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2. Biometric Identification

ticion

3 Individual could apply for and recelve multiple Social
curity Numbers by presenting false ddentification docunents.
crafora, it is possible that one could receive multiple
aniztance benefits by submitting fraudulent applications under
iZfersnt Soclal Security Numbers. It ia desirable to conduct &
rudy to assoss the severity of multiple enrslinents in the

cprrent AFDC program. :

lematyic identification such as fingerprint, rstinal scanning
< hand geometry recognition has been proven to be tha post
cure identity authentication mathed. :

5 Angeles County baegan its fingerprint ldentification systsn
¢ itg General Relief program in 1993%. It was estimated that
;% of approved casses were teraminated because of ¢lients!

#i1lingness to bs fingerprinted. \

cckland and Onondaga County Departments of Social Services in
= 3tate of New York also initiated fingerprint ldentification
'.vamg for thelr Home Relief program and terminated 4.3% of the
.ticipantg because of refusal of fingerprinting.

*artunately, neither study actually interviewed the
ticipants who ware terminated for their refusal to provide
carprintg to understand the reasens why. Consequently, the
" zntage of participants who actually received multiple

. stance payments is unknown.

nroved under section 1118 of the Social Security Act Los
2le8 Wwill soon expand the fingerprint identification system to
wudé the AFDC population for a period of 3 years.

wregsontative Lazio {R-N¥) introdoced a bill (H.R. 3727) in
uary, 1594 reguiring the Socoretary of Health and Human

vicas to conduct a study of the feasibility of using biometrie
.ixis tos vorify the jdentity of persons applying for AFDC

a“f tﬁgu

regommend that HHS provide funds for Loz Angeles County to
iow=up with individuals who are unwilling to provide
jarprints in the forthooming pilot to determine the impact of
rarprinting and true percentage of multiple énrollments.

< xddition, we recommend that HHS support a fingerprint

s>netration project for twe adjacent cities in two different
.%28 to assess the interstate pultiple enrsllments problen.

€


http:receJ.ve

. v

7m0 TUE 11126 SSA/OLCA WASH, DG FAY HO. 2026905945

P. 03

Standard Computer Interfaces and Electronic Data Interchanges

T2 lon

~nrding to a8 GAO survey, thers are 125 Federel programs

.ding over $16 billlon annually providing employment and

ining services. Although the State IV-A agency will have the
‘mate administrative responsibility in menaging both the JOBS
FORK programs, it is envisioned that many States will manage
program through JTPA, Department of Pducation or private
«ractors. Since post of the service programs are managed in a2
:neralieed environnent, scamless communications infrastructure
ng State IV-A agency amd lts JOBS and WORK serviceg providers

‘! be meedsd to ensurs that (a) redundant data collection is
idsd at various applicatiopn intaks points; (b} proper services
rendored; (e} the cutcomes are meeting the intended goals and
-wtives; and (d; tha State is ables to provide the regquiresd

te the Natlonal Clearinghouse.

., DOE and HHS {and perhaps industry repressntative} need to

x jeintly in developing: ,

' computer interface standards to specify the "hand-phake
sro¢edures Lo ensure cormmunications batween computors of
different hardware architecturs and operating system; and

1 Standard electronic data intexrchangs (EDI} transaction
dafinitions for: (1) the sharing of asgsessmant of skill
levels, service needs and achiavement obiectives; {(2)
spasific gervices delivered including the number of hours of
rraining; (3) ocutcomes of the services rendered; (4)
vroblems or barrigrs encountered including all evants
subject to program sanction; and (5) financial transactions
associated with budget preparation and expsnses accounting.

Information Sharing Between Federal and State Agencies

!
t

- =0

nrtheyr stem fraud, waste, and abuse in all benefit aessistance
. wn@ including unemployment ceompensation (UC), and to datect
ritimate eclaiming of tax examptions, appropriate legislation
1 b8 enacted to permit iaformation sharing botweon ACF, IRS,

;, state agencles adminigteriny welfsrs assistance programs
dvding food stamps, and the State Employment Socurity
Jdnistraticns (SESAs). i
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. Jnteragency work group including members from ACF, S8A, 1IRS,

H

C

%

USDA and States repreasentativez should be convened to

"3z and develop logislative specifications which would permit
_ater matching and information sharing for:

The Clearinghouse to access tha SSA enumeration files to
vilidate all 8SNs reportad by the State IV-A agency for
rneiplents receliving benefits assistance,IV-D agencies for
son-gustodial parents, SESAs for all individuals who worked
during the previous quarter, and employsrs for new hires;

The Clearinghouse to extract epnployment records from SESAs
v maintain its Enmployment Reglistry to support wage

v izhholdings for c¢hild support, to detect untreported
cployment for individuals receiving welfare sssistance, and
Lo provide data for longitudinal analysis to assasgs the
c{factiveness of various training programs on the length of
+nd wage level of employnment;

Tne SEBAS to sccess the new hires data collected by the
vigaringhouse to detect unreported employment for
individuals receiving UC payments;

ftate agencies adnministering benafit assistance programs to
. staln from the IRS the earned income data for inconme
arifications; and

128 to receive welfare participation data and child support

- elinguent payment information to detect taxpayers who
ilegally claimed EITC benefits and other depondent
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. Mational Clearinghouse

o
“ian

-nsure efficient location and enforcement for child suppoert,
sicularly in Interststa cases, and to support critical welfare

~rm indtlatives, a National Clesringhouse will be established.

~ mindmum, the Clearinghouse will maintaln four data

irtries: the National Employmsnt Registry, the National lLecate
‘riry, the Kational child Support Registry and the National
»-3 Recelpt Reglstiry.

. Recelpt Registry will maintain the official two yvear time
¥ for the Btates to operate the time-limited welfare
~Lance program. States will be reguired to:

wransnit a computer transaction rscord to the Clearinghouse
when:

1) A case is approved or closed for assistancs;

Z) A person's status in JOBS-Prep, JOBS or WORX changes;

3} An individual is granted an exemption or extension te
the 24~month time-limiy;

{4} An individual is being sancticned for non-¢ompliance
with the c¢child support, JOBS or WORK reguirements; and

{5} An adjustment is made to the time-linmit as a result of

haaring or State administrative actiens.

when processing a8 new applicatieon, acceas the Clearinghouss
to obtain the applicantis previcus progran participation
nigtory and the number of nonths remaining for the tine~
‘imited aseistance to determine the eligibility and duration
oL time for raceiving benefita. In addition, if tha
individual is in a sanction status, the benefit amount
should be adjusted accordingly.

tienale

vime~limit is to be computed on a cumulative bazis regardless
» the individual resides. Since recipients often move fronm
~to-State, a cantral repository of program participation
s2 maintained to ensure that no ons receives asgigtance
.+ it8® axcaeding the 24 month limit.
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Will the States be abls to provide the Information
after the reform programs become opesrational?

A list of minimum data elemants reguired to suppert the
time~limit program has bean developsd. Based upon our
preliminary analysls, we believe that all Etates should
be abla to modify thelxr current systems (AFDC or JOBS)
o provide the needad data to the Clearinghsuse. To be
detersined is the timaframe in which States will be
able to provide the data.

Wa should begin a dlalogua with States to gat feedback
about the propesad minimum data elements, degrse of
systen impact, and the lead time required for system
nodification.

what will be the reporting alternative for States which
were unable to proevide the minimum data elements
roguired for tlme~limit enforcement?

Wa should legislate the requirement for States to
raport to tha Clearinghouse. Should 3 State be unable
to provide the minipum data elements, we will negotiate
an alternative reporting mechanism.

Who should assumo the responsibility to resolve
discrapancies for the numder of months remaining for
eligibility, 1f the applicant disagrees with the
information supplied by the Clearinghouse?

Option One

The State handling the spplication would take the
responsiblility in reselving the conflicts by contacting
othar States whare the client had previcusly rescideg.
If the findings ware differant from the information
wmaintained in the Clearinghouse, the State would send a
transsction to the Clearinghouse for adjustment.

Optios Two

Tha ACF will staff the Clearinghouse with parsonnel
dedicated to reselving conflicting data,

In addition to baing the ofricial time clock, should

the Clearinghouse be designed to ba capable of -
producing critical managenment informstion (in liesu of
States reporting) to permit agsessment on the States
parforrance.

Clearinghouse could accompodate additional data
alemente which could provide significant management

z
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information and yet with a minipum eoperational impact.
We hava developed a list of desirable data elenments
based upon preliminary discussions with members of the
Poarformance Measurenenis Group.

¥e envision that the ultinate decisicn on tha nusber of
data elements te bhe carried by the Clearinghouse will
be based upon two main factors, costs and privacy
concerns.

Most data slements (e.g., JOBS-Prep reason codae) in the
list can be accommodated with no or a mininum cost
{apact on the cperations of the Clearinghouse or the
State systems. A fow slements (&.¢., dependent data)
would have significant cost implication. Some @lenenis
{a.¢., race code} which have very minor impact on costs
may be controversial however, becausa ¢f the perception
of creating a “bi?vbrather“ federal system. Followving
exanples are for iliustration purposes only:

{a} <Capturing the JOBRS~Prep reason code {&8.¢.,
illness, incapacitation, advance age) would allow
the Clearinghouse {0 compute totsl number of
individuals in the JOBS-Prep program to ensure
that the percantage does not exceed the 5% or
whatever is specified in ths statute.

{%) Capturing the reason code for an individual
receiving time-linit extension would allow
Claearinghouse to compute nunber of Iindividuals whe
are in time~limit extension ptatus as a pesult of
State's inabllity to provide the services
specified in the employahility plan. I would
alss ensure that the percsntags of individuals who
arﬁ in time limit extension status is below the
10% cap.

(¢) cCapturing tha WORK status code to indicate the
type of WORK assignments would allow computation
of the total number of WORK assignments created by
a State to ensure that it meets the minimum
standards set by the Segretary; and to ensure that
the nurber of individuals whe are on walting lists
and performing voluntary cemmunity work, doss not
excoéad the cap set by tha Sscratary,

We are alsc awara that not every State will be capable
of producing those data elements immedlately. staff
analysas on individual States system capabilities are
underwvay.
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12508 83 With whon shall we work with to determine the needs of
accomnodating daesirable data elemonts to be carried in
the Clearinghouse in addition to the minimunm data
eloments required for ths time-limit support?

option One

Establish 28 work group including members from policy,
operations and program evaluation to work with the
Infornation Systems Group to determine the final list
of the data elonments to be ascommodated by the
Clearinghouse.

Option Two

The Performance Measurament Group and the Information
Systenms Group work jointly to finalize the list.

Option Thres

Biscuss and finalize the list in the 7:30-9:30 morning
spacifications meetings.

TesUs 6: Would Fedsral sanction policles beo uniformly applied to
811 States?

It iz envisionad that Faderal sanction policies will be
uniformly appliad to all States. Furthermorsg, we
assume that States cannst enact sanction policies with
ponalty provisions conflicting with Federal policies.

EXAMPLE:

A person was firgd from a WORK sssignment for the third time for
¢auge and was therefore not eligidle for cash Menefits for &
period of 12 months. The person movad to 2 different Btate twe
months after heing ganctioned, The Clearinghouse wili infozm the
Stato whery the parson now residus thst she or ke is not alligible
for benefite for another 18 months,

I380R 7: How should the Clearinghousea treat the State specific
ganction provisions?

< Option One )
The-Cladringhousa would record the information in the

registry purely for informational purpose,
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Option Two

The clearinghousa would not record State specific
sanctions.

#How should the Clearinghouse determine the amount of
eligibility earnsd back for Iindividuals who have noved
from ono State to another having a different earn back
policy?

EXAMPLE:

A porson exity welfers with 3 months ramsining oo his 24-month
elock from a State wherm & perssn ¢an vazn back up to 24 mounthe of
oligibilivy. Having worked in that State for five and a half
year, ba movad to & nev Statg and applies for asgistance, If he
would continue to etay in the samg State, ah that point, ha weuyld
anrned back 14,5 monthe of apsintance {86 torval menthg Qividod by
4),; for a tetal <f 315.5 months of eligidility. Howaver, the new
state he now recldas has opted to iimit tha number of monthe a
peraon oould asrn bask to 12 monih, If the sow State rule
32;1&3&, he would have only earned back for 12 monthe, for a total

i5.% monthe of tiigihiliby. is tho poracn ontitled to have
19.% or 15.%5 monthy eligibiiicy?

Sheuld we proceed with the etudy to deltermine the most
appropriate site and organizaticn to manage the
operations of the Clearinghouse?

In a¢¢ordanca with th@ aehaduzea in the ot

..... 114252 nent ] 2al, & contract woalﬁ 1]
iaausd to an cbjactive and not-f¢r~§rafit organization
te conduct a detallad study In Decenber, 1994 to
deternine the most cost-gffective and efficient systenms
and communicationg environment to support Clearinghouss
operations. Specifically, the study will determine:

{a8) The most cost-effegtive and sfficient computer and
network infrastructure to support needed
operations;

(P} The most appropriate organization responsible for
the establishment and cperation of the
Llearinghousa;

(¢} The nost cost-effective method for the processing
of W-4 forms for capturing the new hires data; and

(4) 7The feasibility and strategy of integrating
Government=wide initiatives (inmcluding Healthcare
Raform} to avaid overlaps and redundancies in
systemns development and gdata collactions.

The projected coaets for the study Is about $500,000.

0
e
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i.  National Clearinghouse

‘o

o ansure efficient location and enforcement for child support,
particularly in interstate cases, and to support critical welflare
roform initiatives, a National Clearinghouse will be establizhed.
At a mpinipum, the Clsaringhouss will maintain four data
registries: the National Employment Registry, the National Loceate
Registry, the Natlonal Child Support Registry and the National
Waelfare Receipl Registry.

The Receipt Registry will maintain the official two year time
clock for the States to operate the time-limited welfare
agsistance program. States will be required to:

{a) transmit a computer transaction record to the Clearinghouse
whert

{1y A casze is approved or closed for assistance;
{ {2) A person's status in JOBS~Prep, JOBS or WORK changes;

(3) 'An individual is granted an exemption or extension to
the 24-month time~limit;

(4) An individual is being sanctioned for non-compliance
with the child support, JOBS or WORK requirements; and

{3) An adijustment is made to the time-limit as a result of
hearing or State administrative actions.

(b} when processing a new application, access the Clearinghouse
to obtain the applicant's previous program participation
history and the number of months remaining for the time-
limited aszistance to determine the eligibility and duration
of time for receiving benefits. In addition, if the
individual is in a sanction status, the benefit amount
should be adjusted accordingly.

Rationale

The time~linit is to be computed on a cumulative basis regardless
where the individual resides, Since recipients often move from
State~to~8tate, a central repository of program participation
wust be maintained to ensure that no one receives assistance
benefits exceeding the 24 nonth limit,

g)



ISBUE 1:

IBBUE 2:

IBBUE 3:

THSUE 4:

will the States be able to provide the information
after the reforn programs become operational?

A list of minimum data elements reguired Lo support the
time~limit program has been developed. Based upon ouy
preliminary analysis, we beliesve that all States should
e akle to wodify thelir current systems (AFDC or JOBS)
to provide the needed data to the Clearinghouse. "To be
determined is the timeframe in which States will be
able to provide the data.

We should begin a dialogue with sStates to get feedback
about the proposed minimum data elements, degree of
system impact, and the lead time required for systen
modification.

what will be the reporting alternative for States which
waere unable to provide the minipum data elements
regquired for time-limit enforcement?

We should legislate the reguirement for States to
report to the Clearinghouse. Should a State bhe unable
to provide the minimum data elements, we will negotiate
an alternative reporting mechanism.

Who should assume the responsibility to resolve
discrepancies for the number of months remaining for
eligibility, if the applicant disagrees with the
information supplied by the Clearinghouse?

Cption One

The State handling the application would take the
responsibility in resolving the conflicts by contacting
other States where the ¢lient had previously resided.
If the findings were different from the information
maintained in the Clearinghouse, the State would send a
transaction fo the Clearinghouse for adjustment.

Option Two

The ACF will staff the Clearinghouse with personnel
dedicated to yesolving conflicting data.

In addition to being the official time clock, should
the Clearinghouse be designed to be capable of
producing critical management information (in lieu of
States reporting) to permit assessment on the States
performance,

Clearinghouse could accommodate additional data
elements which could provide significant wmanagement

2



information and yet with a minipum operational impact.
We have developed a list of desirable data elements
bazed upon prelinminavy discussions with menmbers of the
Parformance Measursemants Group.

He envision that the ultimate decision on the number of
data elements to be carried by the Clearinghouse will
be based upon two main factors, costs and privacy
concerns.

Most data elements {e.g., JOBS«Prep reason code} in the
list can be accommodated with no or a minimum cost
impact on the operations of the Clearinghouse or the
State systems. A few clements {e.g., dependent data)
would have significant cost implication. BSome elements
{e.g., race code} which have very minor impact on costs
may be controversial however, because of the perception
of creating a Ybig-brother" federal system. Following
examples are for illustration purposes only:

{(a) Capturing the JOBS~Prep reason code {(e.g.,
illness, incapacitation, advance age) would allow
the Clearinghouse to compute total number of
individuals in the JOBS~Prep program to ensure
that the percentage does not exceed the 5% or
whatever is specified in the statute.

{by Capturing the reason code for an individual
receiving time-limit extension would allow
Clearinghouse to compute number of individuals who
are in time~limit extension status as a result of
State'’s inability to provide the services
specified in the employablility plan., It would
also ensure that the pergentage of individuals who
are in time 1limit extension status is below the
10% cap.

{c} <Capturing the ¥WORK status code to indicate the
type of WORK assignments would allow computation
of the total number of WORK assignments created by
a State to ensure that it meets the minimun
standards set by the Secretary; and 1o ensure that
the number of individuals who are on waiting lists
and performing voluntary community work, does not
exceed the cap set by the Secretary.

We are also aware that not every State will be capable
of producing those data elements immediately. Staff
analyses on individual States system capabilities are
underway.



IBBUE 5@

IB8VE &:

ISSUE 7:

with whom shall we work with to determine the needs of
accommodating desirable data elements to be carried in
the Clearinghouse in addition to the minimum data
elements regquired for the time-~limit support?

tption One

Establish a work group including members from pelicy,
operations and program evaluation te work with the
Information Systems Croup to determine the final list
of the data elements to be sccommpdated by the
Clearinghouse.

Gption Two

The Performance Heasurement Croup and the Information
Systews Group work jointly to finalize the list,

Option Threes

Discuss and finalize the list in the 7:30-9:30 morning
specifications meetings.

would Federal sanction policles be uniformly applied to
atl States?

It is envisioned that Federal sanction policies will be
uniformly applied to all States, Furthermore, we
assume that States cannot enact sanction policies with
penalty provisions conflicting with Federal policies.

EXANPLE:

A person wag fired from a2 WORK apaignment for the third time for
vauge and wag.thovgliqre not eligible for cash benefite for a
pericd of éﬁfﬁg;&&gfﬁ The persen moved to a different State two
monthe afe fig sanctioned. The Clearinghouse will inform the

State whare the person now regsides that sha or he la not aligible
for banefits for another 10 months.

How should the Clearinghouse treat the State specific
sanction provigsions?

Option One

The Clearinghouse would record the information in the
registry purely for informational purpose.




IBgug 8:

THBUE 9:

option Two

The clearinghouse would not rescord State specific
sanctions.

How should the Clearinghuvuse determine the amount of
eligibility earned back for individuals who have moved
from one State to another having a different earn back

policy?
EXRMPLE:

k porson axite wslfare with 3 months remaining on his Zé-month
elock from o State where a pecscs can earn back wp to 24 monthe of
vligibility, Having worked in that State for five and a half
year, ho moved to a new State and appiles for ssgistance. If he
would continue to satay in the omme State, at that polint, he would
earned back 156.5 montha of aszlotance {66 votal menths divided by
43, for s total of 19.5 montha of eligibility. Howaver, the new
State he now rosides has opeed to limit the number of months a
porson could earn back to 12 month. If the new Stats rule
appliss, ha would have only sarnod back for 12 sonthe, for a total
ef 15.5 monthe of eligibility. Ia the parson satitled to have
i8.5 or 15.5 months of eligibility?

Should we proceed with the study to determine the most
appropriate site and organization t¢ manage the
operations of the Clearinghouse?

supn ifor Proposal, a aantract waul& be
iSﬁa@d to an abjaative and not-for-profit organizatien
to conduct a detailed study in Decesmber, 19%4 to
determine the most coste-cffective and efficient systems
and communications envircnment to support Clearinghouse
operations. Specifically, the study will determine:

{a} The most cost~effective and efficlient conputer and
network infrastructurs to support nesded
oparations;

(k) The most appropriate erganization responsible for
the establishment and operation of the
Clearinghouse;

{c} ‘The most cost-effective method for the processing
of W-4 forms for capturing the new hires data; and

(@} The feasibility and strategy of integrating
Government-wide initiatives {including Healthcare
Reform) to avoid coverlaps and redundancies in
eyvgtens development and data collasctions.

The projected vosts for the study ig about $500,000.



2.  Biometric Identification ~
Vigion

An individual could apply for and receive multiple Social
Security Numbers by presenting falss ldentification documents.
Therefore, it is possible that one could raceive multiple
assistance benefits by submitting fraudulent applicetions under
dirferent Socisl Security Numbers. . It is desirable to conduct a
study to assess the severity of multiple enrollments in the
current AFDC program.

Biometric identification such as fingerprint, retinal scanning
and hand geometry recognition has been proven to be the most
secure identity authentication methed.

Los Angeles County began its fingerprint identification system
for its Gensral Relief program in 1991, It was estimated that
5.54% of approved cases were terminated because of clients’
unwillingness to be fingerprinted.

Rockland and Onondaga County Departments of Social Services in
the State of New York also initiated fingerprint identification
systems for their Home Relief program and terminated 4.3% of the
participants because of refusal of fingerprinting,

Unfortunately, naither study actrally interviewed the
participants who were terminated for their refusal to provide
fingerprints to understand the reasons why. <{onseguently, the
percentage of participants who actually received multiple
aggistance payments is unknown.

approved undey section 1118 of the Sprial Security Act Los
Angeles will soon expand the fingerprint identification system to
include the AFDC population for a pericd of 3 vears.

Representative Lazio (R-NY) introduced a bill (H.R. 3727) in
Janpuary, 1894 reguiring the Secretary of Health and Humnan
Services to conduct a study of the feasibility of using biometric
devices to verify the identity of perscons applying for AFDC
menefits.

We recommend that HHS provide funds for Los Angeles County to
follow-up with individuals who are unwilling to provide
fingerprints in the forthcoming pilot to determine the impact of
fingerprinting and true percentage of multiple enrollments.

In addition, we recommend that HHS suppert a fingerprint

demonstration project for two adjacent cities in two different
States to assess the interstate multiple enrollments problenm.

&



3. Standard Computer Interfaces and Electronic Data Interchanges
Yigion

According to & GAO survey, there are 125 Federal prograns
spending over $16 billion annually providing employment “and
training services. Although the State IV-A agency will have tha
viltimate administrative responsibility in managing both the JOBS .
and WORK programs, it is envisioned that many States will manage
the program through JTPA, Department of Education or privats
vontractors. Since most of the service programs ara »anaged in a
dacentralized environment, seoamless communications infrastructure
among State IV~A agency and lts JOBS and WORK services providers
will be needed to ensure that ra) redundant data collection is
avoided at various application intake points; (b) proper services
are rendered; (¢} the culcomes are meeting the intended goals and
objectives; and (d) the State is able to provide the reguired
data to the National Clearinghouse.

BOL, DOE and HHE [(and perhaps’industry represgsentative) need to
work jointly in developing:

{a) Computer interface standards to specify the "hand-shake"
procedures to ensure communications between computers of
different hardware architecture and operating system; and

(b} Standard electronic data interchange (EDI): transaction
gefinitiong for: (1) the sharing of assessmaent of skill
levels, service needs and achievement obiectives; (2)
specific services delivered including the number of hours of
training; {3} outcomes of the services rendered; (4)
problems or barriers encountered including all events
subject to program sanction; and (%) financial transactions
asseclated with budget preparation and expenses accounting.

4. Information Sharing Between Federal and State Agencies
iSiQ

To further stem fraud, waste, and ebuse in all benefit assistance
programs including unemployment compensation (UC), and to detect
Illegitimate claiming of tax exemptions, appropriate legislation
will be enacted to permit information sharing between ACF, IRS,
S84, State agencies adpinistering welfare assistance programs
including food stamps, and the State Employment Security
Administrations {SESAs)}.
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An interagency woerk group including membera from ACF, SB5A, IRS,

DOL, USDA and States representatives should be convened to

discuss and develop legislative specifications which would permit
computer matching and information sharing for:

{a} ‘The Clearinghouse to access the SSA enumeration files to
validate all S8Ns reported by the State Iv-A agency for
reciplents receiving benefits assistance,lv-D agencies for
non-sustodial parents, SESAs for all individuals who worked
during the previous guarter, and employers for new hires;

{b] The <Qlearinghouse to extract employment records from SESAs
to maintaln its Employment Registry to support wage
withholdings for child support, to detaect unreported
employmant for individuals receiving welfare assistance, and
to provide data for longitudinal analysis to assess the
effectiveness of variocus training programs on the length of
and wage level of employment;

{¢] The SESAs to0 acctess the naw hires data ¢ollected by the
Clearinghouse to detect unreported employment for
individuale receiving UC payments;

{d} State agencies administering benefit assistance programs Lo
obtain from the IRS the garned income data for income
verifications; and

{e) IRS to receive welfare participation data and child support
delinguent payment information te detect taxwpayers who
illegally claimed EITC benefits and other dependent
exenptions.
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IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE

A, RATIONALIZATION AND SIMPLIFICATION ACROSS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

» The rationalization and simplification of assistance programs iz something of the holy grail of welfare

reform--always sought, never realized. The reasons are many.: different goals of different programs,
varied constitiencies, Departmental differences, divergent Congressional commistee furisdictions, and
the inevitable creation of winners and losers from changing the status quo. Yet everyone agrees that
recipienis, administrators, and waxpayers are all losers from the current complexity. Below are
several proposals for reform. The proposals do not make substantliol changes in program structures.
Rather, the propasals achieve simplification by streamlining administrative processes and by
conforming program ruies between the AFDC and Food Stamp programs. The proposals modify
existing rules thar creatz unnecessary complexity and confusion for program adminisiratory and
recipients.

1. FILING UNKY

Under current faw, the AFDC filing urit must consist gf a needy deprived child, itz natural or
adoptive parent(s), and gll natural and adoptive brothers and sisters Gincluding half broshers and .
sisters} who are living together. The unit's income and resources are used o determine eligibility and
the amount of payment, A stepporent Is treated the same as a narural or adoptive parent for filing
unlt purposes in seven States  (Nebrasko, New Hompshire, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah, Yermont,
and Washington), These States have laws of general applicability which hold the stepparent
responsible for the children to the same extent a5 a natural or adoptive parent. Iy gif other States,

the stepparent’s needs are not included in the unit and histher income, after certain disregards, are
considered avgilable to the unit members.

If there Is no parent in the home, then another non-legally responsible relarive with whom the child is
living muay, at histher option, join the unit and be assisted. Additionaily, States may exercise the
pption of including other individual(s) living in the home as an essential personis}. The essential
person’'s income and resources are used to deterntine eligibility and ampunt of payment,

Certain parents and siblings are excluded from the unit: itlegal and sponsored aitens, recipients of
S84, foster children, and individuals ineligible due 1o lump sum income,

{A)  UP Provisions
Qurrent Law
The Social Security Act ar section 407(a) and 307() timits AFDC eligibility for mw;mrem Jomities 1o

those where the principal wage earner is unemployed, and has worked &ix of the last 13 quarrers.
“Unemployed” is defined in regulations as working less than 100 hours in @ month,
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Drafting Specs
Altow states, at their option, to eliminate the special eligibility requirements for two-parent families

(i.e. the 100-hour rule and the work history 1est). Remove the sunset provision that calls for the
termination of AFDC-UF in 1998 and make it a permanent program.

Rationale

Some of the arguments for removing the additional eligibility requirements are that eliminating them
world,

# remove the remaining vestiges of the AFDC marriage penaity in whicfz single-parent families
have ¢asier access 1o bengfits than married couples;

* . improve horizontal equity by treating disadvantaged chiidren the same Irrespecilve of whether
they live with onz or two parents;

» encourage work, as the current rule Himiting labor market attachment would be incongruous in
a new transitional welfare program that emphasizes work;

. eliminating these special rules would also enhance the simplicity of the system; and,

finally, a number of States have sought walvers in this area,
Cost; Under Development

{n Essential Person Provision

Curremt Law

The Social Security Act at section 402{a)(7) and the implementing regulation at 45 CFR
231.20(a}{2)(vi) permit States, at their option, 1o include in the AFDC grant bencfits for essential
persons. Such individuals are not eligible for AFDC in their own right, but thelr needs are taken into
account in determining the bengfits payable to the AFDC family because they are considered essential
10 the well-being of an AFDC recipient in the family, Twesty-two States curremly include the option
as part of their respective State plans,

Drafting Specs

Limit the kinds of individaals that 2 State may identify as essential to individuals providing at least
one of the following benefits or services to the AFDC family: (1) child care which enables 3 caretaker
relative to work full-time cutside the home, (2} care for an incapacitated AFDC family member in the
home, (3} child care that enables a carstaker relative 1o attend high school or GEI classes on a fuli-
time basis, {(4) child care not to exceed two months that enables 3 caretaker relative to participate in
employment search or another work program, and {§) child care that enables a caretaker relative to
receive training on a full-time basis.
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Total AFDC Savings: $21.5 million

Federal AFDC Savings: $11.2 million

Faod Stamp Cost: $ 6.2 million
Kationale

The Social Security Amendments of 1967 provided ¢ specific standory base for on essential person
policy. This policy has two aspects. First, States are permiited to specify those individuals who can
be considered essential; second, States must permit the AFDC family to have the final decision as to
whether such individunls are In foct essential.  Under this policy, States are nor reguired to identify
the benefits or services that these essential persons must provide,

In 1989, this pohcy became contentionus. Based in part on an OI0 review of cerain Siate pmcrices
(most notably in New York), our-pradecessorvyrgambention, the Family Support Administration, p¥der e %/ fi’ Z l"}'
published final regularions which limited State authority to desermine categories of individuals who

could be considered s essential to the family, These regulations preciuded States from covering

individuals who did rot prowde an essential benefit or service to the fomily. {(The permissible

categories are the five sHGEm ptinsed ghove.) However, in 1990 the district cowrt for the Eastern

District of Pennsylvania in Yance v, Sullivan and the district court for the District of Maine in
McKenney v, Sullivan held that these regulatory fimitations conflict with section 402{al7)(A} of the

- Social Security Act. The courts interpreted this section as providing States with the authority 1o

identify in thelr State plans the categories of individuals who may be recognized as essential persons,

These judictal decisions were not appedled. Consequently, the Departmeni revoked the 1989

regulations and reinstated the prior policy. In arder 10 curtail or limit the use of the essential person

policy, a stasutory amendiment to section 402{a}{7}{A) is necessary.

2. APPLICATION ISSUES

Current Law

The Food Stamp Act reqidres the use of a simplified, nutional form or an approved substiture
containing specific content requirements, including rights and responsibilities. A combined
application for public assistance households and general assistance households is required, Under the
AFDC program, States are free 1o design the application form that will be used and to prescribe how
o notify applicants of their rights and obligations.

Visign
To provide appkcamx with one, sim s g
Sfoud stamps, Expedited prmssfzzg wzif be pmv:ded ﬁ??‘ fam:i:es in emergency need sitwations.

Tzibility will be deiermined within identical time frames in both programs for both expedited and
normaf applications: Flexibility will be given to States for scheduling appointments and verifving
informarion. {See Bl for regulatory specifications)
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Drafting Specs

The Food Stamp statutory and regulatory provisions mandating the use of a nanonaz ssmp!:ﬁed form
or approved substitute would be repsalsd.

Costs Under Development

3, OFPTIONAL RETROSPECTIVE BUDGETING
Current Law

For the AFDC program, the Social Securify Act permits States 10 use retrospective budgeting only for
the categories of families required to monthly report.  The Food Stamp Act permits States to
retrospectively budget cases that are not required so monthly report.

Drafting Specs

Amend the Social Security Act at section 402(a}(13} to delete the clause "but only with respect to any
one of more categories of families required fo report monthly 1o the State agency pursuant to :
paragraph (14},". This technical amendment will make retrogpective budgeting optional for States
without regard to whether families are required to monthly report. -

Rationale

Alowing States to use retrospective budgeting withowt requiring cases o monthly report will foster
consistency between the AFDC and Food Stamp progranss, and will give States greater flzxibility to
administer their progroms.

Savings: Negligible
4. RESOURCES
(A) General
Current Law

The Social Security Act and implementing regulations se: g $1,000 timit {or a lower timit or State
option} on the equity value of resources that a family may have and be cligible for AFDC. Excluded
Jrom consideration as countable resources are the home owned and occupied by the family; an
automobile witk g maximum equity value of $1,300 {or a lower Limit at State option), bona fide
Juneral agresments with o maximum equity value of $1,500 for each family member {or lower limit set
by the Staee); one burigl plot for each jamily member; and real propersy for a period of § consecutive
months for 9 consecutive months at Staie option) which the family is making a good faith effort to

sell. Under certain conditions, Stures may establish rules regarding rransfer of resources

in order 1o obrain or retain eligibility,
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The Food Stamp Act and implementing regulations set a $2,000 limiz {or $3,000 for a household with
a member age &) or aver) on the value of resources a hausehold may have and participare in the
program. The Act does not specify how the value of resources is 1o be determined, but provides for
uniform netianal eligibility standards for income and resources, Siate agencies are prohiblied from
imposing any other standards of eligibility, Househnlds in which each member recelves AFDC, 55i,
or general assistance fron certain programs do not have 1o pass the food stamp resource clglbillty
tese. Regidations exciude from resources the value of one burial plot per family member and the cash
value of life insurance policies. Also excluded is real property which the household is making a good
Juith effort io seil at a reasonable price and which has not been sold.  There is no specific exclusion
Jor burial plany (funeral agresmentsl, Any amownt that can be withdrawn from a funeral contract
without ant obligation 1o repay is counted as a resource.

Food Stamp faw prohibits the rransfer of résources within the 3-month period prior o application. A
Aousehold that knowingly transfers resources for the purposes of qualifying or attempting 1o qualify

. for food stamps skall be ineligible to participate in the program for a period of up to one year from
the date of discovery of the transfer. .

Vision

Both the AFDC and Food Stamps programs serve similar needy populations. Yet, because the rules
Jor treaiment of both the amoures amf cazegories of resources are different in each program,
FESOurCes that meet one program’s requirement can result in ineligibility under the other.
Both programs have substansially different rules for evaluating the resources of that needy group,
Jorcing welfare administrators 1o apply different program ndes to the same resources In the same
family.,  The following legislative proposol would reduce the current aibministrative complexity and
- confusion for welfare administrators end reciplents by providing uniform treatment of assets where
appropriate,

Deafting Specs

Require the Secretaries in both Departments to develop uniform resource exclusion policies in the
following areas:

(1} Resgurce Limits:

fa) Option 1: Incraase the AFDC resource limit to $2,000 (or $3,000 for a household with a
member sge 60 or aver) to conform to the Food Stamp resource {imit
A ————- - —

NOTE: Indexing was considered hut was eliminated becanse of the projected
high cost to the Food Stamp Program.

Total AFDC Cost: $85.8 million
Federa! AFDC Cost: $47.5 million
Food Stamp Savings: $28 million
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(b} Option 2; Provide States the option of raising the general resource limit to $2,000(0r
$3,000 for & household with 2 member age 60 o over),

Total AFDC Cost:  $57.2 million

Federal AFDC Cost:  $31.7 million
Food Stamp Savings: $16.7 million

2) Regourge Exclusiong:

(a) Burial Plots; Propose legislation to amend the Social Security Act o wially exclude one
burial plot per family member t conform to the Food Stamp policy, .

Cost:  Negligibie

(b) Fungral A 3 Ans Pw;wse legisiation to both the Social Security Act
andd the Feod Sfamp Act to wtaliy dmregard one funeral agresment per family member,

Cast:  Noegligible

(c) Real Property: Propose legislation to amend the Social Security Act to exclude real
property which the AFDC fansily is making a good faith effort to sell at a reasonable price
and which has not been sold, @ conform w the Food Stamp policy.

Cost:  Negligible

{dy Ca rrend lue of Life rance Policies: Propose legislation to amend the Social
Security Act to totally exclude the cash surrender value of life insurance policies under the
AFDC program to conform to the Food Stamp policy.

Cost: Negligible

&) Transfer of Resources: Propose legislation o provide that 3 household that knowingly u/ﬁ
transfers resources for the purpoeses of qualifylng or attempting 1o qualify for AFDC shall be '
ineligible for benefits for a period of up to one year from the date of discovery of the

transfer. This proposal conforms to the Food Stamp policy.

-

Cost: Negligible
Rationale

Tha administrative complexity that exists in applying certain reseyrce requirements in the AFDC and
Food Stamp programs witl be greatly reduced under the proposed changer, Welfare administrators
will be able to apply the same rules i the same resources for the same fomily. These conforming
changes achieve simplification by streamiining the administrative processes in both programs.
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{B) Asset Aocumulation
Curgent Law

The Social Security Act and implementing regulations set g 31,000 limit {or a lower limit ot Siate
option} on the equity value of resources that a family may have and be eligible for AFDC, with only
Hmited exclusions,

The Food Stamp Ace and implementing regulations set a $2,000 limit for 33,000 for a household with
a member age 60 or over) on the value of resources a household may have and

participate in the Program. Section 13925 of Pub, L. 103-66 of the Omnibus Budger Reconciliation
Act provides that the Secretary of Agriculture shall conduct, for a period not 10 exceed 4 years,
projects o test allowing not more than 11,000 households nationwide o acciumidute up to 310,000
each in excluded rezources. Inese Giseis are Jor Taier EXperaitures Jor a purpose directly related o
improving the education, training or employability finciuding self-empioyment) of household members,
Jor the purchase of a home for the household, for a dwzzge in the household's residence, or for
making major repairs to the household's home,

Vision

Welfare reform should include strategies 1o test the notion that one way out of welfare for some peopie
is through empowering them to start their own businesses and encouraging them to save their
earnings to builld for the future, During the campaign, the President endorsed the idea of helping
welfare recipients help themselves by proposing to increase the number of microenterprives and
esiablish Individual Development Accotnts {TDAs). - These legislative proposals would promote self-
sufficiency by encouraging recipients 10 qccumudate savings, assets and start their own businesses.

An ID4 s on optionad earnings-bearing, tax-benefitted trust account in the name of one person. An
IDA would be held in a Hivensed, federally-insured finoncial instindion. Withdrawals can be made
Jrom the accownt only for designared purposes. For example, withdrawals could be made for a first
home purchase, post-secondary education {college/long-term training), or business development
fmicroenterprises). There would be penalties for non-designated use of the accouns. Participant
eligibility would be determined by the State agency using broad Federal guidelines.

Drafting Specs

The Department of Treasury will amend the tax laws to allow for the development of IDAs., Amend
both the Social Sseurity Act and the Food Stamp Act to allow the asset Nmit to be increased 1o
establish IDAs and demonstration projects which test the effectiveness of different levels of resource
accurmulations. The resource limit would be increased 0 $10,000 for purposes of the 1D As. Under
both options, funds in an IDA will be disreparded for current FeCipients and former recipients who
reapply within twelve months of feaving the rolis.

1ISSUE: Shauld 1D As be created and defined in the tax code as u natienal initiative, or be
limited to only the AFDC and Food Siamp Populitidns via chanpes in the SSA
and FSA?

fos
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Authorize the Treasury Department to implement national IDA programsg to encourage
low income individuals 1o save for specific purposes that promote self-sufficiency.
Amend the Social Security Act and the Food Stamp Act to exclude from resources up
1 $10,000 placed in IDAs (and any interest earned),

(3} Lump sum income: Non-recurring lump sum income would not be couated, for
AFDC and Food stamp purposes in the moath af receipt or the next following month,
if put in the IDA,

(b3 There would be no limit on the number of 1DAs eligible members in a family may
have. However, the total exclusion per family would not exceed $10,000,

1aliies for non ated pse of IDA: The penalty would be 10 percent of the
amwnt w;thdram f{)r each zz{m-éeslgnated withdrawal. The penalty would @
applicable as long as the IDA was in affect.

Total AFDC Cost: $7 million
Federal AFDC Cost: %4 million
Foaod Stamp Cest:  Under Developruent

Amend the Social Security Act and the Food Stamp Act to allow States to exclude
from resources up 10 $10,000 placed in 1D2As (and any interest earned),

(2) Lump sum income: Non-recurring lump sum income would not he counted, fot
AFDC and Foad stamp purposes in the month of receipt or the naxt following month,
if put in the IDA,

(b) There would be no fimit on the number of 1DAs eligible members in a family may

- have, However, the total exclusion per family would not exceed $10,000,

{c) Penalties I i e of IDA: The penalty would be 10 percent of the
amount mzhdrawn fm‘ each nnn-dcstgnzzed withdrawai, The penalt} would be
applicable as fong as the IDA was in affect.

Total ARDC Cost:  $5 millien
Federal AFDC Cost: 33 million
Food Starmp Cost:  Under Development

iDAs and other setasides provide welfare recipients the opportunity to be entreprengury in the private
sector and accumulatz savings for specific purposes. This approach promoies self-sufficiency by
empowering them 0 siart their own businesses and encouraging them to save money they earn 10
butld for their fature.
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{C) Microenterprise (Seif-Employment)
reent Law
Resource Exclusions

Under Federal AFDC policy, except for real property, States may disregard for AFDC purposes
income-producing property {as defined by the State) of self-empioyed individuals, States may aiso
disregard Income-producing property owned by a recipient who is not currently employed, but who the
Stare reasonably expecis to return to work, Federal regulations at 45 CFR 233.30(a}{(3)(xxi} require
that Stares disregard, for AFDC purposes, bona fide loans from any source for any purpose that meet
the criteria sex out in the State Plan,

Section S(g}2} of the Food Stamp Act and implementing regulations at 7 CFR 273.8(e}(4). {5}, {4),

{95, {15} and {16} exclude "property which annually producey income consistent with its fair market

value; property which is essentiad 10 the self-employment of o household member; installment contracts
Jor the sale of landy and bulldings, if the comract ... is producing Income consistent with fait market

value, resources.. of.. self-empioved persons, which has beent prorated as income;” non-liguid assets

with Hens resulting from business loans; and real or personal propersy that is needed jor maintenance
. of certain vehicles. '

fin
ISSUE 1: Should microenterprises be Hmited on the basis of their net worth and/or pumber
of employees?
ISSUE 2: AFDC State apencies would determine the timeframes for the resource exclusion

on the basis of the recipient’s or applicant’s approved business plan, which would
be developed in accordance with the State criteria. Should this method of
moniforing microenterprises apply to Food Stamp only houscholds also?

{1} Require the AFDC and Food Stamp programs to disregard from resources of applicants and
recipients any portion of the net profit of the microenterprise necessary to fulfill the business
plan, The period of time for the exclusion wounld be determined by the State agency on the
basis of the approved business plan, which would be developed in accordance with criteris
establighad. by the State. States may count establishing and participating in a micrognterprise
a3 fulfillment of the JOBS reguirements,

NOTE: Food Stamps disagrees with the@
Proposed Resource Changes

) Ameed the Social Security Act to conform to the resource exclusions under the Food Stamp
Program. AFDC regulations would be revised to exclude:

{a) propeay which annually produces income consistent with its fair market value;

9
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(b) property which is essential to the self-enployment of a household member;

{c} installment contracts for the sale of lands and buildings, if the contract iz
producing income consistent with fait market value;

{d) resources of self-employed persons, which has been prorated as income;
{¢) non-liquid assets with Hens resulting from business loans; and
(f) real or personai property that is needed for maintenance,
(3} Amend the Food Stamp Act to exclude business loans from rescurces.
Ratiopale
Ciarrent AFDC policy does not permit funds necessary for the operation of a microenterprise tp be
. excluded separately from the general $1,000 resource imit, This restriction discourages reciplents 4
from establishing small businesses. By exponding the microenterprise resource exclusions, 3‘”
microenterprise owners will be able to set aside sufficient liguid resources to operaie the business.
Caost:  Negligible
5. INCOME ISSUES
Viei
Federal laws or rules frequently disregard a part or the total income of applicants and recipients in
determining eligibility and benefits for assistance programs, Often, the sume income is treqted
differestly in the AFDC and Food Stamp programs. Such differences are incomprehensible to

recipients and difficuit to administer.

Our goal is to adopt uniferm equitable Income disregard policies for the AFDC and Food Stamp
programs whick are easy 10 undersiand, simple to administer and promote work and education.

{A}) EARNED INCOME DISREGARDS

Drafting Specs:

(i Require States to disregard 2 miniroum of $120 in earnings, indexed for inflation in rounded
mcrements of $10, /

& States will have the option to establish their own disregard policies on income above this
amount. Additionally, States will have complete flexibility in establishing fill-the-gap policies
{i.e., States will bave the flexibility to determine which types of income should be considered

10
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in developing a fill-the-gap policy, such as child support payments, stipends, ete, in addition
to earned income).

{33 The AFDC $50 pass-through of child support payments will also be indexed for inflation in
rounded $18 increments. States will bave the flexibility to pass-through additional child
support payments above this amount,

Phase-in: FY 1997

Total AFDC Cost:  Under Develapment
Federal AFDC Cost: Under Development
Food Stamp Cost:  Under Development

{B:  Treatment of Lump Sum Income

Current Law

Under Section 402{a){17) of the Social Security Act, non-recurring tump sum income s considered to
be available to meet an AFDC family's current and future needs. If the assisiance unit’s countable
income, because af receipt of lump sum tncome, exceeds the applicable State need standard, the unit

- iy ineligible for a period determined by dividing the total countable income 4’“ Including the £z¢mp yen}
by the need standard.

The Food Stamp Act, at 5(d)(8), excludes from income non-recurring lump sum payments, Such
amounts, if not spent in the month received, are treqied as resources.

Drafting Spees
For applicanmts and recipients:

1 Amend section 402(a)(17) of the Social Security Act (SSA) to exclude non-recurring lump
' sum payments from income,

A Amend both the SSA and FSA to disregard as resources, for one year from the date of
. receipt, non-recurring ump sum payments that are réimbursements for past, current or futurs
costs or wre intended to cover the cost of repairing or replacing asseis.

%} Amend both the SSA and the Food Stamp Act (FSA) to disregard the amount of any Federal
or State BITC homp sum payments as resources for one year from receipl.

Rationale

Lump sum payments gre treaied completely differently in the two programs, Considerable
simplification for both the clients and workers con be achieved if the policies are consistent, Also,
current AFDC policy can result in hardship for fumilies since they are supposed to conserve the
payments 10 meet future living expenses rather than to cover debts and other costs.

11
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Total AFDC Cost: $2 million
Federal AFDC Cost:  $1 million
Food Stamp Savings: Negligible

{C Treaiment of Educational Assistance
Currem Law

Several faws address the treament of educational assistance for AFDC, Any educational assistance
provided under programs in title IV of the Higher Education Act or the Buregu of Indian Affairs must
be disregarded (P.L. 102-325, sec. 479B). A State must disregard payments made for antendance
costs.under the Carl D. Perkins Yocationdl and Applied Technplogy Education Act (P.L. 101-392,
sec. S07(a). Under AFDC rules, the State must disregard educational joans and grams that are
obtained and used for direct educational expenses, such as wition and books (233.200)(3)(iv}B;.
(Any of the educational assistance covering items in the State’s need standard is counted as income. }
Also, Siates may disregard all educationdd assistance as complementary assistance that s for o
different purpose than AFDC (233. 20{0)(3)ivil}ia)),

Portions of income received under the Job Training Partnership Act and the Righer Education Act are
disregarded in the Food Stamp program, By regidation, stch educotional assistance provided on
behalf of the household for living expenses, food, ar ciothing to the extent that the funds exceed the
costs of tuition and mandatory fees are counted as income. (7 CER 273. 9} )tv); 273(ci{3);
273(c)4); 273 M HININD): and 373. () (10)(xi).

Amend the Social Security Act and Food Stamp Act to totally disregard all educational assistance
received by applicants and recipients.

AFDC Cost: Negligible
Food Stamp Cost:  $5 million

(D) Earnings of Students

g:ﬁf?§ﬂ§ iﬁgg{

For a dependem child receiving AFDC, the carned income of a fuli-time or part-time student (not
enployed full-ime} attending a school, college, or unjversity, or a course of vocational or technical
training designed to fit him for gainful emplovment is disregarded (402(a)(8)(A) of the Social Security
Act). At State option, the earned income of a dependent child applying for AFDC may also generally
be disregarded. The earnings of minor paremts attending school are not exchuded.

Effective September, 1994, the Food Stamp program will exclude the earnings of elementory or high
school studemis age 21 and under (FSA @23}, 7 CFR 273.9(c}{7).

12
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Brafting Soecs

Amend the Social Security and Food Stamp Acts to limit the disregard to elementary and secondary
students up 10 age 19 without regard to their status as parents or dependent children.

Total AFDC Cost:  §1 million
Federal AFDC Cost:  Negligible
Food Stamp Savings: $4 million

(E}  Irvegular Income

Lorrent Law

No statutory provisions address irregular income for AFDC, Rules permit States to disregard small,
nonrecurring gifts not to exceed $30 per individual per quarter {233.20(a)(330W(F).

The Food Stamp Act (Sec. S{d}{2}} requires the exclusion of income of $30 or less in a quarter per
household received 100 infrequently or irregularly to be anticipated. The exclusion does not apply
under reirospective budgering.

Drafting Specs

Amend the Food Stamp At to conform to AFDC rules io exclude inconsequential income not in
excess 330 per individual per quarter.

-

AFDC Cost: $0
Food Stamp Cosi:  Neglipible

13] Teeatment of JTPA lncome

Current Law

For AFDC, the income of a dependent child which is derived from participation: it a JTPA progrom
may be disregarded. Earned income may be distegurd for a period up io six months per calendar
year. Urearned income may be disregarded indefinitely Gection 4025a38HANV) of the S34).

Under Food Stomps, training allowances front vocational and rehabifitation programs and JTPA
earnings are excluded, except income from on-the-job training programs under section 204(5; of title

. All GIT income of individuads under age 19 and under parental control is exeluded, (7 CFR
273.9(b)(()iEii} and fv); 273, Sk tov}

Drafiing Specs

¢} Amend the Social Security and the Food Stamp Acts to disregard as income ali training
stipends and allowances reseived by a child or adult from any program, including JTPA.

il
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€4 Eliminate targeted earned income disregards 50 that the earned income from any on-the-iob
training programs or from a job will be counted after the general earned insome disregards
are deducted,
Cost:  Negligible

(G)  7Treatment of Income from Complementary Programs

Qurrent Law

Under AFDC regulations, States may disregard assistance from other agencies and organizations that
are for @ different purpese {complementary} than AFDC and do not duplicate needs elready met in the
need standard, (85 CFR 233.20(a)(3)(vil)

With specified exceptions, the Food Stamp program disregards cash donations based on need to the
househald net to exceed $300 in any one quarter from one or more charitable organizations, (FSA
51d), iy 7 CFR 273.9(8), (c)(13).

Drafiing Specs
Amend the Social Security Act to adopt the current Food Stamp policy.

AFDC Saviags: Negligible
Fooud Stamp Cost:  $8

(i Supplementa! Payments

Secrion #0328} of the Social Security Act requires those States that deduct income from the need
rather than the payment standard (fill-the-gap) now and in July of 1975 to provide a supplemental
payment 1o fomilies who have less disposable income because child mpporr is paid to the child
support agency instead of directly to the family.

Food Stamps » No.such provision exists in the Food Stamp progrom.
Draftin
Amend the Social Security Act to remove this pravision,

Total AFDC Savings: $42 million
Federnl AFDC Savings: $27 million
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£ Treatment of In-kind Income

Current [aw

AFDC rules require earned in-kind income t0 be courted. As a maiter of palicy, States may disregard
any unearned in-kind income. If the State dects 10 count unearned indind income, the amount
counted is limited to the value of the item in the State’s need standard,

Under Food Stamps, in-kind benefits such as food, clothing, housing, produce are excluded, (F5A
Std)(l), 7 CFR 273.9(c)(1))

Drafting Specs

Amend the Social Security Act 10 require States to disregard both earned and unearned in-kind
incoms,

Total AFDC Cost:  $9 million
Federat AFDC Cost: %5 million
Food Stamp Savings: $3 miltion

6. UNDERPAYMENTS

Current Law and Policy

Section 402(0)(22} of the Soclal Security Act requires State agencies 10 promptly take ail necessary
steps to correct any underpayment. Regulations gt 45 CFR 233.20(a)(13} Hmit the Issuance of
wundderpayments (both agency and client caused} 10 current recipients and former recipients who would
be curremly eligible if the error causing the underpayment haid not occurred.  As g result of litigation,
program policy also permits States to issue underpayments (o former recipients who would no longer
be currently eligible. The amount of the underpayment is not limited by the number of eligible monihs
covered., ‘

Section 11{e)(11} of the Food Stamp Act provides thar benefiis are to be restored 10 a household

| reguesting them If the benzgfits have been “wrongfully denjed or terminated. * The period for which
benefits are restored is limited to one year prior to the date the State agency either receives a request
Sor restoration from the household or otherwise tearny thar a loss to the household sccurred. The
Food Stamp ride (7 CFR 273,17} elso prohibits the State agency f