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This memorandum updates my memorandum of May 13 to reflect the results of continuing 
discussions with Administration staff. For the sake of simplicity it follows the same basic 
format as diai earUcr nieinorandum. 

At this time, the President is expected to announce iu9 legislative proposals sometime 
between Memorial Day and mid to late June. As indicated earlier, the President's 
proposals appear to be subsuuiiially lespunai vc to the principles adopted by the Govemo's 
in Tulsa (sec Attachment 1 for short summary) and to the concerns expressed by the «ate«. 

AsBuming that the final legislative proposal tracks our latest discussions wiUi ilic 
Administration, the broad principles in the President's proposal Uiat appear compatible 
with NOA policy include: 

• Welfare as a uaiisition to self-sufficiency 
• Special yiugrams fbr those not yet ready for employment or training 
• Time limited cash assistance, including education and training to help prepare for 

work 
• Long term assistance based on work 
• In^roved child e»Tf and tamed Income Tax Credits for low income working 

families 
• Enhanced interstate diilJ support enforcement 
• Expanded programs to encourage femily stability and limit teen pregnancy 
• Liei cased state flexibihtj- in program design 
• Improved coordination between AFDC and Food Stamps 
• Enhanced federal financing, including lower matching rates 
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It is our funher understanding llioi die Administration's proposal will address the 
following state concerns hî ghtod during the discussions with the President's Working 
Group. 

• Option to defer a limited percent of additional recipients from the lime limited proKram 
and to extend the time limit fbr a limited number of individuals to complete education 
nr trammg programs 

• Assurance that participanB in the transiiiunal piogram and WORK can be required to 
search for and accept work at any point 

• Opliuu, ds ill tuifcnt JOBS pregrom, to require participation in grant diversion or 
CWEP positions during the time limited program 

• Option to include subsidized public and private jobs and community work experience 
as eomponents of thn WORK program 

• No time limit on full federal reimbursement for recipients in WORK 
• Clearer requirements for federal agwieies tu coordinate tlieir education and training 

programs and flexibility for Govemors in developing state coordination mechamsms 
• Option for die states to continue cash assistance beyond the two year limit to recipients 

who arc working at least 20 hours per week in unsubsidized jobs 
• Authority for the advanced payment ofthe EITC 
• Option to extend assistance to two parent £anulies 
• Continuation of 1115 waiver authority 
• Recognition of that final implementation dates will need to retlect realistic lead time 

for systems development and state legislative action 
• Uecognition that perfomiance targets must reflect achievable goals and provide 

exceptions for tondiliuns such as high unemployment and natural disasters that we 
beyond the control of the states 

• Limitation of new child support mandates to those atliscting mtcrstate enforcement 
only 

The Administration has not yet made fmal decisions regarding the following issues that 
were identified as concerns to a number of states: 

• The extension to AFDC, JOBS, and WORK day care the Child Care Development 
Block Grant requirement that family and informal day care providcra meet minimum 
state detennined health and safety reqiiiremenLs. including training in health and safety 

• No option ftir « state tn place an absolute limit on the time that a recipient may icmaiii 
in a combination of transitional assistance ami WORK (Administration is considering 
whether this might be addressed through 1115 demonstrations) 

• No automatic extension of existing 1115 waivers (Administration argues that stamtoiy 
changes would require a review and that rhanges might bc financially advantageous to 
states) 

The AdminisUaiiou has provided general assurances that the level of fimding will be 
sufficient to meet participation requirements and that neither the sources of fiKieral ttinds 
nor financing end performance incentives will have an overall adverse mipact cm State 
finances. A detailed briefing provided to stale representatives on May 17 appeared lo 
address most state concerns about cost projeaions and funding levels. Overall the federal 
government will bear about 80-85 pciecut of the new costs, leaving states witii a five year 
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added cost of about $1.5 billion. In addition, a small number of states will see an overall 
reduction in tlieir rate of reimbursement for child support enforcement as the 
administration plans to but a cap on reimbursement at percent of COStS, We are snU 
awaiting additional information on the sourccs of the new fbderal spendmg. 

The most likely concerns in the nnancial area include: 

• Tlie impact of extending five year deeming for sponsored immigrants to the AFDC and 
Food Stamp program (Individual states are attempting to asscss the State specific 
impact of this proposal , although the Administraiion projects only a limited nationwide 
impact) 

• The availability of sufficient fiinds to create subsidized pubUc sector work for wages 
slots prior to the end of transitional assistance (Apparently JOBS money, unlike 
WORK fimds. may not be used for this purpose) 

There are a number of additional issues that Govemors expressed a concern about that do 
not appear to be "make or break" concenis. These include whcdici or not the EITC should 
or should not be available to those in subsidized jobs (the legislation would not make it 
available). 

It is my understanding that you are scheduled to meet on Wednesday. May 25 to review 
the stams ofthe Administratitm's proposal and 10 determine whelher you aie comfortable 
with support ofthe principles, and what additional changes, if any, would bc needed bcfrre 
such suppon. You may also want to discuss bow NGA and/or individual Goveinore may 
want to respond to requests for commem on other bills as well. 

Following that meeting ynnr may want to consider: 

t Individual calls from vou to the other Oyvcinoia on tlie Welfare Leadership Team to 
determine if ihcy aic comfortable with the strategy agreed upon in the conference eall. 

• Follow up with die Administration on any remaining issues that would be critical to 
support. 

• Preparation ond review of a preliminaiy draft statement tor use upon release of the 
Administration's proposal. 

Please let me know if vou have questions ui need any additional information. 
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ATFACHMENT 1 

National Governors' Astnciation 
Summary of Major Welfare Reform Principles 

The Administration's proposal appears to incorporate the following principles endorsed by 
the Governors in policy adopted at their 1993 Annual Meeting 

Welfare »% a I ransitifln - "Welfere should bc a transitional program dia: moves people 
firom temporary assistance lo sclf-sufflcieucy." 

Time Limited Cash Assistance - "Assistance, in the fbrm of cash grants, to families with 
children should be available for a time limited period...." 

Assistance in Preparing for Work and Self-Suflidencv - During the time limited period 
"activities that are designed to make the transition from, welfere to work take place. These 
activities should include education, training, and the support services necessary to help 
participants become self sufficient." 

A Contract of Mnhial Resnnnsibilitv - "Wclfire benefits should bc based on a social 
contract that sets forth the responsibilities and obligations of both the recipients and 
government....Receipt of assistance during this period should be conditioned upon 
compliance widi the social contract." 

"States should be granted broad flexibility in defining the components of the social 
compaa. including requirements to begin woik before the maxiinum time is exhausted." 

Assistance for Those Unable to Work - "The ongoing financial needs of children must be 
addressed in any time limited system." 

"States should have the flexibility to extend assistance as needed, with full federal financial 
participation, for a limited period beyond tlic federal standard on a casc-by-casc baais in 
order to ensure tliat lecipicnts complete education or job training programs, complete 
trcamient fbr substance abuse or other physical or mental impairment, or resolve 
emergency situations such as homelessness." 

Lnnoer l erm Assistance Based on Work - "Continued fbderal. slate, county, and local 
assistance under the naiiunal piugiam beyond the time limited period should depend on a 
lequircmem of work or work-rclatod activities unless no job, community service work 
opportunity, or communitj' service placement is availablf " 

"The preferred means is through private, unsubsidized work in the business or nonprofit 
seaors. Other ahcrnativcs in order of priority, include unsubsidized public sector 
employment, subsidized jobs, grant diversion, working off the weltare grant, and 
volunteering in community service work " 
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"Community sei vice opportunities should be developed and managed through the existing 
iiifrastrucwrc at the federal, fitete, county, and loes\ level 

An irq..{t»MP F>.ri>ri.l knie in Financing - "The national program should bc financed to 
ensure full federal fimding of any iiuuidatcs and should not result m new costs or a shitt ot 
federal costs to states, counties, and localities. 

'Tie fbderal govemment must recognize its responsibililY to piovidc for tlic long-term 
needs of children and of persons who are physically or mentally disabled." 

Efficiently managed programs require now technology and training. The federal 
government must maintain its level of investment in this necessary inft-astnicture in order 
to achieve welfiire refi>rm," 

v̂ rt̂ f̂  Inrnnn. t ai - "Thc camfid Incomc Tax Credit (EITC) sliould be wqjanded over 
time so that with food stamps, a family of four with a fijll-time, year round worker will be 
bruuglil to thc poverty line." 

"Administration ofthe EITC should he simplified, outreach and educaiion to ensure full 
participannn should bc expanded, and worker choice regaiding tlw frequency of payments 
should be preserved." 

Child Care - "The federal government should formulate a child care financial support 
policy that applies to all Americans." 

"In addition, thc federal government should lift regulatory barriers and allow states die 
discretion to coordinate and combine diild wuc assistance administratively into one 
proiiram." 

State Flexibility - "Allow states additional flevibility m the design of cash assistance 
programs through modifications of state plans rather than wai vers... Allow various 
evaluation measures to be used in lieu of control groups." 

Support for Two Parent Families and Working families Hrtnw the Pnvertv Line -
"Eliminate the 100-hour rule... extend eligibility to all families with children. ..cxpauduig 
the eamed income dLsregards." 

ghild Support Enfurcemeut - Detailed statement generally calling for an increased 
fixicTdl role and improved interstate enforcement activity. 

Other Concarns Addrcised in NGA Pnlicv 

• Better Coordination Between AFDC and Food Suunps 
• Expanded Services lu Pi event Dependency 
• Expanded Services to Support Families that Work 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Govemor Carper 
Govemor Engler 

FROM: Barry Van Lare 
RE: Welfare Refoi 

This memorandum summarizes my understanding of the status of our welfare reform 
activities and suggests some next steps that you may wish to pursue as this stage of the 
process nears an end. 

As your know, over the past year the states, working through the NGA have been 
consulting with the President's Working Group on Welfare Reform. The Working Group 
is nearing completion of its work and the President is expected to announce his legislative 
proposals withm the month. 

The President's proposals appear to be substantially responsive to the principles adopted 
by the Govemors in Tulsa (see Attachment 1 for short summary) and to the concerns 
expressed by the states. As a result, the Administration is likely to tum to the NGA for 
support of the major program and reform principles included in his legislation and for 
support for an early Congressional markup based on that legislation. 

While there are numerous other reform proposals that also incorporate some of the 
principles supported by NGA policy, it appears very unlikely that Congress will act imless 
the Govemors and the Administration are in general agreement on the structure of reform. 
Therefore it is important to determine quickly whether the NGA will be able to respond 
positively to the Administration's request for broad support if at all possible and, if so, the 
nature of that response. Toward that objective, I would suggest the following: 

• An early conference call between the two of you to review the status of the 
Administration's proposal and to determine whether you are comfortable with support 
of the principles, and what additional changes, if any, would be needed before such 
support. 

• Individual calls from you to the other Govemors on the Welfare Leadership Team to 
determine if they are comfortable with the strategy agreed upon in the conference call. 

• Follow up with the Administration on any remaming issues that would be critical to 
endorsement. 

• Preparation and review of a preliminary draft statement for use upon release of the 
Administration's proposal. 



Assuming that the final legislation tracks our latest discussions with the Administration, 
the broad principles in the President's that appear compatible with NGA policy include: 

Welfare as a transition to self-sufficiency 
Special programs for those not yet ready for employment or training 
Time limited cash assistance, including education and training to help prepare for 
work 
Long term assistance based on work 
Improved child care and Eamed Income Tax Credits for low income working 
families 
Enhanced interstate child support enforcement 
Expanded programs to encourage family stability and limit teen pregnancy 
Increased state flexibility in program design 
Improved coordination between AFDC and Food Stamps 
Enhanced federal financing, including lower matching rates 

It is our fiirther understanding that the Administration's proposal will address the 
following state concems highlighted during the discussions with the President's Working 
Group. 

• Option to defer a limited percent of additional recipients firom the time limited program 
and to extend the time limit for a limited number of individuals to complete education 
or training programs 

• Assurance that participants in the transitional program and WORK can be required to 
search for and accept work at any point 

• Option, as in current JOBS program, to require participation in grant diversion or 
CWEP positions during the time limited program 

• Option to include subsidized public and private jobs and community work experience 6 
as components of the WORK program Xd^^tt)^^J^ 'V 

• No time limit on fiill federal reimbursement for recipients in WORK ^ i " ' i ^ j ^ " * ^ 
• Clearer requirements for federal agencies to coordinate their education and training ^ 

programs and flexibility for Govemors in developing state coordination mechanisms 
• Option for the states to continue cash assistance beyond the two year limit to recipients 

who are working at least 20 hours per week in unsubsidized jobs 
• Authority for the advanced payment of the EITC 
• Option to extend assistance to two parent families 
• Continuation of 1115 waiver authority 
• Recognition ̂  that final implementation dates will need to reflect realistic lead time 

for systems development and state legislative action 
• Recognition that performance targets must reflect achievable goals and provide 

exceptions for conditions such as high unemployment and natural disasters that we 
beyond the control of the states 



Other issues that the Administration has yet to address include the following that were 
identified as concems to a number of states The legislation likely will still include: 

A mandate for changes in state law to improve in-state patemity and support 
enforcement 
The extension to AFDC, JOBS, and WORK day care the Child Care Development 
Block Grant requirement that family and informal force day care provider meet 
minimum state determined health and safety requirements, including training in health 
and safety issues 

t* • No option for a state to place an absolute limit on the time that a recipient may remain 
* in the overall program (transitional assistance plus WORK) 

• No automatic extension of existing 1115 waivers ( Administration argues that 
(̂ 0̂̂  statutory changes would require a review and that changes might be financially 

advantageous to states) 

In addition, while the Administration has provided general assurances that the level of 
funding will be sufficient to meet participation requirements and that neither the sources of 
federal fiinds nor financing and performance incentives will have an overall adverse impact 
on state finances, most states still believe that they need additional information to make 
certain that the overall financing of the bill is acceptable to the states. The Administration 
has scheduled a meeting with a representative group of state experts on Tuesday, May 17 
to review these concems. The outcome of that meeting will likely affect any comments 
that the NGA may wish to make on financing. 

There are a number of additional issues that Govemors expressed a concem about that do 
not appear to be "make or break" concems. These include whether or not the EITC should 
or should not be available to those in subsidized jobs (the legislation would not make it 
available). 

I will be in touch with your staff shortly to see if you are agreeable to an early conference 
call. As noted above, this call should focus on overall strategy and a determination as to 
how to proceed in regard to those issues that appear to be unresolved. If possible, it would 
be helpfiil for your staff and me to be included in that call. 

Please let me know if you have questions or need additional information at this time. 



ATTACHMENT I 

National Governors' Association 
Summary of Major Welfare Reform Principles 

The Administration's proposal appears to incorporate the following principles endorsed by 
the Govemors in policy adopted at their 1993 Annual Meeting, 

Welfare as a Transition - "Welfare should be a transitional program that moves people 
from temporary assistance to self-sufficiency." 

Time Limited Cash Assistance - "Assistance, in the form of cash grants, to families with 
children should be available for a time limited period.. ." 

Assistance in Preparine for Work and Self-Sufficiencv - During the time limited period 
"activities that are designed to make the transition fi-om welfare to work take place. These 
activities should include education, training, and the support services necessary to help 
participants become self sufficient," 

A Contract of Mutual Responsibility - "Welfare benefits should be based on a social 
contract that sets forth the responsibilities and obligations of both the recipients and 
government.. .Receipt of assistance during this period should be conditioned upon 
compliance with the social contract." 

"States should be granted broad flexibility in defining the components of the social 
compact, including requirements to begin work before the maximum time is exhausted," 

Assistance for Those Unable to Work - "The ongoing financial needs of children must be 
addressed in any time limited system." 

"States should have the flexibility to extend assistance as needed, with fiill federal financial 
participation, for a limited period beyond the federal standard on a case-by-case basis in 
order to ensure that recipients complete education or job training programs, complete 
treatment for substance abuse or other physical or mental impairment, or resolve 
emergency situations such as homelessness," 

Longer Term Assistance Based on Work - "Continued federal, state, county, and local 
assistance under the national program beyond the time limited period should depend on a 
requirement of work or work-related activities unless no job, community service work 
opportunity, or community service placement is available," 

"The preferred means is through private, unsubsidized work in the business or nonprofit 
sectors. Other alternatives in order of priority, include unsubsidized public sector 
employment, subsidized jobs, grant diversion, working off the welfare grant, and 
volunteering in community service work," 



"Community service opportunities should be developed and managed through the existing 
infrastmcture at the federal, state, county, and local level." 

An Equitable Federal Role in Financing - "The national program should be financed to 
ensure fiill federal funding of any mandates and should not result in new costs or a shift of 
federal costs to states, counties, and localities, 

"The federal govemment must recognize its responsibility to provide for the long-term 
needs of children and of persons who are physically or mentally disabled" 

"Efficiently managed programs require new technology and training. The federal 
govemment must maintain its level of investment in this necessary infrastmcture in order 
to achieve welfare reform," 

Earned Income Tax - "The eamed Income Tax Credit (EITC) should be expanded over 
time so that with food stamps, a family of four with a flill-time, year round worker will be 
brought to the poverty line," 

"Administration of the EITC should be simplified, outreach and education to ensure fiill 
participation should be expanded, and worker choice regarding the frequency of payments 
should be preserved," 

Child Care - "The federal govemment should formulate a child care financial support 
policy that applies to all Americans." 

"In addition, the federal govemment should lift regulatory barriers and allow states the 
discretion to coordinate and combine child care assistance administratively into one 
program," 

State Flexibility - "Allow states additional flexibility in thc design of cash assistance 
programs through modifications of state plans rather than wai vers,,,. Allow various 
evaluation measures to be used in lieu of control groups." 

Support for Two Parent Families and Working Families Below the Poverty Line -
"Eliminate the 100-hour mle....extend eligibility to all families with children.. .expanding 
the eamed income disregards," 

Child Support Enforcement - Detailed statement generally calling for an increased 
federal role and improved interstate enforcement activity. 

Other Concerns Addressed in NGA Policy 

• Better Coordination Between AFDC and Food Stamps 
• Expanded Services to Prevent Dependency 
• Expanded Services to Support Families that Work 
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Tlie Nidooil GovemoR* Aa«ociation wppons the principles embodied by President Clinton's 
weUate refiann proposal, nrfuch builda oa kaaooa katned in state wel&ie initiatives. We believe 
that such state ê fsrimeatatioa will ceotiinie to be critieal to aatieBal progress ia wel&re reform. 
We also believe tW cosnprelieasive re&nn inost be accompanied by a commitment to alW 
to complete already ̂ tprevad dananstntiaB prqjects. 

Ute President's pn̂ }OHl builds on the 198S Family Support Aa and incoipoiatBS many ofthe 
reform principles cadoncd by the Governors: 

Wel&ie u a traatitiea to adf-tu£Beieney 
Assistance fior lhaee not yet ready fiv employment or training 
Thne-lunited cash assistancê  mriiirfi?̂  •rfii/»«»in»i tninigg to help prepare fbr work 
Improved child care and Eaned Income Tax Credits fbr low>lnecRie woridng fiunilies 
Fnhanrfri iniersiaie child suppon enfi>rcemcBt 
Expanded prtigraras to owuragv fiunily liability ami limit toen prq̂ nowy 
Increased state flexibility in program design 
Improved r̂ HiF^**'?" between Aid to Families With Depcodeot Childzea (AFDC) and 
Food Stands 

• Eahanced fisdetal financing, ineludiî  lower state matching rates 

We bdieve welfim rcfoim is an essential cooiponeffl in restoring respouibllity and siabU^ 
American fiunily. The Presidem's proposal is a paeitiw cootiibutioa to the welfiuc icfinm debate 
and we particularly welcome its (bcus on inecativcs ibr woric and time limits fi»r cash assiwamie 
fbr those able to work. 

Tlie Adminisiniion coosulied extensively with states and localities in developing thc wel&re 
refixm proposal, and we eummcnd tbe Picsideat and his Woridng Croup on Welfare Rcfbrm fbr 
their commitmcat to aa open eansultatioa process. Like tbe Govemors' policy, the Prasidaot's 
proposal racogpiaas thc importance of woric as aa altemative te welfiue and includes Bumeraus 
elemeots designed to eBhaaoe state ability to prepare and place recipients in work. 

Throughout our discussions, the SQuei have emphasized tbe importance of flexibility and 
ffonT'n"y* innovation. Theie is no ooe^ize-fits^ solution to wel&re, and states must have the 
flexibility to develop programs and services that will address the unique eharaetaristies of our 
wet&n populatioBS and eccoomic coDditioae within our individual states. We applaud the 
President's effivts, widua the fiameworic ef his plan, to afford italea specific options to tiy 
different appraaches without having to apply for waivers. These state options include making 
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woric pay by CT"'^ '*^ eaned ineooiB disiegsnb and prowiding advance payinentt of die Eatnad Income Tax 
Ciedit. 

States have invested ooosiderablc tiroe and efiEnt in die developmeat of experinieots to test a variety of refonn 
initiativGi, inchiding many approved by dw administnoion. We must entphasiae, however, thc impoitance of 
allowing itaies to complete die wel&re demoostxatiaos curreatly underway dirough waivers and to lo^ 
&vonUy on new waiver ̂ iplicatiaas. 

Wel&re is & con̂ lex piogiam. Tbe fiindamoiial changes sought by the President and the Govemors will 
require the enactment of a law thai clearly recognizes the balance between the federal lolc in defining basic 
policy objectivca aad die state aad local role in erafiiag die proeeduies and processes needed to obtain diose 
objeedves. Tbe KGA will work closely with the administratioo aad the Congress to ensure that the balance is 
achieved. Final federal kgislatiannBist aot become overly prescriptive or detailed. 

It should be noted diat NGA has not yet seen legisladve baguage and diat individual Govemors may have 
additional comments on speci& issues as diat language becomes available for review. 

Our policy does not address specifically die issue of financing. States are concerned, however, diat cui 
program costs, such as die eost of assistance to immigrants widiout odier lesouroes, not be shifted to die states 
in order to pay for die federal share of wd&rc refbim. We will be doing additional analysis of die financing 
nyykfniama as details become available in order to determine the financial impaa on states. Wc are i 
concerned about any sanctions that would penalize states for &iling to ad^ mandated intrastate child support 
procedures or reduce the fbderal natch far basic assistance, such as fiir &iling to mert employment prpgnm 
perfoimaDoe standards. We believe diere is a shared foJeral-state responsibility fin- providing basic benefits, 
and we arc coocenied about a precedent of diia kind. 

In summary wc support die principles in die President's proposal. The Governors note diat tiiere are odier 
proposals currendy before die Confess diat also incoiporate a number of these principles and urge Congress to 
take advantage of diis apparent momentum to enact wdfiue refiirm as quiddy as possible diot reflects die 
Govemort* principles and addresses our concems. We look Jorward to working widi die Administration and 
Congress to this end. 

Governor CanoU Campl 
Chair 

Govemor Howard Dean 
Vice Chair 

Governor Tom Carper w 
Co-Chair 
Wel&re Reform Leadership Team Leadership Team 
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Statement on President Qinton's Welfare Reform Proposal 

The Nadooal Gtaveoors' Association supports the principles embodied by President Clinton's 
wel&re refbim proposal, which builds on lessons learned in state wel&re initiatives. We believe 
that such state experimeatation will continue to be critical to national progress in wd&re reform. 
We also believe that cooqirdiensive reform must be accompanied by a commitment to allow states 
to conqilete already approved demonstration prorjects. 

The President's proposal builds on the 1988 Family Support Act and incorporates many ofthe 
reform principles endorsed by die Govemors: 

Wel&re as a transitioa to self-sufficiency 
Assistance &r those not yet ready for enqiloyment or training 
Time-limited cash assistance, including education and training to help prepare &r work 
Improved child care and Earned Income Tax Credits for low-income working families 
Enhanced interstate child support enforcement 
Expanded programs to encourage family stability and limit teen pregnancy 
Increased state flexibility in program design 
Improved coordination between Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC) and 
Food Stamps 

• Enhanced federal financing, including lower state matching rates 

We believe wel&re reform is an essential omiponent in restoring responsibility and stability to the 
American family. The Presidem's proposal is a positive contribution to the wdfare refbim debate 
and we particularly welcome its focus on incentives for work and time limits for cash assistance 
fbr those able to work. 

The Administratian consulted extensively with states and localities in developing thc wel&re 
refoim proposal, and we commend the Presidem and his Working Group on Wel&re Re&im fbr 
their commitment to an open consultation process. Like the Governors' policy, the President's 
proposal recognizes the importance of work as an alternative to vvel&re and includes numerous 
elements drsignfid to enhance state ability to prepare and place recipients in woik. 

Throughout our discussions, die states have emphasized die importance of flexibility and 
continued innovation. There is no one-size-fits-all solution to wel&re, and states must have tbe 
flexibiliQr to develop programs and services that will address the unique characteristics of our 
wel&re populations and economic conditions within our individual states. We applaud the 
President's efforts, within the framework of his plan, to afford states specific options to try 
different approaches without having to qiply for waivers. These state options include making 
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work pay by expanding earned income disregards and providing advance payments of die Eamed Income Tax 
Credit 

States have invested cmsiderable time aad effort in die devdqpmeot of eiqieriments to test a variety of reforni 
initiatives, including many approved by die administration. We must enqihasize, however, the importance of 
allowing states to complete die wel&re danonstrations currendy underway through waivers and to look 
&vorab]y on new waiver ̂ iplicatioos. 

Wel&re is a complex program. The fimdamental changes sought by the President and die Govemors will 
require the enactment of a law that clearly recognizes die balance between die federal role in defining basic 
policy objectives and the state and local role in crafting die procedures and processes needed to obtain those 
objectives. The NGA wiU woik ckisely with die administratitfi and die Congress to ensure that the balance is 
a êved. Final fisderal legislation must not become overly prescriptive or detailed. 

It should be noted diat NGA has not yet seen l̂ islative language and diat individual Governors may have 
additional comments on specific issues as that language becomes available fbr review. 

Our policy does not address specifically the issue of financing. States are concerned, however, that cuirent 
program costs, such as the cost of aĉ ictawr̂  to immigrants without other resources, not be shified to the states 
in order to pay fiir the fisderal share of wel&re nHonn. We will be doing additional analysis ofthe financing 
mechanisms as details become available in order to deteimine the financial inqiact on states. We are also 
concerned about any sanctions that wouM penalize states for &iling to adopt mandated intrastate child support 
procedures or reduce the fideral match for basic assistance, such as for &iliiig to meet employment program 
perfomiance standards. We believe there is a shared fiuleral-state responsibility for providing basic benefits, 
and we are coocemed about a precedent of this kind. 

In summary we support the principles in the President's proposal. The Govemors note diat there are other 
proposals currendy before the Congress that also incoiporate a number of these principles and urge Congress to 
take advantage of diis appareot momentum to enact wel&re reform as quickly as possible that reflects the 
Governors' principles and addresses our concems. We look forward to working widi the Administration and 
Congress to this end. 

Govemor Carroll Campt 
Chair 

Governor Howard Dean 
Vice Chair 

Govemor Tom Carper w 
Co-Chair 
Wel&ie Reform Leadership Team Leadership Team 
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Statement on President Clinton's Welfare Refonn Proposal 

The National Governors' Association supports the principles embodied by President Clinton's 
wel&re reform proposal, viUeh builds en lessons leaned in state welfare initiatives. We believe 
diat such state cxperimCTitation will continue to be critical to national progress in wel&ie refoim. 
We also believe that amyrefacnsive refonn mast be accompanied by a commhinCT 
to comptote already approved demonstistiao projects. 

The President's proposal builds on die 1988 Family Support Act and incoipoiaies many ofthe 
reform principles endcmnd by the Governors: 

• Wel&reasatxansitioDtoself-sufBeieney 
• Assistance for diose not yet ready fin-employment or training 
• Time-limited cash assistance, jnchiding education and training to help prepare for work 
• Improved ehild care and Eamed Income Tax Crediu for low-income woridng fomilies 

Fnhanffri interstate child styport enforcement 
F.xpanded progFanis to encourage fiunily stability and limit teen prqnancy 
Increased state flexibility in program design 
Improved coorriinaticHi between Aid to Families Widi Dependent Children (AFDC) and 
FoodStan̂ ls 

• Fjihancfid federal finani-ing^ including lower state matching rates 

We believe welfare refoim is an essential component in restoring responsibility azul stability to the 
American family. Tlie President's proposal is a positive contribution to the wel&re reform debate 
and we particulariy welcome its fixus on incentives fbr work and time limits for cash |i«r«tMif» 
for those able to work. 

retonh prbpibsai;'aiia WccnuneiiariBe T'iftŝ  anft'tttf'vtfoVionS'Xjtoiip ia'̂ fraaIt'ktxaâ ftelt 
their eommhmcnt to an open consultation process. Like the Governors' policy, the President's 
proposal reoogniass thc impoitance of work as an altemative to welfiue and includes numerous 
dements designnri to enhance state ability to prepare and place recipients in work. 

Throughout our discussions, tbe states have emphasizBd thc importance of flexibility and 
continued innovation. There is no one-size-fits-all solution to wel&re. and states must have thc 
flexibility to develop programs and services that will address the unique characteristics of 
wel&re populations and economic conditions within our individual states. We applaud the 
President's efifoits, within the finmework of his plan, to afford states specific options to try 
difSaeiit approaches widiout having to apply for waivers. These state options include maldng 
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work pay by eâ attiing 
Credit 

earned income disregaids and providing advance payments ofthe Eamad Income Tax 

Sfato have myotcd consideiabk tiro 
initiatoves. mcludmg many approved by die administration. We must emphasize, however, die inioitance of 
aUowing states to complete die welfiue demonstrations currendy underway dirough waivers and to look 
&vorabIy on new waiver ̂ iplicatians. 

Welfare is a ccmplex prognm. The fimdamental changes sought by die President and die Governors will 
' '̂̂  recognizes die balance between die fixleial lolc in defining basic 

achieved. Fmal foderallegislatun must not become overiyprescrTtive or detailed. 

It ri«„ild he noted diat NQA has not yet seen legishtt̂  
additional commott on specific issues u that language becomes available foriwiew. 

Our poUcy does not address spedficaDy die iswctxf financing. States are concciiwi, however, dial cuncai 
program costs, such as die eost of aiiisianoe to innnigranii widiout odier raources, not bc 
m onto to pay for die fedeial share of welfiOT refonn. We WiU be doing additional analysis of die financm 
mechanisms as details beeome available in order to deteimine die financial impact on t»t,y Wc are also 
cooraed about any •anctioos d « would penalize states fbr ftil^ 
procedures or reAu* die federal ^ 

perforroanee standards. We bdieve dioo is a shared federal-state responsibility for providing basic benefits 
and we are concened about a pieoedem of diis kind. 

In summary we support die principles in die President's proposal The Govemon note diat diere are odier 
proposah currendy before die Congrett that also incoiporate a mnnber of diese prindples and ur^ 
take advantage of this apparem momentum to enact welfare reform as quickly as possible diat reflects thc 
Govemora'principles and addresses our concena. We look forward to woridng widi die Administration aad 
Congress to this end. 

Governor Carroll Campt 
Chair 

Governor Howard Dean 
Vice Chair 

Governor Tom Carper U 
Co-Chair 
Welfare Reform Leadership Team Leadenhip Team 



DGA Chn-fman Braises dlston MX are Befoocs Proposal 

TWDTRNAPous, JUne 14 - DeBocratic Governors' Association 
Chairman Evan Bayh today praised President Clinton for his 
leadership in proposing historic welfare reform legislation. 

"As a candidate for President, B i l l Clinton helped move 
welfare reform to the forefront of the national agenda. How, as 
President, he is living up to his promise to 'end welfare as ve 
know i t , " said Bayh, the second-term governor of Indiana. 

The President has recognized that the nation's welfare reform 
efforts must "keep families together, emphasize the dignity of 
work and achieve self-sufficiency through personal 
responsibility," Bayh said. 

Xs chairman of DGA, vhich includes the governors of 29 
states, Bayh said he was grateful that the Clinton Administration 
had ttimed to governors and their staffs for consultation many 
times as the welfare reform proposal was drafted. Bayh said he 
is confident that Democratic govemors will continue to have a 
role in the national debate as the Congress begins to act on the 
President's proposal. 

Bayh said that Democratic governors across the nation have 
helped blaze the tri a l of welfare reform. Many of the ideas that 
Democratic govemors have cried with success at the st:ate level 
liave been embraced by the President in his welfare reform 
initiative, said Bayh. 

"Xn statehouses across the country. Democratic governors have 
fotmd stirong bipartisan support for dramatically altering 
welfare," said Bayh. "This bipartisan support reflects a growing 
consensus that public assistance brings with i t obligations as 
well as benefit:s.'' 

Bayh said he also vas gratified that tha administration 
proposal allows the states flexibility, within the national 
framework, to tailor welfare reform initiatives to meet each 
state's unique circumstances. 

At the same tine, Bayh said, the Clinton proposal endorses 
key principles that must be the cornerstone of any successful 
welfare reform effort. Those basic principles are tha^ : 

- Work must he more attractive than welfare. 

(more) 



Each recipient must eventually ba responsible for, and 
participate in, thc process of self-sufficiency. 

Public assistance must ba a temporary sittiation rather 
than a permanent way of life. 

Strong incentives must exist to ensure that 
individuals take advantage of job and training 
opportunities, accept personal responsibility and do 
not abuse the system. . 

Families should be encouraged to stay together, not bo 1 
driven apstrt. 
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SWE OF COLORADO 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS 
1 \ f i . ^ ra t . O p i l o l 

Denver. Colorado BO203-1792 
Phone <303) 8&6-2471 

June 14, 1994 
Kov Homer 
Covcinor 

The Honorable William Clinton 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave. 
Washington, D.C. 21510 

Dear Mr. President: 

I want to add ray strong support to your efforts to 
restructure our nation's welfare system. i t is 
important that we change from the current system of 

checks to one focused on helping employable 
adults move rapidly into productive work and improving 
the long-term self-sufficiency of families. 

Most families in Colorado leave the Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AFDC) program within one year. 
However, many of these families face barriers such as 
lack o£ health Insurance, inadequate child care or low 
paying jobs that force them to return to AFDC. Welfare 
reform must recognize and address these underlying 
factors to provide real opportunities for self-
sufficiency. 

As you know, earlier this year, Colorado was granted a 
waiver by your administration to begin one of the 
nation's most stringent and innovative welfare reform 
programs. Under this pilot program, AFDC recipients who 
refuse to enter job training or to take a job wi l l be 
permanently removed from welfare rolls after two years. 
In addition, participants will be given a cash amount to 
purchase food, rather than food stamps. I appreciate 
having the opportunity to move forward with these 
programs, which we hope will help Coloradans get off 
welfare and stay off i t . we look forward to continuing 
to work with your administration to develop effective 
strategies for implementing welfare reform in Colorado 
and the nation. 

I would also lik© to take this opportunity to share with 
you some of my concerns about welfare reform. First, I 
am concerned that welfare reform may present significant 
economic challenges to the states. I agree that 
long-term self-sufficiency efforts will require an 
Investment of resources. However. Colorado, as many 
other states, is not in the position to implement new 
federal mandates without sufficient federal funding. 
States must be given enough flexibility to implenient 
retorm within the resources that are available. 



Page Two 

Second, I ara concerned that proposed reforms not assume 
that any type of job is better than no job. "Make-work" 
or jobs that will disappear when subsidies run out w i l l 
not solve our real problems. In addition, i f welfare 
recipients are perceived as taking jobs from others who 
are marginally employed, the reform effort may be seen 
as further impoverishing another group of citizens. 
Colorado i s prepared to work with the administration to 
develop effective job development strategies. 

Finally, I agree that personal responsibility for 
support of children is extremely important. A strong 
emphasis on child support enforcement will have a 
positive effect on children and family self-
sufficiency. I am encouraged to see that some costs for 
these changes will be addressed with onhanced federal 
funding. 

in conclusion, l am strongly committed to welfare reform 
and support your efforts to "end welfare as we know 
i t . " Thank you for the opportunity to participate in 
this important initiative and for your consideration of 
my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

RR:wkg 



•̂94 nuN lUibi OFFICE OF THE GOVtKNOK KAXNO. V m t m m P. 02 

STATE OF DELAWARE 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR CABPER 

LSOIVkAT'VK MALL NEWS 
FOR WMEDIATB RELEASE FOR FURTHER IMPORHATIMg^J^JJo, 
Tuesday. June 14, 1994 CONTACT: sher i L . Wo«SaW«" 

X, ^^^^^ 739-4101 Dover 
(302) 378-7800 Home 
(302) 575-6800 Pagsr 

flOVEPKOR C&PPPP ISSUfS STATEMENT PRAI3IKG 

(Dover, Del.) — Governor Thomas R. Carper today announced his 

strong support for the broad principles embodied in President 

Clinton's welfare reforn package, expected to be unveiled later 

today in Xansas City, Missouri. 

According to Carper, - I strongly support the principles 

am pleased to" scS-tfiU-lt Slilto?'5.<fl^ft>^^-55form package and 

implement here in Delaware. The people of Delaware and this 

country w i l l be well-served by the Administration's proposed 

plan, in light of i t s emphasis on; encouraging individual 

responsibility by requiring clients to enter into mutually 

agreed-upon contracts that outline goals and expectations; 

expanding client participation in Job Opportunities and Basic 

Sk i l l s programs such as Dclawars's nationally-acclaimed "First 

Step" initiative; and emphasizing 'work over wolfara.' Just as 

important, the Clinton Adainistration plan provides additional 

funding and incentives to support tha transition from welfare 

to work, including increased child care and add«d tools for 

states to improve child support collection." 

— more — 



14-94 HON 10:53 OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR FAX NO. 13027392775 P. 03 

— 2 — 

Carper continued, "Preeident Clinton should be commended 

for his leadership and creativity in devsloping a reform plan 

that provides Americans with the opportunity to improve their 

lives and achieve self-sufficiency. Bscauss the Administration 

consulted closely with governors and their program directors in 

developing thio proposed package, ths recognition that there is 

no 'ono-si2e-fits-all' solution to this challsnga will serve 

states well by allowing them to craft programs bassd upon the 

spocific needs of their residents. This fl e x i b i l i t y , 

illustrated by tho President's inclusion of several state 

options within his plan, allows states mora latitude than has 

previously been the case to solve their own problems and to 

address their particular challenges hsad-on." 

Governor Carper i s the Democratic co-chair of the Hational 

Governors' Association (NGA) Wslfars Roforw Leadership Team. 

The 12-member working group explores welfare reform policy and 

programming from around the country and i s working to build 

bipartisan consensus around a national plan on behalf of the 

NGA. 

— 30 --
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STATEMENT OF GOVERNOR ZELL MILLER OF GEORGIA 
ON PRESIDENT'S WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

In 1992, candidate B i l l Clinton promised to "end welfare as we 
know it.** With the proposal announced today. President Clinton has 
moved to redeem this pledge, and has made welfare reform a top 
legislative priority for Congress. 

As the Governor of a state which has led the nation in welfare 
reform, I welcome the President's proposal. I t offers welfare 
recipients a clear path into productive work in the private sector, 
and i t requires a l l Americans to play by the same rules and take 
personal responsibility for their lives. 

I am especially pleased that the President has incorporated 
into his proposal so many of the reforms pioneered here in Georgia, 
including strong child support enforcement measures, a requirement 
that minor mothers on welfare remain at home, and the ability to 
limit payments for additional children without the complicated and 
burdensome process of securing a waiver from federal agencies. 

The President's proposal should receive immediate attention in 
Congress. 



JOHN WAIHEE 

E X E C U T I V E C H A M B E R S 

H O N O L U L U 

June 14,1994 

The President 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

I am writing to express my suppon for your proposal on welfare refonn. The mood of the nation 
regarding the receipt of welfare benefits has shifted, thus necessitating new strategies to assist 
families to become self-sufficient. Your concept of a two-year limit is a bold proposal which will 
challenge both the families who receive Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 
assistance as well as the states to strive even harder to assist families to become independent of 
public assistance. I applaud your courage to change a system that has gone unchanged for so 
many years. I also thank you for seeking the input and suppon of the Govemors in drafting this 
sweeping refonn. Your current proposal, to focus on teen parents and to help AFDC families to 
get changes that will not require them to retum to the welfare rolls shows your broad-based 
concem for the factors that lead to dependence on govemmenL 

In the months ahead, as your proposal works its way through Congress, you can count on my 
suppon for your welfare refonn plan. It is only by working together at the federal and state levels 
that we can have cohesive policies that will benefit the families of this nation. 

Thank you for your thoughtfulness and hard work that has led to this refonn proposal. America's 
families will be better off because of your vision which has been followed by timely action. 

With kindest regards, 

Sinoprelv, 

JOHN WAIHEE 



O F F I C E OF THE GOVERNOR 
B T A T I C A P I T O L 

B O I S E 8 3 7 2 0 - 1 0 0 0 

C E C I L D. ANDRUS ,208) 334.2 JOO 
GOVERNOn 

June 9, 1994 

The Honorable William F. Clinton 
President 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

Dear Mr. President: 

Like you, I have observed the operation of the welfare 
system over many years and have concluded that, in most cases, i t 
does not l i f t citizens up into a new, self-supporting way of l i f e 
but only makes them slightly more comfortable in their poverty. 

In reviewing your plan for welfare reform, i t seems to me i t 
is right on target in requiring recipients to regard i t as only a 
ten^orary measure while they acquire the training and experience 
to become independent. Somewhere along the line, a program that 
was designed to help people face a temporary income shortfall has 
tumed into the "dole, " and your proposal makes the right course 
correction to tum i t , instead, into a program designed to 
empower people and enable them to stand on their own. 

I support your proposal and have instructed the Idaho 
Department of Health amd Welfare to assist however i t can to 
adapt the program to IdsQio's needs and to cooperate fully in 
helping make i t a reality. 

with best wishes for success. 

Sincerely, 

Cecil D. Andms 
Govemor 

CDA:cw 



OPFICS or THE COVEBNOB 
INDIAXAFOUB. WMAWA MI04.ITS7 

BVAN BAYS 
OOVSBNOB 

For immediate release Wednesday, JUne IS, 1994 

GOVERNOR BAYH ENDORSES CLXMTON WELFARE REFORH 

Indiana Governor Evan Bayh today praised President Clinton's 
welfare refora proposal as "tho biggest step any President has 
taken toward meaningful welfare refora* 

"President Clinton is keeping his promise to »end welfare as 
we know i t , ' by recognizing tho nsad to make work more attractive 
than welfare, establishing a two-year l i a i t and a family cap," 
the governor said. 

Ha noted that his own welfara refora plan for Indiana oharos 
these eaae goals as the President's prograa. 

" I t is vary important that aeaningful valfara refora make 
work prof arable to welfare, emphasixB personal responsibility for 
self-sufficiency, end make clear that public aeeistance is 
temporary, not a way of lif e , " tbe governor said. 

"At the saae tiae, as the president emphaaisee, there must be 
strong incentives to take advantage of iob and training 
opportunities and encouragement for families to stay together, 
he said. "The President's prograa has a l l of these, and I hope 
Congress acts quickly and positively." 

For aore information: Fred J. Mation 317-232-4578 



C O M M O N W E A L T H O F K E N T U C K V 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
BRERETX3N C . J O N E S T M F . C A B I T O L 

QcsvERNOR 7 0 0 C ^ U I V A I A V E N U E 

(5023 564-2611 

June 13, 1994 

The Honorable William J . Clinton 
President of the United States 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Wasliin^on, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President; 

I want to thank you and congratulate you on your commitment to 
undertake welfare reform. As you know, we have discussed the need 
for meaningful welfare reform since the early days of your 
administration. I also want to thaiik you for giving other Kentucky 
officials the opportiinity to participate in discussions with your office 
on this important subject. We feel that the partnership we are 
developing will allow both of us to accomplish our goals in this 
important area. Also, I am most impressed by your willingness to 
allow the states to exercise flexibility in coordinating their own 
initiatives in partnership with the federal government. 

Please accept this letter as my endorsement of your efforts and my 
commitment to continue to work with you on these and other matters 
for which we share a common concern. 

With best regards, I am 

A N E Q U A L O P P O R T U N I T V E M P L O V E R tvi/F/H 



mm 
State of Louisiana 

Department of Social Services 
OPP'CE OF FAMILY SUPF»0BT 

EowiN W. EcwAROs 755 RIVERSIDE NORTH 
GovcBNon p. 0. BOX (iAnati _ ourt^c r« -, 

June 13, 1994 

SECflETARY 

^-^•^^^^'Reform Workina Group The White Bouse ^-^oup 

Washington, D . C , 20510 

It^t^l^^^^' overall Plan, 

ATTN: Keith Mason 

Dear Mr, Mason: 

L I S ' ! ^ ^ - ^ P ^ - "ith the approach you are taJcl^g to these 

Sincerely, 

Howard L. Pre jean \\ 
Assistant Secretary 

HLP/cdp 



S T A I ' K CIK M I C I I I U A N 

o r n c c OP tutf OOVU^NOR 

I . A N S I N U 

JOHN ENCSLSn 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: Chuck Pcllar 
June 15, .1994 (517) 373-7394 

Governor Engler Comments on Qinton Welfare Plan 

Michigan Govemor John Engler today commented on President Qinton's 

welfare reform proposal. 

"We support the principles embodied in this proposal because It builds on *he 

lessons leamed through the welfare initiatives of the individual states. Many of the 

concepts are similar to what wc have been doing in Michigan for almost two years 

under To Strengthen Michigan Families: welfare should be a temporary transition 

to self-suffidency; emphasis should be placed on thc need for education and 

training leading to employment; more emphasis is needed in the area of child-

support enforcement; and programs to encourage family stability should be 

expanded. 

"Our reforms in Michigan are based on the value of work, strong families, 

and personal responsibility. Instead of inaeaslng grants, we're increasing 

opportunities to eam money and become independent. Instead of paying people not 

to work, we're getting them to go to work." 

I n Michigan, we are defining success by the number of people who are 

positively engaged In constructive activities and by how many get off the welfare 

rolls and onto payrolls. Success must bc measured one worker, one parent, one 

family at a time — as they find jobs, grow stronger, and reach independence." 

"Hexibility allowing states to design their own programs is essential. This 

issue has been included In the discussions betWeen the Clinton Administrahon and 

(MORE) 
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Governor Engler Comments on Qinton Welfare Plan 
Page 2 

the National Governors' Assodation, I.e., lhat the states must be allowed to 

complete already approved demonstration projects, and the states must be allowed 

to develop programs and services which address the unique characteristics of the 

population and economic conditions in each state. In this vein I support President 

Clintons commitment to approve waivers for the states. 

"Many of the issues addressed by President Clinton's proposal are ongoing 

Initiatives in Michigan. We have made several policy changes which -Make Work 

Pa/ and recipients have responded. The number of welfare recipients working in 

Michigan has increased from 15.7 percent (33,500) of tlie caseload in September 1992 

to 243 percent (52,100) in May 1994. The national average is about 8 percent. ' 

"In contrast to the national statistic, thc AFDC caseload in Michigan 
decreased by almost 7.000 families in the past year (232,755 in April 1993 lo 226,138 in 
April 1994). 

'Tvlichigan's commitment to the Sodal Contract is also paying dividends. 

DSS figures show that over 72 percent of those expected to participate are actively 

involved in employment, education, training, or community services. 

"I have had the privilege of working closely with the administration in the 

development of this plan in my role as the Co-chair of the National Governors' 

A.-!Sodarion Welfare Reform Leadership Team. I look forward to working with the 

Administration and Congress to enact welfare reform which reflects the NGA'S 

principles and addressed our concems." 

-30-



MARIO M. CUOMO 
GOVERNOR 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

EXECUTIVE C H A M B E R 

A L B A N Y I 2 2 2 4 

June 14, 1994 

Mr. President: 

I commend you for making welfare reform one of your 
Administration's top priorities and for tackling this complex and 
c r i t i c a l issue. Many of the themes and principles embodied in 
your proposal are consistent with New York's own welfare reform 
initiatives, and I support your efforts to promote the value of 
work, responsibility and self-sufficiency. I share your aim to 
make public assistance transitional, witih its primary focus on 
jobs. 

The program that you have outlined i s certainly a laudable 
proposal for achieving our shared goals. Although there are 
certain f i s c a l and program issues of concern to New York, we plan 
to work with members of your Administration and the Congress to 
resolve them. 

I look forward to working with you to address these matters 
and to meet the goal of reforming the welfare system. 

Respectfully, 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 2 0500 
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OFFICE OF QOVERNOR DAVID WALTERS 
its sfcrt- r ^ I ^ ^ ^ OKLAHOMA 212 Slate Captol. OWahoma Cfty. OK 73105 

NEWS RELEASE 

FOR IMMEDUTE RELEASE nr.^.r^ 
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GOVERNOR WALTERS SUPPORTS 
CLINTON'S WELFARE REFORM PACKAGE 

Presid^'^SSSv^iLe-fS^^^^J David Walters announced his support for 
aty. MO. ^"^'^ P^^S^ ^ ft«i<i«tt unveiled today ^ S L s ^ 

^ ^ 1 ^ ^ unneoessaiy and duplicative f e d ^ 

W a l t e i J s a i d ^ wiU be able to move forward with these changes," Governor 

a l l o w i n g ^ ' ^ e S w ^ " ^ ^ I ^ " * ^ ' ' ^ Alao, t S T ^ i p f c 
o n ^ f i t s ^ ^ t a S ^ ^ i ^ i n ^ K ! ^ ^ -P^Sram design leav« ^ d ^ 
solve our own p ^ ^ , ^ ± f ^ r ^ ^ innovatio«L Uti, wiU enable us to 
has five w e l f j ^ " T * ^ Oklahoma cunendv 

^ s u p ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ - ^ ^ ^ 
child care and the capabiUties b ^ Z Z l T - L "^"^^^ incr^sed 
Walter said. lor our State to improve child support collection efforts,̂  

C i m t o n s L u i d ^ 2 ; S : ^ , 5 S ^ L ^ . S . ^ ^ ^ ent spending. P ^ L n t Clinton should be commended for his efforts. 
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June 13,1994 

Presldeni William Clinton 
Ths White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, DC 20005 

Dear Mr. President: 

SnSIint! SL^S-^ !"?c*in9 many elements of welfare reform. Oreaon welfare 

2«fh«??* i"h™ 9°".!? Innovation is in prevention. Most welfare clients are teen 

Thanl̂  you for your courage on this important public policy. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Roberts 
Governor 
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June 13, 1994 

Presiflent William Clinton 
Tho Whito Houae 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Prosidont Clinton: 

I applaud and support youc leadecBhip in the area of 
walfara roform. 

I om peraonally appraciative o£ the consultation your 
Administration haa provided to the nation'a govornora in 
tho formulation of your welfare reform plan. In 
particular, I am in f u l l agroomont with tha basic tenet o£ 
your comprahensive plan that relnforooB the vaiuoe ot 
work, family, opportunity and responaibility. 

Both welfare recipiontB and tax payers have Uecomo the 
viotima o£ an inoffioiont oyotcra. Bhert sighted 
approachoa to iraprovo the welfare ayatem in thft pnKt thr^f 

tlTftrl ^lllntt^rr^^''^ '""^^ 

^̂ 1̂ !̂-.'-**'?,̂ ®''®̂ ' l-ncJ^-'sed numbers of children born to 
welfare families aie living in poverty. While creative 
programo promoting economic independence are abundauL a 
cohesive and nnnompnsBing national policy i s needed to 
solve a Buv;ioLol piuHeiu o£ this raagnltude. 

introduced a welfare reform bill th«t mirrors ynur 
JftluA^ hi "^^TP**^- propoaal omphaai.ea that worK U 
I I I t L t " " ^ J " ' -'̂ '̂̂  P̂ y- Tt stresses that both parents 

1!"̂ ^̂ * -"fi'^^t. theii children ana that parents 
rJicc ti;«m T -"^^^ *̂̂ ŷ « e rcaay and aSle ?o raiBc them.^ 1 am heartened that the plan you hHv« 

^^^^ - - l ^ t m y people 



PHOUE Mu. : juii. i j j.o^. 

The President 
June 13, 1994 
Pago 2 

I fully support your welfare reform plan and strongly urge 
tho CongreoB ho onaet i t thio year. I t ie about time that 
our welfare system is designed to benefit the welfare of 
a l l ciLlEons o£ this country. 

Best personal wishes. 

Sincerely, 

BSi la 
0021F.X1 



'̂ ^Sw State of Tennessee 
NCO McWHfXTEK 

COVEKNOIt 

June 13, 1994 

The Honorable B i l l Clinton 
President of the United States 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave., ̂fW 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

I strongly support your c a l l for Welfare Reform I f th^r-a 
on " i t ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ r H ^ recipients and taxpayers alTke can T r l l 
r i f o r l P̂ '̂*̂ "̂  =̂ ^«atly in need of 

Your plan to build on the successful Family Support Act of 

]llloA rro^g;:j;^^whL^r^ht iLr^''^ ^^^^^ o^l 
rm "y-̂ *™/ wnicn has been the stimulus for near-iv 

f ? v ° y e a r T " ' " ^ *° """^ in tte p a « 
your p!;n a l , o" renew, o f e " " ? ! ' 3 " ! / " 
=o^it„,ent through S H e g ^ i L ^a^enfSf c h u S ' s S p p I r r ^ ^ ^ 

a ? W support self-sufficiency: WorJt and 

L%^^rv^/aT'u„d"tf.inr ' ^ """^ "^"^ 

Sincerely, 

Ned McWherter 

NRWrpgh 



STATE OF WASHINGTON 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
P.O. Box 40002 • Olympii, Withington 98504-0002 • (206) 753-6780 

June 13,1994 

President William J. Ginton 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear President Clinton: 

I am writing to comment on your administration's proposal for welfare reform. I understand 
the complex challenge you face in attempting to initiate real change to the current welfare 
system. I am pleased that you have opened the dialogue and discussion to representatives 
f̂ om states. This state has already responded in detail to Deputy Assistant Keith Mason 
on this proposal. 

As you may be aware, Washington State has been grappling with welfare reform for several 
years. Legislation was passed in 1993, and again this year that stresses welfare as a 
temporary measure. Many of the reforms that have been developed at the state level, 
however, apply to federally funded programs and require changes at the federal level before 
they can be implemented. 

Of the many provisions detailed in your Welfare Reform Issue P^er, the simplification and 
confortniity of application processing for the Food Stamp and AFDC programs is of 
paramount importance. The efficiencies resulting from this will help to shift resources to 
achieve the goals of the entire proposal. 

I am pleased that welfare reform is focusing on the JOBS program. I believe we can make 
a difference in peoples lives by offering a mix of services that provides appropriate 
education, skills training, child care and work experience to help AFDC recipients become 
self-sufficient 

This state vigorously supports removing the "100»hour rule' limitation. We are currently in 
the process of seeking a Title IV-A State Plan amendment and associated federal approvals 
to comply with new state legislation. We need your support on this issue. 



President William J. Qinton 
June 13, 1994 
Page Two 

There are some areas of the proposal with which we have concerns, one of which is the two 
year eligibility time limit. Without a safety net, this will increase homelessness and child 
welfare caseloads. Washington has adopted legislation that reduces assistance in a 
graduated manner after four years. 

While we support parents having responsibility for minor mothers, the possibility of abusive 
situations leads us to recommend the altemative of establishing protective payees. We also 
oppose making states fully responsible for benefits paid when patemity has not been 
established after one year. And while we strongly endorse the intent to enhance and 
simplify the federal match rate for states, we believe this will not produce the desired effect. 
Many states will have difficulty finding additional state funds to draw-down the federal 
dollars. 

Finally, adequate funding must be available to provide the support needed for those moving 
towards self-sufficiency. Without considerable financial commitment by the federal 
govenmient, tme and lasting reform will not occur. 

I look forward to working in partnership with you and the other states to resolve concems 
and uncertainties about welfere reform. A continuing dialogue with states is cmcial if 
positive, long-term changes are to take place. 

Sincerely, 

MIKE LOWRY^ / X 
Govemor 
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June 14, 1994 
G A S T O N C A P E R T O N 

Q O V C R N O R 

The Honorable B i l l Clinton 
President of the United States 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Hr. President: 

As you prepare to announce your welfare reform package, I 
want to thank you for giving governors and their representatives 
the opportunity to work closely with your Administration in 
developing this proposed legislation. The Administration i s to 
be commended for involving the states in direct consultation on 
such an important issue. 

I also commend you for your leadership in undertaking such a 
d i f f i c u l t task. Our welfare system must be changed to provide a 
helping hand to our nation's most needy citizens, without 
creating dependence on welfare as an alternative to s e l f -
sustaining opportunities. I am especially encouraged by the 
importance you are placing on the principles of work and 
responsibility, and I encourage you to continue to allow the 
states the necessary f l e x i b i l i t y to provide those services in the 
most appropriate way for their citizens. 

You certainly have my support and encouragement as you 
undertake this d i f f i c u l t task. I look forward to working with 
your Administration in the months ahead to help make the 
necessary improvements in providing support for the children and 
families of West Virginia and our country. 

Gaston qapert 
Governo 

GC:8B 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Govemor Carper 
Govemor Engler 

FROM: Barry Van Lare' 
RE: Welfere Refor Steps 

2013-0954-5 

DETERMINED TO BE AN 
ADMINISTRATIVE MARKING 
INITIALS: 1 ^ DATE: 7/>/'3 

This memorandum simmiarizes my understanding of the status of our welfere reform 
activities and suggests some next steps that you may wish to pursue as this stage of the 
process nears an end. 

As your know, over the past year the states, working through the NGA have been 
consulting with thc President's Working Group on Welfere Reform. The Working Group 
is neanng completion of its work and the President is expected to announce his legislative 
proposals within the month. 

The President's proposals appear to be substantially responsive to the principles adopted 
by the Govemors in Tulsa (see Attachment 1 for short summary) and to the concems 
expressed by the states. As a result, the Administration is likely to tum to the NGA for 
support of the major program and reform prmciples included in his legislation and for 
support for an early Congressional markup based on that legislation. 

While there are numerous other reform proposals that also uicorporate some of the 
principles supported by NGA policy, it appears very unlikely that Congress will act unless 
the Govemors and the Administration are in general agreement on the stmcture of reform. 
Therefore it is important to determme quickly whether the NGA will be able to respond 
positively to the Administration's request for broad support if at all possible and, if so, the 
nature of that response. Toward that objective, I would suggest the followuig: 

• An early conference call between the two of you to review the status of the 
Administration's proposal and to determine w îether you are comfortable with support 
of the principles, and what additional changes, if any, would be needed before such 
support. 

• Individual calls from you to the other Govemors on the Welfere Leadership Team to 
determine if they are comfortable with the strategy agreed upon ui the conference call. 

• Follow up with the Administration on any remaining issues that would be critical to 
endorsement. 

• Preparation and review of a preliminary draft statemem for use upon release of the 
Administration's proposal. 



Assummg that the final legislation tracks our latest discussions with the Admmistration. 
the broad prmciples m the President's that appear compatible with NGA policy mclude 

Welfare as a transition to self-sufficiency 
Special programs for those not yet ready for employment or trammg 
Time limited cash assistance, includmg education and traimng to help prepare for 
work 
Long term assistance based on work 
hnproved child care and Eamed Income Tax Credits for low mcome workmg 
families 
Enhanced mterstate child support enforcement 
Expanded programs to encourage family stability and limit teen pregnancy 
Increased state flexibility in program design 
Improved coordination between AFDC and Food Stamps 
Enhanced federal financing, mcluding lower matching rates 

It is our further understanding that the Administration's proposal will address the 
foUowmg state concems highlighted durmg the discussions with the President's Workmg 
Group. 

• Option to defer a limited percent of additional recipients from the tune limited program 
and to extend the time limit for a limited number of individuals to complete education 
or training programs 

• Assurance that participants in the transitional program and WORK can be required to 
search for and accept work at any point 

• Option, as in current JOBS program, to require participation in grant diversion or 
CWEP positions during the time limited program 

• Option to include subsidized public and private jobs and community work expenence 
as components of the WORK program 

• No tune linut on fiill federal reimbursement for recipients in WORK 
• Clearer requirements for federal agencies to coordinate their education and training 

programs and flexibility for Govemors in developing state coordination mechanisms 
• Option for the states to contmue cash assistance beyond the two year limit to recipients 

who are working at least 20 hours per week in unsubsidized jobs 
• Authority for the advanced payment of the EITC 
• Option to extend assistance to two parent families 
• Continuation of 1115 waiver authority 
• Recognition of that final implementation dates will need to reflect realistic lead time 

for systems development and sute legislative action 
• Recognition that performance targets must reflect achievable goals and provide 

exceptions for conditions such as high unemployment and natural disasters that we 
beyond the control of the states 



Other issues that the Admmistration has yet to address mclude the following that were 
identified as concems to a number of states. The legislation likely will still mclude: 

• A mandate for changes in state law to unprove m-state patermt> and support 
enforcement 

• The extension to AFDC, JOBS, and WORK day care the Child Care Development 
Block Grant requirement that family and mformal force day care provider meet 
minimum state determmed health and safety requirements, includmg trammg in health 
and safety issues 

• No option for a state to place an absolute lunit on the time that a recipient may remam 
in the overall program (transitional assistance plus WORK) 

• No automatic extension of existing 1115 waivers ( Admmistration argues that 
statutory changes would require a review and that changes might be financialN 
advantageous to states) 

In addition, while the Administration has provided general assurances that the level of 
fimding will be sufficient to meet participation requirements and that neither the sources of 
federal funds nor financing and performance incentives will have an overall adverse impact 
on state finances, most states still believe that they need additional information to make 
certain that the overall financing of the bill is acceptable to the states. The Administration 
has scheduled a meetmg with a representative group of state experts on Tuesday, May 17 
to review these concems. The outcome of that meeting will likely affect any comments 
that the NGA may wish to make on financmg. 

There are a number of additional issues that Govemors expressed a concem about that do 
not appear to be "make or break" concems. These include whether or not the EITC should 
or should not be available to those in subsidized jobs (the legislation would not make it 
available). 

I will be in touch with your staff shortly to see if you are agreeable to an early conference 
call. As noted above, this call should focus on overall strategy and a determination as to 
how to proceed in regard to those issues that appear to be unresolved. If possible, it would 
be helpful for your staff and me to be mcluded in that call. 

Please let me know if you have questions or need additional information at this time. 



ATTACHMENT 

National Governors' Association 
Summary of Major Welfare Reform Principles 

The Admmistration's proposal appears to incorporate the followmg prmciples endorsed by 
the Govemors m policy adopted at their 1993 Annual Meetmg. 

Welfare as a Transition - "Welfare should be a transitional program that moves people 
from temporary assistance to self-sufficiency." 

Time Limited Cash Assistance - "Assistance, m the fonn of cash grants, to families with 
children should be available for a time limited period. . ." 

Assistance in Preparing for Work and Self-Sufficiencv - Dunng the tune lumted penod 
"activities that are designed to make the transition from welfare to work take place. These 
aaivities should include education, training, and the support services necessary to help 
participants become self sufficient." 

A Contract of Mutual Responsibility - "Welfare benefits should be based on a social 
contract that sets forth the responsibilities and obligations of both the recipients and 
government.. . Receipt of assistance durmg this period should be conditioned upon 
compliance with the social contract." 

"States should be granted broad flexibility m defining the components of the social 
compact, including requirements to begin work before the maximum tune is exhausted." 

Assistance for Those Unable to Work - "The ongoing financial needs of children must be 
addressed in any time limited system." 

"States should have the flexibility to extend assistance as needed, with full federal financial 
participation, for a lunited period beyond the federal standard on a case-by-case basis m 
order to ensure that recipients complete education or job training programs, complete 
treatment for substance abuse or other physical or mental impairment, or resolve 
emergency situations such as homelessness." 

Longer Term Assistance Based on Work - "Continued federal, sUte, county, and local 
assistance under the national program beyond the time limited period should depend on a 
requirement of work or work-related activities unless no job, community service work 
opportunity, or community service placement is available." 

"The preferred means is through private, unsubsidized work in the business or nonprofit 
sectors. Other altematives in order of priority, include unsubsidized public sector 
employment, subsidized jobs, grant diversion, working off the welfere grant, and 
volimteering in community service work." 



•'Commumt\' service opportumties should be developed and managed through the existing 
infrastructure at the federal, state, count}-, and local level" 

An Equitable Federal Role in Financing - "The national program should be financed to 
ensure fiill federal fundmg of any mandates and should not result m new costs or a shift of 
federal costs to states, counties, and localities. 

"The federal govemment must recogmze its responsibilit\' to provide for the long-temi 
needs of children and of persons who are physically or mentally disabled" 

"Efficiently managed programs require new technology and traimng. The federal 
govemment must maintain its level of investment m this necessary mfrastmcture in order 
to achieve welfare reform." 

Eamed Income Tax - "The eamed Income Tax Credit (EITC) should be expanded over 
tune so that with food stamps, a family of four with a fiill-time, year round worker will be 
brought to the poverty line." 

"Admimstration of the EITC should be sunplified, outreach and education to ensure full 
participation should be expanded, and worker choice regarding the frequency of payments 
should be preserved." 

Child Care - "The federal govemment should formulate a child care financial support 
policy that applies to all Americans." 

"In addition, the federal govemment should lift regulatory barriers and allow states the 
discretion to coordinate and combme child care assistance administratively into one 
program." 

State Flexibility - "Allow states additional flexibility in the design of cash assistance 
programs through modifications of state plans rather than waivers....Allow various 
evaluation measures to be used in lieu of control groups." 

Support for Two Parent Families and Working Families Below the Poverty Line -
"Eliminate the 100-hour mle. ..extend eligibility to all families with children. ..expandmg 
the eamed income disregards." 

Child Support Enforcement - Detailed statement generally calling for an increased 
federal role and improved mterstate enforcement activity. 

Other Concems Addressed in NGA Policy 

• Better Coordination Between AFDC and Food Stamps 
• Expanded Services to Prevent Dependency 
• Expanded Services to Support Families that Work 



ALL ANSWERS ARE T© BE G0NSJDERED STRICTLY GONFODENTOAL 

1) Transitional Assistance -- The new time limited proaram would reauire 
all states to enroll Income eligible families with a parent born after 1972 
two years after enactment. Is this taraet oroup acceptable? 

Yes -- 24 
No - 07 
Didn't vote, w/comments - 02 
Didn't vote, w/o comments --00 
Checked both 'yes' & 'no' ~ 01 

0 It depends on how enrollment is defined and on how it is financed. 
0 No federal mandate without sufficient federal funding. This target group is 
acceptable provided there is adequate federal funding to cover 100% of expanded 
costs. We are opposed to federal mandates for service employment without federal 
funding. 
o Program expansion at state option. 
0 Maintain state option to phase-in additional families 
0 Our state is not opposed to the provision requiring all states to enroll income eligible 
families with a parent born after 1972 two years after enactment. Based on recent 
state legislation, our legislature will be requesting a waiver to administer a time-limited 
AFDC benefit program which will be more restrictive than the current Administration's 
proposal. In addition, allowing the states the option of including additional target 
groups is also suggested. 
0 Yes, if there are enough resources to serve them. In FY97, caretakers born after 
1972 will be equal to approximately 40% of the caseload in our state, or 15-16,000 
individuals per month. Currently JOBS serves approximately 7,000 (monthly.) New 
JOBS cases would require new resources; e.g. training, case management, child care, 
transportation, etc. 
0 Yes, it would be very difficult to implement all at once for everyone. Focus should be 
on the younger parents to prevent long term dependency. 
0 This population is a little less than 30% of the AFDC caseload. Targeting a segment 
of the population and having people age-in seems very logical. Strategies and needs 
assessment can be better targeted than going with new applicants with a wide mix of 
groups. 
0 If it is intended that all AFDC recipients eventually be included in the time-limited 
program, a plan needs to be developed to add other income eligible families 
incrementally. 
0 As long as there is substantial increase in funding to match the requirements. 
0 While this cohort will produce long-term savings, it needs to be recognized that these 
clients are the most expensive because child care needs for infants and preschool 
children are highest in this age cohort. Increase match rates for child care; allow state 
option to include clients from other cohorts where child care or adequate funding is not 
available. 
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0 Acceptable, in the sense that if a reform must be phased in this manner, this is a 
good group with which to start. 
0 If states must begin with a target group, this is acceptable. 
0 Provided that states have flexibility to phase in other target groups with potential to 
succeed, e.g. other recipients born before 1972. 
0 It is effective to target young AFDC families, but there is concern as to how regular 
JOBS target group requirements and participation rates will be impacted. 

0 There should be state flexibility on target groups. Note this raises questions about 
equitable treatment for similarly situated families. 
0 A more realistic approach would allow the states to target a percentage of caseload 
based upon geographic and economic parameters to control the size of the eligible 
group and to provide services to the most appropriate needy AFDC clients. 
0 The majority of recipients would be unaffected because of the phase-in. 
0 We believe that all recipients of AFDC should be enrolled in a training, education, or 
work opportunity as a condition of receipt of benefits. There should be no time limit 
unless jobs are available. 
0 Require parents born after 1968 to enroll in time-limited program. 
0 Why would parents born before 1972 be excluded? For any large number of 
participants, from where do the "work" jobs come? 
0 Prefer that all eligible income families with parents be subject to time limits with the 
exception of the disabled or parents caring for disabled. 

Yes and No 

o The target group is acceptable, though we have read it as those born after 1971. 
The time frame is not acceptable. We need promulgated regulations to have the detail 
and decisions necessary and these are often delayed. Two years form issuance of 
promulgated regulations is sufficient. 

Didn't vote, w/comments 
0 We are in the process of analyzing this approach. At a minimum, states should have 
the flexibility to phase-in the population as it's finally defined, beginning two years after 
publication of final regulations or after the enactment if states are held harmless for 
differences between actual implementation and final regulations. 
0 We have had target groups before, starting with the WIN program and now the JOBS 
program. If we are to transform welfare as we know it, every financial assistance 
applicant/recipient needs to participate in activities leading towards employment. We 
should be allowed to phase this in on a geographical basis. 
0 We serve 1/3 of the mandatory eligibles to his point. And the groups grows every 
month. Serving everyone in a two-year period would require extra resources. 



PAGE THREE 

2̂  JOBS " The Administration would taraet this transitional assistance 
proaram on vounaer AFDC parents. All vouno parents who are not 
worklno or In JOBS-Prep would be expected to go into an expanded 
work-focused JOBS proaram until thev get a iob. or their time limit 
expires. The Administration oroiects that there would be 740.000 JOBS 
participants In FYI997. Increasing to 770.000 in FY 1999 (assuming 
enactment In 1994 with a two year ohase-in period.^ The current JOBS 
program serves less than 500.000 participants. Can you oroiect what 
additional level of JOBS funding your state would need fassumino the 
current match rate) to fullv implement this expanded JOBS program? 

Yes - 14 
No - 12 
Didn't vote, w/comments- 08 
Didn't vote, w/o comments- 00 

o We are already expanding our JOBS program under welfare reform waivers and this 
target group is among those who will be served. 
0 State cannot afford additional match. Yes, we could project an estimate of additional 
costs. 
0 To fully implement an expanded JOBS Program, this state would need 
approximately $7 million, of which $3,763,00 would be federal funds. This projection 
does not take into consideration the increased intensity of effort that may be needed to 
serve younger parents. 
0 Estimate a 50% increase in the JOBS funding level to handle additional cases 
0 It will likely cost another $100 m. Unless the federal matching rate is 90% or 100% 
state level appropriation is not available to expand the program. 
o A doubling of JOBS funding would enable us to implement the proposed expanded, 
JOBS program. In addition, the funding would enable us to move towards requiring all 
AFDC recipients to participate in appropriate self sufficiency activities as presently 
provided for under the Single Parent Employment Demonstration. 
0 Given sufficient time, it will be possible to estimate caseload sizes and levels of 
funding. There are currently approximately 40,000 open cases in the JOBS program, 
at a cost of $26 m. It is important to ensure that sufficient child care funds are available 
to serve this population. The targeted group are clients 22 years old and under, with 
the assumption that their children are younger children with greater child care needs. 
0 Based upon limited information available, we project a total cost of $114 million 
including $80.9 million of state funds. Elimination of the cap would result in federal 
match of $72. 1 million rather than the $33.1 projected. 
0 Our state's share of the new JOBS slots would approximately 10,000. We estimate 
the total cost of funding the new slots at $11.3 million ($5.6 federal, $5.7 state). 
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0 Current funding level is $27.0 million. An additional $17.5 million would be required. 
That amount includes $2.9 million to compensate for current overmatch by our state. 
0 Implementation would double our state's JOBS caseload and would take an 
additional 2.5 million to expand the program. 

0 We cannot project costs with the information we currently have. 
0 There are an extraordinary number of variables here. Not only the number of 
participants, but overall program design, number of sanctions, and support service 
costs to name a few. 
0 Do not have data available on the number of new or re-applicants that are under 22. 
Also the dollar need is directly impacted by the type of services to be provided. A 
larger demand on child care would be a result and have to be considered. 
0 Additional analysis of caseload demographics is required. 
0 Our state would need approximately a total of $17.4 million ($15 m state and $2.4 m 
federal) to serve 100% of the mandatory population, using the current definition of a 
mandatory participant. Increased federal funding including an enhanced match rate is 
necessary to serve participants in the expanded program. States have difficulty in 
maximizing federal funds under the current federal match rate and cap. Expanded 
federal funding alone does not alleviate the state's ability to obtain sufficient state 
funds to maximize federal funds and serve all participants. 
0 The new program will require greater infrastructure, more publicly subsidized slots, 
lower caseloads & higher administrative capacity. For smaller states the cost per client 
is higher and must be factored in. 
o Our current appropriation serves 3,000 families at any given time. Another $1 billion 
would allow the same number of clients to be served at a time, but the expanded 
program would require more clients to be served especially if the age of the child is 
dropped to age 1. 
0 The JOBS funding our state would need is $299.1 m. This cost assumes that every 
AFDC recipient age 26 and under is mandatory. However, given the current ratio of 
mandatory participants to the total population, the cost would be reduced too$169.3 m 
before 1972 who are in JOBS or are self initiated or required supportive services. 
0 Not enough information to project. 

Didn't vote, w/comments 
0 Currently this state is serving 6850 JOBS participants. We would be serving 23,400 
in JOBS if total participation were required. Although we would be serving 3.4 times 
as many people, the cost is difficult to predict because support service requirements 
are unclear. 
o Extremely difficult to project at this point. Would suggest approximately 35m to 50m. 
0 We are reviewing the implications of this approach in our state. But it is clear that a 
higher match rate would be necessary. 
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0 There are too many unknown variables. 740,000 appears to be low, unless all 
current JOBS resources are redirected to the target population. It would be unfair, and 
perhaps discriminatory to exclude people over a certain age from any available 
employment and training programs. Rough estimates of job services for additional 16-
18,000 recipients could be as much as $40 million not including health care or as 
payments. 
0 It's very difficult to project this, but we think we would need at least twice as much as 
we are now authorized. 
0 JTPA is the primary funding source for JOBS skill training; these funds are declining, 
particularly for younger clients and cannot be relied upon for the broader/expanded 
group. 
o Data is being collected to project the size of this population, the state funding 
required, and the federal funding required. 
0 If by "expanded work-focused JOBS program" we mean JOBS-Prep, JOBS and 
WORK Program, our state would project @ 4840 to be in JOBS-Prep, 6900 additional 
caretakers in JOBS and @ 8,700 in the WORK program. The current JOBS program in 
our state is serving @ 10,800 AFDC caretakers or 88% of the AFDC caretakers who 
are 24 years old and younger. Based on current values, the costs for JOBS-Prep, 
additional JOBS and WORK program would be $1,210,000, $40,830,000 and 
37,428,900 respectively. Since the Work Program will be implemented in year three of 
the program, the additional level of funding per year in the first two years of the 
program would be $42,040,000 for JOBS-Prep and additional JOBS recipients. The 
federal share would be 24,803,600 at 59% FFP rate and the state share would be 
$17,736,400. Third year and later funding will need to be increased by $37,582,249 
(federal share -$22,173,526) to phase in the WORK program for those who reach the 
24 month time limit and are unemployed. In projecting the cost of the WORK program, 
we assumed that our state's WORK program would consist of work-for-wages, 
community work experience and volunteer services. Bottom lines: @ $42 million 
(federal + state) in its initial phase and @ $79.5 million (federal + state) with the WORK 
program. Day Care costs are included in the above projections. 
0 We can project, but don't have current figure. 

3) JOBS - Currently, the JOBS program is authorized at $1 billion per 
year and serves about 16 percent of the eligible population. One 
proposal would authorize an additional SI billion per year for the JOBS 
program. Is this a sufficient level of funding to serve the participants In 
the expanded program? 

Yes - - 12 
No - 16 
Didn't vote, w/comments - 06 
Didn't vote, w/o comments- 00 
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Yes 
o Would be sufficient but may not be sufficient for other states if given the opportunity 
to expand those served 
0 Assuming that these funds are for the JOBS program only, not the JOBS-prep, other 
work programs, or child day care. The funding level would also be dependent upon 
the intensity of service needed to serve this younger population. 
0 The level of funding would need to cover the expected increase in the number of 
participants as well as the increased costs resulting from expanded services. 
0 Should be adequate if state match is available. 
0 Even if federal money would be available, the concern would be the required level of 
state match already a problem currently for some states. Also, other expenditure 
requirements such as 55% on target groups would have to be done away with. 
0 We request that states implement universal participation be permitted to draw down 
additional JOBS funding. 
0 An additional $1 billion could probably serve most of the expanded population. It 
depends on the number that would be deferred to JOBS-prep and on the number of 
services needed by the new JOBS population. However, the program would require 
an additional appropriation of state funds for matching this JOBS component as well 
as JOBS-PREP, child care, etc. 
0 It looks like this might be sufficient. 

0 Need more funding for a larger target group 
0 One of our state's problems in serving another mandated group in a rigidly specified 
time frame is raising the state funds to draw down federal funds. The match ratio for 
JOBS funds should be changed 90/10 and states should be able to transfer AFDC 
funds to the JOBS program as the caseload decreases. 
0 We agree that $1 billion is a good place to start. Since many states have not been 
able to supply the match necessary to draw-down available funds, however, adding 
money without reducing the necessary match will not improve many state's positions. 
In this state, while we have been able to draw down the IV-F money available to us so 
far, it is uncertain whether we would be able to double our expenditure. Lifting the cap 
and increasing the federal match will better position states to implement the new 
federal program. 
0 This may be enough for this first year, but will not be in subsequent years. Also a 
higher federal matching rate is needed and that will require an increased federal 
appropriation. 
0 Probably not. The more persons served, the more employment barriers that will be 
found, the higher the support service costs. Program design becomes, e.g. are current 
dollars retargeted from some education/training activities to a shorter "work 
attachment" model? 
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0 Increased federal funding including an enhanced match rate is necessary to serve 
participants in the expanded program. States have difficulty in maximizing federal 
funds under the current federal match rate and cap. Expanded federal funding alone 
does not alleviate the state's ability to obtain sufficient state funds to maximize federal 
funds and serve all participants. 
0 Administrative capacity is a serious issue. The youngest segment of the population 
requires more intensive case management; resources to provide transitional program 
services for an additional 30% of the population must be developed; imposing a time 
limit makes it critical for states to provide necessary supportive services, such as drug 
treatment or mental health counseling, which may have been previously unfunded. 
0 Eligible population is now very narrowly defined (55% of the caseload.) Initiative will 
both drastically increase clients to be served and will not let us rely as we currently do 
on the mandatory JOBS population whose children do not need child care, 
o Assuming no change in the match rate and distribution formula, this would more than 
double our state's current investment of not only state match dollars but also 100% 
state dollars currently invested above the match. 
0 Not with the current federal match rate system which requires a certain level of state 
funding. Because of budget limitations imposed by the State Legislature, we would 
not be able to draw down our full allotment even with an increase in funding. 
0 With current fiscal constraints, it is anticipated that sufficient State appropriations 
would not be available. State match requirements must be reduced or States will not 
be able to draw down additional Federal dollars. 

Didn't vote, w/comment 
0 We are reviewing the implications of this approach for the JOBS program in our 
state. But it is clear that a higher match rate would be necessary. 
0 Unable to determine at this time. If the intention is to require participation of all 
clients eventually this would not be sufficient. 
0 Consideration should be given to coordination of funding with existing programs; this 
proposal has failed to engage other providers/systems in the discussions. 
0 The distribution of funding per state is more critical to determine if there is a sufficient 
level of funding. 
0 It is difficult to project what an additional $1 billion dollars would accomplish 
nationwide, and therefore difficult to project if the funding level would be sufficient for 
our state. 
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4) JOBS-PREP - The Administration proposes to defer some otherwise 
eligible families from the time limit in the transitional program and assign 
them Instead to the JOBS-prep program. What approach would vou 
support? 

Included in a 
Single Answer Combination Answer Total 

1 No deferments 
2. Specify categories 
2. Allow %exemptlon 

Breakdown 
0 5 - 0 0 
1 0 - 0 2 
1 5 - 0 2 
2 0 - 0 3 
2 5 - 0 5 
other "01 
%unspecified-02 

02 
1 3 
06 

01 
1 0 
09 

03 
23 
1 5 

^Require min. % 01 
Breakdown 
7 5 - 0 4 
8 0 - 0 0 
8 5 - 0 0 
90 -01 

other~01 (1 responded 50-75) 

Combination answers -

05 06 

Survey # Answers 
02 2,3 (10),4 (90), no comments 
05 1,2, comments 
08 2, 3 (20), 4 (75), no comments 
1 0 2, 3 (15), comments 
1 5 2, 3, comments 
1 9 2, 3 (25), 4 (50-75), comments 
26 2, 3 (25), 4 (75), no comments 
28 2, 3 (25), 4 (75), comments 
32 2, 3 (15), comments 
34 2, 3 (25), comments 

Didn't vote, w/comments - 02 
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No deferments 
0 Whether JOBS-prep or transitional, every participant should be expected to do 
something which should be set forth in an agreement of mutual understanding. 
0 You cannot judge on the front end, who is job ready and who is not. 
0 Phase in all recipients over next 4 years. Everyone can do something. This state is 
proposing legislation requiring all AFDC recipients to participate in a JOBS program 
with more components authorizing the Department of Human Services to apply for a 
federal waiver. 

Specify categorv. plus exempt % 
0 It is important for the percentage to be high enough to adequately reflect the nature 
of our population. In this state, as in other states that have large urban centers, we 
have a high proportion of special needs, hard-to-serve clients. Our exempt population 
must not be compared to other states without similar clients. 
0 Additional percentage of 15-20% (primarily due to jobs not being available. 
0 The additional percentage of the caseload could accommodate those in an 
educational setting (that would exceed two years) for the purposes of becoming 
employable. 
0 States should always have the option to exempt some clients even if a minimum 
percentage of the caseload is required as a performance measure. 
0 At state discretion, the JOBS Prep Program could include the temporarily 
incapacitated, those with a history of substance abuse, caretakers of disalDled adults or 
children, or caretakers of children under the age of one. 
0 Keep exemptions to a limit, especially caring for an infant. We would not want 
having additional children to become a means of avoiding the time limit. Perhaps 
children under six months would be better. 
o Establishing specific deferrals implies that the deferral is considered to be temporary 
and will be reviewed when the situation is expected to change. 
0 Plus is a key word in this approach thereby, not tying the exempt group to the 
separately allowed percentage and thereby providing states more flexibility and 
control. 
0 All able-bodied recipients (except those caring for disabled person or newborn) 
should be required to obtain job and work. 
0 Specify categories of individuals, such as disabled adults or those caring for a 
disabled child, or infant under the age of one, plus allowing states to except an 
additional percentage of the caseload. 

Allow % 

0 JOBS-PREP appears to be no different than the current JOBS program - it provides 
services with no time limits. 
0 (20%) This would allow the states the flexibility to address specific groups within the 
state. 



PAGE TEN 

0 (10%) I believe that 10% or fewer of the adults would actually be unable to work 
(given sufficient support services, e.g. barrier removal, A & D treatment; child care, 
medical, transportation.) However, this presupposes sufficient funding to deal with the 
JOBS program as the expectation rather than the exception. 
0 (20%) By using a percentage, states can make their own decisions. 
o This approach will allow us the greatest flexibility and is much preferred. We have a 
significant category of individuals in our state who require English as a second 
language and remediation who do not fit the profile proposed by the Administration. 
These individuals also will need the pre-JOBS experience for remediation before they 
can move into training/employment. 

Require min. % 

The balance of the caseload (25%) would participate in the Pre-JOBS program. 

Combination answer: 

Specify category: 15% exempt 

o State's determination should depend on the availability of additional federal 
resources. 

Specify category: 25% exempt: 50-75 min. 

0 The percentage actually participating will be dependent upon resources available. 
States will need flexibility to match supply and demand. 

Specify category. 25% exempt. 75% min. 

0 Contingent on funding levels. 

Specify category. 15% exempt. 

0 Would prefer flexibility at state level rather than mandating a specific % for 
participation. Considerable national data indicate JOBS is not a particularly effective 
program but is very expensive. 

Specify category. 25% exempt. 

0 States would need to be able to defer a certain percentage as not everyone would 
be able to participate in the transitional program. 
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Didn't vote, w/comments 
0 At a minimum, final deferment provisions should give states flexibility to tailor their 
programs to their demographics and to changing economic conditions. 
0 Not sure how to respond. We do not like exemptions since that sets the wrong 
expectation. We like individualized participation requirements based on the situation 
and needs of participants. However, give the 2 year limit, exemptions are absolutely 
needed. 
0 Would recommend a combination of 2 and 3; i.e. allow states to establish exemption 
criteria which would be accepted as long as no more than 30 percent of the "born-
after-1972" caseload is exempted from the time-limit program. 

5) WORK - Which option should be available to states as thev attempt to 
create work opportunities for participants who reach the end of their two 
year eligibility for cash assistance? 

A requirement of work for wages — 00 

The authority to create a variety of work requirements, including work for 
wages options as well as community work experience and mandated 
volunteer service ~ 28 

Didn't vote, w/comments -05 

Didn't vote, w/o comments -00 

Marked both options 1 & 2 -01 

A requirement of work for wages 

0 We are concerned that there is too much focus on assumption of subsidizing jobs or 
creating public jobs 

The authority to create a variety of work reouirements... 

o States need the flexibility that this option provides. 
0 Our state prefers giving states the flexibility to develop opportunities which will serve 
the needs of various state's residents. 
0 No federal mandate for state funded public service employment. 
0 States require as much flexibility as possible to implement this new program. While 
we recognize that work for wages is preferable to other options, greater flexibility will 
provide the ability to serve a larger number of clients. 
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0 Flexibility is required so as to allow the state to use the best possible approach in 
serving the individual. 
0 The need for larger numbers of work assignments must be minimized by heavy up 
front emphasis on securing unsubsidized employment and maximum flexibility will be 
needed in developing work assignments. 
o It would be necessary for all options to be available as all areas may not allow for an 
adequate number of work sites (example: rural areas and Indian reservations.) 
0 We need the authority of creating a variety of work situations to meet the needs of 
participants and to respond to different conditions in various parts of the state, 
including combining work experience with education and job search. 
0 States need flexibility to develop policies and requirements that will meet the 
geographic and economic needs of the states. 
0 Placement in unsubsidized private or public sector jobs should be the first priority. If 
unsubsidized job opportunities have been exhausted or are unavailable, alternatives 
such as Community Work Experience Program (CWEP), work supplementation or on-
the-job training (OJT) opportunities should be required of clients as a condition of 
AFDC benefit eligibility. 
0 States will need a great deal of flexibility to establish the large number of slots 
needed. 
0 It is very important to have a wide range of options for participation in the work 
requirement. This gives individuals and state agencies the ability to design the work 
experience so that it best fits the individual and employability goals. 
0 The broadest flexibility and the capacity to develop a menu of options would be the 
most viable. Emphasis should be on Work for "Wage as the proposal says. Tax credits 
should also be considered as options. 
0 States should be given the flexibility to develop work programs to include work for 
wages, CWEP and other work experience type activities. Current restrictions on 
CWEP and other work experience programs need to be relaxed. 
0 While we support the 2nd option, we believe it is unrealistic to expect all 
unsubsidized at once, although unsubsidized employment should be the long term 
goal. 
0 State flexibility is critical to allow communities to create work requirements to best 
meet the needs of the community. 
0 Unsubsidized private employment and rewards for working should be emphasized 
to reduce the need for community service and public sector jobs. 
0 The option of creating a WORK program package that includes (1) work-for-wages, 
(2) community work experience and (3) mandated volunteer services would provide 
states with more flexibility to deal with changing nature of the local job markets. 
0 Again need flexibility particularly in very rural areas. 
0 The ability to create a variety of work requirements is very important, but it should not 
include a provision for mandated volunteer service. Volunteer service should be at 
state option or have no reporting requirements and minimal record keeping. 
0 Our state currently maintains a large community work experience component. 
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Didn't vote, w/comments 
0 None, two years and off. 
0 Work in a public or private entity should be a primary requirement. 
0 States should be given a series of options including a state-designed option subject 
to federal approval. 
0 At least 75% of the work opportunities should be subsidized jobs (i.e. work for 
wages). In addition there should be a time limit on work experience or volunteer 
service assignments unless it was determined that the wage was below that normally 
expected for minimum wage work. 
0 These options should provide safeguards for current workers to avoid full or partial 
displacement by welfare recipients. 

6) WORK - The proposal is likely to include a minimum work requirement 
of at least thirty hours a week with a state option to reduce the minimum 
to twenty. Do you support this? 

Yes - 13 
No " 16 
No vote "05 

Would you support a minimum work requirement of twenty hours a week, 
with the option to go to thirty? 

Yes - 23 
No - 04 
No vote "07 

Combination vote 
Yes, Yes - 07 
Yes, No -02 
Yes, no response -- 04 
No, Yes --14 
No. No --02 
No response. Yes -- 02 
Didn't vote at all, w/comments --03 
Didn't vote at all, w/o comments --00 

Yes. Yes 

0 We support maximum state flexibility 
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Yes. No 
o Individuals who are working should be allowed eligibility for the program but a 
minimum of thirty hours would provide the state with the leverage to work with 
individuals who would otherwise continue at a 10 to 15 hour a week job. 
0 Requiring work participation as close to a regular work week provides valuable 
work-place experience. It would benefit participants to be required to periodically 
attend life skills training and job readiness skills training during the work requirement 
period. 

Yes, didn't respond 
0 Yes, if. The ideal combination would be a full-time expectation with a four day work/1 
day work search job club arrangement. Whether that is possible depends on the 
funding available and how many individuals "progress" all the way to a required work 
assignment. 
0 Our state believes the work requirement should be different for single-parent and 
two-parent families. 

No. Yes 
o Considering the difficulty involved in restructuring the system we recommend modest 
requirements with the option to move toward more stringent expectations. 
0 Consideration should be given to option going to forty. 
0 Our state recommends that the current mandatory twenty hour per week requirement 
be retained. 
0 Even 20 hours per week will extend current CWEP requirements of AFDC grant 
divided by the minimum wage. The state's average is approximately 16 hours per 
week. 
0 If the work earnings are substantially lower than AFDC, do participants get a partial 
grant? 
0 To help control child care, transportation and other supportive service costs. 
0 One of the problems with the minimum work requirement is equity. If participants are 
credited at the state minimum hourly wage in our state, many will not be able to work 
even 20 hours per week. If they are not paid at the minimum rate, we will be highly 
criticized for "slave labor" tactics. However, if the minimum is put in place, there should 
be financial or reporting incentives for states for all those who achieve 30 hours. 
However, twenty hours would allow for more creative job-sharing designs, while still 
preparing more participants to become job-ready while waiting to secure private 
employment. Generally, states need ultimate flexibility to meet the various needs of 
recipients in a changing economy, so more than one option should be allowable to a 
state. 
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No. No 

o In the real world people work a 40 hour week. 

No response, ves 
0 States should be allowed flexibility in this area. There may be differences in client 
populations which affect the ability to work a minimum number of hours. Flexibility to 
gradually increase the required hours is desirable, e.g. 15 hours • 1st year, 25 hrs. -
2nd yr., 35 hrs. - 3rd yr... 

Didn't vote, w/comment 

0 Difficulty in answering. Concerned about very young teen parents who need to 
finish basic education before they can become job ready. A minimum work 
requirement may perpetuate their need for some other type of assistance. 
0 States should be given the broadest possible range of options in imposing work 
requirements to allow for regional variations in changing labor market conditions. 
0 What is the difference between the 2 options? We would like to be able to require, if 
appropriate given the circumstances up to 40 hours of participation a week in a 
combination of activities, including job search, community work, regular unsubsidized 
employment and education. 20 hours would be the minimum requirement, except for 
persons on temporary leave because of illness, etc. 

7) WORK - Is the proposed subsidy of approximately $4200 per slot 
enough to cover the costs of developing and administering the WORK 
program sufficient? 

Yes - 13 
No - 11 
Didn't vote, w/comment -10 
Didn't vote, w/o comment - 00 

Yas 
o We assume that these funds are for staff/administrative costs. However, 
consideration should be given to whether these funds would be better spent through 
subsidies to private employers. 
0 This state is concerned about requiring large increases in state expenditures to draw 
down federal funds. As with other questions, costs cannot be predicted until some 
aspects of the proposal are solidified. 
o Without specific information on the WORK program components, it will be difficult to 
determine the exact cost per slot but a figure of $4200 should be adequate for our 
state. 
0 Yes, if the funding is per year and the $4200 doesn't include the wage for recipient. 
0 Should be adequate. 
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0 A subsidy of $4,200 for development and administration is more than enough, 
unless this includes part of the payment as well. 
o It is assumed that case management, implementation costs and client supportive 
services would be funded from the proposed $4,200 subsidy. If these assumptions are 
incorrect, the costs would be higher. 
0 Yes, if its excluding supportive services such as Medicaid and Child Care. 
0 Need clarification of the match rate being proposed. 

0 We believe that private sector jobs are preferable to government jobs. 
o Not enough detail in briefing. Does number include state matching? Funds for 
subsidized employment? 
0 Per participant estimate; 20 hours X $4.25=$4420. If you add administration, child 
care and transportation, this subsidy is not enough. 
o This appears to be a little low, based on our experience. 
0 Our program costs about $5,000 annually per active participant. Much of this cost is 
child care. If child care were separate it would be ok. 
0 If payments to and on behalf of clients are included, this clearly inadequate. 
Otherwise, this is sufficient for administering the program and maintaining support, 
o If limited to only operational administration "yes"; if includes distributive costs: wages, 
child care and other services then "no." 
o This is below minimum wage, assuming a 20 hour work week. However, if the 
stipend is not included in this estimate, it would be sufficient funding. 
0 Funding to support 1 participant at subsidized wages of $4.25 for 20 hours/week for 
1 year would exceed $4200 & there would be a need for additional administrative cost 
for child care & travel. 

Didn't vote, w/ comment 

o We can't answer. We do not know if this is meant to cover administrative structure 
and monitoring or if it includes costs of public or subsidized jobs. 
0 This question is impossible to answer as posed. 
0 If "per slot" means "per individual who enters this phase", probably yes. If they stay 
for 6 months, we would have $700 per month for support services (plus their grant 
amount.) 
o Can't answer this without additional information. 
0 The cost of a subsidy program is subject to regional economic variations within a 
state and the financing of a WORK program must allow for these variations. 
0 Insufficient information available to respond to this question. 
0 Unable to determine at this time. If employment subsidies for employers will be 
available would this be included in the proposed subsidy? 
0 It is unclear what requirements are mandated for the "slot" and the length of time 
$4200 is to cover (question is not clear). 
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0 Since "work for wages", (not "work for welfare") would be a defining feature of the 
Administration's welfare reform proposal, it is important that this component succeed.If 
the proposed subsidy of $4200 does not include wage subsidy, the amount will 
provide states with opportunities to develop an effective WORK program. However, if 
the proposed $4200 also includes the wage subsidy, then the component is 
underfunded. The Administration's tentative plan to reduce the federal share for 
payment of costs of persons in the WORK program beyond a certain period of time 
needs to be more specific to avoid cost shifting to states. 

8) Do you believe that, beginning in 1999. vour state can create the jobs 
necessary for those who reach the two year time limit and are unable to 
find employment? The Administration estimates that 500.000 jobs could 
be required bv 2004? 

Yes - 14 
No - 12 
Didn't vote, w/comments -07 
Didn't vote, w/o comments -01 

Yes 
0 We believe we can and will create jobs; however many of those jobs will be higher 
paying/higher skilled jobs, requiring more education and training which may not be 
possible in a two-year time limit 
0 The private sector is currently creating the jobs necessary for employment in this 
state. 
0 We can create enough private sector jobs to accommodate those leaving the rolls, 
o The jobs would have to be of the work experience variety with public or private 
nonprofit organizations. 
0 Yes, but only if we focus on employment from day one. Minimizing training and initial 
"family wage" job expectations, retaining strong support and transition services (cc 
and medical) so that only a reasonable number need work placements. 
0 If this includes both subsidized and non-subsidized jobs. 
0 As long as this can be done in a way that doesn't end up being perceived as 
threatening the job security and job quality of people who are already in the labor 
force, we say "yes". This is an important "if" which merits attention. 
0 If we have the flexibility described earlier and the minimum number of hours is low, 
we have a better chance. 
0 Additionally current proposal assesses no penalty to the client if growth in these two 
areas does not meet expectations. 
0 If worker's compensation requirements are eliminated or relaxed and the state has 
the flexibility to develop the slots then the state should be able to meet the challenge of 
establishing transitional employment. 
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0 Our state would emphasize unsubsidized work through incentives, information to 
clients, and other methods to minimize the number of clients reaching the time limit 
without a job. 
0 Since our approach is to create a WORK program consisting of work-for-wages, 
community work experience and mandated volunteer service, we believe that we can 
create WORK options for those who reach the two year time limit. Again, provided that 
adequate funding is available to create WORK assignments which would help 
participants find lasting unsubsidized employment. 

Nii 

0 A limited number of public sector jobs might be created, but real reform will require 
the involvement of the private sector. The Administration's approach will merely 
substitute state support with a state-supported job. 
o We are uncertain. It depends on the economic condition of the state, federal 
exemption policies and countable activities. In this state, over 100,000 adults are on 
ADC longer than 2 years. This state does not have the revenue necessary to support 
public service employment. 
0 Having jobs available for those who are job ready is a major concern, 
o Most areas in our state are too remote, underdeveloped, without local businesses. 
We cannot create the jobs necessary to meet the programs' needs, when our 
statewide unemployment rate is 9.1% 
0 Job opportunities continue to increase in our state as the economy improves. 
However, the skills, education and employment experience of those individuals who 
reach the two year time limit may be insufficient to meet employer job requirements. 
Subsidized employment opportunities may be the only option for those who have 
exhausted the two year time limit and have been unable to find employment. 
0 Not if we mean employment that is self-sufficient. 
0 JOBS being created are not well matched to skills of clients which is why our 
caseload is growing despite job growth in many parts of our state. 
0 We expect that many jobs will need to be developed in our state because the private 
sector will be limited in its ability to absorb the many recipients that exceed two years 
on AFDC. 

Didn't vote, w/comments 
0 This state has not recovered from the past 4 years of economic downturns. Although 
we are working hard in a number of departments to encourage new industry and the 
growth of existing businesses, the economic status in our state in 1999 is difficult to 
discern. 
0 We have no way of knowing. 
0 We are in the process of analyzing caseload projections to determine how many 
jobs would have to be created in our state. 
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0 If states do a good job up front, when families first enter our doors, not that many 
families will reach the 2 year limit with the exception of those with severe mental health 
problems. The problem is in rural areas of our state with few jobs and high 
unemployment. We could not create enough jobs in these areas. 
0 We are not sure. It may involve very high administrative costs to create and maintain 
new jobs. 
0 Data is currently being collected by county on public assistance participants and 
employment rates. Policies will have to be considered whether an individual will be 
required to move outside or a county to secure a job to meet the requirements. 
0 It is difficult to ascertain at this time. 

9) Should participants In a subsidized WORK program be eligible for the 
ÎTC ? 

Yes - 23 
No - 11 
Didn't vote, w/comments -00 
Didn't vote, w/o comments -00 
Both Yes and No -00 

0 Otherwise there is an equity issue. Philosophy of EITC is to lift people out of poverty 
and should apply to everyone 
o EITC is an important component in shifting from the welfare to work concept. 
0 Use of the EITC would help the state maintain cost effectiveness for the program. 
0 Yes, but only if it is a position that pays a wage (like work supplementation or JOBS 
plus) and not if it is a CWEP or other grant retention approach. 
o EITC is an important incentive to the working poor as they strive to achieve economic 
self-sufficiency. 
0 This is crucial. We must allow people to combine welfare with work if the wages are 
not high enough to provide sufficient support to the family 
o Including EITC as a benefit to participants will provide extra income to the client and 
help to motivate the client to participate. 
0 If there is no partial grant they should get EITC. If a partial grant, then partial EITC. 
0 Although the Administration believes that making participants in subsidized WORK 
assignments ineligible for the EITC would motivate them to move onto unsubsidized 
jobs, we recommend that work-for-wages participants be eligible for the EITC to be 
consistent with the Administration's goal of making WORK assignments mirror private 
sector jobs as closely as possible. One approach to consider to prevent participants 
from overstaying in WORK assignments would be to develop WORK assignments 
which are by nature part-time and time-limited. 
0 EITC could be used as an incentive & would assist in transition of unsubsidized 
employment. 
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0 CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced particular state's waiver. 

0 The EITC should remain as an incentive for people to find and hold unsubsidized 
jobs. At the most, some consideration should be given to providing participants 
access to minimal credits if that would increase the EITC's value as an incentive, 
o Regular unsubsidized employment must be more financially rewarding than 
community work. 
0 EITC will provide the incentive to obtain unsubsidized employment. 
0 To do so would eliminate the incentive to move to unsubsidized work. 
0 Not unless adjustment could be made to other benefit programs, AFDC food stamps, 
SSI. Otherwise becomes another entitlement. 

Didn't vote, w/comment 

10) PART TIME EMPLOYMENT - Should states have the option of 
continuing cash assistance to those who are working part time and still 
meet eligibility criteria? 

Yes - 31 
No - 02 
Didn't vote, w/comment -01 
Didn't vote, w/o comment -00 

Yes 
0 Employment does not mean self-sufficiency. Without assistance, we may simply be 
moving them into other types of programs. 
o Our response assumes that eligibility criteria would be based on income. 
0 It is going to be extremely difficult to determine administrative guidelines for a 
program which mixes mandatory work requirements, regardless of grant amounts, with 
continuing part time employment which would affect the grant amount. 
0 Yes, depending on what the work program is. 
o Individuals who are working part-time need the encouragement and cash assistance 
as much as someone who is not working. The intent would be to keep them employed 
and help them increase their earnings. 
0 In a reduced amount and in special circumstances -- as with the other exceptions, it 
should be a small number of individuals (10%.) 
o This should still be transitional and not an entitlement. 
0 In many cases, part-time work will lead to full time opportunities 
o Provided states continue to have flexibility in the application of eligibility criteria. 
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0 We can not believe t his is even a question! We must support gainful, unsubsidized 
employment. Some people can only work part-time and in some rural communities 
part-time work is all that exists. We must not put community work before regular 
employment. 
0 Again, we believe that for two-parent AFDC-UP families the primary wage earner 
should be required to work at least 20 hrs./wk. once the time limit has expired. 
0 Provides incentive for those who can only participate part time. 
0 An attachment to the labor force, whether part-time or full-time is beneficial. A part-
time job may lead to full-time employment during employer expansion. Many states 
have received approval for eliminating the 100 hour rule and attendance attachment to 
the labor force as a condition of AFDC benefit eligibility. This waiver approval 
encourages work even if wages are insufficient to achieve self-sufficiency. 
0 The two-year time limit establishes a work requirement, and hopefully will define 
part-time work at 20 hours a week. For people who are working it is the amount of 
income which should determine continued eligibility for cash assistance rather than 
hours of work or time on. 
o States should be able to provide cash assistance to individuals who are employed 
part time and still meet eligibility criteria. However, there should be limits to the time 
this will be allowed. 
0 This could be the only way to make the overall program workable. Otherwise these 
families would end up on general assistance. 
0 So long as the part time work hours equal or exceed the hours required in the WORK 
Program. 
0 Part time employment should be encouraged and not discouraged by requiring part 
time workers to leave the labor force And participate in the "WORK" program. 
0 Again, the equity and minimum wage issues make it virtually impossible not to allow 
this option. 
0 If the participant pursued a secondary activity in conjunction with the part-time 
employment which would eventually lead to full-time employment. 

Nfi 
0 After two years, there should be no cash assistance. Part-time or minimum level 
employment should not stop the clock. 
0 Research shows this might have the perverse effect of having people quit full time 
jobs to get a combination of earnings and welfare that is worth more. Would be 
acceptable only if tied to requirement to accept any bonafide full time job. 

Didn't vote, w/comment 
0 If we have the flexibility in the WORK program and the minimum numbers of hours is 
low, we have a better chance (repeat comment.) 
0 States should have the flexibility of continuing cash assistance to those who are 
working without regards to the number of hours worked to provide an incentive for 
work. 
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11) What should the minimum level of employment be set at for those 
eligible to receive cash assistance? 

i No minimum - 05 
2.20 hours -03 
3.30 hours -03 
4. state option, w/min. of 20 hours - 18 

W/comments: 0 6 
W/out comments: 12 

No vote, w/comments - 04 
No vote, w/o comments-00 
Combination of 2. & 3. - 01 

No minimum 
0 State option to set 
0 Cash assistance should be available to families that still meet the eligibility criteria, 
o This would reinforce the idea that part-time work would always be more profitable 
than not working. 
0 There should be either financial or reporting incentives available to states that set 
limits at 30 hours per week, or all those working 30 or more hours per week should 
count greater toward meeting participation rate requirements. However, as stated 
above, at minimum wage, many participants will not be able to work 20 hours a week 
in the WORK program. 

20 hours 
0 in subsidized employment for single parents of a child younger than one, 15 hours 
unsubsidized employment. 
0 JOBS services as well as other supportive services should be available to persons 
who are employed at least 20 hours per week. 
0 If there can be exemptions for people who have good cause. I think everyone 
supports work as part of the program. However, there should be sufficient exceptions 
in cases where the participant is incapable or the labor market is tight. 

30 hours 
0 40 hours marked in subsidized employment for all other parents; 30 hours in 
unsubsidized employment. 
0 Allowances will have to be made in some circumstances regarding people with 
disabilities and those caring for children with disabilities. 
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State option, w/min. of 20 hours 

0 States need flexibility in this area as well. 
0 If no minimum is set, the legislature may establish a hour per month minimum. This 
will require that JOBS and eligibility staff spend an inordinate amount of time on 
monitoring client activities with little benefit to the client in eventual employment. 
0 By establishing a minimum number of hours for those employed, the state could 
require someone working only a few hours each week to participate in the other 
activities with the objective of finding another job or increasing their hours. 
0 Except as above, full time employment should be the expectation. 
0 As long as functioning at highest level in work environment, 
o Must be tied to requirement to accept any bonafide offer of a full time job. 

Voted, w/ additional comments 
0 We believe work requirement should be greater for primary wage earners in AFDC-
UP families and single parents with no child younger than 13 years old; we also 
believe that work requirement in subsidized employment should be greater than hours 
required in unsubsidized employment to make unsubsidized employment more 
attractive than subsidized employment. 

Didn't vote, w/comments 
0 After two years there should be no cash assistance. Part-time or minimum level 
employment should not stop the clock. 
0 Because employer practices could commonly involve 15 or 17.5 hours, preference is 
a state option appropriate to its economic conditions and employment practices. If the 
federal government must set a limit, then state option with a minimum of 20 hours. 

12) FUNDING Would you be willing to accept a state maintenance of 
effort for the current AFDC program (including JOBS spending) as part of 
the welfare reform financing package? 

Yes - 11 
No - 17 
Didn't vote, w/comment -04 
Didn't vote, w/o comment -02 

o State budget neutrality is acceptable for maintenance of effort assuming increased 
program costs are federally-financed. However, maintenance of effort should be 
based on a per case-bases, not total funding 
0 Yes, contingent upon distributing the money through a block grant formula. 
0 Yes, but only if: It is recommended that the federal financial participation above the 
state maintenance of effort level be the enhanced match rate of 90% federal and 10% 
state. 
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0 Probably, but we would want most additional costs to be federally funded, including 
child care. We have a tax and spending limitation in the state. If the economy were to 
deteriorate, we would prefer to have some flexibility. If revenues decreased and the 
caseload increased drastically, we would be faced with cutting education, early 
childhood programs, public health and other important programs, 
o Depending on how it is set. 
0 But the maintenance of effort should jointly apply to JOBS since the administration is 
not increasing the federal match for AFDC benefits and the caseload should decrease 
if the JOBS program is successful. In any case the maintenance of effort should not 
apply to AFDC Emergency Assistance. 

No 
0 Need more information 
0 States need to be given incentives to reduce overall spending on welfare programs. 
MOE requirements do not consider the impact on programs of federal mandates. 
0 State is already facing budget cuts that make the maintenance of effort issue a 
serious concern. 
0 Not an expanded maintenance of effort. 
o This state is currently contribution state general funds above the federal JOBS cap 
and should not be expected to continue that. However, as these policies pay off, the 
feds would be recouping their higher initial investment as well as their reduced 
maintenance costs. 
0 As long as this would not be a block grant. 
o Our caseload in AFDC is almost as high as it had ever been; if the economy were to 
improve and caseloads then decreased, we would want to be able to spend less than 
we do today. We are willing to accept a maintenance of effort requirement for JOBS 
spending. 
0 Establishing a maintenance of effort provision for the current AFDC program would 
eliminate the flexibility for states to utilize options for services. 
0 We are currently over matched at $8.5 m to $5 m in federal aid. Pure maintenance of 
effort would be unfair. Should be set at national average MOE (e.g. 50% of match 
required to draw capped entitlement, or whatever states have done.) 
0 If "state maintenance" means commitment to a given year spending level, this could 
result in the inability to lower expenditures even if the AFDC caseload dropped. If 
"state maintenance" meant that commitment to a given grant level, this could handicap 
direction in running the AFDC program. For fiscal programmatic and political reasons 
this would be unacceptable. Finally, there is concern that "state maintenance" could 
actually increase the state's share of match if the federal government lowered its share 
portion to redirect funds elsewhere. 
0 If, however, this would represent a state MAXIMUM required match, YES, otherwise, 
NO. 
0 We would like flexibility to ensure that our state's spending is not locked in a level 
which is unreasonably higher than other states'. 
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Didn't vote w/comment 

0 Our response to this question would depend on how the maintenance of effort was 
proposed and its long-term impact on the state. However, maintenance may be 
counterproductive in that it punishes those states that run successful programs and 
reduce AFDC numbers. 
o It depends on how the maintenance is defined. 
0 More information is needed as to the definition of maintenance of effort as it applies 
to this issue. 
0 State is not able to fully utilize JOBS dollars currently 1995 would be a more realistic 
targeted year for maintenance of effort. 
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14) SYSTEMS - The proposal appears to provide states with up to two 
years after enactment for initial implementation. Is this sufficient? 

Yes - 23 
No - 07 
Didn't vote, w/comments -04 
Didn't vote, w/o comments - 00 

0 Yes, with additional funding 
0 Yes, given adequate funding and flexibility for implementing. This state could bring 
the program up in that time. 
0 It would be fair to allow states to apply for extensions if there was a serious need. 
0 Ideally, system development for national reporting purposes should follow after initial 
implementation. Implementing a program and a system simultaneously results in 
heavy manual burdens and constant revision. States are still having difficulty with 
JOBS systems. 
0 Yes, given that sufficient state and local funding is sufficient to implement state and 
local funding is not sufficient to implement the program within two years, states should 
not be held accountable for lack of funding. 
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0 If there is sufficient funds and the clock does not start until the client enters the 
program it should be OK. 
0 This should be adequate, provided systems coordination is included. 
0 Our state is hoping to implement a welfare reform plan in the immediate future; 
federal waiver pending. 
0 States should have the option to begin sooner than two years with the same 
commitment of federal resources as states who begin in two years. 
0 Provided that adequate funding and technical support to all levels (state, local 
welfare agencies, JOBS providers, employers) are available to build capacity to 
implement systems overhaul; such as re-training of staff, computer re-programming, 
re-tooling of policy/program operations, building of new interstate systems, fraud 
prevention and other protocols, etc. 
0 Enhanced match for systems overhaul and revision would be essential because our 
state would need to redo its entire FAMES system. 
0 Our state is currently building into its on-line system proposed welfare reform 
changes. 

N Q 

0 In light of existing federally-mandated system activities and initiatives, we do not 
believe it is feasible for an entire new system capable of interfacing nationwide to be 
completed using exiting state resources. 
0 It usually takes much longer than that time period for federal regulations to come out. 
The Family Support Act of 1988 regulations for JOBS were not published until October 
1989. That was a rather simple change compared to the proposals being discussed 
and even after the 1 1/2 year delay getting federal regulations, it took 4 years to get the 
program operational. 
0 It should only be 2 years from promulgation of approved federal regulations. 
0 Experience has shown we need three years ADP development. Data system 
development cannot proceed until state policies have been developed. 
0 The implementation time would depend on a requirement for the establishment of a 
national database to track the information. The level of federal financial participation 
would also have an impact on the state's ability to provide funding. The amount of 
state funds needed would be less if an enhanced funding rate was provided by the 
federal government. Since state and local capacities for reform vary widely flexibility 
in design and implementation would be preferred. 
0 After final regulation, will need one year of planning, system changes, and getting 
state law changes, and two years for implementation phase-in. 
0 We need promulgated regulations to have the detail and decisions necessary to 
make automated system changes; suggest two years after promulgation of 
implementing regulations. 
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Didn't vote, w/comments 
0 Maybe. It depends on which components are implemented. 
0 Depends on "other" requirements (info systems reports, etc.) and availability of 
funding. With minimal requirements, yes. 
0 At a minimum, the implementation lead-in should allow biennial legislatures 
sufficient time to meet. In addition, state should not be required to implement in the 
absence of final regulations unless they are held harmless for any differences 
between actual implementation and final regulations. 

15) CHILD CARE - Would states be willing to accept a reouirement that 
they extend registration and state determined health, safetv and provider 
training requirements to all day care providers. This would include 
providers that are exempt from state regulatory standards, such as babv 
sitters and small In-home care givers? 

Yes - 10 
No - 22 
Didn't vote, w/comments -02 
Didn't vote, w/o comments -00 

0 Currently in existence in this state. 
0 This state would accept registration of all day care providers. However, the licensing 
of day care providers should be left to the states. 
0 I believe the executive branch would support this for all child care except for casual 
babysitting not related to ongoing employment of parents. However, our General 
Assembly (legislative branch) might balk at this expansion of state regulatory effort 
directed toward child care. 
0 Yes, but only if: Support for extending broader regulatory requirements for all 
providers should be contingent upon state flexibility in determining applicable 
standards and a commitment of federal funding for provider recruitment and 
development. 
0 We would want states to be allowed to define extended requirements. 
0 This provision will be supported if enhanced match for all child care was made 
available. This will require our state to possibly institute a training and monitoring 
component for its "approved home"category of care which currently has a pre-
inspection prior to payment authorization. 
0 Our state currently requires the registration of all child care providers participating in 
state funded programs 
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No 

0 States should be given maximum flexibility in this area. 
0 Informal day care should be encouraged, not discouraged where appropriate. 
0 This state believes strongly in parental choice. Our residents are adamant about not 
having regulatory intervention in their selection of child care providers. In addition, the 
state is currently unable to provide quick service to potential child care providers who 
do want to be regulated. 
0 States should continue to have flexibility in the regulation of child care providers. 
0 No. Considering that welfare reform will require the development of considerably 
more day care slots, it would be counterproductive to make becoming a home care 
provider more difficult. 
0 Currently require health standards, however, registration (licensing) is not available 
to all areas of our state. Imposing this requirement could mean only urban day care 
facilities would meet requirements, all rural providers would fail the requirement. 
0 Should not be a requirement but federal government should provide incentive 
funding to improve quality without regulating the informal child care to death. 
0 This would take significant funding increases, since most clients continue to use 
private family providers rather than centers. Health and safety training for those 
numbers would be expensive. 
0 Some exceptions are needed. Examples: relative providers should have an option. 
In addition, increased imposed standards may cause the lack of available day care 
providers who are now providing healthy, safe environments without the hassle of 
state regulations. 
o Could not support including in-home care givers. 
0 We would want to provide technical assistance to help babysitters and relatives 
provide quality child care, but we would not want to jeopardize access to enough slots 
by forcing them to be regulated. 
0 State regulatory standards should apply; states, not the federal government should 
determine state's regulatory program. 
0 Exempt providers are free of all regulations. Unless the federal government is 
paying for all training, all licensing activities -- this would not be acceptable. 
0 Our state already requires all providers to submit a self-certification verifying 
compliance with all health and safety standards. If can't and criminal background 
checks were included in the criteria, additional funds would be required. 
0 Provider training should be emphasized to improve quality of care. A range of 
training should be promoted including in-home videos, teleconferences, and CDAs. 
"Babysitters" and "small-in-home care givers" would have to be defined. 
oCost of regulating these currently informal arrangements would be very high. 
0 When it is determined necessary to the health and safety of children, the State 
legislature will require state regulatory standard for all care givers. 
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Didn't vote, w/comments 
0 Unsure. Concerned about availability of providers, particularly in rural areas, 
o Our state can currently impose standards on non-regulated public funded providers 
as long as they are consistent with the health and safety standards established for the 
Child Care and Development block Grant. To ensure compliance, states would need 
the resources necessary to inspect and license informal child care arrangements such 
as relative care, babysitting and other family supports. The state would consider 
requiring licensing of public funded family dare care homes. 

16) TWO PARENT FAMILIES - Do vou favor giving states the option of 
expanding eligibility to many more two parent families bv eliminating 
some work requirements? 

Yes -- 25 
No - 07 
Didn't vote - 02 

If yes, what benefits should be included? 
transitional assistance and WORK? 

Yes - 23 
No -00 
No vote -11 

Cash supplements to working poor families whose income is below state 
benefit levels? 

Yes - 25 
No - 01 
No vote -08 

Combination answers 

N o -
0 Expansion of AFDC eligibility is always unwise,even if somewhat offset by the 
creation of new work incentives. 
0 An artificial program requirement such as UP quarters is not realistic. Eligibility for 
welfare should be based on economic need, but both parents should participate in 
education, training, or a work opportunity. 
o EITC should be applied to assist the working poor families. 
0 Current qualifications for our state are adequate. But the 100 hour rule could be 
eliminated. 
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Yes. Yes. Yes 
0 With additional funding 
0 Any welfare reform initiatives need to encourage marriage and include provisions 
that will strengthen families. 
0 Yes. This state favors easing marriage penalties and supporting two-parent families. 
We believe the structure of benefit programs should support values held by the wider 
society. 
o Expansion of the program will mean increased costs but it will also mean service to a 
population that is often neglected under assistance programs. 
0 Only if federal match is available. 
0 Fine, as long as these are options. More important would be the option for all states 
to limit the two parent program to six months per year. 
0 Major focus should be placed on working with intact families. 
0 Questions are unclear. If by this you mean eliminating 100-hour rule and attachment 
to workforce requirements, our answer is yes. 
o Elimination of the work requirements of the unemployed parent program are positive 
changes. Expansion of the EITC is also an incentive for unemployed persons as well 
as the working poor. Additional transitional medical and child care benefits beyond 
one year is also recommended. 
0 The distinction between single parent and two parent families is arbitrary. The 
current rules promote the separation of families. 
o Current state policy under the Family Transition Program demonstration provides for 
elimination of the 100 hour rule, quarters of work for initial eligibility and extension of 
assistance when the self-sufficiency plan cannot be completed within the 6 month time 
limit. 
0 Eliminate 100 hour and close connection rules as we do in our state's waiver. 
0 These were recommendations of both the Governor's Commission on Welfare Policy 
and in the Governor's Welfare Reform Proposal. 
0 Our state currently provides assistance to such families with state only funds and 
would benefit greatly from additional federal funding for this group of recipients. In 
addition, if eligibility is extended to such families, the cumbersome "100 hour rule" 
must be eliminated. This would simplify program administration and discrimination 
against certain two-parent families. 

Yes, no vote, po vote 

0 States should have maximum flexibility in determining what benefits to include. 

No vote, no vote, yes 
o Do you mean by this (work requirements in first question) the 100 hour rule? And 
the 6 out 1? Work quarters/labor force attachment requirement. Need to know more 
about what you mean. In general, we do not favor eliminating work requirements for 
AFDC-UP families. 



PAGE THIRTY TWO 

17) WAIVER AUTHORITY -- The proposal appears to increase the options 
available to states. Are there anv major elements of current large scale 
demonstrations that do not appear to be included in the Administration's 
proposal that states will want the flexibility to continue on a 
demonstration basis? 

Yes - 23 
No - 06 
Didn't vote, w/comment -02 
Didn't vote, w/o comment -03 

0 CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver. 
0 CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver. 
0 CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver. 
0 CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver. 
0 CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver. 
0 CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver, 
o CONFIDENTIAL: Referenced individual state's waiver. 
0 We recommend that states be allowed to use the State Plan process to determine 
the welfare program that they think will be the most beneficial in addressing the needs 
of customers in their state. 
0 States should be given increased flexibility to design programs without HSS 
approval. An example of an initiative not included in the Clinton list is Pay-per-
performance which links the receipt of welfare benefits to the proportion of hours 
participated in JOBS, much like wage employment. 
0 This is difficult to answer without seeing the proposal. This state favors all flexibility 
which can be given to states in developing programs. 
0 Other areas of interest might be required school attendance or screening for young 
children at public health centers. The possibility of trying new approaches to social 
service should not be abandoned. 
0 Cash out, simplification and coordination of ADC and Food Stamp benefits, 
o Current 115 demonstration process is fatally flawed. Wide waiver authority is 
needed for states, authority that may be granted statewide, without current expensive 
and administratively burdensome evaluation requirements. 
0 State should be provided maximum flexibility. 
0 An incentive payment to cover costs after receipt of last AFDC check and prior to 
receipt of first pay check -- allow for a penalty for voluntarily quitting a job -- allow 
teenage members of households to own an auto (not to exceed $2,500 market value) 
and savings (not to exceed $1000) 
0 We would like the flexibility to continue our demonstration program that cashes out 
food stamps and imposed an immunization requirement. 
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0 Designs that enable states to continue cash assistance as long as the family's 
income remains below an established level of poverty. 
o Our state currently includes in its welfare reform demonstration bootstrap training for 
individuals who have lost eligibility due to employment related reasons. Transitional 
child care has been extended for an additional 12 months and has increased the 
disregard for earned income and the asset limit. Unemployed and under-employed 
non-custodial parents are able to participate in the JOBS program. 
0 Our current waiver proposal for work immersion for persons waiting for entry should 
be recognized as JOBS prep. 
0 The development of a partnership between the private business sector and 
government to stimulate economic development to grow new jobs; grant diversion to 
employers for up to two years. 
0 The proposal hints at but does not mention requiring early and periodic screening, 
diagnosis and treatment for children under 6 and school attendance for those over 6 
as we are doing in our Primary Prevention Initiative. 

0 The proposal appears to be comprehensive and includes all major concepts, 
o As many of those three year demonstration projects are in the early stages, this 
answer may change as new data is gathered. 
0 The WORK program is overly prescriptive. States should have the flexibility to 
operate other WORK-type programs. 

Didn't vote, w/comment 
0 Consider giving states greater flexibility in implementing demonstration/proposals 
through State Plan amendments, as opposed to the 115 waiver process. 
0 Transitional health and child care benefits. 
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18) Should the act continue to include authority for ongoing 
demonstration and experimentation? 

Yes - 31 
No -01 
Didn't vote, w/o comments ~ 02 
Didn't vote, w/comments -00 

Y£s 
0 There should be federal/state partnerships in which both partners not only share the 
benefit but also the risks and costs. For example, current federal cost neutrality 
requirements discourage experimentation. 
0 This is difficult to answer without seeing the proposal. This state favors all flexibility 
which can be given to states in developing programs. 
0 Yes. Innovation should always be possible and encouraged. 
o Other areas of interest might be required school attendance or screening for young 
children at public health centers. The possibility of trying new approaches to social 
service should not be abandoned. 
0 Cost neutrality is too limiting. 
0 Absolutely, Until a perfect "one-size fits all" system is found, all states will benefit 
from experiments. 
0 The states should have the option of continuing all or part of their ongoing 
demonstrations. In addition, the states should have the opportunity to tailor specific 
initiatives to their individual needs. 
0 The final package should include authority to continue to grant waivers for state-
based reform efforts. 
0 Absolutely necessary in our view from both a state-specific and a national 
perspective. 
0 Several states already have waivers for demonstration projects that should be 
allowed to continue. Our state has recently passed legislation which will require 
waivers to test various welfare reform concepts that are included in the current 
administration's welfare reform proposal. Flexibility of the evaluation and cost-
neutrality requirements would provide states with an increased opportunity to test 
various welfare reform concepts. 
0 The waiver process should be revised and simplified. Requirements for cost 
neutrality and evaluations should be revised. 
0 There is always a need to try new approaches. 
0 The Act should also provide for federal funding of state-based experiments and/or 
no, or reduced, cost neutrality. It should also provide for "administrative" waivers, as is 
done in the Food Stamp Program. These allow the state to experiment without the 
need for a costly evaluation or to have cost neutrality. 
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0 Continuing to test approaches would ensure that policies and programs are current 
and effective. However, in the spirit of reinventing government, we recommend that 
the federal waiver process be redesigned, i.e. keep it simple, consider alternative 
conditions. In some instances, the 2 conditions (cost-neutrality and rigorous 
evaluation) tend to discourage quality improvement initiatives. 
0 Othenwise we will never get it right. 
0 The Federal and State governments can benefit from both successful and 
unsuccessful demonstrations and experiments, those that prove to be successful can 
be incorporated into the program or at the least offered as an option. 
0 States need to maintain continued authority for demonstration purposes as the 
stated "flexibility" has not been defined. 

Hsi. 
0 Lack of uniformity across state lines is producing programs with less in common as 
time goes by. If not curbed, these programs will soon be fundamentally different in 
each state producing accountability, outcomes and comparisons of little meaning. 
Many differences and thereby outcomes may relate directly to a state's wealth and 
investment. 

Didn't vote, w/comment 

19) Are there any Items not discussed above that have been included in 
prior discussion documents that are unacceptable to your state? 

Comment - 18 
No comment - 16 

Comment 
0 State is concerned about federal mandate to require teen parents to remain in their 
parental home. Should be a state option. There needs to be flexibility for states to 
expand income deductions and resource limits. 
0 No 
0 No 
0 None 
0 See attached letter to Mary Jo Bane 
o We would like to see waivers to basic programs without evaluations. 
0 Whatever is implemented must avoid cost shifts to states. 
0 More careful consideration of IV-F/IV-A interface issues. Funding for MIS 
improvement and time to develop quality management reporting. 
0 Unfortunately, like the current JOBS program, this proposal still seems preoccupied 
with "process" and input measures rather than ;outcomes. Better we get 50% 
participation and place 10,000 people in unsubsidized employment than we get 95% 
participation and only place 1,000. 
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o No, as long as state options are a possibility. 
0 We do not believe that FOP should be reduced for AFDC payments made after a 
family's time limit has expired until we have learned the results of the many 
demonstration projects that are just getting under way; is reducing benefits a prudent 
and humane social policy. 
o None that we are aware of. We have many questions about the conditions and the 
level of federal funding for JOBS and WORK. We also have questions about Indian 
tribes and natives, and what, if any, JOBS, JOBS-prep, and WORK activities will be 
administered by tribal organizations. 
0 The requirement to have teen parents live at home should have an allowance for 
reasonable exceptions. Too many teen parents have been sexually abused at home; 
the requirement for legal paternity establishment should also have some reasonable 
exception clause. Paternity establishment may take a long time; A general family cap 
requirement that does not take into account need standards is troublesome. Our 
average AFDC family has fewer than two children. 
0 Sanctions for the entire family; counting the income of non-relatives in budgeting 
teen parents; labor department approval of JOBS plans without a requirement for that 
Department to commit resources to achieve them. 
o The lack of sufficient Federal funding to meet the mandate without additional state 
funding. 
0 The time limits on the JOBS Program will require an even greater investment in 
staffing. Federal funding must be available to assist state in this investment. 
0 1. Jobs Sanctions - States should have flexibility to impose sanctions greater than 
those in current law. Our state believes current JOBS sanction are not effective. 
2. Exemptions from time limit: States should have greater flexibility to close "stop the 
clock" loopholes, and/or put limits on length of time recipient can spend on post-
secondary education. 
3. How recipient "earns back" months on the clock needs specification four months off 
for one on is acceptable. 
0 We disagree that states should pay 100% of the cost of AFDC cases where the 
mother has cooperated but paternity has not been established. The executive branch 
does not wholly control paternity establishment yet the proposal holds the executive 
branch accountable. 
0 Much of the survey questions relate to JOBS Prep and WORK proposals. We are 
preparing comments regarding other elements of the proposal in prior documents 
such as: revamping JOBS program, child enforcement, AFDC rules, focus on 
outcomes rather than participation levels, etc. 
0 States should not be required to place recipients in community work experiences to 
work off AFDC grants after two years unless federal resources are guaranteed to find a 
sufficient number of full-time subsidized jobs which are designed to foster self-
sufficiency. 
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20) Are there any items that your state believes must be added to the 
plan to make It acceptable to vou? 

Comment - 21 
No comment - 13 

Comment 
o General comment -- plan focuses solely on income and finding a job and gives the 
appearance that everyone starts with a similar or equal level of ability and skills and 
education. This is not true. Additionally, many of the families have other nonfinancial 
needs. Failure to address those will not ensure any ability to help break the cycle of 
dependency for these families. Family problems can affect an individual's ability to 
find and retain a job. 
0 More flexibility for states; better incentives for recipients to "get off welfare"; time 
limitation for benefits. 
o The current child care allowances of $175 or $200 are inadequate for current needs. 
States should be permitted the flexibility to raise the payment level to current market 
rates. 
0 This state does not support the concept of time limited benefits. It destroys an 
already fragile safety net and produces more dependency and cost shifts social 
problems to already over taxed local service providers. This state promotes benefit 
cash outs and wage supplementation. 
0 Teen parent requirements should be maintained - we must keep them progressing in 
school; Sufficient funding must be available, especially for support services and 
transitional services or we will have substantial recidivism. 
0 Following a 12-month Medicaid eligible transitional period, considerations should be 
given to the development of a sliding fee scale co-payment for medical coverage for 
those former AFDC recipients who are employed but uninsured. 
0 Support expanded sanction;' recommend process/agreement between client and 
state; working with entire family including at-risk children; streamline eligibility process 
including changes in eligibility, criteria, e.g. resource limits, vehicle cap, etc. 
0 The states need assurance that penalties will not be applied to the states for non­
compliance unless there is a guarantee of adequate resources and an increased 
federal match for staff, training, JOBS activities, child care, etc... 
0 1. Substituting the Food Stamp Vehicle Rule for the AFDC vehicle rule does not go 
far enough. 
2. Need flexibility to spend some JOBS funding on unemployed or part-time employed 
NONCUSTODIAL parents. 
3. Need flexibility to develop, test, and evaluate new methods of parentage 
determination, establishment of the child support obligation, and enforcement. 
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4. (Recommended but not absolutely a must) Child support payments actually being 
made should be deducted from gross income in determining whether AFS household 
posses the 130 percent of the federal poverty guideline gross income test. Without 
doing this the child support income is counted twice if both households apply for Food 
Stamps - it is counted for the house hold that pays the child supports and the 
household that receives the child support. We believe this unfairly discriminates 
against the child-support-paying NONCUSTODIAL parent who is of limited means 
once his or her child support obligation is paid. 
0 Streamlining and coordination of AFDC and Food Stamp policy; Expansion of child 
care and health care options for the working poor; Improvement and simplification of 
paternity establishment and child support collections including interstate collections. 
0 We support the strong child support enforcement provisions that we understand are 
included in the plan. 
0 Discussion of administrative capacity is essential. The plan is acceptable but would 
be strengthened by adding integration expectations, specifically the role of DOL at the 
federal level. 
0 None 
0 Current UP participation requirements are not able to be met without additional 
funding. 
0 Welfare reform needs to be part of the broader discussion of workforce development. 
Isolation of welfare reform from school-to-work and work-to-work systems duplication. 
While states continuing fragmentation and systems duplication. While states are the 
appropriate vehicle for program coordination, much is lost when federal legislation 
fails to design for coordination and a systems approach. 
0 Increased match to state for administration, child care, and JOBS/WORK. 
Liberalizing standards for match of nonprofit, foundation, school and pre-K programs. 
Maintaining the entitlements for working clients on AFDC and those who have left 
AFDC (TCC), and expanding the ARCC for non-AFDC parents by the estimated $5.0 
billion proposed for the non-welfare working poor is central to welfare reform. 
0 1. To assist states in administering the WORK Program, federal law should mandate 
to all federal agency work slots down to the local community level to provide slots to 
the WORK Program. 
2. The multiple match rates in the JOBS Program are very burdensome to States. 
0 1. Realistic funding levels especially for child care. 
2. Guarantees that if states maintain current funding levels they will not become liable 
for added expenditures. Areas of proposal, e.g. performance measures and "WORK" 
imply that states may have to pay more than now. This cannot become an "unfunded 
mandate" on the States. 
o The administration of the earned income credit, including authority for states to 
advance it, should be addressed. 
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0 1. It is absolutely essential that income disregards be simplified and wherever 
possible aligned with other assistance programs such as food stamps. 
2. The current requirement to correct every overpayment and every underpayment is 
equivalent to the monthly reporting (MR) requirements which were made optional. 
States must be given administrative time to react to changes in client income as is the 
rule in the food stamp program. AFDC should be aligned with food stamps in this 
area. Overpayment rules are just as cumbersome and cost ineffective as the MR 
system. 
0 In order for Transitional Assistance, JOBS & JOBS Prep to be feasible, it will be 
absolutely necessary to provide funding for extensive child care & other support 
services. It will also be critical to include an extension of current transitional services. 


