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WELFARE REFORM: PAST SUCCESSES,
NEW CHALLENGES

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 2003

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Des Moines, IA.

The hearing was convened at 10 a.m. in the Conference Room of
the American Institute of Business, Des Moines, Iowa.

Present: Donna Littrel, Aegon Insurance; Deb Bingaman, Iowa
Department of Human Services; Linda Anderson, Mercy Medical
Center; Hon. Dave Heaton, Representative, lowa State Legislature;
Sonja Marquez, Boost 4 Kids; Ron Haskins, Brookings Institute.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES GRASSLEY, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM IOWA, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

The CHAIRMAN. First of all, welcome. I can see everybody except
the people that are on the highest level. But you can’t do much
about that, and I can’t do much about it.

We'’re trying to have an environment similar to what we would
have for a hearing like this in Washington, D.C., and occasionally,
like today, committees do go outside of Washington, D.C. to hold
public hearings. And I particularly want to take advantage of an
opportunity we have in Iowa right now. The Senate is not in ses-
sion and I'm in Iowa, and that TANF reauthorization’s a very im-
portant issue is, obviously, demonstrated by the large turnout here.
The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families or TANF actually
expired September 30th last year, but will be continued for 1 year,
September 30th, with our hope that we would finalize legislation
on this in the Senate sometime before our August recess with the
final product being worked out between the House and Senate in
September.

Now, if we can do it earlier than that, we should do it earlier
than that, but with so many other things on the plate of the Senate
Finance Committee, I'm not sure that we’ll be able to. If somebody
told me that I had to have it done by May 15th, I'd try to get it
done, but this is the time table we’re on.

And I only say that to you because I know that a lot of you are
aware of the House of Representatives passing the bill last week,
and if there’s any concerns about that, you know, there is some
time to work through the Senate for those concerns to be ad-
dressed, and we'’re, obviously, open to any points of view.

Remember, in the U.S. Senate, we have to pass a bipartisan bill.
Very seldom is it possible to get a strictly partisan bill through the
U.S. Senate.

o))
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Now, I want to welcome the witnesses. 'm glad to have you here.
Before I give an opening statement, I thought I'd kind of tell you
what I'm hoping to do here. There will be a very short opening
statement from me. Panelists, each panelist to speak for 5 minutes,
and for panelists I want tell you ahead of time—you don’t have to
ask—if you have a much longer statement, and we don’t care how
much longer, that you want that would go way beyond the 5 min-
utes, it will be put in the record as you submit it to us.

We're also welcoming statements from people who are here or
who aren’t here for statement to be—a written statement to be put
in the record as well. We do that even in our hearings in Wash-
ington, D.C. There will be some questions from me. I would hope
that process to end at 11:30.

At 11:30 we would then—and even before 11:30 we would be
handing cards out to you folks to ask questions of panelists, and
I will read those questions and try to get through those.

Probably there will be a lot more questions than that period of
time will allow. If you include your name and address on the back,
we will then get a written response to you.

Therefore, I call this hearing to order, a hearing on “Welfare Re-
form: Past Successes, New Challenges.” I thank all of our witnesses
in advance for agreeing to give testimony. I also thank all of you
in the audience, who are very much interested in this issue, for at-
tending.

Obviously, we have two panels. The first will discuss the success
of 96 welfare reform, and the second panel will discuss areas
where the 96 welfare reform law needs to be improved.

I have several questions for witnesses; however, we intend to
leave time, as I said, at the end for participation in writing for
questions from the audience.

These cards will be passed out (indicating). Write as legibly as
you can, and any sort of address or e-mail address or phone num-
ber would be appreciated.

In 96 Congress passed historical, comprehensive welfare reform
legislation and ended welfare as we know it. Gone were individual
entitlements. They were replaced by block grants to states and con-
siderable flexibility for states to design and implement their wel-
fare program as they saw necessary to fit the needs of their own
people. The new law, Temporary Assistance to Needy Families that
we all call TANF, replaced, as you know, 60-year-old Aid to Family
with Dependent Children Program, or as we knew it for so long,
AFDC.

Last year, despite our best efforts, the Congress failed to enact
the re-authorization. As I indicated, we extended it. The House of
Representatives has already passed their version of the legislation.

The Senate will not be able to act as quickly as the House, but
as chairman of the Senate Committee on Finance, which has juris-
diction over re-authorization, I assure you that welfare reform is
one of my top priorities. I would say after a stimulus package, after
prescription drugs for senior citizens, then comes this re-authoriza-
tion. So I am committed to enacting meaningful reform in a bipar-
tisan way as quickly as possible.

As part of this process, Congress needs to hear as many perspec-
tives as possible, so that’s why we’re here.
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The overall result of welfare reform looks very good. There’s been
a historic decline in the number of families receiving government
cash assistance, a substantial increase in employment by low-in-
come mothers, and a sustained decline in child poverty.

Here in Iowa we can point with pride to many individual success
stories, many parents having overcome significant barriers such as
domestic violence, substance abuse, and lack of education and are
making progress.

However, we all know—and I'll bet every one of you would
agree—that much more needs to be done. Some of the statistics
would reveal instances of people falling through the cracks or not
adequately having needs meet. For instance, there are a number of
child care and transportation challenges, and particularly these are
concerns in rural areas.

We can still do more to progress towards moving individuals into
meaningful, well-paying, full-time work. We still need to do more
to promote healthy families.

As many of you know, President Bush has proposed welfare re-
form policies that emphasize continuation of work-focus welfare
programs as a top priority. His proposal picks up on many themes
that I and others started developing in "96.

Strengthening the work requirement for individuals and for
states so that more people can experience the dignity of work; im-
prove child well-being by strengthening families and promoting
two-parent arrangements; encourage State innovation by granting
states new flexibility to design programs to serve low-income, work-
ing families.

However, as we’ve learned, the devil is in the details. I look for-
ward to learning more about the successful strategies Iowans have
used to make progress in moving from welfare to work but also to
learn where the '96 act needs to be improved. I appreciate the dis-
tances that many people have traveled.

The first panel on my right will describe the successes of welfare
reform. We will hear first from Donna Littrel, who is making the
transition from assistance to self-sufficiency. Then we will hear
from Deb Bingaman, who administers the TANF programs here in
Towa, who will describe the successful programs Iowans have devel-
oped. Following Ms. Bingaman, we will hear from Linda Anderson,
a human resource recruiter, who will discuss successful strategies
used to move individuals to work.

Our second panel, the one on the left, will focus on needed im-
provements to current law. State Representative Dave Heaton, who
knows these State laws and efforts inside and out will speak to us
first; and then we will hear from Sonja Marquez, who will speak
to us about the challenges associated with rural child care and
transportation issues; and finally, Ron Haskins, who was the White
House policy lead last year, about family formation policies.

So we will start with Ms. Littrel.

STATEMENT OF MS. DONNA LITTREL, INSURANCE POLICY
SURRENDER SPECIALIST, AEGON INSURANCE, DES MOINES,
IOWA

Ms. LITTREL. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for
inviting me today to testify before the committee. My name is
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Donna Littrel, and I'd like to share with you how Promise Jobs;
Cornerstone; and the Family Investment Program, otherwise
known as FIP; and other resources have helped my family.

We have benefited so much from these programs, it’s hard to
think of where we would be right now without them. In May I will
celebrate my fourth anniversary at Ageon Insurance Company.
Since starting there, I have obtained my Series 6 and 63 insurance
licenses, a life and health insurance license, and I am currently
furthering my education by continuing to take classes and pass
tests. I have a great position in the sales and conservation unit
where I help my clients to make decisions about their investments.

It’s a great opportunity, but the road to where I am now was
very bumpy indeed. I met my husband, Anthony, 7 years ago. Dur-
ing our first months together, we lived in my camper at a little
park south of Iowa City. With us were his three children, who were
between the ages of 2 and 5 at the time.

We received assistance for food stamps to help get us by. We
were homeless and down and out for quite a while.

The kids’ mother cared for the children long enough for us to get
an apartment. In 1 month Anthony and I saved the money for a
place to live while we were living in our car and working at a res-
taurant. A year later we had our first child together. In the fall of
1997, our baby was only a few 11 months old. We found ourselves
homeless again. It was a very hard time for us, and at that time
we had nothing. It felt like there was no light at end of the tunnel.
Neither of us had family to turn to. I went to DHS, and they were
willing to give me money for rent. Additionally, they provided gen-
eral assistance to help us on a down payment for a place to live.

During this time I hopped around from one restaurant job to an-
other. We had the help of the FIP program, food stamps, and Med-
icaid to keep us going, but our family still suffered from its own
set of problems. Other than the financial burdens that we faced, we
both drank quite a bit during that time.

When I became pregnant again, I stopped drinking, and by the
grace of God, Anthony became sober on April 14, 1998, and hasn’t
touched a drink since.

For us before things got better they got worse. A newly sober life
wasn’t always that easy. We were both unemployed and managed
to live off the FIP program and food stamps alone.

We were going through the Promise Jobs program at the time.
Anthony and I were in the BASICs class. That was to teach us to
be self-sufficient, and that’s actually called a Breaking Barriers
class through Cornerstone. I learned a lot from the class, but the
most helpful thing that I received was a little flyer about a new
program that was starting called the Customer Contact Training
Program.

This program would be a gateway for people to obtain the skills
needed to work in a call center. There were several businesses that
were partnering to sponsor the program with hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars coming from a grant provided by the State. The
class was 4 hours a day, 5 days a week, and lasted for 3 months.

Promise Jobs not only provided this opportunity for me without
a cost, but they also paid for my transportation to and from class
and for the child care my children received while I was there. I
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used this class as my chance to prove to myself that I could be a
good employee, which I had failed at previously. I proved this by
missing only 1 day of class, and I graduated at the top of the class.

I was very proud of my accomplishments. I had four job inter-
views. Two of the companies offered me a position, and Ageon hired
me in May of 1999.

Becoming an Ageon employee was a turning point for my family
and me. Our family still received assistance for medical bills and
some food stamps, but we no longer had to rely on FIP to provide
us an income. I never imagined I would be working for such a won-
derful company, and it was a very liberating feeling.

Our family also received help from a program called Cornerstone
for a couple of years. They helped us by providing a counselor who
came to our house every other week. We attended the classes they
offered and took our children to the functions they supported.

After a year of living in a single-wide mobile home, we moved to
a larger home in the same community. In March of 2002, we had
another baby. Because of illness, my husband is unable to work. He
stays at home and cares for the children.

I recently went to DHS to apply for food stamps. We have been
approved to receive them, and having the extra help, we will be
able to afford our expenses.

Being a one-income household with six children, it is difficult to
keep above water at times, but with all the help that we have been
provided, it has been possible. I enjoy my family and my job. We
have come a long way over the years, and I hope by sharing my
experience we will be able to help others someday.

When things looked grim and hopeless, there was always some-
one watching out for us. Thank you for the opportunity to share
with you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Littrel appears in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. We thank you very much and wish you well.

I now go to Ms. Bingaman.

STATEMENT OF MS. DEB BINGAMAN, ADMINISTRATOR, DIVI-
SION OF FINANCIAL, HEALTH AND WORK SUPPORTS, IOWA
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES, DES MOINES, IOWA

Ms. BINGAMAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you for bringing this hear-
ing to Iowa. We're very happy to be able to have such an important
conversation here in our own hometown and our State.

I am, again, the administrator in the Department of Human
Services who works with all of the income programs for low-income
families. The flexibility that we were provided through TANF and
through our State’s legislation around welfare reform allowed us to
do work in the area of prevention, which was something we had
never done before.

We provided funding for a lot of different programs that pre-
vented in two ways. One, it prevented people from having to come
into the welfare system; and secondly, we believe that it will pre-
vent future generations from needing welfare.

That’s critical. We can’t continue to Band-Aid those who are al-
ready in need. We have to help our children so that theyll grow
up and not need those programs.
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I don’t have time today in 5 minutes to talk about all of the pre-
vention programs, but I selected to talk about the diversion pro-
grams today.

We have three diversion programs that we began with welfare
reform in Iowa with the TANF funding. One was preFIP diversion.
FIP is our Family Investment Program that Donna talked about.
It’s the cash assistance. I'll talk a little bit more about that in a
minute.

The preFIP diversion is available to our local DHS offices on a
voluntary basis. That diversion is intended to help people access
jobs or to prevent—or to help them maintain jobs.

We've had some wonderful results with that program. Since
2000, 1,030 families have been diverted from FIP through that pro-
gram, and 76 percent of the families who received the assistance
were able to stay off for at least 1 year.

There are challenges in that area. For one thing, budget has im-
pacted this program. We've restructured. We’ve lost a lot of staff
in the last couple of years because of the State economy, and the
number of diversion projects that we have has dropped accordingly.

Our first focus is to provide those entitlement programs to fami-
lies, such as Medicaid and food stamps, and unfortunately, preven-
tion is very often seen as something that’s not as critical. So there
are some challenges around that area.

Another diversion program that we have is called family self-suf-
ficiency grants, and that’s flexible funding we provide to the Prom-
ise Jobs offices so they can meet the needs of people that they
couldn’t normally provide.

For both the preFIP and the family self-sufficiency grants, the
number one need has been transportation. A second need in family
self-sufficiency grants is uniforms, and we’re not talking just about
uniforms like a nurse would wear. We're talking about work attire.
That is an expense that low-income families can’t always meet.

Again, our goal with self-sufficiency grants was simply that peo-
ple would keep their job or get a job. It had amazing results. What
we found was that 52 percent of the families who received this as-
sistance actually left FIP within 6 months, so the results far ex-
ceeded our expectations. Since 2000, 10,500 families have been as-
sisted through that grant program.

Our third grant program, diversion program was called commu-
nity self-sufficiency grants. They were much different in that they
were grants to communities to address systemic barriers in welfare
reforms; barriers that kept people from going to work. For instance,
low-cost car repair shops, car loan programs, but there were two
very innovative programs I want to point out.

One is the Beyond Welfare program out of Ames that helps to
mentor families, and it brings together community volunteers from
faith and other organizations to encircle that family with a support
group. Each family has numerous adults in the community, non-
welfare recipients, who help them find the way to help themselves.
A wonderful program.

Another program that started out of that is the consumer advi-
sory team. The consumer advisory team are participants who have
been on assistance or who have been or are still on it, and Donna
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is—how we got Donna today was pretty much through that process,
I believe.

We have seven projects around the State. They are not depart-
ment projects. They started out with a little bit of seed money.
They have continued without that funding.

They’ve found other community support for those projects, be-
cause they are so critical. They help the families learn to advocate
for themselves, and they've been a wonderful resource for the de-
partment. They review forms and pamphlets for us; they are will-
ing to discuss policy changes with us.

I can’t tell you how valuable that has been to us, but I also know
it’s been critical for the families that theyre teaching to advocate.

I need to talk a little bit about the ongoing support that we pro-
vide people, because that is the cornerstone of TANF. It’s not just
about prevention. It’s also about helping people.

Am I running out of time, Senator?

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think since you administer these pro-
grams, why don’t I give you a couple more minutes.

Ms. BINGAMAN. I'm very grateful. I'm sorry. I tried to trim it as
much as I could.

The Family Investment Program is both cash assistance and em-
ployment training through our Promise dJobs program, which
Donna mentioned, and it’s the FaDSS program. FaDSS is Family
Development and Self-Sufficiency. It’s intensive case management
for those families with the deepest barriers to self-sufficiency.

I think of those three programs as a stool. FIP would not be suc-
cessful without every leg on that stool. It takes the cash assistance
to allow the families to work toward self-sufficiency, and for those
families with the most barriers, it requires intensive services.

Cornerstone is one of the FaDSS grantees. They go into the home
every 2 weeks at least monthly to talk to the family and to help
them overcome barriers.

Donna talked about the fact that she has six children. Bless her
heart, but that is not the norm of a family on the program. They're
individuals. Generally they have one or two children.

As Donna is unique, so is every person that we help. Some come
in, and they need only a slight amount of help to do a job search
or search for jobs. I'm sorry. To do a resume and search for jobs.
Some need more help, such as Donna.

Mr. Chairman, as you and others discuss welfare reform in the
future, I think there are five things I would hope would be remem-
bered.

The first point is to ask the question that is frequently asked in
Des Moines: “Is it good for the kids?”

Secondly, carefully consider the parents and the children who
will be affected; their strengths and their limitations. We have to
take both into account.

Third, the policies need to provide the most—the maximum pos-
sible flexibility so each family’s uniqueness can be addressed.

Fourth, requirements must not increase the administrative costs
for states, because that will drive funds from the families.

Lastly, even though it appears that TANF funding will continue
at a stable level, we need to remember that inflation has not. Even
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a level playing field in TANF we're very grateful for, but it hasn’t
kept up with the increase in inflation.

Funding has to be available to work on prevention as well as sus-
taining families in need. Thank you very much for letting me be
here today.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Bingaman appears in the appen-
dix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. As I indicated to you privately, I
would look forward to your working with us as we develop legisla-
tion.

Now, Ms. Anderson.

STATEMENT OF MS. LINDA ANDERSON, HUMAN RESOURCES
RECRUITER, MERCY HUMAN RESOURCES, DES MOINES, IOWA

Ms. ANDERSON. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for
including me today. My name 1s Linda Anderson, and I work as a
recruiter at Mercy Medical Center in Des Moines, and I've been
there for the past 6 years.

I, in the past, have worked as a high school teacher and as a so-
cial worker. I've been in health care for 17 years managing either
volunteer programs or working in human resources.

During the past 3 years, I've served as a contact for Promise
Jobs, the welfare-to-work program. I have participated in job fairs,
and I have helped screen and interview applicants.

Some of the challenges that applicants face are related to both
child care and transportation, as others have alluded to. In the hos-
pital many entry-level jobs require that individuals work every
other weekend, and in Des Moines there is no local transportation
on Sundays, so that is a potential barrier.

Counselors at Workforce Development help applicants to find res-
olution to these barriers. Related to child care, Mercy provides an
accredited child development center for its employees. It’s open
both first and second shift Monday through Friday. The second
shift is an opportunity for employees, one, because it pays better,
and having affordable child care available on the site is a big ben-
efit. However, I talked to our director this morning, and she said
there is a waiting list for our child development center both in
young children, toddlers, and infants. So that can be a potential
problem.

The other issue is the subsidy of child care costs, and there are
times, since our jobs pay more than entry-level, that applicants or
employees may have to cut their work hours to maintain the child
care subsidy. We have managers who have assisted and tailored
work schedules to assist with those demands. The department
managers must be flexible, and we’ve been fortunate that ours
have been.

Other challenges in finding employment may be the acquisition
of soft skills, such as interviewing techniques, resume preparation,
and appropriate dress for interviews. Promise Jobs send us appli-
cants who are well prepared and coached.

Should someone arrive who is not either appropriate in dress or
resume, we will give that feedback to their counselor, and they
work with that person so the next time the person interviews, they
are better prepared.
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In addition, Promise Jobs helps with the retention of employees
through their follow-up program. We have a 6-month probationary
period. Employees who stay beyond this point are likely to become
long-term employees.

Promise Jobs provides follow-up for newly placed employees. This
allows employers and employees to address concerns or problems
that might come up during the probationary period. Follow-up is
for both the employers and the new employee to increase the prob-
ability of success.

In addition, Mercy has hired people whose work history has been
spotty. We have hired people as what we call “contingent employ-
ees.” This gives the individual an opportunity to demonstrate reli-
ability and dependability on the job. Individuals can then post for
either full-time or part-time positions.

I remember one young woman who applied for a position in the
food service. She began as a contingent employee p.r.n. with no
benefits. She then posted for a full-time position.

This is a win-win proposition for the employer, as we get to—
they get to demonstrate the success that the individual may have,
and we get to have a stable, long-term employee.

Job counselors, who are open to such arrangements, encourage
the applicants to look at alternative ways to enter the workforce,
and we appreciate that. Thank you.

4 [The prepared statement of Ms. Anderson appears in the appen-
ix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

It might be easier if you take the microphone out of the stand
and just pass it back and forth while I ask some questions before
I go to the second panel here. Let me just check my own time here.

I'm going to start with Ms. Littrel. You, obviously, need to be
congratulated for a very inspiring story you have and for what
you’ve done.

You mentioned in your testimony that through the Promise Jobs
program, you were able to prove to yourself that you could succeed
at work. Has the self-confidence you've achieved by successfully
completing the Customer Contact Training Program helped you to
meet some of your challenges? Maybe you could give us a short de-
scription.

Ms. LITTREL. Sure. It absolutely has helped.

Before going through the Customer Contact Training Program,
the jobs that I held, you know, I didn’t have a job for more than
3 months. The longest was 9. They weren’t jobs that I felt that I
could really do the best that I could. They were usually at a res-
taurant and didn’t pay very well.

At the time we were on assistance, and things were—always
seemed very grim for us. It seemed like we were being evicted.
We’d been evicted probably three or four times. We had been home-
less two times. There weren’t a lot of people that were willing to
hire me.

When the Customer Contact Training Program came along, I felt
what an opportunity to go and prove to myself that I could be a
good employee. And I never had imagined where I am now and the
job that I have and the benefits that I have and the customers that
I help each and every day.
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Without being in the class, you know, I could have just as easily
not picked up that flyer that day and still be working in a res-
taurant, and hadn’t it been for the Promise Jobs program that I
was going through as part of FIP; Cornerstone, which provided me
with numerous resources; and the Breaking Barriers class, I can’t
imagine where our family would be.

Right now we have more than we could ever dream of having.
It’s been a great opportunity to take advantage of such a good pro-
gram and to have the funds from the State. You know, if the funds
weren’t there, the programs wouldn’t exist.

The CHAIRMAN. A second question before I go to Ms. Bingaman.
This would be your opportunity, from your experience, to tell me,
and through the record that we’re keeping here of everything that’s
said, to other members of the Senate, what programs that you
dealt with in the existing law ought to remain the same, and then
any suggestions you might have for improvement or changing
things.

And you don’t have to give us a long list but maybe a couple poli-
cies or programs that you think ought to definitely be—stay the
same, and a couple that you think maybe ought to be changed.

Ms. LITTREL. Sure. We seemed to have used quite a few of the
different programs throughout the years.

The immediate cash assistance, when we used that assistance,
we were homeless; it was getting cold outside; we were staying in
a park; and it—we found somebody that would accept the funds
from general assistance, and we needed them very badly. We really
were looking at a winter without a home and four children. Just
to have that, you know, without that—you know, it’s been just
amazing how those funds have been there when we needed them
the most.

The food stamps, of course, thousands of families benefit from
the food stamps program, and the Medicaid. Medical bills are very
high. To have the Medicaid—right now we have it for our children,
and that’s a great benefit.

We were receiving the block grant for a while too, and when I
first started working, that was a great thing for us, because we
were able—I was able to be able to go to work, and the money I
was making was there for bills and expenses, and it didn’t go all
to child care assistance.

The Cornerstone program, which is part of the FaDSS program,
helped the family by providing someone that came into our house.
She sat down with us. We went through our goals, went through
the little barriers step by step, which, you know, it was wonderful
to have some personalized help with that.

The CHAIRMAN. Those would be programs that you’re suggesting
keep pretty much in place?

Ms. LITTREL. Oh, definitely.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there changes that you might suggest, a cou-
ple changes to existing law?

Ms. LITTREL. A couple changes? I guess that’s a very hard ques-
tion.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, you don’t have to have an answer right
now. Why don’t we go on to Ms. Bingaman, and then if you can
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think of some, give them to us, because we've still got time to listen
to you.

Ms. LITTREL. Sure. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Bingaman, I, thank you for being here, and
I think people that have experience in your position, some adminis-
tration of the '96 welfare reform bill, obviously, have good insights
that are helpful. You're kind of where the rubber meets the road.

According to the 2003 annual report of TANF, 56.9 percent of
adult‘;ﬂ, report no hours of activity. Could you comment on that sta-
tistic?

Before you answer that, however—please discuss the following:
Are states engaging these adults in activities that the states do not
report; and if so, could you comment on why states do not report
these activities?

Ms. BINGAMAN. Yes, I can answer your questions.

There are about nine different activities that families can be in
that are reportable to the government from which they calculate
work participation. All right? We're getting pretty tucky here.

We have prided ourselves, and I feel it’s the strength of our pro-
gram, that we have a strong basis on individual services, on the
individualization of the agreement for how families will become
self-sufficient. It’s based on each family’s needs and circumstances.

So we allow activities that are not countable. We allow education
beyond the 12 months; we allow English as a second language;
adult basic education; life skills classes; caring for a disabled family
member, if that’s the most important thing for that family; mental
health counseling; substance abuse treatment.

We allow a lot of activities that are very critical to overcoming
barriers but that are not countable to the Federal Government. We
have still been able to meet the work participation rate, I must
add, and in fact, we’ve received bonuses for 2 years for our work
activity, even though we allow a lot of activities that are not count-
able.

So I would say that that is why it appears that families are not
participating. They are. They are just not in countable activities.

The CHAIRMAN. Could I follow-up? This isn’t a suggestion I'm
making, because I haven’t formulated a decision on anything like
this, but just to get feedback, would it—how would states look at
and would they be encouraged to maybe do more if we would give
states some credit for people that have less than 40 hours?

Let’s just take an example. Something like maybe a full-time
equivalent as you’d consider something like measuring people going
to college. If you had two people that had 20 hours’ worth of work
and the State would get credit for the 40 hours, as an example,
would that be helpful, and would it be an incentive for states to
do even more?

Maybe the states—maybe youre telling us that since you meet
your deadline, states don’t need any more incentive.

Ms. BINGAMAN. It’s a complicated question you're asking me, and
I haven’t been able to do calculations to figure out how Iowa would
}'?Okdif we did that. So I'm answering you from my heart and my

ead.

States have done a great job. We've gotten people off of welfare.
Families are doing better than they were doing while they were on
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welfare. We've helped with self-esteem in addition to financial
issues.

We go through the hoops, so to speak, of calculating according to
Federal requirements so that we can report and be considered to
be successful in the Federal Government’s eyes. That’s the work
participation rate.

That is not what we count as success. We count the earnings. We
count how many people left. We count how much they make after
they have education compared to no education.

I think getting that credit would be better than not getting cred-
it, because it would allow us to count more things. I think it’s a
given we're going to have to meet requirements that the Federal
Government puts in place, and we will do that, but to be very hon-
est, it’s more of an administrative burden. The more complicated
you make the work requirements, the more of a burden it will be
on states to do accurately, and any administrative burden takes
away time from customers. So yes, better than nothing.

The CHAIRMAN. I didn’t ask the question as a justification for
Congress reaching the requirement of 40 hours. That has not been
decided as far as I'm concerned, as far as the Senate is concerned.
It has been for the President. It has been for the House.

And maybe I would come out there, but I'm not there yet, so I'm
not asking for that reason. I'm just asking as a way to encourage
states.

Mz BINGAMAN. It does encourage. Whatever you have to count,
you do.

The CHAIRMAN. But now you can’t count those people less than
the required work requirement at all?

Ms. BINGAMAN. That’s correct. I think the thing I just have to be
clear about is that everybody isn’t ready to work even 20 hours a
week. Some families are afraid to even go out of their home; or
they’re in a domestic violence situation, and they spend all of their
time just trying to be safe.

So yes, for those who can work, they absolutely should work, and
they should work the maximum, but everybody is not ready for
that.

The CHAIRMAN. You talked a little bit about your diversion pro-
gram. Let me follow-up.

As you stated, the numbers are very impressive. I think you said
76 percent of the families receive prewelfare diversion help in State
fiscal year 2000, and they remained off the welfare rolls for at least
12 months.

When we consider the re-authorization of the '96 act, what poli-
cies do we need to keep in place in order to allow Iowa to continue
operating our successful program?

Ms. BINGAMAN. We need that flexibility, is the main thing; flexi-
bility to provide nonassistance programs. We don’t ever want to go
back to the days where we just gave out cash and did a minimum
employment training program. We need flexibility of how TANF
can be spent.

And secondly, I'm sure you hate hearing this as much as I hate
hearing it from people who want money from me, but money is im-
portant. As caseloads have gone down, states have been able to re-
invest their MOE and their TANF into prevention programs.
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Some of the discussion at the Federal level is around, “Well, you
can’t need all of that money anymore because your caseloads are
down.” Without the money you can’t do diversion; you can’t do pre-
ventative services to help families stop from coming into the wel-
fare system or that will help children grow up not needing it.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay. I'm now going to Ms. Anderson. I thank
you for being here.

Could you describe for us—well, you provided us with very im-
portant insight about moving individuals from assistance to em-
ployment. You referred to in your testimony when you dicussed soft
skills and the fact that the lack of these soft skills may prove to
be akbarrier to those looking to move from assistance to meaningful
work.

Describe what they are and how you and your partners at Prom-
ise Jobs work with clients to address soft skills.

Ms. ANDERSON. Sure. Some of that is interview preparation. Peo-
ple who know how to present themselves in an interview, know
about eye contact, know about the self-esteem that one needs to
walk into a job interview carrying with him or her.

What we would do is I go to Promise Jobs, and I present informa-
tion about employment opportunities at Mercy, and I address some
of the issues in those presentations; what we look for in applicants,
issues regarding criminal backgrounds and honesty. So we help to
prepare people for questions that they may get in an interview en-
vironment.

The CHAIRMAN. In your testimony you discussed challenges many
of the individuals you work with face regarding reliable child care.
Elaborate just a little bit on the challenges, but more importantly,
what can we do to assist those who are looking to engage in mean-
ingful employment to get access to reliable child care.

I believe there will be more money for child care in any com-
promise we get through Congress, although it might not be as
much as much as some would like.

Ms. ANDERSON. The availability of child care. When I talked with
our director today, she said a number of child development centers
in the Des Moines area had closed. So the availability of child care
for certain ages, particularly younger children, would be appro-
priate.

And I hate to mention money, but the number of hours that peo-
ple can work and still maintain their child care subsidy, I think,
is important to look at.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, before I go to the next panel, did you have
followiup? I asked you to think about some changes in the law, Ms.
Littrel.

Ms. LITTREL. Thank you. Actually, one of those does have to do
with child care and the block grant. When I was on the block grant,
it seemed as though when I came to a certain point in my income,
the block grant disappeared. And I felt, “Well, it would be nice to
have it kind of taper off rather than just completely disappear.”

That was a challenge. We made it through the challenge, but it
still was a challenge at the time.

So I felt, you know, maybe they could do something to change
that and make it a little easier on families that are working full
time and all of a sudden face the burden of a full child care bill.
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The other one is the Medicaid program. We were on Medicaid.
My whole family was on Medicaid last year until December 31st.
Our income had not changed, but the program ran out, and now
it’s quite a big burden, as far as medical bills go.

So we don’t have that—for my husband especially, who has an
illness and does receive medical treatment and a lot of prescription
drugs, I do have insurance through work, but still, it’s very, very
expensive, and the Medicaid program offered a HIP program which
pays the copays and the insurance premiums.

It’s a great benefit, but for us it seemed like it disappeared when
our income didn’t change. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I thank the first panel. And normally in
Washington we would dismiss the first panel, but since we antici-
pate audience participation, I hope that each of you can stay and
maybe respond to some of those questions.

Now in the order of Representative Dave Heaton, and then Sonja
Marquez, and then Ron Haskins.

Move the microphone over. You might have to get it closer. 1
don’t know. Maybe not.

STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID HEATON, REPRESENTATIVE,
IOWA STATE LEGISLATURE, DES MOINES, IOWA

Representative HEATON. Chairman Grassley, my name is Dave
Heaton, and I'm a member of the Iowa House of Representatives.
On behalf of the Iowa Legislature, I would like to welcome you to
Towa.

We appreciate your interest in Iowa’ Family Investment Program
and our vision of how we can work together to move welfare reform
into the 21st Century. I serve as House Chair of the Health and
Human Services Appropriations Subcommittee, which oversees the
use of Iowa’s TANF funds. Representative Bob Osterhaus, our
ranking member, and members of the subcommittee are here
today, and I would like to introduce the leadership and members
of the policy committee that has jurisdiction over welfare, the
human resources committee. Representative Dan Boddicker is our
chair, and Representative Mark Smith is our ranking member.

The CHAIRMAN. Welcome colleagues of Representative Heaton.

Representative HEATON. Mr. Chairman, I would ask that the
written comments I have already submitted to the committee and
these comments be entered into the record of this hearing.

The CHAIRMAN. That will be done.

Representative HEATON. Iowans are very proud that our Family
Investment Program has helped thousands of families become self-
sufficient. Since 1994 we have seen our caseload drop by over 50
percent. This has allowed the State to invest in the innovative ap-
proaches that have helped more Iowans move from welfare to work.
We were able to do this because Congress, in its foresight, gave
states the flexibility to design a program that met the needs of
their citizens.

One of the ground-breaking programs that Iowa led the nation
in creating is diversion. This approach helps a potential FIP recipi-
ent by addressing the issues that may force them onto welfare
without actually going on the program. An example of this is a lady
in Cedar Rapids who lost her job just 11 weeks before being trans-



15

ferred there. Instead of leaving Iowa, she created her own business,
but after she started this new enterprise, she became injured and
lost her ability to work.

The family faced a choice. They could abandon her business and
go on FIP, or they could utilize diversion to deal with this crisis
and preserve the business. She, like many other Iowans in similar
circumstances, chose to utilize diversion, and the State helped with
some of her medical costs and house payments. Today she is still
in Cedar Rapids enjoying the fruits of creating a successful busi-
ness.

This was a successful effort of our FIP program, but it does not
count towards the performance measures set by Congress in 1996.
This option would not have been available if states had not been
granted flexibility in designing our programs. If stringent work re-
quirements were to be implemented, states like Iowa may be forced
to drop such innovative and effective efforts like diversion in order
to meet the Federal government’s performance measures.

Mr. Chairman, access to child care is a key component for the
success of welfare reform. In Iowa we have utilized TANF funds to
increase eligibility for child care assistance and the rates we pay
to providers. We have undertaken initiatives to improve the quality
of child care and provided funds to localities through our commu-
nity empowerment initiative to design child care programs that
meet the need of their FIP recipients.

All of this occurred because states were given flexibility on how
to use funds and how to run child care programs. If we are to con-
tinue such efforts and meet any enhanced work requirements, we
must maintain State flexibility to design child care programs that
fit our state’s needs.

Another key component of Iowa’s program has been emphasizing
job training, helping Iowans acquire the skills that businesses need
in a very successful strategy—is a very successful strategy in get-
ting Iowa’s families back to self-sufficiency.

In my hometown of Mt. Pleasant, we have recently lost one of
our biggest employers, Bluebird Bus. Many of my friends and
neighbors have lost the only jobs that they have ever had. Some
may need help getting back into the job market.

We know that Iowa’s economy must change to compete in the
21st century. We must develop new industries that maximize
Towa’s resources.

To assist this, FIP must make an even stronger effort to provide
program participants with the appropriate job skills. I am con-
cerned that some of the proposed rules for work participation may
force states to sacrifice job training for the sake of meeting Federal
requirements.

Mr. Chairman, I want to express the willingness of legislators
here in Iowa and across the country to work with you in this proc-
ess. The success that families have enjoyed all across America was
created by a partnership between the Federal and the State gov-
ernment that gave states flexibility to meet their individual needs.
We hope that we can maintain this cooperative spirit in working
together to assist Americans in need by giving them the tools to
move to self-sufficiency.
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_ Thank you for the opportunity to address you on this important
issue.

[The prepared statement of Representative Heaton appears in
the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Representative Heaton.

Now, Ms. Marquez.

STATEMENT OF MS. SONJA MARQUEZ, BOOST 4 FAMILIES,
GLENWOOD, IOWA

Ms. MARQUEZ. Chairman Grassley and guests, thank you for the
opportunity to appear before you today to discuss welfare reform.
My name is Sonja Marquez, and I'm the community coordinator for
the Community Empowerment Initiative in a three-county area in
southwest Iowa.

During the 1998 Iowa legislative session, the Iowa Community
Empowerment Initiative was adopted. I am here to talk to you
today about how community efforts focused on children and family
can have an impact on the success of welfare-to-work. Boost 4 Fam-
ilies is the name of our three-county collaborative in southwest
Iowa serving Cass, Mills, and Montgomery Counties. The total pop-
ulation of those three counties is 41,000; a little higher, but right
around there.

When Iowa’s legislature created the empowerment initiative,
Boost 4 Families chose to add this to its area of focus. Boost 4
Families has been effective in working together since 1995 on
issues impacting children and families and continues today to iden-
tify needs and blend various funding sources to provide both early
education and prevention programs to our community.

Boost 4 Families’ success in bringing together citizens, govern-
ments, and local agencies was recognized in 1999 by the National
Partnership for Re-inventing Government with the designation of
a Boost 4 Kids site and last year, in the year 2002, by the Metro-
politan Area Planning Agency with a regional service award.

Boost 4 Families relies on many community lay participants as
well as public and private agencies to help us achieve our goals. We
firmly believe that strong families are Iowa’s future.

Boost 4 Families has been successful at implementing locally
identified programs to promote school readiness, early education,
and improve the quality of child care offered in our three counties.
My perspective during this discussion will be based on my experi-
ence of community challenges and opportunities that rural Iowa
faces when addressing child care, transportation, and other sup-
ports for our children and families.

Iowa ranks second in the country in the number of working par-
ents with young children and first in the country in the number of
working parents with school-age children. The Iowa State Child
Care Administration reports that approximately 85 percent of fami-
lies in Iowa are in need of child care services.

This is a great example of families in rural Iowa where—who I
represent. Frances was a divorced mother of two children. She
lived in the small rural community of Villisca, Iowa. She worked
long hours in a factory located in Clarinda, Iowa, which was about
20 miles away from her hometown.
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One of her children had attended—attends special classes for
children that have been diagnosed with behavioral disorders, and
that is located in Lenox, Iowa, which is 30 miles away. This left
a dilemma for her, since her youngest daughter would be left home
in the morning and after school.

Once Villisca established a before and after school program,
Frances enrolled her daughter and feels assured that she’s pro-
vided a healthy breakfast and is taken care of while she goes to
work during the day.

In rural areas it’s not unusual for work, school, and home to be
located in three totally different communities often in opposite di-
rections. The Villisca Community School District, a district with a
high proportion of low-income households, identified many families
in their community facing this same problem.

The district pursued development of a before and after school
program for the kindergarten through fifth grade, and their vision
was for the program to also include opportunities for parental
learning. School officials and community members were aware of a
significant number of children who were routinely left unsuper-
vised while their parents fulfilled their work responsibilities.

Villisca’s innovative family support program includes on-site be-
fore and after school academic and enrichment activities for the
children plus a number of parent/child learning activities. It fo-
cuses on nutrition, health, fire safety, substance abuse, domestic vi-
olence, first aid, and asset building; and a mentoring program
which includes service learning and intergenerational mentoring
and academic encouragement.

Students from the Villisca before and after school program spend
time at a nearby nursing home working—excuse me; often sharing
snacks, one-on-one time, and recreational activities with the home’s
resident’s. Older youth and senior citizens in the Villisca commu-
nity act as volunteers, tutors, and mentors for the younger stu-
dents.

Parents do not simply leave their children to be cared for at this
site. They commit to taking an active role; making donations of
board games, volunteer time, career skills, puzzles, and other in-
door activities.

This program serves over 100 students. This is from a district
that has a K through 5 population of 176 students.

When the State child welfare funding was no longer available to
help support this project, fund-raisers and local grants and commu-
nity support continued to sustain this program for the community.
The need was there. The solution was explored locally, and an op-
portunity was created to solve the program. Local ownership of the
solution has made a big difference for the families in Villisca.

Each community faces challenges to support their children and
families. The direction this program took is a great example of how
communities can develop solutions to their local issues.

Our government, both State and Federal, can play an important
role in the implementation and support of these programs. Incen-
tives should be made available for employers in rural Iowa to help
establish child care for our youngest citizens. Federal assistance
could be developed to assist local rural school districts in devel-
oping before and after school care for our children.
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The 21st Century Learning Centers Grant represents a great be-
ginning for the State of Iowa, but many school districts, not just
those in low-income areas, need these opportunities available. Iowa
and our Federal Government cannot turn a blind eye to the dilem-
mas created by the rural nature of our communities and the high
number of working parents.

Although the welfare-to-work legislation had good intentions, it
has left gaps for working mothers in rural areas. Child care and
transportation, as noted earlier, are areas that need additional re-
sources in order to ensure that these families needs are being met
and that each of them can be assured of a safe and secure place
for their children.

The Villisca story I shared with you today provide an example
of what works for families. I would encourage you, when consid-
ering the welfare-to-work initiative, to give strong consideration to
the lessons we have learned in Iowa’s rural communities. Working
parents can be successful when given critical supports of child care
and transportation. Thank you.

4 [The prepared statement of Ms. Marquez appears in the appen-
ix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Before our last witness, I might encourage you now, if you have
thought of some questions and put them on the cards, to pass them
down to the end so we can have them here. If you haven’t done it
already you can do it now.

Now, Mr. Haskins. Thank you for coming a long distance to be
here.

STATEMENT OF RON HASKINS, SENIOR FELLOW, BROOKINGS
INSTITUTION, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. HASKINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm very pleased to be
here. I've learned something. You can come from Washington, D.C.
to Des Moines, Iowa, in February and have better weather. Cars
are going up and down the street without running into each other.
It’s amazing. Thank you for having me out here for this balmy day
here in Des Moines.

My name is Ron Haskins with the Brookings Institute and with
the Annie E. Casey Foundation. Previously I worked with the Ways
and Means Committee, and I worked with the White House on wel-
fare reform and other social policy issues. I'd like to divide my tes-
timony in two parts. I'd like to say a few things about the results
of the 1996 act, and then I'd like to talk about specific re-authoriza-
tion issues. I'll try not to make it too boring and deal with it this
way, but I think we need to deal with specific issues you will face
iIﬁ the days and weeks ahead, so I'd like to make comments about
them.

You should have a copy this. It should be somewhere there on
your table. If it’s not, I will get it for you (indicating throughout).

The CHAIRMAN. I don’t have one, but why don’t you go ahead and
begin your testimony.

Mr. HASKINS. There are 50 copies, so people in the audience do
have it too. What I tried to look for for several months is one chart
that captures welfare reform, and I think that’s what this chart
does. What this chart shows is—it’s from the current population
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survey. This is the bottom 20 percent of female-headed families, so
this is all female-headed families in the United States below
$21,000, including zero. What this shows, between 1993 and 2001,
is their income from welfare, which is primarily cash and food
stamps, and from earnings plus the earned income tax credit. As
you can see, throughout this period earnings from welfare is declin-
ing, and simultaneously earnings—income from earnings is in-
creasing.

So think of this, Mr. Chairman. Over a 10-year period on this,
after welfare reform passed, income from welfare for female-headed
families in the United States is declining continuously, and earn-
ings plus EITC is increasing continuously. This is for the whole
country. Is goes all the way down to about the bottom 6 or 7, 25
percent.

So this shows that welfare reform has been a smashing success.
If the definition of “dependency” is less welfare income and more
earnings, then that is exactly what’s happening in the United
States following welfare reform.

The bottom line here is: They earned the money themselves. It’s
the single mothers that really deserve the great congratulations. Of
course, the Senate Finance Committee had the foresight to give
states the authority to set these programs up in ways that work
for the income purposes circumstances.

The second chart—and you will recall, Mr. Chairman, that we
had quite a serious and sometimes even colorful debate about fam-
ily composition issues in ’96, and we’re having another one. Repub-
licans were insistent on including a number of provisions that
would reduce nonmarital births and in the legislation put in 15
provisions that they thought would reduce nonmarital births.

What I have brought here is data from the National Center for
Health Statistics. As you can see by all three of these measures—
these are all measures of nonmarital births. By all three measures,
nonmarital births increase relentlessly starting even at the end of
World War II and increased more and more until the Welfare Re-
form Era starting in about 1996, and now it has leveled off.

In fact, we have a number of studies which show that especially
for black families and black families with children only under age
6 that marriage rates have actually started to increase. So not only
does it reduce nonmarital birth, it increases the marriage rate.
This is exactly, again, what the act intended to achieve, and we're
moving at least in that direction.

These results are not as dramatic as the results from work
shown in the first chart, but I think they do show you that things
have been successful.

What do we do now that we have to re-authorize this legislation?
Obviously, the basic answer is: Leave most things the way they
are. The thing is working very well. I think that helps very much
as a background condition.

There are additional things we can do, and let me talk about
them in two categories, as I have the results; the work and the
family composition issues. On work, as you know, we got all cross-
wise in Washington. I think a lot of it was unnecessary. I think
there are compromises here to be had.
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As you know very well, the Senate did not pass a bill last year.
If the Senate had passed a bill and we had gotten to the situation
where you guys could really cut some deals in the House/Senate
conference, I think we would have gotten a bill last year because
there are compromises to be had here. The biggest difference in the
work requirements is the hours, and this is what Representative
Heaton was referring to; that a lot of the states do not like 40
hours. The problem is that there’s a glitch in the ’96 legislation so
that states, despite all the fanfare, basically have no work require-
ment, because they got credit for the declining caseload. As a re-
sult, the average State only has a 5 percent requirement.

Now, the states point out, and I think it’s correct, they’ve done
a good job even without a true work requirement, but still, I be-
lieve the Federal statutes should reflect the actual policies that
Congress favors. So that glitch needs to be fixed.

The President recommends that we create a 70 percent work re-
quirement and modify the caseload reduction credit so that the av-
erage State would have around a 20 percent credit. So the real per-
centage requirement would be 50 percent, and I think that’s an en-
tirely reasonable approach.

Now, the problem was the caseload reduction credit or in this
case the employment credit, which is a version of the same thing
that your committee came up with last year—not you personally,
but other members of the committee—actually had the effect,
again, of undermining the whole work requirement. So the thing is
not going to work. The Administration was very clear about this.
We met several times with people who worked on credit. It has to
be different credit.

Mr. Chairman, I hope when you draft the final credit, the State
should get credit for helping people leave the roles or getting jobs
or some combination of those thing, but it should not reduce the
work requirement below 50 percent. That will solve it. We can get
a deal there. I think the Democrats and Republicans will accept it.

Now, on the work requirement, the Administration wants 24
hours of actual work; that you would be in work program 24 hours,
and 16 hours of other things not very carefully specified, and a lot
of things qualify for that 16. So the total is 40 hours. All sides have
agreed to the 24 hours, which, to me, is the most critical part of
the requirement. So the real fighting is over the 16. To be honest
with you, I bet people in this audience, if they could hear some of
these discussions, they might be a little surprised that these people
in Washington get all worked up about this 16 hours.

The key is to have a serious, substantial work requirement, so
I don’t think 40 hours is magic. If it’s 24, if it’s a real 50 percent
requirement, then I think it would work then if it were 35 or 36
hours or 34.

Representative Heaton might want to say 30. I think there are
a number of deals available along these lines, so we can fix the
flaw in the statute and do a good job of having the serious work
requirement.

Now, the family composition issues. First we need to leave sev-
eral things in place, all those 15 things I talked about in the legis-
lation, and the President’s bill proposes to do that.
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The second thing is that the President proposes about a $200
million a year marriage initiative. It totals 300 and advocates the
states manage the money, which is something I think you should
carefully consider. In view of the state’s financial condition, it
might be difficult to get states to do it.

This is exactly a reasonable proposal. The states don’t have to do
it. If they want to do it, they can adopt programs; counseling pro-
grams, employment programs, all kinds of different programs that
would help young parents, often parents that already have a child,
and about half of them already co-habit.

About 80 percent of them tell interviewers that they have
thought about marriage and are interested in marriage. If they're
interested in marriage, then the State could have programs to try
to help move them towards marriage, such as employment pro-
grams, parenting programs, and so forth. This is entirely reason-
able. It’s voluntary. If Iowa doesn’t want to do it, they shouldn’t
have to do it. But marriage, as research now shows clearly and has
total bipartisan agreement, is the best situation for children, and
children reared in single-parent families are disadvantaged in
many, many respects. So the more children in two-parent families,
the less crime, the higher school achievement, the less delinquency,
and so forth.

This is a reasonable approach. We don’t know if this will work.
This is a key point, Mr. Chairman. You should insist that there be
careful research attached and evaluate all of this, when the states
try these demonstrations, like we studied in the early 1990’s and
late 1980’s, they’ll find out what works, and if that happens 5 years
from now when we have another re-authorization, we’ll have a lot
more information about whether these marriage programs work
and the other programs that have to do with family composition
and will be a great help.

Mr. Chairman, there shouldn’t be any question of your leader-
ship or the leadership of the finance committee that we can pass
a bill this year and give the states 5 years of certainty that they're
going to get these funds that they need so badly to continue these
programs that have been spectacularly successful.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Haskins appears in the appen-
dix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. I'm going to have some
questions for this panel, and then we will immediately go to the
questions that have been submitted. I think I want to follow up
with Ron, just as a way of clarification, but I think you've said it
adequately enough, but let me ask a very direct question.

There’s nothing in the President’s proposal about marriage that’s
going to have the Federal Government insert itself into State laws
on marriage. There’s nothing in the President’s proposal that’s
going to make states force people to get married. There isn’t any-
thing in the President’s proposal that does anything, other than en-
courage states to put programs in place, if they want to, that would
encourage healthy marriages.

Mr. HASKINS. Yes, and I can go a step further. At least half the
states are already mounting some usually fairly small programs.
Oklahoma does have quite a large program, and all of these pro-
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grams are voluntary in nature. There’s nothing coercive about
these programs, so the answer is clearly yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Representative Heaton, I've talked to you over
many years because of your work on welfare reform in the State
Legislature, and I appreciate your leadership in that area; most im-
portantly, your constant consultation with me and discussing with
me over the years, problems not just in areas of welfare but a lot
of other areas as well.

Based on what you've stated even though the 96 reform pro-
grams have worked are there changes that we could make to the
program that would preserve the flexibility currently available to
states while at the same time enabling us to improve work partici-
pation requirements that Mr. Haskins has discussed very thor-
oughly?

Representative HEATON. Well, I think, first of all, I'd like to con-
gratulate Mr. Haskins for being here and you inviting him, Sen-
ator, because for those of us who work with the re-authorization,
his book that he wrote with another individual not only gives us
a history of the making of the bill in the first place, but the per-
formance that has happened in these last 5 years are a textbook
for us in helping us come up with our decisions. I appreciate your
contribution to all people in the United States who are working
with this issue.

Well, I think, Senator, that I'm concerned about some of the
mandates that might come about that would cause us to lose some
of our flexibility. For instance, in the area of child care, there’s
been discussion in Congress that strings be attached to any new
child care money that might come to the states; that they would
mandate to us that the money be used for education, which I have
no problem with, but I might have a disagreement on how much;
and also a discussion that they would tell us that we would raise
the wages that we pay in our child care system, which I know
there is a great need.

However, we have heard about waiting lists, and we have heard
about shortage of slots for child care. So if the requirements that
you ask us to do in receiving this new money are to—are at a high
enough level, a high enough request, if we made an analysis with
new money we received, it would probably amount to zero in new
child care money available to the state; and therefore, a shortage
would continue to exist.

The CHAIRMAN. And, thus, hurt Iowa’s ability to meet the work
participation rates? Is that your point? Because my question was
related to flexibility and work participation rates.

Representative HEATON. That’s absolutely true. I mean, in other
words, to get people to leave—to move off welfare and into the
workplace, you know, the big thing about what you've done is that
we have moved from cash assistance—and this system was built on
that precept on the first place, but as we have experienced success
in removing people from cash assistance, the money that’s been left
has allowed for a system to evolve that provides support for those
people to continue to be in the workplace and to provide a safety
net for them so that they will not fall back into poverty.

The CHAIRMAN. Could you suggest to us any way lowa could
make improvements in the area of moving people to full-time work?
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Representative HEATON. I think, as far as I know—and I use
Mrs. Bingaman as a resource. I think that we’re doing an out-
standing job. You know, if there are improvements, I'd be welcome
to support them, but I have nothing specific at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. That’s legitimate.

Now I’d like to move on to Ms. Marquez. I thank you too for your
participation. Your analysis of the issues facing those attempting
to make the transition to self-sufficiency has been valuable, be-
cause you're working in the grass roots on it. You raise a number
of important issues.

So referring to your testimony, some of the challenges unique to
rural areas is what you were talking about. Could you elaborate on
any of the challenges—I'd like to have you touch on especially
those associated with transportation. You've already dealt with
quality child care.

What can we do at the Federal level where you see the money
being expended to make your job a little easier?

Ms. MARQUEZ. I would start by saying we’ve addressed the trans-
portation issue in providing transportation for preschool students
through our empowerment grant. At the local level you have to be
somewhat creative. When you’re looking at rural Iowa, not all serv-
ices are available in all areas. So when I look at my three-county
area, we've been very creative in contracting with school districts
to provide transportation. Not all school districts have stepped for-
ward because of the costs associated with that.

In some areas I've actually contracted with taxi cabs to take a
child, and I've purchased the car seat for the cab. They go, and
they pick the child up and take them to and from preschool.

In another area we have a Southwest Iowa Transit. It can be
somewhat costly, but there’s a child care provider that has several
children, and it’s much more cost effective when you can pick up,
you know, three or four children and take them to a preschool envi-
ronment and back.

So I would say allowing the communities the flexibility to spend
the money and seek out those local opportunities. We have to be
able to create those opportunities. If we see that need and we
have—we know that we are in need of that service, let the local
communities have the flexibility to develop what’s going to work for
them.

The CHAIRMAN. I think you gave us a pretty good illustration
through the Villisca, Iowa example, about certain activities that
you do in the way of mentoring. Do you have additional examples?
Because I think I'd like to know if you are working with groups,
other than the senior citizens like you did in Villisca.

Ms. MARQUEZ. If I had the opportunity, I would replicate that
program in every community that I work in. It’s been an over-
whelming success, and I think it stems from the community coming
together, and they did an excellent job. They surveyed the commu-
nity members, the parents, the students to see if they really want-
ed to come, and all of this just laid the groundwork for a wonderful
program.

The intergenerational mentoring is, I think, probably the high-
light of that program. Working:
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The CHAIRMAN. But do you have—that’s a very successful pro-
gram, but even though other programs might be less successful, do
you still have programs like that in other places in your area?

Ms. MARQUEZ. We have in the past been able to support those
programs through empowerment dollars, which I was highlighting
at the beginning of my testimony. Those dollars are specific for a
zero to five population. So we’re not able to expand that into the
school-age support of child care. So when we’re looking at before
and after school programs, those funds have really been depleted
at the local area.

If you have an opportunity to consider block granting money
down to the local communities to support the rural school districts
in developing the before and after school programs, it provides a
safe, nurturing environment. The children are cared for, and
there’s transportation opportunities through the school districts, if
we could explore some incentives or some sort of financial assist-
ance for them.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Haskins, following on a very strong argu-
ment you made about marriage, it makes a degree of practical
sense that promoting healthy marriages would function as a pre-
vention strategy against bad outcomes, such as school failures for
children or economic hardships for families. I assume that there’s
no doubt you agree with that premises. If you do, could you elabo-
rate on how promoting healthy marriages works to combat negative
scenarios.

Mr. HASKINS. Let me say, first of all, that the marriage strategy
is, I think, exactly correct, but it has one flaw, and that is: There
is no program that indicates that you actually can increase rates
of marriage. That’s why I think the President’s proposal was just
th? right one, because the states are the energy of almost all social
policy.

They’re the ones that develop new techniques and new ap-
proaches. So if we give states money and set the goal and let them
figure it out, they will, and there will be successful programs
around the country.

And they will do—all social scientists or virtually all social sci-
entists agree now that—you know, I should point out that your
former colleague, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, was really the first
person to raise this issue in 1965, when he was an assistant sec-
retary to the Department of Labor. And he wrote a paper arguing
that the reason many low-income families in the United States
could not get ahead is because the children were born outside the
marriage, and that imposed tremendous disadvantages on them
generation after generation. And that created a huge uproar; in
fact, so much so that that topic really disappeared from sight for
many years.

But researchers eventually began to study it very carefully, and
they found exactly what he said; that both the children and, inci-
dentally, the adults as well, are better off in marrying and having
two-parent families for the children rather than in single-parent
families.

So if we could increase the proportion of American children who
are in married, healthy relationships, as we, in fact, are doing now,
partly as a result of welfare reform, then the country is going to
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be better off, and many of our domestic social problems—crime,
school failure, welfare use in the second generation—will also de-
cline.

The CHAIRMAN. I think you answered my second question I have
for you in this one statement you just made. I have 8 minutes be-
fore we get to the bottom of the hour. I just wondered if it would
be appropriate—this isn’t something you have to do—if there’s
something somebody wants to supplement from one panel to the
other or within a panel or some disagreement that you would like
to have a rebuttal for or anything like that, I think it would be val-
uable for me, but I don’t want to take more than 8 minutes to do
that, and I don’t want one person to take 8 minutes.

Representative HEATON. I just want to be short. There was one
concern I wanted to ask you about that is important to me, and
that is the work requirement.

Yes, I do have concerns about a 40-hour work requirement. I
think there’s a more reasonable level;, 32, 30, somewhere in that
area. Twenty-four hours of actual work, I do have some concerns
that job training or job search will not be included in the 24 hours.
I think that that flexibility needs to be included in the 24. But it’s
the balance of the—after the 24 what do we do with the remaining
hours? It’s been suggested that make work in communities, service
work, whatever, needs to be done. These type of activities could be
included to try to reach the amount of total work that you might
require.

The thing that bothers me so much is not necessarily going out
and doing other things besides your job. Remember, you're dealing
with a lot of single-parent moms here who have children at home,
and they might not be able to do these kinds of activities and still
be a good mom.

And at the same time we have the participation rate. I'm fine,
Mr. Haskins, if it’s at 50 percent. I'm very fine. But if it’s main-
tained at a tough, no-compromised 70 percent, then I feel, then,
that—and this work will have to be documented, because at the
end of the 5 years, we will have to prove it; that 70 percent, we've
engaged 70 percent in work activities and have the documents to
prove it. The documentation of make work in communities and to
have all those documents available and provable will be an admin-
istrative cost that will be huge to the State of Iowa, and as you get
into the more populous states, will be a tremendous sum of money.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Representative Heaton.

Now Ms. Bingaman.

Ms. BINGAMAN. Just two points. I also believe 50 percent at 24
hours is a doable level of a requirement, but I want to point out
that Iowa is a highly service-driven State. Our employment is usu-
ally around service. A lot in hotels, hospitals, restaurants, insur-
ance companies. Most of the jobs that are available for entry-level
people are not full time. They do not have benefits.

Lastly, even those people who leave FIP, our welfare reform eval-
uations show the leavers who left because they were no longer in-
come eligible were only working 32 hours a week. I don’t see how
40 hours is reasonable, given the fact that we know the partici-
pants, even those who leave, don’t get 40 hours of work.
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The CHAIRMAN. Anybody else before I go to the questions from
the audience?

[No response.]

The CHAIRMAN. Okay. Then we’ll have extra time for questions
from the audience.

Becky here is our finance committee staff person in this area.
She has some other people that work with her. I've asked her to
kind of go through the questions we've got and kind of get some
that are kind of typical so we get a wide array.

First one is to Mr. Haskins. This is on the Mathematica Research
Project which found that the Iowa FIP program recipients married
less often than a control group that received benefits from ADC.

Mr. HASKINS. Yes. I have read the study. It’s a remarkable study.
I think that Ms. Bingaman may want to make some comments
about it as well. I would point out to you that Mathematica is a
very reputable organization. We have to accept the results and pay
attention to them.

I would point out to you, first of all, it’s the only recipient, Mr.
Chairman, that show these negative effects. The other groups in
the study showed more positive effects.

The second thing is that as much as random assignment, when
you have an experimental control group as far as social science, so
is replication, and these results have never been replicated. In fact,
most other State results also by random assignment, very good
studies from like the Manpower Administration Research Corpora-
tion, show the opposite; that people in mandatory programs, espe-
cially if they increase their income, actually marriage increases,
and family violence declines.

So I think we have to pay attention to this result. It’s a serious
result, but nobody can explain how it happened, and I would cau-
tion you it’s only one group. It’s only the applicants that had these
negative effects. And Ms. Bingaman may have something to add to
this.

The CHAIRMAN. If you want to, you can. It wasn’t directed to you,
but if you want to comment, please go ahead.

Ms. BINGAMAN. I'd still be happy for the opportunity. As Mr.
Haskins indicated, there is some limitation to the findings. The
evaluators had about three theories for why this could have hap-
pened. Off the top of my head, this report came out in June.

I can remember two of the theories. One was an aversion by the
potential partner of involvement in our Promise Jobs program. If
they married and they were still on welfare, that person had to
agree to do a family investment agreement and be working towards
self-sufficiency. So there is the potential that it was the other part-
ner who didn’t want to get involved. Another theory was that the
women were learning that they could support their family. They
were outside in the workforce meeting new and different people,
and they didn’t feel the rush to become married in order to support
their family.

I want to point out lastly that those who—I thought I had the
microphone on. I'm so sorry. I hope you heard that. It was impor-
tant. I won’t repeat myself, but I hope you caught some of that.

Lastly, for those who did marry in the control group, the new
partner brought I know it was less than $150 a month into the
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family. I don’t know that that’s necessarily a successful marriage.
I guess that really does lead me to my last point.

We really don’t know what the success of those marriages were.
We don’t know if it lasted or didn’t last for either the control or
experimental group. So there’s a lot to think about when you get
an evaluation finding.

The CHAIRMAN. Now to Donna. What is your opinion on the
availability of programs, like the customer contact program, that
partners individuals seeking skills with employers who hire them?
How did this program help your self-confidence and work readiness
skills, and would you have the job you have today without invest-
ing in your education?

Ms. LITTREL. Well, the answer to the last question is: Absolutely
not. I'm very confident that Ageon wouldn’t have hired me if it
hadn’t been through the Customer Contact Training Program.
Ageon, along with about seven or eight other businesses in the
local community, partnered together to help this program become
successful.

They really had a business need for well-trained representatives,
and it didn’t seem as though there was, quite frankly, the edu-
cation out there. You know, there really isn’t a school for customer
call centers, and they decided to create this program.

As part of the program we learned, you know, about what a call
center environment is like. Without becoming—without being an
employee of a call center previously, I really had no telephone
skills or computer skills, and I learned all of those skills at the
class.

We also had the opportunity of going to each one of those busi-
nesses and looking at how they operated and seeing for ourselves
that that would be a place that we would want to work rather than
just getting a job, going there, and finding out later that that
wasn’t what we wanted to do. They also, you know, helped us with
interviewing and resumes. It was a great opportunity. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I think the next question is for me
and maybe could also apply to Representative Heaton.

What are your suggestions of how we listen to families and in-
volve families in shaping policy versus demanding families fit the
requirements that others have designed? Then the comment is that
often the ones who design the policies have never been in the shoes
of those who are being told to meet the requirements. I won’t go
into my background. I've never been on welfare, but I think as a
factory worker on minimum wage during my early years in politics
and starting out farming that I know what it is to live on a low
income, and I'm one of the few people that have gone to Congress
that actually made money going to Congress. Most people in Con-
gress lose money going to Congress. I know you aren’t going to feel
sorry for them anyway. When I leave Congress to go back to the
farm, I’ll have a lower income.

Well, I shouldn’t say that. That’s not right. I'll have retirement
from the Senate, but let me say this: Okay. First of all, that’s what
this meeting is all about partly, but I think, more importantly, it’s
town meetings I have. You know, I have—you probably get tired
of me bragging about it, but I go to every county every year to hold
a town meeting.
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It’s not the case that during every one of my town meetings do
people on welfare come, but yesterday two people that came to my
town meeting in Vinton expressed their points of view not nec-
essarily about this legislation, as the question implies: “what do we
do to listen to people about our legislation”, but they've at least
come to my town meetings to tell me what it’s like to be on food
stamps and to get help of one sort or the other and to be unem-
ployed for a long period of time. And I always open up my town
meetings by saying, “It doesn’t do people any good to come and
spend an hour with us face to face in the spirit of representative
government, Q and A, if you don’t follow it up by letters.”

I always try to answer every letter. In fact, I brag about answer-
ing every letter, and if you write me a letter and don’t get an an-
swer, you need to write me and ask me why I didn’t answer you.

Representative Heaton.

Representative HEATON. I'm really glad that somebody asked
that question. Since I've been involved in the human services com-
mittee and been the chair for the last 4 years, we have during the
session taken trips out of the Capitol and out into the city, and I
want my people on that committee to be exposed to the services
that are offered to our folks in this community. We have been to
a PMIC facility; we’ve been to Orchard Place; we’ve been to the De-
partment of Human Services’ office over here, not in West Des
Moines, but over here on the west side of town.

We will be making other trips. In fact, we will have one special
trip that I have arranged with Representative Fallon and some
other representatives from the near north side to have an oppor-
tunity for my committee to spend an afternoon walking in poverty
and seeing poverty, observing poverty so that when they are in the
committee and doing their work, they have an idea of the popu-
lation and the issues that—and how these issues will affect them.

You know, too many times in legislation, when we talk about
child protection and families in crisis and the things that we pro-
pose for these families to do, we are imposing middle class values
on working families. We don’t really understand or appreciate the
decisions and the stress that exists in a family in need. I think—
you know, I just—I believe that every member of my committee
should have that opportunity to feel.
hMg. HASKINS. Mr. Chairman, could I add something briefly to
that?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. HaskINS. The effect of this legislation was to take power out
of Senator Grassley’s hands and put it in Mr. Heaton’s hands, and
I think this is a huge step in the direction of making sure that the
policies are, in fact, tailored for people who lived in the various
states and counties around the country.

We found many states turned around and took the power and let
some of it go from Mr. Heaton to local officials, to county boards
and to city councils and to mayors and so forth so the decisions are
much closer to the people who actually live in Iowa.

Many people in this room have probably had the opportunity to
try to come to Washington and influence legislation in Washington,
and that is a very difficult proposition. It’s much easier for people
to have an influence on legislation in their own city, their own
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county, their own State than it is in Washington. So this legislation
has moved far in the direction of responding to the questioner’s
concern.

The CHAIRMAN. To Deb or Linda. It’s good to hear success stories,
but many young women who are single parents do not have above
a sixth grade education that I see. How do you help repeat fail-
ures? Women who can’t see opportunities and pull themselves up
by their boot straps; women who don’t have social skills; maybe
have drug or alcohol problems; women who are in domestic violence
situations; women who don’t have support systems; women who
have borderline personality disorders or mental health problems.
They appear just lucid enough to keep appointments but never fol-
low through with actions. Shouldn’t all situations be assessed for
1Q; in other words, individual cases be assessed for 1Q, chemical
dependency, illiteracy, mental health before being given a set of
government standards to adhere to?

Ms. ANDERSON. I can answer the nontechnical part, I guess.
Many of the jobs at Mercy require either a high school education
or a GED, and I believe that the counselors at Promise Jobs would
work on getting people to complete a GED. As far as the assess-
ments and poor work histories, those are, I think, ongoing prob-
lems, and I'm going to let Deb address those.

Ms. BINGAMAN. What you’ve just described is what I was talking
about earlier when I talked about people’s unique situations and
individual needs and strengths. Some have more, some have less
of both.

What we do today through Promise Jobs is we do assessments.
We do up to 3 weeks to help assess families’ abilities, needs, et
cetera. The type of family that you described there is the type of
family that’s best served in our FaDSS program. That’s what was
being discussed here when she talked about Cornerstone coming
out to her house every other week.

They work with a person where the person is. They have many,
many people they work with who sound just like that, and they go
after one thing at a time.

Sometimes—I’ll never forget the story I heard about the major
success they had with a family when the parent was able to open
her drapes and let the outside in. That’s what they face every day.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. The next is for Mr.
Haskins. Outcome from Minnesota’s welfare evaluation found an
increase in marriage and decrease in domestic violence attributed
in part to an increase in job training and education. Research
shows that when an individual’s income and education increase,
then marriage increases.

How could these realities be incorporated into efforts to increase
child well-being?

Mr. HaskiINS. First of all, in the Minnesota experiment, I want
to make it clear that the families that were especially likely to get
married and that had domestic violence decreased were families
primarily that had increases in income, and I think most people,
who carefully studied the Minnesota results—there are similar re-
sults from a study in Canada—think that the additional income
plays a major role.
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And I would point out to you, Mr. Chairman, that this whole en-
terprise of taking people off welfare, especially in states like Iowa
that don’t have huge benefits, and even putting them in low-wage
jobs and making sure they get the earned income tax credit, which
for a mom and two kids is $4,000; food stamps, which can add an-
other $2,000; and Medicaid coverage indefinitely for the children
and 1 year for the mother, that that family isn’t much better off
financially as the data I showed you that the census bureau dem-
onstrates. So that probably, in part, accounts for the national data
that we're seeing that there are slight increases in marriage.

I think education plays a role. Education definitely plays a role,
but I want to be real cautious about this. The Welfare Reform Bill
was probably the first Federal legislation that made it very clear,
“This bill is not about education. This program is about work, and
the funds that we give the states, we allow some education, but the
education is going to be limited because what works is work.” I
think the results speak for themselves. Under current law states
can use a year of education and still count it toward the work par-
ticipation standard.

Let me make one more point, Mr. Chairman, that many mem-
bers do not seem to grasp, and that is: The states can do whatever
they want to. They can send their whole caseload to college and use
the TANF dollars. There’s no restriction on that, but they must
meet the participation standard, and under the current law the
participation standard includes 1 year of education. The House bill
would change that to 4 or 5 months, depending on how you count
it, and then that additional 16 hours could also be education. So
all the bills allow some education, but all the bills also have some
restrictions on education, and I think those restrictions are very
important.

The CHAIRMAN. This is for Sonja. The proposed shift to a require-
ment that clients participate 40 hours a week in a work program
raises concerns. In light of current economic conditions, especially
in rural areas, is it your opinion that lesser hours, maybe 32, 34,
may be more realistic?

Ms. MARQUEZ. I definitely think that 32 or 30 would be much
more reasonable. I think when you consider the transportation
needs and the child care availability in rural Iowa, the expectations
of a 40-hour week and the costs of a quality child care setting is
just not feasible at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. This one is for me. According to President Bush’s
website, his goal for TANF is to encourage the formation and main-
tenance of healthy, two-parent married families and responsible fa-
therhood. That’s a quote; “encourage fatherhood,” is a quote. He es-
pecially wants States to increase their efforts to promote marriage
and to require them to report their marriage program’s goals and
achievements in their state’s plans. How do you feel about the lan-
guage that he’s proposed? What are the chances of that language
passing, and what is the time line for passage?

Well, the time line for passage, obviously, is the easiest one to
answer, and that is probably after the stimulus package, after the
prescription drug bill, and so that puts—and by the way, all these
things are worked on at the member level, the further down the
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road they are, but they’re being worked on by staff even starting
right now. So there’s lots of work going in on all these things.

But they definitely have to be passed by September 30th; the
sooner the better. It would have been better to have it last year,
because states that only meet every other year would be able to
enact programs that are in conformity. So it’s one of the top prior-
ities.

I suppose the chances specifically of the President’s language
passing would be the Administration’s, but I think that we have a
very good opportunity to get the essence of what the President
wants passed. I think, as Mr. Haskins has vocalized it good, is the
leeway that it gives to the states and de-emphasizing the impres-
sion that the Federal government is going to step into the marriage
business. That is not true, you know. So we will need to overcome
that sort of demagogic challenge to the legislation. But we can get
over the hurdle and get the bill passed.

How do I personally feel? I guess I would answer the question
this way. It’s something I feel strongly about in the way of what
is common to all poverty and indices of poverty. There may be a
thousand reasons for poverty or a million reasons for poverty, but
in indicies there’s two things that show up to indicate why poverty.
One, lack of education; two, single parent.

So the extent to which we help people get educated, the extent
to which we encourage two-parent families, and the stability of
marriage as opposed to just partnering. Obviously, I want to pro-
mote those things in basic welfare legislation. I guess I forgot a fol-
low-up. What precautions will be taken to ensure these funds won’t
be directed away from their intended purpose?

States have the right to take the funds under the purpose so
they’ll be used for that purpose. In this particular instance it would
be for states to have the leeway of how they use them to promote
marriage and only for that purpose, and then if they don’t want to
use them for that purpose, then don’t ask for the money.

A question for Deb. What is the State doing regarding child sup-
port collection? What can be done to improve this child support de-
livery system?

Ms. BINGAMAN. Well, that’s one of the few programs in the de-
partment that I don’t manage, but I can tell you that our child sup-
port recovery unit is seen as a national leader. We collect a great
deal of current support for our families. We have paternities estab-
lished on a lot of families. I can’t give you the specific data, but
I know that the manager of our program, of our child support pro-
gram, is constantly looking for how to do that better and dif-
ferently. So I guess I have to leave it at pretty vague answers.

The CHAIRMAN. Then another question to you. Donna Littrel
talked about the importance of job training as part of her path to
self-sufficiency. At a State level, has education and training been
a successful part of the Iowa’s welfare reform program?

Ms. BINGaAMAN. I am so glad that question was asked. Yes, I be-
lieve that education and training is a vital component of our pro-
gram. We don’t put everybody in education or training. You have
to have an aptitude and an ability to succeed. You have to want
to do that, and it has to be in a job that we know has a job market
in Iowa where you can be successful. We don’t pay for the fresh-
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man year of a 4-year degree. They have to prove they’re going to
follow through and be a good student before we help to support
that.

The results show that for those people who have some postsec-
ondary education compared to those who have none, their earning
is 21 percent more when they leave cash assistance. The earnings
is always more over time. We've been tracking families for up to
5 years after they leave. Their earnings are always more than
those who have education, and they stay off of cash assistance
longer. I can’t stress how important I think education is.

The CHAIRMAN. Could I follow up—it’s not related to the ques-
tion, but something she said reminds me of what I think we ought
to make an effort to encourage people to think about.

In Washington certain leaders want you to believe that once
you’re in poverty, you’re in poverty for a lifetime. Once you’re rich,
you're always rich for a lifetime, but there are studies that have
gone on with the same people with a long period of time that have
demonstrated that after—I don’t know whether it’s 5 or 6 years,
but some period of time that people are in the lower quintile—low-
est quintile of income and that they have risen to the second or
third quintile of income.

So we have great economic mobility within our society. We have
an economic system so that people with opportunity have a chance
to move up, and only 10 percent—I believe it’s 10 percent of the
people that were in the lowest quintile were in the lowest quintile
over the course of the 10 years.

On the other hand, people that are rich in the top quintile of in-
come also are not always in the top quintile; they move down to
the fourth or fifth. I doubt if people move way down to the bottom
quintile, but people that are in the top income move down, and peo-
ple that are in the lowest income move up. So we have a very dy-
namic society, and we have an economic system that gives oppor-
tunity for mobility.

What we have to do through this and a lot of other legislation
that’s not even related to welfare is to make sure that we give peo-
ple maximum opportunity.

Mr. Haskins, per your first graph, can you detail the average
wage earned per individual who are included in your aggregate
numbers?

Mr. HASKINS. We have a ton of research on—they’re called leaver
studies on people in welfare. Here in Iowa Ms. Bingaman was just
talking about that. From those studies we know in the country as
a whole the average wage for people who need welfare is around
7.50. So the idea of people earning minimum wages in most cases
is not correct. The average is about 7.50. I'm not sure what it is
here in Iowa.

For that data that’s everybody in the country, and there are, ob-
viously, people who make the minimum wage. So there would be
a distribution of wages even at the bottom, but for the people who
need welfare, the average wage, we know from a whole bunch of
studies, is about $7.50.

The CHAIRMAN. For Deb. I would like to find out more about Cor-
nerstone. What is it, and how and who do you contact; what person
in the service area?
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Ms. GALVIN. I'm the coordinator of Cornerstone.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay. Would you stand up and give your name,
address, phone number, e-mail, and all that stuff.

Ms. GALVIN. I'm Penny Galvin, and I'm with Four Oaks, and I'm
the coordinator for Cornerstone. I can be reached at (319) 364—
0259, Extension 210. FaDSS is also in all the counties in the State
of ITowa. So if you aren’t in our county region, we can direct you
to the region you need to be in in the State of Iowa.

The CHAIRMAN. If you're with Four Oaks, don’t you send out so-
licitations for contributions?

Ms. GALVIN. Yes, we do. Are you going to contribute to us?

'fl“he CHAIRMAN. Go back and see if I don’t. If I don’t, contact my
wife.

Ms. GALVIN. I'll send you that nasty e-mail.

The CHAIRMAN. This is for me. U.S. census data illustrates an in-
crease in earnings, but families while off welfare continue to live
in poverty. How will the Senate address the goal of alleviating pov-
erty versus simply a drop in welfare dependency? I hope I an-
swered that with the previous statement I made. I don’t know
whether I can say much more than what I already have in regard
to that opportunity.

Let me say it another way. For 60 years we took people who had
problems and put them off to the edge of society; out of sight, out
of work. Call them “welfare” or whatever you want to. What we've
done since ’96 is try to bring them back into the mainstream of so-
ciety. Not the mainstream necessarily of what you might call the
middle class. We’d hope that they get there, but the mainstream
of society is the world of work. If people don’t have an opportunity
to get in the world of work, they're never going to have an oppor-
tunity to improve themselves.

Also, all of us who are better off ought to relate and rub elbows
with people that aren’t as well off, but it’s pretty easy for people
on welfare to be so far off on the edge of society that you never
interact with them.

Ms. Littrel, of the programs you were able to participate in,
which would you say was the most beneficial? Also, are your chil-
dren on Medicaid or Hawkeye? You mentioned they were on Hawk-
eye.

Ms. LITTREL. Medicaid.

The CHAIRMAN. Oh. I thought you said—well, whatever you said,
you said.

Ms. LITTREL. That’s a very good question and very difficult to an-
swer because, you know, they’ve just all helped so much. I would
have to say one led to another. You know, the fact that our family
was on FIP, it was a requirement to be on—if you’re on FIP, you
need to go through a Promise Jobs training; and at Promise Jobs
you have to fill out this agreement that these are your goals, and
this is what you plan on doing to get off FIP.

Part of those goals was to go to the class, which was the Break-
ing Barriers class, and you know, we learned many different things
at the Breaking Barriers class. They handed that flyer to me there
that day, and I looked at it and thought, “Wow. What a great op-
portunity. I'm going to do this, and I'm going to do the best I can
and see what happens,” and thank God I did.
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But it just—it kind of all just flowed together for me. They work
together, and it’s hard to really pick out one of those that was the
most beneficial. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. I want to thank everybody who participated
today. Every one of you probably could have contributed the same
way that each of our panelists did contribute, and you contributed
through your questions.

If you have written comments that you want included, they will
be included, and at some point, if somebody wants it after it’s tran-
scribed, after it’s bound, we can send people copies. You can get
copies of the transcript of these 2 hours. Also, any printed or sub-
mitted statements that are made would also be part of that. So
you’d have a complete record of anybody’s views that they wanted
our committee to consider.

But I hope that you agree that we do have a good assortment of
panelists here to give us their views. The extent to which you agree
with them or don’t agree with them is immaterial except that we
tried to do as best we could to present different points of view.

So I have the opportunity before adjourning the meeting—I
should have done this at the beginning—obviously, we're at the
American Institute of Business. They've cooperated generously with
us in helping to set up the room and to make it available. Their
president, Nancy Williams, is a person who I want to personally
thank. Then we had Mary Ann Nielsen for help and support. Darcy
Mettler of Cassady Reporting is here. I want to thank you for your
hard work or the hard work that’s coming up as you transcribe it.
We're going to leave the record open. How long would you say we’d
leave the record open, if people want to submit testimony?

Ms. SHIPP. Two weeks.

The CHAIRMAN. For those of you who didn’t know you could sub-
mit testimony to us, we will leave the record open for 2 weeks for
you to mail or e-mail to us anything that you have to say. Oh,
we’re high-tech. The format is on the website.

With that, thank you all for coming. This meeting is adjourned.

[Whereas the proceedings concluded at 12:00 noon. |
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ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LINDA ANDERSON

Good Morning, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for asking me to testify today. My name
is Linda Anderson, and I have worked as a Human Resource Recruiter at Mercy
Medical Center in Des Moines, Iowa for the past six years.

I have a Bachelor’s Degree in Education and a Master’s Degree in Counseling and
Personnel. In my previous work history, I have taught High School in Syracuse,
New York and worked as a County Social Worker in Albany, New York. I have
worked in healthcare for the past 17 years both as a Director of Volunteer Services
and in Human Resources.

During the previous 3 years, I have served as a contact with Promise Jobs (the
Welfare to Work Program). I have participated in Job Fairs and interviewed appli-
cants. In my role as a Recruiter, I screen applicants for positions in the hospital—
both entry level and professional. It is in this capacity that I am able to describe
some of the challenges and successes associated with moving individuals from as-
sistance to meaningful employment.

Some challenges that applicants face are related to both Child Care and transpor-
tation. In the hospital, many entry level jobs require that individuals work every
other week-end. A barrier that some applicants, including those in Promise Jobs,
face is that there is no public transportation on Sundays. Counselors at Workforce
Development assist applicants with the resolution of those potential barriers.

Applications also face challenges related to Child Care. Mercy provides an accred-
ited Child Development Center for employees. It is open for both first and second
shift employees until midnight Monday through Friday. On-site child care assists
prospective employees cope with arranging for child care when working second shift.
Ehi}s1 is advantageous because the second shift pays a differential so the salary is

igher.

The availability of close, reliable and reasonably priced Day Care eliminates a po-
tential barrier to employment and increases availability of potential jobs. There are,
however, income levels that Promise Jobs determines for the subsidy of child care
costs. This can put some applicants in the difficult position of not earning enough
mct))ne?if to cover total child care costs while at the same time losing their child care
subsidy.

Since Mercy pays well above minimum wage, there was one applicant we hired
who needed to have her work schedule shortened so she could maintain her Child
Care subsidy. Her department manager willingly made this accommodation so this
employee could keep her job as well as the subsidy. This is an example of employers
being willing to assist partners in the community and retain a qualified employee.

Other challenges to finding employment may be the acquisition of the “soft skills”
such as interviewing techniques, resume preparation, and appropriate dress for
intergiews. Generally speaking, Promise Jobs sends applicants who are well-pre-
pared.

Should someone arrive who is not appropriate in either dress or resume, partner-
ships with employers allow for feedback.

I work with counselors so that the next time this individual interviews, he or she
will approach the interview more professionally. In terms of retention of employees,
I have found that those who are prepared well regarding attendance policies and
employers expectations are more likely to succeed in their jobs.

At Mercy, we have a six month probationary period. Employees who stay beyond
this period are much more likely to become long-term employees. Promise Jobs is
helpful and provides follow-up for newly placed employees. This allows employees

(35)
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to address concerns or problems that might come up during the probationary period.
These follow-up activities assist both the employer and the new employee increase
the probability of success.

Mercy has hired people whose work history has been spotty to begin employment
as Contingent employees. This gives an individual an opportunity to demonstrate
reliability and dependability on the job. Individuals can then post for either full or
part-time jobs.

I remember one young woman who applied for a position in Food Service. She
began as Contingent (PRN) and then posted for full-time. This is a win-win as the
department gets to observe what the person is able to do and the employee can dem-
onstrate consistency and reliability. Job counselors who are open to such arrange-
ments encourage applicants to look at alternative ways to enter the work force. This
has proven to be a successful strategy when working with individuals looking to
move toward meaningful full time employment.

My experience has been that the skills provided to Promise Job participants have
enabled them to compete in the marketplace and increase their opportunities to suc-
ceed. I am pleased to be here to testify before the Committee and am happy to an-
swer any questions you might have.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DEB BINGAMAN

Good morning Mr. Chairman. Thank you for bringing this hearing to Iowa for dis-
cussion of this issue which is so critical to families with low-income.

I am Deb Bingaman, Administrator of the Division of Financial, Health and Work
Supports in the Iowa Department of Human Services. I have worked in this field
and in this department for 22 years, in various positions including as an eligibility
f\{vorker. I also bring the unique perspective of having spent time as a child on wel-
are.

Discussion about the design of Iowa’s welfare reform began in the 1980s. The
changes were implemented through many federal waivers in 1993. Many, many in-
dividuals and organizations were involved, and continue to be involved in shaping
and adjusting the effort over time. I would be remiss if I did not point out that
Towa’s success is only due to the close partnership between the Iowa Department
of Human Services, Iowa Workforce Development and the Iowa Department of
Human Rights.

dThe original themes of the design have served us well and continue to focus us
today.

Continuing Themes of Iowa’s Welfare Reform:

e Family Stability—Removal of disincentives that caused families to separate to
be eligible for assistance.

e Parental Responsibility and Decision-Making—Parents are responsible for their
family, physically, financially and emotionally.

e Education and Training—Opportunities are available for those who need it and
demonstrate capability and desire.

* Make Work Pay—Replaced financial disincentives with incentives. Previously $1
of assistance was lost for each $1 earned, currently $.40 cents is lost for every
$1 earned.

¢ Expectations—Parents must make responsible decisions and act responsibly. Ex-
pectations are outlined in Family Investment Agreements along with supports
the state will provide.

¢ Consequences—Those who do not pursue expectations or act responsibly are
subject to consequences. For those on assistance, that is the loss of the family’s
cash assistance through the Limited Benefit Plan.

¢ Individualism—Recognizes that different families have different strengths and
different needs. These unique strengths and needs are reflected in individuals
Family Investment Agreements that identify what the family will do to prepare
to leave FIP.

e Activities allowed are broader than those allowed for federal participation rate
purposes and are needed by the family Those activities may include:

e orientation,

up to 3 weeks of assessment,

paid employment,

job search,

job club,

parenting skills (mandatory for minor parents),

volunteer work,



37

work experience,

Life Skills,

substance abuse treatment,

caring for chronically ill children,

cooperation with court or child welfare officials,

Family Development and Self-Sufficiency (FaDSS),

General Equivalency Diplomas (GED),

English as a Second Language,

Adult Basic Education,

short term training or certificate programs,

postsecondary education (when the educational degree is shown to have an
appropriate job market in Iowa, allowed for 24 out of 36 months without concur-
rent work responsibilities, and the state does not support the freshman year of
a four-year program).

o Self-Sufficiency—The ultimate goal for families is self-sufficiency, using state

programs as a transition rather than programs of maintenance.

Although Iowa implemented welfare reform under waivers in 1993, the federal
welfare reform legislation passed in 1996 caused very few changes to Iowa’s policies.
For the most part, the federal law allowed the flexibility the state needed to con-
tinue it’s program.

PREVENTING WELFARE NEED

The federal changes provided the flexibility and funding to do more prevention so
that 1) the children of today have a greater likelihood of being financially stable in
adulthood and 2) families don’t have to enter the quagmire of the “welfare system”
to meet their immediate needs.

Examples of some of the Iowa initiatives include the investment into:

« Early childhood initiatives designed at the local level,

¢ Pregnancy prevention,

¢ Family planning,

Individual Development Accounts,

Emergency Assistance to prevent homelessness,

Child Care,

Initiatives to engage fathers in the lives of their children, physically and emo-
tionally in addition to financially,

¢ Child Abuse prevention,

¢ Foster Care Treatment,

¢ Family Preservation services,

Family Centered services,
Replacing Social Services Block Grant funding so that community services for
adults with mental illness, mental retardation, or other developmental dis-
ability could continue, and

* Locally designed diversion programs that meet the immediate needs of families
so that the family doesn’t need to enter the welfare system.

Diversion

Today I'll focus on the prevention strategy of diversion. The goal of diversion is
to meet emergency needs so that the individual is able to obtain or maintain em-
ployment. Iowa has had several diversion initiatives. I'll discuss three of the pro-
grams.

Pre-FIP diversion has been available since 1998 on a optional basis. Local Depart-
ment of Human Services offices chose whether to participate and within general pa-
rameters, design their program. One of the parameters is that families must agree
to be ineligible for FIP for a period of time in exchange for the diversion assistance.

Transportation is the most frequent need met through this diversion program, fol-
lowed by shelter expenses and then misc. items like tools of the trade, childcare,
licenses, and uniforms.

Results:

¢ Since 2000, 1030 families have been diverted from FIP.
¢ 76% of the families receiving this service remained off FIP for at least 12
months.

Challenges:
¢ While the legislature has continued to appropriate TANF for this purpose, the
number of diversion projects has decreased. This decline is due to the states’
economy which has caused more families to be in need and provides fewer staff
to serve them.
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e To simplify policy and process in other programs and in diversion so that it is

more feasible to administer.

Family Self-Sufficiency Grants (FSSG) have been available statewide since 1998.
This is flexible funding provided to PROMISE JOBS that can be used to meet crit-
ical needs of FIP participants that are not otherwise allowed by the program. The
need being met must allow the individual to obtain or maintain employment.

Transportation is the most frequent need met through this diversion program, fol-
lowed by uniform costs, which include business attire, then shelter expenses.

Results:

¢ 52% of the families receiving this assistance left FIP within six months of re-

ceipt. Our goal was simply that they obtain or maintain employment!

« Since 2000, 10,595 families have left FIP after receiving this assistance.

Community Self-Sufficient Grants (CSSG) were in existence for a couple of years
but had to be eliminated for budget reasons. This funding was available to commu-
nities working in partnership to eliminate systemic barriers to work. Many of the
projects addressed transportation issues, such as low-cost car repairs or car loan
projects. Two projects were even more innovative.

The Beyond Welfare project out of Ames, worked to build solid relationships
across cultural and class boundaries, linking the person on FIP to Family Partner
volunteers, so that each family had a group of community members who volunteered
to be their support group.

The other project is the Consumer Advisory Team, with local chapters in seven
Iowa counties. Through this team individuals on FIP lean how to advocate for them-
selves and for others in poverty. The team and the local projects have been an in-
valuable resource to the department as we discuss policy changes or even changes
to forms or brochures. Words cannot describe how much the quarterly Saturday
meetings with these wonderful people means to both me and the department.

SUPPORT FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

Family Investment Program

The Family Investment Program, called FIP, provides assistance to families with
children who meet income and resource limits.

In order to examine the program, its successes and challenges, we must keep in
mind the people it is here for. So, what does a family on FIP look like? A typical
family is Caucasian, a single mother in her mid-20’s, who has 1 child under the age
of five. While many families have a sudden life crisis that brings them to us for
short-term help, others have significant and multiple barriers to financially sup-
porting their family. Those barriers include mental health issues; substance abuse;
significant chronic health issues; domestic violence; a lack of training, education or
work experience; or a child with chronic health issues. For 23 months this family
receives on average of $331 in cash assistance and $177 in food stamps to meet
their expenses.

In January, 19,648 families received FIP cash assistance, with a total of
$6,428,581 being issued.

I think of FIP as a three-legged stool. Each leg is essential to support the person
sitting on the stool:

1. The first leg is the FIP cash assistance that provides a financial base so that
the most basic needs of children can be met for:

» families working toward self-sufficiency

¢ caretaker relatives, mostly elderly

¢ children whose parents are on SSI and unable to work

2. The second leg is PROMISE JOBS. PROMISE JOBS employment and training
experts work with families to develop a plan for the future and provide the sup-
ports, skills, and training needed so the individual can be successful in employment.

3. The third leg is the Family Development and Self-Sufficiency Program (FaDSS).
Family Development specialists through grantee organizations provide intense serv-
ices to the most fragile FIP families preparing them for employment by offering
them hope for the future and belief in themselves—perhaps for the first time.

Without each leg of the FIP stool, the “system” would not support the family’s
move to self-sufficiency. Child care may be the glue holding the chair together.
Without quality, affordable childcare, the stool would fall apart and the family’s ef-
forts would fail.

5-Year Limit and Hardship Exemption

The federal 5-year limit has had a positive effect on the Iowa program in that
it focused both the program participants and state agencies on helping families
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move to self-sufficiency as quickly as possible. We have been able to do that while
maintaining the original “themes” of welfare reform.

Since January ’02, 1,337 families have reached the 5 year limit and had FIP can-
celled. To receive FIP beyond 5 years, individuals must ask for a hardship exten-
sion. To receive a hardship exemption families must have and verify a circumstance
or situation that prevents their ability to be self-supporting, identify the specific
barrier preventing them from leaving FIP and work diligently to overcome that bar-
rier. 40% of those requesting an extension have received one.

Extension reasons:

* 56% personal health issue or disability

e 17% lacking employability

* 9% child with special needs

¢ the remainder were approved due to substance abuse, domestic violence, child
care, and housing issues

Denial Reasons:

58% did not meet the hardship criteria

32% failed to provide information

6% withdrew, didn’t need a hardship, or weren’t eligible for FIP

4% failed to attend interview, didn’t sign or return the FIP or hardship applica-
tion

FIP Results:

» FIP families were making an average of $1.54 more per hour, or 24.5% more,
when leaving FIP in SFY 2002 than those who left in state fiscal year 1996.
(Hourly wages increased from $6.27 in SFY 1996, to $7.81 in SFY 2002.)

¢ Individuals who have post-secondary education earn more (up to 21 % more at
the time they leave FIP) and stay off of FIP longer than those who do not have
that education.

¢ More and more families who leave welfare stay off of welfare. Of those who left
welfare in 1997, 47.3% did not return in five years. That compares to 41.5% for
those who left welfare in 1992.

¢ The length of time families use FIP has decreased by 31% from 1992 to 2002,
a decrease of almost a year.

¢ More families stay off FIP longer now than in prior years.

* By federal standards of success, Jowa has met work participation rate require-

ments and was awarded High Performance Bonuses for FFY 1998 and for FFY
2000. The FFY 2000 award was the maximum per-capita award possible.

Challenges:

In spite of these promising results:

¢ Families face significant and multiple barriers to successful employment. Early

identification of those barriers is elusive but critical.

¢ On average, people who leave welfare remain poor.

* Towa has a high proportion of service jobs, which do not lend themselves to full

time, highly paid employment with health care benefits.

¢ Iowa’s focus has been on attachment to private sector work. Only as a last re-

sort to meeting federal requirements would we consider running a costly and
administratively intense make-work program.

¢ The average person leaving FIP works 32 hours per week at wages below pov-

erty. At $8.33 an hour the annual salary is $13,754.

¢ As a rural state, there are unique issues relating to access to reliable transpor-

tation.

¢ As a rural state, the available jobs and child care may not be in the county in

which you live, requiring long transit times involving multiple counties. This re-
sults in children being away from their parents for extended periods of time.

In closure Mr. Chairman, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act brought states needed flexibility to develop policies that fit the
uniqueness of the state and the people who need the help. State policies resulted
in thousands of people leaving the welfare rolls and having greater income than
they had on welfare.

I would respectfully request, that any future legislation first consider the question
frequently asked in Des Moines: Is it good for the children? Secondly, consider care-
fully the parents and children who will be affected—their strengths and their limita-
tions. Third, policies must include the maximum possible flexibility so that each
family’s uniqueness can be respected. Fourth, requirements must not increase the
administrative costs as that will drive funds away the families who need help. Last-
ly, adequate funding must be available to continue the work of prevention so that



40

future generations won’t need welfare, to address the needs of significant barriers
families face and to provide quality, affordable child care.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RON HASKINS

Chairman Grassley and Members of the Finance Committee:

My name is Ron Haskins. Iam a Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution in
Washington, DC and a Senior Consultant at the Annie E. Casey Foundation in Baltimore
In the past, I have been a welfare staffer for the Ways and Means Commiittee in the
House of Representatives and an advisor to President Bush for welfare policy. My
testimony does not necessarily reflect the views of the Bush Administration. I thank you
for the opportunity to appear before your important Committee to testify on
reauthorization of the 1996 welfare reform law,

My testimony addresses two issues: what has the 1996 welfare reform legislation,
crafted in significant part by members of this Committee, achieved; and what measures
should Congress take in this year’s reauthorization bill to strengthen welfare reform.

Effects of Welfare Reform

Welfare Dependency and Work Effort

Like most of the academic research and media coverage on welfare reform, my
testimony will focus on the effects of the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) program that replaced the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
program. However, the reauthorization debate provides an ideal time to examine the
many other important reforms contained in the 1996 legislation. These include major
reforms of child care, child support enforcement, Supplemental Security Income for
children, food stamps, child nutrition, welfare benefits for noncitizens, and welfare
benefits for drug addicts and alcoholics. Good information about the effects of each of
these reforms is beginning to appear. Especially because these important and, in many
cases, far-reaching reforms have largely been ignored, Congress could perform a very
useful public service by reviewing and bringing attention to what we have learned about
these other reforms.

In concentrating attention on the TANF program, I take my cue from the 1996
legislation itself. The major goals of TANF were to increase self-sufficiency by
promoting work and increasing the proportion of children being reared in two-parent
families. Before making decisions about reauthorization, it is appropriate and useful to
examine the extent to which these two goals have been achieved.
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Figures 1 through 4 present four types of information bearing on whether TANF
has been accompanied by increased work effort and declining welfare dependency.
Figure 1 shows the trend in the AFDC/TANTF caseload since 1960. The period after 1994

is the first time that AFDC/TANF

Figure 1: AFDC/TANF Caseload, 1960-2002*
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caseload experienced a sustained
decline. The rolls have now fallen
by about 60 percent since 1994,
most of which occurred after
enactment of the 1996 reforms. The
proportion of females on welfare
has now reached a low level not
seen since the early 1960s. Thus,
the incidence of welfare

dependency as measured by the
number of families receiving cash
welfare has fallen more than anyone
thought possible when the 1996
reforms were passed.

Figure 2 shows that work among single mothers heading families has experienced
historic increases. While married mothers increased their employment only slightly after
1995, work by all single mothers and never-married single mothers skyrocketed. By
2000, the employment rate of all single mothers and of never-married single mothers
stood at all-time highs. I would draw the Committee’s attention in particular to the work

effort of never-married mothers.
These are the mothers most likely
to drop out of school, least likely
to have work experience, and
most likely to go on welfare and
stay for many years. And yet,
employment among these most
disadvantaged mothers increased
almost 40 percent over the four-
year period beginning in 1996.
This outcome, perhaps more than
any other, shows that
disadvantaged mothers previously
dependent on welfare have
responded forcefully to the TANF
reforms.

Percentuge of Mothers Warking

Figure 2: Percentage of Married, Single,
and Never-Married Mothers Working,
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If welfare is down and work is up, are families any better off? Figure 3 presents
poverty rates for married-couple families and for female-headed families since 1974,
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A word about poverty trends in recent decades is in order here. As shown by Vee Burke
of the Congressional Research Service and Robert Rector of the Heritage Foundation,
between 1965 and 1995,

Figure 3: Poverty Rate for Children in federal and state spending
Female-Headed and Married-Couple Families, 1974-2001 on social programs (cash,
. food, medical assistance,
ol training, and so forth)
rw M increased from about $50
g =5 billion to about $350 billion
E 25 - Famale Hosded in constant dollars. And
£ e yet, child poverty stagnated
gr and even increased during
- o oo ____,| thisperiod. The primary
: “| reason that the nation failed
PP RPNV Fled shovas
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higher fraction of American children were being reared in single parent families. As
Figure 3 shows, poverty rates among female-headed families are about six or seven times
higher than poverty rates for married-couple families. If the proportion of children living
in married-couple families declines while the proportion living in female-headed families
increases, all else equal, poverty will increase. Studies by Isabel Sawhill of the
Brookings Institute and others show that this is exactly what happened during this period.
Other studies, reviewed in detail by Larry Mead of New York University in his important
book The New Politics of Poverty, show unequivocally that a major reason single mothers
and their children were poor is that the mothers were unlikely to work. Thus, they were
dependent on welfare and welfare benefits in every state guaranteed a life below the
poverty line.

Although remarkable, perhaps the data in Figure 3 should not be surprising.
Mothers left welfare and went to work. Simultancously, poverty among female-headed
families entered its first sustained decline since the early 1970s. By 2000, poverty among
all children was lower than at any time since 1978 while among black children poverty
reached its lowest level ever. Indeed, until the welfare reform era, black child poverty
had never fallen below 40 percent. The latest Census Bureau data show that in 2001 it
stood at 30.2 percent.

Is the fact that mothers were working the reason so many children escaped
poverty? Figure 4, which summarizes annual inflation-adjusted income data from the
Census Bureau, provides strong evidence on this question. The line graphs in the figure
present income from welfare (primarily cash welfare and food stamps) and from earnings
plus the Earned Income Tax Credit for fernales heading families in the bottom 20 percent
of income (below about $21,000) for all families headed by females. The figure shows a
consistent picture of income from welfare declining and income from eamings rising
throughout the 1990s. Total income increased by around 20 percent over the period.
Thus, rising earnings more than made up for the declines in welfare income.
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The trends captured in Figures 1 through 4 show that the 1996 welfare reform
legislation achieved one of its
primary purposes. If welfare
use and income has declined
sharply, if work and earnings
wowm 1 e e have increased at historic
rates, and if child poverty has
declined smartly primarily
because of increased earnings

Figure 4: Earnings Increase, Welfare Income Falls
for Bottom Two Fifths of Female-Headed Families

9,000

85,000

Income

sao00 by single mothers, it is

sa.000 undeniable that millions of
sace female-headed families have
s1.000 broken the cycle of welfare

e T T T e e dependency. These data
Year portray a signal legislative
iy T achievement of great
magnitude.

Family Composition

One of the two major goals of the 1996 reforms was to increase the proportion of
children living in two-parent families. This goal was formulated by Congress because by
1995 there was widespread agreement that living in female-headed families, as compared
with married-couple families, was bad for both children and adults. Daniel Patrick
Moynihan, a former member of this Committee, was among the first to draw attention to
the serious disadvantages suffered by children from single-parent families. In 1965, as an
Assistant Secretary in President Lyndon Johnson’s Department of Labor, Moynihan
published a detailed paper arguing that African Americans were being held back because
so many of their children were reared by never-married mothers. The reaction against
this argument was swift and devastating, although no one provided an evidence-based
case against the Moynihan thesis. Nonetheless, the effect of the assault against
Moynihan’s message was to virtually close down debate on the topic for several decades.
Charles Murray broke the silence on this issue with his 1984 book Losing Ground.
Murray presented a very strong case, based on empirical evidence, that nonmarital births
were a major domestic problem that was arguably the most important underlying cause of
many unfavorable trends such as falling school achievement, rising crime, and rising
welfare dependency. But Murray, a widely-known conservative, was attacked in the
same fashion as Moynihan had been two decades earlier. The ice covering the issue of
nonmarital births was broken for good in 1994 by a slim but seminal volume written by
scholars Sara McLanahan and Gary Sandefur. In Growing Up with a Single Parent,
McLanahan and Sandefur reviewed massive evidence showing that adolescents from
female-headed families were more likely to drop out of high school, more likely to have
babies outside marriage, and more likely to be unemployed than children reared in two-
parent families. Research conducted since the appearance of the McLanahan and
Sandefur volume has continued to show that children from single-parent families suffer
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serious disadvantages and that children from never-married single parent families are the

most disadvantaged.

Thus, in the 1996 welfare reform law Congress wisely decided to adopt policies
aimed at reducing the proportion of children being reared in single-parent, especially
never-married, families. At least fifteen policies in the 1996 law were directed at this
end. These included strong paternity establishment requirements to qualify for welfare,
stronger child support enforcement, a requirement that teen mothers live at home or under
adult supervision to qualify for welfare, an option for states to stop paying additional
money to mothers on welfare who have additional children outside marriage (generally
called the “family cap”), a new abstinence education program, and an annual cash bonus
for states that manage to reduce their rate of nonmarital births. Never before had
Congress launched such a broad and aggressive set of policies aimed at reducing the
proportion of children being reared in single-parent families.

Figure 5: Teen Birthrate, 1880-2001
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Although less spectacular
than the effects of the welfare-to-
work provisions of the 1996 law,
evidence seems to indicate that the
nation is at last making modest
progress against nonmarital births
and the previously relentless
increase in single parent families.
Figure 5 shows that the frequency
of teen births has been declining
since 1991. Due in all likelihood
both to increased abstinence among
teenagers and to more effective use
of birth control, the reduced
incidence of teen births is a very

welcome development. Unfortunately, even after all this progress, the U.S. still has the
highest rate of teen births among the industrialized nations. Much more must be done to

reduce teen births.

But only about one-third of
nonmarital births are to teenagers. Thus,
the trend in nonmarital births among
women beyond their teen years is also of
great importance for any strategy designed
to reduce the proportion of children being
reared in single-parent families. Figure 6
shows three measures of nonmarital births
published by the National Center for
Health Statistics. All three measures show
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achievement, in this area too more progress is possible and necessary.

Due in part to these favorable trends in nonmarital births, several national data
sets are now showing modest increases in the proportion of children residing with two
parents. These include studies at the Urban Institute and the Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities in Washington, DC as well at the nonpartisan Office of Management and
Budget. The trend toward children living with both parents appears to be especially
strong among African-Americans. According to Richard Bavier of the Office of
Management and Budget, a decline in the share of unmarried women with a child under
age 6 and a decline in the mean number of children among unmarried mothers were
major underlying causes of the increased share of young children living with married
parents. Research at the Urban Institute suggests that welfare reform may be playing a
role in these favorable trends.

Although these trends are new and poorly understood, they suggest that the 1996
legislation may be having an impact on the number of children living without both
parents, arguably the nation’s foremost domestic problem. In considering reauthorization
legislation, Congress should keep in mind that additional investments in this area may
pay for themselves many times over.

Proposals for Reauthorization

Work Requirements and Child Care

Given that the 1996 reforms have been so successful, we should leave intact the
major features of the reforms. Thus, the block grant and state flexibility has proven its
value and should be maintained. Similarly, even though the welfare rolls have declined
substantially, we should maintain the full level of block grant funding at $16.6 billion per
year. The reason the block grant should be maintained at a high level is that states are
spending money, not just on cash welfare payments, but to provide work supports to
former welfare recipients and other low-income families. This spending, especially on
child care, is important to the continuing success of welfare reform and to expanding the
fight against welfare dependency.

The work requirements in the 1996 law have been a vital part of the success of
welfare reform. Even so, there is a major shortcoming in the work requirements as they
were drafted in 1996. During negotiations on the 1996 reforms, governors made the
reasonable point that they should receive credit toward fulfilling the participation
requirements if they managed to reduce their rolls. Hoping to avoid giving states an
incentive to simply drop people from the rolls by changing their eligibility standards,
Congress agreed to give credit to states that reduced their rolls, but only if the reduction
did not result from policy changes. As shown in Figure 1, the welfare rolls fell
precipitously, an outcome the magnitude of which no one predicted. As a result, because
of the caseload reduction credit, the average state now has only a 5 percent work
participation requircment and many states have a zero requirement.
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States argue that they have done a good job even without a true work requirement.
And so they have. But the federal statutes should reflect the policy that Congress
supports. The bipartisan agreement back in 1996 — and an agreement that was largely
accepted by governors — was that states should have half their caseload in work programs
by 2002. This reasonable policy should be reflected in the federal statutes. It follows
that the caseload reduction credit must be changed.

The. President has proposed and Congress seems to have accepted on a bipartisan
basis that the work requirement should be raised from 50 percent to 70 percent and the
caseload reduction credit modified. As Congress takes up reauthorization, there seems to
be bipartisan agreement that states should receive credit against the work requirement for
good performance. There is disagreement, however, over whether the credit should be
based on reducing the rolls or on placing welfare recipients in jobs. Both are reasonable
criteria. The former is reasonable because a major role of welfare reform is to get people
off welfare. The latter is reasonable because it is also important to place recipients
leaving welfare in jobs. The Administration favored an employment credit, but the
House enacted a caseload reduction credit.

Whether states get credit for reducing the caseload or for placing people in jobs or
both is less important than how the credit is constructed. The employment credit created
by this Committee last year had the unfortunate effect of virtually eliminating any work
requirement. I recommend that the Committee fashion a caseload reduction credit that
would have the effect of reducing the participation requirement from 70 to about 50
percent in the average state. HHS can help the Committee conduct empirical analyses to
ensure that whatever credit the Committee adopts will have this effect. To be certain that
a substantial work requirement is maintained, I would also recommend that the
Committee adopt a provision stating that, when fully implemented, the work requirement
cannot fall below 50 percent regardless of the effect of the caseload reduction or
employment credit.

The number of hours of work a recipient must perform to count toward the
participation standard was one of the more contentious issues in last year’s
reauthorization debate. Current law requires most recipients to participate in programs
for a total of 30 hours per week, at least 20 of which must be actual work (as opposed to
training, education, drug treatment, and so forth). The Administration proposed and the
House has twice passed an increase in the requirement to 24 hours of actual work and a
total of 40 hours of participation. Because of the manner in which the 40 hours is
calculated, the requirement is actually around 37 hours.

Last year this Committee accepted the 24 hour requirement but refused to raise
total hours to 40. Neither the composition of this Committee nor of the Senate itself has
changed enough to give confidence that a majority of Senators supports 40 hours. I do
not think this is a tragedy. If the 24 hours of work is adopted and the work requirement is
maintained at 50 percent or more, I think 34 or 35 total hours would be adequate. This
level would ensure a serious work requirement that goes a long way toward preparing
mothers on welfare for full-time jobs in the private sector and yet does not impose an
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undue burden on state spending. Whatever the Committee does, I hope all members will
agree that a strong work requirement is the backbone of welfare reform.

Education has also been a contentious issue in this Committee and in the Senate.
[ want to be straightforward with the Committee in stating that I am hopelessly biased on
this issue. T have believed for many years that the key to helping mothers break their
dependency on welfare is work. A modest amount of education and training may be fine,
but the statute as now constructed strictly limits the amount of education and training that
can count toward the work requirement. I strongly support these limitations and hope the
Committee will ensure that we don’t turn our back on proven success and suddenly allow
extended education to count as work. For more than three decades, studies of the effects
of education and training programs on the employment and earmings of poor adolescents
and young adults have revealed a series of major failures and minor successes.
Substantial investments, such as the Job Corps which cost on the order of the $17,000 per
recipient, are useful, but most programs, including those designed specifically to help
welfare recipients, have failed. There is some reason to think that very short-term
training on the order of three months may be effective, but the empirical literature shows
that what works is work.

Nonetheless, it is clear that several members of the Committee, including some
Republicans, feel strongly that the reauthorization bill should allow for more education
than is counted under current law. For these members, let me point out that states are
free to use as much education as they want. Indeed, Maine, Arkansas, and a few other
states have allowed some recipients to attend four-year colleges. There is nothing in the
TANF statute to prevent this policy, and TANF funds may be used to support extended
education and training. However, only one year of education can count toward the work
requirement.

The President’s recommendation and the House bill accommodate education in
two ways. First, states can enroll recipients in any type of job-preparation program,
including education and training, duting the first three or four months of enrollment and
for one four-month period every 24 months thereafter. Second, recipients can participate
in non-work activities to make up the difference between the 24 hour work requirement
and the total 40 hour requirement. Even if the Committee reduced the 40 hours, there
would probably still be 10 or more hours left for education each week.

Given the substantial body of research on the failure of education to promote
employment and earnings among disadvantaged youth and the even more substantial
body of research on the effectiveness of work first programs in promoting employment
and earnings, the education provisions in the President’s recommendation seemn just about
right. However, becausc members of this Committee are intent on increasing education, 1
hope that the Committee will not permit a loosening of the work standards beyond the
education already permitted in current law. Specifically, perhaps the Committee could
compromise by adopting a definition of work that would allow education to count toward
the participation standard (or one year.
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Another aspect of the welfare-to-work requirements that demands careful
consideration by Congress is child care- The House bill recommends an increase of $1
billion in entitlement spending over the next five years. The entitlement portion of the
Child Care and Development Block Grant increased at the rate of $200 million per year
between 1999 and 2002. In effect, the House bill continues this pattern for one year and
then holds spending at that increased level for the next four years.

Spending through the Child Care and Development Blogk Grant is not the only
source of funding for child care. The TANF block grant was desi gned to provide states
with flexibility in the use of federal resources. States have seized upon this flexibility
and now spend around $4 billion per year in TANF funds on child care. This is entirely
appropriate and demonstrates once again the wisdom of Congress in providing states with
such flexibility in the use of TANF funds to promote employment. In deciding how
much to spend on child care, the Committee should take into account this flexibility in
use of TANF dollars.

Despite the reasonableness of the House position on child care, many in the
Senate would like to spend much more than a mere $1 billion in additional funds on child
care. But given the huge pressures on the budget in 2004 and beyond, combined with the
flexibility states have in using TANF dollars, the amount of additional spending on child
care will probably be modest. I doubt that the Committee or the Senate will settle for $1
billion, especially because a number of Republicans want to spend more. However, I
would recommend caution in deciding how much more money to spend on child care.
The final number will in all likelihood be only modestly greater than $1 billion and
almost certainly will not be more than $2 or $3 billion over five years.

A final provision in the President’s recommendation and in the House bill
deserves brief comment. Senator Grassley will recall the major fight waged in 1996 over
whether child support collections on arrearages owed to the government should be given
to mothers who have left welfare. As a result of the 1996 compromise, states can now
keep (and split with the federal government) about half of these collections once the
mother leaves welfare, but must give the other half to mothers and children. The
Administration proposed, and the House adopted, a policy that would give states the
option of providing all collections to these mothers and their children. The policy
includes a financial incentive for states to do so because the federal government would
pay its share of all child support collections sent to mothers and children who have left
welfare. Because these funds would help roughly 250,000 mothers remain off welfare,
and would also have the effect of showing children that their fathers are providing
financial support; I would strongly recommend that the Committee adopt this policy in its
bill.

Family Composition

i As shown above, the incidence of teenage childbirth has been declining since the
early 1990s and the decades-long growth in the proportion of children born outside
marriage has held more or less steady for the last five years. Research at the Urban
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Institute in Washington, DC and elsewhere suggests that welfare reform may be playing
some role in these favorable trends.

But much more could be done. The President has called for $300 million per year
in spending on programs that attempt to increase marriage rates among low-income
families. There is little question that increased marriage rates among the poor would
greatly reduce poverty and lead to improved school performance, improved social
behavior, and improved health among children.

There are, however, some problems with the marriage agenda that must be frankly
acknowledged. First, there is little evidence that marriage programs will actually increase
marriage rates. In view of this fact, the President’s proposal seems to be the ideal
approach. The Administration strategy is to encourage states, community organizations,
and faith-based organizations to design and conduct programs that might increase the
rates of healthy marriages among the poor. Following the precedent set by the many
years of high quality experimentation with welfare-to-work programs, the marriage
programs should be carefully evaluated to determine whether they produce their intended
effects. Research should also collect information on possible unintended positive and
negative side effects such as increased earnings and family violence respectively. If we
follow this strategy, five years from now this Committec will have the advantage of good
research information that will help members decide whether these programs hold promise
and should be continued.

A concrete example of such a marriage demonstration program might prove
helpful. Research by Sara McLanahan and her colleagues at Princeton based on a large
national sample of unmarried first-time parents shows that about half of the unwed
parentis are cohabiting at the time of the birth. An additional 30 percent say that they are
romantically involved with their partner. Interviews show that most of these couples look
favorably on marriage and have actually thought about marrying their partner.
McLanahan’s research confirms what many previous studies have shown; namely, that
poor and low-income young adults hold out marriage as an ideal. The assumption that
low-income adults have rejected marriage as an important and ideal institution is simply
false. Despite these views and attitudes, marriage rates among poor and low-income
adults have fallen dramatically in recent decades. Perhaps these couples would choose to
prolong their relationship and move toward marriage if they were given additional
supports such as counseling, improved health care, assistance with employment,
suspension of child support payments for fathers who live with and support their -
nonmarital children, and other forms of assistance that states or community organizations
think would be helpful. These possibilities could be tested through a large-scale
demonstration, perhaps conducted on a cooperative basis between state government, local
departments of social services, and local churches. A demonstration of this type would
yield very important information about the potential success of the marriage agenda in
promoting employment and in supporting the healthy development of children.

Another issue in the marriage agenda is that young women eligible for welfare
have limited choices when they try to select a spouse. As Paul Offner of the Urban
Institute has shown, especially among minorities, young males often have low levels of
education, poor employment records, high rates of crime and involvement with the justice
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system, and high levels of violence, some of which may be directed against domestic
partners. Even so, sophisticated research by Isabel Sawhill at the Brookings Institution,
and by several other respected researchers, has shown that if low-income couples marry
each other the incidence of child poverty would be very substantially reduced. Whether
increased marriage would lead to increased domestic violence is an issue for careful
study. If young parents could be supported in forming lasting bonds through marriage,
and thereby improving their child’s chances for a successful future, both the parents and
their children would be winners. So would society. As long as marriage is freely chosen,
programs that promote this choice and help sustain it could make a major contribution to
the public good. Certainly $300 million per year for a few years to find out is a
reasonable investment.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID HEATON

Chairman Grassley, Ranking Member Baucus, and the members of the Finance
Committee, I am Representative Dave Heaton. I chair the House Health and
Human Services Appropriations Subcommittee in the Iowa House of Representa-
tives and it is an honor to testify before you today. I am joined today by a number
of my colleagues, including the chair of the House Human Resource Committee
which has jurisdiction over welfare policy issues, Representative Dan Boddicker.

On behalf of the members of the Iowa Legislature, we would like to welcome you
to Iowa and thank you for having a conversation with us about the success of Iowa’s
Family Investment Program and the future of Welfare Reform. We are very appre-
ciative that you have chosen to visit us for your first field hearing on this issue.
Iowans are very proud that we have been able to help thousands of families move
from welfare to work, and we look forward to continuing these efforts in the future.

Mr. Chairman, as key stakeholders in welfare reform, state legislators are keep-
ing a close eye on your efforts in Washington to reauthorize the historic 1996 wel-
fare reform law. As the members and staff of my committee can tell you, the issue
of reauthorizing welfare reform has been a priority for me. As a vice chair of the
National Conference of State Legislatures Human Services Committee and a mem-
ber of the Welfare Reform Reauthorization Task Force, I have been able to ensure
that Iowa has a voice in formulating NCSL’s policy on welfare reform authorization.
You are in a far better position to ensure that the needs and hopes of Iowans can
be addressed through this process. As we have this conversation on reauthorization
during the next year, I would invite all of you to talk about these issues with your
stai;{e’s legislators. I believe you will find that we are very willing partners in this
task.

State legislators are responsible for writing, financing and implementing laws
governing the TANF program in their states, for overseeing the programs in their
states, and for appropriating TANF and Maintenance of Effort (MOE) funds. How
we have devised our programs and the innovative approaches we have taken offer
you and the rest of Congress a chance to see what really works to help struggling
families, just as the federal government drew on state efforts to reform welfare in
crafting the 1996 law.

Iowa was fortunate in 1993 to have been granted the flexibility by the federal gov-
ernment to start the process of reforming our welfare system. At that time, Iowans
were confronted with some significant issues. In April of 1994 there were 40,659
families on our welfare rolls. The state spent $14.492 million that month on cash
assistance payments. Iowa had to change its focus and reinvent welfare if we were
to help move families from welfare to work.

When Iowa implemented the Family Investment Program, we placed an emphasis
on work and acquiring the skills to successfully enter the work force. We invested
funding and resources into providing enhanced job training and education to help
our welfare recipients gain the necessary skills. While some had doubts about the
potential of the program, we forged ahead. Thanks to the hard work of the people
of the Iowa Department of Human Services, thousands of Iowans now get a pay-
check instead of a government check.

Today, all Iowans can be proud of the accomplishments of the Family Investment
Program. This January, there were 19,648 families taking part in the Family In-
vestment Program, a reduction of 51.68 percent over April 1994. The state now paid
out just $6.429 million in cash assistance in January. That is a reduction of 55.64
percent over the April 1994 amount. Charts showing these declines are at the end
of my written testimony. I would like to thank Deb Bingaman and her staff for put-
ting them together for me.

Thanks to our ability to lower our caseload and expenditures, Iowa has been able
to creatively and effectively use TANF funds to improve the lives of Iowans. These
efforts range from an increased commitment to childcare, creating innovative pro-
grams that encourage Iowans to save for a home or to create a new business, and
helping teens to make better choices. These innovative approaches will have long-
term benefits to the people of Iowa if we can continue to build on our successes.

The freedom granted to Iowa in 1993 and to all states in 1996 has allowed us
to transform the nation’s welfare system so that it better serves local needs and dif-
ferent populations. Instead of having a one size fits all program across the country,
states have crafted different approaches that respond better to local economies. Here
in Iowa and around the nation, we have learned a great deal about the successes
and remaining challenges of welfare reform and the creativity and enthusiasm of
government, for-profit, not-for-profit and faith-based and community organizations
in serving these families. Federal law should help foster this creativity and not stifle
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this enthusiasm. This is the basic tenet by which legislators will judge the proposals
coming from Washington.

The work of reforming the welfare system is not done. While caseloads have de-
clined dramatically, many families struggle with barriers to self-sufficiency. Given
the current economy and the ongoing impact of the tragic events of September 11th
on industries that have traditionally hired former welfare recipients, special atten-
tion is needed to ensure that there are no adverse unintended consequences in reau-
thorization.

State legislators also believe that welfare reform is an ongoing process of sus-
taining the work effort of former welfare recipients. This includes services that sup-
port job placement, retention and advancement to prevent welfare recidivism and
improve the lives of children and families. Our work must continue to help states
implement welfare prevention strategies including teen pregnancy prevention, non-
custodial parents and fatherhood programs, promoting marriage and other family
formation strategies.

In essence Mr. Chairman flexibility is the key to helping families break free of the
shackles of poverty. I would like to discuss a few issues that are being discussed as
a part of the reauthorization process. These issues are critical to the success of wel-
fare reform in Iowa and throughout the country. I would ask you to consider these
and talk to legislators from your states about how they impact their programs.

FUNDING

Iowa is not alone in maximizing our use of welfare reform funds. All states and
territories have used the flexibility in the TANF program to fund services such as
flexible childcare services, substance abuse treatment, pre-kindergarten classes,
training to help parents get better jobs and after school programs aimed at reducing
teen pregnancy. In FY2000, only 50% of TANF was spent on cash assistance. 20%
was spent on childcare and the remainder was spent on other services.

The TANF program today serves a very different population than the AFDC pro-
gram at its inception in the 1930s. People accessing our services are no longer wid-
ows and most children on welfare are not orphans. Most women work outside the
home and our economy has changed the type of job opportunities available to low-
skilled workers. The caseload for cash assistance has declined nearly 60% nationally
since passage of PRWORA; however, as we provide increasing support to ensure job
retention and advancement as well as services for children and families, the total
casleload receiving services has increased. This is why continued full funding is crit-
ical.

FINANCIAL FLEXIBILITY

In my opinion, the key element of success of welfare reform has been Washing-
ton’s willingness to let us decide how to use our block grant funds. This flexibility
has provided Iowans with access to better childcare, increased child welfare funding,
and additional resources for teen pregnancy prevention. Preserving states’ flexibility
is vital to the continued success of TANF.

Much of what I am going to touch on in the remainder of my testimony under-
scores the need to maintain the states’ ability to craft programs that fit the needs
of their citizens. I would ask that you keep this in mind as you examine these pro-
grams and take some time to consider how they would be able to function if states’
flexibility would be taken away.

WORK

Mr. Chairman, state legislators across the country believe strongly in the value
of work. In fact, states changed their welfare programs into programs that require
and support work using waivers before the federal government acted. 48 states oper-
ated their welfare programs under these waivers before 1996. The rigid rules of the
old AFDC program actually prevented programs from implementing strategies to
help welfare recipients become self-sufficient. For every dollar earned, welfare re-
cipients lost a dollar in benefits. If we make it advantageous to go to work and pro-
vide support to those confronting tough challenges, parents will work. Iowans sup-
ported the federal bill in 1996 because our experience showed that the old system
had trapped too many families in poverty by not having any expectation that indi-
viduals work or make themselves ready to work.

States are strongly committed to the work first focus of TANF. But, Federal con-
straints will compromise our ability to allocate our resources and design flexible
prams to best serve individual recipients. Major changes in the current requirements
could upend state spending decisions. If we revert back to the pre-1996 system of
cookie cutter programs being forced upon the states, I can guarantee that you will
lose two critical components of this program:
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e State and local officials that have bought in to the program and are willing to

work with Washington to improve the lives of families: and

¢ The creative and innovative programs that have been the lynchpin of welfare

reform, letting families get a paycheck instead of a government check.

States have learned that different strategies are needed for clients who have very
different barriers to work. We also believe that part-time employment with some
support is better than no employment, and feel that states should be able to count
all recipient work effort. We value job retention and advancement efforts. These
supports are critical for long-term self-sufficiency and truly represent the next phase
of welfare reform. States are best suited to decide what work activities a recipient
can perform. We know we must work quickly to get recipients into the workforce.
f1§fter all, TANF is a time-limited program, with a 60 month lifetime limit on bene-
1ts.

a. Work Participation Rules/Job Training

One of the biggest concerns that we have in Iowa relates to the work participation
rules and how they will be calculated. In Iowa, we have made great strides in mov-
ing people from welfare to work. Part of this process has been helping Iowans ac-
quire the necessary skills to move into the work force. But our success could be un-
dermined by the desire of some in Washington to take away state flexibility and set
strict rules on what counts towards the work participation rules. Under the pro-
posals being currently discussed, job search and vocational education would not
count for the first 24 hours of the work requirement as they do under current law.
Another proposal is to raise the percentage of welfare recipients engaged in work.
For Towa, these are critical issues.

I would like to illustrate the potential problem of this job training issue with a
situation that is very close to home. For the people of my community of Mount
Pleasant, we have seen the need for moving our community’s economy into the 21st
century. This fall, we lost the BlueBird Bus Company—one of our biggest employers.
Now, many of my friends and neighbors have had to find new jobs.

As a state, we in Iowa are recognizing that we must change the focus of our econ-
omy if we are to survive in the world economy. The days of smokestacks and heavy
industry are gone. Leaders across Iowa, from Governor Vilsack and our legislative
leadership to local chambers of commerce have recognized that we need to take our
skills and resources and maximize Iowa’s potential. We are now focusing on bio-
technology, insurance and financial services, and high technology. In order for Iowa
to survive, we must change. And we will.

Putting Iowa on the cutting edge of technology and production will require Iowans
to acquire the skills necessary to perform this work. In some areas like Mount
Pleasant, this may mean that welfare recipients will have undertake extensive re-
training and education. A worker that has been building bus chasses does not have
the skills to take a new job at a biopharmaceutical facility. We need to have the
flexibility to allow Iowans to get the skills that will allow them to get a good-paying,
high quality job that will keep them from enrolling in FIR I fear that the rules re-
lating to how Iowans meet the work requirements could restrict our citizens from
getting the job skills for Iowa’s new economy.

While raising the number of recipients engaged in work is a proposal many would
support in theory, its application can be problematic. This has the potential of hav-
ing a disproportionately negative effect on rural states. In many parts of Iowa, we
do not have the job growth needed to meet this standard. If our efforts to modernize
Towa’s economy are successful, this will be a temporary problem. But again I would
ask that you consider these factors before making a decision.

b. Public work employment

I understand that some of those in favor of increasing the work requirements and
having universal engagement believe that these requirements could be met by hav-
ing recipients working in public sector jobs in some sort of workfare program. This
would be very difficult in Iowa due to the rural nature of the state. While urban
areas would have a number of options for welfare recipients to fulfill this require-
ment, residents in rural parts of Iowa would be hard-pressed to meet this standard.
It would not be for a lack of trying—there just isn’t enough public service opportuni-
ties in small towns like New London, Havelock, or Carson. How would states like
TIowa be able to meet this standard if vast parts of a state did not have public serv-
ice opportunities?

An additional concern is compliance with the proposed reporting requirements.
Just who in these small towns will document, keep track of, and report this work
to the state and federal government? Most of the communities in this state do not
have nor can afford to hire personnel to perform this function. If it is Congress’s
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intent to require that there be a public service component, I would strongly request
that you grant us flexibility in how this is met. Without such flexibility, states like
Iowa are unlikely to meet Washington’s requirements.

c¢. Diversion

States also face a dilemma related to the standards we could be held to in pro-
grams that keep families from getting on the welfare rolls. Current law does not
give states like Iowa credit for those we help who never touch cash assistance and
are diverted from the welfare system. Iowa was one of the pioneers in these efforts
with the creation of FIP Diversion. FIP Diversion programs simply work with fami-
lies who could potentially end up on FIR Instead of going on the program, FIP Di-
version works with the family to address the issues that are preventing them from
working. By removing those barriers, we are able to help the family keep off FIP.

This program is a great example of how states can wisely use TANF funds to give
a family the freedom to make a better life for themselves and avoid cash assistance.
Yet if the caseload reduction credit is replaced with an employment credit that does
not take Diversion—like programs into account, states will have absolutely no in-
centives to continue these programs. Does it make sense for the federal government
to provide incentives for states to enroll families into welfare programs for the sake
of meeting a standard, when before the changes the state would have worked to
keep them off the program? To me, there is a simple answer—please work with us
to ensure that we can keep these programs by allowing us to count these families
in our calculations.

d. Reporting requirements / staffing issues

Mr. Chairman, I know you have been contacted by a number of employees of DHS
over the past two years concerning the budget problems faced by lowa. Just like
other employers who have faced difficult choices due to the current economy, the
state has been forced to reduce its workforce. This has raised the caseload of our
frontline workers in all parts of the state. The additional requirements that are
being urged by some inside the Beltway will simply overwhelm our caseworkers
ability to serve Iowans in need. Why is this? It’s simple—if we don’t devote the re-
sources to meeting the reporting requirements being proposed, we will lose the
money. We have seen how this impacts our child welfare system during the past
few years. It will happen again, if the reporting requirements are too onerous.

As T said before, the TANF program has given each state the freedom to respond
to its own unique set of needs and circumstances. If new and inflexible work require-
ments are added to the program, states, constrained by the fixed sum of money avail-
able from the block grant and their own economic difficulties, will be forced to cut
back on other TANF funded programs that support work. Can Iowans on welfare
succeed with reduced access to childcare or other valuable services that would be
sacrificed in order to try to meet these requirements? No.

e. Penalties

With all of these issues, there is an underlying fear of what could happen if we
are unable to meet these aggressive standards. Under one of the proposals before
you, states would be vulnerable to having to face substantial fiscal penalties—losing
5% of TANF block grant, backfilling this penalty with state dollars and an increase
in 5% for the state maintenance of effort requirement. And those are just the pen-
alties for the first year of compliance.

For Iowa, the exposure could be even greater. An analysis done by NCSL has
found that Iowa’s potential exposure for not meeting the proposed work participa-
tion standards could be as much as $67 million. Iowa simply could not handle such
a loss of funds. The impact to childcare, job training, child welfare programs, and
pregnancy prevention in Iowa would be devastating.

The proposed penalty is not limited to loss of federal funds. States would be re-
quired to backfill the lost federal funds with state funds. If Iowa could not meet
these high standards and lose the $67 million, our Legislature would be forced to
make choices between increasing funding to our schools or ensuring adequate care
for our seniors. That is a choice no state should be forced into because of federal
standards.

I would again ask that you again recognize the partnership that is welfare reform
and give the states the latitude to establish how they would meet work participation
requirements. Please remember that in rural parts of America, the high standards
for performance may be difficult to attain. This will require ingenuity and patience
from Washington, but I am convinced we can achieve these goals. By working to-
gether and recognizing the differences between states, we can continue to build on
our sizable successes.
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CHILD CARE

Increased funding for childcare is essential to the continued success of TANF. In
my four plus years as chair of the budget committee overseeing welfare, I have dis-
covered just how valuable childcare has become in our society. Mothers and fathers
cannot work without safe, reliable childcare. And in this state, childcare is a critical
issue. Iowa leads the nation in two-parent working families. Meeting the childcare
needs of individual Iowans is a challenge. Providing for the childcare needs of
Iowans in the Family Investment Program is a greater challenge.

To meet this need, the people of Iowa have dramatically increased the resources
being used for childcare. As with other states, Iowa is devoting over 20% of our
TANF funds to childcare. And yet, we still struggle with deciding whether the poor
families who have never been on TANF or poor families who are moving off cash
assistance or low income poor families who never received welfare but are a crisis
away should receive subsidies. By the way, the amount of TANF funds being used
%n célildcare is more than the entire value of the federal Child Care Development

und.

As I said earlier, we in Iowa have made dramatic increases in the resources we
devote to childcare. Since the implementation of welfare reform, Iowa has increased
spending on childcare by over 200 percent. Since 1997, we have increased eligibility
for state childcare assistance and the rate the state pays for childcare. And we are
committed to doing more.

One of the innovative programs that we have developed is our Community Em-
powerment initiative. They are local-controlled programs that are charged with
helping families have their children age 0-5 ready to learn when they enter school.
We believe that these efforts at improving parenting skills, promoting healthy chil-
dren, and addressing potential health and learning disorders at a point where they
can be corrected is a vital component of our state’s program to help families meet
their potential.

A major part of this effort is funded with TANF funds. We have dedicated over
$6 million in TANF dollars annually to be distributed to Community Empowerment
Areas to address local childcare needs. Every community has different childcare
issues, and allowing local citizens to find solutions has been a tremendous success.
Communities are utilizing their funds to provide childcare during non-traditional
working hours. For most people leaving the FIP program, the jobs they acquire are
not the typical 9 to 5 workday. By giving communities the resources to provide
childcare at night, on the weekends, or for sick children we are addressing a critical
barrier to the success of FIP participants. Communities are also encouraged to use
these funds to help providers improve the quality of care. Sonya Marquez, from
Boost 4 Families, is here to discuss with you the successes of these efforts.

Last year, the Finance Committee considered providing additional childcare funds
for states. Needless to say, we would gladly welcome any increase in childcare fund-
ing. When we studied that, we discovered that the requirements that were being
discussed would have caused our state to take resources being used to provide
childcare services and use them to meet the quality requirements of the bill. In the
end, fewer Iowa children would have gotten childcare.

In Iowa, we have a wide range in access to childcare. While urban areas like Des
Moines may have a variety of providers for families to choose from, many families
in Iowa’s rural communities have very limited childcare resources to call upon. We
in Jowa understand that we have work to do in improving the quality of our
childcare. We would ask that Congress give states the flexibility needed to craft a
childcare program that meets the needs of their communities and their children.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to again state that access to childcare is a key compo-
nent for the success of welfare reform. I would urge that the Committee remember
that any increase in work requirements will mean that states will have to put more
resources into childcare. With tight budgets facing virtually every state, meeting
that need can only be done with your help.

FAMILY FORMATION AND MARRIAGE

While marriage is an issue that transcends discussion of the reauthorization of
the TANF program, promoting the formation of stable families is part of ensuring
that the cycle of dependency on government programs is broken. Marriage provides
important benefits, including economic ones, for adults and children. Government
policy should be to support healthy marriages, and, perhaps as critically, not to set
up barriers to marriage. While we have made great progress has been in reducing
dependence on welfare, state legislators recognize that much remains to be done in
addressing the underlying causes of poverty. That includes strengthening two-par-
ent families. State legislators also recognize that not everyone will choose to marry
or choose to stay married.
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We would ask that you consider existing efforts to support family formation and
marriage and find ways to strengthen these initiatives. States are already working
to promote marriage outside the TANF program. Some examples of actions states
have taken include establishing fatherhood programs, providing incentives for mar-
riage education including reduced fees for marriage licenses, enacting earned income
tax credits without penalizing marital status, enacting family law related to both
marriage and divorce and creating programs to sustain the marriages of parents of
children with disabilities with respite care services. We would ask that you consider
existing efforts to support family formation and marriage and find ways to strength-
en these initiatives.

TEEN PREGNANCY

Teen pregnancy has declined, but it still must be a focus of efforts to reduce out-
of-wedlock child bearing. Legislators of both parties believe that this problem de-
serves our continued attention at the local, state and national level. Researchers
have found through research that teen mothers and fathers have worse future out-
comes including educational attainment and income than other teens. Over time,
teen parents have much more difficulty remaining self-sufficient and are more vul-
nerable to economic shifts in the labor market.

In the reauthorization of welfare reform, I would ask that Congress maintain its
strong commitment to working with states to reduce teen pregnancies. Flexibility
is again a key to the success of these programs. By allowing states to craft programs
and services to meet the need of their youth to make good choices, we can continue
to reduce the rate of teen pregnancy.

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT/NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS

Child support enforcement is a critical component of welfare reform and these
payments represent an important part of family income. Child support payments
can make the difference in a working family living in or moving out of poverty. As
in other states, the members of the Iowa Legislature have been at the forefront of
innovative efforts to improve child support including establishment of orders, collec-
tion, enforcement and work with noncustodial parents.

Thanks to the strong efforts of Iowa’s Child Support Recovery Unit, our program
has been recognized across the country as being amongst the best. Yet, we know
there is more that we can do to further improve the system. There is concern about
the potential for unfunded mandates and preemption of state law in any new federal
child support law. We would hope that the Committee would consult with state
child support officials and legislators before any action would be taken.

One area that many members of Congress and the public are interested in is the
concept of a pass through of support payments directly to the child. This is an idea
that may have some merit and warrants further discussion. I would ask that as you
consider this, please remember that some states may face financial difficulties due
to passing through the payments instead of offsetting welfare payments. We would
hope that implementation of this would be a state’s decision, with the support of
the federal government.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my testimony, I would be very happy to respond
to any questions that you and the members of the Committee have at this time.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DONNA LITTREL

Good morning Mr. Chairman. Thank you for inviting me to testify before the
Committee today. My name is Donna Littrel, and I would like to share with you
how Promise Jobs, Cornerstone, the Family Investment Program—otherwise known
as “FIP” and other resources have helped my family. We have benefitted so much
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from these programs that it is hard to think of where we would be right now with-
out them.

In May I will celebrate my fourth anniversary at Aegon Insurance Company.
Since starting there, I have obtained my Series 6 and 63 insurance licenses, a Life
and Health insurance license, and am currently furthering my education by con-
tinuing to take classes and pass tests. I have a great position in the sales and con-
servation unit, where I help clients to make decisions about their investments. It
is a great opportunity, but the road to where I am now was very bumpy indeed.

I met my husband, Anthony, seven years ago. During our first months together
we lived in my camper at a little park south of Iowa City. With us were his three
children who were between the ages of two and five years old at the time. We re-
ceived assistance for food stamps to help get us by. We were homeless and down
and out for quite a while.

The kids’ mother cared for the children long enough for us to get an apartment.
In one month Anthony and I saved the money for a place to live while living in our
car and working at a restaurant. A year later we had our first child together. In
the fall of 1997, our baby was only a few months old, we found ourselves homeless
again.

It was very hard for us, at the time we had nothing, it felt like there was no light
at the end of the tunnel. Neither of us had family to turn to. I went to DHS and
they were willing to give me money for rent. Additionally, they provided general as-
sistance to help us on a down payment for a place to live.

During this time I hopped around from one restaurant job to another. We had the
help of the FIP program, food stamps, and Medicaid to keep us going. Our family
still suffered from it’s own set of problems, other than the financial burdens we
faced. We both drank quite a bit during this time. When I became pregnant again
I stopped drinking and by the grace of God, Anthony became sober on April 14, 1998
and hasn’t touched a drink since. For us, before things got better they got worse.
Newly sober, life wasn’t always that easy.

We were both unemployed and managed to live off the FIP program and food
stamps alone. We were going through the Promise Jobs program at the time. An-
thony and I were in a BASICs class that was to teach us to be self-sufficient.

I learned a lot from the class but the most helpful thing I received was a little
flyer about a new program that was starting called the Customer Contact Training
Program. This new program would be a gateway for people to obtain the skills need-
ed to work in a call center. There were several businesses that were partnering to
sponsor the program with hundreds of thousands of dollars coming from a grant
provided by the state. The class was four hours a day, five days a week and lasted
for three months. Promise Jobs not only provided this opportunity for me without
cost, but also paid for my transportation to and from class and for the childcare my
children received while I was there.

I used this class as my chance to prove to myself that I could be a good employee,
which I failed at previously. I proved this by only missing one day of class and I
graduating at the top of the class. I was very proud of my accomplishments. I had
four job interviews; two of the companies offered me a position. Aegon hired me in
May of 1999.

Becoming an Aegon employee was a turning point for my family and me. Our fam-
ily still received assistance for our medical bills and some food stamps, but we no
longer had to rely on FIP to provide us an income. I had never imagined I would
be working for such a wonderful company. It was a very liberating feeling.

Our family also received help from a program called Cornerstone for a couple of
years. They helped us by providing a counselor who came to our house every other
week. We attended the classes they offered and took our children to functions they
supported. After a year of living in a single-wide mobile home, we moved into a larg-
er home in the same community.

In March of 2002 we had another baby. Because of illness, my husband is unable
to work; he stays at home and cares for the children. I recently went to DHS to
apply for food stamps. We have been approved to receive them, and having the extra
help, we will be able to afford our expenses. Being a one-income household with six
children, it is difficult to keep above water at times. But, with all the help that we
have been provided, it has been possible. I enjoy my job and my family; we have
come along way over the years. I hope that by sharing my experiences we will be
able to help others some day. When things looked grim and hopeless, there was al-
ways someone watching out for us. Thank you for the opportunity to share with you.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SONJA M. MARQUEZ

Chairman Grassley, and distinguished members of the Finance Committee, thank
you for this opportunity to appear before you today to discuss Welfare Reform. My
name is Sonja Marquez; I am the coordinator of the Community Empowerment Ini-
tiative in a three county area in southwest Iowa. During the 1998 Iowa legislative
session, the Iowa Community Empowerment Initiative was adopted. This bipartisan
effort encouraged partnerships between communities and state government with an
initial emphasis to improve the well-being of families with young children. I am
here today to talk to you about how community efforts focused on children and fami-
lies can have an impact on the success of Welfare to Work.

Boost4Families is the name of the three-county collaborative in southwest Iowa
serving the counties of Cass, Mills and Montgomery—the total population in the
three counties is just over 41,000. When Iowa’s legislature created the Empower-
ment Initiative, Boost4Families chose to add this to its areas of focus.
Boost4Families has been effectively working together since 1995 on issues impacting
children and families, and continues to identify needs and blend various funding
sources to provide both early education and prevention programs to our commu-
nities. Boost4Families’ success in bringing together citizens, government, and local
agencies was recognized in 1999 by the National Partnership for Re-Inventing Gov-
ernment by being designated a “Boost4Kids” site, and 2002 by the Metropolitan
Area Planning Agency with the Regional Service Award.

Boost4Families relies on many community lay participants, as well as public and
private agencies to help achieve our goals. We firmly believe that strong families
are Iowa’s future. Boost4Families has been successful at implementing locally iden-
tified programs to promote school readiness, early childhood education and improve
the quality of child care offered in our three county area. My perspective during this
discussion will be based on my experience of community challenges and opportuni-
ties that rural Iowa faces when addressing child care, transportation and other sup-
ports for children and families.

Iowa ranks second in the country in the number of working parents with young
children and first in the country in the number of working parents with school-age
kids. The Iowa State Child Care Administration reports that approximately 85% of
families in Iowa need child care. Here is a great example:

Frances was a divorced mother of two, living in the small rural community
of Villisca Iowa. She worked long hours in a factory in Clarinda, which was lo-
cated about 20 miles away. One of her children attended special classes for chil-
dren diagnosed with Behavior Disorders in Lenox, approximately 30 miles
away. This situation left her young daughter at home alone before school and
after school.

Once Villisca established a before and after school program, Frances enrolled
her daughter and feels assured that she is provided breakfast and taken care
of when she is at work.

In rural areas, it is not unusual for work, school, and home to be located in three
different communities, often in opposite directions. The Villisca Community School
District, a district with a high proportion of low-income households, identified many
families in their community facing this problem. The district pursued development
of a before- and after-school program for students in kindergarten through 5th
grade; their vision was for a program that also included opportunities for parental
learning. School officials and community members were aware of a significant num-
ber of Villisca-area children who are routinely left without supervision while parents
fulfill work responsibilities.

Villisca’s innovative family support program includes on-site before- and after-
school academic and enrichment activities for children, plus a number of parent-
child learning activities, including nutrition; health; fire safety; substance abuse; do-
mestic violence; first aid; asset-building; and a mentoring program which includes
service learning, intergenerational mentoring, and academic encouragement. Stu-
dents from the Villisca before and after school program spend time at a nearby
nursing home, often sharing snack-time, one-on-one time, and recreational activities
with the home’s residents. Older youth and senior citizens in the Villisca community
act as volunteer tutors and mentors for the younger students. Parents do not simply
leave their children to be cared for at the site—they commit to taking an active role,
making donations of board games, volunteer time, career skills, puzzles and other
indoor activities. This program has over 100 students enrolled—this is from a dis-
trict in which the K-5th grade population is 176 students. When state child welfare
funding was no longer available for this project, fundraisers, local grants, and com-
munity support continued to sustain it for the community. The need was there, the
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solution was explored and an opportunity was created to solve the problem. Local
ownership of the solution has made a big difference for the families in Villisca.

Each community faces challenges to support children and families. The direction
this program took is a great example of how communities can develop solutions to
local issues. Our government—both state and federal—can play an important role
in the implementation and support of these programs. Incentives should be avail-
able to employers in rural Iowa to establish child care for our youngest children.
Federal assistance could be developed to assist local rural school districts in devel-
oping before and after school care for children. The 21st Century Learning Centers
grants represent a great beginning for the state of Iowa, but many school districts—
not just those in low income areas—need these opportunities. Iowa and our Federal
Government cannot turn a blind eye to the dilemmas created by the rural nature
of our communities and the high number of working parents.

Although the Welfare to Work legislation had good intentions, it left a gap for
working mothers in rural areas. Child care and transportation are areas that need
additional resources in order to ensure that these families’ needs are being met and
that each of them can be assured of a safe and secure place for their children.

The Villisca stories that I shared with you today provide an example of “what
works” for families. I would encourage you when considering the Welfare to Work
initiative, to give strong consideration to the lessons we have learned in Iowa’s rural
communities. Working parents can be successful when given the critical supports of
child care and transportation.
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STATEMENT OF THE CHILD AND FAMILY PoLICY CENTER

[SUBMITTED BY CHARLES BRUNER AND VICTOR ELIAS]

Chairman Grassley and Members of the Senate Finance Committee:

Thank you for this opportunity to provide you with some input as your Senate
Finance Committee begins its work to reauthorize the 1996 Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act provisions for the Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families (TANF) block grant.

The Child and Family Policy Center has done considerable work over the last few
years in trying to help Iowa communities address the issues of assisting people in
leaving Iowa’s Family Investment Program under TANF, while at the same time
trying to address the workforce needs of Iowa employers.

Our work with the Polk County Human Services Planning Alliance (HSPA) Self
Sufficiency Work Group, the Creative Visions and Urban Dreams hard to employ
WIA grant, and Career Builders have helped identify some of the barriers and sup-
ports needed to assist the “untapped workforce” become self sufficient while simulta-
neously addressing employer workforce needs.

The WIA grant to Creative Visions and Urban Dreams concentrated on long term
TANF recipients with multiple barriers to employment, and the non-custodial par-
ent of such TANF recipients. Career Builders was a beta test of an employer and
participant lead concept to place and support members of the “untapped workforce,”
including TANF recipients and non-custodial parents, in employment at entry level
positions with some of Des Moines’ better paying employers.

After working with and evaluating these programs, it became apparent that long
term TANF recipients need long term support in applying their soft skills training
to actual employment, and at the same time improving their “hard” jobs skills; espe-
cially in the education and training areas (literacy, calculation skills, GED, and post
secondary education). Addressing the need for this support is vital to obtaining self
sufficiency and meeting the workforce needs of better paying Iowa employers. How-
ever, as we look at the two major federal programs in this area, neither TANF nor
WIA is funding these efforts. As our experience and the research shows, without the
development of this kind of support system, the formal education and training, job
skills, job search, and job placement services will not be successful in helping these
long term recipients facing multiple barriers to succeed in obtaining and retaining
employment.

While WIA funded agencies can provide formal education and training, job search,
and job placement services, the long term support of participants in the job place-
ment process, and the follow up job retention services are often better provided by
agencies working within a participant’s community.

Agencies providing such support services must have strong ties within the com-
munity with which participants identify. They must have a reputation in the com-
munity of understanding and successfully addressing the community’s needs and
strengths. They must be seen by the community as a welcoming resource where
members of the community can obtain advice and assistance on a variety of issues
that affect their lives, beyond those strictly limited to workforce involvement.

Workers providing and arranging long term support services must develop a rela-
tionship of trust with participants. Such workers must understand, and may have
personally experienced, the kinds of situations a participant faces in the workforce.

Agencies have to be very supportive and persistent in working with individuals.
Constant follow-up is needed. Frequent contact with participants must be main-
tained: to see if appointments are kept, if they are actively seeking employment or
attending training, and if employed how are they doing on a job. Even just a contact
to “see how things are going” is important to success.

(63)
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Individuals may have little or no job experience, and may come from backgrounds
where employment is not a visible part of an individual’s family or neighborhood
experience. Addressing the lack of job skills is comparatively easier if the attitu-
dinal, basic soft skill and educational issues are successfully addressed. However,
addressing these non-job skill issues is very difficult work. Where agencies have
been successful in this area they have used intensive one-on-one counseling support,
along with peer support groups. In addition, they have tried to identify and dem-
onstrate successful role models among their staff or others in the community.

Agencies must help individuals address a variety of issues that can get in the way
of obtaining or retaining employment which are not directly employment related.
Helping provide for the basic needs of food, clothing, shelter, child care and trans-
portation are make or break factors in obtaining and retaining employment. Agen-
cies have met these needs by either providing services directly (driving participants
to job interviews, jobs, child care, training, etc.) or by referring participants to com-
munity or public resources (church or neighborhood groups, county assistance, food
banks, public assistance programs, etc.).

Long term TANF recipients often lack literacy or language skills, and the edu-
cational levels often required by good paying Iowa employers. The opportunity to ob-
tain these competencies, while at the same time meeting work requirements and
child and family obligations is very difficult. However, participants ability to obtain
these competencies is vital to obtaining their own self sufficiency, and to meeting
the workforce needs of Iowa employers.

Please consider and address these issues that have fallen in the gap of the exist-
ing TANF and WIA programs as you consider their reauthorization. Appropriate
education and training, and the time and support needed to acquire and implement
these skills are of vital necessity to helping TANF recipients become self sufficient
while at the same time addressing the workforce needs of Iowa’s best employers.

We would be happy to provide further information to you and your staff.

STATEMENT OF FETNER, TINA, PH.D., ASSISTANT PROFESSOR OF SOCIOLOGY,
CORNELL COLLEGE

I strongly oppose the welfare marriage promotion initiative. It violates basic prin-
ciples that Americans hold dearly: privacy and independence. It inserts government
agencies into the intimate lives of poor women, and it diverts valuable resources
away from poverty relief programs toward propaganda programs.

The thinking behind this measure may be well intentioned, but it is wrong-head-
ed. This measure implies that the cause of poverty is a lack of marriage among poor
women. This is not true. The root cause of poverty is economic: too few jobs that
pay living wages. This is the problem that the welfare bill should be addressing.

Research shows that marriage is not always a way out of poverty for poor women.
When poor women form intimate partnerships with men, either through marriage
or cohabitation, most of the men are too poor to lift them and their children above
the poverty line. Studies show that children do best when they are raised by at least
one caring and competent parent, and that the marital status and sexual orientation
of the parent is irrelevant to children’s well-being.

Poor single mother should not be subjected to moralistic propaganda in exchange
for their benefits. These women are working mothers, trying to balance work (or job
training) and child care. They do not need additional burdens of time and energy
that this program would require. This measure will set aside over $100 million in
monies that could go to direct relief of poverty for government bureaucracies and
“faith-based” agencies to waste the precious time of poor women. Why not provide
direct aid or subsidized child care instead?

All women—rich and poor alike—have the right to make their own decisions
about their personal lives. The government should not become involved in the love
lives of poor women. Marriage decisions belong to individuals, not government, and
this program is a colossal waste of taxpayers money.

This program ignores the needs of women who cannot be helped by the “one size
fits all” policy of marriage promotion. Women who have successfully fled from abu-
sive marriages, lesbian women, and women who are single parents by choice, will
not be served by marriage promotion. The many poor women who would like to be
married but simply cannot find that special someone also will not be served by this
measure. The federal government should be concerned for the safety and well-being
of all men and women, not dedicated to a single family form that it prefers over
all others.

There are important roles for government to play in family life. The government
should support living wages for families. It should ensure that resources are avail-
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able for the health and well-being of families. It should make sure that no child goes
hungry, even one day a month. But, it should not pressure people (especially a vul-
nerable subset of the population) to make particular decisions about the form of
their families.

I urge the Senate to move the funds set aside for marriage promotion into poverty
relief funds, and stop micro-managing the lives of poor women. This measure won’t
work, it is costly, and it is taking money out of the mouths of poor children.

STATEMENT OF THE FOOD BANK OF IowA
[SUBMITTED BY KAREN R. FORD]

Chairman Grassley:

My name is Karen Ford and I am the Executive Director of the Food Bank of
Towa, an America’s Second Harvest affiliate that serves 260 charitable organizations
in 42 Jowa counties. Thank you for bringing your Senate Committee on Finance
Public Hearing on: Welfare Reform: the Reauthorization of the Temporary Assist-
ance to Needy Families (TANF) program to Iowa. I appreciated the opportunity to
attend the hearing yet left feeling two Important issues were not discussed. Thank
you for the opportunity to address them in written testimony.

Since the passage of Welfare Reform (The Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, or PROWRA), thousands of families moved
from welfare to work. Many have seen success, but others with low-paying jobs are
struggling to make ends meet.

As you know, this latest round of TANF Reauthorization has included not only
the TANF program itself, but a host of federal programs that act as work supports.
I would like to address one of these work support programs for low-income families
in particular: the Food Stamp Program. As the Executive Director of a food bank,
I cannot stress enough how crucial the Food Stamp Program is to the well being
of children and families that we serve. Very simply, the Food Stamp Program pre-
vents hunger for Iowa’s children and families, and allows working families to stretch
their hard-earned dollars.

The Food Stamp Program has been the first line of defense against hunger in
America since the Nixon Administration made it a national priority, and ensured
access uniformly across our nation. More and more, however, low-income people are
falling through the cracks, and charities we serve have become “first responders”
to hunger. Despite efforts to implement the provisions of the Farm Bill during a fi-
nancial crisis, Iowa’s long applications, lack of outreach, and inaccessibility combine
to deter potential participants of the program. This has put an enormous strain on
hunger relief charities such as ours. Many low-income people simply find it easier
to cone to a food pantry than to go through the long and difficult process of applying
for Food Stamps. While committed to ensuring that no family should go hungry,
loan economic times have hit us with a double-whammy: decreased donations and
increased demand for food.

Hunger is a very real problem in Iowa. The USDA found that approximately 7.6
percent of Iowa households were food insecure between 1999 and 2001. This means
that they do not know consistently where their next meal will come from. In addi-
tion, over two percent of households in Iowa are in situations so severe that they
are classified as experiencing hunger—they may be forced to reduce their food in-
take due to a lack of food or skip meals altogether.

The changes made to the Food Stamp Program in last year’s Farm Bill were a
major victory for Iowa’s low-income families. We thank the Bush Administration,
and leadership of both parties in Congress to ensure that the well being of Amer-
ica’s families was put ahead of partisan differences. Among the changes was a new
set of options that allow states the flexibility to line-up eligibility requirements so
that low-income people can apply for several different programs at one time. To the
extent that states take advantage of such options, low-income people will see tre-
mendous benefits.

Mr. Chairman, let me be clear. Now is not the time to jeopardize the improve-
ments made in the Food Stamp Program. We did not expect that when the debate
on TANF began last year that we would be forced to defend the integrity and effi-
cacy of the Food Stamp program. Yet there are two proposals in the house-passed
TANF bill (H.R. 4, 108th Congress and H.R. 4700, 107th Congress) that threaten
to cripple the Food Stamp program, and more importantly, the lives of the low-in-
come people we serve: The 5-State Food Stamp Block Grant, and tire so-called
“Superwaiver.”
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Having worked at a Food Bank for two decades I understand first-hand that
strong federal nutrition programs mean stronger families, and a stronger State of
TIowa. Though these proposals have good intentions—namely to increase flexibility
for states—We strongly oppose both proposals because we believe they will severely
weaken the integrity and effectiveness of crucial federal nutrition programs, and
will hurt the families they intend to help.

The Superwaiver

First, I would like to address the potential impact of the Superwaiver for Iowa’s
families. As you know, the Superwaiver gives the Executive Branch sweeping au-
thority to override regulations and protections on a range of low-income programs,
including the Food Stamp Program. The proposal is intended to ensure flexibility
for low-income programs. Make no mistake: ensuring flexibility in the administra-
tion of low-income programs is crucial to moving families toward self-sufficiency. We
are concerned, however, that the proposed “Superwaiver” authority would severely
compromise the integrity of crucial federal programs, and would hurt the families
they intend to help. The Superwaiver does not provide eligibility protections for cer-
tain groups, does not provide an opportunity for sufficient public input, and gives
financial incentives to states to supplant funds from low-income programs to patch
mounting budget deficits. If Iowa were to opt into the Superwaiver, eligibility pro-
tections in the Food Stamp program could be waived. Protections for many groups
of individuals could be jeopardized. Many groups of low-income individuals could be
doomed ineligible or time-limited simply because they are politically unpopular.
Broad flexibility that preserves the quality and underlying goals of the Food Stamp
Program is already allowed under the Food Stamp program thanks to changes in
1996, as well as new changes in the recent Farm Bill. Iowa has not used state op-
tions until recently when the State applied for the 3 month time limit waiver.
Broad, unchecked superwaiver authority, however, could severely compromise essen-
tial program goals, and hurt the quality of programs for our families.

If Iowa were to opt into the Superwaiver, there is no guarantee that our organiza-
tion, nor any others, would be able to provide input into the waiver process. In fact,
members of Congress such as yourself would have no guarantee that you would
have the opportunity to weigh in on what would amount to drastic changes in con-
gressionally appropriated programs. Although the Congress and the Executive
Branch are co-equals, the implementation of the Superwaiver would essentially be
an unprecedented transfer of authority from Congress to the Executive Branch. Mr.
Chairman, you and your colleagues have, for many years, debated many different
ways to strengthen and improve the Food Stamp Program. You and your colleagues
have spent decades brainstorming, negotiating, thoughtfully crafting, and enacting
food stamp initiatives, most recently in the Farm Security and Rural Investment
Act (Public Law 107-171). The enactment of a Superwaiver would undo all of your
hard work to ensure that low-income families can access food. To give the executive
branch at the federal and state levels the ability to circumvent the will of the Con-
gress sets a dangerous precedence.

Changing the rules for public programs should be a public process. Yet under a
Superwaiver, the integrity of these federal programs could be bypassed by the Jone
authority of the Administration in power, and without any evidence that proposed
waivers would protect or benefit low-income Iowans.

If Towa were to opt the Food Stamp Program into the Superwaiver, this would
effectively block grant the program, putting the Food Stamp Program funds at risk
of competing with other budget priorities. In addition there are few protections
against supplanting funds away from the original purpose of the Food Stamp Pro-
gram. This is a harsh reality that we would face, especially difficult given the cur-
rent budget crisis that Iowa, and most other states in our nation currently face.

In areas in which the administration and Congress agree that states should have
more flexibility and that flexibility helps—not harms—families, states should be
given new state options rather than being required to go through a cumbersome
waiver process. The options provided to states in the Food Stamp Program in the
recently passed Farm Bill are a good example of a better approach to providing
state flexibility.

The 5-State Food Stamp Block Grant

As you know, H.R. 4 included authority to block grant the Food Stamp Program
in five states that elect to do so. No hearings were held on the idea of a Food Stamp
Block Grant in last year’s, or this year’s discussion on TANF reauthorization.

As you know, the Food Stamp Program is an entitlement program, which means
that expenditures adjust to the number of people on the program, not the other way
around. The recent economic downturn shows us precisely why a block grant for the
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Food Stamp Program is a bad idea. A block grant would freeze federal funding. This
means less, not more, flexibility for states administering the program, especially
during difficult times such as these.

We applaud the efforts of the Bush Administration to conduct aggressive outreach
for Food Stamps, with the goal of reaching and enrolling every eligible individual
and family. We particularly thank Secretary Ann Veneman and Undersecretary Eric
Bost at USDA for their work to implement this noble goal. The Food Stamp block
grant, however, threatens to undo much of the progress that has been made during
this administration. A fixed pot of money means states will have fiscal incentives
to conduct less outreach to low-income families. Simply put, you can’t encourage
families to enroll for Food Stamps when there is no money to pay for enrollment.
The bottom line here is that if Iowa opted into the block grant, more families in
Towa will turn to food pantries and soup kitchens for food.

The Block Grant would eliminate protections from hunger for many groups, in-
cluding the working-poor, the elderly, and the disabled. States would have signifi-
cant fiscal incentives to close budget deficits by transferring funds out of Food
Stamp Program costs to other budgetary interests. Because the majority of states
gace 1massive deficits, now is not the time to gamble away nutrition for America’s
amilies.

Conclusion

We believe that both of these proposals will force more of Iowa’s families to turn
to already-constrained food pantries and soup kitchens for food. We urge you to op-
pose the 5-State Food Stamp Block Grant and the Superwaiver proposals as part
of any TANF proposal.

Once again, I would like to thank you for coming to Iowa to hear the realities
that low-income Iowans face. I look forward to working together to ensure that this
year’s round of TANF Reauthorization will truly empower Iowa’s families to move
toward self-sufficiency.

STATEMENT OF GREDER, KIMBERLY, IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY

Research Findings from Iowa

The shift in welfare policy from focusing on income security to focusing on work
and self-sufficiency has affected the ability of some families to meet their daily liv-
ing needs. Even in Iowa low-income families have struggled since the passage of
PRWORA. For example:

¢ More than half of the Iowa families leaving welfare in 1999 had incomes around

the poverty line two years later;

¢ Among a random sample of Iowa households who received Food Stamps in 1997,

in 1999 two-thirds had incomes below poverty, over half were food insecure, and
over one-quarter were experiencing hunger;

¢ Food insecurity was greater in 2000 than in 1997 for Iowa WIC participants;

and

¢ In rural Iowa areas, the restructuring of local economies from high-wage to low-

wage industries and to service sector employment disproportionately hurt poor
families and families headed by women.

Health, child care, and transportation problems permeate this population:

¢ Among a random sample of Iowa households who received Food Stamps in 1997,

one-fifth of the respondents considered themselves to be disabled and one-third
considered themselves to be in poor health;

¢ Jowa families with limited incomes find it difficult to locate affordable child care

for their children while they work;

¢ Some Iowa parents choose not to work, jeopardizing their FIP benefits to take

care of their children,;

¢ Regarding transportation, TANF leavers in Iowa report that the cost of vehicle

maintenance can be a challenge for those who work or hope to work; and

¢ Transportation issues for rural Iowans include: (a) barriers to owning and oper-

ating a personal vehicle, (b) owning vehicles described as old and invariably un-
reliable, and (c) the rarity of any form of public transportation except local
school busses.

Survival strategies for Iowa families center on meeting their nutritional, housing,
and basic needs. Low-income families in Iowa meet their needs by:

¢ Relying on others: a common strategy for meeting housing needs employed by

rural Iowa welfare recipients is informal arrangements made with families and
friends that tend to be temporary, or at least are thought of as such;
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¢ Trading-off food for housing; as food stamp benefits decrease with increased
earnings, the additional income is used to pay the rent or utilities;

¢ Participating in multiple assistance programs: Families who were able to leave
welfare often found food stamp benefits were important to a successful transi-
tion; and

¢ Using community resources such as emergency shelters, county relief benefits,
or privately provided food assistance.

Policy and Implementation Guidelines

Survival often depends on flexibility in policy and implementation guidelines. Ini-
tiatives to help families will have a higher likelihood of succeeding if policymakers
and program administrators seek input from the families they serve. Families need:

¢ Sufficient resources to meet basic needs;

¢ Community participation skills,

¢ Financial skills to manager their resources; and

¢ Educational supports to help families identify strategies, to network, and to con-

tribute to meeting their own communities’ needs.

Beyond Welfare is an example of a program that is working:

Beyond Welfare (BW) seeks to instill participants with a sense of advocacy
and build a constituency for systemic change. Families in poverty are invited
to participate and are equipped to become leaders in the program and in the
community by learning how to communicate and advocate for themselves. The
BW Board of Directors is comprised of a majority of members who have been
or are currently marginalized by poverty. At the same time, BW also facilitates
relationships that assist and support families. Community members are re-
cruited and trained as “Family Partners” for intentional friendships with BW
participants. These partnerships are based on common interests, yet focus
around the safety, stability, self-sufficiency, and well being of the BW partici-
pant family. These relationships provide the beginnings of an effective social
support network. They help to reduce isolation, erode stigma, and replace feel-
ings of victimization while simultaneously helping participants learn new ways
of coping with daily problems and setbacks from those who have been able to
do so with a modicum of success. At the same time, Family Partners learn first-
hand the strengths and challenges of people on welfare and the working poor.

Concluding Thoughts

How can we develop policies that help low-income families not only survive, but
also thrive and work towards a higher quality of life? The common theme of the pro-
grams reviewed is the importance of including participating families in pro-
grammatic decisions. Low-income families can be empowered to improve their qual-
ity of life. Families in poverty and on public assistance can provide us with new
ways of understanding how our policies affect their lives and what policies should
be changed. First, we must believe in the competence of these families regarding
giving us valuable and importance policy information. Then, with this presumption
of competence and our support, these families can be empowered to be persistent
and successful self-advocates in their quest for a better way of life.

STATEMENT OF THE I0WA COALITION AGAINST DOMESTIC VIOLENCE
[SUBMITTED BY AMY CORREIA]

Thank you for providing this opportunity to comment on the Temporary Assist-
ance to Needy Families program. The Iowa Coalition Against Domestic Violence
(ICADV) is a state-wide advocacy and technical assistance provider representing its
33 member domestic violence programs in Iowa. In FY 2000, 2,099 women and 2,358
children were sheltered in one of Iowa’s domestic violence shelters, and 18,300 do-
mestic abuse victims received services from one of Iowa’s victim service agencies.

A study of domestic violence programs in 1998 found that over half of women re-
siding in an emergency domestic abuse shelter received welfare benefits. Addition-
ally, poverty disproportionately affects female-headed households in Iowa. Forty-five
percent of female-headed households with children under the age of 18 live in pov-
erty (as reported in the Iowa Department of Economic Development’s Consolidated
Plan, submitted to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development in
1995).

Our experience with women seeking shelter and other services tells us that do-
mestic violence and poverty are interconnected. Many women apply for welfare ben-
efits as a lifeline to safety for themselves and their children.
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In October 2001, I visited with low-income women (some current and others past
recipients of welfare benefits) in three communities across Eastern Iowa to assess
what they need to achieve economic security. A few of their stories follow:

A young woman with one child told me of her dreams of becoming a psycholo-
gist. Her welfare-to-work case manager told her that she couldn’t pursue a 4-year
college degree while on welfare. To meet her welfare requirements, she works at
a low-wage job in the local shopping mall, spending two hours round-trip on the
bus, and as a result has only a few hours with her daughter in the evening be-
fore bed-time as a result.

A mother with a young child was sanctioned off of welfare benefits because she
lost her job when her car broke down (she lives in a town with limited public
transportation). She left numerous messages for her welfare caseworker to ex-
plain the situation. This worker never returned her phone calls, and she received
a letter in the mail telling her that she was being cut from benefits for not com-
plying with the work requirement. She is reapplying for benefits.

Another mother lost critical support benefits (Medicaid and Food Stamps)
when she financed a car worth more than the allowable ceiling to ensure that
she woz;lld have reliable transportation to get to a job where she earns only $800
a montn.

All of the women expressed the desire to work. Critical to their success at work
are supportive services, including transportation, childcare, Food Stamps, and med-
ical insurance. The eligibility levels and funds available for these supportive services
should be expanded and increased. H.R. 4 does not address the fact that current
childcare funding levels prevent 6 out of every 7 children from getting the child care
assistance for which they are eligible. Parents will have difficulty increasing their
economic stability if affordable childcare is not available. Low-wage jobs (under $11/
hour) do not pay enough so that parents can afford childcare in the private market.
Childcare subsidies are a critical support that increases the well-being of children
and the success of parents at work.

All of the women with whom I spoke believe that increasing opportunities for job
training and education is critical to their success. Most felt they could get a min-
imum wage job, but that the income from these jobs would not go far in supporting
their families. H.R. 4 shuts the door to better education and training opportunities
for low-skilled parents. Educational attainment is the one proven method for im-
proving a family’s economic stability. According to 1993 Census data, a woman with
a high school diploma earned on average of %19,168/year, while a woman with a
Bachelor of Arts degree earned on average of $32,291/year.

The women with whom I spoke have complicated histories, which include domes-
tic violence, substance abuse, mental health and physical disability issues. While all
want to work, some may need more time to meet requirements than is currently
allowed. It is critical that the welfare program allow recipients time to address life
issues that impede their success at work and their family’s well-being. Research
studies document the high incidence of domestic abuse within the TANF popu-
lation—30% of TANF recipients report current abuse and more than 50% report
abuse at some time in their adulthood. The Family Violence Option should be ex-
panded so that every state has policies and programs in place to address the safety
and self-sufficiency of its welfare caseload.

Regarding marriage promotion policies, ICADV is concerned that any efforts to
promote marriage through the welfare office may be detrimental to abused women.

On June 4, 2002 two survivors of domestic violence met with Senator Grassley
via conference call to discuss welfare reauthorization. The two survivors prepared
a written statement in advance of that meeting, and read this statement during the
conference call. The text of this statement follows:

“We as survivors of domestic violence feel that the idea of promoting marriage
to the father of your child or children is a short-sighted solution for a difficult
and varied amount of social, economical, and religious problems. More needs to
be researched and developed to bring about the types of change and results that
this bill is proposing to accomplish.

“Although we agree with your idea that strengthening families will bring
about a change in welfare, we do also believe as survivors of domestic violence
that women are going to be forced into more violence situations and have more
detrimental effects on family relationships—financially, emotionally and phys-
ically, thus tearing down the family structure. So, we feel this would defeat the
purpose of your proposal, therefore putting us back to square one”

Many women leave abusive relationships after years of blaming themselves for
the abuse and trying to make the abuse stop through a variety of avenues, including
couples counseling and/or conflict management classes. Marriage promotion pro-
grams may have the negative effect of encouraging women to stay in abusive rela-
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tionships, or could be the back-up abusers use to coerce their partner into staying
in the relationship. The potential impact of these policies on abused women should
be further analyzed before implementation.

Given the complexity of policy and program issues that marriage promotion strat-
egies raise, we strongly recommend that the Senate bill require such programs to
consult and collaborate with domestic violence coalitions in states to ensure that do-
mestic violence issues are appropriately addressed. Such consultation should be con-
duced at every phase of the design, implementation and evaluation of these pro-
grams. Such steps will address the safety and well-being of all children and families.

ICADV’s work with battered immigrant women leads us to also urge an expansion
of welfare benefits for immigrant families. States should be able to provide services
to qualified immigrant families prior to the current 5-year residency requirement.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. Please feel free to contact
ICADV with any questions or further input.

STATEMENT OF THE IowA COMMUNITY ADVISORY TEAM
[SUBMITTED BY DEANA BRICKLES]

I am De Brickles, a working mother here today to represent the Community Advi-
sory Team and give a consumer’s view of the Iowa Child Care Experience. The Com-
munity Advisory Team is an Iowa effort funded by the Joyce Foundation to bring
TANF participants together to help one another get out of poverty. Local teams in
seven Iowa counties also work together and with volunteers and local welfare de-
partments to identify barriers to self-sufficiency and advocate for needed changes to
the system. Representatives from the seven counties form a state team that advises
the Towa Department of Human Services on how the system can work better. Child
care is the number one issue that has been identified by the Community Advisory
Team as needing improvement—safe, affordable, quality child care. Many of the rec-
ommendations from the Community Advisory Team, and many of the family stories
of Team members, are provided in the Iowa report.

Looking at all the statistics, graphs, charts, and tables is important, but there
also are stories of real people trying to get out of poverty that need to be heard.
Although some families will successfully meet their goals for economic self-suffi-
ciency, which is the goal for virtually all families I know who have been on TANF,
their efforts often get them off the welfare rolls but not out of poverty.

Some find themselves in a symbolic rotating door, fighting issues related to min-
imum and low wage jobs and child care needs versus TANF and child care subsidy
program eligibility. Many other low-income families, who are not on TANF, also find
themselves in the same situation, and the Community Advisory Team strongly sup-
Forts1 a child care system that addresses the needs of all low and moderate income

amilies.

While Iowa’s current child care subsidy program does provide help to the families
it serves, as families begin to raise their earnings, they lose eligibility and often end
up little better off than they were before. I want to provide one story from the report
that illustrates the dilemma families face:

Roberta, the single parent of two small children, went onto TANF in May,
2000. She got a child care subsidy while she finished her education to get a bet-
ter paying job. She got a job paying $1640 per month and continued to receive
a subsidy, on a sliding fee schedule, that only required her to pay $150 per
month for what she considered ideal care, at a registered family day care home.
Two months after her hire, she got a $1000 per year raise, which put her $16
per month over the eligibility limit for child care. Immediately, her child care
bill went to $550 per month or $6600 per year, or one-third of her income. She
was forced to move her daughter to a cheaper child care arrangement, which
has not been reliable orsatisfactory. Although there have been several times
when the provider has been neglectful in caring for her daughter, she doesn’t
know what else she can do.

This is not an isolated story. Low-income families (below $25,000 for a family of
three) in Iowa who do not have child care subsidies often spend between 20% and
45% of their income on child care. Further, if they are fortunate enough to begin
earning more—because food stamp benefits, TANF payments, health care coverage,
the earned income credit, child care subsidies, and other benefits all phase out at
similar points—they receive only a small portion of the increase in earnings to help
their own families. The report provides two examples of how much they really are
“taxed” on their increase in earnings.
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The Community Advisory Team’s primary mission is to ensure that all families
leave welfare safely and permanently, by helping them move into a satisfying career
that pays enough and allows them enough time to take care of and nurture their
children. This cannot be done without federal and state investments in child care.
When it comes to keeping our children out of poverty and our families safe and
strong, we (and that means families seeking to leave welfare and other low-income
families) are at your service and want to help make needed changes. CAT’s strategy
to bring its mission to reality is “to bring consumers, volunteers, community leaders,
and policy makers together to develop solutions to support families.” We hope reau-
thorization will recognize the role that consumers can play in improving the system,
at the federal, state, and community levels.

Following are letters and personal testimonies of several CAT members and
friends of CAT. They appreciate being able to share with you and your staff their
trials and tribulations as well as their successes as they continue striving for self-
sufficiency. CAT members are people who are currently on the TANF roles or who
have recently transitioned off of assistance. They hold a strong belief that all people
have gifts and talents to share with the world and that reciprocity is part of the
growing process.

February 18, 2003

Melinda Landon

I would like to take just a few moments of your time to address the issue of
ghildlcare with you. This is an issue that is very important to me, and to my entire
amily.

I am a single mother with a 2 year-old son and a 1 year-old daughter. For the
past 2 years I have been a student at Des Moines Area Community College. This
has only been made possible because I have received assistance with my childcare.

During these past two years the State Block grant, Promise Jobs, and Protective
Daycare through the Department of Human Services have assisted me with my
childcare needs. They have all been my saviors during this time.

As a single mother I receive just over $400 per month. This amount has to cover
rent, utilities, phone, gas, and diapers for two babies, and any other items that I
need to keep my family and myself healthy. As you can see, there is barely enough
money to buy laundry soap, let alone pay hundreds of dollars per month for
childcare. My monthly childcare bill is actually more than what I receive each
month and is the higher than all of my other bills combined.

Yes, I could leave my children with the neighbor that I barely know, but that is
will to babysit for a few dollars a week, but I love my children too much to leave
them in substandard care. A person would not leave their Porsche to be repaired
with the stock boy at HyVee, so why would I leave what means the most to me with
someone who is not licensed, certified, and thoroughly check out by those who spe-
cialize in that area?

Being provided childcare has allowed me to attend school and to work towards
a college degree. This is the only hope that I have of getting out of the gutter that
is the life of a single, low-income parent. Education is the key to the future for my
children and myself. With a degree I will be able to secure a decent wage job that
will allow me to leave the welfare roles and to become a positive asset to my com-
munity and to my state. Without an education, well, who knows where my children
and me would end up?

Please see to it that all low-income parents, single or married, have this same op-
portunity. There is absolutely no way that a person can obtain an education unless
you have adequate, reliable childcare. Not only does this allow parents to concern
themselves with securing a future, it also protects our children and their future.
Without childcare assistance many parents will be forced to resort to using the lady
down the street whose background may be questionable. This type of care will only
cause further damage to children who are already suffering the effects of poverty
and today’s society.

I, for one, want my children to be in positive environments with childcare pro-
viders who have the skills and the knowledge to take my place while I cannot be
with my children. I don’t know if you have children, but wouldn’t you want the same
for them? Or for your grandchildren?

I know that I am not alone in the way I feel about childcare. The majority of my
friends are in the same boat that I am in and they are looking forward to the day
when they can write that check and pay for their own childcare bill. But, for now,
this is not possible, and as soon as we are able to foot the bill there will be many
more behind us who will not be able to write that check.
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There are many working parents out there also who are feeling the pressure of
the high cost of childcare. Just a few years back I was in a drug treatment program
(I have now been clean for 2 years), and during this time my parents cared for my
son. My step-dad was a full-time student at the time and my mother had a full-
time job. Fortunately, they were able to apply for and receive the State Block Grant
that paid for my son’s daycare during the times that both of my parents were out
of the home. This was a relief to me knowing that my mother did not have the bur-
den of paying for an expensive childcare bill. This allowed her to make sure that
fmy linfan‘c son received quality childcare during the hours that she could not care
or him.

So, as you see, childcare assistance has made a real difference in not only my life,
but also in the lives of my children and other family members. Please, make sure
it does keep making a difference for families like mine.

Thank you for your time and your attention to this matter. It is nice to know that
there are people like you who are looking out for young mothers like me and for
the welfare of my children.

February 2003

Trena Thompson

I am no longer attending school because I was overwhelmed with juggling school,
work and taking care of my two-year-old daughter. There are very few programs
specifically for single parents going to school either full time or part time that can
help out financially and guide them through with assistance so that more of us can
complete school and get our degree, certificates, or diplomas.

My child is in child care at the Homes of Oakridge Early Enrichment Center. Polk
County provides my child care assistance wince I am working a full time job. My
co-pay is $180.00 per month. Though I haven’t really had many troubles so far with
my assistance I know of some stories of others who make 20 cents over the limit
of income per hour and they get totally cut off of child care assistance and end up
having to pay around $600.00 a month for child care. They just cannot afford it.

I also have a suggestion regarding housing. I would like to see all Polk County
subsidized housing places such as Oakridge, River Hills, Public Housing, and Sec-
tion 8 be turned into transitional housing and by this I mean there should be a limit
to the number of years you can live there and only under certain circumstances can
you come back if you need too. They need to provide programming for their resi-
dents that is mandatory to help them get to self-sufficiency. Some examples: par-
enting classes, budgeting skills, job-seeking skills, self-esteem building etc. .

On another note, I currently have an issue with Medicaid I would like to talk
briefly about. I have never had a job in the past with benefits because I have never
worked over 40 hours a week. Now that I do, I've come to problems. I missed my
enrollment date for benefits at my job because I couldn’t understand the packet of
information they sent to me. The next enrollment date is one year from now so for
one full year I will bare all expenses for medical for my daughter and myself. The
only program I know of out there is Hawk-I which is only for children and for low-
income families and I will try to get my daughter in this but I have no idea what
I will do for myself.

Thank you for your time.

February 2003
Ruby Killings

I have just finished my Child Development Associates (CDA) degree from the Des
Moines Area Community College (DMACC) last year. I was employed until recently.
The reason I don’t have a job now is because of my daycare situation. I was working
at a daycare for 10 years before I got laid off and I'm now having a really hard time
trying to find work.

I never had to ask for no help until now because I use to always use the bus to
take my children to daycare because they went to the daycare where I worked. I'm
finding it hard now because I don’t have a car and they go to different daycare loca-
tions. I didn’t realize how the buses worked because I thought they ran every 15
minutes but after 8 am they run every hour and then after 3 pm they go back to
every 15 minutes.

Promise Jobs only paid for my childcare. I get 5 hours of childcare paid for per
day for both children. I don’t have a care so I have to catch the bus. Since the bus
runs every hour after 8 pm I drop off on of my children at his daycare and then
have to wait another hour before I can catch another bus to drop my daughter off
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at her childcare center or walk the 18 blocks with her. In warm weather there is
no problem it is the cold weather that is the problem. So getting them to quality
daycare uses up 3 hours of the 5 paid for my Promise Jobs.

I still have to do 20 job contacts per week but I only really do 10 because I don’t
have the transportation I need and I have to use the bus system to get around and
Promise Jobs just doesn’t give my family enough childcare hours to be able to get
it all done.

Thank you.

February 19th, 2003

Sheri Gale

Beyond Welfare (a family support organization in Ames, IA) has become an in-
valuable resource for my family, and without the services provided the journey to
self-sufficiency would be filled with barriers and roadblocks. My life was in chaos
at the beginning of my participation with Beyond Welfare, and with their help and
support my life is beginning to come together and I can now see the day where I
will no longer need government assistance to survive.

One of the services provided by Beyond Welfare is “Wheels for Work”, through
this program I was provided a vehicle to assist in finding full-time employment.
However, this provided so much more transportation. It was a peace of mind to en-
sure that I could assist my daughter in finishing her High School career even
through she was a teen mother. It meant that I could get my special needs son to
his necessary counseling and medical appointments.

The support offered by Beyond Welfare is one of the most vital assets of the pro-
gram.. Beyond the weekly meeting for support, they act as an impartial sounding
board and problem solving team. They hold me accountable for my actions as well
as my plans. Beyond Welfare and the Iowa Community Advisory Team (a statewide
initiative funding by a Joyce Foundation Grant and Coordinated by the Child and
Family Policy Center in Des Moines, IA) have lead me down a road that I feel will
be beneficial to my family as well as myself.

The Community Advisory Team has offered me an opportunity to increase my
leadership skills, build a broader peer group, and increased my skills that I can take
into the workforce. For example: I have been actively involved in trying to make
a difference in the system—not only for my immediate benefit but also for the ben-
efit of the future families that will be involved in government assistance. Although
it would be great to see a future of governmental assistance not being a necessity
for our families, it is a sad truth that some families will need assistance for basic
survival.

One of the keys to helping me stay off of assistance is that I was able to build
a strong peer group and I have the safety of having medical insurance through Title
19 and my daughter had child care assistance. Without these types of services and
many more like them, my family’s future would be in jeopardy of having no hope,
no future and no pursuit of happiness.

. Thlank you, Senator Grassley, for listening to our stories and for caring for our
amilies.

STATEMENT OF THE IowA KiDS COUNT FOR THE CHILD AND FAMILY PoLIicY CENTER
[SUBMITTED BY MICHAEL CRAWFORD, DIRECTOR]

Chairman Grassley and Members of the Finance Committee:

My name is Michael Crawford and I serve as the Director of Iowa Kids Count for
the Child and Family Policy Center, a nonprofit organization whose mission is “to
better link research and policy on issues vital to children and families.” I thank you
for the opportunity to present this testimony regarding a small, but significant, as-
pect of the reauthorization of the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act.

Good information is needed to guide good policy and to make needed adjustments
and refinements to policy. In the case of the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act, much attention was directed to collecting informa-
tion on the effects of those reforms, both through federal direction and through pri-
vate sector and foundation efforts to track the effects of reform. “Welfare leavers”
and other studies conducted by states helped identify where welfare reform was
working, and where children and families still remained vulnerable.

As the Act is reauthorized, it is even more important to maintain a strong focus
upon establishing strong and comprehensive data systems that can track impacts,
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particularly impacts upon children. Ultimately, the purpose of welfare and welfare
reform is to improve the lives of children. President Bush’s reauthorization proposal
explicitly designates TANF as “a program designed to improve the well-being of chil-
dren.” In the long term, it is likely to be far more important to society’s future how
children in these households grow and develop into healthy productive adults than
it is whether their parents are attached to the workforce (although there is a strong
and important interplay between the two).

Through the leadership of Senators Grassley, Baucus, and others, last year’s tri-
partisan Senate bill contained excellent language calling for comprehensive tracking
across states of important measures of child and youth well-being. This language
should be included in the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act reauthorization. Fortunately, through the “Assessing the New Federalism”
project and other efforts, a great deal of research and data collection occurred re-
garding the impacts of initial reform over the first few years of the Act. There may
or may not be that level of private sector and foundation interest around reauthor-
ization experiences, however. Hopefully there will be, but in any event, the federal
government can and should take the lead in assuring that comprehensive baseline
information is routinely gathered and made available regarding the well-being of
children and youth, particularly those who have been part of families receiving
TANTF. Inclusion of language similar to that contained in the tri-partisan bill of last
year would help insure that this occurs.

STATEMENT OF THE IOWA COMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN
[SUBMITTED BY CHARLOTTE NELSON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR]

Based on our experience in administering grants to programs that serve displaced
homemakers and single parents in Iowa, the Iowa Commission on the Status of
\Kf/‘orrgela\? urges you to consider the following concerns relative to the reauthorization
of TANF:

e Education and training are critical components of the welfare program. We
know that participants need well-paying jobs in order to support themselves
and their families. The route to those jobs is through assessment and goal-set-
ting, followed by the appropriate education or training. Investment in prepara-
tion for employment results in long-term benefits, as participants become self-
sufficient, tax-paying citizens contributing to our society. Entry-level, low-pay-
ing jobs are not in anyone’s best interest. In Iowa, a participant’s Family Invest-
ment Plan identifies goals and steps to meeting them; it is vital that education
and training be an option.

It is unrealistic to require a 40-hour work week for welfare recipients. Address-
ing their needs for education and training, in addition to maintaining a house-
hold, meeting transportation needs, and caring for children, cannot be accom-
plished without adequate time. Besides negatively impacting the well-being of
the family, the resulting stress jeopardizes any success in the long-term goal of
achieving self-sufficiency.

* Governmental intrusion into family formation is risky at best. We are concerned
for the safety of single-parent women who may find themselves in an abusive
relationship, hastily entered because of incentives they might receive. Both men
and women need to enter and maintain marriage relationships only as they are
committed to respect each other as full partners.

Thank you for your consideration.

STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHILD ADVOCATES

The National Association of Child Advocates (NACA) submits the following com-
ments on welfare reauthorization. The National Association of Child Advocates
(NACA), soon to be Voices for America’s Children, is the only national association
devoted to state and local child advocacy. NACA’s member organizations provide
critical leadership on children’s issues in their states and localities. Its members are
professional advocates, not direct service providers. They educate decision makers
on children’s programs, collect data on the status of children and the operation of
children’s programs, inform the public and the media about children’s issues, and
litigate on behalf of children when necessary. Many of NACA’s members have
worked extensively to identify and support strong policies to benefit children in the
implementation of both TANF and the CCDBG, and have tracked the results of poli-
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cies in their states. They have a clear understanding of how its provisions have af-
fected children.

Because of the great importance of the TANF and CCDBG block grants for low
income children and families, and because the decisions made during reauthoriza-
tion will shape state policies on supporting low income families for years to come,
the NACA Board has adopted the following priorities for reauthorization of TANF
and the CCDBG. These policy positions are based on the experiences of state advo-
cates from across the country, and their knowledge of what has worked, what needs
to be changed, and what will best help children thrive.

1. Increase CCDBG funding: Funding levels for the CCDBG should be sub-
stantially increased so that all families that meet the eligibility requirements
including participation in work activities where required should be entitled to
receive child care subsidies. The unmet need for child care funding is large even
before any increase in the work requirements, and we need to make a signifi-
cant first step in addressing those needs as well as fully funding any increased
child care costs from stiffer work requirements.

2. Retain the current work requirements in TANF: The bill should retain cur-
rent work requirements rather than increase them, or at least modify the work
requirements to make them more feasible. The goal of welfare should be to help
parents move to real jobs that can support their families—not to increase the
number of families working while on welfare. Increasing the percentage of the
caseload subject to work requirements to 70% is the wrong goal, not what the
public wants, and will result in agencies trying to keep working families on the
rolls instead of moving them off. The work requirements should stay at 30
hours per week for most recipients and 20 hours for parents of children under
six; the definition of work requirement should be broad enough to include the
activities that currently count, such as job search, and increase activities such
as training and education, substance abuse treatment, and other activities that
will adequately prepare parents to move to good full time jobs that will support
their families.

3. Modify the child support collections rules: Modify the collection rules so
that states that choose to pass through all or some of the child support collected
from a non-custodial parent to the family that is receiving TANF benefits are
excused from paying the federal government a share of the funds they collected,
as is required under current law. This change would make the option much
more fiscally feasible for states. NACA members support such a change because,
in addition to providing the children and family with more desperately needed
resources, it increases the non-custodial parent’s willingness to pay child sup-
port, it lets the children know that their non-custodial parent is supporting
them, it increases the likelihood that the non-custodial parent will spend time
with the children, and it allows the custodial parent to budget realistically for
moving from welfare to work by showing exactly how much child support in-
come that parent is likely to receive.

STATEMENT OF THE NORTHEAST IowA FOOD BANK
[SUBMITTED BY BARBARA P. PRATHER]

Chairman Grassley:

On behalf of the Northeast Iowa Food Bank, I thank you for coming to Iowa to
listen to the voices of communities that will be affected by the pending legislation
on Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF). Unfortunately I was unable to
attend. I would also like to thank you for this opportunity to submit testimony, and
share how the debate in Congress over TANF affects our work here in Iowa. Your
commitment to ensuring that the debate on TANF is driven by the real needs of
low-income families is paramount to passing legislation that will truly empower
families to move toward self sufficiency.

My name is Barbara Prather, and I am the Executive Director of the Northeast
Iowa Food Bank, formerly the Cedar Valley Food Bank, in Waterloo, which serves
16 counties in Northeast Iowa including Powesheik, Tama, Black Hawk, Grundy,
Butler, Bremer, Floyd, Mitchell, Winnesheik, Fayette, Buchanan, Delaware, Clay-
ton, Allamakee, Chickasaw and Howard Counties. In addition the Food Bank also
provides food to counties that border these through an agreement with other food
banks. Working at a food bank, the TANF program affects my work deeply. Today,
in 2003, our great nation has put a man on the moon, cured diseases once thought
incurable, and mapped the human genome. Yet here in Iowa, America’s heartland,
too many face the tragic reality of hunger. I am very proud to be part of the solution



76

to alleviate hunger. Last year alone, we ensured that over 2.7 million pounds of food
was distributed to over 350 member agency sites in these areas. Pantries alone pro-
vided over 45,000 people with food during last fiscal year and on-site programs pro-
vided over 212,000 meals. But while I am deeply fulfilled by my job of serving
Iowa’s hungry, I want to live to see the day when no one has to line up at a food
pantry or a soup kitchen in the first place.

We agree that this is the essence of the TANF program—to empower families to
move toward self-sufficiency. Since the passage of Welfare Reform (The Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, or PROWRA), we
have seen thousands of families move from welfare to work. Many have seen suc-
cess, while others are still struggling to make ends meet. I am encouraged that you
share our goal to ensure that every family has the resources to move toward self-
sufficiency.

As you know, this latest round of TANF Reauthorization has included debate not
only on the TANF program itself, but on a host of federal programs that act as work
supports. I would like to address one of these work support programs for low-income
families in particular: the Food Stamp Program. As the Executive Director of the
Northeast Iowa Food Bank, I cannot stress enough how crucial the Food Stamp Pro-
gram is to the well being of children and families that we serve. Very simply, the
Food Stamp Program prevents hunger for Iowa’s children and families, and allows
working families to stretch their hard-earned dollars.

The Food Stamp Program has been the first line of defense against hunger in
America since the Nixon Administration made it a national priority, and ensured
access uniformly across our nation. We are seeing more and more, however, that
low-income people are falling through the cracks, and charities such as ours have
become “first responders” to hunger. Long and onerous applications, lack of out-
reach, and inaccessibility combine to deter potential participants of the program.
This has put an enormous strain on hunger relief charities such as ours. According
to independent research conducted for America’s Second Harvest, the nation’s larg-
est network of food banks and food recovery organizations of which the Northeast
Iowa Food Bank is a member, charitable organizations such as food banks, commu-
nity kitchens, and shelters, serve more people than the Food Stamp Program. In a
study conducted by the University of Northern Iowa in the fall of 2001 at the Cedar
Valley Food Pantry in Waterloo, IA, 48% of the recipients were on Food Stamps,
while 22% were denied, another 18% said their food stamps did not last them longer
than one week, the remaining did not respond. Many low-income people simply find
it easier to come to a food pantry than to go through the long and difficult process
of applying for Food Stamps. While we are committed to ensuring that no family
should go hungry, lean economic times have hit us with a double-whammy: de-
creased donations and increased demand for food.

Hunger is a very real problem in Iowa. The USDA found that approximately 7.6
percent of Iowa households were food insecure between 1999 and 2001. This means
that these households do not know consistently where their next meal will come
from. In addition, over two percent of households in Iowa are in situations so severe
that they are classified as experiencing hunger—they may be forced to reduce their
food intake due to a lack of food or skip meals altogether. A 2002 survey of food
stamp “leavers” by the USDA found that Iowa’s food stamp recipients combine earn-
ings and public and private assistance in an effort to meet basic needs. Unfortu-
nately, these efforts are often not successful. The Department concluded that food
assistance programs, as well as private food assistance, remain important resources
for low-income Iowans.

I frequently see these needs first-hand at the Northeast Iowa Food Bank. Just re-
cently, I received an email from a woman who was denied food stamps and was
looking for help. Her husband was employed, but his hours had been decreased dra-
matically and she had been forced to leave her job due to a severe disability. Despite
their dire economic situation, the couple was denied food stamps because the value
of their vehicle—which is used to get to and from work—was above the $4,650 limit
allowed under the Food Stamp Program. When she contacted us, she and her hus-
band had only rice, water, and bread to eat. We were able to put her in touch with
a local pantry, which will help her immediate need for food, but as a non-profit
charity, we are limited in our ability to serve as a long-term solution to increasing
numbers of hungry working families, children, and senior citizens.

While the Food Stamp Program may be an imperfect safety net for low-income
Iowans, changes made to the Program under last year’s Farm Bill were a major vic-
tory for Iowa’s low-income families. I greatly appreciate all of your work, and the
efforts of President Bush, to ensure that positive improvements to the Food Stamp
Program were included in the final law. As you know, among the changes was a
new set of options that allow states the flexibility to line-up eligibility requirements
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so that low-income people can apply for several different programs at one time. To
the extent that states take advantage of such options, low-income people will see
tremendous benefits.

Mr. Chairman, let me make this very clear. Now is not the time to jeopardize the
improvements the Farm Bill made to the Food Stamp Program. We had hoped that
when the debate on TANF began this year, we would not be forced to defend the
integrity and efficacy of the Food Stamp Program. Unfortunately, there are two pro-
posals in the House-passed TANF bill (H.R. 4) that threaten to cripple the Food
Stamp Program: The Five-State Food Stamp Block Grant, and the so-called “Super-
waiver.” These provisions, if passed by the Congress, will tear very large holes in
the Food Stamp safety net and will increase the likelihood that hunger in Iowa will
grow dramatically.

I have served as the Executive Director at the Northeast Iowa Food Bank for 3
and one-half years; prior to my current role, I served for nearly 7 years at the Cap-
ital Area Food Bank in Washington, DC. I understand first-hand that strong federal
nutrition programs mean stronger families, and a stronger State of Iowa. Although
the pilot food stamp block grant and superwaiver proposals may have good inten-
tions—namely to increase flexibility for states—I strongly oppose both proposals
because I believe they will severely weaken the integrity and effectiveness
of crucial federal nutrition programs, and will hurt the families they in-
tend to help.

The Superwaiver

The Superwaiver Allows the Executive Branch to Override the Will of the Con-
gress

As you know, the Superwaiver gives the Executive Branch sweeping authority to
override federal law and regulations concerning a range of low-income programs, in-
cluding the Food Stamp Program. Although the Congress and the Executive Branch
are co-equals, the implementation of the Superwaiver would essentially be an un-
precedented transfer of authority from Congress to the Executive Branch. This
would shift the balance of power between Congress and the Executive Branch in the
Executive Branch’s favor. Members of Congress, such as yourself, would have no
guarantee that you would have the opportunity to influence what would amount to
drastic changes in a Congressionally-authorized program. Under a Superwaiver, the
integrity of many federal programs could be bypassed by the lone authority of the
administration in power, without any evidence that its proposed waivers would pro-
tect or benefit low-income Iowans.

Mr. Chairman, you and your colleagues have, for many years, debated many dif-
ferent ways to strengthen and improve the Food Stamp Program. You and your col-
leagues have spent decades brainstorming, negotiating, thoughtfully crafting, and
enacting food stamp initiatives, most recently in the Farm Security and Rural In-
vestment Act (Public Law 107-171). The enactment of a Superwaiver would undo
all of your hard work to ensure that low-income families are able to access federal
food assistance. To give the executive branch at the federal and state levels the abil-
ity to circumvent the will of the Congress sets a dangerous precedence and will un-
doubtedly have a tremendous negative impact on low-income Iowans, charitable
feeding providers, farmers, grocers, and others.

The Superwaiver Would Likely Alter the Fundamental Nature of the Food
Stamp Program

Because the Superwaiver allows almost any programmatic provision related to the
Food Stamp Program (and other low-income assistance programs) to be waived, this
authority ensures that major changes to the fundamental nature of the Food Stamp
Program could be made by individual states. For example, current federal require-
ments mandate that statewide food stamp waivers may not be used to terminate
eligibility or sharply cut benefits for certain categories of households that are cur-
rently eligible for food stamps. Under a Superwaiver, these protections could be
waived. The Superwaiver does not provide eligibility protections for low-income fam-
ilies, seniors, or children. If Iowa opts into a Superwaiver, eligibility protections in
the Food Stamp Program could be waived and thus, current existing protections for
many groups of individuals could be jeopardized. The passage of the Superwaiver
would effectively block grant the Food Stamp Program, which has been, for many
years, an entitlement program serving all hungry eligibles.

The Superwaiver Would Allow States to Shift Funds, Damaging Some Low-
Income Programs at the Expense of Others

The Superwaiver gives financial incentives to states to supplant funds from low-
income programs to patch mounting budget deficits. States could use the Super-
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waiver to shift funds from one federal program (by decreasing eligibility) to meet
other program goals, such as increased work participation numbers. This is a harsh
reality, given the current budget crisis that Iowa, and almost every other state in
our nation, currently faces.

The Farm Bill (P.L. 107-171) Included Provisions to Provide States with In-
creased Flexibility in Operating the Food Stamp Program

Proponents of the Superwaiver argue that additional flexibility to states is needed
for their administration of low-income programs. I agree that flexibility in the ad-
ministration of low-income programs is crucial to helping families move toward self-
sufficiency. Broad flexibility that preserves the quality and underlying goals of the
Food Stamp Program is already allowed under the Food Stamp Program, however,
thanks to changes in 1996, as well as new changes in the 2002 Farm Bill.

In areas in which the Administration and Congress agree that states should have
more flexibility and that flexibility helps—not harms—families, states should be
given new state options rather than being required to go through a cumbersome
waiver process. The options provided to states in the Food Stamp Program in the
recently passed Farm Bill are a good example of a better approach to providing
state flexibility.

The Five-State Food Stamp Block Grant

As you know, H.R. 4 included authority to block grant the Food Stamp Program
in five states that elect to do so. No hearings were held on the idea of a Food Stamp
Block Grant in last year’s, nor this year’s discussion on TANF reauthorization.

Participating States Would Be Less Able to Meet the Needs of Low-Income
Families Under the Food Stamp Pilot

As you know, the Food Stamp Program is an entitlement program, which means
that expenditures adjust to the number of people on the program, not the other way
around. The recent economic downturn shows us precisely why a block grant for the
Food Stamp Program is a bad idea. The Five-State Block Grant would freeze federal
funding for five years, during which time it would decline in value due to inflation.
As a result, the program would lose its ability to expand or contract in response
to recession or changes in need, which is especially critical for low-income workers
facing hour cut-backs and layoffs. The Block Grant means less, not more, flexi-
bility for states administering the program, especially during difficult eco-
nomic times such as these.

Food Stamp Outreach Efforts Would Diminish in the Pilot States

I applaud the efforts of the Bush Administration to conduct aggressive outreach
for Food Stamps, with the goal of reaching and enrolling eve eligible individual and
family. I am particularly grateful for the efforts of USDA Secretary Ann Veneman
and Under Secretary Eric Bost for their work to implement this important goal. The
Food Stamp Block Grant, however, threatens to undo much of the progress that has
been made during this administration. A fixed pot of money means states will have
fiscal incentives to conduct less outreach to low-income families. Simply put, you
can’t encourage families to enroll for Food Stamps when there is no money to pay
for enrollment. The bottom line here is that if Iowa opted into the block grant, more
families in Iowa will turn to food pantries and soup kitchens for food.

Food Stamp Pilot Gives States Incentives to Transfer Funds Out of the Food
Stamp Program

The Food Stamp Block Grant would eliminate protections from hunger for many
groups, including the working-poor, the elderly, and the disabled. Without the im-
plementation of requirements that the block grant pilot be evaluated or the impact
on beneficiaries be measured, states would have significant fiscal incentives to close
budget deficits by transferring funds out of Food Stamp Program costs to other
budgetary interests. Because the majority of states face massive deficits, now is not
the time to gamble away the food safety net for America’s families.

Conclusion

I believe that the passage of both the Superwaiver authority and Five-State Food
Stamp Block Grant Pilot will force more of Iowa’s families to turn to already-con-
strained food pantries and soup kitchens for food. As you consider TANF reauthor-
ization, I urge you to reject the inclusion of the Superwaiver or the Five-State Food
Stamp Block Grant proposals in your plan.

Once again, I would like to thank you for your willingness to come to Iowa to hear
from local communities about the realities that low-income Iowans face. I look for-
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ward to working together to ensure that this year’s round of TANF Reauthorization
will truly empower Iowa’s families to move toward self-sufficiency.

STATEMENT OF THE SOCIAL PoLICY ACTION NETWORK (SPAN)
[SUBMITTED BY KATHLEEN SYLVESTER]

Chairman Grassley and Members of the Finance Committee:

The 1996 welfare reform law succeeded in allowing millions of low-income, single
mothers to enter the workforce and reduce their reliance on government assistance.
The law also helped countless American children by creating tough new child sup-
port measures, dramatically increasing child support collections. Still, many of the
families who have left the welfare roles continue to rely on one salary and continue
to live in poverty. Low-income children need the financial support of both parents.

Low-income, noncustodial fathers who are unable to meet their child support obli-
gation are not necessarily “deadbeat dads.” In fact, many of them play active roles
in their children’s lives and provide both financial and emotional support to their
children. Unfortunately, with little education and limited work histories, many of
these fathers struggle to meet child support obligations and to be dependable care-
givers.

Millions of fathers work in jobs that offer low pay, no benefits, and little oppor-
tunity for advancement. With such unstable employment, many of these fathers ac-
cumulate overdue child support debt and face the tough penalties enacted by wel-
fare reform in 1996. Research demonstrates the reasons why many low-income, non-
custodial fathers struggle to earn wages sufficient to support their children.

First, single fathers face many of the same obstacles as single mothers, but are
much less likely to receive needed services. In 2001, the Urban Institute reported
that low-income, noncustodial fathers suffer from similarly low levels of educational
attainment and high levels of unemployment as their female partners. Despite these
similarities, far fewer noncustodial fathers benefit from government-sponsored edu-
cation or job training programs. The most recent study of federally funded workforce
readiness programs found that only 4 percent of low-income, noncustodial fathers
had received job training or GED classes, compared to 19 percent of low-income
mothers.

Research by the Washington DC-based Center for Law and Social Policy shows
that some laws meant to help families have the unintended effect of alienating fa-
thers. The most obvious case arises in cases related to the child support system,
which allows states to charge high rates of interest on overdue payments, often
sinking low-income fathers into thousands of dollars in debt. In California, for exam-
ple, child support officials often set child support orders without first determining
fathers’ incomes or place of employment. Rather than trying to maintain relation-
ships with their children—thereby risking going to jail because nonpayment of child
support is a criminal offense—many low-income fathers stop trying altogether,
abandoning both their financial responsibilities and their children.

What makes this abandonment more unsettling are results from the Fragile Fam-
ilies and Child Wellbeing Study, a joint project of Princeton and Columbia Univer-
sities. The project is studying poor, unwed parents and their children in 20 cities
over a five-year period beginning with the birth of their children. The study’s results
so far strongly contradict the stereotypes about low-income, unmarried fathers. Re-
searchers found that new fathers want to be involved in their children’s lives and
support their new families. Clearly, many fathers can’t pay child support because
they lack steady incomes, not because they don’t want to provide for their children.

And more recent research specifically demonstrates the obstacles that low-income
fathers face in paying child support. A 2002 report from the Social Policy Action
Network examined what happens when noncustodial fathers in four cities—Austin;
Columbus, Ohio; Minneapolis; and Philadelphia—tried to get the services they need
to nurture and support their families.

The report found that caseworkers in many social services agencies don’t think
of fathers as their clients. Although they frequently referred women to available
services, caseworkers rarely considered doing so for men. Partly, this was due to
lack of training about how to work with men. Many front-line workers don’t view
fathers as members of the families they serve, but as the cause of their families’
problems. The report also found that the child support system frustrates fathers by
offering no apparent connection between what fathers pay and what their children
receive. Passing child support payments directly to children, instead of to the state
to repay welfare benefits, encourages father involvement. Furthermore, payments
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made to states reduce the ability of fathers to provide in-kind benefits such as dia-
pers, food, and clothing.

In reality, some fathers do not assume responsibility for their children and child
support enforcement penalties must compel them to do so. But for those fathers who
want to support their families, giving them a chance would be well worth the invest-
ment. If the changing makeup of our nation’s families has taught us anything, it
is that fathers’ absence can be devastating for children. Census figures report that
the 23 million children who live without their biological fathers are nearly three
times more likely to grow up in poverty.

The non-economic costs of father absence may be even more serious: Children
raised without fathers at home are less likely to do well in school and more likely
to engage in alcohol use, drug use, and sexual activity at a young age. Conversely,
children who have good relationships with their fathers benefit immensely; they are
more 1('11ke1y to have high self-esteem, to be better learners, and less likely to be de-
pressed.

All of these facts point to the need for some incentives for states and communities
to work with fathers. Politicians of both parties have promised their support for “re-
sponsible fatherhood” efforts. Last month, the House of Representatives included in
its version of welfare $20 million in funding for service and demonstration projects
tﬁ help noncustodial parents get the jobs and parenting skills needed to be good fa-
thers.

The Senate has the opportunity to further fulfill these promises to promote re-
sponsible fatherhood and could do so without seeking additional federal funding.
When it reauthorizes welfare reform, the Senate should allow states to count fa-
thers’ work towards welfare’s work requirements for families. The best way to help
families escape poverty is to get both parents working, and such a change would
fully encourage states to help fathers get work.

In addition, the Senate should again require states to pass through at least $50
of child support to welfare families—allowing fathers to see a direct relationship be-
tween their child support payments and benefits to their children.

Until the federal government and states help fathers gain the skills they need to
get jobs—and until they remove overly punitive child support policies that discour-
age father involvement, welfare goes only halfway in helping families escape pov-

erty.
O



