (RECOMMERDED IN
PRINCIPLE, but needs coordination with overall
evaluation strategy.)

‘Give States more flexibility and encourage State
innovation in meeting the needs of partxa;gantg using
one or more of the following approaches:

al promote use of more individualized service
plans {(whether for the entire caseload or
only for those with special needs) (NO
RECOMMENDATION because do not have sufficient
information) ;

bl) encourage broader use of and referral to
: nontraditional services, at least in sonme

cases. These might include relocation,
family services, peer support and mentoring
prograng, substance abuse and mental health
treatm&nt,'eoordznatad vocational
rehabilitation services, youth interventions,
organized transportation initiatives, weight
control, etc. - (RECOMMENDED, but in tha

I11 ~ 20
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*

i %

52}

<1}

¢2)

d)

£}

context of an evaluation agenda because the
cvosts.-and benefits are unclear)*s;

amend sectien 403 of the Social Security Act
to restore authorization for general service
expenditures under IV~3 (NOT RECOMMENDED
except in the contert of an evaluation agenda -
because of possible cost implications)**; N
encourage innovative practices through a Fedaral }
incentive 5yst&m {RECOMMENDED) %% ; f\%ﬁ
encourage States to implement their own / iwﬁ
incentive systems (RECOMMENDED)##*; |
aliow (recipient) families to have an automobile of .
higher value when needed for employment, participation

in emplayment and training activities, or special Yoo
family circumstances (such as medical needs)

{RECOMMENDED; see draft regulation package on
administrative waivers for petential language.);

allow substantially more flexibility to

States to pay for services and to provide, v
counseling and other follow-up serviges to

former AFDC recipients (RECOMMENDED; sce

other papers for additional discussion; needs
coordination with recommendations of Making

Work Pay group)hx,

Direction would seem inconsistent with the agenda of & geacs
" the Naticnal Performance Review. —

»

Direction would seem supportive ¢f the, agenda of the.
Hational Performance Review.

. ¢“Hore funding and more flex1bé§§§g;will help alleviate zome of the
als,

prablems regardifiy 8eYvice ¥

access to services, and

sraffing, but they might be less successful in addressing
problems related to apprapriataness, effectiveness, and diversity
of services. Therefore, scme combination cf strategies will
probably be necessary. .
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aAppendix A
I. The following categories of individuals would be exempt from
participation: ...
o Children under the age of 10 or 12; . %%
o Those with a temporary {(i.e, less than 90 days} illness
or incapacity which prevents their effective
_participaticon

Btates should have the flexibility to reguire participation
by older children, but only for supportive services provided
in the context of an appropriate service system. {Further,
since reguirements on children is a matter of special’
concern, we could make elimination of exemptions for
children under 18 contingent on the State's subnmittal of an
acceptable service strategy as part of its State plan.}

IT. Likewise, States would have the flexibility to regquire
appropriate activities by the following categories of o
individualg, When conditions are serious enough to prevent e
effective participation in employment activities or work, —
other types of expectations, including treatment, would be
substituted:

1) Those with an illness or disability {either physical or
mental)y

2) Those with responéibiliﬁy for caring for an ill or
disabled family member;

33 Those with a substance abuse problém;

e

A) Pregnant women and single parents with children under
the age of one (a one-time one~year exemption and Yes
three-month exemptiong for subseguent cases); and - -

g} Those subject to service or treatment plans under other
soclial service programs, such as child protective
services (for the length of the plan or ¢ months,
whichever is shorter}. -

III. Those employed part~time, but still receiving assistance,
could be exempt based on the level of employment and the
avallability of alternative jobs or services.

iy - 22
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Iv. %he following categories of individuals would not be

considered for exemption under Federal rules because we

would want States and localities to work on identifying or
developing appropriate services for them. However, they _
would have good cause for not participating if there were no -
services available appropriate te thelr needs: -

z

nF

=" W el *

1) Non~English gpeaking; . -
2} Those with disabilities;
o 3) Those with particularly low basic skill levels; and

43 Those living in rempte areas of the State. v E%

[P

5) Those not able to access child care.

Irx - 23
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Appendix B

TRANSITIONAL S8UPPORT SYSTEMS

‘gggaatian and Train

Three models have been developed for preoviding assistance and
gervices £o AFDC recipients during the transition period from
welfare Lo work. These models include a Human Development Hodel,
a Labor Force Attachment Model, and a General Education and:
Training Medel. Each medel includes options for providing an
effective and appropriate level of service to meet a wide
variation of needs and skill-levels to assist even the most “at-
risk® families. :

As prototypes, each of these models van be adapted or combined
with parts of other models and are not necessarily mutually
exclusive, Sanctions could be applied differently, and
alternative treatments could be designed for specific target
groups,

Human Development Model!?

gverview: The basic philosgsophy underlying the Human Development .
Model is that every APDC recipient is responsible for and capable
of working toward self-sufficiency. However, by recognizing that
AFDC reciplents are a heterogenecus group that are at different
levels of ‘job-readinegs, a variety of activities would be
available and count as steps toward achieving self-sufficiency.
AZctivities in this model would include traditional education,
training and employment-related (i.e., paid employment. and work
experlience) activities, compunity activities {e.g., volunteering
at thelr child's Head Start center or volunteering on tenant
managenent boards), as well as activities recipients perform in
thelr role as paraents (such as getting child to school regularly,
acting on referrals, and meeting their child's immunizations and
health care schedules}. Participants would be required to
participate at a level deemed appropriate to their job-readiness
level and most closely related to supporting self-sufficiency.

Expactationa: This model establishes the expectation that all
walfare recipients will participate at a prescribed level in
cactivities that will improve their lives and will progress to the
raximum. extent possible on moving to gelf~sufficiency. The model
alsc adopts 2 two-generational, long-term approach which is
concerned with the future of c¢hildren of current reciplents,
their move into adulthood, and their progress toward self-
‘sufficiency, following a traditlanaz route af high school, poste
seaondary education and employment.

-
A
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Assumptions Specific to this Model: The Human Development Model
ig baged on the following assumptions:

*

For some, leavihg welfare is one-stap event about getting a
job but for others, it is a long, difficult process related
to human growth and development that is characterized by

" false starts, setbacks and incremental progress.

Everyone can do something to improve his/her life and that
of hisfher family. Involvement in such improvement
activities includes work force attachment activities,
activities related to the participant's role as a member of
a community and/or activities related to parenting.

Welfare pelicies and'pracfices are more likely to succeed 1if

they are grounded in theories and knowledge about human
development. It is important to create policies that strike
a palance between individual choice and responsibility and
ongoing expectations and support from public agencies, the
communities and sociely at-large.

Fach person should be given an opportunity to create his/her
unigue path out of welfare dependancy {e.9., school leading
to work, Work leading to school, entry~level jobs leading to
better jobs, community veolunteer work leading to paid work)
as long as hefshe “plays by the rules" by meeting flexible
participation requirements and monthly reporting activities.

Full participation must be a reguirement in order for the
concept of welfave as a temporary system to take hold., A
time ‘limit must also be in place in which activities are
reguired in exchange for money and benefits,

A two-generational perspective is critical to the welfare
reform effort to ensure that children of current recipients
do, not become recipients; thereforse, initial steps related
to parenting and community menmbership should be supported.

A relationship may exist between what it takes to nmove
sucgessfully toward self-sufficiency and what it takes to

manage paranting functions successfully. Moving toward

self-sufficiency and managing parenting involve certain
predispositions such as. hope and a future orientation, as
well as a capacity to anticipate problems, skills such as
time management, and self-confidence.

o8

Failures such as losing a.job or dropping cut of a GED c¢lass

.must be treated as a lsarning process for both the -

participant and the agency. It should become an opportunity

IIT - 25
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to create a more realistic caryeer plan rather than an event
that triggers a series of administrative actions such as N
conciliation or the establishment of. "gopd cause™ that o
seldom serve fhe function of getting people back on track.

. Social sanctions and incentives {(e.g., public recognition,
praise from someone you regpect) can operate as nore
e powerful motivators than monetary sanctions. Social forces
like peer suppoert and pressure also provide significant
motivation. ,
Azssessment: NO formal assessment ig conducted during the
transitional period; however, the type and level of activities
that a recipient participates in during this two-year period will
deternine the next set of options for the person at the end of
the time limit. At the end of the time linit, recipients who are
still unemployed will be assessed to determine who receives
additional servieces including sducation and training, what the
individual participation reguirements will be (hours per week},
and the length of any extension allowed.

Exceptions: There are no exceptions to participation under this 0
model; however, the two»year time limit per se would not be ﬁi’
operative.
Length of Asgistance: Rather than an arbitrary two~year cut-off
point, all recipients will be regquired to participate in the
maximum required hours (e.q., 20) from day one unless their

- particular situation makes that inpossible. In those cases, a.
nutually agreed-upon plan (between recipient and caseworker) will
be created and reviewed guarterly--with the assumption that the
hours will be increasing over time andjfor activities will be
moving in the direction of paid employment. By the two- -year
point, it would be expected that all recipients still receiving
AFDC would he actively participating in a minimom of 20 hours of
autﬁ&rlzad agtivities. pin o ik Qﬂynmggggmg;zﬂd

f;?“f {rwwfxm; Ty L“-L;VM

Ecope and ﬁggenaa of Servicen:

From the beginning, recipients would be allowed to proceed on
different tracks. One track would be for those who want
enployment. They would be provided with a range of initial
placement supports {e.g., -ob development and job club}, as well
as postwplacement, follow-up supports {e.g., ijob retention
asgistance and help to £ind subseguent jobs}. A sescond track
would be for those who want education and tralnlng. They would «
be provided with enrollment asgistance (e.¢.,  in GED or JTPA}.

. They too would receive poste-placement support to make sure they
completed progranms and made the transition to work. If they were
making-progress, there would be no interruption in their —~

IX1 « 2¢
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i
sducation after two vears; however, therse might be a part-time
paid or volunteer work requirement added at that point. A third
track would be for those who are not ready for work or school at
the keginning. They would be allowed to select from a menu of
#lower rung" activities {(e.g., community volunteer work or
participation on community advisory boards)., If children were
experiencing problems in school (e.g., poor attendance or
failure to respond to referrals), fulfilling those
responsibilities would become part of the parent’s employablility
plan. Over time parents who fall in this group would be expected
to be moving toward the more structured and demanding activities
of school and work. f

The basic idea of the "Everyone Does Something® {EOSY model is

that everyone is expected to do the most that they-€an do from NO
day one, but there is no arbitrary, two-year cut-off point. It
operates on an assumption that self-sufficiency is more likely to

be achieved if recipients are allowed o move naturally through a
sequaence of activities, without rigid time linits. Therefore,

there would be no formal break betwsen the transitional and post-
transitional pericd. Reciplants would have individualized plans

with flexible timeframes for entering unsubsidized employment.

Some would probably never rsach that point, but all realplentsw~/%“7zo
will be moving toward self-sufficiency from day one.. With the F
other models, ‘at the ¢two~year cut-off point, many recipients are
likely to end up being reguired to do something that has no

logical relationship to what they have previously been doing.

A participant Ypassport® would serve as the primary tool for
cperaticnaliziny the EOS model. Every recipilent would receive an ’
individual passport each month which would list the array of | et
agtivities in which they could participate and get credit. The

person would ke responsible for taking this card to the various

progyams in which they have participated to collect and record

their hours. The institution, agency, or program would record

and verify attendance. An eversight group would certify each

program based on a set of specified criteria.

G oD

The individual passport concept would serve several functions.,

It would give recipients significant power over and
responsibility for their own career plans and progress. Also, it
would give them more control over their lives because recipients
would no longer be so dependent on welfare departments for
program referrals. They could take thelr pagsports to any
‘program they choose (i.e., which they feel they are gsetting ths
most help). This approach is mors likely to lesad to coordination
of programs and services around individuals and thelr families
than many of the current efforts at service integration., It also
serves as a toel for involving other inztitutionsg and programs in
the welfare~to-work effort {e.g., family support, Head Statt,
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public education, and parent education programs, including
HIPPY).

Labor Force Attachment Model:

Expectations: The major goals of this model are to increase the
rate of employment, to decrease the number of individuals
receiving more expensive services unnecessarily, and to reduce
the number of individuals reaching the time-limit.

Assumptions: This model is based on the following assumptions:

. Labor force attachment models are not simply job search but
rather use job search up front, in lieu of assessment, to
determine employability. 1In addition, these models
emphasize shorter term, work-base interventions aimed at
rapid employment over longer term education and training.

. Capacity and cost will be "make or break" issues for welfare
reform and it will be critical to identify strategies which
reduce the need for post-transitional work slots.

. Employment can have positive benefits besides income,
especially within a supportive environment, by increasing
self-esteem, reducing social isolation, and (at least for
some) reducing depression. -

° The San Diego SWIM program (three weeks of job.club followed
by 3 months of CWEP followed by assessment and appropriate
services) reduced the percentage of first time applicants
for AFDC (i.e. those for whom welfare reform ought to be
designed) receiving at least 24 months of AFDC in a 60~

month period from 43% t 31%. _ 127 dug brny
\n.l!a ;...on({a.. f(ab'-L-
] Human capital development approaches  'in employment and

training programs have generally had very medest to non-
existent impacts on welfare receipt and only occasionally
raise wage rates.

e  Raising wage rates will be of less importance with a greatly
expanded EITC and universal health care coverage.

. Investments in education and training will be more publicly

acceptable when made for individuals with solid work

histories than for those who have exhibited little work-

effort. They may also prove to be more effective.
Assessment: For all but the few exceptions listed below,
assessment would consist of job search activity for a period of
time. The kind of job search would depend on the individual's

. III - 28
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work history. An individual with recent work history would be
expected to gonduct an independent job search, however, if this
job search proved ineffective, more structured activities would
be provided. Aan individual with little or no work experience
would be placed in a structured job search activity where {&)he
would be taught the basics of job-seeking and coached in seeking
employment., For theose for whom structured job search.is not
appropriate or is not working, the more .formal assistance of a
job developer/placement gpecialist would be available.
Exceptions: In a full participation model, there may be sonme
categories for whom job search as an assessment tool would appear
to be inappropriate. This does not excuse them from ancother
activity; it simply assumes that a job would not necessarily be
the appropriate outcome {although if that were the participant's
cholce it could certainly be accommodated).l8%h¥se groups are:

1) All teen parents under age 186,
2} Teen parents under age 18 who do not have a high school
degree or equxvalent
33 Pregnant women in the second or third trinestar, and
43 ¥omen with children under age 1.

Some people argue that there are areas in some states where there
are s0 fegw enployers or employment opportunities that job search
becomes a hassle for employers. 1In a labor force attachment
model, this criticism would ke addressed by having a strong job
development/job placement component which would know of
enployment opportunities and serve as the screen rathsr than
having individuals all calling a limited number of employers.

Length of Asgistance--Initial Job Search: A period of two months

of dob search is proposed and is believed Lo be reasonable. It
allows sufficient time to provide services {job club or job
development/placement) but should not impede an individuzal who
needs additional services from getting them during the time~
limited period. It is expected that during the job: search
period, the partlc1pant is actively looking for work {(i.e. a
person cannot just-wait out the job search period to be eligible
for additional services}.

Beope and Sequence of Hervices:

Job Search

Independent jdb search: -
This mode of job search ig& for those participants who have recent
work history or other skill/experience that make it likely that

- the individual can find work on his or her own. - .. -
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An individual conducting independent job search would most likely
pe expected to make a number of contracts and report back to a
goungelor {UI model}. This reparting process could be done on an
individual basis or in a group session.

Certain equlpmentfﬁﬁrvxces that wauld assist in 4ob search would
be available. For example, initial assistance with writing a
resume would be available as appropriate or necessary to an
individual participant. Assistance could also include copying
facilities, space to make phone calls and, where necessary, a
phone number to give to prospective emplovers for follow-up
nessages.

Structured job search: .

For those with little ‘or no work experience or job-hunting .
experience, & more formal structure would be provided. Many
nodels are available and basically include classroom training in
job-geeking skills such as world-of-work orientation,
identification of gskills, resume writing, interview technigues,
and telephone training on how to contact prospective emplovers.

Most models include a pericd of supervised job search in which a
coach or counselor supervises participants seeking -fob leads by
~phone, critigues their approach, provides encouragement, prompts
continued efforts, and helps cope with disappointment. A
camaraderie usunally develops among participants o that
individual successes boost the entire group and potential leads
are shared.

Job development/job placement:

, This service actually refers to two types of activities. One
type of job developer finds job openings in general. This
invelves contacting employvers, finding out about their needs, and
developing a relatlonahlp such that an employer calls the job
developer when openings occur. In this kind of. job development,
the job developer is not looking for a job for a particular
individual although a good job developer always keeps the needs
of the clients in mind. ’

A second type of job developnent is one in which the job
developer is trying to place a particular individual into a job
spening. This regquires more knowledge of the skills and
abilities of the client as well as the labor market. This type
of job development/placement is frequently tied to the’
participant’s completion of a specific training activity. The
Xraining provider has staff on board whose jok is to pzace thoge
who complete the txa;nzng‘ Frequently, resimbursement is
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dependent upon successful placement.

_ Cther services available:

For all models, ¢hild care would be available while persons
participated in job search. In addition, reimbursement for N
transportation would be available, Finally, a small amount of .
~asgistance would he available if it would enable an individual to
accept employment. For example, money for teools or uniforms that
an individual must purchage would be avazlable. .

Failure to Participate:

Instead of 1mposing a financial sanction, a person who failed to
participate in job search could be sanctioned by a state
precluding the individual from accessing any further gervices
until the reguisite job search had been completed. No extensions
to the time limit would be granted in these cases. .

Services Upon Accepting Emplovment

An important feature of any model, but especially this nodel,
will be the gervices available to individuals who accept :
employment. Kesping people "attached® to the labor market will .,
ke as important as getting them ®attached" in the first place.

Thus, it will be important to have services readily available.
Anvone who takes a dob ghould ke given the name of a ¥goach" whom
{s}he can contact about any problem related to work., (We zassume
here that the whole subject of services after employment is beinq
more fully explored by the Make Work Pay group.)

Effect.of Taking a Job on Time Limit .

If taking a job ends eligibility for AFDC, the remaining months
of eligibility could be conserved for future uge if a crisis
arrives. "Howsaver, 1f, as a result of taking a ioh, the
participant loses the opportunity to, ever get additional
education and training services, then a negative incentive exists
to not take a jobk or to take a job the does not end AFDC '
eligibility so that one could work and receive training while on
AFDC.

.

Therefore, it would seem advantageous to consider offerinq SOME
inducements to individuasls in the form of credits or vouchers for

additional training if one stays empleoyed, At the samé Time, one

would not want a system that encouraged someone to work and build
. up credits but .then quit and go back -on APDC to use them.
Therefore, one would want a system that perhaps gave more credits
for combining work and training or a more limited stipend when,
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using the credits. Another options is to mwake the credits veid
if it was determined that the individual guit a job in order to
use the credits (this, of course, would be a difficult
determination to make).

. Wnat-if the job would not take a person off welfare? How would

it affect time limits? C(Clearly, it has to count toward the time
1imit  but it seems that the system would want te establish ways
to encodrage part-time employment in a time~limited system. Two
sptions appear evident: 1} Only allow education and training if
it is ammbiﬁed with employment, and.2) Encourage gatting off

S&rvmce Availabilit artici ants whno Do N et Jobsg

Iin a labor force attachment model, those whe do not get jobs
would be assessed for agsignment to another work compeonent. The
assessment would fucus on ldentifying strengths, skill
deficiencies and job interests of the individual with the goal of
waking a placement that meets the needs of the individual and
might lead to unsubsidized employment. {This option is
considered more individualized than a post~transitional pexiod of
assignment. ) i

Note: ©One problem with CWEP, in particular, as the preferred
component in a labor force attachment model ig whether there are
sufficient slots to support CWEP both during the transitional
suppoeort period and the post-transitional period. Te the extent a
labor force attachment model with a large CWEP component prevents
people from getting %o the time limit, no problem would exist,
however, history deoes not inform us on this particular subject,

In a labor force attachment model, education and training
services would be avallable. For most participants, these
activities would be available. in-conjunction with a work activity
or earned as a result of such partigipation..

For teen parents without a high school degree, these services

‘would be available immediately. (It is assumed that the Teen

Parents subgroup is dealing with this area more fully.)

Heations To Be £ 25 4%

o

.. What happens to those participants in salf initiated
education and training?

» What do you do with those participants who really can not
function at the level outlined in this model? (This issue is

IIY ~ 32



TRANSXTIQK&L ‘SUPPORT DRAFT P&PER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10}1{93

bheing dealt with more specifically in the issue pap&r on -
scope of service.)

general Education

gvervisw: This model proposes that individeals on AFDC become
involved in employment or intensive education and training
services to build labor foroce attachment and increase human
capital during a two-year period of time. During this time, a
contractual agreement .of Ymutual obligation” bhetwean the
government and the AFDC recipient would be made in which the
recipient commits to working toward self-sufficiency and the
government commits to giving her the means and suppori necessary
te achieve self-sufficiency.

¥

Upon contractual agreement between the AFDC reciplent and a
counselor, a service plan is mutually agreed upon that will place
the regipient into one of three tracks--education, ¢raining or
employment. Strong support services and case panagement are
provided throughout the two years, and job coaches and mentors
are provided to employed participants to support job retention,

Seprvice priority is giwven to recipients most likely to remain on
AFDC for long periods of time such as young, never-married women
and women who enter AFDC as high school drop-outs with limited
work experience. These high-risk women would receive the most
intengive case management and tralining services.

assumptions for the Model: This model is basged on agsumptions
and conclusions drawn from the various education and training
studies outlined in the background paper and gx&suﬁes the
following: .

* AFDC recipients are a diverse group with diverse needs. A
"one size fits all" approach will not be effective.

. Job placement services and job search assistance do not
effectively serve the most at-risk groups.

. Intensive services targeting at-risk groups have greater
impacts on employment and earnings ag well as school
participation than less intensive programs.

Length of Assigtance: This model proposes a maximum two-year
length of time to assist recipients in building labor force
attachments and increasing human capital development. At the end
of the two-year time limit, persons who are employed in community
work experience are transferred to a similar work experiencs
position in which their AFDC grant is converted to wages,
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Caseworkers would continue to try to find private sector Jobs for
these persons.

Scope and Sequence of Services: »!

Upon entry into the transitional period, all applicants would
participate in an initial ,screening process in which a counselor
would work with.the applicant to determine an individual servyice
strategy. A contract would be formulated in whlch the appllcant
commits .to increasing her self-sufficiency and”.the government

« commits to providing financial assistance and supportive services’

to assist her in.achieving the goals and objectives identified in
the individual service strategy. Three options would be given
for mandatory participation: \educatlon, job training or
employment. :

1) In the education track, a combination of incentives,
sanctions and support services would be used to encourage:
participants to complete high school. All teen parents
would be provided mentors and parenting education. For
adult participants, programs would be developed with
community colleges and other adult. education facilities.

2) In the job training track, comprehensive programs would ke
targeted towards part1c1pants who are at high risk of long-
term dependency such as young, never-married women and women
who are high school drop-outs with limited work experience..
These women would receive training based on the San Jose CET
program, the home health care aide, or other training _
programs. . Women who are not at-risk of long-term stays on
AFDC and who wish to receive job training would be referred
to JTPA or the local community college. -

3) In the employment'track, participants would be initially
assigned to a two-week job search assistance class and to a
four-week job club. Extensive job placement efforts would
be made for participants who were not able to find
employment on their own during this initial six-week period.
On-the-job training placements would also be available to’
participants. After each of these efforts, participants who
still remain unemployed in the private sector would be
placed in community work experience. Intensive case
management, mentors, and job coaches would be provided to
all participants who were determined to be at high-risk of
long~term welfare dependence therefore increasing the
participant's attachment to the labor force.

4) Non-custodial parents who are attached to a never-married
custodial parent would receive intensive case management
servicés with either on-the- ~-job training services or
vocational training based on the San Jose CET model.  Non- .
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custodial parents who are ssparated or divorced from the
custodial parents would be referred to JTPA services or to
community colleges for training.

Participants who have additional stressors or problems outside
the realm of education, job training and employment. services such
as substance abuse or involvement with child protective services
would be referred to a special family corisis program similar to
Homebullders in Seattle and New York City.
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ovarview. On  February 2, 19583, +the President addressed the
Natienal Governors’' Association about his agenda for welfare
reform. He spoke about the need for a Ytime-certain beyond which
people don't draw a check for deing nothing when they can do
&amething." He reaffirmed the commitment he made during the
campaign.-to make the welfare program a second-chance program, not
a way «f life. In his policy paper "Putting People First" he first
proposed the concept of a two-year linmit, indicating his support
for providing recipients the assistance they need, for up to two
years, prior to reguiring that they go to work. ’

one of the major tasks of the Transitional Support Group was te
explore the definition of 3 time limit more fully and to present
policy options in this area. The following paper responds to that
charge. '

1} The Prasident's remarks on time~limiting welfare must be given
real meaning. The Pproposal must use two years as the base
period for the maximum length of time most families aould
receive cash assistance before being expected to work. |
f Note: Alternatively, a transitional support system cmuzd
require full participation from day one {i.e., without waiting
two yvears). Pall participation ensures that everyone does

*  gomething to prepare for work while recelving assistance,
Some demonstration programs such as Riverside GAIN and the
Kenosha . JOBS programs which support an immediate Simmersgion®
approach argue that full and immediate participation
essentially moves the time limit up. In essence then,
immersion eliminateg the need for a time limit since’
participants are already working for their welfare or have
moved off welfare as a result of this approach. This approach
is outlined in Appendix B.)

23 The system must reward work and demand responsibility in
return. .

3} The systen should allow same'oppartunity for State flexibility
and experimentation.

4} The transitional support system has the following general
design:

a)" most individuals are expected to participate in
appropriate activities, including work;

# -
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b} certain individuals are exempt at least temporarily from
participation in work activities because of health or.
related reasons; however, g¢ertain other forms of
participation might be expected;

<) cash benefits would in general end after two years; and

4} Federal law would establish the basic criteriaz for
exemptions from participation requirements and from time
limits.

23 States would not be expocted to apply the new rules

immediately to the whole caseload, including all current
recipients. fThe new system would be phased in over time.

Issue I. Who is subject to time limits?

OFTTIONS: ’ ) . «

A, Parentg

B. Other healthy adult relatives ‘
C. Teen dependents

RECOMMENDATION: PARENTS ONLY. Time limits should be separately
applied and tracked for any parent in a case. Other adult
relatives who have no legal responsibility for the care of the
children and teen dependents ghould not be sublect to time limits.
(Note: The welfare simplification issue group is looking into
filing unit 1$sues )

ﬁzgcug§ian:

1) Parents should each be tracked and have a time limit applied
to them for any assistance they receive as a parent. During
the period of assistance, they each have a2 responsibility to
work towards becoming self-supporting., They should not have
the ability te extend their eligibility for assistance by
breaking up into single-parent houssholds.

2 significant number of AFDC cases have parents whoe are in
the home but are not in the filing unit. This situation can
occur vwhen the parents rscelive S8I, lack satisactory
immigration status or are otherwise precluded from receiving
AFDC. We are not propesing any special policies for these
cases. Our initial assumption would be to sgay that these
cases would not be subject to a time limit: (This approach
would. be consistent with our proposal not to time-~limit the

%

Iv - 2



TRANSTPIONAL SUPPORT DRAFY, FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION ONLY, 14/71/93

2)

3}

4)

cash assistance benefits ta children.! However, as referenced
in the AFDC-UP paper, cases with illegal lmmlgrant parents may
need attention.

Adults who are caring for children for whom they have no legal
responsibility are providing society a valuable service and
should not be subject to a time limit.

Teen dependents should not be subject to a time limit and
should qualify for assistance ag new applicants if they become
teen parents, regardless of their prior recelpt of benefits.
although this policy seems to condone teen pregnancy, teen
parents and thelr children are at serious risk and should not
be prevented from receiving assistance. At the same time, this
assistance will be conditional upan their meeting . serious
participation requirements,

Children should not be subject to their own time limits, |

& Yo

It is not reasonable to held children responsible for their .

own support or their parent&’ behavior,

Subitecting parents but not children to time limits =might
sngourage movement of the children to different relatives when
their parentst' benefits run out. Allowing a parent to receive
benefits on behalf of the children {i.e., net taking the
parent's needs into account when the grant is calculated) is
a compromise strategy. This would place a time limit on cash
sssistance without denying benefits to the entire family,
which might be viewed as too draconian.

Some argue, however, that by time limiting only the parents
in AFRC cases that the sanction becomes 0 minimal that it
would hardly "change welfare as we know it".

{Hote: The Post~Transitional Support Issus group is also
addressing the issue of the treatment of families who reach
the time 1linit without flndzng adegquately~paying private
sector employment.}

Issue -II. Who is aii for sxenprtions or extensions?.

OPTIONS:

A. Sgaclfy in detail the categories of individuals who
gualify for axemptlcns from or extensions to the time
« limit.

B. Specify certain categories Qf individuals who would
gqualify for exemptions and extensions, but give States

c—

the authority to extend the time limit for an additional .

percentage of families- based upon State determinations
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. of naed.

KRECOMMENDATION: OPTION B, specified &aﬁagoriéa ﬁith additional
margin for estensions at Btate discretion, at least during phase~-
in. ({See item 1 in Discussion.)

Discussion: " o ‘ o

Al

il
1)° ©One possible approach would to see that in the year of

implementation, only 30 percent of those entering the systen
conld reach twe years and be subject to a two~year limit;, for

those entering in second year,  only 20 percent; and for those

entering in third year, 10 percent. The exact percentagss
selected would depend on what, 1if  any, categories. of
individuals would gualify for extensxmns of or exemptions from
time limits on a catagarlcaz bias.

2) It will be exceptionally difficult to develop Federal
gefinitions precise encugh to ensure reasonable uniformity
and fairness in the way such definitions are interpreted by
States. It might be a lot less difficult td define the most
cbvious and global exceptions. : .

3} Depending upon the characteristics of the State's caseload
and its program philosophy, different exemption and extension

policies might be appropriate in different places. Such-

differenceg could be addressed through a discretionary window.

For example, States might be permitted to grant extensions for-

completion of selected education and training activities,
Recipients enrolled in post-secondary degree programs night
~gualify for extensions that would allow them to complete their
" degree requirements, assaming‘normal‘proqr&ss‘tawardEadagraa.
2lternatively, there could he a national extension policy
which provided :that those who recelived extensions beyond a
certain length might then be ineligible for post-transitional
assistance or have limits placed on their ellgiﬁxllty for such
ald.

4) Allowing for State flexibility in this area would diminish
the incentive for States to attempt to evade participation
standards and other Fedsral mandates,

8} It is assumed that the special circumetances would nged to
+last at least three—four months in order to gualify for an
extension in the time 1limit; however, extensions could also
be granted if the circumstances arise closer to the end of
the time period, Reweligibility could be established after
the time limit if certain types of problems (disability,

» 0 caring for an 111 relstive) subseguantly occurred which
prevent work. . -
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63 It could be argued that States with a more disadvantaged
caseload should be able toextend the time limit for a higher
percentage of AFIX families who are not covered by one of the

categorical exemption criteria. This raises the difficult .

‘question of how each State's percentage would be determined.
; - .

73 We have no clear preference for c¢ategorizing these as
extensions to the time 1imit, tolling of the clock, or
exemptions from a time limit; however, extensions are viewed
"hy some as more consistent with the. basic objective of
creating a temporary, transitional system in which we make

© work pay and assist people in achieving self-sufficiency,

Iszua IYI1.

t gggansiongﬂundég Fedexral rules?
RECOMMENDATION:  The follnwing categories of -individuals could

gualify when conditions are serious enough to prevent participation -

in work activities;  however, participation in treatment,
habilitation, or other appropriate activities night still be
expected: '

-~ 1} Those with a gerious illness or severs dAisability
) (including ~ physical, mental, and severe learning
disabilities);

2} Those. with regsponsibility for caring (in the home?} for
a critizazly‘ili or seriocusliy Jdisabled family member;

3} Those with a substance abuse problem (for a perlad of
time necessary for treatment};

4}‘ 1angnant women and gingle parents with children under

' the age ©f one (perhaps a one-time one-year extension .

“&nd shorter extensions for subgeguent .cases);

5} ° Those subject to service or treatment plans under other

~social service programs, such as child protective

saervices {for the length of ¢the plan or ¢ months,
whichever is shorter); and :

16}' Those employed partwfima, but still receiving aséistanae
' {see options elsewhﬁre}. u

- The folléwing categories of 1ndlv1duals shoﬁld ba considered for

extension or exemption under Federal rules, but we have no specific
recommendation, pending some modeling outpats@

IV - 5

of individuals could gqualify for

)

PR

\E;
O



.

TRAN&ITZQHAL SUPPORT DRAFT, FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION ONLY, 1071/93

1) Those with less severe disabilities such as learning
disabilities and certain physical and mental disabilities
who may limited to certain types of work activities or
whe may need additional support services to become job-
rexdy; ‘ .

2} Those with partinuzarly low basic skill levels; i

"3} Those in the midst of approved educational or training

activities in which they are making progress;

4) Non-EBnglish speaking (perhaps only in areas whers there
is not a sigpificant number of that ethmnic community in
the area);

5) Those living in remote areas of the Btate;

8} Thoege for whom necessary services gould not be secured
during the transitional support pericd; and

73 Those for whom a place cannot he found in a work program
at the end of the time limiz.

Individuals in both sets of categories would be subject to
participation requirements, appropriate to their circumstances,

Digcousgion: ' -

1}

2) .

The first set of categories 1is generally accepted as
appropriate., Extensions in these cases balance our interast

.in  “demanding responsibility® and intervening more

aggressively with certain at-risk cases ({e.g., substance
abugers, women having subseguent pregnancies, and teen
parents} with a policy which reasonably accommodates their
special needs,

 Addressing disability issues in the context of time limits is

particularly problematic. an argument could be made for

- . establishing =a special ftrack Ffor disabled recipients

{recipients could be given an option to participate in the
“mainstream® track if they choose) in order to prevent
disability guestions from undermining time limits; however,
this congideration of a special tracgk is controversial given
current debates focusing on inclusion versus exclusion.

The secondary list represents c¢ategories of individuals for
vhich we expect less agreement.

-

The ijudgement as to which, if any, categories of recipisnts
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4}

from the secondary list are included needs to be made in
context of other decisions regarding: 1) how big a
discretionary window we would provide States; 2} whether post-
transitional work  ingludes some opportunity to receive
gducational and tralning services {perhaps in conjunction with
work); and 3) whether we can reach some level of agreement as
to the precise definition of the gualifying conditions.~
There will probably be particular discomfort regarding items
-7 becauss we do not want to let States off the hook in terns
of providing needegd interventions and services. Also, we are
concerned that granting extensiong based on lack of seryvice
would suggest an entitlement to services and would increase
the likelihood of administrative actions, appeals, hearings,
and litigation.

The issue of extensions or exemptions for non-English speaking
participants becones controversial around the issues of
inclusion and exclusion in much of the same way as it does for
persens with disabilities, By offering exemptions. or

" extensions, non-English speaking persons may not be given

services at all. Also, employment opportunities may exist
which do not reguire a proficiency in BEnglish, and in many
communities, English is not the dominant language.

Some argue, however, that (particularly in some areas} a
proficiency in English is necessary for achieving self-
sufficiency, and an extension of the time linit would most
likely be needed to attain a functional level of English.

Issue 1Y, How is the two-year time-limit measured?

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION B, as twenty-four cumulative months,
OPTIOR C (the cash~limit version) as a demongstration option.

1)

OFTIONS:
A, As a calendar pericd of time.
B. As a twenty-four month limit on the number of months

worth of cash benefits which can be received.
<o A8 the amount of bsnefits that c¢ould be paid over a

twenty-four month period if a family received the maxioun
payment for that period of time.

-

Discussion:

Option A suggests an entitlement to benefits, — More
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2}

3}

inmportantly, it would discourage a family from accepting
employment before its eligibility for transitional assistance
was exhausted because any months ¢ff assistance would be seen
as lost opportunities for financial and other forms of
support.

Undsr Option B, those who go off the-rolls because they have
taken advanﬁage of employment gpportunitiss have z safetly net
and services available to them if they are unable to sustain
their employment.

Option B is not ideal because not all monthly welfare checks
are full checks. Separate rules have to be developed on how
to treat families who are receiving partial checks because
they are working or.for other reasons. Option €, the cash
limit, deals with such cases more easily.

Under Option €, the limit is expressed in dollars rather than
months. A resident of a State with a maximum benefit of 3400
per month would be able to regeive no more than $8800 in

‘benefits {24 months worth of benefitz at %400 per month).

Undaxr Option €, an AFDC reciplient workimng part-~time wonld be
eligible for the same total amount in benefits over her

lifetime as a recipient who did not work, eliminating the work’

disincentive assogiated with Option B.
Appendix D provides a more detalled discussion on haw Option

€ might work.

Issue V¥, @ould an up~front grace period count towardsg the 24

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION A; it would count.

montha?

OPTIONS:

‘A Up-front period ({when participation is not mandatary}

would count towards time limit.

8, Up~fraont perioed would be a true grace period,

Disc ion. )

1}

Option B nmight be v1ewad as an attempt to circumvent the

two-year limit. The extent of this peraeptzan would likely
depend in large part on the langth and nature of the grace
peried. ¥For example, structuring and billing the grace period

" as a diversion program, perhaps with recent work experience

as a prereguisite -for participation, might mute such
criticisnm, . -
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2) If we have a non-mandatory period for a few months, it should
probably be labelled differently because advocates have
properly argued that it is not a true yrace period 1If the
elock is running. '

Issune VI, JIg the two«vear limit a lifetime 1imit? yne
ODPTIOHNS: -

A. The two-year 1imit is an absolute lifetime limit.

B. The twow-year limit is a lifetime limit, but emergency
assistance might be available periodically for families
which subsegquently undergo a crisis.

&.  The two-vear limit is a 1ifetime limit, but emergency l
assistance is available and individuals whose eligibility | |
has been exhausted can earn additional months of | YES
agssistance for months of work and/or time spent not on
AFDC. me—" Worvia (

D.  The two-year limit is renewable in whole or part after
several yvears:

1. once the limit is reached, a fanily is precluded
from receiving benefits for a fixed number of years
{such ag five) fronm the time the limit is reached;
oY ¢

2. . A fanlly could aceorne a maximum of 24 months worth
of benefits in any five~year period, beginning from
the date of entry inte the program. The clock would
.start anew at the beginning of the next five-year
period.

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION B or ¢, with Emergency Assistance a3 an
available option,

4
-

-

Discugsion.
1) Option B and C both give clear wmeaning to the two-year time

limit but Option C hetter recognizes that the jobs welfare

© recipients obtain are in general characterized by high
turnover. According to Donna Pavetti's work with KLSY data,
57% of those who leave welfare return within two years.
Granting credit only for time spent working, as opposed to
time" not on AFRC, explicitly encouragses labor -force
attachment, o~

' - v - 9
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2}

3)

4)

Te minimize the record-keeping burden, we assume that case’

closure records should contain information on the number of
cumulative months of assistance received by the adults in the
case. Also, records might need to include Social Security
Nunbers . or some cther common identifier {which might represent
a substantial departure from current palamy regarding Federal

racords systems), Better intarstate aa&wuﬁleatxons’waulﬁ also

be needed,

We assume that assigtance would be available to help families
keep Jobs or get guickly back into the labor force when they
lose a job, although such a work support system has not been
established.

We are assuming that cross-State tracking is feasible, and
that receipt of asgistance in one State would count towards

the vime-limit in another 3tate.

Option I does not establish a flat lifetime limit, but it may
have only limited cost implications since families who have
been off assistance for a longer period of time are less
likely to return than those whose exit is more recent., It
should receive greater consideration if post-transitional
support proves very expensive relative to support during the
transitional period.

Issue VII. Bow should individuals be encouraged o accept

available emplovment during their time on APDC?

QPTIONS:

A, Extend the ¢ime limit one extra month ferpevéry two
menths that a vecipient participates in full~time work
or part-time work at an, acceptable level; or

B. Provide modest cash incentives:

1. Allow States to use retrospective budgeting and

eligibility determinations when individuals aceept
work {In othar words, don't insist that assistance

o

be stopped immediately upon receipt of a job and.

regquire families to return the last one or two AFDC
payments); or

T 2, Allow States to pay cash bonuses for those .taking
employment; or

3. Encourage States to establish State Earned Income

Tax Credits, perhaps by offering to mateh the State

IV - 30
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credits with Federal funds (this would be in
addition to the Federal EITC). An example of how
ghis would work follows: -

A single-parent family of three resides in a state
that has established a state EBITC egqual to 10 cents

. for each dollar of earnings below 55000, If the
parent ‘earned 32000 in 39%4, the family would be
eligible for $600 in Federal EITC payments, $200 in
State EITC payments, and $200 in Federal match for
the State EITC payment, for a total of $1000 in
Earned Income Tax Credits,

4,  Permit States to disregard enployment bonuses or
. State EITC payments when calculating benefits andjor
eligihility.

c. Allow individuals who have been on AFDC. to continue
recelving education and training services after they
leave welfare: )

1. Authorize such services as long as they are
congistent in scope (but not necessarily in detail).
to the original employability plan; or

2, {reate’ a voucher sgystem which authorizes payment
for a particular level of service or gives an
individual priority for services available elsevhere
in the community.

RECOMMENDATION: ALLOW STATES T0 EK?KRIHENT'&I?K PDIFFERENT OBTIONS,
Digeussion:

1} "There is some evidence that education connected to work, or
following work experience, may be nore effective than
education alone. If so, our policies should encourage
individuals -to work when possible and appropriate. Recipients
should not risk loss of access to cash benefits or educational’
and training services as the result of obtaining employment.

2} At the same tine, we 4o not want awards and bonuses to be too
lipberal because they could easily increase overall progran
.costs, Under the ourrent system, many iadividuals leave
welfare aftaer only 2 few months. If we substantially increase
the costs for thess early-out cases without greatly increagsing
case closures, we will be u91nq up resources which might be
better used elsewhere.

33 Since we have little experience with. these aptions, States

v - 13
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shonld have the ability to experiment. However, our
experience to date with bonus policies has been discouraging
so other options wmight take priority.

Igous VIII.

- OPTIONS: -

A Oon a demonstration basis.
B.  Targeted to a particular category of individuals.
C. On a schedule of stepped-up expectations. (See appendix

C for an example of how this could work.)

[

RO BPECIPIC ERECOMMENDATION; BUGGEST CONSIDERATIOR BE GIVEN TO A
COMBINED APPROACH.

1) Option A seoms to ke an inadequate response to the President’s
charge, unless we expect most, 1f not all, States to
participate by testing alternative time-limited approaches,
At the same time, given the nupber of major unknowns with
which we are dealing, an experimental approach has great
appeal. .

2} There is evidence to recommend particular targeting schenes,
but the appropriate strategy might differ depending upon
whether the primary cbiective is to reduce dependency or avoid
undue disyuption and chaovs during implementation of the new
system. Also, the targeting scheme might vary depending upon
the State's proposed service strategy. With no national
gervice model, it makes it more difficult to establish a sound
national targeting pelicy. Our general recommendation has
been to allow experimentation where we lack sufficient
information ¢to¢ Justify a particular national policy.
Therefore, - we have reservations about setting a national
targeting strategy.

33 A stepped-up expectations appreach has tywo advantages: a) it

: recognizes that implementation of major change takes time; $§5
and 2) it builds in time for learning and making adjustments. | =
However, it may not be feasible, It is unlikely that we have
the baseline data, we would want for implementing such a
system. Also, it c¢an be difficult to set specific
expectations so they are both reasonable {in terms of the
amount of progress they expect) and falyr {(in terms ¢of not
penalizing States which have already made strides towards

IV = 32
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reducing dependency)L Appaﬁdix C outlines an example of a
conplicated stepped-up expectations approach.
- |

Issue IX. To whom should the time-limited rogran he first

targated?

+x

OPTIONS: e ~
A. New applicants.

B. Returning applicants.

. Current recipients.

D, Other categories of individuals.

Rﬁﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁﬁkTIUH WITH RESERVATIONS: TARGET TO NEW APPLICANTE

Digrussion:
1)  Data from the welfare-to-work research suggests that targeting

2)

3)

new applicants is appropriate for a couple of reasong. Flrst,
it would allow the States to gradually develop the capacity
needed to provide transitional and .

post-transitional services to a much higher percentaga of the
cageload than they nov serve under JOBS. Secoeondly, there is
research suggesting that programs are particularly effective
in serving new applicants; therefore, targeting new applicants
might be the most cost-~affective use of rescurces.

The selection of applicants as a target group is open to
challenge. First, a multivariate analysis done at the
University of Wisconsin ‘suggests that programs serving
applicants may have done better because applicants sye an
easlier group to work with rather than because they were
applicants. Second, the available research generally covers
prograng that served recipients with school-aged children; we
¢ not have information covering the full range of applicants
and recipients and programs that incorporate a much broader
gservice strategy. We can only speculates that conmparable
findings will result when the nature of the participants and
interventions change. , -

Another concern is that targeting to applicants may contravene
the goal of reducing long~term dependency. New applicants is

the category of individuals least apt to stay on welfare for.

a periocd of more than two vyears. In his remarks to the
governors in February, the President said that the people we
really need to help are those who stay on fcr eight years or
nore.

It may take longer to end welfare as we‘know it if we defer

IV~ 13

ﬂoskf
b&ﬁf



TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT, FOR INTERNAL DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/%3

targeting of the most difficult cases; however, it 1s not
clear that we know how to serve them effectively. Targeting
new applicants would buy us more time to explore that issue.

. -
e wibuTE
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& x. A *

TIME LIMITS IN THE CONTEXT OF A FULL PARTICIPATION, HUMAN
DEVELOPMENT MODEIL OF 2 TRANSITIONAL BUPPORT SYSTEM

Under a human development model of the type proposed by Toby Herr,
all recipients would .be reguired to participate in approved
activities, but the  immediate goal of the activity weai& not
nacessarily be labor force attachment.

- s

The casgse plan for each reciplient, including the éxpectations»and

goals,"would be developed by the caseworker in conjunction with

the recipient and would be determined by her circumstances. A
recipient whose family situation is volatile might have a case plan

- ealling for her to attend domestic violence ¢ounseling, take her

children to school each day, keep th&ir immunizations up to date
and attend parenting ¢lasses. '

Recipients with very low levels of basic skills and/or no work
experience might have a case plan reguiring them to perform
volunteer work in the community for a certain number ¢f hours each
week, as well as, for example, attending all scheduled parent-
teacher activities at their c¢hildren's schools.

The ultimate goal for all cases would be economic selfw
sufficiency, but the short~term aims might include improving the
eiildren’s health status and stabillizing the family's housing
situation. The overall goal would be to enhance ths parent's
capacity to handle her full range of responsibilities, in the
process improving the famxly & health status and standard of
living.

This model recognizes the enormous diversity in the welfare
population and the difficulty of applying a single set of rules to
2}l categories of individuals. It does place a considerable
responsibility on the shoulders of the caseworker, who would be
charged with developing a service plan that was both suitable to
the family's situation and moved it towards self-sufficiency at an
adeguate pace. Accompanying that respongsibility would be the
flexibility needed to respond to an individual family's particular
needs and changing circumstances. Such discretion is consistent
with re-inventing welfare, as discussed in the paper on that
subject.

A human development model of the type outlined here is not,
howaver, compatible with a single time linmit applied to all.
recipients. The length of stay in the transitional program would
depend on a recipient’s circumstances and service plans, which
would be changing over time. b

-
P
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To help such an option meet the President's goal of ending welfare
&8 we know it, reguirements vould be lmposed on States to keep the
average length of stay on welfare less than two years and/or to
reduce or limit the number of reciplents who spend over two years
on welfare (see options discussed on page 3 and Appendix @

wr -

Another option is to restrict-.the range of approved activities for
yecipients who have spent at least two  years on transitional

agsistance to activities classified as work. Work would be defined
broadly to include not only CHWEP, work supplementation and on-the-~
Job training but also community service and education and training,
but not the full range of human development activities described
above. States might be required to enroll in CWEP-style work slots
only those regipients who have agcumulated 24 months on welfare and
are not engaged in other work-type activities,

A full participation model might garner considerable political

support, 1if digssatisfaction with the current welfare system is
attributable largely to the perception that recipients are "doing
nothing," as opposed to being the result of resentment that
racipients are not working {in nonsubsidized jobs).

The full participation model also holds promise of delivering non-
economic benefits, including, for example, improved health ocutcomes
for children as a result of regular school attendance and visits
for preventive care. A model of this type, with its greater range
of approved activities, might well be less expensive than a model
in which education and training activities would be required for
all participants.

Finaliy, an argument can be made that the President's public
statements on the subject of welfare reform imply net only
provision of education and training services to help racipients

become job ready, but also two years of additional assistance not
tied to work.- - A model that wminimizes deferrals, maximizes
participation, requires  early intervention  with at-risk

populations, and early job acceptance by employable recipients
gould be considered more rigorous than the President's publie
position. Ty

iv - 16
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A ix B
TMMEDYATE IMMERSION WITHOUT A TIME LIMIT

A few demonstration models such as the Riverside. GAIN program and
the Kenosha JOBS program currently operate under a full
participation immersion model in which JOBS participants are
prepared.for employment immediately. The focus of these programs
is te get participants inte jobs as soon as possible. These
programg argue that a time” limit is not necessary since all
recipients are expected fo work or prepare for work in order to
receive assigstance. - Sanctions are applied from day one whan
reciplents do¢ not participate as expected.

Kenosha County reports that by using an immersion approach, only
“20% gL €Hé JOBS population stay on welfare for more than one year
¥ are off of welfare within two yvears. ©f the 9% still on
welfgfe at the two year mark, 39% of the recipients are
participating in post-ssecondary edueatlon, 19% of the recipients
are working but are not earning encugh to leave welfare, and 12%
are reported to be disabled. Some portion of the 8% also included
persons participating in ESL. With these figures, Kenosha argues
strongly that the majority of the 9% who would hit a two year time
limit are making a good faith effort toward self-sufficiency and/or
might otherwise be given an extension or exemption due o
digsabilities, language barriers, eto.

It is arguable, then, under a Iull participation, immersion model
that an additional two year limit would be unnecessary and ewven
administratively burdensome given that this medel expects immediate
reciprocal obligation and that few people would in fact hit the
1imit. Those persons that would hit the limit could be negatively
impacted {both financially and psychologically) by the limit to the
point at which their long-term progress toward self-sufficiency
could be seriously impeded.

A
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Appendix C
STEPPED UP EXPECTATIONS--A Further Example

PN

Reaulre $tatas annuazlgmxgmgggggg_ggg number (percentage} of
individudls yreaching a two-vear time limit . A

Let's say that under current law 30.percent of new applicants ..
.7 use up 24 months of benefits within 2 years, 40 pe¥cent within
3 years, 45 percent within 4 vears, and 47 percent within 5
years. The reguirement would be to reduce each of these
rnumpbers by 25 percent after one year, 40 percent after two
years and 30 percent after three years. Then similar goals {in -
terms of reductions in the number of long-term recipients)
would be set for returning applicants and recipients.

Simpler schemes could alse be developsd {see page 3 for an

exanpliel . 8¢ could sochemes which  incorporate  post-
transitional work following the two-year limit.
§
{['(af'-J
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Appendix D
CASH LIMIT OPTION

gverview. The limit on cash assistance could be expressed as a

“cash rather than as a time 1linit. ~The total-amount of cgash
benaefits that the family could collect over their lifetime would

be based upon the amount that could be paid to such a family aver o
a twenty~four month period. For example, if a family lived in a

State with a $400 maximum benefit for that size family would not-

be able to receive more than $9600 ($400 * 24} in cash benefits.

The cash 1imit need not bhe thought of as a bank' account;- an
individual would not necesgarily be more entitled to the $9600 than

to the full 24 months under a time limit system.

Guaranteed jobkbs would not ke available to individuals who had not
reached their cash limits. However, such individuals would have
avcass to work opportunities available to recipients.

ADVANTAGES:
0.«""‘

nlovme centives ;;;&gﬂﬁ

The system could provide incentives for early entry into jobs by
cgnvartlnq a certain percentage of the unused assistance into a
savings account (or an education and training account) for these
‘who go off and stay off assistance. Taking the pravious example,
suppose the family stayed on assistance for six months (using up
$2400 in assistance}. A vear later they come back for four months,
using up another $15600. At this point they have & maximum of $5600
available to them.  The State could have_ a policy that, if
assistance is not claimed for three years, one half of the unuseﬁ
amount can be converted into an account which can be used for
housing, & <ar, the adult's education and training, or for their
children's future education and training. In this case the family
would have $2800 as a potential account.

E E

Energency Assistance

Also, the system could accommodate an emergency assistance option
by allowing a family to take a certain amount of cash assistance
"off the top" to cover their emergency needs. This amount could
be more than a monthly AFDC payment, but would reduce the potential
amount of future agsistance in such & case.

Part-tin gymaent i K R
‘%

The system eaSlly ‘accommodates part~time employment. The more a
family is employed the more they earn, the less cash assistance
they need, and the wmore slowly they draw down against their cash’

Iv - 18
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limit. The adjustments are somawhat automatic, s¢ the system is
less complicated than a credit syvstem. At the same time, it can
easily accommodate a more flexible approach to budgeting and
overpayments than the current AFDC program. For example, a family
that takes a ‘job could get a smaller reduction in their ecash
assistance payment than the AFDC rules provide or could receiverone

extra full cagh assistance payment before reduction. The cost .

implications would not be the same as under the current system; the
extra small expense at this point could be offset in whole or part-
at .some future point.

Rather than. earning additional time for years spent working or .off
cash assistance, the amount avallable for future cash paymanis
could be supplemented. Extensions would be handled in the same
way. Payments to families in suspended status would not be counted
toward the cash limit.

Administration T

This system might be easier for States to administer and easier
for recipients to comprehend. The incentives for earlier and
sustained employment might be clearer to recipients. Also, present
technology would permit recipients to track their benefit situation
without having to deal directly with the welfare system or its
workers. They could use cards and PINS to get information on the
amount available to them that month and over the course of -their
lifetime.

Cro = O

A fairly simple formula could be used to determing how much
assistance would be avallable to an individual who changes State
residence. For example, consider an individual who has recsived
$3000 in benefits from State A, which hag a Z-vear c¢ash limit of
$12,000 (maximum monthly benefit of $500), and moves to State B,
which has a 2~year cash limit of $7200. The recipient has received
174 of the cash limit in State A. The recipient is therefore
eligible for a total of $5400 in benefits from State B (3/4 of the
total $72300 benefit}.

Education and Tgaining Support o - .

Fducation, and training act;vxties could be support&d and tracked
in several different ways. _

13 The sducation and training rules could be the same under a
cash~limited systenm as under a time-limited system. The level-
and type of services to be provided could be established under
an employability plan. Once approved, the
gservices. . could be accessed regardless of whether cash

iv - 20 ‘
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work as a powerful incentive for their parentst
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asgistance were received during a particular month.

As stated previously, unused cash assistance could be
converted (in part} into an education and training account or
into an account which could be used for education and training
for any member of the recipient family for those families that
get jobs and stay off of welfare. Anecdotal.evidence suggests
that providing education and training funds for ahzidran might

~

In theory, a separate education and trainzng account could be
estabiished for families entering welfare,. Thig anount
allocated to this account could be based on the level of
deficits the fanily faced when they come into the system.
The advantage of such a system would be that it ties education
and training services less tightly to welfare receipt,

allowing for better continuity in such services even where
welfare receipt. is somewhat erratic. . However, there are also
potential disadvantages. !

First, it will be difficult to define the account. A dollarx
linit would not necessarily work because of the availability
of publicly funded education and training services. A voucher
{coupon) systen might ‘be developed which more specifically
identified. the type and level of services which were being
authorized., However, if recipients took jobs and their life
circumstances changed, thes approved voucher might ne longer
be appropriate and re-authorizations might be required.

This option tends to locgk like a special welfare~based
entitlement. It more clearly raises equity concerns -{about
gervices available to welfare recipients versus other
disadvantaged families), and it could create smgnif;canﬁ entry
eff@&ts.

Under this system, it would be more difficult to control the
types of services or gervice providers which recipients use.
Even under the existing system, where more c¢ontrols are in

place, there are serious soncerns that welfare recipients do.

not always undertake activities from whlch thay can benefit
{e.yg., because the progranm is poor, because the occupation is
not sufficiently in demand, or because they lack needed
skills}. Unless carefully arafted, this gsygtem could waste
additional education and training resources.

.

DISADVANTAGES: - ‘ : ' e

o

Entitlement Mentality ’ “
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Under a cash-limited system it .may be more difficult to keep
families from eventually reaching their cash limit. It will be
difficult to elininate the perception .that the cash limit
reprasents an accaant that i% available an& which can bhe drawn
upon. ‘

-

ipient Independenge )
To the extent that this system would give reciplents more control -
over use of their money and might enable them to avoid direct
contact with welfare workers, there are risks involved. These
risks could be reduced, but not eliminated, if recipients received
good orientations, including financial counseling, and the State
paid attention to the guality of its case management systen.

Service to the At-Risk ' .

It can easily be argued that a cash~limited system could be more
beneficial to the most advantaged families and more detrimental to
the most at-risk families. The most advantaged families might get
more cash and services out of the system than they would get out
of an alternative system. Those capable of getting jobz early
might end up with hundreds of extra dollars as a bonus for taking
that early Jjob., The most at-risk families,” on the other hand,
night ke less apt to use their cash limit wisely;. they would be
less apt fto understand their long-term prospects and to draw down
their cash prudently. The cash-limit system suggests {(but does not
reguire} more recipient discretion and less staff oversight; it
therefore entails more risk, particularly for the at-risk family.

Policy Complexitiesg

While the cash-limited system zeems very strajghtforward, it does
raise some policy guestions which are not easily resolved., Most
particularly, what access to past, unused benefits does a family
have? For example, suppose a family draws down its full benefits
for thres months and then draws down only half its monthly benefits
for the next three months., TIf£, in month seven, the family wants
or needs to withdraw more than one month's worth of benefits (e.q.,
because it has fallen arrears on its rent), iz it free to do s0?
Or, is it free %f¢ past unclaimed amounts only up 0 a gertain
limit? Or is it restricted to one month's worth of benefits per
month? The State could flatly l1imit the amount that could be drawn
in any one month or have a presumptive limit, but allow case
managers *to waive the limit based on individual cilircumstances.
However, this latter option would raise administrative costs and
reduce the empowerment guotient for this optlon T '

FE Y
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EARLY INTERVENTION 8 g
.Ovegggg . Individuals coming into the welfare systenm face a

varigty of different circumstances. All are facing financial
problems. For some, the financial problems reflect a one-time -
employment, family or personal crisis. Others are coming in
because their ability to support themselves is marginal, and they
need additional assistance in order to survive. 8till others
face serious, long~term problems in supporting themselves; they
lack adeguate job skills, and their personal or family
circumstances seriously limit their ability to suppert
themselves, .

In part because of legal pressure and Federal rules, welfare
staff have traditionally focused their energies on ensuring that
they get cash assistance out expeditiously to families to
alleviate their financial crises. 7This new round of welfare
refors opens up the guestion again whether the welfare systenm
should pay more serious attention to other (nonfinancial) needs
when families comes in seeking assistance.

Early Service Intervention?

one of. the major issues to be resolved in designing a service
strategy for welfare recipients is deciding what participation
strategy to follow during the first few months of assistance,

One argument says that, since families coming in the door
are going through crisis, the welfars system should not
compound the crisis by laying additional expectations on
them, Rather, it should hold off on imposing participation
requirements, letting these families catch their breath and
get. a chance to recompose themselves., Some families will be
able to vestabilize within two~to~three months and get back’
on their feet with little or no intervention. Others will
be in a better position to participate effectively after a
breathing period.

Another argument which 1l¢ consistent with an early grace
period is the view is that resources for education and
training are limited and should be reserved for those
individuals whe cannot make it off welfare by thenmzelves.
Under this view, it makes sense to limit the availability of
services during the first few months so that new recipients

¢an naturally sort themselves out. - S8ervices would be Lt
largely reserved for thoss families who dontt find their way
off by themselves. (See appendix ¢ for a more fully

~ developed model based on this philosophy.) [NOTE: CLASP
“proposes a similar approach with a longer lag in service

v -1
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i’

intervention, and a gonconitant extension of any time-
limit.)

An alternative argument is that the welfare systan should
begin intervening right away and send an garly and

.consistent message that individuals have a responsszl;ty to

become self-sufficient. Some individuals coming into the '
welfare system are capable of self-gupport and should be

P

-directed toward the labor force as soon as possible. By

getting them to depart early, rescurces are freed up for
more disadvantaged rscipients. Other individuals coming in
have mulitiple serivus deficits and need to begin working on
those deficits if they are to be capable of supporting
themselves within two years., For exanmple, teen parents are
in a particularly vulnerable position and should be Kept in
schowl 1f at all possible. However, even for recipients who
do not seem at high risk, there is concern that long
lagtinmes in referrals may have deleterious effects in terms

. of institutionalizing dependency and diverting the energies

and focus of recipients from self~-support to negting the

nyrizad demands of the welfare system. There ig a related
concern that switching signals after three or four months in
terns Of what f{he system expects and how important self-
sufficiency is has little inherent logic and is likely to be -
ineffective. [NOTE: this concern c¢ould be alleviated if the

Jinitial orientation adeguately explained the system’s

philosophy. )

In general, there is not sufficient empirical information
available to support a mandate of any particular model. The:
available information does indicate:

Many recipients can be expected to accrue more than two
years® worth of welfare benefits over time. However, a
substantial portion can be expected to accrue less.

At a general rule, those with the longest and most
persistent welfare stays are unmarried women who lack work
experience, have low basic skill levels, and have their
First child while in their teens., However, not all
recipients with these characteristics are long-term stayers.
Furthermore, some two~parent families with strong work
nistories stay on welfsre for a long time.

. The nunber of recipients expected to exceed” two years on | v!/
assistance goes. down when recipients are. subject to ; V/
partizip&tion r&quirements, -

- ' - b -
Applicant job search.can expadita welfare exits for a large| -
variety of cases. *

4.



LTRANSITIONAL SUPPORT .DRAFT PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION OHLY,  10/1/93

QPTIONS:

"R. Provide a grace pericd for three-four months during WD

which participation in activities is voluntary.

B. Begin mandating participation in services and
activities from the time of application. -

o Sort welfare applicants as they come through the door.
For many recipients, including the "job ready,"
reguire applicant job search, For teen parents,
regquire school attendance. For those considered highly
Yat risk,” begin appropriate interventions including
family support services, substance abuse referrals,
medical or mental health assessments, gto.  (See
appendix & for a list of factors which could bhe
congidered in determining who is highly at risk.)

RECOMMENDATION: Allow £imtes to decide which approach to take,
except with their pregnant teen and teen parent populatioms. For
these latter groups, there is encugh evidsnce to gupport a
mandatory early intervention strategy.

There is also some evidanee that applicant job search is cost-
effective for a broad range of individuals. However, there is
some disagrsement about whether it is the best long~ternm strategy
to pursue. . Administrators f£rom Kenosha, WI., and Riverside, CA.,
strongly argue for universal, early and employment-directed
intervention. However, it is possible to refute their arguments.
Therefore, while we could further encourage such approaches, it
would bhe difficult to require them,

{Appendices A, B, and C provide sope fuller descriptions of three
alternative early intervention strategies.}

tarnative Bystem for Addressing

overview. For many families going through a crisis, AFDC is the
only program available to provide assistance. However, AFDC may
not be the most appropriate source of support. Firsgt, the crisig
may not be primarily financial in elither origin or nature; the
family may have service needs {such as housing or employment}
which are more critical., Since AFDC programs have traditionally
focused thelr enerqgies on issuing cash assistance, and face
Federal fundzng restrictions, many have a ‘limited ability to meet
the broad service needs of families in crisis. . Secondly, some of
these families may not be dependent by nature. It could be .
financially and psychologically damaging to put them on welfare

¥ -3
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as a condition for receiving even short-term support.

There is reason for concern that the existing system might .
actually increase dependency in such families. An area of
particular concern is the sirict resource limits {which cover
hoth automobiles and liquid assets) in the AFDC program. Many
argue that these limits ensure that families become-destitute;
further, low bhenefit levels and 1ack of other supportx may wark
o keep them destitute., 7

A number of States (42) operate an emergency assistance program..
{AFDC-EA) which can assist families facing emergencies. wWhile EA
is more flexible than AFDC in terms of the types of assistance
States can provide and the families they can gserve, States limit
the amount and type of assistance they provide, as well as the
circumstances umnder which they provide it. States have
traditionally used EA largely for purposes related to the
prevention of homelessnegs. More recently, they have been
ingressing their expenditurss for child welfare-and family
support services under BEA. Federal matching funds are available
at a 50 percent matching rate for State expenditures on EA
benefits and administration. (Therefore for the poorer States
Federal matching for Ea is less generocus than for regular AFDC |
benafits.)
While the abkove discussion suggests that the goncept of EA should
be expanded, there are some serious congerns with the current
system. One concern ig that EA is an open-ended entitlement and

therefore has unlimited p&tentlal for growth., A second goncern sof
is that a few States are using #A to pay for welfare hotais and "
other exorbitantly priced andl inappropriate temporary housing THI

situations. Under the present rules, there is little Federal
authority to prevent or control these types of expenditures,

QPTIONS:

A, Encourage the use of EA as an assistance system which
meets the needs of families in temporary crisis and
enables them to stay out of the welfare system.

Cne way o encourage greater use of EA would be to pay
the regular AFDC matching yate for EA expenditures.
-Another would be to elininate the reguirement for
adsinistration by the *single State agency¥; the latter
change would facilitate administration by a Work
Support Agency or another non~welfare agency which
provides suppoert to working, low-income-families.

B. Autherize and encourage demonstration projects to test
whather the EA program can effectively serve as a

Vv ~ 4
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welfare diversion system. {See appehﬁix B for a fuller,

description of how such a system could work.)

c. Authorize and encourage demonstration projects to test
whether the EA progranm can effectively serve as a
welfare diversion program, but only in the context of a
proposal to limit the costs of the EA program.

0. iiven the rzsks 1nherent in the current system, do nat
expand the concept of EA, -

RECOMMENDATION: Option B or (, auth&rize denonstrations of a
welfare Aiversion model, if concerns about EA costs are
adequately addressed, Given our lack of experience with a
welfare diversion system, a good demonstration project, with a
strong evaluation component, is appropriate. If the system is
similar to the existing EA program, but designed as a true
alternative to the first few months of welfare, the cost
implications might be minimized.

{Note: The State of Utah has a diversion component in its welfare
reform demonstration project.' The yery early results of this
project suggest that further demonstrations would be fruitful. }

Appendix A--Welfare Diversion/Fanily Stabilization Model
Appendix B~~Family Preparation Model
Appendix C-~Breathing Space Model

\
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APPENDIX A

A Welfare Diéargianfgamil? Stabiligzstion Model

gyverview: Under this aéproach the short-tern perimé of,

assistance would be used to address the family crisis that causes -~

the family to seek assistance, in the hope of keeping it from -

evexr going on welfare. . ¥hile such an approach might- npot be

successful or "appropriate for certain individuals, it would give -

States greater flexibility to-meet the needs of families in -

crisis without requiring that they become destitute and &anndent:

in the process.

Thi$ program is best suited for families whose c¢risis ‘is
essentially financial and/or related to the lack of a job. It .
could serve families which have faced 2 recent catastrophic
disruption in their lives (such as the loss of housing}, as well
2s those whose crisis has been evelving for a long period of time
(i.e., whose eligibility for unemployment insurance has expired).
Individuals who ¢ould not be expected ¢ resolve their
enployability problenms within four months would not be aandzdataa
for the welfare diversion program; they would continue to be
served through the welfare system. For such individuals, the
short-term period of assistance would serve ag a family
stabilization program. Individuals who are at moderate rigk for
dapendency could be served through either system, {NOTE: The Utah
program makes diversion_ available to those who agree fo. a.denial
of thazr AFDC application and are deternined unlikely to need
ongoing assistance. ) . .

If a separate Work Support Agency is established (and
communications with the welfare agency can be worked.out), it
would be appropriste to provide emergency assistance through such
an agency.

Assumptions for this model:

o All families entering the welfare system asre facing a rather
desperate financial situation. However, they come to the
door with different prospects and neads.

ﬁany‘of the families have prospects for long-term dependency
because they have a limited ability to support themselves
and to cope with life's stresses.

For others families, the need for cash assistance is an
aberration, precipitated by a major disruption in the e
-family‘'s life or an unusual convergence of financial and
family problens. o

[RACA———
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For still others, the situation might he episodic because
the family‘*s financial situation, coping mechanisms, and
ability to suppeoxrt itself are too tenuous to fully protect
it when special needs arise.

"G Better supports for working families (e.g., -in the form of
an enhanced earned income tax credit and a_more supportive
employment service) [possikly together with child support
assurance payments) will help families become more ot
financially stable, make them less vulnerable in times of |
disruption, and less likely to need welfare assistance,

o The financial stresses that hring families to seek
“assistance are often associated with other environmental and
family stresses. At least for some families, it is
important to_address these latter stresses in order o
achieve successful participation in sducation and training
- programs and successful transitions to self-support.

o To keep families from coming into the welfare systen
unnecessarily, an alternative assistance system should be
established which addresses not just the family's financial
situation, but also the social service needs associated with
its crisis. -

O For families with the most $&vere family and. employabllity
problems, early intervention is critical because it will be
extremely difficult to get them prepared to participate
successfully in the work force in less than two years.

length of assistance:

1} Short«~term cash assistance, in the form of emergency
assistance, would be available for the eguivalent of four
months. (Utah's payment includes up to three months of
benefits.) While a three~month limit would probably be
preferable, some States might be slow in getting services
togather to resolve the family's erisis. Alse, a good twow
three months of jeb search and development assistance should
be available before the family is forced into the weglfare
systen. .

Por those receiving assistance through the welfare system

{i.e,, the family stabilization progran}, four nonths could

be available as a “grace period" when no work reguirements

or financial sanctions would be imposed.

5
Lol s

In either case,~the period of time for which the short~term
assistance is provided could count against the "24-nmonth*
~ time~limit.. :

-

Vo~ 7
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2}

3}

W

*

" In the case of emergency assistance, States would have the
flexibility to advance payments in order to resolve a

" family's criels. However, they should exercise ¢are in
doing so because any such payments would gount against the
24~-month limit to the same -extent as assistance pald on a
regular schedule. Further, if the family ran out of funds
“and needed to enter the regular welfare system before four
months had expired, the-family's access to other forms of
short~term assistance would be curtailed. In no event would

 more than four moenths worth of cash assistance bennfits be

provided as emergency assistance.

Families needing just one or two months® worth of emergency
assistance could come back for residual emergency assistance
if they are again needy. Alternatively, they could go to
the welfare system, with 22-23 months of eligibility
remaining there. ‘

Availability of Assistance and Services

1}

i

* h} education and training referrals. -

For those in the welfare diversion {emargéncy assistance)

. program, the State would have to provide cash assistance, as
well "as: . i . .

o a) j0b search gervices, including intensive "job search and

- development services for those who had recent,
unguccessful experience looking for jobs on thelr own
{or in FS or UI programs):

b case management, counseling and fanily support

services;

¢)  expedited child support services, where appropriate; w;P

e

«d} " fipancial planning and tax assistance;

e] housing referrals;

£} ¢hild cave referrals;

'

g} transportation agsistance; and

(Utah deems diversion recipients to be AFDC recipients for
three months. Thus they would have access to services
through JOBS.) - -, -

Under all modelsg, the welfare diversion model would be

Vv - 8
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available to these with a recent history of self-support and
no serious impediments to continusd self-support. However,

- in some models, access Lo the program could be much broader.
States would therefore have the flexikility to add the
following additional services, as appropriate:; referrals to
*health screening and a2ssegsment, medical care, mental health ..
services, substance abuse treatment vocational
rehabilitation services, and referrai to communlty services.

o o

2) ﬁecause of budget constraints, anly individuals inh needy

. families would be eligible on an entitlement basis for -
epergency cash assistance, child care, and education and
training. Negd would be establigshed on a basis similar to

“the existing AFDC program, using similar rules for-income .
and liguid assets. However, the family could have up to . f//
$10,000 in eguity value of an automobile, and there would

not be monthly redeterminations of benefit levels,

(Like under the current system, the asset limits could
provide some reward to or incentive for families who spend
their resources rathar than save. It is unlikely that there
will be sufficient budget or political will avallable to
extend eligibility and services to families with resources
available, but modest changes to the general resource limit™
should be considered.)

Only two month's worth of emergency assistance could be
provided before basic verification of income and
circumgtances. Any misrepresentation of circumstances would
result in lifetime Ineligibility for further emergency
assistance, plus a penalty or fine equal to three times the
amount of overpaid assistance.

/
S

¥

-

3} Assistance to pay for child care, education, and training x?7
could ke authorized for up te two years for individuals who ;o
would otherwise be eligible for AFDC, on & comparable basis
(i.e., they could he deemed to be APDC recipients). Other
low-income families could get such benefits on the sane
basis as other families served by a Work Support
Adminigstration.

Fanilies receiving special support for child care and/for
education and-training (as would-be recipients) could have
separats ¢locks running to track their eligibility for such
services. If they subseguently neseded cash assistance, they
would be able to receive it, but they would be expected to
engage in work or work activities if they had received two
years' worth of education and -training services through the
welfare diversion program, Child care would be available =
for anyone subject to work regquirements or guarantesd wWork,

L3
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regardless of prior receipt.

4} The welfare divézsimn system would work.best for families
- with a history of self-support and with no.seriocus

- . impediments to continued self*suppart. It .would not be.
- appropriate for: - . neee -

woh

o oa) teen parents who have not camplatéansmhmal;

S \
o, *

by - families which are subject to overgight by the

- pratectlva services or ¢r1minal"justlce systems,

o3 individuals with serious basze skills defmci&nczex and
_no work history; - - -

'Y

a3} thoge with disabling physical or mental conditions
{including sericus substance abuse problems); and

2} pregnant women.

The above categories of individuals would participate in the

family stabilization program and be referred by case workers
e . . in the welfare agency to appropriate support services,

buring the first four months of assistance, case managers

. would work with these individuals to encourage them to

utitize those services which would put them in the best
position to participate successfully in education, training,
and work., These would include a variety of fanmily c<risis
services such as housing referrals, family support
interventions, and substance abuse referrals. In additions

o Teen parents and pregnant teens.would receive family
planning and parenting services and encouraged to
attend appropriate schooling.

o They and other families with multiple risk factors
might receive home visits as part of a case management
gysten, .

© . Pregnant women would receive family planning,
parenting, health counseling and related services,
- . whers-appropriate. Those with basic skills ) Y
deficiencies might receive early ref&rral Lo
educational services. .

&

e

- Families who receive their initial assistance through the
welfare program would' convert to wandatory participants at -
the end of four-months. They could opt to begin
participation at any paxnt during the first four months.

* " . bv-le -« . -
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Gy Individuals whose employability was uncertain could show up
and receive assistance through either the emergency .
. assistance program or the welfare system. Those who have
- . &1ff1¢u1ty kaeplng appalntwentg oY fulflllzng application

. systenm. L e e -

€) Famllles who participate.in the ' welfare diversion program,
e e ;. but ara not guccassfully,dzv&rteﬁ and still need cash
' assistance, could obtainesuch assistande only through the
welfare system. Upon entering the welfare systenm, they
-+ would be subject to partﬁtipatian requiraments,

) . {If the idea of replacing welfare is still allve; there
P could be an alternative ‘approach here to offer up to tvwo
’ years of aducation and training stipends, azcﬁg with other
education and training supports, as an alternative to
‘. welfare. Individuals who take this route would be sligible
for job search assistance, financial ‘support during job
gearch, and work assignments when their stipends run out.]

—~Re-eligibility: Families who_have not received emergency
asgsistance in the past two vears, and families who have rvecelived
less than two years' worth of welfare and energency assistance
conmbined, may receive emerqency asgsistance worth up to twc months
of benefits. R

States would have the option to treat any subsequent emergenty
asgistance as a loan program, with individuals expected to pay
* back assistance hefore qﬁallfyzng for re-eligibility.

States could also .Jmpose gaad cause requxrements, For example,
they could deny emergency assistance to a family which
voluntarily guilt a job, without cause.

3

Model Adaptations Under A Human Development Model: Under Toby's
model, individual families could choose whether to receive their

> initial agsistance in the form of welfare or emergency
assistance. Both programs would: provide a full orientation on

- Lhe two alternative prograns, explaining the differences and

implications of selecting one over the ¢ther. Thoese who opt for

the welfare approach could choose éither a-four-amonth grace

™  period or progeed zmmedxately lntn a 24-month periocd of

: ”zntermedlate“ assistance. .

) -~ Model Adaptations Under: the L&bor Force Attachment Model:

" Education and training support would be -authorized only for those
who were unsuccessful in locating jobs or for those who were
successfully diverted and earned education and training credits

¥ -~ 1 -
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by supporting themselves., The amount of credits earned would
depend on the length of time the family supported itself through
unsubsgidized employment. Also, the range of services provided
through the welfare diversion program would be scaled back, and
there would ke no reguirement to provide counseling, flnanazal
“plannlng services, referrals teo social or health~related -
services, family support services, or education and training )
referrals. Case management and assessment activities would. be
limited in sceope also. - -

Model Adapta RBevised JOBS Madel: Both the Work

Support Agan&y and the w&lﬁare agency woeuld conduct assessmenh%,
including evaluation of basic skills and identification of major
enployment obstacles. If the Work Support Agency ls focused on,
services for "job-ready® individuals, those for whom significant
enployment barriers angd social service needs {(or needs for
maedical, mental health, rehabilitation, etc. services) -are
identified, would be referred to the walfare agency for further
assessment, referral, and cash assistance.

Impligations for the zngefmadiatg Term Hopefully, under this
model, a number of the wost employvable individuals and families.

will be diverted from the welfare system. Some, however, will
come into the welfare systenm where "they will be merged with other
families who have received four months' worth of welfare
benefits. It will be very important to establish a good system
for communication, information sharznq, and referrals ketween the
twe systems to provide continuity in services and to prevent .
duplication in assistance. Also, under both streams, many of
those families facing the greatest instability should have bhegun
receiving services which will help stabilize their lives and
prepare them to work or participate more successfully in
education, training and related services. By the time the 20-
month period beging, welfare reciplents should understand the
nature of their rights and responsibilities in the system and be
ready to begin participation at an appropriate level.

te

¥ o~ 12
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APPERDIX B

{3hort~Term E$$i$tancem“%ith Strings™)

overview: This program is one in which applicants to the welfare
system would pass through on the way to economic independence or
intermediate-term assistance. This is a 60-120 day phase of cash
and other assistance which relies heavily on: 1) orientation of
the applicant to the requirements of the welfare system and
gservices available to foster .independence; 2} evaluation and
counseling regarding the short~ znd long-~term needs of the family
as they relate to economic independence; 3} provision of a menu
of supportive services which should serve as a sprzngwboard to
econamic independence for the family.

This program is not emergency assistance in the way most EA
programs are now defined. It is desigried for those persons who
would otherwise meet the eligibility reguirements for AFDC, or
welfare as we know it., [We may wish to endorse a strictly
emergency program which would make one~time rent or utility
payments, or provide food or transportation costs on a one~time,
or strictly limited, basis for families who have a regular maans
of support. However, such an EA program ¢ould have vastly
different eligibility and would noet necessarily feed into the
regular assistance program.]

This progranm would be very gimilar to the 1nterm&&1ate-tarm,
mandatory, program being considered. It may be viewed as an
orientation to.the intermediate program; however, if done deftly,
it could serve as a diversion program because of the guality of
services and support offered at the beginning of the fanily's
contact with the system. The phase does not require the
applicant to perfnrm any partxaalar aatzv1tle$, axcept to dgo

luati sell Where the fapily
‘circumstances call for obvious services (a g., child support
enforcenent, drug/medical treatwent, child care prior to job
search, etc,}, then the family applicant would be asked to enroll
for those services as a condition of future support. These are
the "gtrings" mentioned above. No sanctions would be inmposed for
failure to enroll in activities or participate during this first
phase. However, tha period would be treated somewhat like the
current conciliation pericd. It would be used as an opportunity
to identify and eliminate obstacles to participation.
Individuals who do not show up would be actively pursued (through
home visits if necessary), and staff would place great emphasis
on the importance of participation-.and making progress towards
self-sufficiency. -Also, they would make note of the prospects
for future sanctions.. b

¥V o~ 13
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Economic independence is defined as non-reéliance on cash
assistance through the welfare system.

Agsumptions in this model:

&

Families that apply to the welfare system are usually
in very fraglze geonomic circumstances. While there is
a proportion of families that come onto welfare and
leave guickly, never to return, many lack the stability
{i.e., education, work history, job opportunities,
reliakle child support, reliable child care, etc.}
which allows permanent exit from the welfare rolls.
Early intervention with an active and workable system
of supportive services and psychological support is
better than allowing a family to relax into a
"hreathing space® of cash assistance from which it will
be harder to emerge in 3 or 4 months.

Evaluation of the family's circumstances very early in
the process helps even those relatively independent
families to plan realistically and with some direction-
and support. Such planning is often hard to do alone
and under the crisis circumstances which brings the
family to the welfare system.

Length of Assistance:

1)

2}

The appropriate periocd of assistance is from 60 to 120 days,
Persons who have start dates for jobs, or whe have not
worked long enocugh to have bulilt up a reasonable reserve,
should receive extensions of ¢ash asgistance without further
randatory activity.

This period of assistance will count toward the 2-ysar
limit.

gvailah;gity of Assistance and Sgrﬁices:

13

Besides cash, the State agency would make the following
services available as needed and appropriate:
orientation/counseling for applicants, food stamps, job
bank, day care vouchers or referrals, housing referrails,
medical care, transportation assistance, child support
enforcement, GED prograns, eto,

These services would bhe offered to ail persons, as naeded,

whe would gqualify for,econormic asﬁzszance under elligibility
standards,

Vo~ 14
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Some services would be available to all persons who appaared
to need them {e.g., c¢hild support enforcement, day care
referrals; referrals to GED progranm); other services would

‘be avalilable to persong passing some presumptive tests after

initial screening (e.g., food stamps, housing referrals,
transpartation assistance, job bank); other services would
regquire verification of eligibility (e.g., day care

©wouchers, medical care, cagh assistancej.

b -

. Activities expected of reclplanzs:

@ orientation and counseling - group
or individual mgeting with an
interim case worker to learn of the .
gervice menu and expectations for
participation in the intermediate
progyran;

2 participation in an individual
evaluation session with a case
manager to outline the family needs
and develop an independence plan;

e enroliment in-needed services
{e.g., child support enforcement,
housing referral, job bank, drug
rehabilitation, pre-natal or well-
baby treatment, etc.j};

° regular reporting~in on progress on
the independence plan.

. This type of ahart - P asgkgtance should be available in
. general to all recipients.

The following situationg wculd be treated as spacxal case
situations:

. e Persons who are suffering from some shori-ternm

disability, such as late~stage pregnancy, or. an acute
“ illness, could be sxcused from some activities. {(e.g.,
enrolling in job bank, or ¢hild care referral).
However, 1if they are able to c¢ome into the welfare
office and zpply for benefits, they should be able to
attend or:ientation and {perhaps} evaluation sessions.

. © (Hon-parent) custodial relatives of dependeft children

would be excused from activities, but provided
information on available services.

vV - 1i5
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. Persons who are suffering through a time~limited work
lay-off period with no unemployment benefits would be
excused.

5) This is a simple, but highly individualized program. Its

success will depend upon the applicant's sense that there is
an overall expectation of independence inculcated within the
’ -~ systen. The caseworker/manager is there to get the
applicant started and to offer whatever services can be
provided to move the applicant in the right direction.
Thus, thereg are no special exclusionary rules except one:
at the end of two years the applicant is expected to work.
Whether the applicant works in a betier paying private-
secteor job or in a public-sector job for welfare rates is
going to depend on the quality of orientation ang
preparation during this initial phase and throughout the
randatory period.

Re—alégibiljtﬁ;

Bacauge families in this economic category are often living under
extremely unstable circumstances, 1t iz pessible for a family to
find itself repeatedly in crises through job 1&&&,‘illna$s,
pregnancy, loss of c¢hild care, etc. Under such circumstances it
is likely that families would reapply for welfare after having
been independent for a reasonable period.

Blanket rules about recurring enrsoliment are dangerous. ©On one’
hand, 1f 4 or 5 years pass between applications for assigtance,
arngd 1t appears that the family has been relatively independent
during such a perioed, and if it appears that with a bit of
counseling and support they get back on their Ffeet, then we
should consider letting the family have a new 60~120 day period
without heavy mandated activity.

If, on the other hand, the family appears very unstable and with
fregquent contacts with the system, then it seems that they should
be placed in an intermediate status right away, with mandated
activities and a large amount of support.

v - 15
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APPENDIX C

Brasthing Space Model -

overview: This option minimizes mandates during the first few
months of assistance. AFDC recipients would be given a short,

eounseling with no mandatory program participation. -
Assunmptions:

1) Recipients should sort themselves out; psoeple who can find
an alternative to welfare on their own have some time to do
s0. There is some questicn whether welfare staff and the
tools avallabkle to- them are particulariy effective at
identifying the most appropriate individuals for
participation.

2} Prograr rasources are limited and should be reserved for
. those who need more intensive services over a longer period.

3) Welfare agencies. may not have the capacity to provide
extensive services immediately to all new enrollees.

4} More information needs to be gathered on the value of up-
front intensive services.

Time Period:

Any family gualifying for welfare for the first time would be
able to cellect cash assistance for a 90-day period on an
unconditional basgis. A family could receive assistance on this
basis only once, If they left and re-entered, they would b
immediately placed under the (mandatory participation} rules of
the longer-term assistance program. The reason for this "first-
time only® rule is becavse people who apply for welfare multiple
times are likely to require more attention and should begin
participating more guickly. By nature of their return to the
rolls, they would be self-sorting themselves into the category of
irdividuals needing intervention.

Interaction with thexﬁgme Limit:

%

This period would be counted towards a family's total time on
cash assistance. Including short~term assistance in the time
1imit avoeids the accusation that this is just another loophole o
lengthen the effective eligibility period. Exemptions that are
granted on the basis of 1dent1fiable hardshlp wilz be more
defensible.
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Acecess Lo Assistancges

States must grant cash assistance using the same eligibility
requirements as during the mandatory period. States must assess
the applicant*s needs for financial assistance and to provide
basic infeormation and counseling about avallabla services,
Recipients have the right to participate in any of the programs
offered to mandatory. participants  and can be added- immediately to
any waiting list. States are encouraged, but not r&quired, Lo
have adequate capacity to offer assistance to individuals in the
first 90 days. They are also encouraged, but not required, to
affer inducements to those leaving early.

Exceptions te the &geathzﬁqupace‘

Clearly some glasses of partiﬁipants are very unlikely to leave
welfare on their own in three nmonths. For instance, teen mothers
who have not finished high school and have no work experience are
unlikely yo benefit from a laissez-faire approach. Theresfore,
program rules could be set up to make teen parente and other
appropriate categories of high-risk 1nd1v;éuals 1n&lzg1blc for
the normal breathznq space.

At the same tinme, 1f the time~limit rules allow re-eligikility te
be established after a long period of time, such as five years,
families might again be given brssthing space when they come
back.

v - 18 | )
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BANCTIONS DURING THE TRANSITIONA:

Background. Current law calls for progregsive monstary sanctions
against non-exempt individuals who fail to comply in meeting
requirements under the JOBS program, refuse to accept available
employment, or quit jobs--unless they have good cause. These
.sanctions take the form of removal the amount allowed for the
individualts needs when the size of the fa&ziy s AFDC payment is
computed. When the sanctioned ‘individual is the parent or otler
caretaker in the family, the check can be taken away from his. or
her controel and issued to a third party in tha fors of a’
protective paymant. .

Prior to any sanction action, States must enter into a
conciliation process with non-cooperating individuals to see if
any disputes about cooperation ¢an be resolved without a
sanction. Alseo, individuals have the right to request a hearing
prior to the imposition of a sanction. ‘

The first time an individual is sanctioned, the sanction runs
until the fallure to comply ceases. Any sacond sanction must run
at least three months. Any third or subsequent sanction must run
at least six months, :

For AFPDO-UP cases, the nseds of both parents are removed unless
the second parent participates in the JOBS program or meets
certain other specific reguirements. This policy has proven very
problematic because sometimes second parents are unable to
participate due to no fault of their own. Prior to the passage
of the Famnily Supporit Act of 1988, the entire fanily was denied
benefits if the principal earner in an AFDC-UP case was subject
to sanction.

Sanction rates for JOBS programs vary significantly across
States, and in some States vary considerably from office o
office. 1In part, these differences reflect differences in the
extent to which the programs are focusing on veluntary or
mandatory participation. However, they alsce reflect differences
in program phileosophy, saturation, administrative pricrities, and
views of the efficacy of such actions.

The experience of some of the best~known welfare demonstration
projects, including the Riverside GAIN program, the Teen Parent
Demos and Chio's LEAP, suggest that sanctieons--especially in the
context of a strong supportive strategy~-can be an effgcrtive tool
for obtaining participation and improving program impacts.
Results from other programs {such as the Illinois job search
program} which emphagized sanctions heavily, but provided little
participant support, suggest that sanctions in the wrong .context .

VIl - 1}
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¥ ) .
can be unprogductive.

Issue I: Blze of Banction

OPTIONS:
< A Generally maintain current law, but-rema?e only the '
_— needs.of the non-complying individual even in UP cases.
- B. Allow whole family sanctiaﬁgi - .
c. Eliminate sanctions during the t;ansiticnaz period.

D. Allow States greater flexibility in setting the size of ;
the sanction, within certain monetary limits. This :
- eould include flexibility to increase the size of the gv/x
financial penalty for extended oY recurrenﬁ incidents :
of non-cempliance. (

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION A, with OPTION D as a demonstration

option. : No
- “ ' /
Discussion. ., : - =

1) While some have proposed that whole~family sanctions be
© inmposed during the transitional period, stronger sanctions
should not be necesgary under a time-limited system, where
individuals face strong incentives to take jobs and work on
their employabxllty.

2}  Sanctions affect the well-being of children, as well as the
nen—-complyinyg adult. In the absence of any clear indication
that there is a problem with the size of the sanction,
regtraint in expanding the size of sanctions seems
indicated.

33 Families who are unwilling to work may lose all cash support

after the period of transitional support. Experience with
' this part. of the program could provide some valuabkle

information about the effects of withdrawing assistance from
families--in terms of the potential effects on children,
family stability, and the child welfare system. From this
experience, we would have a better basis for deciding
whether allowing whole-family sanctions would make sence.

43 The effect of whole~family sanctions would need special
congsideration in developing a definition of the time~

- limited peried. If sanction months did not count as months | a0

of assistance, the-penalty would be largely mitigated. If [~

they did count, then the family could face a substantially t

Vi - 2
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8}

. 6)

H

shorter time«limit. The latter policy would be less
problematic if the sanctioned individuals had access to
services during this period {see Issue VII).

Our assumption is that periods during which individual
sanctions are lmpoased have no effect on the length of the
transitional support period.

While our experience with teaﬁ parents sugyests that some
change in the level of financial rewards and penalties might
be effective, other evidence suggests that this is not a
particularly promising area. Additional information might
therefore be helpful. ‘

Some have argued that, ‘in a time-limited system, 1t makes
little sense to impﬁge sanctions against uncooperative
individuals since the impending time lirit should provide
adequate motivation for individuals to participate
faithfully in activities. #owever, experience has shown

" that the threat of financial sanctions is a useful tool for

getting needy recipients through the door. It helps ensure
that families that are at highest risk receive early -
attention and get agcess to valuable resources that might
otherwise be diverted to families who are capable of self-
support.

-

Issus 11, Bonuses vs, ganctions

COPTIONS:

A. Maintain current law, with its focus on sanction vs,
rewards.

B. Allow some State experimentation, on a demonstration:
' bagis.

¢, Give States the flexibility to develop their own reward
- and penalty systems,

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION A. -

Riscussion: '

1)

The Ohioc LEAP experience suggests that some change in the
level of financial reward, perhaps in combination with
sanctions, might be effective., However, glven that the
impact of bonuses in LEAP appears to be modest at best, and
the bonus pelicies in Washington’s PIP and New York's CAP

 -did not produce positive impacts, we would give this area a

low priority in setting an evaluation strategy.

VI - 1}
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In the absence of Information supporting the effectiveness
of bonuses, and aware that bonuges would increase progranm
costs, it would be imprudent to pursue use of bonuses.

2} It is unclear whether it would be helpful to experiment with
policies such as increases in the monetary size of sanction
for subsequent failures or char variations of c¢urrent .
sanction pollaies. wr
Issue TIX. 'gggggaa Interface,
" OPTIONS:
A. Maintain current system. .
B. Provide that Food Stamp and housing benefits do not go
up when welfare benefits are reduced due to sanctions,
C, Provide that Pood Stamp benefits are subjact to
sanction when AFDC recipient raceiving Food Stamps is
, subject to sanction.
RECOMMENDATION: ASBUME UNSANCTIONED AFDC BEREFIYT AMOUNT WHEN ] ’ qéfb
CRLCULATING POOD BTAMF AND HOUBING BENEFITB. ) bt
Discussion.
0 Tc a large extent the effect of AFDC sanctions is currently

2}

undermined kecause assistance provided under other programs
automatically goes up as cash assistance is reduced.

vd
;

Under current rules, it is very difficult to determine what

7. the overall impact ¢f an AFDC sanction on a familiy's

A 4)

financial status might be. Most sanctioned familiee benefit’
from increases in Food Stamp benefits. However, other
changes are more idiosyncratic because they are less
conmonly received (e.g., 25-30 percent of AFDC recipients
receive housing benefits) and often are calculated less
frequently.

The Food Stamp pfogram currently has a provision which
allows Food Stamp benefits t¢ be reduced when a JOBS

ganction is imposed. However, this Food Stamp psnalty is o
seldom invoked because it is only allowed when JUBS L oY
regquirements are conparable to those in the Food Stamp E&T
program, This restriction would have Lo be eliminated for -

Option € to go into glaae.

4
-
-

For non-ccop&ration cases, Food Stamps has no minimum

VI - &
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sanction; all sanctions are curable. Alsoc the standard

i ganction period remains at twe-months; there is no increase
in the length of sanction for subsequent failures. For AFDC
to have the same sanction period as Food Stamps would
reguire a reduction in AFDC sanctions.

z} HUD could be affected by stronger RFQC sanctions since
gsanctioned families might well be more negligent about
paying their rent. . -
6} An argument could ke made for joint Food Stamp sanctions if
strongey sanctions were desired, the gafety net was
otherwise considered adequate, and joint sanctions were
deemed feasible. However, given the differences in current
sanction policies, joint sanctions might be difficult to

inplement.
f
7y This is & promlsxng aprea for reviev by the Progran ! o
$mellfzaatlon group. /<§“Eé§2m
“ . ¥ e
Issue IV: anction Procass.
CPTIONS:
A Leave current process in place.
B, ' Allow States to develeop expedited sapction processes.

- )
CE%) Put Federal limit on the length of time allowed for
conciliation (e.y., two-four weeks) . “//

Eliminate the reguirement for conciliation.

KOG CLEAR RECOMMENDATION ON HOW FAR TO MOVE THEE SYBTEM.

Discussion.

1) JOBS workers have expressed some digsatisfaction with the
" ‘reguirements for conciliation prior to the imposition of a
sanction. They feel €¢hat the conciliation requirements,
particularly when viewed in combination with the fair
hearings and "cure® provisions, make the sancticohs process
too time-consuming and cumbersome to be effective or
worthwhile,

2) - It is generally accepted that rewards and punishments must
occur reascnably close in time to the precipitating event in
erder to be effective. 3Some JOBS operators feel the current

" gystemr does not allow this. . “

w

o * * 4
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3} © A prolenged sanctions process can impinge on the ability of
States to adequately serve the most disadvantaged recipients
by increasing the amount of “"down” time between assignments.

4) The efficacy of a sanction system 1s undermined if staff are

' unwilling or unable to invest the txm& needed to sanction
non-compliers.

%) Some administrators who strongly support sanctions also feel
the current conciliation and "good caugse" processes, whan
uged in conjunction with a strong c¢ase management system,
can be successful in promoting participation without
financial penalty. It is poassible that the procedural
regquirements cause a bigger problem in States with staffing
problems. Changing the process may not be the best response
to the problem.

6) ° While States have had a lot of conplaints about
. gondiliation, and some seer reluctant to use sanctions
because of it, we do not know that it is universally
disliked,

73 ' Any change to the process would need to be consistent with
due process requirements under Goldberg v. Xelley.

3 It is guy hope and expectation that stronger sanction
- processes would only be allowed in the context of strongexr
support systems. However, we do not know how to assure

that.
Issue V¥ *
OPTIONS: ' o “' .
. A Maintain current law (no minimum period}.
© B. :Allaw States to impose a minimum one-month initial
» sanction, on a demonstration basis,
. €., - Give States a genaraz optlon to 1mpos& a minimum onhe-
¢ month initial sanciion.
(}g}y Create a mininum first-month sanction. ‘ v
NO CLEAR RECOMMENDATION ON HOW PAR TO MOVE THE SYSTEM. {i’;;&;{'
- . B

La

s
= - -

. 1) ' First sanctions are now curable at any time. “Some States 707

iiﬁ&‘,‘{’
Vi - §
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have complained that this makes it too easy for resgipients
to game the system; it enables thenm {0 maintain their
benefits by complying only on a sporadic basis.

State digsarisfaction with the conciliation process has been
evident before. The vast majority of States which elected
to operate WIN Demonstration projects in the early 1980's

~ substantially pared down or eliminated the WIN conciliation
Process. )

FL e

-

2} The current system can be very burdensonme a&minist:ativaly,
If a minimum sanction were available, it might be easier for
States to resolve cases of non~cooperation, ’

3) There is seme interest in Optien D; however, we are unsure
about recommending it when changes to the conciliation
process are being considered and we cannot guarantee what'
kinds of information, case management, counseling and

© supportive services are being made available to reciplents.

QPTIONS:

A, Maintain current law and apply the same. sanctions for
j0b refusals and voluntary job quits as for other types
of noncooperation.

B. Apply a fixed three-month sanction for all incidents.

<. Apply a standard three-month sanction for the first
such’ incidence and a sxx*moﬁth ganction for subseguent
incidents.

Rﬁ&ﬁﬁKENDATIOXz‘ OPTION C; impose standard three or six-month
sanctions.

iscuss .

1) The current system treats failure to accept a job and
veluntary job guits no differently than the failure to .
accept an education and training assignment. However, in
terms of ‘their potential effects on welfare dependency and
welfare costs, the former acdtiens can be much more sarlous.
First, they are seldom reversible; recipients camnot
norwazly change their minds and get a job back. Second, the
consequences may be felt for several-months because there
may be no ready opportunity to get an alternative job.
Finally, sanctions in these cases may be easier to "cure®

vI - 7
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because }ecipiants can eagily claim willingness to
cooperate, and their claims cannot bhe easily tested.

2) The Food Stamp program has fixed 90-day sanctions for
voluntary quit situations. It imposes such sanctions also Jf
for incidents which occur within the 60-day period prior to
application.

3} © In the aFDQ~8P,pr0qram, if the principal earner refuses a
job within the 30-day periodprior to application, the
family is ineligible. Also, families are denied benefits
for 30 days following the onset of the principal earner's
unemployment, regardless of the reason for unemployment,

4} If the system imposes a serious time limit, the need to

address voluntary quits as a speazal situation is

diminished.

Il

%} While we might prefer a policy which did not sanction
individuals for actions taken prior to applicat} such &
. policy would be inconsistent with Foeod Stampggand UIS policy v
. and might be rejected on that basis. At the g time, it
could be argued that sanctions for quitting or refusing jobs
would only be imposed against those who had been fully :
advised of the consequences of their actions. It might be

advisable for the Progran Simplification group to look at
this issue.

Isgus ¥YII. Access to Services. . . 2
QPTIGHS:

A. Haintain current .law and deny sanctioned individuals
acecess o services.

B. Allow sanctioned individuals who agres t¢ cooperate
access o employment., education, training, and related
support services.

RECOMMERDATION: OPTION B; allow sanctioned individuals to access 50,
services. , -~
Discussion.

z;f Under current law, individuals who arazsancticna& are denied

access to services, In the case of an initial sanction,
this policy dees not ¢reate any prohlem because the sanction
ends (i.e., "is cured®} when the individual begins
'caoparatlng However, subseqaeht sanctions run for a
minimum period of three or six months depending on which '

VI - 8
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2)

number sanction it is. Thus, even when an individual is

" cooperating, he or she may be shut out from services for as

long as six months.

Under a time-limited.system, denial of services would be

detrimental to both the individual and to the State agency ﬁ)?
because it wastes time that might be needed to gef an /
individual employable in the private labor market. ) -

pe Al
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, TEENAGE PAR IN A TRANS

Background

_Through the passage of the Family Support Act of 1988, the Congress
gave special recognition to the needs of teenage parents on AFDC,
The Family Support &gt provides that State -welfare agencies
specifically target teen parentss for JOBS services. Numerous
studies have documented that teenage parents often have multiple
needs “and are at very high risk o©f long-term poverty and the
associated negative consegquences. While childbuoarying as a teen
does not, In and of itself, result in these cutcomes for all young
mothers and their children, it is significantly associated with
lower earnings, lower educational attainment, and longer welfare
use for the mothers and reduced cognitive davalopment and saczal
and emotional well-being for their children.

Several recent rgports provide_ a useful context from which to
vonsider appropriate programs for teen parents on AFDC, One is
the recent GAG survey of State JOBS programs’ service delivery to
teen parents. The report title reflects the findings: States Move
Unevenly to Seyve Teen Parents in JOBS, July 19%3. The GAO study
indicates that in. the 16 States 1na1uded in the study, the
percentage of teens parents who were enrolled in the JOBS program
ranged from 7 percent to 53 percent. Further, the report indicates
that of the teens who were classified as mandatory, 66 percent had
never been enrclled in JOBS. The study also indicates’ that
enroliment does not always lead to high school completion -~- up to
15 percent were found to have not completed their education often
due to ancther pregnancy or other personal or family problems.

Howeaver, the report indicates that teen parents who received ‘an-

enhanced service such as parenting classes, were more likely to

complete their educations than those who did not receive such
services. The report suggests that many $tates have not fully
implemented the provisions of the Family Support Act for teen
parents and may have difficultly mounting appropriate service
delivery programs for thelr teen parent population. .
A second report is the evaluation of the Chio Department of Human
Services' “Learning, Earning and Parenting® (LEAP} demongtration,
In the LEAP demonstration, pregnant or parenting teens were
regquired to attend school (high school, alternative schools, ABE
programsg, or GED preparation graqrama} Those who attended
regularly received a monthly bonus payment of $62; those who failed
t¢ meet the requirement received $62 less than their normal AFDC
benefit in each wmonth they falled to comply without-~good cause.
While some counties had more difficulty than otheérs in implementing
the program, it was operated statewide. The evaluation report
indicates that pregnant and . parenting  teens on AFDC  who

1
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participated in the program were significantly more likely to
attend high school or GED programs than were contyrel group members,
The study alse found that it is effective to target teen parents
who are attending school rather than waiting until they dropout
before intervening with appropriate program services., The LEAP
program was more effective with younger teens and those still in
school than with older dropouts; however, the program was still
&ffectxva in increasing payticipation for those who had dropped out
of school. Excerpts from brxafang matarials on the denmonstratien
are attached.

Ancther recent evaluation report is based on the experience ¢f the
States of Illinois and New Jersey in the operation of the “Teen
Parent Demonstratlon.” These programs ganerally included
provisions which were very similar to the JOBS progran pravxslons
for teen parents and they were found to be effective -in
significantly increasing the likelihood that teen parents
participate in an appropriate education, traznxng oy employment
program. The demonstrations involved universal participation of
all teen parents who wers randomly assigned to the progran
regardless of age, school status, or age of c¢hild apd provided
fairly intensive case management services as well as other support
ssrvices such as child care, transpartat;on arki supplemental
instructien in life-skills, parenting, and family p}annlng. Teans
‘in the demonstrations were reguired teo participate in “progran
activities expected to promote future econowmic -self~sufficiency-
~aducation, skills training and employment. Teen parents who did
not comply with program reguirements were subject to a fiscal
sanction of approximately $160 for each month they failed to comply
" without good cause. Ag with the LEAP findings, early intervention
was found to be effective. A table on program impacts excerpted
from ane of the evaluation reports is attached.

The Center for Population Options has estimated that the public
will spend approximately $51,000 over the next 20 years for each
family that receives publc assistance following the birth of a
child to a teen. Such estimates lend importance to the need to
give teen parents on welfare high priority for services for then
to attain the educational and vocational skills necessary to help
thenm pecome economically self-sufficient. Because of the
youthfulness of thege parents, it is important to also focus on
their needs as parents and the needs of their young children. The
FY 1991 Characteristics and Financial Circumstances of AFDC
Recipients publication indicates that there were approximately
293,000 teenage mothers on §§§§;> The, table reflecting this number -

is’ atta_ﬁéa.
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Current policies under the JOBS program exempt from program
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requirements teen parents who are under 16, attending school fullw-
time, in their second or third trimester of pregnancy, or have
completed high school/GED. 1In addition, once a teen compl&tes high
school or attains the age of 20, the exemption for caring for a
child under the age of 3 {or, at State option, age 1) often results
in the teen/young parent no longer being required to further
participate in the JOBS program.

ki
OPTIONS! ” - -
A. . Maintain current sxemptions. -
B, Eliminate current exemptions for parents under the age
of 20.
N o Eliminatewexempiéan of caring for young child for those
who begin the program as a teen parent.
. Elininate current exemptions far‘p&rentg under the agse

. off20)and eliminate the exemption for caring for a young
child for theose who begin the program as a teen parent,

RECOMMENDATION: Option D. All teen parants would be reguired to
participate in education, training or employment activities. The
requirement to participate would continue after the teen compl&t&ﬁ
high school or attains a GED or attaing the age of 20. The
findings from the recent studies of education and training pregrans
for teen parents support this position.

: P z'f;[a.-,-—-@s

{nder a transztxonal asgistance program, AFDC recipients may have
a lzmxted pericd under which te receive cash assistance,

OPTIONS: ,

5. . The definitions and rules for the transitional assistance
program would ke the same for teen parents as for other
recipients, -

B. Provide alternative policies specifically for <teen

o parents. Such policlies would allow extensions of cash
assistance as long as the teen pavent was. purﬁazng'a high

school diploma as an initial activity or in combination.

with another &atmv;tyg

S e

RECOMMENDATION: Option .B. The experience of the Teen Parent
demonstration indicates that the average age of teen parents when
they begin to receive AFDC is about’ 17 years cld. However, from

‘ . VIT ~ 3
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5 to 10 percent of the. teens across the three sites were below age
15. BDepending on thelr age and the level of education achievement,
it may take several years for a teen to complete high school before
they c¢an participate in other activities leading to selfw
sufficiency. Extensions of transitional support while they are
pursuing secondary education should be provided.

- : Eamjam&@wiwi~ 4?f%

Issue 3: Two-generational program -

¥

Undexr current JOBS paliaies,_ﬁtates are not reguired to provide
parenting/child development instruction but may do so as a

< ade -

OPTIONS: ' C ' )

A. Maintain current ﬁolicy of State flexibility and
reimbursement at the lower matching rate.

“B‘_ Reguire States to provide parenting instruction £o teen
parents:; reinbursement at the supportive services
matching rate.

c. Establish- parenting instruction as a required component
to be provided to teen parents in JOBS with reimbursement
at the same level as other component activity.

REECOMMERDATION: Quwtion C. Given that research' indicates that
children in poverty, and particularly thoge in AFDC families,
experience a higher degree of rigk for poor outcomes on many
indicators of health and well-being, including higher rates of
serious 1illness, lead polisoning, nutritional deficiencies, angd
davelopnental delay, and the added factor of the relative

immaturity of the parent, incorporating social support and.
parenting instruction into the education, training and employment’

program for young parents is likely to enhance the future prospects
for self-gufficiency for the next generation as well as increase
-the probability of higher levels of program participation among the
teens (see GAC study cited above}. States can be glvan flexibility
regarding:methods of providing the services, either in comibination
with other components or as a separate compan&nt,

1

Children in Poverty." Paper prepared for the National Center for
Children in Poverty, Celunmbila University, New York, 1988.

Smith, S., Blank, 8., Bond, J. "One Program, Two Generations: A

Repnrt of the Forum on Children and the Family Support Azt‘“”Thew

Foundation for Child Development, 1999*
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Issue 4: Case mapagement

Under JOBS, there is no prescribed approach te case management for
teen parants. States may establish specialized case management
units to serve teen parents exclusively or teens may be served by
the same case -managers whe serve adult'participants. e

Y e

~+OPTIONS: - - ‘ i

_A. Maintain current policy of State flexibility.

B. Reguire States to provide specialized case management for = -

tean parents. This may be specialized units whose case
managers serve only teen--parentg or selected case
managers who are assigned the teen parent cases, Such
case wanagers should be provided with training to help
them meet the needs of teen parents.
RECOMMENDATION: Optionm B. Given the relative level of immaturity
of the parents, the multiple needs of teen parents and their young
shildren, and the lessons iearned from the studies cited in the
Background section, providing c¢ase managers who are specially
trained to help meet the needs of teen parents and their children
is likely to incrszase and promote full participation.

Under current law, teen parents who are in the JOBS program are
subject to the same sanction provisions as are adults who do not
comply with program participation requirements. The ©Ohic LEAP
demonstration’ provided bonuses when teens complied with program
requirements and sanctions when they did not. However, the study
design does not allow us to assess the independent effect of the
sanctions vs the bonuses or the financial provisions alone since
there was a fairly strong case managenent component with the

prograg also, The Teen Parent demonstrations which produced

statistically significant impact on participation included the
equivalent of the current JOBS sanction, i.e., removal of the non-
conplying individualt's neseds from the AFDC grant calculation, but
allowed that the grant amount be resteored upon compliance
regardless of whether it was a first or subsegquent sanction. While
sanctions were viewed as important in gaining teen parent
participation, there was no test of a sanction vs non-sanction or
sanction/bonus combination approach.

-

" OPTIOMS: s - ’ .

A, Maintain current policies. "
L] .

L

¥II - 3 . -
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B. Allow States the option of providing bonuses which would
be matched as AFDC benefit payments.

C. conduct  demongstrations to tast the effectiveness of
gsanctions va. bonuses.

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION A. There is not sufficient evidence o
suppert a change of policy. Because the relative effect of the

bonus or sanction would be expected to vary based on the State AFDC
payment level and because there ig) obviously, no way to test all
copbinations of dollar values for the sanctions and bonuses,
demenstrations would still leave many unanswered gquestions related
_to the appropriate level and mix of the bonuses and sanctions which
could be expected to be effective. Sanctions and bonuses alsc need

to be considered in the gcontext of related programs policlies.

Under current law, the reduction in- AFDC due to a sanction is |

offset by increased Food Stamp benefits, and, in some instances
perhaps, decreased housing costs. These program policy
interactions should be given some attention.

Issue 6: Teansg Who Are Not Parents

Under the JOBS program, dependent children under the age of 18 who
are not in school are not requixeé to participate in any activity,
including sch@a1,

OPTIONS :
A. Maintain current policies.
B. Regquire dependent children to attend school regularly.

C. Allow S$tates the option of including teens vwho are
dependent. ¢hildren and who have demonstrated high-risk
of being school dropouts as mandatory JOBS participants,
requiring school attendance, and providing them and their
families with necessary support services.

RECOMMENDATION: Option C. There.have been no research findings to
date regarding the effectiveness of a school attendance requirement
for non-parent dependent children in AFDC families®. However, many
of thesge children are at high risk of dropping out of school and,

for many, of becoming teen parents. Given the findings of the

Ll

2 vhe Wisconsin Learnfare demonstration is now being evaluated
pased on & random assignment research design. Early findings
should available within the next year to 18 months. Several other
states have implemented demonstrations including school attendance
rgqu;ram&nt& but the findings will not be avallable for some time.

VIl - & ' “
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studies discussed in the Background section that early intervention
with young parents is effective, a targeted school atitsndance
.policy operated in gconjunction with school 4district drep-out
prevention programs csuld help reduce the risks of schosl dropout
for non-parent teens on AFDC.

Othe ssues
There were other issue areas considered in relation to transitional-w
agsigstance for teen parents for which there was not adeguate time
to fully explore or which may be addressed in other subject areas.
These include: mandating, rather than making optional, the
regquirement that APDC be provided to never-married minor parents [
Loply if they live with a parent or other adult or in an adult~ %;w
~JSupervised, supportive seitings, with limited exceptions; linking
transitional .. assistance eligibility or paymentg ¢¢ other
responsible social behavior, such as obtaining appropriate
preventive health care and immunizations for young c¢hildren or Yeg
limiting eligibility for increased benefits for additional
children; or lihﬁrailzlng the UP prier work/school history ,?
requirements for minors who are married. -

Attacheents
Table 21 from FY 91 AFDC characteristics data
Excerpt from LEAP briefing materials

Excerpt from Teen Parent report

Subgroup Menbers
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Teen Parents ooy . Co o i
Attachrent B FIGURE 2

LEAP's FIRST-YEAR IMPACTS ON HIGH SCHOOL AND ADULT EDUCATION RETENTION AND RETURN

¥

E
RETENTION EFFECT
Toens Who Were Already Envolied in a School o .
_ or Adult Education Program When They Became Eligible lor LEAP ‘
Program ’ . - . .
Ramained mm poap : E 81.3% ws
foratieast 10 : ) porcantage
of the 12 months : E : point increese
{or graduated)  Contdl ) ‘ _ ' A
A ioup 51.1% : 1
T 7
o |
: RETURN EFFECT : -
Tasns Who Were Not Enrolled in a School ' . ;
or Adult Education Program When They Became Eilgible for LEAP ‘
Program ‘ S
Ever anvolled ~ Orow 48.0% . :3 .
: ¢ v ¢
during the , . .. parcaniage
” 12 months ; . Dol NCrense
Control s . .
aoop | L . _ ’ 33.4% [ . )

»

T

NOTE: Rounding mmy cause sipht discrepencies in caiculated ditarances. o X

s
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TABLE ES-3

OUTCOMES AND ESTIMATED PROGRAM IMPACTS
Teen Parernt Demonstrations
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Attachment D ) -
Transitional Support Group

Teen Parent Subgroup

v e

Members:

" Karen Armstrong, ASPE

David Arnaudo, ACF

Nancye Campbell, ACF ey
Mareia Cromer, 08 ~
Audrey Pendleton, Doid
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EY

{_APDC EOUSEHOLDS

This paper discusses the extent to which people with disabilities
participate in the AFDC program, services they receive, and
pelicy options for welfare reform. The first section provides
information from several studies that estimate the number of
pecple with disabilities who are AFDC recipients. The research
reviewed showed that estimates range from one in three fanmilies
1o one in nine families on AFDC include at-least one mamber with
a disability. However, because the research focused on
functional, physical, and sensory impairment, it likely under
reports hidden disabilities such as learning disabilities and
mentalﬂlmpazrmentx. .In most AFDRC households the person with the
disability is the female caretaker. The second section-outlines
" assessment practices and the array of services that are currently

available under_the AFDC and JOBs programs. In the final section

¢f the paper broad pallcy options are presented.

et

The primary parpasa of thls paper is to focus attention on the
prevalence of disabilities among AFDC recipients, and to
highlight that under the present system their service needs are
‘ not being addressed. The hope is that this information will
,assist the Working Group in deciding how to address the needs of
this population, Because there are substantial knowledge gaps
regarding the nmumber ¢f AFDC recipients with disabilities and
their service needs, the most prudent option at this tine way be
.to conduct demonstrations.

Because many AFDC recipients with disabilities will need a  _
transitional period that exceeds two years, some of the issue
group members belleve that it would he best to have a separate-
track for people with disabilities. Keeping those with
disabilities in the two-year transitional system, but allowing
gxtensions because of greater service nseds, may undersine the

time limit. - However, it is the view of most of the staff - e

involved in compiling this draft that having 2 separate track.
would be counter to the principle of inclusion that has been-
guiding:disabilitvy pollcy in recent vears. 'There would be a - -
great deal of mistrust in the disability commnnity of & geparate
track.  Keeping people with disabilities in the transitional

system but allnwzng extensions where treatment and rehabilitation

plans indicate that more time .is n&eded would emphasize -the’
expectation that all clients can woark, Note, that under- elther
case, people with disabilities. w¢a1& not be exempted from.
participatiangﬂ This would be canszstent with a prograng model -
baged on the philosophy that everyons can and should be delngu .
somethlng to move towards self-sufficiency. However, .this would

) - reguire a.substantial commitment of ‘resources tg ‘conduct T

[approprlate as&easments and . Lnﬁura that treatmsnt and habilita-

M + -
- - .

. L . - ovIIX -1 -
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X. arQC‘Racéipt Among PYersons with bisabilities and Their =
Caratakers

3

This section presents informpation on the prevalence and type of
disabilities among AFDC heads of hoasehold and oth&r members of
AFDC households., —
Administrative information onvAPDC recipients who have disabili-
“ties ig limited. While “deprivation due to incapacity® is one of
the eligibility catesgories for AFDC, adminigtrative data identify
incapacity as-a reason for e¢ligibility only if recipients do not
‘yualify for another reason {for example, as a single parent}. as”
a result, the. number of AFDC recipients with disabilities is

- und&r&stlmated For this reason, administrative dat@ are not f;”\
used for~this paper. : - - " -

g, - Prevalence of Disablllty Among Heads of AFDC Households

The prevalence of disabilities among AFDC recipients is examined -
in three studies -~ 2ill et al., 1951, Doyle et al., 1990, and
Michele Adler, 1993. In addition, a limited nunmber of other

_studies discuss the prevalence of specific disabilities among
AFDC recipients and their families.

Doyle and Adler used self-reports of functional iimitations to

estimate disability.! 2ill also used self-reports to determine
prevalence rates for various conditions that may limit employ-
abkility.

Doyle's (1990} estimates were based on the 19584 SIPP. In brief,
she found that: "

R~ approxzmatelymﬁ percent of adults receiving AFDC had’ a

severe disabllity. A severe disability was defined as
needing assistance.with ADLs or IADLg. .

. # - “
* < -

-----

~ Instrumental Actlvitxas of Dally Liv1ng (Iaﬁbs} include light
-, housework,. meal preparation, taking-a walk. Inability-to perform
T Tthese is proxied to indicate a less Severe disability.
- ““Sensory/physical functions include seeing,. hearing, lifting 10
T pounds and climbing a flight of stairs,. Inability to perform one
tee e ~oy more of these zs praxi&d to 1nd1cate a moderate dlsahlllty

e}

— - o EE
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o An additional 12 percent were unable to perform one or
more physical or sensory functions, or had difficulty
in performing two or more sensory functions.

o 16.7 percent of adult AFDC recipients had a substantial
functicnal limitation.
o 13.7 percent of gdulté-receiving AFDC reported that
- ,they had a limitation that preventeq work. Another.4

percent reported that they were unable to work full
time or work.regularly.

.w . hdler (1993) used 1990- data and the same definitions of
disability as Doyle. She estimated that:

- . -

e . o .6 percent of women on AFDC had a severe dlsablllty
R This™ comparés to a 1.8 percent prevalence rate among
) -~ women age- 15- 45 who have never received AFDC. -

- o o Another 13 percent.had a substantial functlonal
. limitation, resulting in a total of 18.8 percent of
women on AFDC having a disability.

Adler described other characteristics of AFDC recipients with
disabilities. For example, nearly 60 percent of those with
disabilities have not finished high school compared to 44 percent
of those without disabilities. However, there is no difference
in the percentage of AFDC women ever employed based on the
presence of a disability.

Note that the number of adults reporting that they had conditions

that _limited work was  less than the number estimated to have

disabilities. Only 60 percent of those estimated to have a
-~disability reported that they had a health condition that

prevented work. Also, 6.7 percent of those who-were estimated to

have no disabilities reported having conditions that limited
worK. For this latter group the work limitations included mental
"illness, mental retardation, or episodic conditions such’ as
_cancer. ’ ’

- - ~Néither -Adler nor Doyle .analyzed in-depth the type-of  disabili-
- . -ties that were reported. Adler found that "bad back"_ was the - _

-~ . moSt.prevalent condition reported among those who-specified their -

disability. Other conditions reported were arthrltls, respirato-
ry trouble, and “other“ ’ - . - B

T oem wem -

lelert'al. (1991) used the Current Populatlon Survey, the
National Health Interview Survey, and the National - -Longitudinal
-y ® Survey ‘of Youth to estlmate the employablllty of- AFDC .mothers.

- S 3 & JE TS

Cm oy = -



Sreig TR

TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT GROUP PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, -10/1/93

.o +Using the CPS,- that 5.7 percent of APDC mothers had a
disability. 7This estimate 1s the percsntage of AFDC
women who reported that the reason they did not work in

. the previous year is because they were 1l or had a
. disability “

g3 Usznq the National Health Interview Survey, that 5

percent of AFDC mothers stated-that they were unable to

e~ Tperform a "major activity", usually defined as working
R at a paid job or housework, depending on the 1abor
. force attachment of the respanéantﬁ

*

o An additional 6 percent reported that they ware zzmltad

. in the kind or’ amount. of the maior activity they could
undertake. .. -« -
-0 77 Using the RLSY, rnughly five pércent -of - AFDC mothers
S were estimated to have a health limitation that
- * ~-prevented work, and another five percent had -an -
’ impairment that 11m1ted the kind or amount of work they
could do. -

Note that in each case these estimates are lower than those by
Doyle et al., and Adler.

B. Prevalence of Disability Among Cther Members of AFDC
Households

28 mentioned above, Doyle and Adler both estimated that roughly
one in six adults receiving AFDC have a disability that may be
severe enough to limit work. However, many households that
receive AFDC include ancther membery with a disability. In such a
sase, the AFDC recipient may need to care for this other person,
thus mpaking traznznq and employment more difficult. Currently,
caretakers needed in the home to care for seomeone who is ill or
incapacitated are exempt fron partzazp&tlan in JOBS.

..... ,_"""o.

hdler estimated that: - -

- e

- R £

., . & -“Talmost one~quarter of AF&Q women with dzsabziitzag also -
have a child with a d}sabxilty e \ .
i & . 10 parcent of AFDC women wlthout dlsabllltles hava :
. child wlth a dlsabllxty.- ‘ - ) . R e

when the disabilitvies of sther adults are consldered 38.6 .-

~.percent of AFDC women with disabilities and 19 percent of AFDC.

wonen without ﬁzsabilities have anwt&ar disabled person 1n the‘
hausehold : - = P

oy - - e
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Estimates of the number of other household members with a
disability, using a different definition of disability, vield
similar results. Another method of determining whether another ¢
_ person in the household has a disability is to examine the extent

to which others receive benefits from the Supplemental Security

.o . Incoma {(&81} program or the stabizity Insurance (DI} progranm. : .

’ The definitions of disability in these programs is generally

regarded as being diffjcult to meet. Thus, recelpt of 88I or"DI

e " indicates the presence of a severe-disability.”

AFDC Quality Control data indicate that raaghly 7 pexrcent of AFDC
households include a person who receives 8S5I. Unpublished

analyses by ASPE staff using SIFP estimate that children
racazv;nq 581 are gxagggﬁwzﬁmzzmpaxaanﬁmufmkracmhmusehﬁlds whlch
is comparable to Adlef's estimate of 12.8 percent of AFDCT

" households including a child with a disability. When. .adults
receiving DI are included in the anaiyala, a total of 16 percent

of AFDC households receive income frém the $SI or.DI programs,

_indicating the presence of another person with .a disability. . .
This is less than the 22.7 percent estimate by Adler.

While 881 administrative data do not identify households that

also recelve AFDC, 881 data on income and family structure

support the survey data. According to unpublished data from SSA, -
more than half of the 623,000 children who received 88I benefits - -
in Pecember 19892 lived with one parent. Of these, 80 percent o
lived in families in which there were no parental earnings (i.e.,
they had either ne income, or had only unearned income). This
suggests that many of these households may be eligible for and
receiving AFDC benefits.

Using tabulations from the CPS, Zill estimated that a bausehald )
member other than the mother had a disability in roughly 5.5 v ~
percent of AFDC households. This compares to an estimate of 2.5

percent for all f&mlll@ﬁ with ah;ldr&n, S

) ota Numbe of AFDC Hou&@ha d Someone Has a B

R . . Chart 1, frmm hdlex {19?3}, lzlustratas the.number of AFDC ﬁvﬁr§?¢~ -
- .. households where at least one p&rsmn has a-disability. This T L

chart uses.the self-reportg of the ability to perform ADLs and 7 L
IADLg, and physxcal and. sensary functions to estimate disability.
Lo .. Adler estimates that. over ons in thres AFDC households include

u_ggﬁﬁﬁ' someone with a disahizity In.one in five.noUseheolds, the femalézrw
i, caretaker is the_person with the disability. Tt
ST U T TS e
- . bt - N . - — h . i
e . - - " v;"w - ) “.‘
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However, Zill reported disability prevalence rates substantially
less than Adler. Using-tabulations from the CPS, they estimated
that «he in ninse)APDC houssholds included someone with a
disability. Tn half of those cases, the person was the AFDC .
mother, and in half another p&rﬁon in the household had a -

- . dzsabzlltyﬁw PR e - - Tl

pay - [

- -t = -

Note that the presence of another person with a éxsablzlty way or
- - may-not have an impacﬁ on the degres to which women receiving -
.. AFDC.can engage. in training or work. For &xaapie, -children with
" disabilities generally attend scheool during the day. Szmxlarly,
| the presence of another adult with a ﬁzsabzllzy does not
necessarily mean that the AFDC r&aipz&ﬁt is needed in the home to
. care for that person,. -

g - wa N e

Y *
i

S . N . - N

”“ - <. Sabstana& &ba&e o -

- . P + g -

The studies.-by ﬁoyze and Adler ﬁ&d not incliude ;n-dapth anaiyses
o . of the types of disabilities that AFDC woméh have. Indeed, there
are few studies of any type that examine prevalence of particular
disabilities among AFPDC recipients., There is some data on
alcohol and other sehstance related problems of AFDC recipients,
as well as data on the prevalence of learning disabilities among
AFDC recipients. - The data presented balow on these disabilities
is impertant, because these are likely bhighly under-reported in
Rdler and Doyle, who tended to focus on physical or sensory
impairments. Of note, reporis of prevalence of druyg use may not
be valid for estimating whether alcohol or other druy usage may
be disabling or limit work, or if treatment may be warranted.

~ . In general, it is estimated that 2% of the general population
over age 12 have problems related to substance abuse that are so
. " severe that they require long~term and perhaps permanent
“ee . + - intervention due te the-chronic, relapsing nature of the
.disorder. There are no estimates that relate spacxflcally to
- AFDC. Honetheless, qlven the hmgher 1na1d&nca of use repeorted by
AFDC recipients, it is l;kely that' more than 2 percent of AFDC
recipients ‘have severe prablqﬁﬁ r&lat&d to substanc& abuse.

” o .
[T - S e

e S ; .z 2i11. repcrted that 12 peraent of- &FDC moth&r& have three-or more
ottt alcohol-telated problems. - An alcchol-related problem is.defined
- as_an affirmative response to the following. types. of _questions:

e - -

- ;*;“‘“Has drinking ever interfered with your work-on a job?%; or,
t . .<"During-the past year, have you awakened ‘the nekt sday not”bﬁing
.... . ™able.to remenmber thln§$ ycu hgd dana while drxnkingi?.» o -

- - ——— e, W e

g s “""* W R R o e

T T Zziz did not report on illlicit druq use, axaagt”marzj&ana” -

- ) szferences betwaen- AFDC and non“&?ﬁé mothers in “first reported
e use in adolescence“ _or, Yever .used ~marijuanat wers not statisti-
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A draft study by Colliver, Caces, and Quinn reports on the
pravalence of substance abuse among AFDC recipients. This study 'f

+

- reports that 12.6 percent of mothers in AFDC- households report

e e past month illicit drug use (most frequently marijuana),- compared ;-ﬁé“
e, B W B0 %.2 percent of all mothers (note, - however, that AFDC mothers-
- . tend to be younger than "all mothers", and that yocunger mothers . -
s have higher rates of usage). Over 1 percent cf AFDC mothers o s
W reported weakly cocaine use over the past.yvear. In addition, 9.1

paroent of women in AFDC households report-binge drinking three
or more times in the past manth.‘

- Again, these statistics da ‘not necessarily indicate addiction or

“n " ~the. need for treatment. . However, -they do suggest that substance ., .. ..
P e e abuse is a barrisr to seif*Sfoiaienay for 'many AFDC-recipients ...
-~thatneeds to be addressed  either before or sxmultanecusly with . ‘
education, training, and employment [ ) - el

3. Learning Dissbilities

The nunber of AFDC rveciplents with learning disabilities is
unknown, primarily due to a lack of formal investigation intpe the-
"guestion. However, a 1990 Department of Labor Research-and
Evaluation repert-states that, - = T T
,‘,ﬁun-empirical studies suggest between 50 and 80 percent
of students in adult basic sducation prograns {generally
those reading below the seventh grade level) probably have
learning disabilities. -t

The report alse states that there is evidence of a high -
correlation between learning disabilities and functional :
illiteracy, especially-among those who are economically™ ... |
disadvantaged. _Given these two_factors, and combined with | .
propcrtxon of aFDC recxplents who are estimated to have depresged .

. ; ’readlng levels, the ggpcrt est;gates that aanroxzwatezz 25 . 5¢ 48

- A raport by the HHS Inspector General supyotts the ccncinsxan
-that many AFDC recipients._have. learning disabilities. Giveh the -
magnitude of the estimates-of the number of recipients with . -

o learning-disabilities. and the-fact that in manhy cases. §§esg - -

disabilities- nrobablvmareﬁunder reported in the stud;ggwga_zzg R

st

- ngxﬁlkﬂggexg;gngg_gﬁmﬁisqbi ies i - the AFDC po e e e
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It -ig -inpportant to note that much of the research discussed does
not capture many conditions AFDC recipients or their children may
have. 'These conditions include fetal alceohol syndrome, fetal
alcohol effects, lead polsoning, and depression and other mental
illnesses. These impairments also limit functzonlng and need to

be included in the .assessment process. ' -

M ; -
-

. F.™ One State's Experience . :

aa

Utah recently received a walver which allows that State to remove
most participation exemptions under the JOBS program. One of the
gxenptions that was removed was the exemption due to incapacity.

JAs. 8 result, .Utah has keen making: efforts to detect.the presences

‘WWJQf a disability among its AFDC recipients.- Early.experience

indicates that the falluw1nq percentaqes of clients have the .

listed. “rlsk factora®? of note, the percentages ‘are not - - ...
coadditvtive, | Slnce recxpxents can have more_ than’ one rlsk factor.
Rigk.Factor Percentaqe
History of Chemical Dependence . 6.2
Developmental Disabilities/ . _ 4

Mental Retardation e

.

Physical Disability
Applied for S$SI/DI

»

Family Illness A L 5.4
Incapacitated.Person e SRR 3.5
Learning Disability 2.6
Mental/Emotional History o 10.7 '
5.4
3.2

. These risk factors indicate a lower prevalence.of learning dnd

P R

physical disabilities than the research previously reported
suggests. . Much of the difference in léarning disabilities may be
Jin«the screens used to detect the presence. of a disability, and
which recipients receive those screens. . Of note, the highest

risk was for mental health conditions,;which has not been

extensively explored in other research.- Soverall; the difference

. between these risk factors and the- previous prevalence estimates

indicates the uncertainty surrounding hog many AFDC recxpxents

B iy
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L 1r. Qurrent Practices in Assessment and Treatment/Rebkabilitation

k. JOBS Participation

. . .All non-exempt AFDC recipients are regquired to participate in the .
. " ... o.JJOBE-program. Reasons for-exemption includeUillness, . lficapacit-"~
- .atlon, or needed in the home to care for .a- family member who is
. il} or incapacitated, or caretaker of a child less than age 3 (1
o }“ -2t State option). As & resull, large percentagas of &FBC‘
Lrecipients-are not required to partzcxpate in the JOBS programs.

.+« w .. . B. Assessment SO R -

T g e An interv;ew-ls conducted by intake personnel.when an initial " _- 7
. gwmr == application for.AFDC is filed._ In some instances this interview = ——= =~
mans _ may include guestions about barriers to employability.. Howeveyr; —-=7-
a..ao . 7 this screen generally focuaas on fxnanc1al ellqibility,» . « T T

i mme + AFDC recipients who show-up at the JQBS office usuaily receive a L
more thorough assessment. This assessment includes questions on
barriers to employability. For example, 55 percent of States

. surveyed by the HHS Office of Inspector General (0IG) included )
. gquestions on substance abuse, and 45 percent included guestions o
' on emotional health.probklems. Because JOBS programs vary by e

$tate, the rigor.of the screening devices varies substantially. -um.. . o

Note that the screening is either self-administered or is o

conducted by case managers. Although the case managers generally

have college degrees, 1t is likely that many do not have training

in assessing the presenae of a disability.

- - Information provzded by sone regional offices on State programs -

. indicates that there is little effort exerted by $States to loock . L

T e for non-visible disabilities (such-as, 1earn1ng disabilitia&) a$ .
' part of the 1ntake evaluatlmn process,

' o ' x .
. - “ fe - [ , a. - . fa R . -

“C. Begg; :a! '"mw' P N ‘ Do

PR v et .m» [ ¥

'i" Y + .-
. ~ As btated above, recipieR¥§ whm are 111, incapacztate& or aaxznq
errmn for a perscn with ‘a ‘disability: are exampt from.participation in

—oeeesthe presence of a ccndztxan that may impair, the reaipzeﬁt'$ it “:-ﬁ1
*.—iwﬁ~'”ablllty to work, that reczpz&nt maymrecﬁiva no-further services..  ~-=

o w2 e " -

"{:mwﬂmwww“tha JOBS program. Therefore; if the” inztzalnscreening detects

o g _— T, -

- T e =
— B

. ,“vj“‘uum wh&n & work lmpazrwent-zs détﬁatad the ganeral—pracedura ‘is to
=v: w3 wae —Fefer ‘the recipient to.the relevant _serviceés, such-as substance -
‘2477 5 .de  Bbuse treatment, physzcal QX mental. health serv1ces, (<3 o - T

;#%~L%wgm£,gva¢atxanal rehabzlztatzan F &canrdxng to“the 0IG, in most cases .

P eae .. referral consists saiezy ofmgzv1ng the client_ a. telephone number*“ﬁ‘ .
=~ 7 or making a telephone call.. =There nay - or may not be-additional - g
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-'gmaﬂMMMWcurrently,Wfa&araliywxpénxarad trainin? é%ngraag“iﬁltheaa¥ea;6}ﬂ?
s pagieTskills, have high drop-out rates.

- ;;.uﬁ;'f: A#1989 réport“bymth&”SQuthpart In%tltute for- ?ollcy Anazyszs‘

TRANSITIONRL SUPPORT GROUP PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 104/1/83

"follow up.

11T, ?olxcy aptious vndax Welfars Rafa:m

"

This section outlines several policy options for assessment and -

providing services to AFDC recipients with disabilities. In some
instances these aptians reflect. existzng pragraw models. Also,

the state.of program knowledge and experience in this area is
somewhat linmited. Therefore it may be most prudent to encourage -
demonstrations or &neaaraga State fiaxzbizity within Federal | ..

guidelines. - EEE S el AT

.....

A, Asseanments - e o ) : o e e

ot

One reason. is the - ...,
;“***faxlure to adequately determine the presence Qf"ﬂlsabllltleﬁ,__.y

s

g,‘dzsahzlitzes. These hid&&n di&ab&litzeﬁ, often undetected” o

- P TR

<~ through the school ya&rs; continugé to create barriers to v

succassful training unless they are diagnosed and remedial action
taken,

TT_w‘Current Btate pr&atzaa% for screening far people’ w;th dlsablllf
- . -~ ties would .be insufficient under a time-limjted AFDC program. A

s o wbime~limited program, where recipients wouldibe faced with 1l0sing _

oﬁSSth&ﬁC& after the transitional period, must ensure that people
~with disabilities are identified so that approptiate services can
be provided.

Many of tha tools needed for saraenxng for the pressnca of

- . 'disabilities are gurrently available in the market. The costs ...
~Lfor effective screens can be low. In nost instances .these . - em

- screens 1dent1fywwhn might need more rigcrouﬁ, prafa551anaz

N The Natlanalllnstltut&“for Litéracy (NIFL} whas %&da th k™ ifi;“w
h;develcpment of an'; ffectiva and valld sareanlng device for o

PN

States."‘ - ) . ~.“’I”z"¢ dgm, v %

hwmmehile 3~§ mmllman’paopl& enroll in basic: eklzzg prcgrams
o each yearw many“prugrams repurt that' 50-?a-peraen§ drap“H-

w&&

~-including "learning-disabilities, ‘as well as hearing. and vision¥ityiw .’
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laarning dzsabxlitlea a high priority. An effective screening

device has been the focus of two recent grant awards., It may be
appropriate to work cooperatively with NIFL to develop a

sereening device designed gpecifically for AFDC recipients.

Further, while State flexibility may be-desirable, many States .

. may not have the resources to develop appropriate screening
- ~-tools, . Therefore, the Federal government may wish to establl&hm¢ o
model screening teols. 0 - :
~u#

=41t 'may be appraprzat& not to have dzsab&lxty screening at the

initial intake interview, except for those whe are applying farmﬁ‘“

kenefits due to incapacity. Presently intakes screens are used to

_sxidentify-those who may be exempt under JOBS., Screens used-at the -
JOBS office may then be used to refer participants to the

wrm

T e _appropriate services,” ingluding referr&z for more rlgoraus
e ﬂwaagessments.« o wuwwa STt “ﬂ*@wW$. “ e . - - e
=‘,' . o . . . i e "’_. I - - T h- . .‘_.,.'4 . e

wrtrn " * - o .
"‘A—e‘..oi».‘. o RS B "“..‘ D il LR e e

POLICY OPTIONS FOR mmwxm;mnmnxon

v ' .
P - R . - - o cvawr ¥ e BT e

i. Refer clzents in need of vocational rehabilitation to the
State vocational rehabilitation agency

il

~A1l States have vocational rehabzixt&txen {VR} agencies that
provide vocational and other related services to eligible people
%% 7 who bave severe disabilities that limit their ability to work.
Undér this option, whenever the initial JOBE screening indicates
the potential existence of a"disability the client would be ‘
referred to the State VR agency for further assessment and
aubgequent services.
" Typically, when referrals are made to VR agencies,” the- client
fills out an application. for services, the agency.collects
- - . _medical data'on the client to determine whether or not the client
e L8 eligible, and then the client .is interviewed by ‘a caunsalor,' .
LTl _Counsalors often make the znltzai detarmanatzon of medical -
= 2Ta v ~-eligibility. If the client is. alzgibia fmr YR services, the
LTS . gounselor and the client deczde “what: a&xv;aas are most appropris~
ata for the elient‘s emplayment qaalg,Mw s e s

N N
e gty W v i e PR PR § - . .y
d w Udh w N.' n_‘ ﬂ,‘ i - ot S ®

- . -
#i e s o

“j:““ Wx}?‘;t:ie::v.erﬂ:ly;r ‘costs for VR 5erv1ces ‘are’ shared hetwegn thé*?aﬁatak*'
‘;‘;~‘“*& “ government “and the States.- The Fedaral share is .abhout- 80 percent

- om

L s 0f COSEET T In some States services are provxﬁedvto all cliants““

Tyt

urﬁt,ﬁtﬁy,wha are. elzgxbla, however,..many-States do ‘not have the’ rasouraas

. ey —

to gerve all eligible clients. Thase statas must select for’ fwwim~a
“ngarvzces thoae who have the mcstfaevere d;sabllltles.-rw'hﬁf s s

‘‘‘‘‘ .

‘ P
b ’x '* s JRp— - ‘M-*« A;"'“' ‘m"’i‘;i‘ L

) - ’3%—«...( K3
~:.*f17'£§wvwxﬁote that not all AFDC r&czp;ents wha ara&r&ferredxtoﬁthe(vnfﬁn

[ wa« e T ,.»3* en : e *

-fff'~fm"w-agancy may ‘be eligible for servzces““%?arkexample,elﬁ‘anﬁk?ggﬁﬁ,

T ,:ﬁ raaiplent 1ack$ JJob skzlls or has haman capital needs -in an area <. --..
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unrelated to the disability, the VR agency may decide that
.- -~ habilitation is unlikely to result in employment and thus not
" serve the client. Further, some may be deemed to have disabili-
ties that are not severe enough to require VR services,
particularly in those States that serve only those with severe
disabilities. Therefore, if this option iz selected, the order
-+ =x . of.gelection for services criteria must be changed .so - that AFDC ﬁ7?=
... ™= " racipients with disabilities would be entitléd to or. have . -
priority selection for VR services. Note, however, that in
e .. ..TYECENt Years VR systems have been criticized”for not serving
it s those with severe dlsabzlztz&s, and” that the system has been
e moving toward servxng those with the nost severe disabilities
first. - .

P an o - - Ll - *
i . YN T

. The. VR»S§§tem is aZso SDmEtimeS critlclzad for 1naon91$t&nay,“§;w At
- A . e
. L7 woffered ap a ;llent,,as"z"result .mllents are. ot always treated -~ .
: - ""’8 % =t L - - o e s 4 i o w‘;"‘“" '.’ ’ .
: -3 aqaally --;:-- . T tEm R ',_,“m, e ew i »‘fxﬁsmfﬂmw.

- B e .
" —— - P . a 1 . e
hanms JPTS " m L PR

ST F;nally,‘the NRC system ‘is. subject to.resource. con&traxnts.w>$Qma?.“ﬁ
State systems may not be able to absorb large numbexrs of AFDC
recipients. This problem may be allaviated by allowing JOBS /?

. funds to be used to reimburse State VR agencies, .

(£>M - Use a“servlcas 1ntegrat10n approach to providing” s&rvzaa$,,J‘ﬁ )

. MostTof thé. fervices that rECIPLERtS with disabilities n&&d*axa‘*‘”
presently. available within the community. Therefore, instead of

£ E3 E
creating new programs we could ensure that existing prourams b
serve AFDC clients. ‘ﬁg

——— s T
s e -

A services 1ntegration approachvls heing used in one of the aﬂ'%wé

demonstration-counties -in. Utah where most- exenptions from "JORS Moo v

o requlrements ‘havé been removed. Under this model, all appropxi~m*¢§,w9,
. ate agenclesgare coaparatxngmtc ensnre that réazpienzs FRCEIVes, -t e

s the neaeasary“serv1cas4 =THe JOBS program has paid for the »?*ﬁ;““*f{'
© ecreation-of7an-asiéssdent center where assessment services fopitrthoie

each agency~gan. be co=located and clients can be aasea&ed fmr‘wmwumwf“?
services’ fram"multlple agenczes in one day. AT ey 2T

e B 335“;;ﬁ> Tkl :5;; : waﬁhﬁ“?““ﬁﬁ%g

SRR, Ona*advantage;cf aservices-integration. a§proach is that servicdeg Ve
. & . .- from numerous~Pederal-and ‘Stats"fUnding streams can be accessed™ %7 1
i Fedefal funds™are-already-availablé for  almést all services that“?““éw

. clients would=need. .As.a“result, services:.can be provxdad - “ﬁf:ﬁﬁ“~h
PR without the’ 3085 gtogram prcv1dlng the funding. - . RN
:;-%EM‘ o ) APV «’.« Ty et s - faTiew - w“mé“:"g,:ﬁ:h*“ﬁs " . < ‘h',‘: \,.}"
B F R ‘A services zﬁteqratzcnvmcdel mayT -be: -gasier “to develop on a lncalw.dfﬁmﬁw
IR T level than prescrzbe from.-the tapﬁdown, 1n‘part because it would s . = .u
e © t be-difficull- ta;force relatzog;ths among ‘service providers whnu.;?ﬁagu
PR )may ot norwaliy 1nteract.w-' I A e pidieng
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E

- Of note, this option, and the option discussed beslow, are similar
to the VR -model discussed above. One difference is that JOBS may
or nay not pay for servzces, whereas the VR system often pays
providers. - "o e : .

R P *

-3 chtract with loecal . agencies? “and organizatlons to provide.
assessment and treatmentfhablzltatlcn services. - .
e i
This option avoids. some’ ef tha problems that may e &naount&red A
in the two previous- cgtzoRSO Many localities have public and . S
non-profit community rshabjlitation facilities that provide a
wide range -of treatment and rehabilitation services. Whereas..s s
AFDC recipients may not be aligzbla for_ services under the VR .~
' systemﬁ.contractzng with providers Wwould” guarante& that“slot& R
.. woyld belavalilable., One problem with a~ services 1nt&gx@&1an oy et T
”"_apprcach ig™ marntaining acaounta&zlity an&“raﬁpanﬁibilxﬁy A :“r"4.~
: antractlnq ‘out.services, even. if the mantramt& are Lo mther“W% .
,,pubilc sector prcviﬁarg, may ‘alleviate saah“prmblamx and“wauld . _
alsg guarantee<that slots would Be avallible: T -1 W f“W'W““m““””W h

However, contracting cut such services may xa&uzt in more costs
_being incurred by the AFDC and JOBS programs_as.opposed to the v
exlstlng funding streams for tbe&e ﬁ&rviaeﬁfwﬁ TP -

.
5 e PR .
i;‘m.., L kgl
ﬁt W Wﬁ - N

- 470 Test dlfferent approaﬁhes to providing. a&&&sawant“&n& L g
treatment;habalitation on a demonstration’ baﬁza.

ERypam— - - ahnema 2 ¥ . v . .

With a few exceptions, thers is little experience in providing

‘ _comprehensive assessment and treatment/habilitation gservices to a
S _ large number of AFDC recipients with disabilities. In fact, as

e " discussed _earlier in this paper, it is Qnaz&ax }asﬁ how: ‘many, AFDC™

. ;“MLL .reciplentsﬂwould ragquire such services. As. aaraﬁult,miz may. be

most ' prudent ‘to test assessment models anﬁ”sarvxaa modals before: . . -
LT ﬂ;@ﬂwlmplementxngmnatianwiﬁa raqaizazants to aaxvawafﬁﬁ*rgaigigntazy;;gﬁ“ﬂ
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It will ke important to send the message that we have expacta-
tions of persons with disabilities. The current policy of - v~
exenpting. persons with disabilities from JOBS is not looked
upon with universal favoer by disability advocates. JOBS programs

- are viewed by gsome as providing good opportunities. At the same .
time, it is. xmpmrt&nt Lo be aware that many recipients who have

disablilities.and .who need treatment or habilitation-will NERAL o | o o
. - more Than " two years. to.receive services relateﬁ to their . W -
- impairments and the-necessary education or training so that they -
. s - will .no longer need cash assisfance. Therefore, policies must be

. developsed. to extend the time pe:;od for pecple with dimabilities

- The additionadetime required to prepare an individual with a —
f'rmﬂ”r;~“* disability for a jab“ﬁggg vary§w‘F0r.exam§la, Zsome physical, © e T
Lt Tiydigual, or auditory d;sabzl ities can:be meahanlgally sddresseéd, :
Sa e e BO time ext&n&i&ns”maywﬂwt cbe. nec&séﬁ?y However,” some mental’ — T -
: ,mﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁdlSGrerg or & learning: dzgabzllty.coaIQQeasliy requzr& TWOr ta L e
= m-oviithree years of traatmentmOr ‘remediation ¥y Iny ‘addition to the time -
%fﬁ;“ﬂg;;ﬁwmailawad Sforiservices: neaassary to”address*tha disability, "itlis - .
possible that the disability has resulted in ofher human capital
deficiencies. As a result, even more time nay he needed to nmeet

those needs before full- or part time work can be expected.

P ]
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Toee v o However, policies’ & ‘exténd’ the: tlme 11m1t"far pempla with L
s disabilities must be careful that extensions.are flexible enough .

- o te meet the unique needs~af‘1nd1v1duals, ‘but strict enough that S

the-effect of a time.limit is not undermined. As stated earlier, -
adler found that there was no difference in the percentage of

AFDC women ever employed based on the presence or absence of a
disability, indicating that many recipients with dlsaba;itxgs can

-~ . work. K Further, the average; time a-person spends in the public §<
T R rehabilitation. system is ‘abouttwo years,“lndxcating that 1Qng .
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.

- =~ At-this point we have gathered limited 1nf0rmat10n on the costy
’ of providing services to AFDC reclplents with digabilities. This !
tack of information on costs suggests that it may be best to 0
< omewee . girst- operate demonstration projects for” traating A¥DC recipients
T _with: dxsabilitias, - roweee

P, . - e PR S o - .
H e . R R MRS AL —r nm T

. . - - . Thees L " s . omow

[P S - bl e A T "

" T'the public rehabilitation- system cdests a Tittle over $2 .billion  — .-
- per year, and has about 200,000 successful rehabilitants per~

- _ year. Of note, the VR- system serves people with severe physical

and mental dzsabziztzes,vsc their~costs are probably much higher

than the costs of serving A?Dc recipients wauld be,
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.- Jreatment for substance. dbuse and reaedlatian ?ar leawning
- B ‘*dzsabzlltles are.zwagareaQAwhare information was. Caileatgﬁ
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T w ' treatment siots rZBQES“er&w$3 800 to. Qvaxuﬁzg #1014 (forwmora*‘”ﬂ*wwgggﬁﬁ
e r expensive resxdential treatment} one relxahl& estzmata%iﬁ that.wvhﬁﬁgj

o " *' §578065could provzﬁe somewhat "effactive treatment for oneiperson~" *= <~
per episode. It has also been estimated that the average
duration for an effective treatment nodel is five and a half
= months. Thus,. the rough cost for one “treatment slat“m~saxvzngwwu«@w s

dy R ity

o .W-about 2“2 people, persyear, . is, about $12,800 per ye&r;*l$édad“t W

R le -

- - thls_pcst wouzdﬂbe the necessary, child care‘and ather”suypart_,;J“

- - M PP TR

»services_that~AFDc recipients may need. : e vRBRRGREL TR ST
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It should be noted that there is pr&santiy a shart&qe of
treatment glots. It is estimated that current capacity can meet
. approximately..58 percent &f treatment needs. - Requiring itreatment.

-

_ i for AFDC recipients who need it could result in fewer slots: b@§?§4www »
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- Financing - *~°_ ~ . ] ' : e

ar - -

Financing issues are related to the treatment options discussed
.previously. For example, _.if a VR model is selected, then costs
for treatment and habilitation would be incurred by the VR -
- v~ . -gystem. However,Zas..noted,-the:VR systenm: has™its own resource
constraints. "As a result, it ‘may--be appropriate to allow State
"VR agencies to use JOBS funds to pay for_.the State share of VR
costs. - The serv1ces integration model would utilize existing. S
services in the community and their respective funding streams.. .o -2
Finally, the option of contracting with local providers may
_result in-much.of .the, costs being incurred by the JOBS program. i -

— n--., - PR
)4—!-_- - e

w‘Qn'e 1mportant factor 1n this dlSCUSSth of"flnanc1ng 1s the;hw.

xtent“to whlch assessment and treatment serv1ses,may»be‘covered el
ndee~he€dalth 'care reform. .AS 1nformatlon was“beiﬁgwgathered for,
hls draftm relevant“coverage 1ssuesw n - the~Pre51dent's~pIgn wege
_ - stllrﬁevolv1ng . However, the plan“skcoverage ofsubgtancé "abuse oy
gﬂﬂﬁﬁu,h, Ftreatméntswill- allow:for 1npat1ent”andsresldentlalwtreatment Tt meiame s e
professional outpatlent treatment, and intensive non-residential

treatment services.
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APDC-UP

gverview. In order to gualify for AFDC, there must be children who
are deprived of parental support and care. In most cases, ¢hildren
are deprived because at lgast one parent is absent. However, two-
parent families can qualify if there is deprivation dus {0 the
1ncapac1ty of a parent or due to unemploynment ¢f the principal

earner in the Ffamily. Families that .qualify on the basis of .

incapacity arg covered under the regular -AFDC program and are
counted as "basic” cases. Families that gqualify on the hasgis of
unenployment are called AFDC~UP {Aid to Families with Dependent
Children-~Unemployed Parenis} cases. Special conditions of
@eligibility apply to such cases., The most significanit are: 1) the
10¢~hour rule which prevents families with two heslthy parents from
getting benefits-uniess the parent whe has served as the principal
garner is employed less than 100 hours a month; and 2) the
*guarters—of-work” test which prevents such families from receiving
assistance unless the principal earner has had a substantial recent
work history.

Until the Pamily Support Act of 1988, States had an option whether
or not to provide assistance to two-parent families through AFDC-
UP. While the program was optional, about half the States provided
such benefits. In the other twenty~fo-twenty-five Stateg, the only
two-parent families that received assistance were onegs whare at
least one parent was incapacitated,

While it is difficult to develop convincing empirical evidence,
many feel that the additional reguirements for AFDC~UP eligiblility
have contributed in some way toe the decline of the twe-parent
family, especially anong low~income populations. As the number of
gingle~pavent families continues to increase, there seems to be
renewed interest in eliminating special eligibility rules for two-
parent families. However, there is not universal agreement on this
point.

It is not the responsibility of the Transiticonal Suppert Group to
resclve this issue. However, in our discussions about developing
cappropriate service strategies and time-limit rules, we tock note
of this side discussions and leaned towards policies which provided
greater comparability in ‘the treatment of the twe types of cases,

Traditionally AFDC-UP cases hav& been .tyeated differentiy under
WOrk programs. . .

s

In general, the principal egarner has been subject to more

rigorous -work requirements than other parents {(e.g., there
were mandatory referrals to employment offices).

IX =~
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While there is considerable logic and philosophical support fdr.

The financial sanctions imposed when the principal  earner
falled to meet participation requirements were nuch nore
severe. Until the JUBS rules came into effect, the entire
family would lose benefits if the principal earner failed to
cooperate. Under JOBS, a sanction can result in a penalty
against either one or both parents.

Also, under JOBS, both parents are subject to participation
requirements (unles& otherwise exempt); .traditionally, only
the principal earner had been subject to requirements,

Finally, under the Family Support Act, a special participation
requirement was established for AFDC-UP cases. Beginning with
PY 19%4, States are expected to get large percentages of their
APDC~UP cases -into actual work activities for at least 16
hours a week. Education and fraining generally do not count,
although there is an exception included for those under- the
age of 2% who lack 2 high school education; these individuals
can participate in educational activities. For 1994, the
percentage expected to be in activities is 40 percent, but the
expectation increases every veay, rising toe 75 percent by
1997,

expecting more rlgorous participation from AFDC-UP cases ({in

general, they are in a better position to participate in. work),

special AFOC~UP rules c¢an be guestioned on other grounds.

Charactoristics of the AFPDC- Casaload.

i} A very substantial pertion of AFDC-UP cases can be
expected to go off welfare within one year of coming on.
Focusing on AFDC-UP cases is contrary to a strategy which
calls for focusing limltad resources on potential long-
stayers.

2}  Research on enmployment and training programs has shown
mixed impacts for programs targeted on AFDO~UP cases. .Thusg,
it is gquestionable whether focusing on these groups will
produce the highest return on the public investment.

3} To the extent that two-parent families have noére
difficulty gualifying for benefits (either in terms of cash
or gervices) or keeping benefits (in terms of sanction
pelicies), there could be some disincentive for families to
form.

o

e ¥

There are some general differences in the characteristics of AFDC-
UP and basic AFDC cases. {See appendix A for rore details.)

IX - 2

nt



TRANRSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93
In sumnmary:

AFDC~UP cases tend to be larger, with more children, and a
larger age range of children. :

A significant portion have parents who are well into middle
age. {In part this may reflect problems that young couples
have meeting the "quartsrs-of-work® requirenent.) At the gane

O bime, dlaabzlxty, in the form ©f $8I eligibility, is less
commen, ' - »

As expected, UP cases tend to have closer ties toe the labor
force. A moderate portion have automobiles.

Except perhaps in Caiifornia, the UP caselcad is much lsss
diverse raclally and ethnically than the regular caseload.
{This probably reflects in part the -smaller population of
intact black families.) .

Contrary to expectations, there are a-fair nunber of UP cases
that do not have two parents in the case. Since the "standard
filing unit" was enacted in 1984, the general ruleg has been
that all parents in the honme should be included in the filing
unit. The main problenm here ssems to be that, in C&lifornia,
there are a substantial number of cases wlth two parents in
the home, but one or both parent lacks satisfactory
immigration status and is therefore ineligible for AFDC. .
{¥SSUE: Should some kind of community service or family
obligation be imposed in these cases even where the adult is
not receiving assistance?}

Anacdotal .evidence had suggested that substance abuse wag a
)siqnificaﬁt problem in AFDC-UP cases. The prevalence data
discussed in another paper suqgests that the UP caseload does
not have disproportionate problems in this area.

Based on this overview af the AFDC~UP program and AFDC~UP caseload,
it is easy to see that there are special factors working for and
against AFDC-UP families in their move towards self-sufficiency.
The presence of two parents in the home, their ¢greater attachment
to the labor force, and their better access to transportation make
such a move easier. At the same time thelr larger family size and
the presence of young children in greater numbers make the move
wore difficult.
Of course, as the UP data h&§p3 illustrate, the AFDC caseload looks
gquite different in different parts of the country. This diversity
suggests some caution in setting national pelicy regarding how UP

cases should be served.

IX - 3



TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93

' Bxemption poliecies. . ’ . )

5

OPTIONS:

A, Reguire participation by both parents, even 1f thar& is
a young c¢hild. .

'B. "Reguire participation by both parents unless the State

findg it more advantageois to have one parent in*work
activities and one responsible for the care of the c¢hild.

-MATORITY RECOMMENDATION: NGO BPROIAL EXEMPTIONS; ENCOGURAGE
PARTICIPATION TAILORED kRQ?HD CHILD CARE NEEDS.

Discussion.

13 If the program in géneral is moving to a full participation

model, 1t makes sense that both parents in UP cases would be
subject’ to participation requirements. The traditional

‘concept of a single breadwinner is no longer the sound basis
“for public policy,

In today's economy it is less likely that ohe parent alone

will be able to earn enough to gupport the family., It is
unclear that welfare work policies should establish the
pattern or expectation of single-parsnt support.

A twa-gareﬁt’p&rticipétion‘paiiay may be more costly for the
government, at least in the short run, because of child sare
costs.

States should have flexibility and be sencouraged to design
participation regquirements which minimize the need for child
care expenditures. For example, they should explore work.and

assignments (including part-time, school-hour, evening, and |

in~home assignments) which would enable parents to share child

© care responsibilities.  However, there are cvircumstances when

such expenditurss might be indicated, and States need sone
discretion in thza area.

We intend that APDC~UP families with special needs {such asg
responsibility for the care of a disabled child or elderly
relative) would receive reasonable accommodation in terms of
establishing reasonable and appropriate . participation
requirements and extensions to the time linmit., A decision on
whether an exemption, extension, or ‘gpecial treatment were

“appropriate, in this case would depend on the level of care
Cinvolved. One parent could qualify for an exemption 1f the

care needs wereg &xt@nszve enoaqh,

"
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rTargeting to AFPDC-UP Cases.

Discussicon, .
1} Research suggests that early, intensive intervention in AFDC~

UP cases may not a productive use of ressurces. It therefore
should not be forced by Federal policy. However, programs to

- promote early entry into- the labor force might ke more

appropriate. » In general, the research. suggests that AFDC-UP
cases might receive lower priority for education, training,
and support services; however, such a poelicy would fly in the
face .of our interest in tresating AFDC-UP cases nore
comparably. Alsc, there are AFDC-UP cgases which are
susceptible to long-term dependency. '

Federal policy in this area should not be too prescriptive
because there are considerable differences in the 'AFDC~UR

. cageload in different partg of the country. Furthermore, if

changes ars made in the eligibility regquirements for AFDC~UP
cases, the future AFDC-UP caseload may be much different than
has historically been the case. ¥First, there may be a higher

"level of cases that are actively participating in the labor

force and need a different service strateqy. Secondly, there
may be many more cases that are at-risk for long«term welfare
stays because they lack work histories and have poorer
sgucational backgrounds. For these families, sarlier and more
intensive interventicns could provide a better payeff than
research suggests.

RECOMMENDATION: T0O THE EXTENT POLITICALLY FEABIBLE, DE~EMPHASIZE
EARLY AND INTENSIVE INTERVENTIONS FOR AFDC-UP CAHES; ELIMINATE
REQUIREMENTS FOR UP CASBES TGO PARTICIPATE IN WORK ACTIVITIES I¥ SUCH
REQUIREMENTS REDUCE OPPORTUNITIES FOR OTHER PFPAMILIES. )

ganctions.

Digeoussion,

1} . Under the Family Support Act, sanction pmlicieé for A¥DC-UP

2}

cases and regular cases became much more similar. Wnole-
family sanctions were eliminated; sanctions were applied only
to non-cooperating parentg and to their sgpouses 1If thelir
spouses were not also participating. The sacond-spouse

provision did cause some problems because the second spouses,

were not always in position to participate; e.g., sometimes
they were working or sick. , ~These problems have been
alleviated by policy changes over tiwme,

With broader participation and narrower exemption policies

IX - 5
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anticipated, it makes sense to have comparable AFDC~UP and
regular AFDC policies. Sanctionable actions would affaect the
sanctionable individual's portion of the grant. Two~parent
sanctions would be imposed only if both parents were ewpected
to participate and failead to do so.

RECOMMENDATION: PARALLEL THE POLICY FOR REGULAR AFPDC CASES: APPLY
THE BANCTION ONLY TO THE ﬁﬁﬁwCOOPERkTIXQ INDIVIDUAL.

-
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Appendix A

" An Overview of: the AFDC-UP Caseload -

Following is some 1nform§tlen pulled together from the AFDC QC data
to help inforwm the development of policies  appropriate for the

- ARDC-UP C&S&lﬁad.

x

‘First, in spite of the extension of the AFDC-UF program under the

Famlly Support Act, AFIC~UP cases still "Comprise only about §
percent the total AFDC caseload.

?he california UP caseload represents about 39 percenimef the

national caseload. Therefore, California statistics tend to.

dominate the national numbers. Since the California statistics
are not representative in & number of .respects, we'have compiled
separate statistics. for California and the rest of the country.

A%t the end of the text are somei tabi&s with more detailed
information. '

Dutside of California, most UP cases (93.2%} have two parents in
the case. . In California, there are a fair number of UP cases
{i.e., 20,540 ocut of 102,699 cases) with one or no parents in the
case. . ) ,
In California, most UP cases without two parents do have paresnts
otherwise in the househsld. A majority of these cases (almost
12,000} have parents who are illegal aliens, and nore than 1,100
cases have a parent on 88I. However, f£or a substantial pertlon of

. the cases, there is no obvious reason why parents who are inside

the household are outside the case,

¥

Outside California, a substantial majority of UP cases without two |
parents appear not to have two parents in the home; of 10,757 UF

cases without twe parents, 6431 report no parent in the home and
outside.the budget group. : Less than 1% percent ¢of these less-

than~two~parent ases have illegal parents, and less than three |
percent have a parent on SSI. More than § percent are receiving,

restricted payments (presumably these .would be sanction or

migsmanagement cases).

In both California and the other States, it is qaita‘rara for UP
cases without parents to have another adult in the case.

Ganeral difggéances bgtween UP and Basic Cgég&

UP cases are about four to five times as likely to own a car (but

IX - 7
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stilzbless than one~guarter de).

UP cases are much ‘less likely to have a household member or an
adult housshold member on S8I. :

The ethnic/racial make-~up of UP cases is much different. Outsids
of California, UP is largely a white assistance program. Inside
California, UP cases are. fairly evenly distributed among white,
‘Hispanic, and other non-black populations. The basic cassicad is
largely black and white,"but slsg includes a substantial number of
Hispanics. .

Outside of California, UP cases use public and subsidized housing
to the same exient as the basic caselcoad., Inside California, it
is rare for UP cases to receive housing assistance; UP cases depend
almost entirely on private housing.

?art1¢imation in self-initiated education and tralnlng is fairly
compaxable betwesn the basic and Up aaseloa&s«

UP cmses are much more apt to have earnings than regular cases,
and they are more apt to have unemployment income~-especially in
California. UP cases are two to three times as likely to be
employed and twice as likely to be in the labor force, bput
unemployed (vs. not employed). .

UP cases are much more apt to have several (i.e., three or nors)
c¢hildren~-especially in California, to have infants and toddlers,
and to have two or more children under age 8. Thirty-seven percent
of basic cases have no children under age 6.

UP cases are as-likely t¢ have school-aged children as basic cases.

The older of the twoe parents in UP cases seem to be appreciably
older than parents in basic cases and the number of youwg “older®
parentg (l.e., under age 2¢-25) seems puch smaller. However, these
data need to be looked at carefully because of the large number of
basic and-California UP casges without any parent.

Figures eon the age o©of the head of the household suggest a
different, less clear picture. The California UP cases still seen
te have suhstantially older adults, but the distribution for the
other UP cases is guite similar to that for the baslic caseload.
as might be expected, for basic cases, figures on the age of the
head~of~household and the oldest parent are similar. For UP cases,
the figures for the oldest. parent and head-of-~household groups
differ considerably, with household heads tending te ke younger
than clder parents.

Ix - 8
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DATA SUPPORTING THIS DISCUSSION

Basic 4,051,161
uy 280,890
Total « 4,311,711

UP Caseload

National 260,550
CA 102,699
ther 157,851
Data on UP Cases Without 2 Parents
CA
Total UP cases 102,699
Cases w/ 2 parents 82,160
Cases w/out 2 parents 24,5440
Cases w/ 0 parents 11,982
Cases W/ 0 adults 11,481
Cases w/out 2 parents in
case, but parents in home 19,398
Total 28,540
Canes w/ lllegal parents 11,582
Cases w/ 551 parents 1,141
Cases W/ restricted paynments g

IX - 49
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157,851
147,094 -
10,7587
2,685
2,259

4,326

10,757
1,360
243
584
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BASIC AND UP CASES

Bagic YR /CA Up/gther
Cay Ownership ;
Yehicle 5.8% _ 27.8% 20.0%

. 681 Adult _ 6.2% - 1.7% o 0.7%
88T Member 7.4% . 2.2% 1.9%

Rage/Ethnicity . T

White 37.4% , 30.6% 75.9%
Black - 41,3% 7.2% 9,8%
Hispanic ) 16.3% 28.3% 8.8%
gther : 5.0% 33.9% 5.7%
Housing Arrangements

Public Housing 9.6% 1.7% © o 7.8%
Subsidy - 13.7% 6.7% 11.6%
Private Housing £3.8% 9:.1% 62.5%
Free reant - ) 7.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Shared Housing 1.7% 0,0% 0.6%
Own home 3.7% 0.6% 14.0%

Earnings/Emplovment Situation

Earnings . 7.3% - 16.7% 19.0%
Unenmployment Incone G.6% X 8§.3% -3.0%
Parent Employed 5.5% 17.2% 10.5%
Parent Unemployed . 9.8% 18.4% 19.4%
Parent Not Emploved £5.2% 87 .8% . 64.9%

T4 - 10
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DIFFERENCES IN HUMBER OF CHILDREN

Bagic UP/CA yp/octher
No. of childyen. ‘
0 - 2.6% 0.0% 0.0%
1 . 42.8% 20.0% . 27.5%
2 2g.8% 32.2% - 32.5%,
"3 - 18%,4% - 25, 6% 22.6%
4 T 6.0% 12.2% $.9%
&op . 3.2% 1.0.0% 7.6%

.39,6% 26.7% - 24.1%

o

1 1%,8% 32.2% 40.7%
2 ’ 16.6% ) 29.4% 24.1%
3 4.1% 8.9% 8.9%
4 or more ' 0.9% 2.8% 2.2%

Age of Youngest child

<1 9.6% 10.6% 14,9%
1 <2 19.6% 32.2% 29.8%
2 <3 10.5% . 11.7% 11.8%
1< 6 20.7% . . 18,9% 19.3%
6 < 12 . 26.4% 21.1% ©18.5%
13 < 18 10.6% 5.6% 5.7%

[
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DIFFERENCES IN AGES OF ADULTS

Age of Oldegt Parent °  Basic . UP/CA LUP/Other
. 1&~-47 : 1.0% Co 0.6% . 0.2%
18-19 = 5.6% 1.7% ‘ 1.3%

- 20~25 23.9% 13.3% - 19.6%
26-30 ' T20.5% . 14.4% i 23.2%
31-35+ 16.0% © 18, 0% - 23.4%
3640 9.6% - 20.6% 15.6%
341-50 5.7% - (16.1% \ 11.2%
No parent™ 15.0% 11.7% 1.7%
OCther 1.7% . . 6.6% 3.4%

Age of Household Head Basic UP/CA yp/Other
16-17 1.2% . 2.2% . 0.4%
18~19 - 5.7% 2.2% - 3.4%
20-25 \ 24.8% 14.4% 27.7%
26-30 21.5% : - 16.1% 23.4%
31-35 . 17.2% - 16.7% 19.3%
36-40 16.8% ¢ 16.7% 14.0%
£1~50 . 9.1% 16.1% B.4%

Other 9.7% . 15.6% 3.4%

-
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TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT IN THE CONTEXT OF REINVENTING GOVERNMENT

Qverviaw. On September 7, Vice President Gore issued the report

on his Hational Performance Review. It contained innumerable
suggestions bout how to make the Federal government operate more
effectively and efficiently. It talked about moving a way from a
system characterized by complacency angd entitlement towards a
system characterized by initiative and empowerment, and”it talked _
in many ways abcat focusing more on what the government gets for
ite dollars than its expenditure process.- The report also cited
the Administration's welfare reform initiative as an important
part of the Reinventing Government initiative

In this context, we think it is important to think about whether

" potential changes to the welfare system would be consistent with

tha directions suggested by the National Performance Review.
Ohviously the ideal proposal from that perspective is to convert
the welfare system from a progran funded on an open-ended
antitlement. basis to one funded on a performance basis.
Unfortunately, we did not feel that such ‘a drastic change could
be made overnight. A major problem vwith converting to such z
system is reaching agreement on what goals do we want such a
system to achieve. - A second problenm is determining how we could e
measure whether it is meeting its goals. As the experience of

the JTPA program and the JOBS programs has shown, performance {Lebo

systems are mere difficult to develcop than one would think. TR

Great care has to be taken to ensure that secondary {but
nevertheless very important) goals are not thwarted when
standards and measures are put into place.

short of that; we have tried 10 become more outcome- rather than
process«~focused and to provide State and local governments’
flexibility in deciding how to manage their programs. He have
also tried to look at the issues from a cost-conscious point of
view. In partiaular, we tried to keep some of the following
interests in the back of ocur mlnds when evaluating the eopticns

‘befors us:

1} cutting back to basics;:

23 re-engineering to cut costs;

33 decentralizing decision-making;

43 holding programs accountable;

5} giving program operators the tools they need;
£} enhancing the quality of worklife;

73 giving custoners a voice and a choice;’
83 empowaring State and local government;
5} elininating regulatory overkill;

190} exerting leadership;

11} making service organizations compete.

X -1
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Some will argue that we will not fix the system until we totally
transform it into a performance-driven system. However, we have
identified a number of lesser policy options which should move
the system in the right direction.’ A number of these are
discussed in other papers. We have not attempted to lay out
recommendations in this paper (in part because we ran out of
deliberation time). Nevertheless, we thought it would be helpful
to at least get some ideas on the table for this purpose.

= —_

—

Possible Short-Term Strateqies

A.

Greater flexibility in how programs are administered by
eliminating the single State agency requirement;

Encourage more individual discretion in the type of
support services offered (e.g., relocation programs)
{NOTE: this could be in the context some costs
controls 1;

Conduct consumer surveys of rec1p1ents to 1dent1fy how
well they are being served;

Establish - a Federal expectation of equitable treatment
and/or reasonable accommcdation;

Promote contracting for E&T services when there is
reason to believe general services are not meeting the
needs of welfare .recipients; .

Promote continued evaluation of work activities, but
with a more aggressive effort to distribute of
information on program effectiveness;

Change the funding structure for the JOBS program (see
Appendix A for further discussion);

Promote greater use of competitively-bid, performance-
based contracting (see Appendix B for discussion of one
model) ;

Support Federal, State and local reviews and audits of
educational and training programs to determine whether
they are effectively serving welfare recipients;
Provide incentive funding for CET-model prograns

and other innovative preograms which tie education

and training services more directly to work;

Provide a pool of Federal R & D funds for further study

' - . X - 2
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of effective service models;

Give States more flexibility te meet the needs of
participants through one or more of the fallowlng
&gpra&ghas‘

al promote use of individualized service plans
{whether for the entire casgeload or only for
those with special needs); , o
L e i . Ll
b}. amend secticn 403 of the Social Security Act
to restore authorization for general service

expenditures under IV-A; s

) agncourage discretion in State and local
programs, consistent with their state and
local procurement rules, to provide social
services based on individual circunmstances;

d} ’enaa&rage innovation practices through a Feﬁaral
and/or State incentive systems;

e} allow families to have an automobile of higher
value when needed for employment, participation in
gmployment and training activities, or special
family circumstances {such as medical needs);

£} allow substantially more flexibility to
States to pay for services and to provide
counseling and other follow-up services to
former AFDC recipients; or

) aliminate'the 20~hour rule,
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' Appendix A

changing the Financial Incentives for State JOBS Programs

Currently, there is no financial incentive in the JOBS allocation
formula to encourage States to help welfare recipients find and
keep jobs. 1Instead, funds are distributed according to a.
combinations of fixed match rates and the Federal Medicaid match

.. rate. How frequently recipients are able to find. employment and
how long-they retain their jobs does not affect JOBS funding:
States whose welfare clients have poor.employment rates may get
the same reimbursement as States with above-average rates since.
they are paid on a cost rather than performance basis.

A reinventing government approach looks to rewarding what works.
When States are able to place more recipients who can retain
their jobs, their success in doing so should be rewarded.
~«However, other factors would also need to be part~of the reward
foermula. To encourage successful programs, a floor could be set
for the Federal match rate for JOBS expenditures (e.g., 50
percent). Based on sampling throughout the year, the Federal "4;_
government could determine overall State success rates. States !
that performed above average or well based on some preset
performance -measures could receive higher match rates (e.g., up
to a maximum rate of 75 percent). - '

An alternative incentive system could provide higher matching
rates for expenditures during the first two years and lower
matching rates for individuals after two years (whether in
subsidized work, work experience, or extended benefit status).

If either of these approaches seems viable, they need to receive
additional staff work, in part to ensure that States with the
most disadvantaged caseloads are not unduly.disadvantaged.

L



4

TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT DRAFT PAPER, FOR DISCUSSION ONLY, 10/1/93

Appendix B

Cne private organization that is remunerated on the basis of
performance is America Works, founded in 1985 in Hartford,
Connecticut. By 1%91, this company had managed to place about
2,000 welfare recipients in‘existing private and government
sector jobs, with a solid job retention rate., America Works

operates as a temporary employment agency; recruiting welfare < -

recipients, providing them basic interviewing and job skills- -
training, and job placements. Enployers pay America Works about
half of what they would otherwise pay when hiring through a
regular temporary agency, and America Work diverts a pertion of
the employee's wages. Welfare agencies give fixed-rate payments
to America Works based on its success in placing recipients and
keeping them emploved. After a four-month trial period, America
Works estimated that 70 percent™of employees are retained,

Case managers at America Works have a strong incentive to help
employees retain their jobs since bonuses and commissions are
offered on that basis. As a result, case managers will help
mediate between emplover and employee, and even help with
occasional transportation and babysitting glitches,

To the extant that such organizations can save Federal/State
dollars and obbtain good results for ¢lients, they should ‘be
encouraged. The -proliferation of organizations like America
Works could be aided by disseminating information to States about
how the prototype operates, cutting down the red tape needed to
set up and fund such organizations (e.q., by simplifying the Work
Sapplementatzan program rulesj, sattinq up demonstratlcns, and
granting walivers as needed.

Before a decision is made to go this route, however, we recommend
that the program be further investigated., There is some conuern
that the results may be attributable teo %oreaming®™ (i.e., working
with the nmost euplovable recipients who would have found steady
employment anyway, without this Xind of program intervention). :

-+
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TRANSITION SUPPORT GROUP

COST TABLES FOR EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING BERVICES

ot

N,B. -~ The numbérs in the attached table are indicative of a
range of costs for different component activities which can be
found under the JOBS progran. These numbers were compiled from
education and training programs and demonstrations in three
Departments~«Health and Human Services, Labor and Education.
These costs have been compiled without an attempt to achieve
complete standardization or comparability, nor do they capture
the substantial variation which exists within and across States.
In addition, when provided by othar Dapartments no atﬁewpt was
magde €o verlfy their accuracy. - . fore 3
with cauvtion. While they offer 1nszghts inte ﬁha costs of these
gervices, and will be useful to modelers making judgements about

" . how to cost different activities, any restructured program can be

expected to operate under different aa&nm§txons, timeframes and
capacity constraints which could -substantially alter the actual
costs of these activities.

Working Decument
Cost Subgroup
10~1-93
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COST ESTIMATES FOR EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SUPPORT SERVICES;
TRANSITIGNAL SUPPORT PROGRAM {1892 dollars)

A2

Intraductory Sarvices Nan-wocatlonal Education 4

Copartmant of Education | Cost/Participant #1860 $7,780, $5 872

Duration {months} 44 12
Bepariment of Lebor CostfParticipant $1.837 $2,447
JIPA . Duration {months} 3.4 . 4.3
Department of Labor Cost/Participart S04 ’ $2.081
{Job Corps} Duration {months} 7.8 : 7.8
Depariment of Labor Cosi/Participant $1.128 "$835 $1.541 . $1,759
tJobStan Demo} Duration {months} 1.5 . 2.9
DHHD Costi/Panticipant $148 e 2516 §788
LIOBSY Ourastion {monihs) 8.7 5.5 83 .5
DS - T iCosyPanicipant $343 $8YGm~ $121 $1.083
Mass. £7 Program . 1Durshon {months) i ’
OHHS Cost/Panicipan H
{Foen Parant Demo} Suration {mopths) .
DMpg CosyParticipant $205 $155 $154 $2.006 $4,85%
{Wallars 10 Work {}ema§_} Hange** $112-8348 51224188 £1,150-83,825 $1.574-52 564

H

* The figures are the average annusl costs ol post-sonondary school atterxlance
or students recetving and for students not receiving AFDC, respectively.
- The numbers represent estimates ¢f tha full cost of pestsecordary school

attendance, including tuition and tees, room ang bosrd, books and

transportation.
** The welfare to work demonstrations differed substantiatly in scope and
. structure, and conseguently there is considerable variation in uﬁit costs, .
Te caplure the variation, a range of unit costy is prasented,
Diuration data for weitare to work demonstrations are not available
on & consistent basis and in a standard format.

*ev o Figure represents the cost per participant for persons in the following

activities: high school, classes to prepare for the GED, ESL claszes ang
adult basic education classes.

“y
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TRANSITIONAL SUPPORT PROGRAM (1992 doilars)

f . Pre-Employment Activities _
T SonilJot pigsereny
s : 32 RAHY: §:

Department of Education |Cost/Participant

Duration (months) !
Department of Labor Cost/Participant $344 $1876 | |
JTPA Duration (months) 27 24|
Department of Labor Cost/Participant $316 $224
{Job Corps) Duration {monshs) 7.6 7.6
Department of Labor Cost/Participant $420 $301
(JobStart Demo) t Duration {months) ‘ s

_|DHHS Cost/Participant $ae? -$239 ! $1,234 $799 $459
(JOBS) Duration {months) 1.7 2.0 2.5 3.2 3.6
DHHS Cost/Participant $704 $3,442 $1125 $38
Mass. ET Program Duration {(months}
DHHS Cosy/Participant $2,737
(Teen Parant Demo) Duration {months) . 5.4
DHHS CosY/Participant $254 $167 $245; $274* | $354*** 32,564 N $607 $61°
{Walfare toc Work Damos) |Range** $122-$387 $24-$659* ) $354-31,196 $30-393
. $102-3446° $2,466-82,661

The avarage for individual job saarch is $245; tor groﬁp job search the
average is $274. The top range ($24-$659) is for individual job search and
the bottorn ($102-$446) for group job search.

The welfare to work demonstrations differed substantially in scope and 1

© structure, and consequently thereé is considerable variation in unit costs.
To capture the variation, a range of unit costs is presented.

Rw

Duration data for wellare to work demonstrations is not available .

on a consistent basis and in a standard format.

This figure does not include payments to employers.
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HOTES TO COST ESTIMATE CHRART

General

All cost figures are in 1992-dollara

[
sk o e -

The cost per partmclpant is average total cost per partici-
pant. An average monthly cost per participant can be
arrived at by dividing the cost per participant by the
duration (where available}.

buration figures for the Department of -Education RBasic/Adult
Education entry and for the Department of Labor JOBSTART
entries were originally reported in hours. These numbers
were converted into monthly figures by assuming 20 hours per
week, 4.3 weeks per month. The duration data from the
Rational Job Tralining Partnership Act (JTPA) study,
originally reported in days, were converted into months by
assuming 30.4 days per month.

Department of Education
Cost and duration figures for Basic/Adult Education are
rough estimates.

Department of Realth and Human Services

JOBS cost and duration data were drawn from state reports
{rather than from an independent evaluation}.

JOBS cost figures represent only those expenditures incurred
by the State agency operating the JOBS program and claimable
for activities under Title IV-F of the Social Security Act.
For this reason, JOBS cost figures mpay net represent the
full cost of the services provided. States may not claim
reimbursement under JOBS for those services that "are already
provided through ¢ther funding sources.

The JOBS cost numbers include both the Federal and the State
share.

The JOBS cost data are from FY 1991, as 1992 cost data are
not yet available. FY 1991 was, however, the first year
~States reported expenditure data by component, and-the ‘
figures should be viewed accordingly. » :
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4. While thevcast data are from FY 1991, the duration data are
from FY 1832, the first year for which such information is

available,

Massachusetts &mplogwent and Training (RBT) Program

e

1, Massachasatts ET costs represent only direct costs—to the G
program ‘and do not include, for example, costs incvrred by’ .
SJTPA~funded programs or public achools. .

M"" ﬁgﬁ‘!
welfare to Work Demonstrations ’

B e T T
1. As mentioned in the footnote on the first page ¢f the

matrix, -rhe welfare to work demonstrations varied widely in™
design, and consequently the reported unit costs differ
substantially, -

2. Data were drawn from the following welfare to work demon-
strations:

Illinois WIN Demonstration Program ook County) ’ s

Maine Training Opportunities in the Private Sector Program

Maryland Employment Initiatives {(Options Program, Baltimore)
- New Jersey WIN Grant Diversion Project

saturation Work Initiative Model (San Diego)

Virginia Employment Services Program

Food and Nutrition Service, Department of Agriculture
i. Cost data by comp6nent were not avalilable for education and

training programs operated as part of the Food Stamp
Employment and Training (EST) program. , )
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SOURCES FOR COST ESTIMATES

Pepartment of Education

Pata were provided by Mik&'Carpenter of the Office of Management
andg Budget at the Department of Education. 'z ., e

Pt
a

Department af Labor

Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) -

Prelininary cost estimates from the National JTPA Study we¥e™
supplied by Larry Orr of Abt Associates. ---~*

-
v »www

.Job Corps _ . ) . . -

Employment. and Trainigq Administration, U.S. Department of Labor .
1981. Job Corps in Brief: Program Year 1991.-

JODBSTART

Cave, George and Fred Doolittle. 1991, Assessing JOBSTARD:
‘Interim Impacts of a Pragram for School Dropouts. New York:
MBRC . ;

‘Department of Health and Human Services
JOBS

Data were provided by the Division of Program Evaluation, Office
of Family Assistance, Administration for Ch;ldren and Families,

. Department of Health and Human Services.

Massachusetts Employment and Training (ET) Program

Hightingale, Demetra Sﬁith eét. al. 1991. Evaluation of the
Massachusetts Employment and Training Program. Washington, D.C.

The Urban Institute Press.
Teenage Parent Demonstration

Hershey, Alan M. and Marsha Silverbexg. 138%3. J{osts of
Mandatory Education and Training Programs for Teenage Parents on
Welfare: Lessons from the Teenage Parent Demonstration.
Mathematica Policy Research report submitted to the Department of
Health and Human Services. —

e



Welfare to Work Demonstrations

Data were drawn from MDRC final impact reports on the following
welfare to work demonstrations:

Illinois WIN Demonstration Program {Cook County)

Maine Training Qgpaztunxtieamzﬁ the Private Sector Program
Maryland Employment Initiatives (Options Program, Baltlmore)
New Jersey WIN Grant Diversion Project ’ .

Saturation Work Initiative Model (San Diego)
virginia Employment Servzz&s Program
P 3
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