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!'/lay 27, 1994, 
Children's Defense fund

i " ¥ary Jo Bane, ASs1stant Secretary 
i for the Administra-tion for Children and Families 
~avid Ellwood, Assistant Secretary 
: for Planning and Evaluation 
Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the President 
! for Domestic Policy 
ao·Chairs, Working Group on Welfare Reform,
i Family Support and Independence 

Washington, DC 20500 
! 

Qear !"1ary Jo, David and Bruce: 
I 
; Thank you for soliciting our comments on the. legislative 
specifications for the WORK program. Although there are some 
aspects of the program that are encouraging. we are very deeply 
~roubled about a crucial question that is not yet resolved: 
whether parents who play by the rules but cannot find private 
sector jobs will be completely cut off from all cash support or a 
public job when their WORK slot ends. Parents who do everything we 
ask but are unable to find a private sector job should never be 
dhrowno into destitution. At an absolute minimum, as long as 
par"en_ts •are willing to Jork, then a public sector job must be 
provi'ded; if unavailable, the basic AFDC safety net must remain ~n 
place .. It would be difficult for us to overstate the importance of 
this provision the President's plan simply must preserve a 
~afety net for children. 
, 

We
, 

are also deeply distressed over the inclusion of full family 
~anc~ions (pp.36,38). It is in no one's interest to throw children 
~nto hunger and homelessness even if the parents are not complying 
with all the rules" It is also needlessly harsh to require that 
rieither food stamps nor housing assistance would rise in response 
do a sanction. 
i 

RJinallY, we want to strongly endorse "Option Bn for part-time work 
p. 13) . Parents who are working 20 hours per week are doing 
xactly what we are asking them ~o do and should not be subject to 
~he timE~ clock. In light of the fact that only 30 percent of 
~arried women work full-time full-year, we believe that more than 
"iOption B n is not a reasonable expectation for single parents with 
~oung children. 

Below is a brief summary of additional concerns: 
j' , ' I. . I 

~2 week pre-JOBS status for families with a child conceiyed while 
on AFDC (pp.5-6): It is simply bad policy to limit pre-JqBs status 

:z~ E StrVi/t" NW 
\.-...·ashin&ton. DC 20001 
T~lephone 2026288787 
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to 12 weeks wh~n a child is conceived ~hile the parent is receiving 
AFDC. In many areas, infant care is simply not available; in all 
~reas the cost is extremely high, In combination with a fa~ily cap 
policy where the mother would not receive any additional grant for 
the infant. 
:punishment 

this 
for the 

provision 
baby while 

strikes 
forcing 

us 
an 

as 
un

offering; a 
wise use bf 

double 
scarce 

~esources. 
. i 
Placement in pre-JOBS 'for good cause capped at 10 perceJt (pp~ 6. 
1): The very definition of "good cause" means that t.hoal who meet 
that test can justifiably be placed in the pre-Joas program. It is 
~nequitable to require inappropriate participation in JOBS simply 
because a pe~son is last on line after the cap has been reached. 
~e understand the in~ent is to prevent states from keep:ng people 
qut. of, ~he JOSS pX:'?9ram, t But this remedy punishes parents who 
~ho:..:.19 'be placed in.' pra~JOBS for good cause. Other: means of 
monitoring state perfo~ance ultimately leading to reduced federal 
reimbursements should be employed to avoid the ine~~itable 
treatment of families. 

No exemption for second trimester of pregnancy (p_6): Under 
current lawl pregnant women are exempted f=om JOBS participation 
for both the second and third trimesters. Allowing only an 
exe~ption for the third trimester is counterproductive. Women in 
their second trimester are currently exempt because it is very 
difficult: to place them in work. positions. We believe chat current 
l:aw should be retained. 

Substance abuse treatment must be a.ppropriate (p~ S} : We suggest 
t:hat ,the word "appropriate" be added in 5 {a} after jjpar~icipate 
jJn. l' States must not be alloweci. to require inappropriate substance 
abuse treatment to decrease ~he rolls rather than aSBis~in9 people 
to achieve sel,f"sufficiency., 
~in~um ~ase management standards for teens (p.ll): We recommend 
t!ha~ minimurr, caseload size s'Candards be included (such as SO cases 
per· worker) and that the case managers be. required to have a 
specialized knowledge of ~een•. 

~propriate activities for teens (p.l1); It is not clea~ from the 
~raft which activities would be considered appropriate under the 
~OBS program and who would make this determina~ion, At ~ minimum, 
completing a GEO, taking classes at a trade school, etc. 'should be 
considered appropriate. 

TLme c10ck fo~ t.enagers (p.ll): We oppose applying the two-year 
clock to 18- and 19-year-old parents. They are far more likely to 
n,eed more than two years to be ready for work~ both because the,}' 
will need more years of education and trainin9; and because their 
ohildren are very young. We would be remiss if we did not also say 
chat we have grave reservations about the two·year limit, Its 
~igidity will move some mothers away from ~he education they need, 
~aking it harder for them to find a job with any Cihance of 
s~upportin9 a family. 
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Determination of -j,ob readyD (p.l.2); The draft does not indicate 
whether states would be required to exempt someOne from job search 
~f they were not job ready due to illness or other reason. We are 
¢oncerned that a parent with almost any kind of work experience 
~ould be deemed "ready," and would be prevented from enrolling in 
,!:he trzlining they really need. . j 
, 
~ployment-Oriented Education (p.12): Section (f) would replace 
language in 482 (d) (1) (A) which calls for IIbasic and remedial 
J,.anguage to achieve a basic literacy level. II Instead, the proposal 
includes "employment-oriented education to achieve literacy 
~evels ... 11 It is hard to know precisely how this would translate 
into practice, but we fear that it would lead to the least possible 
education, denying the participant the chance to move above minimum 
~age work. 
,, 
Child care for JOBS program only (p.14): We favor section {cl, 
which allows people to enroll half time in a post-secondary 
program, even if that adds up to less than 20 hours per week. 
~owever, we believe that parents in approved self-initiated 
educational and training activities that are outside the JOBS 
~rogram should receive child care as under current law. The child 
care gua~antee for'IV-A child care should not be cut back. 

Qualifying for additional AFDC (p.20): Individuals should be abl'e 
to qualify for more than six months total of AFDC when they do not 
receive AFDC and are not in the WORK program. If a parent suffers 
a crisis after working for ten years, the family should be able to 
~ccesS' t.he safety net for more than six months. 
. ,.
Extensions beyond Two-Year Time Limit (pp 19-20): Extensions are 
allowed beyond the two-year limit when services such as child care or training programs are not available at all but are counted 
~gainst the 10 percent cap. It would be unfair for a parent who is 
riot appropriate for a JOBS placement to be excluded from a pre-JOBS 
slot because the state failed to meet the demand for services. 
Additionally, we ·are concerned that extensions of up to 24 months 
~or completing a two or four year degree program are allowed, but 
only if the parent is also participating in part-time work. Parts
of this proposal display a bias against post-secondary .education 
*hich we believe is counter-productive to the goal of mov~ng people 
from welfare to a stable job. 1 

Limits t:o Subsidies to Employers (p.27): The prOPO~l limits 
s'ubsidies to employers fbr WORK participants to 12 mo ths, and 
offers the hope that the worker will not be let go as s on as the 
subsidy ends. More specific protections are needed befor engaging 
in a program of subsidizing positions in the private sect~r. There 
is a real danger that employers will exploit WORK par~icipants, 
~ithout any real prospect of permanent employment. ! Specific 
penalties for employers ought to be considered, such as !requiring 
an employer to pay back the subsidies when workers are let go
w1,houc ,;ause. 
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People 'should be hetter off in WORK than AFDC (p.33): One of the 
President~s key principles is that people who'work should r.oc be 
poor. However, in 33 (a} t states are only required to make families 
~no worse off ll in the WORK program than they were receiving AFDC. 
~ince WORK participants would have to pay FICA taxes and probably 
would have clothing and transportation costs beyond the $90 
disregard. in reality they will be wo:::"se off than they were 
~eceiving AFDC. {Of course we agair. stress that people in the WO~K 
program should also receive the EIe because they are working a~d 
generating income that· in all other circumstances would entitle 
them to the EIe,) We believe the principle should be that states 
must ~nsure that families are better oft by working than receiving 
AFDC, 
I 
~equire states to provide child ca.re (p. 34) ! States should be 
irequired co provide child care so WORK participants can engage in 
~proved education and t:~ainin.g activities in addition to WORK 
alssignments .. ra.ther than having child care opt.ional in these 
dircumstances. 

JOBS funds for non-eustodia1 parents (p.42); Although we support 
increasing programs, for non-custodial parents, we are concerned 
t~,at all"ow1ng 10 percent of JOBS funds is too high, The 
e;valuations of the Fair Share demonstrations indicate they are 
wprthy of further examination, but not yet worthy of an expenditure 
of potentially hundreds of ~illions of dollars. 
i

Tbank you again for th~ opportunity to provide comments on the 
~orking Group;s welfare plan. Please let us know if we can provide 
ap¥ a?ditional information. 

, 
Stincerely I 

pctobu...vV~~~~ 
~bborah weinstein David S. Kass 

. F~mily Income Director Senior Program Associate 
, 

N~ ((,L 
Nancy Ebb 
Senior Staff At:ornay,

" ' 
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MEMORANDUM 

To; David l!:llwood 
Mary Jo Bane 

,\BrU:eReed:J ~ 
From: Wendell primu~ 
Re: Comments on legislative specifications 

Attached are the comments received to date on the Prevention, ' 
Make Work Pay, and Improving Government Assistance legislative
specifications, Also attached are two additional comments on the 
CSE specs from OMB. 

cc; 	 Belle Sawhill 
Kathi Way 
Emily Bromberg 
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To: Wendell Primus 

Prom: Judy Wumel 

Re: Comments on Legisiative Specifications 

Dare: May 20.1994 

Prevention 

L Teen Pregnancy Prevention Mobilization (irants 

In addition to the comments we have already provided. we have a few additional 
suggestions. 

a. Wblle we supper! the ""ncept of a National Clearinghouse on Teen PIegnancy 
Prevention Programs. we question whether we need a separate clearinghouse on this 
issue. Other Ctllities, su!:h as !.he technical assistance ccmtm proposed in the ESEA 
reauthorization. might be well-suited to provide technical supper! on teen pregnancy 
prevention within a comprehensive framework. At a minimum, we sbonia ensute that 
legislation would permit existing teclmlca1 assistance centers and clearinghOUse to 
compere to be designated as tbe National Teen Pregnancy Prevention Clearinghouse. 

o. The plan should requite the applicants to describe eonnecUoIlli among the 
applicants (e.g" the school. CEO. college, etl;" .). including how they are linked, 
how their resources and services are coordinated 

c. The specification, for hoth rhi~ and rhe demonstration should specifICally 
mention Lh~ ul:sirdbilily ()f linbgtc':s whh lucal school to work partnerships, 

2. Comprehensive SeIVlces Demonstration 

a. The specifications need to do more to distinguish between the demonstration and 
the grant program. The CIlrrent descriptions make it difficult to see how they are 
different and why we would be proposing both. 

b. We suggest that this program be administered in the same manner as the grant 
pmgram. The demonstration and the grant program have many of the same goals and 
implementation issues. Both initiatives would be strengthened by sharing the same 
administrative strUCture. 

c. Page 7. first paragraph. replace description of educational and employability 
services with the following language: 
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education, training and employability development services which lead to a high 
school diploma or Its equivalent, postsecondary education, and emry into high skill, 
high wage careers and includes services such as academic enrichment, tutoring, 
mentaring. career and college counseling. apprenticeships, and paid work experience. 

d. Page 7. second paragraph. change first sentence to read as follows: 

Social support services designed to provide youth with a stable environment, a 
continuous relation to adults, and ~pportunjlies for safe and productive activities. 

Add to second sentence, "after school and swnmer programs" 

e. Page 7. third paragraph. change first sentence to read 

COlIUl1unity activities .designed to promote the value of deferring childbearing, [0 
improve community stability, to reduce social isolation, and to encourage ... 

In the second sentence, add media campaigns as a pennissibk activity, 

f. Page 7. subsection f 

Evidence of coll3boration between the community and the city, as well as the state, 

should be required. 


g. \Ve had proposed that the applicants be required to show how they v,.:ould payout 

the grant funding over 10 years. 


h. As we have discussed, we would support an increasing local match requirement 
(cash or in kind). beginning at 10% and rising to 30 or 40% in the fifth year. 

In addition. we have some minor. mostly stylistic. suggestions which are shown on the 
attached mark-up of the specifications. 

3. Case Managemenl Cor All Custodial Teen Parems 

a. page 10. subsecrion(b)(l) -- Ca.,e managers responsibilities should include helping 
to arrange child care and transportation and finding a job, 

4, Teen Parents Education and Parenting Activities Option 

a. We understand that this option is not intended to allow states to impose sanctions 
on dependent children who are not themselves pal'eurs. Wilh lhat Urult!fStanding. we 
support this provision, 

b. Page 11, subsection (a). The term "special skills [raining progr3JI1" should be 
replaced with "a program leading to a recognized degree or skills certificate. II 
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Making WprI; &y 

We have no comments on this section. 

Imnrovjng Government Assistance 

J. Individual Development Account Demonstration 

IDAs should be ,vaHaDle lor training as well .. p"",<econdary education. While the vi,ion 
statement on page 27 suuc~t~ this to be the case, the specifications do not include training as 
• permissible use of IDA.<. 

cc: Madeleine Kunin, Mike Smith. Gussie Kappner. Norma Cantu 



, . 
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PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY . 
AND PROMOTE PARENTAL RESPONSIBll.ITY 

A. NATIONAL TEEN PREGNANCY PREVENTION INITIATIVE 

1. reon Pre&nancy Prevention Mobilization Gr'IQls and Establishment of. Natlon.1 
C\,.,aringhouse on Teen Prunana 

Cur(Cm Law 

Vtere are 1'##1':tmus FokraJ progr<JmS rhaJ address liu: iY$1Ie a/reen pregnancy prevemto1t. including 
ri!p<f1l preg1UUlJ:w. Som.e foctlS specijkally on teen pregMnC)!. but given thar ,he multiple problems 
adolescen.tJfoce are often irut"tiated, the specific problems that other programs emphasize (e.g.• 
subs/WIC6 ""use, school drop·,,",) art also relarr4 to atifJlescellt pregnancy p""",nrlon. Ourenr 
federal riftorts include HHS's fomIly planning grants, l1UJJemal and child health prog111Jnt, adolescent 
health programs. nmaway and hameless yl)Uth programs. and all:Chal and substance ""use prevention 
programs. Dep<JrTment ofEdW:f1lWt! <ffam Indude drugfree schools and communities prog111Jnt, and 
p<JltStCt>nt/ary education OIllrcach un.d j"rudent suppon services programs; fl1Ui the Deparrment Of 
Laber efforts include New Chance, Youth Ftlir Oumce. JTPA programs, .and rile Young Unwed 
FOlkers Projea. ]here fIT. also programs i. the Departmcn.rs clliausing and Urban Devell>pTfumr, 
Agriculture, Jusrif:;e~ intmor t'JJU! Dtjen.se, 

The rise In blnks to rounarrte4 teens over the past Re,.,ratWn has raised the iisue ofteen pregnancy 
10 national .tignificance. 1M number ofbinhs to IDlwed tlWl mothers im:rl!l1Setlfrt>m 92,()(}I) In 1960 
to J68/XX; in 1991. OM.. hendetl by unwed mothers (teen and o/4er) aceourued for aI>ourfqur1'lfths 
oj the gro'#th 0/1.1 million in the welfore rolls over the paSl ten years. frem 3.86 milJioll/amilies in 
1983 to 4.97families in 1993. 

Adalescerus wIw bring chJMren Into the world face a vel)' dijficuIJ time getting themselves our of 
p<Jvcrty, while young people who graduaJ.elrom high school and d4{er CI!IIdbearlng Unt!l thi(y are 
moJure, married and able to support their o.ffspring are far more likely to get ahead. Bath paseniS 
bear responsibility for pravld1ng emotional and malerial SUpp<Jrt. ]he ~ming 1I1JjjoriJy of 
teenagers who bring children buo the wcrld are Mt yet equlppr4 EO handle this.funtJt»tttlItal 
obligation. 'IMy are {)ll<n wi el/ulpped to handle peer pressures and the risk ofother ocriviMs 
leading to negative consequences, such as subslan£e abuse. delinquency and violence, 

n:41J,c'The ....t.'mk¥" 
1here will be a f1IJ1i(JlllJi campaign to ~ the PFeW'RI ofunmarried teellagers who became 
preglU11l1 and panru•. ThIs campolgn will ~ illlo account the myrind ofrlsi9> behaviors thaJ: 
can be Fe/tiled to tei!ntlg~ pttgntmcy. It will also strive to develop. enhance and promor!! youth 
ctJl1I[H!tence.. aNI connection to families, commJlnirics, atzd sociely, 

The non-legislar/WI aspects o/this campaign are a MJion.al mabilitatkm that pulls 1(1~Ihe,. busiMss. 
naaonal and community ro/Ulllary orgaJ.1llati01!S. rtllg/oUf InSUt1J1/0ns, '_S. ll1IlI .he media behind 
a shared and urgelU chn&nge directed by the President; the tJ.fUWlJ.llament D/natinnai gcoJs to define 
.he mission and to go/4e the work ofthe national campaign; and tI" eSlabllshmenI ofa prfvcJf,ly 
jimdr4l1f)nl''''flt, lIf)n-partlstm enJity <_ed <0 1M goals and mission afrhe narlanal clllnpIllg•. 
These are the esselllial huiIding-blocks ofa comprehensive campaign for youth balancing oPp<J"unity 
and resp<Jnsihility across lhe full range ofAdmi.istralion YOUIh /nit/alives,/ncluding Goals 2fXX1, 
Schoo/-ta-Work, National Service. proposed ander lhe Heolll! Security Act, the after-
school and jabs programs incluti in the prewnrlcn package in the Crime Bill, as well as the 
prevenlion strategies proposed low as purr of ~ifare rc/orm.. 

http:MJion.al
http:Dtjen.se
http:Departmcn.rs


P.06 UNDER 	 SECRETARY FAX NO. 2024013095M~Yc20-94 FRI 18:20 

A Tee. PreglUJltcy PrevenJiq. MobiJiztlIWn Gram ProgrDl1l is pro sed """,. about I.I)()() schools 
allil _unity-based progrDl1lE would !.< provid<dj/<XibIe R" '. "",raging SIOO,OOO each. where 
they can implement teen preg11l'.UlCY prevtfllion p with records ofpromising TI!Su/U. 
Funding would be targeted 10 schools with the big/11m roncentration of'F.uJh at~risk a~' wocdd W 
~~)J to film 1JiJIh mtdu'le tmu high nhwt'ar;l: jW(h. 1hc geal ~ be to \<IQrk with yown at 
early as age] I and a«Jbli~u.s COMJCI and inV()ivement 1 gh grodumwnj'rom high 
school. 'T.o l!1i.Sure quality and establish tl visible and effective presenc • these programs will be 
slI{1<rvised by professional til!!! aM, where feasible. be s"f'P'JlWi by • leam af1U1lioMl some. 
partlcipan1s pnrnded by tIu! Cotpcrotlon for NatioMl aM OJmmun/1)' emu, 

LegjsJadve Snecifiwkms 	 I . , ' '" ,.' ,_. ,.' I 
ft:,:)o.~ .:.,.,d~ ·.·.,tb.-: !;,;;'I·>_J "'""tJ.·... 

(a) 	 A separate authority under the Title XX of the Social Security Act would be established for 
grants to promote me development, operation. expansion, and improvement of schooI·based 
adolescent pregnancy prevention prognms in areas where there are high poverty rates or high 
rates of ~oleGCent births. 

(b) 	 The gr2ntoos shall be entitled to payment of at itast $'50,000 and nQt more than $400,000 each 
fiscal year fot five ye:tr&. The grant amount will ~ based on an assessment of the scope of 
me proposed program and the number of children to be setVed by the program, The grant 
must b¢ ¢:t;pended in that flS~ year it is awarded or the succeeding fiscal year. A 20 percent 
non-Federal. cash or in-tind match. is required. 

(c) 	 The grants will be joinrly awarded by HHS, EduC3lion. and Ihe Corporation on National and 
Community Service. in wnsultation with other Pederal departme.nrs and agencies.. The 
administration of the program could be delegated to another interagency Federal entity, such 
~ the proposed Ounce of Prevention Council. 

(d) 	 Eligible grantees are a p31'lIlel:Ship that includes • local education agency. acting on behalf of 
ono Of moro schools? and one or more community-based organizations, Institutions of hig1ler 
education, or public or private for-profit or nonprofit agencies or organiUfions. ExiMing 
sucGeSSful programs-including those now operated by national voluntary organizations-would 
be encouraged to apply for funds 10 expand and upgrade their services. Grantees would have 
10 be located in a scbool attendance area where either (I) >t least 75 percent of Ihe children 
ate from low-income familles as defIned under part A of title i of the Elementary and 
S_ndary Education Act of 1965. CI) • high number of chl1dr<n r"""IYing AFDC, or (3) 
there is a high adolescent birth rate. Geographic distribution. including urban and rural 
distribulioD~ would be taken into account in $election of grantees:. 

(e) 	 Gtalltees would, based on local needs, design and implement promising programs <0 prevent 
teen pregnancy through a variety of approaches, Grantees would be given a great deal of 
flexibility in designing their program. However. core components at each site must include: 

• 	 Curriculum and counseJing desigtlo1 to reach young peo:ple that address the economic, 
emotional and medical consequences of premature sexual behavior and teen 
pregnancy. Existing models of best practices suggest that these edueatio~ activities 
shQuld focus on developing the psycho!om' and character required for responsibie 
behavior 3.S weB as on expanding cognitive knowledge. 

• 	 Activitie:i. designed to develop sustained relationships wjth caring adults. Group 
c()a~hing, indIvidual mentoring:. and a range of activities aiter ..schoQI. on weekends. 
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fNSOciafN with youth /iviltK in a /u:oJlhy CQfMJUflt:y: eC{J-Mlni.c opportunity. sqfery, heIJlth. and 
educaIlon. 	 :. I,.:'" ")

,..,' r~'''''' '" :.' , 

!'antcwar '!!!ll..!!'!'.!' ~t~"!. 10 ;he £.1Ilion ojatiolescenr pregM1lf:y he/om mt1J'rioge. 
fncludt1t~ducatu:)fJ.1.~nce ed~__" life skills HucaJion. and canlrQceptive services. 
Programs tlwt cam/>/ne thet< e/emem' ha.... shown ,he tIl()st promls<. esp<ciallyfor odokscenrs who 
are matiwued to avoid pregntmq umiJ they (1~ marriei!. However. for lhoslJ fWPuIatio/U wlu:rc 
odolescctIJ pregl/Qllq is a sympwm oflkeper prohlems. ~ toMraceprill<! se",lets 
alone will be illOdtqumt: rhey InJISI b. part oj. much wider spe4trW'll ojservices. 

'.A.....~ ... k ­
lhtuvcnrlans need 10 enJuma eduCation, link. educmum to health I.J.I'IIJ other IcrviO!$. Mlp stabiliu 
communities and jamilies in tr'uubltJ.. This, would provide a serue 01rattoruJlity and order in which 
youth can deW!iop. maJ:t! dtdslon.t. place trust itt individual$ and instiludons serving mem. and luwe 
a reasofll:lblc ~ctazicll ofa long, sa,fo, and productive lifo. 

Comprehensiw: D-.mons<raJ/QII GraJIIs for YaaJh In /ilgh-Risk ClJrnnutlllcllts 0/sll/ftclou stu or 
'<rilieal mass' co slgnJjfCl1J11ly imProve the day to day erpuItnces. decisions and behaviorS'ojyouth 
Grc proposca. Services ¥KJuid be non-auegorica1. integratcd and delivt!red with a personal 
dlm<nslon. '!hey wou/4 follow Q "yauJh develop"",,"" model and would seek to assist nelghborhacds 
as well as direaly sUPpCIrt youth and famllies. 11u!.se demonstratioru would M coordinated with ot11£r 
tSdntlni.llration aalvtries. such as tht prevention components of the CrImR. btu, atUI would be pGlt of 

whereby a designated number of neighborhood sites chosen by the Sec;reta:cy. jn~~UltatiOn ~ 

an overall com.tf/JPli1y strategy for yowh, ~ 

l..e&islctive Specifi!ations ' 
"I"

rF~ .. 

(a) A separate authority under the no. xx of ill. Social Security A<:1. would be es ~'hed 
with the S=ies of Education, HUD, Justice. and Labor, would be entitled toldemonstra­
!ion grants rn edw:ale and support sohool-age youth (yOUth ag"" 10 through 21) in high riSK 
sit.'Uations and their family members through comprehensive social and health services. with an 
emphui:,; on pregnancy prevention. 

{b) 	 Funding and sr:rvices provided under this program do not have. to achieve this goal of 
comprehensiveness in and of themselves. Rather, this funding can be used to provide- ~gIue. 
money.... fiU gaps in services, ensure ¢OOrdination of servil.!eS~ and Clt1icr similar activities 
which. will help achie.ve. the ?,veralI goal of comprehensive integrated !crviee,s to youth. 

(0) 	 Up 10 ,even neighborhood .i"" would bo ..tided to $9Q million over 5 yeus (up to $3.6 
million per site). GranteeS would be required to provide a 10% match ofthel'ederal fundini:J..v~~o\-
This could include in-kind contributions. Since this program is,authorized through Tide XX c.-«-~ 
nf the. Social Security Act, any funds not expeaded in a fiseal Yfat shall be redirected to the ;'~J.r. . 
Title XX Social Services Block Grant Prot'Jram. 	 ~l/. ., 

t> rz.(.-/ , 
(d) 	 Th. a<tivities authorized under the demonstration would be focused on four broad areas; 

gran,,,,,, would b. given great flexibility to design ptogram, within these area" 
r-~~ iW..a..L~.Il. f..:.0A.('~ (l>-.J a((f5.-:~ \<> 

(i) 	 ~Hea1ttl Sft"Yius designed to promote physicaJ and mental well..treing and pet'SOUaI 
responsibility. These include scbool health services .. hoolth educatinnt $e* edueariGtlr-Q 
fumily planning services; substance abuse prevention ~erviees ~d~al tOr treat­
ment, Hfe skills training, decision-making skills ttainifig. and e.tJtj~~~. 

~(Jf'I'.i~fh'··<- 7, 

6 
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(g) 	 Applican,,: ro~delin. the goals l"taMed to b. '''''''lIljllished under the rrojecL They must 
also descnbf the methods to be used in measuring progress. toward accomplishment of the 
goals and qutcorne:s to be measured. OUtcomes to be measured would include. but are. not 
limited to.tbirth rates. higb school gradu3tion rates, college attendance fates. rates fjf alcohol 
and other drug use and violence reduction. 

{h) 	 The D¢PMtn:I=t will ~uppotl rigorous. evaluations of all demonstrations. Grantees wil! be 
required. to assist and coordinate with independent eva.luators~1)y~t. The 
Federal govett\.ttttnt will also provide tedlnica1 <lSSistancc to tential appl iciI:.wil:oo to those 
stleeted throughout the Hfe of the demonstrAtion. These actIvit es will b'e coordinated with 
the National Clearinghouse on Teen Pregnancy Prevention. $10 miUion 'Would be provided 
for these a<.1ivitics. \ 

.'). 
(i) 	 The Secreury may terminate a gran' b.fure the oM of the S-year period if the Secretary 

determines. after providing training or le.chnicaJ assistance. that the grantee conducting the 
project has failed to cany out the project as described in the approved application, 

B. 	 RESPONSIBII.JTIFS OF SCHOOL-AGE PARENTS RECEIVING CASH ASSISTANCE , 

1, 	 Minor Mothers Live at Hmne 

Current Law 

UlII1er Section 402(a)(43) a/rite Social SeCJJ.riry Acr. Sta/llS have the opIion of'equiring tnimm (zJwsc 
under the agll ofJJJ) 10 resliJll itt Iheir panNs' hb:.sch<Jld. or Q legal gl.ltJJ'Iiian or other adult rela.dve. 
or resitlt in a fOSler home, IPtIJJenUty Iwmt or Other adull supervised supponiVl! living a:rrangemtmt 
(wiJh cenain exceptions). Delaware. Maine, MidtigoTt. Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico have 
included this in tlu:lr Stale plan. 

By dcfbtItion. minor rrwtlu:rs are childnn. GoIeralty. we bElieve thaI chtIdren should bl! sUbject to 
adult supervision.. 1his propcsaJ would require milfDr mothLrs II) live in an envirIJnmI!nt where they 
tall receive the suppon and guidance rJury need. At the Same tiJnR. the circumstances ofeach 
indMduaJ minor will be taken 'i.n/a account In mafing decisioTlS about living arrQllgel1'lfllls. 

(a) 	 All States would require minor moth"" to reside in their parents' household, with. legal 
guardian or other adult relative. with certain excepUQilli as: described below, This is the same 
as current Jaw. ex-cept mat: now the provision would be a requirement , ) 

h:~i' f.'>( ()af.!trf{~) 
(b) 	 As in current law, when a minor mother lives with·.thett parem(s) tbeif-inoorne is taken intO 

i\!c~unt itt determining the benefit. If the minor ulOlher Jives WId{ another responsible adult~ 
the responsible adult's. incom~ is not taken into account. Child support would be sought in aU 
cues. 

(c) 	 A minor paz'eDt is an individual who (i) is under the age of 18, (ii) has never been mMricd. 
and (Hi) is either the mu.urdl parent of a dependent child living in the same household or 
eligible for assistance paid under the State plan to a pregnant woman. This is the same 
definirion,as current 1all.'. 

8 
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(d) 	 The fullowing exceptions (now in current law) to living with. poxent or legal guardian wlll 

be maintained: 


(1) indIvidual has no parent or lega! guardian of his or her own who is living and whose 
whereabouts are knowa; 

(H) no fiving parent Of legal guardian of such individual allows: the indIvidual to live in the 
home of such parent or guardian; 

(iii) the State agency determines that the physical or emotional health or safety of th. 
individual or dependent child would be jeopardized if the individual and dependent chUd lived 
in the same re....idence with the individuai's OWn parent or legai guardian; 

(iv) iIldividuallivcd apart from hi>< Or ber own parent or legal goardian fur a period of at least 
one year before either the birth of any dependent child or the individual having Juade 
application fur aid to families with dependent children under the plan; Of" 

(v) the State agency otherwise determines (in ll¢CQrdanee with regulations issued by me 
Secrer..ary) that there is good taUSe for waiving the. requirement. (In those States that have this 
policy~ the following are examples of what they determine to be good cause exceptions: the 
homeds the 3ccnc of illega! at;tivity; returning, home 'W'OUld result in ovecaowding. viotatiOh 
of the term.'t of the lease. Ot violation of local health and saf&}' standards; the minor parent is 
actively partlcipating in :a substance abuse program which would no longer be available if sbe 
retUrned home; no parent or lega] guardian lives in the State.) 

Co) 	 Current law is maintained regarding the determination of a minor mother's residency statUS 

must be made within the 4S days. that all eligibility detonninations are m#de, 

(I) 	 If tho Stat. determines the minor should not liv. with a parent, lagal guardian or oth.,. adult 
relative; the minor IllU$t be assisted 1n obtaining an appropriate supportive alternative to Hving 
independently (or the State may determine that the individual's current Hving arrangement is 
awtopdate). (!he types of living arrangements that St.a.ta now use Or are oonsidering include 
liviog with an adult relative. aJicemed foster home. in a group home for pregnant teens or ' 
teen parenl:S:, and ill an approved congregate housing facility.) If no appropriate setting is 
found, the State must grant cligibility. but mu.<;t utilize case managers to RI2!ide. m,~i!.~QSAf . 

,the rruno," , 	 . ;;vP~'~ 

(g) 	 The. State would uso the case m:.anngcrnent for teen patent provision (sec #2 below) to make 
the dw:mdnatlons required under Ods provision. As described in the next proposal, these 
case m""age" would be trained appropriately and have reasonable casetoads. Detenninations 
would be made after a fun assessment of the situation, induding taking into ac:count the n~s 
and concerns ex.pressed by th¢ minor, 

2. 	 Lim;!;ng MpC !lenefits TQ Addl!ion.1 Cbildren Conceived While on AFDC 

CUruntLaw 

Currently, !amUIe.! on welfare receive additional SlIpf)IJn blcause their AFDC MntifUs increast 
~ic(J/ly IV include. the needs ojall aJditio/Jal child. 

9 
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TIlt! welfare system slwuM rdnftm:" pareNai '4tpCllSibility by ,"",ping AFDC betu:fits const"", when a 

child is conccilMd whiJt the paF'Ctil i.t I'm weifart!. The 11U!ssage ofresponsibility wollid be lunher ) 

Wengll"med by p'tJ>itJing the family (/JI oppolWlity to earn back what they lost. Ie' 


kelsl..lve Spe<;ifi9ltiQns 	 rc;e- a.;p;JaY"­
(e) 	 Allow States the option of keeping AFDC benefits constllllt wben a child is ro~ved while 

til. pacent is on welfare. ,JlIe family ~g services under 402(3)(15) must.hlI provided to, . .,J 
all recipients. \ , ","".Iv('., "mr/o,Y. 'W4 "t, ~.tv1. r. r" .. L. ,\'l.J;,t-~l,I!CVl.\\{ -e­

!(1 Ii. -"'1',/) .. , ~ .' j\,(_ >f"j/V"_c t ~_ ,. J ­

-'VlV-<(b) 	 Under this option, jf a pMent has an additional child, the State must disregard an amount of 

lbCOme equal to any increase in aid that would have been paid as a result of the additional 

cbild. Types of in""tllll to b. disregarded includ<>­

I) cbild ,up"",,; 

2) earned income; or 

3) any other source iii" the State develops and Is approved by the Secretary. 


(e) 	 Provision will DOl be applied in th. case of rape or in any other cas.. that the State agency 

finds would viol.t. the standards of fairness and good conscience. 


0. Case Management for All Custodjal reen Parept! 
[, 
; £l,Irrent Law 

SeaUm 482(b)(3) Q[the S<x:ial Securiry Aa allows Suues 10 providf! caJe 111(Uw,gemenr to all rhose 

I 
· panicipoJlng III ,he JOBS program. 

!lWllll 
• 

Ji'requeml.y, it is multipf. probkms that lead y<JUlh to the weljare system. TheIr cornpla RUefS often · · 	 scami in "" wuy oftheir m<e1ll1g llliUCtUionllI IIIqUirements oed other respallSlbililies. Removing 
tlwe barrlm 10 sell-sufficiencY elll! inyolve the CIJI;fosi"g oed diffiCldr prrxesr ofaccessing mulliple 
se~ systems. This proposal wcu1d provide every tertII with a case manager who would help them 
ntJVigate these SYSlems oed hold them aecoUJilablefor their ruponsibililies oed requiremefUr. 

Legisl.tive Specifications 	 _1 I. i __ 	 _,~i 

1 (a) Require States to provide ca,..e management servieu to aJl cus:todial teen parentS receiving r ~~0iv~--
! AFDC who either under age 19 or under age 20 and enrolled ill high school. States still have ; U.l';,r~!.:. f 
I, the option to ,etYo all older t...,.. Ir' " ., 
~ 	 "j ,,~D.. ,) 

(b) 	 Case management services to toen parents will include, but is not limited to­

1) . assisting recipien.t$ in gaining 81Xes5 to serviteS~ including:, at a minimum. fRJtlUY-~-.·, C=:::::, 
planning, patenting eduea~ion. ~d educational or vocational training set'ViC~Cb!. \;{ cQ, rei .~\ 

\ 	 ---t'-1i .«v"f,J, I 
\\ 2) 	 determining the best living situation for a minor parent taking into aeooutlC tho need,- . f ) 

and concerns exprC$$e4 by the minor (see #1 above); '. ~ 
(1,(f,/J f,;Of}J 

"- ." ,r" I . 10 	 ltip ~Jt;t.j,~I 

"'51/"&'I{.k l)iO('Z<;Ctl-r; (,:« ':J~(; ilL , ' 	 ;: I '~/'.
l7;~'<'.. it't/),,,_,·ft!,./,' O/. J. Y. _ /. Ii' .. J··~7..-; ....' 	 LK'~ 
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Children'~ Dcfetl~ fund 

May 20, 1994 

Mary Jo Bane, Assistant Secrewy 
for the Administration for Children and Families 

David Ellwood, Assistant Secrewy 
for Planning and Evaluation 

Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistanl 10 the Presidenl 
for Domestic Policy 

Co.Chairs, Working Group on Welfare Reform, 
Family Support and Independence 

WashingtOn, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mary 10, David and Bruce: 

Thank you for soliciting our comments on three parts of the latest draft of the Working 
Group's welfare reform plan. Although there are some aspec!S of the plan that are eIlCOllrlllling, 
we are deeply troubled by a number of provisions, especially the child exclusion, child care,_ and 
earned iocome disregard proposals. Below i. a brief summaty of our concerns. 

ChUd .",clusion or "family cap" (pages 9·10): We continue tD oppose child exclusion options 
because they hurt very poor children. Child exclusion provisions appeal to a false Sl¢rCotype 
tllat AFDC families have more children tllan non·AFDC families or thaI AFDC mothers have 
more children to receive an average of $69 per month in additional benefits. Researcn by 
sociologist Mark: Rank shows that women receiving welfare in fact bear fewer cbiJdren than 
WOII\cn not receiving welfare. W. urge you to drop this provision from the President'S plan. 

Child c;are (pages 15-17): We assume the plan continues tile guarantee of child care assistilnce 
included in the Family Support Act for all parents regardless of their age, whether tllay are 
participating in JOBS or in self·initiated activities. We want tD emphasize that we continue to 
strongly believe that significant new funding for child care assistance for me worldng poor ""US! 
a=pany any welfare reform plan. If we are going to make wor~ pay, child care assisrance 
cannot be solely tied to receipt of AFDC. We continue to believe that allowing a starewide iimit 
which is less rhsn the 75th percentile of the market and retaining tile disregard creates stlong 
incentives to provide less than optimal care for OUf poorest children. 

25 10 5tr!!et. NW 
Washi<lglOn, DC ;'WOOl 

~~1¢¥~~:~!~: ~~s 8rS7 
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Page Two 
May 20,1994 

We do welcome attemptS to improve the marel! both for "At-Risk" child care and for 
JOBS cIlild care and Tee. The Wotldng Group is <0 be conunended for setting aside funds for 
quality and supply both in \he 'At-Risk' Program and through establishiDg that licensing and 
monitoring of IV-A-funded cbild care providers is an allowable administrative COS(_ Malting 
Title IV ~A requirements consistent with the CCDBG requirements is a good step especially 
regarding health and safety standards. We would like clarification, however. on: the 
requirements concerning sliding fee scale. We assume that the plan does not mean to impose 
3 sliding fee sc.le on JOBS recipients and simplY means that TCe, • At-Risk', and ceDro 
sliding fee sc;~.s should be the same, We do believe that seamless policy would even be 
furthered if the CCDBG were made an entitlement and extended since it is the program ar6and 
whicll states have built their core child CJlre policies. 

Earned iru:ome disregard (page 21): We are extremely disappointed in the proposed eained 
income disregard provision. Your current language would allow sLates to provide a smaller 
~ed income disregard !:han under current law. While we also want' to give states: the 
flexibility to raise their earned income disregard beyond the minimum. it is unconscionable for 
,tates to be allowed to treat working AFDC parents worse than ander current law. We bad at 
minimum expeeted that any proposal designed to make work pay would make the disregard of 
the remainin!,!, one-third of earnings pennanent rather than expiring after only four months. as 
in current law. 

Time-limits and teenagers (page Ul): We applaud your inclusion of case management services 
to teenagers. in recognition of their more intensive need for services as compared 10 most dlder 
mothers on the AFDC caselo,d. However, we oppose applying the two-year clock to 18- and 
19-year-old parents, They are far more likely to need more than two years to be ready for 
work. both because they will need more years of education and training, and because their 
children will be very you.ng. 

Minor parents living at home. case management (pages 8-11): We remain concerned:that 
minor parents will be prote<::ted from abusive living ,imations .!l.lllY if their case managers have _ 
a small enough easeload to make good decisions. We strongly agree with legislative 
specificalion (e) on page II requiring SUfficiently small case manager-to-<:lient ratios to proteCt 
these young families, and hope this language will be clear in the flnal version. . 

AIDe-up (pages 22-23): Arbitrar:y restrictions on assistance to two-parent families are imti­
family and anti-work. We are surprised, therefore, to see that sLates would not be requ~ to 
eliminate any of the special eligibility requirements for the AFDC-UP program. We are ;a!so 
very troubled that all sLates would not be required tC> have a year-round AFDC-UP prograjn. 
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Page Three 
May 20, 1994 

Essential person (pages 23·24): We oppose limiting the essential person provision which would 
eliminate longstanding state discretion 10 provide assistance (0 individuals the state determines 
are providing essential help. This proposed restriction flies in the face of your stated desire to 
strengthen families and to give states the flexibility to meet families' needs. 

F1ll-the-gap (page 33): We strongly support your provision giving States the option to establish 
fill-the-gap policies that include child support payments. We oppose, however, your proposals 
to repeal section 402(0)(28), thereby allowing states 10 eliminate this policy where it currently 
applies. This would disadvantage families currently receiving child support in those stales and 
contradict your poticy of encouraging and rewarding responsible child support behavior. 

Lump sum payments (page 31): We commend you for your provisions (a) and (c) on Iwnp 
sum payments. We are c.oncer:ned. however. that provision (b) would reqUire lump. sum 
payments earmarked for future costs to be spent within one year from the date of receipl. 11ris 
does not make sense when applied to a lump sum providiDg for future: costs for an extended 
period, For example, il would preclude a lump sum for medical services not coveted by 
Medicaid that predictably will be incurred over a span of years as a result of an injury, to a 
child. We understand it is not your intention to restrict expenditUres over time for these 
purposes, but we are concerned about difficulties in tracking the lump sum payment over more 
than one year. An alternative might be to allow such funds to be held in an Individual 
Deve!opmentAccount (lOA), comparable to your description in the proposed legislative 
specifications. ' 

TI1ank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on the Working Gro,up's 
wetfiJ.re plan. Please let us know if we can provide any additional information. 

Sincerely, 

David S. Kass 
Senior Program Associate'A} , 

Nanc~FIf-
Senior Staff Attorney . 

http:wetfiJ.re


PRINCIPAl DEPUTY CCMMISSIONER OF SOCIAl. SECURITY 
UAl.TIUOflE. MAR'(lAND 2t2'35 

MAY 20 1994 

I!!QTE TO WENDELL PRIMJlS , 
SUBJECT: 	 welfare Reform Legislative Specification8-~(Your 

Memorandum, May 12, 1994j--REPLY 

We reviewed the legislative specifications for three sections of 
the welfare reform plan including Prevention, Making Work Pay,
and Improving Government Assistance, and concur with them. We 
have nO'commente to offer. 

Thank you 	for the opportunity to review this material. 

l.~ . ThompsonLawrence 
Prinei 1 Deputy Commissioner 

of Soc al Security 
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May 17, 1994 

TO: 	 Wendell Primus 
Deputy Assistant secr~~~or Human Services policy 

FROM: 	 Fernando Torres-Gil ~;r~. 
Assistant secretary for Aging 

RE: 	 Welfare Reform Legislative SpeCifications 

I would like to thank the CO-Chairs and other members of the 
welfare reform working group for the chance to review the second 
package of legislative specifications. I have no problems or 
concerns with the legislative language on the Prevention, Making 
Work Pay, and Improving Government Assistance provisions. The 
package responds to a number'of the issues and concerns I have 
raised throughout the process. I am especially pleased to seo a 
number of provisions which I feel are essential components of the 
reform proposal. 

As a social worker, I fully support the provision of case 
managers for every teen parent. This is a necessary foundation 
for assisting teen parents off welfare and on to self- . 
sufficiency. I am also pleased with many of the provisions 
adopted to assist in "making work pay:" the option for advanced 
EITC payments, the earned income disregards/ the removal of the 
marriage penalty, and the increase of AFDC resource limits. 

There are also other issues which I feel are vital to self­
sufficiency and empowerment. The Individual Development,Accounts 
are an important empowering tool for welfare recipients to get 
off of the welfare cycle and on to a more self-sufficient, 
independent lifestyle. The automobile resource limit is another 
issue which is vital to assisting recipients move off welfare_ 
The working group had not previously discussed the issue of 
automobile resource limits, but this issue was raised by 
recipients time and time again on our site visits. 

I thank you, again! for the opportunity to review this portion of 
the legislative specifications. I am pleased with the language 
and content. I look forward to reviewing the remaining package. 
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Subject Welfare Refer 'slative Specifications--other . 

Provisions 

To Wendell E. Primus 
Deputy Assistant secretary

for Human Services policy 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the latest 
welfare Reform proposal covering Prevention, Making Work 
Pay and Improving Government Assistance. Again~ we are 
impressed with the comprehensiveness of your efforts and 
the streamlining between the Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children and Food Stamps programs. These 
proposals, if implemented, should assist the StateS in 
their administration. of both progra~s. 

We are looking forward to seeing the results of planned
demonstration projects. We have particular·interest in' 
the project on the.advanced payment option of the Earned 
Income Tax Credit. The administration and accountability 
of this provision will likely have a significant impact 
on State operations and reporting"_ Hopefully, the 
demonstrat~on project will evaluate the administrative 
cost effect on states in meeting all of their proposed 
responsibilities'and operational demands. 

As you know~ we recently completed a report on income 
verification that seeks to provide greater flexibility 
and efficiency in that process~ We are eager to join you 
in your proposal to sinplify current verification 
procedures, while assuring program integrity through 
minimuln standards. 
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MEMORANDUM TO S 

FROM: EIal.ne ~=~~ RE; Legjslatlve_ ons for. Preventing Tel!n 

Pregnancy and Promoting Parental ReSponSibility; Make 

Work Pay; Impnwlng Govemmem AS~srance. 


DATE: May 19, 1994 . 


Comments on earb "","Tion follows. 

1. Prevent Teen Pregnancy and Promote Parental 
Responsibility. 

The Steps listed \l) promote parental responsibility among 
young l"'Ople are among the strongest provisions 1n the pIan. They 
!tend a flrm message about parentlll responsibility. They ought \l) be 
-.11 nocelved by the general public. 

Z. Making Work Pay. 
I am not clear about whether or not the section on child CIll"<: 

would simplify the requirements fpr chll.d car.1n such a way as \l) 
allow easier entrance, I.e. for welfare mothers themselves, 1nto the 
child care provider business. Without knowing how the N-A 
requJ:rements differ from the CCDllC guidel1nC$! can't tcll whether 
this is making the situation better or worse. The more bureaucractic 
and. detailed the chll.d care regulations, the more expensive it Will 
become and we will end up restricting cntrance to the child care 
business from welfare mothers or grandmothers who may want to 
work in this area. 

3. Improving Government Assistance. 
• The section on IDAs is very ROod but it may be subject to 

some skepticism from conservatives. In ro111ng out the plan we 
should remind people of the front page New York Times story a few 
years ago that got a great deal of attention. An I1lspanlc tt=l!Dager 
had saved several thousand dollars to go to college md the welfare 
admini$tration took it away frOUl her becaus~ her mother was on 
welfare. 

• We did not have mauy discussions about the expansion of 
Al'DC in the territorIes. Are we sur~ !.his Is politically WIse? 

• While this section does a good job of streamlining and 
Simplification it falls som~what sbort of full scale reinvention. Much 
of what needs to bt: r~ve.tlred about the welfa .... 'y;tem Is, of 
course, cultural· nUl.tal:utory. Neverthela<. the critical cultural 
change needed - lu traosform welfare offlec-, from Iliac!'. 



':,05/20/94 11: 48 "5'202 456 7025 LEGAL COUNSEL ®003 

" ­

preoccupied with error rates and bureaucratic red tape to places 
preoccupied with helping people solve problems, is not mentioned 
here. There ought to be some option which allows states to use 
perfonnance measures and allows them to offer incentives to front 
line employees who are especially good at helping people get and 
stay off welfare. The concept of incentives is in the plan for welfare 
recipients; it should appear somewhere for the front line social 
worker ,LS welL 
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COmDeDt. on waking Work Pay Leqislative speo. 

Pifferent evidence on the problems of the working poor 
should be used (paragraph 1. page 14). The vast majo~ity of 
full-time year-round workers earning too little to keep a family
of four out of poverty are DQt poor, either because they live in 
smaller households Dr have other sources of income. Also, the 
Census Bureau just di~oovered a mistake in their calculation of 
these figures. The 18 percent figure. consequently, is a 
percent.qe point or two too high. A direct meaSUre of the 
work1nq poor shoUld be used instea4: comparing the poverty rate 
among working families with children in 1992 to the rate in 19BO 
makes the most sense. 

As noted in previous DOL letter from Tom Glynn, the 
$4~2S/$6~OO oomparison (para9raph 1. page 14) &hould be deleted. 
Have you discussed this deletion with David again or is it in 
there by inertia? At the very lea$t, the sentence heeds to be 
mOditied further tor it to be accurate. After .. twoj or more 
children" insert the phrase Hand with income below about $8,500 
(the point at which EI'l'e benefits cease to be phased in)." 

On the advance EITC payment section (pages 19-20): 

• 	 Allow states to provide advance payments on a periodic
basis other than monthly. (It may turn out, for 
example, that A quarterly pa~ent system makes Gonss.) 

• 	 An important issue doesn't appear to be addressed by
the specs. In states that are experlmenting wIth 
alternative delivery systems, would workers still be 
allowed to receive the EITe throuqh their employer
paYCheck? It probably makes sense to allow dual 
systems to run, but precautions need to be taken 
d9ai~t double-paymenta. 

• 	 Another EITC reform should be adde~ that applies to the 
employer-based system. In tamilies W1th two or mo~e 
children, the advance payment should be equal to 60 
peroent of the credit for a family vith two or more 
children instead of current law, Which is 60 percent of 
the credit for a family with one child. I'm not 
persQadod hy TroacuryJa arquments that this would be 
administratively difficult. 

http:percent.qe


• • 

',' I D : MAY 19'94 12:37 No,OII P,OI 

May 19. 1994 

FAX COVER SHEET 
Wi. #Iii!UP' 8 III'!! Ii 

Income Maintenance Branch 

Office of Management and Budget 

Ex(!(utive Offloo of the PresIdent 


W.,hlng\OI~ DC 20003 


TO: Wendell Primus 

FROM: Keith Fontenot 

Fax Destination HHS-ASPE 

Name of Receiver: r _ 


Phone Number: IrCjo' (.5(,:l. 


Number of Attached Pages: 4 

(Excluding this cover) 


NOTES; Attached is a list of concerns on the advance draft child 
support legislation, If you have any questions please contact me or 
Michael Ruffner of my staff at 395-4686. 

PAX NUMBER: , 202-395·3910 

VOICE CONFIRMATION: 202-395-4686 



ID: MRY 19'94 12:38 No.OII P.02 

MAY I 9 I99<l 

Preliminary Comments On Issues 

In Child Support Enforcement Advance Draft Legislation 


Cost Estlm"tes .- Section b!f SectiOll Estimates Needed 

The legislation includes many new provisions for which cost estimates have not 
been provided. To Cacilllale the cosl analysis and no! delay final review of 
legislation, we need the secl!on-by-sectlon analysis normally circulated for review 
with legislation. That analysiS should include separate cost .sUmates for gross 
changes (separating out pluses and minuses) in administrative costs and AFDC 
collections. 

The bill would phase in a financing system that gives each State: 

A minimum of 75% Federal financing for county-based child support 

enforcement programs, such as in California and New York. 


A minimum of 80% Federal financing for State-run programs to encourage 
more States to take OVer county-run systems. 

Up to an addition"IS percentage points for paternities established, based on 
criteria to be set by the Secretary. 

Up to an additional 10 percenUlge points for overall performance, based on 
criterl. to be set by the Secretary. Informally, we understand HHS assumes 
only 2.5 percentage points would be based on cost-effectiveness. 

In addition, the bill woold extend 90% open-ended matching for child support 
computer systems an additional two years, through FY97 and oHer up to $5 million 
per year in 100% Federal funds for training and "technology transfer". , 
Total matching rate and Cosl effectiveness. Generally, States manage funds betler 
when they have a greater financial stake. ACI' has found State use of high (90%) 
matching rales for ADP costs difficult to manage. The leglsl.Uon envisions up 10 • 
25% federal matcblng rate. Since as liltle as 2.5 percentage points of the Incentive Is 
based on cost-effectiveness, on net, States conceivably could get 90%+ matching for 
very inefficient programs. Moreover, it is not dear how these modest incentlves 
will improve program performance. The match r.tutructure ilRjlears Qverlj( / 
&llnCfous and shQuld be reconsidered. 

Special matches for computer systems. The draft legislation extend. 90% matching 
for computer development. If we wish to give Stares special assistance to develop 
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the computer capacity the bill would require, enhanced funding could 00 limited to 
the amount HHS believes Is reasonable and necessary for a well-managed State of "­
given size. (Any extra costs could be matched at regular rates,) 11,i. could contain 
c0818 and give St.tes incentives to manage of funds beller. 

Incenlifl<S for statewide CSE systems. The draft legislation includes .. 5 percentage 
point bonus for Stat"" to take ov... county-funded system. and operate a unified 
system. Key ractors In a State's declslon may Include who pays non-Pederal CSE 
administrative costs now compared to who receives the St.te'. share of APDC 
savings, 11,e legislation could be changed to require States to share incentives and 
AFDC collections with the locality th.t operates the CSE program. 

Other incentive effects. The draft legislation lacks speclfics on the requirements to 
receive incentive funds when States increase the number of paternities, support 
orders, etc. The legislation should layout what levels of performance would be 
required to ml)et the performance thresholds, 10 ensure that the savings are 
scoreable. 

Training and technology transfer funds. The up to $5 million in 100% Federal 
funding for training and technology transfers is not well defined. In the past, almost 
all child support enforcement computer systems have been classified as "technology 
Iransfers". Given the high matching rates anticipated for Stale administration, it Is 
not clear why this funding Is needed. . 

O1ber iPl'roacb.,. 10 improu Ihe in,;en!iy§ mllcm shoull! be C()nsiQIlIl'Q. Some 
Slates have experimented with aat rate bounties to counties for paternity 
establishment. Also, factors other than cost-effectiveness could be added to the 
current Incentive system, in lieu of replacing the system entirely. 

Child Support Assurance -- Demonstration or New Program? 

The advance draft legislation include. a demonstration of • Child Support 
Assurance system, The Federal government would match all costs of the demo in 
excess of what the St.tes would be entitled to under AFDC at 90%. The 
demonstration appears to be limited to an, as yet, unspecified percent of AFDC 
recipients. The demonstrations should Include a phase-In and il phase-out pillII. 
and m,lt.be a p~!'IDanent I'wgram· The legislative language calls fOf 7-10 ycaf 
demonstrations which is longer than most demonstrations. The language also 
includes procedures for extending the demos rather than ending them. 
Administrative costs should be matchad at normal rales -- the bill appears 10 match 
all added costs at 90%, Also, it Is not clear how HHS would determine which 
portions of child support assurance benefits offset AFDC benefits. 

Allowable Costs for Other St.te Agctlcies that Assi.t Child Support 

The dra.ft legislation calls for automated interfaces between child support agencies 
and property records, drivers' license bureaus, agencies granting professional 
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licenses, etc, Would new computers and other costs for those agendes 00 allowable? 
The legislatlon should make clear the extent to which HHS will or will not help pay 
costs for other Slate agendes, and cost estimates should be consistent with lhe 
legislation. 

Mandatory Fund/11K for HHS Admin/stratlne Costs and Commissions 

The proposal contains language which would convert currently discretionary 
activities into mandalory expenditures. HHS would receive a fixed percentage of 
child support collected on oohalf of AFDC recipients to pay for Federal staff and 
computer systems and the databases - about $100 million to $150 million per year. 
The currenl federal administrative spending for OCSE and ASPIl research is $15 
mimon and the cost of developing the proposed databases would co,t $16 million, 
OperaUng the new databases would be dose to $30 million annually, although States 
would partially reimburse this cost. A 4% tap on the F<!deral share of AFDC 
collections seems excessive. Moreover, federal administrative costs should 
continue to be funded through discretionary appropriations. 

There are also. large number of demonstrations and commissions. These should 
generally be discretionary authorizations. The entire welfare reform legislation 
should 00 reviewed in light of the executive order on commissio!l$.All!! ... dvj;;ory ~ 
committees. Only those commissions meeting the critiria in executive order I J 
shOuld be Included in the final legislative package. ' 

ConfoNllance of Audits and Performance Reviews 

Incentive payments would be based On annual performance reviews, Corrective 
action requirements (and penalties for not correcting problems) would 00 based on , 
triennial audits th.t Include process Issues. Given the NI'R's emphasis on results 
over process, It may be more appropriate to base corrective action plans and any 
penalties on the annual performance reviews. 

Good Cause fot N{Jn~cDop~ration 

The proposal would increaee the information Al'IJC single mothers must give child 
support agencies to be defined as "cooperating" and thus 00 eligible for AFIX 
benefit •. States can grant "good cause" waivers to the reqUIrements. Could States 
grant "good cause" waivers to same (many?) AFIX recipients that would be affected 
by the revised cooperation requirements? If so, the provision may have more 
limited effect than estimated. The definition of "good cause" under this proposal 
needs to be specified. 

Deleting the Requirement that Child Support Demonstration. not III",ease MDC 
Costs. 

Current law requires that waivers of chUd support laws and regulations not increase 
AFDC costs. Given the proposed State fiexibility on disregards, it is not cleaT what 
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provisions HHS would want to waive that would increase AFDC costs. Given the 
overall policy of cost-neutrality in waivers and absent a good rationale; this 
provisIon should remain in the statute. 

Due Process Requirements. 

The legIslation 'Would require that service of process have documentoo receipt 
(rather than sent pursuant to Staie law). Would this Increase the difficulty of 
serving process? Would this provision reduce States' ability to use the Postal 
Servlce7 (We understand some States allow the use of first dass mail for some 
purposes.) We assume there Is no intent to add requirements that could slow 
service of process. 
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Bernie Ma~tin suggested I forward chasa corrments on the child 
support assurance legislative language. I~m sorry that thoy did not 
qat incorporated into the comments you received yesterday from OMB. 
t think they cover some of the same ground~ but add a little more 
detail. 

I understand that ASPE staff will be coming over Monday to talk to 
OMB staff about commente on the child support stuff, so ~ybe they 
will have time to look at these beforehand, 

Description of demos' scope - Up to three states will be chosen, 
with the total eSA demo to "servo" some percentage of al.l 
"eligibles" in the nation. (Some term other than ~serve' should be 
used in Sec 691(c). I think wh~t is meant is that the three states 
chosen should contain that percentage of the eligibles.} The 
sEtcticm on eligibi~ity referenced says. that eligibles are: a) 
children with established paternity and support obligations; b) 
other children where it wouldn't be in their interests to establish 
paternities and orders. Presumably the number of eligibles against 
which the percentage in Sec 591(0) applies does not include the 
second group, and that probably should be specified. 

Potential size of demos - States are to be allowed to operate eSA 
statewide. If the number of births to unmarried women in a year 
gives an indication of each etate'a ahare of eligibles, California, 
New York, and one of several other big states hold about 30 percent 
of all eligibles. The third through fifth states with the greatest 
share of births to unmarried women still cover 15 percent of all 
Buch. Given the cost potential of the demos l a maKimum coverage of 
5 percent of eligibles nationally seems like a lot. 

However. a better alternative might be to just cap the amount of I
federal funds that lo>,'ould be available above the baseline, and let 
the Secretary decide how to get the best demonstration possible for 
the money. . 

LiberQ.li~Q.tion of eligibility and benefits - The dCmQf;i' cost 
potential is made greater by easing two of che constraints that are 
typically claimed for eSA. First# the Secretary could allow a stat 
to reduce AFDC to eSA families by less than the full amount of eSA 
payments. This would make eSA a lot more appecling to mothers who 
do not work~ undercutting the supposed work incentive and increas<ng 
the federal match for the mix of AFDC and eSA benefits. YJJ 
Second, states could make mothers without paternity and support 
orders ~ligible, if pursuing child support would "not be in the best 
interest.s of the child." From the point of view of program staff, 
that standard could be very easy to meet.. Children might not gain 
income at all from paternity establishment and support ordera if 
their fl':lthers have very low earnings (they might be in school I in 
jail/ unemployed, working only part-time. or just not in the work 
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force). Paternity and support ordera involve no gain in income for 
the child if the eSA guarantee is greater than the expected child 
Bupport. The process of establishing paternity and a support order 
may bring a father with a criminal record or a purported history of 
abuse back into the life of his child. In such cases, it would be 
easy to conclude that it is not in the child's best interest to 
insist that these conditions be fulfilled in order for the child to 
qualify for the increased income of eSA. 

Joint custody _ The joint-custody paragraph doesn't seem to hang 
together very well. The court that establIshed joint custody would 
have to decide what the child support would have been. Then l if the 
hypothetical child support were below the guarantee, someone would 
be eligible for eSA. The problems are: a) Who doen the court 
suppose would have been the custodial parent? Is it always the 
mother? b) Is the hypothetical custodial parent now eligible for 
the whole CSA guarantee, or junt tho amount over the hypothetical 
support? !f tha former, I'll bet we see a sharp increase in 
voluntary joint custodies in CSA demo states. It wouldn't take long 
for word to get around that AFDC and eSA benefits were available in 
a way'that did not expose the absent father to chiLd support 
obligations. 

pilot or demonstration _ eSA sounds a lot more like a pilot program 
than a demonstration, The ~valuation section should specify that 
random assignment of individuals to eSA ahd the regular program must 
be a featura of the evaluation in every atate. Otherwine, we won't 
have any way to estim~te what the IV-A payments would have been for 
CS~ recipients, and what share of eSA expenditures should be matched 
at the FMAP. It won't do to just keep track of how much eSA is 
counted to reauce the AFDC benefits actually paid. eSA is liable to 
have behavioral impacts that mean more families will be on the AFDC 
and CSA rolls than would have been the case without CSA. 

Saving on WORK - As drafted, it looks like eSA would provide an 
unintended out for states searching for ways to minimize wonK 
spending. CSA families beyond the two-year AFDC time-limit could be 
made ineligible for WORK by well-designed CSA including "unmatched 
excess benefits,'" With a 90 percent federal match on the firot 
$3.00C to $4,500. a state could spend some of what would otherwise 
be the state $hare of IV~A benefits to the family and avoid the 
costs of WORK slota and child caCG. 
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MEMORANDUM 


To: Mary Jo Bane 
David Ellwood 
Bruce Reed 

From: Wendell primuJLk! 

Re: Comments on CSE specifications 

Attached a_re the comments we received on the child support 
enforcement legislative specifications. We will try to take into 
account as many as possible when we revise the specs and the 
legislative language later this week. We hope to send the 
revised versions of both specs and language to OMB for clearance 
this Thursday or Friday. At that time, we will also send a memo 
indicating which comments we were not able to incorporate. 

cc: 	 Kathi Way .,/ 
Belle Sawhill 
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From June Gibbs Brown " /f2
Inspector Gene--.r"~ I.<:er." a ~ 

Subiect 	 D~aft Welfare af m Legislation - Child 
Enforcement 

To wendell E. Pri~us 


Deputy Assistant secretary 

for Human Services Policy 


We are pleased to review the child support enforcement 
(eSE) portion of the welfare refor~ bill. This is our 
first opportunity to provide comments on the many varied 
aspects of reform. 

We read with interest your far-reaching proposal to 
restructure the CSE program. We commend you on your 
thorough.and impressive work. Given the brief turnaround 
time to assess this lengthy and coop lex package, we have 
limited our comments to those actions that directly 
relate to the work of the Office of Inspector General 
(OIG) , 

Our specific corements are: 

o 	 Section 614 of the draft bill significantly 
revises the audit requirements pertaining to the 
CSE program to focus primarily on performance 
outcomes. We strongly support this shift in 
emphasis from States' adherence to administrative 
requirements to achievement of program goals. 
However, we are concerned that the proposal 
retains the current requirement that Federal 
audits be conducted by Ua separate organizational 
unit" of the Department (sectiol' 452 (a) (4) of the 
Social security Act) -- the Office of Child 
Support Enforcement (OCSE). Th:.s provision 
needlessly ties the hands of the Department in 
efficiently conducting audit work. 

In the 	past , the Office of General Counsel 
concluded that the OIG may lawfully conduct 
audits 	of expenditures under programs and 
operations of the Department, including those 
under the CSE program. However, an OIG review 
would not relieve OCSE from its statutory 
obligation to perform periodic audits of states' 
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participation in the program. The current 
proposal continues this assignment of audit 
::-esponsibility to OCSE. The OIG audits could 
duplicate, but not supplant, OCSE audits. Thus, 
even if the Secretary wanted the OIG to conduct a 
particular audit and the OIG did so, the audit 
would not satisfy OCSE/S obligation to conduct 
audits stipulated under the Social Security Act. 

o 	 'Phs proposal indicates that Federal audits of the 
CSE program will be conduoted in accordance with 
the Comptroller General's "Government Auditing 
Standards. tI However, this is not specified in 
the language of the draft bill. We suggest that 
the bill be amended to include this requirement * 

0, 	 proposed subsection 452 (a) (4) (C) (11) directs OCSE 
t:o perform audits of financial management of the 
CSE program by the States, including assessments 
of whether Federal funds have been properly 
expended and accounted for. To some extent, such 
assessnents are already required as part of each 
state's annual "single audit" under 31 U.S#C. § 
7501 iU;;, seq. It may be more efficient to expand 
t:he required single audit reviews (through 
compliance supplement) than to duplicate this 
audit effort at the Federal level. Changes and 
additions to the supplement are currently being 
conducted by the Office of Management and Budget. 

,
0, 	We are pleased to note a number of new 

performance provisions which reward States with 
incentive payments based on their ability to 
attain desirable, relevant program outcomes. 
Also, expanding access to a variety of data 
sources at the State and Federal levels should 
contribute significantly to program enforcement. 

We look forward to ~eviewing this proposal in greater 
detail. We would be happy to work with you by providing 
audit and evaluation assistance to help ensure the 
complete and effective impleEentation of CSE reforms. 
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To: Wendell Primus 

From: Judy W~V.AA. CU.1 ...,J----{7 

Re: 'Department of F.ducl[ion Comments on Child ~urporr Enforcemem 
Sp:xificatlu-D::; 

Date: May 16, 1994 

Our only comment on the Child SUppOll Enforeement Specifications concerns the role of the 
Department of Education in provisions [0 encourage the early establishment of paternity. 
Page 3 of the specifiCltions provides that the state must require health-related facilities to 
infonn unwed parents about the benefitS of and the opportunities for establishing legal 
paternity for their children, ami that "this effort ,hould be coordinated with the U.S. Public 
Health Service and the U.S. Depanment of Education." 

We have two concerns abollt this provision, 

First, the programs listed are all health and nutrition programs administered by other 
agencies. Thus, the need for coordination with ED is unclear, 

Second. in discussions with your 'taff. I was told that the provision to coordinate with ED 
was intended to promot. the indu,;on or p,",rruIY issue, in h.abh ooUl.:alion progr.uns, 
While we would suppcn that goa). nothing in the language of the specifications suggests that. 
Further. the Departmen! of Education currenrly .1dminis.rers only one smail (approximarely 54 
million) program in comprehensive health education (and grants could hut need not inc1ude 
family life education). The Depanment tidministers no other programs directly aimed at sex 
education or health services_ Even more'imporranr, curricula is, by law, a matter of Ioc.11 
COntrol. The Depanment could not require -- and could not make states reqUire .- that 
curricula address the benefits of paternity establishment. 

For these reasons, we would suggest omitting reference to the Department in [he 
specifications, Alrernarively, you could <levelop a separate provision on encouraging school 
health education programs to include paternity issues and include coordination with ED in 
that section. We would be happy to work with your staff to develop new language. 

cc: Madeleine Kunin, Mike Smith, Gussie Kappner. Norma Cantu 

• 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
WASHINGTQN 

May 16, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR WENDEl~ PRIMUS, 
Working Group on Welfare Reform, 
Family Suppon, and Independence 

FROM; Maurice Foley rtf 
Deputy Tax Legislative Counsel 

(Tax Legislation) 

SUBJECT: 	 Welfare Reform Legislative Specifications ­
Child Support Enforcement 

The following are prelimin.ry Comments from the Officc of Tax Policy regarding the legi~laUve 
speciticauon for the child suppOrt enforcement portion of the welfare reform bill. We would 
like to set up a meeting to furtner discuss our concerns, 

I. p. vi. In proposing the expansion of IRS' role, full consideration must be given to the 
possible. adye«e impact on income taX compliance. Some IRS and GAO studies have indicated 
that compliance is reduce (mainly, failure 10 file increases) following tax refund offsets of • 
continuing nature. In expanding IRS' role, reduced tax collections may negate rhe child support 
revenue gained. A revenlle eSlimate would have to be made: for any specific proposal. 

Moreover, any e):,pansion of disclosure of tax return information must be in accoroant:e with tbe 
safeguardS provided by the Intern.:.l Revenue Code. including justification for such information, 

2. p. 21. The p,.ovision to give the child support or alimony payments priority over tax debt. 
i. a dangerous precedent. As under prior law, W receipts should be the first priority of 
collection for the IRS, A revem:e estirn::l.te would have tt> be prepared for this. provision. 

In addItion l the IRS opportunity costs would have to be determined for diverting collection 
rerources to recovering del inquent child support. Even if1RS Is given additional resources, such 
resources would have to he allocated between collection of income taxes and child support. 

3. p. 25 and p. 53. As a condition of State plan approval, the State must have sufficient State 
staff, The derlnirion of State staff, however. included private contractors. We believe that only 
Slale agencies should have access to federal tax information. 

4. p. 34. What is lhe justification for 'he National Locate Registry to have access to tax 
information from quarterly es.timated Taxes filed by individuals? Again, any eApansion of tax 
rerum informl;\\i(l11 disclosure has a potential impact on compliance and revenue. 

5. p. 35. The ploposal stares that privacy restrictions in the Imernal Revenue Code have been 
found by the States to be unduly restricuve. This characterization is not appropriate. Any taX 

return inCormation djsciosure has to be enacted by Congress. Moreover, any disclosure has to 
be examined regarding invD.Sion of privacy and effects on taX compliance, and be weighed 

http:estirn::l.te
http:prelimin.ry
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against any benefits achieved. 

6. p. 35. The specific propesal to access IRS data is incorrectly de5Cribed. Any access to such 

·data would be a Congressional action not an administrative action. Moreover, the legislation 

would have to ~1'ecify which data would be available. Again, we would not support disclosure 

of taX return information to private contractors. 


7. p. 36. Is it proper for IRS to be <oHeeting delinquent child ,oppelt payments where welfare 
payments are not involved and the child is now an adult? Thi' is perilously close to using IRS 
to collect what have become essentially private debts. 

The proposal would have IRS receive payment for its collection services from debtors rather 

than from those asking IRS for collection assistance. First, how will IRS get paid when it is 

unable to collect the debt" Will such cost, have to be financed by gener.u IRS appropriations. 

thereby diverting resources from tax collection'] Second. how should IRS computei:s collection 

costs? Are direct costs plll'i overhead adeq\;iile, or is some measure of opportunity costs more 

appropria(e? 


8. p. 45. The elimination of the exemption from involuntal)' withholding of child support 

payments shQuld be funher reviewed in light of other Administration PtiOli[ie.~. 


9. p. 49. The provision to deny dependent exemption, when taXpayers are delinquent wilh 

child support payments requites more extensive analysis, includIng a revenue estimate a.nd an 

IRS assessment add",,,ing the administrabiiity of such a provision and the cOSt ofadministration. 


to. p. 50,53, and 58. The proposal lists some safeguards that the States must institute for the 

use of tax data, They <lie, however, held harmless from sanctions jnvolving Federal 

requirements for systems certification during convenion to central registries. This provhion is 

vague regarding the wnvcfsion period. In addition, we would not agree to the lifting of 

sanctions imposed under the Internal Re,venue Code for disclosure of taX return information. 

Moreover, the proposal's F~dera.i audit provision llllts no sanctions or penaltie:~ for 

noncompliance. Presumably, this WQuid involve auditing of usage of Federa! tax data. with no 

provision to curtall access llpen failure to comply with the program. 




DlU'Al!TMENT Of HEALTH I/. HUMAN SERVICES 

Office of the A.umant Secr~ry 
tor Heafth 

Washington DC 20201 

~1AY I 2 1994 

TO: Wendell Primus 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human 

Services Policy, ASPE 

FROM: Assistant Secretary for Health 

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform - ­ Child support Enforcement 

In reviewing the draft legislative amendments on child support 
enforcement amendments we find a number of controversial and 
disturbing issues. I think a meeting with my staff is necessary to 
address the following concerns: 

• 	 Cooperation in paternity identification as a condition of access 
to medical s!::!rvices r especially prenatal care* Pregnant women 
could be denied Medicaid coverage. Congressional legislation and 
the Department of Health and HUman Services has attempted to 
remove barriers to care for pregnant women. In fact, Congress 
exempted p~egnant women from Medicaid's eligibility process. 
Under OBRA 86, providers are allowed to presume eligibility for 
Medicaid and provide services immediately. PHS funded Community 
Health Centers and Migrant Health Centers rely upon presumptive 
eligibility to extend their services~ 

• 	 The circumstances regarding Indians, migrant agricultural worker 
families, and other populations the PHS has, historically served 
are not adequately addressed by these proposals. The proposal 
and amendments are largely silent about highly mobile and rural 
population concerns. For example, the Directory of New Hires 
would require reports by employers of farmworkers who often work 
for ~ultiple employers in a single day? 

• 	 Privacy of data is a major Concern for us. The current proposal"
fuels th~ concerns we faced in health care reform regarding 
linked government data systems and privacy. Requiring all 
participants to provide social security numbers creates 
considerable burdens on employers, hospitals, and other providers 
of medica~ care increasing administrative burdens~ Information 
system developments necessary for appropriate links are also 
problematic. 
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• 	 Accreditation of genetic testing laboratories raises a number of 
issues that we confronted with CLIA. 

• 	 Please contact Robert Valdez (260-1281) or Jo Bouffard (690-6867) 
to arrange follow-up discussions on these and other issues. 

(WI 
Philip R. Lee, 11.D. 

cc: 	 Dr. Bouffard 
Mr. Corr' 
Ms. Stoiber 
Dr. Lasker 
Dr. McGinnis 
Dr. Valdez 



THE DE:PUTY SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SF.:RVICES 
W,o.$HINGTON. 0.(;. 20:.1.01 

t~AY I 0 1994 

NOTE 	TO: Wendell Primus 

SUBJECT: Child Support Enforcement Proposal 

The following are my comments on the subject proposal: 

o 	 Ther~ 1s not enough of a link between $URBprt and 
~itation (Bage 66). Many fathers cite difficulties 
in seeing their children and influencing their 
upbringing as major reasons for not giving their 
mothers money. The proposal appears confused on this 
issue -- acknowledging the problem, but giving only 
vague opportunities for states to establish assistance 
in this area. Now is a time to build parenting plans t 

mediation, visitation enforcement, and neutral drop-off 
plans into required operations -- not as options for 
the state~ 

o 	 The·ke are maior privacy intrusions for mothers and real 
Qr putative fathers. The administrative inquiries into 
parentage and income (e.g., involuntary registration 
and administrative determination of support orders) are 
somewhat troubling from a due prooess standpoint. 
Issues of adequate prOOf of income and legal 
representation in the administrative process will 
likely arise, particularly as automated mass data,. 
collection and disbursement systems are established. 
Also., the proposal allows "somen parents to opt out of 
a c<>ntralized registry, but is not very specific about 
the condit/tons for opting' out. (see paqs 29; one w,:mld 
assume that middle class mothers for whom support'is 
not an issue would be in this group, but it could also 
include cases in Which coercion is used to pressure a 
mother to opt out of the system). . 

I b"lieve that we will be driving many fathers into an 
"underground" economy when their small-business 
employers will not want the fuss or bother involved in 
providing paperwork for these orders. Also, 
independen~ contractors or business owners will have 
many 	 loopholes for reporting and cooperating with this 
syst:em. 

http:20:.1.01
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o 	 The federal roJa in this process will be exploded. The 
National Clearinghouse seems to represent a massive new 
bureaucracy designed to coordinate and monitor the 
support enforcement system (page 30). The National 
Child support Registry, the National Locate Reqistry. 
and the National Directory of New Hires -- not to 
mention the expanded IRS role in reporting and 
collections (see page 35) -- plus involvement with 
credit reporting agencies, will create a large system, 
to say the· least. I would expect that these systems 
will be very expensive and difficult to update 
accurately + 

w~'W 
Walter D. Broadnax 

.:, 
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Note co: Maureen Ke~et1y*'-Frotn: Ed 
Moses 

/Subject: Comments on Welfare Reform Child Support Proposal 

We have read the draft report. Our key concern is the 
coordination between the Child Support agency and Public Housing 
Authorities wich respect to non-custodial parencB (Chapter vr 
page 66 ~ 70). Our Resident: Initiatives Programs r including 
Section 3 employment initiatives~ are cargetted both to public
housing residencs and non-custodial parents, specifically in: 

-access to Section 3 jobs with public housing funding 

~eli9ibility for supportive services (such as the Youth 
Development Family Investment centers Program) 

-involvement in parenting activities with the ,children 

This Chapter could acknowledge this and include HOD in designing 
the proposed demonstracion programs S9 Chat non-custodial parents 
~hose children live in public housing have access to JOES/W02X 
funding. 
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Memo 

To: welfare Reform Co-chairs 

From: 8elle Sawhill 

Re: My Comments on JOBS/WORK specs 

I read the May 5 specs this weekend and was pleased to 
discover how much progress has been made in pinning down the 
details of our proposal~ Richard has also been keeping me 
somewhat informed about the 7:30 meetings; for example l I gather 
some new decisions were made this morning (Monday). I'm sure this 
will be a moving target, but here are a few comments for now. 

1. Employability plans. I tend to agree with Richard that we 
need to be careful not to send a signal that everyone needs 
services -- beyond job search assistance -- to become employable. 
This would counter the message that we want to help people find 
jobs (not just prepare for them) from day one. It could also lead 
to lots of suits or appeals surrounding the issue of extensions. 

2. I wonder about only allowing one parent in a two-parent 
family to be in JOBS-prep. What happens to a spouse taking care 
of an ailing or disabled mate? 

3. Why not require states to offer OJT 1 work 
supplementation, and CWEP as part of JOBS? These are the services 
that are more work-oriented and OJT seems to produce particularly 
good results. Also, this would be consistent with the idea that 
JOBS and WORK periods should not be that differe~t -- both should 
be geared toward helping people find and keep jobs. 

4. In a number of places in the spec$# reference is made to 
a requirement that people engage in job search, but it is rarely 
specified what this means. Are we talking about self-directed or 
supervised job search? r favor the latter with a focus on job 
clubs or other group activities that teach job search skills and 
provide peer support. 

5. I'm quite comfortable with a 20 h?ur rule for parents 
with children under 6. 

6. I think doing away with participation requirements for 
the non-phased in is a good idea; it may also save us some money. 
11m also glad to see progress being made on redefining 
participation (although it seems as if we don't have this one 
pinned down yet). 

7. The whole match rate question seems to still be up in the 
air, according to Richard/s notes from Monday morning meeting. 
strongly favor a declining match rate over time either for 
individuals, or if this is too complicated, a lower match for 

I 



WORK than for JOBS. I also think we need a capped entitlement for 
both, including the wages portion~ Among other things, this would 
enable us to show more AFDC savings. (offsetting the wage costs of 
the WORK program). It would also make the WORK program seem more 
like an independent jobs program and not just another welfare 
program. Also, it would encouraqe states to experiment with trade 
offs between wages, houts, work support services, job search, 
etc~ within some limits that we may want to establish (no wages 
below minimum, no hours below 15 or above 3S r no long waiting 
lists.) The only thing that would remain uncapped would be AFDe 
benefits themselves (regular or supplemental) . 

B. I was pleased to see the emphasis on worker support but 
wonder if we shouldn't say something even stronger. Perhaps the 
language should be that states must (not just can) offer these 
services as part of both JOBS and WORK. 

9. I don't like the earnback policy at all. It sounds too 
much as if we are offering people a 6 month paid vacation every 2 
years. lid suggest as a compromise that we provide a limited 
number of lIsecond-chance" emergency uses of the system for 
relatively brief periods and define all of this more precisely in 
regs. perhaps this could be part of the new flexible uses to 
which states could devote their capped EA money_ It would be 
better in my view to make EA more generous that to have people 
earning what sounds like a new entitlement to welfare. Under the 
cap; states would have to decide who was and wasn't an emergency 
case. 

10~ Much more fundamentally. I don't think we've grappled 
sufficiently with the way the WORK program works. Here/s my 
current understanding: 

- There is no time limit on participation in WORK 

- One can be sanctioned for 3 mo. (quitting, dismissal, 
not showing) or 6 mo_ (not taking offer of unsubsidized 
employment). In both cases l the sanction is only if 
behavior occurs "without good cause" -- which would 
seem to be a rather open-ended proviso. 

- One can be put back in JOBS-prep. 

What do we think would realistically happen under such a 
policy? My guess is that almost no one will be sanctioned; that 
there will be lots of cases of nonperformance/no shows/poor 
attendan_ce; that as a result the whole program will get a bad 
name and employers will not be willing to partiCipate; and 
without their participation, the whole policy will fail. There 
will also be cases, as Richard points out, where the jobs will be 
more attractive than anything in the unsubsidized sector -­
precisely because hours are limited, wages may be above the 
minimum, and performance standards I including attendance, will be 
difficult to enforce. The result will be a large buildup of the 



caseload in WORK that will be only modestly offset by such 
factors as the availability of the RITe in nonWORK jobs. I think 
the solution has to be to make this more like a real jobs program 
with some·kind of time limit and less like welfare (a 1a the 
appendix to the current specs). Moreover, those·who fail (don't 
perform) and aren't eligible to go back into JOBS-prep have to be 
subjected to tougher sanctions -- including being cut off of cash 
assistance entirely. The usual assumption is that this will pose 
a serious threat to their children~ I think the solution to this 
fear is t() monitor ·the children's well being carefully, not to 
relieve the parents of their responsibilities. 

11. Assuming that the above arguments are not convincing I and 
that we have an open-ended WORK program with rather weak 
sanctions for nonperformance, then we need to think harder about 
how to reconcile this publically with a capped entitlement and a 
capped JOBS-prep proqram that doesn't explode in the-outyears. 

, ... ' 
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May 24, 1994 

To: 	 David Ellwood 
Mary Jo Bane 

Bruce Reed 


from: 	 Wendell primua~~ 
Re: 	 Additional comments on Prevention/~ke Work Pay/lGA 

Attached are four additional comments received on the Prevention, 
Make Work Pay and Improving Government Assistance legislative
specifications. They are from Bruce Vladeck (HCFA), Walter 
Broadnax, Ken Apfel (ASMS). and Maurice Foley (Treasury). 

cc: 	 'Belle Sawhill 
Kathi Way 
Emily Bromberg 

. , 
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The Admi"istrator 
WasJ;ington. D.C, 20201 

MAY 20 1994 

TO: 	 Wendell E. Primus 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human Services Policy, 
ASPE 

FROM: 	 Administrator 
Health Care Financing Administration 

SUBJECT: 	 Welfare Reform Legislative Specifications Other 
Provisions (Your memorandum of May 12, 1994) 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment upon the 
legislative specifications for preventing teen pregnancy and 
promoting famIly responsibility, making work pay, and improving 
government assistance. 

We would like to raise two broad concerns. First, the 
specIfications appear to assume that the Health Security Act 
would not only be enacted soon, but that it would be fully 
implemented in relatively short order. While we are all working 
hard to pass the bIll l the latter goal may be more elusive. Even 
with prompt enactment, a phase-in of expanded coverage over an 
e~tended period appears likely. For this reason, some form of 
Medicaid is likely to be a reallty for low income families for 
some time. As we try to move these families off the AFDC rolls, 
we must be sensitive to the possibility that work~based universal 
health coverage may not be immediately available to pick up where 
Medicaid coverage ends. The unintended result could be to 
increase rather than decrease the number of familles without 
health coverage, at least in the short term. 

On the other hand" policies that expand AFDC eligibility would, 
to the extent that the currant Medicaid program remains in place, 
expand Medicaid eligibility and State costs as well. To the 
extent that the regional alliance structure of' the Health 
Security, Act Js Implement~, AFDC eligibility expansions would 
lead to increased St'ate premium payments. In either case, it is 
important to ldentify and account for these costs. 

Our second broad concern with the specifications is related to 
the attempt to reconclle differences in eligibility and other fJ
requirements between the Food Stamp and AFDC programs. 
(Medicaid, of course, follows AFDC eligibility rules in many ~ 
respects.) Many of the proposed simplifications would raise AFDC • 
(and also t4edlcaid) eligibility stanoards to more generous 
levels, sometimes for consistency with the Food Stamp program and 
sometimes for other reasons. The effect would be to increase the 
number of persons eligible and the costs, to States as well as to 
the Federal government. 
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while some of these changes are State options, others are in the 
form of mandates. options may prove too expensive for State 
budgets. Mandates pose eveQ more problems because additional 
funding sources (state or Federal) are not indicated. We 
stron91y support efforts to simplify program requirements. 
However, we should consider the impact on States which would have 
to pay for their share of additional AFDC and Medicaid costs 
under these proposals. My staff wou1d like to share additional 
concerns and recommendations with your staff on this issue. 

We would like to raise one more specific conoern regarding the 
proposal to allow States the option to limit AFDC benefits to 
additional children conceived while on AFOC (pages 9 - 10). We 
understand the political symbolism that ~ay lead us to propose 
this. However, we are not aware of any empirical evidence 
regarding whether the policy would have the desired effect. To 
adopt such a policy may put the additional child, and indeed the 
entire family, at both economic and health risk. We urge that 
additional oareful consideration be given to this policy and 'its 
potential impact upon AFD€ and Medicaid eligibility. 

My staft has identified a number of addieional concerns of a more 
technical nature that need to be resolved. They would like the 
opportunity to discuss these matters with your s'taff and to 
assist in the drafting of the hill. Please coordinate this 
activity with Tom Gustafson (690-5960). 

~~c~.~~~ 

,.. . ' 
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MAY 23 1994 
I. 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Wendell Primus 

As I read through the legislative specifications for the various welfare reform proposals, it 
occurs to me that it is critical to tie proposed demonstrations to the sooo¥to-.be designated 
Enterprise Zone/Enterprise Community locations. This is so for several reasons: (1) the 
communities' strategic plans should already address many of the issues targeted by the teen 
pregnancy prevention and work projects -- community involvement. integrated services, 
business involvement, etc.; (2) the pregnancy prevention demonstrations and other efforts 
directed at making work a good alternative should fit nicely into a comprehensive scheme for 
reaching ever-younger members of the same distressed societies as will be defined under 
EZiEC standards; (3) scattering the funding for these projects around the country to non­
designated, non-funded areas wastes the opportunity to effectively demonstrate a 
comprehensive approach to social re-design. 

I would strongly recommend that you include language witliin the legislative specifications 
which expresses clear preferences for co-locating welfare reform demonstrations in EZlEC 
sites. 

a ,IJ IJtPt 
f~roadJ\;iX 

C 

http:sooo�to-.be
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MEMORANDUM TO THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR PLANNING AND EVALUATION 
Attn: Wendell Primus 

From : Renneth S. Apfel ~ 
Assistant secretary for Management and Budget 

Subject: Welfare Reform Legislative specifications other 
, , Provisions 

We have reviewed and concur with the welfare reform legislative 
specifications having to do with Prevention, Making work PaYf and 
Improvin~J GOVernment Assistance. 

While we have no major po~icy concerns f we believe that these 
sections would be strengthened by incorporating the following two 
clarifications: 

• 	 On page 15, under the Child Care section of Making Work Pay, 
in the section entitled ExPansi2D of lUnds to the Working 
~.I the description of the proposal in the Legislative 
Specifications is confusing. It now states! 

Change the At-Risk Child Care Program, Section 402{i) 
to 3 'capped entitlement with an enhanced match. 
consistent with the match in the other IV-A programs. 

However r this program already is a capped entitlement with 
an enhanced match equal to those in the other IV-A programs.
Therefore, what needs to be said is: 

. , ~ 

Change th1e 'enha~ced_ match in the At-Risk Child Care 
capped entitlement program (section 402(i)) to the new, 
h~qher match which is being proposed for the other IV-A 
programs. 

• 	 On paqe 25, under the Administrative Cost structuring for 
certain Social Services section of Improving Government 
Assistance, the description of the legislative 
specifications is confusing. It currently reads: 

Under section 403(a)(J), the law would be changed to 
allow a 50 percent match for family planning 
administration even if this is provided under Title XX. 

The word "this lt actually refers to family planning services. 
not adminstration. We recommend. therefore, repl"acing "this 
is" with I1family planning services are. tI 

'. \ 	 ,, 



~f)07
U20Z 	69'ci '6562 DIIliSIASPE/tlSl~-05/24/94 10:02 

05~2~/94 10:06 1:1'202 6221772 OFC TAX POLlet i;1J002 

May 24, 1994 

MEMORANDUM fOR: 	 Wendell Pr irnus 
Working Group on Welfare Reform. 
Family Support, and Independence 

FROM: 	 Maurice 8. Foley JiJ:1.
Dep~ty Tax LegislaJive counsel 

(Tax Legislation) 

SUBJECT: 	 Treasury (ottica of Tax Policy) comments on 
welrare Rerorm Legislative Specifications
(Othar Provisions), 

Improying the EITC -- Permitting publicly Administered Adva:nced 
EITC payment systems 

• 	 The requi,rement that States repay to the Federal <]overnment
excossiva advancQ paymants made to participaeins state 
resi~Qnts myst ~e inclydeg in the legislative 
speciticat1ons~ While we understand that the concern about 
tha possible impact ,this provision may have on State 
participation, the potential revenue drain to the Federal 
government in the absence o~ this requirement has to be 
accorded qreater weight. 

• 	 In order to avalu~te whether the demonstration pro)ects are 
effective (and to minimize the revenue costl t the projects
should b~ tested on a 3·yjar trial basis. We would 
recommend that the programs be effective from 1996 through 
1~9af with applications,accepted in 1995. 

~sset Accumulation -- Individual Development Accounts 

• 	 Cla.rityin9 the\,$lO,OOO lindt. Our previous understanding
was-that the $10 , 00P limit only applied for purposes of 
determining how ~uch of the IDA would bG ignored when 
applying AFDC and Food stamp asset limits. This issue must 
be clarified. (In addi~ionf tho tax laws will not be 
amended "by" the Treasury Department; it is more accurate to 
simply state that the tax laws will be amended to allow for 
the dave:lopme.nt of I OAS ••.• ) . 

• 	 Each IDA will relate to an in~iyidual. not to a family
(though there are family-level limitations on who ~ill 
constitute Iteliqible partieipants") . 

• 	 There are also several typoqraphical arrors in the 
Legislative Specifications. 

http:dave:lopme.nt
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Specifically ~Qgardin9 the unsubsidized IDA proSram: 

• 	 The 10 percent penalty only applies to the amount withdra~n 
that is includible in income. 

Specifically regarding subsidized rOAs 

." 	 It~ is oonfusing. to say,that 1ifundsu in an ICA account will 
be ·exempt from taxation. Rather, earnings on funds in an 
lOA account will be exempt from taxation. Similarly, it 
should be clarified that if a sUbsidy is distributed to pay
qualified expenses, it ~il1 not be subject to tax. However, 
if a subsidy is used to pay nonqualified expenses, it will 
be included in inCOMe and subject to a ~o percent PQnalty 
tax~ 

I, , 



From: 
il,lC"l'JijMus 

Elaine Kamarc I 
fax 690-6562) 

Re: Comments on ve Specifications for the 
Child Support ement Proposal of the 
Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family 
Support and Independence. 

I have reviewed the legislative specifications for the first 
portion of the welfare reform legislation. It is a very strong plan 
with many specifio; tough actions to establish paternity and collect 
child support. It even acGowledges the non-economic role of 
fathers in children's lives - something the Vice President plans to 
talk about at his upcoming, family conference. 'I have only a few 
comments. 

1. Establish Rewards In Every Case 
The one problem I see with this section is that it is somewhat 

overly prescriptive in dictating to the states the administrative steps 
they must take to establish paternity. Having established the proper 
incentive structures in the law our reforms need not and should not 
attempt to micro manage how states achieve the goals they set with 
HHS for increasing paternity establishment. I question the wisdom, 
for example, of requiring dle steps at the bottom of page 3 or the 
steps mentioned on page 8 subsection Z. These are all good ideas 
and they probably would help increase paternity establishment but 
to require these actions in legislation - perhaps at the expense of 
something we have not thought of which might be more effective - is 
the sort of thing which tends to be counter productive over the long 
haul. 

2. Ensure Fair Award Levels 
The portion of this section that is most vulnerable to criticism 

is the proposal to create a National Commission on Child Support 
,Guidelines to study the desirability of uniform national child support 
guidelines. This strikes me as somewhat bureaucratic and not likely 
to work but probably. in the end. harmless. 

3. Collect Awards that are Owed 
My only problem with this section is that no where in it is 

mentioned the possibility that private vendors may be able to playa 
role in making the new system happen. Is this assumed? We know 
that especially when it comes to state of the art computer 
applications the private sector is often quicker and more effective at 
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innovation. I would' hope that the intent is not to preclude private 
sector involvement in this process especially since some private 
collection agencies in large states like Texas are having very positive 
results. Private sector involvement here - especially on a strict 
performance basis - could go a long way towards blunting the 
criticism you are likely to get from those who will feel this system is 
putting too much of a burden on already overburdened state 
bureaucracies. 

.
. 

, , 
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Provisions and Age Del"mitions in Welfare Refonn 

,, 
Provision,, Age Comments 

,, ,
I Teen Pregnancy Prevention 

and Mobilization Grants 
Over age 9 and under age 20 

Prevention Demonstrations Over age 9 and under age 22 This goes to under age 22 
because it is community, 
not sehool-base<l. 

Minor Mothers Provisions Under age 18 Based on legal age 

Case Management for All 
Custodial Teen Parents 

Under age 20 

Teen Parent Education and 
Parenting Activities State 
Option 

Pregnant and parenting leens 
under age 20 

States would have the 
option to serve under age 
21 

JOBS and Time Limits 
Phase-In 

Under age 24 would be in phase-in 
group 

States would have option 
to define more broadly 

Participation in JOBS Mandatory for all custodial parents unde,r 
age 20 if high school is not completed 

Exemption from Time 
Clock 

Under age 18 

Extension of Time Clock 
for Individuals Receiving 
Services under Individuals 
with Disabilities Education 
Act (IDEA) 

Under age 22 

Placement in Pre-lOBS for 
12 Weeks Following Birth 
of Child 

All cases under age 20 where high 
sehool is not complete, cases under age 
20 where high school is complete and the 
child was conceived while on assistance, 
and cases age 20 and over if child was 
conceived while on assistance 

Placement in Pre-JOBS for 
Up to One Year Following 
Birth of Child 

Cases age 20 and over and cases under 
age 20 where high school is complete, if 
child is conceived while not on assistance 

Earnings Disregard for 
Elementary and Secondary 
School Students 

Under age 19 
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MEMORANDUM FOR BRUCE REED. 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT ~0.THE PRESIDENT " 
',;FOR DONESTIC ?OLley' . ", • .,

" 	 •MABY., JO BANE ,. ~ !.'( 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY ADMINISTRATION FOR 
CHILDREN AND" FAMILIES HEAL'rH, AND HUNAN SERVICES .... 

uAVID ELLWOOD ASSISTANT SECRETARY FO~ P~~ING AND . 
7"ALUATIONeEA~TH Ah'J ~~, SE~yICES .': 

FROM, JOE STIGLIT " " " ,.' .. '. 	 " , .. . 	 ." .., 
,SUBJECT " , COmrI'.ents on vJelfare Reform proposal"" f'.- . 	 I "4' 

" , ."
, , 

'. 

, The, draft, produced by tlie' !>Jelfare -' Refol;1l'l Task' Force exhib~ts 
a level of 'creativity seldom seen in <a g"roup project. It 'is' 
certainly a" valuable piece of work .. The draft proposal, however, 

.. could be ·~mproved.,. Toward ,th~s e~d, r hav~ a m;.nilier 'of comments 
that the vlor:Ki'ng Group might want, to address in discussions of'< , 
thecp~esent dr~ft ana that m~ght be,incorporated in a future, ," 

, 

" 

f <- .... 	 • ' , " I 

,dra ..... , . " ' ' " ,," '. , 
, ' . .,' 	 ..; " 

;. One ove'r-riding concern"is" that any welfare !."eform, ~ 
"leg:'slation enacted i's :reversible.' Therefore" it 'is important' 

, . -::hat the program ultimate::"y put into place b~e likely ~to , 

experience quick" success. 'Ot'heririse, ,diir'ing' the phase:'in period,' 

support for' the r~form effort maYfdwindle and the legislation be' 

reversec, (or worse) -. ',Accordingly, ,the proposal, should concern' 

itse.i"{ ~'ith demonstrating'success (e, g" ':"ncreased "labor force, 
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o 	 Does any individual who has capability of working (at an 
ucskilled job) have an obligation to do so, if there is an 
available job? 

The Working Group generally steered clear of the issue of 
the nature of the "entitlement," taking the State level of 
benefit8 as a given. Given the current po:itical cocstraints, I 
concur with that judgment, though I would like to see a movement 
towards establishing more national norms. Whether this should be 
done, and if so, how :"t: could be done most effectively, requires 
more discussion. 

At several points, an implicit argument for why certain 
policies should be pursued seems to have been that we cannot make 
recipients on welfare worse off than they aye now. But that is 
precisely the question at hand: do recipients have an 
"entitlement" to current levels of benefits? 

To implement any phased incentives that would reduce 
benefits as a recipient's time On the welfare rolls increases 
(discussed below), we would have to address this issue. 

Theme 2: The Role of Individual Incentives 

I wish to emphasize the importance of incorporating strong 
incentives within the program: 

o 	 Legal rights may limit the ability to "force" individuals 
off welfare on a discretionary basis. 

o 	 Even with best of intentions, States may find it difficu:t 
to <::hange the direction of agencies administering programs. 
We should be wary of having excessive confidence in existing 
and proposed ad~inistrative structures for accomplishing our 
objectives. 

In ~reneral t the tolorking Group believed that individual 
recipients needed to have appropriate incentives to enter the 
paid labor force as soon as possible. This requires that the 
benefits an individual receives while not working always are less 
than the total amount of compensation plus benefits received 
while working. and the difference must be large enough to 
compensate for the effort of working. 

Assessing these incentives requires integrating all 
assistance programs. including food stamps and housing. Under 
current programs, in some states, the net return to working at a 
full time job can be as low as a dollar or two an hour. The 
consequence is that the incentive for work is less than might 
otherwise see~ to be the case. 
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Though full integration would clearly be desirable, partial 
integration, with welfare payments adjusted to reflect other 
benefits could go a long way to addressing the basic incentive 
issues. 

We may want to consider alternative ways to providing the 
requisite incer:tives: 

ta} 	 Some argue that it would be administratively si~pler to 
reduce some entitlement other than EITe for WORK 
participants, and to keep the entitlements provided 
through the income tax system intact {since the tax 
system has less direct contact with WORK participants 
than the welfa.re system) i 

{b} 	 Overall benefit levels could be reduced the longer a 
recipient is in the welfare program, encouraging 
individuals to enter the paid labor force; 

(c) 	 Finally, for those with the longest stays on the welfare 
rolls, benefit levels to the parent could be effectively 
reduced through provisio~ of more in-kind benefits 
targeted to children. 

Even when recipients are required to accept any full time 
private sector job offered/ there are instar.ces where the 
incentive to enter the paid labor force would be dulled by the 
operation of the draft proposal. For example, under the draft 
proposal, part-time work may stop ~he running of the 2-year ti~e 
clock on training and welfare benefits. In this case, a 
recipient with a part-time job may indefinitely ~eceive benefits. 
Alternatively, if part-time work does not change the possible set 
of benefits available in a positive manner, it may be rejected as 
less satisfactory than simply making use of the training proposed 
to be available. A compromise solution that retains the 
appropriate incer:tives is to ratably slow down the 2-year clock 
on benefits for those who engage in part-time work. Under this 
scheme, a person who works 20 hours per week (half-tiMe} wou:d be 
able to receive benefits for 4 years before moving to the WORK 
program (note that such a long period of part-time work is likely 
to result in the recipient buildir.g up a sufficient work record 
to leave welfare for paid employment) . 

The draft proposal implies that the 2-year time limit is a 
lifetime limit. Accordingly, someone who received benefits at 
age 25 would be ineligible to receive training ar.d other non-WORK 
benefits at age 35. A more appropriate policy might be to allow 
persons to "earn" additional welfare coverage by participating in 
the paid labor force for a sufficiently long period. The exact 
schedule would require some care to prevent recipients from 
repeatedly cycling between welfare and the paid labor force, but 
the potential problems are not insurmountable. 

http:welfa.re
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Theme 3: The Role of Institutional Incentives 

Providing appropriate incentives to individual recipients is 
only part of the overall incentive issue. A similar concern 
exists with the incentives provided to case workers and to the 
Sta::es t:o ensure that they act to move welfare recipients into 
the paid labor force in a timely manner. 

The draft proposal ~kes heavy demands on individual case 
workers to assess whether recipients are ready to enter the paid 
labor force and in what capacity. Research in the area of 
organizations suggests that large changes in the incentive 
structure for case workers may need to be a pa::!"t of the changing 
culture in the welfare office. If the incentive str~cture is 
ignored. case workers will likely revert to current behavior 
rather than wholehear~edly implement welfare reform. Figuring 
out what those incentives might be and requiring States to 
incorporate them iG their own welfare programs should be an 
integral part of our proposal. 

State incentives will also playa major role in the success 
of the welfare reform effort. If States are able to obtain 
Federal resources without fully implementing the welfare reform 
initiative, they may do so. Tying actual Federal payments to 
State success at plac~ng welfare recipients in unsubsidized jobs 
should be seriouslY considered as part of the process of 
reinventing the welfare office. Though there are some incentives 
built in the current proposal, I am concerned whether they are 
sufficient, 

'l"heme 4:: The EffectivenElsa of Existing Programs 

The draft proposal generally assumes that the training and 
placement programs will be approximately as effective as fairly 
successful local programs. I am concerned that these programs 
may not he effectively deployed on a nationwide basis, noting 
that the predicted success rate for training and placement in 
prior programs often outstripped actual performances. There do 
not appear to be programl"Qatic "safety nets" in place in case 
these new programs are less successful than projected. 

Themo 5: Equity between Recipients and the Working Poor 

O~e of the basic tenets of the welfare Reform draft proposal 
is that paid work is preferred to receipt of welfare benefits. 
This implies tha~ the working poor should not be financially 
worse off than welfare recipients. Ensuring this is difficult, 
because the experier.ces of welfare recipients differ dramatically 
from each other and from those of the working poor. Guaranteeing 
this equity implies that; child care should be provided to the 
working poor on terms similar to those for we:fare recipients; 
disability standards should be similar for welfare recipients and 
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workers; deferments from work requirements based O!1 age should be 
gra~ted on:y for those of approximately retire~ent age; and the 
guaranteed income for welfare recipients (especially those ~n the 
WORK program) should exceed incomes for the working poor only 
when there is a strong justification for the discrepancy. 

Theme 6: Level of State Discretion 

While there are many virtues to granting States wide 
latitude in redesigning their welfare p~ograms, this latitude 
r:1ust be tempered with concern for overarching national interests. 
States should not be permitted to defer large portions of their 
case load from work requirements, if the national policy is to 
favor paid labor force participation. (There are both basic 
policy issues and budgetary issues involved here.) A strategy of 
granting States a fixed number of deferments (perhaps as a 
percentage of the case load} may prove to be effective in getting 
States to use deferments only in appropriate circumstances, and 
not as a tool to manage the burden 0:1 ~ocal welfare offices. 

A major problem is that we do not know what the appropriate 
percentage of deferments should be. To many, deferment of 25 
percent of the case load seems too high: will it really mean 
that we have ended welfare as we know it? Excessively high 
deferment rates no~ only presents a political problem, but also 
an economic problem. A key element in welfare reform is 
providing appropriate incentives to recipients. If the reform 
plan effectively provides for a "lottery"--the chance at 
continuing welfare as 'lIe used to know it--it may adversely affect 
those incentives. Also, if States are held to a deferment limit 
of 25 percent of caseload there may be a tendency for States to 
push against that limit, with the attendant negative 
car-sequences. 

Current case loads may provide us with poor guidance on what 
the appropriate deferment percentage should be, especially if the 
welfare reform plan succeeds in radically changing the current 
system. If the proposal is successful in getting a large 
percentage of recipients from welfare to the paid labor fo~ce 
quickly, then the percentage of the remaining caseload that is 
extremely difficult to place in private sector jobs may be high. 

I tentatively suggest the following approach, combini~g 
appropriate incentives with flexible limits. First, the Federal 
~atch for welfare benefits would be tied to State performance in 
~oving people to paying jobs. This would limit State discretion 
to provide benefits that exceed the national average by a wide 
amount (hy making those States pay more of the benefit from State 
funds, if the higher benefits result in longer stays on welfare) 
and would help line up State incentives with the purpose of the 
national welfare reform program. Comprehensive measures of 
performance should be designed to take account of local ~abor 
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market conditions and demographic factors. Second, separate 
limits would be provided for exemption from the general treatment 
of recipients in each of the major categories (e.g., recipients 
on WORK beyond 2 years, recipients with children under I year 
old). Third, the exemption limits would be related to local 
economic conditions, demographic factors, and historical 
performances. These limits would generally be set tightly, to 
represent substantial improvements over current practice. 
Waivers would be provided only under unusual circumstances, and 
only with significantly increased state percentage contributions 
for the costs of the "excess" exemptions. (The increased State 
financial burden is important, because, as we have noted, it is 
possiblE! that State deferment policies have adverse effects on 
the base caseload, a burden which is shared nationally.) This 
outlined approach may help align State behavior with the national 
goals of welfare reform. 
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Mary Jo Bane 


v' Bruce Reed 

Kathi Way 
Belle Sawhill 

From: Wendell primu~~ 
Re: Additional comments on legislative specifications 

Attached are additional comments that have come in since ~ast 
Friday. Three sets of comments are on JOBS/Time limits/WORK, 
from June Gibbs Brown (HHS IG), from the Social security Adminis­
tration, and from Mark Greenberg at CLASP. Tom Glynn (DOL) sent 
comments on the child care specs. Bruce Vladeck (HCFA) has made 
comments on the child support enforcement legislative specifica­
tions and language. Phil Lee (public Health Service) has given 
comments on Prevention. Making Work Pay and Improving Government 
Assistance. FinallYt Joe Stiglitz (CEA) sent comments on various 
aspects of the proposal. 

Also attached are two sets of comments that most of you probably 
already have t but to be thorough, I will include them here again.
They are Brucets comments and a memorandum from the Children's 
Defense Fund. 

At the end of the packet is the first set of comments that h'ave 
come throu9h the official OMB clearance process. 

cc: Emily Bromberg 



Page 2- Mr. wendell E. Primus 

The OIG remains committed to helping achieve the full 
expectations of welfare reform. In that regard l our Work 
Plan for FY 1995 will focus on areas of special interest 
to the Department. In addition to our normal practice of 
meeting with Administration of Children and Families 
program officials to identify areas for review, we will 
make our draft Work Plan available to you for comment and 
attempt to accornmoQate suggestions for audits and 
evaluations. 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH &. HUMAN SERVICES Social Security Administration 

Reforto: BaUimore MD 21235 

MAY 26 1994 

NQTE TO WENDELL PRIMUS 

SubJECT; Welfare Refoom Legislative Specifications, JOBS, Time 
Limits and WORK Performance Standards (Your Memo, 
5/20/94) --REPLY 

We reviewed the legislative specifications for the JOBS, time 
limits and WORK provisions of the welfare refor.m plan and have 
the following comments for your consideration. 

Section 41f) 14) of the specifications Ipage 6) would accord 
certain AFDC applicants/recipients pre-JOBS status if they had 
"an application pending for the 5SI or SSDI program, if "there is 
a reasonable basia for the application~fl Such an application 
·would be used as an alternate standard for incapacity." 

We question whether the SSI/SSDI application alone should be 
grounds enough for such a finding of "incapacityU? Also, how 
would Ua reasonable basis for the application" be determined 
before there was a formal SSA determination or adjudication of 
the title II and/or title XVI disability application? We believe 
that the criteria and procedures for finding statutory 
"incapacity" under this program could be clarified. but we would 
defer to the Administration for Children and Families regarding 
this essentially AFDC issue. 

In addition, we suggest that section 341a) (page 33) be revised 
to add SSI to the list of Federal and Federal/State programs that 
would treat wages from WORK assignments as earned income. 

Thank you far the,opportunity to review this material. 

~ . jJ~",-~
Ri~: Eisinger 
Senior Executive Officer 

Attachments 
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Spe£ificatjoljS 

(a) 	 Adult recipients (see Teen Parents below for treatment of minor 'l:ustodial p~ents) who were 
IlOt able to work or participate in education or training activities (e.g .• due to care of a 
disabled child) could be assigned to the pre-JOBS phase either prior to or after entry into the 
IOBS program (or .fter entry Into tlte WORK program; ,ee WORK specifications below). 

, 	For example. jf an individuaJ became seriously i1t after entering the JOBS program, he Of she 
would then be placed in pr... 10BS status. . 

(b) 	 The State agency would be required to make an initial detennination with respect to pre-JOBS 
statuS prior to or as part of the development of the employability plan. since the detennination 
would in turn affect the content of the employability plan. A recipient who is required to 
participate in JOBS tather than assigned to pre-JOBS status could request a fair hearing 
focusing on whether the individual meets one of the pre-JOBS criteria (see below). The time 
frame for completion of the employability plan (see above) would be waived in su~ cases. 

(c) 	 Persons in the pre-JOBS phase would be expected to engage in activities intended to prepare 
them for employment and/or the JOBS program. The employability pian for a recipient in 
pre-JOBS statuS could detail the steps. such as locating suitable medical care for a disabled or 
ill adult Of arranging for an appropriate setting for a disabled child. needed to enable the adult 
to enter the JOBS program and/or find employment. 

Recipients nOllikely to·ever participate in the JOBS program (e.g., those of advanced age) 
might not be expectoo to engage in pre-JOBS activities. The employability pJan for such 
individuals might still include steps intended to, for example, improve the family's health 
status or housing situation, For individuals who were expected to enter the JOBS program 
Shortly (e.g.; mothers of young children), pre-JOBS services could be provided. when 
appropriate, to address any outstanding barriers to succes:sful participation in JOBS (e.g.,· 
arranging for child care), 

(d) 	 States could provide program services to individuals in the pre-JOBS phase, using JOBS 
funds, but would not be required (0 do so. Likewise, States could provide child care or other 
supportive services to persons in pre-JOBS status but would not be required to do so-there 
would be no child care guarantee for individuals in pre-J.OBS. Persons in pre-JOBS status 
would not be subject to sanction for failure to participate in pre~JOBS activities. In other 
words, in order to actually require an individual to participate in an activity, a State would 
have to classify the individual as JOBS-mandatory. 

(e) 	 Persons in pre-JOBS would not be subject to the time limit, e.g,. months in which a recipient 
was assigned to pre~JOBS would not count against the tWQ-year limit on cash benefits. 

(f) 	 The niteria for pre-JOBS status would be the fonowing: 

(I) 	 A parent of a child under age one, provided the child was not conceived while 
the parent was on assistance, would be assigned to the pre-JOBS phase. A 
parent of a child conceived while on assistance would be placed in pre~}OBS 

5 
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for a twelve-week period following the birth of the child (consistent with the 
Family and Medical Leave Act). 

(Under current law, parents of a child under age three, under age one at State option. 
are exempted from JOBS participation, and no- distinction is made between chUdren 
C(lnceived while on assistance and children while not on assistance) 

(2) 	 Is ill. when determined by the State on the basis of medical evidence or 
another sound basis that the illness or injury is serious eoough to temporarily 
prevent entry into employment Or training; 

(3) 	 Is incapatitaled. when verified by the State that a physical or mental 
impairment. determined by a licensed physician. psychologist or mental health 
professional, prevents the individual from engaging in employment or 
training; 

(4) 	 Has an application pending for the SSt or ssm program, if there ,is a 
reasonable basis for the application; 

(Under the proposed law? a pending SSl/SSDI application would be used as an 
alternate standard for incapacity) 

(5) 	 Is 60 year, of age or older; 

(6) 	 Needed in the home because another member of the household requires the 
individual's presence due to illness or incapacity a.~ detennined by:a licensed 
physician, psychologist or mental health professional, and no other appropriate 
member of the household is available to provide the needed care; 

(7) Third trimester of pregnancy; and 
(Under current law and regulations, pregnant women are exempted from JOBS 
participation for both the second and third trimesters) 

(8) 	 Living in a remote area. An individual would be considered remote if a 
round trip of more than two hours by reasonably available public: or private 
transportation would be required for a normal work or training day, If the 
normal round4rip commuting time in the area is more than 2 hours, the 
round¥trip commuting time could not exceed general accepted standards for 
the area, 

(Same as current regulations, CFR 250.30)) 

(g) 	 Only on. parent in an AFDC-UP family could be plated in pre-lOBS under f(I). 

(h) 	 Each State would be permitted to place in pre~lOBS, for good cause as determined by the 
State, a number of persons up to a fixed percentage of the total number of persons in the 
phased-in group (which would include adult recipients~ minor custodial parents and persons in 
the WORK program). These good cause assignments to pre-JOBS would be in addition to 
those meeting the pre~JOBS criteria defmed in (0, Good cause could include substantial 

6 



',' '", 

32. 	 HOURS OP WORK 

. Specifications 

(a) 	 States would have the flexibility to determine the number of boofS for each WORK 
assignment...TIfe number of hours for a WORK assignment could vary depending on the 
nature'of tbe Position. WORK asSig~e;Jts would have to' be fot at least an average of 15 
hours per week during a month and for no mQre than an average of 3S hours per week: during 
a month. 

Eaeh State would be required. to the extent possible, to set the bours for WORK assignments 
such that th~ average wages from a WORK assignment represented at least 15 percent of the. 
typical AFDC benefit for a family of three in the State. This would be a State plan 
requirement. 

..•. . ­Specifications 

(a) 	 In instances in which the family income, net of work expenses, of an individual in a WORK 
assignment were not equal to the AFDC benefit for a family of that size. the indivjdual and 
hislher ,family would receive an earnings supplement sufficient to leave the family no worse 
off than a famity of the same size on assistance (with no earned income). 

(b) 	 '£'he earnings supplement would be in the form of either AFDC Of a new program identical to 
AFDC with respect to the determination of eligibility and calcu[ation of benefits. The level of 
the earnings supplement would be fixed for 6 months. The level of the supplement would not 
be adjustjx!. either up ot down during the 6-month period due to changes in eam~ income or 
to non-permanent changes in unearned income, providoo"the individual remained in the 
WORK assignment. 

(c) 	 The work: expense disregard for the purpose of calculating the earnings supplement would be 
set at the same level as the standard $120 work expense disregard. States which .opted for 
more generous earnings disregard policies would be permitted but not required to apply these 
pOlicies to WORK wages.' " . .'" . 

34. 	 TREATMENT OF WORKWAOES WITH RESPECT TO BENEFITS AND TAXES ... 

Specifi~!ions . .... .' : .. 	 S'5~ . 

(a) 	 Wag~ from WORK_ ass.ig'~!1ts: would treated as earned inoome'\vith fi,ect to Federa1 :and 
Federal..stale assistan.,. prograJ1!s,other than AFDC (e,g.; food.stamPs'AMedieaid, public and 
Section 8 housing}.,,'·< ".:,,:: .' '{'~" 

'.. 
(b) 	 Participants in WORK assig~ents and their families would be treated as AFDC redpients 

with respect to ~edicaid eligibit~ty~ i.e., they would be categorically eligible for Medicaid. 
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CENTER FOR lAW AND SOCIAL POLICY 

M&MORANbJ,lM 

To: David Ellwood 

From: Mark Greenberg 

Date: May 31, 1994 

Re: Comments on JOBS/Work Specifications 


Here ure • set of cumments on the JOBS/WORK specifications. Generally, in areas where 
it is clear that policy has been extensively discussed and resolved (e.g., the two year limit), 
I am not listing concerns for the record; rather, my f01:US Is primarily on issues where (1 
hope) comments can still be useful at thls point. 

In most of the following, I just make observations rather thnn extended arguments-- Yd be 
happy to provide a more delailed discussion wherever it might be useful. 

JOBS i!!1d Ti~me limitS 

1. Effective Dale and Definition of Phased-In Grgul! 

If tbe structure provides for an effective date with option to petition for extension, there will 
lilcely be very few states petitioning for extensions, because that wllllook like a failure to 
do welfare reform, TIle consequence will surely be state impJementatinn without a normal 
planning period. 

One partial way of addressing this concern may be through addressing "statewidene,$." It 
is not clear from tbe specifications whetber .. state is required to be statewide Oil its 
effective date. Nor is there a definition of statewide. In JOBS, states bad two years to 
begin implementation. and an additional two years before tbey were required to b. 
statewide. Some nates that inight wanl to begin implementation immediately may find it 
difficult to be statewide immediately; allowing for immediate implementation with a time 
frame to reach. ,t.tewideness would allow every Slale that wished to do so to begin 
immediately, while still allowing somewhat more time for gerting the program fully in place, 

If you do gen.nilly require implementation within twelve months of the'effective date, you 
might also con.\ider including a !llJ!l1date that the Secretary issue proposed or interim final 
rules at least sb( months prior to implementatiun. 

It appears the only ttiscretion on pha.se.in is whether to extend the date from 1971 to an 
eaxlier year. The pbase-in requirements are likely to be controversial, particularly in tight 
of recent research casting doubt on tbe ability of providers to operate high or in some cases 
any impact program for youth. One po,sible resolution could be to allow states to petition 
for allemative pha<e-in strategies, 

- I . 
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2. Progmm Intake 

Are tbere any consequence, attached to the Personal Responsibility Agreement or is it just 
the new version of Rights and R.,ponsibilities infonnation provided by states now? 

3. Em!;!Imbilil\: fl!l!l 

What is the relation between a state's general duties to the phased-in group and the 
subsequent reference to a 40% monthly participation rate for tbis group? Is the expectation 
that 100% will receive employability plans within 90 days and begin reeeiving .ervice. ... but 
that due 10 normal caseload dynamics, full participation should only be expected to reach 
something like 40% a month? Or, is it envisioned that due to limited resources, some 
number of those in the phased in group would not be receiving services each montb? Ifso, 
what is the status for time-limit purposes of an individual who bas an employability plnn but 
is nol receiving services, or of an individual who does nOt receive an employability plan 
within 90 days? 

If lbe stale is not expected to sefVC everyone initially, it may make sense to do a preliminary 
employability plan at or near AFDC entry, and a "full" employability plan at the point where 
the state is actually able to provide seIVices. If that approach is taken, however, individuals 
should not be precluded needed seIVices simply because of the 'tate's delay in making 
services avaiJable. For example, whether full employability planning begins in Month 1 or 
Month 7. lbe basic question should Slill be "what is an .ppropriate set of services that can 
likely be compleled within 24 months?" In other words, individuals who do not begin to 
receive full services until lo,er in tbeir 24 months should not face restricted optioru; sintply 
because of lbe delay in beginning services. And if this approach is taken, an imlividual 
beginning an employability plan in good faith needs to know at the beginning that sbe will 
be permitted to complete it under ordinary circumstances, mther than just knowing that sbe 
will be able to request an extension. 

The dispute resolution proc<iss for disputes about employability plans appears to give state.' 
a choice between an internal review board, mediation, and/or fair bearing. However, only 
phas!d-in recipients required to participate in JOBS would be entitled 10 fair hearings. This 
prese.nts two concerns: . 

• 	 Allowing (or Ie..., forma!, less advw":ry mecbaniSlru in addition to fair bearings is 
a positive step, but ultimately. it is important that ~dividua1s still have access to a 
proceeding with the due proccsfi protections of the fair bearing pro(;css, e.g" notice, 
opporturtity to be heard, opportunity to present witnesses and testimony, opportuni­
ty to cross~examine. decision by impartial persons based on the record, There is no 
indication that either the internal review board or mediation would offer any of 
these protections. For example, if mediation fails, does tbe agell£ll just impose its 
preference. Does an individual have no recourse but to risk a sanction in order to 
assert that nn employability plan is wrong or unfair? 

- 2 ­
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• If only phased-in recipientS required to participate would be entitled to fair 
hearing..... what happens to not phased in recipients required to participate? And, 
how does a JOBS-Prep parent, e.g" a parent of an infant, have any 'ecourse to 
demonstrate that her caseworker's denial of a request for child care assistance or 
of a proposed JOBS employability plan was arbitrary and capricious? 

The text also says that if there is an adverse ruling at a (air hearing concerning an 
employability plan, the individual would not have tbe right to a sewnd fair hearing before 
imposition of a sanction. It i.< no! clear whether the intended poliey is that a sanction would 
automatically follow the fair hearing, or just that a sanction would funew if the individual 
continued to refuse to participate. Here, it is important to distinguish two scenarios. 
Suppose Ms. Smith', plan is disapproved, the ageney wan" her to do something else, and 
she reques .. and loses a fair hearing. At that poln~ she mayor may not want to participate 
in accordance witb tbe agency's plan If she does not want to participate. and a sanction is 
imposed, it makes sense to say she can't cballenge the appropriateness of th~ plan in 
another fair heariog, becau.,. ,he just had a heariag on that issue. But if sbe does want to 
participate. she ought to be given tbat opportunity without penalty now tbat she understands 
she must proceed in accordance with the ageney's plan. 

Subsequent text is not clear as to whether the new conciliation alternative JUSt applies for 
disputes around the terms of employability plans. or whether it also applies to all aspeetS 
of dispu,es around JOBS participation. HopefulJy, part of the culture of the new system is 
a strong emphasis on resolving disputes relatiag to participation in ways that maximize 
participation rather than sanctions, This goal is not furthered if conciliation becomes 
collapsed into a ten-day notice process. 

4,Pre·JOBS 

I understand 'the rationale for shifting from "elempliQn" to ·pre-JOBS·, but think it will be 
confusing and perhaps ridieuled by some because it includes people are never going to be 
in JOBS. It combines three different groups - tbose anticipated to participate at a clear 
point in time, i.e., when a child turns I; those who mayor may not subsequently participate, 
e,g.• people with illnesses or disabilities; and tbose who will never participate, e.g.. those of 
'ldvaneed age. (There also appears to be a fourth category, of those reassigned to pr.·JOBS 
after being in the WORK Program - lhis group will apparently be both post- and pre­
JOBS). Perhaps there's. betler term than exempt or ueferred, but it doesn't seem like a 
good idea to describe as "pre-JOBS" people who are likely 10 never he in the JOBS 
~rogram, or who have completed receiving JOBS services lung ago. 

Similarly, if someone is clearly unable to work, it may well make sense to take steps to 
improve the family's health stalUS or housing situation, call that an 
employability plan, Perhaps those in pre·JOBS should hay "personal responsibility plans. 

, 
I'm unclear (Illld concerned) about the status of the child care guarantee for pre.JOBS 
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people. If Ms. Smith bas an infant and needs child care to go to .choo~ what arc her 

rights? The text says pre-JOBS people will be permitted In vnlunteer for JOBS, hut does 

not say whether the slate h ... any dUly to ac<ept Iheir application 10 enter JOBS. If there 

is no right to be in the program, it seems crucial to retain the current-law child eare 

guarantee for those in pre·JOBS. 


What is the status of non-parents for purposes of JOBS/pre-JOBS? The specifications 
indicate that non-parent caretaker relatives are not subject to the time lintits but what about 
eligibility for/requirements for JOBS participation'! 

For purposes of the) year/12 week distinction for children born on assistance. how will the 

affected group be defined? Do you mean children born on assistance, or children conceived 

while on assistance, and will you draw family-cap.type distinctions about rape or other 

special circumstances? I know that you appreciate how offensive this and the family cap 

concept will be to many people, and what the impact may be on child care costs, infant eare 

availability, etc. One possible modification here might Oe tf) provide that individualS are not 

reqtrired to participate in JOBS until the child turns I (though they would have a right to 

receive services if requested), but no additional clock time is provided (beyond twelve weeks 
 01<'­
leave) for parents who conceive additional children while on AFDe. -
The 10% cap on good cause cases continues to be a troubling concept, because it seems 
impossible to assert a priori that no more than 10% of a state's caseload "should" bave good 
caUSe. As a practical mauer, a state mayor may not have the need to put more than 10% 
in good cause status. While state, would be allowed to apply for an increase based on 
extraordinary cireumstanc.., we do nol know at this point whether states reaching Ibe 10% 
I.vel will be an ordinary or extraordinary event, and states wishing to avoid fiscal penalties 
would rarely want to risk exceeding the cap and hoping for approval from the Secretary. 

1 may not entirely understand the relationship hetween JOIlS, pre-JOBS. and good canso. 
I assume that an individual in JOBS could have good cause for non-participation, wbich 
would prevent a sanction. bilt which would not affect tbe time lintit clnck. Is tbat correct? 
If so, then the issue here is how many people can be determined to be in a good cause 
status that doe:; affect their clock, I.e., an individnal could be denied good cause starus for 
purposes of being in pre-JOBS, then be placed in JOBS and immediately be determined to 
have good cause slatus. 

One basic difficulty with 3 percentage approach L, rhat states are likely to be incapable of 
opcrationaUzing it in a non~arbitr.ary\t,fay. I'm not sure whether you envision au annual or· 
average monthly figure, but assume that a state has Ihe ability to track this number and 
discovers in December that it is averaging 15%. What should the state do? Stop granting 
new good' causes? Revise criteria pro<pectively or retroactively? Review and recl:lSSify 
existing cases? There are obvious problems with each alternative. 

The problem for an agency worker is that he or she can apply a set of criteria. but cannot 
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apply a concept like 10%. Should each worker ha •• a goal that no more than 10% of their 
caseload is in good cause status? Should workers seek to minimize good cause findings, on 
the premise that other worker.; might not? Should tbe worker deny good cause status to Ms. 
Jones today because it wa.s granted to Ms. Smith ye.sterday? 

[ underst:md the eoncern that with no cap on good cause cases, some states might be 
tempted to use "good cause" as an escape valve to avoid serving people or moving them 
toward their limits. But this is an area where it may be preferable to delay regulating until 
there is clear evidence of need to do so. In the initial years, it may be sufficient to require 
state reporting on the number of Cll.!e., falling into eaeh category, and make use of federal 
reviews of those states with exceptionally high "good cause" numben;. A high number may 
be reason for review, but not for a.<suming the state IIllllit be doing something wroug. If you 
want something stronger, you might impose a mandale that any ,tate who•• good cause 
numbers exceed the national average by some amount (or exceed a nationally specified 
threshold by some amount) would be required to review and revise its good c::\use criteria. 

6. Definition of the Time Limi! 

What doe. it mean to say the time limit would "generally be linked to JOBS participation?" 
Does this mean months in which an individual is 'required to participate" or months in 
which an individual is actually participating or something else? Ifyou do not anticipate that 
everyone wm begin receiving JOBS servi<es within ninety days of AFOC entry. there needs 
to be some mechanism to prevent a clock from running during lengthy periods where no 
seM<es are being provided. If for instance, you adopt a distinelion between prelim;nruy and • I 
fuU employability plans, you might develop a rule saying the clock rtll1S from the time of ~ 
developing a full employability plan. 

8, AWe-up Families ;md Ihe Time Limit 

In a young AFDC-UP family. one parent may be above and the other below age 18. In that 
instance, does the rule providing that the dock does not begin running until age 18 apply 
to the parent under 187 

States selecting options to liberalize their AFDe-Up Programs might no longer need the 
eoneep! of "principal wage earner" for purposes of Arne·up eligibility. A simpler role 
might provide Ihat UP family phase-in is determined by the age of the older parent. 

10. JOBS S;[Yi~-e~ Availabl; Iv fiyticipants 

What is the justification for requiring all stales to mandale up-front job search from all 
individual. with nonnegligible work experienee? Part of tbe rationale for an education and 
training system i.' to provide opportunities for people with work history to get education to 
get a better next job. Isn't that tbe basic rationale of "work first", i.e., that education may 
be more valuable after an individual has prior work experience? Why tben preclude states 
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(rom making initial individualized determinations based on individual circumstances? 

If work supplementation can be used for unfilled vacancies in the private sector. what 
private sector restrictions will apply? Will they be the same as those applicable to the 
WORK Program? 

For alternative work experience programs, it may be appropriate to modify the restriction 
to provide that the 90 day limitation applies to those wbieb do not pay wages meeting the 
standards governing wages in the WORK Program. 

II. Minimum Work Standl!!d 

I appreciate that the minimum work standard issue bas been extensively discussed, and I 
probably don't bave any new points to add, but here may be One more. It appears tbat 
there is no "pre-JOBS' Dr "non-JOBS' status for individuals working above or I?elow the 
minimum work standard. It is not clear (see p. 51) bow employed people count for purposes 
of a state's JOBS participaU(}n rate. However. if there is romething like a 20 hour rule, one 
presumably would want to say that employed people working 20 bours count loward the 
participation rate. If so, one generaUy would nol expect (and perbaps would not want) 
states to be providing JOBS services 10 individuals working at a level that already counts 
toward the participation rate. But if there are likely to be no JOBS services, tben shouldn't 
Ihe time llllt count against the clock? This would seem to be an argument for an across-the· 
board definition of 20 hours as an acceptable minimum work standard. 

There may be r.""on to also consider excluding months where the AFDC grant is below 
some minimal level for purposes of the minimum work standard. For example, suppose in 
a low-benefit slate, an individual with. 15 hour a week job qualifies for a $30 AFDC grant. 
If the montb COll1lts against the clod" working poor families may feel that the prudent 
course is to decline AFDC when only qualifying for a minimal grant. Thi~ will both make 
them poorer and add to administrative complexity if they exit and reenter AFDC based on 
these sorts of considerations. Therefore, it may make sense to build in an hours and/or 
minimum grant standard. 

i 
On the $100 a month exemption from WORK, these families will fall into two categories ­
- those who (as above) are working and qualify for only a small AFDC grant, and those who 
have other non·AFDC income (e.g., social security survivors benefits) and qualify fur a small 
grant. In both cases they will all (except in the lowest benefit slates) be families receiving 
only a modest part of their income from AFDC. TIWi is generally not the group that raises 
public concerns about dependency. If it turns out that WORK slots are plentiful or tbe 
numbers of families reaching the two~year limit are rninima)~ one might someday consider 
extending the WORK Program to them. However, al this stage of planning, it is hard to see 
how they should be a priority group for WORK slots. or should rount against a state's 
denominator fm the WORK Program. . . 
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12. JOBS Pgrli,il1atioo 

The ,tatus of ,elf-initiated p.",ons is unclear under the specifications. Is \2(b) is a 
restatement of current law. or is intended to suggest that self·initiated person.. would only 
qualify for child care if in the JOBS Program? The problem witb sucb an approaeh is tbat­
until now - state" have been free to deny individuals entry into the JOBS Program, though 

,tate" have had a duty to have criteria aud procedures for considering cbild care requests 
outside of JOBS. H it is intended that all child care approvals occur tbrough the JOBS 
structure, it presents a serious difficulty unless you also impose a duty on slates to permit 
JOBS panicipation from all individuals whose self-initiated plans would be approvab\e if 
they were JOBS plll1icipants. 

Curtailment of the cbild care guarantee would pose a major issue of great concern to child 
care and low income advocacy groups. 

The proposed treatment of the Mt-phased-in group raises a number of questions: Will there 
still be a distinction between exempt and non-exempt persons for this group, or is that 
replaced with JOBS-mandatory and pre-JOBS? What about Ihose who don't fit into either 
category? When the text speaks of "volunteers", is that intended to refer to indioiduals 
coming forward, or just to members of the pre-JOBS group? If a stale opts to subject 
volunteers \0 the lime limit, can an individual who VQlunteers 'un-volunteer" if circwn.~taru:es 
change? 

In practice, there i. a great likelihood tbat most >tates woulll re'ponll to this structure by 
offering little beyond job search for those nOI in the pbased-ingroup, which would represent 
2/3 of AFDC familics. I do not know what assumptions you are building into the JOBS cap 
determination about the likely level of service to this group; however, in a COlItext of now 
demands for state rewurees, states will ultimately focus on what tbey are required to do. 
One can envision a number of states seeking to deter volunteen; by warnings about the time­
limit, and providing only th~ most minimal services to others. 

I assume that the decision to vinually eliminate the JOBS Program for much of tbe caseload 
turns on the funding coD,Straints and the need for saturation services for tbe phased in grnap. 
However, in many respects, this will PILI" slates 10 shift from a program; of proven 
effectiveness to a satul1l,tion focus with a group [or which there is little eviden<:e of positive 
impacts. 

Assuming your funding levd is set, you still may wi,h to consider whether it broader 
"maintenance of effOrl' requirement ougbt to be imposed for the not-phased-in group, For 
example. if you changed the phase-in yearfrom 1971 to 1972 or 1973, how much additional 
reSOUIces might be freed up to maintain some sort of JOBS participation rate for tbe not­
phased-in group? 

Whatever its merits, it seems very unlikely that the approach proposed in the specifications 
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will surv:£ve the legislative process, because it $eems to create a dUlY to serve all volunteers 
from 2/3 of the easeload, so long as there is any unspent funding in the state'S JOBS 
aIlotmen~ and hecau.,. it create< the theoretical po><ibility that there would be no 
requirements whatsoever on 2/3 of the cascload. 

13. JQ)lS F\!IIdin2 

In the drafting, it i; important to not create a structure in which tbe phased-in group 
continues 10 expand each y= forever, while Congress only authorizes needed funding for 
a five year period. Otherwise, a structure would result in which reqUirements on states and 
individual< would steadily .scalate, whether or not Congress ever authorized additional 
funding. As written, the specifications indicate that tbe capped entitlement after FY 2000 
would be set by adjusting for easeload growth IlI1d inflation, but apparently not for increases 
in !be size of the phased·;n group. 

-
l'U reserve comment on the propo.<ed match rate structure until more detail is available. 

On enhancing the match rate based on unemployment, tbe principle is attraetive. Two 
questions. Firs~ is it your intent to only apply tbis to JOBS, WORK, and At-Risk Child 
Care? What about AFDC Child Care? Second, mechanically, how would it work - would 
the state's unemployment rate in Year X affect its match for that year (retroactively?) or 
for Ibe subsequent year? 

15. Jransitio!l to WQRK/WORK 

When an individual has completed her other JOBS activities. it makes sense to use Ibe last 
90 days for the pre-WORK job search period. However, if an individWll is still in the midst 
of JOBS participation, and is near completing an activity, it will often not make sense to 
force the individual to terminate or disrupt the activity. Henee, a rule might b. that an 
individuals.eking to complete JOBS participation within the 24 months would be allowed 
10 do so, but would still be 'subject to job search requirements before being eligible for a 
WORK slot 

16. ~tensiQ!ls 
" 

The concept of a 10% cap on extensions presents many of the same'problems in the 10% 
cap on good cause casc.'. Entering into this process, we have no idea bow many people 
might need an extension - length of current JOBS participation mayor may not be a good 
predictor. However, the issue here becomes one of how states and workers can operation .. 
aIize the lO%.standard. Would it mean, for instance, that individWlls might be able to get 
QED completion· approval early in the fl;..1 year, hut not later in the fiscal year? Would 
it mean Ihal once a state reached or approached its cap, all cases would be denied (except 
state failure to deliver services) regardless "ftheir merit? Would workers have to be fearful 
that by granting an extension to Ms. Smith today, il would be more difficult to grant an 
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extension to someone tomorrow who might theoretically be more worthy'? 

This mueture would also create unreasonably difficult dilemmas for participan~. It would 
mean that individual, would often hegin a program with no idea whether they would be 
allowed to finish it This would be • particularly hard problem for those considering two­
year postsecondary programs, and those who return to AFOC aiter time away with only a· 
limited number of months left in a clock. 

No!e that for those beginning 2 year programs. a large number will likely need atieast a 
brief extension. tf Ms. Smith enters AFOe tn April. and her program begins tn September, 
she will not complete it in 24 months. Should .he apply for her extension early. or does she 
have 10 walt until her 45 day review? If she has to wait, she is at a di<advantage against 
those in the same program who entered AFDC in February or March. 1 assume no one 
want' the specter of people nearing program completions being forced out to begin WORK 
participation, but this structure seems to invite it. 

It is also puzzltng why the extension for two or four year programs is conditioned on 
simultaneous participation in work-study or part-time work_ In some instances. that wiU be 
appropriate bul nol as a unirorm and unvarying rules. In the example above, where Ms. 
Smith needs a two or three monlh extension to complete a program, is there something 
gained by saying she must also take on a part-time job for the last few months? At very 
minimum. requiring work in connection with continuing education should be a state option. 

Why do the specification., say that extensions could be granted "For some persons wbo are 
learning disabled, illiterate or who face language barriers or other sub.,tantial obstacles to 
employment." Which persons in theoe groups shou!!i not be eligible for an extension if the 
extension is needed? 

As with "good cause" classifications, I suggest that instead of imposing a penalty on states 
for exceeding H1%, you take a more flex'"le approach: require states to report on their 
numher of eJ<tensions, possibly with coding of the reason for extension. Then, provide that 
if a stale exceeds some level· either some percentage above the national average, or some rfl 
flat level determined by HHS . the state would be required to either demonstrate the 
circumst;mces justifying its extension numbers, or would be required to initiate a corrective 
action plan to appropriately bring down its extension level. I suspect that the mere 
knowledge that ..tension levels will be reported and announced will affect state behavior, 
and this approach avoids the multiple administrative problems ",,,ed above, while allowing 
for the flexible evulution of the program over time. . 

Mmini,<lration of JOBS/WORK. 

18. Overall AtimiJrislIatjon 

Why require JOBS and WORK 10 be administered by Ibe sarae state entity? There are 
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many reasons a state might choos.e to do SO. but wby require it? 

:WORK 

21. Bstablishm~l!t of a WORK Prouam 

WORK is required to be mandated in all areas of the state where feasible to do so by a 
specified date. What date? If the date is later than two years after initial implementation, 
then some members of lhe phased-in group will presumably nol have a WORK Program. 
What is the relationship between existence of the WORK Program and the time limit? Will 
there be areas with JOBS hut no WORK, or is it anticipated that individuais in areas 
without a WORK Program are also without a JOBS Program. and are therefore in pre­
JOBS statuS? 

22. WQRK Funding 

It is still unclear how much a state's WORK funding will be, or how it will be calculated. 
The furmula will allocate fuoiling bllsed 00 the total number required to panicipate in JOBS 
and the average number in the WORK Program, However, in initial years, when tbere isn't 
yet a WORK Program, will the allocation be based on the number required to participate 
in JOBS? Two states with similar "required to participate" numbers could have very 
different numbers reaching the two year limit. 

24. Limit., 1m Subsidies to mlQyc;r, 

There do not seem to be many limits on subsidies to employers. For example, it appears 
that a 100% wage subsidy would be permilled, and it appears an employer would be free 
to turn over the same position repeatedly, always filling it with a 100% subsidized person, 
and ceasing to retain people as soon as the subsidy elapsed. 

One issue is the need to prevent fraud and abuse; anuther is the need to ensure that the 
WORK Program doeso't undercut the JOBS Program. If the WORK Program is offering 
free WOlken with no strings attached, it may make it more difficult to place JOBS 
participants in unsubsidized slots, or even in partially subsidized worksupplementation/OIT 
slots. To prevent this scenario, there is a need Ie ensure that the terms under witicb 
workers are offered in the WORK Program are not substantially different from the terms 
of offering workers in JOBS. 

Why is an application for WOR.K required? if needed information must be attained, 
shouWntt it be attained during the transition period? If there must be a separate 
application, there sbould be a provision explicitly stating that it must he possible to make 
npplication before the dose of the two-year limit. 
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Is it envisioned that there wiU be a complete freeze in assistant. level for each six month 
period in the WORK Program, or just continuing WORK slot eligibility for the six month 
period? From the standpoint of assuring employers of some .t.ollity in a pIaeement, the 
idea of six month assured eligibility is a good idea. but there ,till need. to be an ability to 
address substantial changes in circumstances for purposes of any supplemental AFDe grant. 
Subsequent text (p.33) indicates that there would be no adjustment due to changes in earned 
income or noo-penoanent changeS in unearned income. However, can a WORK Program 
employer change the hours of an assignment during the six month period? If so, tbere 
needs to be the ability to adjUSt the earnings supplement. And, what about changes in 
circumstances other tban income, e.g., a ehild enters or leaves tbe borne? 

After it has been determined that an indiviuuHl is no longer WORK-eligible, it still may 
make sense to allow a 30 day period before the WORK subsidy terminates. Otherwise, 
employers will be told with little or no notiee that a worker's subsidy has ended_ 

33. E'miollS Supplement, 34. ~tmem of WQRK Waaes 

I assume this has heen e.tensi~ely discussed, but continue to believe that those in tbe 
WORK Program who are working like any other worker should be entitled to tbe same 
treatment of earnings as any other worker, i.e, qualification for the same earnings disregards 
and the ETC, This is both an issue of equity and a concern that the WORK Program should 
play at least some role in reducing the poverty of tbose who work. 

As I've previously suggested, the need to ensure tbat WORK slots are not perceived as 
permanent can be addressed by en.""ing that they have a fixed length, after which 
individuals must be engaged in substantial job search prior to another slot. There will also 
be a natural incentive inherent in the ract that these are generally likely to be slots with no 
potential for advancement. Moreover, if your goal is to have a non·trivinlllUmber of private 
sedor slots, there i~ an inherent contradiction between tJying to convince employers to take 
on a slot by emphasizing tbe program" and participant's virtu .., while simultaneously telling 
the participants tbat thcir goal should be to leave the slot at the first pos..thle opporrunity. 
Many employers are not likely to want to engage in the paperwork and the commitment of 
taking on a worker who may be gone the next day. 

If a distinction is to be drawn between WORK workers, and others, what is it? State, may, 
for illStanee, he making extensive usage of placement efforts to attain private sector job. for 
individuals. Will the distinction be whetber the wage is fully subsidized by tbe WORK 
Program? Contains at least Sl of ,ubsiuy by the WORK Program? If a state Is operating 
a work supplementation or OJT progr.un, will the rule be tbat wage subsidies beCore Month 
24 qualify for tbe disregard.< and EIC, and subsidies after Month 24 do not? If a job 
developer is reaching out to area. employers, on behalf of participants who rall in both 
categories (before and after two years) will it he necessary to explain to employers that one 
set of rule., govern the pre-two year, and anotber set govern the post-two year people. 
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In sbort, besides ilS troubling effects on equity and poverty, drawing the proposed 
distinctions wiU also complicate program adminismition in disturbing ways, 

35, Suill!ortive SeM<Sis/WQrker SWIIQrt 

It appears that child care and support services for education for WORK participants will be 
a slate option. Again, this appears to be a cutting back on the scope of the child care 
guarantee. Ifa proposed activity meets state criteria for approval, the cbild care guaranlee 
should attach, 

37, ~~tionsLfenalties 

JOBS Sanctions: The specifications soy in effect that states would be able to choose between 
foUawing standards established by the Secretary, or not following standards established by 
tbe Secretary, Given this choice, there is tittle doubt what many states will choose. In 
practice. this prOvision is tbe equivalent of giving states the option to replace a ten day 
notice for a conciliation process, 

Further, as worded, the specifications describe a state option where an individual in 
apparent violation of program rules would be given ten days notice; upon contact from the 
recipient, the state would attempt to resolve the issue and would have the option to not 
impose the sanction. Two scenarios are pos."ble here for individuals responding to the 
notice: the individual might conlact Ibe agency and assert good cause, or mighl acknowledge 
lack of good cause but express interest in assuming or resllming participation. Presumably, 
if the individual demonstrates good cause, the state would not bave the oplion 10 impose 
a sanction (though the specifications do nol say so). However, wbat if the individual alleges 
good cause, and the facts are disputed? Or, whal if the individual asserts ber present 
willingness to comply? Under this option, does a Stale have any responsibilities beyond 
sending a notice? 

Under current law, con.ilianon is supposed to provide an opportunity to resolve a dispute 
without a sanctioll This is an important principle that should not be lost. States sometimes 
assert that lhe conciliation process is complex, but nothing in rederallaw makes it complex. 
Indeed, there are no standards in current law for what must be contained in conciliation, 
lt is bard to imagine more flexibility than that, but if Ibere is a need for "more flexibility", 
then it should he in a conteXl which at minimum provides that after notice a) an individual 
wbo asserts good cause Ls given some opportunity to demonstrate good cause before a' 
sanction is imposed; and b) an individual asserting a desire to participate is allowed a, 
reasonable opportUnity to participate and avoid a sanction. 

The increased penalty for refusing a job offer without good cause is both unjustified and 
potentially counter-productive. It is unjuslified because (to my knowledge) there i.< no 
evidence al all that stales have had a problem with individuals refusing to accept available 
jobs·- there has been no showing that current law penalties are inadequate. The increased 
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pene.lty also may be counter-productive because of its severity. Whenever a penalty is 
extremely severe, tbere may he decreased willingness of workers to apply it. Workers may 
be quite hesitant to apply one of this magnitude. 

Ineligibility for a WORK assignment: In (t), nat all of the listed offenses necessarily involve 
misconduct. For example, dismissal from a WORK assignment without good cause mayor 
may not involve mi.sconduct - an individual unable to meet performance standards may be 
dismissed for cause without baving engaged in misconduct. 

The WORK penalties are far more severe tban CUlTen! law, and substantially more severe 
than those recommended by APWA Again, I am aware of no evidence that penalties of -this magnirude are needed to raise compliance levels, or that any possible increase in 
compliance level would justify the greatly increased risk of harm to families. The discussion 
of sanctions is always impaired by the failure of the federal government to collect any 
reliable information on this topic. However, the current state of random assignment 
research presents no reason to believe that higher sanction rates or higher sanction penalties 
will improve program performance. Accordingly, the proposed approach seem.< to reflect 
a wiIlingllcss to impose greater penalties witb consequent adverse effects on children simply 
to look tough. 

. 
Prufgrmance Measures Proposal 

Z. Deve!Q.Iling an Qutco!Jl(:-J3ased Perfonnance Measurement Sy/jtem 

It is not yet clear whether the percentage of the caseload who reaches the 2 year time limit 
will be a useful measure of between-state differences_ Apart from differences in eas.load 
characteristics and .tate and local economies, it is also possible tbat statc.< paying higher 
benefits or states witb greater commitments to access to education may have higher 
percentages reaching the two year limit. While measurement may generate information of 
interest, it is premarure to. know whetber tbis will or can be a useful measure of perfor­
mance. 

4. Service DeliveJI Standards .\ 

A consistent problem in JOBS il that data reporting requirements have been irnpo.~ed with 
liule or no advance lead time. ·If you expect states to begin reporting within 6 months of 
the effective date of the JOBS/WORK provi.siol1.... it is necessary to provide reasonable prior 
notice to states about what data must be colleClcd and in what fonD.. ; 

AS previously suggested, I think it is n mistake to have no performance standards governing 
the non-phased-in group, which for a period of time win stili be most AFDC cases. 

Throughout tbis section. penalties are imposed on states in the form of reduced FFP for 
AFDe benefits. I strongly di.<agree with this approach. A~ you appreciate, the state trend 
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in recent years n.., involved a steady 10.. in the real value of ArnC benefits. With a number 
of states actually cutting benefits, and with HHS refusing to enforcc the slatutnrtMay 1988 
maintenance of effort provision. There is no reason ro believe that the clilnate in terms of 
support for AFDe henefits will be improving in the foreseeable future. Under these 
circumstances, imposing penalties that will he felt in the AFDe henefiL' account simply 
exacerhates the problem. and inaeases the likelihood that some states will cut or fail 10 
increase benefits. 

Where yOu conclude tbat a fiscal penalty on stateS is needed, I urge you to identify sources 
otber than the AFDC account. This is also an area where it is not clear that large fiscaI 
penalties are needed - states react to the symbolism of fiscal sanctions, and asmall penalty 
witb a great deal of publicity about the state's failure to meet federal standards could have 
a substantial behavioral impact. 

Rate of Coverage: While the concept of a coverage rate is clear, tbe details of h"",-it would 
be implemented are not. In particular, the implementation issues wilen applied to a 
research sample in a random assignment study may he quite different than the issues that 
arise in applying the idea to an ongoing AFDC caseload. For example, would the coverage 
rate he based on the entire population. or just a sample? If a sample, would the state draw 
a neW ,ample each month, and trru:k thaI sample for a six monlh period? Would tbe 
definition of "participated- be tbe same as for the monthly participation rate? Is the 
requirement just that one of the four results - participated, wa.' employed, left Arne. or 
was sanctioned - have happened at some point in six months, or willlbere be some intensity 
or frequency measurement? In light of tbe complexilY of the rate of coverage measurement, 
is it clear that adding a rale of coverage standard accomplish .. much beyond wbat one 
measures from tbe JOBS and WORK participation rates? 

If a coverage rale is to be u,ed, the role of 'sanctioned" needs to b. reconsidered. As 
currently formulated, sanctioning a person counlS for as much as generating participation 
or a job plac:ement. Moreoyer, in any c-osc of nnn-participation, ilnposing a sanction helps 
the state meet ilS coverage rate, while finding "good cause" hurts the Slate's effon. Under 
current JOBS rules, botb sanctioned pelSOtIS and "good cause" persons are removed from ~ 
tbe denomina.!!'r when calculating a pat!icipation rale. I suggest that eiiIier both be ~0 
rruhoved, or both bei counted in the numerator - in any case, tbe critical point is tbat they 
be treated the same' way, and Ihat there not be a federal incentive to impose sanctions 
whenever an individual has a difficulty in participating. 

Montbly JOB8 Pamcipalion Rate: You may not want to fully detail the partieipation rate 
calculation in the statute· some issues may be beuer addr=ed in regulations Over tilne. 
For example, current regulations count individuals who enter employment in the month of 
and after employment entry -- if employment resulu in loss of APOe. sbould the rubsequent 
month or month.. he counted? Do you want 10 exclude sanctions/good causes from the 
denominator, as under current law? Should pre-JOBS volunteers receiving services he 
counted in Ihe numerator and/or denominator? 

- 14 ­
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WORK Program Participation Rates: In Case 1, it is not clear whether iiiiliViauals in 
UDlSub,idizcd employment count in the numerator and denominator. I recommend that they 
be included in both; otherwi,e, states would risk a situation where succeSS in placing people 
in unsubsidizcd joh, <auld result in baving a harder rime meeting the participation rate. As 
suggested above, [ also recommend that those in the sanctioning prOCJlSS and those with 
good <:ause be treated consistently - either they should both be inclnded in the denominator 
or excluded from the denominator. but should not be in the numerator. 

[t is hard to know what Case 2 would involve without knowing the size of the WORK 
allocation or the estimated cost per WORK ,lot. 

For both ea.. 1 and ea.. 2, one question con""rns whether an individual placed in tii3 
Ullliubsidized employment through tbh<e~~~~~~~~f~~!!.! 
slot. I would recommend that iii an count. 

catcclalion should be .tructured to ensure that a slale is not disadvantaged when an 

individual enters or the Slate places an individual in an ullSubsidi2ed job. 


Cap OD pre-JOBS and JOBS enenslo",: I've already expressed my disagreemeDt with the 
10% cap concept Here. it is worth nOling tbat this structure makes going over the pre­
JOBS or JOBS ex!ension cap an act penalized more severely than failing to meet coverage. 
JOBS participation, or WORK participation rates. II would also punisb the state more 
severely than for perhaps any oilier aspect of operation of JOBS and WORK.. It is bard to 
see why finding good cause in. appropriate eases or allowing individuals 10 complete 
education progranl1l should be thought of as among the worst things a state could do. 

Tel'hnica! Assistance. Research. jmd Evalu.tiQn 

I will reserve commenting on the specific demonstration proposals at this rime, but think the 
notion of a set-.side for technical assistance and research is a good and much-needed idea. 

Conclusjon 

I hope tbese comments are helpful. Please let me ,know .ll I can follow up in any way. 

- IS . 
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Dr. Mary Jo Bane 
Assistant Secretary 
Administration of Children and 

Families 
ACF-AerospaoG Building 
Suite 600 
310 LIEnfant Promenade 
Washington, D.C. 20447 

Dear 	Mary ,Jo: 

I understand that there is still an opportunity for DOL to 
make some comments on the Child Care Specs of the Welfare Reform 
Proposal. While we remain concerned about the adequacy of the 
overall budget for child care, we appreciate what you have 
accomplished with limited resources to make quality child care 
available to AFOC families during and after transition. There 
are a few areas in which we would like to see some additional 
language in the specs. 

1. 	 STATE MATCH; We would liKe to see a different formula for 
the state match for the AT RISK (working poor) child oare 
than that being used for the IV-A and Tee child care. If 
the same formula is used there will be little incentive for 
states to spend money on working poor child care and some of 
the precious dollars allocated for the working poor may not 
he used beoause states will claim they oan not afford the 
match required by the other programs.. ' 

2. 	 TRA!NING: Under S(a) of the specs, we would like to see 
some specific language about the kinds of training for child 
care providers that will be set 'up under welfare reform. In 
addressing supply issues, we need to specify how the . 
training infrastructure will be developed. We recommend 
that there be dedicated funds to states to ~et up child care 
training programs run by joint councils involving JOBSt 
'~TPA, 	 BAT and others. An apprenticeship model combining 
classroom learning, on the job training and mentoring by 
experienced providers would be an important step in building 
new opportunities for early childhoo~ workers. 



As you are well aware, the 10% quality set aside in the AT 
RISK Program has diminished significantly because of the 
overall cuts in thc.child care budget~ We believe that 
specific language and dedicated funds for training will 
increase the chance that supply issues can be adequately met 
under welfare reform~ 

3. 	 CONTINUITY OF CARE and PART-TIME WORK: Under 3(a) of the 
specs there are no provisions for the movement of adults 
between full-time and.part-time training and employment 
opportunities. Children frequently suffer di"sruptions in 
care because full-time options are not available to their 
parents. This section of the specs would be strengthened 
with language to protect pre-school children in family day 
care and center based settings from having their relation­
ships with providers cut short unnecessarily. 

Finally, one question we are unclear on: Will chiId care be 
quaranteed to women in JOBS and in the WORK program who are not 
in the mandated group (i.e. who are 26 years and older)? 

Thank you very much for considering our comments and 
questions. 

Sincer~e~~~---

T~ 
co: 	 David Ellwood, Assistant Secretary for Evaluation and 

Planning, HHS 

Wendell Primus, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Evaluation 
and Planninq; HHS 
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Subjrn::1 Welfare Reform Legislation -- Child Support Enforcement 

Wendell Primus, ASPE 
To 

We have reviewed your draft legislative amendments on child 
support enforcement and found a number of issues to be 
controversial. I believe a meeting between our staffs is 
necessary to address the following concerns: 

o 	 The bill appears to require state Medicaid agency 
procedures to be "to the satisfaction" of the State Child 
Support Enforcement (title IV-D) agency. The goal of 
this provision appears to be to improve the Medicaid 
agency1s role in enforcing medical support from absent 
parents. 

We believe that State Medicaid directors will find this 
px'ovision as drafted problematic in that it gives control 
over a part of the Medicaid program to another part of 
the state government. We suggest the provision's
language be changed to require that Medicaid medical 
support procedures be constructed in consultation with 
the title IV-D agency. 

o 	 As written, the bill appears to require parents to 
furnish IV-O information to the state IV-D agency as a 
condition of Medicaid eligibility. Under such a 
provision,. pregnant women could be denied Medicaid 
coverage for failure to cooperate in identification of 
the father of a child who is receiving Medicaid. The 
principal effect of such denial would be a mainly 
negative one on birth outcomes to low-income women. This 
would be contrary to this Administration's priorities+ 

We note that under a provision in current law, enacted in 
OBRA 1986, pregnant women with incomes below poverty are 
exempted from the usual requirement to cooperate in 
establishing the paternity of their children~ congress 
included this exemption in response to concerns that 
pregnant women would avoid seeking timely medical 
assistance if confronted with a demand that they identify 
the fathers of their children. Thus, Medicaid is 
protected when a pregnant woman is denied AFDC benefits 
due to failure to cooperate. Eliminating this exemption 
would cause more harm to children than to their mothers. 

1 
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o 	 The bill removes the title XIX-specific exception that 
now allows mothers to keep Medicaid when they have Ugood 
cause lf not to comply with the general requirement that 
they assist in identifying the father. Under the bill. 
title XIX would look to title IV-D, which would have a 
ti9hter good cause exception. This tightening of the 
exemptive language is likely to raise concerns that the 
health of mothers and children will be compromised merely 
to increase child support collections. 

o 	 The bill would require States to have laws requiring 
hospitals, as a condition of participation in Medicaid! 
to implement paternal identification procedures. This 
represents an imposition on hospitals which has nothing 
to do with the provision of medical care. Whenever 
possible, HCFA prefers to avoid imposing such 
requirements. 

o 	 We note the bill would create a national data matching 
service. Proposing such a system could exacerbate 
concerns over privacy and "big government" data systems
that we are attempting to put to rest in connection with 
the Health security Act~ The data system, which is 
dependent on use of the Social Security number for all 
participants, creates new reporting burdens for employers 
and hospitals in a manner which appears to run contrary 
to the promises made within HSA regarding administrative 
simplification. 

Please contact Tom Gustafson (690-5960) to arrange for a 
follow-up discussion on these issues. 



DEPARTMENTOF HEAlTH .. HUMAN SERVICES 	 Public Health $e(vice 

Office of Ihe Assistant SecretafY 
lOt Health 

Washi!'Qton DC 20201 

MAY 27 i994 

TO: Wendell Primus 

FROM: Assistant Secretary for Health 

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform - Legislative specifications 

As requested, we have reviewed the document on the leqislative 
specifications for preventinq teen preqnancy, making work pay, 
and i~rovin9 government assistance. Several issues arise as 
concerns: 

o 	 The grants program for teen preqnancy prevention~re 
duplicative of the Health Security Act/s school-based 
bealth services and comprehensive health education 7 

•initiative~ Rather than create a grant program that 
categorically focuses on teen pregnancy, the qrant 
program should complement Title III provisions. 

o 	 In several locations (e~9., p.l0, p.12) there are 
different age definitions for minors who are parents. In 
some oases this document refers to those under age 19, 
under age 20, and age 21 or less. The inconsisten.cies in 
defininq who is not an "adult" are problematic. 

o 	 On page 221 the document refers to excluding parents and 
siblings for the purposes of oalculating AFOC payments to 
families (who are referred to as "units" or "filing 
unitsU ). The symbolism of government splitting up 
families or recognizing some family members but not 
others runs counter to the notion of strengthening 
families. 

Please contact Drs. Robert valdez (690-12Bl) or Jo Bouffard (690­
7694) to arrange follow-up discussions with my staff on these 
issues. 

Phi~L4e. M.D. 


CC! R~ Valdez 
J. 	Boufford" 
w. Carr 
J. Elders 
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May 31, 1994 

MJ;:MOIAANDUII FOR MARY JO BANE 
DAVIO ELLWOOO 
BRUCE REED d 

FROM, JOE STIGLITZy7~ 
SUBJECT, WELFARE REFpRM PROPOS~L 

The draft legislative specifications show that. tremendous 
strides have been made toward ~eetin9 the President's qoals for 
reforming welfare. However 1 to meet more fully the goals of: (1) 
Makinq WorK Pay; (2) Time-li~itinq Welfara; and (3) Ending 
welfare as We Know It. I offer several suggestions. These 
suqg9stions reflect my concern with both the substance of the , 
proposal and also with the politics of how it will be perceived 
(and how perceptions may be exploited by opponents). I believa 
that these suqgastions would strengthen the overall proposal, 
increase the probability that its significant features would be 
enacted into law, improve the likelihood that the program will be 
perceived as working, and therefore make it more likely that the 
plan will survive into the future j if they were aOopted. 

These suggestions are qrouped into three cateqorias that 
reflect the goal most associated with tha suggestion (thQugh 
there is some overlap)~ If you have any questions about these 
suggestions, please call me at J95~5036~ 

Malting Work Pay 

supplements and Work Requirements in the WORK Proqram -- The 
proposal would allow states to supplement wages paid to people in 
the WORK program as long as participants are working at least 20 
hours a week. Only by working full time can most sinqle mothers 
hope to raise their families out of poverty. In orear to ensure 
that there are adequate incentives for full-time work, AFOC 
recipients should be ~equired to work a sufficient number of 
hours to earn their entire AFDC check~ states with higher 
benefits ~ould have to require a greater number of hours worked. 
(For States with benefit levels above the earnings from forty
hours of York at the minimum wage, the State could be permitted 
to pay more than the ninimum wage to those in the ~ORK proqram.) 
It has been ar9ued that this will lead to inequitable treatment 
of participants in different states since some will have to work 
more to gee their benefits. In fact, the inequality is already 
present in the system which allows states to pay different 
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benefits. We can not do anything about the inequality, but we 
can make sure that that inequality does not undermine our efforts 
to make work pay. 

A4vanoe Payment ot the EITe -- The proposal allows States to 
provide advance payments of up to 75 percent of the EITC the 
taxpayer will be able to claim. It would be more desirable to 
conform the treat~ent of this provision to the current law 
requirements that apply to all employers (i.e., limit advance 
payments to 60 percent of the maximum EITC available to one-child 
families). Congress enacted this rule in 1993 as a reasonable 
compromise between providing a work incentive and promoting 
compliance. Nothing has changed to upset this compromise.
Moreover I a single rule for all advance payment providers would 
allow us to determine if there are differences 1n compliance tor 
taxpayers using different advance payment lIlechanisms. In:.· 
addition, conforming the rules for payment between all types of 
advance pa~ent providers would reduce fluctuations that may 
occur when workers move hetween states or change employers. 
Finally, if we begin to make changes to EITC rules, We invite 
others to start making changes which is something we probably do 
not want to do~ 

~ima-L1miting Welfare 

F&rt-Time Work Since full-time work is the only way that most 
single ~others can raise their families out of poverty full-time 
work should be encouraged. Thus part-time work should only slow 
-- rather than stop -- the two-year time clock for people in the 
JOBS program with children over 5 (or over 1 if child care is 
available). One approach (that would be easy to administer) 
would proportionately slow the time-limit clock tor every hour 
worked during a reporting period (e*9~, on a monthly basis). For 
instance, the speed at which a person's t1~e-limit clock would 
run CQuid slow by ) percent for every hour per week worked up to 
d maximum of 100\ (i.e. 34 hours of work or more is considered 
full-time). Thus, someone working 20 hours a week would be able ¢ 
to collect AFDC benefits for up: to 5 years before they would have : 
to enter the WORK program. Thi$ suggestion effectively places a .. 
time limit on the JOBS phase of the welfare reform proposal for 
those who work part-time. 

Mental Illneaa en4 Aaaignment to pre~JOBS -- The determination 
of the effects of a person/s mental state on their ability to 
work can be highly subjective, as demonstrated by California's 
experience with covering work-stress related illness under its 
workers compensation laws# By shopping around, individuals often 
can find some mental health professional to certify them as 
unable to work. Under the welfare reform proposal, the two-year 
time limit does not apply to those in pre-JOBS, providing an 
incentive for people to be classified as pre-JOBS candidates. 
The proposal already allows those who are applying for social 
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Security Disability (SS01) payments to be assiqne~ to pre-JOBS. 
Since SSDI covers mental conditions, this provision should be 
aaequate. It not, each AFOC office should be required to specify 
a small number of psychologists to evaluate the mental health 
status of people attemptinq to be placed in pre-JOBS due to 
mental illness. This 5uqqestion woUld avoid the potential 
problem of participants shopping around for a sympathetio ~ental 
health profes$ional in order to be designated as eligible for tha 
pre-JOBS proqram. 

Disolo8u.8 of Reasona for fre-JOBS ~saiqnment -- It is not 
possible to tell from the legislative specificAtions what 
information would be publicly AVailable on the number of people 
classified as pre-JOBS for different reasons. Subject to privacy 
considerations, it would be best if the count of people assigned 
to pre-J08S for each reason was made publicly available fOr each 
state and county. This would serve as a check on abuse of the 
program to avoid the application of real time limits. 

substance Abuse And Time Limits -- In the absence of incentive 
effects we might prefer a welfare system where people with 
substance abuse problems were qiven as much time as necessary to 
reeover~ However, it sends the wrong signal and provides 
extremely perverse incentives to stop the time-li~tt clock for 
people with substance abuse problems by placing them in pre-JOBS. 
Since pre-JOBS will likely be perceived as preferable to entering
JOBS 'and then WORK, we cannot allow people to choose pre-JOBS by 
Making inherently unverifiable claims to having a substance abuse 
problem. ThQ time ClOCK must continue to run for people who are 
receiving treatment for their substance abuse problems. 

Permanent Access to WORK Slots -- Except for those who have 
si9nificant problems that. will qualify them for pre-30BS and 
those who live in economically depressed areas, anyone can find a 
job in 4 years. There is near co~plete consensus among 
economists on this point. Therefore, the WO~ program should be 
time limited too. The O~C proposal (copy attacheo) for assessinq fp­
those completinq two years of WORK and removing' those who have " t 
not made " good faith ef~ort to find a job should be added to ttle 
leqislative specifications. • 

.'~ " 
En4inq We~fare as We Know It 

.. ' 

outcoMe Standards Outside observers will evaluate the 
effectiveneos of our welfare reform on the basis of outcomes such 
as cost saving, job placements, and case load reduction. To 
ensure that we get the desired outcomes, outcome standards must 
have teeth. The draft specifications require the Secretary to 
establish outcome standards, but do not specify that monetary 
penalties should he assessed for failure to meet the standards. 
A requirement that such penalties be speCified (and perhaps 
monetary rewards for significantly exceedin9 the outcome 
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standards) should be part of the legislation. 

state incentives -- In general I am conoa~ned about the extent 
of incentives for state performance in the welfare raform. Many 
states have not bean etfective in implemantinq past proqrams such 
as JOBS and child support enforcement. Stronger incentives might
make a difference in this reform. For example, it is our 
understanding that the net cost to the median state of creating 
jobs in the WORK program could be larger than the sanction for 
not creating those jobs. I am also concerned with the lack of 
adequate incentives in the child support enforcement regulations. 

up-front Job Bearch -. Intensive job searCh assistance has proven 
to be cost-effective in getting peopla to work in a shorter time 
period~ The current legislative specifications call for states 
to require job search. but do not specify that intensive job 
search assistance be provided. States should be required to 
provide a suhstantia~ amount of standardized job search 
assistance to those who are required to take part in job search 
actiVities, and job search should be required of all new AfDC 
recipients as Goon as possible. Of oourse, there would be 
administrative difficulties in requiring states to immediately 
provide job search assistance for all new AFDC recipients .. 
However, the proposed phase-in for 9Btting new AFDC recipients 
into a job search pro9ram is too slow. The phase-in of mandatory
job search should be accelerated by moving back the age at which 
people would be requi.ed to pa.ticipate in up-front job search by 
two years for every calendar year that passes. Thus, in the 
first year of the reform program, all recipients Dorn after 1972 
would be required to participate in job search activities. In 
the second year, all recipients born after 1970 would be required 
to participate in these actiVities, and so on. 

~8tabli8b WORK in a separate Aqency -- It is important to support 
a large scale demonstration of the effects of administarinq the 
WORK program separately from the State AFDC office. This 
separation might help change the culture of the WORK program. and 
orient it more towarc,;, re-employment. Accordingly the welfare 
reform proposal shou~d encourage at least two states to attempt 
to astab~ish a separqte office to administer the WORK program. 

Technical Assistance, Evaluation and Demonstrations -- The 
proposal sets aside 2 percent of JOBS and WORK funds for . 
tGchnical assistance, ovaluation, and demonstration programs. 
Evaluation of the effectiveness of different aspects of the . 
program will be crucial to refining existing programs and future 
reform efforts. Aocordingly, 1 percent of JOBS and WORK funds 
shou~d be sat asidG for evaluation (includinq the evaluation of 
demonstration programs) and 1 percent should be set aside for 
technical assistance, demonstration programs, and special 
administrative costs. Since total expenditures start oft 
relatively small. and evaluation and technical assistance might 

/1 
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be more valuable in the early stages of the reform prQgram, it 
might be desirable to have a larger initial set-aside (perhaps 2 
percent each), with the percentage declining over time as total 
expenditures increase. 

Conforminq Rules in Transfer Proqrams -- The proposals for 
conforming various transfer proqrams are minimal. It would be 
more desirable policy to attempt a more complete integration Qf 
the programs in order to rationalize program eligibility and 
benefits and to simplify administration. Also, almost all the 
conforminq chanqes contained in the proposal adopt the more 

\qanerous of the Food Stamps and the AFOC rules tor use in both 
programs. Greater efforts should be made toward more complete 
integration. Failing that, if the rule adopted were not always 
the looser rule, the overall reform proposal might be made less 
expensive. 

I~dividual Development Accounts (IDAs) -- There is little 
justification for tax-favored IOA~ For example, in 1994 1 a 
fami~y of 3 (a head of household plus 2 children) has a tax 
threshold (faces a zero mar9inal rate) with wage income of nearly 
$13,000, with a higher fiqure for a two-parent household. (This 
does not include the affects of the earned income tax credit.) 
It is hard to conceive of a case where a person will receive 
welfare and also have wage income thae will cause a positive
income tax liability. Therefore the tax advantage of an IDAr 

would be ~eaningless to almost all welfare reCipients but would 
ada complexity to the Tax Code for tens of millions of taxpayers. 
Moreover, a tax-advantaged IDA would provide a situation where 
individuals on welfare are treated more favorably than the 
working poor (which goes aqainst the goal of Makinq work Pay) . 
Finally, one lesson we should have learned from last year's 
budget bill involved the proposed tax~favored empowerment savings 
aeeount_ In the ta~ writing comrnittees l this was one ot the 
first items to be dropped from serious consideration, because the 
staffs saw little advantage from the tax-favored status of these 
accounts. It is probable the proposed IDA will suffer the same 
fate as long as it retains its tax-favored nature. Accordingly,
the tax-favol:ed component of the IDA shoul.d be dropped, while 
retaining the basic elements of the account as a means ot asset 
accumulation for welfare recipients. 

Quality control and complianoe -- The proposal should make clear 
that'the rules for verification of eligibility and payment will 
not negatively affect current compliance rates. Otherwise, the 
reform proposal will be subject to tho criticism of reducinq 
compliance compared to current law. In addition, I believe it 
irnpo4tant that current levels of quality control on weltare 
programs not be weakened. 
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INDIVIDUAL WORK ASSESSMENTS 

At the end of two WORK assignments, people still in the program WQuld be assessed 
on an individual basis to determine whether they can remain in WORK. Those detennined to 
be unable to work or need additional training would be reassigned to Pre-JOBS Or JOBS. 
Those determined to be playing by the rules and unable to find work in the private sector 
either because there were no jobs availabJe to match their skills or because they ate incapable 
of working outside a sheltered environment would be allowed to remain in tbe WORK 
program. At state option, those who have been on the WORK program at l.as! 2 (3?) yoars, 
who the state determines to be employable and living in areas whore th.re arc jobs available 
to match their skills, and who the state detcnnines to have failed to make a good faith effort 
to obtain available unsubsidized work can be removed from the program. ' 

The Departments .of HHS and Labor will develop broad guidelines for !be third 
category, wbich will take into aCCount factors ineluding, but not limited 10, an indivlllual's 
work history, local labor market conditions, and assurance of an individual employability 
determination that takes into .CCOunt types of jobs availabl. in the area and the suo:ess rate 
of otber WORK participants in securing non-subsidized employment. St.tes that wish to 
make use of this option would bsve 10 develop a p!a:n consistent with those guidelines, and 
submit it as a state plan amendment subject to Secretarial approval. 

The state's plan must also provide: 

• A p!OC<SS to ensure that recipients receive appropriate notice and an opportuniry to 
challenge a decision to find them ineligible. 

• A semi-annual report on the status of families woo arc no longer eligible for the 
WORK program. 

• Continued eligibility for persons no longer eligible for WORK for other support 
services within existing program eligibility requirements. 

The Departments of HHS and Labor will undertake a comprehensive national study, 
beginning at the end of the first ycar in which the WORK progtam has been implemented, to 
measure the ",ORK program's success in moving people into unsubsidized jobs, and evaluate 
the skill level. and backgrounds of people who remain. The fedCIal government will us. this 
information to refine program guidelines if necessary. 



MAY 30,1994 

MEMORANDUM TO WENDELL PRIMUS 

FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON LATEST WElFARE REFORM SPECS 

COMMENTS ON JOBS/TIME LIMITS/WORK 

J. Effective Date/Phase In 
2. Program Intake 

J. EmQlo;;ability Plan 

This section needs to emphasize placement in less than 24 months and work 
OPtions during first two years. This section should have a vision piece as the 
others do - and it should clearly state that we intend plans to be developed that 
move participants to work as quickly as possible. It should explicitly say 
"Employabillty plans may be for less than 24 months and may include assignment 
at any time to work programs through JOBS such as CWEP, On the Job Training, 
and Work Supplementation as under current law." 

±. Pre-JOBS 

p. 5, 4(f1 and p. 19, 161el: These numbers appear to be creeping upward. What is 
the total percentage of people expected to be in deferral or extension? 

p. 7, 41kl: Isn't it a state option whethor volunteers meeting pre-JOBS criteria are 
submit to time limit? 

5, SUO§la)1ce Abuse 

We may need to revisit these issues in light of time limits on DA&A. 
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6. Definition of thfLTime Limit 

Vision, p. 9: Drop the sentence, "The two-year limit would be renewable to a 
degree "." and replace it with. "Individuals who have left welfare for extended 
periods of time will be eligible for a few months of assistance as a cushion." The 
time limit is not renewable. 

Specs, p. 9: Does 6 {b} add anything to the definition of 6 (a)? 
If not. it should be dropped. 

Strongly disagree with comments from DoEd about when to start the clock. The 
clock must run from authorization -- not frOm completion of the employability plan. 

Z, Aoplicability of the Time Limit 

ll. AFDC-UP 

We still do not fully understand these rules. and worry about unintended 
consequences. Is this section about states that have exercised the two-parent 
option, or not? Do the existing time limits in UP take precedence over these time 
limits? How do the job offer and other sanctions affect eligibility for two-parent 
families? The part-time wmk rules? 

~. Teen earent§ 

Specs, p. 11, 9Ic}: We still maintain that there should be no exemption for anyone 
under 20 based on age of child (beyond 12 weeks). Just because a teen finished 
high school doesn't mean she should spend a year at home. We have required 
teen caSe management fQr all custodial parents under 20, but this loophole gives 
them nothing to manage. 

1Q. JQI2S Servi£es 

Specs, p. 12: Agree with OMB that job·ready should Include previous work 
experience or high school diploma. Even Patsy Mink's bill uses this definition. 

p, 12, 10 (9): Add "microenterprise training and activities· as well as self­
employment programs to the list of optional activities. 

11. Minimum Work Standard 
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1-2. JOBS Participalion 

Specs. p. 14. 12(0): If the AFDC-UP participation standards are eliminated. what 
takes their place for the two~parent caseload? 

p. 15. 12iel: brOaden the definition of satisfactory participation to include any 
microenterprise program -- not iust SBA funded. HHS. Labor, Agriculture all have 
microenterprise programs. 

p. 15. 12(9I\iil: This point is still confusing. It needs to make clear that states can 
impose the time limit on a broader class of AFDC recipients participating in JOBS, if 
the state has chosen to include that broader class as part ot its phased-in group_ 

13. JOI2SFu.nding 
14. S~miannyal Assessment 

15. Transition to WORK 

Specs. p. 18: We had discussed that the regulatory specs {lei through (hll were 
too detailed and dld not need to be here. 

16. Extensions 

Same concern as in 4{fj above. 

17.Qualilying lor Additional MonthS Qf Eligibility 

Specs. p. 20, 17[a~b): These provisions should state that an individual returning to 
the program could be expected to perform iob search from the date of 
reapplication. 

18. Admiqistration QI JOB~IWORK 
J..~_!.APecific Resoonsibilities of the IV-A Agency 
2Q, Othe( Areas 01 ResoQnsibilil,< 
21. Establishment of a WORK program 

22. WQRK Fynding 

Specs. p. 25: There should be one pot of WORK money, not two. The diVIsion 
into two potS is, on the one hand, artificial since subsidies can be disguised as 
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other things, and. on the other, an unnecessary constraint on state flexibility in 
running the WORK program, 

23, Flexibility 

Agree with OMS that some provision may be necessary to ensure that states 
employ WORK partiCipants as child care workers, 

24. Limits on Subsidjes~ to Private Sector Employers 

25, Coordination 
"*Questions (e: public/private board: 
(1) Why has control of designation of board shifted from local to state government, 
Mayor Emanuel Cleaver told us Friday that the Conference of Mayors woula not 
accept that. 
(2) Why allow state to make local area larger than JTPA SDA? This would allow 
state to make it a state board. How about state can make area smaller, but not 
larger? 
(3) Board should have some formal power or role. "Guidance," ,·work in 
conjunction with.· If we really want this to have local input, there should be some 
local power - "Local plan should be developed jointly by board and agency,· or 
·Board shall develop plan, subject to agency approval.· or vice-versa. 

26. Retention Requirements 

27. ~ 29. NoogisplSlCelJlent. Grieyance, CQncurrerce 

Specs, p. 28: We are concerned about 27(aI!4)(bi, 27(aIl5). and 27(b). 

27(a)(4)(b) is now written in 8 way that it is almost impossible to understand its 
impact; we would like to discuss it further. 

27(8115) and 27(b) we'e not in the original non displacement language. Where did 
they come from, what is their impact, and why do we need them?: 

30. WOBK Eligibility Criteria 

The performance standards for the WORK program should count not only 
subsidized positions, but unsubsldized slots found through agents under contract to 
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place WORK participants, The current definition might not count placement 
contracts. 

Specs, p. 31, 301f) and p, 33, 33(bl: Wasn't our agreement about semiannual 
redetermination that we wouldn't recalculate every month, but that if someone's 
circumstances changed they would be required to report it and their supplement 
would be adjusted? As currently written, someone who took a private sector job a 
week before their job search runs out would get no benefits, while a person who 
took the same job a week after starting a WORK assignment would get all WORK 
wages and WORK supplement for 6 months, in addition to the private sector wages 
and the EITC, This would lead to Some strange behavior, and it will drive up the 
cost estimates. 

31, Allocation of,WORK AssignmenlS/Inlerim Activlti~s 
32, Hours of ~ 

33. Earning~ Supplementation 

Specs, p, 33, 331cl: The specs should clarify that consistent with the provision in 
32{aL the average earnings supplement cannot exceed 25% of total benefits, even 
if a state chooses to apply earnings disregards to WORK wages, 

In general, we are concerned that the WORK program is looking increasingly 
attractive compared to unsubsidized work. We need to see a variety of examples 
comparing the relative attractiveness of WORK in states that apply their earnings 
disregards policies to the WORK program, pass through more child support, and so 
on. 

34. TreatmenUl.LWORK >:loges 
351 Supportive Services 
36, Wages and Working Conditions 

371 SaQ«tions 

Specs, p, 36·38, 37(cl, 371gHii. and 371j)(il: The rules on refusing a job offer 
should be ,changed to incorporate the part-time work standard -- I.e., sanction for 
refusing allY job offor of 20 hours, or an offer of fewer hours if that offer of fewer 
hours would make the person better off, The Specs need to add a rule requiring 
people to take more hours if available, and prohibiting people from increasing their 
benefits by cutting back hours, 
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Specs, p. 37. 37(1): Drop the word "willful" in "willful misconduct," Including 
"wiHful" in the statute will only make it more difficult to sanction. Defining 
misconduct should suffice. 

Agree with OMS that the sanctions need to be cumulative over a lifetime. If we're 
keeping a lifetime clock, we can keep track of this, 

38. Job Search 

;l9, Time Limi! on the WORK PrQgram 

Specs, p. 37-40: This 'section needs to be rewritten to incorporate the state option 
at the time of assessment to make people ineligible for WORK for failing to make a 
good faith effort to find available unsubsidized work, 

Specs, p. 40: Drop the sentence, "Such penalties could only be imposed in the 
event of misconduct related to the WORK program," It is not clear what kind of 
penalty this sentence is meant to preclude. 

4Q, NOncuStodial Parents 

Vision, p, 41: The paragraph beginning "Other parents have inadequate skills "," 
must be dropped, We shouldn't be making excuses for people who father children 
and fail to support them. It's not society's fault; it's not the economy's fault; it's 
not their upbringing's fault; it's nOl the absence of programs to meet their needs' 
fault; it's lheir fault, and they should take responsibility for it. For the same 
reason, the sentence "Finally. some non-custodial parents have difficulty 
understanding their rights and responsibi!ities as parents because they had missing 
or inadequate role models when they were children" should be dropped. This 
excuse-making is insulting to the thousands of fathers who grew up in similar 
circumstances and do live up to their responsibilities, 

These paragraphs should be rewritten to suggest that "We need to make sure that 
all parents live up to their responsibilities. When people donlt pay child support, 
their children suffer forever. and so do we, Just as we expect mora of mothers. 
we cannot let fathers just walk away. A number of programs show considerable 
promise in helping non-custodial parents to reconnect with their children and fulfill 
their financial responsibdities to support them. Some programs help parents do 
more by seeing that they get the skills they need to hold down a job and support 
their children, Other programs require absent parents to work off the suppOrt they 
owe, It is also important to show non~custodial parents who have been involved in 
their children's lives that when they pay child support, they will restore a 
connection that they and their children need, • 
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Rationale, p, 42: This section should be dropped, We cannot make excuses for 
non-support. Also, none of the other sections have a "Rationale'" anymore, The 
Vision paragraph should make the point that it is important to expect child support 
payments from everyone, even non-custodial parents with low income, because 
there is no excuse for neglecting parental responsibilities, and because those 
individuals' income will rise over time, 

Specs, p, 43, 40(e)(;i·iii): States should not have the option to suspend or reduce 
child support obligations, It's hard enough to explain why we're rewarding fathers 
who don't pay by putting them in training programs; how can we possibly justify 
letting them off the hook for past support? 

41, Parenting Demos 

Specs, p. 44, 41Ic); How much is the capped set-aside? 

COMMENTS ON PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

p. 45, first line: Replace "eventuate" with "result" 

p. 47, third Hne from bottom: "Operant" is not a word 

4. S~Jvice Delivery Srandards 

Specs, p. 51, 410); Where are the incentives for good state behavior? These are 
only penalties. What is the meaning of a tolerance level if there are no penalties? 
If that's the case, why not 90% with a 10% tolerance level? 

p, 51, 4If): The standards currently require states to measure essentially the same 
thing twice, in two slightty different ways. At the very least, the numerator ought 
to be the same in both cases .- otherwise we are sending states conflicting signals 
and making them recalculate for no apparent reason. In both cases, the numerator 
ought to give Slates credit for people who leave AFDC or are sanctioned, 
{Sanctions aren't the Slate's faull.l 

But the real question is, why have two standards at all? Wouldn't it make 
more sense to have a single standard. measured over a three-month period? Our 
goa! is to reward states for results. not hassle them with process standards or steer 
them toward putting clients into services that kill time but don't harp people 
become self-sufficient, 
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p. 51, 4(gl: Since the last draft, we have gone from a standard measured over 6 
months where 35% of clients had to be spending 50% of their time in services, to 
a monthly standard where 35 % of clients have to be in services. In effect, we've 
doubled the standard, Why have we gone to all this trouble to simply double the 
participation rates in current law? A blended coverage/participation rate makGs 
more sense. 

What happened to the 1 % limit on incentives or penalties? We have no idea 
whether states can meet these standards -- we can hardly agree on what the 
standards should be. Vet we're putting a substantial amount of money at risk, If 
our goal is to move toward a performancewbased system over the next few years, 
we shouldn't be betting the farm on process standards now that could seriously 
distort state behavior. We should restore the 1 % limit on how much money is at 
risk. We should be rewarding states for getting people off welfare and into work, 
not for counting heads in a classroom. 

p, 51, 4Ihl(i): The numerator should include people who have found unsubsidized 
work through job placements paid for with WORK money. Otherwise, the states 
get no credit for using their WORK money to pay a job developer or job placement 
firm like America Works to find unsubsidized work -- they woutd only get credit for 
placements in subsidized work. Presumably. we think unsubsidized work is a 
better result. 

COMMENTS ON TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE & DEMOS 

p, 55, A(ll, Rationale: Drop the sentence, "It is often noted that 10% of effecting 
substantive change is getting the law passed, the other 90% is implementing the 
law well." This is like saying baseball is 10% hitting and 90% pitching: it's not 
true, and it doesn't do us much good now that we're at bat. 

p, 58, B12). Rationale: This paragraph is too weak. The point is that we are 
changing the culture of welfare to get out of the business of writing checks and 
into the business of helping people find and keep jobs, All the incentives in the 
system should point toward securing tong-term placement in the work force. We 
want to experiment with a number of new approaches that will spur caseworkers, 
clients, and service providers to help people get off welfare for good. 

p. 58, 8(2)(al: The last sentence of this paragraph should be rewritten to say that 
"the emphasis will be on securing long-term placements in the labor market, and on 
finding ways to ptace medium~ and long-term recipients. ,. 

p, 58, 812)(cl: The limit should be up to 5 of each approach (placement bonuses 
and chartering placement firms!, not 5 overall. 
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p. 59, Section 1115 waivers: We thought we weren't going to mess' with Section 
1115, This provision sounds Ilke an end fUn for chlld support assuranceT and 
should be dropped. Also, as stated elsewhere, we oppose letting non-custodial 
parents off the hook for their debts and arrearages, 

p. 62, 5(bf: What is the relation of Work Support Agencies to one-stop? 

p. 63: The title of this section should be changed from "Information Systems and 
Infrastructure" to "Information Systems and Fraud Detection," 

p. 66, Atdllil: Why isn't the NTAR keeping track of why individuafs go on or off 
assistance (e.g" work, marriage, etc.!? This would be valuable info. 
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COMMENTS ON CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

QJllij~ Support EnforcamaOI 

Training, p. 53: Add a bullet about using JOBS money to train welfare recipients 
to become child support caseworkers. and about using WORK slots to provide child 
support caseworkers with trainee/aides. 

Child Support Assuram;g 

p. 61, 1 (c): Agree with OMB on the need to phase out Child Support Assurance. 
The Secretary can't iust determine whether the demonstrations will be extended. 
If some future Administration wants to experiment further with Child Support 
Assurance, they will have to go back to Congress and ask for the money to do so. 

p~ 61, lid): Why will only "same" states have the option of creating work 
programs? Shouldn't all states in this demo have that option? 

pp. vii Itop graph} and 60 13rd graph): It would be more accurate to say that 
'·some" rather than "many" states have expressed a strong interest in doing CSEA. 
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COMMENTS ON PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY, MAKE WORK PAY, 
AND IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

Igen Pregnam;y: 

p. 1 and throughout; The grants should be called "Teen Pregnancy Prevention 
Grants". not "Teen Pregnancy Prevention Mobilization Grants" 

Vision, p. 1, 1st graph: End the second sentence after the word pregant Idelete 
"and parents"}. 

2nd graph: Add "enormous" 1n front of "national significance" 

Specs, p. 2, lei: The second sentence should read "such as the Community 
Enterprise Board or the proposed Ounce of Prevention Council." 

. 
Add a bullet stating that this emity (or the Clearinghouse) will issue national 

goals for the reduction of teen pregnancy, and states will be expected to develop 
state goals, 

Specs, p. 6, Ie): This is still too much money. The eligible communities are way 
too small to justify $3.6 million per year per site. 

Vision: p: 8: Drop the word "generally" in front of "we believe that children should 
be subject to adult 5upeNision," 

Family Cap 

Specs, p. 10, 2Ib): What is the impact of these mandatory disregards for a parent 
in the WORK program? 

Child Care 

Specs, p. 17,7: Do volunteers get child care for activities even if they don't do 
those activities? 
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COMMENTS ON IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

p. 22 and throughout: A better name for this whole section might be "Streamlining 
Government Assistance" or "Welfare Simplification". 

Territories. p. 37: Drop the paragraph about meeting with representatives from 
Puerto Rico and other territorjes. 

Regulatory Revisions. p. 39: Drop the word "compromise" in the first sentence of 
this section. 

p. 44: We assume from its absence that the costly provision affecting HUg Utility 
Payments has been dropped. In general. we would like to review the cost 
implications of these regulatory changes. and so should OMB. 

General Question: Whatever happened to our interagency waiver board? 
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REMAINING POLICY ISSUES 

A few other issues have not been addressed in the Specs: 

1. Fraud: What are we going to say about fingerprinting and other anti-fraud 
proposals? Can we prohibit the fecelpt of welfare benefits in prison? We need a 
more concrete anti~fraud package. 

2. Immigration: Can we include a provision similar to that in other bills which 
requires the welfare agency to report illegal immigrants to the INS in child-only 
cases? 

3. Fertility Drugs: Do we have a policy on Medicaid coverage of fertility drugs? 

4, Waiverability 
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TO 96906562 P.02 


May 27, 2994 

Mary Jo Bane, Assistant Secretary 
for the A4rninistration for Children ana Families 

David Ellwood, Assistant secretary
for Planning and Evaluation 

Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the President 
for Domestic Policy 

CO-Chairs, liorking Group on Welfare Reform, 
Family support and Independence 

washingto~t DC 20500 

Dear Mary Jo, David and Bruce: 

Thank you for soliciting our comments on' the 
i. 

legi$lat~ve 
specifications for the WORK program. Although there are spme 
aspects of the program that are encouraging, we are very deeply 

,troubled about a crucial question that is noe yet resol'lmd: 
whether parents who play by the rules but cannot find privl.te 
sector jobs will be completely cut off from all cash support dr a 
public job when their WORK slot ends. Parents who do everything we 
ask but are unable to find a private sector job should never; be 
CnrO\lln into destitution. At an absolute minimum I as long: as 
parents are willing to work, then a public sector job must, be 
provided; if unavailable, the basic AFDC safety net must remai~ in 
place. It would be difficult for ~G to overstate the importanc~ of 
this provision -- the: Prosident's plan simply must preserv~ a 

, safet.y DEle for ch:Lldren. 

We are also deeply distressed over the inclusion of full family
sanctions (pp.36,38}. It is in no one's interest to throw chilqren 
into hunger and homelessness even if the pa~ents are not compl~ing 
with all the rules. It is also needlessly harsh to require ~hat. 
neither food stamps nor housing assistance would rise in resp~nse 
to a sanction. ! 

Finally, we want to strongly endorse "Optiory BR for part-time work 
(p .13) . Parents who are working 20 hou~s per week are d~in9 
exactly what we are asking them ~o do and should not be subjecd to 
the t.ime clock. In light of the fact thllt only "30 percent! of 
married women work fu~l-time full-year, we believe that more than 
lIOption Bli is not a reasonable expectation for single parents ~it:h 
young children. : 

!
Below is a brief summary of additional conc~rns: 
I 


12 week pre-JOBS status for fami1iea with a child conceived wnile 
on AFDC (pp.5~6)! It:is simply bad policy to limit p~e-JOBS status 

: , 
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to 12 weeks when a ch~ld is conceived while the parent is receiving 
AFDC. In many areas, infant care is simply not available; in all 
areas the cost is extremely high. In combination with a family cap 
policy where the mother would not receive any additional grant ~or· 
the infant. this provision strikes us as offering a double 
punishment for the baby while forcing an unwise use of scarce 
resources, 

P1acement in pre-JOBS for good cause capped at 10 percent (pp< 6­
7): The very definition of "good cause" means that those who meet 
that test can justifiably be placed in the prs·JOBS program. l~ is 
inequitable to require inappropriate participation in JOBS simply 
because a person is last on line after the cap has been reach~d. 
We unde~stand the intent is to prevent scates from keeping people 
out of the JOBS program. But t.h:'s remedy punishes parents who 
should be placed in pre-JOBS for good cause. Other means of 
monitoring state performance ultimately leading to reduced federal 
reimbursements should be employed to avoid' the inequitable 
treatment of families. 

No exemption for second trimester of pregnancy (p_ 6): Un.der 
current. law, pregnant women are exempted from JOBS participat.ion 
for both the second and third trimesters. Allowing only an 
exemption for the third trimester is counterproductive. women in 
their second t.rimester are currently exempt because it is very 
difficult to place them in work positions. We believe that curr.ent 
law should be recnined. 

Substance abuse treatment must be appropriate (p.S): We suggest 
that the word Itappropriate" be added in 5 {;a} after Jlparticipate 
in. II States must not be a.llowed to require inappropriate substance 
abuse treatment to decrease the rolls rather than assisting people 
to achieve self-sufficiency. 

,
Minimum case management standards for teens' (p.ll): We recommend 
that minimum case load size s;:andards be i!1.cluded 'such as so ca'ses 
per worker) and 'that the case managers be required to have a 
specialized knowledge of teens. 

Appropriate activities for teens (p.ll): It is not clear from ·the· 
draft which activities would be considered· appropriate under 'the 
JOBS program and who would make this determination. At a rninimum f 

completing a GED, taking classes at a trade school, etc. should be 
considered appropriate. 

T~e clock for teenagers (p~11): We oppose, applying the two-year 
clock to 18- and 19-year-old parents. They are far mere likely to 
need more tha.n two years to be ready for work, both be.cause t.hey 
will need more years of education and training, and because tqeir 
children are very young. We would be remiss if we di:d not also say 
that we have grave reservations about the two-year limit. :Its 
:rigidity will move some mothers away froTf', the education they need, 
making it harder for tham to find a job with oiiny chance: of 
supporting a family. i 
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Determination of "job ready" (p.12): The draft does not indicate 
whether states would be required to exempt someone from job search 
if they were not job ready due to illness or other reason. We ~re 
concerned that a parent with almost any kind of work e;<periance 
would be deetr.ed "ready .. ,. and would be prevented from enrolling~ in 
the training they really need. 

Employment-Oriented Education (p.12): Section (f) would replace 
language in 482 Cd) (1) (A) which cal~s for nbasic and remed!ia.l 
language to achieve a basic literacy level. II Instead, the propo;sal 
includes "employment-oriented education to achieve literacy 
levels. " . II It is hard to know precisely how this would transl~te 
inca practice~ but we fear that it would lead to the least possible 
education .. denying the participant the chance to move above minifnum 
wage work. ' 

Child care for JOBS progr~ only 'p.~4): We favor section (ci. 
which allows people to enroll half t.lme in' a post~secondk:ry 
program, eve:: if that adds up to less t.han :20 hours per we.ek. 
However/ we believe that parents in approved self-i~itiated 
educational .and training activities that are outside the JpBS 
program sho'..lld receive child care as under current law, The child 
care guarantee for IV-A child care should not be cut back, 

, 
Qualifying for additi'onal AFDe (".20), Individuals should be able 
to q~alify for more than six months total of AFDC when they do not 
receive AFDC and are not in the WORK program. If a parent suffers 
a crisis after working :for ten years, the family should be able: to 
access che safety net for more than six months. ' 

Extensions beyond Two-~ear Time Limit (pp 19·20): Extensions are 
allowed beyond the two-year limit when services such as child care 
or training programs are not available at all but are coun't.ed 
against the 10 percent cap, It would be unfair for a parent who is 
not appropriate for a JOBS placemer~t to be eX-eluded from a pre-JOBS 
slot because the state failed to meet the demand for servic'es. 
Additionally, we are co~cerned that extensions of up to 24 months 
for completing a two or four year degree program are allowed, but 
only if the parent is also participating in part-time work. Parts 
of this proposal display a bias against post - secondary educat!1on' 
which we believe is counter-productive to the goal of moving people
from welfare to a stable job. 

Liznits to Subsidies to' Employers (p.27): The proposal lirnlts 
subsieies to employers for WORK c>articipants to l2 months I and 
offers the, hope that tha worker will not be let. go as soon as ,the 
subsidy ends. Mo:::e specific protections are 'needed before engag;ing 
in a program of subsidizing positions in the private sector. The~e 
is a real danger that employers will exploit WORK participants, 
without any real prospect of permanent employment:. Specific 
penalties for employers ought to be considered, such as requir~ng 
an employer to pay back the subsidies when workers are let:' go 
without cause, " 
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People should be better off in WORK than AFOC (p.;), One of :the 
Preside:1.t's key principles is that people who work should not be 
poor. However, in 33(a}, states are only required to make families 

uuno' worse off in the WORK program than they were receiving APDC. 
Since ~~ORK participants would have to pay FICA taxes and prob8:b1y 
would have clothing and transportation costs beyond the ,590 
disregard, in reality they will be worse off than they were 
receiving AFDC. {Of course we again stress that people in the WORK 
program should also receive the EIC because they are working and 
generating income that in all other circumstances would enti;tle 
them to the EIe.} We believe the principl~ should be that scates 
must ensure that families are l;Ig;tter Q.:f by 'dorking than receiving 
AFDC. 

Require states to provide child care {p. 3lt} : States should: be 
required to provide child care so ~vORK participants can engage in 
approved educat.ion and training activities in, addition to WORK 
assi9nments~ rather than having child care optional In these 
circumstances. 

JOBS fWlds for non-custodial parents (p.42).: Although we support 
increasing programs for non-custcdial parents, we are concer:r:.ed 
that allowing 10 percent of JOBS funds is too high. ·The 
evaluations of the Fair Share de:nonstrations indicate they ·are 
worthy of further examination, but not yet worthy of an expend.it:ure 
of potentially hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Thank you again for the opporh:nity to provide comments on the 
Working Group's welfare plan. Please let us know if we can provide 
any additional ir.formation. 

David S. Kass 
Senior Program Associa:te 

Nw,UL 
Nancy Ebb 
Senior Staff Attorney 
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THE SECRETARV OF Vl:TEAAN$ A.FFAlRS 

WASHINGTON 

,MAY: 3 1.1'i\l4 

The Honorable Leon E. Panetta 
Director. Office of Management and Budget 
Attention: Assistant Director for 
Legislative Reference 
WaBhington~ O.C, 20530 

Dear Mr, Panetta: 

on May 23, 1~94, the office of Management and Budget 
requestod that the Dep~~tment of Veterans Affairs (VA) 
provide ita views on the ohild-aupport.enforcement 
provisiona of a Department of Health and Human Services 
iHHS} drAft bill ~~ the Comprehen8iv~ Welfare Reform and 
Pamily Support Amendments of 19~4. VA supports the 
overall goal of the draft bill of improving ehild~Bupport 
enforcement. However, VA vigorously objects to 
section 664 of the draft bill, which would &mend statutes 
governing garnishment of Federal paymenth to generally . 
authorize court-ordered garnishment of veterans' benefits 
for child and spousal support. 

Federal at3tutes have long prohibited court-ordered 
garnishment of veterans' benefits to satisfy debts, 
including debts arising out of child and spousal support 
oblig3Lions. currently, section 5301(a) of title 3e. 
United States Code. provides that veterans' benefits shall 
not be assignable. shall be exempt from the claims of 
creditors. ano shall not be liable to attachment. levy. 
or seizure under any legal or equitable process, ei~her 
before or after receipt by the beneficiary_ Th~ legi81a~ 

tive history of section 5301(al indicates two purposes for 
the statutory provision ~- to avoid requiring VA to act as 
a collection agency anal more importantly. to prevent the 
deprivation and depletion of the disability benefits which 
are intended to be a means of subSistence to veterans. 
This statute, the objectives of which would be severely 
undermined by the proposed amendments. is a refleotion of 
the Nation's longstanding commitment to provide f on a 
priorit~{ basis, for the 'Welfare of those who answered her 
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call during time of peril. Any departure, from that 
commitment would do a grave disservice to these most 
deserving beneficiaries, who made such invaluable efforts 
on behalf of tho United StateB~ 

congreps haa 90ught to balanoe the rights of vet~ 
aranS' families t especially children, against the vet~ 
erans' important interest in receiving benefits free of ~ 
all cl~ims. ~he Child Support Enforcement Act. which this 
draft bill proposes to smend. allows the garnishment of 
certain pe~iQdic pa~ntG of Federal benefite for child 
support and alimony (spousal support). The Act generally 
exempts veterans' disability benefits from garnishment, 
but providee an exception where a veter.n waives all or 
part of hia or her military retirement pay to receive VA 
compensation. In that ease t gArnishment of VA oompensa­
tion received in lieu of military retirement pay is 
permitted. In this limited situation, VA honors court 
orders to garnish disability-compensation benefits ,in 
order to enforce alimony and child-support obligations. 

In addition, the veter.ne' benefit laws .lready 
provide procedures for apportioning (allocating a portion 
of) a veteran'S benefits to the veteran'o eetranged spouse' 
or to the veteranlg children not in his or her custody, 
upon application, where it i£l necessary to provide f,or 
their support. VA regulations currently provide pro~ 
cedurcs to ensure an equitable division of benefits where 
8 VA beneficia):'y is tailing to meet his or her support 
obligations. The apportionment process tends to the 
financial needs of the spouse and children, a~ well ao the 
financial needs of the veteran, This process is. in our 
view 1 the most equitable MeanS of providing' for the need$ 
of the pat'tiee. since VA cons:1.ders the reSO'ilrcee available 
to all parties to meet their subsistence needs and haa 
conaiderabl~ flexibility in determining how much of & 
veteran's benefits should be apportioned. 

An individual seeKing garnishment must bear the 
expense of obtaining an attorney And the delay of 
petltioning a eourt to obtain a garniehmant order. The VA 
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apportionment process is likely to be faster and less 
expeno1ve, since legal repre.entation i~ not necessary and 
only a silr.ple statement requesting an apportionment is . 
needed to begin the process, Further f VA apportionment is 
not ~ubject to statutory limitations which often reatrict 
the percentage,of a payment which is aubject to garn1sh~ 
ment« The availability of thi8 remedy provides an 
attractive alternative to the drastic curtailment of 
veterans' rights oontemplated by the draft bill. 

For the foregoing reasons, we strongly urge that MRS 
reconsider the provisions of section 664 of the draft bill 
which would remove the ex1Qting restrictions on garnish­
ment of veterans' benefits. propoB~l of such a radical 
departure from paat practice would involve a perilous 
retreat from the Government's longstanding commitment to 
tho6e who answered the Nationls call to serviee. We 
caution that the quite limited potential advantagea of tbe 
propoaed amendment to individuals seeking to enforce 
support obligations appear minimal in comparison to the 
harm proposal of this amendment would cause to the trust 
of our veterans in the government whioh they served. 

Your staff may call M~. John H. Thompson, Assistant 
Ganeral Counsel~ at 273-631S~ if any clarification of our 
views is required. 

Sincerely yours. 

Jesse Brown 

JB/kem 
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It your reaponsa to this rGque~t for views io simple (e.g., 
concur/no comment) We prefer that you raspond by tazino us this 
rca~on&e sheet. xt the response is .impl. and you prefer to 
call~ please call the ~ran¢h-.i4. line shown b~low (NOT the 
analystts line) to leave a masSAge with a secretary. 

¥ou may also rospond by (1) calling the analyst/attorney's direct 
line (you will be connected to voice mail if the analyst doas not 
answer), (2) sending us a memo or 1.tte~; or (3) if you are an 
OASIS user in the Executive ottice of the President# sending an 
E-mail mesu8qe. Please include the- LRM number shown abovG, and 
th4 *ubjeot shown balow~ 

To: 	 Chris MUSTAIN 
otti~e of Management and 8u4qet
,'ax !!Umber: (202) 395-6148 
Analyst/Attorney's Direct NUMber: (202) 395-3923 

BranCh-~/~~~O reach secretary): (2::: :;S-73.2 
FROM. t 

8-'11 Ill. ItNU (Name) 

____	-:--"c:~"£=//'------_--- (Aqenoy) 

!?:ff" 7' (Telephone) 

SUBJECT= 	 HHS Draft Bill Comprehensive W~lfare aeform 
and Family Support Amendments of ~S94 

The followin9 is the responsQ of our 8gency to your request fo~ 
viewe on the ahove-captioned subject: 

Concur 

No objection 

No comment 

See 	proposed edits on poq_s __________________ 

x other: ./e.('" o-l1&de'/ 
FAX 	 RETURN of J pages. attached to this 

respollse B~ 
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Comments on LRK ID772 

taeODtive, fer atate Perrorma~co In general, the incentlv*s ~or 
Gtate performance are not adequate and the match rate is too high. 
There should h .. Ifl.l:'.gQr incentives And lower base rlltes.. While this 
may m&An larqer differences between ataees in what they qet from 
the Federal Government (though not necessarily it states with weAk 
partormanC:G ilrlprove it), the potential tor such differences 1s 
necessary if there are to be a~Gquate incentiv&e. 

t~
Work Requirements for Non.custo4ial Parent. (8.Q'~ How is this 
possible In li9ht of the 13th Amendmant? 

Page' PCii) Parenthesis are unbal1anoed. 

lOT~ P.OO2 
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ltESPOIISB TO Ll!GISLA'l'l"VE IlEFEItIUU. Id:IOOlU\!Il)llll 

If your respOnse to tni& request tor v1eYS is aimple (e.q.,
ooncur/no ~omm.nt) w. prefer thot you respond by faxiDq us this 
response $heet. If the reSponse 15 simple ~nd you prefer to 
call, pleaae ~all tho br&boh-wi4. lino ahown b.low (NOT the 
analyst's line) to leave a message with a Gecr~tery. 

You may also reapon4 by (1) ~allinq the analyst/attorney'•.direct 
line (you will be connected to voice meil it the analyst does not 
.nswer): (2) send in; us a memo or letterl or (3) if you are an 
OA$Is.~ser in the ~KcQUtivo Offioo of the President! sendinq an 
E-mail ~assaq.~ Please inel~do the LRH number shown above, and 
the uubjoct shown below. 

TO: 	 Chris MUSTAIN 
Office of Management and Budqet 
Fax Hueber: (202) 395-61" 
Analyst/AttornQY'g Direct Number! {202) 395-39~J 
Branch-wide Li~ft (to reach seeretary)t (202) 395-7362 

)"(nlq4 	 (0.") 

J,,~y 'WJf=TlG"L-	 (llama) 

_ .....6d=-V,,,..I.OI) (Agency) 

'101~~3!?j , (T"lophQno) 

SUBJECT; 	 HHS Draft Bill ComprehonG1VO W.lfare RQform 
and Family support Amendments of 1994 

'The: following is the responoe of cur Gqonc-y to' your request for 
views on the above-captioned subject: 

Concur 

No obj.ct.ion 

No comment
7' see propo.e~ edits on pageo q3 I fftN..''l ....... n 


Other: 

FAX RETURN of ~ pages, attached to this 
response &haet 

10 'd 	 560"0,20< 'atl X~d 
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SEC. 6«1. OUTREACH f'OR VOLUNTARY PATElUIITY ESTABLISIIMElIT. 

(a) St&to 'Ian ~irement.--Section 454(23) ••• amended by 

••etion 606, i. f~eromended by addin, a~ ~b. ond ~b. 

following ...... ou.bpar&grAph. 

"(e) pu.bUcl.•• ~. avellabili~lI and. eneou.nge the 

use of prOCQd~r.B for voluntary ost&bl1shment of 
, 

P<'ternity And. ebUd ...pport. vhieh_ 

; '(1) include distribution or written 

=aterials a~,.Q~~vl.;9bealth care facil!t1es­

(including hQ~plta18 ~ c11nies)# and other 
r $110. 4$ ~$ 

location,.: 

°(11) =ay include pre-natal progromSto 

educAte expectant couples on individual and joint 

=ights And respon$ibilities wi~b rO$peet ~o 

p~ternity (And ~y requ1ro all expectant 

recipients,of aS81stance ~ndcr ,Art A to 

participate iu auch pre-natal programs, .$ an 

elemeD~ of cooper4tio~ with efforts to ostabliah 

paternity and eh1id support), 

"(iii) include. with respect to eacb cb1ld 

Q1a~hargbd from a hospitAl after birth for whom 

pAternity or child .upport hAS not been 

established, r.ason~le follow-up efforts 

(~nclud1n9 at laAst one contact Of oaeh parent 

vhoae whereabouts are knovn. exoept where there u 

,0 'J S60£IOiZOZ 'ON X~j 
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o 	 to provide that billa for pregnancy, ehil6b1rth, and 
qeuetic to.tin; are .dmia.'~le vitho~t £Qunda~~on 
testilllony; 

o 	 to grant di8oretion to the tribunal eatab1i.hin9 
paternity ADd 8Upport to wa1ve ~i9ht. to amount. owed 
to the State (but Qot to the .other) for coats rel&tLDv 
to pTegnancy. chl1dbtrtb t venetie testingf and child 
support arre.r., wh0re the fAther cooperAtea or 
aoknowledges paternity, 

o 	 . to provide (at State option) for v«eating an 
acknowlcd~At of paternity, upoa tbe roquest of a 
P~y, on the basis ot new evldence, ~be exist.Dee of 
fraud, or the beat inter.at of the chil~' and 

o 	 ~o ensure that putative f.thors have a reasonable 
opportunity to 1nlt1~te pateru1tx ActiOD8. 

$lie. 	 641. O11TlU1ACH 1'01< VOL1llITARY PATl!RNI'L"i ES'l'AlILlSBKENT. 

Section £41 requ1re~ State IV-D plane, effective Qctober 1, 
1996, to provido that the State will pu~11c1z. the availability
and encourage tne uae of procedures for vol~nt4ry establi.bmsnt 
of paternity and child .upport, which-­

a 	 vill include distribution of materials at 80809.' &A4. 
health care fSCilitie',aftd follow-up on each out-of­
~cdlock ohild d1ucharqe fr~ A hQspital .fter birth: 
and. ",.4,"" .IM..l.t,....1;~......t,.;. M" 4.Nt.,.JS/ 

o 	 may include programa to educate eXpectant couplee on 
rights And responsibilities relating to paternity, in 
which 'all expectant lV-A recipient. may be requLred ~o 
participate) • 

iO percent :r,ederal 1M.t~hin9 would be available for the -.bovo 
outreach activities in quarters beqinnift9 on an6 after october 1. 
19~5. 

SEC. 	 642. PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO ZS~ABLISH PA~RNITY P~T. 

Section 642 provides for reduction of Federal match1n9 
otberwiae payable to • State IV-A program, for quarter. beginning
10 months or more .ftor onaetment of thia bl11 r for failure to 
establish paternity for children borA 10 months or more after 
.nac~nt wbo are receivin~ public 4Bli.tAnce# whose motber. Q~ 
custodial relat1ves bave cooperate4 wlth State aioncy effort. for 
the entire preeedin9 year, but for whom paternity haa ~O~ been 
eatabli&hed. The reduction formula would be e~ta~1~ah.4 1ft 
r09Ulation8: i~ VDuld equal the ~roduet of {I) the number of $uch 
chlldIeQ in the St.~e (after mA~inS allowance for a tol.~anee 
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Preliminary Comments On Issues 

In Child Support Enforcement Advance Draft Legislation 


Cost Estimates - Section by Section Estimates Needed 

The legislation includes many new provisions {or which cost estimates have not 
been provided. To lacilitate the cost analysis and not delay final review 01 
legislation, we need the section-by-section analysis normally circulated for review 
with legislation. That analysis should Include separate cost estimates for gross 
changes (separating out pluses and minuses) in administrative costs and MDC 
collections. 

Match Rates 

The bill would phase in a financing system that gives each State: 

A minimum of 75% Federal financing for county-based child support 
enforcement programs, such as in California and New York, 

A minimum 01 80% Federal financing {or State-run programs to encourage 
more States to take over county~run systems. 

Up to an additional 5 percentage points for paternities establiShed, based on 
criteria to be set by the Secretary. 

Up to an additional 10 percentage points lor overall performance, based on 
criteria to be set by the Secretary. Informally, we understand HHS assumes 
only 2.5 percentage points would be based on cost-effectiveness. 

In addition, the bill would extend 90% open-ended matching for child support 
computer systems an additional two years, through FY97 and offer up to $5 million 
per year in 100% Federal funds for training and "technology transfer". 

Tot.l matching r.te and cost effectiveness. Generally, States manage funds better 
when they have a greater financial stake. ACF has found State use of high (90%) 
matching rates for ADP costs difficult to manage. The l!!gislation envisions up to a 
%% Feder.l matching rate. Since as little as 2.5 percentage points of the incentive is 
based on cost-effectiveness, on net, St.tes conceivably could get 90%+ matching for 
very inefficient programs. Moreover, it is not dear how these modest incentives 
will improve program performance. The match rate structure apyears overly 
generous and should be reconsidered. 

Special matches for computer systems. The draft legislation extends 90% matching 
for computer development. If we wish to give States special assistance to develop 



the computer capacity the bill would require, enhanced funding could be limited to 
the amount HHS believes is reasonable and necessary for a well-managed State of a 
given size. (Any extra costs could be matched at regular rates.) nus could contain 
costs and give States incentives to manage of funds better. 

Incentives for statewide CSE systems. The draft legislation includes a 5 percentage 
point bonus for States to take over county-funded systems and operate a unified 
system. Key factors in a State's decision may include who pays non-Pederal CSE 
administrative costs now compared to who receives the State's share of AFDC 
savings. The legislation could be changed to require States to share incentives and 
AFDC collections with the locality that operates the CSE program. 

Other incentive effects. The draft legislation lacks specifics on the requirements to 
receive incentive funds when States increase the nwnber of paternities" support 
orders, etc. The legislation should layout what levels of performance would be 
required to meet the performance thresholds, to ensure that the savings are­
scoreable. 

Training and technology transfer funds. The up to $5 million in 100% Federal 
funding for training and technology transfers is not well defined. In the past, almost 
all child support enforcement computer systems have been classified as "technology 
transfers", Given the high matching rates anticipated for State administration, it is 
not dear why this funding is needed. 

Other approaches to improve the incentive system should be considered,. Some 
States have experimented with flat rate bounties to counties for paternity 
establishment. Also, factors other than cost-effectiveness could be added to the 
current incentive system t in lieu of replacing the system entirely. 

Child Support Assurauce -- Demonstration or New Program? 

The advance draft legislation indudes a demonstration of a Child Support 
Assurance system. The Federal government would match all costs of the demo in 
excess of what the States would be entitled to under AFDC al 90%. The 
demonstration appears to be limited to an, as yet, unspecified percent of AFDC 
recipients. The demonstrations should indude a phase-in and a phasMut plan, 
and DOl be a permanent prQgram. The legislative language calls for 7-10 year 
demonstrations which is longer than most demonstrations. The language also 
includes procedures for extending the demos rather than ending them. 
Administrative costs should be matched at normal rales - the bill appears to match 
all added costs at 90%. Also, it is not clear how HH5 would determine which 
portions of child support assurance benefits offset AFDC benefits. 

Allowable Costs for Ot/.er State Agencies that Assist Child Support 

The draft legislation calls for automated interfaces between child support agencies 
and property records~ drivers' license bureaus, agencies granting professional 
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licenses, elc, Would new computers and other costs for those agendes be allowable? 
The legislation should make clear the extenl 10 which HHS will or wiD nol help pay 
costs for other State agencies, and cost eslimates should be consistent with the 
legislation, ' 

Mandatory Funding for HIlS Administrative Costs and Commissions 

The proposal contains language which would convert currently discretionary 
activities inlo mandatory expenditures, HHS would receive a f",ed percentage of 
child support collected on behalf of AFDC recipients 10 pay for Federal staff and 
computer systems and the databases - about $100 million to $150 million per year. 
The current federal administrative spending for OCSE and ASPE research is $15 
million and the cost of developing the proposed databases would cost $16 million, 
Operating the new databases would be close to $30 million annually, although States 
would partially reimburse this cost .. A 4% tap on the Federal share of AFDC 
collections seems excessive. Moreover, federal administrative costs should 
continue to be funded through discretionary appropriations. 

There are also a large number of demonstrations and CGmmissions, These should 
generally be discretionary authorizations, The entire welfare reform legislation 
should be reviewed in light of the executive order on commissions and advisory 
committees. Only those commissions meeting the criteria in executive order 
should be included in the final legislative package. 

Conformance of Audits and Performance Reviews 

Incentive payments would be based on annual performance reviews, Corrective 
action requirements (and penalties for not correcting problems) would be based on 
triennial audits thai include process issues,' Given the NPR's emphasis on results 
over process, it may be more appropriate to base corrective action plans and any 
penalties on the annual performance reviews. 

Good Cause for Non-cooperation 

The proposal would increase the information AFDC single molhers must give child 
support agencies to be defined as "cooperating" and thus be eligible for AFDC 
benefits, States can grant "good cause" waivers to the requirements, Could States 
grant "good cause" waivers to some (many?) AFDC recipients that would be affected 
by the revised cooperation requirements? If so, the provision may have more 
limited effect than estimated, The definition of "good cause" under this proposal 
needs to be specified. 

Deleting the Requirement that Child Support Demonstrations not Increase AFDC 
Costs. 

Current law requires that waivers of child support laws and regulations not increase 
AFDC costs. Given the proposed State flexibility on disregards, it is not clear what 
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provisions HHS would want to waive that would increase AFOC costs. Given the 
overall policy of cost-neutrality in waivers and absent a good rationale, this 
provision should remain In the statute. 

Due Process Requirements. 

The legislation would require that service of process have documented receipt 
(rather than sent pursuant to State law). Would this increase the difficulty of 
serving process? Would this provision reduce States' ability to use the Postal 
Service? (We understand some States allow the use of first class mail for some 
purposes.) We assume there is no intent to add requirements that could slow 
service of process. 



SUBJECT: 	 Comments on Welfare Reform Le9islation and Child Support 
Enforcement - Title VI, section 663 (LRM D-772) 

The Welfare Reform legislation specifies an increased use of IRS 
for collection of delinquent child support (the "full 
collections ft program) and changes who reimburses IRS for the cost 
of the program. 

The le9islation directs that the fee for IRS full collection 
activities will be added to the amount of the support delinquency 
and collected from the non-custodial parent at the end of the 
collection process. In casas where 100' collection is not 
realized, this would result in IRS having to absorb costs and a . 
significant loss of tax revenue several times the absorbed cost. 
As child support collection is not a tax administration function, 
IRS should be fully reimbursed for costs not recovered from 
collections. To make this activity a zero-cost item would not 
create the proper incentives for child-support agencies choosing 
among different collection options. In particular, there would 
be no disincentive to send cases with very low collection 
potential to IRS. 

Experience with the full collection program, including the 
current test, indicates that many cases have low collection 
potential. Though collections may increase as the test 
continues, it appears that a significant proportion of cases will 
result in less than 100% recovery~ 

The Administration is proposing an IRS tax compliance initiative 
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in 1995 to generate additional revenue through additional audit 
and collections activity+ The Budget Resolution requires that 
the results of this initiative be scrutinized to verify that it 
per se produces deficit-reduction. The Administration would have 
to explain revenue losses from absorptions to GAO and eso and 
could be criticized if revenue targets are lowered. 

Volume estimates for expansion of th~ full collactions program 
are needed. HaS should provide the number of cases they 
anticipate as a result of their proposals. With these, IRS could 
qonerate cost impacts6 

The specifications envision requiring IRS to use more oollections 
tools, such as automated call sites, and maintain automated case 
processing links with HHS. These may require an increase in the 
full collections fee. . 

Increased usa of IRS collections~ even with reirnbursement# will 
increase IRS FTE requirements. Given the government-wide 
constraints on federal employment, HHS should identify a source 
for these FTE. 



SUBJECT, LRM 0-772, child support part of welfare reform 

Here are comments on the bill language. I have a number of 
questions about cost estimates for this part. I'm not sure how the 
clearance process will end up oonsidering cost estimates in 
connection with the bill language. 

p.23 	All the advice from states and state assooiations that I've 
heard is that a 5 percent incentive won't be enouqh to make any 
states change from county-based child support programs to 
state-level. As drafted, the provision would just buy up the 
base of those states that already have state-run systems. Isn't 
there a better USe for these funds? 

p.3l 	(h) (2) I think the rates used here would be described as 
percentage points rather than percents. For example, a 
reduction of 2 percent from a 50 percent FFP rate is 1 
percentage point. 

p.46 	Sec 616 provides for federal staff and other administrative 
costs to come from a set-aside from mandatory accounts. Until 
last year's foster care amendments t I believe set-asides that 
could be used for federal staff were limited to discretionary 
programs. The welfare reform package is going to propose 
several set-asides from. mandatory funds. Thes:e set-asides 
constrain the President's decisions about allocation of federal 
staffing resources and circumyent the appropriation committees. 

p.51 	The legislative language, specs, and section-by-section do not 
provide enough information for a reviewer to fully understand 
the systems being proposed. For each major new state or 
federal system proposed, HHS should provide a list of the data 
elements that will be retained in the system, the source of the 
data, interfaces with other systems I data retrieval, report I 

and manipulation requirements (e~9., what must be on line to 
whom)! data verification responsibilities, functions the 



systems will perform (such as measuring state performance 
against standards or confirming that an employee has a child 
support obligation) and a comparison of these systems with the 
other federal systems they most resemble, highlighting how they 
differ and how experience with those other systems has informed 
expectations about cost and implementation of these systems. 
This information should be presented systematically and 
uniformly for all the proposed ,systems. 

p.6l 	What is the purpose of the new 466(a)(8) (A)? What other 
federal, state, and local agencies would it affect, and how? 

p.63 	See comment for p.Sl. Will the NCSR include the names and SSNs 
of just the -Obligor, or also the children in behalf of whom he 
makes payments? At the last specs meeting on systems, David 
Ellwood was under the impression that the child support and 
AFDC systems could be used to reduce EITC errors, which seemed 
to require data about dependent children as well as about 
parents. 

p.65 	This appears to require states to provide,HHS with 01 wage and 
benefit data on everybody! That seems like overkill, even for 
child support. What do we know about states' capacity to meet 
this requirement? Do we pay for UI systems changes necessary 
for them to comply? 

p.71 	Why does the parent locator system need to transmit information 
about wages and assets? Wouldn't that information have to be 
confirmed in some other form anyway before a.state could call 
for withholding or go after arrears? 

p.97 	Are costs of paternity bonuses included in cost estimates at 
this point?- How? 

Should we include language that puts some limits on paternity 
bonuses. This seems to have a real potential to buy up the 
base and create another federal policy that pays people for 
doing what they should. be doing anyway. 

p.l3l Based on staff conversations about an earlier draft, I thought 
the child support assurance demos would have a spending level 
specified in law, rather than a coverage limit (4 percent of 
eligibles). A spending cap 'Would be consistent with the 
capped entitlement for the JOBS and WORK program and avoid the 
nearly impossible task of estimating costs for these demos. 

The same goes for the minimum benefit demonstrations. 

p.l32 As noted in comments on an earlier draft, by not requiring 
paternity and a child support order to qualify for child 
support assurance, the bill removes an important cost­
constraint and an argument that CSA is not just welfare with 
fewer work requirements and a richer federal match. 



p.132 The first line in (d)(2) seems to have an extra article. (A) 
states that there has to be an order qreater than the minimum in 
joint custody cases. (B) comes into play if the actual order is 
below the minimum, and the court certifies that it would have 
been below the minimum if sole custody had been granted. So the 
court has to determine which parent would have received Bole 
custody and what the other parents child support obligation
would have been. This doesn't sound very realistic does it? 
Beyond the question of whether courts would do this, what is the 
policy purpose of (Al and IB)? 

p.l33 By not reducing AFDC dollar for dollar, CSA's supposed work 
incentive is diluted. CSA was supposed to be different from 
welfare because it was only for those with child support, and 
only benefit those who worked. These demonstrations appear 
ready to forfeit both characteristics. 



SUBJECT: LRM iD-772, Part G 

Note on Part G, section 661, (p. 106 of bill, p. 20 of sectional 
analysis} creates a "REVOLVING LOAN FUND FOR PROGRAM 
IMPROVEMENTS TO INCREASE COLLECTIONS". 

It authorizes appropriation of $100 million in "loans" to States 
to be repaid through offsets against state incentive payments and 
other Fed. grant payments over the following three years. 

Lester Cash raised this issue to ERD last week, and we informed 
him that repayment of loans from future grants 1s not in 
conformance with the Federal Credit Reform Act, and would be 
scored as a grant for the amount of the loans ($100 million) when 
the funds are appropriated. 


