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ADD ONE - MEDIA ADVISORY 


BACKGROUND: 


In his "State of the County Address" last January, Chairman 


Williams praised the County's GAIN program (Greater Avenues for 


Independence) as a program which has received nationwide attention 


and been adopted by the state and federal governments. " 


"The Gain program is a model for including people who 


otherwise would continue to be excluded from full participation in 


our society," said Williams. "Through its education, job search and 


job training components and the crucial support services such as 


childcare and transportation, it provides a breakthrough path 


leading people towards self-sufficiency." 


Williams added that it also is a model program in terms of 


coorperative arrangements among agencies to address issues that 


cannot be resolved by any one group alone. 


San Diego County is a recognized leader in the development of 


welfare reform work programs since 1979. In announcing the hearing, 


Subcommittee Chairman Downey said, "The State of California and the 


City [sic - it is a County program] of San Diego have been leaders 


in welfare reform, particularly in the design of work programs for 


welfare recipients." 


- MORE -







ADD TWO - MEDI A ADVISORY 


National demonstration projects in San Diego County include: 


Food Stamp Workfare Project, Employment Preparation Program, 


Saturation Work Initiative Model, GAIN: Greater Avenues for 


Independence, and JOBS: Job Opportunities and Basic Skills. 
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CALIFORNIA FAMILY SUPPORT COUNCIL 
Post Office Box 19701 


Sacramento, California 95819 


March 23, 1990 


Subcommittee on Human Resources 
Committee on Ways and Means 
U. S. House of Representatives 


RE: Expected Effects of the Child Support 
Enforcement Amendments Contained in the 
Family Support Act of 1988 


Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee: 


I am providing the enclosed written statement in 
the capacity of the President of the California 
Family Support Council, a professional, non-profit 
organization, made up of individuals at the state 
and local level whose job it is to prove parentage 
and enforce support. 


The Child Support Amendments incorporated in 
Public Law 100-485, amending Title IV of the 
Social Security Act was to help families avoid 
long-term welfare dependence and to assure that 
the overall program would be more effective. 


Some of the Child Support provisions will change 
the "mission" of this program dramatically (review 
and reduction of child support awards) . Issues 
dealing with improved efficiency (prompt 
distribution-including $50.00 disregard amounts) 
will result in a much more costly program with 
little benefit to the fammilies. 


It is sincerely hoped that your Committee and 
Congress will immediately consider our concerns 
and take the necessary and appropria action( s) 
to obtain true welfare- eform. 


cc: Robert J. Leonard, Chief Counsel, Committee on Ways & Means 


Richard Darman, Di r ector, Office of Management & Budget 


Joseph Humphreys, Senate Finance Committee 


Linda McMahon, Director, Dept. of Social Services 
State of California 


Members of the Executive Council, California Family 
Support Council 







Name: Stephen H. Kennedy, President 
California Family Support Council 
Post Office Box 19701 
Sacramento, CA ·95819 (Telephone: 707/442-6243} 


Summary of Comments and Recommendations: 


Section 102. Disregard Applicable to Timely Child Support Payments 
(42 usc 602 & 657): 


Revise the assignment of support rights to allow current support 
to be passed directly to the AFDC families. Will elimin~te time 
delays; notification process under Section 104 and would lower 
IV-D processing costs. 


Section 101 - Immediate Income Withholding 


Need to find means of obtaining wages from the self-employed . 
Research money/project needs to be allocated . 


Section 103 . State Guidelines - Modification (Review & Reduction) 
Child Support Awards 


Needs to be amended immediately-Section 466(a)(1}(A) through (C) 
of the Family Support Act of 1988. 


Section 129 . Collection and Reporting of Child Support 
Enforcement data will result in costly over-measurment of the program 
--unnecessary activity measurements. 


Summary : 


Removing the Child Support Enforcement Program out of the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services and into another Federal office 
may result in a better national program. 
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Section 102. Disregard Applicable to Timely Child Support 
Payments (42 USC 602 & 657): 
The Family Support Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-485 - H.R. 1720) 
has totally ignored the "costs" associated with the 
implementation of mandates that are contrary to proper and basic 
accounting and money distribution principles. The cost(s) 
associated with the recording and distributing of monies 
collected for child support exceeds or approaches most other 
major functional costs of the Child Support Enforcement 
Program./1 


Federal policy makers, through regulatory action, have demanded 
that child support agencies ignore basic "system" or even 
reasonable accounting procedures concerning posting of monies 
received. We are being asked to determine, on an individual 
check-receipting basis, the date of collection, which determines 
how amounts collected must be distributed rather than the "date 
of receipt," as Congress stated under Section 102, Public Law 
100-485. 


'l'he Department of Health and Human Services, by means of their 
regulatory rule-making, has interpreted "date of receipt" as 
"date of collection". What this does is negate the usefulness of 
any automated collection-distribution system. l-lanual override 
methods are currently being utilized, even with the most advanced 
state-of-the-art accounting-distribution system, due to the 
requirement of posting payments based on a "collection date" 
rather than a "receipt date". 


Congress enacted the "Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 
1984" which included a $50.00 disregard provision (the first $50 
of any current monthly collection on an AFDC case would be 
distributed to the family in addition to the AFDC grant), which 
requires AFDC collections to be handled in a specialized manner. 
This provision has resulted in numerous lawsuits filed by 
welfare-rights organizations, due to issues such as the date of 
collection vs. receipt; past-due amounts not applying and 
assignment of support rights (current and arrears)/2 


/l Costs of the financial distribution process is higher than the 
enforcement function in the states of Virginia, · Pennsylvania, 
Michigan, Iowa and Illinois. The state of . New York's expenditure 
for the financial distribution function was $20,498,826 compared 
with $22,459,394 for all of the enforcement function. ('l'able 25-
12th Annual Report to Congress, U.S. Dept. of Health and Human 
Services) . Note: The state of Virginia hits been under a court 
order to distribute collections, including the $50 disregard 
within the timeframe (15 days) now required by Section 302.32(f) 
of the Code of Federal regulations. 


The Office of Child Support, Family Support Administration, 
believes that all states can meet this requirement: " ..• without 
difficulty through management commitment and an appropriate 
allocation of resources to the task." 


The state of Virginia has shifted l/2 their total expenditures of 
all activity towards this "task". 


/ 2 Litigation Report of Sept., 1987 reported out of 10 current 
class action lawsuits, 7 were is!>ues concerning the disregard 
provision: Agee vs. Coler (IL); Beasley vs. Harris (CT); Berg vs. 
Gardebring (MN); Luyando vs. Dowen (NY); Todd vs. Regan ( IA); 
Vanscotter vs. Bowen (\'lA); Wilcox vs. Petit (ME) 







The Department of Health and Human Services, Family Support 
Administration has reacted to these class-action lawsuits by 
regulatory changes--resulting in a current system of child 
support distribution that is and will continue to be costly, due 
to the accounting problems (constant adjustments-manual overrides 
required) for the required $50.00 disregard program. 


Public Law 100-485 (The Family Support Act of 1988) provided for 
over sixty-four million dollars ($64,500,000) to be spent on 
studies/demonstration projects and reports--and not a single cent 
was allocated for studying the problems relating to the $50.00 
disregard program. Failure of Congress to find a solution to the 
$50.00 disregard accounting-distribution problem will insure that 
costs of the Child Support Enforcement Ptogram in the functional 
area of financial d i stribution to continue to be high. 


Implementation of Section 101 - Immediate Income Withholding will 
exacerbate the distribution problem due to current regulations 
addressing the "date of collection" issue for disregard purposes. 
It will be necessary to simplify and streamline the distribution 
process prior to the mandate of requiring immediate wage 
withholding on all orders beginning in 1994. An automated system 
will help, bu~under the current "disregard" and "date of 
collection" process, even an automated system will be one 
operated on the "exception" basis. Congress has not considered 
other improvements that are necessary for this program--no money 
was allocated to research methods of collecting from the self
employed. The mandated wage withholding process will result in 
more obligors finding methods of getting paid as self-employed 
contractors and working "under-the-table" may increase. Congress 
needs to research methods that will place the self-employed and 
the employee who gets unreported wages in a similar wage 
withholding situation. 


Section 104 - Timing of Notice of Support Payment Collections: 
This provision sought to allow recipients of aid to knm-1 when and 
how much monies in support payments had been received by an 
agency and applied against a current or past grant amount(s). 
Congress' intent was to allow individuals to see 1 what monetary 
resources would be available to them to help them get off the 
welfare rolls. Current regulatory audit rulings include a notice 
that is provided when -0- amounts are collected . This is counter 
to Congress' specific language and intent and only adds costs to 
the program. 


Section 122 Requirements of Prompt State Distribution of 
Amounts Collected as Child Support, resulted in final regulations 
that will only attract new welfare-rights class-action lawsuits. 
The problem that Congress and the Department of Health and Human 
Services cannot understand is why agencies have such a difficult 
time with distriibution. To solve it, why not just put out 
specific regulations that monies have to be distributed 
(including disregard payments) within a short time period? 
Representatives from the Department of Health and Human Services 
have failed to provide information to Congress as to · the 
complexity of distribution of welfare-related child support 
collections. 


Non-welfare-related distribution is simple, but due to the 
assignment of all current and past-due child support for welfare
related cases and the disregard process, a very 
complexdistribution system has evolved that needs to be revised. 
An elimination of part of the assignment provision (current or 
type of payments processed) would help simplify the distribution 
process. Families on welfare would receive payments on a much 
more timely basi s and automated systems could reduce grant 
amounts based on such current collection amounts. The result i ng 







loss to taxpayers would be minimized based upon reduced grant 
amounts. 


Another suggestioh is to perform a cost analysis of the current 
disregard program (administrative costs, both IV-A and IV-D, and 
the lost revenue) and compare such costs to that of increasing 
grants in the like amounts. 


Testimony (H.R. 1720) by personnel from the Department of Health 
and Human Services provided no insight into the complex 
distribution problems associated with the $50.00 disregard 
program. Department of Health and Human Services personnel 
continued to be negative about the current funding mechanisms and 
State representatives spent most of their time defending their 
programs and sharing with the House Committee problems associated 
with obtaining Federal approval of automated systems. 
Representatives from the Office of Child Support Enforcement, 
Department of Health and Human Services have become obsessed with 
the funding scheme that Congress enacted in 1975 (Public Law 93-
647) and have successfully convinced Congress to lower the 
Federal Financial Participation from 75% down to 66%. The 
representatives from the Department of Health and Human Services 
also provided very little input to Congressional policy-makers as 
to the impact of additional services placed on the Child Support 
Enforcement Program, e.g., review and modifications (downward and 
upward) of court-ordered amounts. (Section 103(c)) 


Section 103. State Guidelines for Child Support Award Amounts -
Requirements for Review of Individual Awards: 
Congress has effectively changed the role of the Child Support 
Enforcement Program by enacting the Family Support Act, 
specifically Section 103, subsection (c). The mission to help 
children who need support from their parents and to help 
taxpayers by shifting the burden back to the true obligor has 
been changed. This law will result in a child support 
enforcement agency initiating and lowering a child support 
amount, even when opposed by the custodial parent. 


This counters the original intent of Congress (P.L. 93-647), to 
reduce the welfare burden and to have the true parental obligor 
provide for his or her child. Special advocate groups who 
appeared in the House hearings (H.R. 1720) were determined for 
the downward modification to pass and also the authorization of 
$8,000,000 to address child access problems. (Section 504 of 
Title V). , 


Section 129, Collection and Reporting of Child Support 
Enforcement data, will certainly 1ncrease the cost of the 
national program by the items being measuted. I~ is important 
for Congress and Federal agencies to know what the results are 
regarding this program. However, when Congress asked for the 
identification of specific services provided and sub-categories 
of such services to be measured on a fiscal year basis, such as 
"location of an absent parent for purpose of establishing a court 
order; enforcing a court order or modifying a court order" .•• we 
begin to fall into the category of over-measurement. Regulations 
are being considered that include location of not only the absent 
parent, but also location of an absent parent's assets. Does 
Congress really want this information? 


How many Federal programs do we have where we are measuring the 
individual activity and not the end result(s)? 
A better, more efficient and probably more accurate method of 
measuring specific activities would be accomplished by annual 
properly-conducted statistical samplings. 







Conclusion: 


The expectations . of Congress regarding the "mission" of child 
support enforcement has been muddied. Congress will continue to 
be misinformed about requested changes, additional services to be 
provided, and impacts of reduced Federal funding by the 
Department of Health and Human Services, Family Support 
Administration. 


Failure of the Department of Health and Human Services, Fammily 
Support Administration, to provide leadership and required 
expertise in the area of child support enforcement has resulted 
in new Federal mandates that are not conducive to an efficient 
program. 


Congress needs to determine if they want a program that is a 
social-welfare program (one that helps all individuals with any 
domestic relations-type problem, e.g., visitation/access; lowered 
court-ordered amounts; health insurance, etc.) or q child support 
enforcement program that is focused on the collection of child 
support. 


If the program is to be another social-welfare program, then 
collection expectations need to be lowered and funding increased 
dramatically. If this program is a "-v1elfare reform" program, 
relieving taxpayers of an unnecessary and costly burden, then 
Congress needs to inform the Department of Health and Human 
Services of that purpose. If the Department of Health and Human 
Services does not understand or misinterprets the .purpose of the 
program, then Congress should consider placing the program with 
another Federal agency that can provide the true expertise needed 
for a successful and efficiently-run program. 
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Casey S. McKeever 
Directing Attorney 


Subcommittee on Human Resources 
U.S . House of Representatives Committee on Ways and Means 


jOBS Oversight Hearing 


I. Introduction 


March 26, 1990 
San Diego. California 


Topical Outline and Recommendations 
Casey S. Mcieever 


II . Self-Determination and Voluntarism 


A. Priority for Services to Volunteers 


Peter F. Schilla 
Staff Attorney 


William Powers 
Advocate 


Recommendation: Clarify JOBS priority for target group volunteers. 
B. Impending Participation Rate Requirements for AFDC-U Families 


Recommendation: Repeal special participation requirements for 
AFDC-U registrants. 


C. Authorization of Self-initiated Programs 
Recommendation : Limit States' ability to deny SIP's to participants 
enrolled in programs lasting longer than two years. 


III . Difficulties for Working AFDC Recipients 


A. "Disregards" of Child Care and Work Expenses for AFDC Families 
B. Use of Disregard to Meet Child Care Guarantee 


Recommendation: Guarantee child care for working AFDC 
recipients, prohibit sole reliance on disregard if actual costs exceed 
limits. 


C. Federal Limits on Child Care Reimbursement 
Recommendation: Match child care payments up to state 
designated standard, even if above 75th percentile. 


D. Employment and the 100-hour rule 
Recommendation: Repeal the 100-hour rule, review concept of 
"deprivation" in AFDC policy. 


E. Net Impact of Employment 
Recommendation : judge success in jOBS by improvement in living standards 
of poor. not reduction of welfare costs. 


IV. Conclusion 


Executive Offices. 3535 W. Sixth Street • Los Angeles, CA 90020 • (213) 487-7211 
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, my name is Leon 


Williams. I am the Chairman of the Board of Supervisors for the 


County of San Diego. It is my pleasure to welcome you to San 


Diego County, I very much appreciate the opportunity to provide 


testimony on behalf of the County of San Diego regarding the 


implementation of the Family Support Act of 1988. 


The County of San Diego is very proud of the leadership role we 


have played in the development of welfare reform work programs at 


both the local and the national levels. Since 1979, our 


pioneering efforts have demonstrated that it is in fact possible 
~\ 


to operate cost-effective employment programs for public 


assistance recipients. National demonstration projects conducted 


in San Diego County, such as the Food stamp Workfare Project, the 


Employment Preparation Program, and the saturation Work 


Initiative Model, proved the value of substantial initial 


investments in order to achieve, significant long-term gains in 


reducing welfare dependency~ Moreover, evaluations of these 


projects indicated that government and the tax payers benefitted 


along with the programs• participants. To a large extent, ~an 


Diego's unprecedented success has led to the establishment of 


California's Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) program in 


1985 and, more recently, the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills 


(JOBS) program on a national scale. 


: I 
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Since October, 1987 when GAIN was implemented in san Diego 


County, nearly 3 0, 000 recipients have been enrolled into the 


program, and more than 18,000 participants have entered 


employment. Implementing and operating such a large and complex 


program has been challenging, but has provided us with some 


valuable lessons. Chief among these is the critical importance of 


interagency coordination and cooperation. We are fortunate in 


San Diego to have a community of public agencies and educational 


institutions who share with us a high level of commitment to the 


philosophy and goals of the GAIN program. We also share a firm 


belief that, together, we can overcome bureaucratic obstacles and 


make GAIN succeed. Collaborative efforts involving the State 


Employment Development Department, the Private Industry Council, 


several high school and community college districts, the Child 


Care Resource and Referral Agency and County Department of 


social Services GAIN staff have provided a unique cooperative 


utilization of community resources. This partnership is 


characterized by commitment at the hiqhest levels within each 


agency and a shared willingness to develop and maintain workable 


linkages. 


we have also experienced a growing recognition of the important 


role that self-esteem plays in determining both individual and 


overall success. We are finding ways to include activities that 
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increase self-esteem into every GAIN component. It is only by 


directly attacking the problem of low self-esteem among welfare 


recipients that we can assist those individuals to overcome their 


fear of failures, their hopelessness and dependency. 


Another lesson emerging from our experience with GAIN is the 


value of prevention programs which provide early, positive 


interventions in the lives of young welfare recipie_nts. GAIN 


staff working closely with school districts and local adolescent 


parent projects conduct outreach activities and provide a 


comprehensive range of services for pregnant and parenting teen 


recipients. Our goal is to encourage teens to stay in or re-


enter high school, develop stronq parenting skills, and to break 


the cycle of poverty, before it becomes fully established in 


their young lives. To date, 406 teen recipients have enrolled in 


the GAIN Teen Parent Project. 


Despite our accomplishments and the valuable experience we have 
. 


acquired, we must realize that the task of achieving true welfare 


reform is not completed. 
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Much remains to be done to reverse the trend of increasing 


welfare dependency. The implementation of the JOBS program has 


elevated this issue on the nation • s agenda and has extended 


challenges and opportunities to every level of government. A 


primary challenge involves the level of investment we are willing 


to devote to welfare reform to achieve our long-term gpals. 


Demonstration projects in san Diego have validated 'the direct 


relationship between program success and funding levels. Because 


the federal government stands to gain the most from successful 


welfare reform, we must look to the federal government for the 


substantial, up-front investment required to achieve meaningful 


and lasting reductions in welfare dependency. 


we must also continue to recognize opportunities to refine our 


national welfare reform efforts. There is still a significant 


lack of coordination and conformity between programs that serve 


similar clients, such as AFDC and Food Stamps. The differences 


between JOBS and the Food Stamp Employment and Training pro~ram 


constitute a prime examp_le of this lack of coordination. The 


overlap between these programs should be eliminated, and their 


r~quirements should be parallel. Clients would receive better 


service, and all levels of government would benefit from 


administrative savings. 


~-
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Child care is a critical factor influencing the effectiveness and 


ultimate success of the JOBS program throughout the nation. 


studies have shown that child care is the third largest expense 


for those living below the poverty line. Yet the development of 


child care resources laqs far behind the rapid increase in 


demana. Although we have not yet had to deny GAIN services tQ a 


large number of par ticipants due to a lack of child care 


resources, the growing shortage of child care openings in the 


county may soon restrict our ability to serve everyone we 


otherwise could,. The County of San Diego urges Congress to 


pursue legislation to establish a comprehensive national child 


care policy which will improve . the quality of child care, provide 


for development of new child care resource.s, and enhance the 


accessibility of child care, especially to disadvantaqed 


families. 


Thank you again for this opportunity to provide comment on behalf 


of the County of san Diego. 
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Student 
Newsletter 


Los Angeles Unified School District /Division of Adult and Occupational Education 


I February, 1990 No. 2 


The GAIN Student Newsletter is a product of GAIN students in attendance at Los Angeles Unified School District's Community Adult Schools and 
Employment Preparation Centers. The purpose of the newsletter is to encourage GAIN students as they meet the challenge of reaching educational 
and career goals. Program participants offer mutual support by sharing their experiences. It is hoped that these insights will inspire participants, 
alleviate their fears, and ease their journey as they move toward greater self-sufficiency. 


·A MESSAGE FOR THE 
GAIN STUDENTS 


Especially we the "ol~er" students, 
Don't feel sorry for me now, or for yourselves. 


Don't feel sorry for the past. 
Feel sorrow for our offspring if we surrender now. 


You have not left one prison for another. 
You have just entered the Avenues of Freedom. 


THE PROMISE 


Juan Tapia 
Central Adult HS 


As I was finishing homework at my old, cracked 
dinner table, I stretched out, took a deep breath, and said 
to myself it was time to get some rest. I looked at the 
right side of our only bedroom where Teresa and Abel 
were asleep. They could hardly fit on the small twin bed. 
Then I looked on the left side where Mama was breast 
feeding Benjamin, and Joel was asleep right next to them. 


I felt tired and ready to relax, but there was no room 
for me except for the kitchen or the bathroom. As I was 
lying on the floor meditating about the situation, I made 
a promise. I promised myself that soon there would be 
enough room for even invited guests. There would be 
sufficient food to fulfill the sacred pleasure of sharing, 
instead of receiving. My family would have a garden 
with a plentitude of beauty for us to play in. 


I am thankful for that day when I raised my sight to 
the mighty heavens where I received wisdom, and went 
to search for an education. In this great country there are 
schools. I went inside Central Adult High School and 
there were teachers with so many gifts. Among these 
were patience, kindness, and the willingness to share 
their talent. 


It has been eight months since I began to go back to 
school, and five months since I made the promise. I am 
keeping myself set on accomplishing my promise. I shall 
not give up. I shall not rest my pen, nor my sight, nor 
any part of my body until I have accomplished my 
promise. I shall never surrender. 


Juan Tapia 
Central Adult HS 


Yl Litt[e J{e[p 
~rom My ~riencfs 


This is a new feature of the Newsletter. It is designed to 
allow GAIN participants to get advice about specific 
concerns from other participants . All questions and answers 
are from GAIN participants. 


I am 40 years old. How do you deal with the feelings 
and fears that come with being too old for the job 
market? 


Participant 
South Gate CAS 


I believe you're never too old for anything you really 
want, if you believe in yourself. Besides, I heard from 
the employment office that the preferred age employers 
ask for is 40. They believe women who have raised 
their children are well set on what they want and will 
probably stay at the first job they get. Instead of 
training younger girls that will probably move on, 
employers would rather hire older women. 


Helen Bustillos 
South Gate CAS 


I am much older than you are. I'm on the positive 
side of everything I do and say. I don't feel I am too old 
for anything. I feel so good now because of my positive 
attitude. Nobody will make me feel guilty about my 
age. 


I used to feel negative and that was not even that 
long ago. To be exact, it took about seven months for 
me to feel good about myself. I do hope you will get 
over this insecurity soon. Forty is not old. When you 
get to be 80, then talk to me about old age. And then 
again, we are only as old as we feel. If it weren't for 
mirrors to remind me of how old I am, I would never 
know the difference. 


Hannelore Carter 
Van Nuys CAS 


(Please turn to Pa e 3) 
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LAST CHANCE AND 
DETERMINED TO 


SUCCEED 


Before the GAIN Program started, 
I had very little hope of ever having 
independence and a positive self
image. I'm a high school dropout 
with almost no work experience at 
all. I looked for entry-level jobs, but 
who's going to hire a person with no 
experience and no skills? There was 
a time when those jobs were out 
there, but they aren't anymore, 
especially for someone my age. The 
most depressing part is that the jobs I 
qualify for pay less than my AFDC 
grant. 


So, with all these strikes against 
me, and no will power to fight, I've 
adjusted my life to living from check 
to check. I'm grateful for my AFDC, 
but I'm not proud of it. You don't feel 
proud when you live on money 
others have worked for, while doing 
nothing yourself to earn the money 
you receive. 


The grant they give you can be 
both gocxi and bad. Those who can't 
work need the charity. For someone 
like me it's a handicap. It's just 
enough to keep you where you are 
and keep you from ever having 
anything. You get used to what's 
called "free money", while all the time 
it's taking your pride and dignity. 


When I received a letter stating it 
was mandatory for me to participate 
in GAIN, I was furious. Can you 
believe I had the nerve to say they 
were trying to run my life by taking 
away my rights to do as I please, the 
right to do nothing except exist, with 
no hope or even a dream of a better 
life? However, since I've started 
school I find I enjoy learning. I am 
especially fond of math and English. 
Each time I conquer a new academic 
skill, I become all the more enthused 
about being in school again. Now I 
can see a better life for myself in the 
near future. 


Linda C. Dandridge 
Central Adult HS 


LOVER TEMPTATION 


Hugging is a disgrace, 
kissing is a shame. 


The dude gets the action, 
but the young lady gets the blame. 


The dude says he loves you, 
and you say it's true. 


But when you're nine months in pain, 
he says, 'The hell with you." 


So take my advice. 
I may save your life. 


Don't become a mother 
before you become a wife. 


Rose Alonzo 
VanNuysCAS 


I'M GOING 
TO MAKE IT 


I always thought of going back to 
school, but I was afraid. I didn't 
want to go alone and I felt I couldn't 
do it. But when GAIN came into 
my life, it was the push that I 
needed to get me back to school. I 
was always at home doing really 
nothing to change my life. Now I 
have something to look forward to. 
I have a future to plan, things to 
learn, and a life to change. 


I know now I'm a worthwhile 
person. The concern of the teachers 
at Wilson-Lincoln Adult School 


· motivates us to go out and make it 
in the working world. Now I want 
my children to see, through me, that 
education is important if we want to 
make it in life now. I can sit and 
help my children with their school 
work, and vice versa. Our family 
has gotten closer, and I have a 
different outlook on life. 


I'll close with this: take care of 
education and someday it will take 
care of you. 


Julie Nunez 
Wilson-Lincoln CAS 
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FINALLY, I HAVE 
A FUTURE 


Dear GAIN, 


My name is San Juana Canizalez. 
I am 31 years of age. I have four 
children and am on welfare. I'd like 
to tell you about how I felt in school 
when I was young. 


I started school when I was 11. 
The teachers kept on putting me in 
higher grades because I was too old 
for those grades. I didn't know 
anything. I didn't learn anything by 
the time I got to 7th and 8th grades. 
I knew a little bit of math, adding 
and subtracting. The teachers gave 
me good grades without my even 
trying because they didn't have time 
for me. I was so behind that I got 
tired of trying to do my best: 


So I got married. That wasn't the 
answer, so I had kids. That wasn't 
the answer, either. So I left my 
husband because he was so bad 
with me and the kids. I got on 
welfare a couple of years later. 


Here comes GAIN into my life. I 
was scared because I didn't know 
anything and GAIN was going to 
put me to work. But I was wrong. 
GAIN put me back to school. I was 
frightened. I cried every day and 
night. I didn't think I would make 
it. 


But I was wrong. The teachers 
there help me a lot to improve and 
give me confidence in myself. It's 
been seven months now, and let me 
tell you this. I know my times 
tables, my fractions, and even 
algebra. I know a lot of other things 
that I learned in Life Skills. My life 
is a lot better now than it was when 
I was young. I even help my own 
children with their homework. I 
know I am making it in this world. I 
am going to have a job soon after I 
finish school. I feel great! Thanks to 
GAIN for making my future a lot 
better. I won't disappoint you at all . 
I love you all. 


Sincerely yours, 


San Juana Canizalez 
VanNuysCAS 
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How can we enjoy ourselves in Los Angeles without 
spending a lot of money? 


Participants 
North Hollywood CAS 


I think there are a lot of ways to enjoy yourself without 
money. Money doesn't make fun. It just adds to the 
expense. 


First of all, I think you have to be happy with yourself, 
no matter what your life situation is at this time. There are 
so many ways to enjoy yourself. You could go to the 
library with your children and check out some books. 
Take them home and every night set aside thirty minutes 
to share reading together. Maybe even ask questions 
about the story after each page. Another thing you can do 
with your children is simply share time with them and 
make the most of it. So my advice is that you don't always 
look for money to make your life fun. 


Daniele L. Woodrow 
Van Nuys CAS 


In Los Angeles, there are several inexpensive things to 
do. You can go to a friend 's house to listen to music and 
talk about clothes, jewelry, and hairdos. You can go to the 
park to run, walk, practice sports, and relax. Why not go 
to the beach to get a suntan and play in the water and 
sand? 


In addition, you can go to a museum to learn a lot of 
interesting things about history, geography, art, and 
music. You can go on a picnic in the park to play and eat 
delicious food. The zoo is a great place to see different 
animals and the way they live. Finally, you can go to the 
theater to see movies. 


Abigail Cervantes 
South Gate CAS 


I like to have the house in order most of the time. Yet my 
t".vo daughters are very disorganized. I tell them all the 
time to put things where they belong. What should I do? 


Participant 
South Gate CAS 


I suggest you discontinue to be passive with your 
children. Remember, never bribe them because they will 
never learn to do things on their own. Not only that, you 
will not always be there to bribe them. I also suggest that 
you become a little more strict and restrict them from 
certain things they enjoy. 


Antonia Pimental 
South Gate CAS 
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I have an 11-year old daughter who does not like to 
clean up. When I ask her to clean up, she storms out of 
the room. I then tell her that there will be no more 
company until the house is cleaned. She can't go 
anywhere for a week or two. She knows when I say this 
that I mean business. When she tries to talk back, I give 
her that look. She knows not to. I tell her this only one 
time, that's all. I let her know this when she disagrees 
with me. 


Cynthia Bridgeman 
Venice Skills Center 


I have two grandchildren that live with me. I have the 
same problem with them. They don't like to help me 
clean the house or pick up their dirty clothes or toys, and 
they argue a lot. 


So I tried not letting them watch TV, or I kept them in 
the apartment and didn't let them play. It didn't work, 
so I just got tired and told them that when I ordered 
them to do something and they didn't do it, t.he next 
household chore would be doubled and hard to do. It 
would be doubled every time that they answered back or 
didn't do the work. Now they have been doing their 
work and are even making their beds before going to 
school of their own free will! 


Margarita Martinez 
Fairfax CAS 


One day they will have a house of their own. Ask 
them if they would keep their houses clean, because if 
their houses looked like mine, I would not visit them. 
You should have started helping them learn to take 
responsibilities when they were very young. You should 
have family group sessions to discuss this matter. But 
don't give up. Just keep talking to them. And don't raise 
your voice. 


Participants 
Maxine Waters EPC 


Everybody makes mistakes. You have to tell them 
and show how you want them to do what you want 
them to do. The biggest word here is LOVE. You have 
to do it with love. 


Heriberto Martinez 
North Hollywood CAS 


(Please turn to Page 6) 
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ANOTHER CHANCE 


Before enrolling in the GAIN 
Program, I used to sit around and 
watch TV. My kids were so young 
that I felt that I had to stay home and 
care for them. Although I gradua!ed 
from high school at 17, I got mamed 
and never went to college. This was 
really devastating to my paren~s 
because they had high hopes and btg 
plans for me. . 


When I received my notice that I 
had to return to school, I was angry at 
first. It meant that I would have to 
change my routine and entire life. But 
once I started school, I started feeling 
better about myself. I realized that I 
wasn't wasting my time anymore. 


So, now that I am refreshing my 
memory and learning a lot of ~~w 
th ings, I have a much more posttive 
outlook. Before I had my first child, I 
had planned to go to college. Now I 
have another opportunity to pursue 
the career in business that I've always 
wanted. 


Louise Brown 
Crenshaw-Dorsey CAS 


MY EXPERIENCES WITH 
GAIN 


My name is Librada Vizcaino. I 
started school last year on January the 
18th. Since that time, I've been 
attending school almost every day. 


At first I was afraid and nervous. 
But nothing bad has happened to me, 
only good things. I am learning m~th 
and English and I get along wtth 
people. I also have gained confidence 
and I'm not shy anymore. 


Thank you, people from the GAIN 
program, for giving me the 
opportunity to Jearn. 


Librada Vizcaino 
Jordan-Locke CAS 


My experience in this program is 
tha t I have been learning what they 
teach me. Therefore, I'm happy for 
the well-being of my family. 


Esperanza Larios 
Jordan-Locke CAS 


HANGING IN THERE 


To all my fellow GAIN friends, 


Hi! My name is Brenda and I ho~ 
everyone is doing as well as I am . . It ts 
so hard starting all over, espectally 
when you are in your forties. All my 
life I have compared myself to my 
brother. He is so smart. I always 
thought he was gifted. I never could 
understand what happened to me. I 
couldn't seem to learn. I honestly 
thought I had a learning disability. 
Now I know I couldn't make it in 
school in the past because I never 
applied myself. I was always doing 
everything but being in class. 


When I got that letter telling me I 
had to go back to school, that I had no 
choice, just go or else, I wanted to cry. 
I thought it was the end of the world. 
I was sure I couldn't make it. I 
couldn't imagine sitting in anybody's 
school. No more kicking back, no 
more doing anything that I wanted to 
do. I was angry and bitter. 


I got my first letter in February. I 
stalled until June 13. I had such a bad 
attitude when I got to the GAIN office 
that I was rude and nasty. I had to 
apologize before I left because I was 
too ashamed of myself. They had 
been so nice to me. 


Well, now I have come a long way. 
I know I can learn and do well. I can 
help my daughter with h~r homew?rk 
for the first time in my hfe . The ftrst 
time I took the math test, I opened the 
book, took a look, and closed it. A 
couple of weeks ago, I took the test 
again, lacking only five points from 
passing. I know next time I will .pas~. 


I have come a long way m stx 
months. My GAIN worker, Miss 
Mitchum, is a gem. Mrs. Serxner, the 
Life Skills teacher, is also wonderful. 
Mrs. De Ia Rosa, my English teacher, 
has let me know I can do anything I 
start out to do. 


I want to thank them for being 
there for me. So, everyone, hang in 
there. Let's make it a brighter and 
better future for all of us. 


Brenda Cooper 
Central Adult HS 
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A MIRACLE CALLED 
GAIN 


My name is Pam and I'm a single 
mother with two girls. I'm also a 
proud student at Pacoima Skills 
Center, thanks to the GAIN 
Program. But I'm not wasting time. 
I've started studying for my 
diploma. 


The GAIN Program has been a 
wonderful opportunity for me. I 
wanted to go back to school for a 
long time. There was just no ~ay I 
could afford it. Then a mtracle 
came along: GAIN. It set up 
transportation and child care for 
me. It gave me some very 
supportive teachers who have been 
there when I needed someone to 
talk to. I have gotten the support 
and understanding I needed. 


I would like to say thank you to 
the GAIN Program, to my teachers, 
and to all my newfound friends, my 
classmates. You all mean many 
wonderful things to me. 


G gives 
A any 
I individual 


N new beginnings 


Most of all, you 've made a new 
beginning for me and my girls. 


Pamela Meadows 
Pacoima Skills Center 


THE GAIN PROGRAM 


My dream is English. English 
represents opportunities in my life. 
When I understand English, I can 
get a good job. The job represents 
more money for my family. This is 
my opinion. My opinion of the 
GAIN Program is very, very good 
because it is my opportunity to 
study English. 


Pascacio Medina 
Jordan-Locke CAS 
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SUCCESS AFTER 
FAILURE 


When I first came to Central 
Adult, I was unhappy and confused, 
and a bit angry, too. I didn't expect 
to have to go back to school at 37, but 
I had to. I wanted to just stay home 
and take care of my kids. I enjoyed 
doing housework and cooking and 
letting time go by. 


Coming back to school was like 
turning back time. I hated it. I didn't 
want to be at Central Adult. I always 
had a long face, and I hardly even 
smiled at anybody. "This is not the 
place for me," I thought. I felt I 
wasn't going to be able to function. 
In high school I had a learning 
disability. I couldn't do anything 
right. Now I think it was because I 
was young then, and that I didn't 
want to learn. My grades had been 
very low, so I thought that by being 
back in school it would happen to me 
all over again. 


Well, I'm older now and I do have 
to make a choice between getting my 
high school diploma, or going to 
work, earning only the minimum 
wage. I decided to stay and finish 
school on my own. When I started 
my classes, I said to myself, "This is 
going to take forever." I used to 
think so negatively. But not 
anymore, thanks to my GAIN 
teacher, Ms. Serxner, who taught me 
to think positively. 


WHAT A DIFFERENCE 
GAIN HAS MADE 


Throughout my high school years, 
I let my friends influence me into 
cutting classes, so I fell behind. The 
more I missed, the harder things got. 
When I did go to class, other 
students made fun of me if I got the 
wrong answer or didn't understand. 
So I stopped liking school and 
eventually dropped out. At 20 years 
of age, I had my only daughter 
whom I have supported on my own. 
It has not been easy. After my 
daughter was born, I regretted 
quitting school. 


When the GAIN Program came 
along, I was excited because I felt 
that I was given another chance to 
improve my life and the life of my 
11-year-old daughter. I have learned 
not to be afraid of challenges, but to 
meet them head on. I used to hate 
reading because I was slow. But 
now I even like reading out loud. I 
am reading a lot faster than before. 
Now I notice that when I go out for 
an appointment, instead of sitting 
down and getting impatient, I take a 
book with me to read. I am not the 
easiest person to work with, but I 
have learned that being negative is 
self-defeating. 


The GAIN Program has made a 
difference in my life. I enjoy being in 
school and I won't let anyone or 
anything get me down again. I feel 
good about myself, a feeling I've 
never felt before. My self-image is 
high and I'm proud of myself and 
my accomplishments. 


But she's not the only teacher who 
has given me encouragement and 
made me feel good about myself. 
When I started my English class, I 
didn't know anything about 
grammar and writing. I didn't Angela Cameron 
realize how important it was to know Crenshaw-Dorsey CAS 
about English until now. Thanks to my teacher, Ms. De Ia Rosa, who has 
helped me so much that in English 1, I've earned my five credits. I received an 
A and now I'm in English 2. I'm so proud of myself. 


Math is another subject I thought I couldn't learn. The first day I started 
math I didn't know my subtraction. I was very ashamed of myself. Thanks go 
to Ms. Roberts and to Tom, who have helped me to get to where I am 
now. I really feel gcxxi about myself. I have new friends, and my teachers 
are all Yery gcxxi to me. My future is here at Central Adult. This is a second 
chance for me. It's an example to my children, too. I'm happy now because 
I'm earning one important thing: my diploma. I must succeed where I failed. 
I shall go for the gold! 


Helen Salazar 
Central Adult HS 
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I'M HAVING A DREAM 


GAIN, where did you come from? 
I didn't expect you to come knocking 
at my door. But, to my surprise, you 
did. Now that you're here, it just 
doesn't seem as though I can get you 
out of my sleep. Don't 
misunderstand me. It's not a 
nightmare. It's just something I have 
to lie down with and awaken to. 
Oh, it feels so hard. Many mornings 
I just want to lie there and just say, 
"No, I'm not ready for this at all." 
But then, I pull up from my bed to 
face the challenges that are ahead. 


I'm rushing against time to get the 
boys off on their day, and then I'm 
on my way to GAIN. Since I've 
become a part of the GAIN Program, 
I have felt no regrets. I r~ally feel 
great, as a matter of fact. I really 
appreciate your coming to my door. 
It was smart of me to let you in. 
Because of GAIN I have gained a joy 
for learning again. Coming back to 
school is one of the best things that 
could have happened to me. You 
have a really wonderful setup, and 
the people who support what you 
stand for are the greatest team. 


Everyday is not that great for me. 
A special quote comes to mind: 
"Today is my day, I own this day." I 
will practice this affirmation until it 
becomes part of me. Then surely I 
will begin to pull sunshine from my 
life, no matter how dark the clouds 
may seem. 


Is it time to wake up? No, no. 
Why? Because this dream is not 
over. The dream is not over, 
Deborah, until you have received 
your high school diploma. The 
dream is not over until you've 
become a part of that work force. 
You cannot stand still while life 
moves around you. You will move 
with life, too. This is the start of a 
new beginning. So sleep until the 
very end. Okay, I'm off to GAIN's 
dream world again. Gcxxi night. 


Deborah Jones 
North Hollywood CAS 
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I have a problem and I need your help. My best friend has 
a drug problem. How can I help her without losing her as 
a friend. Please tell me what to do? 


Participant 
South Gate CAS 


A true friend will help a friend in need. Give her lots of 
support and help her see a drug counselor. 


Victor Domingue% 
South Gate CAS 


Let me tell you a little about people on drugs. They lose 
all self-respect. They don't care who they hurt. They get 
into their own world. You have to realize they will hurt 
you and not even notice it. You will be wondering what 
you did to deserve this. If you get hurt in the process, it's 
your own fault; you let it happen. You have to ease away 
from her, yet you should be there for her. 


You can suggest a drug rehabilitation center. You can 
tell her that she needs help. She will deny it and know it's 
the truth. Yet tell her you will be there for her. If you can 
stand it, be there. But it will be a bumpy ride. You will 
need a lot of strength which I know you have since you 
wrote your letter. All you have to do is dig deep down 
into yourself and ask God to give you the strength to be 
there for this person. 


Finally, let me give you an old saying my mother and 
father used to tell me all the time: "God never gives you 
more than you can handle." 
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Well, if you are a true friend, I believe that you would 
tell her that taking drugs is not helping her at all. I would 
rather take the chance that I might lose a friendship and 
know that I cared enough to try and help her, rather than 
hearing about her dying and knowing that I didn't even try 
at all. If you care, you'll try. 


Cecilia Balderrama 
VanNuys CAS 


=--··~-IE: 
What can I do to stick on my diet? I tried so many 


times. It worked for the first week. After that, I started to 
eat a lot of food again. 


What can I do to lose some weight? 
Patsy Snider 


VanNuys CAS 


First of all, go to the doctor. Then eat a lot of healthy 
food and don't eat between meals. Drink at least eight 
glasses of water a day. Don't eat at night because that is 
what makes you gain more weight. Finally, get lots of 
exercise. 


Yolanda Saptho 
Garfield CAS 


The best way I can think for you to stay on your diet is 
to find someone else who is also on a diet. Be a support to 
each other. This way you can sort of be there for each 


Ruby Harris other. 


Abram Friedman OC 
1646 South Olive Street 
Los Angeles, California 90015 


Central Adult HS 
211 West 17th Street 
Los Angeles, California 90015 


Crenshaw-Dorsey CAS 
5010 11th Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90043 


Fairfax CAS 
7850 Melrose A venue 
Los Angeles, California 90046 


Garfield CAS 
5101 East Sixth Street 
Los Angeles, California 90022 


Venice Skills Center 


GAIN PROGRAM LOCATIONS 


Jordan-Locke CAS 
325 East 111 th Street 
Los Angeles, California 90061 


Maxine Waters EPC 
840 East 111 th Place 
Los Angeles, California 90059 


No. Hollywood CAS 
523 Colfax A venue 
North Hollywood, California 91601 


Pacoima Skills Center 
13323 Louvre Street 
Pacoima, California 91331 


San Pedro CAS 
1001 West 15th Street 
San Pedro, California 90731 


Rosa Hunt 
South Gate CAS 


South Gate CAS 
3351 Firestone Boulevard 
South Gate, California 90280 


VanNuys CAS 
6535 Cedros Avenue 
Van Nuys, California 91411 


Venice Skills Center 
611 Fifth Avenue 
Venice, California 90291 


Wilson-Lincoln CAS 
4500 Multnomah Street 
Los Angeles, California 90023 


The GAIN Remedial Education Program is conducted in cooperation with the following sponsoring agendes: The Oty of Los Angeles and the Private 
Industry Council of the Oty of Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles, and the Private Industry Council of Los Angeles County, HUB Oties Consortium, 
Department of Public Social Services, and Los Angeles Unified School District. A portion of program funds are made available under the Job Training 
PartnershipAct. All sponsors are Equal Opportunity Action Emploves-s. 
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June 28, 1990 


Cherie Barker-Reid 
Commission on The Status of Women 
Community Involvement Office 
MS 0-303 
Bldg 2 Room 135 
5555 overland Ave 
San Diego, CA 


Dear Ms. Reid: 


Thank you for your letter expressing concern for the 
decreased funding to the County's GAIN program proposed 
by the Governor. I share your concerns for this very 
effective program. 


over the recent months,the Board of Supervisors has 
advocated full financial support of the County's GAIN 
program to our San Diego legislative representatives 
and Governor Deukmej ian. It is my hope that the 
legislature and the Governor recognize the important 
role the GAIN program plays for ensuring self
sufficiency among families. 


Please feel free to contact my office if I can be of 
assistance in the future. Thank you again for taking 
the time to comment. 


P rFI HIGH~ Y • S D IEGO, CALIFO 1A 92101 • 619) 531-5544 
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August 10, 1990 


The Honorable George Deukmejian 
Governor of the State of Californ i a 
Stat e Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


Dear Governor Deukmej i an: 


I read with interest your July 27, 1990 California 
Commentary in the Los Angeles Times titled "Clear Away 
Obstacl es to Workfare . " It proposes some basic changes to 
the Greater Avenues for Independence (GA IN) program 
designed to transform GAIN "into a true 'workfare' program 
where the immediate priority is to remove people from 
welfare rolls and put them on payrolls as quickly as 
possible. " You suggest that this transformation could be 
accomplished by shifting the initial focus of the program 
from basic education services to an extensive job search 
component. Also proposed are measures designed to tighten 
up alleged lax participation requirements and liberal 
vocational education and training policies. 


While I agree completely with your stated goal s of 
promoting self-sufficiency and reducing welfare dependency, 
I must respectfully disagree with your plan to accompl ish 
these goals. I am also concerned that some of the 
information you received regarding GAIN may be either 
inaccurate or incomplete and may have adversely colored 
your assessment of GAIN. The attached document details my 
specific concerns. 


After nearly three years of operating GAIN in San Diego 
County, we have witnessed the significant, positive impacts 
that GAIN education services have had on thousands of 
participants and their families. I believe it would be 
remiss to implement measures resulting in limited short 
term savings at the expense of far greater long term 
benefits . 
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GAIN EDUCATION SERVICES 


1. For many jobless welfare recipients, the GAIN education component offers 
a crucial second chance to obtain the essential basic education or high school 
diploma that was missed in their youth. Significantly, GAIN enrollees are 
reaching their educational goals in an average time of four months. GAIN 
provides a real opportunity for welfare recipients, mostly single mothers, to 
escape the bonds of ignorance and despair, to expand their horizons, and to 
envision a future for themselves and their families that is free of poverty. 


2. The proposal would force GAIN participants who lack basic reading and math 
skills, a high school diploma, or proficiency in the English language to spend 
six weeks in an intensive job search activity before receiving GAIN education 
services. Further, these individuals would be required to accept any job that 
pays at least minimum wage, regardless of the chance for career advancement. 
Please note that families would still be able to receive supplemental welfare 
payments if wages are not sufficient to support the family. The basic 
contradiction here is that this approach will serve to keep people on the welfare 
rolls while in dead-end, low paying jobs with little hope of attaining self
sufficiency. Our decade of experience operating work/welfare programs clearly 
indicates that few people lacking basic educational skills can successfully 
compete in the labor market and become independent of we 1 fare. It is a 1 so 
unrealistic to expect that many single mothers managing families while working 
full-time at a minimum wage job will find the resources and the energy to pursue 
basic education programs on their own. 


3. It is implied that some of the 60% of GAIN registrants who need basic 
education would prefer to work but are forced to attend school instead of seeking 
employment. However, GAIN regulations have always provided enrollees with the 
option of Job Search activities before remedial education classes. The fact that 
most such participants choose education ahead of Job Search validates the idea 
that individuals lacking basic education skills are aware that they are ill 
equipped to compete in today's labor market. 


4. The commentary references the example of a former wel far.e _recipient who 
benefitted from GAIN services and discovered that 11 You do not have to be a 
prisoner to welfare... This testimony was from a former San Diego GAIN 
participant who came to the program lacking education, self-esteem and hope. 
Her complete testimony provides an insight into the importance of education 
services. In her own words, .. You become afraid and ... you enclose yourself in 
your home and you stay there and you do not venture out. You teach your children 
to be the same way. You get an attitude that society is against you. Through 
the GAIN program, all of this ignorance goes away. You become educated and you 
realize that ... you do not have to accept poverty. You can succeed." 


This mother of three attended a GAIN Learning Center, completed her high school 
education, attended Job Club and became employed. Today she is earning $19,000 
per year, is attending college, and is totally free of welfare. Where would she 
be today if she had accepted a minimum wage job before the education service? 
Again, in her own words, "I would be on welfare." For this individual and for 
thousands like her, education is the key that unlocks the prison door. For 
taxpayers, the long term benefits of assisting families to become completely 
self-sufficient far outweigh the short-term results this proposal seeks to 
achieve. 
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5. I concur with the proposal to stop subsidizing college and graduate school 
programs. GAIN regulations have been too lax in this area, but they are already 
changing for the better to more fiscally responsible policies included in law 
and regulations proposed under AB 312 .' GAIN participants will not be allowed 
to pursue post- secondary education or training if they a 1 ready possess marketab 1 e 
job skills. Moreover, policies concerning the types of programs that may be 
approved are being tightened up to focus more directly on vocational programs 
leading to demand occupations in the labor market. 


6. The proposal to strengthen the requirements for mandatory participation in 
GAIN is in direct contradiction to the reductions in the GAIN budget. While 
recently implemented federal regulations have significantly increased the pool 
of mandatory GAIN participants, adopted funding reductions will greatly restrict 
the program's ability to enroll everyone. Thousands of mandatory GAIN 
participants in California will go unserved this year and in the foreseeable 
future. Federal guidelines mandate that priority for services be given to 
specific target groups determined to be hardest to serve and most in need. These 
target groups include long-term welfare recipients and teen parents. 
Part i ci pat ion wi 11 be mandatory for these groups. However there seems to be 
little point in strengthening mandatory participation requirements for large 
groups of recipients we cannot afford to serve. 


7. An emphasized and expanded GAIN Job Search component is not the panacea for 
California's growing welfare problem, especially if it occurs at the expense of 
education services. While shifting the up front focus of GAIN to an extensive 
Job Search component may well produce an initial increase in the number of 
welfare recipients getting jobs, those recipients in low paying jobs are likely 
to remain recipients. A few short-term dollars may be saved at the expense of 
single parents who will be prisoners of welfare and of dead-end jobs that they 
cannot quit without risking their welfare benefits. The State of California has 
invested substantial resources in an extensive evaluation of the GAIN program. 
I believe the findings of the evaluation will include positive impacts and long
term benefits for the GAIN education component. I suggest that we wait until 
this evaluation is published and the impacts of the education component are known 
before we revise the most ambitious and comprehensive and perhaps, best designed 
welfare reform program in our nation's history. 


8. What is needed instead is a broader, more comprehensive approach to attack 
the we 1 fare prob 1 em with a range of services designed to overcome multi p 1 e 
barriers. Neither GAIN nor the entire welfare system can solve the problem 
alone. We must join forces with other public agencies and the private sector 
in a collaborative effort to produce a service delivery system that can set 
cooperative priorities, share information, avoid duplication and provide an 
appropriate and effective mix of services at the right places and at the right 
times. The system must attack immediate problems such as hunger, homelessness, 
and joblessness, as well as pervasive symptoms and by-products such as child 
abuse, ignorance and despair. An example of just such a system, New Beginnings, 
involves the cooperative actions of the City and County of San Diego, the San 
Diego Unified School District and the San Diego Community College District. L.A. 
Times staff writer David Smollar referred to New Beginnings as "an audacious and 
complex effort to redirect the existing welfare bureaucracies to improve the 
1 ives of students and their families beginning with a City Heights neighborhood." 
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A key element of such a cooperative service delivery system is education. In 
San Diego County, we have learned that the beneficial impacts of GAIN education 
services far exceed participants' improved grasp of the ABC's. For many, being 
dependent on welfare is far more than simply being unemployed. Dependency can 
be a form of addiction that cannot simply be treated by six weeks of job search. 
Giving people an opportunity to make up for what they failed to take advantage 
of, for whatever reason, in their earlier years does more than make them better 
prepared to take on the challenges faced by today's competitive and increasingly 
technical work force. Remedial education and/or obtaining a high school diploma 
involves gradual but steady progress towards a much needed series of small, but 
vitally important, successes that re-establish a sense of confidence, worth and 
self-esteem, without which progress toward self-sufficiency is highly unlikely. 


9. There are clear indications that the lack of self-worth and self-esteem are 
major contributing factors to child abuse and neglect. We continuously hear 
participants say that their enrollment in the GAIN education component is having 
profound positive impacts on their children's performance in school and attitude 
towards education. Therefore, GAIN as an important human capital investment 
program serves to effectively help prevent today' s children from becoming 
tomorrow's drop-outs, welfare dependents and child abusers. It is clearly time 
that we start to focus on prevention and stop devoting so many of our resources 
to treating problems that might have been prevented in the first place. 
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LEON L. WILLIAMS, CHAIRMAN 


July 26, 1990 


The Honorable George Deukmejian 
Governor of the State of California 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


Dear Governor Deukmejian, 


This letter is to express, on behalf of the County of San Diego, continu~ 
strong support for the retention of education services as a primary, early 
component of the Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) program. 


After nearly three years operating GAIN in San Diego County, we have 
witnessed the significant, positive impacts that GAIN education services 
have had on thousands of participants and their families, For many 
jobless welfare recipients, the GAIN education component offers a crucial 
second chance to obtain the essential basic education or high school 
diploma that was missed in their youth. GAIN provides an opportunity 
for welfare recipients, mostly single mothers, to escape the bonds of 
ignorance and despair, to expand their horizons, and to envision a future 
for themselves and their families that is free of poverty. 


The provision of GAIN education services prior to Job Search activities 
better prepares participants to compete in the labor market. In San Diego 
the average length of time to complete Adult Basic Education or General 
Education Development (GED) preparation is 3 1/2 months. With basic 
skills or a OED, participants are able to obtain better jobs and to retain 
their jobs for a longer period of time. Those who don't get jobs are better 
equipped to access and complete training programs which, without up 
front education, would have been beyond their grasp. 


Another benefit of the GAIN education component has been its profound 
impact on participants' families. Many GAIN enrollees have reported 
significant improvements in their children's performance in school. 
Parents begin to place a greater value on education. They become able, 
often for the first time, to help their children with homework. This shared 
valuing of education is likely to pay dividends for generations to come. 
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Governor Deukmejian 
July 26, 1990 
Page 2 


While research findings on the cost effectiveness of the GAIN program are not yet available, 
early indications in this county support the view that the GAIN education component is a 
worthwhile investment. Any final determination must take into account more than the tangible 


. benefits of GAIN education services such as enhanced employability, increased earnings and 
increased AFDC grant savings. Of equal value are those intangible benefits including enhanced 
confidence, the long~term impacts on families, and the impacts on society resulting from the 
development of better educated citizens. 


Therefore, on behalf of the County of San Diego, I urge you to support the retention of GAIN 
education services as a primary component for participants who lack basic skills or a high school 
diploma. This essential investment in human capital will, I believe, prove cost-effective in the 
long term while helping to break the cycle of poverty and dependence for a great many 
California families. · 


Sincerely, 







--- -- -., -- -- - - •• ' •• --• I • -


COUNTY OF SAN DffiGO 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 


GA1N PROGRAM ACTIVITIES SUMMARY 


PROGRAM 
ACTIVITY 


C~mpleted Orientation: ... 
Mandatory 


Voluntary 


Enrolled in Component: 


Assessment 


Education (ABE, GED, ESL) 


Job Club 


Job Search 


PREP 


V oc. Ed and Training 


Self-Initiated Program 


Entered Employment: 


Unsubsidized 


Subsidized 


AFDC Grant Savings 
due to Employment: 


AFDC Cases Closed 
due to Employment: 


Enrolled in Teen 
Parent Project: 


• Teen Parent Project began 5/1188 


.·. . 


PROGRAM TOTALS 
7/1/89 .. 6/30/90 


9,868 


7,204 


2,664 


1,604 


3,551 


2,96S 


197 


297 


1,830 


1,411 


7,901 


7,887 


42 


$ 22,245,300 


677 


371 


PROGRAM: TOTALS 
10/1/87. 6/30/90 


32,641 


28,106 


4,535 


3,371 


7,104 


8,536 


980 


592 


2,353 


4,084 


20,758 


20,476 


310 


$52,315,891 


2,382 


543* 








TESTIMONY OF CASEY S. McKEEVER 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES 


Implementation of the Family Support Act of 1988 
March 26, 1990 


san Diego, California 


s 


My name is Casey McKeever. I am Directing Attorney of the 
Northern California office of Western Center on Law and Poverty 
in Sacramento. Western Center is a state support center for 
legal services programs in California which represent indigent 
people on civil legal matters including public assistance 
issues. Part of my job is to represent clients on legislative 
and administrative issues related to California's GAIN program. 
I have been doing this since late 1983, and therefore was 
involved in the debate over welfare reform prior to and upon 
the enactment of GAIN in 1985. 


I have also been monitoring implementation of the program since 
its passage and have been analyzing data and representing 
clients on the legislative and administrative matters affecting 
the program. I have written several reports and memos on the 
implementation of GAIN, the latest of which, entitled "The More 
Things Change ... GAIN Revisited," I am submitting along with 
my testimony today. 


I appreciate the opportunity to address you today as an advocate 
for low-income families affected by GAIN and JOBS. While there 
are scores of issues on which comment could be made, I want to 
focus on two general areas, each of which raises several 
concerns. First, the notion of self-determination and 
voluntariness of participation; second, the difficulties working 
poor recipients face both under existing AFDC rules and in 
grappling with low wages they are likely to receive upon 
employment. 


SELF-DETERMINATION AND VOLUNTARINESS 


Our duty as advocates for the poor is to promote the well-being 
of needy families as well as their ability to make decisions 
affecting their lives. As such, the concepts of voluntariness 
and choice are fundamental criteria by which we assess public 
policies directed toward low-income persons. We tend to trust 
the ability of the poor to act in their own interests and to know 
what is best for their families. When decisions about program 
participation, activities or services are to be made, we support 
deference to the choice of the recipient. 


Of course, GAIN and JOBS are mandatory programs, so decisions are 
made within this context. However, there is still great room for 
respect for the wishes of participants even given the mandatory 
feature. In enacting JOBS, Congress declared that "[t]he 
employability plan shall to the maximum extent possible 
... reflect the respective preferences of •.• participants." 42 
U.S.c. sec. 682(b) ((1) (B). We have been strong proponents of 
self-determination and voluntariness which will effectuate this 
goal. 


Priority for Services to Volunteers 


One major area in which this principle arises is the difficult 
question of choosing among potential participants when resources 
are 1 imi ted. One of JOBS' most important features was its 
requirement that "in determining the priority of participation by 
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individuals from among those [target] groups ... , the State will 
give first consideration to applicants for or recipients of 
[AFDC] within any such group who volunteer to participate in the 
program." 42 u.s.c. sec . 602(a) (19) (B) (ii). 


This principle is an important one promoting service to those 
recipients of aid who have concluded that GAIN has something 
valuable to offer them and wish to take advantage of it. It is 
plain that the costs of a program such as GAIN do not permit full 
service to all applicants and recipients who are required or 
allowed to participate. Indeed, the total cost of the program if 
it were fully funded in the 1990-91 budget year would be $529 
million, nearly twice the costs estimated when the bill was 
debated in the summer of 1985. The expense of the program in 
conjunction with the state's fiscal crisis has led to the failure 
of the Deukrnejian administration to appropriate full funding for 
it. The proposed 1990-91 budget calls for a reduction of over 
$30 million in state general fund dollars, resulting in the 
inability to serve some 164,000 potential participants. If 
choices must be made about who is and is not served, it is 
sensible, fair and, we believe, cost-effective, to prefer those 
choosing to participate. It is worth noting that the most recent 
report by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) 
on GAIN implementation found a much better pattern of 
participation among volunteer participants (who for GAIN purposes 
were all exempt volunteers) than among mandatory ones . Some 63% 
of volunteers participated at least half the days after 
orientation, compared to less than half (48% of single parents, 
39% of AFDC-U participants) of mandatory participants. MDRC, 
GAIN: Early Implementation Experiences and Lessons, April 1989, 
p. 133. 


Until passage of JOBS, the GAIN program gave recipients who were 
exempt from the mandatory requirement but who wished to 
participate virtually the lowest priority for services. Welfare 
& Institutions Code (hereafter W.I.C.) sec. 11320.21(d). Despite 
the JOBS volunteer priority provision, the priority for 
volunteers was not extended to exempt volunteers in the original 
California legislation which implemented JOBS, in part due to the 
confusion created by HHS comments accompanying the proposed and 
final federal regulations. See 54 Fed.Reg. 42166-42168 (Oct. 13, 
1989). 


We are hopeful that this problem will be remedied in Assembly 
Bill 312, the follow-up JOBS implementation bill currently 
pending in the state legislature. We are working with the author 
and the Department of Social Services to reach agreement upon 
specific language so that our clients who volunteer to 
participate can expect to be assigned to the next available 
appropriate slot. I do believe, however, that the confusion 
created by the HHS regulatory language lends itself to avoidance 
of the clear directive of Congress, and I presume that other 
states are experiencing similar difficulties in implementing it. 


Impending Participation Rate Requirements for AFDC u Families 


An issue which is looming is the not-too-distant future but could 
do much to undermine the volunteer target group priorities and 
the principle of voluntarism i s the JOBS requirement that 
beginning in fiscal year 1994, states must require 16 hours per 
week of participation from AFDC-UP recipients in designated work 
programs, and meet stringent part i c i pat i on rates starting at 40 % 
and rising to 75% by fiscal year 1997. 42 u.s.c. sec. 603(1) (4). 
Should this requirement be maintained, it will redirect 
substantial resources away from target group members toward a 
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population which by definition has a connection to the labor 
market and is less is need of the kinds of services programs such 
as JOBS can offer. It is also certainly true that AFDC-U 
households generally have shorter stays on aid. These 
charactistics are contrary to two of the federally-prescribed 
target group categories: (1) families on aid 36 of the past 60 
months and (2) families headed by a parent under 24 without a 
high school diploma or recent work history. 


Every study of the impact of such programs on AFDC-U families has 
demonstrated the failure to achieve significant improvements in 
their economic fortunes. Indeed, AFDC-U families are found to 
suffer cost-benefit losses . as a result of such programs. See 
MDRC, Final Report on the San Diego Job Search and Work 
Experience Demonstration, Feb. 1986, pp. 100-102, 167, 170; 
MDRC, Saturation Work Initiative Model in San Diego, Nov. 1989, 
pp. 124, 128. It would certainly defeat what appeared to be a 
major feature of JOBS -- the focussing of resources on those in 
target groups -- to force a virtual complete reorganization of 
programs to meet participation rate standards which seem at odds 
with the need to serve longer-term recipients lacking education 
and work history. We strongly urge that these AFDC-U 
requirements be revisited by Congress, and that they be repealed 
to the extent they cause programs to be overhauled to serve less 
needy recipients. 


Allowance of Self-initiated Programs 


One of the most successful aspects of GAIN is the support 
provided to parents in "self-initiated programs," known by the 
acronym "SIP's." Since its inception, GAIN has allowed persons 
enrolled in education or training programs designed to lead to 
employment up to two years to continue their program during which 
they are eligible for child care and transportation. SIP's 
constitute some 84% of all training and education programs other 
than basic and remedial education. Comments from clients have 
indicated great satisfaction with this opportunity. 


Yet the limitations on SIP's, especially GAIN's two-year maximum, 
have impeded many from taking full advantage of the opportunity 
SIP's could potentially offer. The kinds of jobs disadvantaged 
women can obtain with shorter term education or training 
frequently do not permit a family to markedly improve its 
economic condition or even exceed the poverty level. For 
example, we have seen several cases of women required to find 
work as an LVN, a job paying bare poverty wages, and give up 
their program aimed at becoming a Registered Nurse, which would 
lead to a job paying enough to support a family. The common 
expectation of those who would deny a participant the ability to 
continue with such programs is that she could pursue a more 
advanced degree while working at a full-time job. Yet this seems 
a harsh and unrealistic assumption which ignores the burdens on 
single parents. Should society give some support to struggling 
families whose head is seeking to improve her children's future 
by working toward a goal which would allow them to leave their 
subpoverty existence? I believe it should, and also believe that 
the benefits to government will exceed the costs if an extra two 
years of preparation for the job market is allowed instead of 
forcing a family into a less stable financial situation likely to 
result from short term training. 


An analysis of Census data performed by the Center for Law and 
Social Policy concludes that "Four year colleges are much more 
closely linked with adequate earnings that are two-year programs 
--especially for nonwhite women ... " CLASP, "Data suggests Need 
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for College Access in 'JOBS' Program," December 1989, p. 2. 
Indeed, some 57% of adult women with only a high school education 
and 43% of those with 1-3 years of college had income under 
$10,000 per year in 1987. The percentage with income under 
$10,000 drops to 33% for women with four years of college, and 
22% for college-educated black women. At the time of the data 
college, $10,000 was poverty level income for a family of four. 
As of today, annual income under $10,000 would leave a family of 
three in poverty. 


JOBS allows self-initiated programs to be continued so long as 
the program is "consistent with the individual's employment 
goals" and attendance is "not less than half time." 4 2 u.s. c. 
sec. 602(a) (19) (F) (i). There are no federally-established time 
limitations. However, HHS comments to the federal regulations 
indicate that the agency looks upon postsecondary education with 
disfavor: "While we do not prohibit the use of JOBS funds for 
this activity, we are concerned about the potential cost ... We 
will monitor State expenditures in this area for the purpose of 
deterining the extent to which investment in postsecondary 
education for JOBS participants produces more beneficial returns, 
such as longer term self-sufficiency, than are produced by other 
levels of education and training." 54 Fed. Reg. at 42182 (Oct. 
13, 1989). No such exacting scrutiny is expressed about other 
JOBS components, even though there may be serious doubts about 
their efficacy. 


Additionally, the HHS regulations specifically proscribe payment 
of JOBS funds for the cost of books of self-initiated education 
program participants. 45 C.F.R. §250.75(a). This limitation 
purported to follow the JOBS statutory exclusion of "the costs of 
such school or training" from federal reimbursement. Yet we 
believe the exclusion was intended to apply to tuition expenses, 
not incidental expenses essential to participation. The costs of 
books for students is often quite high and too difficult to 
afford out of a needy family's AFDC grant. These costs had been 
considered a covered "ancillary expense" in GAIN, W.I.C. sec. 
11320(e) (3). As a result of the HHS exclusion, however, the 
Deukmejian administration is proposing to discontinue payment of 
books. 


We believe that Congress should place some limits on the ability 
of states to interfere with self-initiated training or education 
programs only because they exceed a limited duration. We do not 
believe it furthers the purposes of JOBS to compel an AFDC parent 
to quit a program of her own choosing with prospects for 
permanent self-sufficiency and attend job search activities aimed 
at finding her short-term, low-paid work. Additionally, 
ancillary expenses such as books which are necessary for self
initiated program participation should be expressly subject to 
federal reimbursement. 


DIFFICULTIES FOR WORKING AFDC RECIPIENTS 


The next set of issues I'd like to discuss involves problems 
facing AFDC recipients who may participate in a JOBS program, 
find employment, but not earn enough to become ineligible for 
aid. The experience of GAIN is that some 80% of the single 
parent participants who are officially counted as employed remain 
on aid after they find work. This is also true for 55% of the 
AFDC-Unemployed Parent households, despite the effect of the 100-
hour rule. 
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While in GAIN, participants receive supportive services to cover 
costs of child care, transportation and other ancillary expenses. 
Child care costs are paid up to a level equal to 1. 5 standard 
deviations from the average regional cost of care. W.I.C. sec. 
11320.3(f). As a general rule, this covers about 93% of the 
available care. 


Once working and on aid, however, a recipient is no longer a GAIN 
participant and is not eligible for supportive services. Child 
care or work · expenses can be "disregarded" from gross earnings 
before those earnings are applied against a family's AFDC 
payment, but federal law sets maximum limits on the amounts that 
can be deducted. Work expenses, which include mandatory payroll 
deductions, are limited to $90 per month, and child care is 
limited to $175 per month or $200 for a child under two years. 
Actual costs incurred over these amounts are paid from the basic 
AFDC grant, which, of course, is designed to cover subsistence 
living expenses and not work-related expenses. 


A recent article in the Sacramento Bee newspaper, joined to a 
piece on the release of the national Research Council's report on 
the need for child care, noted that in Sacramento, child care 
costs range from $200 for schoolage children, to $300-400 for 
preschool children, to $400-500 for infant care. Moreover, 
"[m]ore than half the families in need of day care in Sacramento 
County are unable to find- a sui table facility." "The Local 
Angle: Half Can't Find Care," sidebar to "Upgrade of Child Care 
Urged," Sacramento Bee, March 15, 1990, p. A24. Child care 
advocates indicate that the cost of care is much higher in 
several other areas of the state than it is in Sacramento. 


Of course, GAIN and JOBS have as a fundamental feature the 
requirement of participation by parents with preschool age 
children, and even those with infants, with the expectation that 
these parents will find employment. For those who do find work 
but stay on aid, the disregard amounts are entirely unrealistic. 
In practice, these parents will simply not used licensed or 
center-based care, and may not work unless they happen to have a 
free or very cheap source of child c~re. Such care may or may 
not serve the genuine needs of the child and parent, but if she 
is to keep a job, the parent will have virtually no choice. 


Once a family earns enough to become ineligible for AFDC, 
transitional child care is available for one year. This was one 
of the most positive achievements of the Family Support Act. 
California is about to enact legislation -- Assembly Bill 1706-
which will set the child care payment rates for transitional care 
at the maximum level for which federal reimbursement is 
available, the 75th percentile of care in the region. 


A common "transition" for working GAIN participants would begin 
with GAIN participation itself, followed by a period of 
employment while remaining AFDC eligible, and when wages increase 
to the point of ineligibity, reliance on earnings only perhaps 
supplemented by transitional child care and Medicaid benefits. 
Yet in California each of these stages has different standards 
for child care payment. The best care can be afforded when one 
is in GAIN. Once out of GAIN and still on aid, the disregard 
amounts drop precipitously. A parent who has relied on a 
provider paid by GAIN may well not be able to afford that care 
when she finds a job. If the family leaves AFDC due to earnings, 
the rates will increase, but still not allow for the kind of care 
the parent received while in GAIN. 
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such divergent rates make continuity of care extremely difficult 
for working parents. We all can appreciate the value to children 
and parents of maintaining consistency in child care providers. 
How can a parent achieve this when the amounts available jump 
from one level to another unrelated either to reason or the 
family's needs? 


Use of Disregard to Meet Child Care Guarantee 


The Family Support Act does provide that "(e]ach State agency 
must guarantee child care . . . for each family with a dependent 
child requiring such care to the extent that such care is 
determined by the state agency to be necessary for an individual 
in the family to accept employment or remain employed." 42 
U.S.C. sec. 602 (g) (1) (A) (i). The Act lists several methods by 
which this guarantee can be met: direct provision, contracts or 
with child care providers, reimbursement to the family. Yet this 
has been interpreted by HHS to allow a state merely to rely upon 
the child care disregard for those on aid. 45 C.F.R. sec. 
255.3(a)(6). A state may supplement the disregard up to a higher 
level, 45 C.F.R. sec. 255.3(f) (2), but states experiencing 
serious fiscal constraints with higher-than-anticipated program 
costs simply won't do this. The disregard supplement wa·s raised 
in the context of AB1706, the transitional child care bill, but 
the current administration maintained steadfast opposition to 
providing such a supplement, primarily for fiscal reasons, but 
also based upon a convoluted notion that a lower disregard for 
working recipients would give them an "~ncentive" to get off AFDC 
in order to take advantage of the higher rate applicable in 
transitional care. Such a view assumes that the amount of 
earnings or hours of employment are fully within a worker's 
control rather than the employer's. It also ignores the likely 
inability of many finding work to keep their job if they suffer a 
drastic reduction in child care benefits as would occur with the 
shift from GAIN care to the disregard. 


There is a serious question as to whether use of an 
unsupplemented disregard actually satisfies the Family Support 
Act's guarantee of care to those needing it to find or keep jobs. 
We believe that it doesn't, and that Congress needs to clarify 
the duty to assure that child care is meaningfully available to 
working poor families receiving AFDC. 


Federal Limits on Child Care Reimbursement 


The important question of child care rates merits two additional 
comments. As I previously described, California's GAIN child 
care rates have been higher than the amount for which federal 
reimbursement is available. The difference will exclude 
approximately 18% of the care from coverage, and one estimate by 
child care advocates suggested that in some areas about a quarter 
of GAIN participants use care that falls within the gap between 
the 75th percentile and 1.5 standard deviations. While GAIN will 
continue to use the standard deviation formula for its 
participants, and California will make up the difference in 
state-only funds, the state was unwilling to pay at that level 
for 12-month transitional care, even though prior to JOBS the 
GAIN formula was also used for the state's three month 
transitional care benefits. Again, participants moving from GAIN 
to employment that causes them to leave AFDC may face disruption 
in their care as the 75th percentile standard is implemented, 
while they also must pay a monthly fee. Again, this change in 
rates may hinder the ability of some workers to maintain their 
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Additionally, we should also consider the social consequences of 
pressures toward cheaper care on the children of AFDC 
participants. Rather than looking at child care as mere 
babysitting, we should be attentive to the quality of care and 
its impact on child development. The recent National Child Care 
Staffing study conducted by the Child Care Employee Project has 
documented the connection between the cost of care and its 
quality. I would hope that concern for the value of care 
delivered to AFDC children through the Family Support Act would 
be a consideration in any review of the amounts available under 
the program. 


Unquestionably, the federal reimbursement cap has driven the 
state's policy on transitional care rates, as in many others. 
The strain on state funding causes the administration to search 
for means of saving money, and conformity with federal standards 
is a convenient basis on which to justify program reductions. We 
believe that the child care reimbursement rate should be 
revisited by Congress, and that states like California which have 
made commitments to quality care should be permitted to continue 
to do so with full federal participation. 


Employment and the 100-hour rule 


I'd also like to make a brief point about the 100-hour rule. 
This is another of AFDC's arcane rules which makes two-parent 
AFDC-Unemployed Parent families ineligible once the principal 
wage earner works 100 hours in a · month. This makes a family 
ineligible for any aid which could supplement earned income, even 
if the wages received are well below the amount a family would 
receive on AFDC alone. A worker reaching 100 hours, therefore, 
can make his family far worse off than if he or she worked fewer 
than 100 hours. 


The impact of this rule may be reflected in official state GAIN 
data indicating that only 45% of AFDC-U families leave aid once 
the worker finds a job. This would suggest that over half of the 
AFDC-U recipients finding work are employed for fewer than 100 
hours per month. Even allowing for the fact that some families 
may not be counted as leaving aid due to their failure to submit 
a monthly income report, this is a staggering figure revealing 
that huge numbers of recipients who do find employment are barely 
half-time workers. This could mean that many AFDC-U families 
consciously eschew more hours to avoid the trap of the 100-hour 
rule. I don't believe this serves any legitimate public policy. 


Ultimately, the illogic of the 100-hour rule reveals the obsolete 
concept of "deprivation" upon which much of AFDC policy is based. 
Families are only assisted if there is a legitimate reason for 
their poverty apart from bare economic need. The most common 
basis of eligibility is the "continued absence of a parent." 
Two-parent households only qualify because the "deprivation" is 
based upon unemployment, which is defined by additonal byzantine 
rules on connection to the labor market. The 100-hour rule makes 
sense only within this anamolous context, since a person working 
100 hours is not "unemployed." The premise that one must 
demonstrate an additional element of "worthiness" beyond the 
presence of needy children in a family in order to qualify for 
subsistence aid is one that should be reexamined in any future 
efforts at "welfare reform." I don't think we need years of 
operation and study of "demonstration projects" to recognize the 
irrationality of this policy. 
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Finally, I want to suggest that in examining the success or lack 
thereof of JOBS programs, we should not begin and end with the 
premise that the only goal is to get families "off welfare." 
Those of us who advocate for the poor have long argued that the 
real problem is poverty, not welfare. I do not want to minimize 
the personal satisfaction many in GAIN feel when they find a job, 
even if that job is not one which provides enough in wages and 
benefits to put a family substantially over the poverty line. 
But in judging a program comprehensively, we think it should aim 
to significantly improve the economic fortunes of those at whom 
it is directed, not merely substitute one form of income for 
another without increasing the family's ability to meet its 
needs. 


When gross employment statistics are cited, it should not be 
assumed that GAIN or JOBS is responsible for all, most or even a 
substantial portion of jobs found by recipients. State GAIN data 
count anyone who finds work and is registered with GAIN, 
regardless of participation in any component. As we all know, 
many recipients find work on their own without assistance from 
any employment program. The MDRC report on San Diego's SWIM 
program found that over half of the single parents and 62% of the 
AFDC-U' s in the "control group" who received no services found 
employment in the two-year follow up period. 


Secondly, even what have been interpreted as "successful" results 
in these programs are indeed questionable when viewed from the 
point of view of the participants themselves. The "cost-benefit" 
calculations performed usually show little or negative net 
benefits for AFDC recipients. This was also true of SWIM. When 
"gains" (earnings, fringe benefits, supportive services) were 
measured against "losses" (taxes, lost AFDC and other benefits), 
the single parent families barely broke even ($39 to $151 more 
gains than losses, but over 5 years), while the two-parent 
households slightly lost out (minus $37 to $67). Moreover, these 
studies considered supportive service payments to program 
participants a "gain," but did not deduct the cost of paying for 
the services. Therefore, the "gains" were overstated by $72 for 
single parents and $48 for AFDC-U participants. Moreover, the 
study did not measure the post-program impact of added child care 
costs and lost Medicaid for employed participants. The true "net 
costs" to participants, then, cannot be known from the data 
gathered in these studies. 


MDRC is performing a more comprehensive study of GAIN, which will 
include a number of personal interviews with participants and 
collect information on areas not part of previous studies, but, 
as I understand the methodology, the added information from these 
interviews cannot be incorporated into the numerical "impact" and 
"cost-benefit" calculations. I do not mention this to dismiss 
MDRC' s studies, all of which have provided extremely valuable 
data and information essential to an understanding of the these 
programs. I do want to emphasize, however, the inherent limits 
of such studies, and the careful scrutiny which must be given to 
them in judging the value of the programs assessed to the lives 
of the poor at whom they are directed. 


CONCLUSION 


As advocates for the poor, we want programs such as JOBS to 
better the quality of life for poor families who are struggling 
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with subpoverty income. For us, it is not enough to reduce 
welfare costs; we want to see improvements in the well-being of 
our clients through better education, training, jobs and wages. 
The Family Support Act contains some features which will help a 
limited number of AFDC families improve their fortunes. Much 
more needs to be done, however, both in enhancing the Act's 
commitments and, we hope, addressing further welfare reform and 
anti-poverty efforts which look beyond the welfare system. 
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Dear Ms. Salas: 
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THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES WILL COME TO ORDER. 


TODAY WE HOLD OUR SECOND HEARING ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
FAMILY SUPPORT ACT OF 1988. 


MUCH HAS HAPPENED SINCE OUR FIRST HEARING IN WASHINGTON 
NEARLY ONE YEAR AGO. THE DEPARTMENT HAS PROPOSED AND ISSUED 
REGULATIONS ON THE JOB OPPORTUNITIES AND BASIC SKILLS PROGRAM. 
TWENTY-SEVEN STATES HAVE APPROVED JOBS PROGRAMS ALREADY, AND ALL 
STATES WILL HAVE APPROVED PROGRAMS BY OCTOBER OF THIS YEAR. 


AS EXPECTED, THE ROAD TO IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FAMILY SUPPORT 
ACT HAS BEEN BUMPY. OFFICIALS AT THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES HAVE DONE A COMMENDABLE JOB DESPITE THE ABSENCE OF 
AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR FAMILY SUPPORT. THE STATES HAVE 
CONTRIBUTED ENORMOUSLY TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF REGULATIONS, BUT 
SOME PROBLEM AREAS REMAIN. 


IT IS FITTING THAT THIS HEARING SHOULD TAKE PLACE IN SAN 
DIEGO, A LEADING LABORATORY IN THE TESTING OF NEW IDEAS TO HELP 
WELFARE RECIPIENTS BECOME SELF-SUFFICIENT. ONE OF THE REMAINING 
PROBLEM AREAS, PARTICIPATION RATES, WAS STUDIED EXTENSIVELY IN 
THE SAN DIEGO SATURATION WORK INITIATIVE MODEL. THIS AND OTHER 
ENDEAVORS IN SAN DIEGO HAVE SERVED US WELL AS WE HAVE TRIED TO 
HELP WELFARE RECIPIENTS BECOME INDEPENDENT AND PRODUCTIVE 
CITIZENS. 


I LOOK FORWARD TO TODAY'S TESTIMONY. WE WILL HEAR FROM NOT 
ONLY PUBLIC OFFICIALS AND INTEREST GROUPS, BUT ALSO FROM 
PARTICIPANTS IN THE PROGRAM. LET US BEGIN. 
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My name is Dennis Boyle, Deputy Director of the State Department 
of Social Services here in California. Thank you, Representative 
Downey, for this opportunity to speak before the Human Resources 
Subcommittee of the Ways and Means Committee on the subject of 
implementation of the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training 
Program (JOBS), Transitional Child Care, Transitional Medical 
Care, and Child Support Enforcement provisions of the Family 
Support Act. We in California are in the midst of our effort to 
incorporate the JOBS final regulations into our landmark Greater 
Avenues for Independence Program called GAIN. I'd like to talk 
about our experience. 


GAIN has served 300,000 enrollees since its inception in 1986. 
During that time, more than 70,000 found jobs. Of these, 20,000 · 
left the welfare roles. The average starting wage has increased 
from $5.55 in fiscal year 1987 to $6.00 in fiscal year 1989. 
These results indicate that the program is working. But we don't 
just rely on statistics to come to this conclusion. Sometimes, 
there is a tendency to become so caught up in numbers that we 
lose sight of individuals. In order to help provide some 
individual perspective on GAIN, I have some articles which were 
written by some of our GAIN participants. Let me read portions of 
just a few of the articles published in the February 1990 GAIN 
Student Newspaper of the Los Angeles County School Distric~ 
adult education division. One participant wrote: 


"Before the GAIN Program started, I had very little hope of 
ever having independence and a positive self-image. I'm a 
high school dropout with almost no work experience at all • 
. . I'm grateful for my AFDC, but I'm not proud of it. You 
don't feel proud when you live on money others have worked 
for .•• The grant they give you can be both good and bad • 
• • You get used to what's called 'free money,' while all 
the time it's taking your pride and dignity ••• 


When I received a letter stating it was mandatory for me to 
participate in GAIN, I was furious ••• they were trying to 
run my life by taking away my rights to do as I please, the 
right to do nothing but exist, with no hope or even a dream 
of a better life ••• However, once I started school I find 
I enjoy learning ••• Each time I conquer a new academic 
skill, I become all the more enthused ••• Now I can see a 
better life for myself in the near future. 


Another GAIN participant wrote: 


"I always thought of going back to school, but I was 
afraid. I didn't want to go alone and I felt I couldn't do 
it. But when GAIN came into my life, it was the push that 
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I needed to get me back to school. I was always at home 
doing really nothing to change my life. Now I have 
something to look forward to. I have a future to plan, 
things to learn, and a life to change." 


Finally, another GAIN participant wrote of her experience: 


"I am 31 years of age. I have four children and am on 
welfare .•• I started school when I was eleven. I didn't 
learn anything by the time I got to 7th and 8th grades .•• 
The teachers gave me good grades without my even trying 
because they didn't have time for me ••• So I got married. 
That wasn't the answer, so I had kids. That wasn't the 
answer either. So I left my husband because he was so bad 
with me and the kids. I got on welfare a couple of years . 
later. 


Here comes GAIN into my life. I was scared •.• GAIN put 
me back to school. I was frightened. I cried every day 
and night. I didn't think I would make it. But I was 
wrong. The teachers there help me a lot to improve and 
give me confidence in myself. It's been seven months now, 
and let me tell you this ••• My life is a lot better now • 
• • I even help my own children with their homework. I 
know I am making it in this world. I am going to have a 
job soon after I finish school. I feel great! Thanks to 
GAIN for making my future a lot better. I won't disappoint 
you at all. I love you all. 


There are many more articles than I have time to read, but copies 
of the GAIN newsletter are available for those of you who are 
interested in seeing more. · To me, these words are powerful. The 
message is that we're doing something fundamentally right with 
this program. There are some who believe that participation 
should be completely voluntary. They should ask themselves, 
honestly, would these people and thousands like them, have had 
the confidence to take that first step if they were not required 
to? I believe that many thousands would not. Research data show 
that employment programs are most effective for people like those 
I've just quoted who started out with the least amount of hope 
and would not have participated initially without the requirement 
to do so. However, once they got involved, they realized that 
maybe the most important thing GAIN and JOBS have to offer is 
real hope and a good chance for a better future. 


Now, I would like to discuss some of the technical aspects of the 
JOBS requirements which, we believe, get in the way of serving 
the people who need GAIN and JOBS services. The following are a 
few examples of remaining problems with JOBS requirements and, i n 
some instances, the Family Support Act itself. 
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PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS 


As I testified on May 25, 1989 before this subcommittee, we have 
a serious continuing concern about JOBS participation 
requirements. Actual operating experience from pilot tests of 
work programs demonstrates that states cannot meet or even 
approach the JOBS participation requirements in the final 
regulations. The regulatory detail on participation developed by 
HHS adds great difficulty and expense to the job of determining 
participation rates and seems to ensure the inability to achieve 
even minimal participation rates. 


Let me tell you about the experience of our Saturation Work 
Initiative Model (SWIM) project which was operated here in San 
Diego as a pilot project for HHS and evaluated by the Manpower 
Demonstration Research Corporation. Keep in mind that SWIM was 
operated in only two welfare offices as compared with the 
logistics and compexities of a statewide operation in a large 
state. The SWIM metholodology for determining participation 
rates was to count any registrant in job search, training, 
education or part-time employment if they participated at least 
one hour sometime during the month. Using this yardstick, SWIM 
achieved a 55 percent monthly participation rate, the highest 
ever recorded. In order to achieve this, the county had to try 
to serve every mandatory recipient in those offices. 


It took considerable time and expense to develop a tracking 
system that would measure participation using this simple, but 
workable methodology, as well as enormous effort on the part of 
the SWIM staff to assist folks to participate. However, if you 
were to apply the regulatory detail of the final JOBS regulations 
to the SWIM participation standards, I believe that: 1) a 
workable tracking system could not have even been developed 
within the two years that SWIM operated; 2) if the tracking 
system had been developed, the SWIM staff would have spent so 
much time feeding, correcting, interpreting and struggling with 
such a system that they would have had little time left over to 
help clients; and 3) the 55 percent monthly participation level 
achieved by SWIM would be reduced below even the seven percent 
initial standard provided in the Family Support Act. 


Does this mean SWIM was unsuccessful? Absolutely not, unless 
unprecedented employment gains, welfare reductions and a 3:1 
favorable cost benefit ratio indicate failure. Also, I believe 
that the SWIM findings show that the JOBS participation rate 
standards would be achieveable if the criteria for measuring them 
were to be made more reasonable. I strongly suggest that HHS and 
Congress take a very close look at the SWIM findings which were 
issued subsequent to the passage of JOBS. I think there are some 
valuable lessons to be learned. 
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In my May testimony, I stated that the 20 hour-per-week 
participation standard for counting participation was 
unreasonable and impractical from an administrative standpoint. 
Although this requirement was changed in the final regulations, I 
am unable to report sufficient improvement to make the system 
workable or meaningful. What happened is that, rather than 
conceding the nonviability of the 20 hour-per-week requirement, 
the regulation writers converted it to an "average" of 20 hours. 
This means that in order to count someone participating, say 15 
hours-per week, you would have to find someone else whose level 
of participation is 25 hours and then compute an average of 20 
hours each. 


Additionally, in order to count even one hour of an individuals · 
JOBS participation, you must verify that the individual attended 
at least 75 percent of the hours which were scheduled. 
Otherwise, participation is counted as zero even if the actual 
hours of attendance exceed 20 hours per week. This was also 
added in the final regulations. 


Let me describe just some of the quirky effects of these new 
requirements: 


o Tracking is vastly complicated. The tracking system must 
be able, first to identify, then to match up individuals 
who are participating less than 20 hours with others 
participating a corresponding number of hours over 20 
hours. This represents a technical challenge of the first 
magnitude, especially when you consider the added 
difficulty of tracking whether the participant attended at 
least 75 percent of the time scheduled. 


o One new clause added to the final regulations which I have 
not mentioned is that time spent on homework for an 
educational activity does not count as participation. The 
upshot is that a junior college student in a vocational 
course carrying a very full load of 18 hours per week of 
classes with another eight hours of homework would be a 
nonparticipant in JOBS as far as OFA is concerned. 


o In addition, there would be a very negative impact on 
participants as a result of these rules. First, there is 
so much paperwork and other administrative minutia which 
would be required of JOBS case managers that they would 
have little time left to assist clients. This would 
probably lead to increased sanctions since there would not 
be time available to otherwise resolve participation 
problems. Second, clients would be bogged down with 
additional complexity, paperwor~, providing verifications 
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and other nonproductive activities. Third, states would be 
forced to rely on components which provide the highest 
hours-of-participation in relation to cost, rather than 
assigning participants to those components which would be 
of more value but provide fewer hours. As you can see by 
my junior college example, it would be difficult, if not 
impossible, to find an educational component which could 
meet the twenty hours-per-week requirement. Finally, there 
would be a tendency to shy away from providing services to 
the most disadvantaged and difficult-to-serve who make up 
the JOBS target population, because there just woudn't be 
the time available to work with them. Getting them to 
participate 75 percent of the time will be very difficult. 


I don't want to simply criticize without offering a viable 
solution, so please let me discuss a couple of options worthy of 
consideration. The most obvious would be the criteria used in 
the SWIM project which I discussed earlier. That would be to 
count participation each month based on the number of 
participants whose participation in a JOBS activity has been 
verified sometime during the month. The principal advantage 
would be that this method has been documented and proven in a 
successful pilot project to be feasible and practical. Another 
more stringent method would be to conduct a monthly point-in-time 
count. Let me explain. This means that on a given day each 
month, all clients' whose actual participation has been verified 
would be tallied on the basis of a head count which could be 
electronically tracked. Although some individuals who had 
participated only a short time during the month would be counted, 
this would be balanced out by the fact that others who had 
participated for longer periods, but whose participation ceased 
prior to the day of the head count, would not be included in the 
participant count. The chief advantages of these two options 
over the method set forth in the final regulations are that they 
are doable, accurate and reasonable. The HHS methodology seems 
to presuppose that states cannot be trusted, and that therefore 
numerous conditions, limitations and qualifiers are necessary to 
define participation. The result is not workable. We suggest 
that a simpler, less elaborate methodology be used, for example, 
one of the two options we have proposed. The results could then 
be monitored for accuracy. It is .the design of the program that 
ensures meaningful participation, and that is where HHS' and 
Congress' attention should be directed. 


TRACKING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 


In my comments the first time before this committee, I stated 
that the proposed tracking and reporting requirements were 
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burdensome and unmanageable, at that time requiring a sample of 
thousands of JOBS cases per month. I am pleased to report that 
the final regulations reduced that sample size to 1200 per year, 
a very significant improvement. However, at the same time, OFA 
has issued two JOBS Action Transmittals dated January 31, and 
February 6, 1990 respectively transmitting interim JOBS reporting 
requirements. They are effective October 1, 1989. Besides the 
obvious impossibility of retroactive implementation of these 
requirements, they are extremely detailed and burdensome. In 
fact, optimistically, it will take us a minimum of two years 
simply for development and installation. Before the end of the 
two-year period, we are told, the final requirements would be 
issued, thus obsoleting the interim system. Meanwhile, an 
enormous investment in time and other resources will be wasted. 


In addition to the issue of interim reporting, we recommend that 
Congress take another look at the Family Support Act reporting 
requirements in terms of the amount of detail and the 
appropriateness of data requirements. One requirement which 
comes to mind is to report JOBS participation by family. This is 
not easy to do, and we do not see the value since it is 
individuals, not families, who participate in the program. 
Therefore, the requirement could be easily eliminated with no 
repercussions. Another example is the enormous detail required 
for child care reporting with regard to type of care, separating 
care for those with and without income and the length of time 
assistance is provided. This type of data is more properly 
gathered in a periodic survey format rather than individually on 
an ongoing basis. It is not essential for OFA to have this 
information to manage the program. 


TARGET POPULATION 


It is a correct and laudatory goal of the Family Support Act to 
target scarce JOBS resources towards the most disadvantaged 
groups receiving AFDC benefits. On this point, JOBS and GAIN are 
totally in "sync." However, the methodology in the final 
regulations for tracking this result is, I believe, flawed. The 
regulations and the Act require that 55 percent of JOBS funds be 
spent on the target population as defined in the Act. The 
procedure, as described in the regulations for tracking this, 
however, is too complicated, and fails to capture the whole 
picture. 


The states are to track all participants and their components. 
Then, based on IV-A agency expenditures, the costs of the 
components are determined and the data combined to compute a 
cost-per-participant. The problems are that the procedures are 







7 


too complex on the one hand, while on the other, they don't 
capture the major expenditures from community resources for JOBS 
participants. We are not suggesting that community resources be 
tracked by participant because of the increased complexity this 
would entail, and we don't think it's doable in any event. 


Our recommendation is to identify the number of JOBS participants 
who are members of the target population and those who are not. 
The target population requirement would be met if 55 percent of 
the participants were target population members. This method 
would not be perfect, but it would be simple, doable, and 
therefore more accurate than the method in the final regulations. 


WORK SUPPLEMENTATION 


The final federal regulations as well as the Family Support Act 
restrict the placement of Work Supplementation Program 
participants to only "new" positions in a company or agency. The 
effect of this provision is to solve a problem that doesn't 
exist, at least not in California, and in so doing, to prevent us 
from using this very useful placement tool. This happens because 
companies are saddled with an unrealistic requirement to create 
jobs which cannot be sustained given real-world economic 
conditions. The result is to unfairly deny job opportunities to 
JOBS participants which are otherwise available to other 
unemployed individuals in the community. This just doesn't make 
sense. 


In the GAIN Program, the company must make a reasonable written 
commitment to retain WSP participants in their supplemented jobs 
after the component ends. This provision, in combination with a 
restriction not to displace existing workers, does away with the 
need to restrict placements to new positions. We recommend that 
Congress take another look at this provision as ~t pertains to 
the Work Supplementation Program and consider California's 
alternative policy as providing the needed protection to workers 
without destroying the viability of a potentially very valuable 
JOBS component. 


WAIVER AUTHORITY 


We recommend that Congress consider providing OFA with broader 
waiver authority in order to pilot alternative employment 
strategies for JOBS. JOBS may not be the perfect employment 
program in every particular and therefore, it would be advisable 
to continue to allow alternative policies and procedures, at 
least on a limited scale. This is not to advocate that waivers 
be granted on a wholesale basis. However, some additional waiver 
authority would be prudent. 


·I 
I 
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Statewide evaluations of programs would be sufficient to 
determine the effectiveness of minor procedural changes without 
requ1r1ng miniscule evaluations of procedures or changes that 
really aren't appropriate to evaluate in the true sense of the 
word. Currently, the only avenue for waivers is the 1115 waiver 
process which assumes the pilots are so significant that an 
extensive evaluation is appropriate. The net effect is to 
discourage states from seeking changes to unworkable regulations. 


CHILD CARE SLOT DEVELOPMENT 


JOBS created a need to develop millions of new child care slots 
to provide child care for JOBS participants. In fact, states 
must guarantee child care for JOBS participants. Why, then, are . 
states forbidden in the JOBS regulations from using JOBS funds 
for child care slot development. I do not have an answer, nor do 
I know a way to develop millions of new child care slots at no 
cost. Therefore, it is my recommendation that the restriction in 
the final regulations against using JOBS funds for child care 
slot development be eliminated. 


TRANSITIONAL CHILD CARE/TRANSITIONAL MEDICAL BENEFITS 


I wish to commend the Congress for recognizing in the Family 
Support Act the importance of transitional benefits for families 
that successfully break the cycle of welfare dependency and leave 
AFDC due to employment. Transitional benefits are the logical 
extension of the training and educational investment that has 
been made under JOBS. Prior to the Family Support Act, California 
had a state-funded three-month Transitional Child Care (TCC) 
program for former GAIN participants. State legislation is 
pending to replace the state program with the new federal 
program. I expect state legislation and regulations to be in 
place to start the program on April 1, 1990. 


The most contested issue in the implementation of the federal TCC 
program has been the ceiling on reimbursements. The shortage of 
quality child care is a national concern and an acute problem in 
California. Former AFDC recipients must compete for child care 
in a market where demand exceeds supply. The entire work force 
is competing for low-cost child care. For this reason, when the 
GAIN program was enacted, a reimbursement ceiling of 1.5 standard 
deviations above the mean (which is approximately the 93rd 
percentile) was agreed upon through a bipartisan effort. This 
limit provides safeguards against extremes in child care costs 
while providing the ability to reimburse reasonable costs. Child 
care advocates strongly believe that a 75th percentile ceiling 
will drive some families back to welfare due to an inability to 
find child care under the ceiling level. I believe that no 
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family would purposely choose a high cost provider unless 
adequate care was unavailable at a lower rate; families are well 
aware that they must assume the entire cost when their benefits 
are exhausted. Therefore, as the Family Support Act does not 
dictate the reimbursement ceiling, I strongly urge that states be 
allowed the flexibility of determining an appropriate ceiling 
based on the realities of their local child care markets. 


California will also implement the Transitional Medi-Cal Program 
in accordance with the requirements in Family Support Act. 
Conflicts between requirements in Transitional Child Care and 
Transitional Medicaid are a significant problem for California. 
While the Transitional Child Care law and final rules are 
generally flexible about most requirements, the Transitional 
Medicaid rules are very detailed. For example, in TCC there is 
no mention of reporting requirements. However, in Transitional 
Medicaid, families must report on income from the first three 
months and must submit this information by the 21st day of the 
forth month of the eligibility period. We question the need to 
be more restrictive in Transitional Medicaid. I strongly urge 
that a task group be formed with representatives from Health Care 
Finance Administration, the Family Support Administration and 
States to resolve regulatory conflicts between the programs to 
the extent possible and recommend changes to Congress to resolve 
conflicts in the law. 


CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 


Significant improvements to the Child Support Enforcement Program 
will be realized as the requirements of the Family Support Act 
are implemented by states. The new provisions encourage states 
to provide better and more timely services to needy families, and 
will also result in increased child support collections and 
greater recoupment of welfare grants. 


While we applaud the benefits of the child support prov1s1ons; in 
our judgment, other provisions present administrative obstacles 
to successful implementation. Many of the new requirements will 
be extremely costly to implement, including: periodically 
reviewing and adjusting child support awards; time limits for 
responding to requests for service; prompt distribution of child 
support collections; statewide automation of the program; and 
collection of Social Security Numbers. While we support all of 
these changes, we urge Congress to acknowledge the costs and 
increased staffing which will be necessary to revise and 
implement computer systems. Because of these additional costs, 
it will become increasingly difficult for states to maintain or 
improve their current collection-to-cost ratios. We believe that 
the whole concept of collection-to-cost ratios is in conflict 
with the expansion of states' efforts mandated by the Family 
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Support Act. Since many of the requirements have no direct 
correlation with increasing collections, these ratios d i s c ourage 
states from full implementation of the Act. We urge Congress to 
either eliminate the concept of collection-to-cost ratios as an 
incentive formula or, at least, exclude nonrevenue generating 
requirements from the ratios. At the minimum, Congress should 
consider elimination of minimum levels for states to qualify for 
federal incentives. 


Second, in light of the requirement that states have a fully 
operational automated child support system by 1995, we continue 
to recommend that certain requirements of the Act be phased in 
and subject to audit only once a state's automated system is in 
place. Not all states currently have automated capability. 
Therefore, provisions which require automation for successful, 
cost effective implementation, such as time limits for 
distributing collections and certain case processing functions, 
should be gradually phased in for states with manual operations, 
with full implementation accomplished in conjunction with 
statewide automation of the program. 


There is also a concern with the downward modification of child 
support orders. It is not clear whether this was actually 
intended by Congress. Our concern is with representation of both 
the custodial and noncustodial parents by the IV-D agency, thus 
causing a conflict of interest. We recommend that Congress 
clarify this provision and, if representation of the noncustodial 
parent was intended, we urge that Federal law clearly state that 
the IV-D agency is acting for the public good and not personally 
representing either party. 


We are also concerned with the Family Support Act provisions 
relating to child support guidelines. The Office of Child 
Support Enforcement is holding States accountable for these 
provisions prior to that office's promulgation of regulations. 
This presents a paradox. Therefore, we urge that states not be 
held accountable for the provisions regarding federal child 
support guidelines until sufficient time has passed after release 
of the federal regulations for states to take whatever steps are 
necessary to comply. 


Finally, we believe that any prov1s1on which requires significant 
system or staffing changes should not be immediately subject to 
audit. States must have the opportunity to adjust and fine tune 
any new system and provide adequate training for new staff prior 
to a requirement being audited. Audit sanctions only exacerbate 
implementation problems. We want to provide timely, quality 
services to families and ask you to help us make that possible. 


I offer these comments in a spirit of cooperation. Thank you for 
this opportunity to testify. 








NAI1E: EDWINA YOUNG, Regulations Chairperson 
California Family Support Council 
Family Support Bureau 
291 lOthe Street 
San Francisco, California 94103 
Telephone (415) 553-4286 


Summary of Comments and Recommendations: 


Eliminate the $50 disregard payment to AFDC families paid when the absent 
parent pays support exceeding $50 wi thln the month when payment is due. To 
offset the loss of the disregard payment to certain AFDC families, increase 
the AFDC grants for all families by $50 or pay all support payments ,directly 
to the family and supplement the support-payments rather than pay full AFDC 
cash grant to the family. 


Benefits to the family are readily apparent. Benefits to the taxpayer 
are: reduced administrative costs in both the IV-A and IV-D programs and; 
reduction of inequitable benefits to and inequitable treatment of certain AFDC 
families. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE, MY NAME IS LEON 


WILLIAMS. I AM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS FOR THE 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO. IT IS MY PLEASURE TO WELCOME YOU TO SAN 


DIEGO COUNTY. I VERY MUCH APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE 


TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO REGARDING-THE 


IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT OF 1988. 


THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO IS VERY PROUD OF THE LEADERSHIP ROLE WE 


HAVE PLAYED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF WELFARE REFORM WORK PROGRAMS 


AT BOTH THE LOCAL AND THE NATIONAL LEVELS. SINCE 1979, OUR 


PIONEERING EFFORTS HAVE DEMONSTRATED THAT IT IS IN FACT POSSIBLE TO 


OPERATE COST-EFFECTIVE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 


RECIPIENTS. NATIONAL DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS CONDUCTED IN SAN 


DIEGO COUNTY, SUCH AS THE FOOD STAMP WORKFARE PROJECT, THE 


EMPLOYMENT PREPARATION PROGRAM, AND THE SATURATION WORK 


- INITIATIVE MODEL, PROVED THE VALUE OF SUBSTANTIAL INITIAL INVESTMENTS 


IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE, SIGNIFICANT LONG-TERM GAINS IN REDUCING 


WELFARE DEPENDENCY. MOREOVER, EVALUATIONS OF THESE PROJECTS 


INDICATED THAT GOVERNMENT AND THE TAX PAYERS BENEFITTED ALONG 


WITH THE PROGRAMS' PARTICIPANTS. TO A LARGE EXTENT, SAN DIEGO'S 


,WNPRECEDENTED SUCCESS HAS LED TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF 
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CALIFORNIA'S GREATER AVENUES FOR INDEPENDENCE (GAIN) PROGRAM IN 


1985 AND, MORE RECENTLY, THE JOB OPPORTUNITIES AND BASIC SKILLS 


(JOBS) PROGRAM ON THE NATIONAL SCALE. 


SINCE OCTOBER, 1987 WHEN GAIN WAS IMPLEMENTED IN SAN DIEGO COUNTY, 


NEARLY 30,000 RECIPIENTS HAVE BEEN ENROLLED INTO THE PROGRAM, AND 


MORE THAN 18.000 PARTICIPANTS HAVE ENTERED EMPLOYMENT. 


IMPLEMENTING AND OPERATING SUCH A LARGE AND COMPLEX PROGRAM HAS 


BEEN CHALLENGING, BUT HAS PROVIDED US WITH SOME VALUABLE LESSONS, 


CHIEF AMONG THESE IS THE CRITICAL IMPORTANCE OF INTERAGENCY 


COORDINATION AND COOPERATION. WE ARE FORTUNATE IN SAN DIEGO TO 


HAVE A COMMUNITY OF PUBLIC AGENCIES AND EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 


WHICH SHARE WITH US A HIGH LEVEL OF COMMITMENT TO THE PHILOSOPHY 


AND GOALS OF THE GAIN PROGRAM. WE ALSO SHARE A FIRM BELIEF THAT, 


TOGETHER, WE CAN OVERCOME BUREAUCRATIC OBSTACLES AND MAKE GAIN 


SUCCEED. COLLABORATIVE EFFORTS INVOLVING THE STATE EMPLOYMENT 


DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, THE PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL, SEVERAL 


HIGH SCHOOL AND COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS, AND THE CHILD CARE 


RESOURCE AND REFERRAL AGENCY AND COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL 


SERVICES GAIN STAFF -HAVE PROVIDED A UNIQUE COOPERATIVE UTILIZATION 


OF COMMUNITY RESOURCES. THIS PARTNERSHIP IS CHARACTERIZED BY 
. 


COMMITMENT AT THE HIGHEST LEVELS WITHIN EACH AGENCY AND A SHARED 
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WILLINGNESS TO DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN WORKABLE LINKAGES. 


WE HAVE ALSO EXPERIENCED A GROWING RECOGNITION OF THE IMPORTANT 


ROLE THAT SELF-ESTEEM PLAYS IN DETERMINING BOTH INDIVIDUAL AND 


OVERALL SUCCESS. WE ARE FINDING WAYS TO INCLUDE ACTIVITIES WHICH 


INCREASE SELF-ESTEEM IN EVERY GAIN COMPONENT. IT IS ONLY BY 


DIRECTLY ATTACKING THE PROBLEM OF LOW SELF-ESTEEM AMONG WELFARE 


RECIPIENTS THAT WE CAN ASSIST THOSE INDIVIDUALS TO OVERCOME THEIR 


FEAR OF FAILURES, THEIR HOPELESSNESS AND DEPENDENCY. 


ANOTHER LESSON EMERGING FROM OUR EXPERIENCE WITH GAIN IS THE 


VALUE OF PREVENTION PROGRAMS WHICH PROVIDE EARLY, POSITIVE 


INTERVENTIONS IN THE LIVES OF YOUNG WELFARE RECIPIENTS. GAIN STAFF 


WORKING CLOSELY WITH SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND LOCAL ADOLESCENT 


PARENT PROJECTS CONDUCT OUTREACH ACTIVITIES AND PROVIDE A 


COMPREHENSIVE RANGE OF SERVICES FOR PREGNANT AND PARENTING TEEN 


RECIPIENTS. OUR GOAL IS TO ENCOURAGE TEENS TO STAY IN OR RE-ENTER 


HIGH SCHOOL, DEVELOP STRONG PARENTING SKILLS, AND TO BREAK THE 


CYCLE OF POVERTY, BEFORE IT BECOMES FULLY ESTABLISHED IN THEIR · 


YOUNG LIVES. TO DATE, 406 TEEN RECIPIENTS HAVE ENROLLED IN THE GAIN 


TEEN PARENT PROJECT. 
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DESPITE OUR ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND THE VALUABLE EXPERIENCE WE HAVE 


ACQUIRED, WE MUST REALIZE THAT THE TASK OF ACHIEVING TRUE WELFARE 


REFORM IS NOT YET COMPLETED. MUCH REMAINS TO BE DONE TO REVERSE 


THE TREND OF INCREASING WELFARE DEPENDENCY. THE IMPLEMENTATION 


OF THE JOBS PROGRAM HAS ELEVATED THIS ISSUE ON THE NATION'S 


AGENDA AND HAS EXTENDED CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES TO EVERY 


LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT. A PRIMARY CHALLENGE INVOLVES THE LEVEL OF 


INVESTMENT WE ARE WILLING TO MAKE IN WELFARE REFORM TO ACHIEVE 


OUR LONG-TERM GOALS. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS IN SAN DIEGO HAVE 


VALIDATED THE DIRECT RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROGRAM SUCCESS AND 


FUNDING LEVELS. BECAUSE THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT STANDS TO GAIN 
"·. 


THE MOST FROM SUCCESSFUL WELFARE REFORM, WE MUST LOOK TO THE 


FEDERAL GOVERNMENT FOR THE SUBSTANTIAL, UP-FRONT INVESTMENT 


REQUIRED TO ACHIEVE MEANINGFUL AND LASTING REDUCTIONS IN WELFARE 


DEPENDENCY. 


WE MUST ALSO CONTINUE TO RECOGNIZE OPPORTUNITIES TO REFINE OUR 


NATIONAL WELFARE REFORM EFFORTS. THERE IS STILL A SIGNIFICANT LACK 


OF COORDINATION AND CONFORMITY BETWEEN PROGRAMS THAT SERVE 


SIMILAR CLIENTS, SUCH AS THE AFDC AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS. THE 


DIFFERENCES BETWEEN JOBS AND THE FOOD STAMP EMPLOYMENT AND 


TRAINING PROGRAM CONSTITUTE A PRIME EXAMPLE OF THIS LACK OF 
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COORDINATION. THE OVERLAP BETWEEN THESE PROGRAM SHOULD BE 


ELIMINATED, AND THEIR REQUIREMENTS SHOULD BE PARALLEL. CLIENTS 


WOULD RECEIVE BETTER SERVICE, AND ALL LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT WOULD 


BENEFIT FORM ADMINISTRATIVE SAVINGS. 


CHILD CARE IS A CRITICAL FACTOR INFLUENCING THE EFFECTIVENESS AND 


ULTIMATE SUCCESS OF THE JOBS PROGRAM THROUGHOUT THE NATION. 


STUDIES HAVE SHOWN THAT CHILD CARE IS THE THIRD LARGEST EXPENSE 


FOR THOSE LIVING BELOW THE POVERTY LINE. YET THE DEVELOPMENT OF 


CHILD CARE RESOURCES LAGS FAA BEHIND THE RAPID INCREASE IN DEMAND. 


ALTHOUGH WE HAVE NOT YET HAD TO DENY GAIN SERVICES TO A LARGE 


NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS DUE TO A LACK OF CHILD CARE RESOURCES, THE 


GROWING. SHORTAGE OF CHILD CARE OPENINGS IN THE COUNTY MAY SOON 


RESTRICT OUR ABILITY TO SERVE EVERYONE WE OTHERWISE COULD. THE 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO URGES CONGRESS TO PURSUE LEGISLATION TO 


ESTABLISH A COMPREHENSIVE NATIONAL CHILD CARE POLICY WHICH WILL 


IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF CHILD CARE, PROVIDE FOR DEVELOPMENT OF NEW 


CHILD CARE RESOURCES, AND ENHANCE THE ACCESSIBILITY OF CHILD CARE, 


ESPECIALLY TO DISADVANTAGED FAMILIES. 


THANK YOU AGAIN FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE COMMENT ON 


BEHALF OF THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO. 
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT OF 1988 
PUBLIC LAW 100-485 


Field Hearing, San Diego, California 
March, 26, 1990 


Issue: Distribution of Collections and Disregard Provisions 


Reference: 


DA-FSD 
MAR 281990 


45 CFR 232.20(d) Treatment of child support collections made in the Child 
Support Enforcement Program as income and resources in the Title IV A Program. 
Authority: 42 USC 1302 


45 CFR 302.32(l)(b) and (2)(i) Collection and distribution of support payments 
by the IV-D agency. 
Authority: 42 USC 651 through 658, 660, 664, 666, 667, 1302, 
1396a(a)(25),1396b(d)(2),1396b (c), 1396(p), and 1396(k). 


Proposed Rule, Published in' Federal Register September 13, 1909 
Specifically changes to Section 302.51 an Section 303.100 


Discussion: 


The regulations cited govern the distribution of support collections 
distributed to reimburse AFDC payments made to the family. The problem lies 
in the complexity of the procedure for distribution to accomplish payment of a 
$50 disregard to the family for each month's current payment. 


If the absent parent has some kind of income withholding and the support 
payment withheld does not reach the IV-D agency within the month in which it 
was withheld, the IV-D agency must treat the payment as current for the month 
in which it was withheld rather than when it is received. As a result the 
payments must always be treated as adjustments. The IV-D agencies have been 
advised by OCSE that both automated and manual accounting programs must be 
relrritten to be able to treat a payment received month(s) after the current 
support was due as a current payment. 


This seems entil:ely appropriate. The absent parent should not be 
assessed interest on an arrears that has accrued because the entity at the 
point of withholding did not forward the payment to the IV-D agency. The 
family receiving AFDC should be entitled to the $50 disregard for the months 
that withholding was made from the absent parent's income. The problem is 
that the cost of maintaining accounts in this manner and the cost of dealing 
with the complaints from the family about the delay in receiving the missing 
disregard payment are substantial. 


The disregard law is unfair to certain AFDC families who will never 
receive a disregard payment because the absent parent is deceased, disabled, 
incarcerated, or in a country where there is no reciprocity. There seems to 
be two schools of thought on the reason for the disregard payment. One, is to 
encourage AFDC recipients to-cooperate in establishing and enforcing the 
support obligation. Two, is that it was a way to raise the AFDC benefits to 
families without making an increase in appropriations. The problem is that 
because of the very complicated procedures, timeframes, and multiplicity of 
agencies responsible, the administrative cost of paying the families the 
disregard may exceed the costs of simply increasing the AFDC grants by $50 per 
month. 


The California Family Support Council commented on the Proposed Rule that 
was published in April 19, 1989 on the issue of the disregard payment. The · 
following concept was discussed in the comments submitted. 


The distribution of payments by the IV-D Agency to the IV-A Agency on a 
cash basis requires substantial change to any automated or manual system 
now in place. For those entities now utilizing automated distribution 
schemes there are programming changes necessary at considerable cost. 
There will be increased operations costs for processing these 
distributions to the IV-A Agency on a daily basis. There will ; also be a 
substantial increase in IV-A administrative,costs to assimilate the data, 
pay the disregard as soon as the collections passed to them on a daily 
basis reach $50, and to identify those cases where less tluin $50 is 
collected then pay that amount to the recipient within 20 days of the end 
of the month. In an automated program this is increased data processing 
operations costs, in a manual program it certainly requires additional 
staff. 
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Issue (Continued): Distribution of Collections and Disregard Provisions 


The entire area of law and regulation leads us to suggest a different 
approach: 


Distribute all support payments to the family in the manner that payments 
are distributed to the non-welfare families. The IV-A Agency then will 
determine the amount of any entitlement the fam.tly should have. This way 
the family would have the advantage of the support payments when they are 
paid; 


There would be no wait for disregard computfltions; there would be no 
walt for redetermination of eligibility based on computation of the 
amount of the support payment which exceeds the grant in any one month; 


The family would enjoy ·the psychological benefit of knowing the absent 
parent is contributing on a timely basis. There would be a strengthening 
of family ties, the absent parent would feel better about the payment . 
going to the family and there would be improved custodial parent 
cooperation; 


There would be no need for the IV-D Agency to notify the family of 
support collections, they would know because they have received the 
payment; 


There would be no need to change distribution programs in any IV-D Agency 
because they are already programmed to distribute payments to non-welfare 
families, they could simply distribute all collections in the same manner 
and report the collections to the IV-A Agency so that eligibility 
determinations could be made; 


If a family received support payments it would not be necessary for the 
IV-A Agency to obtain advance payments by the county, state and federal 
IV-A funding agencies, abatements on claims and drawdowns would be net 
after the child support payment not in advance. 


This would be a much more cost effective and service oriented 1my of 
doing business, and should answer the concerns of Congress and others 
interested in the amounts paid to AFDC families, the timeliness of those 
payments, and the relationships within families. 


The law and regulation regarding the disregard payment may seem a small 
investment of resources to gain the benefits suggested, better cooperation of 
the AFDC recipient with the IV-D agency and/or an easy way to increase the 
grant to the family without increasing the appropriation for AFDC payments, 
however, the requirement imposes service and administrative procedures without 
effective results. 
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CALIFORNIA FAMILY SUPPORT COUNCIL 
Post Office Box 19701 


Sacramento, California 95819 


March 23, 1990 


Subcommittee on Human Resources 
Committee on Ways and .Heans 
U. S. House of Representatives 
1102 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


RE: Implementation of The Family Support Act 
of 1988 (Field Hearing San Diego, California, 
March 26, 1990) 


Mr. Chairman, .Hembers of the Committee: 


In my capacity as President of the California 
Family Support Council, I am submitting this 
letter and a copy of a recently-adopted Resolution 
from the Council, requesting Congress to amend the 
Family Support Act of 1988, relieving IV-D 
agencies of any responsibility to initiate 
downward modifications of existing child support 
orders. 


It is absolutely absurd a law was passed that 
requires a Child Support Enforcement agency to 
review and initiate downward modifications of 
valid child support amounts. This new provision 
is contradictory to the goals of the Child Support 
Enforcement Program. 


In the state of California, procedures are already 
available for easy access to the courts for 
purposes of modifying existing court orders. The 
process does require that the obligor initiate the 
action--not the agency representing the child, or 
the over-burdened taxpayer. 


Your immediate action to amend Sec. 466(a) (1) (A) 
through (C) of the Family Support Act of 1988 is 
requested. 


SHK: ce 


Attachment: Resolution 







cc: Robert J. Leonard, Chief Counsel (6 copies) 
California Judge's Association 
u. S. Senator Alan Cranston 
U. S. Senator Pete Wilson 
Members of Executive Council, California Family Support Council 







CALIFORNIA FAMILY SUPPORT COUNCIL 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas, the Family Support Act of 1988 provides that a 


state must undertake periodic reviews of all child support 


orders and initiate adjustments of such orders in accordance 


with established guidelines OE initiate such review and 


adjustment at the request of either parent subject to the orders; 


and 


Whereas, the foregoin·g law may require the IV-D agency 


to initiate downward modifications even when opposed by the 


custodial parent and without regard to the best interests of 


the child; and 


Whereas, the goals of the IV-D program to insure that 


all children are supported adequately by their natural parents 


have not yet been achieved; and 


Whereas, the foregqing law ignores the role of effective 


advocacy on issues in the adversarial judicial system including 


the role of the court to resolve such issues after full presenta


tion of facts and arguments; and 


Whereas, the requirement that the same agency advocate both 


for and against modification may create a conflict of interest; 


and 







Whereas, the prospect of exposure to automatic initia


tion of downward modification proceedings will create a 


chilling ef f ect to the willingness of custodial parents to 


participate in the IV-D program and will tend to nullify 


the outreach components of the IV-D program; and 


Whereas, under existing law many child support issues 


are not resolved by rote application of financial guidelines 


or mathematical formulae; 


Now, therefore, be it resolved that the California Family 


Support Council formally request that Congress amend §466(a) (10) (A) 


throug~ (C) of the Family Support Act of 1988 to relieve IV-D 


agencies of any responsibility to initiate downward modifica


tions or to adjust child support orders downward so long as 


the state plan provides unrepresented obligors with a simple, 


inexpensive and expedient procedure to obtain appropriate 


administrative or judicial review of their child support orders; 


and 


Be it further resolved that the President of the California 


Family Support Council forward a copy of this resolution to 


the Office of Child Support Enforcement and to each member of 


the California Congressional Delegation; and 


Be it further resolved that the President of the California 


Support Council provide a copy of this resolution to each Support 


Enforcement Association in the United States. 
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