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Dear secretary Shalala: , 
You are invited to appear before the Committee on Finance on 

Wednesday, July 13, 1994, at 10:00 A. M. to present testimony 
regarding the Administrationts welfare reform legislation, 'the 
Work and Responsibility ~ct of 1994. 

We look forward to seeing you and to workinq with you;on 
this most. important issue. 

Sincerely,. 

(2~Lr---,"
Dan!~_~~t~ Moynihan
Chairman 

The Honorable Donna E. Shalala, Ph. o. 

Secretary of Health and HUman Services 

615F Hubert H. Humphrey Building 

200 Independence Avenue, S~ w. 

Washington, D. C. 20201 
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Rich Tarplin 

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

BACKGROUND 

As ynu know. you"", scheduled to testify on the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 
before the Senate Finance Comotittee on Wednesday, luly 13, at 10:00 a.m. David Elwood 
and Mary 10 Bane will join you at the witness table to assist in answering questions. This 
hearing will be followed by • siotilar hearing before the House Committee on Ways and 
Means on Thursday, July 14, at 10:00 a,m. 

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

MEMBERS' CONCERNS 

As you know, Finance Committee members and staff - particularly Chairman Moynihan ­
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. Democrats maintain an 11-9 majority on the 
Committee, but the history and preference of Committee members is to act in a bipartisan 
fashion. 
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Chairman Moyniban Ip-NYI: Chairman Moynihan has been very active on welfare 
issues, and is the lead sponsor of Ihe Administration's bill in Ihe Senate. Generally, he 
believes that the Admjnistration~s initiative is moving welfare in the right direction. He is 
particularly concerned about several issues: 

(1) Timing - SenalOr Moynihan has publicly criticized the Administration's "delay' 
in submitting a welfare plan 10 Congress. His view is that a new President has a brief 
window to tackle controversial issues and that it wiU be e><l1emely 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 Sen.1Or said the 
President's welfare reform plan could be passed despite current Congressional opposition to 
it. In addition, Senator Moynihan said that he wiU ",!art 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) FiDancIng - While Chairman Moynihan has expressed great empathy for the 
difficulty of financing welfare reform, he has also expressed concerns about the politieal 
feasibility of several of our financing proposals. During a recent meeting with you and the 
Co-Chairs, be 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 
deeming 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 urider the 
Administration's welfare reform proposal, 

During the June 19 Meet the Press appearance, Senator Moynihan offered tltis insight, 
'I 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) Tennlnatlon or BenenlS - Senator Moynihan and his staff also have espressed 
interest in the point 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 obligations, complete 
the number of allowed WORK placements, and still are not able to find jobs in the private 
sector. 

(4) Teenage Pregnnncy Prevention -- Teenage pregnancy prevention has been an 
issue of major concern to Senator Moynihan for many years, His staff has repeatedly 
emphasized that the welfare reform initiative needs to focus on preventing teenage 
pregnancies, And while Mr. Moynihan was pleased to see the President highlight tltis issue 
during his welfare reform speech on June 14, he continues to have concerns about our 
commitment to deal realistieally with this issue. In particular, he has criticized our pioposed 
national grant program as an unfocused effort to spread funds too tltinly with little chance of 
success. 



Senator B.!!.\ICYS IP-MII; Senator Baueus is interested in promoting state flexibility in 
welfare reform. Montana has a pending waiver application for a welfare initiative that would 
establish: (I) a Job Supplement Program; (2) an AFDC Pathways Program that would limit 
adult benefits to a maximum of 24 months for .ingle parents and IS month. for AFDC·UP 
families; and (3) a Communily Service Program requiring 20 hours per week for individual. 
who have reached the time limiL 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 concerned about the Administration'. financing 
provisions. He may request the Administration', 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 lilllit on AFDC benefits, the Administnttion 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 Baueus has expressed concern. 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 nOI a cosponsor of any welfare reform legislation. 

Senator Boren IP·OKI: Senator Boren is retiring this year to become President of the 
University of Oklaboma. Normally a conservative on fiscal and social issues, Mr. Boren has 
joined Senator Simon in sponsoring legislation to establish a very ambitious public works 
program. 

The Senator has some concerns about leeR pregnancy as it relates to health care reform and 
enforcement of time lilllits. Senator Boren is in favor of providing extensions, but only if 
States are required to 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 Ihe WORK program. 

Senator Bradley ID·NJI; A member af the interstale child support enforcement 
commission, Senator Bradley is the sponsor of legislation to implement the commission's 
recommendations. Bradley has also had. long·standing interest in children's issues, and is 
known as one of the most thoughtful members of the Committee on family policy. 

Senator Bradley is inlerested in moving child support legislation forward this year. If II is 
likely that welfare reform legislation will nat move expeditiously this year, he is inclined to 
move the child support enforcement provisions on a separate track while Congress waits to 
tackle comprehensive welfare reform next year. 

Senator Bradley also is interested in the Individual Development Account concept and more 
creative way'~ to use subsidies for employers including subsidized transportation. 

Senator Mitchell (P·MEI; Majority Leader Mitchell and his staff remain very , 
supportive of the Administration's effons on welfare reform. His concerns center mainly on 



the administration of the JOBS and WORK programs in rural states like Maine. He is also 
concerned about the politics of the financing proposals. H. is a cosponsor of the ' 
Administration's welfare refonn biD. ' 

Senator ~[yor tD-ABl: 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, he has scheduled a hearing on child support' 
enforcement legislation on 1uly 20. Mary Jo Bane, Assistant Secretary for Children and 
Families, will testify. Senator Pryor generally supports President Clinton's initiatives 
whenever possible. ' 

SenmQr BII1911 IP-MII; One of the most liberal members of the Senate, Mr, Riegle's 
main concern is the availability of adequate child care and job training for recipients. He 
also is concerned about the impacl of the financing package on low-income families .. He 
believes that health care, child care, and employment training are critical. Staff bas indicated 
that Senator Riegle will try to be supportive of Ibe Presidenl's plan. I , 

Senator Rockefeller ID-WVI; As Chaimtan of the National Commission on Children, 
Senator Rockefeller is one of the leaders in the Senate on children and family issues. He is 
a cosponsor of the Administration's welfare reform bill. However, be has some cOncerns 
regarding child support enforcement and administrative issues raised by welfare refo,:",. 

As a cosponsor of Senator Dodd', legislation to establish a child support assurance program, 
Rockefeller would like 10 see more funding for our child support assurance demonstrations. 
He also is concerned about tile administration of the JOBS and WORK programs in !),loti 
states like West Virginia with high unemployment rates. He also believes tbat Congress 
must pass healtll care reform that provides real universal coverage prior 10 enacting welfare 
refonn. 

Sinator Oas!1ble (0-50); Daschle is Co-Cbair of the Senate Democratic Policy 
Committee and bas 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 Reform Working Group have met with Senator Daschi.'s 
staff. Generally, the staff was supportive of tile Administration's proposal. However, staff 
indicated tIlat the Senator is concerned about the implementation of the welfare reform 
program in rura1 states like South Dakota, especially in Indian country where there are few if 
any jobs available. 

, 
Slnm2r Brlllllll ID-LA): Senator Breaux is one of tile strongest supporters of the 
Administration's plan in Congress and is a cosponsor or tbe Administration's welfare 
reConn bill. As Cbainnan of the Finance Subcomralttee on Social Security and Family 
Policy, Senator Breaux is likely 10 hold additional hearings on welfare reform tIlis summer. 



Senator Breaux is very concerned about the financial impact of welfare reform on staleS, 
panicularly low benefit states such as Louisiana. He is skeptical about making profound 
change, 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 is interested in promoting more private sector involvement. He has referred 
to provisions in the Mainstream Porum bill that would allow privale sector job training and 
placement services 10 compete against government programs. He also is interested in the 
MORC studies on the GAIN program in California and the New Chance program. 

Senator Conrad {NOI: Conrad has not focused on welfare issues, but his staff has 
expressed his concerns about duplication and lack of coordination among federal job training 
program.. He also is concerned about implementation of the program in Indian country. 

Senator Conrad', staff has indicated that his constituents would rather have their JOBS 
money go directly 10 the states. Staff discussed the possibility of the Senator writing a letter 
to the President, asking him 10 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. 

Senator Packwood IR-ORI: Senator Packwood is very interested in stale flexibility 
under the President'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 MDC 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 eligibility 
coll1putation and income disregards, and increase personal and automobile 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 Pamily Support Act, Senate 
Republican legislation, and other proposals. Senator Packwood is a cosponsor of the 
Senate GOP welfare refonn bill, S. 1795. 

Senator Dole (B-KSI: As one of the primary sponsors of the Senate Republican welfare 
reform legislation, Senator Dole is considered a panisan 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. Ms. Burke believes the important issues are the costs of welfare reform; the 
kinds of jobs thaI states can provide (private, CWEP, etc.); state flexibility; and illegitimacy. 



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

Senator Roth IR-DEI: Roth is a fiscal and social conservative, but he may be inclined 
toward more moderate welfare reform legislation. He is up for reelection in 1994 and his 
lead staffer on welfare issues is Joanne Bambart, former Assistant Secretary for Children and 
Families. 

The Co-CIIai.rs 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 CET A program. 

• 	 incentives must be provided 10 a recipient to move from the WORK program to • 
lower paying private sector job. 

• 	 The difficulty in preventing recipients from claiming EITC. 

• 	 states should have the flexibility to try new ideas to see which work better for 
constituents. 

Senator Panforth IB-MOI: 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 to be a moderate conservative on welfare issues. 

SenalOr Danforth is not a cosponsor of the Republican welfare reform hill. However, he Is a 
cosponsor of the Kassebaum welfare reform bill that would give states the authoritY to 
develop and implement their own welfare programs. 

Mr. Daoforth's staff have raised the following concerns: 

• 	 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 to be better equipped to discern appropriate levels of 
services for recipients. A strong case management component is fundamental to 
coordinated services. 

http:Co-CIIai.rs


• 	 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 lOBS program may be more effective and less costly than a 
complete overhaul of the welfare system. 

Senator Chafel IBIl: 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 slaff represent the foundation for a bipartisan welfare reform bill 
in the Senate. 

SenaWr Chafee also drafted and cosigned, with other moderate Republicans (Senators 
Durenberger, Hatfield, leffords, Cohen, Simpson, Cohen, Bond and Stevens), a leller to the 
President setting forth core principles thaI 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 Chafce and 
his sIaff. The Senator has indicated that he would like 10 work constructively with the 
Administration on welfare reform. However, the Senator has some concerns with the phase­
in strategy, time limits, caseworker training and ehud care. 

Senator Durenberger IB-MNI: Senator Durenbergor also cosigned the moderate 
Republican Senators' leiter 10 the President setting forth core principles that should be 
included in any comprehensive welfare reform plan. 

Durenberger's slaff 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 suppan issues. 
Senator Durenberger i. not a cosponsor of the BrownlDole Republican welfare refonn bill. 

Senator Grassle'l (B-IA); Known as a conservative Republican, Senator Grassley 
advocates. more punitive approach to welfare reform. He i. concerned about the 
applicability of JOBS and WORK requirements in rural states IiIre Iowa. 

Senator Grassley is a cospunsor of the Welfare to Work Act of 1994 (S, 2057) 
Introduced by Senators Kohl and Exon. That bill would replace the current federal 
welfare prognun with a flexible, community-based program that connects poople to work and 
makes work pay. The underlying premise is that federal payments to poople who are not 
working, but are able to, need 10 be eliminated. They rontend 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 rommunities 10 design work-based systems 10 help low-income families get 
jobs thaI pay a living wage. .. 



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

Senator Hatch IR·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 addressing 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 IR-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 cCIOcemed 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 Wa1lop 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 Or. David Ellwood, HHS Assisqant 

Secretary for Planning and Evaluation. Together with Bruce Reed, 

Deputy Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy, Drs. Bane 

and Ellwood have co-chaired a task force appointed by the 

Presiden't 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. In 
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the last five years alone, well over 3 million recipients have 

been addj~d to the AFDC rolls~ Almost 30 percent of all ibirths 

are to unmarried 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 tve pointed out, Mr. Chairman, a central part 'of the 

problem is the growth in the number of births to young, unmarried 

mothers. As one of this country t s most visionary thinkers on 

social policy, you have 10nq 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. 

For that you deserve our gratitude. 

president Clinton, and many of us -- both inside and outside 

of his Administration have worked long and hard to put 

together this legislation. And I am proud of the result. 

The Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 will fundamentally 

change this country's approach to helping young parents move ~rom 

dependem::e to inde{)endence. And, equally important, it will 

improve the quality of life for millions of young children. 

America's children 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 from our 

nationwide hearings on this issue, it is that our current system 

doesn't work and nobody likes it -- least of all the people who 

depend most on it for help -- welfare recipients themselves. So 
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as Congress debates this iss'Ue, at least we know it won't be 

about whether or not we need welfare reform -- we all agree on 

that. The question is how best to go about it. 

As the distinquished Chairman knows from his years of 

research and leadership on social policy I there is no magic 

solution for the complex problem of chronic welfare dependency. 

But that should not deter Us from meetinq this challenge head-on. 

This issue has beconua even more u~ent in light of some 

disturbing trends: more and more children today are born to 

teenage mothers and outside of marriaqe. Almost half of all 

single mothers receiving AFDC -- about 42 percent -- are or have 

been teenage mothers~ 

The welfare system will continue to be part of the problem 

,. rather than part of the solution unless bold changes are made. 

We believe we have put on the table a bold, balanced plan that 

will really make a difference. 

Under our plan, by the year 2000 1 one million people ,~ill 

either be working or completely off welfare~ Even using 

relatively conservative assumptions, our projections show that 

more than 330,000 adults who would otherwise have been 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 subsidized jobs in the WORK program -- up from 15,000 

in work experience programs 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, 
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federal child support collections will have more than doubled, 

from $9 billion 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 

principle,s: work, responsibility, and reaching the next 

generation. 

WORK 

.) 

Under the President I 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 limits will ensure 

that anyone who can work, must work -- in the private sector if 

possible, in a temporary, subsidized job if necessary. These 

reforms \dll make welfare a transitional system leading to work.· 
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As a crucial ingredient of reform l support will be provided 

to help people keep jobs once they get them. Tax credits( health 

care and child care will make it possible for everyone who works 

to be better off than they were on welfare, and for even workers 

in entry-level jobs to support their families~ 

The key to ensuring the success of this transition from 

welfare to work is expanding on the success of the Job 

Opportunities and Basic Skills or JOBS program. JOBS is the 

cornerstone of the Family Support Act of 1988 (FSA) , that was 

championed by Chairman Moynihan and then-Governor Bill Clinton. 

FSA paved the way for our reforms by introducing the 

eXpectation that welfare should be a transitional period of 

preparation for self-sufficiency, and by recognizing the need for 

investment in education, training t and employment services for 

welfare recipients~ 

However I the JOBS Training proqra'm created by the FSA did 

not chan~fe the welfare system as much as was intended. BecrJuse 

of its brcad exemption policy and relatively low participation 

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 I the actual percentage of 

the caseload involved in the JOBS program is even smaller ~ In 

reality, few reCipients, especially those at-risk of long-term 
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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 employability plan; 

training, education and placement assistance to move people from 

welfare to work; a two-year time limit; and work requirements. 

We also propose a significant narrowin9 of the participation 

exemptions contained in current law. 

Making Welfare a Transition to work: Building on the JQBS 

Program 

Our philosophy is simple and fair: everyone who receives 

cash support must do something to help themselves. The JOBS 

program will be the centerpiece of the public assistance system. 

From day one, the new system will focus on making ycjung 

mothers t:;:elf-sufficient. Each applicant will sign an agreement 

to move quickly toward independence in return for assistance. 

Working with a caseworker, each recipient will develop an 

employability plan -- a work and· training agreement -- designed· 

to move her into an unsuhsidized job 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. 
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Several mechanisms will integrate the JOBS program with 

other education and training programs to expand access to the 

system and reduce the administrative burden on States. Our plan 

also will ensure that even those unable to participate in 

educationl 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 weeks after the child's 

birth. 

In contrast, current law allows much broader exemptions for 

women with any child under three t young mothers under 16, and 

women in their second and third trimesters of pregnancy. 

By the year 2000, these changes will move us from a 

situation in which almost three quarters (73 percent) of tile 

target group are neither working nor expected to participatei in 

training f to one in which more than three quarters (77 percent) 

of the phased-in qroup 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 will 

participate in more work experience, 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 
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changes. But parents who refuse to stay in school, look for work 

or attend job training programs will be sanctioned, generally by 

losing their share of the AFDC grant. 

In addition, the Federal cap on JOBS spending will be 

increased from $1 billion to $1.7 billion in fiscal year 1996. 

Over the flve-year period between 1996 and the year 2000, we will 

increase JOBS spending by $2.8 billion--a 56 percent increase 

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 committee know, the current ~OBS program 

is hampered by many states f inability to draw down the full 

amount of available Federal fUnds. In fact, States spent only 

slightly more than two-thirds (68 percent) of the total available 

Federal JOBS allotment in fiscal year 1992. 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 minimum Federal 

match will be 70 percent in that year. 

Spe.cific examples best illustrate the impact 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 

match rata, New York could maintain its current level of spending 

and draw down $119 million in Federal funds in fiscal ye~r 1996. 
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The same amount of state funds ($68 million) could draw down $127 

million in fiscal year 1997 and $152 million in fiscal year 

1999 that is a 60 percent increase between fiscal year 1994 

and fiscal year 1999. We estimate that Louisiana would 

experience a 74 percent increase in Federal JOBS funding between 

fiscal yaar 1994 and fiscal year 199B under this new match, while 

oregon would experience a 33 percent increase over the same 

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 t a single match rate for direct program costs I 

administrative costs and work-related supportive services will 

replace the current system f s varying match rates. provisions 

also have been incorporated that address unemployment--durlng 

periods of high state unemployment, the state match for JOBS (and 

WORK and At-Risk Child care} would be reduced. 

As you knowlour welfare reform plan also includes ithe 

first time limits on welfare ever proposed. The cumulative two­

year time limit on benefits will give both recipients and 

caseworkers a structure of continuous 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 unambiguously that welfare has changed 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 
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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. 

The WORK Program; Work not welfare After Two Years. 

Once tho time limit is reached, welfare ends and people are 

expected to work. We recognize that soroe 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 paid work assignments available to recipi~nts 

who have reached the time limit for cash assistance. 

The WORK proqram 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 straight-forward and radical end to 

the status-quo. 

To move people into unsubsidized private sector jobs as 

quickly as possible, participants will be required to perform. 
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extensive job search before entering the WORK program, and after 

each WORK assignment. No single WORK assignment will last more 

than 12 months and participants will typically be paid the 

minimum wage. states will be allowed to pursue any of a wide 

range of strategies to provide work for those who have reached 

the two-year time limit, including subsidized private-sector 

jobs, public-sector positions, contracts with for-profit 

placement firms I 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; ensuring that any unsubsidized job will 

pay more than a, subsidized work: assignment. Anyone who turns 

down a private sector jOb will be removed from the rolls, as will 

people who refuse to make good faith efforts to obtain available 

jobs. 

The WORK program will begin in 1998. and it should cost $1.2 

billion in Federal 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. 

SUPPorting Working Families: The BITe. Health Care Reform. ang 

Child, cUi 
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We recognize that a fundamental flaw in the current welfare 

system is that it does little to encourage work. Those who work 

otten lose benefits dollar for dollar, tace burdensome reporting 

requirements, 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 

countlesf; people to opt for welfare over work, even though they 

want to enter the workforce. 

Today t 70 percent of those on welfare leave the system 

within 2 years -- but the vast majority of them return, primarily 

because the low paying jobs they get do not come with essential 

benefits like health care and child care. We need to concentrate 

on two key goals: moving people off welfare and keepin9 them off. 

To "make work pay," this Administration has focused on three 

critical components -- providing tax credits for the working 

poor, ensuring access to health insurance, and making safe cbild 

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 Qf the 

Clinton Administration. The EITC is essentially a pay raise for 

the working poor. It means that a family with two children and a 

single minimum-wage worker will earn the equivalent of $6aOO an 

hour with a $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 Stat:es 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 to the floor 

of the U.S. Senate. I would only underscore that we' can't 

succeed with sweeping welfare reform unless we succeed in passing 

health ca,re 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 perc~n'b of 

those who leave welfare for work move into a job 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 mu~t have dependable 
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child care in order to work or to prepare themselves for work. 

Our proposal would significantly expand child care spending~ We 

continue to guarantee one year of transitional child care for 

those who leave welfare for work~ and will extend child care 

assistance to those participating in the new WORK pro9ram~ Our 

proposal also will significantly el<:pand the At-Risk Child Care 

program for the working poor from $300 million per year now to 

over $1 billion by the year 2000. 

As mentioned earlier I we will make the child care match 

rates consistent with the new enhanced JOBS (and WORK) match 

rate, allowing States to draw down increased child care funds. 

For example, we estimate that New York will spend a total of $85 

million in fiscal year 1994 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 match rate, the same or even a slightly smaller 

amount of state dollars invested in child care in fiscal year 

1999 would draw down $189 million in federal dollars -- an 

increase of 123 percent~ Louisiana would experience a 57 percent 

increase in Federal child care funding between fiscal year 1994' 

and fiscal year 1999 if it maintained its fiscal year 1994 

spending on child care, and federal dollars 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 1999~ 
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Finally, ve address quality and supply through a special 

provision in the At-Risk program. We: will help States create 

seamless child oare coverage for persons who leave welfare for 

work, and allow them to administer all federal child care funds 

through one agency. 

Together I these elements will help ensure that the millions 

of recipients who leave welfare within two years will not fall 

back into the system. And it will be clear that work and 

responsibility are at the core of our values and the heart of our 

policies~ 

RESPONSIBILITY 

The second pillar of our plan is responsibility; the 

responsibility of parents for their children; the responsibility 

of the system to del i ver performance, not process; and the 

responsibility of the government to provide accountability "ifor 

taxpayert3. 

2arental Responsibility. 

We believe that mothers and fathers must be held 

responsible for the support of their children. Man and women 

must understand that parenthood brings serious obligations and 

that these obligations will he enforced. 
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While many improvements have been made to the current 

system, it still fails to ensure that children receive adequate 

support from both parents. The potential for child support 

collections is approximately $48 billion per year~ Yet only $14 

billion is actually paid, leading to a collection gap of about 

$34 billion. We are proposing the toughest child support system 

ever to make sure fathers pay their child support. It is simply 

not acceptable for non-custodial parents to walk away from the 

Children they helped bring into this world. 

Establishing awards in every case is the first step toward 

ensuring that children receive financial support from 

noncustodial parents. Paternity must be established for every 

out-of-wedlock birth, regardless of welfare status. Our proposal 

would greatly expand' outreach and public education programs that 

encourage voluntary paternity establishment, and build on 

existing hospital-based programs. The genetic testing process 

will be further streamlined for cases where paternity"j is 

contested. 

In addition, mothers who apply for AFDC benefits must 

cooperate fully with paternity establishment procedures prior to 

receiving 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 systematically apply a new, stricter definition 

of cooperation in every AFOC 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 will 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-of-wedlock 

births, regardless of welfare status. 

Fair awards also are crucial to getting support to children 

who need it. Periodic updating of awards will be required 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 effectively. The state-based child support enforcellient 

system will continue, but with changes to move 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 payment 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 pa¥ments only to one 
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source. In addition, this change will ensure accurate accounting 

and monitoring of payments, 

The federal role will be expanded to ensure more efficient 

location of the noncustodial parent and enforcement of orders I 

particularly in interstate cases. In order to coordinate 

activity at the federal level and to track delinquent parents 

across state lines, a National Clearinghouse will be established. 

This Clearinghouse will consist of an expanded Federal Parent 

Locator Service" the National Child support Reqistry. and the 

National Directory of New Hires. A stronger federal role in 

interstate enforcement will make interstate procedures more 

uniform throughout the country. 

Enforcement measures will include revocation of 

professional, occupational and drivers' licenses to make 

delinquent parents pay child support; expanded wage withholding; 

improved use of income and asset information; expanded use of 

credit reporting; and authority to use the same wage 9arnish~ent 

procedures for federal and non-federal employees. 

Our proposal also recognizes the problem absent parents 

sometimes face in getting work and their genuine desire to help 

support their children. We propose allowing states ,to allocate· 

up to 10 percent of their JOBS and WORK funds for programs for 

non-custodial parents. 

The proposal contains several other measures aimed at 
.

encouraging parental responsibility. In addition, we are 
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proposing a limited number of time-limited parenting I access and 

visitation, and child support assurance demonstrations. 

states can choose to lift the special eligibility 

requirements for two-parent families in order to encourage 

parents to stay together. states also will be given the option 

to limit additional benefits for additional children conceived by 

mothers on AFDC (the lffamily cap"). States that choose this 

option will be required to allow families to "earn back" the lost 

benefit amount through disregarded income from earnings or child 

support. 

Performance: Not Process. 

The Administration's plan demands greater responsibility 

from the welfare office itself~ Unfortunately; the current 

system too often focuses on simply sendinq out welfare checks. 

Instead, the welfare office must become a place that is aQOut 

helping people find work and earn paychecks as quickly as 

possible" Our plan offars several provisions designed to help 

agencies reduce paperwork and foous on results. 

In order to better coordinate and simplify program 

administration, we have proposed several changes in program rules 

designed to simplify and standardize disparate Food Stamp and 

AFOC policy rules. Funding incentives and penalties will be 

directly linked to the performance of states and caseworkers in 

service provision, job placement, and child support collection. 
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AccQyntability for Taxpa~ers. 

To eliminate fraud and ensure that every dollar is used 

productively, welfare reform will coordinate programs, automate 

flIes, and monitor recipients. We propose several new fra.ud 

control measures. States will be required to verify the income, 

identity, alien status, and Social Security numbers of new 

applicants. A national public assistance clearinghouse will 

follow individuals whenever and wherever they use welfare, 

monitoring compliance with time limits and work~ A national lInew 

hire" registry will monitor earnings to check AFoe and EITe 

eligibility and identify non-custodial parents who switoh jobs or 

cross state lines to avoid paying child support. 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. 

REACHING THB NEXT GENERATION 

It is absolutely critical that our reforms send a strong 

message 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. 

Preventing Teen Preqnan~y. 
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We recognize that welfare dependency could be significantly 

reduced if more young people delayed childbearing until both 

parents were ready and able to assume the responsibility of 

raising children. And we are cortU'!)i tted to doing everything we 

can to prevent teenagE! pregnancy in the first place. 

I donlt have to tell you how big a challenge that is~ And 

it would be naive to suggest that government Can do it alone. We 

are well aware that reducing the incidence of teen pregnancy will 

require the involvement of every sector of our society. 

The link between teen births and poverty is clear! 

According to an Annie E. casey Foundation study, approximately 80 

percent of the children born to teen parents who dropped out of 

high school and did not marry are poor. In contrast l only 8 

percent of children born to married high school graduates aged 20 

or older are poor. 

We are proposing a number of measures, including a national 

campaign against teen pregnancy deSigned to send a clear 'rand 

unambiguous message to young people about delayed sexual activity 

and responsible parenting. As part of that effort, we would 

create a national clearinghouse to provide communities and 

schools with models, materials, training and technical' 

assistance~ The clearinghouse will distribute what is known and 

evaluate new approaches. 

Our legislation also would set up new grant programs to test 

community-based approaches to reducing teen pregnancy. And 

because we need to pay particu lar attention to areas where the 



risks are gr~atestr we are proposing grants to set up programs in 

roughly 1000 middle and high schools. 

We are also proposing to fund larger, more comprehensive 

demonstrations to simultaneously 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 key to preventing teen pregnancy. 

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

available research. 

Phasing-in Young People First. 

We have chosen to phase in the plan by starting with young 

people: those born after 1971. We chose this strategy not 

because younq single mothers are easiest to serve, but bec~se 

they are so important to our future. 

The younger generation of welfare recipients is our greatest 

concern. Younger recipients are likely to have the longest stays 

on welfare. They also are the group for Which there is the.· 

greatest hope of making: a profound difference~ We strongly 

believe tbat the best way to end welfare as we know it is to 

reach the next generation; to devote 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 requires a 

solid and well planned implementation strategy. Even if 

resources were plentiful, the lessons we learned from the Family 

Support Act as well as from our site visits and discussions with 

state administrators have convinced us that attempting to 

implement a time-limited transitional assistance program for the 

entire caseload at once would create enormous difficulties. We 

believe these difficulties could be avoided and the changes we 

envision 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 reached. 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 clear about our proposal. ~ur 

legislation requires states to phase-in reform with raclpiQnts 

born after 1971. This implementation stratQgy limits the initial 

mandatory caseload to about one-third of the total in 1996. 

helping (,ash-strapped stat.es enact meaningful WORK programs with· 

time limits 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 1 two-thirds will be subject to the new rules. 
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However t states will have the option to define the phased-in 

group more broadlYt allowinq them to apply time limits and other 

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 federal JOBS funds are 

available. At state option, these volunteers also may be 

subjected to the two-year time limit in exchange for access to 

services. And of course, the Family Support Act will continue to 

require education and training for other AFDC recipients under 

current JOBS rules. We believe that this approach creates a 

realistic partnership with the states; and sets up a meaningful 

approach to real welfare reform. 

A Clear Message for Teen rarent§~ 

The proposal inCludes several incentives for young parents 

designed to promote responsible behavior. Minor parents wil~ be 

required to live in, their parents t 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 receive separate checks. In such cases 

where there is a problem such as danger of abuse l states will be 

encouraged to find a responsible adult with whom the teen parent 

can live. 
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In order to meet the special needs of teen parents t any 

custodial parent under age 20 will be provided case management 

services. 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 

been sending all the wrong messages. 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 Fanrily 

Support Act. It is time to fully realize that vision; and to 

build a bold new future based on the core values we all share. 

We believe that this issue is critical that welfare 

reform is about nothing less than our vision of what kind of' 

country we are and want to be. 00 we want to be a country that 

encourages work over idleness? 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? 00 we want to be a country that helps provide a brighter 

future for our children? 

The Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 answers those 

questions with a resounding YES~ We believe this bill will truly 

strengthen America's families and communities~ 

Mr. Chairman, you and the members of this committee have 

shown real leadership on this issue. I look forward to working 

with all of you as you begin your work on this historic 

legislation. Thank you for your attention and I would be pleased 

to answer any questions you may have at this time. 

) 
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WELFARE REFORM QUESTIONS 

Egding Welfare As We Know Ilffime Limit 

(1) 	 It seems like this proposal cbanges welfare, but doesn't end it, and in a way 
expands it. How does it redeem tbe campaign promises to end welfare as we 
know it? 

(2) 	 Does anyone ever actuaUy bave their benefits terminated under this plan? 

(3 	 How many people wlll get off the welfare roDs as a result of this proposal and 
when? 

(4) 	 Why did you chose a two-year limit? Won't this lead to a people staying on 
AFDe ror the full two-year period (haven't you just c....ted a two year 
entitlement to AFDC)? How soon does • person have to start looking ror work? 

(5) 	 Isn't this welfare as usual for recipients OVer age 25? Doesn't tbat go against the 
President's campaign promise to !lend welfare as we know it?1i 

(6) 	 How many people will be exempt from participation? 

(7) 	 What are the specmc sanctions against people who refuse regular. unsubsidized 
jobs? 

(8) 	 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 Josepb 
Califano's Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse (CASA)? 

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

(10) 	 The President's proposal assumes that jobs will be waiting ror those who seek to 
leave welfare ror work in the private sector, Wbat evidence exists tbat this is tbe 
case? 

(11) 	 What happens to the children if someone's benefits and/or public job are terminated? 

Note: 	 Bold indicates key questions 



(12) 	 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' 

(13) 	 Is the two-year limit on cash assistance a lifetime limit? 

(14) 	 What does the proposal do about welfare fraud? 

(IS) 	 How will state agency staff be trained to assume their new roles as case managers and 
coordinators of a wide range of services? How will this training be paid for'! 

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

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

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

(19) 	 How will success be defined in welfare reform? 

(20) 	 If 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? 

(21) 	 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? 

(22) 	 Why not 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? 

(23) 	 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 enough. Don't 
the extensions and exceptions throughout this proposal distort this welfare effort 
significantly, such that it becomes indistinguishable from the current system? 

(24) 	 Will there be any expectation of people on walting 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 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? 

(26) How does this welfare reform legislation fit into other Administration initiatives ? 

(27) Can someone who takes a job, but leaves it after 6 months, return to AFDC? 

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

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

£base-:io 

(1) 	 How many AIDC ....Ipi.nts are affect.d by the Administration's proposal? How 
many are nol? Why is the .ffecl so limited? 

(2) 	 Why did the Administration choose this pbase-in mechani<m? 

(3) 	 Will people who are nol in the phased-in group have no expectations placed on 
them wbatsoever? 

(4) 	 Can states chose 10 cover peopl. other than the phase-in group? 

(5) 	 lI1DRC's newest fmdings show negative impacts under tbe New Chance 
demonstration for younger AFDC motbers and Ihe positive impaels under tbe 
GAIN demonstration for older mothers. Don't these rtndings argue against the 
Administration's strategy of Initially focusing tbe time-limited program on young 
mothers? 

(6) 	 How long will take to phase-in all AFDe recipients? 

(7) 	 Did you consider focusing on other groups such as those with the closest connections 
to the work force who would be most likely 10 make the successful transition off of 
welfare. at lower costs, and with fewer child care needs? 

State ImplemeotatiQn/Flexibilitx 

(l) 	 How much State flexibility is there in the plan? Can stales still submit requests 
for waivers? 



(2) 	 What will happen to states. with waivers in place. particularly waivers thnt 
provide special services to AFDC recipients other than those in the phase-in 
grollp? 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 for JOBS/WORK. since 
SOme have been unable to under the 1988 Family Support Act? 

(4) 	 What will be the incentives/matching rates for st.tes? 

(5) 	 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 to implement welfare 
reform, including changes in AFDC, JOBS, and child suppan enforcement'! If not 
immediately then when? 

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

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

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

(10) 	 The Family Suppon 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? 

CosUFinancing 

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

(l) 	 How wiu this reform proposal be paid for? 

(3) 	 Why are you financing welfare refonn on tbe backs of imtnigrants and the 
bomeless? 

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

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

(6) 	 Does the Administration's financing package shift cost to the states? 



(7) Do iII,:gal aliens receive any federal benefits? 

(8) How many legal aliens receive public assistance benefits? 

(9) How is the citizenship status of AFDC applicants verified? 

(10) What ,:hanges does the President's welfare reform bill make to alien eligibility for 
federal assistance programs? 

JOBS Program 

(1) 	 F.d...."Uy.support.d job training programs do not bave a successful track record, 
wby will tbls program be more effective! 

(2) 	 Will Ilibes receive direct funding for JOBS? 

(3) 	 Wbo wi!! determine appropriate training for each recipient? 

(4) 	 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 
R.-employment Act? 

(5) 	 If 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? 

(7) 	 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? 

WORK Program 

(1) 	 Wby should the goveroment provide jobs to people on welfare? Won't this take 
jobs away from working people? 

(2) 	 Wbat kinds of publicly-supported jobs would people get under tbls program? 
How much would they be paid? Will they be jobs that provided training to move 
into higher paying andior higher skilled labor? Who pays for tbe 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)? 

(3) 	 What happens to tbose in areas with higb unemployment, such as reservations, 
who cannot find jobs? 



(4) 	 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? WiU 
famines be penalized if no work is available? 

(5) 	 What incentives will there be for a pri••te employer to bire a person from Ibe 
WORK program? What will motivate a private employer to shift. person from 
subsidized to non~subsidized employment? 

(6) 	 Will there be allowances in the WORK program for part-time work? Cao 
someooe work part-time and collect benefits fore ••r? Does the clock stop for 
part-time work? 

(I) 	 How will states be .ble to generate the necessary WORK slots, given the mixed 
history of subsidized jobs? 

(8) 	 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 private 
sector workers'] 

(9) 	 Why does the plan not create full-scale public service jobs like those created 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? 

(10) 	 What controls will be in place to detect fraud in the WORK program? Is it poSSible, 
that the program will become a giveaway to private sector employers? 

(ll) 	 Who developslcontrols the new WORK programs? What is the Federal role, the State 
role, the local role? 

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

(13) 	 How will it be determined whether WORK participants are hired by the public or 
privat" seCtor? 

(14) 	 Will there be any money saved with the JobS/Work program? 

Child 	Care 

(1) 	 How much will this proposal to expand federally-funded child care cost? Who 
wiU have access to this child care f just AFDe recipients or the working poor as 
well'?' 



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

(3) 	 How much will subsidized child care cost? How long will il be provided ror 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? WiIIlbere b. enougb resources 
ror Ihese individuals? 

(4) 	 Why nol consolidate all child care programs and make more efficient use of limited 
dollars'! 

(5) 	 Does your proposal give child care to all AFDC redpicots in JOBS or WORK, as 
well as the working poor? If so, how do you justify the ccst 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 It 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? 

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

Child Support 

(l) 	 How are you proposing to strengtben tbe cbild support system? Vour savings 
seem unrealistically higb, can you support tbem? 

(2) 	 How will falhers pay support if they don't bave jobs? Will anytbing be required 
of falhers wbo cannot pay tbe cbild support they owe? 

(3) 	 Will you provide funding for job allotments for unemployed males who are 
noncustodial parents? 

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

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

(6) 	 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? 



(7) 	 Why are all families included in State child support registries to be reviewed 
automatically every thr .. years? The proposal calls for expensive upgrading of the 
system; will the savings rcally exceed the cost? 

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

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

(10) 	 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? 

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

(12) 	 How do you expect a non-custodial parent to work to meet hisiher support obligation 
when sanctions include suspension of drivers licenses and professional licenses'! Isn't 
this: counter~productive? 

(13) 	 Your child support enforcement proposals seem to include many in-state mandates as 
well; won't this be an additional burden on Slates? 

Teen Pregnancy Prevention 

(1) 	 What are you doing in Ihis proposal to turn the tide on teen pregnancy and out­
of-wedlock births? 

(2) 	 Why does the ellntan proposal allow Slates to implement family caps if 
numerous studies state that they are ineffective? 

(3) 	 What happens to tbe children born to women subject to the family cap? How 
does your plan ensure that Ihey are adequately cared for? 

(4) 	 What kind of results can he realistically expected from a "nalional campaign"? 
How long would you expect it to be before we see any results? 

(5) 	 If this administration is serious about reducing the number DC people on welfare, 
why has limiting welfare benefits for additional children been IeI'! as a State 
option? 



(6) 	 What are you doing to address the issue or men who rather children out-o£­
wedlock? 

(7) 	 I understand teen mothers will be required to live at horne or with a responsible adult, 
how will you handle situations where the minor mother is threatened by the horne 
environment? Will the minor be allowed to live with another responsible adult 
withQut having to prove that Hving With the parent cou1d be destructive? Who will 
determine whether the responsible adult is appropri.<e? How easy will it be for a 
minor 	mother to get a good cause exemption in order to continue living on her own? 
Is this proposal likely to have any real impact, or is it mainly symbolic? 

Improving Government Assistance 

(l) 	 By allowing Stat .. the option to provide benefits ror a larger proportion or two 
parent families, aren't we going to increase welfare rolls? 

(2) 	 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 
propcsal allow States the option of changing the disregard so th.t disposable income 
for a recipient could end up being lower in the first four months than under current 
law? 

(3) 	 By allowing States the option of trearing single parent families differently than dual 
parent 	households, aren't we discriminating against intact families? 

(4) 	 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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Ending Welfare As We Know Itrrime Limit 

(1) 	 It seems like this proposal changes welfare, but doesn't end it, and in a way 
expands it~ How does it redeem the campaign promises to end welfare as we 
know it'? 

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

(3 	 How many people will get off th. weIrare rolls as a result of this proposal and 
when? 

(4) 	 Why did you chose a two-year limit? Won't tbis lead to a people staying on 
AIDC for tbe full two-year period (haven't you just created a two year 
entitlement to AIDC)? How soon does a person have to start looking for work? 

(5) 	 Isn't tbls weIrare as usual for recipients over age 25? Doesn't that go against the 
President's campaign promise to "end welfare as we know it?" 

(6) 	 How many people will be exempt from participation? 

(7) 	 What are the specific sanctions against people wbo refuse regular, unsuhsidized 
jobs? 

(8) 	 Do you think the Administration's Proposal Addresses the problem of substance 
abuse by AIDe recipients snffklently? Why are the Administration's estimates 
of substance abuse among AIDC recipients so much lower than those of Joseph 
CaUfano's Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse (CASA)? 

(9) 	 How would the Administration assure that snbstance abuse treatment is available 
to AIDe recipients? 

(10) 	 The President's proposal assumes that jobs will be w.iting for those who seek to 
leave welfare for work in the private sector. What evidence exists tbat this is the 
case? 

(11) 	 Whal happens to the children if samoene's benefilS andlor public job are terminated? 

Note: 'Bold indicates key questions 



(12) Given the diversity of the AFDC ca..load, 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 ),ear for some and three years for others? 

(13) Is the two-year limit on cash assistance a lifetime limit? 

(i4) What does the proposal do about weifare fraud? 

(15) How will state agency staff be trained to assume their new roies as case managers and 
coordinators of a wide range of services? How will this training be paid for? 

(i6) Why not simply fully fund the existing lOBS program and give it more time to work? 
Why not wait to learn more from waivers and demos before making dramatic changes 
in the system that may not work? 

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

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

(19) How will sUCCess be defined in welfare reform? 

(20) If. 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 expeet for children in this situation? Aren't they being 
punished or negleeted due to the actions of their parents? 

(21) 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? 

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

(23) 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 enough. Don't 
the extensions and exceptions throughout this proposal diston this welfare effon 
significantly1 such that it becomes indistinguishable from the current system? 

(24) Will there be any expeetation of peeple on welting lists? How long can a person wait 
on such a list before services and expectation. are in place for them? Has anything 
really changed for these peepl.? 



(25) 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? 

(26) How does this welfare reform legislation fit into other Administration initiatives ? 

(27) Can someone who takes a job, but leaves it after 6 months, return to AFDC? 

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

(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? 



Ending Welfare As we Know itiTime Limit 

Ql!ESllQN: 

It seems like this proposal changes welfare, but doesntt end 
it, and in a way expands it. How does it redeem the campaign 
promises to end welfare as we know it? 

AlSSWER: 

• 	 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 people qet 
paychecks, not welfare checks. Support, job training, 
and child care will be provided to help people 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 people, 
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 
paid. That is a straightforward and radical end to the 
status quo. 
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Does Plan End Benefits 


OllESTIQN: 

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

ANSWER: 

• 	 President 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 I in a 
subsidized job if necessary. 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 obtain 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 quickly as possible, by makinq WORK 
assignments less attractive than unsubsidized 
alternatives. We limit each WORK assignment to one year; 
raquire !requent job searoh, 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 open unsubsidized jabs l 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 them. 
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Numbers Leaving Welfare 


OUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

• 	 In the year 2000 1 2.4 million adults will be subject to 
the new rules, including time limits and work 
requirements. Using our best estimates, almost one 
million people 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 unsubeidized jobe. 394,000 people will be 
in subsidized jobs in the WORK program -- that's up from 
15,000 now. 

Ultimately, welfare reform's success must be measured not 
by the program's size but by its ability 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 system for 
good. 

The plan also includes new provisions to prevent teen 
pregnancy and welfare dependency. By changing the 
incentives of welfare and launchinq 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 mentorinq, 
child care, time-limited AFDC benefits, requirements to 
live with a responsible adult and identify their child's 
fa1:her, 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 AnQ prevent welfare dependency. 

A - 3 	 July 11, 1994 



Why Two Years 


QUESTION: 


Why did you choose a two-year limit? Won't this lead to 
people staying on AFDe for the full two-year period (haven't 
you just created a two-year entitlement to AFDC)? How soon 
does a person have to start looking for work? 

ANSWER: 

~ 	 A two year lifetime limit tells those entering the 
welfare system that AFoe is a temporary income support 
program, yet remains sensitive to the fact that all 
recipients are not yet job ready. We believe that two 
years is snough time for most people to obtain the skills 
and training they need to find jobs and become 
economically self sufficient~ In fact, 70 percent of 
welfare recipients already leave the rolls within two 
yenrs~ 

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 years. New recipients who are 
job-ready will immediately be oriented to the workplace
through job search. Anyone offered a job will be 
required to take it. 
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Does Plan End Welfare as we Know It? 


QUESTION: 

Isn't this welfare as usual for recipients over age 25? 
Ooesn't this go against the President's pledge to end welfare 
as we know it? 

ANSWER: 

• We have ended welfare as we know it, throuqh bold changes 

in parental responsibility, child support enforcement, 
and the JOBS pro9ram~ We bave changed the incentives for 
recipients by making work more attractive and more 
possible. We have changed the incentives for states by
making them help clients 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 
benefit all recipients. Universal health care and the 
expanded EITe will help women find permanent employment 
and achieve financial security. 

~ JOBS and child care funds will also support services to 
welfare recipients outside the mandatory phase-in group. 
Given the reasonable phase-in requirements of our 
proposal, there will be sufficient resources to provide 
substantial services to these other individuals~ 

• states may also choose to phase older recipients into the 
time limited system - ­ with federal matching funds. 
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How Many People Will be Exempt 


QUESTION: 

How many people will be exempt from participation? 

ANSWER: 

~ Our plan will reduce existing exemptions 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 required to take steps
that would lead to work. Another exemption allowed under 
current JOBS rules will be siqnif1cantly 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 limits and work requirements, and of these 
approximately 560,000 will be deferred under these 
criteria. 
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Sanctions for Refusing a Job 


QUESTION: 

What are the specific sanctions against people who refuse 
regular I 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. 80th before and after the 2­
year time limit, recipients refusing to accept 
unsubsidized jobs without good cause will lose family 
cash benefits for 6 months or until they accept
unsubsidized jobs. For a typical family, the amount lost 
will be about $400 per month. 

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

• 
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Substance Abuse Among AFDC Recipients 


QUESTION: 

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 
Califanots Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse (CASA)? 

ANSWER: 

~ 	 OUr proposal recoqnizes that substance abuse is a 
significant barrier to self sufficiency for some Aloe 
families. within our overall emphasis on state 
flexibility, states may require substance abuse treatment 
as part of an individual's employability 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 individual could be 
temporarily deferred from JOBS participation and required 
to get treatment. The state may impose JOBS sanctions 
for non-participation in treatment. 

Our estimates of substance abuse in the AFDC population 
focus on the question of ~mR~~[m~nt -- that is inability 
to participate in education or training -- while CASAls 
study measures drug Y4§ in the past year or heavy alcohol 
use twice in the past month. For the purposes of welfare 
reform, we believe our impairment analysis is the more 
applicable. 

HHS estimates that 4.5' of the adults rece1v1ng AFDC 
have substance abuse problems that are severe enough 
that they are likely to preclude the individual's 
iamediate 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 
AFOC (and 37% of young recipients) "abuse or are 
addicted to drugs and alcohol." One time or 
occasional use in the past year does not necessarily 
indicate addiction or functional impairment. only a 
subset of the group CASA identifies are seriously
impaired. 
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Assuring Substance Abuse Treatment 


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 
Med,icaid and increasing numbers of states are finding it 
cost effective to do BO. 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 
tre,atment 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. 
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Where Are the Jobs? 


QUESTION: 

The President's proposal assumes that jobs will be waitinq 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 
employment. CUrrently; 70 percent of recIpients leave 
welfare within two years and 90 percent leave within five 
years. 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 weltare to 
evontually return. 

The child care and child support improvements in our plan,
alonq with the Earned Income Tax Credit and health care, will 
eliminate the major obstacles to employment. Our plan 
provides a year of transitional child care for women moving 
from welfare to work, in addition to increasing child care 
for the working poor to bolster families just above the 
poverty line. The expanded BITe 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 coverage for their families~ 

Positions will be available for women moving off welfare. 
The Bureau of Labor statistics 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. 1 Already, more than three million private 
sector jobs have been created during the first Hi mo'nths of 
the Clinton Administration. The unemployment rate continues 
to drop, and is currently at six percent. 

• In addition, by the year 2000 1 we will be creatin9 400,000 
SUbsidized jobs. These positions will be available for those 
who hit the time limit without findinq unsubsidized 
employment. 
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ANSWER: 

Transitional education and training programs will prepare 
recipients for the workplace and increase long-term earnings 
potential. President Clinton's plan requires all teen 
parents to finish high school and all recipients to 
participate in training and work preparation through the JOBS 
program. This approach builds on successful state and local 
models & In California, for example, JOBS participants' 
earnings increased an average of 24 percent over the control 
group average after the second year--55 percent at one site.$ 

• Even a minimum-wage job is an important step toward selt­
sufficiency. As women qain job skills, work experience--and 
faith in themselves--they will progress to better-paying jObS 
and real financial stability. 

I. The service-produciDg sector will grow most, wilh an esrimaflld 25 million additional jobs. The need for 
bome health aides will increase by 138 percent; for personal and bOIl:le care aides, by 130 pen:ent; for child 
~ workers. by 5S percent; and for food prcpanation workers. by 43 perce:nt. Moderate alternative 
projection. cited in George Silvestri. "The American WorK Force. 1992~2005 Occupational Employment: Wide 
Vatiatioas in Growth, ~ Monthly Labor Review, November 1993. O«:upaljQoa! Outlook Quarterly also supplies 
• list of -"'gjob ..... (fall 1991. p, 30), 

2. Isabel ~~ Office of Management of Budget, quoted in EnmlID'n)egt and Training Report« April 20. 
1994. p. 605, 

3. Mrmpower [)emonstration Research Corporation studies of GAlNlRiverside. quoted in BanelEllwood 
testiJ:nony. 
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Impact of Termination on Children 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 
• 	 Families who play by the rUles should not be penalized. 

Benefits will not be cut or jobs terminated without good 
cause. At the same time, some sanction provisions are 
necessary in order to reinforce the principles of work 
and responsibility. 

• 	 Even during sanctions, some benefits will continue in 
order 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 Stamps, housing assistance and medical insurance. 

~ 	 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 JOBS and WORK. 
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Two Years Too Rigid 


OUESTION: 

Given the diversity of the AFDC caseload, isn't a two-year 
time limit too rigid? Since AFoe recipients vary tremendously 
in terms of their job skills, shouldn't the limit be one year 
for 60me and three years for others? 

ANSWER: 
• 	 A two year time limit tells those enterinq the welfare 

system that AFDe is a temporary support I yet remains 
sensitive to the tact that all recipients are not yet job
ready. We believe that 2 years is enouqh time for most 
people to obtain the skills and training they need to 
find a joh and become economically self-sufficient. In 
fact, 70~ of welfare recipients already leave the rolls 
within 2 years, and many applicants are job ready~ 

From the first day the new system will focus on making 
young mothers self-sufficient, and we expect many
recipient 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 Administration's proposal, states will also 
have the flexibility to grant extensions to the time 
limit a limited number of certain recipients who need 
more time to oomplete the education and employment
activities outlined in their employability plans. 
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Two Years a Lifetime Limit 


QtJESTION: 

Is the two-year limit on cash assistance a lifetime limit? 

ANSWER, 

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

• 	 However, there is a cushion for individuals who leave 
AFDC with less than 6 months of eligibility remaining. 
In such cases a person could potentially "earn back'· 1 
month of AFDC eligibility for each 4 months off AFDC/WORK 
but could never have more than 6 months of eligibility at 
one time. 

• 	 A person who returns to public assistance without any
months of eligibility would be required to register 
directly for the WORK program. 
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Fraud and Abuse 


QUESTION: 

What 	does the proposal do about welfare fraud? 

ANSWER: 

~ 	 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 
people from collecting benefits in two jurisdictions 
simultaneously, 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. 

OUI' 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 


Ql!ESTIQN: 

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

ANSWER: 

p 	 The Administration's plan demands greater 
responsibilities by the welfare office itself. 
Unfortunately, the current system too often focuses on 
simply sending out welfare checks. Instead I the welfare 
office must become a place that is fundamentally about 
helping people earn paychecks as quickly as possible. 

• 	 As we went around the country we were struck by the 
diversity of local welfare offices, economies and 
recipients. We were also struck by how states chose to 
qet 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 welfare 
office, the Federal government will provide necessary
technical assistance. Initially 2 percent of ~OBS, WORK, 
and At-Risk Child Care funds· will be reserved for 
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 
pro9ra~s~ But our plan offers several provisions to help 
agencies reduce paperwork 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 caseworkers in service provisions, job
placement and child support collection. 
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WbyReform? 


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 
and demonstrations before making dramatic changes in the 
system that may not work? 

ANSWER: 
• 	 The Family support Aot of 1988 is the cornerstone of 

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-sufficiency, and that training and 
support services are as vital as cash benefits. 
Important lessons from State welfare reform initiatives 
have also been incorporated into our proposal. 

However, the Family Support Act did not anticipate that 
state budgets would shrink--or that case loads would 
expand so dramatioally. In addition, the Family Support 
Act failed to change the culture of the welfare system.
Today, most caseworkers still spend vastly more time 
processing forms and mailing checks than helping
recipients gain the services, and skills needed for self­
sUfficiency. And numerous exemptions diluted the message 
that welfare should be a transitional system leading to 
work. 

.. 	 The President's 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 
1911, the JOBS program will continue to move older women 
toward self-sufficiency. Our plan provides additional 
federal funding and hi9her federal match rates to ease 
state fiscal constraints and make sure that JOBS, child 
support, and prevention pro9rams really work. Greater 
automation, simplified program rules, and streamlined 
administrative requirements will minimize resources spent 

paperwork. Finally, will change the culture ofon we 
welfare. Time limits make clear the real mission is 
getting people into work. Agencies must clearly explain 
opportunities and obligations to recipients, mOve them 
immediately into employability-enhancing programs and 
services, and enforce--rather than undermine--the values 
of work and responsibility. 
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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 AFDe oaseload, particularly in the AFDC­
UP caseload. When fewer jobs are available, it is 
naturally more difficult for welfare recipients to leave 
AFOC through employment. 

Given the economy's current strong performance, we are 
not anticipatinq labor market conditions which would 
hamper the effort to help recipients move from welfare to 
work in most areas. The Bureau of Labor statistics 
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 oooupations expected to 
grow most quickly do not require advanced education. 

In addition, the phase-in strategy responds to state 
needs for manageable initial c8seloads. Our phase-in 
strategy will have almost 400,000 people participating in 
the WORK program by the year 2000 - up from just l5,000 
now. Our discussions with states indicate that a work 
program of this size is both effective and feasible. 

~ 	 The Administrationis welfare reform proposal does address 
the possibility 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 Federal match rate tor those programs during 
Statewide recessions. 

~ 	 Access to health care coverage outside the AFDC program 
is as critical to 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 
qualify for Medicaid. passage of health reform 
legislation guaranteeing universal coverage would 
eliminate a labor market condition that represents a 
~ajor obstacle 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? 

ANSWER: 
• Parentlnq 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 middle-class too. 

• The Administration's plan recognizes that both parents 
must SUpport their children, and establishes the toughest 
child support enforcement program ever proposed. We will 
promote parental responsibility and ensure that both 
parents contribute to their children's well-being. 
Making child support a national priority will help lift 
single-parent families out of poverty. 

~ Moreover, 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. 

To help single mothers balance their parenting and work 
responsibilities, we will also expand and improve the 
child care system. Our plan increases availability 
through additional fundinq for existing programs, 
coordinates rules across all child care programs, and 
encourages the development of safe and nurturing care 
environments. 
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Delinition of Success 


OUFSTIQN: 

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 movinq to 
work, how many are payinq child support and have we 
deterred teen pregnancy. 

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

One objective of welfare reform is to transform the 
"culture" of the welfare system, from an institutional 
system Whose primary mission is writing checks to ensure 
that poor children have a minimal level of economic 
resources to a system that focuses equal attention on the 
tasks of integrating adult caretakers into the economic 
and social mainstream of society. 

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 into a transitional support 
system -- primarily program partiCipation rates~ 
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Family Sanctions 


QUESTION: 

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 
outcomes do you expect for children in this situation? Aren't 
they 	being punished or neglected due to the actions of their 
parents~! 

ANSWER: 

~ 	 Under the President's plan l 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 
turninq down a job offer because we expect health reform 
to 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 Oare 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
children. ,During JOBS sanctions children will still 
receive benefits and families will keep food stampSt 
housing assistance, and medicine insurance. During WORK 
sanctions, families will keep Food Stamp, housing
assistance and medicinal insurance4 
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Are The Time Limits Real 


OUESIION: 

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

ANSWER: 

~ 	 Thore are clear limits on the length of time an 
individual who is able to work can collect AFDC benefits 
without wor~ing. Individuals who are job-ready will be 
expected to enqaqe in job search as soon as their 
applications for assistance are approved (or earlier, 
upon application, at state option). A person who is able 
to work will have a maximum of two years to obtain the 
education, training and/or job placement services needed 
to find an unsubsidized job, after whiCh he or she will 
be required to ta~e 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 a job outside the WORK program. Those 
found to be employable will be required to perform job 
search and, if that effort is unsuccessful, to take 
another WORK assignment. Persons found to be unable to 
wor~, e.g., due to a disability that was overlooked 
earlier or had developed since entry into the WORK 
program, would be deferred at that point. Individuals 
found to be in need of further education or training 
could be referred back to the JOBS program for a limited 
period, 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 not 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? 

• 	 The President has decided on a phase-in strategy that 
initially foouses on the youngest third of the oaseload ­
- young, single mothers born after 1971. Research has 
shown that this group is most at risk for long-term
welfare 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 payoff in the long run. 
This 	approach also sends a strong ~essaqe to young women 
that 	the welfare system has fundamentally 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 time 
passes, the program will eventually serve older 
recipients, sinoe those born after 1971 will always be 
subject to the time limit. 

• 	 By the year 2000, 2.4 million adults will be subject 
to the new rules includinq time limits and work 
requirements. States will also have the flexibility 
to phase-in reforms more quickly to cover a larger 
proportion of the caseload~ 
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Extensions of the Time Limit 


OUESTION: 

You allow an extension of the time limit to individuals who 
need it to complete education and training pro9rams~ Surely 
two years for such programs is enough. Dontt 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. 

A vast majority of recipients will receive the education I 

training, and employment services they need to become 
self-supporting within the two year period. Many will 
need even less than the two years. However, for those 
few individuals who need extra time to 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 
cir.cumstances. 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 system~ 
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Waiting Lists 


QUESTION: 


Will there be any expectation of people 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 who 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 
ent:ering 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 
. 

QUESTION: 

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? 

ANSWE8: 

• 	 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 and 
caseworkers in provision service job placement and child 
support collection. 
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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 canter 
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 School-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 
zones 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 


QUESTION: 

Can 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. Normally, job search 
would be their first JOBS activity. 

Former recipients who have reached the two-year time 
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 on 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 assume 
responsibility for their protection through its child 
welfare system. 

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. 

A - 28 July 11, 1994 



Safety Net after AFDC 


Q!JESTIQN: 

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

ANSWER: 

~ 	 Tho child care and child support provisions in our plan, 
along with the Earned Income Tax Credit and health care, 
will continue to support women moving from welfare to 
work. We will provide 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 
effeotively 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 
needy families), and nutritional programs such as WIC~ 
Working poor families are the primary beneficiarie's of 
these programs. 

Food Stamp income and resource limits are generally muoh 
higher than AFDC (requiring gross monthly incomes below 
130 peroent of the federal poverty level.) Eligibility 
for housing assistance is dependent upon income, the 
percentage of income paid for rent, and availability. 
Medical assistance is available for children of families 
with income above the poverty level and may be available 
to all family members depending upon medical costs. 
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7110/94 


fhase-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 tbis phase-in mechanism? 

(3) 	 WiD people who are not In tb. pbased-in group have DO expectations placed on 
them wbatsoever? 

(4) 	 Can stales ebose 10 cover people other than tb. phase-in group? 

(5) 	 MDRe's newest findings sbow negative Impacts under tbe New Chance 
demonstration for younger AFDe mothers and the positive Impacts under the 
GAIN demonstration ror older mothers. Don't these rlDdings argue against the 
Administration's strategy of initiaUy focusing the time-limited program on young 
mothers? 

(6) 	 How long will take to phase-in ali AFDC recipients? 

(7) 	 Did you consider focusing on other groups such as those with the closest connection. 
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 

OUESIION: 

How many AFOC recipients are 
proposal? How many are not? 

ANSWER: 

affeoted by
Why is the 

the Administrationts 
effect so limited? 

• The President's phase-in strategy initially focuses on 
the youngest portion of the caseload -­ young, single 
mothers born after 1971 who have the most to gain and the 
most at risk. This group will constitute one half of the 
caseload by the year 2000. This approach telle younq 
women that the welfare system has fundamentally 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 the year 2000, 2.4 million adults -­ about half of the 
caseload -­ will be subject to the new rules, includinq 
time limits and work requirements. Almost one million 
people will either be off welfare or working. 331 1 000 
people who would have been on welfare will have left the 
welfare rolls. 222,000 parents will be workinq part-time 
in unsubsidized jobs. 394,000 people will be in 
subsidized 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 matchinq funds. 

~ Any workable plan is bound by the time needed to build 
state capacity. It would be very difficult for states to 
succe~sfully implement the new program more quickly. Our 
phase-in strategy lets states start with a manageable 
caseload -­ initially about one-third of all recipients -
- and qo farther with federal help if they wish. By the 
year 2004 1 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 mechanism? 

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 
welfare dependency. This targeting of limited resources 
will send a strong message to teenagers that welfare as 
we know it has ended; most effectively ehangE 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 child. Every young person will know that 
welfare has changed forever~ 

The phase-in strategy also responds to state needs for 
manageable initial casaloads. OUr phase-in strategy will 
have almost 400,000 people participating in the WORK 
program by the year 2000 -- up from just 15 t OOO now. Our 
discussions with states indicate that a work program of 
this 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 enormous 
administrative difficulties for states. 

• 	 under our legislation, initial requirements will be 
manageable I 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: 

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

ANSWER: 

• 	 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 
196B rather than 1971. 

• 	 Of course I 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 set at levels that will enable 
states to serve these volunteers. 

• 	 If members of the non-phased in group are working or 
participating in a "JOBS-liks" education or traininq
activity that is approvable under the JOBS state plant 
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-A 
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 their children reach age three.) 
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Broader Phase-In Group 


OUESTION: 

Can states choose to cover people other than the phase-in 
9roup? 

ANSWER: 
~ 	 Our legislation requires states to phase in reform with 

recipients born after 1971. This implementation strategy
limits 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 recipients into the new 
system. ~nd by the year 2004, two-thirds will be subject 
to the new rules. 

• 	 However, states will have the option to define the 
phased-in qroup more broadly, applying time limits and 
other new rules to a larger percentage of the caseload. 
In addition, .states will be required 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 to the two-year time 
limit in exchange for access" to services. We believe 
that this approach creates a realistic 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 


OUESIlON: 

MORe's newest findings show neqative impacts under the New 
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 Clintonts 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 dependenoy; making 
them self-sufficient is essential if we are to truly end 
welfare as we know it. Although the initial investment 
required 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 directly to the 
Administration's proposed phase-in strategy. 

• 	 MORe's New Chance demonstration targeted a narrower 
and more disadvantaged subset of the AFDC population 
than the group initially phased in under the 
Administrationfs welfare reform plan. New Chance 
participants were very disadvantaged young parents ­
- the average age of 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, focused 
initially on basic skills and education, and faced 
time limits. Indeed, most recent evidence suqqests 
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that a combination of incentives, including sanctions 
and mandatory participation as well as services are 
effective in reaching young people. 

• 	 Ohio'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 
services. Indeed most recent evidence suggests that a 
corroboration of strong incentives, including sanctions 
and mandatory participation, as well as, services are 
effective 1n reaching young people. 

• 	 More positive results for teenage parents were achieved 
in the mandatory Teen Parent Demonstration (TOP)
oonducted in New Jersey and Illinois. TOP 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 period. This was slightly larger 
than what GAIN achieved over a two-year period (20 
percent and six percent)~t 

• 	 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 reduction in AFDC use over a 
five-year period. Furthermore, SWIM was more effective 
in helping young people under age 25 get off welfare 
than it was for the rest of the caseload. 

• 	 Some GAIN findings are very encouraging and support the 
Administration's JOBs-based welfare approach (GAIN is 
the California JOBS program). The particularly 
effective Riverside proqram shows a program clearly 
focusing on work can significantly increase employment 
and reduce welfare use for broad segments of the AFDC 
population. The differential impact of GAIN on older 
and younger parents has not yet been determined. 

• 	 In a time-limited system t the consequences 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 more dramatic as work beco~es a 
more rational alternative for mothers on welfare 
through the enactment of the expanded EITe, universal 
health insurance, tougher child support enforcement and 
additional funding for child care. 

JFUrthermore 1 TPD achieved consistent results across all 
three sites (Chicago, Trenton and Newark), whereas the GAIN 
results vary enormously across the counties studied. 
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How Long to Phase in Recipients 


How long will it take to phase in all AFDC recipients? 

ANSWER: 

• Even using relatively conservative assumptions, by the 
year 2000, over half (50.2~) of adult AFDC caseS will 
have been phased in~ 8y the year 2005, nearly three­
fourths (72%) will be in the program. 

• Our phase-in approach will send a stronq 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. Under our legislation, initial 
mandates will be manageable, and states will be given the 
option of moving more broadly and quickly - ­ vith federal 
matching funds. 
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Recipients With More Work Experience 


QUESTION: 

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? 

ANSWER: 
~ 	 Tbe problem witb tbis type of strategy is tbat it does 

not tarqet scarce resources on those who are most likely 
to benefit from tbem. Ressarcb bas sbown tbat tboss who 
are most job ready are ltlst likely to htnefit from the 
services provided in welfare-to-work programs. Rather 
tbey are likely to find jobs or necessary training 
programs on their own without this type of assistance~ 

• 	 Individuals who are at risk at becoming long-term recipi­
ents have the most to qain from the education, training, 
and support services offered. Without the program, many 
would be unlikely to seek out services they need to 
become employable on their own* In addition, because 
tbis group is more likely to stay on welfare for long 
periods, the government has the most to gain (in terms of 
overall reductions in welfare payments) from reducinq 
dependency for this group rather than for the job ready 
who generally use welfare for short, temporary periods. 

Ii 
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7/10/94 


State Implementation/Flexibility 


(I) 	 How much State nexibility is there in tbe plan? Can states still submit requests 
for waivers? 	 ' 

(2) 	 What will bappen to states with waivers in place, particularly waivers that 
provide spedat services to AFDe recipients otber thaD those in the phase-in 
group? Wbat will bappen to states that implemented time units under a Section 
1115 waiver, 

(3) 	 Will states be able draw down the money made av.Uable for JOBS/WORK, sinc. 
some have been unable to under the 1988 Family Support Act? 

(4) 	 What will be tb. incentives/matching rates for states? 

(5) 	 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 to implement welfare 
reform, including changes in AFDC, JOBS, and child support enforcement? If not 
immediately then when? 

(7) 	 With the new income disregards in AFDC, what will be the highest actual income a 
person could earn and ,till receive benefits? Will this be different across Stales? 

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

(9) 	 How will the performance of state, he assessed to delennine 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? 

Note: 	 Bold indicates key questions 



State Flexibility 


OUESTIQN: 

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

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. Tne Administration's plan increases 
state options I recognizing that states are the 
"laboratories of democracy" and that certain problems 
demand local flexibility. communities will be encouraged 
to tailor their WORK programs to local labor market needs 
and circumstances. 

~ 	 Tne plan will also provide state options to: 

• 	 Eliminate discrimination against poor two-parent
families in the welfare system; 

• 	 Use monetary incentives as well as sanctions to keep 
teen parents in school or GED classes; 

• 	 Deny increased benefits to women who have additional 
children while on welfare; 

• 	 Develop mandatory work programs for noncustodial 
parents; 

• 	 Grant a limited number of extensions to women in 
work-study programs or other activities necessary to 
prepare for work and; 

• 	 set higher earnings disregards for recipients~ 

Oemonstrations and pilot programs will allow states to 
fine-tune the reformed welfare system~ We provide 
demonstration grants for innovative paternity and 
parenting initiatives, work for wage programs outside the 
AFOC system, different work support strategies and child 
enforcement and assurance programs. States may also 
continue to submit requests 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 be able to do so by submitting 
new or revised waiver 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 requirements 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 
the Act), and the proposal will permit only a limited 
number of demonstrations of alternative time-limit rules. 
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State Funds 


OUESTION: 

Will states draw down the money we make available for 
JOBS/WORK, since they were often unable to under the 1988 
Family Support Act? 

ANSWER: 

~ Drafters of the Family Support Act did not anticipate 
that state budgets would shrink--or that caseloads would 
expand so dramatically. OVer the last few years, atate . 
budget shortfalls have meant cuts in public aid staff and 
reduced state funds available for drawing down JOSS 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 
AFOC case loads have grown rapidly. The number of AFDC 
recipients, for example, increased 33 percent between 
July 1989 and July 1993. 

~ Our plan provides $2 billion of additional federal 
funding and raises federal match rates for both program 
and administrative costa to ease state fiscal 
constraints~ The federal match will increase further in 
states with high unemployment. This means that states 
will receive considerably more federal money without 
having to spend more themselves - ­ more money to hire and 
train additional staff, to implement innovative 
demonstrations, and to serve a larger number of people. 

~ Also included in our plan is a provision requiring states 
to maintain their FY 1994 levels of spending. We have 
also created a Secretary's fund which will take unspent 
JOBS/WORK dollars and reallocate them to states who have 
spent their allocation. 
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State Matching Rates 


OUESTION: 

What will be the incentives/matching rates for States? 

ANSWER: 
• Many states have experienced budgetary diffioulties that 

were not anticipated at tbe time the Family Support Aot 
was enacted. Consequently, these states have been unable 
to draw down their full allocation of Federal JOBS funds 
because they have been unable to provide the required 
state match. Under our plan, JOBS, WORK, and a~l Title 
IV-A child care programs would have the same federal 
match rate (for each state). To assist 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 JOBS match 
rate by the year 2000, with a minimum federal match of 
70 percent. 

• To ensure that wellare offices operate the program as 
intended, a new performance system will reward or 
penalize State performance through adjustments to the 
federal payments to states for AFOC and JOBS 
expenditures. Financial incentives will similarly 
encourage states to exceed target participation rates in 
JOBS. Durinq periods of high state unemployment, the 
state match rate for JOBS, WORK, and At-risk Child Care 
would be reduced by 10 percent (not 10 percentage 
pOints) . 
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Rural and Urban 


QUEST[QN: 

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

ANSWER: 

• 	 Yes l and our plan qives states and localities the 
flexibility they need to desiqn proqrams 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 proqrams. 
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State Implementation 


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

ANSWER: 
• 	 The Administration-s proposal gives etates adequate time 

to implement welfare reform, and uses funding incentives 
to ensure that they do so on schedule. But welfare 
reform will not mean additional unfunded state mandates. 
We will increase federal funding for JOBS, pregnancy 
prevention, child care, and child support enforcement. 
We will provide new funding for WORK programs~ And we 
will raise federal matching rates to make money more 
available. Finally, we set aside technical assistance 
funds to help states implement reform. 

• 	 Our phase in strategy responds to state needs for 
manageable initial caseloads. Our discussions with 
states 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 enormous 
administrative difficulties for states. 
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Earnings by AFDC Recipients 

OUESTIONA: 

With the new income disregards in AFDC, what will be the 
highest actual income a person could earn 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. As 
under current AFOC rules, States will set their own need 
and payment standards. At a minimum, States must 
dlsrsqard $120 per month, in work expense froll! recipients 
earnings. Direct provision of child care and certain 
child eare costs will also be disregarded. 

• Our 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 "fill the gap" between the 
payment and the need standard, without affectinq 
eligibility. 

Just as in the current AFOC program, we would expect 
substantial differences in the levels of benefits and 
computation of benefits across states under our proposal a 

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 ana affordable housing, 
schools, safety, and transportation. 
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Territories 


Ql!ES11ON: 

How will this plan affect people in the territories? 

ANSWER: 
~ The lives of families in the territories should be 

improved significantly under our plan. 

~ The territories operate AFDC, Aid to the Aged, Blind, and 
Disabled, JOBS, child care, and Foster Care proqrams 
under the same eligibility and payment requirements as 
the states. However, fundinq for these programs is 
capped tor the territories. Benefit payments above the 
cap are financed 100 percent by the territories~ The 
number of public assistance programs funded under the 
ourrent capsl coupled with only one adjustment to these 
caps in 15 years, has seriously limited the territories' 
abilities to provide, let alone increase, benefits. 
Further, beginning October, 1994, Puerto Rico will be 
required to extend eligibility to two-parent families. 

This proposal will continue to qive territories the 
authority to operate public assistance programs and 
adequate means to do so. We will increase the current 
caps by 25 percent to create realistic funding levels for 
the territories that are reflective of the current 
economy and caseload. We will also index the caps to 
link funding to economic oonditions. At-Risk Child Care 
e~penditure$ will be removed from the cap to enable the 
territories to better meet their expanded child care 
needs. Requirements to operate AFOC-UP programs in the 
territories will be eliminated. In addition, territories 
will be permitted I but not required, 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-A expenditures in the 
Territories. 

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


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

~ 	 One of the most important goals of welfare reform has 
been to change the culture of welfare. For States, this 
means expanding the mission of the welfare system from 
providing economic resources to poor children to helping 
their parents and caretakers enter the economic 
mainstream and attain economic independence. This cannot 
be done unless states adequately serve all recipients in 
the JOBS and WORK program. 

There are a number of provisions specifyin9 what recourse 
recipients would have in the event that adequate services 
are not provided. For example# recipients would be 
eligible for an extension to complete activities and 
services which were not adequately provided. 

The Adminiatration'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. 

While it is important to ensure that states meet their 
obligations, to require specific activities that focus on 
process rather than outcomes and that hamper state 
flexibility may be counter-productive. We have 
incorporated provisions for the implementation of an 
out,come-based performance measurement system. 

• 	 The performance measurement system would assess state 
performanoe according to how well clients have fared in 
addition to how well clients have been served. Financial 
incentives and penalties would be tied in to a State~s 
performance. thereby creating incentives for States to 
direct their focus into meeting the overall objectives of 
the program. 
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• 	 In order to ensure that such a system is feasible and 
reflects true ou~comes, the plan provides for initial 
measurements of possible factors prior to the implementation 
of standards with rewards and penalties associated 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 measuresw 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 


QUESTION: 


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? 

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 Qutcome­
based performance measurement system that directly links 
funding incentives and penalties to the performance of 
states and caseworkers in service provision, job 
placement, and child support collection~ 

The process for developing the system will include all 
relevant parties: Federal agencies, states, localities, 
interested parties, etc. 

While the complete outcome-based, performance measurement 
system 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 
accuracy of the time-clock. 

The focus of the existing quality control system will be 
expanded from payment accuracy to accommodate these 
improvements, It will assess the accuracy of state 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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CostlFinancing 


(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 tbis reform proposal be paid for? 

(3) Why are you nnancing welfare reform on the backs of immigrants and the 
bomeless? 

(4) How much of the burden of rmancing 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 to the states ? 

\T) Do illegal aliens receive any federal benefits? 

(8) How many legal aliens receive public assistance benefits? 

(9) 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 1994? 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWEB.: 
All of the major welfare reform proposals before the 
congress -- including the main Republican alternatives 
carry significant short term costs. The Administration's 
welfare reform proposal is estimated to cost $9.3 billion 
over 5 years t less, in fact, than the Republican 
alternative. However, these costa are fully offset 
through reductions in existing entitlement programs, 
extensions of expiring provisions, and SITe 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 
traininq--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 preqnancy prevention 
efforts~ While these investments may cost money in the 
short-term_ they will pay tremendous dividends over the 
long term by of reducing welfare dependency and helping 
low-income families achieve self-sufficiency. 

The "opportunityU that these services provide is balanced 
by the individual uresponsibility1t that we demand. We 
set up a compact between welfare recipients and the 
government l program reCipients will be given support and 
assistance in finding jobs. In exchange, cash assistance " 
will be tillle-lilllited, and recipients will be asked to :: 
take greater responsibility for their families and to Ii 
make a contribution to their communities. II 

The qoal of welfare reform is to break the current cycle 'I 
,,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 responsibility for their 
children; and send a messaqe to our young 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? 

ANSWER: 

• 	 The $9.3 billion in program cost is fully offset by
reductions in existing entitlement programs, extensions 
of expiring provisions, and EITC enforcement measureS. 
The bill does not raise taxes or inorease the deficit. 

The 5-year savings are derived from the following 
sources: 

• 	 61.6 billion, Cap on the Emergency Assistance 
program -- We will set a cap on this program in 1995 
and provide inflation adjustments in future years. 
Spending in this program has grown tremendously in 
recent years, from $189 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 is increasingly used by states to fund 
services that were previously paid for with state 
funds~ As a result~ program costs have skyrocketed 
in recent years, but few new services have been 
provided to the poor. 

• 	 $3.7 billioo; Tighten sponsQrship and eliglbill~y 
rulea for non citizens -- The number of non-citizens 
who are S5I aged recipients has risen dramatically, 
from 5 percent of the caseload in 1982 to 28 percent 
in 1993. 

• 	 Current law provides for a "deeminglt period l during 
which the sponsor's income is considered to 
determine an immigrant's eligibility for benefits. 
In 1993, Congress extended the 551 ltdeeminq*' period 
from three to five years. Our proposal makes this 
five-year "deeming" period permanent law for 551, 
AFDC 1 and Food stamps. Immigrants who are sponsored 
by equally poor sponsors will be eligible for 
benefits, but those whose sponsors earn above the 
U.S. median family income ($39,500) will not be 
eligible until they become citizens themselves. The 
proposal also sets consistent standards of 
eligibility under AFDC, Medicaid, and 55I for 
immigrants who are not permanent residents. 
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• 	 $0.8 billion; New rules regarding 5SI benefits tor 
drug and alcohol addicted recipients -- New sanctions 
and a time limit (generally, 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 
bill (H.R. 4277) that Congress is debating. We 
anticipate savings of $800 million from the provision. 

• 	 $Q.5 billion: Income-test meal reimbursements to 
family day care homes -- The proposal better targets 
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 children who are most in need, we 
would to minimize the administrative burden on family 
day care homes. Homes that are located in low-income 
areas would continue to receive a higher SUbsidy while 
all other homes would have a choice. They could elect 
to be simply means tested or to receive a reduced rate 
subsidy. 

• 	 $0,5 billion; Limit deficiency payments to hiq~er 
income farmers Farmers with non-farm adjusted 
qross income of $100,000 or more 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". 

• 	 $1.6 billion; Extend EXpiring Cgrporate Enyironmental 
Income Tax Used to Finance Sugerfund -- The Superfund 
Tax would be extended and a portion would be used 
through 1998 to help offset the cost 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. 

• 	 SO,l billion. Hold constant a portion of Foog Stamp 
overpayment recoveries for states Extend the 
limits on the proportion of collections that states may
retain from Food stamps overpayments. Although Food 
Stamps is a totally federally financed program, states 
are allowed to retain a portion of overpayments as an 
incentive to increase such collections~ Our proposal 
would extend the 1990 Farm Bill provision to 2004, 
allowing States to keep 25 percent (previously 50 
percent) of the collections from intentional violations 
and 10 percent (previously 25 percent) from other 
oollections. 
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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. 

• 	 $0.4 billion: User fees and other savinas orovisions 
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 

in Funding for Immigrants and the Homeless 


QJ,lESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 
• President Clinton's welfare reform plan addresses 

immigration issues through the values of family and 
responsibility oentral 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 immigrant's finanoial well-being. OUr plan, unlike 
the Republican bills, does not end all Federal assistance 
to nQn-citizens~ Our plan saves money by cutting
benefits to people who have other means of support, but 
it does not fund welfare reform by abandoning truly needy 
people who reside here legally, pay taxes, and deserve 
reciprocal support. 

~ This approach builds on what Congress has already done. 
In the fall of 1993, Con9ress extended the periOd of 
sponsor responsibility under SSI from three to five 
years. OUr proposal makes that decision permanent law, 
and similarly extends the deeming period under AFDC and 
Food Stamps. In addition, sponsors who earn more than 
the u.s. median family income ($39,500) will continue to 
be responsible after the five year period and until the 
immi9rant becomes a citizen. 

• In the pastl many elderly immigrants who were not in true 
need nonetheless received 5SI benefits. About one-third 
of the immigrants currently on S5I (and subject to the 
deemin9 rules) applied for benefits in their fourth year 
of residency - ­ as soon as the deeming period ended - ­
even though their sponsors were often financially able to 
support them. 

Deeming does not deny assistance to legal immiqrants 
whose sponsors are poor. Our proposal ensures that truly 
needy immigrants will not be denied benefits if they 
become blind or disabled_ 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 AlOC Emergency Assistance 
program, 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 preclude use 
of these funds for services to homeless individuals--it 
simply encourages States to target these funds for true 
emergency services and needs. 
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What Portion or the Welfare Reform Financing 

Will be Paid by Legal Aliens 


QUESTION' 
How much of the burden of financing this bill is going to fall 
on legal immigrants? 

ANSWER: 

• 	 Approximately $3.8 billion of the $9.3 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.s. median or 
approximately $39,500, 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. Refuqees and asylees will 
also continue to be eligible for benefits. 

In addition, the proposal denies RITe benefits to foreign 
students and professors I many of whom have substantial 
income from sources outside the u.s. 
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Welfare Reform Changes: Needy Aliens 


QUESTION, 

What are the provisions l if any, affecting needy aliens? 

ANSWl.'R, 

Only one provision changes alien eligibility criteria by 
creating a uniform definition of eligibility for the 55I. 
AFDC, and Medicaid programs. 

• Under this provision, aliens who have either 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 $890 million 
by FY 1999 (i.e~l over five years), and affects 35,000 
reoipients, under the three programs.' 

The provision will be implemented "prospectively",
affecting only new applicants to the benefit programs; 
aliens already receiving benefits would not be affected 
as 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.") 

BackgrQund: 

It can be argued that the other prov1s1on extendin9 and 
modifying current sponsor deeming rules does not affect needy 
aliens since: 

~ Under deeming, 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 sponsor to continue providing for the 
immigrant in conformance with the pledge the sponsor has 
signed as a condition of allowing the immigrant to enter 
the U.S. 

10MB has informed us that if Health care Reform legislation 
is passed prior to Welfare Reform, and the Health Care 
legislation results in only cash benefit recipients (AFDC and 
551) being eligible for Medicaid. then the estimates provided 
above may be reduced since we could no lonqer claim savings for 
non-cash eligible aliens. 
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COMPARiSON OF PROVISIONS ON ALIEN ELIGIBILITY 
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Cost Shifts to States 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

~ 	 No. We are asking sponsors to do More, we are targeting 
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 ba 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~ 
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EMERGENCY MEDICAL ASSISTANCE FOR ILLEGAL ALIENS 


OUESTION: 

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 criteria under the Medicaid program (i.e., 
are low~lncome). 

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

Backq[ound Information: 

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

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


QUESTION: 


How many legal aliens receive public assistance benefits? 


• 	 In FY 1992, there were about 325,000 legal aliens 

receiving AFDC, or about 7 percent of the total AFDC 
caseload (4,768,572). ~his count includes refugees, 
which represented about 30 percent of the legal alien 
caseload. (Since this is a caseload count, the number of 
individuals would be higher by a factor of about 3.) 

• 	 In December 1993 , there were about 683,000 legal aliens 
receiving 551, or about 12 percent of total 55I 
reoipients (5,932,620). Refugees represented about 17 
pe.roent of all legal aliens reoeiving S8!. 

Sackg[oung lnformation: 

Most of these legal aliens receiving public assistance resided 
in a handful of states. About 80 percent of legal alien 
recipients under both AFDC and 55I resided in 6 states. The 
six states for each proqram-­

SSI - 1993 

California 292,700 

New York 103,530 
Florida 65,180 
Texas 48,630 
New Jersey 22,260 
Illingis 22, Q9Q 
Total 554,390 (or 8l% of all SSI legal aliens). 
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California 
New York 
Florida 
Texas 
Massachusetts 
New Jersey 

Total 

148 / 573 

61,379 
17 / 02:6 

16,961 
13,049 
8.1)9 

265,127 (or 82% of all AFOC legal alien 
cases) 

The Medicaid program does not require states to report the 
alienage of Medicaid recipients, and there is no data available 
on the alienage of Medicaid recipients~ 
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VERIFICATION OF CITIZENSHIP UNDER AFDC 


QUESTION: 

How is the citizenship status of AVDC applicants verified? 

ANSWI!,"R: 

• states are required to verify citizenship of applicants. 

states generally verify citizenship by requiring 
applicants to present Qocumentation such as birth 
certificates or baptismal records, u.s. passports, 
naturalization papers, or other documents reflecting U.S. 
citizenship. 

Background Information: 


Tbe Quality Control system allows the Federal government to 

identify states where adequate verification of citizenship may 
not be occurring. 

Since most states verity tood stamp eligibility along with 
AFOC eligibility, and Food stamps is a Federal program, 
specific Federal guidelines on establishing citizenShip status 
is followed for both programs in most states. 
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WELFARE REFORM CHANGES: ALIEN ELIGmn..ITY 


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

ANSWER: 
~ There are tWQ prQvisions in the bill that affect alien 

eligibility under Federal assistance programs. 

The first provision affects sponsored legal permanent 
residents. 

It extends the sponsor deeming period under SSI, 
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 a naturalized citizen, the 
immigrant will not be eligible for benefits under 
the three programs if A.sponsor 1 s annual income is 
above the measure of u.s. median family income 
(about $39,500). 

The second provision affects some non-leqal permanent 
resident aliens by creating a uniform definition of 
eligibility for such aliens under the 5S1, 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 Immigration 
and Naturalization Service (INS). 

It does DQt affect those non-legal permanent 
~esidents that have received from INS a deliberate 
immigration decision and status for permanent 
presence in the U.S--such as refugees I asylees, and 
certain long-term parolees. 
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This new definition of eligibility replaces the 
ambiguous term "permanently residinq 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; immiqrants already receiving benefits 
would not be affected as long as they remained continuously 
eligible for benefits. 
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JOBS Program 

(1) 	 Federally-supported job training programs do Dot have a successful track recorn, 
wby will this program be more effective'! 

(2) 	 Will tribes receive direct funding for JOBS~ 

(3) 	 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 Department of Labor? How is coordinated with the Administration'. 
Re-employment Act? 

(5) 	 If the IOBS and Work program. are part of ·One Stop Shopping", what agency will 
administer the program. and pay for the training? 

(6) 	 Could a person be provided with some .ervices without being brought completely into 
the program? 

(7) 	 What participation rate standards will srates be held to under the new enhanced IOBS 
program? What will the required participation rates be under the WORK program? 

Note: Bold indicates key questions 



Effectiveness of Training Programs 


Ql!ESTION: 

Some 	 Federally-supported 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 serves as California'S 
JOBS program. According to MDRets evaluation of six 
counties, the program significantly increased earnings 
and reduced welfare payments. 

• 	 Over a 3-year follow-up period, average earnings for 
single parents increased by 22 percent (25 percent
higher in the third year), and welfare payments were 
reduced 6 percent (8 percent lower in the third 
year) ; 

• 	 Riverside County showed particularly impressive 
results. Over the 3-year period, Riverside 
increased earnings by 49 percent and reduced welfare 
payments by 15 percent. 

Project Independence is Floridats 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 replicatinq and improvinq programs such as these, we 
can build effective JOBS programs across the country. 
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Tribes 


OUESTION: 

Will 	Tribes receive direct funds for 30BS1 

ANSWER: 

~ 	 Yes. In fact, consistent with the President's interest 
in providing Tribes the right to self-determination, 
Tribes will have expanded opportunities to receive 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 do under current law. 

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

Our 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 


QUESTION: 

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 into 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 non­
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 


QUESTION: 

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 Councilor 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, 
voluntary agencies and community-based organizations. 

The Reemployment Act authorizes the establishment of One­
stop 	Career Centers. In a state that elects to operate 
one-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 example, 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 
eit.her 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 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

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

~ Volunteers from the non-phased-ln group could be provided
services in the new JOBS proqram if funding was 
available. States would also have the option of putting 
these volunteers under time limits. 
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Performance Measures and Standards 


OUESTION: 

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 rigorouB 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 5t. In other 
words, over 12 months, a State must be serving an average 
of sot 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 dollars 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 bonus would be set by the Secretary, 
according to the availability of bonus funds. The bonus 
dollars would be distributed to the State1s 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 adequate federal funding. While there would 
be no bonus for exceeding the 80% rate, states would be 
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
clocks for all participants subject to 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 
AFOC matching grants) for the number of participants that 
exceed the allowable cap ~n granting time-limit extensions. 
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WORK Program 


(1) 	 Why should the govel"llJJrent provide jobs to people on welf.re? Won't Ibis take 
jobs away from working people? 

(2) 	 What kinds of publicly-supportedjobs would people get under tbis program? 
How much would Ibey be paid? Will Ibey he jobs that provided training to move 
into bigher paying andlor higher skilled labor? Who pays f.r Ibe supervision of 
Ibese workers? WiU they be required to do anytbing besides show up for work 
(continued Job search in the private sector, additional training)? 

(3) 	 What happens to those in areas witb bigh unemployment, sucb as re;ervations, 
lObo cannol find jobs? 

(4) 	 Won't people stay in the WORK program f.rever? How long will an individual 
be aUowed to stay in a public service or subsidized private sector Job? Will 
families b. penalized if no work is availabl.? 

(5) 	 What incentives wm tbere 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-subsldized employment? 

(6) 	 Will tbere be allowances in the WORK program for part-time work? Can 
someone work part-time and collect benerrts rorever? Does the clock stop for 
part-time work? 

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

(8) 	 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 private 
sector workers? 

(9) 	 Why does the plan not create full-scale public service jobs like those created 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? 

(10) 	 Wbst controls will be in place to detect fmud in the WORK program? Is it possible, 
that the program will become a giveaway to private sector employers? 

Note: 	 Bold indicates key questions 



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

(12) 	 Will WORK panicipants, both in subsidized private sector jobs and public sector jobs, 
receive the same benefits as other employees who do not hold their jobs through the 
WORK program? 

(13) 	 How will it be determined whether WORK panicipants are hired by the public or 
private sector? 

(14) 	 Will there be any money saved with the lobs/Work program? 



Jobs for Welfare Recipients 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

• 	 OUr proposal allows states to develop WORK progra~s 
appropriate to the local labor market. states can place
reoipients in subsid12ed private sector jobs, in pUblio 
sector positions, or with community organizations. We 
believe 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, includinq 
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 includes strong displacement provisions that 
apply to employees in both the private and public seotor. 
It prohibits assignments to positions created by layoff, 
strikes and lockouts. It also prohibits any assignment 
displacinq or infringing on the promotional opportunities 
of a currently employed worker~ Further, States must 
establish grievance procedures to resolve complaints by 
regular employees that allege violations ot the non­
displacement provisions. 

We do not believe employers will stron9ly prefer 
subsidized clients to those who are not subsidized. The 
waqe subsidy and other incentives available to employers 
through the WORK program are intended to level the 
playing field by compensating employers for increased 
trainin9 costs, rather than to make WORK participants 
more attractive than prospective employees not in the 
proqram. 
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Types of Jobs Under Work Program 


QUESTION: 

What kinds of publicly-supported jobs would people get under 
the WORK program? Who pays fOr worker supervision? How much 
would work participants be paid? Will these be jobs that move 
people into higher paying and/or higber skilled positions?
Will WORK participants be required to do anything besides show 
up for work? (Continued job search 1n the private sector, 
additional training, etc?) 

ANSWER: 

• To make the WORK program appropriate to looal labor 
markets, the President's plan encourages state 
flexibility and community-based initiatives. state 
governments can design programs to fit local market 
needs: temporarily placing recipients in subsidized jobs
private sector jobs, PUblio sector positions, or with 
community organizations. States may employ young motbers 
as child care or home health providers, support self ­
employment and micro-enterprises, or hire private firms 
to place participants. 

• Depending on states' arrangements with participating 
as WORKemployers, supervision costs'could be covered 

expenditures. In other cases t employers will pick up the 
full costs of supervision. 

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

Even a minimum-wage job is an important step toward self­
SUfficiency. As women gain jOb skills, 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 required to participate in 
additional activities such as job search or training. 
Total hours of expected participation would not exceed 35 
hours per week. Individuals would also be expected to 
participate in job search following oompletion of any 
WORK assignment. 
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High Unemployment Areas 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

II- Our proposal does not penalize those who "play by the 
rules. II 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 seotor job? Will families be penalized if 
no work is available? 

ANSWER: 
• 	 The President's plan will move people into the workplace 

as quiOKly as possible, because WORK assignments will 
always be less attraotive than unsubsidized alternatives. 
Partioipants will be required to go through extensive job 
search before entering the WORK program, and after each 
WORK assignment. No WORK assignment will last more than 
12 months. Participants in subsidized jobs will not 
reoeive the EITC. Thus any unsubsidized job will pay 
much more than a subsidized WORK assiqnment~ Anyone who 
turns down a private seotor job will be removed from the 
rolls, as will those who repeatedly refuse to make good 
faith efforts to obtain available jobs. 

• 	 states will be able to evaluate whether recipients who 
have held subsidized jobs for two or more years have made 
good faith efforts to obtain,available jobs. Following 
the assessment, an individual could be assigned to 
another WORK position 1 or, at state option, removed from 
the rolls for refusinq a job offer or failing to make a 
good-faith effort to find unsubsidized WOrK. (In rare 
instances - temporary disability tor example ~ 
individuals could be placed in deferred status or 
referred back to the JOBS program.) 

However, participants who are willinq 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 
opportunities, and their children will not be unfairly
penalized for circumstances beyond their parent's
control. 
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Incentives for Employers to Hire WORK Participants 


QUESTION: 

What 	 inoentives 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? 

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 quaranteed child care will reduce absenteeism t making 
young parents better ,employees. There is a one year limit 
on work subsidies to employers. 

We expect that employers 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 a Employers whose experiences with WORK 
participants are positive may also move participants into 
regular positions in order to receive additional 
referrals from the WORK pr09ram~ 
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Part-time WORK Assignments 


QUESTION: 

Will 	there be allowances in the proqram 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 

more 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 younq 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. 

" 
II 
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How Will States Create the Jobs 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 
• 	 Several provisions will assist states in generating the 

necessary WORK slots and developinq WORK programs 
appropriate to local labor markets. First, our proposal
gives States flexihility in administering the WORK 
program, offering employer sUhsidies, and creating WORK 
slots. states can place administrative responsihilities 
in the welfare department or another agency. They can 
temporarily place recipients in suhsidized private sector 
jobs l in public sector positions, or with community 
organizations. States may also employ young mothers as 
child care or home health providers, support self ­
employment and micro-enterprises, or hire private firms 
to place participants. 

• 	 Local advisory boards will also advise the welfare aqency 
on the WORK program. Our phase-in will make the WORK 
program a manageable size and give states time to 
generate employer interest and involvement. Under the 
CETA program, states were required to create 750,000 jobs 
in three months. We are giving states 6 years to create 
400,000 jobs. 
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Displacement and Union Concerns About Work Assignments 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

• 	 During the development of our proposal, we consulted with 
a broad range of interested parties, including 
representatives of public employee unions, to ensure that 
we qot 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 
proqrarns 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 
employed worker. Further, states must establish a 
grievance procedure to resolve complaints by reqular
employees that allege violations of the non-displacement 
provisions. 

We do 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 employers for increased 
training 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. 

~ 	 Our 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 billion 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. 
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Fraud in the WORK Program 


OUESTIO~: 

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

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 operating these 
programs. Also, new performance standards will increase 
the financial incentives 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. 

• 	 We will work with States to establish any necessary 
controls to ensure the integrity of the WORK program. 
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Administration of the WORK Program 


OUESTION: 
Who 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 aqency -- unless the Governor 
designates another entity. The administsring agency will 
receive federal grants and be held responsible for 
submitting program and financial reports and meetin9 
appropriate performance standards. 

States will have wide discretion in spending their WORK 
program funds and can pursue a range of job creation 
strategies. states can design programs to fit local 
labor market needs: temporarily plaoing recipients in 
SUbsidized private sector jobs, in public sector 
positions, or with community organizations. states may 
employ young mothers as child care or home health 
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 operation in each area. 
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Employee Benefits for WORK Participants 


QUESTION: 

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 


OUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 
• 	 To make the WORK program appropriate to local labor 

markets I the President's plan encourages State 
flexibility and community-based initiatives. state 
governments can design programs to fit local needs: 
temporarily placing recipients in subsidized private 
sector jobs, in public Sector positions, or with 
community organizations. States may employ young mothers 
as child care or home health providers, support self ­
employment and micro-enterprises, or hire private firms 
to place participants. 

~ 	 OUr ultimate objective is to move individuals into 
unsubsidized employment. states will consider this 
goal -- in addition to local labor market needs ~- as 
they develop their WORK programs. 
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JOBSIWORK Savings 


OUESTION: 

Will 	there be any money saved with the JOBS/WORK program? 

ANSWER: 

~ 	 The Administration's proposal is based on two basic 
premises: work and responsibility. Individuals are 
expected to help themselves become self-sufficient; in 
exchange the government will provide education, training, 
work opportunities, and child care to help families 
achieve and maintain self-suffioiency. Such transitional 
assistance is not just a matter of short-term cost­
benefit calculation, but is intended to restore the basic 
values of work and responsibility, provide opportunity, 
and promote the family. The long-term payoff in healthy,
productive families cannot be underestimated. 

The President's proposal does not seek additional revenue 
to pay for the plan and is fully financed by savings in 
other areas. However I similar job training programs#
such as GAIN/Riverside, have actually saved the 
qovernment money_ 
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Child Care 

(1) 	 How much will Ihis proposal to expand federally-funded child care cost? Who 
will bav. access to this child care, jost AFDC recipients or tbe working poor as 
well? 

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

(3) 	 How mucb will rubsldized cblld care cost? How long will It be provided for each 
family? Are some families in tbe same economic circumstances being left out? 
Isn't this Inequitable? Will people who are not In the phased-In group bav. 
access to services ruch as chUd 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? 

(5) 	 Does your proposal give child care to all AFDC recipients in JOBS or WORK, as 
well as the working poor? If so, 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 chHdren, for her to receive 
AFDC and be able to stay home and raise her children? 

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

Note: Bold Indicates key questions 



Expanded Funding for Child Care 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

• 	 Our proposal increases child care funding both for AFDC 
recipients AnQ the working poor. The additional Federal 
cost of expanded child care services will be $4_2 billion 
over 5 years. This provides an additional $2.7 billion 
over eXisting spending for welfare recipients who are in 
work, education, and training, or who become employed and 
leave welfare. An additional $1~5 billion over 5 years 
will support the At~Risk child care program I which is 
specifically for non-AFDC working poor. 
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II 

Child Care Guarantee 


QUESTION: 

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 gua.ranteed? 

ANSWER: 

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

In addition, the President's proposal almost doubles 
federal spendinq on child care for the working poor. 
We also reduce the state match for the At-Risk 
program, wbich 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 Clinton's recent 

expansion of Head start provides further support for 

quality cbild care. Tbe 1995 budget includes 

substantial additional fundinq and encouraqes the 

development of full-day, full-year Head Start 

services to meet the needs of today's families. 


.. 	 In addition, the expanded EITe will qive working 

families additional income that can be used for 

child care# 
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Child Care Costs 


QUESTION: 

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 that 
inequitable? will people who are not in the phase-in qroup 
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 child care 
services will be $4.2 billion over 5 years. This 
provides an additional $2.7 billion for welfare 
recipients in work t education, and training, or who 
become employed and leave welfare. An additional $1.5 
billion over 5 years will support the At-Risk child care 
proqram, which is specifically for the non-AFDC workinq 
poor. 

• 	 To encourage young mothers to work, our plan will 
guarantee child care during education, training, and work 
proqrans, and for one year after participants leave 
welfare for private sector employment. Increased fundinq 
for other Federal child care programs will bolster more 
working poor families and help them stay off welfare in 
the first place. Our plan also improves child care 
quality and ensures parental choice. 

• 	 By expanding workinq poor child care# we will make sure 
that work is always more attractive then welfare. Low­
income families will not be "left out" of child care 
simply 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 


OUESTION: 
Why not consolidate all child care programs and make ~ore 
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 consolidate 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 ~ill remove many of the regulatory 
differences between the programs so that States can 
administer them easily and cost-effectively~ 

Our proposal simplifies administration and ensures 
coverage, standardizinq ohild care program requirements 
tor provider standards, health and safety, parental 
access, consumer education, parental choice, and parental 
complaint management. In addition, our proposal gives
States the option to administer all the Title IV-A child 
care programs, and the Child Care and Development Block 
Grant, through a single State agency. 

• 	 OUr proposal makes siqnificant improvements in child care 
programs hut does not overburden states as they 
simultaneously 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 AFOC recipients in 
JOBS or WORK, as well as 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 simply receive ArDe? And 
wouldn't it make more senss, especially if she has young
children, for her to receive AFDC and be able to stay home and 
raise her children? 

ANSWI;,"'R: 

~ 	 Our proposal continues the existing guarantee of child 
care for all AFDC recipients in JOBS and extends it to 
those in WORK. We also propose to increase the Federal 
subsidy of ohild oare to the working poor by $1.5 billion 
over a period of five years through the At-Risk Child 
Care program~ 

At all economic levels, women have become a vital and 
significant sector of the work force. Many mothers of 
young children participate in the work force out of 
necessity or voluntarily. Our proposal helps bring the 
rules and expectations underlying the AFDC program more 
in line with those applying to the rest of society. It 
fosters family responsibility and produces tangible and 
intan9ible benefits to welfare recipients. These benefits 
outweigh any temporary cost associated with helping the 
family avoid long-term dependence on public assistance. 

~ 	 Working families, even with low-wage jobs, are part of 
the mainstream of society and, thus make more 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 
parent 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 recipient
taking a private sector job? 

ANSWER: 
• A welfare recipient who takes a private sector 

unsubsi~1ze~ job, but still remains eligible for welfare 
would be guaranteed child care as long as she is working 
and still receiving cash assistance. 

• Those who leave welfare will receive a year of 
Transitional Chil~ Care. After that year, several other 
Federal programs will offer continued chil~ care 
assistanc6+ OUr proposal significantly expands funding
for working poor child oara un~er the At-Risk program. 
President Clinton's 1995 budget proposes to increase 
funding tor the Child Care and Development Block Grant 
(CCDBG) by 19 percent. In a~~ition, the Administration's 
recent expansion of Head Start provides further support . 
for quality chil~ care. 

G - 6 July 11, 1994 



71110/94 

Child SUPPQrt 


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

(2) 	 How will fathers pay support if they don't have jobs? Will anything be required 
of falhers who cannot pay Ihe child support they owe? 

(3) 	 Will you provide funding for job aUotmenls ror unemployed males who are 
noncustodial parents'! 

(4) 	 Since there is general agreement about reforming lb. child support enforcement 
system, why not go ahead and pass those provisioos separately this year? 

(5) 	 How many people would get off welfare if all non-<:u.todial parents paid the support 
they were suppose to pay? 

(6) 	 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? 

(7) 	 Why are all families included in State child support registries to be reviewed 
automatically every three years? The proposal calis for expensive upgrading of the 
system; will the savings really exceed the cost? 

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

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

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

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

(12) 	 How do you expect a non-custodial parent to work to meet hislher support obligation 
when sanctions include suspension of drivers licenses and professionai1icenses? Isn't 
this counter-productive? 

(13) 	 Your child support enforcement proposals seem to include many in-state mandates as 
well; won't this be an additional burden on states? 

Note: 	 Bold indicates key questions 



Child Support Enforcement Proposals 


QJ1ESTION: 


How are you proposin9 to strengthen the child support system? 
Your savings seem unrealistically high, can you support them? 

AN.SMm: 
• 	 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 Establishment. Hospitals will 
be required to establish paternity at birth, and 
eaoh applioant will be required to name and help
find her childfs father before receiving AFOC. 

• 	 Regular Awards Updatinq. Child support payments
will increase as fathers' incomes rise. 

• 	 Bew Penalties ~or Those Who Refuse to pay. Wage 
withholdinq and suspension of professional, 
occupational and drivers' licenses will enforce 
compliance. 

• 	 A National Child Support Clear1nqhou.o. Reqistries
will track support payments automatically and catch 
parents who try to evade their responsibilities by 
fleeing across state lines. 

We do expect significant savings from child support 
enforcement. Many of the savings estimates are based on 
the experiences of innovative states 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 child 
support they owe? 

~ 	 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 Qf 
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 reflect changes in a non-custodial parent's employment 
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 
opportunities for non-custodial parents. 

~ 	 In some cases, fathers can work, but simply refuse to 
take jobs. Under our plan, States can require non­
custodial parents to work off tbe support they owe, if 
appropriate. 
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Job Slots ror Non-Custodial Fathers 


QUESTION, 

will 	you provide funding for job allotments for unemployed 
males who are non-custodial parents? 

ANSWER' 
• 	 The bill allows states to use up to 10 percent of JOBS 

and WORK funding to provide training, job readiness, and 
employment opportunities to unemployed non-custodial 
parents. Noncustodial parents can qualify tor these 
proqrama if their children are receiving AFDC benefits or 
if the custodial parent·s wages are paid through the WORK 
proqram. States can also augment their non-custodial 
parent program funds through tie-ins to other federal and 
state training and employment proqrams. such as JTPA and 
BUD's Resident Initiatives programs. 
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Why Not Pass Child Support Provisions Separately This Year 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

• 	 Our proposal is a holistic plan, designed to enforce 
parental responsibility for custodial 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, 
therefore, critical that the package be enacted as a 
whole in order to bring about fundamental change in the 
system. 

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, throuqh hearings and 
consultation. 

H - 4 	 3uly 11, 1994 



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. I 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. 2 

I.From TRIM microsimulation analysis done by the Urban 
Institute. 

2'CUrrent 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. 
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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-O 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 


OUESTION, 

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: 
~ 	 Inadequate child support awards are a major factor 

contributing to the gap between the amount of child 
support currently collected and the amount that could 
potentially be collected. This is in part because 
support orders are not routinely reviewed 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 
receiving publio assistance. This will result in a more 
equitable and routine (and thus less controversial and 
adversarial) process for all families with support 
orders. However J the bill also allows for exceptions 
from automatic review and adjustment of all orders on the 
State child support registry if adjustment is not in the 
childts best interest or both parents decline 
modification in writing. 

Improvements in automated 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 J years appears to be reasonable. 
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Appropriate to Become Involved in Non-AFDC Cases 


QUESTION: 

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 Jll 
cases is a cornerstone of the Administratlon t s proposal 
to improve the child support system. If we want to move 
people from welfare to work, we have to be equally 
concerned about collecting child support for single 
parents who are not on welfare but are often strugqlinq 
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 $34 billion. It is estimated 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 
earnings of the noncustodial parent. 

• 	 Experience with mandatory income withholding has proven
that, when withholding is universally applied, the stigma 
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 


QUESTION, 

How burdensome will the new child support system be on 
employers? Will the additional paperwork required to report 
all new hires discourage employers from participating1 or from 
willingness to hire people who will require such paperwork? 

~ 	 At least 13 states have passed legislation and 
implemented prooedures requiring eaployers 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 qiven as much 
flexibility as possible in choice of transmission format 
to accommodate their needs and limitations. Employers 
may file via paper, magnetic tape, POS devices, touch 
tone telephone, and eleotronic transmissions via personal 
computer or mainframe computer. 

, ~ 	 In November, 1993, the Office of Child Support
Enforcement (OCSE) surveyed nine states about the 
operations of their new hire reporting systems. 
Respondents from several states said that after initial 
resistance from employers about timeframes and the 
reportinq burden, most of them became very supportive, 
even enthusiastic, about the program once it qot 
underway. In California and Texas, employers who were 
not required to report started doing so. 

• 	 To further address the issue of minimizing any burden, 
associations that represent employers, 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 
employers, which will further reduce the burden for 
multi-state employers. This Directory will provide a 
standardized reporting process tor all employers. 
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Severity of CSE Proposals 


OUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

• 	 We recognize and applaud the parents who do regularly pay 
child support a But, we also need a system that ensures 
that children are getting the support they deserve. We 
believe featUres sucn as automatic review and adjustment 
of all awards, expanded wage-withholding and payment 
throu9h a central distribution center are critical 
elements of such a system. And, the proposal does qive 
the option to opt-out of these features as long as it is 
at the request ot both parents. 
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License Suspension 


QUES'rlQtJ: 

How do you expect a non-custodial parent to work to meet 
his/her support obligation when sanctions include suspension 
of drivers licenses and professional licenses. Isn't this 
counterproductive? 

Al'SSWER: 

• 	 Revocation of drivers licenses and professional licenses 
of noncustodial 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, includinq 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 child support enforcement proposal seems to include many 
in-state mandates as well; won't this be an additional burden 
on states? 

ANSWER: 

• We have worked hard to minimize these additional 
requirements on states. However, some in-state mandates 
are necessary to effeot 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 90 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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