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R e v is io n  D a t a : , BILL NO. CSHB 78 (HES)
I

f A NA LYS IS  (c o n t . ) :
SE LF -EM PLOYM ENT  FRO G RA M
Families part ic ipating in the s c ' t - em p lo ym en t  p rog ram  reta in eligibility fo r  Medicaid f o r  the dura t ion  o f  their part ic ipat ion . Medicaid 
eligibility wil l be lo s t  by th o se  fam i l ie s  w h o  lose  A FDC  eligibility because  o f s e l f - em p lo ym en t  earn ings . A pp rox im a te ly  one-ha l f  o f 
the ch i ld ren o f  the se  fam ilies wi l l con t inue  to be eligible o f  Medicaid under a p o v e r t y  leve l Medica id on ly  eligibility ca tego ry .  
T he re fo re ,  an av e rag e  o f  one  adu lt  and 1 chi ld per h ou seh o ld  wil l lo se Medicaid eligibility. In FY 3 7  and 9 8 , 7 h ou seho ld s  wil l still 
quali fy f o r  t rans it iona l Medicaid .

Adult  C lo su re s  (1  adu lt )  
Child C lo s u re s  (1 child )

FY  9 6
0
0

FY 9 7  
3  
3

FY  9 8  
3  
3

FY  9 9
1 0
1 0

FY 0 0  
1 0  
1 0

FY 01  
1 0  
1 0

Adult Med ica id  S av in g s  
Child ren Medicaid Sav in g s .

$ 0
so

( $ 3 , 3 9 2 )
( $ 5 , 1 4 3 )

( 9 9 , 2 8 8 )
( 9 5 . 3 6 4 )

( 9 3 2 , 2 8 0 )
( 9 1 8 . 7 2 0 )

( 9 3 3 , 7 2 0 )
( 9 1 9 . 5 6 0 )

( 9 3 5 , 1 6 0 )
( 9 2 0 ,4 0 0 )

SE LF -EM PLO YM EN T  SA V IN G S so ( 9 1 4 ,0 4 0 ) ( 9 1 4 , 6 5 2 ) ( 9 6 1 ,0 0 0 ) ( 9 6 3 ,2 8 0 ) ( 9 6 5 , 5 6 0 )

D IVERS IO N  PR O G R A M :
CPA e s t im a te s  that in FY 9 8 , 2 3 9  c a s e s  (hou seho ld s )  annua l ly  wil l part ic ipate in the d ive rs ion  p rog ram : this numbe r is expec ted  to 
grow  by  1 %  per y e a r .  During FY 9 7 , the s ta r t-up yea r ,  1 2 0  cases  wil l part ic ipate . T hese  are h ou seho ld s  that w ou ld  o the rw ise  
have con t inued  on  A FD C ,  on  a v e rag e ,  fo r  at least ano th e r  yea r . W e  es t im a te  that app ro x im a te ly  one -ha l f  o f  the chi ld ren wil l 
con t inue to be eligible o f  Medicaid unde r  a p o ve r ty  leve l Medicaid -on ly eligibility c a teg o ry .  T h e re fo re ,  w hen  a h ouseho ld  is 
s u c c e s s fu l ly  d ive r ted . 1 chi ld and 1 adult wil l lose eligibility. O f those  initially p la ced  in the d ive rs ion  p rog ram , it is e s t im ated  that 
4 5 %  o f  th em  wil l re tu rn  to regu la r  A FD C  w ith  in the initial three m on th s  and wi l l con t inue  to rece ive  Medicaid bene f it s .  The 
remain ing 5 5 %  are e x p e c ted  to m o v e  o f f  o f  AFDC at the and o f  the three m on th  d ive rs ion  p rog ram  fo r  a var ie ty  o f  r e a son s ,  
including ach iev ing s e l f  s u f f ic ie n cy ,  in c reased  eam ad  incom e , or the diversion p a ym en t  having m e t  the emergent need . These 
hou s eh o ld s  wil l e f f e c t iv e ly  lo o s e  9  m on th s  o f  Medicaid eligibility they w ou ld  have  o th e rw ise  had  if th ey  remained on  AFDC . In FY 
9 7 . w e  es t im a te  c l ien ts will lo se  Med ica id  eligibility f o r  an ave rage  o f 4 . 5  m on th s .  In FY  9 8 - 0 1 , c l ients wil l lo se  Medicaid eligibility 
for 9  m on th  per yea r .

Acu lts  in D ive rs ion  P rog ram  
Children in D ive rs ion  P rog ram

Tota l D ive rs ion  Pa r t ic ipan ts  
5 5 %  C om p le te  D ive rs ion  P rog ram

FY 9 6
0
0
0
0

FY 9 7  
1 2 0  
1 2 0  
2 4 0  
1 3 2

FY  9 8
2 3 9
2 3 5
4 7 8
2 6 3

FY  9 9
2 4 1
m
4 8 2
2 6 6

FY  0 0  
2 4 3  
2 4 3  
4 8 6  
2 6 7

FY 0 1  
2 4 6  
2 4 5  
4 9 0  
2 7 0

Acult M ed ica id  S av in g s  
Child M ed ica id  S av in g s

so
so

( 9 7 3 , 3 5 9 )
(SA 2 .4 7 1 )

( 9 3 0 5 , 3 4 3 )
( 9 1 7 6 , 3 4 2 )

( 9 3 2 0 , 7 8 3 )
( 9 1 8 6 , 0 3 0 )

( 9 3 3 7 , 6 2 2 )
1 9 1 9 6 , 8 4 6 )

( 9 3 5 5 , S 9 5 ) 
( 9 2 0 6 . 5 5 0 )

D IV ERS IO N  PR O G R A M  SA V IN G S so ( 9 1  1 5 ,8 3 0 ) ( 9 4 8 1 , 6 8 5 ) ( 9 5 0 6 , 8 1 3 ) ( 9 6 3 3 ,4 6 7 ) ( 9 6 6 2 , 5 4 5 )

SUMMERY OF DIVISION SAVINGS

F Y 9 8 F Y 9 7 F Y 9 8 F Y 9 9 FYOO FY 0 1
Minor P a ren t  A s s is t a n c e  
C is reg a rd s /W a iv e r /A u io  p rov is ion s  
W o rk fa re  P ro jec t
AFDC U n em p lo y e d  P a ren t  P ro je c t  
S e l f -Em p lo ym en t  P ro je c t  
D ivers ion P rog ram

SO
SO
3 0
SO
SO
SO

( 9 8 , 5 8 0 ) 
9 1 4 , 0 4 0  

( 9 1 4 3 , 7 3 5 ) 
( 9 1 6 3 , 7 6 1 ) 

( 9 1 4 ,0 4 0 ) 
( S I  1 5 . 8 3 0 )

( 9 9 , 0 8 9 )
9 1 9 , 5 3 6

( 9 1 5 0 ,0 1 4 )
( 9 1 8 2 , 9 6 2 )

( 9 1 4 , 6 5 2 )
( 9 4 8 1 , 6 8 5 )

( 9 9 , 6 7 2 ) 
9 2 0 , 4 0 0  

( 9 1 5 6 , 6 2 4 ) 
( 9 2 1 1 , 1 7 9 ) 

( 9 6 1 , 0 0 0 ) 
( 9 6 0 6 .8 1 3 )

( 9 1 0 , 2 6 9 )
9 2 1 , 3 1 2

( 9 1 6 3 . 6 2 6 )
( 9 2 3 8 , 8 9 3 )

( 9 6 3 , 2 8 0 )
( 9 6 3 3 .4 8 7 )

( 9 1 0 ,8 8 0 )
9 2 2 , 2 2 4

( 9 1 7 0 , 6 2 5 )
( 9 2 5 7 , 6 2 1 )

( 9 5 6 . 5 6 0 )
( 9 6 6 2 . 5 4 5 )

TOTAL SAVINGS $ 0 ( 9 4 3 1 ,9 0 6 ) ( 9 8 1 8 , 8 6 6 ) ( 9 9 1 4 , 8 8 8 ) ( 9 9 7 8 , 0 2 2 ) 9 1 , 0 3 6 ,0 0 7 )

MEDICAID FACILITIES (52%) SO ( 9 2 2 4 ,5 9 1 ) 1 9 4 2 5 , 8 1 0 ) ( 9 4 7 5 , 7 4 2 ) ( 9 6 0 8 , 5 7 1 ) ( 9 5 3 8 , 2 0 4 )

MEDICAID NON-FACIUTES (48%) SO ( 9 2 0 7 , 3 1 5 ) ( 9 3 9 3 ,0 5 8 ) ( 9 4 3 9 , 1 4 6 ) ( 9 4 6 9 ,4 6 1 ) ( 9 4 9 6 , 8 0 3 )

fiolicvlh^d^nVaaiiUtyhbyeNcahbySfc.x!*
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R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  M a r k  H a n l e y

A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

SPONSOR STATEMENT 

CS for HOUSE BILL 78

It has been said, the best way to reform welfare is to get 
people off welfare. According to a recent survey by the State 
Department of Health and Social Services, 88% of AFDC clients 
in Alaska said they would rather work 'Jian be on welfare. 
Most families on welfare want a way off — they want the self- 
sufficiency and pride that job training and employment bring.

CSHB 78 directs the Department of Health and Social Services to 
apply for a series of waivers from the usual provisions 
governing AFDC programs. One would establish a "workfare" 
demonstration project, which would require able-bodied AFDC 
recipients not working at least 15 hours a week to perform 
community service, or have their benefits reduced.

The unemployed parent demonstration project would assist 
two-parent families achieve self-sufficiency in three years; the 
self-employment demonstration project would allow recipients 
to set up microenterprises. A diversion project would offer 
lump-sum payments for short-term assistance in an effort to 
avoid ongoing financial support.

ThiflKtiU provides positive incentives to work in the form of 
higiiprincome-disregards and a higher vehicle allowance. The 
cost* of child care and transportation necessary for 
participation will be covered by the department. Those in the 
demonstration groups who choose not to participate would face 
sanctions, such as reductions in their benefits.

America is ready to "end welfare as we know it". Many states 
are using waiver projects to develop alternatives to the 
tradition of welfare; it is time for Alaska, with its growing

Interim. 1th A ivnue . * Mil. Anchorage. A K  99501; (9071 J5 S -S I9 J Sessiun: S'rate Capitol. Juneau. A K  99S01-1132; <m>7) jn .' p i.l"



welfare rolls and dwindling revenues, to step up to the plate. 
CSHB 78 is an important piece of legislation; a step towards 
breaking the cycle of dependence on welfare by rewarding 
hard work.

Congress is currently hearing a plethora of welfare reform 
measures. One proposal would authorize federal block grants 
for welfare funding, giving states the flexibility to design their 
own programs. CSHB 78 would allow the state a loot into what 
may or may not work in Alaska, giving us an advuftijg£ in this 
process.



A L A S K A  N E T W O R K

D O M E S T I C  V I O L E N C E

Abused Wcrren J AxjinCiB* (AWAlC). AAocales for Victims, ol Vcfence (AW).
Axing Women «i Abuse and Race Emergencies (AWAP.E}

________________________________  ____  _ Alaska Women's Resouce Center (AWC), Arete Women in CfOB (AW1C)(—y . ■■ ■ ..-̂ 07- _ ---- --  Benng Sea Women's Group (BSWG); Emmonak Women's Shelter
"  Kod«k Women's Resource 4 Crisis Center (KWRCC).

Mannlaq Regonal Women's Ciub Program Parent Aid Family Support Center. 
Sa(e 4 Fear-Free Environment (SAFE); Seward Ufa Acton CouncJ (SLAC). 

_________________________________________________________Sitkans Against Family Volence(SAFV); South Pennsula Women's ServicH (SPWSi.

' Tongass Community Counseling Center Tundra Womerfs Coalncn (TWC).
Unalaskans Against Sexual Assault 4 Famly Violence (USAFV).

Valley Women's Resource Center (VWRC). 
Women in Crus Counselxig 4 Assrstence (WICCA).

S E X U A L  A S S A U  L T
130 Seward Street, No. 501 • Juneau, Alaska 99801 * (907) 586-3650 WrmenmSale Homes (WISH); Women's Resource 4 CniiaCeraar (WRCCI

WELFARE REFORM
The A laska Network on Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault (Netw ork) is 
a statewide coalition o f 22 nonprofit programs. Shelter, advocacy, crisis 
intervention and counseling, and referral services are offered by member 
programs to victims o f domestic violence and sexual assault. During FY94, 
over 9,500 victims and minor children sought and received services from 
member programs.

Responsive restructuring o f the existing welfare system could help domestic 
violence victims fleeing from their abusers establish independent and safe 
lives for themselves and their children. Unfortunately, many o f  the welfare 
m easures proposed in both the Alaskan House and Senate would endanger 
victims.

Battered women, regardless o f their economic status within the abusive 
relationship, often must leave behind assets, employment, health insurance, 
vehicles, housing, clothes and furniture when seeking safety. They seldom 
have access to savings or other bank accounts. Public assistance has been a 
vital support for victims fleeing violent relationships.

W elfare policy should not force women into making the untenable choice o f 
living in poverty versus remaining with or returning to their abusers in order 
to support their children. The Network wishes to express our concern 
regarding the following:

Family Cap
The provision to deny cash assistance for a child bom  to a mother on welfare 
assum es that all women have a choice in child bearing. Coercive sexual 
activity is very much a part o f the power and control dynamic in an abusive 
relationship, as is the denial o f health care.

M oreover, this proposal places "easy answers" above sound public policy.
Research does not support the notion that women plan babies to receive a

Network Comments Regarding Welfare Reform 1



m eager increase in assistance. In fact, a recently released eight-year study by 
W ashington University professor, Mark Rank, shows that there is no. 
correlation betw een birth rates and benefits.

The circum stances o f a child's birth should not disqualify her or him from 
receiving aid needed to sustain life. We have moved beyond the days when 
society classified children as "legitimate" or "illegitimate" using the latter 
designation to stigmatize the child as less worthy.

Durational residency-requirements
A tw o-tier system  would penalize domestic violence victims and their 
children who relocate for safety reasons. Restricting benefits for new state 
residents to the level in their prior state o f residence is based upon the 
m isconception that families uproot themselves in pursuit o f higher benefits. 
Continued stalking, harassment and abuse by batterers forces families to 
move frequently. W omen and children from twenty-four (24) states fled to 
shelters in A laska during FY94. Restricting benefits punishes women and 
children who relocate to escape violence by forcing them to subsist on 
reduced benefits, and by placing them at risk o f becoming homeless.

Child Support Enforcement
W ell-intentioned efforts to improve child support collection could endanger 
dom estic violence victims and their children. M easures are being discussed 
that would m ake the receipt o f welfare benefits contingent upon one's 
cooperation in establishing paternity for the purpose o f collecting child 
support. M erely conducting a paternity search could reveal the victim's 
w hereabouts to her abuser, and further endanger her. Successful paternity 
establishm ent would allow the abuser to sue for custody or physical 
placem ent rights, thereby allowing for the use o f the child as a bargaining 
chip to reestablish control over the victim.

Initiatives to tie child support enforcement programs to welfare reform must 
include a "good cause" exemption for a parent whose cooperation would 
result in physical or emotional harm to her or to the child. M oreover, 
casew orkers must be required to inform recipients about this legal option 
early, especially if  in-hospital paternity establishment programs are initiated.

Time-Limiting AFDC
The dynam ics o f  domestic violence must be taken into consideration when 
applying time-limits and welfare-to-work programs to AFDC recipients. The 
study, Domestic Violence: Telling the Untold Welfare-to-Work Story, is a

Network Comments Regarding Welfare Reform 2



report provided by the TAYLORINSTITUTE and is the first attachm ent to 
this paper. The report raises serious questions about barriers victims face in 
participating in welfare-to-work programs. The Network concurs with the 
report's recommendation to exempt battered women from the time-limit 
provision.

Having asked for the exemption, the Network recognizes exemptions and 
extensions do not solve all the problems created by time limits. Exempting 
some families from time limits and extending time limits for others would 
prevent some harm. But no matter how carefully and broadly draw n, such 
provisions will not address the problems o f all families that need them 
because:

* not every situation can be anticipated;
* it is often the most troubled families that have the most difficulty

making their case before the agency; and,
* agencies often fail to give meaningful notice to families o f  their

rights.

How can our concerns be addressed?
D ispel the myths surrounding AFDC recipients
The second attachm ent to this paper is Facts That Refute Common Myths 
About AFDC, Publication No. 171 o f the Center on Social Welfare Policy 
and Law. Acknowledging that most AFDC recipients do not take advantage 
o f  the system allows the discussion to focus on encouraging change through 
support instead o f  force.

Choose to reframe the discussion
W hat basic provisions do we want to make available to each person in our 
society? How do w e call the best o f a person into being? W hat steps are we 
taking to end violence against women? How do the answers to these 
questions get put together to offer a comp;ehensive approach to adequately 
providing food, shelter, and basic necessities to those who are hungry, cold, 
and destitute?

Ask welfare recipients what they need to be. self-sufficient

Time-limiting, denying benefits, and trying to restrict birth rates will not raise 
families from poverty. Ending violence perpetrated against wom en by their 
partners, providing comprehensive health care and adequate child care, and 
allowing for an expanded definition o f work are steps that would bring us 
closer to the goal.

Network Comments Regarding Welfare Reform 3



D O M E S T I C  V IO L E N C E :  T E L L I N G  T H E  U N T O L D  

W E L F A R E - T O - W O R K  S T O R Y

A  T A Y L O R  I N S T I T U T E  R E P O R T

B Y  J O D Y  R A P H A E L ,  A D M I N I S T R A T I V E  P A R T N E R  

J A N U A R Y  3 0 ,  1 9 9 5

Funded by Woods Fund o f Chicago

TAYLORINSTITUTE
RESEARCH FOR REAL CHANGE

915  North  W o lco tt, Chicago, Illinois 6 0 6 2 2  

te l. 3 1 2 - 3 4 2 - 5 5 1 0  

fax. 3 1 2 - 3 4 2 - 4 5 3 2



In t roduc t ion :  W e l fa re  Rece ip t  and Domes t ic  V io lence

Wel fare-to-work public policy recommendations continue to  be based on a key factual 
misconception- that female welfare participants are indeed single heads o f  
households. In actuality, grass roots social service providers are finding that, in many 
cases, there is a male in the picture who frequently sabotages the woman's e f fo r t s  to 
become se l f - s u f f i c ie n t -  o f ten  with violence. Several model we l fa re -to -work  
programs have made the crucial connection between domestic violence and long-term 
welfare r e c e ip t -  a connection which must be recognized before meaningful progress 
scan be made in the struggle to free women from welfare dependency.

The problem looks something like this: Due to low grant levels, welfare participants 
cannot live on welfare alone. Accordingly, high school dropouts who become teen 
p a ren ts -  with the attendant low skill levels and negligible work h i s t o r y -  become 
embroiled in relationships with males who promise to support them. In return, say 
community workers, these males want complete dependency. Threatened by 
educational and self-help programs, these men frequently resort to  violence and 
emotional coercion to  prevent their partners f rom gaining education and employment. 
This finding f lies in the face o f  the current assertion that women go on welfare to 
escape abusive relationships.

This cycle is becoming more familiar to those in the field, who are disheartened by 
their inability t o  ef fective ly intercede. "We can do everything we can, but if we don't 
get the partner to  but in, he will sabotage it every single time. It is so frustrating 
because we can't contro l it," explains Angie Barnett o f  the Maryland Friends o f  the 
Family Program.

Although practi tioners are becoming increasingly aware o f  the problem, the issue o f  
domestic violence as a barrier to  training and employment does not surface in national 
welfare-to-work policy discussions. Nor has there been any solid research completed 
to inform the welfare re form debate. This report takes a first s tep at determining the 
extent o f  the problem within the AFDC caseload and analyzing its implications fo r 
public policy.

Taylor Institute,1, a public policy research and advocacy organization in Chicago, has 
been working with the Chicago Commons Employment Training center (ETC) to  quantify 
and analyze ETC data regarding the relationship o f  domestic violence to  long-term 
welfare receipt . Recently Tay lor Institute undertook a nation-wide te lephone survey 
to determine ju s t  what is known about the problem by grass roo ts  wel fare-to-work 
programs around the country. Although most programs do not explicitly track this 
data, there is a mounting body o f  evidence supporting the connection between 
domestic violence and welfare dependency - enough to cause grave concern about the 
drift o f  the national welfare re form discussion and to mandate additional research.



What Grass R o o t s  W e l f a r e - t o -W o r k  P rog ram s  Say Abou t  D om e s t i c  V io lence 

The P rob lem

For the purpose o f  this report, domestic violence is defined as verbal and physical 
abuse and coercion by men directed at adult women in intimate relations, which is 
meant to take in the full range o f  physical and nonphysical means used by men to 
coercively contro l women.

The stories about domestic violence are all the same, numbing in their repetition and 
remarkable in their similarity.

* Participants do not come to basic skills classes regularly because their attendance 
provokes violent behavior against them. Their decision to improve their skills and 
seek employment threatens their abusers, who prefer them to stay dependent. Coming 
to the program itself is an act o f  resistance which most o ften exacerbates the 
violence. When visiting participants who have dropped out o f  training programs, s ta f f  
routinely find women with visible bruises, black eyes and cigarette b u rn s -  injuries 
inflicted by abusers in the hope that their victims will be too  embarrassed to go to 
school. Abusers may also come to the program itself, making bell igerent threats o f  
violence in the hope that their behavior will result in the participant being barred 
from participation. For many women, it is easier to take the path o f  least resistance 
and drop out.

* Participants describe a variety o f  techniques employed by their partners to 
sabotage their e f fo r t s  to become educated or employed. For example, the night before 
a key test , entrance exam, o r jo b  interview, boyfriends will engage their partners in 
night-long quarrels, leaving the women sleep-deprived and unable to  per fo rm well. In 
addition, participants report over and over again that their abusers will promise to 
provide key child care sen/ices or transportation, only to  disappear on the morning o f  
the exam, o r  become inebr ia ted- and there fore incapable o f  he lp ing- when needed. 
Abusers may also hide their partners' clothing and winter coats so tha t the women are 
unable to  leave the house either to  take a test or to  attend school. At the extreme, 
abusers will inflict black eyes o r  o the r injuries the night before their partners are to 
start a new job , o r  will visit the job site and create an embarrassing o r  threatening 
situation, causing their partners to lose their job. Such harassing visits and/o r  
telephone calls o f ten  wear down the participant, who decides to quit the program or 
job and devote  herself  to her partner's needs and interests.

* Participants also report that their abusers are terribly concerned about them 
meeting o the r  men and forming new relationships. One woman recal led that her 
partner appeared every day at work to take her to lunch, lest she meet and fraternize 
with anyone new. Another woman related that her partner let her come to  school 
because only women were involved on site. The same woman was



certain that her partner was unlikely to let her get a job, because she would meet 
other men at the work place.

The S t a t i s t i c s

At the Chicago Commons West Humboldt Employment Training Center (ETC), a 
comprehensive wel fa re-to-work program which has provided services to  ove r  6 0 0  
welfare women since 1991  in Chicago, 5 8%  o f  participants who entered ETC between 
July 1, 1 9 9 3  and June 30 ,  1 9 9 4  were current victims o f  domestic violence when they 
entered the program; an additional 2 6%  were past domestic violence victims; 1 7%  of 
all participants were incest survivors or past victims o f  sexual assault; 2 1 %  were 
currently addicted to  drugs o r  abusing alcohol; and an additional 9%  were recovering 
from past substance abuse. ETC provides services to  participants who are long-term 
welfare recipients ( the average time on welfare is 6 . 7  years ) and low basic skills 
( 4 3 %  were reading at 6th grade or below upon entry).

The Washington S ta te Institute fo r  Public Policy undertook a five-year Family Income 
Study which interviewed a representative sample o f  the entire AFDC population in the 
State o f  Washington. In the fifth year o f  the study, administered in 1 9 9 2 ,  women 
were asked if they had been physically or sexually abused as adults.

6 0%  reported some type o f  abuse (physical and/or sexual) , compared to  3 5%  for a
comparison group o f  women drawn randomly from neighborhoods that were more likely 
to have high rates o f  public assistance receipt. The study did not, unfortunately,
differentiate between current and past abuse.)

5 5%  reported being physically abused by a spouse o r boyfriend, compared to  2 8%  for 
the at risk sample.

3 0%  reported being sexually abused by anyone, compared to  1 9%  fo r the at risk sample.

Two years ago, Mid-Iowa Community Action (MICA), a comprehensive family 
development and se lf -suff ic iency program in rural Marshalltown Iowa conducted a 
survey o f  91 heads o f  household participating in its family development program who 
had been on welfare fo r  two years or longer.

2 2%  were current domestic violence victims;
5 1%  were past domestic violence victims;
1 1%  were current substance abusers; and,
3 1%  were past substance abusers.

MICA states , "What these families want is a partner who can skillfully elicit the 
history o f  the family; acknowledge the pain that has been part o f  the family's history; 
and connect the family with resources and experiences that will help the family to 
heal and move forward."



In December 1 991  Manpower D em on s t ra t io n  Resea rch  C o rp o ra t i o n  (MDRC) 
published the results o f  a study o f  6 1 7  young women (age 1 6 - 2 2 )  participating in New 
Chance program sites throughout the county between August 1 9 8 9  and September 
1 9 9 0 .  Case management s ta f f  were instructed to report various problems only if they 
interfered with p rogram participation.

1 6%  o f  enrol lees across all sites told program s ta f f  that they had been battered by 
their boyfr iends or came to  the program with a black eye o r  o ther visible signs o f  
abuse; 6%  reported being abused by someone other than their partner. In addition, 1 5% 
reported discouragement o f  program participation by their partner and 9%  
discouragement o f  program participation by their mother o r  other close relative.

Janet Quint o f  MDRC sta tes that these statistics are probably low estimates and 
represent only the cases known by the staf f .  She adds that "tension-f raught 
relationships with significant o the rs  mean that some women can't fully take 
advantage o r benefit f rom  programs otherwise available to  them."

The prob lem has also surfaced in Jackson  County , Missouri (K an sa s  C ity )  in the 
FUTURES p rog ram , where the JOBS caseloads are 3 5 - 1 ,  "the lowest in the nation," 
according to  Barbara Hubbell. In March 1 9 9 4  an evaluation o f  the program by the 
University o f  Missouri at Kansas City found that "FUTURES graduates less frequently 
report the presence o f  a significant other in the household than do dropouts and those 
currently in the program." Carmen Schulze, Director o f  the Missouri Department o f  
Social Services, Division o f  Family Services, concurs, that "the significant o the r  has a 
key impact on decisions that lead to self-sufficiency."

In Denver, Mitzi Kennedy o f  the C lay ton  Mile High Family Futu res P r o j e c t
estimates that 5 0%  o f  its mothers are struggling with issues o f  domestic violence.

The W om en 's  Em p lo ym en t  Ne twork  in Kansas City, Missouri e s t imates  th a t  75- 
8 0%  o f  its participants se l f - report domestic violence during the course o f  the 
program.

At least 2 0 %  o f  the participants in the Family Suppo r t  and Educat ion C en te r  in 
Cecii Coun ty  Mary land (where the population is 9 5%  White) are a f fec ted by the 
problem, according to  Angie Barnett. Because o f  the direct relationship between 
domestic violence and self-sufficiency, the program persuaded the local domestic 
violence center to  provide services directly at the jobs program site.

At the Denve r  Family O ppo r tun i ty  P rog ram , operated by the Department o f  Social 
Services, Sue Boyd has also uncovered domestic violence as the "biggest issue fo r  
successful transition into the workplace. There is no doubt whatsoever. This is the 
biggest problem tha t  you have. We are trying to build new strategies fo r  dealing with 
this, o the r  than exempting battered women f rom participation," which the program is 
currently doing.



Jennifer Levine with the P ro je c t  E s teem  p rog ram  o f  Family Dynamics Inc, in 
New York City s ta tes  that its caseload contains an equal number o f  supportive 
relationships and abusive ones. Project Esteem, which provides a 12-week career 
planning/parenting education program, explains that "in many ways social realities 
have not caught up with the economic realities in that women are still expected to  
stay home and care fo r children. In some cases if the male can't support the family 
very well, it is a blow to his se l f -esteem to have the female doing so." Levine also 
s tates that parents and o ther siblings are often, for whatever reason, not supportive 
o f the e f fo r t  to get o f f  welfare and often sabotage the welfare participant by failing 
to provide needed child care and other support at key moments.

C leveland Works ,  another comprehensive program providing a host o f  family support 
services, including on-site child care and legal assistance, also reports that " this 
silent issue is a major problem." Deborah Lucci explains that participants may not be 
willing to say they are being beaten up, but "it all comes out as they progress through 
the program and try  to  become independent."

As part o f  its holistic, multi-disciplinary/ approach to  service provision, in November 
1 9 9 4  the Hawaii JOBS p rog ram  quantified what the department calls "psycho­
social" and health barriers which "very much interfere with the transition f rom 
welfare to work. Domestic violence is a major barrier fo r our clients in Hawaii, " 
says Marge Sheehan, Social Work Supervisor. Psycho-social and health barriers were 
found in 5 4 . 4%  o f  the caseload.

The Un ive rs i ty  o f  Wisconsin-Mi lwaukee has also found a connection between 
domestic violence and child abuse and the ability to stay in school in an analysis o f  
the "Learnfare" Program in Milwaukee County. Under "Learnfare" teen parents 
receiving welfare are financially sanctioned fo r  missing more than two days o f  school 
each month by losing a portion o f  their benefits.

The study, which analyzed over four million client computer records at Children's 
Court fo r a ten year period ending in 1 98 9 ,  found that 3 6%  o f  the 1, 5 6 2  Milwaukee 
County teen parents sanctioned under "Learnfare" during the sixteen month period from 
September 1 988 -Decernbe r 1 9 8 9  had child abuse or neglect indicators fo r  their 
immediate family. This means that at a minimum a case worker had investigated one 
or more members o f  the family fo r physical or sexual abuse o r  child neglect and had 
indicated in the social service file that this is a problem which should be monitored.

In the words o f  Lois Quinn, one o f  the authors o f  the study, "Preliminary analysis 
suggests troubling quest ions regarding the high numbers o f  families with histories of 
domestic violence o r neglect who are sanctioned in Milwaukee County and the 
potential fo r  negative consequences, including escalated violence, in these and other 
families. More research is needed in other states now implementing 'Learnfare'-type 
initiatives on these experiments impact within families and fo l low-up is needed in 
Wisconsin on any subsequent violence which has occurred in threatened or sanctioned



fam i l ies . "

Imp l ica t ions  f o r  Publ ic Po l icy and W e l f a r e  R e fo rm

1. De te rm ine  th e  ex ten t  o f  the  prob lem

It is time fo r  the issue o f  domestic violence to come out o f  the closet. The secret 
cannot continue to be kept. Patricia Murphy, author of the path-breaking book "Making 
the Connections: Women, Work and Abuse," believes domestic violence, while a crime, 
is also an economic crime. Domestic violence occurs during the ages o f  1 3 - 2 6 ,  she 
explains, the time when young women should be building their skills and developing 
their work identity. These are key developmental years. "The loss o f  work identity in 
either the waged or unwaged work lives o f  women is a kind o f  death. When this loss 
occurs as a result o f  abuse, it is a kind o f  murder, soul murder."

The reasons fo r  the secret are not difficult to fathom. Since the existence o f  a male 
in the house providing economic support has not been and cannot be reported to  the 
welfare department, it is no wonder that welfare participants strive mighti ly to keep 
the existence o f  the live-in relationship a secret. Participants are also deeply 
ashamed that they are beaten. Many are afraid to  get needed help fo r  themselves or 
their children because they fear that they might lose their children due to their 
failure to provide a violence-free home environment. For this reason, the problem is 
unlikely ever to  be shared with a welfare department case manager o r  other 
professional with a duty under s ta te law to  report potential child abuse or neglect.

The secret gets kept with the connivance o f  those in the helping professions who 
often do not believe it is their place to ask about such personal matters. "Don't ask, 
don't tell", appears to  be the operative rule. Mitzi Kenned; in the Denver program 
explains that "You have to  know enough to  recognize the code. Participants will give 
out hints, like, 'He holds me down,' or 'I have a man problem,' or 'The man is no good.' 
That is the signal to probe more deeply."

The enormity o f  the problem (Why do so many men batter their partners?) causes 
discomfort and denial, and the difficulty and messiness o f  the issue cause dismay 
(Why don't the women jus t  leave?) The result is that domestic violence remains an 
issue "owned" only by feminists and/or those in the domestic violence service 
network. These programs general ly do not interface with the wel fare-to-work 
service delivery system. As an issue domestic violence remains dangerously 
disconnected f rom  welfare re form and o ther anti -poverty policy initiatives.

A corrective course is urgently needed.

* All aspects o f  the social service delivery system, including job training programs, 
need sensitization to  the issue o f  domestic violence and training in assessment tools 
and techniques to  serve the needs o f  battered women.



* The extent o f  the problem within the AFDC caseload needs to be verified and the 
accompanying characteristics o f  the women better understood.

* Grass roo ts  welfare-to-work programs need to begin immediately assessing and 
tracking the incidence o f  the problem.

* Program evaluators also need training in domestic violence and domestic violence 
assessment. All evaluations o f  experimental welfare-to-work programs must take 
domestic violence into account.

* Academic researchers need to work hand-in-hand with program providers at the 
grass 'oo ts  level to bette r quantify and understand the implications o f  domestic 
violence f o r  the development o f  women across their life spans.

2. Identify specialized support needed for current and past victims and provide it.

Unlike any o f  the current theories regarding welfare dependency, the incidence o f  
domestic violence in the lives o f  welfare recipients striving to become se lf - 
sufficient appears to explain the failure o f  current welfare re fo rm policies and 
programs.

The "culture o f  poverty ,"  identified by many academics as characterizing long-term 
welfare pa r t ic ipan ts - "  learned helplessness," apathy, resignation and inability to  
recognize and respond to new opportunity caused by lack o f  contro l ove r  their lives— 
may, in many cases, be post traumatic stress disorder, mandating a tota l ly  di fferent 
public policy and service approach.

Many past victims have incurred permanent injuries such as damage to  jo ints , partial 
loss o f hearing o r  vision as well as emotional injuries which compromise their 
capacity to  becomes and stay employed. To recover f rom post traumatic stress 
disorder they need specialized intervention to  deal with their poor concentration, 
markedly diminished interest in significant activities and sense o f  a fo reshor tened 
future. General lack o f  knowledge about post traumatic stress disorder and its 
connection with domestic violence, rape, childhood sexual assault and substance abuse 
often moans tota l ly  inadequate services fo r  welfare women ( Murphy).

Current victims must grapple with all o f  these problems as they struggle to  avoid 
physical harm. The fact is that domestic violence victims have general ly found their 
identity in their relationship with their partners, have acceded to  their wishes, and 
have failed to  develop any sense o f  themselves as independent persons with a possible 
role in the economy. Fears fo r  safety, when combined with the e f fec ts  o f  post 
traumatic s t ress disorder, cause a problem which o f ten  requires a g rea t  deal o f  time 
and outside support  to  favorably resolve. In most localities, shelters, which provide a 
needed sa fe  haven, lack the resources to provide assistance with needed career 
planning and skills deve lopment necessary fo r employment.



Many domestic violence victims also su ffe r retarded intellectual deve lopment as a 
result o f  the verbal-emotional abuse they have suffered. Along with children raised in 
abusive situations, domestic violence victims o f ten believe they are stupid and 
helpless. "The ever-present fear o f  such volcanic eruptions and catastrophic events 
leaves children speechless- numbed, unwilling to deveiop their capacities fo r  hearing 
or learning" (Belenky, et. al. "Women's Ways o f  Knowing"). It is through speaking and 
listening, writes Belenky,, that we develop our capacities to  talk curtai l their voice 
may account fo r  trie greater prevalence o f  clinical depression among women than men.

This analysis suggests the need to combine intel lectual development with emotional 
recovery. Program models combining domestic violence support services with basic 
skills training are desperate ly needed.

3. Exempt current victims.

The paradigm o f  the single female headed household cannot continue to  be exclusively 
used as the basis upon which to  build welfare policy. The connection between 
domestic violence and long term welfare remains poorly understood. We do not yet 
understand the implications o f  requiring women to  get o f f  o f  welfare within an 
al lotted time. Will abusers permit women to  work if that is the only means o f  
ensuring income? Or, as anecdotal evidence suggests, do partners' fears that working 
women will e ither meet new men o r refuse to  turn over hard-earned paychecks simply 
cause domest ic  violence to  escalate?

Some fo rm e r  domestic violence victims categorical ly state that their abusers would 
not let them go out to work regardless o f  the financial consequences to  the household. 
They believe tha t  more pover ty  and more crime will occur if time-limited programs 
are implemented without temporari ly  exempting domestic violence victims f rom 
participation and providing special services to  them. With no prospect o f  welfare, 
young teens without skills o r prospects become ever more likely to fall prey to older 
men who promise to take care o f  them.

However, it would appear to  be the prevailing view that the abuser will allow his 
partner to  go to  work because the family unit has become dependent upon the income 
represented by the welfare check and Food Stamps. However, even if abusers permit 
their partners to  work, the experience o f  some welfare women suggests that starting 
a low-wage job  increases the stress on the household, prompting fu rther levels o f  
violence. Moreover , it is unlikely that the welfare participant, will be able to  maintain 
the job  given the levels o f  that stress, the accompanying violence, and her inability to 
concentrate on the job.

Admittedly, little research has been done and not much is known about the e f fec ts  o f 
changed public poiicy on households where domestic violence occurs. A chilling 
episode in Milwaukee a lmost two years ago demonstrates the possible bloody cycle.
As reported by the Milwrukee Sentinel, when Roberta Lee Russeil, 18, had to  attend



school or risk losing some o f  her benefits, her partner, David Hall, 24 ,  was at home 
providing child care. When seven month year old Jemeale wouldn't s top crying after 
being given a bottle, he asked Russell to stop attending school to take care o f  the 
children. She said she couldn't because she wanted to continue receiving monthly 
we l fa re .

Although Hall told her that he had enough o f  taking care o f  the kids, Russell went to 
school anyway. On that day the baby's father was awakened from a nap by the baby's 
crying. He lost his temper and punched the boy three times in the stomach and the 
child stopped crying. Then Hall pushed in the boy's distended stomach, thinking he 
needed to be burped. The next day, Jemeale stopped breathing and died.

Because it is o f ten  difficult to make an assessment o f  domestic violence, it is 
essential tha t  all long-term welfare participants with low skills be required to 
participate in literacy or job  training programs which have the capacity to  assess and 
provide the specialized services current and past victims need. Program participants 
who show meaningful progress should be exempted from time limits which would 
otherwise seve r  their benefits .

4. Prevent domestic violence f rom occurring.

Preventing the formation o f  relationships which are violent during the teen years is 
the only response true and deep enough to make fundamental changes in the ways in 
which many low-income young women live and raise their children today. Although 
domestic violence is the single g reatest cause o f  injury to  American women and a 
major health problem, we are only ju s t  now beginning to figure ou t what we can do to 
make domestic violence unacceptable. Prevention requires developing a community- 
wide response to the problem- community-wide information and discussion, coupled 
with the availability o f  visible, accessible services to  current victims at the 
neighborhood level. Leadership development in our low-income communities is a 
prerequisite. There are some promising curricula and training pro jects aimed at pre- 
teens in our nation's schools, but these fledgling e f fo r t s  are poor ly funded and 
supported.

The undeniable link between domestic violence and long term welfare dependency also 
mandates a focus on male abusers. Even if welfare is made transitional, the issue o f  
domestic vio lence will remain, blighting women's and children's e f fo r t s  to  become 
fully developed, independent persons. Little is known about e f fec t ive interventions 
with male abusers , who up until now have remained the important missing piece in the 
welfare policy puzz le .
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MYTH: Once on AFDC, always on AFDC.

FACT: The vast majority of AFDC cases are open for less than two years, and most of 
these cases are closed within a year. The best evidence is that no more than 20 percent 
to 24 percent of the families that receive AFDC receive it in more than 9 separate years 
over the course of their lives, and the family may not be receiving benefits for a full year 
in each of those years.2 Moreover, there is no evidence that those who grow up receiv­
ing welfare as children are instilled with a different set of values or attitudes which make 
(hem more likely to receive welfare as adults than others who grew up in families with 
imilar income levels.3

mmm

MYTH: The AFDC rolls are full o f able-bodied adults who doni want to work.

FACT: More than two-thirds of all recipients of AFDC are children. All of the adults 
who receive AFDC are caring for children and the vast majority are doing so as single 
parents. Thirty-five percent of all AFDC families include a child under the age of three. 
Less than 15 percent of all AFDC families have no child under 12. The vast majority 
of the adults receiving AFDC also face obstacles to employment at a living wage that 
result from limited education and job skills. In addition, a significant number of adult 
recipients do work outside the home at some point during the year. On average, in fiscal 
year 1989, nearly 15 percent of the adult women receiving aid and more than 22 percent 
of the adult men were either employed or in school while receiving aid and another 65 
percent of the men and nearly 40 percent of the women were enrolled in work and 
training programs.4

« • *

MYTH: Womm receiving AFDC have lots o f children and keep having more just to get 
more money

FACT: 42 percent of all AFDC families include only one child and another 30 percent 
have two; less than ten percent of the families receiving AFDC include four or more chil­
dren.3 In addition, there is no evidence that the availability of AFDC benefits is an 
inducement to women to have children.6 In fact, the AFDC benefit structure in most 
states effectively penalizes those families with more children by failing to increase 
benefits by an amount sufficient to cover the costs of providing for an additional child.
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MYTH: Families can live well on AFDC benefits.

FACT: The combined benefit from AFDC and food stamps is below the poverty level 
in every state and below 75% of the poverty level in almost four-fifths of the states. It 
is less than 35% of median family income in every state. As of January 1992, the 
maximum AFDC benefit available to a family of three with no other income is under 
5400 in 29 states and half of these states provided less than $300 per month to such fami­
lies.7

» * «

MYTH: AFDC families receive benefits under a multitude o f programs which fill any 
gaps left by inadequate AFDC benefits.

FACT: The figures given in the preceding fact represent the combined value of AFDC 
and food stamps. Families receiving AFDC can qualify for other benefits as well, but 
generally the assistance provided by such benefits does not increase the income available 
to meet the basic subsistence needs that are supposed to be covered by AFDC and food 
stamps, i.e., food, clothing, shelter, personal need items. Payment for medical care does 
not give the family additional money for food; housing assistance may or may not reduce 
the amount that the family has to spend on housing. In addition, not all AFDC families 
receive benefits under other programs. For example, approximately 15 percent of AFDC 
families do not receive food stamps and 63 percent live in private rental housing far 
which they receive no housing assistance.1

* « •

MYTH: AFDC benefits are generally lower in the South and Southwest because it costs 
so much less to live in these regions o f the country.

•*
FACT: While there are wide variations in AFDC benefit levels from region to region, 
the available ddH shows very little regional variation in the minimum income a family 
needs and only Mall differences in median family incomes. For the nation aa a whole, 
AFDC benefit levels average about 14 percent of state median income, while in eight 
southern states plus Texas benefit levels equal ten percent or less of state median in­
come.9
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MYTH: Poor people migrate to states with "high" AFDC benefits just so they can 
receive these higher benefits.

FACT: Poor people tend to migrate in the same direction as the population as a whole - 
- overall trends show movement out of the Northeastern and Midwestern states and into 
the Southern and Sunbelt states, where AFDC benefits are generally lower.10 More­
over, the small percentage of AFDC families that do move out of state tend to migrate 
for the same major reason as the rest of the population -  to improve their family's quality 
of life — and the availability of potentially higher welfare benefits in and of itself appears 
not to be a significant drawing point.

* « «

MYTH: Marty AFDC recipient are receiving benefits they are not entitled to and 
nothing is being done to bring this under control.

FACT: Erroneous payments in the AFDC program account for less than 6% of the 
benefits paid11 and all states are required to and do have systems designed to control and 
reduce errors.

* • *

MYTH: The federal government is faced with such a large budget deficit because so 
much money is being spent on programs like AFDC.

FACT: Federal expenditures for AFDC in fiscal year 1991 represented less than 1 % of 
the-total federal budget amounting to approximately $12.5 billion.12 Total state spending 
on the program was a little less. AFDC expenditures have been at about this same 
percentage for over 10 years.
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B a rb a ra  E h r e n r e i c h

Battered Welfare Syndrome
H a r d l y  a n y o n e  t h e s e  d a y s  r e c o m m e n d s  p u n c h i n g  

and slapping as a  way of settling m arital disputes. 
On the daytim e talk shows, audiences go into fren­
zies of outrage over batterers and any batterees who 

daw dle before calling the hotline. In  California and  M assachu­
setts, G overnors who are feverishly cutting  program s that aid 
w om en in poverty are proposing actual increases in funds to 
com bat dom estic violence. Thanks to Nicole Brown Sim pson’s

childhood was, if anything, even more dam aging—predisposing 
girls to early sexual activity, teenage m otherhood and, again, the 
eventual need for welfare.

All this suggests the “cycle of dependency” that needs to be 
cured is not so m uch one of the dependency on governm ent 
“handouts" as one of dependency on abusive men. Abuse, even 
o f d ie verbal kind, saps self-esteem: physical abuse can 
imprison a woman at home, too asham ed to show up for work

sad fate, w e tell ourselves, w e’re all painfully aw are  < f  the  p H /0  a  blade eye o r cigarette bum s. No m atter w here they start
lem. So why, a rational observer m ight inquire, a re  we sim ulta­
neously hell-bent on policies that will lock millions o f woroeu 
into violent and abusive relationships?

Because this will be one undeniable effect of welfare reform, 
as passed by the House and contem plated in many states, 
the first things a w om an is likely to do 
w hen fleeing an abusive relationship is 
apply for welfare: officials at som e bat- 
tered-w om en's shelters report that 
60% to 95% of the w om en they help go 
on welfare, at least for the short term .
These are such women as the San .An­
tonio m other of three profiled in the 
Houston Chronicle, who fled w hen her 
otherwise straight-living, Baptist, teeto­
taler husband took to slapping her in 
front of the children. She fled to a 
shelter, got on welfare and eventually 
becam e single and self-sufficient

Reforms that make welfare harder 
to get and woith less w hen you get it 
will leave this escape hatch a lot nar­
rower. Residency requirem ents, for example; effectively bar 
w om en from fleeing their abusers from one state to  another, and 
work requirem ents will discourage the w om an w ith do child care 
from escaping h e r - a n d  possibly her ch ildm n 's-to rm en to r.

No one knows exactly what portion of the w elfare rolls is 
m ade up of refugees from domestic violence, bu t knowledgeable 
estim ates are  startfrngly high. In prelim inary Research on a small 
sam ple o f Chicago welfare recipients, Susan Lloyd at North­
w estern  U n iw n ity  found nearly half m entioned abusive relation­
ships as a  factor in the ir need for welfare. A rlene McAtee, asso­
ciate  d irec to r o f M id-Iow a C om m unity  A ction, estim ates 
th rfe -q u a rte rs  of the women she sees com e to welfare as a way 
ou t o f dom estic violence. .And in som e surveys of women in 
hom eless shelters, half the respondents say they’re homeless 
because they fled from a violent mate.

In fac t abuse at any point in a woman's life appears to 
increase th e  odds for future welfare en ro llm en t A recen t study 
by the  W a s h f i to p  State Institute for Public Policy found that 
60%  of w o m e n ^ ^ u b l ic  assistance had experienced som e form 
o f abuse, physical o r  sexual, as adults. Abuse experienced in

out fa  the socioeconomic spectrum , victims of abuse are espe­
cially vulnerable to poverty a n d - to  round out th e  cy c le -poo r 

“fttrwwi especially vulnerable to abuse.
Welfare can and sometimes does free wumen from depen- 

predatory males, as plenty of welfare alum nae can testi- 
I fy. But welfare benefits have been 
? shrinking for two decades, to a level—a 
|  Ktfle less than $400 a month per family, 
; on average—that forces many recipients 
I  into fhimcial reliance on any man who 
|  can help pay .for the groceries. This, 

according fo m e researchers, is why one 
recent study found that 58% of the 
vtom en enrolled in a Chicago welfare- 
to-work-training program were current 

< victims of domestic violence.
Some w om en, of course, can 

escape their abusers with no help 
from welfare, and  plenty of w om en 
who go on welfare have been battered  
by poverty alone. But only a fool, o r a 
sm ug male legislator, could think of 

crafting welfare policy as if dom estic violence doesn 't ex is t The 
closer you look a t the real narratives of w om en's lives, the m ore 
you realize that there  is a w ar going on, a h idden w ar of m en 
against w om en—fought w ith fists and b lunt objects, over such 
issues as why the baby makes so m uch noise or d inner w asn’t 
ready on time. In this w ar the w ounded don’t get m uch help; 
they’re often stigm atized and reviled for seeking i t

Enter, stage rig h t the welfare reform ers, full of helpful 
advice for dow ntrodden w om en. G eba job, they say, nc* notic­
ing that some batterers will do anything to prevent th a t  includ­
ing stalking their victims at job  sites. G et m am eiT th ey  say, not 
noticing that the potential bridegroom  may be  .^ p ra c tic in g  
sad ist Even a  reasonable-sounding “reform ," such as requiring 
recipients to identify the father of their children, can be enough 
to trigger his rage and precipitate a new  round of abuse.

The fact is that dom estic violence, ugly as we p retend  to 
find i t  seem s to  be becom ing part of ou r national pobcy. 
Despite our pious concern for the battered, the message from 
the welfare reform ers is clear and cold: stand by your man, 
they're saying, even w hen he’s knocked you to the floor. ■
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C O ST /SA V IN G S  A N A LYS IS  
CSHB 7 8  (HES)

P rep a red  By the D epa rtm en t o f Hea lth  and Soc ia l S e rv ice s  
D iv is ion of Public A s s is la n c e  

April 4 ,  1 9 9 5

F Y 9 6 F Y 9 7 FY 9 8 F Y 9 9 FYOO FY01 TOTAL
OPERAT ING  EXPEND ITURES
AFDC P a ym en ts  - P ro jec t ( 1 3 7 . 9 ) ( 8 7 5 . 1 ) ( 1 , 7 8 2 . 4 ) ( 1 , 8 8 2 . 1 ) ( 1 , 9 9 8 . 6 ) ( 2 , 1 1 1 . 1 ) ( 8 , 7 8 7 . 2 )
Eligibility D e te rm ina t ion 1 3 6 . 8 1 8 8 . 8 1 8 8 . 8 1 8 8 . 8 1 8 8 . 8 1 8 8 . 8 1 , 0 8 0 . 8
PA Adm in is t ra t ion 2 1 3 . 5 1 5 8 . 5 1 5 8 . 5 1 5 8 . 5 1 5 8 . 5 1 5 0 . 5 1 , 0 0 6 . 0
PA Data P ro ce ss in g 9 7 2 . 4 2 7 7 . 0 6 6 . 5 6 6 . 5 6 6 . 5 6 6 . 5 1 , 5 1 5 . 4
A laska  W o rk  P ro g iam s 0 . 0 3 9 4 . 5 4 3 6 . 1 4 4 6 . 0 4 5 7 . 0 4 7 0 . 4 2 , 2 0 4 . 0
Child Care  Bene f i ts 0 . 0 1 5 2 . 0 2 7 2 . 3 2 8 9 . 3 3 0 0 . 0 3 0 8 . 7 1 , 3 2 2 . 3
Medica l A s s is tance 4 0 . 0 ( 4 3 1 . 9 ) ( 8 1 8 . 9 ) ( 9 1 4 . 8 ) ( 9 7 8 . 1 ) ( 1 , 0 3 5 . 0 ) ( 4 , 1 3 8 . 7 )
Family and Y ou th  Se rv ices 1 1 3 . 9 1 1 3 . 9 1 1 3 . 9 I 1 3 . 9 1 1 3 . 9 1 1 3 . 9 6 8 3 . 4
G ross  P ro je c t  C o s t 1 , 3 3 8 . 7 ( 2 2 . 3 ) ( 1 , 3 6 5 . 2 ) ( 1 , 5 3 3 . 9 ) ( 1 , 6 9 2 . 0 ) ( 1 , 8 3 9 . 3 ) ( 5 , 1 1 4 . 0 )
Less Federa l Rece ip ts  fo r 
P ro jec t C o s ts

6 1 8 . 7 ( 2 8 . 7 ) ( 6 5 9 . 5 ) ( 7 3 9 . 2 ) ( 8 1 3 . 0 ) ( 8 8 1 . 7 ) ( 2 , 5 0 3 . 4 )

Less I/A Rece ip ts  fo r  
P ro jec t C o s ts  
(PFD Ho ld  H a rm le ss )

( 1 2 . 7 ) ( 7 8 . 8 ) ( 1 6 0 . 4 ) ( 1 6 9 . 4 ) ( 1 7 9 . 9 ) ( 1 9 0 . 0 ) ( 7 9 1 . 2 )

Net GF IGF M a tch  P ro je c t  
Cost

7 3 2 . 7 8 5 . 2 ( 5 4 5 . 3 ) ( 6 2 5 . 3 ) ( 6 9 9 . 1 ) ( 7 6 7 . 6 ) ( 1 , 8 1 9 . 4 )

Less Ra tab le  Reduc t ion  
GF M atch  Sav ings

( 7 0 6 . 5 ) ( 1 , 0 2 3 . 8 ) ( 1 , 0 7 5 . 1 ) ( 1 , 1 2 8 . 8 ) ( 1 , 1 8 5 . 3 ) ( 1 , 2 4 4 . 5 ) ( 6 , 3 6 4 . 0 )

Net GF Budget Impac t 2 6 . 2 ( 9 3 8 . 6 ) ( 1 , 6 2 0 . 4 ) ( 1 , 7 5 4 . 1 ) ( 1 , 8 8 4 . 4 ) ( 2 , 0 1 2 . 1 ) ( 8 , 1 8 3 .4 1

RATABLE REDUCT ION  SA V IN G S
GF M atch ( 7 0 6 . 5 ) ( 1 , 0 2 3 . 8 ) ( 1 , 0 7 5 . 1 ) ( 1 , 1 2 8 . 8 ) ( 1 , 1 8 5 . 3 ) ( 1 , 2 4 4 . 5 ) ( 6 , 3 6 4 . 0 )
Federa l Rece ip ts ( 7 0 6 . 5 ) ( 1 , 0 2 3 . 8 ) ( 1 , 0 7 5 . 1 ) ( 1 , 1 2 8 . 8 ) ( 1 , 1 8 5 . 3 ) ( 1 , 2 4 4 . 5 ) ( 6 , 3 6 4 . 0 )
I/A Rece ip ts  
(PFD Ho ld  F la rm less )

( 1 9 7 . 7 ) ( 2 0 7 . 5 ) ( 2 1 7 . 7 ) ( 2 2 8 . 7 ) ( 2 4 0 . 1 ) ( 2 5 2 . 2 ) ( 1 , 3 4 3 . 9 )

IIADPA\JIMSWI>51UIILLSVIU78UIB7U 2.SUM



AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN 
Maximum Monthly AFDC for Family of Three Persons 

Standard of Need and Maximum Benefit Payment as of October 1, 199-*

State
Need Standard 

3 Persons*
Maximum Benefits 

3 Persons

Alabama 673 160
Alaska 975 923
Anzcma 954 347
Arkansas 705 204
California 715 607
Colorado 421 421
Connecticut 735 735
Delaware 338 338
Dist. Of Columbia 712 420
Florida 991 303
Georgia 424 280
Hawaii 1,140 712
Idaho 991 317
Illinois 890 367
Indiana 320 320
Iowa 849 426
Kansas 396 396
Kentucky 526 228
Louisiana 658 190
Maine 553 418
Maryland 507 366
Massachusetts 579 579
Michigan 509 424
Minnesota 532 532
Mississippi 368 368
Missouri 312 285
Montana 478 389
Nebraska 364 364
Nevada 699 348
New Hampshire 1,405 307
New Jersey 985 443
New Mexico 381 381
New York 577 577
North Carolina 544 266
North Dakota 501 501
Ohio 901 341
Oklahoma 645 324
Oregon 460 460
Pennsylvania 587 403
Rhode Island 554 554
South Carolina 440 440
South Dakota 491 491
Tennessee 500 185
Texas 751 188
Utah 553 415
Vermont 724 724
Virginia 322 291
Washington 1,158 546
West Virginia 497 249
Wisconsin 647 517
Wyoming 674 674

Maximum Benefits Benefit as a Rank by
Ranking Percent of Poverty* Percent of Poverty

51 15.6% 51
1 71.9% 1

33 33.8% 33
47 19.9% 47
6 59.2% 6
20 41.0% 20
2 71.6% 2
35 32.9% 35
21 40.9% 21
40 29.5% 40
43 27.3% 43
4 60.3% 5

33 30.9% 38
29 35.8% 29
37 31.2% 37
18 41.5% 18
25 38.6% 25
46 2222% 46
48 18.5% 48
22 40.7% 22
30 35.7% 30
7 56.4% 7
19 41.3% 19
11 51.9% 11
28 35.9% 28
42 27.8% 42
26 37.9% 26
31 35.5% 31
32 33.9% 32
39 29.9% 39
16 43.2% 16
27 37.1% 27
8 56.2% 8

44 25.9% 44
13 48.8% 13
34 33.2% 34
36 31.6% 36
15 44.8% 15
24 39.3% 24
9 54.0% 9
17 42.9% 17
14 47.9% 14
50 18.0% 50
49 183% 49
23 40.4% 23
3 70.6% 3

41 28.4% 41
10 533% 10
45 24.3% 45
12 50.4% 12
5 65.7% 4

Nou*
Meed nxndiro u  a -  maximum a u n h ty  allowable income u  defined in stale Mid federal regulations.

The param  of poverty u  baaod onlbe 1994 Federal Poverty Gtndlinc (FPG) fora family of three persona convened to a monthly rate 
The FPG for ad d a ta  u  I I .026, except A lu la , which u  increased 21 percent to U.2S4. and Hawaii which ia incteaaed 15 percent to 11.180.

Source: U. S. Deperanent o f Health and Hunun Servicea, Athmmnranan far Qiilihxn and Family Servicer, unuiled (haft document diled December 1994.
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M \ k i k c We l f a r e  W o i  k

Under Indictment
Americans Want To Change, But Not Demolish, the Welfare System

8 v W i l l  M a r s h a l l

N othing better exemplified candidate Bill Clinton's 
com m itm ent to fun d am en ta l change th an  his 
prom ise to "end welfare as we know it." More 

than  any  other, this p led g e  defined  him  as a N ew 
Democrat determ ined to move beyond an exhausted 
left-right debate that is failing to confront A m erica's 
most pressing problems.

In calling for a tw o-year limit on welfare, C linton 
proposed the most radical reform in U.S. social policy 
since the New Deal. The notion that welfare should  
offer poor Americans transitional support en route to a 
job— rather than subsidize a way of life widely seen as 
divorced from work and responsibility— clearly struck 
a responsive chord with the public.

Recent surveys confirm that .Americans, regardless of 
class or race, overwhelmingly want to change— but not 
dem olish—the welfare system . People are less con­
cerned  ab o u t costs th an  ab o u t w e lfare 's  fa ilu re  to 
encourage and reward the values most Americans live 
by: w ork and saving, m arriage and family, individual 
initiative and a sense of responsibility to one's com m u- 
nity.M ore than 90 percent of the public thinks that m ak­
ing welfare recipients self-sufficient is more im portant 
than removing them from the rolls to cut costs. Nearly 
as many support work requirements, even for mothers 
with young children.

D espite n ea r-u n an im o u s su p p o rt for sw eep ing  
reform, the administration has been curiously slow off 
the m ark. In a questionable strateg ic judgm ent, the 
W hite House delayed action on welfare and instead 
pressed ahead with a far more complicated and costly 
plan to overhaul the nation's health care system. The 
dow ngrading of welfare reform as a presidential priori­
ty has heartened both liberal defenders of the status 
quo and conservative opponents of new public efforts 
to help the poor. It also has blurred the president's New 
Democrat image even as his economic and health care 
initiatives define him in more traditional terms.

Still, as Lvn A. Hogan notes in thus section, the adm in­
istration deserves credit for giving Wisconsin approval 
to test a two-year limit on welfare eligibility in two coun­
ties. Other states likewise have proposed using a combi­

nation of carrots and sticks to move welfare recipients 
into jobs.

The indictment against America's welfare system has 
four main counts:

It undercuts incentives to work and isolates the poor 
in a separate  welfare economy; it penalizes m arriage 
and underw rites out-of-wedlock births and single par­
enthood; it em powers bureaucracies and social service 
providers rather than poor citizens; ancUijt,iwl«ajunes 
values held by m ost A m ericans, rich ancfpoor, p e r­
versely rewarding failure rather than success.

A lthough virtually  every president in the last two 
decades has vowed to fix these defects, their tries at 
re form  have fo u n d e red  on ideological g rid lock . 
Conservative resistance to spending more on social pro­
grams, coupled with liberal reluctance to dem and more 
of welfare recipients, has ruled out anything more d ra­
matic than marginal adjustments in the status quo. We 
are left w ith a welfare system that seems impossible to 
defend yet impossible to change fundamentally.

Apart from the fact that it comes from a Democrat, 
P resident C lin ton 's call for tim e-lim ited assistance is 
striking because it represents a great conceptual leap 
forward. Time limits w ould ensure that the requirement 
to work replaces the right to income maintenance as the 
organizing  principle of welfare policy. Such a policy 
casts welfare not as an entidem ent but as a compact of 
m u tu a l ob ligation : W hile so c ie ty -o w es 'ev e ry o n e  a 
chance to w ork, the beneficiaries of public aid have a 
corresponding responsibility to strive to support them­
selves. This approach says that all work confers moral 
dignity and can lead to self-suffident citizenship.

T ime limits, however, are not enough. Simply man­
d atin g  a tw o-year limit, w ithou t o ther reform s, 
w ould only worsen the plight of 14 million welfare 

recipients, 9 million of who are children. Helping peo­
ple develop their capacities— especially those with few 
resources and many problems— is an expensive propo­
sition. Hence, a radical redesign of social welfare will 
cost more, not less, in the short run. In fact, the current 
welfare system has survived successive bouts of reform

1 D i c * v i e i : »
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precisely because it is a relatively cheap way to deal 
with the poor.

But spending more now to enable people to work wiil 
reap  large d iv id e n d s  d o w n  the road: rewer peopie on 
public aid. more people working and paving taxes, and 
rewer children trap p ed  in an  underclass characterized 
cv ram pant unem ploym ent, cnm e and illegitimacy.

President Clinton will have to strike a political bar­
gain with the left and the n g h t  if he is to achieve his 
goal or making welfare ‘a second chance, not a wav of 
l i f e L i b e r a l s  will have to accept time limits, ana  con­

servatives will have to accept higher social costs.
In addicion to time limits, a progressive, work-based 

social policv requires five key poiicv shirts:
• First and most important, we must make work pav. 

Low-waite jobs simpiv can t compete with the package 
of benefits available in the welfare economy. For exam­
ple. a welfare recipient in Ohio may collect a maximum 
basic welfare gran t  (Aid to Famiiies with  D ependen t 
Children pius rood stamps) of 3633 a month, or 37.396 a 
vear. However, she also is eligible tor valuabie Vledicaid 
and chiid care assistance and possibly housing subsi-

P a p a ,, P r e a c h : ■- -
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dies. Vet, if she takes a 40-hour-a-week job at the mini- 
mum wage of 54.25, she will make only 58.S40 a year, 
nearly 53,000 below the poverty line for a typical family 
of three. It makes little sense to exhort welfare recipients 
to work if that means lowering their standard of living 
or leaving them w ithout health care.

The alternative is to shift public subsidies from wel­
fare to work, so that what people earn from low-wnge 
jobs and subsidies always exceeds what they collect for 
not working. At the president's request. Congress this 
year took a giant step in this direction by expanding the 
earned income tax credit, a subsidy to low-wage work­
ers. Together with food stamps, the EITC should be suf­
ficient so that even a m inim um -w age job would lift a 
full-time worker and her family out of poverty. Working 
mothers also will need more transitional assistance for 
child care and perhaps housing as they move from wel­
fare to private jobs.

• Second, we m ust assure universal access to health 
care. When welfare recipients take a job, they soon lose 
Medicaid benefits worth about 53,000 a year. The jobs 
they are most likely to take rarely offer health insurance 
or pay enough to let them buy their own policy. Health 
care reform m ust guaran tee  universal access and so 
remove a serious obstacle to work.

• Third, we m ust strengthen child support enforce­
ment to supplement the income of poor families. Even 
with expanded subsidies for work, many single m oth­
ers who lack education and skills will remain on the 
financial edge. Their children deserve the support of 
both  parents, yet on ly  20 percen t of never-m arried  
mothers collect child support from absent fathers. We 
need to crack dow n on deadbeat dads and encourage 
mothers to cooperate by letting them keep more of their 
child support payments.

• Fourth, we m ust expand welfare-to-work efforts by 
public agencies, nonpro fit g roups and even private 
bu: messes. As Lee A. Bowes notes in this issue, while 
studies show that education and training programs can 
lead to marginal increases in earnings, such gains are 
rarely enough to lift a family ou t of poverty. On the 
other hand, innovative ventures such as America Works 
and Chicago's Project Match, profiled in this issue by 
A ndrew  Cooper, show  th a t w ith  in tensive su p p o rt, 
even long-term welfare recipients can get and hold pri­
vate jobs with docent pay and benefits.

This is not to deny that m any welfare recipients need 
more education and training. The question is, should 
their entry into the job m arket be delayed while they 
a tten d  tra in ing  classes? T hat m ay m ake sense for 
some— especially teen-age mothers who dropped out of 
school when they became pregnart. But foi-adults* get*

ring a job is usually a better bet than getting  generic 
training thai may be irrelevant to the local job market.

A recent Manpower Demonstration Research C orpo­
ration stu d y  of C alifornia's CAIN program  confirm s 
this view. The study found that program s that stress 
work, offer intensive job placement and w ork closely 
with local employers to determine training needs have 
been more successful" at both reducing welfare rolls and 
increasing earnings than program that stress education 
and,Gaining. This should not be surprising: Most peo­
ple learn their jobs on the job. What welfare recipients 
need m ore than anything else is to be reconnected to the 
w orld of w ork. Moreover, such efforts shou ld  begin 
w hen a person joins the welfare rolls, not wher. she 
reaches the two-year limit. The best tim e-lim ited wel­
fare system  is one in which no one ever hits the limit, as 
David Ellw ood, assistan t secretary of p lan n in g  and 
evaluation  at the D epartm ent of H ealth  and  Hum an 
Services, has said.

• Fifth, we m ust offer com m unity-service jobs for 
people w ho can't find or keep private jobs. If society is 
to require work as a condition of public assistance, it 
m ust guarantee the opportunity to work. But com m uni­
ty-service jobs at a m inim um  wage sh o u ld  be a last 
resort. Wage subsidies for private jobs, and other transi­
tional benefits, should create a differential that always 
makes private work a better paying proposition. O ur 
new  social w elfare system  shou ld  be ch a rac te rized  
above all by closer ties w ith p rivate  em ployers and 
should work to reduce the stigma now attached to wel­
fare recipients as they seek employment.

T hese five initiatives would move us from a system 
centered on income maintenance and consum ption 
to a system oriented around work and the develop­

m ent of personal assets. In addition , w elfare reform  
should be reinforced by an array of em pow ering initia­
tives, including  ind iv idual developm ent accounts to 
encourage saving and asset-building; m icroenterprise to 
encourage self-em ployment; tenant m anagem ent and 
ow nersh ip , to encourage public housing residents to 
handle their own affairs; and social service vouchers, to 
give poor people more control over the services created 
for them.

It's impossible, of course, to subsidize private jobs 
that d o n 't  exist. A crucial question for backets of the 
rime-limited approach is whether there will be enough 
jobs for welfare recipients seeking work. Liberals say 
expanding welfare rolls show that jobs are not available; 
conservatives point to the want ads and  the fact that 
im migrants seem to find jobs here. In truth, however, no 
one know s the answ er because the su p p ly  of jobs is

0 i C ! * I I ■ ! * 1
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dynamic, always expanding and contracting. Time lim­
its are the only wav to find out whether our labor mar­
kets can absorb the estim ated 1.5 million people who 
would need jobs two years after the limit was imposed.

Finally, as we figure out how to help people leave 
welfare, we need to redouble efforts to prevent them 
from entering the system in the first place. A serious 
p reven tion  s tra teg y  m ust take aim sq u are ly  at the 
explosion of out-of-wedlock births to teen-age mothers. 
As Hogan details in an accompanying article, illegiti­
macy is closely linked to welfare dependency.

There are lots of devilish details to be worked out.

and a work-based social policy will be no more immune 
to the law of unintended consequences than others. All 
this suggests the need for .1 lengthy transition, lots of 
state experiments with ways to move people into pri­
vate jobs and to create and monitor com m unity service 
jobs, and m uch m ore rigo rous ev a lu a tio n  of these 
efforts. N onetheless, President C linton should  press 
ahead. If he makes 1994 the year of replacing welfare 
with work, he will find a public eager for change and 
ready to support his resolve. ♦

Will Marshall is president o f the Progressive Policy Institute.

The Soup Kitchen Elite
'Good Guys' Always Find a Way To Get Money for Themselves

B y T h e r e s a  F u m i c i e l l o

W oodstock, N.Y.
P overty in America is a megabusiness. With remark­

able creativity, every time our social welfare institu­
tions discover or redefine a need of poor people, 

the “nonprofit" agencies find a way to get m oney for 
themselves. In the meantime, poor people have become 
increasingly poor. It was not quite bv accident. Or quite 
by design.

instead of help ing  the poor directly  by spend ing  
enough money to provide them with adequate benefits, 
the social welfare system is indirect. Instead of offering 
a welfare m other enough m oney to buy decent food 
and housing for her children, the system offers her food 
pantries and hom eless shelters and inform ation and 
referral services. The idea, of course, is that she can't be 
trusted to use m oney wisely and that it is more prudent 
to offer her services. The result, however, is an elaborate 
series of poverty bureaucracies that are w asteful and 
inefficient. But because  the peop le  w ho ru n  these 
bureaucracies are "good guys," their motives are rarely 
questioned and their effectiveness is rarely evaluated.

A triad of interests converged to create this perverse 
exchange. These three are the nonprofit agencies that 
lobby for services and later deliver them, the for-profit 
corporate sector and wealthy individuals who fund non­
profits to influence governm ent policy, and the govern­
ment officials and bureaucrats whose stars rise and fall

with each wave of public policy. The nonprofits and for- 
profits interface with government as personnel rotate in 
and  out of staff positions. They are also  frequen tly  
linked through interlocking directorates. And layers of 
elected officials influence the contracting-out process in 
a covert exchange for an array of future cam paign con­
tributions. Each of the "helping hands" washes the oth­
ers while counting the bounty of its good intentions.

Their power is directly proportional to the am ount of 
monev they control, the size of their bureaucracies and 
the successes they claim . Since they  are the "good 
guys," the media tend to report their self-representa­
tions uncritically. The result is social policy fashioned 
by relatively few individuals. Often irrational even on 
its face, it is the public consequence of virtually private 
decision-making.

The system fails us all, not by spend ing  too much 
money on poor people, but by spending  so much on 
their surrogate: the social welfare establishm ent that 
purports to represent these people. In particular, by 
using welfare m others as public punch ing  bags and  
ascribing multiple failures to them, the players position 
themselves to "fix" the women. Those now referred to 
as the "underclass" are regular subjects of social scien­
tists (biased only by the sources of th e r  paychecks) and 
the objects of innumerable cures by sodal welfare char­
latans.

I
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Single mothers, in spite of being emp.'r’.'-yi nutside 
the home in ever greater numbers, hav< ;.e more 
frequently and more desperately poor, r <se on Aid 
to Families with D ependent Children, benefits nation­
wide have plum m eted in purchasing power in the last 
two decades. In part, the decline in the value of AFDC 
was a direct consequence of the expansion of the non­
profit world. For instance, every time a charity fought 
for governm ent money to increase the distribution of 
surplus food anu  o ther com m odities, poor peop le 's  
modest political power was squandered. But the money 
went neither to food purchases (for the most part) nor 
to the people who needed some. It paid for offices and 
w arehouses and  trucks and  stoves and salaries and 
amenities for the soup-kitchen elite.

C o n s id e r the exam ple  of Second H arvest, a 
C hicago-based nonprofit corporation controlled 
bv some of the country 's biggest consumer prod­

uct m an u fac tu re rs  an d  d is tr ib u to rs , in c lu d in g  the 
Kellogg Co., the Stop & Shop Cos. and M cD onald 's 
Corp. Second H arvest's operating expenses— support­
ed by corporate and individual donations, governm ent 
contracts and grants— are reported at 514 million. But 
Second Harvest is not a warehouse for groceries. It is a 
set of polished offices where discarded corporate dona­
tions are brokered to food banks. Second Harvest's cash 
is used for salaries, rents, computers and accountants.

Second Harvest assists corporations by taking prod­
ucts that they cannot sell because they have reached 
their expiration date, have been poorly packaged, short- 
weighted, overproduced or dam aged. Before the advent 
of organizations like Second H arvest, m ost of these 
items w ould have been dum ped at corporate expense. 
Mow, the coiporations get a tax break, regardless of the 
quaiitv of the products they are donating. Half of what 
is accepted as tax-deductible is im m ediately dum ped  
by the food-bankers— in local landfills, also on the tax­
payers' tab. The rest is only partly food and only partly 
nutritious. Items such as m eat tenderizer, Cocoa Puffs, 
hair spray and diet soda top the list. The "cost" of get­
ting an actual head of lettuce to a family can be as much 
as three times the retail value. Frankly, most m others 
would rather have the cash.

At its best, our patchw ork of sodal policies tends to 
focus on sym ptom s rather than solutions. For example, 
advocates agree that the common denom inator of low- 
binhw eight babies is the poverty of the mothers. You 
would think that the solution would address that. Yet 
advocates m erely propose more prenatal care. More 
jobs for health-care professionals will not change the 
unalterable fact that m others need to eat enough food

to have healthy birthweight babies. Food cannot be pre­
scribed by a physician or dispensed by a pharm acist, 
nor is it ever likely to be distributed through an IRS- 
driven garbage market. Giving mothers money to buy 
food wiil ensure that they get it. But for some reason, 
hea lth -care  advocates generally  leave the in co m e/ 
resource distribution issue alone.

In spite of a relentless pursu it of governm ent con­
tracts and donated dollars, the poverty industry, unlike 
the welfare mother, is rarely subjected to serious scruti­
ny. It is accountable to no one. Unless a p ro v id er is 
caught with a hand in the till, it is free to do virtually 
anything. Mo one is forced to measure and produce X 
am ount of anything. And not a soul will ask the people 
who receive the services to evaluate their quality.

W hen affluen t people dec ide  a serv ice is n 't  u p  to 
snuff, they vote with their feet and their pocketbooks. 
Poor people have no similar recourse to the power of the 
market: They are denied a say about which services they 
need and which providers can best satisfy those needs.

Shouldn 't we be just as angry about a child raised in 
foster care to the tune of 550,000 annually who ages out 
of the system without being able to live independently 
as we were about the 5600 hammers procured by the 
Pentagon? Shouldn 't we be angrier? O ne-third of the 
children in foster care are there because their mothers 
are homeless.

There is m ore than enough m oney w asted in this 
nonprofit patronage game on unwanted, unneeded and 
incompetently delivered services than it would take to 
p rov ide incom e security  to everyone. Last year, the 
nonprofit sector in this country took in 5125 billion in 
tax -deductib le  con tribu tions alone. M oney isn 't  the 
problem . Politics are. After ail, a young w idow  w ith 
children can get Social Security survivors' benefits at 
four times the average rate of AFDC payments, and she 
will stay on the rolls m any more years than her welfare 
counterpart. No one worries about her "dependency" 
or about the costs to the U.S. Treasury, or w hether her 
children will grow up seeing the proper connections 
between "work" and income.

It's time to start asking real questions about ourselves 
as a people, the limits of our system of resource distribu­
tion, the abuses of power inherent in contracting out and 
o u r m ean-sp irited  policies that save one fam ily and  
throw another away. It's our tyranny of kindness. ♦

Theresa Funiciello, a former welfare mother and welfare 
rights advocate, is the author o f  Tyranny of Kindness— 
Dismantling the Welfare System To End Poverty in 
America.
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The Training Trap
Research Shows the Best Path From Welfare to Work Is a Straight Line

B y L ee  a . B o w e s

N ew  York
P resident Clinton's plan to revamp the welfare sys­

tem has rek indled  a debate  betw een those who 
believe education  and train ing  is the best route 

from welfare to work, and those who believe in a direct 
path—placing people in jobs that offer decent pay and 
benefits.

The argum ent has been going on for a long time, and 
the education -and-tra in ing  cam p has had the u pper 
hand for most of it. This is beginning to change, and 
none too soon. The president's plan will succeed only if 
it puts welfare recipients into jobs where they can get 
experience. A growing body of research backs this view.

Previous federal stabs at welfare reform have been 
disappointing, to say the least. The .Aid to Families with 
D ependent C hildren  program  had an education  and 
training com ponent that began in the 1960s. The Work 
Incentive p rog ram , or W IN, technically  requ ired  
women to participate once their youngest child turned 
6. Partly because of inadequate funding, it never really 
worked.

The federal governm ent vastly expanded job training 
for the disadvantaged in the 70s and '80s through the 
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act and its 
successor, the Job Training Partnership Act. Studies of 
both found that they have iargely ignored the needs of 
the most disadvantaged. Just last year, for example, the 
Labor D epartm ent issued new regulations for JTPA to 
address concerns that the program  benefits white men 
almost exclusively.

3v the late '80s, welfare caseloads were growing, and 
a consensus was em erging that recipients shou ld  be 
obiiged to engage in some sort of activity lead ing  to 
self-sufficiency. C ongress responded  by passin g  the 
Family SuppoW Act, which required states to enroll a 
certain percentage of their caseloads in education, job 
framing or job search programs. The program 's over­
whelming em phasis, however, has -heen on education 
and training rather than placement in jobs.

Recent research su pports  the view that a strategy  
focused on find ing  people jobs first ra th e r than  on 
enrolling them in training classes is the answer. In their

study. Jad ith  Gueron and Edward Pnulv found little 
evidence that education  and  train ing  helps welfare 
recipients get jobs. And governm ent-sponsored  p ro­
grams such as CETA, JTPA and proprietary and voca­
tional schools failed to p repare people for the labor 
market, according to researcher Paul Osterman. L’nlike 
apprenticeship  program s in G erm any and Japan, he 
says, the Am erican program s fail to integrate them ­
selves in companies' recruitm ent and employment sys­
tems. Other findings:

Previous federal stabs at welfare reform 

have been disappointing, to say the least. 

The Work Incentive program, or WIN, 

technically required w om en  to partic ipate 

once their youngest child turned 6.

Partly because of inadequate  funding, 

it never really worked.

• A recent analysis of. a .R ockefeller-F oundation- 
funded job-training dem onstrator} program, for single 
minority mothers found that only one of four sites, in 
San Diego, was sh o w in g  p ositive  re su lts . The 
re search ers-a ttrib u ted  its success- to -an  aggressive 
app ro ach  to job-specific tra in in g  and  m ark e tin g  to 
employers.

• The M anpower D em onstration Research C orpo­
ration recently finished a two-year study of California's 
GAIN program, which tries to move welfare recipients 
into activities leading tow ard independence. It found 
that Riverside County had the greatest success in get­
ting candidates into jobs. The researchers said this was
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because the program focused on getting jobs, kept up 
relationships with area employers and encouraged wel­
fare recipients to be flexible about taking jobs.

• The Urban Institute recently published a study of 
W ashington state 's  Family Independence Program, a 
voluntary training program . The researchers said the 
program  is failing to increase em ploym ent because it 
lacks ties to the job market.

• Michael Dowling, New York state's newly appoint­
ed com m issioner of social services, has redirected all 
welfare departm ent activities and funds into a jobs-first 
strategy. Education and training are considered sec­
ondary.

My own research, published as No One Need Apply: 
Getting .1 nd Keeping the Best Workers, ind icates that 
employers hire largely through networks and informal 
systems. The adage "it's who you know, not what you 
know" is alive and well in American business. Welfare- 
reform policies without a strategy aimed at penetrating 
the job m arket are doom ed to fail.

The adage "it's who you know, not what 

you know" is alive and well in American 

business. Weifare-reform policies without 

a strategy aimed at penetrating the job 

market are doomed to fail.

In a traditional welfare-to-work program, people get 
classroom training and help writing a resume, and then 
they  are expected to find the job them selves. At 
America Works, half of our staff members are selling a>. 
service to corporations— a four-month trial employee in 
which the businesses save up to 52,500 in com bined 
benefits and taxes. During the trial an America Works 
staff m em ber acts as a full-service hum an-resource 
departm ent for the worker, arranging day care, child 
care, helping to pay overdue bills—you name it.

We're paid a fee only if the person gets a job and 
stays on a company payroll an average of six months. 
According to a study by Ernst and Young, 85 percent of 
the first 750 people we placed in jobs are still employed. 
Their average stay on welfare had been five years. Their 
average annual pay was 515,000, and more than a third 
had received promotions and raises.

The evidence is clear: If you want to move people 
from welfare to work, you have to help them find jobs. 
It's time for classroom training to take a back seat. ♦

Am erica Works, the for-profit com pany I founded 
with my husband, is rooted in the belief that the job- 
finding service is distinct from the educadon and train­
ing service. (See The N ew  Democrat, May 1993.) The 
America Works model was created to help people find 
jobs, s u p p o r t  th e ir tran s itio n  to w ork  and  rem ove 
d isincentives to w ork. We have contracts w ith New 
York, Connecticut and Indiana and with Indianapolis.

Here's how  America Works works. People on welfare 
hear about us through word of mouth. We screen peo­
ple only to make sure they're eligible for our services. 
We believe strongly in motivation. Participants must be 
on time and have perfect attendance the first week of 
the program. After about five weeks in classes— where 
they learn interview techniques, appropriate dress and 
behavior, basic office skills, etc.— we get them a job at a 
company, but on our payroll. Lee A. Bowes is chief executive officer cf America Works.
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tost comprehensive book ever on unemployment in 
ited States." —  GEORGE GILDER

^ -'I > Hie six.tttr ol unuinployiiienl b
increasmgiy ustd to justify ever bigger 
government programs — from continuing 
nigh military expenditures to a return to 
New Deal-type make-work agencies.
Now. Out of Work amasses relentless and 
devastating evidence tlial the major cause of high unemployment, bctli cyclical and 
secutar, ia government its; I/.Out of Work challenges Keynesian 
fiscal demand-management and shows 
that such policies as minimum wages, legal
Erivileges for unions, civil rights legisla- 
on, unemployment compensation, and 

welfare have all played significant roles in 
generating joblessness. Too, Oul of Work 
luddly and absorbingly recounts tne 
history of American unemployment. It 
demonstrates, for example, that die policies 
of both  presidents Herbert I foover and 
Franklin Roosevelt not only prolonged and 
exacerbated the unemployment ol die 
Great Depression, but directly contributed 
lo the depression's banking crisis as well.

In snort. Out of Work redefines the 
way we (liink about one of the most 
explosive issues of die twendelh century.
“Voider and Callaway's masterful look 
demonstratei that the invisible hand o f  the market 
works better in preventing high unemployment than 
the visible h u t o f governm ent.'
— C O N G R E S S M A N  R IC H A R D  ARMEY 

|oun Economic Cixnmilltx of Congress

'VedJer and Callously show convincingly that we 
need once again lo rethink our rnlire notion ol 
unemployment. S u ly  y arn  of Ihe welfare slale 
together with intrusive government regulations 
have given os problems largely unreachable by 
federal policies designed lo cope ualh cyclical 
unemployment In effect, you cannot lu m a  stan­
dard screw with a Phillips Icunv) screwdriver'
— J O N A T H A N  H. T. IR IC H E S  

Piofcuor ol Economics, Northwestern University

"O ul  o f  W ork  is a very important look about one 
of the most important economic problems of our 
limes. II should be widely read and have a strong 
influence on public policy '
—G O T T F K IE D  HABElll .EK

Senior Fellow, American Enleiyme liuululc
Jt Flf urn • aa Tsblo * tnjix • US Piiii • Paprrtsck 
lluhncs A Mllrr, Publishers. New Vent inil Lsseis*
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ork  is j  triple hit: on engoging 
a century of U.S. economic history that 
ad wage rales adjusted for productivity
xplam  unemployment patterns; on
e mythology that high wage rates aiul 
spending reduce u n em p lo ym en ts  

ronghcoded public policies since 19M  
iscd unemployment levels ”
|.sa rwAirrz “
Uuresu uI Economic Kacsrvli

ork ts fascinating and brilliant— a 
iueunj important book.'
•:n c e  a . k u d l o w

‘ging Dirrctor and QUet Economisl
Ir Gsmonpsny

>rk is essential f i r  economists, 
h a  social scientists, and especially 
( who are interested in and concerned 
’lem ploymenl.'
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Dependency reduction requires altering the welfare incentive 'tincture: reducing the 
rewards fo r  nonwork and increasing llte rewards fo r  work. Requiring welfare recipe 
cuts to wark in exchange fo r  welfare benefits reduces llte ultiuciiveness o f weljtiic 
an d is crucial to dependency reduction. However, most cut rent workfare programs 
impose minimal requirements on welfare recipients and are ineffectual. This paper 
proposes methods fo r improving workfare as well as other reforms.

I. Introduction
Today nearly  one out o f  e igh t A m erican ch ild ren  is being taiseti on w elfa re  nmlei 
the Aid to Fam ilies w ith D ependen t C h ild ren  (A F D C ) p rogram . A lm ost one  out ol 
ten A m ericans rece iv e s  F ood  S tam p s. W ith to tal m ean s -le s ied  w e lfa re  sp en d in g  
exceeding S225 billion  annually , o r around $7 ,000  fo r every  poor person in the U.S., 
welfare now  consum es four percen t o f  the G ross N ational P roduct— the sam e  level 
as during the G reat D ep ression , w hen a quarter o f  the labor force w as unem ployed  
(Rector, 1992b).

Not only  has die cost o f  w elfare  becom e ex o ib itan t, but m any also  believe  that 
the present system  has g reatly  con tribu ted , over the last 25 years, to ihe u se  ol a new 
set o f "behav io ra l poverty "  p rob lem s includ ing  eroded  w otk eth ic  and dependent.y . 
lack o f  educational asp ira tion  and ach ievem en t, increased  sing le  paren thood  and  ille ­
gitim acy, crim inal activity , and  drug and alcohol abuse.

T he onset o f  the W ar on Poverty d irectly  co incided  w ith the d is in teg ra tion  of 
the low -inco ine fam ily— the black fam ily in pan icu lar. D uring the m id -1960s when 
Ihe W ar on Poverty began, the black illeg itim ate  birtli rate w as rough ly  25 p e rcen t—  
today it has risen to 65 percen t and , if  current trends con tinue , w ill reach  75 percent 
in ten years. S im ilar trends are found am ong low -inco ine w hites. A second  key p ro b ­
lem in w elfare policy  is long -te rm  dependence: 65 percen t o f  the ‘1.3 m illion  fam ilies 
currently on A FD C  w ill stay  on for o v e r 8 years; 82 percent w ill he on for o v e r live 
years. O n ly  7 percen i w ill rece iv e  w elfare  for less ihan  tw o years (C o m m ittee  ort 
Ways and M eans, 1992, p. 685). T h is  pattern o f  d ependence  is passed  from  one gen ­
eration to another. W ith all o ilie r socioecunom ic  variab les lield constan t, being raised 
*» a sing le-paren t A FD C  fam ily  d o ub les  the p robability  that a w om an will g ive bn lit
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c dependency ilicy should reduce welfare benefit levels or at least not in c /e a s e ! 

jsc bend its in real dollar lerins.

. A lla  ini; Benefit Redaction lim es

n o ted , ineans-lesied  p ro g ram s p ro v id e  b en efits  to  h o u seh o ld s  b e lo w  specified  
:om e levels. In theory, a p rogram  cou ld  o ffer full benefits to all h ouseho ld s with 
rnings below, say, $ 10,000 p e r y ear and no benefits  lo h ouseho ld s w ith  earnings 
ovc that level. In practice, this is seldom  done because an abrupt term ination  o f  ben­
ts creates a "no tch" e ffec t in w h ich  net incom e falls us cam in g r rise. F or exam ple, 
um e a welfare p ro g ram  p rov id ed  $ 2 ,000  in b enefits  to h o useho ld s w ith  annual 

rnings below 510,000, and  zero  benefits to those w ith earn ings above $10 ,000 . If a 
usehold  had earn ings o f  exac tly  $10,000, its net incom e, com b in ing  earn ings and 
Ifare, w ould equal $ 1 2 ,0 0 0 . If the h o u se h o ld ’s eu rn ings, how ever, ro se  by one 

liar to  $10,001, all w e lfa re  benefits w ould  be e lim ina ted . N et incom e w ould  fall 
$1,999 as a result o f  o n e  d o lla r  o f  ex tra  earn ings. For this reason , w elfare  benefits 
usually  low ered in c rem en ta lly  as ea rn ings rise. T he  benefit reduc tion  ra le  (som e- 

ites called  the m arg inal tax rate  o f  the program ) m easures Ihe cut in benefits per 
liar o f  eurnings. A lth o u g h  th e  ru le s  a re  d e ta iled  and techn ica l, b asica lly  A FD C  
icfits are cut by one d o lla r  for each  do lla r o f  earn ings. Food stam ps are cut by 
cents for every d o lla r o f  earn ings.

L ow ering benefit red u c tio n  rates (cu tting  benefits less per do lla r o f  added  earn- 
s) is a perennial favo rite  p roposa l o f  leg isla to rs seek ing  to p ro m o te  w ork  effon. 
w ever, both th eo ry  a n d  e m p ir ic a l e v id e n c e  in d ic a te  (hut th is  p o lic y  w ill not 
tievc its intended resu lt. W hile  h ig h er m ax im um  benefit levels have an unam bigu- 
i incom e effect w h ich  red u ces labor, low ering  b enefit reduc tion  ra tes generates 
It incom e and su b stitu tio n  effec ts  w hich offset each  other. C on tra ry  to the co n cep ­

t s  o f  m ost leg isla to rs , S IM li/D IM E  in fact show ed  that low er b en e fit reduction  
^s yielded luw er lab o r fo rce  partic ipa tion , i.e ., the incom e effec t d o m in a ted  Ihe 
jsiitu lion  effect (SR I In te rn a tio n a l, 1983, p. 127).

T he  history o f the A F D C  program  show s th a t low er benefit reduc tion  rates have 
le o r  no effect in red u c in g  d ep endence . P rio r to  the 1970s, the A F D C  program  
I a benefit reduc tion  ra te  o f  ro ugh ly  100 p ercen t; d u ring  the 1970s, th e  benefit 
luction  rate was cu t to  a round  66  percen t; in 1981, it w as re tu rned  lo 100 percent.

the low er benefit red u c tio n  rate  in the 1970s did not reduce dep en d en ce . W hile 
lue A FD C  m others m ay  h av e  been induced  to w ork  m ore, the low er benefit reduc- 
t ra te  made A FD C  m ore  a ttrac tiv e  and d rew  m ore m others in to  llte w elfare  p ro ­
to to  stan  with. A nd  th e  lo w er benefit reduc tion  ra te  a lso  en co u rag ed  m odters
0 otherw ise w ou ld  h av e  w o rk ed  full lim e an d  ex iled  from  A F D C  en tire ly  to  w ork
1 lim e , co m b in in g  w a g e  an d  w e lfa re  in co m e , and  (h e reb y  rem a in  on  w elfare  
ger (Levy, 1979).

H ow ever, one p ro g ram  w here  b enefit ra te  red u c tio n s  co u ld  have  a p ro -lab o r 
ec t is M ed icaid , th e  o n ly  m a jo r  w e lfa re  p ro g ra m  w ith  a s u b s ta n tia l " n o tc h .” ;(

i ;k t  r e c t o r

H istorically , a w elfa te  m o ther lost all M ed icaid  co v e ta g e  w hen she  lost A P IX ! cligt 
bility. T h u s , e ach  d o lla r  o f  added  earn ings teduced  A F D C  b enefits  by one  dollar, but 
the m arg in a l d o lla r o f  ea rn ings w h ich  e lim ina tes the last d o lla r o f  A F D C  paym ents 
sim u ltan eo u sly  rendered  the m o th e r’s fam ily  inelig ib le  fo r M ed ica id  coverage  w orth 
betw een  $ 3 ,0 0 0  and $ 4 ,0 0 0  p e r  year. A lthough  C o n g ress  has a ttem p ted  to assuage 
this d ilem m a  through  severa l m easures, includ ing  tran sition  benefits  w hich allow  a 
fam ily to re ta in  M ed icaid  co v erag e  fo r 12 m onths a fte r losing  A FD C  elig ib ility , a 
substan tia l "n o tch "  p rob lem  still rem ains (E llw ood , 1990).

S o m e  an a ly s ts  h av e  m ain ta ined  that p rov id ing  M ed ica id  ty p e  co v erag e  to all 
w o ik in g  s in g le  m o th e rs  w ou ld  sp a ik  an exodus o f  A F D C  m o th e rs  in to  the labor 
force, d ro p p in g  Ihe A F D C  case load  as m uch  as 16 p ercen t (M id fit, 1989). H ow ever, 
p rov id ing  m ed ical co v erag e  o f  un lim ited  du iu liou  on ly  to sin g le  m others or only to 
fam ilies w h ich  h av e  p rev io u sly  been  on A F D C  w ould  c rea te  c ritica l equ ity  problem s 
vis-K-vis lo w -incom e, w ork ing , tw o-paren t fam ilies w ho have nev er been on w elfare 
but cu rren tly  lack m ed ical coverage . A lso  p rov id ing  long -te rm , free m edical cuvci 
age to  th o se  ex ilin g  from  A F D C  po ses an inv ita tion  to  m an y  fam ilies  to  c m o ll m 
A FD C  p rec ise ly  to ob ta in  such  coverage . (T his issue w ill be d iscu ssed  lim b e r m die 

sec tion  on w age su p p lem en ts  below .)

V. Performance Requirements
M ost w e lfa re  p rogram s today  have no  perfo rm ance req u iie iiie iits , pci sons vyh>> meoi 
the c a te g o rica l and  incom e crite ria  are s im ply  g iven a ss is tan ce  and are expected  m 
co n trib u te  no th ing  in exchange for the uid g iven .5 T h is  p rac tice  rep resen ts a shaip  
b reak  fro m  the past; d u rin g  the G rea t D epression , fu r e x am p le , b e rie lic iau es  w eie 
expected  to w o ik  fo r aid icce ived  th rough  program s such  as the C iv ilian  C o n se rv a ­
tion C o q rs  and the W orks P rogress A dm inistra tion .

M ost d iscu ss io n  o f  w elfare  re fo rm  today invo lves ic iiirn in g  to  carlie i pi m a p le s  
by requ iring  beneficiaries to w ork o r engage in o ther ac tiv ities fo r the aid they leceive 
A G a llu p  po ll co n duc ted  in N o v em b er 1991 show ed  that m ost A m ericans lavurcd  
requ iring  w elfa re  rec ip ien ts to w ork in exchange fo r the benefits  g iven them . A full 
79 percen t o f  those  polled  agreed  that the governm en t shou ld  requ ite  "ab le  bodied 
peop le  on w elfare , inc lud ing  w om en  w ith  sm all ch ild ren , to  do  w o ik  fo r ilieir w elfare 
c h e c k s"  (M a rsh a ll, 1992, p. 225). A s a can d id a te . P re s id en t C lin to n  p ro p o sed  to 
require  w elfare recip ien ts to  w ork in exchange for benefits a lte r tw o yeais on the rolls

U n d er th e  im p e tu s o f  the R eagan  refo rm s o f  1981 and  the F am ily  Support Act ol 
1988, sta tes are experim en tin g  w ith a variety  o f  p e rfo rm an ce  requ irem en ts under the 
loose  and  so m ew h at m islead ing  term  o f  "w o rk fa re .’’ W orkfare , in fact, re le is  lo tluce 

d is tinc t types o f  requ ired  activity .

Jub Search. These programs require welfare recipients io seek employment. In a 
group job search program, for example, an individual will be required to receive up 
a to a week’s training on how to find a job 'Ibis may be followed by several weeks 
o f punicipuiiou in a phone bank where recipients are required io report m die we!



b ia s e d  in  favor o f  p ro g ra m s that o ffe r ex ten s iv e  edu ca tio n , c liildcarc , a n d  s u p p o r t s  
s e rv ic e s— and are ob liv ious lo ih e  possib ilily  that such  generous se rv ices  m ay  aciu- 
a lly  a iira c l m ore people o m o  die w elfare  ro lls  (O ’N eill, 1990, p. 1 OO).8 T h e  M D RC B  
m e th o d  now  alm ost m o n o p o lizes  w orkfare  eva lua tion . W hile dtis m ethod  yields use- ah 
fu l in fo rm atio n  on w e lfa re  e x its , it sho u ld  be co m p lem en ted  by o th e r techn iques a  
c ap ab le  o f  m easuring  d is su a s io n  effec ts . £

fVV I .  E x a m p l e s  o f  E f f e c t i v e  W o r k f a r e  P r o g r a m s

A lth o u g h  m ost d iscussion  or w o rk fa re  is p resen tly  dom inated  by the M D R C  cvalua- V 
(ions, sh o w in g  m odest re s u lts , s tu d ie s  o f  sev e ra l le s s -k n o w n  w o rk fa re  p rogram s % 
sh o w  d ram atica lly  h ig h e r im p a c ts  on  d ependency . T h e se  p ro g ram s im p o se  m uch 1  
m ore  rigo rous perfo rm ance requ irem en ts  on  w elfare  rec ip ien ts, an d  w ere  evaluated  $  
c ith e r  by tim e series data  o r  th rough  coun ty  by coun ty  com parisons w hich  capture ® 
d is su a s io n  effects. (

n.
5

T h e  im portance o f dissuasion effects can  be seen  q u ite  " learly  in an experim en t i  
co n d u c ted  in W ashington s la te  in  d ie  early  1980s (F ied ler, 1983). U n d er the Inten- |  
s ivc A pp lican t E m ploym ent S e rv ices (IA E S ) p ro ject, new  app lican ts  to  A F D C  w ere £ 
p laced  im m ediately  in o rg an ized  jo b  search  fo r up  to 3 0  d ay s befo re  the in itia l A FD C  ’i 
grant w as aw arded. T hose  a p p lic an ts  w ho failed  to  o b ta in  em p lo y m en t du ring  the L 
n itia l m on th  w ere subsequen tly  en ro lled  in  A FD C . T h e  p ro jec t sen t a  c le a r m essage 
hat w ork  w as expected and  tha t w elfa re  w as to be a last resort.

IA E S  w as carefully  e v a lu a ted  as a p ilo t project. S om e fifty  co u n tie s  and  o ther 
u risd ic tio n s were sorted  in to  pairs in w hich each coun ty  w us m atched  w ith  ano ther 
:ounty  as sim ilar as poss ib le  deu iograph ica lly , socially , and econom ically . R andom  
issignm cnl w as then used to  desifcnaje an experim en ta l and a con tro l co u n ty  w ithin 
:uch m a tch ed  pair. W ithin th e  ex perim en ta l coun ties  som e 80 percen t o f  new  appli- 
:an ts w ere  ex em p ted  from  th e  IA E S  jo b  sea rch  req u irem en ts  b e c a u se  th ey  w ere 
no ihers w ith  children  u n d er th ree  o r  because  the fam ily 's  financial stra its  m a d e  post- 
louing the initial w elfare c h eck  im possib le . D esp ite  the fact that the n u m b er o f  new  
pplican ts w ho w ere requ ired  to search  for w ork  before  receiv ing  w elfare  w as Uni­
ted, (he IA E S requ irem en ts and  Ihe m oral m essage  they  con v ey ed  had a s in k in g  
ffect in d iscou rag ing  new  A F D C  app lica tio n s. D uring  the ev a lu a tio n  pe rio d , the 
lum ber o f  A F D C  a p p lic a tio n s  ro se  sh a rp ly  th ro u g h o u t W ash ing ton  s ta le , bu t the 
ncrease w as far less in IA E S  c o u n tie s . W hen co m p ared  to con tro l co u n tie s  w ithout 
lie IA E S  p ro g ram , the jo b  s e a rc h  re q u ire m e n t w as found  to  h av e  re d u c e d  new  
iF D C  applications by 15 p ercen t.

T h e  m essage co n v ey ed  by  (he IA E S p ro g ram  also  a p p ea red  to  lin g e r  in the 
ninds o f  new  w elfare a p p lic a n ts  ev en  a fter they  w ere  en ro lled  in A F D C  and  the 
AES requirem ents w ere te rm in a ted  N ew  A F D C  en ro llees in IA E S co u n tie s  w ere

Iio re  likely to leave A FD C  w ith in  the first y ea r a fter en ro lling , reducing  the new  
p p lican t case load  by a n o th e r  7 p e rcen t. T h u s , the co m b in ed  d is su a s io n  and  ex it
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effects o f  the IA ES p io g ram  cu t first y ear w ellu re  costs o l new  ap p lican ts  to A FD C  

by on e-fifth  overall.

R ecen t research  on p ilo t p ro jec ts  in O hio  a lso  show s tha t rigo rous w o tk fa te  pro- 
gram s can  d ram atica lly  reduce w clfa ic  d ep en d en ce  (S ch ille r and B rasher. 1993) In 
the O h io  program s, prim ary  em phasis  w as p laced on com m un ity  serv ice  • ork rather 
than jo b  search  or tra in ing . At any  g iven  point in lim e roughly  tw o-th ird s o f partic i­
pants w ere perform ing  m andato ry  com m un ity  serv ice  w ork for up  to -IB hours per 
w eek. W ork requ irem en ts w ere con tin u ed  as long as Ihe ind iv idua l rece ived  w elfare 
ben efits ; this app roach  d iffered  g rea tly  from  conven tiona l sh o n - lc rm  w orkfare pio- 
g ratns w hich requ ire  rec ip ien ts to w ork for a lew  m onths hut then su spend  the woik 
o b lig a tio n  and a llow  the  rec ip ien t to  c o n tin u e  to rece ive  ben efits  w ithou t lurthei 

w ork ob liga tion .

A round  25 percen t o f  sing le  m others on A FD C  w eie icqu ired  to pet form  c o m ­
m unity  se rv ice  w ork  in exchange  fo r the w elfare  benefits they received ; the requ ire ­
m ent re su lted  in an  overa ll red uc tion  in  the A F D C  sin g le -m o th e r case lo ad  o f  I I .J  
percen t. F o r ev ery  100 A F D C  s in g le  m others p laced  in  the w o ik fa re  p rogram , the 
A F D C  ro lls  w ere reduced  by som e 45 cases . S im ila r reduc tions w eie  seen in the 
A F D C -U n em p lo y ed  Parent p rog ram  (A F D C -U P ), w hich p ro v id es w e llu ie  to two- 
paren t fam ilies. E ighty  percen t o f  A F D C -U P  fathers w ere requ ired  to partic ipate  in 
w ork fare , resu lting  in a 34 percen t reduction  in  Ihe A F D C -U P  case load . For every 
100 A F D C -U P  fathers requ ired  to  w ork , the A F D C -U P  rolls w ere  reduced  by som e 
42  cases . 'H ie O hio  w orkfare  p rog ram s are, by far, the m ost successfu l dependency  
re d u c tio n  p ro g ram s so  far ev a lu a te d . T h e  e ffec ts  on  bo th  A F D C  and  A F D C -IJP  
case loads are four to five tim es g reater than  the effects repo tted  for conven tional job 

search  and tra in ing  program s e lsew here  in the c o u n try IJ
O ther stales have  show n that w o ik  icqu iie iiie iu s can d ram atica lly  lednce  wet 

fare d ep endence , at least in the A F D C -U P  p rogram . In 1983. U tah estab lished  the 
E m ergency  W ork P rogram  (E W P ) in p lace  o f  trad itional A F D C -U P  p rog ram  lo r  two- 
paren t fam ilies (Jaiizeu  and  T aylor, 1991). E W P  estab lished  one o f  the m ost stringent 
and  co m p reh en siv e  w orkfare sy s tem s yet know n. M ale parents o f  w elfare  lum ilies 
w ere  requ ired  to partic ipa te  in o rgan ized  activ ities for 40 hours per w eek: 8 hours of 
jo b  search  and 32 hours o f  com m un ity  serv ice w oik  or education  and tra in ing . These 
requ irem en ts  w ere rigo rously  en fo rced , som e 20 percent o f  fam ilies w ere term inated  
each  y e a r  for noncom pliance . A m ong  the rem ain ing  m ale paren ts, E W P ach ieved  an 
e ffec tiv e  p a rtic ipa tion  ra te  in m andato ry  ac tiv ities o f  100 percent.

A s no ted , E W P  offered  so m e  ed u ca tio n  and sk ills tra in ing  in add ition  to  co m ­
m u n ity  s e rv ic e  w o rk  an d  jo b  s e a rc h . H o w ev e r, e d u c a tio n  and  tra in in g  d id  not 
in c re a se  the em p lo y ab ility  o f  w elfa re  rec ip ien ts  re la tiv e  to p a rtic ip a tio n  in o ther 
a c tiv it ie s . A fin a l u n u su a l fe a tu re  o f  E W P  w as a w o rk /jo b  se a rc h  req u irem en t 
im posed  on both spouses in som e fam ilies. W ork requirem ents on both spouses rose 
from  5 percent o f  ca re lo ad  in itia lly  lo  61 percen t in E W P ’s th ird  year. It is unclear to 
w hat ex ten t th is ex tra  requ irem en t ad d ed  to E W P ’s success in reducing  dependency
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fare benefits in e x c h a n g e  fo r a fu ll y e a r 's  labor. Uy co n trasi, once  an  ind iv idual u . 
e q u ircd  lo w ork as a c o n d iiio n  for re ce iv in g  w elfa re  p ay m cn is , th e  au rac iiv en ess  o f  
welfare is greatly  red u ced , a n d  d ie  in cen tiv e s  to leave  w elfure  th rough  em ploym ent 
>r m arriage are  g rea tly  en h an ced .

A t present w e h av e  few  m odels o f  su ccessfu l w ork  req u irem en t p rog ram s, but 
he available ev id en c e  su g g es ts  that su ccessfu l p ro g ram s w ou ld  h ave  d ie  follow ing 
:om ponents. ( I )  'H ie  req u irem en t to  w ork  o r  p a rtic ip a te  in o ilie r ac tiv ities shou ld  be 
lerm anent. not tem porary , and  sho u ld  last as long as the rec ip ien t rece ives w elfare. 
2) T he requirem ent to  w ork  o r  p a rtic ip a te  in o th e r ac tiv ities  shou ld  be con tinuous, 
oi in term ittent. T h ere  sh o u ld  be no in te rv a ls  o f  inac tiv ity  as rec ip ien ts  are shuttled  
c tw een  d ifferen t su b -co m p o n en ts  o f  the p rog ram . (3 ) T h e  em p h as is  shou ld  be on 
tanda to ry  c o m m u n ity  se rv ic e  w ork ; jo b  sea rch  an d  tra in in g  sho u ld  be de-cm pha- 
ized. (<?) R ecip ien ts sh o u ld  be requ ired  to  w ork  o r perfo rm  o ilie r ac tiv ities fo r a m in- 
n u m  o f  30 hours p e r w eek . (5 ) W elfare benefits  sh o u ld  be  co n tin g en t on and  paid 
nly a fte r  the fully su cce ssfu l co m p le tio n  o f  re lev an t p e rfo rm an ce  requ irem en ts , (6) 
h e  e tho s o f  d ie  w e lfa re  o ff ic e  is v e ry  im p o rtan t; casew o rk e rs  m u s t s incere ly  and 
ersistendy  in form  rec ip ien ts  tha t d iey  h av e  a  m ora l o b lig a tio n  to  d iem se lvcs and  die 
im m u n ity  to get a p riv a te  se c to r  jo b  or, i f  jo b s  are  no t ava ilab le , to perfo rm  co n tin u ­
ity se rv ice  w ork . (7 ) O p p o s it io n  to  w o rk f r r c  by  p u b lic  se c to r  u n io n s  cu rren tly  
su its in p ro h ib itio n s on  w e lfa re  re c ip ie n ts  u n d e rtak in g  m u ch  p u b lic  sec to r w o ik  
hich  they are cap ab le  o f  pe rfo rm in g ; su ch  p ro h ib itio n s  m ust b e  lifted.

Finally, w ork requ irem en ts  shou ld  be im posed  first on d iase  w ho are m ost readily 
nployablc . M ore sp ec ifica lly , w ork  req u irem en ts  o f  the so n  o u tlined  above should  
i  estab lished  fo r all fa thers in  tw o -p a ren t A F D C -U P  fam ilies and  fo r s ing le  m others 
ho h ave  no  c h ild re n  u n d e r  a g e \f iv e  o r  w h o  h av e  b een  on  w e lfa re  fo r o v e r  four 
:a rs.14 If  such a reg im e  w ere  in s titu ted  n a tio n w id e , som e tw o m illion  adu lt w elfare  
c ip ien ts w ou ld  be e n g ag ed  in co n tin u o u s  w ork  ac tiv itie s . T h e  resu lt w ould  be a 
adual, but p ro found , red u c tio n  in d ep en d en ce .

E R T R E C T O R

N O T E S

•Tins calculation is far a inutlicr with  nu  earnings and no persons w ho arc nut p a n  uf the  A F D C  will living 
in die household .  Data avai lable  f ioni llie author o n  request.

•This penally occurs  because when a single  m o ther  on welfa ic  m o n ie s  an e m ployed  male , ihe man s c o m ­
ings urc included in die calculation o f  ihe m od ie r ' s  welfare eligibili ty , upon m a m a g c .  welfare benefits are 
e liminated or cut significantly  and '.lie joint income o f  die m an and die  woman falls d iamaiically

• fo r  a tcv icw  o f  die effects uf welfare  on family sl iuciu re  see  M uriay  (foiihcoi iiing)

'C li ti cs  charge that the  S IM E /D IM E  findings cannot  be app lied lo (lie exist ing welfare  system because the 
S IM E /D IM E  benefit levels  were  m uch  h igher  llwn those o f  exis t ing welfare  p rograms.  In reality, the 
SIM E /D IM E benefit levels ranged b c iw rcn  95 arid MO percent ol die  puvciiy  incom e ih icshulds.  a range 
of benefit levels very similar 10 die average com bined  bcnclus  packages  p iuvidcd . > AI-DC families  by 
different stales under  die exist ing welfare  system.

•hi addition  10 income criteria,  some welfare p rogram s also have caleguiic.il criteria  which define cligilnl 
ily, such  as having dependent children,  being elderly, or being  disabled.

6Dala provided by Ihe Office of Family Assisiuncc,  Depar tm ent o f  Health  and Ifunion Services

•Am ong Ihe population required lo  participate, S W IM  reduced caseloads by 7 percent and A F D C  costs by 
15 percent.  Since die group eligible  for participation c o m p n sc d  a ihi td of  the total A F D C  caseload,  reduc­
tions M  a percentage o f  ihe  entire A F D C  popula tion would  be about 5 percent for costs  and 2 to J percent 
for cases  ( l lam il lon  and Fricdlaiidcr. 1989. p. 52).

•These  com m ents  s imply point oul the limits u f  the M I1KC siiitlici and aic  not in tended lo u u i d / c  the 
studies themselves  which  p iuv idc  usclu l in fo rm ation  on m any  impuriuiii quest ions  I lie Nationa l S u p ­
ported Work Demonstrat ions,  in particular, provide invaluable data io social scientis ts .

*Thc key factors  expla in ing  the success  o f  the  O hio  ex p cn m en is  appear  to be die  heavy em phasis  on 
required work,  die ser iousness  o f  die work obligations,  and  ihe seven ty  o f  die sanciiuits  provided lor non- 
compliance.  Also die O h io  evaluation included an unusually  long (l ive-yearl evaluation period and loom! 
that the effccis cumula tively  increased over  lime. Dissuusion effects. Iiowcvei. did not appeal lo have a 

majo r  role.

" • f l ic  study com pared  die  A F D C -U P  p ro g iam  in 1980 19 8 1 and die  EW|* p io g ram  in 198-1-1987 Utah's  
une m ploym ent  i*lc was 6.8 percent in die  A F D C -U P  c om par ison  period and 6 .2 p c iccm  in die  LW I1 

period.

••Work requirements  also appear  10 be very effective in reducing caseloads in General  Assis tance pro­
grams which largely aid s ingle, noncldcrty adults (Bcm sicin .  1982. pp. -18-19)

' • T h e re  arc key dif ferences be tw een  wage supplem enta t ion  and benefi t rale reduction  In wage supple 
menta tion ihe value of guvcinm enl  aid provided is iclnlivcly low; lilts encourages  families  iu combine 
higher eurnings wiill moderate  amounts  o f  government aid. In the  bcncl ii ta le  icducnuit  approach ,  initial 
welfare  benefits arc high , encouraging  families  (o com bine  high levels of  wclfa ic  rcccipi wnli modcsi sup­

plementa l wage income.

•^Legislat ion enacted in 1990 established an incremental series of increases to  the EH  C over fuiiiic ycais, 

die figures given in (he lexi arc for 199-t when die  increases are comple ted.

• • i f  w ork  rcquiicmenis  are  established for m others  with  children over age five, ii is also  necessa iy io 
establish requirements  for mothers  w ho have been on die  welfare  rolls for over  four ycais Otherwise, 
m others  would  have an incentive lo continue lo have child ic ii io avoid die work obligaiiun
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A M E N D M E N T

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE BROW N

TO: CSHB 7S(HES)

Page I. lines 1 - 2:

Delete 're la ting  to the paym ent ol' aid to families with dependen t ch ild ren  in the 

case o f p reg n an t m inors and m inors who a re  p a ren ts :'1

Page I. line 9, through page 3, line 5:

Delete all material.

Page 3. line 6:

Delete "* Sec. 4"

Insen "* Section 1"

Renum ber the following bill sections accordingly.

Page 3, line S:

Delete "5 - 9"

Insen "2 - 6"

Page 3. line 12:

Delete ”6 - 9"

Insert ”3 - 6"

Page 4, line 2:

Delete "6 - 8"

Insert "3 - 5"

-1-



1 Page 4, line 17:

2 Delete "6 - 7"

3 Insert "3 - 4"

4 Page 11, line 11:

5 Delete "4 - 11"

6 Insert "I - 8"

7 Page 11. line [2:

8 Delete "4 - 11”

9 Insert " 1 - 8 "

10 Page 11, line 19:

11 Delete "4 - l l ”

12 Insert ''1 - 3"

13 Page 12, line 5:

14 Delete "4 - 13"

15 Insert "I - 10"

16 Page 12, line 7:

17 Delete "5 - 9"

18 Insert "2 - 6"

19 Page 12, line 17:

20 Delete "sec. 9"

21 Insen "sec. 6"

22 Page 12, line 23:

23 Delete " 1 - 4  and 10 - 15"

24 Insert "1 and 7 - 12"

9 - L S 0 3 9 2 V F .9
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1 Page 12, line 25:

2 Delete "5 - 9"

3 Insert "2 - 6"

4 Page 12, line 26:

5 Deiete "sec. 4"

6 Insert "sec. 1”

7 Page 12, line 23:

S Delete "5 - 9"

9 Insert "2 - 6"

10 Page 13, line 1:

11 Delete "5 - 9"

12 Insen "2 - 6 “

13 Page 13, line 4:

14 Delete "Sections 4 - 17 of this Act are"

15 Insen "This Act is"

-3-
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4/21/95

A M E N D M E N T

TO: CSHB 78(HES)

1 Page 2. after line 30:

2 Insen  a new subsection to read:

3 "(d) When determ ining eligibility for. and the amount of, assistance in the

4 case of a minor parent who is required to live in a household or living arrangement

5 with an adult under (a) of this section, the department shall, to the extent allowed

6 under federal law or under a waiver o f federal law. disregard the incom e and

7 resources of the adults in the household or living arrangement. If the departm ent

8 determ ines that a waiver of federal law is necessary before this subsection may be

9 im plemented, the departm ent shall promptly seek a waiver."

10 Reletter the following subsection accordingly.

-I-



R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  M a r k  H a n l e y

A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

S E C T I O N A L  A N A L Y S IS  

H o u s e  B ill  N o . 7 8  
April 17, 1995

HB 78 am ends ex is ting  sta tu tes for the Aid to Fam ilies with 
D ependent Children [AFDC] program. This legislation authorizes the 
D epartm ent o f H ealth  & Social Services [DHSS] to seek federal 
approval to operate four experim ental AFDC dem onstration projects 
under the au thority  o f section 1115(a) of the Social Security Act, 
authorizes im position of certain modified AFDC eligibility criteria and 
req u irem en ts  fo r pa rtic ip a tio n  in a m andatory w ork program  on 
p ro jec t pa rtic ipan ts , and establishes a ratable  reduction  in benefit 
paym ents for the AFDC and program statewide.

S ecs. 1-3 Requires unm arried teen parents to live at home, with an 
adu lt rela tive  or in a safe, adult-supervised environm ent in order to 
be eligible for AFDC.

Sec. 4 (a) D irec ts DHSS to seek  au thority  from  the federal
governm ent by D ecem ber 31, 1995, to operate the dem onstration 
pro jec ts in secs. 5-9. I t p rovides DHSS d iscretionary  authority  to 
im plem ent the project in the event o f only partial federal approval of 
the w aiver application, (b) requires a minimum o f four projects be 
operated  in at least four areas; one with a population over 25,000, 
one under 25,000, and one under 5,000. (c) allow s the departm ent
to m odify c r  d iscontinue the waiver application or project if federal 
law or re ftlfttio n  changes substantially affect it. It also directs DHSS 
to recom m end to the leg islatu re  any changes in statu te needed to 
operate a fiscally  responsible project.

Sec. 5 m akes changes in AFDC eligibility provisions for purposes 
o f o p e ra tin g  the  experim en ta l dem onstra tion  pro jec ts au thorized  
under sections 6-8.

•run: 710 H W  -till .1 venue. ~ ■'!<)(>, Anchorage, A K  99501: (907) 259-0192 Session: State Capitol, Juneau. A K  99801-1182: (9071 -105.49:19



(1) provides for an increase of the federally-set earnings disregard 
from  the cu rren t short-term  level o f $30 plus one-third of the
rem ainder for two years to $200 plus one-third of the rem ainder for 
a period o f  two years.

(2) w aives the federal A FD C-U nem ployed P aren t "100 hour rule" 
that c u rren tly  d isq u a lifies  tw o-paren t fam ilies w ith a p rincipal 
w age-earner working over 100 hours a month, allowing the recipient 
to work m ore hours and retain more income.

(3) w aives the federal vehicle equity lim it that disqualifies AFDC 
fam ilies who own a single vehicle worth m ore than $2500, and
substitutes a m odified rule that allows possession of a combination of 
vehicles w orth up to $5000 before their value is counted in the
$1000 m axim um  resource asset test.

The m odified requirem ents o f Section 2 would apply in the project 
areas defined in section 4(b). AFDC families living in the project area 
would be random ly  assigned  to experim en tal or contro l groups. 
M em bers of the control group w ould be subject to norm al AFDC 
e lig ib ility  requ irem ents.

Sec. 6 establishes a "workfare" dem onstration project in which AFDC 
fam ilies w ould be random ly assigned to experim ental and control
groups, (a) requires adult AFDC recipients in the project area 18 and 
older to p a rtic ip a te  in uncom pensated  w ork ac tiv ities {including 
comm unity work, education, etc.} for 21 hours per week. It requires 
DHSS to sanction  those who fail to participate  as required by not 
includ ing  them  as a m em ber o f the fam ily  in  the e lig ib ility
determ ination for AFDC assistance.

(b) directs DHSS to subcontract with organizations in the project area
to adm inister subsection (a) o f this section if  the organizations have
had su c co ijfe l experience in the required areas. The departm ent is 
requ ired  de te rm ine  w ho m ust p a rtic ip a te  in the ac tiv ity  as
detailed in ’ subsections (c) and (d).

(c) e s tab lish es  exem ptions from  the w orkfare  requ irem en ts for 
certain indiv iduals participating in the dem onstration, including:

•  Individuals em ployed at least 15 hours per week - if  they are 
w orking less than 15 hours, work time is credited toward the 
21 hour requirem ent.



•  Individuals determined by DHSS to be physically or mentally
incapable of performing workfare activities.

•  A parent caring for a child under 6 years old.

•  A parent caring for a child with a developmental disability.

It also prohibits DHSS from requiring individuals to participate in
workfare unless childcare and transportation costs are paid.

Sec. 7 Establishes an AFDC unemployed parent demonstration 
project, to assist two-parent families establish self-sufficiency within 
three years.

Sec. 8 Establishes a self-employment demonstration project to 
assist AFDC recipients in reducing their need for benefits by allowing 
them to establish and operate a microenterprise.

Sec. 9 directs the department to establish a "diversion"
demonstration project, which would offer short-term financial 
assistance to job-ready AFDC applicants in order to avoid long-term 
financial support.

Sec. 10 requires state agencies to work with the department to
implement sections 4-11 of this act.

Sec. 11 defines "AFDC: as the program of aid to families with 
dependent children, and "department" as the Department of Health 
and Social Services.

Sec. 12 provides the department immunity from liability for civil 
damages in administration of the authorized demonstration projects.

Sec. 13 radioes AFDC payment levels 1.7% across the board 90 days
after the is signed.

Sec. 14 directs the department to adopt regulations necessary to
implement secs. 4-13.

Sec. 15 allows DHSS and Department of Revenue to adopt 
regulations necessary to implement this Act, not before the effective 
date of the relevant section.

Sec. 18 repeals the entire act July 1, 2001.
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R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  M a r k  H a n l e y

A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

SPO NSO R S T A T E M E N T  

CS for H O U S E  B IL L  78

It has been said, the best way to reform welfare is to get 
people off welfare. According to a recent survey by the State 
Department of Health and Social Services, 88% of AFDC clients 
in Alaska said they would rather work than be on welfare. 
Most families on welfare want a way off -- they want the self- 
sufficiency and pride that job training and employment bring.

CSHB 78 directs the Department of Health and Social Services to 
apply for a series of waivers from the usual provisions 
governing AFDC programs. One would establish a "workfare" 
demonstration project, which would require able-bodied AFDC 
recipients not working at least 15 hours a week to perform 
community service, or have their benefits reduced.

The unemployed parent demonstration project would assist 
two-parent families achieve self-sufficiency in three years; the 
self-employment demonstration project would allow recipients 
to set up microenterprises. A diversion project would offer
lump-sum payments for short-term assistance in an effort to 
avoid ongoing financial support.

Thit bill provides positive incentives to work in the form of 
high#- income-disregards and a higher vehicle allowance. The 
costs of child care and transportation necessary for 
participation will be covered by the department. Those in the 
demonstration groups who choose not to participate would face 
sanctions, such as reductions in their benefits.

America is ready to "end welfare as we know it". Many states
are using waiver projects to develop alternatives to the
tradition of welfare; it is time for Alaska, with its growing
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welfa/e rolls and dwindling revenues, to step up to the plate. 
CSHB 78 is an important piece of legislation; a step towards 
breaking the cycle of dependence on welfare by rewarding 
hard work.

Congress is currently hearing a plethora of welfare reform 
measures. One proposal would authorize federal block grants 
for welfare funding, giving states the flexibility to design their 
own programs. CSHB 78 would allow the state a look into what 
may or may not work in Alaska, giving us an advantage in this 
process.
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TONY KNOW LES, G O V&W O R

500 V N IT  A VC. fVOOrt
a n o o u o c , a x  Msoi-aoea
P H O «: (907) MB-88O0 
TOLL m e f  ALASKA: (800) 47AJUQ0 
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R e p . J o h n  D a v ie s  

S la t e  C a p ito l  

J u n e a u ,  A K  99801

D e a r  R e p .  D a v ie s :

T h e  C h i ld  S u p p o r t  E n f o r c e m e n t  D iv is io n  ( C S c D )  erf th e  A la s k a  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  R e v e n u e  

s u p p o r t s  th e  S p o n s o r  S u b s t itu te  fo r  H o u s e  B ill 62. W ith  th e  p a s s a g e  o f S S H B 62 , A l a s k a  w ill 

jo in  17 o th e r  s t a t e s  in  a s s e r t in g  (h e  r ig h ts  o f c h i ld r e n  to b e  s u p p o r te d  b y  t h e ir  p a r e n t s .

C S E D  a n t ic ip a t e s  th a t , b e c a u s e  o f th is  le g is la t io n , A la s k a n  c h i ld re n  w ill s e e  a  d r a m a t ic  

in c r e a s e  In  th e  c o l le c t io n  o f  s u p p o r t  fro m  p a r e n t s  w h o  o th e rw is e  w o u ld  n o t p a y .  A d d it io n a l ly ,  

th is  b ill w ill h e lp  to d e c r e a s e  th e  A F D C  ro ll3, th e re b y  re d u c in g  th e  s t a t e 's  c o s t s  o f  s u p p o r t in g  

c h i ld r e n  fo r  w h o m  a n  a b s e n t  p a re n t  r e f u s e s  to  s u p p o r t

T h e  s u c c e s s  o f  th is  ty p e  o f p ro g ra m  e n a c te d  in  o th e r  s t a t e s  h a 3 b e e n  s ig n i f i c a n t  M a n y  

s t a t e s  d r a m a t ic a l ly  In c r e a s e d  c o l le c t io n s ,  w h ile  m in im iz in g  th e  n u m b e r  o f i n s t a n c e s  w h e r e  

people lo s t  t h e ir  l i c e n s e s .

T h i s  le g is la t io n  w in s  o n  a ll c o u n t s .  A p p r o x im a te ly  88%  o f  th e  c o s t s  o f  e n a c t in g  S S H B S 2 w ill 

b e  p a id  b y  th e  f e d e r a l  g o v e rn m e n t  a n d  th e  r e m a in d e r  w ill  b e  o f fs e t  b y  in c r e a s e d  r e v e n u e s  to 

th e  s t a t e  th ro u g h  A F D C  c o l le c t io n s . It is  a  r e a d ily  im p le m e n t e d , c o s t - e f fe c t iv e  s t r a t e g y  fo r 

re tu rn in g  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  w h e r e  it b e lo n g s  - to th e  p a r e n t s .

S S H B 62 a l s o  p r o v id e s  fo r  f a i r n e s s  in  s u p p o r t  e n fo r c e m e n t .  U n d e r  p r e s e n t  s t a t u t e s ,  it i s  

m u c h  e a s i e r  to  c o l le c t  c h ild  s u p p o rt  fro m  a  p a re n t  w h o  w o r k s  fo r w a g e s  a n d  p a y s  t a x e s  th a n  

it is  to c o l le c t  f ro m  s o m e o n e  w h o  w o r k s  u n d e r  th e  ta b le  o r  o w n s  a  b u s in e s s  o r  p r o fe s s io n a l  

p r a c t ic e .  I r o n i c a l l y ,  c h i ld  s u p p o r t  I s  o f t e n  a v o id e d  b y  t h o s e  w h o  a r e  m o .-/ I a b le  t o  p a y .  

S S H B 62  w o u ld  e n s u r e  th a t  th o s e  w h o  h a v e  b e e n  a b le  to  h id e  th e ir  in c o m e  w iil n o  lo n g e r  b e  

r e w a r d e d  fo r  s u c h  a c t iv it y .

F in a l ly ,  w e  b e l ie v e  th a t  S S H B 82 r e p r e s e n t s  th e  fu tu re  o f  A m e r ic a .  S e r io u s  d i s c u s s io n s  o f 

w e lf a r e  r e fo r m  a t  a l l le v e ls  o f  g o v e r n m e n t  in c lu d e  I s s u e s  o f  p e r s o n a l r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  a n d  th e  

b a s ic  r ig h t  o f  c h i ld r e n  to b e  s u p p o r t e d  b y  th e ir  p a r e n t s .  L ic e n s in g  s u s p e n s io n  a n d / o r  n o n -  

r e n e w a l  I s  a n  e f f e c t iv e  m e th o d  to e n f o r c s  c o m p lia n c e  w ith  th e  la w .

D ire c t o r

JUNEAU FIELD O fF K * 
PHONE: (907) 4K SU 7 
FAX' (907)

811 YYE6T 12#i STREET 
JUNEAU, AX 80811-8800

pahwa#*cs f ie ld  a m c s  
PHONE: (807) 451-300 
FAX: (907) 481-2888

iC3 HU AVENUE. STATION G 
FAIRBANKS, AX 89701



TONY KNOWLES. GOVERNOR

DEPT. OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES -  O, SO X , 10601 
,UNEAU. ALASKA 99811-0601  
='-!ONE: .9071-165-3030 
-A X : 907) -165-3068OFFICE C F THE COMMISSIONER

A on i 24, 1995

Honorable Steve Frank 
Co-Chairman
Senate Finance Committee 
Room 5 1S Capitol 
Juneau. .AK 9 °8 0 1 -i iS2

Dear Senator Frank:

Committee Substitute to r Senate B ill 109 (L & C ) is currently in the Senate Finance Committee.

The legislation w ill a llow tor w ithhold ing o f  occupational licenses and d river's  licenses from  
individuals who are in arrears on an obligation to pay chiid support and are not adhering to an 
established payment schedule. The Department o f  Revenue projects increased child support 
collections as a result o f  this legislation.

A t the time o f  application, ail .Aid to Families w ith  Dependent Children clients assign to the State 
the righ t to chiid support collected on behalf o f  any children in the fam ily as long as .Aid to 
Families w ith Dependent Children benefits are received. F ifty percent o f  the amount o f  child 
support collected on behalf o f the .Aid to Families w ith Dependent Children recipient is transferred 
to the Department o f  Health and Social Services to offset the cost o f  benefits paid. In FY 96, the 
legislation would result in an offset o f  over one m illion dollars in .Aid to Families w ith  Dependent 
Children benefits.

The Department o f  Health and Social Services strongly endorses this legislation as an integral pan 
o f  a welfare reform strategy and urges your support.

Sincerely,

Karen Perdue 
Commissioner

zac-it Z



A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  M a r k  H a n l e y

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS 
CS for House Bill No. 78

M a y  1, 1995

CSHB 78 amends statutes to require the agency [Child Support 
Enforcement Division] to maintain a list of delinquent obligors for 
licensing entities, who may not issue or renew a license to persons on 
the list. CSHB 78 amends existing statutes for the Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children [AFDC] program. This legislation authorizes 
the Department of Health & Social Services [DHSS] to seek federal 
approval to operate four experimental AFDC demonstration projects 
under the authority of section 1115(a) of the Social Security Act, 
authorizes imposition of certain modified AFDC eligibility criteria and 
requirements for participation in a mandatory work program on 
project participants, and establishes a ratable reduction in benefit 
payments for the AFDC and program statewide.

*Section 1. AS 25.27 is amended by adding new sections to read:

Sec. 25.27.244. ADVERSE ACTION AGAINST DELINQUENT 
OBLIGOR'S OCCUPATIONAL LICENSE. (a) Requires agency to 
maintain, on a monthly basis, an updated certified list of obligors 
who are not in substantial compliance with a support order

(b) Requires agency to compile above lists land provide copies, 
within 30 days, to each licensing entity. Licensing entities may not 
issue or renew a license to a person on the list, except as provided 
under this section.

(c) Requires agency to compare applicant to most recent list
and, if found, immediately notify the applicant of the licensing 
entity's intent to withhold issuance or renewal of the license.

(d) Requires licensing entity to issue a 150-day temporary
permit if applicant otherwise qualified. No extensions or additional 
temporary permits are allowed.

(e) Provides notification guidelines.
(f) Requires agency to establish review procedures so an

applicant may have his/her case investigated, modify an order, or
receive assistance in establishing a payment schedule.



(g) Provides guidelines for applicant that challenges being
included on the list. Requires agency to send a release to licensing 
entity if: (1) applicant is found to be in compliance or negotiates an
agreement; (2) agency is too slow, through no fault of the applicant, 
in responding so that applicant is unable to request judicial relief 
before expiration of temporary license; (3) request for judicial relief, 
through no fault of the applicant, will not be resolved before 
expiration of the temporary license, or (4) applicant obtains judicial 
finding of compliance.

(h) Requires applicant to act diligently in responding to
notices. Applicant's delay in acting, without good cause, does not 
justify an issuance or a release.

(i) Forbids an agency to issue a release except as provided in
this section. Requires agency to notify applicant of options.

(j) Provides requirements for a request for judicial relief from
the agency's decision. Requires court to hold hearing within 20 days.
Limits issues on which the court may base its decision.

(k) Requires agency to issue a release if court finds obligor to
be in substantial compliance.

(1) Provides guidelines for handling a release.
(m) Allows agency to enter into interagency agreements with 

other state agencies to implement this section.
(n) Requires licensing entities to charge a fee for temporary

licenses to cover costs of this section.
(o) Subsection (g) is the only administrative remedy available.

Administrative Procedure Act does not apply.
(p) Requires appropriate agencies and departments to adopt 

regulations to implement this section.
(q) Definitions. List of licenses included and excluded.

Sec. 25.27.246. ADVERSE ACTION AGAINST DELINQUENT 
OBLIGOR.'S DRIVER'S LICENSE, (a) Requires agency (CSED) to 
maintain, on a monthly basis, an updated certified list of obligors 
who have a driver's license and are not in substantial compliance 
with a support order.

(b) Requires agency to serve notice under (d) of this section 
that the obligor's driver's license will be suspended in 150 days and
will not be reissued or renewed unless the licensee receives a release
from the agency.

(c) If the licensee fails to obtain a release during the 150-day 
period following notice under (b) and (d) of this section, requires 
agency to notify department (Public Safety) that the licensee's 
driver's license should be suspended and further renewals or



applications should be denied until the agency sends the department 
a release for the licensee. Funds paid for a suspended or denied 
license may not be refunded.

(d) Provides notification guidelines.
(e) Requires agency to establish review procedures so that an 

applicant may have his/her case investigated, modify an order, or 
receive assistance in establishing a payment schedule.

(f) Provides guidelines for applicant that challenges being 
included on the list. Requires agency to send a release to licensing 
entity if: (1) applicant is found to be in compliance or negotiates an 
agreement: (2) agency is too slow, through no fault of the applicant, 
in responding so that applicant is unable to request judicial relief 
before expiration of temporary license; (3) request for judicial relief, 
through no fault of the applicant, will not be resolved before 
expiration of the temporary license; or (4) applicant obtains judicial 
finding of compliance.

(g) Requires applicant to act diligently in responding to notices. 
Applicant's delay in acting, without good cause, does not justify an 
issuance or a release.

(h) Does not allow agency to issue a release except as provided 
in this section. Requires agency to notify applicant of options.

(i) Provides requirements for a request for judicial relief from 
the agency's decision. Requires court to hold hearing within 20 days. 
Limits issues on which the court may base its decision.

(j) Requires agency to issue a release if court finds obligor to 
be in substantial compliance.

(k) Provides guidelines for handling a release.
(1) Subsection (f) is the only administrative remedy available. 

Administrative Procedure Act does not apply.
(m) Requires appropriate agencies and departments to adopt 

regulations to implement this section.
(n) Definitions. List of licenses included and excluded.

Section 2. GRANTING OF ASSISTANCE. Amends AS. 47.25.360 to 
allow the department to pay assistance to someone other than the 
person having custody of the child.

Section 3. AS. 47.25 is amended by adding a new section to read:
j '

Sec. 47.25.362. ASSISTANCE TO MINORS WITH CHILDREN, (a) With 
exceptions, requires a minor parent (under 18) of a dependent child 
to live at home with an adult relative, or in a safe, adult-supervised 
environment, in order to be eligible for AFDC.



(b) The department shall pay assistance to the parent/legal 
guardian on behalf of the minor.

(c) Exceptions to provision.
(d) Defines minor parent as a person under 18 who has never 

married, and is the natural parent of a dependent child living in the 
same house, or a pregnant woman.

Section 4. Repeals AS 47.25.310(c), which does not allow the 
department to require a minor parent to reside in a particular 
household to be eligible for benefits.

Section 5. REPORT. Requires the agency to submit a report to the 
legislature by 1/1/98 providing statistics to demonstrate the 
effectiveness of this measure (Section 1).

Section 6. WAIVER APPLICATION, (a) Directs DHSS to seek 
authority from the federal government by February 15, 1996, to 
operate the demonstration projects in secs. 7-11. It provides DHSS 
discretionary authority to implement the project in the event of only 
partial federal approval of the waiver application.

(b) requires a minimum of four projects be operated in at least 
four areas; one with a population over 25,000, one under 25,000, and 
one under 5,000.

(c) allows the department to modify or discontinue the waiver 
application or project if federal law or regulation changes 
substantially affect it. It also directs DHSS to recommend to the 
legislature any changes in statute needed to operate a fiscally 
responsible project.

Section 7. EARNED INCOME DISREGARD; WAIVER OF "100-HOUR" 
RULE; AUTO ALLOWANCE. Makes changes in AFDC eligibility 
provisions for purposes of operating the experimental demonstration 
projects authorized under sections 8-10.

(1) provides for an increase of the federally-set earnings disregard 
from the current short-term level of $30 plus one-third of the 
remainder for two years to $200 plus one-third of the remainder for 
a period of two years.

(2) waives the federal AFDC-Unemployed Parent "100 hour rule" that 
currently disqualifies two-parent families with a principal wage- 
earner working over 100 hours a month, allowing the recipient to 
work more hours and retain more income.



(3) waives the federal vehicle equity limit that disqualifies AFDC 
families who own a single vehicle worth more than $2500, and 
substitutes a modified rule that allows possession of a combination of 
vehicles worth up to $5000 before their value is counted in the 
$1000 maximum resource asset test.

The modified requirements of Section 3 would apply in the project 
areas defined in section 6(b). AFDC families living in the project area 
would be randomly assigned to experimental or control groups. 
Members of the control group would be subject to normal AFDC 
eligibility requirements.

Section 8. W ORKFARE. Establishes a "workfare" demonstration 
project in which AFDC families would be randomly assigned to 
experimental and control groups, (a) requires adult AFDC recipients 
in the project area 18 and older to participate in uncompensated 
work activities {including community work, education, etc.} for 21 
hours per week. It requires DHSS to sanction those who fail to 
participate as required by not including them as a member of the 
family in the eligibility determination for AFDC assistance.

(b) directs DHSS to subcontract with organizations in the 
project area to administer subsection (a) of this section if the 
organizations have had successful experience in the required areas. 
The department is required to determine who must participate in the 
activity as detailed in subsections (c) and (d).

(c) requirement for participation does not include persons who
are:

(1) employed at least 15 hours per week - if they are working 
less than 15 hours, work time is credited toward the 21 hour 
requirement.

(2) exempt from participation under the JOBS program.
(3) enrolled as full-time students in good standing in a career 

education program, college or university.
(4) A parent caring for a child under 6 years old.
(5) Individuals determined by DHSS to be physically or 

mentally incapable of performing workfare activities.
(6) A parent caring for a child with a developmental disability.

(d) prohibits DHSS from requiring individuals to participate in 
workfare unless childcare and transportation costs are paid.

Section 9. AFDC UNEMPLOYED PARENT PROJECT. Establishes a 
transition-to-work project to assist two-parent families receiving



AFDC to achieve self-sufficiency within three years. Cash benefits 
will be available for no more than 36 months, but medical benefits 
may be available as long as the family is eligible under AFDC.

Section 10. SELF-EM PLOYM ENT PROJECT. Establishes a
demonstration project to assist AFDC recipients in reducing their
need for public assistance by allowing them to establish and operate 
a microenterprise.

Section 11. DIVERSION PROJECT. Directs the department to
establish a "diversion" demonstration project, which would offer 
short-term financial assistance to job-ready AFDC applicants in order 
to avoid long-term financial support.

Section 12, COOPERATION. Requires state agencies to work with 
the department to implement sections 4-11 of this act.

Section 13. DEFINITIONS.

Section 14. IMMUNITY FROM LIABILITY. Provides the
department immunity from liability for civil damages in 
administration of the authorized demonstration projects.

Section 15. AFDC PAYMENT LEVELS, reduces AFDC payment levels
1.7% across the board 90 days after the Act is signed.

Section 16. REGULATIONS. Directs the department to adopt 
regulations necessary to implement secs. 6-15.

Section 17. TRANSITION. Allows DHSS and Department of 
Revenue, child support enforcement agency to adopt regulations 
necessary to implement this Act, not before the effective date of the 
relevant section.

Section 18. sets an immediate effective date for sections 2-4, 6, 
and 12-17.

Section 19. Sections 7-11 take effect on the effective date of the 
approval of the waivers.

Section 20. Section 1 (CSED measure) takes effect January 1, 1996.

Section 21. Repeals sections 6-19 July 1, 2001.
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OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE BROWN

TO: CSHB "S( HES i

I Page I. lines 2 -

Delete 'relating to the maximum amount of assistance that may he granted under 
the program of aid to families with dependent children;'"

Page 11. line 24. through page 12. fne 3:

Delete all material.

6 Renumber the following out eetions accordingly.

7 Page 12. line 5:

S Delete ”4 - 13"

9 Insen "4 - 12"

10 Page 12. line 23:

11 Delete "10 - 15"

12 Insert "10 - 14"

13 Page 13. line 4:

14 Delete "4 - 17"

15 Insert "4 - 16"







n  r  <SENATE FINANCE COMMITTED REPORT 
DATE: 5/5/95 FURTHER:

DATE TURNED INTO OFFICE: 

The Finance Committee considered CS HB 78(FIN) am 

Licenses and applications for licenses for persons who are not in substantial compliance with 
orders, judgments, or paym ent schedules for child support; amending Alaska Rule of Civil 
Procedure 90.3; efd.

and recommends: Senate B il l:
^  s  /  - o  ' [H 'sa m c  title

i s Y o t  replaced w ith  CS ) [ j new title
House B ill:

] adopt p revious  C S _________________________________ (_________ ) [ ] same title
[  j  techn ica l c h an g e

] attached amendment(s) [ J new: SCR*

] adopt Letter o f Intent b y _________________________Com m ittee

] further referral to th e ____________________________ Committee
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NEW  FISC AL NOTE(S): PREVIOUS FISCAL NOTE(S):*
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F IS C A L  NOTES

Re: HB 78 - Public Assist.Demo Project & Decrease

S - ^ c  -  9 ' ?  

Y v o < r V  /  / £

7 £<r’> O P t ' s *  y o  j

No. Dept.

2. DH&SS (PA-Elig.Deter.)
3. DH&SS (PA-Admin.)
4. DH&SS (PA-Data Proc.)
5. DH&SS (Ak.Work Prog.)
6. DH&SS (Child Care)
7. DH&SS (AFDC-Ratable Red) 
3. DH&SS (PFD Hold Harm)
9. DH&SS (FYS Central)
10. DH&SS (Med.Asst.Claims) 
13..5^DPS (Driver Services)
14 33 DOE (Teacher Cert.)
15 -33-DOR (Child Support)
17. DH&SS (EMS Training)
18.3/DC&ED (Ins.Operations)
1 9 DC&ED (Occ.Licensing)
20.J/DC&ED (Banking/Corps.)
21.jyDOLabor (Safety&Health)
22. ji7D0Labor (Mech.Insp.)
23. DEC (Palmer Lab.)
24. DH&SS (Med.Facilities)
25. DH&SS (Med.Non-Fac.)
26. DH&SS (AFDC)
News^'DOLabor (Wage&Hr. Admin)

Date U.D. Amount

4/04/95 13 6 .*8
4/04/95 213 . 5
4/04/95 972.4
4/04/95 0
4/04/95

‘i/lksT (1
0

-4/04-/55- ,610.7)
4/04/95 ( 210.4)
4/04/95 113.9
4/04/95 40. 0
4/03/95 & 5/1 222 . 8
3/24/95 & 5/1 20.8
4/04/95 & 5/2 519.4
3/10/95 1.5
3/24/95 -iT/z/yV' 26.0
3/24/95 & 5/1 83.5
3/24/95 & 5/1 29.1
3/30/95 & 5/2 36.1
3/30/95 & 5/2 53.7
2/17/95 0
5/02/95 (116.7)
5/02/95 (107.7)
5/02/95 (317.9)
5/02/95 0

394.5 FY97 
152.0 FY97

New, Updated Notes - Reflecting deletion of ratable reduction:

26. DH&SS (AFDC) 5/05/95- V  7 A * (317.9)
2. DH&SS (PA-Elg.Deter.) 5/05/95 AV'S/f, V 

-5/05/95- 
— 5/05/95- */v/Y5

-1-3-6-7-8—
3 . DH&SS (PA-Admin.) -2-T3-5-
4 . DH&SS (PA-Data Proc.) 972.4
5. DH&SS (Ak.Work Prog.) -5/05/95- * N 0
6. DH&SS (Child Care) 5/05/95 0
8. DH&SS (PFD Hold Harm) -5/05/95- //'/7 V (— 1-3-77/
10. DH&SS (Med.Asst.Cla ims) 5/05/95 S» • 40.0
25. DH&SS (Med.Non-Fac.) 5/05/95—  £/*?/?& (107.7)
24. DH&SS (Med.Facilities) -5-/05/95- ̂ 7/ (116.7)
9. DH&SS (FYS Central) 5/05/95 113.9
17. DH&SS (EMS Training) 5/05/95 1.5

/ V Y .  V  

•a  T  ? .  o

394.5
152.0

FY97
FY97

C o c / r / - \  3 0  . ,
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c

Prepared by SFC 5-5
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F IS C A L  N O T E
STATE OF ALASKA B ILL  NO. scs fo r csun n  < f in )

1995 LEG ISLATIVE  SESSION OPaT I

nevision uais: 
Title: An A ct rc la lin R  lo the A F D C  groernm

dem onstration  projects and paym ent reductions

_Dedt. A fleeted: H ea lth  and So c ia l Se rv ices 
_5RU: A ssis tance  Paym ents________
Comoonent: A F D C __________________ !_

Sponsot:
Requestor:

l la n lc v

Senate  Finance COMPONENT S E R IA L  NO.

Expenditures/Revenues: .’Thousands ol Dollars)
OPERATING FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FY01
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0 .01 0.0 0 .0 . O.O’ 0.0
TRAVEL 0.0 0.0 i 0 .0 1 0.0 ' 0 .0 ' 0 .0 '
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 0 .01 0.0 I o .o; 0.0 i 0.0
SUPPLIES J 0.0 0 .01 0 .0 1 0.01 0.0 0.0'
EQUIPMENT t 0.0 0.0' 0.0' 0.0 0 .0 ’ 0.0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 i 0.0 i 0.0: o.o; 0 .0 ;

j GRANTS. CLAIMS (317 3) (1.373.1)1 (2.905.4)1 (4,191.5)1 (5.648.7)1 i7 124.9)1
MISCF-LANECUS 0.0 0.0' 0.0 0.0 0.0: 0.0
TOTm L OPERATING 1317.9) (1.373.1V (2.905.4)1 (4.191.5)1 (5,648.7)1 (7,124.9V

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 0.01 0 .0 ’ 0 .0 ’ 0.0 • 0.0

CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 0 0 ’ 0 O' 0

FUND SOURCE JThcusancs ct DollarsI
1002 Federal Receipis (14-1.3) (623.4)1 (1,319.0)1 (1.902.9)1 (2,564.5)1 (3.234.71!
1003 GF Match (1,206.9) 12,960.9)1 (3.990.4)1 (4.731.4)1 (5.675.7)1 (6,657.0):
1004 GF 0.0 0 .01 0.0- 0.0: 0.0 0.0
1C05 GF/Program Receiots 1.062.5 ' 2.337.5! 2.571.3: 2.828.4 3.111.2 3.422.3
1006 GF/MHTIA 0.0 0.0' 0.0' 0.0, 0.0 0.0
Other 1007 l/A Receicts (29.2) (126.31 (267.3)! (385.6)1 (519.7)1 (655.5)1

TOTAL (317.9) (1,373.1): (2,905.4)1 (4,191.5)! (5.648.7)! (7,124.9)

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIM E 0 i Oi 0 0 i 0 i O'
PART-TIM E 0 I 01 0 i 0 ' 0i 0
TEMPORARY 0 Ol 0i Ol O' 0:

Estim ate ol any current year (FY95) cost: s NONE

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

SE E  A T T A C H E D

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COP IES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE 
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office 

(Rev to/as) ssiisnojiisroBn Page 1 of 1 6



Revision Date: BILL NO. scs for cshb 7s (imn)

ANALYSIS (cont.):

I
This  leg is la tion  am en d s  th e  pub lic  as s is ta n c e  s ta tu te s  and inc lu d es se vera l p ro v is io n s  

th a t im p a c t A F D C  p ro g ram  co sts .

A F D C  R A T A B L E  R E D U C T IO N S

S ec tio n  4  o f th e  bill im p o s es  a s ta te w id e  re d u c tio n  o f a p p ro x im a te ly  1 .7  p e rc e n t in 

A F D C  p a y m e n ts . T h e  ra ta b le  redu ctio ns are a n a ly ze d  in a s e p a ra te  fiscal n o te . This  

n o te  an a ly zes  th e  im p a c t o f th e  o th er sec tio n s  o f th e  bill on  A F D C  as s is ta n c e  p a y m e n ts .

E F F E C T IV E  D A T E S

S ec tio n  2 3  es tab lis h e s  an im m e d ia te  e ffe c tiv e  d a te  fo r sp ec ified  se c tio n s  o f th e  bill. For 

p urpo ses o f th is  an a lys is , w e  assu m e (unless o th e rw is e  n o ted  in th e  as su m p tio n s  s ta te d  

in th e  analys is  o f ind iv idu al bill sections) th a t th e  re g u la tio n s  n e c e s s a ry  to  im p le m e n t  

th e  im m e d ia te  p ro v is ion s o f th e  bill tak e  e f fe c t  on  O c to b e r 1 , 1 9 9 5 .

S ec tio n  2 4  o f th e  bill p ro v id e s  for an e ffe c tiv e  d a te  b ased  on th e  fed era l g o v e rn m e n t's  

ap p ro va l o f th e  w a iv e rs  n ece ss ary  to im p le m e n t th e  d e m o n s tra tio n  p ro je c ts  in bill 
sectio ns 11 th ro u g h  1 6 . W e  assu m e fo r p u rp o se s  o f th is  an a lys is  th a t fed era l ap p ro va l 
w ill be o b ta in e d  to  o p e ra te  th e  d e m o n s tra tio n  p ro je c ts  and th e  n ece ss ary  s ta te  
reg u la tio n s  w ill tak e  e ffe c t  on Ju ly  1, 1 9 9 6 .

S ec tio n  2 6  o f th e  bill p ro v id es  fo r an e ffe c tiv e  d a te  o f M a rc h  1 , 1 9 9 6  fo r bill se c tio n s  

n o t co vered  b y  the im m e d ia te  e ffe c tiv e  d a te  e s tab lis h e d  in S e c tio n  2 3 .  T h e  M a rc h  

1 9 9 6  e ffe c t iv e  d a te  is a p p a re n tly  in ten d ed  to  a p p ly  to  se c tio n s  th a t w o u ld  requ ire  

ch an g es  in fe d e ra l s ta tu te s  to take  e ffe c t. W e  a s su m e , fo r p urp o ses  o f th is an a ly s is , 
th a t  th e  a n tic ip a te d  fed era l la w  chan g es and  th e  n e ce ss ary  s ta te  re g u la tio n s  ta k e  e ffe c t  
on O c to b e r 1 , 1 9 9 6 .

A N A L Y S IS , A S S U M P T IO N S , A N D  C A L C U L A T IO N S

B ecause n u m ero u s  se ctio n s  o f th e  bill a f fe c t  th e  A F D C  A s s is ta n c e  P a y m e n ts  

c o m p o n e n t, th e  analysis  o f each  sectio n  and  th e  s e p a ra te  p ro v is ion s w ith  s e c tio n s  are  
p res en ted  s e p a ra te ly . T h e re  is a su m m ary  o f th e  fisca l im p ac ts  o f th e  va rio u s  se c tio n s  

a t th e  end o f th is  fiscal n o te . O n ly  se c tio n s  th a t  are  e x p e c te d  to  h ave  an im p a c t on  

A F D C  p ro g ram  co sts  are inc lu d ed  in th is an a lys is .
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Revision Date: BILL NO. SCS for CSHB 78 (IMN)

ANALYSIS (con t.):

S E C T IO N  2 : W IT H H O L D IN G  O F O C C U P A T IO N A L  A N D  D R IV E R S  L IC E N S E S  FROIV1 

D E L IN Q U E N T  C H IL D  S U P P O R T  O B LIG O R S

T his  leg is la tion  ch an g es ch ild  su p po rt la w  to  w ith h o ld  o ccu p a tio n a l and d rivers  licen ses  

from  d e lin q u e n t child s u p p o rt obligors T h e  D e p a rtm e n t o f R evenu e  p ro jec ts  in c re ase d  

child s u p p o rt co llec tio n s  as a resu lt o f th is p ro v is ion .

W h e n  child  s u p p o rt co lle c tio n s  cause the to ta l incom e o f an A F D C  fa m ily  to  e x c e e d  the  

A F D C  p ro g ram  in co m e lim it, the fam ily  is inelig ib le for A F D C . In such ca se s , th e  ch ild  

s u p p o rt is paid d irec tly  to  th e  fam ily  and no A F D C  p a y m e n t is m a d e . T h u s , th e  

inc reased  child su p p o rt co llection s an tic ip a te d  as a resu lt o f th is p ro v is ion  re d u c e  th e  

c o s t o f th e  A F D C  p ro g ram .

A ll A F D C  ap p lica n ts  assign  to  th e  S ta te  the rig h t to  child  s u p p o rt co lle c te d  on b e h a lf 
o f th e  A F D C  ch ild (ren) as long as th e  ch ild ren  rem ain  on A F D C . F ifty  p e rc e n t o f th e  

a m o u n t o f ch ild  su p p o rt co lle c te d  on b eh a lf o f A F D C  re c ip ie n t fam ilies  is tra n s fe rre d  to  

th e  A F D C  c o m p o n e n t as G F  Program  R ece ip ts . T h e se  fu nd s  rep lace  A F D C  G F  M a tc h  

fu n d s . C o lle c tio n s  m ad e  on b eh a lf o f ch ild ren  w h o se  fam ilies  are e lig ib le fo r A F D C  do  

n o t red u ce  th e  to ta l co st o f th e  A F D C : th e y  s h ift A F D C  p ro g ram  fu nd ing  fro m  G F  M a tc h  
to  GF P ro g ram  R ece ip ts .

A s s u m p tio n s :

C a lc u la tio n s  are based  on th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f R evenu e p ro je c tio n  o f th e  in c re ase  in child
s u p p o rt co lle c tio n s  p ro d u ced  by this p ro v is ion

T h e  o verall d e crea se  in A F D C  pro gram  co sts  is based on the fo llo w in g  as s u m p tio n s :

•  T h e  m o n th ly  A F D C  caseload  is d ecreased  by an av erag e  o f 1 0 0  cases b eg in n in g  

in J a n u a ry , 1 9 9 6 .  Th is  case load  re d u ctio n  increases by 1 0  p e rc e n t ea ch  fisca l 
y e a r a fte r FY 9 6 .

® A v e ra g e  m o n th ly  A F D C  g ran t o f cases th a t leave th e  case lo ad  b ecau se  o f th is  
leg is la tion  is $ 3 0 0 .

T h e  s h ift in fu n d in g  so u rce  ca lcu la tio n  is based on th e  D e p a rtm e n t o f R e v e n u e
p ro je c tio n  o f increased  re ve n u es  resu lting  fro m  th is p ro v is ion ,
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Revision Date: BILL NO. SCS for CSHB 78 (PIN)

ANALYSIS (con t.):

C a lcu la tio n s

A F D C  b e n e fit c o s t av o id a n c e : A F D C  case lo ad  red u ctio n s

T o ta l G F  M a tc h Fed R eceiD ts

FY 9 6 ( 1 8 0 .0 ) (9 0 .0 ) (9 0 .0 )
FY  9 7 : ( 3 9 6 .0 ) (1 9 8 .0 ) ( 1 9 8 .0 )
FY 9 8 : ( 4 3 5 .6 ) (2 1 7 .8 ) ( 2 1 7 .8 )
F Y  9 9 : ( 4 7 9 .2 ) (2 3 9 .6 ) ( 2 3 9 .6 )
FY  0 0 : ( 5 2 7 .1 ) (2 6 3 .6 ) ( 2 6 3 .5 )
FY  0 1 : ( 5 7 9 .8 ) ( 2 8 9 .9 ) ( 2 8 9 .9 )

S h ift  in fu n d in g  so u rce : C o lle c tio n s  on b eh a lf o f A F D C  re c ip ie n t ch ild ren

G F M a tc h  G F / Prog R eceip ts

FY  9 6 ( 1 ,0 6 2 .5 ) 1 ,0 6 2 .5
FY 9 7 ( 2 ,3 3 7 .5 ) 2 ,3 3 7 .5
FY  9 8 ( 2 ,6 7 1 .3 ) 2 ,6 7 1 .3
FY 9 9 ( 2 ,8 2 8 .4 ) 2 ,8 2 8 .4
FY 0 0 ( 3 ,1 1 1 .2 ) 3 ,1  1 1 .2
FY  01 ( 3 ,4 2 2 .3 ) 3 ,4 2 2 .3
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Revision Date: BILL NO. SCS for CSH1) 78 (FIN )

ANALYSIS (con t.):

S E C T IO N  3: P E R M A N E N T  IN E L IG IB IL IT Y  FO R W E L F A R E  F R A U D

U n d e r th is  p ro v is io n , ind iv idu als  c o n v ic te d , in A la s k a  or o th e r ju ris d ic tio n s , o f u n s w o rn  

fa ls ific a tio n  in frau d  cases in v o lv in g  A F D C , M e d ic a id , or o th e r p ub lic  ass is tance  

p ro g ram s  are p e rm a n e n tly  d is q u a lifie d  fro m  rece iv in g  A F D C .

A s su m p tio n s

•  D H S S  w ill ra re ly  d is c o v e r fraud  c o n v ic tio n s  in o th e r s ta te s ; o u t-o f-s ta te  

co n v ic tio n s  have no s ig n ific a n t fiscal im p a c t

•  A p p ro x im a te ly  12  c rim ina l w e lfa re  fraud  co n v ic tio n s  per y e a r in A las ka ; h a lf of 
th e  c o n v ic te d  ind iv iduals  are o th e rw is e  A F D C -e lig ib le

•  A v e ra g e  co st av o id an ce  p er a ffe c te d  case  -  2 4  m o n th s

•  A v e ra g e  m o n th ly  sav in g s  p er a ffe c te d  case  =  $ 3 6 9 .0 0

•  T h is  p ro v is io n  takes  e ffe c t  O c to b e r 1, 1 9 9 6

C a lc u la tio n s

F Y 9 6
F Y 9 7
F Y 9 8
F Y 9 9
FYOO
F Y 01

(8 .3 )
(3 4 .3 )  

( 5 2 .6 )
(5 3 .1 )
(5 3 .1 )

No Im p a c t
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Revision Date: BILL NO. SCS for CS HD 78 (PIN)

ANALYSIS (cont.):

S E C T IO N  3 : F A M IL Y  C A P

T h is  p ro v is ion  e lim in a te s  e lig ib ility  fo r cash  as s is ta n c e  to  ch ild ren  born  to  A F D C  

rec ip ien ts  (w h e th e r  or n o t th e ir  m o th e r w a s  an A F D C  re c ip ie n t a t th e  tim e  o f  

co n c e p tio n ), and  to  ch ild ren  c o n ce iv ed  w h ile  th e ir m o th e r w a s  an A F D C  re c ip ie n t. T h e  

exclu s ion  does n o t ap p ly  to  th e  firs t-b o rn  d e p e n d e n t ch ild  (nor to  th e  sib lings o f th e  
firs t-b o rn  in a m u ltip le  b irth ).

A s su m p tio n s

This p ro v is io n  d oes n o t a ffe c t  th e  ra te  o f b irths  by A F D C  m o th e rs .

9 9 6  ch ild re n  are born  to  or co n ce iv ed  by A F D C  re c ip ie n ts  in F Y 9 6 . Th is  

nu m b er in c re ase s  by 5 p e rc e n t, in p ro p o rtio n  to  th e  c a se lo ad , in su b s e q u e n t  
ye ars .

T h e  firs t d is q u a lifie d  ch ild ren  are born in S e p te m b e r 1 9 9 7 ,  11 m o n th s  a fte r  th is  
p ro v is io n  tak es  e ffe c t .

A F D C  co s ts  are av o id ed  a t th e  ra te  o f $ 1 0 2  per d is q u a lified  ch ild  per m o n th .

C a lc u la tio n s

F Y 9 6
F Y 9 7
F Y 9 8
F Y 9 9
FYOO
FY 01

N o  Im p a c t 
N o Im p a c t  

( 5 5 8 .6 )  

( 9 8 4 .0 )  

( 1 ,2 3 2 .2 )  

( 1 ,3 9 3 .0 )
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Revision Date: BILL NO. scs tor csnn ts ( f i n )

ANALYSIS (cont.):

S E C T IO N  6 :  A S S IS T A N C E  T O  M IN O R S  W IT H  C H IL D R E N

T h is  leg is la tion  ad o p ts  th e  federal o p tio n  to  re q u ire  u n m a rr ie d  m in o r p a re n ts  to  live w ith
a p are n t, a d u lt re la tiv e  or in an o th e r a d u lt-s u p e rv is e d  liv in g  a rra n g e m e n t.

A s s u m p t io n s

W e  an tic ip a te  no ad d itio n a l co sts  to  A F D C  p ro g ra m  b e n e fits  d u e  to th is p ro je c t.

•  T w o  h u n d red  A F D C  ap p lica tio n s  p e r y e a r are  re c e iv e d  fro m  u n w e d  teen  
p are n ts .

•  S e v e n ty  A F D C  ap p lica tio n s  fro m  te e n  p are n ts  re q u ire  in v e s tig a tio n  each  ye ar  

b ecau se th e  te e n  cla im s th a t th e  p a re n ts ' h o m e  is u n s a fe .

•  F orty  p e rc e n t o f th e  cases in v e s tig a te d  are d en ie d  b e n e fits  b eca u se  the teen  

re fuses to c o o p e ra te  in th e  in v e s tig a tio n  or d oes n o t q u a lify  fin a n c ia lly  b ecau se  

th e ir p a re n t(s ) ' in co m e and asse ts  d is q u a lify  th e m  w h e n  th e y  live a t h o m e .

•  T h e  av e ra g e  m o n th ly  A F D C  case lo ad  is re d u ce d  by 2 8  cases per m o n th . 
A v e ra g e  m o n th ly  co st per case  is $ 8 2 1 .

•  T h e  s ta te  re g u la tio n s  necessary to  im p le m e n t th is  p ro v is io n  ta k e  e f fe c t  Ja n u a ry  
1, 1 9 9 6 .

F Y  9 6  sav in gs re p re s e n t 6  m o n th s  sav in g s  b e ca u se  o f p h a se d  im p le m e n ta tio n .

S a v in g s  C a lc u la t io n :

FY 9 6 :  (1 3 7 .9 )

FY  9 7  th ro u g h  FY 0 1 :  ( 2 7 5 .9 )  per year
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Revision Date: B IL L  N O . SCS for CSHB 78 ( 1HN)

/

ANALYSIS (c on t.):'

S E C T IO N  6 :  T IM E  L IM IT S

This  su b section  p ro v ides  th a t fam ilies  w h ic h  inc lude an ind iv idual w h o  has p artic ip a te d  
in th e  s ta te  JO B S  p ro g ram  b eco m es ine lig ib le  for A F D C  2 5  m o n th s  a fte r as s ig n m e n t to  
th e  a c tiv ity .

A s s u m p tio n s

•  S av ing s resu ltin g  fro m  case  c losures b ecau se o f th e  2 4 -m o n th  tim e  lim it begin  

to  accru e  in F Y 9 9 .

•  T h re e  p erc en t o f th e  fam ilies  p a rtic ip a tin g  in JO B S  clo se  d ue to  th e  2 4 -m o n th  
tim e  lim it.

•  F Y 9 9  savings re p res en t 6  m o n th s  sav in g s  because o f phased im p le m e n ta tio n  
in F Y 9 7 .

C a lc u la t io n s

F Y 9 6 -F Y 9 8  No Im p a c t  

F Y 9 9  (2 8 3 .7 )
FYOO (8 5 1 .0 )
F Y 01  ( 1 1 3 4 .7 )
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Revision Date: B IL L  N O . SCS for CSHB 78 (PIN)

ANALYSIS (cont.):

S E C T IO N  11 - 1 6 :  D E M O N S T R A T IO N  P R O JE C T S

T h e d e m o n s tra tio n  p ro je c ts  invo lve  an array  o f serv ices and sp ec ia l e lig ib ility  p ro v is io n s  

th a t , u n d er c u rre n t la w , requ ire  w a iv e r o f ce rta in  fed era l A F D C  s ta tu te s  and re g u la tio n s .  
T h e  d e m o n s tra tio n  p ro jec ts  include:

•  A  W o rk fa re  P ro je c t requ ires certa in  m e m b ers  o f the e x p e rim e n ta l g ro u p  b e n e fit  
fro m  inc reased  in c en tiv es  to w o rk  w h e th e r  or n o t th e y  are as s ig n e d  to  

u n c o m p e n s a te d  w o rk  ex p erien ce . S e le c ted  A F D C  re c ip ie n ts  are re q u ire d  to  
p a rtic ip a te  in unp aid  w o rk  ac tiv ities  fo r 21 hours a w e e k . Ind iv idu als  w h o  are  

em p lo y e d  15  or m o re  hours a w e e k  are e x e m p t fro m  the re q u ire m e n t. 
In d iv id u a ls  w h o  are requ ired  to p a rtic ip a te  in w o rk fa re  are su b je c t to  fisca l 
sa n c tio n  if th e y  do n o t com ply w ith  th e  re q u ire m e n t. Fam ilies s e le c te d  as 

p ro je c t p a rtic ip a n ts  w ill be su b ject to  a 2 4 -m o n th  t im e  lim it cn  A F D C  b e n e fits .

•  A n  A F D C  U n e m p lo y e d  P aren t D e m o n s tra tio n  d es ig n e d  to  help tw o -p a re n t A F D C  

fam ilies  ac h ie ve  ec o n o m ic  in d ep en d en ce . F am ilies  se lec ted  as p ro je c t  
p a rtic ip a n ts  w ill be su b je c t to a 2 4 -m o n th  tim e lim it on  A F D C  b en e fits .

•  A  S e lf-E m p lo y m e n t P ro jec t provides in c en tiv es  and s u p p o rt to fam ilier; w ith  a
m e m b e r w h o  w is h e s  to  develop  and o p e ra te  a sm all b u s in es s . P a rtic ip a n ts  in 
th is  p ro je c t are a llo w ed  to set as ide up to  $ 1 0 , 0 0 0  to o p e ra te  a s e lf-  

e m p lo y m e n t b usiness and to h ave up  to  $ 5 0 0  p er m o n th  in n o n -b u s in e s s  
in c o m e  d is re g a rd ed  in th e  A F D C  b e n e fit ca lcu la tio n  in o rd e r to  build up b u s in ess  
as s e ts .

•  A  D ive rs io n  P ro jec t th a t w ill p ro v ide  fam ilies  an a lte rn a tiv e  to  lo n g -te rm  A F D C
d e p e n d e n c y  by o ffe rin g  job -read y  A F D C  ap p lican ts  a o n e -tim e  lu m p -s u m  cash  

p a y m e n t to  m e e t critica l needs w h ile  th e y  o b ta in  e m p lo y m e n t a n d /o r  ch ild  

s u p p o rt. D ive rs io n  p ro jects  w ill o p e ra te  in tw o  or m o re  areas o f th e  s ta te .

•  A  T w o -T ie r  P a y m e n t S ys tem  th a t, w ith  sp ec ific  e x c e p tio n s  requ ires A F D C
b e n e fits  to  fam ilies  th a t have  lived in A las ka  fo r less th a n  six m o n th s  to  be paid  

a t th e  level in e f fe c t  in th e ir last p rev io u s  s ta te  o f re s id e n c e .

A ll in d iv id u a ls  in th e  ex p e rim e n ta l groups fo r the U n e m p lo y e d  P aren t, W o rk fa re , and  

S e lf-E m p lo y m e n t p ro je c ts  rece ive  increased  in c en tiv es  to  w o rk . T h e  fed era l s ta tu te  th a t  

p re v e n ts  th e m  fro m  o w n in g  a veh ic le  w o rth  m o re  than  $ 2 , 5 0 0  is w a iv e d  and  th e y  w ill 
in s tead  be a llo w e d  to o w n  up to  $ 5 ,0 0 0  in ve h ic le  e q u ity  b e fo re  th e  e q u ity  is c o u n te d  

ag a in s t th e m . T h e y  are a llo w ed  an add itiona l earned  in c o m e  d is reg ard  th a t in c re ase s  

th e  c u rre n t t im e -lim ite d  $ 3 0  and one th ird  o f th e  re m a in d er to  $ 2 0 0  plus one th ird  o f  

th e  re m a in d e r fo r 2 4  m o n th s , T h e  federal ru le th a t p rev en ts  u n e m p lo y e d  p a re n ts  fro m  
w o rk in g  m o re  th an  1 0 0  hours per m o n th  is w a iv e d .
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Revision Date: B IL L  N O . SCS for CSHU 78 (FIN)

ANALYSIS (con t.):
G en era l A s s u m p tio n s  - D e m o n s tra tio n  P ro je c ts : (S p e c ific  as su m p tio n s  fo r each of th e  fo u r  

d e m o n s tra tio n  p ro je c ts  are s e t fo rth  b e lo w .)

E ach  o f th e  d e m o n s tra tio n  p ro je c ts  is o p e ra te d  u n d er th e  a u th o r ity  o f se c tio n  1 1 1 5  (a) o f the  

S o c ia l S ec u rity  A c t, w h ic h  p ro v id es  fo r the n e ce ss ary  p o licy  w a iv e rs  and requ ires  an 

ex p e rim e n ta l d es ig n  and  a rig orou s e v a lu a tio n  o f resu lts .

T o  co m p ly  w ith  fed era l re q u ire m e n ts , 7 0  p erc en t o f cases in each  p ro je c t area are ra n d o m ly  

d ra w n  to p a rtic ip a te  as th e  e x p e rim e n ta l g ro u p . D e m o n s tra tio n  p ro je c t re q u ire m en ts  and  
w a iv e rs  app ly  o n ly  to  the e x p e rim e n ta l g roup .

T h ir ty  p e rc en t o f cases are m a in ta in e d  as p art o f th e  co n tro l g ro up ; n orm al A F D C  p ro g ram  

re q u ire m e n ts  ap p ly  to  th e  co n tro l g ro u p .

D e m o n s tra tio n  p ro je c t o p e ra tio n s  b eg in  Ju ly  1, 1 9 9 6  and end Ju n e  3 0 ,  2 0 0 1 .

P ro jec t costs  (M e a s u re d  o v e r th e  5 -y e a r  o p era tio n  o f th e  p ro je c t) do n o t exceed  baseline costs  

of o p e ra tin g  th e  A F D C  p ro g ram  w ith o u t  th e  p ro je c t. Federa l fin an c ia l p a rtic ip a tio n  is th e re fo re  
av a ilab le  a t th e  A F D C  5 0  p e rc e n t fed era l m a tch  ra te  for all p ro je c t co s ts .

W o rk fa r e  P ro je c t :

G en era l A s s u m p tio n s :

•  W o rk fa re  o p e ra te s  in one u.'oan area w ith  a to ta l case lo ad  size o f ap p ro x im a te ly  5 5 0 0  

cases p er m o n th . A n  a v e ra g e  o f 3 0 0  A F D C  p artic ip a n ts  per m o n th  are en g ag ed  in 
u npaid  w o rk  a c tiv itie s  u nd er w o rk fa re .

S av in g s  A s s u m p tio n s :

•  F ive p e rc e n t o f  th e  e x p e rim e n ta l group s ta rt w o rk in g  as a re su lt o f the in c rease  in 
earned  in c o m e  d is reg ard s , and  an ad d itio na l n ine p e rc e n t o f th e  e x p e rim e n ta l g roup  
s ta rt w o rk in g  b ecau se  o f th e  w o rk fa re  d e m o n s tra tio n , a t an a v e ra g e  o f w a g e  o f $ 8 0 0  
per m o n th . T h e  av erag e  sav in g s  per case fo r p a rtic ip a n ts  w h o  b eco m e em p lo ye d  is 
$ 4 6 3  per m o n th .

•  O ne p e rc e n t o f th e  fam ilies  in th e  ex p e rim e n ta l g roup  leave  th e  A F D C  caseload  b ecau se  
o f in c reased  w o rk  in c e n tiv e s . S ev en  p erc en t o f the fam ilies  in th e  e x p e rim e n ta l g roup  
leave  the A F D C  case lo ad  b eca u se  o f th e  21 h o u r-p e r-w e e k  w o rk fa re  re q u ire m e n t. T h e  
averag e  sav in g s  for each  fa m ily  th a t  leaves  A F D C  is $ 7 8 8  per m o n th .

•  T h re e  p e rc e n t o f  th e  fam ilies  in th e  p ro je c t are  sa n c tio n e d  or den ied  fo r fa ilu re  to  
co m p ly  w ith  w o rk fa re  re q u ire m e n ts .

•  S av ings re su ltin g  fro m  case c losures b ecau se  o f th e  2 4 -m o n th  tim e lim it beg in  to 
accrue in F Y 9 9 .
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Revision Date: B IL L  N O . SCS for CSHB 78 (KIN)

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Annual W orkfare Savings:

AFDC BENEFIT SAVING S

FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01

$200 + 1/3 
Earned Income 
Disregard & 100- 
Hour-Rule

0.0 " (390.93) 1852.0) (888.5) (932.9) (979.5)

Workfare
Sanctions

0.0 (8.8) (17.6) (17.6) (17.6) (17.6)

Case Closures 0.0 (112.8) (360.7) (408.6) (511.9) (573.6)

Total Gross 
Savings

0.0 (796.1) (1230.3) (1314.7) (1462.4) (1570.7)

Cost Assumptions:

The annual average earned income disregard rises from $ 3 6  per month to $ 1 8 0  per month for 
working families.

The eligibility waivers result in 8 more eligible families each year.

Annual W orkfare Costs:

AFDC BENEFIT COSTS

FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01

$200 + 1/3 
Earned Income 
Disregard & 100- 
Hour-Rulo

0.0 505.5 499.2 524.1 550.2 577.5

Automobile
Allowance

0.0 60.3 80.4 80.4 80.4 80,4

Total Gross 
Costs

0.0 565.8 579.6 604.5 630.6 657.9

W orkfare Project: Cost/Savings Summary

FYS 6 FY97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01

Savings 0 (796.1) (1230.3) (1314.7) (1462.4) (1570.7)

Costs 0 565.8 579.6 604.5 630.6 657.9

Net Savings 0 (230.3) (650.71 (710.2) (831.8) (912.8)
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Revision Date: B IL L  N O . SCS tor CSHB 78 (IMN)

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Unemployed Parent Project 

General Assumptions:

The Unemployed Parent Project operates in tw o urban sites w ith a total AFDC Unemployed 
Parent caseload of approximately 1 1 0 0  cases per month.

Four percent of the experimental group is exem pt from the-project requirements because they are 
unable to w ork.

Savings Assumptions:

The project waivers increase the average monthly earnings of project participants who are alreaoy 
working from $ 5 0 0  to $ 8 0 0 .

Five percent of unemployed project participants become employed at an average wage of $ 8 0 0  
per month as a result of the project requirements.

Savings resulting from case closures because of the 24-m onth  time lim it begin to accrue in 
F Y 99 .

One percent of families in the experimental group become ineligible for AFDC because of the 
demonstration project.

Three percent of the families in the project are sanctioned or denied for failure to comply w ith  
project requirements.

Cost Assumptions:

The w aiver of the 100-hour rule, increase in the vehicle value allowance, and increase in the 
income disregard produce costs for benefits paid to families that would otherwise receive a 
reduced AFDC grant or be ineligible.

Calculations:

Unemployed Parent Project: Cost/Savings Summary

FY 97 F Y 98 F Y 99 FYOO FY01

Savings (6 7 1 .2 ) (8 8 7 .1 ) (1 3 1 4 .0 ) (1 7 6 0 .0 ) (2 6 3 2 .4 )

Cost 5 4 1 .7 5 7 7 .6 6 0 3 .6 6 3 2 .9 6 6 2 .3

Net Savings (1 2 9 .5 ) (3 0 9 .5 ) (7 1 0 .4 ) (1 1 2 7 .1 ) (1 9 7 0 .1 )
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Revision Date: B IL L  N O . SCS tor CSHU 78 (FIN)

ANALYSIS (cont.):

S e lf -E m p lo y m e n t  P ro je c t :

G en era l A s s u m p tio n s :

T h e  S e lf-E m p lo y m e n t P ro jec t serves  a m a x im u m  o f 5 0  A F D C  re c ip ie n ts  in an y  m o n th .

T h e  av erag e  n e t s e lf-e m p lo y m e n t earn ings for p ro je c t p a rtic ip a n ts  is $ 7 0 0  per m o n th .

T h ir ty  A F D C  rec ip ien ts  b eco m e se lf-e m p lo y ed  in FY 9 7 ;  5 0  re c ip ie n ts  b eco m e se lf- 
em p lo y e d  in each  su b s e q u e n t year.

S av in g s  A s s u m p tio n s :

T h e  A F D C  sav in g s  is $ 5 0 5  per m o n th  fo r each  case  th a t  b e c o m e s  em p lo y e d .

T h re e  A F D C  cases b eco m e ine lig ib le  for A F D C  b ecau se  o f s u cc es s fu l s e lf-e m p lo y m e n t  
o p e ra tio n s  in FY  9 7  and 1 0  cases b eco m e ine lig ib le  in each  s u b s e q u e n t year; th e  
av erag e  sav in g s  for each fa m ily  th a t  leaves the case lo ad  is $ 5 1 2 2  per year.

C o s t A s s u m p tio n s :

T h e  n e w  in c o m e d is regard s resu lt in p ro gram  co sts : T h e  a v e ra g e  m o n th ly  incom e  
d is regard  for p ro je c t p a rtic ip an ts  is $ 3 4 4  m o re  th an  th e  reg u lar A F D C  in co m e d is reg ard . 
$ 2 0 0  o f th is a m o u n t is due to  the special a llo w a n c e s  fo r s e lf-e m p lo y e d  and $ 1 4 4  is due  
to  th e  in c re ase d  earn ed  in c o m e  d is regard s.

C a lc u la t io n s :

S e lf-E m p lo y m e n t P ro ject: C o s ts /S a v in g s  S u m m a ry

FY97 F Y 98 F Y 99 FYOO FY01

Savings (1 5 1 .7 ) (3 6 9 .6 ) (4 2 0 .8 ) (4 7 2 .0 ) (5 2 3 .2 )

Cost 67.1 1 1 1 .8 1 1 1 .8 1 1 1 .8 1 1 1 .8

N et Savings (3 4 .6 ) (2 5 7 .8 ) (3 0 9 .0 ) (3 6 0 .2 ) (4 1 1 .4 )
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Revision Date: B IL L  N O . SCS for CSHB 78 (PIN)

ANALYSIS (con t.):

D ive rs io n  P ro je c t  

G en era l A s s u m p tio n s :

T h e  D ive rs io n  P ro jec t o p e ra te s  in tw o  areas o f th e  s ta te .

In FY 9 7  th e  e x p e rim e n ta l g ro up  in c lu d es  a p p ro x im a te ly  1 6 0 0  a p p lic a n t fam ilies .
T h e  n u m b e r o f a p p lic a n t fam ilies  in c re ase s  by 1 p e rc e n t p^r y e a r each  year th e re a fte r.

F ifte e  i p e rc e n t o f  th e  ap p lica n ts  sc re e n e d  in to  th e  ex p e rim e n ta l g ro u p  m e e t th e  criteria  
fo r a d iv ers io n  o ffe r  and a c c e p t a d ivers io n  p a y m e n t ra th e r th an  rece iv in g  A F D C  
b e n e fits .

S av in g s  A s s u m p tio n s :

T h e  av erag e  A F D C  p a y m e n t a v o id e d  fo r th e  3  m o n th  period is $ 2 ,3 6 4 .

F ifty -f iv e  p e rc e n t o f th e  fam ilies  th a t  rece ive  d ivers io n  p a y m e n ts  are d iv e rte d  fro m  the  
A F D C  p ro g ram  fo r a t least 1 2  m o n th s .

I

For each  D iv e rte d  fam ily , an a v e ra g e  o f  6 .5  m o n th s  o f A F D C  e x p e n d itu re s  is av o id ed .

C o s t A s s u m p tio n s :

In th e  im p le m e n ta tio n  y e a r o f F Y  9 7 ,  9 4  fam ilies  rece ive  D ive rs io n  p a y m e n ts ; 1 7 9  
fam ilies  re c e iv e  D ive rs io n  p a y m e n ts  in FY  9 8 .  T h e  n um ber o f D ive rs io n  rec ip ien ts  
in c reases  by 1 p e rc e n t in each  s u b s e q u e n t ye ar.

I

T h e  av e ra g e  d iv e rs io n  p a y m e n t is $ 1 , 6 0 0  per fa m ily .

C a lc u la tio n s :
!
I

A F D C  D iv e rs io n  P ro jec t: C o s t/S a v in g s  S u m m a ry

FY 97 F Y 9b F Y 99 FYOO FY01

Savings (3 5 8 .3 ) (6 6 7 .8 ) (6 7 3 .9 ) (6 8 0 .8 ) (6 8 7 .6 )

Cost 2 0 3 .5 3 7 9 .3 3 8 2 .7 3 8 6 .7 3 9 0 .5

N et Savings (1 5 4 .8 ) (2 8 8 .5 ) (2 9 1 .2 ) (2 9 4 .1 ) (2 9 7 .1 )

Page 14 of 16



Revision Date: B IL L  N O . SCS for CSHB 73 (PIN)

ANALYSIS (cont.):

T w o -T ie r  P a y m e n t S y s te m

This  su b s e c tio n  p ro v id es  th a t, w ith  specified  e x c e p tio n s , A F D C  b en efits  to  fam ilies  th a t  
h ave  lived  in A la s k a  fo r less th an  six m o n th s  be paid a t th e  level in e ffe c t  in th e ir  las t 
p rev io u s  s ta te  o f res id en ce .

A s s u m p tio n s

•  Th is  p ro v is ion  takes  e ffe c t on O c to b e r 1, 1 9 9 6

•  T h e  a v e ra g e  p a y m e n t level o f the las t s ta te  o f re s id en ce  =  $ 4 3 1  per m o n th

•  A n  av e ra g e  o f 8 2 6  ap p lica tio n s per m o n th  are ap p ro ve d  in F Y 9 7 ; 7  p e rc e n t are  
fro m  n e w  res id en ts  w h o  are su b jec t to  the tw o -t ie r  re q u ire m e n t

•  T h e  ap p lica tio n  vo lu m e  increases by 1 p erc en t per y e a r

•  C ases  in th e  tw o -t ie r  system  rece ive  an av erag e  o f fo u r m o n th s ' b e n e fits  

C a lc u la tio n s

F Y 9 6  N o Im p a c t
F Y 9 7
F Y 9 8
F Y 9 9
FYOO
F Y 0 1

(9 3 .7 )
(9 4 .5 )
(9 5 .3 )
( 9 6 .2 )
( 9 7 .0 )



Revision Date: B IL L  N O . SCS for CSMU 78 fPIN)

ANALYSIS (cont.):

C U M U L A T IV E  IM P A C T S  O F T H IS  L E G IS L A T IO N  O N A F D C  A S S IS T A N C E
P A Y M E N T S  S U M M A R Y

FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FY01 Totals

CS/Llcenses (180.0) (396.0) (435.6) (479.21 (527.1) (579.8) (2597.7)

Welfare

Fraud

0.0 (8.3) (34.3) (52.6) (53.1) (53.1) (201.4)

Family CAP 0.0 0 .0 (558.61 (984.0) (1232.2) (1393.0) (4167.8)

Minor
Parents

(137.9) (275.9) (275.9) (275.91 (275.91 (275.9) (1517.4)

24-Mo Limit 0.0 0.0 0.0 (283.7) (851.0) (1134.7) (2269.4)

Workfare 0.0 (230.3) (650.7) (710.2) (831.81 (912.8) (3335.8) i

Unemployed
Parent 0.0 (129.51 (309.5) (710.4) (1127.1) (1970.1) (4246.6) |

Solf
Employment 0.0 (84.6) (257.8) (309.0) (360.2) (411.4)

. . .

(1423.0)

Diversion 0.0 (154.8) (288.5) (291.2) (294.1) (297.1) (1325.7)

Two-Tier 0.0 (93.7) (94.5) (95.3) (96.2) (97.0) (476.7)

TOTAL (317.9) (1373.11 (2905.4) (4191.5) (5648.7) (7124.91 (21561.5)

I
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FISCAL NOTE
S T A T E  O F  A LA SK A  B ILL N O . s c s  fo r c s h iw s  ( f i n i

1995 L E G IS L A T IV E  S E SSIO N  ' D P A ?2  :

Revision Oate: _____________________ ______________________________________________Dept. Affected: H ea lth  and S o c ia l Se rv ice r
ritln: An A ct re la ting  lo the A F D C  program________________ BRU: PA  A d m in irtra t io o ___________

d e m o n iitra tio n  p ro ject! and payment red u ctio n i_______________________ Component: E l ir . ib i l i ty  D e te rm in a tion
Sponsor: Manley
Reauestor: Senate F inance COM PONENT S E R IA L  NO. 236

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of DollarsI
OPERATING I FY96 FY97 I FY98 FY99 I FYOO FY01
PERSONAL SERVICES 114.3 228.5 228.5 228.5 I 228.5 228.5
TRAVEL 1 1.5 0.0 0.0 0 .0 I 0.0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 3.1 5.0 5.0 5.0 I 5.0 5.0
SUPPLIES I 1 .5 . 2.5 I 2.5 2.5 | 2.5 2.5
EQUIPMENT I 50.0 0,0 0.0 0 .0 I 0.0 Oo

LAND X STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0 .0 ,
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 ' 0.0 0.0 I
MISCELLANEOUS

oo 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0 .0 I
TOTAL OPERATING 170 .4 2 3 6 .0 1 2 3 6 .0 2 3 6 .0  I 2 3 6 .0 2 3 6 .0  I
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0  I 0 .0 I o .o ;
CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 I O' 01 01 01 o n
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Recelpis 85.2 1 118.01 118.01 118.01 118.01 118.0'
1003 GF Match 85.2 1 118.01 118.01 118.01 118.01 118.0
1004 GF 0.0 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0 .0 '
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0.0 1 0.0! 0.01 0.01 0.01 0 .0 '
1006 GF/MHTIA 0.0 i 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0 ,0 .

1 Older 1007 l/A Receiots 0 .0  1 0 .01 0 .01 0 .01 C .0 I 0 .0 '
TOTAL 170 .4  i 2 3 6 .0 i 236 .01 2 3 6 .0 ! 23 6 .0  I 2 3 6 .0
POSIT IONS:
FULL-TIM E 5 I 51 51 51 51 5 |
PART-TIM E 0 I 01 01 01 01 01
TEMPORARY 0 I 01 01 01 01 01
Estim ate ol any current year (FY95) cost: S NONE

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This  leg is la tion  adds n e w  re q u ire m en ts  inc lud ing  T w o -T ie r  p a y m e n ts  and  a Fam ily  C A P  

to  th e  A F D C  p ro g ram  w h ic h  p ro d u ce  a need for ad d itio n a l E lig ib ility  D e te rm in a tio n  s ta ff .

A lso , o p e ra tio n  o f th e  d e m o n s tra tio n  p ro jec ts  and th e  n e w  te e n  p a re n t re q u ire m e n t  
pro du ces the need  fo r ad d itio n a l e lig ib ility  d e te rm in a tio n  s ta ff .  T h is  n eed  is p rim arily  

d ue to  the ad d itio n a l tim e n e c e s s a ry  to  in fo rm  m e m b e rs  o f th e  e x p e rim e n ta l g ro up s o f 
th e  re q u ire m en ts  ap p licab le  to  th e m , d e te rm in e  in d iv id u a ls ' e m p lo y a b ility , es tab lish  
co n tra c ts  w ith  fam ilies , m o n ito r co m p lia n c e , and  case m a in te n a n c e

Agency: Department of Health A Social Services

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR’S  LEGISLATIVE OFFICE 
For further distribution information call the Governor’s Legislative Office

(flev 10/94) 95fljno.xh/DBR Page 1 Of 2
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Revision Date:   B IL L  N O . sc s  for c s h h  78 (f i n )

ANALYSIS (cont.):

A s s u m p tio n s :

E lig ib ility  s ta ff  are tra in ed  and  in p lace u p o n  p ro je c t im p le m e n ta tio n  on Ju ly  1 , 1 9 9 6 .  
T ra in in g  period  is 6 m o n th s , so e lig ib ility  s ta f f  costs  beg in  Ja n u a ry  1 , 1 9 9 6 .

P ro jec t c o m p o n e n ts  requ iring  m o s t ad d itio n a l e lig ib ility  s ta f f  tim e  are the d iv ers io n  and  

u n e m p lo y e d  p are n t p ro je c ts . T h e  c o m m u n ity  w o rk  p ro je c t, s e lf-e m p lo y m e n t p ro je c t, 
tw o -t ie r  p a y m e n ts , and re q u ire m e n t 'o r  te e n  p aren ts  a t h o m e  also im p a c t on th e  need  
for field  e lig ib ility  s ta ff.

T h e  ad d itio n a l w o rk lo a d  and  asso cia ted  case  m a in te n a n c e  pro du ces a n eed  fo r 5 

Elig ib ility  T ech n ic ian  II p o s itio n s  s ta te w id e : 4  in A n c h o ra g e  and 1 in F a irb an ks .

Federa l m a tch in g  funds a re  ava ilab le  fo r d e m o n s tra tio n  p ro je c t costs a t the A F D C  5 0 %  

m a tc h in g  ra te , based on th e  p ro jec ted  c o s t n e u tra lity  o f th e  p ro jects .

C a lc u la tio n s :

FY  9 6 :

Personal S erv ice s  (6  m o n th s )
5 ET  II - R 1 4  @  4 5 . 7  yr (6  m o n th s )

T rave l (fo r tra in in g )
C o n tra c tu a l (sp ace , p h o n es , p os tag e)
S upplies  

E q u ip m en t 
T o ta l

F Y  9 7  th ro u g h  F Y 0 1 :

Personal S erv ice s  (1 2  m o n th s )
5 E T  II - R 1 4  @  4 5 .7  y r (1 2  m o n th s ) 

C o n tra c tu a l (sp ace, p h o n es , p os tag e) 
S upplies  

T o ta l

1 1 4 .3

1 .5  
3.1
1 .5  

5 Q .0
1 7 0 .4

2 2 8 .5

5 .0
2 .5

2 3 6 .0
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Position Title
Eligibility Tehcnician II

No. of Positions Range/Step 
4 R14A

Bargaining Unit
GGU

Time Status Staff Months
FT 6 months

I .ocuiion
Anchoraoe

Election District

TYPE of EXPENDITURE AMOUNT Justification

This legislation produces a need for additional Eligibility Delerminalion staff.

Additional lime is necessary for eligibility staff to explain project requirements, 
determine eligibility for diversion project, monitor compliance w!lh new requirements, 
and additional case processing necessaty to ensure accuracy of benefits when 
recipients enter or decline employment.

Salary 91.4
Benefits
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Services 91.4
Travel
Contractual 2.0
Commodities 1.1
Equipment 40.0
Other

Total Cost 134.5
FUNDING SOURCE for TOTAL COST

1002 Federal Recei pis 67.2
1003 GF Match 67.3
1004 General Fund
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/Menlal Health Trust
1007 I/A Receipts
1061 Cl P Receipts
Other

REQUEST for 
NEW POSITION

AGENCY: Health and Social Services

BRU: Public Assistance Administration Page t ol 1

COMPONENT: E lig ib ility Determination (0236) Revised Dale:

FY96



Position Title
Eligibility Technician II

Time Status Staff Months
FT 6 months

TYPE of EXPENDITURE AMOUNT
Salary 22.9
Benefits

• Premium Pay •

Other
Total Personal Services 22.9

Travel 1.5
Contractiml 1.0

(T5Commodities
Equipment 10.0
Other

Total Cost 35.9
FUNDING SOURCE for TOTAL COST

1002 Federal Receipts 17.9
1003 GF Match 18.0
1004 General Fund
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/Mental Health Trust
1007 I/A Receipts
1061 CIP Receipts
Other

No. of Positions 
1

Riuigc/Stcp 
R 14A

Location
Fairbanks

Bargi'iining Unit

Elation District
GGU

Justification

This legislation produces a need for addilional Eligibility Determination staff.

Additional lime is necessary for eligibility staff to explain project requirements, 
determine eligibility for diversion project, monitor complaince with new requirements, 
and addilional case processing necessary lo ensure accuracy of benefits when 
recipients enter or decline employment.

REQUEST for
NEW POSITION

AGENCY: Health and Social Services

BRU: Public Assistance Administration 

COMPONENT: Elig ib ility Determination (0236) Revised Date:
Page 1 ol 1

FY96



F IS C A L  N O T E
STATE OF ALASKA B ILL  NO. s c s  ror c s h b  78 (p in )
1995 LEG ISLATIVE  SESSION D PA #3

Revision Date: ____________________________________________________________________Dept. AHec'ed: H ealth  and S o c ia l S e rv ice r
TiUe: A n  A ct re lating  to the A P D C  program ______________ 3RU: PA A d m io iit ra t io n ____________

d cm o n itra t io n  p ro je c t! , and payment red uction !______________________Component: PA  A d m in istra tio n ____________
Sponsor H an ley
Reauestar: Senate Finance COM PONENT S E R IA L  NO. 7.33

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands ol Dollars)
OPERATING FY96 FY97 FY98 FY9y I FYOO 1 FY01
PERSONAL SERVICES 166.5 166.51 166.5 166.51 166.51 166.5
TRAVEL 22.0 22.0 22.0 22.01 22.01 22.0
CONTRACTUAL 63.0 28.0 28.0 28.01 28.01 28.0
SUPPLIES 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.51 1.5 I 1.5
EQUIPMENT 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 i 0.0! 0.0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01 o .o l 0.0
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 1 0.0 I 0.0
MISCELLANEOUS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.0 I 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 283.0 218.0 218.0 218.01 218.01 218.0.

! CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0 .0  I 0 .0  : 0 .0  I 0 .0  i 0 .0  I 0 .0  I

I CHANGES IN REVENUES I 0 I 01 01 01 01 0 !

FUND SOURCE (Thousands ol Dolbr-.l
1002 Federal Receipts 141.5 109.0 : 109.01 109.01 109.01 109.01
1003 GF Match 141.5 109.01 109.01 109.01 109.01 109.0 i
1004 GF 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0 I
1005GF/Pronram Receipts 0.0 0.0: 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0 I
'006 GF/MHTIA 0.0 0.0: C.O I 0.01 0.01 0.0 I
Other 1007 I/A Receims 0.0 0 .0 1 0.0 1 0.01 0.01 0 .0 !
TOTAL 283.0 218.0* 218.01 218.01 218.01 218.01

POSIT IONS:
FULL-TIM E 3 i 31 31 31 31 31
PART-TIM E 0 1 01 o l 01 0! 01
TEMPORARY o I 01 0* 01 01 0!

Estimate ot any current year (FY95) cost: $ NONE

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page i( necessaty)

T h is  leg is la tion  requ ires D H S S  to  d esign  and  o p e ra te  w a iv e r  p ro je c ts  u n d er th e  a u th o r ity  

o f sec tio n  1 1 1 5  (a) o f th e  Social S e c u rity  A c t .  It also adds severa l n e w  p ro v is io n s  to  
th e  A F D C  p ro g ram .

P ro jec t d e v e lo p m e n t and m a n a g e m e n t s ta ff  are n e ce ss ary  to d e v e lo p , a p p ly  for, 
m o n ito r, and e v a lu a te  th e  d e m o n s tra tio n  p ro je c ts  au th o rize d  by th is le g is la tio n . P ro jec t  

m a n a g e m e n t s ta ff  w ill c o o rd in a te  p ro g ram  and sy stem  c h a n g e s , o verse e  an e v a lu a tio n  

c o n tra c to r , and m a in ta in  re la tion sh ip s  w ith  fed era l o ffic ia ls . E ssentia l p ro je c t  
m a n a g e m e n t s ta ff  inc lu d e a p ro je c t co o rd in a to r end a p ro je c t ass is tan t.

Agency: Department or Health St Social Services

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COP IES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE 
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

(Rev 10/94) 95lisnojdJ/OBR Page 1 Of



Revision Date: B IL L  N O . SCS for CSHI3 73 (PIN)

ANALYSIS (cont.):

T h e  fed era l D e p a rtm e n t o f H e a lth  and  H u m a n  S erv ices  re q u ire s  th a t a d e m o n s tra tio n  

p ro je c t e v a lu a tio n  be p e rfo rm e d  by an in d e p e n d e n t c o n tra c to r . T h e  e v a lu a tio n  tes ts  the  
e ffe c ts  o f th e  d e m o n s tra tio n  on p ro g ra m  co sts  and re c ip ie n t o u tc o m e s .

Im p le m e n ta tio n  o f th e  n e w  p ro v is io n 's  by O c to b e r 1 , 1 9 9 6  req u ires  th e  d e p a rtm e n t to  

im m e d ia te ly  d eve lo p  p ro g ram  re g u la tio n s , c o o rd in a te  d a ta  s y s te m  c h a n g e s , and pub lish  

p ro g ra m  m a n u a ls .

A s s u m p tio n s :

A n  in d e p e n d e n t c o n tra c to r w ill d es ig n , re v ie w , and e v a lu a te  p ro je c t re q u ire m e n ts  to  

en su re  fe d e ra l ap p ro v a l. T o ta l e s tim a te d  co sts  are $ 1 3 0 ,0 0 0  based  on  a m o u n ts  o th er  
s ta te s  paid  fo r ev a lu a tio n  o f s im ilar p ro je c ts .

T h e  se rv ic es  o f a p riv a te  la w  firm  are  n ecessary  to  d e v e lo p , w r ite , an d  p rep are  fo r  
su b m iss io n  to  th e  A tto rn e y  G en era l th e  n ecessary  s ta te  re g u la tio n s .

T h e  d e m o n s tra tio n  p ro je c t o p e ra te s  fro m  J u ly  1, 1 9 9 6  th ro u g h  J u n e  3 0 ,  2 0 0 1 .  F Y 9 6  
co sts  are  fo r p ro je c t design  and im p le m e n ta tio n .

Fed era l m a tc h in g  fu nd s  are ava ilab le  fo r d e m o n s tra tio n  p ro je c t co sts  a t th e  A F D C  5 0  

p e rc e n t m a tc h in g  ra te , based  on th e  p ro je c te d  co st n e u tra lity  o f th e  p ro je c t.

T h e  level o f c o m p le x ity  added  to  th e  A F D C  p ro gram  by th e s e  p ro v is io n s  requ ire  the  

Public  A s s is ta n c e  A n a ly s t I p os itio n  to  co n tin u e  a fte r im p le m e n ta tio n  as p a rt o f the  

p o licy  u n it re sp o n s ib le  fo r A F D C  p ro g ra m  co m p lia n c e .

Page 2 of 3



ANALYSIS (con t.):

Revision Date:___ B IL L  N O . SCS for CSHB 78 (PIN)

C a lc u la tio n s : 

FY 9 6 :

1 P ro jec t C o o rd in a to r R 1 9  6 2 .5
1 P ro jec t A s s is ta n t R 1 6  5 2 .0
1 Public A s s is ta n c e  A n a ly s t I R 1 6  5 2 .0

R egu lation s c o n tra c t 2 5 .0
Evaluation  c o n tra c t 3 0 .0
O ffic e  sp ace, p o s ta g e , p ho n es , fa x  8 .0
Supplies 1 :5
E q u ip m en t 3 0 .0
Trave l 2 2 .0
T o ta l 2 8 3 .0

FY  9 7  th ro u g h  F Y 0 1

1 P ro jec t C o o rd in a to r R 1 9  6 2 .5
1 P ro jec t A s s is ta n t R 1 6  5 2 ,0
2 Public A s s is ta n c e  A n a ly s t I R 1 6  5 2 .0

E valuation  C o n tra c t 2 0 .0
O ffic e  space 8 .0
Supplies 1 .5
T rav e l 2 2 .0
T o ta l 2 .1 8 .0

Page 3 of 3



Position Title
Project Coordinator

Time Status Staff Mixitlis
FT 12 months

TYPE of EXPENDITURE AMOUNT
Salary 62.5
Benefits
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Services 62.5
Travel 8.0
Contractual 3.5
Commodities 0.5
Equipment 10.0
Other

Total Cost 84.5
FUNDING SOURCE for TOTAL COST

1002 Federal Receipts 42.2
1003 GF Match 42.3
1004 General Fund
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/Mcnta! I lealthTnist
1007 I/A Receipts
1061 C1P Receipts
Other

No. of Positions
 1_____________

Ijocation

Range/Step
19A

Juneau

Bargaining Unil
GGU

Election District

Justification

Project development and management include planning, negotiating, and preparing 
the demonstration project applicalion(s). Including requesting waiver of Ihe pertinent 
federal law provisions. Development also includes coordinating the necessary 
program and system changes and dealing with requests for information about the 
project as well as negotiation and administration of Ihe evaluation contract and 
monitoring of the project. Project management staff would also be responsible lo 
oversee the operation and monitoring of Ihe project and maintain Ihe necessary 
relationships with federal officials throughout its duration.

This request is for Ihe project coordinator.

REQUEST for
NEW POSITION

AGENCY: Health and Social Services

BRU: Public Assistance Administration 

COMPONENT: Public Assistance Administration (0233)

Page_ 1 _  o(_ 
Revised Dale:

EY96


