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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
12 MAY 1993 

INTRODUCE 

CONTACT: Ron Haskins 225-4021 
Mike Hershey 225-2135 

HOUSE REPUBLICANS 
BILL TO REFORM MAJOR WELFARE PROGRAM 

"Suppl^ental Security Income might be the most wasteful program in the 
entire federal gdvemment," said Rick Santorum (R-PA) who. along with several other 
Republicans, wi I introduce legislation today designed to radically refonn the SSI 
program. "And yet, Democrats are blocking ahnost every attempt we make to end the 
waste," he added, 

! 

Spendirig in the SSI program has mcreased rapidly in recent years, rising from 
about $13 billioi in 1983 to over $29 billion m 'l994. Growth has been exponential, 
rising more thari $10 billion in just the last 3 years. The spending explosion can be' 
traced to unprecedented increases in the number of noncitizens, the numjjer of children, 
and the numbCTbf alcoholics and drug addicts coming onto the SSI rolk. Bill Thomas 
(R-CA), a senior member of thc Ways and Meaiis Committee and one of the major 
authors ofthe legislation, pointed out that the Committee has heard extensive evidence 
that severe abuses are occurring among each of these three population groups. 

A particlilarly disturbing example of abuse was called to the Committee's 
anention by Geolrge Gekas. (R-PA). Mr. Gekas gave the Committee a letter from 
lawyers to prisoners on what steps the prisoners should take to apply for SSI upon 
their release. 

The firsi and, in budget terms, most important section ofthe bill eliminates 
SSI benefits for bost noncitizens. After steep rises in recent years, the number of 
noncitizens on SSI reached 700,000 this year. By ending SSI benefits and, in most 
cases, McUicaidJbr noncitizens, the Republican bill would substantially reduce the SSI 
rolls. The Congressional Budget Office estimates that this single reform would save 
over .S15 billion during the next 5 years, and $4.4 billion in thc fmal year. 

The second major section of the bill dramatically alters the SSI program for 
alcoholics and addicts. "The SSI program for addicts has been one ofthe fastest 
growing sources pf spending in the federal budget for the past three or four years," 
said Wally Hcrg«^ (R-CA), another Ways and Means member sponsoring the 
legislation. The jiumber of alcoholics and addicts drawing SSI benefits has doubled to 
78.000 in the last year alone. "Apparently the word is getting around," said Hcrgcr. 

Recent 
addicts receiving 
Rather, they 

Î arings by the Ways and Means Committee have shown that very few 
SSI are participating in treatment programs as required by law. 

appdar to be receiving the cash SSI benefit of about $450 per month and 
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using the moneyjto purchase drugs. "The use of federal tax dollars to subsidize the 
drug habit of ad<tcts is unconscionable," said Clay Shaw (R-FL), another member of 
the Ways and M̂ ans Committee, "especially given the feet that, according to the 
Social Security î dministration, few addicts ever leave the SSI rolls. Once addicts get 
on SSI, it becom(:s a permanent source of money to support their drug habit." 

The Republican bill would limit receipt of SSI by addicts to three years, 
would require addicts to submit to drug tests and temporarily end their cash benefit if 
they test positive for illegal substances, would penalize addicts for not sticking with 
their treatment prbgram, and would strengthen a program requiring that the cash SSI 
benefit be paid td a third party rather than directly to the addict. These provisions are 
estimated by CBO to save about $130 million over 5 years. 

"Perhaps jthe most delicate issue of SSI reform is the provision for children," 
said Jim McCrery (R-LA), a member ofthe Ways and Means Committee and the 
prime author of tie bill's provision on children. 

"Although the SSI children's program is filled with abuse, some members of 
Congress are reluctant to propose refonn legislation for fear that they will be accused 
of being anti-child. But through hearing from those who see the abuses first hand, we 
realize lhat we must do something or we actually will be anti-child," added Ways and 
Means member D̂ ve Camp (R-MI), 

Recent stlries in the press and on TV news magazines have hî ighted the 
unusual legislativ̂  history ofthe children's benefit. "When SSI was passed back in 
1972, a mere 26-Word section was slipped m during the House-Senate conference that 
made children eliiible for the benefit The provision received virtually no discussion 
by the committeê  of jurisdiciion or on the floor of either House," said Nick Smith 
(R-MI) who has introduced legislation of his own addressed to children's SSI benefits. 

Now theri is widespread abuse of the program. Democrat members of 
Congress have told the Ways and Means Committee that they are getting imports of 
parents tutoring thbir children to act out in school so they can qualify fbr the $450 per 
month cash benefii, which also carries eligibility for Medicaid health insurance. After 
a 1990 Supreme clouit decision, SSI administrators loosened eligibility requirements 
for children, espedialiy those who have hard-to-measure impairments such as attention 
deficit disorder. 

"The resu; 
(R-CT), "has been 
nearly 800,000 in 

t," according to Ways and Means member Nancy Johnson 
a surge in child recipients, from a little over 300,000 in 1990 to 
1993. By limiting the benefit to a voucher for treatment rather than 
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cash, we will retee the original intent of the legislation and save taxpayer dollars at 
thc same time."' 

Bill Aniher (R-TX), the senior Republican on the Ways and Means 
Committee, corrplimented Republicans on the Committee for their timely efforts to 
restore confiden;e in a severely abused federal program. "We always hear that 
entitlement programs cannot be controlled." said Archer, "but this legislation shows 

" * ' but appropriate cuts are possible." that meaningful 

course "Of 
favorable 
straight party 
chil(h'en 
we know it, 
no mention of tHis 
What a shame 
taxpayer dollars 

," Archer added, "Democrats often stand in the way of these 
initiatives. Last week the Ways and Means Committee defeated, on almost 

votes, both the provision on immigrants and the provision on 
Similarly, the President, w*o continues to say he intends to end welfare as 

app^tly is surrounded by aides who cannot spell SSI ~ at least virtually 
vastly inefficient program has appeared in any of their documents. 
Congress appears likely to once again ignore a vast waste of 

by blocking Republican attempts to reform the program." 
that 

The Coilgressional Budget Office estimates that the Republican bill would 
save about $16 billion over 5 years. 

Original cosponjors of the SSI reform bill; 
Rick Santorum ^-PA), Bill Archer (R-TX), Newt Gingrich (R-GA). 
Bill Thomas (R-):A), Wally Herger (R-CA), Jun McCreiy (R-LA), 
E. Clay Shaw (R-FL), Nancy Johnson (R-CT), Dave Camp (R-MI), 
Michael Castle (R-DE), George Gekas (R-PA), and Nick Smith (R-MI) 
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Outline of Santorum et al. SSI Bill 
May, 1994 

Title I: Noncitusehs 
Title II:. Drug Adqicts and Alcoholics 
Title ni: Children 
Title IV: Fraud 

Title I: Noncitizeni 

With the exceptions noted below, noncitizens are made ineligible for the Supplemental 
Security Income program under Title XVI of the Social Security Act. 

Exceptions: 
- Refugees admitted under section 207 of tbe Immigration and Naturalization Ad are 

subject to the provisions of this title only after they have resided in the United 
States for 6 years. 

~ Aged ov̂ r 75 years of age if lawfully admitted and a resident for at least 5 years. 
- Noncitizens now residents in the U.S. are not subject to the provisions of this 

title for 

Title II: Dme Add 

year; the Social Security Administration must zratiiy noncitizen recipients 
of SSI ttat they will be dropped from the program in 1 year. 

cts and Alcoholics 

1. Drug TesUnfe & Follow Up: Illegal Drays and Alcohol 

The Secrletary must identify all SSI recipients whose disabihty is a result of 
addiction to illegal drugs or alcohol. 

- These addicts must then be subject to random drug tests to determine whether they 
are using illegal drugs or jdcohol. 

- Any perslon testing positive for illegd drugs or refusing to take thc test must 
be dropped from SSl for at least 12 months. 

- Any alcoholic testing positive for alcohol or refiising to take the the test must be 
dropped from SSI for at least 6 months. 

- Former recipients expelled for taking illegal substances or alcohol can be 
readmined to SSI after a year if they have passed 2 drug tests at least 2 months 
apart; ad licts and alcoholics must pay for tiie drug tests themselves. 

2. Medicaid Eligibility Recipients who lose their SSI benefits because of positive drug 
tests are deeined eligible for Medicaid 

Limitation on Disability Benefits Any persons admitted to tiie SSI program as 
of alcohol addiction or addiction to illegal substances cannot receive cash 

3-Year Li 
a resuh of alcohol addiction or addiction to illegal ... 
benefits for ôre than 3 years (not necessarily consecutive). 
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- Govcrmnbl agencies are permitted to serve as Representative Payees for tiie 
purpose of receiving and disbursing tite cash SSI benefit to addietad ncipients 

- Agencies can charge a fee ofup to 10% oftiie SSI benefit 
- In selectî Repiesentative Payees, tiie Secretaiy must give first priority to state or 

local gov^cnt agencies, if tiiey refiise. second preference must be given to 
^ u n , ^ nonprofit social agencies licensed or bonded by tiie state; if local social 
agencies liefuse, mdividuals may be permitted to serve. 

Continnjng jn Tregtmer̂ f 
" tff^^ required by law to participate in treatment 
- Under tiielnew provision, addicts who do not paiticipate satisfactorily in tiieir 

treatment program are sanctioned: 
a) for tiie first offense, tiie sanction is temiination of cash benefits until tiie 
recipient rteumes treatment for 2 montiis; 
b) for tiie ̂ econd oflFense. tiie sanction is tennination of cash benefits until tiie 
recipient resumes treatment fbr 3 months; 
ltS?^,i?*lL?'^ and subsequent offenses, tiie sanction is termination of cash benefits 
unnl tiie r̂ ipient resumes treatment for 6 montiis 

Titie m: Childrim 

I. 

2. 

3. 

The SSI cash benefit for individuals under age 18 is terminated. 

Children who ijualify for SSI retain tiieir entitiement to Medicaid. 

Children who iualify for SSI will also be given a voucher tiiai can be used to purchase 
A-7^^^*' Jr'*'.^*^' ^ "̂""̂  renovation of tiieir home, or otiier item included in 
tte 70 Items difmed by tiie Imemal Revenue Service as legitimate medical expenses 
for tiie medical expense tax deduction and not covered by tiie Medicaid program The 
maximum valû  of tiie voucher is equal to tiie montiily SSI benefit for individuals. 

4. Witiiin 6 montis of passage of tiiis legislation, tiic Secretary must establish and 
dissenunate tiid details of tiic voucher program, mcluding tiie mechanism for 
distnbutmg and redeeming the voucher. 

B t ^ ^ ^ l S x i l Admimanfion (SSA)modify m Itod deletion 

Third-party traiislators 
must certify un̂ er 

2. ti^ SSA is given 
professionals, 
enroll people in 

(who help non-English speaking immigrants apply for SSI) 
oatii tiiat tiieir translations are accurate. 

and 
autiiority to impose civil penalties against tnmslators, medical 
r̂ecipients who engage in fraudulent schemes designed to illegally 
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3. 

4. 

7. 

SSI fraud is elevated from a misdemeanor to a felony. 

SSA is givenj broader autiiority to reopen cases suspected of fraud and to quickly 
terminate fraudulent cases. 

The Inspector 
on individuals 

General of HHS must provide the Secretary with identifying information 
suspected of fraud. 

SSA must report to the Ways and Means Committee on an annual basis the extent to 
which it has iised its authority to review potentially fraudulent cases. 

I 

The Social Security Administration must develop profiles of the kinds of cases that 
have a high ĵ robability of finud, and must conduct periodic targeted redeterminations 
based on the {profiles. 
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More and More Non-Citizens Receive SSI 
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Explosion of Drug Addicts Receiving SSI, 
1985-1993 
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Children Receiving SSI Benefits, 
1985-1993 
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Ifs called SSI, and it may be our worst social program 
By Mck tanlomiii 

Hwwe IbpubUcaM ye today 
tliUy UM BMMI importml 

pkte ot tociU IcRtalatltn. olhcr 
timn health c«re, U be cmaidcred 
In Congreu Ihli year. Amitbt all 
tne tound anl ftiry over wdttrt 
rrfbrm. wllh KM caccvUoa of a te* 
iKilMt on tl« naUoali editorial 
pages. «&iuel4rnoone (sdUcnadiis 
cbingea In an ohacm walfara pro-
anm caJled Sbwlatncntil Securi­
ty Inoome (SS). 

paycre f29 Wlbu ihla |«ar, up nw 
liun n QUUlM in cimitanA lUbirt in 

Uirea yean. And yet fcw Amer̂  
cMen knew what M V^alli. 

hMU 
IC iM 

Met SnntomriK RtpuMcm af 
Ftaaayiwitiidtla Aa wnfarllcpufe* 
Uoan Ofi ifta lustfare subcannMU* 
o/ahs HouMlMvf omf McaiuOom-

CMttcd tiy ConcRMlD 1972, 
•demental Security Cooame pnwUes 
an«»titlaiBeDttienefli»rtwi>aioBq 

~arAiae(iuiM — pooFcklMy and 
dlnUcd tnlividiiak Why itKM tm 
groupe? Beeaiwe age and phyalcal or 

SSI is costing 
taxpttyers $29 bUlion 
thisyear, up more than 
$10 bilSon in constant 
dollars in three years. 

mental IntnlniieM Mduoe Ilw abO-
hy IO irorfc Benafldarlea fwdve a 
menOJychock oTtUtf V t h ^ d n -
• K or M0 tf tficyVn mairied. In 
addithUi tikey iroelvi Medicaid, 
wfaich kiMttb etoui SMOO Ibr Ihe 
cidertx n f / n (br Iha UtaMedL So 
Itw paduaa of beneflU It woMh « 

mlnfancm of $17,000 per yeai; nuarh 
niore fta* oouplea. 

SSI^macttcnlarrowth hai been 
ra by three erimar! driven by three primary dnniH 

eraphk pmpa. The Rrn and aioM 
•hoddffl groups la tddlctt. SSI law 
ttlptitaies thai people widi dnti or 
alcolnl addcKooa thai are eemre 
enough ta inCerft re Mrltfi Iheir atHU-
ly ID Mat are by ifeftnMon dltabkd 
and therafwe eilgllite flur SSI bene-
flu. Tliaea addlda nay be dbatlcd. 
but tfaey are MN loi toaeed out to 

a foail deal artien ihey 
bl nss Ihem were 4700 

•ddicte on SSb by Iha end of i m 
thai aiiober had orown lo 79,')00. 
The word la getting amuad. 

Bolore il geta around much 
more, Googrcss muii ^ueittoniho 
m y M b of SSI ptUcy on addict*. 
Gmng anaey and health i 

I m changn mate aenie. Hrai, great ia to kcb diaabted children 
we Ihould lubtect people who have get Irealmeatftir tfaeir amdltlonai 
dni|-relaled omdttinni to petiottig pnhlh; avnente.-'niua.jee-i 

to people beeaute ihey hove d<m-
aaedihtm ' ' by iwng drugs Is 
unwise soctal poticy b«c«uss il 
taMS ptoductiva cilsena to rewBid 
other people Ibr roceti behavior. 

Mood tests. If Oey test poiiiive (br 
illegal subatanees, Ihey thould be 
dnqiped flrom SSl. Second, the SSi 
beneRl shoiiM be convctttd flrom 
cash to voucher! for (peatmoiL Pro­
viding cash lo addicts dies not 
sdibvH tlieir nuilor piobJsm. and. 
In flct. enablei them to continue 
and even inlensltytheirdnigbabh. 

The second dcnwgiaphi: group 
caudnnSSI apcndingtotmBbroani 
ia children. Sme I99i9, die sumber 
of children rtceiving SSI baa 
Increeeed ftoin TVJtM le about 
6SO,M0. 

Why childn* are ei«n ellgibia 
ftir ask Is somrMng sf a nyiterv. 
The imderfyiag oonoepl of 581 It 
thatif people ate too old or too dis-
sblol te waih, SSI pmvides a suh. 
ftitutc fcr wages. But children ara 
not saoecied u work; iht basic 
latbnale of SSI doesnrt BL 

WMe, aevetal congrcMional 
Deir-ocrata have testUlcd reoendy 
lhat famUica In Ihelr dtotrtctt ase 
ooadilng their children to sd aa if 
lliey have a dlssbillly — ptrtlcu-
larty attentton and behavioral dis* 
oedcrt—ao tliey can quality Rar SSI 
cash aod medicd care. ThHS abus­
es of the program have been 
enceuragcd hy recent diasgea in 
die rules under which childrtfils 
SSI dlglhtUiy ts deiermlncd.Estcn-
Usllji cMldmi can now quelUy U 
they cannot engase tttcKXivtty in 
•ga^ppmpriaia acttvitlei. 

Afl additional peobiem wllh p<«-
vUing cath to Aunilka beeaute d i^ 
bave a dliabied child Is thst tbere 
ts noasiurance thai the cmh will 
actuilly be uted to hdp the 
obled child. The concem oT Con-

convert the ontlileniett (or cash 
InM voacheis fcrttcatneni, liiere-
by removint liie incentive to cheat 

Taken together, the SSI 
reforms we are 
introducing today 
wotddctit the budget 
d^u3t by a minimum 
of $30 bilUon over the 
next five years. 

In order to receive the cash benedi. 
Noons wanu U>depriv« thihtrenof 
needed tiaatmni. but cash subal-
ilea fbr otheritanily spendfaig is not 
what Csosraes InteadedL 

The third dcmagripliie aroup 
sinuiflg SSI it non-diuens. bnml-
grants should — tnd most do — 
ume M AoHrica fcr opportunitK 
not welfare, ttk offer bainigrsnls a 
siralghtforward deal: Came to 
America snd cqlm Immense per­
sonal ftccdosi and gslnaocesa to 
Ibe wortd'a nust productve ecooo-
my. However, until yon become a 
cItiMn, you auist support yourself 
or IM aitpportcd by a sponaor wbo 
signs en aflidavA agreeing to meet 
imarbasie needs. 

And yet, tarough the typically 
bisorre legUtetive procass. Con-
giess siso sUows Illegal aliens to 
qaaltfy fcr wctfars hene4is bl SSI 
aid tewml other prognma. The 
ruutt? In IMI there were about 

128.000 Mn-ciUaens on SSL Last 
yearthere were dUjUO. 60 pefotnl 
of whofflTvsrsf Idpî jf ̂ ttfssnSSI, 
nuKltiaena ara automaticaUy (U-
gfbie br Medicaid. Mott are alao 
eligibis lor Bwd Stamps. It Is no 
sutniise tfast we apend aroond W 
biUum per year on welfare beaefta 
fcr immbraiOs. 

The tdiitton to tfaiS hetnonfaig-
big of tan dollart la slmplec Zad 
welfare isr aon-cidscM. Rcmcsi-
ber, the deal we ofEir Innrigisals 
does not guarantee access lo wel­
fare bcntflis. In fad, deportatisn 
ggr acccodnp public aid has ahssgs 
been a tasic lenst of American 
inunlgCBllan policy Tbe bill Bepub-
llcans art Introducing today will 
saw Ute iederal •ovenunanlM bil­
lion per tear by ending tanoyen* 
reapeaaililily far glring SSl pay> 
ments to nnnrilismi. Subseitucnt 
Icgiilattoa oould go flisther. 

Democrats tn ins sdministraiico 
and on Capiiol ItiH atem relnctaai 
to sddrem the SSI travesln Democ­
rats en ths House Wsya and Ma ara 
Ooanmitiat rsjacted waily tU theas 
propoaali when RepobUcsas 
offered Uem last leecli. iheraby 
killing %ahst mighl be the laat 
chance of House aotiia on SSI lUs 
vear. Simlacty, Ihc adntfaUstraHan 
nsks been floaUng wdfare icfcni 
nrovosalafcr several weeks, bill M 
car not a anird about'lhe biUiana A 
waotcd SSl nendlnft 

Ibo bad. IMien togelher, ihe SSI 
icfcmis ve a n intrttfucina today 
MauU cm lhe budget deflcb by a 
minimum of SIO billion oMr Uw 
next Ave seers. Equally importani. 
tfaey would praveni lbs fcderti gov-
emmcnt fram InMctiag addiUonal 
harm on the very people tfae SSI 
pivgnm la wppMcd tn hclpi 



Analysis of House Ways and Means Republican Welfare 
Reform Proposal 

Attached i s a section-by-section, in-depth analysis of the 
Republican proposal d r a f t e d by Ron Haskins. Also attached are 
cost estimates of most of the pro v i s i o n s . The status of a l l the 
estimates i s summarized below. 

T i t l e I : AFDC TRANSITION AND WORK PROGFIAM. 

These estimates are done 

T i t l e I I : PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT 

These estimates are done. Note t h a t we have assumed t h a t no 
states would take up the option i n section F which allows 
states t o s p e c i f i c a l l y exempt themselves from a l l r e q u i r e ­
ments i n t h i s t i t l e . 

T i t l e I I I : EXPANDED STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY FOR STATES 

We are w a i t i n g f o r estimates from UI/TRIM on several of the 
pro v i s i o n s under t h i s t i t l e . (UI's programmers have been 
t i e d up doing health care work, but they expect t o produce 
our GOP b i l l runs at the end of t h i s week.) 

T i t l e IV: EXPANSION OF STATE WAIVER AUTHORITY 

We t h i n k these costs w i l l be very small, since the waiver 
p r o j e c t s are t o be c o s t - n e u t r a l . 

T i t l e V: CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

These estimates are done. 

T i t l e V I : WELFARE RESTRICTIONS FOR ALIENS 

These estimates are done. 

T i t l e V I I : MISC. PROVISIONS 

Sections A & C are not estimatable because we don't know how 
many addicts are on AFDC and SSI. S t a f f are t a l k i n g t o FNS 
about sec. B, and s t a f f are working on estimates f o r sec. D 
and E. 

Attachments 



TITLE I : AFDC TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM 

A. AFDC Transition Program 

CURRENT LAW 

Assessment 

States are c u r r e n t l y r e q u i r e d t o develop an e m p l o y a b i l i t y plan 
f o r each JOBS p a r t i c i p a n t , based on an i n i t i a l assessment and i n 
c o n s u l t a t i o n w i t h the p a r t i c i p a n t . 

Services 

As p a r t of the JOBS program, states are re q u i r e d t o provide the 
f o l l o w i n g services: educational a c t i v i t i e s , job readiness 
a c t i v i t i e s , job s k i l l s t r a i n i n g and job development and job 
placement. I n a d d i t i o n , states must o f f e r a t l e a s t two of the 
f o l l o w i n g four services: group and i n d i v i d u a l job search, on-the-
job t r a i n i n g , work supplementation and community work experience. 

Participation Requirements for Recipients 

To be counted as a p a r t i c i p a n t under the JOBS program, an 
i n d i v i d u a l must be scheduled f o r a t l e a s t 20 hours of JOBS 
services per week and must attend f o r a t l e a s t 75 percent of the 
scheduled hours during a month. 

Educational a c t i v i t i e s are subject t o the twenty-hour standard, 
defined as time spent i n c l a s s , w i t h no co n s i d e r a t i o n of time 
spent on homework. This has been and continues t o be a p o i n t of 
considerable controversy. 

Exemptions 

AFDC r e c i p i e n t s are c u r r e n t l y exempted from JOBS i f they are: 

1) the parent or caretaker r e l a t i v e of a c h i l d under three 
(a few sta t e s have opted t o exempt only parents of c h i l d r e n 
under one); 
2) i l l , i n c a p a c i t a t e d , of advanced age; 
3) a caretaker of an i l l or i n c a p a c i t a t e d f a m i l y member; 
4) employed more than 30 hours per week; 
5) a c h i l d who i s e i t h e r under age 16 or at t e n d i n g school 
f u l l time; 
6) i n the second t r i m e s t e r of pregnancy or 
7) r e s i d i n g i n an area where the program i s not a v a i l a b l e . 

Sanctions 

I f a r e c i p i e n t r e q u i r e d t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n JOBS f a i l s t o comply, 
the i n d i v i d u a l ' s needs are not considered i n c a l c u l a t i n g the 
fam i l y ' s AFDC b e n e f i t s , but food stamp b e n e f i t s are not reduced 



(and would a c t u a l l y be expected t o r i s e , t o some degree 
o f f s e t t i n g the s a n c t i o n ) . For AFDC-UP f a m i l i e s , the other 
parent's needs are also not considered i n the c a l c u l a t i o n of the 
grant, unless he or she i s p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the JOBS program. 

Supportive Services 

Under c u r r e n t law, r e c i p i e n t s are guaranteed c h i l d care i f i t i s 
necessary f o r them t o e i t h e r work or p a r t i c i p a t e i n the JOBS 
program, and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n i f needed t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n JOBS. 

Participation Standards for States 

States are p r e s e n t l y r e q u i r e d t o e n r o l l 15 percent of non-exempt 
AFDC f a m i l i e s i n the JOBS program during FY 1994 and 20 percent 
dur i n g FY 1995. The p a r t i c i p a t i o n standards f o r AFDC-UP f a m i l i e s 
are 40 percent i n FY 1994, 50 percent i n FY 1995, 60 percent i n 
FY 1996 and 75 percent i n FYs 1997 and 1998. 

Federal Match 

States are p r e s e n t l y reimbursed a t a 90 percent r a t e f o r JOBS 
expenditures up t o the amount a l l o t t e d t o the s t a t e i n FY 1987 
f o r WIN (Work I n c e n t i v e Program). A d d i t i o n a l expenditures are 
reimbursed a t the higher of 60 percent and the Medicaid r a t e f o r 
d i r e c t costs and personnel costs of f u l l - t i m e JOBS s t a f f and 50 
percent f o r other a d m i n i s t r a t i v e costs. 

Targeting 

Under c u r r e n t law, states are mandated t o spend 55 percent of 
t h e i r JOBS funds on r e c i p i e n t s f a l l i n g w i t h i n the t a r g e t popula­
t i o n s . The t a r g e t groups are 1) f a m i l i e s i n which the parent i s 
under 24 and has e i t h e r not completed high school or had no work 
experience w i t h i n the past year; 2) f a m i l i e s who have received 
assistance f o r 36 of the previous 60 months; and 3) f a m i l i e s i n 
which the youngest c h i l d i s w i t h i n two years of aging out of 
AFDC. States f a i l i n g t o meet the 55 percent standard face a 
reduced matching r a t e of 50 percent (see Federal match s e c t i o n 
above). 

Teen Parents 

Under JOBS, c u s t o d i a l parents under 20 who have not completed 
high school are r e q u i r e d t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n an educational 
a c t i v i t y . 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

Assessment 

Under the new Republican w e l f a r e reform b i l l , the s t a t e welfare 
agency and the r e c i p i e n t would a r r i v e at a w r i t t e n agreement, 
s i m i l a r t o the e m p l o y a b i l i t y plan required under JOBS, except 



that as part of the agreement the recipient, i f s t i l l on AFDC 
af t e r 2 years (less at state option), would have to work i n 
exchange f o r benefits. 

Services 

States would provide the same services under the t r a n s i t i o n 
program that are currently offered under JOBS: education, job 
s k i l l s , job readiness, job development and job placementi group 
and i n d i v i d u a l job search, on the job t r a i n i n g , work supplemen­
t a t i o n and community work experience. The b i l l does not indicate 
whether the current d i s t i n c t i o n between services states are 
mandated to o f f e r and those that are offered at state option 
would be maintained. 

Participation Requirements for Recipients 

Non-exempt recipients would, under the Republican b i l l be 
required to pa r t i c i p a t e i n the t r a n s i t i o n program f o r a t o t a l of 
520 hours during the year, or an average of 10 hours per week 
which represents a reduction r e l a t i v e to the JOBS p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
requirement of 20 hours per week. 

Pa r t i c i p a t i o n i n educational a c t i v i t i e s i s treated separately 
Meeting the standard set by the education i n s t i t u t i o n (including 
degree-granting programs) for f u l l - t i m e enrollment and maintain­
ing passing grades would be considered p a r t i c i p a t i o n , even i f 
fewer than ten hours per week were spent i n class. 

The Republican b i l l allows states f l e x i b i l i t y regarding the 
implementation of the ten-hour requirement. A recipient can meet 
the standard by p a r t i c i p a t i n g 40 hours per week f o r three months 
20 hours per week for six months or 10 hours per week for the 
ent i r e year. JOBS enrollees are required to p a r t i c i p a t e 20 hours 
each week. The f l e x i b i l i t y permitted i n the new b i l l could 
present measuring issues, as discussed below. 

States are required to assess, at the conclusion of the 
participant's f i r s t year i n the t r a n s i t i o n program, whether he or 
she i s meeting the p a r t i c i p a t i o n standard. As discussed below 
measuring p a r t i c i p a t i o n at the conclusion of the year could be' 
problematic. 

States would have the option of delaying the entry of job-ready 
recipients i n t o the t r a n s i t i o n a l program for a period of up to 
one year, a choice not e x p l i c i t l y provided under JOBS, although 
the much lower p a r t i c i p a t i o n standards under JOBS enable states 
I f they choose, to e f f e c t i v e l y delay the entry of job-readv 
recipients i n d e f i n i t e l y . 

Exemptions 

Under the new b i l l , the number of c r i t e r i a for exemptions would 
be sharply reduced. The proposed Republican b i l l e x p l i c i t l y 



preserves only exemptions for d i s a b i l i t y and for caring for an 
111 r e l a t i v e . The b i l l s p e c i f i c a l l y excludes drug and alcohol 
offenders from coverage under the d i s a b i l i t y provision. States 
are, however, permitted to exempt, for up to 12 months, 
recipients who are enrolled i n substance abuse treatment 
programs. 

Perhaps most c r i t i c a l l y , the b i l l replaces the current exemptions 
for mothers of children under three and pregnant women with an 
exemption during the 6-month period i n which the recipient gives 
b i r t h to the f i r s t c h i l d born a f t e r coming onto the AFDC r o l l s 
and exemptions during the 4-month period i n which any subsequent 
c h i l d i s born while the recipient i s on AFDC. The b i r t h 
exemption periods are to be divided between the pre and post­
natal periods according to the recipient's preferences, i.e, 
exempt from p a r t i c i p a t i o n requirements for 2 months before the 
b i r t h and 4 months a f t e r , or for 3 months before and 3 months 
af t e r ( f i r s t b i r t h while on AFDC). 

The b i l l does add an exemption for a 2-month period i n which a 
c h i l d previously removed returns home. 

Supportive Services 

The o u t l i n e of the Republican b i l l does not address the provision 
of these support services. 

Participation Standards for States 

The p a r t i c i p a t i o n levels states are mandated to achieve under the 
proposed Republican b i l l are substantially higher than the lev e l 
currently required under JOBS. The new b i l l c a l l s for states to 
en r o l l 30 percent of non-exempt new applicants i n the t r a n s i t i o n 
program i n 1996 and 40 percent i n 1997. As of 1998, the 
pa r t i c i p a t i o n requirements apply to the eT7tire caseload (not only 
new applicants). The p a r t i c i p a t i o n standards are 50 percent f o r 
1998, 60 percent f o r 1999, 70 percent for 2000, 80 percent for 
2001 and 90 percent f o r 2002. 

Sanctions 

Non-exempt recipients who f a i l to participate as assigned are 
subject to sanction. The family's combined AFDC and Food Stamp 
benefits are to be reduced by 25% u n t i l the recipient complies or 
3 months have passed, whichever i s longer. I f the recipient does 
not come i n t o compliance within 3 months, the sanction must be 
extended for another 3 months (no additional reduction i n 
ben e f i t s ) . I f the recipient does not comply w i t h i n six months, 
the family's AFDC benefits are eliminated e n t i r e l y . The family 
IS s t i l l e l i g i b l e for Food Stamps, Medicaid and any other benefit 
for which they would otherwise qua l i f y . 



Federal Match 

While the b i l l does not address the topic of the Federal match 
rate for state expenditures on the t r a n s i t i o n (as well as the 
work) program, we have been t o l d by Ron Haskins that the Federal 
match w i l l be the higher of 70 percent or the medicaid match. 
The cost analysis assumes t h i s rate. 

Targeting 

The outline for the new b i l l does not contain targeting 
provisions s i m i l a r to those i n current law, although i t does 
encourage states to f u l f i l l the p a r t i c i p a t i o n standards by 
focusing on mothers with older children. 

Teen Parents 

The new b i l l requires states to deny AFDC benefits to unmarried 
parents who are under 19, which marks a s h i f t from current law, 
under which states can require teen parents to p a r t i c i p a t e i n 
educational a c t i v i t i e s . Married minor parents would, however be 
e l i g i b l e f o r AFDC-UP. 

ANALYSIS 

Services 

The Republican b i l l contains no language concerning the selection 
of services, implying that the choice of services and the 
assignment of participants to services are to be l e f t to the 
discretion of states. 

The new b i l l gives the states the option of requiring recipients 
to p a r t i c i p a t e i n work program a f t e r less than two years i n the 
t r a n s i t i o n a l program. I t i s not e n t i r e l y clear i f there i s a 
minimum stay i n the t r a n s i t i o n program (see below), or i f states 
could require a l l recipients to p a r t i c i p a t e i n work a c t i v i t i e s , 
without receiving any t r a n s i t i o n a l services. Given the cost of 
CWEP sl o t s , i t i s not l i k e l y states would be eager to pursue t h i s 
course of action. 



Participation 

Under the new b i l l , states have, as mentioned above, f l e x i b i l i t y 
regarding how recipients are to meet the 520 hour per year 
standard, i . e . , f u l l - t i m e for 3 months, half-time for six months, 
etc. Incorporating f l e x i b i l i t y i n t o the program might present 
serious measuring issues. I f a recipient could meet the standard 
by p a r t i c i p a t i n g a t o t a l of 520 hours during the year, rather 
than a minimum 10 hours each week, compliance could only be 
determined on an annual basis. A recipient inactive f o r six 
months could s t i l l meet the standard by p a r t i c i p a t i n g 20 hours 
per week for the remainder of the year, and consequently 
sanctions could only be imposed a f t e r the annual review. 

The b i l l sidesteps t h i s issue by not specifying the duration of 
noncompliance that would t r i g g e r the sanction, i . e . f a i l i n g to 
average ten hours per week for two weeks, a month, two months, 
etc. 

I f a state did choose to take advantage of the new b i l l ' s 
proffered f l e x i b i l i t y , i t might have to measure p a r t i c i p a t i o n as 
the percentage of recipients enrolled i n the t r a n s i t i o n program 
for a f u l l year who met the 520-hour standard. Under t h i s 
method, recipients who leave before completing a f u l l year would 
be ignored i n the calculation of the p a r t i c i p a t i o n rate. Donna 
Pavetti's data indicates that about 30% of persons entering 
welfare leave w i t h i n the same calendar year. 

As proposed i n the out l i n e , the 520-hour rule does not encourage 
states to involve recipients i n a c t i v i t i e s as rapidly as 
possible. Rather, i t provides an incentive to delay entry i n t o 
the t r a n s i t i o n program or allow t r a n s i t i o n program participants 
to remain inactive for the f i r s t few months i n the hope that they 
w i l l leave w i t h i n the year, without costing the state any dollars 
i n services. I f a recipient i s s t i l l on the r o l l s a f t e r six 
months, half-time p a r t i c i p a t i o n during the l a s t six months of the 
year w i l l meet the standard. 

The outline of the b i l l does not specify whether a recipient 
would be subject to sanction i f he or she were cooperating but 
f a i l e d to meet the p a r t i c i p a t i o n requirement as a r e s u l t of state 
f a i l u r e to conduct the assessment or make r e f e r r a l s to services 
i n a timely manner, or due to a shortage of spaces i n appropriate 
programs. The problem of recipients f a i l i n g to meet the standard 
through no f a u l t of t h e i r own would probably be less serious i f 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n were measured on an annual basis only, which would 
allow recipients to meet the standard by more intensive 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the l a t e r months of the year. 

Sanctions 

Sanctions under the new b i l l would i n general be larger than the 
sanctions under current law, since food stamp benefits would also 



^^^^^^ than r i s i n g to o f f s e t the reduction i n the 
AFDC benefit. 

The b i l l requires sanctions to be imposed for a period of at 
least 3 months. This provision may have the e f f e c t of discouraa-
ing caseworkers from employing sanctions as a t o o l to promote 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n , p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the case of the f i n a l sanction 
removal from the AFDC r o l l s . In a case i n which a f i n a l sanction 
was imposed, the family's food stamp benefits would r i s e to above 
the pre-sanction levels, o f f s e t t i n g some of the federal savings 
from eliminating t h e i r AFDC benefits. 

Supportive Services 

Although the b i l l boosts the p a r t i c i p a t i o n standards and vastly 
broadens the mandatory caseload, i t earmarks no funding for c h i l d 
care, transportation and other support services, which may 
exacerbate the funding pressures on states, discussed further 
below. 

Targeting 

The proposed b i l l i s ambiguous with respect to treatment of 
parents with young children. By replacing the exemption fo r 
mothers of children under 3 with the 6 and 4-month b i r t h 
exemptions, the b i l l appears to require states to serve mothers 
of young children i n the t r a n s i t i o n program. Elsewhere i n the 
b i l l however, states are encouraged to f u l f i l l the p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
standards by serving mothers of older children. 

The i n t e n t of that provision may be to minimize c h i l d care costs 
Given that (according to New York State data) 40% of AFDC 
recipients have children under 3, states w i l l not be able to meet 
the p a r t i c i p a t i o n standards without e n r o l l i n g substantial numbers 
of these mothers. The provision may be a concession to those 
uncomfortable with requiring mothers of young children to leave 
the home, placing the children i n care. 



OUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

Time L i m i t s . The Republican proposal gives states the o p t i o n of 
r e q u i r i n g some r e c i p i e n t s t o enter the work program before two 
years have elapsed. The eq u i t y questions and l o g i s t i c a l problems 
associated w i t h assigning d i f f e r e n t time l i m i t s t o d i f f e r e n t 
i n d i v i d u a l s need t o be addressed both i n the context of t h i s 
proposal and of A d m i n i s t r a t i o n welfare reform proposals. 

The b i l l does not c l a r i f y whether the work requirement comes i n t o 
e f f e c t a f t e r two years of AFDC r e c e i p t or a f t e r two years of 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the t r a n s i t i o n program. I f the former i s the 
case, a r e c i p i e n t could be e n r o l l e d i n the work program w i t h o u t 
having received any t r a n s i t i o n a l services. 

The Republican b i l l does not address the c r i t i c a l question of 
whether the two-year l i m i t on r e c e i p t of cash b e n e f i t s before the 
work requirement i s t r i g g e r e d i s a l i f e t i m e l i m i t , a l i m i t on 
consecutive years of r e c e i p t or a renewable l i m i t . The b i l l i s 
e n t i r e l y s i l e n t regarding the treatment of those who enter and 
leave w e l f a r e w i t h i n two years and those who leave w h i l e i n the 
work program; can they r e t u r n and, i f so, f o r how long? 

I n l i g h t of Donna P a v e t t i ' s work, which i n d i c a t e s t h a t 58 percent 
of women who leave welfare r e t u r n w i t h i n two years and 77 percent 
r e t u r n w i t h i n seven years, t h i s question i s a b s o l u t e l y c r i t i c a l , 
w i t h respect t o both the Republican b i l l and our own welfar e 
reform e f f o r t s . 

The b i l l , moreover, does not i n d i c a t e whether those dropped from 
the r o l l s a f t e r f i v e years can regain t h e i r AFDC e l i g i b i l i t y 
a f t e r a p e r i o d of time has passed or due t o a change i n 
circumstances ( b i r t h of another c h i l d ) . 

Exemptions. I t i s not s p e c i f i e d whether the 4 and 6-month b i r t h 
exemptions, as w e l l as the exemption f o r enrollment i n substance 
abuse treatment programs, exempts a r e c i p i e n t from p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
f o r the purposes of sanctions only, or f o r the purposes of the 
two-year time l i m i t as w e l l . 

T a r g e t i n g . The absence of the t a r g e t i n g p r o v i s i o n s of the type 
found i n JOBS generates an i n c e n t i v e f o r s tates t o serve the 
r e c i p i e n t s l e a s t i n need of services, p a r t i c u l a r l y d u r i n g the 
e a r l y years of the phase-in period when the p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
standards are r e l a t i v e l y low. Recipients who enter the program 
at a young age wi t h o u t e i t h e r a high school diploma or work 
experience are among the most i n need of services, but under the 
new b i l l s t a t e s would not be encouraged t o e n r o l l them i n 
services r a p i d l y . Given t h a t these are the r e c i p i e n t s w i t h the 
longer average stays on AFDC, those l e a s t l i k e l y t o leave before 
the e x p i r a t i o n of the time l i m i t , delays i n i n v o l v i n g them i n 
services could be p a r t i c u l a r l y serious. 



Match Rate. The new b i l l ' s higher p a r t i c i p a t i o n rates and 
broader mandatory caseload may exacerbate the problems states are 
currently experiencing r a i s i n g funds for the JOBS program. The 
savings from the provisions eliminating benefits f o r noncitizens 
w i l l be d i s t r i b u t e d very unevenly across states (Cal i f o r n i a , for 
example, may experience substantial savings, while states with 
few noncitizens and/or few SSI recipients may see l i t t l e or no 
savings). Even i f the b i l l i s revenue neutral on a nationwide 
basis, i t i s u n l i k e l y to be revenue neutral for i n d i v i d u a l 
states . 

Teen UP Par t ic ipan ts . I t i s not clear whether at least one of 
the two married minor parents i n the AFDC-UP program would have 
to p a r t i c i p a t e i n the work program, or whether a minor parent 
could substitute school attendance for the work requirement. 

O f f s e t t i n g Costs. Under the b i l l , states are permitted to deny 
benefits to families who have been enrolled i n the work program 
for 3 years (on AFDC for a minimum of 5 years). These families 
would, again, be e l i g i b l e for increased food stamps, as well as 
increased housing benefits (as a re s u l t of the reduction i n 
income). 

The elimination of AFDC benefits due to either sanction or 
reaching the 3-year work program time l i m i t would be accompanied 
by greater demand for emergency assistance, foster care, homeless 
services and other l o c a l l y provided social services, a point that 
has received some, but may need to receive even greater consider­
ation i n the welfare reform process. 



T i t l e I : AFDC TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM 

B: AFDC Work Program 

CURRENT LAW 

Basic Families (Single Parent) 

The JOBS program contains two work programs. The f i r s t i s the 
Community Work Experience Program (CWEP) and the second i s the 
Work Supplementation Program. Under c u r r e n t law. States have the 
o p t i o n of implementing these programs, they are not r e q u i r e d t o 

fnd'?07 l U ^ ' ' , ' ' " ^ ^ ^ ^ f ' ' ' ' ' ' ^"^^ p a r ? i c i p a n t s 
and 707 s l o t s f o r people i n work supplementation. Many st a t e s do 
not operate these programs, e s p e c i a l l y work supplementa­
t i o n . ( A d m i n i s t r a t i o n f o r Children and F a m i l i e s ) . 

CWEP i s designed t o provide o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r t r a i n i n g and work 
experience f o r JOBS p a r t i c i p a n t s , which w i l l h o p e f u l l y improve 
t h e i r chances f o r employment i n the p r i v a t e sector. The p r o j e c t s 
on which they work must "serve a u s e f u l p u b l i c purpose " l l r t i c i -
pants work a maximum number of hours equivalent t o t h e i r AFDC 
b e n e f i t d i v i d e d by the f e d e r a l (or State i f i t i s bigger) minimum 
wage. A f t e r nine months, the p a r t i c i p a n t cannot be ? I q u i r e d Jo 
hŜ '̂ ho'' p o s i t i o n unless h i s or her hours of work m u l t i p l i e d 
by the pay rates of others i n s i m i l a r p o s i t i o n s a t the same s i t e 
IS less than the AFDC cash b e n e f i t . 

5^n?H\r!;o K"^"^^ supplementation programs use the money t h a t 
would have been payable t o f a m i l i e s as an AFDC b e n e f i t t o create 
and pay f o r a p a r t i c i p a n t t o work i n a job. States have the 
o p t i o n of reducing or e l i m i n a t i n g the amount of the earned income 
% 7 e i n t l ^ ' T 9 s l T P^^^^^^P^^^"^ supplementation 

The c u r r e n t law sanctions and exemptions p o l i c y i s discussed i n 
the s e c t i o n d e s c r i b i n g the t r a n s i t i o n a l program. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAT. 

Basic Families (Single Parent) 

A f t e r two years of AFDC r e c e i p t , welfare r e c i p i e n t s w i l l have t o 
p a r t i c i p a t e i n a work program. States can e i t h e r run CWEP work 
supplementation, a combination of the two, or a completely 
d i f f e r e n t program. The l a t t e r two options must be reviewed by 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services before a s t a t e can 
proceed w i t h t h e i r proposed plan. A r e c i p i e n t of the AFDC-Basic 
program w i l l have t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n a st a t e - r u n work program f o r 
35 hours per week. ^ v^yj-oiu 

The CWEP component of t h i s b i l l i s the same as t h a t of the JOBS 
program except f o r the increase i n hours worked t o 35 per week. 



The work supplementation b i l l w i l l be changed i n the f o l l o w i n g 
ways: ^ 

• there w i l l no longer be a requirement t h a t a l l r e c i p i e n t 
jobs must be new jobs; 

• r e c i p i e n t s must be paid the equivalent of t h e i r AFDC and 
Food Stamps b e n e f i t as opposed t o j u s t t h e i r AFDC b e n e f i t 
under the JOBS program; 

• states can negotiate w i t h employers so t h a t the employers 
pay p a r t of the s a l a r y and the s t a t e pays the d i f f e r e n c e . 

Although the t r a n s i t i o n a l program w i l l be o p e r a t i o n a l i n 1994 
(under the framework of the JOBS program), the work program w i l l 
not phase i n u n t i l 1996. I n 1994 and 1995, AFDC r e c i p i e n t s w i l l 
p a r t i c i p a t e m the c u r r e n t JOBS program a t the p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
r a t es t h a t were mandated by the Family Support Act 15% i n 1994 
and 20% m 1995. Therefore, there w i l l be no p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the 
u n t i l ^ l 9 9 6 ^ " * (^^^ no a d d i t i o n a l costs t o the f e d e r a l government) 

Beginning i n 1996, any AFDC r e c i p i e n t who app l i e d t o receive AFDC 
before the implementation date of t h i s program (October 1 1994) 
w i l l be considered p a r t of the pool of e l i g i b l e p a r t i c i p a n t s i n 
the work program. We w i l l assume t h a t a m a j o r i t y of the caseload 
w i l l not be exempted from the work requirements because the GOP 
plan provides f o r fewer exemptions than there are under the 
cur r e n t JOBS program. 

The sanctions and exemptions r e g u l a t i o n s f o r the work program are 
the same as those i n the t r a n s i t i o n a l program. (See s e c t i o n on 
t r a n s i t i o n a l program f o r d e t a i l s ) . i n 1996, 30% of the non-
exempt caseload must p a r t i c i p a t e i n a work program. The 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n rates i n f u t u r e years are the f o l l o w i n g : 

• 40% of new Basic a p p l i c a n t s i n 1997, 
• 50% of new Basic a p p l i c a n t s i n 1998, 
• 60% of new Basic a p p l i c a n t s i n 1999, 
• 70% of the e n t i r e Basic caseload i n 2000, 
• 80% of the e n t i r e Basic caseload i n 2001, 
• 90% of the e n t i r e Basic caseload i n 2002! 

A f t e r three years i n the work program and f i v e years of r e c e i p t 
of AFDC, sta t e s have the o p t i o n of dropping f a m i l i e s from the 
AFDC r o l l s . However, the f a m i l y w i l l continue t o be e l i g i b l e f o r 
Medicaid, Food Stamps and other b e n e f i t s . 

UP Caseload (Unemployed Parent) 

States must also provide work programs f o r one parent i n any two 
parent f a m i l y t h a t receives AFDC-UP. P a r t i c i p a n t s i n the UP work 
program must work f o r 32 hours per week and engage i n job search 
f o r e i g h t hours. The p a r t i c i p a n t w i l l be paid an amount 
equivalent t o his or her AFDC and Food Stamp b e n e f i t s a f t e r he or 
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she has completed the work requirement. The p a r t i c i p a t i o n rates 
for UP families are as follows: 

• 40% of the entire UP caseload i n 1994 (current law), 
• 50% of the ent i r e UP caseload i n 1995 (current law)^ 
• 100% of the ent i r e UP caseload i n a l l subsequent years 

of the program. 

Under current law, many states have the option of imposing a six 
month time l i m i t on the receipt of benefits by a UP family Thi 
proposal gives a l l states the r i g h t to impose t h i s l i m i t . 

ANALYSIS 

This program was designed to put AFDC recipients to work The 
hope IS that they w i l l receive s u f f i c i e n t t r a i n i n g i n the 
t r a n s i t i o n period to enable them to f i n d private sector jobs I f 
that IS unsuccessful, t h i s b i l l w i l l fund public sector jobs"for 
both AFDC-Basic and -UP recipients. Recipients are required to 
work o f f both t h e i r AFDC and Food Stamp benefits. 

As stated above, there i s no real counterpart to t h i s program i n 
current law. The CWEP and work supplementation programs are not 
u t i l i z e d greatly under the JOBS program. According to HHS data, 
only 3% of JOBS participants were enrolled i n CWEP or work 
supplementation programs, and only 2% of JOBS funds were 
allocated for these programs. Under the JOBS program, a majority 
of the Basic Caseload i s not required to p a r t i c i p a t e and a 
majority of the UP Caseload does not pa r t i c i p a t e i n JOBS. 

Therefore, with fewer exemptions and higher p a r t i c i p a t i o n rates 
for mandatory participants, there w i l l need to be a sizable 
increase i n funding for the creation of new positions. There 
might be a need for as many as 2 m i l l i o n more jobs than were 
required i n the JOBS program i n the f i r s t f i v e years. I f we 
assume a cost of approximately $3000 per job s l o t , we end up with 
a cost of about $6 b i l l i o n for the work component of t h i s b i l l 
for j u s t custodial parents. 

The issue of the provision of supportive services i s not. raised 
i n t h i s proposal. We would assume that, as under the JOBS 
program, state and federal governments would be required to 
provide c h i l d care and transportation subsidies for people 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n t h i s work program. Child care costs would be 
expected to increase greatly from current levels because there 
w i l l be more people working for longer hours, and there w i l l no 
longer be an exemption for parents with children under the age of 
three. I t i s possible that c h i l d care costs could equal or 
exceed the costs of the development and maintenance of the work 
sl o t s . 



OUESTIONS/CONCFRN.c: 

I t i s unclear what the le v e l of non-work i s among AFDC r e c i o i -
ents. we know that about ten percent of AFDC recipients So?i 

?i^Jd'orAFDc'rL°'-'\''"^'""- ^^^^^^^ ^^^^ ̂h°wn t h a f o n e -
^ o i f ^ . % recipients have worked at some time during t h e i r 
period of receipt of benefits (CLASP). This b i l l contains no 
specifics about c h i l d care, medical coverage, and o?he? 
supportive services. I f recipients are no? ;ble to meet these 
w ^ ^ ^ ^ p r ^ ^ r ^ l ^ ^ ^ ^^^^^ ^^^^ ^ ^ ' ^ p a r t ! c U ' r ? n a 

There i s also a question of the equity of the phase-in I f 
someone comes on to the welfare r o l l s on September 1, i994 she 
w i l l not enter i n t o the t r a n s i t i o n program S n t i l 1998. However 
r i J T ^ ' ' ^ ^ ^""^^^ ""^^ welfare system on November 1, 1994 ̂ he 
could end up going s t r a i g h t i n t o the work program i n 1996 
^i^^^'^fh''^''^^''^"? education, t r a i n i n g and job search Services that other recipients have received. s»ervices 



TITLE I : AFDC TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM 

D. Work Program f o r Fathers 

CURRENT LAW 

Presently there i s no cu r r e n t f e d e r a l law governing work experience 
or requirements f o r noncustodial parents w i t h arrears f o r c h i l d 
support payments. However, the Family Support Act of 1988 (Public 
Law 100-485_October 13, 1988 102 STAT. 2363) includes a p r o v i s i o n 
r e q u i r i n g the "Secretary t o permit up t o 5 sta t e s t o provide 
services under the (JOBS) program, on a v o l u n t a r y or mandatory 
basis, t o non-custodial parents who are unemployed and unable t o 
meet t h e i r c h i l d support o b l i g a t i o n s . " This p r o v i s i o n i s the 
po i n t of departure f o r Parents F a i r Share. 

Under the Downey-Hyde proposal an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e law judge could 
have r e q u i r e d mandatory p a r t i c i p a t i o n " i n CWEP and job search 
a c t i v i t i e s under the JOBS program f o r noncustodial f a t h e r s who 
w i l l i n g l y f a i l t o pay c h i l d support i n l i e u of or i n a d d i t i o n t o 
other p e n a l t i e s . " The parent would receive no payment f o r work i n 
CWEP a c t i v i t i e s ; instead earnings would be t r a n s f e r r e d t o the 
noncustodial parent. Such CWEP requirements could l a s t f o r up t o 
SIX months. The proposal also permitted noncustodial parents who 
were unable t o pay because of unemployment or low income t o 
volunte e r t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n the JOBS program before they had 
accumulated the equivalent of two months of arrears I f 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n was accepted, the c h i l d support order would be waived 
duri n g p a r t i c i p a t i o n , and i f no s l o t were a v a i l a b l e , no arrearage 
would accrue. P a r t i c i p a t i o n i n other a c t i v i t i e s a f t e r JOBS could 
also r e s u l t i n waiver of the support order. These other a c t i v i t i e s 
must in c l u d e job search, but could include a c t i v i t i e s t h a t 
b e n e f i t t e d the c h i l d . Since both the Family Support Act and the 
proposed Downy-Hyde proposal specify p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the JOBS 
program, these p r o v i s i o n s probably also r e l a t e only t o noncustodial 
parents w i t h c h i l d r e n i n the AFDC caseload. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

T i t l e ID of the Republican proposal mandates p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the 
State work program f o r noncustodial parents w i t h the equivalent of 
more than 2 months of arrearage, unless noncustodial parents have 
a c o u r t approved repayment plan. The State program must include 
proper n o t i f i c a t i o n of c h i l d support arrearage and a 30-day period 
to respond, followed by a 2-4 week job search program as the 
i n i t i a l phase, followed by a 35 hour per week work program 
(probably CWEP). Wit h i n the i n i t i a l 30-day pe r i o d , and w i t h i n 30 
days of the beginning of the job search phase, noncustodial parents 
f r e e themselves from the p a r t i c i p a t i o n requirement by paying t h e i r 
c h i l d support. 

States are f r e e t o add a d d i t i o n a l program components, but w i t h i n 
these g u i d e l i n e s , they cannot s u b s t i t u t e other a c t i v i t i e s f o r the 
work program. The one exception i s t h a t the work program 



requirement can be reduced t o 30 hours per week, i f the State's 
program includes a job search component. States are r e q u i r e d t o 
meet program p a r t i c i p a t i o n requirements f o r AFDC f a t h e r s , so f o r 
!^n r ^ K /^"^""^ °f fa t h e r s w i t h c h i l d r e n (of a p p l i c a n t ^ ) on 
AFDC, who do not pay c h i l d support must be p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n a 
program under t h i s s e c t i o n by 1996. t- -a a 

ANALYSIS 

This IS p o t e n t i a l l y a large program but the absence of "earnings" 
could reduce the cost s u b s t a n t i a l l y . The program i s h i g h l y 
p u n i t i v e , and t h e r e f o r e , could have high "smoke out" e f f e c t s The 
b e n e f i t of such a program i s i t s a b i l i t y t o d i s t i n g u i s h between 
v o l i t i o n and a b i l i t y as the b a r r i e r t o c h i l d support payment. The 
cost of such a program i s t h a t when a b i l i t y i s the b a r r i e r the 
program o f f e r s nothing. -̂-LCi., tne 

The program i s p o t e n t i a l l y c o s t l y f o r two reasons. F i r s t there 
appears t o be no escape clause f o r t h i s subsection. States w i t h 
work programs f o r AFDC appl i c a n t s must get t h e i r partners t o pay 
c h i l d support, or have CWEP programs f o r these partners. Second 
meeting the c h i l d support o b l i g a t i o n ( i n c l u d i n g arrearage' 
perhaps) IS the only way out. There must be a CWEP s l o t f o r 
noncustodial parents who cannot f i n d or keep p r i v a t e sector 
employment even a f t e r p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n a CWEP program f o r a 
period, and f o r r e c i d i v i s t s — t h o s e who are l i k e l y t o f a l l i n t o 
arrears again, a f t e r paying an e a r l i e r c h i l d support o b l i g a t i o n 
This IS u n l i k e the Downey-Hide proposal or the Children's 1st CWEP-
NCP program i n Wisconsin, which both have time l i m i t s . 

On the other hand, the costs of the program are reduced by the 
absence of a subsidy, c h i l d support or AFDC o f f s e t of any kind 
Normally, supervision (overhead) costs of basic CWEP jobs are 
$1500 per s l o t . m t h i s case there i s no need t o add the 
earnings a t the minimum wage, because the CWEP s l o t i s 

unsubsidized. No funds go t o defray the AFDC expense and none are 
counted against the noncustodial parent's pre-program arrearages 
This i s one reason t h a t the basic program would can "smoke out-
hidden earnings so e f f e c t i v e l y . The only i n c e n t i v e t o 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i s t o avoid more serious sanctions /probably 
i n c a r c e r a t i o n ) . However, unless states use t h e i r freedom t o add 
a d d i t i o n a l services, the program w i l l be onerous f o r those w i t h 
l i m i t e d a b i l i t y t o pay. 

The only s i m i l a r experience we have, f o r which some r e s u l t s are 
a v a i l a b l e , i s the Wisconsin Children 1st program. That program 
operated i n two counties, one which implemented a basic CWEP 
program and another, i n Racine, which gave NCP's a f u l l array of 

?onnH ^;^^h^^''''^''^^•• "̂ ^̂ ^ program was mandatory, both counties 
found high noncompliance rates, so that participants had to be 
sanctioned several times before they f i n a l l y cooperated, arrearages 
continued to accrue during program participation, although earnings 
were used compensate for AFDC benefits and most par t i c ipant s 
completed the program by paying the ir orders. F i n a l l y both 



programs increased c h i l d support payments, although the enhanced 
(Racine) program got higher compliance rates and increases i n the 
amount of c h i l d support paid. 

Two final odd features of the program should be mentioned. First 
the weekly work requirement is unrelated to the value of the child 
support order. So, fathers with small child support orders (or few 
children) and those with larger child support orders must all work 
35 hours. This is why "earnings" do not compensate for AFDC 
benefits. However, it also seems to violate the principle, let the 
punishment fit the crime. Finally, noncustodial fathers may soon 
figure out that they can escape this work requirement by irratic or 
partial payments. That is, as long as they stay at two months 
arrearages or less, the requirement is not imposed. NcP's with 
smaller support orders or higher incomes can more easily carry out 
this strategy. i ^ ^ 

OUESTIONS /CONCKRN.q 

Several questions arise about t h i s proposal: 

o Does an ncp free himself of the p a r t i c i p a t i o n requirement by 
resuming c h i l d support payments or must he make up a l l 
arrearage (e.g., the two months arrearage that made him 
subject to the requirement) to be released? 

o How long i s program p a r t i c i p a t i o n mandated, fo r as long as the 
ncp owes c h i l d support, arrearage? 

o Are ncp's required to par t i c i p a t e i n the program every time 
they accumulate more than 2 months worth of arrears? In other 
words, are r e c i d i v i s t s allowed. 

o Do arrearage continue to accrue while the ncp participates i n 
the program? 

o W i l l the Federal Government pa r t i c i p a t e i n the costs of 
employment services not mandated under t h i s requirement? In 
other words can States use Federal funds to support JOBS-like 
services to ncps. 



TITLE I I : PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT 

CURRENT LAW 

Under c u r r e n t law, c l i e n t s must cooperate w i t h the s t a t e i n 
e s t a b l i s h i n g p a t e r n i t y . Regulations s p e c i f y t h a t i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
of the parent i s p a r t of the re q u i r e d cooperation. I f the mother 
cooperates, the f a m i l y i s e l i g i b l e f o r f u l l b e n e f i t s based on 
fa m i l y s i z e , even i f p a t e r n i t y i s not esta b l i s h e d . I f the c l i e n t 
does not cooperate, her p o r t i o n of the AFDC b e n e f i t w i l l be 
terminated and payment f o r the c h i l d w i l l be made t o a p r o t e c t i v e 
payee unless no such payee can be found. The c l i e n t does not 
have t o cooperate i n the establishment of p a t e r n i t y i f she can 
e s t a b l i s h "good cause" as determined by the Secretary. The s t a t e 
develops any procedures i t f e e l s necessary t o confirm a l l e g a t i o n s 
t h a t the f a t h e r i s dead or missing, but states must attempt t o 
loca t e a l l "missing" f a t h e r s through s t a t e and f e d e r a l l o c a t e 
procedures. 

Under the new pro v i s i o n s of P.L. 103-66, the Omnibus Budget 
R e c o n c i l i a t i o n Act of 1993, states must have procedures i n place 
f o r a simple c i v i l process f o r v o l u n t a r i l y acknowledging 
p a t e r n i t y . Such procedures must include a h o s p i t a l based program 
f o r the v o l u n t a r y acknowledgement of p a t e r n i t y d u r i n g the per i o d 
immediately before or a f t e r the b i r t h of a c h i l d . 

P.L. 103-66 also strengthened the p a t e r n i t y establishment 
standard which states must meet. States must increase t h e i r 
p a t e r n i t y establishment percentage each year unless t h e i r 
p a t e r n i t y establishment percentage i s 75 percent or higher. 
The increase must be: 3% between 50% and 74; 4% between 45% and 
49%; 5% between 40% and 44%; and, 6% i f under 40%. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

Under the Republican proposal, c l i e n t s must provide the f a t h e r ' s 
name as p a r t of the AFDC a p p l i c a t i o n process and cooperate i n the 
establishment of p a t e r n i t y . The fa m i l y i s not e l i g i b l e f o r f u l l 
b e n e f i t s based on f a m i l y size unless p a t e r n i t y has been 
es t a b l i s h e d f o r a l l c h i l d r e n (needing p a t e r n i t y ) . I f the mother 
provides the f a t h e r ' s name, she i s e l i g i b l e f o r a reduced b e n e f i t 
based on the number of c h i l d r e n w i t h p a t e r n i t y e s t a b l i s h e d . The 
proposal would r e q u i r e t h a t i f the c l i e n t does not provide a name 
and cooperate i n the establishment of p a t e r n i t y , the f a m i l y would 
be e l i g i b l e only f o r a b e n e f i t f o r any c h i l d r e n f o r whom 
p a t e r n i t y i s not i n question. I f the mother provides a " f a l s e " 
name, the e n t i r e f a m i l y would be dropped from the r o l l s . 

A mother i s exempt from the cooperation requirement i f the 
pregnancy i s the r e s u l t of rape or incest or i f the s t a t e 
concludes t h a t pursuing p a t e r n i t y would r e s u l t i n ph y s i c a l harm 
to the parent or c h i l d . The Republican proposal would r e q u i r e 
States t o develop procedures t o handle cases i n which mothers 



c l a i m the f a t h e r i s dead or missing. The burden of proof i s on 
the mother. 

The Republican proposal would re q u i r e States t o develop 
procedures i n p u b l i c h o s p i t a l s and c l i n i c s t h a t f a c i l i t a t e 
acknowledgement of p a t e r n i t y . i t would also r e q u i r e a l l s t a t e 
o f f i c i a l s and employees t o inform unwed mothers t h a t they cannot 
get AFDC unless they name the f a t h e r and t h a t they need t o 
e s t a b l i s h p a t e r n i t y . A d d i t i o n a l l y , the Republican proposal would 
increase the State p a t e r n i t y establishment standard t o 90 
percent. 

ANALYSIS 

The Republican proposal does not go beyond e x i s t i n g law i n i t s 
requirement f o r cooperation. The e x i s t i n g s t a t u t e and regula­
t i o n s already r e q u i r e t h a t an AFDC a p p l i c a n t or r e c i p i e n t provide 
the name of the f a t h e r of any c h i l d r e q u i r i n g p a t e r n i t y 
establishment and cooperate i n the establishment of p a t e r n i t y . 
Where the Republican proposal goes beyond c u r r e n t law i s i n the 
type of b e n e f i t reductions used t o induce cooperation. 
Families would receive a reduced b e n e f i t or no b e n e f i t ( i n a one 
c h i l d case) unless the mother named the c h i l d ' s f a t h e r and would 
not receive f u l l b e n e f i t unless p a t e r n i t y was est a b l i s h e d f o r a l l 
c h i l d r e n i n the f a m i l y . The Republican proposal does not take 
i n t o account t h a t the lack of p a t e r n i t y establishment may r e s u l t 
from the i n a c t i o n or i n e f f i c i e n c i e s of the s t a t e c h i l d support 
enforcement agency. Once the mother has provided complete 
i n f o r m a t i o n she has l i t t l e leverage over the "system's" a b i l i t y 
t o e s t a b l i s h p a t e r n i t y . 

C u r r e n t l y good cause i s defined i n the implementing r e g u l a t i o n s , 
but not i n s t a t u t e . HHS r e g u l a t i o n s define good cause as the 
c h i l d conceived as a r e s u l t of rape or i n c e s t , l e g a l proceeding 
f o r adoption are under way or the parent i s considering 
relinquishment, or ph y s i c a l or emotional harm might be i n f l i c t e d 
by the p u t a t i v e f a t h e r . The Republican proposal only includes 
rape, i n c e s t and the t h r e a t of phys i c a l harm, thus l i m i t i n g the 
d e f i n i t i o n of good cause. 

The i n t e n t of the Republican proposal p r o v i s i o n regarding 
v o l u n t a r y acknowledgement i s unclear. The p r o v i s i o n i n P.L. i u 
66 (and i t s implementing r e g u l a t i o n s ) r e q u i r e t h a t a l l b i r t h i n g 
h o s p i t a l s , i n c l u d i n g p u b l i c h o s p i t a l s , have v o l u n t a r y acknowl­
edgement programs. The Republican proposal mandates t h a t such 
procedures be i n place i n p u b l i c c l i n i c s as w e l l . L i m i t e d 
experience w i t h c l i n i c programs have not found them t o be very 
e f f e c t i v e at generating acknowledgements. 

The Republican proposal increases the required p a t e r n i t y 
establishment standard t o 90 percent, a 15 percent increase over 
the percentage standard established i n R e c o n c i l i a t i o n . I t does 
not, however, provide any s p e c i f i c s regarding the incremental 

103-



increases which statp«? oan moâ - .e 4-u 
percent stanri^H ''̂ ^ ^^^^ yet meet the 90 percent standard. 

OUESTIONS/CONCRRNq 

Non-Cooperation 

programs to sanction or even threaten sanctions for non 
cooperation. Jurisdictions which have insti?u?ed a peJ^onal 
c h i l d support interview as part of the AFDC annl ir^Ji-?^^ 
have reported substantial reductions i n the use of "in^n^^n''""" 

Wisconsin counties, s t a f f indicated that a l i b e r a l t h r p ^ i - ^ f 

fathers. Requiring states (under current law) to have personal 

S S S r " ^ ^ ^ ^ Reduced Benefits 

disturbed. The second is that the mother truly does not have 
sufficient information about the child's fafho; f^J%K I 

Sh.tj ^ V? P^'^ticipatlon, many women, especially with olrfor 
?o o^^M • ' ' r " "°*.P"^ide s u f f i c i e n t information f o r J^e sislem 

?a^he'?l r . " " ' ' and'com^L^rinfSStiS^^ab'^ut'?L'"ILT^^^ ^° father and his current whereabouts. ^ n i i a s 

5̂"̂ ^ change might r e s u l t i n a reduction i n the AFDC 
caseload, assuming the state w i l l actually use sanctions i t 

chi l d r e i ' ° o ™ ' I T / ^ '̂ '"̂ '̂ ^̂  f a m i l i L , ' L r n b a n S : ; e d ' cniidren, or more children i n AFDC foster care. 

I t i s also not clear how the mother could prove that the fathPr 
was either dead or missing. Most people who had proof of 
paternity and death would be f i l i n g fSr social se?u??ty survivors 
benefits, not AFDC. Given the very low percentage of ch^^Sren 



e l i g i b l e f o r AFDC because of the death of a parent (2 percent i n 
1989), claims of pare n t a l death do not appear t o be a problem. 

Good Cause 

There i s no i n d i c a t i o n t h a t c u r r e n t good cause procedures are 
over-used or abused. Good cause i s c u r r e n t l y approved i n less 
than 1 percent of AFDC cases. This i s a lower incidence than 
could be expected given the prevalence of domestic violence i n 
low-income populations. There appears t o l i t t l e reason f o r 
f u r t h e r r e s t r i c t i n g the good cause p r o v i s i o n s . 

Paternity Acknowledgements in Public C l i n i c s 

One s t a t e , Delaware, has t r i e d t o implement i t s p a t e r n i t y 
acknowledgement program at c l i n i c s i t e s . While they t h i n k the 
p u b l i c i n f o r m a t i o n campaign was h e l p f u l , i t d i d not r e s u l t i n any 
ac t u a l p a t e r n i t y establishments. Delaware s t a f f b e l i e v e i n order 
f o r a c l i n i c program t o be e f f e c t i v e , there must be h o s p i t a l -
based or other types of follow-up. 

Information Dissemination 

Most women who have c h i l d r e n out of wedlock are not on AFDC nor 
do they n e c e s s a r i l y ever i n t e n d t o receive AFDC. Any outreach t o 
change the c i v i c c u l t u r e around p a t e r n i t y establishment needs t o 
be b u i l t on the best i n t e r e s t of the c h i l d (and the p a r e n t s ) , not 
some d e n i a l of f u t u r e p u b l i c assistance payments. 

Many st a t e s are c u r r e n t l y engaged i n p a t e r n i t y establishment 
campaigns. I t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t the most successful conveyors of 
in f o r m a t i o n regarding the p o s i t i v e b e n e f i t s of p a t e r n i t y 
establishment are s t a t e employees and o f f i c i a l s . 

Paternity Establishment Percentage 

Ninety percent i s probably not r e a l i s t i c given o l d cases i n the 
system where contact w i t h the other parent has been l o s t . I f the 
percentage goal i s increased t o 90 percent, i t should be phased 
i n over time. The r a t e has t o take i n t o account t h a t a f t e r a 
c e r t a i n number of years, mothers may indeed have l o s t contact and 
may not be able t o provide s u f f i c i e n t i n f o r m a t i o n t o pursue the 
case. One might base the percentages on year of b i r t h , e.g., 90 
percent could be used f o r c h i l d r e n born a f t e r implementation of 
hospital-based p a t e r n i t y acknowledgement programs and a lower 
percentage, perhaps as low as 50 percent, could be used f o r kids 
born before 1980. 



T i t l e I I I : Expanded S t a t u t o r y F l e x i b i l i t y f o r Stat es 

Section A: Rewards and Sanctions f o r Immunizations and Health 
Checkups 

CURRENT LAW 

A l l parents are req u i r e d t o have t h e i r c h i l d r e n immunized by the 
time they enter school; there are no s p e c i f i c requirements f o r 
AFDC parents. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

I t i s not c l e a r whether i t i s mandatory or o p t i o n a l f o r states t o 
implement t h i s s e c t i o n which rewards or penalizes parents f o r the 
status of t h e i r c h i l d r e n ' s immunizations. I f i t i s mandatory 
States could pass a law exempting themselves from t h i s p r o v i s i o n . 

States would pay parents an ex t r a $50/month f o r s i x months i f 
they have t h e i r c h i l d r e n immunized and make sure t h a t they 
receive preventive h e a l t h services. I f the parent does not 
f o l l o w these r u l e s , they could be sanctioned up t o $50/month 
u n t i l they comply. 

ANALYSIS 

This proposal w i l l probably not cost or save a l o t of money i n 
b e n e f i t s f o r f a m i l i e s , because the sanctions presumably w i l l 
balance out the bonuses. There w i l l be some a d d i t i o n a l 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e costs f o r monitoring r e c i p i e n t s f o r compliance 
I f usage of medical services increases, there w i l l be an increase 
i n Medicaid costs. 

There are many t h e o r i e s as t o why poor c h i l d r e n do not receive 
immunizations and preventive medicine. One reason i s t h a t poor 
parents do not know about the b e n e f i t s of these services and 
th e r e f o r e do not a t t a c h importance t o making sure t h e i r kids 
receive them. I f t h i s i s the m o t i v a t i n g f a c t o r behind parents' 
behavior, t h i s p r o v i s i o n might induce parents t o make sure t h a t 
t h e i r c h i l d r e n receive medical services. The f i f t y d o l l a r bonus 
could also help parents pay f o r t r a n s p o r t a t i o n or c h i l d care t o 
get the c h i l d r e n t o the c l i n i c s or doctors. Preliminary 
anecdotal evidence from a s i m i l a r Maryland program i s t h a t the 
sanctions are having an e f f e c t on encouraging parents t o have 
t h e i r c h i l d r e n immunized. 

However, i t i s also t r u e t h a t many doctors w i l l not accept 
Medicaid p a t i e n t s and t h a t i t i s o f t e n d i f f i c u l t f o r poor parents 
t o take t h e i r c h i l d r e n t o p u b l i c c l i n i c s or h o s p i t a l s f o r 
a t t e n t i o n . I f these reasons are the f a c t o r s behind the low 
immunization rates of poor c h i l d r e n , then t h i s r e g u l a t i o n w i l l 
not help improve t h e i r h e a l t h . 



QUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

This proposal adopts a demand-side approach to preventive h e a l t h 
services. I f t h i s proposal i s implemented by States, they should 
have t o insure t h a t there i s access t o preventive services f o r 
c h i l d r e n . This i s the only way t o ensure t h a t i t achieves i t s 
purpose of improving the h e a l t h of young c h i l d r e n . Parents 
cannot be expected t o comply i f services are unavailable. 

Also, i f f o r some l e g i t i m a t e reason, a parent cannot take the 
c h i l d t o get t h e i r medical services, the loss of f i f t y d o l l a r s a 
month w i l l not improve the c h i l d ' s h e a l t h and we l l - b e i n g 



Section B: No AFDC for parents under age 19 

CURRENT LAW 

Under c u r r e n t law, teenaged parents can apply f o r AFDC i f they 
meet income and asset requirements. Some teens are heads of 
t h e i r own case and others receive b e n e f i t s under t h e i r parent's 
case. ^ 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAT. 

This proposal would e l i m i n a t e b e n e f i t s f o r any teenager who 
becomes a s i n g l e parent and her c h i l d . I f the teenager marries 
the f a t h e r of her c h i l d , and they meet the other c r i t e r i a the 
couple can become e l i g i b l e f o r the AFDC-UP program. Again, i t i s 
not c l e a r i f t h i s i s a mandatory or o p t i o n a l p r o v i s i o n f o r ' 
States. 

ANALYSIS 

This goal of t h i s proposal i s t o discontinue the "rewards" t h a t 
are attached t o becoming a teenage parent. The number of teenage 
parents i s l a r g e r today than i t was t h i r t y years ago. Also, many 
of those who remain on AFDC f o r more than e i g h t years f i r s t 
entered the program as teenagers. This proposal advances the 
view t h a t i f teenage parents cannot receive AFDC, they w i l l not 
get pregnant (or w i l l not have or keep the c h i l d ) ; i f they do get 
pregnant and decide t o keep t h e i r c h i l d , t h i s proposal w i l l fo?ce 
them t o move i n w i t h t h e i r parents or get married. 

According t o the Alan Guttmacher I n s t i t u t e , higher welfare 
payments are n e g a t i v e l y c o r r e l a t e d w i t h teenaged c h i l d b e a r i n g f o r 
blacks and whites. When welfare payments are r a i s e d , however 
a b o r t i o n r a tes r i s e . One reason f o r t h i s r e s u l t could be the' 
c o r r e l a t i o n w i t h i n a s t a t e between higher l e v e l s of AFDC funding 
and the a v a i l a b i l i t y of Medicaid funding f o r abortions The 
authors of t h i s study conclude t h a t welfare payments do not act 
as an i n c e n t i v e f o r teenagers t o bear c h i l d r e n (Family Planninq 
Perspectives, 1986). ^ 

The l i t e r a t u r e also shows t h a t teenagers o f t e n do not get 
pregnant by choice. Some are the v i c t i m s of sexual abuse More 
however, do not have access t o in f o r m a t i o n on contraception and' 
many who have the i n f o r m a t i o n s t i l l do not use contrac e p t i v e 
methods c o r r e c t l y . For those who choose t o get pregnant and keep 
t n e i r c h i l d , the f i n a n c i a l i n c e n t i v e does not appear t o be the 
prime m o t i v a t i n g f a c t o r . 

on I t IS also unclear what the e f f e c t of t h i s proposal w i l l be 
the behavior of young women and men a f t e r the pregnancy has 
occurred. I t i s possible t h a t more teenagers w i l l move i n w i t h 
t h e i r parents instead of e s t a b l i s h i n g t h e i r own households 
However, the l i t e r a t u r e does not support the hypothesis t h a t 
without AFDC, more teenagers would marry the f a t h e r of t h e i r 



a S o r H n n " r . J p / f ^^1° possible t h a t t h i s proposal could increase 
a b o r t i o n r a tes f o r teenagers. 

Therefore, changes i n welfare p o l i c y do not appear t o have a 

k e e ^ p l h e i f b : " l s ' °" "'^^'^^ °^ ^^^"^^^^ P " ^ - - -

OUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

A s i g n i f i c a n t question i s whether these teens can receive AFDC 
b e n e f i t s a f t e r they t u r n twenty. I f t h i s i s the case, then 
teenagers w i l l s t i l l have babies and j u s t w a i t t o apply u n t i l 
they are o l d e r than twenty. um:ii 

This proposal also could increase costs i n other areas l i k e 
t e s t e r care, homelessness, food stamps, and Medicaid. 

^ ^ . t ^ ^ u ^ ^ ° "̂ ^̂ ^̂  ^ ^ ^ t teens w i l l be b e t t e r o f f l i v i n g 
w i t h t h e i r parents. The teen could come from an abusive 
household which IS what led her to become sexually a c t i v e at an 
ea r l y age. Also, i t might not be best f o r her t o marry ?he 

Ts\Tl i ' ' ' '^ '^ ^ ^̂ -̂  that 

J^«n.^''°''^^^°" "̂ "̂ ^ '^i^d °f preventive approach t o 
t h r ^ ! ? pregnancy. i t also does not t r y t o exert any pressure on 
the male not t o engage i n sexual a c t i v i t y . 



Section C: Rewards and Sanctions for School Attendance 

CURRENT LAW 

Welfare r e c i p i e n t s and t h e i r c h i l d r e n are c u r r e n t l y subject t o 
the same school attendance and truancy r u l e s as are a l l f a m i l i e s . 
There are States c u r r e n t l y t e s t i n g the issue of rewards and 
sanctions under waiver demonstrations. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

This p r o v i s i o n b u i l d s on the Learnfare model esta b l i s h e d by 
Wisconsin, i n which c h i l d r e n on AFDC were sanctioned i f they d i d 
not r e g u l a r l y attend school. Families w i t h school aged c h i l d r e n 
would be sanctioned $75.00 per c h i l d per month i f t h a t c h i l d d i d 
not r e g u l a r l y attend school without good cause. The proposal 
mentions something about a reward of $75.00 but i t i s not c l e a r 
how a f a m i l y goes about r e c e i v i n g t h i s award. 

ANALYSIS 

This program would l i k e l y cost more than i t would save. A f t e r a 
la w s u i t i n i t i a t e d by parents i n Milwaukee, the s t a t e of Wisconsin 
had t o o f f e r pre-sanction services t h a t protected f a m i l i e s ' 
r i g h t s t o due process before t h e i r b e n e f i t s were terminated. The 
st a t e had a sanction r a t e of 3% a f t e r these procedures were 
implemented. A d d i t i o n a l l y , Wisconsin provided funds f o r case 
management and supportive services, which other states would also 
have the o p t i o n of i n s t i t u t i n g (IRP). F i n a l l y , t h i s program d i d 
not improve attendance rates among AFDC c h i l d r e n . One r e p o r t 
s a i d t h a t i t a c t u a l l y lowered them, although the s t a t e of 
Wisconsin has c r i t i c i z e d the methodology used i n t h a t r e p o r t . 

Therefore, w i t h low sanction rates and savings and high service 
costs, t h i s p r o v i s i o n would be c o s t l y and i t i s not c l e a r t h a t i t 
would improve attendance among AFDC c h i l d r e n . 



Section D: No additional money for more children 

CURRENT LAW 

Under the e x i s t i n g AFDC program, r e c i p i e n t s receive a d d i t i o n a l 
b e n e f i t s when they have c h i l d r e n . The b e n e f i t f o r a median s t a t e 
i s approximately s i x t y d o l l a r s a month f o r each a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d 
(Green Book 1993 ) . 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAT. 

Under t h i s proposal, i f an AFDC r e c i p i e n t gave b i r t h t o a c h i l d 
ten months a f t e r the date of a p p l i c a t i o n f o r AFDC, she would not 
receive an adjustment i n her b e n e f i t t o account f o r her c h i l d 
States could exempt a f a m i l y i f they l e f t AFDC f o r at l e a s t 
n i n e t y days f o r a job t h a t was ended f o r good cause Also 
states could exempt f a m i l i e s t h a t remain o f f of AFDC f o r at l e a s t 
12 consecutive months. 

ANALYSIS 

™ ^ proposal o p e r a t i o n a l i z e s the assumption t h a t f a m i l i e s on 
AFDC have a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n i n order t o increase t h e i r AFDC 
b e n e f i t s . However, the evidence does not seem t o support such a 
conclusion. The average AFDC f a m i l y size i s 2 9 people 
Approximately three-quarters of a l l AFDC f a m i l i e s have two or 
fewer c h i l d r e n . Only, ten percent of f a m i l i e s have four or more 
c h i l d r e n (Green Book). 

The evidence i s t h a t f a m i l i e s who l i v e i n higher b e n e f i t states 
do not have more c h i l d r e n than those i n lower b e n e f i t states I n 
1991, the average number of AFDC c h i l d r e n per f a m i l y i n New York 
(average b e n e f i t of $507.47 f o r a f a m i l y of one mother and two 
c h i l d r e n ) was 1.8; the average number of AFDC c h i l d r e n per f a m i l y 
m M i s s i s s i p p i (average b e n e f i t of $119.13 f o r a f a m i l y of three) 
was 2.1. (Data from A d m i n i s t r a t i o n of Children and F a m i l i e s ) . 

Therefore, i t i s not c l e a r whether t h i s proposal w i l l have much 
of a d e t e r r e n t e f f e c t on the number of c h i l d r e n born t o AFDC 
mothers. The dec i s i o n t o have a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n i s not j u s t a 
monetary d e c i s i o n ; i f i t were, M i s s i s s i p p i ' s average f a m i l y size 
would be very low and t h a t of New York would be very high. 

OUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

Many sta t e s have applied f o r f e d e r a l waivers t h a t would allow 
them t o implement a proposal l i k e t h i s . Some have been approved 
and are o p e r a t i o n a l , w h i l e most are s t i l l pending approval 
Before we t r y a program l i k e t h i s at the n a t i o n a l l e v e l , we might 
want t o study the outcomes f o r AFDC c h i l d r e n and t h e i r mothers i n 
New Jersey, which has implemented t h i s p r o v i s i o n already. 

This proposal appears t o be designed t o save money by not 
supporting a d d i t i o n a l c h i l d r e n and discourage women on AFDC from 



having additional children. i t i s not clear that t h i s proposal 
w i l l accomplish either goal. 

I t i s not clear whether additional children would be e l i g i b l e for 
Medicaid and Food Stamps as well as other benefits, including 
IV-E Foster Care payments. 

I f we assume that the decision to bear additional children i s not 
u f ^ J benefit levels, t h i s proposal w i l l not influence the 

childbearing decisions of women on AFDC. Therefore, i t w i l l harm 
the recipient, the additional c h i l d and any other children i n the 
family. 

F i n a l l y , t h i s proposal could also increase the abortion rates of 
these recipients. In states without Medicaid funding for 
abortions, more women could turn to i l l e g a l abortion as a la s t 
resort. 



Section E: Change work disregards within l i m i t s 

CURRENT LAW 

Before the Omnibus Budget R e c o n c i l i a t i o n Act of 1981 changed the 
r u l e s f o r earned income disregards, r e c i p i e n t s were allowed t o 
keep t h e i r f i r s t t h i r t y d o l l a r s of income and o n e - t h i r d of t h e i r 
subsequent earnings before t h e i r AFDC grants were lowered. OBRA 
1981 l i m i t e d the r e c e i p t of t h i s d i s r e g a r d t o fou r consecutive 
months. I f a r e c i p i e n t l e f t AFDC and then returned, he or she 
would not be e l i g i b l e f o r the disregard again f o r twelve months. 

I n 1984 and 1988, Congress amended t h i s p r o v i s i o n t o allow states 
t o extend the t h i r t y d o l l a r d i s r e g a r d f o r an a d d i t i o n a l e i g h t 
months a f t e r the four month l i m i t f o r the o n e - t h i r d disregard had 
elapsed. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAT. 

This p r o v i s i o n would allow states t o change the d i s r e g a r d 
standards. The standard cannot exceed the l e v e l of a permanent 
d i s r e g a r d of the f i r s t $200 of earnings and one-half of 
subsequent earnings. 

ANALYSIS 

Some st a t e s have applied f o r , and some have received, waivers 
t h a t would allow them t o change the earnings disregards f o r 
welfa r e r e c i p i e n t s . I t i s not c l e a r how many st a t e s would 
u l t i m a t e l y take advantage of t h i s o p t i o n , so i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o 
determine what the f e d e r a l costs would be f o r i t . 

This p r o v i s i o n could increase the work e f f o r t of r e c i p i e n t s by 
al l o w i n g them t o combine work w i t h welfare. However i t could 
also increase the r o l l s because some people who would have become 
i n e l i g i b l e f o r b e n e f i t s would become e l i g i b l e . 



Section F. Married Couple Transition Benefit Option 

CURRENT LAW 

There i s no married couple t r a n s i t i o n a l b e n e f i t under c u r r e n t 
law. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAT. 

Under the Republican b i l l , an AFDC r e c i p i e n t who married an 
i n d i v i d u a l other than the f a t h e r of t h e i r c h i l d r e n and would 
otherwise be i n e l i g i b l e f o r AFDC (due t o higher t o t a l household 
earnings) would be perm i t t e d t o continue r e c e i v i n g 50% of the 
pre-marriage AFDC b e n e f i t f o r up t o one year, so long as the 
combined f a m i l y income i s below 150 percent of the poverty l e v e l . 

AFDC r e c i p i e n t s who marry but would be e l i g i b l e f o r AFDC-UP can 
receive e i t h e r AFDC-UP or the t r a n s i t i o n a l b e n e f i t (choice l e f t 
t o the s t a t e ) , but not both. 

ANALYSIS 

Any i n c e n t i v e e f f e c t s from t h i s p r o v i s i o n would be l a r g e l y 
l i m i t e d t o AFDC r e c i p i e n t s who have the o p t i o n of marrying an 
i n d i v i d u a l , not the f a t h e r of the c h i l d , whose income, combined 
w i t h the r e c i p i e n t ' s present/expected f u t u r e earnings, would 
leave the f a m i l y above the st a t e ' s AFDC payment standard but 
below 150 percent of the poverty l i n e . Recipients who would 
q u a l i f y f o r AFDC-UP a f t e r marriage would g e n e r a l l y p r e f e r i t t o 
the t r a n s i t i o n a l b e n e f i t , given t h a t the average AFDC-UP payment 
of $548 IS considerably higher than one-half the average AFDC-
Basic payment, $177. A f a m i l y r e c e i v i n g AFDC-UP would s t i l l be 
e l i g i b l e f o r 12 months of t r a n s i t i o n a l b e n e f i t s i f increases i n 
earnings rendered i t i n e l i g i b l e f o r AFDC-UP. 

States could exclude newly married f a m i l i e s from AFDC-UP i n favor 
of e n r o l l i n g them i n the t r a n s i t i o n a l b e n e f i t program, but t h i s 
would, i f anything, serve as a d i s i n c e n t i v e t o marriage. 

For AFDC r e c i p i e n t s whose post-marriage f a m i l y income would be 
between the payment standard and 150 percent of the poverty 
l e v e l , the i n c e n t i v e e f f e c t of a payment of $177 may not be 
s i g n i f i c a n t , p a r t i c u l a r l y given the unpleasant aspects of 
remaining on the AFDC r o l l s . Given t h a t the l i t e r a t u r e has yet 
to f i n d a strong r e l a t i o n s h i p between welfare b e n e f i t l e v e l s and 
fam i l y formation i n general, the impact of t h i s p a r t i c u l a r 
p r o v i s i o n does seem dubious. 

The p r o v i s i o n might have n e g l i g i b l e behavioral e f f e c t s ( r e c i p i ­
ents make the same de c i s i o n they would have made i n the absence 
of the b e n e f i t ) but a no n n e g l i g i b l e take-up r a t e , i n which case 
i n t r o d u c t i o n of the t r a n s i t i o n a l b e n e f i t would boost spending 
without changing the marriage r a t e . 



OUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

I t i s not e n t i r e l y clear why the provision does not cover 
recipients who marry the father of one of t h e i r children. Given 
the v a r i a t i o n i n c h i l d support awards, f u l l payment of c h i l d 
support could s t i l l leave the family below the AFDC benefit 
standard, p a r t i c u l a r l y i f there are children of other, nonpayinq 
fathers i n the home. 



Section G. Increased Asset Limit 

CURRENT LAW 

Public Law 97-35 c u r r e n t l y l i m i t s allowable resources, excepting 
the home and one automobile, t o a maximum of $1,000 e q u i t y value 
(or l e s s , a t the d i s c r e t i o n of the s t a t e ) . The value of the 
automobile cannot exceed $1,500. States are p e r m i t t e d t o 
disr e g a r d items e s s e n t i a l t o d a i l y l i v i n g , such as c l o t h i n g and 
f u r n i t u r e , when c a l c u l a t i n g countable resources. Current law 
does not exclude from countable resources c a p i t a l equipment 
needed f o r employment, although about h a l f of the states do 
disr e g a r d farm machinery, l i v e s t o c k , t o o l s and equipment 
e s s e n t i a l f o r l i v e l i h o o d or income. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

The proposed b i l l would allow s t a t e s , when c a l c u l a t i n g countable 
resources, t o di s r e g a r d up t o $10,000 i n assets associated w i t h a 
mic r o e n t e r p r i s e owned by the f a m i l y . States are also permitted 
t o exclude up t o $10,000 i n savings designated f o r the purchase 
of a home or f o r education and t r a i n i n g . 

ANALYSIS 

A number of s t a t e s , among them Missouri, Wisconsin and Utah, have 
approved waivers t o r a i s e the l i m i t on allowable resources and/or 
exempt v e h i c l e s . A number of other s t a t e s , i n c l u d i n g Iowa and 
V i r g i n i a , have waivers pending. Allowing states t o disregard up 
t o $10,000 placed i n a t a r g e t e d savings account i s c o n s i s t e n t 
w i t h encouraging forward t h i n k i n g . 

Disregarding funds associated w i t h a micr o e n t e r p r i s e would a f f e c t 
r e l a t i v e l y few c u r r e n t r e c i p i e n t s . The cost impact of the 
p r o v i s i o n i s p r i m a r i l y dependent on the number of a d d i t i o n a l 
persons made e l i g i b l e f o r AFDC by r a i s i n g the asset l i m i t . 

Unlike several of the waiver requests submitted by s t a t e s , the 
b i l l does not boost the e q u i t y l i m i t on v e h i c l e s . L i f t i n g the 
l i m i t on the value of cars might permit more AFDC f a m i l i e s t o own 
r e l i a b l e cars and i n t u r n a s s i s t r e c i p i e n t s i n f i n d i n g employment 
by expanding the area i n which they are able t o work. 



Section H. Conversion of AFDC to a Block Grant 

CURRENT LAW 

Presently, s t a t e s p a r t i c i p a t e i n the AFDC program at t h e i r 
o p t i o n , but a s t a t e choosing t o p a r t i c i p a t e must comply w i t h the 
requirements of the program and cannot receive i t s funding i n the 
form of a block grant. C u r r e n t l y a l l 50 sta t e s , the D i s t r i c t of 
Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam and the V i r g i n Islands operate AFDC 
programs. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

The Republican b i l l o f f e r s states the o p t i o n of ending t h e i r 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the AFDC program i n favor of r e c e i v i n g a block 
grant equal t o the amount of fe d e r a l reimbursement the s t a t e 
received i n 1992, plus a one-time i n f l a t i o n adjustment of 3 
percent. States choosing the block grant would be r e q u i r e d t o 
present an annual r e p o r t t o the Department of Health and Human 
Services demonstrating t h a t a l l block grant funds were spent on 
poor and low-income f a m i l i e s . The p r o v i s i o n i s s i m i l a r i n form 
and i n t e n t t o the welfare reform b i l l proposed by Jan Meyers i n 
the House of Representatives on March 10, 1993. 

ANALYSIS 

Under the p r o v i s i o n s of the proposed b i l l , the block grants would 
be frozen a t the 1992 f e d e r a l funding l e v e l (plus the one-time 
i n f l a t i o n adjustment), t r a n s f e r r i n g the f u l l r i s k associated w i t h 
both increases i n the caseload and high i n f l a t i o n rates t o the 
s t a t e s , s e r i o u s l y l i m i t i n g the a t t r a c t i v e n e s s of the o p t i o n . 

OUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

J u l i e Strawn of the National Governors Association i n d i c a t e d t h a t 
s t a t e s oppose the Jan Meyers welfare reform b i l l as e s s e n t i a l l y 
an e n t i t l e m e n t cap which, given Congressional Budget O f f i c e 
estimates of increases i n AFDC caseloads, would s h i f t costs t o 
st a t e s . While the p r o v i s i o n would give the states the o p t i o n of 
saving s t a t e d o l l a r s by reducing b e n e f i t l e v e l s , s t a t e s can 
already pursue t h i s s t r a t e g y . At present, however, a $1 
re d u c t i o n i n welfare b e n e f i t s would only save the s t a t e ' s share 
of the $1. I f a s t a t e elected the block grant p r o v i s i o n , a $1 
red u c t i o n i n b e n e f i t s would save the s t a t e the f u l l $1, p r o v i d e d 
the caseload remained constant. 

Under the p r o v i s i o n a s t a t e would be required t o submit a r e p o r t 
demonstrating t h a t the block grant funds were spent t o a s s i s t 
poor and low-income f a m i l i e s . Nothing i n the proposal, however, 
mandates s t a t e s e l e c t i n g the block grant o p t i o n t o continue 
p r o v i d i n g cash support t o these f a m i l i e s . As the p r o v i s i o n i s 
c u r r e n t l y w r i t t e n , a s t a t e could, f o r example, d e l i v e r the 
assistance i n the form of expanded s o c i a l services or new low-
income housing. 



Even states electing the block grant option who continue to 
provide cash assistance would be under no obligation to make 
education and t r a i n i n g services available to recipients. 
In some states recipients might have no access to JOBS-type 
services, which were mandated by the Family Support Act i n order 
to help families on AFDC become s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t . 

The block grant provision would also enable states to change the 
e l i g i b i l i t y c r i t e r i a i n order to deny benefits to two-parent or, 
conversely, to single-parent families. 

To summarize, the provision presents very serious equity issues. 
While at present states vary widely i n benefit levels, under the 
block grant proposal, a poor single-parent family, depending on 
the state, might be e l i g i b l e for cash assistance, education and 
tr a i n i n g services, both or neither. 

A state can currently decline to participate i n the AFDC program 
and instead implement i t s own cash assistance program, which 
would give the state the same freedom as the block grant 
provision to establish the e l i g i b i l i t y c r i t e r i a and structure of 
i t s program. Such a state would not, however, receive federal 
funding f o r the program. The provision as currently outlined 
would allow federal funds to be disbursed i n a manner not 
consistent with either existing Congressional l e g i s l a t i o n (such 
as the Family Support Act) or Administration policy i n t h i s area. 



Section I . AFDC B e n e f i t Levels f o r New State Residents 

CURRENT LAW 

C a l i f o r n i a and Wisconsin both have approved waiver requests t o 
implement s i m i l a r p r o v i s i o n s . As a r e s u l t of a pending l a w s u i t , 
an i n j u n c t i o n i s now i n place e n j o i n i n g C a l i f o r n i a from pursuing 
the p o l i c y . The Department has since denied waiver requests 
along s i m i l a r l i n e s submitted by I l l i n o i s and Wyoming (although 
Wyoming has not received formal n o t i f i c a t i o n ) . 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

Under the proposed Republican b i l l , s t a t e s would be permitted t o , 
f o r up t o one year, provide new resi d e n t s of the s t a t e the same 
l e v e l of b e n e f i t s as they would have received i n the s t a t e i n 
which they p r e v i o u s l y resided. 

ANALYSIS 

The p r o v i s i o n ' s i n t e n t i s t o discourage welfare r e c i p i e n t s from 
moving from one s t a t e t o another i n order t o receive higher AFDC 
b e n e f i t s . 

Apart from the c o n s t i t u t i o n a l i t y of t h i s measure, there i s the 
question of p o t e n t i a l gains t o be r e a l i z e d . Studies on the 
e f f e c t of welfa r e b e n e f i t l e v e l s on m i g r a t i o n conducted i n the 
l a t e 1960s and e a r l y 1970s d i d not f i n d t h a t welfare r e c i p i e n t s 
were a t t r a c t e d t o st a t e s w i t h higher b e n e f i t l e v e l s . More recent 
work, using newer data and d i f f e r e n t a n a l y t i c a l techniques, does 
suggest t h a t b e n e f i t l e v e l s may have an e f f e c t on m i g r a t i o n . 
Gramlich and Laren (1984) found t h a t r e c i p i e n t s are more l i k e l y 
t o move from l o w - b e n e f i t t o h i g h - b e n e f i t states and Clark (1989) 
found t h a t low-income female household heads were more l i k e l y t o 
move from l o w - b e n e f i t t o high b e n e f i t s t a t e s . 

C o n t r o l l i n g f o r other f a c t o r s i n the m i g r a t i o n d e c i s i o n , however, 
i s problematic. The high b e n e f i t s t a t e s , such as C a l i f o r n i a , 
Connecticut, Hawaii and New York may be a t t r a c t i v e f o r reasons 
other than the b e n e f i t l e v e l . A Gramlich/Laren study t h a t t r i e d 
t o c o n t r o l f o r these f a c t o r s y i e l d e d mixed r e s u l t s . 

Moreover, m i g r a t i o n decisions may be determined by long r a t h e r 
than short term expectations, i n which case hol d i n g b e n e f i t s at 
the l e v e l of the previous s t a t e f o r one year might have l i t t l e 
e f f e c t . Data on the d u r a t i o n of post-move stays would be needed 
to c l a r i f y t h i s question. 



Section J . Parenting Classes, Money Management and Moving 
Residence 

CURRENT LAW -

Current law does not e x p l i c i t l y permit states t o count attendance 
at p a r enting or money management classes as p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the 
JOBS program. States are allowed t o provide, as p a r t of the JOBS 
program, education and t r a i n i n g a c t i v i t i e s other than those 
described i n the JOBS r e g u l a t i o n s . 

There are no s t a t e waiver requests, e i t h e r approved or c u r r e n t l y 
pending, c o n t a i n i n g r e s t r i c t i o n s on changing the school d i s t r i c t 
of dependent c h i l d r e n (although the o u t l i n e reads "before 
changing a dependent c h i l d ' s residence", presumably the p r o v i s i o n 
would only apply t o moves t h a t would change the c h i l d ' s school). 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

The b i l l would allow states t o r e q u i r e r e c i p i e n t s i n the 
T r a n s i t i o n program t o attend parenting or money management 
classes, and t o count the attendance as p a r t i c i p a t i o n . States 
would also be permitted t o r e q u i r e r e c i p i e n t s t o o b t a i n the 
welfar e agency's permission before changing a dependent c h i l d ' s 
residence during the school year. 

ANALYSIS 

Counting attendance i n parenting and money management classes as 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i s co n s i s t e n t w i t h Toby Herr's f u l l p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
model f o r the t r a n s i t i o n program and, from the standpoint of 
s e t t i n g reasonable expectations f o r welfare r e c i p i e n t s , has 
considerable m e r i t . 

The purpose of the p r o v i s i o n i s most l i k e l y t o preserve 
educational c o n t i n u i t y f o r the c h i l d r e n of AFDC r e c i p i e n t s . 

C o n s t i t u t i o n a l i t y could w e l l be an issue here. Moreover, i t i s 
not c l e a r t h a t a no n n e g l i g i b l e percentage of t r a n s f e r s would be 
blocked by the welfare agency i n any event, given t h a t most AFDC 
r e c i p i e n t s who move probably do so f o r f a i r l y compelling reasons-
- b e t t e r housing, b e t t e r schools, safety. 



TITLE IV: EXPANSION OF STATE WAIVER AUTHORITY 

CURRENT LAW 

Cu r r e n t l y , s p e c i f i c waiver a u t h o r i t y i s provided f o r i n the AFDC 
food stamps. Medicaid, SSI, and Ch i l d Support Enforcement 
programs. The Secretary of HHS has the a u t h o r i t y , under s e c t i o n 
1115 of the Social Se c u r i t y Act, t o waive s t a t e compliance w i t h 
various p r o v i s i o n s of the AFDC, C h i l d Support Enforcement 
Medicaid and SSI programs i n order t o conduct demonstrations 
judged l i k e l y t o a s s i s t i n promoting the o b j e c t i v e s of the Act 
Ch i l d support demonstrations must not disadvantage needy c h i l d r e n 
and must not increase Federal AFDC costs. 

The Secretary of A g r i c u l t u r e has the a u t h o r i t y , under s e c t i o n 17 
ot the Food Stamp Act, t o conduct experimental food stamp 
p r o j e c t s t o increase the e f f i c i e n c y of the program and improve 
d e l i v e r y of food stamp b e n e f i t s t o e l i g i b l e households No 
pro:)ect may lower the b e n e f i t l e v e l s of r e c i p i e n t s . 

W i t h i n HHS, ACF and HCFA coordinate the n e g o t i a t i o n s and f i n a l 
approval of State a p p l i c a t i o n s f o r waiver p r o j e c t s w i t h the 
p r i n c i p a l s t a f f o f f i c e s , OMB, and s t a f f of the Domestic P o l i c y 
Council. Every e f f o r t i s made t o secure approvals as expedi­
t i o u s l y as possib l e . A d m i n i s t r a t i o n p o l i c y r e quires t h a t the 
demonstrations be r i g o r o u s l y evaluated and t h a t demonstrations 
i n v o l v i n g ACF programs be c o s t - n e u t r a l t o the Federal Government. 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAT. 

The Republican proposal extends waiver a u t h o r i t y t o 72 e n t i t l e ­
ment and d i s c r e t i o n a r y programs, covering p u b l i c assistance 
h e a l t h and p u b l i c h e a l t h services, n u t r i t i o n programs, housinq 
assistance programs, education, c h i l d care and c h i l d development 
employment, and senior c i t i z e n ' s programs. 

A l l State demonstrations would have as s p e c i f i c o b j e c t i v e s t o : 

o Help long-term r e c i p i e n t s improve t h e i r l i v i n g c o n d i t i o n s 
o Help r e c i p i e n t s strengthen t h e i r f a m i l i e s and achieve s e l f 

s u f f i c i e n c y , or 
o Promote i n d i v i d u a l i n i t i a t i v e and personal behavior 

c o n s i s t e n t w i t h s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y . 

The proposal would put i n t o law the requirement t h a t demonstra­
t i o n s be c o s t - n e u t r a l t o the f e d e r a l government. 

The proposal creates an interagency board made up of the 
Secretaries of the domestic Departments t o oversee the approval 
of s t a t e a p p l i c a t i o n s f o r waivers. The board would be chaired by 
a P r e s i d e n t i a l appointee who would have the a u t h o r i t y t o approve 
the waivers. Agencies would have 4 5 days t o provide t o the board 
t h e i r a n a l y s i s of each s t a t e proposal, and the board would have 
120 days t o n o t i f y States whether t h e i r waivers are approved 



ANALYSIS 

The Republican proposal re-introduces the Reagan/Bush Administr­
ation's proposal to add waiver authority to a broad range of 
programs and, i f passed, would e f f e c t i v e l y re-establish the Low 
Income Opportunity Board i n the White House. 

Since the demonstrations are to be cost-neutral to the Federal 
Government, we know that the projects would incur no additional 
federal costs, even i f they proved more costly to States. Past 
practice has been to allow states whose demonstrations do y i e l d 
federal savings to apply the savings to other projects that we 
normally wouldn't match. I f we continued t h i s practice, there 
would be no federal savings. 

A negl i g i b l e cost would be the cost of salaries and overhead f o r 
the Chairman and s t a f f of the waiver board. Indi v i d u a l agencies 
would incur costs f o r s t a f f assigned to monitor the demonstra­
tions . 

Evaluation standards f o r the Republican waiver program are not 
stated. Generally, the costs of contracting f o r waiver 
evaluations are shared by the Federal Government and the States 
and would be outside the cos t - n e u t r a l i t y base. 

QUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

The proposal gives States the f l e x i b i l i t y to consolidate very 
d i f f e r e n t kinds of discretionary funds. Many states might use 
the waiver authority to streamline multiple programs that provide 
si m i l a r services and/or serve simil a r c l i e n t groups, e.g.employ­
ment programs or programs for the elderly. The proposal does 
not explain the extent to which i n d i v i d u a l program rules could be 
waived, e.g. could program funds now targeted to children be used 
for the elderly and vice versa? 

I t i s questionable how appropriate i t would be to give States 
waiver authority i n many of the l i s t e d programs. Currently, 
States are not involved i n the administration of several of'these 
programs; federal funds go d i r e c t l y to such e n t i t i e s as community 
based organizations, educational i n s t i t u t i o n s , or loc a l housing 
a u t h o r i t i e s . At least one of the l i s t e d programs has been 
repealed. 

Obtaining p o l i t i c a l support for waiver authority i n a l l the 
l i s t e d programs could prove d i f f i c u l t . The programs are under 
the j u r i s d i c t i o n of 7 House and 6 Senate oversight committees and 
are championed by numerous advocacy groups. 



s 

TITLE V: CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

CURRENT LAW 

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Support/ 
New Hire Reporting 

I n f o r m a t i o n about employees and t h e i r income i s c u r r e n t l y 
reported by most employers t o State Employment Se c u r i t y Agencie 
(SESA) on a q u a r t e r l y basis. Employees are not re q u i r e d by the 
Federal government t o dis c l o s e support o b l i g a t i o n s t o t h e i r 
employers or t o provide t h a t i n f o r m a t i o n on W-4 forms. 

The Family Support Act of 1988 re q u i r e d States t o e s t a b l i s h a 
system f o r immediate wage w i t h h o l d i n g f o r a l l IV-D cases w i t h new 
or modified orders by November 1, 1990, and f o r a l l new non IV-D 
orders by January 1, 1994, w i t h l i m i t e d exceptions. To i n i t i a t e 
a wage w i t h h o l d i n g request. States must send the w i t h h o l d i n g 
n o t i c e t o the noncustodial parent's employer. 

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Support/ 
Child Support Registries 

Under c u r r e n t law. States are re q u i r e d t o develop automated 
systems statewide by October, 1995. Once the system i s i n place 
the State w i l l e s s e n t i a l l y have a r e g i s t r y of a l l IV-D c h i l d 
support orders w i t h i n the State. However, the r e g i s t r i e s only 
include IV-D cases and do not have t o be c e n t r a l i z e d . 

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Support/ 
Expanded Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS) 

FPLS was created t o a s s i s t States i n l o c a t i n g noncustodial 
parents t o both secure and enforce c h i l d support o b l i g a t i o n s when 
a State had exhausted a l l of i t s own loc a t e resources. 

I n a d d i t i o n , OCSE operates the C h i l d Support Enforcement Network 
(CSENet), a Federal communication network t h a t coordinates 
i n f o r m a t i o n and i n t e r s t a t e case data between States. However, 
there i s p r e s e n t l y no l i n k between the FPLS and CSENet. 

Streamlined Wage Withholding 

The OCSE i s c u r r e n t l y developing a standardized wage w i t h h o l d i n g 
n o t i c e t o be used by a l l IV-D agencies i n a l l income w i t h h o l d i n g 
cases. ^ 

OCSE r e g u l a t i o n s r e q u i r e IV-D i n t e r s t a t e income w i t h h o l d i n g 
requests t o go t o the c e n t r a l r e g i s t r y of the State where the 
income i s derived, and not t o be sent d i r e c t l y t o the out - o f -
s t a t e employer. Employers are not c u r r e n t l y r e q u i r e d t o honor 
w i t h h o l d i n g notices from other States. 



REPUBLICAN PROPOSAT. 

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Support/ 
New Hire Reporting 

The Republican proposal would e s t a b l i s h a nationwide system f o r 
r e p o r t i n g and t r a c k i n g newly h i r e d workers t o improve the 
nation's a b i l i t y t o locat e parents and enforce support orders. 
New employees would be req u i r e d t o re p o r t c h i l d support 
o b l i g a t i o n s subject t o wage w i t h h o l d i n g t o employers through 
re v i s e d Federal W-4 forms. Withholding would begin immediately 
and employment i n f o r m a t i o n would be maintained f o r i n t e r s t a t e 
searches. 

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Support/ 
Child Support Registries 

Under the proposal. States would maintain updated r e g i s t r i e s of 
support orders t o v e r i f y new h i r e w i t h h o l d i n g i n f o r m a t i o n and 
a s s i s t other States w i t h i n t e r s t a t e searches. 

Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Support/ 
Expanded Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS) 

The Federal Parent Locator System (FPLS) would be expanded t o 
improve access t o i n f o r m a t i o n nationwide and the Federal O f f i c e 
of C h i l d Support Enforcement (OCSE) would coordinate an 
in f o r m a t i o n network between States t o provide f o r speedy 
i n t e r s t a t e searches. 

Streamlined Wage Withholding 

The proposal would streamline the i n t e r s t a t e system of wage 
w i t h h o l d i n g by e s t a b l i s h i n g uniform notices and r e q u i r i n g 
employers t o honor w i t h h o l d i n g notices from o u t - o f - s t a t e courts. 

ANALYSIS 

A n a t i o n a l system of new h i r e r e p o r t i n g , coupled w i t h a c h i l d 
support r e g i s t r y , could g r e a t l y improve c h i l d support l o c a t i o n 
and enforcement f u n c t i o n s . Several States, i n c l u d i n g Washington 
State, have implemented new h i r e r e p o r t i n g programs which have 
proven t o be an e f f e c t i v e l o c a t i o n and enforcement device. 

The proposal i s unclear as t o whether a n a t i o n a l r e g i s t r y of new 
hi r e s would be created or whether the i n f o r m a t i o n would be 
re t a i n e d a t the State l e v e l . I f the l a t e r i s chosen, i t i s 
arguably a much less e f f i c i e n t route. Huge volumes of data would 
have t o be processed on a frequent basis, p l a c i n g a heavy burden 
on States and t h e i r automated systems. States would have t o not 
only broadcast t h e i r i n f o r m a t i o n t o a l l or selected States 
r e g u l a r l y , but also would be con s t a n t l y r e c e i v i n g new h i r e data 
from other States and matching the data against t h e i r own e n t i r e 
caseload. Some states may not be able t o handle t h i s process 



given e x i s t i n g automated systems. Also, a tremendous amount of 
data would be broadcast t o States w i t h marginal r e t u r n s . 

Cost estimates done by the Congressional Budget O f f i c e (CBO) on 
the basis of recommendations made by the National Commission on 
I n t e r s t a t e C h i l d Support Enforcement, suggest t h a t a new h i r e 
r e p o r t i n g system would save $110 m i l l i o n , although CBO re p o r t s 
t h a t they w i l l l i k e l y r e v i s e t h i s estimate downwards, perhaps 
considerably. 

While the Republican proposal supports i n d i v i d u a l s t a t e 
r e g i s t r i e s , i t should be examined whether the a d d i t i o n of a 
n a t i o n a l c h i l d support r e g i s t r y , along w i t h the s t a t e r e g i s t r i e s , 
might have more advantages. A n a t i o n a l r e g i s t r y i n c o n j u n c t i o n 
w i t h the new h i r e database provides the maximum a b i l i t y t o 
i d e n t i f y o b l i g o r s w i t h m u l t i p l e support o b l i g a t i o n s and t o locat e 
noncustodial parents. I n a d d i t i o n , i t would r e s u l t i n greater 
u n i f o r m i t y and s i m p l i c i t y i n the i n t e r s t a t e process. 

While more expensive, the wider scope and frequency of matches i s 
l i k e l y t o make the use of a n a t i o n a l new h i r e d i r e c t o r y and a 
n a t i o n a l r e g i s t r y the most cost e f f e c t i v e a l t e r n a t i v e i n the long 
run. 

The s t a n d a r d i z a t i o n of the income w i t h h o l d i n g order t o employers 
should save employers s i g n i f i c a n t resources now expended on 
deciphering notices and c a l c u l a t i n g orders. 

The p r e c l u s i o n of d i r e c t w i t h h o l d i n g now r e s u l t s i n unnecessary 
and lengthy delays f o r i n t e r s t a t e w i t h h o l d i n g requests. The 
proposal t o allow States t o send w i t h h o l d i n g orders d i r e c t l y t o 
employers i n other States would e l i m i n a t e t h i s problem. 

OUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

I n general, the proposal t o improve t r a c k i n g by r e q u i r i n g new 
h i r e r e p o r t i n g i s not unduly c o n t r o v e r s i a l and was included as 
one of the I n t e r s t a t e Commission's recommendations. One 
o b j e c t i o n t o a new h i r e r e p o r t i n g requirement i s t h a t i t creates 
an a d d i t i o n a l burden f o r businesses, so the f a c t t h a t the 
Republicans support t h i s idea m i t i g a t e s t h a t p o t e n t i a l concern. 

However, the proposal i s unclear as to whether a n a t i o n a l new 
h i r e database w i l l be created f o r the c o l l e c t i o n of i n f o r m a t i o n 
from the r e v i s e d W-4 forms, or whether the data w i l l be housed 
separately a t the State l e v e l . I n a d d i t i o n , a number of 
questions s t i l l must be answered. Where w i l l the i n f o r m a t i o n be 
stored and maintained (IRS, ACF data center. State SESAs, State 
c h i l d support agencies)? Where would employers send the new W-4 
information? What i n f o r m a t i o n would be included i n the new h i r e 
database? 

The s t a t e r e g i s t r y concept was also included as a recommendation 
by the I n t e r s t a t e Commission on Ch i l d Support. However, as 



mentioned above, the use of State r e g i s t r i e s r a t h e r than the 
a d d i t i o n of a l i m i t e d n a t i o n a l r e g i s t r y may be less e f f i c i e n t . 
Important questions must f i r s t be answered. I s the r e g i s t r y a 
c e n t r a l i z e d s t a t e r e g i s t r y t h a t allows easy matching against 
other s t a t e data bases? Does the r e g i s t r y include only cases i n 
the IV-D system? Would the i n f o r m a t i o n provided by the 
noncustodial parent be v e r i f i e d against State r e g i s t r i e s of 
support orders on a re g u l a r basis and would the matches be made 
against a l l or selected r e g i s t r i e s ? 

The proposal i s very unclear as t o how FPLS would be expanded and 
whether the i n f o r m a t i o n network mentioned a c t u a l l y r e f e r s t o 
CSENet or t o a new e n t i t y . However, the basic p r i n c i p l e i s a 
good one. 

The newly created Uniform I n t e r s t a t e Family Support Act (UIFSA) 
would l e g i t i m i z e the p r a c t i c e of States sending w i t h h o l d i n g 
orders d i r e c t l y t o employers i n other States. However, unless 
States adopt UIFSA verbatim, there i s no guarantee t h a t every 
State w i l l adopt t h i s s p e c i f i c p r o v i s i o n . Thus, the p r o v i s i o n 
should be mandated t o ensure t h a t adoption by a l l States, 
regardless of how they t r e a t and adopt UIFSA. 



TITLE VI: ANALYSIS OF THE TREATMENT OF ALIENS 
UNDER THE REPUBLICAN WELFARE REFORM PLAN 

CURRENT LAW. 

Generally, AFDC and SSI b e n e f i t s are a v a i l a b l e t o l a w f u l 
permanent r e s i d e n t a l i e n s — o r r e g u l a r immigrants—who meet 
program e l i g i b i l i t y requirements. Also, Medicaid i s a v a i l a b l e t o 
i n d i v i d u a l s who q u a l i f y f o r AFDC and/or SSI. However, some 
s i g n i f i c a n t c o n d i t i o n s are placed on t h i s general e l i g i b i l i t y . 

One c o n d i t i o n i s the "sponsor deeming" p r o v i s i o n . A sponsored 
l a w f u l permanent r e s i d e n t a l i e n who applies f o r AFDC or SSI 
b e n e f i t s i s evaluated by having the sponsor's income and 
resources deemed a v a i l a b l e t o the a l i e n f o r three years from the 
a l i e n ' s date of entr y . A sponsor i s a person who has signed an 
a f f i d a v i t of support on behalf of an a l i e n seeking permanent 
residence. This p r o v i s i o n prevents sponsored l e g a l a l i e n s from 
being e l i g i b l e f o r e n t i t l e m e n t b e n e f i t s f o r three years, unless 
the sponsor has l i m i t e d income and resources and the l e g a l a l i e n 
meets e l i g i b i l i t y requirements. The INS does not have data on 
the number of l e g a l permanent residents f o r whom a f f i d a v i t s of 
support have been signed by sponsors. A best guesstimate i s t h a t 
roughly h a l f of a l l l e g a l permanent r e s i d e n t a l i e n s ( i . e . , 
e xcluding PRUCOL) may have a sponsor. I n 1992 t h i s would'have 
represented about 285,000 immigrants. 

For the AFDC program, the three-year deeming p r o v i s i o n s may also 
apply t o immigrants who were sponsored by a p u b l i c or p r i v a t e 
agency or o r g a n i z a t i o n , unless the agency no longer e x i s t s or i s 
no longer able t o meet the a l i e n ' s needs. Also f o r AFDC, i f a 
sponsor i s not a c t u a l l y supporting the sponsored a l i e n , the 
sponsor's income and resources w i l l not be counted when 
determining whether unsponsored members of the a l i e n ' s f a m i l y 
such as U.S. c i t i z e n c h i l d r e n - - a r e e l i g i b l e f o r AFDC. There are 
no comparable pro v i s i o n s f o r SSI or food stamps. 

For the SSI program, i f the a l i e n i s the sponsor's c h i l d or 
spouse, the r e g u l a r SSI p a r e n t - t o - c h i l d or spouse-to-spouse 
deeming r u l e s are applied instead of the three-year a l i e n deeming 
r u l e s . Also, deeming does not apply t o a l i e n s who become b l i n d 
or d i s a b l e d a f t e r admission t o the U.S. as permanent r e s i d e n t s . 

I n a d d i t i o n t o sponsor deeming, l e g a l permanent r e s i d e n t a l i e n s 
who have received t h e i r immigrant status based on the Immigration 
Reform and Control Act of 1986 (IRCA) are not e l i g i b l e t o receive 
AFDC b e n e f i t s f o r f i v e years a f t e r r e c e i v i n g t h e i r temporary 
s t a t u s . I n general, f a m i l y members of IRCA immigrants who are 
granted immigrant status based on t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p t o the IRCA 
immigrant are also d i s q u a l i f i e d from r e c e i v i n g b e n e f i t s f o r the 
same pe r i o d of time as the IRCA immigrant. The f i v e - y e a r 
d i s q u a l i f i c a t i o n period does not apply f o r IRCA immigrants i f 
they are: age 65 or over, b l i n d , or disabled; or Cuban/Haitian 
e n t r a n t s . As a p r a c t i c a l matter, t h i s f i v e - y e a r d i s q u a l i f i c a t i o n 



period i s due t o expire i n the near f u t u r e f o r most IRCA 
immigrants ( i . e . , towards the end of 1993). I n some i n d i v i d u a l 
cases the d i s q u a l i f i c a t i o n p eriod w i l l extend longer, since the 
f i v e - y e a r p e r i o d i s determined by when an i n d i v i d u a l ' s 
a p p l i c a t i o n has been processed. 

Under current law, refugees are e l i g i b l e for AFDC and SSI 
benefits upon entry to the U.S. i f they meet program e l i g i b i l i t y 
requirements. While refugees are often sponsored by voluntary or 
other non-profit organizations, they f a l l under a different 
category than legal permanent residents for purposes of program 
e l i g i b i l i t y ( i . e . , they f a l l under PRUCOL--or aliens "permanently 
residing under color of law"). Thus, the sponsor deeming 
provisions do not apply to refugees, nor to other PRUCOL aliens 
such as asylees and parolees. 

Lawful permanent r e s i d e n t a l i e n s can apply f o r c i t i z e n s h i p 5 
years a f t e r e n t e r i n g the country. Refugees can adju s t t o 
permanent r e s i d e n t status one year a f t e r e n t e r i n g the country, 
and can apply f o r c i t i z e n s h i p 5 years a f t e r e n t e r i n g the country. 

I l l e g a l a l i e n s are not e l i g i b l e f o r AFDC or SSI b e n e f i t s . They 
are e l i g i b l e f o r emergency medical services under Medicaid, and 
f o r s o c i a l s e c u r i t y b e n e f i t s i f they q u a l i f y . 

Also, under c u r r e n t law State AFDC plans must include safeguards 
which r e s t r i c t the use or di s c l o s u r e of i n f o r m a t i o n concerning 
a p p l i c a n t s or r e c i p i e n t s t o purposes d i r e c t l y connected w i t h the 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the plan, w i t h l i m i t e d exceptions. The release 
of i n f o r m a t i o n about ap p l i c a n t s and r e c i p i e n t s t o the Immigration 
and N a t u r a l i z a t i o n Service (INS) i s p r o h i b i t e d . 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

T i t l e VI of the Republican Welfare Reform plan would deny welfare 
b e n e f i t s (other than emergency Medicaid) t o a l l n o n - c i t i z e n s , 
except f o r refugees and c e r t a i n permanent r e s i d e n t s . The 
exceptions f o r refugees and permanent r e s i d e n t a l i e n s would be 

• Refugees who have been adjusted t o permanent r e s i d e n t status 
would be e l i g i b l e t o receive welfare f o r only 1 year beyond 
the time l i m i t r e q u i r e d f o r them t o apply f o r c i t i z e n s h i p 
(unless they were over age 70). 

• Permanent r e s i d e n t a l i e n s over age 70 who have been l e g a l 
r e s i d e n t s f o r a t l e a s t 5 years would be e l i g i b l e f o r welfare 
b e n e f i t s . 

I n a d d i t i o n . State AFDC agencies must provide the name, address, 
and other i d e n t i f y i n g i n f o r m a t i o n ( i n c l u d i n g f i n g e r p r i n t s ) t o the 
INS f o r a l l i l l e g a l immigrant parents w i t h c i t i z e n c h i l d r e n . 

Any n o n c i t i z e n who was c u r r e n t l y r e s i d i n g i n the U.S. and was 



a f f e c t e d by any of the above p r o v i s i o n s would be exempt from t h a t 
p r o v i s i o n f o r one year f o l l o w i n g passage of the b i l l Any 
Federal department t h a t administered w e l f a r e programs t h a t served 
r e s i d e n t a l i e n s would be r e q u i r e d t o d i r e c t l y n o t i f y , or ensure 
t h a t s t a t e s n o t i f i e d , a l l r e s i d e n t a l i e n s a f f e c t e d by the above 
p r o v i s i o n s . 

ANALYSIS 

The most s i g n i f i c a n t o v e r a l l impact of the proposal would be t o 
deny e l i g i b i l i t y f o r welfare b e n e f i t s t o a s u b s t a n t i a l number of 
i n d i v i d u a l s who are c u r r e n t l y e l i g i b l e f o r those b e n e f i t s For 
example, roughly 600,000 SSI r e c i p i e n t s are non-citizens 
(although some are over age 70 and may continue t o be e l i g i b l e 
under the proposal). 

I n t o t a l , INS estimates t h a t i n 1993 there are 10.5 m i l l i o n l e g a l 
a l i e n s i n the U.S. The t o t a l number of permanent l e g a l a l i e n s 
e n t e r i n g the country i n 1992—excluding IRCA immigrants—was 
about 810,000. Out of t h i s t o t a l , 106,000 were refugees and 
about 19,000 are over age 70.^ Even w i t h the most i n c l u s i v e 
assumptions, t h i s leaves almost 700,000 l e g a l i m m i g r a n t s — i n 1992 
a l o n e — t h a t would not be e l i g i b l e f o r w e l f a r e b e n e f i t s under any 
c o n d i t i o n s based s o l e l y on t h e i r immigration status (Of note 
t h i s f i g u r e r e f l e c t s the universe of immigrants, and i s l a r g e r 
than the number who would apply f o r b e n e f i t s . I n a d d i t i o n 
perhaps as many as o n e - t h i r d of the l e g a l immigrants would' 
c u r r e n t l y f a l l under the sponsor deeming p r o v i s i o n s and--
depending on the sponsor's income and resources—may not be able 
t o receive b e n e f i t s f o r up t o three years). 

An immigrant i s e l i g i b l e t o apply f o r c i t i z e n s h i p a f t e r 5 years 
of residence. Under the proposal, i f a l e g a l immigrant became 
b l i n d or d i s a b l e d i n the f i r s t 5 years a f t e r e n t e r i n g the 
country, t h a t i n d i v i d u a l would not be e l i g i b l e f o r any welfare 
b e n e f i t s . Immigrants who received a v i s a on the basis of an 
employer c e r t i f y i n g t h a t a f u l l - t i m e job was a v a i l a b l e t o the 
immigrant would not be e l i g i b l e f o r any b e n e f i t s i f the business 
went bankrupt or i f the job was terminated f o r any reason. 

Refugees are allowed t o adjust t h e i r s t a t u s t o l e g a l permanent 
r e s i d e n t a f t e r one year i n the U.S. Because the proposal states 
t h a t only refugees t h a t have been adjusted t o permanent r e s i d e n t 
status are e l i g i b l e f o r w e l f a r e b e n e f i t s , the proposal appears t o 
d i s q u a l i f y refugees i n t h e i r f i r s t year of residence, which i s 
o f t e n the time when resources are most needed by refugees 
attempting t o r e s e t t l e i n a new s o c i e t y . The c u r r e n t l e v e l of 

^ We have asked SSA t o estimate the number of 
b e n e f i c i a r i e s a f f e c t e d by t h i s proposal, and the b e n e f i t savings 
t h a t would r e s u l t . The numbers provided i n t h i s paper should be 
viewed w i t h caution and are meant s o l e l y t o provide some general 
sense of the scale of the proposal. 



funding ( d i s c r e t i o n a r y ) provided f o r the Refugee Resettlement 
program i s not s u f f i c i e n t t o support a l l refugees e n t e r i n g the 
country i n t h e i r f i r s t year of settlement ( c u r r e n t l y i t provides 
about h a l f of a l l f i r s t - y e a r refugees w i t h about e i g h t months 
worth of cash and medical support). According t o the INS, about 
90-95 percent of refugees adjust t o permanent r e s i d e n t status 
a f t e r t h e i r f i r s t year. 

OUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

Absent any other major changes i n immigration p o l i c y (e.g., 
c u r t a i l i n g s u b s t a n t i a l l y immigration), there may be concern t h a t 
p r o h i b i t i n g access t o fed e r a l l y - f u n d e d assistance may r e s u l t i n 
other problems t h a t would need t o be addressed (e.g. 
homelessness, crime, e t c . ) . State and l o c a l governments may 
obj e c t t o a Federal p o l i c y t h a t allows immigrants t o enter the 
country, and then denies f e d e r a l assistance t o meet the 
immigrants' needs. The r e s u l t would be t h a t e i t h e r needs go 
unmet, or s t a t e and l o c a l resources must be used t o provide 
assistance t o immigrants. 

The purpose of the p r o v i s i o n r e q u i r i n g State AFDC agencies t o 
share i n f o r m a t i o n w i t h the INS f o r a l l i l l e g a l immigrant parents 
w i t h c i t i z e n c h i l d r e n i s unclear. One l i k e l y purpose i s t o share 
the i n f o r m a t i o n so t h a t d e p o r t a t i o n proceedings can begin. 
However, the c h i l d r e n are U.S. c i t i z e n s and may be e l i g i b l e f o r 
b e n e f i t s . Requiring i n f o r m a t i o n t o be shared w i t h INS may 
discourage parents from applying f o r b e n e f i t s f o r t h e i r c h i l d r e n . 
Further, a d d i t i o n a l p u b l i c concerns may be r a i s e d i f the parents 
are deported and the c i t i z e n c h i l d r e n are not. 

I t i s unclear whether the p r o h i b i t i o n on r e c e i v i n g b e n e f i t s 
extends t o s o c i a l insurance programs such as unemployment 
compensation or s o c i a l s e c u r i t y insurance b e n e f i t s . 



TITLE V I I : PROVISIONS RELATED TO ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE 

A: AFDC 

CURRENT LAW 

There are no comparable pr o v i s i o n s i n the general AFDC program 
I n the JOBS program, under c u r r e n t r e g u l a t i o n s a r e c i p i e n t whose 
only a c t i v i t y i s drug treatment would not be counted towards a 
sta t e ' s p a r t i c i p a t i o n r a t e . Drug treatment may, however be 
provided as a supportive service using JOBS funds should'a s t a t e 
choose t o do so. Alcohol and drug abuse i t s e l f i s not grounds 
f o r an exemption under JOBS, but a s t a t e could use the i l l n e s s 
and i n c a p a c i t y exemptions t o excuse alcohol and drug abusers. 

One component of the Oregon JOBS waiver (approved July 1992) 
allows the s t a t e t o r e q u i r e p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n mental h e a l t h or 
substance abuse d i a g n o s t i c , counseling and treatment programs i f 
they are determined t o be necessary f o r s e l f s u f f i c i e n c y . 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

Recipients who are determined by states t o be addicted t o alco h o l 
or drugs would be req u i r e d t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n treatment. 

At s t a t e o p t i o n , those addicted and i n treatment may defer 
work/education p a r t i c i p a t i o n f o r one year. 

Addicts who do not p a r t i c i p a t e i n treatment are expelled from the 
program f o r 2 years. 

Random drug screens are authorized f o r those who have 
p a r t i c i p a t e d i n drug r e h a b i l i t a t i o n or have a h i s t o r y of 
a d d i c t i o n . I f an i n d i v i d u a l refuses a drug screen they are 
expell e d from the program. No mention i s made of what happens i f 
a drug screen comes up p o s i t i v e , but i t i s presumed t h a t they 
would be expelled too. 

ANALYSIS 

Number of Persons Affected 

I t i s not possible t o provide an accurate estimate of the number 
of persons on AFDC who are addicted t o alco h o l or other drugs 
We do have estimates of the number of AFDC r e c i p i e n t s who have 
r e c e n t l y used i l l i c i t drugs and al c o h o l , but t h a t i s not the same 
t h i n g as a d d i c t i o n , which requires a medical diagnosis. SAMHSA 
does have an al g o r i t h m they use t o estimate the need f o r 
treatment, but i t i s not based on the medical d e f i n i t i o n of 
a d d i c t i o n , and the system of est i m a t i o n i s complex and 
c o n t r o v e r s i a l . We are, however, e x p l o r i n g the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
using the a l g o r i t h m t o make estimates of the treatment needs of 
the AFDC population. 



Data from a recent ASPE/NIDA study estimate t h a t 678,000 persons 
over 12 years of age i n households t h a t receive AFDC (392,200 of 
them mothers) have used an i l l i c i t drug i n the past month! This 
count includes such i l l i c i t drugs as cocaine, heroin, and LSD, as 
w e l l as marijuana and use of p r e s c r i p t i o n drugs w i t h o u t a 
physician's d i r e c t i o n . Because t h i s data i s the r e s u l t of s e l f 
r e p o r t , i t i s f r e q u e n t l y c r i t i c i z e d as being an undercount. I t 
i s also important t o note t h a t many of those who use drugs would 
not meet the medical d e f i n i t i o n of a d d i c t i o n . However, there are 
negative consequences associated w i t h frequent drug use 
independent of a d d i c t i o n (e.g. increased incidence of f a m i l y 
v i o l e n c e , absenteeism i n employment and t r a i n i n g , increased 
h e a l t h problems). 

Costs/Savings 

There w i l l be savings as a r e s u l t of e x p e l l i n g r e c i p i e n t s from 
the program, but there w i l l also be s i g n i f i c a n t costs t o provide 
assessment and treatment (although those costs w i l l not 
nece s s a r i l y show up i n the AFDC budget). 

The proposal says t h a t s t a t e s w i l l determine who the addicts are. 
I t i s not c l e a r how they would do t h i s (and indeed each s t a t e 
might choose t o do so d i f f e r e n t l y or may choose not t o i d e n t i f y 
addicts a t a l l ) . Screening and assessing each AFDC r e c i p i e n t 
would be c o s t l y . I n a d d i t i o n , random drug t e s t i n g of those known 
t o be addicted would also pose s i g n i f i c a n t costs (see the cost 
discussion under the SSI p r o v i s i o n ) . 

Treatment costs would be s u b s t a n t i a l , but would be more l i k e l y t o 
appear i n the Medicaid budget than i n AFDC. Drug treatment 
c u r r e n t l y ranges i n cost from $5500 per treatment " s l o t " f o r 
o u t p a t i e n t services t o $19,000 f o r r e s i d e n t i a l treatment. 
Roughly 2.5 persons per year are t r e a t e d i n each s l o t . The vast 
m a j o r i t y of treatment i s provided through o u t p a t i e n t services. 

The proposal might also have cost i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r the c h i l d 
w e l f a r e and f o s t e r care programs. I f f a m i l i e s whose b e n e f i t s are 
cut can no longer adequately care f o r t h e i r c h i l d r e n , those 
c h i l d r e n may end up i n f o s t e r care. Lack of b e n e f i t s may also 
prevent r e u n i f i c a t i o n of some f a m i l i e s whose c h i l d r e n have been 
removed. 

OUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

Conceptual Questions 

O v e r a l l , i t i s unclear what p o l i c y goals the drug and alcohol 
p r o v i s i o n s are designed t o accomplish - i . e . r e h a b i l i t a t i o n or 
punishment. The mandatory treatment provisions o f f e r an aspect 
of a r e h a b i l i t a t i o n goal. Yet as c u r r e n t l y s t r u c t u r e d the 
proposal i s p u n i t i v e and sets f a m i l i e s up f o r f a i l u r e , imposing 
c o n d i t i o n s and standards which would be extremely d i f f i c u l t t o 
meet. P a r t i c u l a r l y problematic i s t h a t i t seems t o be designed 



t o punish parents w i t h no co n s i d e r a t i o n given t o the c h i l d r e n ' s 
needs. 

Furthermore,, these p r o v i s i o n s run counter t o the p u b l i c health 
view t h a t a d d i c t i o n i s a chronic, r e l a p s i n g disease one 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of which i s i n a b i l i t y t o discontinue use even i n 
the face of negative consequences ( l i k e the proposed s a n c t i o n s ) . 

There are several issues t h a t a r i s e i n regard t o the drug t e s t i n g 
p r o v i s i o n s . I n the past, drug t e s t i n g has been used t o screen 
i n d i v i d u a l s m order t o provide treatment services and t o 
discourage casual use of drugs. Neither i s the case here where 
t e s t i n g i s instead used t o impose sanctions. There are p o t e n t i a l 
l e g a l issues surrounding attempts t o do such t e s t i n g and 
assessment which need t o be explored. I n i t i a l discussions w i t h 
the Public Health Service i n d i c a t e there are p o t e n t i a l l e g a l and 
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l questions t h a t a r i s e r e l a t i n g t o drug t e s t i n g of 
b e n e f i c i a r i e s (the phrase "unreasonable search and seizure" has 
been mentioned r e p e a t e d l y ) . We w i l l explore these issues f u r t h e r 
w i t h both PHS and GC. 

Administrative Questions 

I n a d d i t i o n t o the l e g a l issues, there are a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
d i f f i c u l t i e s i n how the drug t e s t i n g has been proposed. I t 
appears i n t h i s proposal t h a t the welfare o f f i c e has the 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r a d m i n i s t e r i n g drug t e s t s . Yet t h a t o f f i c e may 
only see an i n d i v i d u a l every s i x months, and t e s t i n g i n these 
circumstances would not be random. Drug t e s t i n g i n connection 
w i t h employment or t r a i n i n g programs, where you had contact w i t h 
the i n d i v i d u a l on a re g u l a r basis, would make more a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
sense. I t should also be recognized t h a t u r i n e drug t o x i c o l o g i e s 
d etect only the use of drugs i n the past 24 - 48 hours or so. 

The proposal does not sp e c i f y how al c o h o l and drug screening 
would take place and how a d d i c t i o n (a medical diagnosis) would be 
determined, except t h a t states would make the determinations I f 
screening i s conducted on the basis of s u b j e c t i v e c r i t e r i a the 
pr o v i s i o n s are l i k e l y t o be applied u n j u s t l y . For example, 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e costs may prompt the t a r g e t i n g and sanctioning of 
populations w i t h higher prevalence ( i . e . blacks) more f r e q u e n t l y 
than i s co n s i s t e n t w i t h the prevalence r a t e . 

While p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n alcohol or drug treatment i s required, the 
proposal does not sp e c i f y who i s responsible f o r assuring 
treatment i s obtained and a v a i l a b l e , or what happens (as i s o f t e n 
the case) t h a t treatment i s unavailable? For instance, many 
states place severe l i m i t s on Medicaid coverage f o r drug 
treatment services, and some provide v i r t u a l l y no drug treatment 
services at a l l . I f a s t a t e l i m i t s coverage t o 30 days of 
d e t o x i f i c a t i o n and chooses not t o pay f o r r e h a b i l i t a t i v e 
s e r v i c e s , what happens t o p a r t i c i p a n t s who are req u i r e d t o be i n 
treatment? We would be c r e a t i n g requirements p a r t i c i p a n t s could 
not f u l f i l l . I n a d d i t i o n , many programs do not t r e a t pregnant 



women and few provide c h i l d care and other a n c i l l a r y services 
women w i t h c h i l d r e n need i n order t o p a r t i c i p a t e . 

While the abuse of both a l c o h o l and i l l i c i t drugs have s i m i l a r 
negative consequences f o r f a m i l y f u n c t i o n i n g and job readiness, 
there may be a need t o d i f f e r e n t i a t e between the two since the' 
use of a l c o h o l , even t o the p o i n t of a d d i c t i o n , i s not i l l e g a l . 
I n the context of r e h a b i l i t a t i o n , t a k i n g steps t o encourage 
i n d i v i d u a l s t o seek treatment f o r alcohol and drug problems makes 
sense. However, i n the context of sanctions, i t i s not c l e a r on 
what grounds b e n e f i t s could be denied f o r alcohol use, which i s 
l e g a l . 

Most of the language i n the proposal t a l k s about a l c o h o l and 
other drugs on an equal basis, but sanctions are imposed 
p r i m a r i l y on the basis of drug screens which g e n e r a l l y do not 
detect a l c o h o l use. Indeed, i n the SSI drug and al c o h o l 
p r o v i s i o n s i t i s e x p l i c i t l y s t a t e d t h a t b e n e f i t s w i l l be 
terminated only f o r use of i l l e g a l drugs. I n the context of a 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n o r i e n t e d p o l i c y , alcohol and other drugs should be 
t r e a t e d e q u a l l y because of t h e i r impact on employment and s e l f 
s u f f i c i e n c y . I f r a t h e r i t i s the i l l i c i t nature of drug use t h a t 
IS of concern, even here i t should be noted t h a t i n other cases 
where f e d e r a l b e n e f i t s are denied because of drug use (e.g. i n 
the cases of student loans and p u b l i c housing) i t i s only the 
c o n v i c t i o n of an i n d i v i d u a l f o r a drug r e l a t e d crime and not use 
of drugs per se t h a t i s the basis f o r d e n i a l of b e n e f i t s . 

Technical Questions 

I t i s not c l e a r whether the proposal intends t o cut o f f the whole 
fa m i l y ' s b e n e f i t s f o r noncompliance w i t h treatment or whether the 
sanctions would apply only t o the parent's p o r t i o n of the 
b e n e f i t s . 

The proposal makes no p r o v i s i o n f o r an appeals process, and sets 
no standards f o r drug t e s t i n g programs. Both would be needed i n 
order t o implement p r o v i s i o n s of t h i s nature. Further, there i s 
some question as t o whether d i f f e r e n t i a l treatment on the basis 
of a h i s t o r y of a d d i c t i o n (as opposed t o a curr e n t medical 
c o n d i t i o n ) i s allowed under the Americans f o r D i s a b i l i t i e s Act. 
The proposal authorizes random drug screens f o r e i t h e r addicts or 
those w i t h a h i s t o r y of a d d i c t i o n . 

B: SSI 

CURRENT LAW 

A l l SSI r e c i p i e n t s whose d i s a b i l i t i e s would not e x i s t i f they 
were not abusing a l c o h o l or other drugs are required t o have a 
re p r e s e n t a t i v e payee and be i n treatment. (A re p r e s e n t a t i v e 
payee i s a t h i r d p a r t y who receives the b e n e f i c i a r y ' s check and 
c o n t r o l s the disbursement of funds.) 



REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

SSA would be req u i r e d t o conduct random p e r i o d i c drug t e s t i n g of 
SSI r e c i p i e n t s whose d i s a b i l i t i e s r e l a t e t o drug abuse. I f they 
are found t o be using i l l e g a l drugs, b e n e f i t s are terminated 
permanently. (Note here a d i s t i n c t i o n i s made between alcohol 
and i l l i c i t drugs. For the AFDC proposal a l l references are t o 
alco h o l or other drugs.) 

ANALYSIS 

Number of Persons Affected 

As of June 1993 the SSI program had j u s t under 66,000 r e c i p i e n t s 
on "current pay" status whose d i s a b i l i t i e s r e l a t e t o the abuse of 
alc o h o l and other drugs. A t o t a l of j u s t over 75,000 so c a l l e d 
"DA&A" (drug a d d i c t and a l c o h o l i c ) r e c i p i e n t s are on the r o l l s 
a l t o g e t h e r . 

Costs/Savings 

The costs and savings of t h i s p r o v i s i o n depend on how i t i s 
implemented and how many people are expelled from the program. 
For instance, how o f t e n would each r e c i p i e n t be tested? Federal 
agencies t h a t do random drug t e s t i n g t e s t between 4 and 100 
percent of t h e i r pool of p o t e n t i a l testees i n a given year. 

Random drug t e s t i n g of f e d e r a l employees i n s e n s i t i v e p o s i t i o n s 
i n 1991 cost an average of nearly $75 i n d i r e c t costs per t e s t 
over a volume of nearly 117,000 t e s t s conducted. These costs are 
f o r u r i n e t o x i c o l o g i e s i n the workplace. A d m i n i s t r a t i v e costs of 
such a system i n the f i e l d are l i k e l y t o be higher. I n a d d i t i o n , 
u r i n e drug t o x i c o l o g i e s detect only very recent drug use (past 24 
- 48 hours). While there are other more s e n s i t i v e t e s t s , t h e i r 
cost would be considerably higher. 

From both an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e p r a c t i c a l i t y and cost standpoint, 
implementation of drug screening would be d i f f i c u l t and expensive 
given the low number of i n d i v i d u a l s i n v o lved and t h e i r geographic 
d i s p e r s i o n . The a d m i n i s t r a t i v e burden and screening costs 
p o t e n t i a l l y could exceed any savings which might be gained. 

OUESTIONS/CONCERNS 

Administrative Questions 

This p r o v i s i o n would be very d i f f i c u l t t o administer. Random or 
" f o r cause" drug t e s t i n g i s t y p i c a l l y used i n connection w i t h 
employment or drug treatment. I n both cases you know where the 
i n d i v i d u a l i s f o r much of the time, and having them show up t o 
give a u r i n e sample i s f e a s i b l e . SSI r e c i p i e n t s , however, are 
only seen f o r r e c e r t i f i c a t i o n every 12 to 36 months and i t i s 
o f t e n very d i f f i c u l t t o locate them even then. Testing i n 



connection w i t h r e c e r t i f i c a t i o n would not be random, and would be 
d i f f i c u l t even so. 

Mandatory guidelines issued i n 1988 f o r f e d e r a l workplace drug 
t e s t i n g programs set s c i e n t i f i c and t e c h n i c a l standards f o r drug 
t e s t i n g which are the "gold standard" f o r good p r a c t i c e i n drug 
t e s t i n g and are ge n e r a l l y used i n both the p u b l i c and p r i v a t e 
sectors. An SSI drug t e s t i n g program would almost c e r t a i n l y be 
r e q u i r e d t o adhere t o these standards. There i s a s i g n i f i c a n t 
burden i n doing so. For instance, these f e d e r a l g u i d e l i n e s 
r e q u i r e t h a t there be a designated c o l l e c t i o n s i t e and t h a t i t be 
secure, p e r m i t t i n g e n t r y only of authorized personnel I n 
a d d i t i o n , the guidelines r e q u i r e s t r i c t chain of custody -- i e 
documentation t o account f o r the i d e n t i t y and i n t e g r i t y of each 
ur i n e specimen from p o i n t of c o l l e c t i o n t o f i n a l d i s p o s i t i o n 
F i e l d o f f i c e s are not l i k e l y t o be able t o comply w i t h standard 
drug t e s t i n g g u i delines and chain of custody requirements. 

Technical Questions 

The proposal notes t h a t i f use of i l l e g a l drugs i s detected the 
p a r t i c i p a n t s SSI b e n e f i t s are permanently terminated. I t i s not 
c l e a r whether t h i s i s intended t o preclude t h e i r r e t u r n i n g t o SSI 
f o r a d i s a b i l i t y u n related t o drug use. 



TITLE V I I : OTHER PROVISIONS 

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAT, 

E l i g i b i l i t y for Food Stamps 

To q u a l i f y , an ad u l t must be: 

o r e c e i v i n g UI, AFDC, SSI, DI, workers compensation, or s o c i a l 
s e c u r i t y ; or 

o i n the l a s t month of pregnancy or w i t h i n two months of 
g i v i n g b i r t h ; or 

o p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the Food Stamp work program; or 
o able t o show proof of i n c a p a c i t a t i o n or c u r r e n t employment. 

I f an a d u l t i n a Food Stamp household i s d i s q u a l i f i e d , the 
c h i l d r e n w i l l s t i l l q u a l i f y f o r b e n e f i t s (household w i l l be 
reduced by 1 person). 

Evaluation of Education and Training Programs 

HHS must examine impacts of education and t r a i n i n g programs on 
e x i t s from AFDC, welfare expenditures, wage r a t e s , employment 
h i s t o r i e s , and repeat s p e l l s on AFDC. At l e a s t one study must 
have three groups t o which AFDC adults are randomly assigned as 
s p e c i f i e d and followed f o r 5 years. 

I n i t i a l AFDC Applicant Job Search 

States must r e q u i r e AFDC applicants t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n job search 
w h i l e the a p p l i c a t i o n i s being processed. They w i l l be 
reimbursed f o r c h i l d care and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n expenses. Emergency 
a i d may be provided f o r emergencies defined by the States. 
States can, however, pass a law t o exempt themselves from t h i s 
p r o v i s i o n . 

Demonstrations on Fraud and Administrative E f f i c i e n c y 

HHS i s authorized t o conduct demonstrations on EBT. Within 5 
years HHS must w r i t e a r e p o r t t o Congress about the studies and 
make recommendations. HHS i s r e q u i r e d t o appoint a commission t o 
determine the cost and f e a s i b i l i t y of c r e a t i n g an i n t e r - s t a t e 
system of Social Security numbers of a l l welfare p a r t i c i p a n t s f o r 
purposes of i d e n t i f y i n g fraud. 
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BUDGETARY IMPACT OF THE PROVISIONS 
(Federal Bucigetary Impact in Millions) 

SEC. 
NO. PROVISION 

Effective 
Date Programs 1995 1996 

FISCAL YEARS 
1997 1998 1999 

5-YR 
TOTAL 

1. AFDC TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM 

AFDC Transition and Work Program 
(Sections A, B, C, & D) 

Enactment AFDC Costs 
AFDC Saving 
Food Stamps 
NET 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1,500 
100 

1,400 

2,100 
130 

1,970 

3,400 
170 

3,230 

7,000 
400 

6,600 

II. PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT 

A. &B. Requirements to name the father to 
get full benefits & cooperate with CSE 

Enactment AFDC 
Food Stamps 
NET 

(225) 
125 

(100) 

(450) 
250 

(200) 

(900) 
500 

(400) 

(900) 
500 

(400) 

(900) 
500 

(400) 

(3,375) 
1,875 

(1,500) 

C. States required to inform unwed 
women about CSE requirements & 
develop hospital procedures for 
paternity establishment 

Enactment CSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 

D. States required to develop procedures 
when father dead or missing 

Enactment CSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 

E. Exemption for mothers for rape, 
incest, etc. 

Enactment CSE && && && && && && 

F. States required to follow provisions 
above unless specifically exempt 
themselves 

Enactment CSE [Effects of this provision included in above estimate 

G. State paternity establishment 
percentage increased to 90% 

Enactment CSE %% %% %% %% %% %% 

III. EXPANDED STATUTORY FLEXIBILITT FOR STATES 

A. Rewards & sanctions for immunization 
and/or health checkup 

Enactment AFDC 5 5 5 5 5 25 

B. No AFDC for parents under 19 Enactment AFDC 

C. Rewards & sanctions for school 
attendance 

Enactment AFDC 115 115 120 120 130 600 

D. No add'l money for more children Enactment AFDC 

E. Change work disregards within limits Enactment AFDC 260 270 275 285 295 1,385 



Married couple transition benefit 
option: keep half of AFDC after 
marriage with time & income limit 

Enactment AFDC 

G. Increase asset & other limits up to Enactment AFDC 
$10,000 for certain purposes 

H. State option to convert AFDC to block Enactment AFDC 
grant 

I. State option to pay benefits at level Enactment AFDC 
of state of last residence 

20 

State option to require classes on 
parenting or money management, or 
permission to change child's residence 

Enactment AFDC 

IV. EXPANSION OF STATE WAIVER AUTHORITY 
(All provisions) 

V. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

A. Improved tracking of absent parents 
enforce support: 

1. New hire reporting 
(W-4 Reporting) 

2. Child support registries & 

3. Expanded FPLS 

B. Streamlined wage wrthholding 

C. Improved paternity establishment 
(This is current law now) 

VI. WELFARE RESTRICTIONS FOR ALIENS 
(Ali provisions) 

VII. 

A. 

B. 

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Eligibility for food stamps 

AFDC && && && && && 1 
CSE 

Food Stamps 
NET 0 0 0 0 0 1 

AFDC 0 (20) (45) (45) (45) (155) 
CSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CSE 10 10 2 2 2 26 

CSE 0 0 10 37 (1) 46 

CSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 

AFDC (1) (1) (1) (1) (1) (5) 
CSE 
SSI (79) (1,966) (2,140) (2,304) (2,463) (8,952) 
Food Stamps 
NET (80) (1,967) (2,141) (2,305) (2,464) (8,957) 

AFDC ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? 

Food Stamps ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? ?? 
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C. Random drug testing of addicts 
getting SSI disability benefits 

Enactment SSI ?? 99 99 ?? ?? 99 

D. Evaluation of education & training 
programs 

Enactment AFDC ?? 99 99 ?? ?? ?? 

E. Initial AFDC applicant job search Enactment AFDC ?? 99 ?? ?? ?? ?? 

F. Demos on fraud & administrative 
efficiency 

Enactment AFDC ?? 99 ?? ?? ?? ?? 

TOTALS AFDC 
CSE 
SSI 
Food Stamps 
NET 

(226) 
10 

(79) 
125 

(170) 

(471) 
10 

(1,966) 
250 

(2,177) 

454 
12 

(2,140) 
500 

(1,174) 

1,024 
39 

(2,304) 
500 

(741) 

2,284 
1 

(2,463) 
500 
322 

3,066 
72 

(8,952) 
1,875 

(3,939) 

NOTES: 
All estimates are rounded. 

&& Less than $500,000. 
?? Not available yet 
%% Indeterminate, but small. 
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T i t l e I I I - Section A - Rewards and Sanctions f o r Immunizations 
and/or Health Check Up 

Assumptions 

• For the purposes of t h i s estimate, we assumed t h a t a 
s u f f i c i e n t number of states t o comprise h a l f of the AFDC 
caseload w i l l implement t h i s proposal. 

• Most of the costs f o r t h i s program w i l l be i n Medicaid or 
the new funds f o r immunization i n the President's FY94 
budget. 

• The costs of the bonuses and the savings from the sanctions 
w i l l o f f s e t each other. 

• Increased AFDC costs w i l l t h e r e f o r e be only a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
costs. Maryland assumed t h a t they would need approximately 
10 a d d i t i o n a l s t a f f people t o run the program. I n order t o 
determine the number of workers needed f o r a l l the s t a t e s , 
we m u l t i p l i e d 10 workers by a r a t i o of the AFDC caseload i n 
Maryland (72,900) over the n a t i o n a l caseload (4.8 m i l l i o n ) 
f o r 1992. (Green Book 1993). 

• I n the Maryland waiver proposal, there i s a r a t i o of nine 
f r o n t l i n e workers t o every one supervisor. Maryland p r i c e d 
a f r o n t l i n e worker at $20,000 per year and a supervisor at 
$50,000. We used these u n i t costs and then i n f l a t e d them by 
a f a c t o r of 2.8% over f i v e years. 

• We assumed a cost of one m i l l i o n per year f o r equipment. 

• We assumed t h a t states w i t h one h a l f of the n a t i o n a l 
caseload w i l l exempt themselves from implementing t h i s 
proposal, so we m u l t i p l i e d the t o t a l s by one-half. 



T i t l e I I I - Section C - Rewards and Sanctions f o r School 
Attendance 

Assumptions 

• I t i s estimated t h a t there w i l l be approximately 9.5 m i l l i o n 
c h i l d r e n on AFDC i n 1994, r i s i n g t o 9.9 m i l l i o n i n 1998 
(Green Book 1993). I n Wisconsin's Learnfare program, which 
a p p l i e d t o a l l teens, the sanction rates f o r young teens 
(between the ages of 13 and 14) were only 2%. This i m p l i e s 
t h a t the ra t e s f o r c h i l d r e n under 13 would be n e g l i g i b l e . 
Therefore, we only estimate the costs of sanction i n g or 
rewarding teenagers between the ages of 13 and 18. This 
estimate i s also l i m i t e d t o teenaged r e c i p i e n t c h i l d r e n , and 
i t does not include teen heads of f a m i l i e s who would be 
i n e l i g i b l e f o r AFDC under the GOP proposal. 17.1% of a l l 
c h i l d r e n on AFDC are between the ages of 13 and 17. 

• For the purposes of t h i s estimate, we assumed t h a t s t a t e s 
w i t h h a l f of the caseload w i l l exempt themselves from these 
p r o v i s i o n s . 

• We assume t h a t there w i l l not be any short term e f f e c t s of 
teens who w i l l leave the caseload because they are already 
i n school. 

• The model used f o r t h i s estimate i s based on Ohio's LEAP 
program which sanctioned or rewarded AFDC teenagers based on 
t h e i r school attendance. I n t h i s program more students 
received bonuses than were sanctioned. The r a t i o from LEAP, 
and used i n t h i s estimate, i s approximately 1.2 bonuses t o 
every sanction per teenager per year. Under the Republican 
plan, the sanctions and bonuses w i l l be $75.00. 

• Costs f o r t h i s program r e s u l t e d from bonuses and ad m i n i s t r a ­
t i v e costs. The LEAP program cost $330 per teen f o r the 
eighteen months of the ev a l u a t i o n . This i s equivalent t o a 
y e a r l y cost of approximately $250. We assumed t h a t t e n 
percent of the st a t e s w i l l have t h i s k i n d of program already 
and t h a t t h e i r costs w i l l be h a l f of the r e s t of the s t a t e s 
t h a t implement t h i s program. Therefore, the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
cost w i l l be about $240 per teen per year. 



GOP T r a n s i t i o n and Post T r a n s i t i o n Work Program 

Sununary 

The f o l l o w i n g d i s c u s s i o n explains our cost estimate f o r the 
t r a n s i t i o n and p o s t - t r a n s i t i o n sections of the Republican w e l f a r e 
reform proposal. The f e d e r a l cost f o r the f i r s t f i v e years of 
t h i s program i s estimated t o be approximately $7 b i l l i o n . The 
education, t r a i n i n g , and work p o r t i o n s of t h i s b i l l w i l l cost 
about $4.4 b i l l i o n ; the c h i l d care costs w i l l be approximately 
$3.6 b i l l i o n . There w i l l be f e d e r a l savings of approximately 
$400 m i l l i o n . The net f e d e r a l cost w i l l be about $6.6 b i l l i o n 
over f i v e years. 

The model we used does not take i n t o account be h a v i o r a l 
assumptions about the numbers of people who w i l l leave w e l f a r e 
because of t h i s program. There i s also no accounting f o r a 
smoke-out e f f e c t brought on by the implementation of a two-year 
l i m i t . 

Assumptions 

Cohort model 
• Annual case openings are 60% of the t o t a l average monthly 

caseload. 
• The cohort model was developed using p r o b a b i l i t i e s of AFDC 

d u r a t i o n developed by June O'Neill and modified by John 
Tapogna of CBO. The f o l l o w i n g are the p r o b a b i l i t i e s 
-- 71% chance of being on AFDC f o r s i x months 
— 57% chance of being on AFDC f o r one year 
— 31% chance of being on AFDC f o r two years 
-- 21% chance of being on AFDC f o r three years 
-- 13% chance of being on AFDC f o r four years. 
By t a k i n g the average of these numbers, we take account of 
the monthly movement on and o f f of AFDC during the year. 

• Using t h i s framework, by 1998, the percentage of the 
caseload t h a t entered before October 1, 1993 and i s s t i l l on 
AFDC w i l l be about 21%. This estimate i s i n l i n e w i t h ACF 
data on the d u r a t i o n of welfare s p e l l s . 

• The cohort model t r a c k s when applicants w i l l h i t the two-
year time l i m i t . I n the t h i r d year of a cohort's r e c e i p t of 
AFDC, only h a l f w i l l h i t the time l i m i t because we s t a r t e d 
t o measure them at s i x months. 

D e f i n i t i o n s 
• There are four groups of p a r t i c i p a n t s i n t h i s program. 
• Group 1: People who entered the Basic AFDC program before 

the e f f e c t i v e date of October 1, 1993. These people w i l l 
p a r t i c i p a t e i n the JOBS program u n t i l 1998 when they w i l l 
e n ter the t r a n s i t i o n p e r i o d . 

• Group 2: New a p p l i c a n t s who entered the Basic AFDC program 
a f t e r October 1, 1993 but who have not h i t the time l i m i t i n 
1996. These people w i l l p a r t i c i p a t e i n the t r a n s i t i o n 



program u n t i l they h i t t h e i r two-year l i m i t and w i l l then 
enter the work program. 

• Group 3: New ap p l i c a n t s who entered the Basic AFDC program 
a f t e r October 1, 1993 but h i t the time l i m i t i n 1996. These 
people w i l l go d i r e c t l y to the work program when i t i s 
implemented i n 1996. 

• Group 4: UP p a r t i c i p a n t s . These people w i l l p a r t i c i p a t e i n 
the JOBS program u n t i l 1996. Then they w i l l go d i r e c t l y t o 
the work program. There w i l l not be a t r a n s i t i o n p e r i o d f o r 
UP p a r t i c i p a n t s . 

Exemptions 
• I n 1994 and 1995, before the GOP plan i s phased i n , 

approximately 50% of the Basic caseload w i l l be exempt from 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n because of the exemption r u l e s s p e c i f i e d i n 
the Family Support Act of 1988. Since most of the UP cases 
are mandatory, only 10% w i l l be exempt from the t r a n s i t i o n 
program. 

• The percentage of r e c i p i e n t s who w i l l be exempt from 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n w i l l decrease under the GOP proposal, mainly 
because there w i l l no longer be an exemption f o r parents 
w i t h c h i l d r e n under the age of three (or one at State 
d i s c r e t i o n ) . 

• S t a r t i n g i n 1996, 30% of the caseload w i l l be exempt from 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n . Therefore, even though r e c i p i e n t s are not 
req u i r e d t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n the GOP plan u n t i l 1996, they 
w i l l be subject t o the higher p a r t i c i p a t i o n r a t e s . We f e e l 
t h a t t h i s i s a r e a l i s t i c assumption because i t i s u n l i k e l y 
t h a t s t a t e s would f o l l o w two d i f f e r e n t exemption 
requirements. There w i l l be no exemptions f o r UP p a r t i c i ­
pants i n the work program. 

P a r t i c i p a t i o n Rates 
• P a r t i c i p a t i o n r a tes i n the t r a n s i t i o n program f o r non-exempt 

members of Group 1 are s p e l l e d out i n the JOBS l e g i s l a t i o n 
and the GOP proposal. I assume t h a t the ac t u a l p a r t i c i p a t i ­
on rates f o r the JOBS p o r t i o n w i l l be 22% of the caseload i n 
1994 through 1997. 
I n 1998, 50% of Groups 1, 2, and 3 w i l l p a r t i c i p a t e i n the 
t r a n s i t i o n program. UP r e c i p i e n t s (Group 4) w i l l p a r t i c i ­
pate i n the JOBS program at rates of 40% and 50% i n 1994 and 
1995, r e s p e c t i v e l y . A f t e r 1996, there w i l l be no t r a n s i t i o n 
p e r i o d f o r UP p a r t i c i p a n t s . 

• The p a r t i c i p a t i o n r a t e s f o r non-exempt members of Groups 2 
and 3 i n the t r a n s i t i o n program w i l l be 30% i n 1996 and 40% 
i n 1997. 

• P a r t i c i p a t i o n r a tes i n the Basic p o s t - t r a n s i t i o n work 
program f o r those who are not exempt are i n the GOP 
proposal. They are as f o l l o w s : no p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n 1994 and 
1995, 30% of Group 3 i n 1996, 40% of Groups 2 and 3 i n 1997 
and 50% of Groups 2 and 3 i n 1998. The p a r t i c i p a t i o n r a tes 
f o r Group 4 w i l l be 100% s t a r t i n g i n 1996. 



Benefits/Savings 
• We assume f e d e r a l AFDC savings of approximately $400 

mi l l i o n " . 
• We assume a status quo AFDC b e n e f i t of $388, the median 

s t a t e b e n e f i t i n 1992 (Green Book). 
• Savings w i l l come from reductions i n b e n e f i t s f o r two 

reasons: employment and sanctions. 
• While i n the p o s t - t r a n s i t i o n period, r e c i p i e n t s w i l l e i t h e r 

be employed i n CWEP jobs or i n p r i v a t e sector employment. 
Based on studies of GAIN and SWIM, we believe t h a t 95% of 
the p a r t i c i p a t i n g caseload w i l l need CWEP jobs and 5% w i l l 
be able t o f i n d p r i v a t e sector employment. 

• We assume t h a t there w i l l be a 50% b e n e f i t r e d u c t i o n i f 
p a r t i c i p a n t s f i n d p r i v a t e sector employment. However, since 
t h i s model does not account f o r behavioral e f f e c t s , we 
assume t h a t people who f i n d jobs w i l l s t i l l q u a l i f y f o r some 
b e n e f i t s and a l l of the program services. 

• There w i l l be a 25% r e d u c t i o n i n AFDC b e n e f i t s f o r sanctions 
i n the t r a n s i t i o n or p o s t - t r a n s i t i o n program. There w i l l 
also be a 25% r e d u c t i o n i n Food Stamp b e n e f i t s , but those 
savings are not inclu d e d i n t h i s cost estimate. 

• We have no way of knowing what the sanction r a t e w i l l be i n 
t h i s program. The teenage parent demonstration program 
workers used sanctions more aggressively than JOBS workers. 
The teen parent demo had a sanction rate of 30%. This 
f i g u r e r e f e r s t o the r a t e over the e n t i r e course of the 
experiment. Therefore, I f e l t t h a t a 10% sanction r a t e 
would be more r e a l i s t i c f o r the purposes of t h i s estimate. 
This number i s very t e n t a t i v e and subject to change a f t e r 
f u r t h e r examination of ACF data. 

Costs 
Overall 
• The net cost f o r t h i s proposal was determined by s u b t r a c t i n g 

what we are c u r r e n t l y spending on the JOBS program from the 
new costs imposed by t h i s proposal. The f i v e year t o t a l 
f e d e r a l cost w i l l be $7 b i l l i o n . The net f i v e year f e d e r a l 
cost w i l l be $6.6 b i l l i o n . 

• JOBS baseline expenditures were computed by Manny Helzner 
of ACF. 

• The costs f o r t h i s program (when not provided by ACF) were 
adjusted f o r i n f l a t i o n using the s t a t e and l o c a l d e f l a t o r of 
2.8%. (Used by CBO). 

Average 
• The average costs of the t r a n s i t i o n were determined by using 

JOBS data f o r the costs of components. The JOBS program 
assumes p a r t i c i p a t i o n of 20 hours per week. However, the 
average p a r t i c i p a t i o n r a t e i s r e a l l y more l i k e 15 hours per 
week. The average costs f o r t h i s program were provided by 
Helzner. 

• The costs f o r the new t r a n s i t i o n programs were scaled to 
represent the costs of a 10 hour week f o r the t r a n s i t i o n 



program. We f e l t t h a t m u l t i p l y i n g the JOBS costs by 75% 
would account f o r the d i f f e r e n t v a r i a b l e costs f o r a 10 hour 
and 20 hour s l o t . 

• The fixied costs of a CWEP job are $400 per year. I n order 
t o a d j u s t the CWEP f i g u r e s upwards t o r e f l e c t the cost of a 
35-hour- per-week job as opposed t o a 20-hour-per-week job, 
I m u l t i p l i e d the v a r i a b l e costs of $1900 by 125%. ( O r i g i n a l 
e s t i m a t i o n by Rebecca Maynard and adjustment by John Tapogna 
of CBO). 

• C h i l d care costs were based on estimates by ACF about the 
monthly cost of c h i l d care by the number of hours of 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n f o r each c l i e n t (ACF data) . 

• The c h i l d care numbers were m u l t i p l i e d by 55% t o r e f l e c t the 
f a c t t h a t not every parent would use paid c h i l d care. 
C u r r e n t l y , there i s approximately a 46% usage r a t e f o r c h i l d 
care by JOBS p a r t i c i p a n t s . There was a 70% percent usage 
r a t e i n the teen parent demonstration program which had 
fewer exemptions. Therefore, the 55% f i g u r e represents a 
guess based on these two bounds. 

Federal Share 
• I assumed t h a t the f e d e r a l share f o r b e n e f i t s and savings 

would remain a t 54%. 
• The match r a t e f o r the services provided i n the new proposal 

was not s p e c i f i e d . I t i s beli e v e d t h a t i t w i l l be somewhere 
between the o l d match r a t e of 57% and a complete match of 
100%. Therefore, the match r a t e f o r services used i n t h i s 
estimate i s 70%. 



T i t l e V Child Support Enforcement 

New hire reporting on W-4 forms: 

CBO's estimate for the Interstate Commission report was $80 
m i l l i o n i n AFDC savings. We assumed the federal share would be 
about 55%. or $45 m i l l i o n . This estimate does not include food 
stamp savings or any benefit avoidance savings for the non-AFDC 
population. 

Child support Registries and Expanded Federal Parent Locator: 

There w i l l be up fr o n t costs for developing the software and 
systems needed for these two proposals that are over and above 
the current CSENet costs. We do not anticipate seeing any 
savings w i t h i n the f i r s t two years. We estimate that i n i t i a l 
development costs for both systems combined w i l l be around $10 
m i l l i o n a year f o r two years. Thereafter, we estimate that 
annual operating costs w i l l be around $2 m i l l i o n f o r both 
systems. 

Streamlined wage withholding 

This estimate assumes that the proposal e n t a i l s adoption of the 
model Uniform I n t e r s t a t e Family Support ACt (UIFSA). 


