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United States
General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Human Resources Division
B-225966
February 3, 1988

The Honorable John Glenn

Chairman, Committee on
Governmental Affairs

United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Your July 7, 1987, letter asked us to convene two panels of experts
knowledgeable about the administration of weifare programs—one
panel at the national level and another at the local level. We did so and
obtained their insights on four welfare reform issues: (1) case manage-
ment, (2) contracts between welfare recipients and agencies, (3) coordi-
nation of services, and (4) target populations.

We contracted with the National Academy of Public Administration to
convene the panel at the national level. It met in Washington, D.C., on
July 21, 1987, and its final report, Welfare Report Dialogue: Implemen-
tation and Operational Feasibility Issues, was sent to you on September
30. Overall, the panel supported reform of the welfare system and urged
that states be given discretion to design programs suitable to their client
populations, economies, existing service networks, and available
resources.

The second panel, which we sponsored with the Federation for Commu-
nity Planning in Cleveland, met on August 13, 1987. Its final report,
Workability of Welfare Reform: A Local Perspective, was sent to you on
November 9. Like the national panel, this panel also supported reform of
the welfare system and urged state and local discretion in designing pro-
grams to fit particular conditions—such as limited employment oppor-
tunities and scarce resources.

As requested, this report summarizes the views of both panels on each
of the four issues. The panelists did not limit their discussions to these
issues, but discussed other fundamental aspects of welfare reform as
well. Thus, we are also summarizing their insights on these additional
issues for your consideration. The issued reports on the two panels are
included as appendixes II and III.
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Case Management

Agreements and
Sanctions
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Both panels supported the case management concept—the brokering
and coordinating of multiple social, health, education, and employment
services—and the related use of a single case manager as important
ways to help welfare recipients achieve self-sufficiency. The panels dis-
cussed the myriad of activities that case managers could perform and
the need for additional staff, and perhaps some new skills, to perform
these activities (see pp. 8 to 10). The principal concerns raised by the
panels are whether:

Additional resources are available for implementing the case manage-
ment concept, including hiring additional caseworkers, retraining
caseworkers, and automating case management systems.

The tools will be available to the case manager to assess clients’ needs,
monitor recipient progress, and refer clients to needed services outside
the welfare agency. The necessary tools include automated data process-
ing support, inventory of services, and contracts with service providers.
Eligibility criteria, rules, and regulations can be simplified to facilitate
the case management concept. For example, can Food Stamp and Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) eligibility criteria be
integrated?

States will be given flexibility in setting new staffing patterns and
assigning case management responsibilities.

In general, neither panel supported the concept of binding agreements
between the agency and recipient, and related sanctions. Panelists sug-
gested that sanctions have not worked in the past and are unlikely to
work in the future. They generally favored some form of agreement
between the agency and recipient, but not formal agreements tied to
sanctions that would bring additional complexity and administrative
burden (see pp. 10 to 11). Some of the concerns expressed by the panel
are whether:

Binding agreements will achieve intended outcomes, given the unlikeli-
hood that these contracts or agreements could be enforced.
Considering the administrative burden, binding agreements with sanc-
tions are cost effective.

Agreements in proposed legislation should be subject to fair hearings
and quality control reviews.

State and local governments will be given flexibility in developing the
terms of agreements and the option of not imposing sanctions.
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Coordination of
Services
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Both panels saw a need for better coordination and integration of availa-
ble services and recognized that proposed reforms would make that
need much greater (see pp. 11 to 12). Concerns raised by the panels are
the extent to which:

Existing welfare programs and services will be better integrated and
measures taken to guard against adding new layers of services and orga-
nizations without the necessary coordinating mechanisms.

State and local agencies could be given greater flexibility to adapt pro-
gram plans and incentives to fit their particular coordinative needs and
circumstances.

Incentives are provided for states to solicit local input to overall state
plans.

Target Populations

Additional Panel
Views

Both panels supported the idea of greater targeting of services to spe-
cific populations and tailoring certain benefits and services for such
groups (see pp. 12 to 13). Suggested target groups and related considera-
tions are:

AFDC-Unemployed Parents. The additional costs and administrative bur-
dens to states not now offering the AFbc-Unemployed Parent program
would need to be contrasted with the program’s potential benefits and
positive effects.

Youthful welfare recipients. This option would require consideration of
whether teenage recipients subjected to mandatory work requirements
respond differently than other age groups and whether their special
needs should be factored into the design of work/welfare programs.

The panels discussed several other issues that bear on the workability of
proposed reforms (see pp. 13 to 14). The panels suggested that consider-
ation be given to:

Mandating a basic program of welfare-to-work services, below which
states could not fall, and including incentives for states to develop more
comprehensive services,

Setting goals and performance measures for each state’s work program
that take into account such factors as caseloads and their characteris-
tics, job opportunities, and resources.

Developing measures of program performance in terms of such out-
comes as quality, numbers, and duration of job placements rather than
simply the number of program participants.
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+ Extending—beyond what has been included in proposed legislation—
the support periods for such critical services as Medicaid and transpor-
tation after a recipient takes a job and has left the welfare rolls.

As agreed with your office, unless you publicly announce its contents
earlier, we plan no further distribution of this report until 30 days after
its issue date. At that time, we will send copies to interested parties and
make copies available to others upon request.

Sincerely yours,

Franklin Frazier
Associate Director
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Appendix I

Welfare:

Expert Panels’ Insights on Major

Reform Proposal

S

Introduction

The Congress is considering legislation to reform the welfare system,
including placing greater emphasis on work incentive programs for
recipients of the Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC) pro-
gram. A stated goal of the reform legislation is to help AFDC recipients
achieve economic independence.

Concerned about the administrative feasibility of welfare proposals, the
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs asked us to convene two
panels of welfare experts, one each at the national and local levels, to
give the Committee insights on four aspects of the major reform
proposals:

Providing case management, including automated systems.

Using contracts between welfare agencies and recipients.
Coordinating services for both mandatory and voluntary recipients.
Developing target populations of recipients.

The National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA) convened the
national panel in Washington, D.C., on July 21, 1987. The NAPA panel
consisted of state and local managers and welfare administrators and
evaluators. The Federation for Community Planning convened the local
panel in Cleveland on August 13, 1987. The Federation panel consisted
of local/state administrators, client groups, service providers, and aca-
demicians. The panels discussed two specific bills: The House Ways and
Means bill entitled The Family Welfare Reform Act of 1987, H.R. 1720,
and the Senate bill entitled The Family Security Act, S. 1511.

NAPA's report was sent to the Committee’s Chairman on October 30, 1987
(see app. II). The Federation report was sent on November 9, 1987 (see
app. III). Our synthesis of the two reports follows.

Case Management

Case management—the brokering and coordinating of multiple social,
health, education, and employment services—is proposed under the
House and Senate bills to provide better services to help recipients
achieve self-sufficiency and to provide the services more efficiently.
State agencies would assess recipient skills, such as education and
employment, and other family needs. Under the House bill, an agency
staff member would provide case management services, including bro-
kering on behalf of the family for services needed, and monitor progress
of the recipient. Under the Senate bill, the state agency may assign a
case manager to each family participating in the program.
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Welfare:

Expert Panels’ Insights on Major
Reform Proposals

Overall, the panels supported the idea of case management as an impor-
tant way to improve service delivery and help welfare recipients
achieve self-sufficiency. The panelists believed, however, that case man-
agement feasibility is contingent on resolving issues of related staff
changes and other administrative concerns.

We asked panel members to consider the key functions involved in case

anagamant Tha vana manal Aigaican, A cnnrdinarinn and mAanitAaring

ma.ua.gculcuu 1 lll: NAA Paliltl UldLUdOTU Luul uulauuu ald MOonitorir 15 a.b
case management functions. The panel noted that the proposed case
management functions would differ substantially from the current role
of welfare staff in most states and expressed concern about resources
needed to perform these functions.

The Federation panel discussed four case management functions: (1)
assessment of the welfare recipients’ needs; (2) identification/inventory-
ing of service availability; (3) provision of services, such as through con-
tracts with service providers; and (4) monitoring activities. The
panelists believed that needs assessments combined with other case
management functions could help recipients achieve self-sufficiency, a
goal of welfare reform. This panel also had concerns about whether
resources will be available to implement case management and whether
adequate employment opportunities would exist after recipients were
educated or trained.

A major case management issue is the availability of caseworkers.
According to the NAPA panel, caseworkers’ roles have become more diffi-
cult over time due to increased program complexities. One suggested
solution was to reduce program complexity to free up current
caseworkers’ time. Other suggestions were to (1) retrain caseworkers for
new responsibilities and (2) hire additional caseworkers. The panelists
agreed that states should be given flexibility in setting new staffing pat-
terns and assigning case management responsibilities. Also, the panelists
pointed out that, because the error rate in eligibility determinations
would likely go up as workers struggled with their new responsibilities,
states should be held harmless on error rates for several years as they
learn new ways of operating.

According to .he Federation panel, caseworkers and social workers
already work at or beyond planned capacity. They wondered where new
caseworkers would come from, and if there would be enough
caseworkers, given the high ratio of caseworkers to welfare recipients
needed for effective case management. The Federation panel also
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Agreements and
Sanctions

expressed concern about a potential problem of dealing with union per-
sonnel under a legislatively reformed program that required a change in
existing job duties and responsibilities.

Finally, to make case management work, both panels advocated provid-
ing additional automated data processing resources. The Federation
panel, however, suggested such additional resources would not be wel-
come if it meant adding to the already heavy administrative workload.

The panels raised the following concerns about case management:

Are additional resources available for implementing the case manage-
ment concept, including hiring additional caseworkers, retraining
caseworkers, and automating case management systems?

Will the necessary tools (e.g., automated data processing support, inven-
tory of services, contracts with service providers) be available to the
case manager to assess clients’ needs, monitor recipient progress, and
refer clients to needed services outside of the welfare agency?

Can the eligibility criteria, rules, and regulations of key programs be
simplified to enable caseworkers to spend more time on case manage-
ment (e.g., integrate Food Stamp and AFDC eligibility criteria)?

Will states be given flexibility in setting new staffing patterns and
assigning case management responsibilities?

Welfare reform legislation contains the concept of shared responsibility
between the welfare recipient parents, who are to support their chil-
dren, and the welfare agency, which is to help parents meet their
responsibility through expanded opportunities in education and train-
ing. The House and Senate bills provide for the welfare agency to negoti-
ate a binding agreement with each welfare recipient that details
responsibilities of the recipient and the agency. The bills also provide
for states to sanction recipients who fail to participate in the program.

In general, neither panel supported the concept of sanctions. Panelists
suggested that sanctions have been tried in the past and have not
worked. They generally favored some form of agreement between the
agency and recipient, but not legally binding agreements tied to sanc-
tions that would bring additional complexity and administrative burden.

The NaPa panel questioned the welfare agencies’ ability to enforce bind-

ing agreements. They agreed with the concept of a mutual understand-
ing between the recipient and the agency that would clarify what the
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agency expected of the recipient, set a plan for the recipient, and specify
how welfare benefits fit into the recipient’s overall goal. The panel con-
cluded that such service agreements would be more effective in dealing
with recipients, but an enforceable agreement would be more politically
attractive. The panel believed that, if sanctions were written into legis-
lation to gain political support, the states should be given the option of
not imposing them.

The Federation panel strongly disagreed with the idea of using binding
agreements with sanctions and requiring mandatory work program par-
ticipation. Their position was based on their belief that (1) welfare
recipients would leave the welfare system if provided sufficient incen-
tives and supports to help get them off, (2) an adversarial relationship
would be created between the agency and recipient, (3) people might be
forced into low-paying jobs, and (4) another burden would be added to
administrators’ workload. Also, panelists questioned whether such a
system would be cost beneficial. While the Federation panel favored
using agreements for the purpose of setting expectations, the panel
members disagreed on the need for formalizing agreements in writing.

Based on the panel discussions, potential implementation methods raise
such questions as:

If binding agreements are required, what is the probability of achieving
intended outcomes, given the unlikelihood that these agreements could
be enforced?

Is the burden of administering binding agreements with sanctions cost
effective?

Should agreements in proposed legislation be subject to fair hearings
and quality control reviews?

Will state and local governments be given flexibility in developing the
terms of agreements and the option of imposing sanctions?

Coordination of
Services

Reform proposals offer welfare recipients expanded opportunities in
education and training. Other supports, such as day care, transporta-
tion, and health care, also would be provided. The issue is what can be
done to coordinate delivery of these services to bring expanded benefits
and services together. Both panels were asked to consider how services
could be effectively coordinated under a revised welfare system.

Reducing existing program complexities and using a single point of pro-
gram accountability for any new welfare program would be necessary,
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Target Populations

according to both panels. Better coordination of the Food Stamp and
AFDC programs, for example, was mentioned as a way to reduce the com-
plexity of program eligibility determination and other rules that reduce
the potential for coordinating activities at the state and local levels.

Both panels also advocated that the federal, state, and local welfare
agencies be the central point for funding and accountability for services
such as jobs programs and compensatory education to assure that wel-
fare recipients have access to the services. The NAPA panel noted, how-
ever, that coordinative linkages between programs at the state and locu.
levels could not be federally mandated because of entrenched power
structures, but would have to be worked out in each state. The Federa-
tion panelists, noting that the needs of counties within a state differ,
proposed that legislation include incentives to encourage states to solicit
more local input to statewide welfare plans.

If welfare reform proposals are enacted that include the concept of coor-
dinating services to bring together expanded benefits and services,
assuring that coordination occurs should not be left to chance. Concerns
raised by the panels are the extent to which:

Existing welfare programs and services will be better integrated and
measures taken to guard against adding new layers of services and orga-
nizations without the necessary coordinating mechanisms.

States and local agencies could be given flexibility to adapt program
plans, incentives, and coordinative linkages appropriate to their service
population and local economy.

Incentives are given states to solicit local input to overall state plans.

Both reform bills would have states select target populations of welfare
recipients and provide additional benefits and services to help these
recipients achieve self-sufficiency. Both panels believed that the concept
of target populations and providing welfare recipients additional bene-
fits and services made sense but were concerned about who should be
served first.

The NAPA panel indicated that the ‘‘hard-to-serve” population should be
the first to target, defining hard-to-serve in terms of length of time on
welfare and unemployment. The Federation panel defined priority tar-
get populations as the AFDC-Unemployed parents and younger welfare
recipients. The Federation panel also suggested targeting the young
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Additional Panel
Views

male population found on the states’ nonfederal general assistance wel-
fare rolls who, according to the panel, are often the absent fathers not
paying child support to AFDC children.

Suggested target groups and related considerations are:

Regarding aFpc-Unemployed parents, what would be the additional
costs and administrative burdens to states not now offering the AFDC-
Unemployed Parent program, contrasted with the program'’s potential
benefits and positive effects?

Will youthful recipients respond differently to mandatory work require-
ments than other groups and must their special needs be factored into
the design of work/welfare programs?

Should the states’ nonfederal assistance participants be considered as a
target group?

Besides addressing the four specific major issues requested by the Com-
mittee, the panels discussed the following issues they considered impor-
tant in considering welfare reform.

Minimal Work Program
Requirements

The NAPA panel suggested that the federal government mandate a basic
program of welfare-to-work services, a floor below which states could
not fall, and include incentives for states to develop more comprehen-
sive services.

Resource Constraints and
Performance Standards

Two fundamental reform issues raised by the Federation panel were (1)
the extent to which adequate employment opportunities will be availa-
ble to welfare recipients and (2) the extent to which adequate resources
will be available not only to educate and train recipients, but also to
provide other supports, such as day care, transportation, and health
care.

The potential lack of employment opportunities and resources for sup-
port programs led the Federation panel to conclude that a goal of mak-
ing numerous welfare recipients self-sufficient may be too broad and
that it would be better to adopt a small program initially rather than
risk losing welfare reform entirely by emphasizing a very large effort.

The NaPA panel considered absolute national performance standards as
unworkable because of differences among states in the local economy.
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service populations, and program design. The panel believed that any
national performance standards should be relative, in terms of the
states’ performance over time or in relation to the goals set in its plan.
The panel agreed that measuring program performance by outcomes,
such as job placements, was more valuable than measuring by participa-
tion of recipients in the program.

The panels believed that consideration should be given to:

Mandating a basic program of welfare-to-work services, below which
states could not fall, and including incentives for states to develop more
comprehensive services.

Setting state-by-state work program goals and performance measures
that take into account such factors as case loads and their characteris-
tics, available job opportunities, and resources.

Developing measures of work program performance in terms of such
outcomes as quality, numbers, and duration of job placements rather
than simply by the number of program participants.

Transitional Time Frames

The Federation panel advocated extending—beyond what has been
included in proposed legislation—the support periods for such critical
services as Medicaid and transportation after a recipient takes a job and
has left the welfare rolls.
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Letter and National Academy of Public
Administration Panel Report Entitled “Welfare

Reform Dialogue: Implementation and
Operational Feasibility Issues”

GAO

United States
General Accounting Office X
Washington. D.C. 20548

Human Resources Division

HR7-140

September 30, 1987

The Honorable John Glenn, Chairman
Committee on Governmental Affairs
United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Your July 7, 1987, letter, asked us to convene two panels of
experts knowledgeable about the administration of welfare
programs—-one panel at the national level and another at the
local level. We have done so and obtained their i1nsights on
certain proposed welfare reform 1ssues-—-(1) case management,
(2) contracts between welfare recipients and agencies, (3)
coordination of services, and (4} target populations.

We contracted with the National Academy of Fublic Admimistration
to convene the panel at the national level. The panel met 1in
Washington, D.C., on July 21, 1987, and the final report, Welfare
Report Dialogue: Implementation and Operational Feasibility
lssues, 1s enclosed. Overall, the panel supported reform of

the welfare system, but urged that states be girven discretion

to design programs sultable to their client populations,
economies, e<1sting service networks, and available resources.

The second panel was sponsored with the Federation for
Community Flanning 1n Cleveland, Ohio, and met on August 13,
1987. It represented academia, social services providers,

wel fare agencies, employment agencies, and educational i1nstitu-
tions. As agreed with the Committee, we will 1ssue a report in
October on that meeting. We also plan to i1ssue a report, as
s00ON as possible, summarizing thne views Of both panels as they
relate to proposed welfare reform legislation.

Should you have any guestions, please call Mr. Franklin Frazier,
Associate Director, on 275-6193.

Sincerely yours,
téé;&%i:bc¢7// ;E?f/ g
7 %
Richard L. Fogel
Assistant Cor troller General

Enclosure
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and Operational Feasibility Issues”

WELFARE REFORM DIALOGUE:
IMPLEMENTATION AND OPERATIONAL FEASIBILITY ISSUES

Report of Panel Discussion
July 21, 1987 i

An Occasional Paper
for the

General Accounting Office
at the request of the

Comnittee on Governamental Affsirs
United States Senate

September, 1987

National Acadamy for Public Administration

Don Wortman
Project Director

Bonnie Sether Hasler
Reporter
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Welfare Refora Dialogue!
Iaplanentation and Operational Feaaibility Isaues

Executive Summary

On July 21, 1987, a panel of welfare adainatratoras and

researchers nmet at the National Academy for Public Administration
(NAPA) to examine the administrative aspects of three legislative
proposals for reforaing the AFDC prograna. These proposals included
the House Weys and Meana bill, H.R. 1720, substitute amendments
offered by the House Education and Labor Connittee, and 5. 1511,
introduced in the Senate Finance Committes. The nmeeting was
co-aponaored by NAPA and the General Accounting Office (GAO) and held
at the request of Senator John Glenn of the Governmnental Affairs
Coamittae.

The welfare refora dialogue panel diacuased a great number of

iaaues involvead in welfsre reform and proposed many substanial changes

in

the pending legislation. The panel did not limit 1itaself to

operational issues Put also discussed tha design of the program, and
these issues ars presented in this paper es well. No formal effort at
a conaensus was made, but the panelists were in subatantial agreenent
on many issues. While it cannot be seid that every peaneliat agreed
with every point made, there was little disagreement.

The changes proposed are sumrnarized below in relation to areas of

concern raised by Senator Glenn.

States should be allowed flexibility in developing staffing
patterns. A single point of contact for clients with the
agency may not be feasible in all inatances.

The reaponsibilitiesa of the casa aanager ahould extend
beyond the linits of the welfare agency, encompasaing a
broad variety of needed aervices.

Automation ia necesaary to nmake caae managrent work, and
statea should be allowed more flexibility in developing
systess. The highar match for data processing ia leaa
desirable then latitude in designing asystens.

|

|

The additional responaibilities of the case manager can

only be asaigned to the eligibility workera (f they are

reliaved of other responsibilitiea. Sinplification of

eligibility rules and procedures, as well as integration of

Food Stamp with AFDC eligibility, should accompany the f

increased responsibilities. %
|
|
|
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and Operational Feasibility Issues”

States should be held narnleas on Quality Control aanctions
for a transitional period.

Service plan agreeanents are nore apprepriate than
contracts, for it is unlikely that contracta cen be
enforced.

States should be allowad flexibility in applying sanctiona,
since sanctions are rarely effective in forcing unmotivated
clienta to participate and are time consuming for workers.
However, the legislation should contain provisions for
sanctions to gather political asupport,

The provisions of service agreementas or contracts should
not be sub)lect to & fair hearing since this will becoae an
eacape for unaoctiveted clienta. Only adverse actiona
resulting froma the agreesent should be subject to due
process.

The provisions of the agreesaents or contracts should not be
aubject to quality control review becauae satiafaction of
the teras of the agreement by the client or the agency may
be aubject to varying interpretationa and difficult to
define.

States should be allowed discretion to design service
programa suitable for their client populationa, economies,
existing service networka, and available resources. Statea
should enter into & contract with the federal government in
which they define what aervicea will be offered and what
ocutcomes will reault. :

The legislation ahould require that a nminimal service
progras be devsloped and include ({ncentives for atatea to
develop & mnore coaprehenaive prograna. It ahould not
mandate & comprehensive list of serviceas.

The legislation should clesrly state the goal of the
progranm.

Nationel performance standarda ahould be relative, not
absclute. States should be evaluated in teras of the goals
set in their plana and their performance over tise,
Mininal national standardas of performance would not reflect

the diveraity of either the states’ welfare populations or
thelir economiesa.

Page 18
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- Perforaance ahould be measured in terms of outcomes, e.g.,
job placeaants, not simply participation.

Coorgination of JServiges

- The lesd sgency at both the atete and national level ahould
be the welfere agency, not the labor or employment agency.
This will assure concentration of resources on the welfare
recipient and coordination with other services.

- Further demonatration of ainplification proposals and
extensive waiver authority are necessary to allow
integration of services. Demonstration and waiver
authority should extend to the Food Stamp prograa.

Target Populations

- Services ahould be directed to those who are
*herd-to-serve’” but who can bensfit from the services.
These groups are defined in teras of length of time on
welfare and unemployment.

- State efforts to serve the “hard-to-serve” should be
neasured by expenditure of funda, not numbersa of
participanta.

The panal recognized that the pending lagislation will not aoclve
all the problens of the welfare system, but appreciated that a serious
attenpt is being made in this direction. Implementing the legislation
will provide & challenge to everyona involved.
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WELFARE REFORM DIALOGUE:

IXPLEMENTATION AND OPERATIONAL FEASIBILITY ISSUES

Increased concern about the "feminization of poverty” and the
large number of poor children has placed welfare reform on the
national egenda after a long absence. Policy makers have long been
concerned with the failure of the welfare systea to solve probleas of
poverty, but the conflicting goals of welfare doomed past attempts at
reform. Welfare (s a paradoxical network of programs that ainms to
provide sufficient Dbenefits to meet the baasic needs of the poor, yet
these benefits must be so low that the poor have a clear intereat in
leaving the aystea. The aystea attempta to encourage ita clienta to
forego the security it provides.

In 1987, new efforts at welfare reform have been introduced into
Congreas. Pending legiaslation proposes awveeping changes 1in the
conceptual framework, goala and operaticns of the nation’a prinary
mechaniaa for helping impoverished familiea, Aid to Familiea With
Dependent Children (AFDC), although stateas and localities have tested
mnany of the idess involved. This propcsed legialation will change the
way sany local welfare departments interact with their clienta, will
change the expectations placed upon clients, and has the potential for
changing the teras of the existing partnerahip between states and the
federal governaent. Before thia legislation is enacted, 1t ia
important to exanine its implicationa for state and local operations.
This paper identifiea some issuesa of operational feasibility in the
proposed legislation, based on a dialogue between welfare
practiticonera and researchers. The dialogue was conducted on July 21,
1987, under the sponsorahip of the General Accounting Office and the
National Acadeay of Public Administration at the requeat of the Senate
Comnjittee on Governamental Affairs.

This paper is divided 1into four sasections and an Executive
Summary, The Susmary which precedes this Introduction, identifies
implicaticns for the legislation., Section 1 deacribea the context for
welfare refora, the pending legislation, and the mandate for the
dialogue. Section 2 explores issues in the legislation affecting
state-federal relationa. Section 3 examines issues related to service
delivery and client-worker interactiona. Section 4 discusaes target
groups for the program.

Ald to Fenmilies with Dependent Children (AFDC), the welfare
program under discusasiocn in this paper, was enacted in the Depresaion
as Title IV-A of the Sociel Security Act in order to provide financial
assistance to children deprived of parental support due to the death
or disability of their fathera. Later, deprivation of support due to
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continued absence or unemployment (at atate option) waa addea to the
legislation, providing support for divorced, aeparated and
never-married wonen and their children. The deprivation factor for
approximately 835X of AFDC cases is now continued absence.

Several developaents in the 19608 and 19708 made dependence on
AFDC at odda with society’s expectations:
- Incressed divorce and illegitimacy rates led to a growth
in fensle-headed householda with children. Many of these

wonen relied on AFDC (n lieu of support from the fathers
of their children.

- Increasing numbers o¢f mothers -- whether aingle or
mnarried -- entared the work force, voluntarily or because

of econoaic necessity. By contraat, many nmothers who
relied on AFDC did not work,

Analysta differ on whether the availability of AFDC led to
creation of fenale-headed households, or whether the growth in the
welfare population resulted from other destablizing preasures on the
family. However, the public acceptance of welfare has clearly changed
in reacticn to the changed role of women and the coat of ADFC in
tine of federal budget deficits. When society considered
mother’s firat responaibility was to provide on-going care and
supervisicn for her children, aingle mothers who chose to stay hone
with their children were accepted. But when working and aiddle-claas
women chose to enter the labor force, the dependence of poor
non-working mothera on public funda becans leas acceptable,

the

a
thet a

Welfare reformers traditionally have approached the problem fron
two directions. Some socught to assure adequate benefits, arguing that
pecple who are 1ll-fed, ill-clothed or ill-housed will have niniamal
energy or motivation to seek eaployment. They argued that the
children were the innocent victima of their parenta’ poverty.
Adequate benef:ts were essential if ¢the children were to becone
healthy individuala able to support themselvea. This approach aought
carrots to encourage welfare mothers to seek and obtain employment.

Cthers ergued that generoua benefits only robbed wvelfare ncthersa
of their motivation. Recipients have no resson to aeek work when they

could nmaintain an sdequate lavel of living without work. They saw
poor children victimnized in a different way! lacking role models cf
responsible working family meabers. Rather than carrots, this

approach sought aticks to force fathers to support their children and
nothera to beccme sslf-sufficilent.

As a result, past efforts at comprehenasive welfare reforn
failed. Add-ons to the welfare aystem such as the Work Incaentive
Program (WIN) and the Child Support Enforcesent (CSE) program scught
to reduce dependaence and government expenditures; and eligibility
rules wera refined, making it either easier or harder for a family to
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qualify, depending on the philoscphy of the dominent ©political force
at the tine.

In the 1980s the clinate for welfare reform heas changea. Recent
research on the welfare dependency, teen pregnancy, and family
atructure has led to a reexamination of the baaic tenenta underlying
the AFDC program. The alarming rate of poverty among children has
convinced many that the current welfare system ia not adequately
aerving the naedy anc nust be changed.

The current interest in welfare reform can bae traced to Preaident
Reagan‘’as State of the Union Addresa in 1986, when he aasked the
Domeatic Policy Council to evaluate the welfare ayatem and propose

changes. Mistrustful of the expected outcome of thia evaluation,
other policy-makera in the welfare network initiated their own
evaluationa and recommendationa for reform. The American Public

Welfare Asacociation, which representa the naticn‘’a state and local
walfare adainistrators, the National Governors’ Aaacciation, and
othera have preaented proposala for welfare reforn. To the surpriae
of many, a consenaus has emerged. The legtalation recently introduced
in Congreas reflectsa thia conaenaua.

Legislation had Dbeen introduced into both the House of
Representatives and the Senate to reform subatantially the AFDC
program. The proposed legislation in both houasea will replace the
AFDC program with a different mechaniaa.

- H.R. 1720, the Farily Welfare Reform Act of 1987, was
approved by the Houae Ways and Meana Conmittee on June 11,
1987,

- Substitute asendsenta to H.R. 1720 were offered by the
House Education and Lapor Coamittee on July 16.

- S. 15911, the Family Security Act of 1987, was introduced
into the Senate Finance Coamittee on July 21, 1987

The discusaion of these proposals reflects their status asa of July 21,
1987, the date of the welfare reform dialogue.

The__Family _Welfare Reform Act_of 1987 (H.R. 1720)__-_ _wWaya_ _and

H.R. 1720 would replace AFDC with a Family Support Program (FSP)
which considers the fanily as its own source of support through work,
payment of child support, and need-based aupport aupplements when
necessary. The bill esatablishes & National Education, Training and
Work (NETWork) Program which would provide education, training and
work experience for adult recipienta of assistance. This would be
operated by the state welfarae agency.
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All recipients aged 16 to 60 would be required to participate,
unless they ere {ll, disabled, pregnant, reaponsible for the care of a
disabled fanily maemnber, working full cor part tine, or live in an ares
where the progran 1s not offered. Parenta of children under three
years of age sre not required to participate unlessa the atate providea
acceptable infant care. Parents of children aged three to five are
required to participate part tise. The program {a targeted at
families with teensge parenta or young adults who becarme parents while
in their teens; familiea who have received assistance continucusly for
over two yearsa; and families with children under six years of age.
Priority for service would be given to those in the target groups who
volunteer, followed by thcse 1in the target populations who are
required to participate.

NETWork includea orientation of applicantas for assistance,
agsesarent, case planning, case nanagement baaed on a agency-client
agreenant, and a range of activities. The bill contains a list of
manpower development services atates are required to offer
participants, including the opportunity to obtain a high achool
diploma, work supplenentation, community work experience, and job
plecement. Services would be provided to children to encourage them
to stay in school. Day care and transportation to work muat alao be
provicded. Recipients can be senctioned for failure to participate by
loas cof benefita.

The federal government would pay 65% of the coat of educaticn and
training services, and 50x of the coat <of administratiocn and
ananagenent.

caae
Eligibility for Medicasid would be extended for six montha after a
family left the FSP program as & transition into the world of work.

The b1ll contains anendmenta to the Child Support Enforcement
Program designed to atrengthen the program, impcae uniform guldelines
for court crders, encourage states to establiah paternity even 1f the
father is not edble to support the child, and to withhold suppert

psyments from wages. The bill also containa proviaions requiring acst
teenage parenta to live with their own parenta or guardiana and
reguirea atates to provide asaistance to two parent-fanilies

(AFDC-UP). Higher federal financial participation (FFP) for benefit
increases would encourage atates to increase their grant aaounts.

The House Education and Labor Comzittee cffered amendments in the
fora of a subatitute to the Waya and Meana bill, rensming NETWork the
Fair Work Opportunitiea Program (FWOP) and plescing 1t under the
Juriadiction of the Department of Labor. The governor of each state
would have the option of placing the program in the welfare
departament, the employment aervice agency, or another agency. FWOP 1isa
considered to be a replacement for WIN. Another significant difference
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between FWOP and NETWork is that under FWOP the atate must assure
eppropriate care for the children of participanta up to age 14. FWOP
eliminates the community work experience option, and

providea
subsidized )obs for recipienta unable to fina regular work.

The Family Security Act replaces AFDC with new provisicna for
child support that astreaa fanily and commaunity obligation, enforce the
principle that child aupport {a first the responaibility of parents
and that the coamunity haa the obligation to enable the parenta to
meet their responsibility through expanded opportunitiea in education
and training. If fanilies are unable to support their children, they

Ray receive child support supplements (CSS), which would replace AFDC
paysants.

The eaphasia of the Faamily Security Act is on child support
enforcement. Various emendmenta to the current legislation strengtnen
the atatea’ ability to collect child aupport payments through wage
withholding, establishing paternity, and increased automation of the
prograa. Theae proviaions are sinilar toc thoae in H.R. 1720.

The bill alaoc establishes a Job COpportunities and Basic Skills
(JOBS) program adninistered by the atate welfare agency. States woulc
deaign their own JOBS program and could include a variety of
education, training and work requirements. All recipienta of CSS
payments would be required to participate unleas they were {11,
incapacitated, or sdvanced age, needed to care for an incapacitated
family member or a child under age three, work over 30 hours a week,
under 16 and in achool, pregnant, or live in an area where the prograna
is not available, Parenta of children aged three to six and asecondary
wage earners wculd only be required to participste part time. Abasent
fathera not eble toc nreet children support obligationa could bde
required to participate in the progrsm as well.

While the bill does not eatablish priocrities for services, it
does discoursge states froa concentrating services on the nmost
eaployable. States would earn a higher rate of FFP i1f 60X of the
state’s expenditures under the program are uaed to serve indivaduals
who have received CSS paymenta for 30 out of the past 60 months,
parents under age 22 who have not sarned a high school diploma, or are
unemployed.

States would have flexibility in designing their progrema. They
would be required to assess each family‘’s circumstancea and develop an
enployability plan. They may require individuasla to enter into a
contract with the state agency, and they may provide case manageaent.
The program may (nclude any of &8 nunber of services, but the only
required aservice ia education for parenta under age 22 who have not
earned a high achocol diplonma, Statea are authorized to offer work
supplementaticon and comaunity work experience. The state may sanction
individueala who do nhot participate in the program by removing them
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from the CSS grant.

Medicaid and child care assistance are extended to faniljes for
nine m=montha after they earn their way off the CSS progranm. In
addition, the Earned Income Tax Credit ia adjusted to take 1into
account family saize and to offset the coat of aocial aecurity taxes.,

The bill requires that most teen parents live with their own
parents end that CSS grants be paid to teen’s parent or guardian.
Stetea are alac required to offer the prograa to two parent families

where children are deprived of parental asupport due to unemployment of
the principal wage earner (AFDC-UP).

State sre required to resevaluate their benefit levels every five
years.

The bill alsoc authorizes a wide variety of demonatration projects
to test innovative approaches to welfare and work transitions. The
Secretary of DHHS 4ia authorized to grant waivers of regulations
affecting any program authorized by Title IV of the Social Security
Act, including welfare, child aupport enforcement, work programa and
child welfare, foster care and adoption, as well aa Title XX, the
Social Services Block Grant.

While H.R. 1720 and S. 1511 differ in impeortant ways, they both
would iapact substantially on the way payments and sgervicea are
provided to welfare recipients. The Dbills only will be effective 1in
readucing welfare dependency if local operations change subatantially,.
For that reascn, queations have been raised about whether the changes
envisioned in these billas are feaaible.

The Senate Committse on Govarnsental Affairs chaired by Senator
John Glenn haa tackled the queation of operational feaaiplity of the
valfare refora proposals. In a letter to Charles Bowaher, Comptroller
General of tha United Statesa, Senator Glenn wrote:

In order to improve the probabilities of successful
implementaticn, it is also crucial that Congress consider
the adainistrative aspects of wealfare reform before the
final legialation passes. Toward that end, the Governmental
Affairs Comnittee is conaidering posasible legialative
changes which might improve welfare workability in advance
of Congressiocnal passage.

Senator Glenn went on to identify four ereas of particuler
concern to the Comaittee:

- Iaproved csse management, ‘ncluding automated aystens;
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- Use of contracta between welfare agencies and recipients:

~ Coordinstion of services for both mandatory and voluntary
recipients; and

1
~ Development of target populations of recipients.

Senstor Glenn asked the GAU to convene two panels of expertsa to
examine the workability aapects of welfare reforan. He asked that cone
panel conaider the isaue from the astandpoint of atate and local
agenciea; the other would consider it from the federal viewpoint. He
also saked that the GAQO prepare a report distilling paat GAO atucies
related to welfare refora and other research related to these iaaues.

In respcnse the GAQ requested the assistance of the Netional
Academy of Public Administration (NAPA) to arrange e one-day
conference of experta co-chaired by GAQ and NAPA ataff. The GAO
prepared an iasue atatenent for the nmeeting which identified key
quesations regarding case management, coordination of services,
client/agency contracta, and target populations. This statement ta
ahown in Attachment I.

The panel convened by NAPA consisted of twelve individuals with
aubatantial experienca in welfare managenent and evaluation:

- Two local welfare administrators with experience in caae
nanagement and work programsa demonstrations;

- Tuwo state welfare adninistratora, cone from a state with an
innovative work/welfare program; the other from a atate
with a service integration demonstration;

- Four experienced welfare evaluators representing major
resaearch and evaluation organizations:

~ One academic researcher with considerable knowledge 1n
service integration and welfare administration;

- Two representativea of the National Governors’ Association:
and

- A representative of the GAO Cash Welfare Group.

Staff from the Senste Governmental Affairas Committee and other GAO
staff obaerved the diacuasion. Attachaent 1] is a complete list of
participanta.

1. Letter from Senator John Glenn to The Honorable Charles
Bowaher, July 7, 1987.
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The panel rat for five hours on July 21, 1987, for a
free-wheeling ciscussion of the topics raised by Senator Glenn and
other topics of concern to the panelista. Many of the ifaauvea rajaed
were not specific to the pencding legislation, but also affect welfare
aanagenent under current legislation. The panel aeabers did not limit
themselves to implementation and operstional feaaibility concerna, but
addressed issues of progren deaign aa well. Not all topica were fully
diacussad and no attempt to reach a consensus was Rada. The
diacussion waa characterized by the abasence of disagreement, rather
than by formal agreesnment.

This papsr reports on the comments of the panslists, singly or
collectively. Unless othervise noted, the atatementa cited reflect
the viewa of one or seversl panalista to which no objections were
raised. They do not necesasary reflect the opinion of all panelista,

The topics discussed have been organized into three broad
categories: issues of program design affecting state and federal
relationa; those affecting worker interaction with clienta; and thoae
relating to the target groups served. The Executive Sumamary, which
precedes the discussion of issues, identifies the implicationa of the
discusasion for legislation.
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AFDC ia currently operated Joingly by the atates and the federal
government with each party contributing a ashare of the coat. The
federal governaent contributes to the coat of the progran aa long aa
atates follow federal rulea. Since the proposed legislation would
affect that partnership, the welfare reform implementation diaslogue
considered several saapecta of atate/federal reletionanhip in deaign of
the prograa. Panelists were interested both in the design of an ideal
program and in the reality of a program to be implemented by Sl
different states and thousanda of local juriasdictions.

The debate on federal preacriptions veraus state diacretion
reflected the panel’s recognition that the actusl progranm, once
implenented, would result from planning and operational decisiocna made
by state and local agenciea. Congreas and the federal government
ahould recognize these practical limitationa of their power to desaign
the prograa. Thia reality haa both philosopical and administrative
implicetions. The peanel’a concluaions grew out of a discuaasiocn of
differencea between statesa:

- The labor narkets in the various states cannot absorb
welfare recipients at the asame rate because of different
econoaies.

- The dominant characteristics of welfare recipients vary ao
auch that some statea will find It eaajer to place
recipients in jobs than others.

- The capacity of satate governmenta to implement complex
prograss differ.

- The motivation of taxpayeras and atate governmenta to fund
expensive prograna differ.

-~ The administretive structure in the various atates means
that federally prescribed service linkagea will work in
sone statea but not in others.

The panel cited these factors in arguing for maximum atate discretion
in deaigning the wélfare-to-work program that is the heart of welfare
refora.

Yet, at the same tine, panelists recognized that sone states neecd
federal prodding to do more than the aminimum required. They cited
certain poor Southern setates which receive up to 78x in FFP for
welfare coata. The proposed legislation would provide only a 60X or
65x match for the joba prograams, providing these states with little
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incentive to develop strong welfare-to-work prograns.

To make welfare reform work, the panelists proposed a nore
creative partnerahip between the atstes and the federal governaent.
They auggeated that the federal governaent ahould Join with those
atatea that wanted an Jinnovative, expanasive program Dby providing
additional resocurces tc enhance state funda. But they also recognizea
that the federal government must mandate a basic program, a floor
below which astatea could not fall. If states have to0 many opticns,

the panelists aaid, sone won’t do anything, so f{ederal requirenents
are necessary.

Froa the adainistrative perspsctive, panelists recomnended a high
degree of flexibility for the atatea. One paneliast divided the
states’ administrative capacity into three tiers: high, middle, and
low. The program as inplemented will reflect the capacity of the
state, and even high capacity states will have difficulty implementing

a progras aa coaprehensive as thae House Dbill preacribes. However,
several panelists noted that {f a astate 1is able to integrate the
program into services it already provides, it will be more

succeasful. A atrong comaittment from the governor (a necessary to
nake a cross-cutting program like this work,
The panelists noted that the Waya and Neana version of H.R. 1720
mandatea a conprehenaive list of manpower development programs that
the states must provicde, while S. 1311 only lists an array of programs
that atates may provide, reflecting the current authorization for the
WIN/WIN Demo program. The Senate bill offera the atates more latituce
in designing thelr own progrems: states can pick and choose an array
of aservicea. Each atste can design a program that reflects ita
asseasanent of client needs, the resources it is8 willing to commit, and
its capecity to operate the prograam in the context of 1its
adainistrative atructure and hiatorical service linkagea.

The panel recommended that the program be designed tOo maximize
state flexibility, avoiding the time conauming waiver process. The
proposed legislation authorizes the Secretary of the federal cognizant
agency (Health and Human Services (HHS) in the Senete bill, either
Labor or HHS in the House Dbill), to issue waivers to allow atates
flexibility in prograa design. In the Senate bill, the Secretary is
authorized to issue comprehensive waivera allowing the conaclidation
of programa. The panel noted that a waiver authority impliea that a
nora exists and innovetive approachea are exceptions to the norm. The

current adminiatration has been reluctant to grant waivers even though
it has the authority to do ao.
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The panel alao considered how an ideal program should be
deaigned, noting that not all atate, and local agencies would achieve
the ideal. While the federal government cannot mandsate the ideal, the

legislation ahould assist state and local agencies to move toward that
ideal.

Although both bills provide enhanced funding for
development programas geared to AFDC recipients,
that more comprehenaive aervices were needed. The educational ayasten
needa to be involved to assure adequate preparation of young welfare
recipienta for the work force, and both bills mandate educational
opportunitiea for young parenta without high achool degreaes. Social
aervice and health progreas are needed to addreas the problems of teen
pregnancy. And coordination with programa funded under the Job
Training and Partnerahip Act (JTPA) is esaential to avoid duplication
of aeffort. But would the caae management function included in the

welfare refora legialation extend - beyond overaight of the employnent
servicea?

nanpower
the panelists agreed

Through its attention to the problens of teen pregnancy and
education for children receiving welfare, the Senate bill emphasized
preventive atrstegies nore than the House Dbill. The paneliats
coamended thia approach.

The program could work 1in two ways: by providing minimal
enployment aervicea such as job search; it could chip away at the
velfare caseload, helping those moat employable find joba. Or through
comprehensive eaployment and other services addressing a wide range of
client prodblems, 1t could dig deeper into the caselcad and have a
Rajor impact on welfare dependency. Theae comprehensive services
require linksges with other service networka snd case meanagenent
ex¥tending beyond the acope of the welfare agency.

Yet the panel recognized that the federsl government could not
mandate these linkages. Entrenched power atructures in each
nean that the linkages would have to be worked out 1in each
through negotiation at both the astate and local lavels.

state
atate

The problea for eech state would be how to assure acceas of
valfare recipienta to the services provided through other networks.
JTPA and compensatory education programa are currently nandated to
asrve welfare recipients, but the panel doubted that these
requireaents were sufficient.

A panelist <from Massachusetts described the linkage between that
state’a Employment and Training (E.T.) Program and the JTPA and
enployment service network. Under E.T., the welfare department
purchases services from the erployment agencies and ia able tc mandate
priority service for welfare recipients. E.T. usea performance-based

contracting which holds the employment programs accountable for
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groups.

The panel <focussed on three iasues related to performance
expectations. How should the goal of the program be defined? Should
perforaance be meaaured by participation ratea or outcomes? Shoula
the states be held to one national atandard of performance?

Programr_Gogsls, The Senate and House bills state as their purpose
that needy clients “obtain the education, training and employment that
will help them avoid long-term welfare dependency.” The billas contain
a veriety of proviaions designed to:

~ increase child support paymenta by abasent fathers:;

~ eatabliah paternity for illegitimate children;

- assist welfare children to obtain a high school diplona;
- encourage teen parenta to live with their own parents;

- help welfare recipients to obtain education and training;
- help welfare recipients to find )jobs;

- reduce the size of welfare caseloads: and

- assure acdequate child cere for welfare children.

Cne panelist pointed out that different interest groups

will evaluate the asuccesa of the prograa using different criter:a.
Some wWill conaider it a mucceaa if it assiats clienta to obtain an
education, even i1f they do not get joba. Others will evaluate the
prograa aclely by its impact on tha welfare caseload. Some will look
at the impact of the programa on the children in AFDC households;
othera at tha impact on parents. Even the stated goal of the progran
apeaks to the process -- obtaining education and training -- not the
axpected ocutcomes: obtaining jobs, leaving AFDC.

The panel urged that the expectations for the progrea be clearly
defined, although it noted that the ultimate succesa of the progran
will result from public perception, not from formal evaluation.

Particpaticon_ Rstes versus_  Outcomes. State performance could be
aeasured in two waya: participation of recipienta in the program or
succeaa of programn participants in finding joba or leaving welfare.
Under the WIN program, one aseaasure of atate performance was the
percentage of the AFDC caselcad who participated. This encouragecg
statea to provide minimal service to & large portion of the caaseload,
rather than intensive aervice to fever clienta. One paneliat
suggeated that the sane thing would happen with thia prograa.

One panelist stated that all three bills contain an unstated goal
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service delivery and successaful cutcomes for welfare recipients,

The pesnel agreed that a singlae point of funding and a single

point of accountability would be necessary. The lesson learned fronm
the services integration denmonatrations of tha 19708 was that auch
integration only occurs if there ia a single point of funding.

Locating reaponsibility in one place does not mean that all services
need to be provided by one agency; various contrecting mechaniams can
be used to provide welfare recipients accesa to other prograas,

The panelists agreed that the single point of accountability and
funding should be in the welfare departanent. They noted that the
Senate bill and the Ways and NMeans bill provided for this. Howaver
the Education and Labor substitute would move the jobs prograa fron
HHS to the Department of Labor. This version would give governors the
option of selecting either the welfare departaent, the employnent
agency, or ancther agency aa the lead agency for implementing the
progrea, subject to the approval of the Secretary of Labor. However
the peanelissts recoamended leadership by the welfare agency at both
the netional and atate levels.

Several paneliats noted that the atatesa are loocking for federal
lesderahip on services integratiocn. However the atates perceived the

overlapping coamittee structure in Congressa, where different
comnitteea have jurisdiction over related progrars, to be a barrier to
servicea integration. Another Dbarrier was the Administration’sa

reluctance to grant waivers allowing statea to integrate services.

Federal legislation authorizing atate and locally cperested
programa preaents an outline of the program, but the detatils of
prograa cpersationa reflect the variancea of the agencies which deliver
the services. The federsl government 1a limited in its ability to
prescribe operating policiea and procedures, as the earlier discussion
of state diacretion indicated. However, it can encourage state and
local agencies tc provide better programa through perfornance
measures, which reward or sanction agenciea based on their
perforaance. The aselection of performance measurea ahould reflect the

goala of the progres and conaideration of what an ideal prograr would
look like.

Several panelists were concerned that the welfare reform
legialation ia being presented to the public aa a aoluticn te welfare
dependency. The expectations for aucceaa are high, but performance
will depand on the resacurces expended and the nature of the target
group served. There waa asome concern that with this legislation
welfare agencies are being "aet up to fail™.

Expectations of success =must take into account the varying
capabilities of the states, the disadvantages of the target group 1in a
comapetitive labor market, and the conflicting gosls of intereat

Page 31 GAO/HRD-88-69 Welfare Reform Proposals



Appendix II

Letter and National Academy of Public
Administration Panel Report Entitled
“Welfare Reform Dialogue: Implementation
and Operational Feasibility Issues”

program which suits its needsa.

Panelists noted that the contracting model weould not facilitate
an oversll national assesament of program performance, making it
difficult for Congress to evaluate the progrem’s impact. They noted
that the more flexibility states are allowed, the more stringent the
evaluaticon muat be.

In a brief discussion of evaluation strategies, the panelists
raecoamanded & range of aevaluation typologies, including processa
evaluationa to document what prograns were iaplemented; deacriptive
evaluation of ocutcoaes to determine what happened: and impact
evaluation to deteraine why. If possible, contrcl groups ahould be
uaed. The practical problems of uaing control groups were considered

rore sarious than the ethical problens. Menbers o©f the panel
disagreed on whether evaluation should rely on outside dats
collectora, or use data generated 1in thae courae of progran

operaticna. Paneliata familiar with the GAIN welfare-to-work progran
in California noted that the autonated caae tracking neceasary for
sffective case management would provide a weaslth of data not currently
available.
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of 100X participation, since they do not explicitly authorize lower

levela of participation. Panelista noted thet participation 1ia
difficult to docunent, aince individualas may not participate fully 1in
a progranm. Attendance =must be recorded, and Jjudgmenta mnade on
atandards for participstion. In eaddition, reporting on participation
by aub-groups (e.g. hard-to-serve individuals) is aubdject o

manipulation.

While the panel agreed that measuring performance by outcomes was
more valuable, they noted that the auccess of clients in finding jobs
ia affected by factors beyond the control of the agency, such asa the
labor market, or the akills the clienta bring into the program. They
cautioned againat evaluating agency performance sclely on outcomea.

The soluticon the panel recommended was evaluation of agency
perforaance beased on achievement of stated goals. Each agency cor
atate would develcp a plan for services sppropriate to ita service
population and the locsl econoay. The plan would include perforaance
targets, and the agency would ba evaluated on whether it net its
target.

National_Standards. The discussion on performance targets led to
a rejection cf absolute national =atandards. Given the differences
among the atates in progrean deaign, the local economy, and the service
populations, the panel! conaidered national standards as unworkable.
The panel said that eany national performance standarda should be
relative in terza of the state’a performance over time, or in relation
to the goala set in its plan. This approach has been used in Quality
Control, and the billa thenaelves contain a similar approach for the
eatablishrent cf paternity. The billas themselvea do not nmandate
national standarda. Both House versions atate that pertoraance
atandards muat reflact conditiona in each state. The Senate bill does
not apecify what the atandarda ahould include.

The discussions of state discretion, comprehensive services and
performance atanderds led the panel to propose that contracting be
conaidered the model for atate/federal relations. Under this nmodel,
each state would deaign a program neeting ainimal federal
regquirements. States that wished to provide comprehensive prograns
could do s0; enhanced FFP could be made aveilable for those satates.
Each state would present the federal government with s plan statang
what servicea would be provided to which target groups, and what
outconea would be expected. The federal government would determine 2:f
the plan was adequate, if the program met minimum requirementa, and if
the performance targets were acceptasble. State performance would be
avaluated against the plan.

The plan would bs in the form of a contract between the atate anc
the federal government. This concept ta umed in the Food Starp
eaployment progras, where each state 1a given latitude to develop a
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moved away from the provision of on-going services to welfare
recipients. Child abuse and neglect and the needa of the elderly have
demanded that social service staff serve a population other than AFDC
reciplents, according to one paneliat.

Who is going to provide case management? In California, the
atate provided funds to establish a separate staff of case managera
for the GAIN prograem, allowing eligibility workaers to continue their
current functiona. Paneliats agreed that few satates would provide
these funda, and welfare reform would not be accepted by the public if

it meant setting up & new agency or great expanaion of the current WIN
or WIN/Demo ataff.

Becauae of funding conatraints, the experience of NMaasachusetts
in operating the E.T. progrea was conasidered to be a more likely
exanaple for other statea. According to a representative on the panel
from that state, eligibility workers were retrained and adminiastrative
burdena were lifted froa them. Workers were told that their job waa
to get pecple off welfare, not to get them on. To impleaent E.T.,
Messachusetts reorganized the work of the eligibility worker to
simplify the paperwork, automated many tasks, and set up teama of
workere, including specialiata in education, heousing, and training. A
central coordinator worked with each teanm. The moniteoring of client
eligibility and 1income requirements was limited to aignificant isasues
and rule changes were restricted to monthly issuances. For i(natance,
workera were told to do nothing about small amounta of unreported
income, Dbut only to take action 1f computer match reported that a
client had a job. In addition, salaries,K for workers were -ncreased.

The panel cited the Massachusetts experience, pointing out that
atates may have to redesign the role of workersa in order to implenent
case management. The workers would have to determine not only if
clients were eligible for assistance, but why they needcea at.
Retraining would be required. Statesa would have to give a clear
message to the vorkers: their job would be to get people off welfare,
not get tham on. Currently, however, the emphasia is on reducing the

arror rate, and the panalists worried about asending conflicting
nessages to the workers.

There is a possibility that the error rate would go up as workers
struggled with their new responsibilities. States should be held
haraless on error ratesa <for several years as they inplement the
program and learn nev ways of operating.

The panelista agreed that to implenent case managenent, agencies
would have to conasider new staffing patterns. Not all eligibility
workers could become case managers. The poasibilities include: teansa
of workera, variousa apecialists, as well as nulti-level staff with

lead workers and aaaiatantsa. The legialation nmandating caae
nanagement ahould give agencies flexibility in assigning case
managenent reaponatbilitiea. It =mey not be poasasible to provide

clients with a single point of contact in the agency, since it may be
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The heart of the welfare system is, of course, the interaction
between the agency and its clients. The services the agency provides
and the requireaenta that the clientS nust meet in order to receive
services or essiatance dictate how the welfare ayastem actually
coperates., The welfare refora propossls would nake extenaive changes
to thia lavel of coperation.

Case management has been defined aa “the brokering and
coordinating of the multiple social, health, education, and employment
servicea necessary to proaote self-gsufficiency and to atrengthen

1

fanily life.” H.R. 1720 requires that “a member of the agency
ataff...provide case asaistance servicea to the family; and the caae
asaisatant ao assigned shall be responaidble for (A) obtaining or
brokering, on behalf of the family, any other services which may be
needed to assure the fanily’as effective participastion, (B) monitoring
the progreas cf the participant, and (C) periodicslly reviewing and
renegotiating the <family support plan and the agency-client agreement
as appropriate.” S. 1511 states that the astate agency may assign a
ataff memnber to provide case management aservices.

The panel discuased the role of the case manager -~ an agency
staff member asa:gned to coordinate and mcnitor all servicea to =8

client ~- in sone detail. In this ,context case management- ia
aignificantly different from the respcnsibilities currently assigned
to walfare ataff in most states. Panelists’ comments about the

responsibilities of incone meintenance ataff reflected a concern about
the complexity of their work. Since the separsaticn of services and
incomae nsintenance in the late 1960a, eligibility technicians have
bean aclely reaponsible for aonitoring clienta’ financial affairs and
deternaining eligibility for asasistance. The 3job has grown acore
conplex and mcre technical because of increased emphasisa on accuracy
in determining eligiblity, and complicated eligibility requirenenta
designed to restrict aligibility to the moast needy. Automated matches
with incose tax, unemploynent inaursnce and other data basea, work and
child support enforcement regquireaenta, aa well as changing
eligibility rules have dominated the work of the eligibility
technician to the exclusion of service proviaion. One panelist
suggeated that true welfare refora would addresaa the need for
adminiatretive ainplification in the welfare systen.

At the ssme tine, the sccial workers in the welfare agency have

Washington, 1987.
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The panel agreed that the terms of the agreement or contract
should not be subject to fair hearing. In both California and
Massachusetts welfare sdvocacy groups have instructed clienta on how
to avoid prograan participation Fhile retaining eligibilaity for
assistance, and how to tie up the process with appeala. Any adverse
action resulting from the client’s failure to participate ahoula, of
course, be subject to due proceas.

The panel concluded that aservice agreenents would be more
effective in dealing with clienta, but an enforceable contract with
sanctions would be more politically attractive. The legialation woula
have to be written with enough flexibility to gain political support
while allowing atstes to choose the moat effective way of implementing

it. Statesa should be given the option of imposing sanctiona, but not
be required to do ao.

The panel conaidered the impact of agreementa or contracta on the
Quality Control (QC) mechaniam, and concluded that the effect would be
dissstarcua. I1f QC reviewversa atteapted ¢to aonitor the agreements,
they weare likely to find a grest of number errors and discrepancies.
In many cases, it would not be clear whether either the client or the
agency had fulfilled the terma of the contract. Queationa of client
attendance at treaining prograans or agency proviaiocn of child care that
the client considered acceptable, are subject to interpretation and
difficult for reviewers to define. Therefore, the panel concluded the
iaplementation of the contract ahould not be Bubject to QC review.
The prograa ahould be considered & aservice and not a condition for
eligibility subject to QC monitoering.

Since case management would increase the workers’ responsibilaity,
it would be necesaary to ainplify their current work. The proposed
lagislation doea not addresa the administrative requirementa of
aligipility for AFDC, Food Stamps and Medicaid. The impl:ied
expectation i1a that agencies will maintain the atrict application of
those rulea necesaary to keep errcr rates down at tha same time as
they recrient their delivery aystems to provice case management andgd
family-coriented walfare-to-work programa. A panelist from
Massachusetts noted that while the Regicnal Office of HHS, which
adminiasters AFDC, has been sympathic to the changes that the atate haa
rade in the eligibility process, the Food and Nutrition Service of the
Department of Agriculture, which administers Food Stampa, haa not.

By way of example, local administrators on the panel cited the
nuaber of rule changes issued by their state sgencies in one year,
reflecting technical changesa in federal or atste eligibility
requirements. In Virginia 346 changea were issued in one year, the
nuaber in Californis was approxinately 1000. All of theae changes
needed to be explained to workera and filed in program sanuals. In
implementing E.T., MNassachusetts developed a policy of iaauing policy
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more practical to retain some staff strictly for eligibility functions
while othara serve as case managers or coordinators, as Maasachusetts
has done.

Case management should not be limited to those services provided
in the welfare-to-work program, but include the ancilliary aervices
clients often need, accordéing to aeveral paneliats. Coordination of
housing, education, health and other services should be part of the
case manager’s reaponaibility.

3.2 _Contracts, Agreements_and_Sangtions

The House and Senate legislation state that the clisnt must enter
intc an agreenent (both veraions of H.R. 1720) or a contract (S. 1511»
with the agency obligating the client to participate in work or
treining activities and allowing states to aanction clienta who fail
to participate in the progranms. Agencies are obligated to provaide
child care and other supportive services which enable the client to
participate. Under all versions the terms of the contract or
agreement sre subject to fair hearings.

While the panelists egreed with the concept of an agreenent
between the client and the agency, they differed on whether 1t should
be tarmed a contract. The sgreement would clarify what the agency
expected of the client and recrient the agency miasion toward
“discharge planning'. The agreeasnt would set & plan for the client,
and specify hovw welfare paysents £it into the client’a overall goal.
The panel queationed if “contract” waa a meaningful term, particularly
alnce there sare no aanctiona egainat the agency, ana aome question
whether the agency could enforce the tarma of the contract. The teras
of the agreenent -- auch as parental nonitoring of children’a achool
performance -- may be difficult to define and monitor. The California
GAIN program usea contracts, but their validity haa not been teated 1in
court. In Masaachuaettas, agreenenta are uaed. One paneliat wondered
if aanctiona would be enforcesble without a contract, although the WIN

and Child Support Enforcement (CSE) prograsa currently contain
provisiona for asnctions.

The panel recognized that, Dbased on current practice, sanctions
would be applied aparingly under any agresmant or contract.
Sanctions, such aa those currently used agsinat clients who feil to
cooperate with WIN or CSE requirements, are time-consuming for
workers, and divert worker time from helping motivated clients. They
result in little pay-off threough forcing unmotivated clients o
perticipate. A panelist from California noted that faniliea denied
asaistance for failure to participate in the work program woculd be
eligible for the satate’s general relief progam. Sanctions were
conaidered more important for gaining political aupport for the
program than for essuring the participation of unmotivated clients.
The dollar value of the sanction was rarely high enough to force
unwilling clienta to participate,. It waa noted that sanctions coula
not be applied to clienta who volunteer to participate.
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The proposed legislation does not address specafically the
oversil feceral reguirenents for dats proceaaing ayatena, One section
of S. 1511 containa proviaions requiring data procesaing asyatema for

child aupport enforcenent, There are no aimilar proviaiona 4in H.k.
1720.

The panel aleo suggested that a careful exanination of current
eligibility requirementa be undertaken relative to the new case
aanagenent aysten. Would the regular monthly reporting required of
enployed recipients still be necessary if the case manager aaw the
client every aonth?

Another issue the panel discussed was integration of eligibility
requirementa, particularly in relaticn to Food Stampa. The proposed
legistation does not aeddresa the isaue of differing eligiblity
requirerents, and even the denmonstration projects authorized in the
legislation do not include integration with Food Stamps. The panel
recognized that this waa beyond the scope of the legislation but noted
that integrastion would contribute to the work asimplification that
would be necesaary tO implement case nanagement. One mnembear of the
panel pointed cut that experinents in services integration were tried
in the 1970s, but very little cane of them. Few state or local
agencies nade use of vhat was learned from those experinenta. A GAQ
survey of atate viewa on servicea integration found that statea do not
believe they have the authority to integrate servicea and are looking
for federal leaderahip. The panel was unsure of whether atatea
currently had the toola to integrate servicea, or whether integration
at the federal level -- particularly in the Congressional committee
structure -- was a necessary precursor.
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changes only once a month.

The panel also considered automation to Dbe necessary 1f case
aanagement were to be effective. Automated syastens are needed not
only to aimplify the workers’ ~reaponsibilitiea 1in determining
eligibility, but also for tracking caaes, monitoring client
participation, and inforning workera of available aervice reacurces
for clients.

Currently 5S0x of atate and local expenditures for prograa
admainistration are reimbursed by the federal governement. States and
localities can obtain 90X reinmbursement for data processing equipnent
or software if they have epproval froma the federal government in
advance. To eern this higher matching, rete astatea nuat aubmit
advanced planning documenta which detail the preoposed plan and provide
cost/benefit jJustification. State and local administrators on the
panel agreed that these requirementa present serious barriera to the
developnent of efficient systens which nmeet the needs of the atate or

local agency because they are too atringent and require too much
advance documentation.

The panelists noted that the data proceasing market has changea
conaiderably since the laws and regulationa were written and charged
that federal requirementa were out of date. Hardware ia lesas
expensivse, and pre-packaged software ia easily aveilable. The ceiling
on data proceasing expensea which a atate or local agency csan spend
without federal approval ia far too low and therefore servea as a
constraint. Ironically, it 18 now easier for state or local agenciea
to invest in expensive ataff than to purchase a cost-effective data
proceasing ayaten. One panelist complained that i1f an agency
purchases an interim saystem using micro-computers, it finda it =more
difficult to Justify its planas for a nore efficient, nore
conprehensive system, saince the federal government will conaider the
inter:n system as sufficient.

State and locel officials on the panel vunanimously agreed that
they would forego the 90x FFP available for data processing systems in
favor of more flexibility in deaigning and purchaaing data procesaing
equipment, Data procesaing should be considered not as a special
item, but on the aame level aa ataff, equipment, and other expenaesa
reimbursed at SO%x FFP.

Panelists recognized that the federal government had an interest
in assuring coaparability in dats aystens acrosas state lines, but
peinted out that modern developaentas in software design allowed
different ayatems to talk to each other. They did not endorse federal
efforta to develop national acftwvare packages or to promote tranafer
of technology ecroas state lines, sasince each state aystea would have
t0 interface with other syatems currently in use in the atate, such aa

sccounting, budget and perscnnel managenent, or Medicaid information
syatens.
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The Waya and Means version of H.R. 1720 specifies the following
priority groups for the NETWork servicea:

~ teenaged parents, or parents who were teens when their
first child was born;

- <fanilies wvhich have received assistance for two or more
years: and

~ families with one child under six years of age,

Performance standards would be set to measure the participation
of these groupa and fanmiliea with older children -~ those who will
loae their eligibility for asaiatance within two years because of the
maturation of the youngest child -- in the progran.

The Education and Labor version states that special efforts be
nade tO serve these and one other group: parents who have been
unemployed for one year or who lack & high achool diploma. A
different section of the bill sets incentives for satates to serve
those who have been on welfaere for two Or nore yeara and aingle
parents lacking subatantial work experience, These groupa are
consistent with the NDRC findings.

S$.1511 assigns priority to the following groupa:

- femiliea which have received sssistance for 30 out of the
past 60 months;

- parents under age 22 who have not completed high school:
and

- unenployed parents.

The panel commented that, in comparison with ¢the JTPA service
population, all AFDC recipients could be conaidered ‘'hard-to-serve™.
The billa require emphasia on the least job-ready who require greated
investrant of public resources. Yet tc nmeet public and political
expectations for reduced welfare dependency, agencies may be tenpted
to concentrate servicea on the those who are more job ready.

4.2 _Incentives _and Docusentation

The Dbills differ significantly in the way they deal with
incentives provided for serving the "hard-to-serve”. The Education ang
Labor version of H.R. 1720 mandates that states nake apecial efforta
to serve such groupa, and that priority for service be given to those
who actively seek to participate in the progras. In eddition,
performance standards will be set by the federal government that will
provide incentives for atatea to aserve the "most disadvantaged
eligible participants, with special emphasis on (A) thoae who have a
history of two or more years of welfare dependency, and (B) single
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4. _Targer Groups

The AFDC population ia not homogeneoua. Recent reaearch haa
shown that the majority of familiea who get on AFDC go off within two
yeara; only about a quarter cf new entrants 1into the program reaain
dependent for long periods of time. Women who go on AFDC pecause they
loae their joba are apt to go ocff because they find new joba. For
theae women, AFDC is & short-tera emergency aervice to asaist during a
tranaitional period. Wonen who go on AFDC after the break-up of s
marriage or the birth of a child are apt to rely on AFDC for longer
periods of time. Given limited resources, the welfare-to-work progran

ahould be targeted at selected aubpopulations within the AFDC
caseload.,

Inherent to the design o©of a cost-effective welfare-to-work
program is the selection of the target group to be served. Women with
work experience and a high-achool education need nminimal service to
find enmployment. These women are already oriented to the world of
work and ere motivated to find employment. An enaployment progras can
demonastrate good reaults by providing job search asaistance to these
clients at minimal cost. However, it ia likely that nany of theae
clients would find esployment without the services of the aenployment
program. Employment prograns which concentrate on services ¢to the
no8t job-ready have been criticized for “"creaming®.

Evaluations of eaployment programs Lty the Manpower Demcnstraticn
Research Corporation (MDRC) have suggested that the AFDC population
consaists of three groups:

- those who can find employment with minimzal or no
asssistance;

~ those who can find employment after receiving intensive
services; and

- those who are unlikely to find employment even with
intensive servicss.

MDRC has found that employment programs have the greatest impact
on the naiddle group and that a cost-effective program would be
directed at this group, the largest of the three. A succesaful
welfare-to-work program directed at this group could make gubstantial
in-roads into the welfare population, while a sinrpler program could
chip away at the casseload by helping the firat group.

The MDRC research suggests that previous work history and tine on
walfare are the beat indicatora of which group any individual falls
into. The penel noted this but did not develop a definition of
priority target groups.
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Attachment 1 Attachment I

Topic Statements and Questions

In his State of the Union address President Reagan spoke about
reforming the existing welfare system and breaking the poverty
trap. House and Senate Committees have recently held hearings and
proposed legislation on reforming the welfare system. A common
theme, running through the hearings and then proposed in
legislation, is that AFDC parent(s) be required to support or at
least help support their children by working.

The bill Family Welfare Reform Act of 1987 by the House
Committee on Ways and Means and a proposal by the Senate Finance
Committee called the Family Security Plan focus on holistic
approaches to meeting AFDC recipients' needs in hopes that the
recipient achieve freedom from welfare dependency. Common in these
and other proposals are areas that may impact on how existing
agencies manage and administer welfare programs. Three such areas
we wish to pursue are (1) case management, (2) coordination of
services and (3) client/agency contact.

Case management

Considering a holistic approach in welfare reform proposals,
we would like your views on specific functions and activities that
should be a part of case management. Once identified, please
address for each activity the type of worker, e.g., case worker,
social worker, etc., that should perform the activity, how this
differs from existing welfare practices, how practical or feasible
the transition will be to the new system, and the perceived
cost/benefit.

In listing activities we hope that you include automated data
processing (ADP) systems. Some discussion points on ADP may
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psrents lacking substantial work experience.”

By contrast, S. 1511 does not define priority groups or set
perforsance standards for the groups served. Panelists noted that
this bill merely contains ‘“‘non-creaming” proviaions that provide a
higher match for states which use over 60X of their funds to aserve the
“hard-to-serve".

The panel supported the Senate’s nmethod of meesuring asatate
efforts to aerve the "hard-to-serve’” by using expenditurea, not by
numbers of participants or asasures of attendance. It noted that
since welfare populationa differ in term of the proportion of those
who are hard-to-serve, uniform nationsl perforsance stancdards would be
difficult to develop and difficult to apply fairly. Further, under
the Senate approach, a atate could provide an intensive program for a
difficult population and thereby qualify for the higher match. The
Senate bill also gives tha states greater flexibility to deaign
prograsa to aeet the needs of their clients.

The panel noted, however, that measuring stste efforts by target
group would be difficult. It will be necessary to document client
attendance at each treatnent progras and davelop average expenditures
by treataent. In California, GAIN has already run into problems of
excesaive Daperwork as each county documents the cost effectiveness of
each treataant program it providea. Adequate data procesaing support
would be neceassry for the program to document the allocation of
rescurces by target group and treatment modality.

4.3 _Trepnajtieonal Services

Both bills extend Medicaid and child care assistance for a pericd
of time after a family is no longer eligible for income support. Thias
extension ia deaigned to elinjinate the “notch effect” which
discourages families froa increasing their earnings because they loase
Nedicaid. Panesliats conaidered these nesaures insdequate because they
only delayed the notch, and did not eliminate it. They suggested the
need for aore innovative approaches, such aa a sliding co-paynent
scale for Medicsid.
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Attachment 1 Attachment 1

impact will sanctions have on the family? Are the length of
sanctions adequate? Will legal action likely be taken by a
sanctioned client when another client in the same state was not
required to sign a contract because scarce state resources did not

allow for providing services to all clients? Should sanction

provisions cover clients that complete the contract but, shortly

after taking full-time employment, they willfully quit working to 1
go back on the welfare rolls? ‘

Target Populations ‘

The bills under consideration cover all AFDC beneficiaries ‘
as their target population and would intend to meet needs of this populstion i
through coordination of various programs. The House Committee bdill further

targets its efforts on (a) families with a teenage parent, (b) families which

have received AFDC continucusly for two or more years and (c) families vith
one or more children under six years of age. Are these the appropriate groups
that should be targeted? Do these bills represent the best approach in meeting

the needs of these target groups?
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include what applications should ADP be used in the welfare systenm,
the extent they should be used compared to current practices, and

the practicality and feasibility of a uniform ADP system adopted by

all local welfare agencies.

Coordination of services

Some welfare reform proposals suggest assessing needs of an |
AFDC client and providing services to the extent possible. Some of
the services, such as education, employment, and social services,
come under the jurisdiction of different state and, in some cases,
local departments.

We want to discuss the practicality and feasibility of various
departments/agencies/programs, each with their priorities, !
collegially working to provide needed services to AFDC clients.

Are responsibilities and priorities adequately covered in the
proposals? Would you suggest jurisdictional changes in programs 2t

the local, State, and/or Federal level? What suggestions would you
make to insure that coordination of services between programs run

smoothly under the welfare reform approach?

Client/agency contract

Some proposals call for a formal contract between client and
agency with sanctions against the client for nonperformance. Other
proposals suggest a written client plan be signed but sanctions for
nonperformance are not in included.

We want your views on the mandatory and voluntary agreements
suggested in the proposals, For example, are the mandatory
contracts enforceable? Without sanction provisions under voluntary
agreements will clients attempt to complete the agreement? What
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United States
GAO General Accounting Office
Washingwon, D.C. 20548

Human Resources Division

BR7-140

Noverber 9, 1987

The Honorable John Glenn

Chairman, Committee on
Governmental Affairs

United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman: |

This letter transmits our second report in response to your :
July 7, 1987, request asking us to convene two panels of !
experts knowledgeable about the administration of welfare .
programs--one panel each at the national and state level. ;
We convened the panels to obtain insights on certain
welfare reform issues: (1) case management, (2) contracts I
between welfare recipients and agencies, (3) coordination
of services, and (4) target populations.

The national level panel met in Washington, D.C., on

July 21, 1987. That panel’s final report, Welfare Reform
Dialogue: Implementation and Operational Feasibility
Issues, was sent to you on September 30, 1987.

The second panel was sponsored with the Federation for

Community Planning in Cleveland and met on August 13, 1987.

The final report, Workability of Welfare Reform: A Local
Perspective, is enclosed. Overall, this panel supported

reform of the welfare system, but urged state and local !
discretion in designing programs that fit their conditions, ‘
such as limited employment opportunities and scarce |
resources.

|
As discussed with your staff, we plan to summarize the
views of both panels as they relate to the proposed welfare i
reform legislation. We plan to issue this report to you
later this year.

Should you have any questions, please call Mr. Franklin
Frazier, Associate Director, on 275-6193.

|
Sincerely yours,
PN |
Richard L. Foge
Assistant Comptroller Generai

Enclosure '
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Bonnie Sether Hasler

|
Reporter l
Urban Systeas Reasearch & Engineering \

Sannie Bear
National Academy for Public Administration

|
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PP

nonfederal assistance welfare rolls should also be
considered for targeting. (See p. 9)

Panelists also discussed the following reform issues. (See
11-15)

Limited employment opportunities are a fundamental
barrier to achieving employment for AFDC recipients.
While this barrier may not be present in all areas of the
country, some areas, such as the Cleveland area, are
particularly affected.

Limited resources will likely be another basic barrier to
achieving employment for AFDC recipients; an example
might e the lack of health benefits.

Program goals should be more clearly stated in
legislation. 7Two goals advocated by the panelists were
(1) to stress quality of life for recipients and (2) to
use an incentive (positive) approach to help the
recipients achieve Self-sufficiency. They favored these
goals in part due to the likely shortage of adequate
employment opportunities and resources, mentioned
previously.

States and localities need flexibility in implementing a
reformed program. Demonstration projects that would
allow states and localities to test new ideas and
alternatives were viewed as desirable. These projects
should be closely evaluated in terms of costs/benefits to
identify solutions to be applied nationally.

Consensus will be needed to achieve reform. Panelists
said 1t was better to adopt a small program initially
that all can agree to rather than risk losing welfare
reform entirely because emphasis is placed on a very
large effort.

Transitional services time limits as currently spelled
out in the legislative proposals are too short.

Panelists noted that the 6- and 9-month Medicaid and day
care benefit periods proposed by House and Senate bills,
respectively, are likely to result in recipients
returning to welfare as these benefits expire. They
suggested a trial program that would extend these
benefits for longer periods and then evaluate the results
before implementing the changes nationally.

A national health program was alsoc advocated by some
panelists.,
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WCRKABILITY OF WELFARE REFORM:
A LOCAL PERSPECTIVE

SUMMARY

On August 13, 1987, a panel of city and county experts on
wel fare met in Cleveland to hold a dialogue on welfare reform.
This meeting, arranged by the Federation for Community Planning
for the United States General Accounting Office (GAO), was
designed to address questions raised by the Senate Committee on
Governmental Affairs regarding the administrative feasibility and
workability cf legislative proposals for welfare reform. The
panel focused on two specific bills--the Family Welfare Reform
Act of 1987 (H.R. 1720), and the Family Security Act of 1987 (S.
1511). Both bills would substantively change the existing Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program.

The panel addressed four primary issues of Committee
interest: {1) improved case management, including automatic data
processing (ADP) usage; (2) the use of contracts between welfare
agencies gnd recipients; (3) coordirfration @f services for both
mandatory and voluntary recipients; and (4) development of a
target population approach for providing services to recipients.
The panel did not limit itself to these four issues, but
discussed other fundamental aspects of welfare reform as well.

A brief summary of the panel discussion in relation to
questions raised by the Committee and additiocnal issues raised by
the panel fcllows.

-- Case management is a viable means of helping achieve the
goals of welfare reform. Results on a small scale seem
to indicate that providing individualized services can
work to achieve intended program outcome goals. The real
Gguestion is: To what extent can it be expanded within
resource limitations? (See p. 4)

-- Contracts and sanctions should generally not be part of
welfare reform. Agreements between the AFDC recipient
and the agency would be useful, but panelists disagreed
on the extent to which agreements should be formalized.
(See p. 7)

-- Coordination of services would require reducing present
program complexities. Top-down coordination efforts,
beginning at the congressicnal level, were advocated.
(See p. 8)

-- Targeting certain AFDC recipients for self-sufficiency
makes sense. Topping the list should be AFDC-~unemployed
parents, followed by teenacers and younger AFDC
recifients. The largely male population found on the
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ORGANIZATION OF PANEL

To meet the request, GAD asked the Fecderation for Community
Planning of Cleveland to form a panel of experts to consider
welfare reform issues. This planning crganization, represent:ing
some 220 institutions from the City of Cleveland and surrounding
Cuyahoga County, usually acts through experienced human service
experts in the community to provide planning for the city and
county in providing human services. Invited to the panel were
experts in erployment, education, state and lccal human and social
services, advocacy, and health. For a complete listing of panel
members, see appendix I.

The panel was convened cn August 13, 1987, by Dr. Ralph Brody,
Execut:ve Directeor of the Feceraticn. The two co-chairpersons for
the cay~-long session were Ms, Jan Murray, Asscciate Dean of
Cleveland-Marshall College cf Law, Cleveland State University, and

Mr. Franklin frazier, Associate Director, GAO's Human Resource
Division.

Panelists began the meeting by discussing a variety of 1ssues
they felt fundamental to considering welfare reform. These issues
ranged from the extent of the reform to program goals. Incluced
was a discussicn on what panel members thought of the goals as
stated in the lecislation, and, where they differed, what the cocals
should be. Details on the meeting follow.

MAJOR ISSUES DISCUSSED

Panelists addressed the four issues menticned in the
Committee's reguest and other issues they thought needed to be
considered. They icdentified possible solutions to the problens
discussed and provicded examples where possible.

CASE MANAGEMENT

Ecoth the House a2nd Senate bills propcse using case management
as a part of reforming the AFDC program. Panelists explored :ssues
regarding case management and conclucded that, while wcrkable on a
small scale, gquestions remain abtut rescurce availability and
planning needed to accomplish case management on a large scale.

ADP usage was also discussed.

Caseworkers' Tools and Authority: The panelists discussed
concerns about the adequacy of the tools and authority that might
be provided to caseworkers in an irproved case management system,
An existing health system model was discussed, which, with certain
rev:isions, panelists believed might fi1t the need. Under this
model, caseworkers would wcrk closely with the AFDC recipients to
ascess needs, match thcse needs with available services, steer
1ndivicduals to these services, and then followup to assure services
were provided and met the recipients' needs. ©Pranelists noted AFDC
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WORRABILITY OF WELFARE REFORM:
A LOCAL PERSPECTIVE

INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND

In his State of the Unicn address in 1986, President Reagan
spoke about reforming the existing welfare system and breaking the
poverty trap. More recently, congressional committees have held
hearings and proposed legislation to reform the welfare system. A
common theme running through the hearings and the proposed
legislation :s that the AFDC program be reformed to encourage or
bring about economic independence of recipients.

Two specific bills, one by the House Committee on Ways and
veans, entitled Family welfare Reform Act of 1987, and cne by the
Senate Finance Committee, entitled Family Security Act of 1987,
focus on aprrcaches to meet AFDC recipients' needs to achieve
freedom from welfare dependency. Common to these two bills and
others that would reform the AFDC program are changes that would
affect how existing agencies manage and administer welfare
programs. With strong indications that the Congress will enact
reforms, there is some congressional concern about the
acministrative feasibility and workability of the prorosed changes.

SENATE REQUEST

In July 1287, the Chairman of the Senate Committee on
Governmental Affairs requested that GAC pursue scome of the
potential feasibility and workability issues of welfare reform.

The Committee wanted to consider these issues in advance of
congressional passage of refcrm legislation. The Chairman's letter
reguested:

"as part of this "Workability Assessment™, I would like
GAQ to undertake a study on behalf of the Committee. To
be more specific, I would like GAO to assess the
workability of four major ideas under consicderation in

the current reform debate: (1) improved case management,
including automated systems, (2) the use of contracts
between welfare agencies and recipients, (3) coordination

of services for both mandatory and voluntary recipients,
and (4) development of target population of recipients.”

The Chairman asked GAO to convene a panel of experts at the
local level whe could give the Committee insights on these fcur

areas and, 1f they wish toc, comment cn any other provision in the
bills.

L
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-~ The preccrar has access to a variety of community resources
and employers in the area. This access is needed to
provide suitable training and employment after training.

Staff Adequacy: Panelists noted that the activities
discussed above are affected by additional considerations regarding
the staff who would perform case management activities. One
consideration is the availability of sufficient caseworker staff.
Another consicderation is the degree of skill needed to perform
caseworker tasks. Some degree of caseworker skill will obviously
be needed to work with the recipients. Panel members who are
program administrators pointed out that obtaining skilled
caseworkers would likely require additional hiring and training.
They noted that many of their existing eligibility workers lack the
education and/or training needed to perform the case management
activities envisicned :in the reform proposals. Moreover, both
eligibility workers and the more skilled social service workers
currently operate at or beyond planned capacity. In addition,
panelists noted potential difficulties in renegotiating changed job
duties and responsibilities with local union representatives that
may result from the reform legislation.

Cost and Scale Considerations: Another issue discussed
regarding case management 1s the overall cost. Panelists noted
that i1f a new program is designed to service more than about 100
recipients at a time, as in the Cleveland Works' effort, apparently
more extensive resources will be required. For example, if one
wanted to serve 5,000 AFDC recipients, it becomes clear that even
at a 1 to 30 casewcrker to recipient ratio, such an effort would be
expensive. & related issue the panelists discussed is the basic
problem of managing programs of a larger scale. While a model,
which runs on a micro level, already exists in the community,

panelists were uncertain about problems that might accompany an
expanded effcrt,

Additional ccnsiderations noted by panelists include the
availability of support services and whether adequate employment
opportunities will exist after recipients are educated and/or
trained. According to the panelists, without service availability

and adequate jobs, no amount of brokering or caseworker effort will
result in success.

Panelists concluded that a case management model now exists
for helping pecple achieve self-sufficiency. However, what is not
clear is the extent resources would be made available to expand
that model or additional problems brought about by this expansion.

The panelists believed a considerable planning effort would be |
required up-front to achieve an exzanded case management system,

ADP: ranelists noted that case management would benefit from
acequate ARDPF systems. Specifically, ADP systems could be used to
identify service availability and free up caseworkers' time, thus
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casewcrkers heve not been doing this type ¢f case management, and
if they are ¢i:ven the responsibility, a number of needs and
administrative conditions would have to be met to make the system
work.

Panelists saw AFDC recipient needs assessment as one of the
mest critical elements of a case management system. However, the
panel noted that, to do assessments, the caseworkers need some type
of measuring cevice to accurately and reliably measure the status
of the AFDC recipient.

Next they would need an inventory of available services,
including those beyond the caseworker's own department to
effectively ratch people's needs with available resources. For a
large groject, a corputerized system would likely be required to
effectively ratch and update people's needs with available
resources.

Once a connection has been established between recipient and
service, the service worker would need authority to cut through the
existing bureaucracies. This authority should include: (1) the
ability to provicde some cf the needed services under the direct
control, or in the same department, as the caseworker; {(2) options
to contract cut some cervices--such 2s through formal, private, or
governmental sector contractual agreements; and (3) abality to cash
out some of the services directly to the recipient. An example of
the latter might be the caseworkers' ability to pay the rec:pients
Girectly, through some type of voucher system, sc they can purchase
their own services, such as day care.

Finally, the caseworker would need the necessary tools to
pecform follow-up functions as part ¢f the new case management
effort or mccel.

Individuals frem a local community-based work-training
program, Cleveland works, discussed some of their experiences in
the community using a model similar tc that discussed by other
canelists. Cleveland works placed about 155 incividuals in
permanent private sector Jobs in its fairst year. Their comments
follow.

-- Caseworkers work with only a small number of AFDC
recizients at a time., Staff estimated their service
worker/recipient ratio was 1 to 12 or 1 to 15.

-- Extencive assistance was provided to recipients to help
teach them basic iife management skills, such as how to
dress for and act 1in a work environment. Their experience
1s that the 1intensive one-on-cne interaction is needed to
achieve any success.
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1t weuld result 1n a net loss of :ncore (including the insurance
value of any health benefit) to the participant or family. Under
the Senate 111, a state could not require a participant in a job
program to accept a salaried position if 1t would result in a net
lcss of income to the family (including the value of any food stamp
benefits and health insurance), unless the state made a
supplementary cash payment te the participant that would maintain
the family's income at a level no less than the family would
receive in the absence of earnings. Panelists expressed concern
that the provisicns were not specific enocugh and that besides being
difficult to administer, some states or localities might
misinterpret the provisions and force participants into employment
situat:ons that cost the family needed resources.

Agreements: The panelists offered mixed opinions on the idea
of using service agreerents in plotting a course of action for AFDC
recipients. Service agreements as indicated by legislative
proposals would specify the services to be provided and the extent
recipients would partake in those services within designated
timeframes. The panelists felt that some form of agreement between
the agency and recipient was needed, but differed as to whether it
needed to be put in writing. While some argued that providing a
written plan was helpful for the recipient to remember and follow,
others believed that even this level of formality was not needed
fcr success. The panelists did agree that using formal agreements
would significantly increase agency workloads. They generally
favored avoiding the additicnal complexity and administrative
burden that formalized agreements would bring.

COORDINATION OF SERVICES

Panelists discussed two general concerns regarding
coordination of services: Complexity and planning.

Complexity: One concern regarding coordination of services
is the current complexity of welfare. Panelists noted that many
different federal agencies--the Departments cf Agriculture,
Education, Housing and Urban Development, Health and Human
Services, and Labor--currently bring programs and services to the
same recipient population. Yet, these programs are not well
coordinated at the federal level, resulting in administrative
complexity.

What 1s needed, according to the panelists, is "top down"
coordination starting at the congressicnal level and extending down
to the local level. Perhaps one central organization, preferably
tte Department of Kealth and Human Services in the case of AFDC
grogram legislatien, should provide the central accountability not

only for the program results but also for coordinating the new and
existing programs.
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permitting rmore :ndividualized casework. However, if these 2DP
systems are used as a means to impose additional administrative
burden, such as mcnitoring for sancticn purposes, additional
systems would not be cost effective cr desirable.

CONTRACTS

The proposed reform legislation requires that the recipient
enter an agreerment (House bill) or a contract (Senate bill) with
the agency obligating the recipient to participate in work or
training activities. It also allows states to sanction recipients
who fail to participate in the program.

Panelists noted that contracts, mandatory participation, and
sanctions all may sound good to the general public or taxpayer.
However, they believe these concepts do not work and will do little
more than perpetuate a myth that exists regarding welfare
recipients--welfare recipients have to be coerced into working.
Panelists believe nothing is further from the truth and opposed
perpetuation of this myth. According to the panelists, welfare
recipients will gladly leave the system if provided good incentives
and remedial supports. As for agreements, panelists thought that
they were a good icea, but differed :n support of whether they
needed to be in writing.

Some panel members were alsc concerned that the use of
contracts, and possible related sanctions that might accompany
them, might force people into low-paying, nonsubstantive benefit,
jobs. If that is the objective, then contracts and sanctions might
be needed, but they doubted such a system would work based on their
experiences with sanctions used in other programs,

Panel members who were administrators of welfare progranms
argued that contracts and sanctions would create other negative
impacts. First, pecple are started out on the wrong foot by
suggesting an acdversarial relationship between the agency and
recipient, Second, ancther burden 1s added to administrators'
already heavy workload. 1In monetary terms, these panelists
wondered whether such a system would be cost beneficial,
particularly in an environment where there are likely to be more
candidates for good employment opportunities than the employment
sector could provice.

In brief, the panelists suggested that contracts and related
sanctions have not worked well in the past, and are not likely to

work in the future, to achieve meaningful self-sufficiency for AfDC
recipients.

Regarding mandatory participation, in addition to a general
dislike for the idea, panelists noted a concern with the "net loss”
provisions in proposed legislation. Under the House bill, states
woeuld be prohibited from requiring a participant to accept a job if
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Young AFDC Recipients: The next priority for targeting,
according to the panelists, should be young AFDC recipients.
Panel:sts endorsed serving younger recipients for several reasons.

One reason is that they are perhaps more easily motivated, as
opposed to older individuals who have relied on the welfare system
for a long time. The panelists felt that the younger recipients
are more likely to heed suggestions and achieve behavioral changes
needed to make the transition to self-sufficiency.

Another important consideration is the potential employability
of younger pecple. By way of contrast, as one panelist put it, "it
1s tough to get a 45 year old person, who has never worked outside
the home, to compete in a labor market other than for low wage
jobs." Such jobs, frequently service sector jobks, coften lack
adeguate benefits, such as health :nsurance.

The panelists felt that spending the money and moving young
recipients off the welfare rolls early offers the best potential
for long-term savings to the taxpayers. Another advantage for
targeting this group 1s to provide more opportunity for them to
teach their children the value of work to effectively break the
poverty cycle.

Conversely, the panelists felt that the younger group may also
be the most cifficult to serve. In addition to providing adeguate
education, employment and training, and support services, these
incdividuals may lack basic maturity. Many of the younger
recipients will need to be drawn into employment and skill training
because they may nct understand the potential of what is being
offered. In short, while perhaps the best group from a potential
stancdpoint, they may be the most difficult group to work with due
to their age, 1nexperience, and possibly living in an unstable
environment.

One panelist argued that we should consider the impact of
stress on ycunger recipients with children under € years old.
These families suffer from such adversities as providing adeguate
focd and sufficient clothing for themselves and their children.
These factors add stress to their lives. Putting these people into
the werk force might bring additicnal stresses that could be
harmful to the health of the parent(s) and the well-being of the
family. Perhaps ecducational opportunities should be provided for
the younger recipient, but putting them tc work, particularly in a
nonsubstantive )eb, may in the long run be disadvantagecus to
society.

The Welfare Male: Another target pcpulation not directly
considered 1n the welfare reform proposals 1s the young male on
ncnfeceral assistance programs, who may alsc be cne of the absent
fathers cf AFDC children not prov:iding child support. Targeting
training ancd erplcyment ccportunities to this pcpulaticn, the
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The rarelists discussed coordination protlers caused by thre
different and ccmplex federal regulations for the programs. For
exarple, the AFDC and Focd Stamp programs have been 1n place fer
some time, yet they still have many fundamental differences 1in
reculations that place an administrative burden at the local level.
Simplification of complex eligibility requirements of these and
other programs would relieve some administrative burden.

Planning: Panelists pointed out a problem with the way states
plan for prcgrams at the local level. For example, Ohio sometimes
sends a plan up for federal approval and then down to the
localities for implementation after approval. The state sometimes
fails to recognize differences ameng 1ts counties. In short, the
panelists expressed the need to have localities provide input to
the planning process.

Panelists acvocated both joint and bottcm-up planning
activities. Cne such plan that worked 1n the recent past was a
three-way agreement reached between the federal job training
program, the state bureau of employment and training, and the local
agency. All parties--federal, state, and local--had an opportunity
to have their needs met. Panelists preferred this approach and
suggested 1t be part of any reform legislation. The panel was
concerned that bottom-up planning may not become a reality 1f left:
on 1ts own. They suggested legislation include provision for a
local role :n developing program goals, performance standards, and
funding levels for the various services. To make this 1dea wcrk,
panelists recommended that legislaticn include state financ:al
incentives and reguirements for related documentation of
state/local planning efforts, to help assure that bottom-up
planning takes place.

TARGETING

Both the Ecuse and Senate propcsals include provisions for
targeting specific AFDC recipients for wcrk program participation.
With an understanding that the Cleveland area, and other areas like
1t, lack job openings, along with the panelists' doubts that the
Congress would or could fund a program extensive encugh to achieve
employment for most AFDC recipients, the panelists discussed who
should be served. The panelists identified the fellowing target
populat:cns.

AFDC-Unemployed Parents: The panelists believed AFDC-
unemployed parents should be a priority target population and that
working with these families should be a stated goal. Although
limited :n number, these families may have less of a day-care
problem beczuse their children might be cared for by one of the
parents.

Page 61 GAO/HRD-88-59 Welfare Reform Proposals



Appendix ITI

Letter and Federation for Community
Planning Panel Report Entitled ‘“Workability
of Welfare Reform: A Local Perspective”

offer low wages and/cr limited, :1f any, health benefits. Finally,
the panelists noted that the above figures do not include the
untcld aumber of werking pcor and cther workers who may also
compete for these few jobs. Many of these individuals are 1n a
much better position to compete for these jobs due to recent
employment history.

Together, limited meaningful employment opportunities combined
with the competition for a limited number of jobs indicate the
dilemma facing both policymakers and program acdministrators when
they consider moving sizable numbers of AFDC recipients into the
work force. It also provides insight as to why such aspects as

mandatory participation and contracts might need to be
reconsidered.

Panelists noted that not all states or counties share the same
employment picture. Yet, they agreed that the problem 1s large
enough to warrant censideration of regicnal or local employment
preblems in develcping any new federal program geoals.

Second, regarding the question cf resources, panelists pointed
out that it may not be possible toc implement a major support
program leacd:ng recipients to self-sufficiency because current
support programs operate at or near maximum capacity and the extent
of resources needed to move people to self-sufficiency is likely to
te extensive. This applies not only to educaticn and employment
and tra:ining programs, but also tc the other supports, such as day
care, transpcrtation, and particularly health care benefits, which
panelists felt are needed to make a reform program work.

Cne exarple of basic resource shortages in the Cleveland area
was educational services. One of the items necessary to make AFDC
recipients enmployable is remedial education. Too many of the poor,
including ATCC recipients, have deficiencies 1n reading, basic
math, or writing that may make them noncompetitive in the job
market. Yet, nationally, in the panelists' opinion, little has
been spent on a per carita basis for literacy training. This
problem is left to a large extent to the state or local levels,
which have difficulty in providing the necessary funds.

In the Cleveland area, funds fcr acult education come from
federally funded adult btasic educaticn grants that the state
provides to local school districts. In addition, local community
groups also provice acdult educat:ion funds. However, the
corbination of funds 1s inadequate to meet the need. A recent
local effort o expand enrollment in the basic adult education
curriculum provides an example. With an increase of 1,000 persons
in the adult education courses, the educational system was
overlcaded. VYet, in the Cleveland area better than 90 percent of
work program participants were found to need some sort of remedial
education befcre they could even tegin to use Job training.
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panelists believed, wculd make sense for a variety of reasons. It
would help them support their families if they decided to marry.

It could also help reduce AFDC costs by increasing child support
payments, an cbjective of the reform legislation. The panelists
recognized that certainly not all absent fathers are on nonfederal
assistance, but telieved a good many are and helping them to become
working taxpayers might be the place to spend available rescurces.

OTHEER _FUNDAMENTAL REFORM ISSUES

This section highlights what the panelists believed were other
fundamental issues regarding welfare reform.

Extent of Reform: Panelists pointed out that they view the
poor and welfare in a larger context than just AFDC. Included in
their perspective are (1) the AFDC population, primarily consisting
of female heads of households; (2) the nonfederal general relief
(GR) or general assistance pcpulation, which contains a large
segment of the males on welfare in their area; and (3) the working
poor, also a larce segment of the population. Althcugh not
directly on "welfare,” this last group is a concern because they
make up a large percentage of potential welfare population. As a
result, panelists expressed concern that welfare reform legislation
may not address the total picture and, in fact, may focus attention
away from even creater portions of the population who are also
poor.

Program Goals Versus Capacity: The panelists reiterated the
need for legislaticn to clearly state the goal of the programs.
They believed specif:i:city is needed to understand and help plan the
reforms. Fcr example, although not clearly stated, an assumption
1s that everybocdy that 1s capable should work. The bills use terms
like mandatory participation and state options to include the total
population of AFCC recipients, with only a few exceptions. In this
regard, the panelists raised two fundamental guesticns: (1) To
what extent will the labor market support meaningful employment
opportunities for AFDC recipients? (2) To what extent will
necessary resources be allocated to help AFDC recipients reach

self-sufficiency status? They discussed each of these pcints at
length.

First, recarding labor markets, panelists offered statistics
on the Cleveland area labor market that they believe demcnstrate
why this guestion is important to consider when establishing
program goals. =Zriefly, the Cleveland area was reported, using the
State of Chio's Bureau of Labor Statistics, to offer about 34,000
job openings each year. 1In contrast there are about 80,000
cotential unemployed public assistance participants, (40,000 each
from the AFDC znc GR population) in the Cleveland area.

Panelists also ncted that the 34,000 new )obs are usually
service sector >cts. As a result, many of these jobs are likely to
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Transitional Services: The reform legislation extends
Medicaid and child care assistance to welfare recipients after they
become :ineligible for income support assistance. The Hcuse bill
would extend benefits for up to 6 months, while the Senate bill
extends benefits for up to 9 months. Panelists agreed with the
idea of providing continuation of benefits, but expressed two
concerns about the lengths of time proposed. First, it lacks
incentive for individuals to take entry level jobs which may not
pay benefits. Second, the failure to provide particular benefits
for an adequate length of time, particularly health care, may only
result in individuals reverting to welfare in order to care for
family members.

The panelists suggested undertaking a study to determine which
of two approaches would be most effective. One group cf recipients
would receive a long-term health plan. The second, cr control
group, would use the more limited time frames proposed in current
legislation, Over time, a comparison could be made to determine if
any cost/benefits were accrued to the first group cver the second.

The panel alsc advocated the alternative of adopting a
national health plan that would serve all the poor, not just those
on welfare. As cne panelist put it, "we have long ignored the long ;
term cost of not providing health benefits to those who need 1t.
Eventually, many of these people come to us with severe and costly .
problems as a result of long-term health neglect.” |

Employer Incentives: Providing additional incentives to
emplcyers to hire AFDC recipients was also considered by the
panelists to be an alternative means of helping welfare recipients
achieve self-sufficiency. Such incentives are already used for
some disadvantaged individuals. Funding usually comes from such
sources as block grant money or econcmic development funds. Under
such an arrangement, the employers would be paid to hire and work
with recipients for a specified pericd of time. The panelists
believed giving additional monetary encouragement to employers
makes sense and would likely result :n placement of more AFDC
recipients.

hnother related idea is to make hiring AFDC recipients for
public sector jobs a priority geal. This "hire-first" principle
would enhance the availability cf new job openings.

Flexibility: The panelists felt that any new legislation for
welfare referm should allow flexibility at the local level.
Panelists noted that localities should have the flexibility to
identify available resources and, more importantly, deliver those
resources. Flexibility, as mentioned under case management, should
include options for the local agency, such as the use of vouchers
or purchasing of services by the agency, to cdeliver needed services
1n the most expeditious manner pcssible. The panelists noted that
states offer different levels of benefits and that there is a need
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Specificity of Program Goals: Another set of concerns raised
by panel:ists had to do with a lack of clarity and conflict
regarding cutccme goals in the prcposed legislaticn. The panelists
pointed out that past Job programs have cycled AFDC recipients
through various training which at best frustrated their motivation.
For example, :ndividuals were trained to be welders when there were
no welding jobs available in the community. In fact, some current
AFDC recipients have already experienced three or four training
programs. Great care is needed in designing programs that offer
work incentives as a solution. As one member pointed ocut, "we need
to do a better job than in the past on matching training and job
availability. 1In the past, we have never had a good fit between
employment and training and the existing job market." Specificity
is needed in metching employment training to available jobs.

Panelists summed up their thoughts on goals as follows: The
reform legislation should clearly state that 1t advocates achieving
self-sufficiency by providing (1) opportumity, (2) benefits, and
(3) incentives to make work more attractive than being on welfare.
From the panelists' perspective, given our state of employment
oppcrtunities, no one has to fcrce anyone to work. Provide a
realistic cpportunity, and there will be more applicants than
cpportunities for employment.

Need for Reasonable Expectations: Panel members recognized
the need to f:nd consensus among reform supporters. The panelists
felt that the goal of making numerous welfare recipients self-
suffic.ent rey be to broad. &As one panel member stated:

"we never really had a war on poverty. We started out to
meake war not realizing the extent of the problem, nor the
amount cf time and rescurces needed to make reform work,
Ncw we are 1n a better position to understand scme of the
problers and to make inrcads. However, if we start again
with false goal expectations and misinformation on what
we can realistically accomplish, successful reform is not
likely to ever get off the ground."

Ancther ccncern shared by panelists related to the possibility
cf creating additicnal working poor. In brief, the issue turns on
what level c¢f benefits are needed to move people coff welfare. Is
it $3.35 an hcur without benefits or $6.00 an hour with full
medical benefi1ts? Basically, the task of finding employment for
AFDC recizients 1s a difficult one facing pclicymakers as well as
acministrators. At what level do you find employment for welfare
recipients at such a rate that they will be willing, if educated
and trained tc hold that job, to leave welfare? The panel was
concerned that the effect of the legislation would be to force
incividuals to take low~-paying or non-benefit-providing employment.
If 1t coes, they would not think we gained any new ground through
refcrm.
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to censider tailoring any reform approach to account for local
differences as well.
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