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March 21, 1994 

OVERVIEW 

Our current system'aeems at odds with the core values Americans share: work, family. opportunity, 
respollSibility. While we believe !bat work is central to the strength, independence and pride of 
American families. the present reality is that pe()ple who go to work are often worse off than those on 
welfare. Instead of giving people access to needed education} training and employment, the welfare 
system is driven by numbingly complex eligibility rules, and staff resources are spent overwhelmingly 
on eligibility determination, benefit calculation and writing checks. The culture of welfare offi~ 
seems to create an expectation of dependence rather than independence. Noncustodial parents often 
provide little or no economic or social support to the children they parented~ and singJe-parent 
families sometimes get welfare benefits and other services that are unavailabie to equally poor two­
parent families, one wonders what message.Ii this system sends to our children about the value of 
bard work and lb. importance of personal and family responsibility. 

This welfare refonn plan is designed to give people back the dignity and control that comes from 
work and independence. It is about reinforcing the values of work, family, opportunity and 
responsibility. The current system pays cash when people tack adequate means 10 provide for their 
families. We propose a new visroo aimed at helping people regain the means of supporting 
themselves and at holding people responsible fur Ibemselves and Ibeir families. The proposal 
emphasl1,os that work i. valued by making work pay. It signals that people should not bave children 
until they are ready to support them. It stresses that parents ....both parenn-i:!ave responsibilities to 
support their children. It gives people access to the skills they need~ but also expects work: in return. 
It limits cash assis~ce to two years and then requires work, preferably In the private sector, but in 
community service jobs if necessary. Most important, it requires changing the culture of welfare 
offices, getting them out of the business of writing cbecks and into the business of finding people jobs 
and giving them Ibe skitis and support to keep those jobs. 

Ultimately, this plan requires <:banging almost everything about the way in wbich we provide support 
to struggling families. To achieve this vision, the plan has four main elements. 

I, 
MAJOR IlLEMENTS 

, 
Parental Responsibility 

If we are going to Jnd long~term welfare dependency, we must do everything we can to prevent 
people from going onto welfare in the first place. Families and communities need to work togelher to 
ensure that real opportunities are available for young people. and they must teach young people- that 
men and women who parent children have responsibilities and should not become parents until they 
are able to nurture lI1ld support their children. W. also need to make it clear that botti parenlS have 
responsibilities to ""pport their children. Our proposal call, for: 

I 
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Prevention, 

A national ~g. against teen pregnoncy. which sets clear goals of opportunity and 
responsibUi.ry for youth, and draws on all segments of society and government.

I 
ResponsibUlties ofsdwo/""lJge families receiving 4Ssutance. Teen patents will be required to 
finish school. 

Learnlngfrom prevention approaches that promote responslbllfly. 

Responslble/amlly p/tinning. Expanded resou,... and support for family planning. 

Requiring milWr mothers to live alMme, with their parents or a responsible adult-not receive 
a separate check fur setting up a separate household. 

State optle. to limit additional benefits for addltlenal children conceived by potents on 
welfare. 

Supporting tlm:Pareot families. 

Bod rules whkh discriminate against two-partJ1l /amilies. The (OO-bour rule and quart.,,-of­
work rul. which apply only to two-par.ot families would be repealed. 

Child sUpPOrt enforcement. 

Universal paternby tsIobilshmem. preferably in the hospital. Strict peealties for women 
seeking AFDC who do 00' cooperate in identifying and finding the filJher. Serious fl!l1lllcial 
incentives to States that do not establish paternity once the mother has cooperated. 

O!mral child support registries In every State, to track payments and take prompt action when 
money isn't paid. 

A natlard registry ojchild support awards and a national registry ojnew hires basnd on W-4 
reporting so that delinquent ""ncustodial patents can be tracked quickly and easily across 
State lines. 

New measures to penaJlu thate who relisH to poy-from Ii"""". suspension to IRS 
enforcement. 

A n£W program ojrequlred work and tralnlnsformen who """ child support and/ali to pay. 

Demonstrations ojpotemlng and accas progratns and child support assurance. 
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SUpport rOT Working FamlUes 

One of the greatest i>ervernities of the current system is that poople on welfare often ha"" higher 
incomes, better bealth protection. Md greater access to child care than working poor families. This 
plan is designed to help families support themselves by going to work-not staying on welfare, The, 
key elem~ents are: I 

Earned Income rul Credit CElTCl. The expanded EITe makes it possible for low-wage workers to 
support their families above poverty. Efforts will be made to help families receive the, ~fTC,on a 
regular basis. j . 

I 
Health care reform, Too tnlIIIy people go on welfare and stay there because they cannot ftnd work 
that provides health coverage for their families. An essential part of moving people from welfare to 
work is ensuring that working persons get health protection. 

Child care fur the Working ,poor. In addition to ensuring child care for participants in the transitional 
assis...... program and for those who transition off welfare, child care subsidies will be made 
available to low~jncome working families who have never been on welfare but for whom assistance is 
essontiaIlO enable them 10 remain in tho workforce and off welfare. 

Replacing Welr .... with TranslUonal ~ and Work 

w. do not need a welfare program built around writing welfare checks-we nend a program built 
around belping people get paychecks. We need to transform the culture of the welfare bureaucracy 10 
convey the. message that everyone is- expected to move toward work and independence. We envision 
a system whereby people would be asked to start on a track toward work: and independence 
immediately~ with limited exemptions and extensions. Each adult would sign a personal responsibility 
contract that spells out their obHgations. as well as what the government will do in return. Our 
proposal CllIls for: 

Full particioation. Every able-bodied individual who receives cash support is expected to do 
something to belp themselves and their community. The requirement applies 10 those who are 
praparing themselves fur work and to those who are currenUy not rendy to work. Those who are 
unable 10 work due to disallHity or other reasons wHi be expe<:ted to do something for themselves or 
their community but will not be SUbject to time limits until they are rendy to engage in training, 
education, job ....ch or job placement. 

A reformed lOBS DflVlCam. The focus of the weifare system must b. changed from a system focused 
on writing checks and veri!),ing circumstance to one geared toward helping people move rapidly to 
work. The Family Support Act offered the first clear vision ror converting welfare into a transitional· 
system. But the vision was not rClllized, in part due to Insufficient resour.... A refonned lOBS 
program would include: 

Personal ResponsibUity Contract. In order to receive assistance, poopJe wilt have to sign a 
personal responsibility contract that spells out their responsibilities and opportunities, and 
develop an employability plan 10 move them inlO work as quickly as possible. 

I 
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Job Search 'Firsl. Most recipients will go. through supervised job search as the first step of 
their employability plan. Anyone taking part in the JOBS program win be required to take a 
private sector job if offered. 

,I 
A clear focus on employment, Too many program'! seem to worry little about whether people 
actually get jobs and keep them. The plan will attempt 00 build bridges between tile welfare 
office and the private sector. . . 

Integration with mainstream educatUm and training programs. We should not have a separate 
system for welfare recipients; it ought to be integrated with new and existing programs in the 
community. 

i 
Emphasis on >rorker support once a person Is placed In aJob. The most effective programs 
do more than try 00 find somoone a job. they offer help so that person can keep the job. ,, 

Time limits. Individuals who are able to work: will be limited to two years of cash assistance, Most 
poople will be expected 00 eoter employment well before the two years are up. Mothers with infants. 
people with disabilities that limit work, and those who care for a disabled child will be placed in a 
lOBS-Prep program. and not be immediately subject 00 the time limit. Extensions would be granted 
in • limited number of cases such as those who nand to complete high school. Or people who nand 
more time because of language barriers. 

A WORK program. Those poople who are $1m umtble to find work at the and of two years will be 
required to work in a private secror. community service or pubHc sector job. Instead of welfare. 
States would be expected to provide jobs for those who have exhausted their time limit and cannot 
find ullSubsidized private ,"""'r work. Key elements of the WORK program include: 

Work. not wor/ifar.. States would be expected to place persons in subsidized jobs which pay 
a paycheck:. Recipients would have the dignity and te3pOnsibility that comes from a real job. 

flexible. community-based progr(JJtl. States would he able to use money wbich would have 
been spent on welfare and an additional amount fur administration to place people instead in 
subsidized pri¥ate jobs. with local community organi.zations~ or in pubUc service employment. 
The program wUl have close links to tile local community. 

Strong private sector emphasis. The strong emphasis will be on placing people in subsidized 
priVllle sector placements that will land to unsubsidized work. 

Non.<Jl.spiocingjobs. These jobs will be designed to avoid displaCing existing workers . 
• 

Keeping ,ulys in the WORK progr(JJtl short. To discourage long-term stays in tile WORK 
program. the plan includes limits Oll the duration of anyone placement, frequent job search 
tequiremems t no me for those in subsidized work: slots.. and a comprehensive reassessment 
for people aner two placements. 

I 
Special ruJes/rlr places with high _Iuyment. Places with very bigh unemployment may 
be granted spoeU!l exemptiOns and given added financial support. 
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Dollar cap) on the JOBS and WOH progrl1lllS. To control costs, these programs will be 
capped entiUements, with fixed dollar amounts designed to meet the projected caaeload. 

ReinvenUog Go....L....1 Asslstance 
I 

A major problem with the current welfare system is its enormous complexity and inefficiency, It 
consists of multiple'programs with different rules and requirements that are poorly coordinated and 
confuse and frustrate recipients and caseworkers alike. Waste) fraud and abuse can more easily arise 
in such an environment, 

I 

The real work of erioouraging work and responsibility will happen at the State and local level,. The 
Federal governmeru: must be clearer about stating broad goals and give more flexibility over 
implementation to States and localIties. Our proposal call. for:, 
Coordination. sjmoijficatioQ and improved incentlyes in income suwort ProlUams. The administra­
tive and regulatory program structures of AFDC and food .tamps will be redesigned to simplify and 
coordinate rules and to encourage work~ family formation and asset accumulation. Changes include: 

I 
Allow families to own • rellabl. aUlomablle. Current rules prevent those on AIDC from 
owning a car with an equity value of more than $1,500. That will be changed to $4,500 for 
both AFDC and Food Stamps. 

Allow States to reward work. Current law requires States to reduce benefits by $1 for each 
$1 earned. 'The proposal would give States the flexibility to reward work. 

I 
Allowfamilies to accumulate savings. The proposal would allow families to set up Individual 
Development Accounts which could be used for specific putpOses without losing eligibility. 

A nerforrnance:bas~ system. In addition to incentives for clients, incentives will be designed to 
bring about change ,in the culture of welfare offices with an emphasis on work and performance. 

Accountability. effi~iency and reducing fraud. The plan calls for significant expansions in the use of 
technology and ttac~ing systems to ensure accountability, efficiency and fraud reduction. Among the 
advancements would, be: 

1 
A. nationwide public assistanCi! clearinghouse, which tracks people whenever and wherever 
they USe welfare. Such. system is essential for keeping the clock In a time-limited welfare 
system. p.rsons will not be able to escape their rcapoosibillties by moving or by trying to 
collect benetits in two jurisdictions simultaneously.

I, 
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Stale cracking systenlS which follow people in the JOBS and WaH programs. These systems 
will ensure that people are getting access to what they deserve and that they are being held 
accountable if they are failing to meet their obligations. Each State will be expected to 
develop a Jacking system which indicates whether people are receiving and participating in 
the trainingiand placement services they are expected to. 

I 
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The Impact of Reforms 

Making all these changes overnight would severely strain the ability of Federal and State governments 
to implement the new system. We recommend phasing in the plan by starting with young people, to 
send a clear message that we are ending welfare for the next generation. The attached tables are 
based on starting with the youngest third of the projected caseload-persons born after 1971, who will 
be age 2S and under in 1996 when the Dew system is implemented. 

Starting with that cohort of people, the system will be transformed. Anyone born after 1971 who is 
on welfare today, and anyone born after 1971 who enters it subsequently, will face new opportunities 
and responsibilities. By the year 2004. this group will represent over 60 percent of the projected 
caseload, as older cohorts leave and new persons born after 1971 enter. States wanting to move 
faster would have the option of doing so. 

I 
Table 1 indicates the number of persons in various parts of the program by year, assuming this 
phase·in. Note that because the States will need up to two years to pass legislation and implement 
their systems, the program would not begin fully untill.te 1996. Thus, FY 1997 is the first full year 
of implementation. ' The initial JOBS program starts up rapidly and grows somewhat over time as 
more and more peOple are phased in. The WORK program grows over time starting with roughly 
170,000 jobs in the first year when people begin to hit the limit (FY 1999), rising to rougWy 540,000 
by FY 2004. 
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TABLE I 


PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER A HYPOTHETICAL PROPOSAL, 
ASSUMING IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFI'ER 1971 

, 

I FY 1997 FY 1999 FYlOO4 

Projected Adult, Cas.. With Parent 
Born Alter 1971 Wlthoul Reform 

1.43 million 1.93 million 3.34 million 

Off welfate with Reform 
(Health refonnlafier 1999, EITC, 
Child Care, JOBS, WORK, etc.) 

.04 million ,08 million .81 million 

Program Participants 1.39 million US million 2.53 mUlion 

Working While on Welfare .12 million .17 million .21 million 

JOBS Participants .74 million .89 mIlli.n .92 million 

WORK Panicipants .00 million .17 million .54 million 

JOBS·Prep-disability/age limits work .24 mUlion .31 million .44 million 

JOBS-Prep-severely disabled child .06 million .06 million .08 million 

JOBS-Prep-C3ting for child under one .24 million .25 million .35 million 

Notes: 

Numbers assume modest behavioral effects that increase over time. These behavioral effects include 
employment and training impacts similar to San Diego's SWIM program and a modest increase in the 
percent of recipients who leave welfare for work when they bit the time limit. Figures for 2004 are 
subject In considerable error, since it is difficult In make caseload projections or to determine the 
impact of WORK requirements on behavior. Figures for FY 2004 also assume behavioral effects 
from the full implementation of health reform. 

The bypothetical proposal assumes the policy will be implemented in all States by Federal law by 
October 1996. In addition, the estimates assume that for 20 percent of the c.aseload, States w11l 
implement Ibe policy by October 1995. This follows the pattern of S_ implementation under the 
Family Support Act. 
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Table 2 shows the iInpact of these cltanges for the phased-in caseload over the next 10 years, 
compared with what we project would be the case10ad without welfare reform and health reform. 

Under the plan, we will go from a situation where three-quarters of the persons are collecting welfare 
and doing nothing in return-neither working nor in training-to a situation where three..quarters. are 
either off welfare, working whit a subsidy, or in time~limited training. Only those unable to work: are 
outside the time limits, and even these persons will have greater expectations and opportunities under 
the proposed system. In addition, we expect the reform proposal to significantly increase paternity 
establishment rates, to iner.... child support payments and W lower child poverty, 

TABLE 2 

Projected Welf.... and Work Stalus for Persons Born an... 1!l71 
Wbo Would Have _ on Welf.", Wltboot Reforms 

FY 2004 - Without Reforms I'Y 2004 ­ With Health and 
Welfare Reforms 

Working with Subsidy; In 
Mandatory Education, Training 
or Placement; or Off Welfare 
with Rcfurms 

23" 74" 

Not Worting; nor]o manda~ 
tory Education. Training or 
Placement 

77" 26" 

TOTAL ,,, 100" 100% 

, 
I 

Transforming the social welfare system W one focused on work and responsibilitY wHl not be easy, 
There will be setbacks. W. must guard against unrealistic expectations, A welfure system wbioo' 
evolved over 50 years will not be b'!nsformed overnight. We must admit that we do not have a1l the 
answers. But we must not be deterred from making the bold and decisive actions needed to create • 
system that reinforces basic values. 

I 
• 
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March 21, 1994 

MAJOR POLICY ISSUES 

The plan as described previously teflects tentative decisions on a number of relatively controversial 
policy issues. This' section identifies the key decJ.slons and discusses alternative approaches. These 
issues can be considered in the context of two overriding questions: 

I 
• 	 Does the plan succeed in "ending welfare as a way of life?" Ate the notions of "success" that 

the plan asSumes consistent with expectations for dramatic reform? 
, , 

• 	 Does the plan achieve an appropriate balance between responsibility and opportunity, 
and betw..n bigh ~pectations ror parents and prote<tion of children? 

I 
In each (If these a.reas. altema~ve policy decisions could be made that would shift the balance of the 
plan in one direction or the other. 

What Is Suta!SS? 

An important chall~nge for the plan is to embody a definition of success that reIl_ the several 
dimensions of "ending welfare as a way of life," It must also recognize the difficuJty of the task. the 
constrained capacity of the system to acnieve it, and the need to protect vulnerable children and 
families. 

; 
The pian assUl1'JeS that success has several dimensions: 

• 	 Ending welfare as a way of life, by expecting everyone to work or prepare for work, 
changing the culture of the welfare system from an emphasis on income maintenance 
to an emphasis on worlc and the responsibilities of both parents. and imposmg serious. 
time limits, 

• 	 Improving the well being of children and their families through increased earnings and 
child suppo~, and providing protections for the most vulnerable children. 

• 	 Reducing the number of people who come onto welfare in the first place by making 
work pay, discouraging teen pregnancy and births outside marriage, and enfurcing the 
Obligations of both parents. 

• 	 Achieving sOme caseload and rost reductions over time after a reasonable period for 
investment and implementation. 

,I 
Key Decision; Phase:Io 

A key decision to be made about whether the plan fulfills its promise of transforming welfare has to 
do witlJ the scale and speed of implementation of the reformed welfare system. Should we seek to 

I 
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bring everyone on the caseload into the new system quickly, or should we initlalJy target new 
resources on sub-groups such as new applicants or young families? 

Immediate implementation of the new program would severely strain the ability of Federal and State 
governments to implement the new system successfully, There is almost no. disagreement that 
phasing-in is necessary, 

A phase-in strategy could stan with new applicants. with selected States. with families with older 
children, or with young applicants and recipients. A focus on new applicants raisoo serious equity 
concerns between people who came onto welfare very young and those who mana,ged to stay off for a 
longer period of time. A State-by..state strategy raises serious capacity issues at the State level and 
questions about whether we have achieved truly national reform. The primary arguments for a focus 
cn famiUes with older children have to do with parental care of children and the cost of day care; but 
such a focus raisesiquestions about whether the culture of welfare can be changed if families are on 
welfare fur several' years until their chUdren reach an age where the parents face time limits and 
training. : 

A focus on young families, wbich the plan recom.mends~ recognizes that it is the younger generation 
of actual and potential welfare recipient.< that are the source of greatest concern. They are also the 
group for whicb there is probably the greatest hope of making a profound change, and of sernling the 
message that welfare can no longer be a way of life, Under this approach, we would devote energy 
and new resources to ending welfare for the next generation, rather than spreading efforts so thin !bat 
little real help is provided to anyone. 

lillY DecisiQn: Benefit Sunpleroents for PlIrt-TIme and !.;>w-Wa.e W9rk 

Everyone agrees that independence from welfare should be the goal of the new system. But there 
may be situations in which welfare benefits to supplement wort are desirab1e. Two related issues 
arise in thinking about work ~pectations. and about whether supplementary welfare benefits and 
exemptions from the time limit should be provided for workers:. 

The first issue is under what conditions someone who is working can continue to receive 
supplementary welfare benefits outside t.lJe constraint of the two year time limit. The issue arises 
because even full-time work at the minimum wage leaves a family below the income eligibility Jevel 
for welfare in a few States. In about half the States, half-time work at the minimum wage leaves a 
family of three belOw the welfare eligibility levels. Larger families are eligible in more States. The 
question Is whether the clock should stop for people working 20 or 30 hours. Proponents of allowing 
part·lime work to stop the clock argue that getting someone to work even part time is a big su..... 
and should be rewarded. Opponents argue that allowing AFDC to continue as a work supplement for 
long periods of time is counter to the basic philosophy of ending welfare dependency. 

The Wafting Group and Cabinet had diffieuJt and somewhat inconclusive discussions 
of this issue. There was general agreement that supplementary welfare: benefits 
should be provided irrespective of the time limit fur anyone working at least 30 hours. 
There was also general support for allowing a State option to 20 hours. An 
alternative proposal, which also had considerable support, WlIS to ,top the clock for 
2Q-bour workers who had pte--schoot children. 
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A related issue arises around the number of hours of work: that States would be required to provide, 
after the time limit, through subsidized or community service jobs, and around whether supplemental 
welfare benefits should be paid if the hours of work the State provided did not generate pay at least as 
high as the welfare benefits received by non-working welfare recipients in the State. Because of wide 
variations in State welfare benefit levels, the number of hours of work at the minimum wage required 
to earn the equivalent of the welfare benefit level for a family of three ranges from about 7 to about 
47. For larger families, work hours would have to be higher to reach the welfare benefit levels. It is 
obviously hard to structure a real job of eight or ten hours per week. At the other extreme, it is 
unreasonable to require more than the conventional definition of full-time work. When work hours 
fall short of the welfare benefit level, it seems reasonable to supplement the incomes of WORK 
program participants so that they are at least as high as those of welfare recipients who do not work. 

The general sense of the Working Group and the Cabinet on this issue is that States 
should not be pennitted to define hours of work at a level so low that a significant 
portion of income comes from benefit supplements. With this caveat, there was 
general agreement on providing some State flexibility within the range of 15 to 30 
hours of work per week, and for benefit supplementation to insure that participants in 
the WORK program were as well off as welfare recipients who did not work. 

The Balance or R~ponsibilities and Protections 

A second important challenge for the plan is to achieve an appropriate balance of responsibility and 
opportunity, and of expectatiorut for parents and protection of children. The dilemma arises because 
AFDC recipients ate both workers and parents, and because we are concerned about the well-being of 
children at the same time we require work and work preparation by their parents. The balancing act 
has to take place in two arenas: that of time limits and work requirements; and that of parental 
responsibility and prevention. 

Key Decisions: Time Limits and Work Reauirements 
I 

A number of key policy decisiorut on time limits and work requirements affect the balance of 
responsibilities and protectiorut. The most difficult decisions are around extensions to and exemptions 
from the time limit, around various means for discouraging long-term participation in the WORK 
program, and around protections for children when parents do not meet the requirements of the 
program. I 

Extensions to and exemPtions from the time limit. Should any groups of recipients have the time 
limit extended? Should any be exempted from the requirements of the time limit? 

The issue of extensions arises because some recipients, especially those with language difficulties, 
education deficits and no work experience, may not be able to appropriately prepare themselves for 
work in a two~year period. 

The Working Group and Cabinet generally agreed that a limited number of extensions 
for such purposes as completing high school or a job training program were 
appropriate. They generally agreed that extensions sbould not routinely be granted 
for the purpose of completing a four-year college program, but that higher education 
combined with part time work was appropriate. 
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The issue of exemptions from the time limit arises because not all recipients are able to work, even if 
they are not severely enough disabled to qualify for SSI. A second type of exemption issue arises 
because requiring participation from mothers of infants or very young children may interfere with 
parenting and require substantial expenditures on infant day care. Under current law, over half the 
caseload, including mothers of children under three, is exempted from participation. 

I 

The Working Group and Cabinet generally agreed that exemptions should be limited, 
and that participation in some activities should be expected even of those who are 
exempted. ! 'I)ley tentatively agreed that States should be permitted to exempt up to a 
fixed percentage of the caseload for disabilities, care of a disabled child and other 
serious barriers to work. 

I, 
There was, considerable discussion of the issue of whether exemptions for mothers of 
infants should be for one year (i.e., until the baby's first birthday) or for twelve 
weeks (twelve weeks is the mandated leave time in the Parental Leave Act.) The plan 
currently ~sumes a one-year exemption for infants who were not conceived on 
welfare and a twelve-week exemption for those conceived on welfare. 

I 

Discouraging exte~ded oarticioation in subsidized or community service work. The WORK program 
of subsidized and Community service jobs is designed to be a short term supplement to unsubsidized 
work in the private sector, not a replacement for it. A number of steps, which are incorporated into 
the current plan, elm be taken to ensure this: 

, 
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Subsidized job shots would last for no more that a year, after which the person would 
again be apected to look for unsubsidized work. 

! 
Federal reimbursement to States could reflect the amount of time people were on the 
rolls, in order to provide the States with serious incentives to move people into 
employmel,1t. 

Refusal to laccept a private sector job will result in termination of benefits. 
I 

An issue arises around what we hope will be a small number of people who continue to be unable to 
find unsubsidized employment after placement in a job slot and private sector job search. Some argue 
that they should be placed in community service slots for as long as they need them. Others argue 
that this policy wo~ld lead to pennanent guaranteed jobs that might be expensive and perceived"as 
simply another we~fare program. Instead, people who continue to be unable to find employment 
might return to a deferred status, might have their welfare benefits reduced or might be cut off 
entirely. ! 

There is general agreement that a serious reassessment should be done of everyone who 
comes to the end of one or two job placements without having found private sector work. 
Those found at that point to be unable to work would be returned to deferred status with full 
benefits. Those found to be able to work and unwilling to take an unsubsidized job would 
have assis~ce tenninated. In situatioIUI where jobs were not available for people who 
conscientiously played. by the rules and tried to find work:. assistance would be continued 
through another job slot, a workfare assignment. or training linked with work. 

I 
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A second issue arises around whelhoc Ille EITe should be available to WORK program participants. 
There was genetal ilgreemetlt that denying the EITC to participants in subsidized jobs would provide a 
powerful incentive to move into unsubsidized W{)rk:. Some expressed concern about the administrative 
feasibility of this ~mmendatiQn. and atK:mt its equity implications for workers doing similar jobs. 

1 
SanctiQn:1imd protections. If the welfare reform plan is to be serious about ending welfare as a way 
of Hfe and about changing the basic values and culture of the welfare system. it must embody sCflous 
consequences. for recipients who do not meet the requirements. The plan basically continues current 
law sanctions for non-participation in the JOBS program, which remove the adult from the grant for 
increasing periods of time for each sanction. It adds a severe sanction-benefit termination-for 
refusal to accept a private sector job. After the time limit, non-participation in the WORK program 
carries the same sanction as for ordinary workers.: wages are not paid for hours not worked. Notice 
and bearings protections are continued. In addition, the State must keep its end of the bargain: 
services must be provided. 

Families whose beneens are tenninoted for refusal to take a job or to participate in Ille WORK 
program continue to be eligible for food stamps and medical assistance. There is, however, the 
danger that in rare circumstances families will find themselves homeless or unable to care for their 
children. For these families, the shelter system and the child welfare system provide the safety net of 
last resort. If the welfare. system is working properly~ these failures will be extremely rare. 
Nonetheless. the fact that they may occur must be faced, since there is no apparent alternative if the 
system is to be serious about expectations, 

IW Decisions: Parental ResoorudbiUty and Prevention 

In the area of parental responsibility and prevention, the plan attempts to balance responsibility and 
opportunity for bolll molllern and felhers. Reiher than simply focusing on Ille work obligations of 
custodial parents, it propos.. a strengthened approach to cbild support enfureement Illat mak.. clear 
to fathers as well as mothers that parenthood brings with it clear obligations, and that these 
obligations will be enforced with serious and predictable consequences. To complement its emphasis 

, on child support obligations, it proposes a set of demonstrations focused on work opportunities and 
expectations for noncustodial parents. It also proposes a set of requirements on and services for 
minor and school~age parents, and a comprehensive approach to teen pregnancy prevention. Finally, 
it proposes to extend eligibility for benefits to two-parent families, to remove Ille current bias in the 
system toward on~arent families. 

A number of the key policy decisions have to do with the relative priority to be given to various 
spending proposals; the section on costs and financing outlines Ille tradeoffs. In addition, Illere are 
three other decisionS thai have philosophical as weU as cost implications: the size and scope of child 
support assurance demonstrations; the living-at-home requirement: and the family cap option. 

Child suPOOrt assurance demonstrations. The proposed child support assurance demonstrations are 
controversial not only because of cost, but also because of the idea itself. Child support assurance 
speaks to the circumstance when little or 00 money is collected from the noncustodial parent, either 
because Ille system \S ineffective or because the absent parent bas very low earnings. Child support 
assurance guarantees that singh~. parents with a child support award in place could count on a 
minimum level of support which Illey could use to supplement Illeir earnings. Some see child support 
enforcement and assurance as a crucial way to ~mak:e work pay· and to ease the transition from 

I 
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welfare to work fur single parents. Opponents ... it as close to simply being welfare by another 
name, that might also provide an incentive for fathers to escape their obligations. 

Liying~at-home reouirements. The plan proposes. to require minor mothers to live at home or with a 
responsib1e adult. Though there is general agreement that very young mothers need care and 
supervision from adults, there are some questions about whether we can ensure adequate protections 
for minors in abusive or otherwise unsuitable homes. 

family cap OJXiQn. The plan also proposes an option for States to adopt -family caps" that limit 
benefit increases when additional children are conceived by parents already on AFDe. Proponents of 
family caps, some of whom believe they should be a requirement and not just a State option • .argue 
that they reinfurce amessage of parental responsibility and help achieve equity between welfare 
recipients and working families, who do not receive a pay raise for additional children. Opponents of 
family caps argue that there i. no evidence tlJst they deter births, and that they deny benetits to needy 
children. In addition, opponents argue that the average value of the benefit increase is not much 
greater than. the value of the tax deduction and the EITC increase for a working family that has an 
additional child. 
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AND STATE)TABLE - PREUMINAAY REVENUE ESTIMATES 
(By fiscal year,ln bllUons of dollars) 

5 Year 
Total 

5 Year 
Federal 

10 Year 
Total 

10 Year 
Federal 

Cap Emergency Assistance 2.12 2.12 5.66 5.66 

Target Child Care Food Program 0.57 0.57 2.29 2.29 

Conform AFDC to Food Stamps 130% of Poverty 6.99 3.64 19.18 8.49 
Reduce by 1/2 - _. ----­ - 3.50 -­ -1;92 -- 9.59 5.28 
Reduce by 1/3 

TIghten Sponsorship and Eligibility Rules 
for Aliens: 
Make currentS-year S51 deeming rules 

permanent and extend to AFDC and 

4.66 2.56 12.78 7.03 

Food Stamps and Umlt assistance to 
PRUCOlS 

2.74 1.85 9.10 6.11 

Extend deeming perlod to 7 YGars 3.45 2.32 11.99 7.99 
Extend deeming perlod to citizenship 

EITC: Denial to non-resident aliens 

6.80 4.67 23.95 16.29 

Info reporting for 000 personnel 

Gambling 
Increase withholding on gambling winnings 

0.32 0.32 0.90 0.90 

>$50,000 to 36% 
Withholding rate 0128% on keno, Ilots, 

0.52 0.52 O.Sl O.Sl 

and bingo winners> $7,500 
Require Information reporting on 

winnings of $10,000+ from gambling 

0.25 0.25 0.31 0.31 

regardless of odds (except State lotteries) 
5% excise tax on net receipts of gambling 

0.22 0.22 0.64 0.64 

establishments (except State lotteries) 

Other: 
Phase down dependent care tax credit 10% lor 

3.95 3.95 9.14 9.14 

AGI over $70,000 0.78 0.78 1.67 1.67 

OPTION 1 (5 Yr Deeming. No 130,," Income Test) 11.47 10.58 30.52 27.53 

OPTION 2 (7 Yr Deeming. l/3rd 130% Income Test) 16.84 13.61 46.19 36.44 

OPTION 3 (Deem to Citizenship, 1/2 130% Test) 19.03 15.32 54.96 42.99 

OPTION 4 (Deem to Citizenship. Fu1l130,," Test) 22.52 17.24 64.55 46.20 



• 




'i 

"". 
\' .\ 

,~\,. , 
i::;.:' 

,',:,~ 

'.: 

.' 

;.' 

,.~ 

., , 

..; 
<, 

• 




PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

A NEW VISION, ......... .. . . • . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... I 


PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY AND PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY .•• 9 

PREVENTION AND REDUCING TEEN PREGNANCY ••.•.•.••....•...••• l! 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT .... '..•.••••.••...........•..... , 14 


i 

MAKING WORK PAYICHILD CARE ....•.••••.•••.•.•••........••.•..•.. 22 


IMPORTANCE OF EITe, HEALTH CARE REFORM AND CHILD CARE •.•...•. 22 
, 
TRANSmONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK ••......••..••••••...... 26 


FULL PARTICIPATION ••••••. , ... , ... , ..•••••...............••• 29 

TRAINING, EDUCATION, AND PLACEMENT· THE JOBS PROGRAM .•.•..... 30 

TIMEUMITS ..... , ..................... , ............... , ... 35 

WORK .... , ...•.•.•...........•........................•.. 37 


REINVENTING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE ......•..•..•... '...........••.. 42 

COORDINATION, SIMPLIFICATION AND IMPROVED INCENTIVES IN INCOME 

SUPPORT PROGRAMS •••.•••.........•••••••.•.•.....•...••... 42 

PERFORMANCE BASED SYSTEM ••.•.•.••••.•.•.•.... , .•. , •...•... 47 

ACCOUNTABILITY, EFFICIENCY AND REDUCING FRAUD ............••.. 48 


CONCLUSION .................................................... 50 


GLOSSARY. 'I' .............................. ,., ., ... ,., ., ... ,... , 51 


BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE AFOC PROGRAM •••....••..••.•••.•.. 53 




March 21. 1994 
, 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

A NEW VISION 

Our current system seems at oo.ds with the core values Americans share: work, family, opportunity, 
responsibility. While we believe that work is central to the strength, independence and pride of 
American families. the present reality is that people who go to WQrk: are often worse off than those on 
welfare, Instead of giving people access to needed education, training and employment, the welfare 
system is driven by numbingly complex eligibility rules, and staff resources are spent overwhelmingly 
on eligibility dctennination, benefit ca1cuJation and writing checks. The culture of welfare offices 
seems to create an expectation of dependence rather than jndependenee. Noncustodial parents often 
provide little or no economic or social support to the chUdren they parented. and single-parent 
families sometimes get welfare beneftts and other services that are unavailable to equally poor two~ 
parent families. jOne wonders what m~ages this system sends to our children about the value of 
hard work and the importaneo of personal and family responsibility, 

I 
This welfare reform plan is designed to give people back the dignity and control that OOmes from 
work and indepeltdence. It is about reinforcing the values of work, family. opportunity and 
responsibility. The current system pays cash when people lack adequate means to provide for their 
families. We propose a new vision aimed at helping people regain the means of supporting 
themselves and at holding people respomible for themseIves and their families. The proposal 
emphasizes that work is valued by making work pay. It signal. that people should not have children 
until they are ready to support them. It stresses that parents-both parellts-have respollJllbilities to 
support their cliildren. It gives people access to the skiUs they need~ but also expects work in return. 
It limits cash assistance to two years and then requires work. preferably in the private sector. but in 
community serviee jobs if necessary. Most important, it requires changing the culture of welfare 
offices. getting them out of the business of writing checks and into the business of finding people jobs 
and giving them the skills and support to keep those jobs. 

Ultimately. this plan requires changing almost everything about the way in which we provide support 
to struggling families. To achieve this vision, the plan has four main clements. 

MAJOR ELEMENTS 

Parenlal Responsibility , 

If we are going to end long-term welfare dependency. we must do everything we can to prevent 
people from going onto welfare in the first place. Families and communities need to work: together to 
ensure that real opportunities are available for young people, and they must teach young peOple that 
men and womenl who parent children have responsibilities and should not become parents until they 
are ahle to nurture and support their children. We also need to make it clear that both parents have 
respollJlibilities to support their children, Our proposal call. for: 

I 



Prevention· 

A national campaign against teen pregnancy I which sets clear goals of opportunity and 
responsibility for youth. and draws on all segments of society and government. 

R£sponsiblllJles ofsc/oQ()/«Jge families receiving assistance. Teen parents will be required to 
finisb school. 

Learning from prevention approaches that promote responsibility. 

Responsible family planDlng. Expanded resources and support fot family planning. 

Requiring minor mothers to live allwme, with their parents or a responsible adult-not receive 
• separate check for setting up a separate household. 

State option to limit additional benejlts for addiMnal children concdved by porelllS on 
weifare. 

SuooQrting twQ*narent families. 
I 

End rules which discriminate against nwrparent/amilles. The l()(}-hour rule and quartersooQf. 
work rule wbich appJy only to two-parent famiJies would be repealed, 

I 
ChUd suPPOrt enfureement$ 

Urdversdl patemlty esrablishmelll. preferably in the hospital. Strict penalties for women 
seekiog AFDC who do not cooperate in identifying and finding the father. Serious financial 
incentives to States that do not establish paternity once the mother has cooperated.

i 
Central child support registries in every SroJe~ to track: payments and take prompt action when 
money isn't paid. 

A national reg/my ofchild support awards and a national registry ofnew lUre: based on W-4 
reporting so that delinquent noncustodial parents can be tracked quickly and easiiy across 
SUIte lines. 

ReguJur Updl11lng of(1W(Jrds. 

New measures to penalize those who "jus< to pay-from license suspension to IRS 
enforcement. 

A new program ofrequired '""'* and trainingfor men who owe chIJd sapport and fail to pay. 

DelfWnstraiions ofporenllng and access programs and chIJd ,apport assurance. 
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Support (or Working Famllies 

One of the greatest perversities of the current system is that people on welfare often have higher 
incomes, better health protection. and greater access to child tare than working poor families, This 
plan is designed to help famines support themselves by gOing to work-not staying on welfare. Tbe 
key elements are:! 

, 
, 

Earned Income Tax Credit <EITC1. The expanded EITC makes it possible for low-wage workers to 
support their families above poverty. Efforts will be made to help families receive the EITC on a 
regular basis. ~ 

lkilth care reforln. Too many people go on welfare and stay there because they cannot find work 
Ihat provides health .coverage for their families. An essential pan of moving people from welfare to 
work is ensuring that working persons get health protection, 

Child Care for the working poor. In addition to ensuring child care fQr participants in the transitional 
assistance program and for those who transition off weifaret child care subsidies win be made 
available to low-income working families who bave never been on welfare but for wbom assistance is 
essentiaJ to enable them to remain in the workforce and off welfare. 

Replacing Welrare with Transitional Assistance and Work 

We do not need a welfare program built around writing welfare checks-we need a program built 
around helping people get paychecks. We need to transform the culture of the welfare bureaucracy to 
convey the message that everyone is ~pected to move toward work and independence. We envision 
a system whereby people would be asked to start on a track toward work: and independen« 

~ 	

immediately, with Umited exemptions and extensions. Each adult would sign a personal responsibility 
contract that spells out their obligations, as weU as what the government will do in return. Our 
proposal calls for: 

fun particiPation. Every able4>odied individual who receives cash support is expected to do 
something to help themselves and their community. The requirement applies to those who are 
preparing themselves for work and to those who are currently not ready to work:. Those.who are 
unable to work due to disability or other reasons will be expected to 00 something for themselves or 
their community but will not be subject to time Hmits until they are ready to engage in training, 
education, job search or job placement. 

A refimned lOBS nrol!l'J!!ll, The focus of the welfare system must be changed from a system focused 
on writing checks and verifying circumstance to one geared toward helping people move rapidly to 
work:. The Family Support Act offered the first clear vision for converting welfare into a transitional 
system, But thelvision was not realized, in part due to insufficient resources. A reformed JOBS 
program W{)uld include:, 

Per$Qna! Responsihlllty Conlract. In order to receive asSistance, poople will have to sign • 
personaJ responsibility contract that spells out their responsibiUdes. and opportunities, and 
develop an employability plan to mOve them into work: as quickJy as possible. 
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Job Seaich First. Most recipients will go through supervised job search as the first step of 
their emPloyability plan. Anyone taking part In the JOBS program will be required to take a 
private sector job If offered., 
A ciearlocUlI on employment. Too many programs seem to worry little about whether poople 
actually get jobs and keep them. The plan will attempt to build bridges between the welfare 
office and the private sector. ,,
IntegratlOn. with mainstream education and trabting programs. We should not have a separate 
system for welfare recipients; it ought to be integrated with new and existing programs in the 
community.

I 
Etnphasis on worker support once a person is placed In ajcb, The most effective pCQgrams 
do more 'than try to find ",meone a job, they offer help so that perSQn can keep the job. 

, 
Time limits. Individuals who are able to work: will be limited to two years of cash assistance, Most 
peopJe will be expected to enter employment well before the two years are up. Mothers with infants, 
people with disabilities that limit .work, and those who care for a disabled child will be placed in a 
JOBS-Prep program, and not be immediately subject to the time limit. Extensions would be grsoted 
in a limited number of cases such as those who need to complete high school, or people who need 
more time because of language barrters. 

I 
A WORK PfQw/m. Those people who are still unable to lind work at the oed of two years will be 
required to work' in a private sector. community service or public sector job. Instead of welfare, 
States would be ~xpected to provide jobs for those who have exhausted their time Bmit and cannot 
find unsubsidi1:ed private sector work:. Key elements of the WORK program include: 

Work. not worlifare. States would be expected to pJace persons in subsidized jobs which pay 
• paycheck. Recipients would have the dignity and respol1lllbility that comes from a real job. 

Flexible, communilJ"based program. States would be able to use money which would have 
been spent on welfare and an additional amount for administration to place people instead in 
subsidiz~ private jobs. with local community organizations. or in public service employment, 
The program will have clos.links to the local community. 

Strong private sector emphasis. The strong empbaais will be on placing people in subsidized 
private sector placements that wiIllead to unsubsidited work. 

Noo..t1ispladngjobs. These jobs will be designed to aYQid displacing existing workers. 

Keeping Slays In the WORK program sluJr!. To discourage long·term stays In the WORK 
program, the plan includes limits on the duration of anyone placement, frequent job search 
requirements, 00 BITC for those in subsidized work: slots, and a comprehensive reassessment 
for people after tw() placements. 

Special ndesfor places wUh high unemployment. Places with very blgh unemployment may 
b. granted special exemptions and given added financial suppon. 
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i 
Dollar cQps on rhe JOBS and WORK programs. To control costs, these programs will be 
capped ~Itlements. with Ii,ed dollar amounts designed to meet the projected caseload, 

Rdnventing Goverrunent Assistance 
, 
• 

A major problem with the current welfare system is its enonnous complexity and inefficiency. It 
consists of multiple programs with different rules and requirements that are poorly coordinated and 
oonfuse and frustrate recipients and caseworkers alike, Waste, fraud and abuse can more easily arise 
in such an envir~nment. 

The rw work of encouraging work and responsibility will happen at the State and 10000Ievel" The 
Federal government must be clearer about stating broad goafs and give more flexibility over 
implementation to States and 10wl,les, Our proposal wi, for: , 
Coordination. simplification and imoroycd incentives in income supoort nrograms. The administra~ 
live and regulatory program structures of AFDC and food stamps will b. ,"designed to simplify and 
coordinate rules and to enoourage work, family formation and asset accumulation. Changes include: 

I 
A/low familieS to own • reliable automobile, Current rules prevent IIIose on AFDC from 
owning a car willi an equity value of more than $I,SOO, That will be changed to $4,SOO fur 
both AFDC and Food Stamps. 

Allow SI4tes to reward work. Current law requites Stales to reduce benefits by $1 for each 
$1 earned, The proposal would give States the flexibility to reward work. 

Allowfamilies to accumwaJt savings. The proposal would allow families to set up Individual 
Development Accounts which C()uld,be used for specific purposes without losing eligibility. 

A petiormancC:based system. In addition to incentives for clients. incentives will be designed to 
bring about change in the culture of welfare offices with an emphasis on work and performance. 

Accountability, efflciene,y and reducim: fraud, The plan calls for significant expansions in the use of 
technology and tracking systems to ensure accountability. efficiency and fraud reduction.. Among the 
advancements would be: 

A fUltlonwide public ass/stallce clearlngiwuse, which tracks poopJe whenever and wherever 
they use welfare. Such a system is essential for keeping the clock in a time-limited welfare 
system. Persons win not be able to escape their responsibilities by moving or by trying to 
conect benefits in two jurisdictions simultaneously. 

Stille tracking systems which follow people In the JOBS and WORK programs, Th..e s)'lItems 
will ensure that people are getting access to what they deserve and that they are being held 
accountable if they are failing to meet their obligutions. Each State will be ..pected to 
develop a tracking system which indicat:es whether people are receiving and participating in 
the training and placement services they are expected to. 
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· 
The Impact of R.f<>mlS 

Making all these changes overnight would severely strain the ability of Federal and State governments 
to implement the new system. We recommend phasing in the pJan by starting with young peopJct 10 
send a clear message that we are ending welfare for the next generation. The attached tables are 
based on starting wjth the youngest third of the projected caseload-persons born after 1971, woo will 
be age 25 and under in 1996 when the new system is implemented. 

Starting with that cohort of people, the system will be transformed. Anyone born after 1911 wbe i, 
on welfare today, and anyone born after 1971 who enters it subsequently. will face new opportunities 
and responsibilities. By the year 2004, this group will represent over 6() percent of Ibe projected 
casel.oad. as older cohorts leave and new persons born after 1971 enter. States wanting to move 
faster would have the option of doing so. 

Table 1 indicates the number of persons in various pans of the progtarn by year, assuming this 
phase-in. Note that because the States will need up to two years to pass legislation and implement 
their systems, the program would not begin fully until ~ate 1996. Thus. FY 1991 is the fIrSl full year 
of impJementation. The initial JOBS program starts up rapidly and grows somewhat over rime as 
more and more people are phased in. The WORK program grows over time starting with roughly 
110,000 jobs in the first year when people begin to bit the limit (FY 1999), rising to roughly 540,000 
by FY 2004. 

6 




TABLE 1 


PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER A HYPOTHETICAL PROPOSAL, 
ASSUMING IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1971 

FY 1997 FY 1999 FY 2004 

Projected Adult Cases With Parent 
Born After 1971 Without Rerorm 

1.43 million 1.93 million 3.34 million 

Off welfare with Reform 
(Health reform after 1999, EITC, 
Child Care, JOBS, WORK, etc.) 

.04 million .08 million .81 million 

Program Participants 1.39 million 1.SS million 2.53 million 
. 

Working While on Welfare .12 million .17 million .21 million 

JOBS Participants .74 million .89 million .92 million 

WORK Participants .00 million .17 million .54 million . 
JOBS-Prep-disability/age limits work .24 million .31 million .44 million 

JOBS-Prep-severely disabled child .06 million .06 million .08 million 

JOBS-Prep-carmg for child under one .24 million .25 million .35 million 
, 

Notes: 

Numbers assume modest behavioral effects that increase over time. These behavioral effects include 
employment and training impacts similar to San Diego's SWIM program and a modest increase in the 
percent of r~ipients who leave welfare for work when they hit the time limit. Figures for 2004 are 
subject to considerable error, since it is difficult to make caseload projections or to detennine the 
impact of WORK requirements on behavior. Figures for FY 2004 also assume behavioral effects 
from the full implementation of health refonn. 

The hypothetical proposal assumes the policy will be implemented in all States by Federal law by 
October 1996. I~ addition, the estimates assume that for 20 percent of the caseload, States will 
implement the policy by October 1995. This follows the pattern of State implementation under the 
Family Support Act. 
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Tabte 2 shows the impact of these changes for the phased-in caseload over the next 10 years? 
compared with what we project would be the case10ad without welfare reform and health reform, 

Under the plan, we wiH go from a situation where three-quarters of the persons are collecting welfare 
and doing nothing in retum-neither working nor in training-to a situation where thr~uarters are 
either off welfare. working with a subsidy, or in time--limited training. Only those unable to Wfirk are· 
outside the time limits, and even these persons will have- greater expectations and opportunities under 
the proposed system. In addition, we expect the refonn proposal to significantly increase paternity 
establishment rates. to increase child support payments and to lower child poverty. 

i 

TABLE 2 

, 


,Pr.jeered Welrare and W.rk Stalus f.r P.....ns Born after 1971 
Who W.uld Have Been .n Welfare Without Reforms 

, 
, 

FY 2004 ­ Without Reforms FY 2004 - With Health and 
Welfare Reforms 

Working with Subsidy; In 
Mandatory Education, Training 
or Placement; or Off Welfare 
with Reforms 

23% 74% 

Not Working; nJ)r In manda­
tory Education. Training or 
Placement 

n" 26% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 
, 

Transforming the sooial welfare system to one fooused QO work and responsibility will not be easy. 
There will be setbacks. We must guard against .nrealistl< expectatlons. A welfare system wbich 
evolved over 50 years will oot be transformed overnight. W. must admit that we do not bave all the 
answers. But we must not be deterred from making the bold and. decisive actions needed to create a 
system that reinforces basic values. 
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PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY 

AND PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSmILITY 


Poverty. especially Jong-tetm pOverty. and welfare dependency are often associated with growing up 
in a one-parent family. Although most single parents do a heroic job of raising their children, the 
fact remains that welfare dependency could be significantly redueed if more young people delayed 
childbearing until both parents were ready to assume the r~ponsibility of raising ehHdren. Cases 
headed by unwed mothers acoounted for about four-fifths of the growth of L I million in the welfare 
rotls over the past ten years, from 3.86 minion famiHe8 in 1983 to 4,97 million families in 1993. 
Beginning in 1990~ the rate of children on AFDe born to never-married mothers accelerated 
dramatically. ~ 

Teenage pregnancy is a particularly troubling aspect of this problem, Teenage birth rates have been 
rising since 1986 because the trend toward earJier sexual activity bas resulted in more pregnancies. 
According to the Annie E. Casey Foundation. almost SO percent of the children of teenagers who had 
that child hefore they graduated from high school and married live in poverty. In contrast. less than 
8 percent of the children of young people who deferrad childbearing until they graduated from high 
school, were twenty years old. and married are living in poverty, Teenage childbearing often leads to 
school drop-out, which results in the failure to acquire the education and skills that are needed for 
success in the labor market. The majority of these teenagers end up on welfare. and according to the 
Center fur Population Options the cost to taxpayers is about $34 billion to assist such families begun 
by a teenager. 

Both parents bear:responsibility for providing emotional and moral guidance~ as wen as economic 
support to their children. Teenagers who bring children into the world are not yet equipped to 
discharge this fundamenta! Obligation. If we wish to reform welfare and put children first, we must 
find effective ways of discouraging pregnancy by young people who cannot provide this essential 
support. We must send a clear and unambiguous signal-one should not become a parent until you 
are able to provide for and nurture the child. 

For those who do,become parents, we must send an equally clear message that there will be 
responsibility. even if they do not live with the child. In spit. of the concerted efforts of Federal. 
State and local governments to ~tablish and enforce child support orders, the current system fails to 
ensure that children receive adequate support from both parents. Recent analysis by the Urban 
In."itute suggest that the potential for child support colleotions exceeds $47 bUIi()ll per year. Yet only 
$20 billion in awards. are currently in place, and only $13 bi1Iion is actually paid. Thus, we have a 
potential collection gap of over $34 billion, 

The system sends unmistakable signals: all too often noncustodial parents are not held responsible for 
the children they bring into the world. Less than half of ali custodial parents receive any child 
support. and only about one third of single mothers (mothers who are divorced:, separated. or never 
married as opposed to remarried) receive any child support, Among never~married roothers. only 15 
percent receive any support. The average amount paid is just over $2,000 for those due support. 
Further, paternity is currently being established in only one third of cases where a child is born out of 
wedlo<:k. ' 
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The child support problem is principally _old. First, for many children bom out of wedloclc, • 
child support order is never established. Roughly 57 _I of Ibe potential collection gap of $34 
billion can be traced to cases wbere no award ls in place. This is largely due to the failure to 
estabHsh paternity for children born out of wedlock. Second, when awards are estabJished. they are 
often too low. are not adjusted for inflation, and are not sufficiently correlated to the earnings of the 
noncustodial parent. Fully 22 percent of the potential gap can be traced to awards that were either set 
very low initially or never adjusted as incomes changed. Third~ of awards that are established. the 
full amount of child support is not paid in half the cases. Thus the temaining 21 percent of the 
potential collection gap is due to failure to collect full awards in place. 

For children to achieve real economic security and to avoid the need for welfare, they ultimately need 
support from both parents. Under the present system, the needs. COncerns and responsibilities of 
noncustodial parents are often ignored. The system needs to focus more attention on this population 
and send the message that "farhers matter". We ought to encourage noncustodial parents to remain 
involved in their children's lives-not drive them further away. The well~being of children who live 
only with one parent would be enbanced if emotional and financial support were provided by 00tb of 
their parents. I " 

The etbic of ~ responsibility is fundamen!Jl!. No oDe should bring a child into the world until 
he or she is prepared to support and nurture that cbUd. We need to implement approaches that both 
require parental responsibility and help individuals to exercise it. To this end. we propose a mu(ti~ 
part strategy. We propose a number of changes to tbe welfare and cllHd support enforcement systems 
to promote tw()..parent families and w encourage parental responsibility. Next, we seek: to send a 
clear message of responsibility and opportunities and to engage other public and private sector leaders 
and institutions in this efron:. We need to encourage responsible family planning. Government has a 
role to play, but the massive changes in family life that have GeCUrred over the past: few decades 
cannot be dealt with by government alone. We must not only emphasize responsibility; we must 
break: the cycle of poverty and provide a more hopeful future to our communities. 

PROPOSAL 

We need a welfar~ reform strategy that goes. beyond trying to move those already on welfare into 
employment or some work preparation activity. The best way to end welfare dependency is to 
eliminate the need for welfare in the first place. Our proposal to promote parental responsibility and 
prevent adolescent pregnancy has two major components: 

Pr.....tion and Red"';ng T .... Pregnancy, 
• National mobilization for youth opportunity and responsibility 

• Rksponsibilities of school-age parents receiving cash assistance 

• 	 Encouragements for responsible family 

planning 


• Learning from prevention approaches that promote responsibility 
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Child SUpport Enror<erlU1llt 
I 

• 	 Establish awards in every case, 
• 	 Ensure fair award levds , 

I 

• 	 Collect awards that are owed 

• 	 Child support enforcement and assurance 

demonstrations 


• 	 Enhanced responsibility and opportunity for 

noncustodial parents 


PREVENTION AND REDUCING TEEN PREGNANCY 

National MobiU..tlon ror Youth Opportunity and R ..ponsibiUty 

It is critical that we help all youth understand the rewards of staying in school, playing by the rules, 
and deferring childbearing until they are married, able to support themselves and nurture their 
offspring. The President will lead • National Mobilization for Youth Opportunity and Responsibility 
utilizing broad-based private support. This will bring together the broader themes. of economic 
opportunity and personal responsibility I<> every family in every community. It will include a 
persuasive media campaign as well as a series of dramatic Presidential events. 

Establish Indiyidual and National Goals. Establish a not-for-profit. non-partisan entity-the 
Partnership for Yo.1ll Opportunity and Responsibility-to establish national goals and tQ assume 
responsibility for a national, State, and loc.aJ mobilization in the media, schools. churches, 
communities, and homes. The goals established would focus on m .....rable ..pects of the broader 
opportunity and responsibility message for teen pregnancy prevention, such as graduate from high 
sehool; defer pregnancy until finished with high schoolt married~ and working; go ro coUege or work; 
and accept responsibility for the support of your children. 

Funds to support sueb a group would be raised privately. Its membership would be broad-based. 
including youth; ejected officials at all Jeve1s of government; and members of the religious, sports and 
entertainment communities. In addition, a Federal interagency group would ensure that responsive 
information such as model programs is provided and serve as a focal point for coordinating the range 
of federal programs across program and departmental lines. 

Challenge Grants to Middle and Him Scbools in High Poverty Nei¢'IIDriJoods. Provide challenge 
grants to epproxlmately 1000 middle and high schools located in hi¢' poverty areas I<> develop a 
national network of sch:ooJ~nnked. COtnmunity--based teen resource and responsibility centers and 
establish "Be tho BEST (Building Essential Skills for Tomorrow) You Can Be Partnerships for 
Disadvantaged yOuth." First, the cen.tets would focus on teen pregnancy prevention by funding 
family planning, including abstinence education j and other activities to develop mutual respect of 
peers of the opposite sex and parenting skills. 
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Seoond, 'Be the BEST (BuUdil\g Essential Skill, for Tomorrow) You Can Be Partnerships for 
Disadvantaged Youth" W{)uId provide federal "'glue" money to form long-term, institutional partner­
ohips between these targeted schools and broad-based consortia of employers, community-based 
organi.zations~ churches, colleges and universities. ]t would to encourage the development of targeted 
schools as broader oonununity centers; establish tong-tenn mentoring, tutoring, coaChing and other 
youth-adult relationships; provide education, training and support to youth to take responsibility for 
their own lives; and provide information about educational, training, entrepreneurial and work 
opportunities. 

These challenge !:rants can be used to leverage meaningful partnerships for targeted schools and 
community consOrtia across the country, In all of these targeted efforts, older teens and young adults 
who are succeeding in school, on the job or in business can be major participantS and important role 
models for their younger peers. 

I 
llesponsibilities of Sdlool-Age Parents R ....ving Cash Assistance 

Minor mothers, those under age IS, have special needs and deserve special oonsidetation. They are a 
relatively small part of the caseload at any point in time. but a disproportionate contributor to long­
term dependency: We have four proposals that affect minor and scl!ool-age paremsl 

Minor mothers live at home. We propose requiring that minor parents live in a household with a 
responsible adult; preferably a parent (with certain exceptions, suclt as when the minor parent is 
married or if there is a danger of abuse to the minor parent). Current AFDC rules pennit minor 
mothers to be "adult caretakers" of their own children. We believe that having a child does not 
change the fact that minor mothers need nurturing and supervision themselves. and they would be 
oonsidered children-not as heads ofhousebo1d. Under current law, States do have the option of 
requiring minor fnothers to reside in their parents' bousehold (with certain exceptions), but only five 
have included this in their State plans. This proposal would make that option a requirement for all 
States, I 

I 
MllIltlld•• lll oldor wolfare 1lKllhers. We propose to aliow States to utilize older welfare mothers to 
mentor at«fisk: school~age parents as part of their community service assignment. This model could 
be especially effective in reaching younger recipients because of the credibility, relevance and 
personal experi~ce of Qlder welfare recipients who were once teen nt()iliers themselves. Training 
and support would be offered to the most promising candidates for mentodng. 

, 
Targeting school,;,age Parents. We would ensure that e.very 8chool~age parent or pregnant teenager 
who is on or applies for welfare enrolls in the JOBS program, C()ntinues their education, and is put on 
a track to ,elf-sufficiency, Every school-age parent (male or female, case bead or not) would be 
required to participate in JOBS from the moment the prl\gDanOY or psteredly is established, All JOBS 
rules pertaining to personal responsibility contracts, employability plans, and participation would 
apply to teen par~ts. We propose to requite case management and special services, including family 
planning counseling, for these teens. 

I 
State OPtions for behavioral incentives. We propose to give States the option to use monetary 
incentives combined with sanctions as inducements to remain in school or OED class. 'They may also 
use incentives and sanctions to encourage participation in appropriate parenting activities. 
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li'neouragements for Responslbl< Family Planning 

Responsible parenting requires access to information and services designed to discourage early sexual 
behavior and prevent pregnancy. We propose the foHQwing: 

Increased funding fur family waoniuz servWes through TItle X. Responsible family planning requires 
that family planning services be available for those who need them. A request for increased funding 
for Title X was h~cluded in the FY 1995 budget submission. 

Family CaDS. We would give States the Option to limit benefit increases when additional children are 
conceived by parents already on AFDC. if the State ensures that parents have access to family 
planning services,' Non~welfare working families do not receive a pay raise when they have an 
additional child, even though the tax deduction and the EITC may increase. However. families on 
welfare receive additional support because theit AFDC benefits increase automatically to include the 
needs of an additional child. 

Some States have requested waivers to implement this policy, arguing that they would reinforce 
parenllll responsibility by keeping AFDC (but not food .tamps) benefits consUUll when a child is 
conceived wbile the parent is on welfare. The message of responsibility would be further 
strengthened by permitting the family to earn more or receive more in child support without penalty 
as a substitute fur'the automatic AFDe benefit increase under current law, Others argue that there is 
no evidene<> that they deter births, and that they deny henefits to neroy children. The value of the 
benefit increase could be viewed as similar to the value of the tax deductions and EITe increase for a 
working family that has an additional child. (The tax deduction and EITe increase for the second 
child is worth $1,241 at the $20,000 income level; the talt dOOuctron is worth $686 at $60,000. 
AFDC benefits increase $684 per y= for the secOnd child in the median State; including food sumps 
increases benefit' by $1,584.) 

Lenrnlng from p).."ention Appronch .. that Promote R",ponslbillty 

Changing the welfare system by itself is insufficient as a prevention strategy. For the most part, the 
disturbing social trends that lead to welfare dependency are not caused by the welfare system but 
reflect a larger shift in societal mores and values. Teen pregnancy appears to be part of a more 
general pattern of bigh..,.Lsk behavior among youth. 

The Administration is developing several initiatives that aim to improve the opportunities available to 
young people and 'to provide alternatives to high-risk behavior. The Scbool-to-Work initiative, for 
example,. would provide opportunities for young people to combine scllool with work experience and 
on-the--job training. as a way of easing the transition into the workplace. The Administration's crime 
bill focuses additional resources on crime prevention, especially on youth in disadvantaged neighbor- ' 
hoods. Initiatives like these are aimed at raising aspirations among young people who might 
otherwise become ,parents too early. 

, 
In addition. we ought to direct some attention specifically to preventing teen pregnancy. The basIc 
issue in designing a prevention approach is to balance the magnitude of the problem with the paucity 
of proven approaches for dealing with it. W. need a 'trategic approacll that develops and funds some 
substantial demonstration programs, and evaluates them for their potential to be more broadly 
effectIve. 
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RemollSlIatiQns. ,Early childbearing and other problem behaviors are interrelated and strongly 
influenced by the general Ufe--experience associatoo with (K)verty. A change in the circumstances in 
which people live, and consequently bow they view themselves. is needed to affect the decisions 
young people make in regard to their lives, To maximize effectiveness, interventions should address 
a wide spectrum of areas including. among others, """nomic opportunity. s.fety, health and 
education. Particular emphasis must be placed on the prevention of adolescent pregnancy, through 
measures which include sex education. abstinence education. life skiUs education and contraceptive 
services. Comprehensive community based interventions in this area show great promise, especially 
those efforts that include education. 

We propose comprehensive demonstration grants that would try different approaches to changing the 
environment in which youth live and carefully evaluate their effects, These grants would be of 
sufficient size or -critical mass" to significantly improve the day-to-day experiences, decisions and 
behaviors of youth. They would seek to change neighborhood, as well as direetly support youth and 
families and would particularly focus un adolescent pregnancy prevention, While models exist for 
this type of comprehensive effort, few have been rigurously evaluated. We propose a systematic 
strategy to learn from variations in different types of approaches, AU demonstrations would include a 
strong evaluation,component. 

Rationale 

We believe that very clear and consistent messages about parenthood~ and the ensuing responsibilities 
which will be enforced, hold the best chance of enwuraging young poople to think about the 
consequences of their actions and defer parenthood. A boy who sees his brother requited to pay 17 
percent of his income in child support for 18 years may think twice about becoming a father. A girl 
who knows diat young motherhood will not relieve her of obligations to Jive at home and go to school 
may prefer other choices. , 
The current welfare system sends very different messag... often letting fathe... off the hook and 
expecting littJe from mothers. We hope and expect that a refomied system thal strongly reinforces 
the responsibiliti .. of both parents will belp prevent too-early parenthood and assist parents with 
becoming self-sufficient. 

Alaag with responsibility, though, we must support opportunity. Telling young people to be 
responsible will not be effective unless we also provide them the means to exercise responsibility and 
the hope that playing by the rules will lead to • better life. Both our child support proposals and our 
transitional assistance proposals are designed to offer opportunity to work and prepare for work, and 
are built on the experience of effective programs. However. the knowledge base for developing 
effective programs that prevent too-early parenthood is much tess solid. Our strategy. therefore~ 
emphasizes trying many approaches and learning about which are most effective. 

CHILD SUPl'QRT IlNFORCEMENT 

Establish Awards In Every Cose , 
, 

UDiY~Il.J ApprQach. OUtreach efforts would be conducted at the State and Federalleveis to promote 
the importance of paternity ..tablishment both as a parental responsibility and as a right of the child 
to know both par~ts. States would be offered new performance based incentives for aU paternities 
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I 
established, wbcdJer or not the mother is currendy on wellilre. Voluntary acknowledgement 
procedures would be expanded and simplified. 

I 
Clear ResPQnsjbilitx. The responsibility to establish paternity for out-of-wedJock births would be 
clearly defined. iMothers will be required to cooperate in establishing paternity prior to receipt of 
welfare. A new stricter cooperation requirement will require the mother to provide both the name of 
the father and information sufficient to verify the identity of the person named. Good cause 
exceptions would be granted under oniy very limited circumstances. In turn. the States will have a 
clear responsibility to establish paternity when the mother has fully cooperated. We propose that the 
States be beld fully responsible for the cost of benefits paid to mothers wbo bave cooperated fully but 
for whom paternity bas not been established within a strictly defined time frame, 

Streamline the Paternity Establishment Process, The legal process for establishing paternity in 
contested paternity cases will be streamlined '0 that States can establish paternities lIlllre quickly and 
efr.eieDdy. 

Rationale 

Paternity establishment is the ftrst crucial step toward securing an emotional and financial oo-nnect:ion 
between the father and the: child. Recognizing the critical importance of establishing paternity for 
every child. the Administration has already launched a major initiative in this direction by the passage 
of in-bospital paternity establishment programs as part of OBRA 1993. Research suggests that the 
number of paternities established can incre.ase dramatically if the process begins at birth or shortly 
thereafter. ,' 

I 
The proposal includes two important steps to further this effort. One is to reward States for paternity 
establishment in all cases, regardless of welfare status, through performance based incentives. In 
order to do so, we will implement a paternity measnfe that is based on the number of patemities 
estabHshed for aU cases where children are born tQ an unmarried mother. Second j outreach and 
public education 'programs aimed at voluntary paternity establishment will be greatly expanded in 
.order to begin changing the attitude of young fathers and mothers. Parenting a child must be seen as 
an importlllJt responsibility that bas real consequences. For young fathern. this means that parenting a 
child will have real financial consequences for the support of that child. 

There are many different points of view about why paternity establishment rates are low. Agencies 
sometimes point to mothers and say they are not cooperating. Mothers point to agencies and claim 
they often want to get paternity established but the system thwarts their efforts. 

We have enQugb1information to know that cooperation is not the bjUest: reason that paternity 
e,"tablishment rates are so low. Some States ate able to do very well in establishing paternity. while 
other States with similar caseloads are doing very poorly. Several paternity establislunent proj_ 
have showed a remarkably high percentage of cases where the name and other identifying information 
is provided by the mothers. But, while cooperation may not be the biggest problem, we do know that 
cooperation is a problem in some cases, 

One of the reasons that cooperation can be a problem is that "cooperation" can be hard to define. If 
the mother says that she doesn', I<oow who the tather is or '[ think the tather is John Doe. I think be 
tru}ved to Chicago". it is difficult to assess whelher Or not she is telling the truth. 
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The responsibility for paternity establishment sbould be made clearer fur both the parents and the 
agencies. In order to do so. we intend to hold mothers to a stricter standard of cooperation which 
requires that the mother provide a name and other verifiable information that could be used to locate 
the father, The process for determining cooperation will also be changed. "Cooperation" will be 
determined by the child support worker, rather than the welfare caseworker, througb an expedited 
process that makes a determination of cooperation before an applicant is. rulowed to receive welfare 
benefits. I 
In turn. we woo ~xpect more of State child support enforcement offices. If the mothers provide 
verifiable information about the father, it is reasonable to requite State agencies to establish paternity 
within strict timeJines. If the State does not. it wilt face a loss of federal money for funding benefits 
paid. 

Finally. if we are going to expect States to establish paternity in more cases, they need to: bave the 
necessary tools - in the form of streamlined legal pro<:esses - that are used by the most successful 
States. Scientific testing for paternity bas now become extremely accurate, yet the legal process in 
many States fails to take full advantage of this scientific advancement. We believe agencies ought to 
be able to order paternity tests and process routine cases without baving to resort to the courts at each 
step in the process. 

__ Fair Award Levels 

NatilJDal Guidelines Commission. A National Guidelines Commission will be established to study and 
report to Congress on the adequacy of award levels. the variability of award levels, and the desirabil­
ity of national gui.delines. 

, 

Undating of Awards. Universal. periodic updating of awards will be required so that all awards 
closely reflect the current ability of the noncustodial parent to pay support. Stares need to establish 
simplified administrative, as opposed to legal, procedures to update the awards. 

Child SYllJ)Qrt DiStribution. Rules governing the distribution child support payments will be changed 
so that they strengthen 
families and assist families making the transition from welfare 
to work. 

Rationale 

Much of the gap between what is currently paid in child support in this country and what amid 
potentially be collected can be traced to award, that were either set very low initially or are never 
adjusted as incomes change. AU States are required to have guideline; for setting: award JeveIs~ but 
they vary considerably. There is also disagreement about the adequacy nf the existing guideline 
award levels. This is an area that clearly needs mOre study. Under the proposal) a National 
Guidelines Commission will be established to make reconunendations to the Administration and 
COngr.... 

The main problem with the adequacy of awards, bowever, is not the level at which they are initially 
set bot ralber the failure to update award, as the circumstBnces of the parties change. The 
noncustodial parerit's income typically increases after the award is set, while inflation reduces the 
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value of awards. ; Updating wou1d typically increase awards over time. There are also advantages to 
updating for the noncustodial parent who Joses his job or experiences a legitimate drop in earnings. 
Their awards should also be adjusted so that they do not fuJ:e an accumulation of arrearage> that they 
cannot pay. This would lead to fewer enforcement problems because fewer people will be in arrears 
and it wUJ increase the fairness and integrity of the system. 

The Family Support Act of 1988 required that all AFDC child .upport orders be updated ""ery three 
years and other IV-D cases at the request of the parties. This was a start, but it did nOl fully deal 
with the. problem., First, many States find that updating awards is a strain because they are relying on 
a time consuming court-based system to deal with each case. The simple administrative process for 
adjusting awards included in the proposal would rectify this problem. Another problem with the law 
as is now exists is that modification of awards is not automatic, and thus some women fear 
intimidation, abuse, or unknown consequences of just "rocking-ilie41oat." Under the Administr­
ation's proposal, the burden for asking for an increase. if it is warranted. will be lifted from the 
mother and il would be done auwmatical1y. 

Finally> present distribution rules often make it difficult to leave welfare because arrears payments 
fltSt go to cover State oosts befure being available to tbe family. Cbanging the distribution aod 
payment cui"" '" that pro- aod post-AFDC arr-. will go to the family first if the family has left 
AFDC wHJ assist people in making a successful transition from welfare to work:. The other proposed 
change in this area will encourage family unification by allowing families who unite or reunite in 
marriage to have any child support arrearages owed to the State forgiven under certain circumstances. 

I 
Collect Awards that are Owed 

Central Registries~ A central registry and centralized collection and disbursement capability will be 
required in all States. States will be able to monitor support payments and take appropriate 
enforcement actions inunediately when support payments are missed. Certain routine enfoteement 
remedies will be imposed administratively at the State level, thus taking advantage of computers and 
automation to handle Ihese measures using mass case-processing techniques. A bigher Federal match 
rate will be provided to jmplement new technologies. Enhanced funding wiH also be used to 
encourage States to run fully centralized State programs. 

Interstate Bnforcom~nt. A Federal Cbild Support Enforcement Cleariagbous. wilt be establiabed to 
track parents across State lines and to impro\fe collections in interstate cases. The Clearinghouse will 
include a National Directory of New Hires so that wage withholding rould be instituted in appropriate 
cases from the first paycheck. The adoption of the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA) 
and other measures will be required to make procedures in interstate cases fOOre routine. [n addition. 
tbe IRS role in full collections and tax refund offsets will be strengthened. aod a= to IRS inoome , 
and asset information will be expanded.I 

I , 
I Tough Enforcement Tools. States will be provided with the enforcement tools they need to crack 
I down on those noncustodial parents who otherwise find ways to avoid payment of their support 
! obligations. StateS will have the authority to revok.e drivers and professiona1licenses for those who 
! refuse to pay the support tbey (JWe. States will be able 10 make frequent aad routine matches against 
•appropriate data bases to fled loeation. asset, aod inoome information on those who try to hide in 
: order to escape payment. The Federal funding aod incentive structure wili be chaaged in order to 
provide the necessary resources for States to run good programs, and performante-based incentives 
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witl be utilized to reward States for good performance. Incentive payments must be reinvested back 
into the child support program.,, 
RAtionale 

Central B~glstrie's, Enforcement of support is handled by State and local IV~D agencie:;. with 
tremendous Stale variation in terms of structure and organization. Cases are too often handled on a 
oomplaint.<friven' basis with the IV-D agency only taking enforcement action when the custodial parent 
pressures the agency to do so. Many enforcement steps require court intervention~ even when the 
case is a routine one, And even routine enforcement measures often require individual case 
processing rather than relying upon automation and mass case-processing. 

When payments Qf suppOrt by noncustodial parents. Ot their employers are made nQw. they go to a 
wide variety of agencies, institutioru; and individuals. As wage withholding becomes a requirement 
for a larger and larger segment of the noncustodial parent population. the need has grown for one 
central State location to collect and distribute payments in a timely manner. Also, the ability to 
maintain accurat~ records that can be centrally a~ is critical. Computers, automation and 
information technology. such as those used by business~ are rarely used to the extent necessary. 

States must move toward a child support system for the 21st century. With 13 million cases and a 
growing caseload. this win not occur by simply adding more caseworkers. Routine cases have to be 
handled in volume. The proposed central registry. centralized collection and disbursement system, 
increased use of administrative remedies. and overall increase in automation and mass ease processing 
are all necessary for the operation of a high performing and effective child support enforcement 
system. , 

I 
The State*based central registries of support orders and centralized collection and disbursement will 
enable States to make use of economies of scale and use modern technology. such as that used by 
business - bigh speed check processing equipment, automated mail and postal procedures and 
automated billing and statement proc<ssing. Centralized collection will vastly simplify withholding 
for employers .ince they M)Uld only have to sand payments to one source. As WlIge withholding 
becomes the norm for more and more cases. that concern is becoming more important and we want to 
ease the burden On businesses. 

States will be able to impos.e enforcement remedies in routine cases through the use of administrative 
remedies handled I on a mass case basis without baving to go to court to take simple enforcement 
measures. Fot instance, States will be able to impose and redirect wage withholding orders, garnish 
bank accounts, and intercept State benefits - such as unemployment compensation, workers 
compensation, and lottery winnings - quiek1y and easily. 

States will monitOr payments SO that the enforcement agency knows the minute that the support is not 
paid. State ngeneies will then take enroreement action immediately and automatically so that the 
custodial parent. Usually the mother, does not bear the burden of enforcing the obligation. She wUJ 
not have to be -the enforcer~" as in the present system wbere she often bas to push the child support 
office to get any action on her case at all. 
All cases will receive equal services regardless of welfare status. Currently, welfare and non~welfare 
cases are often handled differently with oft.n little help ror poor and middle class women outside the 
welfare system. The incentives built into the system also mean that non-welfare cases: often receive 
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i 
second-hand servi",,", The Administration's proposal will help to move people from welfare 10 work 
and to make work pay outside the welfare system by insuring that the non-welfare population is 
served eqnally well. StlItes will also he encouraged through financial incentives 10 eenttali%e their 
operations and rely less on county bas«! systems which oft.. add 10 the problem of fragmentation and 
mefficioocits. 

Interstate Enforcement. The fragmented system of State support enforcement bas caused tremendous 
problems in collecting support across State Jines. Given the fact that 30 percent of the current 
caseload involves 'interstate cases. and the fact that we live in an increasingly mobUe society. the need 
for a stronger federal role in interstate location and enforcement has grown. 

The Administration~s proposal takes two major steps toward improving interstate enforcement. The 
National Child Support Enforcement Clearinghouse. coosisting of three registries - a National Locate 
Registry, a National Child Support Registry (containing only enough minimal informatloo til match 
<:.ases), and the National Directory of New Hires - would act as a hub for the exchange and matching 
of information, 

The Directory of New Hires would he mndeled after State new hire reporting systems except it could 
also match cases against the national ragistty 10 catch people who move from 5tateIO State and avoid 
payment. It will improve enforcement tremendously because delinquent obligors who are employed 
anywhere in the country can then he forced 10 pay through wage withholding from the first paycheck, 
The IRS role will also be expanded through expanding and improving the IRS full collections and tax 
refund offsets programs, and providing easier access to IRS income and asset infonnation, 

Second, the Administration's proposal adopts many of the recommendations of the U.S. Commission 
on Interstate Child Support to improve the handling of interstate cases, such as the mandatory 
adoption of the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA) and other measures to make the 
handling of interstate cases more urufonn. 

Tough enforcement Tools. The proposal makes the enforcement of support much tougher so that we 
ool1ect on awards that are owed.. The perception on the street is that the system can be beat - that if 
you really don't want to pay support, you can avoid it. This perception has to change; child support 
has to be seen as inescapable. as death or taxes. States are often not equipped with the necessary 
enforcement tools - tools that have proven successful in other States - to insure that people do not 
escape their legal !ffid morel obligation to support their children, 

Under the proposal, 5tl1tes will b. given the enforcement tools they nend, especWly til reach the self 
employed and othec individuals who have often been able to beat the system in the past. For 
instance, State agencies will have easier access to other data bases they can be used to locate those 
who refuse to meet their obligations. Driver's and professional license revocations will also be used . 
as a last resort for,those who otherwise refuse to pay. 

,,, 
These enforcement tools can onJy be used effectively if States have the necessary funding .and 
incentives to run good programs. There is almost universal agreement that the current funding and 
incentive structure faUs to achieve the right objectives. The Administration's funding proposal will 
institute a new funding and incentive. structure that uses perfonnanee. based incentives to reward States 
that run gond programs, 
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Child Support Enf"""""""t and Assurance Demonstrations , 
, 

Child Support AsSurance demonstrations wou1d test providing a minimum insured child support 
payment to Ille Ctlstodial parent even wben Ille noncustodial parent was unable to p.y. With suell a 
program, a combination of work: and child support could support a family out of welfare and provide 
some real financial security. Unlike traditional welfare~ Child Support Assurance would encourage 
work because it allows single parents to combine earnings with the child support payment without 
penalty. Child Support Assurance eQuid also provide an incentive to a mother to establish an award 
and focus attention on the noncustodial parent as a source of support, The proposal provides for six 
demonstration projects of Child Support Enforcement and Assurance (CSBA). 

Rationale 

Chlld support enforcement and assurance would significanUy ease the difficult task of moving people 
from welfare to work. If single parents can count on some child support, usually from the 
noncustodial parent, but from the assured child support payment if the noncustodial parent fails to 
pay. then they can build a reliable combination of their own earnings p1us child support. This 
approach would offer singte patents teal economic security. 

CSEA is not unlike unemployment insurance fur intact families. When an absent patent becomes 
unemployed or ca:nnot pay child support, the child still has some protection. And since CSEA is. not 
income·tested, there are no reporting- requirement~. no welfare offices, no benefit offsets and no 
we'fare stigma. CSEA benefits could be subtracted dollar for dollar from welfare payments. Thus, a 
woman On welfare is no better off with CSEA. But if she goes to work, she can count on her child 
support payments; thus, the rewards from working rise considerably. Essentially, all of the net new 
COSIl; of. CSBA prot"'tion program would go for supporting custodial parenll; who are off welfare 
and working. 

If CSEA protection is provided only to people who have a child support award in place. women wiU 
have much lOOre incentive to cooperate in the identification and location of the noncustodial father, 
since they can count on receiving benefits. 

, 
The program would focus more attention on the importance of noncustodial parents providing 
economic support to their children, States might also experiment with tyi~ the assured payment to 
work or to participation in a training program by the noncustodial parent, and with other incentives to 
encourage noncustotUaJ parents to pay chiJd support. 

Enhan<:ed Responsibility and Opportunity for Noncustodlall'areDts 

Work opportunities and obligaliQDS for noncustodial pru:~nts. A portion of JOBS and WORK program 
funding would be reserved for training, work readiness, educational remediation and mandatory work 
programs for noncustodial patents of AFDC recipient children who cannot pay child support due to 
unemployment. underemployment or other employability problems. ]n addition. States may have an 
option fur mandatory work progtanlS for noncustodial parents. States would have considerable 
flexibility to design Illeir own programs. 

I 
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Gcarus for access and parentiD~ programs. We propose grants to States for ptog-rams which reinforce 
the desirability fur children to have continued ~s to and visitation by both parents. These 
programs include mediation (both voluntary and mand.atoty)~ wunseiing, education, development of 
parenting plans. visitation enforcement including monitoring, supervision and neutral drop-()ff and 
pick~up. and development of guidelines for visitation and alternative custody arrangements. 

We also propose demonstration gt'lU1lS to Stat.. and/or eommunity-based organizations to develop and 
implement noncustudia!1'at'ent (fathers) components in conjunction with existing programs for high­
risk families (e,g. Heed Start, Healthy Start, family preservation, teen pregnancy and prevention), 
These would promote responsible parenting, including the importance of paternity establishment and 
"""nomic security for children and the development of parenting o!tills. 

RAtionale 
, 

Ultimately, the system's expectations of mothen; and fathers should be parallel. Wbatever is expected 
of the mother ,bould be expected of the father, and whatever education and training opportunities are 
provided to custodia! parents. similar opportunities shouJd be available to noncustodial parents who 
pay their child support and remain involved in the lives of their chiJdren. If they can improve their 
earnings capacity and maintain relationships with their children~ they could be a source of both 
financial and emotlolllll support., 
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MAKING WORK PAY/CHILD CARE 

TIlE IMPORTANCE OF TIlE EITC, IIEALTII CARE REFORM, Al'I'D CHILD CARE 

A crucial component of welfare refonn that promotes work: and independence is making work pay. 
Even full-time work can leave a family poor, and the situation has worsened as real wages have 
declined signific4ntly over the past two decades. In 1974, some 12 percent offu.ll-time. futl-year 
workers earned too little to keep a family of four out of poverty. By 1990, the figure was 18 
percent. Simultaneously, the welfare system sets up a devastating array of barriers for people who 
receive assistance but want to work. It penalizes those who work by taking away benefits dollar for 
donar; it imposes arduous reporting requirements for those with earnings but still on welfare, and; it 
prevents saving for the future with a meager limit on assets. Moreover. working poor families often 
lack: adequate medical protection and face sizeable child care costs. Too often. parents may choose 
welfare instead of work: to ensure that their children have health insurance and receive child care. If 
our goals are to encourage work and independence, to help families who are playing by the rules and 
to reduce hoth poverty and welfare ""e, then work must pay more than welfare. 

Althougb they .... nOl dlseussed I. this paper, working family tax credits and health reform are 
clearly two of the three mt\ior components of making work pay. Last summer's $21 biUion expansion 
of the Earned Income Tn Credit (EITel was a major step toward making it possible ror low-wage 
workers to support themselves and their families above poverty. When fully implemented, it will 
have the effect of making a $4.25 per hour job pay nearly S6.00 per hour for a parent with two or 
more children. Full utilization and periodic distribution will maximize the effect of this pay raise for 
the working poor~ 

i 
The next critical step toward making work pay is ensuring that all Americans have health insurance 
coverage. Many recipients are trapped on welfare by their inability to find or keep jobs with health 
benefits that provide the security they need. And too often, poor, non-working families on welfare 
have better health coverage than poor. working families. The President's health care reform plan will 
provide universal aceess: to health ~ ensuring that no one will have to fear losing health coverage 
and choose welfare instead of work: to ensure that their children have health insurance. Both the 
EITe expansion and bealth care reform will help support workers as they leave welfare to maintain 
their independence, and self-sufficiency. . . . 

i 
The key missing Component for making work pay is affordable, accessible child care. In order fur 
families, especially single-p ....nt families, to be able to work or prepare themselves for work, they 
need dependable care fur their children. 

The Federal Government currently subsidizes child care for low-income families primarily through 
dte title IV-A open-ended entitlement programs (JOBS Child Care and Transitional C.lld Care), a 
capped en'itlement program (AI-Risk Child Care), and a discretionary program (the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant). The dependent care tax credit is seldom available for low-income 
famines because it is not refundable; even if it were, it would be of little help to low~inoome families 
because It is paid at the end of the year and is based on money already spent on child care. 

, 
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The current <hild care programs are not sufficiently funded to support a major welfare refortn 
initiative or to provide significant support f'Of working-poor families. The separate programs are also 
governed by inconsistent legislation and regulations, making it difficult for States and parents to 
create a coherent system of care. Finally. there are problems with quality and supply of care, 
especially for infants and toddlers. 

PROPOSAL 

This welfare reform proposal win increase child care funding 
so that both those on cash Wljstance and working famines not eligible for cash assistance are provided 
adequate child care support. In addltion. the proposal focuses on creating a simplified child care 
system and on ensuring that children are cared for in safe and bea!thy environments. The proPQsru 
includes the following:

I 
Maintaining IV-A' Child Care. We propose to continue the current IV~A entitlement programs fur 
cash assistance recipients. These programs (both JOBS Child Care and Transitional Child Care) 
would automatical,ly expand to accotrunodate the increased demand created by required participation 
in education, training and work., 
Exnanding Child Care for Low~lnoome Working Families. We also propose significant new funding 
for low-income, working families. The At-Risk Child Care Program, currently a capped entitlement 
available to serve ·the working poor. is capped at a very low level and States have difficulty using it 
because of the required State match. We propose to expand this program and to reduce the barriers 
which impede States' use of it. 

Maintaininl:.thc. Child Care and Develooment Block Grant. We would maintain and gradually 
increase funding for the Block Grant, These funds support both services and quality improvements, 
However, no families receiving casb assistance would be eligible for services under this program. 

Addressing OuaJi~ and SUPflll. We would provide some funding in the At-Risk program to address 
quaJity improvements and supply issues. Quality improvements would include a range of activities 
such as resource and referral programs, grants or loans to wist in meeting Stite and local standards, 
and monitoring ror compliance with licensing and regulatory requirements. Supply issues would 
include a special focus On the development and expansion of infant and toddler care in low~income 
communities. 

Cool'llinaling Rules Across All Child Care ProIWll!lS. We would require States to use Federal 
programs to ensure seamless coverage for persons who leave welfare fur wurk. Health and safety 
requirements would be made consistent across these programs and would conform to standards in the 
Bioct Grant program. States would be required to establish sJiding fee scaJes consistently across ' 
programs... well as unified reporting for .n programs. Efforts will be made to facilitate linkages 
between Head Start and child care funding streams to enhance quality and comprehensive services. 

Child C",. Suhsjd¥ Rates. In general, States pay subsidies for <hild care equal to actual cost, up to 
some maximum. This maximum should be set in a way that reflects reasonabJe costs of care and 
should also be the same across child care programs. Additionally, payment me<hanisms should 
reflect cummt market conditions and be defined in such a way that they can vary automaticaJJy over 
time and possibly , reflect geographical differences in prices. 

, 
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There is a particular problem with the AFDC income disregard for child care, since it is based on an 
unreasonably low maximum monthly payment of $175 per child ($200 for infant care), and because 

, the disregard is effective only after families incur child care expenses, resulting in a cash-flow 
problem for families, Simply raising the disregard inadvertently makes a number of families 
ineligible for AFDC (while equivalent families receiving direct child care support would remain on 
the rons), Therefore~ to deal with this problem, we propose requiring States either to supplement 
payments and provide for the disregard to be prospective (as are all other payment mechanisms), or to 
provide at lea.<;t t~ options ror payment of child care costs (the disregard and one other payment 
mechanism), i 

RBIiRn,le 

There are three Categories of low-income families with child care needs that must considered to 

ensure that the two goaJs-befping-low-income parents enter and stay in the workforce and making 

work pay-are addressed: 


I 

• 	 Families in JOBS, working part-time, or in WORK; 

• 	 Families in a transition period, having just worked their way off assistance or the 

WORK program; and 


• 	 Famines working without baving ever been on welfare or working beyond a transition 

period, , 
, , 

All three categories have legitimate claims on chUd care subsidies, Families who are required to 
participate in JOBS are currently guaranteed child care, and rightly so. People who are working but 
stm on welfare have their child care subsidized through disregards In their AFDC and food stamp 
benefits, and sometimes through subsidies. , 

We propose to ~ntinue current guarantees of chUd care subsidies for these categories of recipients, 
Poople in the WORK program are like welfare recipients in that they are working as a condition of 
receiving continued support, they are working at the minimum wage, and they are not receiving the 
ElTC, The proposal would guarantee their child care, just as it is guaranteed for JOBS and AFDC 
participants. Under current law. people who move off welfare and are working are guaranteed 
subsidized child care for a year in order to ease the transition from welfare to work, We propose to 
continue that guarantee for participants in the transitional assistance program who move into private 
sector work. 

It is hard to argue, however. that low-income working families who have never been~ or are no 
longer. on welfare are less needing or deserving of child care subsidies than people who are on 
welfare. It seems quite inequitable to provide child care subsidies to one family and to deny them to 
another whose circumstances are identical except for the fact that the fitst family is or has recently 
been on welfare. As a result. this proposal provides a significant increase in support for all three 
types of low~income families with child care needs. 

I 

The goal of our child care proposal is to attain a careful balance between the need to provide child 
care support to ~ many low-income families as possible and the need to ensure the safety and healthy 
development of ~ildren, Therefore. in addition to direct funding for child care slots. we bave, 



included ,ome funding to address quality and supply issu... aearly decisions about child care quality 
in the context of welfare reform have direct effects on the cost and potential supply of care available 
as well as on the well-being of children and families. Paying higher rates to increase quality an limit 
the ability to increase the number of child care mots. but rates that are too low can also limit supply 
and parental choice, and endanger children. We are also concerned that there are ,pe<:lfic child care 
supply problems in some geographic areas and for some children....pecially infants and toddlers. 

We propose a number of lower--cost strategies to address quality and supply. These include: 
improvements in the linkages between programs, including the various child care programs and Hend 
Start; minimal but'consistent health and safety standards (such as requirements related to inununi.z.a~ 
tin.., toxic suimtances, and weapons); SOme direct funding toward the quality and supply improve­
ments; and some action to define, slighdy bigher floor of payment, There is agreement that child 
care programs and funding streams should be designed in ways that are easy to administer and appear 
"seamless" to parents. This can be achieved largely through coordination of rules) procedures and 
""'mated system.' Because of fiscal and political difficulties, full consolldation is very difficult to 
achieve. Nevertheless, oooroination to the greatest extent possible is an important principle guiding 
the chiJd care proposal and is reflected in our proposaJ to coordinate rules across all Federal child 
care programs. 
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TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLWWED BY WORK 


Perhaps the most critical and difficult goat of welfare reform is to reshape the very mission of the 
current support system from one focused on writing checks to one focused on work:, opportunity, and 
responsibility. The Family Support Act of 1988 made major changes to the welfare system, including 
recognizing the need for investment in education, training and employment services fur welfare 
recipients through creation afthe JOBS program. Most importantly, it introduced the expectation that 
welfare recipiency. is a transitional period of preparation for self~sufficiency. Most able-bodied 
recipients were mlindated to participate in the lOBS program as a means towards se1f-sufficiency.

I 

I 


However, the welfare s.ystem has cbanged only modestly since the Family Support Act was enacted. 
Only a small portion of the AFDC "",eload is required to participate in the JOBS program whUe • 
large majority of AFDC recipients are oot required to participate and do not volunteer. This sends a 
mixed message to both recipients and caseworkers regarding the true terms and validity of the social 
compact that the Family Support Act represented. As a result, most long~tenn recipients are not on a 
track to obtaln employment that will enable them to leave AFDC. 

This proposal calls fur replacing the AFDC program with a transitional assistance program, to be 
foUowed by work. The new program includes four key elements: full participation, education and 
training~ lime limits+ and work. 

I 

PROPOSAL 

• 	 Full Particlpation. Everyone who wishes to receive cash .support would be expect{)(j to do 
something ~ help themselves and their community. Recipients would sign a personal 
responsibility oontract indicating exactly what was expected of them and the government. 
Most would go immediately into the JOBS program. A limited number of persoIl'i who are 
not yet in a position to work or train (because of disability Of the need to care for an infant or 
disabled child) would be assigned to a lOBS-Prep program until they are ready for the time­
limited JOBS program, Everyone has something to contribute. Everyone has a responsibility 
to move toward work: and independence, 

• 	 Trainingf Education, and Placement (the JOBS program). The core of the transitional 
,upport program would be an expanded and improved JOBS program, which was eatablished 
by the Family Support Act of 1988 and provides: training, education, and job placement 
services to ,AFDC recipients. The JOBS program would be revamped. Every aspect of the 
new program would emphasize paid work. Recipients and agency workers will. as under 
current law: design an employability plan. One option would be to require aU persons 
applying for assistance to engage in supervised job search from the date of appJication. Fot 
those who need it. the JOBS program will help recipients gain access to the eduation and 
training services they need to find an appropriate job. Recipients who willfully fail to comply 
with their JOBS program employability plan will be sanctioned. The new effort will seek 
dose coordination with the lTPA program and other mainstream training programs and 
educational resources. Centra] to this welfare refQnn effort is reoognition of the need to 
support workers who have recently left welfare to help them keep their jobs. 
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• 	 TIme Umits. Persons able to work: would generally be limited to two years of cash 
assistance. While two years would be the maximum period for the receipt of cash aid by 
people able to work, the goal would be tv place people in private sector jobs long before the 
end of the two~year period. In a very limited number of cases, extensions of the time limit 
would be granted for completion of an educational or training program or in unusual 
circumstitnces. The time limit would be a'lifetime limit, but persons who leave welfare could 
potentially earn back time on assistance for time spent off welfare, 

, 
• 	 Work (the WORK program). The new effort would be designed to help as many poople lIS 

possible find employment before reaching the two-year time limit. Those persons who are not 
able In find employment within two years would be required to take • job in the WORK pro­
gram. WORK program jobs would include subsidized private sector jobs, as wen as positions 
with local not-for-profit organizations and public sector positions. The positions are intended 
to be short-term. last-resort jobs. designed neither to displace existing workers, nor to serve 
as substitutes for unsubsidized private sector employment. The primary empbasis of the 
WORK program wiU be on securing private sector employment. 

Eaclt of these elements is discussed below, A chart depicting the flow of typical recipients under the 
phased-in proposal foHows on the nex.t page. 
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Proposed Client Flow for Phased-in AI<'DC Population 

(Over Age 18 with no Earnings) 

!Client applies for AFDC 
; - receives orientation services 
! - signs Personal Responsihility Agreement 

I 

IEligibility determination I 


Client is assigned to
(Does applicant meet JOBS-Prep criteria? JOBS-Prep 

IUp front job search 

for mostcJients 


. 
.. 

Additional JOBS-Prep 
- employability plan developed 
- needs assessment conducted 

assignments 

Approaching Time Umit (yes 

Client assigned to JOBS 
- child care provided if 

needed 
- client receives services 

- does client receive extension?) 

I Job seru-ch I 

Time Limit Expires 
- c1ient assigned to WORK 
- child care provided 

ifneeded 
- assigned to WORK slot 

WORK slot expires 
- re~assessment ofclient 

"­

-jobseafch 
- new WORK slot assigned -
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FULL PARTICIPATION 


The goal of these proposals is to make the welfare system a much different world. The ifitake 
process will be changed to dearly communicate to recipients a culture with an expectation of 
achieving self--sufficiency through work. More importantly, the agency wUJ also face a different set 
of expectations. [n addition to determining eligibility, its role wiU be to help recipients obtain the 
services they n~ to achieve se1f~sufficiency. The underJying philosophy is one of mutual 
responsibility. The welfare agency will provide services to help recipients achieve self-sufficiency 
and win provide transitional cash assistance; in return. recipients wilt participate in JOBS activities 
and will make their best effort to take responsibility for their lives and the economic well·being of 
their children. : 

I 
Personal Resoonsibility Agr~meru. Each applicant for assistance will be required to enter into a 
written agreement in which the applicant agrees to cooperate in good faith with the State In 
developing and following an employability plan leading to se1fwoSufficiency, and the State agrees to 
provide the services called for in tn. employability plan. While this agreement is a statement of 
mutual obligations, it is not a Jegally binding contract. 

Orientation. Each applicant will receive orientation services to explain how the new system will 
work. A fun understanding of how a time-limited a.f)sistance program operates will ensure that 
participants maximize their opportunities to obtain services. 

JOBS-Prep. Those recipients who are for good reason unable to participate in JOBS activities 
effectively will be. assigned to the JOBS-Prep category. For example~ if an individual became 
seriously ill after entering the JOBS program, he or she would then be placed in JOBS-Prep status. 
Adult recipients can be assigned to the JOBS~Prep pbase either prior to or afier entry into the JOBS 
program. Under current law. exemptions from the JOBS program are specified. in statute. However. 
once recipients are determined to be exempt from JOBS participation. no further steps are taken to 
encourage the recipient to take steps towards self--sufficiency. 

Under this propos;p~ all recipients will be required to take steps~ even if they are small ones? toward 
self-sufficiency. Just as in tne JOBS program, participants in JOBS-Prep, when possible, will be 
requited to complete employability plans and undertake some activities intended to prepare them for 
employment andlor tne JOBS program. The employability plan for. recipient in JOBS-Prep stalUS 
would detail the &teps~ such as Obtaining medical care? needed to enabJe him Qr her to enter the JOBS 
program, Only recipients not likely 10 ever participate in the JOBS prognun (e.g .. those of advanced 
age) would not be expected to engage in 10BS~Prep activities. 

Phase-in Qf Participants. The phase~in of the new JOBS rules will begin with recipients and 
applicants born In 1973 or Imer. Thi. population will enter a vastly changed welfare system. As the 
other recipients age--cut, the program will be gradually phased~in. 

, 
InCreased partjcjpation. With increased Federal resources available. it is reasonable to require 
increased participation in the JOBS program. Current law requires that Stares enroll 20 percent of tn. 
non-exempt AFDC caseload in tne JOBS program duriag flscaI year 1995. The FY 1995 partici­
pation standard (20 percent) would be extended with respect 10 persons not phased-in. Through tn. 
pbase-in strategy described above. higher participation standards would continue to be phased~in, and 
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the program would move toward a fuU-panicipation mndel. A. discussed below, panicipatlon would 
be defined more broadly. 

, 

Expande!j QiillnilinD or eatJil:illation, As soon as the employability plan is developed, the recipient 
wiU be expected to enroll in the lOBS program and to engage in the activities called for in the 
employability plan: The definition of satisfactory participation in the JOBS program would be 
broadened to induae substance abuse treatment and possibly other activities such as parenting/life 
skills classes or domestic violence counseling if they are detennined to be important preconditions for 
pursuing employment successfulty. An individual enrolled full-time in an educational activity who 
was making suitable progress would be considered to be participating satisfactorily in JOBS, even if 
such a person we~ scheduled for fewer than 20 hours per week: of the educational activity. 

Rationale 

One of the fundam'entaJ goals of welfare reform is to change the welfare system into a program which 
promotes se1f~suffi<:ienc)'. The mutual obligations of the State and the participant must be spelled out 
and enforced ftomithe onset; implementing provisions which demonstrate this new culture at the point 
of intake will sendl important signals. The personal responsibility agreement will serve to outline 
these obligations while the orientation services will ensure that recipients understand what is at stake 
in order to maximize the opportunities available to them through the JOBS program. 

TRAINING, EDUCATION, AND PLACEMENT - THE JOBS PROGRAM 

The JOBS program originated with the Family Support Act. It represents a new vision for welfart; 
but it remains mostly an afterthought to a system focused mostly on eUgibiHty determination and 
check writing. We. propose to make the JOBS program the centerpiece of the public assistance 
system. Doing SO will require a series of key improvements. 

There have been many impediments to the success of the JOBS program. such as the unanticipated 
economic downturn, the ,urge in AFDC case!oads, and State budget shortfall, that bampered States' 
ability to draw down JOBS and other Federal matching funds. In addition, expectations regarding the 
speed and effectiveness of implementing such cbanges in the welfare system were unrealistic. For 
example, States are currently requited to share the oost of the JOBS program with the Federal 
Government. Many States have, however, been suffering under fiscal constraints which were not 
anticipated 3t the time the Fami!y Support Act was enacted. This shortage of State dollars has been a 
major obstacle to delivery of services through the lOllS program, 

Many States were unable to draw down their entire allocation for JOBS because they could not 
provide the required State match, In !992. States drew down only 69 percent of the $! billion in 
available Federal funds; only 12 StateS were able to draw down their full allocation, Fiscal problems' 
bave limited the number of individuals served under JOBS and, in many cases, limited the services 
States offer their JOBS participan'Ul. Overall, the JOBS eq)erienee indicates that a strong effort is 
needed to change the inertia of the existing system and fundamentally change the culture and mission 
of welfare programs. 

In order to fully transfonn the welfare system into a system which helps families attain self­
suffitiency. the entire culture of the welfare system must be changed. This must start by making the 
welfare system one which focuses on helping participants achieve selfwSufficiency through the 
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provision of education. training and empJoyment services rather than a system of detennining 
eligibility and writing checks, To accomplish this, a major restructuring effort is needed which 
implements real changes for all participants. Strong Federal leadership in steering the welfare system 
in this new direction wilJ be critical. To this end. we propose: 

(I) 	 A dear focus on work. From the moment they enter the system t applicants are focused on 
moving 'from welfare to work through participation in programs. and services designed to 
enhance employability; 

(2) 	 Much greater integration with mainstream education and training programs, 
, 

(3) 	 Emphasis on worker support once a person is placed in a job. 

i
A Clear Focus on Work 

Under the provisions of the new transitional assistance program~ lOBS participation will be greatly 
expanded and iricreased participatioo rates will b;o phased in until States are operating a full· 
participation model. We recognize that welfare recipients are a very diverse population. Participants 
in the JOBS program do and wilt continue to have very different levels of work experience, education 
and skins. Accordingly. their needs wUl be met through a variety of activities: job search, classroom 
learning, on-the-job training and work experience, States and localities would, therefore, bave great: 
flexibility in designing the exact mix of JOBS program services. Employability plans will be adjusted 
in response to changes in a family's situation, Finally. the Federal government will make the needed 
resources available to the States to accomplish the objectives, 

Up~From Job Search. At State option, some new applicants may be required to engage in supervised 
job search from the date of application for benefits. 

Employability Plan. Within a limited time frame. each person will undergo a thorough noods 
assessment. Based on this assessment and in cunjunction with his or her caseworker, each person will 
design an individualized employability plan which specifies the services to b;o provided by the State 
and the time frame for achieving self«sufficiency, 

ThIm.l3m,n!S. I. order to meet the special needs of ..... parents. any JOBS participants under age 19 
(or ueder age 20 if enrolled in a secondary school program) will be pwvided cose management 
services. (For ~er provisions regarding teen parents, see section on Promoting Parental 
Responsibility). , 

Annual Assessmtmt. In addition to the expectation that client progress would be JIl()nitored {)tl a 
regular basis, S~ would be required to conduct an annual ass.essment of all adult recipients and 
minor parents. Including both those in the JOBS·Prep phase and those in JOBS, to evaluate progress 
toward achieving the goals in the employability plan. This assessment cou;d be integrated with the 
annual eligibility redetermination. Persons in JOIlS·Prep status found to be ready fur participatinn In 
employment and training would be assigned to the JOBS program following the assessment. 
Conversely, persons in the JOBS program discovered to be facing very serious obstacles to participa.. 
tion would be placed in the JOBS·Prep phase. 
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The assessment would entail an evaluation of the extent to which: (1) the State was providing the 
services called fo; in the employability plan and (l) e1ients were participating as required. In 
instances in which the State was found not to be delivering the specified education, training and/or 
supportive services, the agency would be required to document that failure and establish a plan to 
ensure that the services would be delivered from that point forward. , 

I 
Sanctions. San~ions for failure to fuUow the employability plan would be the same as under current 
law. However, States will be encouraged to first use conciliatory methods to encourage active 
participation among recipients and resolve participation problems. 
. I 
InCreased Funding. This pian envisions a dramatic expansion in the overall level of participation in 
JOBS. wbieh would clearly require additional funding. States currently receive Federal matching 
funds: fur JOBS up to an amount allocated to them tUlder a national capped entitlement. Enhanced 
Federal funding will be provided to accommodate thIS dramatic expansion of the JOBS program. 

Enhanced Federal Match. To address the scarcity of State JOBS dollars, the Federal match rate 
would be increased. The match rate could be further increased fur a particular State jf its 
unemployment rai. exceeded a specifioo level. Additionally, the funding formulas will be simplified 
and organized around program outcomes to encourage ongoing program improvement. 

i 
&deral Leadershia. The Federal role in the JOBS program will be to provide training: and technical 
as,istance to help :States make the program changes called ror in this plan. Through technical 
assistance, the Federal Government would encourage evaluations of State JOBS programs, heJp 
promote state-Qf-the-art practices, and assist States in redesigning their intake processes to emphasize 
employment rather than eligibility. These activities will be funded by setting aside one percent of 
Federal10BS fund. specifically for this purpose. 

RaU\lIlIl1e 

,l The joint developiuent of employability plans that adequately reflect the needs of recipients will help 
ensure that recipit~nts bave a stake in their success in me JOBS program. 

I 
Additionally. the provision that some applicants will be required to pruticipate in up-front job search t
activities will accompHsh severai things. This will reinforce the emphasis on employment fur people j, 

entering the pro&I;aD1, The job searcll activities may lead to immediate employment for some 
recipients. For ~ose who subsequently enter the JOBS program, they will have a realistic grasp of 
the job market; th,is will aid in the assessment and in the development of the empJoyability plan, and 
may also help participants focus their energies. 

, 
In order to change the culture of welfare, it is necessary to stress the irnpo!1anC<O of full participation 
in the JOBS prog~. Elimination of exemptions sends a strong message that full participatiQn in 
10BS should be the nonna! flow of events, and not the exception; SQmething is required of all 
recipients and no one will be left behind. The JOBS-Prep policy gives States the ability to oonsider 
differences in the ability to work and participate in education and training activities. Finally, 
provisions which require an assessment will help reinforces the message that the obligation is mutual; 
State will be requfr'ed to serve the needs of recipients as well. 

I 
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Finally~ in order for the system to work:, participants must see that the requirements are rea1. There 
must be a direct connection between a participants behavior and the rewards and sanctions as a 
consequence. While cuttent sanction law remains intact, States are encouraged to pursue other non~ 
adversarial means to encourage participation. States argue that the availability of a tougher sanction 
process will enable case workers to reinforce the connection between oon·participation and financial 
sanctions. This appro,ach~ however. is unworkable due in part to constitutional provisions and a 
desire to protect client interests. Thus, a non~adversaria1 administrative approach to conflicts between 
the agency and client should be developed which focuses on immediate dispute resolution. 

Integrating JOBS nnd Mainstream Education and Training Initiatives 

The role of the JOBS program is not to create a separate education and training system for welfare 
recipients, but rather to ensure that they have access to and information about the broad array of 
existing training and education programs. Under the Family Support Act, the Governor of each State 
is required to ens4re that program activities under JOBS are coordinated with JTPA and other 
relevant employment, training, and educational programs available in the State. Appropriate 
components of the. State's plan which relate ro job training and work: preparation must be consistent 
with the Governor's coordination plan. The State plan must be. reviewed by a coordinating council, 
While these measures have served to move. the welfare system in the direction of program 
coordination and integration. further steps can and should be taken. Federal and State efforts for 
promoting integration and coordination, and general program improvement, will be an ongoing 
process in the new system. 

i 
Program Coordination. This proposal includes provisions which will greatly enhance integration and 
coordination among the lOBS program and related programs of the Departmenfll of Labor and 
Education, such as the Job Training PartnerShip Act, Adult Education Act, and Carl D. Perkins 
Vocational Educat~ona! Act. For example, the State council on vocational education and the State 
advisory council on adult education will review the State JOBS plan and submit comments to the 
(i()vetnor to ensure the objectives of these programs are adequately addressed by the State's JOBS 
program. 

Expanded State Flexibility_ In order to enable States to take the steps necessary to achieve full 
integration among education. training, and employment service programs, Governors will have the 
option to operate the JOBS program through an agency other than the IV-A agency. For example, a 
Governor may choose to operate a combined lOBSIl'fPA program. This option will expand State 
flexibility and will promote innovation and program improvement. 

Food SliImI1£mpl<l)'1llOIll and Training. The Food Stamp Employment and Training Program will be 
modified to coordinate administrative and funding provisions with the JOBS program. This will allow 
for better program administration and wilJ better serve E&:T participants, most of whom do not 
receive ArDC and generally do not participate in lOBS. 

EXPand'n, Opportunities. Among the many Administration initiatives whieh will be coordinated with 
the lOBS program ...: 

• 	 Natkmat Service, HHS win work: with the Corporation fur National and Community 
Serviee to ensure that JOBS participanfll are able to take full edvanlage of national 
service as a road to independence. 
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• 	 Schoo11O=Wotk. HHS will work: to make participation requirements for School-to­

jWork and fur Ihe JOBS program oompatible, In order to give JOBS participants Ihe 
opportunity to access this new initiative. 
,, 

• 	 One:SWO ShoDDing. The Department of Labor will consider making some JOBS 
:offices sites for the one-stop shopping demonstration. 

• 	 Pdl Grants. The program will ensure that JOBS participants make full use of such 
,existing programs as Pell grants, income.-contingent student loans and lob Corps. 

Waiver BOard. iThis proposal will create a training and education waiver board, consisting of the 
Secretaries of Labor, HHS, Education and other interested Departments, to act as a mechanism for 
ongoing progr~ improvement and coordination. The board may work to: 

i 

• 	 larticulate a national workforce preparation and national self-sufficiency agenda. and 
:develop an overall human Investment strategy and plan; 

I 
• 	 'consider and establish criteria upon which to evaluate and approve waivers from 

States to facilitate improved service delivery among th. prlnclpal Pederal job training 
programs; 

• 	 'explore and promote oomroon definitions. administrative requirements~ outcome 
measures, reporting systems, and eHgibility determination among programs; 
,,,

• 	 ~et principles in evaluations of workforce programs and strategies; 

I


• 	 suggest regulatory and legisla.tive changes to promote improved program operation 
:and faciUtate coordination; 

• 	 ~tomote Objective criteria to evaluate and measure interagency efforts to improve 
Federal program linkages and ooordination; 

• 	 ~romote collaboration with the private sector; 
I 

• 	 'recognize and promote technology which facilitates the goals of program improve-­
ment; 

• 	 ~rOVide a focal point f~r interaction with States and other entities to facilitate 
discussions and action on program issues; and 
I

• 	 facilitate technical assistance for improving State and local programs. 

I 
BIllional. , 

I 

In order to mak~ the welfare system a program which promotes seif-sufficiency rather than 
dependency. tiu, program focus must be shifted from eligibility determination and income support to 
employment. Also, the culture must be changed to ensure that aU recipients are engaged in activities 
which promote, ' albeit in small steps, self-sufficiency. This cannot be accomplished Ifth.JOBS 
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program serves only a tiny fraction of recipients. A dramatic shift in emphasis and the gradual phase­
in of a fuU-partidpation JOBS program is necessary. , 
In order to achieve the goals of a full"'Participation model, the capacity of the States must also be 
considered. Resources and efforts should be focused on the population which promises the greatest 
results; the decision to choose the proposed pbase-in population reflects the desire to target younger 
recipients who are- most at-risk for dependeru;y. It is also important to ensure that all weJfare 
recipients who are able to participate in JOBS have services made available to them by the States. 
The increase in Federal resources avaUable to the States and the simplified and enhanced match rates 
win enable States to undertake the necessary expansion. 

The Federal government currenuy operates a myriad of education, training, and employment service 
programs. Many of these programs serve the AFDC population. JOBS programs must continue to 
link: clients to the available services in the community. Coordination. integration, and implementing 
common strategies among the major program.s which serve the APDC population will help States 
preserve the miSSlon of the JOBS program while expanding access to other available services. While 
this proposal prescribes greater coordination, it granlll broad flexibility to States to achieve this 
objective. To this end. this proposal implements several mechanisms that promote ongoing 
coordination and integration and which lessen the administrative burdens: States face. This will allow 
for program simplification. jn.novadon~ and ongoing program improvement. 

TIME LIMITS 

Most of the people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many years consecutively. 
It is much more common for recipients to move in and out of the welfare system. staying for a 
relatively brief period each time. Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave 
within two years '¥ld fewer than one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC. Half of those 
who leave welfare, however. return wlthin two years j and three Of every four return at some point in 
the future. Most recipients use the AFDC program not as a permanent alternative to work::, but as 
temporary assis~ce during times of eeooomic difficulty, 

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

Placing a time limit on cash assistance is part of the overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare 
system from issuing checks to promoting work: and self~sufficiency. The time limit would give both 
recipi~ and JOBS staff a structure that necessitates continuous movement toward fulfilling the 
objectives of the employabUity pian and, ultimately, finding a job. 

, 
Two-Year Limit on Cash Benefits. We would establish a cumulative limit of 24 months of cash 
assistance fur an adult before being subject to the work requirement (see below for treatment of 
custodial parents under 19). 

I 

I
. 
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Time limits would, in general, be linked to lOBS participation. Recipients required to participate in 
JOBS would be subject to the time limit. Months in which an individual was receiving assistance but 
was assigned to JOBS-Prep status rather than participating in JOBS would tlDt count against the 24­
month time lim~t. 

I 
In a two.-parent' family, both parents would be subject to the time limit. The famiiy would continue to 
be eligible for benefits as long as at least one of the two parents had not reached the time limit fur 
transitional assistance. 

Those unable to find employment by the end of two years of cash benefits could receive further 
government support only through participation in the WORK program (described below). 

Part-Time Work. Months in which an ip:dividual worked part time would not be counted against the 
time limit. "Part time" would be defined as at least 20 hours per week for parents of a child under 
six and at least 3(} hours per week for all others subject to the time limit. States would have the 
option to set the part-tIme work standard at 20 hours per week for all persons to whom the time limit 
applied. 

Persons who had previously reached the two-year time limit but were working part+time (as defined 
above) would be eligible for supplemental cash benefits, provided they otherwise qualified for 
assistance (I.e,? countable income below the need standard. resources below the State limit and so 
forth). 

Minor Parents. As mentioned elsewhere, virtually aU parents under 19 would be required to partici­
pate in lOBS. The 24-month time clock, however, would not begin to run until the parent turned lB. 
In other words, months of receipt as a parent before the age of 18 would not be counted against the 
two--year time limit, 

• 

Job Search. Persons who were within 45 days of reaehing the time limit (up to 90 days at Stale 
option) would be required to engage in supervised job search for those final 45·90 days. 

· 
Extensions. States would be permitted, but not required, to grant extensions to the time limit in the 
following dreumstances: 

• 	 For oompletion of a GED or other education or training program, including a school~ 
to-work program or post-secondary education program, expected to lead directly to 
,employment. These extensions would be contingent on satisfactory progress toward 
:oompleting the program and would be limited to 12~24 months tn duration. 
; 

• 'For those who are learning disabled. iUiterate or face other serious barriers to 
•employment. 

States W{)uld. in addition. be requited to grant extensions to persons who had reached the time limit 
without having had ae<:ess 10 the services specified in the employabUity plan. 

The total number of extensions would be limited 10 10 percent of adult recipienlS. In other words, a 
State could have no more than 10 percent of its adult case10ad in extended status at any given time. 
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Earning-Back Eligibility for Assistance. Under the pian, the time limit wmtld be renewabJe; persons 
who had left welfare for work would earn back one month of eligibility for future cash benefits fur 
every four montb~ spent working and not receiving assistance. For e~ample. an individual with three 
JOOnths remaining on het 24-rnonth clock leaves welfare for work but is laid off two years later and 
reapplies for cash benefits. She has earned back: six months of eligibility for assistance, giving her a 
total of 9 rnonths of eligibility remaining. Total months of eligibility. including months earned back, 
could never exceed 24 in one spell. 

Rationale 

The time limit policy as currently structured is, intended to encourage recipients to move toward 
employment and self.-.sufficienc), as rapidly as possible, while at the same time giving persons time to 
complete education and training programs which will enhance their skills and employability. Under 
the proposal, as discussed above, persons who are ilI~ disabled, caring for a disabled child or 
otherwise unable to work would be placed in JOBS-Prep status and would Dot be subject to the time 
limit. The earn-back provision is designed to reward work: by providing a cushion of additional 
assistance, in the event of temporary eoonomic difficulties, to those who have left the welfare system 
for work. 

WORK 

, 


The focus of the &ansitiQnal assistance program will be helping people move from welfare to self­
sufficiency through work. An integral part of this effon is making assistance truly transitional for 
those able to work by placing a two.-year time limit on cash benefits. Some welfare recipients will, 
however, reach the two-year time limit without baving found ajob. despite having participated in the 
JOBS program and followed their employability plans in good faith. We are committed to providing 
these persons wi~ the opportunity to support their families through paid work. 

Each State would be required to operate a WORK program which would make paid work assigrunent8 
(hereafter WORK assignments or WORK positions) available to recipients who have reached the tim. 
limit for eash assistance. , 

The vvcrriding goal of the WORK program would be to help participants find lasting unsubsidized 
employment. States would have wide discretion in the operation of the WORK program in order to 
achieve this end. 'Por example~ a State could provide sborHenn subsidized private sector jobs (with 
the expectation that many of these positions would become permanent) or positions in public sector 
agencies, or both. 

Administrative Structure of the WORK Program 

Eljgjbility. A recipient who has reached the time limit for transitional assistance would be permitted 
to eatOn in the WORK program~ provided he or she bas not refused an offer of an unsubsidized job 
without good cause (see below), 
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Fundi... Federal funds fur the cost of uperating the WORK program would be capped and 
distributed to States by a method similar to the lOBS allocation mechanism. Stales would receive a 
set aHotment of funds for generating WORK assignments and providing other services to WORK 
participants. In addition, the Federal government would reimburse States for wages to persons in 
WORK assigIID(ents at a specified match rate. 

, 
Flexibility. States would have considerable flexibility in operating the WORK program. For 
example, they would be pennitted to: 

• 	 :Subsidiz.e not·for~profit or private sector jobs (for example. througb expanded use of 
on~the...job training vouchers), For private sector positions, the employer would be 

Irequired to pay at least a share oftbe wage. 
• 	 Give employers other financial incentives to hire JOBS graduates. 

• 	 ~Provide positions in public sector agencies. 

• 	 IEncourage microenterprise and other economic development activities. 

• 	 !Execute performance-based contracts with private firms or not·for~profit organizations 
Itn place JOBS graduates. 
,,

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

I 
CaDacitv. Eac~ State would be required to create a minimum number of WORK assignments. with 
the Dumber to be based on the level of Fedetal funding received. 

Shorta~e of WORK Assignmenlli. If Ibe number of people needing WORK positions exceeded lb. 
supply. WORK assignments would be allocated on a fl!st-oome. first~ed basis as they become 
available. Persons who were awaiting a WORK assigrunent~ including both those wbo bad just 
reached the time Umit and those who were between WORK assignments, would be eligible for cash 
benefits in the interim. States might be required to absorb a greater share of the cost of cash benefits 
(in the form of a higher State match) for such persons. 

Reqyiring Acce.ptilll<l\ of any PrjyMe Sector Jpb Offer. Bolb JOBS and WORK program participants 
would be required tn accept any offer of an unsubsidized job, provided Ibe job met certain heallb and 
safety standards. or be denied assistance or a WORK job for several monlb.. After two refusals, the 
person might be, permanently denied access to a WORK assignment. 

Job Search Berlveen WORK Assignments: Persons who were in the WORK program but who were 
not in WORK assignments. including those who had just oompJeted a WORK assignment, would be 
required to engage in supervised job search. 

Oursi!!!!l. States and loealities would be required to ....blish • WORK advisory panel with balanced 
private sector, labor and community representation to provide oversight and guidance for the WORK 
program. : 
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Length of Particjp'atiQn in the WORK Program. There would be 00 rigid limit on the length of time a 
person could participate in the WORK program. States would be required. however. to conduct a 
comprehensive reassessment. at the first available date. of any individual who had spent at least two 
years In the WORK program. As. result of the reassessment, persons could be placed in JOBS-Prep 
status, referred back 10 the JOBS program, assigned 10 another WORK position or excluded from the 
tranSitional assistance program altogether. 

I 

States could deny iassistance. including both access to a WORK assignment and eligibility for cash 
benefits, 10 persons who had not (>llfIicipated in their WORK assignments and performed their 
assigned job search in good faith. Completion of two years in the WORK program would oot. in and 
of itself, establish cooperation. Persons dropped from the program would bave the right to a fair 
hearing. . 

If the State judged that further time in the WORK program would enhance an individual's 
employability. the'State could assign him or her to another WORK position, 

[n instances in wh'jch the State determined that an individual had cooperated fully but was in need of , 
specific education and training services in order to obtain unsubsidized employment, the State could 
refer him or her back to the JOBS program to obtain those services. Persons re--assigned to the JOBS 
program would be eligible for cash benefits while participating in these activities. 

Persons who were found to be have performed poorly in their WORK assignments due to a disability 
or other serious obstacle to employment could be placed in the JOBS-Prep status. Such persons 
would be eligible for cash benefits and would count against a State's cap on placements in JOBSwprep. 

Retention. States would be required to maintain records on the performance of private. for-profit 
employers in retaining WORK program participants (after the subsidy ended) and on the effectiveness 
of placement firms in placing WORK participants in unsubsidized employment. States would be 
expected to give preference for contracts with the WORK program to the employers and placement 
services with the best performance records, At a future date, the Secretary of HHS may impose 
stricter retention Qr placement requirements. ' 

Anti·Pjsolacement. Anti..<Jlsplacement languagt\ based OD the non..<Jisplacement language in the 
National and Community Service Act~ is under development. 

SUPllQrtive Services. States would be required to provide child care. transportation or other 
supportive services if needed to enable an individual to participate in the WORK program. 

Characteristics of til. WORK Assignments 

.\Yim. Participants would typically be paid the minimum wage. WORK participants who were 
perfurming work equivalent to that done by others working for the Sante employer would receive 
similar compensation. 

l::lwn:s.. Each WORK assignment would be for a minimum of 15 hours per week and for no more 
than 35 hours per week. The number of hours for each position would be determined by the State. 
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Treatment of WaU:e8. Wages from WORK positions would be treated as earned income with respect 
to Worker's Compensation, FICA and other public assistance programs. 

Earnings from WORK positions would not, however. count as earned income fot the purpose of the 
Earned Income Tax Credit (BITe). in order to encourage movement into jobs outside the WORK 
program. 

Supplemental SU0J.'!9rt. A family with an adult in a WORK position whose household income, net of 
work expenses. were less than the cash benefit for a family of the same size (in whkh no one was 
working) would be eligible for supplemental cash benefits to make up the difference. In other words, 
an earnings supplement would be provided such that a family with an individual who was working. in 
either a WORK a')Signment or an unsubsidized private sector job, would never be worse off than a 
family of the same size in which no one was working. 

Sanctions. Wages would be paid for hours worked. Not working the set number of hours for the 
position would result in a corresponding reduction in wages. 

Length of a WORK Assignment. A Single WORK assignment would be limited to no more than 12 
months. after which time the WORK participant would be required to perform supervised job search. 

Type of Work. States would be encouraged to place as many WORK participants as possible in 
subsidized private sector positions. The majority of WORK assignments. whether private or public 
sector. are expected to be entry~leve1 positions but should nonetheless be substantive work that 
enhances the participant's emp1oyability. Programs would be encouraged to focus their effons on 
developing WORK positions in oCcupations which are currently in demand and/or which are expected 
to be in demand in the near future, 

W.Qrlc Place Rules. Employers would be required to treat WORK participants the same as other 
similarly situated workers in the firm or organization with resped to sick leave and absentee poJicy 
and other work place rules. States would set or negotiate such roJes in cases in which a new 
organization or establishment were being formed to employ WORK participants. Workers 
rompensation roverage would be provided for WORK participants. either through the employer or by 
another method: FlCA wes would also be paid, with the exact mechanism to be developed. 
Payments for unemployment compensation coverage, however. would not be required. 

The WORK program as structured bere is designed to provide an opportunity for individuals wltn 
have reached the time limit to support their families through actual paid work while developing the 
skills and receiving the job search assistance needed to obtain uns'ubsidized private sector jobs, 'The 
structure ensures that wort pays by assuring that the family with an adult in a WORK assignment win 
be no worse off than a family of the same size in which no one is working. 



,, 
I 

The purpose of the WORK program is to belp persons move into, rather than serve as • substitute 
for, private sector,employment, Community Work Experience Programs (CWEP) ("workfare" 
programs) are not!consistent with placements in the private sector, due to the widely varying and 
uneven hours of r~uired participation. By opting for a work-ror-wages modeJ, we hope to encourage 
States to adopt: a private sector focus fot the WORK program., 

I 
I 

I 

, 

41 




REINVENTING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 


The current welfare system is enormously complex. There are multiple programs with differing and 
often inconsistent rules. The complexity obscures the mission, frustrates people seeking aid, confuses 
caseworkers, increases administrative costs, leads to program errors and inefficiencies, and abets the 
perception of widespread waste and abuse. 

The proposals discussed below allow two-parent families to receive the same benefits that single 
parents receive, streamline administrative processes by conforming program rules between ~e AFDC 
and Food Stamp programs; modify some existing rules that tend to create unnecessary complexity and 
confusion for program administrators and recipients; and attempt to strike a reasonable balance 
between and among traditionally competing ends, e.g., targeting benefits on the needy to restrain 
costs while creating rational incentives to play by society's rules. Clearer Federal goals which allow 
greater State and local flexibility are critical. A central Federal role in information systems and 
interstate coordination would prevent waste, fraud and abuse and would also improve service delivery 
at State and local levels. 

I 

I PROPOSAL 
I 

Changes are proposed in the following, areas: coordination of program rules; a performance based 
system to bring about cultural change; and accountability, efficiency. and reducing fraud. 

I 
, 

COORDINATION, ,SIMPLlFlCAll0N AND IMPROVED INCENTIVES IN INCOME SUPPORT PROGRAMS 

The rationalization and simplification of income assistance programs can be achieved by making 
disparate Food Stamp and AFDC policy rules uniform or complementary for related policy 
provisions. Our proposals include: 

End Rules which Discriminate against Two-Parent Families 

In order to end rules which discriminate against two-parent families. we will remove the conditions on 
eligibility which require that the principal wage earner in a two-parent family have a recent work. 
history and which deny eligibility if the wage'earner works 100 hours or more in a month. By 
eliminating the arbitrary 100 hour rule, we would better motivate two-parent families toward more 
significant labor market attachment in keeping.with a new transitional welfare program that 
emphasizes work. The current limits that some States place on the eligibility of two-parent families to 
participate for only 6 months in any 12 month period will also be eliminated. These provisions act as 
a "marriage penalty" because it makes AFDC eligibility for two-parent families much harder than 
eligibility for single-parent families. 

Eliminating the a~ditional eligibility requirements for two-parent families will increase caseloads and 
costs. However it will enhance the simplicity of the system, removing some administrative complexi­
ty; and it reflects, and supports the wishes of a number of States who have sought waivers to existing 
policy in this ar~. 

i 
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Allow Families to Own a Reliable Automobile 

For AFDC. the permitted equity value for one car in set at $1,500 or a lower value set by the State. 
In !he Food Stamp Program, !he allowable market value of a car is $4,500, a1!hough • car of any 
value can be excluded in limited circumstances. In both programs the automobile limitations can be a 
substantial barrier to independence. Current AFDC policy would prevent total exdusion of most cars 
less !han eigbt to ten years old, We propose to allow AFDC and food Stamp families to exclude the 
value of one Or mOre autos up to an aggregate ~ value of $4,500. They could maintain vehicles 
of higber value if the net equity value when combined with other resources. does not exceed the 
family's resource limit. 

Reliable transportation will be essential to achieving self~sufficjency for many recipients in a time­
limited program. A dependable vehicle is important to individuals in finding and keeping a job t 

particularly for those in areas without adequate public transportation. Both the AFDC and the Food 
Stamp programs need a conforming automobile resource policy that supports acquiring reliable 
vehicles, 

, 
Allow States to Reward Work, 

The existing set of AFDC earnings disregard rules makes work an irrational option for many 
recipients, particularly over time. Currently, all income received by an AFDC recipient or applicant 
is counted agains;t the AFDC grant except income that is explicitly excluded by definition. States are 
required to disregard the following:, 
• 	 For the i]rst four months of earnings, recipients are allowed a 590 work expense disregard, 

another $30 disregard, and one-third of remaining earnings are also disregarded. 
I 

• 	 The one-third disregard ends after four months. 

• 	 The $30 disregard ends after 12 months. 

In addition, a child cor. expense disregard of $175 per child per II'lt)n!h ($200 if !he child is uuder 2) 
is permitted to be calculated after other disregard provisions have been applied, Currently, $50 in 
child.guppon is passed !hrough to families with establisbed award.!, The BITC is also disregarded in 
determining AFDC eligibility and benefits, 

We propose to eliminate the current set of disregard rules and establish a much simpler minimum 
disregard policy at the federalleve!, We would !hen allow considerable state flexibility in establish­
ing poJicies beyond the minimum. Our proposal includes the following three components: 

• 	 Require States to disregard at least $120 in earnings. This is equivalent to the $90 and $30 
income disregards that families now get after four months of earnings., 
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• 	 Allow Stales 10 apply a "fill-the-gap"' policy with Income from earnings, child support or all 
foflllS. of income. Currently. if States fin the gap, they must appJy all forms of income. 

• 	 Give States the option to establish their own earned income disregard poliCies on inrome 
above tliese amounts. States can either apply a flat amount or a percentage up to 50%, The 
disregards cannot vary by months as they do now. 

• 	 Give States the option to pass through more titan the current S50 in child support. 

This is a simpler system that is easier for recipients- and welfare officials to understand. It maximizes 
State flexibility and makes work a more attractive. rational option. By allowing workers in low 
benefit Statf4 to keep more of their earnings, it would increase the economic well~being of those 
WQrkers. 

Allow Families to Aecumulate Savings 

As part of the welfare reform effort. we will be cx:ploring a range of strategies, above and beyond 
education and job training, to help recipients achieve self"'8ufficiency. One individual economic 
development demonstration program would involve testing the effect of Individual Development 
Accounts as an incentive fur saving. An Individual Development Account (IDA) would be a special 
type of savings account. in which savings by recipients would be matched by Federal government 
dollars. Savings from an IDA, including both the individual's sbare and the matclling dollars, could 
only be withdrawn for a limited number of purposes. including paying for education or training, 
starting a business or purchasing a borne. The IDA demonstration wIll attempt. through a randomized 
evaluation, to determine the effect of such savings incentives on both asset accumulation and 
movement toward se'f--sufficlency, In addition. raising the asset limit for eligibility for cash benefits 
to $10,000 for savings accounts designated for specific purposes such as purchase of a first home is 
also under consideration. 

Other Coordination and Simplification Proposals 

I 
Additional changes would be made to the administrative and regulatory program structures of AFDC 
and Food Stamps to simplify and coordinate rules to encourage work, famUy fonnation f and asset 
aecumulation. These include: 

Co"funn AWe Eligibility Rules to 130 Dew,"! of royeJjy Eligibility Rule of food StamIls, Food 
Stamps and AFDC us. somewhat different definitions of family, AFDC is a child cenlered program 
with the filing unit defined narrowly around the child. The child's parent and siblings are. usually 
part of the unit, but other relatives generally are not. Indeed siblings and parents are- not even part of 
the AFDe unit if they receive SSt. The Food Stamp Program uses a definition which is closer to a ' 

1. Each States establishes an AFDC need standard. the income the 
States dacldes is essential for basic consumption items, and an 
AFDe payment standard (100 percent or less of the need standard).
Benefits' are generally computed by subtracting income from the 
payment standard, Under a "fill-the-gap· policy, benefits are 
computed by subtracting income from the hiqher need standard. 



household definition, Thus most rdatlves living together are usually in the food stamp unit. At one 
point we considered oonfonning AFDC and Food Stamp filing unit definitions, but backed away when 
we discovered that this would cut many people off the AFDC rolls in !Qw-benefit States as the income 
and assets of other peopJe in the household would push the family above the very low benefit levels in 
those States. . 

Food Stamp Program rules state that family units with gross income above 130 percent of poverty 
(I.e., roughly $20,000 for a family of four) are not eligible ro collect food stamps. One proposal 
would be ro apply.the Food Stamp 130 percent rule to AFDC units as well-effectively denying 
AFDC benefits to adults and children living In families with income above 130 percent of poverty. 
This would impose no new administrative burdens since the rule already applies to Food Stamps, 
Applying this rule,ro AFDC would reduce AFDC expenditures by rougbly 6 percent or $1.5 billioo In 
State and Federal dollars in FY 1999 and $7 billion over 5 years. 

Two types of families would be affected by this plan. First, the number of child only cases would be 
reduced significantly. Child only eases are those where: no parent is present and the child is living 
with a relative whQ is not the legal guardian; the parent is present but the parent is an undocumented 
allen; or the parent is present but the parent is receiving SSt. These cases have grown dramatically in 
recent years, rising from roughly 400,000 in the mid to late 1980s ro nearly 700,000 cases in 1992. 
tn chUd only cases. relatively little income from other household members is counted in detennining 
benefits and eligibility. Thus many bave household incomes in excess of 130 percent of poverty. 
The argument for limiting AFDe in such cases: is that money can be better targeted to poor famHies. 
The argument against it is that the limitation on benefits might discourage some relatives from taking 
in a chiId who might otherwise end up in foster care. One advantage is that it would be barder to 
game the time-limited welfare system by placing a child with a ~)ative. Relative caretakers who are 
not the guardian of the child would not be subject to work requirements and time limits. The second 
type of family which could be affected are extended family settings, Most commonly. a parent and a 
child may be living with the grandparent. If the parent is over 13, the grandparent's income is not 
counted in determining eligibility regardless of the income of the grandparent. This proposal would 
not affect Medicaid eligibility of any persons. 

Conforming; AFDC and Food Stamp acrouming oeriods. We propose confonning AFDC to the Food 
Stamp Program's more flexible requirements for reporting and budgeting. Under Food Stamp 
Program rules, Slates are given the option to use prospective or retrospective budgeting with or 
without monthly reporting. Currently, the Food Stamp program requires recipients to report all gross 
income changes above $25 per month. To simplify the reporting process, lIlis threshold would be 
raised to $75. Recipients would still be required to report changes in other circumstances like source 
of income and household composition which may affect eligibiJity. 

This proposal would significantly simplify benefit calculation procedures for joint AFDCffood stamp· 
households. By conforming the procedures In benefit determination and calculation, workers and 
recipients will benefit through Jess paperwork processing and time spent on recalculating benefits 
because of fluctuations in income. The proposal maintains a balance between assuring benefits are 
accurately determined by reducing the current complexities retaining the appropriate leveJ of 
responsibilities on!recipients to report information. 
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1 
We aloo propose conforming and streamlining AFDC and Food Stamp policies regarding 
underpayments 'and verifications. Payment of underpayments would be limlted to 12 months. The 
new verification policy would require States to verify inoo~ identity. alien status and Social 
Security Numbers., At the same time, States wou1d be given flexibility regarding verification systems. 
methods, and timeframes. 

! 
Resources and assets. The policies proposed uooer this category liberalize how assets and resources 
are treated for the pUfllose of detennining eligibility for both AFDC and Food Stamps for the purpose 
-of encouraging work and promoting self-sufficiency. The nominal effect is to increase the caseloads 
and costs in both programs. Yet the general arguments for the policies described below are 
persuasive, Currently, asset and resource rules: are not consistent across programs, creating confusion 
and administrative complexity. In addition, the very restrictive asset rules ac.ross Federn.l assLqumce 
programs are perceived as significant barriers to families saving and investing in their futures. We 
propos. to develop un/limn resource exclusion policies In AFDC and Food Stamps. W. propose to 
increase the ArDC resource limit (currently $1,000) to $2,000 (or $3,000 for a household with a 
member age 60 or over) to conform to the Food Stamp resource limit. We would also generally 
conform AFDC to Fond Stamp policy regarding burial plOts, funeral agreements, real property, cash , . 
surrender value of nre insurance and transfer of resources. 

The administrative complexities that exist in applying resource requirements In the AFDC and Food 
Stamp programs will be greatly reduced under these proposed changes. Welfare administrators will 
he able to apply the same rules to the same resources for the same family. These conforming changes 
achieve simplifi,cation by streamlining the administrative processes in both programs. 

The proposal also includes an individual economic development demonstration program, This 
program will attempt to promote self"'Mlplayment among we1fare recipients by providing access to 
both microloan funds and to technical assistance in the areas of obtaining loans and starting 
businesses. The detJ«)nstration will explore the extent to which self~emp)oyment can serve as a route 
to 8elf~sufficlency for recipients of cash assistance.on microenterprise development to encourage 
persons on assistance to start microenterprises (small businesses). , 

.I 
)1 

Treatment of income. Federal AFDC law requires that all income received by an AFDC recipient or '1 
applieant be counted against the AFDC grant except income that is explicitly excluded by definition or 
deduction. A number of changes are proposed to bring greater conformity between the AFDC and 
Food Stamp programs, to streamJine both programs andlor to reintroduce positive incentives for 
recipients to WQrk. Several provisions will meet these objectives. For example, we could exclude 
rwn-recurrlng lump sum from income, disregard retmburseme11lS aru1 EITC as resources. Lump sum 
payments, such as BITe or reimbursements, would be disregarded as resources for one year from the 
date of receipt aiJowing these families to conserve the payments to meet future living expenses. In 
addition, we will disregard all educaJion assistance and studenl income, and disregard JTPA stipendi 
and allawances: COU1Il OJT and _ earned Income. 

Together these proposals would make the treatment of income simpler for both recipients and welfare 
officials to understand. They would make work and education a more attractiv~ rational option for 
those who would continue to receive assistance and they WQuJd improve the economic well-being of 
those who need to combine work and welfare. 
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Territories. The territories operate AFDe, AABD, IOBS~ child care and Foster Care programs under 
the same eligibility and payment requirements as the States, Their funding~ however+ is capped and 
the Federal government matches 75 percent of eosts. The _ are $82 million for Puerto Rico, $3.& 
minion for Guam, and $2.8 million for the Virgin IsJands. Between 1979 and the present, the caps 
were increased once. by rougbly 13 percent. 

We propose that the current caps be doubled and that we include a mechanism for making periodic 
adjustments based on the rate of inflation, caseload size, and new program requirements, Doubling 
the caps in the territories would essentially reflect the Increase in AFDC expenditures that bas 
occurred in the States since 1980. The proposal would create realistic funding levels for the 
territories that are reflective of the current economy and caseload. A mechanism that win provide 
ocwional adjustments in funding levels would replace the current burdensome method of petitioning 
Congress for adjustments. 

The number of public assistance programs funded under the current caps. coupled with only one 
adjustment to these caps in IS years, has seriously limited the territories' abilities to provide. let alone 
increase benefits. Benefit payments above the cap are financed 100 percent by the territories, 
resulting in situations such as Guam~s where the Federal share is roughly 40 percent. Puerto Rico 
reports that, sinee 1987, AFDC caseloads have nearly doubled from 98,000 units to 183,000 units. 
Further, beginning October~ 1994. PuertO Rico will be required to extend eligibility to two~parent 
families. Puerto Rico.estimates that an additional 40,000 families will be eligible for AFDC due to 
this provision. 
Doubling the caps and providing a mechanism for efficient adjustments to those caps win not only 
continue to give territories the authority to operate public assistance programs but adequate means to 
do so as weB. 

A PERFORMANCE-BASED SYSTEM 

An underlying philosophy of welfare reform is the goal of increasing State flexibility in achieving the 
program objectives of the new system and changing the culrure of welfare administration. A crucial 
area where State flexibility can be achieved is quality assurance. CuITently. many quality controJ 
rules create perverse incentives for States; program ad~inistration is designed to meet quality control 
requirements. not program improvement Objectives. Additionally, States expend con.dderable 
resources and effort in meeting quality control needs. The result is a program monitoring system 
whicb does not serve the best interests of the recipients. A remedy for this is to alter the focus of 
quality control from payment aiXUracy to program outcomes. 

This welfare refonn proposal articulates cleat objectives to aid States in policy development. 
Performance measures that reflect the degree to which poHcy intent is achieved will help shift the 
focus of effort from solely payment accuracy to program improvement. Performance measures in a 
transitional program of benefits should reflect the achievement of aU program objectives and relate to 
the primary goal of helping families ro become self-sufficient. Measures will be established for a 
broad range of program activities against which front~line workers. managers and policy makers Can 

assess. the efficiency and effectiveness of the program. To the extent possible, results-rather than 
inputs and processes-will be measured. Additionally, States and localities must have the flexibility 
and resources to ~cbieve the programmatic goals that have been set. 
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The Federal Government wUl transition from a ro1e which is largely pr@)criptiveto one which 
establishes c:ustomer-driven performance measures in collaboration with States, local agencies, 
advocacy groups and clients. The e:t.act methods fot acoornplishing program goals are difficult to 
prescribe from Washington, given the variation in local circumstances. capacities and philosophies. 
Therefore, substantial flexibility will be Jeft for localities to decide how to meet these goals, facilitated 
by enhanced inter-agency waiver authority at the Federal level. 

I 
Performance Measures 

For the purposes1of monitoring Stare programs, a series of measures will be developed in conjunction 
with States, local agencies, advocacy groups, and other parties. These measures will be designed to 
measure such QutCQmes as the extent to which recipients achieve self~S\lfficiency. the well~being of 
families, ehildhOOd poverty. reduced welf.src dependency. and other impacts an recipients. 

, 
I

Process Measures 
I 


I 

For the purposes, of monitoring State progress and administering technical assistance. measures will be 
implemented which provide feedback and information useful for program administration. Such 
measures will not be used to hold States accountable for performance but may be USe4 to indicate that 
a State may requ~(e program improvement. 

Quality Assurance 

Although payment accuracy shall remain an important facet of Quality Control, the current system 
will be upgraded to capture more information and to become a more general quality assurance system. 
Much information and data collected will depend on the development of the performance measures 
described previously. Other indicators of program outcomes~ such as client satisfaction shaH also be 
included. 

Technical Assistance 

The Federal Government will provide technical assistance to States for achieving these standards by 
evaluating· program innovations. identifying what is working and assisting in the transfer of effective 
strategies. This will be crucial in enabling States to successfully carry out the requirements of this 
program. 

ACCOUNTABILlTV, EFFICIENCY, AND REDUCING FRAUD 

Multiple and uncoordinated programs and complex regulations invite waste, fraudulent behavior and 
simple error. Too often, individuals can present different infonnation to various government agencieS 
to claim benefits fraudulently with virtually no chance of detection. 

The new program of transitional assistance, in and of itself. will go a long way toward preventing 
waste and fraud. During the period of transitionaJ cash benefits, there. will be enhanced tracking of a 
client's training activities and work opportunities~ as well as the electronic exchange of tax, benefit 
and child support information. Also, the newly expanded BITe largely eliminates current incentives 
to ·work off the books" and disincentives to report all employment. With the BITC. it is now 
advantageous to report every single dollar of earnings. 
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New technology 'and automation offer the chance to implement transitional programs which emure 
quality service, fiscal accountability and program integrity. Program integrity activities will focus on 
emuring overall payment accuracy, and detection and prevention of recipient. worker and vendor 
fraud. Such measures include the following: 

• 	 Coordinate more completely the collection and sharing of data among programs. especially 
wage. taX. child support and benefit information. , 

• 	 Re-assess the Federal/State partnership in developing centralized data bases and information 
systems that improve interstate coordination. eliminate duplicate benefits and permit tracking. 
At a minimum, information must be shared across States to prevent the circumvention of time 
limits by recipients relocating to a different State. 

, , 
• 	 Fully utilize current and emerging technologies to offer better services at less cost. targeted 

more efficiently on those eligible. 
I 

Tightening up the definition of essential persons will also reduce abuse. Currently, 22 States have 
selected the option of including essential persom as part of the AFDC unit. These individuals are not 
eligible for AFDC in their own right, but they are included because they are considered essential to 
the well-being of an AFDC recipient in the family. This is a loophole that allows States to bring in 
relatives like adult siblings into the AFDC unit. We propose defining essential persons as only those 
who 1) provide care that would allow the caretaker to pursue work and education or 2) provide care 
for a disabled person. 

Rationale 

Simplifying and coordinating filing units and rules within AFDC and food stamps is critical to the 
entire welfare reform effort. In many cases, ,the administrative processes that currently exist are 
nomemicai and serve to frustrate client and caseworker alike. Standardization among programs will 
enable caseworkers to spend less time on determining eligibility for various programs and more time 
on developing and implementing strategies to move clients from welfare to work. 

Eliminating the current bias in the welfare system against two-parent families will prevent one parent 
from leaving the home in order that the other parent can receive welfare for the children. Many have 
criticized the welfare system because it imposes a "marriage penalty" to recipients who choose to wed 
by potentially making the married-couple family ineligible for assistance. By eliminating the disparity 
in the rules. parents will be encouraged to remain together and the inequity of treating different 
family types differently will be removed. 

In order to encourage work:. it is essential for recipients to experience economic return from their 
work effort. Changing the earnings disregards in AFDC would yield a simpler system that is easier 
for recipients and welfare officials to understand. It would maximize State flexibility and make work 
a more attractive. rational option for recipients. By allowing workers in low benefit States to keep 
more of their earnings. it would increase the economic well-being of those workers. 

Restrictive asset rules often frustrate the efforts of recipients to save money and subsequently hamper 
their ability to attain self-sufficiency. Economic security is a vital step towards leaving welfare 
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permanently. Changing the wet rules to allow recipients attain savings, own a reliable car, or even 
start a business is an important step in the right direction. Increasing the amount of savings a 
recipient may maintain will help reduce the economic vulnerability that recipients face when they 
leave the welfare; rolls. Demonstrations which test the use of starting small businesses as a means to 
self-sufficiency will help us explore that option more thoroughly. Finally, by allowing recipients: to 
own at least one reliable carl we will help ensure that those who rely on automobiles for 
transportation will have a better chance of obtaining and maintaining employment. 

CONCLUSION 
, 

This welfare reform plan calls for fundamental changes in the current system of welfare. It seeks to 
replace a flawed system with a coherent set or policies that improve the lives or poor children and 
their families in ~a.ys that reaffirm and support basic values concerning work, family, opportunity and 
responsibility. Together, the policies in this hypothetical proposal are not just an end to welfare as it 
is known today, iThey represent a new vision for supporting America's children and families. , 

Transfonnlng the se<:lal welfare sys_ will not be an easy task. The social and economic forces that 
have contributed to our current situation go wen beyond the welfare system and impact the poor and 
non-poor alike. WhUe the obs"",l ...... formidable, 
undertaking refunn of the current welfare system is essential in order to improve the well-being of 
our cbildren now and for the future. 

I 
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GLOSSARY 


AFDC - Aid to Families with Dependent Children program: The primary welfare program, 
which provides cash assistance to needy families with dependent children that have been deprived of 
parental support. 

CSE - Child Support Enrorcement program: This program provides Federal matching funds to 
enforce the support obligations of absent parents to their children and spouse or former spouse. to 
locate absent parents. and to establish paternity and support orders. States must provide child support 
enforcement services- to persons receiving AFDC, Medicaid, and Title IV~E foster care benefits. 

• 

CSEA - Child Support Enror=nent and Assonmce: A ,~,tem designed to guarantee that 
custodial parents get some assured level of child support. even when the absent parent fails to pay, 

CWEP - Community Work Experience Prognun: This is a JOBS program activity which States 
can, but are not required to~ make available to lOBS participants. CWEP provides experience and 
training for Individuals not otherwise able to obtain employment. The required number of CWEP 
hourn can be no lreater than the AFDC benefit divided by the higher of Federal or State minimum 
wage. 

RlTC - Earned.IIncome Tax Credit program: A tax credit that targets tax relief to working Jow­
income taxpayers with children, to provide relief from the Social Security payroll tax (FICA) and to 
improve incentives to work:. 

FSP - Food Stamp Program: A national program designed primarily to increase the food 
purcltasing power of eligible low-income households to a point where they can buy a nutritionally 
adequate, low-oost diet. Eligible households receive food stamp benefits on a monthly basis in the 
fonn of coupons that are accepted at most retail grocery stores. 

JOBS - Job op~ortunities and Basic Skills Training Program: The work, education, and 
training program 'for AFDC recipients. In a greatly expanded fonn, this program would be the 
central focus of ~e.Admlnlstration·s refonned system, 

JOBS-Prep: The program proposed for persons not yet able to work or enter JOBS. Persons in this 
program, including mothers with very young children, win be expected to do something to contribute 
to themselves and their community. While in JOBS-Prep, they would OOt be subject to the time limit. 

I 
JTPA - Job Tnilnlng Partnership Act prognun: The goal of this Depsrtment of Labor block grant 
program is to train or retrain and place eligible individuals in pennanent~ unsubsidized employment, . 
preferably in the private sector. Eligible individuals are primarUy economically disadvantagcxi 
individuals. 

Healthy Start: Healthy Start is a demonstration project designed to reduce Infant mortality by 50\1\ 
over 5 years in IS U.S. communities with extremely high infant mortality rates. Medical and social 
service providers'within the targeted communities work collaboratively to develop new and innovative 
service delivery systems to meet the needs of pregnant women and infants. 
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PIC - Private Industry Councils: These Council. are composed of business leaders from the 
private sector and representatives of the public sector and unions. Their role is to guide and oversee 
the direction of ITPA employment and training programs. PICs are responsible for providing policy 
guidance- in p~ship with local governments. 

School-t<>-Work'InitinUve: The pending ScMol·m-Work Opportunities Act of 1993 would provide 
Stales and local ~mmunities with seed money to develop and implement systems to belp youth make 
an effective transition from school to career--oriented work. The program would be designed and 
administered jointly by the Departments of Education and Labor. and would fund work"·based 
learning. schooJ-based learning, and connecting activities. 

, 
Title X - Family Planning ServlCfS: These grams are provided to State agencies for family 
planning services including contraceptive services, infertility services and special services to adoles­
cents. . 
Transitional AsSistance Prognun: The Adminlsttation"s proposed two-year limit cash assistance 
program for needy families with dependent childr .... 

I 

UIFSA - Unlr..:m Interstate Family Support Act: A model law which, If adopted, would make 
State laws uniform and simplify the processing of chUd support actions whicb involve parents who 
live in different States. 

WIB - Workrorce Investment Board: A Ilody to be created at the Federal level which would be 
responsible for serving as .a "Board of Directors- for workforce development programs in a labor 
market. The Workforce Investment Board would provide polity oversight and strategic planning for 
Department of Labor~funded and other training programs in an area. The majority of the Workforce 
]nvestment Board would be composed of employers. but the boards would also be required to have 
labor, public sector and community representation. The WIB is intended to subsume the Private 
Industry Council at the local level (although a PIC that met the criteria could become the Workforce 
Investment Board). 

WORK: The Administration's proposed publicly--suhsidized work program fur persons who have 
exhausted their two-year time limit without obtaining an unsubsidized private sector job. 



BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE AFDC PROGRAM 

AFDC Program under CWTent Law 

The Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program was enacted a.') Title IV Of the SQCial 
Security Act of 1935. Its primary goal is to provide cash assistance to children in need of economic 
support due to t11e death. continued absence or incapacity of the primary wage earner (typically the 
child's father). AFDC provided benefits to a monthly average of 4.8 million families (13.6 million 
persons) in fiscal year 1992. 'This includes 322,000 families in the AFDC-Unemployed Parents 
(AFDC-UP) program. The total AFDC caseload represents 5.0 percent of the total resident U.S. 
population, Two~thirds (9.2 million) of AFDC recipients each month are children. 

AFDC benefits totaled $22.2 billion in 1992. Total AFDC monthly benefits averaged $388 per 
month, per family, but benefits vary widely across States. In January 1993~ the maximum monthly 
AFDC benefit for a family of three with no countable income ranged from S120 in Mississippi to 
$923 in Alaska. In real dollars, ~le average monthly benefit per AFDe family has declined from 
$644 in 1970 to $388 in 1992, • 4(l percent reduction, attributable mostly to inflation rather than 
reductions in nominal benefit levels. The Federal government's share of total benefit expendit:ure3 
was $12.2 billion in 1992, and $10.0 billion was paid by the States. Total administrative CO!ItS, 
,hared equally between the Federal government and the States, were $2.1 billion in 1992. Overall, 
the Federal governmea, pays roughly 55 percent of total AFDC benefit coslS and 50 percent of 
administrative costs. .I 
The Family SuppOrt Act of 1988 created the lob OppOrtunities and Basic Skills (lOBS) program to 
provide education. training. and employment-related services to AFDC recipients to promote self­
sufficiency. To ~e extent resources are a.vailable, all non-exempt recipients are required to 
partiCipate in JOBS activities. Exemption eategodes include most children, those who ate employed 
30 or more bours per week, those who are ill, incapacitated~ Or of advanced agel women in their 
second trimester of pregnancy, and those who are caring for a young child, or caring for an ill or 
incapadtated family member. Federal matching to States for JOBS program costs is available as a 

.. capped entitlement limited to Sl.1 billion in fiscal year 1994. The matching rates vary between 50 
percent and 90 percent, depending on the type of costs being reimbursed. 

Most AFDC families are eligible for and participate in the food stamp program, which provides an 
important in-kind. supplement to cash assistance, While participation rates varied among States. 86.2 
percent of AFDe households also received food stamp benefits in fiscal year 1992. AFDC benefits 
are counted when'detennining food stamp benefit amounts; one doliar of AFDC reduces food stamps 
by 30 cents. Additionally, aU APDC families are eligible for Medicaid oo"erage, and under the 
provisions of the Family Support Act, aU fmUles who leave AFDC due to increased earnings or 
hours of work an! eligible fur one year of transitional Medicaid coverage • 

• 

Welfare Dynami::S and Characterisuc:s 

It is extremely co~on for women to leave the welfare rolls very soon after they begin a spell of 
welfare receipt. More than half of all welfare recipients leave the welfare rolls within their first year 
of welfare receipt; by the end of two years the percentage who have left increases to 70 percent. By 
the end of five years. about 90 pereent have left the welfare rolls. However. many of those who have 
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left welfare cycle back on. Within the first yeat after leaving the welfare rolls~ 4S percent return; 
a1most two·thirds :return by the end of three years. By the end of seven years~ more than three­
quarters of those who have left the welfare system have returned at some point. Almost half of all 
spells of welfare end when a recipient becomes employed; other reasons for leaving AFDe include 
marriage and children growing up. About 40 percent or women who ever use welfare are short·term 
users. about one--third are episodic users and one..quaner are longwterm users. Using data from 1968 
through 1989, the average time spent on weIfare was 6,2 years. 

Wbile the number of AFDC recipients remained relatively constant between 1975 and 1988, AFDC 
easeloads rose shatply during the early 1990s. The monthly average of 13,6 million recipients in 
1992 represented a 2.1 million increase since 1990. According to a recent Congressional Budget 
Office study, the primary reasons for the sharp increase in the AFDC caseload between late 1989 aid 
1992 are the growth in the number of female-beaded famities. especially those beadad by women wbo 
never married. the recession and the weak: economy, 

The vast majority of AFDC families are headed by a singl. female. Among single female-beaded 
AFDC bousebolds, the proportion of AFDC mothers wbo bave ...er been married bas sIgnificantly 
increasad, a1lllough Ille proportion of divorced AFDC mothers ,titt remains sizable. The AFDC 
caseload is racially and ethnically diverse:. Thirty-nine peroent of AFDe family easeheads are 
African-American, 38.1 percent are white. 11 A percent are Hispanic, 2.B percent are Asian. 1.3 
percent are Native American. and 1.6 percent are of another race or ethnidty. 

The average AFDC family is small. In 1991,72.3 pereenl of AFDC families bad 2 or fewer 
children. and 42.2 percent bad only one child. Only a small proportion of AFDC families - lQ.1 
percent - have four 'Of more children. The average family size of an AFDC family has also become 
smaller over time, from 4.0 in 1960 to 2,9 in 1992. Over two-thirds of AFDC recipients are 
children. In 1991. almost one·ha1f of AFDC children were under six years of age; 24.8 percent were 
under age 3, and 21.4 percent were between ages 3 and 5, One-third (32,6) of AFDC children were 
aged 6 to 11, and 21.4 percent were age 12 or over. 

Over half of AFDC mothers began their receipt of AFDC as teenagers; bowever, AFDC eases with 
teenage mothers (i.e., under age 20) make up only a small fraction of the AFDC caseload at anyone 
time. In 1992, 8.1 percent of the AFDC caseload was headed by a t.Oenage molller. Almost balf of 
AFDC mothers (47.2 percent) were in their twenties, a third (32.6 percent) were in their thirties, and 
12.1 percent were in their forties. , 
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