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REPUBLICAN POSITIONS ON WELFARE



REPUBLICAN POSITIONS ON WELFARE

1. H.R. 3500 Introduced in July, 1993 by Representatives Clay Shaw and Rick Santorum.

> Although we did not agree with every provision, this proposal had much in cormmon with the
Work and Responsibility Act {WRA). Maijor areas of agreement included the emphasis on work,
preservation of the JOBS program, maintenance of the entitlement status of AFDC, and the
creation of tice fmmits,

» - There were, however, differences between the WRA, and H.R, 3500, H. R. 3500 capped
entitiement spczximg. black gmnwd food and mwrition programs, and denied benefits to most
legal immigrants,

0 I HLR. 3500, states were able to.opt out of th;: more punitive approaches, inciudiﬁg family caps,
: denial of benefits to mothers under the age of 19, and temma,tmg eligibility for AFDC families -
after five years of assistance. , _
2. Cantract wzth Ammca s Pmozzai Responsibility Act (H R. 4 xzitmdnccd in
January, 1995 by Representative Clay Shaw and others.

» - inthis bill; the GOP has moved towards more punitive measures, especially towards children.
‘ The provisions to deny benefits to children bomn to young mothers under 18, impose family caps,
or tliminate eligibility for the adult recipient-after five years of receipt.are now mauda{oty. The

only way-that states can opt out is to elect to receive AFDC as a block grant with no increase in

B funding after. tmpicmantauon ’

> The Personal Respezzsibiiity Act eliminates the disabitity-exemptions from work.or the time Hmit .
- that were permitted under H R. 35{}6 ’

" s " The Personal Rcspezzszbzi&iy Act would result ina loss of eatitlement status for AFDC benefits
< and mlated services, 581, and feﬁd asswtance for states and md;vzdzzala .

3. Block Grants (legislation pending).

> Congressivnal Rﬁpuhhcans and some Republican Governars have been negoiiz;ziag over eight .-
" block grams. They include: cash assistance, food and nutrition, houswg, cmgiorymcm and
training, health, social services; child ‘care, and child welfare, _

Ty Some Rf:pu%}ixcan Governors say they are wziizng to trade m&rcascd ﬂcx;baiﬁy for lowcr fuﬁdmg
angd the guaramea of funding ;mplmzt in an entitlement. ‘ : . -
> A block grant formula for AFDC and food assistanice programs will not hold swates and
" * individuals harmless during times of recession, inflation, and demographic change. Inevitably, .
any formula would create winners and losces among the states,

> No legisiative proposals have been finalized.



SUMMARY OF WELFARE PROVISIONS IN :
’I’HE CONTRACT WITH AMERICA’S PERSQ?Q&L RESPONSIBILITY ACT

MAIN FEATURES

> Out-of-Wedlock Births, - ' :
Chiidren born out of wedlock 16 méﬁzers under the age of 18 at the titme of the child’s birth, to
mathers already receiving ARDC, and to mothers who are unable to establish paternity for that
child are denied AFDC benefits for the child’s lifetime, ¢xcept when an adoption or marriage
occurs, States have the option to deny AFDC and houging benefits to children born to mothers .
18 o and 20 years at the time of the child’s birth.

(. Time Limits.

States have the option of denying AFDC to families who have received AFDC for more than 24

: months if the family had been offered a work slot for at least 12 months. After 5 years on
AFDC, adults will no longer be eligible. This i3 a lifetime Hinit and applies {0 all adults, sven .
those who are disabled or otherwise unemployable.

0

> Work Requirements, |
By the year 1999, twelve percent of the AFE}{Z caseload must be in a work program.” By the year
2003, half the caseload must be working. There is no requirerent that states provide education
and training to families before requiring them 0 work. Al of the cxemptions and participation
requirements are removed from the JOBS program, It s not clear that. states are required to
provide child care to WORK participants.

» - Denial of Benefits to L&gal Zmzzgranm

Until they become US citizens, all legal immigrants t:xcepi fm I’ﬁ:fllge% and the very- éderly .
would be toeligible for 881, Medicaid, AFDC, Food Stamps, housing snd over 40 other fa:cicrally :
furided programs including public hiealth services amd education programs, . :

» Block Grant of Food and Nutrition Programs, ' ’ .
All food and nutrition programs (including Food Stmps, child nutrition, and WIC) would be put

into a block grant and funding would be cut by 12 percent.

> Entitlement Cap. !
The entitiement status of 1V- A programs (zrzcizz&zﬁg AFDC berefits and child carej, IV-D
< programs {child support), 881, and Housing would be terminsted and fuzzdmg would be cemcrtea:i
to discretionary payments. .




IMPACTS OF THE REPUBLICAN’S CONTRACT WITH AMERICA,
THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT

This bifl will cot approximately $60 billion over five years frem programs for low income
Americans 50 that Republicans can fund middle income tax cuts.

The Department has developed estimates of the impacts of a number of the provisions included in
the PRA. These estimates are based on our most recent Quality Control Data, 1993 and ook at
* the casefoad as it was in 1993 and answers the following question; how many children receiving
aid in 1993 wouild be denied benefits if the PRA had been fully implemented for a period. of time
ong ennugh for its full impacts to be felt in 19937

These numbers are preliminary sumbers subjecz to change as behavioral effects are introduced and-
other adjustments are incorporated.

In the Secretary’s testimony, HHS estimated that at full implementation the least restrictive
scenario would elimiinate § million children from the AFDC rolls.  Under this scenarso, no state
would eliminate eligibility for children born 10 mothers between the ages of 18 and 20 or whose
parents had received AFDC for fonger than two years, Under the most restrictive scenario; HHS
estimated that 6.9 million would be affected.  Under this scenario, all states would take the option
to eliminate eligibility for children born to mothers ages 18 (o 20 at the time of the child"s birth

© o and for families who received AFDC for more than two years..



NUMBER OF CHILDREN DENIED BENEFITS
UNDER THE REPUBLICAN WELFAAE PLAN '
AND THE NUMBER OF ORPHANAGE SLOTS FUNDED

Total Mintmum -] Fedaral Numbor ol
SYATE Humbsr of Humbaor of Savinga Fadorally Fuadod

AFDC Childron Roturnad to Orphanage

Chitdren Donlod Bonefits® | States Slotarss
Alabarma 93 000 58,000 | 2.877,000 83
Alaska 24,000 8,000 A24,000 1
Adzona 137,000 64,000 3,888 005 R3]
Arkansas 51,000 27,000 1,088,000 30
Catfomia 1,812,060 1,024,000 64,152,000 1,768
Calorado 82000 37,000 2,082,000 57
Conneticut 110,000 £0,000 4,152,000 114
Delaware 23,000 11,000 1,005,000 30
Dist of Col. 46,000 38,000 1,851,000 51
Florida 489,000 258,000 12,408,000 340
Georgla 261,000 122,000 7,143,000 166
- [Hawall 28,000 . 18,000 862,000 24
ligaho .- 14,000 5,000 427 000 12
lfinots 483 000 . 352,000 11,821,000 324
liextiana 143,000 77,000 3,546,000 97
 fown 56,000 32,000 - 1,832,000 50
* JKansas® 59,000 27,000 1,080,000 30
[Kentucky . 151,000 831,000 2,985,000 1 82’
I suisiarsy . 190,000 134,000 2,470,000 68
IMaice 45000 | 21,000 1,144,000 "3
- fMagyland . - 150,000 £0,000 4,885,000 133
. Massactissetts | 207,000 108,000 . 8,471,000 732
IMichigan 447,000 278,000 16,670,000 .. 457
. Iinnesota - 126,000 1 60,000 . B.541,000 100
- Bississippl 124,000 880007 1,083,000 54
Bissou . 176,000 84,000 4,406,000 121

(contrwedy




HUNMBER OF CHILODRER DENIZD SBENEFITS
unnm_ma REPUBLICAN WELFARE PLAN
AND THE NUMBER OF ORPHANAGE SLOTS FUNDED (oontinued)

Toial Minfmure Fadoral Numbar of
HYATE #umbor of HNurbor ot Savinges . Fadorally Fundod
AFDC Childron Returnad 1o Orplanagoe
hildran Deonted Bonoflia* Statas . Blalatss
Maontana 23,000 700X} 748,000 214
Nehraska 32,000 19,000 564,000 18
Nevada 24 000 13,000 561,000 18
New Hampshire 18,006 7,000 120,000 20
New Jersey 244,000 160,000 §.6576,000 238
New Maxico 58,000 25,000 1,212,000 33
MNew York 741,000 349,000 27, 118000 N 743
fNorth Carofina 227,000 133,000 332,000 ] 256,
Mot Dakota 12,000 5,000 440,000 11
onio i 483 000 75,000 10,647,000 202
Ioktahoma 90,000 45,000 1,554,000 43
Oregon 76,000 33,000 3724000 7 162
Pernsylvania | . /18,000 2B2.000 "12,5318000 346
ERhode istand 42 400G 23,000 3,095,000 30
South Carolina 109,000 61,000 2,418,000 £8°
South Dakota 15,000 7,000 308,000 8
Tennessee 189,000 101,000 3,122,066 © 85
Texas - 841,000 280,008 11,331,000 310k

fush o w 38,000 11,000 840,00 26
Poarmont 18,000 8,000 529,000 14
irginia . 134,000 79,000 2.350,000 &4
ashingtons 161,000 75,003 5497000 151
est Virginia_. 15000 36,000 1,788,000 43
Wisconsin - 166002 87000 T 5,481,000 .78
PWyaming 11,000 4,000 218,000 8
Jrotal - ‘ 8,702,000 5,339,000 . 263,068,000 8,029

Numbersg might not add precisely doe to mmﬁing“
Tota! Ingludas LG, terdiorins

‘Based on 1993 data. Assumes full eifects of PRA impiemantauon, '
*agsumes the mquimmcnta that woutd be miandatery undorthe

groposal; stajos must dohy AFCLE to chlldron bom fo unmarried

women under age 18; dony AFGC lo children boem aftor thn

AFDC ¢ase opened: deny AFDC to chlldran tor whom patermily

hes not been astablisted: and deny AFDD. aftor n maximian

of 80 months of AFDC receipl, Assumes no sleto sdoptls
mors restrictive aptions.
“*Thls g the minlmum numbaer of chifdran who would bo

denied teastits . Bused on options avallabis to the stutoea,

& many g 6.7 milion chiidren coutd bo dantod bonoflts,
**+Number of arphanage siols calcuiated ualng $386, soc the avorago
yvearly cost per chiid for inslitutionsl core.
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EMERGING REPUBLICAN BLOCK GRANT PROPOSALS

House Repulsiicans and several GOP EOVEINOTS are proposmg the most radical restructuring of
welfare programs ever,

Proposals under discussion would convert 336 programs into 8 block grants, covering:

—_— SE— " — S—

Welfare Domain Number of Programs FY 94 or FY 95
Appropriation..
(ir miBions) |

Cash Welfare 7 $I7.171.
Child Welfare and Child Abuce a8 4,306 -
Child Care - s 1,771 .
Employment and Training ’ 154 . . 2,4.838: )
Social Services 33 6,589
Foud and Nutrition | 10 37,967

l Housing ' 27 17,516
Health ‘ 22 5,076

| ToTAL , ' o336 §125,234

i L i s

Tentative agreements have been reached between Republican governors and House Members
on the broad outlines of block grants in three major areas -- AFDC/cash assistance, food, and
child care — with the most drammatic changes from currend policy involving cash- assistance and
food assistance, A summary of tentative bizx:k grant assuas under negotiation among Repubii-
cans is attached.

There is great appeal and interest among Republicans in changing the nature of cash assistance
programs into block grants to states, and little sentiment for maintaining the status quo.

"

Block grants are very attractive to Republican Members of Congress and to at least somg
governors. Not only would they shrink the federal government and centrol federal costs, they
give states enormous flexibility, from the Administration’s perspective, they may be more
appealing than many of the more punitive measures under consideration. However, they also
imply that we have no real national goals or vision for our social welfare system. A summary
of provisions and positions on block grant proposals by Republivan-governors and Republican
House Members is attached.
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EMERGING REPUBLICAN BLOCK GRANT PROPOSALS

“

The proposal appears to have the following elements:
. fixed federal funding, with annual spending caps for the included programs ~ ot 4
“swap” of both fiscal and programmatic responsibility; -

*
a

. . a shift from entitlement o discretionary statug within the z’edﬁralabizdget with the
implication that the annual spending caps would come under the gverall discretionary
spending caps imposed by the budget, and thus compete for fundmg with other |

-discretionary programs; ,

. an allocation of these fixed federal funds to the states by formuia, ;)robably z formuta

based on state spending on the programs in 2 base year; ‘

. dramatically increased. ﬁex;i;}llzty for the states in adzmzzzstermg these pwgmzns,

including ‘the freedom to eliminate any state matching funding for the program and to
define the groups ehigible for help. ‘ ,

Many important detatis remain unresaived:

¢ - funding kevels ~ governors want funding squal to state expenditures in FY 1994, and

‘ - House Members ‘wants to fund the block gzam at 10-15% less than t%w am&unt
received in FY 19945 S

o - entitlement stalus — governors want the block grant 10 be an entitiement to states

{without individual entitlement status for needy persons) and House Republican
Members want the funding to be subject 1o the appropriations process; .

¢ . flexibility — governors want maximum flexibility. to desigo and administer programs,
and House Republican Members want to change behaviors through such policies as
" denying benefits to children of teen m{x{hcrs instituting family caps on-benefits, and
denying benefits 10 non-citizens, .
- . : . Iy

+



TENTATIVE BLOCK GRANT ISSUES
UNDER NEGOTIATION AMONG REPUBLICANS

A group of House Republicans and selcted Republican governors {Thompson, Engler, and
others) have been negotiating on creating block grants in three major areas of welfare and
sogial spending: AFDC/Cash Assistance, Nutrition/Food, and €Child Care. 1t is-unclear
whether the particular governors involved can gpeak for all the Republican governors since a
number of big states including New York, Texas, and California don't seem to be involved, 1t
appears that the governors involved in the negotiation are willing to accept the idza of
shifting individual entitlement funding to some form of block grants in exchange for almost
complete flexibility in program design, And the House Republicans are willing to reduce
significantly the rather draconian provisions of the Personal Responsibility Act, and instead,
give states considerable latitude in defining their program within a block grang design,
Beyond this broad agfecment in principle, there are muor 1ssues which reman unresolved. It
-also appears that the negotiators continue [0 struggle with their rather different goals. Major
©issues of contention appear-to arise around three areas: S .

The Level of the Block Grant--The governors want block grants initially set at the
“same levels as the programs would otherwise have been funded, and their proposal ig

largely silent on the question of how the grant is adjusied over fime. The House

members want to set the grants at 10-15% below the initial funding level and would
©adjust some of the block grants for inflation over time. -

The Strings--The governors want virtually no strings attached. They suggest minor
rules such as requirements that programs be statewides and that states should continue
to expect cooperation of mothers in paternily establishment. The governors also
propose being able to move 20-50% of the funds from one block grant to another.
The House members propose rules on the minimum percentage of the caseload that is
-working (2% rising to 20%), limits on benefits to minor mothers; and a few other
provisions. They would allow 20% of cach grant to be redirected, The House .
members also require state maintenance of effort for some grants. -

Entitlement Status-—-Both parties in the negotiation agree that the programs would
become a capped block grant. But the govemors want the plan.to be a capped
entitlement to the states, House members want it to be a discretionary block grant.

These issues are likely to prove quite difficult to resolve: Each has profound implications for
states and the federal govermment, On the’other hand, one should not underestimate the |
significance of the agreement on the principle of great fiexibility in exchange for block grants,
This appears to give each side something they want, especially if the povernors are willing to
accept less meney or remove the entitlement status: Still, whether an agreement will actually
develop, and even more tmportantly whether it can be Sustained, depends critically on the
specifics, and on the political and economic calculations that each side makes as they begin to
really understand the detailed specifics of what s bemg propased. In partivular, g{}vemars
and Mouse members may discover that major issues arise regarding:



Protection for Ssates from Recessions, Inflation, Demoagraphic Change--The OVernors
are just beginning to understand the implications that a fixed block grant could have
for the states in time of recession. The attached chart shows the hypaothetical impact if
an AFDC block grant had passed in 1988, It demonstrates that most states would have
been dramatically worse off if a block prant had been imposed in 1988 with no
inflation adjustment. Texas and Florida would have lost 46 percent and 61 percent of
their federal dollars in FY93. Indeed, every state would have been worse off except
for two: Wisconsin and Michigan {the states with the lead govemors in the
negotiations), The wide variation eccurs because the block grant fails to protact states
from economic cycles, inflation, and demographic change. One can Uy to create
adjustments for these, but then one faces major formula fights (This table will be used
by Mary Jo Bane and David Ellwood in testimony on Friday),

Real Welfare Reform Strings--1f no strings are attached, it may be difficult for
Republicans to argue that they enacted meaningful welfare reform, While the public
favars less federal involvement, they are quite convinced that work and responsibility

" are essentinl elements of real reform. I the plan has no real federal work require-
ments, no tme limity, and no training expectations, members may not feel they can
take political credit for having achieved real welfare reform.

Entitlement Status--1f the block grant is subject to annual appropnations, the states will
righily fear that any promises made about future levels will be subject o annual debate
and fikely be cut in snhsequent years. Moreover, federal funds for welfare purposes
would be in sharp competition with funds for other state priorities such as education,
transporfation, and public infrastructure programs.- The gtate proposal calling for an
entitlement to states offers somewhat more protection, but not nearly as much as
ma.illtaining the individual entitlement. f -

These ars major issues and will need time to seitle. There ts real concern at the NGA
regarding both the manner and substance of the proposals. Even other Republican geverzwzs
may be uncomfortable with the position of the lead Republicans, But there remains a good
chance that these parties will at least reach an .initial agreement before the working session on
January 28,

Summary of programs ncluded in proposed block grants:

AFDClcash sssistance block grant —(Fouf programs included) Aid to Families with ‘
" Dependent Chiddren, Bmergency Assistance, AFDC Administration, and Job Opportunities and
Basic Skills (JOBS) program. Total FY 1996 spending in these programs: $16.3 billion.

Child Care and Development bleck grant--{Child care portion of eleven ;zwgwms incladed)
Title T (Fducation for the Disadvantaged), Migrant Bdecation, Native Hawauan Family
Education Centers, Child and Adult Care Food Program, Child Care and Development Block
Grant, Child Development Associate Credential Scholarship; State Dependent Care Planning
and Development Grants, Temporary Child Care for Children with Disabihities, At-Risk Child

3



Care, Transitional Child Care, Child Care from Social Services Block Grant. Approximate
FY 19%4 appropriation 1n these programs: $3.6 billion.

Food Assistance block grant--(Twelve programs included): Food Stamps, Nutrition Assistance
for Puerto Rico; Special Miltk; Child Nutrition; Child Nutritinn Commodities;, Food
Donations; Women, Infants, Children Program (WIC); Commaodity Supplemental Food
Program; Emeargency Food Assistance Program; Congregate Meals; Meals on Wheels; Food
Program Administration. Total FY 1955 Spending, $33.0 llion.



- EMERGING FOOD ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT

-

The food assistance block grant would combine up to 15 USDA food assistance programs,
including:

» Food Stamps

. WIC

¢ Child Nutrition, including school lunch, school breakfast, and child care feeding
programs

. Food {ccmmoditms} Distribution

Governors would also include two HHS food and nutrition programs in the block grant -
Congregate Meals and Meals on Wheels,

Current funding for food assistance programs is almost entirely federal and most programs are
ndividual entitlements,

® - The Food Stamp Program serves about 27 million people monthly, more than half of
©© whom are children, over a quarter of whom live in households with eammgs and
"somewhat fess i%zzn 10 percent of whom are eiéeriy .

* The National Schc:»oi Lunch Program scrves 25 milliozz childeen each day.

] WIC provides food assistance, nutrition education, and critical health care referrals to
‘ nearly 7 willion women, infants, and children each month.

Public opinion polls have not indicated a sense that the food and nutrition programs are
"broken" and need to be "fixed.”

¥

Why -should the fedeml government turn over some $40 billion of food stamp and child
. nutrition assistance {sdmost 100 percent federally financed) whose ;mme beneficiaries are
children, and let the states determine all the policy?, S o,

*



IMPACTS OF A POSSIBLE FOOD ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT

A block grant similar to that proposed in the Personal Responsibility Act would have serious
consequences for food assistance and states:

. The block grant would end the individual entitlement to food.

. Federal support for food assistance would be significantly reduced. Funding under
the Personal Responsibility Act would be authorized at $35.6 billion for FY 96 for
USDA food assistance programs, more than $5 billion less than the current services
estimate for FY 96, a 13 percent reduction. '

. Food assistance program funding would decrease by $31 billion over a five year
period under the Personal Responsibility Act.

. The block grant would limit the ability of food assistance programs to respond to
changing economlc conditions.

. The funding formula proposed in the Personal Responsibility Act for distributing grant
funds would result in substantial individual gains and losses among the states. '

Two tables that follow illustrate the effects of block granting the food assistance programs. . .-
Table 1 illusirates the impact of the nutrition block grant in the Contract with America’s
Personal Responsibility Act on USDA food assistance program funding by state. This block
grant, which combines 15 programs .into one and distributes the money to states.by one .
formula, creates significant winners and losers among states. . Forly-two states lose money, -
¢ight states gain dollars ;

. California gains $650 million per year, or a 16 percent increase.
. Texas loses by $1,154 million, or a loss of 30 percent.
. Six jurisdictions lose over 30 percent of their funding,

- Table 2 illustrates the impact of block granting food programs under the Republican
governors® proposal. - Their formula is based upon a base year expenditure level {e.g., 1989).
The table compares the change in funding relative:to what-actually occurred under an -

. individual entitlement that is indexed for inflation and.automatically adjusts for recession. .
The overall level of funding would be $10.3 billicn less.and the average state would have lost
29 percent of its fundmg for food programs, ranging from a I percent gain to a 49 percent
loss. .

No formula can be devised to mimic the individual entitlement nature of these food

assistance programs.
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Table 1 - Effect of the Personal Rmpons.ibility Act
on USDA Food Assistance Programs by State in
(Dollars in millions) .

Fiscal Year 1996

Level of F(');.}d Assistance State Gai;ls and Losses
State Current Proposed” Total : Percent
Alabama $818 . $713 -$105 -13%
Alaska $97 $84 $13 -13%
Arizona * $663 - $554 -$109 -16%
Arkansas sa22 $403 $19 -4%
California $4,170 $4,820 $650 . +16%
Colorado $412 $417 - $5 +1%
Connecticut - $297 $248 -$49 -17%
Delaware $92 $58 -$34 -37%
District of Columbia - $137 $85 $52' -38%
Florida 82,194 $1,804 ’$389 -18%
Georgia - $1,209 $934 -$275 -23%
Hawaii $215 $198 $17 8%
Idaho $127 $176 $49 +38%
Iilinois $1,741 $1,483 -$258. 15%
Indiana $713 $691 S22 3%
Towa $297 $266 . -$31 - -11%
Kansas * $307 " $270 $37 12%
Kentucky . $740 $582 $157 . 21%
Louisiana $1,141 . $765 | $375 33% .
Maine $188 $167 $21 -11%
Mary'lat;d - $576 - . §404 -$172 -30%
Massachusetts $608- $577 $32 -:5%
Michigan $1,390 $1,109 §281 20%
Minnesota $508 $490 -$18 4% -
Mississippi '$730 $603 R 17%
Missouri $810 $754 §5%6 7%
Montana $111 si40 | 829 +26%




Level of Food Assistance

State Gains and Losses

State

Current Proposed Total Percent
Nebraska $187 $175 -$12 6%
Nevada $145 $150 $5 +3%
New Hampshire $89 $94 $5 +5%
New Jersey $836 $704 -$132 -16%
New Mexico $361 $321 -$40 -11%
New York $3,104 $2.661 -$440 -14‘;6
North Carolina $930 $849 -$81 9%
North Dakota $86 $76 -$9 -11%
Ohio $1,768 $1,287 -$481 27%
Oklahoma $528 . $475 -$53 -10%
Orcgon $410 $346 -564 -16%
Pennsylvania $1,617 $1,465 -$152 9%
Rhode Isiand $128 $101 -$27 21%
South Carolina $602 $546 -$56 -9%
South Dakota $99 $95 -$4 -4%
Tennessee $983 $743 -$241 -24%
Texas $3,819 $2,665 -$1,154 30%
Utah $234 $277 $43 +18%
Vermont $76 $66 -$10 13%
Virginia $783 - $597 -$185 24%
Washington $660 $444 -$216 -33%
West Virginia $405 $309 -$96 -24%
Wisconsin . $467 $442 -$25 -5%
‘Wyoming $57 $57 * +1%
US TOTAL - $40,764 ’ $35,600 -iis, 164 -13%

Notes: ' I_ndividual cells may not sum to totals because of rounding.

Total includes Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, other territories and outlying areas, and Indian Tribal

Organizations.

-

This table assumes that Congress appropriates the full amount authorized for fiscal year 1996.

* equals less than $1 million.




Table 2 - The Effect the Republican Governors’ Food Block Grant Propo:;al Would Have Had in 1994

if it Had Been Adopted in 1989

" (Dollars in millions)

Federal Federal | Share of | Federal Gain (Loss) if FY 1994
Nutrition Nutrition Nutrition | Nutrition Funds Set at FY 1989
Funds in Funds in Funds in | Funds in Levels Plus Inflation and
FY 1989 FY 1994 FY 1989 | FY 1994 if | State % Shares Set at
\ ' GOP Gov: 1989 Shares
Proposal
" Adopted in ($ millions) | (percent)
1989
Alabama 5471.1 $708.3 - 2.30% $575.9 (132.4) -18.7%
Alaska 48.7 92.5 -(1L.24% 59.5 (32.9) -35.6%
Arizona 328.4 . 653.9 1.61% 401.5 (252.4) -38.6%
Arkansas - 241.0 366.7 1.18% 294.6 (72.1). -19.7%
California 1,713.2 4,035.4 8.38% 2,094.2 (1,5,41.2) -48.1%
Colorado 234.4 362.5 1.15% | 286.5 t76.0} 21.0%
Connecticut 138.2 | 272.6 0.68% 168.9 (103.7) -38.0%
Delaware 40.8 82.6 0.20% 49.8 (32.8) -39.7%
District of Clolumbia - 672 130.6 0.33% 82.1 (48.5) -37.1%
Floﬁda s 817.2 1‘,96..”..6 4.00% 999.0 (963.6) -49.1%
Georgia © 586.9 1,106.3 2.87% 717.4 (388.9) -35.2%
Hawaii 114.9 213.9 0.56% 140.5 ’(73.4)' -34.3%
Idaho 74.9 113.0 0.37% 91.6 (21.5) -19.0%
!Ilinois 1,086.6 1,545.4 5.31% i,328.3 (%17.2) -14.1%
Indiana -‘339.1 . 627.4 1.66% 414.5 (212.9) -33.9%"
Towa ‘ 189.6 257.8 0.93% 231:8 . (26_.1) -10.1%
Kansas 167.3 . 27]5.9- ) 0.82% - 204.5 {(72.4) -26.2%
Kentucky 470.5; T 639.3 2.30% 575.6 (63.7) - =10.0%
Louisiana 750.7 " 994.8 3.67% 2M7.7 | A71.1) ‘ 1.7%
Maine "86.6 163.4 0.42% 105.9 i57.5} ‘-35.2%
Maryland . 298.0 '525.5 1.46% 364.2 (161.3) -30.7%
Massachusetts 319.2 545.1 1.56% 390.2 (154.8) -28.4%
Michigan 8351 -1,224.4 - 4.08% 1,020.9 (203.5) | -16.6%
Minnesota 278.3 458.0 1.36% 340.3 a1.mn -25.7%
Mississippi ' '504.,1 611.8 2.46% 616.2 4.4 0.7%
Mi.ssouri 421.0. 716.8 2.66% 514.6 (202.1) -28.2%
X ‘Montana 71.3 103.4 0.35% 87.1 (16.3) -15.7%




Federal Federal Share of | Federal Gain {Loss) if FY 1994
Nudrition Nutrition Nutrition | Netrition Funds Set st FY 1989
Fonds o Funds in Funds in | Fonds in Levels Plus Inflation and
FY 1989 FY 1994 | FY 1989 | FY 1994 i | State % Shares Sef at -
. GOP Gav. | 1989 Shares
Propesal
Adapted in ($ millions) | {pereent)
1989
Nebraska “108.7 1683 | 0.531% 132.9 P54 21.0%
Nevain 56.1 135.1 0.27% 68.4 (66.5) 49.2%
New Hampshire 349 45.5 8.47% 427 (22.9 -34.9%
New Jersey 4323 - 158.% 2.06% 516.2 {239.5) -31.7%
New Mexico 183.0 KEXR 8.2% 229.8 {103.7) -31.1%
New York 1,658.8 .2,8%6.¢ 8.11% 2,021 (868.3) -30.0%
North Carolina 7L 824.3 2.30% 576.1 (248.1) -30.1%
North Dakota 542 77,2 0.26% 66.2 (11.0) -14.3%
Ohio 1,074.2 1,497.3 5.25% 1,313.2 (184.1) -12.3%
Oklshoma 308.6 507.1 1.51% 377.2 (120.9) | . -25.6%
Oregon 235.1 3714.4 1.15% 287.4 87.0) -23.2%
Peninsylvania 895.4 1,468.2 4.38% | 1,094.6 (373.6) -25.4%
Rhode Jshand 50,7 113.1 0.30% 74.1 (39.0) 34.5%
South Carolina 3234 514.3 1.58% 395.4 (119.0} 23.0%
South [taketa 72.9 92.1 0.36% 89.1 3.1y 3.3%
Tennesses 508.1 857.7 2.48% 621.1 (236.6} 27.6%
Texas 1,840.2 3,458.5 9.00% 22495 | (1,200.1) 35.0%
Utah 131.6 203.2 0.64% 160.8. 42.3) 20.8%
Yermont - 382 72.7 0.19% 46.7 (6.1 -35.9%
Virginia 378.9 696.9 1.85% 463.1 {233.8) -33.5%
Washington L 329.0 | 6152 | . .L61% 492.2 1. - 2130 . -34.6%
West Vieginia 243.7 3547 1.19% . 1918 (56.8) -16.0%
Wisconsin 289.7 |- 419.0- 1.42% 354.1 {65.0) -15.5%
Wyoming 368 538 0.18% 45.0 0.0 -16.6%
US TOTAL 5204551 | $35,3453 | 100.00% | s2s0047 | (10306 -29.3%
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ANALYSIS OF EMERGING AFDC/CASH ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT . .

The AFDC/cagh assigtance bleck grant would include four programs:

AFDC

Emergency Assistance
AFDC Administration
ioh Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) training program .

i

$ & & P

L3
+

There i3 great appeal and interest among Republicans in changing the nature of cash assistance
programs and Hule sentiment for maintaining the status quo, .

Despite the clear concession 1o state flexibility, there are considerable dangers in such a

move:
. Block grants would sliminate the individual entitlernent 1o benefits. The current +
L ABDC progeam, on the other hand, requires siales to ensurg a minimum level of cash
support for children deprived of the support of their parents,  Block grants also would
fikely increase the current variability in benefit levels across states, and are ceriain o
face funding reductions aver time.
» Federal direction over and funding for AFDC helps protect states during times of .

© recession, inflation and demographic changs. Historically, AFDC has expanded 1o

© meet increased need when the economy is in recession - as poverty grows, 86 does
program participation, thus cushioning some of the harsher consequences of changing
condlitions. Under a block grant, once federal funding is exhausted, states would have
to decide whether to cut benefits, tighten eligibility, or dedicate their own resonrees 1o -
helping needy citizens.

An ARDC/cash asgstance block grant abandons the hope of bold national change toward a
welfare system more in keeping with the nation’s values, It would deprive the Clmton
* Administration from claiming credit for welfare reform,

The following table illustrates the impact of 2 mandatory A?I}C black grazit provision similar
to the block gramt option in the Contract with America, assuming implementation in 1988
compared to 1993, This table illustrates the enormous variation in winners and losers among .
states, As the with the food assistance block grant, no formula can replicate the individual
entitiement nature of AFDC. .

-



- Hypothetical Tmpact in FY 1993 if an ARDC Block Grant Provision Similar to the Block Grant
Option in the Personai Responsibitity Act Had Been Adopted in FY 1988 Using FY 1987 Funding Levels

{amounts ia millions)

State : FY 1993: Actoal | Block Grant: 103% Difference | Percentage
Federal Payments |~ of RY 87 Level m - Chan&
Alabama §49 $57 . ($22y  -28%
Alaska $60 $29 $3) -5I%
A rizong $200 65 {$135; -67% &
Arkansas $50 $42 ($8)  -I6%
ifornia $3,205 $2.157 L 31048 -33%
E‘k}rado , 5102 70 . {$32) 231%
nnecticut - $7 $124 ($83y  -40%
Delaware : $23. 815 $8)  35%
Dist. of Columbis . $67 $52 ($15y  -22%
Florida $517 5202 ($315)  -61%
Georgia - $257 $189 ($109y  -37%.
Guam $8 $3 85 -61%
Hawaii , " §76 $38 ‘ ($38  -50%
Trdaho $24 $18 ’ &N -28%
. Hiunois 487 $487 $0 0%
ﬂfndiana $158 Bl . (847 -30%
Towa $r1t $110 (31 4%
s84 . $56 e . 3%
8166 - $110 ($56) -3H4%
$141 $129 512) 8%
$75 §62 ($18) - -18%
$190 $147 ($44)  -23%
$408 $303 . ($106  -26%
. $751  $TTT . £26 3%
$239 - $198 $41  -I7%
$75 %9 ($6) -8%
$189 . S146 ($43) -23%
. $37 $30 80 1%

NOTES: :
The table estimates, for FY 1993, the hypothetical impact of a mandatory AFDC black grant provision
* similar to the block grant option in the Personal Responsibility- Act, assuming implementation
of the provision in Y 1988. The level of the block grant for each State is st at 103 percent of
. FY 1987 Federal payments for AFDC benefits and administration, unadiusted for inflation,

The Family Support Act was not in effect dudng FY 1987, To avoid oversiating
* the impagt of a block grast, Federal payments for AFDC work activities (WIN/JGBS) and
AFDC-related child care are not included in ether column.
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Hypothetical Irapact in FY 1993 if an AFDC Block Grant Provision Similar to the Block Grant
. Option in the Personal Responsibility Act Had Been Adopted in FY 1988 Using FY 1987 Funding Levels

(amounts i millions)

State FY 1993: Actual | Block Grant: 103% Differsnce | Percentage
' Pederal Payments - of FY 87 Level . _— ngggg
Nebraska : . %46 $41 ($5) -11%
INevada 28 . $10 ($17) 63 %
New Hampshire $31 $12 19 -6 %
INew Jersey $341 5298 {$43) -f3%E
New Mexico $94 345 {349} “§2%
New York $1,684 $1,268 {$416) “25%
INorth Carolina $263 . - 3154 109 41 %}
North Dakota $22 $14 - 58 ~38%)
hio SR $626 - §52:2 ($105) - -17%
Oklahoma : $140 - $34 ) (355 -40%)
Oregon ’ $146 a $92 {853 -37%
Penmnsylvania ‘ §s6r : $306 {$56) -10%N
Puerto Rico : $65 $59 (56 -10%
Rhode Island ‘ 15 550 . ($23) © 325
. South Carolina : $92 . 586 _ . ($6) -6%
South Dakata $15 $17 %) ~14%
Ténnessee " $166 $95 ($71) 43 %
Texas ‘ To$38s $207 ($178) 45%8
Utah - $67 $51 1) -23%
Vermont : o %4z L $3% ($11) -26%
Virgin Islarxis : X $2 {81 25 %,
Virginia : $138 ~-$117 {320) ~i5%
Washington $365 $239 (5126) -35%
West Virginia $7 . . - $87 ; 310 ~10%
Wisconsin $289 To§348 858 20%
Wyotning $13 ‘ 1 5 ($8) wE3%
JU.S. TOTAL .. - §13,834 © $10,243 {$3,591) -26%|-
NOTES:

The table estimates, for FY 1993, the hypothetical impact of a mandatory ARDC blogk grant provision
similar to the block grant option in the Personal Responsibility Act, assuming implementation

of the provision in FY 1988. The level of the block grant for cach State is set at 103 percent of

FY 1987 Federal paymcnts for AFDC benefits and sdmmlsiratmzz unadjusiﬁd for inflation.

. The i"amaiy Support Act was not in affeet f:lunng FY 1987, ’I‘o awz{i averstating .
the impact of & block grant, Fedaral payments for AFDC work activities (WINZIOBS) and -
AEDC-related child care are not included in aher column,






WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT



COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATION'S WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT
AND HOUSE REPUBLICAN'S PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT

Work and Res;wnsihi!itf Act

Personal Responsibility Act

WORK
Job Search/ Employable recipients required | None. State option,
Training te participate in job search,
Requirements education, and fraining
activities immediately. -
Work : Work required of ALL Eventually, 50 percent of all
Requirements employable persons after 2 recipients must be in workfare or

YEars.

“other work activity.

Sanctions and
Benefit Cut-offs

No benefiis for persons who
refuse to work in subsidized
job or who refuse a private
sector job offer. Persons

willing to work who cannot

| find a private sector job can
get help, but only if willing to

work for benefits.

-

No benefits for persons who refuse
10 work or who refuse a private
sector job offer, All adults
permanently cut off after § vears
even if they are willing to work
but can’t find a job, or unable to
work due to disability. State option
to cut off entire family after 2
years, if family already has been
offered work slot for a year.

Protections for
People with
- Diisabilities or

‘FTemporarily net

Employable

Persons with disabilities or
parenis caring for disabled
child or very young children
exempted until able © work.

I Nona.

Fonding

Additional capped entitlernent
funding for states to expand
JOBS and establish WORK

program. Higher and simpler

Federal match. Expandsina -

mational recession.

Additional discretionary funding
for work program. Higher Federal
match rate, but structure 15 0n0f
simplified.




Work and Responsibility Act

RESPONSIBILITY

Persenal Responsibility Act

Child Support

Dramatic and comprehensive

Few child support provistons and a

Measures

performance measures based
on outcomes rather than
process, 1o be developed.

Enforcement improvements in child support | cap which would actually reduce
including central state resources for enforcement (child
registries, license revocations, | support bill promised later.)
¢ic.

Paternity No AFDIC benefits unti] state No AFDC benefits for child until

Establishment certifies applicant has paternity has been established -
cooperated fully in paternily whether or not mother has
cstablishment, State then cooperated fully and whether or
required to locate father within | not state has made a serious effort

_ . 1 year, to focate the father.

Fraud Improved information systems | None,
and data collection to reduce
welfare fraud and caich those
who owe child support.

Performance Interim state participation ‘State participation standards for
standards. New state work.




Work and Responsibility Act

Personal Responsibility Act

TEEN PREGNANCY, REACHING THE

NEXT GENERATION

Teen Parents

Mothers under 18 must live at
home, identify their child’s
father, and stay in school (o
get benefits. Comprehensive
case management for teens.

Children bom to mothers under 18
{state option under 21}
permanently denied aid for their
entire childhood. Remain eligible
for Medicaid. 18 y&ar olds must
Hve at home,

Grants for out-of-
wedlock children

initiatives in 500 schools.
Comprehensive pregnancy
prevention demonstrations.

Family Caps State option to provide no mtate requirement to provide no
‘ additional benefits for children | additional benefits for children
conceived while unmarried conceived or born while unmarried
mother is on welfare. Can be | mother is on welfare. Applies only
applied only to children born to children born after enactment.
, after enactment.
Pregnancy Community-based fecnage Fed. savings from denying benefiis
Prevention, pregnancy prevention to out-of~wedlock children may be

used by state for-orphanages,
homes for unwed mothers, -
adoptions, and programs o reduce
pregnancies, abortions excluded,

Phase~in

Youngest recipients phased-in
first with State flexsbility on
phasing v other groups.

-States encouraged to phase-in

recipients with oldest children.

Funding for Child
Care

Significant new investments in
child care. Funding for all
child care increases due to
training and work
requirements.  Dogs not cizange
current entitlement for working
current and former AFDC
famnilies.

Removes entitlement to child care.
Funding included under aggregate
spending cap .which is below what .
is currently spent.

fard
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Work and Responsibility Act

Personal Responsibility Aet

OTHER PROVISIONS -

Legal Immigrants

Sponsors held financially
accountable for legal
immigrants under major
entitlement programs.

Most legal immigrants currently in
the U.S. barred from 52 programs
including entitlement programs,
child nutrition and immunization.

1 Nutrition Cuts/
Black Grants

Naone, but States are given
more flexibility in many areas.
Many changes in AFDC/food
stamps o streamling, achieve
greater conformity and make
work pay.

Food stamps, WIC, child nurition
programs converted into single
block grant with very few
conditions and cut by 12%.

State option for AFDC block grant.

Entitlement
Protectinns

Eligible persons-can always
enroll.

,anividuﬁi entitlement to- AFDC,

SSI, and nutrition programs ended,
Funding is capped and programs
become discretionary. [f annual
budgets are exhausted, states might
have to deny aid to the clderly,
persons with disabilities, and
children -- unless they can put in
more state funds.

Te——



THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION AND WELFARE REFORM:
THE WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1994

WELFARE REFORM: WORK

Under the President’s reform plan, welfare will be about a paycheck, not a welfare check. To reinforce
and reward work, our approach is based on a simple compact. Each recipient will be required to develop a
personal employability plan designed 1o move her e the workforce as guickly as possible. Support, job
training, and chitd care will be provided 10 help peopie move fram dependence 1o independence, Buy time
Hniivs will ensure that anyone who can work, must work—in the private sector if possible, in a temporary
subsidized job if necessary. Reform will make welfare a sransitional system leading to work.

The combination of work opportunities, the Earned income Tax Credit, child care, and improved
chitd suppor: will make the lives of millions of women and children demenstrably better,

Making Welfare a Transition t6 Work: Building on the JOBS Program

lCrcatefi by the Family Sapporz:mt of 1988 and championed by then-Guvernor Clinton, the JOBS program

offers education, traming: and job placemant services—but to few families.. Our proposal would expand and
improve the current program to include;

. #A personal employability plan. Fromi the very first day, the new system will focus on -
making young mothers self-sufficient, Working with a caseworker, gach woman will
develop an employability plan tdentifying the education, training, and job placement services
needed to move into the workforce. . Because. 70 percent of welfare recipients already leave
the rolis within 24 months, and many applicants are _;ai} ready, most plans will aim for
employment well within two years,

®A twievear time lmit., Time limits will restrict most AFDC regipients (o a {ifetime .
maximum of 24 months of cash assistance.

#Joh search first. Participants who are job-ready will immediately be oriented 1o the
workplace. Anyone offered a job will be reguired to take it.

o Integration with mainstream education and training programs. JOBS will be linked
with job training programs offered under the Jobs Training Partnership Act, the new Schoal-
to-Work initiative, Pell {rants, and other mainstream programs.,

#Tough sanctions. Parents who refuse to stay in school, look for work, or attend job
training programs will be sanctioned, generally by losing their share of the AFDC grant.

oLimited exemptions and deferrals, “Our plan will reduce existing exemptions ard ensure.
that from day one, even those who can’t work must meet Certain expectations. Mothers
with disabilities and those caring for disabled children-will initially be exempt from the two-
year time limit, but will be required to develop employability plans that. Jead to work,
Ancther exemption sliowed under current JOBS rules will be significantly narrowed:
mothers of infants will receive only short4erm deferrals {12 months for ¢he first child, three
months for the second). At state discretion, a very Himited number of young miothers
completing education programs may receive appropriale cxiensions,
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®1ct states reward work., Currently, AFDC recipienis who work fose benefits dollar-fore
doflar, and are penalized for saving money, Our proposal allows siates to reinforce work by

. setting higher earned income &nd child support disregards. We also help fund demonstration
prajects (o support saving and setf.employment.

e Additional federal funding. To ease state fiscal constraints and ensure that JOBS really
works, our proposal raises the federal match rate and provides-additiona funding. The
federal JOBS maich will increase further in states with high unemployment,

The WORK Program: Work Not Welfare After Two Years

The WORK program will gnable those without jobs after two years to support their families through
subsidized employment. The WORK program emphasizes:

*Work, not "werkfare.”™ Unlike tragditional "workfare,” recipients wil only be paid for
heurs worked, Most jobs would pay the minimum wage for between 15 and 35 hours of
work per weck.

# Flexible, community-based initiatives, State governmenis can design programs -
approprizte to the local labor market: temporarily placing recipieats in subsidized private
sector jobs, in public sector positions, or with community organizations.

* A Transitional Program. To move people into unsubsidized private sector jobs as
- quickly as possible, participants will be required 10 go through extensive job search before
. entering the WORK program, and after each WORK assignment. No WORK assignment
. will fast more than 12 months. Participants in subsidized jobs wiil not receive the BITC,
Anyont who turne down a privaie sector job will be removed from the rolls, as will people
who repeatedly refuse to make good faith efforts to obtain available jobs. : :

* Supporting Werlkdng Families: The EITC, Health Care,. Child Care

To reinforce this central message about the value of work, other new incentives will make work pay and -
encourage AFDC recipients to leave welfare,

#The Earned Income Tax Credit (E1T(), ‘The expanded EITC will {iit millions of
workers out of poverty. - Already enacted by Congress, the EITC will effectively make any
minbmurm wage job pay $6.00 an hour for a typical family with two children. States will be
able to work with the Treasury Department to issue the BITC on a monthly basis,

®Health care. Expansions in healih care coverage will aliow people to leave welfare

without worrying abait coverage for their families.

*(Child care, To further encourage young mothers to work, our plan will guarantee child

care during education, training, and work programs, and for ene year after participams |

leave welfare for private sector smployment. Increased funding for other federal child care
.- programs will bolster more working families just above the poverty line and help them stay

. off weifare in the first place. Qur plan also improves child care quality and ensures parental
choice.



WELFARE REFORM: RESPONSIBILITY

Our current welfare system often seems at odds with core American values, especially responsibility.
Overlppping and uncoordinated programs seem almost to invite waste and abuse. Non-custodial parents
frequently provide Hitle or no economic or social support to their children. And the culture of welfare
offices often seems to reinforce dependence rather than indegzemfence The President’s welfare plan _
reinforces American volues, while recognizing the governmers's role in !aefpmg those who are willing 1o help
themselves.

Our proposal includes several provisions aimed at creating a new culture of mutual responsibilisy.
We will provide recipients with services and work pppertunities, but implement tough, new reguirements in
return. These Include provisions to promote parentil responsibility, ensuring that both parents coniribute (o
their children's well-being.  The plan also includes incentives directly tied 1o the performance of the welfare
office; extensive efforts to detect and prevent welfare fraud; sanctions to prevent gaming of the welfare
system; and a broad array of incentives thor 1he states can use 10 encourage responsibile behavior.

Parental Responsibility - -

" The Administration’s plan recognizes that both parents must support their children, and establishes the X

toughest child support enforcement program ever proposed. In 1990, absent fathers paid only $14 billion in

child support. But if child support orders reflecting current ability to pay were established and enforced,

single mothers and their chijdren would have received 848 biflion: money for school, clothing, food,

wilities, and child care.. As part of 2 plan 1o reduce ond prevent welfare dependency, our plan provides for:
o Universal paternity establishment. Hospitals will be required to establish paternity at

++ birth, and each applicant will be required to name and help find her child's father before

receiving benefiis.

sRegular awards updating. Child suppont payments will increase as fathers’ incomes rise.

#New penaities for those who refuse to pay. Wage-withholding and suspension of
professional, occupational, and drivers” licenses will enforce compliancs.

® A national child support clearinghouse, Theee registries--containing child support
awards, new hires, and locating information--will catch parents who try to evade their
responsibilities by fleeing across. state-lines. Centralized state regiatries will track support
payments automatically.

#State initiatives and demonstration programs. States will be able to make young parents
who fail 1o meet their obhgations work off the child support they owe. Demonstration
grants for parenting and access programs--providing mediation, counseling, education, and
visitation enforcement--will foster non-custodial parenis’ ongoing involvement in their
children’s Hives. And child support assurance demonstrations will let interested states give
families a measure of economic security even if child support is not coflected immediately,

eSiate options to encourage responsibitity, Sttes can choose to lift the special eligibility
reguirernents for two-parent familics in-order to encourage parents to stay together. States
will 2iso be allowed to limit additional benefits for ehildren conceived by women on
welfare.



Accountability for Taxpayers

. To eliminate fravd and ensure that every dollar is used productively, welfare reform will coordinate
programs, automate files, and monitor recipients. - New fraud control measures inciude:

#State tracking systems to help reduce fraud. States will be required to verify the
income, identity, alien starus, and Social Security numbers af new applicants and assign
rational identification numbers,

® A national public assistance clearinghouse. Using idemification numbers, the
¢learinghouse will follow people whenever and wherever they use weilfare, monitoring
compliance with time limits and work. A national "new hire” registry will monitor earnings
to check AFDC and EITC eligibility, and identify non-custodial parents who switch jobs or
cross siate lines (0 avold paying child support.

#Tough sanctions. Anyvone who refuses (o follow the rules will face tough new sanctions,
and anyone who turns down s job offer will be dropped from the rolis. Cheating the system
will be promptly detected and swiftly punished.

Performance, Not Process

The Administration’s plan demands greater responsibility of the welfare office itself. Unfortunately, the

current system too often focuses on simply sending our welfare checks, Instead, the welfare office mugt

beeome a place that is fundamenially about helping people earn paychecks as guickly as possible. Our plan
. offers several provisions to help agencies reduce paperwork and focus on results:

' . #Program coordination and simplification. Conforming AFDC and Food Starap
regulations and simplifying both programs” administrative requirements will reduce |
paperwork.

sElectronic Benefits Transfer (EBT). Under a separate plan developed by Vice President
Gore, states will be encouraged to move away from welfare checks and food stamp coupons
toward Electronic Benefits Transfer, which provides benefits through a tamper-proof ATM
card.  EBT systems will help reduce welfare and food stamp fraud, and lead 16 substantial
savings in administrative costs, :

sImproved incentives. Funding incentives and penalties will be directly linked to the
performance of states and caseworkers in service provision, job placement, and child
support collection, : ,



WELFARE REFORM REACHING THE NEXT GENERATION

Preventing teen pregnancy and oul-of-wedlock births is a critical part of welfare reform. Each year,
200,000 ieenagers aged 17 and younger have children. . Their children are more likely to have seripus
health problems—and they are much more tikely to be poor. Almost 80 percent of the children born i
unmarried teenage parents who dropped out of high school row live in poverty. By contrast, only eight |
percent of the childres born to married high schoof graduates aged 20 or older are poor. Welfare reform.
wilf send a clear and unambiguous message 1o sdolescents: you should-not become a parent uniii vou are
able to provide for and nurture your child. Every voung person will know that welfare has changed forever,

Preventing Teen Pregnancy

To prevent welfare dependency in the first place, teenagers must get the message that staying in school, '
postponing pregnancy, and preparing to work are the right things to do.  Our prevention approach includes:

® A national campaign against teen pregnancy. Emphasizing the importance of delayed
sexual activity and responsible parenting, the campaign will bring together local schools,
communities, families, and churches. \

# A national clearinghouse on teen pregnancy prevention. The clearinghouse will provide
communitics and schools with cumcula models, materials, training, and technical assistance

relating o teen pregnancy prevention programs.

sMobilization grants and comprehensive demonstrations, Roughly 1060 middle and
high schools in disadvantaged areas will receive grants to develop innovative, ongoing teen
pragnancy prevemtion programs targeted o young men and women, Broader initiatives will
seek to change the ciraumstances in which young people live and the ways that they see
themselves, addressing health, education, safety, and economi¢ opporunity.

Phasing in Young People First

{nitial resources are targeted to women bom after December 31,71971. Phasing in the new system will
direct limited resourees to young, single mothers with the most af risk; send 2 strong message to teenagers
- thatwelfare a5 we know it has ended; most =ffectively change the coliire of the weifare ¢ffice 1o focus on
- work; and allow states to develop effective service capacity.

A Clear Message for Teen Parents .

»

Today, minor parents receiving welfare can form independent houssholds; often drop out of high school;
snd in many respects, are treated as if they were adults.  Our plan changes the-incentives of weifare to show
" teenagers that having children is-an immense responsibility rather than an easy route to independence,

sSupports and sanctions. The two-year limit will not begin until teens reach age 18, but

© from the very first day, teen parents receiving benefits will be required to stay in school and
move toward work. Unmarried minor mothers will be required to identify their child’s .
father and live at home or with a responsible adult, while teen fathers will be held
responsible for child support and may be required to work off what they owe. At the same
time, casewarkers will offer encouragement and support; assist with living situations; and
help teens access servicss such as parenting classes and child care. Selected older welfare
mothers will serve as mentors to at-risk school-age paz‘enis States will also be allowed to
use monetary incentives to keep teen parents in school. ‘
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WORK AND WELFARE



Job Search

WRA:

PRA:

Comparison of Wellare to Work Strategies:
President’s Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 (WRA)
and Republican Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 (PRA)

Job-ready recipients are required to perform job search from the date assistance
begins,

State option to require job search (same as current law).

Educarion, Training and Job Placement Services

WERA:

PRA:

Time Limirs

WRA:

PRA:

Recipients can receive education, training or job placement services for up (o (wo
years, if needed to secure employment.  States are required to enroll 50 percent of
recipients who have not rexched the twe-year time limit (see below) in JOBS
activities.

States are permitted but not required to provide education, training or job placement
services, JOBS participation standards, scheduled to expire in FY 1996, are not
extended. States are prohibited from providing such services to an individual for
more than 24 manths {cumulative). Puarticipation in education, training or job
placement programs does not count toward the work participation rates established by
the hill, :

Recipients are in general Hmited to two years of cash assistance, after which they are
required to participate in the WORK program. Individuals who are willing to work
{or who are deferred; ses below) can continue to receive support for as long as they -
are otherwise eligible for AFDC.

States are required to deny eligibility to all adult recipients who have received

* assistance for five years (cumulative), including those who have a disability or are

caring for a disabled child. States have the oplion of denying assistance (0 an entire
family after 2 curnulative total of 24 months, provided that the adult was offered at
least one work program placement.

Work Reguirements

WRA:

PRA:

+

States are required (o enroll 80 percent of all persons who have reached the two-year
time limit in work activities (the WORK program) for at least 15 and no more than 35
hours per week. The exact number of hours for each WORK assignment i¢ sef by the
State. Persons in the WORK program are paid.a wage (generally the minimum wage)
for each hour worked; participants who aré absent are not paid for those hours.,

States are required to enroll steadily increasing numbers of recipients in work
activities (e.5., CWEP or work supplementation) for at least 35 hours per week (o 30
hours, phus five hours of job search). The panticipation standard begins at 2 percent



Eremptions

PRA:

Sanctions

WRA:

PRA:

Child care

WRA;

PRA:

Funding

WRA!

FRA:

for FY 1996 but rises rapidly for the years outside the budget window, reaching 50
percent of ali recipients by FY 2003. The denominator for the calculation is the
entire caseload, including, for example, cases with no adult recipient.

Recipients facing serious obstacles to employment or partivipation in education and
training, ¢.g., persons who are disabled or who 2re caring for & child under one, are

“temporarily deferred from participation in JOBS or WORK,

There arg no exemptions from the work requirenient.  Under the bill, an individual
who was caring for a disabled child coaid be required to participate in work activities
for 35 hours per week.

The family of a recipient who refuses 10 accept an offer of an unsubsidized job is
ineligible for benefits for at least 6 months., Persons who refuse to participate in
education and training or the WORK program are subject {o sanctions, increasing in

duration and ssverity.

- A State is permitted to impose any ‘sanction it deems appropriate on an noncompliant

individual who has received assistance for less than 24 months. Benefits to
individuals who have been on assistance for over 24 months and who are required to
work are pro-rated based on the number of hours worked. For éxaﬁ‘g} e, 2 regipiont
who worked only 172 the required wumber of hours would recefve 50 prreent of his or
her grant.

Recipients are guaranteed child care if needed to participate in JOBS or WORK
activities or 10 take an ursubsidized job. Individuals who leave AFDC for
employment are provided with transitional child care for up to 12 months if necded

The entitlement to child care for AFDC recipients is eliminated. Funding for ¢hild
care is converted from entitlement to discretionary and placed under the welfare
spending cap, which could require AFDC child care to compete, for funding with all
other discretionary programs and especially with other programs for low-income
persons. 1t is not clear how the guaraniee of child care could be maintained under
these circumstances, '

il

-

Additional funding is provided for expansion of the JOBS program snd cstablishment
of the WORK program. The Federal maich rate for JOBS is increased and there is a
single match rate for JOBS and WORK.

Additionat funding is provided for the establishment of the work program. The match
rate for the new work program is set higher than the JOBS match rate; the match rate
structure is not simplified,



JOBS PROGRAM SUMMARY DATA: FY 1993 :

. (numbers represent monthly averages)

Total JOBS- Total JOBS % of Aduit ¢

Adult Mandatory Active Participants’ Recipients

AEDC  Adult AFDC JOBS in Work in Work

Recipients Recipients Participants Activities Activities

U.S Towl 4,604,138 2,043,357 541,955 26,552 0.6%
Alabama 39,638 11,129 | B.402 8 - (.0%
Alaska 13,339 3,470 758 2 0.0%
Arizona 62,485 13,734 2,803 172 0.3%.

Arkansas/1 20,898 4,941 /1 /1 /1
California 757,973 330,115 56,653 2,619 0.3%
Colorado ' 40,543 29,147 5,591 682 1.7%

. Connecticut 53,259 34,408 5,070 111 0.2%
Delaware 9,014 3,718 1,102 20 0.2%
Dist. of Columbia . 20,842 5,128 2293 81 0.4%
Florida 217,408 51,813 19,082 83 0.0%

' Georgia 121,973 43,878 12,454 496 0.4%

Guam/} - 1,618 357 /1 /1 I3
Hawaii 18,679 6,771 673 © 95 0.5%
Idaho : 7,073 1,720 885 1 0.0%
Hinots 216,440 127,664 17,957 : 306 0.1%
Indianz - 70,368 . 28,391 5,243 330 0.5%
Towa - 34,922 - 12,351 6,382 ' 14 0.0%

- Kansas 28,867 16,259 5,698 334 1.2%
Kentucky : 80,180 - 45,391 ) 3.643 347 . 04%
Louisiana 74,211 33,671 7,349 103 0.1%
Maine 235,506 13,846 2,450 .9 0.0%
Maryland 71,514 32,229 7,457 .33 0.0%
Massachusetts 116,780 53,985 18,010 34 0.0%
Michigan 238,218 - 144,019 47 460 . 1,350 0.6%
Minnesota 65,623 © 19,629 5,418 46 0.1%
Mississippi 47,597 23,160 . 3,381 378 0.8%
Missouri 80,161 | 33,481 5,158 230 0.3%
Montana ' 12,134 7,041 . 2,548 28 0.2%

{1 Data not reported according to ACE-108 sampling requirements



IOBS PROGRAM SUMMARY DATA: FY 1993

. {numbers represent monthly averages)
Total JOBS- Total JOBS % of Adult
Adult " Mandatory Active Participants Recipients
AFDC  Adult AFDC JOBS in Work in Work
Recipients Recipients Participants Activities Activities
1.5, Totl 4,604,138 2,043,357 541,995 26,552 0.6%
Nebraska 15,547 6,201 7,698 2,477 15.9%
Nevada 10,723 3,978 928 205 1.9%
New Hampshire 10,728 4,363 1,357, .. 8 . 0.1%
- New Jersey . 114110 65,394 9,623 231 0.2%
New Mexico 33,607 9,815 5,535 202 0.6%
New York - - 414,495 189,133 40,633 RN 0.4%
North Carolina 111,327 44,257 8,912 o 335 ©0.3%
North Dakota 6,548 2,403 1,880 90 1.4%
Ohio 245,637 . 109,791 54,037 9,091 3.7%
.OIclahoma : 43,713 30,492 - 6716 - - 897 1.6%
Oregon 39,949 20,232 6,052 75 0.2%
Pennsylvania 199,891 95,365 27,505 506 . 03%
Puerto Rico 60,528 26,171 4,166 ) - 01%
Rhode Istand 21,276 14,297 3,675 © 33 0.2%
South Carolina 46,904. 11,851 8,363 6 0.0%
South Dakota 5,890 < 2,841 1,434 133 2.3%
Tennesser %4028 - 19,502 4,776 23 0.0%
Texas 236,106 110,883 23,953 119 0.1%
Uiah | C 17,809 13,061 7,085 a0 T 1.2%
. Vermont 11,018 5,637 2,087 oL 306 2.8%
Virgin Islands 997 394 454 51 51%
Virginia - 60,800 . 22,730 7,453 85 0.1%
Washington 103,158 36,669 19,013 87 0.1%
West Virginia 45,031 22,199 19,098 1,074 2.4%
Wisconsin 99,781 40,266 14,428 783 0.8%
Wyoming | 5,989 2,986 © 914 9 8.2%

.f 1 Data not reported according to ACF-108 sampling requirements .

"



FINDINGS ON WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS

Overall, many welfare-to-work pregrams have been successful in increasing the
employment and earnings of women o welfare and pmdncmg cost savings for the

government.

. .

One county in the evaluation of California’s GAIN program - Riverside - has shown
strong resuits,

»

Riverside produced a 50 percent increase in earnings, a 135 percent decling in
welfare outlays, and 26 percent increase in the number of welfare recipients
working. Importantly, it returned to taxpayers (in terms of reduced welfare
outlays and increased tax payments by participants) three dollars for every
doliar spent on the program. In spite of this success, only 23 percent of the
program participants were working and off AFDC at the end of the three-year
follow-up period, -indicating the chalienges faced by these programs.

The Rneméf: program s digtinguished by a pervasive emphasis on getting a
job qu:ck,ly, a strong reliance on job search but with some use of education

activities, tough enforcement of the participation requirement, ¢lose links to

the private sector, and an outcome-based management style,

Many other programs have produced more modest but significant results.

»

The SWIM program in San Diego -- a program emphasizing job search and
work experience followed by education and training -~ increased earnings by
15 percent and decreased welfare payments by 11 percent. The SWIM
program saved taxpayers over two dollars for every dollar spent on the
program.

The Baltimore Options program -- which allowed women 10 choose between
job search, work experience, and education and training activities -~ increased
earnings by 15 percent. These gains were sustained over a five-year period.

The Center for Education and Training (CET) in San Jose -~ providing
immediate job training imtegrated with remedial education 10 single mothers -
increased earnings by 22 percent, - <

Several studies have suggested that different welfare-to-work approaches achieved
different results, .

Job search activities helped welfare recipients obtain employment quickly and saved
taxpayers money, however, they did not improve job quality or succeed with the most
disadvantaged. Including skills training led to better jobs - which may make 2 .
greater long-term difference in earnings -- but these programs also cost taxpavers
mose. :



The Riverside approach suggests that programs that strongly emphasize quick
gmployment bat alse include some educguon services can combine the benefits of
hoth strategies.

Programs providing subsidized emplovment to welfare recipients — where the
employer pravides training to the welfare recipient in exchange for a wage subsidy
and the recipient recetves a wage in return for the work performed (such as Supported
Waork and on-the-job (raining programs) -~ have typically produced large eamnings and
many have been cost-effective.

Mandatory work-for-benefits programs ("workfare"s have not generally improved the
employment prospects of welfare recipients or paid off in budgetary terms, However,
welfare reciptents found these programs fair and they maintained a safety net for ‘
children while sending a pro-work signal to parents and producing socially useful
work. X

Programs for teen mothers on welfare have been effective in getting these young
mothers to remain in or return to school. Because longer follow-up is needed to fully
understand the effects of programs for youth, results are not yet availlable to understand
if and how additional education translates into increased earnings and z‘izézzced welfare
receipt,

The LEAP program in Ohio encourages t¢en mothers on welfare to stay in or return
1 school by increasing their monthly grant when a school attendance requirement is-
mut, and decreasing the grant when it 1s not.  This program produced & 20 percent
increase in school retention for those who were in school when they enrolled in
LEAP, and a 42 percent increase in school enrollment for those who had already
dropped out when they entered LEAP. Information on school completion is currently
only available in one site -- Cleveland, Here, LEAP increased the graduation rate

- from 20 percent to 29 percent (2 45 percent tncrease) for those who were in school
‘when they enrolied in LEAP. However, LEAP had no effect on graduation rates for

those who had already dropped out of school when they entered the LEAP program

‘}‘he Teen Parent Demonstration program in Camdcn Ch:cago and Newark tec;uzrcd
teen mothers to participate in education or job training or become employed as a
condition of receiving their full welfare grant. This program significantly increased
schoo! enroliment amd modestly increased graduation rates.  Within a modest follow- -

up par:oﬁ the program increased earnings by 20 pmznt and iead to an 8 percent-

mcrease in paternity establishment,

New Chance is a2 voluntary program in 16 sites providing adult education, training,
and parenting services to a very disadvantaged group -~ young mothers on welfare
who had dropped out of school. New Chance substantially increased participation in
education programs and the portion who received a GED, however, within the
refatively. short foliow-up period available, there was no effect on carnings or welfare
receipt.



EARNINGS IMPACTS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS

OF SELECTED WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS

Service

- Average

.............................. A

AFDC Savin

i Program gs
Strategy " Anmual Per Dollar
Earnings Invested in Pro-
fmpact @) gram®
Arkansas WORK Sequence of job search and 3242 $3.39
unpaid work experience,
Cook County WIN Sequence of job search and $10 $1.40
unpaid work experience.
Virginia ESP Sequence of job search and $206 30.67
unpaid work experience.
Baltimore Choice of job search, educa- $350 $0.15 .
Options - tion, training, or work expeci- :
ence.
-San Diego SWIM Sequence of job search, and 3415 | $1.80
unpaid work experience fol- . I
lowed by education and train- ‘
' ing.
Californda GAIN/ Job search and/or $471/ $0;44f
Riverside GAIN sducation followed by $1.038 $1.75
agsessment and ,
further education, fraining, or
work experience,
Center for Education Education integrated $825 $0.14
and Training (CET) with job training.

Source:

‘Friedlander et al {1985a), Friediander et al {1985b), Riccio ¢t al (1986),

Friedlander et al (1987), Friedlander and Hamilton (1993), Burghardt et al
(1992}, and Riccio et al (1994).

Notes:

{(a) The impact estimates are average differences in earnings between the
experimentai and control group and include zero earnings for those who did

~pot work. They are not the difference in earnings for those who worked.
(by Cost-effectiveness is measured by the AFDC savings produced for each
dollar invested in the program. A return greater than $1 indicates the program
was cost-effective.  The estimates, caiculated to refiect a five-vear period, is
computed by dividing the program’s AFDC savings by the net cost of program

services.
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EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF WOMEN ON AFDC

working Full-Time 2.6%
Working Part-Time 3.9
In JOBS or Food Stamp Training 6.2
in Self-Initiated Training 6.0

Other (Not working or in any aducation 81.3
and training-includes those who are
unempioyed) )

Source: 1993 AFDC-QC



EARNINGS AND BENEFITS FOR A MOTHER WITH TWO CHILDREN
- IN PENNSYLVANIA: JANUARY 1994

AFDC and Taxes and "Disposable
Earnings EITC Food Stamps | Work Expenses Income”
$0 $0 $7,548 $0 $7,548
$5,000 1,500 4,856 1,883 9,473
'$10,000 - 2,528 : 2,208 3,799 10,937
$15,000 1,820 1,308 5,522 12,606
» $20,000 o 936 0 7,102 13,834

Sonree: Congressional Research Service

In this Pennsyivania exomple, a mother of two who has earnings of $10,000, has disposable income
onty 33,389 more than a mother of two who earns nothing. For the working mother, this is
comparable to an hourly wage of only $1.60 an hour. . .



Important Facts About Welfare Durations

for All Women Beginning A Spell ef Welfare Receipt

The AFDC Microsimulation Mode! developed by DHHS/ASPE
shows that:

¢

66 percent of all women beginning a first spell.of
welfare receipt will have teft the welfare rolis by the
end of twenty-four months.

24 percent of the women who leave, return to the
welfare rolis within the first year after leaving; by the
end of five years, 61 percent have retumed.

when one takes into account muitiple spells of welfare
receipt, one finds that 58 percent of all women who
start on welfare will spend more than 24 months on the
welfare rolis. | :

when one takes into account maltip!e spells éf welf-are
receipt, one finds that 35 percent of all women will
spend more than 60 months on the welfare roils.

29 percent of the women beginning.a first spell of
welfare receipt are teénagers. However, 42 percent of
those who will spend more than five vears on the
welfare rolis started receiving welfare as teenagers.
They are at greatest risk of long-term welfare use.



Selected Characteristics of AFDC Recipients
by Total Time on Welfare

Percent of Total i Group by Tine on wWellare
Over g 25-Year Period
More
- Characteristics at Beginning of First AFDC < m 24 25-60 Than 60 | Al
| Spetl Months Moaths Maonths Racipicnts
Education at Time of Inital Receipt
Less than HS 34.8 45.3 62.8 46.9
HS or GED - 45.1 42.2 318 39.8
_ Post-Secondary 20.1 12.5 55 13.3
No Work Experience in Year Prior o .
Initial Receipt : 30.2 37.2 581 387
Own Disability or Health Problem
that Limits Work at Inital Receipt 4.0 1.6 7.4 10.2
Age When First Reccived AFDC
Under 20 17,9 28.5 42,3 288
20-24 264 230 - 21.3 235
2530 ' 8.4 . 283 18.3 X 4.9
Over 30 ; 273 0.3 18.0 22.5
Race/Brhniciy -
White/Other : 64.8 58.1 42.8 55.6
Black . 22.6 30.7 33.8 28.4
Hispanic 12.6 11.3 23.4 16.0
Never Married When First Received AFDC 417 © 56,2 72.2 58.2
Age of Youngest Child at First Receipt ‘ ‘
< =12 months ' 435 57.4 58.9 52.1
13-36 months ©17.3 12.6 i8.2 16.6
3760 mouoths 11.8 i1.6 8.2 0.9
61+ 27.3 i8.4 13.8 208
Number of Children at Time of Initial Receipt - ’
1 ’ 58.3 52.4 59.1 57.2
2 2.9 37.6 30.5 332
3 or More 8.8 10.0 10.4 9.7
Disabled Child at Time of Initial Receipt 6.4 5.6 8.4 69
Lived in Public or Subsidized Housing at Time
of First Recaipt 4.4 4.7 20.0 16.4
— - i —————— i — B
Percent of All New Recipients » 42.3 23.1 34.7 " 100.0

Note: All characteristics are measured when a recipient first receives welfare. Many of these characteristics
can and do change over time. However, these chonges are not represemted in the data presented here,
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CHILD SUPPORT



THE $34 BILLION GAP IN CHILD SUPPORT

Recent research indicates that the potential for child support collections is approximately $48 biliion
per year, yet only 314 billion is actually paid. This means that there ig a gap between what is
currently received and what could theoretically by collected af about $34 billion dollars. There are

three reasons for this gap:

Nu Award in Place: Potentisl #
" Awsrds were in place and coliveted

Low Awsrd Curvently: Potentisl if
Avards were Modified sad Collected

Owed bui Ket Patd: b Support
Awnrd In Pince but Not Fadly Collncted

Mt Suppott Actually Buid

First, not all existing awards are paid--for lack of enforcement. Currently, an
addirional $7.1 billion {21 percent of the gap) could be collected if the full amount of

child support due was enforced.

Secondly, awards are generally set too low, are not adjusted for inﬁzzion, and f.ia not
reflect the noncustodial parents’ curcent ability o pay. If awards were modified o
reflect current guidelines, an additional $7.3 billion (22 percent of the gap) could be
collected. -

Finally, many single parents lack a legal child suppont order. If they did have an
order in place, an additional $19.3 biltion {87 percent of the gap) couid be collected.
About half of those who do not have an award Jack one because they do not have
paternity established for their child{ren]. .

The Gap Between Actual and Potential Child Support Collections
(in billions)

¥
s‘ Coltection Gap

(3183 8%

$7.9

(7.0

$13.9)

Bauses: Pialne Soresses, Non-Custodlal Faiberr: Tan They Alferd ts Pay Mart Cilld Suppoet?, The teban Institie, $994,



THE WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT -~ MAJOR CHILD SUPPORT PROVISIING

The Administration proposal is & comprehensive plan that reflects a growing consensus among child
support professionals on how to reform the system. R i based heavily on the recommendations of the
118, Commission on Interstate Child Support Enforcement, state IV-D directors and best state
practices that have already proven 10 be successful. Major elements include:

X Establish Awards in Every Case -- The goal is to establish patemity for all out-of-wedlock
’ births. The Administration proposal would clearly define the responsibility for paternity
gstablishment - both for mothers and for states.

For AFDC Applicants:

«  Mothers would be required to identify the father prior to receipt of benefits.
+  States would be required to establish paternity within one vear or face financial penaities.

For All Children Bom Qutside of Marriage:

-+ Legal provesses to establish paternity would be further streamliined, allowing states to establish
paternities much more. quickly, In-hospital patemity cstablishment efforts would also be
expanded, along with education and outreach efforts aimed at paternity establishment,

§l. Ensure Fair Award Levels -~

«  There would be periodic updating of awards through a simp%iﬁéd administrative process so
that awards reflect the true ability of the noncustodial parent to pay support and the needs of
the custodial family,

- = A National Guidelines Commission would be created 1o recommend fair levels of swards,

1. - Collect Awards that are Owed - The Administration proposal would create 2 modemized
program for the 21st century. Child. support enforcement would be run more like modem
businesses that use compuiers, automation, and information technology.

+ A national ‘central registry of support orders would be created so that cases could be
. effectively monitored and administrative enforcement remedies couwid be umposed the minule
that a child support payment was not made.

« Interstate enforcement would be revolutionized through-a National Clearinghouse to track
- parents across state lines coupled with the adoption of UIFSA and other measures 1o make
interstate enforcement more uniform, . : .

<+ A National Directory of New Hires, operated by the Federal government will be created to
mainfain an up-to.date data base of all new employees for purposes of determining child
support responsbility, Enforcement would be made much tougher by providing states with the
enforcement tools they need, such as license rcvpca,tions and access to other data bases.

IV,  Performance Based Funding - A new funding and incentive structure would -provide
performance based incentives to encourage and reward states for good performance.

¥. Opportunities for Non-Custodial Parents - Opportunities for work end training would be
seovided for non-custodial parents who want to pay ¢hild support buit cannot because they are
unabie to find or maintain employment.

o
N
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Excerpt from Detailed Summary of the Work and Responsibility Act
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

A typical child born in the United States today will spend some time in a single-parent home,
The evidence is clear that children benefit from the financial support and interaction of both
parents -- single parents cannot be expected to do the entire job of two parents. In spite of
the concerted efforts of Federal, State, and local governments to establish and enforce child
support orders, the current system fails to ensure that children receive adequate support from
both parents. Recent analyses by The Urban Institute suggest that the potential for child
support collections is approximately $48 billion per year, Yei only 320 ‘%}ziim in awards are
currently in place, and only $14 billion is actually paid.

The problem is essentially threefold. First, far many children bom out of wedlock, a child
support order is never established, Second, when awards are established, they are often wo
low, are not adjusted for inflation,-and are not sufficiently correlated to the earnings of the
noncustodial parent. - And third, of awards that are established - the full amount of child
support is collected in only about half the cases: Our proposal addresses each of these
shortcomings.

Establish Awards in Every Case

The first step in ensuring that a child receives financial support from the noncustodial parent
is the establishment of a child support award. Roughly 37 percent of the potential collection
gap of $34 billion can be traced to cases where no award is in place. Paternity, a
prerequisite to establishing a support award, has not been established in about half of these
cases. States ourrently establish paternity for only about one-third of the. cut-ofvwedlock
births and typically try to establish paternity only after women apply for welfare,

Paternity establishment is the first crucial step toward securing an emotional and financial |
connection between the father and the chiid. . Recognizing the oritical importance of
establishing paternity for every child, the Administration has already launched a major
initiative in this direction by the creation of in-hospital paternity establishmient programs
passed as part of the Omunibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 (OBRA 1993). Rescarch
suggests that the number of paternities established can be increased dramatically if the
process begins at birth or shortly thereafter, when the father is most likely to be present. .

Parenting a child must be seen as an important responsibility that has consequences.-. For
young fathers, this means that parenting a child will have real financial consequences for the
support of that child, The responsibility for paternity establishment should be made clearer
for both the parents and the agencies. If an AFDC mother provides verifiable mformatmn
about the father, State agencies must establish paternity within strict timelines,



This proposal expands the scope and. xmpwvf:s the effectiveness of current Sia£e pa:emz{y
establishment procedures. :

. The legal process for cstablishing

patemtty Wlli be streamimed so that States can establish paternity quickly and efficiently.
Early voluntary acknowiedgement of paternity will be encouraged by building on the present
in-hospital paternity establistunent programs. For those cases that remain, States will be
given additional tools they need (o process routine cases without having 10 depend 50 heavily
on already over-burdened courts.

pe: orn Mothers ac efits.  The responsibility for
gawmzty esiabizshﬁ;ent will be made clear both to parents and the agencies. Mothers who
apply for AFDC must cooperate fully with paternity establishment procedures prior to
receiving benefits and will be held to a new, stricter definition of cooperation which requires
that the mother provide the name and other verifiable information that can be used to locate
the father, The process for determining cooperation will also be changed - “cooperation™
will be determined by the child support worker, rather than the welfare caseworker, through
an expedited process that makes a determination of cooperation before an applicant is
allowed to receive welfare benefits. Those who refuse 1o cooperate will be denied AFDC
benefits. (Good cause exceptions will continue to be provided in appropriate circumstances.
In turn, once an AFDC mother has cooperated in providing information, States will have one
year to establish paternity or risk losing a portion of their Federal match for benefits.

Paternity Qutreach., Ouireach and public education programs aimed at volumtary paternity
establishment will be greatly-expanded in order to begin changing the attitudes of young
fathers and mothers. Quitreach efforts at the State and Federal levels will promote the
iroportance of paternity establishment, both as a pan:mi responsibility and as a right of the
child to know both parents,

their pawmiy establishment rates for all out- of-wedlock births, regardless of welfare status,
through performance-based incentives, A new paternity measure will be implemented that'is
“based on the number of paternities established for all cases where children are born o an
ungnarried mother., . -

Administrative Authori Establish Orders Based on Guidelines. Establishing support
awards is critical to ensuring that chxldren receive the support they deserve, Child Support
(IV-D} agencies will be given the administrative authority. to establish the child support
award in appropriate cases, based on State guidelines. -

Ensure Fair Award Levels

Fuily 22 percent of the potential child support coliection gap can be traced to awards that are
gither set very low initially or are not adjusted as incomes change. All States are currently
required to use presumptive guidelines for setting and modifying all support awards but they.
have wide discretion in their development and the resulting award levels vary considerably



across States. For example, in one study, the minimum amount of support due from low-
income noncustedial parents required to pay support for one child varied from $259 per
month in Alabama, to $241 in California, $50 in Massachusetts, and 325 in New York. -
While the use of State-based guidelines has led to more uniform treatment of similarly-
situated parties within a State, there is still much debate concerning the adequacy of support
awards resulting from guidelines. ’

Another concern is the failure 10 update awards as the circumstances of the parties change.
Although the circumstances of both parents (including their income) and the child typically
change over time, awards often remain at their original level. Updating typically increases
awards over time because the poncustodial parent’s income generally increases after the
award is set, while inflation reduces the value of awards. However, the noncustodial parent
who loses his job or expericnces a legitimate drop in earnings would also benefit from
updating because adjusting their awards will reduce the accumulation of arrearages,

This proposal seeks o reduce the impact of inadequate child support awards and to provide
distribution policies that enable families to more easily move from welfare to work. ,

Muodifications of Child Support Orders.  Universal, periodic, "administrative updating.of
awards will be required for both AFDC and non-AFDC cases in order to ensure that awards

~ accurately reflect the current ability of the noncustodial parent to pay support. The burden
for ssking for an increase, if it is warranted,. will be lifted from the non-AFDC mother and it
will be dore automatically, unless both parents decline a modification.

Distribution of Child Support-Pavments. Child support distribution policies will be made
more responsive 1o the needs of families by re-ordering child support distribution priorities.

< For families who leave welfare for work, pre- and post-AFDC child support arrearages will
be paid to the family first, Families who unite or reunite in marriage will have any child
support arrearages owed to the State forgiven under certain circumstances: States will alsor
have the option to pay current child support directly (0 famnilies who are recipients, Familieg
often remain economically valnerable for a substantial pericd of time after leaving AFDC.
In fact, about 45 percent of those who now leave welfare return within ong year. More than
70 percent return within five years. Ensuring that all support due to the family during this
"eritical transition period is paid to the family can mean the difference between self-
sufficiency or a return to welfare. :

National Conmmission on Child Support Guidelines. -Under the proposal, a National

Guidelines Commission will.be established to study the issue of child support guidelines and
‘make recommendations to the Administration and Congress on the desirability of uniform
national guidelines or national parameters for setting State guidelines.

-



Collect Awards That Are Owed

The full amount of child support is ¢ollected in only about half the cases. Currently,
enforcement of support cases is too often handled on a complaint-driven basis, with the IV-D
agency taking enforcement action only when the custodial parent pressures the agency to do
50, Many enforcement steps require court imtervention, even when the case is 2 routine one.
And even routine enforcement measures often require individual case processing, as opposed
to being able to rely on avtomation and mass case processing.

This proposal includes provisions for central registries and other tools to improve both intra-
and interstate enforcement,

State Role. A State-based system will continue, but with bold changes which move the
‘system toward a more uniform, centralized, and service-oriented program. The need has
grown for one central State location to collect and distribute payments in a timely manner.
The ability 1o mainiain accurate records that can be-centrally accessed is critical. All States
will maintain a central registry and centralized collection and disbursement capability, The
registry will maintain current records of all support orders and. work in conjunction with a
centralized payment center for the vollection and . distribution of child support paymentss. The
State-based: central registry of support-orders and centralized collection and disbursement will
enable States to make use of economies of scale and use modern technology, such as that
used by business - high speed check processing equipment, automated mail and postal
procecures, and automated billing and statement processing.

Centralized collection will vastly simplify withholding for employers since they will only
have 1o send payments to one source. In addition, this change will ensure accurate
accounting and monitoring of payments. State staff will monitor support payments to ensure -
-that the support is being paid, and they will be able to impose certain enforcement remedies
at the State level administratively and automatically. Thus, rowtine enforcement actions that'
can be handled on a mass or group basis will be imposed through the central State offices
using.computers and automation, - For States that opt to use local {zfﬁcas this will
supplement, but not replace, local enforcement actions.
}

In addition w0 the current State caseload, all new and modified orders for support will be
included in the cenmral registry and will receive child support enforcement services
automatically, without the need for an application. Certain patents, provided that they meet
specified conditions, can choose to make their payment outside the. registry.
. States must move toward a child support system for the 21st century, - With 15 million cases
and a prowing caseload, this will not eccur by simply adding more caseworkers. Routing
cases have to be handled in volume. The ¢entral registry, centralized collection and
disbursement system, increased administrative remedies, and overall increase in automation -
and mass case processing are all necessary for the operation of a high performing and
effective child support enforcement system. Giving State agencies the ability to take
enforcement action immediately and automatically removes the burden of enforcing the
obligation from the custodial parent, usually the mother.






TEENAGE PREGNANCY
AND

. OUT-OF-WEDLOCK CHILDBEARING
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Comparison of Teen Provisions:
President’s Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 (WRA) and
Republican Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 (PRA)

Denial of Benefits to Unmarried Minor Mothers

WRA: The WRA does not deny benefits to teen mothers who had a nonmarital birth,

PRA:

In cases in which an unmarried mother gives birth before her 18th birthday, that child
will not be eligible for AFDC benefits for the rest of that child’s life. The mother
and child could become eligible in the future only if the mother marries the biological

father or she has legal custody of the child and marries an individual who legally

adopts the chllcl

Teen Pregnancy Prevention

WRA: There will be a National Campaign Against Teen Pregnancy that calls on all sectors

" PRA:

of society. The Federal government, State and local governments, schools, non profit
organizations, the private sector, and youth will all work together to develop a broad

. strategy including a media campaign, set goals, and creative interventions. Two grant

programs wiil be funded. -The teen pregnancy prevention grants are based on the
premise that to be most effective, a prevention strategy must begin with pre-teens,
focus initially on the young people who are most at-risk, and emphasize school-based,
school-linked activities and complementary community action. The second grant

‘program is the Comprehensive Services Demonstration Grants to Prevent Teen -

Pregnancy in High Risk Communities. N
The PRA: contains no provisions specifically designed to prevent teen pregnancy other
than to deny AFDC benefits to children of teen mothers. The savings from denying
such assistance will be used to fund grants to States. States may use these grants to
establish or expand programs to reduce out of wedlock pregnancies, to promote

~ adoption, to establish and operate orphanages or closely supervised residential group

homes for unwed mothers.

Education

" . WRA: All custodial parents under the age of 20 who have not successfully completed high

PRA:

school (or its equivalent) would be required to participate in the JOBS program,
generally in an educational activity. States would be required to provide case
management to these teens. At State option, monetary incentives (which must be
combined with sanctions) could be provided to pregnant and parenting-teens to serve
as an inducement to attend school.

At State option, aid may be reduced by up to $75 per month for each parent under 21
who has not completed high school (or its equivalent) and did not meet minimum -
attendance requirements at an educational institution in the. previous month, This



sanction can also be applied to each dependent child in a family receiving AFDC who
did not meet minimum attendance requirernents at an educational institution in the

previous month.

Requirement to Live at Home

WRA: States are required fo mandate that teen parents under age 18 rcc«::xvmg AFDC reside
in their parents household or with a legal adult guardian or relative or in an adult
supervised supportive living arrangement.

PRA: States are required t0 mandate that teen parents under 19 receiving AFDO reside in
their parents household or with 2 legal guardian or other adult relative. .



Nomber and Percent of Nonmarital Births by Year, Age and Race

i

TOTAL AGE 15-19 AGE 20 - 44
YEAR WHITE BLACK TWHITE BLACK
389,200 79300 107,800 93,200 100,500
(100%) (20.4%) (27.7%} (24 0%} (25.8%)
818,788 142,131 120,378 287,458 239,366
{100%) (17.4%) (14.7%) (35.1%) (29.2%)
1,202,801 199,656 145,180 479,112 331,620
(L00%) (16.6%} (12.1%) (39.8%) (27.6%)

ote: The percentages sum to slightly Tess than 100 because the race category "OTHER™ has
been excluded.

. ® The number of births to unmarried mothers tripled between 1970 and 19%9]--from

398,700 to 1.2 million. Between 1970 and 1991, the number of nonmarital births

‘increased among both teens ages 15 to 19 and adult women ages 20 1o 44, but the
. increase was comcentrated most heavily among adult women. In 1970, the number and
proportion of nonmarital births was almost equally distributed between eens (49 percent)

and adult women (51 percent). But in. 1991, fully 70 percent of all nonmarital births were

~ to adult women and 30 percent were to feen women. Roughly half of all nonmarital
© bhirths to adalt women occurred to women over age 25,  Thus, while. nonmarital
childbearing is often cast primarily in terms of teens, a far greater share of mmmzmal
births are, in fact, to older women.

The racial distribution of noomarital births has also changed over time, with the number

‘born to whites increasing more quickly than the number borr to Blacks. In 1970, over -

half (54 percent} of all nonmarital births were to Black women and' 44 percent were 1o
white women. By 1991, this pattern had basically reversed, with over half (56 percent)
- of ali nonmarital births ocourring to white women and less than half (40 percent) to Black
women. This trend held true both among teen women and among adult women.

Almost one half of the increase’in the mumber of nonmarital births between 1970 and -
1991 has occurred because there are more single women compared to' married women
than previously.- More women marry at a later age or do not marry at,all. -



Parcent

PERCENTAGE OF OUT-OF-WEDLOCK CHILDBEARING
Nonmarital Births as a Percentage of Total Births
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Source: National Center for Health Statistics, Vital Statistics of the United States, annual and

Monthiy Vital Statistics Report, Vol. 43, No. 5, Supplement, October 25, 1994.
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. Excerpts from DRAFT:
Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention Programs:
Interventions and Evaluations
(forthcoming by Child Trends under contract by ASPE)

A systematic review of the fiterature finds no “silver bullet” programs 1o reduce
adolescent pregnancy and childbearing,

A few well-designed and well-evaluated programs have been conducted. Most of the
evaluations that bave been conducted have been lacking in methodological and
statistical rigor.

The existing body of basic research on adolescent sexual and fertility behavior
suggests the primary factors that are agsociated with early sexual initiation, ineffective
contraception, and teenage parenthood are sociceconomic disadvantage, school failure,
behavior problems and risk taking. - More nebulous but also important are a set of
family strengths including nurturance and love, monitoring and discipline, clear values
and authoritative communication which instill in children and adolescents the will and
capacity to postpone parenthood until they have themselves formed strong and stable
families. However, the interventions mounted 10 prevent adolesccm parenthood only
rarely ft}cus on these risk factors.

The most promising approach to preventing pregnancy based on the scientific
- Iiterature is within programs designed to provide educational and economic
opportunities o children and adolescents,  Such programs inchude Tite 1, the
Summer Youth Employment Program, Job Corps, and Head Start.

Numerous programs have been implemented ranging from sexuality education, to
comprehensive, multifaceted interventions offcrmg education, counseling and a variely
of support services.

Studies have concluded:

» Traditional sex education increases knowledge in the short-term, but seems to
have minimal gffects on actuakfertility-related behavior. The provigion of sex
education to adolescemts does not increase the risk of sexusl activity,

. Theory-based sex education combined with skill-building activitics demonstrate
somewhat stronger and more sustained impacts.  Specifically, programs with a
specific and narrow message, combined with contraceptive information, and
activities concerned with social and media influences, modelling, communica-
tion and negotiation, encourage a delay in sexual initiation sizghtiy and have
modest effects in improving contraceptive behavior.
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prefiminary - not for quatation or citstion

Family planning services also have been found 1o reduce unwanied births,
primarily because of pregnancy prevention, but pcrha;&s also due to increased
access 10 abortion,

Services that offer tailored approaches to reduce barriers fo receiving care
among adolescents are most likely (o affect contraceptive use,

At present, there is no evidence that abstinence-alone programs delay sexual
activity. There is evidence that programs combing abstinence education with
contraceptive education serve to both delay sexual initiation and improve
comtraceptive use.

School-based clinics are a source of health care, but have not been found to
consistently reduce sexual activity or pregnancy, with the exception of the
Self-Center ¢linic in Baltimore; the Self-Cemter uses a case-management
approach to link school sex education with comtraceptive and other support
services at an outside health facility.

Other examples of promising initiatives include a program for adolescent girls
which combines 2 curriculum with volumizer work and has been linked to
lower pregnancy rates.

Also, the enriched pre-school development program provided in the Perry Pre-

School Program has been found to reduce teenage childbearing more than a
decade later.

CU T —- —le - s
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COMPARISION OF STATE FISCAL CAPACITY

AND POYERTY RATES: 1993

Per Capita
State Income Poverty Rate
Alabama 317,234 17.4% .
Alaska $22,846 9.1%
Arizona $12,986 15.4%
Arkansas $16,143 200%
California $21,821 18.2%
Colorado $14,868 9.9%
Connecticit £28,110. 8.5%
Delaware $21,481 10.2%
D.C. $29,438 26.4%
Fiorida $20,857 17.8%
Georgia $19.278 13.5%
Hawaii $23,354 $.0%
Idaho $17,646 13.1%
linois $22,582 13.6%. |
Indiana $19,203 122%
fowa 318,315 10.3%
Kansas $20,139 13.1%
Kentucky $17173 20.4%
Louisiana  §16.667 26.4%
Maine $18,895 - 15.4% .
. Maryland $24,044 9.7%
Massachusests © $23,676 10.7%
Michigan $20,453 15.4%
Minnesota $21,063 11.6%
Mississippi $9.619 24.7%
Missouri $19,463

16.1%
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9 ~ COMPARISION OF STATE FISCAL CAPACITY
x - AND POVERTY RATES: 1993
Per Capita
State Income Poverty Rate

Montana $17,322 o 14.9%
Nebraska - 319,728 10.3%
Nevada ‘ $22.,720 9.8%
New Hampshire $22,659 2.9%
New Jersey $26,967 10.9%
New Mexico o © $11,410 (7.4%
New York 524,623 » 16.4% -
North Carolina $18,702 14.4%.
North Dakota . $17,488 ST 11.2%
Ohio - $19.688 13.0%

. | Okizhoma SR 1 X L 199%

. ' Oregon ‘ . - $19,443 11.8%

' Pennsylvania $21,351 ' 13.2%
Rhode Island o $209 . L 112%
. South Carolina L 8923 18.7%
- South Dakota: L s17.666 . 142%
Tennessee - . - $18.434° o 196%
Texas 319,189 - . 17.4%
Utah : $16,180 10.7%
Vermont $19.467 HLO%
Virginia ‘ » 321,634, : 9.7%
Washington 21,887 : C12.1%
West Virginia . $16,209 C 22.2%
Wisconsin . $19.811 ' 12.6%
Wyoming | $i9,539 13.3% ‘

. e e e e i —

Sources; (1.8, Bureau of the Census and U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis




SELECTED MEASURES OF STATE PERFORMANCE.

Percent of Percent Percent of Percent of

Percent of  Adult AFDC of AFDC  AFDC Families IV-D Cases AFDC

Adult AFDC - Recipients- Families -  With Child  With OQuality

‘Recipients in Work - With :Suppcrt Paternity Control

in JOBS Activities Earnings Payments Established Error Rate

State (1993) (1993 (1992) (1993) (1230 {1991}
Alabama 202% 0.0% 3.1% 36.3% 33,1% 6.3%

; Alaska 5.7% 0.0% 16.9% 18.8% 21.4% 2.9%
; Arizona 4.5% 0.3% 7.0% . 35% 11.2% 8.3%
| Arkansas/1 1720% 0.1% 6.2% 29.5% 44.4% 3.8%
California 1.5% 0.3% 7.5% 11.5% 27.9% 3.5%

; Colorado 13.8% 1.7% 8.6% L20.7% R8% - 27%
’ -Connezticut 9.5% 0.2% 5.9% - 203% A% 29%
| Delaware : 12.2% 0.2% 103% 22.3% 20.5% 6.7%
‘ Dist. of Columbia 1.0% 0.4% 15% 7.6% 499% - 6.0%
Florida . . BB% 0.0% 49% 15.3% - 27.9% 9.7%

‘ Georgia- - 102% . - 0.4% 7.6% 19.2% 73.5% 3.4%
await : 3.6% 0.5% 14.0% . 11.4% - C322% 3.2%

i ‘;aho 5% C00% . 12.8% 52.7% L 530% . 42%
| Iinois . 83% - 0.1% 5.3% 8.1% 33.5% 5.0%.
Indiana o 74% . 0.5% - 69% 34.6% 25.9% 5.8%

Towa 18.3% 0.0% 15.1% 26.6% 22.0% 52%
Kansas . 197% o 12% 0 11.5% - . 34.9% .. 38.7% A4%.
Kentucky ‘ ' 45% 0.4% 126% 17.0% 49.4% 2.1%
Louisiana o $9% - 01%  35% 9.3% . 40.1% - 7.1%
Maine ‘ 9.6% 0.0% 18.0% . 34.1% - 329% - 33% -
Maryland . . 104% 0 0.0% 40% - 18.1% 49.7% - 6.9%
Massachuseus 15.4% 00% . 40% 11.5% 25.1% 4.0%
Michigan 15.9% . 06%  132% 27.1% 68.3% 4.1%
Minnesota 8.3% . 01% 13.8% - 35.1% 51.4% . 2.8%

" Mississippt 7.5% 0.8% 11.3% C13.3% . - 65.2% 15%
Missouri - 57% 03% .. 57% C17.3% . 926%  53%
Montana 21.0% 0.2% 16.9% 18.1% 23.4% . 44%

/1 First and second cofumng are hased on 1992 data.



Percant of

Adult AFDC
Recipients
in JOBS
State 1993
MNebraska 49.5%
Nevada 83%
New Hampshire 12.6%
New Jersey - 8.7%
Rew Mexico 16.5%. .
New York - 9.8%
North Carslina .o 8.0%
North Dakota : 28.7%

. Ohio ‘ 0% -
~ QOklahoma - 154%
Oregon 15.1%

nnsylvania - 13.8%
ade Island -~ - | 17.3%
South Carolina 204%
South Dakota 24.3%

- Temnessee C 51%
Texas C o 101%.
Utah ' : 35.8%
Vedmont - < 18.9%
Virginia o 12.2%
Washington , 184%
West Virginia ~ ° 42.4%
Wisconsin T 145%
Wyoming . 153%
U.S. Totals . 11.8%

SELECTED MBASURES OF STATE PERFORMANCE

Percent of
Adult AFDC
Recipients

in Work
Activities

{1993)

159%
12%
C.1%
0.2%
0.6%

" 0.4%
0.3% .
1.4% -

7%

- 0.2%

03%

0.2%
0.0%
2.3%
0.0%

01%
1.2%
2.8%

0.1%
0.1%
2.4%
0.8%
02%

0.6% -

1.6%

“Percent
of AFDC
Families
With
Barnings
{1992)

142%
4.1%
3.1%
27%
9.3%
43%

11.6% -

16.2%

T0%
$4% -

122% .
59% . .

5.8%
8.3%
13.7%
11.2%
- 5.6%
14.8%
12:8%
. 52%
9.1%
32%
19.1%
262%

74%

Percent of
AFDC Families
With Child
Support
Pzyments

(1593)

29.2%
33.3%
34.1%
20.8%
-, 9.9%
11.7%

19.0% -

39.2%
150%
97%

26.2%
12.7%
25.3%
26.5%
10.7%
6.7%

© o 253.9%.

40.1%

23.9% .

©32.0%
11.0%
40.6%
. H43%

16.8% ..

25.8%

Percent of
V. Cases
With
Paternity
Established

(991

24.7%
23.6%
21L.5%
33.1%
15.3%
30.3%

 56.2%

47.9%
41.0%
38.1%
33.9%
44.9%
18.8%

30.3% . -

253%
42.9%

<347%-

41.8%
242%
58.9%
43.3%
21.9%
70.9%
23.9%

38.8%

AFDC -
Quality
Control

Error Rate

(1991)

6.9%
4.0%

37%

47%
4.9%
6.7%
3.7%
1.7%
£.4%
1.9%
3.7%
4.9%
3.5%
6.6% .
1.2%
6.7%

. 8.0%

3.6%
2.0%
34%
5.8%
8.2%
48%
43%

50% .



o , TRENDS IN WWWT LEVELS | .

OYER THE PAST 25 YEARS ,
(Percentage changes reflect changes in real dollars)

100% Federally Funded Programs | o
Food Stamps T ' 3% - I
Basic SSI. ‘ ' ) 6%

11 Shared State and Federal Pr{}gréms _. N
ARDC T 47%

100% State Funded Programs | -

SSI Supplement (elderly individuals) | o -63%
SSI Supplement (elderly couples) | - . 15%
General Assistance - - . : A NA

Federal Block Grants : o v ' |
thle XX (1975- 1954 - . . - 58%

P&er{o RICO Numm:m (1982 1994) ' | ' 6%

»  Benefit levels in 190% Federal entitlement pmgzams have generally kept pace wzth inflation.
F{}ﬂd Stamps has been a critical nutrition safety net. :

»  Benefit levels in programs with a heavy state mzmbuzzon have fanan dramatzcaﬁy over time
when adjusted for inflation. ‘

»  Block grants may be more vulnerable to budget cuts. -
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. " STATE QFTIONS IN THE WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1984

L JOBS, TIME, LIMITS AND WORK

JIOBS AND TIME LIMITS

A, Employability Plan .

State agencies may elect a variety of processcs to resolve ézspuzcs regarding the
employability plan.

B, Substancs Abuse and Doferrat fom JOBS/WORK
States may roquire deferred substance sbusers 10 participate in rreatment and may levy
sanctions for failure to do so. States may also require JOBS participants (§'paniake i -
substance abuse trestment In conjunction with another JOBS activity.

o JOBS Services

" “States will have the aption 0 require gl] job~ready pew recipients, not just iiwsa from the
phased-in group, 10 perform wp-front job search.

D Migimum Work Standard ’
States will have the optio option of increasing the 20 hour minimum work standard 1o an
average of 30 bours per week, States will also have the option to set different mindmmum

- work standards o different subgroups as long as the howrs fall betwesn 20 and 30 hours
per woek,

E, JOBS Participation
States will have the option of subjecting volunteers from the not-phased-in grbup t0 the
time limit. States way define the phased-in group mare bmadly and my require

, . mcipicnts not-phased-in'to participate in TOBS. »

. - EJOBS Fundmg,

: : Bcgmmng in FY97, & State may rcallecate up ta 10% of its mmbizzad J QBS and WORK‘.
allotments from its JOBS program to its WORK program and vice versa, H a State s - -
unable to claim all Federal JOBS/WORK funding for a fiscal year, it may draw down

- . Federal funds JOBS operatiopal costs in excess of its ca.pizcc! entitlement, .
+ G Transition to Work/WORK . .
Before takmg a WORK assignment, individusis wa:xid be mqaim& to mgagc in ja!:: search .
for at least 45 days, and the State will have the option of extending 10 .90 days, ,
. States may provide an additional month of AFDC o those who fnd mpi@ymwt ,}ust as
- their AFDCAOBS cligibility ends. |
L. . Seates may provide post employment and worker support services,
H. Effective Date and Definition of Phased-In Grouwp - -
. States can petition 1o delay implementation for up to one year after the effcctive date e
{Cetober 1, 1995) for cheumstances beyond control of the State TV-A agency. ' :

. States will have the oplion o define the phased-in group more broadly as ltmg:as the base

group (individuals bom after 1971) Is fncluded,

ADMINISTRATION OF JOBS/WORK -
A Guerall Administhration -

- The Govornor may designate the agency to administer IOBS!WORK and- dctmnmc :
whetber the State will utilize a State—wide ono-stop cateer center systers o implement

1
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-G, Assessing Particination in WORK Beyond Two Yeats

JOBS/WORK. If the TV-A agency administers JOBS, it will have the option of contracting
with other entities 1o carry out alt JOBS/WORK fuactions.

. In States where an agency othes than a I'V~A agency is administering JOBS/WORK, States
will be given flexibility in determining deferral status; granting cxmnsimzs of time limits; -
9rov;dlng secondary JOBS/WORK hcmngsfrcvmws :

WORK

A, WORK Fupding

. ‘Btates would be permitted 1o realiocate up 10 10% of combined JOBRS/WORK allotments
from the JOBS program to the WORK program and vice versa. States may also realiocate
up to 10% of JOBS funding for Y97 for WORK start~up costs, If a State is unable to
claim all Federal JOBSAVORK funding for a fiscal year, it may draw down Federal funds
for WORX operational costs in excess of its capped entitlement.

B, WORK Eligibility Criteria and Registration Process

. States will have the option of requiting both AFDC~UP parents to, partzczgsatz in WORK.

'C. Allocation of WORK Agsipnmentsfisterim Activiies/Ioh Search

. States will have the option of xequm.ng persons awaiting WORK assigrments ta participate
in othier WORK activities, including job search, and to establish mechanisms for
monitoring such activities,

D, Supportive Services/Worker Support

. States may provide suppoitive services (such a8 child care. an{i transpontation) to WORK,
pa’ft‘w}.paats who are eugaged In copgusrent u‘almuglcdﬁmen activities. .

. JoBS Satwrwm‘ To rcschfc disputes coneerning JOBS participants a State may adopt a

conciliation policy to meet appropriste standards or may provide a notification process

whereby once contact from a recipient is initiated, thf: State }:as the aptie:z to rcsolvc the
 dispute without imposing a sanction.

. Ineligibifity for a« WORK Assigrment; For dismissal fioin 8 WORK ass:gmnani; States

- would be able to apply the definidon of misconduct utilized in its unemployment insurance
DIOEIALN.

‘Mq__m‘

The State could requite WORK participants to engage in job search while in a WORK
" agsignment provided the combined houss of work and ;ob search did not excsed an average
of 40 hours per week. .

. At the cnd of two consecutive WORK assipnments, States bave the opuozz to require
pasticipants, who lived in an area where suitable jobs oxist, w engage in intensive ;ob .
search, Noncooperation, or refusal to apply for or socept available jczbs may result in &
moxth ineligibility for ¢ither WORK or AFDC benefits.0
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MAKE WORK PAY

A, Child Care

. Program Simplificotion/Consistency Issues: IV~A child care funds will contious to flow 10
the TV-A agency, but States will have the option 10 coptract to the lead CCDBG agency.
Contintuity of Care: States will have the option © extend bours. and weeks of care 10 sssure
coatinuity of care for children.

B. mgroving the EITC

« Permitting Publicly Administered Advwanced EITC Payment Systems: Allow four Szazcs
the option 10 propose & demonstration project pursuant © which advance EITC,
pesments would be made to cligible wsidents through a State agency. States may pm'adz
on an sdvanced basis, up to 75% of the maximum credic for which the mxpayer is eligible.
Srates may include in its proposal coordination of advance BITC payments and other
Pederal benefits through electronic bepefit wechnology.

C. Income Disregards

. -States may establish their own. disregard policy on camed income above the federaily
required disregard (2 minimuns of $120 in careings indexed for infladon in reunded
iocrements of $10) for applicants/recipients and WORK participants.

- States shall have flexibility in establishing fill~the-gap policies and in passingmthmugh

“additional child support payments above the AFDC $50 pass—through. . .

- ENHANCING RESPONSIBILITY AND OPPORTUNITY FOR X{)N-@.}S‘I‘OQZAL

PARENTS |

A Treining and Employment for No g;@ odisl Farents

. States can spend gp to 10% of JOBS and WORK funding for waorkftraining activides for
non—custodial parents. States do not need to provide the same JOBS/WORK services 1o
custodial and non—custodial parents.
At State option, a child sappo:t abligation can be snspmdad or retuced while the non-

custodial parent panticipates in & pragram that-does not provide encugh to pay the current
order.

" IT. INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND INFRASTRUCTURE -

A, State Automated Systems..

. Multi~State Collaborative Prajects, State Lead with Federal Pa.rmzmﬂip

- Transitional Assistance Support Systenx: States may augmmt their systems to include
automation of additional specified functions.

Child Care and }OBSIWORK Case Mansgement Information Systems: States may . |
implement automated information systems that meet the model functional specifications of -~
Child Care and JOBS/WORK described In the Federally-sponsored model approach. -
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IIL. PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY AND PROMOTE FARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
&, Incentives for Responsible Behavior
Limiting AFDC Bensfits to ddditional Children Conceived Whtle on AFDC: States may
{imit all or part of an AFDC increase whan an additional chx[d is canceived while the
parcat i on welfare,
Teen Parene Education and Parenting Activities Stute Qption: State§ may use menc(arx
incentives (with sanctions) as inducement for pregnant teens and teen custodial parents
{who reczive AFDC and do not have & bigh school diploma or GED) 10 atiend an
education program. States may include custodial pregnant teens and teen parents up to
their 215t birthday and may lmit the geographic scope of this option.

V. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROPOSAL
&, Establish Awards in Bvery Case
Financial Incentives for Paternity Extwblishmens: Stales may experiment with pmgrams
that provide financial incentives for parests to cstablish paternity.
Simplifving Paternity Establishment: States may aflow a father 10 reopen 4 case in cascs
of fraud or for the pood of the child,
. Paterniry Outreach: States may roquire all rocipicats to panicip'am in prc-natal Programs.
B. Trearment of Child Suppoxt for AFDC Families ~ State Qption
. Distribution of Child Support Paymenrs: States may allow child support p&ym&ms (to be

' a counted as income) to be paid directly to any family recelving AFDC
. C. Collect Awards That Are Owed - State Role

e

Option for Integrated Staré Regz,sczy States may zzamtam 8 nmﬁcz}, mtcgmtz.d State
registry by connecting focal registries through computer linkage.
Centralized Collection and Disbursement Through a Seate Central Payment Cerder: Statss
may altow cash payments at focal offices or financial institutions {ss, opposed to.the State
Central Payiment Center) i the payments are remitted (o the ﬁtazc Payment Center for
proesssing within 24 hours of receipt. .
States miay form cooperative agresments 10 provide sollection/disturrsement functioss for
mors than one State through ose “drop box” location. .

B. Guarasteeing Some Level of Suppont - Child Support Asszzzax:ac, Dcmﬁmﬁm‘as

. Allow three states o implement Child Support Assurance demonstrations.
_ereate work programs for noncustodial parents with no income to work . off support,

E.. FORK Programs for Noncustodial Parcnts

. States may create work programs for noncustodial pamis wlth 10 income to. wark off -
- ¢hild suppOrt they owe.

V. IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE '

A Rationalization and Simplification Acioss Assistance Programs ‘

- Resources — National Unsubsidized IDA Progrem: States may allow Indwzé&:ai o
Beveloproent Aceounts to be established by Federally insured financial institutions to pay
for post-sccondary education or training, Srst-homes, or business caplialization,

B
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Filing Unit —~ UP Provisions: States may eliminate any of the special @ixg pility
requirements for two~parent families,

" Filing Uni¢ ~ Stepparent ﬁeemfng Siztes may increase the amount of stepparent

disrsgards. .
Optional Retrospective &fdgc{wg Rcmspmtm budgeting wil E be eptional for States
without regard to whether families are required o report monthly.

B, Regulatory Revisions

Verification of Information in Applications: States will have greater flexibility refative fo
the information sources they use to verify ideptification information in applications.
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ADMINISTRATION FOR
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

STATE WELFARE DEMONSTRATIONS

Under section 1115 of the Social Security Act, HHS is authorized to grant states waivers of
current laws governing the AFDC and Medicaid programs. This authority Is intended to give states
the flexibility 1o demonstrate alternatives that better match their residents’ needs.

HHS is committed to fulfilling Pres:dem Clintorr’s mandate to make the waiver process more
efficient. This should give states maore flexibility in their managemﬁat of joint federal-state progranss
while maintaining quality services for HHS beneficiaries.

Since January 1993, HHS has approved welfare demonstration projecis in Arkansas,
California, Colorade, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Hawail, Tlinois, Indiana, Jowa, Mickigan,
Mississippi, New York, North Dakata, Oklahonia, Oregon, Pennsyivania, South Carolina, South
Daketa, Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.

ARKANSAS

Under Arkansas’ demonstration, AFDC parents age 16 or younger will be required to attend
school regularly or face reductions in benefits if they fail to.do so. If appropriate, ieezaage parents
can meet the requirement by attending an alternative educational program.

* In addition, Arkansas will implement a policy of not increasing AFDC benefits when ’
additional children are bort into 2 family receiving welfare, Family planning and group counseling .
services focusing on the responsibifities of parenthood will be included in the demonstration..

Arkansas’ application was received on January 14, 1993, and approved on March 5, 1994,

CALIFORNIA

Californiz’s demonstration will encourage teenage- AFDC parents to regularly attend school by
paying them 2 $100 cash bonus for maintaining a C'average, and $500 for ultimately gradeating from |
high school. Teenage parents who fail to mdintain a D average can have their AF]}C paymems
reduced by up to $50 2 month for two months. : . ,

The demonstration will also permit AFDC families 1o accumulate $2,{}% in assets and have . -
$4,500 equity in a car. In addition, families will be able to deposit $5,000 into-savings so long as the
funds are used to purchase a home, siart & business, or finance a child’s gmstsecondary aducation or
training.

PUALLL T
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. Fimally, the demonsiration will allow recipients who work - but who have low ARDC
benefits — to opt out of the program. They will remain eligible for health care under Medi-Cal as
well as other services, such as child care, which are available to AFDC recipients.

California’s waiver request was received on Scptémber 29, 1993, and granted
February 28, 1994,

COLORADO

Colorado is mitiating a "Personal Responsibility and Employment Program” which includes a
number of major revisions (o the State’s AFDC program: The demonstration will operate in five
counties. Under the demonstration, parenis who are able 1o work or able to participate in & training
program must do so aRer receiving AFDC benefits for two years, Individuals who refuse to perform
the assignments can {ace 2 loss of AFDC benefits. :

Additionally, the demonstration will "cash out” Food Stamps for participants, meaning that
the value of the coupons will be added to the monthly AFDC payment. Participants will be

- encouraged to work through a new formula which will enable families to kecp more of the money

they earn.  Asset levels and rules pertaining to ownership of an automobile will alse be changed so
that participands will be permilted {0 own a car regardless of its valus or their equity in it,

Finally, the demonstration provides for payment of financial bonuses when participants stay in

" school ‘and graduate from a secondary (high school} or GED program, and. g}érmizs financial penalties

to he assessed when parents fail (0 have their. children inmmunized, Cck}raﬁc $ walver request-was
received on June 30, 1993, and granted on January 15, 1954,

¥

CONNECTICUT

- Ceonnecticut’s "A Fair Chance™ instiative is designed to increase supports, incentives, and -

,_wark expectations for AFDC recipients. It has two components, Pathways and Family Strength.

Pathways requires AFDC recipients to work 2 minirnum of 15 hours a week after 1wo years
of AEDC, 25 hours a week after three years, and 35 hours a week after four years. Pathways will
also help families leaving welfare to increase their incomes by paying the difference between the non-
custodial parent’s child suppon payments and a state-sstablished minimum.  Family Strength
provisions raise the resource Hmit for AFDC eligibility from $1,000 to $3,000 and extend transitional”
child care and medical benefits an additional year, to0 a total of two years.

_ Family Swrength will be implemented statewide and Pathways will be implemented in the New.
Haven and Manchester areas. Connecticut’s application was received on December 30, 1993, and
approved on August 29, 1994.

FLORIDA

Florida is implementing a "Family Transition Program” for AFDC recipients in (wo gounties,
Usnder the plan, most AFDC families will be Hmited to collecting benefits for 3 maximum of 24
months in any 5-year period.

Individuals who exhaust their transitional AFDC beveefits, but sre unable to find employment,
will be guaranteed the opportunity to work at a job paying more than their AFDC grant. The
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demonstration also provides a Jonger period of eligibility -~ 36 months in any §-year period — for
families who are at a high risk of becoming welfare dependent,

Medicaid and child care benefits will be available in the demonstration.  Local commumity
boards will play 2 large mle in overseeing the program.

Other elemanty of the dempastration inchude ant increase in the carnings disregard formula and
asset ceilings, as well as a statewide requirement that AFDC parests must ensure that their children
have been immunized, Florida’s waiver request was received on September 21, 1993, and pranted on
January 27, 1994, ’

A

GEORGIA

Georgia is initiating the "Personal Accountability and Responsibility Project” (PAR) which
strengthons federal work requirements that must be met in order to receive cash benefits, Georgia's
welfare agency will now be able to exclude from an APDU grant any able-bodied recipient between
the age of 18 to 60 who has no children under the age of 14 and who willfully refuses to work or
who leaves empioyment without goed cause. The rest of the family will continug o be eligible for
AFDC benefus,

The plan will also allow the State o deny additional eash benefits for additional children born
after a family has been on welfare for at least two years if the child was coneeived while the family
was on weifare, However, PAR would allow reciplents 10 "learn back™ the denied benefits through
the recex;)z of child support paymems Or EETRINES.

Medicaid and Food Stamps eligibility will continue for all faxmly members, In addition,
Georgia will offer family planning services and instruction in parenal skills to AFDC recipients.
Georgia’s waiver request was received on -May 18, 1993, and grasted on November 2, 1993, .

HAWAIL

Under Hawaii's "Creating Work Opportunities for JOBS Families” (CWOIF) program, job-
ready JOBS recipients who would-otherwise expeet 1o wait at least three months (o be placad ina
regutar education or {raining activity are required to pursue job leads developed by JOBS program
specialists. The positions are part-time {up to 18 hours per week), private sector jobs at minimum
wage, and will allow ;}aﬂzmpanzs to gain work exper;enm, develop thm skills, and betler tarpet -
training needs.

The demonstration will operate for fwe years, Hawail's appilz:atmn wias yeceived on
‘November 3, 1993, and sppraved on June 25, 1994

ILLINOIS

The Work Pays component, added to the previously. approved Project Fresh Start, encourages
employment and thereby self-sufficiency by enabling recipients to Keep more of their earnings than is
normally allowed. The State will disregard two of each theee dollars carned for as long as recipients
continue working. Hlinots' waiver request was received August 2, 1993, and granted on
November 23, 1993,
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INDIANA

Under the Indiana Manpower Placement and Comprehensive Training Program (JMPACTS, at
any point in tims, up (0 12,000 job-ready individuals will be assigned te a "Placement Track™ and
receive help in job search and placement. Once on this track, AFDC benefits will be Himited to 24
consecative months. The time limit applics to adult benefits only; children’s benefits will not be
affected. Case management and supportive services will continue for 8 peried after AFDC benefits

_oend,

For ail recipients who become employed, earnings will be disregarded in determining Food
Stamp benefits for the first six months., There will be increased sanctions for quilting a job or for
failure to comply with program requirements. There will also be fewer exemptions from current
JOBS participation requirements. Another provision will extend subsidies to employers who hire
welfare recipients for 2 maximum of 24 months,

A family benefit cap provision will digaliow additional AFDC benefits for children conceived

" while on AFDC although the child will be eligible for Medicaid. Children will be required to attend

school and be immunized. IMPACT will operate for seven years, Indiana’s request was received
June 21, 1994, and granted. December 15, 1994, .

IOWA

lowz is implementing a reform plan that will encourage AFDC and Food Stamp recipients to

. take jobs and accumulate assets through a program of "Individual Development Accounts.” Funds

deposited in'an account can only be withdrawn to pay for education, training, home ownership,
business start-up, or family emergencies. The current law which limits ezch family’s assets to $1,000

- will be changed to aflow each applicant to have up to §2,000 in assets and each AFDC family to -

possess up to $5,600 in assets.- Additionally, the vehicle asset ceiling will rise from $1,560 to
$3,000.

Recipients will also be encouraged to work under @ sew formula which disregards 50 percent
of their earnings in the.calculation of benefits.  For recipients lacking in significant work histories, all

" income will be disroparded during the first four months on AFDC.. A Family Investment Program
- . will be created for most AFDC parents, requiring them to participate in training and support services

as a condition of AFDC rzoeipt. Only parents with a child under 6 months old at home, those
working at feast 30 hours per week, and the disabled are exempt. Individeals who choose not to
participate in the Family Investment Agreement will have their ARDC benefits phased out over six
months and’ will not be able to reapply for another six months. lowa’s reguest was reccmd

April 25, 1993, and granted August 13, 1993 :

MICHIGAN

This expansion of Michigan's "To Strengthen Michigan Pamilies™ welfare demonstration
tequires ARDC recipients to participate in sither the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training

. program (JOBS) or Michigan’s "Social Contract” activities that encourage work and self-sufficiency.

Michigan is also testing the requirement that ARDC applicants participate in job search by acavely
seeking employment while eligibility for AFDC is being determined.

The demonstration also requires that pre-school-age children be imununized and disregards the
value of one vehicle in determining eligibility.  Additionally, in two counties, Michigan will evaluate
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mediation services to determine If this increases compliance with child support. The demonstration
will extend previously approved waivers until October 1999, It will include a rigorous evaluation.,

Michigan’s request was received March 8, 1994, and granted October 5, 1994,

MISSISSIPPL

Mississippi’s reform plan promotes health and education for children receiving welfare
assistance and supports work cfforts by their parents. The demosstration includes a wide component
and twe projects, "Work First” in gix counties, and "Work Encouragement™ in two counties,

The wide component requires zif children aged six through 17 to attend schoo! and all
chitdren under age six to be immunized and receive regular health checkups. ¥t aise extendds AFDC
eligibility for two-parent families hy allowing mothers or fathers 1o work more than 100 howrs 2
month, ‘

The "Work Pisst” component provides subsidized, private-sector employment for job-ready
participants. A special fund created from participants’ AFDC and food stamp benefits will reimburse
employers” wages, The State will provide supplemental payments to recipients when their total
income 15 less than the combined AFDC and Food Stamp benefits they would otherwise receive, In
addition, gach "Work First" participant will have an “individual development account”™ for family
savings, to which ecmployers will contribute one dellar per hour of work, ‘The State will also pass on

10 the family all the child support payments &t collects on its behalf.

The "Work Encouragement™ component allows recipients to keep more of their earnings and -
still receive AFDC, by raising the eamed.income mit from 60 to 100 percent of state-established -
need levels. Time Hmits on income disregards will also be waived,

The "Work First” component will be implemented in Adams, Harerison, Jones, Lee, Hinds
and Washington Counttes. The "Work Encouragement” component will be implemented in Leflore
. and Oktibbeha counties. Under both the "Werk First” and "Work Encouragement™ components,
courts may require unemployed, non-custodial fathers to partictpate in the JOBS program to meet
child support obligations.

The demonstration will be in effect for five years. . The request was received
Decomber 16, 1993, and granted December 22, 1994, . . -

NEW YORK

New York's “A Jobg First Strategy™ gives applicanis alternatives o welfare, p'wvizies new
" incentives for recipients to find work and create businesses, and encourages the formation and |
preservation of twg-parent families.

The demonstration allows applicants otherwise eligible for Aid to Families with Dependent
Children the option to receive child care or Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training program
services in place of AFDIC, The program will slse provide ong-time cash assistance or other services
necessary 1o remedy a temporary emergency which has resulted, or sy result, - in job loss or ‘
impoverishment.

The demonstration allows children in ARDC families (o receive AFDC for up o two years
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after 2 caretaker parent marries and the new spouse’s income makes the family ineligible, so long as
the household’s income does not exceed 150 percent of the federal poverty guidelings. It extends to 2
full year transitional child care benefits for employed recipients who leave the rolls because of child
support payments. In addition, clients are encouraged o develop their own business enterprises by
gxciuding certain business income and resources, inchrding vehicles,

The demonstration will be implemented in six siies in four counties (Broome, Onondaga,
Erie, and up to three sites in Brooklyn), and wil] operate for five years.

The request was received June 7, 1994, and granted October 15, 1994,

NORTH DAKOTA

North - Dakota's demonstration will provide federal AFDC matching fonds 1o the State for
low-income women during the indtial six months of pregnancy with their first child, Such payments
are usually not available until the last rimester of the pregnancy.

© In addition, the demonstration links AFDC w & requirement that individuals enroli in the
State’s welfare-to-work program and pursue education or training activities both during t%za first six
months of pregnancy and after their ¢hild is three months of age.

: North Dakota’s waiver application was received on August 19, 1993, and appmvcd of
April 12, 1594,

OKLAHOMA

Oklahoma's demonstration seeks to encourage welfare recipients to attend school regularly
and ultimately graduaie from a high school or equivalent educational program.

. 'The demonstration provides that ARDC recipients between the ages of 13 and 18 need to
remain in school or face a reduction in benefits if they drop out. The plan apphiss 10 teenage parents
< as well as children.. Oklzhoma's request was received December 28, 1992, and granted
January 25, 1993,

OREGON

Oregon’s JOBS Plus demonstration provides individuals with short-term {up fo nine months)
- subsidized public or private employment at minimum wage or better. The State will provide- .
supplementat payments if an individual's income is less than the combined APDC and-Food Stamps
benefite. Participants will continue to be eligible for Medicaid and will recsive workplace mentoring
and ‘support services. The State also will pass on to the family all the child su;apon payments it
coilects on the family’s behalf. .

- Each JOBS Pius participant will also have an Individual Education Accournt {IEA)}, to which
=empioyers wilt contribute one dollar per hour of work. After a participant begins working in a non-
subsidized position, the State will transfer the IEA o the Scholacship Commission. The
Commission will then make funds available to the participant or the immediate family for continuing
education and training at any State community college or institution of higher learning,

QOregon’s request was received on Ociober 28, 1993, and granted September 19, 1994,
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PENNSYLVANIA

Pennsylvania’s “Pathways to Independenue” project provides incentives and support for single
and two-parent families moving from welfare (o self-sufficiency. It increases earned income
disregards so that recipients can keep more of what they earn before they become eligible for public
assistance.  Additionally, it raises AFDC resource limits, including the value of a family’s vehicle,
ard increases the time that a family is eligible for transitional child care and Medicaid after the family
leaves welfare due to earnings. It will operate in Lancaster County.

To further 2id the transition to work, Pathways extends case management sounseling and
referral services to up to one year after the family leaves weifare. Families will be able to deposit
money into retirement savings and education accounts without penalty.  Fusthermore, after two
months of employment, reciptent families can also choose to receive cash payviment of their monthly
Food Stamp benefit. The demonstration will operate for five years.

The request was received on February 18, 1924, amd approved November 3, 1994,

SOUTH CAROLINA

South Carolina’s Self-Sufficiency and Personsl Responsibility Program sets work requirements
and provides transitional assistance for program participants - After compieting Individual Self-
Sufficiency Plans (JSSP's} to help prepare them o become self-sufficient, AFDC recipients have 30
days to find a job in a designated vocational area. If they fail to secure such employment, recipients
receive an additional 30 days on AFDC (o find any private sector job; after which time they must
participate in a community work experience program in order o continue 0 receive AFDC benefits.
Progressive sanctions for nor-compliance, up to and including removal of the entire family from
asgistance, are components of this program,

To aid in the transition to work; recipients who would otherwise no fonger be eligible for
AFDC because of employment can receive reduced benefits for up to 12 months, Families remain
eligible for Medicaid and child care during this phase-down penod and regular transitional Medicaid
and child care benefits begin at the end of this peried,

”Z‘hc program also raises resource izzm:s to $3,000 and exempts the cash value of life
insurance policies, one vehicle and interest and dividend payments. Chikiren of recipients are

* required o atiend schoot regularly and obtain appropriate immunizations.

The demonstration will operate in Berkeley, Dorchester, Charleston, and Barnwell Counties
for a pertod of five years. South Carolina’s request was received on June 13, 1994, and approved on

January 9, 1995, ;

SOUTH DAKOTA

South Dakota is initiating its "Strengthening of South Dakota Families Initiative” that
encourages welfare recipients to undertake either employment or education activities. The program
assigns AFDC participants to either an employment or education track that enables them to move
from dependency to selfsufficiency.  Individuals enrciled in the employment track will receive up to
24 maonths of AFDC benefits; those pamcz;}azmg int the education track will receive up to 60 months
of AFDC benefiis.
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Upon completion of either track, part%cigéarzts will be expected to find employment, or failing
that, will be enrolied in approved community service activities. Individuals who refuse to perform
‘ the required compnunity service without good cause will have their benefits reduced until they

comply. . .

In addition, in conformance with the Food Stamp program, AFDC benefits can be denied o
any family in which an adult parent quits a job without good cause. The sanction period will fast
three months, or until the parent acquires a comparable job,

The demonstration also enacts new rules pertaining to the employment and earnings of
children receiving AFDC. Under current faw, income sarned by children can reduce the family's
overali AFDC payment. The South Dakotz demonstration will disregard such earnings for children
who are attending school at least part-time. Children will be permitted to have 1 savings account of
up to $1,000. Additionally, AFDC children 14 and over, who are employed part-time, will be
permitted (o own an autornobile worth up to 32,560,

The South Dakota dernonstration will involve 2 ngcraus evaluation that utilizes random
assignment o experimental and control groups..

South Dakota’s request was received August 6, 1993, and approved March 14, 1994,

VERMONT

Yermont's "Family Independence Project"  (FIP) promotes work by enabling AFDC
.- . recipients to retain more inceme and accumulate mare asséts ihan is aormally allowed. FIP also
- requires AFDC mzpicuts o participate in community or public service Jobs after they have received
. AFDC for 30 months for most AFDC families or 15 months for families participating in the
unempioyed parent component of AFDC. Current ¢hild support payments will now go directly to
families entitled to them. Vermont's request was received October 27, 1592, and granted
April 12, 1993,

VIRGINIA

Virginia’s "Welfare Reform Project” will encourage employiment by identifying enployers

who commit to hire AFDC recipients for jobs that pay between $15,000 and $18,000 2 year and by

- providing additional months of transitional child care and health care benefits. A second statewide
project will enable AFDC families to save for education or home purchases by aliowing the
accumulation of up to 35,000 for such purposes, encourage family formation by changing the way a
stepparent’s income is counted, and allow full-time high school students to continue o receive AFDC
benefits until age 21. Further, in up to four colnties;, AFDC recigicnts who successfully leave
welfare for work may be ¢ligible to receive transitional benefits for child and health care for an
additional 24 months, for 2 tofal of 36 months. In one lecation, Virginia will offer a guaranteed child
support "insurance” payment fo AFDC families who leave welfare because of employment (¢ assist
the family in maintaining economic self-sufficiency. \flrgmia s request was received July 13, 19593,
and granted November 23, 1093,
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WISCONSIN

Wisconsin's reform plan, "Work Not Welfare,” will require that mast AFDUC recipients either
work or look for jobs. The plan provides case management, employment activities, and work
experience 1o facilitate employment. Receipt of AFDC benefits will be limited o 24 months in'a
4-year period, exoept under certain conditions, such as an inability to find employment in the local
area due 10 a lack of appropriate jobs. Upon exhaustion of benefits, recipients become ineligible for
36 months,

With exceptions, children born while a mother receives AFDC will not be counted in
determining 2 family's AFDC grant. In addition, child support will now be paid dirzctly to the
AFRDC custodial parent in cases where the funds are collected by the State.  Wisconsin®s request was
received July 14, 1963, and granted November 1, 1993, :

WYOMING

Wyoming's reform plan will encourage AFDC recipients to enrecll*in school, undertake a
training program, of enter the workforce. Wyoming's plan will allow AFDC families with an
employed parent to accumulate $2,500 in assets, rather than the current ceiling of $1000.

Wyoming will promote compliance with work and school requiraments with tough penalties:
AFDC minor chtidren who refuse to stay in schoo! or accept suitable employment could have their
.monthly benefit reduced by $40; and adult APDC recipients who are reguired to work or perform
comununity service, but refuse to do so, face a $100 cut in their monthly benefit. Also, Wyoming
will severely restrict eligibility for adults who have completed a postsecondary educational program
while on welfare, and will deny payment to recipients who have conféssed 10 or been convicted of
program fraud vnil full restitution is made to the Stats,

Unemployed, non-custodial pareats of AFDC children who are niot paying child support can
now be ordered, by the courts, inlo Wyoming's JOBS program,. Wyoming™s request was received
May 20, 1993, and granied Seprember 7, 1993,






s e w
Ay

POLL RESULTS

Ge o wess

- e . FE.



® HHS GAGT SHEET

LS DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Tarmary 1995

FACTS RELATED TO WELFARE REFORM

Public Support for President Clinton’s Welfare Reform Flan

Public views and values. A recent survey by the Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation explored
public views on welfare reform in depth.” The study identified the core beliefs and values
shaping public opinion on welfare, and found most voters reject the status quo welfare system
because they believe it does more haom thao good by discouraging work and family stability,
However, volers see individials and government sharing responsibility in a reformed system,
and they are concerned that welfare reform not leave people without basic support.’

Widespread support for Clinton approach. Given these findings, it is pot surprising that
Americans overwhelmingly support the Administration’s approach to welfare reform. Public
opinion surveys show that Americans of all races, all political persuasions, and all income levels
support welfare reform that emphasizes work and mspczzsibi}ity.

A comprehcmw& Los Angeles Times survey demonstrates the depth of support.? In April 1994,
polisters asked 1,682 American adults whether they favored a welfare reform pmmi that
resembled the Clinton plan. The guestion was:

One proposal currently being discussed to reform welfare would require all able-
badied welfare recipients, including women with preschool children, to go to
school for two years to learn a skill while receiving benefits. After that, they
would be required o either get 2 job or take a job the government would give
them and their welfare benefits would be discontinued. Child care would be
provided for the children of working mothers. Do you favor or oppose this

propasal?

. An overwhelming 91% of those polled favored this approach to welfare reform.  Sixty-five

percent favored this proposal "strongly,” and only 7% opposed it,

Allegiance tr}\zhis approach--essentially the Clinton model--crossed all demographic lines.
African Americans (98% support) and people of Hispanic descent (95% support} were gven
more positive than whites (90% support).  Similarly, support spaaned all income categories:

'Kaiser Family Foundation survey of 1,200 adulls in December of 1994, The margin of error was +/- 3%,

Los Angeles Times survey of 1,682 adults in April, 1994, The margin of ereor was +/- 3%.



9% of those earning less than $20,000 were supportive, and middle- and upper-income
Americans were even more positive.

‘Worth the price. Americans are willing to pay substantially more for welfare reform than the
estimated cost of the Clinton proposal. In a follow-up question, the Los Arzgelef 2“ mes survey
assessed wﬂlwess to pay for reform:

Some astimate that this kind of compreheaswc thfare reform—including job
training and child care for working parents—conld end up costing over $50 biftion
in 2 ten-year period.  If that’s true, do you think the cost of this comprehengive
welfare reform is worth the prics or not worth the price?

More than two-thirds (69%) of respondents said that comprehensive welfare reform is worth this
investment. (Again, the actual Administration proposal has a much lower price tag.) Support
was strong across all demographic categories, with no less than 66% support from any sub-
group. '

Other surveys have uncovered a similar willingness to pay for reform.  An April 1994
CNN/USA Today/Gallup poll found two-thirds {(68%) of respondents favored "replacing the
current welfare system with a completely new system (o heip poor people get off welfare feven]
if that new system would cost the government more money in the next few years than the current
system.™ Only 27% opposed this proposal.

Agreement on the problem and the solation. These results are not a surprise. For many
months, public opinion surveys have shown that Americans agree on both the problems of the
welfare system and the necessary solutions. Americans believe that the current welfare system
is failing and must be changed to emphasize work and responsibility, Respondents of different
races, economic and educational levels, and regional backgrounds support time-limited benefits
combined with work skills training and job assistance.

Strong support for measures to enable and encourage work, The April Los Angeles Times
survey found nearly three in four (73%) people agreeing that the main goal of any welfare
reform plan should be "to get people in the workforce.™ Only 6% said that the goal should be
"to cut costs,” and just 17% said the goal should be "to cut down og ilegitimacy . ”

Americans recognize that supportive services can help recipients enter the workplace and atiain
self-sufficiency. The Kaiser Family Foundation survey found overwhelming majorities in
support of the government providing:*

* job training for people on welfare (87% w0 10%),
. public service jobs fur people on welfare (74% to 21%), and

Callup survey of §,002 adulis in Apdl, 1994 for T84 Today and CNN, The margin of error was /- 3%.

“Kaisey Family Foundaiios survey of 1,200 adults in December of 1994, The margin of error was +/- 3%.



. child care 1o low income mothers on welfare who take jobs or are in job training
(85% o 13%).

Strong Support for time limits, At the same time, Americans believe that welfare must be
transitional assistance, and support time limits fike those in the President’s proposal.

A U.S. News and World Report survey found 69% of respondents favored "limiting the time
families can stay on welfare or Aid to Families with Dependent Childeen.™ Only 16% of
respondents opposed such limits. Again, support for this aspect of reform spanned all
demographic sob-groups. More than 60% of African Americans, whites, and members of all
income categories supported limits. Time-limits also united differing political perspectives,
gaining support from Democrats (65%), Republicans (74%), and ticket-splitters (68 %).

In more recent surveys the questions have grown tougher but support for time-limited benefits
has not diminished. The Kaiser Family Foundation survey found 68% in support of "ending
welfare payments to gble-bodied welfare recipients, including women with pre-school children,
after two years, and requiring them to take a job,"®

Benefit cuts, group homes, and orphanages. Recent surveys have demonstrated over and over
again that there is littde public support for extreme positions that threaten 1o leave people without
basic means of suppert. Majorities reject "denying benefits to unmarried women on welfare
under 18 who have children® (54% opposed, to 42% favor) and “denying or substantially
reducing benefits to children when it is not possible to establish fatherbood™ (67% to 27%).7
Large majorities of voters say they would be "very upset” or "somewhat upset” if "many poor
mothers have to send their kids to orphanages or foster homes” {78%3, “limits on weifare cut
off benefits to poor families even when no work is available” (73%), or if "cuts in benefits for
illegal immigrants lead to discrimination against legal immigrants who work and pay taxes®
(64%).%

The findings on group homes, foster homes, and orphanages have been remarkably steady in a
large number of surveys. By huge majorities, voters oppose geeater reliance on orphanages and
they expect arphanages o cost them more as taxpayers. Even though time-limits on benefits are
extremely popular by thomselves, a proposal that requires mothers on welfare to "find a job and
get off welfare within 2 vears and if they can’t take care of their children at that time, give them

Survey of 1,000 “Hikely voters” conducted in Dezember, 1993 for U.S. News and World Report by The
Tarrance Group and Meliman, Lazarus, Lake. The margin of error was +43.1%.

“Raiser Family Foundation survey of 1,200 adults in December of 1994, The margin of error was +/- 3%.

TYankelovich Partners for Time and CNN telephone survey of 800 adalis in Decermber 1994, The margin of
error was i 3.5%.

Newsweek survey of 728 adults in December, 1994, The margin of error was +/ 4%.



to an orphanage™ is rejected by voters by a three-to-one margin (72% opposed to 24% support).
Even Republicans reject this proposal by a two-io-one margin {67% opposed to 28% favor)®

The public also rejects orphanages for children of young mothers. Again by a betier than three-
to-one margin (72% o 20%) voters belicve it is better for children of unwed mothers under the
age of 21 to live with their mothers than to go into foster care or an orpbanage. -They also
believe (60% to 30%) that relying on the famﬁy will cost the government less money. Again
these resuit.s hold for voters of all political persuasions.’

*¥ankelovich Parmers for Time and CNN survey of 800 adults in December, 1994, The margio of error was
+4 3.5%.

WOBSIN#w York Times survey of 1,147 adults in December, 1994, The margin of orvor was +/- 3%,
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. RESULTS FROM THE LOS ANGELES

> "Survey Finds Backing for Clinton on Crime, Welfare and Taxes™
(The Los Angeles Times, 1/24/95).

Time Limits

> Those surveyed were asked about which kind of approach to time limits they prefer:
President Clinton’s plan which would require “recipients to work after two years on the rolis
but woukd provide public service jobs if none are available in the private sector,” or the
House Republicans’ plan which would "let states cut off recipients after two years without

guarantesing a job.”
> By &8 percent to 29 percent, those surveyed preferred the Clinten approach. According to
The Times, "a majority of bath Republicans and conservatives preferred Clinton's policy.”

Out-of-Wedlock Childbearing ..

> Those surveyed were alzo asked about their preferred approach to reducing cut-of-wedlock
childbearing. They were told that President Clinton wants to reguire that teen mothers live at
. home as a condition of receiving aid, and that House Republicans "want to ouf off all welfare
benefits to girls under 18 who bear chikiren out-ofwediock.”

> By 58 percent to 28 percent, those surveyed preferred the Clinton approach.



POLL WATCH:

According 16 8 CNNUSA/Gallup poll of 1,014 adults conducted Decembar 2.5:
On welfare rafonn;

-

10% say "Ihe amoun! of tax money now being spent for wellare programs to hielp low-ncome lamilies
should be ended altagether™ 35% say i shouid be reduced, 34% say it should be kepl al its present tevel
and 14% say # should be increases,

36% favor & move fo "cut alf aid to immigranis who have entered the United States Hlegally unti i%zey
have Bved herg al least fve years" white 40% arg opposed.

88% favor & move o “help provide child cam so a parent on wellare can work of look for work.® while
10% ave oppesed.

A move to "previde job fraining fo feach welfare recipiants new skilis™ is favored by 92% and opposed
by 7%.

S4% favor a move lo “movide a government-paid job o weltare recipients when lhera are nol enaugh-
privale seclor jobs avallable® and 42% are opposed. -

S6% oppose "ending wellare payments (o unmarried mothers who have chikiren,” while 40% favor ending
e paymenls,

56% favor & move fo "cul ofl alt benelits to people who hixd not touzxi ajobor bemme seiirsu{ﬁaazzl afer -
iwo years” and 37% are epposed. .

A move to “limd all adulls lo & tolal of five years of wellare benefits” is favored by 52% and opposed by
34%.

45% favor a move io "end increases i wellare paymfmis ic women who give birh lo children while'sn
welfare* while 52% are epposed,

“H & new wedtare syslem were passed in which the govemmeni cuts off weifare benefits ip rwpaen‘ls afier

lwe years," 78% say “the government should provide separale benefils (o children; even though their

parents’ benelils have been cul of and 17% say the govermnment should ol provide separate benefits
tor chaldeen.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

in Eght of the recent midterm elections, many Americans are
wondering whether the electoral shift szgmﬁes a loss of suppont for
govemnment efforts to fight poverty, many of which began in the
19608 War on Poverty, A study of American public attitiides on
fighting poverty was conducted byithe Center for the Study of Policy
Atitudes in consultation with ihe Americans Takk issues Foundation,
it included:

~ @ pationwide pofl of 900 randomly chosen Americans
conducted October 13-15 {margm of arror plus or minus 3.5%
- 4,0%}

- a comprehensive analysis of polls conducied by other
organizations

- two focus groups with a demographicaliy-balanced sample
of Americans

« in-depth mterviews with 23 Americans from across the
cotntry.

In iaditional political terms the findings of the study are
paradoxical. On one hand, among the American public there is a |

"widespread and strongly felt frusteation with govermment parformance
- which extends to gavernment poverty programs. At the same time,

this does not sigaify a mandate 1o eliminate or even cut back such
programs:; Most Americans. continue {0 embrace the values that

have prompted such programs and do not want to reduce spending

on them, 2 consensus that culs across ideviogical demographic and
political fines, - Rather, such frustration leads Americans to want to
see poverty programs conducted more effectively, especially 1o see

the poor more effectively integrated into the work force.

More precisely the study found:

1. The American public strongly supports the effort to fight poverty. R

* They think poverty is getting worse, and they are concemed about it, -

An overwhelming majority believes that society is morally obliged o .

- by to eliminate poverly and that such efforts are a good. economic

investment, Support for fighling poverly does not agpear to be any
wegker than it was during the 19805 War on Poverly and may be

stronger.

2. The majority has a very negative attitude foward the government's
performance in poverly programs. This atfitude seems to rest largely
on the mistaken belief that wasteful bureaucracy ang fraud are so
rampard in government programs that only 31% of poverty program
funds are ultimately used to help the poor. This negative aititude
also extends to the War on Poverly which is incomeclly viewed as
having failed to reduce poverty.



3. Despite negative impressions aboul government pedomance, the
majorily wants o maintain or increase spending on poverly programs
overall and strongly favors increasing spending on some specific
programs and some poor populations. Despite the negalive view of
the War on Poverly, programs that grew out of it are some of the
most popular cantdidates for spending increases.

4. The public overwhelmingly supports programs thal emphasize
moving poor people info productive work,  Wellare elicits strong
negative feelings and there is much support for selting time limits,
However, there is viftlually no support for simply eliminating welfare
and fittle support for cutting spending on it.  Rather, there is very
strong support for job training and large-scale jobs programs, not
only for curent welfare recipients but for afl able-bodied Amencans
walling {0 work,

5. The majorly is ready to give more sypport to the working poor
through raising the minimum wage and indexing # to inflation, while a
plurality is ready to give more benefits to the working poor.

8. In conirast {0 the low levels of confidance in government to fight

poverty, ithe public has a high level of confidence in volunteer
_organizations, churches, chardties and organizations of poor people
warkifig in their communily. A majonty also wants business to play a
larger rode in fighting poverty, .

7. The majority feels thal wealthy Americans should pay more in

taxes for poverly programs, This view.is driven more by a desire 1o

reduce the number of Americans living in poverty than # ts o reduce
-the gap between the dch and poor. :

" 8. The majoily has numerous misperceptions about the poor and
about poverty programs. Some of these misperceptions comelate
" with negative attitudes about efforts 6 reduce poverty, .

9. The public as a whole percetves the public (i.e. the public

perceives itself} as more resistant to spending money on the poor .

than is actually the case
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POSSIBLE EXAMPLES OF PEOPLE

WHO COULD BE AFFECTED BY

ENACTMENT OF THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT



Possible Situations That Real Families May };‘ace After
Enactment of the House Republican Proposal
H.R. 4 - Personal Responsibility Act (PRA)

Section 101 - Paternity Establishment

This provision denies AFDC benefits 1o any child for whom paternity is not estabiished. (There is o
Limited set of exceptions in cases of rape or incest or when establishing paternity would endanger the
mother.} If the mother has cooperated fully in helping identify und focare the father, she can be .
eligible for AFDC, even if paternity has not been established. The child, however, is denied aid until
parernity is actuaily established. This provision applies 1o all persons who apply or reapply jor

- welfare after the effective date of this act, Children and mothers denied aid under this prom‘f;m
would still be eligible for Medicaid.

» “This provision wounld punish children and families and would discriminate agaiost
children based on their parents’ behavior. Families would be punished due to the
- inability of states {0 provess paternity claims, Families dended assistance nght face
severe hardship and fmm]y break-up.

Kathy Green, age 35, supported hmeif and ber 10 year-old daughter, Amy, for the past 15 years by
working odd pobs and part-time employment.  Since recession hit-her town she has been unable o

- find work and has used up her meager savings, She-and Amy's &iﬁwm&:mﬁ and he

- provides no support. Kathy applies for AFDC on Amy's behalf, and the state informs her thatuntil
paternity is actuaily established, her family can receive no aid. To help the state establish patemnity,
Kathy does everything she could and was expected to do. The state, however, fails toact for 9
months. When the hearing is finally scheduled, it is 12 months after Kathy applied for assistance.
Althouph Kathy shows up to testify, the father doesn’t. In the meantime, she and -her child have
seceived no aid.  Although Kathy and Amy have endured hardship and may face eviction from their
apartment, any future applications will also be denied until paternity is established. -

hildren Barn Out-Of-Wedlock

This section prohibits benefits to children and their parent when the child was born put-of-wedlork
while the parent was under 18 {or under 21, at siore aption). The ban applies for the entire
chiidhood of the child unless the mother marries the biclogical father or another man legally adopts .
the child. A portion of the federal money saved under this provision is returned to the states for use
in pregnoncy prevention programs and group care sertings including orphanages. Children and
mothers denied AFDC under this provision are still eligible for Medicaid.

> Az ahove, this provision wounld punish children and families and wounld discriminate
*  mgninst children based on their parents’ behavior. Families denied assistance might face
gevere hardship and family break-up.

Karen had her daughier, Rebeosa, when she was 15, and with the help of her parents, managad 10
finish school. She’s worked for the past 10 years, but was laid off from her most recent job when
her company was downsized. When her unemployment insurance runs out, she applies for AFDC,
Karen is told that her child is ineligible for AFDC because she was not married at the time of the
birth. For this reason, her daughter will remain ineligible for her entire childhood. .o



Mrs. Susan Grant is a 30 year old woman who recently applied for AFDC for her two sons after her
husband of 13 years abandoned the family, She bad her first child, Brian, when she was an
unmarried teenager at age 16, Afier finishing high school, she married another man and had ber
second child, John, She has no work experience since she and her husband agreed that she would
stay at home to raise their two children. Her ex-husband never adopted Brian, and he has refused to

. pay child support for John, Since she has no means of support, Mrs. Grant applies for AFDC for her
two sons. While she and her son John are gligible, she discovers that Brian is pot eligible fer aid
since he was born out-of~wedlock {after the date of enactmenty.

- As n vesult of these provisions the state wounld place parents in the position of having fo
make docisions no family should have to face. Also, no exceptions would be made for
rape or incest.

Clirissy was 17whmmwssmp&inana}iymmm, As 2 resuit, she becane pregnant and
elected to have the child rather than have an sbortion.  Her low-wage iob will pot be sufficient to
support both her and her expected child. She is only sble to work part-time sinee she is currently
attending bight school.  Under the Repoblivan plan, she and her child are ineligible for AFDC
assistance since she is not married, even though she has established paternity for the child and the
pregnancy was the result of rape. This leaves her with several options. She can turn her child over
to the state 10 Hve in 2 state-run Orphanage and/or to be put up for adoptien. Or, she can quit sx:hoel
wzmwswﬁhwaadkamw&ziém&ermgermry

‘The stipulations for denying ARDC benefits dereribed under Section 105 may be extended to mothers
through age 20, a1 the sigie’s discretion, The stare also has the discretion o deny housing benefits
under the same provisions.

» These provisions are ponitive and woudd not affect behavior; they would merely punish
‘ mixm'able families,

}xzéztk is 20 years old and her child, Samm:i is 6 months old. She has lived on her own for several-
years and receives tental assistance. The stare in which she resides exercises its option under the
Republican plan (o deny AFDC and housing benefits to children bomn out-of-wedlock to individuals
aged 18, 19, or 20, and 1o the parents of these children. Since Judith is only 20 years old, the state
stoppcd her rental-assistance payments. She is unable to pay her rent from her low-wage salary and
is foroed to move into an unsafe, crime-infested tenement house with her young child, . When she
applies for AFDC to supplement her income, she is denied assistance due 10 her age.

Section 202 - Work Program

JOBS The state may not provide subsidized non-work activities ~ such a5 education and training {i.e.
JOBS) ~ to an AFDC recipient for more than a total of 24 monihs (whether or not consecutive).
-There is no requirement for the state to operate a JOBS program and rhgre are no pariicipation
T requirements for the JOBS program.

WORK Siates are required to establish a work program. A siate muy reguire gy adult recipient,
regardless of the length of time on assistance, to participate in the work program.



monthly payments fo parents who adopt low-income children, would not be available to anyone who
adopts him.

» State and local governments would face potentially large increases in public assistance
costs for legal immigranis.

Marta, who is pregnant, is a recent immigrant who has just lost ber job and subsequently her health
gare. Under the Republican plan, she is neither eligible for Medicaid nor any services offered by her
local community health center or the Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC). With no medical services provided during her pregrancy, Marta gives birth
prematurely 10 & low birth weight baby who requires a lengthy hospital stay, covered by Medicaid
{since the child is a U.S. citizen). Marta’s baby is subsequently diagnosed as having a leamning
disability and will require substantial staie and Jocal assistance,

> These policies promeote negative social effects,

Timmy and Lavra are citizens and receive free Iunches at schoel, bt Vong, who was born in
Vietnam, doss not, Timray and Laura ask their parents why their classmarte hag to pay for his Junch,
They are told that it’s because he is different than they are — he isn't an American,

Eduardo legally tmmigrated to the U.S. and is currently living in a low-income farming community in
Southern California. His community has formed & homeowner’s association to promote self-help
efforts to improve their housing and Hving cavironments. Since Eduardo is an immigrant, they had to
exclude him from this group in order to-be eligible for aid under such programs as the Rural Self-
Help Housing Technical Assistance Program and the Rural Housing Site Loans Program.

Section - Fi Assistance Block Grant

All food assistance programs would be replaced with o Food Assistance Block Gront Program.

Funding for Fiscal Year (FY} 1996 is ser ot $35.6 billion. -Funding for subseguent years would be

adjusted for food price inflation and population incresses. Funding would be apportioned among .

states based on the proportion of the economically disadvantaged popuiation living in eack state. The.

proposal repeals all existing authority for food assistance programs, all authority 1o extablish nutrition |

standards for these programs, and all authority 10 provide sutrition education to anyone other than
. women, infants and their young children.

T Families wounld be denied nutrition assistance due to a lack of resources; benefits wounld
be poorly targeted. States would bave no recourse since additional federal dollars would
not be available without a special appropriation, .

The state of Florida is experiencing a mild recession. The state administers 2 nutritional assistance |
program that is funded primarily from federal block grant doliars with some state dollars. However,
due to the recession and due to the federal government's desise to cut spending, this year's allocation
is somewhat lower than the demands placed on the program,

Mr. Blankley is a retiree living in Florida. He and his wife live off 2 very meager pension that is ,
barely encugh to cover living expenses. Later in the year, when he applies for food stamp assistance,
he is told that although he qualifies he will be unable to receive benefits since the state has exhausted
itz food assistance budget. In the meantime,- the state is forced o turn away hundreds of needy
families for the same reason, even though all these families are deserving and qualify for aid,



In Coral Gables, Johnny and his two sisters go to school every day and eat Junch in the cafeteria with
all the other children. Their parents are employed as seasonal farmers and only make a small
income. Because they qualify for school lunch assistance they are able to receive breakfast and lunch
at a reduced cost. 'When the state exhausts its nutrition budget, the school lusch progeam in Johinny's
schoo! is terminated and the reduced cost lunch is no longer available. Since Johnny's parents cannot
afford the full priced meal, Johnny and his sisters face ongoing hunger.

Section 503 - Authority to Sell Federal Surnius Commodities

This provision would replace USDA's aughority under carreny law to purchase commodities and
donate them to staies and institutions with the guthority to sell surplus commodities to states.

> Other provisions would affect private charities that serve needy families, Under the
PRA, the USDA would no longer be able to donate comumodities for purposes of direct
nutriiional acsistance,

In downtown Miami, Julio Salazar, a prizst, operates a food shelter program for homeless children,
the elderly, and other needy familics. Although it is funded primarily from private donations, it relies
heavily on commodities donated by the USDA. When this portion of the nuirition assistance program
is terminated, Father Salazar is forced to seale-back the operations of his food shelter. Many families
that received assistance from Father Salazar are turned away,
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THE STATE OF THE CHILD

. Living Arrangements of Children
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Kelated Chitdren under 48 (in housands) 1960 18980 1890 1993
Total child population 63,727 £3.427 84,137 56883
Percent of ali children:
Living with ona paront 81 18.7 W 2687
Living with never-marriad parert 04 29 7.8 88
Teonage Pregnancy 1973 1550 19685 1982
Fornale Popmdation (ages 1516 $6,143,000 10,413,000 8,174,000 8,324,000
Birtts 604,008 552,161 457 485 505415
Logal Abortions 232,440 444780 369,200 NA
Estimatod Miscarmages 144,060 145,000 114,008 NA
] Q8D 556 1,145,941 980, 688 NA
Hata perﬁwwmi o962 $10.6 10e.p ‘ NA
Child Povarty
Number in thoussds snd rate} 16974 1970 1889 1963
Children below povernty
Tolal 15,158 pse HITT e 12590 pew 18,727 @mn
Black 3758 pes 38 Wy 4375 @y 5125 w@e.)
White 8285 w1y 8§13 sy 7,599 iy 8752 or1.e)
Hisparic NA, - 1588 g8y 2003 ps2 3873 w@oo)
. Child paverty rate by race and family type, 1690; Femalo Head  Mamied-Couple
Total " 8.7 11.7
Black &he 18.0
While 45.68 10.8
Hispanic 66.1 ) 30.1
Govermmaenial Policy-Disposable Incoms of Percant change
mother and 2 children 1931 §) 9re 1680 1904 1972-04
Wages of 30
AFDC 8531 8.ars 4,530 469
Foaod Sampa 2,450 2,350 2,896 34.7
Totn 10,689 8,625 7.426 305
Wages of $7500
Wages 7.500 7,500 7500 -
AFDC 5584 2.4 Tar 584
Food Stamps $11 612 2,721 108.8
Fodora) {Texes) Behawds {390 200 1,677 -
. Youal ’ 13,605 11,204 12,634 7.1
‘ Divorcad or 1968 Never
Chiid Support Enforcement 1978 1989 Hemarriad Marded
Familins with childran with
an absent fathar {millions} 71 10.0 8.8 30
Peroent with awards 68 58 78 24
. Peroant who rocaivad paymaent a8 37 . B 14
Parzant receiving full payrment 24 26 HA HA




Benefits, Expenditures, Reciplents & Child Poverty In 1993, By State

. Monthly Monthiy Total Parcent . Chid

AFDC AFDC + AFOC I " Poverty

Beonatt Food Banefits Afl Chikdren Rate (%)

Hintea July 94 Sinmps Paid ot AFDC 517
Mother & 2 Chitdren MGt & ¥ Criidesn s erskibons) {memtndy mva mcp] Yours
Alakwona $174 $460 $65.9 8.3 221
Alaskn 9a3 1,161 10,7 10.1 103
Arbrorm asy 815 260.8 1.8 231
Arkarsos ' 214 509 54.5 83 232
Calitomin 817 T 5.807.4 194 24.2
Colorado 368 821 1840 8.0 113
Connoticat €630 848 3683 13.4 15,1
Dalawars 348 08 any 120 128
District of Columbin 430 666 1107 | 38.1 408
Florida 313 554 8304 13.8 245
Georgla 200 568 A3 9 4.6 223
Guam 340 70 P2 23 - -
Hawaii 722 1,097 1438 2.4 4.8
Igdahe . 327 54 288 43 - 174
Hilinois 387 641 8985 154 16.8
thetinna 258 B3 .7 i 8.1 120
oy 435 870 8534 8.8 130
Kansay 439 653 1259 85 14.7
Kontucky 37 s31: - . 218 182 24.4
Loubsians 200 485 177.8 160 380
Malow 428 654 §17.1 14.4 17.2
Marytand 353 £46 3188 118 . 148
Massachuselts 589 £t 7508 4.8 17.6
. Michigan (Wayne Co) 465 &% 1,192.% 17.8 2.2
Minnasoin 542 T44 3858 0.2 14.8
Mississippl © 487 €32 B2 17 31.0
Migpoud 302 578 2861 124 185
Mordana 438 663 476 8.9 14,7
Nebraska ‘ 374 827 8.9 7.6 14.0
Npvais 358 815 440 63 168.1
Now Hampshirp 860 757 58.0 64 11.6
Now Jursoy 200 £04 - 533,86 LE X I 14.9
How Mexioo . 391 . B39 : 118.8 1.8 pr B
New York iN.Y.C.) 587 02 RBITA 185 243
North Caroling 282 582 asr.0 124 20.9
Nowh Dakota 441 674 28.1 72 115
Ohie N ' s 611 9a80.8 17.7 187
Qkighoma . 434 599 172.8 0.7 215
Oregon 470 729 2028 10.1 132
Pennsylvania M 567 MNe3 13.8 1683
Puerto Rico 190 190 e 37 -
Rhodea 1stand 584 708 1350 7.4 ) 263
South Caroling 210 508 1180 10y 2ra
South Dakota 440 873 280 g4 167
Tonnessco 194 163 08 13.9 &90e
Taxns 198 {53 £33.8 104 214
Liah 824 8662 780 53 34
Yermont 660 827 850 1248 132
Virgln isiands 250 812 35 Fa3 -
Virglnia 354 820 b3 e 3 81 130
Washington 558 780 £ .4 27e . 134
. Wosl Virginia : 253 549 erded 176 - s
Wisconsin 82¥ 734 4416 128 4.9
Wyoming ¥ 1] 824 265 8.0 119




HHS GAGT S

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

January 1995 : ' Contact: . ACF Press Office

(202) 401-9215

FACTS RELATED TO WELFARE REFORM
Aid to ramilies with Dependent Children (AFDC)

(Figures are for 1993, except where noted)

Benefits

AFDC benefit levels range from $120 per month for a fanmily
of three in Mississippi to $950 per month in Alaska, with
the median state paying $365 in AFDC benefits. Food stamp
benefits fall as AFDC benefits increase, however, offsetting

to Bome degree the disparity in AFDC benefit levels among
the different states.

After accounting for inflation, the average monthly benefit
for a mother and two children with no earnings has shrunk
from $690 in 1972 to $395 in 1993, a 43 percent decline..

This decline has been partly offset by an increase in food
stamp benefits, such that the combination of AFDC and food
stamps for a mother and two children with no earnings
declined. by 26 percent between 1972 and 1993.

In all 50 states and the District of Columbia, AFDC benefits
are below the Census Bureau's poverty threshold, varying
from 12 percent of the threshold in Mississippi to 75
percent in Alaska (median of 38 percent).

Caseloads .

The number of persons receiving AFDC increased significantly

between 1975 and 1993. In 1975, 11.1 million individuals

received benefits, and in 1993, 14.2 million persons

received AFDC (up from 12.6 million in 1991). Over the same

period, the average size of AFDC families has fallen, from
.3 persons in 1975 to 2.8 persons in 1993,

Recipiency rates, defined as the total number of AFDC
recipients divided by the state population, have not
followed a uniform trend among all states. While rates in
some states increased substantially between 1975 and 1992,

22 states experienced a decline in monthly recipiency rates
over that time period.



Page 2 ~= AFDC facts

. Two-thirds of AFDC recipients are children. During an
average month in FY 1993, 9.7 nillion children received AFDC
benefits.

. Despite the incresse in the number of reciplents over the
time pericd, total AFDC benefit sxpenditures have remained .
relatively constant in real terms between 1975 ($22.¢
billion) and 1993 ($22.3 billion). Real spending on AFDC
benefits apart from AFPDC-UP {aid for certain poor two-parent
families) has actually fallen since 1975, fronm 321.6 billion
in 1975 to $20,.0 billion in 1993. (Figures shown are
constant 1933 dollars.)

* Contrary to the gaeneral conception, not all states have
experienced an increase in total AFDC expenditures. While
the national average between 1985 and 1993 was a 14 percent
increase, state~by-~state flgures varied from an increase of
206 percent in Arizona to a decreass of 41 percent in
Wisconsin,

o The share of federal spending devoted to AFPDC has declined
from 1.6 percent in 1975 to 1.0 percent in 19983,

» For FY 19955, it is estimated that AFDC spending will total
$22.8 billion, including $10.3 billion by states and $12.5
billion by the federal government.

» Thirty-eight percent of AFDC parents in 1993 were white, 37
: percent were black and 19 percent Hispanic, as compared to
1973, when 38 percent of AFDC parents were white, 46 percent
. black and 13 percent Hispanic,

. At any peint in time, only 21 percent of AFDC families
report any non-AFDC inceme; only 7 percent report earnings,

3 Forty percent of female welfare reciplents gave birth to
their firat child before the age of 18, Seven percent of
children {about 650,000) now recelving AFDC were born to
urnmarried mothers under the age of 18; 21 percent {almost 2
nillion children) were born to unmarried mothers undsr 21.

. Fitty-five percent of children (5.2 million) receiving AFDC
wvere born sut-of-wedlock, and 33 percent {3.2 million) of
AFDC child recipients do not have paternity established.

. Pifty-four percent of AFDC adult reciplents have a high
school degree, and 4% percent had not worked in the 12
months prior to receiving AFDC benefits.



. On an average monthly basis, 17 percent ¢f adult non-exempt
A¥DC recipients nationwide were enrolled in the JOBS program
in 1993, Only California, Hawaii, and Guam failed to reach
the 11 percent participation rate mandated in the Family
Bupport Act for fiscal year 1993.

* Piscal yesr 1993 federxal funding for the JOBS progranm was
capped at $1 billion. However, state spending was only
sufficient to draw down about three~fourths of the available
tederal funding for fiscal. year 1993, and only 17 states

“{plus the Virgin Islands) claimed their full allocation of
federal JOBS funds.

. while the total child population in the United Staten was
approximately the same in 1960 &8 in 1993, the percent of
children living with a single parent increased from 9
percent to 27 percent. The majority of children born today
will spend some time in a single-parent family.

. The percent of women who work in the wage labor market has
increased dramatically in recent decades. Between 1950 and
1993, thes labor force participation of women with children
under age & increased from 14 percent to 58 percent.

£

. In 1993, 23 percent of all children lived in poverty. Among
children in female-headed families, the rate was 55 percent;

. among children in families with a male present, the rate was
13 pexcent. -

¥

. ©f the 10 million families with children with an absent
father in 1989, 58 percent had a child gupport order in
place. Of those with child support payment due, 51 percent
received full payment, an additional 24 percent received
partial payment, and 25 percent did not receive any payment.

IFF
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Federal Role. The Federal role will be expanded to ensure efficient location and
enforcement, particularly in interstate cases. In order (o coordinate activity at the Federal
tevel, a National Clearinghouse (NC) will be established, consisting of three components: an
. expanded Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS), the National Child Support Registry, and
the National Directory of New Hires,

Interstate Enforcement. New provisions will be enacted to improve State efforts to work
interstate child support cases and 1o make interstate procedures more uniform throughout the
country. The fragmented system of State child support enforcement has caused tremendous
problems n collecting support across State lines. Given the fact that 30 percent of the
current caseload involves interstate cases, and the fact that we live in an increasingly mobile
society, the need for a stronger Federal role in interstate location and enforcement has
grown. Many of the recommendations of the U.8. Commission on Interstate Child Support
will be included to improve the handling of interstate cases, such as the mandatory adoption
of the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA) and other measures to make the
handling of interstaie cases more uniform.

. License Suspension. States will be required to use the threat of revoking professional,
occupational, and drivers’ licenses to make delinquent parents pay child support. This threat
has been extremely effective in Maine, Cal:fﬂrma and other States.

forcement Measures. To insure that people do not escape their legal and
moml obhgatlon m support thmr chlldmn States will be given the enforcement tools they
need, especially to reach the self-employed and other individuals who have often been able to
beat the system in the past. Some of these tools include universal wage withholding,
improved use of income and asset information, easier reversal of fraudulent transfers of
assets, interest and late penaltics on arrearages, expanded use of credit reporting, easing
bankrupicy-related obstacles, and authority to use the same wage garnishment procedures for
Federal and non-Federal cmployees

Training and Employment Programs for Ncm_mm States will have the option of
developing JOBS and/or work programs for noncustodial parents who have children receiving

AFDC or who have child support arrearages owed to the State from prior periods of AFDC
receipt by their children, A State could allocate a portion of its JOBS and WORK funding
for training, work readiness, and work opportunities for noncustodial parents. Requiring
noncustodial parents to train or work off the child support they owe appears to increase
collections dramatically -~ most noncustodial parents pay their support rather than perform
court-ordered community service, . For those without job skills or jobs, these programs
provide the opportunity for noncustodial parents to fulfill their child support obligations,

Pecformance-Based Svstem. The entire financing and incentive scheme will be
reconstructed, offering States pew performance-based incentive payments geared toward
desired outcomes. Federal rechnical assistance will be expanded to prevent deficiencies
before they ocour, While penaltics will still be available to ensure that States meet program
requiremnents, the audit process will emphasize a performance-based, "Swate-friendly”
approach. There is almost universal agreement that the current funding and Incentive




structure fails to achieve the right objectives. These new tools can only be used effectively if
States have the necessary funding and incentives to run good programs.

Child Support Enforcement and Assurance (CSEA) Demonstrations

Children need and deserve support from both parents. Yet collections are often sporadic.
Often no money is received for several months, sometimes followed by a large arrearage
payment. In other cases, the father is unemployed and cannot pay that month. In still other -
cases, the State simply fails in its duties to collect money owed. The proposal calls for a
limited number of time-limited Child Support Enforcement and Assurance demonstrations
which will attermnpt to link expanded efforts at child support collections to some level of
guarantee that a child will receive a child support payment on a consistent basis. Under this
experiment, persons with an award in place would be guaranteed a minimum level of support
-- for example, $2,000 annually for one child and $3,000 for two. This does not relieve the
noncustodial parent of any obligations. It simply ensures that the child will get some money
even if the State fails to collect it immediately.

Child support enforcement and assurance is meant to test ways to ease the difficult task of
moving people from welfare to work. It is designed to allow single parents to count on some
child support, usually from the noncustodial parent, but from the assured child support
payment if the noncustodial parent becomes unemployed or cannot pay child support. States
that try this demonstration will have the option to link it with programs that require the
noucustodlal parent to work off the amount owed.

CSEA protection will be provided only to custodial parents who have a child support award
" in place, so mothers should have more incentive to cooperate in the identification and
location of the noncustodial father, since they will be able to count on receiving benefits.
CSEA benefits will normally be subtracted dollar for dollar from welfare payments. In most
States, a woman on welfare will be no better off with CSEA, but if she leaves welfare for
work, she can still count on her child support payments. Thus, work should be much more
feasible and attractive.

Enhance Responsibility and Opportunity for Noncustodial Parents

There is considerable overlap between issues concerning child support enforcement and
issues concerning noncustodial parents. The well-being of children whe live with only one
parent will be enhanced if emotional and financial support is provided by both of their
parents. Yet, the current child support enforcement system is ill-equipped to handle cases in
which noncustodial parents cite unemployment as the reason for their failure to make court-
ordered support payments. It also pays scant attention to the needs and concerns of
noncustodial parents -- instead of encouraging noncustodial parents to remain involved in
their children’s lives, the system often drives them away.



We need to make sure that all parents live up to their responsibilities. If we are going to
expect more of mothers in welfare reform, we must not fet fathers just walk away. A
murmber of programs show considerable promise in helping noncustodial parents recomnect
with thewr children and fulfill their financial responsibilities to support them. Some programs
help parents do more by seeing that they get the skills they need 1o hold down a job and
support their children. Other programs require noncustodial parents to work off the support,
they owe. It Is also important to show parents who get involved in thewr children’s lives
again that when they pay child support, they restore a connection they and their children
need.

This proposal will focus more attention on noncustodial parents and send a message that
"fathers matter.” The child support system, while getting tougher on those who ¢an pay
support but refuse to do so, will also be fair to those noncustodial parents who show
responsibility toward their children.

Work and Training for Noncustodial Parents. States will have the option t¢ use a portion of
JOBS and WORK program funding for training, work readiness, educational remediation,
and mandatory work programs for noricustodial parents of AFDC recipient children who
cannot pay child support due to unemployment, underemployment or other employability
problems. States will be able to choose to make participation by noncustodial parents
mandatory or voluntary and will have considerable flexibility in designing their own

programs.

Demonstration Grants for Paternity and Parenting Programs. Paternity and Parenting
Demonstration grants will be made to States and/or community-based organizations to
develop and implement noncustodial parent components in conjunction with existing
programs for high-risk families (e.g., Head Start, Healthy Start, family preservation, teen
pregnancy, and prevention). These grants will promote tesponsible parenting, emphasize the
importance of paternity establishment and economic security for children, and develop
parenting skills.

Access and Visitation Grants 1 States. Paternity actions will stress the importance of getling
fathers involved earlier in their children’s lives, These grams will be made to States for
programs which reinforce the desirability of children having continued access (o 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 peutral drop-off and pick-up, and development of
guidelines for visitation and alternative custody arrangements,
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" Ten Key Welfare Facts

1. Welfare benefizé are small and declining..

In 1893, ‘the average fanily on welfare (one parent, two ahikdreﬁ}
recelved $373/month in AFDC -- abort $4,500/year. If one
includes Food Stamps, which are paid to over thvee-qaarte*s of
AFDC households, the average annual benefit increases to about

©$86,900/year -~ still only 60% of the Federal poverty guideline

for a three-person household. Between 1970 and 1993, real AFDC
benefits declined by 43%. State benefit levels vary widely.
{The 1993 average benefit in California, for example,. was
$568fmonbh while in Hxsszsszppx it was $120/month.}

zZ. There is no ﬁv&é&aae that welfare causes out-of-wedlock
Births. )

Numerous studies have looked at a variety of factors that mlght
have contributed to the rise in out-cf-wedlock births and
concluded that welfare benefits have either no or very small

. effects, Nonetheless, some experts {Charles Murray in

particular) believe that the availability of welfare has made it

"easler for young women to become single parents.

-

3. Most welfare famxlxes stay less tham two yesrs.

Only about 9% of all AFDC recipients stay on the rolls
continuously for eight or more years. The majority —— over 70% -
- leave AFDC within two years. (Many of these may come back on,
the rolls, stay awhile, Then leave again.j -

4. ira1n1ng 23 gote pagiirets] work

A range of welfare-to-work programs have increased employment and

earnings for single welfare parents. An evaluation of
California’s GAIN program, for example, found .an average increase
of 22% in the earnings of single parents and a reduction of
welfare payments of 6% ¢over three years. In ¢ene county
{Riverside) the program produced a 30% increase in earnings and &
15% decline in welfare outlays.

K H

5. Jobs are availabl&,

The Bureau of labor S$tatistics predicts rapid job growth over the
nest 20 years, with employment increasing by more than 25 million

4obs by the vear 2005. At least 10 of the 15 occupations

expected to grow most guickly do not require advanced education.
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In addition, because of normal turnover, there are at least 30
. million job cpenings & year, a very large proporticn of them in

entry~level ichs. Under a two-yeay limit, welfare recipients
would likely represent less than 5 percent of the women seeking
new entry-level jobs every year.

6. The 4Yobs that are available pay encugh to support & family.,

The expanded EITL, once fully implemented, will effectively make
any minimum wage job pay $6 an hour for a typical family with two
ehildren. A full-time working mother with two children whe also
receives Food Stamps will have income and benefits of almest
$18,000 if she works af a minimunm wage. Since most AFDC mothers
wOIK at wages that are a2 deollay or twoe above the minipum, they
will typically have incomes in the neighborhood of 316,000 to
$18,000 a year. £ Congress increases the ninimum wage to $5 an
hm.u~ this would add another 51, 500.

7. A relatively small share of the Federal budget is spent on
welfare recipients.

Welfare spending can be defined in many ways. Defining "welfare”
to include AFDC and the portiong ¢f related subsistence programs
that cerve AFDC recipients (such as Food Stamps, Medicaid,
housing assistance, and a few others) combined Federal and state
welfare spending totalled $72 billion in 1893. The Federal share
of this amount was $49 billion, or only approximately 3.5% of the
. 81.5 trillion Federal budget. S$Some higher figures guoted as
welfare spending include Federal and state funds for cash and
medical assistance for the elderly and disabled, assistance for
. workers, such as through the Earned Income Tax Credit, and
educaticon programs for disadvantaged children. :

8. Up te $34 billion more could be collected if all deadbeat
dads paicd child supnort.

?he Urban Institute estimates that an additional $34 billion
could potentially be collectad in ¢hild support. (This includes
all children, not-just those recelving AFIC.] Of women living
glone with their c¢hildren, only 43% of them receive any payment.
In the public child support enfoxcement systenm the figures are
worse, with only 188 of the cases recelving any payment. The
state~xun child support enforcement system shows wide wariance ip
gffectiveness, however, with some states doing much bettér then
others. In Minnesota, for example, 33% of the cases receive some
payment, while in Illinois only 10% do. :

9. Births to teenagers have declined over time, but few&r
teenagers marry.

Birth rates among teenagers hit a post~World War II low around

: 1986, and have ticked up a -little since. The key difference is
that many more teens are having babies outside marriage. Single

‘l’ parents recelving AFDC do not have significantly larger families
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than non-AFDL households.

10. Aliens do not use more welfare than citizens.

Illegal aliens ¢urrently canmnot receive public assistance except
in unusual circumstances {such as disasters, public health
needs). 1In general, legal immigrants utilize public assistance
at the same rate as the general population with two exceptions.
There are high rates of welfare use ameng refugees and hlgh rates
of $81 use amaﬁg glderly immigrants,
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