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States should preserve resources 
for the truly needy by rejecting 
integration schemes that maximize 
welfare enrollment.

Key 
Findings

The  
Bottom Line

1
Welfare lobbyists have used integrated 
“One Door” eligibility schemes to MAXIMIZE 
ENROLLMENT.

2 Integrated eligibility systems AMPLIFY FRAUD.

3
REAL WORK REQUIREMENTS, not voluntary 
referrals, are needed to move able-bodied 
adults from welfare to work.

4
Creating a WIDER ON-RAMP FOR WELFARE IS 
NOT NEEDED to make changes to workforce 
development systems.
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Overview  
A growing coalition of welfare lobbyists is rebranding an old idea under new labels: One Door, 
No Wrong Door, Integrated Eligibility Systems, Automatic Eligibility Systems, Unified Eligibility 
Systems, Streamlined Eligibility Systems, and more. The pitch is simple: Make welfare programs 
more “equitable” by creating a “single point of entry” in order to “streamline access” to welfare.1 In 
practice, these models are designed to do one thing well: Increase welfare enrollment by creating a 
single sign-on for multiple welfare programs.

This is not a benign administrative tweak. The more programs a state routes through one integrated 
eligibility and enrollment process, the more that system becomes an on-ramp to dependency—and 
the more it becomes vulnerable to errors, weak verification, and fraud that can spill across programs. 
States that weaken integrity controls by integrating programs and standardizing lax verification are 
setting themselves up for ballooning error rates and major fiscal exposure. 

The more programs a state routes through one integrated 
eligibility and enrollment process, the more that system becomes 
an on-ramp to dependency.
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Some advocacy groups now argue that this style of integration is necessary to connect welfare 
recipients to workforce services and modernize Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) 
governance. But these models have been ineffective at moving able-bodied adults from 
welfare to work and policymakers can achieve the workforce goals without expanding the 
welfare enrollment pipeline.

Connecting able-bodied adults to work requires expectations, accountability, and enforceable 
engagement—not automatic enrollment systems and a consolidated welfare on-ramp.

Policymakers face a clear choice. On the one hand, they can expand a centralized system designed 
to maximize enrollment across multiple programs, multiplying fiscal risk and dependency.

Alternatively, they can strengthen workforce systems directly—by improving performance metrics, 
enforcing work expectations, and protecting eligibility standards—without widening the on-ramp to 
welfare.

The choice is clear: States should reject integration schemes that prioritize “access” over accountability 
and instead pursue reforms that promote self-sufficiency, protect taxpayers, and preserve resources 
for the truly needy.

Welfare lobbyists have used integrated 
“One Door” eligibility schemes to maximize 
enrollment
Welfare expansion supporters have long used integrated eligibility 
processes to expand various welfare programs. The leftist Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities (CBPP), for example, has been one of the 
loudest lobbyists for states to expand welfare through these “integrated” 
enrollment systems, which they call a “flexible ‘one door’ environment.”2-8

CBPP was founded by Jimmy Carter’s former food stamp czar in 1981 
to block the Reagan administration’s efforts to cut taxes and reform 
welfare.9 Since then, CBPP has leveraged funding from George Soros, Mark 
Zuckerberg, funds controlled by the Arabella Advisors network, and other 
major left-wing foundations and donors to promote welfare expansions at 
the state and federal level, including through its network of related radical 
leftist think tanks at the state level.10-31 CBPP has also frequently served as a 
revolving door into and out of Democrats’ bureaucracy and congressional 
offices.32-39 One of the most notable examples is former CBPP staffer Stacy Dean, who spearheaded 
the Biden administration’s $250 billion unlawful food stamp expansion that spiked inflation and 
caused millions of able-bodied adults to choose welfare over work.40-42

Code for America (CFA) has also devoted significant time and funding to expanding welfare through 
integrated eligibility and enrollment systems. Founded by Obama’s former deputy chief technology 
officer, CFA has leveraged funding from Mark Zuckerberg, funds controlled by the Arabella Advisors 
network, and other major left-wing foundations and donors to expand welfare.43-57 CFA has also 
received more than $43 million in taxpayer money since 2017.58-68
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Most of that government funding came through a contract with California, where CFA “simplified” 
the state’s welfare application process to increase the food stamp participation rate by more than 
20 percent.69 CFA also worked with Minnesota to “streamline” its enrollment processes, bragging 
that it now takes less than 15 minutes to apply for nine different welfare programs at once thanks 
to its work and that it takes less than 11 minutes for state workers to review cases without any 
involvement from applicants.70-71

CFA also worked with Minnesota to “streamline” its enrollment 
processes, bragging that it now takes less than 15 minutes to apply 
for nine different welfare programs at once.

Other major left-wing organizations have promoted similar changes, admitting that their ultimate 
goal is “maximizing enrollment” in welfare programs and creating an “on-ramp to other 
programs.”72-76 Many of these groups also lobbied against the One Big Beautiful Bill Act of 2025, the 
reconciliation law that cracked down on welfare fraud and required able-bodied adults on welfare 
to work, train, or volunteer.77-83 Since passage, these groups have worked to undermine the law’s 
effective implementation by encouraging states to use lax verification and to continue to implement 
Biden-era welfare expansions that were repealed by Congress.84-86

Integrated eligibility systems amplify fraud
Integrated eligibility systems not only maximize enrollment but also amplify fraud. The more welfare 
programs that states integrate into the same eligibility and enrollment system, the higher the risk 
and cost of fraud.87 The fraud multiplier—which accounts for states’ total cost of fraud for each 
dollar in fraudulent spending—is 25 percent higher in states with five or more integrated 
welfare programs than in states with no integrated programs.88 In other words, states with One 
Door-style integrated eligibility systems have substantially higher risks of fraudulent welfare spending.

In other words, states with One Door-style 
integrated eligibility systems have substantially 
higher risks of fraudulent welfare spending.

States are already struggling to get waste, fraud, and abuse within welfare programs under control. 
More than one in five dollars spent on Medicaid is improper, with roughly 80 percent of those 
improper payments stemming from eligibility errors.89 Likewise, more than one in five households on 
food stamps have payment errors associated with their case file, even as errors that cost taxpayers 
less than roughly $700 per year are excluded from the official count.90-91 Those errors also do not 
account for “fraud by design” schemes developed by state bureaucrats—and some of the same 
welfare lobbyists described above—to maximize enrollment among otherwise ineligible applicants, 
including the Broad-Based Categorical Eligibility loophole.92 
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Unfortunately, states with unified eligibility systems often import errors from one program 
to all others.93 This is particularly worrying, given new financial penalties on states with high levels 
of improper spending. The 2025 reconciliation law created new financial penalties for states with 
food stamp errors above six percent.94-95 States face tiered penalties, ranging from five percent to 
15 percent of program costs, depending on their error rate.96 These new penalties could cost states 
nearly $12 billion per year.97

Without changes, 21 states will pay the worst penalties under the 2025 reconciliation law.98 More 
than 90 percent of these states operate integrated eligibility systems for food stamps and at least 
one other welfare program, with most integrating eligibility for at least three other programs.99-103 

Four of the five worst-performing states integrate eligibility for food stamps and Medicaid, 
while three of the top-performing states do not.104

The 2025 reconciliation law also created new financial penalties for states with large eligibility-related 
errors in Medicaid.105-106 Under the new law, federal taxpayers will no longer provide matching 
funds for erroneous payments above a three percent threshold.107 States could be on the hook 
for more than $100 billion per year in financial penalties if they do not get Medicaid errors under 
control.108 Weakening program integrity by simply importing errors from one program into another 
will increase the risk of large and growing financial penalties associated with those errors.

Republican legislators are now hearing 
pitches for integrated eligibility
In recent years, Republican legislators have begun hearing from a small number of groups advocating 
for these integrated eligibility processes. Most of the related proposals from these groups have 
three core components: unifying eligibility and enrollment processes for all welfare programs, 
integrating welfare programs and workforce services together to be able to refer welfare enrollees 
to job training, and consolidating workforce development systems. But while those advocacy groups’ 
efforts may be well intentioned, their policy prescription is based upon mistaken assumptions that 
will ultimately result in the exact opposite of their stated goal. Indeed, policymakers could achieve 
the goals of the latter two components without widening the on-ramp to welfare at all.

Creating a wider on-ramp for welfare is not 
needed to move able-bodied adults from 
welfare to work
The number of able-bodied adults on welfare has skyrocketed in recent years and the vast majority 
of them do not work at all.109-112 But it would be a mistake to assume that referrals to job training 
are enough to move able-bodied adults from welfare to work. It would be an even bigger mistake to 
assume that states cannot integrate workforce services or make those referrals without widening 
the welfare on-ramp. The biggest mistake, however, would be to assume that these changes are 
superior to the strong work requirements enacted by Congress or are necessary to maximize the 
effectiveness of these work requirements.

State and federal taxpayers spend $4.2 billion per year on employment and training programs for 
food stamp and cash welfare enrollees.113-115 Despite this abundance of funding, participation rates 
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remain abysmal.116 Nearly 90 percent of the 5.4 million able-bodied adults on food stamps who are 
subject to work registration do not participate in any job training programs whatsoever.117 Virtually 
all states run completely voluntary job training programs, where enrollees are referred to training 
but are not required to actually participate.118-119 Altogether, fewer than 83,000 able-bodied work 
registrants voluntarily participate in these programs nationwide.120 

Nearly 90 percent of the 5.4 million able-bodied adults  
on food stamps who are subject to work registration.

DO NOT PARTICIPATE IN ANY JOB 
TRAINING PROGRAMS WHATSOEVER.

90%

Other welfare programs have tried to refer able-bodied adults to job training programs with similar 
disappointment. Before Arkansas created the first Medicaid work requirement, for example, it 
began referring all unemployed able-bodied adults on Medicaid to job training, connecting them 
directly to the state’s workforce services division.121 Unfortunately, 95 percent of those enrollees 
ignored the referrals entirely.122 

Montana has also unsuccessfully attempted to refer able-bodied adults on Medicaid to job training 
programs.123-124 In 2022, for example, Montana had nearly 117,000 able-bodied adults enrolled in 
its ObamaCare expansion.125 Despite its referral program, just 306 enrolled in workforce program 
services.126

Utah is often held up as the single greatest success story for the One Door model.127-129 But even 
in Utah, voluntary participation after referral is non-existent. In 2023, Utah had more than 18,000 
able-bodied adults on food stamps who were subject to work registration.130 Just 900 of those able-
bodied adults in Utah participated in Employment and Training programs—none of them 
voluntarily.131 Worse yet, despite this “integrated” system, just one percent of able-bodied adults 
without young children on Utah’s food stamp program work full time.132 Nearly three-quarters of 
those able-bodied adults do not work at all.133-134 If Utah’s coordination were successful, one would 
expect work participation rates among food stamp enrollees to be the best in the nation. Instead, 
Utah lags behind the national average and its neighbors.135

Utah is often held up as the single greatest success story for the 
One Door model. But even in Utah, voluntary participation after 
referral is non-existent.

Since implementing these changes, Utah’s labor force participation has also deteriorated.136 Although 
proponents of the expanded on-ramp to welfare often argue that Utah’s labor force participation 
declined slightly less than it declined nationally, the reality is that Utah’s participation rate declined 
faster than most of its peer states immediately following implementation and has continued to 
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decline faster than the national average.137-140 Controlling for other factors and compared to peer 
states, Utah’s labor force participation was roughly 0.4 percentage points lower in the first 
five years after implementing One Door than it otherwise would have been, equivalent to 
the loss of about 6,500 workers in the Utah economy.141 

If that were not bad enough, officials at the Utah Department of Health and Human Services and the 
Utah Department of Workforce Services report that, despite their “integrated” One Door system, they 
have not actually referred a single able-bodied adult on Medicaid to job training programs.142 
This is particularly alarming when nearly two-thirds of able-bodied adults on Medicaid in Utah 
have no earned income whatsoever—worse 
than the national average.143-144 Left-wing 
groups even provided Utah with a $1 million 
grant for its project to “maximize” Medicaid 
enrollment, including through the One Door 
system.145-146

If Utah’s integration were truly successful 
in connecting welfare enrollees to work, 
its welfare spending should also be highly 
concentrated on work-related programs and 
supports. But in 2023, Utah spent just 16 
percent of its cash welfare dollars on work, 
education, and training activities—and nothing on work supports.147 Since 2015, Utah has cut 
the amount of TANF funding going to these activities in half.148-150 Indeed, Utah uses a smaller 
proportion of its welfare spending on these areas than many of the other states where this same 
model is now being proposed.151 As a result, just 12 percent of families on Utah’s TANF program 
are engaged in work-related activities, among the lowest rate in the country.152

UTAH INVESTS LESS IN WORK, EDUCATION, 
TRAINING ACTIVITIES, AND WORK SUPPORTS THAN 

STATES CONSIDERING THE SAME ONE DOOR MODEL.

16.4% 18.6% 22.9% 25.8%

UT AR LA MS

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

And even if bureaucrats were to start making referrals, the voluntary nature of such referrals is 
simply not enough to move able-bodied adults from welfare to work. Thankfully, Congress and 
President Trump have delivered real work requirements across welfare programs.153 Those work 

only 16%84%
spent on work 

education, 
and training 

activities

NOT spent  
on work

TANF FUNDS IN UTAH
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requirements are based on successful work requirements enacted in the 1990s, which moved 
millions of able-bodied adults from welfare to work, increased incomes, and rapidly grew the 
economy.154 Able-bodied adults leaving welfare found employment across more than 1,000 diverse 
industries, saw incomes skyrocket, and their higher earnings more than offset the welfare benefits 
that were lost, putting them on the path to independence and self-sufficiency.155-160

The 2025 reconciliation law expanded these successful work requirements to include more able-
bodied adults on food stamps and brought these requirements into the Medicaid program for the 
first time ever.161 These new requirements will move millions of able-bodied adults from welfare to 
work, and states can achieve that success without expanding the on-ramp to dependency.

These new requirements will move millions of able-bodied adults 
from welfare to work, and states can achieve that success without 
expanding the on-ramp to dependency.

Creating a wider on-ramp for welfare is 
not needed to make changes to workforce 
development systems
Those advocating for Utah’s integrated One Door model frequently highlight the state’s broader 
reforms to its workforce development system.162 The two components most often emphasized are 
the state’s unified WIOA board and its cost allocation model.163

Utah operates its WIOA programs as a “single state local area,” with one workforce development 
board covering the entire state rather than local boards covering specific regions.164 A handful of 
other states operate similarly, but federal law prohibits states from adopting this designation 
unless they were previously grandfathered under earlier workforce development laws.165-173

The federal government has also approved a simplified cost-allocation plan for Utah that allows it 
to use random sampling of caseworkers’ time to determine how to allocate administrative costs 
among various programs, instead of requiring caseworkers to track administrative costs for each 
program separately.174-175

But these broader reforms to states’ workforce development systems are wholly unrelated to 
integrated eligibility systems for states’ welfare programs. States could pursue similar workforce 
development reforms without expanding the on-ramp for welfare enrollment at all.

States could pursue similar workforce 
development reforms without expanding 
the on-ramp for welfare enrollment at all.
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The Bottom Line: 
States should preserve resources for the truly needy by 
rejecting integration schemes that maximize welfare 
enrollment.
“Integrated eligibility” is not modernization. It is a strategy built to maximize enrollment across 
multiple welfare programs at once—regardless of program integrity, work engagement, or long-
term outcomes.

The evidence is clear. States that prioritize unified enrollment pipelines like One Door see 
higher fraud exposure, imported eligibility errors, and growing fiscal risk. Voluntary referrals 
and consolidated intake systems have failed to move able-bodied adults from welfare to work. 
Even the most frequently cited “success” stories show negligible voluntary participation, low work 
engagement, and deteriorating labor force performance. Meanwhile, states face steep new financial 
penalties for eligibility errors under federal law—penalties that integrated systems make more 
difficult to avoid.

There is nothing compassionate about expanding dependency. There is nothing conservative about 
multiplying fraud risk. And there is nothing pro-work about building a faster pathway to welfare 
without enforceable expectations.

There is nothing pro-work about building a faster pathway to 
welfare without enforceable expectations.

Congress has already enacted real work requirements that will move millions of able-bodied adults 
from welfare to work. States can strengthen workforce development systems, improve coordination, 
and modernize governance without turning those systems into a centralized welfare gateway.

Policymakers face a clear choice: Build a larger on-ramp to dependency—or close the door on fraud, 
enforce work, and preserve scarce resources for the truly needy. States should reject integration 
schemes that maximize enrollment and instead pursue reforms that promote self-sufficiency, 
protect taxpayers, and restore integrity to welfare programs.
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