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March 4, 1994 

Kathi Way, Special Asst. to the President 
for Domestic Policy 

The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Ms. Way: 

We are pleased to enclose the Executive Summary of our new report, Jobless, 
Penniless, Often Homeless: State General Assistance Cuts Leave 'Employables' Struggling 
for Survival. This report analyzes available research on the impact of terminating "able-
bodied" persons from state General Assistance (GA) programs, illustrating the devastating 
effect GA cuts have had on individuals and communities. We hope you find it useful. 

Highlights of the report include: 

• The vast majority of "employable" individuals terminated from GA did not find jobs, 
and for those who found it, employment has typically been temporary, low wage 
and/or part-time; 

• Crises resulting from the cuts were immediate and severe, including increased 
homelessness, hunger, health problems and growing social isolation among the 
terminated population; 

• State definitions of "employability" were totally unrealistic, as most former recipients 
face profound barriers to employment including lack of education, low skill levels, 
minimal job experience and chronic illness; and 

• Communities have not been able to meet the increased need resulting from termina­
tion of GA. 

It is important to keep the lessons from GA cuts in mind, as the nation moves 
forward in the debate over welfare reform for families with children. The GA research 
suggests that unless many more jobs are available, or income support is continued, families 
will face long-term suffering as they struggle to survive without income support or perma­
nent employment. 

D.C. OFFICE: 1029 Vermont Avenue, N.W,, Suite 850 • Washington, D.C. 20005-3592 • Tel: 202 347-5615 • Fnx: 202 347-5462 



Copies of the full report are available from the Center on Social Welfare Policy and 
Uw, 275 Seventh Avenue, Sixth Floor, New York, NY 10001-6708, Tel:212-633-6967, 
Fax:212-633-6371. 

This report continues the Center's efforts to publicize shortcomings in current welfare 
programs. An earlier report. Living at the Bottom: An Analysis of AFDC Benefit Levels, 
available free from the Center, describes in detail the utter inadequacy of current AFDC 
benefit levels and the extent to which they have shrunk in value over two decades. 

Best Wishes, 

Sandra D. Hauser 
Staff Attorney 
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National Association of Counties 

Counties Care for America 

To: John Monahan/Jim Ivery 

From: M a r i l i n a Sanz 

Date: 3-3-94 

Page i of 5 

I am sending you a copv of our comments on the welfare 
reform issue papers. They went out under Larry Naake's 
signature t o Assistant Secretariss Bane and Ellwood, as w e l l 
as Bruce Reed. I w i l l mail you copies of the cove" l e t t e r . 

S 
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Comments on the Administration's Welfare Reform Working Group's Issue Papers 

The comments we have received from counties are generally supportive o/tlie 
Administration's welfare reform proposals described in the issue papers. The t̂ vo 
underh'mg themes in N'ACo policy and in the counties' comments are concems over 
possible cost shigmg to local and state govemments, and the need for flexibility. 

Some counties have informed us tliat their Board of Supervisors will be looking at 
the proposals at a later date and they are therefore not in a position to comment at this " 
time. The following is a summary the counties' comments and of \ACo's position. We 
are also including comments on some issues not covered in the Working Group's papers. 

Two Year Limitation 

The Conceptual Framework for National Welfare Reform prepared by the State 
and Local Task Force on Welfare Refomi generally supports the concept of time limited 
cash assistance while welfare recipients participate in education and training activities 
designed to help them make the transition to work. It does not, however, give a specific 
time limit. NACo policy further states that "if federal welfare reform includes time-
lii-nited eligibility for assistance and transitional support services, the federal govemment 
should provide adequate flinding for the resulting job training placement and continued 
subsistence grants." 

Counties have expressed concems over people on Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children who are unable to work and whether these costs would be passed on 
to local goven-unents. .All counties have expressed concern about the potential for higher 
costs in administration, supervision, and placement. Most counties have also mentioned 
problems finding iob placements for the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) 
program participants, even widi community service work. 

Financing 

It is clear that a comprehensive welfare reform proposal will be verv expensive. 
The issue papers did not mention financing options. We understand tliat these are still 
under consideration and that no final detenuination has been made yet. NACo is 
concemed, however, about some of tlie proposals that have been reported in the media. 

One particular concern is the possibihty of reducing federal benefits to legal 
in-unigrants. Wlien federal benefits are reduced the cost shifts to local and state 
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governments. In the case of immigration, these reductions affect those states witli large 
immigrant populations: Califomia, Florida, Illinois, New Jersey, New York, and Texas. 
In many of these states county govemments are responsible for the general assistance 
programs. Setting and enforcing immigration pohcy is a federal responsibility, the federal 
govemment should therefore have the responsibility to care for tliis population. 

Job Development 

Everv- effort must be made to ensure that emploNment is available to those making 
the transition to work. It is imperati\-e that these jobs promote durable self-sutfic^nt to 
prevent recidivism. Important elements include incentives to tlie private sector aiid 
coordination among local govemments, human services, education, and job training. 

Some counties were concemed that the issue papers seem to assume that jobs will 
be available. They stressed the need for an aggressive federal job creation strategv. 

.Another issue of concern is the need to improve job forecasting as the economy 
continues to change and the dem.and for a liighly skilled workforce increases. We need to 
know tlie training and skills that will be required to compete in the job market. 

Changes to the JOBS Program 

We wholeheartedly support the proposals to enhance the JOBS program. Full 
federal flmding of the JOBS program and an enhanced federal match are imperative. 
NACO policy supports delaying participation rates and performance standards and 
waiving state matching requirements until states and counties can afford to implement 
them. 

Making Work Pav 

Counties have expressed concern about the often conflicting requirements of the 
different child care programs. Regulatoiy barriers need to be lifted so that we can better 
coordinate child care assistance. Tiiere is unaniinous support for eliminating the state 
match in the IV-A child care programs. One county suggested consolidating the IV-A 
programs to the extent possible. 

The comments show widespread support for allowing advance payment of the 
Eamed hicome Tax Credit. Tlie counties' comments show no clear consensus regarding 
the Dependent Care Tax Credit, but the State and Local Task Force's Conceptual 
Framework making this credit refiindable. 

Tiiere was no clear consensus on the four options to make work better than 
welfare. The only area of agreement is allowing states the flexibility to implement 
supplementation programs in a way tliat best meets regional needs. 

Promoring Parental Resoonsibiiitv and Preventing Teen Pregnancy 
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All the comments we received were very supportive of the proposals to eliminate 
the current bias against two-parent families. Waiving tlie IQO hour mle was stressed by 
all respondents. 

There was general support for requiring minor parents to live with a responsible 
adult. There was some concern expressed, however, about limiting this requirement to 
living at home, Tiiere needs to be flexibility and funding to fmd alternatives for minor 
parents who come from dysfiinctional famihes. The reasons that lead to teen pregnancies, 
such as sexual abuse, need to be identified and studied. / 

Meiitormg by older welfare mothers also received general support. One area that 
was mentioned is tlie need for screening and training criteria to assure that the mentors 
selected £ire positive role models. 

All respondents supported demonstration projects. Counties from large and divers 
states suggested that some of tiiese projects should be conducted by local jurisdictions 
rather tlian by the entire state. 

There was no clear consensus on limiting benefit increases for additional children. 
One major area of concern is the need for adequate and accessible family plamiing 
services. 

Child Sunriort Enforcement 

Vlany of fte recommendations in the child support section would greatly improve 
local and state govemment ability to enforce child support. These include access to 
Intemal Revenue Service data; reporting new hires and support obligations in tlie W-4 
form; and national registries of new hires and child support orders. There needs to be 
increased federal funding to implement these changes. 

Many states are already implementing a number of the paternity establisliment 
recommendaticns. Tiiere are serious objecticns, however, to reducing tiie federal 
matching grants to states who fail to establisli patemity. There are of̂ en factors beyond a 
state's conti-ol that prevent establisliment of oatemitv. 

Tiiere was no consensus for the proposal to provide a $50 bonus to AFDC mothers 
if patemit\- has been established. The comments included recommendations that the 
bonus be ilmded by tlie federal government: that it be admmistered and issued by tlie child 
support agenc>". and that the bonus not be regarded as income for grant purposes. 

There is no consensus on pavinent levels. Some support was expressed for tlie 
appropriate payment level and collection enforcement recommendations. Tiiere was also 
gi-eat concern about uiiifomi support payiiieiits however, because of differences in cost of 
living among and witiiin states. 
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There is no consensus on child support assurance. In fact, the respondents who 
commented on this issue were either opposed to it or had grave reservations about it. 

Some counties expressed an interest in riie enhanced education and training 
opportunities for non-custodial parents. Reserving a portion of the JOBS program for this 
purpose, however, would divert sorely needed funds from AFDC recipients. 

Welfare Simplification 

Tlie comments were very supportive of the welfare simplification proposals. 
NACo policy supports the program simplification proposals of the Welfare Simplification 
and Coordination Advisory Committee and tlie .American Public Welfare Association. 

NACo policy also supports electronic benefits transfers and exemption of 
govemment benefit delivery systems from the Federal Reser\-e Board's Regulation E. 
These issues were not mentioned in tlie issue papers but tliey are an integral part of 
welfare simplification. We are very pleased that the administration, particularly the Vice 
President, has taken an active role in containing the detrimental effects of Regulation E. 
NACo has been working very closely with a coalition of state and local govemment 
associations and the Federal Electronic Benefits Task Force. We look forward to the Task 
Force's final report and hope to continue working with the administration to achieve this 
goal. 
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Mr. John Monahan 
D i r e c t o r o f In te rgovernmenta l A f f a i r s 
Department o f Hea l th and Human Services 
200 Independence A v e . , SW Room 600E 
Washington, DC 20201 

President 
Sharpc James 
Mayor. Newark, New Jersey (3-
first Vice President 
Carolyn Long Banks 
Counalwoman-al-Large. Atlanta. Georgia 

Second Vice President 
Hal Conklin 
Mayor, Santa Barbara. California 

immediate Past President 
Glenda E. Hood 
Mayor. Orlando, Florida 

Executive Director 
Donald J. Borut 

Dear John: 

Enclosed please f i n d comments on the d r a f t d i s cus s ion paper 
produced by the Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support 
and Independence. Sorry f o r the de lay , but ba lanc ing the 
competing t ime demands of the beg inn ing of the year have proved 
q u i t e a cha l l enge . 

The comments are organized t o f o l l o w the bas ic d i v i s i o n s o f the 
r e p o r t and each s e c t i o n i s designed as f o l l o w s : (1) the d i v i s i o n 
t i t l e o f the d r a f t d i s cus s ion paper; (2) a paragraph d i scus s ing 
adopted NLC p o l i c y r e l a t e d t o the sub j ec t s t r e a t e d i n t h a t 
s e c t i o n of the d r a f t ; and (3) a s e r i e s o f comments which we 
r ece ived f rom a group o f our members. A complete copy of NLC's 
p o l i c y on w e l f a r e r e f o r m i s a l so enclosed f o r your i n f o r m a t i o n . 

The t h i r d s e c t i o n , which i s composed of member comments, i s not 
n e c e s s a r i l y r e f l e c t i v e o f NLC's o r g a n i z a t i o n a l p o s i t i o n , but 
p rov ides a sampling o f r e a c t i o n s f rom e l e c t e d o f f i c i a l s who have 
a p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t and h i s t o r y of involvement w i t h w e l f a r e and 
r e l a t e d i ssues . The comments are not a group consensus, but j u s t 
a l i s t of the i n d i v i d u a l comments. Because of the na ture o f 
c o m p i l a t i o n , they may sometimes be c o n t r a d i c t o r y or a t l e a s t 
r e f l e c t d i f f e r e n t emphases and p r i o r i t i e s . The i n d i v i d u a l s who 
c o n t r i b u t e d comments were: Maryann Mahaffey, Counci l P res iden t , 
D e t r o i t , Mich igan ; Kay Granger, Mayor, F o r t Worth, Texas; Shei la 
Jackson-Lee, Councilmember, Houston, Texas; K a t i e Nack, 
Councilmember, Pasadena, C a l i f o r n i a ; and John N o r q u i s t , Mayor, 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin . Because they are so ex tens ive and do not 
d i r e c t l y respond t o the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s d r a f t d i s cus s ion paper, 
Mayor N o r q u i s t ' s suggest ions f o r w e l f a r e r e fo rm are a t tached 
sepa ra t e ly by way of a l e t t e r t o Bruce Reed. 

Past Presidents: Sidney Barttielemy. Mayor, New Orleans, Louisiana • Ford Harrison, Mayor, Scotland Neck, North Carolina • Cathy Reynolds. Councilwoman-at Large. Denver, Colorado • 
Directors: Lucy T. Allen, Mayor Louisburg, North Carolina • Ann Azari. Mayor Fort Collins, Colorado • Lock Beachum. Sr., Councilman, Youngstown, Ohio • Don Benninghoven, Executive 
Director. League o( California Cities • Jimmy Burke, Mayor. Deer Park. Texas * Anthony CapizzI, City Commissioner, Dayton, Ohio • Carl Classen, Executive Director, Wyoming Association of 
Municipalities • E. W. Cromartie. II. Councilman. Columbia. South Carolina • Charles A. DeVaney, Mayor, Augusta. Georgia • John Divine, Commissioner. Salina. Kansas • William Evers, 
Mayor. Bradenton, Florida • Martin Gipson, Alderman. North Little Rock, Arkansas • Robert R. Jefferson, Councilmember, Lexington, Kentucky • Steven E. Jeffrey, Executive Director, 
Vermont League of Cities and Towns • Walter F. Kelly, Town Council Presiden:. Fisiiurs. Indiana • Abbe Land, Mayor Pro Tern, West Hollywood. California * Gregory Lashutka. Mayor. 
Columbus, Ohio • Sheila Jackson Lee. Councilmember-at-Large. Houston. T.j.;is • llene Lieberman. Mayor. Lauderhill. Florida • Sylvia L. Lovely, Executive Director, Kentucky League ol 
Cities • Millie MacLeod. Council Member. Moorhead. Minnesota • Maryann Mahaffey. City Council President. Detroit, Michigan • Thomas M. Menino, Mayor. Boston. Massachusetts • 
Thomas F. Morales. Jr.. Vice Mayor. Avondale, Arizona • J. Ed Morgan. Mayor. HattiesDurg, Mississippi • Kathryn Nack, Vice Mayor, Pasadena, California • James P. Nix. Mayor. Fairhope, 
Alabama • Mary Pinkelt. Council Memcei. New York, New York • Sharon Prleal. City Director. Little Rock. Arkansas • Carolyn Ratio, Council Member, Turlock, California • Bill Revell, Mayor, 
Dyersburg. Tennessee • L. Lynn Rex. Executive Director, League ol Nebraska Municipalities • Alicia M. Sanchez. Councilmember. Port Huron, Michigan • Ray i C. Slltig, Executive 
Director, Florida League ol Clues • Woodrow Stanley. Mayor, Flint, Michigan • Frank Slurzl. Executive Director, Texas Municipal Leaoue • Dan Thompson. ExecuUve Direclor, League ol 
Wisconsin Municipalities • Max W. Wells. Councilmember, Dallas. Texas • Jim W. While, Councilmember, Kent, Washington • Jack B. is. Mayor, Franklin Park, Illinois 

Recycled Paper 
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We hope t h i s i n f o r m a t i o n proves u s e f u l and we look forward t o 
c o n t i n u i n g t o work w i t h you on t h i s important s u b j e c t . 

S i n c e r e l y , 

Douglas Peterson 
P o l i c y Counsel 

B a r r i e Tabin 
L e g i s l a t i v e Counsel 
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Promote Parental Responsibility and Prevention of Teen Pregnancy 

NLC Policy 

NLC p o l i c i e s contain extensive statement regarding the importance 
of s t r e n g thening f a m i l y support. The p o l i c i e s support aggressive 
p r e v e n t i o n e f f o r t s t o combat the "epidemic" of teenage pregnancy 
and c h i l d bearing. The p o l i c y also i d e n t i f i e s improved j o b 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s t o motivate poor teens t o postpone parenthood and 
urges t a r g e t e d j o b and education programs f o r a t - r i s k / t e e n s , 
" p a r t i c u l a r l y young women." The demonstration programs and 
h e a l t h i n i t i a t i v e s i n the d r a f t d i s c u s s i o n paper move toward 
NLC's p o l i c i e s . 

Member Comments 

* Need t o evaluate w e l f a r e dependency r e s u l t i n g from s i n g l e -
p a r e n t i n g d i f f e r e n t l y than dependency r e s u l t i n g from teenage 
c h i l d b e a r i n g . These terms seem t o be used interchangeably i n the 
d r a f t paper, yet welfa r e dependency by each group may be very 
d i f f e r e n t and may need t o be addressed d i f f e r e n t l y . 

* Strategy o u t l i n e d t o achieve the goals of increased p a r e n t a l 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and decreased teen pregnancy i s vague and 
d i f f i c u l t t o enforce. 

^ * Not enough a t t e n t i o n i s given t o the need f o r comprehensive 
f a m i l y planning t r a i n i n g . 

* States should not be given the o p t i o n o£-^r4mitinq. b e n e f i t 
increases when a d d i i i o n a l ^children are born. Such a systern only 
penalizes c h i l d r e n who are already a f a high r i s k because they 
are poor. 

> * I t should be a requirement, not an o p t i o n , t h a t s t a t e s l i m i t 
b e n e f i t increases when a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n are born t o parents 
already on AFDC who have access t o f a m i l y planning services. 

* Parenting classes should be req u i r e d of a l l parents on AFDC. 
Parents who were never parented themselves o f t e n lack necessary 
p a r e n t i n g s k i l l s . F i n a n c i a l rewards w i l l not improve t h e i r 
a b i l i t y t o parent. 

* Under the Na t i o n a l Campaign on p.9, school c l i n i c s should also 
be used as an avenue t o campaign against teen pregnancy and 
emphasize abstinence or the use of proper c o n t r a c e p t i o n . 
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* The success of demonstration programs i s l i m i t e d . One can 
always prove t h a t t h e r e has been a measurable change i n a 
neighborhood as a r e s u l t of a program; however, funding f o r the 
program u l t i m a t e l y runs out. How long w i l l demonstration 
programs l a s t and what w i l l happen t o communities when they 
terminate? 

* Bottom of p. 9, from where w i l l schools receive the funding 
necessary t o employ teachers, guidance counselors and,social 
workers t o help i d e n t i f y students w i t h attendance and'^behavioral 
problems and make r e f e r r a l s t o comprehensive s e r v i c e providers? 
The f e d e r a l government has almost e l i m i n a t e d f e d e r a l assistance 
t o k i n d e r g a r t e n through 12th grade. How can a system w i t h 
inadequate human resources be expected t o take on a d d i t i o n a l 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ? 

* Health i n i t i a t i v e s on page 10 are key. Plan must stand strong 
behind these i n i t i a t i v e s . 

Make Work Pay 

NLC Policy 

NLC p o l i c y supports making work pay and t o t h i s end supports both 
mijTi,mum_wage JjTcraases as w e l l as increases t o the Earned Income 
Tax C r e d i t . NLC p o l i c y also advocates access t o a f f o r d a b l e , 
q u a l i t y c h i l d care. 

Member Comments 

* Emphasis should be places on ensuring q u a l i t y , a c c r e d i t e d 
chjj^d-care. Q u a l i t y , family-centered c h i l d - c a r e provides 
necessary e a r l y c h i l d development so t h a t c h i l d r e n are ready t o 
lea r n when they get t o school. 

* The c h i l d - c a r e options on p. 12 are very complex, and would 
avoid h e l p i n g those s t a t e s w i t h the g r e a t e s t need because the 
match would be le s s . Another suggestion would be t o have 
comprehensive c h i l d - c a r e f o r a l l c h i l d r e n and then tax a d u l t s 
according t o income. 

* Much support f o r the d i s t r i b u t i o n of advance payments of the 
EITC throughout the year, as w e l l as the s t r a t e g i e s t o expand the 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the EITC. 

* Some support f o r options on p. 14; however, some f e e l i n g t h a t 
s t a t e s should not have t o c a r r y primary f i n a n c i a l burden because 
t h i s scheme would perpetuate i n e q u a l i t y among the s t a t e s . 
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C h i l d r e n from poorer s t a t e s should not s u f f e r . Some questioned 
whether these requirements imposed on s t a t e s would become 
unfunded mandates. 

* Support f o r the front-end emergency assistance on p. 15 f o r 
r e c i p i e n t s who have l o s t a job and w i l l b e n e f i t from a one time 
payment t o prevent the f a m i l y from becoming p a r t of the long term 
caseload. 

Provide Access to Education and Training, Impose Time-^Limits, And 
Expect Work 

NLC Policy 

NLC p o l i c y supports the e a r l y and comprehensive type of 
counseling and support f o r e n t r y / r e e n t r y i n t o the j o b market t h a t 
seems t o be described i n the d r a f t d i s c u s s i o n paper. NLC p o l i c y 
supports community service type jobs as a l a s t r e s o r t when the 
i n d i v i d u a l and p r i v a t e job market cannot be l i n k e d s u c c e s s f u l l y . 
The program described appears t o move i n the d i r e c t i o n of NLC 
p o l i c i e s but NLC p o l i c y i s not as s p e c i f i c as the proposal on the 
su b j e c t of time l i m i t s and sanctions f o r n o n - p a r t i c i p a t i o n . 

Member Comments 

* Strong support f o r i n i t i a t i v e s t o move people from w e l f a r e t o 
s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y but there must be more emphasis and c o n t r o l by 
m u n i c i p a l i t i e s and counties t h a t w i l l be d i r e c t l y responsible. 

* Considerable support f o r the expansion of the JOBS program. 

C r i t i c a l t o include substance abuse treatment, p a r e n t i n g - l i f e 
s k i l l s classes and domestic violence counseling as p a r t of the 
d e f i n i t i o n of s a t i s f a c t o r y p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the JOBS program, (p. 
18) . 

-* Support f o r increase i n the f e d e r a l match r a t e i n the JOBS 
program. 

* Some c i t i e s have t h e i r own S k i l l s T r a i n i n g Centers i n a d d i t i o n 
t o s t r o n g JTPA Programs and Regional Occupation Programs. 
Special funding f o r t r a n s i t i o n a l work t r a i n i n g programs and 
classes should be a v a i l a b l e by a p p l i c a t i o n . 

* Job t r a i n i n g may take more than two years f o r i n d i v i d u a l s who 
may f i r s t need l i t e r a c y t r a i n i n g , (p. 20). 
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* Concern t h a t the s t r u c t u r e of the WORK i s very b u r e a u c r a t i c 
and t h a t much of t h i s a d m i n i s t r a t i v e r e s p o n s i b i l i t y w i l l be Mr. 
imposed on the s t a t e s , and, i n t u r n , imposed on c i t i e s . 

* Raise minimum wage - cu r r e n t minimum wage i s not s u f f i c i e n t t o 
support c h i l d r e n , (p. 23). 

* Some question l o g i c of d e c i s i o n not t o allow earnings from 
p u b l i c sector WORK p o s i t i o n s t o count as earned income f o r the 
purposes of the EITC. Penalizes i n d i v i d u a l s who couM very much 
b e n e f i t from the a d d i t i o n a l income, (p. 23). 

* Need f o r f e d e r a l funding of the community development options 
on p. 24. 

* Who w i l l provide the paid work assignments f o r those who are 
unable t o f i n d work a f t e r t h e i r two-year l i m i t ? Who w i l l be 
responsible f o r f i n a n c i n g these jobs? 

Enforce Child Support 

NLC Policy 

NLC p o l i c y recognizes the importance of improved c h i l d support as 
a c r i t i c a l element of deali n g w i t h poverty and g i v i n g c h i l d r e n a 
f a i r s t a r t i n l i f e . According t o the p r i n c i p l e s s e c t i o n of 
p o l i c y , " C h i l d support should be absolute." and both parents 
i d e n t i t y should be determined a t b i r t h . The p o l i c y supports use 
of p a y r o l l deductions t o secure payment and urges s t a n d a r d i z a t i o n 
of c h i l d support l e v e l s . NLC p o l i c y advocates s e t t i n g support 
payments based on a s p e c i f i e d percentage of the noncustodial 
parent's income t i e d t o the number of c h i l d r e n t o be supported. 
The p o l i c y supports stronger enforcement p o l i c i e s regarding court 
e s t a b l i s h e d support orders. The proposals i n the discussion 
d r a f t on p a t e r n i t y establishment, appropriate payment l e v e l s and 
c o l l e c t i o n and enforcement appear t o move s t r o n g l y i n the 
d i r e c t i o n of NLC p o l i c i e s . 

Member Comments 

* General support f o r i n i t i a t i v e s necessary t o enhance 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and o p p o r t u n i t y f o r noncustodial parents. 

* Support f o r the general r e d u c t i o n of the f e d e r a l match or 
b e n e f i t s paid t o the s t a t e s which f a i l t o e s t a b l i s h p a t e r n i t y i n 
a reasonable period of time. (p. 26). 

* Support f o r the establishment of a uniform set of n a t i o n a l 
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g u i d e l i n e s t o determine a p p r o p r i a t e payment l e v e l s i n c o l l e c t i o n 
of c h i l d support payments, (p. 26). 

* Concern over the costs associated w i t h s t a t e payments of c h i l d 
support, (p. 27). 

* Suggestion t h a t c h i l d support c o l l e c t i o n should be 
administered through the IRS. 

* S u f f i c i e n t resources must be a l l o c a t e d i n order adhieve 
adequate enforcement system. 

Reinvent Government Assistance 

NLC Policy 

NLC P o l i c y advocates "fundamental t r a n s f o r m a t i o n of the welfare 
system". The p o l i c y supports a c o n s o l i d a t i o n of programs of 
income support w i t h the gradual phasing out of i n - k i n d b e n e f i t s 
such as food stamps and housing assistance and replacement w i t h 
cash payments. The p o l i c y would support c o n s o l i d a t i o n , 
s t a n d a r d i z a t i o n and s i m p l i f i c a t i o n of e l i g i b i l i t y c r i t e r i a . NLC 
p o l i c y would support more r a d i c a l change of the e x i s t i n g system 
than proposed i n the d r a f t discussion paper. 

Member Comments 

* Strong support f o r measures which would s i m p l i f y assistance 
programs, prevent waste, fraud and abuse and set performance 
standards and enhance s t a t e f l e x i b i l i t y . 

* Term "Reinvent" i s too confusing. This s e c t i o n should be 
r e f e r r e d t o as "Restructure Government Assistance." 



3. Other Social Insurance Programs 

We seek similar objectives in other social insurance pro­
grams, such as Railroad Retireinent, Veteran's Compensa­
tion, Black Lung, Veteran's Pension and the displaced 
worker assistance provided under the Trade Adjustment 
Assistance Act. 

4. Protection of Benefits for Social Insurance 

The benefits from these programs should be equitably 
protected from loss of value due to inflation. This can be 
accomplished by providing annual increases in benefit levels 
equal to the lesser of the growth in hourly wages or the 
general rise in consumer prices. The annual adjustment of 
benefit levels should coincide with the beginning of the 
fiscal year. 

Under the current economic conditions, the Consumer Price 
Index (CPI) overestimates inflation and should be replaced 
by the Personal Consumption Expenditure Index (PCE) in 
all indexed social insurance programs. Special price indexes 
for specific population groups are expensive to formulate 
and produce and have no proven superiority over general 
price indexes, and, therefore, should not be used to index 
benefits. 

4.03 Poverty and Income Support 

The welfare system is a failure and should be fundamentally 
transformed. We should provide, over sufficient time 
periods, the suppons and services to aid families to move 
from welfare to work. 

A. Problems 

1. Poverty and Related Problems 

NLC, echoing the views of local elected officials across the 
nation, is gravely concemed with social and economic 
conditions in our society which have contributed to the 
growth of poverty among certain segments of the popula­
tion. 

Our gravest concems are for women, in particular single 
women who become parents while still in their teens and 
before acquiring educational and job skills, and for their 
children. In the latter part of the 1980's, more than half of 
all children living in single parent households headed by 
women are poor. For black and hispanic children in 
families headed by single women, the poverty rates are 
even higher at 66 and 71 percent, respectively. Most 
alarming about these statistics is their foreboding of a cycle 
of poverty in which poor children become poor adults, 
generation after generation. 

A factor in the "feminization" of poverty in the United 
States today is teenage pregnancy. Estimates of up to 
700,000 births a year to teenagers-most out of wedlock 

--point to tragic flaws in our social and educational institu­
tions. Research into the circumstances surrounding children 
having children suggests both a real and perceived lack of 
career opportunities. Other factors contributing to the 
disproportionate poverty of women include; a sex segregat­
ed job market, with the lack of comparable worth and low 
pay for jobs predominantly held by women; limited employ­
ment and training opportunities; and limited access to 
essential supportive services. 

While the most visible examples of poverty in our nation 
may be families dependent on public assistance, fully 
two-thirds of the non elderly poor live in households in 
which at least one member is employed. The problems of 
the working poor most directly result from having access 
only to part-time or low paying jobs which also typically 
lack such essential benefits as health care. The most 
dramatic example of the link between low wages and 
poverty is the minimum wage earner, for whom even 
full-time, year round employment will not yield an income 
above the poverty line. 

For the working poor and non working poor alike, the key 
to economic self-sufficiency lies in a meaningful job. There 
are, however, two sets of problems which presently prevent 
or impede large segments of the poverty population from 
obtaining meaningful employment. 

One set of problems stems from barriers to the "employ-
ability" of the poor, with illiteracy the most pervasive of all 
barriers. Other barriers include the lack of job skills, lack 
of work experience and—for single parents in particular—the 
responsibilities of caring for children without affordable day 
care services, health insurance and/or adequate access to 
transportation. 

The other set of employment problems facing the poor 
results from an insufficiency of decent job opportunities. On 
the one hand, our economy simply does not produce enough 
full-time jobs; on the other, many jobs available to the poor 
do not provide adequate wages or benefits. Efforts to bring 
about meaningful reform of our nation's welfare system 
must address both employability and opportunity problems 
if the goal of reducing poverty is to be achieved. 

2. Problems with the Current Income Support System 

The current income support system—including the Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children Program (AFDC), the 
supplemental security income program, general assistance, 
food stamps, housing for low income individuals, and 
Medicaid—is a series of individual programs, unrelated to 
each other and with needlessly complicated operating pmce-
dures. 

80 



The existing programs, with mles differing state by state 
and within states, tend to produce inequities and serve to 
discriminate against certain classes of individuals and 
families. 

Because of the complexities of the programs, the amoimt of 
assistance paid in error has increased and threatens to place 
unreasonable economic burdens on local govemments. 

While most of the programs require recipients to work, an 
adequate number of jobs do not exist and the effort becomes 
an expensive administrative burden. 

The pyramiding benefits available to recipients of the 
various assistance programs may provide a disincentive to 
work because of loss of benefits. On die odier hand, the 
amount of benefits available to assistance recipients, which 
are not available to others with substantially similar in­
comes, represents a severe inequity. 

The benefits provided by the cluster of income support 
programs are not adequately or uniformly protected against 
decreases in value due to inflation. Some programs are 
overly protected, while others are protected only if a state 
indicates the increase. 

B. Poverty Reduction and Reversal of its Effects on 
Families and Children 

Poverty among children and families often leads to prob­
lems which take a dreadful toll on die individuals directly 
affected and at the same time it imposes enormous costs on 
individuals, society and govemments. 

Families become poor when family heads cannot fmd work 
at good wages and the safety net of social insurance 
programs fails to cushion them against the effects of 
unemployment and low wages. 

The following principles form the framework of change to 
get poor families out of poverty and to encourage the 
formation and maintenance of families. 

1. Welfare is a failure and should be fundamentally trans­
formed. 

2. Work should be available. All family heads who can 
work should have access to full-time work. Community 
service jobs should be offered as a last resort to those who, 
after an aggressive job search, still cannot fmd work in the 
regular economy. Trade policies, business incentives, etc., 
need to be assessed in terms of how many jobs and what 
kind of jobs these policies create. 

3. Work should pay. Full-time work should provide enough 
eamings - and, if need be, eamings supplements including 

an expanded Eamed Income Tax Credit (EITC) - to get all 
family units well out of poverty. 

4. Working more should pay more. The higher the number 
of hours of work and the higher the wages eamed, the 
higher should be the family's (i.e., after-benefit reduction, 
after-tax) income. 

5. Child care should be available. Family heads who need 
child care to work should have access to affordable, quality 
child care. 

6. Health care should be available. Families should have 
access to affordable, quality health care. 

7. Child support should be absolute. At birth, every child 
should have both parents' identity established. From birth 
until adulthood, die fmancial support of children should be 
die automatic responsibility of both parents. 

8. Marriage should be rewarded. There should never be a 
tax penalty or AFDC penalty for getting married or staying 
married. Children will be better off. 

9. Federal policies should be assessed in terms of dieir 
effects on work and family and especially poor families. 
Such assessments, including recommendations for revising 
such policies, could be done in areas as diverse as transpor­
tation, trade policies, vocational education, entitlements and 
"mandatory spending", and housing subsidies. 

A major goal on our nation's domestic agenda should be the 
substantial reduction of poverty. This goal should be 
pursued by providing opportunities and incentives for all 
persons to attain economic self-sufficiency. The goal of 
income support programs should be the provision of an 
adequate level of income for persons who have not, or 
cannot, attain economic self-sufficiency, while, at the same 
time, providing educational, employment and supportive 
services until self-sufficiency is attained. 

C. Policies for Action 

I. General Policies Governing Income Support Program 

A simplified national income support program should be 
developed as a part of an integrated employment and 
income security system. The federal government should 
fmance and set standards for all income support programs 
which allow equity and comparability across each of the 
programs. All cash benefit programs should be included in 
a basic federal level of suppon. In order to prevent major 
dismption in the system and to provide a smoother adminis­
tration transition, such changes should be phased in over a 
period of time. State supplementation could be provided on 
an optional basis to compensate for regional differences in 
basic needs and for special needs. 
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Criteria for program eligibility and benefits should be 
simple, objective, and clearly stated to achieve equal 
treatment of those with comparable needs. The adminis­
trative stmcture should be designed to reduce the stigma of 
welfare. 

Comparable needs should be met by a basic level of support 
provided on the basis of a family unit. Income and resourc­
es should be considered uniformly and equally regardless of 
the source-payments should not be provided on an individ­
ually determined basis. Distinctions in means tested pro­
grams that discriminate against intact families, childless 
couples, and single adults should be eliminated. 

Primiary reliance shoiild be placed upon direct cash pay­
ments determined on an income adequacy measurement to 
meet the basic consumption needs of low income persons. 
The use of in kind benefits such as food stamps and 
payments through third parties, including housing assis­
tance, should be gradually phased out to achieve the 
maximum degree of equity among persons and families with 
similar incomes and circumstances. 

Only a minimum of those programs which cannot be 
administered effectively at the federal level should be 
maintained outside die income support system. 

Social services would be provided by states and localities to 
support the integrated employment system. Such services 
should be provided imder a plan which involves local 
employment staff to assure that the necessary supportive 
services are available for those persons who are in training 
or employment. 

A realistic and simple method of considering income in the 
computation of federal benefits must be developed which 
allows equal treatment among all low income individuals 
and families. A reasonable disregard of eamed income 
above the basic payment level must be established to 
encourage recipients to work and to lessen the effects of the 
transition from public income support to total self-support. 
Such a system assumes that the various benefit programs 
are integrated in order that the transition from public 
income support to self-support is gradual and not discrimi­
natory. 

The federal govemment should provide protection of 
program benefits from inflation by adopting a system of 
automatic annual adjustments to benefits that equal the 
lesser of the growdi in hourly wages or the general price 
level, as measured by an index other than the Consumer 
Price Index for urban residents (CPI-U). A general price 
index should be used for all programs rather than specific 
group indices, until a special group index is shown signifi­
cantly more accurate. 

2. AFDC 

The federal govemment should establish a nationwide 
benefit floor for AFDC. The federal govemment should 
also establish uniform eligibility standards for AFDC, 
including eligibility for intact families in which die principal 
wage-eamer is unemployed. The responsibility for adminis­
tering the AFDC programs should rest with state govem­
ments, with federal oversight to ensure compliance. 

3. Welfare-to-Work Initiatives 

It is in die interest of AFDC families, botii children and 
parents, tiieir communities, and the nation, that they move 
as quickly as possible from a state of dependency upon 
public assistance- to tiie dignity of being employed and 
economically self-sufficient. Most AFDC families require 
help in making this move with continued support for child 
care, training programs fiinneling into real jobs, transporta­
tion, housing, health care, and transition counseling for 
heads of households, both motiiers and fathers. 

To be successful, welfare-to-work programs must consist of 
a variety of options designed to: (1) meet the diverse and 
often complex needs of families and children and (2) 
provide families and children with choices of avenues to 
self-sufficiency. Such options should include: basic and 
remedial education, with an emphasis on literacy; vocation­
al, technical and higher education; English language 
training; skills training; work experience; job search and 
placement assistance and entrepreneurial opportunities. 
Effective counseling of family members should begin witii 
enrollment in a welfare-to-work program and continue after 
placement in a job. Emphasis must be placed on family 
sustaining transitional plans and programs. 

In addition to programmatic options, welfare-to-work initia­
tives must provide essential supportive services to families. 
Day care for children, transportation to and from work, 
housing support, and health care for participants and 
children are the most essential services to be provided and 
continued for a period of time after job placement as wages 
increase to a family sustaining level. 

NLC supports a federal/state sharing of die costs of 
welfare-to-work programs witii administration by tiie state. 
NLC supports the continuation and expansion of the 
federally fimded programs which provide states with 
valuable resoiu-ces for developing effective models of 
welfare-to-work programs. 

4. The Working Poor 

Poverty among families in which one or more persons is 
employed is a reflection of low wages and an insufficient 
number of full-time jobs. As one approach to improving the 
earnings of low income wage earners, NLC supports an 
increase in tiie minimum wage to a level which more 
closely approximates poverty level income. A second 
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approach would be to increase the Eamed Income Tax 
Credit to relieve more low-income workers of tax obliga­
tions. 

Federal employment and training programs, in particular 
the JTPA, should make every effort to upgrade tiie job 
skills of low income workers. Policies to create more 
full-time jobs in the private sector, including die Targeted 
Jobs Tax Credit, should be fostered as a means of expand­
ing job opportunities for low-income workers. To assist 
working poor women in particular, every effort should be 
made to eliminate sex segregation in jobs, vocational educa­
tion and career counseling which inhibits oppominities for 
women. 

5. Teeruige Pregnancy 

A concerted effort by all levels of govemment is needed to 
combat the epidemic of teenage pregnancy and child-bearing 
in tiie United States. The emphasis of such efforts must be 
on prevention of pregnancy and ensuring that pregnant 
teenagers receive adequate prenatal care and parenting 
counseling. 

Witii respect to prevention, tiiere is an imperative need for 
the inclusion of healtii services, sex education and life 
planning in school curricula. In addition to such courses, 
communities should consider making non-prescription 
contraceptives available to smdents who request them. 

For teenagers who do become pregnant, communities 
should consider establishing in school health clinics and 
prenatal care programs, as well as day care facilities and 
counseling services. Counseling efforts should focus the 
prevention of subsequent pregnancies as well as completion 
of students' education. 

The high incidence of pregnancy among teens from poor 
families suggests a causality rooted in despair and a lack of 
opportunities for both teenage men and women. Ultimately, 
only improved prospects for career and job opportunities 
will motivate poor teenagers to postpone parenthood. For its 
part, the federal govemment should fimd pilot and demon­
stration programs targeted to at-risk teens, particularly 
young women. Enhancement of summer and year round 
youtii employment programs, linked to staying in school, 
would contribute to die problem's solution. 

6. Child Support 

Increases in poveny among families headed by women are 
attributable, in some measure, to the lack of child support 
on the parts of absent fathers. Estimates are that less than 
half of all fathers pay child support, and only half of them 
pay in full. Stronger policies of enforcement of court-ord­
ered child suppon are necessary to help parents adequately 
care for children. One approach that merits consideration is 
state collection of support payments through payroll tax 

deductions, witii payments being made to legal guardians of 
children. There is also a need for standardization of child 
support levels to ensure tiiat adequate amounts of support 
are ordered by die coiuts. An equitable standard for child 
support payments should be based on a specific percentage 
of the absent parents income according to the number of 
children being supported. Such standards should periodical­
ly be reevaluated. 

4.04 Human Resources Management 

A. Problems in Human Resources Management and 
Service Delivery 

Cities have littie direct control over federally fimded human 
resources programs, yet very jbften city officials are 
presumed responsible for tiieir success or failure. When 
tiiese programs do not function responsively, die whole 
social and economic condition of cities is affected. 

There is no comprehensive federal human resources policy 
which recognizes the needs of tiie poor and tiie near poor, 
not those individuals who are in danger of becoming 
dependent. Instead, federal programs are fragmented and 
deal witii problems on a piecemeal basis. 

B. Hiunan Resources Management Goals 

Achievement of an independent and self-sufficient life must 
be tiie comerstone of a comprehensive human resources 
development strategy. Through such a strategy, die special 
needs of die city residents should be recognized and tiiose 
needs met in a coordinated fashion. 

While recognizing that human resources policies relate to all 
citizens, special emphasis must be given to problems of the 
poor, tiie near poor, minorities, tiie disabled, tiie deinstitu­
tionalized population, tiie elderiy, children, youtii, single 
parent families and veterans. 

C. Policies for Human Resources Management 

The success of human resources programs is dependent 
upon tile quality and responsiveness of local planning and 
management. Such planning and management depend to a 
large degree on flexible funding, consistem federal policies 
for planning and operation of all human services programs, 
and a trae parmership with local govemments. 

The appropriate role of each level of govemment should be 
recognized and identified. There are some programs most 
q)propriately administered by tiie federal or state level. But 
otiiers require tiie active involvement of local officials, who 
ultimately must provide solutions to urgent human prob­
lems. 
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jOHNO.NORQUIST w S ^ ^ ^ m OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
MAYOR l E S N r a M S F MILWAUKEE. WISCONSIN 

January 6, 1994 

Mr. Bruce Reed 
Executive Office of the President 
White House Offices 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr̂ ^̂ -Reed: l\w» 

When we met last month during the Welfare Reform Task 
Force's meeting with state and local government representatives, 
you asked for proposals showing how Mayor Norquist's 
recommendation to President Clinton—to eliminate the welfare 
system entirely by 1996 and replace i t with a work-based 
alternative~could be implemented. 

Attached are two drafts that indicate how the Mayor's 
proposal to the President might be carried out. 

The f i r s t draft. Attachment A, calls for enacting a federal 
law that would: 

• Repeal the entire welfare system by July l , 1996; 

• Authorise states to Implement a "Work Connection System" 
that (while providing those who truly cannot work with 
cash) offers the great majority of the poor help in 
getting and sustaining private sector employment; and 

• Make available to the states, as a match for the amount 
they previously contributed to the welfare system, a 
federal payment equal to what they were paid under the 
welfare system. 

The second draft, Attachment B, takes a more modest 
approach. Rather than repeal the entire federal welfare system 
and replace i t across the country with a new work-based 
alternative, i t lets individual states opt out of the welfare 
system and put in place the same work-based approach described 
above. 

City Hall, 200 E. Wells Street, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202. Telephone: ';4I4) 286-2200 
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Neither of these proposals imposes a two-year limit, 
welfare would be eliminated immediately, and the work-based 
altemative would be available immediately. If you feel you need 
to incorporate some sort of two-year limit, I believe that the 
best approach is to allow persons who are engaged in community 
service employment (because of their inability to find private 
sector jobs after an intensive search) to replace a portion of 
such work with education and training.. .but only for up to two 
years. / 

I also wish to note that both proposals are designed to be 
revenue-neutral. 

Both proposals do not address the issues of eamings 
supplementation, child support, or' health care. I t is assumed 
that: 

- Earnings supplementation can best be handled by making 
further changes in the federal BIC; 

- Child support can also best be dealt with through the tax 
system; and 

- Health care will be provided as peirt of Preaident 
Clinton's National Health Insurance Plan. 

Finally, in case you don't have i t readily available, I am 
enclosing as Attachment C another copy of Mayor Norquist's letter 
of December 13, 1993, to President Clinton. 

I hope the attached material is helpful to you in crafting 
federal welfare reform legislation that responds to Mayor 
Norquist's request in the context of fulfilling Preaident 
Clinton's commitment to "end welfare as we know i t . " 

Please feel free to c a l l me at (414) 286-8577 i f you have 
any questions. I would also appreciate you letting me know your 
reaction. 

^Sincerely, 

David R. Riemer 
Chief of Staff 



ATTACHMENT A 

NATIONWIDE WELFARE REPLACEMENT 

NATIONAL WELFARE REPLACEMENTT ACT OF 1994 

Section 1. REPEAL OF THE CURRENT WELFARE SYSTEM. 

The following federal weifare programs are repealed, effective July 1,1996: 

a AFDC; 
b. Food Stamps; 
c. School Breakfast; 
d. School Lunch; 
e. Other nutrition programs; 
f. Child care programs (other than Head Start): and 
g. Subsidized and public housing. 

Section 2. CREATION OF STATE WORK CONNECTION SYSTEM. 

Each state may implement a Work Connection System, effective July 1,1996, 
that offers all of the following: 

a. Offers income to any unemployed low«lncome adult resident who, by reason 
of physical or mental disability, is unable to work: 

b. Offers assistance in securing private-sector employment to any unemployed 
low-income adult resident who is able to work; 

c. Offers community service employment to any unemployed low-nncome adult 
resident who is able to work but has been unable to obtain private-sector 
employment after an intensive job search; and 

d. Offers child care to any low-income adult resident who requires child care in 
order to seek or ot3tain work. 

Section 3. OFFER OF INCOME TO UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT 
RESIDENTS WHO ARE UNABLE TO WORK, 

Each state, in impiementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(a), shall: 

a Ensure that no low-income adult resident who is eligible for Social Security 
Disability or Supplemental Security Income is offered income under Section 
2(a); 



P. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent definitions of inability to 
work by reason of physical or mental disability; 

c. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent standards for reviewing, 
and either approving or rejecting, applications for income due to inability to 
work by reason of physical or mental disability; and 

d. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent standards for allowing low-
income adult residents whose applications for income have been rejected 
pursuant to subsection c. to appeal the rejection and have their appeals 
considered in a prompt and impartial manner. 

Section 4. OFFER OF ASSISTANCE IN SECURING PR1VATE^E6TOR EMPLOY­
MENT TO UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO ARE ABLE TO WORK. 

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(b), shall: 

a. Assist any low-income adult resident who is able to work to obtain up to 40 
hours of private-sector employment per week; and 

b. Evaluate the effectiveness of the assistance provided pursuant to subsection 
a., as well as all other training and placement efforts in the state, in helping their 
participants to obtain private-sector employment that is full-time, lasts for at 
least two years or more, and pays at least $7.00 per hour. 

Section 5. OFFER OF COMMUNFTY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT TO 
UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO CAN WORK BUT HAVE 
BEEN UNABLE TO OBTAIN PRIVATE-SECTTOR EMPLOYMENT. 

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(c), shall: 

a. Offfer a community service job to any low-income adult who Is able to work 
but who has been unable to obtain 30 hours per week of private-sector 
employment (averaged over a 6-week period) after a job search of between 6-8 
weeks; and 

b. Assure that each community service job offered shall: 

(i) Provide enough hours of community service employment to bring the 
low-income adult resident's total hours of work (I.e., community service 
employment plus private sector employment) to an acceptable number of 
hours of work per week (but no more than 30 hours of work per week); 
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(ii) Pay exactly the federal minimum wage; 

(iii) Last for no more than 26 weeks per year; 

(Iv) Be subject to the same rules of dismissal and discipline as a regular 
private-sector job; 

(V) Produce real benefits for the local community in areas such as public 
safety, environmental improvement, housing, child care, education, 
recreation, and culture; and 

(vi) Not result In the displacement of any private-sector or government 
employee, and not substitute for any private-sector or government job. 

Section 6. OFFER OF CHILD CARE TO LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS 
WHO REQUIRE CHILD CARE IN ORDER TO SEEK OR OBTAIN EMPLOYMENT. 

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(d), shall: 

a. Sell child care vouchers to low-income adult residents who are seeking 
employment or holding jobs based on an income-adjusted sliding fee scale; 
and 

b. Ensure that the vouchers sold pursuant to subsection a. are redeemed by 
certified child care providers. 

Section 7. PROVISION OF FEDERAL FUNDS. 

Each state implementing a Work Connection System that invests in the system 
an amount equal to the state's match, during the period July 1,1995 through June 30, 
1996, for the federal welfare programs listed in Section 1 shall be paid by the 
Secretary: 

a. For the purpose of implementing the Work Connection Program during the 
period July 1, 1996 through June 30,1997. a federal payment equal to the sum 
of the federal payments made to the state for the period July 1. 1995 through 
June 30,1996, under the federal welfare programs repealed pursuant to 
Section 1; and 

b. For the purpose of implementing the Woric Connection Program during each 
subsequent year, a federal payment equal to the payment made to the state 
under subsection a. multiplied times the increase in the Consumer Price Index. 

-3-



Section 8. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this Act: 

a. "Adulf means a person who is: 

(i) At least 18 years of age if the person has graduated from high school 
but no more than 64 years of age, or 

(iO At least 21 years of age if the person has not graduated from high 
school but no more than 64 years of age; 

b. "Resident' means a citizen ot the United States who has estabfehed legal 
residence in a state; 

c. "Low income" means: 

(i) For the purpose of the offers made pursuant to Sections 2(a) and (c), 
an income of less than tiie federal poverty line, and 

(II) For the purpose of tine offers made pursuant to Section 2(b) and (d), 
an income ot less than 200% of the federal poverty line; 

d. "Private-sector" means private for-profit private non-profit, or regular 
government; 

e. "State" means each of the 50 states of tiie United States, the District ot 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, etc.; 

f. "Secretary" means the Secretary of tiie Treasury. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

STATE AUTHORITY TO RFPLACE WELFARE 

STATE WELFARE REPLACEMENT ACT OF 1994 

Section 1, ENDING OF PARTICIPATION IN THE WELFARE SYSTEM. 

a. Any state tiiat enacts legislation tiiat ends its participation in tiie federal 
welfare programs listed in subsection (b) and implements a Work Connection 
System in the manner set forth in Sections 2 ttirough 8 shall receive a federal 
payment as provided in Section 7. 

b. A state may decide to end its partidpation in the following federal welfare 
programs, effective July 1,1996: 

a. AFDC; 
b. Food Stamps; 
c. School Breakfast; 
d. School Lunch; 
e. (Dtiier nutrition programs; 
f. Child care programs (otiier tiian Head Start); and 
g. Subsidized and public housing. 

Section 2. CREATION OF STATE WORK CONNECTION SYSTEM. 

Each state may, in lieu of participating in the federal weifare programs listed in 
Section 1 (a), implement a Work Connection System, effective July 1,1996, that offers 
all of the following: 

a. Offers income to any unemployed low-income adult resident who, by reason 
of physical or mental disability, is unable to work; 

b. Offers assistance in securing private-sector employment to any unemployed 
low-income adult resident who is able to woric; 

c. Offers community senses employment to any unemployed low-Income adult 
resident who is able to woric but has been unable to obtain private-sector 
employment after an intensive job search; and 

d. Offers child care to any low-income adult resident who requires child care in 
order to seek or obtain work. 



Section 3. OFFER OF INCOME TO UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT 
RESIDENTS WHO ARE UNABLE TO WORK. 

Each state, in implementing tiie offer made pursuant to Section 2(a), shall: 

a. Ensure that no low-income adult resident who is eligible for Social Security 
Disability or Supplemental Security Income is offered income under Section 
2(a); 

b. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent definitions of inability to 
wori< by reason ot physical or mental disability; 

. /• 
c Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent standards for reviewing, 
and either approving or rejecting, applications fbr income due to inability to 
wori< by reason of physical or mental disability; and 
d. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent standards for allowing low-
income adult residents whose applications for income have been rejected 
pursuant to subsection c. to appeal the rejection and have tiieir appeals 
considered in a prompt and impartial manner. 
Section 4. OFFER OF ASSISTANCE IN SECURING PRIVATE-SECTOR EMPLOY­

MENT TO UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO ARE ABLE TO WORK. 
Each state, in impiementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(b). shall: 
a. Assist any low-income adult resident who is able to work to obtain up to 40 
hours of private-sector employment per week: and 
b. Evaluate tiie effectiveness of the assistance provided pursuant to subsection 
a., as well as all other training and placement efforts in tiie state, in helping their 
participants to obtain private-sector employment that Is full-time, lasts for at 
least two years or more, and pays at least $7.00 per hour. 

Section 5. OFFER OF COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMEhfT TO 
UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO CAN WORK BUT HAVE 
BEEN UNABLE TO OBTAIN PRIVATE-SECTOR EMPLOYMENT. 

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(o), shall: 

a. Offer a community service job to any loŵ ncome adult who is able to work 
but who has been unable to obtain 30 hours per week of privats-sector 



employment (averaged over a 6-week period) after a job search of between 6-8 
weeks; and 

b. Assure that each community service job offered shall: 

(I) Provide enough hours of community service employment to bring tiie 
low-income adult resident's total hours of woric (I-e.. community service 
employment plus private sector employment) to an acceptable number of 
hours of work per week (but no more than 30 hours of woric per week); 

di) Pay exactiy the federal minimum wage; 
r 

(iii) Last for no more than 26 weeks per year; 

(iv) Be subject to the same ailes of dismissal and discipline as a regular 
priveto-sector job; 

(v) Produce real benefits for tiie local community in areas such as public 
safety, environmental improvement housing, child care, education, 
reoeaition, and culture; and 

(vO Not result In tiie displacement of any private-sector or govemment 
emplcjyee, and not substitute fbr any private-sector or govemment job. 

Section 8. OFFER OF CHILD CARE TO LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS 
WHO REQUIRE CHILD CARE IN ORDER TO SEEK OR OBTAIN EMPLOYMENT, 

Each state, in implementing tiie offer made pursuant to Section 2(d). shall: 

a Sell child care vouchers to low-income adult residents who are seeking 
employment or holding jobs based on an income-adjusted sliding fee scale; 
and 

b. Ensure that the vouchers sold pursuant to subsection a. are redeemed by 
certified child (lare providers. 

Section 7. PROVISION OF FEDERAL FUNDS. 

Each state Implementing a Woric Connection System that Invests in the system 
an amount equal to the state's match, during the period July 1,1995 tiirough June 30, 
1996, for the federal weifare programs listed In Section 1 shall be paid by tiie 
Secretary: 



a For the purpose of implementing the Woric Connection Program during the 
period July 1,1996 tiirough June 30,1997. a federal payment equal to the sum 
of the federal payments made to tiie state fbr tiie period July 1,1995 tiirough 
June 30.1996, under tiie federal welfare programs repealed pursuant to 
Section 1; and 

b. For the purpose of implementing the Woric CJonnection Program during each 
subsequent year, a federal payment equal to tiie payment made to the state 
under subsection a. multiplied times the Increase in the Consumer Price Index. 

Sections. DEFINITIONS. / 

For the purposes of tiiis Act 

a. "Aduttf means a person who is: 

(0 At least 18 years of age if the person has graduated from high school 
but no more tiian 64 years of age, or 

00 At least 21 years of age if ttie person has not graduated from high 
school but no more than 64 years of age; 

b. "Resident* means a citizen of tiie United States who has established legal 
residence in a state; 

c "Low Income" means: 

(I) For the purpose of the offers made pursuant to Sections 2(a) and (c). 
an income of less than the federal poverty line, and 

(II) For tiie purpose of the offers mada pursuant to Section 2(b) and (d), 
an income of less tiian 200% of the federal poverty line; 

d. "Private-sector means private for-profit private non-profit or regular 
government; 

e. "State" means each of ttie 50 states of the United States, tiie District of 
Columblai, the Commonweatth ot Puerto Rico, etc.; 

f. "Secretary" means tiie Secretary ot the Tlreasury. 
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Washington, D.C. 20201 

SUBJECT Welfare Reform 

Dear Mr. Monahan 

I am 
welfare r; 
of Health 

e n d OS ing 
iform t h a t 
and Human 

for you my comments on the d r a f t proposal 
you got from the task force i n the Department 
Services. 

In a d d i t i o n , I would l i k e to comment on the method of 
fi n a n c i n g which i s being discussed. That method would simply s t r i p 
out b e n e f i t s for l e g a l a l i e n s . I believe t h a t i s very short 
sighted and not a good way to go. While Wisconsin may not have the 
riumbers of a l i e n s t h a t other states l i k e C a l i f o r n i a have, to drop 
those f a m i l i e s onto a s a f e t y net th a t i s financed e n t i r e l y by the 
3t,3tes would not be pleasant to contemplate. For instance, roughly 
'10'-̂  of our Indo-Chinese population i s on AFDC. Almost a l l of them 
.̂ r e a 1 i f̂' p. i-

I look forward to seeing the r e s u l t s of the v/ork of the 
Welfare Task Force and i t s comments on the C l i n t o n Draft Proposal. 

With a l l best wishes. 

REBECC^ YOUNG 
State Representative 
76th Assembly D i s t r i c t 

R Y / r 1 

End 
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT PLAN 
OF PRESIDENT CLINTON'S WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM 

PART ONE: PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY AND PREVENTING TEEN 
PREGNANCY 

A. Changing the Welfare and Child Support Systems 

Support for two-parent families. Eliminating the e l i g i b i l i t y 
bias against two-parent families i s long overdue. 

• 
* I would suggest one additional change: reducing the tremendous 
penalty on working step-parents. Currently a l l but a very small 
amount of a step-parent's income i s considered available to the 
family, even though none of the AFDC children are his/hers. The 
amount "deemed" to the family should be substantially reduced. 

Minor mothers live at home. I t i s unclear how this requirement 
serves the draft's goals. I t i s at least as arguable that 
allowing minor mothers to establish separate households i f they 
wish to do so w i l l increase their responsibility for their child. 
Additionally, allowing minors to establish separate households 
may allow them to escape harmful home enviroiunents. Furthermore, 
i t i s unclear that such a requirement i s really necessary. In 
Wisconsin at least, which has this requirement, the number of 
families affected i s quite small, indicating that many minor 
parents decide with their families to continue to live together. 
For those who don't, child protection agencies are authorized to 
investigate those situations which may pose a risk to minors, and 
require the minor parent to l i v e with an adult where appropriate. 
Perhaps a reasoneible compromise would be to require case 
management wherever a minor mother proposes to establish a 
separate household, to investigate the situation and make a 
recommendation depending on the available home situation and the 
minor parent's maturity. This would remove the presumption in 
such cases that the grandparent's home was always superior. 

At a minimum, i f the proposed requirement i s adopted i t should be 
drafted so as to encourage separate households where warranted 
and sought by the minor parent. 

Mentoring bv older welfare recipients. Child-bearing by teens i s 
a veiry complex problem for which there are no easy solutions. 
Mentoring by welfare mothers may be a good idea as long as those 
chosen are s k i l l e d and enthusiastic about their role. Such a 
system should never be used simply to provide easy community 
service "slots;" this may be a real temptation should the 
proposed two year limit for cash assistance result in large 
numbers of recipients jobless at that point. 



Coiranent: Welfare Reform Draft 
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Demonstrations. I t i s unclear what i s meant by demonstrations 
which would condition a portion of the grant upon "self-
sufficiency" acti v i t i e s or provide bonuses. For adult 
recipients, the JOBS program already includes sanctions for 
failure to cooperate with work-related activies and proposals for 
increased work income disregards are discussed elsewhere. Teen 
parents are also covered in JOBS rules and may be sanctioned for 
failure to attend school as their JOBS activity. I f this i s 
meant to encourage "Leamfare" waivers, conditioning Sanctions 
and bonuses upon school attendance of dependent children» i t 
should await some indication that current Leamfare pilots are 
effective. Wisconsin, one of the few states to involve dependent 
children in their Leamfare program, i s just beginning an 
evaluation of i t s program. 

There have been many problems with implementation of Leamfare in 
Wisconsin, with many recipients losing benefits due to errors in 
record-keeping and inadequate procedures, with failures in the 
case management system, and with large numbers of sanctions 
occurring in families already in c r i s i s with the juvenile justice 
system. As a result, the program has been highly controversial. 
Further experimentation involving dependent children and reduced 
benefit levels should be discouraged until i t i s clearer that 
such sanctions work and that case management and supportive 
services are not enough in themselves. 

The option of allowing states to limit benefit increases for 
additional children should not be adopted. When this idea was 
f i r s t proposed in Wisconsin, the task force agreed that i t should 
be implemented only with a substantial increase in overall 
welfare benefits. (The proposal would have set the beginning 
welfare benefit level above the poverty line.) In such a 
setting, the argument that this i s "like" non-welfare families 
makes more sense. Without such a general benefit increase (which 
was l a t e r dropped as too costly), the proposed cap on benefits 
simply plunges families much further into poverty. In Wisconsin 
a mother who had a second child and continued to receive a grant 
for two, $440, would go from 56% of poverty to 44% of poverty. 
(Food stamps would help some but would not bring the family even 
close to the poverty line.) The additional benefits received 
with additional children are sometimes characterized as a 
"reward" when they simply serve to allow families to live at 
approximately the same, sub-poverty level as before. Thus, the 
addition to grants cannot reasonably be viewed as an incentive to 
have more children. 

Studies have tended to show that welfare families child-bearing 
decisions are not influenced by the size of the welfare grant. 
Indeed the draft report indicates that, for the most part, the 
social trends leading to welfare dependency are not caused by the 
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welfare system but reflect shifts in societal mores and values, 
(p. 9) Furthermore, a high percentage of pregnancies are 
unintended. The draft report indicates the numbers are 35% for 
a l l pregnancies and much higher for teens. (David Ellwood, in 
Poor Support, Poverty in the American Family, Basic Books, Inc. 
1988, at page 72, reports that 80% of teens report their 
pregnancies unwanted.) Allowing states to limit benefits in 
these cases makes our poorest families and their babies bear the 
brunt of societal changes and lack of education about ,hnd access 
to birth control, as well as simple failures in birth control 
methods. 

Other changes in the welfare system that are far more l i k e l y to 
affect child-bearing decisions are those discussed later in the 
working group draft, particularly making work pay and increased 
education and training opportunities with necessary support 
services. These are lik e l y to be effective "welfare reform" by 
providing real options to poor parents. Additionally, a sounder 
educational system, particularly in our ghetto areas, could have 
a profound effect on teen birth rates. 

B. Engaging Every Sector of Society in Promoting Responsibility 

C. Encouraging Responsible Family Planning 

A l l the i n i t i a t i v e s suggested in these sections of the draft 
sound good. They recognize the larger societal causes of welfare 
dependency as well as the importance of family planning services 
in reducing welfare dependency. 

I n i t i a t i v e s to reduce childbearing among the poor are needed, and 
there are programs which have been successful. States should be 
directed toward more positive approaches and not allowed to 
diminish benefits once children are already born. 

PART TWO: MAKING WORK PAY. 

A. Child Care for Working Families 

Maintain IV-A child care. 

Expand child care for low-income working families. 

I t i s c r i t i c a l to increase federal funding for both AFDC child 
care and child care for other low-income working families. 

Among the lessons of the JOBS program implementation i s that 
states are having great di f f i c u l t y funding a l l who need child 
care. In Wisconsin, child care for recipients in education and 
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training has been grossly underfunded (resulting in a lawsuit in 
order to obtain child care guaranteed under the Family Support 
Act). Also, the long waiting l i s t s for at-risk child care has 
resulted in some returning to welfare when their year's 
entitlement to transitional child care has run out. There was 
testimony at state hearings that another spell on welfare was the 
only way to "requalify" for child care, necessitating leaving 
jobs which otherwise showed some promise. The federal^match for 
AFDC, transitional, and at risk child care programs should be 
increased. 

Coordinate mles across a l l child care programs. Seamless 
coverage w i l l also help families make the transition from AFDC 
to, eventually, non-supported work in the private sector. I t 
w i l l help avert the loss of continuing child care or even the 
loss of a job because child care i s suddenly unavailable. 

* Additionally, states should be required to supplement 
recipients' child care costs which exceed that amount disregarded 
in determining AFDC grants. The federal disregard i s very low: 
$200 per month for infants and $175 for children over two. In 
Wisconsin i t i s not at a l l unusual to spend $400 to $500 per 
month per child. Currently, states have the option to supplement 
the disregard. I f they do not, the difference must be paid by 
recipients, making the choice to work must more d i f f i c u l t . 

•States should also be required to pay child care costs for the 
f i r s t two months of working where income i s being budgeted 
restrospectively. This i s also an option for states. Many 
recipients with small children find i t very d i f f i c u l t to begin 
work because they must somehow pay for their child care those 
f i r s t two months, before the work income disregard begins to 
increase their grant amount. 

Questions: 

1. Regarding how much new investment in child care i s 
reasonable, i t i s d i f f i c u l t to set a limit. I t seems clear that 
ending the use of welfare requires substantial expenditures for 
child care, during education and training to prepare for work as 
well as during work at entry level positions. 

2. Regarding reducing the state match for child care for the 
working poor, as indicated earlier, i t i s l i k e l y that the match 
for a l l child care programs w i l l need to be reduced i f welfare 
reform i s to succeed. 

* An additional suggestion to ease the funding for child care i s 
to make participation in work and training programs optional for 
those with children under 6, or at least reduce the number of 
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hours of participation required. Child care for those with 
preschoolers i s the most expensive of a l l . This i s discussed 
further at Part Three, below. 

B. Advance Payment of the EITC 

In general, this would be very helpful to recipients, as long as 
i t did not result in reducing their AFDC benefits or food stamps. 
Currently, this does not count as income when received for either 
program, and only counts as an asset i f held for a period of 
time. I t w i l l only be helpful i f i t continues to be disregarded 
in determining the benefit amount. 

Any of the other strategies suggested to expand the effectiveness 
of the EITC might be helpful. (There have been some problems 
noted with Electronic Benefit Transfers, generally regarding 
access and privacy issuesy. 

C. Other Support for Working Families 

I t i s important to recognize, as the draft does, that full-time 
work may not always be feasible for single parents. In fact, i t 
may not make good economic sense for families with young children 
headed by a f a i r l y low-skilled wage-earner. I t also seems 
reasonable and fa i r to aim for a system where recipients are 
better off working. I t i s l i k e l y that some combination of the 
options w i l l be necessary. For example. 

Option 1, requiring a state EITC supplement w i l l l i k e l y be most 
helpful for families with a full-time worker. (Supplementation 
of food stamp or housing benefits would seem much more d i f f i c u l t 
to administer and diminishes families' responsibilities to plan 
for themselves.) 

Option 2, requiring states to continue to provide some cash 
assistance i s l i k e l y to be most helpful to part-time workers, and 
makes particularly good sense applied to parents with pre-school 
children. In order for this option to be better than welfare, 
however, the earned income disregard would have to be increased 
not just "simplified" or made unlimited by time as the draft 
suggests. 

Option 3, child support assurance programs seem the most logical 
way to ease the burden on single parents, recognizing the 
importance of their presence in the home while requiring part-
time work. 

Option 4, i s an good idea, but should be considered as an 
additional source of support, not a substitute for monthly cash 
benefits to achieve at least a poverty level standard of living. 
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Demonstrations. These are a l l very good ideas and should be 
piloted. Establishing temporary unemployment systems and 
emergency assistance systems for short-term emergencies seem 
particularly sound ideas to help families avoid AFDC altogether. 

•One option clearly and simply directed toward the goal of making 
work pay is increasing the minimum wage. Since the EITC is 
essentially an employer subsidy, it may make sense to increase 
the minimum wage at the same time. ^ 

PART THREE: PROVIDE ACCESS TO EDUCATION AND TRAINING, IMPOSE 
TIME LIMITS, AND EXPECT WORK 

The centerpiece of the draft welfare reform proposal i s to 1) 
enhance the JOBS program for recipients and 2) impose a two year 
limit upon the receipt of benefits, followed by 3) govemment 
jobs for those unable to find work at that point. These three 
components are viewed as necessary to enable more long-term 
recipients to obtain employment and leave the AFDC program. 

The problem with this analysis i s that the JOBS program has never 
been given a chance to work for most program participants. As 
the draft indicates, only 15% of the non-exempt AFDC caseload i s 
currently participating. Thus, while expanding the JOBS program 
i s appropriate, establishing a two-year limit i s a totally 
irrelevant response to the program's failure thus far to move 
more people off welfare. The answer i s not more rigidity but 
more use of the program, tailored to meet the need of recipients 
for job preparedness and training and targetted at those who need 
i t and can most benefit. Furthermore, the provision of public 
service jobs at the end of this period w i l l be costly, and 
invariably result in the diversion of funds from other, highly 
necessary i n i t i a t i v e s : expansion of the JOBS program and the 
additional child care funding. 

A. Enhancing the JOBS Program. 

Immediate focus on work and participation in JOBS. The 
emphasis upon getting a l l recipients into JOBS immediately 
creates an unnecessary and inefficient rigidity. The draft 
points out that AFDC serves as a temporary safety net for a 
majority of recipients. (Page 16.) Yet, by requiring the 
immediate entry of a l l recipients into JOBS, the plan does not 
seem to recognize that many recipients leave the program needing 
few services beyond temporary financial help and many of those 
who leave do not return. I t does not make any sense at a l l to 
devote new resources to this group. 

In addition, the plan would remove exemptions for parents of 
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young children, without acknowledging that these are the most 
expensive recipients to serve because of child care requirements, 
and without discussing the c r i t i c a l role in child-rearing that 
single parents especially must play. 

• A better approach would be to target resources to those who 
have been on assistance for a certain period of time, for example 
a year, and otherwise make services available to volunteers, as 
needed. This would be much more like l y to focus resources where 
they are most needed than the draft's approach. I t would also 
assure that parents who enter the program with very young 
children could care for their children themselves, i f they f e l t 
i t necessary. Finally, i t would allow the development of more 
thoughtful plans for self-sufficiency, after the sorts of crises 
which propel many families onto assistance had had a chance to 
quiet down. 

Teen parents could be required to participate immediately, as has 
been suggested elsewhere. See Mark Greenberg, The Devil i s in 
the Details, July, 1993, page 17. As Mr. Greenberg suggests, 
they constitute a group li k e l y to become long-term recipients and 
have a special need to finish school. While their children are 
infants, however, school attendance should be required only i f 
on-site child care i s available. 

Sanctions should be no stronger than under current law, where 
benefits are reduced by removing the portion owed for the adult 
who f a i l s to participate. 

2. Expanding the JOBS program. Increased funding and an 
enhanced match are both necessary in order to substantially 
increase the numbers of recipients served. 

• The enhanced federal match should be applied, as well, to child 
care funding for those in education and training programs. 
Wisconsin and other states have found i t d i f f i c u l t to meet this 
need at the current match rate. In many cases, this w i l l be the 
primary expense for those in JOBS. 

Dramatically increased participation should also be sought, but 
i t should be achieved by targetting those longer-term recipients 
and teen parents as discussed earlier. 

3. Integrating JOBS and mainstream education and training 
i n i t i a t i v e s . The in i t i a t i v e s suggested are a l l positive 
approaches for providing opportunities for welfare recipients to 
become self - s u f f i c i e n t . However, states should hesitate to 
direct, in particular, AFDC recipients toward child care. These 
jobs are both too important and too underpaid to encourage anvone 
to undertake them who i s not both highly motivated and talented 
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at working with children. 

B. Making Welfare Transitional 

Two-Year limit. 

Extensions. 

Credits for additional assistance. / 

The discussion here indicates that the time limit i s necessary to 
provide a "structure that necessitates continuous movement toward 
f u l f i l l i n g the objectives of the employability plan and, 
ultimately, finding a job." But, as indicated earlier, i t does 
not make sense to provide the same stmcture regardless of 
circumstance. Indeed the detail of this section contains a 
number of possible variations and exceptions which almost swallow 
the mle, indicating the difficulty. Requiring contracts and 
employability plans already provides the necessary stmcture and 
directs recipients toward completing training and entering the 
job market. These are tailored to recipients' s k i l l s and 
aptitudes, their readiness for the labor market, and their 
family's needs. Imposing an a r t i f i c i a l two-year limit which 
ignores these considerations i s counterproductive. 

That i s not to say that states might not be allowed to require 
recipients to look for work while in education or training 
programs after a certain reasonable period i f i t did not intefere 
with or slow down their educational programs. Or work in 
addition might be required i f the student were not making 
satisfactory progress in their training or educational programs 
(instead of requiring them to quit their programs altogether, i f 
they wished a chance to continue). 

Gearing recipients' programs and time expectations to their 
specific situations would eliminate the need to grant the sorts 
of extensions listed, to extend the time limit for working at 
least 20 hours per week, and to allow the "earning" of months of 
e l i g i b i l i t y for months spent working and off assistance. Pages 
20-21. 

On the other hand, i f a time limit i s ultimately enacted into 
law, the extensions and credits should be mandatory upon the 
states in order to build in some attention to the variety of 
recipients' circumstances otherwise disregarded in a time-limited 
system: those who go on and off assistance, and those who need 
different types of help at different points of AFDC e l i g i b i l i t y . 
Also of particular importance i s continuing the opportunities for 
postsecondary education which i s contained in the current JOBS 
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program and which i s the avenue most l i k e l y to lead recipients 
out of the welfare system for good. 

C. Work 

In addition to being an inefficient way to use resources, 
establishing time limits means that government must create work 
opportunities at the end of the period for those who are unable 
to find work outside the program. This must be done t/6 avoid the 
widespread deprivation which would otherwise result. ' 
The draft states that the overall goal of the work program i s to 
help recipients "find lasting employment outside the program." 
Of the two models presented in the draft, the jobs created for 
recipients to work for wages are much more clearly directed 
toward achieving this goal than the workfare model. Based upon 
studies to date, workfare models have not proven at a l l effective 
in moving recipients into jobs outside the welfare system. (For 
a particularly good discussion of the problems of workfare, see 
Mr. Greenberg's a r t i c l e at pages 10 to 14.) 

Both programs are l i k e l y to be costly, both in themselves and 
considering the child care needs of working recipients. To the 
extent that recipients are not provided the means to find jobs 
outside the program, government work programs mn the risk of 
creating a quasi-permanent underclass at substantial expense. 
Finally, i t i s highly unlikely that states w i l l be able to create 
the number of jobs that w i l l be required. See Mr. Greenberg's 
discussion at pages 10-12. 

1. Administrative stmcture of the work program 

E l i g i b i l i t y . The sanction for refusing an offer of work outside 
the program i s i n e l i g i b i l i t y for six months with cash benefits 
provided to the extent they would have been had the job been 
taken. Since the only way to cure this violation i s the 
acceptance of another job outside the program which may not be 
available, some families w i l l be l e f t with no income at a l l and 
no way to provide i t . Currently recipients are sanctioned by 
being taken off the grant, leaving the childrens' portion intact. 
This i s a severe enough penalty where f u l l grants are already 
well below the poverty level. 

Waiting l i s t . I f the number needing work exceeds the number of 
work slots, recipients would be required to volunteer and states 
might be penalized by a reduced match of the recipient's cash 
assistance. I t i s l i k e l y that the number of jobless recipients 
w i l l greatly exceed the number of jobs. Volunteer opportunities 
are l i k e l y to shrink, the use of volunteers may well begin to 
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substitute for hiring regular employees, and states are l i k e l y to 
be put to even greater expense because of local economic 
conditions. I t i s not f a i r to penalize either states or 
recipients for negative economic conditions and shrinking job 
markets. 

The option of allowing states to reduce benefits once recipients 
exceed a certain period of participation in work programs should 
not be adopted. I t i s not f a i r to punish recipients v^o follow 
a l l the mles and are unable to find work because they lack 
necessary s k i l l s or because appropriate jobs are unavailable. 

2. Characteristics of the work assignments. 

Hours. The draft provides that work assignments would be for 15 
to 35 hours per week to be determined by the state. The program 
should set standards for setting the number of hours, for 
example, limiting to 20 hours per week the work obligation of 
those with pre-school children. 

Not working. The reduction of hours for not working should be 
limited similarly to the limits under current law. Or, the 
reduction could reflect the number of hours missed up to a 
maximum set as a percentage of the grant. 

The option of permitting workfare programs should not be adopted. 
As discussed earlier, these programs have shown almost no success 
in helping recipients gain outside employment. Clearly i t i s not 
warranted to expand them on the scale anticipated with this 
program. 

3. Economic development. The Community development and 
Individual economic development initi a t i v e s are positive 
suggestions. 

PART FOUR: ENFORCE CHILD SUPPORT 

A. Child Support Enforcement 

1. Universal and simplified paternity establishment process. 
The emphasis here should be on the conscientious and thorough 
pursuit of paternity and child support in a l l welfare cases and 
those where services are requested, along with outreach efforts 
and systems changes to promote paternity establishment. Beyond 
that i t i s much less clear that govemment has a role in 
promoting a child's right to "interract" with both parents, as 
the materials on "universal" paternity establishment suggest. 

Simplified paternity establishment should be pursued, but with 
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careful attention to due process protections due alleged fathers. 
The legal acknowledgment of parentage i s too important to a l l 
parties to risk mistakes in the name of simplification and 
streamlining the system. 

It is unclear what is meant by "clearer, stricter cooperation 
requirements." At least in Wisconsin, cooperation requirements 
are well spelled out and sanctions are readily imposed for 
failures to comply. f 

Options: The bonus to mothers for establishing paternity would 
probably be easier to administer than the current $50 disregard. 
I t i s also f a i r that mothers be rewarded for cooperation, 
regardless of the amount of child support ultimately received. 

Regarding the denial of "certain governmental benefits" to 
persons who have not cooperated, the denial of a portion of the 
AFDC grant i s part of current mles. I t i s d i f f i c u l t to see how 
a greater sanction might be applied without harm to the children 
in the family. There are very few cases where parents f a i l to 
cooperate without some basis, often having to do with fears for 
their safety or that of their children which they either cannot 
prove or which they are unsuccessful in persuading county workers 
are serious enough. 

2. Appropriate payment levels. 

3. Collection and enforcement. 

Most of these in i t i a t i v e s are positive; many are already being 
done in Wisconsin. However, authorizing the suspension of 
driver's and professional liscenses seems counterproductive, 
indeed, as i t i s l i k e l y to interfere with employment 
opportunities and/or training opportunities and therefore payors' 
a b i l i t y to keep up child support payments. 

4. Providing some minimum level of child support. This i s a 
natural complement to other aspects of welfare reform, in that i t 
protects single, custodial parents from having to assume the 
total burden of child-rearing when the non-custodial parent is 
either unwilling or unable to contribute a fair share. I t would 
enable single parents to support their families with part-time 
work. Such a system i s particularly necessary where AFDC 
benefits w i l l be time-limited as i t recognizes the importance of 
a strong parental role in children's healthy development and the 
particular needs of children in single parent families for a 
parent's presence in the home. 

Option 2 would be the best as i t i s most likely to bring single-
parent families up to the poverty line with a combination of 
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part-time work and an assured child support benefit level. 

B. Enhancing Responsibility and Opportunity for Noncustodial 
Parents 

The i n i t i a t i v e s here are generally sound, including providing 
incentives and training programs to non-custodial parents and 
forgiving arrearages for those who comply. / 

I t would not make sense, however, to divert funds for training 
and education from AFDC recipients. Custodial parents w i l l 
always have the major responsibility for providing for children. 
And, funding for custodial parents' training w i l l always be more 
expensive, as i t must include day care expenses as well as other 
training and living expenses. Finally, custodial parents are 
most often women who are much less l i k e l y to be able to earn a 
living wage than men in similar circumstances with similar 
amounts of training. Special care must be taken not to underfund 
training and supportive services for custodial parents in order 
to provide training for non-custodial parents. 

PART FIVE: REINVENT GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

A. Simplification Across Assistance Programs 

Option 1 contains a number of positive suggestions for 
simplification and coordination of welfare mles for the various 
programs. 

Option 2 suggests that the " f i l i n g unit" could be standardized 
between the AFDC and food stamp programs. Since food stamp units 
may contain a variety of related and unrelated people, any 
unification of f i l i n g units would have to follow the AFDC f i l i n g 
unit scheme. Otherwise, using the food stamp unit for a model 
for cash assistance would result in contributions to the family 
with children being assiimed where, in fact, they do not exist. 
This would mean substantial inequities among AFDC families of the 
same size, depending on who else lived in their household. 

B. Preventing Waste, Fraud and Abuse 

New technology has enhanced program integrity and w i l l continue 
to do so. 

C. Performance Standards and State F l e x i b i l i t y 

While some state f l e x i b i l i t y i s desireable, the federal 
goveriunent has a substantial role in making sure that systems 
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treat families with children fairly and without undue harshness. 
Poor families need to be somewhat insulated from program 
decisions made solely in response to state budget crises and the 
lack of public understanding of and sympathy for the causes of 
their poverty. To that end, standards for granting waivers from 
program mles should be developed to ensure that variances will 
serve the goals of family self-sufficiency while at the same time 
providing the essentials for family survival. 
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THE UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS 
iwn liYt .STRHHT. Nomrwr.ST 

TELEPHONE (202) 293 7m 

January 25,1994 

TO: John Monahar 

From: Laura DeKoven waxman (xJ 

Re: Reaction to welfare Reform Discussion Draft 

ThanK you for your efforts to involve city officials In the development of the 
Aaministratton's welfare reform proposals, we particulariy appreciated the briefing session 
neid in Decemtaer and the open way in which tne proposals were discussed. 

As you suggested, i distributed the discussion draft to a limited number of city 
officials following the briefing. I have received several responses, and they are enclosed 
AS further ones come in, i will forv/ard them to vou 

I look forward to continuing to work with you on tlis important effort. 



< 
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THE UNITED STATES CONEERENCE OF 
CrrY HUMAN SERVICES OFFICES 

PosMf* bfentf tax transmittal m»mc 7671 

REi WELFAJCa REFORM DISCUSSION PAl 

f 
In order for sny substantive welflare refonn plan to work then arc vsfesaSx, pieconditbns whidi 
must be effectively recognized and dealt with. Besides the usually died socio-economic 
problems associated with poverty in tJie eariy 1980, the !q)pearai>ce of taaclc/iock cocaine 
hai'wOl totally undermine even the most geouinc efforts for welfare reform. As we know poor 
education, institutionaJ isd̂ m, substandard housing, deteriontting economic cooditionB, the lack 
of social services have all contributed as independent and/or derpendent variables in the 
increasing rates of poverty in this country. While these problems have long been identified and 
associated with poverty, the rapid spread of crack cocaine has been the proverbial straw that 
broke the comers back wiih devastating impact on America's scKalled undordâ u. 

As of this date, a majority of urban minority families have been directly and negatively impacted 
by the deleterious impact of crack cocaine. The result \m been the tragic, and instant 
destruction of longstanding femily relationships, the erosion of fimdamental moral values the 
development of and-Social Attitudes including disrespect fbr and hateful actions especially 
toward women, i fipiraling crime rate with a corresponding loss of intangibles like a sense of 
personal and neighborhood security, a huge increase in gun and weapons possession by the very 
societal elements we don't wish to have any access to them, thc documentcd'incidence of official 
corruption of politicî s, members of the judiciary, law enforcement, the business and social 
elite all due to the corrosive influence of incredibly large coc^e profits; the peivaaive sense 
of hopelessness that comes with the, perhaps, realistic thought that 'aJliiifiSŜ * explosion 
of homelessness in nearly every community in this country even places where 10-15 years ago 
there was none evident 

Most important for our purposes, as government agencies, we nnist recognize that for the first 
time there is now a sense of profound despair which we have never experienced related to 
effectively wining the sbniggLe against or containing poverty. Therefore, it is our opinion that 
the war on crack cocidne and its associated ills li a necessary piecondltlDn to effective wdfare 
reform. It is not our role to determine what method will be used to control this cocaine 
epidemic, but it is apparent that options should be explored since the rasting system has 
proven to be both totally inadequate and, arguably has exaeeibated the problems. 

This foUowtng section outlines in specific detail how we envision a "prototype" welfkce systetn 
would work with its goals to reduce welfare dependency, teenage piegnandes and make child 
support enforcement work. 
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2 

OPTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION; 

TRT̂ NAGE MOTHERŜ  

6 1. If the family is currently receiving aid the child will be added on the current case, (the 
\ \ teenage mother will not receive an aid grant allowance for a family of two. The Head 

of Household will be payee until thc mother reaches age 18 years. 

/> 2. The teenage mother must attend Parenting Qasses before tbe birth of the chi(d and must 
VA remain in SCHOOL and obtain a High School Diploma or G.E.D. 

3. After graduation tiom lEgh School or upon obtaining a G.E.D., the minor must enroll 
in an accredited Business School, an accredited Training Facility, or a Commtinity 
College to obtain marketable job skills* / .2^^2 .2'-*-/^ A<L-i^^ro/ ^ ^nk. 

yU'̂  4. The mother mtwt'identify the father of the child to be eligible fbr assistance. 
^ (Failure to identify the father and provide mandatory information regarding the fiither 

will cause the aid provided for the mother to be tenninated.) 

5. If the identity of the fether and mwidatory information negaiding the father is not 
^ provided by age 18 yeats the case will be converted to a Child Only aided case. 

ADULT MALES ÔNTgR \% YFARS> WHO TMPRF.GNATE TEENAGE GIRLS; 

L Men who father a child with a teenage girl will be charged with statutoory rape in 
accordance to law. 

2. Teenage boys who fathers !i child with a teenage girl win also be charged with Statutoty 
Rape and placed on probatioQ until age IS years of â e. 

CONDITION?; OP PRQBATIQN: 

1. Must remain enroUed in school and obtain a High School Diploma or O.ED, undl age 
IS years. 

2. Must obtain marketable job skills, at an accredited Training Faolity'ot,Community 
College , "• .r-:5»>i*f 
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3. If employed must pay a minimum of $50.00 per month child support deducted fiom. 
wages automatically via the District attorney's office. 

4. Must attend parenting classes prior to the birth of the diild. 

5. Failure to comply will result in his being placed in a. fiualiiy determined by the Court. 

/ 

1. Recipieaita must provide the identity of thc ehfld or children's &ther Or fathers? 

^ 2. If tbe youngest child is 2 years old or older the recipient must obtain marketable job 
skills at an accredited Business School Training Facility or Community College, 

3. Family will receive aid for majumum of 4- years during which time the redpient is 
obtaining marlcetablc job skills and arc seeking employment. 

4. Failure to comply will cause the case to be converted to a ch&d only aided case. 

CHILD ONLY AIDED CA.SE DHFINED: 

A case where the child or children are aided and the Custodial Parent or Legal Guardian is not. 

CHTLD ONLY ATDRD CASE I: 

1. (a) A case that has been converted for noncompliance. 

(b) A case where the family's income is bong supplemented, 

(c) A case where the Custodial parent does not qualify because the parent is not a" 
citizen. 

(d) A cause for a child or children where the mother is a teenager and her family's 
income is atjove the Federal Poverty Qulddinca. 

THE GRAJrr SHOULD BE S200.00 for 1 child, SICJO.OO per each additional child up 
to ,̂ and $50.00 for each additional child over 4 childeen. 
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2. Family will receive food stamps according to Federal Guidelines. 

3. Payee mtist submit an annual acconntinB of the benefits recdved. What and how and 10 
whom submitted? 

rmr̂ D ONLY ATDEQ CASE Ii: 

A case where the payee is the child or children's Legal Guardian, Qe: grandparent, aunt, adult 
sibling). 

IHE GRANT SHOULD BE $300.00 for 1 child, 150.00 for each additional child up lo 3 
children, and SlOO.OO per each additional child over four children plus food stamps according 
to Federal Guideliiies, 

MANTDATORV TNFOR-MATION TO PROVTOTrP BY R£CPI5NT; 

1. The identity of the fither or fiathers of the child or children. 

2. His address. 

3. His Dateof3ird\. 

4. HisHaceofBirth-

5. His Social Security No. if laicwn. 

6. Race of Employment. 

7. State ID.# or State Drivers license if. 

g. Vehicle Ueense #. 

9. Year, Make, and Model of Vehicle. 

10. Name of Bank and or Credit Union. 

11. Any real Instate Property or other Assets Owned, if known, 



^ ' ^ P l ' . . 1-25-94 : 4:52PM : U.S.CONF.MAYORS- ;# 7/16 

Any recipient who claims that the identity of the iither of the child or children is unknown will 
only qualify for a child aided only Caje I. Unless the reeJpiejit was a victim of rape and can 
prove by providing documentation. 

DUTIF5 OF THF. DISTRICT ATTORNEYS OFnCE: 

1, Must initiate child support proceedings within thirty (30) days of application for 
assistance. 

2. Must initiate child support proceedings within 15 days after annual case review of all 
applicants whose cases has not been processed or rfiild support paymenu executed. 

CHILD $OTQKT: 

1. Fathers that ate in the State Penitentiary's pay should be levied for their Child Support 
payments. 

2, Fathers who are employed but is receiving minimum wages or have low income should 
be demanded to? 

PH:SB:df 

70006 
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Important Docxrment 

Pleiase deliver tixls FAX tot Bmthy: 

Name; LAURA ¥AXMAN 
Company: 

Number of Documents: i 
Pages Including Cover: 2 
Current Date and Time: i3-Jan-94 17:15 

Breadout FAX fiSerploe is jtrovldedbyAllxiet CoaBBOBioattaii ServEou, Ina. 
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January 7, 1994 

Mr. John Monihan, Director 
Office of IniergovernTnenul Affairs 
U.S. Oepartmont of Health and Human Services 
200 Indepcndeticc Ave., S.W. ^ 
Wftghington, D.C. 20201 f 

RE: Welfare Reform Draft Discussion Paper 

Dear Mr Monihar: 

The opportunity to review comment on this discunsion paper is most appreciated. Wc hflve 
consulted with several entities, including a family planning orgarizaticn, Department of Human 
Servicts, local non-profit basic needs agency, and the local TTPA agency (City of Tulsa). Time did 
not poiriiit further sharing of the discussion paper. We would like to have had the time to gather more 
perspectives and officially review it through our public policy board, the Metropolitan Human Services 
Commission 

First, we generally fmd the paper to be enlightened and properly broad in itJ coverage. To 
a{fevt any significant change m welfare and the people who use it will necessitate such a 
comprehensive effort. 

Second, we are impressed that the paper first addresses pievention. Your position paper needs 
even greater emphasis on prevention s.traccgit!S and methods to prevent unintended pregnancies, increase 
basic knowledge antl sicills, and support and encourage of twô parent families. Almost half of our 
AFDC caseload in Tulsa County does not have a high school diplonm, and are further than two yefira 
fiom gaining one. A GED is insufficient for niany employers. A significant portion of our AFDC 
recipiwjte who engage in the GHD program lest out. at intake, at or below the fifth grade level. In 
addition to family planning, wc must assure that our youth both graduate from high school have 
proficiency m all areas • math, reading, communicafton. english, basic technical skills, life skills, eic. 

Third, we are ver>' excited about yout position lo make v»'ork pay. This was one of our central 
findinss in our 1992 report ''Welfare to Work: V/hat will ii raki\' A Kepurt m thc Metropolitan Hwtiutt 
Services Comnû aion - Tulsa." Our esiimate is full time employment at $6.85 to $9.50 per hour, 
depending on the cost of housing aiiJ transportation, as well as the ages of the children (42% of our 
children in the AFDC program are pre-schoolers). Your suggestion to provide advance payment of thc 
Eamed Income Tax Credit is excellent 

Conimunitv Scivice (̂ oiuicil of GTwitt)r'l\ilsa 
1430 SOUTH BOULDER / TLJLS4, OKLAHOMA ?4113 / (918) r.tll>-5!iil 

PLANNIW • COORDINATION • RESEARCH / INFORMATION ANO REFEfWAL SERVICE / A Uniied Way Agency 
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We arc concerned that too much may be expected in too short a time (two years). Focusing 
on job search, etc up-front has the potential, of gcnmg people to work, but most Manpower 
Demonstration Research Cojporation evaluations of such prognimj! indicate that while people may get 
off welfare their prospects for a real gain in income and long term employment arc not enhanced. The 
fact is that they need more in depth education and training, and sufficient job opportunities. Thwe 
needs are not adequately addressed in this paper. Economic development and job creation must go 
hand-in-hand with these welfare reform efforts, as you have pointed out. 

Fourth, we applaud your support of linking, health, edu cat) or, training, employment, and support 
services from various sectors through one-stop'Shopping, etc.. We also commejid your vision of 
addressing the entire family, we feel that this one of the pj imary keys to success. 

Fifth, "What will happen if parents don't comply?" Contingency plans /or the adequate 
financial stipport and care of children must be addrsMcd. Otherwise, wc will be dealing with more 
homeless families with children. 

Sixth, the section that references those who cannot work (page 4, sixth paragraph), "The system 
must be sensitive to those who for good reaswn cannot work -„.,' docs not address the many reeds that 
are present for those that could fU this category , They too, sliould have the opportunity to engasc in 
productive behavior, and some of them "have great needs for habiUiation and support. There noeds to 
be an iinalysjs of the needs and development of appropriate responses for the many that have very 
limited abilities and disabilities. Targeted responses need to be developed for each population group. 

Seventh, under thc section on engaging every sector of society (page 9), paying former 
consumers of AFDC, rallier than having them volunteer must be considered. In addition, the creation 
or use of free-standinii organizations should be considered under thc demonstrations. As stated they 
should draw on other community- services, and they must have resources to pay for services as needed, 
Also under this section we asW that you consider the negative consequences of "labeling" children as 
"high nsk." If they ajc identified a.s such there is a potential for them to get trapped in a "high risk" 
designation Caution should exercised In this area, 

Finally, there must be realistic cost projections, Some of the services referenced will have real 
dollar costs, such as the "comniuniiy service" program. State and local governments, and private non­
profit organizations are stretched to their resource limits now The "community service" plac«racnis 
are not free to those groups that receive them, they cost in supervision time and materials, volunteers 
don't come free. 

Respectfully Yours, 

Phil Dessauer. Jr., Executive Director 

Dan Arthrell, Director of Public Policy Piflge 2 
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Tom fln'K, 
Miytsr 

MtiEicipaiity of Aiichora 
Department of Health and Human Services 

325 "L" Street 
P.O. Box i»«eso Anchorage, AlAska 96519-9600 

January 10, 1994 

John Monlhan, Director 
Office of Intergoverniaontai Affairs 
U. S. Departtpent of Hoalth & Htinan Service* 
200 Ihfiependonco Ave, S.W, 
Washington, o.C, 20201 
Dear Mr. Monihan: 

The Municipality of Anahorago, Dopactment of Health & Human 
Servicea, Social Services Division, is pleaaefl to roepond to ana 
provido cormenta on the welfare refoirm draft diaetiBsion papar. 
Our Dfeportment worJns cloeely with the JOBS program in Alaslta 
providing ©mploymant anfl training opportunities through the JTPA 
program. As such, we have continual contact with clients who 
Hco former, current and s>rospoctivB welCaro clients. 

Bacauso we are BO far away from the contiguous tJnitad StatsB, 
many people tend to think that Alaska could not have the 
problama and iaHUoa that face other urban oitiet). The facts 
show that, like everyone else, VfO have the same problems here. 
A review of the draft paper by our staff sayo to us that the 
document haa captured the "mood of the country." This ia not 
"mean-flpiritefl" in any way, but a conc»rn that reinforcing 
traditional values of work, family, opportunity and 
rosponaibiUty have been lost. i t will take a major rethinking 
ana redoing of the system to reverae the trend. We applaud the 
intiiv duals involved in the development of the paper and the 
Administration's Working Group decision to allow the USCM Human 
Service Officials to comment, 

The programs seem to be well thought out and cover many of the 
iaauee that affect en individual's ability and doelce to leave 
the welfare system. However, the programs proposea will be very 
costly and we are concerned that most states will not have the 
monoy to covet the cost Of personnel for most of the aottvltles 
envisioned, without this »bility, it will only be a "concept 
retorm" and will not be acceptable to the gommunity, clients, or 
cities where people live and thrive. 
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Welfare Reform Draft Coranents 
page -2-

We must make welfare less appealing and give up the idea that 
the government has to be all things to all people. One staff 
perso^ recommends that welfare and food stamps together never 
exceed what an individual would make at « minimum wage job. 
There! are many people who live on low paying jobs and thiy do so 
by pobling resources with family and friends. If having food 
stampi, AFDC, and rent oubaidies can never be equaled or 
exceekied by working at an entry level job, the value of work, 
effor|fc, and productivity takes on new, positive meaning. 

The cjoncspt of promoting tMponsibility BS prooosed is 
abaolkjtely mandatory to any chamg© in welfare as we know i t . 
Parenjting and parental responsibility ahouia be a required part 
of evpry school curriculum for meles and famales. We applaud 
the concept of requiring that minora who give birth should stay 
In tWe parental home. Parents, too, must be reBponslble and 
teachj through example that families are responsible for their 
own wiell being, not th© govermnQnt, A concerted public 
campa|ign needs to promote the concept of family and 
reapojnsibillty. 

A mor̂ e consistent benefit program emong the states would 
eliminata Mt«te-hopping for hotter benefits. Many of our 
clionts say they com» to Alaska "for more money" and better 
opportunities, as they see i t , on Alaska's walfaro system, A 
large number of long time state residents are unable to use 
programs because thoy aren't homeless or indigent. 

One pjregram that muflt be tied very closely to welfare reform 
succHSB ia the availability of child care. Sometimes we have 
clietitB who have found work but are without child care 
cover|agQ. Secauee so many clients lack '-coping skills" and have 
lit t l e experience at working through a probloin, thoy give up 
tryipg. Because the lack of child care reaches acroBs so many 
in the community, both men and women, this area of concern la 
critiJcal to be mot. The lack of child care Bubaifliea for those 
who a-re entering nhe work force at an entry level can undermine 
911 iqhe efforts of JOBS, JTPA, a.id other public aseistanco 
programs. 

An a l l out effort to bring the non-custodial parent into the 
P3.ctv»re ifl one of the moat cost effective «nd healUhiest parts 
of the discuBston paper. Children have two parents. Our 
country has forgotten this and concentrates too heavily on the 
welfiare mother." rathers have a responsibility and right t;o 
participate in the life of their children. This concept must be 
inatillod at an early age and be part of the education of young 
men before they father a child. 
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Reinventing government asaisfeanee ia essential to the succaea of 
the program. To help someone need not be BO complex thai it is 
discouraging to the persons involved In giving and getting the 
aHsistancB, Reduce program rules, reporting, and budgeting to a 
minimum and simplify. 

Therei is nothing wrong with needing help and assistance sometime 
in our livBD. There is no human being that can say "I have 
never or will never" need help. w« are a strong and generous 
country and will always help our neighbors. Regaining the work 
ethic! is crucial to our nation's survival. 

Sine 

_ tel: Jcnes, Manager 
Social Servicea Oivision 
Municipality of Anchorage 
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City of Cambridge 
Department of Htunan Sendee Programs 
51 Inman Street̂  Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139 
(617) .34Q-6200, Fax (filT) .^49^24« 

January 10, 1994 

Laura Waxman 
USCCHSO 
1620 Eye St ree t . N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Laura, 

Thanks for sending along the draft discussion paper on Welfare 
Reform. I am attaching some notes which we have developed which 
may or nay not be useful. Use as yov. wish-

As always, I look forward to seeing you and my friends and 
colleagues from acrose the country this A p r i l . 

trvbly yours, 

DIVISIONS: 

ChlMCM* 
34(W200 

CommunKy LMrrtna C«M«r 
34B-aaB3 

Cpmrnunlty A Vbuth 
34MZ31 

Council an AglnB/EldwV Sflrvio 

Low Inooim Puil 

Plonnlnq A DvMili 
M9. ) 

MulUSvrviM CnitiiMoiMMw 8«rvieM 
340^340 
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"Ending welfare as we know i t " w i l l require a good deal more 
than "reinforcing traditional values." As a p o l i t i c a l 
strategy designed to garner bi-partisan support, thia 
formulation probably makes sense, but as policy i t i s 
problematic because i t locates the source of the problem in 
the individual; i.e., "there's something wrong with these 
people — th&y don't have proper values." 

In r e a l i t y , ending welfare as we know i t i s probably going to 
require something li k e a transformation of our entire economic 
system. The reason we have a "Welfare State" i s not because 
some misguided l i b e r a l s f e l t sorry for poor people, but 
because FDR & Co. figured out that capitalism would not 
survive unless i t learned to curb i t s excesses and provide for 
i t s disenfranchised. There may be better ways to do this than 
the current welfare system, but i t seems naive to think that 
we can end welfare (or poverty) without dealing with the 
broader socio-economic context. As long as our economic 
system has no use for significant numbers of people, we w i l l 
need to provide for those people. I f there are not enough 
decent jobs at decent pay, then there w i l l need to be some 
form of income maintenance. 

The document does not define " a b i l i t y to work", nor does i t 
acknowledge the significant gap between " a b i l i t y to work" and 
"a b i l i t y to find work." 

Earned Income Tax Credit i s currently used by rela t i v e l y few 
el i g i b l e persons; i t would need to be automatically paid out 
by the IRS in order to become universal. But even with EITC 
bringing minimum wage up to $5+, the annual full-time income 
would only be about $12,000. Rent alone can easily eat up 
half of th i s . 

Short-term job-training programs have tended to f a i l because 
we have not been willing to fund the more expensive, long-tenn 
adult education (and literacy, and ESL) that many people need 
prior to training & job placement. Education seems to get 
only lip-service in tihe draft document. 

substance abuse, often in response to the strains of single 
parenting on a subsistence budget, i s a major barrier to 
participation in education, training and employment. 
Treatment resources need to be expanded dramatically. 

Likewise, a major $ commitment on child care would be 
necessary. Given the ooste of adequate childcare, adult ed, 
training, substance abuse treatment, etc., the 
Administration's promise of "de f i c i t neutral" funding would 
seem to ensure failure. 
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I f the "community service" jobs offered to those unable to 
find private employment at the end of the two year cash 
assistance limit are menial, dead-end, make-work, t:hen we 
aren't helping anyone towards independence. (If they are 
meaningful, worthwhile jobs, of course, the unions will raise 
holy belli) 

I f there are not enough coimunity service jobs available, 
participants are required to "volunteer" somewhere for 20 
hours per week in order to get their check. I f someone offers 
them a private-sector job, they are required to take i t , 
regardless, or be sanctioned. For persons who stay in 
community service jobs beyond a certain period of time, the 
Administration i s contemplating allowing States to reduce 
benefits. 

Flexibility for states makes sense i f i t allows us to mitigate 
some of these problems. There should, however, be some limits 
placed on the pxinitive measures a state can adopt, as there 
have been some real abuses in certain states in the past. 

For someone with the equivalent of a fourth-grade education, 
or someone lacking even basic literacy s k i l l s , two years i s 
not really enough time to become "job-ready" in any meaningful 
sense. Since the two year limit i s a cumulative max, what 
happens to tJiose who are placed in jobs but are not able, for 
one reason or another, to hold on to those jobs? 

"Any period during which a state failed to substantially 
provide the services specified in a participant's 
employability plan would not be counted against the time 
limit." Who i s going to determine this? The State?? 
The Feds?l? 

I s i t not in society's best interest to allow single mothers 
with small children to remain home? Does i t really make 
sense, socially or economically, to require such mothers to 
place their children in (tax-supported) daycare in order to 
enroll in (tax-supported) training programs? 

Elimination of State match for CDBG in child care would be 
beneficial. 

Advance payment of EITC would benefit low income. Linking to 
Food Stamp recipient has limited benefit given the low 
participation numbers in the program. (although we are 
working on it1) 

Essential for Headstart eligibility to be indexed according to 
geographical area. A single National scale limits a 
substantial number of low income families in Massachusetts, 
(which has a higher cost of living than other areas of the 
country), from participating 
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