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The CHAIRMAN. We have one more witness.

Senator Durenberger, did you desire to make a statement?

Senator DURENBERGER. All right.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me state to you, sir, that we have one more
witness. We are pleased to have your statement, and neither one of
us will stay and hear the other witness.

Senator DURENBERGER. Right. I regret not coming over sooner,
Mr. Chairman. I have spent the last 2 hours trying to facilitate the
process of the Medicare Catastrophic Bill, and I regret not being
able to get here until now.

The CHAIRMAN. But did you make some headway? That is what I
want to know. _ :

Senator DURENBERGER. We made head but not way. [Laughter.]

Mr. Chairman, I do recognize the lateness of the hour, and 1
have da statement that I would like to have made a part of the
record.

The CHAIRMAN. Of course.

Thank you, Governor.

[The prepared statement of Governor Clinton and Senator
Durenberger appear in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Our last witness is Mr. Kevin M. Aslanian, Exec-
utive Director of the Coalition of California Welfare Rights Organi-
zations, from Sacramento, California.

We are pleased to have you, sir.

STATEMENT OF KEVIN M. ASLANIAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CO-
ALITION OF CALIFORNIA WELFARE RIGHTS ORGANIZATIONS,
INC., SACRAMENTO, CA

Mr. AsraNIAN. Thank you, Senator.

I am very grateful that we have an opportunity to testify before
the Finance Committee. We represent basically welfare rights orga-
nizations throughout the State of California.

We have done a section-by-section analysis of S. 1511, H.R. 1720,
we have reviewed the Republican bill, and we put out a monthly
newsletter called “The California WorkFare Reporter.” We would
like to share with you a little bit about the California GAIN pro-
gram.

Thi_s program has been in operation for about a year, and we
have just reviewed the Fresno County program. Fresno County has
been operating for about one year, and during that one year 109
people found employment. The WIN program, during the one year,
found 789 people jobs. The Fresno County Plan said that 80 percent
of the participants are going to need child care. The 1-year report
shows that only 8 percent of the participants received child care.

€ reason is neither that legislation, nor any, other legislation on
the table today, actually mandates child care. It merely says that,
if you need child care, we'll give it to you.

Wln San Diego, a lady was participating in a Workfare Program.
by hen she came home, her children were taken away by the Child
: fotective Services. Apparently the child care arrangements were
failed, but she still had to participate in the Workfare program,

gnd the next thing you know, when she came back home, the chil-
ren were gone.
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We are also big advocates for welfare reform. For example, in
America a pregnant woman cannot get AFDC in many States,
which is the primary reason for the high increase in the infant
mortality rate in America.

There is a real problem about the work incentives. Today if a
woman goes to work, in many cases they have to live on food bas-
kets, because they cannot feed their children. And as you know,
the work incentives were changed in 1981, and we never got back
to where we were. And your legislation, Senator, does not provide
for the work incentives. So under the current statute, if you go to
work, you lose money, and you lose money so you cannot feed your
children. So, when a woman comes to me and says she cannot feed
her children, I have to counsel her and tell her that her prim
obligation is to raise her children, not to work and punish her chil-
dren. So, she must quit her job to be able to feed her children. That
is very hard for me to do, but I have to protect the children.

There is no emergency assistance program, nationwide. Some
States have it, some States don’t have it, and many States use it to
enhance federal financial particzation for their pet projects. We
would suggest that there be mandatory emergency assistance in all
States, to provide when families are homeless that they could get
emergency assistance and could receive some help.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Well, now, aren’t the eme: ency provisions
in Title IV available automatically to the States, the 30-day provi-
sions? I believe you will find that is true, sir. But I don’t suggest
they are always effective.

Mr. AsLANIAN. No. In fact, the AFDC/UP program—States can
participate, but they don’t have to.

tor MOYNIHAN. Very well, I won't %uestion you. I mean
si’mplg that all States that I know do. But then, we will find that
out. you.

Mr. AsLANIAN. There is also a real problem with retrospective
budgeting. We have had a woman who lost her djob this month. She
had been working for six or seven months, and she was on AFDC.
This month she Iost her job. Her grant for November and Decem-
ber will be computed based upon the income that she received in
September and October. So, you can imagine what a horrible
Christmas these children are going to have, just because their
mother went to work. The children are going to be sitting by the
Christmas tree with nothing around it, because their mother
worked. Had she not worked, had she gotten the regular AFDC
check, theg' would have had a better Christmas.

There should be automatic su;lxplementation for victims of restro-
:ﬁgctive budgeting. The current law provides that the State may do

t, and that is the current law because New York wanted it; but
it should be mandatory if we want to encourage people to take jobs.

You should also stop penalties for late reporting. If a woman gets
her income reported in 3.days late, 2 months down the line t ey
den’t get their child care deductions, so they have to quit their job.
It just doesn’t make sense, Senator.

éen’ator MoyxniHAR. No, that doesn’t.

Mr. AsLANIAN. 1 think welfare reform, basically, is an interesting
thing. Where we are today, basically, is that it appears that our so-
ciety is saying that it is okay for a woman not to take care of her

cain LN wle
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children under the age of 6. And I don’t think our society really
believes that. If our society doesn’t really believe that, then we
should not impose these discriminatory policies against poor chil-
dren. Some children do need their mother’s guidance, some other
children may not. Some mothers may be able to do it, some others
may not. There should be flexibility for the woman to decide how
she wants to raise her child, rather than having big-brother gov-
ernment say, ‘“This is the way you are going to do it, because we,
up here, have decided, or we at the State level have decided, that
you are going to do this.”

In fact, it is interesting. I have been in some of the debates about
the mandatory versus voluntary. All the proponents for mandatory
say, “Well, you know, we can’t have people on welfare for genera-
tion after geneération after generation. So, how will we deal with
this? We will have a mandatory work program.” And that becomes
an assembly line approach. Everybody goes through the mandatory
program. That doesn’t make sense, either. That is not an efficient
utilization of our limited resources.

Our suggestion is, we should target, and only make those people
mandatory participants who are long-term recipients, who have
been on aid for more than 6 years, who have children over the age
of 12. Those are the people who should be mandatory participants.
And if you give other folks the chance, they will volunteer for this
program. You don’t have to push people into these programs. In
Massachusetts they are standing in line to get into the program. I
mean, it really doesn’t make sense.

We also have real problems with the welfare department admin-
istering these programs. When you have a cardiac problem, you
don’t run to your lawyer and say, “Lawyer, I have a cardiac prob-
lem.” You go to your doctor. And if we have a job problem, we
should not go to the welfare department, we should go to the job
department. The job department happens to be the Labor Depart-
ment, and the State employment agencies are the ones who operate
the training program and the other programs. I could never under-
stand why all of a sudden everybody is pushing welfare recipients
through the welfare department. You are still going to have the
welfare problem. ‘ '

Child care problems: We had a classic case in California. A
woman who was participating in the GAIN program was doing her
job search. Of course, she didn't need child care while in the job
search program, because she was looking for the job while the kids
were in school. On the fifth day she finds a job. She was oveDg'oyed;
she finally found a job, and she was going to get off of AFDC. She
runs to her welfare worker and says, “I’ve got a job. I need child
care. What do I do?” The Workfare worker says, “Sorry, there is no
child care. You could call up a child care center, but there is a big
line.” So she says, “What do I have to do?”’ They said, “Well, you
don’t have to take the job if you don’t have child care.” She says,
“Fine. What do I do tomorrow?”’ They say, “Go and look for a job
again.”” Now, that’s ludicrous, and that is exactly how the pro-
grams work.

Our position is that you should never have anybody out there
looking for a job unless they have a certificate saying that they

"7‘ - ~ A" 3
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have a job child care slot at Pepper Tree Child Care Center or any
other child care center.

What happens with the employer? The employer calls you up
and says, “Look, I have read the newspapers. You appropriated
millions of dollars for child care, and this lousy welfare recipient
comes to me, I offer her a job, and she turns the job down and says,
‘I don’t have child care.’ I know better.” He complains to you, he
complains to his Congressmen, complains to everybody. It doesn’t
make sense. The program should be structured solidly.

Under your bill, part-time workers who are working less than 30
hours are not exempt from this program. We suggest that they
should be. If somebody is in a part-time job——

Senator MoYNIHAN. Why?

Mr. AsLANIAN. Why? Because a part-time job—

Senator MOYNIHAN. I mean, we are holding hearings, and we are
trying to get information. Tell us why. _

Mr. AsLANIAN. Okay. A person has 2 part-time job, is making a
decent salary, has an opportuniiy for a promotion. ii is their
chosen path into independence. They have taken the initiative. We
should encourage people to take initiative rather than to say, “No.
You took a part-time job? No way. It should have been a full-time
job. We say iou quit your job, go into our training program, into
our job search program, or go into the Workfare program.” That is
simply wrong. I think we should discourage anybody who does
something on their own.

For example, self-initiated educational training. I think anybody
who is in some kind of an educational program, or some kind of a
training program, that the%y initiated, at any time, that should be
encouraged and not trashed.

What our system does now—I have a lot of people who are in
some kind of a training program. They say, “Well, you can’t be
there, because we did not approve that. We, the government, did
not decide that you should go there. So, therefore, you have to drop
that, come and see us, and go through us.” I guess they make more
money that way. 7

We have a real problem with the so-called “contract.” First of
all, under your legislation the contract is optional rather than
mandatory. The second thing is that we have, in California, this so-
called “contract,” and the contract is—

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes, under GAIN.

Mr. AsLANIAN. In the GAIN program, yes. Basically what it is,
Senator, is a rights-of-responsibilities form, where they lay out your
rights of responsibilities. In fact, in California the clients don’t
even get to complete the contract; the worker completes the con-
tract and says, “Sign it, here, okay?”’

It is h to have a contract that is not a bargain between
two equal parties. And there is no way you can consider the wel-
fare recipient and the welfare worker to be equal parties; because,
if the client does not cooperate, they get sanctioned. The client
can’t sanction the welfare worker. So they are not equai ies.

We also support the National Governors Association, who sl:.ﬁ-

ested that the range of services be mandatory. Under your bill,
ically, there is no mandatory range of services. If States could

se A OO
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onlly; run a workfare and job search program, it will be consistent
with your bill.

The final thing I would like to talk about is sanctions. For exam-
le, in New York they ran a work program. They saved $11.5 mil-
ion through sanctions, and they savedo%j million through getting

';hp?ople jobs. So, it appears that sanctions is where they save most of

e money.

I don't inow if you know how the sanctions work, but in the two-
parent family—and I have had lots of families come to me—they
fﬁt sanctions for three months for the first time and six months for

e second time. And the whole family is sanctioned for this period
of time. I can’t understand; why punish the children for what their
parents do? It is unconscionable. And do you know what the father
does? He leaves the family, because he has to leave the family to
make sure that those children can be fed.

The other é)roblem is that, when you im these durational
sanctions, and the parent ?ilmes ailfpd says, “Well, aft:xr 15 day;, I
am willing to icipate,” the welfare system says, “No way. You
have to servep::g g:r three months”’—their pyrisson term—'"‘and
then come back and see us.” '

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is about as dim as you can get, isn't it?

Mr. AsLANIAN. Yes, but that is basically what happens.

We have your problem with the waivers—these waivers of the
States, to do whatever they want to do.

Senator MoyN1HAN. Mr. Aslanian, I have no choice at this point;
it is a quarter past 12. The rules of the Senate require us to cease a

B, oo
Mr. . I am sorry.

Senator MoYNIHAN. No, nothing to do with you.

We allow ourselves 15 minutes leeway, and no one complains.
Otherwise, we are subject to an objection on the Senate floor. So, I
am going to have to momentarily bring this hearing to a close.

Let me say to you two things: First of all, thank you very much
for coming all the way from California.

Mr. ASLANIAN. Thanks for having me.

Senator MoyNIHAN. And thank you for very interesting prepared
materials, which we will listen to with great attention.

You have some hands-on experience with the GAIN program,
and we want to know more about that. I would like to make, how-
ever, one general point. It is our experience—it may not be so in
the GAIN program—our experience is that there is a great tenden-
cy of this present system to forget about these women and children
and just leave them to moulder.

The idea that there is an energetic bureaucracy out there that is

just waiting to seize the moment to take these poor people and
force them into jobs—no. No, it is just the opposite. It is just to
send them their checks and leave them alone.

Fifty-two percent of the married women with children are in the
workforce today. That is a choice we have made. Seventy %e,ﬁcent of
all mothers with children under 18 are in the laborforce. Fifty-four
percent with children under six. In contrast, the workforce partici-
pation rate of AFDC mothers in 1984 was 4.6 percent. They have
the highest level of unemployment; it is the greatest concentration
of unemployment in cur society.

.y
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And no one is rushing out to make sure they get to work. On the
contrary, people are ing away from any effort.

But now, suddenly we see some willingness, as you heard from
Goverq?or Clinton. Wouldn’t you accept that as being more nearly
reality

Mr. AsLANIAN. I will attest that most welfare recipients would
rather work than get AFDC. I also believe that if a program is
going to be structured, it should be structured with sugar and not
with a stick. And S. 1511 has a big stick and littlxlg&?r.

The reason that you only have 4.6 percent of the popula-
tion working today is because of the 1981 cuts, at which time 30
percent of the caseload was working. And it went right down by 25
percent, as you correctly pointed out. :

Senator MOYNIHAN. t may be.

- Mr. . So, that is where the problem is. And I think
when you combine sanctions and bring down the mandatory ages,
you just have a pilot program. That is what you are going to have.

Senator MOYNIHAN. But at that point, when we took away, we
took people off of the system because they did have earnings, and
that brought that ratio down. .

We absolutely agree with you that child care is the choke point.

Mr. AsLANIAN. But there is no bill today that would guarantee
anybody child care. I have had GAIN clients call me up in Yuba
County, California, and say, “My worker told me that I have to
find child care. And if I don’t, my family is going to be sanctioned.”

That is the way they actually operate the GAIN program.
Now, you ma sig up and say, “We are gomg to tee child
care,” and the States will write a letter and say, “Oh, yes, we -

antee child care.” In fact, every county plan at is submi has
to say that “We have looked at it; we have done all this planning,
nd there is all the child care.” But there is no child care there,

sir.

Senator MoYNmHAN. That is under GAIN, though.

Mr. ASLANIAN. One thing I would like to give you for the record,
ifg:uwouldliketohaveit,sir——

nator MOYNIHAN. Please.

Mr. AsLANIAN. We have a Recipient Impact Statement of S. 1511,
and it is side-by-side.

Serx:iator MoYNIHAN. Oh, good. We shall make those part of the
record.

And now, the rules of the Senate really do require me to bring
this hearing to a close.

First, I want to thank {‘ou for coming, and thank you for your
willlling'ness to put so much of your own career into a concern for
others. ;

Senator Henry Bellmon, now Governor Bellmon, wished to be
here and prepared a very careful statement, and, alas, is not going
to be able to get to us on time. So I am going to put his statement
in the record at this point. ' ligh

ing our audience, thanking our various lighting experts
and our most generally expert staff, and particularly our witnesses
and the staff members from other members of the House and the
Senate who are here, we will call this second of hearings of the
Senate Committee on Finance on S. 1511 to a close.

T O
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[Whereupon, at 12:18 p.m., the hearing was concluded.]
[The prepared statement of Mr. Aslanian and Governor Beliman

appear in the appendix.]
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RECIPIENT
IMPACT
STATEMENT

S. 1511

S — -
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INTRODUCTION

S. 1511 would chonge the name from * AFDC* fo “Child Support Suppiement Progrom”
ond would retain the current overol AFDC program, with several maojor exceptions:

= |t would mandate that of States provide ald to two-parent farmiles.

¢ It would mondate thot off parents with children over the age of three years must particl-
pate in o workfare progrom.

. WadddowStaleﬂoraqntemms(mdbommnis)MMCMenmme oge of
1 to become mondatory porficiponts in o workfare progrom;

« Provides maxdmum flexibilty fo States fo operate a workfore program:;
« Provide hardly ariy flexibity for porticipants of the workfare progrom:

s Makﬁmmcdﬂoaﬂorsh‘hecmds:ppomcws'oenhmcshemmofm
support to recover expenditures for AFDC;

» Authorizes verious demonsiration progroms for States;

e Authorizes 10 States to conduct demonstration programs whereby they would be able
to consolidate the federal funds for AFC, child welfare services. JOBS progrom, Foster
Care ond Adoptions Assistance and Social services block gront funds fo be used without
the cumrent federal protections. except that families inciuded in the waiver project cannof
have their benefils decreased below what they are receiving prior to the application for
waiver.

. %mmmmmmmnm’omeawkmﬁoamhm
which would increase the number of welfare/workfare burecucrals.

o Most of the severe Reogon AFDC cutbacks of 1981 remaoin in ploce.
SUMMARY

in summoary the bil would include two-parents forilles and force 90% of the AFDC popula-
tion into working for their AFDC benefifs free of chorge for the federal Stote and local
govemments. Workfare hos ciways hod the sole pupose of punishing the poor for being
poor. This bil would enhance the number of persons who will be punished for being poor.

v GoOOGlE
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TITLEI

CHILD SUPPORT AND ESTABLISHMENT OF PATERNITY

SECTION 101-Mandatory Income Withhold-
ing

Summary of the Section

This section provides that the employer of the
absent parent will automatically withhold the child

support portion of the wages, unless both parents

agree to an alternative arrangement or when States
find good cause to rely on an alternative arrange-
ment.

Redpien! Impact Statement

Unlike helping single-parent houscholds whose
absent parents receive above middle class income
in salaries and wages and do not want to pay child
support, this section will not drastically affect
those single-parent households whose absent par-
ent work at minimum wages and now pay court-
ordered child support in an amount which repre-
sents a significant amount of their wages.

Many of these low paid workers are the primary
wage easners for their second family. The courtsin
most States do not consider the fact that becanse
these low wage eamers do not have the money to
hire an attorney to fight the District Attorney, the
low wage earner pays more in child support.

Recommendation

Revise this section to limit the percentage of the
wages that can be withheld by taking into consid-
eration the absent parents current family expenses
and liabilities.

L ————— e ]
SECTION 102-Child Support Disregard
Summary of the Section

This section clarifies current law by specifying that
States shall disregard, for the purposes of deter-

mining cash aid benefits, the first $50 from any
child supportreceived by the family, so long as the
absent parent made the payments on time.

Recipient Impact Statement

Current law, as is now applied, punishes AFDC
children for the absent parent’s late payments.
Some current absent parents intentionally make
these payments late so the custodial parent will not”
receive the $50 disregard.

Recommendation -

Provide that the $50 disregard shall be paid to the
custodial pareat whenever a child support payment

for any month is received from the noncustodial
parent. .

L ]
SECTION 103-State Guidelines for Child Sup-
port Awards

Summary of the Section

‘This section provides that the States shall establish
guidclines for determination of child support lev-
¢ls by judges and State officials. These guidelines
will be reviewed and updated once every two years.

All current and new cases will be reviewed
establish child support payments based upon the
new levels. Both parents will receive a 30-day
notice stating that the child support levels are being
revised in accordance with the new guidelines.

Exceptions may be made to these guidelines on a
case by case basis.

Recipient Impact Statement .

This is a good policy for those one-parent head of
households whose absent parents eam wages ora

2 ).u.&t W
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salary above the middle class income and do not
pay their child support.

This policy is not 30 good for those absent parents
who eam money under the poverty level and are
ardered 10 pay a large percentage of the wages to
the District Attomey. Itis to be noted that the local
District Attorey receives a portion of all money
collected.

This section will allow upper class absent pareats
to hire an attomey to reduce the amount of child
support he or she will have to pay, whilealow wage

camer will generally not be represented by counsel
because he cannot afford attomey’s fees.

Finally, this section fails i establish a process ar
guidelines for Statés to establish. child support
responsibilities of absent parents.

_'Recommendation

This section should be revised to establish manda-
tory guidelines that the State shall follow in setting
child support payment guidelines. In part, these
guidelines should specify a maximum percentage
that could be ordered as child support against an
absent parent living at or below the povesty level or
living on a fixed income, workmen’s compensa-
tion or unemployment insurance benefits. :

.}
SECTION 111-Performance Standards for
Establishment of Paternity

.Summary of the Section

This section establishes performance standards for

States to establish paternity.
Reciplent Impact Statement None
Recommendations None

@ ‘
SECTION 112-Increased Federal Assistance
for Paternity Establishment

énmmnry of the Section

This section raises the federal matching rate t0 90%
(from 68% in fiscal year 1988) for State costs for
laboratory tests used to determine paternity.
Recipient Impact Statement None

Recomimendations Nonc

L .
SECTION 121- Requirement for Prompt State
Response

Summary of the Section

This section would require that the Secretary of
HHS establish a time limit in which a State must

| accept and respond to requests for assistance in

esiablishing and enforcing child support orders
from individuals and other States.

HHS must establish an advisory committee com-
posed of various State officials for input into these
regulations. This advisory committee shall hear
testimony and complaints from the public regard-
ing the child support program, administrative
problems and the speed of collections.

Recipient Impact

Like most welfare reform bills, this bill also ig-
novres the consumer, the parent receiving the child
support.

Although this section is designed to be responsive
to the consumers, the Secretary will not have con-
sumer representatives on the committee.

=2-
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Recommendation

This advisory committee should include an equal
number of representation from the consumers,
such as representation from local and stasewide
welfare rights organizations, the National Welfare
Rights Union, Legal Services, women’s groups,
erc,

]
SECTION122-Mandatory Automated Track-
ing and Monitoring System

Summary of the Section

This section requires the State to establish an
automated tracking system within 10 ycars of the
enactment of this section.

The federal government will pay 90% of the costs.
Recipient Impact Statement Noune.

Recommendations None

. "]
SECTION 123.Additions! Information Source

for Parent Locater Service
Summary of the Section

This section would authorize HHS to have access
towageinformation maintained by the Department
of Labor. This would include information regard-
ing the identity of individuals receiving Unem-

ployment Insurance Benefits.
Recipient Impact Statement None
Recommendations None

SECTION 1244-Use of Social Security Num-
bers to Identify Parents

Summary of the Section

‘This section mandates that States obtain the social
security numbers from both parents at the time of
the birth of the child. States would be allowed 10
waive this requirement for good cause.

Recipient Impact Statement None

Recommendations None

[ "
§ECI'ION 125-Commission on Interstate Child

Support
Summary of the Section

This section establishes a commission for the pur:
pose of bolding a national conference o discuss

reforming the child support system.
Reciplent Impact Statement None .
Recommendations None
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TITLEIT

JOB OPPORTUNITIES AND BASIC SKILLS (JOBS) PROGRAMS

—————— | couney is less than 4%. If the unemployment rate

SECTION 201- Establishment of the JOBS
program in All Political Subdivisions
Summary of the Section

‘This provision requires each State to submit a
plan to establish a JOBS program in all political
subdivisions of the State.

Not all political entities have the assets and re-
sources 10 operate a workfare program. Small
counties as well as counties with high unem-
ployment rates could operate such a program
only if the federal and State governments pour
money into the county to operate a wasteful
program. Once the county must pay areasonable
share of the operation expenses of the program,
it would be evident that operating such a pro-
gram is not feasible.

Those counties in California who have submit-
1ed a GAIN plan, stating that all persons will
become employed, turn around and apply foran
exemption for participating in the food stamp
employment and training program because the
county has no jobs.

Local entities will operate any program, so long.

as the money comes from Washington, even if
there are 100 clients and five job opportunities in
the county. :

Reci tati
Establish specific guidelines, such as, manda-

tory individual participation in the JOBS pro-
gram shall occur if the unemployment rate of the

of the county is greater than 4%, individual pastici-
pation in the JOBS program should be voluntary.

————— sm——
SECTION 201.(2)-Involving the Private Sector
in JOBS

Summary of the Section

invelve the private sector in the formulation of the
JOBS program 10 make sure that clients are being
trained for jobs that are available in the community.

Recipient Impact Statement
This section, like a previous section, ignores the

consumers of this program and their representa-
tives.

Tt assumes that the decision made by the private
sector employers are based on what is best for the
poor, and the poor should rely and depend upon the
private sector to do the “right thing”.

We believe that in order for the poor to become
independent, they must be involved in the plan-

.ning and designing of the plan. To rely on others 1o

make them independent merely breeds depend-
ency.

Recommendation
Mandate that States meaningfully and equally

involve the poor and their representatives in the
planning process and design of the JOBS program.
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SECTION 202(3)-State Welfare Agency fo
Administer the JOBS Program

Summary of the Provision

‘This section provides that the State welfare agency
shall operate the JOBS program.

Recipient Impact Statement

This provision is the major problem with the JOBS
Program. The Congress will require the State
welfare agency, which administered a jobs and
training program, to operate the JOBS program for
the poor.

When you have chest pains, you do not call your
lawyer, you rush to the hospital to see a doctor.

In this case, welfare recipients need training and
education. The agency that has beendoing this, and
continucs to do this, is the Employment and Train-
ing Agency of the Department of Labor. This bill
distinguishes between welfare recipients and all
other unemployed persons by placing them in a
different category for experimental purposes by
welfare/workfare officials. Welfare and workfare
officials have no experience in employment and
training services.

This problem has surfaced in the California
workfare program, when it designated the training
and education responsibility to the county welfare
department. During the first year of operation by
Fresno County, only 106 persons found employ-
ment with sufficient wages to make the families
sclf-sufficient. The State employment agency
found jobs for 789 persons during the fiscal yearof
1984-1985. It appears that the State employment
agency outperformed the State welfare agency by
over 700%; yet, Congress still tries to transfer the
administration of the JOBS program to the welfare
agency.

-§-

SECTION 201.(4)-Maintenance of FISCAL
Efforts By States

Summary of the Provision

States will not be allowed 1o use JOBS money to
replace State funds that were used for workfare
programs during fiscal year 1986.

Recipient Impact Statement

None

Recommendation

None

SECTION 201(5)-All Nonexempt Persons Re-
quired to Participate

Summary of the Provision

This provision provides that all mandatory partici-
pants shall be required to participate in the JOBS
program, unless they do not have child care. Any
person receiving cash aid may volunteer to partici-
pate. Moreover, States may allow, or require un-
employed absent parents to participate in the JOBS
program. )

Recipient Impact Statement

The provision would force women who donot have
adequate child care arrangements, to participate in
the JOBS program. The provision does not contain
sufficient protection insuring available child care
when the participant receives a job offer.

This provision leaves the door wide open for State
welfare officials to abuse poor women by requiring
212 year old child to supervise a 6 year old sibling.
This very problem is now occuring in  Yuba
County, California. This provision contains noth-
ing to prevent the situation whereby the mother is
forced to go to workfare and leave her children

(" .
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without any supervision, only to come home and
find that the children have been removed from the
home by Child Protection Services, another armof
the welfare depantment. This happened in San
Diego, Califomnia.

While child care is not mandatory, it is only pro-
vided if the State agency can be shown that the
parent needs child care arrangements.

We are contemptuous of the practice of forcing
parents to become slaves to the federal, State or
local government because they are poor or cannot
find jobs with wages high enough to support their
families in meconomylhnnwdntlemGornm
percent unemployment.

Recommendation

Mandate that a “‘centificate of a child care slot™ ata
designated child care center is to be made available
10 any person who participates in the program
hcfore the recipient is required to participate in the
program. When the participant has a certificate of
achildcare slot ata designmated child carte center,
andis offered a job, he or she will not have torefuse
to accept the job due to Jack of child care and then
turn around and look for work again.

SECTION 201(6)-Exemptions
Summary of the Provision

This provision contains most of the current exemp-
tions. It also includes the categories of mandatory
participants which includes custodial parents with:
a. children overthe age of three(3) years
to be mandatory participants; and

b. children over the age of 1 1o 3 to be
mandatory participants at the option of
the State welfare agency.

Recipient Impact Statement

This provision fails to set forth how individuals
would be allowed to establish these exemptions?

‘What type of proof will they have to provide?

State agencies now require thatan ill recipient will
have to participate in the program, unless a state-
ment from a doctor, stating that they are too ill to
participate in the program, can be produced. Many
clients cannot find a doctor who will take medicaid
padents. Thus, they have to continue to slave for
the federal, State and local government, even when
they are ill.

This provision would also require & person who
works less than 30 hours = week to quit his or her
job and provide free labor for the federal, State and
local government. The fact that some part-time
jobs turn into full time jobs should be considered
and it should be the clients’ option rather than the
welfare/workfare workers® option to leave a pant
time job to participate in the JOBS program.

Mothers, who are breast feeding their children will
be forced to leave their children 1o provide free
labor to federal, State and local government.

‘While foster children in America will have “par-
ents” 1o guide themthrough their tender years, poor
children will have their parents snatched away
from them and marched to the workfare program to
provide free labor to federal, Smeandlocalguv—
emmental entities.

Recommendation

Limit mandatory participation to recipients who
have been on aid for more than six years and have
achild over 12 years old. These are the long term
recipiénts who should be mandatory participantsof
a program designed to help people get off welfare.

Pu'sons woukmg part-time should be exempted
from the program, unless they volunteer to partici-
pate in the JOBS program.

! Al participants shall be asked in writing whether

-
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ornot they meet any of the exemptions of the JOBS
program. If they indicate or claim such an exemp-
tion, then such exemption shali be granted, unless
the State has clear and convincing evidence to the
contrary.

L —————————— ——————————e ]
SECTION 201(7)-Requiring Both Parents to
Participate in JOBS

Summary of the Provision
Suates would have the option of requiring both

the welfare/workfare official makes a suggestion,
most recipieats go along with the suggestion for
fear of losing their cash aid.

Recommendation
This provisiont should provide that such parent
shall be informed that they do not have to partici-

pate in the JOBS program unless they choose to do
$0 in writing.

parents to participate in the JOBS program, if child
care is assured.

Recipient Impact Statement

Wehave already commented on the faisc availabil-
ity of child care and how State welfare agencies are
not interested in insuring that children receive
adequate care; rather, State welfare agencies are
only concemed about reducing the welfare
cascload, regardless of the costs.

Recommendation

The States should not have the option to require
that both parents participate in the JOBS program.
The option should be given to the parents since they
are capable of making such decisions.

]
SECTION 201(8)- Encouraging Both Parents
of a Two-Parent Family With a Child Under Six
Years to Participate in the JOBS Program

Summary of the Provision

This provision would allow States to encourage
both parents of a two-parent family with a child
under the age of six years to participate in the JOBS
program.

Recipient Impact Statement

Encouragement is no different from requiring both
parents io participate in the JOBS program. When

o7-

SECTION 201(9) Seif Initiated Education or
Training

_ | Summary of the Section

Anindividuai who currently attends “an approved”
school or training program, may continue in such
program and may be eligible to reccive only child
care expenses.

Recipient Impact Statement

This section provides that if the State welfare/
workfare officials approve the individual’s self-
initiated education or training program, then the
individual would be allowed w0 complete that
education or taining. However, if the welfare/
workfare officials do not approve of the education/
training already started by the individual, then the
individual will have 1o quit the education or train-
ing that he or she has begun, after making a finan-
cialinvestmentor borrowing money, and be forced
to provide free labor to the federal, State and local
goveramental entities.

Clearly, this section robs poor people of their
atiempts to independently try to become self-suffi-
cient and it clearly tells welfare recipients to be
totally dependeat upon your welfare/workfare
worker or lose the welfare benefits. This section
exposes what this bill is really about- power to the
workfare workers and make the poor completely
dependent upon government.
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Recommendation
Change the current language to read:

“An individual who is attending an
accredited post-secondary institu-
tion or a training program shall be
deemed to be satisfactorily partici-
pating in the JOBS program with-
out being required to anend any of
the JOBS components.”

SECTION 201(10) Initial Assessment
Summary of the Provision

During the initial assessment, States are required to
review the individuals® education and skills and
may develop an employability plan which shall
reflect the preference of the participant, “to the
extent possible.”

States have an option of entering into a contract
with participants which will state the obligations
of both the participant and the State under the pro-
gram. .

Reciplent Impact Statement

These assessments are ways to produce jobs for
workfare bureaucrats by using poor women and
their children. Panicipants have no meaningfull
participation in these assessments or the develop-
ment of the “adhesive contacts”.

Ricommdatio_n None

. ______

SECTION 201(11) The Adhesive Workfare
Contact

Summary of the Provision

This provision allows the State welfare agency to
“require each participant in the JOBS program to

negotiate a contract with the State agency” that sets
forth the participant’s and State's obligation.

Clients also have a right to a fair hearing, if they
disagree with the contract.

Recipient Impact Statement

The language of the statute makes it clear that
“recipients are required to negotiate a contract”.
How can negotiation be mandatory? You cannot
force people to negotiate.

In California, clients are not allowed to either
complete their own contract or to specify what
choices they desire. Rather, the workfare worker
completes the contract and the client is told “sign it
orelsc. " The county welfare department neverfills
out welfare applications for clients, but they can't
wait to complete the workfare contract. And the
reason is—the person who completes the form has
control over what goes into the form,

Recommendation

We belicve that the bill should climinate this phony
contract and admit the truth—that poor people in
America will be treated like third class citizens.
They will be told what to do, when and how to do
it, under the false and dishonest guise of making the
poor “self-sufficient” with an “adhesive contract.”

‘The State agency shall assess the participant. The
out-come of the assessment, the name of the local
legal and welfare rights office, the availability of
the various types of supportive services, including
a recommended component for participation shall
be mailed to the participant. The participant shall
have the right to select either the recommended
component or one of his or her choice and the right
torequest the services the clientbelievesis nceded.
The component selected by the recipient shall be
decmed to be appropriate, unless there is clear and
convincing evidence that the component selected
by the participant is inappropriate.

This would insure that clients would be

8-
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empowered 1o select a reasonable component and
ask for supportive services, without having the
workfare bureaucrat breathing down their neck and
telling thern what they should write on the form,
which is a common practice within the welfare
system.

CCWRO has published a proposed "Welfare Re-
form Bill", This bill has specific language which
contains all the necessary protections that clients
needed for a agency-client agreement, With that
language this alleged agreement will be another
cruel joke upon the needy of America.

M
SECTION 201(12)-State Option to Give a -
Cllent 3 Case Manager

Summary of the Provision

This provision would give the State welfare agency
the option of assigning each paricipant a case
manager.

Recipient Impact Statement- None

Recommendation- None

B e ————————————————— ]
SECTION 201(13)-Range of Services
Summary of the Provision

This provision provides that the State “may”™ pro-
vide a broad range of services available to JOBS
parniicipants. These services include education,
training, workfare, work supplementation, and job
scarch services.

Recipient Impact Statement

This section allows the State welfare agency to
limit this so-called education and training program
to job search and workfare for the rest of the
recipients life.

any training or educational services to all clients.
Recommendation

The State agency shall have a full range of services
before they are allowed to operate the JOBS pro-
gram and the clients shall be allowed 1o select from
that full range of options.

There should also be a prohibition against recy-
cling clients through the same components over
and over again.

e ——————————— .
SECTION 201(14)-JOBS Requirements for
Mothers Under the Age of 21 Years-

Summary of the Provision

A parent who is under the age of 21 and has not
completed high school, and who is not otherwise
exempt, shall be required to participate in:

* high-school training;
+ remedial literacy training; or

ESL.

If the State decides that education is not necessary,
they may enroll such person in other JOBS compo-
nents, such as workfare, job search, etc, in licu of
education.

Redpienl‘lmp-d Statement

This section is unnecessary. It must have been
placedhere tomislead the publicinto believing that
women under the age of 21 years old will be
entitled w0 educational services, which is not

arc not entitled to any educational

The provision provides that if the State welfare
agency finds that education is not necessary, then

There is no requirement that State agency provide

they shall be earolled in other JOBS components.
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In a meeting with the California State welfare
agency, we were informed that, in the agency’s
opinion, it is not necessary speak English in order
o find work in America.

With people like this running the JOBS program’

we can assure the authors of this bill that welfare
mothers under the age of 2] years old will not get
an education.

Recommendation:

This section is unnecessary if it is to siay permis-
sive. The State already has the option of providing
education in Section 201(13). If this section is to
remain for honest purposes, thea it should state that
any person receiving cash sid under the age of 21
years oid, who docs not have a high school
diploma, shall (notmay) be required to attend high
school, until they secure a high school diploma.

]
SECTION 201(15)-Component Assignment
Summary of the Provision

This provision provides that in deciding which
component the participant shall be assigned, the
State agency shall consider the participants health,
physical capacity, skills, experience, place of resi-
dence and family responsibility. The participant
shall not be forced to stay overnight at a job site in
order to participate in a compoaent.

Redpient Impact Statement

All of this rhetoric sounds appealing. However,
this section does not give the clientthe right tostate
whether he or she does or does not want to partici-
pate in a given component. Rather, the State

agency may take the client’s reasons into consid-
eration in making a final determination.

Recommendation

Allow the client 10 select the component in which

they want to' panticipatc and abolish all of this
unnecessary rhetoric about protecting clients.

Letpoor people protectthemselves withoutrelying
on the State bureaucrats. The authors of this bill
would be surprised to discover what poor people
can accomplish with a helping hand and without
the preconceived notion that all poor people are
ignorant.

SECTION 201(16)-Right to a Fair Hearing
Summary of the Provision

’l‘hisﬁctionpmvidenhatdemcwelfanagmcy
shall allow client 1o file for a fair hearing.

Recipient Impact Statement

It takes a law to give poor people what all other
people of America have— Due Process of the Law.

Recommendation None

]
SECTION 416(g)-Workfare
Summary of the Provision

‘This section allows State welfare agencies to
operate a workfare program, also known as *‘com-

joy of Ronald Reagan and the right wing of the
Republican Party and now adopted and promoted
by most all Democrats.

The participation of the indivudal in the workfare
program can go on forever. The States may, butnot
mandated to, take into consideration the partici-
pants’ prior training, expericnce and skills.
Participants will have to work for minimum wage,
lesschild support payments. Workfare participants
are not suppose to displace paid workers.

Subsection 416(g)(a)(1)(D) makes sure that none

D -10-
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of these protections would apply if a State wants to
operate a workfare program that violates any of the
protections in this bill,

Recommendation

We oppose involuntary servitude, even if it is
coated with gold. However, we see no problem in

a recipient wanting to volunteer in a workfare.

program, as long as it is limited to as long as the
participant wants to be in the program.

If this section is not repealed, then mandatory
CWEP should be limited to three (3) months,
whichis similar to the San Diego County Workfare
program, which has been labeled to be a successful
program.

L]
SECTION 416(h)(1) and (2)-job Search
Summary of the provision

This section allows States to require an eight (8)-
week job search requircment for applicants and
recipients during any twelve (12) consecutive
months.

Recipient Impact Statement

‘This provision ignores the fact that there may be no

jobs in the community in which the client is re- -

quired 10 do jobsearch. We feel this is another way
to harass poor people.

We have witnessed poor women speading their
childrens’ food money (and the children go hun-
gry) to look for non-existent jobs in fear of losing
their AFDC benefits.

Futile efforts in job search benefits only the
workfare bureaucrats in that they have a reason to
get a monthly paycheck from the welfare depan-
ment. It harms the children of the family, because
their single parent has less time to spend with them
on school work, and less money in which to buy
food.

Recommendation

Job search should be limited to three (3) weeks with
advance payment for transportation expenses in
localities that have less than 4% unemployment. In
all other Jocalities job search should be voluntary,

D ———————ee .
SECTION 416(h)-Sanctions
Summary of the Provision

Individuals who are required to participate in the
JOBS program, and who fail to do s0 without good
cause, shall be subject to the following fiscal sanc-
tions;

SINGLE PARENT FAMILIES

* In singie parent famifies, the individual’s needs
shall not be taken into account in calculating the
cash aid benefits and the remainder of the grant
shall, where feasible, be paid to a substitute payee.

* After the first instance of non-cooperation, the
penalty shall be imposed until such time as the
individual cooperates.

-Aftumeseemdimunee.'thepmmyshnnbe
imposed until the individual cooperates or for three
months, whichever is Jonger.

* In subscquent instances, the penalty shall be
imposed until the individual cooperates or for six
months, whichever is longer. '

TWO PARENT FAMILIES

* In two-parent families, when the principal earner
fails to cooperate, the entire family will become
ineligible for cash aid.

*  After the first instance of non-cooperation, the
penalty shall be imposed until such time as the

* After the second instance, the penalty shall be
imposed until the principal eamer cooperates or for
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three months, whichever is longer.

« After subsequent instances, the penalty shall be
imposed until the principal eamer cooperates or for
six months, whichever is longer.

Recipient Impact Statement

This is what the JOBS program is all about: sanc-
tions, sanctions and more sanctions.

How can one explain to his/her children that they
cannot eat and they have to live in the streets
because daddy or mommy was late to a workfare
assignment.  S/he begs to return to his/her work
program assgnment, but the workfare law says she
has 10 be punighed this way for three months or in
many cases, Six months.

Why punish the children for what their parents
have done. Americans are not callous, they do not
enjoy seeing children suffer. The message being
sent through this bill is, “We do not care what
happens to poor children”.

Recommendation

It is barbaric to deny food and shelter to poor
children in order to punish the parents. Such
barbarism has no place in a civilized nation, unless
the authors of this bill do not believe that America
is a civilized nation, which is the current view of
many welfare recipients today.

If Congress feels compelled to punish someone,
then they should only punish the parent who
committed the actof non-cooperation and leave the
children alone.

The parent should be taken out of the grant until
they agree to cooperate. Once they agree to coop-
eme,theyshouldbenglnhlckmmemt.m
would also simplify the system.

SECTION 402-Payments of Child Care, Trans-
portation, and Other Work Related Expenses

Summary of the Section

This section provides that the State agency can
decide what child care services will be svailable 1o
the recipient, when and how he/she shall receive it.

Recipient Impact Statement

The recipieat will have zero rights in determining
anything concerning child care arrangements for
his or her child. And if they interfere with the
States’ right to make it’s decision about child care,
then the recipient will be found not to be cooperat-
ing with the JOBS program and fiscal sanctions
will be imposed against the family. The recipientis
totally dependent upon the State.

Recommendation

No welfare worker nor anyone else should tell a
parent what type of child care their child should
receive. Welfare recipients are not the personal
property of the welfare/workfare burcaucrat.

Applicants.and recipients shall have the right to
select the type of child care they wish for their
children and they shall only be required to partici-
pate if they have verifiable child care in case they
get a full time job.

No participant shall use his or her cash aid to meet
the expenses of the JOBS program. The State
agency shall issue advance payments of child care
and transportation, unless the participant know-
ingly and willingly waives his or her right to such
advance payments.

SECTION 403- Federal Matching Rate

Summary of the Section

This section provides that the federal government
will appropriate $140 million doilars to States and
States would have to provide the first 10%. Once a
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State has used up its share of the $140 million, the
federal government woyld then provide 60% of
additional money spent by State governments for
workfare.

The federal government would provide a 50%
match of the administrative costs.

Federal matching for child care expenses will be
limited to $160 per child. .

Recipient Impact Statement
We belicve that $160 a child is very low.

We believe that States should aot be allowed to
receive any federal funds unless they are account-
abie and that they use that money to find jobs for
poor people, rather than using the money solely for
the purposes of creating jobs for welfare/workfare
bureaucrats.

Recommendation

States shall receive matching funds only if they
find jobs for participants. If they fail to find jobs for
participants, then they should receive no money.
As this bill would impose severe financial sanc-
tions against poor persons and innocent children,
because the parent failed 1o do what they were
supposed to do, Statc agencies should also be
equally punished for failing to do their job.

We realize that the bill does not specify what the
States responsibilities are, which can be a problem
inholding States accountable. We hope the authors
can determisie the States responsibilities and im-
pose equal sanctions against them,

SECTION 203-Repesl of the WIN Program -
Summary of the Section

Recipient Impact Statement
This section would repeal the WIN program.

We neverthought we would be sad 1 see the WIN
program go, but the WIN program is a jewel
compared to the mean-spirited JOBS program and
all of the other workfare proposals before Congress
to date.

Maintgin the WIN program.

SECTION 204-Regulations; Performance
Standards and Studies

Summary of the Section

This section provides that the Secretary of HHS
shall promulgate proposed regulations implement-
ing the JOBS program within six (6) months and
have the final regulation within one year.

Italso provides for the formulation of performance
standards with the input of State officials.

Finally, it provides that HHS should conduct stud-
ies to see how the program is working.

Recipient Impact Statement

Again, poor people are not meaningfully involved
in the development of performance standards of a
program that is allegedly being created to serve the
poor and not the State welfare/workfare officials.

The studies will not research what happens to the
sanctioned children or the number of people who
found jobs directly as aresultof the JOBS program.
The bill does not address the hard wruth—this is a
punitive program, not designed to help poor
people.

Recommendation

If the purpose of this program is to help people,
then studies should clearly show how many people
found jobs and which program components were
the most and least effective in the welfare system.
The studies should show how much money was _
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speaton the program. Moreover, the studies should
involve the poor and their representatives in the
planning and design of the program performance
standards.

_
SECTION 20S-Effective Date

Summary of the Section

This section provides that, generally the provisions
of Title II shall be effective October, 1989, but the
JOBS program can go into éffect earlier,
Recipient Impact Statement

‘While workfare goes into effect right away, States
can delay the implementation of the other positive
feartures of this bill.

Recommendation

The complete package should go into effect simul-
taneously.

«14-
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TITLE III

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE
b

SR —_ ]
SECTION 301 and 302-Extended Eligibility for
Child Care and Medical Assistance

Summary of the Provision

This section provides that a family can receive nine
(9) months of child care and medical assistance, if
they were on cash aid within three (3) of the
proceeding six (6) months.

The child care services will be available 10 the
extent that the State welfare agency determines it to
be reasonably necessary for the recipients coatinu-
ing employment.

It also requires that the family contribute to the cost
of transitional child care on a stiding scale system.

Recipient Impact Statement

‘What happens after nine months? Once child carc
and medical assistance stops, the recipient would,
most probably, be forced to quit the job. Employ-
ers would complain o their Congresspersons and
Senators that although they gave a welfare recipi-
ent a job, the recipient didn’t really want the job.

-

Moreover, most recipients would not receive any
transitional child care services. In order to receive
child care, a recipieat must meet the vague test of
“needing child care that the State welfare agency
determines to be reasonably necessary for his or
her employment.”

With the sliding scale system, States can charge
exactly what a private day care charges.

Recommendation

It is not fair to give people hope only to give them
her di L -

Transitional child care should be provided as long
as the person States that he or she needs it or
subsidized child care becomes available, which-
ever is easlier. Such statement of need should be
accepied as true, unless the State welfare agency
has clear and coavincing evidence that the recipi-
ent does not need the child care services.

A sliding scale fec arrangement should be devel-
oped by the federal government and should not
exceed 5% of the client’s net camings.

PR
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TITLE IV

FAMILY LIVING ARRANGEMENT

—

aaae
SECTION 401- Households Headed by Minor
Parents.

Summary of the Section

This section provides that any minor parent (ynder
the age of 18) who has never mamied and who is
eligible for cash aid may receive such cash aid only
when living with a parent, legal guardian or other
adult gelative,

This provision does not apply to those minors who
do not have any living parent or legal guardian, or
the parent/legal guardian will not allow such minor
parent 1o live'in their home, or the minor child has
lived away from atleastone year priorto having the
child.

If such minor parent has not finished high school,
States may require such minor parents to gotohigh
school as a condition of eligibility, unless the minor
does not have child care.

Recipient Impact Statement

Thisis another attempt by Congress to impose their
‘moral value jud gments upon the poor people of this
Country.

However, poor people are used to being pushed
around and this could have much been much worse.

None

Section 402-Two Parent Family-SUPPORT
Summary of the Section

This section provides that all two parent families
shall receive cash aid. Under current law, not all
States provide aid to two-parent families.

Recipient Impact Statement

This is a provision that has already been in confer-
ence on two or three occasions before and it was
defeated by the Senate, because Senator Long
hated poor two-parent families.

Now with Senator Russel Long gone and the
Democrats in control of the Senate, there is no
reason to enact a mean-spirited workfare program
in retum for aid to two-parent families.
Recommendation

None.

-16-
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TITLEV
BENEFIT IMPROVEMENT

L "~
SECTION 501- Periodic Re-evaluation of Need
and Payment Standards

Summary of the Section

This section provides that States shall review their
benefit levels at least once every five years and
send a report to HHS,

Recipient impact Statement
Currently HHS publishes a report each year setting
forth the amount that each State pays.

What is really needed humane benefit levels of
cash aid payments for families with children in
America. The current level of cash aid payments
are disgraceful for a civilized nation.

The following states pay the following amounts for
an adult and three children:

17-

Arkansas $224
Louisiana $234.
Missisippi  $144
Puerto Rico $104
Tennessee  $186
Texas $221%
Recommendation

The costof living is about the same throughont this
couatry. There is no reason to have a national
program providing assistance to families and hav-
ing paymeat so ridicously Jow.

This bill should be amended 10 mandate that fami-
Les be provided with at least 75% of the poverty
levelin benfit payments if they are required 1o work
for their benefits. Cas aid payments at this rate isan
insult, even though it is better than nothing. True
reform would address this problem with action, not
symbolic reports that do nothing.

-
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TITLE VI

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
" —

SECTION 601 et.seq.
Summary of the Section

‘This title authorizes several State demonstration
projects to operate various types of programs,

Recipient Impact Statement

We oppose all demonstration programs in which
the poor and their representatives do not have
meaningful participation in the planning and de-
signing stages. Most of these programs are at-
tempts 1o satisfy the intellectusl needs of some
academics in America by using poor people as
guinea pigs. '

Recommendation
Only demonstration programs developed jointly

with the poor and their representatives should be
implemented. .

-18-
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TITLE VII

WAIVER AUTHORITY
L "

SE——
SECTION 801
Summary of the Section

This section authorizes HHS to grant 10 dem-
onstration programs wherein States are free to
do whatever they want.

Recipients Impact Statement

We oppose all demonstration programs when
the poor do nothave meaningful panicipation
in the planning and designing the program.
These programs will authorize the States to
operate programs that will disregard all cuor-
rent statutory and regulatory protections now
available to recipients. They can easily tam
these programs into facsimiles of the current
general assistance(GA)/genenal relief (GR)
programs operated by States and localities.

Although the statute provides that current re-
cipients will not experience reductions in aid
payments, the waiver authority makes avail-

39

able a thousand and one opportuttities to impose eli-
gibility requirements that will reduce the overall
caseload and deny aid to the truly needy while still
maintaining the current level of benefits for those
who survive. These tactics have been utilized in
general assistance programs throughéut the Coun-
try. In Califomia, courts have ordered increased
benefitlevels; yetthe total amount of funds spenton
general assistance did not rise. Perversely, the GA/
GR budgets in those counties decreased as the
counties adopted innovative means to deny aid to
the truly needy; adding thousands of single indi-
viduals dnd childiess coupies o the sver growing
homeless population of America.

Recommendation

We have no objections to HHS issuing waivers to
States to operate programs that will increase the
rights of the poor, not reduce the rights of the poor.
If these programs are truly designed to benefit the
poor, then they should be designed by law to in-
crease their current rights and benefits.
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AN ANALYSIS FROM THE PERSPECTIVE

OF THE POOR

ABOUT THIS PUBLICATION

& CCWRO

CCWRO is a non-profit organization representing welfare recipient organizations throughout
the State of California.

CCWRO publishes a monhtly publication calied the Califomia Workiare Reporter”. CCWRQC

has also published case analysis of families who were victimized by the workfare and weltare
prograrn operators. )

The recipient impact statements of H.R. 1720 is a product of intense discussions with weltare
advocates who, combined, represent centuries ol experience in workfare programs.

Legal analysis was done by Grace Galligher, Attorney at Law.

The primary author of the report was Kevin Aslanian, who has been actively involved in wel{are
rights advocacy for over 15 years. He is also a former recipient of weliare benefit,

CCWRO wishes to express ils appreciation 1o all persons who participated in this project and
to those who will read this analysis.-

Cioalition of Califomis Welfare Rights Organisations,
1900 "K" Street, Scite 203, Sscramento, CA 95814- 9164422901
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