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Dear Secretary Shalala:
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You are invited to appear before the Committee on Finance on
wednesday, July 13, 19%4, at 10:00 A. ¥. to present testimony
regarding the Adninistration's welfare reform leglslation, tha
wWork and Responsibility Act of 1984,

We lock forward to seeing you and to working with you ‘on

this most important issue.

Sinaaraly, \
ai Pat ¥oynihan ;
Chaix%&n

The Honorakle Donna E. Shalala, Ph. D.
Secretary of Health and Human Services
615F Hubert H. Humphrey Building

200 Independence Avenua, 5. W.
Washington, D. C. 20201
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Qtlice of ihe Aasistant Bevrelary
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMANSERVICES . for Lagistation

H

Washingion, DO, 20201

TO: The Secretary ,
Through: DS
COs
ES
FROM: Ierry Klepner ‘
Rich Tarphn i

SUBIECT: SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE HEARING ON WELFARE REFORM
Wednesday, July 13, 1994, 10:00 a.m,, 215 Dirksen

As you know, you are heduled to testify on the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994
before the Senate Finance Commitiee on Wednesday, July 13, at 10:00 a.m. David Ellwood
and Mary Jo Bane will join you at the witness table to assist in answering questions. This
hearing wiil be followed by a similar hearing before the House Committee on Ways and
Means on Thursday, July 14, at 10:00 a.m,

In general, the preparatory materials contained in this bnefing book are applicable to both
hearings. We will supplement the Finance Committee members general concerns listed
below with spexific polling information early next week, We will also outline the concerns
and potential questions of Ways and Means Committee members in a separate memo next
week,

MEMBERS" CONCERNS

As you know, Finance Committee merabers and staff - particalarly Chairman Moynthan -
are among the most knowledgeable in the Congress on welfare reform issues. Several
members and staff participated in the development and passage of the Family Support Act,
and the Committee maintains ongoing jurisdiction over all welfare-related programs
authorized under the Social Security Act, Democrars swintain an 11-9 majority on the
Committee, but the history and preference of Commitice members is to act in 3 bipartisan
fashion.



Chairman Moynihan {D-MY}: Chairman Moynihan has been very active on welfare

issues, and is the lead sponsor of the Administration’s bill in the Senate. Generally, he
believes that the Administration’s initiative is moving welfare in the right direction. Heis
particularly concerned about several issues:

(1} Timing -- Senator Moynihan has publicly criticized the Adminisiration’s "delay”
in submitting a welfare plan to Congress. His view is that a pew President has a bnef
window to tackle controversial issues and that it will be extremely difficult to enact welfare
reform in the last half of this year,

However, in a June 19 appearance on NBC’s Meet the Press, the Senator said the
President’s walfare reform plan could be passed despite current Congressional opposition to
it. In addition, Senator Moynihan said that he will "start hearings the minute we have just a
moment’s window in the health care proceedings.™ When asked if welfare reform could pass
in 1994, the Senator said, “we might surprise you." '

{2} Financing — While Chairman Moynihan has expressed great empathy for the
difficulty of financing welfare reform, he has also expressed concerns about the political
feasibility of several of cur financing proposals. During & recent meeting with you and the
Co-Chairs, he indicated that it would be virtually impossible to achieve our $500 million in
proposed farm subsidy savings. He and his staff also have concerns about the legal alien
decnung provision and its possible impact on New York. In addition, New York currently
receives a large share of HHS Emergency Assistance funds which would be capped urzder the
Administration’s welfare refurm proposal, :

During the June 19 Meer the Press appearance, Senator Moynihan offered this insight,
"1 regret, and I think a lot of people do now, that money for welfare was not put in the five-
year budget that we passed last year.”

(3) Terminatiou of Benefits ~ Senator Moynihan and his staff also have expressed
interest in the peint at which recipients lose benefits and for what cause. He may ask about
the WORK program and what happens to people who fulfill all of their abiigaﬁans complets
the number of allowed WORK placements, and still are not able to find jobs in the pmvata
sector.

{4} Teenage Pregnancy Prevention - Teenage pregrnancy prevention has bm an
issue of major concemn to Senator Moynihan for many years. His staff has repeatedly
emphasized that the welfare reform initiative nesds to focus on preventing teenage
pregnancies. And while Mr, Movnihan was pleased to see the President highlight thig issue
during his welfare reform speech on June {4, he continues to have concerns about our
commitment to deal realistically with this issue. In particular, he has criticized our proposed
national grant program as an unfocused effort to spread funds too thinly with little chance of
SuCCess.



welfare reform. Montana has a pending waiver application for a welfare initiative that would
establish: {1) a Job Supplement Program; (2) an AFDC Pathways Program that would Hmit
adult benefits to & maximum of 24 months for single parents and 18 menths for AFDC-UP
families; and (3) a Community Service Program requiring 20 hours per week for individuals
who have reached the time limit. The initiative also would begin to change the culture of the
welfare office by simplifying the implementation of the program.

Staff has indicated that Senator Baucus is concemned about the Administration’s financing
provisions., He may request the Administration’s view of the Califano study on substance
abuse among welfare recipients. Staff fear that if treatment is unavailable to recipients and
there is a two year limit on AFDC benefits, the Administration may create a larger problem
even if the Department’s estimated number of substance abusers is lower than found in the
Califano study.

In addition, Senator Baucus has expressed concerns about the application of our JOBS and
WORK requirements in rural Montana, where few if any jobs may exist for welfare
recipients.  Senator Baucus is not a cosponsor of any welfare reform legislation.

gnator goren QKl. Senator Boren is retiring this year to become President of the
{}mmty :}f Qkiabema Normally a conservative on fiscal and social issues, Mr, Boren has
joined Senator Simon in sponsoring legislation to establish a very ambitious public works

Progran.

The Senator has some concerns about teen pregnancy as it relates to health care reform and
enforcement of time limits, Senator Boren is in favor of providing extensions, but only if
States are required 1o monitor the performance of recipients to ensure that they are living up
to their contract, The Senator believes that those who receive the highest evaluations of
performance should be allowed to continue in the WORK program. s

anA dradioy (B-NJ}: A member of the interstate child support enforcement
wmmisszm Senator Bradley is the sponsor of legislation to implement the commission’s
recommendations, Bradley has also had a Jong-standing interest in children’s issues, and is
known as one of the most thoughtful members of the Commitiee on family policy.

Senator Bradley 1s interested in moving child support legisiation forward this year, If it is
likely that welfare reform legislation will not move expeditionsly this year, he is inclined to
move the child support enforcement provisions on a separate track while Congress waits o
tackle comprehensive welfare reform next year,

Senator Bradley also is interested in the Individual Development Account concept and more
creative ways to use subsidies for employers including subsidized transportation,

Senator Mitchell {D-ME}: Majority Leader Mitchell and his staff remain very |

supportive of the Administration’s efforts on welfare reform. His concerns center mainly on

i



the administradion of the JOBS and WORK programs in rural states like Maine, He is also

concerned about the politics of the financing proposals. He is a cosponsor of the
Administration’s welfare reform bhill, f

Senator Pryor {(D-AR}: Until recently, Senator Pryor had little involvement in welfare

issues. However, as Chairman of the Government Affairs Subcommittee on Federal
Services, Post Office, and Civil Service, be has scheduled a hearing on child support
enforcement legislation on July 20. Mary Jo Bane, Assistant Secretary for Children and
Families, will testify. Senator Pryor generally supports President Clinton’s rmtxatzves
whenever possible, :

-iHEit 18 D-M]): One of the most liberal members of the Senate, Mr, ngle 5
main concern is i;isa avw}abxizty of adequate child care and job training for recipients, Ha
also is concemed abeut the impact of the financing package on low-income families. -
believes that health care, child care, and employment training are critical. Staff has indicated
that Senator Risgle will try t© be supportive of the President’s plan. I

‘ ogkefells WY1 As Chairman of the National Commission on Children,
Senatar Rociefaii@r is one Q’f the leaders in the Senate on children and family issues. He is
a cosponsor of the Administration™s welfare reform bill. However, he has some concems
regarding child support enforcement and administrative issues raised by welfare reform,

As a cosponsor of Senator Dodd’s legisiation to establish 2 child support assurance program,
Rockefeller would like t0 see more funding for our child support assurance demonstrations,
He also is concemed about the administration of the JOBS and WORK programs in rural
states like West Virginia with high unemployment rates. He also believes that Congress
must pass health care reform that provides real universal coverage prior to enacting welfare

reform. }

Senator Daschls {D-SD): Daschle is Co-Chair of the Senate Democratic Policy
Committee and has announced his intention to run for Senate Majority Leader. He has little
if any public record on welfare issues. ;

The Co-Chairs of the Welfare Reformy Working Group have met with Senator Daschie’s

staff. Generally, the staff’ was supportive of the Administration’s propesal, However, staff
indicated that the Senator is concerned about the implementation of the welfare reform
program in rural states like South Dakota, especially in Indian country where there are few if
any jobs available. .

BN raaux (D-LA).  Senator Breaux is one of the strongest supporters of the
a:im;mstmﬁfm 5 ;tiazx in Cangmss and is a cosponsor of the Administration’s welfare
reform bill. As Chairman of the Finance Subcommittee on Social Security and I’«‘mziy
Policy, Senator Breaux is likely to hold additional hearings on welfare reform this summer.

i



Senator Breaux is very concerned about the financial impact of welfare reform on states,
particularly low benefit states such as Louisiana. He is skeptical about making profound
changes in the mindset of the entrenched welfare bureaucracy. He is also concerned about
older recipients who are not part of the targeted population under the Administration’s
legislation.

Senator Breaux s interested in promoting more private sector involvement. He has referred
to provisions in the Mainstream Forum bill that would allow private sector job training and
placement services to compete against government programs. He also is interested in the
MDRC studies on the GAIN program in California and the New Chance program.

3 nnrad (NG W&%Mfwa@mwﬁfmmuw,butmmﬁfm
expmsmd hzs mms aimzz duplication and lack of coordination among federal job training
programs. He also is concerned about implementation of the program in Indian country,

Senator Conrad's staff has indicated that his constituents would rather have their JOBS
money go directly to the states. Staff discussed the possibility of the Senator writing a letter
to the President, asking him to specifically address the JOBS program, They feel very
strongly that one entity should run the JOBS program in order to save money and serve
citizens better.

B 3 IR-LIR);  Senator Packwood 1s very interested in state flexibility
nndcr tize Preszdem s welfare reform legislation and is frustrated with the Department’s delay
in issuing a decision on the Oregon welfare waiver. ,

He supports Oregon’s welfare reform initiative which would: provide individuals with short-
term, subsidized jobs with continued Medicaid eligibility; supplement payments to offset any
loss of AFDC benefits; provide participants with workplace mentoring and other support
services; create employer-funded “individual education accounts”; and distribute child
support collections directly to custodial families, The initiative also would modify eligibitity
computation and income disregards, and increase personal and avtomobile asset limits.

Given his extensive experience with past welfare reform efforts, Senator Packwood will
focus attention on the differences among the President’s plan, the Family Support Act, Senate
Republican legisliation, and ather proposals. Senator Packwood is a cosponsor of the
Senate GOP welfare reform bill, S, 1798,

Senator Dole {(R-K8): As one of the primary sponsors of the Senate Republican welfare
reform legisiation, Senator Dole is considered a partisan conservative on welfare issues.
Although his position will be largely influenced by external political circumstances, he may
eventually take a more pragmatic approach to welfare reform,

His Chief of Staff, Sheila Burke, is considered well-informed and pragmatic on welfare
reform issues. Mz, Burke believes the important issues are the costs of welfare reform; the
kinds of jobs that states can provide (private, CWEP, etc.); state flexibility; and illegitimacy.



Ms. Burke also pointed out the importance of Senator Moynihan's expertise on welfare
reform, and that many Finance Commitiee members will take their cues from Senator
Moynihan. :

DAL 1 Roth is a fiscal and social conservative, but he may be inclined
:award more moderate welfare reform legislation. He is up for reglection in 1994 and his
lead staffer on welfare issues is Joanne Barnhart, former Assistant Secretary for Children and
Families.

The Co-Chairs of the Welfare Reform Working Group have not met individually with
Senator Roth. They have, however, met with his staff on several occasions. Mr. Roth's
staff believes that the Senator is in favor of welfare reform, but only a plan that really works
and is cost effective. Some of the concerns expressed by the staff were:

. Cost of the WORK program. Staff believes that the WORK program will cost much
more than the Administration’s estimates.

. The WORK program has the potential to become another failed CETA program.

. Incentives must be provided o a recipient to move from the WORK program 0 2
lower paying private sector job,

» The difficulty in preventing recipients from claiming EITC.

* States shouid have the flexibility to try new ideas to see which work better far
constituents,

Senator Danforth {R-MQ}: Danforth is retiring at the end of this session. While his
staff has raised concerns about the punitive nature of the family cap and the two-year time
limit, Danforth is considered 10 be a moderate conservative on welfare issues,

Senator Danforth is not a cosponsor of the Republican welfare reform bill. However, heis a
cosponsor of the Kassebaum welfare reform bill that would give states the authority to
develop and implement their own welfare programs.

L
¥

Mr, Danforth’s staff have raised the following concemns:
* Welfare reform requires a realistic and compassionate approach. :

» Teen pregnancy is a crucial issue, Paternity establishment is important, but of equal
importance is the ongoing connection between fathers and their children.

. State agency staff will need 1o be better equipped to discern appropriate levels of
services for recipients, A strong case management component is fundamental to
coordinated services.
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* Time limits are not real. Rather, the Administration’s plan provides for two years
and work with numerous exemptions. Public service work can be very expensive
particularly WORK slots that last indefinitely.

. The JOBS program has not been given a fair chance to demonstrate its effectiveness.
Fully funding the JOBS program may be more effective and less costly than 2
complete overhaul of the welfare system.

Sanator Chafee {RI}; A thoughtful moderate on welfare issues, Chafee has organized a
group of 10-12 moderate Senate Republicans who have resisted supporting the Dole-Brown
legislation. Chafee and his staff represent the foundation for a bipartisan welfare reform bill
in the Senate.

Senator Chafee also drafted and cosigned, with other moderate Republicans (Senators
Durenberger, Hatfield, Jeffords, Cohen, Simpson, Cohen, Bond and Stevens), a letter to the
President setting forth core principles that should be included in any comprehensive welfare
reform plan: time limits; employment assistance; community service jobs; social contracts;
targeted benefits; discouraging early parenthood; child care; improved case management;
paternity establishment and support; exclusion of undocumented immigrants; and serious
penalties for fraud and abuse.

The Co-Chairs of the Welfare Reform Working Group have met with the Senator Chafes and
his staff. The Senator has indicated that he would like to work constructively with the
Administration on welfare reform, However, the Senator has some concerns with the phase-
in strategy, time limits, caseworker training and child care, '

Senator Durenberger (R-MN): Senator Durenberger also cosigned the moderate
Republican Senators’ letter to the President setting forth core principles that should be

included in any comprehensive welfare reform plan.

Durenberger's staff has indicated that the Senator generally supports the parameters of the
Administration’s plan and could be a key ally on child care and child support issues.
Senator Durenberger is not a cosponsor of the Brown/Dole Republican welfare reform bill,

Senator Grassley {R-1A); Known as a conservative Republican, Senator Grassley

advocates a more punitive approach to welfare reform.  He is concerned about the
applicability of JOBS and WORK requirements in rural states like Iowa.

Senator Grassley s a cosponsor of the Welfare to Work Act of 1994 (8. 2057)
introduced by Senators Kohl and Exon, That bill would replace the current federal
welfare program with a flexible, community-based program that connects people to work and
makes work pay, The underlying premise is that federal payments to people who are not
working, but are able to, need to be eliminated. They contend that this can be achieved by
replacing part of the Food Stamp Program with a new federal block grant. This would allow
states and local communities to design work-based systems to help low-income families get
jobs that pay a living wage. :



Senator Grassley also is a cosponsor of the Faircloth and Brown bill, S. 2143, that
would cut off AFDC and food stamps to children of unwed mothers who are under 21
years of age,

Senator Hatch {(R-UT): Normally very conservative on social issues, Hatch is someone
who may be more pragmatic on welfare reform. He was a strong supporter of the Child
Care and Development Block Grant and might be very helpful on child care and child
support issues, Senator Hatch views the issue of welfare reform as bipartisan and shares
much of the President’s views on welfare reform.

An advocate for state flexibility, Senator Hatch has been impressed by the successful results
of the Utah welfare reform waiver. The Senator also believes we need to look closely at
disincentives to family formation and, in this context, is very concerned about the marriage
penalty associated with the EITC. Staff will be looking at possibilities for addressmg this
problem, including redefining EITC eligibility, and would be interested in the
Administration’s exploration of the issue as well. The Senator may have questions about the
territories and denying benefits to legal immigrants.

Senator Wallop (R-WY): One of the most conservative members of the Senate, Wallop
also is retiring this year. While, the Senator agrees with the premise that a new welfare
system requires more funding before there are any savings, his staff believes that the Senator
will have many concerns with the Administration’s welfare reform legislation. He is
especially concerned about the impact of the plan on rural and hard-to-serve areas in
Wyoming.

The Senator’s principle concern is attracting and/or training qualified caseworkers and the
lack of jobs in remote areas. His staff also expressed concern about the limited number of
recipients that the Administration’s proposal will affect. In particular, staff requested
additional information on the percentage of targeted recipients who are unemployable
(disabled, illiterate). Finally, with respect to the changes in the 100 hour rule for a two
parent family, staff believes the number of recipients will increase as a result of this'change.

Senator Wallop is not a cosponsor of any welfare reform legislation.
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Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee for the
invitation to appear before you today. I am very pleased that
the Finance Committee is holding a hearing on the Work and
Responsibility Act of 1994 so soon after its introduction.

I am joined here today by two of the key architects of this
legislation, Dr. Mary Jo Bane, HHS Assistant Secretary for
Children and Families, and Dr. David Ellwood, HHS Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation. Together with Bruce Réed,
Deputy Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy, Drs. Bane
and Ellwood have co-chaired a task force appointed by the
President that sought the advice of several hundred experts,
welfare recipients, and service providers in the design of this
visionary plan.

Welfare as we know it has become a national tragedy. More
than 14 million Americans depend on monthly welfare checks that

now cost taxpayers more than $22 billion dollars each year. 1In



f

'
the last five years alons, well over 3 nmillion recipients have
been added to the AFDC rolls. Almost 30 percent of all ‘births
are to ummarried mothers. And nearly one in four children
currently lives in poverty, Too many children grow up in
households where none of the adults are working.

As you've pointed out, Mr. Chairman, a central part of the
problem is the growth in the number of births to youny, unmarried
mothers. As one of this country's wmosat wisionary thinkers on
social policy, you have long recognized the need for reform. And
we are now on the threshold of change, largely because, for many
years, you have kept this issue firmly in the national spotlight.
Por that you deserve our gratitude.

President Clinton, and many of us -~ both inside and cutside
of his Adninistration -~ have worked long and hard to put
together this legislation, And I am proud of the result.

The Work and Responsibility aAct of 1894 will fundam;ntally
change this country's approach to helping young parents move fronm
dependence to independence. nd, equally important, it §i1i
improve the guality of life for millions of young ahildren;
America's c¢hildren -~ increasingly our poorest citizens -
deserve a chance to grow up to opportunity, not poverty and
hopelessness.,

If there is one thing that stands out the most f:om our
nationwide hearings on this issue, it is that our current svstem
doesn’t work and nobody likes (¢ -~ legast of all the people who

depend most on it for help -- welfare recipients themselves. 5o



as Congress debates this issue, at least we know 1t won't be
about whether oar not we need welfare reform -- we all agree on
that. The guestion is how best to go about it.

As the distinguished Chairman knows from his years of
research and leadership on social policy, there 1is no nagic
sclution for the complex problem of chronic welfare dependency.
But that should not deter us from meeting this challenge head-on.

This issue has become even more urgent in light of sonme
disturbing trends: more and pore children today are born to
teenage wnothers and outside of nmarriage, Almost half of all
single mothers receiving AFDC -~ about 42 percent -- are oi have
been teenage acthers.

The welfare system will continue to be part of the problem
rather than part of the solution unless bold changes are mnade.
We believe we have put on the tables a bold, balanced plan that
will really make a difference. .

Under our plan, by the year 2000, one million people will
either be working or completely off welfare. Ewven uéing
relatively conservative assumptions, our projections show that
more than 330,000 adults who would otherwise have bezen on welfare
will have left the rolls by that time., About 222,000 adults will
be working part-time in unsubsidized jobs. And 394,000 adults
will be in subszidized jobs in the WORK Program -- up from 15,000
in work experience programg now. In addition, another 873,000
recipients in the year 2000 will be in time-limited education or

training programs leading to employment. And by that time,



federal child support collections will have more than doubled,
from $9 billien to $20 billion.

Let me add that we hope to proceed on welfare reform in a
bipartisan manner. In fact, there are many similarities between
our bill and the two major Republican alternatives in the House
and Senate. Both share the President's vision for reform, making
public assistance a transitional program leading to mandatory
work. Both provide funding for education, training, child care,
and job creation. And both recognize that it will require an
investment of time and money to move young mothers toward self-
sufficiency.

our welfare reform strategy has three overarching
principles: work, responsibility, and reqching the next

generation.

WORK ' y
7
Under the President's welfare reform plan, welfare will be
about a paycheck, not a welfare check. To reinforce and reward
work, our approach is based on a simple compact. Support, job
training, and child care will be provided to help people move’
from dependence to independence. But time 1limits will ensure
that anyone who can work, must work =-- in the private sector if
possible, in a temporary, subsidized job if necessary. These

reforms will make welfare a transitional system leading to work.-



Ag a crucial ingredient of reform, support will be provided
to help people Keep jobs once they get them, Tax ¢redits, healch
care and c¢hild care will make it possible for everyone who works
to be better off than they weée on welfarse, and for even workers
in entry~level jobs to support their families.

The key to ensuring the success of thisg transition from
welfare €0 work is expanding on the success of the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills or JOBS progranm. JOBS is the
carnerstone of the Family Support Act of 1988 (FSA), that was
championed by Chalrwman Moynihan and then~Governor 8ill Clinteon.

FSA paved the way for our reforms by introducing the
expectation that welfare should be a transitional period of
preparation for selfw-sufficiency, and by recognizing the need for
investment in education, training, and enployment services for
welfare racipients,

However, the JOBS Training program corested by the FSA did
not change the welfare system as much as was intended. Because
of its broad exemption policy and relatively low partiaipa;:ion
rates, only a small portion of the AFDC caseload is actually
required to participate in the JOBS program. Only 16 percent of
mandatory participants engaged in work or training activities in’
fiscal year 1992, Since only 43 percent of the adult caseload
are considered mandatory participants, the actual percentage of
the caseloadlinvolvad in the JOBS program is even smaller. In

reality, few reciplients, especially those at-risk of long~term



welfare dependency, are moving toward employment that will enable
them to leave AFDC.

The President's Work and Responsibility Act seeks to change
this by replacing AFDC with a new transitional assistance program
that includes four key elements: a personal employvability plan;
training, education and placement agsistance to move people from
welfare to work; a two-year time limit; and work reguirements,
We also propose a significant narrewing of the participation

exemptions contained in current law.

Cur philosophy is simple and fair: everyone who regeives

cash support must do something to help themselves, The JO8S
pragram will be the centerpiece of the public asslistance system.
From day one, the new system will focus on making young
mothers self~sufficient, Sach applicant will sign an agreement
to move guickly toward independence in return for assistance.
Working with a caseworker, each recipient will develop an
enployability plan -- a work and training agreement -~ designed’
to move her into an unsubsidized jok as quickly as possible.
Participants who are job-ready will immediately be engaged in a
job search and anyone offered a job will be required to take it.
We expect that many recipients will be working well before they

hit the two-year time limit.



Several mechanisms will integrate the JOBS program with
eother education and training programs to expand access to the
systen and reduce the administrative burden on States. Our plan
alse will ensure that even those unable to particlipate in
education, training or work still meet certain expectations.

It is important to note that our proposal only defers people
with a disability or those who need to care for a disabled child;
mothers with infants under one; and certain people living in
remote areas. AFDC mothers who have additional children while on
assistance will be deferred for only 12 wesks after the child’s
birth,

In contrast, current law alliows much broader exemptions for
women with any c¢hild under three, young mothers under 16, and
women in theiy second and third trimesters of pregnancy.

By the vyear 2000, these g¢hanges will move us from a
situation in which almost three guarters (73 percent} of the
target group are neither working nor expected to partiaigaﬁeiin
training, to one in which more than three quarters (77 percent)
of the phased-in group are either off welfare, working, or in a
mandatory time~limited placement and training program.

In short, JOBS participation will be greatly expanded
through increased participation rates, and JOBS participants wil)
participate in more work sexperience, education, and training
programs, To achieve this, we have given states and localities
flexibility in designing the exact mix of JOBS program services.

Employability plans may be adjusted as a family's situation



changes., But parents who refuse to gtay in schoel, look for work
or attend job training programs will be sanctioned, generally by
leging their share of the AFDC grant.

In addition, the Fadarél cap on JOBS spending will be
increased from $1 billion to $1.7 billion in fiscal year 1996,
Over the five-year period betwean 1%%6 and the yeay 2000, wa will
increase JOBS sgpending by $2.8 billion--a 856 percent incraase
over current spending. The capped entitlement for JOBS will rise
further if the national unemployment rate reaches 7 percent or
higher,

As members of this committes know, the current JOBS progran
is hampered by many States' inability to draw down the f£full
amount. of available Pederal funds. In facer, States spent only
slightiy more than two~thirds (68 percent) of the total available
Faderal JOBS allotment in fiscal yeay 1982. To help States draw
down their full allotment, +the Federal match rate will be
increased -- by five percentage points over the current JOBS
match rate in 1996, rising to 10 percentage points over the
current JOBS match rate by the year 2000. The ninimum Federal
match will be 70 percent in that vear.

Specific exanples best illustrate the linpact of these
changes: In fiscal year 1994, we estimate that New York will
spend $68 million in State monies on JOBS, which will allow it to
draw down $95 million in Federal JOBS funding. Under the new .
mateh rate, New York could maintain its current level of spending

and draw down $119 million in Federal funds in fiscal year 1998,



The same apount of State funds (5§68 million) could draw down $187
million in fiscal year 1887 and $152 wmillion in fiscal vyear
1968 -~ bthat is a 60 percent increase between fiscal year 1994
and fiscal vyear 1999, We estimate that Louisiana would
s¥perience a 74 percent increase in Pederal JOBS funding bhetween
fiscal year 1994 and fiscal yvear 1998 under this new matceh, while
Oregon would experience a 33 percent increase over the sanme
period. Kansas would experience a 48 percent increase in Federal
funds between fiscal year 1994 and fiscal year 1998 under the new
match rate,

In addition, a single match rate for direct program costs,
adnministrative costs and work-related supportive services will
replace the current system's varying match rates. Provisions
also have been incorporated that address unemployment-—-—during
periods of high State unemployment, the State match for JOBS (and
WORK and At-~Risk Child Care) would be reduced. .

As you Kknow, our welfare reform plan also includes sthe
first time limits on welfare ever proposed. The cumulative iwe»
year time limit on benefits will give both Irecipients and
caseworkers a structure of continucus movement toward fulfilling
the objectives of the employability plan and, ultimately, finding
a job. We believe that only with time limits will recipients and
caseworkers know unambiguocusly that welfare has c¢hanged forever.
and only then will the focus really be on work and independence.

States will, however, be permitted to grant a limited number

of extensions for completion of a GED, or for those who are



learning-disabled, illiterate, or facing other serious obstacles
to employment. And in order to encourage States to meet their
responsibilities, we require them to grant extensions to persons
who have reached the time limit but who have not been provided
employment-related services specified in their employability

plan. Extensions in all of these categories will be limited to

10 percent.

Hork not wWelfare After Two Years.

Once the time limit is reached, welfares ends and people are
expected to work., We recognize that some recipients will reach
the end of the two-year time limit without having found a job,
despite their best efforts -- and we are committed to providing
them with the opportunity to support their families if they are
willing to work. Each State will be required to operate a WORK
program that makes pald work assignments availakle to recipients
who have reached the time limit for cash assigtance.

The WORK program is different from “workfare® {or CWEP)
programs. Workers will be receive a paycheck based on the hours
they actually work., They will not be guaranteed a welfare check’
and sent out to a work site., Those who do not show up for work
will not get paid. This is a strajght-forwvard and radical end toe
the status-quo,

To move people into unsubsidized private sector Jjobs as

quickly as possible, participants will ke rgguirmi to perform
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gxtensive job search before entering the WORK program, and after
sach WORK assignment. No single WORK assignment will last wore
than 12 months and participants will typically be paid the
minimun wage, States will be allowed to pursus any of a wide
range of strategies to provide woxrk for those who have reached
the two-~year time limit, including subsidized private-sector
jobs, public-sector poesitions, contracts with for-profit
placement firms, agreements with non-profit agencies, and
microenterprise and self-employment efforts.

To create a further incentive to find an unsubsidized job,
participants in subsidized WORK positions will not receive the
Earned Income Tax Credit; ensurimng that any unsubsidized ‘job will
pay mora than a subsidized work assignment. Anyone who turns
down a private sector 40b will be removed from the rolls, as will
people who refuse to make good faith efforts to obtain available
10bs. .

The WORK program will begin in 1998, and it should cost $1.2
bBillion in Pederal dollars during the first five years. By 2000,
the WORK program should serve approximately 394,000 participants,

which is a dramatic expansion from the 15,000 in work experience

programs today.
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We recognize that a fundanmental flaw in the current welfare
system is that it does little to encourage work. Those whé work
sften lose benefits dollar for dellar, face burdensome reporting
reguirements, and cannot save for the future because of asset
limitations.

Moving people from welfare to work also means making work
pay in this country ~~ ending the perverse incentives that lead
countless people to opt for welfare over work, even though they
want. t¢ enter the workforce.

Today, 70 percent of those on welfare Jleave the systenm
within 2 years -- but the vast majority of them return, primarily
because the low payving iobs they get do not come with essential
henefits like health care and child care. We need to concentrate
on two key goals: moving people off welfare and keeping them off.

To ¥make workK pay.,® this Administration has focused on three
critical components -- providing tax coredits for the working
poor, ensuring access to health insurance, and making safe child
care available. We are also proposing to allow states to change
earnings disregard policies to reward work and the payment of
child support,

Congress has already passed the first crucial element of
welfare reform by expanding the EITC, a key initiative of the
clinton Administration. The EITC iz essentially a pay raise for
the working poor. It means that a Ffamily with two children and a
gingle minipum-wage worker will earn the eguivalent of $6.00 an

hour with & $4.25 an hour job. The EITC ensures that a family
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with a full-time worker earning minimum wage would, with the help
of food stamps, no longer be poor.

We believe that low-income individuals could benefit from
receiving the EITC throughout the year, instead of in a lump-sum
payment at the end of the year. Our proposal will allow up to
four States to conduct demonstrations promoting the use of the
advance EITC payment option by shifting the outreach and
administrative burden from employers to selected public agencies.

The critical policy, of course, is guaranteed health care
security for Americans. This Committee has shown great‘
leadership in moving the health care reform debate tc the floor
of the U.S. Senate. I would only underséore that we can't
succeed with sweeping welfare reform unless we succeed in passing
health care reform first.

Studies show that 7 to 15 percent of the current welfare
caseload -- at least one million adults and children -- are on
welfare simply to qualify for Medicaid. And only 8 percgn& of
those who leave welfare for work move intc a jobk that provides
health insurance.

We believe that people should not have to choose welfare
over work just to get health coverage for their families. And’
when Congress passes health care reform, our hope is that this
perverse incentive to stay on welfare will end.

The third ingredient in our strategy to make work pay is
affordable, accessible, quality child care for families on cash

assistance and the working poor. Parents must have dependable

13



child care in order to work or to prepars themselves for work.
Our proposal would significantly expand child care spending. We
continue to guarantee one yeayr ¢f transitional c¢hild care for
those who leave welfare for ;amrk‘ and will extend c¢hild care
assistance to those participating in the new WORK ﬁreqram* sur
proposal also will significantly expand the At-Risk Child Care
program for the workinhg poor from $360 million per year now to
over $1 billion by the year 2000.

As mentioned earlier, we wWill make the child care wmatch
rates consistent with the new enhanced JOBS (and WORK) match
rate, allowing States to draw down inoreased child care funds.
For example, we estimate that New York will spend a tetal of 58%
million in fiscal vear 13%4 on IV-A child care, transitional
child care, and At~Risk child care. Under the current matching
rates, New York would draw down the same amount ($85 million) in
Federal funds for these child care programs for that year. Under
the proposed matceh rate, the same or even a slightly smaller
amount of State dollars invested in c¢hild care in fiscal vear
1999 would draw down $189 million in federal dollars -~ an
inerease of 123 percent. Loulsiana would experience a 57 pegrcent
increase in Federal child care funding between fiscal year 1994°
and fiscal year 19%%9 4if it maintained its fiscal year 1994
spending on child care, and federal dolliars for child care would
increase by 52 percent in Oregon over the same period. Kansas
would experience a 38 percent increase in Federal child care

funding between fiscal year 1994 and fiscal year 139%.
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Finally, we address guality and supply through a special
provision in the At-Risk program. We will help States create
seamlesg child oare coverage for parsons who leave welfare for
work, and allow them to administer all federal child care funds
through one agency.

Together, these slements will help ensure that the millions
of recipients who leave welfare within two years will not fall
pack into the system, and it will be clear ¢hat work and
responsibility are at the core of our values and the heart of our

poelicies.
RESPONSIBILITY

The second pillar of cour plan is responsibility: the
responsibhility of parents for their children; the responsibility
of the system to deliver performance, not process; and the
responsiblility of the government to provide accountability vfor

taxpayers.,
Parental Responsibility,

We believe that mothers and fathers must e held
responsible for the support of their children. Men and women
must understand that parenthoed brings serious obligations and

that these ohligations will be enforced.
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while many improvements have been made to the current
system, 1t still fails %fo ensure that children receive adegquate
suppert from both parents, The potential for child support
collections is approximately $48 billion per yeay., Yet only 3514
billion is actually pzaid, leading to a collection gap of about
$34 billion. We are proposing the toughest c¢hild support systenm
ever to make sure fathers pay thelr child support. It ig simply
not agcceptable for non-custodial parents te walk away from the
children they helped bring into this world.

Establishing awards in every case is the first step toward
ensur ing that. children receive financial support from
noncustedial parents. Paternity must be =sstablished for every
out-of-wedlock birth, regardless of welfare status. Our proposal
would greatly expand outreach and public education programs that
encourage valuntary paternity sestablishment, and build on
existing hospital~based prograns. The genetic testing process
will be further streamlined for cases §hera paternity is
contested,

In addition, mothers whe apply for AFDC benefits nmust
cooperate fully with paternity gstablishment procedures prior to
recei?ing benefits. Except in rare circumstances in which’
paternity establishment is not in the child's best interest,
anyone who refuses to cooperate will be denied AFDC benefits. We
are proposing to systewatically apply a new, stricter definition

of coeperation in every APDC case.
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The child support agency -~ which has the most expertise and
most at stake will administer this new cooperation requirement
within each state. When mothers have fully cooperated, the State
must establish paternity and Qill be given one year to do so or
risk losing a portion of its federal match for AFDC benefits.
Performance-based incentives will encourage States to improve
their paternity establishment rates for all out-sf-wedlock
births, regardless of welfare status.

Fair awards alsc are crucial to getting support to children
who need it, Periodic updating of awards will be reguired for
both AFDC and non-AFDC cases, so that awards accurately reflect
the parents'® current income. In addition, a National Guidelines
Commission will be established to assess the desirability of
uniform national child support guidelines or national parameters
for State guidelines.

Many enforcement tools will allow States to collect support
more effsctively. The state-based child support enforcement
systen will continue, but with changes to nove it toward a more
uniform, centralized, and service-~oriented program. All states
will maintain a central registry and centralized collection and
disbursement capabilities. The registry will maintain current
records of all support orders and operate in conjunction with a
centralized pavment center for the collection and distribution of
child support payments.

Centralized collection also will vastly simplify withholding

for employers since they will have to send payments only to one
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source. In addition, this c¢hange will ensure accurate acgounting
and monitoring of payments.

The federal role will be expanded to ensure more efficient
logation ©f the naﬁaustodiazlparent and enforcement of ovders,
particularly in Iinterstate cases. In order to coordinate
activity at the federal level and to track delinguent parents
across state lines, a National Clearinghouse will be established,
This Clearinghouse will consist of an expanded Federal Parent
Locater Service, the National Child Support Reglstry, and the
National Directory of New Hires. A stronger federal role in
interstate enforcement will make linterstate procedures more
uniform throughout the country. x

Enforcement measures will include revocation of
professional, occupationa)l and  drivers! licenses £o0o make
delinguent parents pay child support; expanded wage withhaidinq;
improved use of income and asset Iinformation; expanded use of
oredit reporting; and authority to use the same wage garnishment
procedures for federal and non~federal employees.

our proposal alse recognizes the problem absent parents
sometinmey face in getting work and their genuine desire to help
support their children. We propose allowing states to allocate
up to 10 percent of thelr JOBS and WORK furndis for programs for
non~custodial parents.

The proposal contains several other measures aimed at

encouraging parental responsikility, In addition, we are
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proposing a limited number of time-limited parenting, access and
visitation, and child support assurance demonstrations.

States can c¢hoose to 1lift the special eligibility
regquirements for two-parent Ifamilies in order to encouragea
parents to stay together. States alsc will be given the option
to limit additicnal benefits for additional children concaived by
mothers on AFDC {the "family cap®}. States ¢hat choose this
option will be required to allow families to Yearn back"® the lost

benefit amount through disvegarded income from earnings or child

support.

The Administration‘'s plan demands greater yesponsibility
from the welfare office itself. Unfortunately, the cocurrent
syster too often focuses on simply sending out welfare checks.
Instead, the welfare office must become a place that is about
helping people find work and earn paychecks as quickly‘ as
possible. Our plan offers several provisiong degsigned to help
agencies reduce paperwork and focus on results.

In order to better c¢oordinate and simplify progran
administration, we hawve proposed several changes in program rules
designed to simplify and standardize disparate Food Stamp and
AFDC policy rules, Funding incentives and penalties will be
diraetl? linked to the performancs of states and caseworkers in

service provision, job placement, and child support collection.
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Accountabilit

To eliminate fraud and ensure that every dellar is used
productively, welfare reforn §i11 coordinate programs, automate
files, and moniter recipients. We propose several new fraad
control measures. States will be reguired to verify the incone,
identity, alien status, and Soclial Security numbers of new
applicants. A national public assistance c¢learinghouse will
follow individuals whenever and vwherever they use welfare,
monitoring compliance with time limits and work. A naticnal "new
hire" registyy will monitor earnings to check AFDC and EITC
eligibility and identify non-custodial parents who switch jobs or
cross state lines to aveld paying child support. Anyone who
refuses ¢o follow the rules will face tough new sanctions, and
anyone who turns down a job offer will be dropped from the rolls.

¢

REACHING THE NEXT GENERATION y

It is absolutely critical that our rveforms send a strong
nezsage to the next generation. All young people must understand
the importance of staying in school, living at home, preparing to’
work, and building a real future., And they must realize that
having a child is an immense responsibility ~ not an easy route

to independence.

Praventing Tesn Pregnancy.
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We recognize that welfare dependency could be significantly
reduced if more voung peeple delayed childbearing until both
parents were ready and able to assume the responsibility of
vaising children, And we are committed te doing evefything we
can to prevent teenage pregnancy in the first place.

1 don*t have to tell you how big a chalienge that is. And
it would be naive to suggest that government can do it alone. We
are well aware that reducing the incidence ¢f teen pragnancy will
reguire the involvement of every sector of our socliety.

The link between teen bhirths and poverty is clear:
According to an Annie E. Casey Foundation study, approximately 80
percent of the children born te teen parents who dropped out of
high school and did not marry are poor. In contrast, only 8
percent of children born to married high school graduates aged 20
or older are pour.

We are proposing a number of measures, including a national
campaign against teen pregnancy designed to send a clear rand
unambigucus message to younyg people about delayed sexual activity
and responsible parenting. As part of that effort, we would
create a national c¢learinghouse to provide communities and
scheols with models, materials, training and technical”
assistance. The clearinghouse will digtribute what is known and
evaluate new appreoaches.

Qur legislation alsoc would set up new grant programs to test
community-based approaches to reducing teen pragnancy. And

because we need to pay particular attention te areas where the
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risks are greatest, we are proposing grants to set up programs in
roughly 1000 middle and high schools.

We are alsc proposing teo fund larger, more comprehensive
demenstrations to simultanecusly address the broader health,
education, safety and employment needs of young people. These
grants are intended to galvanize local efforts and inspire
communities to work together.

We are absolutely committed to promoting abstinence-based
programs in the schools as a kKey to preventing teen pregnancy.

And we are egually determined to build our strategy on the best

avallable regearch.

¥e have chosen to phase in the plan by starting with young
people: those bhorn after 1971, We chose this strategy net
becauge young single mothers are easiest to serve, but because
they are 30 important to ocur future.

The younger generation of welfare recipients is our greatest
concern, Youmyer recipients are likely to have the longest stays
on welfavre, They also are the group for which there is the’
greatest hope of making a profound differance. We gtrongly
believe that the best way to end welfare as we know it is to
reach the next generation; to davote energy and new resources to
young people first, rather than spreading our efforts so thinly

that little real help is provided to anyone.
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This proposal represents a radical change in how we think
about and administer welfare. But to get it right reguires a
selid and well planned implementation strategy. Even if
regources were plentiful, the lessons we lesarned from the Family
Support Act as well as from our site visits and discussions with
state administyrators have convinced us that attempting to
implement & time-limited transitional assistance program for the
entire caseload at once would c¢reate enormous difficulties. We
believe these difficulties could be aveoided and the changes we
envigion successfully implemented by adopting this phase-in
strategy.

Moreover, recent evidence from several programs serving teen
mothers suggests that this population needs special attention and
can be yeached. By phasing in the plan with the youngest
recipients first, we send a strong message of responsibility and
opportunity to the next generation. ‘ :

But let me be very calear about our proposal. wur
legislation requirves states to phase~in reform with recipients
born after 1971. This implementation strategy limits the initial
mandateory c¢asgeload to about ane-third of the total in 1896,
helping cash-strapped states enact meaningful WORK programs with'
time lipits that can really be enforced. By the year 2000, this
phase-in strategy means that half of all AFDC recipients, about
2.4 million people, will be in the new system. And by the year

2004, two-thirds will be subject to the new rules.
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Howeaver, states will have the option to define the phased-in
group more broadly, allowing them to apply time limits and othey
new rules to a larger percentage of the caseload if they wish.
In addition, states will be required to serve volunteers from the
non phase-in group to the extent that £ederal JOBS funds are
available. At state option, thase wolunteers alsy may be
subjected to the two-year time limit in exchange for accegs to
seyvices. And of course, the Family Support Act will continue to
require education and training for other AFDC recipients unde;
current JOBS rules, We believe that this approach creates al

realistic partnership with the states, and sets up a meaningful

approach to real welfare reforn.

The proposal includes several incentives for voung parents
designed to promote responsible behavior. Minor parents wilk be
reguired o live in their parents' households unless the
environment is unsafe. Minor parents are still children
themselves and they ought to live with adults who can offer
supervision and guidance, The welfare system should not’
encourage young people who have babies to leave home, set up
separate households and ryecelve separate checks. In such cases
where there is a problem such as danger of abuse, states will be
encouraged to find a responsible adult with whom the tsen parent

can live.
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In order to meet the special needs of teen parents, any
custodial parent under age 20 will be provided case management
sexvices., Although virtually all teen parents will be required
to stay in school and participate in JOBS, the 24-month time
clock will not begin to run until the parent turns age 18. States
also will have the option of using monetary incentives combined
with sanctions as inducements to encourage young parents to
remain in school or GED class.

In the end, Mr, Chairman, this is not about dollars and
data. It is about values. For too long, the welfare system has
peen sending all ¢the wrong mesgages., The Work and Responsibility
Act is designed to get the values straight. It translates our
values about work, responsibility, family and opportunity into a
framework for action. It places new expectations and
responsibilities on recipients, and federal and state governments
alike. ;

That is the message you started to send with the Family
Suppert Act. It is time to fully realize that vigion, and to
build a bold new future based on the core values we all share.

We believe that this issue 1s critical =~- that welfare
refurm is about nothing less than our vision of what kind of
eountry we are and want to be. Do we want ¢ be a country that
ancourages work over idieness? Do we want to be a country that
expects our young people to act responsibly? Do we want to be a

country that rewards hard work and fair play and accepts nothing
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less? Do we want fo be a country that helps provide a brighter
future for our children?

The Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 answers those
questions with a rescunding YES. We believe this bill will truly
strengthen Americats families and communities.

M, Chairman, vyou and the nembers of this committee have
shown real leadership on this issue. I look forward to working
with all of you as vou begin wyour work on this historic
legislation. Thank you for your attention and I would be pleased

te answer any guestions you may have at this time,
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WELFARE REFORM QUESTIONS
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(1)

It seems like this proposal changes welfare, but doesn’t end it, and in g way
expauds it. How does it redeem the campaign promises te end welfare as we
know it?

Does anyone ever actually have their benefits terminated under this plan?

How many people will get off the welfare rolls as a result of this proposal and
when?

Why did you chose 2 two-year limit? Won't this lead to a people staying on
AFDC for the full two-year period (haven’t you just crested a two year
entitiement te AFDC)? How soon does a person have to start looking for work?

fsn’t this welfare ay usual for recipients over age 237 Doesp’t that go against the
President’s campaign promise to "end welfare as we koow i7"

How many people will be exempt from participation?

What are the specific sanctions against people who refuse regular, unssbsidized
jobs?

Do you think the Administration’s Proposal Addresses the preblem of substance
abuse by AFDUC recipients sufficiently? Why are the Administration’s estimates
of substance abuse among AFDC recipients so much lower than those of Joseph
Califano’s Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse {CASA)?

How would the Administration assure that substance abuse ireatment is available
to AFDC recipients?

The President’s proposal assumes that jobs will be waiting for those who seek to
Ieave welfare for work in the private sector. What evidence exists that this is the
case?

What happens to the children if someone’s benefits and/or public job are terminated?

Note: Bold indicates key questions



(12)

(13

(14)
(%

(16)

(i7

(18}
(19)
20)

3})

(22)

(23

(24)

Given the diversity of the AFDC caseload, isa't a two-year limit too nigid? Since
AFDC recipients vary tremendously in terms of their job skills, shouldn’t the limit be
one year for some and three years for others?

Is the rwo-year [imit on cash asyistance a lifetime limit?
What does the proposal do about welfare fraud?

How will state agency staff be trained to assume their new reles as case managers and
coordinators of 4 wide range of services? How will this training be paid for?

Why not simply fully fund the existing JOBS program and give it more time o work?
Why not wait to learn more from waivers and demos before making dramatic changes
in the system that may not work?

To what extent are welfare reform efforts complicated by larger issues such as labor
market conditions/trends?

What is the proper balance between work expectations and parenting responsibilities?
How will success be defined in weifare reform?

If a parent isn’t willing 10 or accept a job offer that the recipient feels is beyond their
capacity or has no privaie health insurance coverage, is the gntire family sanctioned?
What outcomes do you expect for children in this sinnation? Aren’t they being
punished or neglected due 10 the actions of their parents?

People will begin with two years of JOBS, then have the option of two one-year
WORK assignments, If they can’t find a job and still need public assistance they may
move back into JOBS or even pre-JOBS. So are there really any time limits here?

Why not put older welfare recipients or recipients with children in school or in Head
Start 10 work immediately, since they are less likely to have children in need of child
care?

You allow an extension of the time limit to individuals who need it to complete an
education or training program. Surely two years for such programs 18 enough. Don’t
the extensions and excepuions throughout this proposal distort this welfare effont
significantly, such that it becomes indistinguishable from the cusrent system?

Will there be any expectation of people on waiting lists? How long can a person wait
on such a list before services and expectations are in place for them? Has anything
really changed for these people?



(25) What happens to a recipient who goes on the rolls, agrees (o an employability plan
and then is never provided the services she needs 1o get 4 job due to State inertia.
Whiat recourse does she have?

{26y How does this welfare reform legislation fit into other Administration initiatives 7

{27) Can someone who wkes a job, but leaves it after & months, return to AFDC?

(28} If the sanctions include a termination of all AFDC benefits, who will easure that the
children are not harmed by thig?

(29) How will the plan deal with the elimination of the safety net of housing assistance,
food stamps, etc, once a person has found private sector employment?

Phase-in
(1)  How many AFDC recipients are affected by the Administration’s proposal? How
many are not? Why is the effect so Emited?

(2)  Why did the Administration choose this phase-in mechanism?

{3 Will people who are not in the phased-in group have no expectations placed on
them whatsoever?

(CY Can states chose to cover people other thas the phase-in group?

8)  MDRC’s newest findings show negative impacts under the New Chance
demonstration for younger AFDC mothers and the positive iropacts under the
GAIN demonstration for older mothers. Don’t these findings argue against the
Administration’s strategy of initially focusing the time-limited program on young
mothers?

(6) How long will take to phase-in all AFDC recipients?
(73 Did you consider focusing on other groups such as those with the closest connections

to the work force who would be most likely to make the successful transition off of
weifare, at lower costs, and with fewer child care needs?

(1 How much State flexibility is there in the plan? Can states still submit requests
for waivers?



{2} What will happen to states with waivers in place, particularly waivers that
provide special services to AFDC recipients other than those in the phase-in
group? What will happen to states that implemented time units under a Section
1115 waiver,

3) Will states be able draw down the money made available far JOBS/WORK, since
some have been unable to under the 1988 Family Support Act?

(4}  What will be the incentives/matching rates for states?

(3)  Is there a difference between rural poverty and urban poverty and will welfare reform
take those differences into consideration (for transportation, child care, etc.)?

{6} Are the states ready for welfare reform? Will they be able o implement welfare
reform, including changes in AFDC, JOBS, and child support enforcement? If not
immediately then when?

(7Y With the new income disregards in AFDC, what will be the highest actual income a
person could ecamn and still receive benefits? Will this be different across States?

(8)  How will this plan affect people in the territories?

<) How will the performance of states be assessed to determine the degree to which
states have adequately served participants in the JOBS and WORK programs?

(10} The Family Support Act proposed to develop performance standards but they were
never implemented. Why will the performance standards of the Administration’s bill
be any more successful?

Cost/Financing

(13 How much does this program cost? Why is it more expensive to get people off
welfare than to keep them on the existing AFDC program?

{2}  How will this reform propesal be paid for?

(3} Why are you financing weifare reform on the backs of immigrants and the
homeless?

4]  How much of the burden of financing this bill is going to fall on legal
immigrams?

{5)  What are the provisions, if any, affecting needy aliens?

(6)  Does the Administration’s financing package shifi cost to the states ?
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(8
9
(10)

Do illegal aliens receive any federal benefits?
How many legal aliens receive public assistance benefiis?
How is the citizenship status of AFDC applicants verified?

What changes does the President’s weifare reform bill make to alien eligibility for
federal assistance programs?

(1)

&

3

4

3

{6)

M

Federnlly-supported job fraining programs do not have a successiul track record,
why will this program be more effective?

Will tribes receive direct funding for JOBS?

Who will determine appropriate training for each recipient?

How will job training program under JOBS be coordinated with existing job training
programs in the Department of Labor? How is coordinated with the Administration’s

Re-employment Act? :

If the JOBS and Work programs are part of "One Stop Shopping”, what agency will
administer the programs and pay for the training?

Could a person be provided with some services without being brought completely into
the program?

What participation rate standards will states be held to under the new enhanced JOBS
program? What wil] the required participation rates be under the WORK program?

(3

Why shouold the government provide jobs to people on welfare? Won't this take
jobs away from working people?

What kinds of publicly-supported jobs would people get under this program?
How much would they be paid? Will they be jobs that provided training to move
into higher paying and/or higher skilled labor? Who pays for the supervision of
these workers? Will they be required to do anything besides show up for work
(continued joby search in the private sector, additional training)?

What happens to those in areas with high unemployment, such as reservations,
who cannot find jobs?
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Won’t people stay in the WORK program forever? How long will an individual
be allowed to stay in a public service or subsidized private sector job? Wiil
families be penalized if no work is available?

What incentives will there be for a private employer to hire a person from ihe
WORK program? What will motivate a private employer to shift a person from
subsidized to non-subsidized employment?

Will there be allowances in the WORK program for part-time work? Can
someone work part-time and collect benefits forever? Does the clock stop for
part-time work?

How will states be able to generate the necessary WORK slots, given the mixed
history of subsidized jobs?

Do you anticipate union objections to your public services jobs? Will employers
prefer clients subsidized through welfare to paying “full price” to those who are not
on the system? How are you assuring that there will be no displacement of privaie
sector workers?

Why does the plan not create full-scale public service jobs like those ¢reated under
CETA. How will these be better than the CETA program, which is generally viewed
as unsuccessful? Is there any evidence that these jobs are worth the additional
expenditure of public dollars?

What controls will be in place to detect fraud in the WORK program? s it possible,
that the program will become a giveaway (0 private sector emplovers?

Who develops/controls the new WORK programs? What is the Federal role, the State
role, the local role?

Will WORK participants, both in subsidized private sector jobs and public sector jobs,
receive the same benefits as other employees who do not held their jobs through the
WORK program?

How will it be determined whether WORK participants are hired by the public or
private sector?

Will there be any money saved with the Jobs/Work program?

re

How much will this proposal to expand federally-funded child care cost? Who
will have access to this ¢child cave, just AFDC recipients or the working poor as
well?
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Why was additional money for working poor child care scaled back? Won't the
scarcity of funds provide an incentive for women needing child care to return to
welfare, where subsidies are guaranteed?

How much will subsidized child care cost? How long will it be provided for each
family? Are some families in the same economic circumstances being left out?
Isn’t this inequitable? Will people who are not in the phased-in group have
access to services such as child care and JOBS? Will there be encugh resources
for these individuals?

Why not consolidate all child care programs and make more efficient use of imited
dollars?

Does your proposal give child care 1o all AFDC recipients in JOBS or WORK, as
well as the working poor? If 5o, how do you justify the cost to the government to
provide a single woman, working in a minimum wage job, child care assistance and
the EITC? Wouldn't it actually cost less for her to simply receive AFDC? And
wouldn't it make more sense, especially if she has young children, for her to receive
AFDC and be able to stay home and raise her children?

What child care services are available for a welfare recipient taking a private sector
job?

Child Support
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@
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How are you proposing to stresngthen the child support system? Your savings
seem unrealistically high, can you support them?

How will fathers pay support if they don’t have jobs? Will anything be required
of fathers who cannot pay the child support they owe?

Will you provide funding for job allotments for snemployed males who are
noncustodial parents?

Since there is general agreement about reforming the child support enforcement
system, why not go ahead and pass those provisions separately this year?

How many people would get off welfarz if all non-custodial parents paid the support
they were suppose to pay?

How will the adequate legal safeguards and protections afforded through a judicial
review and process possibly be maintained if you move to an administrative process
as proposed?
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Why are all families included in State child support registries to be reviewed
automatically every three years? The proposal calls for expensive upgrading of the
system; will the savings really exceed the cost?

Is three years the appropriate time frame in which to review all cases?

Is it appropriate for this system to become involved in aon-AFDC cases? Will the
outcome warrant the spending necessary?

How burdensome will this system by on employers? Will the additional paperwork
requirsd to report all new hires discourage employers from participating, or from
willingness to hire people who will require such paperwork?

Many parents pay child support regularly and faithfuslly. Is it necessary to impose
such a "hig brother” system on all non-custodial parents?

How do you expect a non-custodial parent to work (o meet his/her support obligation
when sanctions include suspension of drivers licenses and professional licenses? Isn’t
this counter-productive?

Your ¢hild support enforcement proposals seem to inciude many in-state mandates as
weil: won't this be an additional burden on states?

{1
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What are you doing in this proposal to turn the tide on teen pregnancy sod out-
of-wedlock births? '

Why does the Clinton proposal aliow States to implement family caps if
numerous studies state that they are ineffective?

What happens to the children born to women subject to the family cap? How
does your plan ensure that they are adequately cared for?

What kind of results can be realistically expected from a "national campaiga"?
How long would you expect it to be before we see any results?

If this administration is serious about reducing the number of people on weifare,
why has limiting welfare benefits for additional children been left as a State
option?
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What ar¢ you doing to address the issue of men who father children out-of-
wediock?

I understand teen mothers will be required to live at home or with a responsible adult,
how will you handle situations whers the minor mother is threatened by the home
environment? Will the minor be allowed (o live with another responsible adult
without having o prove that living with the parent could be destructive? Who will
determine whether the responsible adult is appropriate? How easy will it be for a
minor mother (o get a good causs exemption in order to continue living on her own?

Is this proposal likely to have any real impact, or is it mainly symbolic?

)

#

By allowing States the option to provide benefits for a larger proportion of two
parent families, aren’t we going to increase welfare rolls?

The higher earnings disregard in the first four months of AFDC receipt is to
encourage work. If the Administration intends to encourage work, why does the
proposal allow States the option of changing the disregard so that disposable income
for a recipient could end up being lower in the first four months than under current
faw?

By allowing States the option of treating single parent families differently than dual
parent households, aren’t we discriminating against intact families?

During the campaign, President Clinton often spoke of helping those on welfare attain
self-sufficiency through self-employment or by allowing individuals to save money for
activities that could help lead to self-sufficiency. What activities in the plan would
fulfill this campaign pledge?
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e As We Know It/Time Limit

It seems like this proposal changes'svelfare, but doesn’t end it, and in & way
expands it. How does it redeem the campaign promises to end welfare as we
know it?

Does anyone ever actually have their benefits ferminated under this plan?

How many people will get off the welfare rolls as a result of this proposal and
when?

Why did you chose a twoeyear limit? Won’t this lead to a people staying on
AFDC for the full two-year period (haven’t you just created a two vear
entitiement to AFDC)? How soon does a person have to start Iooking for work?

Isn’t this welfare as usual for recipients over age 252 Doesn’t that go against the
President’s campaign promise to "end welfare as we know it?"

How many people will be exempt from participation?

What are the specific sanctions against people who refuse regular, unsubsidized
jobs?

Do you think the Administration’s Proposal Addresses the problem of substance
abuse by AFDC recipients sufficiently? Why are the Administration’s estimates
of substance abuse among AFDC recipients so much lower than those of Joseph
Califano’s Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse (CASA)?

How would the Administiation assure that substance abuse treatment is available
to AFDC recipients?

The President’s proposal assumes that jobs will be waiting for those who seek to
leave welfare for work in the private sector. What evidence exists that this is the
case?

What happens to the children if someone’s benefits and/or public job are terminated?

Note: "Bold indicates key questions
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Given the diversity of the AFDC caseload, isn't a two-year limit too rigid? Since
AFDC recipients vary tremendously in terms of their job skills, shouldn’t the limit be
one year for some and three years for others?

Is the two-year limit on cash assistance a lifetime Hmit?
What does the proposai do about welfare fraud?

How will state agency staff be trained to assume their aew roles as case managers and
coordinators of a wide range of services? How will this training be paid for?

Why not simply fully fund the existing JOBS program and give it more time to work?
Why not wait to leamn more from waivers and demos before making dramatic ¢hanges
in the system that may not work?

To what extent are welfare reform efforts complicated by larger issues such as labor
market conditions/trends?

What is the proper balance between work expectations and parenting responsibilities?
How will success be defined in welfare reform?

It a parent isn’t willing to or accept a job offer that the recipient feels is beyond their
capacity or has no private health insurance coverage, is the entire family sanctioned?
What outcomes do you expect for children in this situation? Aren’t they being
punished or neglected due to the actions of their parents?

People will begin with two years of JOBS, then have the option of two one-year
WORK assignments. If they can't find 2 job and still need public assistance they may
move back into JOBS or even pre-JOBS. Se are there really any time limits here?

Why not pat older welfare recipients or recipients with children in school or in Head
Start to work immediately, since they are less likely to have children in need of child
care?

You allow an extension of the time limit to individuals who need it to complete an
education or training program. Surely two years for such programs is enocugh, Don't
the extenstons and exceptions throughout this proposal distort this welfare effort
significantly, such that it becomes indistinguishable from the current system?

Will there be any expectation of people on waiting lists? How long can a person wait
on such a list before services and expectations are in place for them? Has anything
really changed for these people?
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What happens to a recipiant who goes on the rolls, agrees to an employability plan
and then is never provided the services she needs to get a job due t© State inertia.
What recourse does she have?

How does this welfare reform legistation fit into other Administration initiatives ?
Can someone who takes a job, but leaves it after § months, return to AFDC?

If the sanctions include a termination of all AFDC benefits, who will ensure that the
children are not harmed by this?

How will the plan deal with the elimination of the safety net of housing assistance,
food stamps, efc, once a person has found private sector empioyment?



Ending Welfare As we Know it/Time Limit

It scems like this proposal changes welfare, but dcesn't and
it, and in a way expands it. How does it redeem the canmpaign
promises to end welfare as we know it?

» Our proposal changes the basic assumptions of the welfare
system, emphasizing work and responsibility instead of
ongoing cash support. Under the President®s plan,
welfare offices will focus on helping pecple get
paychecks, not welfare checks, Support, Job training,
and child care will be provided to help pecple move from
dependence to independence. But time limits will ensure
that anyone who can work, must work--in the private
sector if possible, in a temporary subsidized job if
necessary. At the same time, by focusing on young peaple,
we send a clear signal to today's teenagers that welfare
as we know it has ended.

» Most importantly, after two years, everyone will be
required to work., People who don't work will not be
pald. That is a straightforward and radical end to the
status quo. -

A -~ 1 July 11, 1994



Does Plan End Benefits

OUESTION:

Does anyone ever actually have thelr benefits terminated under
this plan?

ANSWER:

> Presgident Clinton's welfare reform plan will demand
responsibility by requiring anyone who can work to work
within two years, in the private sector if possible, in a
subsidized job if necessayry. Anyone who turns down a
private sector Job will be removed from the rolls, as
will people who repeatedly refuse to make good faith
efforts to cbtain available jobs. Sanctions will ensure
that people fulfill the requirements of the JOBS and WORK
Programs.

> In addition, the President’s plan will move people into
the workplace as guickly as possible, by making WORK
assignments less attractive than unsubsidized
alternatives. We limit each WORK assignment to one year;
require freguent job search; and withhold the EITC from
WORK participants in subsidized Jobs. After two years,
WORK participants who have not found unsubsidized work
will be individually assessed. Those who fail to apply
for cpen unsubsidized jobs, who 'fail to cooperate with
potential employers, or who turn down ‘job offers will be
removed from the program and barred from applying for
further subsidized work for six months.

» However, participants who are willing to work and play by
the rules will not be left without a way to provide
support for their families, just because they live in an
area where there are no jobs available for then.

A~ 2 July 131, 1894



Numbers Leaving Welfare

| QUESTION:

| How many people will get off the welfare rolls as a result of

thig preposal, and when?

In the year 20008, 2.4 million adults will be subject to
the new rules, including time limits and work
regquirements. Using our best estimates, almosi one
million people will either be off welfare or working.
331,000 pecple who would have been on welfare will have
left the welfare rolls. 222,000 parents will be working
part-time in unsubsidized jobs. 384,000 people will be
in subsidized jobs in the WORK program -~ that's up from
15,4600 now.

Ultimately, welfare reform's success must be measured not
by the program’s size bul by its akility to help people
keep jobs once they leave welfare. Already, 70 percent
of welfare recipients leave the rolls within two years.
But most (2/3) return within three years. The supports
in our reform plan will enable people to stay in jobs,
remain self-sufficient, and leave the welfare systen for
qood. :

The plan also includes new provisions to prevent teen
pregnancy and welfare dependency. By changing the
incentives of welfare and lauvnching a national prevention
campaign, it sends a strong signal to teens that
pregnancy and childbirth should be delayed. We also
focus on teens who are already mothers -~ with mentoring,
child care, time-limited AFDC benefits, requirements to
live with a responsible adult and identify thelr child's
father, incentives to stay in school, and other services
necessary to put them on the path to work and self-
sufficiency. Our child support provisions provide a
further way to reduce and prevent welfare dependency.

A~ 3 July 11, 1994



Why Two Years

R

QUESTION:

Why did you choose a two-year limit? Won't this lead to

' people staying on AFDC for the full two-year period (haven't
| You Jjust created a two~year entitlement to AFDC)? How soon
| does a person have to start leoking for work?

> A twe year lifetime limit tells those entering the

: walfare system that AFDC is a temporary incore support
program, yet remains sensitive to the fact that all
recipients are not yet job ready. We believe that two
years is encugh time for most people to obtain the skills
and training they need to £ind jobs and beconme
economically self sufficient. In fact, 70 percent of
welfare recipients already leave the rolls within two
years.,

From the very first day, the new system will focus on
making young mothers self-sufficient. Working with a
caseworker, each woman who is in JOBS or temporarily
deferred will develop an employability plan identifying
the education, training, and job placement services
needed to move into the workforce. Because many
applicants are job~ready, most plans will aim for
employment well within two vears. New recipients who are
job~ready will immediately be oriented to the workplace
through job search. Anyone offered a job will be
reguired to take it.

A - 4 July 11, 1994




Does Plan End Welfare as we Know It?

| Isn't this welfare as usual for recipients over age 257
Peesn't this yo against the President's pledge to end welfare
as we know 1it?

ANSWER:

» We have ended welfare as we know it, through bold changes
in parental respongibility, child support enforcement,
and the JOBS program. We have changed the incentives for
recipients by making work more attractive and more
possible. We have changed the incentives for States by
making them help <lients achieve self-sufficiency, rather
than just hand out checks.

» The system will be vastly different for those over 25 as
well. Tough new child support enforcement measures will
venefit all recipients. Universal health care and the
expanded EITC will help women find permanent employment
and achieve financial gecurity.

[ . JOBS and child care funds will also support services €o
welfare recipients outsgide the mandatory phase~in group.
iven the reasonable phase~in requirements of our
proposal, there will ke sufficient resources to provide
substantial services to these other individuals.

» States may also choose t¢ phase older recipients into the
time limited system -~ with federal matching funds.

A =5 July 131, 18%4



How Many People Will be Exempt

QUESTION:

How many people will be exempt from participation?

» Qur plan will reduce existing exeuptions and ensure that
from day one, even those who can't work must meet certain
expectations. Mothers with disabilities and those caring
for disabled children will initially be exempt from the
two-year time limit, but could be reguired to take steps
that would lead to work. Another exemption allowed under
current JOBS rules will be significantly narrowed:
mothers of infants will receive only short-term deferrals
{12 months for the first child, three months for the
second}. Currently, mothers of children under three are
deferred. Our plan also allows states to grant
appropriate extensions to a very limited number of young
mothers completing education programs.

% > By the year 2000, we estimate that 2.4 million adults
: will be phased~in and subject to the new rules, including
time limites and work requirements, and of these

approximately $60,000 will be deferred under these
criteria. ° "

A-6 July 11, 1994



Sanctions for Refusing a Job

S

QUESTION:

What are the specific sanctions against people who refuse
regular, unsubsidized jobs?

ANSWER :

> To tell parents that they must support their families, we
have substantially increased the penalty for failing to
take an unsubsidized job, Both before and after the 2~
year time limit, recipients refusing to accept
unsubsidized jobs without good cause will lose family
wash benefits for 6 months or until they accept
ungsubsidized jobs. For a typical family, the amount lost
will be about $400 per month.

Former recipients who have reached the time linit and who
gait unsubsidized jobs without good cause will be -
ineligible for the WORK program for 3 months.

A - 7 July 11, 1994



Substance Abuse Among AFDC Recipients

QUESTION:

Do you think the Administration's proposal addresses the
problem of substance abuse by AFDC recipients sufficiently?
¥hy are the Administration's estimates of substance abuse
among AFDC recipients so much lower than those of Joseph
Califanc’s Center on Addiction and Substance Abusze {(CASAY?

> Our proposal recognizes that substance abuse s a

? significant barrier to self sufficiency for some AFDC
families. Within ocur overall emphasis on state
flaxibility, states may reguire substance abuse treatment
as part of an individual's employablility plan. Depending
on the severity of the problem, treatment might be
included either as a supportive service, in conjunction
with a primary activity like job training, or, if the
problem is especially severe, the individoal could be
temporarily deferred from JOBS participation and required
teo get treatment, The state may impose JOBS sanctions
fer non-participation in treatment.

> Our estimates of substance abuse in the AFDC population
focus on the question of jimpajirment. -~ that is inability
to participate in education or training «- while CASA's
study measures drug use in the past year or heavy alcochol
use twice in the past month. For the purposes of welfare
reform, we believe ocur impairment analysis is the more
applicable.

-=-  HHS estimates that 4.5% of the adults receiving AFDC
have substance abuse problems that are severe enough
that they are likely to preclude the individual‘s
immediate participation in education or training
activities,

- HHS's analysis also estimates that an additional
10.5% of adults receiving AFDC have a moderate
substance abuse impairment that would likely
indicate a need for substance abuse treatment as a
supportive service while the individual participates
in the JOBS program,

- CASA's estimates were that 28% of adults receiving
AFDC f{and 37% of young reciplients) “abuse or are
addicted to drugs and alcchol.® One time or
occasional use in the past year does not necessarily
indicate addiction or functional impalrment. Only a
subset of the group CASA identifles are seriously
impaired.

A~ 8 July 11, 1994
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Assuring Substance Abuse Treatment
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QUESTION:

How would the Administration assure that substance abuse
treatment is available to AFDC recipients?

ANSWER:

> Welfare recipients may be required to participate in
substance abuse treatment as part of their employability
plans. Substance abuse treatment may be provided under
Medicaid and increasing numbers of states are finding it
cost effective to do so. Through the Public Health
Service we also provide funds to states for substance
abuse treatment services. The President's budget
requested additional funding for substance abuse
treatment services this year.

> This is also a clear example of why health care reform
and welfare reform are interlinked. It is through the
health care system that substance abuse treatment is and
should be provided. We proposed a substance abuse
treatment benefit in the Health Security Act and are
pleased that all major health care proposals being
considered by the Congress {including both the Ways and
Means and Finance Committees' bills) include such
benefits.

A -9 July 11, 1994



Where Are £he Jz}bs"

The President's propesal assumes that jobs will be waiting for
those who seek to leave welfare for work in the private sector.
What evidence exists that is the case?

ANSWER:
» Many AFDC recipients already leave welfare for unsubsidized g
employnent. Currently, 70 percent of reciplents leave

welfare within two years and 90 percent leave within five
yaars. Women leave to enter work in fully half of these
cases. But child care dilemmas, health crises, or temporary
unemployment now cause most women who leave welfare 0
evantually return.

> The child care and child support improvemernts in our plan,
along with the Earned Income Tax Credit and health care, will
eliminate the maior obstacles to employment. Our plan
provides a year of transitional child care for women moving
from walfare to work, in addition to increasing child care
for the working poor to bolstar families just above the
poverty line. ‘The expanded EITC will lift millions of
workers out of poverty by effectively making any wminimum wage
job pay $6.00 an hour for a typical family with two children.
And universal health care will allow people to leave welfare
without worrying about coverage for their families.

Positions will be available for women moving off welfare.
The Bureau of lLabor Statistics predicts faster job growth
over the next 20 years, with eapzoymaat increasing by more g
than 25 million jobs by the year 2005.' At least 10 of tha 15
socupations ﬁxgaetad to grow most guickly do not require *
advanced education.? Already, more than three million private
gector Jobs have been created during the first 16 monthsg of
the Clinton Administration. The unemployment rate continues
to drop, and is ¢urrently at six percent.

» In addition, by the year 2000, we will be creating 400,000
subsidized jobs. These positions will be available for those
who hit the time limit without finding unsubsidized
employment.

il

A3 - 10 July 11, 1994



» Transitional education and training programs will prepare

potential. President Clinton's plan regquires all teen
parents to finish high school and all recipients to

models., In California, for example, JOBS participants?

Even a minimup~wage job is an important step toward self-

and real financial stablility.

1. The service-producing sector will grow most, with an estimatad 25 million additional jobs. The need for
home health aides will increase by 138 percent; for perscnal and bome care wides, by 130 percent; for child
care waorkers, by 55 percent; and for food preparation workers, by 43 percent. Moderate altermative
projection, cited i George Silvestri, “The American WorkK Force, 1992-2005 Occupational Enployment: Wide
Variations in Growtb,” Monthly Lahor Review, November 1993, Occupational Outiook Ouarterly also supplies
# list of growing job areas {fall 1991, p. 30},

2. Isabel Sawhill, Office of Mansgement of Budget, quoted in Emnloyne
1994, p. 605,

3. Munpower Demonstration Research Corporation studiss of GAIN/Riverside, quoted in Bane/Ellwond
festimony.

recipients for the workplace and increase long-tern earnings
participate in training and work preparation through the JOBS
program. This approach builds on successful state and local
earnings increased an average of 24 percent over the control

group average after the second year--55 percent at one site.’

sufficiency. As women gain job skills, work experiencew-and
faith in themselves~~they will progress to better-paying jobs

A - 10.1 July 11, 1994



Impact of Termination on Children

what happens to the children if gomecne's benefits andjor
public job are ternminated?

ANSWER:

» Families who play by the rules should not be penalized.
Benefits will not be cut or jobs terminated without good
causa, At the same time, some sanction provisions are
neceasary in order to reinforce the principles of work
and respensibility.

{ » Even during sanctions, some benefits will continue in

| erder to protect children. During JOBS sanctions,
children will still receive cash benefits, and families
will keep Food Stamps, housing assistance, and medical
insurance. During WORK sanctions, families will keep
Food Stanmps, housing assistance and medical insurancs.

> These additional benefits, case management, and
monitoring of the family's situation should minimize the
risk to children. Our plan continues to provide a safety
net for children while providing real incentives for
participation in JCBS and WORK.

A~ 11 July 11, 18954



Two Years Too Rigid

Given the diversity of the AFDC caseload, isn't a two-year
time limit too rigid? Since AFDC recipients vary tremendously
in terms of their job skills, shouldn't the limit be one year
for some and three years for others?

ANSWER:

» A two year time limit tells those entering the welfare
system that AFDC is a temporary support, yet remains
sensitive to the fact that all recipients are not yet job
ready., We believe that 2 years isg enough time for most
people to obtain the skills and training they need to
find a job and become sconomically selif-sufficient. 1In
fact, 70% of welfare yveciplients already leave the rolls
within 2 years, and many applicants are iob ready.

» Fror the first day the new system will focus on making
young mothers self-sufficient, and we expect many
racipient to leave welfare for work well within the 2
years. Working with a caseworker, each woman will develop
an employability plan identifying the education,
training, and job placement services need to move into
the workforce, )

> Under the Adminigtration's proposal, states will also
have the flexibility to grant extensions to the time
ILimit a limited number of certain recipients who need
more time to complete the education and employment
activities outlined in their emplovability pians.

A - 12 July 11, 1994



T\_m Years a Lifetime Limit
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Is the two-year limit on cash assigtance a lifetime 1imit?

ANSWER :

'S Yes, the 2Z-year limit is a lifetime limit for adults jin
the phased-in population. These adults would be
ineligible for AFDC cash assistance and would be required
to register in the WORK program.

> Howevey, there is a cushion for individuals who leave
AFDC with less than 6 months of eligibhility remaining.
In such cases a person could potentially Yearn back" 1
month ©of AFDC eligibility for each 4 nonths off AFPDC/WORK
but could never have more than é months of eligibility at
one time.

» A person who returns to public assistance without any
months of eligibility would be reguired to register
directly for the HORK program.

A - 13 July 11, 1934



QUESTION:

What does the proposal do about welfare fraud?

ANSWER:

>

Fraud and Abuse

Our proposal will dramatically reduce the waste, fraud,
and misuse in the welfare system. The plan coordinates
programs, automates files and monitors recipients.

States will have to verify the income, identity, alien
status and Social Security numbers of new applicants.
Anyone who refuses to follow the rules will face tough
new sanctions, and anyone who turns down a job offer will
be dropped from the rolls. Cheating the system will be
promptly detected and swiftly punished.

A national public assistance clearinghouse will use
identification numbers to track people wherever and
whenever they use welfare, and a "new hire" database will
monitor recipients' earnings. This system is essential
for a time-limited welfare system. It will also prevent
pecple from collecting benefits in two jurisdictions
simultanecusly, claiming non-existent children, or
escaping their responsibilities by moving. We anticipate
that these provisions will lead to $290 million in
savings over the first five years.

Our proposal will also prevent or deter much fraud and
abuse before it occurs. For instance, people who
currently have unreported jobs, but fraudulently receive
cash assistance, will be discovered because JOBS and WORK
requirements will keep them from their unreported
employment. Facing increased likelihood of detection of
fraud, others may decide not to come on to the rolls or,
once on, to actively pursue self-sufficiency.
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Staff Training

s ——— B e e

How will state agsney staff be trained to assume their new
roles as case nmanagers and coordinators of a wide range of
services? How will this training be paid for?

ANSWER:

» The Administration's plan demands greater
responsibilities by the welfare office itself.
Unfortunately, the ocurrent systenm too aften focuses on ﬁ
sinmply sending out welfare checks. Instead, the welfare

office must become a place that is fundamentally about
helping people earn paychecks as quickly as possible.

» Az we went around the country we were struck by the
diversity of local welfare offices, economies and
reciplents. We were also struck by how states chose to
get services to people. We decided against a one~size-
fits all approach for training and retraining workers.

» As States move to change the "culture" of the wealfare
wfficae, the Federal government will provide nscessary
technical assistance. Initially 2 percent of JUBS, WORK,
and At-Risk Child Care funde will be reserved for 4
national research, demonstrations, evaluation, and
technical assistance efforts,

» Ultimately training for state and local staff will
generally remain the responsibility of the State welfare
agency. This jurisdiction is appropriate given the
flexibility that States will have in designing their
programs. But our plan offers several provisions to help
agencies reduce paperworkx and focus on results: 1) AFDC
and Food Stamp regulations will conformed and simplified
in order to reduce paperwork; 2} Funding incentives and
penalties will be directly linked to the performance of
states and caseworkerg in service provisions, ok
placement and c¢hild support collection.
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Why Reform?

QUESTION:

| Why not simply fully fund the existing JOBS program and give
it more time to work? Why not wait to learn more from waivers
i and demonstrations before making dramatic changes in the
system that may not work?

» The Family Support Act of 1988 is the cornerstone of u
President Clinton's welfare reform proposal, It set in
place expectations that absent parents must support their
children, that welfare should be only a transitional
preparation for self-sufficlency, and that training and
support services are as vital as cash benefits,

Important lessons from State welfare reform initiatives
have alsc been incorporated into our propesal, "

| » However, the Family Support Act did not anticipate that
state budgets would shrink--oy that caseloads would
axpand so dramatically. In addition, the Family Support
Act failed to change the culture of the welfare systen,
Today, nest caseworkers still spend vastly more tinme
processing forms and malling checks than helping
recipients gain the services and skills needed for self-
sufficiency. And numercus exemptions diluted the message
that welfare should be a transgitional system leading to
work.

B The Presidentis welfare reform plan fixes the weaknesses
| of the Family Support Act while building on its success.
While welfare reform is targeted at women born after
1871, the JOBS program will continue to move older women
toward self-sufficiency. Our plan provides additional “
federal funding and higher federal match rates to ease
state fiscal constraints and make sure that JOBS, c¢hild
suppert, and prevention programs really work. Greater
autemation, simplified program rules, and streamlined
administrative regquirenents will minimize resources spent
on paperwork., Finally, we will change the culture of
welfare. Time limits make clear the real mission is
getting people into work. Agencies must clearly explain
apportunities and obligations to recipients, move them
immediately intc employability-enhancing programs and
gervices, and enforce--rather than undermine--the values
of work and responsibkbility.
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Impact of Labor Market Conditions

QUESTION:

To what extent are welfare reform efforts complicated by
larger issues such as labor market conditions and trends?

ANSWER:

»

Historically, recessions have been accompanied by
increases in the AFDC caseload, particularly in the AFDC-
UP caseload. When fewer qobs are available, it is
naturally more difficult for weifare recipients to leave
AFDC through employment.

Given the economy's current strong performance, we are
not anticipating labor market conditions which would
hamper the effort to help recipients move from welfare to
work in most areas. The Bureau of Labor Statisties
predicts faster job growth over the next 20 years, with
employment increasing by more than 25 million jobs by the
year 2005. At least 10 of the 15 occupations expected to
grow most quickly do not require advanced education.

In addition, the phase~in strategy responds to state
needs for manageable initial caseloads. Our phase~in
strategy will have almost 400,000 people participating in
the WORK program by the year 2000 - up from just 15,000
now. Our discussions with states indicate that a work
program of this size is both effective and feasible.

The aAdainistration's welfare reform proposal does address
the possibkility of future recessions. Our bill would
augment Federal funding for JOBS, WORK and At-Risk Child
Care in the event of a nationwide recession, and would
enhance the Fedaral match rate for those programs during
Statewide recessions.

Access to health care coverage outside the AFDC program
is as critical te the success of welfare reform as is the
availability of jobs. Studies indicate that approximate-
ly one million persons are now on AFDC primarily to
gualify for Medicaid. Passage of health reform
legislation guaranteeing universal coverage would
eliminate a labor market condition that represents a
major cokstacle to achieving self-sufficiency through
work.
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Balance of Work and Parenting

QUESTION:

What is the proper balance between work expectations and
parenting responsibilities?

» Parenting responsibilities include not only the nurturing
of children and providing them emotional support, but
financially supporting them as well, Achieving the
proper balance between these important responsibilities
is a struggle confronting all families in today's society
-~ one parent and two parent families, poor families,
wealthy families and niddle-class too.

» The Administration's plan recognizes that both parents
must support their children, and eastablishes the toughest
child support enforcement program ever proposed. We will
promote parental vesponsibility and ensure that both
parents contribute to their children's well-being.

Making child support a national priocrity will help 1lift
single-parent families out of poverty.

> Horeover, our plan will give women the opportunities and
services they need to be able to support their families
without public assistance. Along with universal health
care coverage and the Earned Income Tax Credit, welfare
reform will help women find permanent employment and
achieve financial security.

B > To help single mothers balance their parenting and work
regponsibilities, we will also expand and improve the
child care system. Our plan increases availability
through additional funding for existing programs,
coordinatesg rules across all child care programs, and
encourages the development of safe and nurturing care
environments.
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Definition of Suceess

QUESTION:

How will success be defined in welfare reform?
ANSWER:

> We ought to review success based on our three key

principles; work, responsibility, and reaching the next
generation. How many people are working or moving to
work, how many are paying child support and have we
deterred teen pregnancy.

» The President's plan calls for success to be measured by
how well programs achleve the goals of the transitional
support system -- helping recipients become self-
sufficient, reducing dependency, and moving recipients
into work ~= and will provide positive and negative
incentives for attaining these objectives.

> Gne cobiective of welfare refornm ig to transform the
"sulture® of the welfare systen, from an institutional
system whose primary mission is writing checks to ensure
that poor children have a ninimal level of economic
resources to & system that focuses egual attention on the
tasks of integrating adult caretakers intoe the economic
and soecial mainstrean of socliety.

> The system of assessing program performance based on
these outcomes will be developed and implemented over
time. Until the system is put in place, programs will be
evaluated by their success in providing the services
needed to convert welfare inte a transitional support
system -~ primarily program participation rates.
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Family Sanctions

If a parent isn’t willing to accept a job offer that the
recipient feels is beyond their capacity or has no private
health coverage, is the entire family sanctioned? What
ocuteomes do you expect for children in this situation? Aren‘t
they being punished or neglected due teo the actions of their
parents?

ANSWER:

» Undexr the President's plan, recipients are required to
accept all offers of employment except when “good cause”
for refusing the job is established. Lack of health
coverage does not, by itself, constitute good cause for
turning down a job offer because we expect health reform
te ensure that everyone has coverage and because health
benefits can continue for one year after leaving welfare
for work. That is why the prior enactment of universal
health care coverage is such an important part of our
welfare reform package.

» One aspect of the President's plan is that some benefits
will continue ~-- even during sanctions =-- to protect
¢hildren.  During JOBS ganctions children will still
receive benefits and families will keep food stamps,
housing assistanca, and medicine insurance. During WORK
sanctiona, families will keep Food Stamp, housing
assistance and medicinal insurance.
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Are The Time Limits Real

OQUESTION:

People will begin with twec years of JOBS, then have the option
of two one~year WORK assigmnments. If they can't find a job or
still need public assistance they may move back inte JOBS or
| even be deferred. $o, are there really any time limits here?

ANSWER:

> There are clear limits on the length of time an
individual who is able to work can collect AFDC benefits
without working, Individuals who are jobw-ready will be
expected to engage in job search as scon as their
applicationg for assistance are approved (or earlier,
upon application, at State option). A person who is able
to work will have a maximum of two yvears to obtain the
education, tralning and/or job placement services needed
to find an unsubsidized job, after which he or she will
be reguired to take a job in the WORK program.

> Each individual who has completed two WORK assignments
will be thoroughly assessed, to determine whether she is
able to obtain a2 Job outside the WORK program. Those
found to be employakle will be regquired to perforn job
search and, if that effort is unsuccessful, to take
another WORK assignmpent. Persons found to be unable to
work, e.9., dus to a digability that was overlooked
earlier or had developed since entry into the WORK
program, would be deferred at that peint. Individuoals
found to be in need of further education or training
could be referred back to the JOBS program for a limited
peried, in the hope that such education/training would
help them obtain unsubsidized employment, rather than
remaining in the WORK program.
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Older Families

QUESTION:

Why nct put older welfare recipients or recipients with
children in school or in Head Start to work immediately, since
they are less likely to have children in need of child care?

ANSWER:

| » The President has decided on a phase~in strategy that

5 initially focuses on the youngest third of the caseload -
- young, single mothers born after 1871. Research has
shown that thig group is most at risk for long-term
walfare dependency; thus, they have the most to gain from
the welfare reform package.

> Although the initial investment required may be somewhat
larger for this group than for others, it is justified
given that there will be a grater pavoff in the long run.
This approach alsc sends a strong message to younyg women
that the welfare system has fundamwentally changed and
alters the incentives of welfare to show teenagers that
having children is an immense responsibility rather than
an easy route to independence. In addition, as tinme
passes, the program will eventually sarve older
recipients, since thouse born after 1971 will always be
subiect to the time limit.

. By the year 2000, 2.4 million adults will be subiect
to the new rules including time limits and work
reguirements. States will also have the flexibllity
to phase~in reforms more quickly to cover a larger
proportion of the caselpad.
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Extensions of the Time Limit

You allow an extension of the time limit to individuals who
need it to conmplete education and training programs. Surely
twe years for such programs is enough. Dont't the extensions
and exceptions throughout this proposal distort this welfare
effort significantly, making it indistinguishable from the
current system?

ANSWER:

» One million people off welfare and working is highly
distinguishable from the current system. We impose real
time limits for the first time in history. This is
drastic change indeed,

2 A vast majority of recipients will receive the education,
training, and employment services they need to become
self-supporting within the two year periocd. Many will
need even less than the two yvears. However, for those
few individuals who need extra time o complete their
program, the proposal does allow for a limited number of
extensions. Unlike the current system, these extensions
will be few in number and permitted only in specific
circumstances. The number of extensions allowed will be
capped, with financial penalties levied on States that
exceed the cap. These restrictions make the time limit
very real for a vast majority of recipients and represent
a dramatic departure from the current systen.
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Waiting Lists

OUESTION:

Will there be any expectation of pecople on the waiting list?
How long can a person wait on such a list before services and
expectations are in place for them? Has anything really
changed for these people?

ANSWER:

> We have provided sufficient funds to create subsidized
WORK assignments for recipients who we expect will need
them. Thus, we anticipate very few cases in which there
will be insufficient work assignments.

> If there is a shortage, States will be required to give
preference for WORK assignments to persons just entering
the WORK program, to prevent individuals whe had just
reached the two-year limit from spending an extended
period on a waiting list. Persons in the WORK program
will be required to perform job search at the conclusion
of each WORK assignment. In addition, States will have
the option of requiring individuals immediately upon
entering the WORK program to engage in job search or
other activities to prepare them for employment.

> States will be required to meet an extremely high
participation standard (80 percent) with respect to
people in the WORK program. The standard, and the
associated penalties for falling short of the mark, will
ensure that few, if any, individuals in the WORK program
will simply be on a waiting list, doing nothing.
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State Responsibilities

OUESTION:

What happens to a recipient who goes on the rolls, agrees to
an employability plan and then is never provided the services
she needs to get a job due to State inertia. What recourse
does she have?

ANSWER:

> The employability plan is an important part of the new
JOBS program; it defines the specific responsibilities of
the State and the recipient. If states fail to provide
services in the employability plan they must grant
extensions past the 2 year time limit to JOBS
participants.

> The employability plan could be revised, as appropriate.
Disagreements about revisions to the plan would be
subject to the same dispute resolution as was the initial
development of the plan. '

> Our plan includes incentives for States to focus on
results, Funding incentives and penalties will be
directly linked to the performance of States anad
caseworkers in provision service job placement and child
support cecllection.
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Coordination With Other Administration Initiatives

OUESTION:

How does the welfare reform legislation fit into other
Administration initiatives?

ANSWER:

> We have worked closely with other departments to ensure
that welfare reform fits closely with new and existing
programs. Thus the JOBS and WORK programs would be
integrated into the statewide one-stop career center
system under the Reemployment Act. JOBS and JTPA will be
integrated much more closely, and welfare reform will
also be linked with School-to~Work and Head Start.

> At the same time, President Clinton recognizes that the
social and economic forces influencing the poor run
deeper than the welfare system. The Administration has
undertaken many closely linked initiatives designed to
spur economic growth, improve education, expand
opportunity, restore public safety, and rebuild a sense
of community. These include President Clinton's crime
bill, which aids youth in disadvantaged neighborhoods and
increases funding for community policing and violence
prevention. His Bchool=-to-Work initiative facilitates
teenagers' transition into the work force. His Head
Start expansion and immunization program will help
children while creating additional jobs. And empowerment
gones and enterprise communities will aid regions by
combining tax incentives with relevant social services
and economic development programs. Welfare reform is an
essential piece of a larger whole.

> The President's health reform plan is a critical
ingredient of welfare reform. An estimated 1 million
people are on welfare chiefly to qualify for Medicaid,
the government's health care program for the poor.
Universal health coverage would allow those people to
enter the workplace without worrying about coverage for
their families. Providing health security will reinforce
work and help people move from dependence to
independence.
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Time Limits and Returns to Welfare

QJ.IESEQH:

éCan someone who takes a job, but leaves it after 6 months
[| return to AFDC?

ANSWER:
%» Individuals who have not exhausted 24 months of AFDC

eligibility may reapply for AFDC. Norwally, job search
would be their first JOBS activity.

§ » Former recipients who have reached the two-year time
3 limit and who quit unsubsidized jobs without good cause
will be ineligible for the WORK program for three months.
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Protecting Children in Sanctioned Families

QUESTION:

If the sanctions include termination of all AFDC benefits, who
will ensure that the children are not harmed by this?

ANSWER:

> We believe that families who play by the rules should not
be penalized. Thus, benefits would not be terminated
except for cause.

> our proposal includes numerous provisions to ensure that
families are aware of the rules and receive the
information and assistance they need to accept and keep
jobs. Through these provisions, we would minimize the
potential number of sanction situations. For example,
the proposal provides new opportunities for meetings
between the family and State staff to discuss
participation problems and negotiate plan revisions, a
greater emphasis onh case management, and more attention
to orientations and discussions about mutual rights and
responsibilities.

> Certain benefits--such as Food Stamps, housing
assistance, and Medicaid~-will remain available during
whole-family sanctions for failure to accept an offer of
unsubsidized employment. Further, we believe that
strengthened case management and monitoring of the
family's situation will minimize any potential risk to
children resulting from reduced cash benefits.
Ultimately, if as a result of these sanctions, children
appear to be neglected, the State would have to assune
responsibility for their protection through its chilad
welfare systenm.

[ But if parents refuse to work and provide support for
their family without good cause, then we probably should
ask questions about that family's situation. In that
case the family should be referred to child protective
services.
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Safety Net after AFDC

QUESTION:

How will the plan deal with the elimination of the safety net
of housing assistance, food stamps, ete, once a person has
found private sector employment?

ANSWER:

> The child care and child support provisions in our plan,
along with the Earned Inconme Tax Credit and health care,
will continue to support women moving from welfare to
work. We will previde a year of transitional child care
for women and increase child care for the working poor to
bolster families above the poverty line. The expanded
EITC will lift millions of workers out of poverty by
effectively making any minimum wage job pay $6.00 an hour
for a typical family with two children. And universal
health care will allow people to leave welfare without
worrying about medical coverage for their families.

» Some families will still be eligible for food stamps,
housing assistance, medical assistance (as medically
neady families), and nutritional programs such as WIC.
Working poor families are the priwary beneficiaries of
these programs.

» Food Stamp income and resource limits are generally much
higher than AFDC (regquiring gross monthly incomes below
130 percent of the federal poverty level.) Eligibility
for housing assistance is dependent upon income, the
percentage of income paid Ffor rent, and availability.
Medical assistance is available for children of families
with income above the poverty level and may be available
to all family nmembers depending upen medical costs,
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Phase-in

(1}  How many AFDC recipients are affected by the Administration’s proposal? How
many are not? Why is the effect so limited?

{2)  Why did the Administration choose this phase-in mechanism?

3) Will people who are not in the phased-in group have oo expectations placed on
them whatsoever? '

(4}  Can states chose to cover people other than the phase-in group?

(53  MDRC’s newsst findings show negative impacts under the New Chance
demonstration for younger AFDC mothers and the positive impacts under the
GAIN demonstration for older mothers, Don’t these findings argue against the
Administration’s strategy of initially focusing the time.limited program on young
mothers?

{6) How long wiil take 1o phase-in all AFDC recipients?

()  Did you consider focusing on other groups such as those with the closest connections

to the work force who would be most likely to make the successful transition off of
welfare, at lower costs, and with fewer child care needs?

Note: Bold indicates key questions



Recipients Affected by the Proposal

How many AFDC recipients are affected by the Administration’s
proposal? How many are not? ®hy is the effect so limited?

ANSWER
*
Ld

» The President's phase-in strateqgy initially focuses on
the youngest portion ¢f the caseload -~ young, simgyle
pothers born after 1671 who have the most to gain and the
nost at risk. This dgroup will ¢onstitute one half of the
cageload by the year 2000. This approach tells young
women that the welfare system has fundamentally changed
and alitera the incentives of welfare ¢o show teenagers
that having children is an immense responsibility rather
than an easy route to independence,

[ In the year 2000, 2.4 million adults -- about half of the
cagseload -~ will be sublject to the new rules, including
tine limits and work reguirements. Almost one million
pecple will either be off welfare or working. 331,000
people who would have been on welfare will have left the
welfare rolls. 222,000 parents will be working part-time
in unsubsidized 3obs. 394,000 people will be in
gubsidized jobs in the WORK program. That's up from
15,000 now. §States can also choose to phase~in more
recipients more quickly ~ with federal matching funds.

> Any worvkable plan ig bound by the time needed to build

E state capacity. It would be very difficult for states to
succesafully implement the new program move guickly. Our
phase~in strategy lets states start with a manageable
caseload ~- initially about one-third of all recipients -
~ and go farther with federal help if they wish. By the
yeayr 2004, two-thirds of all welfare recipients will be
covered by the new rules.
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Phase-In Strategy

QUESTION:

Why did the Administration choose this phase~in mechanisn?
ANSWER:

> President Clinton's welfare reform plan correctly targets

initial resources to the youngest third of the caseload:
young single women who are most at risk of long~term
weifare dependency, This targeting of limited resources
will 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 service capacity.

[ Applying the reforms to young mothers first sends a clear
and unambiguous message to adolescents: you should not
become a parent until you are able to provide for and
nurture your c¢hild., Every young person will know that
welfare has changed forever.

> The phase~in strategy also responds to state needs for
manageable initial caselcads. Our phase-in strategy will
have almost 400,000 people participating in the WORK
program by the year 2000 ~- up from just 15,000 now. oOur
discussions with states indicate that a work program of
thie size is both effective and feasible. In contrast,
the participation requirements in other proposals are
totally unrealistic. Moving as awiftly as proposed in
the Republican bill, for example, would c¢reate enorImous
administrative difficulties for states.

» Under our legislation, initial requirements will be
manageable, and states will be given the option of moving
more broadly and quickly -~ with federal matching funds.
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Not Phased-In Group

QUESTION:

wWill individuals who are not in the phased-in group have no
expectations placed on them whatsoever?

» Under the Administration's plan, States will have the
? flexibility to increase the size of the JOBS-mandatory
group and subject these individuals to the time limit.
For instance, a State could decide that the JOBS-
mandatory group should consist of individuals born after
1968 rather than 1971.

s Of course, recipients outside the phase~in group will
still be subject to the education and training

requirements in the Family Support Act under existing
rules.

The JOBS caps have been sat at levels that will enable
gtates to serve these volunteers.

> If wmembers of the non~phased in group are working or
participating in a "JOBS-~like" gducation or training
activity that is approvable under the JOBS state plan,
they will receive subsidized child care under the IV~A
child care guarantee. Our cost estimates assume that
volunteers and working AFDC recipients will receive IV-3
child care subsidies.

Of course, AFDC recipients in the non phased-in group
will continue to be required to participate in JOBS under
current rules (i.e, once thelr children reach age three.}
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Broader Phase-In Group

»-

Can States choose to cover people other than the phase~in
group?

ANSWER::

Our legislation requires states to phase in reform with
recipients born after 1971, This implementation strategy
iimits the initial mandatory caseload to about one-third
of the total in 1996, helping cash-strapped states enact
meaningful WORK programs with time limits that can really
be enforced. By the year 2000, this phase~in strategy
will move half of all AFDC reciplents into the new
system. And by the year 2004, two-thirds will be subject
to the nevw rulies.

However, states will have the option to define the
phased-in group more broadly, applying time limits and
other new rules to a larger percentage of the caseload.
In addition, states will be reguired to serve volunteers
from the non-phased-in group to the extent that federal
JOBS funds are available. At state option, these
volunteers may also be subjected te the two-year tine
limit in exchange for access to services, We believe
that this approach creates a vealistic partnership with
the states, and sets up a meaningful approach to real
welfare reform,

And of course, recipients not in the phased-in group will
still be subject to the education and training
requirements in the Family Support Act under existing
rules,
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New Chance and Administration Strategy

MDRC's newest findings show negative impacts under the HNew
Chance demonstration for younger AFDC mothers and positive
impacts under the GAIN demonstration for older mothers. Don't
these findings argue against the Administration’s strategy of
initially focusing the time-limited program on young mothers?

ANSWER:

» We believe that President Clintont's welfare reform plan
correctly targets initial resources to the youngest third
of the caseload: young single women with the most at risk
and the most to gain. Research has shown that this group
is most at risk for long-term welfare dependency; making
them self-pufficient is essential if we are to truly end
welfare as we know it. Although the initial investment
reguired may be somewhat larger for this group than for
older mothers, it is justified by the greater long-term
payoff.

» Applying the reforms to young mothers first sends a clear
and unambiguous message to adolescents: you should not
become a parent until you are able to provide for and
nurture your child. Every young person will know that
welfare has changed forever, and that having children is
an immense responsibility rather than an easy route to
independence.

» New Chance's findings do not speak dirsctly to the
Administration’s proposed phase-in strateqgy.

* MDRC's New Chance demonstration targeted a narrower
and mwore disadvantaged subset of the AFDC population
than the group initially phased in under the
Administrationt's welfare reform plan. New Chance
participants were very disadvantaged young parents -
~ the average age ¢f participants was 19 -~ who had
children as teenagers and dropped out of school.

» Moreover, the Administration's welfare reform design
is significantly different from the New Chance
demonstration. The Administration's proposal makes
JOBS participation mandatory, focuses on employment,
and enforces time limits. In contrast, teen
participants in New Chance were volunteers, focuged
initially on basic skills and education, and faced
time limits,

R R R
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that a combination of incentives, including sanctions
and mandatory participation as well as services are
effective in reaching young people.

» Chio's LEAP program also drastically increased
graduation among young welfare recipients with a
combination of mandatory participation, strong
incentives with sanctions for non-participation, and
sexyvices. Indeed most recent evidence suggests that a
corroboration of strong incentives, including sanctions
and mandatory participation, as well as, services are
effective in reaching young people.

* More positive results for teenage parents were achieved
in the mandatory Teen Parent Demonstration (TDP)
conducted in New Jersey and Illinois. TDP was
mandatory and had clear sanctions for non-
participation. Participation in the TPD, averaging 18
years of age, achieved a 20 percent increase in
earnings and a 7 percent decrease in AFDC use over a
two~year follow-up pericd. This was slightly larger
than what GAIN achieved over a two-year period (20
percent and six percent).!

. The SWIM demonstration, a mandatory welfare to work
program operating in San Diego during the late 1980's,
provides further evidence that mandatory programs can
positively impact young parents. Overall, SWIM
achieved an 11 percent reducticn in AFDC use over a
five~year period. ¥urthermore, SWIM was more effective
in helping young people under age 285 get off welfare
than it was for the rest of the caselocad.

* Some GAIN findings are very encouraging and support the
Administrationts JOBs-based welfare appreach (GAIN is
the California JOBS program). The particularly
effective Riverside program shows a program clearly
fecusing on work can significantly increase employment
and reduce welfare use for broad segments of the AFDC
population. The differential inpact of GAIN on older
and younger parents has not yvet been determined.

. In a time~-limited system, the conseguences for
institutional or individual failure are more compel-
ling; time limits should improve both the performance
and outcomes of programs,. Moreover, the impacts of
these programs may be nore dramatic as work becomes a
more rational alternative for mothers on welfare
through the enactment of the expanded EITC, universal
health insurance, tougher child support enforcement and
additional funding for child care.

'Furthermore, TPD achieved censistent results across all
three sites {Chicago, Trenton and Newark), whereas the GAIN
results varyy enormously across the counties studied.
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How Long to Phase in Recipients

Even using relatively conservative assumptions, by the
year 2000, over half (50.2%) of adult AFDC cases will
have been phased in. By the year 2005, nearly three-
fourths (72%) will be in the program.

Gur phase~in approach will send a strong message to
teenagers that welfare as we know it has ended; most
effectively change the culture of the walfare office to
focus on work; and allow states to develop effective
service capacity. Under our legislation, initial
mandates will be manageable, and states will be given the
option of moving more broadly and guickly -~ with federal
matching funds,
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Recipients With More Work Experience

QUESTION:

pid you consider focusing on other groups such as those with
i the closaest connections to the work force who would be most
| 1ikely to make the successful transition off of welfare, at
| lower costs, and with fewer c¢hild care needs?

ANSWER:

| » The problem with this type of strategy is that it does

é not target scarce resources on those who are most likely
to benefit from them. Research has shown that those who
are most jcb ready are Jleast likely to benefit from the
services provided in welfare~to-work programs. Rather
they are likely to find jobs or necessary training
programs on their own without this type of assistancs.

> Individuals who are at risk at becoming long-term vecipie-
5 ents have the most to gain from the education, training,
and support services offered. Without the program, nmany
would be unlikely to see)k out services they need to
become employable on their own. In addition, because
this group is more likely to stay on welfare for long
periods, the government has the most to gain {in terms of
overall yreductions in welfare payments} from reducing
dependency for this group rather than for the job ready
who generally use welfare for short, temporary periods.
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State Implementation/Flexibility

(B

@

(3)
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(10)

How much State flexibility is there in the plan? Can states still submit requests
for waivers? '

What will happen to states with waivers in place, particularly waivers that
provide special services to AFDC recipients other than those in the phase-in
group? What will happen to states that implemented time units under a Section
1115 waiver.

Will states be able draw down the money made available for JOBS/WORK, since
some have been unable to under the 1988 Family Support Act?

What will be the incentives/matching rates for states?

Is there a difference between rural poverty and urban poverty and will welfare reform
take those differences into consideration {for transportation, child care, etc,)?

Are the states ready for welfare reform? Will they be able w implement welfare
reform, including changes in AFDC, JOBS, and child support enforcement? If not

immediately then when?

With the new income disregards in AFDC, what will be the highest actual income 2
person could eamn and still receive benefits? Will this be different across States?

How will this plan affect people in the territories?

How will the performance of states be assessed to determine the degree to which
states have adequately served participants in the JOBS and WORK programs?

The Family Support Act proposed 1o develop performance standards but they were
never implemented. Why will the performance standards of the Administration’s bill
be any more successfui?

Note: Bold indicates key guestions



State Flexibility

I

How much state flexibility is there in the plan? Can states
still subnmit requests for walvers?

| ANSWER
% > Innovative state experiments have provided a blue-print
. for national welfare reform -- our approach builds upon

the states' success and allows them to retain their
current flexibility. The Administration's plan increases
state options, recognizing that states are the
"laboratories of democracy® and that certain problems
demand local flexibility. cCommunities will be encouraged
to tailor their WORK programs to local labor market heeds
and circumstances.

% > The plan will also provide state eoptions to:

» Eliminate discrimination against poor two-parent
famlilies in the welfare systen;

* Use meonetary incentives as well as sanctions to keep
teen parents in school or GED classes;

. Deny increased benefits to women who have additional
¢hildren while on welfare;

» Develop mandatory work programs for noncustedial
parents;

. Grant a limited number of extensions to women in

work~study programg or other activities necessary to
prepare for work and;

. Set higher earnings disregards for recipients.

> Denonstrations and pilot programs will allow states to
fine~tune the reformed welfare system. We provide
denmonstration grants for innovative paternity and
parenting initiatives, work for wage programs outside the
AFDC gystem, different work support strategles and child
enforcement and assurance programs. States may also
continue to submit reguests for waivers.
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Waivers

QUESTION:

What will happen to states with waivers in place, particularly
waivers that provide special services to AFDC recipients
outside the phase-in group? What will happen to states that
implemented time limits under a section 1115 waiver?

ANSWER :

> Some states may want to reconsider their demonstrations
in the light of new program requirements, funding, and
state options. They will ke able to do so by submitting
new or revised waliver requests.

» The Administration is committed to working with states
that want to continue their waiver demonstrations to
ensure that they can, consistent with the objectives of
the Social Security Act and the requirements of the new
legislation.

» In addition, our plan includes, as State options, many of
the innovative demonstration projects that States have
sponsored in recent years., For example, our plan allows
states to remove special eligibility reguirements for
two~-parent families, and develop mandatory work programs
for non~custodial parents.

IF PRESSED:

> States that have implemented time limits under waiver may
require special attention. The new time limit provisions
are not covered under the general section 1115 waiver
authority (i.e., they are not contained in section 402 of
tha Act), and the proposal will permit only a limited
nunber of demonstrations of alternative time-limit rules.
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State Funds

[F——

Will states draw down the money we make available for
JOBS /WORK, since they were often unable to under the 19388
Family Support Act?

ANSWER:

> Drafters of the Family Support Act did not anticipate
that state budgets would shrink--or that caselocads would
expand so dramatically. Over the last few years, state
budget shortfalls have meant cuts in public aid staff and
reduced state funds available for drawing down JOBS and
other federal money. In 1992, states drew down only 69
percent of the $1 billion available from the federal
government. At the same time, both child support and
AFDC caseloads have grown rapidly. The nunber of AFDC
recipients, for example, increased 33 percent between
July 1989 and July 1993,

» Our plan providezs $2 billion of additional federal
funding and raises federal match rates for both progran
and adninistrative costs to sase state fiscal
constraints. The federal mateh will increase further in
states with high unemployment. This means that states
will receive considerably more federal money without
having to spend more themselves -~ nore money %o hire and
train additional staff, to implement innovative
demonstrations, and to serve a larger number of people.

» Alse included in our plan is a provision reguiring states
to maintain thelr PY 1934 levels of spending. We have
also created & Secretary’s fund which will take unspent
JOBS/WORK dollars and reallocate them to states who have
spant thelyr allecation.
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State Matching Rates

OUESTION:
What will be the incentives/matching rates for States?

> Many states have experienced budgetary difficulties that
? were not anticipated at the time the Family Support Act
wag enacted. Conseguently, these states have baen unable
to draw down their full allocation of Federal JOBS funds
because thay have been unable to provide the reguired
atate match. Under our plan, JOBS, WORK, and all Title
Iv-A child cara programs would have the same federal
mat.ch rate {for each state). To asgist states in drawing
down their full allotment, the Federal match rate will be
increased by five percentage points in 1996, rising to a
level ten percentage points over the current JOBRS match
rate by the year 2000, with a minimum federal match of

70 percent.

i

E > To ensure that welfare offices operate the prograg as

intended, a new parformance system will reward or
penalize State performance through adijustments to the
federal payments to states for AFDC and JUBS
expenditures. Financial incentives will similarly
encourage States to exceed target participation rates in
JOBS. During periods of high state unemployment, the
state match rate for JOBS, WORX, and At-risk Child Care
would be reduced by 10 percent (not 10 percentage
points).

i
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Rural and Urban

Is there a difference between yrural poverty and urban poverty
and will welfare refornm take those differences into
consideration (for transportation, child care, etc.)?

| ANSWER:

i > Yes, and our plan gives states and localities the

i flexibility they need to design programs suited to the
characteristics of their residents., We have put in place
mechanisms to help States draw down their full allotment

of Federal funds so that they can have more resources for
their JOBS programs,
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State Implementation

Are the states ready for welfare reform? WwWill they be able to
 implement welfare reform, including changes in AFDC, JOBS, and
child support enforcement? If not immediately, then when?

ANSWER:

» The Administrationts proposal gives states adequate time
to implement welfare reforn, and uses funding incentives
¢ ensure that they do s on schedule. But welfare
reform will not mean additional unfunded state mandates.
We will increasa federal funding for JOBS, pregnancy
prevention, child care, and child support eanforcement.
We will provide new funding for WORK programs. And we
will raise federal matching rates to make money nore
available. Finally, we set aside technicval assistance
funds to help states implement reform.

» Our phase in strategy responds to state needs for
manageable initial caseloads. Our discussions with
gtates indicate that a work program of this proposed size
is both effective and feasible. In contrast, the
participation requirements in other proposals are totally
unrealistic. Moving as swiftly as proposed in the
Republican bill, for example, would create encrmous
administrative Qifficulties for states.
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Earnings by AFDC Recipients

With the new incowe disregards in AFDL, what will be the
highest actual income a person could sarn and still receive
benefits? Will this be different across States?

ANSWER:

> The highest actual income a person could earn and still
receive benefits under our plan will vary by State. 2As
under current AFDC rules, States will set their own need
and payment standards. At a nminimun, States must
disregard $120 per month, in work expense from reciplients
earnings. Direct provision of child care and certain
child care costs will also be disregarded.

» Cur plan allows States to further reinforce work by
setting higher earned income disregards. States who do
not pay benefits at the full level of need may also
permit earned income to ¥£ill the gap® between the
payment and the need standard, without affecting
eligibility.

> Just as in the current AFDC program, we would expect
substantial differences in the levels of benefits and
computation of benefits acreoss states under our proposal.
However, research suggests that higher benefits have
little impact on attracting recipients from one State
into another (the so-called "magnet theory"). Poor
families, like other families, make decisions on where to
live based a wide variety of lifestyle factors,
including, associations with family and friends,
availability of employment and affordable housing,
schools, safety, and transportation.
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Territories

i!

»

{ How will this plan affect people in the territories?

ANSWER:

The lives of families in the territories should bhe
improved significantly under our plan.

The territories operate AFDC, Aid to the Aged, Blind, and
Disabled, JOBS, child care, and Foster Care programs
under the same eligibility and payment requirsments as
the States. However, funding for these programs is
capped for the territories. Benefit payments above the
cap are financed 100 percent by the territories. fThe
number of public assistance programs funded under the
current caps, coupled with only one adjustment to these
caps in 15 years, has serjousgly limited the territories?
abilities to provide, let alone increase, benefits.
Further, beginning Octobey, 1994, Puerto Rico will he
reguired te extend eligibility to two-parent families.

This proposal will continue to give territories the
auvthority to operate public assistance programs and
adequate means to do s, We will increase the current
caps by 25 percent to create pealistic funding levels for
the territories that are reflective of the current
econumy and caseload. We will also index the caps to
1ink funding to economic vonditions. At-Risk Child Care
expenditures will be removed from the cap to enable the
territories to better meelt their expanded child care
needs. Reguirements to operate AFDC~UP programs in the
territories will be eliminated. In addition, territories
will be permitted, but not reguired, to implement a two-
year time limit and the WORK program.

Funding for JOBS and the capped entitlement portion of
WORK funding will not be part of the section 1108 cap
that generally applies to title IV-R expenditures in the
Territories,

Furthermore, while participation rates and performance
standards will apply to the programs in the Territories,
the Secretary may modify them t¢ accommodate special
circumstances.
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Performance Measures and Standards

T

QUESTION:

How will the performance of States be asgessed to determine
| the degree to which States have adequately served participants
in the JOBS and WORK programs?

ANSWER:

» Cne of the most important goals of welfare reform has
been to change the culture of welfare. For States, this
means axpanding the mission of the welfare system from
providing sconomic resources Lo poor ¢hildren to helping
their parenty and caretakers enter the economic
rainstream and attain economic independence. This cannct
be done unless States adequately serve all recipients in
the JOBS and WORX progranm.

> There are a number of provisions specifying what recourse
; recipients would have in the event that adeguate services
are not provided, For exanmple, reciplents would be
eligible for an extension to complete activities and
gervices which were not adeguately provided.

» The Adninistration’s proposal contalns rigorous standards
regarding the levels of participation in the JOBS and
WORK program which would ensure that States are at least
providing JOBS and WORK services to families on
assistance.

» While it is important to ensure that States meet their
obligations, to reguire specific activities that focus on
process rather than outcomes and that hamper State
flexibility way be counter~productive. We have
incorporated provisions for the implementation of an
outcome~based performance measurement systenm.

» The performance measurement syetem would assess State
performance according to how well clients have fared in
addition to how well c¢lients have been served. Financial
incentives and penalties would be tied in to a State's
performance, thereby creating incentives for States to
direct thelxr focus into meeting the overall obkidectives of
the program.
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In order to ensure that such a system is feasible and
reflects true cutcomes, the plan provides feor initial
measurements of possible factors prior to the implementation
of standards with rewards and penalties asscciated with
those standards. All intersted parties, including
recipients, would have input in the identification of the
factors to be measured and the level at which standards
should be set for those measures. Finally, the Secretary
would have the flexibility to modify the system to
accommodate changing needs of the entire program.
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Performance Standards

- -1
QUESTION:

The Family Support Act proposed to develop performance
standards but they were never implemented. Why will the
performance standaxds of the Administration's bill be any more
successful?

ANSWER:

» The Family Support Act did not specify a workable process
for the Department and States to develop measures of
performance which could then be validated and compared
against mutually agreed upon standards.

> The Administration's proposal will create an outcomre-
based performance meagurement system that directly links
funding incentives and penalties to the performance of
States and caseworkers in service provision, job
placement, and child support cellection.

» The process for developing the systen will include all
relevant parties: Federal agencies, States, localities,
interested parties, ste,

> While the complete outcome~based, performance measurement
systen is being developed, we propose to hold states to
service delivery standards that focus on participation
rates in JOBS and WORK, extensions of the time-limit, and
aceuracy of the time~clock.

> The focus of the existing guality centrol system will be
expanded from payment accuracy to accommodate these
improvements. It will assess the accuracy of sState data,
of the time-clock, and of the proportion of cases with
extensions and it will determine participation rates and
other measures of performance as specified by the
Secretary.
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Cost/Financing

1 How much does this program cost? Why is it more expensive to get people off
welfare than to keep them on the existing AFDC program?

{2}  How will this reform proposal be paid for?

3 Why are you financing welfare reform on the backs of immigrants and the
homeless?

(4)  How much of the burden of financing this bill is going to fall on legal
immigrants?

{5}  What are the provisions, if any, affecting needy aliens?

(6)  Does the Administration’s financing package shift cost 1o the states ?

(7) Do illegal aliens receive any federal benefits?

{8  How many legal aliens receive public assistance benefits?

{9y  How is the citizenship status of AFDC applicants verified?

{(10) What changes does the President’s welfare reform bill make to alien eligibility for

federal assistance programs?

Note: Bold indicates key questions



What Will be the Cost of the Work
and
Responsibility Act of 19947

QUESTION:

How much will this program cost? Why is it more expensive to
get people off welfare than to keep them on the exiszting Aid
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) progranm?

» All ©f the major welfare reform proposals before the
Congress -- including the main Republican alternatives --
carry significant short term costs. The Administration's
welfare reform propogsal is estimated to cost $9.3 billion
over 5 vears, less, in fact, than the Republican
alternative. However, these costs are fully offset
through reductions in existing entitlement progranms,
extensions of expiring provisions, and RITC enforcement
measures. Therefore, the proposal will not increase the
federal budget deficit.

> Getting people off welfare is initially costly because it
involves investing in people--by providing education and
training--instead of just writing welfare checks. The
Work and Responsibility Act supports expanded education
and training, work opportunities, child care, child
support enforcement, and teen pregnancy prevention
efforts, While these investments may cost money in the
short-term, they will pay tremendous dividends over the
long ternm by ©f reducing velfare dependency and helping
low~income familles achieve self-sufficiency.

» The “opportunity? that these services provide is balanced
by the individual ¥responsibility® that we demand. We
sat up & compact between welfare recipients and the
government., program recipients will be given support and
asgistance in finding jobs. In exchange, cash assistance
will be time~limited, and recipients will be asked to
take greater responsibility for their families and to
make a contribution to their communities.

> The goal of welfare reform is toe break the current cycle
in which women return to welfare repeatedly because they
lack the skills needed for self-sufficiency. Our reform
will also strengthen families; to insist that parents ~-
both mothers and fathers -- take responsibllity for their
children; and send a message to our younyg people that
they must stay in school and not have children until they
are able to support them.
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How Will the Cost of This Reform be Paid

QUESTION:
How will this reform proposal be paid for?

%:éIﬁSYZEZ&t

i » The $%.3 killion in program cost is fully offset by
reductions in existing entitlement programs, extensions
of expiring provisions, and EITC enforcement measures.
The kill does not raise taxes or increase the deficit.

> The S«year savings are derived from the following
BEOUrces:

progran - ﬁe will 8et a aap on this program in 1995
and provide inflation adjustments in future years.
Spending in this progranm has grown tremendously in
recent years, from 5189 million in 1990 to a
projected $1 billion by 1999, Initially designed to
help states respond to the acute needs of
disadvantaged populations, the Emergency Assistance
program i8 increasingly used by states to fund Il
services that were previously paid for with state
funds. As a2 result, program costs have skyrocketed
in recent yvears, but few new services have been
provided to the poor.

Mé —cit w«fTha'numbex of ncn-citizans
who are 881 aged recipients has risen dramatically,
from 5 percent of the caseload in 1982 to 28 percent
in 1993.

- Current law provides for a Ydeeming® period, during
which the sponsor's income is considered to
determine an immigrantt's eligibility for benefits.
In 1893, Congress extemded the 551 “deeming® period
from three to five years. Our proposal makes this
Eivewyear "deeming” periocd permanent law for 851,
AFDC, and Food Stamps. Immigrants who are sporisored
by equally poor sponsors will be eligible for
benefits, but those whose sponsors earn above the
.8, median family income ($39,500) will not bhe
eligible until they become «itizens themselves. The
proposal also sets consistent standards of
eligibility under AFDC, Medicaid, and 88I for
immigrants who are not permanent residents.
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. iliicen:  Hew rules redgarding SSI benefits for

ug and atcohol 3 ¢tad recipients -« New sanctions
and a time limit (genevally, 36 months) on benefits
will be imposed for recipients who receive benefits
based on a substance abuse problem, This issue already
is included in the Social Security Independent Agency
»iil {H.R. 4277} that Congress is debating., WwWe
anticipate savings of $800 million from the provision.

: e hem The prapasal betﬁer tarqets
meals provided in family day care homes to ensure that
they go to low~income recipients., Currently, it is
estimated that over 70 percent of the subsidies for
such meals benefit children from families with incomes
above 185 percent of poverty. While assuring that the
funds support those chilildren who are most in need, we
would to minimize the administrative burden on family
day cave homes. Homes that are located in low~income
areas would continue to receive a higher subsidy while
#ll other homes would have a choice. They could elect
to be simply means tested or to receive a reduced rate
subsidy.

income farmers o= Farmars with non~farm adjusted
gross income of $100,000 or wore would not be eligible
for Commodity Credit Corporation subsidies, The
proposal would target these payments more efficiently,
assuring that they are provided to smaller, family
farms. The Congressional Office of Technology
Assessment has concluded that most big farms "do not
need direct government payments and/or subsidies",

) Thamsuperfand

Tax would be extended anﬁ a partian would be uged
through 1998 to help offset the ¢ost of welfare reform.
This use of the funds would not affect Superfund
hazardous waste cleanup because it already is covered
under the discretionary spending caps.

limits on zha preportion of nall&atiaus that states may
retalin from Food Stamps overpayments. Although Food
Stamps is a totally federally financed program, Btates
are allowed to retain a portion of overpayments as an
incentive to increase such collections. Our proposal
wonld extend the 1990 Farm Bill provision to 2004,
allowing States to keep 25 pearcent (previously 50
percent) of the cellections from intentional violations
and 10 percent (previcusly 25 percent) from other
collections,
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$0.1 billion: Deny EITC to non-resident aliens =--
Non-resident aliens are not required to report their
non-U.S. income. Therefore, it is not possible to tell
whether such persons are eligible for these payments
based on total income. The proposal would eliminate
such payments for non-resident aliens. It is estimated
that about 50,000 people, mostly visiting foreign
students and professors, will be affected.

0 illion: Use ees ther savings ovisions
-- Certain customs service user fees currently due to
expire at the end of 2003 would be extended through
2004. These fees include charges for commercial and
non-commercial merchandise entering and leaving U.S.
warehouses; passenger processing; commercial truck
arrivals; railroad car arrivals; and private aircraft
entries. We would permanently extend railroad safety
inspection fees that are currently scheduled to expire
at the end of 1999. While welfare reform would extend
the EITC to military families, it also would require
such families to report nontaxable earned income,
enhancing compliance with EITC rules.
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Why is Welfare Reform Being Financed Through Reductions

QUESTION:

why are you financing welfare reform on the backs of
immigrants and the homeless?

-

President Clinton's welfare reform plan addresses
imnigration issues through the values of family and
responsibility central to the rest of his approach. The
plan requires those who legally sponsor an immigrant --
usually family members -- To make a real commitment to
that immigrantts financial well-being. Our plan, unlike
the Republican bllls, does not end all Fedaral assistance
to non~citizens. COur plan saves money by cutting
benefits o people who have other pmeans of support, but
it does not fund welfare refornm by abandoning truly needy
people who reside here legally, pay taxes, and deserve
raeciprocal support.

This approach builds on what Congress has already done.
In the fall of 1583, Congress extended the period of
spongor responsibllity under 85X from three to five
years. Ouy proposal makes that decision permanent law,
and similarly extends the deeming pericd under AFDC and
Food Stamps., In addition, sponsors whe earn more than
the U.S5. wedian family income ($39,500) will continue to
be responsible after the five year period and until the
immigrant becomes a citizen.

In the past, many elderly immigrants who were not in true
need nohetheless recelved $$I benefits. About one-third
of the immigrants currently on S5I [and subject to the
deening rulesg) applied for benefits in their fourth vear
of residency -~ as soon ag the deeming period ended --
even though their sponsors were often financially able to
suppert them,

Deeming does not deny assistance to legal immigrants
whose sponsors are poor. OuUr proposal ensures that truly
needy immigrants will not be denied benefits if they
become blind or disabkled, or if their sponsors suffer
financial reverses or die. Refugees and asylees will
also continue to be eligible for benefits.

We have sought to cap the AFDC Emergency Assistance
pregram, which States have gradually used to finance a
range of programs unrelated to emergency needs, But this
proposal does not cut EA funds and does not pracliude use
of these funds for services to homeless individuals--it
simply encourages States to target these funds for true
energency services and nesds
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What Portion of the Welfare Reform Financing
Will be Paid by Legal Aliens

QUESTION:

How much of the burden of finanalng this bill is geoing to fall
on legal immigrants?

ANSWER:

> Approximately $3.8 billion of the $2.3 billion cost of
welfare reform will derive from changes in public
assistance for legal aliens. By contrast, other
proposals before the Congress are fully paid for by
eliminating all Federal assistance to non-citizens.

> The reductions ensure that persons who sponsor immigrants
to this country live up to the commitments that they make
at the time of sponsorship.

> At the same time, the proposal assures that assistance is
made available to those most in need. For example,
beyond the five-year deeming period, only those aliens
who have sponsors with incomes above the U.8. median or
approximately $38,500, would be ineligible for benefits,
Needy immigrants will not be denied benefits if they
become blind or disabled, or if their sponsor suffer
financial reverses or die. Refugees and asylees will
also continue to be aligible for benefits.

- In addition, the proposal denies EITC benefits to foreign
students and professors, many of whom have substantial
income from sources ocutside the U.S.
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What are the provisions, if any, affecting needy aliens?

ANSWER:

Only cne provision ghanges alien eligibility criteria by
creating a wniform definition of eligibility for the 85X,
AFDC, and Medicaid programs.

> Under this provision, aliens who have sither entered
illegally or have overstayed their temporary visas, and
have been found deportable by the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS)}, are no longer eligible for
benefits under the three programs.

> This change is estimated to save a total of $8%0 million
by FY 1699 {i.e., over five years}, and affects 38,000
recipients, under the three programs.’

> The provision will be implemented "prospectively”,
affecting only new applicants to the benefit prograns;
aliens already receiving benefits would not be affected
ag long as they remained continuously eligible for
benefits.

» (NOTE: For categories of immigrants affected by this
proposal, see the attached chart "Comparison of
Provisions On Alien Eligibility."%}

Backaround:

It can be argued that the other provision extending and
medifying current sponsor deeming rules dees not affect psedy
aliens since:

> Under deening, if a sponsor’s income and resources are
depleted sufficiently, the sponsored alien may be
eligible for benefits; and

> If the sponsor's income is not depleted sufficiently, we
will expect the sponsoy to continue providing for the
immigrant in conformance with the pledge the sponsor has
signed as a condition of allowing the immigrant to enter

'0MB has informed us that if Health Care Reform legislation
is passed pricor to Welfare Reform, and the Health Care
legislation results in only cash benefit recipients (APDC and
S8I) being eligible for Medicaid, then the estimates provided
above may be reduced since we could no longer claim savings for
non-cash eligible aliens.
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COMYARISON OF PROVISIONS ON ALIEN ELIGIBILITY

sl e T PROPOSED LawW ¥, 7 i -
Adminisimstion® HR 3500/
Muinstresm Forum
sancfid Permancat Restdent ILPR) ¥er Yee Yer No
{with exceptions)*

MOA Allen {LTR, 245A, 20d 210} Vi Yer Yes No
Refuges Yoz : ¥eu Yes Yer!
Conditionsl Extram Refugey Yes Ye Yee No
Awviee Yos Yer Yo No
Prrrlon Yex Yoo No' No
Ruiativa Petition Approved Youd Yo Yes No
Extended Yolomary Departies Aa Tt Ha No No
Member of Hetionality Owoup
Terporsry Protocted St 73 No Ko No
Dieportaicn Withbekd Yort Yz Yeo No
lndefinite Stay of Degosiation Yes Yo Ns? No
Sy of Deporsation Yoot el No' Ne
Crdor of Suparvision Yoz Yex N Ne
Deferrnd Action Stana Yo Yes No' Ho
Suspension of Dxpartation Yo Yes Yex No

“oluntary Fepariuee Siatus Yei' ‘ Ne No' Ne
adefinie Volunary Seperure Yo Yoz No No
Comiauoudy Redded Sinee VT2 ¥ou Yer Ne No
Apphication Filed Status Adhestroent Yeu* No Ne Ne
Others Whose Departiire INS Doen Nat ¥ra No No Ho
Contemplate Enforcing
Applicam For Aryloo Yed No™ Ne No
Fawily Unity Protecied Statua Yerf No No' Neo
Nonimmigeant Mo No Ro Ne

e ———————?

k. Administration proposate would siter sponsor deeming requirernents, and exablizh 1 uniform dsfinition of slien eligibility for the AFDC, 88 and
Mudicsid programs.

3. Spansored LERy would by subject (o deeming/modified deeming for longer period of dree.

3. Exceptions sre: If LPR iy over age 75 and has resided continuously ie the 1.5, for 5 years; and, for & period of six yenrs afier eoiey, PR whe
Wi admitied an refagecs,

4. After 5 yesr period following adjustment of status, which is pow over for viruaEy B IRCA slivtes,

5. Forup to 6 yosre afier dete of arrivel.

6. Spotwored paralees wie subject 10 wporwor deeming under AFDC for 3 years; but aol under 551,

7. A Emiled number of aliens in this category may be eligibls for benefita if (13 the Attormmy Genenal determines digt their contioued grisence in the
1.5, seeves & humazitkrisn or other compelling public intorest, and (2¥ the Secrctary of HHS determipes thet such isterest would be further sorvad by
prazeicg benefit eligibility to wich slicns.

$. [f INS docs oot comtrmplais enforcing departure,

9. i oo sew date established For deportation, wnd stay is for more than | year.

14, Exsep for Cuban/Haitan enirint.
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Cost Shifts to States

QUESTION:

Isn't your financing package just a cost-shift to states?

% » No. We are asking sponsors to do more, we are targeting
é programs better, and we are ensuring that the EA program
is used as intended.

» our financing package is tough, but balanced, We all
know that difficult choices have to be made in the
current budget situation, and we have tried to make our
financing mechanisms as fair to states as possible under
these circumstances.

» We do not anticipate a financial burden on states, and
think that states will come out ahead after reform.

D -5 July 11, 1994



EMERGENCY MEDICAL ASSISTANCE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS

QUESTION:
Do illegal aliens receive any Federal benefits?
ANSWER:

» Federal statutes provide that illegal aliens are eligible
only for emergency medical care if they meet the other
eligibility criterjia under the Medicald program {i.e.,
are low-income). k

> While there is a potential for illegal aliens to receive
benefits based on fraudulent documentatjion, as my
testimony has indicated our programs make every attempt
to establish correct alienage status through verification
procedures, including the SAVE systen.

Labor and delivery serxrvicaes for pregnant women are included in
the definition of emergency medical services under Medicaigd.

Alienage data is not submitied by states, and the Medicaid
Bureau does not compile data on the alienage of individuals
receiving Medicaidg.
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NUMBER OF LEGAL ALIEN RECIPIENTS

How many legal aliens receive public assistance benefits?

» In PY 1982, there were about 325,000 legal aliens
receiving AFDC, or about 7 percent of the total AFDC
caseload (4,768,572). This count includes refugees,
which represented about 30 percent cof the legal alien
caseload, {Since this is a caselcad count, the nunmber of
individuals would be higher by a factor of about 3.)

» In December 1993, there were about 683,000 legal aliens
receiving S81, or about 12 percent of total SSI
recipients ($,922,620). Refugees represented about 17
percent of all legal aliens receiving SsSI.

Most of these legal aliens receiving public assistance resided
in a handful of states, Abcut 80 percent of legal alien
recipients under both AFDC and $8I resided in 6 states. The
six states for each program-—-

H8Y -~ 1993

california 292,700

New York 103,530

Florida 65,180

Texas 48,630

New Jersey 22,260

Iilineis 48880

Total 554,390 {(or 81% of all SST legal aliens}.

rr————

D~ 8 July 11, 1934



AFDC » 1992

California 148,573
Hew York 61,379
Florida 17,026
Texas 16,961
Massachusetis 13,043
Rew Jersey 8,139
Total 265,127 {or 82% of all AFDC legal alien

cases)

The Medicaid program does not require states to report the
alienage of Medicaid recipients, and there is nco data available
on the alienage of Medicaid recipients,

D ~ 8.1 July 11, 1994



VERIFICATION OF CITYZENSHIP UNDER A¥FDC

How s the citizenship status of AFDC applicants verified?

> States are required to verify citizenship of applicants.

» States generally verify citizenship by requiring
applicants to presgent documentation such as birth
certificates or baptismal records, U.S. passports,

naturalization papers, or cother documents reflecting U.S,
citizenship.

The Quality Control system allows the Federal government to

identify states where adequate verification of citizenship may
hot be oocurring.,

Since most states verify food stamp eligibility along with
AFDC eligibility, and Food Stamps is a Federal program,
specific Federal guidelines on establishing citizenship status
is followed for both programs in most states,

-8 July 11, 19%4



QUESTION:

Wnat changes does the President's welfare reform bill make to
alien eligibility for Federal assistance programs?

eligibility under ¥Federal assistance programs.

> The first provision affects sponsored legal permanent
residents,

- It extends the sponsor deeming period under S$8I,
AFDC, and Food Stamps to five years after the
sponsored immigrant has entered the country.

- Beyond the five years, and until the sponsored
immigrant becomes & naturalized citizen, the
immigrant will not be eligible for benefits under
the three programg if a sponsor's annual income is
above the measure of U.S8. median family income
{about §39,500).

» The second provision affects some pon-legal permanent
resident aliens by creating a uniform definition of
eligibility for such aliens under the SSI, AFDC, and ?
Medicaid programs. |

~ It affects primarily aliens who have either entered
illegally or have overstayed their temporary visas,
and have been found deportable by the Imnigration
and Naturalization Service (INS).

- It does pot affect those non-legal permanent
regidents that have received from INS a delibarate
immigration decision and status for permanent
presence in the U.8~~guch as refugees, asylees, and
certain long-term paroless.
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- This new definition of eligibility replaces the
anmbiguous term Ypermanently residing in the U.S. under
color of law®, or PRUCOL, on which current eligibility
for non~legal permanent residents is based.

Both provisions allow state and local programs of assistance
to disqualify from general assistance programs any immigrant
who is found ineligible for SSI, AFDC, Food Stamps, or
Medicaid due to these provisions.

Both provisions affect only new immigrant applicants to
assistance programs; immigrants already receiving benefits
would not ke affected as long as they remained continucusly
eligible for benefits.

D~ 10.1 July 11, 1954
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JOBS Program

{1} Federaily-supported job fraining programs do not have a successful frack record,
why will this program be more effective?

(2)  Will tribes receive direct funding for JOBS?

{3y  Who will determine appropriate training for each recipient?

(4)  How will job training program under JOBS be coordinated with existing job training
programs in the Departrment of Labor? How is coordinated with the Administration’s
Re-employment Act?

(3} I the JOBS and Work programs are part of "One Stop Shopping”, what agency will
administer the programs and pay for the training?

{6)  Could a person be provided with some services without being brought completely into
the program?

(7Y  What participation rate standards will states be held to under the new enbanced JOBS

program? What will the required participation rates be under the WORK program?

Note: Bold indicates key questions



Effectiveness of Training Programs

Some Federally-supperted job training programs do not have a
successful track record, Why will this program be more
effective?

ANSWER:

» Many federally supported training programs have
successfully increased employment and earnings, and
reduced welfare dependency, For example, recent findings
from California's Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN)
program and Florida‘'s Project Independence reaffirm that
education, training, and employment programs can increase
self-sufficiency and reduce dependency. (California and
Florida account for over one~fifth of nation's AFDC
recipients.)

» GAIN is a statewide initiative that predated the *

implementation of JOBS, but now gerves as California's

JUBS program., According to MDRC's evaluation of six

counties, the program significantly increased earnings

and reduced wvelfare payments.

L Qvar a 3w-year follow-up paried, average earnings for
gingle parents increased by 22 percent (25 percent
higher in the third year), and welfare payments were
reduced § percent (8 percent lower in the third
year);

» Riverside County showed particularly impressive
results. Over the 3~year perloed, Riverside
increased earnings by 49 percent and reduced welfare
pavments by 18 percent.

> Project Independence is Florida's statewide program for
moving people from welfare to work. After one year of
follow~up, Project Independence's impacts resemble GAIN's
at the same point.

» By replicating and improving programs such as these, we
can bulild effective JOBE programs across the country.
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Tribes

Will Tribes receive direct funds for JOBs?

» Yes., In fact, consistent with the President's interest
in providing Tribes the right to self-determination,
Tribes will have expanded opportunities to recelive direct
funding under our proposal.

> Tribes will again have the opportunity to apply to
operate their own JOBS programs. If their applications
are approved, they will receive direct funding for JOBS,
as they d¢ under current law,

> In addition, they will be able to operate their own WORK
programs if they elect to operate JOBS.

> Qur proposal also allows Tribes to operate their own
child care programs for JOBS and WORK participants, and
families eligible for transitional child care.
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Education and Training

Who will determine appropriate training for each recipient?
ANSWER:

> Working with a caseworker, each JOBS participant or
temporarily deferred recipient will develop an
employability plan identifying the education, training,
and job placement services needed to move intc the
workplace.,

» The employability plan will consider, among other
elements, the remaining months of eligibility, the
individual's preferences, and local employment
opportunities.

> State agencies must inform individuals about relevant
education, training, and employment opportunities and
support services, including opportunities in hon-
traditional fields of employment. States must also
encourage entry into non-traditional fields.

> Individuals who disagree with their proposed

employability plans, will be entitled to higher-level
reviews.

E~-3 July 11, 1994



'Coordination With Department of Labor

OUESTION:

How will job training programs under JOBS be coordinated with
existing job training programs in the Department of Labor?
How will they be coordinated with the Administration's
Reemployment Act?

ANSWER:

> At the state level, job training programs will be
coordinated through State plans and through the State Job
Training Coordinating Council or the Human Resource
Investment Council. At the local level job training
programs will be coordinated through PICs or the county-
administered entities that administer job training
programs.

> The agency administering the WORK program would be
required to coordinate delivery of WORK services with the
public, private, and not-for-profit sectors, including
local government, large and small business, United Ways,
veluntary agencies and community-based organizations.

> The Reemployment Act authorizes the establishment of One-
Stop Career Centers. 1In a State that elects to operate
cne-stop career centers, JOBS/WORK would be required
components of the one~stop career centers.
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Administration Under One-Stop Shopping

QUESTION:

If the JOBS and WORK programs are part of "One Stop Shopping"
what agency will administer the programs and pay for the
training?

ANSWER:

> To enable States to fully integrate education, training,
and employment service programs, Governors will have the
option to operate the JOBS and WORK programs through an
agency other than the IV-A agency. For exanmple, a
Governor may choose to operate a combined JOBS/JTPA
program. This option will expand State flexibility and
will promote innovation and program improvement.

[ If a State has a state-wide one-stop career center
system, the JOBS/WORK program would be integrated into
the system. If the IV-A agency administers the JOBS/WORK
program, it can contract with the one-stop career center
agency to provide services to JOBS/WORK participants.

> Generally, the One-stop Career Centers will be run by
either a consortium that consists of the Employment
Service, the JTPA agency, the dislocated worker program,
the Unemployment Insurance program and one other locally
chosen entity, or by multiple independent operators.
These independent operators could be community colleges,
vocational schools, or community-based for-profit or
nonprofit organizations.
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Services Without Being in the Program

OUESTION:

Could a reciplent be provided with some services without being
brought completely into the new time-limited system?

=
+
£

» Yes. States have the option of providing program
services, child care, and other supportive services to
individuals in the phased~in group who are deferred from
the JOBS program. ‘These individuals would not be subject
o the time limit.

E > Velunteers from the non-phased-in group could be provided
services in the new JOBS program if funding was
available. States would also have the option of putting
these volunteers under time limits.

E~ 6 July 131, 1994




Performance Measures and Standards

QUESTION:

What participation rate standards will States be held to under
the new enhanced JOBS program? What will the required
participation rates be under the WORK program?

ANSWER:

> The Administration's proposal contains rigorous standards
regarding the levels of participation in the JOBS and
WORK program which would ensure that States are at least
providing JOBS and WORK services to families on
assistance.

> The new JOBS participation rate will be set at 50%, with
a tolerance threshold of plus or minus 5%. In other
words, over 12 months, a State must be serving an average
of 50% of the mandatory caseload each month. States who
fail to achieve this rate (i.e., at least 45%) will be
financially penalized and State that exceed this rate
(i.e., above 55%) shall be granted a financial bonus.

> The penalty would be a 25% reduction in the AFDC matching
dollars for the number of recipients who exceed the
tolerance threshold. The penalty is assessed on a States
AFDC matching deollars because reducing resources from a
JOBS program that is most in need of the resources is
counter-productive. However, the reduction in AFDC funds
sends a clear message to the States that serving all
participants is important.

> The amount of the beonus would be set by the Secretary,
according to the availability of bonus funds. The bonus
dollars would be distributed to the State's JOBS program.
Again, this creates the clear link between positive
outcomes and rewards.

> For the WORK program, States would be required to serve
80% of the number of WORK registrants. In cases of
extreme circumstances, a State would only be required to
serve the number of WORK registrants for whom the State
had received adegquate federal funding. While there would
be no bonus for exceeding the 80% rate, States would bhe
subject to a similar 25% reduction in AFDC matching funds
for the number unserved registrants below 80% or the
minimum number of slots required.
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States would also be required to maintain accurate time-
elocks for all participants subject te time~limits., States
would face a similar penalty (i.e., 25% reduction in AFDC
matching grants} for the number of recipients for whom the
State has failed to maintain an accurate clock.

States would face a similar penalty {i.e., 25% reduction in
AFDC matching grants) for the number of participants that
exceed the allowable cap on granting time-limit extensions.

E - 7.1 July 11, 1994
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WORK Program

(1)

143

(3}

@

{5)

(6)

(8)

9

(10}

Why should the government provide jobs to people on welfare? Won't this take
jobs away from working people?

What kinds of publicly-supported jobs would people get under this program?
How much would they be paid? Will they be jobs that provided training to move
into higher paying and/or higher skilled labor? Who pays for the supervision of
these workers? Will they be required to do anything besides show up for work
(continued job search in the private sector, additional training)?

What happens fo those in areas with high unemployment, such as reservations,
who cannot find jobs?

Won’t people stay in the WORK program forever? How long will an individual
be allowed to stay in a public service or subsidized private sector job? Wil
families be penalized if no work is available?

What incentives will there be for a private employer to hire a person from the
WORK program? What will motivate a private employer to shift a person from
subsidized to non-subsidized employment?

Will there be allowances in the WORK program for part-time work? Can
someone work part-time and collect benefits forever? Does the clock stop for
part-time work?

How will states be able to generafe the necessary WORK slots, given the mixed
history of subsidized jobs?

Do you anticipate unton objections to your public services jobs? Wil employers
prefer clients subsidized through welfare 1o paying "full price” to those who are not
on the system? How are you assuring that there will be no displacement of private
sector workers?

Why does the plan not create fuli-scale public service jobs like those created under
CETA. How will these be better than the CETA program, which is generally viewed
as unsuccessful? s there any evidence that these jobs are worth the additional
expenditure of public doliars?

‘What controls will be in place to detect fraud in the WORK program? s it possible,
that the program will become a giveaway to private sector employers?

Note: Bold indicates key questions



(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

Who develops/controls the new WORK programs? What is the Federal role, the State
role, the local role?

Wiil WORK participants, both in subsidized private sector jobs and public sector jobs,
receive the same benefits a5 other employees who do not hold their jobs through the
WORK program?

How will it be determined whether WORK participants are hired by the public or
private sector?

Will there he any money saved with the Jobs/Work program?



Jobs for Welfare Recipients

[———""

QUESTION:

Why should the government provide jobs to pecple on welfare?
Won't this take iobs away from working pecple?

ANSWER :

» Our proposal allows states to develop WORK prograns
appropriate to the local laboy market. States can place
reciplents in subsidized private sector Jjobs, in public
sector positions, or with community organizations. We
balieve that providing jobs will allow people to gain job
skills and leave welfare.

> During the development of our proposal, we consulted with
a broad range of interested parties, including
representatives of public and private employee unions, to
ensure that we got advice and input on all aspects of
welfare reform. There's broad support for mandatory work
across the political spectrum.

[ The proposal inecludes strong displacement provisions that
apply to employees in both the private and public sector.
It prohibits assignments to positions c¢reated by layoff,
strikes and lockouts. It alsc prohibkits any assignment
digsplacing or infringing on the promotional opportunities
of a ourrently employed worker. Furthey, States nust
establish grievance procedures to rescolve complaints by
yvegular employees that allege violations of the non~
displacemant provisions.

» We do not believe employers will strongly prefer
subgidized clients to those who are not subsidized. The
wage subsidy and other incentives available to employers
through the WORK program are intended to level the
playing field by compensating employers for increased
training costs, rather than to make WORK participants
more attractive than prospective employees not in the
program.
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Types of Jobhs Under Work Program

What kinds of publicly-supported jobs would people gel under
the WORK program? wWho pays for worker supervision? How much
would work participants be paid? Will these be Jobs that move
people into higher paying and/or higher skilled positions?
Will WORK participants be regquired to do anything besides show
up for work? (Continued job search in the private sector,
additional training, etc?)

ANSWER :

» To make the WORK program appropriate o local labor
markets, the Presidentis plan encourages state
flexibility and community-based initiatives. BState
governments can design programs to €it local market
needs: temporarily placing recipients in subsidized jobs
private sector jobs, public sector positions, or with
community organizations. States may employ young mothers
as child care or home health providers, support self-
emplovament and micro-enterprises, or hire private firms
to place participants.

» Depending on states' arrangements with participating
epployers, supervision costs gould be covered as WORK
expenditures. In other cases, employers will pick up the
full costs of supervision.

» Unlike traditional "workfare,¥ recipients will only be
paid for hours worked. Most Jjobs would pay the minimum
wage for between 15 and 35 hours of work per week.

» Even a mininum-wage job is an important step toward self-
sufficiency. As women gain jcb gkills, work experience--
and faith in themselves=--~they will progress to better-
paying jobs and real financial stability.

» Depending on the number of hours in their WORK position,
individuals could be reguired to participate in
additional activities such as job search or training.
Total hours of expected participation would noet exceed 35
hours per week. Individuals would alse be sxpected to
participate in job search following completion of any
WORK assignaent.
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High Unemployment Areas

QUESTION:

What happens to those in areas with high unemployment, such as
reservations, who cannot find Jjobs?

ANSWER:

> Our proposal does not penalize those who "play by the
rules." As long as individuals comply with the
requirements of the WORK program--including making good
faith efforts to look for work and accepting bona fide
offers of unsubsidized employment--they and their
families will be eligible for benefits even if employment
is not currently available.

[ During periods of high state unemployment, the Federal
match rate for JOBS, WORK, and At-Risk Child Care will
increase by ten percent. The Federal government will
assist the states in implementing our plan's changes.
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Length of Time in the Work Program

QUESTION:

Won't people stay in the WORK program forever? How long will
an individual be allowed to stay in a public service or
subsidized private sector job? Will families be penalized if
no work is available?

VER

> The President's plan will move people into the workplace
as quickly as possible, because WORK assignments will
always be less attractive than unsubsidized alternatives.
Participants will ke required to go through extensive job
search bdefore entering the WORK program, and after each
WORK assigmment. No WORK assignment will last more than
12 months. Participants in subsidized jobs will not
receive the EITC. Thus any unsubsidized dob will pay
much more than a subsidized WORK assigrment. Anyone who
turng down a private sector job will be removed from the
rells, as will those whoe repeatedly refuse to make good
faith efforts to obtain avallable ijobs.

» States will be able to evaluate whether recipients who
have held subsidized jobs for two or more years have nade
good faith efforts to obtain available jobs. Pollowing
the assessment, an individual could be assigned to
another WORK position, or, at State option, removed from
the rolls for refusing a job offer or falling to make a
good-faith effort to find unsubsidized work. {in rare
instances -~ temporary disablility for example -~
individuals could be placed in deferred status or
refarred back to the JORS program.)

> However, participants who are willing to work and play by
the rules will not be left without a way to provide
support for their families. Parents who generally do
everything expected of them will continue to have work
oppertunities, and their children will not be unfairly
penalized for circumstances beyond their parent's
contral.
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Incentives for Employers to Hire WORK Participants

i ———

QUESTION:

What incentives will there be for a private employer to hire a
person from the WORK program? What will motivate a private
employer to shift a person from subsidized to non-~subsidized
enployment?

ANSWER :

» Our proposal gives welfare recipients the training and
education to be valuable employees.  Through the WORK
program, businesses can ®try out® individuals with
limited risk -~ benefitting both employer and employee.
And guaranteed child care will reduce absenteeisn, making
younyg parents better employees. There is a one year limit
on work subsidies to employers.

» We expect that emplovers will shift WORK participants
into unsubsidized jobs either because the WORK assignment
is ending or in order to prevent losing that employee to
another employer. Employers whose experiences with WORK
participants are positive may also move participants into
regular positions in order to receive additional
referrvals from the WORK progran.
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Part-time WORK Assignments

QUESTION
; *
*

Will there be allowances in the program for part-time work?
Can someone work part-time and collect benefits forever? Does
the clock stop for part-time work?

ANSWER:

» Research shows that people who work part-time are much
nore likely to leave welfare for work. Thus, we decided
that people working at least 20 hours should be
encouraged by stopping the clock.

> For young mothers with very young children, part-time
work may be the most realistic starting point.

» States have the option of setting 30 hours as the minimum

work expectation, the same as contained in the House
Republican bill.
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How Will States Create the Jobs

How will States be able to generate the necessary WORK slots,
given the mixed history of subsidized jobs?

ANSWER:

» Several provisions will assist States in generating the
necessary WORK slots amnd developing WORK programs
appropriate to local labor markets. First, our proposal
gives States flexibility in administering the WORK
program, offering emplover subsidies, and creating WORK
slots, States can place administrative responsibilities
in the welfare department or another agency. They can
temporarily place reciplents in subsidized private sector
jobks, in public sector positions, or with community
organizations. States may also employ young mothers as
child care or home health providers, support self-
enployment and micro-enterprises, or hire private firms
to place participants.

» Local advisory boards will alse advise the welfare agency
on the WORK program. Our phase~in will make the WORK
program a manageablie size and give States time to
generate employer interest and involvement. Under the
CETA program, states were reguired to create 750,000 jobs
in three months. We are giving states & years to Create
400,000 dobs.
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Displacement and Union Concerns About Work Assignments

Do you anticipate union objections to your public service
jobs? Will employers prefer clients subsidized through
walfare to paying ¥full price* to those who are not in the
gystem? How are you assuring that there will be no
displacement of private sector workers?

ANSWER:

- During the development of ouxr proposal, we consulted with
a broad range of interested parties, including
representatives of public employee unions, to ensure that
we got advice and input on all aspects of welfare reform.
Further, our proposal ensures that affected and
interested parties will continue to have a voice as WORK
programs are implemented at the local level.

» The proposal includes strong anti-displacement provisions
that apply to employees in both the private and public
sector. It prohibits assignments to positions created by
layoff, strikes and lockouts. It also prohibits any
assignment that would result in displacement or infringe
on the promotional opportunities of any currently
enployed worker. FPurther, States must establish a
grievance procedure to resclve cemplaints by regular
employees that allege viclations of the non-displacement
provisions.

» We Qo not believe employers will strongly prefer
subsidized clients to those who are not subsidized. The
wage subsidy and other incentives available to employers
through the WORK program are intended to level the
playing field by compensating emplovers for increased
tralning costs, rather than to make WORK participants
more attractive than prospective employees not in the
program.
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Value of WORK Activities

QUESTION:

Why does the plan not create full-scale public service jobs
like those created under CETA? How will the WORK program be
better than the CETA program, which is often viewed as
unsuccessful: Is there any evidence that these jobs are worth
the additional expenditure of public dollars?

ANSWER:

> The Administration's welfare reform is based on two
simple principles: work and responsibility. Providing
employment opportunities for those who exhaust their
transitional assistance is not just a matter of short-
term cost-benefit calculations, but is intended to
restore the basic values of work and responsibility,
provide opportunity, and promote the family. Under the
President's plan, welfare reform will be about a
paycheck, not a welfare check.

» While the CETA evaluations are not definitive, the more
recent and rigorous evaluations of welfare-to-work
programs -- such as GAIN/Riverside -- suggest that work
activities and job search can successfully increase
welfare recipients' employment and earnings, and reduce
welfare dependency. These programs have been cost-
effective.

> Cur proposal shows that we have learned from prior
experience, including CETA. Unlike CETA, our program
will include a mix of public and private sector jobs.
They will focus on specific populations, they will be
mandatory, and individual assignments will be limited to
12 months.

> This strategy does not consume a disproportionate share
of welfare reform resources. CETA jobs cost
approximately $15,000 per year ($12,000 in wages and
$3,000 in administrative costs). The creation of 500,000
jobs at those wage rates adjusted for wage inflation
would cost approximately $10 billien dollars per year.

> In addition, we have instituted procedures to ensure that
a WORK slot is not more attractive than a job in the
private sector. For example, WORK participants will not
be eligible for the EITC.

F -9 July 11, 1994




Fraud in the WORK Program

|

| QUESTION:

| what controls will be in place to detect fraud in the WORK
program? Is it pessible that, the program will become a
giveaway to private sector emplovers?

ANSWER:

> We are committed to ensuring the integrity of all aspects
% of the welfare system, including the WORK program.

States are similarly interested in program integrity
because they share in the costs of coperating these
programs. Also, new performance standardg will increass
the financial lncentives for States to operate effective
programs and maintain accurate program information. We
will also require States to keep records on the
performance of individual employers in retaining WORK
program participants.

g» ¥We will work with States to establish any necessary
i controls to ensure the integrity of the WORR program.
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* Administration of the WORK Program

QUESTION:

Whoe develops/controls the new WORK programs? What is the
federal role? state role? local role?

ANSWER::

The WORK program will be administered by a state agency,
typically the IV-A agency -~ unless the Sovernor
designates another entity. The administering agency will
receive federal grants and be held responsible for
submitting program and financial reports and meeting
approprlate performance standards.

States will have wide discretion in spending their WORK
program funds and ¢an pursue a range of job creation
strateglies., sStates can design programs to fit local
labor market needs: temporarily placing recipients in
subsidized private sector jobs, in public sector
positions, or with community organizations. States may
enmploy young mothers as child care or home hzalth
providers, support self-employment and micro-enterprises,
or hire private firms to place participants. We require
States to coordinate WORK services with local governments
and community interests. Local elected officials will
help designate or establish WORK planning boards to aid
program gperation in each area.
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Employee Benefits for WORK Participants

OUESTION:

Will WORK participants, both in subsidized private sector jobs
and public sector jobs, receive the same benefits as other
employees who are not WORK participants?

ANSWER:

A. In general, participants employed under the WORK program
will enjoy the same benefits, working conditions, and
rights as comparable employees of the same employer.

However:

1) the Secretary may establish minimum leave benefits
for WORK participants;

2) If the employer burden of providing health insurance
were too great, WORK participants could remain in
the Medicaid system.

3) While WORK participants will pay FICA taxes and
receive Worker's Compensation, they will not be
eligible for the Earned Income Tax Credit, the
Targeted Jobs Tax Credit, or Unemployment
Compensation. These provisions should encourage
movement into jobs outside the WORK program.
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Public Vs, Private WORK Assignments

To make the WORK program appropriate to local labor
marketsa, the President's plan encourages State
flexibility and community-based initiatives. State
governments can desigh programs to fit local needs:
temporarily placing recipients in subsidized private
pector jobs, in public sector positions, or with
community organizations. States may employ young mothers
as child care or home health providers, support self~
enployment and micro-enterprises, or hire private firms
to place participants.

> Our ultimate obijective iz to move individuals into
unsubsidized employment. States will consider this
goal -~ in addition to lecal labor market needs ~- as
they develop their WORK progranms.
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JOBS/WORK Savings

OUESTION:

Will there he any money saved with the JOBS/WORK proygram?
ANSWER:

> The Administration's proposal is based on two basic

premises: work and responsibility. Individuals are
expected to help themselves become self-gsufficient; in
exchange the government will provide education, training,
work opportunities, and child care to help families
achieve and maintain self-sufficiency. Such transitional
assistance is not just a matter of short-term cost~-
benefit calceulation, but 18 intended to restore the basic
values of work and responsibility, provide opportunity,
and promote the family. The long-term paycff in healthy,
productive families cannot be underestimated.

> The President's proposal does not seek additional revenue
‘ te pay for the plan and is fully financed by savings in
other areas. However, similar job training prograns,
such as GAIN/Riverside, have actually saved the
government money.
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Child Care

{1)  How much will this preposal to expand federally-tunded child care cost? Who
will have access to this child care, just AFDC recipients or the working poor as
well?

(Z)  Why was additional money for working poor child care scaled back? Woen't the
scarcity of funds provide an incentive for women needing child care to refurn to
weifare, where subsidies are guaranteed?

{33 How much will subsidized child care cost? How long will it be provided for each
family? Are some families in the same economic circumstances being left out?
Isr’t this inequitable? Will people who are not in the phased-in group have
access {0 services such as child care and JOBS? Will there be enough resources
for these individuals?

(4)  Why not consolidate all child care programs and make more efficient use of limited
dollars?

(3)  Does your proposal give child care to all AFDC recipients in JOBS or WORK, as
well as the working poer? If so, how do you justify the cost to the government to
provide a single woman, working in a minimum wage job, child ¢are sssistance and
the EITC? Wouldn't it actually cost less for her to simply receive AFDC? And
wouldn’t it make more sense, especially if she has young children, for her w receive
AFDC and be able to stay home and raise her children?

(6)  What child care services are available for a welfare recipient taking a private sector
job?

Note: Bold indicntes key guestions



Expanded Funding for Child Care

How much will this proposal to expand Federally-funded child
care cogt? Who will have access to this child care, just AFDC
| recipients or the working peor as well?

Arsmz

{ > Our proposal increases child care funding both for AFDC

; recipients and the working poor. The additional Federal
cost of expanded child care services will be $4.2 billion
over $ years. This provides an additional $2.7 billion
over existing gepending for welfare recipients who are in
work, education, and training, or who become employed and
leave welfare. An additional $1.5 billion over % years
will support the At-Risk child care program, which is
specifically for non-AFDC working poor.
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Child Care Guarantee

Why was additional money for working poor child care scaled
back? Won't the scarcity of funds provide an incentive for
women needing child care to return to welfare, where subsidies
are guaranteed?

ANSWER:

» The President's welfare reform plan expands and improves
the child care aystem for both low-income working
families and those transitioning off welfare. Welfare
recipients in work and training will be guaranteed child
care, and those leaving welfare will still receive a year
of Transitional Child Care,

» In addition, the President's proposal almost doubles
federal spending on child care for the working poor.
¥We also reduce the state mateh for the At-Risk
program, which serves low-income working families
who are at-risk of welfare dependency.

» Further, the Clinton Administration's FY 95 Budget
proposed a 19 percent funding increase for the Child "
Care and Development Block Grant, which serves low-
income families. President Clintont's recent
expansion of Head Start provides further support for
guality child care. The 1%%5 budget includes
subgtantial additional funding and encourages the
development of full-day, full-year Head Start
services to meet the needs of teoday's families.

» In addition, the expanded EITC will give working
families additional income that can be used for
child care.

G - 2 July 11, 1994



Child Care Casts
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QUESTION:

How much will subsidized child care cost? How long will it be
provided for each family? Are some families in the same
econenic circumstances being left out? Isn't that
inegquitable? Will people who are not in the phase~in group
have access to services such as child care and JOBS? Will
there be enough resources for these individuals?

ANSWER:

» The additional Federal cost of expanded c¢hild care
services will he $4.2 billion over 5 years. This
provides an additional $2.7 billion for welfare
recipients in work, education, and ¢training, or who
become employed and leave welfare. An additional $1.8
billion over 5 years will support the At-Risk child care
program, which iz specifically for the nen-AFDC working
PoOCT .

» Tu encourage young mothers to work, our plan will
guarantee child care during education, training, and work
programs, and for one year after participants leave
welfare for private sector employment. Increaged funding |
for other Federal child ¢are programs will bolster more
working poor families and help them stay off welfare in
the first place. OQur plan also improves child care
gquality and ensures parental choice.

» By expanding working poor ¢hild care, we will make sure
that work is always more atitractive then welfare. Low~
income families will not be %left out" of child care
slmply because they have tried to make it on their own,

» JOBS and child care funds will also support services to
welfare recipients outside the mandatory phase-in group.
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Child Care Program Consolidation

QUESTION:

Why not consolidate all child care programs and make nore
efficient use of limited dollars?

ANSWER:

> Because of the different funding mechanisms for child
care programs ~- two entitlements, one capped entitlement
and one discretionary program -- the programs are more
difficult to consoljidate than they appear to be.

» To maximize the impact of each dollar, the Clinton
Administration has already sought to coordinate and
improve child care programs. Recently proposed
regulations will remove mwany of the regulatory
differences between the programs so that States can
administer them easily and cost-effectively.

> Our proposal simplifies administration and ensures
coverage, standardizing child care progran reguirenents
for provider standards, health and safety, parental
access, consumer aducation, parental cholce, and parental
complaint management., In addition, our propesal gives
States the option to administer all the Titie IV-A child
care programag, and the Child Care and Development Block
Grant, through & single State agency.

programs but does not overburden States as they

> our proposal makes significant improvements in c¢hild care “
simultaneocusly implement welfare reform.
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Child Care and Requirements for Mothers of Young Children

QUESTION:

Does your proposal give child care to all AFDC recipients in
JOBS or WORK, as well ag the working poor? If so, how do you
justify the cost to provide child care assistance and the EITC
to a single woman working in a minimum wage job? Wouldn't it
actually cost less for her to sinply recelve AFDC? And
wouldn't it make more sense, especially if she has young
children, for her to receive AFDC and be able to stay home and
raise her childran?

ANSWER:

> Cur proposal continues the existing gquarantee of child
care for all AFDC recipients in JOBS and extends it to
those in WORK., ¥e also propese to increase the Federal
subsidy of child care to the working poor by $1.5 billion
over a pericd of five years through the At«Risk Child
Care program.

> at all economic levels, women have bacome a vital and

significant sector of the work forca. Many mothers of
young children participate in the work force out of
necessity or voluntarily. Our proposal helps bring the
rulas and expectations underlying the AFDC prograp more
in line with those applying to the rest of society. It
fosters family regsponsibility and produces tangible and
intangible benefits to welfare recipients. These benefits
ocutweigh any temporary cost associated with helping the
family avoid long-term dependence on public assistance.

» wWorking families, even with low~wage jobs, are part of
the mainstreanm of society and, thus make nore life
choices than families on public assistance. They are
closer to self-sufficiency. They have entry level
employment experience that can serve as a stepping stone
for career development and increased income. Their
children have the benefit of living in a home in which a
rparent provides a positive role model of work and
responsibility.
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Child Care for Recipients Who Take Jobs

QUESTION:

What child care services are available for a welfare rxecipient
taking a private sector job?

ANSWER :

[ A welfare recipient who takes a private sector
unsubsidized job, but stll)l remains eligible for welfare
wauld be guaranteed child care as long as she is working
and still) receiving cash assistance.

» These who lgave welfare will receive a year of
Transitional Child Care. After that year, several other
Federal programs will offer continued child care
assistance, Our propesal significantly expands funding
for working poor child care under the At-Risk program,
President Clinton's 199% budget proposes to increase
funding for the Child Care and Development Block Grant
(CCOBG) by 1% percent. In addition, the Administration's
recent expansion of Head sStart provides further support
for quality child care.
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How are you proposing to strengthen the child support system? Your savings
seem unrealistically high, can you support them?

How will fathers pay support if they don’t have jobs? Will anything be required
of fathers who cannet pay the chiid support they owe?

Will you provide funding for job allotments for unemployed males who are
poncustodial parents?

Since there is general agreement about reforming the child support enforcement
system, why oot go ahead and pass those provisions separately this year?

How many people would get off welfare if all non-custodial parents paid the support
they were suppose to pay?

How will the adequate legal safeguards and protections afforded through 2 judicial
review and process possibly be maintained if you move to an administrative process
as proposed?

Why are sl families included in State child support registries o be reviewed
autoratically every three years? The proposal calls for expensive upgrading of the
systent; will the savings really exceed the cost?

Is three years the appropriate time frame in which to review all cases?

Is it appropriate for this system to become involved in non-AFDC cases? Will the
outcome warrant the spending necessary?

How burdensome will this system by on employers? Will the additional paperwork
required to report all new hires discourage employers from participating, or from
willingness to hire people who will require such paperwork?

Many parents pay child support regularly and faithfully. Is it necessary to impose
such a "big brother” system on all non-custodial parents?

How do you expect a non-custodial parent to work to meet hissher support obligation
when sanctions include suspension of drivers licenses and professional licenses? Isn't
this counter-productive?

Your child support enforcement proposals seem fo include many in-siate mandates as
well: won't this be an additional burden on states?

Note: Bold indicates key guestions



Child Support Enforcement Proposals

How are you proposing to strengthen the child support system?
Your savings seem unrealistically high, can you sopport them?

» As the President said, the Administration's plan contains
the toughest child support enforcement measures ever
proposed. As part of a plan to reduce and prevent
welfare dependency, our plan provides for:

. Universal Paternity Estaklishment., Hospitals will
be required toc establish paternity at birth, and
each applicant will be required ¢© name and help
find her child's father before raceiving AFDC.

» Regular Awards Updating. <Child support payments
will increase as fathers' incomes rise.

» Hew Panalties for Thoss Who Refuse to Pay. Wage
withholding and suspension of professional,
peccupational and drivers' licenses will enforce
compliance,

. A National Cchild Bupport Clearinghouse. Registries
will track support payments automatically and catch
parents who try to evade their responsibilities by
fleeinyg across state lines.

> We do expect significant savings from child support
enforcement. Many of the savings estimates are based on
the experiences of innovative statesn that use the methods
that we will expand across the country.
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Fathers Who Cannot Pay

QUESTION:

How will fathers pay support if they don't have jobs? Will
anything be required of fathers who cannot pay the ¢nild
gupport they owe? ‘

ANSWER:

» State child support guidelines are used to determine the
amount of support that fathers pay. All state guidelines
consider the father's earnings in setting the amount of

! the child support award. If a father really cannot find

work, the child support obligation will reflect this. In
addition, our plan provides for regular awards updating
to reflact changes in a non-custodial parent's enployment
status.

» If a father really cannot find a job, our plan will help.
States can spend up to 10 percent of their JOBS and WORK
funding for training, work readiness, and work
oppartunities for non-custodial parents. i

(8 In gome cases, fathers can work, but simply refuse to
take jobs. Under our plan, States can regquire non-
custodial parents to work off the support they owe, if
appropriate.
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Job Slots for Non-Custodial Fathers
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QUESTION:

Will you provide funding for job alletments for unemploved
males who are non~custodial parents?

ANSWER:

» The bill allows states to use up to 10 percent of JUBS
and WORK funding to provide training, job rsadiness, and
epployment cpportunities o unemployed non-custodial
parents. Noncustodial parents can qualify for these
programs if their children are receiving AFDC benefits or
if the custodial parent's wages are paid through the WORK
program. States can also augment thelr non-custodial
parent program funds through tie-ins t¢ other federal and

state training and employment programs, such as JTPA and
HUD's Resident Initiatives Programs.
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Why Not Pass Child Support Provisions Separately This Year

QUESTION:

Since there is general agreement akout reforming the child
support enforcement system, why not go ahead and pass those
provisions separately this year?

» Cur proposal is a holistic plan, designed to enforce
parental responsibility for custedial and noncustodial
parents alike. The child support enforcement provisions
are intrinsically linked to JOBS, time limits and WORK,
as well as to the other components of the plan. It is=s,
therefore, critical that the package be enacted as a

whole in order t¢ kring about fundamental change in the
sysiem.

| Further, the child support provisions represent bold and
sweeping reform to the current system. Congress must
take the time to examine the child support piece, in the

context of the entire package, through hearings and
ceonsultation,
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People off Welfare

QUESTION:

How many people would get off welfare if all non-custodial
parents paid the support they were supposed to pay?

ANSWER:

> Approximately 8 percent of the AFDC caseload would be
able to move off welfare if they received child support
payments.' In addition, for a custodial parent in a low
wage job, child support could be the crucial factor
preventing her from entering the welfare rolls.

> AFDC costs could be reduced by over 25 percent if child
support awards were in place in all cases, and non-
custodial parents paid appropriate support. This money
would come from the 8 percent reduction in caseload and
from the reimbursement the government would get for AFDC
benefits paid to custodial parents on welfare.?

From TRIM microsimulation analysis done by the Urban
Institute.

ZCurrent Population Survey - Child Support Supplement and
Survey of Income and Program Participation: unpublished ASPE
tabulations; Office of Child Support Enforcement and Office of
Family Assistance published reports: Family Disruption and
Economic¢ Hardship: Series P~70, No. 23.

H-5 July 11, 1994



How will Adequate Legal Safeguards and Protections be Maintained

QUESTION:

How will the adequate legal safeguards and protections
afforded through a judicial review and process possibly be
maintained if you move to an administrative process as
proposed?

ANSWER:

-

"Due Process" legal safeguards and protections can be
provided under administrative processes as well as under
judicial processes. Administrative process protects
essential rights such as the contestants' right to notice
and an opportunity to be heard by an impartial decision-
maker. Other protections generally include the right to
present evidence and witness testimony, to cross-examine
the opponent's witnesses and to rebut adverse evidence.
Additionally, contestants may always bring lawyers.
Decisions are based on findings of fact and must be in
writing. And contestants may always appeal to a court.

An administrative process is already a part of the child
support system. Administrative hearing officers hear
Title IV-D child support cases in about 1/3 of the States
today, in part because the Child Support Enforcement
Amendments of 1984 require that orders be established and
enforced expeditiously. Through waivers, our proposal
continues to allow court establishment and modification
of support orders if courts are documented to be as
effective and efficient as administrative processes.
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Three Year Review of State Child Support Registry

why are families included in State child support registries
reviewed automatically every three years? The proposal calls
for expensive upgrading of the system; will the savings really
exceed the cost?

ANSWER:

- Inadegquate child support awards are a major factor
contributing to the gap batween the ameount of chilid
support currently collected and the asount that could
potentially be collected. This is in part because
support orders are not routinely raviewad over time to
determine if the parents' financial circumstances and
ability to provide support have changed.

» The proposal builds on the Family Support Act's
foundation for review and adjustment by eliminating the
need for parents to request a review if they are not
receivirmg public assistance. This will result in a nore
egquitable and routine (and thus less controversial and
adversarial) process for all families with support
orders., However, the bill also allows for axceptions
from automatic review and adjustment of all orders on the
State child support registry if adjustment is not in the
child's best interest or both parents decline
modification in writing.

" Improvements in avtomated systems will help diminish the
time delays and tracking problems currently associated
with review and adjustment efforts. We estimate that the
benefits outweigh the cost of this proposal by 2 to 1.
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Three Year Timeframe for Review

QUESTION:

Is 3 years the appropriate timeframe in which to review all
cases?

ANSWER:

> The 3-year timeframe exists in current law as a result of
the Family Support Act requirements for periodic review
and adjustment of certain child support orders. Review
can occur more frequently if circumstances change enough
to warrant a review sooner.

- Given experience to date with review and adjustment of
orders, reevaluating the adequacy of support order
amounts every 3 years appears to be reasonable.
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Appropriate to Become Involved in Non-AFDC Cases

Is it appropriate for the child support system to become
involved in non~AFDC cases? Will the outcome warrant the
spending necessary?

ANSWER:

» Routine review and updating of support orders in all
cases is a cornerstone of the Administration's proposal
to improve the child support system. If we want to move
people from welfare to work, we have to be sxpually
concerned about cellecting child sepport for single
parents who are not on welfare but are often struggling
to make it financially. Recent analyses by the Urban
Institute suggest that the potential for child support
collections is $48 billion per year. Yet only $14
billion is actually paid. Thus, there is a potential
collection gap of over 334 billion. It is estinmated that
fully 22 percent of the potential collection gap can be
traced to awards that were either set very low initially
or never adjusted as incomes changed. Routine review and
adjustment will ensure that awards keep pace with the
eaxrnings of the noncustodial parent.

'S Experience with mandatory income withholding has proven
that, when withholding is universally applied, the stigaa
and controversy attached to it are removed. Our
expectation is that a similar outcome would flow from
routine review and adjustment.
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| What will the Burden be on Employers

How burdensome will the new child support system be on
enployers? Will the additional paperwork reguired to report
all new hires discourage employers from participating, or fronm
willingness to hire people who wil) reguire such paperwork?

ANSWER:

» At least 13 states have passed legislation and
implemented procedures reguiring employers to report
information about new employees for child support
enforcement purposes. Several other states have
legislation pending. Employers using the W-4 reporting
form to submit information are usually given as much
flexibility as pessible in choice of transmission format
to accommodate their needs and limitations. Employers
may file via paper, magnetic tape, P08 devices, touch
tone telephone, and electronic transmissions via personal
computer or mainframe computer.

» In November, 1893, the Office of Child Support
Enforcement {(OCSE} surveved nine states about the
operations of their new hire reporting systems,
Respondents from several states said that after initial
resistance from emplovers about timeframes and the
vepurbting burden, most of thes became very supportive,
even enthusiastic, about the program ocnce it got
underway. In California and Texas, spnployers who were
not required to repert started deing so.

» Toe further address the issue of minimizing any burden,
associations that represent epployers, such as the
American Society for Payroll Management, are calling for
a centralized, standardized single reporting system for
new hires., Our proposed National Directory of New Hires
answers this need. It offers many filing options for
enplovers, which will further reduce the burden for
multi~state employers. This Directory will provide a
standardized reporting process for all employers.
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Severity of CSE Proposals

| GUESTION:

Many parents pay child support regularly and faithfully. 1Is

it necessary to impose such a ®big brother® system on all non-
custodial parents?

» We recognize and applaud the parents who do regularly pay
child support. But, we alsc need a system that ensures
that children are getting the support they deserve., We
believe features such as automatic review and adjustment
of all awards, sxpanded wage~withholding and payment
through a central distribution center are oritical
elements of such a system. And, the proposal does give
the option to opt-out of these features as long as it is
at the reguest of both parents.
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License Suspension

How do you expect a non-tustodial parent to work to meet
his/her support obligation when sanctions include suspension
of drivers licenses and prafessxonal licenses. 1Isn't this
counterproductive?

ANSWER :

» Revocation of drivers licenses and professional licenses
of noncustedial parents owing past-due child support is
an effective enforcement tool that has recently been
implemented by at least 7 states. States adopting this
practice are reporting very successful results. In
addition, States will have the flexibility to determine
the specific procedures to be used to carry out this
practice, including working out repayment plans for those
who cannot pay the entire debt in one lump sum. Finally,
it should be emphasized that holding a license is a
privilege, not a right. The state has an interest in
seeing that the license holder is law-abiding and that
its legal orders for support are honored.
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Child Support Enforcement in State Mandates

QUESTION:

Your c¢hild support enforcement proposal seems to include many

in-state wmandates as well; won't thiz be an additional burden
on states?

ANSWER:

> We have worked hard to ninimize these additional
requirements on states, However, some in-state mandates
are necessary to effect the transition from a judicial
child support enforcement system to one that is
administrative.

> We are continuing to work closely with states to
eliminate any unnecessary in-state mandates.

> From a financial perspective, 80 to %0 percent of the net
increased cost of these proposals will be federally
funded; we do not anticipate a financial burden on
states, and think that states will have an overall
financial gain from these proposals.
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