
ROLLOUT SCHEDULE 

WEEK OF JUNE 6-!O 

porus: 	 Interviews willi TIME. US News, Newsweek 

Meeting wllh Rasco ct,pl to brief him on Ihe plan? 


CONGRESS: 	 Mcc(ings Wifh key Congressional leadership _-' 

Meeting wilh Ho"usc GOP WR Task Forcq 


OTHERS: 	 Rei""", of Child Suppal1 background paper 
Briefing for NGA. DGA, NACO, NLC. NCSL, USCM, APWA ' 
Briefing for Labor 

WEEK OF JUNE 13-17 

POTUS: 	 Announcement speech at Georgetown (or outside DC) 

-- Meet with mothers who testified ;j! OUI WR hearings 

Possihle field trip to -LINK program in Kansas City 

lntcrvicws. with ,major newspapers '" 


CONGRESS: 	 Briefings begin for caucuses, Dem Policy Comm., etc. 

Transmittal of bill? (or when cleared) 


OTHERS: 	 Background briefings for press 

Briefings for advocacy groups, otherS 

Editorial boards, morning shows, etc. 

Brief Cabinet at DPe June l3 

Brief Wil staff 


WEEK OF JUNE 20-24 AND BEYOND 

porus: 	 Possible N.AACP speech in ChicagQ July 9 

CONGRESS: 	 . Subcommittee hearings. begin after July 4 recess 

OTHERS: 	 Teen pregnancy, child support. and miter CYCn!S with Shalata, other 
intcrtstcd Cabinet n"ll.::mbcrs ~. 
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June 10. 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR MACK MClARn' 

FROM: BRUCE~REED . 

SUllJECf: . WELFARE REFORM ROLLOUT 

, .Here is a preliminary summary of next week's anticipated announcement.9J the 
President's we:rarc refoml plan. We still need firm confirmation of the dale (Tuesday) and 

, Ibe 5i-Ie' (Delaware).. 

L ANNOUNCEMENT 

l11c President is scheduled iO announce his welfare reform plan on Tuesday, June 14, 
at a successful welfare-to-work program in Delaware. 'The aCluallcgislation is in clearance 
at OMS, mat should be ready to introduce by the cnd of next week. Beyond Tuesday. the 
rolioul will primarily involve Secretary Shalala, Director Panetta, Carol Rasco, and the rest of 
us involved in welfare reform. 

The Presidential announcement will take place at one of two sites in Delaware - ­
either the lobby of ,1 bank in Wilmington that has hired a number of workers through the 
Slate's wclfarcHo-work program, or a nearhy technical college that runs thai training 
PI"?gram. The event will showcase pc~ple who have been through the program and been 
hired; if there is time, lhe President eouid lead a rQundtable discussion wifh them before 
giving his sp<:ech. 

,We explored several other possible sites, including a speech at Georgetown (where the 
Presidflnl made the initial campaign promise 10 end welfare) or a trip to Kansas City (which 
hns an 'excellent welfare-to-work program). Delaware was chosen because it has the best 
wcJfa're-h)-work program within dose' range of Wasninglon. Moreover, Its current Governor, 
Tom Carper, is head of the Democratic Governors' welfare reform t;lSk force and our most 
outspoKen a!ly among Democratic governors on this issue -- while the previous Governor, 
CongrcssmJ.n Mike Castle, ~'a$ the President'S Republican counterpart and ally in passing the 
F<1mily Support Act of 198ft Wilmington'S mayor is African-American, as is Ihe CEO of the 
bank \ve're C<Jnsidcting as a sile, and the Stale's program has a broad racial mix. 

""' 

In prepar<ltion for lhe annQuncement, Carol has asked (or lime on fhe President's 
schedule Monday to rc~'icw the details of lhe plan. Don Jher assigned Ihe speech to me aod 
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Bill Galslon, Legislative Affairs will invite key members to the event. including Moynihan; 
we do not expect ma.ny fWm outside the D<;!aware delegation to come. 

II. LEGISLATIVE AND POLITICAL OVERVIEW 

Under the.dilcctlon of Pat Griffin and Susan Brophy herc"at tbe White Bfmse :Jlld 
.... jerry Klcpncr at HHS, we have C()j1$ultcd extensively with members in ho'th hnuscs and both 

parties, Our bill is positioned in the center of the debate, with two or more liberal bills to 
our left and the Republican and Mainstream Forum bill:; ti! our right. 'nlcre is overwhelming 
popular suppon for virtually every element of our ptan. The major fIashpoinls in Congress 
will be over financing (the Hispanic Caucus wjil complain about our $4 billion immigrant 
provision, althOllgh they much prefer it to lhc $21 billion provision in the Republican ana 
Mainstream Forum bills), time limits (the ilberal bJlls have none), and the state option to limit 
additional benefits for additional children conceived on welfare (a sore point for tbe left). 

Wc arc relying on leadership aod committee chairs w sponsor the Presidcnfs bilL In 
the House. Sam Gibbons and Bill Ford have agreed to be sponsors~ Gephardt is considering 
it. We had hopcd.to get Harold Ford as well, but after months of consultation, he has 
developed sClious problems with our bill, which will have 10 move through his stibcommiHce 
of Ways and Means, We also anticipate a chilly reception from thc CUe. "ModcHliC j 

. 	members like McCurdy and Alan Wheat win say nice things about the President's plan, white 
continuing to sponsor their own. House Republicans'like many dements of our bill. and so 
far have been willing to say so publicly, 

In the Senate. Moynihan seems delighted with the arrival of our bill, and raved about 
it at the Senate Democratic Policy luncheon On Thursday. We hope Ihat he and Breaux t,nd 
possibly Mitchell wilt sponsor it in the Senate, Most Senate Democrat!> should speak out ill 
favor of our blli. We do not expect much activity in either house until after the 4th of July 
recess, when subcommittees may begin hcarings, 

The other major source' of support for our plan will be from governorS. The NGA is 
preparing a strong letter of support. We hope that m·os1 Democrats and some Republicans 
will react positively, inCluding Englcr (hut probably not Thompson), TIle only thing thal 
stands in the way of unqualified ~upport from the stales is concern that certain fitlanci~g 
provisions (culS in immigrant ~encfits and emergency assistance) may shift some costs their 
way, but on balance our plan should be a good ~cal fOf them. TIley slrongly oppose the 
Republican proposal on im,migr.mts as a substantial cost shift. 

Man;.' groups on the left will oppose or withhold support from our plan. AleXIS 
Herman has held mceting..,"hcre at Ihe Whi;e House with African-A.meric:m leaders. W!lO .. expressed some res.ervations about the plan but whuse main concern was 11:at the President 
strike a positivc_ tone with this issue. We need to contlnuc·that outreacb dfort. Org,:mizcd 
labor is reasonably happy\ and mny C\'cn consider endorsing. 
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III COMMUNiCATIONS 

In Rahm's absence, ! ha..·c been working with Avis laVelle at !illS and Mark Gcamn 
and others here at the White Housc to prepare a well-targeted comnlUniC<ltions plan for Ihe 
rollout W(: \vant to ensure favorable co\"cragc for {he PrcsiLlcOl'S. plan. while.recognizing thaI 
most of his time in coming weeks will f:\c" taken up with {~thcr issues. 

-' 

Whe,n Rahm return~, he will run (he communications effort., in collaboration with DPe 
and lIHS, HClc is a tClllatj~'c schedule for the first two weeks: 

Friday, June 10, 1994 

Poss.ible short tc!cpllonc interview of POTU?; b/US News !!!!S1 World Report 
-(requested; Ricki is doubtful)." US ~~ to run cover story on \\;dfa:c reform in nex! 
wcc~'s issue, Time is also running a cover-on welfare and has asked for an ill{cr"icw 
Friday or Sawtday. 

Welfare reform (earn wHI hold press: briefing at HHS to release study idcr.tifying H $34 
billion child support enforcement gap. 

Sunday, June II; 1994 

White House officials appearing on Sunday talk shows will preview upcornin~ 
a.nnouncement, 

Monday, June 12, 1~94 

Short pre.... iew interview with USA Today on a.nnouncement 


US News and Time Cover stories appear. 


Tuesday, June D, 1994 

Presidential announcement in Delaware. 

Secretary Shalata, Director Panetta, and wclfJ.re' team available for morning "!\hows to 
pr~vicw announcemcnl, as well as eycning talk shows (Crossfire, Larry King). 

Background briefing for White House prcs~ corps on plan after speech with Secretary 

Shaia\.a and welfare team. 


":"lightlinc" segment on teen pregnane,:- and welfare reform ... 
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Wednesday, June 14, 1994 . 

Shalala and Panella hosl background interview ;it \Vhite House with columnists on 

plan. POTUS drops by. 


Shalala will do satellite feeds 10 selected markets, 


Target ,slate and regional press for follow-up stories on how welfare reform will .. ffeer 

existing slate plans. _. - ' . ..... 

June 15 and beyond 

ShaInla and weHare reform Icam will CHnccntratc on: ' . 
• Extensive outreach to mdio .f3lk snows outside the Beltw,lY 
• Targeted editorial boards 

~ Media \\'llh interested ~lcmbers of Congress 


Shalala bas pending requests to appear on "Evans and Novak" and weekend shows to 
explain plan. 

. .. 
National Press Club has requested Shalata speech On plall for June 2,t 

IV. FOLLOW UP 

1. We need to decide today whether to go fOIV>'ard on Tucsdar in Delaware. 

2. We've asked Rlcki to see that there is lime on the schedule Monday 10 discuss the 

plan with the Presidenl.and make sure that he is fully briefed. 


3. David Gergcn, Mark Gearan. and I will pull togclher ,J' mcc!tng loday to go over 

the commuoication5 and message aspects of the rollout. 
, 

4. We need to talk with Pat Griffin and Susan Brophy 10 make sure tbat wc\:e done 

all we can to smooth the way for this 00 the HilL . 


5. OMB has calltd a meeting for this i3ftcmoon 10 nail down any remaining polic)' 

qucslion~, If there Jrc any'last-minute fin<1JiCing details, Leon will Ie! you know, 


" 
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EVIDENCE FROM EMPLOYMENT, EDUCATION, AND TRAINING PROGRAMS: 

BACKGROUND RELEVANT T~~~I:J1ARE!l-_~~~r.~J" ___ , ... ,,,c___ ::, __,, 

~.I'F', _ J . I {I",:, ...,' \ 
. ,'- I,'j I I.... " (...<: , ...... '-,~ ,.,' 'c..i.,t\lt·. ~. . , 

,.. ~ (.VC ,.....:> "..., ....--.': 	 -_.-" 
..H~ '"~"--:::.:.:.:.£..:':::..' ~:::..':::.:.;:.:~.::; ::::~::-.:..:::""--"."OVERVIEW 	 I . 

'~--·'·'·~:;':;~:·-T.-:~·- ! tJe{),.o/'t','k: i'/t,,\~.·w.... "·'l 

• 	 C-'-:::'._f:·::l:~~,:-~:.' " .. -.~ .'..~', ,- ,.--.. _._,., ,,' 

The nation has many years of experienCe attempting to help disadvantaged adultS and 


• 	 fami1les become self~sufficicnt. Much of the eJtperience emanates from 'programs, 
demonstrations and initiatives that provide education, training and employment services' to 
working-age individuals. A number of books and artides have summarir.cd in detai1tbe findings 

-·"of major ,demonstrations and eValuations. The purpose of this paper i~f'"to synthesize what is 
known about these services, as il relates to welfare reform and provide major conclusions that 
can be drawn from more comprehensive reviews. Evidence on, the impact of these programs 
is briefly 'summarized and p?licy~rcJevant issues arc highlighted. 

MAJOR FlNDlNGS 

For three decades federal policy and funding have supported various education. training and 
employment activities targeted on welfare recipients and other econornica11y-disadvantagcd 
persons. Sredne interventions can ~ categorized into four groups: direct employment services, 
job ttaining. education. and subsidized employment. ' 

Such interventions arc intended 10 achieve many. different objectives, but three are most 
important for welfare policy: (1) asSist public assistance recipients in obtaining regular 
employment, (2) invest in skill development to improve the chances that an individual or family 
can become economically self-sufficient, and (3) provide public sector employmcnt for tbose 
who cannot obtain work in the private sector or, as has been the case more recently, assure that 
recipicnts perform some work activities as a condition for reccjvi~g welfare. 

The research evidence in general shows that programs have made modest. but only modest, 
progress toward these <;>bjectives. Reviews of employment and training programs for AFDC 
recipients have, led to the following conclusions: 

• 	 Programs that involve employment.-.orientcd activities of low to mooium intensity 
and cost (like job search assistance and shorHerm work experience) can increase 
employment and earnings and, in some cases, reduce welfare costs. 

• 	 More inlensive and costly training programs can produce even greater positive 
imp..lets (Hi employment and earnings. 

• 	 The mos! effective programs include a combination, or integration, of variQus • 
employment, education, training an~ support ac:ivities and services. . 
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• 	 A major key to effective program performance is high quality managemcnt and 
implementation. . 

• 	 Even the best intcrventions, though, proouce small gains. Employment and 
training programs.have not generally' been able to move individuals, children and 
fam,ilies out or poverty and permanently off of welfare. 

, 
• 	 Society C31I impose work-oriented obligations on welfare recipients at a fairly lOW 

cost and In ways that re:cipients·feel are fair 

More specificaUy, the impact of these programs reveal a few common patterns: 1 

• 	 .' Rates of employment increased on a range of about 2 to 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. 

• 	 Programs have generally had more consistent positive net impacts on earnings 
than employment Net impacts are generally positive and range from about $250 
\0 $700 a year for low-intensity services to as much as $lOOO or $1500 a year for 
more intensive services, such as the Homemaker~Home HeaJth Aide and 
Supported Work Experience demonstrations. . 	 . . 

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

• 	 Even when programs show positive impacts on employment and earnings, there 
is tittle consistency in their impact on welfare dependency, either in terms of .. 
duration on welfare or grant levels. Earnings and employment impacts have not 
always produced concomitant welfare savings; in fact, in some cases participants 
have stayed on welfare longer. When there is a short-term reduction in welfare, 
it generally. does not remain over time. 
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IMPACTS OF DIFFERENT TYl'ES OF SERVICES 

There is much variation in impacts across programs and demonstrations. as evident from the 

above summary. But in general, the programs with the greatest employment and earnings 

impacts tend to provide more intensive and costly servjces~ or an integrated mix.of services. ,_ 


'<- ". j 

The smallest impacts, even though generally positive and statistically significant. have ~n for 

job. search assistance and for unpaid work experience. The greatest impacts have been found 

for intensive programs such as supported work expe'rience or the Teen Parent Demonstration that 

combine staff counselling and case management with provision of, or access to, education, 

training andlor work preparation (Gueron, 1992). 


, 
. The most common types -of services are job search assistance, occupational or v~tional 


training (in classes and on-the-job), education (remedial and post-secondary), and subsidized 

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. . 


Job Sean;b Assistau~~ 
, 

Job search a.'fSistance components are often sufficient to move large numbers of clietlts into' 

jobs. Those that are more intensive in tenns of pre-empJoyment counselling and provision 

of labor market information and occupational planning may also contribute to' longer 
 , ,."
employment retention. nlose that are less intensive and mainly self-directed increase the ,IiN'-v',.. .rate and speed of employment, but often have little clear and consb1.ent long·term impact. 

r There is no. ,!vidence that job sear<:h assistance <signif"tc.antly reduces·welfare dependency • If 
• The top priority 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 cHents identify job openings and sometimes contact employers directly about, 

possible jobs. About 10 to 15 percent of program client' became employed. Starting in the 

mid-1970s, there was a proliferation of group instruction on how to find jobs., some of which 

increased the job entry rate to 25 percent or higher. In aggregate numbers this seemed like a 

substantial improvement but sophisticated net impact studies found that many of the people who 

found jobs through these programs probably would have gotten jobs on thdr own even without· 

assistance. ... 


Since'then,-varioIJs models of job, search assistance have been implemented, ranging fr~m low­

intensity efforts (e.g., 1-5 days of counselling or group instruction followed by 1-8 weeks of 


, independent job search often found in food stamp job search·programs) to more intensive efforts 

I 
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(e.g., 24 weeks of class instruction foHowed by up to eight weeks of assisted job search. as in 
Job Clubs and in the Employment Opportunities Pilot Projects (EOI'P), These types of 
programs also resulted in small increases in employment rates (less than lO percentage points) 
and modest initial increases .. in earnings ($150~$700 a year), which tend to decay somewhat over 
time, 

Most of the MDRe work-welfare demonstrations conducted. in. the -19805 included job search 
assistance as a major component. MDRe concluded 'that job search asSistance generally. 

~'increased emplovment" but had no' significant net effect on wages or hours of employment. " 
(Gueron and Pa~ly, 1991) , 

~"'.,. Several Food Stamp demonstrations that cmphasi7.cd either mandatory independent job search 
activity or provided job search instruction and assis.tance for non-AFDC food stamp recipients 
found greater net increases in employment than AFDC employment programs (up to 40 or 50 
percentage peints), but smaller i.ncreases in' earnings (e,g" $100-200 a year), It has been 
suggested that one of the positive effects of aggressive job search requirements is,that il purges 
the cascload of persons who are already engaged in employment, either formally or informally, 
,and persons who have no intention of working. 

More recent programs have job sea.rch assistance as a central component but also offe~ other 
services stIch as work experience or access to education or training. 111C SWIM program in San 
Diego, for example, required job sea.rch assistance and then work experience if the individual 
did not become employed or participate in an approved education or training program. Over 
half of the clients participated in job search assistance. Early results of the evaluation suggested 
impacts after two years wen! similar to those noted above~ about $500 a year net impact on 
earnings, about a 7 percent lower AFDC rate, and about 9 percentage points higber employment 
rate..Thc<positive impacts remainoo for.the next two years, but then declined and were not 
signifi=t by the fifih YOM, (Friedlander and 'Hamilton, 1993) 

Morc instructional and assistlve job search components. such as the Job Club, have had more 
iX>sitive ·impacts 00· earnings. The EOPP demonstration in the late 19705, which emphasized 
intensive job Sf"...aTch and SupIXlrtive services found fairly significant earnings impacts for welfare 
women, nearly $1500 per year per pertidpanL Like other studies, though, even in EO!'!' there 
was no reduction in welfare dependency and some evidence that welfare entry may have t 

incrca.scd slightly as a result of the perceiVed attractiveness of EOPI-". A positive benefit/cost 
ratio was found for the program, (Burtiess, 1989) , 

Q«\lr>,11 iooaJ Training 

Of aU the education and training approaches tried over the.yelU'S, the most pusitive net 
impacts are found for vocAtional training, particularly on~the-joh training (OJT). The 
eaniing.~ hnp.tcts, though, are ~1m not high enough to move people off of-welfare and out 
.of povc:t1y~ nor are they ~1ron~ enough to reduce welfare expeliditurcs. 
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Vocational job skills trammg is available through a variety of federally-funded programs, 
especially JTPA and vocational education. The two major methods for providing occupational 

-- inslnJction are (I) in a classroom and (2) in publicly-subsidized on-the-job· training, mainly in 
.. the privatc sector. 

Classroom Vocational SkilLs Training. Vocational education programs traditionally 

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 education 

or complctc programs arc more likely to be employed and morc'likely to get a job in their field 

of training. They therefore earn higher wages. However, low income persons have lower rales 

of program completion t.han more advantaged groups. In addition, low income persons are more 

likely 10 enroll in propriety 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. (USED, 1989) ,!'hus, vocational education 

can have positive employment effects, but effects vary dcpcqding on a number Qf programmatic 

factors. 


There is somewhat more specific impac~ data from work-welfare and job training programs, 
which also fund vocational training that also suggests positive impacts of vocational training, , 
especially for women. For example, the evaluation of the Massachusctts ET Choices program 

found that occupational training (classroom and OJT) produced strong impacts on all measures 

analyzed--earnings, employment, welfare 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. (Bloom, et aI, 1993). Another review of employment and training programs suggests 

that longer training programs may have greater impacts, citing one study which found that the 

impact on earnings for JXrsons who were in training that lasts 40 weeks were five times as high 

as earnings impacts for persons in the more typical 10-12 week programs. (Barnow, 1987) 


Of t~e various types of occupational training, OI1-the-job training (OJT) has generally 
_	been found to have the strongest impacts. OJT provides subsidies to employers who agree to 


provide training in the workplace. For those participating in the CETA program, participation 

in 01T had a greater impact than classroom training -- classroom training raised earnings by 

about $500 a year (in 1985 dollars) and orr, by about $750. (Bamow, 1987) As early as the 

mid 1970s, an evaluation of WIN found the largest impacts for participants came from,On'-­

$1800 a year after one year and about $1200 aftcr three years. (Burtlcss, 1989) 


On-the-Job Traifling (OJT). orr increased the earnings of adult women by 8 percent 

a<x:ording to the resulL" of a 18 month follow-up in the National JTPA Study. A quarter of the 

women in the orr same were AFDC"rccipients. Results for adult men were roughly the same 


•• ..t'for women. Preliminary results from the 30 month follow-up indicate that orr's JXlsitive effects 

on adult males persist, but the,effects on adult females wane. The benefits oLOJT, however, 

most likely will 'still outweigh the costs even for adult women. 




· Two early MDRe demonstrations that included an on-the-joh component, in Maine and New 
Jerscy. also found large earnings impacts primarily due to increasing wage rates or hours 
worked, Neither program had much impact on inercasing we number of enrollees with 'jobs? 
The results of the JTPA. Maine, and New Jersey evaluations suggest that, while orr niay be 
cost-beneficial in terms of earnings gains. it docs not have a Jarge impact on increasing the 
longer-term employment rates of participants.. MDRe researchers ,have suggested that 
counselors may pre-select the best candidates for Orr, and thus cnd up serving persons who· 
would have done weI! even in the absence of the program (Gueron and Pauly, 1991). It may 

·,make sensc,.thcn: to concentrate on job-search Q.Lp,~9iJiQnaLschoo1ingdor".mQr~_.~u~t.ed 
enrollees, and to rese~~.9JJ.ror ~m9re,dtsadvantagcd,recipjen!.!t. Efforts could also be made 
to operatet1iglicrqiilllity Orr programs than those that have been evaluated thus far. 

,It is not de.1.f what features of 01T produce the positive impacts, For example, WIN OJT 
contracts, unlike CETA or JTPA, included an employer'commitment to hire the individual. This. 
employer commitment probably increased the ratc of employment after the subsidy perioo which . 
may have contributed to higher earnings impacts, at least in the short run. Another theory is 
that the actual work experience may be at least as important as any formai training that might 
be provided, In any case, the positive impacts of OJT appear consistently, The benefits, 
though. come at a fairly high cost; employers generany receive a subsidy eq,ual to about half of 
the individual's wage..) for up to one year. 

Short-Ieml Work Experience. Similar to OJT, work experience is a cross between public 
service employment and job tmining, Enrollees are paid for public sector work. but are 
expected to become more employable in the private sector as a result of the experience. Short­
term work experience generally lasts about 13 weeks and provides a rcal~world opportunity for 
cnroHccs (0 get accustomoo to the world of work~·rcgular hours, supcrvision~ attitudes, and 
routine. Then! is little evidence abollt the impact of work experience, but one study found that 
under CETA. adult women bad a net increase in earning in 1977 of between $500 and $800 a 
year. 

Short~term work experience typically has been targeted on women who have no rcal job 
experience or no rer.cnt job, Under WIN, welfare clients participating in a work experience 
activity received their regular weifare checks' plus an allowance of $30 a week. This type of 
work experience has been a very small oomJX)nent both under WIN and its replacement, JOBS. 
lTPA, and CETA before it. alsq funds a form of short-term work experience for adults and. 
youth j but individuals generally receive minimum wage compensation. 

Education 

Given ·the low educational level., of niany AFDC recipients, education activities huve, in 
•. fact) bf...'Cn an important component of programs aimed at improving ""Self-sufficiency. 

There t<; vcry litt Ie f'lupirital researcb 011 the employment efrects of adult ·educa~ion. f\.·luch 
(if the I""CSClH'ch io date Oil w(~lrarc recipients' experiences in adult t~ducation suggest Hltle 
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effect on employment Bnd earnings. 111is is not particularly surpri.lilng. however, given that 
traditional adult education programs, though, do not have employment outcomes: as a goat 

The economic fCturns to education have been extensively analyzed. Persons who complete 12 
years of school cam more in their lifetimes than persons without high school diplomas, and 
persons with college degrees eam more than persons with no education beyond high school. Not 
surprisingly. there is a1so a clear correlation between low literacy levels and poverty. According 
to·the National Adult Literacy Survey. adults"in the lowest level of literacy·are ten- times more 

,~ 	 likely to be in.poverty'than adults in the highest literacy level. (USED, 1992) This further 
suggests the importance of education in increasing economic security_ 

According to the Department of Education, aOOut 43' percent of all students in adult' basic 
education (ABH) and 14 percent of English as a Second Language (ESL) students receive some 
form of puhlic assistance (or have within past year), Reasons adultl! give for going to GED and 
ABE programs are mainly employment~related; to help them keep their current job or 10 get a 
better job. M.my educationa1Jy-deficient adults, then, arc clearly motivated and interested in 
furthering their-education and believe it will help them in the labor market. 

r ! In addition, O!:f 300,000 persons l~ AFDC famHies receive Pel! Educat~.wgrantsJQLP2sl" 
i/.; ~~ ;.~ . ~n~ educatio!,::-This represents 12.!.o 15 E£~nt or ~I.I Pel~ 9rant.recipien~s. And another 
,- 'j "'; 170,000 AFDC recipi,~~~~=ive higher education loans under the Stafford Loan Program. The 
; l,;(;f t.;},.· ~partment of Educatlonts "TRIO" pfogra~s provide support serv.ices to help econoIn.icaJly 
L· :_;:"., disadvantaged students to enter and succeed 10 post secondary edU<;atlOll. (USED, 1991) fhus, 
../ ; a significant number of AFDC recipients participate in federally-funded adult and post-secondary 

~ education activities. 	 ' 

In the work~welfare program evaluations in Washington State and Massachusetts, participation 
in basic education and ESL had no net impact on employment or earnings. It also tended to 
increaSe'the length of time spent on welfare, which makes some sense since persons in education 
may delay entry into a job. These evaluations did not, however, distinguish between persons 
who enter education versus those who actually comp1ete an educational program; impacts are 
probably higher for the latter category. 

Analyses using large scale dala liases also suggest thai Ihere the impaci of a OED on 
employment is limited, One analysis of AFDC reeipiCllts found that while AFDC womCll with 
higher basic skills are more likely to leave welfare and slay off welfare, '!':i:9uiringJ! CED had 
no independent-net effect on the..1)e welfare outcomes. (Pavctti, 1993) AnotheLstudy found 
Similar results for men~-QbtaiiiTni£aGEi)h~d n;em;ct on basic skills development and no net 
effect on earnings. (Cameron and Heckman,' 1991) However, still another sfUdy. suggests that 
secondary education~~cither ohtaining a high school diploma or a GED---can significantly incrc"1sc 
an AFDC.woman" employment and through that reduce welfare receipt. (Maloney, 1992) 
A number of other studies are now underway to clarify the relationship between adult education. 
GED and employment. 
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Case studic~ and program analyses suggest that a number of operational factors within the 
dccentraljzed adult education system may limit its potenual.f Most importantly, the median hours 
an'individual ~;pcnds in an adult education program is only about 43 hours, and slightly higher 
for welfare recipients, About 20 percent of those who enroll never stan instmction. Employed 
sludenlli, who make up about 40 percent of all students~ are even more likely to drop out; 1?.t..;:L 
students are more likely to complete their programs, SkiHlevcls are so low, cspet?iaHy for, those 

. who enter ABE classes (8th grade level and below), that even completing some ABE'programs 
cannot substantially raise skill levels. Adult education in 

~ 

the past has been particularly limited 
because of the minimal funding, available. Since 1990, federal funding for adult education under 
the Adull Education Act more than doub1ed. from $133 million'to $304 million. Currently 
slightly less than $300 is spent per student. 

'1> .~•• 

There is much discussion about the difficulties the adult education system has serving their target 
population. Several hypotheses have been suggested: Persons who have had difficulty in 
traditional schools are not Jikely to do weU in adult schools using traditional methods. A sizable 
proportion of persons in adult edUcatiOfi·Mas many as: 80 percent according to some cstimatesM·are 
learning disabled and thus unresponsive to traditional instructional approaches. Finally, many 
adults. have family and work responsibilities which divert their attention away from education. 

The Department of Education i5 implementing strategies to improve ·the quality of p~ograms for 
adults and considering ways to better serve the most disadvantaged popUlations. These strategies 
include encouraging courses that integrate basic skills with occupational training, more 
contextualleaming, and more work~relevant courses, and by providing supportive services. The 
current federal focus on improving the skills of the future workforce arc reshaping the role that 
education plays in preparing individuals for productive employment. The types of improvements 
being initiated by the Department of Education may mean that more adults complete and benefit 
from education programs in the future. 

Subsidized Empl9vmenl 

There are :several ways to subsidize employment. orr. and work-expcrience are forms of 
subsidized employment which provide training experiences aimed to lead 10 employment. Tax 
credits are fundamentally different from OIT payments in that OIT is premised on the employer 
providing training lO the new worker in exchange for the subsidy received, while tax credits arc 
simply a way of buying a job for a worker. Public works progr.l.Ins create subsidized jobs while 
at the same lime build or fix public (such as new parks and roads) while public scrviCl~ 

employment adds workers to existing socially useful programs and pays them a wage and 
benefits. Community Work Experience Programs (eWEP) ,spedlic.1.lly largcued to welfare: 
rocipien.ts, require recipients to work in socially useful projects in exchange for receiving a 
welfare grant. A rev!ew or tll('.'i{~ programs suggest that it is possible ~o implement a la~e • 
publicly subsidl1.cd employment program; sociely can hnpose work~()d{~nlcd obligations un ­
w'elfare recipients in ways that recipients fccl are fairj.and,.thC'n: is HUle e\'idence HUit 
short-tcnli .'iuhsidilCd employment Hssignments will lu.-ecs"arHy f('sult in private. S{"Ctnr 
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ell1ployme~t • 

Public Works Programs. The nation's largest public subsidinx) employment initiative 
occurred in the 1930s during the Great D(~pression. The most notable of the Depression--era 
programs were the Works Progress Administration (WPA), the Civilian Con~rvation Corps 
(CCC), the National Youth Adminislration (NY A), and the Public Works Administration 
(PWA). 

o 	 The WPA was the New Deal's princip.l1 work relief program. It provided federal funds 
for work projects operated by State and local governments. A wide variety of work 

... ...;.., projects were funded. but primary emphasis was placed on public works construction. 
Over the course of its existence, the WPA built or reconstructed 617 j OOO miles of new 
roads, 124,000 bridges and via ducts, and 35,000 buildings, including New York's 
Central Park Zoo,the Philadelphia Art Museum, and LaGuardia Airport. rsriscos, 1972} 

Almost all WPA participants came from the relief (i.e., welfare) rolls, although being 
on relief was not a prerequisite for being eligible to participate in WPA. Enrollment was 
limited to one person per poor frunny. ,At it's peak. enrollment was 3.3 mHlion. Over 
$10 billion in federal funds were spent on WPA over its eight year history. (Kesselman; 
1978) 

o 	 The .c.c.c. was a residential' program aimed at providing work to young men from 
families receiving government relief. The Army was responsible for food, shelter. and 
discipline at the CCC work camps, while agencies such as the Porest Service, Interior 
Department. and Soil and Conservation Service were responsihle for administering the 
work projects. Work projects included reforestation. building national and state. parks, 
and soil conservation. The CCC had a peak enrollmenl of 500,000 and close to $3 
billion was spent on the program over its 10 year life. (Kesselman, 1978) 

o 	 In addition to the CCC, a much smaUer work program providing relatively cheap, non­
residential projects for boUt in-sehool and out-of-school youth was adminislered by the 
NY A. Peak enrollment for this program was &08,000 and cost $534 million in federal 
funds over its seven-year existence. (Kesselman, 1978) . 

o 	 The PWA funded federat, state, and local conslruction projects conducted through private 
contractors. The primary purpose of this program was to generally increase employment 
as opposed to provide employment assislaJlce lo the noedy. Once the WPA was 
established) the PWA focusOO on conducting projects involving heavy construction 

.' 	 through private contractors while the WPA concentrated on light construction and service 
projects. The PWA', peak enrollmenl was 540,000 and cost $4.5 hillion in federal funds 
over the course of its lifetime. (Kesselman, 1978) n'. 
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President Roosevelt and Congress understood that providing direct cash support was cheaper 
than work relief but opted inst~d to pursue a work relief strategy that included the various 
programs described above. DC'ipile arguments that direct cash relief could serve more people 
than work relit~f and estimates that the latter was almost a third (30 percent) more expensive. 
putting substantial resources into work relief programs prevailed ·bcc.allSC there existed such 
antipathy toward simply paying cash welfare to able-bodied employable persons. (The AFDC 
program was created during the: same period to provide direct cash assistance 10 children in poor 
fcmalcMheadcd families,) . _.....,,' 
Il was also recognized that trade-offs existed between achieving the (win goals of providing 
income support through work programs and producing useful work. The conflict betw~n these 
goals wa.lJ evident in decisions on how selective to be in hiring workers, what projects to 
conduct; whether to use private contracts. and how much funding could be spent on supervision. 
equipment, materials, and supplies. Work relief programs varied in the amount .of emphasis 
given to each of these two goals. The WPA aimed mainly at providing income support ana thus 
a high pfOJX>rtlOn of its funds went to wages for the participants: By contrast. the PWA and 
CCC spent a much greater proportion of the their funds than the WPA on supervision, 
equipment. and materials-less than 40 percent of total cee expenses were spent on wages. 

Work relief programs accounted for a large amount o(the federal budget and of GNP during 
the Great Depression and provided employment for signjficant numbers of people. The WPA's 
$1.36 billion .•"nu.1 budget made up over 10 percent of the federal government's budget and 
oyer 1 percent of the country's GNP. An equivaJent expenditure tooay would amount to over 
$60 billion in federal funds per year spent on a publicly subsidized works program. Recreating 
the CCC today. wi1h some of the light and medium construction that it did in building state 
parks, would 'probably cost about $30,000 per slot. When combined, 'the New Deal work relief 
programs employed over 4 million individuals a year out of a total population of less than 130 
million, This would be the equivalent of employing 8 million people today in public service 
employment. 

Public Service Employmen,. After a 30 year lapse, the federal government again began 
to operate a publicly subsidized employment program in the 1970$, Tbe Public Employment 
Program (PEP) and its successor, the Comprehensive Employment and Tmining Act (CErA), 
were both public servlcc employment (PSE) programs created under the Nixon and Ford 
Administration:.. Public service employment peaked in' the" late 1970s under the Carter 
administration at which time CETA-PSE was funded at about $4 billion and placed about 
700,000 per"'"' were subsidized jobs. Under PSE, unemployed and disadvantaged adults could 
b~ placed in fully-suhsidized job in the public or non-profit sector! receiving reglliar pay,

• 

Like the work programs in the 1930s, public scrvj~ employment was intended to counter high 
unemployment and pump mOtfcy back into-thc economy. There was also an expectation that 
disadvantaged persons would benefit from the job c1(pcricncc and these programs b('ame 
increasingly targeted on the economically disadvantaged over time." However. it"shl)uld be 
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underscored that public service employment did not ~(Ve a high proportion of AFDC recipients. 
Public service employment in the 1970s differed fundamentally from the dcpression-era 
programs in that it simply added workers to existing programs and was not a public works 
program that actually created ils own project';. 

PEP, the predeeessor of CETA, was enacted in 1971 and funded at $1 billion in FY 1971 and 
$1.25 billion in FY 1972. 'At its peak, it provided employment 'for aoouH85,OOO·persons. 
Most jobs were located within State and loea! government agencies. Eligibility was open to 
anyone who was:" (1) unemployed for a week or more, (2) working ·Iess than 'full-time 
involuntarily. or (3) working full-time at wages that provided Jess than a poverty-level income. 
The typical PEP participant was a white male with at least a high school diploma--sixty-four 
percent of participants were while, 72 percent were male, 74 percent had high school diplomas 
and 31 percent had some post'SCC<lndary training or education. Only 12 porcent were welfare 
rceipients., The average wage for PEP participants was $2.87 an hour. 

CETA was en""ted in 1973 and contained a (PSE) component under Title 1I of the Act which 
replaced PEP. Title II was designed to counte"'ct structural unemployment. A PSE program 
was added a year later to counter cyclical unemployment under Title IV. 

In 1975 combined enrollments in the two CETA,PSE programs stood at 280,000, with each 
program servjng roughly the same number of individuals. Both, programs were required to 
spend atl but 10 percent of their funding on wages and participant benefits. Participants were 
gene",lIy placed in state and local government agency jobs. Similar to PEP, participants were 
typically white, male, and high- school graduates. Only 36 percent were economically 
disadvantaged; roughly 5 percent were AFDC recipients. 

Amendments.to CETA made in 1976 increased the funding and Si1" of PSE and directed more 
of its resources towards the economically disadvantaged. In an effort not 10 displace locally paid 
workers with federally subsidized workers, any PSE worker hired to fill positions that exceeded 
existing .PSE levels were assigned to one year special projects: Special one year project 

'enrollees wen! more likely to be minority. high school dropouts,' and welfare recipients than 
those hired for the 'State and local ',ostainment' PSE .Iots. Between 1975 and 1978, the 
number of A!DC.Lc<jp~nts engaged in publicly subsidized jobs through C~almost doubled-­
increasing from 5' percent to almost 10 percent., 

Joh slots in the sustainment, component of PSE tended to be in the areas of property 
maintenance. public works strcct repair. aides in police and fire departments, and park 
maintenance. Spcciaj project s10ts also included work in park and street maintenance. but more 
often were Ui social scrVice positions such as teacher's aids, library assistants, hospital 
aHcndanlS. and clerks in ~ial welfare agencies. '" 

During the spring of President Carter's first year in office. Congress allthofil,cd another $4 
billion for PSE programs, Enrollment increased from 300,OOO'in May 1977 to 755,000 in April 
1978, The proportion ofjoh slots going-to community based ,organizations also incrl!<lscd 'greatly 
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during this period, making up 25 percent of all PSE slots, 
, 

In J977, PSE wages avera&~.41~rJl~r. In comparison, the minimum wage stood at 
$2.30w~!.Jhat tl.!llt;•• In 1978, amendments to CErA further tightened eligibility requirements, 
lowered the limits on what PSE workers could be paid, and required job training to he provided 
to participants, In FY 1980,85 percent of PSE patticipants had incomes below the poverty line 
at intake and 17 percent were AFDC recipients. As"more disadvantaged persons were served 
by PSE, the wages Paid in rem terms declined, By 1980; the average PSE wage was only 26 
percent higher than the minimum wage of $3.IO·an hour. ",.< 

It is difficult to derive a cost per slot figure for PSE programs under CETA--thc programs 
"",~~," 	 fluctuated so much from year to year that a stead)' state was 'never achieved, Based on 

restrictions on how much could be used for purposes other than wages and employee benefits, 
a rough estimate is that the cost per slot was around $10,000 in 1980, Corrected by the CPI, 
this would amount to' about $17,250 today. ·However. pegged instead to changes in the 
minimum wage-which has not kept up with the CPI, this·would amount to about $13,200 per 
slot. If PSE job. ""Imid tbe minimum ~I)",)he "9uivaie.!l!Joday wO,!lld "2sL~.l2,-2()() a si0t. 

The Carter Administration envisioned using PSE as a key feature in its welfare reform initiative 
and proposed placing beads of AFDC households in minimum-wage PSE jobs if employment 
through the private sector could not be obtained. Although the Carter' Administration's welfare 
r~form initiative was never enacted, a large demonstration project designed to field lest the jobs 
component of the proposal was implemented. The demonstration-~Employmcnt Op[Xlrtunitics 
Pilot Project (EEOP}--had a public service employment com)X)nent which served primarily 
AFDC momer", I , 

The EOPP demonstration operated in 10 sites over a 27 month period from mid~ J979 to mid­
1981. PSE wages were funded through CETA. Between January 1980 and Febmary 1981, the 
demonstration enrolled an average of J,600 clientS per month, and all told, over 24,000 persqns 
were enrolled in the demonstration, As origina1ly conceived, persons eligible for EOPP included 
both AFDC recipients and the principal earners of low-income families, Ovcr time, the1 scope 
of the. demonstration· narrowed and the program was increasingly ~eted on AFDC recipients.' 
Of all EOPP enrollees, 16,000 were unmarried females, 3,000 were rnarriod females, and 5,000 
were males. ~ 

Program services provided under 'COPP includro an intensive job search component of up to 8 
~ks, and then a subsidized employment or training component that ('.oul(rlasi'~up to'one ­
year. Child care and t'ranspo~tion assistance were the major support services available, 
although some sitcs also offered counselling. Of those who enrolled in EOPP, less than a fifth 
(17 percent) actually received employment or lmining scrviccst Roughly lwo~thirds of the 
employment and traini~g participants were placed in a PSEjoQ. 'I1le average'participant stayed " 
in employment or training activitics for 5 months: at a cost ofrtpproximately $5,400. A person 
staying a full year would have cost roughly $13,OOO'and the cost for the PSE cOIHponclH was 
slightly higher. PSE wages'and fringe benefits amounted 10 $8,270 for a person ~laying a full 
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year, less than 60 percent of PSE costs in EOPP. 

CErA PSE was increasingly surrounded by controversy mainly because of administrative 
problems encountered in mounting such a Jarge-scale program in a short period of time. Reports 
of misuse of funds, favoritism in hiring, and substitution of jobs led to major program changes 
in 1978 that limited wages, targeted jobs on the most disadvantage<! and tightene<! fiscal·· 
accountability. By then, tnough;,the public image of CEl'A PSE was quite poor. Funding for .. 

, . PSE decline<! sharply in 1979 and 1980. When Congress cnacte<! JTPA'io replace CErA in­
1982, PSE ~as eliminate<!. . 

Despite the management problems, CE1~A PSE had fairly positive impacts, especially for low­
income women,. A review of a number of non-expcrimental studies (that is, one that did not use 
random assignment) found (in 1977 dollars) overall pesitive net impacts on earnings (ahoul &700 
a year), with the strongest impacts for white women (as much as: S1200 a year) and women on 
welfare (as much as $1700 a year). Impacts for men were not consistent, with some studies 
finding small negative impacts and others finding modest positive impact (Bamow, 1987). 

On a much smaller scale, subsidi7.cd jobs continue to be provided in the)TPA Summer Youth 
Employment programs, and in several programs for dislocated workers, It is also being 
formally evaluated, among other components in the Milwaukee New Hope Project. 

Community Work Experience: Beginning'in the 19805 a very different form of work 
experience emerged in welfare programs. eWEp was proposed by the Reagan administration 
as workfare--welfare recipients were to work in public assignments as a condition of receiving 
theIr welfare checks. The number of hours spent participating in a work assignment was 
determined by dividing the welfare grant by the minimum wage. The main difference between 
PSE and CWEP is lhat under PSE, participants arc paid a wage and fringe benefits, while under 
CWEP participants are still paid their AFDC grant and are essentially working for free to pay 
off their grant. . 

In reality. while most states have a component called CWE? it is generally quite similar to the 
work experience program provide<! under WIN, the work-welfare program that precede<! JOBS. 
eWEP assignrylents generally las1 about 13 weekS and involve only a small number of clients, 
While the concept of eWEP has aroused much· criticism from advocates,· unions and others, 
there is less vocal opposition to the small version that has actually been implemented at the locat 
level. . 

., 

Soine of the major Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRe) work-welfare 
demonstrations of the 19SOS included short-term work cx~rience or eWEI', usually 1n 
combination with some fonn of job"SCarch assistance. MDRC fC[X'rts t~at these programs were.... 
nearly always operated on 3 limHcd scale (an exception was the San Diego SWIM demonstration 

.described below). served only a small ~rcentagc of Ihe eligible welfare popldation', and 
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generally lasted for. three-month periods. Most did not target AFDC mothers with pre·",hool 
children. (Brock, Butler, and Long, 1993) 

MDRC's review of eWEP also concluded that there is little io no evidence that these programs, 
ejther alone or after job search assistance, leads to reductions in welrare receipt or increases in 
employment or earnings. It should also be noted, h'owever. that the goat of eWEP is not 
increase the employability of participants, although some have argued that it can help prepare 
welfare recipients for the labor market by teaching them good "work habits and skills and 
developing a work ethic".... ""'... 

MDRe found that the costs of unpaid work experience per participant ranged from 
approximately $700 to almost $2, 100 (1993 dollars). Different factors, such as the lcngth'of the 
assignment. the target population and if the assignment was offered alone or in combination of 
other activities accounl for the variation in estimated costs. It was also estimated that if the 
assignmentS were oil-going, the annuaJ cost per filled siot fOf welfare recipients ranged from 
.approximately 5700 to nearly $8,200 (the relatively large-scale CWEr ·programs cost less per 
participant than programs that operated on a limited basis). From the perspective of society at 

.Iarge, MDRC found that most of the eWEP programs they evaluated provided benefits to 
taxpayers that outweighed the costs of operating the program. 

The overall consensus of participants and supervisors involved in these eWEP programs was 
that while the work assignments may not have taught welfare recipients new skills. neither was 
it meaningless "make work"-. At the same time, most participants would have preferred a "real 
job" even though they though the work requirement was fair. 

The Saturation Work Jncentive Model (SWIM), discussed earlier in relation to evidence on job 
training is particularly rekvant because il aimed to involve large proportions of both new and 
existing welfare recipients in job training alUl CWEP activities. SWIM was operatoo ~y the 
County of San Diego in selected welfare office from July 1985 to September 1987. The 
program provided a combjnation of two~weclcs of job ~h activity: three months of unpaid 
work experience for 20 to 30 hours per week (including a job club). and education and job 
training. The c;ommunity work component included positions as teacher's aides, clerks within 
the Department of Social Service, aides in health clinics and park maintenance . 

. Participation in SWi~~ was required for the AFDe "WIN mandatory" population~~unmarried 
female heads.of households with childrcn age six and older and male heads of households in 
AFDe two~parcnt families. The initial participation goal was to 'have 75 percent of the WIN~ 
mandatory caseload in one of the three employment and training components at any given time. 
SWIM never r~ehcd its participatio'n goal but it did succeed in getting it large proponion of the 
mandatory caseload involved in employment and training activities: In a given month during 
the program's second year of ofX!fation, about a fifth SWIM enrollees fulfilled lhr.ir work 
rcquircmc.Rt by being employed at least 15 hours a week in an unslIhsidizcd job, a little over a 
fifth were enrolled in SWIM sponsored work or training activities while ahout a tenth were 
enrolled in education and training programs outside of SWiM, 
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According to the MDRC evaluation of SWIM, the costs of SWIM were $1,545 for AFDC 
enrollees and $1,292 for AFDC-U enrollees, This inclodes operating costs, support services, 
stipends. and education and training services. It does not include the AFDC payments made to 
participants in the community work projects. 'These ~sts would need to he taken into aCCOunt 
if welfare reform included an expanrloo CWEP component. Currently the average AFDC family 
in California receives over $7,500 a year in AFDC payments, which would brirg the total cost 
of a SWIM program today to over $9,000 per enrollce per year. The costs in SWIM were kept 
low ,by having _~~~.:'.!!ity,,~g~.o~.i.es .. prm~ide .. superv.~ion.lQ.t1h£..workJ2!.~~1s. and ~__~~'!.~~~ " 
work scheoulcs coincide with school hours so that child care would not need to be provided. "'~ 

., '. "'''~. 

Early results of the evaluation were encouraging with higher earnings of about $500 a year, a 
9 percent higher employment rale and a decreased welfare dependence rate of about 7 percent. 
The positive outcomes remained for the two years, but all but disappeared by the fiflh year 
(Friedlander and Hamilton, 1993), The convergence between Ute two groups may in part have 
been caused by the introduchon of enhanced employment and training services under another 
work-welfare program (i.e" the Slate administered GAIN program) mid-way in the SWIM 
demonstration period. Overall, "the bcnellticosl analysis of SWIM showed positive ga.ins to 
society. ' 

Conlhinations of Services 

The current undefi1anding of those in the field is tbat the most effective education, training 
and employment programs indude a combination, Qr integration, of various 8cn"'ities and 
services. 

Historically, the Job Corps program for disadvantaged youth has been the model of 
comprehensive education, training and supjJort services, and "that program has been found to 
have positive impacts. Other programs with a comprehensive mix of services plus staff case 
management or counselling have,also shown }Xlsitive impacl"i: the CET program in San Jose, 
the SupportedV,Iork Experience Demonstration, Project Redirection for pregnant and parenting 
tCcns, the Teen Parent Demonstration, the San Diego WIN Demonstration, and the 
r-vrassachusetts ET Choices Program, Project Chance in Chicago is a prime example of a client M 

oriented intensive services model where all participants"engage in some activities that will move 
them forward on a path to self'sufficiency, (Herr and Halpern, 1991) 

Such programs rccogni7.e that 0) many welfare recipients require supportive servicc~ lfthcy are 
to l\uccccd in l'dllcation OT training or in a job. and (2) programs should have a number of 
different components (e,g., not just job search assistance or CWEP) to meet Ihc needs of the 
diverse lXlPulation. .., 

, . 
. Ther~ is :dso,a trend toward integrating vocational and basic education training in one program, 

like the CET program in San Jose, (Gordon and Burghardt, 1991) This type of instnJction 
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, , 
builds on the concepts of work~hased 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-based learning efforts is based on past research origlnally focused on literacy 
in the military, According to one study. trruning that 1ncluded job-specific materials produced 
more positive competency outcomes and performance than did training that used general 
academic material and traditional curricula and ~six weeks of intensive job-reading training , , 
translated into a two-year increase in specific job-reading skills, " (Adelman. 1991) Presumahly, 
students also liad better attendance and higher ratcs"of course completion. .~ 

< J ... 

In the civilian sector, workplace literacy proj~ts 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 tra.ining, worker skill improvement and worker retraining. 

The concept of work-based learning· is now also expanding as the nation aims at improving the' 
skills of the future workforce. The Clinton administration's proposed School-to-Work 
Opportunities Act would provide apprenticeship style paid work experience Ihat con1bines basic 
education, job training, work exIX!rience on the job, mentoring, case management and job 
development 

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, 
1993) Some policy analysts are calting for more inlergenerational services to assure that the 
needs of children and families are considered simultaneously, (Smith, et ai, 1990) 

, '. I 
There is very little research on the effect of intergenerationaJ servIceS, . Evidencc that does exist 
suggests that lntergenerntional programs can be effective for child"ren. even if there are no 
positive impacts reponed yet for their parents. Even Start, for example, is a federally-funded 
program that provides high quality early childhood ~ucation to children in low~income families 
(50 pertent are on AFDe), and adult education to their parents. P.arly research shows positive 
deveiopment and cognitive impacts for the chlldren, There have been no positive impacts for 
their parents in terms of educational outcomes, but some evidencc that they remain in the 
program longer, presumably because they respol).d to the posit~ve ex.penences they feel their 
children arc having, They want their children to remain in the high quality early childhood 
education program, so they remain in the adult education program to assure their children can 
continue. (USDOE. undated) Presumably; improvements in adult education programming. as 
described aoove, would improve outcomes for Even Start parents. 

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AND POPULATIONS SERVED 

While several demons1ratiotL~ haye shown promising results at actually placing redpients 
into work or education/training activitiest . most progr.un.'i have not cnga~ed sub~1."nti~l1 
portions of the· welfare caseluad. Suh~1allHaUy increasing participation in emplo}'ltH!I1t. 
education, and training progr'&m remahts: a significant challenge. l)cmon.\1ration Hnd 
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program evaluation reports also provide a growing, albeit stililimited J body of information 
about serving specirlc population groups among the welfare and d~d1lantaged population. 
StilI. there iii fairly dear evidence that national policy must allow for a broad range of 
senices-eduf,a~ion, training, employment, counselling and supportive services-and 
program Rc:dbility to ensure that any unique circumstances or need~ of particular groups 
can be cOl1sidere<t 

The Work Incentive Program (WIN) (1968-1989) was targeted on about one-third of all 
recipients, those designated to mandatorily register with the program, mainly~omen with no 
children under six years of age. WIN actively served abo~t 25 percent of its registrants or about 
10 percent of all AFDC a<iulls. Most of the MDRC work-welfare demonstrations of the 1980, 
also served between 5 and 15 percent of all AFDC adults. 

It is important to note. however, that there was no federal JX>licy empha'lis on achieving high 
rates of participation before the mid to late 1980s. There are now several examples of programs 
that serve substantially higher proportions of the Al'DC caseload than generally were served in 
the 1970.. The San Diego SWIM program, for example, engaged 64 percent of the rna~datory 
population (i.e,! those with nQ children under six), or a little over 20 percent of the lotal AFDC 
caseloa<i. 

. 
In general, though, the participation by AFDC adult women overall has been quite low because 
most ,of the programs and demonstrations served primarily. or on\y. those persons mandatorily 
required to reg~ster with the w{)rk program (Le. j excluded about two-thirds of the ca.seload 
which consists of cases headed by women with young chHdren). This means. that even programs 
for the mandatory population that served a high percentage of the target group, say 50 or IiO 
percent (like SWIM), reached only about 15 or 20 percent of all AFDC mothers. 

Some programs do better'with men--West Virglnia. for example, registered 100 percent of the 
males in AFDC-UP cases in their WIN demonstrition program that included a workfare 
obligation. 

, There has been somewhat more success with new teen mothers on AFDC, as evidenced from 
the Teen Parent Demonstration Program. Ninety percent of the tcc:n mothers required to 
participate in the program did enrol: Sixty-five percent went through assessment, 60 percent 
participated in at least one major activity (school, training~ or employment) and 27 percent 

, became employed within two years.' ' 

There .is recent evidence, then, .that mandatory work-welfare programs can serve significant 
.portions of the mandatory population. SWIM, the Teen Parent Demo, and 1){hcr programs like 
Kenosha, Wisconsin's have sh{)wn that it can be done. One important aspect of mandatory 
programs is that the requirement undoubtedly rcaches individuals who might no! ofherwise, on 
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lheir own, enter the program or, as with the non-custodial parent demonstrations. behave in 
desired ways, 

Hut voluntary programs can also attract large numbers of partidpanL<i. II scents that marketing 
and ~nformation arc 'key if voluntary programs are to engage high proportions of the population, 
While the EOPP' program in the 1970s and the more recent Washington Stale FIP program did 
not substantially increase participation in emp1oyment, training or education} th"ere is some 

,.. 	 evidence that many client'l did not 'know about or fully understand the availability of program 
services. In'the wcH~publicized voluntary Massachusetts ET Choices. program. though;"wi~ a 
heavy emphasis on information and aggressive markeling, higher percentages participated--about 
70 percent of .11 AFDC adults in 1987 (not just the mandatory pool) had enrolled in ET and 
about 50 perce,nt of all AFDC adults participated in atdcast one major-activity. 

There is ongoing discussion about whether the financial incentives in AFDC can be changed to 
encourage more participation in education, training or employment. Several states currently are· 
making various changes to the benefit reduction rates in AFDC and arc testing the effects of 
cash. incentiv~ and penalties, According to labor economic theOry, one would expect that by 
providing individuals with incentives for certain behaviors should have the desired effect. But 
the evidence is not [hat clear, In New York State, the Child Assurance Program which had 
employment incentives was expected to also have some impact on particip.ation in education and 
training, as individuals desired to become more employable. Evaluators, however, found that 

. CAf ha~ no,effect on participation in education or training--about one third of CAP participants 
and controls participated in some education or training in a year. Similarly; in Washington 
State's Family Independence Program (FIPL which had incentives for either employment or 
education/training, there was a slight initial increase in education, but no substantial difference 
over time. (Long, el aI, 1993). 

In pan, clients may not respond to incentives because they do not understand them. Evaluators 
suggest that this may have been one of the problems: in FJP. In Ohio's LEAP program ,which 
pays cash bonuses to teenagers who attend education and penalizes those who do not, many 
clients may n01 have really understO<Xl the "carrots and sticks." Staff feel that the Positive effect 
LEAP had on increasing school attendance may have reflected other aspects of the program and 
not the incentives and bonuses. 

Even lhough we know that the welfare population in not homogeneous, the literature on the 
effectiveness of education and training for specific population groups is mueh more limited that 
the effectiveness of services or the effectiveness of general intervention prograll1s. A few 
populations are of P!lrticular interes,t, even though we still know little about how fo improve their 
employment prospect';, 

Non·C/J,wodia/ Parellfs, There IS much evidence linking the fiSC Hl fcmale·headcd 
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houscholds--and thus the increase in welfare-~to the declining economic position of non-college 
males. William Julius Wilson (1987) developed a ~male marriageable pool index" that looks at 
the number of females within different age cohort relative to the number of males with sufficient 
earnings to support a family. He finds that currently among non~whites lhere are less than 50 
employed men in the 20-~4 age cohort for every tOO women. Another study using census data 
shows that declining marriage rates for non-college males as their earnings power has decreased. 
Sociologists and demographers have also documented the link between unemployment rates and 
m~tal delays and ~~~!:~~~~~.~i.r:ns, !;2T ·rE.::~~:· ...... -----.-~-.- .,;-------.. .,..co 

Enh~cing It!e labor ;~rket position of non-custodial fath~rs plays an lmpo~a~~ role: within the 
context of welfare reform for several reasons. including: increasing child support payments to 
AFDC households. preventing AFDC households from forming io the first place, promoting 
mafliage between noncustodial fathers and women on AFDC cascloads, and helping to improve 
the economic base of males, particularly African-American males, and thus help resrqre the two­
par'!nt African-american family. 

Currently I there are no net impact results of job training programs aimed specifically at 
noncustodial fathers, However, several demonstrations are now focusing on non-custooial 
parents (usually fathers) to both increase regular payments of child support and increase their 
earning IXltcntial. 

Children First, operating in selected Wisconsin counties. is designed to motivate non-cus!(xlial 
patents who are delinquent jn child support payments to find jobs, Il has a he..'l.vy mandatory 
work rcquircmenl--eay child support, e:rfmm community servjce~gQ...,~'lj~,1. One county 
(Racine) also provides skEls '!eve!0e.mcnt. 

Early reports from Children First indicate that there is a high "smokc~ out" effec( 'l11c 
requirement evidently identifies fathers who have "hidden income" and motivates others to find 
jobs when the)' are faced with the threat of jail. (DHSS, 1991) 

The Parents Fair Share Demonstration program is also targeted Gn non-custodiaJ parents. It also 
has strong child support enforcement along with intensive support and training, The training 
indude.'l parenting skills as welt as job skills. Like Wisconsin's program, Parents' Fair Sbare 
has found a larg"-1'!lolre.e.tltc1. Aboul 35 percent of the falhers referred to Parents' Fair Share 
---.~ .actually have to be served; the resl find jobs or already have jobs and start paying child support 

regularly: (MDRC. undated) . 

Both Racine and Pa~ents" Fair Share suggest that support services may be impOrtant for non­
custodial parents just as they are for custodial parents. Fathers reportedly ~joY..i11ld benel1t 
from regular suppon groups, parenting classes and counselling if the components are deSigned 
to be sensitive 10 the needs of men. This presumably will translate into poSitive impacts on their 
rclatiol1ships withJheir children, their parenting skills and regular COOlllli::tl1cc with their child 
support ohligations. 
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Other programs that have tried to work with non.-custodial fathers have had difficulty recruiting 
and keeping fathers in the program (Watson, 1992) Children First and Fair Share suggest that 
a strong threat is' one way to gain the cooperation of fathers.. If a high proportion of non~ 
custodial fathers of AFDC children can be ~smoked oul" by strong enforcement, then limited 
resources can be devoted to more intensive training and services to improve the earning potcnlial 
of the rest. 

Persons. With Disahilicie.r. Education and training programs have gradually recognized 
.1'<. that many persons with disabilities can work. As·evident from the~long history of vocational 

rehabilitation programs, persons with disabilities, 'particularly medical or physical disabilities, 
generally need special services during their rehabilitation. Some nlay also need reasonable 

""C accommodations on the job, and are entitled to such accommodations attording to federal law. 
The Department of Educatjon estimates that about half of the persons with disabili~ies have 
learning disabilities possibly as well as medical disabilities. 

The AFDC population probably has.few persons with medical or physical disabilities, but the 
caseload may include many persons with learning disabilities. HHS e.<;timates that nearly 20 
percent of AFDC women may have a self-reported physical disability of sonic type, but only six 
percent have a "severe" disability. as measured by their ability to perform certain daily living 
activities. The vast majority of these phystcai disabilities involve back problems, which may 
temporarily i~pede some training or employment, Although there' is tittle information on the 
severity of such disabilities, as many as 40 percent of AFDC adults may be learning disabled. 
(Nightingale, et ai, 1991) . 

There is much research about what employment-related services are needed for. persons wilh a 
range of medical and physical disabilities, but considerably less about what is needed for adults 
with learning disabilities. C'..ounselors in vocational rehabilitation and developmental disabilities 
programs, though, offer several suggestions, First, once the disability is correctly diagnosed. 
case management is critical to assure a proper course of rehabilitation. When a person Qegins 
a job, follow-up services can help make a successful adjustment. Some period of supported 
employment with job coaches "elps many people with disabilities. 

Other vocational training programs are just beginning to' address the needs of'persons with 
leaming disabilities. "Programs like CET in San Jose and in many community colleges now 
emphaSize contextual instruction, integrate vocational and basic skills inslmction. and.lIsc multi· 
scnsory:instruclionaJ 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 leaming disabilities is as high as current 
estimates suggest. their special circumstances must be consideroo ii work~wclfare programs are 
to sl~ccccd in. making large numbers of pcrSonqlCrmancnliy. self-sufficient. To dale, how~vl,.:r, 
there is very little understanding about what specific services persons with l~ming disabilities 
may need, 
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Housing Assistance Recipients: Welfare rccIplents who arc also receiving housing 
assistance may face additional barriers and disincentives to work. , Rents are pegged at 30 
percent of countable income, posing an (at least symbolic) <lisincentivc to increase work effort. 
I)ersons living in iarge public housing projects may have multiple barriers, including geographic 
and social isolalion, crime, and lack of support seryices .. 

In the past decade especially, inore attention has been paid to this popul.ation. One approach that 
program operators feel 'may' be prorri~sing is to have the training and work program operate on­
site: Family Support Centers, with HU[), JTPA and HHS funds, are operating in many housing "­
projects and ~rovjde a range of sUPJX)rt services that shou1d help people participate in 
employment-onented activities. Project Chance in the Cabrini-Green housing project in Chicago 
combines intensive client-oriented asSistance"with indiyidual initiative and empowerment. A. 
series of HUD initiatives from Family Self~Sufficicncy to Operation llootstrap and Economic 
Empowerment Demonstrations link housing assistance to participation in programs that can 
include education, training !illd work ex.perience~~lhc Sclf~sufficiency and Bootstrap projects were 
targeted on both public housing residents 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 lfaining programs, there are still no rigorous 
eva1~tion findings on programs for housing assistant recipients. 

ORGANIZATION, MANAGEME.NT AND IMPLEMENTATlOI'< 

The nuYor evaluations of the past twenty years dearly show that well-executed employment, 
training and education prognwts olD have positive impacts on indh'iduals and can be cost~ 
effeclive~ The important point, tbough, is tbat they mu~i. be weU-executed. Not all 
demonstrations and programs evaluated have been found to have positive impacts, and the 
impacts on programs that appear similar vary across sites. and over time. 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 1970s, between 30 and 50 
percent of the variation in performance could be cx:pla~ned by labor market and demographic 
conditions; most of the rest of the variation was due to program opercltions and management 
distinctions.~ (Mitchell, et ai, 1979) High-performing programs were Illore likely 'to: 

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

• 	 have clear management and slaff consensus on program goals and purposes: 

• 	 emphasize a bali.U\cc between obtaining a high quantity of job placements and 
:)CCking high quality jobs; 
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• 	 have program managers who understood the priority for the program within their 
host agency and adapted accordingly (e.g .. buffer and protect integrity of the 
program in hostile agencies. leVCf"dge organizational resources in friendly 
agencies); and 

• 	 be dient-Oricnted. both in staffing and services delivery. 

Expenence.~ in"many recent programs are echoing some of these tindin·gs. Some of the,success 
of SWIM, Rivcrside GAIN, Kenosha County, Massachusetts ET Choices, New York CAP, and 
the Teen Pl:t!'ent Demonstrations. for example, has been attributed to organizational-culture, 
man,agement, clearUobjecuves, goal consistency, and management priority. ...-' 

BasOO on their evaluations of CWEP programs, MDRC suggest the following are ",,,ential 
ingredients of running a succeSsful eWEP program on a large scale: suffici~nt funding; slrong 
staff commitment to the program; adequate worksite capacity; clearly articulated procedures for 
assigning clients to worksites, monitoring diem participation; exempting clients who cannon 
work and sanctioning those who do not comply; and support for the program (or at least lack 
of opposition) from labor unions. welfare advocacy groups, and others in the community, 
(Brock, Butler, and Long, 1993) 

, 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. Transferring the technical management expertise across 
programs can help improve programs even if the specific service models are different. 
Technology transfer may be one means by which the federal government can improve program 
management, 

CONCLUSIONS 

The clear conclusion of work~welrare and education and training studies to date is that programs 
can increase earnings some, and maybe increase the rate of employment initially. but they have 
less effect on welfare receipt, and no real effect on poverty" Purthermore. some of the earnings 
and employment impacts are short~term, dissipating over time. 

A'number of factors oontributc'to the limited impact of employment ,and training programs, 
including Jabor market conditions, resource constraints, implementation problems, and barriers' 
that make interprogram coordination difficult {Ellwood, 1989) 

Much of the program impact evidence comes ftom demonstrations and evaluations of programs 
that prima!iJy focused on dircct employment services, particularly job search assistance. Many 

'analysts and program operators feci that more intensive interventions, particularly those that 
include supportive scrvices, more staff-client interaction and a comhination of training.. 	 . 
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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. . 

There is stilt room for optimism. The management, operational and. research experience 
suggests many ways that Services and programs could be improved. For example, it cOuld be 
that components like OJT and public service employment which have fairly positive net impacts 
couid_be even more effoctive if targeted" on. less-skilled persons and combined with case 
management, post-employment follow-up, and other work supports. The Der~artmen!s of Health ......... 
and Human Services, E,ducation, Labor and Housing and Urban Development arc making 
progress in developing comprehensive interventions that should help improve education and . . -. ­",' trammg outcomes. .y , 

With regard to publicly subsldlre<i employment programs, past experience also suggests that it 
is difficuh but not imlX'ssible to implement a large public service employment :lftd that publicly 
subsidi4ed employment can take different forms, each associa1~ with different goals and costs. 
For example, although some of the deprcssion-era programs were geared to more heavily to 
provide income support than olhers, these were all essentially public works programs which 
created their own projects, many of which arc still used today. Public service employment, in 
contrast, provi<les jobs to those who would otherwise be on welfare or unemployed by simply 
adding workers to existing agencies and therefore costs less than public works prograrrs, 'eWEP 
also puts welfare recipicn.1S to work in. socially useful projects but participants still remain on 
welfare, and do not receive a paycheck or fringe benefits. 

. , 
Finally, we have no evidence yet-that education, training and employment 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 wet! as limited wage 
opponunitics IJl the labor markct Regardless of the reason, it seems dear that employment. 
education and training alone is not enough ..Public service employment or community work 
experience programs is an alternative but not a replacement to private sector employment and 
'there is little evidence that six months or a year of either PSE or CWEP alone will necessarily 
result in private sector employment. Thus. it is critically important to view these interventions i 
in combination with othcr strategies to "make work paY" and raise income levels. Education \ 
aad,training cannot alone be the engine that moves substantial numbers of people off weifu.re and' 
oUi"'of poverty . .. [::.r1"

! ' . '\ ~<' ,"Vi'(f~ :, 

• 
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Endnotes 

1. Formal evaluations of employment, tralntng and work-welfare programs use vanous 
methodologies in ~timating net impacts. 'Most experimental design evaluations measure net 
impacts by comparing the impact for treatment ..group members to the impact for cot:trol groups 
members, regardless of whether an individuil actually participated in any activity, Unless 
otherWiSe noted~ this is the measure of net impact reported. .­

2. Note that the JTPA, Maitte, atld New studies did not test OJT training versus no training at 
all. Rathe~. the studies examinc"'the marginal, or add-on, impact of having aOJT progf1!m, 

3, A ,Weighted index of performance was cr~tC:d. using the WIN program's standard s-riteria: job 
entries per staff. starting...wage rate, job retention rate; and 'welfare' grant reduction, Statistical 
analysis controlled for state and local soero-economic conditions to estimate exPected 
performance -given those conditions,- High-performers were programs where performance was: 
at least ,one standard deviation above expected. Jow-performers were those one standard deviation 
below cxpeetoo. 
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To amend the 'Social Security Act, the Food Stamp Act and other 

relevant statutes to redesign the program of aid to families with 

.de~endent children to establish a program that provid~es time 

limited, t,rani'itional assistance, prepa'res inaividu<;tls for and 
, 

regaires _employment, prevents dependency, overhauls the chil~ 

support enforcement mechanism at both the state and Federal 

'level, and for other purposes" 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House pf Representatiyes of 

the united §tates of America in Congress assembled, That this 

may be cited as the t1Co.mprehensive Welfare Reform And Family 

Support Ar.tendments of 1994tl. 

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTEt<T'S; REFERENCES 

(a) Table of Contents.--This Act contains the following 

titles and sections: 
It:: 

. , 7. TITLE;C - JOBSc:: . TITLE 11 - TIME LIMITED ASSISTANCE 

TITLE HI - WORK
\ 

TITLE IV - CHILD CARE 

TITLE V - PREVENTION OF DEPENDENCY 


TITLE VI - CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 


TITLE VII - INFORYJlTION SYSTEMS 


TITLE VIII - IMPROVING GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS 


TITLE IX - MISCELLANEOUS 




, ' 

IN THE YEAR 2000, UNDER REFORM: 

* 	 2.4 MILLION ADULTS WILL BE SUBJECT TO THE NEW RULES, 
INCLUDING TIME LIMITS AND WORK REQUIREMENTS. 

AND ALMOST ONE MILLION PEOPLE WILL EITHER BE OFF WELFARE*". ~OR WORKING:' 	 .' 

* 	 3 3 0,000 PEOPLE WHO "OUW HAVE BEEN ON WELFARE 
WILL HAVE LEFT THE WELFARE ROLLS. 

* 	 220,000 PARENTS WILL BE WORKING PART~TIME IN 
PRIVATE SECTOR JOBS. 

* 	 390,000 PEOPLE WILL BE IN THE WORK PROGRAM: EITHER 
IN. SUBSIDIZED PRIVATE SECTOR JOBS OR WORKING IN THE 
PUBLIC SECTOR. 

* 	 ANOTHER 870,000 YOUNG RECIPIENTS WILL BE IN TIME~LIMITEb 
SCHOOL OR TRAINING PROGRAMS LEADING TO EMPLOYMENT. . 	 . 

• 	 FEDERAL CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS WILL HAVE MORE THAN 
DOUBLED, FROM $9 BILLION TO $20 BILLION. 

• 	 TEEN PREGNANCY PREVENTION PROGRAMS WILL BE OPERATING IN 
1000 MIDDLE AND HIGH SCHOOLS IN DISADVANTAGED 
NEIGHBORHOODS. 

• 	 ALL HOSPITALS WILL HAVE PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT PROGRAMS 
IN PLACE. 

* 	 A NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE WILL BE IN PLACE, TRACKING 
FATHERS WHO OWE ~HrLD SUPPORT ACROSS STATE LINES. 



, // 
WELFARE>REFORM: ENC3JlYAGING WORK 

Under the President's reform plan, welfare will be about a paycheck, not a welfare check., To reinjorce 
and reward work, our approach is based on 0' simple compact, Support, job training, and child care will 
be provided to help people mov'e from dependence (0 independence. But after two years, anyone who emf 
work. must work-in the p;iv(1{c sector ifpossible, in 11 subsidizedjob ifnecessary. Refonn wit! make 
welfare a transitfonalsystem leading to work: a second chance rather than a way of life, 

This central message of work and responsibitifY is reinforced by two other Clinton Administrarion 
initiatives: health care rejonn and the expansion of the Eiirned Income TaX Credit (En'C). Universal health 
care will allow people to' leave welf~"'re without worrying·about coverage for their families. while the 
expanded ElTC will lift millions of workers out of fXJverty. Both will provide bold new incentives for AFDC 
recipienfs to leaw! welfarejor work. 

A Refonne<! JOBS Program 

_ The core of our transitional approach is an expanded, improved JOBS program..Created by the Family 
Support Act of 1988 and championed by then·Governor Clinton, the JOBS program offers education. 
training, and job placement services--but to too few famllies. Our proposal would expand and improve the 
program from day one to include:· . 

-Additional rederal funding, To ease state fiscal constraints and ensure that JOBS really 
works, our proposal raises the federal match rate and provides $2 hiUion of additional JOBS 
funding. The federal JOBS match will increase further in states with high unemployment 

•
-A two-year time limit. The first time limits ever imposed on welfare will restrict most 
AFDC recipients to a IifetiffiC maximum of 24 months of cash assistance, 

, 
-A pt'rsonal cttlployability plan, From the very first day, the new system will foclls'on 
making young mothers self-sufficient. Working with a caseworker, each woman wilt ' 
develop an employability plan identifying transitional services and specifying her speediest 
path to work, Because 70 percent of welfare recipients already leave the rolls within two 
years. states can also design shorter tn:ne limits for people who are job~ready, and req~ire 
them to work sooner. 

-Limited 'exemptions and deferrals. Our plan will reduce existing exemptions and ensure 
that from day one, even those who can't work still have to meet certain expectations, . . 
Mothers with disabilities and those caring for disabled children will initially be exenlpt 'from 
the two-year time limjt, but will be required to develop employability plans detailing tbe 
steps. such as finding appropriate medJcal care, necessary to wor~, Another exemption 
allowed under current JOBS rules will be significantly narrowed: mothers of infant .. will 
receive only short-term deferrals (12 months for the first child, three m~nths for the 
second). At state discretion, a very limited number of young mothers complettng education 
programs may receive appropriate ~xtensions. • 

_Job search first. Participants who are job~ready will immediately be oriented to the 
workplace. Anyone effered a job will be required til take it. 

-. 
-Integration with mainstream education and training pr-ograms, JOBS will he liakcd 
with job {raining rrogra!:!1' offered under the lohs Training Partnership Act, the new Schoo!· 
to-Work initiative, and other mainstream program.'i. 

. ­
.Guarant~-d cllUd cnre for those in educmion and training. A expanded invcstmclll Ill. 



child care will help eliminate aprimary barrier to work for singJe parents . . 
-Tough sanctions, Parents who refuse to stay in schoot, look for'work, or participate in 
the JOBS program will be sanctioned. generally by losing their share of the AFDC grafll-

The WORK Program 

The WORK program will enable those without jobs after two years to support their families through paid __ 
employment. The WORK program emphasizes: ' 

,~ - .... 
-Work for wages. Unlike traditional "workfare,'" recipients would only be paid for hours' 
worked. Most jobs would pay the minimum wage for between i5 and 35 hours of work per 
week, 

-Flexible, conununity~based initiativcs. State goverrunents can design programs 
appropriate to the local labor market: placing recipients in subsidized private sector jobs, in 
public sector positions, or with CQmmunity organizations . 

• A Transitional Program. To constantly push people to enter unsubsidized private seclor 
jobs as quickly as possible, participants will be required to go through eXlcnsive job search 
before entering the WORK program. and after each WORK assignment. No WORK 
assignment will last more than t2 months. ' Participants in subsidi.zed jobs will not rcceiw 
the EITe. Anyone whQ iurns down a private sector job will be removed from the rolls. as 
will people who refuse to make good faith efforfs to obtain available jobs. 

Targ.'L'<I, Meaningful Chang. / . 

To refoon the system in a realistic. meaningful way. the plan's new requiremems will apply first to women 
born after December 31, 1971. Phas)ng in the new system will target limited resources on young. singlc 
mothers with the most at risk; send4 strong message to teenagers that welfare as we know it has ended; 
most effectively change the cult!f1'~ of the welfare office to one fovused on work; and allow slates to dc\'clop 
effective service capacity. Each year, a larger percemage of recipients will be covered, and states that want 
to accelerate will be able !ofe federal matching funds to do so. In addition. enhanced federal funding will 
help states provide increaseil joh opportunities and basic skHls training to older recipients under current 
JOBS ru1e,. /. '. . 

Other Provisions to Encourage Work 

To further reinforce work and responsibility. our proposal will: 

.u>t states reward wurk. Currently. AFDC recipients who work lose benefits donar·for~ 
dollar, :tnd are penalized for saving money. Our proposal allows slales 10 reinforce work by 
setting higher earned income and· child suppOrt disrcgards. We also implement 
demonstration projects to support saving ar.d sclf-employmcnL And states will be able to 
work \vith the Trcasury Depanment to get the BITe out on a monthly basis. 

. . 
• Expand child care subsidies for Ihe \\()rking poor. To further enco<;Irage young mothers 
10 work, our plan would guarantee chUd care during the WORK program and for. one year 
after participants leave welfare for private sector employment. Increased funding for ot~er 
federal [;hild care programs w()uld holster more working families jUl:i: above the poveny line 
and help them stay off welfare in the Ilrst place. ­
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WE L FAR ERE FOR M: R ~Q1Jr-I1! I N G RES P 0 N SIB I L I.T Y 

Our. current welfare system often seems oJ odds with core American values: work; family, opportunity, 
responsibility. Overlapping and uncoordinated programs seem almost to invite waste and abuse. Non­
custodial parents !requetUly provide little Of flO economic or social support to their chUdren. Atld the 
culture o/welji.lre offices often Seems to reinforce depetulence rather tfum independence. The President's 
welfare plan reinforces American values, promoting parelltal responsibility and ensuring accountability for 
taxpayers." - . 

..... . The Presidelll's proposal includes several tough, smart measures to inJpire persotuil and parenral 
responsibility and prevent people from coming onto welfare in the firsl place .• These include the first (ime 
limits ever imposed on welfare. coupled with Ihe broadest and mosl serious work requirements; a nationwide 
crackdown on child support efljorceme1U. which will give states an arsenal of ways 10 keep absent parents 
from getting off the hook; extensive efforts to detect and prevent welfo.refraud as well as strong sanctiol1S to 
prevent gaming of the welfare system; a national campaign against teen pregnancy. targefed to the most 

.troubled schools; and a brood array of incentives lhal the states con use tv encourage responsible behavior,_ 
from limiting addilionallJenejits jor additimud children to rewarding !ccnogers for staying in school. 

Accountability for Taxpayers 

To eliminate fraud and ensure that every dollar is used productively. welfare reform wi!! Coordinate 
programs, automate files, and monitor recipients. New fraud control measures include: 

-State tracking systems, Slates will verify the income. identity, alien statuS, and Social 
Security numbers of new applicants and assign nalional identification numbers. JOBS and 
WORK participants wlll be monitored to ensure both aCceS.S to services and accountability . 

• A national public assistance clearinghouse. Using identification numbers. the 
clearinghouse will follow people whenever and wherever (hey use welfare, monitoring 
compliance with time limits and work: A national "new hire" database will monitor 
earnings to check Ar;DC and ElTC eligibility, and identify non~custodial parents who switch 
jobs or cross state lines to avoid paying child support . 

• Electronic Jlenelits Transfer (EB1). Under a separate plan developed by Vice President 
Gore. slates will be encouraged to move away from welfare checks and food stamp coupons 
toward Electronic Benefics Transfer. which provides benefits through a tamper~proof ATM 
card. EnT systerns will reduce welfare and food slamp fraud, and lead to substantial 
savings in administrativc costs. ' 

Parental Responsibility 

The Administration's plan recognizes that both parents must support their children. and establishes the 
lOughest child support cnforccmem program ever proposed. In 1990. absent fathers paid only $14 billion in 
child support. But if child support orders reflecting current ability to pay were established al~d enforccd, 
single mothers and their chlldren would have received $48 billion: money for school, clothing. food. 
utilities, and child cart!, As pan of a plan" to reduce and prevent welfare depcnd!:tlcy, our plan ch)scs this 

,$34 billion gap by providjn~ for: 

-Universal paternity establishment, Hospilals will be required to esfahlish paternity at 
hirth, and eaeh applicant will be required fO name and help find her child's father before 
receiving benefits . 

-Regular awards updating. Child support payments will increase as fathers' Incomes rise, 



eNew penalties for those who refuse to pay. Wage-withholding and suspension of , 
driver's, professional, and oceupalionalliccnses wiU enforce compliance. 

. . 
e A national child support clearinghouse. Three registries~·confainjng child support 
awards. new hires, and locating information-will cal:ch parents who try to evade their 
responsibilities by fleeing across state lines, Centralized state registries will track suppOrt 
paymellts automatically, ., 

~State initiatives and demonstration programs. States will be able to make parents who, 
fail to meet their obligations work off the chlld support Ihey owe. Demonstration grants for "~ 
parenting and a~s programs-providing mediation. counseling, education. and vlsitat.ion 
enforcement-will foster non<ustodial parents' ongoing involvement in their children's livcs. 
And child support assurance demonstrations will let interested states give families a measure 
of economic security even if child support is not collected immediately. 

-State options to encourage responsibility. Stales can choose to Hft the special eligibility 
requirements for two-parent families in order to encourage parents to stay together. States­
will also be allowed to limit additional benefits for children conceived by women on 
welfare. 

Rewarding Performance. Not Process 

The Administration's plan demands great~r responsibility of the welfare office itself. Unfortunately, the 
current system too often focuses on simply sending out welfare checks, Instead, the welfare office must 
become a place that is fundamentally about moving people infO the workplace as quickly as possible. Our 
plan offers several provisions to belp agencies reduce paperwork and focus on rcsuhs: 

.Program coordination and simplification. Conforming AFDC and Food Stamp 
regulations and simplifying both programs' administrative requirements will reduce 
paperwork rt.'quirements. 

• Additional funding. Our proposal eases state fiscal constraints to ensure that JOBS, child 
suppOrt, and prevention programs really work. 

ehnpro\'cd incentives. Funding incentives and penalties will be: directly linked to state. 
perform.ance in provision of services, job placement, and child support collection. States 
will also be encouraged to run demonstrations that offer job pl~ment bonuses as an 
incentive to caseworkers and welfare offices for he~ping redpients get and keep jobs. 



W ELF ARE REF 0 R M: 

Preventing teen pregnancy and (iut-c/-wedlock births is a critical part of welfare reforin. 'Each year, . 
200,()()() teenagers aged 17 and younger have children. Their children afC more likely to have serious 
htalth problems-afuJ they are much more likely to be poor. Almost 80 percent of the children born to 
unmarriefrteenage parents who dropped ou! ofhigh school now live in poverty. By confran. ollly eight 
percent of the children born to married high school gradUIJUS a.ged 20 or oider are poor. 

To reduce poverty and welfare dependency and improve child health. we must send p clear and 
unambiguous message to atlotes~ents; yOIl should not become a parent until you are able to prOlJide for and 

•~n1irture your child. The President's plan includes a variety ojapproadtes to address this critical issue. 

Linking Responsibility with OPJlQrtunity 

Today, minor parents fe(:civing welfare ean fonn independent households; often drop our of high school; 
'.and in many respects, are treated as if they were adults. Such a poHcy gives, adolescents exactly' (he wrong 
incentive: to have children and move out of their parents' homes while they are sHU children themselves, 
Our plan changes the incentives of welfare to show teenagers that having children is an immense 
responsibility rather !.han an easy route to independence. At the. same time. we offer hope: providing 
resources so that teen parents can take charge of their lives, find jobs. and become self-sufficient. Our 
approach relies on: 

eNew requirement'i for teeu parents. from the first day, custodial teen paren!s receiving 
benefits will be required to finish school and enter the JOBS prograrn, and unmarried minor 
mothers will be required to identify their child's father and live at home or Wilh a 
responsible adult, 

• Intensive case management. Caseworkers will offer encouragement and support, assist 
with living situalions, and help teens acccss JOBS services such as parenting classes and 
child care, Caseworkers will also involve young mothers in other appropriate programs, 
such as Pell Grants. National Service, and School-to-Work. Selected older welfare mothers 
will serve as mentors 10 at-risk school-age parents . . 
eA phase~in focusing on young recipients first, Initial resources are targeted to women 
under age 25: those with the most to gain and the most at risk. 

-Carrots and sticks. States will be allowed to usc monetary incentives to keep tcen 
parents in school. 

Supporting Loc.aI Prevention Activities 

-A national campaign against teen pregnancy. Enlphasizing the importance of delayed 
sexual activity and responsible parenting, the campaign will bring together local school~, 
conununJ(ics, familic;;, Md churches. Teenagers must get the message thai slaying in 
school. postponing pregnancy. and planning to work are the right things to do, 

-Mobilization grants and (:omprehensive demonstration.", Roughly 1000 middle and 
high schools In disadvantaged areas will receive grants to develop innovative, ongoing tecn 
pregnancy prevcntion programil targeted to young men and women. Broader jl'litimives will 
seek to change the circumstances in which young people live and the ways ih.\{ Ihey sec 
IhcmileJves, t1ddressmg health, l-ducation, safely, and economic npP0;,!ullity. 
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DRAfT June , 9, \994 . 

THE PRESIDI~NT'S WELFARE REFORM PLAN 

THE VALUES OF REFORM: 
WORK''1\NI) RF..8PONSIBILITY . , 

tThe following (pp; 1~7) is llruccls rewrite of the introduction (with minor revisions). Melissu 
~iII be cditinr,: it rr~m a Public Affairs' perspective, but other edits nre welcome.J 

The current welfare systerrds at odds with the core values Americans share: work, family. , 
opportunity, responsibility. Instead of rewarding and encouraging work, it docs little to help people 
find work. and punishe.." those who go to wQrk, lnstead of strengthening families and instilling 
personal resport.<>ibiHty. the system penruizes two-parent families, and lets too many absent parents 
who owe child support off the hook. Instead of promoting self-sufficiency. the cuilurc of welfare 
offices seems to create an expectation of dependence rather than independence, And the ones who 
hate the welfare systcm·most are the poople who are trapped by it. 

It is time to end welfare as we know it, and replace it with a system that is based on work and 
responsibility. We need to move beyond the old debates over "something for fi{)thing~ on the one 
hand and .. every one for himlh~1t' on the other, and offer a new socia! contract rdo we wanl (0 

a<:e word ~oonlruct' repcatedJy?] that gives people more opportunity in return·for more 
re..t;ponsibility. Work is the best social program this country has ever devised; it gives hope and 
structure and rueaning to our daily lives. Responslbility is the value that will enable individuals anLi 
parentt; to do what programs cannot-because governments don't raise children, people do. 

The President's welfare reform plan is designed to,reinforce these fundamental values, It rewards 
work over welfare. It signals that people should not have children until they are ready to support 
them, and tbat parents-both parents-who bring children into the world must t3ke responsibility for 
raising them. Jt gives people acce.<;s to the skills they need. but expects work in return. Most 
important. it will give people back the dignity that comes from work and ind{lpendence.. . . 



WORK 


We don>t need a welfare system based on writing welfare checks. We need a work program built 
around holpinl: pooplc carn paychecks. The Pre.".idenCs plan will transform thq culture of the welfare 
bureaucracy to get out of the business of writing people checks fOf life and into Ihe busine,ss of 
helping people find johs and keep them, We w~t people not to need us anymore. ' 

Two-Year Time Limit. The President's reform plan wiB end welfare as a way of life, Everyone 
who cartwork will,be expected to go to work within two years. To the poor and those outside the 
economic mainstream, ttie Administration's plan will say two t.hings: No one who WQrks full-time' 
with,a child at home should be poor"and no one who can work sbould stay on welfare forever. 

• 	 A new social contract: Everyone will be required to sign a Personal Responsibility 
Agreement that spells out what they cau expect and what is expected of them in return. 

• 	 No more something for nothing: Under the current system, only a small portion of welfare 
recipients are requited to do anything in return for assisUlnce, Our plan will significantly 
reduce the number of exemptions, and ensure that from day one, those who are able to work 
will be req~(red to meet certain expectations. 

• 	 Job search first: Job search will be required immediately of anyone who can \!,fork. Anyone 
offered a privafe sector job will be required to take it or be removed from the welfare rulls. 

• 	 A dear focus on work: We need to change the culture of the welfare ofnoo to focus on 
moving people toward work and independence. Most people will be expected to cnter 
employment well before the two years are up. States can alSQ design shorter time limits fQt· 
people who are job~ready. and require them to work sooner. 

• 	 A second chance, not a way of life: Poople should have an incentive to leave wclfarc quickly 
and not use up their months of welfare eligibility. The time limit is 3 lifetime limit: people 
who have been off welfare for long periods of time will he able to get a few mOl)th~ of 
assistance to tide them before moving into the work program. but they will not be able to start 
over with a new two-year dock. This will make welfare what it was meant to he-a second 
chance, not a way of life. ' 

Requiring and Providin~ Work~ Anyone who can work will have to go to work within two yca.rs, 
in the pri"ate sector if possible. in oommunity serviee if necessary . . 
• 	 Work for wages: People will work fo'r a payr;hock-not a welfare check. If people don't 

show up for work, they won't get paid. 111cm will '1lso he strong, ¢scaJating sanctions f(J(' 
people who quit or get fired. 

.
• 	 Flexible. oommunity-bascd jobs: States will be able to use !.he money they would otherwise 

spend on welfare to create subsidjzed, non>{fisplacing jobs Ln the private sector, with 
community organi7.ations, or in pubHc service positions. The plan is designed to promote 
!';tcong tics to the priv.atescetor. without red tape, and to create real. mc..1ningful jobs in fields 
ranglni: from home health care to chil~ C<1re to puhlic safely. 
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• 	 No one who can work. should stay on welfare forever: TIlts is a transitional program, 
designed to constantly push people towJ.fd unsubsidized work in the private sector, PCOI)lc 
will h(~ required to go through intensive job search before entering the work program, and 
after each work assignment. No work a.'~sjgnment will last more than 12 months. No one 
will receive the ElTe unless they leave the program and take an unsubsidized job. Anyone 
who turns down a private-sector job will be removed from the welflre roils, as will poople 
who.rduse (0 make a good-faith effort to find a job when jobs appropriate to their sk!IJlc.vcl . 
are available. 

• 	 A dramatic increase in 'W(}rk: Today, fewer than 15,000 welfare recipients are required to 
work. Under our plan, approximately 400.000 people will havc hit tile (ime limit and be 
working in the WORK program by the year 2000. 

• 	 Endin!: welfare as a way of life: nle oombincd impact of welfare reform, health rcform. and 
the expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit will be dramatic. Reform lTfeans that by the· 
year 2001> three quarters of the projectcd welfare caseload' undcr the age of 30 will eithcr be 
off welfare, working, or in a program leading to work:. Without reform, only a small fraction 
would be worklng; and 20 percent would b~ in education or training. 

Other Provisions to Reward Work. To further reinforce work and responsibility. our propos,a! wilt; 

• 	 Let States reward wOrk and SolVing: Curreinly, welfare rocipicnlS who work losc a dollar in 
benefits for every dollar in wages, and are penalized for s:lving monc),. Our proposal lets 
StateS rcinforce work by setting higher e.1rIuxjwjn::ome disregards. We will also allow familic..<; 
to set up Iudividual Development Accounts to save money for specifiC purposes, such as 
startinI; a business, owning a first home. or promoting a child's education, To move people 
from welfare to work, we will change outdated asset ruter. so ~)at they can own a reliable car 
tlmt can get them to work. 

• 	 Expand child care fot' the working poor: To further encourage young mothers to work, our 
plan will guarantee child care during the lOBS and WORl< programs and for one year after 
p!lrticipams lc.we wclfare for work. l1ie plan will also double funding for oilier rooenil child 
care programs that help working families stay off welfare in the first place. 

RESPONSIBILITY 

We could have aU the programs in the world, ant! they won't do any good if people behave 
irresponsibly and take advantage of government largess, l11e President's welfare reform plan includes 
measure... to jnspire personal and parental respon..~ibjlity and prevent people from coming onto welfare 
in the first p!3ce. 1nese include the broadcst and most serious work tequircments imposed 011 welf<lre 
recipient" after a time period of becoming job ready; a nationwide crackdown on child support 
enforcement, which will give States an arsenal of ways to keep absent parents from getting off the 
hook; extcnsivl~ efforts to deteet and prevent welfare fraud, and strong sanctions (0 prevent gaming of 
the welfare system; a national campaign against teen pregnancy. targctw to fhe most troubled schools; 
and a broad array of incentives that States can use to encourage rc.o;;pollsible h~}avim, from limiting 
additional benefits for addi(IQnal t;hiidren to rewarding teenagers f(,lf staying in school. In the long 
run, the only way to cnd welfare is to reduce the numher ur pl.,tlple who nc.ed to come onto it. 
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Accountability for Taxpayers. Tnc Adminisiration's reform pIau includes several measures to\ 
reduce welfam fraud. crack down on chitd support collection. and improve efficiency: 

• 	 State tracking sygtems: States win veri(y the income, 'idenlity. alien status and Social Security 
numhers of welfare applJcants. The plan will make it easier for States to coordinate 
programs. automate fiI~, and monitor reeipient.'\, We will encourage States to run 
demonstrations that offer job placement bonuses as'·an incentive to ca..<;cworkers and welfare 

.- officCl; for helping recipients gel and kccp jobs. 
,~""'\ 	 ' 

• 	 A national public assistancc cle.1ringhQusc: The clearinghouse will keep track of people 
whenever and wherever they usc welfare, and monitor compliance wilh -timc limits and work. 
A national "new hirc" databa.,\e will monitor earnings t-o check AFDC <lnd EITC eligibility, 
and identify nom:ustodial parents who switch jobs or cross State lines to avoid paying child 
support. 

• 	 Electronic Benefits Transfer (EllT): Under a plan developed by Vice President Gcre, States 
will be encouraged to move away fmm wclfare checks and food stamp coupons toward 
electronic benefits tr.nsfer, which provides henefits through a tamper-proof ATM card, EBT 
systems will 'reduce welfare and food slamp fraut!, ant! lead to substantim savings in 
administrative wsts. 

• 	 Rewarding performance, not process: This plan will change the culture o( tlle welfare office­
by providing dcar incC-ntives to Sta'res and caseworkers to move people from welfarc to work, 
improve child support colleclion, and provide effective services. The plan includes dozens of 
meac;ures to simplify, coordinate. and conform Ihe rules and regulations of the AFDC and 
Food Stamp programs to reduce paperwork and focus on results, 

TIlC Toughest Child Support Enrorccment Ever Proposed. Both parents must support their 
children. In 1990, absent parents paid only SJ4 billion in child support. But if chHd support orders 
reflccting current ability to pay were- estahlished and enforced, single mothers and their children 
would' have received $48 billion. Closing this $34~bi1lion child support gap will help move thousands 
of families off welfare and kccp them off. Irs time to say to those parents: If you're not paying 
your child support, we'll garnish your wages, suspend your license, track you across Staie lines. and 
even make. you work off what you owe, If this country did a better job of enforcing child support, 
the need for a welfare system would diminish significantly, The Administr<llion's proposal includes 
important memmres to strengthen the child support enforcement system: 

• 	 Establishillg paternity for all out..uf~wedtock.births-: Hospitals will be required to establish 
paternity at birth-when the father is most likely to be present, and mothers who apply for 
welfare will be required to name and help find the child's father before receiving henefil.$, 

• 	 Tracking down thoso who don't pay: 'nteCe registries - containing child support awards, 
new hires. and locating information -~ will catch parents who tr)' to evade their responsibilities 
hy fleeing across State lines. Centra! State registries will monitor aud enforce support 
payments autom3tically, 



• 	 New penalties for those who refuse to pay: States will be able to usc: wage-wiOllUJlding, 
credit reporting, and suspension of professional. occupational, and drivers' licenses to make 
delintluents pay. ' 

• 	 State initiatives and demonstration programs: States will be able to make parents who fail to 
meet their obligations work off the child support they owe. States will also run demollstration 
programs to help noncustodiaJ parents with no skills get training, access and parenting 
programs to help absent parents get involved in their children's lives, and child support '"' 
assurance demonstrations to give families a meaiure of economic security even if child· 
support is not collectoo in,mediately, 

Ending Welfare for the Nexl Generation. The current w.;::Ifare system sends young poople exactly 
the wrong message. Today, minor parents get a check for leaving home, and are free to drop out of 
high schQol even though the long~term consequence.~ for themselves and their children will be 
devastating: Unwed tccn mothers who drop out of school are 10 times more likely to raise a child in 
poverty than young people who finish school, gel married, and wait untn their twenties to have . 
children. Our plan changes the incentives of welfare to show teenagers that having children is an 
immense respOnsibility father than an easy route to independence. At ule same time, we offer ways 
to help teen parents take charge of their lives, finish school, find jobs, and become self-sufficient: 

• 	 New requiremenL'> for teen parent"; Teen parents win be required to finish school ami enter 
lhe JOBS program. Unwed minor mothers will be required to identify their father's child and, 
live at horne or with a fCSIXlflsible adulr-~not set up an independent hmmehold to receive their 
Qwn check. 

.• 	 A national campaign against teen pregnancy: We will bring the media, tlle private sector, 
churches, schools, and other groups together ~n a broad-based campaign to send a strong 
message that it is wrong to have children outside marriage, and that no one should have a 
child until they are able to provide for and nurture that chHd, We will launch school-based 
prevention progtams in 1,000 schools with the worst teen pregnancy prohlems. set up a 
national clearinghouse on teen pregnancy to identify succe..'\sful prognuns and help replicate 
them elsewhere, and ,target a handful of at-riSk"neighborhoods fur intensive prevention efforts, 

• 	 A pha,<;e-in focusing on young recipients nrst: The welfare reform plan initially targe!...;; 
recipientS under 25~those with the most to gain and the most at risk. Under our plan, anyone 
born after 1971 will know that the world has changoo, and that welfare can no longer be a 
way of life. 

Other Provision., to Promote R~poru;ihility and Innovation. Overcoming generations of 
dependency will not be casy. and one thing we've learned in the las:t 30 years is that Washington 
doesn't have all the answers. Thi!: plan gives States unprecedented flexihility to innovate and IC4rn 
from new approaches:. Much of what once required waivers will become availabJe to States a<; State 
options. .'. 
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• 	 A plan iliat works for State.s: To give States a chance to do this right, our plan is phased in 
beginning with those oorn after 1971-anyone age 25 and under by late 1996, when States 
begin to implement the progra.m, That represents a third of the a.dult casc10ad initially. and 
will grow steadily to include nearly two ..thirds by 2004. St~tcs can pha.<;e in faster if they 
want. 

• 	 Extending a.<;sistance to two-parent families: Current welfare rules discrirl!in3le against 'two> 
[)arent families:, instead of encouraging them to stay together, States wilt be able to waive 
rules tilat penali{e two-parent families for working. 

• 	 Rewards and sanctions to keep teen parents in school: States will be able 10 ~esi&n their own 
monct3ry~ince-ntiye programs like the Learning, Earning and Parenting (LEAP) program in 
Ohio. 	 • 

• 	 No additional benefits for additional children conceived On welfare: Welfare recipients don't 
have more children on average than otJ}(~r women, out those who do make it harder for 
themselves and their families to escape poverty, States will have the option to limit benefit 
increases for additional children conceived by parents on welfare, . 

• 	 Advance payment of the EITC; States will be ahle to work with the Treasury Department to 
deveiojl plans to get the ElTe (Jut on a periodic basis, Instead of as a lump sum at the end of 
lhe year: 

,
• 	 Continued waiver authority: We will help States with existing waivers to adapt them once the 

new law passes, The broad waiver authority in current.1aw will continue. 

TilE AIlMINISTRATION'S RECORIl ON WELFARE REFORM 

Tax Credits for Working Families. Last year's economic package went a long way toward ending 
welfare by giving 15 million working families a tax cut through a $21 biUiQn expansion of the Earned 
Income Tax Credit (En'C): TIle EITC turns a minimum wage, $4,25~an-hour job into a $()..an·hour 
job; and makes good on the President's eampaign_promise that no one who .works futHirnc with a 
family at home will be txmr. With the expanded EITC and health reform. every job can be a good 
job. ' 

lleaJth Rcfori-l1. Health reform will move an estimated one million women and children off we-lfare. 
A recent survey of welfare recipients in Charleston and Nashville found that 83 pereent would take a 
minimum wage job if it 'ffferoo health coverage for them and their families. Another study found that 
only 8 percent of pOOplc who leave welfare for work get jobs that provide health insurance. [do we 
have dIes for these two ract"?l 

. 
Waivers. Since January 1993. the Administration has granted waivers to 14 States to experiment 

.. 	 with time limits, eXlending :L<;slstance to two~l'arcnt families. limiting additional'beneflts for additional 
children. and other new initiatives. 
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Other Empowermellt Initiatives. In addition to welfare and health reform and the EITC, the 
Administration has sought to reward work and empower people through a number of initiatives, 
including National Service, 'Empowerment Zones, community development banks. enforcement of the 
Community Reinvestment Act. community policing and public safety. 

PAYING FOR REFORM 

The following two tahles illustrate the cost and financing of the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, 
The..;;e tables clearly dcmon.'>tra!e that: .. .,'<:­

• 	 The prop<1sal is fully financed .. About twoMlhirus of the financing provisions are further 
reforms 10 means-tested programs which would remove from the welfare: rolls immigrants 
with well-()ff sponsors and drug addicts and alcoholics who are nor rumplying with treatment 
requirements, ' In addition, savings wilt accrue by coltccting child support from parents who 
have failed to accept financial responsibility for their Children" 

• 	 Approximately _ percent of the entire cost of the plan is additional funding for child care to 
enable individuals to work or to obtain the training or other services they need to enter the 
labor force. 

• 	 The plan will not impose new costs upon states. As can be seen in Table l, only _ million 
more dollars will come from States. This amount will primarlly result from State decisions to 
expand eligibility for twn-parcnt families, offer higher e.1rnings disregards Of cover a higher 
propol1ion of their cascload. ' 

While the limit on Emergency Assist,mce will reduce State reimbursement, some'$1,3 billion 
of savings W!U accrue to the State.li in IQwcr 55! spending for State supplements. On balance, 
States will be asked to finance very little of this plan. Ibere arc no unfunded mandates, 

- Table I provides a detailed summary of the major COSt elemenls within the proposal. A detailed cost 
table is found at tbe end of the d(Jcumcnt. Table 2 provides a summary of the financing used to pay 
for reform: A longer description of'the.fioandng provisions and a detailed table are provided at the, 
end of the document. oJ 
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TABLE I . 


SUMMARY OF COST FSfIMATES 

FiVC-YC~lr FivL"'ycar Five--yt>:ar 
---1'!:=~!lL-"__________-"re<l=ernmLl~__.cS""tat,,,e____T"-,o",I.,,,I~ 

Parental R~poll....ibility 

Tccnage Pregnancy Prevention Grants 
Comprehensive Demonstration Grants 
c;:hild SUpP<lrt Enforcement 
Noncustodial Parent Provisions 
Child Support Assurance Demonstt3tion.<; 
State Option to Limit Additional Benefit" 

to Additional Children 
Other 

Subtotal. Parental Responsibility 

Makin~ Work f.ouy 

At~Risk Child Care Expenditures 
State Flexibility on Earned Income 

and Child Support Disregards 
Subtotal, Making Work Pay 

Transitional Assistance Followed by \Vork 

Additional JOBS Spending 
WORK Spending 
"Additional Child ,Care Spending 
Computer Costs 
Other 

SubtotaL Transitional Assistance 

Improving (;ovc-rnment A<;sistnnce (lGA) 

Remove Two·Parent (UP) Re....trictions 
IDA/Mkrocnterprise DemonStrations 
Confoml Rc,')ource Limit and E;(ciusio:1 Rule,~ 
Other 

Subtotal,IGA 

TOTAL 



TABLE 2 


&'1JMMARY OF FINANCING I'ROVISIONS 


'·ive-Vear Total 
Proposal (in billions) 

Entitlement Rcrorms 

Limit Emergency Assistance 1,60 
Tighten SponSorship and Eligibility Rules for Non-Citizert<; 

Pive-Yc.'U' Deeming and Limit ruigibility to S[X)nsors below Median (ncome , 3.06 
r Establish Similar Eligibility Criteria for Four Foot.>fal Programs' 0.89 

Time Limit Benefits for Drug Addicts and Alcoholics (H:,R. 4277) 0.60 
Income Test Meal Reimbul'Sements to Family Day'Care Homes 052 

Extend Expiring Provisions 

Hold Constant a Portion of Food Stamp Overpayment Recoveries for States 0.05 
Extend Fees for Passenger Processing and Other Customs Services 0.00 
Extend Railroad Safety Ut;cr Fees 0.l6 
Extend Corporate Environmental Income (Superfund) Tax 1.60 

Tax Cl)mpliante Measures 

Deny ElTe to Non-Resident Aliens 0,13 
Require InCHme Reporting for Department of Defense Personnel 0.16 

Other (Not yet dtnis:ribet1) 0.53 

TOTAL 9,30 . 
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: TIlE IMPACT OF REFORMS 

Making all these changes overnight would severely strain the ability of Federal and State goverrunents 
to implement the new system. To avoid this problem the plan is phased in by starting with young 
people. to send a clear message that we are ending welfare for the next generation. The altached 
tables are based on starting with the youngest thJrd of the projected easeload-persons born after 197!, 
who will he age 24 and under in fiscal year 1996 when the new system is implemented.w.. . -Anyone born after 1971 who is on welfare today. and anyone born after 1971,.who enters it 
subsequently. will face new opportU'nitics and responsibilities. By the year 2004. this group will-­
represent about two-thirds of the proj~tcd caseload. as older cohorts leave and new persons born 
after 1971 enter. States wanting to move faster would have the option of doing so. 

Table 3 indicates the number of persons in various parts of the program by year, assuming this phase- , 
in and the implementation of health reform after fisca! year 1999, Note that because the States will 
need up to two years to pass legis1ation and implement their systems, the program would not be fufly 
implemented until late 1996. Thus. fiscal year 1997 is the first full year of implementation, The 
initial JOBS pmgram starts up rapidly and grows somewhat ovet time as more and more poople are 
phased in. The ~ORK program grows over time starting with roughly 250,000 jobs in the first year 
when people in all Statl'S begin to hit the limit (fiscal year 1999), rising to roughly 570,000 by fiscal 
year 2004. 

10 



• 
,TABLE 3 

, 

" PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER THE ADMINISTRATION'S WELFARE AND Il'£ALTII REFORM PROPOSAL 
ASSUMING IMPLF4\fENTA 1'101'1 FOR PERSONS BORN AliTER 1971 

, -
Projected Adult Cases With ,Parent 
Born·After 1971 Without Reform 

----­

Off welfare with Reform (Health 
reform after )999, EITe. Child 
Care,.JOBS, WORK, etc.) 

Program Participants 

Working While on Welfare 

JOBS Participants 

. WORK Participants 

Pre--JOBS~-disabiljty/age limits work 

Pre:JOBS-severely disabled chUd 

Pre-JOBS--caring for child under, 
(me 

--­ ,~---

FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 
- -

1.03 miUio.::. 1.63 million 1.87 million 2.12 minion 
.. 

.00 million .03 million ,09 million .12 million, 
, 

---­

1.03 million L60 million 1.78 million 2.00 million 

.10. mUlion ,17 million ,20 million .21 million 

.58 mimeJ\ .90 mimon 1.00 million ,99 mlllion 

,00 rriiilion .00 million .07 million ,26 million 

.11 million .18 million .23 million .24 million 

.02 mi11ion .03 million .03 mi1lion .03 million 

.22 million .32 million .25 million .27 million 

----­

FY 2000 FY 2004 

2.37 million 3.43 million 
. 

1 

.33 million .85 million 

_.. 
2.04 million 2.58 million 

.22.million ,27 million 

,87 million .97 million 

.39 million . ,57 million 

.26 miHion .44 million 

.04 million .07 rniHion 
.. . 

.26 million .26 million 
I , , 

NOles on Table k ,' 

Numbers assume modest behavioral effects that increase over time. These behavioral effects include employment and trajning impacts 
similar to San Diego~s SWIM program, a modest increase in the percentage of recipients who combine welfare and work !and a modest 
increase in the percentage of recipients who leave welfare when they hit the lime limit. Estimates also assume behavioral' effects from the 
implementation of health reform after fiscal year 1999. Figures for fiscal year 2004 are subject to considerable 'error sin~e it is difficult to 
make caseloadJ)n)jections or to determine the impact of WORK requirements on behavior this far into the!future. 

, 

These estimates assume the poiicy will be implemented in aU States by Federal law by October 1~6. In addition, the estimates assume that 
for 75 percent of the caseload, States will implement the policy by October 1995, 
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Table 4 shows the impact of thcse cha.nges for the phased-in caseload, compared with what we project 
would be the ca.<;.cload without welfare and health refmm, ",1 

Under the pl;m, we will go from a situation where almost three-quarters of the persons .arc collecting 
welfare and doil)g nothing in return-neither working nor in training-to .a situation where Ihree~ 
quarters are either off welfare. working with a subsidy, or in timc~llmlted training.,,,,Only those 
unable to work are outside the time limit.<;:, and even thcse persons will have greater expectations and 

"opportunities under'the proposed,system. In aildi(ion,' we_expect the reform propo~s'aI to significantly 
iricrea<;e ratemity establishment rates, to increase child support payment", and to lower child.poverty,. ,.... ,,.. ~ 

TABLE 4 

Projected Welfare. Work and Training Stntus of Phased~in Group 

With find Without Reforms in Fiscal Year 2000 


Without Reforms Wilb -Reforms 

Working and/or Ofr of Welfare 
Off of welfare 0% J4% .. 
Combining work and .wcJfare 5% 9% 
In WORK program Q2f. . ill!. 
Total . S% 40%.­

In Time-limited. Mandatory Training, . 
Education and Placement Program with , 
High Participation Standards. 0% 31% 

Required to Pnrticipatc in Training, · · 
Educ..1.tion. and Placement Program but 
No Time Limits and U,-lw Participation ·, 

.. 
Standards 22% 

I 11% 

Not RequiredJO ParticIpate in Training•. 
Education and Placement Programs Due 
to Illness, Caring for Disabled Chilt!. 
Young Child. or other Exemptions 

•••· 13% . '23% 
• 

TOTAL 100% 100% 

. 


Transforming tbe social welfare system to one focussed on work and responsibility will not be an easy 
L1Sk. A welfare system that bas evolved over fifty years will ~t be r¢dcsignoo overnight. TIle social 
and economic forces that have contributed to our current situatit1n go well beyond tile welfare system 
and impact tbe poor and non~poor alike. While the t1bstacles atc formidable, undertaking reform of 
the current welfare system is cs!>cntial in order to engender work and rcsponsihility,alid to improve 
the.wcll~being of our children-now and into the future. ­

A uescription of tbe m,tim demcnL<; of the plan follows. 
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T~,,~tlf-" Pr1~u.. 
'k'"" 1("1­

THE PRESJI)ENT'S WELFARE REFORM PLAN 

THE VALUES OF RlcFORM: 
WORK AND RESI'ONSIIlILri'v 

The current welfare sYStem is ;1[ odds with Ihe core values Americans share; work, 
family, opporrunuy. responsibility, Instead of rewarding 'and encouraging work, it docs Hnle 
to help people find work, and punishes those who go to work. lnstcad of strengthening 
families and instilling personal responsibility, the systcm,.,..eenalizes two~parent families. and 
lets too many absent parents who I)WC child suppon 01'1' (he hook. Instead of promming self~ 
sufficiency, the culture 'of welfare offices seems [0 create an expecation of dependence: rather . ' 

than independence, And the ones wllo hate the welfare system most arc the people who are 
trapped by. it. 

It is time to end Welfare as we know it, and n:pl<lcc it with a system (hat is based on 
work and responsibility. We need to move beyond the old debates over something for 
nothing on the one hand and every man for himself on ihe other, and offer a new social 
contract that gives people mor~ opportunity in return for more responsibility. Work is the 
best social program this eountry has ever devised; it gives hope and slructure and meaning 10 
our daily lives. Responsibility is rhe value that will enahle individuals and parents to do 
what programs cannOl -- because governmcms don't raise children, people do. 

The President's welfare reform plan is designed (0 reinforce these fundamental values. 
It rewards work over welfare. It signals that· people should not have children untillhey are 
ready to support them, and that parents -~ both .parents ~~ who bring children into [he world 
must take responsibility for raising them, It gives people aCcess t6 the skills they need,' but 
expects work in retum. Most important, it will give people back the dignity that comes from 
work and independence. 



WORK 

We don't need a welfare system based on writing welfare checks. We need a work 
program built around helping people earn pa.ychecks. The President's plan win transfonn the 
culruic of the wclt~1fC bureaucracy to get out of the business of writing people checks for life 
and into the business of helping people find jobs and keep them. We want people not to 
need us anymore. '. .' ' • 

Two-Year Time Limit: The President's reform plan will end welfare as a way of tife, 
Everyone whn can work will be expected to go to work within two years. To the poor and 
those outside the economic mainstream. (he Administnttion's plan wiH say two things: No 
one who \I,torks full-time with a child at home should be poor, and no one who can work 
should stay on welfare forevec -

. * A new social contract: Everyone wiJI be required to sign a Personal < 

Responsihility ·Agreement that spells out what they can expect and what is expected of 
them in return. 

*' No morc something for nothing: Under the current system, only a smaU 
portion of welfare recipients are required [0 do anything in return for assistance, Our 
plan will significantly reduce the number of exemptlons, and ensure that from day 
one, even those who are not ahle 10 work: still have to meet certain expectations, 

* Job search first: Job search will be required immediately of anyone who can 
work. Anyone offered a private sector job will be required to take it or gel thrown 
off the rolls. 

* A clear focus on work: We need to change the culture of the welfare office 
to focus on moving people toward work and independence. Most people wiH be 
expected to enter employment well before the two years are up. StateS can also 
design shorter time limits for v,eople who are job~ready, and require them to work 
sooner . 

... A second chance. not a way of life: People should have an incentive to 
leave welfare quick1y ..md not use up their precious months of welfare eligibililY. The 
time limit is a lifetime limit: people who have been off welfare for long periods of 
time will be able to get a few months of assisUmce ,to tide them before moving into 
the work program, hut they will not be able to start over with a new 2-year clock. 
This will make welfare what it was meant to be -- a second chance, not a way of life. 

• 
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Requiring and Prm'iding Work: Anyone who CJn work will have to go to wor~ within 2 
years, in the private Sector if possible, in community service if necessary, 

'" Work for wages: People will \\lork for a paycheck, not a welfare check. If 
people dqn't show up for work. they won't get paid. There will also be strong, 
escalating sanctions for people who quit or gct lircd, 

. ,* FlexIble, communirywhascd jobs: States will he able to use·the money they 
, " 

would otherwise spend on welfare to t:rcate $uhsiijized, non~displacing jobs in the .. -, 
private seetor. with communily orgunizatlonli. Of in public "crvice positions. The 
pJan is des.igned to promote strong !ic~ to the privme SC-ClOr, withoot red tape, and to 
create real. meaningful jobs in fields ranging from horne health Cllre to child care to 
public safel)" 

'" No one who can work should stay on welfare forever: lhis is a transitional 
program, designed to constantly push people toward unsubsidized work in the private 
sector: People WIll be required to go lhrough extensive job search before entering 
the work program, and after each work assignment. No work assignmem will last 
more than 12 months, No one will receive [he EITC unless they leave the program 
a.nd take an unsubsidized job. Anyone who turns down a private sector job will be 
removed from the rolls. So will peoplc who refuse to make a good faith effort to find 
a job when jobs {hey could get an.: 'Ivailablc. 

'* A dramatic increase in work: Today, fewer than 15,000 weifareTecipiems 
are required to work. Under our plan, more than 400,000 people will have hit (he 
time limit and be working In the WORK program by the year 2000. 

" Ending welfare as a way of life: The comhined impact of welfare refonn. 
health reform, and the expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit will be dramatic. 
Reform means that by the year 2001. three quarters of the ~projected welfare caseload 
under the age of 30 will either be off welfare, working, or in a program leading to 
work, Without reform, only a small fmclion would be working, and 20% would QC 
in education or training. 

Other Provisions '0 Reward \Vork: To further rcinforce work and respomibility> our 
proposal will: 

... Let states reward work and saving: Currently, welfare r~cipients who work 
lose a coilaI' in benefits for every dollar in wages. amI are penalized for saving 
money. Our proposal le£s states reinforce work hy 5ctting higher earned income 
disregards. We will also allow ftjmilies !O set up lmJividual J)eveJopment Ace'ounts to 
save money for specific purposcs, such as :w-trting ;1 husiness. owning a first home. or 
promoting a child's education. To move people from welfare to- work, we will 
\:hange outdated asset rules so that [hey can own a reliable car thal can gel them to work. 
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'" Expand child care for the working poor: To further encourage young 
mothers 10 work: our plan will guarantee child care during the JOBS and WORK 
programs and for one year after ,partidpants leave welfare for work., The pian wilt 
also double funding for other federal child care programs that help workmg families 
slay off welfare in ihe firs[ place. 

RESPO!>SlBlLITY 
, .. 	 .. --- .­

We could have all the programs in the world and. it-won't do any good if people don't 
do righl. The President's welfare reform pi@. includes severa) tough, 'smart measures to 
inspire personal and parental responsibility and preVent people,from coming onto welfare in 
the first place. These include the first time limits ever imposed on welfare, coupled with the 

. 	broadesl and. most serious work requirements; a nationwide crackdown on child support 
cnfo-rccmcnt. which will give states an arseftaJ of ways to keep absent parents from getting 
off the hook: extensive efforts to'detect and prevent welfare fraud, and strong sanctions (0 

prevent gaming of [he welfare system; a national campaign against teen pregnancy, targeted 
to the most troubled schools; and a broad array of incentives the states can use to encourage 
responsible behavior. from limiting additional benefits for additinnal children to rewarding 
teenagers for Slaying in schooL In the long run. the only way to end welfare is to reduce the 
number of people who'need to come on it 

Accountability for Taxpa.yers: The Administration's fefonn plan includes severarmeasures 
to reduce welfare fraud, crack down on child support collection, and improve efficiency:. 

,. State track.ing systems: States wi1! verity the income, identity. al~en status, 
and Social SecurilY numbers of welfare applicants and assign national identification 
numbers. The plan will make it easier for states to coordinate programs, automate 
files. and monitor recipients, We will encourage states to run demonstrations that 
offer job placement bonuses as an incentive to caseworkers and welfare offices for 
helping rcdpiems get and keep jobs, 

* A national public assistance clearinghouse: Using Identification numbers, 
the clearinghouse will keep track of people whenever and wherever they use welfare, 

L • and monitor compliance with time limits and work. A national "new hire" database 
:will monitor earnings (0 check AFDC and EITC eligibility ~ and identify noncustodial 
parems who switch jobs or cross state lines to avoid paying child support. 

'" E!ectronic Benefits Transfer (EST): Under a plan deveJoped.by Vice 
Prcsidem Gore. states will be encouraged to move away from welfare checks and 
food stamp coupons toward electronic benefits transfer, which provides benefits 
through a tamper-proof ArM card. EBT systems will reduce welfare and food stfimp 
fraud, Jt:~l !cad to substantial savings in administrative costs. ' ... 
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'" Rewarding pcrfonmmce. not process: This plan win change the culture of 
the welfare office by proyiding clear incentives to :Hatcs and caseworkers to move 
people from welfare io work. improve child support collection, and provide effective 
services. The plan includes dozens of measures to Simplify, coordinate, and -co~form 
the rules and regulations'of the AFDC and Food Stamp programs to reduce 
paperwork and focus on results. 

_"Tbe Toughest Ch~d Support Enforcement Ever Proposed: Both parents must support 
their children. In !990, absent parents paid only $1":- billiun in child SUppOJ1, But if child 
support orders re~eting current ability 10 pay were established and enforced, single mmhe2S 
and their children would have received S4S hUilon. Closing this S34 bilIion child support 
gap will help move thousands of families off \velfarc and keep them off. It's time (0 say_to 
those parents: )1 you're not paying your child support, we'll garnish your wages, suspend 
your license, traok you across state lines. and even make you work off what you owe. IMhis' 
country did a better joh of enforcing child support, we almost would not need' a welfare 

. system. 

,,.. Est.ablish paternity for all out-of~wedlock births: Hospirals will be required 
to establish paternity at biI1h -- when (he father is most likely to be present -- and 
mothers who apply for welfare will be required to name and help tind the chIld's . 
father before receiving benefits. 

*' Tracking down those who.don't pay: Three registries - containing child 
support awards, new hires, and locating information -- will catch parents who try to 
evade their responsibilities by fleeing across state lines. Central state registries will 
track suppon payments automatically" 

* New penalties for those who refuse to pay: States will be able to use wage~ 
withholding. credit reporting, and suspension of professional. occupational, and 
drivers' licenses to make delinquents pay" 

'" State initiatives and demonstration programs: States will be able to make 
parents who fail to 'meet their obligations work ofr the child support they owe, States 
win also run demonstration programs to help. noncustodial parents with no skills get 
training access and pareming programs to help absent parents get involved in theirt 

children's lives. and child suppon assurance demonstrations to give families a 
measure of economic security even if child support is not collected immediately. 

Ending Welfare rur the Next Generation: The current welfare system scnds young peop1.c 
exactLy the wrong message. Today, minor parents get a check for leaving horne, and are 

.. - free to drop out of high school even though (he long-Icnn consequences for themselves and 
their children will be devastating: Unwed teen mothers who drop out of school are )0 times 
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more likely to raise a child in poverty than young people who finish school, get married, and 
wail umil (heir lwemies to have chlldren. Our plan changes the incentives of welfare to 
show teenagers that having children is an immense 'responsibility rather than an easy route to 
independence, At the same: lime, we offer ways to help teen parents take charge of their 
lives, finish school, find jobs, and become self-sufficient: 

,. New requirements for teen parents: Teen parents will be required to finish' 
schoo! and enter the JOBS program, Unwed minor mothers win be required to 
i9~ntify their fathcr's'child and live ~t home or with a responsible adult, nOl set up an 
independent household to receive their own check. 

." 

'" A national campaign against teen pregnancy: We wiH bring the media. the 
privare sector, churches, schools, and other groups tog~her in a broad~based 
campaign to send a strong message that it is wrong to have children outside marriage, 
and that no one should have a child umil they are abJe u,- provide for and nunure that 
child. We wilt launch school-based prevention programs in 1.000 schools with the 
worst leen pregnancy problems, set up a national clearinghouse on teen pregnancy to 
identify successful programs and help replicate them elsewhere j and target a ·handful 
of at~risk neighborhoods for· intensive prevention efforts. 

k A phasc~in focusing on young recipients first: The welfare reform plan 
initially targets recipients under 25: lhose with the most to gain and the most at risk. 
Under our plan, anyone born after 1971 will.know that the world has changed, and 
[hat welfare can no longer be a way of Hfe. 

Other Provisions to Promote Responsibility and Innovation: Overcoming generations of 
dependency will not be easy, and one thing we've (eamed in the last 30 years is that 
Washington doesn'r have aU the answers. This plan gives states unprecedented flexibility·to 
innovate and learn from new approaches, Much of what once required waivers will become 
available to states as state optIons. 

.. A plan that works for states: To give states a chance to do this right, our 
. plan is phased in beginning with these born after 1971 - anyone 25 and under by late 

1996, when slates begin to implement the program. That r~resents a third of the 
adull caseload initially. and will gr('lw steadily 10 include nearly two-thirds by 2004. 
States can phase in faster if they want. .. 

* Extending assistance to two-parent families:' Current weJfare rules 
dis~riminate against two-parem families. instead of encouraging them to stay together. 
Stmes will be able \0 waive rules that penalize two-parent families for working . 

.. Rewards and sanctions [0 keep teen parents in school: States will be able to 

design their own monetary incentive programs 'like the LEAP program in Ohio, 
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'" ~o additional henefils for additional children conceived Oll welrare: Welfare 
recipients don '( have more children on average than other women, but those who do 
make ~it harder for themseJves and their families to cxcapc poverty. States wjJI ~ave 
the option to limit benefit increases for additional children conceived by parents on 
welfare. 

,. Advance paymem of the Eire: Slales will be able to work with the 
T~easury Departnlcnt to <.kvelop plans to gel the EITe out on a monthly basis: 

, ....... .'~ 

,. Continued waiver a~uthority; We will help states with existing waivers t6 
adapt them once (he new law 'passes.· The hroad waiver authority in current law will 
continue, ..... 

-
THE ADMINISTRATION'S RECORD ON WEU'ARE REFORM -


, TrucCrcdits for Working Families: Utst year's eco"nomic package went a long way toward 
ending welfare oy giving 15 millio-n working families ;\ tax cut through a $21 billion 
expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITe). The EITC turns a minimum wage, 
$4,25 an hour job into a $6 an hour job, and makes good on the President's campaign 
promise that no one who works fulHi:ne with a family at home will be poor. With the 
expanded EITe and health rcfonn', every job can be a good joh. 

Health Reform: Health refonn win move an estimated one million women and children off 
welfare. A recent survey· of welfare recipients in Charleston and Nashville found that 83% 
would take a minimum wage job if it offcred health covernge for them and their families, 
Another study found thal only 8% of people who leave welfare for work: get jobs that 
provide health insurance. 

Waivers: Since January 1993, the AdminIstration has granted waivers to 14 Stales to 

experimen~ with time limits, eXfcndlng assistance (0 two-parenr famtlies. limiting additional 

benefits for additional children. and other new initiatives, 


Other Empowennent Initiatives: In addition to welfare and health reform and the EITe, 
the ·Administration has sought 10 reward \vork and empower people through a number of: 
initiatives, including National St::rvice. Empowerment Zones. community development bankS. 
enforcement of the Community Reinvestment ACl, community policing and public:: safety, ' 

I'A YlNG FOR REFORM 

{This secrion oceds 10 be written." J P()ims to make: 

7 



+: Conservative cOSt estimates 
.. Savings (rom immigrants, drug addicts. polluters l and deadbeats . 
., Potential for caseJoad reduction, child support collection, and fraud detection ' 
'" ~o unfunded mandates: Our plan will not impose major new costs upon the states. 

Over time. in facE. States should save money from increased child support collections and 
reduced welfare caseloads. This plan offers stateS an enhanced federal match. and gives 
states considerable flexibility in how much to spend beyond the basic elementS of child " 
.support enforcement, JOBS, and WORK. States that want to spend more· on welfare rcfonn - . 

. can expand eligIbility for two-parem famiHes,-'offer higher earnings disregards, or phase in 
more of,their caseload, ~, -. 

;;Ii
J. 

, -;,.,. --
;?

;;? 

, 
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THE WORK AND RESPONSmlLITY ACT OF 1994 

The current welfare system is at odds with tlie core:va1_~~.rAmericans share: work, famiJy, 
opportunity, responsi.~~lity, Instead o(rewardiog and encour~~ging work:, it does little to belp peopie."" 
find work. and punishes thoo!:! who go to work. ,Instead of strength<:ning families and instilling 
personal reSponsibility, the system penalizes two~"p'arent faml5ies. and lets too many absent parents 
who owe child support off the hook:. Instead of promoting self"sufficiency, the (,'U1ture of .,..,etfare

• r"'" •._, ,.~ 

'offices f.eems to create an expe<;tatlon of ,dependence Talher ,wan independence. And the on,t'S who 

bate the welfare system ntQst are the people who are trapped by it. 


If-..,J"'t' 
It is time to end welfare as we know. t. and replace it with a system that is bOlSed on work and 
responsibility. We"need to m 000 the old dcbat~over "something for nothing" on the one 
band and "everyone fo' f' on'the ol,her, and offer a simple compact that giws pl;!;Jple more 
opportunity in retum for m re responsibility, Work is the best social program this CQuntry has: eVI!-( 

devised; it gives hope and structure and meaning to our d!1ily lives. Responsibility \s the value that 
will enable individuals and parents to do what programs cannot~wbecause governments don't raise 
cbUdren. people d(L 

The President's welfare ri.ofonn plan is designed to reinforce the.se fundamental values. It rewards 

work: over welfare, It signals that people should not bave children until they are ready to support 

them; and that parents-both parents·-wbo bring children into the world must take responsjbiHty for· 

supporting them, It giVe!> people access to the skills they need. but expects work in return. Most 

important, it will give people back the dignity that comes from work: and independence, 


WORK NOT WELFARE 

Gnder the President's reform plan, welfare will he about a paycheck, not a welfare check. To reinforce and 

reward work, OUf approach is based on a simple compact. Each recipjent will b~ reql.lired to develop a 

personal f!mpJoyability plan designed to move her into the workforce as quickly as possible,' Sl!-pport. job 

training, and child care will be provided to help people move from dependence to independence. But time 

limits win ensure that anyone whO' can 'work, must work-in the private sector ifpoos~ble. in a temporary 

subsidized job if necessary. Reform will make welfare a transitional syste~ leading to work, 


The combination of work opportunities, the Earned Income Tax Credit. bealth care reform, child care, and 

improved child support' wiII make the lives of millions of women and children demonstrably berter. 


. /J-.iI1..y;.;t__ ~ . . 
Created by the Family Support Act of 1983 and championed bY,(Olen~Govemor Clinton, the JOBS program 
offers education, training, and job placement services-but to few families, Our proposal would expand and _improve thlJ: current program to ~~.,.. e~..... {!c~""'" .-. ~',' ~ \ " <; . F"....I"" -	 • _~''\y. i.>- t)t..~.. '( ?:~ .

'. 	 ! \ ?-,'--- ~ 
.~ 	 A perso-nat emploYilbility plan. From the very first day. the new s),stenf will focus on ,maki.Ilg 


young mothers self~sufficjent. Working with a caseworker, each woman wiHfdeve10p an 

employability pJan ide-ntifying the education. training, and job placement services needed to "move 

into the workforce. Because 70 percent of welfare recipients already leave the rolls within 24 




• 
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• 
months, and, many applicants are Job"ready, most plans will aim (of_employment wet! within two 
years. 

• 	 A two-year time limit. Time limits wm restrict most AFDe recipients to a Uretime maximum of 

24 rr,onths of cash assistance. 


Job search first, Participants who arc job-ready will immedfately be oriented to tfHrworkjllace.' • 
Anyone offered a job will be required to tute it. II fA ; .._~-j~t .fy~:. 

, c'- J2..,.\w ....... ""'-"":1 ~ -r. c 

I ..-', ­
• 	 Integration with malnstrea.m i,.>ducation and training progrums.A,JOBS ,:HI he linked with joh J!!wl(~ 

training programs offered under the Jobs Training Partnership Act, the new Scho<J!~to·Work • f 
initiative, Pt:1I Grants, and other mainstream programs . .,.: .'" rv/!._~" . . 	 ",-,) 

• 	 Tougb sunctions. Parents who refuse to stay in school, look for work, (lr attend joh training 

programs will be sanctioned. generally by losing their share of the AFDC grant. ' 


• 	 :; Uinited exemptions and deferrals, Our ptan will reduce existing exemptions.and ensure that from 

day one, even those who can't work must meet certain expectations, Mothers with disahilities and 

those caring for disabled children will initially be exempt from the tYrO-year time limit. hut will he 

required to develop employahility plans that lead to work. Another exemption allowed under 

current lOBS niles will be significantly narrowed: mothers of infanrs will receive only shOJ'Heml 

deferrals (12 months for the first cbild. three months for the second), At state discretion. a very 

limited number of young mothers completing education programs may recoive approprIate 

extensIOns. 


• 	 Ltt stales rewurd work, Currentiy. AFDC recJpiejlt!> who work lose benefit .. doll&r~forMdollar, and 
are penalized for saving money. OUf proposal aUOW$ states to reinforce work by setting higher' 
wiled income and child support disregards, We also ht:!p fund demonstration proje.:ts to suppOrt 
sa\ling'~d seJ~lmplflymenL ~ sl:"J·\,.-cc, ~ h. i!..J-Vv~r. ~ l(..."........ r."...",~~·, 1"1);'1':"'("''\, ,,r 

• 	 st-it t-o..~I",l~. -ii,.,.t\ ft--~., .. ,,~ . f'1v~1.. .l {v~"'T IIN;A, ¥.t"J,iA~/j t.oA',:,>Lod ;·WM~ ~'r 
• 	 Additional federal fundini!. To ease state fiscal constraints and ensure that JOBS reaHy works. our f: ;"~'l 

proposal raises the federal match rate and provides additional funding, The federal JOBS match wil! (1~-' 
increase fu!1het in, statc:; with high unemployment. t, ,. 

The WORK program will enable those without jobs after two' ye.ars to suPPOrt th"eir families through', 

subsidized employment. Thc WORK program empha1)lzes: 


• 	 Work, not "workfare." Unlike traditional "workfare," recipiems will only be paid for h~~ts 


worked. Most jobs would pay the minimum wage for between 15 and 35 hours of work per week. 


• 	 FlExible, community-based inHiuth'es. State governments can design prugrams appropriate to the 

local labor market: temporarily placing redpients in subsidized private sector jobs, in public sector 
.. 
IW,s;itiQIlS. or with ooTnmunity organizations. 

• 	 A 'fransitiouaJ Program, To move people into unsubsidized private sectnr jobs as quickly as 

possible. participants' will be requircd .to go thro'Jgb extensive job search hefore entering' the WORK 

pn!gram, a~ after each WORK asslgnmenc ,No WORK assignment will last more than 12 months, 


'Participants in subsltllzed jobs will no! rel.:cive the EITC. Anyone who turn~ down II private sector 
job will be removed from the rolls, as will people wbo repeatedly refuse to m<ike good faith cffort'i 
to obtain available johs, 

2 
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To reinfor.;e this central message about the. value of work, bold new incentives will make work pay and 
encourage AFDC recipieuL" to leave-wetfare. . ' I. r 1"1'; f' IJ. r f '(/', / /1 

, N<1 <J_ ~~ I" /'11A-l /.-r(f.,.. ~_I-"ftt ... r I,~F"", ~j.""'IJ 

• 	 '. Tllf' t·';u'ned lncome Tux CredH (ElTC),;he expanded ElTC will lift millions of workers out of ,;...-: t';'>'.­
p. Already enacted lJy Congress, the. EITC wm effectively make any minimum wage job pay 
$6.00 an hour for a typical family ,with two children. States will' be ahle to work ~ith the Treasury 
Department to issue the EiTe on a monthly basts:'" ,,' ,_ {) I ;': . 1(,' 
. -" ~ ;1ht5,,~"lA:hfi(4!u''"j',\:; i '",:,,"'''C{flt z:zq,.:7 ~"ik ,W...t 

Health care refo ~1IIl care.will a119w people '0 leave wl:::" W5ing '. 
about coverage for their families. 'y:,.~ "~' ~ ~lt..:.n.. ~ (It.. b~ 

'''''''','''' ~/ .....+;.:......+- r - '{;.-...
Cbild cure. 'To further encourage young mothers to work, (lur plan wilt guaruntee chHd care during 
'education, training, and work programs, and for one year after participants leave welfare for private 
sector employment Increased funding for other federal child care programs will bolster more 
working families juSt above the poverty line amI help them stay off welfare. ilt the first place. Our 
plan also improves child care quality and ensures parental choi<:e. 	 ­

~I.. RESPONSIBILITY 

Our current welfare sYl>tem often seems at odds with cor'! American values. especially respom;ibility. 
Overlapping and uncoordinated programs seem almost to invite wm;te and abuse. Non~cusl~dial parents 
frequently provide little or no economic or social support to their children. And the culture Qf welfare 
offices often seerns'to reinforce dependence raUler than independence. The President's welfare pJan 
reiruorce& 'American values, while recognizing the government's role in helping those who are wHling to .. 
help themselves. ­

Our proposal includes several proviSions aimed -at creating a new culture of mutual re.<.;ponsibility. We will 
provide recipients with services and work opportunities. but implement tough, new requirements in return. _. 
These include provisions to-promote parental re.<.;ponsihility. ensuring that both parcnts contribute to their 
children's well-being. The plan also includes incentives directly tied to the performance of the welfare 
offiCe; 	extensive efforts to detect and prevent welfare fraud; sanctions to prevent gaming of ~he welfare 
system; 	and a broad array of incentives that the states can use to encourage responsible behavior, 

The Administration's plan recognizes that' both parents must support their children, and establ~e 
toughest child suppOrt enforc~meut program ever proposed, In 1990. absent f.!then puid onl~ion in 
child support 1}ut if child support orders reflecting c~..aQiIity to pay were established and enforced, OK. 
single motbers and their children would have receiv~tI: money for school, clothing, fo.od, 
utilities, and child care, As part of n plan to red~ce and prevent welfare tlept;ndt!ncy, tim plan provides for: 

• 0, 	 \ 

• 	 Universal paternity establishment. Hospitals will be required 10 eslablL,h pat~rnity at birth. and 
each applicant will he required to name and help find her child';; father hefore rec¢iving bendits. 

• 	 Re~ular awnrds updating. Child suppOrt payments will incn:ase as fathers' incomes rise. 
""' 

• 	 New penalties for those wbo rtCuse to pay, Wage-withholding and su."pensioo of profC'>sional t 
• occupiltion~.1" and drivers' licenses will enforce co'mpliance, ­

• 	 A national child support clearin~hO\JS(,. Three regi!itries-~cont3Inlng child support awards, ~'ew 
hires, and locating infotmation··wiU catch parents who try to evade their responsibiliti~ by fleeing 
across stale lines, Centralized state, registries win uack f.Upport pHy'lnents aUlOma:lcally, 

3 
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• . 	 State initiatives- tmd dem()Ostrlltion programs, States will be able to make young parents who fail 
to mOOt their obligations work off the child suppOrt they owe. Demonstration grants for parenting 
and access programs~·providjng medlation, counseling, educ21ion. and visitation enforcement··will 
foster oon-custOdia1 parents' ongoing involvement in their children's lives. And child support 
assurance demonstrations will let interested states give families a measure of eronornic security even 
if child support is not collected immediately.-. 

• 	 Slate options lo-enoourage responsibtiity. States can choose to lift the spe'ciaf eligihility.-	 requirements for t\vo·parent families in order to encourage patents t!?.!~:ay together,' States \\'iH'also 
he all()weiJ-~~ limit additional henefits for children conceived by womi:n on welfare. . :":l 

. . '-	 " -;:
To eliminate fraud and ensure that every donar is used prouur.:tively, welfare reform will coordInate 
programs. automate tiles, and monitor redpitmts. New. fraut! control measures im:lude: 

• 	 . State tracking systems to help reduce fraud, States will be required tQ verify the income, 

identity, alien status, and Socia! Security numbers of new applicants and assign national 

identification numbers, . , 


• 	 A national public assistance c1earingbouse, Using identification numbers, the clearinghouse will 
follow people whenever and wherever they use welfare, monitOring compliance with time limits and 
work. A national "new hire" registry will monitor earnings to che..:k AFDC and EITe; eligibility, 
and identify nO!l"'Custodial parents who switco joos Qr cross state lines to avoid paying child support . 

•• * 	 Tough silnction.l;, Anyone who refuses to follow the rules will face tough new sanctilms, and 

anyone who turns down a job offer will be dropped from lhe foils, Cht!ating the- system will he 

,promptly det«,ted a~ swiftly punished, ' 


The Administration's pian demands greater responsibililyufule welfare office itself. Unfortunately, the 
current system too often focuses on simply sending out welfare checks~ Instead, the wel.fare office mest 
be..:OMe a place that is fundamentally about helping people earn paychecks as quickly a~ possible. Our plan 
offers several provisions to help agencies reduce paperwork and focus on results: 

• 	 Progrurn coordination and simplification, Conforming AFDC and Food Stamp regulations and 

simplifying both programs' ndminlsmttive requirements ,:,m reduce paperwork. 


, 

• 	 Electronic Benefits Transfer (EB1), Under a separate plan developed by Vice President Gore. 
stat~ will be encouraged to move away from welfare checks and food stamp coupons toward 
Electronic Benefits Transfer, which provides benefits through a tllmpcr-prouf ATM card. EBT 
systems wi!! reduce welfare and food stamp fraud l and lead to substantial savings in administrative 
costs, 

• 	 Improved incentives, .!"unding incentives and penalties wlll be directly linked to the performance 

of !'tares and ca$eworke~s in service provision. job piacemenl, and child support colleclion . 
.­

REACI:IING TilE NEXT (;El'iERATION 

Preventing l~en pregnancy and out-of·wcdlflCk births is a critical 'pan of welfare reform ... Each year, 
200,000 teenagers aged J7'and younger have children, Their children are more likely to h:wt! seriuus health 

,probJerns··and they are much more likely to be poor. Almost"SO percent of the children born to urunatried ... · 
teenage parents who uropped out of high schoo! now live in powrty. By contras!, only eight pefc~nt of the 
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children born to married high school graduates aged 20 Of older arc poor. Welfare reform wilt stmd a clear 
and unamhiguous message to adolescents: you should !lot become a patent until you are able to provide for 
and nurture your child. Every young person will know that welfare na.<; changed forever, 

To prevent welfare dependency' in the first place, teenagers must gel the mesS1Ige that staying in school, 
postponing pregnancy, ~nd preparing to work are the ,rig,~~ t~ing!; to do. Our prL'Ve!!tion approach includes: 

. 
• 	 A' national campaign against teen pregmtncy,: Emphasizing the importance of delayed sexual 

activity and responsible pare~tini the campaign .wl:!.~ring tot::ther locatschools, communities. 
families, and church"',."" ........ ' , ,,~ .....'l:.-~ ll......."" .,...................... I-...... 

.,;... <.Wi..... ";"1..~-.....-....... , 
• 	 A ltatiunal deariughQ:use on teen pregnancy prcvc..'l1'tiol1, Tht: clearinghouse wllf provide 

communities and schools with curricula, models, materials, training, and technicaJ assistance 
rel:lting to teen pregnancy prevention programs, ' 

'T......... "',.... """"....~ 	 ~ 
• 	 MlfhilinlIQpVlmts onA9tfl:pldlemi'We deUl6l1S1[atioJls. Ruughly 1000 middle and high 
schools in disadvantaged areas will receive grams to develop innovative. ongoing teen 
pregnancy prevention pmgram.'l targeted to young men and women, Broader initiatives will 
seek to change the circumstances in which young people live and the ways that they see 
themselves, addressing health, education. safety, and economic opportunity, 

Initial resources are targeted to women born after December 3t. 1971. , llhasing in the new system will 
direct limited resources (0 young, single mothers with the moS! at risk; send a strong message to teenagers 
that welfare as we know it has ended; most effectively change the culture of the welfare office to focus on 
work; and allow states to develop effective ~ervlce capacity, . 

Today, minor parents receiving welfare-can form independent households; often drop out of,high school~ 
and in many respects. are lreatl.ld as if they were adults. Our plan change..'< the incentives of welfare to show 
teenagers that having children is an immense responsibility rather than an easy route to independence. 

• 	 Supports and sanctions. :fAit hIlA-year IiAlit \, ill hUt begill Gli/il teen! Ieft. age Ii, But 
tfom the very first day, teen parents receiVing benefits will be required to stay in schooj and 
move toward work. Unmarried minor ,mothers will be required to identify theif child's 
father and live at home or with a responsible adult, whlle teen fiuhers wii} be held 
resp<msiblc for child support and may be required 10 work olh\~:· -eyowe. At the same 
time, caseworkers will offer encouragement and support; assist witll living situations; and 
help teens access services such as parenting classes and cbHd care. Selected older welfare 
mothers witrserve as mentors to aHisk school-age parents. States will also be allowed to 
use monetary incentives to keep teen parents in schoof . 

. -. •.. 
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THE IMI'ACT OF REFORMS 

Making all these changes overnight would severely strain the ability of Federal and Siate governments to 
implement tht: new system. To avoid this problem the pJan is pflased in by starting with young people, to 
send a clear message that we are ending welfare for the next generation. The attached tables are hased on 
starting with Ibe younge-'\! third of the projected caseload-persons. born after t911, who will be age 24 afl9 
under in fiscal year 19%.whep the new system is implemented. ~ ­

~.J;•..~.A'_~' , .4¥' 
Anyon'ebom after J971 wflo'is on welfare'looay,.and anyone born after 1971 who enters it s~bsequefltly•. '-", 
will face new QflP'i'ft'lAkand responsibilities. In 1997 this group will constitute over one third of the _ 
caseload. By the year 2~ this group will represent about lwo.-lhil'ds of the projectcti cJseload, as older· 
cohorts leave and new persons born 4fter 1911 enter. Slates wa.'lting to move faster would have the option 
of doing so. 

Table 3' icates the number of persons in variou$ pans of the program by year, assuming this pnase·in and 
Implementation of health reform after fiscal year 1999. Note that because a few States win nced up to 

two years to pass legislation and imph:ment their sy:stems, tilt! program wot:fd not be fully implemented until 
late 1996, Thus, fiscal year 1997 is the first full year of implementation, The tjme.~limited educa!ioo, 
training and placemt;lnt program starts up rapidly since evcryon<: In the phased-in group is required to 
participate jf they are not deferred, it does not grow much over time hecause people I<:uve the program as 
they get pt.ivate sector jobs or hit th(l time limit and ~nter me WORK program. The WORK program grow~ 

\e, time, 'iSi~g to roughly 570,000 by lise.1 yea, 2004. 

\ ~!>\- ~I.o\..... ? 
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- . . PROJECTED WELFARE,WORK, AND TRAINING STATUS J , . 
O~' PHASED-IN GROliP Wm[ REFORMS • 

BY SELECTED YEARS 

'j 

fY [997 fY2004FY 2000. , 
, 

, 

Total Proiectcii Adult Cases 'With Par~t Born Afh.'.f 
1971 Withuut'Reforlp " •,641 ,000 2,376)000 3,439~OOO 

Working or Off (Jf Wetfare 

Off of Welfare , 
 . 860,000, 45,000 331,000 

271,000 
In WORK Program 

11>6,000Part~tirne WQ~: • 222.000 
Q 394.000 566,000 

211,000 947.000 1.697,000Total • 
Expected to pArticipate in Time-Limited. Mandatory 

Training. Education and PIaeement Program with Strict 
 965,000 
Participation Standards 1 

- 873,000904,000 

777,000 
Disablt:d Cbild, Young Child. or Other Exemption 
beferred Of Exempted due to Ulnes.s, Caring for a 526,000 556,000 

, . 

I 


j ." 
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G~bi01OWS me impact of these ~hangeS for the phasoo-in c(lseJoad, compared with what we pr<JjeL1 
would be me caseload without welfare and health ref9fm. 

Under the plan, we will go from a situation where a~most three-quarters of the persons are colle.:ring 

welfare and Jleitl:ier working ncr in tfaining--to a situation where thrce-{luarters are either off welfare. 


_working with a subsidy. or in a mandatory time-limited placement and training program. Only th,!se unable 
to work: are outside the time limits. and even these persons will have greater expectations and opportunities 
under the propOsed system, In additiun, we expect .t~~ .~~fQrm pmposal to Significantly increase paternity 
e....tabUshment rates. to incftla1)e ,,"hild ,$upport payments and to J.pwer child poverty. 

~ 

. 

With Reforms 

14% 
9% 

17% , 

40% 

37% 

, . . 
. 

0% 

c 

73% 23% 
, 

100% 100% 

. 

". 

Projected Welfm"c; Work and Training Status o-r P~ascd~in Group 
_. With nnd Without Reforms in Fiscul Ye:'f 2000 

Working or Off of Welfare . 
Off of Welfare 
Part~time Work 
In WORK ·program 
Total 

Required to Participate in Time~ljmited, 
Mandatory Training. Education una 
Placement Program with Strict Participa­
tion Standards 

Expected to PartiCipate in Training, 
Education, and Placement Program. but 
No Time Liinits and Low Patlicipatiof) 
Standards 

D~fened Or Exempted Due to illness, 
Caring for Disabled Child> Young 
Child, or other Exemptions 

.TOTAL . 

.I WHlwut Reforms 
, 
,, 

0% 
5% 
!l1i 
5% 

0% 

, 

21% 

, 
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Moving people from welfar~ to work will not only reinforce our bHsilvalues of work and responsibility, it 
will also help families .eeMsmietlll, and provide better SUppOI1 for/hildren. As a result of th,e Clinton 
reforms, compar.e the situation facing a single-parent family of three on welfare with the situation of a 
family off of AFDC. 

(TAll~ • 

WORKING FULL TIME 

.. 
Percent of 

Hoorly Earnings Food Total Poverty 
wage (Full-time, Taxes EITC' Stamps Income 

Iyeai~round) 

$4.25 I S8,500 $650 $3. I I 8 52,456 SIl,414 1_113 %-I$10.000 
. 

$5.00 , $765 $l,IIS $2,096 514,449 ' 121 % 
i 

$6.00 . $12,000 $918 $2,978 $1.616 S15,677 132% 

57.00 $14.000 $1,096 $2.574 $1, 136 $16,614 ( '140% :'l 
$8.00 i $16,000 51,749 52,170 SO $16,421 1''138% ) 

* After ElTe passed in 1993 is fully phased in .• 

G;:~ 
NOT WORKING, ON WELFARE 

AFDC .nu Food 
Stumps IB0i.l:ef'lt Levei 

, 

Percent 
of 

Poverty 

California 
~. 

Pennsylvania 

Ulinoil' 

. ­

-

$9,862 1 
i

$7,829 l~ 

57,440 f.. 
~~-~ 

83% 

66% 

6J% 

Texas $5,712 • 48% 

Notes.: 	 Full-lime )'ear~round work defined as 2,000 hours. Poverty level is fOf a family of IDroo (mother 
and two children). 

Thus, the President's plan. including the expanded EITe, and health and welfare reform. rewards people 
who are working to support themselves uod their families. 

A de.~cription of the pl~n follows, 
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TRA"ISITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

Perhaps Ibe most critical and difficult goal of welfare reform is lO reshape the very rnission'of the current 
support system "from one focused on writing checks to one focused on work, opportunity; and responsibility, 
The Family Support Acl'of 1988 ,recognized, through cremion of tlJe JOBS program, the need for 
investment in educatIon, training and employment servict.!S for welfare recipients. Most importantly. it 
introduced the expectation~thal welfare rcciplency is a transitiona.!·periocl of preparatiotl for self-sufficiency. 
Most able-bodied recipients were: mandaleO lO participate in the lOBS'program as a means towards seif­
sufficiency. 

Howevel, the welfare system has not ch~ngoo as much a:; was intended by tlle Faintly Support Act. Only,* 
small portion of the AFOC clt,>eload IS required to participate in the JOBS program. whIle a majurity of 
AFDC recipients are not required to participate and do not volunteer. An even smaller fraction of 
recipients arc working, This sends a mix.ed message to hom recipient); and caseworkers regarding the true 
terms and validity of the social camp"act that the Family Support Acuepreset1ted, As It result. most long­
term recipients are l1i.It on a track !O obtain employment tbat will enable them 10 leave AFDC. 

This proposal calls for replacing the AFDC program with a transitional assistance program) to be followed 
by work, The new program indudes four key elements: a simple compact; training, education and 
placement ass.istance to move people from welfare to work; a two-year time limit; and work requirements,"' 
Phasing in the plan starting first with the youngest recipients will scnd a strong message of responsibility 
and opportunity to the next generation. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL 

• 	 A Simple Compact. Everyone who re;;eive!". cash support will he expecled (0 do something to help 
themselves and their community" Recipients will sign a persona! responsibility agreement. indicating 
what i~ expected of them and of lhe government and to prepare them for self-sustaining 
employment. Persons. who are not yet in a position to wOrk or train (h~anse of disability Of the 
need to care for an infant or disabled child) will be deferred until they are ready fOf the time-limited 
JOBS program. Everyone win have a responsibility 10 conrribl,lte something and move toward work· 
and independence, 

~ .,
• 	 Training} Education! nnd PlaccmentC)',kcd to@ork(theJOBS prugram). The core of the 

transitional support pl'Ogram will bl;! an expanded and improved JOBS program thal focuses on 
moving people into work, lOBS was e:\tah/ished hy the Fnmi!y SUpport Act of 1988 to provide 
training:, education and job plaCl;mcnt services to APDC recipients. Every aspect of the Augtm:nted 
JOBS program will be designed to he!p recipients tind nnd keep jobs" TIle enhan::ed program will 
include a personal responsibility agreement (described above) and an employability plan ~esigncd to 
move persons from welfare to work <IS rapidly as possible. For most applh:ants. sutJcrvi:<oo job 
search will be required from .he date the application for AFDC is approved. JOBS participants will 
be required to accept (I job it'.offercu. The new effon, rather tha:t ::reating an employment lraining 
system for wl;!lfare recipients alone, wi!! seck do:;;e coortlllll'.tinn with Job Training Partnership Act 
(JTPA) programs and other mainstream training programs and educational re-$OllfCes. 
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• 	 A TWfroYear Time Limit. Young recipients will be limited to two yeats of cash aq!listancl;\, after 
which they wit! be expected to work. While two years will be the maximum period for the receipt 
of cash aid by people able to work, the goal wit] be to help persons find jobs long before the'end of 
the two-year periou. Mothers with infants, persons with disabilities which limit work and those 
caring for a disabled chlld will be deferred and will not be subject to the time limit while such 
condittons exist In a very limited number of cases, extensions of the time limit will be granted for 
co_mpletion of an education or training program Of in unusual circumstances, !!' 

• 	 Work (the WORK program). The new effort will be designed to help as many people as possible 
[0 find emptoyment before reaching the two~year time {Lm]t. Those persons whO' are tl9t able to find 
employment within two year~ will be required to take a job in the WORK program. WORK 
program jobs will be paId et:nployment, rather than ~workfare." and will In-clude suhsidized private 
sector jobs, as well as positions with local not~for·profil organizations and in the public MClOr, The 
positions are intended to be short-term, lasHesort jobs, designed neither to displace existing 
workers, nor to serve as substitutes for unsubsidized employment. Provisions wll! be put in place to 
discourage lengthy stays in the WORK program, Among these will be limits on tl1e dura{jon of any 
{Jne WORK aSSignment, fr~uent periods of job search, denying the EITe to persons in WORK 
assigrunems and a comprehensive reassessment after a second WORK assignment, P~ple will be 
required to I!lake a good~fallh effort to find unsuhsidixed work, and anyone who'rurns down ajob 
offer will be removed from the rolls, The primary emphasis of the WORK program will he on 
securing unsubsldized employment. Stat~ wi}! be given considerahle flexihility in the operation of 
the WORK program in order to achieve this goal. 

Ea(;h of these elementS is discussed be~ow, 

PHASE-IN 

It is very unlikeJy that States could proceed to full-scale implemt!ntation of the change.'> described above 
immediately aft~r passage of the legislation, Even if resources were plentiful, attempting (0 instantly place 
the entire caseJoad in the new transitional assistance program would almost g.uarantee enonnous administra-" 
tive difficulties at the'State [evel. Facing the need to serve hundreds of thousands more persons in the JOBS 
program,and to create hundreds of thousands of WORK a!4!\lgnments, many State:s would he unable to 

·succeed at either. 

An attractive alternative to the chaos or immediate full-scale implementation is to begin by focusing on 
younger parents. The younger generation of actual and potential welfare recipients represents the source of 
greatest concern, Younger recipients ate likely to have the longest stays on welfare, in part because they 
are at the beginning of their time on welfare. They are also {he group tor which there i~ prohably the 
greatest hope of making a profound diffe,ence. Under this phlJse·in approacb, we will devote energy ano 
new resources to ending welfare fbr the next generation, rather than spread'!ng efforts so thin Ihat little rcal 
help is provided to anyone. 

'{'he phase~in of the new re!]uirements will bc'gin with alt rccipients (induding new applicants) born after 
December 31, 1971, All persons of the siul1e age and cir..:umsfanccs will then face the sante rule$, 
regardless of when they entered the :.ystem, This'is roughly one third. of the cascloa<.l in 1996, Over l:ime, 
as the percentage of the caseload bor.n after 1971 rises. the new transitional assistance program will 
encompass a greater and greater proportion of welfare reclpients. Staies wl!l have the option tt\ phase in 
more rapidly, By 2000, half of all adult recipients .are induded, Dy 2004, !wQ·third;;; of the adult casc10ad 
will be included, 

I 1 
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Targeting yuunger parents doc~ not imply limiting access to education and training services for older recipj~ 
ents. They will still be eligible for JOBS services, The new resources. however, will be focused on, 
younger reclpients. 

A SIMPLE COMPACT 
• 

'The goal of these proposllis is to 'make the welfar~ system a much different world. The intake ptocess wili 
be changed to clearly communicate to recipiems the expectation of achieving self-sufficiency through work. 
Just as important, the welfare agency wilt aLso face a different set of expeci"!1!lons. tn addition to ' 
determining ¢ligibility. its role will he to help recipients achje\'e.self~suffklt:ncy, The underlying 

• 	 philosophy IS one of mutUal responsibility. The wdfare agency will help recipientS achieve self-sufficiency 
and will provide transitional cash assistance; in return) recipients will takt: responsibility for their lives ami 
the economic weH~being of their children. 

£crsQnal Re..~ponsjbjliiy Agreement. Each adult applicant for assistance will be required to enter.lnw a 

written ag~eement in which he or she agrees to take responsibility fur moving quickly toward independence 

in return for that assistance. 


Qrient'atiQn. Each applicant wilf receive C1rient~tion $crvices to explain how the new system will worL A 

full understanding of how a time"limited as>iSCMce program operates will ensure that participants mal{imiu 

their opportunities to obtain services. 


EmplQ~ililY Plao. Within a shQrt time frame, each adult wilt undergo a thomugh needs assessment. 

Based on this assessment. and in conjunction with his or her caseworker, each person will design an 

individuaHu<i employability,plan which specifies the servl;;l:s to be provided hy the State and the time frame 

for achievi~g selfTsuftidency. 


Deferrals, Under the current system, only a small portion of the AFDC ctl.I;cload is require<.l to do 

anything. and the rest are exempt Our plan will reduce the number of exemptions, and ensure that even 

those who are not able to participate in education, trainlng or work still have to meet certaln e~pectations. 


People with a disabillty or caring for a disahled child, mothers with infants under one, amj' people living in 

remote areas will be deferred. States will.be allowed to defer a capped number of people for other good­

-cause reasons, 'All recipients will be required to take steps, even if they are small ones, toward self~ 


sufficiency. Just as in the JOBS program, participants who are deferred, when possible, will be expected to 

complete employability plans and undertake actlvities intended to prepare lh\!m for employment and/or the' 

lOBS program. . 


. 
Increased Participaiion. With incrcascJ Federal reSources. ~available> it h. reaSl'nable to require increased 
participation in the JOBS program, Current law require.'l that $tatc.,> enroll 20 percent of the non-exempt 
AFDC caseload in the JOBS program durillg fiscal year 1995. States will he expected to meet much higher 
participation rates for persons who are enrolled in the new program. Through the phase·in strategy 
described above, a higher and higher percemage of the ColsefOlld will be subject to these rules and 
requiremenl5"and the transitional a%istance program will move toward a full-participation model. . 	 . 

TRAINING, EDUCATION, JOB SEARCH AND JOB PLACEMENT 
- THE JOBS PROGRAM 

The JOBS program originmcd with the Family Support Act, Jt represent.ed Ii new v,ision for welfare, but it 
remains mostly an aftenhought to a sy~tem principally focused on eligibility determination and check 

http:represent.ed
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wnung. We propose to make the JOBS program the centei'pitce of the puhlic assistance system. Doing so 
will require a series of key improvements. 

There have been many impediments to 'he success of the JOBS program, such as a lengthy recession, the 
surge in AFDe caseloads and State budget shortfalls that hampered States' ability 10 draw down available 
JOBS and other federal matcbing funds, For these reasons, -States have been unable ttl effectively 
implement the ~hanges envisioned in the Family SUp~rt Act. .......:.;-	 . 
In order to fully transform the welfare system 1nto a structure which helps families attain self-sufficiency, 
the entire culture of the welfare system must be changed, This must,stan by making the welfare system one 
which focuses on helping panlcipants achieve self-sufflcicmcy through the provision of ooucati,)n, training 
and employment services rather than one wbiCh concentrates on'determining eligibility and writing checks. 
To accomplish this, a major restructuring effort which implements real changes tor all participants is 

" needed. Strong Federa! leadership in steering loc welfare system In this new direction will be critical To 
this end. we propose: 

(1) 	 A dear focus on work. From the mOlllent mey enter the system, applicams are focused on moving 
from welfare to work through participation in programs and services designed to enhance 
employability: and 

(2) 	 Much greater i!1tegration with malnstre<lm education and training program::. 

A Clear Focus on Work 

Under the provisions of the new transitional asSistance program, JOBS participati(~n will be greatly 
expanded, and increased participation rates will be phased in. We recognize that welfare recipients are a 
very diverse population, Participams in the JOBS program have very different levelS of work experience, 
education and skills. Accordingly. their needs will be met through a variety of activities: job search, 
classroom learning. on·tbe-job training and work experience, Stales and localities will> therefore, 'have 
great flexibility in designing the eJt3ct mix,of JOBS program services. Employability plans will be !ldjtlsted 
in response to changes in a family's situation. Finally. the Federal government will make much-n~ed 
addilional resources a\tail~ble tu the States ro a~omplisb the ohjeL'tives, 

UpwFrnnt lub Search, All new adult redpients in the phased win group (and minor parents who have 
competed high schoul) who are judged job~ready will he required to perform job search, as sonn as the 
application is approved, States will have thli option to requirl! all applicants in the phased-In group a,,; well 
as all joiHeady new recipients (including those in the not~phased-in group) to engage in up-front job search. 

The job search activities will lead 10 immediate employment for some recipients. For those whO' 
subsequently enter the JOBS program, they will have a realistic grru;p of the job market, This will akl·in 
completing lhe neoos assessment and in developing the 'employability ptan, and may also belp participant... 
focus !.heir energies. . 

I~en Pa[enq<. In order to meet the special needs of teen parents, allY custodial parent under age 20 will be 
provided case managcmeut services, Teen parents will be requii'ed to finish high s.chool and participate in 
the JOBS program. (For further provi:.ions regarding teen parents, see section (lh Promoting Parental 
Respon!dbility) , 

Semian(loal Assessm~llt. tn addition to tlle exped3tion that clien! progress will be monitNed o.n a regular 
basis, States will he required to conduct an assessment of ,aU adult recipients and minor parents, including 



'5'20,2 690 8562 !)JIllS! ASPE/IlSp·
06/11/94 21:!i2 

. , 

hoth those who are deferred and those in JOBS, on at lea...t a semiannual basis to evaluate progress toward 
achieving the goals in the employability pian, Both the individual's and the State's efforts will he examined, 
and corrective action will be taken a.'l needed_ 

S§n£~ions, In order for the system to work, participants must see that the rC4uirernents are real. There 
must be a direct connection hetween a participant's behavior and the rewards and .sanctions a.'{ a 
consequence. The sanction for refusing a.job offe~ without &.000 cause will be strengthened. The ~u,rrent 
penalty removes the adult from the· grant; in the new systeJi)~·1he fumily's emire' AFDC benefit wilrbe' 

. terminated for 6· months or until the adult accepts a job offer, whichever is shorter..~. ~~ ftftMlM rMDCt;op -:ua iPQi"ida&i (61 i efo!ting ttl accept all arret of e.!lplo1ment if rust el'ftf'wymeHt w-e"ld t'CJu\( itt a 
tt.!! Uid loss 01 ftil!Orna tot me fam1l y.- San~tit)ns for failure to follow the employability plan otherwise will be 

the same as under current law, 

Jli£r~ased Eungiog and Enhanced Eeder~L~(l~ch. It is imporlant to ensure that all welfare reCipients who 
are required to participate in the JOBS program have access to the appropriate services. 'Ine increa',c tn 
Federal resources availal)le to the States: and simptified and en.hanced mlltch rates will enable States to ­
undertake the necessary expansion in the JOBS program. 

Similar to. current law, the capped entitlement for JOBS will he allocated according to the average monthly 
number of adult recipients (which will include WORK participants) in the State relative to the !'lumber in ail 
States. The capped entitlement for JOBS (as well as for WORK} would be increased jf the nlltk)oal ~ 
unemployment rate equalled or ex.:eooed 7 percent. 

Fiscal constraints have proven partiCularly troublesume in e~ecling welfare system changes. State..,; art) 
required to share the cost of t,he JOBS program with the Federal Government. Many States have, however, 
been experiencing budgetary difficulties which were not anticipated at the time the FamIly Suppon Act wa." 
enacted. Consequently, most States have been unable to draw uown their full allocation of Federal JOBS 
funds beeause they have not been able provide the required State match. In 1992, States drew down only 

,two-thirds of.the $1 billion in available Federal funds:, and only 10 Stales drew down their full allocation. 
Fiscal problems have limited the number of individuals s~JVed under JO~S ,and, in many cases, limited the 
services States offer their JOBS participants. ~\~ ~ \ ~ l' flO 

To addres." the scan:ity of Stat~ JOBS dollars, the Federal m~ltch rate will be . b 
points over the t.:urrent JOBS match rate, with a minimum Federal match 7 
program costs t for adminiMrative co~ts and for the costs of transportation a;;;"n>m'1r:";;rc~I'ated supportive 
services would all be marched at the single rate. During periods of high State uOt!r.lployment, !he State 
matcll rate (or JOBS:WORK and At-Risk Cbild Care would be reduced hy t~R I'Cleem. . ' 

~era' Leadership. The Federal role in the 50nS program will be providing training and technical 
assistance to l1elp States make the program changes ~aned for in this plan. The Federal Government w!lI 
encourage evaluatl(}m. of Stare JOBS p,{lgrams, help prumote :>tateMof-the-art practices, and assist States in 
redesigning their intak~ processes to emph<*:ize employment rather than eligihiliiY_ These acdvitk<; will be 
funded by setting aside a portion of Federal JOBS funds specitically for this purpose-two percent in fiscal 
years 1996~98. and one perc~nt thertafte8 

Integrating JOns and Mainstream Edue:llion and Tr'olining InUlutivel 

The Federal government currently operates a myriad of educatioo, training, and employment services 
programs. Many of these programs serve the AFD,C p\)puJation. JOBS programs must !,Continue to link 
clients to th~ available services in the c51mmunity, Coordinlltio.n, integration and implementation of common 

14 
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strategies among the major programs which serve the AfDC population will help SCates accomplish the 
mission.of the JOBS program by expanding 3CC~S to other ~vaillll,te services. This proposal prescribes 
greater 'coordination, but it grants broad flexibility to States 10 achieve this objective, To this end, the 
proposal implements several mechanisms that prol!10te ongoing coordination ami integration and which 
lesSlen the administrative burdens States- face. This will allow for program simplification, lnnovation, and 
ongoing program improvement. 

Th~'~ole of the JOBS program should nOl be' to create <l separ~\e education and training system for welfare' 
recipients, but rather to ensure that recipients have.caccess to and information about the hmad array of 
existing training and education programs, Under the Family Support ACt. the governor of each State, is 
required to ensure that program activities under JOBS are coordinated with lTPA and other relevant 
employment, training, and educational programs available i:lthe Slate, Approprlilte components of th~ 
State's plan which relate to job training and work preparation must be consistent with the Governor's 
-coordination plan: The State plan mUlit be reviewed by a coordinating council, While these measures have 
served to move the welfare system in the dlrectjon~of program coordination and integration, funher steps 
can and should he taken. Federal and State effOr1S for promoting imegr;;;tiotl aile coordination, 'and general 
program improvement, will be an ongoing process. in' Ihe new system. 

Progr~m CQQrdil'lAtiQn. This proposal includes provisioll.c; which wilt greatly enhance integration and 
coordination among the JOBS program and relate4 programs of the Departments of Labor and Education, 
such as Job Training Partnership Act programs and programs railing under the Adult Education Act and the 
Carl D, Perkins Vocational Educational AcL For exall'.ple, the State ::oundl on vocaticnal education and 
the State advisory council on adult education will f'eview the State JOBS plan and submit comments to the 
Governor to ensur~ consist~ncy among programs. that serv~ AFDC re<;ir!ent~. 

(:.;;t}HnQed State flexibility. In orJer to (mah!e States to take the. steps necessary to adtlt!-ve full integration 
among edocation, training, and employment service programs, Governors will nave tne option to operate the 
lOBS amI WORK programs through an agency other than the agency deSignated to ,ldmini$ter welfare 
programs. For example, a Governor may choose to operate a combined JOBSIJTPA program, This option 
will expand State flexlbllity and will promote innovation and program improvement, 

Expandjng Qm).ml1lniti~. Among the many Administndorl initiatlve:.: which will be coordinated with the 
JOBS ptogram are: 

• 	 timiOnl!! ServiCI:. HHS will work with the Corporation for National and Gornmunity Service to 
ensure that JOBS participants are able to take full advantage of niltional il>e'rvice as a road tu 

. independence, ' 

• 	 SChQQI-l,g·Work. HHS will work with the Departments of Education and Labor to make 
participation requirements for the SchooH0-WOtk and JOBS programs COlnlHl!ible, in order to give 
JOBS participants the opportunity to access this new inItiatiVe. 

• 	 Qne-Stop Shopping. States which.implcmcnt one-stop shopping under the Reemployment Act of 
1994 will be required to include the JOBS program. 

• 	 Pel! Qcil'llil. The program will enSllre that JOBS partidpants make full uSe uf such existing 
programs as Pen grants, income-contingent student loans and Job Corps. 

http:mission.of
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TWO-YEAR TIME UMIT 

Most people wh~ enter rlle welfare system du not stay on AFDC continuously for many years. 1t is much 
more common fOf recipients to move in and oUt of the welfare system, staying (or a relatively brief periOl.l 
each time..Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two years. and fewer 
than oneJn five spendsJ'ive consecutive years On AFDC. Half of an those who leave welfare. however....> 

return within twO years, and three of every four return at some polii.t in the future" Most recipients use the 
AFDC'program not·as a permanent alternative to work, but as temporary 3ssistm1ce·duririg"times of 
economic "difficulty. . 

WhHe persons who remain on AFOC for lung periods at a time represent only a modest perc.entage ofan 
people who ever enter1iie system, they represent a high proportion of those on welfare at any given time. 
Although many, face very serious barriers to employment, including phys.ical disabilities. othen(are able [0 
work but 'are not making progress toward self-suffici~ncy, Mqst long-term recipients are not on' a track 
toward ohtaining employmont t1!at will enable them to leave AFDC. 

Placing a time limit on cash assistance Is part of the overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare system 
from pnwiding cash. assistance to promoting work and self-sufficiency. The time limit will give hoth 
recipients and JOBS staff a strw,:ture that necessitates continuous movement toward fulfilling the objectives 
of the employability plan and, uttimately~ finding a job. • 

T:h'Q-YearLimjLQfl CllSh Btpet1t!>. The proposal establishesi,:Ult rt-'eipients ill ~.loj SlEtaS, a 
cumulative lill'litof 24 months of AFDC benetits, followed by a work requirement. SItecial provisions will 
be made for teen parents (as discussed below)" . 

Time limits will. in general, be linked to JOBS participation. Recipients required to participate in JOBS 
will be suhject to the lime limit. Months in which an individual receives assistance while in deferred status 
(ratber than panicipluing ,in JOBS) will oot count against the '24w momil time limit. 

.In l:t two~parent family. hoth parents will be subjel..'t to the lime limit if the principal earner is in the phased~ 
in group (see below). If one parent reaches the time limit when the other has not, [he parent who reaches 
the time limit will be required lO enter the WORK program. The family will continue fO be eligibJe for 
oenefits as long a.'i ,at least one of the tWQ parentS has not rea(:hed the time limit for transitional assistance, 

Most people will be expected to enter employtn~nt wel! before the two years afc up~ States that wish to Sel 

$horter lime frames and requir~ work sooner will be able to do so. 

Recipients unable (0 flOd employment by the end oftwu 'years"of casb.beneflts I;ould receive further 
government support only through participation in the WORK program. a"l described helow" 

,~- ~ . 
~~ . -~ ~ . 

to.P~~!J h~s of both par~nts ed or exceeded 30 would not count against the time}fntit for either parent.:,) 

. '\ Minimum ~toIk Standard, 'Months !Il which an individual meets the minimum work standard will not be 
'-" cQunted .against L~e time limit. The minimum work $tandard will he set at an average of 20 hours per week, 

,) with a State optioo to re uire up to 30 hours pet w!ck. llfr:an-AFDC:UP'family, jf otllrparent meets Ute 
·~.·.!'··t1... minimum r standard, h" she willnot be subjet:t to the time limit. Months j,0vhich ~mbined 

(~ "-~--

;A,$...\- roon men!§.. As mentioned ebewbere, virtually all parents under ;lg~ 20 will be required to participate in 
~ JOBS. The 24·month HOle clock, however, will not begin to run until the parent turns age 18. Jri other 
,__ ~. wordJ. ruiy period of receiving bi:nefits as a custodial parent prior to the age of 1 & will not hd counted 
1-./ against the two-year time limit. 
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pre=WQRK Jop Search, Persons who are within 4S days of reaching the time limit (up to 90 days at State 
option) wtu be required tu engage in supervised Job search for those final 45·90 days, before taking a 
WORK assignment. 

Exten~jQn~" States wlH be permitted to grant a.limite..i ~umber of eXlensions to the time li~it in the 
following citcums.tances: _ 	 - .­

• 	 For completion of a GED or other educatIon or. training progr~~> including a schoo't-to·work . 
·prol~rar.t or posH;e\:ondary education'program. ~xpectetl to lead directly to employment. These 
extensions will be contingent on satisfactory progress toward completing :.he program and will be 
Iimitoo to 12-24 months in dura(jon,- An exteasiOli for Dost-se-.:ondary education will be contingent 
upon simultaneous parHime employment'. - . 

• 	 For tho"se who are learning disabled, illiterate ot fi:lce)anguage harriers or other ser(ous obstacles to 
employment 

States will, in addition. be requin:d to grant extensions to person~ who have reacted the lime limit but who 
have not had access to the services specified In the employabllitj' plan. The {out! numher of' extelt"ions. will 
be limited to 10 percent of recipients required to participate in JOBS. In othe-f wurtl$, a State could have no 
more than 10 perceat of its JOBS-mandatory recipients in extended status at any given time" ( -1.\ , 	 -rt.... "Z "'1"" ).-..1.""\ \ I ­.. 	 . L ~~.~ 
Limitc(tAMitiQnal Assista!)ce to PersQ!)~ Who Stay off W~lfar'¢ fQ~ded Perirn.ls. j Persons who exh,aust 
or nearl exhaus if 24 months of ti:e-imked assistance and who leave welfare for an eX~ended period 

ttme will be able to qualify 0 'a¢;C& itief!:1IJ monti:is of -assistance, This limited additl~nal assistance 
will serve as a cushion> should they Iqse their jon amtneed temporary belp again, --S:Wlth:tessdhan..6 
m~b8Jeft e~.r;:timeM1ijji)rv.,helMb"'Y lea~'e welf.n~t;rquru.fr -. ditionaLsuppott. 
~.yearthy::are·o~'are:-However;"'1!l~-iU4"H , .more.th~.6...mQDtfJS..Qf.. 

_____.---M~.- ~ _.~ _. 
~Pt:::tt-f, ~ ,,",~II ~ ,.~t-.;.'C roor . iIoff- ...,;>IM<_ P~,\"-_.__ 	 WORK 

(""~
"-- The locus of illetransitional assistance program will be helping people move from welfare to self~ 

sufficiency through work, An integral part of this effort is m3king assistance tf'"J.ty transition41 for those 
able to work by placing a two~year time limit on cash-benefits. Some welfare recipients will, however. 
teach the two-year time limit wiUlOut having found a job, i.h~!)pitc'havlng prutJcipated in the JOOS program. 
and followed their employabHity plans in goo"d faith. We are committed t(. providing theSe persons with the 
opportunity to support their families through paid work. 	 ~ 

The overriding goal of the WORK program will be to hdp participants find lasting unsuhsidlZed 
employment. States wi!! have wide dlst.'r-.;.:iOfl :n the·opc.ration of [he WORK ptograrrl in order to achieve 

.•" ,this end.· For exarnple, a State could provide short-term $;;bsidized private seclor jobs (with the expe:.:talion 
that many of these positions will become permanent), o,r positions in ~ot-f(l(~protj(organi7.-alioj"is and/or 
pubJic sector agencies. 

The WORK program is designed to provide. an opportunity for ilfJiv[duals who have reached the- time-limit 
to support their families through p;ud work while- developing the skills and receiving the job search 
assistance needoo 10 ob(ain ul)subsitlized private sector jobs. The stmcture ellsures that work ~fh1YS~ by. 	 . 
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assuring that a family '~ith an adult in a WORK assignment wlJl be no wOrse off than a family of the same 
size in which no One is: working. 1 

~Workfare" programs are generally not consistent with placements 'in the private sector. By ?ontrast. the ' 
WORK program r~ui!~ a str<;ytg private-sector focus. This is work-not workfare. Persons' will be paid 
for performanc~!l.Ot p~jd a welfare check and sent out tO,a work site. WORK provides far greater ~jgnity 
and responsibility than workfare. Moreover, the purpos~ of the WORK pr~g~am is to help persons ;nuve· 
tnto. rather ~an'serve as a,substitute for, private sector employment. 	 -".~'=:'- . ~ 

AdminIstrative Structure of thl;! WORK Program 

;6ligjbility, A recipient who !\.is. reached the time limit fur transitional assistance wiH be permitted to enroll ­
in the WORK program: provided he or she hw; not renlsed an offer o[ an uflsubsidlze;;j job without good 

'.:ause (sce be!ow): .,..- ... 

,WORK funding. Federal funds for the cost of operating thi! WORK program Will be capped ~nd.distrjbuted 
to States,according to the numirer of persons required to participate in JOBS (and subject to the tLrne limit) 
and the number in the WORK program in a State, relative to the total number in all States. These Federal, 
monies must be matched hy State funds at the sarue,rate as in JOBS--the CurrCilt JOBS match rate plus 'five 
to1ffri)ercentage points, As discussed previou!:ily under the description of JOBS funding, the capped • 
ennrre7nents for JOBS and WORK would be increased if the national unempluyment rare equa.Ut-d or . 
exceeded 7 percent. Also as discussed u!l4er...IQ..BS funding, the State match raw for JOBS, WORK and At~ 
Risk Child Care would boe (educed bv~erCent)lUring periods of high State \;l1emplo~ment:

.~' r 

ln addition, States will be relmburs~d for wages paid to WORK program partiCipants, including wage 
subsidies to private elnployers, at the Medicaid matching rate. 

rrStates were unable to claim the total available Federal lOBS llnd WORK funding for a fiscal year, a State 
which'had reachl;:d its cap could draw down Federal funds for operational costs hi exce."s of its allotment 
from the capped entitlement, Additionall"'j. all States will be allowed to reanocate up to .10 percent of the 
combined total of their JOBS and WORK allotme.'1ts {tom JOBS to WORK, or vice Yen:a. . 

Flexibmt~, States will have 'considernble flexibility in operating the WORK program. A State can pursue 
any of a wide range of strategieB,to provide work to those who have reached the two-year limll, including: 

• 	 Subsidize priyate S&tor jobs; 

• 	 C~eate positi~ns in the rlot-for-profit sector (which could ema.il payments to c6ver the cost of 
training and supervising WORK partiCipants); . 

• 	 Offer emplOyers orner financial incentives to hire JOBS graduates;" 
~ ,

• 	 Execute performance-based COntracts with prival(; firm.~ or not-fo:-pr0tit organizations 10 
pJace.WORK participants in uns~:hsjdtzed jobs; 

"j' 

• 	 Create [Joslti(j~ls in public sector ager'J\;ics (which mlgh: include employing adu)t welfare 
recipients as mentors for teen parents. on assistance); . 

IS 


http:u!l4er...IQ
http:performanc~!l.Ot


06/11/84 21:09 OIlHS/ASPE/IISP 

• 	 Employ WORK participants as child care workers, child support caseworkers, or home 
health aitles; and 

• 	 Support mkroenterprise anti self-employment efforts. 
""!...IJ, _,. . 

ParriciplUiun. a. ch State will be required to meet a participation standard for the WORK program, 
defined as th uw number of the follo,!ing such that: 1) Eighty pereent of those who reach the time·' 
liinit and are in e WORK program are assigned to a WOR~-Sl(lt (or in another ilefined status);·2) The· 
number of WORK assignmentS the State is required to create (based on the funding allocation) are filled by 
indivldmus assigned to the WORK program. . 

~ 
- AlIocatlort'Qf WORK Assignments. If the number of people needing WORK positions exceeds the supply, 

an imlividual whostn:anction period had just ended wlll be placed in a new WORK assignment a!:.' rapidly as. 
possible. Among other WORK participants, persons new to.fife WORK progra~ will have priority over 
persons who have prevIously held a WORK_ppsitlon. With respect to the re~a!ning WORK participants, 
States:wlll be permitted to allocate WORK a'>sigrunenlS so as to maximize the chance of successful place­
menti;.. ­

Interim ACijvities, States will have t~e option (:If requiring perSons awaitlng WORK assignments (e.g., 

tho~ who have just conduded a WORK assignment) to particip,?l<: in other WORK program activities, such 

as: individual or group joh.scilrch. Child care and other supportive services w,iIl be provided as needed for 

participation in interLffi WORK program llctivitic:>. Persons in: the WORK program h~r not in a WORK 

asSignment will he cllgiMc for cash henefil5 jn th~ interim. 


Be'4Uired ACi.iclltance of An~ Job Offer. BotJi JOBS and WORK program participants wHi he required to 

accept any offer of an ullsubstdize<l jOb .. ~iJOO tbe jAb meets eerteift-heft!:th,mtM1'I.rety-rtand-ardMnd--does... 

m~\HHn"1l: net Ie!!! of cash IIlCOttle;- Ali individual who refuses such an offer will not be eligible for a 

WORK poSition, and the emire family will be ineligihle for AFDC benefits-for apedod of six months. 

Such an individual will be eligihle for ,el''/18es, (i~ih 86 job search assistan~ thi~ period.. 


Oversight. There wi!! be a WORK advisory panel for each locality with union and private, not~for-pmf1t 


(including cnmmullity~based organizations) and public (induding local government) sector representation to 

provide oversight and guidance to the WORK program. ­

Length of P3[tjcipatlon in the WORK Program. Individuals will be limited to a maximum stay of 12 

months in any single WORK assignment, after which they will he required to perform job search, States 

wilt be required ro conduct a comprehenslvt assessment of any person who has completed two WORK 

assignments ()f who has spent at least two years in the WORK program, Following the assessment, persons 

wuld be as~igned to another WORK position, pfaced in deferred status. referred back to the JOBS program. 

or, at State optioll, be removed from the. roUs for refusing ajob offer or failing to make a good-faith effort 


,to flm.l unsubsidi:zed work where jobs are available to' match their skills. :;:;. 

, 	 , 
", 	 Retention, SMes. will he required to maintain records on the perfurmance of employers (puhlic. private and 

not~for~profit) in retaining WORK program participants (after the subsidies end), Similarly, Stati'i will he 
mandated to monitt)f the effel:tivcness of placement lirms in placing WORK participants in unsubsidizoo 
employment. 

NQrulis,nlacernent. The assignment of a participant to a su'bsldized job Utlljcr the WORK program wilt not 
. result In th:! displacement of or infringe upon the promotional ODPortunitics of any currently employed: 
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worker. In·addition, WORK participants could not be placed in vacancies created by a layoff. strike or 
lockout. 

Supportive Servjces. S.rate.o;; will be required to guarantee child care, if needed, for any person in a WORK 

assignment. States will also be mandated to provide other work~related supportive services as needed for 

participation in the WORK p_~ogram . 


•••.ip.. . 

Characterislics of the WORK Assignments:"" 

Wages. Participants will typically be paid the minimum wage. Persons in WORK assignments who are 

performing work equivalent to that done by others working -for the same employer will be similarly . 

compensated_ ... ' 


.H.riY.ai. Each WORK a&$.ignment will he for a minimum of 15 hours per week and for no more than 35.-l1" 
hours per week. The number of hours for each ppsition wil! be determined by the State. 

Treatment of Wages with Re.~ol;iCt to Benefits and Taxes. Wages from WORK positions will be treated as 
earned income with respect to Federal and Federal-State assistance programs other thiln AFDC. Participant~ 

in the WORK program and their families will be treated as AFDC recipiento;; with respect to Medicaid 
eligibility. 

Persons in WORK assignments wilt be subject to FICA taxes but will not be subject to the proviSions of any 
Federal or State unemployment compensation law. Workers' Compensation coverage will be provided at 
levels consistent with tht: re:levant State Workers' Compensation statute. Earnings from WORK positions 

. will not be tre.ated as earned .income for purposes of calculating the EarneJ Incomt: Tax Credit (EITC), in 

. order to encourage movement into jobs outside the WORK program. 

Earnings SUPP'lementation. A family with an adult in a WORK position whose income, net of work 

expenses, is less than the AFDC benefit for a family of the same size: (in which no one is working) will be 

eligible for supplemental cash benefits to make up the difference. In utht:r won.!s, an t:arnings supplement 

will be provided such that a family with. an individual who is working in either a WORK assignment or an 

unsubsidized private sector job. will never be worse ofr than a family of the same size on assistance in 

which no ODe is working. . 


The work expense disregard used for the purpose of calculating the earnings supplement will be $120 per 

month (the standard AFDC work expense disregard). States which opt for mort: generous AFDC earnings 

disregard policies will be permitted but not required to apply these pulicies 10 WORK wages. 


Sanctions.' W~gt:s will be paid for houi:s worked. ami those who do not show up for work will not'get paid. 
Failure to work the set numher of hours fur the position wilt re~ult ;n a corrt:spnnuing reduction in wages,.. 
Individuals in lhe WORK program w.ho, without good caust:, voluntarily quit an unsubsidizcd job that meets 
the minimum work standard would lose. ~Iigibility for the WORK program for a period o~ 3 months. .... 

. .' . 
Type of.Work. Under the WORK progrilm; States will be encouraged to place as many-WORK participilnts 

'as possible in suhsidized private sector positions. Many of the WORK positions may also be in the not~for­


'profit sector. with. for example, voluntary agencies, Head Start centers and other community-hased 

organizations. 

-:. 
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Work PIHce Rules. Participants in the WORK program will experience the same working conditions and 
rights as comparable employees of the same employer. 

.,,' .' 

-

'. 

" 
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j\1AKlNG WORK·PAY/CHILD CARE 

TIIIlIMPORTAl\CE OF THE ElTe, HEALTH CARE REFORM, AND CIOW CARE 

A crucial component of welfare reform that promotes work aml independence is making work pay. The 

Census Bureau reports that irt 1992,.16 percent of all yeaNound. full~time v.:prkers had earr.:ingf.l too low to 

support.lt family of four out of povetty, up from 12 percent In 1974. The prohlem is especiallrgreat for 

women; 22 pirce~t~-mOfe than one·jn five--of yeaNc;und, fulHime female wOrk.ers had low earnings. 


Simultaneomly, the welfare system sets up a devastating array of harrit.lfS for poople who ret;eiv~ assistance 
but want to work. It penalizes those who wotk by taking away benefits dollar for dollar; it imposes arduous 
reporting requirements for those with earnings but still on welfare, and it prevents saving for the future with 
a meager limit on assets. Moroover, worklng·poor families often lack adequate medical protection and face _-' 
sizeable child care costs. Too often, parents may ..:hoose welfare instead of work to ensure that their 
children have health insurance and rective child care. If our goals ar¢: to en,:oufage work and 
indepe,ndence, to help familia<; who arc playing by tile rules: and to reduce both poverty amI· welfare use, 
then we must reward work rather than welfare, 

Alth.ough they are not discussed in Ihis paper, the Earned income Tax Credit and health reform are clearly 
twu of the three major components of making: work pay. Last summer's $2J~biHion expansion of the 

, ' Earned Income TaX Credit (BITe) was a major step toward rmtking it (Xlssihle for tow~wage workers to 
support themselves and their families above poveny, When fully implemented, it will have the effect of 
making a $4.25 per hour job pay nearly $6.00 per hour for a parent with t ..... o or more children, Combined 
with food stamps, Ihis tax credit hclrs ensure that people who work full-time with a family at home will no 
longer be poor. 

The next critical step toward making work pay is ensuring that all American..;, have health insurance 

coverage, Many recipients are trapped un welfare by theIr inability to find or keep jobs with health benefits 

that provide the security they need. And too often. poor, nQn~working familie.~ on welfare have better 

health coverage than p..'lor, ,wnrking families. Thtl President's health care reform plan will provide universai 

access to health care, ensuring thaI no one win h;we to choose welfare instead of ",'{uk to ensure that their 

children have health insurance. Both the EITC expansion and health care reform' will help support workers 

as they leave welfare to maintain their independence and self~sufficicm:y, In one recent study, 83 percent of 

welfare recipients said they would leave welfare to take a minimum-wage job immediately if it provided 

health coverage for their families. Another study found thai only 8 percent of people who leave welfare for 

work get jobs that provide health insurance, .\ 


The plan i.ncludes. two additional proviSions that will increase the return from work for l()w~income families . 
. Under current law_ all income received hy lin AFDC redpient or appllcant must be counted against the 

ArDe grant, ex.cept certain spetifted work-related and, other disregards. The proposal contains ~everal 


provisions to make work a more amacrive Optlot) for recipients combining work and welfare and to simplify 

the treatment of income for recipients and caseworkeri> alike, States will be requIred to disregard a 

minimum ofS:20 per month when cakuJuting the AFOC bem:ftt tevi!l, bnt will have flexIbility to estahlish 

higher earnings disregard amounts to encourage work. In addition, Slall."s wiil have the option to increase 


, the current $50. PI'!', month amount of child support paid ny the nQncustodiai parent and passed through to 

the custodia] parent (before the remaining child support Is USed to reImburse the Siate for the cost of 

welfare). All disregards and the child support pU$!'i-th::uuSh will be indexcd to inflaliQn to ensure that 

recipients who work or rec:eiw child support will he treated consistently in the Cututt'l. 
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"' ,At present: only a'sroat! percentage'of EITC claimants take advantage of the option to receive part of the 

EITC in advance Fayments throughout the year. While the reasons vaty for the low utilization rate. it is 

partly due to a lack: of information and because empioyers are responsible to determine .:ligibiUty and 

administer the payments. PubHc agencies that deal directly w\ih welfare recipients are uniquely positioned 

to en.'1ure that the advance payment option is Us.ed fr¢quently and appropriately. The proposal will allow 


"states to"conduct demonstration projects tq. make advance payment" of the EITC ,available to eligible' 

residents through a State agency. Many contt:nd that welfare'recipients could particularly benefit from 


~·~receiving· the EITC in advance payments throughout the yc&r because they would'experience tile rewards, 
- from work on a more timety basis, " 

The final critical component for making work pay is affordable. accessible child care, In order for famiiies. 
especially single--parent families. to be able to work or prepare tfiCltl"efves for work, they need dependable 

:'.care for ttieir children. The Federal Go\'ernrnent currently subs~dtzes child cal]: for low~income famiiiJ..'S 
primarily through the open~ended entitlement programs (JOBS Child Care and Transitional Chlld Care). a 
capped entitlement program (At-Risk Child Care). and a discre!ionary program (the·Child Care ami 
Development Block Grant). Working AFDC recipients are also eligible for the child care disregard, 
although in many places it is too [ow to COver the cost of care (a maximum of $200 a month for Infal1ls and 
.$175 a month for all other children). The dependent Gare tax credit is seldom available for low~im:ome 
f.uniUes because it is not refundahle. 

The current child care programs: do not provide sufficient support for, working-poor families. ' AI50, the 

separate programs are governed by.inconsistent legislation and regt.!latlon5,' making it difficult' ftlr States and 

parents to intt!ract with a coherent system of care. Finally, there arc problems with qualify and supply of 

care. especially for infants 3!ld toddlers. 


SUMMARV OF PROPOSAL 

Improve Child Care for Lo,"'~Inc{)me Families 

• Maintain the child care guarantee ­

• Increase child care funds for low~income working families 

• Address quarity and supply 

• Coordinate rules across all child care rrograms . 

• . Create equity for participants using the child care tHsreganJ 

Other ProvL<;iQflS to Make Work Ptty 

• AUow States to re.ward work and the paymeni of child support"-' 

• Permit agencies to provkle advan:e payments of the EITCthrough State agencies 



--

• 
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CIlILD CARE 

This welfare reform proposal will inCl'ease chlld care funding both for families on cash assistance and 
working families not ellgible for cash assistance. In addition, the proposal- focuses on creating a- simplified 
child care system and on ensuring that children are cared for in safe and healthy environments. 1be 
proposal includes the following: -, -... - .. . ­

,.~ 

Maintain .the Child Care Guarantee 

~Peopte on public assistance will Jontinue to receive child care assistance while taking part in work Qr 
'raining. Those who leave welfare will continue to receive II year of Trans:tional Chili) Care,' The child 
care guarantee will be extended to the WORK progra~, 

Increuse Child Care Funds for l,(Jw~Jncomc Working Families . ­
We also propose significant new funaing for "child care programs available to low-in~OIne, working faruilies, 
The At-Risk Child Care Program, CLlrrently a capped entitlement avaJl4lbie to serve the working poor;' is 
capped at a very low level and Stntes have difticulty using it because of the required State match. We 
propose to expand this program signiflcantly and to make the match rate consisteot with the new enhanced 
match tate in other Title IV-A programs, 

It is hard to argue that low-income'worklng families who have never been. or art no IHnger, on welfare :are 
less needing or deserving of child.<:-are subsidies than people who are on welfare. While this proposal does 
nOt provide .a. cbild care guarantee for wo-rking poor famili~s, it does provide a major increase in support for 
them a~ well a.. for' those o~ or moving 01'( welfare, 

. \ .1-~~'• the Administration's fiscal year 1995 budget calls for a 22-llercent jncrease in funding for the 
~ Block Gr . 'These funds support both services and quaUty improvements. 

\'\ '-- " . . Addr~ QUfiJity and Supp'ly ­

The goal of our child care proposal is to attain a careful balance hetween the need to provide child care 
support to as many low~income families as possible and the need "to ensure the safety and healthy develop­
ment of chlldren. We are also concerned that there are specitic child care supply prohlems in some 
geographic areas and for some chi!dren~-especiaUy infants and todi.llers. , 
We will provide a :;et-aside in the At-Risk program to addres~ quality improvements and ~upply is~ucs, 
Quality improvements wUJ include a range of activities such as resource and referral programs, grants or 
loans to Q.!)sist in meeting State and local stan<lards. and monitoring for compliance with licens.ing and 
regulatory requirements. Supply is;;ues will include a special focus on the development and expansion of 
infant and toddler care in low-in:::omc communilies. ~" 

We will also allow State$ to match up to a rotal cap of $15 million a year in administrati~e. CosL'I. for 
licensing and monitoring activities related to provi.de'rs serving IV.A childnm . .' 


~. , ;tJ " 


Coordinate Rules Across All t:hild Care Prj)grams 

We will assist States to use Federal programs to create seamless coverage for persons who leave welfare for 
worK, Health ani.l safety requirements will be made consistent across these programs and will conform to 
standards in the Block Gran; program. States wi!l be requbed to establish :;Iiding fee scales 'and report 
consistently across programs. They will be ahle to plar:! all Fedcrtl! child care funding in one agen..:y. 
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Efforts will be made to link Head Start and ;,:-hild care funding streams to erul!:lnce quality and comprehen­
sive services. '" 

Cbildren should be cared fodn healthy and safe environment". -The CCDBG standards, together with two 
new standards on immunization and prohibiting access to toxic substances and weapons. are minimal 
requi'rements de!!igned to protect the health and safely of children, Many States cite thc.ir St!te standards 
which will meet the: CCDBO requirements. Except for minimal P..xferaI expectation!> rehltoo to hazardous 

;",r."l 	 substances and immunization" States will continue 10 establish their own standards; as a result. this change- J 
should 'not-have 'Ii significant effect on many States. We do not believe tho;:. immunization standard should 
vary rrum State to State, Finally, we continue to support ;;trongly pan:ntal choice and propose to add to IV­
A the CCDBG requirements t'Or: assuring parental qhoi<.:¢ of providers, providing to parents information on . 
their child care options, and establishing a system for paf~ntal complaints. 

Create Equity, (or Parliclpffnt<; Using the Child Care Djsr~nrd 

There'is a particular problem with,the AFDC inc-ome disregard for child carl::, since it is ba:oeJ ~)n an· 
unreasonably low maximum monthly payment of $175 per child ($200 for infant ca~e); and because the 
disregard is: effective only after famjjjes incur child care expenses. resulting in a cash-f1nw problem for 
families. Simply raising the dollar amount of the disregard inadvertently makes a numher of new families 
eligible for AFDC. At the,same time, eliminating the disregard will make families ineligible. lberefore, to 
achieve equity and to give familie." a realistlc abllity to <lffOfd care, we propose requiring Sta:es either to 
offer supplemental payments· Or tq provide working families at leait two options for payment of child care 
costs (the disregard and one oilier payment mechanism). 

OTHIlR PROVISIONS TO MAKIl WOR~ PAY 

Allow Stutes to Rewllrd \Vork and 'he Payment of Child Support 

The eXisting sel of AFDC earnings disregard rules make.o; work an irrational option for many re'cipients l 

particularly over time. Cuttently, aU' income received by an AFDC recipient or applil.;am is counted against 
die AI:DC grant except income that is explicitly excluded by definition, States a:e required to disregard 
income .in the. following ways: 

• 	 For each of the first four months of earnings, recipients are allowed a $90 work expense disregard. 
another $30 disregard, and one~lhird of remaining earnings are abo disregarded, 

• 	 The ooe-third disregard ends aftJ;f four months, 

• 	 The $30 disregard ends aftcr 12 months. 

In addition, a child care eXJl~nse disregard of $175 pc'r child per month ($200 if the child is. under 2) is 
pcrmitted to be calculate{l: Currently, $50 in child-support is li3Ssed through to AFDC familie.<; 'fith 
es:tnblished ~~~va(ds, The EITC is also disregardoo in determining AFDC eligibility and bene.fits, 

.', • ~ ~ .< , 	 ','" 

This proposal wi!1 eliminate the curren! set of disregard rules and est:Jblish a much simpler minimum djsre~ 
gard policy at the Federal level. (The child care disregard will remain as described above.)" We will allow 
considerable State flexibility in establishing policies beyond the mInimum, Our proposal includes the 
following four components; 
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-. 	 Require States to disregard at-least Sl2Q in earnings, indexed for inflation, without regard to time 
011 AFDC. This is equivalent to the $90 and $30 incom~ dlsr.egards that families now get. aft~ four 
mouths of earnings, . 

• 	 Give States the t1e,;ihility to establLm their o~f'I~~amed income di~fl:gard policies on income ahove 
these.aJnOUnlS, 	 .• ':;JU.I 

• 	 Anow States complete flexib1tity in determining"which types of income should be consideroo in 

developing a "fill·lhe-gap~1 policy (i,e., income from earnings, child SlJpport or all forms of 

income). Current!y. if Sunes flJl,thc: gap, they must apply all forms of Income, 


, 
• 	 The ArDe $50 pasHhrough of child suppo~t payments will bt!' indexed for inflat.i0n; States will 


have the or'tion to pass through additional payments'abovethis amount, 


This proposal will yield a simpler system-for recipients a!1d. casoworke'rs, alike. It maximtus Sune 

flexibility and makes work a more attractive, rational option. By allowing workers in low~henctit States fO 


keep more of their earnings; it will increase the economic well~being of those workers, The requirement for 

States to supplement AFDC payments in fLlI-the~gap States, if they have les.s disposable income because 

child support is paid to the child support agency (instead of directly to the family), will be eliminated, 


Permit StIUe;- to Pro\"ide Adyunee Payments of the EJ'fC througb State Agenci~ 

Under current Jaw. low·inr:ome workers with children can elect to obtain up to 60 percent of the ~redtt in 
advance payments througl1their employers> and claim the balanee of the credit upon filing their income tax 
·returns, An employee choosing to receive a portion of the Et1'e in advance files a W-5 form with his or 
her employer, and the employer calculates the advanced EITe payment based on the employee's wages'and 
filing status and adds the appropriate amount to the employee's paycheck. 

Despite the overali success of the ElTC, it~.delivery could be improved. particularly by enhancing the 

probability that the E1TC will be claimed in advance throughout lhc year rather than as Ii year-end, lump" 

sum payment Recent datn indicates thin fewer than one percent of EITe claimants have received the ,credit 

through advance payments through their employers. While the ·reasons for Ihe current low utilization rate 


. are nut fully known, a recent GAO study found that many low-income taxpayers were unaware they could 
claim the credit in advan.:e, It is believed that welfare recipients t in particular, could benefit from re<.:eiving 
the credit~ at more regular intervals throughout the year. By receiving the credit as they earn wageS, . 
workers would experience a direct link bt:tween work effort and EiTe, 

This proposal will allow up to four States to conduct demonstrations to promme the use of the advance 
payment option of the EITC by shifting the outreach and administrative burden from employers to scl~led 
public agencies. Such agencies may include publlc assistance offices (AFDC and/or Food Sramps), 

.: 

I, Each State establishes an AFDC need standa'rd (the income the State decides is the amount 
essential for basic consumption items) and an AFDe payment standard (100 pCrCerll or less of the 
need standard). Benefits are generally computed by subtra(.;tlng income from the payment standard, 
Under a ~fil1.thewg ..p" policy, bene.fits are computed tly subtracting io(.;ome fwm the higher n~ 
standaru_ 
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Employment Services Offices,. and State finance and revenue agencies, Where appropriate, States may 
coordinate advance payments of the EITe with payments of other Federal benefits (such as food stamps) 
through electronic benetit technology, Technical assistance will' be provid~d by the Federal government, 
and each demonstration will be rigorollsly evaluated . 

.. 

- '.' 

-...­
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PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY 

AND PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 


-
Poverty> especially iong~tertn poverty. and wel~ar~ d~endency are often associated with growing up in a 
one~parent family. Although most single parents: do a herO!9job of raising Uleir ~hildrcn, the fact remains 
that welfare dependency could be significantly reduced if more young people delayed childbearing until both 
parents were ready to lissume the responsibility of raising children. ­

~ -. 
Teenage pregnancy 'is a particularly troubling aspect (If this problem. The numhe'r of births to teen ~nwed 
mothers ~Ai:iM' ag. "lQ) has quadrupled in the last 30 ycars:'!1"om 92,000 in 1960 to 368.000.in 1991, 
Teenage birth rates have been rising since 1986 because the trend toward earlier. sexual activity has resulted 
in more pregnancies. According to the Annie E, Casey Fouooation, almost 80 per~eut of the children born 
to unmarried. teenage high school dropouts live in poverty. If!. contrast, the poverty rme is only. 8 percent. 
for children of young people who deferred childbearing until they graduat~d from higb school, were twenty 
y~ old, and married. Teenage childbearing often leads. to school drop-our, which resulL\ in the fnilure to 

.aequire the educatiun and skills that are needeU for success 'in ~e labor market. The majority of these 
·-teenagers end up on welfare, anc! according to Advocates for Youth (formerly the Center for PopullltlOn 

Options) the annual cost to taxpayers is about $34 bitlion to ass.isl such families,begun by a teenager. 

Both parents be,lr responsibility for providing emotional Md moral gllidance. a;; well a;; ocor.omic support to 
their children, Teenagers who bring children into the world are not yet equipped to discharge this 
fundamental obligation. If we wish to reform welfare and put children fir:;!, we must find effective W8YS of 
discouraging pregnancy among young people wh"o cannot proV1de this essential support. We must send a 
clear and unambiguous signal--you should not have a chUd until you are anle to provide for and nurture that 
child. 

For those who do become parents, we must send an equally clear messllge that thoy will have to t~ke 
responsibility. even if they do not live with the child. In spite of the concerted efforts. of Federal, St<tte and 
local goverrum~nts to estahlish and enforce child support orders, the current system fails to ensure that 
children receive adequate support from both parents. Recent analyses by the Urhan institute suggest tjat the 
potential for child support collections is approximately $48 billion per year. Yct only $20 billion in awards 
are currently in place, and only $14 hill ion is acmally paid, Thus, we have., potentitll cClllection gap of 
about $34 billion. . 

The current system sends the wrong signals: all too often noncustodial parents are not held re,,\ponsible' for 
the children they bring into the world. Only about half of all custodial parentS rtceivt; any child support, 
and only about one-~bird of single mothers (both never~married and formerly·married) receive any child 
support. The average amount paid isjust oVeI: $2,000 for-those due support. Among never-marrietl 
mothers, only is percent receive any support. Further, paternity is currently hdng established in only Oll~: 
third of cases where a child is horn out ot"wedlock, 

The child support prohlem has three main elt'mer:.ts. First, fot the majority of children horn out of 
wedlock, ;1 child support order is never e.<.;tabllsbed, Roughly 57 percent of the potential coUection gap of 
$34 billion can~be traced to cases whl!re no award is in place, This is largely due to the falJure to'estab\l~h 
paternity for children born out of wedlock, Second, w~cn award::; are establish\!(}, they are often too tow 
and have nut suffidently kept up With changes in the earnings of the noncustodial parent over time. Fully,. 
22 percent of the po\ePt~al gap can h~ lraced to awards that were either set very low initiarly or never 

http:elt'mer:.ts
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adjusted as incomes changed. Third, of awards mal arc established. the full amount of ch!ld support is rIOt 


paid in haffthe cases. Thus the remaining 21 percent of the potential coltcclion gap is due to failure to 

fully collect on awards already in place. 


For cbildren to achieve f~al economic security and to avoid the need for welfare, they ultimately need 
. support from both parents. When parelludail·to provide support, the children pay~-and so do we. Stili. ~ 
under the present system••the"needs. concerns ;md responsibilities,of noncustodial parents are often ignored. 
The system needs to f0c.us more attention On this population and send the message'that fathers matter.' We 
ought to encourage mmcustodial parents to remai'n involved in.thcir children's lives--not drive them furtber 
away. Parents' who pay child support restore a connection that both they and their children need, 

, .'~' ­
Sl:MMARY OF PROPOSAL 

The ethic of parental responsIbility is funuHluental. No'one should briflg a child into the world unfil both­
parents are prcpared to support and nurture mat child, We need to implement approaches that both require' 
parental responstbility .• wd help individuals to exen:lse it. First", we propos.c a national effurt to prevent teen" 
pregnancy. Second, we need special CffiH1S to encourage res:ponsibte parenting amons dIOse on a.<;sistance~ 
especially very young mothers, Third, we must collect more cbUd support on behalf of all children Jiving 
in single-parent families, 

~ .­
I 
I 

. . 

29 




141031 
08/11194 21: 21 -_._-­

Reducing Teen Pregnancy and Out-of~Wedlock Birth!; 

• Lead a nationarcampaign against teen pregnancy 

• Establish a national clearinghouse on teen ptegnancy preventiun 
.,;,!., " ' 

t.,' • Provide teen pregnancy prevention grants 

• 	 Conduct comprehensive s~fVice demonslratlons of various ftrevention 
, approacnes .. 

Incenti"es for ~_esponsible Behavior 

• Require minor parents to live at bome 

• Require 'scbool~age p~{mts 10 stay in selwol . 

• Allow States to limir additional benefits for additional children conceived while on 
AFDC 

• Allow States to provide a variety of incentive!>. to reward responslhle hehavinr 

Child Support EnfofCLment 

• Establish awards in ev~ry case 

• Ensure fair award levels 

• Collect awards that are owed 

• 
... 


Child support enforc.cmen( and assurance demom~trations 


• Enhance responsibillty and opportunity for nOTicuswdial parents 

REDUCI:>IG TEEN PREGNANCY A:>ID OUf-OF-WEDLOCK H1RTHS 

.We need to send a strong signal thai it is essential for young peopJe to delay sexual activity, as. wei! as, 
childbirth. until they are ready to accept th.e reKponsiblJities and consequences uf lhe.'it:- events,' It is. erllkal 

. thUl we help all youth understand the rewards of staying in s.:h(loi, playing by the rules, ,ma deferring 
cbildbearing until they are marrieu, able to support themselves and nurture tbelr offspflng, We have (our 

~proposa!s in this area: ., 
n 

, , i 
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tmiQnal Campaign Agalo;;J TS!iID Pr~g!JansrJ', The President wil.! lead a national campaign against teen 
pregnancy that ch1t1lenges all aspects of society~-business, national and community voluntary organizations, 

.,~eli8ious institutions and schoQIs--to join in Ihe effOrt to reduce teen pregnancy,~ The campaign will 
emphasize the brqader lhemes of et:Oftomi.: opportunity, along with the personal responsibility of every 
family in every community, Government has~,a role to play in'preventing teen pregnancy. but the massive 
changes in attitudes find behavior that have occurred in re<:ent'decad~ cannot be dealt with (1)' Government 

~alone, :..;..' 'W _ • • 	 "": 

...;t 

National and individual goals win be established to define the mission and to guide the work of the national . 
campaign, The goals wiU focus on measurable aspects of the broader opportunity and responsibility 
message fur teen pregnancy prevention, such as graduating from high school; deferring childbearing until 
one is l~arrid4 'itP wripkin=l econo111i('1llly and emotionally prepared to support a chnd~ and accepting 
responsibility for the support of one's children, -, 

A non-profit, non-partisan privately funded entity.commhted to these goals win be c..'l,tablished to pull 
together national, State, and local effo~s through the media, schools, churches, communities and 
individuals, lts membership will be hroad-based, i1icluding youth, elected officials at ali levels of 
government, and members of religious. sports and entertainment communities. In addition. a Federal 
interagency group wlll provide information and coordinate the range of Federal programs in this area across 
Drogram and deparnneni lines. 

A National Clearingbouse on Teen Preg:nancy PreveniiQn. A National Clearingbouse on Teen Pregnanc)' 
Prevention will be establi~hed to seC"ve as a national center for the collection and dissemination of 
information related to tt,::;n pregnancy prevemion programs. Su(h intQrmlltion wlll include curricula, 
models, materials, training and technical assistance, The Clearinghouse could also tk...elop and sponsor 
training i~titutes for teen pregnancy prevention program staff and could conduct evaluations of prevention 
programs. 

Teen Pregmmcy Prevention grams. To be most effective. a prevention strategy must begin with prcwteeR.S. 
focus initiaUyon the- young people who are mosl aHisk. and emphasize schoOI~bill\ed. school·linked 
activities and complementary community action. Under the Teen Pregnancy Prevention Grant Program, ' 
about 1,000 schOOls and communlty-hased programs will be providc;.;.Ltlexihle grants, ranging between 
$50,000 and $400,000 each. Communities will he expected to use these funds to leverage other resources 
io impiement teen pregnancy prevention programs that haw local community 5~ppOrt. Funding win be 

'targeted to scbools with the bighest concentration of at-risk youth and will be available to s:erve bOlh middle-
l 	 and high·school-age youth, The goa! will be to work wid) youth 3.." early as age iO and to establish 

continuous contact and involvet!'lent through graduation from high school. To en,'wre quality and establish a 
visihle and effective presence, these programs will be supervised by professional 5t.,'tt1 .ind, where feasible, 
be supported by a team of national service participants provided hy the CQrPoration for National and 
Cmrimunity Service. These grants will he coordinated with other Administration activities and will include 
an evaluation component. ' 

CgmOrebensjve Services Demonslfation Grants to ~reven! Teen Pregnancy in High Ri~k Communities. An 
effective approacb to reducing teen pregnancy mU.'it jointly emphasize increased personal rei;poosibility and 
enhanced opporii.lJ)ity. Particular .t:mphasis must be paid to the prevention of adl!!~"cellt pregnancy before 7 

marriage, including sex educatimt'. abstinence education, life skills education and cOrtlfaceptlve services. 
Programs thai c()mbint: these elements have shown the most promise, especially for <idolescents who are 
motivated to avoid pn:gnancy until tJ)ty'are married. However, for those popul;!tions where aJohl..-;:ent 
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pregnaney is a symptom of deeper problems, a wider spectmm of services and more intensive efforts may 
b. necessary, 

For this 'reaSon. we propose comprehensive demon1-aration grants for youth in hlgh~risk commullities of 
sufficient size,.or "critical mass" to significantly Improve the day·to-day experiences, ~ecisions #!}d behaviors 
oJ youth. Loc31 govern.ments and loca! public and private non~pwflt organizations in bjgh~IXlverty areas. 
wlll be eligible to apply, Sites will be asked to cover five...~road areas, with significant flexibility: heMth 

'services. ~ucatjonal and employability development services, social support services, community activities 
and· employme;tt opportunity development activities:. The grants will follow a ~youth·devdopine.nt"-mo'del 
and will adilress a wide specuu:n of areas. associated wlth youth living in a healthy community: economic 
opportunity, safety, health and education. These demonstrations will. include it strong rtvaluation component 
and will be ~(lordinated with olher Adminismdon activities. 

INCENTIVllS FOR Rh"SPONSIIlLIl BFJIAVIOR'-

Personai tespnns.ibility'belongs at the heart of every government program, We believe that very clear and 
~nsistent mess!ges-about parenthood, and the ensuing responsibilities, hold the best chance of encouraging 
young people to defer parenthood, A boy who sees ~is brother required to pay about a fifth of his income 
in child support tor 18 years may think twice about becoming a father_ A girl who knows that young 
motherhood will not relieve her of obligations to iive at home and go to school may prefer other chokes. 
We hope and txpect that a,refonnoo system that strongly reinforces the resport.'\iblHties of both parents will 
help prevent too·carly parenthood and assist parents with becoming self~sufticienL . 

Along with responSibility, though. we must support upportunity. Telling young people to be responsible 
will not be effective unle..o;;s we also provide them the menns to exercise respon..'>ibi!ity and ;he hope that 
playing by the rules will lead to a better life. We want to give States a hroad range of incentive..oto and 
requirements to reward respOflsible hehavior: 

Minor parents live at bQm~" Teenagers who have chUdrt!rl are stilt ~bildren themselves and -need adulf 
supervision and gu,idance, The welfare system shouldn't encourage young people who havl,l babies lO.leave 
home and receive a separate check., Minor parents will be requiri;!d to liw! in their parents,' houSehold, 
except when. tor ex-ampl!;:, the minor parent is married or there is a d.mgl!r of abuse to the minor patent or 
their child. In the laner Cll~e, Slate." will be encouraged to find- a responsihl~ adolt with whom the minur 
mother can live. Current AFDC rules permit minor mothers [0 be "adult caretakers" of their own children. 
This proposal will require minor .parents 10 live in an enviroOlnent where they can receive the support and 
guidance ~yy n,ee.t At the same time, the circumstances of each individual minor will he taken into 
account. . 

ReguitimachQol~age Darell1}: to stay in school. States will be r~uifed~to provide case ma-nagemeJ1t services 
to aU custodial parents receiving AFDC who are under age 20: We wUl ensure (hat every sctlOo!:age parent 
or pregnan!,leenage( who is Oil, or applies for, welfare enroll~ in !.he JOBS program;contll1ues th~Jr 
educ3tion ... and is put on a tra:':K to self~ilufficlen::y. Every school-age parent receiving AFDC (male or 
.female, c3se_~(ead or not) will be subject to lOBS pa!,tidpation requirement:> from the moment the pregnaf'i:y 
or p~ternity is established, All JOBS rules pertaining to personal r-espDnsibililY contracts, employability 
plans. and participation :niH apply to teen parcntJoi. 

.. 
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State option to limit additional henefits for additional children conceived-on AFDC, Currently, welfare 
benefits automatically increase with the hirth of an additional child, Under the proposal, States will have 
the option ,to limit henetkincreases when additional children are conceived hy parents already on AFDC, 
States will he required to allow families to "earn back" the lost benefit amount through disregarded income 
from earnings or child support, amJ'to ensui'e that'p~rents.hD.ve access to family planning services. 

-
State options for incentives to reward responsjble bcitavior. States will be given the option to use mOiletiiry 
incentives combined with sanctions as inducements to encourage young parents to remain in school or GED 
class. They may also use incentives and sanctions to encourage participation in appropriate parenting 
activities. This option is similar to Ohio's Learning, Earning ~d Parenting (LEAP) program. 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

A typical child born in the United States today will spend some time in a single-parent home. _The evidence 
is clear that children benefit from the financial support and interaction of both parents -- single parenle; 
cannot be expected 10 do the entire job of two parents. In spite of the concerted efforts of Federal, State, 
and local governments to establish and enforce child suppcrrt 'orders, the current system fails to ensure that 
children receive adequate support from both parents. Recent analyses by The Urban Institute sugge.st that 
the potential for child support collections exceeds W1illion per year. Yet only $20 billion ,in awards are 
currently in place, and only $14 hillion is actually ~48' - , . 
The problem is essentially threefold. First, for many children born out of wedlock, a child support order is 
never established. Second, when awards are ~cstablished, they arc often too low, are not adjusted for 
inflation, ami are not sufficiently correlated 10 the earnings of the noncustodial parent. And third, of awards 
that are estahlished, the full amount of child support is collected in only about half the cases. Our proposal 
addresses each of these shortcomings. 

Establish Awards In Every Case 

The first step 'in ensuring that a child receives financial support from the noncustodial parent is the 
establishment of a child support award. Roughly 57 percent of the potential collection gap of $34 billion 
can be traced to cases where no award is in place. Paternity, a prerequisite to estahlishing a support award, 

,has not been es~ablisbed in about half of these cases. States currently establish paternity for only about on~~ 
third of the out-of·wedlock binhs and typically try to establish paternity only after women apply for welfare. 

-Paternity e..~tablishmcnt is the tirst crucial' stefl toward securing an emotional and 'financial connection 
between the father and the child. Recognizing the critical importance of estahlishing paternity for every 
child, the Administration has already launched a major initiati.."e in this direction hy the creation of in· 
hospital paternity eSlablishmeilt programs passed as part of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 01"1993 
(OBRA 1993).. Research suggests that the number of patenli~ies estahlished can be increased dramaticalJy if. 
the process begins at birth or shortly thereafter, when the father is most likely to be present. . . 

_Pa;:oting a child mus~ be seen as an importailt responsihility that has consequences ... For young fathers, this 
, .. 	means that parenting a child will have real finanCial consequences for the supp·(lrt of that child. The' . 

responsibility for paternity establishment should he made clearer for both the parents and the agencic.'< If 
an AFDC mother provides verifiable infomation ahout the f:uher, State agencies must establish paternity 
within strict timelines. 
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1l1is proposal expands roe scope. and improves the eff6l.,1tveoess of CUff{!!\t State patemily ~..tabljshment 
procedures. . 

, 
StrenmliniDg!he earernit:t ,55tablishmen, p(Qc~~s. The legal process fur estahlis.hing pat~~nity will,be 
streamli.~ed so tha\.StateS can e~tab!ish paternity qui::kly and effidellt!y. Early-voluntl!.l"Y ·acknowleug:~ment· 
of paternit"y will "be :encouraged by building QI'I)he present in-hospital"p.aternity establishment programs. ~Qr 
those cases that remidn, States will be given additional tools thetneed to process routine cases without .­
having (0 depend so heavily on already over«burdened C{lurts. ' 

CQQperittioqirom Motbers llS a r;QOQi!iofl)lf "FOG Bene.fits~ The responsibil.1ty for p:uerni:y establishment 
will be made clear both to parentS and !hI! agencies. Mothers who apply for AFDC muSt cooperate fully 
with paternity estahlishment procedures prior to receiving benefits and will be held tu a new. stricter defini­
tion of cooperation' which, require~ that th~ mother provide me name and other vcrifiahle iiiformation that 

··can'be·us.e(fto!ocate the father. The process for determining. cooperation will ~so be c!:lang&!-~ 
~cooperallon" wilt be determined by the child support worker, ralh~r than !h~ welfare ca£eworker"through ­
an expedited proces,~ that makes a determination of cooP7ration before. an applicant is. allowed to r~ive 
welfare benefits. Dose who refuse 10 cooperate will be denied AFDC benefits. Good cause exception.<; 
will continue to be provided in apj)ropriat~ ",ircumstlnces. In turn, once an AFOC mother has cooperated 
in providing: inform:nion, States wiU have one year to establish paternity or risk los.lng a portion of their 
federal matcb for benefits. ' 

PiUerllit~ OylfV.llID. Outreach and public education programs aimed at voluntary paternity establishment will 
he. greatly expanded in order to begin changing the attitudts of young fathers and mothers, Outreach efforts 
at the State and Federal levels win promote the importance of paternity establishment, both as a par#!ltaI 
resp?nsibility and as a right of the ehlld to kn(lW both parents. 

Paternity performance ~nk! MeaSUf!frneOt Standards. States will be.encouraged to improve their palernity 
establlshment rates for all out-of·wedlock births, regardless of welf:lre status', through performan{."{t-based 
incentives. A new patet'l)ily measure will be imptemented that is based on the number of paternities estab­
lished for all cases where children are born to an unmarried mother. " 

I 
Administratiye AylhQrity tg ESjabljsh Qnjers BA!je~ on .Q~JiQQlia~. Establishing support awards, is critical to 
ensuring that dliJdren receive the suppOrt they deserve. Child Suppon (JV~D) agencies will be given the 
administrative authority to establish the child support award in appropriate cases; based on State guidelines. 

Ensure F&ir Award Level .. 

-' Fully 22 petcent,?fthe,pote.ntiai child support colle;;tion gap can be traced to awar'ds that are either set ~ery 
low initially or are not adjusted as incomes change. All States are l."Urrently required (0 use presumptive 
guidelines for setting a'oo modifying all support awards hut they have wide discretion in tbeir"developmenf 
and the resulting award levels vary considerably across States. For example. in one study, the minimum 
amount of suppott due from l()w~inc1)me noncu!>wdial parenti required to pay support for one child v.arieO, 
fTOm $259 per month in,Alabama, to $211 ~n California; $50 in Massacbus,ens and $25 in New York. 

-While Ule use of State--baseu guidelines has IClfto more uniform treatm~nt of similarly-situated parties within 
a State, there is slm mu~b debate concerning the adcCJuacy of support' awards rCliulting.from guidelines ..". 
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Another concern is,the failure to update awards as the circumstam::J!,l) of the parties changt;. Althougb the 

circumstances of both parents (including their income) and £.tie child typically change over time, awards 

often remain,at their origin'1! leve!. Updating typically lncreases awards over lime because the l10ncustQdial 

parent's inL"Ome generally increases after the award is set,.while innation reduces tile value of awards, 

However, th~ noncustodial parent who loses his job or experiences a legitimate drop ill earnings would alsO":' .-.-. 

benefit from updating because' adjusting their awaras will roouce Ihe accumulation of arrwages, ~ 

-~. _. ­

This. proposal seeks to reduce the impact of inadequate child, support ilwards arid to provide distribution 
policie..'1 that enable families to mort: easily nlQve from welf,.:e to work, 

Mililificatiol1s of CbilO SUPPQrt Qrd~. 'Universal. periodic. administrative updating of awards will be 
required fOf both AFDC and uon-AFDC cases in order to ensure that awards aGcurately reflect the current 
ability of the noncustodial parent to pay support. Thifburdefl for' asking for an increase, if It is warranted •. 
will be lifted from the non-AFDC mother amUt will be don~ automatically. unless hom pan;nts decline a 
modificatiol1. ,~ . 

-PistritmtiQu of Chjld Supprlll PaJm~, Child support distrioution policies will he made more responsive 
to the needs of families by re-orJering child support distribution priorities, For familie.'; whQ leave welfare 
tor work, pre~ and post-AFDC child support arrearage,.r; will be paid to the family first. Families who unite 
or rl."Unile in marriage will have any child support arrearage." owed to the State forgiven under cenajn 
circumstances, States will also have the option 10 pay current child support dkcctly to (aniilie." who are 
recipients, Families often remain economically vulnerable for a suhstantia! perimi of time after leaving . 
AFDC -~ about 45 percent of those who leave welfare return within one year, and over 70 percent return 
within five years. Ensuring that all support due to the family during this critical transition period is paid to 
the family can mean the difference between self.sufticiency or a return to welfart;, 

NaliQoid CQmmillStoO 00 Cblld' Surnmrt Guid:elirutS, Under the proposal, a N~tkmal Guidelines, Commission 
will he established to study the issue- of child support guJdeliot!l and make recommt:.ndations to the 
Administration. and Congress on the desirability of uniform national,guidelines or national parameters for 
setting State. ,guidelines. -

CoUect Awards That Are Owed 

The full amount of child support is collected in only, about half the cases, Cummtly, enforcement of 
support cases is too often handled on a complaint-driven hasis; with the (V-D agency laking enforcement 
action only when the custodial parent pressures the agency to do SQ. Many enf(lrCemenr steps require court 
intervention; even when the case is a routine one. And even routine enforcement measures often requite 
individual i!1k'\e processing, as opposed to being able to rely Oll- automation and mass case pr,?cessinIl, 

This proposal indudes provisions for central regislrie~ and other toolS. to improve bmh intra- and Interstate 

enforcement. . .... ' ~ 


..-..!. 

State IUlle. A Staie~hasectsystem wilr continue, but with bo!d changc,,\ which move the"system toward a 

more"uniform, centralized and service-orientw program. The need has grown for one central-State localion 

to collect and distribute. payments in a timely manner. The abllity, to maintain accurate recurds that,c~m be 

centrally accessetl jH~ritkaL All States will maintain a cemral regj~try and centralized collection and 

disbursement capahllity. The registry will maintain current records uf ali support onlers and work in 

conjunction with II centralized payment center for the collection and distribution of child sllppon payments. 
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The Statc-based central registry of support orde.rs and centralized collection and di!>hurse.:nent will enahle' 

States to make use of economies of seide and uSc modern technology> such as that used by business -- high 

speed'check processing equipment"automated mail and posta! procedures and automated hilling and ' . 

statement processing. ". - ,~-, 
Centralized collection will vastly simplify withholding for employers siuc<;!. they will only havtdo send -';:,: " 
payments to one source, This will oe designl,,'{} to vastly' simplify wlthholding ror employers:, as w'ell as - ... ­
ensure accurateJIJC,ounting <lnG monitodng of payments. State st.1ff will monitor support paym.ents to en.~ure· 
that the support' is ,being 'paid, and they will be ably ,to impose certain enforcement remedies at th~ State ., 
,level administratively and:~automatically. Thus; mutlne enforcement actions that can be handled '.on a'maS:~~ 
or gmup basis will be jmp~Sed through the central State offic~es using computers and automation, l1.ur States 
:hat opt to use local offices, this wiH supplemcl1t, but not replace. local enforcemer.ot actions. 

,~In addition to the current Slate caseload, all new and modified orders for support win be'~included ilrthe_ 
central regIstry and' wilt receive child support enforcement services automatically, without the need for an 
applicatiort. C·.!ftain parents,.. provided ,that they meet specified conditions, cao choose to be excluded from 
payment through the registry. 

States must mOve toward a child S"JPport system for the 2bt century. With 15 million cases and a growing 

e<lseload, this will not occur by simply· adding more caseworkers. Routine cases have to be handled in 

volume. The central n~gh;try, centralized colle'.:tion and disbu'rsement system, increased administrative 

remedies, and overall [ncreuse in automation and mass case processing are aU ne~essary for the operation of 

a high performing and effective child support enforcement system. GIving State agencies the ability to take 

enforcement action immedimdy and automatically removes the burden of enfordng the obHgarlon from the 

custodial parent, uS~latly,the mother. . ' 


Federal Role. TIu~ Federal role will be expanded to ensure efficienl location and enforcement. particularly 

in interstate ca.Ii.e5. in order to coordinate activity at the Federal level, a National Clearinghouse (NC) win 

be established. consisting.of three components: an expanded Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS). the 

National Child Support Registry. and the National Dlre;;tory of NiWl ,Hires. ' 


Interstate Enforcement. New pruvbiions will he enacted to Improv"e State effortS to wo:k interstate dHld 

support cases and to make jntersrat~ procedures more uniform throughout the country. The fragmented 

system of State child support enforcement has caused tremendous problems in collecting support across State 

lines. Given the fact that 30 percent of the current casefo~d involves interstate cases, and the fact thut we 

Jive in an increasingly mobile soc[ety, the need for a ~nmnger Federal role in interstate location and 

er.force~ent has grown,' Many of the re-;;omme-ndations of the y.s: Commis::;ion @ Intersta~e ChiEd Support 


. will he included to improve the bandliitg of interstate casc5;stlch us the mandatory adoption of the Uniform 
Interstate Family Support-A:.:r (UlFSA) and otIte: measures to make the handling of intcrstat;: cases more ---­
uniform, 

<-'­
License Suspension, States will be able to use the threat of revoking,professional. oc(.."Upational, and 

drivers' licenses.!:? make delinquent parents pay child support. This threat has been extremc!x'~ffective in :....' 

Maint~, California, and other'State.<:.. '", ' 


.' 
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Other Tough Enforcement Measyres. To insure that people do not escape uleir legal and moral obligation 

to support their children, Sta1e& will be given the enforcement tools they nllcd, especially to reach the self~ 


employed and other iodiyi.duals who have often ,been able to beat the system in the pa.<;t Stales wili he .• 

· enabled to take more efficient and eff~c[ivl;! action when child s.upport is nor paid. through the adoption of 

· proven enforce~ent tools and streamlined entorcement' pro£Ci!urcs,_Some oftbese tools include universaJ 


.~ .• wage withholding; ,improved use of income and asset infonnation: easier reversal of fraudulent tr.msfc~s of 
assets.; inter.est and late penalties on ar~~ages; expanded use of .:redit reporting,; casing bar.kruptcy~related 

obstacles; and authority to use the Slime wage gamishmelH v.focedures for Federal and non~Federal· . 
"""'W' ~ 

employees. 	 ,.~.:- = 
Iraining and Emp!9xmenr Program.~Jor Noncustodial Parents, States wI!! have the option of developing 

lOBS andlor work programs for noncustodial p.lu:ents who have. children receiving AFD,C or who have child 

support a~es~owed to the State from prior perjods .of A£:'D:C receipt by th"ir children." A State could 

allocate a portion of its JOBS and WORK funding for training, work readiness and work orportuni.~es for 

noncustodial parents. Requirinf noncustodial parents to lrain or work off the child support they owe 

appears. to increase collections dramatically .~~ most noncustodial parents pay their suppon rather than 


· perform court-ordered community service. For those,wi~h0ut job skills or jobs, these programs providc"the 

opportunity for noncustodial parents to fulfill their child support obligations. 


Perforrnance~Based System, TIle entire financing and incentive scheme will he reconstructed. offeriiig 

State..'i. new performance~based incentive payments geared toward desired outcomes. Federal technical 

assistance will be: expanded to prevent deficiencies hefore they occur. While penalties will still he available 


· to ensure that States meet program req~irements> the audit process wi!! emphasize a performance-based, 
"State-friendly" approacb, There is almost universal agreement that the current funding and incentive 
structure fails .to achieve the right objectives, These new. tools can only be used effectively if States nave ~ 
the necessary funding and incentives to run good programs, ' I . I t

(C.,.,." .I;'.. •fW 
Cblld Support Eliforcement and Assurance (CSEA) Demonstrations J Oto'. -rlJs, ,-/1 ...<.I.i.l~ 
Children need and deserve suppon from barh parents_ Yet collections arfoften sporadic. Otien.no money 

is received for several months. fonowed sometimes with a large arrearage payment. In oilier cases.· the 

father is unemployed and cannot pay that month. In still other casc( the State Simply" fails in il, duties to 

colleet money (lwed. The propos;'!1 calls tor a limited number ofkhild Support Enforcement and Assurance 

demonstrations which will attempt to link expanded efforts at ch~d support collections to some level of , 

guarantee tha~ a child will receive a child support payment on a consistent basis ..U'nder this experi1I!.ent, 

persons with an award in place wouh.l be guaranteed a minimum level of support - .for example, $2~OOO 


- annually for one chiJd and $3,000 for two. This does nm relieve the nonc\lstodial parent of any ubllgations. 

It simply ensures that the child wilt get some mon"y_ even if the State"fails to collect it immediately. " 


Child suppOrt enfor·cement and ~llUflmce is mea!)! to test ways to ease the diftlcult task of moving people 
.... 	 from welfare to work. It is desigrll.-d to allow single parents to coum on Sllme::lchild support, us:ually from· 


the r.oncustodial parent, but from the assureu child support payment if the nnn~ustodJal parent become!' 

unemployed or cannOt paj' child support. States that try thjs'~demonstra1ion will have tf:!e option ~o link it 

with programs-ihat require~~e noncustodia.l parent to work off lhe amount owed. .- "' 


," 
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CSEA protection wilt be provided only 10 custodial parents whu have a child support award In place, so 

mothers should bave more incentive to L"Ooperatc in the identltication and location of the noncusIOdlal fathtr 
, ' 
since they will be able to count on receiving benefits,. CSEA benefil'\ will normally be subtracted dollar for 
dollar from welfare payments.- In most States, a woman on welfare will he no better off with CSEA, but if 
she leaves welfare J'.9rwork, she can still count on her chlld support payments. Thus, work should·tie much 
more feasihle lind attraq!ve: 

Eo"!iunce ResponsihUity and OpportunHY"for ~on~lst()dial Parents - ." .~,o. 

There is consideraht"e iWerlap "B&ween issues concerning child support-enforcement and issues conceming 
noncustodial p3rents.-'The weU«being of children who live'with only one parem will be enhanced if 
emotional and financial support is provided by both of their parent'\, Yet. the l:urrent child support 
enforcement"system lS iUvequipped to baru.!le cases in wh.k~ uoncustodial parents cite unemploymcnr.a..<;.the. 
rlason fur ttieii::- failuretomake cO\.lrt~or!..lered suppon IHty.ments, anu pa,'s,.~cant attention to the needs and 
concerns of noncustodial parems ~~ instead of em..'Ouraging noncustodial parents (0 remain involvC51in their ' ..~ 
thUdn..'n's lives, the system often drive.... theom'aw.ay, 

We need to Imike sure that an parents live up to their re.sponsibif1ties, If Wi! are going to expect loori! of 
mothers in welfare reform, we must not let fathers just walk away, A number of programs :>how 
considert$le promise In helping noncustodial parents reconn~t with thelr children and fulfill their financiaJ 
responsibilities to support them. Some programs help parents· do more by seeing that they get the skills they 
need to hold down a job and suppon their children, Other programs require noncustodlal parents ro work 
off the support they owe. It is also importan1 to show parents who get involved in their children's lives 
again that when they 'pay child support, they restore a connection they and iheir children need. 

This proposal will focus more atLention on noncustodial parents and send a message that "'fathers matter, " 
The child suppOrt system. while getting tougher on those who can pay support but r.::fusc to do so, will also 
be fair to those noncustodial parents who show responsibility toward their children, 

Mandatory Tr',1.ining and Work for NQncustodial Parents. States ~wlll have the option to use a portion of 
JOBS and WORK program fund.ing for training, wotk readir.ess, edu..:ationaI remediation and mandatory, 

.'work programs for noncustodial parents of AFDC reeipit:nt children who ,cannot pay child suppon due to 
unemployment, underemployment or other employability problems, States: will be able to choose to make 

.participation by noncustodial parents mandatory or voluntary ami will have consi(lerable flexibility in 
designing their own programs, 

Demonstration Grants'for eaternity and Parenting Pqignnns. Paternity and Parenting Demonstration grants 
will be made to States and/or community-based organizations to devdo{) and implement noncustodial pareot 
(fathers.) components in conjunction with existing pr9grams. for high~risk fami1i~s {e.g" Head Start, Healthy 
Stan. family preservation, teen pregnanc)' an~_prcv.entiol!). Th-esc granis will promote responsible 
parenting, 'including the importance 'of p(ltcrnity ¢stablishment and et."Onomic se:.:urity for children and (he 
development of parenting skills. _ 

1:_. 

• 
~. 
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Access and VisitatjonJ]ran!5 10 Stati;!,'S. Paternity acti{lJ1s ~jJj stress the importance of gt!:tting fathers 
involved earlier.in their ·children's lives. Gra.nts will be made to States for programs which reinforce the 
desirabiJity for children to have continued access to and visitation by horn panmts. These programs include 
mediation (both voluntary and mandatory), counseling, education, development of p"arenting plans, visitation 
enforcement including monitoring. supervision and neutral drop-off and pid::·up, .and development of 

...- - - guidelines fbr visitation and ahermuive cu~tody arrang-emerits:~ ~. -- - . 

.. ­.- . ----..:.- ... 

..' 

' . 

.- . .­
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-
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

The cuttent welfare system is enornlously complex, 111cre an! multiple programs with differing .Ind often 
inconsistent ~Ies....:. ~he_.complexiti~~scures the mission ~,~~~i.s.ting familie.1O in neoo. fru:;trates peopJe __­

,seeking aid, confuses casework£rs, increases. administrative casts, Icads 10 program errors and inefficiencies, 7" 

. and fosters the perception of widespread waste and abuse, -•.~' .• 
.~. .. 

SU~lMARY m' PROPOSAL 
~ 

Clearer Federal goals which allow greater State and loca! Oexibility are criticaL A central FederaJ role in 
information systems and interstute coorJinallon will prevent waste, fraud and jbuse and will also improve 
service dctivery at Sta~e and local levels. The proposal to reinvent government assistance c()ntainsJhree.~~ _...... _ . 
major compooent~: .. - . _.•,. "" - . 

Coordinution, Simpllficu(ion and Improved Incentives in I.lcome_ SUPP!lrt Progrllms 

• Allow States to eliminate special requirements for two-parent famllie,~ 

.4 Allow families to own a reliable autoiuobile 

• Allow families to accumulate savings 


4 Other coord:nation and simplitication proposals 


• Self,·employment/microenterprise t.l~moostrat[ons 

• Essential persons 


Accountability I Efficiency and Reducin~ Fraud 


• A nationwide puhlk>a..,sistance clearinghouse 

• State tracking systems 

• Expansion of EST syslems 


A Performance-Based System 


• New performance measures all~ service delivery st<:ndards 

• hnpr(lved quality assurance system-
• Tectmh:al assis~nce 

'---'---'-":=:::':::"':==---~-~~~~------~--
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COOR[)INATION. SIMPLIFICATION AND IMPROVED INCENTIVES 

IN INCOME SUPPORT PROGRAMS 


Everyone from advocates 10 administrators is calling for simplification of the welfare system. and ~ith good 
..._ 	reason, .The rational)ziI!ion and simpliticatlon of income assistance'programs can be achieved by making" 

disparate Food Stampand.AFDC policy rules uniform or romplemerltary for.r!lated poliey provisions~· _ . 
Standardization among progra.ms will' enable caseworkers.to spend less time on determining eligibility for 
vadons programs and mure time on developing and iinpiernenting stratcgic1rto move clients.fn"lm welfare to 
wort, __--	 .~-
Some (If Lbese rules have led to criticism of the welfare system be-cul1se it impo!-\es a "marriage penalty" to 
recipients wbo cboose to wed by potentially maklng the Itlarriedwcouple family in(!ligible for assistance. 
Eliminating the current hias in the welfare system against two-parent families will encourage parents to 
remain together and prevent one parent from leaVing the horrVin order that the other parent can n:~eive 
welfare for til\! children. 

EcclDomi;; s~urlty lS a vital step towards leaving welfare pe.rmanently. Restrictive a."iset rules, often frustrate 
the efforts of recipients to save money and subsequently hamper their ability 10 altain lH;lf-sufficiency. 
Changing tbe asset rules to allow recipients accrue savings, owo a reliable car. or even siart a business is an 
important step in the right direction, 

Allow States to Eliminllie Special Requirem~nls for 1\fO-pnrCnl Families 

AFDC eligibmty for two-parent families is currently limited to tho$c in which the principal wage earner is 
unemployed and bas worked,six of the last 13 quarters, "Unemployed" is defined as working less than 100 

, hours in a month, Under this proposal States may eliminate the s.pecial elig.ibility requirements for two­
parent families, including the 100 hour rule, the 30 day unemployment requirement. alid the employment 
test. For States that elect to maintain a 100 bour (or modified) rule, WORK program participation will not 
cOunt tOward the rule. In addition, this prQposaf removes the sunset PfQvision that allows for the ' 
termination of the AFDC-UP program tn September 1998. ar.d m~kes it a permanent program. These 
cbanges will allow State.;;,:o better addre.'\s the needs of inta.:t working poor families. 

AUow Femmes to Own n Reliable Automobile 

ReHab!c transportation' will be esst!llllal to achieving self-sufficiency for many recipients in a time-limited 
program -- if we are expecting them to work, we should allow them 10 have a reliable car that will get them 
to work. A dependable vebld¢' ls important- to individuals in finding and keeping a job, particularly for 
those in, areas without adequate puhlic transportation, Both the AFDC and Food Stamp programs nood a 
resource policy tbat supports acquiring reliable vehicles. 

For AFDC, '.the permitted equity v~lne for one car is set at' $1,500 or a lower value set by the State, (n tht: 
Food Stamp Program, the portion of a car's fair market value in excess' of $4,500 is counted toward the 
resoU';ce limit, although a .:ar of any value can be excluded in certain limiroo circumstancel', In both 
programs the automobile limitations can be a substantial barrier to independence, Current AFDC policy 

-wou!d prevent total exclusion of most cars les$ than ~ejgbt to ten years old, The:Secretary of Health and 
Human Services will exercise exlstir.g regulatory authority to increase the AFDC a~t(ifnohlli;l limit to an 
equity value of $3.500, wbicb is more compatible with the current Food Stamp fair market value limit. Thtl 
Food Stamp Program limit will be grauuaUy raised to $5,000 by 1996 and indexed for inflatiun thereafter, 
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Allow Families to Accumulate &l\'ings 

As part of the welfare reform effort, we will explore a rang~ Q( strategies, above and beyond education and 
. job training. to help. recipients achieve self-sufficiency. Encouraging welfare recipients to save money to 
build for their future'and allowing them.to accumulate savings for specific purposes will help promote sclf­
sufficiency. Strategies-Wilt include raising the·AFDC,asset limit, conforming AFDC and Food Stamp 
program rules on wha.t counts as an asset, and empowering welfare recipients to start their owo businesses, 

- ":.> ••- ,- • 

The very restrictive asset rules across Fed~r31 assis4!n'ce programs are perceived as significant barriers"to 
famities saving and investing in cheir ·futures. Jl:le propose to develop uniform resource exclusion policIes in 
AFDC and ruod Stamps, This proposal will increase the AFDe resource limit (currently $1,000) to $2,000 
(or $3,000 for it household with a membll:r age 60 or ov~r) to cenform to the Pood Stamp resource limit and 
to encourage work and self«sufticiency. - ­

~ ~. . 
, 

Th!! current inconsistency across programs of asset rules creates needless_ confusion and administrative 
complexity. We ,will take steps to reduce the administrative compleXities that exist ill the treatment of 'assets ' 
and resources for the purpose of determining eligibility for both the AFDC and Fo..')d Stamp programs in 
order to apply the same rules to the same resources for the same family. We will generafly confonn AFDC 
to Food Stamp polley regarding real property, cash surrender value of life insurance policies and transfer of 
resources, These conforming changes achieve simplification by stfe.1lulining the adminlstr~tlve pmce."~es in 
both pr:;grams. 

Recipients wlll be permitted to accumulate savings in Individual D\1veiopment A..:co\mts (mAs) for spedfic 
purposes such as post-secondary education expenses, first·ho;;ne pun:hases. or husiness capitalization. 
Subsldized IDAs t in which savings by recipients would be matc-hed by Federal government dollars, wit! be 
tested on a demonstration basis. - Non~recurril1g lump sum income will not he counted as a resource with 
respect to continUing eligibi1~[y to receive benefits in either ArDC or rood Stamps if put into an IDA. 

Other Coordination and Simptificlltion Proposals 

Additional changes to the administrative and regulatory program strucIU.~es of AFDe and Food Stamps .are' 
being considered. These eust·nctttral chunges [added by O~fBJ would simplify and coordinate rules to 
encourage work, family formation, and ass.et acCUmulil.lion. Thes.e in dude:, 

Qntional Retrospectiye Budg'eting, "flu fU<8~:1 =r~;nform AfDC to the Food Stamp Program's more· 
flexible requirements for reporting and budgeting income. Under Fol,ld Stamp Program rules, States are 

~ given the option to use prospeJ:tive or retrospective budgeting with or without monthly reporting. This • 
proposal ~fost-er consistency between 1he AFDC and Food Stamp programs and give States greattlr 
flexibility tO~~~jter tht!lr programs.' . 

Treatment of income, federal AFDC law requites that aU inCDme received by-an AFDC recipient or 
applicant be counted againsr the AfDe grant except income thai is explicitly excluded by definition or 
deduction, A number ot changes aTl~ 3Sed--tu bring gr\:ater \,,'Onformlty between the AFDC and Food 

_ S!~:np program~, to stfeam!iI!e bOIl! prog m~ and/or (0 rdntroduce positive iI1ccntivtls tO~}'Cclpjents to 
•. work Several provisions will meel these ,-hje;;!lves. t' f . - . 

I , , . -U'vkG<>-<I~T>-- " 
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~~;t ...,..J.l. . 	 . I U-s<Jv 
The propos:?~xclude non-rlXurring lump sum payments from income for AFDC, and disregard 
reimbursements and EITe as reS',o~rces tor both program~. Lump sum pa)'mc9t~, such as BITe or d 

reimbursements, will be disregarded. as resources for one year from-the dale of recei~ aliow families to 
conserve the payment.s to meet future living expenst,;s. In addition, we wilt~iSfegarfalf educatioo::.._; . . _ 

_. assistance'fe<:eived by ~ppHcl.ints at'ld reclpients in both tlle AFIlC and-Food Stamp 'P~grams, The earn1ngs 
of most elementary' ana-secondary students Up. to age 19~e d.isregarqt;d. as will ali training. stipends. and 
allowances. including JTPA. In-kind income, both earned unearned-Wmlbe distegarded. food Stamp rules 

vP"u..'~Hrconfonn to APDC to t:<ciude inconsequential income up to $30 per individual per quarter.,.:.. 
Allowances;.stipends and educational awards received hy volunteers participating in a t\ationa! Service 

~lJ Progra:m-)lMU be disregarded for AFDC io conform to FO(l4 ~t.amp poticy. Targeted earned income _ 
disregards for onwthe~job training programs or job.'; );Viii be eliminated,

\!- ......Ii 
Together the.')e proposals ~ke the treatment of income sim lef:focboih recipients and ~:elfare officitd; 

, 	 to. understa. ¢y wtt e wor' I)catmn a...m re attractive, rational opllOii:mrthl.lse-wbo-",'OOIL ~ 
c· 0 receive·aSSistance ;md they will improve'the economic well-being of'mOse who need to cort'!1ljfle~:~ 
work and W' nfre~·· - __ / ~.. ~o.;;;:i AT;r ~j ~-l:r 

'----<---- ell c"...,;J,.... 	 P.M••" A k:'j t4 
Olber Conformities. We ~ conforming and streamlining AFDe amj Food Stamp policies regarding 
undcrpaymcnts and verifications, Underpayments will b¢ restored to both current and funner recipients for 
amounts unde.rpaid due to agency error for a ptriod not to exceed 12 months. While verification of 
information needed for eligibility ami benetit detennlnations will continue to be. c.titlcallo delivering 
assistance, States will be given ilexibility to simplify verifkntion systems, methods, und timeframes for. 
income, identity, alien status and Social Security Numbers. AFDC requirements concerning declaration of· 
cltizenship and alien status will be amended to conform to Food Stamp policy. States will he petm:tted (0 

implement Federal income tax intercept programs to collect outstanding AFDC overpayments, as currently 
avaiJable for Food Stamps. . 

, 
I~rritQries. The territories o.perate AFDC, Aid to the Ag~, Blind and Disabled, JOBS, child care and 
Foster Care pfOgrams under the same eligibility and payment requirements as the States. However. funding 
for these programs is capped for the territories. Benefit payments above the'cap are financed 100 percent 
hy the territories. The caps are $82 million for Puefto Rico, $3,8 million for Guam; and $2.8 million for 

, the VIrgin Islands. Between 1979 and the present. the caps were increased only once, by roughly 13 
percent. The number of public assistance programs funded under the current caps, coupled with only one 
adjustment to these caps in 15 years, has seriously limited the territories' abilities 10 provide, let alone 
1ne-rease, be'!lefits, ,Further. beginning October, 1994. Puerto Rico will be required to extend eligibility,to 
two-parent families, 	 . 

This proposal'wil! continue to give territories th·e authority to operate public assistance programs and 
adeq~ate means to do so. We wi!! increase the current caps by 25 percent to create realistic funding levels 
for the territories that ar~ reflective of the current economy and caseload. We will also create a mechanism 
for inde:dng the caps w"provide tiJr occasional adjustments in fuuding !evcls-to guarantee that funding is 
linked (0 economic conditions. Requirements (0 operaie AFDC-UP programs. in the territories will he 
eliminated, . 
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Selr..EmpluymentiMicroenterprise Demonstrations 

,.The proposal.~l!dudes a self .. employmentlmkroentc!p:lse dcmon:H!.atilHl progn1U:, This progr~~ will 
attempt to promote self-employment among welfare recipients hy providing access to both mkroloan funds 
amfw technical assistance in the areas.oL9blaining loans and.~a.arting bus,inesses. The dcmonstrat,ion will 
explore the extent to whicll self-employment can terve as a'rmne to,self:$.11.fticiency for recipients of cash 
a:\SislanCe"by encouraging, persons 0 sistance to start mlcroenterprises (small businesses), Tn addition, •.. 
authority will be granted ro'"ihe part ems deve1~p joi.n.!, regulations. to exclude resources necessary fot' ' 
self-employment. 

Essential Persons· .' 

Under current law, Suites are permitted, at their option, to include in the AFDC grant benefits for persons 

who arc. consirJt!retJ ebsentiaJ t_o tM well-being of an AFDC recipieRt in the family. Such individuals are not 
- - fi • ­

eIlgiblc for AFDC in their own right, but their needs are taken into account in determining the b,enefits 

payable to the AFDC family because of me'benefits or services they provide to the family. Currently, 22 

States bave selected th.'e option of Including esseIrtiai pe.rsons as part of the AFDC unit This proposal will 

limit the kinds of individuals that a State may identify as "e:ssential~ to eliminate the loophole that allows 

States to bring relatives like adult siblings into the AFDC unit regardless of Ihe role they play in the f;tmlly. 

We propose defining essential persons as only those who: 1) provide child care that allows the caretaker 

relative to pUf',me work and education, or 2) provide care for an Incapacitated AFDC famity member In the 

horne. 


ACCOUNTABILITY, EFFICIENCY AND REDUCING FRAUD 

lmprovemenlS in administl'<ition of welfare programs through the use of computerized information systems, 

began in the late 19705, but efforts have been sporadic, fragmented and have re.\uJted in varying degree..... of 

sophistication, often depending all available funding incentives. Many of these systems have serious 

limitations, including limited flexibility. lack of interactive access and limit~ ability it? electronically 

exchange data. Multiple and uflcoordi.nated programs and complex regulatkms invite wa."te, fraudulent 

behavior and simple errOr, ' 


Computer and information technology solutiOns will supPQrfwdfare reform by 'providing new automated . 
screening and intake processes, eligibility decision-making tools, and benefit u-etivery techniq~es. 
Application of modern technologies 'such as expert systems, relational databases, voice recognition units and 
high,performance computer networks will permit the development of an information infrastructure and 

"system that is able to: eliminate the need for dients to a:;'{!e5S different entry points hefore recuiving 
s~rvices. eliminate the. need for agency workers (ami clients) to encounler and under'Stand a wide variety of 
complex rules and procedures, fully share computer data with programs within the State and among. States. 
and provide the kind of case tracking and management that w'ill be needed for' a time-limited welfare 
system, ;.. 

We are proposing to make USc of new techno(ogy and autollla~ilin to develop an information infrast~cture 

that allows State~leve)'integration and interfacing of,multiple systems (including AFDC,.food stamps, work 

programs, child care, child )UPllO!1 enforcement. and others) and offers the chance to implement transitional 

programs whleh ensure qua;i!)' service, fiscal accountability and program integrity. States will be able to" 


use the location and receipt of Al~OC and the names and Social Security Numners of members of AFDC 

famifies to detect and prevent fraud <:tr.d ahuse. Such information, either alone or by matching it with other 
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dat.a SQurces. will allow Slates to prevent, for example •. clients from receiving benefits in multiple loc3iionS, 
from claiming non~ex:istel1t children, and from claiming chiJdre~ by more than one family. 

Partly as a result of increasing the dete;:tion of fraud and abuse ar.d part!y as a result of changirlg__th~ (;~!tUre 
of the welfare system;,much -fraud and abuse will be prevented or deterred before jfoccurs. For instance, 
peopJe who currentlfhave unrepurted jobs, but are ft!udulcntly getting cash assistance, will f,e-';;;'ri1oked­
out" because the JOBS plus -WORK requirements will prevent"them from working at their unrepDrt&l <­.-. employment:'~tn the face of increased likelihood of detectIon of fraut! and abuse. others-may decide not to 
come onto.the rolls .at all or. once on, to actlvcl y pursue sdf-sufficiency. . ~~" 

Program integrity activities will focus on ensuring overaJl payment accuracy and on the dete:!tion and 

prevention of recipjent, \vorker and vendor fraud, The new systems at the local, State, and Fedcral levels 

wilt dramatically increase the ability to detecl many kinds of fraud and abuse. To support the hroader 

information nj~eds, the new information infrastructure needs to indmle both a national data clearinghouse to. 

coordinate data 'exchange, as well as enhanced State and local information processing. In sum, the new_ 

welfare system, on' ilie One !land: will provide ,government agcncie.s crJ1ancoo tools to detect fraud 3!'(!1buse 

and will prevent and 'deter cllent:; from engaging in such activitit'.S and. on the other, will encourage clients 

to participate more actively in thejt own serf~improvement. 


8. nationwide 121lblic assistance dcaringhotlst,i will be'created which will be:.l c-''llle~tio·1l of abbreviated c.at;e 
, and other data. The clearinghouse will maintain at least tlie following data regl.strks: the ,National 
Directory of ~ew Hires with employment data including new hires; an expanded Federal Parent Locator, 
Service; the National Child Support Registry of data on noncustodial parents who have suppOrt orders; and 
the National Welfare R~eipt Registry t(l assist in operating a national timc~limited aSl>istance "clock" by 
tracking people whenever and wher~ver they use welfare. Such a system is e.~sential for keeping the clock 
in a time-limited welfare system. Persons will not be anle to es;;ape their rcspoo ... lbilitios by moving or 
Collect benetits in two jurisdictions simulmnoously. 

State tracking systs::m~ will follow people in the JOSS and WORK programs. These systmt.<; will ensure that 

people are getling access to what they deserve and that th~y are being held accountable if they ~re failing to 

meet their obligations. Each.State will be expei:ted to develop tI tracking system which indicates whether 

people are receiving and participating in the appropriate trainiag and plflcemcnt services. 


Expansion' of EST systems. As part of the National Perfo!t':'.ance Review, Vice Pra."iuent Al Gore charged 

.a Federal Task Force representing the Departments of Health and Human Services, Agricultltre, Education, 

Treasury, the Office of Personnel Management, and the Offi{'.e of ~!lanagemcn! and Budget to develop a . 

strategic plan tor a nationwide system to deliver government benefits. including welfare as~j$tance, 

electronically. ln Its recent tepon, the Task Force sets-forth a vision for implementation of a u~iform, 

integrated, national system for Electronic Benefits Transfer (EST) by 1999_ 


'." 
This syst~m will replace tOdals multiple paper systems and p-rovkl~ hetter service to benefit recipients 

without bank aCCOunts and Food Stamp recipients at a lower cost to the taxpayer. Under EBT..}ecipients 

wil,1 recejve a"single EST card which they could lise at ATM or poiOl-of~sale (POS) machines in stores and 

other locations to electronicaliy access one or many tYpes oLbenefits. from welfare to Soda! Secuilty. The 

card helps to eliminate the laigma-IDlsoclatoo with cashing a 'Welfare cher;k or using food stat!:~S at a grocery 

stOre, and'restorcs the dignity and control associated with work and indep~ndence. EBT also eliminates .. ' 

much of the high risk Qf theft associated with getting a henefit check in the mail and wi~h cashing it for ils 

full value. - Recipients can access their benefits at the:ir conveni~nce (compatible with their work or training 
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schedule) ~ithout incurring check cashing fees. Anti, since using an EST card is like using a bank card, 
recipients will be better prepared to participate in the economic mainstream of the CQnynuni~y as they-begin 
to work. ..­

All EST syslem"has great tong-term potential for betl~~~di~;ltiol;~of Fe.d~~?-f· ~enefi; programs~ At least 

12 Federal and State assistance programs could use EST to .replace their paper benefit delivery methods, ~~ .. . ",...;. 


Once the full range of programs is'included, a nationwide EBT system could deliver at least $111 btIlion in 

benefits annually, with annuli! Federal savings in the range of $195 million'~7' • , (' -) 
. ~. . 1.../ ., '~ '$""-"'dr ""y. 

A PERFORMANCE-BASED SYSTEM 

One objective of welfare: reform is 10 transform the culture of the welfare system - from an institutional 
s}1item whose primary mi::s-ion is to-ensure- that poo!' children have a minimal level of economic resources.­
to a system that focuses equal attention on the task of integrating their adult caretakers into the economic 
mainstream uf society, We envision an out~ome--based performance measurement system that consists of it 
limhed set of hroad:measures and focuses State efforts on the gIJsls of the transitional support system ­
helping reCipients bt!l:ome self.·sufficient. reducing'dependent.:y and moving recipients into work. The 
Secretary of Health and Human Services will develop a system of performance standards wllieh measures 
States' success in moving clients toward sl!lfooSuffidency and reducing their tenure on welfare, 'l1te sysiem 
wilt be developed and implememed over time; interested parties will be included in the proce.'\s for 
determining olltcome-based performance measures and standards" ' 

Umil a system incorporating outcome-based standards can be put into place, State plJrfQrmance will be •
measured against servke delivery standards. These :standards will be uset] to monitor program 
implementation and operations, provide incentives tor timely implementation, and ensure that States are 
providing services needed to convert welfare into a transitional support system. The new service delivery 
measures for JOBS are designed (0 see that a substantial portion of stll:h cases are being served on an 
ongoing has is. As soon as WORK program requirements begin to take effect, States also will be subject to 
performance standards under the WORK program to ensure that recipients arc provided with jobs when they 
reach the time limit, Until automated systems are operational and reliable, State performance vis-a~~tis these' 
service delivery measures will be based-on information gathered through a modified Quality Control system, 

New Performf.lnc:e Measures nnd Service Delin~ry Standards 

Consiste:llt with the theme' of "reinventing government," State performance in accomplis~ing t!!e goals of 
this-re(orm initiative will ultlmmely be judged on the basis of outcom~~ rather thim'inputs or effort -.. by the 
results they achieve rather than the way they achieve those results, An outcome-based performance . 
standards sysleln wiU keep thl; focus of welfare reform on the goals of moving recipients toward self­
suftidency and .independence while ensuring the overall welH)ei;,.g of children and thi:ir families. 

~ . 
In order to change the focus of the welfare system, the outcome-hased performance standards system wiU 
measure the extent to which the program helps partlcipa,!~ improvttbeir self~sufficiency> their: 
im!cpeooence from welfare, their lahor market participation, and the economic wdl~hejng of farnilies with 
children, Recognizing,the complexity of this task. this proposal adoptS- a prudem suategy that moves ~ 
forcefully, yet wim reasonable caution, in'the,dirc.-.:tion of dt,weloping an outcome-based perfonnance 
system: Performance measures will he developed first: and then standards of performance with 'respect to' 
those measure.., will be sec Relevant parties will be consulted durlr.g (his process tv ensure that ' 
consideration is given to, important measurement issues such as what would he an ap-propdate set (If 
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measures, what kind of realistic standards should set with respect to th(h'\e measure.">, and what the 
consequences should be tor failing to moot established standards, 

For the purposes of accountability and compliance, serVice delivery measures will be implemented firM to 
ensure that welfare systems are operating the'program for the phasoo~in mandatory prjpulation as intended . 

.., 	 The new performance system will provide tdwatds and penalties for State performance through adjustmen!.-,\ 
to the State's c~.aims for Federal matching funds on AFDC payments and .~of.lus payments to States. The 
measures are designed to provide positive and negative incentives to States to serve recipients under the new 
transitional system and to moni!.Or program operations. States wilLb '~ service delivery standards 
and financial incentives in the following areas: the cap il(1lre:TOSS-asslgnm $1 a monthly participation 
rate iri· JOBS. the cap on JOBS extensions. State accuracyln~keepin·g e two-year clock, and a participatlOll 

rille in WORK. &c.-k 
Impro'foo Quality Assurance System 

As part of the effort to refocus the welfare system, the QuaUty Control (QC) system will be revised to 
include outcome and service delivery standards in addition to ensuring that income support is provided 
competently. The ex.isting QC system focuses on how well the welfare system's inoome s~pport function is 
performed to the exclusion of other system goals. This emphasis shapes the atmos.phere (the "culture-) 
within welfare agencies, how persoonel are selected and trained. how administrative processes are 
organized, and how organizational rewards are allocated. Moving to the new sysiem envisioned by this 
proposal wiu present implementation and ·operational challenges.that make Ole current sYMel1l of judging 
performance inadequate. . ' 

The new, broader, QC system wlll give «jual priority to payment accuracy anti the other designatw 
performance standards. It will include in:proving the accuracy of henetit aru..! wage payments in the AFDC 
and WORK p,rograms.. assessing the quality and accuracy of Stme-reportoo JOBSfWORK data, and . 
measuring the extent 10 which performance standards arc met. 

Technical Assistance 

Welfare reform seeks nOlning less than a chang.;: in the culture of the welfare system. This uecessitates 
making major cbanges in a system that has primarily been issuing checks fur the past two decades. Now we 
will be expecting States to change individual behavior and their own institutions so that welfare recipients 
will be moved into mainstream sOciety. TItis will not be done easily. We envision a major role for 
evaluation, technical assistance and informatIon sharing. 

Initially. State,!; will require considerable assis.tance. as they design and implement the coanges: required under 
this proposal. As one Stale or locality finds strategies that work) those lessom. ought to be widely shared 
with· others, One of tbe elements :.:rltica! to this retorm effort o~s. been the lessons learned from.the careful 

, evaluations done of earlier programs. Those lessons and the feedback secured during th~.imp!ementation of 
these reforms will he used 1n a formative sense and will guide continuing innovation into th.e futUre. We 

'. will reserve twO perCent of the total annual capp(Xfenti!lement funding for the Secr(!tary of Health and 
Human Services to be spent on JOBS, WORK and child care for r\!Search., demonstrations, e\'aluatlon and 
technical assistance. In addition, the level of Federal technical as~istance provided to State child support 
agencl\!S w[J! be expanded: (0.) prevent t.leticiencies before they occuc 
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CONCLUSION 

ff' welfat~ ierorm is to truly succ~ed. it must accomplish multipie and varied objectives. The current 
, 'welfare. initiative will focus on work, responsibility, f~i!y and opportunity, all importaot principle-Ii which 


are difficult to quantify, However, we are con~dent that enactment of the Administration welfare reform 

propOsa1.will result in positive a~d, Wlgible impacts. By sending a strong signal that young people should 

delay , until they are prepared to'accept the ensuing responsibilities, we will reduce teen· 


and number of children born out of wedlock. By streamlining the pmcmity establishment 
, children will have the benefit of knowing who their father is. By significantly 

,tr"n31th our child support enforcement system and by providing incentives an~d'rtuniti$~for~0 

noncustodial parents, we will dramatically increase the amount of support paid-~by ~ 'i!lion=to children 
in thls.country. By expanding child care provided to working families. by allOWing ates to disregard 
additional earnings and thild support and by ma.lartg the BITe avaitabltl nn a regular basis, we will make 
work ~.ratlonal and desirable choice for welfare recipients: and those at-risk: of going on welfare. By 
expanding the JOBS program and imposing time limits and work requirements, we will engender the values 

,Qf work and responsibility within the public assistance system. This will increase the numher of custodial 
parents, who enter the labor force and increase earnings for their families, And finally, by streamJining and 
simplifying government assistance programs, we will eliminate-outdated and inefficient bureaucratic rules 
and ~prove incentives for recipients and welfare ofticials alike, 

< "< 
II! '~~!ltY, this proposal does "end welfare as we know l·" by dramatically changing the \ialu~, 
e-i.p~ons and incentives witbin our current welfare systl;}m. Ultimately, this plan is about improving the 

~ Uv~ of children and families by encouraging the values of work, responsiblllty, family and opportunity. 
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PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY 
AND PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY ...,. 

Poverty. especially long~term poverty. and wclfare dependency are often associated with growing up 
in a one~p;ltent family, Although most single parents do a heroic job Qf raising their children, the 
fact remains that welfare dependency could be significantly reduced if more young people delayed 
childbearing until both parents were ready to assume the responsibility of raising children, Cases 
headed by unwed mothers accounted for about four-fifths of the growth of 1.1 million in the .welfare 
rolls ov ast ten years, from 3.86 million families in 1983 to 4.97 million f~lies in 1993. 

cginning in 1990 the proportion of children on AFDC born to never~mnrried mothers accelerated "'" 
dramau y.? . . AI' )",..- !; I".~ '"~~ 

• "1'-" -~ ""'. 'h"~w. ~ ......""'.,0 
'fw'tage pregnancy is a particularly troubling .aspect of this prOblem.jecnag';;birth rate..... have been~~'\(.,Q 
rising since 1986 bei:atlse: the trend toward earlier sexual activity has resulted in more pregnancies. ~~ I)CQ 

According to the Annie E. casey Foundation, almost SO percent of the children born to unmarried • t~~, 
teenage high school dropouts live in poverty, fn contrast. the poverty rate is only 8 percent for I,." 

children of young people who deferred childbearing until they graduated from high school, were 
twenty years old. and married. Teenage childbearing often leads to school drop-out, which results in 
the failure to acquire the education and skills. that are needed for success in the labor market. The 
majority of these teenagers end up 0 e. and according to the Center for Population Options the 
annual cost to taxpayers is about 34 billion 0 assist such families begun by a teenager. 

Both parents be<1.f responsibility for providing emotional and moral guidance, as well as economic 
support to their children. Teenagers who bring children into the world are not yet equipped to 
discharge this fundamentai ohligation. If we wish to reform welfare and put children first, we must 
find effective ways of discouraging pregnancy by young peopJe who cannot provide this essential 
support. We must scnd a clear and unambiguous signal-you should not e~~QIII\I a p,.u:eRt until you 
are abJe to provide for and nunure that child, J.,. .......<.. ,... ",ltlJ . 


For those who do become parents, we must send an equally clear message that they will have to take 
responsibility, even if they do not live with the thild. In spite of the concerted efforts of Federal. 
State and loc:al governments to estabJish and 'enforce 'child support orders, the current system fails to 
ensure that children receive adequate support from both parents. Recent analysis by the Urban 
Institute suggest that dle potential for 'child support collections exceeds $47 bUBon per year ~ Yet only 
$20 billion in awards are currenti· . • and only $13 billion is actually paid. Thus, we have a 
potential collection gap of over 4 binion. 

The current system sends unmistakable s.ignaJs: all too often noncustodial parents are not held 
responsible for the children they bring into the world. Less than half of all custodial parents receive 
any child support, and only aoout one third of single mothers ~o!bers whig an~-d1vwcaJ; sq'MateQ, 
.or !l~ mft\/ied ~ed te f'ematfifKif receive any child support. Among never-married mothers, 
only 15 percent receive any support. The average amount paid is just over $2,000 for those due' 
support.. Further. paternity is currently being established in only one third of case.<; where a thild is 
born out of wedlock, 

The cllild support problem has three main elements. First. for many children oorn out of wedlock, a 
child support order is never established, Roughly 57 percent of the potential ooj'iection gap of $34 . " 

., 




'. 

billion can be traced to cases where no award is in place. This is largely due to the failure to 
establish paternity for children born Qut of wedl<>ck. Seoond. when awards are established., they are 
often too low, ate oot adjusted for inflation. and are not sufficiently correlated to the earnings. of the 
noncustodial parent. FuUy 22 percent of the potential gap can be traced to awards that were either sct 
very low initially or never adjusted as incomes changed. Third. of awards that are estabHshed. the 
full amount of child support is not paid in half the cases. Thus the remaining 2J percent of the 
potential collection gap is due to failure to conect fun awards in place. ~ ~u..-. ~<....v-

-.!\..-(»< ......lo. ~rt \.~~ .L\l,,,~, '" ~ ... J.w... 
For cbildren to achieve real nomic security and to aVOid the need for welfare. they ultimately need 
support from both parents. nder the present system, the needs, concerns and responsibilities of ~ 
noncustodial parents are often ignored. The system needs to focus more attention on this population 
and send the me..'>sage that fathers matter. We ought w encourage noncustodial parents to remain 
involved in their children's lives-not drive them further away. The well-being of cilBerte wi\e live 
61U¥ lItit/1- ODe pawAt 'Would bt eRk1meett if emetiena::! tmd finMej~ StlflPQf't were flro'litled: by b6!:h 6f 1 
'their P"'d1": y""....1... _I.... '?""' .\"':11. ~~ ~,~ ~ ~J:,:-. +L..:i ...... ~.:,. .I.U,,~ >'<, • 

The ethic of parental responsibiJity is fundamental. No one should bring a child into the world until 
be or she Is prepared to support and nurture that child. We need to implement approacbes that both 
require par~~esponS:ibilit)' 

. 
and help individuals to exercise it. ~ 

.I 
thi:t eM, we fJ'f'8f)6se ft iihdd· 

'I*trt 'tn!t~ " e propose a number of changes to the welfare and child support enforcement systems 
to promote twwparent families and to encourage parental responsibility. Next, we seek to send a 
clear ,message of responsibility and opportunity and to engage other public and private sector leaders 
and institution.>; in th~effS,ll~.e n~ to encourage responsible family planning. Goverrunent has a 
role to play.....~'*t we ~t'te:etau"i'&-;:namHy life that have OccutiM-over the past few decades . 
cannot be ~·by government alone. We niUS! not only emphasiu rest'Oll!ihilir,. we mtl:!t 

-break tile eyel~ e~ p9\~~ Mdl'r'6.icte.~h6Pefut future to 6'41 COftHtUI8itie:t[ .l:.. (><.I'" __ \,:'v(.~ ""-.! 
\:...~........ UI...............~~U} 1.0.>" ~'l.........k ~ -t-.:o rt.\'~;.H ~ ......\wu,_ r.;.~~>~ 0...4 \.-y... 

PROPOSAL t\-"" ...... «-"..\~~...... t;~~. 
. 1.1 ~. J.. :s..A\-~'-'" .........~?"-.~\'-~ .....\~ "",~...L.. 1:..-\k\...... ~~ 

We need a wrelfare reform sttfttet) lIiM goes bCjond ~ HlOfJlf tJteae QJ~y <JA wclf2re iat.9- J ) 

• emplQYHligt~' S.OItlC work prepar3tiog a9ti'lity. }'he best way to end welfare dependency Is'to pu..-t txO('k 
~_ \I\.-Lc.,h~elHRiAiil.ti iih) Deed ~r welfare in.the. first 'place. Our proposal to prevent adolescent pregnancy and 
>\tlo ~#> 0"," promOte parental responsibility has major componentS: 

R~L;;" '\....,!.«~-.J. ,;f.t. ' ....-\L..we·';A~~'-ItPI""lI.;''F'~'Ii!;!:fq'''''..;fhw_-,.. 

· A-~=m~~~~g;;f-~41s
• A national cI~ringhouse on teen pregnancy prevention 

• Teen pregnancy pre~ention ~~ grants ~. 

• COmprehensive service demonstrations of various prevention approaches . 

t 
y') -.~t;VMM.ov-\.s/p~o~".l l"",k \...-+:k.­
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• Establish awards in every case 

• Ensure fair award levels .. 

• conect awards that are owed 

• Child support enforcement and assurance 
w. ~.J. ",,-.-l dent(}nstrations 
_.~ ..:'l'"'~ Jfwk 
~ \!; ~""'\~ l....VII.t Bnhanctd responsibility and opportunity fOor 

"\..,~..........,l.... , noneustodial parents '" __ ~ 

- . ..J ;\ '" I. ... '" .- I ...........-1 

":,,,~"'L '.#"::::IM'" :r-'" '--'./' , I!EVErWlfjjl\llm1A'iTvE]' ~o:~;~...,,,,'~.\ :;:f:~j"" ., N~:g;:I'!Ni1tlliGi'N P ,. ATI I- 13.1Z-1l1~I 

~.,. .:.c.\\ u ~\""'" ~\. ~ 1""~ -tP Q".t -tt-. ....L$~~\~\' -...0 '"""'~\j""'''' 
/l. t1w 6~MMI me 'ex:petietlces associ~ted widl poVelCy. hangtng the circumstances in which pea 

Ive, consequen y hOoW the view themselves. LS necessary to affect the decisions young peo Ie t1'Jw&' 
e about th" .. 00. IS critical that we he p youi.liUooCrstand the rewart1s of staying in· ~ 

school, playing'by the rul~. and deferring childbearing until ~ey are married. able to support .. ~ 
themSelves and nurture their offspring .. We have four proposals in this area: _ 4n ~..... ~ '.fLc.. .ok I' (0 

1fv.+.u~ -1\ ..~J,:.. J:. ".~ - .~ h ........ _ 
National Cam~ gaimt.~ Pr~nan!2l. The President wit) Jead a na .. nal qmpaign against ~.~ iResS. national andteen pregrWq~gii';Hldi}Q5e.t1;;fi¥Eit& &WJfport..ijlli ,wUs l6getbe~ 
community voluntary organizations, religious instirutions and schools e campaign will emphasi7.c 
the broader themes of eoooomic opportunity~ along with the petSOnaI responsibility of every family in 
fYVery conununity. It mill imAwht a PI'!£9HMh§ Wodla tampalg" M "11tH as a serles of thJffititlc­
PfildGleRf::if.d eveRtS. 

National and individual goals will be established to define the mission and to guide the work: of the 
national campllign. The goals will focus on measurable aspects of the broader opportunity and 
responsibility message for teen pregnancy prevention, such as graduation from high school; deferring 
pregnancy until finished with high school, married, and working; going to college or work; and 
accepting responsibiHty for the support of your children. 

A non~profit. nonllartisan entity committed to these goals will be.establisbed to t!:l~ational .. 
Stale, and locallfiQhiHmtion in the media. sclloots, churches. communities, and nomes. Its 

tfM.. fI-.,k. 
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membership will be bi'oad~based. including youth. eJeeted officiaJs at all levels of government. ~ 
members of"religious, spOrts and entertairunent communities. In addition, a Federal inte~~ 
group wil1 ~at feBIHM'di¥c ntfOnnation is PlOfided and Will selVc-as a focal )'W'tm far 
ooordinatfirr:.the range of Federal programstacross program and department lines. 

"\.j;;'~,,:,..-.c..... 	 ' 

A National Clearingb1.nts~ QO loon Pre~aru;y Prevention, A National Clearinghouse on Teen 
Pregnancy Prevention wiH be established to serve as a national center for the collection and 
dissemination of information related to teen pregnancy prevention programs. Such information will 
include curricula; models, materials. ltaining and technieal assistance. The Clearinghouse could also 
develop and sponsor training institutes for teen pregnancy prevention program staff and could conduct .....r· 
evaluations of prevention programs. 

Then Preen;)"), Prevention ~Grant:em=tft!ft. An effective approach to reducing teen 
pregnancy must combine an emphasis on increased personal responsibility with a focus on enhanced 
opportunity. Young people must face incentives and cultural influences which encourage them to 
delay haVing children until they are ready. To be most effective, a prevention strategy must begin 
with pre-te.en.~~ focus initially on the young people: who are most at-risk, and emphasize schoo(~based, 

, school-linked activities and complementary community action. 

Under the Teen Pregnancy ~Grant Program, about 1.000 schools arid oommunity~based 
programs will be provided flexible grantsy averaging $100,000 each, where they can implement teen 
pregnancy prevention program modeis with reoords of promising results. Funding: will be targeted to 
schools with the highest concentration of youth at-risk. and win be avaiJabJe to serve both middle- and 
nigh-school-age youth. The goal will be to work with youth as early as age 10 and to establish 

, 'continuous contact and involvement through graduation from high school. To ensure quality and 
establish a visible and effective presence, these programs will be supervised by professional staff and, 
where feasible. be supported by a team ~tional service participants provided by the Corporation 
for National and Community Service. ~grants will be coordinated with oilier Administration 
activities and include an evaluation oomponent; . . 

';;/ 	 pregnancy~.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:;:p.1 	 including sex abstinence life skills education and contraceptive 
services. Programs that combine these elements have shown the. most promise, especially for 
adolescents who are llfOtivated to avoid pregnancy until they are married. However, for those 
populations where adolescent pregnancy is a symptom of deeper problems; a wider spectrum of 
services ~t be fM'tYt'ided. Interventions must be broadly integrated to enhance education. Hnk: 
education, health and other services, and help stabilize communities and families in trouble. 

""1 io< .....""""'"'1. 
We propose~Il'iptehensi"e j:femonstration ~ants for ,Youth in ,Wigh:;.Kisk $26mmunilie.s of sufficient 
size or "critical mass" to significantly improve the day-to-day expet"iences. decisions and behaviors: of 
youth, I..ocaI governments and loeal public and private non-protit organizations in bigh.~poverty areas 
will be eligible to apply, Sites will be asked to cover four broad areas, with significant flexibility 
__ health seTVices, eduational and employability development services:, social support services 
and community activitic:s. UAQeC tbe Sews, scp'icc$ will he H6A ootegmie::d, integrated Md deH~ 
wid) a perli9Aai-4iffl'OO5islA. 'ffley-wiIl follow a "youth development~ model and will "",:IH.,.,...iM­

ik,.-h 
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children into the world ar 

...fieigi'tboihoods a6 wiil as d1rerr1y suppOrt ye\1th ttntI fllfflilies. These demonstrations will include a 
strong eV<l1uation component and wilt be coordinated with other Administration activities . 

..,. 'HJ ('n,Jtw'r;~ ~ ~pl»-'S' I>L~ ~JnAc+t.. 

-t ,\'\\\ 

Mt~;~r:~~4t~~~~;b ;;~1~9~~edfM~~;;~;~;;;!e~;~~. .;;,~W;~~ 

relatively smaU paR of IDe caeeload at aay paint in tillie, b~t a displOportionate conult'lUtot to long~ 
Wfft'l depc:lldcJ\e¥:Wt ROY9 futtt ptoposats dtat affe:ti liIillOl and school ega flBf9AtS' I t' 
'l.~c. ~~...... \..--.1 ~~ t"'~~«. ,..;JV''t'''....~t. +n ~.1'1""t.5~"'-'.~~0V": 

r r 1 • Minor parents will be~ired to·live in their parents' household or .....".. 
with a responsible adult, wit:h-eettaift CActI,tiom, ~ when the minor parent is married or,J:fthere 
is a danger of abuse to the minor parent. Current AFDC I'\lles permit minor mothers to be "adult 
caretakers'" of their own children. This proposal will require minor mothers to live in an environment 
where they can receive the support ;md guidance; they need. At the same time. the circumstances of 

..,~ '01<) eac~ .individual ~i?or will be taken into account.b, the n: ru~~'"e Soa.'!e lUar~e;:,t]~ng .. ~ 

.........\tl l' liixtlSlOllS abott' It'tllAg at!a"grme~ tp..C-..>~~ ~ :?\:~~OU ......c:; ~ I..\~, {': l( 6,...t. \.... ..~ 

'\\~~~ ~~~ 1- ........4 ..-..c.u.~..... _mm L ~k. __ 
~..unut:: e~:r~n~,law. States do have the option of requiring minor mothers to reside in their parents' 

household (with certain exceptions), but only five have included this in their State plans. This • 
proposal will make that option a ~equirement fot aU States. \fJ(\.c-. ~~? ~~Uj

..ll.'-l.-I . h.- I .,,~,"" ~\t. it.. .n~ 
LJmiting~e(jts 19 addttlonaL~hUdren whfftooneeived ?n AcRe, Curr~tly.{f~iHee 6ft • 

.accds. of an additional child. Under the proposal, States will the option to limit benefit 
increases when additional children are conceived by parents already on AFDC. j.{ the State ensC:1ie5'" 

that Fafflflts hw... e &eee69 '" fa~ily planRiag serviees. States will be required to allow families to ftearn 
bact.. the lost benefit amount through disr~garded income from earnings Or child support) ~~S........: 
-J1.-..I.: ~..r,-I< ~ "',.." to ~\'\ \>l.......::.\ ~,. (' 

~';...?!difl:g school-age parents~~"'Jntt)'~ required to provide case management services to all 

custodial teen parents receiving AFDC who are under age 20. We will ensure that every school-age 

parent or pregnant teenager who is on or applies for welfare enrolls in the JOBS program. continues 

their eOucation, and is put on a track to self-sufficiency. Every scl1ool-age pare~t (ma1e,or'female~ . 

case head or not) will be required to participate in JOBS from the moment the pregnancy or paternity 

is established, All JOBS ~Ies pertaining to personal rc.o;ponsihility contracts, employability plans, and 

participation will apply to teen parenL'. J ," I .

• . J..., ",,(....>if v'~p""" ,\,~ b.th./;,.""..-, 

Stare OPtions fQr:kebAriorftl. incentiveslstates will be given the option to use monetary incentives 
combined with sanctions as inducements to remain in school or GBD class. They may also use 
incentives and sanction.~ to encourage participation in appropriate parenting activities. 

We must ~dress the issue of raising births to u led teens. Adolescents bring child~en into 
the world face a very difficult rime gettin Ives out of poven e young poopte who 
graduate from high school and defer 'bearing umil they ar ture. married and able to support 
their offspring are far more lit " get ahead, The ov clming majority of teenagers who bring JAA1M w;i$ 

ot yet equipped to h this fundamental obligation. Further. they ~ 5 f\1f) 
- ¢-UeYL 
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P~:'1~~:::fc~..rfue risk: of other activities leading to negative consequences, 
.uell as sub.U>Jnco. r!.! and violence. . 

thaI: very clear and consistent messages about parenthood; and the ensuing re.'iponsibilities 
whim will be enforced~ hold the best chance of encouraging young people to think about the 
consequences of their actions and defer parenthood. A boy who sees his brother required to pay 17 
percent of his income in chUd·support for 18 years may think twice about becoming a father, A girl 
who knows that young motherllood wiH not relieve her of obligations to live at home and go to schoo1 
may prefer other choices. We hope and expect that a reformed system that strongly reinforces the 
responsibilities of both parents win help prevent too-early parenthood a,nd\assist parents with ... 
becoming self-.sufficient. 

,. {I
Along with responsibility,..thettg&, we must support oppOrtunity. Telling young people to be 
resp,,,"ible will nOt be effective unless we also provide them the,means to exercise responsibility and 

that the rules ' 

,ampbasia8E; kyi"l mavy approaches and learning about whjch IRI mIlO' eUeeti'f'e. 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMIlNT . 

A typical child born in the United States today will spend some time in a single-parent home. The 
evidence is clear that children benefit from the fi.nancial support and interaction of two parents ­
single parents cannot be expected to do the entire job of two parents. In spite of the concerted efforts 
of Fed.eral, State, and local governments to establish and enforce child support orders. the current 
system fails to ensure that children receive adequate support from both parents. Recent analyses by 
The Urban Institute suggest that the potential for child support collections exceeds $47 billion per 
year, y~ only $20 billion in awards are currently in place+ and only $13 billion is .at;tuaHy paid. 

The problem is essentially threefold. First, for many children born out--of-wedlock, a child support 
order"is never established. Second. when awards are established, they are often too low, are not 
adjusted for inflation, and are oot sufficiently correlated to the. earnings of the noncustodial parent. 
And third. of awards that are established. the fun amount of chUd support is collected in only about 
h.alf the caseS. Our proposal addresses each of these shortcom;ngs, 

LVESTABLISH AWARDS IN EVERY CASE 

The first step in ensuring that a child receives financial support from the noncustodial parent is the 
esU>Jblishment of , child ,upport .ward. Roughly 57 percent of Ibe potential collection gap of $34 
bi1Holl can be traced to cases where no award is in place. Paternity, a prerequisite to ~tablishing a 
suppon award, has not been established in about half of these cases. Statts currently establish 
paternity for only about one-1hird of the out-of-wedlock births every year and typically try to establish 

~~ternity only for women wh.o apply for welfare. . 

~ ~his proposal expands. the scope and lmpcovcs the effeetiveness of current Stale paternity , . 
f' establishment procedures, 

Paternity Performance and Measurement StaOdarQS. States will be encouraged to improve their 
paternity establL"hment for an out-of~wedlock births. regardless of welfare status, through 
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performance-based incentives. A new paternity measure will he implemented that is based on the 
, number of paternities established for all cases where children are hom to an unmarried mother . ..,. 
Paternity Outreach. Outreach and public education programs aimed at vOluntary paternity establish­

ment will be greatly expanded in order to begin changing the attitude of young fathers and mothers. 

Outteach efforts at the State and Federal levels wlil promote the importance of paternitY establishment 

both as. a parental responsibility and a right of the child to know ooth parents. 


f.,.- ., ~ c....J:~ .. It1'l><- ~'\s. . 
_III" Cooperation BlMe", ,\I?Ji€"Mothw i4 ii!l &tabiisbment of Paternitt. The resJ?Onsibility _~J I" 
for parernity cstaplishment will be made clear for both parents and the agencies. ~ fPthers u.ko ~~~Afbt 
must cooperate funy with paternity establishment procedures prior to the receipt of benefits under a 
new, stricter definition of cooperation, wbich requires that the mother provide a name and other 
verifiable information that can be used to locate the father. The process for determining cooperation 
will also be changoo - "cooperation" wiU be determined by the child support worker~ rather than the 
welfare caseworker, through an expedited process that makes a determination of cooperation hefore 
an applicant is allowed to receive welfare benefits. Those who refuse to cooperate will be denied 
AFDe benefits. Good cause exceptions win continue to be, provided in appropriate circumstances. In 
tum, once an AFDC mother has cooperated, States will have one year to f$tlblish paternity or faee.ir . 
less 6f:Fedett ~.Y fora,i98 ~~i pai". . ri\klo ...~ ... ~... .?'~... ~ , 
SU:N!llliniD& !I!~ Patwlill: IlSlllblisbllllllll p[Q!<!:.1S. The legal pro""", for establishing paternity will be 
streamlined so that States can establish paternity qui<:k:ly and efficiently. Early voluntary 
acknowledgement C!f paternity wiH be encouraged by building on the present in~hospital paternity 

- establishment programs. For those cases that remain. States will be 'given the tools they need to 
process routine cases without having to resort to the courts'at each step. 

Administrative AuthQrity to Establisb Qrders Based on Guidelines. El)tablishing support awards is 

<:ritica1 to ensuring that children receive the sopport they deserve. IV-D agencies will be given the 

adminiStrative authority to establish the cllHd support award in appropriate cases. based on State 

guidelines. 


Paternity establishment is tl}e first crucial step toward securing an emotional and financial connection 
between the fa1her and the child, Recognizing the critical importance of establishing paternity for 
every child. the Admillistratioll has already launched a major initiative in this: direction by the passage 
Of in~hos:pital paternity establ ishment programs as part of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1993 (OHRA 1993). Research suggests that the number of paternities esta~l~~hed can increase 
dramatically if the process begins at birth or shortly thereafter) ,,\..o...;t....~ ~, .....,;. \<I<.~ ~ r.. r"...::\.' 
Parenting a child muia be seen as an important respon..,ibiHty that has real consequences. For young 
fathers, this means that parenting a child will have real financial consequences for the support of that 

: child" The responsibility for paternity establishment should be made clearer for both the parent.5 and 
the agencies. If the mothers provide verifiable information about the father. it is reasonable to 
require State agencies to establish paternity within strict timeJines, 
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WENSURE FAIR AWARD LEVELS. 

Much of the gap"lretween what is currently paid in child support in this country and what could 
potentially be cqllected can be traced to awards that were either set very low initially or are never 
adjusted' as incomes cbange. All states are required to have guideJines in setting and modifying 
support awards, but the resulting award levels vary considerably across States. For example, the 
minimum amount of support due from noncustodial parents required to pay support for one child is 
$50 per month in Alabama, $218 in Massachusetts, and $20 in Ohio. While the use of State-based 
guidelines has lcd to more uniform treatment of similarly-situated parties within a State, there is still 
much debate cOncerning the adequacy of support awards resulting, from guidelines. And, although the 
circumstances of both parents (including their income) and the child typically change over time, 
awards often remain at their original level. Another problem is that current child support distribution 
policies often do not give first priority to the needs of families. 

This proposal seeks to reduce the impact of inadequate child support awards and to provide 
distribution policies that enable families to more easily move from welfare to work. 

National Commission on Child SuPPOrt Guidelines. Under the proposal, a National Guidelines 
Commission will be established to study the issue of child support guidelines and make rccommenda­
tioru: to the Administration and Congress on the desirability of unifonn national guidelines or national 
parameters for setting guidelines. 

Modifications of Child Support Orders. Universal, periodic, administrative updating of awards will 
be required for both AFDC and non-AFDC caSes to eru:ure that awards accurately reflect. the current 
ability of the noncustodial parent to pay support. The burden for asking for an increase, if it is 
warranted, will be lifted from the mother and it will be done automatically, unless both parents 
decline a modification. 

Distribution of Child Supoort Payments. Child support distribution policies will be made more' 
responsive to the needs of families by re-ordering child support distribution priorities. For families 
who leave welfare for work, child support arrearages will be paid to the family first. Arrearages 
ow¢ to the State will be forgiven if the family unites or reUnites In marriage. States will also have 
the option to pay current child suppOrt directly to families who are recipients. <};...~e12..~~ ~ f \cj 

---~.". 

Rationale 

Fully 22 percent of the potential child suppo n gap can be traced to awards that were either 
set very low initially or are never adjust iDeo changed. States are currently required to use 
presumptive guidelines for setting and Odify' all support awards but have wide discretion in their 
development. There is much deb Dg the adequacy of support awards resulting from 
guidelines. . .. 

The main problem with the adequacy of awards not the level at which they are initially 
set but rather th(~ failure to update awards as ces of the parties change. The 
noncustodial parent's income typically inc e award .is set, while inflation reduces the 
value of awards. Updating typically in es aw ds over time. There are also advantages to 
updating for the noncustodial parent 0 ·Ioses IS job or experiences a legitimate drop in earnings. 
Their awards should also be adjust so tha ey do not face an accumulation of arrearages that they 
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cannot pay_ This will. lead to fewer enfo-~rOblems because fewer poopte will be in arrears 
~ "and it will increase the fairness and itl~;th~ system. . , -

Families often remain economically vulnerable for a substantial period of time after leaving AFDC; J~ 
about 40 percent of those who leave return within one year. and another 60 percent return within two Q 
years. Ensuring that all support due to the family during this critical transition period is paid to the 'f'O \!V 
family can mean the difference- between self~sufficiency or a return ~o welfare. . . ' r. \+ 
Changing the present distribution rules will aSsi aking a successful transition from 
welfare to work: by making ~ ~ 

pr~ and po.<;t-AFDC arrears available e ramil cst if the family bas left AFDC. Family 
unification will be encouraged by al iog f . es who unite or reunite in marriage to have any child 
support arrearages owed to the te forgiv under certain circumst.ance3. ' 

3. COLLECT AWARDS THAT ARE OWED 

Th~ full amount of child suPPort is collected in only about half the cases. Currently, enforcement of 
support cases is too often handled on a cOmplaint--driven basis, with the IV~D agency only taking 
enforcement aetioR whoo the custodial parent pressures the agency to take action. Many enforcement 
steps require court intervention. even when the case is a routine onc, and even routine enforcement 
measut(';S often require individual case procesSing rather than relying upon automation and mass case 
processing. . 

This proposal includes provisions for central registries·and other tools to improve both intra-~ 
inter~state enforcement.­

State Role. A State-based system will continue, but with bold changes which move the system toward 
a more uniform, centralized and serviccw()riented program. AU States will maintain a State staff iA 
Q9RjuMtien with. central registry and centralized collection and disbursement capability. The 
registry will maintain current records of all support orders and work: in oonjunction with a centralized 
payment center for the collection and distribution of child support payments. This will be designed to 
vastly simplify withholding for ~loyers. lIS well as er:sure accurate 3ccO,!nting and monitoring of 
payments. 

The State staff will monitor support payments to ensure that the suppon is being paid and will be able 
to impose certain enforcement remedies. at the State Jevel administratively. Thus, routine enforcement 
actions that can be handled on a mass Or group basis will be imposed through the central State offices 
U.liing computers and automation. For States that opt to use local offices, this will supplement. but not 
replace. locaJ enforcement actions. States win he encouraged through a higher Federai match rate to 
operate a uniform State progr~ entirely under the authority of the State's designated agency. 

AU cases included in the central registry will receive child support enforcement secvic~ automatjcal~ 
ly. without the need for an application. Certain parents, provided that they mect specified conditions, 

~~ choose to be excluded from payment through the registry. 

£) ~~ederal Role. The Federal role wiU be expanded to en.")ure efficient location and enforcement. 
f' t particularly in interstate cases.. In, order to coordinate activity at the Federal level. a National 

Clearinghouse (NC) will be established. consisting of three components; an expanded Federat Parent 
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catOr Service (FPLS), the National Child Suppon Registry. and the National Directory of New 

Hites. The IRS wle in fun collections. tax refund Qffset, and providing income and asset information 

access will he e~ndcd. 

Interstate Enforcement. New provisions will be enacted to improve State efforts to work. i~t~:rJJ~ 
child support cases and make interstate procedures more uniform throughout the country .~any o~ fTo-~kw.I 
the rocoflUllCfldations of the U.S, Commission on Interstate Chlld Support cd to improve the 
handling of interstate cases, such as the mandatory adoption of the Uniform In state Family Support f 

Act ({JIFSA) and other measures to make the handling of interstate cases more un' fm. :f(b.c. i.l'ltI"1,,t,; 
'i.o~"" ,.' ~""'T(1.;)A-r..I'" v~ 

Other~nfoo;ement Measures,tState8 will be moo ed to take more efficient and effective action when 
child support is oot paid through the adoption of proven enforcement tools and streamlined 
enforcement procedures. Some of these tools include[rofessional, occupational or drivers' license 
revocatio!l universal wage withholding; access to current income amI asset information; easier 
reversal of fraudulent U'al1...fers of assets~ interest and late penalties on arrearages; expanded use of 
credit reportIng; easing hankruptcy-related obstacles; authority to use the same wage garnishment 
procedures for Federal and non~Federal employees, including military and veterans; restrictions on 
passports and visas for egregious arrearages; and tying income tax dependent deductions to payment,j , 

. of SUPP<l!!:--- \.I_\. ~' >W,.• ..;.~ I..';''''~ ~.,,-,~. """"'"'...~"" ~~.~ ,,- olM\\ . 
~ ~~. ,,,",<" "'""~~ "" .~.... ~\~ ;,-....,\1." "",'\I- .. t;......I.: 

it s~"""~ ¥. ...-t ~ ....., .. " .-...A ...,.~L.~ ~ , ..'1 ~:;" l;~ ~ 6:.: ~"'I.W'~l 
" ................t..I. ....... The enure financmg and Incentive SCheme will De reco ;trucfea • .offering Staft>,s a higher Federar-~ ~ 
:'W.~ Zt~· match and new perfonnance-based incentive payments geared toward desired outcomes. Federal . " 'l,lNU:. 

~ t.echnical.assistance will be expanded to prevent deficiencies before they occur. While penalties wiU 
still be available to ensure that States meet program requirements. the audit proc~s will empbasize a -;1i+IIb-l-~--
perfonnance·based, 'State-friendly' approach.~'JlJ.>~®,!> \.... 1> M{!Jf)..J 

D~ H~M>"-
~ )VSr,w~ 

States must move toward a child support system for the 21st century. With 15 miUlon cases and a 
growing caseload, this: win not occur by simply adding more caseworkers. Routine cases bave to be 
handled in volume. The central registry,. centralized ool1ection and disburSement system, increased 
administrative remedies. and overall increase in automation and mass case processing are all 

. necessary for the operalion of a high performjng and effective child support enforcement system. 

The need has grQwn for one central State location to ·coHeet and distribute payments in a timely 
manner, The ability to maintain accurate records that can be centrally accessed is critical. The State~ 
based central registries of s.upport orders and centralized collection and disbursement·will enable 
States to make use of economies of scale and use .modem technology, such as that used by business ­
high speed cl1eck processing equipment, automated mail and postal procedures and automated billing 
and Statement processing. Centralized collection will vastly simplify withholding for employers since 
they will only have to send payments to one source. Giving State agencies the abillly to take 
enforcement action immediately and automatically removes the burden of enforcing the obligation 
from the custod.ial parem, usually the mother. 

~-~~~--:-:--:--:-:---
e flagmen system of State support enforcement has caused tremendous problems in collectin 

support across State lines. Given the fact th.at 30 percent of the (:urrent caseload involves interstate 
cases, and the fact that we live ill an increa.....ingly mobile society, the need for a stronger feder!Ltn 

[ in interstate location and enforcement ha.... grow ~~~ th 'poopTtll0 not escaptftfiii'irle:gat-an...:!:::::> 
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moral obligation to support their cbildr~:~'~es will be given the ~·nf~·~~. 

espcciaHy to reach the self--employed and other individuals who have often boon able to beat the 

s stem in the l~ 

There is almost univers'al agroomen~ that the current funding and incentive structure fails to achieve~ 

the right objectives. These enforcement tools can only be used effectively if States have the necessary 

funding and incentives to run good programs. The funding proposal win institute a new funding and 

jncentive structure that uses performance based incentives to reward Stales that run good programs. 

.,<-~JU)P>~";; 
cmw SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AND ASSURANCE (CSEA) DEMONSTRATIONS 


11.... ___, \Y>.; \u. k-\l..... ~'""" ..Ii-

Children need and deserve support from parents: Yet conections are often sporadic. Often no 


. money is received for several months, f, owed sometimes with a larger arrea~age payment. in other v-\,;t " 

cases, the father is unemployed and Of pay that month. in still other cases, the state 81m l . \\ ~r 
in its duties to collect money owed. hild Support Enforcement and Assurance expanded efforts ~~~ 
at chUd support oo!lettions 1,0 so~~c.ar;u;~~at hild wUJ.reccive a chi:d s.upport 1,.J.! , 
payment on a coosc;tent basiS. ~ftd assn sons With an award m place wtlrbe 

guaranteoo....fgr e~amplQj a minimum level .of support ..,.. , annually for one ~hHd 'and 

$3,000 for two, Q'Ait txact fiSures wiIJ be determ i net!5n tt" fiXuecim;<;tg) q::a,s '1JilIl;le 8 low bttt ...1'W.$ c106 

"",,Iiabla b:ue of economic ulppoa thatch. ¢W&t~ei 1'8.1'ent e6ltld I'bm tln. While. it~not relieve.thc 
noncustodial parent of any obligations.1i ~Pebs!.lrathat the child will get some money even if the 
State fails to oollect it immediately. The I'rep.e&w t"Fwddes foe three CSIiA ~elReRBtratieA t"FejIl"".. ~. 

'\S~',\ '" 
~/ . )..; ~\ J,., AI"...> 1\-<1""~ .. ~ 
~F'fr '" [, ~-I- +0 +,,,1. w ,+0 .(k",~-\<

Child support enforcement /;;d assurance \'JiB Iiilg&ifie.aR"~ease the~fficult task (If moving people llook n ..."..~ I 
from welfare to wort. lt~ single parents to count on some child support, usually from ~~~ . 
noncustodial parent. but from the assured child support payment jf the noncustodial paren mes ~.....v .. ~ • \ j 
unemployed or cannot pay child support. ,,-~t~ 

. Pp~I\..t..~\ 
..,m I.ffe. sii,£h::parenis re.1! rfiliiliml!: sw:mlly alul llune.!:!j,,,, fl1[ lha chi!d l· 
S,:;..u.. ·...1\ \,.. . ,;kll 
;rCSEA protection)!(providoo only to people who have a child support award in pla~. women jiW' 
have ~more incentive to cooperate in the identification and location of the noncustodial father> 
since they can COunt on receiving benefits. €SEl .. i" not unlike unemployment insutance fOI in..et 

-tamilici It i$ net iSQGlRe ie6b:1d. em! CSEA benefits will normally be subtracted dollar for donar 
from welfare payments. in most States, a woman on welfare t'no better off with CSEA, but if she 
leaves welfare for work, she can still count on her child suppo payments. Thus. work )8"much more 
feasible and attractive. ,)11b£ ~A.~ 

ENHANCING RESPONSUlILITY AND OPPORTUNITY FOR NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS 

There i~ considerable overlap between iss es concerning child SUpPQ forcemeat and issues 
, concerning noncustodial parents, cll·being of chi.ldrcn lve with only one patent will be 

enhanced jf emotional and fi at support were provid y both of their parents, Yel. the current ~ 
child support enforcement stem is ill-equipped to die cases in which noncustodial patents cite 
unemployrnem as the n for their failure take court-ordercd support payment<;. and pays scant 

http:Iiilg&ifie.aR
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This proposal will focus more attention on noncustodial parents and send a message that "fathers 

matter." The child support system, while getting rougher on those who can pay support but refuse to 

do so, will also be faiW'to those noncustodial parents who show responsibility toward their children. 


Access and Visitation Grants to Staws. Paternity actions win stress the importance of getting fathers 

involved earlier in their children's Jives. Grants.wiU be made to Stales for programs which reinforce 

the desirability for children to have continued access to and visitation by both parents, _These .... 

programs include mediation (both voluntary and mandatory). eoun&eling. education, development of 

parenting plans, visitation enforcement including monitoring, supervision and neutral drop--off and 

ick-up. and development of guidelines for visitation and alternative custody ~rangernents, ' 

S~~ ~AlJ1~~\ focNollCUstodial Parents. States win have the option to use a portion of 

. JOBS and WORK program funding for training, work readiness, educational remediation .and 


mandatory work programs for noncustodial parents of AFDC recipient children who cannot pay child 

" support due to unempJoyment, underemployment ,or other employability problems, Stales wuld 


choose to mate participation by noncustodial parents mandatory or voluntary and win have 

considerable flexibility to design their own programs. 


Demonstration Grams for Paternity and Panm'ting Programs;, Paternity and Parenting Demonstration 

, grants will be made to States andJor community-based organizations to develop and implement 

noncustodial parent (falbers) components in conjunction with existing programs for higbwdsk families 

(e.g .• Head Start. Healthy Start, family preservation, teen pregnancy and prevention). Thi.".Se will 
promote responsible parenting, including the importance of paternity establishment and economic 

ecurlty for children and the development of parenting llkills. 


~::. the system's expectatio f mothers and fatllers ~rallel. Whatever is expected 
of the mother 'should be expect of the father. and wha er education and training opportunities are 
provided to custodial paren • similar opportunities s uld be available to noncustodial parents who '. _ • {I .. 
pay their child support .remain involved in th IVes of their children. If they can improve their V'r -tv! 
earnings capadty an aintain relationships w' their children, they could be a ;rource of both 
financial and (: onal support. 

• 
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MAKING WORK PAY/CHILD CARE . 
. TIlE IMi'lJRTANCE OF TIlE EITC. HEALTIJ CARE REFORM. AND ClliW CARE 

A crucial component of welfare reform that promotes work and independence is making work pay. 

In 1992, 30 percent of female heads of families with children worked but the family remainoo poor. 

Even fun-time work can leave a family poor. Almost 11 percent of those female heads who worked .ft» o}t~ 

fu!l.ye;arlfuIHime remainOO poor, 15 percent if they had cbildren under six years of age. The Census ~I~. 

BureaU reports that in 1992, 18 percent of all ,year-round. fun-time workers had low earnings; 24 ~ 

percent-nearly one in fOUT-{lf year-round. full-time female workers had low earnings, 


Simultaneously. the welfare system sets up a devastating array of barriers for people who receive 
assistance but want to,work: It penalizes those who work by taking away benefits dollar for dollar; it 
imposes arduous reporting rc.quirementll for those with earnings but still on welfare, and it. prevents 
saving for the future with a meager limit 00' assets. Moreover, working poor famines often lack 
adequate medical protection and face sizeable child care costs. Too often, parents may choose 
welfare inste.1d of work to ensure that their cbildren have health insurance and receive child care. If 
our goals are to encourage work and independence, to help families who are playing by the rules and 
to reduce both poverty and welfare usc, then \uQrk "",&4 pay mere than welfare. 

v..c,,-*~_"~ t;'l're? 


Although they are not discussed in this paper. ~ta;~health reform are 

dearly two of the three major components of making work pay. Last summer's $11 billion expansion 

of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITe) was a major step toward making it possible for low-wage 

workers to support themselves and their families ,above poverty, When fully implemented. it will 

have the effect of making.a $4.25 per hour job pay nearly $6.00 per hour for a parent with two Or 

more children . .!Ib,ose families wee are eligible fot dIe maximttm \trod it in lQ96 obtain in effect. a 

Digs ~I til 'l.~2 pet hOUl, assuming fall-ye:ru:JfulJ-time work. F"n utili!l:fttion and periodic Il \1\ L .' ,] 


distributiQA wiU maxtmit:e the effilOlt Qf this J'fty raise to, the wotktnt: f"6OJ:. ~~t"..;J-o ~ ,\-t -t=.~'\" 

. Ab-", ...\ v.ov.- '-",-I.~ ....-T '1M peor. 

The next critical step toward making work pay is ensuring'that all Americans bave health insurance 
coverage. Many reCipi~ts are trap~ on welfare by their inability to find pI.' keep jobs with health 
benefits that provide the seeurity they need. And too often~ poor, non-working families, on welfare' 
bave better health coverage'than poor, worKjng families .. The President's health care reform plan will 
provide universal access to,health care, ensuring that no one will have to choose welfare instead of 
work to ensure that their children have health insurance. Both the EITC expansion and bealth care I.J.,....... .......t~ ~ 
reform win help support workers as they leave welfare to maintain their independence and self- 1..1 
sufficiency. ,4..."l210 "'" r......J->~, Ih',.~ ....If...- .........t"-I-. ,:"J ~ ....J.l[t_.. I I r ....:..-lI-,V~..__1< ...." .f ~. ". , ...~ """,W i.-~'-7J' (:.- \4""~'\w,. A-tJ...r~ 
The key missiRg component for making work pay is affordable, accessible child care. In order for ~ 1Ld ct 
families, especially single-parent families, to be able to work or prepare themselves for work, they' fl«.ft.. ~ f~ 
need dependable care for their children. . ' . /Mol- .f;,-..A-/ 

"''I n,"";:l...
The Federal Government currently subsidizes child care for Jow~income.fammes primarily througb . jJ;,..ft.....l-~ 

the title IV~A open-ended entitlement programs (JOBS ChHd Care and Transitional Child Care), a IN.Jil. ci.Svt............. 


capped entitlement program (At-Risk Child Care), and a discretionary program (the Child Care and 

Development Block: Grant). Working AFDC recipient.". are also eligible for the child care disregard, 

~it isJ;a{"too low to p'Q)£i~h. ~'iJaa~le flltaAelalllHl'~ert tar care (a maximum of $200 a month fur 

a[~\.. ",_,,-il.. {.A( (c,r ..f 
I.... ~ . ~ 
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infants and $174 a month for all other cllildren). The d~ndent care tax credit is seldom available 
for Jow~jncome families because it is not refundable; 6YM-if it 'Wae. it wouftt be of little help tv IOW'"j' ,~

"'" .......~r 
lQ£Qffi§: families tmt;I'l,~i' ls paid at the end- Elf the year and is _eEl 9ft.meAa;, alNady Epent QD chUd· , .:J/!:t~':...f" 

_e, , 	 . . "!:!' "" I 
~j ~~~ 

The current child care prog~.,.~t luffl€ieHtJy fuadetl ttt 3t:tpP()tt a majtn welfare reform 
initiative err to provide jigR~port for wormg"jXJQf families. The separate programs arc also 
governed by inconsistent legislation and regulations, making it difficult for States and parents to 
create a coherent system of care. Finally, there ate problems with quality and supply of care, 
especially for infants and toddlers, ~ _,'.'~ 

This welfare reform proposal wil1 increase child care funding both for families on cash assistance and 
working families not eligible for cash assistance, In addition. the proposal focuse.o; on creating a 
Simplified child tate system and on ensuring that children are cared for in safe and healthy environ~ 
ments. The proposal includes ~.following: 

-It. !:;I~ifu ~ \l~_ ~, .p,J,-- ~'\\ ....Jt,~"'" n.W"< ,\...\\ -.... " -\-.1..", 0...A-
Maintaining IV-AL ~ W~((tese Itf 86eUBYi &lit C1Ui8A' IV .A o~iU\:m8Rt I'roglams feof \~ ~ ...r 

~ljb au;sta0r,e ree~tl'ie::M.s, These pr~ (boUl lOBS OlUd Care and TfeMitioHtH Child Cate) l11iJf -r.n..·~:"a' 


, 8l:itQiljailcaily j'xpam! ~ aeeemmethil& the ineNQSed demaud created by Iequhed patHcipatioll in ~ +,-'Lj<:: 

1o'f11lc.atiOO 	 trajnins aAtJ work, UUI.(t ~l ~... (.,( 

..,. f"'«:«::"" ~~br' 
E-!panding Cbild Care for Low~lnCQm~ Working Families. We also propose Significant new fu~in~--'f~ 'II 
for low~income, working families. The At-Risk Child Care Program, cUfCently a capped entitlement ' . 
available to serve the working poor, is capped at a very low level and States have difficulty using it 
because or the required State match. We prq,pqse to expand this progr~ and tp reduce the~~~""'R..l 
~ W\\\ J-..,.. -i'-. L\..l.. -q... --..h~ J..-\l. c-.. ~.,\..w... ~....A;"'l""'". .r-~ "'" (l 'Z1. 

~=nin~ ~<:;:~ ;:: and DevtOJ2lllent Blocil Grant. We4\.. AJ-,~'; h "I> ...A.. .... c.\\, f.,. .. '>-1."!... 
wiJlma.iat£linamt 1;fOOttttHy increase. nding for the Block: Grant. These funds suppon bOftt'services 
and quality im~)rovClnents. I.... , " 

Addressing Oyality and SuQt!b. We will provide a set~aside in the At-Risk: program tQ address 
quality improv(!ments and supply issues. Quality improvements will include a range of activities s~ch 
as resource and referral programs~ grants or loans to assist in meeting State and Jocal standards, and 
monitoring for compliance with licensing and regulatOry requirements. Supply issues will include a 

~ial focus on the development and expansion of infant and toddler care in Jow-inCQrne oommuni~ • 
~ ties"). We also propose to make licensing and monitoring of IV·A providers an eligible activity fOr] S'6'1f'<C-? 
-:'7\~ reimbursement as an administrative cost and to prohibit the lowering of statewide limits; the first j'bO 
:b'1..-'1.-- action addr~...se,.. quality, the second 1S to prevent a reduction in the supply of care, 

r- . 	 Coordinating Rules Across AU ChUd Car~ Programs. We wilt assist States to use Federal programs , 

to create seamless coverage fur persons who leave welfare for work, Health and safety requirements 

will be made oonsistent across these programs and will oonform to standards in the Block Grant 

program. Stat~; will be r{oo to establish sliding fee scales and reportiftg consistently across 

programs, Efforts will be m de to OuaiHtehllitticage15 BfWI'Iaqp Head Start and child eare funding 

streams to enhance quality comprehensive services. I tY'.~ 


IL'W ' '\1i'-'S~"cgI72z-
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Cbild Cate Subsidy RilI~. In general. States pay subsidies fur child care equal to actual cost, up to 
some maximum. This maximum should be set in a way that reflects reasonable costs of care and 
should also he tffesame across child care. programs. Additionally~ payment mechanisms should 
reflect current market conditions and he defined in such a way that they can vary automaticaily over 
time. 

There is a particular problem with the AFDC income disregard for child care, since it is based on an 
unreasonably low maximum monthJy payment of $175 per child ($200 for infant care). and because 
the disregard is effective only aftet families incur child care expenses, resulting in a cash-flow .. 
problem fur families. Simply raising the disregard inadvertently makes'! number of families eligible 
for AFDC. Eliminating the disregard will make more families eligibie. Therefore, to achieve equity 
and to give families a re&listic abUity to affurd care. we proPose requiring States either to supplement 
payments or to provide at least twO options for payment of cbild care costs (the disregard and one 
other payment mechanism), 

C1J!!lfll!!gjM..QJ!~!lIll{.". Child care is guaranteed for volu s whose proposed activities are 
an employability plan under the J program regardless of the availability of 

or those activities. 

There are three categories of low~inoome families with child care s that must co 
ensure that the tWQ goals-helping low-income parents enter stay in the work:{; 
work: pay-are addressed: 

• Families in JOBS~ worKing but still Q 

• 	 Families in a transition peri aving just worked their Y off assistance or the 
WORK program; and 

• 
transition per" 

Ithout baving ever been 0 e[fare~ or working beyond a 

All three e.ate ries have legitimate claims Q cbild care subsidies. Families who are required to 
participate' JOBS are Cl!ttently guaran child care. People who are working but still on welfare 
have r child care subsidized thro disregards in their DC or through subsidies. 

We propose to continue of guarantees of child car bsldies for famj~tes in or 'WOrking while \ 
stiU on AFDC. In recognition of the limit 0 te resources, AFDC r . lents who volunteer for the \ 
JOBS program or create self~initiated . nc or education plans w' e eli~ible for child care support \ 
but it will not be guaranteed to the oople in the WORK p am are working as a condition of , 
receiving continued support. are working at least at minimum wage, and they are not ( 
receiving the EITe. The p. sa] will guarantee their tid care, just as it is guaranteed for JOBS ." 
participants. Under cu t law, people who move f welfare and are w.lrk.ing are also guaranteed 
subsidized child car Qr a year in order to eas e transition from welfare to work. We propose to 

continue ~e guo tee for participants in ansitional assistance program who move into private \) 
sector work. 

21 



It is hard to argue. itoweWef\ that low~jncome working families who have never been, or are no 
longer, on welfare are less needing or deserving of chUd care subsidies than people who are on 
welfare. It seelNr quite ineQUitable to poo\lld.. _jjd care S'tJbsidies to mre family and to dellY dJem to 
aooDUW' 't'Al:eoo eifeHfftl'lanc:cs :ale identiud: except tbr dIe fact mat lhe first family Is or has J ecc'IItly 
been on w.ett:a.rf, .. At; e re5t11", While this proposal does not provide a child care guarantee for working. 
poor families, it does provide a significant increaSe in support for them as well as for those on or 
moving off welfare. ----1 

The goa] of our child care proposal is to attain a careful balance between the need t.Q provide chiJd 
care support to as many low-income families'as possible and the need to ensure the'safety and healthy 

i
 " . P'
.~e~Vcl~o~p~m~e~n~'~O~f~Ch~i~ld~r~en~.~~~~r~'~fu~te~'~i;.~OO~dl;'h~.~.~W~d;ir~oa~fi~'~nd~i~n~~~fu~r;C~~~iJ~d~C~'~'.~'~'I~e~~'~'~#~.~h~&I~~~~~~-r-,A<.»£(

in Uit ~t of ~elfafa refGrm A(Y,'t) di~ eff.ee1s en the cmt aud retentittl :ruppl) of tale available 
as weU as on the well belAg QC cbildren and umffies:. Paying higher rates to increase quality can Iiruit 
the ability to increase the number of child care slots. but rates that are too low can also limit supply 
and parental choice. and endanger children. We are also wtlcemed that there are specific child care l 2D 
supply problems in some geograph.ic areas and for some ehildren--especiaHy infants and toddlers. 

We propose a number of lQwer-cost strategies to address quaJity and supply. These include: 

improvements in the linkages between programs, including the various child care programs. and Head 

Start; minimal but consistent health and safety standards; some direct funding toward the quality and 

supply improvements; and some action to maintain a reasonable floor of payment. 


brthe area ('if sUffidards. We propose In make the standmds fOI the piegfiHM the 88:ffte by mftkittg th4 

[V....... standmds consisrem with the CCf:t8G Scmdatds. In attdiliotl, we will add Otie new issue (accesf. 

to iQxiQ S\l8stMees Alro weapons) and estatmSb a Unltbrrn' munaniation reqHiremetit. We'seiecteJ'lIii! 


:=='~~;'::~f::~::~~::;~ :::,~:~~~f;'~~J~" to •,~....,..,_'f2!' ...,..,~ "'_n~'t "" ,. ::,"/,0",
standards, together w~t..we...'rutandaros",are truly ine....Dllmm re.qulrem Tmat can provide 
such an assurance. ~tes 04151)1 ag.roe 11",o tbey. are already using the same standards for 
IV·A child care and CCDBG child care. At I-ettst 20 Slates state explicitly iii dleir IV-:?% platlS mat 
the) tee CCDDO sl:imdatd!: many more cite their State standards which wiU·meet the CCDBG . 
requirements. In all cases except immunization, States will continue to establish their own standards~ 
as a result this change shou,ld not have a significant effect on many States. We do not beHeve 
immunization should vary from State to State. Finally~ we continue to support str(}ng~y parental 
choice and propose to add to IV-A the CCDBG requirements for: assuring parent choice of 
providers, providing to parents infonnation On options for care and payment of child care, and 
.establishing a system for parental complaints. 

There is agreement that child care programs mg streams should Igned in ways that are 

easy to administer and appear "seamless" parents. This can b leved larg h 

coordination of ('ules. procedures utomatoo systems. use of fiscal 6O'iiticaJ ifficutties, 

fuU consolidation is very djffie to achieve, Nev~ ess. coordination to the gr ' est extent, 

possible is an important ~ . dple guiding the ;P-iftfcare proposal. 
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TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

Perhaps the mosTcritica1 and difficult goal of welfare reform is to reshape the very missio~ of the 
current support system from one focused on writing checks to one focused on work, opportunity. and 
responsibility. The PamiJy Support Act of 1988 recognized. through creation of the JOBS program. 
the need for investment in eduC3tion, training and employment services. for welfare recipients. Most 
impornintJy. it introduced the expectation that welfare recipiency is a transitional period of preparation 
for self-sufficiency, Most able-bodied recipients were mandated to participate in the JOBS program I'! r ~ 
as a means towards selfwsufficiency. -" ¥ ...,••U.t...;.. ~ 

~... - ..'- .... frn J,;J<II'-J! ~ ..;.Jt ~ 

However~ the welfare system has not changed as much as was intended by the Fami.iSupport Act~~" 
Only a small portion of the AFDC caseload"is required to participate in the JOBS' ogram. while a 
majority of AFDC recipients are not required to participate and do not volunteer. This sends a mixed 
message to both recipients and caseworkers regarding the true tenns and validity of the social 
compact that the Family Support Act represented. As a result. most long-term recipients are not on a 
track to obtain employment that will enable them to le;ave AFDC. 

This proposal calls for replacing the AFDC program with a transitional assistance program. to be 

followed by work. The new program includes four key elements: greater fW;fHtf!5i~thin ft J,.. 

GilUlgcd gYfiteFA. edOC3liUl! rum oailltn-g, tisw limito, itI!;I work. ~7-~"L """""""' 1-, '7:..'~:..~~±/' 


-h ...-k). ""~~ /,;...., ...JPROPOSAL ~.,.."tl\;j,..~, 


A ""'-' So",:1 ~-t, S

• 	 Gfle~U~et>pon,ibilitJ: wllllliCA ChaRgvd= SYAteRl. Everyone who wi!'!h86 te receive ca.<.;h 

support will be expected to do something to help themselves and their community, Recipients 
wiH sign a pertoonaI responsibility agreement indicating what is expected of them and of the 
government, Persons who ate not yet in a position to work or train (because of disability or 
the need to care for an infant or disabled child) will be assigned to pre.JOBS until they are 
ready for the tlme~limited JOBS program. Everyone will 'have a responsibility to contribute 
something and move toward work and inZ:ndence. t..J..f.»W',M co... ~>a!\::~ 

• 	 f!j~~~t~eJO~~~). ,~wo.k.
The,lreOfthetransitionai 
support program will be an expanded and improved lOBS progr;;;,;riOBS is the program 
which wa.1; established by the Family Support Act of 1988 to provide training. education and 
job placement services to AFDC recipients .. Every aspect of the augmented JOBS program 
win be designed to help recipients fmd and keep jobs. The enhanced program will include 11 
personal resporu:ibiHty agreement (described above) and an employability plan designed to 
move persons from welfare to work: as rapidly as possible. For most applicants. supervised 
job search will be required from the date the application is approved. JOBS participants will 
be required to accept a job if offered. The new effOI1. rather than creating an employment 
training system fot welfare-recipients alone, win seek close coordination with lob Training 
Partnership Act (J11'A) programs and other mainstream training programs and educational 
resources. ' 

'"\v-».'it.a.-" ~' c" ,i I $I .. eAcg. b: tAAJ·l 4:0 
• 	 ,...Time Limit!_ PeI' ns able to work will be limited to two years of cash assistance, Wbile 

two years wiU be the maximum period for the receipt of casb aid by poople'able to work, the 
goal will be to help persoa<; find jobs long before the end of the two~ye"lr period, Mothers 
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with infants, persons with disabilities which limit work and those caring for a disabled child 
win be l!!!ced in a pre-JOBS status and will not be subject to the time limit while such 
eondilionS" tn:ist. In a very limited number of cases, extensions of the time limit win be 
granted for completion of an education or training program or in ~nusual circurQStanccs. 

• 	 Work (the WORK program). The new effort will be designed to help as many people as 
possible find employment before reaching the tw<ryear ,time limit. Those persons who are not 
abJe to find employment within two years will be required to tak:e a job in the WORK pro­
gram. WORK program jobs will be paid employment, rather than ·workfare, ~ and will 
include subsidized private sector jobs. as well as positions with locaLnot-for-profit to:' 

organizations and in the public sector. The positions are intended to be shorHerm. last~resort 
jobs, designed neither to displace existing workers, nor to serve as substitutes for unsubsid- . 

"....--.... 	 ized employment. Provisions wiH be put in place to discourage Jengthy stays in the WORK 

\ \ . program. Among these will be JiOOts on the duration of anyone WORK assignment. frequent
iu.';;'\ 	~ 

..... ~ ~ :;;-,c----!'periods of job search. denying the EITe to pe1SOus in WOR!( assignments Wld a 
~..r"-~ ~~ co ehensive reassessment after HeeGalil WOIUC" usignment g&: two years in the WORK0.~t--~~ pro , The primary emphasis of the WORK program will be on securing unsubsidizcd 
. »\i.~t I employment. States will be given considerabJe flexibility in the operation of the WORK:1:1 ~~\ program in order to achieve this goal:. To control costs, Federal funding for the WORK 
~ ..-- program operational expenditures will be capped (as is PederallOBS funding). Additional 
......,. .. )~ funds will be made available to Stales facing unusually high unemployment rates, 
,.,.~'vt. ~.\\> .
.f<o-,- of these elements is discussed below, 

The goal of these propo~s is to make the welfare system a much different world. The intake 
process will be- changed to ~ communicate to recipients the expectation of achieving seJf­
sufficiency through work. Ait4>ortanth. the agency wil~ also face a different set of expectations. 
In addition to determining eligibility. its role will be to help recipients ~ia tft& 6et'lieea the) need tc 
achieve self-sufficiency. The underlying philosophy is one of mutual responsibility. The welfare 
agency will pEevide sa ,it:e8 f9 help recipients achieve self-sufficiency and will provide transitional . 
cash as.'IIistance; in return, recipients will f'Mtiet,e:te in J(:')BS activities tmd will mak"e \Bair beG' &m1A 
~take responsibility for their Jives and the economic well-being of their children. 

. +0£0.......1""'.1;.1;\.,.(;... "'~ r'~~J. i..~ ,: 
Personal R!&ioonsibililv Agreement. Each appli t for assistance win be required to enter into a rvfw.,..(vlt....j­
written agreemen~ ilJ. 'l'~iJ;b ~e or she agrees to' f • ~S9~c.c. • 
"""""".~ i"1l anj@l\jiroyah'1l'lty plan lending to self·sufficiency, and the Stat~gre4 to provide the If..,"fj1:t.".J.~ 
services called for in the employability plan, w.hUa this ag~t ~s a statemefU ef hlrual tk,...;L _ -JI 
QbIi,eatioDs', it is not 'Heg~iy binding 008tf'ftCt. "-p 

OrientatislO_ Each applicant . receive orien . services to explain bow the new system wiU 
work. A full ,understan' of bow a ti mited assistance programooeratcs will ensure that 
participant.. maxi' elr opportu .' to obtain service.'i. ,/ . 

Emnl2YabHity.£!m. Within a short t" frame, each son will undergo a 'thorough needs 
assessment, Based 011 this assess t and,in co· ction with his or her caseworker. each person will 
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design an in . iduaJixed emplo 
and the tim frame for ach' 

. -Pre:JQBS Those recipients are for good reaso able to participate' e JOBS program win 
be assign to the pre- category. For ex e. if an individual not abJe to participate in 
education and tr' g activities due to of a disabled cblld. or she win be placed in pre-JOBS 
status. Adu ecipienrs can he assig to the pre-JOBS pb either priono or after entrY. into the 
JOBS p am. "<ott... ~'\!.... .l.~''''~ oAr <w,'<! «.' • ",,,~""',I:.\\J _IL. ":'i\..",~+-, I \. 

__i M" (,0'.\....,;11.. i'-~~ ..;u \,. A~,'.;\.. \--e f"':jb~<, . .:.1-... , -~ t... .\l-"'...1!.. 
. _-Und81' ,anent law, exeml)heftS foom tbe lOBS pro~ are apecified in stature and onCe r~ipicnts ~~ t...­

are tletl?'lIIillea m tie exempt hom JaBS l'&rtiei~atiGA~tYrther itepS are taken to encourage the ~ ~'\!t>';..;l-
r~ipient tg-.HtIte steps towards seU.'I.IOicicocy Under this pcopo,uu, the_current "XClRptiQR ~icy bC~,~ 
w..iJl he elimiJl.3l.it:lj &:Rd Au recipients will be required to take steps. even if they are small oncs, ~£~ 
toward self-sufficiency. lust as in the JOBS program. participants in pre~JOBS. when possible, will ~~. 

e expected to complete emplQyabUity plans and undertake activities intended to prepare them for 
employment and/or the JOBS program. The employability pJan for 3 recipient in prc+JOBS status will 
detail the steps. such as locating suitable medical care for a disabled or in child. needed to enable him 
or her to enter the JOBS program, Only recipients not likely to ever participate in the JOBS program 
(e.g., those of advanced age) win not be expected to engage in pre--JOBS activities. Months in which 
a person is assigned to pre-JOBS will not count against the two~year Hmit on cash benefits, 

InCC--M\Sed ParticiDation, With increased Federal resources available, it is reasonable to require 

increased- partieipation in the JOBS program. Current law requires that States enroll 20 percent of the 

non-exempt AFDC caseload in the lOBS program during fiscal year 199~, Much higher part,icipation 

standards will be put in place for persons who were enrolled in the new program, Through the 

pbase-in strategy described below, a higher and higher percentage of the caseload will be subject to 


these rules and requirements. and the transitional assistance program will move toward a full-' 

participation model, 


v D fint . is developed, the recipient 

wilJ be expected to enro . the JOBS program and to engage i e activities called fOf in the 

employability plan, e definition of satisfactory partidp , n in the JOBS program will be 

broadened. An' ividual enrolled fuH~time in an 0011 anal activity who was making suitable 

progress wil considered. 10 be participating sati dly in JOBS. even if such a person were 


r fewer than 20 hours per week of e educational activity, schOOnl 

In order to change the culture of welfare, it is ssary to stress the' portance of everything doing 

something to help themselves and their 00 unity. The pre-J policy gives States the ability to 

consider differen<:es in the abiHty to and to participa n education and training activities. 

Increased participation in JOBS . ensure that recipl receive the education and training necessary 

to move into the Jabor force 


•To shift the emphasis of the welfare system from dish 109 cash benefits to"Pf_omoting self-suffici<:ow \1":',~.L,,1 ~" 
ey. the mutual obJigations of the State and the p . {pant must be spe out and enforced from the r <fW11!f1'" "­
outset. Implementing provisions which demo ate this new eu e at the point of intake will send 
important signals. The personal responsi . Hyagreement Serve to outline these ohligations, The 
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orientation services will ensure recipients erstand wbat is. at stake, so that they can take full 
advantage of the opportuniti em through the JOBS program. . 
 ."'" 

TRAIl'o1NG, EDUCATION, JOB SEARCH AND JOB PLACEMENT 
- THE JOBS PROGRAM 

The JOBS program originated with the Family Support Act. It represents a new vision for welfare. 
but it remains mostly an afterthought to a system focused mostly on eligibility detennination and 
check writing. We propose.to make the JOBS program the centerpiece of the public assistance 
system. Doing so will re(fulre a series of ley improvements. .... 	 .. ­

There have been many impediments to the success of the JOBS program. such as ~ ':::i!!!cita~CL'i:!J~J . 

~oomi4: dow,owm; the surge in AFDC caseloads and State budget shortfalls that hamperoo States' 
ability to draw down JOBS and other Federal matching funds. For these reasons, State.<; have been 
unable to effectively implement the changes envisioned in the Family Support Act. 

,> 

Fiscal oonstrainL<; have proven particularly troublesome. States are required to share the cost of the 
JOBS program with the Federal Government. Many States have, however. been experiencing 
budgetary difficulties which were not anticipated at the time the Family Support Act was enacted. 
Consequently. most States have boon unable to draw down their fult allocation -of Froera) JOBS 
because they have oot been able provide the required State match. In 1992, State.'\ drew down only 
69 percent of the $1 billion in available Federal funds, and only 12 States were able to draw down 
their fu11 allocation. Fiscal problems have limited the number of iodividuals served undet' JOBS and, 
in many eases, limited the services states offer their JOBS participants. 

In order to fully'transform the welfare system into a structure ~hiclJ helps families attain sclf~ 
sufficiern:;y. the entire culture of the welfare system must be: changed. This must start by making the 
welfare system one which focuses on helping participants achieve self-sufficiency through the 
provision of education. training and employment services rathie than one which concentrates on 
determining eligibility and writing checks. To accomplish this~ a major restructuring effort which 
implements real changes for all participants is needed. Strong Federal leadership in steering the 
welfare system in this new direction win be criticaL To this end. we propose: 

(1) 	 A clear focus on wptk. From the moment they enter the system. applicants are focused on 
moving from welfare to work througb participation in programs and services designed ~o 
enhance employability: 

(2) 	 Much greater integration with mainstream education and training programs; and 

A Clear Focus on Work 

Under the provisions of the new transitional assistance program, JOBS participation win be greatly 
expanded, and incre.ased participation rates will be phased in. We recognize that welfare recipients 
are a very diverse population. Participants in the JOBS program have very different levels of work 
experience. education and skills. Accordingly, their needs will be met through a variety of activities: 
job search, classroom learning, on-the-job training and work experience. States and loealities will, 
therefore, have great flexibility in designing the exact mix of JOBS program services. Employability 
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plans will be adjusted in response to changes in a family's situation. Finally. the federal government 
will make the needed resources available to the States. to accomplish the objectives. 

• . 10ft­

Un:FrQot Job Search. Most new applicants will be required ~ en~age tn supervised job search, as 
soon as the apl,lication is approved. 11-<-........-. y,J,;.;. _11 ~"'"" ~ .(;.0..,. ~ ""-G. 

Teen Parents. In order to moot the special needs of teen parents, any custodial pan~nt under age 20 
wUtbe provided case management services. All CI1~mdia! Dateuts liMe' age 26 ,",lID bue not:' T~p,..J .~II 
oempl~id higJo seli&el ot-the et;\iWaliAt will he reqtsirtd to participate in the JOBS program. wQb b£. nt~::J 
e41.1cati on u the presumed activity. (F<or Ruthor p-rovisi9M Fegartliftg teen pmC1lts. see section on -f:; /'r;;.ai.. kJ. 
Promoting Parental Responsibilityl· . . S'nIT"?€-V . x.b/....1 

Semiannual Assessment. In addition to the expectation that client progress will be monitored on a 
regular basis. States will be required to conduct an assess.ment of aJl adult recipients and minor 
parents. including both those in the pre~JOBS phase and those in JOBS, on at least a semiannual basis 
to evaluate progress toward achieving the goals in the employablHwplan, 1l!is 81!sessme:nt could hi 
in;egrnted :With the annual AlmC aJiglMlity redeterrniflfttion. Petsort.' in pl"C-:lOBS sLlttt:!l fOtmd to be 

(ead)' for partkipat.ieR ig employment ao.d traiAiAg win be a&&ignoo lQ Ut, lOBS pms~am f9Uowing 

the U!wment. CuuvNSe1y, petSOM in the JOBS program di&~ II} be, faGing ...ery serim.t5 

'mtacles to patticlplltlOn oouUt tie plated mthe pre-JOBS phMe~ 


lfle assessment win email an evalml1iQA Of t91! thl(tent to wh!Cft: (1) dIe State was provUfJng the 


sOPpollive servIces, me agency will be requircil to est:armsh a plan to ellsulI' that the sel'Vices w.iJ.LPe 

law, refusing a ' good cause will from the current 
penalty (removal of the adult from the grant) to loss of the family's entire AFDC benefit for 6 months 
or until the adult accepts the job offer. whichever is shorter. 

. ~~"~\':211' .
Increased Funding. is plan envisions a dramatic expansion in the overall level of participation in 
JOBS, which will early require additional funding. States currently receive Federal matching funds 
for JOBS up to an amount ~Iocated to them under a national capped entitlement. Enhanced Federal 
funding will be provided to accommodate this expansion of the JOBS program. 

~®~~.1k . 
Enhanced FOOefltl Match/\ To address the, scarcity of State JOBS dollars. the Federal matcb rate will 
be increased. . , 

Federal Leadership. The Federal role in the JOBS program will providing training and technical 
assistance to help States make the program changes called for in this plan. The [<ederal Government
will encourage evaluations of State JOBS programs, help promote state-<Jf~the~art practice.'i. and assist 
States in redesigning their intake pcocesaesto em hasize employment rather than cligibility, These 
activities wilt be funded by setting aside 
purpose. 

.~. 

n, ree of Federal lOBS funds specifically for this 
.--1. 7 

ry.... t.~· .~~ 

" 
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Rationale 
, 

The joint develdPment of employabU'~~ adeq\lately reflect the needs of recipients will help 
ensure that recipients bave a s m ~uccess in the JOBS program. 

AdditionaUy, the pro' n that most applicants be ired to participate in up-front job search 
activities win ac plish several things, It w' einforce the emphasis on employment for people 
enterin the jm:fu!!~E.:/the job 3eMeh-aetj~ities wUl lead to immediate employmeni or 80m ~ 

pJents. PO,r those who subsequently enter the lOBS program, they will hav.~"~ realistic grasp 0 TO G>/ 
.. die job market, This.will aid in the assessment and in the development of the employabilit , and f.?-"t 

may also hel mid ants focus their ener ' 

In order for the system to work:, participants must see that the requirements are r~. There muSt be a; .::;;;: ~ 
direct connection between a participant's ~ebavior and the rewards and sanctions as a consequence. .J @,fa:t 

It ~ important to ensure that all welfare recIpients who are required to participat~ in the JOB
program have access to the appropriate services. The increase in Federal resources available to the (k.>V@ 
States and the simplified and enhanced match rates will enable States to undertake the necessary "t"V IJexpansion in the JOBS program.. r·;;.q­

, ' 
, ,Integrating JOns and Mainstream Education and 'I'raining Initiatives 

~(The role of the JOBS program is not to create a separate education and training system for welfare 
_~ recipients, but rather to ensure that they have access to and information about the broad array of 

Ii.'l\ existing training and education programs. ,Under the Family Support Act. the governor of each State 
r is required to ensure that program activities under JOBS are C()()rdinated with JTPA and other 

. relevant employment, training. and educational programs available in the State, Appropriate 
components of the State's plan which relate to job training and work preparation must be consistent 
with the Governor~s coordination plan. The State plan must be reviewed by a coordinating counciL 
While these measures have served to move the welfare system in the direction of program 
coordination and integration. further steps can. and should be wen. Federal and State efforts for 
promoting integration and coordination, and general program improvement: will be an ongoing 
process in the new system. 

, 
'Program Coordination, This proposal inciudes provisions which win greatly' enhance integration and 
coordination among the JOBS program and related programs of the Departments of Labor and 
Education, such as Job Training Partnership Act programs and progr~ falling under the Adult 
Educatkm Act and the CarJ D. Perkins Vocational Educational Act. For example. the State roundl 
on vocational education and the State advisory council on 'adu1t education will review the State JOBS 
plan and submit comments to the Governor to ensure the objectives of the.'!.e programs are adequately 
addressed by the State', lOBS program, 

6xpanded State Flexibility_ In order to·enable States to take the steps necessary to achieve full 
integration'among education. training. and employmeot service programs, governors will have the 
option to o()Cfate tbe}OBS and WORK programs through.an agency other than the IV~A agency, For 
exampte, a governor may choose to operate a combined JOBS/JTPA program. This option wlU 

. expand Slate flexibility and will promote innovation and program improvement: 
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Expandine- Op,portuniti~. Among the _many Administra.tion iniriatives which will be coordinated with 
the JOBS program are: -
• 	 National Service, HHS will work: with the Corporation for National and Community Service 


to ensure that JOBS participants are able ~o take full advantage of national service as a road to 

independence, 


• 	 Schoof-ta-Work, HHS wiIJ work: to make participation requirements for School-to-Work and '_ 

for the JOBS program compatible, in order to give JOBS partidpants the 9Pportunity to , 


access this new initiativ.. i.." '!!\...,....- "","< -\v ........~4- .J...Al.. ~~, k\­
• 	 Qne-li\J)p ShQj)pjn~,:p=,~= Labor ",ill "".,.id., ...kl"11 ~BS office, ,ii<:, _ 

fur the 00 °_ ..~~"rauOlL ui\. "'- "'trv,~ '(",;::cl.~ 'lL.)06<, ~ . 

• 	 £ell Grants. The program will ensure that JOBS participants make fun use of such existing 

program.'l. as PeU grants. inoome-contingent student loans and lob Corps, 


~ 	 .: 
The Federal government currently operates ~a myriad of education; training. and employment s,erviC:-! 
programs. Many of these programs serve the AFDC population, JOBS programs must continue to 
link clients to the available services in the community, Coordination. integration and implementing 
common strategies among the major programs which serve the AFDe population will help Stales 
accomplish the mission of the JOBS prog~~panding access to other available services. ~ 

"1f!is proposal prescribes greater coordination. ifgtants broad flexibiHty to States to achieve this 
Objective, To this end, the proposal implements several mechanisms that promote ongoing 
coordination and integration and which lessen the administrative burdens States face, This will allow 
for program simplifieation, iMovation, and ongoing program improvement. 

~ f<:A"- TIME LlMI'l}f 

Most of the people who eqter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many years consecutively, 
It is much more common for recipients to move in and out of the welfare system. staying for a 
relatively brief period each, time, Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave 
within two yearn and fewer than one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC. Half of those 
who leave welfare, however, return within two years, and three of every four return at some point in 
the future. Most recipients use the AFD.C program not as a permanent alternative to work, but as 
temporary assisrance during times of economic difficulty, 

While person.1) who remain on AFDC for long periods at a time represent only a modest percentage of 
all people who ever enter the system, they represent a high proportion of those on welfare at any 
given time. Although many face very serious barriers to employment. including physical ~isahiHtics. 
others are able to work but are oot tnO-.;ing in the direction of self~suffidency, Most long-term 
recipients are not on a track: toward o~taining employment that ,,:i11 enable them to leave AFDC. 

Placing a time limit on"'eash assistance Is part of the overall effort'to sbift the focus of the welfare 
system from issuing checks to promoting work and self~sufficiency. ,.The time limit win give both.. 


. 
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recipients and lOBS staff a structure that necessitates continuous movement toward fulfilBng the 
objectives of the employability pJan at1d~ ultimately, finding a job.' .. 

Two~Year Limit on Cash Benefits. The proposal establishes. "foc adult recipients not placed in pre­
JOB~~ a cumulative limit of 24 months of ~bellefits~~ S"~ te me work 
reqUirement (see below for treatment of ~d:1ftl parents tlMefil.if:' 191. l......,j ~.... . 

~ . 

Time limits will, in general, be linked to JOBS participation. Recipients required to participate in 
,/~),j.;;(~ ODS win be subject to the time limit. Months in which an individual was receiving assistance but 
if' as assigned to pre-JOBS status rather than participating in JOBS will,not count against the 24-month 
'yII!" time limit. . , 

'J>.\W "" 	 .~~! • 	 In a two~parent family. both parents will'be subject to the time limit if the principal earner is in the 

phased·in group (see below). If olle parent reaches the time limit when the other has oot. the parent 

who reach~ the time limit win be required to enter the WORK program. The family will continue to 

be eligible for benefits as long as at least one of the two parents had not reached the time limit for 

transitional, assistance. 


Recipients unable to find employment by the end of two yearn of cash benefitS could receh:e further 
government support only through participation in the WORK prl?gram (described below), 

. -' JiJr' 1 .. 

Minimum Work Standard, Months in which an individual meets the minimum work standard will not 
be counted anainst the time limit. In an AFDC~UP family. if one ,Parent meets the minimum work ( 11 

standard, neither parent is subject to the time limit. -rt.,. """o;w.. ~ lH .......\.\ '-.. ~ .. ~ l.D ~ ..... ~.;....n.~ 
. 	 . ~ >~~ '" ""'tr'" ~.....k... 

:r~n Patents. As mentioned elsewhere~.virtually all parents under age 20 win be required to partici~ 
pate in JOBS, The 24-month time clock. however. will not begin to run until the parent rums -18. In 
other words, months of receipt as a custodial parent before 1M age of. 18 wilt not be counted against 
the two-year time limit. 

Job Search. ' Persons who ace within 45 days of reaching the time limit (up to 90 days at State option) 
will be required to engage in supervised, job search for those final 45-90 days> before taking a WORK 
ll.>:;signment. 

. 	 ...I,~..\J .....J",.....c 
~xtensiQ!1S. Slates win be permitted, but not required, to grant"extensrons to the time limit in the 
following circum.o;tances: .,..... 

• 	 For completion of a GOO or other education or training program, ineJuding a school-to~wod: 
program or post-seCondary education program. expected to lead directly to employment. 
These extensions will be contingent on sati~actory progress toward.comp!etiy~ the p'cogpn: ~ J _I 
and wm be limited 10 12-24month' in dur.lio'} -J.......ttx. ~ ""rio. pWf~ ""'Ilr": 

• 	 For those who are learning disabled, illiterate or face language barriers or other,serious 
.,~ . 
"obstacle.i w employment.. 	 . 

. 
States will, in ;1(~dition. be required to grant extensions to persons who 

.~ 

had reached the time limit 
without having had access w the serv,lccs specified in the employability plan. 
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~ The total number of extensions will be limited to 10 percent of recipients required to participate in 
lOBS. In other words. a State oould have no more than 10 percent of such recipients in extended 
status at any given time. I ' I.ff: J" 

A-"i fO. C~~~- ....... -\-~~ (.t.~;~ &~~ ~ 


QYlllifyine for Additional Months of Assistance ersons who had left welfare with fewer than six 
months of eHgibmty for AFDe benefits/JOB participation remaining will qualify for a limited 
number of additional months of eligibility An individual in this category (fewer than 6 months of 
eligibility remaining) wi11 qualify for one additional month of eligihility fo.r every four months during 
which the individual did not receive AFDe and ":as not in the WORK proEram. up to a limit of six f' 
mondt, of eligibility at any time. '"?'-<><14 ....~:,." ~ kf'><- ~~v ~ ~ (>7-\.; J;f-AI"..... 
. ..:..l. ---I.ll.l ~<t ~ .J-..d. ~~ ).\. ~ . 

~ 
The time limit policy as currently structured is in to encourage recipients to move toward 
employment and self-sufficiency as rapidly ssible. while at the e giving persons time to 
complete education and training progr which will enhance the'· dis and employability. Under 
the proposal, as discussed above. ns who are ill, disabl • caring for a disabled child or, 
otherwise unable to work will b aced in pre~JOBS and will not be subject to the time limit. 
Tbe provision which allows i Ividuals to qualify fo (1ditional months Qf assistance is designed to 
reward work by providin cushion, in the eve f temporary -economic difficulties. to thoSe who 
have left the welfare s em for work. 

PHASE-IN . 

It ;s very unlikely that States .could proceed to full-scale implementation of the changes described 
above immediately after passage of the legislation. Even if resources were plentiful, att~ting to 
instantly place the entire caseload in the new transitional assistance program will almost guarantee 
enormous administrative difficulties at the State ieveL Facing the need to serve hundreds of ~l k ~l., ~ 
tliousands more persons in the lOBS program and to create hundreds ofthOtl:sands afWORK / s ...<-.ucl ...\.(.·\~ 
assignments, many States might be ugalde w dtHwr meaniagfHI filiCViGe6 te logS p&R:ieipllIlts/.Afi­
4isetlsud abQ.>.ve, &II effmlve JOBS prognnn 18 essend31 to movmg people from welflU'e w WOrk: mid 
til tl'atl"formlAg the emtttte at: wreUare &ffiee.'t. AeeMdingl,.~ it is aitiad tlIat S~. 33 part of the 
welfal'o. I'cfotw.~rt, be able fA foCUS Oil hllildiAg Stief! a JOBS plOgrAl'!l. 

~n attractive alternative to the choos of Im.rnediate fuU"'SCale implementation is to begin by .~o:u~~~'l ~~ 
on younger parents. -k-f&,.1Iie younger generation of actUal and potential welfare recipients ~U1e 
source of greatest concern. They are aJ5Q the group far which there is probabJy the greatest hope of 
making a profound difference. Younger recipients are likely to have the longest stays on welfare, in 
part because they are at the beginning of their spells. Under this approath, we will devote energy 
and new resources (Q ending welfare fur the next generation, rather than spreading efforts so thio that 
little real help i,s proyided w anyone. 

k.31'( . 
The ase-in 0 the new. requirements will begin with all recipients (including new applicants) born 
after 197J (1" 1912 cr 1l1tef'}. An persons of the same age and circumstances will then face the same ~ - rules, regardles.<: of when they entered the system. Over time. as we percentage of the caseload born 
after 1911 rises. the new transitional assistance program will encompass a gre3ter and greater 
proportion of welfare recipients. By 2004. two-thirds of the adult caseloi'd will be phased in. -
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Targeting ),ounge/parents does not imply any reduction in existing education and training services for 
older recipientslThey win still be eligible for JOBS services. The new resources, however. wiU be 
focused on younget recipients. . 

RAtionale 

In order to achieve the goals e welfare reform e • e capacity of the States must also be 
considered. ReroUf Id initially be.fo on the population which promises the greatest 
results, rather attempting immedia -scale implementation, which win place an enonnous , 
burden on and localities. er the propo:~.:~!~.trate States win begin by targeting 
young~pients. who are 81 at-risk:JUr~dency. Recent data me, . WIM 
P gr{iin indicate that young recipi~espond to treatment and r a 24-month limit in a Slm 
manner as the population as a whole. despite the fact that youn recipients are more likely to have 
young children. to be never-married and to not have romp! high school. 

WORK 

The focus of the trarnitional assistance prQgram will be helping people move from welfare to sclf­
sufficiency through work. An integral part of this effort is making assistance truly transitional for 
those able to work by placing .a two-year time limit on cash benefits. Some welfare recipients will, 
however, reach the two-year time limit without baving found a job. despite having participated in the 
JOBS program and followed their employability plans in good faith. We are committed to providing 
these persons with the opportunity to support theIr families through paid wOrk. 

Each State will be required to operate a WORK program which will make paid wOrk assignments 
..(hereafter \\It;)RK ltS3tgftmeHts OF WORK pesitiellfi) available to recipients who have reached the time 
limit for cash assistance. 

The. overriding goal of the WORK program will be to help participants find lasting unsubsidi7.ed 
employment States will bave wide discretion in the operation of the WORK program in order to 
achieve this end. For exampie. a State could provide short...wm subsidized private sector jobs (with 
the expectation that many of these positions will become permanent) or positions in~ublic sector - _ 

encies, or both. r l I 
~, """1"I'f'IS "'-d
19 ~' 3S dmini.trative Structure of Ihe WORK Program , ~ 1 

, 

EliI!ib-ilitv. A recipient who has reached the time limit for transitional assistance wlll be permitted to 
enroll in the WORK program. provided he or she has not refused an offer of an ullSubsidized job 
without good cause (see below). 

Funding, Federal funds for the cost of operating the WORK program will be capped and distributed 
to States by a method similar to the JOBS allocation mechanism. States will re«:ive a set allotment of 
funds. for generating WORK assignments and providing other services to WORK participants. In 
addition. the Federal government will reimburse States for wagei paid to WORK program participants 
at a specified match rate. Money w:hich -would have been devoted to cash benefits will be available to 

~.CQver the rest of WORK wages. 
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FlexlbillOf. States will bave considerable ftexibUi!)' in operating the WORK program. A State could 
pursue any of a wide range of strategies to provide work to those who had reaclted the two-year limit, 
including: 

• 	 Suhsidize private sector jobs; 

• 	 Create positions in the not~for-profit sector (which could entail payments to COVet the cost of 
training and supervising WORK participants); 

• 	 Offer employers other financial incentives to hire JOBS graduates; 

• 	 Execute performance-based COntracts wirh private firm~ or' not-for-profit organizations to 
place WORK participants in ua..ubsidized jobs; 

• 	 Create positions 'n public sector agencies (which might include employing adult welfare 
recipients as mentors for teen parents on assistance); '_ \... -'1" A. 

. . .L.\:J.~~--

• 	 Employ WORK participants as child care worlc:erslr home health aides; and 

• 	 Support microenterprise and self-employment efforts. 
~~ . 

Capacity. Eacb State wi! required to meet a participation standard for the WORK program, which 
will be defmed as cen of persons in the WORK program or a minimum number of ~ORK 
assignments (based e level ofFederaI funding received). whicllever.is lower. 

Allocation of WORK AssigDm~o\S. If the number of people needing WORK positions exceeded the 
supply, persons new to the WORK program will be given priority, over persons who had previously 
held a WORK position, in the allocation of WORK assignments. With resp~ to the remaining 
WORK participants~ States wil1 be permitted to allocate WORK assignments so as to maximize the 
ehance of successful placements. 

Intenm Activities. Stat.es wUi have the option of requiring persons awaiting WORK assignments 
(e,g" those wbo bave just concluded a WORK assignment) to participa.te in other WORK program 
activities, such as individutl1 or group job search. Child care and other supportive services will be 
provided as needed for participation in interim WORK program activities. Persons in the WORK 
program but not in a WORK assignment will be eHgible for cash benefits in the interim. 

g!:!lyired AC<eJ)tance of Any Job Offer. Both lOBS and WORK program participants will be 
required to accept any offer of an unsubsidizcd job, provided the job met certain health and safety 
standards and did not result in a net loss Qf cash income. An individuaJ who refuses such an offer 
win not he eligible for a WORK job, and the entire family will be ineligible for AFDC benefits, for a 
period of six JOOnths, Such an !ndi~ will be eligible for serviyesj s'}ch as job,search assW:rce,C ' 

during thi, per),od.. Sf..hr .;-I If ~,J),.. +-Jf!r..........."...;t:.1t:!~t a::bi""~I'tt.t 
_L~1l J(:k1. ~_ fi-d.-<-. <.A."i,..J IvTfk ~}J,,~ ~~ ~r/.J.I. J., ~~<I4i1,,'''"> ..... ~ 

Qyersigbt. There will be a WORK advisory panel for each locality with union and private, oot-for­
profit (including community-basoo organizations) and public (including local government) sector 
repre.<;entalion t(l provjde oversight and guidance to the WORK program. '"' .... 
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Length of hdicipation-in the WORK Program. There will be 89 dgid lim., gR we leal¢' of rime a 
rf'CUWo tan ~wticipate in the WOJtK: progimH,. Individuals wilt be limited to. maximum sta), of 12 
months in any single WORK assignment. after which they will be required to perform job search. 
States will be required to oonduct a comprehensive assessment of any person who bas completed two 
WORK assignments or who has spent at least two years in the WORK program. Following the 
asscss"ment. persons could be assigned to another WORK position, placed inie-JOBS status, referred 
back to the JOBS program, or wig."" ",,","Ii.... opp'!'!'?!". '\UU &.'ee>' l!. I 1... ~ 

. .... ~.......... ! h..- ...... ",\li ~'"'t ~ ,....~. ~ ... -.t., 

Retention. States will be required to maintain record, on the l'Crformance • .of employers (public;~\.'.fa ~ 
private and not~for-profit) in retaining WORK program participants (after the subsidies ended), ~~t~ 
Similarly, States will be mandated to monitor the effectiveness of placement firms in placing WORK ~.....t ~ 
participants. in unsubsidized employment.. ~~-t\$ ,Y'" 

NQndisplucemem. The assignment of a participant to a subsidized job under the WORK program will 
not result in the displaCM1ent of or infringe upon the promotional opportunities of any currently 
em 10 rker, In addition. WORK participants could not be placed in vacancies created by 
Iring. la • strike or lockout. ft. WORK paHicipant win ftOt be 4<$stgned to Ill'ooiti9R witl:l a_ 

p;.ulale, not_for_profit entity 10 cw.ar-Fy aut ~-t.ltia! that Me dIe same 01' 3!lb!ftmtie:ll) eqtl:Ftmeftl w.. 
aeth itie:s that heye heea regulfr/'Iy OOffieti out a -State 01 local gOveflwlelit agency in the at ea. k 

"PWGIMholw.-fer filin; gfi&"/an~ ~A~flg vielBtisHS sf thooe fiOHdi5p1e:eemeet Md t"Mher provisions 
.. will be established. Remedies fer RgrleYaMe wHi iHeh:tde prohIbition of a WQru{ placement, .. 

;civstatement of a displaced unpieyee and payweGt of 10llt ur.:tges aed benefits t6 s~ an emplOyee 

• • 

~niye Services. States will be required to guarantee child care~ if needed, for any person in a 
WORK. assignment. States will a150 be mandated to provide other work:~related supportive services as 
needed for participation in the WORK program. 

Characteristics Qr the WORI( Assignments 

Wage.<::, P3!1icipants will typically be paid the minimum wage. Persons in WORK. assignments who 
were performing work equivalent to that done \?y oUters working' for the same employer wiU be 
similarly compensated, 

Hours, Each WORK assigl!ment will be for a minimum of 15 hours per week and for no more than 
35 hours per week. The number of hours for each poSition will be determined by the State. 

? 
Ttcatm n f Wa with es B n fits n T . Wages from WORK positions will bef 

treated as ed incom ith respect to Federal and Federal..state assistance programs other than 
AFDC. P Ul the WORK program and their families will be treated a.~ AfDC recipients 
with respect to Medicaid eligibility, 
Persons in WORK a.lIsignments will be subject to FICA taxes hut will not be subject to the provisiOlts 
of any Federal or State unemployment compensation law. Work.ers' Compens'ation coverage will be 
provided at levels consistent with the relevant State Workers' Compensation·statute. 

Earnings from, WORK Positions will not~\\'eV'i'!t. be treated as earned income for purposes,of 
calculating the Earned Inoome lax Credit (EITC), in order to encourage movement into jobs nuts ide 
the WORK program. 

34 



Earnjn~ SuDDIementation._ A family. with an adult in a WORK position. whose income. net of work 

expenses, were less than the AFDC benefit for a family of the same size (in which no one was 

working) win be eligible for supplemental cash benefits to make up the difference. In other words, 

an earnings supp1ement will be provided. such that a family with an individual who was working, in 

either a WORK assignment or an unsubsidiud pdvate sector job, will never be worse (Iff 'than a 

family of the same size on assistance in which no one is working. 


lbe work expense disregard used for the purpose of ~culating the earnings supplement will be $120 

per month (the'standard AFDC work: expense disregard), States wbich opt for more generous AFDG 

earnings disregard,policies will be permitted but not required to apply these policies to WORK wages. 


San9tions. Wages will be paid for hours worked. Not working the set number of bours for the I 
position will result in a corresponding reduction in wages,"lti ~ ,t;:tk~~ '1'>.t-~ ;..o,ll\l 1Ac\;-1 

'"\W..;.. . '" 't~ \'"'" . 
Length of a WORK Assignment. A single WORK assigrunent win be limited to no lllOre than 12 
months. after which time the WORK participants wnt be required to perform supervised job search. 

IYl!£ Qf lYQ[~. States will be encouraged to place as many WORK participants as possible in 

subsidized private sector positions. Many of the WORK positions may also be in the not~for~profit 


sectOr, with, foc example, voluntary agencies, He.ad'Start centers and other community-based 

organizations, ~ • 


. Work Place Rules. Participants in the WORK program win enjoy the same working conditionS and 
"rights as comparable employees of the same employer. Emph~)'en wilJ be pern)itted -but net r:cqui.red 
to'flffl_ide heaitl! in&UFaRGe te WORK ~ieiftam.s (as aisettSsed tl:bo'¥e, WORK paltlclpatm and their 
famHles wilt be categorieally digisle fer M~iQ). 

The WORK program as structured is designed to provide an opportunity for individuals who have 
reached the time Umit to support their families through paid work while developing the skiIls and 
receiving the job search assistance needed to obtain unsubsidized private sector jobs, The structure 
ensures that work "'pays" by assuring that a family with an adult in a WORK, assignment will be no 
worse off than a family of the same size in which no one is working, 

The purpose of the WORK program is to help persons move inlo, rather than serve as a substitute 
for, private sector employment, Conununity Work Experience Programs (eWEP or "workfare" 
programs) are not consistent with placements in the private sector, due to the widely varying and 
uneven hours of required participation. By opting for a work-for-wages model, we hope to encourage 
States to adopt a private sector focus for the WORK program, 
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IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

The current we.lfare system IS enormously complex. There are multip1e programs with differing and 
often inconsistent rules. The complexity obscures the mission, frustrates people seeking aid. confuses 
caseworkers, increases: administrative oosts, leads to program errors and inefficiencies. and abets the 
perception of widespread waste and abuse, 

PROPOSAL 

Clearer Federal goals which allow greater State and 10<al ftexibility are critical .. A central Federal 
role in information systems a!ld interstate coordination will 'prevent waste. fraud and abuse and win 
also improve service delivery at State and tocal levels. The proposal to reinvent government 
assistance contains three major components: 

~Oii, Si~piifiritlo'n'4nd Improvea .1ncentlvC;d~. Income SUppOi t Prog._",,-__ 

I· Allow States to reward work and the payment of child support 

• 	 Allow famines to accumulate savings 

• 	 Allow States to eliminate special requirements 'for two-parent families 

• 	 Other coordination and simplification proposals~ inclUding conforming accounting periods and 
liberalizing treatment of assets ~d resources 

A pei-rormance-Based System 

• 	 Develop new performance measures and service delivery standards )• 	 Improve quality assurance system 

• Provide teclmical assistance to States 


Ac.eountability. Emeiency,nnd Reducing Fraud 


• 	 A nationwide pubHc assistance clearinghouse 

• . State tracking systems 


• Essential persons • 


• 	 Expansion of EST systems 

36 




, ' 

, ",_.. 
@ 

",. -,_. - - COORDINATION, SIMPLIFICATION AND IMPROVED INCEN'nVIlS' ~;.. if' 
. 'IN INCOME SUPPORT PROGRAMS • . ....y. -~' ! 

Q..\-.': I.,v..-- \,..,.,.. ""\"" .J.-¥ _»'''4'\'~c<~ J! a... uA~ "t'~, ~11"'~ .....""" , 
The rationalization and simplification of income assistance programs can be achieved by making 

disparate Food Stamp and AFDC poliCy rules uniform or complemootary for related policy 

provisions. Our proposals include: 


Allow States to Rewaro Work and !he Payment or Child Sopport . , 

_ ~ -	 . 1::;."f,~ at- -4- t'l-/'" ..."..k
~isting~AFDC e3Rtiftgtl dt.l'tgflflf ruJes weN ~j6nal ot":nor ftl&:fty... ' 

r*if'iesl6. par-thad&:Fly aver time. Currently, all income received by an AFDC reCipient or applicant 

is counted against the AFDC grant except income that is explicitly excluded by definition. States are 

required'to disregard the following: 


• 	 For each of the first four months of earnings, recipients are allowed a S9Q work expense 

disregard. another $30 disregard, and one-third of remaining earnings are also disrcgardoo;"­

• 	 The one-third disregard ends after four 1Jl()nths. 

• 	 The $30 disregard ends after 12 months. 

In addition, a thUd care expense disregard of $175 per child per month ($200 if the child is under 2) 

is permitted to be calculated. after OWei' disregard provisions have been applied. Currently. $50 in 

childwSupport is passed through to families with established awards. The EITC is also ~Hsregardoo in 

determining AFDC eligibiHty and benefits. • . 


t:tIIl."" bt~#.A:'r I-< fl.. 	 . 
This proposal will el~ the ~ set of disregard rules al:\4 ca;taelish a'much simpJer minimum 

disregard policy at the federal level. We will allow considerable state fle:xibility in establishing 

policieS beyond the minimum. Our proposaJ includes the following: fou.r oomponents: 


• 	 Require States to disregard at (east $120 in earnings. This is equivalent to the $90 and $30 

income disregards that families now get after four months of earnings. 


• 	 Allow States oompl~e Oexibility in determining which types of income should be considered 

in developing a -fiIi_the-gap"lpolicy (i.e., income from earnings., child support or all forms 

of incOme}. Currently. if States fill the gap. they must apply all forms of income, 


• 	 Qive States the fJexibUity to establisb their own earned income disregard policies on income 

above these amounts. 


1. Each State establishes an AFDC need standard (the- income the State decides is the amount 

essential for basic consumption items) and an AFDC payment·standard (100 percent or less of the 


, nood standard). Benefits are generally romputed by subtracting income from the payment standard ... 

Under a "fill-the.gap'" policy, benefits are computed by subtracting income from the higher need :' 

standard, ..".. 
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. • 	 The AFDC $50 pass-4hrougb of child support payments will be indexed' for inflation; States 

will have the option to pass through additional payments above this amount. 


This Is a simpler system that is easier for recipients and welfare officiais to understand. It maximizes. 
State flexibility and makes work a more attractive, rational option. By allowing workers in' Jow 
benefit States 10 k.eep more of their earnings, it will increase the economic well-being of those 
workers. . 

Allow Families to Accumulate Savings 
-' 	 " 

As part of the welfare reform effort. we wit! ex.plore a fange of strategies. above and beyond 
education and job training. to help recipients achieve self-sufficiency. Such strategies could !nelude 
empowering welfare recipients to start their own businesses and encouraging them to save their 
earnings to build for the future. 9M individual erooomic dwel9f)ftl:eftt demeft9f:flttisn ~ra.m:-wfii 
1Rvoi¥8 ,,,,{lAg the eFfect of fndivWual Pevclopmcat .~YAi& as 00 ineootiV8 tOr Si¥iAg. Recipient.~ 
will be permitted to accumulate savings in Individual Deve1opmenl'"Accounts-(JDAs) up to $10.000 
for specific purposes such as poSH;eoondary education expenses. first~home purchases~ or business­
capitalization. Subsidized 10As. in which savings by redpients will be matched by Federal " 
government dollars. will be established On a demonstration basis; unsubsidized IDAs will be permitted 
for individuals. . , Non-recurring lump sum income will not be counted as a 
resource with res to continuing eligibility to receive benefits in cither AFOC or Food Stamps if 
put inlo an IDA. ~I.... 

Allow States to Eliminate Speds! R~ulrements for Two-purent Families 

AFDC eligibility for two-parent families is currently ~jmited to those in which the principal wage 
earner is unemployed, and has worked Slx of the last 13 quarters, "Unemployed" is defined as, 
working less than 100 hours in a month. This proposal wUl allow States. at their option, to eliminate 
any of the special eligibility requirements for two-parent families, including the 100 hQur rule, the 30 
day unemptoytrtetJt requirement, and the employment test. For States that elect to maintain a 100 
hour (or modified) rule, WORK program participation will not count toward the rule. In addition. 
this proposal removes the sunset provision that allows for the termination of the AFDC-UP program 
in 1998, and makeSit a permanent program, . . 

" 
Othtr Coordination and Simplification Proposals 	 , 

, 'dJi\:~ chan~es will be made to the administrative and regulatory program structures of AF~ 
and F<>od Stamps to simplify and coordinate rules to ·enoourage work, family formation, and asset 
accumulation. These include: 

Conformjng APDC and Food Stamn aCCQunting periods. The proposal will conform AFDC lO the 
Food Stamp Program's more flexible requirements. for reporting and budgeting. Under Food Stamp 
Program rules, States are given the option to use prospective or retrospective budgeting with or 
without monthly reporting. Recipients willStill be required to repon changes in circumstances like 
source of income and household composition which may affea eligibility_or the amount of assistance, 
~States will be required to make timely' adjustments to benefits when significant changes in'income and 
other factors are reported. - ­
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This proposal wii1 significantly simpJify benefit calculation procedures for joint APDClfood stamp 
households: Hy conforming the procedures in benefit detennination and calculation. workers and 
recipients will benefit througb less paperwork processing and time spent on reca1culating benefits 
because of fluctuations in income. The proposal maintains a balance betWeen assuring benefits are .. 
accurately det(~rmined by reducing the current complexities and retaining the appropriate level of 
responsibilities On recipients to repOrt information. 
.. ,........\~~ 


R:esuur.ces and wetS. The policies proposed under this category ljb.eMl1Ze how assets and resources 
- are treated for the purpose of determining eligibili~y for both AFDC and Food-Stamps for the purpose 

of encouraging-work and promoting seifwoSufficiency. tThe nomine) 6fw~t is 19 iActr.ase the casi'loads.... 
, a.od COlO" mbuth pi!9gfiHR£. ViC the genua:1 4lgt2men~ [('.If me pelieiee tie6erihod bel&w are 

peuua:s:n.'C,· Currently. asset and resource rules are not consistent across programs. creating confusion 
and administrative complexity, In addition, the very restrictive asset rules across FooCl'al assistance 
programs are perceived as significant barriers to families saving and investing in their futures. 

We propo..<;e to develop uniform resource exclusion policies in AFDC and' Food Stamps. This 
proposal will increase the AFDe resource limit (currently $1,000) to $2,000 (or S3)000 for a 
household with .a member age 60 or over) to oonform to the Food Stamp resource limit. We wiU 
generally conform AFDC to Food Stamp policy regarding burial plots, funeral agreements.,real 
property. cash surrender value of life insurance policies and transfer of re..<;ources. The Secretary of 
Health and Human Services wiJl exercise existing authority to increase the AFDC automobile limit to 
an equity value that is compatible with the current Food Stamp fail' market value limit to assure that a I 

vehicle will meet the requi,I'Jl!I'P)S ofbQth P"!~rams. "Jl' ~.~~~ ¥+ *" ~, w. ,W. 
"\'~_~",,,I-u..... ,~~~ -'I!...,..I-\W--\:..~, . . 

1'be administrative complexities that exist in applying resource requirement>; in the AFDe and Food 
Stamp programs will be greatly reduced under these proposed changes, Welfare administrators will 
be able to apply the same rules to the same resources for the same famlly_ These conforming changes 
achieve simplification by streamHning the administrative processes in both programs. 

The proposal also includes a se1f...emp1oymentlmicroenterprise demonstration program. This program 

will attempt to promote self--employment among welfare recipients by providing access to both 

microloan funds and to technical assistance in the areas of obtaining lQ3IlS and starting businesses, 

The demonstration will explore the extent to which se1f.-emp)oymetit can serve as a route to self~ 


sufficiency for recipients of cash assistance by encouraging persons on assistance to start microente­

rprises (small businesses). In addition. resources ncces..<)aty for self-employment. including business 

loans, will be excluded from the general resource limil<.;, . ­

Treatment Qf.incQ!lli(. Federal APDC law requires that alJ income received by an APDC recipient 01' 

applicant be counted a.gainst the AfOe grant except income that is expliCitly excluded by definition Of 

deduction. 'A number of changes are proposed to bring greater conformity between the AFDC and 
Food Stamp programs. to streamline both programs and/or to reintroduce positive'incentives for 
recipients to work. Several provisions will meet these objectives, ,. 

This proposal will exclude non-recurring Jump SUm payments from income· for AFOC.,and disregard 

reimbursements and EITC as resources for boili programs. Lump sum payments, such as ErrC or 

reimbursements, will be disregarded as resources for one yeat· from the date of receipt allowing 

families to conserve the payments to meet future living expenses, In addition. we'will disregard an 

education a.<;sistance and earnings of students up to age 19. exclude inconsequential inoorne up to $30 
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per individual pet quartet, disregard JTPA stipends and allowances, disregard both earned and ........ 
unearned inMtind income and count OJT and other earned income. Allowances, stipends and 
educational awards receivt'd by volunteers participating in a National Service Program will be 
disregarded for AFDC to conform to Food Stamp policy. 

<rl';D~u;;tiIITil;:-y::p::a::ym=en::'lS:::-:w::;;-u'i··be~e~.~cl~u~ded-:-f:-ro-m~i-rn:o-m~e--:-fo-r-:F::ood~-:S:-tanl-p-pu-rpos--es-,o-co-n-:f::-o-rm-w-:i-"th­
AFDC l'Qr e reqUIrement for States to supplement p. tales if 

y ave Jess disposable income because child support is paid to the <:bild support agency instead 0 

di,ecdy to the family will be eliminated. AFDC and Food Statnp rules will be modified·'" permit 
identi~ prooedures for determining the costs of business inoomevriccived from boarders. 
Compatible exclusion.'\ for micmenterprise (self-.employmeot) business expenses will also be 
devcloped. 

Together these proposals will make the treatment of income simpler for both recipients and welfare 
officials to understand. They will make work and education a more attractive. rational option for 
those who would continue to receive assistance and they will improve the economic well-being of 
those who need to oombine work: and welfare. .. 

Application fQrm~. The Food Stamp Act requires Statts to ~ of a simplified. national ap~icat:t'onJ\~~tr 
form or an approved substitute and specifies the content requirements, including rigllts and d,.. r 
responsibilities. A combined application for public assistance households is also required. FQr the lA.j ?7 
AFDC program, States have flexibility in designing the application form and in prescribing how to I f 1'\,(' ! 

notify applicants of their rights and obligations. We wm relax provisions mandating the specific 
content and placenumt of information on the Food Stamp application, while"maintaining requirements 
to notify clients of their application rights and responsibilities. Expedited processing wili stiH be 
provided .for families In emergency need situations. 

Other Conformities. We propose conforming and streamlining AFDe and Food Stamp policies 
regarding underpayments and verifications. Underpayments will be restored to both current and 
fomler recipients for a period not to exceed 12 months. While verification of information needed ror 
eligibility and benefit determinations will continue to be critical to delivering assistance~ States win be 
given flexibility to simplify ¥erific.ation systems, methods. and timeframes for income? identity. alien 
status and Social Security Numbers. AFDC requirements concerning dec'atation of citiunsblp and 
alien status will be amende4 to conform to Food Stamp policy. Stales will be permitted to implement 
Federal income tax intercept prot,'1'atnS to collect outstanding AFDC o .... erpayments. as currently' 
available for Food Stamps. 

Territories. The territories operate AFDC, AABD, JOBS, child care and, Foster Care programs under 
the same eligibility and payment requirements as the States. Funding for these programs, however, is 
capped for the territories. and the Federal government matches 75 percent of costs, The caps are $32 
million for Puerto Rico, .$3.8 million for Guam. and $2.8 million for the Virgin Isiands. Between 
1979 and the pres:ent. the caps were increased once. by roughly 13 percent. 

·.r 
The number of public assistance programs funded under the current caps, coupled with only one 
adjustment to theSe caps to 15 years, has seriously limited the territories' abilities to pr~vider let'alone 

increase, benefits, Benefit payments above the cap are financed 100 percent by the territories, 

rosuJ~ing In situations such as Guam's where the Federal share"is roughly 40 percent. Puerto Rico J 

reports that, since 1987, AFDe caseloads have nearly doubled from 98,000 units to tsa.,()()O units. 
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Further. beginning Octob«. 1994. Puerto Rico will be required to extend eligibility to twQ~parent 
families. Puerto Rico estimates: that an additional 40.000 families will be eligible for APDC due to 
this provision. 

We will increase the current C3ps by an additional _ percent to create realistic funding levels for 
the territories that are reflective of the current economy and caseload. We will also create a 
mechanism for indexing the caps to provide for occasional adjustments in funding levels in lieu of the 
current burdensome method Of petitioning Congress for adjustments. Requirements to operate AfDC­
UP programs in the territories will be eliminated.~ This proposal will continue to give territories the ­
authority. to operate public'assistance programs and adequate meariSJ'iO do so. . .• 

bdmini~\ratiye Cost Structuring for Cenain Social Services. The Social Seenrity Act provides for the 
development of programs for preventing Of reducing the incidence of births out of wedlock:, and for 
assuring that family planning services are offered and provided prompUy to aU individuals who 
~equest such services. However, the administrative costs of these family planning services are 
excluded from 50 percent Federal matching if famlly.planning services are included under the State's 
Title XX Social Services Block Grant Program. This proposal will remove that restriction and allow 
Federal matching for family planning administration even if provided under,Title XX. 

R!!tiQnale 

Sjmpl~fying and coordinating filing units and rules within AFDC and foOd stamps is cridcal to the 
entire welfare reform effort, In many cases, the administrative processes that currently exist are 
nonsensicai and serve to frustrate client and casework;er alike. Standardization amoog programs will 
enable caseworkers to spend less time on determining eligibility for various programs and more tlme 
on developing and implementing strategies to move clients from welfare to work. ' 

,Eliminating the current bias in the welfare system against two-parent families will prevent one parent 
from leaving the home in order that the other patent can receive welfare for the children, Many have 
criticized the welfare system because it imposes a -marriage penalty" to recipients who choose to wed 
by potentially' making the married..c,ouple family ineligible for a.lIsistancc. By eliminating: the disparity 
in the rules, parents will be encouraged to remain together and the ineqUIty of treating different 
family types differently will be removed. ~ . . 

In order to encourage worle) it is essential for recipients to experience economic return from their 
work effort. Changing the earnings disregards in AFDC will yield a simpler system that is easier for 

'recipients and welfare officials to understand. (t will maximize State flexibility and make work a 
more attractive, rational option for recipients. By allowing workers in low benefit States to keep 
more of their earnings, it-will increase the ecOnomic well-being of those workers. , 

Restrictive asset rules often frustrate the ,efforts of recipieots to save money and subsequently hamper 
their ability to attain self-sufficiency. Eeonomic security is a vital step towards leaving welfare 

"permanently, Changing 4l:c asset rules to allow recipients attain savings,·own a reliibJe car, or even 
start a business is an impOrtant step in the right direction. Increasing the "amount of savings a 
recipienunay maintain will help reduce the economic vulnerability that recipients face w.hen they"'· 
leave the welfare rolls. Demonstrations which test the use of starting small businesses :as a means to 
self-sufficiency will help us explore that option more thoroughly:l.FinaJly. by allowing recipients to . ­ ~ 
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rulow States to detect unreported income of welfare clients. Moreover. improved parent locator 
c3pabiliti~ will mean State..~ can find absoot,parents rrwre quickly and ea,g·ily. 

In addition. States wilt be able to use the location and receipt of AFDC and the names and Social 
. Security Numbers of members of AFDC famines to detect and prevent fraud and abuse. Such 


information, either alone or by matching it with other data sources, will 31low States to prevent, for 

example. clients: from receiving benefits in multiple locations, from claiming non-existent children, 

and from claiming children by more than one family. 


.....r 
_ 	 Pardy as a result Qf increasing the detection of fraud and abuse and partly as·a result of changing the 

culture of the welfare system, much fraud and abuse will be prevented or deterred before it o(:(:urs. 
For instance, people who currently have unreported jobs; but are fraudulent! y getting cash assistance, 
wit( be ftsmoked-out" because the JOBS p~us WORK requirements win prevent them from working at 
their unreported employment. In the face of incr'eased likelihood of detection of fraud and abuse, 
others may d.ecide not to come onto the roUs at aU or., once on, to actively pursue self.-sufficiency, 

Program integrity activities will focus on ensuring overall payment accuracy I and detection and 

prevention of tecipient~ worker and vendor fraud. Such measures include the following: 


..A RaU6'ftwide ifUblic assls:lau~ dearieglwu&C 


A nDtion~ide public assistance clearjnghouse, which tracks poo~Je whenever and wherever they use I 
welfare. SuclJ a system is essential for keeping the clock: in a time-Bruited welfare system. Persons 

will not be able to escape their responsibilities by moving: Ot by trying to collect benefits in two 

jurisdictions simultaneously.' ­

~Ytte trad::ing S)'stem:i which follow people in the JOBS and WORK programs. These sY£tem5 win 

ensure that people are getting access to what they deserve and that they are being held accountable if 

they are failing to meet their obligations. Each State will be expected to develop a tracking system 

which indicates whether people are receiving and participating in the training and placement services 

they are expected to, 


Essential Persons. Under current law, States are permitted, at their option, to include in the AFDC I
grant benefits for persons who are considered esSential to the well-being of an AFDC recipient in the 
family. ~~rrently, 22 S~ have sel~ the option of including essential· persons as part of the 
~FDC unit•.Such lnd~v~duaJs are not eligible for AFDC in ~eir ~wn right. but their needs are taken 
mto account III detemltDlng the benefits payable to the AFDC family-because of the benefits or 'w..­5services they provide to the family. This proposal will limit the kinds of individuals that a State may 
identify as ~essentia1" to eliminate the loophole that allows States to bring relatives Hke adult s,iblings 
into the AFDC unit. We propose defining essentiaJ persons as only those who: I} provide child care 
that allows the caretaker relative to pursue work and education, or 2) provide care for an 
incapacitated AFDe family member in the home. 

In sum, the new welfare system. on the ono hand, will provide goverrunent.agenci{Ut enhanced tools to 
d~t fraud and abuse and~ on the other. will prevent and deter clients'from engaging in such 
activities or will encourage dients to participate more actively in their own self~improvemeru. 

~'< 

, " 

Expansion of EBT ·systems. ,As pan of the National Performance Review. Vice President AI Gore 
charged a Federal Task Force representing the Departments of Health and Human Set"fllces, 



. , 

own at least one reliable car. we will belp ensure that those who rely on automobiles for 
transportation will have a betier chance of obtaining and maintaining employment . 

A PERFORMANCE-BASED SYSTEM 

One objective of welfare reform is to transform the culture of the welfare system - from an 
, institutional system whose primary mission is to ensure that poor chi1dren have a minimal level of 

.• economic resources, to a system that focuses equill attention on the task" of integrating their adult 
caretakers into the economic mainstream of so-ciety. We envision an outcome-based performance ~ 

.... measurement system that consists of alimited set of broad, measures and focuses Sta.te efforts on the 
·goals of the transitional support system - helping recipients become self-sufficient, reducing 
dependency and moving recipientS into work. The system will be developed and implemented over 
time; interested parties wil1 be included in the process for detennining outcome~ba..'ied performance 
measures and standards, Until a system incorporating outoome-based standards can be put into place, 
State performance will be measured against service delivery measures.' 

Service delivery stafidards will be used to monitor program implementation and operations. provide 
inc.ehtiva for timely implementation. and ensure that Stales are providing services needed to convert 
welfare into a transitional support system. The new service delivery measures for JOBS' ~jJllook 
over time to see that individuals subject to the time limit are being served by the program and that a 
suhstantial portion of such cases are being served on an ongoing basis. As soon as WORK program 
requirements begin to take effect, States will be subject to performance standards under the WORK 
program. The Secretary of Health and Human Services will develop a broader system of standards 
which incorporates measures addresSing the States" success in moving clients toward se1f..sufficiency 
and reducing their average tenure on welfare. 

Until automated systems are op~tional and reliable. State performance ViS~5~vis these service 
delivery measures will be based on information gathered through a modified QuaHty Control system. 

New Performance Measures and Service Delivery Standards 

For the purposes of monitoring State programs. an outcome-based perfonnance standards system will 
be instituted which will measure the extent to which the program helps participants-improve their self­
suffkiency. their inde:pendep,ce from welfare, their labor market partiCipation, and the economic well­
being of famili~ with children. Outoome-based performance m~ures will be developed first. and • 
then standards of performance with respect to those measures will be set. 

for the purposes of accountability and compliance. service delivery measures: win be implemented to 
. - ensure that wclfare systems are operating the program for the phased-in mandatory Population as 

intendoo. The new performance system will provide for awards and penalties for State performance 
through adjustments to the State's claims for Federal matching funds on AFDC payments. The 

-measures are designedJo provIde positive and negative incentives to States to serve recipients under 
the new transitional system and to monitor program operations, States will be subject to financial 
incentives in the following areaS: a coverage rate in JOBS, a monthly participatioti rate in JOBS. and 

- a participation rate in WORK,"~ ...... ­"'''',. 
,. '" -• > -
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Improvoo Quality Assurance System 

The current payment accuracy Quality Control system will be redesigned into a broader system 
focused on the performance standards established to ensure the efficient and effective operation of the 
JOBSfWORKItime limited assurance program. Payment accuracy wiH be retained as one eiement in a 
expanded role for the Quality Control system, which will also include improving the accuracy of 

. 	benefit and wage payments in the AFDC and WORK programs, assessing the quaiity of State--reponed 

data, ensuring the accuracy of State reporting ofJOBSIWORK data, and measuring the 3tXUracy with 

which States calculate client eligibility for benefits under a time-li~it~ AFDC system, ~ .•. ."­

~,)" 

--~'. 
Teclmicul Assistance •. 

Welfare reform seeks nolhing less than a change in the culture of the welfare system. This 
necessitates making major changes in a system that has primarily boon issuing checks for the past two 
decades. Now we will be expecting States to change individual behavior and their own institutions 
themselve.<l so that welfare recipients will ,be D1IJved into maimtream,society. This will not be done ~ 

easily. y!e envision a major role for evaluation. technical assistance and information sharing. 

Initially, States will require considerable assistance as they design and implement the changes required' 
under this proposal. Then. as one State or localIty finds strategies that work:, those lessons ought to 
be widely shllIed wjth others. One of the clements critical ID this reform effort has been the lesSQns 
learned from the careful evaluations done of earHer programs, Those lessons and the feedbatk: 
secured during the implementation of these reforms will be used in a formative sense and will guide 

, continuing innovation into the future. We-will reserve two percent of the total annnal capped 
entitlement Junding fol' the Secretary of Health and Human Services to be ~ipent on JOBS,~WORK and 
child care for re.~ch, demonstrations. evaluation and technical assistance. ~ 

~!<;ACCOUNTABILITY, IlFFICIENCY. AND RIIDUCING FRAUD Sw>vlJi 
Multiple and uncoordinated programs and complex Tegulations invite waste, fraudulent behavior and tJ.jS. 
s.imple error. Too often~ individuals can present different information to various goveflU!ienl agencies 13€ 
to claim benefits fraudulently with virtually no chance of detwlon. !.-AS'-. 
New technology and autom!luon offer the chance to implement ttansitionaJ programs which ensure ~. 

_	quality service. fiscal account.l!bility and program integrity, The new program of transitional 

assistance, in and of itself. will go a lont(wiij toward preventing waste and fraud. When 

implemented. the propo.&ed welfare system will lead to substantiaJ improvements in detecting and 

controlling fraud and abuse compared to the current system. In many States, existing processes for 

detection and prevention are cumbersome and inadequate to handle the growing number of 

applications for aid and the transient nature of tllese clients. Under the proposed system, reductions 

in fraud and abuse will occur mainly because of greatly increased ability to detect it. As k.nowledge 

of lhese efforts grows, there wilJ be increased prevention and deterrence of fraud and abuse a!) well. 


Compared to existing information systems, the new systems at the local, Stale. and Federai levels will 
dramatically increase the ability to detect,many kinds C!f fraud and abuse. The fonowing examples ," . 
illustrate what States could do"'with the never-before-availahle information. For example, the National 
Clearingbouse will provide States with information on Mtployment that wiU,-a110w them'to deteci 

.' - unreported income of non..custodial parents. leading to increased child support paymerml. It will also 
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Agriculture, Education, Treasury, the Office of Personnel Management, and the Office of 

Management and Budget to develop a strategic plan for a nationwide system to deliver government 

benefits electronically. Such benefits could include welfare assistance. In its recent report, the Task 

Force sets forth a vision for implementation of a unifotttl, integrated national system for Electronic 

Benefits Transfer (EBT) by 1m. 


This system wilt replace today"s multiple paper systems and provide better servke to benefit 
recipients at a lower cost to the taxpayer. The Task: Force recommended that the Federal government ~, 

be proactive"in developing a foundation for a uniform operating environment, worldng in partnership 
with the States and wi~ 'advice from the private sector, To~fmpJement the vision"over five years. the­
report has recommended taking a number of steps. These include identifying and establishing 
partnerships with groups of States and beginning prototype ilperation of base services, expanding EBT 
services nationwide. and enhancing EBT services in the future using new and developing 
teclmQlogies, 

~ ,As envisioned by the Task Force. an EBT system has strong long-tenn potential for better 
coordination of Federal benefit programs. At least [5 Federal and State assistance programs could 
use BST to replace their paper benefit delivery methods. ,Once the futI range of programs is 
included, a nationwide EBT.system could deliver at least $116 billion in benefits annually. with 
annual Federal savings in the range of $130 million. ­

Under EST, recipients will receive a 'single EBT card which they could use at ATM or poiot-()f-ule 
(POS) ,machines in stores and other locations to electronically access one or many types of benefits, 

, from welfare to Social Security. Studies have shown that welfare recipients prefer EBT. 1'11e card 

heJps.to eliminate the stigma associated with cashing a welfare check or using food stamps at a 

grocery store, and restores the dignity and control associated with worK and independence. EBT also 


, eliminates much of the high risk of theft associated with getting a benefit cheek in the mail and with 
cashing it for its fun value. Recipients can access their benefits' at their convenience (CQmpatible with 
their work or training schedule), and without incurring check cashing fees, 

Early implementation of EBT can be a signal to recipients that the welfare. system has cbanged. 
Currently. approximately 80 percent of AFOC families are "unbanked," Since using an EST,card is 
like using a bank card, recipients win be better prepared to participate in the economic mainstream of 
the community as they begin to work. By exposing and training recipients to Use electronic bank.ing 
technQlogy through EBT, reCipients will acquire much of the knowledge necessary to move into 
electronic banking. Successful implementation of EBT can therefore assist current efforts to refonn 
the wefface system. 

CONCLUSION 

(To be drafted as necessary] 

I 
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DRAfT ~1 

May 27, 1994'~G'E"D ~r:--.DRAFT 

WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL: 

WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY 


A NEW VISION 

[This introduction has not yet been updated. It will h£ revised based on the vision document 
being drartOO by IIHSlPublic Affairs] 

lOur current system seems at odds with the COre values Americans share: work, family. opportunity, 
responsibility, WhiJe we believe that work is central to the strength, independence and pride of 
American families. the present reality is that people who go to work are often worse off than those on 
welfare. Instead of giving people access to needed education. training and employment. the welfare 
system is driven by numbingly complex cligibmty rules, and staff resources are spent overwhelmingly'·" 
on eligibility determination, benefit calculation and writing checks. The culrure of welfare offices: 
seems to create an expectation of dependence rather than independence, Noncustodial parents often 
provide little Of no eoonomic or social support to the children they parented, and single-parent 
families sometimes get welfare benefits and other services that are unavailable to equally poor two­
parent famiJics. One wonders wnat messages this system sends to our children about the value of 
bard work and the impottance of personal and family responsihility. 

This welfare reform plan is designed to give people back: the dignity and control that rome,o; from 
work and ind,ependence. It is about reinforcing the values of work:. family. opportunity and 
responsibility. The current system pays cash when people lack adequate means to provide for their 
families. We propose a new vision aimed at helping people regain the means of supporting 
themselves and at holding people responsible for themselves and thelr families. The propoSal ' 
emphasizes that work is valued by making work. pay. It signals that people should not nave children 
until they are ready to support them. It stresses that pareQ-ts-both parents-have responsibilities to 
support their children. It gives people access to the sleills'they need, but also expects work in return. 
It limits cash assistance to tWQ years· and then requires work, preferably in the private sector. ,Most 
important. it requires changing the culrure of welfare offices. getting them Out of the business of 
writing checks and into the ,business of finding people jobs and giving them the skills and suppon to 
keep those jobs. ' 

Ultimately, Ihis plan requires changing almost everything about the way in which we provide support 
to struggling families. To achieve this vision, the plan has four main elements., 

I ' 
MAJOR ELEMENTS 

Preventing Teen Pregnancy and Promoting Purentul Responsibility 

If we are going to end long~term welfare dependency. we must do everything we can to prevent 
- people from going onto welfare in the first place. Families and communities need to work together (0 

ensure that real opportunities are available for young people. and they must teach young people that 
men and women w~o parent children have'responsibilities and should not become parents until they 
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are able 10 nurture and support their cliildren, We also need to make it clear that bo~ parents have 
re..'q}Ofl'\lbilities to support their ehildren. Our proposal calls: for: .. 

Prevention, 

A national campaign against teen pregnancy, which sets cle.a'i goals of opportunity and 
responsibility for youth. and draws on all segments of so,?iety and government. 

Responsibilities oj school--age families receiving assistance. Teen parents will be required to 
. finish schooL ­

Learning from prevention approaches that promote responsibiliry, 


Responsiblefamily planning. Expanded resources and support for family planning. 


Requirblg miMr mothers ro Jive at home, with their parents or a-.respOnsible adult-not receive 

a separate check (or setting up a separate household. 

StaJe aptian to limit addliiolUll benefits jor additional children conceived by parents on 
weljare. 

Supporting (wo:parent farniliei. 

End rules which discrimJlUlJe against two-parent/omilies. The l@-hour rule and quarters..of~ 
work rule which apply only to two-parent families would be repealed. 

khll<!. SUPPQrt enforcement. 

Universal paternity establishmenl~ preferably in the hospital, Strict penalties for women 
seeking AFDC who do not cooperate in identifying and finding the father", Serious financial 
inccJ?tives to States that do not establish paternity once the. mother has cooperated . 

." 
Cenlral child support registries in every StaJe, to track payments and take prompt action when 
money isn't paid. , 

A nalionlll registry alchild support awards and a national registry of new hires based on W4 . 
reporting SO that delinquent noncustodial parents can be tracked quickly and easily across 
State lioes. 

ReRuiar updating 0/awards. 

New measures to penalhe those who refuse to pay~from liccn.se suspension to IRS 
enforcement, 

A new program ajreqtdred lWl'* and training/o! men who owe child support and/ail to pay. 

Demonstrations 0/parenting and access programs and child support assurance; 
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Support for Working Families 
-

One of the greatest perversities of the currerrt system is that people on welfare -often have higher 
incomes. better health protection. and greater access to child Care than working poor families. This 
plan is designed to help families support themselves by going to work-not staying on welfare. The 
key eJemeors are: 

Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC).~·The e,;panded EITC makes it possible for low-wage workers to 
support their families above poverty. Efforts will be made to help families receive the BITe on a 
regular basis. ,­, 
Health Care reform. Too many people go on welfare and stay there because they cannot find work 
that provides health coverage for their families. An essential part of moving people from, welfare'to 
work is ensuring that working persons get health protection. 

Child care for the wQrkin~ pogr. In addition to ensuring child care for participants in the ~nsltionaJ 
assistance program and for those who transition off welfare. child care subsidies will be made 
available to low-income working families who have never been on welfare but for whom assistance is 
essential to enable them 1.0 remain in the workforce and off welfare. 

Replacing Welfare With Transitional Assistance and Work 

We do not need a welfare program built around writing welfare checks-we need .a program built 
around helping people get paychecks. We·need to tran.,form the culture of the welfare bureaucracy to 
convey the message that everyone is expectoo to move toward work: and independence. We et1"ision 
a system whereby people wouLd be asked to start on a track. toward work and independence 
immediately, with limited exemptions and exten.'l.iofl.S. Each adult would sign a persona; respoosibnity 
contract that spells out their obligations, as well as what the government will do in return. Our 
proposal calls for: 

Full panicimrtiQn. Every able--bodied individual who receives cash support is expected to do 
something to belp themselves and theit community. The requirement applies to those who are 
preparing themselves for work and to those who are currentJy not ready to work, Those who :ire 
unable to work. due to disal;Jility or other reasons win be expected to do something for themselves or 
their community but will not be subject to time limits until they are ready to engage in training. 
education, job search or job placement ' 

(\ (~(Qnned JOBS program. The focus of the welfare system mU5t b~ changed from a system focused 
on wrJting checks and verifying tirculTL.')tance to one geared toward helping people move rapidly to 
work. The Family Support Act offered the first dear vision for converting welfare into a transitional 
system. But the vision was not realized, in part due to insufficient resources. A reformed JOBS 
program would indu~e: ' 

Personal Responsibility Contract. In order to receive assistance. people will have to' sign a 
personal responsibility contract that spells out their responsibilities and opportunities. and 
develop an employability plan to move them into work as quickly a.o; possibJe. 

• 
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lob Search Firsi. Most recipients will go through supervised job search as the first step of 
their employability plan. Anyone taking part in the JOBS program will be required to take a 
private sector job if offered. 

A clear focus 00 empJoynuml. Too many programs seem to worry little about whether people 
actually get jobs and keep them. The plan will attempt to huild hridges between \h-ewelfare 
office and the private sector. 

1ntegration wilh mains/ream education and trainIng progrmds. We should not have-a....separate 
system for welfare recipients; It ought wbe integrated with'new and existing programs in the--. ' --~ 
community. 

Ernpfussis on worker support once a person is placed in, a job. The most effective programs 
do more than try to find someone a job, they offer help so that person can keep the job. 

Iiine limits. Individuals who are able to wmlc: will be limited to" two years of cash'assistancl).,""Most 
people will be expected toJ~nter employment well before the two years are- up, Mothers with infants, 
people with di.sabilities that limit work, and those who care for a disahled child wilt be placed.!n a 
JOBS~Prep program, and not be immediatcly subject 10 the time limit Extensions would he granted 
in a limited number of cases such as those who need to complete high school, or people who need 
more time bec.luse of language barriers, ' 

AWQRK DrOl!Iam. Those people who are still unable to find work at the end of two years will be 
required to work in a job in the private, not¥for-profit or public sector. Instead of welfare, States 
would be expected to provide jobs for those who have exhausted their time Hmit and cannot fi~ 
unsubsidized private sector work. Key elements of the WORK program include: 

Work, tWf MIOrkjare. States would be expected to place persons in subsidized joOO which pay 
a paycheck. Recipients would have the dignity and respou.,;jbility that comes from a real joh. 

Flexible. community-based program. States would be able to use money which would have 
been spent on "welfare and 'an additionil amount for administration to place people instead in 
subsidi2ed private jobs, with 1oca1 community organizations, or in public service employment. 
The program will I):ave close links to the loea! community" . 

Stron.g privaJe sec/or etnphaJis, The strong emphasis will be on placing people in subsidized 
private ~eaor placements that will lead to unsubsidized work. 

Non-displacing jobs. These jobs wiU be designed to avoid displacing existing W{)rkers. 
, 

Keeping srays in the WORK program shorr. To disoour:;ge long-term stays in the WORK 
program, the plan includes limits on'the duration of anyone placement. frequent job search 

">' requirements, no EITe for those in subsidized work slots, and a comprehensive reassessment 
for people after two placements. 

Special rules for places with high unemployment. Places with very high unemplQyment may 
be grru1hxi special exemptions and given added financial. support. 
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Dollar caps on ,Ire JOBS and WORK programs. These.programs will be capped entitlements, 
with fixed dollar amounts designed to moot the projected'cascload, This wiU increase State 
accountability and encourage rapid movement into the private sector, 

Reinventing C'.overnment Assistaott;' 

A major problem 'widl the current welfare s.ystem is its enormous complexity and inefficiency. It 
consists of multiple programs with different rules and requirements that are poorly COQroinatoo and 
confuse and frlLstrate recipients and caseworkers alike. Waste~ fraud and abuse can more easUy arise 
in such an environment. . . r 

The real WQrk of encouraging work: and respon..dhility will happen at the State and local levels: The 
Fooeral government must be,cleare"r, about stating broad goats and give more flexibility over 
implementation to States and localities. Our proposal calls for: 

Coordination. simnHfi&llwo wd improved incentives in income.5uPP.2rt pfQi!ramS, The administra~ 
dve and regulatory program structures of AFOC and food stamps will be redesigned to simplify and 
coordinate rules and to encourage work::_ family formation and asset accumulat!~n. lb~ proposal will: 

AllO'Wfamilies to' own a rellable aUl(JtItabile. Current rules prevent those on AFDC from 
owning a car with an equity vaJue of more than $1.500, That wHl be changed to $4,500 for 
both AFDC and Food Stamps. 

Allow States to reward lIDrk, Current law requires States to reduce benefits by Sl for each 
$1 earned; The proposal would give States the fieJdbiJity to reward work. 

Allow families to acctlltUdare savings. The proposal would allow families to set up Individual 
Development ~coounts which could be used for specific purposes without losing eligibility, ' 

A perfonnanceMQased system. In addition to incentives for clients, incentives"wiU be designed to 
bring about change in f:he culture of 'welfare offices with an empba.~is,on work and performance. 

ACCQuntability" ~fth1i~O'Y lind o.xJudng fraud, The plan calls for sjgnifi~t'expanslons in the use of 
technology and tracking sys~erns to ensure accountability, efficiency and fraud reduction, A:mong the 
advancements would be: 

A nationwide public assistliru:t clearinghouse. which tracks poople whenever and wherever 
they use welfare. Sudt a system is essential for keeping the dock in a time-limited welfare 
system. Perrons wilt not be able to escape their responsibilities by moving or by trying to 
collect benefits in two jurisdictions ~jmulianoously_ 

Stale lrac1dng systems which follow people in tire JOBS and WORK programs. These systems 
wiU ensure that people are getting access to what they deserve and that they are being held 
accountabJe Wthey are failing to meet: their obligations. Each Stale will be expected to 
develop a tracking system which indicates whether people are receiving and participating in 
the training and placement services they are-cxpectOO to, 
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The Impaa 0( Refonns 

. Making all these changes Qvernight would severely strain the ability of Federal and State governments 

. to implement the new system. We recommend phasing in the plan by starting with 'young people, to 
send a clear message that we are ending welfare for the next generation. The attached tables: are 
based on starting with the youngest· third of the projected caseIQad~persons'born after 1971. who will ,. 
be age 24 and under in 1996 when the new system is implemented.) 

(Add new caseload tables( 

~" 

• 
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COMPARISON OF SANCTIONING I'OLlCIES 
UNDER CURRENT LAW AND UNDER THE AI)MINI~'TIIATION'S PROPOSAL 

.. 
Sanctions for Rcfu.~al to Tnk~ An Offer of Employm~m! 

CurrQtlt Law: The sanction for failure to accept a private sector job is: 
(I) 	 For the first Dc-currence, the: loss of the nOll7compliant individual's'share of the grant 

until the failur~ to comply ceases, ~.:... "':0:,., 
Por ~he second occurrence, the same sanction is imPosed but fOf a-nliiii:!:num of 3 
months.,..~ , 

... 	 '>r' 
•. _ ••>f-. (3) For a third and subsequent occurrence, the same sanction is imposed..~t for a ..... ' 

.. _'" mlnimum of 6 months. . -.' ',-::Z 

The,SJate cannot sanction an individual for refusing to accePt- an offer of employmen~,jf that 

employment would result in a net iQSS of income for the fanbly, .' 


Administration Proposal: The sanction for refusing a job offer withom good cause would be the 
loss ciFthe family's entire AFDC benefit for 6 months or until the adult accep-ts a job Offer, whichever 
is shorter. The Secretary will develop- regulations conCerning good cause for refu'sing ~a private sector 
job offer. The State cannot sanction an individual for refusing to accept an offer of employment. if JrJO 
that employment would result in a net Joss of incQme for the family. 

Sanctions for Noncompliance in JOBS 01' WORK 

Current Law: The sanction for non:;ompliancc in the JOBS program is; .4 


;(1) For the first occurrence. the loss of the non~compliant individual's slla.rc of the grant 

until [he failure to comply cea<;es. -­

(2) 	 For the second occurrence, the same sanction is imposed bU! for a minimum of 3 
months. 

(3) 	 For a third and subsequent occurrence, the same 53nction is imposed but for a 

minimum of 6 months, 


Administration Proposal: Sanctions for noncompliance in the JOBS program remain the same'as 

curre~t law.. Noncompliaoce in the WORK program· results in the following penalties~, 


":. (1) For first occurrence, the family receives a 50 percent reduction in thef..FDC granl for 

one month Or until ihey comply. 


, _ (2) For the second occurrence, the family receives a 50 percent reduction ~n the APDe 

grant for three months. 


(3) . For the third occurrence, the family's grant is eliminated for d period of 3 months. 
(4) 	 For a fourth and subsequent OCcurrence, the family's grant is eliminated for a period 

of 6 months. 

Sanctions for Quitting an UnsubsidilA'g Job 

Current Law; No sanctions. 

Administrntion Propos'al: Individuals in the WORK program who without good cause voluntarily 
. (juh an unsubsidized job that met the minimum work standard (e.g. 20 hours per w~k) would not be 
eligible for the WORK program for a period of 3 months following the quit, 
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. \ ~;V~u..~ 
The financing for welfare reform comes from three areas: (1) reducti(}n~ in erqitlyment programs; 
(2) extensions of various savings provisions set to expire in the future; and (3,..... eflMMeMent .. 

nYIAY., f8iaing mCUJble:5, Estimated Federal savings for all proposals are rougbly $9,3 billion over 
five years, .... 

~, 

Entitlement Reforms 

Cap the Emerwcy Msistance Program. The AFDe-Emergency Assistance (EA) Program is _an 
uncapped entitlement program which has skyrocketed ill recent years, In fiscal year 1990, 
expenditures tQtall-ed $189 million; in fiscal year 1995, it is estimated that expenditures will be $644 
million and by fiscal year 1999 almost $1 billion. While the intent of the ~A pmgram is to meet 
short-term emergency needs and help keep people off welfare, States.currently have wide latitude to 
determine the scope of their EA progl'ams. Recently, Stares have realized ;hat the definition of the 
pmgram is so broad that it can fund almost any critical services to low-income persons, Some States 
have begun shifting costs from programs which the States fund primarily on their own such ll..<;: foster 
care, fa..'1lily preservation. and homeless scrvice..<; into the matched EA program, States appear to be 
funding services that address IOrlg·term problems as well as true emergency issue... , 

We propose to modify the current Emergency AsSistance program by establishing a Federal cap for 
each State's EA expenditures. The cap will be set in fiscal year 1995 and increased by the Consumer 
Price Index in each sabseQuellt year, The basic allocation formula bAlances the need to prote<.:t States 
that have been spending beavily on EA in and before J994 wlth the potential claims of oew States 
which have not previously had ctaims for services under EA. 

The basic allocation formula is a combination (If two components: 

(1) AlIocation among States proportional to their requested expenditures in 1994; and 

(2) Allocation among States proportional to their total AFDe spending in the previous year. 

There will be{et;;year transition period. and the weighting of the wmponents will shift over time. 
with increasingly more weight being given to the second componen!. Beginning in \995, the . 
weighting will be 90 percent by component 1 and 10 percent by component 2. The weighting will be 
altered by 10 percentage points each year latch that by 2004, the weigbting will be tOO percent by 
component 2. 

The anocation formula establishes a hold-harmless level at actual 1991 levels. The Federal match will 
continue at 50 percent up tu the cap, This projXlsal raises ahout $1,60 billion over five years, 

TIghten SpQI1!\orsbjn and Eligibility Rul~JQL~Qn..citizens. In recent years, the number nf non~ 
citizens lawfully residing in the U,S, wbo collect SSI bas risen dramafically, ~lmmigrants rose from 5 
percent of the SSt aged ~asel(!ad in 1982 to (lvet 25 perCelit of the ca<;e\oao In 1992. Since 1982., 
applications for SSt from immigrallt~ have tripled. while immigrurlon rose by only ahout 50 percent 
over the period. 
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Most of the legal permanent resident applicants enter. the country sponsored by their relatives. Until 
this year t current law required that for 3 years, a portion of the sjlOnsor's income in excess of 110 
'percent of poverty be "deemed" as avaiiabJe to help support the legal pcnmment resident (LPR) 
immigrant should they need puhllc assistance. Currently. about one~third of the LPR immigrants on 
SSI subject to the deeming rules apply in their 4th year of residency. Last fall. to pay fOf extended 
unemployment benefits, Cnngress extended the time of deeming under SSffrom three years to five 
yearn until 1996 when .t reverts to three years again. ~ 

.,,; , 

The Administration proposal related to non-citizens contains two parts··extending the deeming period 
for sponsor income and coordinating eligibility criteria under (our Federal assistance programs, 

Deeming. Our proposal makes permanent the five·year SJlonsoNo~alien deeming under the SSI 
program .and extends from thr~e years to five years sponsor~t()~alien deeming under the AFDC and 
food Stamp programs, for the period beginning with six years after being lawfully admitted for 
permanent residence in the U,S, and until a sponsored immigrant attains citizenship status, 00 

sponsored immigrant sball be eligible for benefits under the AFDC. SSI. and Food Stamp program". 
unless the annual income of the immigrant's sponsor is below U.S. median income. In other words, 
beyond the five years. an LPR Immigrant win be ineligible fur welfare if his or her sponsor's income 
is in the tOP half of the income distribution. Once immigrants attain citizenship. they will he eligible 
to apply for benefits on their own, Any immigrant whose sponsor is receiving SSI or AFDC benefits 
would be exempt from sponsoNoMaiien deeming under SSI. AFDC and food stamps. The proposal 
affects applications after the date of enactment (Le., it would gt'andfather current recipients as long as 
they remained continuously eligible for henefits). This part of the proposal saves about $2.8 billion 
over five years. . 

The proposal Sets consistent deeming,rutes for LPR immigrants across three Federal programs {SS!.. 
APDC. and Food Siampsl Extended deeming is based on longstanding immigration policy that LPR 
immigrants should not become publlc charges. Sponsored LPR immigrants most often apply for SSI 
benefits on the basis of being aged, and are different from most citizens in that the latter typically 
spent their life working and paying taxes in the U.S. At the same time, this proposal ensures that 
trulf needy sponsored immigrants wilt not be denied welfare benefits if they can eStablish that their 
sponsors are no longer abte to support them, if their sponsors die. or if the immigrant becomes blind 
or disabled after entry into the U ;S. The policy would nor affect refugees or asylees. 

Eligibility criteria. The second element M this proposal establishes similar eligibility criteria under 
four Federal programs (SSl, AFDC, Medicaid, and Food Stamps) for aU categories of immigrants 
who are nru legal permanent residents, This clement establish~ in statute a .consistent definition of 
wbich non-LPR immigrants are eligible fo( welfare benefits. Currently. due to different eligibility 
criteria in statute. and litigation ovet how to interpret st!;ltutory language, the four Federal programs 
,do not cover the same categories of non·LPR immigrants, The Food Stamp program has the most 
restrictive definition of which categories of non·LPR immigrants are eligibie for benefits (Le" the 
eligibility criteria encompass a fewer m:mbcr of I!\!S"fitatuses), S5I and Medicaid have the most 
expansive definition of which categories of non·LPR immigrants are eligible for benefits. and the 
AF~C program falls hetween these extremes. 

This proposal makes eligibility crit-eria in the SSI, Medicaid, and AFDe programs similar to the 
, criteria that currently eXist in the Food Stamp program, The new list of INS statuses required for 
potential eligibility to the SSI. Medicaid, and AFDC programs is also virt.ually identical to tliO$C listeIJ 
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in the Health S'ecurity Act providing eligibility for the Health Security CanL Like the ~tt:nded 

deeming provisions, this part of the proposal affectS applications after date of enactment (i.e., it 

would grandfather current recipients as long as .they remained continuously eligible for benefits), 

This part of the proposal saves, about.$900 million over five years. 


Tjme Limit SSI Benefit$ for )dnlg and AlcQboJ AddiCred Re!Xlpients, 

Current law requires that all SSI disability recipients for whom substance abuse is material to the 

finding of disability must be in avallable treatment ,and must have their paymentS made through a 


. representative payee (a U)ird party who rec~ives- and manages the funds). Payments to these SSI drug 
addict ar.d alcoholic (DA&A) beneficiaries are suspended if the individual fails 10 participate: in 
appropriate alcohol or drug treatment! i( such treatment is available, No similar requirements are 
made of Social Security (Title II) disability beneficiaries who reCeive benefits on the: basis of 
addictions. The representative payee and treatm~t requirements have been part of the SSJ program 
since its inception over 20 years ago.· However. t!ltfprovisluns have not'been implemented 
effectively. • ~ 

Under the proposal, strengthened sanctions and new time limits will be applied to benefits paid to 

individuals receiving Supplementru Security Income (SSI) and Social Security Disability Insurance 

(SSDl) benefits who have substance abuse problems that are material to their disability finding. 
. 	 . 

The Congress is reaching decisions .on these proposals"'currently in conference ·on H.R. 4277. a bill 

which the Administration suppot1S, We anticipate savings of about $800 million over five years, 


Income TesLMeal ReimburSements to Family Day Care Homes. The'Child Care Food Program 
provides food subsidies for children in two types of settings: child care centers and family day care 
homes. They are administered.quite differently. The subsidies in centers are wen targeted~ 
they are meanS4ested; USDA believes that over 90 percent of Federai doUars support meal rved to 
low~ineome (h,elow 185 percent of poverty) children. The family day care. part of the prog is not 
wen targeted because it has no means test (due to the lack of administrative ability of the providers). 
A USDA-commissloned study estimates that 71 percent of Federal dollars support meals for children 
above l85 percent of the puveit}' line, While the. child care center funding levels have been growing' 
at a modest rate, the.family day care funding levels are growing rapidly~-Ui,5 percent between t991 
and 1992. 

. 
The following approach better targets the family day care funding to low~income ehildren and creates 

minima! administrative requirements for providers. 


• 	 Family day'care bomes located in low-income areas (e.g,. census [raCL~ where half of the 

children are below IS5 percent of the poverty line) would, receive $.84 and $1.67 in breakfast 


. and lune!l reimbursements. respectively. during school year 1995. This is roughly equivalent 
to the "free meal# rate paid on behalf of low~iocome children in day care centers, whose 
families have inl.;omes under 130 percent of poverty. 

• 	 All other .homes would have a choice. They could elect oat (0 use a ~meansMtest; if they eicci 

this option, they would receive reimbursements at the reduct:.d h,ve!s of $54 and $1.27, . 

re.o>pectively. Alternatlvefy, a family day care home oould administer a simplified. two-pa'rt 

me<lmHest, ~feals served to children below 185 percent of the poverty line would be . ­
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reimbursed at the "free meal" rate. ~ Meals served to children aoove '85 percent of the. 
poverty line would be reimbursed at the reduced-price ratc. 

.. 	 - . 
• 	 Intermediaries that serve family day care homes in low~income areas would be reimbursed an 

extra sro per month for ongoing administrative costs, and a $5 mmioa set~aside would help 
such· day care homes to become licensed (or _~egistered). or 

This provision yields savin~ of about $500 million o~er five years, ....... 
, 
Limit Deficiency: Payments to ThoSe Makjng $100.000 or More from Qff~Fann JncomlLPer Yw... 
USDA farm programs are criticized for unfairly supporting large farms and wealthy producers rather 
than smaller farms and lower~inoome farmers, The Congressional Office of Technology Assessment 
concluded that most big farms "do not· need dirtet government payment.'; and/or subsidies to compete 
and survive. n One option is to'make prodlJcers receiving $100,000 Of 'more in off4arm adjusted 
gross income ineligible for Commodity' Credit Corporation (CCe) crop subsidies (price support loans 
and income support payments). The proposed targeting of subsidies would direct farm payments to 
smaller, faniil$"farms, which deserve Pederat financial help more than large agricultural enterprises' 
and individuals willi sufficient off-fann income, It would cause an estimated 1~2 percent of program 
participants to drop out of USDA farm programs, Most of these weaithiest participants include 
oorpora.tiofL~ and individuals for whom farming is not a primary occupation or source of income. 
This p:'oposal would save about $500 m}}lion over .r~ve years. 

Extend E"<piring Provisions 	 -• 

HQJ~ ~QnSjant the Portion of Food Stf\mp Ovemlll'Ltumt R~overies that States May Retain, States are 
permined to keep some portion of the tOO-percent Federal Food Stamp recoveries as an incentive 
payment for pursuing program violations, This proposal would extend the 1990 Farm Bill provision 
which reduced the percentage of rec.overed Food Stamp overissuances retainable by State agencies for 
fiscal years. 1991-95. Under this provision, which would be ex-tended to fiscal years 1996-2004. 
States could retain 25 percent of recoveries: from intentional program violations {Previously 50 
percent} and 10 percent of other recoveries (previously 25 percent). This proposal raises about $SO 
million over five years. 

\ 	 f!!end Fee,o; for Passenger P(QG§sing and Giber Cusrom SerYiee..~. Aflat-rate merchandise 
processing fee (MPF) is charged by U.S, custOms for processing of commercial and oon~commercial 
merchandise that enters or leaves U.S. wlU'ehouses.- The fee. adopted by OBRA 1986, generally is ./l, set at Q, 19"percent of the value of the good, Other variable customs fees are charged for: ~ passenger 

" processing; commerdal truck artivals; railroad car arrivals; private vesS\,l1 or private aircraft entries; 
f dutiable mail;" broker permits; and barge/bulk -carriers, NAFTA extended the MPF and other fees 
~ through September, 2003, The proposal extends the'fees through Sepiembe.r. 2004 and saves about 

$:1 	 billion in that year. . 

5xten4,Railroad Safety User re;!\is. Railroad safety inspection fees were enacted in the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 to pay for the cost;; of the 'Federal rail safety inspection program, 
The railroads are assessed fees according to a formula based Qn three criteria: road miles, as a 
measure of system size; train miles as a measure of volume; and employee hours as n measure of 
employee activity,. The formula is applied across the board to all raUroads to cover the full coStS of 
the Federal raitroad safety inspection program, The fees are set to cxpirt;'! in 1996, The 1995 
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President's Budget proposed (0 extend the fees through 1999 and expand them, effective in '1995. to 
cover other railroad safety costs. The proposal extends the fees perrnanentty, .This proposal raises 
about $200 million ~ver five years, . 

Extend CQroorate Environmental income (CEll Tax {Syper.ii,mdl. A broad-based environmental tax, 
based on corporate alternative minImum taxable ingome (0,12 percent) in excess of $2 million, was 
first enacted in 1986 and is set to expire at the end -of 1995. The welfare reform proposal Would 
extend the tax through fiscal'year 1998, Since the b,udget baseline includes revenue from the CEI tax 
only through J995, ex.tending the tax would generate a paywa.~*you-go (PA VGO) credit for budget 
scoring of (he welfare reform propos-a!. 

Superfund reauthoriution legislation WQuld providw further eEl tax extension through tbe year 
2000. which would provide sufficient additional PA YOO credit fur· budget scoring of the Superfund 
legislation's "orphan share'~ proposal: All revenue from the eEl tax-extension, whether enacted in 
welfare reform or Superfund legislation, wifl,continue to be dedicated to the Hmr.<t['dous Substance 
Superfund to,be used only for Superfund deanups. Current levels of spending from Superfund are 
already accounted for under the discretionary spending caps and are in no way affected by the 
extension· of this tax. This pn)p<Jsal would raise about $1.6 billion over five years. 

;r,;;;,,'ftw-.w.,..J . [, I.» ! "7-" , J./,' ,.J, C1 TC':i
~r""c:,J Cobiplillnce Measures ~ (' .. ff,!,,,,,,1+'- A.><- l~"" 1....-,"" )loodl'~~1 ~tJfC.- ", . 

Deny EITC to Non~Residem Aliens. Under current law, rion~resldent aliens may receive the Earned 
Income Tax Credit (EITe), Beeause non~resident taxpayers are not required to report their 
worldwide income, it is currently impossible for the IRS to determine whether ineligible individuals 
(such as hlgb~income nonresident aliens) are claiming the ElTe. The proposal will deny the ElTe to 
non~resident aliens comrlelely. We estimate that about 50,000 taxpayets will be affected. mainly 
visiting foreign students and professors, The proposal raise..1! about $100 million over five years. 

ReQuire Income RepQrting for ElTC PUffiQses for Dsmartment of Defense moD) PersQnot) , Under 
current law, families Jiving overseas are Jneligible ~for the BITe. The first part of this proposal would 
extend the ElTe to- active military families living overseas. To pay for this proposal. and to raise net 
revenues. the DoD would be- required to report the nontaxable earned income paid to military 
personnel (both OVetS'~as and States~side) on Form W~2. Such nontaxable earned income includes 
bas.ic allowances for subsistence and quarters, Because current law provides that in determining 
earned income fur EITe purposes such nontaxable earned income must be taken into account, the 
additio~naJ information reporting would enhance compliance widl the EITe rules, The combination of 
these two proposals raises about S200 million over five years, 

A table which sum~'flarizcs the fi~an(':ing provisionS is attached. 

.' 
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SUMMARY OF FINANCING PROVISIONS 


Five-Year Federal .- - ___-'{!!li"u~!!lil"'li.!lJnlliiLl_ 

Entitlement Reform." 

Limit Emergency Assistance 
Tigbten'Sponsorship and Eligibility Rules for Non~Citizens' 


five-Year Deeming and Eligibility Only fOf Aliens with Sponsors 

- below Median In-come 
Establish Similar Alien Eligibility Criteria forFour' Federa! Programs 

Time Limit Benefits for Drug Addicts and Alcoholics (H.R. 4277) 
Income Test Meal Reimbursements to Fami!y Day Care Homes 
Limit Dt~ficiency Payments to Those Making $WO,OOO or More from 

Off-Farm Income 0,5 

Extend Expiring Provisions 

Hold Constant a Portion of Food Stamp Overpayment Recoveries for Sta~es 0,1 
Extend Fees for Passet'lger Processing and Other Customs Services 0,0 
Extend Railroad Safety User Fees 0,2 
Extend Corporate Environmental Income (Superfund} Tax 1,6 

Tax Compliance Measures 

Deny EITe to Non~Resident Aliens 0, I 
B~uire (ncome RepQrtilJl! for DenmmeOl of Defens~ Personnel 0,2 

TOTAL 9.;l' 

• 

I. Since we-arc uncertain of the tinaI outcome of H.R. 4277: 'acrual financing provisions '!lay be in 
the range of $9.1 to $9.4 bill ion. 
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