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Section Title Latest Version

I JOBS and Time Limits Feb. 8

2. WORK Feh, 8

3. Non-custodial Parents Feb. 9

5. Make Work Pay Feh. 14

6. Reinvent Government Jan. 3tth

7. Prevention Jan. 7th

3. Child Care Dec. 15th
9. Child Support Jan. 25t
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i2.
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Funding -

Technical Assistance -
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pending revised cost estimates
draft under revision

draft under revision

latest draft

a new draft is heing prepared, staff
feetings arg pagoing

a new drafl is being prepared, staff
meetings are ongoing '

provisions being formulated

provisions being formulated
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B, JOBS AND TIME LIMITS: IMPROVING ACCESS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION,
TRAINING AND SELF-EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Current law

Under the Family Support Act, the Governor of each Stare 1s required to ensure that program
activities under JOBS are coordinated with JTPA and other relevant employment, training, and
educational programs avalfable in the State, Appropriate components of the Stare’s plan which relaie
fo job training and work preparation must be consistent with the Governor's coordination plan. The
Srate plan must be reviewed by a coordinating council,

Vixi

The mission of the JOBS program will not be to create ¢ separate education and rraining system for
welfare recipients, but rather to ensure that they have access to and information about the broad
array of existing programs in the mainsireant sysient. The JOBS program needs 1o be redesigned to
permit States 1o integrate other employment and trafning programs into the JOBS progrom, and 1o
implement "one-stop shopping " education and training programe. Under current law, states are,
required to coordinate their JTPA and JOBS programs, The quelity of those Hinkages varies
considerably. Existing barriers are statutory and traditionad, others are regulatory and policy. The
barriers to better coordination need to be examined and addressed,

QPTION: Inferagency board {0 facilitate coordination

Staff from the Departments of Agriculture, Education, Health & Hurman Services, and Labor have
been meeting 1o discuss issues of coordination between employment and training programsg in the
gontext of ongoing welfare reform efforts,  One option available to facilitate coordination is an inter-
agency board which would serve a variety of functions. Howsver, staff agreed that the scope of the
board should be broader than welfare reform and walver issues, and should address workforce
participation issues among Federal programs in general. The creation of such a board conld be done
through executive order and that legislation would vot be required, Its introduction could coincide
with the introduction of welfare reform, or the Workforce Security Act. Staff has identified a
tentative fist of possible functions that such a board may vndertake. These include activities to:

* articulate a national workforce preparation and national self-sufficiency agenda, and develop
an averall human investment strategy and plan;

* consider and establish criteria upon which to evaluate and approve waivers from States which
facilitate improved service delivery among the principle Fedsral job training programs;

* explore and promote common definitions, administrative requirements among programs,
common outcome measures, common reporting systems, and common eligibility
determination;

* set principles in evaluations of workforce progeams and sirategies;

* suggest regulatory and legislative changes to promots improved program operation and
facilitate coordination;

* promaote objective criteria to evaluate and measure interagency efforts to improve Federal
progeam linkages and coordination;
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promote collaboration with the private sector;
recognize and promote technology which facilitates the goals of program improvement;

provide a focal point for interaction with States and other entities to facilitate discussions and
action on program issnes; and

facilitate technical agsistance for improving state and local programs,

OPTION: Optional joint planning and administration between JOBS and JIPA:

The Governor of each State eculd have the option o require 4 joint plan from the two agencies
indicating how responsibilities would be sorted out for the 2 year transitional period and the post-
transitional period. Current law specifies joint review of plan; joint sign-off would be substituted,

N{}TE: Further sisfl meetings (o develop this option are scheduled,
Drafting Specs
N COORDINATED EXFFORTS
(4} Amend the language in Social Security Aet section 483(x3(1) which requires that there be
coordination berween JTPA, JOBS and aducation programs available in the State 1o
specifically require coordination with the Adult Education Act and Carl D. Perking Vocational
Educational Act,
- {b) Where no appripriate review is made, (i.e., by an interagency board) the State council on

vocational sducation and the State advisory council on adult education review the State JOBS
plan and submit comments to the Governor,
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C. CONSOLIDATING THE FNS EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING PROGRAM

FNS staff have provided the following options for our conzideration for inclusion as part of the
current round of welfare. These options inwlve the Food Stamp Education and Training (E&T)
program.

OPTION 1:  Consolidating E&T with JOBS

State agencies stress that serving similar populations with different program rules and funding
strictures increases the complexity of the programs and their resulting ability to operate the program
effectively, Consolidating the E&T program with JOBS would result in a more effective overall
administeation of Federal employment and training programs. While the pro, d continue to
serve reciplents of public assistance and those not recelving public assistance\(NPA}/ the
administrarive burden associated with the operation of 2 separate Federal oyment and training
pragrams would be eliminated.

NOTE: Stalf from HHS and FNS wili collaborate to propose specific statutory language,
pending the outcome of the group’s decision,

ISSUE: ¥s this a potential avenue for incorporating the employment & training needs of ;
nen-custodial parents? ) .

fige g AT

i. FUNDING

Currently, USDA distributes 375 million in ¢ 100% grant te State agencies to administer their E&T
programs. Siates that choose tp spend more than their 100% gront can receive g 50% Federal match
Jor administrative costs. Legislation could conform match rates for E&T services with JOBS match
rates. if trangferred vo HHS, consolidating funding structures and Federal financial requiremens for
the 2 programs would greatly reduce the administrative burden for State operating agencies.

OPTION: Alternative funding streams for a consofidated model include: fﬁi

b
(i) transterring funds from USDA to HHS; }4 Gfﬂ RN :ws'h NS
(i)  USDA funding States directly through contracts

(iii)  funding appropriatesd directly to HHS. 15 P_,_Jf

2. MINIMUM PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS St s Gh - Je sebe

In FY 1990 and FY 1991 States were required to pluce no fewer than 50% of their E&T mandatory f{«-
popdation inte E&T activities. This performance standard was towered 1o 10% for FY 1992 and [, ;\,w

beyond.
i ol it

OPTION: As 3 way 1o ensure continued participation in employment and training activities by
Food Stamp recipients, HHS would direct State agencies to serve a minimum number
of NPAs, possibly based on the current 10% required participation rate. The lowered
standard aliows for more intensive services. States would specify in their Swute JOBS
plans how this population would be served and how participation requirenients would
be met,
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OPTION 2:  Conforming the Food Stamp E&T program with JOBS.

i, LORFORM NON-COMPLIANCE SANCTIONS WITH JORS NONCOMPLIANCE SANCTIONS

L]

Currently, the sanction for non-compilance with Food Stamp work requirements affects the entire
household, Under AFDC-JORS, the sanction gffects only the individual not in compliance.
Recommendation: conform to E&T policy with JOBS sanction poficy.

(a} Eliminate the distinction betweeq individual and household ingligibility arising from non-
compliance with work requirements.

b) Eliminate the requirements governing the designation of head of household for B&T purposes, /
i} Adopt provision of AFDC-JOBS sanction periods for E&T. [ P/o
2. EXT EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT

Curremily, the Food Stamp E&T program provides paymenis or relmbursements to individuals for
transportation end other expenses {excluding dependent cared refated 1o participation in the program.
Pariicipants recelve payments for actual costs up 1o 325 per monih for expenses deemed necessary for
participation in the E&T program. The Federal goverrument matches up so half of the amount State
agencles spend, up $12.50 of the 825, State nuzy supplemert the amowe withowt additional matching
Sfunds from the Federal government. The JOBS program provides reimbursement 1o participants for
transpertation and other costs necessary to enable individuals to porticipate In JOBS. The Federal
government matches the State agency cosis up to S0%. State agencies describe in their State ploans
the monetary limits to be applied to wransportarion and other support services.

Recommendation: conform E&T reimbursement policy with JOBS palicy.

(a) Conform Food Stamp E&T reimbursement policy to JOBS reimbursement policy by
eliminating the $25 maximum and allowing State agencies to specify monetary limits o be
applied to transportation and related expenses.

3. FOOD STAMP E&T DEPENDENT CARE EXEMPTIONS

The Food Stamp E&T program allows State agencies 1o exempt certain individuals from participarion
in program actlvities. Currently, Stare agencies maxy exempt from work registration ¢ parent or other
household member who Is responsible for the care of @ dependent child under age & or an
incapacitated person. Siate agency may require the parent or other caretaker relative of o child
under age 6 to participate in JOBS. However, mandatory individual muwst be assured by the Stute
agency that child care will be guaranteed and that sthe will not be required to participaie more than
20 hours per week. A parent or relative who is personally providing care for o child wuler age 3 for
younger al State option) is awtomatically exempt from JOBS particlpaslon. Conforming Food Siwnp
E&T exemption provisions for dependent caretokers to the JOBS criteria would require a greaier
percentage of the Food Stamp population to register for work at the time of application for bencfirs,
thereby reaching a greater proportion of the employable Food Stamp population.

Recommendatign: conform E&T exemption provisions with JORS criteria.
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4, PERFORMANCE FUNDING FOR FOOD STAMP E&T

Currently, the Food Stomp E&T program distributes $75 million as a Federal grant to State agencies
Jor the administration of their E&T programs,. Of this $75 million, $60 million is distributed
according to each State’s proportion of work registrants (nonperformance funding), while the
remaining $15 million iy based on State program performance. This option would eliminate the $15

million performance funding category for Food Stamp E&T, The USDA would distribute the entire
$75 million based on the nonperformance formula.

Recormmendarion: eliminate the $15 million performance funding category,
{a) Eliminate the $15 million performance funding category for Food Stamp EXT,

o) Distribution of Federal funds for E&T will be based according o each State’s propostion of
work registrants,
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JOBS AND TIME LIMITS RAERTIR:

1, PROGRAM ENROLLMENT

Current Law

The Family Support Act mandated that upon enroliment into the AFDC program, the State must make
an initial assessment of applicants with respect to child care needs, skills of the gpplicant, prior work
experience, and emplovability of the applicant. 0n the basis of this assessment, the State must
deveiop an employabifity plan for the applicant. The State may require participanis to enter Into
Sormal agreement which specifies the pariicipant’s obligations under the program and the activities
and services provided by the State. The employability plasn is noy considered a contract, States may
require some qpplicaris to undergn job search activities for & weeks and an additional 8 weeks for
AFDC rectpients. '

Vi

At the point of the intake process, applicants will learn of their specific responsibilities and
expectations regarding the JOBS program and time Hmlts. All States and applicants will now be
required to enter into an agreement specifying the responsibilities of each party. Thiz will be
accomplished through a mutual responstbility agreement and an employabifivy plan. While the mutyal
responsibifity agreement witl cutline a general agreement, the emplovability plan will be focussed on
she specific employment-relaied needs of the applicant. Although these are not legal contracts, these
agrecments will serve 10 refocus the direction of the welfare program,

Rationale

States sust change the culture of the welfare system by changing the expecrations of both applicants
and case workers. This can be done by modifying the mission of the welfare sysiem at the point of the
intake process 0 stress the shift from eligibility and benefit determination to employment and access to
education and training. The puaual obligations of the State and the participant must be spelled out
and enforced, JOBS programs must continue to be utilized as an entity designed to tink clients o
sepvices in the comnuamnity.

(a) All applicants, upon enroliment, will be required to sign a Mutual Res;ponsﬁaiiity Agreement
with the State specifying the general responsibilities of both the participant and the State
agency under the revised transitional assistance program,

(b} Upon enroliment, all applicants must be provided with information about the revised JOBS
program and the time limit on cash assistance. Each applicant would be informed of the
number of months of cash assistance for which he or she was eligible (e.g., 24 for first-time
applicants).

©) The Mutual Responsibility Agreement shall not be 2 legal contract.
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2. EMPLOYABRLITY PLAN

(@) Change current Social Security Act language that a State "may” require the panticipant to
enter into an agreament with the State agency to follow the employability plan as developed o
"must,”

{b) Add Tanguage requiring States to complete the assessment and employability plan within a
period of time (e.g., 90 days from date of application) specified by the Secretary of Health
and Human Services,

{c) The employability plan shall specify a time frame for achieving self-sufficiency and the
presceibed activities would be designed o snable the participant to obtain employment within
this time period.

) Amend section 48200K1)(A) by adding “literacy”™ after the word "skills.”
3. JOBS-PrEP

Current Law

Srazes must require non-exempt AFDC recipients to participate in the JOBS program to the extent that
resources are evailable, Exemptions under the current JOBS progrom are for those applicants and
recipients who are dl, incapacitated, or of advanced age; needed in the home because of the iliness or
incapacity of another family member; the caretdker of a child under age 3 {or, at State option, age

1) employed more than 30 hours per week; a dependant child wnder age 16 or atiending a full time
educational program; womern in the second and thivd trimester of pregnancy; and residing In an area
where the program is not avallable. The parent of a child under age § (but older than the age for an
exemption} who is persomally providing care for the child may be required to participate only if
participation requirements are limited to 20 hours per week and child care is guaranteed. For AFDO-
UP families, the exemprion relating to the age of a child may only apply 10 one parent, or to neither
parent If child care Is guaranteed.

Vigion

Under new provisions, a greater monber of participants will be JOBS-mandatory. Single-parent and
rwo-parent famifies will be treared similarly under the new JOBS system.  The currént exemption
policy, which is bused on an Individual 's characteristics, will be replaced with a policy which will
alipw persons not yet ready for participation in JOBS 10 be assigned to the JOBS-Prep program.

Rationale

In order to change the culiure of welfare, it is necessary to stress the importance of full participation
in the JOBS program, It is also importans to ensure thas all welfure recipients who are able 1o
participaze in JOBS have such services made available to them by the Sigtes.  Elimination of
exemptions sends a strong message that full participation in JOBS should be the normal flow of
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events, and not the exception. The JOBS-Prep program gives States the ability to consider differences
in the abillty 1o work and pariicipare in education and rraining aceivities.

{a)

&)

&)

&)

Adult recipients {see Teen Parents below for treatment of minor custodial parents) who were
not able to work or participate in education or training activities (e.g., due to care of 3
disabled child) could be assigned to the JOBS-Prep program either prior to or after emry inlo
the JOBS program. For éxample, if an individual becams sertously i after entering the
JOBS program, he or she would then be placed in the JOBS-Prep program,

Persons in the JOBS-Prep program would be expected to engage in activities intended to
prepare them for employment andfor the JOBS program. The employability plan for a
recipient in JOBS-Prep would detail the steps, such as finding permanent housmg or obtamwg
medlcal cars, needed fo enable: lum or her 1o enter the JOBS pregram Services sabls

Recipients not likely to ever participate in the JOBS program (e.g., those of advanced age)
would not be expected fo engage in JOBS-Prep activities, States could, however, make JOBS-
Prep services available 1o such persons. For individusls whose are gxpected to enter the
JOBS program sbortly in any event {e.g., mothers of young children), JOBS-Prep activities
could be provided, when appropriate, to address any outstanding bartiers to successful
participation in JOBS.

The JOBS-Prep program would not be as service-intengive as the J 0BS program, Sates
would not be required to guaraniee child care of provide other supportive services for persons
in the JOBS-Prep program, No monitoring requirements or sanctions would be established in
statuie,

Persong in JOBS-Prep would not be subject to the time Hmit, e.g., months in which a
recipient was assigned to JOBS-Prep would not count against the two-vear {imit on cash
benefits,

EXAMPLE:

An individual spplics for cash assistenco in Januery of 1996, Sho and her casoworker design an cmployability plan in
March of 1996 and she begins purtivipating in the JOBS peogram activities in the plan. In Soptember 1996, ber
fathor beoomses meriounly i and sho I nueded in the home to care for him, At tiat poict, she is pisssd in the JOBS-
Prep programs.  Her JOBS-Prep cascworker ansists her in obtaliing medical care for her father. Her father’s
condition improves and by August 1997 he pe longer requires full-tinma vare. As of August 1997, she is sligibls for
16 more months of cash sasistance. She woenters the JOBS program sod roaches the Z4-mosth time Hmit in
Novermmber 1998, At that point, however, she in only four mondhs from sompizting her Lisorasd Fractioal Numse
{LPN) temising.  She i then geanted » month catonsion to fiaieh her LN tonining.

The JIOBS-Prep placement policy would take the following form:
A parent of a child under one, provided the child was conceived prior to the family's

most recent application for assistance, would be assigned to the JOBS-Prep program.
A parent of a child conceived after the most recent application for assistance would be



placed in JOBS-Prep for a twelve-week period following the birth of the child {consis-
tent with the Family and Medical Leave Act).

States would have the option of requiring even parents of a child under one conceived
before the application for assistance 10 participate in the JOBS program, rather thag
assigning such parents to the JOBS-Prep program. Tn States electing this option, only
parents of 2 child under twelve weeks old, regardless of the date of conception, would
be assigned to JOBS-Prep.

States would be permitted, in.addition, to place up to a fixed percentage of all adult
recipients in JOBS-Prep for criteria other than age of youngest chitd, The percentage
{e.g., 20%) would be set by the Secretary of Health and Human Services.

{2y Grounds for assignment to JOBS-Prep would not be specified at the Federal level, sither in
statute or regulation, but States would be required to establish such eriteria,

& ‘The percentage cap would in general apply regardiess of how broadly or narrowly a State
defined the ceiteria for placement in JOBS-Prep. In other words, a State which defined
grounds for agsignment to JOBS-Prep so broadly that the mumber of persons qualitying for
JOBS-Prep seriously excecded the cap would still be limited to the capped level. States would
be permisted, in the event of extraordinary circumstances, 1o apply to the Secretary to have
the percentage cap lifted.

{g) Recipients who would otherwise have been placed in the JOBS-Prep program woukd be
permitted to volunteer for the JOBS program. States would have the option to apply the time
Hoit to such persons and would be required to notify sach volunieer as w whether he or she
were subject to the time limit,

4.  DeroamioN oF TiMe Lnar
Caerent Law

The AFDC program provides cash assistance to households in which needy children have been
deprived of parenzal support {Section $01, Soclal Security Act), including stwo-parent households in
which the principal earner is unemployed (AFDRC-UP program, Section 407). Operating within broad
Federal guidelines, States set standards used to determine need and payment. In order to be eligible .
Jor AFDC, the household’s gross income cannot exceed 185 percent of the State’s need siandard
{Section 402{a)), fts countable income must be lesy than the need standard, and the ro1af value of tts
assets muss be below the limit set by the Staie. !

The cash assisionce Is provided to, and accounts for the needs of, the parent(s) or other caretoker
relative, as well az the dependent children {Section 402(a) pnd others, Social Security Act), Some
States (those which did not Aave an AFDC-UP program in place as of Seprember 26, 1988} are
perniitted 10 place ¢ sype of time limit on partivipation in the AFDC-UP program, restricting
eligibility for AFDC-UP to 6 months in any 12-month peried (Section 307(B) ). Thirteen states
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presently impose time limits on AFDC-UP eligibility. Under current law, however, no other type of
fime limits may be placed on participation in the AFDC program,

Yisicn

Most of the people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many years consecutively, It
is much more common for recipients to move in and owt of the welfare system, staying « relatively
brief period cach time. Two oul of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two
years and fewer than one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC, Half of those who leave
welfare, however, rerurn within two years, and three of every four rewurn at some point in the future.
Most recipienss use the AFDC program rot as a permanent alternative to work, but as temporary
assistance during times of economic difficulty.

While persons who remain on AFDC jfor long periods at a time represens only a modest percentage of
al people who ever enter the system, however, they represent o kigh proportion of those on welfare
any given fime. Although many face very serivus barriers to employmen, including physical
disabilities, others are able to work but are not moving in the direction of self<sufficlency. Most long-
term recipients are not o8 3 track toward obraining employment that will enabie them to leave AFDC,

The proposal would impase, on adults, a cumulative time {imit of two years on the receipt of cash
assistance, with deferrals of and extenstons to the time limit to be granted under certaln :
circumstances. Months in which a recipient was working part-time would not count against the time
limit, The two-year limit would be renewable—once an individual lgft welfare, he or she would begin
to earn back eligibility for assistance.

The rwo-year time limit is part of the overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare system from
disbursing funds to promoting self-sufficiency through work, This vime limit gives both recipient amd
the welfare agency a structure that necessisates steady progress in the direction of emplayment and
economic independence. Ay discussed elsewhere, recipienis who reach the two-year time Hmir without
Jinding a private sector jub will be offered publicly substdized work assignments 10 enabie them to
support their families.

{a) The time limit would be a limit of 24 on the camulative number of months of cash assistance
an adult could receive before being subject to the work requirement (see Teen Parents for
treatment of custodial parents under 20). Months in which an individual was receiving
assistance but was in JOBS-Prep rather than in JOBS would not count against the 24-month
time Hmit.

b} The time Hmit, a8 indicated in (s} above, would generally be linked to JOBS participation.
Recipients required to participate in JOBS would be subject to the time Iimit. Conversely, the
clock would not run for porsons assigned to JOBS-Prep,

<} States would be required to keep records of cash assistance receipt dating back at least seven
years.
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APELICAMLITY OF TIME LIMITS

The time limit would 2pply to parents (for treatment of teen parents, see Teen Parents below).
A record of the number of months of eligibility for cash assistance remaining would be kept
for cach individual subject to the time limit, Caretaker relatives would not be subject to the
time limit.

In a two-parent family, both parents would be subject to the time limit, provided neither
parent was placed in the JOBS-Prep program. The family would continue to be eligible for
benefits 50 long as one of the two pareats had not reached the time limit for transitional
assistancs,

EXAMPLE:

‘A singles fether with two childmn who came onkd the walls tweive months ago marvies n woman with po children snd

o prior welfare recoipt,  Both sre requinred W participate in JOBS. Thw faily a2 this point i cligible for twenty.
four months of beswdits. The macriage doos aot go woll and they sepersto sfter ton menths, The father and hia
childress b this point sre eligible for only two mors months of cash sssitance. f, on the other hand, the two had
remsingd together, the family would have boen cdigible for founteen more months of cash benefits,

Under curcent law, the second parent in a two-parent family is not exempted from
participation in JOBS, I, however, 2 State chose to assign the second parent o JOBS-Prep,
the second parzot would not be subject 10 the time limit, The second parent would then be
counted toward the maximum sumber of adult recipients a State is permitted o place in
JOBS-Prep. In szzch a0 instance, & two-parent fazzzi}y could be eiigibia for 48 many as 48

RATIONALE:

While the provision described above might be interpreted to favor two-parent families over
single-parent households, its intent is actually & squalize treatment of one and two-parent
families. Applying the time limit to a parent in a twe-parent family who did nat have gccess
o J08S services {dug o placement in JOBS-Prep) but not to a single parent assigned to
JOBS-Prep would constitute, to some extent, a bias againgt two-parent familisg,

NOTE: If a second parent who would otherwise be placed in JOBS-Prop volunteered for the
JOBS program, that second parent would be subiect to the time Iimit,

TEEN PARENTS

All custodial parents under 20 (hercafter teen parents) would be required to participate in the
JOBS program and would be subject to the 24-month tims limit. The clock would begin to
run upon receipt of assistance as a custodial parent,

Teen parents of very young children would in geaeral be required to participate in JOBS,
rather than assigned to the JOBS-Prep program. State eriteria for placement in JOBS-Prep
would have to specify the grounds for assigning teen parents to JOBS-Prep,
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() Teen paremts who would otherwise bave reached the time Hmit would receive an sutomatic
extension to age 18 (19 if enrciled in bigh school). These extensions would not be counted
against the cap on exiensions. Teen parents who received the antomatic extension would still
be eligible for the standard extonsions {see Extensions).

{dy  Teen parents who had reached the time limit, notwithstanding extensions, would be permitted
to enroll in job search (and continue receiving cash benefits) for up to 3 monthys before
entering the WORK program,

(e States would be required to provide comprehensive case management secvices o all custodial
parents under 19,

. Responsibl gvent Teen Pregnancy specifications for a discussion
of all provzs:ous in the pzazz mrzwmng ieen parents, iz;ciizdmg {:xrihw deiail on comprehensive
case mansgement.}

7. JOBS SERVICES AVAILABLE TO PARTICIPANTS

Lurcent Law

A range of services and activities must be offered by Statex under the current JOBS program, but
States are nor required to implemeny JOBS uniformly in olf parss of the State and JOBS programs vary
widely armong States. The services which must be included are: sducational activities, including high
school and equivalent education, basic Hiteracy, and English proficiency; jobs skills training,; job
readiness activities; job development and job placement; and supportive services 1o the extent thas
these services are necessary for participetion in JOBS. Supportive services include child care under a
variety of circumstances, and transporiation and work related expenses. States must alse offer at
least 2 of the following servives: group and individual job search,; on-the-Job training (OIT); work
suppiemerparion programs (WSP); and community work experience programs (CWEP). There Is a

need 1o expand the definition and range of services available under JOBS, States would malnain the
Slexibility to determine the mix of JOBS services available and required for participants.

Visi
The definition of satisfactory participarion in the JOBS progrom will be broadered to include activities
that are imporiant to helping individuals achleve selfsufficiency, Stites will have broad latitude in
determining which services are provided. Additionally, job search acrivities will be emphasized to
pramaore work ond employment.
{2} Amend job search rules 10 accomplish the following:

{n Require States to include job search among the JORS services offered;

(2) Extend permisgsible period of initial (upon application) fob search from § weeks to 12;
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3) Remove the requirement that job search after initial job-search period may only be
required in combination with education and training; and

4 Clarify the rules so as to limit job search to 4 months in any 12-month period. Initial
job search would be counted against the 4-month limit, but the 45-90 days of job
search required immediately before the end of the 2-year time limit (see Transition to

Work/WORK) would not.

) Eliminate the requirement that States expend 55 percent of JOBS funds on services to the
target groups.

{c) Change the anti-displacement language to permit work supplementation participants to be
assigned to established unfilled vacancies in the private sector.

(d) . Limit Alternative Work Experience to 90 days within any 12-month period (by regulation).

(e) Amend section 482(d){1)(A) by replacing "basic and remedial education to achieve a basic
literacy level™ with "employment-oriented education to achieve literacy levels needed for
economic self-sufficiency.”

8. PART-TIME WORK
(Detailed specifications awaiting resolution of key questions]
9. JOBS PARTICIPATION

Current Law

Under the Family Support Act of 19588 which established the JOBS program, certaln minimium
participation standards were established for fiscal years 1990-1995 for the AFDC caseload. States
Jace a reduced federal match rate if those standards are not met. In FY 1993 at least 11% of the
non-exempt caseload in each State must participate in JOBS. The standards increase to 15% for FY
1994 and 20% for FY 1995. There are no standards specified after FY 1995, There is a need to
extend and increase minimwm participation standards beyond 1995 in order to implement JOBS and
transform the welfare system from an income support system into a work support system.

Vigion

In order for the JOBS program to become the centerpiece of government assistance, the JOBS
program must experience a dramatic expansion of both services and participants. Under the
provisions of the new transitional assistance program, JOBS participation will be greatly expanded
and increased participation rates will be phased-in until States reach a full-participation model,
States will be given flexibility in designing systems to achieve these objectives.
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Alter the definition of participation such that an individual enrolled full<time in an educational
activity who was making suitable progress would be considered to be participating
satistactorily in JOBS {(by regulation).

Broaden the definition of JOBS participation fo include participation in activities, other than
the optional and mandatory JOBS services, which are consistent with the individual’s
employability plan {again, by regulation). 'The broadened definition of participation would
include participation in the Small Business Administration Microloan Demonstration program
or anather structured self-employment program,

Permit Siates to require a parent of a child under 6 to participate in JOBS for more than 20
hours per week {prohibited under currens law).

ANNUAL ASSESSMENT

States wounld be required to conduct an assessment of all adult recipients, including both thoge

* in JOBS-Prep and those in JOBS, on at least an annual basis to svaluate progress toward

achieving the goals in the employability plan 'I’ins assessment cou?é be integrated with the
annual etiglbllny redetermination {see Reirpye ; g ange specifications).
Persons in JOBS-Prep found to be ready for part:cipation in emplc)ym&nt and trauung could be
assigned to the JOBS program following the assessment. Conversely, persons in the JOBS
program discovered to be facing very serious obstacles to pacticipation could ba placed in the
JOBS-Prep program.

The assessment would entail an evaluation of the extent 1o which the State was providing the
services called for in the employability plan. Int instances in which the State was found not to
be delivering the specified education, training and/or supportive services, the agency would be
required to document that faifure and establish z plan to ensure that the services would be
deliverod from that point forward.,

SANCTIONS

The sanction for non-compliance under the current JOBS program is the loss of the non-compliant
individual s share of the gram, until the failure to comply ceases. In the event of subseguent non-
compllance, the sanction s & minimum of 3 months for the second fallure to comply, and a minimum
of & months for oll subsequent non-compliance. The State, however, cannot sanction an individual for
refusing to accept an offer of employment, if thar employment would result in a net loss of income to

the femily.

For sanctioned two-parent famifies, both parents’ shares of the total benefit are deducted from the
Jamily’s prant, uniess the second parent is pariicipating satisfactorily in the JOBS program,
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Under these provisions, States would gain some flexibility regarding sanction policy but much of the
currenr sanction policy would remain intact.

(@)

)

{©

(@

12

{3}

®)

{©

Program Interactions:

1R Sanctionsd fumilies would still have access o other available services, including JOBS
activities, child care and Medicaid,

2. Sanctionad months would be counted against the time Jimit on cash bensfits,

ISSUE: Should sanction policy be adjusted to conform with the APWA recommen-
dation of a sanction equal to 25% of the total of AFDC plus food stamps?

Eliminate the requirement that States establish a conciiiation process for resolution of disputes
involving JOBS participation. States would still be required to provide an opportunity for a
fair hearing in such instances.

L.ift the prohibition against imposing 2 sanction on a parent of a child under 6 for failure 1
accept an offer of & 20-plus hour per week job.

Change the statute such that for sanctioned two-parent families, the second parent’s share of
the benefit would not also be deducted from the grant, unless the second parent were also
téquired to participate in JOBS and was similarly non-compliant,

TRANSITION TO WORK/WORK

Persons would be required 10 engage in job search during 2 period of not less than 45 days -
{up 10 90 days, at State option) before taking 2 WORK assignment. In most cases, the job
search would be performed during the 45-97 days immediately preceding the ead of the time
timit. An individual who reached the time limit without having finished the 45-90 days of job
search would not be eligible for a WORK assignment until the requirex! period of job search
was completed,

Persons who through no fault of their own did not complate the required period of job search
before reaching the time limit would continue 1o be eligible for cash benefits while finishing
the 45.90 days. Individuals who had refused to pecform this required job search, either
before or after reaching the time Hmit, would not be abie o receive cash henefits while
completing the job search period.

States would have the option of providing additional months of cash assistance to individuals

who found employment just as their eligibility for cash assistance ended, if necessary to tide
them over until the first paycheck,

1
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EXAMPLE:

Januacy in the last menth in which & rocipient (e eligiblo for cash benefits, At the end of January, he finde u job, He
will not, howover, recoive his firmt payohock wntif the end of Pebrusry. The State would have the option of jasuing a
beneiit check for the month of Fobruary, sves though he reachod the time limit in January.

At State option, persons who had left the JOBS program for work would still be eligible for
selected JOBS services, including case management.

States would be required 10 continue providing transitional Medicaid benefits as under current
faw; States would be relicved of this reguirement only if and when universal health care
coverage wore gusranteed within the Siate,

Yo
ANl
EXTENSIONS p
States would be required €0 grant extenzions to persons who reached the time limit without ’%
having had adequate access to the services specified in the employability plan. In instances in

which a State failed to substantially provide the services, including child care, called for in the
employability plan, the recipient would be eligible for an extension equal 10 the nember of

months needed to complete the activities in the employability plan {up to a Hmit of 24 \

months). States would be required to take the results of the annual assessment(s) into account
in determining if services were delivered satisfactorily. [Office of the General Counsel! is
developing language for this pravision]

Persons, including both teen parents and individuals over 19, enrolled in a structured learning
program (including, but not limited to, those created under the School-to-Work Opportunities
Act) would be granted an extension up to age 22 for completion of such a program. A
structured learning program would be defined as a program that begins at the secondary
school lavel and continues into 8 post-secondary program and is designed to lead to a degree
and/or recognized skills certificate.  Such extensions would not count against the cap on
extensions (see helow),

States would also be permitted to grant extensions of the time it under the cirumstances «s}"k {»1
listed below, up 1 2 fixad percentage (2.g., 10%), to be set by the Secretary, of either all st
adult recipients or adulis required to participate in JOBS. Persons granted extensions due 10 Joolt
State failure to deliver services, 3 discussed above, would be included under the cap, .

{1} For completion of 3 GED program {extension limited to 12 months)

{2)  For completion of high school, m@ngiish as a Second Langusge (ESL) ?wgra%or }M@zaf;%
other certificate-granting teaining program or educational activity, including poste ey
secondary education or a structured microenterprise program, expectad to enhance
gmpioyability or income. The extension is contingent on the individual’s making
satisfactory progress toward attaining a diploma or complat,lng the program {extension

limited 10 24 months).
Kt foms defirnd b b
&“f

11
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3} For gome persons who dare Iearning disablad, illiterate or who face other substantial
barriers to employment. This would include a seriously learning disabled person
whose employability plan to date bas been designed to overcome that obstacle and
who consequently has not yet obtained the job skilis training nesded to secure
employment (extension not limited in duration).

{dy  States would be required to continue providing supportive services as needed to persons who
fiad received extensions of the time Hmit

i4. BARNING BACK ELIGIBILITY

{a) Persons who had left the cash assistance program would earn back eligibility for momths of
cash assistance at a rate of one month of cash assistance eligibility for every four months
during which the individoa) did not receive cash assistance and was pot in the WORK
program. The total months of assistance for which a person was eligible at any time could
naver exceed 24,

EXAMPLE:

An individual applics for sssistance for the first time in Jssmary 1997, is not deforred from the JOBS progmm and
enters & JTPA in-claas vocational training progoem in March 1597, She obtainy a private sector position and loaves
the JOBS progrem i Decarnber of 1997, At that point, she is cligible for {3 monthe of saxh assistance. Two years
later, she in Inid off from hex job and is unablo to find another, She ro-epplics for assigames in Fobruary 2008, 26
months after leaving welfaro, At this peint, she has varned back 6.3 months of casl aasistance (26 total monthse
divided by 4), which, wiwn added ta the oniginad 13 monihs, gives ber 19,5 mothe of oligibitity remaining,

) Parsons whe Ieft the WORK program would also be able to eamn back months of cash
assistance, just a8 degoribed in {a).

NOTE: A generous "earp-back™ provision could contribute 1o minimizing the number of people
entering, or re-¢ntering, the WORK program.

ISSUE: Should States be given the option to Hmit the number of months an
individual conld earn back (i.¢., short of the 24-month Hmit on cash
assistance)?

12
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JOBS AND TIME LIMITS

- 1. PrOGEAM ENROLLMENT
Lurrent Law

The Family Support Acx mandated thar upon enrollment into the AFDC program, the State must moke
an injtial assessment of applicants with respect to child care needs, skills of the applicant, prior work
experieace, and employability of the applicant. On the basis of this assessment, the Siate must
develop an employability plan for the applicant, The State may require participants to enter into a
Jormal agreenent which specifies the participanat's obligations under the progrom and the activities
and services provided by the Stare, The employabitity plan is not considered a comtract.  States may
require some applicants 10 undergo fob search acivities for 8 weeks and an additional 8 weeks for
AFDC reciplents.

Vigion

Ar the point of the ake process, applicants will learn of thelr specific responsibitities and
expectations regarding the JOBS program and time-limits. Al States and applicanis will now be
required to enter into an agreement specifying the responsibilities of each party, This will be
accomplished through a social contract and an employability plan. While the social contract will
outling a general agreement, the ea:;;fayabti@ plan will be focussed on the specific employment
relazed needs of the applicant. Although these are not legal contracts, these agreements will serve 1o
refocus the direction of the welfare program.

Ratignale

Stares must chonge the cultwre of the welfore system by changing the expectations of both applicants
and case workers. This can be done by modifying the mission of the welfars system at the point of the
intake process to stress the shift from eligibility amd benefir determination to employent and access 10
education and training. The muaual obligations of the State and the participant must be spelled out
and enforced. JOBS pmgmms must conzinue to be :::iifzed as an entity designed 1o ink cﬁenzs 0
services in the commmz}a .

| {a} 'AJE ap;}izcarzts upﬁn emoi%mmt will be t@qutred to szgzz 3 ‘}omal Contract with the SLatc
specifying the responsibilities of both the participant and the State agency under the revised
transitional assistance (JOBS) program and under a program of time-limited asgsistance. '

{B) Upon enrollment, &ii applicants must be provided with information about the revised JOBS
program and informed of their status regarding eligibility for transitional assistance,
specifically the amount of time of remaining eligibility,

{c) The Social Contract shall not be a legal contract.
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2. EMPLOVABILITY PLAN

(a) Change current S5A language that a State “may” require the participant to enter into an
agreement with the State agency to foflow the employability plan as developed to "must.”

&) Add language requiring States to complete the assessment and employability plan within a
time-frame specified by the Secretary of Health and Human Services.

{c) The employability plan shall specify a time-frame for achieving selfsufficiency (pursuant 1o
the secticns regarding time-fimited transitional benefits) and the prescribed activities shall
reflect the neads of the participant to suceessfully meet this time-frame.

3. DErERRALS UUNDER JIBS
Law

States must require non-exempt AFDC recipients to participaie in the JOBS program to the extent that
resources are avaltable. Exempiions under the current JOBS program are for those applicants and
recipients who are ifl, incopacitated, or of advanced age; needed in the home because of the illness or
incapacity of unother family member; the caretaker of a child under age 3 for. m State eprion, age

I employed more than 30 hours per week; a dependant child under age 16 or attending a fall time
educational program; women in the second and third trimester of pregrancy; ond residing in an area
where the program is not available. The parent of a child under age & (hut older than the age for an
exempirion) who is personaily providing core for the child may be required 1o participate only if
participation requirements are fimited to 20 hours per week arud ohild care is puaranteed. For AFDC-
UP families, the exemption relating to the age of a chlid may ondy apply to one parent, or 10 nelther
parent if child care Is guaranteed.

Vision

Under new provigions, a greater number of participents will be JOBS mandatory. Single-parent and
rwo-parent families wiil be sreated similarly under the new JOBS system. The current exemption
policy, which is based on an bndividunl’s characteristics, will be replaced with a policy which will
allow for temporary deferment from participation requirements for.good cause as determined by the’
State, T . : C

Ratigpale 4

In arder to change the culture of welfare, it is necessary 10 stress the importance of full participation
in the JOBS program. It is also important to ensure thor all welfare recipients who are able 1o
participate in JOBS have such services made available 10 them by the States. Elimination of
exempiions sends o strong message that full participation in JOBS should be the normal flow of
events, and not the exception. A limited deferment policy gives the States the flexibility 10 remporarily
excuse reciplents from porticipation who are unable due 1o good cause.
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() Adult recipients (see Teen Parents below for treatment of minor custodial parents) couid be
deferred from participation in the JOBS program either prior to or after entry inte the
prograra. For example, if an individual became seriousty H after entering the JOBS program,
he or she could be deferred at that point. Months in which a recipient was deferred from the
JOBS program would not count against the time Jimit,

EXAMPLE:

An individual applica for cash assistasce b January of 1996, She and bor cascwrbier design an enployability plan in
March of 1996 and shs begiow participating in the JOBS program sctivities in tw plan, la September 1996, bee
father beexxyica seriously i aod she s necded in the boree 1o care for B, At that point, she I deferved from JOBS
participation, Her deferment lags for cloven months, wil August 1997, wivn her father rosovers and no longer
reguinea full-tme cars, As of August 1997, she e dligible for 16 mare wmonths of cash ansintence.  She reonters the
JGRS progrem: and raches the 24-moath S Finit in November 1998, - AL that polnt, however, she is only four
moaths from sompleting her Licormed Proctical Nurso (LPN tmining, She i» thest granted « 4-month extension
finish hee LPN tenining,

thi Deferral policy would take the following form:

A parent of a child under one, provided the child was born either prior to or within
10 months of the family's most recent application for assistance, would be deferred
from participation in the JOBS program. A parent of a child born more than 10
months after the most recent application for assistance would be deferved for a 120-
day period foliowing the birth of the child, ‘

with the number 0 be s&t &y the Secreza:y of all m&;_e_gg under the fallowmg
criteria or for good cause a3 determined by the State {soe attachment on participation
standards for discussion of the numerator and denominator for this calculation):

{1) iliness, including mental illness, incapacity or advanced age;
(Same ss current law)

Jsee specifications on substance abuse for discusgion of the approach for
persons wib’a drug ot alcohol problems)

@ Nwdad in the home (o care for azzz:ther membe: of the househcid whe
' - is itl or incapacitated; ;
{Same as current law)

3} Second or third trimester of pregnancy; and
{Same a5 current law)

(4} Living more than two hours round-trip travel time (by public
transportation or by car, whichever iz applicable} {rom the nearest
JOBS program site or sctivity.

{Same as current law, specifically CFR 250.30.5}
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Dependent childres, other than custodial parsnts, would not be required to participate
in the JOBS program and would not be included in the denominator for the deferral
caleulation,

Should States be required to defer persons meeting the criteria specificd above,
unless such persons velunteer to participate in JOBS (similar to current law)? Or
should the criteria above be considered guidelines, with States permilied o
reqguire some persons meeting the critma above to participate in JOBS, if
gppropriate?

Recipients who would otherwise be deferred from the JOBS program would be permitted to
volunteer for the program, but suchk persons would then be subject to the time Timit.  Stares
would have the option of giving first consideration to volunteers but would not be reguired
do so,

When appropriate, persons deferred from the JOBS program would be required t©o engage in
activities intended to prepare them for the JOBS program. The employability plan for a
deferred recipient would detail the steps, such as finding permanent housing or obtaining
medlcal care, needed toy enabie hlm or hcr 10 enter the IOBS gmgram Services for disabled

Recipients not likely to ever participate in the JOBS program (e.g.. those of advanced age)
would not be required (o engage in pre-JORS activities, but would have access 10 pre-JOBS
services. For individuals whose deferral is expected o end shortly in any event {e.g.,
mothers of young children), pre-JOBS activities would be intended to address barriers, if any,
1o suctessful participation in JOBS.

The pre-JOBS phase would 5ot be as service-intensive a8 the JOBS program. States would
110t be required 10 guarante: child care or provide other supportive services for persons in the

. pre-JOBS phase.  Monitoring would be relaxed considerably relative 1o JOBS, States would,

4'- -

however, have the option to san¢tion persens in the pre-JOBS phase for not following through
with the szeps in the employability pian.

RATIONALE FOR PREJ{}BS C .
Requiring at feast a modest number of recnpiems {e.g., 10% of those deferred, with the
sumber {0 be determined by the Secretary) deferred from JOBS 1o participate in pre-JOBS
activities would encourage States to devote some Litention to deferred persons. A pre-JOBS
phase might, 10 some extent, assuage concerns about the magnitude of the deferral rates,

DEFINITION OF TIME LiMar

Current Law

The AFDC program provides cash assistance to households in which needy children have been
deprived ¢f parental support {Section 01, Social Security Act), including swo-parent households in
which the principal carner is unemployed (AFDC-UP program, Section 407). Operating within broad

4
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Federal guidelines, States set standards used 0 determine need and payment. In order 1o be eligible
Jor AFDRC, the household’s gross Income cannot exceed 185 percent of the State's need standard
Secrion 402¢a)}, its countable income nust be less than the need standard, and the total value of its
assets musi be below the limiy set by the S1ate.

The cash assistance is provided to, and accourds for the needs of, the pareni(s) or other caretaker
relative, as well as the dependent children Section 402(a} and others, Social Security Actl. Some
States {those which did not have an AFDC-UP program in place as of September 26, 1988} are
permitted o piace o rype of time Lmit on participation in the AFDC-UP program, restricting
efigibility for AFDC.UP 1o 6 months in any 12-month period (Section 407(b} ). Thirteen states
presently impose time limits on AFDC-UP eligibitity. Under current law, hovwever, no other fype of
time limits may be placed on participation in the AFDC progrem,

Vigion

Most of the people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many years consecutively, It
is much mare common for reciplents to mow in and out of the weifare system, staying a relatively
brief periad each time. Two cut of every three persons who enter the welfare sysiem leave within rwo
years and fewer than one it five spends five consecurive years on AFDC.  Half of those whe leave
welfare, however, return within twoe years, and three of every four returss & some point in the future.
Most recipienats use the AFDC program not as ¢ permanent alternative (o work, bur as temporary
assistance during times of econpric difficudty.

While persons who remain on AFDC for long periods at a time represent only a modest percentage of
all people who ever enter the system, however, they represent a high proportion of those on welfare at
any given time, Although many face very serious barriers to employment, including physical
disabilities, others are able ro work but are not moving in the direction of self-sufficiency. Most long-
term recipients are not on a track toward obtaining employment that will enable them to leave AFDC.

The proposal would impose, on adudts, ¢ cumudarive time limit of two years on the receipt of cash
assistance, with deferrals of and exensions to the time limit to be granted under certain
circumstances. Months in which a recipient was working pari-time wowld not count agains: the time
limit, The pwo-year Hmit would be renewable--once an indmduaf left weiﬁzre 3;3 or she would begm
ta earn back eiigibxﬂry Jor assistance. . ‘

The myaar time limit is part of the overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare system from
dishursing funds to promoting self-sufficiency through werk, This rime limit gives both recipient and
the welfare agency a structure than necessitaies steady progress in the direction of employment and
economic independence. As discussed elsewhere, recipients who reqch the two-year time limit without
finding a private sector fob will be offered publicly subsidized work assignments ro enable them 1o
support their families.

{a} ‘The time it would be a limit of 24 on the cumulative number of months of cash assistance
an adult could receive before being subiet 1o the work requirement (see Teen Parents for
treatment of custodial parents under 20), Months in which an individual was receiving
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assistance but was defecred from the JOBS program {not required to participate) would pot
count apainst the 24-month time limit.

The time Hmit, as indicated in (a) above, would be linked to JOBS participation. Recipients
required to participate in JOBS would be subject 0 the time limit, Conversely, the clock
wolld not run for persons deferred from JOBS participation.

APPLICABILITY OF TiME LINITS

The time Hmit would apply to parents (for treatment of teen parents, see Teen Parents below}.
A record of the number of months of cash assistance received would be kept for gach
indiviiual subject to the time limit., Caretaker relatives would not be subject to the time limit,

In a two-parent family, both parents would be subject to the time limit, provided neither
parent was deferred from JOBS. The family would continue to be eligible for benefits so
long as one of the two parents had not reached the time limit for transitional assistance.

EXAMPLE:

A single father with two childres who oame oeto the il twelve monihs &go marrics & womas with nio shildren and
e prioy welfsre moeipt, Bath are requited to paticipste in JOBS. The lamily at this point ig cBigidle for tsemty.
four reonths of beselits, The mamings does not 2o well msd they separste aller ton moothe, The (ather and his
ghildren of this point sre eligibls for only two more months of cash assigtance, 1f, on the othor hand, the tun had
reraxinkd together, the fandly would have been cligitie for founecn more monthn of cash benefits.

Under current law, the second parent in 2 two-parent family is oot exempted from
participation in JOBS. If, however, a State chose to defer the second paremt from JOBS, the
second parent wounld not be subject to the time Hmit, The second parent would then be
teeated a5 any other deferred recipient—counted toward the maximum number of aduly
recipients a State is permitted to defer {see Deferrals wbove). In such an instance, a twor
parent family could be eligible fer as man}- as 43 momhs of casb assistance, as cpposed o 24
for a single-parent family. Ap second pa

deferred from the JO)

RATIONALE:
While the provision described above might be interpreted to favor twe*parem families over -

. single=parent households, its intent is actually o equalize treatment of one and two-parent

families. Applying the time limit to a parent in a two-parent family who did not have access
to JOBS services {due to deferral) but not to a deferred parent in a one-parent family would /
constitute, 10 some extent, a bias against two-parent families,

NOTE: i a second parent who would otherwise be deferrexd volunteered for the JOBS
program, that second parent would be subject to the time limit.

TEEN PARENTS
Al custadlial parents under 20 (hereafter teen parents) would be required to participate in the

JOBS and would be subject to the 24-montls time {mit. The clock would begin to run upon
receipt of assistance a5 2 custodial parent.
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{b3 Teen parents who would otherwise have reached the time limit would receive an automatic
extensions to age 18 {19 if enrolied in high school}. These extensions would not be counted
against the cap on extensions. Teen parents who received the automatic extension would still
be eligible for the standard extensions (see Extensions}.

(<) ‘Teen parents who had reached the time limit, notwithstanding extensions, would be permitted
to enroll in job search (and continue recelving cash benefits) for up to 3 months before
entering the WORK program.

[see specifications on preventlion for a discussion of sll provisions in the plan concerning teen
parents]

7. PART-TIME WORK

(2) Part-time work {for persons receiving cash benefits) would be treated as distinet from both
participation in the JOBS program and deferral from the JOBS program.

) An individual working an average of 20 or more hours per week or earning af least $400
during the month woult not be required to participate in the JOBS progran but wauld notbe
considered deferred for purposes of calculating the percentage of adult recipients deferred.
States would have the option of requiring parents of children 6 and over to work at feast 30
hours per week in order ©o be considered working part-time, '

{c) Mouths in which an individual worked part-time, as defined hers, would not be counted
against the time limit, Persons working part-time would be permitted to volunteer for the
JOBS program. Months in which an individual was working part-time and participating in the
JOBS program would be counted against the time limit,

8. JOBS SERVICES AVAILABLE TCO PARTICIFANTS
Current Law

A range of services and activities must be offered by States under the current JOBS program, bus
‘States are not required 1o inglement JOBS uniformly in al paris of the Stare and JOBS programs vary
widely among States. The services which must be included are. educarional activities, including hipgh
school and equivalent education, basic literacy, and English proficlency: jobs skills tralning; job
readiness activiries; job development and job placement; and supportive services to the extent that ¢
these services are necessary Jor participation in JOBS. Supportive services include child core wnder @
variety of circumstances, and transportation and work related expenses. States must also gffer
feast 2 of the following services: group and individual job search; on-the-job training (OJT); work

. supplementarion programs (WSFP}; and community work experlence pragrams (CWEP), There Is a
need to expand the definition and range of servives evailable under JOBS. States would maintain the
Sexibility to determine the mix of JOBS services available and required for participants.

Yision
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The definition of satisfactory participation in the JOBS program will be broadensd to include activities
that are important 10 helping individuals prepare for work and self-sufficiency. States will have broad
tatitude in determining which services are provided. Additionally, ;ab search activities will be
emphasized 10 promote work and employment.

{a} Amend job search rules 0 accomplish the following:
{1) Require States 10 include job search among the JOBS services offered;

#4; Extend permissibie period of mandated job search for individual applicants to 12
weeks upon application from §;

{3} Remove the requirement that job search after initial job-search period may only be
required in combination with sducation and training; and

{4) Clarify the rules 5o as to limit job search to 4 months in any {2-month period. Initial
job search would be counted against the 4-month Hmit, but the 4590 days of job
search required immediately before the end of the 2-year time limit (see Transition to
Work/WORK) would not,

{t) Eliminate the requirement that States expend 55 percent of JOBS funds oa services © the
target groups. .

(c) Change the anti-displacement language t0 permit work supplementation participants to be
assigned to established unfilled vacancies in the private sector,

(i} Limit Alternative Work Experience 10 90 days within any 12-month period (by regudation),
9. JOBS PARTICIPATION

Current Law

Under the Family Support Act of 1988 which esiablished the JOBS program, cerigin minimum |
* participation standards were established for fiscal years 1990-1995 for the AFDC caseload. States
Jace a reduced federal match rate if those standards are not met. Tn FY 1993 at least 11% of the
" non-exempt caseload in eack State must participate in JOBS, The standards increase to 15% for FY
1994 and 20% for FY 1995, There are n> standards specified after FY 1995, There is a need to ¢
extend amd increase minimum participarion standards beyond 1995 in order to implement JOBS and
transform the welfare system from an income support systemt into a work support systems, The ACF
current budget proposal for phase-in increase in panticipation standards for 20BS from the current
ievel 10 20% of non-exempt cascload in FY 1993, 25% for FY 1996, 30% for FY 1997, 35% for FY
1998, 40% FY 1999, 45% for FY 2000.

Vision
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in arder for the JOBS program to become the cemerpiece of povernment assistance, the JOBS
program must experience a dramatic expansion of both services and participants. Under the
provisions of the new transitional assistance program, JOBS participation will be greatly exparsded
and increased particlpasion rates will be phased-in until States reach a full-participation model,
Statzs will be given flexibility in designing systems ro achleve these objectives.

ISOUE

ISSUE: What sdjustments should be made to the 20 hour rule?
Drafting Specs

(a) Alter the definition of participation such that an individual enrolled full4ime in an sducational
activity who was making suitable progress would be considered to be participating
satisfactocily in JOBS (by regulation).

(b} Broaden the definition of JOBS participation 1 include participation In activities, other than
the optional and mandatory JOBS services, which are consistent with the individual’s
employability plan (again, by regulation). :

{c) Permit States to require a parent of a ¢hild under 6 to participate in }{}BS for more than 20
hours per week {prohibited under current low),

10, SANCTIONS
Curcent Law

Sanctipns for non-participation under the current JOBS program resudt in a loss In the portion of
benefits for the individual not in complignee with required activities until the follure to comply veases.
In the even: of subsequent non-compliance, the sanction is a minimum of 3 morghs for the second
fallure to comply, and a minimum of 6 months for alf subsequent non-complionce. Additionally, the
Staze cannot require a pasticipant so avcept employment if the net resull 10 the family is a decreqse in
cash income,

For sanctioned two-parent fém?ﬁes, both parenis’ shares of the toral benefit are deducted from the
Jamily's grans, unless the second parent I participating satisfacrorily in the JOBS program.

Vision

Under these provisioas, States would galn some flexibility regarding sanction policy but much of the
currént saaction policy would remain inmacy.

{(a) Program Interactions:

i Puring sanction pesiods, assume an unsanctioned AFDC benefit when calculating
benefits for other means-tested programs,

¢
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2 Sanctioned families would still have complete access to other available gervices.
3. Sanctioned months would be considered months of receipt for cajculating time-fimits.

Eliminate the requirement that States establish a conciliation process for resolution of disputes
involving JOBS panticipation. States would still be required to provide an opportunity for a
fair hearing in such instances.

Lift the prohibition against imposing a sanction on a parent of a child under § for failure to
accept an offer of 8 20-plus hour per week job,

Change the statute such that for sanctioned two-parent families, the second parent’s share of
the benefit would not also be deducted from the grant, unless the second parent were aiso
required o pacticipate in JOBS and was similarly non-compiiant,

TRANSITION TG WORK/WORK

Persans would be required to engage in job search during a period of not fess than 45 days
{up to 20 days, at State option) before taking 2 WORK assignment. In most cases, the job
search would be performed during the 45-90 days immediately preceding the end of the time
timit. An individual who reached the time limit without having finished the 45-90 days of job
search would not be eligible for a WORK assignment until the required period of jobs search
was campleted.

Persons who through no fault of thelr own did not complete the required perind of job search
before reaching the time limit would continue (o be eligible for cash benefits while finishing
the 4590 days. Individuals who had refused 1o perform this required job search, either
before or after reaching the time limit, would not be able 1o receive cash benefits while
completing the job search period.

States would have the option of providing additional months of cash assistance to individuals

who found employment just as their eligibility for cash assistance ended, if necessary (o tide
them over until the first paycheck

" EXAMPLE:

Imyuﬁniaﬂnmﬁhm%chamumua&gzbkl‘orcn.zhbaicﬁu Axuwméaf}mry iwf"md:a;ab He -
will not, howover, retcive Mis fiest paychock until U cod af Febrvary. The Stake would have the option of | :swmg&
berefit chesk for the month of February, avmﬂmghbcm}md&mmmmium

At State option, persons who had Jeft the JOBS program for work would still be eligible for
selocted JOBS services, including case management.

States would be required to contiaue providing transitional Medicaid benefits as under current

law; States would be relieved of this requirement only if and when universal heaith care
coverage were guaraniced within the State,

10
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EXTENSIONS

States would be required 1o grant extensions to persons who reached the time limit without
having adequate access to the services specified In the employability plan. In instances in
which a State failed w substantially provide the services, including child care, calfed for in the
emplovability plan, the recipient would be eligible for an extension equal to the sumber of
months seeded to complete the activities in the employabilicy plan {up to a limit of 24
months), [Michael Wald Is developing language for this provision)

States would also be permitted to gram extensions of the time timit under the circumstances
listed below, up (o a fixed percentage {e.g., 10%, see participation standards attachment for
numerator and denominator), to be set by the Secretary, of adult recipients {persons granted
extensions due to State failure to deliver services, as discussed above, would be included
under the cap).

4} For completion of 3 GED program {(extension limited 10 12 months}

{2} For completion of high school, an English as a Second Language {ESL) program or
other certificate-granting training program or sducational activity, including post-
secondary education, expectad to snhance employability, The extension is contingent
on the individual’s making satisfactory progress toward attaining ¢ diploma or
completing the program {(extension limited to 24 months),

3 For some persons who are learning disabled, ifliterate or who face other substantial
barriers to employment, This would include 2 seriously Jearning disabled person
whose employability plan to date has been designed to overcome that obstacle and
who consequently hias not yet obtained the job skills training needed 0 secure
employment {extension not limited in duration). These decisions would be made on a
sase-hy-case basis,

States would be raquired 10 continue providing supportive servicas a8 aseded to persons who
had received extensions of the time limit,

EARNING BACK EuiGiBrry

"Persons who had left the cash assistance program would earn back sligibility for months of  ~

cash assistance at a rate of one moath of cash assistance eligibility for every four months
during which the individual did not receive cash assistance and was not in the WORK
program. The total months of assistance for which a person was eligible at any time could
never exceed 24,

i

EXAMPLE:

An individual applice for pasintance Ry the first tine i January 1997, s not deferend from the JOHS progrm and
arters o JTPA in-clom vocalional tindng program in Mesch 1997, She oblaing & private sector position and leaves
the JOBS progeam s Deceraber of 1997, At tht point, she i 2ligible for 13 months of cash ssuimance. Two years
foder, she is laid off from hor job and is onakis o find ancther,  She re-applies for assigancos in Fobnmry 2000, 26

H
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months after beavissg welfars, Az this poind, she bas carned back 6.8 romba of cash assistance (26 tota] manthe
divided by 4}, which, when added 1o the original 13 montin, gives bher 195 manthe of slhigibility menining,

NOTE: A generous "sarn-back” provision could contribute to mmzmzzmg the aumber of
people re-entering the WORK program.

Persons who left the WORK program would also be able to earn back months of cash
assistance, just as described above.

States would be permitied, subject to the approval of the Seeretary of HHS, to implement
alternate "earn-back” strategies.

12
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B. IMPROVING ACCESS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SELE-
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Current law

Under the Family Support Act, the Governor of each State Is required to ensure that programt
activities under JOBS are coordinated with JTIFA and other refevant employment, training, and
educational programs avallable in the State. Appropriate compenenss of the State’s plan which reloze
io job training and work preparation must be conzistent with the Governor’s coordination plan, The
State plan must be reviewed by a coordinating council,

Visi

The mission of the JOBS program will not be 1o create a separate education amd tralning system for
welfare recipleats, but rather to ensure thai they have access to and information ebout the broad
array of existing programs in the mainstream system. The JOBS program needs to be redesigned 1o
permir Stares to integrate other employment and training programs o the JOBS program, and 1o
implement “one-stop shopping " education and training programs. Under current law, stales are
required to coordinate their JTPA and JOBS programs. The quality of those linkages varies
considerably. Exisiing barriers are statwory and tradivional; others are regulatory and policy. The
barriers 1o bexter coordination need to be examined and addressed,

OPTION: Interagency beard to lacilitate conrdination

Staff from the Departments of Agricalture, Education, Health & Human Services, and Labor have
been mieeting to discuss issues of coordination between émployment and training programs in the
comtext of ongoing welfare reform efforts.  One option available to facifitate coordination is an inter-
agency board which would serve a variety of functions. However, staff agreed that the scope of the
boatd should be broader than welfare reform and waiver issues, and should address workforce
participation issues among Federal programs in general. The creation of such a board could be done
through executive order and that legislation would not be required, Its introduction could coingide
with the introduction of welfare reform, or the Workforce Security Act. Staff has identified a
tentative list of possible functions that such a board may undeniake. These include activities to:

*  articulate a national workforce preparation and national self-sufficiency agenda, and develop
an gverall human investment strategy and plan; '

* consider and establish ¢riteria upon which to evaluste amd approve waivers from States which
facilitate improved service delivery among the principle Federal job training programs;

* explore and promote common definitions, administrative reguirements among progeams,
common Suicome measures, common reporting systems, and common eligibility
determination;

* set principles in evaluations of workforce programs and strategiss;

i3
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* suggest regulatory and legislative changes to promaote improved program operation and
facilitate coordination;

¥ promote objective criterls to evaluate and measure interagency efforts to improve Faderal
program linkages and coordination;

* promote coliaboration with the private sector;

* recognize and pronwte technology which facilitates the goals of program improvenent:

* provide a focal point for interaction with States and other entities to facilitate discussions and
action on program issues; and

* facititate technical assistance for improving state and local programs,

NOTE: Efforts regarding this board should be tied In to current interagency discussion

regarding Himnan Resource Development Boards,
OPTION: Optional joint planning and administration between JOBS and JTPA:
The Governor of each State could have the option to require a joint plan from the two agencies

indicating how responsibilities wonld be sorted out for the 2 year transitional period and the post-
transitional period. Current law specifies joint review of plam; joint sign-off would be substitated,

1. CoorRMNATED EFFORTS

{a) Department of Education proposes: Amend the language in SSA section 483(a) which requires
that there be coordination between JTPA, JOBS and education programs available in the State
to specifically require coordination with the Adult Education Act and Carl D. Perkins
Vocational Educational Act. NOTE: Education will recommend specific language.

o) Deparument of Education proposes: The State JOBS plan must be consistent basic-literacy and
job training goals and objectives of the plans required by the Adult Education Actand the
Carl I3, Perkins Vocational Education Act. NOTE: Education will recommend specific
Isogunpe.

{c) Department of Education proposes: Require employability plan to contain explicit
consideration of basic literacy and employment skills.

14
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C. CONSOLIDATING THE FNS EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING PROGRAM

FNS staff have provided the following options for our consideration for inclusion as part of the
current round of welfare. These options involve the Food Stamp Education and Training (E&T)
progrant.

OPTION I:  Consolidating E&T with JOBS

State agencies stress that serving similar populations with different program rules and funding
structures increases the complexity of the programs and their resulting ability to operate the progran
effectively. Consolidating the E&T program with JOBS would result in a more effective overall
administration of Federal employment and rraining programs. While the program would continue o
serve recipients of public assistance and those not receiving public assistance (NPA), the

administrative burden associated with the apemt}m of 2 separate Federal esployment and raining
programs would be eliminated,

NOTE: Staff trom HHS and FNS will collaberate to propose specific statutory language,
pending the oufcore of the group’s decision.

ISSUE: Is this a potential avenue for incorporating the employment & training noeds of
pon-custodial parents?

i FUNDING

Currently, USDA distributes $75 million in a 100% grant to State agencies fo administer their EAT
programs. Siares that choose to spend more than thelr 100% grant can receive a 50% Federal match
Jor adminisirative costs. Legisiation could conform match rates for E&T services with JOBS muatch
rates. If transferred to HHS, consolidating funding structures and Federal financial reguiremens for
the 2 programs would greatly reduce the administrative burden for State operating agencies,
OPTION: Alternative funding streams for a consolidated model include:

() transferring funds from USDA to HHS;

(ify  USDA funding States directly through contracts

(itf)  funding appropriated directly to HHS,

2. MINIMUM PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS

In FY 1990 and FY 1991 States were required to place no fewer than 50% of thelr E&T mandatory
population Imo E&T activities. This performance standard was lowered to 10% for FY 1992 and
beyond.

OPTION; As a way to ensere continued participation in employment and training activities by
Food Stamp recipients, HHS would direct State agencies to serve a minimum sumber

15
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of NPAs, possibly based on the current 10% raquired participation rate. The lowered
standard allows for more intensivs services. States would specify in their State JOBS
plans how this population would be gerved and how participation requirements would

be met,

OPTION 2:  Conforming the Food Statmp E&T program with JOBS,

1. CONPORM NON-COMPLIANCE SARCTIONS WiTH JOBS MON-COMPLIANCE SANCTIONS

Currernly, the sanction for non-corapliance with Food Siamp work requirements affects the entire
househoid. Under AFDC-JOBS, the sanction affects only the Individual not int compliance.
Recommendation: conform to AT policy with JOBS sanction policy.

{a} Eliminate the distingtion between individual and household incligibility arising from non-
compliance with work requirements,

3] Eliminate the requirements governing the designation of head of household for E&T purposes.
{ Adopt provision of AFDC-JOBS sanction periods for E&T.
2. E&T EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT

Curremtly, the Food Stamp E&T program provides payments or reimbursements to individuals for
trensportation and other expenses (excluding deprndent care} related to participation in the program.
Participants recelve paymenis for actual costs up t0 325 per month for expenses deemed necessory for
participation i the EXT program. The Federal government masches up to half of the amount Staze
agencies spend, up $12.50 of the 325. State may supplement the amount without additional matching
Sfunds from the Federal government. The JOBS program provides reimbursement to participants for
transportation and other cosis necessary o enable individuals to participate in JOBS. The Federal
government matches the State agency costs up to 50%. State apencies describe in their State plans
the monetary limits ta be applied to transportation and other Support services,

Recompmendation: conform E&T reimbursement policy with JOBS pelicy.

{a) Conform Food Stamp EET reimbursement policy to JOBS reimbursement policy by
eliminating the $25 maximum and allowing State agencies to specify monetary limits to be .
apphisd 10 {ransportation and refated expenses,

3. Foou STame E&T DEPENDENT CARE EXEMPTIONS

The Food Stamp E&T program allows Siale agencies to exempt certain individuals from participation
in progrom activities. Currently, State agencies may exempt from work regisiration a porent or other
household member who Is responsible for the care of a dependent child under gge 6 or an
incapacitated person. State agency may require the parent or other caretaker relative of a child
under age 6 to participate in JOBS, However, mandatory individual myst be assured by the State
agency thar child care will be guaranteed and that sihe will not be required to participate more than

16
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20 hours per week, A parent or relative who Ix personally providing care for a child under age 3 (or
younger at Staie option) is automatically exempt from JOBS participation. Conforming Food Stamp
E&T exemption provisions for dependent caretakers to the JGBS criteria would require a greater
perceniaye of the Food Stamp populasion 1o register for work ai the thne of application for benefis,
thereby reaching a greater proportion of the employable Food Stamp population.

Recommendation; conform E&T exempiion provizions with JOBS criteria.

%, PERFORMANCE FUNDING FOR FOOD StaMr E&T

Currently, the Food Stamp E&T program distributes $75 million as a Federal grans 1o Stare agencies
Jor the administration of their E&T programs.  Of this 375 miliion, $60 million is distributed
according ro each State s proportion of work registranis {nonperformance funding}, while the
remaining $15 million is based on State program performance. This option would eliminate the 315
miillion performance funding cateyory for Food Stwnp E&T. The USDA would distribute the entire
$75 million based on the nonperformance formula.

Recommendation; efiminate the 315 million performance finding caregory.

{a) Eliminate the $15 million perfortance funding category for Food Stamp E&T,

) Diigtribution of Federal funds for E&T will be based according 1o each State’s proportion of
work registrants.

17


http:ellmlno.te

DRAFT: For discussion only February 8
WORK

Current Law

There is ar present nothing in Title IV of the Social Security Act concerning a work program of the
rype envisioned here.  States are presently permitted to operate on-the-job training, work
sapplememation and comumunity work experience programs us part of the JOBS progrom (Section
¥82te) and 482(f), Social Security Act, CFR 250.61, 250.62, 250.63}. Regulations, however,
explicitly prohibit States from operating a progrant of public service employment under the JORY
wumbrella (CFR 250.47).

Vision

The focus of the ransitional assistance program will be heiping people move from welfare to self
sufficiency through work. The twe-year time limit is part of thiz effort. Some welfare reciplents will,
however, reach the rwo-year time Hmit without having found a job, despite having particlpated
sarisfactorily in the JOBS program, We are committed to providing ther with the spportunity 1o work
to support their families.

The WORK program would make work assignments (hereafter WORK assigrnenis) in the public,
private and non-profit sectors available to persons who had reached the time timit for transitional
assistance. States would be required t0 create a minimum number of WORK assignments, but would
otherwise be given considerable flexibility in she expenditure of WORK program funds, For exampie,
States would be permitted to contract with private firms and non-profits to place persons in
unsubsidized private sector Jobs.

‘Definition: The termz "WORK assignments” and "WORK positions” are defined as temporary,
publicly subsidized jobs in the public, private and non-profit sectors.

£ ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

{a) Each State would be required to operate 2 WORK program which would make at least 3
minimum sumber of WORK assignments available to persons who had reached the time fimit
for transitional assistance.

®) States would be required to assign administration of the WORK program to a single State
agency. The administrative structure of the WORK program at the State leve! would take one
of the fallowing three forms:

OPTION ONE.

States would have complets flexibility as to which agency would administer the WORK
program, which would permit States to administer the JOBS and WORK programs either
through the same agency or through differem agencies,
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OPTION TWO.

States would be required 1o sdminister the JOBS and WORK programs through the same
agency, but the provision in current law mandating States to administer the JOBS program
through the IV-A agency would be eliminated, which wauld, for example, allow States to
operate both programs through the JTPA system,

OPTION THREE,

States would be required to administer both the JOBS and WORK programs through the IV-A
agency, but the IV-A ageney would be encouraged to suhcontract with the State I'TPA
program to provide services, including both WORK assignments and job search assistance, to
WORK program participants,

PROS AND CONS OF THE UPIIONS.

Operating the JOBS and WORK programs through different agencies; as States would be
permitted to do under Option One, could present serious administrative headaches, The
agency in charge of the JOBS program would have a strong incentive to concentrate on the
more employable participants, leaving the more difficuli-to-serve for the WORK program,
The agency operating the WORK program would have an equally strong incentive to put the
blame for any difficulties it was experiencing in moving WORK program participants info
unsubsidized jobs on the JOBS program’s failure to adequately prepare them for employment,

On the other hand, a State might conclude that one agency is best suited for providing
education and training services and moving recipients into work, while another is best
equipped o generate WORK assignments which will Tead to unsubsidized private sector
smployment. Moreover, separating the administration of the two programs would emphasize
the distinction between cash assistance and the WORK program., A State might be aware of
the potential for coordination problems and yet judge that the benefits from administering the
two programs through different entities might cutweigh the costs. 1t is not clear that such a
State should be precluded fram opting for this route,

Uinder Option Two, a State would be required (o operate both programs through a single
agency, but that agency could be an entity other than the IV-A agency. Apart from the issues
concerning moving the JOBS program out of the IV-A agency, there is the question of
soordination between the WORK program and the waiting list. Regardless of which entity
administers the WORK progeam, the TV-A agency would likely need to be involved with
respect 10 the waiting list, given that some monitoring of the activiuas raqulred of persons on
the waiting list would be needed (see Allocation of WORK Assignments/Waiting 13 beiaw)

Assigning responsibility for the WORK program to the IV-A agency would not preciuds
extensive involvement by the JTPA system in the WORK program. Under Option Threee, the
IV-A agency could, for example, subcontract with the JTPA program to generate the WORK
assignments in the private and non-profit sectors, keeping the task of creating public sector
WORK assignments for itself
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Optioﬁ Three would give overall control of the WORK program to the IV-A agency. A State
might strongly prefer (o give the final say over the WORK program o the JTPA program or

another entity and agatn, it is not clsar that a State should be explicitly prohibited from doing
0.

Localities would be required 1o desighate a body with balanced private sector, union and
community (¢.x., community-based organization} representation, such as the logal Private
Industry Council (PIC}, 1o provide guidance and oversight 10 the WORK program.

Each State would be required 0 make the WORK program available in all areas of the State
by a specified date,

States would be permitted but not requirsd to have the entity administering the WORK
program act as the employer of WORK program participants with respect t¢ disbursing
paychecks, Workers’ Compensation and so forth,

FUNBIRG

The actual cost of the WORK program, for budget purposes, i5 the additional cost of placing persons
in WORK assignments relative to paying them cash benefits, The term "WORK program funds” as
nsed below refers ondy 1o the new funding for developing and maintaining the WORK assigriments.
{The method of reimbursing States for wages pald to persons in WORK assignments will be
considered ns part of the discussion of all match rates (AFUC, JOBS and WORK]) (o be held
separsately.]

{a)

)
()

{a)

Federal WORK program funds would be allocated to States by the JOBS formula (see chart
showing State allotments using the JOBS and JTPA formulas).

RATIONALE:

Using a formuda other than the JOBS mechanism to distribute WORK program funds would
ensure 3 formula battie, An argument can be made for using the same formula for both JOBS
and WORK funds, as both programs serve essentially the same population. Employing the
JOBS formula, but with a countercyclical provigion as discussed helow, would to some degree
take local economic conditions into consideration, without igniting 3 full-scale debate on the
formula question,

Total Federal funds avaiiabie for the WORK program would he capped.

A Stse's aliocation of WORK program funds would be increased if unemployment in the
State rose above & specified level, to be determined by the Secretary. The overall cap on
WORK program funding would be raised accordingly.

FLEXIBILITY

States would enjoy wide disceetion concerning the spending of WORK program funds. A
State could pursue any of a wide range of strategies to provide work 10 those who had

3
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reached the two-year time limit, with the stipulation that the combination of strategies
employed by the State would have to generate the minimum number of WORK assignments

{see Number of WORK Assignments below),

Approaches could include the following:

. Subsidize not-for-profit or private sector jobs (for example, through expanded
use of on-the-ioh training vouchers),

. Offer employers other incentives to hire JOBS graduates.

* Execute performance-based contracts with private firms or not-for-profit
organizations to place WORK program participants in unsubsidized jobs.

- Create positions in public sector agencies.
. Support microenterprise and seifemployment efforts,

. Set up community service projects employing welfare recipients as, for
example, health aides in clinics located in underserved communities.

» Employ adult welfare recipients as mentors for teen parents on assistance,

The approaches above would be listed in statute a3 examples, but States would not be
restricted to these strategies,

States would be required to submit 2 WORK plan, similar to the State JOBS plan, for the
approval of the Secretary, The Secretary would, as with the JOBS plan, consult with the
Secretary of Labor on plan requirements and criteria for approving State plans,

LAMTTS ON SUBSIDIES 70 PRIVATE SECTOR EMPLOYERS

The WORK program subsidy for a position in a private, for-profit firm would be limited to
50 percent of the wages paid to the participant.

For WORK asaignmaents in the private sector, the wages of a participant could be subsidized
for no more than 12 months, consistent with the 12-month time Jimit on any single WORK
assignment (see below). If an employer chose o retain a participant after the subsidy ended,
the position would no longer be considered ¢ WORK assipnment, but rather unsubsidized

empioyment.

COORDINATION
States would be required 1o coordinate the WORK program with other employment programs,

including the Employment Service, One-Stop Shopping and School-to-Work, as well s with
the efforts of the Corporation for National and Community Service,

4
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RETENTION REQUIREMENTS

States would be required 1o track and monitor the performance of private, for-profit
emplayers in retaining WORK program participants after the subsidy ended. Employers who
had demonstrated a pattern of failing W retain WORK program participants at wages
somparable to those of similarly situated employees would be excluded from the program.,
Prohibited employers would not be eligible for WORK program funds. The definition of a
pattern of not retaining WORK. program participants would be left to the discretion of the
States.

States would similarly be required to monitor the performance of for-profit firms or not-for-
profits with contracts to place WORK program participants into unsubsidized empioyment.
Contractors that demonstrated a patiern of poor performance in placing WORK program
participants imo lasting unsubsidized jobs would likewise be prohibited from contracting with
the WORK program. The definition of poor performance would, as above, be determined by
the State.

NON-DISPLACEMENT

Non-displacement language would be based on current faw (Section 4844¢), Social Security
Act), except that WORK program participants could be placed in unfilled vacancies in the
private sector, provided the vacancies were not created by Jayoffs (H. R, 11 would have
eliminated the restriction on placing Work Supplomentation participants in unfilled vacancies
in the private sector),

Anti-displacement language applying to the public sector would be adapted from the non-
displacemnent lapguage in the National and Community Service Trust Act.

NUMBER OF WORK ASSIGNMENTS

The participation standard for the WORK program would be expressed as a minimum average
monthly number of WORK assignments each State would be expected to provide (see
attachment on participation standards),

RATIONALE

A State, acting in good faith, might easily expend the majocity of its WORK program
funds on placement contracts with private firms, only 1o find that the firms were |
placing participants who would have found jobs on their own, leaving the State with”
no money for WORK assignments and a sizeable waiting list. Spending on, for
example, economic developnient might prove equally ineffective and leave a State in
the same predicament, HHS would then be held accountable for what would be
regarded as a waste of Federal funds,

A WORK program which grants States almost complete flexibility with no standard to
meet may prove rather difficult to defend, An approach which might garner wider
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support would be to grant States great latitude provided some basic standard, e.g.,
providing a minimum number of WORK assignments, were met.

States would not be permitted to count unsubsidized private sector jobs toward the minimum
rumber of WORK assignments,

RATIONALE

Counting placements into unsubsidized jobs toward the minimum aumber of WORK
assignments would be problematic, It would be difficult to distinguish WORK
participants who found, or would have found, iobs through their own efforts fram
those whose employment was attributable to State job placement strategies.
Conseguently, 2 State which was especially creative at counting could claim to have
provided the minimum number of WORK assignments while still having a leagthy
waiting list.

Moroover, States which were having difficalty generating the minimum nomber of
WORK assignments would have an incentive 10 delay the movement of JOBS partich
pants into private sector employment, in order to count these placements as WORK
program positions.

The minimom nomber of WORK assignments for each State would be set by the Secretary,
based on the participation standard and the number of persons who had been in the WORK
program for less than two years {see attachment on participation rates).

The minium number would be set such that States could meet the standard and still have
WORK program funding available for supervised job search and other strategies (e.g., perfor-
mance-based placement contracts with private firms),

ALLOCATION OF WORK ASSIGNMENTS/WAXTING LIST

- If the number of persons who were eligible and applied for WORK positions exceeded the

number of WORK assignments available at that point, a State would be required to allocate
WORK ass:gnments accordmg wa pnﬁr:ty system am:l 10 mamtam a llst of per&uns awa:tmg a

Each State would be required 0 establish a uniform set of rules by which the priority syswn’i
would operate and inform all persons on the waiting lst of thess rules.

In localities in which the WORK program was not administeced by the IV-A agency, the IV-A
agency and the entity operating the WORK program would maintain the waiting Hist jointly.
The WORK program agency would be responsible for placing persons on the waiting list isto
WORK assignments, while the IV-A agency would be responsible for ensuring that persons
ori the waiting list were participating in the required activities (e.g., selfeinitiated community
servicel
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Waiting Hst policy could take one of the following thres forms:

OPTION ONE.

Persons o the waiting list for 28 WORK assigament would be expected 10 find voluntesr work
in the community for at least 20 hours per week in order to be sligible for cash benefits.

This volunteer work would be distinct from a WORK assignment. The recipient would be
wholly responsible for arranging the place(s) and hours, and would aot recetve wages for
hours worked. The cagh assistance ¢heck would continue 1o be treated as benefits rather than
earnings for all purposes.,

OPTION TWO,
Same as Option One, except that 2 cap, to be set by the Secretary, would be placed on the
number of persons who were required to perform volunteer work in exchange for benefits,

OPTION THREE,

Same as Option One, except that individuals who for good cause were unable to find vol-
unteer work {¢.2., persons urmble (o arrange for child care, individuals lacking suitable sites
at which to volunteer) would be eligible for benefits provided they participated in another
approved activity for at Jeast 20 hours or 3 days per week, The range of allowshie approved
activities would be established szt the State level, but could include human development
activities such ag parenting skills classes or domestic viclence counseling, or self-initiated
education or training. The State would not be required to fund participation in these
activitiss.

DISCUSSION OF THE QPTIONS.

Option One presents something of a Catch-22. I order 10 sell selfeinitiated community
service a3 work, roughly equivaient to 2 WORK assignment, it wounld be necessary 1o monitor
compiiance with the requirement falvly closely. . If persons were required to voluntssr for a
minimum of 20 hours per week, child care would have to be provided. Monitoring and child
care, however, represent the bulk of the cost of a WORK assignment. A strict 2D-hour per
week volunteering requirement is not consistent with the steategy of limiting the cost of the
WORK program by not meeting the full demand for WORK positions.

Reguiring persons on the walting list to arrange 0 volunteer at 2 non-profit while the WORK
program agency is approaching the same aon-profits about providing WORK assignments s
not an ideal situation. While relatively few aon-profits would he willing and able to kick in

part of the wage cost for WORK assignments, that number would fall to virtually zero if nos-
profits could a3 easily take on board persons eager to offer their time for free,

Uniong (AFSCME, SEIU) concerned about WORK program participants working at below the
prevatling wage would likely be even more alarmed about a strict self-initiated community
service requirement, which could give son-profits and even public sector agencies easy access
to freg Iabor, without the administrative responsibilities associated with 2 WORK assignment,
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While there are serious problems with attempting to sell self-initiated community service as
work, it can be presented as one of a number of appropriate activities for persons to sngage in
while awaiting 2 WORK assignment, an activity that can yield both personal and societal
benefits. Option Three is an attempt to adapt the Michigan “Secial Contract” concept to the
WORK program waiting list. Volunteer work would still be the preferred activity, but
persons unable to find volunteer work would be permitted (o engage in other approved
activities similar to the more informal Michigan "social contract” activities—self-initiated
sducation and training or human development activities,

States would not be required to guarantee child care or supportive services 1o persons on the
waiting Hst for participation in gpproved activities, States would, however, be required (o
provide ¢hild cars and/or other supportive services if needed to cuable 2 person on the walting
list to participate in supervised job search,

The State IV-A agency would be required 1o establish procedures, subject to the approval of
the Secretary, for monitoring participation in approved activities,

States would not be permitted to distinguish between persons on the waiting list and other
recipients of cash assistance with respect to the determination of eligibility and calculation of
benefits-States could not provide reduced benefits to persons on the waitiag list,

The IV-A agency would be required to make at least quarterly contact with individuals on the
waiting fist for 3 WORK assigoment and to make case management services available to these
persons, Persons on the waiting list would be required to engage in supervised job search

sither periodically or continuously, with the minimum number of hours to be set by the State

(see Job Search below).
Tive Lavrr O PARTICHATION IN 'THE WORK PrOCRAM

Individuals would be limited to 2 maximum of 12 months in any single WORK assignment,
after which they would be placed on the waiting list for 2 rew WORK position.

There would be no time limit on overall ;:articipatiou in the WORK program.

" States would be required to conduct an assessmenz of each person who- haai completed at Ieas:

two WORK assigroments or had been in the WORK program for at least two years to
datermine i any additional services might be neaded to enable that individual to secure private
sector employment.  In ingtances in which gervices other than 4 WORK assignment or job
search were deemed necessary, persons would be permitted to participate in such activities, in
Hien of self-initdated commmumnity service, while on the waiting list (even if volunteer work were
readily available). States would have the option of making funding available for such activi-
tieg, including education and training.

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA AND APPLICATION PROCESS
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Adult recipients who had reached the time limit for cash assistance and who otherwise met the
cash assistance eligibility criteria (e.g., income and asset imits) would be eligible for a
WORK assignment.

States would be mandated to desceibe the WORK program, including the terms and conditions
of participation, 1o all adult recipieats who had reached the time limit for cash benefis,

States would be permittad to establish an application process for the WORK program separate
from the application for cash benefits, but would be prohibited from denying eligible persons
entry info the WORK program, provided they agread to comply with all WQRK program
rules and requirements.

In instances in which the cash beaefit to the family did not excesd $100 per month, the adult
recipient(s) would not be subject to the work reguirement,

States wonld have the option to apply the work reguirement to only one parent in a two-parent
family-only one parent would be permitied to participate in the WORK program,

An individual who had left the WORK program but had not earned back any months of cash
assistance would be permitted to recenrol] in the WORK program, provided he or she did not
quit a private sector job withaut good cause,

EXAMPLE:

A WORK progmm participant finde a private sovtor job amd lesves the W{'}RI{ pr&)gmm but i laid off xfter jud one
month, before caming back any months of cash assistance (soe JOBS 2nd Tinw Limits specifications for discussion of
the cam-back provision), Thix pemon would be tligihie for a8 WORK sasiguruent,

Stares would have the option of assigning WORK program re-entrants 1o supervised or
unsupervised job search for up to 3 months before placing them on the waiting list for WORK
assignments (these WORK program re-entrants would be eligible for cash benefits while
participating in job search). ‘

Persons who had left the WORK program but who voluntarily quit a job, otherwise reduced
their earngd income without good cause or refused a bona fide offer of private sector
employment would not be permitted 10 re-enter the WORK program for a period of time 1o ba
set by the State, but not to excoexd 3 months

If tize family income of an individual in 8 WORK assignment rose {e.g., through marriage or
an increase in unearned income) such that the family’s income, less WORK program wages, s
exceeded the income limit for cash benefits, the participant would still be permitted to
complete the WORK assignment, At the conclugion of that assignment, however, the
individual would not be ¢ligible for the WORK program and sccordingly would not be placed
on the waiting list for a new position (unless the family’s income had fallen back below the
income Hmit before the conclusion of the WORK assignment).  The same provision would
apply i 2 family's circumstances otherwise changed {e.g., 2 child’s leaving home) such that
the family no longer met the eligibility criteria for cash benefits,
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WAGES AND BENEFITS

Participants in WORK assignments would he compensated for hours worked & no less than
the higher of the Federal minimum wage and any applicable State or local minimum wage
faw. States would have the option t© provide WORK assignments which pay an hourly wage
higher than the minimum wage.

The earnings disregard for WORK assignment wages would be set at a flat $100 per month,
Individoals in WORK assignments would not be eligible for the other disregards (e.g., thirty
and one-third).

Wages from WORK assignments would treated as earned income with respect to Worker's
Compensation amd Federal assistance programs {e.g., food stamps, public and Section §
housing). [Treatment of FICA awaiting analysis by CEA|

Earnings from WORK positions would not be included in Aggregate Gross Income, and
consequently would not be treated as carned income for the purpose of caleulating the Earned
Income Tax Credit,

For WORK program participants not receiving cash assistance in addition to WORK program
wages, child support collected would be paid directly to the WORK program participant, In
instances in which the WORK program participant was receiving cash benefits in addition to
WORK. program wages, child support would be treated just as for any other family receiving
cash benefits. If child support collected exceeded the cash benefit, the difference would be
paid to the participant.

Wages would be paid in the form of weekly or bi-weekly checks. In instances in which an
individual was receiving both wages and cash benefits there would be separate checks for
wages and for benefits, regardless of the entity issuing the check for hours worked {i.e,, even
if the IV-A agency were responsible for both paying wages and disbursing supplementary
benefits, the two would not be combined into one check).

HOURS OF WOR!{

States would have the flexibility to duterminé the number of hours for cach WORK -
assignment, which could vary depending on the nature of the position. WORK assignments
would have 1o be for a minimum of 135 hours per week or 65 hours per month, whichever is
greater, and for no more than 35 hours per week or 150 bours per month, whichever is
greater.

A State could, for example, make all WORK assignments the same number of hours {e.g.,
20), regardiess of the size of the grant, and supplement wages with cash benefits such that
persons i WORK assignments are not worse off than those on the assistance. High-benefit
States might choose to make the number of hours 30 or 35, as opposed to 15 or 20. States
could also opt to calculate the number of hours for each participant by dividing the AFDC

10



14,

(a)

(b

DRAFT: For discussion only February 8

grant by the minimum wage (35 undec CWEP), provided that each participant was required to
work at east 15 and no more than 35 hours per week.

NOTE: The marginal cost of enrolling an individual in a WORK assignment would not in
general vary based on the number of hours of the WORK assignment (since wages would
replace cash benefits on a dollar-for-dollar basis, apart from the disregard).

The marginal cost would vary with the hours of the WORK assignment if the WORK assign-
ment wages, apart from the disregard, were actually higher than the cash benefils provided fo
the family {e.g., if Texas enrolled an individual in a three-person family in 2 35-hour WORK
assignment}. A State would, however, still be required to generate the mintmum number of
WORK assignments, regardiess of the number of hours,

SANCTIONS

WORK program participants would receive wages for hours worked. Fallure to work the set
number of hours for 2 WORK assignment would result in 3 corresponding loss in eamings,
Cash assistance would not act © offset the drop in WORK program earnings, for either
WORK program participants who were already receiving supplemental cash benefits or for
participants for whom the reduction in incoms would otherwise have made them eligible for
cash assistance. The loss in wages would be treated 38 a decline in earned income with
respect to other assistance programs.

A WORK program participant who répeatedly failed to show up for work or whose
performance was otherwise unsatisfactory could be fired. The entity administering the
WORK program would be required to determine if the individual was fired for cause. During
the period in which the determination was being made, the family would continue to be
eligible for cash benefits. Individuals who were determined to have been fired for cause
would have the right to a fair hearing from the WORK program upon request. [Michael
Wald will be developing Ianguage for this provision]

{(H An individoal who was fired from a WORK assignment for cause for the first
time would be placed at the end of the waiting list for WORK assignments and
the family would not be eligible foc cash benefits for a period of 3 months .
 after the date of determination. States would be required to make vendor )
payments to landlords and utilities if needed 10 prevent homelessness or wtility -
shut-off. \
(2) A person fired from WORK assignment for 3 second time for cause would be
placed on the waiting !ist only after & months, During that six-month period,
the family would not be eligible for cash benefits. States would, a5 above, be
required 1o make vendor payments when necessary.

(3) Persons fired for a third time would not be able to enter the walting list or
receive cash benefils for a period of one vear {vendor payment g5 above),

i
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Time in sanction status would not be counted as time not in the WORK program for purposes
of earning back sligibility for cash assistance.

States wozzié be te(;mreé to refer for intensive intervention persons fired for cause more than
Z i articipants below),

Persons subject to the work requirement who were not gligible for cash benefits due to
sanction would still be ahle to receive food stamps, Medicaid and other in-kind assistance,

An individaal otherwise eligible for the WORK program who refused an offer of unsubsidized
private sector employment without good cause would not be eligible for 2 WORK assignment
for six months from the date of refusal. Cash benefits during this six-month pericd would be
calculated as if the job offer had been accepted. When calculating beneftts for families so
sanctioned, the disregards would apply. The sanction would end upon aceeptance of a private
sector joh, WORK program participants are permitted o refuse a iob offer if accepting the
offer would result in 3 net loss of cash income {as under current law, Section 402(a), Social
Security Act).

WORK PLACE RULES

Providers of WORK assignments, whether public, private or non-profit, would be required to
treat WORK program participants as other entry-level employees with respect 1o sick and
annual ieave and other workplace rules, A State would have the option to waive this
requirement for specific employers of WORK program participants, provided that the
employer were complying with all applicable Federal and State laws concerning workplace
rules,

JoB SEARCH

WORK program participants would he required fo eagage in job search either continuously
{e.g., 5-10 hours per week} or periodically (e.g., for four weeks immediately after complsting
a WORK assignment) or a combination of the twa. Job search requirements for persons in
the WORK program would be set !:xy the State.  While job search for persons on the waxwzg
list is discussed above, that provision should not be read as pz@ciudmg States from requiring
persons in WORK assignments to also stimultaneously participate in supervised job search.

The combination of supervised job search and a WORK assignment or seifinitiated
community service/approved activity—i.e., of all WORK program activities—could not excwi
an average of 35 hours per week in any mﬁmh

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
States would be required to guarantes child care for any person in 3 WORK assigament, as
with JOBS program participants under current law (Section 402(g), Sacial Security Act).

States are also mandated to provide other supportive services as needed for participation in a
WORK. position (as with JOBS participants, Section 402(g), Social Security Act).

12
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DEFERRALS

Persens who had reached the two-year time limit and would otherwise be subject to the work
requirement could be deferred from participation in the WORK program. Tha criteria for
deferral from the WORK program would be identical to the criteria for deferral from the
FOBS program {ee JOBS and Time Limits specifications). Parents of newborn children
wonld be deferred for a 120-day period following the hirth of the child,

In localities in which the 1V-A agency did not adroinister the WORK program, the entity
operating the WORK program would refer persons meeting the deferral criteria to the IV-A
agency, which would make the determination as to whether the individual should be deferred
from WORK program participation,

Deferred persons would be eligibie far cash benefits (not wages), without a requirement o
find volunteer work, for as tong as the condition necessitating the deferral continued.

Persons deferred from the WORK program would be treated as persons defersed from the
JOBS program in all respects, except that once the defercal ended, they would re-enter the
WORK program, rather than the JOBS program. Individuals deferred from the WORK
program would count against the cap on the number of persons who could be deferred from
participation in the JOBS program (see JOBS and Time Limits specifications).

REFERRALS TO SERVICES YOR UNSUCCESSFUL WORK PARTICIPANTS

The entity administering the WORK program would be reguired to arrange for intensive
intervention, by, for example, a preventive service agency, for WORK program participants
wha had been fired from a WORK program position more than once. The agency responsible
for the intervention would attempt to resolve the outstanding issues to enable the individual o
hold a WORK assignment. In instances in which an individual has left the WORK program
entirely, the agency would assess the family’s food, housing and clothing needs and make
referrals to child protective services if the children were at risk of abuse or neglect.

13
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ENHANCING RESPONSIBILITY AND OPPORTUNITY FOR NON-CUSTODIAL PARENTS
Eatlonale.

The well-being of children, who only live with one parent, would be enhanced if emotional and
Jfinancial support were provided by both of their parents. There are many reasons that such support
is not provided, In some cases non-custodial parents are unwilling to provide financial support.
Propased bnprovements in the Child Support Enforcement System will reduce such willfid deniaf of
Sinancial support, There are other impediments to the lack of parenial support from non-custadial
parenss, Some parents have difficulties negotiaring successful parensing partnerships once the fumily
iz no longer living together, such families often can benefit from programs which focus on the need by
the chiliren to have continuing relationships with both parents. Cther parenis have Inadeguate skills
and respurces tg meet their financial rexponsibilities to their children. These parents are often part of
the growing number of workers with fow and very low inconies.  Young workers, the less well-
educated, and minorities In particular have disproportionately borne the brunt of the economic
changes of the past few decades. These parents need help in obtaining skills and jobs which will help
them meet thelr financlal responsibilities to their children , through the provision of child support
payments. Lastly, some non-cistodial parents have difficulty understonding thelr rights and
responsibilities as parents, because they had missing or inadeguaie role models when they were
children, These parents need programs 10 help them re-connect io a fomily structure in which they
can aureare and supporr thelr chiltdren. These programs will help communities and familles work
together to Improve the wellbeing of our most vuinerable children. As there Is not a fong track record
of research and evaluation on programs for non-custodial parerss, it Is envisioned that new programs
should be modest and flexible, growing only as evaluation findings begin to identify the most effective
strategies.

A. ACCESS AND VISITATION

Current Law:

Section 504 of the Family Support Act authorized Access demonstration to determine if such projects
reduced the amount of time required to resolve access disputes, raduced litigation relating to access
disputes, and improved compliance in the payment of support. There Is no provision for the on-going
funding of such projects, Most existing proiects have been funded by or through the State court
systens with State funds.

Specifications:
Grants to States :

(a) Grants will be made to each state for programs which reinforce the nead for children (o have
continued access to and visitation by both parents, These programs include mediation (both
volumary and mandatory), counseling, education, development of parenting plans, visitation
enforcement including monitoring, supervision and neutral drop off and pick up and
development of guidelines for visitation and alternative custody arrangements.
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States would be required to monitor and evaluate their programs. Evaluation and reporting
requirements would be determined by the Secretary.

HHS would administer the grants under ACF/ACYF/Children's Bureau {Or OCSE depending
on tie reception by advocacy groups). Grants wonld be made to the state but could be sub-
grantexdd or contracted to courts, local public agencies or to private non-profit agencies.
Programs would not have (0 be state-wide.

Funds would be authorized a3 3 capped entitiement under gection 1V-ID of the Social Security
Act, eligible for FFP at the regular program rate. (Funding estimated at $10m, $15m, $20m,
$20m and $20 over 3 years)

Issue: A small get-aside of an entitlement program makes the most sense but linkages to

child support may be a problem since child support and visitation have been perceived as
issues to be keep entirely and completely separate. However, using AFDC, JOBS or Work s
more problematic since those are means-tested programs and this program I3 intended, like
child support to seeve all families not just welfare families.  grant program,

Project must supplement rather than supplant State funds.

TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT

ipation {Included in JOBS Provisions in section Promoting Self-Sufficiency)

Current Law:

Section 482 of the Social Security Act (Tide [V-F) permits the Secretary to fund demonstrations fo
provide services to non-custodial parents, The Secretary is limited as to tha aumber of projects that
can be funded under this provision, Evaluations are required. (This, along with section 1115 of the
. Social Security Act is the authority for the Parents Fair Share Demonstrations currently underway.

Amends title IV-F of the Social Security Act'and PL 99-509 (OBRA "86). States would have .
considerable flexibility in the dwgu of their nos-custodial parents JGBS pwgram 2{}35 and W{}RK
. funding could be combined or programs coukd be.run separately. .

Specifications:

(2)

®)

At State option up o 10 percent of JOBS program funding could be used for training and
work readiness programs for poncustodial parents. JOBS and WORK programs could be
operated as a combined or as separate programs.  States would have to agree to evaluation
and reporting requirements, including random assigoment, as determined by the Secretary.

Participation by non-castodial parents could be mandatory or voluntary at State option. The
non-custodial parents’ children would have 10 be receiving AFDC or WORK services at the
time of referral. Non-custodial parents could continue participating in the program gven if the
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their children became ineligible for AFDC. However, if the non-custodial parent voluntarily
left the program, was placed in a job, or was terminated from the program, he could not be
readmitted unless his child(ren) was once again reliant on AFDC (or similar) benefits.
Paternity, if not already established, would have to be voluntarily acknowledged prior to
participation in the program.

(©) The non-custodial parent’s participation would not be linked to self-sufficiency requirements
or JOBS/WORK participation by the custodial parent.

d Parenting and peer support would be eligible for FFP.

(e} Payment of training stipends would be allowed and such payments would be eligible for FFP,
Stipends could be garnished for payment of current support.

f) State-wideness requirements would not apply. States would not have to provide the same
JOBS services to custodial and non-custodial parents, although they could choose too.

2. WORK Participation (Included in WORK Provisions in the section Promoting Self-
Sufficiency)

Current Law:

None. This provision would be included in the new WORK provisions in title IV of the Social

Security Act.

Specifications:

@

®)

©

At State option up to 10 percent of WORK program funding could be used for programs work
and work opportunities for noncustodial parents. JOBS and WORK programs could be
operated as a combined or as separate programs. States would have to agreed to evaluation
and reporting requirements, including random assignment, as determined by the Secretary.

Participation by non-custodial parents could be mandatory or voluntary at State option. The
non-custodial parents” children would have to be receiving AFDC/JOBS/WORK services at
the time of referral or have arrearages owed to the State for periods when the children were

- participating in-the AFDC/JOBS/WORK program. Nen-custodial parents could continue -
* participating in the program even if the their children became ineligible for AFDC,

However, if the non-custodial parent voluntarily left the program, was placed in a job, or was
terminated from the program, he could not be readmitted unless his child(ren) was once again
reliant on AFDC (or similar) benefits or arrears to the State were still outstanding.
Participation in JOBS is not a prerequisite for participation in WORK. Paternity , if not
already established, would have to be voluntarily acknowledged prior to participation in the
program.

The non-custodial parent’s participation would not be linked to self-sufficiency requirements
or JOBS/WORK participation by the custodial parent.
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3 Parenting and peer support wouid be eligible for FFP,

{ey  Payment of WORK stipends would be required, Stipends could be garnish to pay current
child support.

(fi  State-wideness requirements would not apply. States would not have 10 provide all WORK
opportunities offered to custodial parents in their non-custodial parents WORK program,
although they could ¢hoose 6.

3. Tarpeted Jobs Tax Credif

Current Law:
Amends section 51 of the Internal Revenue Code. This item is being held pending further discussions
regarding the Administration’s position on the reauthorization of the TITC program,

Specifications:

() The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TITC) would he made available o fathers with children
receiving food stamps and children receiving AFDConly or Medicaid-only.

) In addition to the requirement that the children {covered by the support order) are receiving
mean’s tested benefits the non-custodial parent would have 10 meet the definition of
economically disadvantaged and have at least two months child support arrears at the time
certification or referral,

(¢}  The child suppont enforcement program or 3 private entity acting on it’s behalf will be
responsible for the centification/referral process.,

C. PATERNITY AND PARENTING
Current Law: None.

{a}  Demonstration grants to states and/or community based organization to develop and
implement non-custodial parent (fathers) components for existing programs for kigh
risk families (¢.p. Head Start, Healthy Start, Family Preservation, Teen Pregnancy
and Prevention) to promote responsible parenting, including the importance of
paternity establishment and economic security for children and the development of i
parenting skills,

{b) Three year grants, must bave evaluation component and be replicable in simiar
programs.

03] Funding appropriation would be a capped set-aside within WORK at $10 million for the first
5 years,
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MAKE WORK PAY

Work is not a guaranteed route out of poverty, particularly in recent years, Real wages have declinsd
over the past two decades for several family types disproportionatly represented at the lower end of
the income distribution; single-parent families, young heads of families, less educated heads of
families. This recent wage stagnation has been particularly devastating since dramatic growth had
been realized during the prior time period. Inflation adiusted wages had more than doubled between
1949 and 1973, creating expectations of future growth that ¢ould not be sustained.

Evidence of serious labor-market wage opportunities abound. For example, mean hourly wages for
males at the lower end of the wage distribution (bottom quintile} deopped by 20.6% between 1973
and 1991 in inflation-adjustex terms; the comparable drop for females was {0.3%. The proportion of
what are termed low-carners (earning less than is required to lift a four person family out of poverty
working full-tear, full-time) declined sharply between the late 19405 and {9605 and increased just as
sharply after that. As an example. two-thirds of black males ages 25-34 would have been classified
as low carners in 1949, The proportion dropped to one-in-five by 1969, By 1991, one half of this
group fell into this category. And a recent study Indicates that by 1988 nearly 15 percent of children
under six Hved in families that could not have escaped poverty even if the adults in their family were
working full time and earning at their full earnings capacity levels.

Making work pay is a multi-dimensional challenge. But the bottom [ine is that work should constitute
a rational option for those otherwise eligible for welfare benefits. Work should result in
compensation levels that are favorable relative to what can be obtained from welfare and, if feasible,
ensure that the family is lifted out of poverty, Those who work should not incur prohibitive financial
and other transaction costs such 83 costly or inappropriate child care. And those who work should
not have to sacrifice essential goods and services such as health insurance simply because they are
playing by socinty’s rules. Unfortunate, the existing reality is that working poor families frequently
have no health coverage and lack access to affordable child care,

The expansion of the EITC enacted in the last budget legislation will substantially increase the income
of working poor families, The EITC, however, generally comes in the form of 2 lump sum payment
after the tax return is filed. Fewer than 1 percent of EITC sligibles avall themselves of the advance
payment option {AEITC). The EITC is conseguently not available 1o poor families to meet needs that
arise throughout the year, Passage of the Health Security Act will ensure heglth care coverage for
low-income working families. Tou ensure that work truly does pay, still more needs to be done,
Access to child care for poor families must be expanded and the EITC delivered on a timely basis
throughout the year 5o that poor families can reap the full benefit of the credit,

The challenge of making work pay encompasses several initiatives; (1) disentangling access o health
insurance from welfars status: {2) ensuring accessible and affordable child care; (3} demonstrating the
feasibility of implementing non-means tested income supports such as the Child Support
Assurance/lnsurance concept; (4) making improvements 0 the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC); (5)
making work rational within welfare; and (6) demonstrating new systems for easing the volatility and
uncertainty of life in the low-wage secondary labor market. We focus on initiatives (4) to (6) in this
document.



FTRAFE « for Swownrion onle]

1. MAKING WORK PAY RY IMPROVING THE EITC

The carnad income tax cradit (EITC) is a refundable tax ¢credit gvailable 1 a low-income filer who
has earned income and whose adjusted gross income is below specified thresholds. Because the cradit
is refundable, individuals can receive the full amount to which they are entitled, even if the amount
exceeds their income tax liability, The amount of the credit depends on a taxpayers earned income,
adjusted gross income, and the number of qualifying children, The size of the credit increases
significantly if an individual has one or more qualifying children who meet age, residency, and
relationship tests,

Low income workers can claim the EITC when filing their tax retumns at the end of the year. In
addition, workers with children have the choiee of obtaining a portion of the eredit in advance
through their emplovers, and claiming the balance of the credit upon filing thelr income tax returns,
The amount of the advanced payment is calculated on the basis that taxpayers have only one
qualifying ¢hild. The annual advanced EITC payment cannot exceed 60 percent of the maximum full-
year BITC for a family with one child. In 1994, the maximuem advance payment would be $1,223 in
1994, relative to & maximum annual EITC of $2,038 for a family with one child for a family with
one child and $2,528 for a family with two or more children.

An employee choosing to receive a portion of the EITC in advance doss so by filing a form W5 with
his or her smplayer. The employer is not required to verify employee’s eligibility for the credit,
Employers may be penalized for failing to comply with an employee’s request for an advanced
payment. The employer calculates the advanced EITC payment to which an employee is entitled
based on the employee’s wages and filing status and adds the appropriate amount to the employee's
paycheck, The smployer reduces its payment of employment and income taxes to the IRS by the
aggeegate amount of advanced EITC payments made during the period and reports this amount to the
IRS on form 941.

At the end of the yzar, the employer notifies both the IRS and the employee of the actual amounts of
advanced credits paid to the employee by filling in a box on the form W-2, When filing their income
tax return at the end of the year, an employee is required to report advance payments, if any, of the
EITC.

Vision

The proposal would promote use of advance payment option of the Earned Income Tax Credit by
shifting the outreach and administrative burden from employers to selected public agencies, such as
by permitting States to deliver the advance payment through food stamp offices and by encouraging
experimentation of integrating BITC transfers both with emerging technologies (EBT) and other
income support transfer systems,
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Rationale

Few programs are as effective in reaching the eligible population as the EITC. Every person who
filex an income (ax return encounters information about the EITC. If the person doss mot ¢laim the
EITC but appears eligible for the credit based on information on his or her return, the IRS will send a
letter 1o the person elling them zbont the credit, In addition, the IRS operates extensive cutreach
programs 1o inform low-income workers of their eligibility for the BITC,

Despite the successes of the current program, the delivery of the EITC could be improved in a
number of ways. First, information about the EITC should be broadly disseminated. Of particular
concern are welfare recipients and other non-filers, These individuals may not know about the EITC
because they do have to file a tax return if their adjusted gross incomes are below the tax thresholds.

Second, certain barriers to claiming the EITC in advance should be removed. In recent years, fewer
than 1 percent of EITC claimants have veceived the credit through advance payments in their
paychecks., The reasons for the low utilization rate ars not fully knows. A recent GAQ study found
that many low-income taxpayers were unaware they could claim the credit in advance, To remedy
this problem, the IRS has begun ap intensive effort 1o educate and encoursge employers © help
deliver advance EITC payments in workers' paychecks.

There may be other barriers to participation In the advance payment aption. The GAO study alse
found that once informed, many workers stated that they would prefer to receive the BITC in a lump-
sum payment. While some workers may simply prefer the forced savings aspect of receiving the
credit in 4 fump sum, others may fear their eraployer’s reaction if they ask for a government wage
supplement to be added to their paycheck. Others may be fearful of owing the government a Jarge
sum of money at the end of the year because they received 100 Jarge an amount in advance.

While many EITC recipients may prefer to receive the gredit a5 a lump-sum payment, others could
banefit fram receiving the credit in more vegular intervals throughout the year. By receiving the
credit as they earn wages, workers would observe the direct link between work effort and the EITC,
Some workers may experience cash-flow problenss, and the promise of the credit at the end of the
year may not be sufficient collateral for a Joan. {thers rely on expensive zefund-anticipation
programs and pay high interest rates in order to receive the cradit several weeks early,

Third, the potential for fraudulent and ecroneous claims of the EITC should be reduced. At the tims
that advance payments are made to workers, neither the IRS nor employers have relizble information
about warket’s eligibility for the EITC. Workers may receive the BITC in advance, only to Jearn at
the end of the yoar that they must repay the IRS some or all of the advance payments because they
erroneously claimed advance payments. Other workers may make fraudulent advance payment
claims. If the advance payments were based on more complete information about the worker’s
eligibility (and the level of eligibility), such erroneovs and fraudulent clais could be reduced. For
example, by 1996 a worker with two qualifying children and $8,423 in seif-employment will be
entitled to receive a4 $3,370 EITC. Filing a return and claiming the credit would obligate the taxpayer
to pay $1,289 { 153*5R,425) in social security payroll tax, but the taxpayer would receive an 88
retirement benefit and a cash benefit of 2,081, This creates a powerful incentive to create fictitional
earnings {or inflate earnings} panticularly for the 40% of EITC recipients who use professional tax
preparers {some of whom may not be terribly ethical}. Double dipping (taking the advance and fump
sum payment is 2lso a potential problem). And the poiltical fallout from a few highly publicized
horror stories could be devastating,
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PRIMARY QPTION

Allowing states the option to provide advance payments of the EITC through other agencies (e.g., the
offices which also provide food stamp benefits) may resclve many of these problems. A state could
choose to target information sbowt the EITC to welfare recipients or other individuals currently
outside the workforce. Individuals could have the a choice of receiving the credit from a neutral
third-party, without fear of notifying their employers of their eligibility for the EITC. Moreover,
they could receive assistance in determining appropriate amount of the EITC to claim in advance.
States would also have the resources to verify eligibility for the credit better than employers, reducing
the risk of erroneous payments being made to ineligible persons. This option would also allow for an
evaluation of alternative delivery systems.

(b)
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A State would have the option {0 propose to the Seoretary of the Treasury a demonstration
preject pursuant (o which advance payments of the EITC would be made o eligible residents
through 3 state agency. Such agencies may inchude public assistance offices (AFDC and/or
Food Stamps), Employment Service Offices, State finance and revenue agencies, and so forth.
A state may choose only one agency to provide the advance credit.

Approval by the Secretary of the Treasury of a State’s proposal would be requirad in all
cases. The Secretary of the Treasury would consult with the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, the Secretary of Agriculture, and other Departmental Secretaries as sppropriate ¥f
the State proposal includes coordination of ETTC payments and other Federal henefits,

Where appropriate, States may include in their proposals coordination of advance payments of
the EITC and other foderal benefits {such as food stamps) through electronic benefit
technology.

State plans would be required to specify how payment of the EITC would be administered.
States must include & detailed explanation of how eligibility for the credit would be

determined and verified, States would also have 10 agres to provide recipients and the IRS
with annual information reports in a timely fashion (ypically by January 31 of the following
year} shewing the amounts of the EITC paid in advance. In addition, states would agres to
provide the IRS with 4 Histing by December Ist of the sames, social security munbers, and the
amournts of advance payments received through October of all persons who participated in the
state program at any time during the year {through October). States which failed to moot -
these reporting requirements would oot be allowed 10 continue participation in the program.,

States would be allowed (but not required) to provide on an advanced basis up 1o 75 percent
of the maximom amount of the credit for which the taxpayer is eligible.

States would reduce payments of withholding taxes (for both income and payroil taxes) from
their own employees by the amount of the advance payments made during the prior quarter,
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After the processing of tncome tax returns and matching of returns with information reports,
the Secretary of the Treasury would be reguired to issue an annual report detailing the extent
to which EITC claimants under State plans: (1) patticipated in the state plan; (2) filed a tax
return; (3} reported accurately the amount of the sdvanced payments payable during the vear
by the state; and {4) ropaid any overpayments of the advanced EITC within the proscribed
time. The report would also contain an estimate of the amount of the excessive overpayments
made by the state. Excessive overpayments would inclide advance payments not reported on
the tax return and advance payments in excess of the EITC calculated on the basis of
information reported to the IRS and causing taxpayers to owe outstanding amounts to the IRS,

States would be required to repay the Faderal governmment the amounts of excessive advance
payments made to State residents participating in the plan. The Secratary of the Treasuey
would demonstrate that due and diligent sffort had been made © recapture these amounts
through normal procetures, Siates would become liable for the excessive amounts within two
years of the filing of & tax return was required. If the IRS subsequently collects outstanding
amounts from the taxpayer, the state would be reimbursed.

The Secretary of Treasury and the Secretary of Health and Human Services would jointy
snsure that technical assistance is provided to States undertaking demonstration projects simed
at increasing participation in the EITC and the EITC advanced payment programs. Sufficient
training and adequats rescurces would be provided (o both agencies pursuant to the provision
of technical assistance 10 the States. The Secretary of HHS will see that such pilots are
rigorously evaluated,

ISSUES:

)

2

Part (h} above makes siates liable for excessive advanced payments, This may
discourage participation in program and further ralse public concern about “error® In
the EITC.

The above only deals with statutory changes involving increassing use of the advance
EATC payment. There are no provisions here for non welfare earnings supports or
increasing the use of the end-of-year EIC refund. Should more be done?
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B, MAKE THE EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT RESIDENCY CONSISTENT FOR
FOSTER CARE CHILDREN,

Current Law

The 1990 amendmenes to the EITC authorized foster children as "qualifying children. ™ However
{ongress impased a one-year household residency requirement for foster children, although ithis
requirement Is only six months for all other catepories of qualifying children, The {egislative kistory
fconference Report 101-964, pp. 1037-1038) provides no explanation for imposing a longer residency
requirement on foster children,

Visi
Change the EIC household residency requirements for qualifving foster children to six months,
Rationale

Because of the current resldence requirement, some foster purents who would otherwise be eligible Jor
the EIC do not guallfy, especially those caring for children for relarively short periods of time.  This
creates o disincentive for these parents to continue caring for foster children and to becoming foster
parents in the first place,

Many foster children enter and exit foster care wWithin o year, meaning that their foster parenty cannot
claim the EIC for that portion of the year. Furthermore, even if a child is In care Jor a full iwelve
months, uless this time period exactly coincides with the tax year, the parents could not quallfy for
the EIC, For example, foster parents caring for a child for a 20-month period (from February 1993
o October 1994} woidd not be eligible for the EIC in either year,

Doafting Specs

Change the EIC household residency requirements for qualifying foster children to six months,



JTBAFT - for dlackstion ondyf

H. MAKING WORK PAY THROUGH THE MODIFICATION OF WELFARE RULES

Qurrent Law

Federal AFDC law requires that all income received by an AFDC recipient or applicant be counted
against the AFDC grant excep that income explicitly excludad by definition or deduction. States are
required by Federal law to disregard certaln earned income whien determining the amount of benefits
t which a recipient family is entitled. For the first four months of sarnings, working recipients ware
allowed a $90 work expense disregard, another $30 disregard, and one-third of remaining earnings
are also disvegarded. The one-thind deduction ends after four months and the $30 dedustion after 12
monthg, A child care expense disregard of $175 per child per month (3200 if the child iz under 2) is
permitted to be calculated after other disregard provisions have been applied. States are now required
1o disregard the EITC in determining eligibility for and benefits under the AFDC program,

Two other provisions in current law are relevant fo this discussion. Allowable resources are limited,
by Public Law 97-35, to 31,000 {or such lower amount 23 the stare may determine) equity value {i.e.,
market valug minus any encumbrances} per {amily, excluding the home and one automobile if the
family membet’s interest does not exceed a limit chosen by the Secretary of Health and Human
Services. HHS regulations sct $1,500 or a lower level set by the state as the equity value limit for
the sutomobile and permit states (o exclude from countable resources "hasic items essential to day to
day living," such as clothing and {urniture. Neither law nor Federal regulations mention capital
equipment as being exempt from the resource requirement,

AFDC provides cash welfare benefits for (1) needy children who have been deprived of parental
support or care because their father or mother is absent from the homs continuousty, is incapacitated,
is deceased or is unemployved, and (2} certain others in the household of such child,

There s nothing in Title IV of the Social Secarity Act directly comparable to the provision descritred
in this section. Several States have, howeaver, established thaeir own Earned Income Tax Cradits.
Some States in which the maximum benefit is fess than the need standard disregard earned income
such that working families continue to receive assistance up to the full need standard.

The measures discussed below are intended to ensure that families which are playing by the cules;
where the responsible adult has cooperated in securing a child support order (where appropriate) and
works at a half-time, full-year iob is able to escape poventy.

Visi

Welfare reform i3 difficult to achieve. On the one hand, we want to "end welfare as we know it.”
particularly chronic and exclusive dependency on cash public assistance. On the other hand, we want
children 1o be free from economic want, to have access 10 a sense of economic security. At the same
time, we want our public resources to be spent wisely, specifically, that our limited resources be
targeted on those for whom the benefits were intended. It is the vision of this reform 1o substantially
reduce child poverty while minimizing the most devastating form of dependency, the exclusive
reliance upon public assistance. Finally, we want to target scarce public resources carefully,

This vision can be realized only if we redesign and coordinate our tax snd wansfer system. Such an
integrated Tax-transfer (JTT) system would achisve four objectives: 1) reduce poverty among children
in working families who otherwise would be eligible for AFDC benefits; 2] enhance the economic
rationality of work over exclusive dependence on welfare; 3) more sfficiently target benefits on the
poor and near-poor; and 4) minimize the degree to which fraudulent and inappropriate expenditures
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are made in the current system. While the ITT proposal encompasses two major intiatives, a
recapture. component that uses the tax gystem to recoup 2 portion of benefits paid to the aon-poor and
3 component that uses the income transfer system to "make work pay,” the discussion

s omponent.

o brtiisiy O

The supplement or {ill-the-gap component would use the means-tested transfer system (0 ensure that
AFDC recipionts who work at some reasonsble level of effort and receive child support can have
incomes that equal the poverty threshold or some specified fraction thereof before benefits are phased
out. By roaking certain changes in the AFDC earnings disregard policy (as described below),
dissatisfaction with the current systemi could be muted, The propertion of familias who derive all of
their economic support from welfare would drop substantially. The ability of low-income working
families with children to escape poverty would be enhanced. The effectiveness of this component
would further be strengthened if asset and filing unit rules also made it easier for Jow-income families
to achieve selfsufficiency.

A GENERAL IBSUE:

This proposal raises 8 very imporiant issue straight on, Will poverty, particularly child poverty,
be addressed in this reform package? Other technical and normative issues are also posed. To
what extent should welfare or welfare-related policy be used to suppert part-time work: will it
distort lahor market decisions about the kind of jobs that will be offered; will it encourage a
standard of expected behavior among recipients that will fall short of sell-sufficiency {in the eves
of many observers)? Can we sell the concept that woarking part-time and receiving welfare
benefits Is "¢hanging welfare as we know it?"

Rationale

Real wage opportunitics for young heads of households have dropped substantially over the past two
decades. One recent study estimates that by 1988 nearly 15 percent of children under six lived in
families that could not have escaped poverty even if the adults in their families were working and
earniing at their full capacity levels. This is because the family heads’ earnings capacity were low dus
to poor education and other human capital traits.

Emerging labor warket challenges simply cannot be ignored. For more than two decades in the post
World War 1 period rea) wage growth was unparalieled and wage inequality fell, That reversed in
the early 1970s. Low-carners {those who cannot earn enough to lift a four-person family out of
poverty) fall dramatically between the late 40s and early 70s, by some two-thirds for some groups,
The proportions have now risen 1o their 1950¢ levels for may of those same groups. These trends
encompass even those with human capital levels that would have been considered adequate by ;
historically standards, e.g. those with a high school diploma.

Public supports for low income workers have been improved recently but {and 1 might not admit this
publicly) aot enough. Increase in the minitnum wage offset some of the loss in value experienced
during the 1980s. However, the $4.25 level remains far below the 36 + value that prevailed some
quarter century ago. The EITC has been dramatically expanded. When fully implemented, a
minimum-wage worker getting the maximum credit will receive what amounts to more than 2 $1.60
per hour benefit ar "raise.” Still, in 1996, the net hourly pay for a full-time minimum wage earner
with two children, accounting for EITC and payroll taxes will be $.65 less an hour than it was in
1979. The net hourly pay {worker with Z or more children) was $5.79 in 1979; dropped 10 $4.13 In
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198%; and will increase 1o $5.14 in 1996, Unless additional changes are made, the value will begin to
deciine again (assuming inflation and not deflation).

Moreover, the value of welfare benefits have declined--the "ending welfare as we know it” by the
inch peocess, The weighted average of AFDC benefits across states declined by 44.5 pergent since
1970; combined with the cushion provided by food stamps, the decling is still 28.5 percemt, The
typical non-working family in the typical state can expect AFDC benefits that won't reach 40 percent
of poverty and combined benefits that might get them o 70 percent. And since, in the long run,
earaings largely substitute for welfare (0., welfare doss 0ot supplement earnings very well), the
challenge of raising many families out of poverty remains daunting,

In addition, as a normative statement, it is arguable that ought not expect all single parents with
children 16 work full-time; something that most married mothers do not do. A single parent ralsing
children might well have to work more than full time to be fully selfgufficient, panticularly if no
child support was received, Since low-income parents cannot afford to purchase some of the supports
higher income parents can, this is a very high expectation indead. And there is the practical side.

From the scarce data available, working welfare exiters who subsequently fose their jobs are three
times as {ikely to fall back onto welfare than get Ul. Using welfare as an earnings supplement may
make transitions in and out of the labor market seamless for those whose eamings capacity remains
fow. That is, a welfare mother might be hesitant to enter the labor market because she cannot predict
her income stream well, may be concerned about loss of health care, and may be concerned about
getting back on to welfare if the job is tost. ‘These unceriainties represent vecy real concerns for
those on the economic margin.

There i5 no denying that using welfare a3 an earnings supplement potentially is controversial. But it
may be tha only practical solution in the intermediate term. None of the other potential non-welfare
solutions~further increase in the EITC or other refundable family and child tax credits, raising
minimum wage levels, assured child support, and so forth—are likely to be entertained sericusly in the
near foture, Making work pay within welfare may be an expedient solotion in the intermediate term.

Over a decade ago, the politics of combining work and welfare were ¢lear. The Reagan
administration articulated a policy position that welfare was not to be consciously used to supplement
income. This is not really a sustainable position among conservatives, most of whom believe in
economic rationality and opportunity, In consequence, the optics of this proposal are not straight
forward, The Republican administration in Michigan is pushing AFDC as an income supplement.
‘The propostion of their AFDC caseload that is working is appeoaching 25 percent and their total
AFDC caseload is falling, They are happy. Wisconsin's proposal (Parental and Family Responsibility
or Bridefare} conscicusly uses welfare as an earnings supplement for the intended target group—they
introduce a $200 + 50% rule where the first $200 is disregarded and 50% of the remainder. A
Florida waiver proposal would combine time-limited AFDC payments with an increased asset Hmit
and a similar $200 and 50% income disregard ruls,

The ultimate conundrum and challeage of this proposal is that one must srgue that "ending welfure as
we know it” may require that continued welfare receipt be institutionalized for a subset of the target
population. This goes to the very heart of the reform debate: what is dependency; is reform only
concerned with ending dependency or with reducing poverty and dependency; and so forth. If clients
are working, that may satisfy the ending welfare a8 we know it pledge.
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If the merit of the arguments are not persuasive, certain realities associated with not puesuing this
alternative must be considered. We might call these the cost and capacity realities. 1If we assume that
the proportion of working recipients increases by eight percent, about double the rate with any
earnings now, this would immeasurably help the reform in its steady state condition. Assuming the
time clock stops, that would by eight percent fewer families hitting the wall and requiring a WORK
stot. This might be some 450,000 slots in several years or almost a doubling of the number of slats
that might be available. This is not a mere matter of cost but also of institutional capacity, the ability
to create these positions in the first place. Moreover, failing to move in this direction could well put
us in the position of requicing people to quit a part time private sector position w0 take a public sector
pasition (or heavily subsidizedt private sector position), an outcome that will be difficult 10 explain,

PRIMARY OPTION: REQUIRE STATES TO USE WELFARE TO SUPFLEMENT
EARNINGS.

Some states have chosen to set their AFDC benefits very low, Politically, we cannot do anything to
raise the nead standard or benefit level in particular states. However, if individuals work or receive
child support (i.¢., are "plaving by the rulss™), this additional income should be used 1o supplement
benefits in low-benefit states (through a fill-the-gap policy), instead of reducing benefits as under
current law, untll the family’s tncome is up to some fraction of the poverty threshold,

(a) The asset limit will be changed to conform with the Food Stamp program; $2,000 for filing
units headed by a non-¢lderly adult and $3,000 if headed by an elderly aduit,

b} The rules governing filing unit will be changed to conform with the Food Stamp program
regulations (7) /new filing unit gross income Himit (7). [need decision here}

{3 States would continue to set payment standards as under current law, except as modified
under part 4. :

{d)  The proposed AFDC benefit calculation differs from current law in sevéral respects: 1) the
payment standard (guarantee) in all states shall be the lessor of the {(% of need met) *
Standard of Need] or the Maximum Allowable Benefit; ii) all states Rateable Reduction
percentages are set equal 1o one and are eliminated from constderation; jii) the definition of
countable income is changed by redefining the Earnings Disregard, first by eliminating the
distinction between income derived from earninpe and child suppert (the $50 child support
pass-thru is incorporated in the earned income digregard), second by changing the amount of
the current flat income disregard ® $200, and third by introducing a variable earnings
disregard {see {f) helow}.

{©) Each state will determine i & has & Benefit Gap (BG). The B( is caloeulated by first adding
the AFDC Payment Standard and the Food Stamp allotment. The BP is equal to 75% of the
Census poverty threshold for a family of three minus this sum. An amount equal to the BG
will be added to the new flat income disregard of $200, if applicable,

8
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No state will be allowed to begin reducing the AFDC payment standard until earnings
(including the EITC) plus child support payments are equal to 75% of the poverty threshold,
Then a variable benefit reduction rate will be determined for each state, based upon a Poverty
Threshold Factor (PTF). The caleulation of the PTF is based on the presumption that a
mother who receives $200 per month in child support and works half-time at a minimum
wage job (subject to a8 payroll tax) should be able to reach 100% of the census bureau’s
poverty threshold. The PTF is the proportion of earnings plus child support net of the flat
disregard which must be disregarded to achieve 100% of the poverty threshold for a family of
three. The range of allowable FIFs would be from 0 percent (3 100 percent marginal fax rate)
to 50 percent (3 50 percent marginal tax vate}, States would be allowed to set there PTF's so
that the break even paint would be higher than the poverty threshold. The break even point
shall not be higher than % of the poverty threshold.

Non ¢arnad income would be treated as under current law.

Simply put, AFDC benefiis could not be reduced until income from those sources reaches that
proportion of the poverty threshold, That is, states would disregard all earnings and child support
uniil the combination of earnings (ncluding the EITC) and child support exceeded 75 percent of the
three person poverly threshold. ARer that, AFDC benefits gre reduced at a rate such that the cash
benefits end when combinsd rescurces from the above mentioned sources reach 100 percent of the
{hree person poverty line. The benefit reduction rate may be sef so that the break even point is higher
than this poverty threshold but never lower.

In effect, the federal government would establish a new break-even point for working families, For
recipients with earnings, states must ensure that AFDC benefits do not phase out completely until
AFDC, food stamps, earnings, and child support (anything else?) are equal to 100 to _ percent of
the poverty guideling for 3 family of three.

i
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ADDENDUM TO OPTION-PART TIME WORK.

Angther way of viewing this issue is that we would be dividing AFDC into twa programs:
Transitiopal Support (for those not working or not working much) and Work Supnont (for those
working at least half-time). The proposal would make hife eagier for the mz‘kmg poor by simplifying
thelr interactions with assistance programs. R would separate out the two missions that have evolved-
~T'S for non or marginal workers and WS for low income workers.

Trangitional Support {TS) would be the time limited AFDC program. JOBS participation would be
mandatory for receipt of TS, although referrals and extensions would be available as discussed
slsewhere,
Being on Work Suppert (W5) would be more attractive than being on TS:

. adopt the food stamp filing unit for this program,

- asset rules would be liberalized and IDA demonstrations might be limired to WS participants.

- WS system could set up state EITC andf:)r administer the EITC advance payments as
discussed earlier.

- WS would aot be time limited as long as participant worked a minimum of 20 hours per week
{vary by benefit level?),
Addendun Issues:

s this litle more than s name change? Does it reduce or increase complexity, Does it really
deal with challenges that originally would have been addressed by Waork Support Agencies,

General Issues:

{1) Should states be required to maintain AFDC guarantees at some inflation-adjusted level?

(2) Can the presideat send @ mmg;e that haifefime work Is playing by the rules and
supporting what sorme consider market fatlures through the welfare system?

3) What benelits will be included in the definition of income for the purpese of making
these calculations; S81, Section 8 housing, and so forth?

2




ERAET - fow dincwsdien oods]

HI. MAKING WORK PAY THROUGH WORK SUPPORT DEMONSTRATIONS

Currently, there are some support services Jor welfare recipients while they are on assistance and
preparing o become self sufficient. ?}‘mz services may include child care during AFDC/IOBS,
medical assistance, transportagion, rrwvspoﬁam}n Samily planning, life skills enhancement, and case
management, Child care and medicaid can be exzended up to one year for those exiting welfare
because of higher earnings. But the currem system is front-end loaded. That is, the asmmpﬂon Is
that ¢ participant Is tralned, exits welfare and stays off welfare,

Visiga

The vislon being contemplated Is one where supports for low-wage workers with families are available
on an ongaing basts, These services should seek to reemploy those who lose thelr jobs and provide
those services, including temporary financial help, so that labor market disruptions can be minintized
and re-entry onto welfare can be awided.!

Ratignalg _

The traditional stereolype was a person was on welfare or not. When they left welfare, if ever, they
stayed off, It was also assumed that ﬂwsa in the work world would find a2 job after graduation (igh
school or college) and remain employed and employable for their adult lives, in most cases.

Common sense bas always suggested that (hlS welfare image was too simplistic. And the
accumulating empirical evidence over tie past decade has indeed presented a quite different picture,
A significant proportion of new entranis will move between states of dependency and non
dependency. Some T0% of new entrants &xzz in two years, about one-half for work. But within 5
years, some 7} percent of those will return. A similar turbulent picture is found for those in the
secondary labor market. Job transitions and disruptions are very common, even within brief time
pericdds. Many of these people do not hava sufficient work histories to qualify for benefits under the
Ul system. The primaty recouisé avallablflz to them upon a job loss is the welfare system,

Qur welfare and JOBS systems are geared toward graduations; treating people and moving them on.
We now assume that even those with high IweIs of buman capital may have to make 7 or § re-
investments in training and new skﬁih&hxmk}gy acquisitions over the course of a lifetime, We must
begin to work on developing a shindlar ;m’sgm;vc and supportive systems for low-wage workers and
those who must, on occasion, receive income assistance for their families. i

Stigma is 2 two edge sword. On the one hand we want to send the message that personal
responsibility and work is expected; that worl: is better than welfare, and that welfare is to be
temporary support. On the othet, we must be careful not to unfairly stigmatize those who bhave no
choice but 1o be on welfare, at least temporarily.

13
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5. Werk Suppert Demonstrations,

A serigs of demonstrations would be adopted to test ather strategies © support low-incorme working
families:

States would establish work support agencies with distinctly different responsibilities than [V-A
agencies and possibly housed separately ﬁ‘om the local IV-A apencies to provide centralized services
specifically to working families. The wo:ic Support agencies could be administered, for example, by
the State employment ot labor dmzs by Community Action Agencies, or a One-Stop Shopping
Center,

The work support offices would provide foOd stamps, child care, advance EITC payments, and
possibly health insurance subsidies to cllglb!e low-incoms working families, or (at local discretion)
families suffering a temporary labor market disruption. Employment-related services such as career
counseling, assistance with updating remmes and fitling out job applications would also be made
available specifically to working familtes, as opposed @ AFDC recipients, through the work support
office,

The participating State would be tm;xmstbie for the design of the work support agency, including the
administrative structure and the menu of servzcw, but would have to receive approval from the
appropriate departruents (in most cases Agnculwre Health and Human Services and Treasury)

The Secretaries of DHHS and Labor jointly would issue general guidelines for the development of
these pilot programs.  Among other things, these pilots generally would addmss the following design
and administrative questions:

* Farget Population: Who should such an agency serve. Possible populations range from
working welfare clients to broad groups of current and former recipients as well as other low-
income families with children.

* Basic Organizational Guestions; 'Who should run such a program; the welfare office, the
ITPA Service Delivery Areas, employment service, an integrated one-stop carser center, and
entirely new agency? Who should make key strategic and case-level decisions? What type of
staff is needed? And so forth.

. Basic Design Questions: Should services be on-site or should the agency merely broker,
refor, andfor advocate for clients? | What range of services cught to be offersd? And so forth.

* Basic Process Questions: Which giierzts should get what, when, and in what order? Who
should make these decisions and on what basis? For how long should services be provided?
And so forth.

* Definition of Successy What will constltute a successful system’s exit? How will we know if
such a program is working? What 'cost of success is acceptable?

To answer these and other questions, the Spcretary of DHHS will carry cut the following steps:
1. No lgss than ___ statelor Jocal éaafensi:atzoas of the Work Support Agency concept he

undertaken, tfmizzg out various alternatives and strategies for deveioping effective work
suppart functions,

14
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2. The relevant federal agencies (seeiabove) wilt prepare guidelines for establishing the pilot
programs by __ .

3, A host of possible organizations and ageacies {e.g., local and state, profit and non-profit,
public and private) will be pennmed and encouraged o apply.

4, Na less than § miliion he set ascha 1o support these pilot efforts.  States (or local
sponsors) will be 1 redatired to put up % of the otal cost and none of the evaluation costs,

5, Thess pilots will be implemented zzz 2 varzezy of saviconments: uwrhan and rural sites; good
and bad labor markets; sites mmpassmg various design and service strategies.

6. Work will immediately begin by I}HHS on conducting an evaluability assessment, A plan for
gvaluating these pilots will be avaiiabie by

7. The pilots will be coordinated to the extent feasible with the one-stop career center concept
being developed within the Deparzment of Lahor, The Secretaries of HHS and Labor shall
report to Congress on what steps have been taken to ensure that such coordination and
integration takes place,

8. All demonstrations will be evaluated using approaches that satisfy basic social science
standards,

To become a pitot program for this concept, States must respornd to an RFP and submit a detailed
plan for accomplishing the objectives established by the Secretaries of Labor and HHS.

The Unemgloyment Tnsurance (Ul program pays benefits primarily to workers who have
wveivntar;iy lost their jobs and who have met certain earnings and employment requtrements The
Ul program is State designed and Siate operated; States establish the employment and garning
requirements.  Workers without szzbstazmai workforce attachment do not ordinarily qualify for
benefits, .

Workers who do not qualify for benefits may be forced by economic need to enter the welfare

system. Ha program of work related were created for these workers, they might be able to bridge -
temporary gaps in employment without reo‘ourse to means-tested benefits, ;
This new program could be called Alternati ) nt Insurance (M}Z)—-a program which
would pmwde a type of Ul benefits to exper:enced workers wzzh a weake: attachment to the labor

force than is typically required by staw-eparazed UI systems. AU would be a federally designed and
financed system but would be operated by ghe states. As such, 3t would be similar to other faderal
programs which pay benefits to former federal government workers, sx-military service members, or
trade-impacted workers,

Ex-workers would receive re-employment assistance and search for employment while collecting AUL

15
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The Demonstration

An AUI demonstration would test the effectivencss of an alternative method for providing income

support, labor market linkage assistance, anci job search help 10 workers experiencing temporary

unemployment. Such projects would be operated in 4 or § diverse, geographically dispersed,
meoderate-sized labor markets, I

{n These 1abor markets wauld be dwe;se and selecied to be somewhat representative of the U.S.
as & whole, =

{2}  The sites probably should be geographically isolated, because in-migration effects to take
advantage of the new program are‘a possibility (another possibility is to have in-migrants meet
certain res:dency requirements), The AU program would have to make an offer of benefits
not available in surrounding labor markebs Some general publicity about the new program is
necessary since likely eligibles weu!d uot otherwise be eligible for Ul and, since they recently
have been employed, may not be eemmg from the welfare system.

5 The sites would also have ©© be mcéerate in size t¢ assure & manageable Iabor market in
which to operate a demonstration project, particularly if costs are to be contained.

Within this labor markets, workers (need belter delinition) who became unemployed would be
offered AUI benefits, even if they did not qualafy for benefits under the regular Ul program, The
demonstration would simulate what would happen if a Federal benefit were created and extended to
this expanded target population,

The demonstrations would be designed as an experiment. Workers would be randomly selectad into
treatment and contro! groups. Some workm would collert AUL while others {the controls} would not
be eligible for the benefits. Subjects in both groups would be would be followed for a pericd of §
yoars to determing their subsequent labor market and welfare use behaviors along with other outcome
measures of interest,

Agn evaluation would be conducied to de:ennme the impact of AU on workers (e.g., wages, duration
of unemployment, welfare receipt) and benefit-cost analysis will be done.,

Funding

Funding for the demonstrations are to come from HHS research funds and would cover the cost of
providing both benefits and the cost of administration. The cost of design, monitoring and evaluation
would also be covered out of demonstration funds, "

i

ISSUES:;

{1} Is this additional bureaucracy and expense necessary if AFDC will be available to haif-
time workers and eligible persons can earn back cash assistance as a function of time off
assistance?

2) Is a demonstration strategy surﬁ-:imt" Do we know enough to push further than this?
What are the areas of management uncertainty:

Who should be able to apply; what should they pet; and for how long?

H4
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Who should pay for this; who (Labor, DHHS) should he responsible?

Would this make states even mo:ne restrictive in their Ul program if they can shift cost to
the Feds by making maximum u;se of this program?

SOME GENERAL DEMONSTRATION ISSUES:

Ly

)

(K))

How can HHS preactively engage states to undertake inpnovations that are consistent with
reform prindples?

Actively solicit volunieer states?
Provide incentive money or favorable match?

How can HHS better ensure that rigorous evaluations are done and the resuoits used for
policy purposes?

How can sucecessful demonstrations best be effectively transferred to other sites?

17
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D, USE ADVANCE CHILD SUPP‘C;RT PAYMENTS OR CHILD SUPPORT ASSURANCE
PAYMENTS TO SUPPLEMENT EARNINGS.

;
A TENTATIVE DECISION HAS BEEN MADE AS PART OF THE CHILD
SUPPORT RECOMMENDATIONS TO PERMIT AND ENCOURAGE
DEMONSTRATIONS OF VARIQUS CHILD SUPPFORT INSURANCE SCHEMES.
E. ENSURE ACCESS TO APPROPRIATE AND AFFORDABLE CHILD CARE.

SEE CHILD CARE RECOMMENDATIONS AND SPECIFICATIONS

F. ERSURE ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE IRRESPECTIVE OF WELFARE STATUS

PASS THE HEALTH SECURITY ACT OR ITS EQUIVALENT

18
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REINVENT GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE

Rod

A, RATIONALIZATION AND SIMEPLiFiC’&’ﬁ(}N ACROSS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

the rationalization and simplification of assfszam programys s something of the holy grail of welfare
reform--always sought, never realized. ??ze reasons are many.: different goals of different programs,
varied constituencies, Deparmental di ﬁerenm divergent Congressional commitiee furisdictions, and
the inevitable creation of winners and Zastrs Jrom changing the siatus quo. Yet everyone agrees that
recipients, administrators, and taxpayers are all losers from the current complexity. Below are
several proposals for reform, The praposals do not make substantial changes in program siructures.
Rather, the proposals achleve simplgﬁca:fon by streamiining administrative processes and by
conforming program rules bexween the AFDC and Food Stamp programs.  The proposals modify
existing rules that create unnecessary co;z:,afeti:y and confusion for program administrators and
recipierys,

1. ifin i
NOTE: Filing unit options will be discussed at a separate meeting;

Under current law, the AFDC filing unit must consist of a needy deprived child, Its natural or
adaprive parent(s), and all natural and adopaue brothers and sisters (including hadf brothers ond
sisters} who are living together, The unit’s income and resources are used to determine eligibility and
the amount of payment. A stepparent is treated the same o3 a natural or adoptive parent for filing
unit purposes in seven Statex {(Nebraska, &w Hampshire, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah, Vermont,
and Washington). These States have laws of general applicability which kold the stepparent
rexponsible fz}r the children 1o the same axze::z as a norurdd or adoptive parens.  In all other States,

the stepparent’s needs are not included in the unit and hisfher income, afier certain disregards, are
considered available to the unit members, |

If there is no parent in the home, then amrher non-legally responsible relative with whom the child is
living may, at hisfher option, join the unit'and be assisted. Additionally, States may exercise the
option of including an other individual(s} Izvmg in the home ar an essential person(s). The exsential
person’s income and resources are used tt:: determine eligibility and amount of payment,

Certain parents ard szb{zzzg are excluded ﬁom the unit; Hegal and sponsored aliens, recipients of 881,
Joster children, and individuals ineligible due to fump sum income, ’

{a} Filing unit options range from making smaller changes to including the entire household, and
eliminating the UP/IP test for 2-parent families, Staff have gathered data on several options
which can be provided. Additional filing unit options include:

OPTION 1;  Define the filing unit as households with a child or children under the age of 18, or
age 19 at State option if 2 fzzii time student, the child’s siblings under the age of 22,
and the childs natural, adepme, or step~ parents. The income and resources of these
members will be used to determine eligibility and benefits.
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OPTION 2:  Define the filing unit as hoasehnlds with children under %ie age of 18, or age 19 at
State option, if 2 full nme student and all adult members; the income and resources of
#ll membess will be used tr:z determine eligibility and benef‘ Is.

i
OPTION J:  Define the filing unit as households with children under the age of 18, or age 19 at
State option, if a full time student and all adult members who purchase food and
prepare meals together; the income and resources of these members will be used to
determing eiigibility and ?eneﬁts.

OPTION 4: Define the filing unit as hcuseheids with children under the age of 18, or age 19 at
State option, if a fuil-ume student and their relatives, including any other individuals
in the household who claim the children as dependents for income tax purposes; the
income and resources of these members will be used to determine eligibility and
benefits,

2. APPLICATION PROCESS ls§m

1

The Food Stamp Act requires the use of a simplified, natlonat form or an approved substitute
containing specific content r&qazremenxs, including rights and responsibilities. A combined
application for public assistance }:onseko!ds and general assistance households is required. Under the
AFDC program, States are free to &es;‘gu the appiication form that will be used and to prescribe how
to notify applicanis of their rights and obiigations.

!

tn AFDC, a decision on the appﬁe&wn’ must be reached by the Siae within State established
standards, not to exceed 45 duays. Benefits may be provided from the dase of application or not later
thar the date of authorization or 30 days from application. As q matier of practice, reguested -
documentation must be provided by the. applicont within a siase specified time frame (usually 10 days}
or the application may be denied. ’

The Food Stamp Act requires payment of bensfits retrouciive to the date of application within 30 days
of application under normal processing or within § days for expedited service for clients in emergency
situions. Regulations provide detailed procedures about schediding appoinumenss, inchuding o
second appointment if an applicant miﬁex she first one, and other rules if a determination of
eligibitity is not made within 30 days.

Yision:
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To provide applicants with ane, simpie, easy to read and understand application form for AFDC and
Jood stamps.  Expedited provessing will be provided for families in emergency need situations.
Eligibitity will be determined within idenf{cm‘ time frames in both programs for both expedited and
normal applicaions. Flexibility will be given to States for scheduling appointments and verifying
information.

Diraftin

(2} The Food Stamp statutory and regulatory provisions mandating the use of a national simplified
form or approved substitute wcniid be repealed.

®)  New Food Stamp and AFDC provisions would require States to use a generic application for
both programs to obtain basic household, income and resource infarmation. The application
would have to be easy to read an{i would coniain consistent informarion 1o notify the applicant
of rights and responsibilities for both programs.

{3 AFDC rules would be revised w conform to the Food Stamp, 30 day standard for normal case
processing with benefits retroactive to the date of application. A new, 10 day expedited
processing standard would be set for both programs for applicants in extreme need situations,
replacing the current 5 day food 'stamp reguirement.

) Food Stamps requirements to schedule a second appointment would be replaced with
reguirements for both programs E:o inform applicants of rescheduling procedures.

{e) States would be allowed © d&ay;azz application for AFDC and Food Stamps as early as 10
days after requesting ycrif’icaﬁez% which has not been provided.

Ratiopale;

Uniform application requirementy and processmg stundards will be less confusing for both applicaris
.and workers and improve capacity for z’n:egm{ef! processing. These proposais will streamiine
procedures which impede the delivery of timely assistance 1o those in need. A new 10 day expedited
service siandard for both programs mﬁgw&eﬁ: AFDC applicanes, offset the slipht delay of the current
5 day level of service provided 1o food stamp applicanes, States will gain needed flexibility and
eliminate the need for postponing wr;ﬂcmwn

Cost: 5273 Million Federal AFDC shgare

3 THREE-MONTH ACCOUNTING PERIOD

One of the major complaints about the [ix_ﬁ‘éwzces berween the AFDC and Food Stamp programs is
that the programs wse different periods to desermine benefus for the current month and require too
much reporting of changes in ams:a&cas In a transitional program where more reciplents may
have fluctuating income, the reporting burdens on recipients, the fluctuations in benefit amounts, and
the constant need for case worker recolculations of benefits would kmpose complexity on off porties

3
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involved, Further, under retrospective accounting, recipients who lose jobs continue 10 receive
assistance based on income levels during :}:e period of unemployment for up 1o two months. Thiz
resulls in considerable hardship among m:ipzezz:s

Both AFDC and Food Stamps permit Siates 1o adopt either retrospective and prospective budgeting
rides to dererming the bencfit amounts forésome or all cases as well as monsthly reporting
requirements. Yet, there are some differences in applicasion. For example, the Food Stamp Act
permits retrospective budgeting of nonmmhfy reporting cases, while the Soctal Security Act does

QUE 1 SPect 4 vitem, famities report invome and other case
circumstances emy momk a#xexfw or m a c}mge qg'ee:iag eligibity and puyment gmounts has
occurred since the previous month. This i:zfamaziozz as well as any supplemeraary report of a
change in circumstances, is used 10 de:emane continued eligibitity and ro determine the amount of the
the amount of assistance based on prior month’s income.

Under o prospective budeeting system, eligibility and benefit amounts are based on g profection of
income and c;rcmtances rkaf will exist in the month for which payment is te be made, The Food
Stamp program by regulation and statute is more prescripiivé in how the estimates are 10 be made.
The AFDU ruies are not contained in s:a:m and provide States more flexibility in making the
estimate,

(b}

Both programs require families to report Lhang&s in circumstances. In AFDC, States must establish
neocedures for timely and accurate repnmng of changes that affect eligibility and amount of assistance
Any change B ¢ffoctive in the month i txx:urred and will result in an overpayment 8 an not reportad
timely amd adjustment is made. Food Szz.mp rules, allow for a tolerance in which a change of less
than $25 per month does not have to be wpened and the rules governing the effective date of any
change give the recipient and agency i;ime to report and a¢t upon the change.

)

Both programs impose earned income deduction penalties when recipients fail to report timely.
Under the AFDC program the penalty Is applied whenever 2 recipient fails {o timely report without
good cause, In the Food Stamp program, the penalty is applied to any portion of income the
recipient willfully falled to report. In AFDC the penalty applies to $90 work expense, child care
and the $30 and 1/3 eamad income disregard provisions. The Food Stamp program, the penalty is
applied by not disregarding the 20 percent earned income deduction to any portion of the income that
the recipient witflfully failed to report.
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In the Food Stamp program, recertification of eligibility is mandatory and must occur every one to
twelve months (depeading on the charaetéristics of the household) under specific procedural rules, In

AFDC,

redetermination of eligibility mzzst occut every six to 12 months according to State established

procedures. Unlike AFDC, food stamp beaefits automatically terminate when the certification period

expires,

Rrafting Specs

For the joimt AFDC/Food Stamp population, amend the Social Security Act and the Food Stamp Act

and regulations as necessary tor

{a}

®)

©

Repeal current monthly reporting and retrospective budgeting provisions. Replace with a
requirement for prospective budgeting based on a fixed threg-month accounting period,
Adjustments to benefit levels rwz!tmg from changes in income during the current three-month
period would be made in the next sccounting period.  States would be permitted the option to
immediately recalcuiate benefits i in cases where recipients ceport hardship circumstances 6&@
to a loss employment.

Require recipients to make izmeiy, accurate amsd complete repons of all income received on a
threg-month {guarterly) based on State prescribed time frames. Other circumstance changes
must be reported no later than 1O days after the change occurs. Changes in circumstances
other than incotste would be made effective prospectively in accordatice with time frames
established in federal reguiatlens Overpayments would not occur where recipients report
timely and adjustments are mada no later than two months after the month of change subject
to aotice requirements,

Specity that earned income dlsregards are not allowed if all income is not timely, accurately
ang fully reported as required, | | 'This poralty will apply to the period for which the income

was to be reported and any resultmg overpayments are to be recovered or recoupexd.

)

Provide that all joint AFE)Cf?eod Stamp assistance units would be certified to receive benefits
for a 12-month periad. A raé&ermmanon of eligibility must occur for benefits 1 continue
bevond that period. I an assxs:a:we unit fails to comply with requirements for
redetermination, benefits are 0 be terminated at the snd of the twelRtl month after proper
notification, ! ‘

Rationale

This set of proposed administrative ndes will significantly simplify benefit calculation procedures for
Joint AFDCifood stamp households. By ratlonalizing the procedures in benefit determination and
caleulation, workers and reclplenss will benefit through less paperwork processing and time spent on
recalulating benefits because of fluctations in income. The rules maintain a bajance between assuring
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benefits are accurarely determined by reducing the current complexities retaining the appropriate level
of responsibilities on recipients 10 report zfg"amaxmn

i
Cost: $510 Million ~ Federal AFDC share

2

AFDC Provisions: The Social Security Acf and implementing regulations set a $1,000 limit {or a
fower limit ar State option} on the equity vaiue of resources that a family may kave and be eligible for
AFDC.  Excluded from consideration as countable resources are the home owned and occupled by the
Samnily; an awomobile with a maxinum eqmry value of 31,500 {or o lower limit ot Staze option),; bona
Jide funeral agreemenzs with a maxinsuns equz:y vetdue of $1,500 for each family member {or lower
limit set by the State); one burial piot for eac!: Jamily member; and real property for g period of 6
consecutive months {or 9 consecutive m;zzf:x at State oprion) which the fomily is moking a good foith
effort to sell. Under certain conditions, States may established rules regarding tronsfer of resources
af fess than fuir marker value.

Food Stamp Provisions; The Food wan,b Act and implementing regulations set a $2,000 limit {or
$3.000 for a household with a member age 60 or overj on the value of resources g household may
have and participae in the Program. ??za Act does not spectfy how the value of resources is to be
determined, but provides for uniform rw:waai eligibility standards for income and resources, State
agencies are prohibited from imposing any other standards of eligibility. Houzeholds in which gach
member receives AFDC, 881, or general gssistance from certain progroms do not have to pass the
Jood stamp resouarce eligibility test, Regu!zza‘am exclude from resources the value of one burial plot
per family member gnd the cash value of igfe insurance policles. Also excluded is real property which
the household is making 6 good faith eﬁm to sell of a reasonable price and which has not been sold.
There i3 no specific exclusion for burial pians (funeral agreements). Any amouns that can be
withdrawn from a funeral contract m:?ww an obligation to repay ix counted as a resource,

Food Siamp faw prokibit the wransfer of m‘fzwws within the 3-month period prior to application. A
household that knowingly sransfers resames Jor the purposes of quolifying er attempting to gualify
Jor food stamps shall be ineligible 10 participaie in the program for a period of up to one year from
the date of discovery of the ransfer. !

. |

Both the AFDC and Food Stamps pmgrzz}m serve similar needy populations. Yet, because the rules
Jor treatment of both the amounts and categw:e: of resources are different in each program,
resources thas meet one program’s requireme:z: can resudt in ineligibility under the other.

programs have substantiolly different mfes Jor evaluating resources of that needy group, forcing
welfare administrators to apply differem pmgrcm rules to the same resources in the same fomily,

The following legistarive proposal would reduce the current administrative complexity and confusion
for weifare administrators and recipienis’by providing wniform treatment of assets where approprivte.
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Drafting Specs

Require the Secretaries in both !}efpanmem}s to develop uniform resource exclusion policies in the
following areas:

(@  Resource Limits:

{1) Increase the AFDC resource limit to $2,000 (or $3,000 for a houschold with a member
age 60 or over) to conform to the Food Stamp resource limit.

NOTE: Indexing was w%xsi&ered but was eliminated because of the projected
high cost to the Food Stamp Program.
(2} Perwit demonstration projects %o test varyiag resource limit amounts © determine the best
resource Hmit for specific geographic areas and economic conditions.

(3) Permit a limitex! number of demonstration projects to allow States to evaluate a variety of
incentives for recipionts to accumulate savings for specific purposes as determined by each
Depamnw.

(4) Bugial Plots: Amend AFDC regulations to totally exclude one burial plat per family
member to conform to the Feod Stamp pehcy

A anits (Buri ans): Amend rogudations in both programs to totally
disregard one ftmﬁrai agrﬁemem per fzxmiy member,

1 Amend AFDC regulations to exclude real propenty which the family is

makmga faitzs effort to sell at a reasonable price and which has not been sold, to
conform 1o the Food Stamp ;mimyi

h Surrender Value | : st Amend AFDC regulations to totally
exc!ude (he cash surrander value 0|f llfe insurance p()l icies to conform to the Feod Stamp
policy. |

sources I)evc}op AFDC regulations to provide that 3 household that
knowmgl v Iransfers reseurce& for the purposes of qualifying or attempting 1o qualify for aid
shall be ineligible for benefits for a period of up 1o one year from the date of discovery of t%ze
transfer. This revision coaforms to the Food Stamp policy.

The administrative complexity that exist in|applying certain resource requirements in the AFDC and
Food Stamp progroms will be greatly reduced under the proposed changes. Welfare administrators
will be able to apply the same rules to rhe‘swne resources for the same fumily, These conforming
changes achieve simplification by streamlining the administrative processes in both programs.
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Cost. § 475 million - Federal AFDC share

)  Automobile resourcs it
Current Law

The Soclal Security Act provides for the exclusion of so much of a family member's ownership interest
in one awtomobile as prescribed by the Secretary. Thar exclusion is set at $1500 equity value for a
fower limit ser by the Stase) in ong vehicle with any excess equity value counted toward the 31,000
AFDC resource limit,

The Food Stamp Act provides for the exclusion of vehicles in certain situations e.g., when used as 4
home, needed to produce Income or to transport ¢ physically disabled household member, The
countable value of most Heensed vehicles is the fair market value over $4500 of one vehicie per
household regardiess of use and any ;ée}zchex used for employment, training or education in
preparsion for esploymentnd provides for counting the greater of FMV over $4500 or equity value for
others.

V»a

Reliable transportation will be esseniad 1o achieving self-sufficiency for many rvecipients in a rime-
limited program, Because a dependable vehicle is imporiant 1o individuals in finding and keeping a
Job, particularly for those In areas withowt adequate transportation, both the AFDC and the Food
Stamp programs need a conforming antomobile resource policy that supports reciplents acquiring
reliable vohicles. This proposal would sm}pig@ the automobile resource policy by conforming the
program rules and reducing the umecesmry complexity and confusion for program administrators in
both programs. ‘

@ Repeal the Food Stamp Act antomobile exclusion rules.

) Amend the Social Security and zhe Food Stamp statutes to totally exclude one automobile, and
count the equity value of alf cther autcmcb:le(s) toward the resource limit. :

EE' 2 ¢

This conforming proposed method is consistent with the recommendation from the American Public
Welfare Association. In addition, it eliminates the administrative complexity involved with valuing
vehicles under varying criteria and resules in greater effectivenesy and efficiency In the administration
of both programy,

Cost: $500 million -~ AFDC federal shalre
$292 miltion —~ Food Stamps
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§, INCOME ISSUES

Vision

Federal laws or rides frequently disregard a part or the roral income of applicants and recipients in
detemi:ziug eligibility and benefils for assistance programs. Ofien, the same income i treated
differently in the AFDC and Food Stamp przzgrm Suckh differences are incomprehensible to
recipients and difficult to administer, |

Qur goal is to adopt uniform income dirre%am’ policies for the AFDXC and Feod Stamp programs
which are easy to wuferstand, simpie to administer and promote work and education,

8  TREATMENT OF LUMP SUM INCOME

Cycrent Law

Under Section 402(a)(17} of the Social Sequriry Act, non-recurring lump sum income s considered to
be available to meet an AFDC family's curren: and firure needs. If the assistance unit’s countable
income, because of receipt of lump sum mcsmg exceeds the applicable Siate need standard, the unit
is ineligible for o period determined by dividing the toral countable income (including the lump sum)
by the need standard.

The Food Stamyp Act, at S8}, excludes from income non-recurring hump swon payments. Such
amounts, if not spent in the month received, are treated as resources.

{a} Amend section 402(2){17) of the Social Security Act ($SA) 10 exclude non-recurring lump
sum payments fmm income.

b} . Amend both the S8A and FSA o d:sregard as resources, for one year from the date of
recaipt, non-recurring lump sum payments that are relmbursements for past, current or future
COBIS Of are mz,anéed to cover the cost of repairing or replacing assets.

{c) Amend both the SSA and the Food Stamp Act (FSA) to disregard the amount of any Federal
or State BITC lump sum payments as resources for one year from receipt. -

Rationale ’
Lump sum payments are treated completely differemtly in the two programs. Considerable
simplification for both the clients and workers can be achieved if the policies are consistent, Also,

current AFDC policy can resuit in }wrdskzp Jor fammilies since they are supposed 1o conserve the
pavments lo mees fiugure living expenses rather than to cover debits and other cosis,

Cost;  $6 Million — Federal AFDC share
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Y] SELE-EMPLOYMENT EXPENSES

Currenf Law

in the AFDC program, the Soclal Sccurity Act is silent concerning excluslons from income o
recogrize the cost of producing self»enmtayment income. The rules (45 CFR 233.20(a)(0}vi(B}}
provide that profit from self-employment Is derived from subtracting business expenses from gross
receipts. All the earned income disregards (Section 402{a}(8)} are applied 10 the profit the some as
fncome from wages, Atlowable business expenses are thuse directly related to producing goods or
services. However, the following expenses,are not allowed: depreciarion, purchases of capital
equipment, payments on the principal of loans for capital assets or durable goods, personal
transportation, and personal business or znterrmnmem expenses. A State may designate an obfective
Jlat amount or percentage for se{f»empioymem businesy expenses, but must allow higher actual costs.

Section S@)9) of the Food Stamp Act axcig:des from income the cost of producing self-employment
income. The rules (273.11(a}{3jQ}} list the following examples of the specific couts that should be
excluded: the idemtifiable coms of labor, s:m% raw material, seed and fertilizer, interest paid to
purchase income-producing property, ﬁmmmce premiums, and taxes pold on income-producing
property. The following expenses are not e.tz:{udzd ar costs of doing business: payments on the
principal of the purchase price of fncm»pmducmg real estate and capital assets, equipment,
machinery, and other durable goods; net :'os.res Jrom previous periods; and depreciation. In
addition, Federal, Stare, and local income raxcs, retirement monies, and other work related personal
expenses (such as manspertation to and _fram work} are not aflowed because these expenses are
accounted for by the 20 percent earned income deduction in Section 273.9(d)(2).

Drafting Specs
{a) No statutory change would be required.

o) Change the Food Stamp and the AFDC regulations to provide a deduction of the amouat of
depreciation or the actual cost of purchasing the asset, whichever i claimed for tax purposes.

(<) Delete current language in AFDC tcgzzizzwns 1o conform with Food Stamp rules by adding
examples of specific costs of pmd;z::mg satf-empinymem income, such as the identifiable costs
of labor, stock, raw material, ::zmre.st paid to purchase income producing property, insurance
premiums, and taxes paid on income producing property,

Rationale

A compatible AFDC/Food Stamp exclusion!for business expenses, including a deduction for
depreciation or actual the actual expenses qf necessary assels, would result in greater effeciiveness,
clarity and effiviency in the adminisiration af both programs. The change would encourage self-
employment, seif-sufficiency and recognize the legivimate cost of doing business. Allowing the
eligibility worker to recognize business deductions as claims by the individual for income tax purposes
would simplilfy such celculations.

10
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Cost $25-$75 Million — Food Stamp
Under $1 Million —Federal AFDC share

{©) BOARDER INCOME

Cureent Law

Under the AFDC program, neither the statute or rules address allowabie costs of business income
received from boarders. Under progrom pa{wy, a Siate may designaie a flat amount or percentage
Jor self-employmeny business expenses. However, the State must allow higher documented costs.

The Food Stwmp Act is also silent on specific procedures for determining the income of households
with self-esployment income from boa:ﬁem However, the House Report which accompanied the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (H.R. 95-#64, page 38) indicates Congressional intent that the cost of doing
husiness for boarder income be calculated | "for purposes of administrative ease, at a fixed rate or the
value of a morehly coupon allomment for a one-person household” for each boarder. The reporr also
indicates Congressional intent thar actual costs be wllowed, but the cost exclusions from incone
cannof exceed the income received.

Section 273.11(b){1) of the Food Stamp rules provides procedures for caleulating the income received
Jrom boarders based on the legislative h:srory contained in the Food Stamp Act. Tnvome from
boarders includes afl direct payments to rhe household for room and meals, including contributions to
the household's shelter expenses. The cost of doing business s either (1} the maximum alfotment
amount for a household size that Is equal m the number of boarders or {2} the actual documented cost
of providing room and meals, if that cost axceeds the maxisum aliotowent amoust. If actual costs are
used, only separate and identifiable costs of providing room and meals 1o boarders can be excluded.
The excluded costs cannot exceed the amount of income received,

{a) No statutory change would be required.

{h} Maodify AFDC and Food Stamp rules to permit States the option to aliow a flat rate, a
percentage, or either the maximum allotment for a household of the same size a3 the number
of boardars in the thrifty food pian or the actual documented cost, if it is higher than the
allotment. The same proceduce would be adopted for each program,

Rational ;

A untform AFDCFood Stamp policy in calculating boarder income would result in greater
effectiveness and efficiency in the administration of both programs.

Cost:  Minimal

)] Treatment of Educational Assistance
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Current Law
Several laws address the treapment of edacaﬁo::a{ assistance for AFDC, Any educational assistance
provided under programs in title IV of Wi Higher Education Act or the Bureau of Indian Affairs must
be disregarded (P.L. 102-325, sec. 479B). A State must disregard payments made for attendance
costs under the Carl D. Perkins Vacatmnal and Applied Technology Education Act (P.L, 101-392,
sec. 507wa). Under AFDC rules, the Sta:e must disregard educational loans and grants that are
oftained and used Jor direct educational gz;aezwes, such as iuition and books (233.200a)3}iviB).
{Any of the educational assistance covering items in the State’s need standard Is counted as inome. )

Also, States may disregard alf educational assistance as complementary assisiance that Is for a
different purpose than AFDC {233.20{a) {33{91’:‘}{3}}‘

FPortions of income received under the Job Training Parmership Act and the Higher Education Act are
disregarded in the Food Stamp program, By regulation, such educational assistance provided on
behalf of the household for living expenses, food, or clothing 10 the extent that the funds exceed the
costs of ruition and mandatory fees are counted as income, (7 CFR 273.9(cH1)(v); 273(c)3);
273(c)3); 273.9(cHSHND), and 373 9((c)(10)Gi),

Amend the Social Security Act and Food Stamp Act fo totally disregard all educational assistance
received by applicants and r&cszwts :

Gost;  $5 wmillion -- Food Stamps
Under $1 million - Federal AFDC share

&  Farnings of Students

For a depemdent child receiving AFDC, the earned income of a full-time or part-time student {(not
employed fidl-time} antending a school, coliege, or university, or a course of vocational or technical
training designed to fit him for gainfil employmenf is disregarded (402(a)(8)(A) of the Social Security
Act). At State option, the earned income qf a dependent child gnplying for AFDC may also generally
be disregarded, The earnings of minor pare:zfx attending school are not excluded.

Effective September, 1994, the Food &amp program will exclude the earnings of clemantary or ?z:gf:
school students oge 21 and under (FS8A StdifS); 7 CFR 273.9¢ci(7).

Drafling Specs

ISSUE 1: With a new, more generous earned income disregard to encourage work, should
shudent income also be disregarded to enconrage school attendance?

ISSUE 2: IF disregarded, should i ap;ziy to elementary and secondary scheal attendance or
#iso college and vocational? To what age?

12
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{ Irregular Income

Current Law

No stasutory provisions address trregular income jor AFDC. Rules permiz States 1o disregard small,
nanrecurring gifis not 1o exceed 330 per mmgg per quarter {233.20(a)(3)v3F).

The Food Stamp Act (Sec. S(di(2}} requirejﬁ the exclhision of income of 330 or less in a guarter per
howsehold recelved 1ov infrequemntly or irvegularly 1o be anticipated. The exclusion does rot apply
under retrospective budgeting.

Amend the Food Stamp Act 1o conform t AFDC rules to exclude inconsequential income not in
excess $30 per individual per quarter.

Costs  Inconsequential

{g) Treatment of JTPA Income
|
For AFDC, the income of a dependent chifa‘ which is derived from participation in g JTPA program

mgy be disregarded. Earned income may f:e disregard for a period up to six months per colendar
year, Unearned income may be dzsregarﬁed indefinitely {section €02{a){8HA)Y} of the 55A).

Under Food Stamps, training allowances ﬁm vocational and rehabilisation programs and JTPA
earnings are excluded, except income j‘?m orethe-job training programs under section 204(5} of title
I Al OFT income of imdividuals under age 19 and under parensal control is excluded. (7 CFR

273. 9013} and {v); 273.9(H{10()
Dyafting Specs

(a) Amend the Social Security and the Food Stamp Acts to disregard as income all training
stipends and allowances received bg # chiid or adult from any program, including JTPA.

b} Eliminate targeted earned im:zme disregards so that the earned income from any on-the-job
tratning programs or from a job will be counted after the general garned income disregards
are deducted.

Cogt:  Savings to be determined.

th} Treatment of Income from Complementary Programs

13
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Curgent Law

Under AFDC regulations, States may disrégam’ assistance from other agencies and organizgtions that

are for a different purpose (Wewmmy) than AFDC and do not duplivate needs already met In the
need standard, {45 CFR 233. 20z} {3 }4vit)

With specifted exceprions, the Food Stampy'program disregards cash donarions based on need 10 the
household rot to exceed $300 in any one guarier from one or more charitable organizations. {FSA
Sed), &) 7 CFR 273.9ib), (313},

. j
Drafiing Specs
l
Amend the Social Security Act to 2dopt the current Food Stamp policy.
Cost:  AFDC savings to be determined
i
G) Treatment of State or Private Energy Assistance

Current Law
In AFDC, Low Income Home Energy ;iss:smnce is torally disregarded. Support and maintenance
assistance based on need, including merg}f assistance, may be disregarded as income. (SSA

$02(aj(36); 45 CFR 233.20¢a}(3)(xix)

Under Food Stamps, cash or in-kind energy assistance provided under any Federal law and under
centain State and loval programs is excluded as tncome, (FSA 5adi¢1i); 7 273.%4c)t) and {11}

Drafting Jpecs
Amend the Social Security Act to incorporate the current Food Stamp poticy.
Cost:  Undetermined
{i} Treatment of Governmental Subsidies

Current Law

Under Section 4027 HC)E) of the Social Securlty Act, States may count housing or rent subsidies
as income. The amount thar may be mw::éd cannot exceed the amount for shelterfutitities inciuded in
the State's payment standard {233.200a)(3}{xit). Few States count the payments as income.

Under Food Stamp regulations {7 CFR ;2‘73'i Gtci(1)), vendor payments io landlords are excluded as
income, Payments to households and wndor puyments to wtility providers are coumted as income.,
The amount the howsehold owes the Zazzdiom after HUD subsidies, is allowed as a rent expense, In
the Third Circuit, the Court has held that HUD wtility payments are excluded as energy assisiance,

14
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Drafling Specs

Amend the Social Security At to require that States disregard all governmental housing/utilities
subsidies,

[l

ISSUE: Should the significant fiscal advaninge afforded the few AFDU recipients who
recedve subsidized Iwusmg be continued?

G3  Child Suppert $50 Pass-Through

Cucrent Law

In AFDC, the first $50 of any child sapporz collecred and passed on to families is disregorded in
determining the amount of AFDC assistance. (SSA d2{aii8ivi); 45 CFR 233.200ak(3v})

Qost: Minimal

Section 5(d)(13} of the Food Stump Act permits States to disregard the first $50, bur if States opt to
disregard such amounts, it must reimburse the Federal government its share of the Food Stamp
benefit, (F5A 3{di13); Sta); 7 CFR 276.2(e)

Drafting Specs

Amend the Food Stamp Act 1o require States to disregard the firgt 850 of child support collections in
determining needs and benefits.

Cost:  $18¢ million for Food Stamps |

{H Supplemental Payments

|
Cugrent Law {

Section 402{a)(28) of the Sociad Security Act requires those States that deduct income from the need
rather than the payment stondard (fli-the-gap) now and in July of 1975 to provide a supplemental
payment to famites who have less disposable Income because child support is paid to the child support
agency instead of directly 1o the family.
Food Stamps - No such provision exists in the Food Siamp program.
Drafting Specs

Amernd the Social Security Act to remova this provision,

Cost:  Savings to be determined. i

m)  Treatment of In-kind Income |

15
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AFDC rules reguire earsed inkind mcomé to be counted. As n matter of policy, States may disregard '
any unearned in-kind income, If the State ez’em to count unearned inkind income, the amount
counted is imited 1o the wilue of the item tln the State’s need standard.

Under Food Stamps, in-kind benefits such {as Joud, clothing, housing, produce are excluded. {F5A
5{di(1}; 7 CFR 273.9(c)il}}

Drafiing Specs

Amend the Social Security Act 1o require States to disregard both earned and unearned in-kind
income,

Cost:  $9 million for AFDC
6. Verification

Current Law and Policy

Food Stamp law and regulations include specific requirements for verification and documentation of
information needed for eligibility and benefit determinations. Food Sramp regularions mandate
verification of utility and medical expenses, fwhen actual iy claimed), identity, residency (address],
disabiliry and household composition, In the AFDC program, the Act and regulations do not address
how verification is to occur but State ;?mced:zfes have generally conformed to the verification policy
outlined in the Federal quality control m“ai

Under the Food Stamp Act (F3A} Gections 11{e)f3),19)) and Social Security Act (Act) (sections
L2a)25) and 1137}, income must be verified through the Income and Eligibility Verification System
AEYS). The State must request wage and beneﬁ: information for from the State Wage Information
Collection Agency, the Social Security A&‘f."z inistration, and the agency administering Unernployment
Insurance Benefits. Unearned income mfomanon must be requested from the Internal Revenue
Service. Both programs are also required by law to verify alien status through the Immigration and
Naturalization Service's Systemic Alien Ver'l-{ﬁca:ion Sfor Envitiement systen,

Both programs review the accuracy of eligiibifizy decisions and bencfit amounts through guality controf
systems, with the imtended result that much information Is verified ot application and @ receﬁgﬂmﬁwz
. to avgid errors. States may in both programs adopt other verification requirements.

Vision

Federal computer marching and wriﬁca:iajx requiremnents are aften burdensome for both clients and
eligibility staff. Even where States hove ﬂex:bdxy, the emphasis on payment accuracy and the
potential for fiscal quality conrol pemiffes have often resulied in unnecessary documentation, delays
in benefits and improper denlals and terminations. Yet, to assure the public that thelr taxes are being
spent to serve only those in need, verification will continue 0 be a critical component of the new

16
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system for delivering assistance to farmfies. States must be afforded the flexibility to simplify
verification procedures, while assuring program integriry through minimal standards.

Drafting Specs

{a) Amend the Social Security Act and the Food Stamp Act, for the joint AFDC/Food Stamp
population, 10
- require States to verify income, identity, alien status and the SSN;
- States may choose the verification systems, methods and (imeframes for sction;
-~ States may choose the wmputet matching activites that are most effective, including IEVS
and SAVE; and
~ States may verify additional factors of eligibility.

) Verification methods, systems, an|d time limits will be included in the State Plan,
l
Ratignale

States will welcome the nereased fexibility provided by this proposal and be able to streamiine their
verification activities, saving time and paperwork. At ihe same time, the State plan approval process
will ensure adequate proveciion of dient ri g!::s and progrom integrity without restricting Stute
Jlexibility, ‘

Cost:  Savings of $3 million in Food Stazfnps and less than $1 million in AFDC.
i

7. UNDERPAYMENTS ;

|

Seciion 402(a){22} of the Sacial Security Act requires State agencies to promptly take all necessary
stepy to correct any underpayment. Regulations at 45 CFR 233 .20(u)(13} limit the issuance of
underpayments (both agency and client coused) to current recipients and former recipients who woudd
be currendly eligible if the error causing the underpavment had not occurred.  As a rexult of litigation,
program policy also permiss States 1o issue underpaymenss to former recipients who would no longer
be currently eltgzble ‘Ihe amount o‘f the underpa}mem iz not limited by the number of eligible months
covered, |

Section 11{e)(11) of the Food Stamp Act provides ther benefits are 10 be restored 10 4 houschold
requesting them if the benefits have been “wrongfully denied or terminated.” The period for which’
benefiss are restored is mited 1o one year, prior to the date the Siaie agency either receives g request
Jor restoration from the household or otherwise learns that a loss 10 the household occurred. The
Food Stamp rule (7 CFR 273.17) also prohibits the State agency from restoring benefiss for a peried
fonger than 12 months., The rule reqairesi‘-fka: benefits be restored even if the household Iy currently
ineligible.

Visi
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To provide clients with a rational and cons;isfem policy in the processing of underpayments.
!

Amend section 402(a)22) of the Social Seéurity Act to conform 1o Food Stamyp law by requiring the
issuance of agency caused underpayments o current and former recipients for a period not in excess
of 12 months from the date that the agency learns sbout the underpayment.

Rationale

Since clienas are responsible for reporting %hanges in circumstances that affect eligibility and benefits,
a 12-month limit on restoring lost benefits due to agency error reinforces positive behavior. The
change also achieves consistency berween the AFDC and Food Stamp andespayment policies.
However, because the proposal represenis a conraction of AFDC program policy {l.e., the
prokibitton on underpayments due to client error} clieny advocacy groups are likely 1o object.

Cust, $6 million Federal AFDC savings
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PROMOTE PARENTAIL RESPONSIBILITY
AND PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY

CHANGING THE WELFARE AND CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEMS

Minor Mothers Live at Home

Under current law, States have the option of requiring minor mothers to reside in their parents’
household (with certain exceptions), De!amre, Maine, Mickigan, Virgin Istands, and Puerto Rico
have included this in their State plon. ff?zis proposal would require all states ro adopt a similar
pollcy. States can have the option of assfstfag mothers In finding a responsible adult to reside with if
@ State belleves thar she should not live with her parents.

!

All minor mothers would be required to reside in their parents’ household, with certain
exceptions.

A minor parent is an individual who (i} s under the age of 18, (i) has nover been married,
and {iii} is either the natural pareal of a dependent child living in the same household or
ehigible for assistance paid under the State plan to a pregnant woman,

The following exceptions (now in|current law) to living with a parent or legal guardian will
he maintained:

{i) individual has no parent ot !egai guardian of his or her own who 15 living and whose
whereabouts are known;

{ii} no living parent or legal guardian of such individual allows the individual 1o live in the
hame of such parent or guardian;

(iii} the State agency determines that the physical or emotional health or safety of the
individual or dependent child would be jeopardized if the individual and dependent child lived
in the same residence with the 1n<§rvrdua! s own parent or legal guardian;

{iv) individual Jived apart from his or her own parent or legal guardian for a period of at least
one year before either the birth of any dependent child or the individual having made
application for aid to families with dependent chitdren under the plan; or

{v) the State agency otherwise de:tenwaes {in accordance with regulations issued by the
Secretary) that there is good cause for waiving the requirement, (In those States that bave this
policy, the following sre nxampies of what they determine to be good cause exceptions: the
home Is the scene of illegal activity, returning home would result in overcrowding, violation
of the terms of the lease, or violation of local heaith and safety standards; the minor parent is
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actively participating in a substance abuse program which would no longer be available if she
returned home; no parent or legal iguardian lives in the State.)

d. At State option, if the State determines that a minor mather should Hve apart from ber parents
or legal guardian, the minor mther must be assisted m obtaining an appropriate suppartive
alternative 1o Iiving z:xiepméaﬁziy {The types of Hving arrangements that Siates now use or
are considering include living wi&z an adult refative, a Hcensed foster home, in 2 group home
for pregnzm and parenting teens, amz in an approved congregate housing facility.) If the State
and the minor mother cannot find azz alternative arrangement or she has to move to another
seiting, the State miay grant ehgzhd ity for a specifiet time if a good faith effort is being made
to locate appropriate living arrangement and additional time is needed. If no appropriste
setting is found the State may grant eligibility, but must provide some type of monitoring and
case management of the minor mother.

Allow States the option 1o Hmit benefit fac%eases when additional children are concelved by purents
already on AFDC if the Swe ensures that parents have access ta fomily planning services.

Currently, families on welfare receive additional suppors because sheir AFDC benefits increase
automuaiically to include the needs of an add:t:mal child., This opiion would reinforce parental
responsibility by keeping AFDC benefits comtam when o child ts concelved while the parent is on
welfare. The message of responsibility would be further strenythened by providing the family an
opportunity to earn back what they lost.

DPrafting Specs

a} Allow States the option of keeping AFDT benefits constant when a child Is concelved whils
the parent is on welfare,

by States that take this option would be required (o assure parents access to family planning
services, including swhng family wnsu}tanon within 30 days after delivery of their first child
of their enroiiwe:ut in AFDC,

) Under this option, if a parent has an additional child, the State must do at least one the
following-- |
~permit the family to earn more or recgive more in child support;
~permit recipients who have getzen jobs to keap their earnings and their AFDC up to the
benefits they would have gotten f«:}r an additional child; and/or
—some other approach wherehy a mzpzam can earn baz:& the increase in benfits lost that the
State develops and is approved by i!ze, Secretary.

d} Require States (o develop exceptm}s to the rule for difficult circumstances. These would bs
developed by the State and approved by the Secrefary,
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B. ENGAGING EVERY SECTOR §0F SOCIETY IN PROMOTING RESPONSIBILITY

Early child-bearing and other problem behaviors are imterrelated and strongly influenced by the
general lifeexperience associated with povmy Changing the circumsiances in which people live and
conseguently how they view themyelves 1s rzeeded 1o change the declsions young people make in regard
to their fives, ;

For any effort which hopes o have ms;:!:s: that are large erxaagiz 10 be meaningfid, attention must be
made to circumstances in which youth grow up in. It should address a wide specirum of areas
associated with yourh living In o healthy comuniry economic opportunlty, safety, hedlth, education,
umonyg others. _

Particular emphaszis must be paid to the prevention of adolescent pregnancy, including sex education,
abstinence educarion, life skills educa:ion. and coniraceptive services. These show great promise, but
those efforts thar combine education and sen'ices show the most promise. If adolescent pregnancy is
a sympiom of deeper problems, sex educa:wn and contraceptive services alone will be inadequate, It
must be part of this wide spectrum of areais needed to foster a healthy communiry.

Interventions need to enhance education, {ink education o health and other services, help stabilize
communities and families in trouble. This would provide o sense of rationatity and order in which
youith can develop, make decisions, place xmsr in individuals and institutions serving them, gnd have
a reasonable expectation of a long, safe and productive life.

Comprehensive demonstration grants are praposed that would seek o change the enviromment in
witicls youth live. These granrs must be of sufficient size or “critical mass™ 1o significantly improve
the day to day experiences, decisions and bebaviors of youth. Services should be non-categorical,
integrated and delivered with g personal é:mezzsm I would seek 1o change neighborhoods as well
as directly support youth ond families, pammiarfy adolescent pregrancy prevention.

ificats
a. These grants could be initiated now uader current authority.

b, We would propose that grantecs weuid develop comprehensive integrated innovative
approaches to educating and suppemng youth in high risk situations through comprehensive,
social and health services, with an emphasis on pregnancy prevention.

e Health-related activities could include, but are not Jimited to, health education from K-12
(including age appropriate sexuahty education), life skills, decision-making, ethics, substance
abuse prevention, school health semces (ncluding, but going beyond, family planning}, and
family planning services, Family piannmg services should include the broad range of
approaches currently available (e.g. abstinence counseling, male and female contraceptives,
including the voluntary use of Norplant.)
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Ea&wsﬁwm onlsl

Education, job training and social services would include, but are not limited to, activities
similar to a life options component {e.g., academic tutoring and counseling, mentoring, job
skills training, employment counseling, jobs program), 2 parent education component {e.8.,
communication and parenting skills), and family and comunuanity stability activities {e.g.,
violence reduction and community policing, family counseling, and community outreach using
community residents),

Communities would be required tojaddress the issue of access in regard © all services they
provide. Efforts would be made on an individual and community-wide level. For example,
efforts to remove harriers to access to family planning could include individual measures such
as waiving cosi-sharing or provndmg for home visitation, as well as broader measures such as
more transpnrtanon services to and from family planning services, opening more family
planning sites in accessible locations and keeping them open for more hours,

An intensive evaluation componentiwonld be conducted.
Eligibility criteria would be determined by the Secretary of Health and Human Secvices, in

consultation with the Secretaries of, Edecation, HUD, Justice, and Labor. Criteria would
include:

i} Geographic and Population Requirements —~ Communities would bave tobe of a
specified size and have a population that falls within a specified range. Requirements
ahout the distribution cf this population may also be set,

%

i) Poverty Requirements — Cemmamzm must meet roquirements that identify them as

concentrated areas of high pover!y fevels,

i} Comprehensive mmmﬁmem and collsboration -- Community commitment,
involvement and planning, and inclusion of most community institutions (e.g.,
government, schools, churd;es businesses) would be required. One example of this
is & secondary schaoi(s) that has instituted, in conjunction with other community
institutions, an innovative educau{m program for youth at-risk of dropping out of
school or unigue programs that serve adolescents in non-teaditional ways.

The size, scope, and approach of the grants is limited by the availability of new dollars, With
minimal new funding (e.g., $1 mnillon per site), these demonstrations could build on existing
comprehensive service initiatives, such as Empowerment Zones, Enterprise Communities,
Youth Fair Chance, or other non-federally funded comprehensive initiatives, Dwgned as ah
enhancement of these cnmprehenswe initiatives, new dollars could be used to improve
adojescent health and support servn;es Altematwe{y, if significant new resources were
available (e.g., $10 million per site), communities that have undertaken planning for
wmprehenswe initiatives but lack resources could be provided the necessary funding to fill
service gaps and ensure that services are developed in an integrated fashion.
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|

Child care is critical|to the success of welfare reform. It is
essential to provide child care support for parents receiving
assistance who will be reguired to participate in education,
training and employment. Child care support for the working poor -
is also critical to “makxng work pay® and to enabhle parents to
remain in the workforce. |

The child care plan uéder waelfare reform seeks 10¢

¢ Increase funding so that low-income families have accessg
to the care thay need.

© Ensure chlldren safe and healthy environments that

promote child development.
i

o Create a more seamless child care systen.

This paper includes three sections: options for the overall
structure of child care assistanae, bailéiﬁg the supply and
quality of child care, other related issues.

. Ontions for the oversa

option A~ Bulld on current structure of child care programs

0 Continue the individual entitlement {(AFDC child care and
TCC) .

o Significantly expané the At-Risk capped entitlement over a
period of years, phasing in by income up to 130 percent of .

poverty.

o Maintain and gradually expand the Child Care and Development
Block Grant. States will have considerable flexibility in the use

of CCDBG dollars for quallty and supply bhuilding. CCDBG dollars
wounld not be used for welfare recipients (with the possible
exception of contracted care).

o Bfforts would be made to ensure greater consistency across
programns I
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Option B« {onsolidate chi?d CAra progranyg

In this option, the overall approach would be to consolidate
child care assistance 1nto§tw0 funding streams: one for those
parents receiving public assistance and one for those who have
completed transitional assistance and/or who are at risk for
receiving .public assistance. There are at least two variations to
such an approsch which differ only on how child care ig treated
for those parents in the WORK program.

Variati !
|
o Establish a "JOBS" child care program which continues the
IV-A child care guarantee for people in the transitional
assistance program and for people who enter the WORK
proegram. |

o Create a "WORKING FAMILYY child care program which continues
the guarantee for up to 12 months of child care assistance
when people leave AFDC for private sector jobs (now TCC) and
creates a capped entltlement for the low-income working
families (consolidating and expanding At-Risk and CCDBG).

Variation 2 ;

o Establish a "JOBS" child care program which continues
the IVA guarantee for people in the transitional
assistance progran,

;
o Create a "WORKING FAMILY® child care program which
- Creates a new c¢hild care guarantee for WORK participants
- Continues the gaarantee for up to 12 months of
child care as&i&tance for people who leave AFDC
for public sector jobs {now TCC)
- Creates a capped entltlement for low-inconme
working families (consolidating and expanding
AT-Risk and CCDBG) .

Discussion: Currently there are four child care funding
streams: IV-A c¢hild care, TCC At-Risk and CCDBG, Child care p
under the IV~A program is gaarantea& to welfare recipients who
are employed or who participate in State-approved education or
training activities. Transitional Child Care (TCC) is guaranteed
for a period of up to 12 months after leaving AFDC. child care
for the working poor is funded through the At-Risk Program
{capped entitlement) and the Child Care and Development Block
Grant.




To date the overall appraaah o child care under welfare
reform has been to build on the current programs while attempting
to provide more a&nsistancy and coordination. An alternative
approach would attempt to aousaildate programs and create a more
simplified system that ﬁigtinguishas between child care for those
in transitional &asistaﬁce and child care for working families,
while maintaining consistency in administration and quality.

IT, Building the Ouality and Supply of Child Care

Given the anticipated demand on the child care system, and
the critical need to iapxava the quality of care for at-risk
children, the following issues have been raised in consultations
with outside groups and during the last discussion of child care
and welfare veform. Issues are presented as guestions, followed
bWy a recomuendation and/orioptiaas and a brief discussion.

1. How should h

!
Recommendation: Make the requirements for health and safety
standards consistent aﬁxass all programs, using the CCDBG
language. :

Added option: Add samalbasxc standards such as: 1- That all
children in child care settings ({or those settings serving more
than 2 c¢hildyen) ke immuﬁizaﬁ according to CDC standards. 2~ That
firearms, abusive substances and poisons be inaccessible to
children, and 3~ that the State conduct criminal record checks on
all subsidized child care providers.

Discussion: Currently providers receiving CCDRBG funds must
neet standards set by the state for control of infectious
diseases (including immunizations), building and physical premise
safety and training. Most States use the same standards for CCDBG
and Iv-hd -~ with the exception of exempt care., While this language
requires States to impose limited health and safety standards on
legally exempt providers under CCDBG, similar provisions are
allowed but not required of exempt providers paid for under
TitlelVv-A. This recommendation would address both the
consistency of regulations land the basic gquality protection fox
all children.

We could also add some basic health and safety standards
either in the statute. Putting some items into the statute would
make a statement regardlng[the quality of care and would
highlight other Administration priorities. Immunizing very young
children, for example, is a publlc health priority; in addition
such a provision is included in the Republican plan. Assuring
that firearms, abusive substances and poisons are inaccessible to
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children is also consistent with other high priorities. Finally,
an anpablzshed IG report indicates that criminal record checks

are uncovering sxgnzflcant concerns with the backgrounds of some
providers.

i
The approach used to direct additional funds to building
supply and improving quality depends on the overall structure of
the child care programs. Several options are provided helow.

0 Allow states to use the Child Care and Development
Block Grant to 1ncrease quality and supply for
the entire child care systen.

o Reauthorize the Child Care Iwmprovement Grants at $50
million for first year and growing to $78 million by
the year 1999,

o Create a set aside for guality and supply bullding in

the capped At~Risk program {consistent with levels allowed
in CCDBG). {

o Allow States federalimatch for administrative
costs including for licensing, monitoring, staff
training, and recruitment.

o 2et aside a portion of funds or a set amount for
projects of naticnal|significance that would help
gtimulate new approaches to guality and supply
bullding.

Discussion: The general recommendation at ocur last meeting
was to allow nmuch greater flexibility in CCDBEG for quality and
supply building. Consultations with outside groups ralsed several
concerns with such an approach. Concerns were raised that we
would be reducing funds for working poor and that the Block grant’
would eventually be eliminated if it did not provide a ;
significant amount of dlrect services to children. There was
consistent requests to rewestabllsh the Child Care Improvement
Funds we lost in 1992, develop a set aside in the at~Risk pool
that would mirror CCDBG and allow states to receive FFP for
administrative cost,

In a more consolidated system, a set aside could be
established for quality and supply building activities. Such
funds couwld address the quallty and supply priorities establlished
in CCDBG, would be administered by the state, and could address
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the guality issues for the entive child care system. In
addition, a one percent set aside could be established for
projects of national significance to be administered from the
federal level (At current level of funding for all 4 child care
programs, one percent would come to $17-20 million).

3. Should we ro ~onsumey aducation?

Recompendation: Yes, Lll applicants for federal child care
assistance should receive appraprzate counseling and information
regarding all child care assistance programs and resources
available,

gion: There is a growing consensus of opinion on the
need for additional consumer education across programs. This will
becone increasingly important as parents enter the transitional
assistance progran and need to understand their rights,
guarantees and options.

|
Recommendation: Allow States to include in their IV-A Claims,
up to some specified limit) expenditures on contracted services
and other payments which might not be allowable under current
rules in order to ensure continuity of care for children.

) Jaalon Accordlnglto regulations, the State must assure
that th@r& are procedures in place to ensure that the care
provided or claimed for ra;mburaement is reasonably related to
the hours of paxticipatian or employment. Although States have
the flexibility in determining whether care is "reasonably
related®, federal pollicy statements {and auditors) suggest to
States that they are at some financial risk if the correlation
between hours of care and hours of need is not close enough.

States also have the flexibility to provide up to one month
of ¢hild care during job aaaroh, although this may not cover
periods between programns seSSians and other times when
consistency is important far the child.

Testimony at the welfara hearing revealed that this issue
poses serlous problems to those struggling to work or participate
in training programs and/ or jobs that may fluctuate. All too
often ¢hildren have €0 go in and ocut of programs and or pavrents
cannot receive adequate coverage for study periods and other
related issues,




this issue:

.. Sho inate lor alter the statewide limit?

ndatian: Inelude a provision that would require states
o maintazn their ﬁt&t&ﬁlde linit and maintain theix payment
rates at a level not lowsr than the statewide limit(s) and
payment rates aatablisﬁedizn their FY 94 Iv-a state supportive
services plan (unless the cost of care on the market goes down).

Piscussion: 3According to the statute, the states must pay
the actual cost of care, the local market rate (which is defined
in reqgulations) or a limit! set by the state at no lower that the
Dependent Care Disregard.

Many outside groups have indicated a strong interest in
eliminating the statewide limit in order to allow parents of at-
risk children acgess to goéd care. Howevay, there appeared to be
little interest in such a propasal at our last meeting on child
LaAYTE., i

We recommend an approach that would, at a minimam, hold

rates harmless in order to|aveoid lower rates during the
anticipated period of growth and demand on child care services.

B. Should we
gptions:

o Continue the disregard at current levels,

o Continue the disregard but raise the levels.

o Elinminate aﬁpllcatlon of the disregard for
children eligible for IV-A paid child care (but
retain for ﬁther dependents to which it applies).

o Retain the disregard, but require that families pe
offered the option of receiving paid care for
eligible Iv~A children.

o Regquire that States supplement the disregard to
pay for eara for eligibkle IV-A children 50 that
parents have equal access to the same level of
payment as parents using other methods of payment.




Discussion: Most states use the dependent care disregard
ta provide child care for AFDC families who have income from
work., Many people from ocutside groups and some state officials
believe that we should eliminate the use of the disregard as a
mechanism for payment of child care for three reasons. First,
the disregard is so low (5200 a month for children under age 2
$176 for children at least age 2) that it does not cover the caat
of gquality child care. Second, families must incur the child
care costs "up front.®

Third, since the disregard is applied for the purpose of
dzﬁarmining a family’s inccme in determining need for and amount
of AFDC apsistance, the benefits of the method rarely result in a
dollar-for-dollar reimbursement for child care services. Rather,
the "payment® for care is|a factor in the family’s AFDC check,
which is computed based on the state’s "“standard of need.”
Families receiving child care through other IV-3 methods of
providing care may have access to more care choices due to higher
levels of payment availabia through those methods. Currently,
however, States by r&galatzon nave the option of supplementing
the disregard to provide IV-A child care. Thirteen $tates use
this option. Use of the dlﬁregard alone, however, is the most
criticized characteristic lof IV-A child care.

Continuing the disregard "as is" would continue inequities
in providing child care tg eligible AFDC children depending on
whether the parent was working or in some other activity.

Raising the disregard levels not only would potentially raise the
nunber of eligible AFDC famllies, impacting on the size of the
program, but might not resolve inequities in payment levels
betwean groups of AFDC &hlidren who are eligible for IV-~A child
care, :

Eliminating appliaatlon of the disregard to a family with
children e¢ligible for IV-A paid child care could prevent the
family from becoming eligible for AFPDC or cause families now
eligible to lose eligibility. Should the family still becone
eligible or remain eligibla, loss of this disregard might lower
their AFDC payment, beaause the family would have more countable
income. While petentxally assuring that families who do become
eligible would have access to better care, this approach would
also create an eligibility or payment 1n&qu1ty between those p
families and families with other dependents to whom the dependent
care disregard applies. nlsa a family who would lose AFDC as a
result of this appreach would, as “"working poor,* lose the
benefit of the child care |[guarantee that is built inte IV-A
policyw-~since other child icare subsidies such as CCDBG and At~
Risk child care do not entail guarantees of services.
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Giving an APDC family the option of the disregard could
create a dilemma for themiof choosing between eligibility (or
AFDC c¢heck size) and potentxally receiving better and higher
gquality child care ahoiceT through Iv-A pald care.

Reguiring, rather than allowing, states to supplement the
disregard for children who otherwise would be eligible for IV-A
paid child care retains the benefit of the calculation in
eligibility and size of benefit check. It also potentially
offers the family access to more and higher quality child care
choices. The approach may not increase Federal and state costs
as much as fully paying for care for those children, but it would
result in increased direct child care expenses. It would be more
administratively ﬁiffzcalt since it reguires coordination of
AFDC and child care, which in many states are carried out in
separate organizations.

ndation: This proposal should not be used in place of
direct funding, only as an add~on if funding is available.

Discugsion: The DCTC 15 not available to many low-income
families at this time bacause it is not refundable. However, even
if it is made raf&n&able,ilt cannot be seen az a child care
mechanism for most low-income families because: 1- a family must
have the funds to spend far care before receiving the credit
{therefore causing a cash!flow problem), and 2~ the credit is too
lovw to support the cost of care (about 300,000 families gain
betweaen $50 and $249; abaut 500,000 gain batw&an $256 and 459;
and about 700,000 gain more than $500)

»

2. Should chanages be made €to the Stadbe ey £ ensure that
¢child care i ? ;

{THIS QUESTION SHOULD BE DISCUSSED WITHIN THE OVERALL
WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL, RATHER THAN IN THE CONTEXT
OF CHILD CARE ONIY¥~ IT IS PRESENTED HERE ONLY TO
RAJISE THE JTSS5UES ARD OPTIONS)

Qptions:

o Raise the Federal match rate for child care to be
consistent with other parts of the welfare reform proposal.

8
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o PFrovide a better match for child care (or eliminate
the match in the capped entitlement) .

o Allow States to use| State preschool funding and or
private sector funds for the match.

o Allow states to propose a plan for more comprehensive
services linked to child care using state dollars and
allow such funds to;be used for the match.

Discussion: States are having significant problems drawing
down AFDC child care TCC and At-Risk child care funds. Currently
some 16 states are using GCDBG dollars to help pay For Iv-A
guaranteed child care. Furthermore, several states have not been
able to access their full portion of At-Risk funds due to the
ratch. There is already alproposal to increase the state wmatch
to FMAP plus eight p&rcant|as part of the overall welfayre refom
plan; however more ralief may be needed for child care.

One proposal is to “1iheralize“ what 3tates can use for the
match. For example, it is estlmate& that there is some $§670
million being spent by states on preschool programs. Although
states can currently use State Preschool dellars to match, few
States have used this mechanism. We could simplify the process
and be more explicit about the allowable use of such funds,
although this would only help a limited number of states because
not many states make substantial invesstments in preschool
programs.

Encouragzng States to provide comprehensive services to the
children in care funded throuqh IVA would increase the guality of
care, however, it would be ad&znzstr&tzvsly difficult to track
health and =ocial service dollars. Furthermore, we would have to
ensure that health funds are not double counted,

Eliminating the match| for the capped entitlement is the
casiest option, but it presents equity and consistency iszues and
naturally would put more pressure on federal resources. However,
if little additional money is provided for the working poor,
eliminating the match (zaklng it consistent with CCDBG) and
targeting the program on the working poor population, would
provide some assistance,




