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My name ig Peter Cove and I am the Founder of America
Works Inc. of Connecticut and America Works Inc. of New York.
Thank you members of the Working Group on Welfars Reform,
Family Support and Independence for asking me here today on
as part of your ambitious work on welfare reform. I
appreciate the opportunity to discuss my companies and 1&&&
my experience with welfare to work isaues.

I am buszn&sspersmn wzth longtime &xpﬂrlangg in welfax@
dependensy issues. I also know the world of work well. And,
I know the need of the private sector to fing qualified :
motivated labor.

My company, America Works, was developsd nine vears ago
and becanse {1} I saw that there was a need for a marketipiace
te develop to match gualified, particularnly entry lavel,
workers with the companies that needed them. BAnd, (2) as a
taxpayer, I recognized that there were pleaty cf faﬁﬁs golng .
toward Xeeplng people on welfare, but few toward placing them
in jobs, which is what most welfare zeciplents want.

buring the past decade I have convinced governments in
Connscticut, New York, and most recently Indians to begin to
experiment with a paradign shift from goncentrating on
education and tralning programs to job placemsnt ones
instead. cona&q&ently, those governments have aantractaé
wlith America Works teo place welfare recipients in permanent
jobs with good benefits, guaranteed through totally
performanae based contracts.

And you Xnow e have succeeded: America Works has found
oyey three thousand welfare r&”lg&eﬁt@ jobs, saved the
governments at lsast two dollars for avery one they spent,
satisfied the labor needs of hundreds of companies, and all
the whlle America Works was making a sound profit. This has
lead to quite a bit of positive narional. attention and
acelaim as a pratatyg;c réiﬁvent;ng gavernment program, in
fact, America Works iz sitaé in David Osborne’s book with the
#AMS hame. "

et me tell you a little how America Works opsrates.
We are a private company that places welfare reciplents into
joebks at no risk for government. America WOrks recu ults,
trains, places, and supports welfare dependent peopld in
connacticut and New ¥York and soon Indiana. The key to our
succeus 18 two-fold; first, we creszte a “good ole' girls®
netwsrk for the wealfare reciplents who use us just as many of
ue uge connacted family and friends to ascure jobs, which as
you know ls a orucial part of finding a job, and second, we
provide crycial on gite job support, unlike most gavernmant
gponsored jobe programs, and liaison work with lins
ranagement $¢ ensure that the waifare recipients succeed at
WOXXK.
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In addition, Y put up.my own funds at first and don't
receive full paymént from the atates until I Xeep somsone
employed Tfor seven monthsg. It is simply results oriented.
We get paid for cutcome not procegs.  States' reduce welfarve
rolls and the cost of getbing someone off welfare is
significantly cheaper than kesping & person on. This
arrangement affords all partles, governments, the private
firms, and the welfare recipients a win-win opportunity.

In conclusion I ¢an tell you this, American taxpayers
are desperate for a state welfare policy that reduces the tax
purden, gets people inte jobs and off welfare. The challenge
for you with this issue is to focus your efforts on '
businéesses who dssperately want good workers who will stay,
taxpayers who want the welfare burden reduced, and walfars
recipients who despsrately want jobs,

again, thask you for having me here and I wish you luck
with your mission. :
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Good morning. I am Lynn Cunningham, an attorney at the
Neighborhood Legal Services Program in D.C. NLSP is the largest
legal services program for very low income citizens of the
Digtrict of Columbia. I work on cases invelving housing,
homelessness, and public benefits. My comments do not
necessarily represent the position of my colleagues at NLSP.

I have been involved with low income housing and welfare

litigation since 197¢,

INTRODUCTION

1 would like to focus my testimony on two major issues.
First, I discuss the problems with the ipplementation of welfare
programs experienced by the D.C. agency which administrators the
programs, the D.¢. Department of Human Services (DHS)}., Any
welfare reforms must be implemented by the state agencies
responsible for these programs. The problems within these
agencies will have a marked effect on the success or fallure of
the Working Group's proposals.

Second, ¥ ask the Working Group Lo consider the nseighborhood
and community context in which poor people normally live, because
factors operating in these neighborhoods will alsc affect the

cutcome of any welfare reform proposals,

WELPARE AGENCY IMPLEMENTATION I1S8SBURS,

Whatever reforms the federal government produces in the



walfare area will have to be implemented by state welfare
agencies. Thus careful consideration should be given to how
states, especlally state welfare agencies, will go about
inplementing welfare reform. I would like to discuss today the
operationasl problems of one state welfare agency, the D.C.
Department of Human Servicas. I and other attorneys in ny
iggal services program have prosecuted a series of civil lawsuits
against DHS and the District government since at least 1974,

Thus we have a wealth ¢f experience with the operations of this
agency .

For poor persons who are already experiencing the
abandonment of their neighborhoods by the middle c¢lass in
Wwashington, the welfare agency, the school system and the police
are uweo oviten the only remaining ties to the mainstream of our
soclety. To the extent DHS fails to perform well in its role as
a mediating institution for families struggling to escape freg
poverty and distress, the lsclation and stress on poor families
and their children is heightened.

A, EXPERIENCES OF DHS CLIENTS.!

Getting on to welfare and staying on it is normally a very

E I will mention hut not discuss the painful fact about
welfare: the completely inadsquate benefits. As the Working
Group 1s no doubt aware, the AFDC benefit levels in D.C. are half
of the HUD Fair Market Rent levels. A family supported by AFDC
ig either homeless, overcrowded, living in substandard housing,
or living in subsidized housing: the poor are excluded by income
from the mainstreanm, private housing markst,
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trying experience for pecple.? A private company that treated
so many of its customers as roughly as DHS da&é would quickly
lose its gustomers.

Delays. DHS is given 4% days to process an application for
AFDC, 30 days to process Medicaid, 30 days to process regular
food stamps, and 8 working days for an emergency assistance
application, once the applicant has completed the application.
These are very long periods of time to wailt for persons who are
by definition without income and resources. Yet the agency fails
to meet these deadlines in many cases. In addition, the agency
is ccnﬁinualiy looking for ways to extend the tipeline, in an
gffort to reduce staff usage. .

some applicants simply do not bother to apply if they know
they will be out of work for only a few months, since the hassle
and delay of applying are formidable. Other applicants must go
without food or vital medicine while the application is being
processed.

Rude treatment by staff. Reports from clients about rude-
and disrespectful treatment by DHS staff during the application

process are common, Por family that is already under stress from

2 T am summarizing here descriptions of actual
experiences by individuals applying for andjor receiving public
benefits from DHS. These descriptions in many cases have been
recorded in affidavits and pleadings filed with the court. I angd
my colleagues at NLSP at and other legal services providers have
discussed these experiences with these individuals. In addition
DHS files with me on a monthly basis various reports on the
operations of some of ita benefits prograns. These reports
reveal that these complaints are not "merely anecdotal” or
iselated incidents. I am willing to supply this documentation

. to the Working Group upon reguest.
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living in a bkad neighborhiood, and from being poor, the cold and
unfeelingtrasatment by some DHS staff simply reinforces peopla‘s
negative attitudes about themselves.?

Dropped from the rolis by "gomputer error®., For many months

DHS manageys have been expressing their hopes that a massive new
centralized computer system would enable them to handle the Bp.C.
welfare caseload better. Nevertheless, as the August 31, 1993
deadline for having this new system operational approaches, there
are many problems, NLSP staff receive reports from olients of
AFDC, food stamp, and Medicaid benefits being terminated without
notice because they were "overincome® or some cther unexpected
disqualification. In some cases a "software error® in the
computer had mistakenly doubled the amount of client income
reported. Minor keying errors will render a family ineligible
for APDC or Medicaid or some other program. The computerized
process of sending out notices prior to termination of henefits
genaerates problems fairly fregquently. Whether these are
ganuinely computey problems, or some mix of human and computer
error is hard to tell. The result is cleayx: clients are
terminated who should not be and must spend a month or two
without benefits before they are reinstated. The list of
computer and human/computer error problems is long and

distressing., For families that depend on these benefits for

3 DHS staff and officials report to me also of rude
treatment by applicants of the staff. The staff are in
"frontline’ positions that subject them every day to trying te
deal with human misery and stress with only a limited array of

tools.



their survival, the sudden and unexpected -« and incorregt ==
ioss of benefits can cause extreme hardship.

Long walis in line to see case workers, DHS intake centers
commonly open at 8:30 a.m. and close at 4 p.onm. Clients have for
many years had to begin gqueuing up for admission to a center as
garly as 6 a.m in order te make certain that they are seen by a
social service representative (SSR} before c¢losing time, In some
centers on some days, the ¢lient must come back on a later day in
order to he interviewed. Normally several hours of a olient's
time are required at a minimum to prepare and file an application
and to walt to be interviewed by the S8R, The conditions in the
walting rooms are not comfertable for small children who are with
parents who have no other place to safely leave them, and for the
elderly and disabled. )

The agency for its part is struggling to keep staff
vacancies filled, train new staff, train staff on new and ever-
changing procedures, and to handle vacations and other leave
issues. The city government is in a finanwial crisis and is
always looking at ways to cut staff. There are supposed to be
400 social service representatives and supervisors. This large
concentration of staff in one place makes a very tempting target
for budget cutiting managers looking for ways to reduce the ¢lty's
personnel costs., As a result, but for the pressure on the Mayor
as a result of the litigation discussed below, thers would be

gven greater waiting times for applicants seeking benefits.




docunentation reguests. lLegal services lawyers sometimes joke

that you need a Harvard Law School degree to be able to figure
out how to get on welfare, because the process is so bewlildering.
The combined application form is oveyr 20 pages, which is lengthy
by anyone's standards. It is monstrous to persons with poor ox
ne reading skills. The definition of who is in a housseheld and
who need not be, often seems arbitrary and differs from program
te program.? DHS often requires letters to be brought from
neighbors to verify that children are living in the home of the
applicant, a process which exemplifies the demeaning and
intrusive nature of the application process,

Being made to feel ashamed about getting welfare. Welfare

is a federally and locally mandated entitlement to benefits

necessary for the care and feeding of children and persons unable
to care for themselves. 1t is not inherently a shameful thing.
Yet I have had my clients tell me that they did not want Lo apgly
for needed welfare benefits because it was such a demeaning
process, Commonly clients complain that DHS asks too much about
their private lives during the application procass. Other
cliengs who are working poor tell me proudly that they "have
never been on welfare”, as if it were a very shameful thing.

Fair hearing procedures were

intended {and mandated) to provide applicants and recipients with

4 These varying definitions of who is in a househeold
appear to put some pressure on pecple to stay together or to
split up and thus are a form of destabilization of family
structure, which is in addition the stresses coming from the
community around the family,
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an avenue for redresss of errors and prebklems that inevitably come
up in a human bureaucracy. DHS has an Office of Fair hearings.
Yet DHS has merely two hearing officers and two paralegsl
assistants to handle the complaints from the more than 100,000
persong on the welfare rolls, as well as complaints from other
areas within DHS's purview. English generally is the only ‘
language available for fair hearings., Moreover, the procedures
for £iling gri&vaﬁces are not clearly laid out and made available
at the intake centers for the applicants. As a result, hearing
reguests are not sent forward, Hearings are normally delayed.
The grievance procedure often does not function to provide prompt

and fair redress for agency erraors.

B. THE QPERATIONS COF DHS

DHS is a agency of the D.C. government with a budget of over
$1 billion per year and several thousand emplovees. It is
responsible for the administration of the AFDC, Food Stamps,
Medicaid, Emergency Assistance WIC, and General Public Assistance
programs, as well as & host of other human services prograns,
including various abuse and neglect and foster care programs,
mental health, and various youth sexvices. .

DHS ig¢ headed by a Director who sits in the Hayor's cabinet.
He is a political appointee and politics plays some role in all
decisions made by him with respect t¢ the administration of
welfare in the District. He oversees several "commissions® which

adninister different aspects of the programs. The Income
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Maintenance administration {(IMMA) within the Commission on Soeial
Services is responsible for the processing of applications for
public assistance, the maintenance of recertification records,
and the payment of henefit checks and food stamp ATP's.

The IMMA operates eleven geographically decentralized
welfare intake centers where persons go to apply for welfare and
to file recertification forms., A staff of about 400 Social
Service Representatives and supervisors at these centers process
the applications and recertification applications, as well as
send out notices of termination of benefits, or notices to
recertify and so forth. IMMA alsoc operates a small multinational
unit in an effort to serve non English speaking applicants,
including persons who speak only or primarily Spanish, Ethiopian,
Vietnamese, and the other languages of recent immigrants to the
District.

HHS and the USDA Food and Nutrition Service have
oocasionally issued reports sharply critical of the
administration of these programs. Both federal agencies have
refused federal reimbursement because of poor or nissing
documentation of welfare expenditures covered under the various
state plans, oOr threatened to do so. The litigation discussed
below iz aimed at overcoming the sericus management deficliencies
within this agency.

3 major cbstacle to administration of the program appears to
lie with staffing. The Mayor has from time to time imposed an

across the board "hiring freeze¥ on the District government in



order to raduce expenditures. The effect of such freezes hasg
beén to leave positions at the intake centers vacant so that
there are not ensugh staff to handle applications and
recertifications promptly. One of the effects of the litigation
discussed below is that the Mayor at times has exempted programs
that arse "under court order® from the hiring freeze. Other
problems with staffing arise because the annaul galaries paid are
relatively low, starting at less than $20,000. As a result the
work force is not highly skilled and has a fairly high rate of
turnover. Being a front line social service representative is
not a career geal for most people. The turnover in turn creates
a nsed for constant tralning and recruitment and careful
supervision,

DHS is responsible for nearly one third of the District's
operating budget. The agency is under the political control of
the Mayor. To the extent the Mayor is paying attention to
political issues and the daily crises being plaved out in the
media, the fundamental management of this enormous and conplex
bureaucracy ¢gets ignored, or worse, the Mayor may make deciszions
about the handling of the agency for short term political goals
rather t¢han for best management strategy of the programs and
recipients.

L LITISGATION Aék:ﬁﬁ? DHE

In an effort to win improvements in the way that clients are
treated by DHS legal services attorneys in D.C., including myself

as well as numerous pro bono private counsel, have filed class




actions against D.C. in federal and local oourts. I will
describe most of these cases briefly in ovrder to provide
background on the range of problems facing the implementation of

welfare reforms.

i In the case of Motley v. Yeldell, applicants for AFDC

benefits filed suit in 1674 to enforce a federal rule requiring
processing of AFDC applications within 30 days (the rule later
hecame 45 days). The welfare agency was following a practice
when the case was filed of simply denying applications that
casevworkers were unable to act upon within 30 days. Applicant
denied under these circumstances had to refile their
applications. The ¢ourt ordered the agency to comply with this
processing deadline and 11 yvears latery held the city in contempt
for failing to do so.

i1i, In Jones v. Barry filed in 18982, applicants for the

locally funded General Public Assistance program for
incapacitated or disabled persons sued to require that
applications be processed within 45 davs and that concurrent
applications for food stamps not be denied sinply because the
applicants' GPA applications were denied. The court ordered
compliance with this 45 day deadline and prohibited food stamp
and medical assistance denials based on GPA ineligibility.

{ii. In Peeling v. Barry, also filed in 1982, applicants for

fmergency Assistance sued to enforce, inter alia, the federal

requirement that applications for EAS be processed “forthwith®.

The court ordered that they be processed within eight working
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days of the completion of the application. In 1988, in response
to plaintiffs' first motion for contempt, based on widespread
failure to process applications within 8 days, the city was
ordered to take specific steps in reforming the management of the
program to achieve compliance. Some of those steps were not
taken and in 1993, in response to the plaintiffs’ third motion
for contempt, the city was again held in contempt and ordered to
purge itself of that contempt within $0 days. The city has
responded by attempting to rewrite local law to give itself 12
working days to process applications. The legality of this move
is etill under consideration by the court. The effect, however,
is that the city is‘attempting to reduce the gquality of its
delivery of services to clients in order to meet its own short
range fiscal goal of reducing staff, In effect, the city has
tried to avoid the effect of the court order by passing local
legislation to contravane the federal reguirements of the
program. Such local resistance to federal mandates will almost
certainly play a major role in shaping the outcome for the
¢lients of any national welfare reforms. Without national
mandates, the local governmental entities will almost certainly
shape progranms not in the interest of poor people, but in the
interests of the local ¢fficials and their middle and upper
income constituents.

iv. In Franklin v, Barry, filed in 1991, applicants for
food stapps, including homeless spplicants for emergency food

stamps, sued the city for failing to provide emergency food
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stamps within five calendar days, failing to allow applicants to
file applications on the day they appeared in the intake center,
and for other violations of federal law. The city agreed to a
settlement of the case, but has never lived up to the terms, and
is now facing a renewal of the litigation. A special master
appointed by the court to recommend management reforns to improve
the handling of the food stamp program in D.C. reported sericus
breakdowns in the handling of the program. The Special Master's
recomnendations were not implemented voluntarily by DHSE.

v. In Wellinaton v, D.¢., filed in March, 1993, applicants
for Medicaid sued DHS for failing to process applications timsly,
fajlure to implement the EPSDT program, failure to Youtstation®
intake workers in hospitals and clinics, and other claims. The
casé is in the early stages of litigation, but DHS has done
nothing to show that the allegations in the complaint are
incorrect. For example, generally speaking, ©f the nany
thousands of children receiving Medicaid in the District, only a
small percentage have been immunized and received health
screenings under the EPBDT program.

These are the major cases on welfare programs. There are
other aimiiar cases, with similar results, on related progranms,
such as delivery of mental health care services, and treatment of
children in foster care, as well as conditions in the D.C. prison
system. The general convliusion among attorneys who handle these
cases is that the District generally does not take steps to

improve the administration of these programs from the perspective
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of the welfare recipients unless thers ig 8 court {or a federal
agency) taking an active role in requiring action.

Our public housing agency is having similar problens, A
team of pro bono attorneys, plus myself and the Washington Legal
Clinic for the Homeless, have filed suit proposing to put the
federally funded public housing program inte receivership because
it is so poorly run. Some of nmy colleagues have bequn to receive
reports, as yet unsubstantiated, that the JOBS program is not
performing ih the manner intended by federal lavw.

The poor then have a very rough road to follow in
getting out of poverty. The minimun wage does not support a
family above the poverty line and AFDC and food stamps rarely
supplement the Lncomes of working poor households. Poverty
programs do not pay and the administration of then is generally

abysmal.

B. THE LACK OF ENPORCEMERT BY HHS.

I want to mention briefly here that generally HHS and FNS
have not_bheen helpful allies in our efforts to improve the
management of the welfare programs in the District during the
past 1% years. HHS appears to spend most of its enforcement
rescurces looking for errors in overpayment, while normally
ignoring errors that deny benefits. HHS does not look at the
quality of delivery cof services to the c¢lients: its main interest
seems to be in preserving federal funds. Legal Services

attorneys and pro bono attorneys are in many ways doing what HHS
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should be doing: prodding the local agency to perform hetter.
Welfare reform will, I hope, include a much styonger role by HHS
and FNS in enforcing on gtate and local welfare agencies mandates
ta deliver services to clients in manner than gives them & handg

up, not a Kick in the shins.

TRE INCREABING BOCYAL IBOGLATION OF THE POOR IK D.C.

My impression is that in fact welfare programs are not so

bad in themselves, but that they are a thin reed upon which too
nuch reliance ls placed for nurturance and survival by families
who are living in communities that are under tremendous negative
pressure from many other social forces, such as racial
digerimination, disinvestment, poor schools, drugs and street
violence. Four population trends in the c¢ity of Washington,
D.C. alarm me and many of my colleagues:

* The number of District persons receiving some form of
public benefits assistance has held steady or increased during
the past several years. »According to the 1991 Indices, just
under 180,000 of the District residents receive bznefits, or
about thirty percent of ocur population.

* The population of the District has dropped in the
decade of the 1980%s by 30,000 and in the past two years by

ancthey 17,000.Mayor's 1984 Executive Budget, p-13 (hereinafter

AEB*y. More alarmingly, the populations of Wards 1, 2 and 3 have
increased in the two past years, with Ward 3 gaining 7 percent,

while Wards 4, 8, 8, 7, and 8 have lost population, with Wards 7
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and 8 losing more than ten percent each. ibid. Currently D.C.
has about 609,000 people according te the 1590 census.

# The vacancy rate of our District's housing stock is up
to more than 10 percent; nearly 30,000 units are vacant out of a
housing stock of 278,000 units. See, the 1892 D.C. Comprehensive
Housing Affordability Study {(CHAS).

% The labor force of District residents has declined by 7
percent in the past two vears, while the labor force in the

region has increased by 1 percent. EB, p, 14.

This information on the population and population movements
in the Washington a%ea reveals some alarming trends towards the
isclation of poor people in some (overwhelmingly African
American) wards and the concentration of high income households
in another ward, with an overall loss of middle income and
working poory people from the city: first, the trend toward the
isolation of persons on public assistance in Wards 6, 7, and 8;
and second, a trend toward isoplating the relatively affliuent in
Wards 1, 2 and especially 3. The middle class flees the
deprivation of the one yet cannot afford the exaggsrated luxury
of the other. If left unchecked, these two tends will devastate
the soclal fabric of this city, and help bankrupt the District
government's finances. Welfare programs will have to be
radically altered on a national level if they are to play a
positive role in this situation,

Neglect and inappropriate actions by the federal and local
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governments will provi&§ additional working families with the
#iaat straw® that makes them want fo leave a2 nelghborhood and
intengify the trend toward the social and economic isolation of a
welfare "underclass." ‘

What would the District's taxbase look like in 1996 with
only 500,000 District residents, of which 200,000 are supported
by public assistance, 270,000 are minimum wage supported
households and retirees, and only 30,000 are higher salaried
employee~supported households?® With a pupulation of 500,000,
the housing stock would show about 80,000 vacant units, or a
vacancy rate of more than 20 percent,

Washington, D.C. has not had in recent memory large areas of
abandoned housing, and miles of heoarded up compercial strips.
When william Julius Wilson wrote about the "underclass® in
Chicago, Illinois, he was describing nelighborhoods of a kind that
we in Washington have not sean here. What kind of a welfare
program will be effective if this tragedy occurs?

I strongly urge this working Group to take a hard look at
designing & welfare and employment strategy that is closely
cpordinated with housing and community development programs.

Poor people do not just live off of welfare: they live in
neighborhoods and seek jobs within regional sconomies that are

competing with other sconomies internationally. If their

5 According to the 1991 Indices, of the 289,251
households filing individual income tax returns, there were only
33,000 taxpayers with adjusted gross incomes of $50,000 or more.
.88,
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nelghborhoods do not nurture them by providing safe streets and
affordable housing within relatively friendly communities, no
amount of welfare reform will help them. If their local economy
does not provide them with jobs that pay a living hourly wage,
welfare benefits may be their only lawful alternative.

Recently the Coalition of Non Profit Heusing Developers in
the District, & madior city wide moalition of such developers,
called for our city to undertake a serious lorg term community
economic developnent strategy that would reach deep down into the
communities affected by the "middle <lass®™ flight. They
suggested many steps as examples of part of that strategy, such
as these:

* microeconomic development strategies in distressed
neighborhoods, such as the ones pursued by the Marshall Heights
Communiity Development Center focused in Ward 7 and the by lLatino
Ecenomic Development Corporation focused in Wards 1 and 2;

* expand ¢ity support for housing being developed by the
kinds of nonprofit housing developers that make up the Coalition
for Nonprofit Housing Development;

* encourage the joinder of soclal services and low c¢ost
housing to assist troubled families to restabilize and re~
establish themselves as viable families, through such programs as
are carried out by PLOC, ConServ, and the Community Family Life
Center;

* encourage public housing and Tenant Assistance Progran

residents to Ygraduate" into home ownership in housing developed
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by these non profit developers. The existence of 30,000 vacant
and often abandoned housing units can be seen as a resource for
this "graduation" process; and so on.

I provide this sample list because I hope that while you are
thinking through what kinds of chandges to make in the welfare
system, you will keep in mind the community and economic
development strategies that are developing in many cities around
the country that need to go hand in hand with welfars reform.

I have read in the press about various proposals to limit
welfare to one or two years and to mandate that someone on
welfare get a job after 3 few yesars on welfare. I can never
figure out how somecne who is on welfare is supposed teo get a job
when they live in a community where there is already a 30 or 40
percent unemployment rate among able bodied young men who are net
on welfare.

I hope that you can turn the federal government amd the
public debate away from giving welfare and welfare recipients a
kad name and away from looking for ways to treat poor people
punitively. 1 urge you and the federal government to look for
ways to assist the many, many good people in these low incone
communities to rebuild their communities, to restore their

families, and to rejuvenate their individual lives.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
¥
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On behalf of Family Service America, | want to thank the Working
Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and Independence for inviting
s 1o be part of this important discussion. it is ossential that, after so
many years of trying different piecemeal approaches to welfare reform,
that this Administration provide the leadership ang commitmaeant that will
succead in helping vulnerable families escape welfare dependency. We
are pleassd to be part of the process and promise cur support and
advocacy for a comprehensive plan that will address the broad range of
needs and conditions that contribute 1o such dependency.

Founded in 1911, Family Service America, Inc. {FSA} is an
international nonprofit organization dedicated to strengthening families
and family life through services, education, and advocacy. We rapresent
the oldest and largest network of family and children's counseling and
support service providers in North America, serving over 4 million peopls
annually in over 1,000 communities.

In its capacity as an association of direct service agencies for
individuals and famifies, FSA is aculely aware of the need {o have
governmental policies and programs that encourage and enhancs the
ability of families to earn more, learn more, and aspire to expanding
opporiunities for the betterment of their lives and their children’s fulurs,
Families come in many forms today, but that has not changed their
significance as the social foundation of our society. The difference is that
many of them are without the means, the skills, the opportunitiss, and the
information to be able to be the providers and caregivers that would
assure self-sufficiency.

During the past twenty years, American families have experienced
important changes in employment and income. The reduction and
relocation of manufacturing jobs has created a dislocation that has
resulted in a significant decline in real wages among young families.
minorities, and workers without a college education--people who derive
practically their entire income from wages. In addition, the economic
welfare of families has further deteriorated because of changes in family
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structures. Increasing divorce, separation, and births to single women and teenagers
have created especiaily sorious problems for single-parent famitigs with children.
Together, with the deleterious tax and fiscal policies of recent years, an increasing
number of families find themselves in vulnerable positions and in need of public
assistance, at least for a year or two,

There are some critical glements--some systemic and some programmatic--that
must be addrassed, if this Administration is going to claim the high ground in a
national effort 10 help dependent families become self-sufficient. One of them,
expansion of the Eamaead Income Tax Credit, has been accomplished and should
prove to be of considerable help and encouragement to low-income working families.
We applaud and thank the President and his Administration for their steadfast support
of this important family strengthening policy in the recent budget agreement.

Now, as the President has already indicated, the next step is health care reform
that would assure affordable and accessible heglth and mental health care in the least
resirictive setting t¢ all Americans. Together, these two policy successes would go a
lorg way toward helping potential or periadic welfare {amilies stay off public
assistance by indeed making their work pay and by removing the fear of being without
health care, especially i they are phased in early in the process. The key for us in
family service is that these are policies that sncourage and enhance the ability of
families to work together, stay together, and better care for each other.

But if we are going to help support work for families that have come 1o be more
dependent an public assistance, many other things need 10 be in place. Firg, there
needs 1o be a sufficiency of real jobs for real peopls 10 go to. Evidence seems {6
indicate there may be more people in need of family-supporiing jobs than there are
jobs. That, of course, may be at the heart of the problem. New economic policies that
genarate the number of jobs that pay sufficiently above today's inadequate minimum
wage and on which families can be supported may be the best remedy of all. The
gconomic system must he able to reasonably absorb the people that arg being given a
waeltare timea limit or we are only dealing with unreasonable expectations that can
further hurt people that are already hurting. And measures such as broadscale
workfare may not only be expensive as an afternative to real private or public sector
jobs, but might create an even mors demeaning dependency than already exisis.

Second, assuming there may be iobs for people to go to, there needs to be a
system of family support services that includes

{a) expansion of davelopmentally appropriate child care and fuil funding of the
Child Care Development Block Grant and of Head Star;

{b} before- and after-placement employment and training information and
counseling aimed at haiping individuals seek and attain education and
pecupational training opportunities that not only lead to real jobs al the
beginning, but offer opporiunities for continued self-improvement, inciuding



higher education, and advancement into higher-skilled, higher-wage
careers,

(c) ongoing case management and community-based counseling services
similar to employee assistance programs that help people overcome family
dysfunctions related to parenting, employability, family finances, family
violence, and substance abuse;

(d) further policy adjustments to strengthen income support for working families
by (1) reducing the AFDC 'work penalty, (2) making sure the unemployment
insurance system adequately covers displaced workers in all states to
obviate the need for them having to go on AFDC, (3) increasing the
dependent tax exemption to better reflect current costs of child rearing, (4)
permanently extending the targeted jobs tax credit, and (5) providing
temporary assistance to small businesses to help them develop and
promote family-friendly jobs and work policies to accommodate job sharing,
flextime, and flexplace.

The key to supporting work for currently dependent families is by assuring family
economic viability with structural supports that protect the most vulnerable and aid
those on their way out of public assistance. The bottom line is that there is more to

welfare reform than welfare.
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RENT REFORM/WELFARE REFORM

A report on why rental policies in Federally subsidized housing
interact with welfare 1o produce disincentives to employment

Ladies and Gentleman of the Working Group, | wish to thaek you for the opportunity to appear
before you this morning, My name is John Hiscox and | am the Executive Director of the
Macon, Georgia Housing Authority. 1 appear this morning as a representative of the Public
Housing Authorities Directors Association (PHADA), the professional organization representing
the Executive Directors of the nation’s 3200 local housing authorities. 1 am also representing
the Georgia Association of Housing and Redevelopment Authorities, the state chapter of the
Nationa! Association of Housing and Redevelopmient Officials (NAHRO), with over 200 agency
members. Nationwide, our member agencies house approximately 1.4 million families, over
two-thirds of which receive public assistance.

I T could only make one point today, it is simply this: if welfare reform is 10 succeed, it must
include rent reform as well. Today, more than one out of every four AFDC recipients lives
in public housing, Section 8 assisted housing, or other Federally subsidized housing in which
rent is based on mcome. In this housing, dysfunctional Federal rent policy works to reinforce
equally dysfunctional welfare policy to create powerful disincentives to employment and upper
mobility. The reselt has transformed once thriving public Bousing neighborhoods into weifare
ghettos, its residents robbed of opportumty and bope and its social fabric rendered inadequate
to cope with challenges like drugs, crime and youth gangs.

THE IRON PENALTY: WHY THE CURRENT SYSTEM FAILS

Please zllow me 10 describe for you the iron penalty, the reason the current system fails. For
two-thirds of its fifty-five year history, public housing served as a ladder for upward mobility.
Families needing decent shelter moved in, got a break on thelr rent, got on teir feet, and
moved out. The families who left were usually beiter off than when they arrived, ofien moving
ter unsubsidized private rental housing or homeownership. Public housing alumni include many
of our most distinguished ciizens.

All of this worked because these impovernished public housing residents had positive incentives
to work hard to improve their lives, By the early 1980s, however, important changes in
Federal faw substituted negative incentives for positive incentives, Minimum rents were
abolished and the rent to income ratio increased o thirty percent.  Various exemptions and
exclusions of earned income were eliminated. Most importantly, cetling rents were abolished,
thereby eliminating the adjustment period necessary for a family to transition from AFDC 0
beginning employment to self-sufficiency.

The highest marginal "tax" rate is noi paid by millionaires but rather by AFDC dependent
public housing residents who accept a full time minimum wage job. Please wefer o the
attached magrix which compares the incomes of various types of families common to public
housing in Georgia. Details would vary {rom stale to state, bt the principals remam the same.
The purpose of this table is to clearly demonstrate the method by which public assistance policy
and pubiic housing policy interact to create powerful disincentives to employment.

Minimum wage emploviment actually imposes a stiff penalty on public housing residents,
Notice that family # 3, whose head of household works forty hours per week at minimum wage,
receives 3121 a month less disposable income than family # 1 with AFDC income only. This
is the equivalent of being taxed at the rate of 116% of gross earnings! It is worse when you



consider that these numbers make the optimistic assumption that the working family has deeply
subsidized child care for two of their three children through the Department of Family and
Childrens’ Services, We further assume that the working family pays no state or Federal
income taxes and no work related expenses such as transportation, uniforms, meals, union dues,
e, We also assume that the working family has the good fortune to have Medicaid replaced
by private health insurance with the employer paying half of the premium for family coverage.

The working resident’s situation does not materially improve as earned income rises above
minimum wage. Family # 4, whose head of household works at $7.35 per hour (73% above
minimum wage), stifl enjoys less than $10.00 per week additional disposable income. Divided
by a forty hour work week, this means that employment significantly above minimum wage still
yields exira income averaging only 23 cents per hour, again not counting taxes and other normal
work related expenses. Thus, our system not only discourages entry imto employment but
through relentless rent increases impeses long term penalties even on those who persist long
enough to secure substantial improvement over entry level wages.

The impact of these policies on low income public housing residents is devastating. Public
Houging Authorities can teport thousands of examples of families who attempt entry level
employment only to quit when they realize the effect that it will have on their rent, and hence
on their net disposable income, Since this also discourages entry into the job market by young
adults in the household, young women are more likely to accept permanent AFDC dependency
andd voung men io turn t© 3 life on the sireets.  Besides the monetary cost in government
transfer payments and housing subsidies, the cost in human terms 0 individuals and socisty is
incalenlable.

As tragic as these circumstances are when they affect an idividual family, they are multiplied
thousands of times over when they are endiessly repeated in the bigh density multi-family
environment of public housing. The last decade has produced a radical shift in public housing
demuographics, all for the worse.  Our experience is more or less typical. The number of
houscholds with at least one wage ecamer declined from slightly less than a half of all
households to less than one-sixth. Two parent families with children declined from over a
quarter of the resident body to less than one and a half percent. The number of houscholds
receiving at least one govermnent transfer payment increased from just under half to 917%.
Please note that a significant number of the households with an emploved tndividual also receive
government transfer paymenis. Despite this, the average total income of households containing
a wage earner is $7124/annum, less than full time minimum wage employment. These adverse
demographic trends occurred in spie of vigorous GED, schofarship, job training, family seif-
suffictency, and resident entrepreneurship programs which did not exist in the 1970s.

These are not merely dry statistics, These are the declining vital signs of an unhezlthy resident
body. A decade ago, & significant block of working low-income families provided role models
and contributed to neighborhood stability. Now, a teenager facing important life choices may
very well reside in a building without a single resident who gets up and goes to work in the
morning (particularly if he or she lives in an oider, inner-city development}.

Let me state here that AFDC recipients are very often good parents, neighbors, and citizens.
Nevertheless, by sheer concentration, the social milieu reinforces negative social cutcomes such
as welfare dependency, low education levels, and teen pregnancy. As these become the rule
rather than the exception, they feed on themseives. [t goes without saying that such a
population has increased vulnerability 10 such adverse influences as crime, drugs, and youth
gangs, Whether one is concerned with the welfare of the individual resident family or the
social fabric as a whole, surely we can agree that this was not the intent of subsidized housing.
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The Public Housing Authoritics Directors Association strongly recommends that the welfare
reform task force include in their work a thorough policy review of the federally subsidized
housing rent structure, with the intention of producing the statutory changes necessary 1o
eliminate negative incentives for employment. Specifically, PHADA believes that this policy
review should focus on:

1.

Revised HUD definition of earned income ~ The current HUD definition of
income makes no distinction between vnearned income and earned income: both
are for all practical purposes taken af their gross. This is despite the fact that
the recipient of uncarmed income receives 100 % of their allocation, plus
additional benefits such as food stamps and Medicaid. Meanwhile the recipient
of earned income takes home significantly less than the gross, after deduction of
FICA, Federal and State taxes if any, health insurance, and work related expenses
such as transportation, uniforms, union dues, etc. The only adjustment to earned
income recognized by HUD is the out of pocket cost of child care, a deduction
which should certainly be retained. The net effect of this policy is that most of
the working poor who reside in public housing and are paid on a weekly hasis
require two of their four paychecks each month, about 50% of their net income,
to pay their rent. This 15 unconscionable,

It is critical that the definition of carned income be revised in a2 manner which
realistically calculates the net cash proceeds of employment rather than gross
wages. Most desirable would be a percentage exclusion from gross income which
combines the actual standard deductions state by state with z realistic percentage
for work related expenses. I it is more politically feasible, the same could be
accomplished by a single national percentage exclusion. However the deduction
is determined, PHADA believes that the 10% exclusion from earned lncome
authorized but not yet funded in the 1990 Housing Act is far from adequate.
FICA alone is 7.65%, leaving virtuaily nothing for other deductions and work
related expenses. Even food stamp eligibility computations inchude all unearned
income bul exclude 20% of earned income.

If we wish to remove the negative incentives for emplovment facing subsidized
housing residents, the most important single deduction from eamed income might
well be the cost of health insurance, Current federal rules aliow the deduction
of health care expenses when they exceed 3% of gross income, but do not include
the cost of health insurance, In Georgia, which is not a particularly high cost
state, half of the cost of family coverage health insurance {assuming the employer
pays the other half) may exceed $2350 or about one third of gross pay, It is small
wonder AFDC recipients are loathe to abandon Medicaid. Until such time as
health care reform offectively deals with such issues, PHADA strongly
recommends (hat health insurance be added to the list of health care costs which
are deductible from earned income to the extent that they exceed 3% of gross.

As important as it is to adopt rules which realistically estimate the net cash
proveeds of employment, we must point out that these would not in themselves
climinate negative incentives. Refer again o Family # 3 in the matrix, whose
head is employed at 40 hours a week at mimmom wage. A 20% income
exclusion and 2 25% rental rate applied to earned income would mdeed drop this
family’s remt from $212 to $141 per month, a savings of $71. Even under this
circumstance, however, family # 1 (AFDC income only) still enjoys a higher
disposable income, It is obvious then that carned income exclusions must also
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be coordinated with other rent reform measures and welfare reform in order to
accomphish the desired results,

Partial exclusion of secondary wage earners - Until the 1980s, Jocal Housing
Authorities had the option of excluding a portion of the income of those wage
earners who were not the head of household, Since this has been abolished, we
frequently see families devastated by what should be 2 happy event -- the newly
graduated high school senior (age 18 or above} securing his or her first job. If
we refer back to family # 1 on the matrix and assume that this family’s oldest
son turns 18 and secures a forty hour a week job at minimum wage, their public
housing rent jumps from $108 10 $326. Since it’s likely that the new wage earner
takes home approximately $580 per month in new income and his mother loses
$50/month in AFDC benefits, our new wage eamer would have to voluntarily
surrender $268/month or 46% of his net income 1o his parent as coniribution to
the increased rent. When the newly employed member is unwilling or unable to
do this, the entire family is forced out. In all cases, the incentive 1o accept that
all important first job is severely undermined.

For this reason, PHADA strongly recommends that PHAs be given the authority
to exclude up to 50% of the camed income of formerly dependent family
members for a period of up to five years. HUD promoted this policy in the
late 1960¢ and early 1870¢, with proven good results.

Ceiling Rents - Until 1982, PHAs enjoyed the local option of establishing ceiling
rents. These served 3 vital function of allowing a new wage earner a reasonable
period of time (PHADA recommends three years, followed by a three year phase
out) to get on their feet and make a transition to privaic housing. Ceiling rents
in effect establish a time and incormne band in which a striving low income family
actually gets to keep most of its additional income, laying the ground work for
econasnic advancement and, for many, homeownership.  The psychological
impact of ceiling rents on residents should not be underestimated; the knowledge
that you can earn an gxira dollar, at least for g time, without the Housing
Authority grabbing its share has a liberating effect on the aspirations and behavior
of residens,

It is important to point out that HUD's toker ceiling rent policy is dysfunctional.
HUD allows PHAs to establish ceiling rents based on the sum of average
operating cost plus imputed debt service for the development cost of the project
plus all subsequent capital improvements. This results in ceiling rents as high
as $400-$500 for 2-BR public housing apartments in Georgia, Besides being
absurd on #is face, these ceiling rents do not work (o encourage employment,

A workable ceiling rent formula could be based on the "Rent Reasonableness™
requirement already used in HULY's Section 8 Centificate Program. PHAs should
have the option of establishing ceiling rents by project and bedroom size based
an comparability with similar apartments with similar amenities in the same
general neighborhood, maintaining documentation for HUD review. This, ora
simifar market-based approach, is absolutely pecessary for success. As HUD
states in the preamble to the March 15, 1989 Federal Register (24CFR 913.107),
"HUD believes that tenant families should not pay more in rent than comparable
housing would cost on the private rental market”. We heartily agree.
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5S¢ What's The Problem: Dealing with Objections

The two principal objections to rent reform in public housing are financial and philosophical.
The first, which is raised by the Office of Management Budget, asserts that the result would
be an immediate and continued increase in Federal outlays for Performance Funding System
operating subsidies, The second, often raised by both conservatives and liberals, is based on
a belief that public housing is and should be the housing of last resort for the poorest of the
poor.

PHADA would like 10 respond to both of these objections, beginning with the financial. Major
changes in public housing rent computasion methods began with the Brooke Amendment in 1968
and culminated with the abolition of ceiling rents in 1982, In that year, Federal outlays for
public housing operating subsidies wtaled $1,493 459,891, In the following decade, they grew
to $2,266.934,000 an increase of 52%. At first glance, this would appear (o roughly parallel
inflation. The subsidy picture, however, was far from static during this period. In 1983, as
the first impact of celling rent elimination and the thirty percent rent 1o income ratio ok hold,
subsidy outlays actually dropped over 22%, to $1,154,366,035. For the next three years,
subsidy growth was relatively slow, averaging about 2.5%. To the casual observer, it would
appear that the mew rent rules were succeeding, at least as fiscal policy.

These figures, however, mass a dark undercurrent. The imposition of the thirty percent rent
t0 income ratio was phased in for families in occupancy so that none experienced more than a
10% increase each vear. This meant 3 period of slow growth m operating subsidies as
decreases in the number of working families were balanced by higher renis on those who
remained. Increases were further buffered by general inertia; i took time for established
families to move out or ¢hange their behavior,

However, by the late 1980s the demographic transition within public housing neighborhoods
caused by these rules had come into full flower and began feeding on itself. The rapid decline
of working families in public housing began to drive public housing operating subsidies
relentlessly upward. By 1987, they were 31.460,071,960, approximately the same as 1982,
The increase from 1986 through 1992 has been ap astonishing 52 %, despite this being a period
of relatively low inflation.  According to figures quoted by former HUD Assistant Secretary
Joseoh Schiff in the 2-8-93 PHADA ADVOQCATE, operating subsidy has increased 46 % in the
last four years, approximately 2.2 times inflation. Since operating subsidy basically funds the
difference between the allowable expense level, the growth of which has approximated inflation,
and housing authority rental income, which has not, it is obvious that the culprit is primarily
rental ncome.

We can demonsirate that one of the principal reasons for this increase in operating subsidy is
the removal of the working poor from our neighborhoods. Again, our experience at the Macon
Housing Authority is more or less typical. In 1982, the Macon Housing Authority housed
almost 1,000 wage earners in its 2126 units. The average rent of §79.17 PUM paid 84% of
the Housing Authority's operational cost, the difference being paid by $53.18 per unit month
federal operating subsidy. By 1992, only 380 wage earners remained. As a result, the average
rent of $106.44 paid only 44% of total operating cost, the difference covered by $132.94 PUM
in subsidy. The increase in annual operating subsidy in the ten year perind was $2,127,861.00,
over 159%. The rental income in the same decade increased only 34%, which means that
average resident incomes declined after inflation. At the time of their adoption, the abolition
of ceiling rents and the adoption of a 30% rent to income ratio were touted as a great relief to
the Federal Budget. It should be patently obvious that the effect is precisely the opposite.
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The mechanism by which this occurs is observed daily by Housing Authority Occupancy Staff.
The head of household or other family member goes o work and dutifully reports the income
as the lease requires, Within 2 few weeks, the family receives a rent increase effective the first
of the following month. The family responds, often within days, by cither:

1.

Quitting the job. This iy particularly the case with young adult members of the
household accepting their first job after gradvation from high school. It should go
without saying that if the head of the household cannot afford for their 19 year old to
accept their first entry level job, their chances of permanent independence are drastically
reduced. For young men, the alternative i$ usually the street corners; for young women
it is usually AFDC dependency.

Moving out. If forty hours per week employment at $5.00 an hour was sufficient to
pay for decent but modest rental housing on the open market, this would be a cause of
celebration, but it s not, In typical Georgia rental markets, the family moves back to
cheap bur grossly substandard housing. In tight rental markets, the only choice is
unconscionably high renr, whether in public or private housing.

Removing the offending family member (i.e. the one with the job) from the lease,
In almost every case, this involves young men whose incomes are not sufficient to allow
them to live independently, They are driven out of their legitimale home into a life on
the street and/or Hiving temporarily with low-income single women, thereby contributing
to the social instability of the neighborbood. In some cases, they are removed from the
lease but remain in the household, setting ap the family for a future fraud accusation.

Piease understand that these are not "Welfare Cadillac” stories but, standard patterns casily
observed in any PHA. As an example, consider the recent history of Project GAGO7003, a 128
unit development. As the following table shows, average rent remaing more or less level until
April, the effective date of annual reexaminations. Note that there is an immediate increase in
the average rent, representing the reported increases in resident income. Neotice also that within
80 days the average rent had retarned to "normal”.

Rent Patterns

before and after re-examination
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The average income of families that left during this period due fo rent was $10,600, equivalent
to full time employment at $5.10/hr. This is enly 27% of the area median and just over half
of the $19,500 threshold for “very low inCome™ in the Federal definition for a family of four.
These families are obviously not lfeaving because they have “made it”,

Just as there was a shon-term benefit when the federal rent rules were changed over a decade
ago, there will be a short-term cost to fix it. We have not yet prepared an accurate estimate
on a national scale, but we believe that we do have enough data to demonstrate that the cost
would be snall and temporary. We estimate the initial cost for ceiling rents at $1.57 per unit
month (PUM). We further estimate the cost of a 20% ecarned income exclusion to be $5.08
PUM. Because ceiling rents apply primarily lo wage earners, the total cost is less than the sum
of these two. Although it is not statistically valid to extrapolate the results from one PHA 10
the entire public housing stock, we mention for point of reference that doing this would result
in an initial one time cost of approximately $94 million, or about 4% of current operating
subsidy., HUD’s estimates are very close to this, and roughly double when all other subsidized
housing is included.

The reason rent reform costs so much less than the amounts “saved”. a decade ago is simple;
the exodus of the working poor from public housing means that lower rents will initially apply
to a great deal fewer people.  As the incentives take hold, this will change, but the net effect
will be 1o the benefit of the federal budget. Please refer to the attached matrix labeled "Federal
Government Saving Resulting From Rent Reform”.

The family circumstances described are the same as in the Public Assistance/Public Housing
Income Comparison Matrix, and assumes that the AFDC recipient (Family #1) goes o work
at minimum wage (i.e. becomes Family #3). The family i the left column represents the effect
of the PHADA recommended changes in deductions from carned income. Not only would this
family pay $62 higher rent, but there are an additional $443 savings in FICA paid and received
AFDC and food stamp benefits, The net effect is that each such family that is motivated by
reasonable rent rales to accept minimum wage employment will save the federal government
enough in housing and welfare subsidies to pay for the windfall benefit for twelve families
living in subsidized housing who are already working. Further, as 3 mix of low income
families develops within federally subsidized housing, societal costs are reduced as well,

This leads to the philosophical objection often raised (o rent reform, namely that it represents
an attempt to convert low rent public housing to a program serving moderate or even middle
income families. This is simply not the case. As demonstrated in the example above, most of
the families forced out of public housing by the rent structure are not middle income but in fact
fall under the federal definition of very low income (< 5G% median). These are the same
families whose low wage employment vields Jess in net disposable income than a similarly
situated Family receiving AFDC, '

Even more importantly, rent reformn will not materially affect the supply of low income housing
available 10 AFDC reciplents. This is simply because the families most affecied are already in
occupancy, not new admissions.  Rent reform would not change the fact that most new
admissions would continue 1o go to AFDC recipients, What would change, and must change,
is that very low income residents would no longer be kept in permanent, welfare/housing
serfdom. If society owes these Families anything above food and shelter, it is 2 reasonable
opportunity to work and improve their own lves!

This belief is shared by our principal allies in the fight to improve the upper mobility of our
residents.  The Georgia Depariment of Family and Children’s Services, which is concerned
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by lack of public housing residert participation in the PEACH work experience program, has
offered its endorsement of rent reform. The report of the Governor's Task Force on Welfare
Reform, attached, endorses a rent reform demonsiration. They are joined in this by our Private
- Industry Councils, whe have experienced first hand the difficulties of inducing public housing
residents (o accept job training.

Lest anyone stereotype public housing residents as being uninterested in employment, one
Georgla PHA recently had over 100 applicants for cight VISTA slots which pay only a
$580/month living allowance. This is equivalent to about $3.35/hour, less than minimurm wage.
VISTA allowances do not count against rent!

THE TIME 1S NOW

In conclusion, the Public Housing Authorities Directors Association urges the Working Group
oty Welfare Reform 10 recognize the degree to which rent policy in Federally subsidized housing
interacts with Federal welfare policy to create powerful disincentives to employment. Since
approximately one quarter of the nation’s AFDC recipients are also residents of Federally
subsidized housing, we ask you to recognize that workahle welfare reform is not possible unfess
it embraces rent reform as well.  To this end, we respectfully request the Working Group to
consider establishment of an internal sub-group to gather facts and prepare housing rent policy
recommendations that are philosophically and practically compatible with welfare reform
initiatives, We believe that only o this manner can we bridge the gulf that separates HUD and
HHS, a divide that reaches upward through separate congressional commitiees and extends
down to separate local agencies in every community,

I believe that we have demorstrated how the existing HUD rent computation policies work in
perverse efficiency with the welfare system to destroy initiative, undermine families, and erode
neighborhoods. They are bad public policy and they must be changed, Without such change,
subsidized housing residents will continue o be denied that fundamental right essential 1o both
economic and social well-being, the right to better oneself through one's awn efforts. With a
new Administration committed to welfare reform, the time for thas change is now.
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Child Support 150 150 150 150 0 Q 0 0 0 ¢ 0 D
AFDC Benefits 33¢ 82 g G ¢ 0 0 0 330 130 Q ¢

Food Stamps ___ 292
TOTAL GROSS NCoME 1L

Pubile Housing Rent $i08
Madical insurance
FICA Withholding
Chiid Care E (pense

i\ic"{. DISPOSABLE' Hi{‘
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WNOTES: b Child support of $1804m0. s aesumaed for Turilies 1, 2, sl 3. Ellminetion of ohild support decrsases ant by S48monih

2. AFDC bensfits phoss out over 12 mondhs, This by sasumed to ba compiots for famiies 88 4, 14, and 12

3. Medical Inpwrance is sostmed 1o be pvadabie W Bl e ermgdoyess at $5500mo. with the smployer paying 50%.
This parconiane may vary, but amployer peovided Irse medicsl insizance Tor dependents B rare for entry ievel erpioyass.

4. FIOA 15 pssumed Io b the only decluotion from gross wages. Thera s no redkestions for state and faderal or employes benefils.
Likewise, thaers s also o doeduction assuvmd from gross wages o banaporialion, uniRems, urdon dues, meals, of olber
norval work related expengos,

£ Chikd soes for o children is aasumed I da avaiiable o singls parent familias #1.4 with subsidy trough the Dapasiment of
Family anct Chilcren Sendces. Market child cave is much more exponsive, as woeskd b oars for the thind ohild, if cequired,



FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SAVINGS

AFDC Family #1 AFTGC Family #1
accepts minimumwage employment accepts employmentat $7.35/hr
i.e. becomes Family #3 i.¢. becomes Family #4
20% EARNED INCOME EXEMPTION | 20% EARNED INCOME EXEMPTION
_______________ 30% RENT 25% RENT 30% RENT 25% RENT
New Rent $170 $141 $278 $232
Less Old Rent $108 $108 $108 $108

FICA Paid 356 B56 $97 $67
Food Stamp Savings 557 $67 $174 $174
AFDC Savings $330 $330 $330 $330

Rent at Current Rules 2212 S212 8348 $348
New Rent 35170 5141 8278 $232




Recommendation 8: Housing Pilot

ISSUE:
Currendy AFDC recipients residing in public housing who increase their camings face an
automatic rent increase. This represents 2 serious disinomiive to employmene,

ACTION Ls
Request that an whan Housing Authority pilot 2 program that freezes rents for parudipans
in the AFDC-bused Positive Employment and Community Help Program.

ACTION 2: ;

Pesition the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development w review housing
policy pertainirg 2 definition of income, income exclusions, ceiling renes and their impact
on AFDC recipients.

IMPACT/EMPLICATIONS:

. This proposal addresses the most direct work disincentiw io public policy,
2. This will provide 2 moddl 10 be replicated esewhere.

3. The Public Housing Authority will lose some income from rent increases.

ESTIMATED PROPOSAL COST: 30

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES:
+ Local Housing Authority
+ Depertment of Human Resources
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#e 1 theresds~ Nevertheless, it.iy remarkably. consistent. * Insallthut onerof.the fifteen states

Thank you for the opportunity to address the Working Group today; I am going
to talk about recycling We now know, thanks to the work of Pavetti, and states’
research on dynamics, that many welfare recipients leave welfare for employment, only
to retuen shortly. For example, Pavetti found that 45% of all exits from welfare are for
work--a higher rate than Ellwoged and Bane’s earlier estimates--but that two-thirds of
these women return 10 welfare within five years {the majority within the first year).

Why do so many return, and what can we do 1o support a successful work exit—
and prevent recveling? [ think two factors determine successful work exits: (1)what
happens when women are on welfare {or what does not happen), and (2) what happens

when they leave and enter low-wage employment

[. Job traiming under JOBS:

Under the JOBS program set up by the FSA, women may participate 1
education, job search and other components; only about 15% are participating in job
skills training during the average momh, with the proportion ranging from 1.8% in
Maine to 46.8% in Pennsylvania {1993 Green book, p. 636-7).

Because HHS cotlects no information on the specific kinds of training received,

we conducted our own survey this summer, More thanstwo-thirds of the states collect no

»

‘tnformanun on the type of training, or«type of occupations of recipients who enter
-~ employent®The yuality of.the information thatsds available varies widely, from detailed

S reoceupationalicodes. for each.individualisto back ofsthe:envelopeguesses~-but it is the best
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with data, the majority of JOBS partcipants train for and/or obtain employment in just
two occupational cutegories: service work, and clerical and sales, with the proportion
ranging from 44% (lowa) to 84% (Florida). With the exception of Alabama {and this
data is limited to the one-fourth of JOBS participants who are in JTPA training
programs), most states trained very few women in jobs that are nontraditucnal for
women, (Where data Is available by gender, it is striking that male JOBS participants do
rain, overwhelmingly, in jobs that are traditonally male but nontraditional for women;
of 28 male JOBS participants in Alabama JTPA training, 26 were in predominantly male
jobs, mainly consteuction trades, machine tooling, or truck driving).

Very few states have data on wages, but for those that do, the wages obuained
reflect the predominance of low-wage clerical, sales and service occupations. For
example, in [Hinois, 80% of JOBS participants obtained employment with wages under

$6.00 an hour.

. Women's Experience of Low-wage Emplovment

Whare do such low-wage jobs lead for welfare recipients? In research that 1 did
for the Department of Labor, T found, not surprisingly, that such low-wage jobs are short-
tived, withsa spell lasting on the average 1.75 years, But while men who held Jow-wage
iohsuended u; leave for higher-wuge jobs when the low-wage job ended, women workers

“ended to goifrom:a low-wage job 1o unemployment, back:on welfare, or another even
T more temporaryjob.  {Surprisingly, -there,was.muchless difference by-race;in low-wage -

Job DUILOMESh» 1 mer xR, M AUt AT U e aet e .



Low-wage smployment is a highly gendered experience; for men it tends to be
bottom~-mang on 2 ladder to increased earnings and job quality--it simply does not work

that way nearly as often for women.

[IL. The seif-sufficiency pap
In order 10 survive off of welfare, women need 1o be able 10 meet their basic
needs. The costs of those needs, such as housing, food, and child care, vary greatly by
where one lives. | have begun to caleulate the cost of self-sufficiency for specific places--
not hypothetical, but real. {1 bave used HUD's Fair Market Rents for tousing, HHS's
market ¢child care cogis, ¢ie}
To meet the costs of her family’s basic needs requires wages, working full-time
that range from $9.86/hour for a single mother with one school age child in Penobscot,
Maine or $10.14 in Riverside, California, o $19.36/hour for a mother of three {one
preschooler and two school-uge children) in New York City. Of course, most people
think that it is extremely difficult for a single parent with one or more preschool children
to work full-time, and also be able 1o be a good parent. Working half-time wouid of
course double the wages needed to meet basic needs. Even in the lower cost areas, these
wages aresstillemuch: higher thao the ones normally obtained. by welfare recipients leaving
for ermmploymen, even those who have had skills wraining beyond basic education.
.= This: basically Jeaves.us with-two choices: - either we:can¢hip away at the costs of
~basic needs*through various-subsidieszor we can-substantially’increase our investment in- - - -

" sty trainingcand educations resulting intincreased wages: Clearly.we need.to do both... < e
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Without boring you with the details, providing housing subsidies which reduce the
cost of housing to 30% of the family’s income, plus free child care, reduces these self-
sufficiency wages to $8.49 and $7.26 for the Maine and California mothers with one
child, respectively, and $12.28 for the New York City mother of three. At the same time,
the housing and child care subsidies are substantiaily above what is now provided under
varipus programs. For example, in California, only about 109 of eligible families
receive housing subsidies, and only about a third of poor single mothers nationwide
receive housing aid. Child care is often limited not only in amount, but duration.

But providing suppert services is not just 3 matter of money, but a matter of
providing the kind of support that enables families 10 work and stay off of welfare. Just
as health care should not depend upon employment, neither should housing or child x
care. That is, housing subsidies should reduce the housing costs of all workers’ families
10 30% of their income; when families pay 60 and 70% of their income, even the
smallest crisis can blow the budget, the family dees not meet its rent, and then she loses
not only housing, but the job, child care, community, and a much bigger problem has
been ¢redted.

Likewise, child care should be seamless, continuous: imagine if we ran public
schools the wa}:we run child-care--every time o worker loses her fob, she pulls-the kids
out of school, and the school loses her taxes, and she loses her “place”. The. result is
harmful to the children: as they move bewween, 3, 4, 3 child. care givers in a year; it is-
harmiud 1© the school; with children moving.in and out, and funding unceriain week to .

week.{ Withiuncertain-funding; they would-reduce salaries,:and begin to experience the -,
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kindof staff turnover rates, 40% per year, comumen to child care centers), And of course
it is harmful 10 parents, as they wry to both obtain reemployment, or new training, and
find child care, and pay for it. Child care should be continied while women are
unemployed--it would be good for the children, and would probably enhance rapid
regmployment,

Finally, the problem of wransporation should be noted. In our survey of states,
we found that rural states faced much less of a child care shortage, but the lack of
transportation was critical; because of the enhanced match for child care, many poor
states find that coming up with trapsportation money is quite difficult, and finding ways
to provide aid in the absence of pubiic ransportation and restrictive asser hmits i
problematic.

Of course, subsidies cost the government money. A year of raining at a high-
wage joh, as is proposed for dislocated workers, resulting in 2 lifetime in self-sufficiency,
15 less than even one year of subsidies, much less contimung years needed to subsidize
the low wages of the working poor. Jobs that pay self-sufficiency wages not only provide
women with the wherewithal o buy themselves out of the instability and deadend nature
of low-wage jobs, but it permits them to meet their needs, without resorting to costly and

‘unstable solutions--doubling.up to meet-housing costs {which leads to problems of.
overcrowding, and homelessness), using friends and relatives for child care {which though
sometimes is preterred, and/is cheapers s often:unstable, resulting in program dropout

and job toss).

¥ To continue:to accept training for jobs-with poverty-level wages is'to accept the vi- ..

E
-

o+



unequal pay, and indeed to reinforce the occupational ghettoization that underiies it
Women should have access to the kinds of job training and education programs being
made available 1o displaced workers, and should not be reiegated to the kind of second-
class short-term training, programs which the Clinton Department of Labor has recently
labeiled as worthless. They shonld hav‘e access to the full range of opportunities,
including training for nontraditdonal occupations and college education. Welfare reform
should not help create a two-tiered job traiming program, differentiated by gender and

H

race. Separate is inherently unequal.
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S, . Occupational Distribution af Job Training and Jobs Obtained
RPN for Wdfare Recipients (AFE}C) Under the JORBS ng,mm 199293
MR .

PRy Mgy
Ou:u;mzwml . Oceupationat Distribulion of Job Training® and Jobs Oblzined*, by Siaie (Percent)
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Techaival G i (¢ 3 o i Y t] { 0 { 1] 1] & Y]
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Service . - 22| 25 331 42| ssf 6] 24| 32 2| 48] 6] 48 o] 21| s
Agriculiurel G 2 2 H 2 G G 3 1 2 ] 2 it 5 l
Processing: it . 3 4 2 ] 3 O 4 0f 2 4 0 3 O 3 0
Magchine Trades ] 0 2 i 3 O g 3 2 i 0 3 £ 2 &
Be:nchwmk pa 0 4 3 3 3 Q 4 3 i & G 8 . g
Szm{:tuml o 2 +6 9 ¢ 2 i 2 8 0 11 i 3 Y £4 ¢ 3 1
Tr gmasgxgz}a_:!!gil © 4 3 0 g g Q & 0 0 6 0 5 0 § 0
Fabricators of 3] o] ol of of o of o of o 2f el o] o
Hapdlers a1 - o 2f .ol e of elgol.el of 8l of o] o] o] o
Craft & Repair, _, . ...| .0 9] o o o ol e{-"of o o of of o o j
Miscellaneous/Other i g 4 4 16 33 36 h] 3 i 10 g 50 2 0
and not specified
Toel ., ) oD 00| 06T HOY 100, e 1003 1967 60| 100F 100 WO 1067 M| 100
Nonsredunonal 10tad 22 i3 0 1 { 1 G 0 g 0 ] ] 4 8 3

* Far some statgs, (igares wore oaly aveiteble for Job treiniag recoived, wiiic others were onfy svadiable Tor jobs obtsiaed, regardiess of the typy of training received.

HOTE: The nicurscy of those Ngures varios greatly: soume fgures nre bascd are bend duin obtsined from state records, while wthery arc bused ondy on & rough puess
ventuted by one individus} sizie cruployee.
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COMMUNITY: NEW YORK, NEW YORK

Type of Family

Single Mother with  Mother with Mother with Mathiar with Mothar with

Woman 1 preschool 1 schockage 1 preschool 1 infantand 1 preschoot

age child child & t school- 1 preschool & 2 school-

CRSTS OF age chilg age chikd age children
BASIC NEEDS:

i
rousing $477.00 881.00 881.00 BR1.G0 681.00 854.q0
Faod 15108  250.90 296.48 396.93 337.08 541.77
Child Care - 80233 3039 905.66 1542.66 1208.99
Health Cars 84,82 15858 138.27 201.22 218454 24587
Transportation 84,91 GB.73 B3 132.54 132.54 ¥56.:}5
Clothing/Misc.  BO.76  179.96 $52.88 231 87 251.18 30070

H

TOTAL - . 888,34 1979.52  1881.6% . 2548.42 3203.00 3308.68
Self-sufficiency

Wage {FT) 320 11.55 TOBE4 14.02 18.78 18,38
Percent

Housging 3.7 344 40.5 267 21.3 258

i

Housing Subsidy 1
Deduction -210,49 -B7.14 -176.4% Q & ?
Gelf-sufficiency ’
wage with

housing subsidy 3,67 11.08 8.81 1482 .- 18.75 15.38
Seif-sufficiency '
wage with !

ful# ¢hild care :
subsidy B.2G 807 « .06 962 9.72 12.28
Sell-gufficiency

wags with bath

hoysing and ¢hild .
cars subgidles . 7 387 0 TBB 1 TETOB L. .~ BBZ .. '9.72 .12.28 .
With Child Support/ .
Child Assurange 397 . 458 605 ’ 8,16 8.26 10.82



COMMUNITY: RIVERSIDE CALIFORNIA ;

Type of Family E
Single Mother with Mother with  Mother with  Mother with  Mothar with
Woman 1 praschoal 1 school-age 1 preschool 1 infant and 1 preschool

age ohild child & 1 school 1 preschool & 2 schooik
COSTS OF age child age child age children
BASIC NEEDS: ' d
Mousing $ 47000 84700 88700 T 64700 B47.00 B3B.40
Food 156.75  260.37 3IN7.8Y . . 41128, 38046 . 582 21
Child Care - 315.00 240.00 88540 926.00 795.00
Hegith Carg 52.89 183,72 136.72 197.54° 214,54 241.:,.}‘2'
Trangportation 15885 2429 242.91 206.10 296,10 349.?9
Cloting/Misc. 90583 161.90 15743 21060 . 243.31 278,59
TOTAL 100026 1,780.90 1,731 73230 241082 2,878.81 3,084,486
Self-sufficiency
Wage FT) 5.85 10.42 10,14 - B kY- 2 15.67 17.54
H
i
Fercent f
HMousing A70 B3 374 278 242 273
HMousging Subsidy ‘ /
Qeduction -188.92 -112.73 -127.48 - - 4
Seit-sufticiancy
wage with
- " rhousing subsldy  4.86 9.78 9.39 . 13.57. 5 15.87 !?’.9&
- - Beif-sufficiency f - I
wags with
full child care ;
e JsubsilyT 7 58 - 782 - 874 0 v o103eLy 10.25 13.28 .
e v Beit-sufficiency . '
% wage with both ‘
C e howsing and child v '
N W eare subsidies 486, R T I 798700 G320 10.25 13.28.

. With Child Support/ :
1 Child Assurance 4,86 6.28 7.01 T La8s o 2.80 11.83 ¢ -
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http:2.311.62
http:1,780.90
http:1,000.26

:f
[

e

R I W

o
*

COMMUNITY: PENOBSCUT COUNTY, MAINE

10

Type of Family
Single Mother with  Mother with Mother with Mother with Mather with
Woman 1 preschaol 1 school-age 1 preschoot  1infantand 1 preschool
age child ¢hild & 1 school-  f preschool & 2 school-
{OSTS OF age child age child age children
BASIC NEEDS:
Housing $368.00 52800 E28.00 428.00 528.00 662.00
Food 15105 250.90 296.48 396.33 337.08 541.77
f
{hild Cars - 38133 225.67 £§11.00 786.50 827.{67
Health Cars 88.24 146482 142987 187 85 203.79 229.;28
Transponation 169,82 21745 217.45 265.08 265.08 312.70
Clothing fMiso. B4.74 16552 18347 217.36 23192 281.51
TOTAL I 7. 932,17 1,831.72  ~ 188381 2,380.97 2.551.16 3,086.84
: T
Self-suffiviency
Wage {FT) 546 W72 9.86 14.00 14.83 18,12 -
i
:
Percent 2
Housing 89.6 28.80 31.4G 2z.e0 20.70 2130
!
HMousing Subsidy %
Deduction -89.34 w 22,88 - - -
Seli-sufficiency
wage with
housing subsidy 4,83 10,72 9.73 .00 14.93 H:AFSE
Setf-sufficiency
wage with i
Judt obiled gare
subsigdy <. 4.8% . g4¢ 8527 . 042 L. 10.33 13.27
Seif-sufliciency
s wage with both !
housing and ¢hild : as
care subsicdies 48% B4 T 77 838 L. 1042 GT T 10330 13.27 P TRl
Wwith Child Suppont/ , -
Child Assurance 4.8 751 IR A I 498 - 8.87 11.82
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Members of the Working Group, t am pleased o have this opportunity to pr?vide the
perspective of the National Coalition of Hispanic Health and Human Services !
Organizations {COSSMHO) on welfare reform and supportive services. However, before
providing our perspective on this issue | would like to provide you with some background
on COSSMHO. |

COSSMHQ is the only national organization with a primary mission of im;yribving the
health and well-being of Hispanic communities. We represent the needs and t:or;:ems of
over 350 community-based c;rganizagiws. and 1;000 professionals providing heaiih and
human services in Hispanic communities. All COSSMHO programs utilize a {:(}n;munity-
based empowerment model of service delivery as evidenced by the fact that 60% of the
COSSMHO budget funds community-based programs. COSSMHO also {;;;)eratesza
computer bulletin bolard network of 350 Hispanic community-based mgan%zatioris :
organized in 35 regional health coalitions. Given our community-based health f{zission,.
COSSMHO does not accept funding from tobacco or aleohol companies or their.
subsidiaries, the only nationa! Hispanic organization to have adopted this organizational
policy. Founded in 1973, COSSMHO is celebrating its 20th anniversary as the n;tion's
action forum for Hispanic health, f

As the nation’s leading organization for Hispanic health and human services
consumers, COSSMHO is particularly concerned with the provision of supportive services
under any welfare reform plan, In particular, in these brief remarks 1 would like éo touch
on the issues of community-basing, child support enforcement and transitional héalth care
benefits. ‘ !

Community Basing: Unless the range of supportive services meant o reach families
transitioning off welfare are accessible, than no amorjm{ of increased funds will adequately
meet the needs of low-income families. The first step in designing an adequate g;wgram of
suppaortive services is to base those services in the communities of the individuaié‘zhey are

. i
meant 10 serve, Additionally, programs must be placed in agencies which exhibit



VR

community governance and which have a history of service in the target community. Itis

only these agencies that have gained the trust of the community they serve and are best

¥

equipped for the task of assisting families to transition from welfare © work.

lex particular, child care services must be community-accessible and in a setting
where a mother trusts her child will be well cared for and protected. Furthermore, the
regulations governing child care services under welfare reform should be examined in
order to provide support for mothers who choose to have their child cared for by a family
member or friend. Such services are valuable to the mother transitioning from welfare to
wark and ghauid be supported at some level. ;

In addition ::aseworker and adminisirative functions of welfare services wouid be
well served by community-basing. For the most part, human services programs hiave not
used community-based organizations as alternative application sites for program &?iigibitity
and other administrative services, For instance, a survey conducied by COSSM HP of
Medicaid application offices in Hispanic population centers found that only one z;hird of
offices used community-based organizations as alternative application sites and zi;ta{{}ne
third provided no training for the workers who served Hispanic or Spanish-speaking
populations. Community-basing of administrative services under welfare would ensure
that services more adequately reflect the needs of the community they seek to serve.

Child Support Enforcement:  There is probably no other single program that can
provide support for families on welfare than capturing the child support due to a mother
on welfare. Particularly helpful under the current program has been the recognition that
child support enforcement must have an adequate community-based outreach ini’rtiazive to
ensure that welfare recipients are aware of their rights and options. These efforts fshduld
be expanded and include the specific needs of Mispanic communities by providiz;g such
services through community-based prganizazionséas well as providing culturally - I
competent materials in both Spanisiz and 'Engl‘si:x in addition, one of the most pr{i}mising
new activities in the area of child support enfarcemenf is the use of automated ch{:ié

=



support systems. These systems which are proving effective in ensuring adequate.
payments of child support should be supported and expanded.

Health Care Services: Next to child support, health care services is probably the
most important supportive service parents depend on in the transition from welfare to
work. One of the most promising changes in our welfare system has been the recognition
of this fact and the enactment of transitional Medicaid services for parents moving from
welfare to work, Linder health ‘care reform, at the national and state level, it is important
that this impontant innovation not be compromised. It will be necessary to ensure that
health care services provided under Medicaid or a revamped plan of services for low-
income persons are adequately subsidized for persons in the transition feom welfare to
work. Indeed, the standard should not be to ensure that there is not a negative economic
impact of loss of health care in the transition from welfare 1o work; the standard should
provide full support of health care for at least a period of one year in full employment.
This standard would serve as an incentive for the person making the transition from
welfare to work and would help in the critical first year of the ransition.

Thank you for the opportunity 1o provide COSSMHO's perspectivé on this %n:ip{}rzant
issue. We look forward to the Working Group’s continued dialogue with the Hispﬁanic
community and the development of proposals that include the specific needs of Hf;spanic

cammunities.
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TESTIMONY SUBMITTED T THE WELFARE REFORM WORKING GR{)I}P’
BY !
JAMES A, RICCIO
MANPOWER DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH CORP@RATION
AUGUST 20, 1993 !

The Family Support Act's JOBS program was the cornerstone of welfare reform in 1988, and
it had the vision of transforming welfare from a simple income support entitlement 10 a new
social contract between government andd individuals featuring a “reciprocal obligation.” But the
nation has yet to transform this vision itself into 3 widespread reality, Today, JOBS in most
states is underfunded and operated largely as a volumary program on a limited scale, particularly
because of states’ nability o provide sufficiemt marching funds to secure all of the federal
monics available 1o them,

Nonetheless, there are some counter-examples, such as California’s GAIN program -- the
nation’s largest JOBS program, in a state where over a quarter of federal AFDC dollars are
spent. From a six-county evaluation of GAIN, we are beginning to see the likely potential and
limits of JOBS.

On the positive side, we have learned that GAIN really can change the terms and conditions of
receiving welfare — and on a very large scale. Especially during its early years, it delivered on
the Family Support Act’s goal of a "reciprocal obligation” by providing opportunities for job
search, education, and training services, but, at the same time, making recipients’ welfare grants
partially contingent upon participating in these activities. The message was clear: welfare was
to be temporary; the program would help you look for a job and assist you with the education
and training you needed o prepare for a job; and you had te pursue this goal (unless you could
establish a justifiable resson for not doing so) or you could lose part of your welfare grant as
a penalty. But now, even in California, funding constraints have made it virmally impossible
for counties to extend the program's services and participation mandate to all those whe could
be in GAIN.

This is disappointing because we are finding that the combination of services and 2 strong
mandate can be effective.  While the final results of the evaluation are not yet in, the findings
show that across the six counties over a two-year follow-up peniod, GAIN increased welfare
recipients’ earnings by 21 percent and reduced their AFDC payments by 6 percent. In Riverside
county, the results are particularly striking: a 35 percent increase in carnings and a 14 percent
reduction in AFDC payments. These are the largest effects of any welfare-to-work program that
MDRC has studied.

These interim GAIN findings add to a growing body of convincing evidence (much of which
pre-dates JOBS} that welfare-to-work programs can make a difference, and can save money for
the government. Together they suggest that i the goal 15 o "end welfare as we know 11,7
investing fully in the JOBS program and trying to build on the approaches thaz work best,
would, in and of itself, constitute an imponant leap forward. ,
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At this time, convincing evidence on "what works best” in operating welfate-to-work programs
is sparse. Nonetheless, a number of insights are suggested by Riverside’s approach to operating
GAIN. What most distinguished Riverside from the other counties -- and, therefore, what might
have contributed fo its more favorable results -~ was its panticular combination of practices and
conditions.  Perhaps most distinctive was Riverside's pervasive employment message, which
encouraged quick entry into the labor force and which the county backed up by providing direct
job development assistance and by setting job placement standards for case managers.
Riverside’s approach was also characterized by a more equal use of job scarch and education
and training activities (as opposed to a balance that overwhelmingly favored education and
training); a strong commitment 1o (and adequate resources for) securing the participation of all
mandatory registrants; and a greater retance on GAIN's formal enforcement mechanisms to
reinforce the seriousness with which the program viewed the participation obligation, Together
these strategies made up a constellation of practices not found in any other county. {(Riverside's
approach may have enjoyed an “added boost” from an economy that, early on, was growing
more rapidly than in the other counties, although economic conditions deteriorated later.)

The question of "what works best” (and for whom within the welfare popuiation) is also being
studied in a rigorous way in the national evaluation of JOBS sponsored by the Department of
Health and Human Services and being conducted by MDRC. Several demonstrations within the
JOBS evaluation will provide compelling evidence on the relative payoff of a strategy
emphasizing human capital development through education and training versus ong that siresses
rapid employment. It will also provide evidence on the relative effects of different ways of
structuring case management in JOBS. When these findings become available, they will lend
unusually strong empirical guidance (o future effonts to structure and operate JOBS in ways that
will maximize its effectiveness. ?

While we look for ways to strengthen JOBS, we must, at the same time, remember not (0 expect
from JOBS more than it can realistically achieve by itself. The research on GAIN makes very
clear that, even at their best, states’ JOBS programs alone are not likely to move large numbers
of people into sustained, well-paying jobs and out of poverty, We have learned, for example,
that even in Riverside County, many of the people who were assigned to the GAIN program still
accumulated more than two years of welfare, and would have exceeded 2 two-year limit on
welfare had one been in effect. For example, 46 percent would have exceeded a two-year limit
in approximately three and one-half years after starting the program. In other counties, the
proportion would be even higher,

We have also learned that many of the recipients in GAIN did not find employment at ail within
two years after having starting the program, and those who did work did not always remain
continuously employed. For example, while two-thirds of welfare recipients in Riverside found
employment at some point during the two-year follow-up peried, only about one-third were
employed in any calendar guarter. i

Of course, if the ecenomic incentives t0 work had been stronger (for example, if the increase
in the EITC had been in effect and if national health care had been available} the number of
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people who got and kept jobs might have been larger, and the number who remained on welfare
for more than two years might have been smaller - but by how much we have no way of
knowing.

We should care about the effectiveness of JOBS for many reasons, but especially in the context
of a plan that calls for time-limited welfare and includes a requirement for "post transitional
work™ in positions to be supplied by the governmemt. [ndeed, the success of time-limited
welfare may, after all is said and done, hinge directly on the success of JOBS, This is because
the more people that JOBS helps to become self-supporting, and the more that it can prevent
welfare recidivism among those already on the rolls, the fewer would be the number of people
who exhaust their welfare benefits but continue (0 need public support. Needless to say, if an
exceptiomally large number of people exceed the time limit, the challenge of creating a sufficient
supply of post-welfare governmeni-sponsored work positions would be daunting. Moreover,
these positions would not be cheap. Estimates from MDRC studies show that the costs of setting
up three-month unpaid work experience siots and monitoring the people assigned to them as pan
of welfare-to-work programs in the 1980s ranged from about 1,000 to $4,000 (in 1993 dollars)
per slot per year for programs operating on a moderate-to-large scale. j

These observations are sobering, and, once again, underscore the importance of helping people
to become self-supporting before they reach the end of a time limit in order o contain o a
reasonable amount the number of guaraniced work slots that would have 1o be created. But
containing the number of work slots may also require that this phase of the reform plan uself
be structured as a transitional phase, for the longer that those who enter the work slots stay in
them, the greater will be the total number of slots required. In other words, the efforts to help
people become self-supporting should not end after the first two years on welfare; they should
continug even into the next phase, perhaps through perindic job search assistance (or, possibly,
through recycling recipienis through JOBS itself). !

There are obviously many unknowns that could affect the success of 4 plan that combines JOBS
with time-Jimited welfare. For example, how can JOBS be strengthened so as to minimize the
number of people who would hit the time limit? Would a much stronger emphasis on post-
placement services improve the prospects of a permanent exit from welfare among those
recipients who can get their foot into an employer’s door but have trouble keeping 2 job? How
will efforts to "make work pay” really affect welfare recipients” willingness 1o leave welfare for
employment? What are reasonable criteria for exempting people from the work requirement,
and for how long? How many public job slots will, in the end, have 1o be created in order to
accommodate all who are eligible and for the work mandate to be real, and 15 this feasible?
How long will people stay in those slots? Will they prefer them to looking for competitive
employment? Would recycling long-stayers back into JOBS for a second opportunity afier
getting some work experience under their belts help them finally make a permanent traasition
to self-support? And in the JOBS program itself, what tradeoffs should be made between high-
cost education and training services and low-cost job search services {which is a deciston that
could affect the costs and therefore the prospects of extending the participation obligation to the
fuil mandatory caseload)?



These are all eritical questions, and guessing wrong in trying 1o answer them could undermine
the prospects for welfare reform that is effective, fair, humane, and affordable. This argues for
phasing in any major overhaul of the system, taking full advantage of opportunities to learn from
and build upon states’ efforts 10 execute what would clearly be dramatic changes thaz would
affect the Hves of many families and children. :
While there are undoubtedly ways that JOBS can be expanded and strengthensd to enhance its
contribution in a new welfare sysiem, the likely limits of what we can hope to accomplish
through JOBS with single female adults should inspire us to consider whether complementary
interventions with other groups implicated in the welfare problem can reduce some of the burden
on JOBS and, In wrn, on a post-welfare work program, In this regard, two initiatives in
particular deserve close scrutiny. One is the Ohio LEAP project, which has forged new linkages
between the welfare system and the educational system for teenage mothers on welfare. These
are potential long-term welfare recipients with whom the JOBS program would have to work,
and who might exhaust any time limits on welfare while still at a young age. How can we
hasten the rate at which these teens leave the rolls? A lot may depend on improving their
education, and the early findings from an ongoing evaluation of LEAP point in a promising
direction. They show that with a combination of financial incentives, penalties, and case
management, {een parenis on welfare stay i school longer and return to school at higher rates
than they otherwisc would. The hope is that this will eventually lead to higher graduation and
employment yates and quicker welfare departures, which the evaluation will attempt to assess.

Another new initiative aspires to improve child support enforcement, which the President has
identified as an important clement of his overall reform plan, Here it is critical o remember
that many of the fathers of children on welfare are poor themselves, Finding ways to increase
their own earnings capacity, as well as their compliance with their child support obligations,
is essential. This is part of the rationale behind a nine-state pilot study called Parents Fair Share
that is now underway and whose lessons should be watched closely. If it works, it would help
JOBS heip welfare mothers leave welfare and lift themselves and their children out of poverty.

A final lesson is suggested by the evolution of the Family Support Act itself, which grew out
of innovative state programs and the states” own stake in welfare reform.  The success of an
even bolder restructuring of the nation’s welfare system will require, more than ever,
commitment and support at the state and local level where control over the system uitimately
rests. In charting a new federal direction, flexibility and the encouragement of local innovation
and testing of alternative approaches must not be lost.
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Good morning, Mr. Chairmen and Members of the Working Group.
T would like to start by thanking you for the opportunity to
testify today on the subiect of welfare reforrm in general and time
limited assistance and work requirements in particular.

My nane is Linda R. Wolf Jones and I anm here on behalf of the
Community Service Soviety of New York, an corganization that has
bean working sctively to improve the conditions of the poor for
almost 150 vears. One of the ways in which we carry out that
rmission is through analysis and adveocacy of social policies in such
fields as housing, aducaficn and income security. It is our
concern for the economic well-being of the nation’s poor in
general, and the urban poor in particular, that brings me before
the Working Group today. CSS has been monitoring, analyzing and
comnenting on welfare reform proposals for many years. We very
much appreciate the opportunity to comment with ryespect to the
ideas being proposed at the federal level at this tinme,

The charge that President Clinton gave Co the Wellare Reform
Working Group was based on four principles: to make work pay; to
dramatically improve c¢hild support enforcement; to provide
education, training, and other services toc help people get off and

stay off welfare; and to create a time-limited transitional support

- system followed by work., We essentially agree with the first three

of those goals. The fourth goal, however - time-linited welfare -
gives us major cause for concern.

while we support the first three of the Administration’s goals

" and would express only a few concerns about the details of
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implementation (such as the need to prevent any new child support
reguirements from deteriorating into harassment), we are implacably
opposad to time-limitiﬁé the walfare system. I have taken btine
limits in this context to mean a systen in which poor people would
only be allowed to receive cash benefits for some specified length
of time, whether or n&tith&y were also working or participating in
an approQ&d activity during part or all of that time period. Such
time-linit proposals aré both inhumane and unnecessary.

Time limits are . inhumane because they Iignore econonic
realities and gloss ov%r the issuve of human need. The economic
reality is that many poor pecple combine welfare and work in a
simultanesus or sequenfial manner throughout a period of their
lives. Some wage earners work in the private sector and collect a
partial welfare benefit simultaneocusly because their earnings are
not adegquate to meet thely fanmily needs. While beefing up the

earned ingome tax credit and child support enforcement efforts may

bring in encugh income to allow many of thege families to make it

without welfare, some will still need an income supplement.

Other single heads of housghold may sarn enough to becone
independent of welfare and then wind up back on the rolls because
of a job luss, personaz'praplam or family erisis. Cycling on and
off welfare for good reason is a common phenomenon and not a
shameful practice for which the nesd will disappear if the practice
is curtailed. Eliminating the availability of welfare does not
eliminate the problems that force people onto the welfare rolls

several times over the course of a lifetime. ¥or many welfare



recipients, losing a job or leaving it for good reason does not
. translate into eligibility for unemployment insurance. The
econemic reality and human face of unemployment without a safety
net of cash benefits cannot be wished away with pietiaé about
“making ildle people work." Further, | poor people 4o not have
economic cushions to tide them over the hard times. Economically,
their lives are nothing but hard times, only some of the times are
harder than others.

M?rally, time . limits are indefensible. Logically, if other
policy changes arve nade, they are not necessary. If the hypotheses
about what people need by way of educatioen, training and services
are correct; if +dobs are available when needed; and if there are
work ragquirements in place ~~ then time limits are essentially
superflucus. If the assumptions underlying the Administration’s
first three principles are viable, then welfare recipients would be
assured of the income and supperts that they n&éd and would be
working when employable, in private sector Hobs optimally and in
subsidized jobs if the labor market cannot absorb them,

The time limit proposal essentially recognizes that the other
principles may not‘ba viable or that they may fail and that another
solutien may be required. Are we 50 desperate to be perceived as
having all the right answers that we must build an undesirable .
final solution into the ini@ial proposals instead of being willing
to go back to theldr&wing board and trving again? we, like you,
would like to see the welfare caseload reduced, but shutting our

eyes to economic and social realities is not the way te do it,



We have no argument with the idea that people who can work
should work, unless extenuating circumstances make work impossible
or impractical, but we also believe that there must be a safety net
for children and their families, Arbitrary time limits on the
receipt of cash assistance take away that protection. On the
related issue of work requirements, I would just add that we also
belisve strongly that people who work should receive vages and
benefits in return for that work.

youy question to this panel was: Y"How should a program of time
limited assistance tollowed by work be structured?” My answer is
that it shouldn’t -- unless jobs are guaranteed for everyone who
cannot find work in the private sector labor market, the gquaranteed
jobs pay wages, the determination of employabkility is put into the
hands of qualified professionals, the exemptions are reasonable and
cleay, and an adeqguate safety net ig devised Lo c¢over the
unintended and unforeseen consequences of an untested policy.

I would conclude my comments by noting that we, too, used four
principles as a standard for judging the desirability of a welfare
system. In our minds, any plan for welfare reform must accomplish
four things:

A welfare reform plan must --
--address human needs;
~wraduce the need for welfare;
~w~allow Americans to work for wages, not Jjust welfare;
--assure an adeguate safety net for children and their

families.



Basically, we envision a new program that combines income
packaging with support services and needs-based case management.
Such a program would provide an incone package for each family that
might include earned income, tax c%edits, child support, an assured
child benefit, welfare and/or other cash benefits. The proportions
and amounts from each source of cash income would necessarily vary,
but all program enrcllees wouid be assured of the ongeing health
care coverage and child care needed to make work effort make sense.
Education, training, and other assistance for movement into the
laboy force would alse havé to be available, as needed, to make the
progran truly succeed.

We believe that income packaging (including an expectation of
some earned income in most cases) and support services, combined
with an individualized approach to case management and close
attention to changing case dynamics, are the ingredients that will
lead in a positive way to a reduced need for welfare. Yes,
arbitrary time limits would also reduce the welfare rolls, but
presumably we as a soclety are striving for a more lofty geal than
fewer people living on welfare at the cost of more people living on
the street.

I urge you and the other members of the Administration who are
working with you to keep our four principles in mind as you go
about the critical task of reforming the welfare system. I hope I
may also look forward to continuing to work closely with you as the

process unfolds.

Thank you again for this opportunity to testify,
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INTRODUCTION

I am pleased 1o be here today to represent the views of the United States
Catholic Conference, the public policy agency of the Roman Catholic bishops
of the United States.

The topic of this morning’s forum, Welfare Reform, Family Suppert and
§£‘}€3§§3§{2€§38{;8, 15 of deep concern to the bishops. We are now in the second
year of a Catholic Campaign for Children and Families. The Campaign began
in 1991 inresponse 10 the bishops’ pastoral, Putting Children and Families First,
and has taken as its public policy priority those governmental initiatives which
impact families coping with the moral, social, and economic stresses of caring
for chitdren.

Throughout this century the Church has been actively involved in working
with and for the poor. By means of our ongoing pastoral work; through
Catholic Charities’ extensive network of over 1400 charitable agencies serving
18 million people in 1992; through the Catholic Health Association’s nearly 600
hospitals and more than 300 Ioog»tarm care facilities serving more than 20
million people annually; through the Campaign for Human Development’s efforts
to organize and empower the poor which last vear funded over 200 local anti-
poverty groups each working to improve policies, practices and laws impacting
low-income communities and individuals; and with our advacacy work, through

the U.S. Catholic Conference, in 198 dioceses and over 19,000 parishes, to



improve public policies, we have had exten#ive contact with the problems of
the poor.

These experiences have led the Catholic bishops to work for
improvements in the welfare system. Throughout its history the Catholic
Conference has consistently called for adequate benefit levals, a comprehensive
full employment strategy, rejection of welfare rules that weaken families, and
administration of the system in a manner that suppér&s dignity, equity ané self-
determination. Woe support a refundable children’s tax credit and applaud the
expansion of the Earned Income Tax Credit és a first step toward rewarding
work.

Qur views on this subject are shaped by two perspectives. The first is
the principle that human dignity 1s the fundamental criterion against which
public policy must be measured. Secondly, and more specifically, is the
__conviction that ir‘; a society as rich as ours there (s no excuse for the extremes
of deprivation and poverty that leave millions without even the basic necessities
of life.

As our pastoral letter Economic Justice for All [EJA] states, we measure
the strength of the nation not only by what its economy produces but also by
how it touches human life and whether it protects or undermines human
dignity. Economic decisions, whether they are employment decisions or
welfare decisions, help or burt people, strengthen or weaken family life,

advance or diminigh the quality of compassion and justice in our country.
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In my brief remarks | want to address two points: first, that a program
of time limited assistance followed by work must be directly linked to national,
state and private sector employment policies; and second, that any reform of
the welfare system, including time limitations, must be structured so that it

supports and strengthens individuals and families,

WORK

The central problem in America is not welfare, but poverty. Our economy
is not producing the jobs and opportunities we neged to use the talents and
energies of all people. Dealing with poverty is not a luxury 1o which our nation
can attend when it finds the time ang resources. Rather, it i8 a8 moral
imperative of the highest priority. {EJA para. 170}

in 1891, the number of poor Americans hit its highest level in more than
20 years. More than one out of every five children in the United States lives
in poverty. Millions of children are so poorly nourished that their physical and
mental development is sericusly harmed.

In addition, we have also seen the growing economic hardship and
insecurity experienced by modérate income Americans whenthay lose their jobs
and their income due to forces beyond their control. As long as we continue
to accept as "full employment” the structural unemployment of up to 7% of the

workforce, we must expect that some people will need support. We should not
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be surprised to see such a need when our economy and unemployment
compensation programs systematically leave a large number of people
unprotected.

And for those who do find work the prospects are not necessarily bright.
Many labor analysts believe that wages will continue to fall due to global
competition, technology, downsizing and the growth of the contingent work
force. Asthe Wall Street Journal recently concluded, we are "creating a nation

increasingly divided into haves and have nots”. [10 March 1993}

FAMILY

While we strongly support proposals to increase genuine work and
training opportunities for welfare recipients as a prerequisite to setting realistic
tims limitations, we are troubled by the way that the question has been framed.
We believe that human work has a special dignity and is a key to achieving
justice in soclety. But, as Pope John Paul Il reminded us in several papal
gncyclicals, caring for one’s own children is work that i3 just as important and
valuable to society as paid employment. While ;?ze trend is clearly toward
mothers of young children working at least part-time, we question whether the
government sh.{w!d degrade the value of maternal care by a policy that requires
mothers of young children to take jobs 5&23?63 the home. Federsl or state

policy should not enshrine the notion that the family is only an geonomic unit
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and that parents’ primary responsibility is 1o provide for material neads rather
than emofionat, intellectual and spirttual needs.

Child care and health benefits are also essential. Mothers who find
satistactory, affordable day care arrangements and have privaz‘e health coverage
or Medicaid [or have extraordinary luck] can often manage to keep their jobs,
When society fails to provide one or both of these essentials, aither the mother
can’t hold her}‘c;b or the children are neglected. Either result is unsatisfactory,

but the latter should not be tolerated.

CONCLUSION

We are not supporters of the status quo, which we believe contributes
to dependency énd undermines human dignity. Too often the empty rhetoric
of both the right and the left uses the problems of poor families for political
purposes, but fails 1o take steps to really help them leave dependency and
poverty behind. Some talk about values, but seem to be more committed to
cutting benefits. Others ignore the family dimensions and the value quest‘ions
surrounding welfare. We support an approach which cuts across these political
lines and focuses on the needs of the poor and not the needs of politicians or
ideological groups. We fear that in some places concerns about values and
behavior are being used simply ;".O justify cuts in essential assistance to poor

children.
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The poor ask for the ri‘ght to share in enjoying material goods and to
make good use of their capacity for work, thus creating a world that is more
just and prosperous for all. The advancement of the poor constitutes a great
opportunity for the moral, cultural and even economic growth of all humanity.
[John Paul I, Encyclical Letter, Centesimus Annus, para. 28] True welfare
reform may demand an investment of resources but such an investment of time
and money is vital to our nation’s future.

The work of the Catholic Church reflects our desire to shape a society -
and a world - with a clear priority for families and children, especially those in
need. We éhare with you a commitment to contribute to the development of
policies that help families protect their children’s lives and futures,

Thank you for j;his opportunity to testify today on behalf of the Catholic

bishops of this country.



WELFARE REFORM PRINCIPLES

The central problem in America is not welfare, but poverty. Qureconomy is nat
producing the jobs and opportunities we need to use the talents and enargies of ail
people. We will use the following guidslings in evaluating weifare reform proposals:

Elirninating poverty should be the target of comprehensive welfare reform.
Poor families did not cause the recession and cuts in poverty programs will not
end it. Real welfare reform seeks to help people leave poverty behind, not just
leave the welfare rofis.

Welfare reform should help welfare recipients to find meaningful employment
and achieve self-sufficiency. Tao often, a poor family moving from welfare to
work loses health coverage, child care and income support essential for their
family’s well-being.

Welfare reform should include education and job training programs that lead to
real jobis. They should retiect 8 stronger commitment 1o education for the poor;
and they should be oriented toward empowering the poor 1o become seif-
sufficient.

Woelfare reform should include strong child support enfarcement. Child support
reform is not only necessary for the protection of children but also for families
who benefit as a whole,

Welfare reform should affirm and reward the values of strong intact families,
personal responsibility, sexus! restraint and basic morality for people of sl
JCONOMIc means.

Welfare reform should provide real incentives and supports for poor families to
stay together, continue their education, and find meaningful employment. Wae
oppose penalties that deny children basic benefits because of the behavior of
their parents. Policies and programs at all levels should support the strength
and siability of families. especially those adversely affected by the economy,

Welfare reform should support other efforts of states to assist families in
moving from welfare to work such as reform of state unemployment
compensation; increase in state minimum wage; reduction or elimination of
penalties on step-parents and married families; continued health care coverage,
child care and other income supports.
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-Welfare Reform and Head Start

Rationale for'P&gtnarship

When the Welfare Reform Act passed in September 1888, Leon
Panetta, current Director of Office of Management and Budget,
was guoted as saying, Y“The goals of true welfare reform arvre
to preserve the family unit, provide adeqguate benefits,
require expanded work and job training opportunities, and
sinplify and coordinate existing programs.” When
restructuring welfare reform, Head Start must play a key
role. Head Start’s intricate involvement with low income
families and pareht and staff training provides an
opportunity to maximize federal dollars. Head Start focuses
on all facets of welfare refornm as referenced by Mr. Panetta.
- These two gragrams share a similar conceptual framework and
hold the promise of uniting and providing guality
comprehensive services to meet the needs of low income
families.

FACT: Head Start progranms provide Training and T&ehnlcal
Assistance for staff and families.

FACT: Head Start programs provide <¢Child Development

associate (CDA) training- for teachers, teacher asgistants, - .

,and parents.

FACT Head Start programs collaborate w;th social 3&rvice
and other human service agencisas.

Facr: Head Start programs are-currently providing child care
services to JOBS participants.

FACT: Head Start programs are located in the same low income
communities targeted by the Family Support aAct.

'Fﬁﬁﬁ’ 49% of parents participating 1n the Head Start program l_
are ﬁlzg;ble tor jobs partlclpation.\ e

FACP: The expansion of some Head Start programs Lo serve
children full-day full-year provides an Qppnrtunity for
children of parents in -a JOBS program to receive guality
comprehensive services,

Developing a special agreement between Head Start and the
JOBS program can actually benefit both c¢hildren and families
and achieve a two generation benefit already supported by
Head Start. Children and families both would receive the
support needed as families grow toward self sufficliency.
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PARENT INVOLVEMENT

Currently one third of the Head Start staff are former Head
Start parents. Some parents have moved from their first work
experience in the Head Start system to other areas of
employment, Head Stari programs inveolve parents in three
major areas of the program; (1) volunteerism, (2) parent
training (3) and decision making. Both parents and children
benefit from the parent’s direct involvement in the program.
This is accomplished through participating in the classroom
and assistance with delivery of all Head Start services.
Parent training is reguired for child development and those
in need of literagy training. Head Start parents are
empowered by their reole as equal partners with staff in
designing their child’s program. \

Head Start has an established and historic relationship with
parents striving te. become self sufficient. Family needs
assessments are reguired of each Head Start family. This
information could easily be utilized by the JOBS case worker
thus reducing time spent on data collection and providing a
rore comprehensive coverage to a participating family.

—

BARRIERS

1. Under the JOBS program, child care-was developed in a ’
custodial mode, to enable parents to work rather .than enrich
“the lives of voung children. JOBS child care does not
currantly mandate the use of licensed child care programs ar
provide for parent consumer education about thaﬂdavelopmental
needs of children that would create a need. for quality.’

2. When parents seek quality care, the reimbursement rate
may be so iow they can’t afford the services.

. 2. Too few Head Start prmgrams are able to offer full-day
full~year program$. : _ _ .

4, The same casework&rs could be used for Head Start
participants in JOB3 programs 1if some regulations were
relaxed and active leadership at the federal lev&i encouraged .
yartnerships.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The federal government should require JOBS lead agencies
in each state to establigh a menorandum of understanding with
the Jlocal Head Start program to identify areas where
collaboration may take place. ’



2. Require Head Start representation on the JOBS Interaganay,
Councils. :

3., During Head Start reauthorization process, provide fox
full-day full-year Head Start services that will meet the
needs of JOBS participants both for 3 and 4 year olds and
“infants and toddlers. :

4, Case managers from JOBS and . Head Start would collaborate
to reduce duplication of service.

5, Provide statutery and regulatory language in both
programs to support coordinated efforis. ;

6. Provide federal incentives to sencourage collaboration
across these two programs which often involves two separate
agencies.
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Anne B. Turpeau is a member and former chalrperson of thas National
Community Relations Committee of the American Friends Service Com-
mittes {AFSC) and serves atmember of its Economic Rights Task Force.
She is a retired program administrator and program development spece
ialist who has worked primarily in non profit organizations in
human services and social actien, She hags held leadership roles in
human rights, women’'s advocacy, and community development activities.

A former Associate Director for Programs of the Washington
Urban League and director of the Lsague's neighborhood development
program, Mrs. Turpeau also served as executive assistant {o the
Director of the D, €. Uffice of Human Rights, and as a program
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agency, helping to develop demonstration employment programs for
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and promoting smployment of women in non-traditional cogcupations,
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the 1977 U. 3. National Women's Conference held in Houston; and served
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ference Center, an allied crganization,

She was actively involved locally and nationally in political,
social and economic changes and events during the United Nations Decade
for women, 1975~1985. She was a member of the U, $. Delegation to
the Mid-Decade Conference in Copenhagen, Denmark, July 1980; and
was a member of the AFSC noan~governmental delegation to the U.N,
wWomen's Conference in Nairokl, Kenya, July 1885,

Currently, Mrs. Turpeau is a momber and secretary of the Board
of Directors of the National Center and Caucus on the Black Aged,
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The American Friends Service Committee has worked for over
75 years in this country and around the world in the
struggle for justice and peace. In our work in the United
States, we associate ourselves with poor communities in
thelr strugqgle for civil and economic rights and for
parcicipation in making the decisions that affect their
lives. Over the years, we have worked c¢losely with groups
and organizations seeking a greater fairness and
aeffectiveness in the system of providing public assistance.

1u§t;ce
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PRINCIPLEE We wish fto summarize briefly some principles
that should undergird reform of the welfare systen.

1. Language is important. We are struck by the fact that
advocates as well as opponents of greater fairness use the |
gender-neutral term "welfare recipients™ which conceals the
fact that most of the pecople receiving welfare are womern and
children. Comments about “cracking down” on ®*deadbeat
parents" or Ychoosing welfare over work® strengthen
stereotypes about welfare fraud, paper over the fact that
nany parents are too poor to offer child support, and
overlook the fact that at this time there are not encugh
Joks Ffor all who want and need them.

2. Participaticn of women experiencad as recipients will be
reguired for.meaningful reform of Aid to Families with
Dependent Children. They should be involved throughout the
consideration of c¢hange and in monitoring of new approaches,

3. A& decant living for children, mothers and other
caretakers should be the cornsrstone of welfare reform.

- Many full time jobs don’t provide adequate income and
will require supplemental supports, such as child care,
housing assistance, food.stamps, health care, education and
training, and the e¢arned income tax credit. (This applies
to all low wage workers, not only to women in the period

. from welfare to work. The Earned Income Tax Credit is
extremely valuable, and we walcome the recent increases in
the credit and the expansion of its applicability.)

- [Aore =«

Noba! Penee Prize Co-Recipient 1947
A Affirrneatio Action Employer '::? %



- Cash benefits are also necessary, sustaining not only
women wmoving from welfare to jobs, but also people who for
personal or family reasons can’t work cutside the home or
can’t take full time jobs. Benefit levels need to e
raised. The real value of welfare has declined by 43% over
the last 15 years.

4. Jobs are a key component of welfare reform. Several
factors need to be kKept in mind:

- Welfare reform nust acknowledge that mothers do work
in the home, and most want alse to work cutside the home in
the marketplace.

= ‘The <4obs generally available do not pay a living wage,
and more often than not do not provide benefits to gecure a
future. ( Part-time and contract jobs are notable for
misusing women in this way.}

~ Real jobs are needed. Whether in the private of public
sector, they should permit union membership and provide a
living wage and standard benefits.

5. Fair and affordable housing is essential to family
welfare. Our metreopolitan areas are severely segregated by
income and race, and we must take strong action to address
patterns of housing exclusion if we are to enable people to
be where jobs and training are. Efforts to stimulate job
development in inner cities ave dssirable, but not adeguate
to the need, because increasingly the gowud iobs are located
in suburban areas that are not accessible for theose living
in the inner city.

OTHER I8BUBS. We want to comment kriefly on some other
izsues that are under discussion:

- Two yvear cutoff - This is toc short for adeguate
education and training, certainly for the high~tech and
other jobs that provide incomes leading to self-sufficiency.

- Abuses -~ We are troubled by the emphasis in some guarters
on abuse in the welfare system, given the level and cost of
abuse in other government progranms. We support the drive
for responsibility, including child support, as long asz it
is fairly pursued.

adjuété&gh”the pcverty llna, whxch dua&'ﬁot reflect the
reality of living costs: the minimum wage: and state
standards of need, many of which date back to ths early
1960%.

- Public and community. service “obg for pecple on welfare
for whom work is an option but who can’t £ind private sector
joks must be real jobs, offering decent wages and benafits.

¢ 4 4
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Bood Marning, Co-Chairs and Members of the Working Group. | am Cindy Marano, Executive Dirgetor
of Wider Quportunities for Women, a national nonprofit women's employment organization, with a thirty year
track record of providing direct services 10 women on welfare in the District of Columbia, WOW aiso
coorgingtes a national network of 500 wemen's teining organizations across the 50 states which serva
300.000 women yearly, many of them welfare recipionts. And, WOW works at the natlonat, state and local
lavels providing technical assistancs 1o pubiio agencies 1o improve the impact of job training and vocational
ecfucation for low income women ard girls. WOW has a long history of dedication to creating pathways of
real promise for fow income mothers and thelr children, Since the mid-1980's, we have recognized that to
recduce O siminate. poverty in this country will require an investimant in gualty employment opporfunities
ang quality sducation and iraining for women ang gids, .

I'm pleased o have the oppoitunity 10 share the lassons of WOW's work on education, waining, and
sUppPON services with you and 1o add my vaics 1o those urging you forward on a thoughti? retooting of sur
welfare system.

Overall Recommendalions

i will make four overall recommerngistions for your consideration:

1} theluse of wellars reform dallars ondy for investment in.education and training strategies which have. .
a reiistio promise of economic independence as he aultoms,

2} the targetting of weilare sducation and raming dollars 10 those welfare recipiords who are “training
ragcly” sod-bave the nesded support services in place o succsed in training versus a categorical list of

nriority reciplents; .
3) the combining of literacy ard basic skills raming with cccupational skl buiiding to shorten the period e
~wilfare recipients must wait before gntry ingo 8 welb-paving iob; and . o

v atesr 04} the'uselof limited: financial resources to suppart real dccupational sidll development nrograms for a8l usas
w . ¢ thoseswhorare readyforand have the suppon senvices in place tosucceed -in- amployment and raining wi » e
CoEraly e morgitsserestlting: indewer participants:served with & higher retum.onithg investment, - M

Tho s TWith the dramatic increase in the number of. women in thedl:Srwhoraresworking and living in poverty, st o e
B R e WOWrgrgestthe -Workdng:Group 10 develop an’ education; training;: and SUppon . services- inltiative, whichmw: i
s Mo eeeihptring with a commitment 1@nvesting ORLY in education and training strategies for welfare recipients which s wpipe
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lead to higher wage, quality jobs. With the axpansion of the Eamed income Tax Credit and improved
enforcament and collection of chifd suppornt, access 1o ncome enhancements for mothars working inlow
wage amploymart will be strengthened. | would tharefore wige you 1o concentrate the walfare education
and training investiments on praparation {or sooupations whers snlry wages are high enough 1o support the
welfare recipient and her jamily. These would include trade and technical or "nontraditional” jobs and mors
traditlonal carger fields which require postsecondary educalion or apprenticeships. ‘While it is trus that
praparation for such jobs is somewhat mara ¢ostly, the investment has a langer tarm payclf — egonomic
independence, rather than a recycling off and on weifare. 8tates could target those feids which ~ i their
gconomies « bring a wage equal 1o real self-sufficiency. Given the expertence in the JOBS prograrm and
the limited doflars available, WOW belisves that this should ba the singie mast important goal of 3 new
wellare emnploymant initiative.

While many bellevs that # is not possible to prepars welfare recipients for higher wage, self-sufficiency-
origrded jobs, WOW has mors than ten years of experience that proves otherwise.

- Secondly, | would urge you 1o provide intensive edycation and employment training services to thoss
wellara recipients who are “training ready”  This means an assessment that a padicipant has the
comprahensive supportive senvices needead 10 compiste tralning ~ housing stable enough 10 be sustained
ior the periog of training, access o health care for hersall ardd her children, refiable and safe child care for
her children while in training, and transpontation (o and from raining. § means 1hat the recipient 3 not in
a state of physcial or ermational crisls -~ or current drug/aicohy! dependence - and can concentratg on
training and education. At WOW, wa have designed the attached Phases of Job Readiness Scale (o heip
us identity clients who are ready for fuii-lime training or for smployment. Please note that this does not
mean that those who are not “training ready”- receive no services or can do nothing towarg their kaurs
aconomic independence. it simply means that intansive aocupational eduration of training investmanis «
which are costly and require consistent attendance and congerdration — are oot provided 1o thoss whn
cannot henetit from them. Recipients who ara not yet ready should be suppertad in gaining the fulf
spectrur of supportive services (o resolve the non-training igsues which are barriers ta their smpioyabiiity,
They should receive career counseling and pursue career exploration, focusing on the development of an
sinpioymerd pan foward feal sconomic indapendence, These sarvices can be pravided on a tess nQorous
schedule and are less expensive per participant. 1t should be the role of the individual's case warker ta bring
the participant 1o "raining readiness” through the use of a comprehensive modet of support services. Upon
achipvament of the “raining readiness” phase. the participant shoudd be enrofied in significant skill building
for g well-paid job ¥ she needs. skills 1o gain higher wage employment (a high proportion of the welfare

‘popiationd, Otherwise, 'she should:be assisted In finging emplovment imhar area of career.interest and skill, -

| go nat include a5 a requiremant for iraining readiness g mindmum Dasic skl level 1t s WOW'S
phitlosophy thet welfare education and training dollars should be spent 1o hasten the process through which
witfare recipients gain basic and occupational skills simultanecusly - through suppont-of geoupational
training hased on the functional contexteducation modst gr through postsecondary education in instititions

with facilities for increasing: basie skils asthe student works on her academic/vocations! program, WOW .

wolld discourage the large scale referrat of waliare recipients to general adult basic education courses solsy
to raise their literacy skifls ar gain their GEDs as thefrecuired first sl8p.in a'sequence of servicas. We now.
know that itis possible 1o address both'goals at oncer-- tha building of career skilis and-career diraction at
tha same Hime as one.buillds-basic skilsz  The funclional context approach has bean shown o retain,

Rl
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- participants better. 10-have a. ‘double:duty™ impact; and therefore to be more cost-efficient. Crganizations . s«
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" ke WOW and many in:our:Network- have'shown that this can be done:and is:largely preterable to thes »v 1
© women thamselves whothave limited skills and for whom employment-and improved economic status feet - me ~ .
© ke disgtant goals, -

" ¥
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Changing Policy
How might you achigve the goals | am suggesting in new walfare rgform policy?

WOW ragommends setting performance standards for weitare employment programs which require
the achigvemant of wages at placement that are reflactive of quatity obs consistent with economic
independence. Education and training for such jobs can ba purchased through some Job Training
Pannarship Act programs, community colleges, vocationat technical institutions, employers, community
based organizations and others with a proven track record of operating occupational training for higher
wage jobs. Congresswoman Lynn Woolsey has recently introduced a bilf which would require the usa of
a "selb.sulficiency stantlard” in job training. This is one model that could be replicated in weitare reiorm
legigiation.  You could also require that states develop plans for how they would meet the standard,
{argeiting a duster of 8-10 high demand cccupational areas with an avarage wage which would approximate
sconomic ndepandence or & seif sufficiency standard.  You aould require a list of education and training
opportunities and fralning providers in the pian which mateh the occupational clusters from which welfara
sdycation and training services will be purchased. You could also require that all recipients who ara nat
yel job ready racaive a carest counseling and caresr infarmation service companent targetting the same
occupational clusters,

in a Hma lmited welfare program, | would recommend introducing all welfare enrolless !0 career
counseling and saresr information focused on higher wage optiong ag the first step servica, | wauld
recommand tha use of providers of high quality, culturally sengitive career serviges to deliver these serviges,
such as community based organizations, guidance professicnals, or others identified in the state. The goal
of this service wotkd ba 10 orient new enrofiees 1o specfio ccovpation wid iaining options with the potential
far economic independence and to explain the need to gain economic indepandeance within the defined time
lirnits of the program, WOW has modetied this approach inn s work in the JTPA community, whers, for
exampie, evary famale JTPA client in thecity af Milwaukes is introduced 1o nontradiionsl and fechnical
caresrs through g career counseling module, and muore than 30% now chooss 10 pursue nontradidions
training, resuiting in wages averaging 30% higher than previgusly. in an expanded version of this concent,
sil welfare arroliges might participate in a career orientation that would open the possibditles of higher wags
iraditional and nontmditional higher wage options as a first step.  Individual assassment would follow this
activity 1o datermine who was "ready” for fraining and what would be the scsupational choice that would
bring about economic independence within the tima limmits, Packaging.of the naeded suppornt services for
those who were ready would be the next step. Those who were nat ready for training would be assigned
counsaling” case maragement 1o gain needed suppornt services, with the goal of reaching training or job
reatiiness within a year. Those who were aligady job ready would be given job development assistance,

Litizing this process would girect the system away from 4 focus on special targst groups of welfare
secipierts 16 be served 10 & focus on identifyving thoss ready o be served in different components of the
program, without prior judgment as to who should Ge ready: Setting wage stendards would also regirect
the system 1o the outcomss desired. Participation rates could inciude allthose being served in the many
phasas of the pragram - at the level and intensity of support needad by the individual, not arbitrarily, Not
all recipients wolld receiva intensive occupational training, . Sorme wolld bave caresr interesis or continuing
skilligaps or family circumstances which-would lead them to jobs at-the lower range of the wage spectrum
< Qf tospan-time work, For these participants, introduction 16 the EiTC and, where appropriate, 1o the child,
support system will be critical. Paying-for training for such.job options is not 2. wise investment of public

D rdliarg, «Therg 'shouid -be strong disincentives built: intgithe rnew’ policyslo-avoid-the maining of wallare

recipiants. for Jobs. which Jead to continued poverty. =

* < Yl tToRencourage itheusemoithe functionalzcontext education . model1or.:simultaneous - basic skills
e geoupationaliskiils acouisition wi require a substantial change in-the way most'states do business. Upon. -



assessing that 2 welfars clisnt does not have adequats basic skills, most states refer recipients to a local
" adult basic education or preBED programs, unrelated 10 8 career plan of career direction. Ths drop out
rates from such programs is estimated to be as high as 70%, Siates can be encouraged o hastan the
process theough havirgg to report thair plans for SIMULTAREQUS basie ardd cocupational skills enbancement
and through the use of alternative education providers with & groven track record of assisting individuals
with linided literacy prepare for welk-paid iobs, Such providsrs can be foursd in the traditional education
arvironment (l.e, some community collsge and adult education programs, linked with voc o4, ete) ang
arnong community based organizations, some [2aracy programs, and ofhers.

Closing

Wider Opportunitios for Women stands ready 1o work with vou 0 see that our experience in oparating
andd advising programs that utilize the directions | have outlined this morning can be integrated into policy
as you proceed. Wae urgg you 10 design an sducation and training component for this newest vargion of
walfare seform that can deliver on the promise of lang lerm economic independencs for those served. We
know that 1 iz possible to design and implement such a program and that this Is the hope of the Progident
arxd the gitizens of the country. We are confident that a program that could show long term sgonomic
indepergiance ag the oultcome of investment would win the supnort of recipients, providers, polioymakers,
and the public.



5

Wider Opportunities for Women, Inc.

A pnanprofil thx-axemit Wamen's Cmaloyment Qrgamzancn
1326 G Straet MW, Lowet Level, Washingion, 0.C. 20805.3154  1202] A38-3143

About WOW

Wider Opportunities for Women (WOW) works nationally and in its home community of Washington, D.C. 1o
achizve aconomic independencs and equality of opportunity for women and girls. For nearly 30 vears, WOW bag
belped women fears {0 eurn, with progmms esphasizing literacy, technical and aontraditional skiils, and carcer
development. Since (964, WOW hus trained more than 10,000 women for weil-paid work,

What began a8 2 local Washingion sffort to help women belp themselves has becoms a multi-faceted
women's smployment crganization. moognizsd uationally for it skills treining modeis, technicel assistance, and
advocacy for womes workers. While it coutinues to provide imining services locally, WOW also leads the
Women's Work Fores Network {WWFH) comprisad of over 300 indepeadent women's employment programs and
advocates in every state and the District of Columbia. Each year, the Metwork renches mors than 300,000 women
seeking soaplovinens information, counseling, training snd jobs. With us usique perspective as a job trainer zod
policy monitor, WOW is 5 respeciad sdvacse for the needs aad rights of women workers,

1993 Activities

The WOMANLINC Project: staff development workshops aad technical assistance for organizations interested ig
teaching Iiteracy w the context of smpioyment or intergensrational programs;

Leadership Development Project: stato-based institutes apd follow-up suppon designed o increass the sffectiveness
of women's advocates in commumity-based empioyment and training organizations;

Nongraditional Employment Training Project: teciutical assistance for the ITPA system of improving the access
of women to nontraditional occupations;

Educational Equity Options Project (EEOPY: consultation with school systems to improve vocational education
apportunities for women and girls;

The Women at Wark Awards: a recognition event to celebrate exceptional contributions to workimg women in the
media, public policy. n the workplace, and in individual leadership.

The Sexunt Harassment Solutions Project: o best practicss project idemtifying progmms and policies that provest
or adiiress sexual harassment in the workplace.

The Fumily Literacy Prajoct: s program for local area women integrating basic skills, ineroduction to nonteaditionai
and lecharcal jobe, and famly laming sctivities,
The DC NEW Act Project: a lotsl public education and techniczl assistance project to increass the aumbers of low
income women enioriag and succesding in taining for aontraditional jobs,

Leadership

WOW i governed by a Board of Directors and guided by advice from the National Commission on Working
Women, the Regionat Leaders of WOW'Y Women's Work Force Nenwvork. and a local [ndusiey Advisery Cowncil.
WOW's Board Chair is Anna Padia; Chalr of the Commission, Irene Natividad: and Executive Director s Cynthia
Marmno.
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PHASES OF JOB READINESS ~~ THE WOW MODEL

I. TRUE_CRISIE:

People who fall inte this category of Job Readiness are those
experiencing a high degree of enotional stress, instability, and
lack of ability to concentrate. Sometimes the stress and
instability derives from a situvation in the participant's life
which reguires all of their attention., Often, people who are in
early stages of recovery Irom drug or alcohol abuse, abusers
themselves, individuals in intensive treatment f£or mental or
physical disabilities, or those in dire life situations fall into
this category.

Indicators of this phase include:

. inability to listen to directions

* physical agitation

. complete focus on the self/circumstance

. evidence of recent drug/aicohol use :

‘lack of.cleanliness/personal hygisne

. lack of.coherence in communication

‘repeating phrases freguently

-

. sense of danger

. aggression toward getting needs met
’ visible anxiety

. "tuning out."

Recommended Strategy: Individuals who are in the true crisis stage
are not good.candidates for careey counseling, career assessment,
training/educationt.or job placement....Their energies are focused
elsevhere. and..must ..be .used tc¢ solve the pressing problems
confrontingrthen. ~Incone concerns must be directed. toward getting
finangials assistance: fromupublic sources or toward: some type of
sheltered employment. . .

Referral to.a gob.orsto training in. this, stage. will. be. counter-
s productiverforsthesindividualtand unfair:to.the training/ education
Smenorganizationstandtoritherienployeroass Results: sof i such ;referrals- - -
,;‘includa Jossoofojobsiquicklyyinegativerreinforcement, .andqaLsense -

icofsinabilatyiaton 1&arn£ﬁv1t*1sn&lmest;&dways varyndamaglng*far the
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II. CRISIS TRANSITION

Participants at this stage of job readiness are beginning to attend
to life planning after a crisis or disabling illness. They are
capable of making and keeping some appointments, or listening to
ethers, of taking seguential steps in problem-solving. They are
beginning to ask guestions that have a longer term impact than
those in true crisis and can sustain attention to information
provided by others for several hours at a time. They are, however,
truly in transition, and their behavior day to day may vary
greatly.

gn&icata:s
Indicators of this phase of job readiness are:
. varying capacity te plan and problem~solve day to day:;
- curiosity about/fconcern about the futufe;
. asking for advice from many sources:

. changing strategies/shifting from thing to thing;

.- R "needing a job now" but being unrealistic about how -
b she/he will meet the demands of daily or full-time work R
: : given other life realities;
. uni:lear about career goals and skills needed to support
goals:
. unable to sustain consistent behavior and attendance for

a waek or more;

. engagement with others' views, ideas -- even to the
point of going to one persen after another seeking
counsel; .

i

. evidence that the person 1s systematically solving life
problems which stand as barriers to training or

. enployvment. .

2 o et Recommended gerstegies o
2oLl s Forsindividuals who are in this phase.of job. readiness, there are oty e
.wir - three recommended stratsgies: ) . 5, L,

i SKills/Emplovabllity Assessment - SRS

To e1: Z2nrme Career-Counseling/Planning , .4 AR

s .was e oCaresr Exploration - I - S

© Lesti<Thisais.cansiappropriate stime:stos begins basic 1'skills "testing, .. er.aesas

voe e akidiscussionsiabout worktandslife iexperiences: that*relate to the 3ob~a; W b e
~heareer.iinterest” inventories, “jobrshadowing, ~the development- of T e
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employment plans, and other short term activities that can open up
doors, begin to document steps that will need to be taken and
identify barriers. These activities will help the individual
become concrete about what lies ahead and make her/him feel like
progress is being made toward important goals. Usually activities
should be designed for 2-3 hour segments and should not regquire
every day attendance to career planning or development, leaving
plenty of time to continue solving other life problems and get
support. Often people's minds will change many times during this
phase, and the individual should be supported in pursuing several
different potential goals.

III. TRAINING READINESS

Not all participants will use this phase of job readiness because
some will already have developed the skill and experience needed to
get the kind of job they are 1looking for. But for many
individuals, returning to the work force from a crisis or out of
disadvantaged backgrounds, investment in education and training is
a prerequisite to finding a job which will provide sufficient
income and benefits to provide economic independence.

Whether education and training are needed should become apparent at
the crisis transition phase through assessment of basic skills and

employment skills.
*e Indicators

:™Evidence that an individual should next be. referred to training eor

pd

o

3 LIyl s méapacity: .tovretaini information/attend¥to a learning .

education includes:

. basic skills which indicate reading and/or math skills
below the 8th grade level;

. lack of a high school diploma or GED;

. little work experience or experlence in a series of low
* wage/low skill jobs;

. interest in a career area requiring employment skills;

.. a competitive job market, where entry level Jjobs are
cv Twde. being.filled by those with "credentials™;

«+°  ~ interest in going to college 'or technical training:
.., sn: .:evidence that thev individual - can. .follow ..through on
kT I ursattendance fore severals weekJWperlods, solving basic
.;.ﬂw‘*w.personal barriers:that vinterfere with:attendance;

LR eT e St capacity.tosconformienoughiitoxfollowathe. requirements/ ..
V.ocaien o anw s guidelinestofiyatstructured: program; :

« mode;

1
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v egnough planning skills have been acquired so that the
person tan gauge her financial situation/public
assistance status to gain access to needed resources;

> recovery from abuse o0r health crises has reached a
stage of stabillization such that the added stress of
demands from an education or training environment will
not ke likely fo ¢ause a relapse.

Recommended Btrategies: Use the participant's own motivation to
achieve her goals to explore different education and training
options. Strategies in this phase should be designed toc meet
assessed need and the energy level of the participant. if the
individual needs employment as scon as possible but has very
intensive skills needs, look for a shert-range program that can
link education and job skills. If the perseon is interested in
education and training but feels that she/he does not have adeguate
income, explore public subsidies (the JOBS program, JTPA,
vocational rehabilitation, vocational education) financial aid and
free adult education programs. In developing the training plan, it
must be presented to the participant that the investment in
training has a wage consequence that will mean it will be possible
to get a job that can really support her versus moving to a job
immediately -with minimal wages and no benefits. For some, the
training phase can begin with.a Z~hour per evening GED course and
thenybe followed by a job skills program lasting 15 weeks to §
nonths as the individual's goals becoms more certain. This phase
can .last over: several years - Or Cn he completed in 6-8 weeks.
If arperson is in need of educational or training skills, skipping
this phase can mean cycles of low wage work and poverty.

JOB_REMDINESS: BTAGE I

The individual in thiz phase of job readiness can handle the
discipline, rouvtines, and reguirements 0f some type of employment.
The individual may not pe fully prepared for employment which will
be,economical ly~-sustaining but can concentrate.on work, copmunicate
well enough with co-workers and supervisors to maintain the job,
and can meet the time, attendance, and hiring requirements of an
employer.. For many individuals in the first stage of Jjob
readiness, part time work can be combined witkh training or
gducation..

C e e Indicators
+ Indications .of this phase of job readiness include:
.ot bentative creallism about Chows she/he will cope with
) 1% sgetting toe v a. job won time . andrrovercoming . personal
i, e Dndmet . cubarriers-to. reqular.attendance; \ "
e, waetsenough Tvorkeskilistand/orseducation.skills “that can be

T he setn bty dosumented Con ccate resumeuror, rapplicationinte show a
W25 ar ks reasonabler chance rofapassingnthrough, thecapplications -

LI oTpregess
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. personal hygiene and dress norms that <c¢an sustain
regular work schedules; ’

. capacity to follow directions and learn new skills;

. enough skills at dealing with conflict that so that
communication conflicts in the workplace can be
overcome;

. adequate basic skills to be able to fill out
applications and read/figure simple job requirements;

. a plan for how this beginning job can lead to a more
desirable employment goal later.

Btrategies: Assisting the individual at this stage of getting the
job 1is challenging because the job market is competitive and

. her/his skills are not fully developed. .Perhaps, most important,

the self esteem of the person in phase one job readiness is often
very vulnerable, and the realities of the job market are harsh.
Helping to prepare the individual for a series of unsuccessful
attempts and to help make the attempts as successful as possible
should be the goal of work during this phase of assistance. This

is an especially:good time for job search workshops, stressing how .

to interview and practice interviewing.. The person should have a
resume, a model. cover letter thati can .be adapted, and basic
telephone skills: for. making .inquiry.calls.. Individuals. at this

* stage often need a structured job-finding support group that will

provide encouragement, feedback and a regular place to go to work
on finding a job.

This individual is not ready for career employment and should not
be encouraged in this direction. Part-time work or entry-level
employment that connects to a longer-range career plan, and more
supportive work environments are ideal results for individuals in

L b

this phase. Assistance is often:helpful in helping to-manage/plan.., -

for the use of the limited wages which result,

JOB READINESS: STAGE II (POST TRAINING STAGE)

Individuals at this phase of-job.readiness have the basic tools .

needed to mount a serious job search.-=-.adequate.basic skills (8th
grade and above), a high school*diploma, GED, or other specialized

"training, some work experience.that can.provide a serious positive
reference, a career goal,.and the'communications/self esteem needed : :
to.sell" skills .inra job "interview.: The.challenge 4uin this phase .

ofjob readiness is+«to. a551st4the;1nd1v1dual with making choices

that will:resultwin.the:best:wageszshe/he:can.get;.health.and other:
benefits,. 'and "aszjob.thatniscconsistent withuthe. career goal. >
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“ Indicators

The individual at this phase of job readiness demonstrates the
following:

. clarity about one or more alternate career goals;

. the capacity to realistically evaluate possibilities/
leads against her skills/experience and her career
goals:

. the ability to communicate the connection between her
skills and experience and a job opening in a persuasive
manner:;

. the capacity to problem solve how to overcome barriers

of transportation, child care, finances related ¢to
different job opportunities:

. ability to consistently make: appointments and keep
them; .

. ability to follow directions:

. personal hygiene and dress norms that will conform to

the requirements of the work world on a regular basis;

.. ability to cope with the conflicts on the job on a
full-time basis;

. high motivation to work.

Strategies: This individual needs help in reviewing her resume,
171, job applications, cover letters and assistance in developing
a job search plan. She may need a structured job search assistance
program, providing support in following up job leads and being
disciplined about the process of the job hunt. Practice or mock
interviewing, practice phone calling, and pre- and post- interview
strateqgy sessions are often helpful. Group work with others who
are in the same process is often very helpful, as are 3job
leads/access to vacancy information.
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Statement of
" Michael R. Graul
Director of Governmental Affairs
Goodwill Industries of America, Inc,
before the
Working Group on Welfare Reform,
Family Support and Independence
August 19 - 20, 1993
Washington, D.C.

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE WORKING GROUP:

On behalf of the Goodwill Industries network, we appreciate this opportunity to present
our views on the principles we believe should guide the Clinton Administration as it

undertakes the demanding task of overhauling the nation’s welfare system.

Goodwill Industries of America, Inc. (GLA) is the corporate office representing 173
autonomous vocational rehabilitation/job training facilities operating throughout the
United States in response to local needs. While Goodwill Industries is often recognized
as a provider of vocational services to individuals with disabilities, we, in fact, provide
vocational rehabilitation and job training services to a broad variety.of people who are
considered "vocationally disadvantaged.”" Included in this group are welfare recipients.
In 1992, the Goodwill Industries network provided services to more than 24,000
individuals on welfare (both Aid to Families with Dependent Children or general
assistance), with additional welfare recipients served through Job Training Partnership

Act programs.
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Given Goodwill Industries’ considerable expertise in itail:zing adults for employment, we
believe the Administration’s welfare reform initiative should be guided by the following

principles:

NO INDIVIDUAL OR FAMILY SHOULD SUFFER AN ECONOMIC DECLINE
AS A RESULT OF LEAVING THE WELFARE ROLLS

TO ENTER OR REENTER THE NATION'S WORKFORCE.

Goodwill Industries strongly believes that incentives must be built into the welfare
system that encourage welfare recipients to seek out appropriate services that will lead to
employment. For example, Supplemental Security Income recipients are allowed to
retain Medicaid coverage, with cash bene‘ﬁts phased out as earnings increase. Similar

incentives must be included in the welfare reform effort,
JOR TRAINING SERVICES SHOULD NOT BE VIEWED AS A ONE-TIME EVENT.

Additional training opportunities should be available to individuals transitioning out of
the welfare system 10 encourage upward mobility and to allow individuals to change jobs
in response to changing economic circumstances. Most job training programs currently
available for welfare recipients place them into entry-level positions with fittle or no
opportunity 1o advance, thereby increasing wages or reinforcing the concept of long-term

employment goals,
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EMPLOYMENT SERVICES TO WELFARE RECIPIENTS SHOULD BE BASED
ON INDIVIDUALIZED PLANS AND STRATEGIES TO MAKE THEM JOB-READY

AND MOVE THEM INTO EMPLOYMENT.

Time limits should be placed on the receipt of cash benefits, based on the time necded
to make welfare recipients job-ready. As training requirements will vary based on
current skill levels, job market conditions, ete,, cach welfare recipient should participate
in the development of an “individuahized employment plan” that establishes cutcomes
and the method by which those outcomes will be ebtained. Arbitrary limits will

guarantee failure of the training system and the people it 1s designed to serve,

CURRENT DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS IMPLEMENTING THE "ONE-STOP
SHOPPING" CONCEPT SHOULD BE EVALUATED AND SUCCESSFUL PROGRAMS

SHOULD BE REPLICATED.

Welfare recipients typically are in need of a variety of social services. Goodwill
recogmizes this reality and believes that the one-stop shopping concept permits recipients
to obtain needed services in an integrated setting that permits greater coordination
among the education system, job training programs and other social service providers.

Providing services in a convenient and safe location is also important,
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JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS SHOULD BE OCCUPATION SPECIFIC

AND BASED ON LOCAL NEEDS AND MARKET CONDITIONS.

The job training component of the welfare svstem should be designed to prepare
individuals for occupations for which demand exists now or will exist in the short-term
future in specific communifies in which recipients live. Accordingly, states and localities
should be encouraged to experiment with service delivery options that best address locat
need, with the business community playing a key role in the identification of job market
demands and training criteria. Goodwill's Projects With Industry program is an excellent
example of how this combination of trainers and emplovers can produce outstanding

results inexpeosively,

Goadwill Industries believes that almost all social problems confronting welfare
recipients may be successfully addressed when individuals are gainfully employed.
People want to solve their own problems and employment enables them to do so.
Accordingly, the Admimistration’s welfare reform initiative should be built arcund the
provision of appropriate education and job training services based on local need that
accurately reflect the strengths and abilities of individual welfare recipients. We look
forward to assisting the Working Group to accamplish President Clintor's goal of

"ending welfare a8 we know it
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HOUSING ISSUES FOR WELFARE REFORM

Statement of Cushing N. Dolbeare, President
National Low Income Housing Coaliion
to the
Panel on Education, Training, and Support Services
Wordng Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support, and ldependence
Washington Forum
August 20, 1983

The nexus petween low income housing issues and wellare reform is critical. Access
to decent, affordable housing is not ondy a basic human need in itself, but it is
fundamental to good health, 1o access 1o employment opportunities, and to decent
education. Providing this access requires both closing the housing affordability gap
and expanding housing opportunities,

Unfortunately, both weifare pmgr%ms and low income housing programs now fal] far
short of meeting their basic responsibilities in this respect. In 1880, a substantial
majority (62%) of AFDC households lived in private, unsubsidized housing in 1880,
Fewer than one quarter (24%) lived in subsidized low income housing.! A small
fraction (8%) either owned or were buying their homes.

Federal low income housing programs fall tragically short of meeting low income
housing neads. The total number of occupied, HUD-subsidized low income units is
just now reachirgg 5 million. This is the cumulative resuit of all the housing
construction, rehabilitation, and tenant-based subsidy programs since the deprassion
of the 1930's. In contrast, HUD officially estimates that there are more than 5 million
unsubsidized very low income renter households with "worst case” housing needs.
That is, they pay more than half their incomes for housing costs, live in sericusly
substandard housing, or both, It other words, just to meet the most critical of our
housing neads, we would need to double the amount of low income housing we now
have. We would have to gquadruple the number of units to meet all of our housing
needs.

HUD's estimate was baged on 1888 American Housing Survey data. In all, 92% of the
8.1 million "worst case” households in 1888 paid over hall their incomes for housing;
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712% had oniy this high cogt problem and lived in otherwise adeguate housing. But
one guarier (25%) of worst case households lived in severely inadecguate housing, with
16% paying more than half their incomes for their substandard units,

Tuming now to {amilies with children:

o} Of the 4.0 million very low income renter households with one or two children,
HUD found that 37% had waorst case problems (27% with rent burden over 80%
of income only and 9% with multiple problems); 31% had less severe problems
(17% with cast burden over 30% of income and 5% with multiple problems); 11%
had no problems; and 29% lived in subsidized housing. Of these households,
81% were minority, 63% were female householders, 38% had AFDC or 881
income, and 16% needed additional bedrooms to meet HUD occupancy
standards.

o Of the 1.8 million very low income renter households with three or more
children, HUD found that 34% had worst case problems (15% with rent burden
over 80% of income only and 18% with multiple problems); 31% had less severe
problems (10% with cost burden over 30% of income and 13% with multiple
problems); 8% had no problems; and 28% kved in subsidized housing. Of these
households, 87% were minority, 59% were female househoiders, 47% had AFDC
or 581 income, and 42% needed additional bedrooms 1o meat HUD occupancy
standards.?

A frequently overlooked housing problem facing AFDC families, with serious
consequences, are lead hazards. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
have characterized childhood lead poisoning as “the No. 1 environmental health
hazard facing American children" Even at low levels, lsad poisoning in children
causes reductions in IQ and attention span, reading and learning disabilities,
hyperactivity, and behavior problers. Overall, an estimated 10% to 18% of
preschoolers are affected, but in many communities with concentrations of low-income
families and older, deteriorating housing, more than half of preschoot children suffer
from lead poisoning. Lead hazards are most severe in units built before 1980 - yet
almost one 8f8h (18%) of all households reporting income from AFDC or 881 in 1993
had children under six and lived in housing builf before 19580,

In 1888, the Low Income Housing Information Service, an affiliate of NLIHC, attempted
the first state-by-state comparison of HUD fair market rents, the best indicator we
could find of rental housing costs for modest but satisfactory housing, with AFDC
grantz. The results were shocking: in all but seven states (Alaska, Wisconsin,
Michigan, Vermont, Minnesota, and Washington), the HUD fair market rent (FMR) for a
two-bedroom unit wag more than the enfire maximum AFDIC grant for & mother with
two children. The FMR was at least twice the tofal maximuumn grant in five states
(Arkansas, Nevacda, Tennesses, Louisiana, and Texas), In the two worst states (Ala-
bama and Mississippi), the FMR was more than three times the maximum AFPDC grant
for a mother and two children. The 1881 update of Out of Reach found the situation
was aven worse -- only five states had maximum gramnts that were higher than FMR
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levels and even in these states, families receiving the maximum grant and spending
the fair market rent on housing would have only a few pennies to a few dollars left
over daily for their other needs. Since 1991, many states have cut their already
inadequate grants even further.

We need to face several key facts. First, the overwhelming majority of families on
AFDC will not be able to obtain decent housing -- or any secure housing at all --
unless (a) they live in or can obtain subsidized housing (including rental assistance
vouchers or certificates) or (b) their AFDC grant levels are increased so that they can
pay what housing costs,

Fortunately, our housing stock is now more plentiful and more adequate than it has
been at any time during my lifetime. Since the mid 1980's, national rental housing
vacancy rates have been over 7%. The problem, in most areas is not that decent
housing does not exist, but that it costs far more than people on public assistance can
pay for it. Qur housing construction and rehabilitation needs could be met within a
reasonable period if they are funded at their authorized levels (admittedly a big "if,"
though a plausible one). But these programs will only serve AFDC and other families
with worst case needs if they are coupled with housing assistance, either through
project-bases subsidies to cover operating and other costs or through tenant-based
subsidies.

The key to dealing with the housing needs of AFDC families and others at comparable
income levels, however, lies in expanding rental assistance. If every very low income
renter household needing it could be given tenant-based certificates or vouchers, the

private housing market and subsidized housing supply programs would begin to work
effectively for them.

What would this investment in meeting urgent low income housing needs cost? In
1989 there were 5.1 million renter households paying more than half their incomes for
housing, and another 6.5 million renters with housing costs of 31%-50% of income.
Their housing affordability gap (the difference between 30% of reported income and
reported housing costs) totaled $21.3 billion. Assuming that this gap is the cost of the
program (probably high, since administrative costs -- not calculated here -- would be
more than offset by the tendency to underreport income to the AHS, at a 50%
participation rate, a comprehensive housing assistance program would cost an
additional $12.2 billion annually. Adding another 25% to cover the cost of counseling
and additional subsidies to encourage mobility would bring the total cost of a
comprehensive program to an estimated $20 billion annually.’

A program at this scale could be paid for by cutting the level of home owner tax
deductions benefitting more affluent people who pay only a small fraction of their
incomes for housing. Theoretically, the cost could be covered by changes in the
mortgage interest deduction which would roughly cut in half the benefits now going to
people in the top fifth of the income distribution, leaving those in the bottom 80% un-
touched. The changes would be along the lines of both limiting the amount of the
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deduction and reducing the rate at which it could be deducted {similar to the current
limit on income tax deductions for people with high incomes).

Short of an intervention at this scale, we can neither safisfactorily meet the housing
needs of AFDC househelds nor can we provide the kind of housing stability and
security to low.wage households to enable them to increase their incomes and avoid
AFDC,

There are, however, some additional avenues of linking housing and welfare which
should, in my view, be explored by the worlang group:

o The anti-poverty strategy now reguired as a component in the state and local
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategies (CHARes) as a condition for
most federal housing funds should be a major vehicle for coordinating housing
assistance and public/private efforts to prevent or alleviate poverty.

o A major criterion for approval of applications for empowerment zanes should be
the exent 1o which the proposal emphasizes dealing with the housing needs of
economically valnerable,! very low income people.

o Bince 1968, recipients of HUD housing and community development unds have
been required to use these funds to provide jobs to low income and minority
people. But no consistent efforts have been made to put teeth into this
recuirement. "Providing economic lift" is now a major stated goal of HUD
Secretary Cisneros. This requirement {in Section 8 of the 1968 act as amended)
could be a major tool to achieve this objective.

s HUDY's self-suffictency programs now require that participants seek to become
so self-gufficient that they no longer require housing assistance., Yet wage
levels required to obtain decent housing at 30% of income are, in most markets,
far higher than a participant in a sell-sufficiency program can reasonable be
expacted {0 earn in the short run. Thus, seil-sufficiency efforts may be doomed
to "failure” not bacause they do not succeed In improving self-sufficiency, bt
pecause the goal is unreasonably high. The goals and incentives {o participate
and/or continue in the programs should be more realistic.

"o Many developmeanis with project-based subsidies are good locations for
training and other self-sufficiency efforts. Some beginnings have been made in
public housing, but there are more project-based subsidies provided through
other programs. The potential here should be explored,

o Self-sufficiency efforts through federal housing programs should be closely
woordinated with the JOBS and other self-sufficiency efforts addressed more
broadly to AFDC.

o Housing spportunity programs and fair housing enforcement efforts should be
strengthened and expanded to enable an increasing proportion of economically
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vilnerable families to obtain housing accessible to good schools and real
employment opportunities.

We urge the working group 10 consider these and other connections bhetween housing
and welfare reform, and to consider meeting the housing needs of economically
vulnerable people a significant investment which will pay future dividends that more
than offset their costz.l

Endnotes

i. HIS, Characteristics and Financial Circumstances of AFDC Recipients, 1850,
cited in 1882 Green Book, Table 3B, p. 683,

2. "HUD PD&R, Prioniy Housing Problems and "Worst Case” Housing Needs in
1888, Table 3, p. 14,

3. These estimates based on analysis of raw 1988 American Housing Survey data.
4, I uge the term "economically vidnerable” to refer to people on AFDXC or at risk
of needing it. ."
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S8TATEMERT TO
THE WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM,
FANILY 8UPPORT AND IMDEPENDENCE

on behnlf of
Church Women United
August 19-20, 1993

For over 50 years, Church Women United has worked
to build a more just society. As the largest ULS.
movement of Christian church women -~ Protestant,
Roman Catholic and Greek Orthodox --, CWU has been the
founder, or co~founder of Meals on Wheels, WICS (Women
in Community Service), National Farmworker's Ministry,
and numercus local and state service«providing
projects and agencles. Our membership is concerned
about the severity of the current national and global
socioeconomic crisis. The disproportionate impact
experienced by women and children has spurred our
actions.

We provide testimony to the Working Group on
welfare Reform, Family Support and Independence
because of our deep concern for those living in
poverty and our commitment toe changing structures that
force people into poverty and make their attempts to
rise above the poverty level extremely difficuli.
While we recognize the importance of community, and
particularly the religious community, to offer aid to
those in need, we also recognize the indispensable
role of government in safeguarding the integrity of
our society and making sure basic needs are met for
all. We commend President Clinton and your working
group for taking leadership on the issue of
constructing public policies which truly ensure a
healthy and .vital citizenry.

Church Women United Actions

From 1986 to 19%1 Church Women United focused our
efforts on the povertization of Women and Children.
Cur membership, through training workshops and *handge
on® service projects, came to "know® various service
and public policy realities for women and children.

Church Women United is 0 nafivnol mevement of Protegand, Rowan Catholie, Orthodox and ather Cheistian wonten,
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We recognize that the United States and the world are living
through an economic crisis that will reguire majer structural
changeas, CWU women do not want to see women and children continue
to be victimized by flawed policies. Thus wg have pledged to
learn what alternatives ars feasible both on paper ang in concrete
day by day realities in leocal communities.

our testimony is thus based on this intense focus and upon our
current priority placed on advocacy of economic alternatives.
since May of 1993 we have held three economic alternative hearings
in Connecticut, California and Florida.l These public events have
braugﬁt together, in the planning and in the actual xmpiementatlon,
collaboration bhetween women ,of diverse races and classes, in
learning about concrete prc;;}fi:xzcm revitalizing community well-being.
The dynamics of zndzvzdaal and community empowernment are becoming
much clearer to us. *
our Understanding of the Working Group Positions

We understand the Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family
Support and Independence intends to focus on four needed elements
of social support: 1) making work pay; 2) providing access o
guallty child care; 3} ensuring quality education; and 4) providing
access to further training for adults receiving public assistance.
wWe further understand that the goal of this training is to move
people off of welfare and that a two year limit will be imposed for
those receiving benefits.

oritical Elements to Eliminate Poverty

While we agree that some reforms to the *welfare systen® are
desirable, we are convinced that reforms camnot succeed in the
absence of a broader anti-poverty agenda. Welfare reform, as
currently defined, assumes that simply putting women te work will
solve all problems. Our studies and lived experiences lead us to
guestion the efforts being taken by several states to force women
on welfare to work. Such programs ignore. larger issues of the
labor force i.e. high unemployment, low wages, the growing number
of jobs that offer no benefits, stc. In addition, these programs
ignore the particular gender and race biases in our soclety and are
punitive, blaming the victinm, .

. In addition to making changes in the *®welfare® structure,
Church Women United strongly supports public policy changes which
allow all individuals to live in dignity. We have identified the
fellowing elements as critical to reducing poverty:

3 Child care must be viewed as a social good rather than an

individual good.
* Boor people must have access to a floor of adeguate income and
" pther suppert which must be based on need.
. Jobs nust provide wages adeguate to cover basic living

axpenses, including child care and health care benefita, as
well as flexible working conditions for those caring far

- children or elderly parsnts.
¢«  Affordable housing must be available to everyone who needs it‘



. Quality health c<are must be availlable to all with no
unnecessary financial barriers.

Universal Health Care

e recognize that another working group has focused on changes
in the health system. However, we reguest that the Working Group
understand and speak clearly on Universal Health Cave. We urge
your support of a single payer system which at this point is the
anly system which truly guarantees health care for all. This type
of system would sever the link between medical coverage and
employment -~ & much needed change for women, particularly those
below the poverty level. This change would impact the needed
composition of the so-called Y"safety net",

We come o this position through our extensive use of an
sducational tool which CWU developed to help people understand the
trade offs that must be faced in choosing the most appropriate
option for the establishment of a universal health care system in
this country. The vides, discussion guide and decision~making
tools help individuals make judgements on the trade-offs inherent
in the various approaches. Over 2500 video education kits are now
in circulation. Through our monitoring system we are able to
measure responses to the EBthical cChoices tool: over 70% of
participants lean toward a single payer plan to reform the U.3.
heaith care system.

Making Work Pay -

We commend the Working CGroup for recognizing that forcing
people to work is not a solution in and of itself. In many parts
of the country few dacent paving jobs exist. In addition, the
changing nature of ‘the U.S. economy shows that thuse persons
currently on welfare typically have low educational attainment.
They are competing in the job market against many formerly middle~
class, well-educated persons who have become unemployed in
corporate downsizing and manufacturing f£light.2

First and foremost, we support making the minimum wages a
livakle wage.3 The failure to raise the level of the minimum vwage
during the 1980s has taken a toll despite the increasing
concentration of jobs in the service and sales sectors. It is
impossible to earn income to move above the poverty line at a
minimue wage job. In fact, someone working full-~time, ysar-round
at $4.285 will make only 79% of the poverty line for a family of
three. There needs to be an increase in the minimum wage as well
ag creationg of descent jobs and wages.

At you focus on "making work pay" we urge vou to expand the
concept and focus on assisting low-income adults to prepare for,
and attain, higher paying stable jobs. Any new approach nust
stimulate ways that those who are eligible for, or receiving
benefits, have access te jobs paying more than minimum wage.*

He, too, wish to improve the prospects for women, children and
families that have insufficient incomes. We do not believe that




women in these circumstances are lazy or. corrupt Ywelfare cheats".
In the situations we have monitored, workfare pays -workers below
-the minimum wage, driving downward wages for other workers, thus
expanding the pool of low-income persons.

We find persuasive the editorial in Dellays and Sensed noting
that 'the current proposals for welfare reform are designed meore to
increase the suppiy of workers for low wager employers than to
alleviate poverty. .

‘The real value of AFDC benefits has declined dramatically in
the last decade., Thirty states cuorrently pay léss than 50% of what
the federal government categorizes as the poverty level for a three
person family.% ' This, too, hag penalized the weakest and nost
vulnerable as states face fiscal erises. ¥We feel all states should
award 100% of the poverty wage at minimum, with no mandatory cut
off, while providing wage, training, day care and health incentlves
for wmothers to enter the workforce,

Child Care

We support the President's concern around child care issues.
The Working Group has an opportunity to recommend strongly that
gquality child care be treated as a social good {like education)
rather than an individual goond. We encourage the Working Group to
explore ways to ensure a living wage for c¢hild care providers. It
is unconscionable that talk of family values fails this national
scandal. :

Every mother is a working mother. We hope the Working Group:
will place a higher value on raising children to be public citizens
of high 1ntegr1ty and moral character. Where are the provisions
for this in the talk . of workfare? Too often the debate around
welfare reform has ignored the best interests of -the infantg and
children involved.

Your Opportunity to Challenge and Educate on Deep-Rooted Myths

. As a nmultiracial movement of women of faith, we call to your
attention to the hypocrisy within the general debate on family
values., Here white middle and upper-class women are urged to
return or stay at home and care for thelr children; women of color,
disproportionately working class, are urged, and sometimes forced,
to get cur of the home and find a job. This is a reflection of the
mixed messages and racial biases in our soclety, belying the idea
of some universal truth about work and family.

Much of the media and political discourse on welfare ignore
the statistics, and the root caused bhehind poverty. The Working
Group " must speak clearly to the false assumptions behipd some
proposals for welfare reform. W¥While only 4.4% of welfare families,
according to the longitudinal University of Michigan study, have
received bensfits for § or more years, most recipients leave AFDC
within a year.6

We call your attention, also,to the findings of a study
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conducted by Elaine MoCrate.? Black teen mothers' cholce to have
children may be a rational assessment of their future prospects in
the labor market. She found that postponing a child has a lower
economic payoff for Black teens than for white teens, given that
they are "disproportionately confined to poor schooels and labor
markets characterized by 1low pay, little opportunity for
advancement, and low job security."

We remain critical, of attempts to build upon the Family
Support Act of 1988 which has proven flawed in its assumption that
all states will fully and fairly implement its provisions. The
treform” dealt with the cry for eutting of welfare spending but did
not ma#et the needs of women impoverished by the conditions of the
economy. We oppose time limits which arbitrarily force low incons
people to work without the needed transitional training and
education which allows them to get decent paying jobs. We urge
Working Group members to discuss and educate the public around the
faige assumptimna behind workfare that are described so eloguently
by various authors in Job T } Ihe Promise aj
Limits of Public Policies, edlted by Sharon L. Harlan and Ronnie J,

bStelnberg 8

Bthical Dilemmas

As Church Women United, we call for greater attention te the
ethical dilemmas stemming from the pain of people trapped in
programs and policies, well-meaning in intent, but that perpetuate
oppression in impact. The grinding poverty and social stigma
experienced by those rec¢eliving the small amounts of assistancs
currently ‘have been obscured for many by the media drumroll, of
Ywelfare gqueens” and other labels.

We recognize that charity, a prime religious tenet, always
runs short. Yes, it is virtuous to be charitable, but in that vein
we have allowed ocurselves to accommodate to homelessness, and to
sheltering ag an indugiyy. BSome are armoyed by panhandlers, but we
are ne longer surprised when wa see one. This cannot continue if
we are to rebuild strong and viable comnunities,

We applauvd Mr., Ellwood's participation, and that of others, in
the Ford Foundation Preoject on Social Welfare and the American
Future which held that the current social welfare system is
fragmented, inadequately "plcoking up pisces rather than preventing
the original breakage®. The Project's stated task" “realigning the
social welfare system with the needs of mudern America.® The final
report stated that it 1is "essential that we improve economic
opportunities and strenghten spcial protections for our nost
vulnerakle citizens"”. Thus we call for new forms ©f social support
to help.reduce the insecurities that ocour in every stage of life.s

Where Will The Dollars Come ¥From?

We are concerned as we listen to the ourrent debate on the
national deficit and freqguently hear welfare programs at the center -
of deficit reduction proposals. Targeting welfare programs is
neither logical nor humane. AFDC represent less than 1% of the



federal bhudget and just 2% of state expenditures.

We commend you for recent statement illustrating a recognition
that moving people out of poverty initially will costs the federal
government money. We urge you to continue resisting pressure to
talk about welfare reform in cost containment language. The Family
Support Act of 1988 has failed to reach its goals largely -because
.a, commitment to fund its programs has been lacking.

We call your attention teo a study published on August 11 of
this vear. The study findings, completed by the University of
Michigan Institute for Social Research, counter the nyth that
generous welfave benefits, such as those offered in Eurcpe, are.
strong disincentives to work. This study disproves the assunption
held by many in this country that generous benefits limit upward
mobility.

We, therefore, hold that the dollars will come from the base
closings, military cutbacks, increased taxes on corporations and
those individuals with high levels of inceme, shiftirg the bail-ocut
of S8&i's to those who benefitted fron the scandal. We hope the
Working Group will urge President Clinton and.the Congress to move
forward expeditiously on publmc policies that improve the qualxty
of life for all.

In Qlosing

We seek opportunities to interact wzth the Working Group, and
with the President and Congress, as decisions are made on "welfare
reform." Church Women United will continue to broaden the hase of
support for an income security assistance program which contyibutes
to community economic development, . We recognize that service
delivery alone cannot address styuctural barriers. We urge the
Clinton Rdministration to focus not on “ending welfare as we know
it" but rather focus on ending poverty as we know it.

ALTERNATIVES
we reguest that the following approaches be explored in depth:

1. & c¢hildren allotment.l0 We suppoert public policissg that
will truly help the working poor including those who work at
home to raise the next generation.

2. Expanded family support c¢enter programs lessening the
%sol&ticn and insecurity of those experiencing low levels of
income,

3. Creation of, and training for, full time jobs paying over
the minimum wage plus benefits. '

4. Expansion of minimunm wage to all sectors,
5. A sinplified and strengthened Earned Income Credit
system.

5. Mechanisms parmltt;ng and encouraging the acerual of
savings by those receiving government walfare benefits.


http:allotment.10

A

7. Unemployment insurance as a bridge to the changed global
econony, not Just a safety net.1il

8, New forms ofF social support helping reduce the
ingecurities that occur in every stage of life.1Z

9. A national child support assurance systen.

10. Welfare benefits that meet family needs, and do not punish
recipientsg either through abusive bureaucratic policies and
relationships; workfare; or mandatory limits to benefite; or
dug to the presence of a live-in partner.

11. A national policy strategy for children which recognizes
their importance for the future ¢f ocur nation and worlid, and
breaks the pernicicus spirals of neglect and tragedy in our
current welfare systen.

12. Fducation; training; guality child day care; housing
assistance; family medical leave for small employers; flexible
work schedules; health insurance; child support; equal pay-
all are integral elements of welfare restructuring,

*We ought to invest in human capital with the
same entrepreneurial spirit and concern for
long-range payeffs that venture capitalist
bring to investments in new enterprises.®
Pord Foundation Report
The. Common Good, 1989

Testimony dellivered by Ms. Mattie P. Patterson
immediate past president of Church Women United
Greater Washington Unit. Ms. Patterson is the
Administrator of the Mount Carmel Child
bDevelopment Center, Washington, 0C.



ENDROTES

1. We will hold four more hearings by February 198%4.

2. See Caputo, Richard K., "Linits of Welfare Reform,® Social
Casework: The Journal of Contemporary Sgcial HWork, Vol. 70,

February 1989, pp. 85-85.

3. We recommend that the Working Group invite testinony from The
United for the American Dream in Florida Coalition, 837 East
Park Avenue, Tallahassee, FL 32301,

4. “The Retreat from Welfare: - Putting the Poor te Work,"
Pollars and Sense, June 1987,

5. See Schram, Sanford F., "Welfare spending and Poverty: CQurring
Back Produces More Poverty, Not Less," The American Journal
of Economics and Sociology, Vol, 50, April 1891, pp. 139%«142,

6. Bee Dunaan, Greg 3,, Years of ?avertv, Years of ?zantV‘ The

2n$t1tute of Surveyuﬂegaarch T&éuﬁhlvef$lty of Mlchzgan,
1984,

1. Lee, Thaa, "Rational Expectations: A New iook at the
Economics of Teen Pregnancy,® Dollars and Sense, March 1889,

8. Temple University Press 1989.

a. See Ford Foundation Project on Social Welfare and the American
Future, The Common Good, New York, 1%89%, pp. 6, 485,

10. Long advocated by Brandels Professor David 6. Gil, The
Florence Heller Graduate School for Advanced Studies in Social
Welfare. See Gil, David 6., Beyond the Jungle, Canbridge:
Schankman Press 1374,

1l. See Ford Foundation Report.

12. Ibid.
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CENTER FOR LAW AND EDUCATION

Reply to:
955 Massachuselts Avenue 1875 Conneclicut Ave.. NNW., Suite 510
Cambridge. MA 02139 Washington, D.C. 20009
617-876-6611 ' 202-986-3000
FAX: 617-876.0203 ' FAX: 202-986-6648

August 20, 1993

The Working Group on Welfare Reform,
Family Support and Independence
Aerospace Building -

370 L’Enfant Promenade, S.W., Suite 600
Washington, DC 20047

Dear Members of the Working Group:

On behalf of the Center for Law and Education, we appreciate the opportunity
to offer testimony in today’s public forum. Our focus will be on the nature of any
education and training programs that are designed under new welfare initiatives -
and, in particular, on the content of the education and trammg The Center, which
represents low-income students in education law related issues, also has taken this
opportunity to submit more in-depth comments about the content of programs offered.
In addition, the Center urges the Working Group to be cognizant of the rights of low-
income parents to develop the skills necessary to obtain better jobs through the
provision of appropriate instruction and supportive services designed to-meet their
individual educational needs, as well as their rights to high-quality child care
programs responsive to their children’s needs.

A. Underlving Issues

- Preliminarily, there are certain basic issues which, even if not directly addressed
and resolved by the particular legislation from the Committee, should be taken into
account in shaping the legislation. These include recognition that:

Existing AFDC and other benefits do not reach many of those living in poverty,
and those who are reached generally do not receive benefits that come close to
meeting a basic standard of human need.

Barriers to employment reside in the economy itself, not just in lack of skills or
education - in terms of lack of jobs (let alone good jobs) in many areas, in terms
of discriminatory features of labor markets, and in terms of absence of quality,
affordable child care needed to make employment feasible for parents.

AFDC benefits assist families with children in dire financial need.
Socioeconomic factors as well as personal crises contribute to the situations that



render people eligible for such benefits. Welfare reform, particularly work
programs and termination/duration policies, must take into consideration the
obstacles people face in attempting to move off of AFDC, including level of
literacy, language barriers, disabilities, and academic and employment histories.

Moving off of AFDC and into paid employment is not equivalent to moving out
of poverty, particularly in light of the growing proportion of service sector jobs
which pay sub-poverty wages and offer little or no benefits.

While the sclutions to these issues may seem outside the scope of education and
training proposals, there are opportunities which should not be overlooked for linking
education and training to efforts at addressing these underlying issues. Otherwise,
education and training programs run the severe risk of being ineffective and
disappointing.

B. The Content of Education and Training Programs

1.+ Al Aspecis of the Industry.” Basic Skills, and Problem Solving

First and foremost, it is critical 10 ensure that the edwcation and training
programs are high quality ones that provide people with meaningful education and
life-long skills that enhance long-term economic and social well-being and allow the
individuals and their communities to exercise more control over their own destinies.
Too often the education and training programs offered to poor people have been too
narrow and too short-term to have real impact on their lives or to be a worthwhile
investment of financial resources. .

We particularly commend to your attention a portion of the Perkins Vocational
and Applied Technology Education Act of 1990 which could be adapted into any
welfare reform proposals. Under the Act, both state planning and local evaluations
must address the need to give vocational education students "strong experience in and
understanding of all aspects of the industry the students are preparing to enter
{including planning, management, fihances, technical and production skills,
underlying principles of technology, labor and community issues, and health, safety,
and environmental issues.” Where programs have moved in the last three vears to
teaching all aspects of the industry, we are seeing remarkable results.

As Senator Kennedy noted in his statement of support for this requirement
when it was first introduced into federal vocational education law, it is designed to
“move away from the notion of "throw-away’ workers, passively trained for a narrow

_set of skills and disposed of when the need for those skills disappear” and toward
providing them with the broad academic and vocational skills to take an active,
ongoing role in the operation of their communities’ enterprises. The "throw-away



workers" he refers to are, of course, in a different phase of their lives, a part of the
population now being targeted by welfare reform.

By giving people experience in and understanding of all aspects of the industry,
and not just the skills needed for one narrow job slot, the provision is designed not
only to provide higher quality education but to address the need for:

Long-term employability: The provision is designed to ensure that, when
precise labor market predictions or predictions about job content fail fo be
entirely accurate, people are not locked in by overly narrow skills training and
have the kinds of skills {from management and finances to understanding of
underlying technology) that are useful in any enterprise.

Community economic development and job creation: Instead of assuming that
the current labor market will provide enough high quality jobs to take
advantage of the skills being imparted, the focus on all aspects of the industry
gives people skills appropriate to their taking part in the community’s efforis at
economic development and job creation, in that they have gained some
experience in the overall running of enterprises. Some of the best models for
meeting the "all aspects of the industry” provision actually invelve participants
directly in job creating economic development activities (see below).

Preparation for high performance work organizations (HPWQOs): One of the
main characteristics of HPWQOs is that they break down distinctions between
front line workers and management. Responsibility and decision-making are
decentralized, requiring all workers to understand and participate-in all aspects
of the industry.

As much as possible, then, the education and training programs under any
welfare legislation should be broadly focused on life-long skills through a similar
emphasis on experience and understanding of all aspects of the industry participants
are preparing to enter.

2. Integration of Academic Education and Problem-Solving Skills

The treatment of academic skills as different from the skills needed for
employmaent is no longer useful or valid. In order to provide individuals with real,
long-term employment opportunities, programs need to integrate employment/
vocational fraining and academic education. Individuals need problem-solving skills
and basic and advanced academic skills, including skills in the areas of mathematics,
reading, writing, science, and social studies in a technological setting.

As technology has continued to change at a rapid pace, the required skills of an
employee have become more encompassing. Rather than being isolated experts in



narrowly defined fields, successful.workers must become team participants. They
must be capable of understanding many different types of information and must be
able to use that information to solve problems and make decisions with co~workers.
Integration of academic and problem solving-skills with employment training is
both more {easible and more rewarding when the employment training includes
experience in and understanding of all aspects of the industry, as discussed above.
For example, if the standard of relevance is the literacy skills needed for one particular
job, then we run the risk of people emerging with vocabulary relevant only to one
potentially temporary work environment {(at an extreme, the ability to read the
technical manual for one machine}, but remaining largely illiterate in other contexts.
In contrast, the "all aspects of the industry” and problem-solving focus allows job
relevance to be integrated with broader and deeper literacy skills, and is also more
consistent with what has been learned about adult development in relation to reading.

Recent developments in vocational education have confirmed the effectiveness
of integrating vocational and academic education. The Perkins Act requires such
integration, and integrated programs have shown that the approach is extremely
effective in enabling individuals who have had academic difficulty to master academic
and problem-solving skills. This makes it particularly relevant for serving individuals
in the welfare system.

3. Linkages to Economic Development and lob Creation

Again it is important to recognize that education and training programs cannot
be a substitute for the kind of economic development and job creation that provides
well-compensated, high quality jobs which can make use of the skills developed by
that training and education system. Nevertheless, there are ways of structuring the
education and training which will facilitate those economic tasks.

First, as mentioned above, a focus on experience and understanding of all
aspects of the industry, together with basic and problem-solving skills, is the natural
counterpart in educational terms o an economic development agenda, in that it
enhances participants ability to play an active role in development and job creation
activities ~ including imparting the skills necessary to start and operate new
enterprises,

Second, there are models which explicitly combine the two - including using
the start up and operation of enterprises needed for community development as the
actual setting for training and education. In vocational education, this sometimes takes
the form of school-based student-run enterprises, based upon a community economic
needs assessment involving the students. It can also, however, involve specific
linkages with community development activities outside the schools (such as those
conducted by community based organizations), which may be a better model for this
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fegislation. As well as individual entrepreneurship activities, this can include
cooperatives and worker-owned or community-owned enterprises. More value will be
derived from such activities to the extent that they are linked to the community’s
overall plans for economic development and are the kind of enterprises which support
other economic and social activity. (Infrastructure-related enferprises are one obvious
example; child care centers are another.)

Third, this focus would be enhanced by ensuring that performance standards
include measures of long-term employment in good jobs, job growth, etc.

Fourth, coordination between providers of education and training and entities
involved in community development should be required.

Fifth, coordination of benefits should encourage job creation and economic
development activities, for example, by allowing retention of benefits for participanis
involved in business start up.

4, Ciher Secondary FEducation Issues

a. State and Federal Education Reform Initiatives

_ Bducation and training programs for welfare recipients should be consistent
with existing federal laws, including but not limited to, Chapter 1 of ESEA, the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, the
Bilingual Education Act, as well as new federal and state educatonal reform
initiatives, particularly those calling for strong educational outcomes and mastery of
specified performance standards. Welfare recipients should be provided opportunities
to develop critical thinking and other higher order skills that will enable them to attain
better jobs and to be compensated accordingly. Welfare recipients who are of
secondary school age should, consistent with the Family Support Act and other federal
and state laws, have the opportunity to meet the standards expected of all other age
appropriate students.

Any proposal to impose sanctions based on completion of an education and
training program, and/or within a specified duration, must make provision for
differences in prior learning and achievement among students, including students with
disabilities ar with limited English proficiency. Also, education and training programs
will need to develop, as appropriate, alternative methods and approaches to
instruction, including through reasonable accommodations, provision of supportive
and corrective services, and assistive technologies, to respond to different learning
styles and different educational needs of students. Educational programs and related
services designed to meet individual students’ special educational needs and/or
iimited English proficiency must, to the degree possible and appropriate, support the
core curriculum with common goals and expectations for all students.



Consideration should also be given to ensuring that teachers of these students
receive the necessary support through staff development, continued education and
reeducation fo enable them to ass1st welfare recipients, regardless of their educational
needs, to succeed.

Any standards, assessments, or certificates developed or issued under the
auspices of the government must comply with civil rights statutes, and not create
further barriers for minorities and women who have been historically
underrepresented in high wage, high skills jobs.

b. Termination of Benefits to Students with Disabilities

Welfare reformy must stop the practice of prematurely terminating the education
and job preparation of students with disabilities by terminating their AFDC benefits
while they are still entitled to special education and related services under the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act ("TDEA"L Recognizing that many students
with disabilities require services beyond age 18 in order to receive an appropriate
secondary education, IDEA generally requires states and local school systems to
provide a "free appropriate public education” to children with disabilities through age
twenty-one. For older students, a critical component of that education consists of
preparation for the transition to post-school activities, including employment, post-
secondary education and additional job training, and independent Bving in the
community; Congress recognized as much in 1990, when it amended IDEA to require
transition planning ard transition services for all students between the ages of 16 and
21.

Under current law, however, states may terminate AFDC benefits when a child
reaches 18 regardiess of whether he or she is still receiving educational services under
IDEA. At a state’s option, benefits may continue if a full time student may reasonably
be expected to complete the secondary education program before turning 19. Disabled
students who need to continue beyond age 18 or 19, and who require and are entitled
to additional years of education and training under IDEA, lose their AFDC benefits.
With no means of financial support they are forced to drop out of school for the job
market, where they are qualified for little (if any) work because their educational
services were prematurely terminated. They are left with few viable options but to
return to AFDC or other public benefits as adults, :

3. Postsecondary Ecducation

Any welfare reform legislation should be structured in a way which encourages
broad, meaningful postsecondary education as an option. This means avoiding
incentive systems which discourage States or localities from encouraging participants
in that direction, removing barriers to attendance for participants (see support services
below), providing high quality information to participants about this option,
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reorienting agencies and staff (see below), etc. Unions have begun to play a useful
role in this arena.

C. Other Significant Issues

1. Support Services and Be_nefits

For those individuals subject to work requirements by anticipated welfare
reform proposals and measures linking work requirements to public benefits, it is
essential that they receive necessary support services, including, but not limited to,
child care, health services and transportation. For those with young children,
increased child care subsidies, not merely tax credit incentives, are important so that
greater numbers of low-income families can obtain adequate child care - obviously
critical to their children’s physical health and cognitive, social and emotional
development. A realistic assessment of the full needs for high quality child care is.
needed so that parents have access to quality programs and are not placed in the
position of seeing employment gains at the expense of their children’s welfare. Such
child care programs should, consistent with existing federal laws, incorporate, as
appropriate, early intervention services, Chapter 1 programs and services for
educationally disadvantaged children from low-income families, and/or special
education and related services for 'young children with disabilities.

Knowing that increased exposure to learning at early ages will improve
educational outcomes for children and minimize costs later to society, it is important
that parents who need child care be encouraged to utilize programs with an
educational component. To insure the availability of such programs the federal
government needs to increase funding levels for existing federal programs, including,
Pub. L. 99-457 or Part H of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act [IDEA] for
infants and loddlers, from birth through 36 months, who are developmentally delayed
and/or "at risk"” of becoming developmentally delayed, in large part, as a result of a
host of poverty related factors; Chapter 1 of ESEA preschool programming and
services (3 to 5 year olds] so as to permit transition of poor children moving out of
early intervention programs into non-IDEA, Part B [Pub. L. 94-142, as amended],
Chapter 1 programs that integrate eligible 3-5 year olds with disabilities eligible for
Part B of IDEA; and Head Start. States should be provided incentives to establish
comprehensive child care programs that include an educational programming
component, access to health care (e.g., through EPSDT), and parent support services,
including parenting skills, viclence prevention, drug and alcohol! treatment/support
services. Consideration should be given to providing incentives to public school
districts that integrate child care programs into early childhood and primary education
on a year-round basis.

Part H of IDEA explicitly recognizes the significance of the link between early
childhood development and subsequent learning. Congress, by providing eligible
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infants and toddlers an entitlement to quality early intervention services, specifically
sought to enhance their development and strengthen the capacity of families to meet
their children's special needs.

Although the Act provided for a five year phase-in-period [with 2 year waiver
period] for states to plan, develop, and implement a statewide, comprehensive,
coordinated system of early intervention services, lack of adequate funds has seriously
hampered the level of state participation to date - obviously at the expense of young
children from low-income families with little or no alternative services available.

The law offers children with developmental delays, or who are atrisk of
developing delays, a very limited window of opportunity to take advantage of specific
interventions that may be essential to their growth and development - only children
under three are eligible. To insure parental involvement, support and understanding
of their children’s strengths, and needs, child care provisions of any welfare proposal
should specifically recognize the importance of parental participation and the
importance of providing parenting training, counseling, and support services. In
addition, drawing on the Head Start model, parents should be encouraged to develop
management and deciston-making skills. Assuming an increase in the minimum wage,
improved salaries, health benefits and career ladder developments for individuals in
the field of child care, opportunities should be made available for low-income parents
to receive training as paraprofessionals in the delivery of early intervention services in
their communities, as child care/early childhood education aides/educators.
Currently, however, these are among the most undervalued workers with child care
teaching assistants being paid about $5.00 an hour or $8,800. per year, thus,
contributing to a high national turnover rate, and, as a consequence, low quality child
care,

2. Voluntary Informed, Individualized Participation

This is central to any program designed to give people more control over their
economic lives. It means a heavy emphisis on voluntariness, on ensuring that
- participants get the full information and assistance they need to understand and
evaluate their options, on an assessment and cholce process that recognizes the
differences in individual needs, and on strong protection of participants’ rights,
including the right to move from one program element to another without penalty.

' These services include, but are not limited to early screening and assessment
services; medical services for diagnosis and evaluation services; health services
necessary to enable the infant or toddier to benefit from other early intervention
services; family training, counseling, and home visits; speech pathology and
audiology; physical therapy; psychological services; and case management services.



3. _Agency and Caseworker Orientation and Training

These must be focused in a way which matches the content focus discussed
above. Adcquate resources will need to be devoted to ensuring that agencies and
caseworkers have a good understanding of educational, economic development, and
job creation issues - both in terms of understanding needs and in terms of knowing
the concrete institutions and resources available. This is particularly important in
terms of awareness of postsecondary education options.

4. Governance

The focus on gaining greater control over one’s own destiny argues for a heavy
emphasis on involvement of participants and their advocates in the design and
implementation of the programs. Further, the focus on meeling the needs of workers
and potential workers argues for heavy involvement of employee representatives.
Finally, the economic development focus argues for heavy involvement of community
based organizations and others involved in community economic development

D. Focusing Reforrm on These Concerns

The issues above - broad education and training (all aspects of the industry,
academic and problem-solving competencies), linkage to community economic
development and job creation, consistency with other federal education laws,
encouragement of postsecondary education, support services, voluntary and informed
individualization, and appropriate in-service training - should all be carefully woven
into program requirements and into performance standards. .

In particular, reform should include performance standards that emphasize
enabling individuals to obtain and retain good jobs - jobs that provide income
sufficient to rise above poverty and meet basic needs, that provide adequate benefit
levels, and, equally important, that are in good environments which utilize the fully
developed skills and capacities of the participants.

Agam, thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
Lauren Jacobs [Paul Weckstein
Staff Attorney Co-Director



