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Revised 2/8/95 
INDEX OF DISCUSSION POINTS/OPTIONS 

Teen Pregnancy Prevention 

1. 	 Strike reference to orphanages (or, " No funds may be used for the placement of 
children in orphanages.") 

2. 	 In lieu of denial of benefits Ito children of teenage parents, reiterate current law 
regarding AFDC eligibility; insert WRA provisions requiring teen moms to live at 
home, stay in school, and direct payments to parent/legal guardian, i.e. 
grandparents 

3. 	 WRA Teen Pregnancy Prev~ntion activities with funding levels to be 
determined. 

4. 	 Reiteration of current child:welfare law, including removal of child for just cause; 
or prohibit denial of assistance to children for economic circumstances,' marital 
status, age of parent. ' 

5. 	 WRA paternity establishme'nt provisions; require states to provide assistance to 
children whose mothers "play by the rules" on paternity establish"!ent. 

6. 	 Strike "gag rule" provision that prohibits use of PRA funds for abortion counseling. 

7. 	 Denial of Benefits Leading: to an Increase in Abortions 

a.Require states to provide benefits to children of minor mothers if certifies 
that the denial of benefits increased the number of abortions. 

b.Denial of benefits to children of minor mothers provision does not go into effect 
until certifies that it will not cause more abortions. 

c. Report to Congress on an increase in abortions, provisions null and void unless 
report overtu rned . ' 

Capped Entitlement 

8a. 	 Capped entitlement adjustment fund based on specific criteria, including the 
unemployment rate, inflatipn rate, and growth in child population . 
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8b., 	 Capped entitlement adjustmen't fund based on specific criteria, including the 
unemployment rate, inflation rate, and growth in child population , 
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9. 	 NGA resolution language on s'tate contingency fund 
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10. 	 No state shall shift the costs or implement policies that have the effect of shifting 
the costs of providing income support to needy families with children to counties, 
cities, or local governments 

.- , 

11. 	 Restatement of current law for AFDC eligibility, requirement that states provide 
assistance to children/families that meet certain eligibility criteria 

12. 	 Require states to serve familieslchildren that meet certain eligibility criteria if 
I 

states 	fall below a certain level on child well-being indicators 

13. 	 Convert formula to dollars/child at-risk 

14. 	 Require states to match federal dollars allotted 

15. 	 Change state eligibility guidelines to prevent married families with children form 
being treated more stringently than single parent families with children 

Family Caps 

16. 	 Make family caps a state option 

17. 	 Make family caps a state option and allow earnback for earnings or child support 
received 

Work 

18. 	 Require high percentage of those subject to work requirement to be placed in 
private sector jobs ' 

19. 	 Displacement clause 

20. 	 All work performed by recipients as a condition of receipt of benefits shall be 
compensated at no less than the prevailing minimum wage 

21. 	 Prepare separate language for each option to tie work requirements to availability 
of the following: ' 
a) education and training, . 
b) child care, 
c) health insurance coverage. 

22. 	 Alteration of "lifetime limits" based on efforts to "play by the rules" 

23. 	 Design State Programs to (v1ake Work Pay 

Anti-Fraud Provisions & Performance Standards 
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24. 	 Anti-fraud language 

Immigrants 

25. 	 Prepare language restating current law prohibiting illegal aliens from receiving 
benefits 

26. 	 Prepare language consistent with new WH immigration policy proposals 

,27. 	 Savings realized by denial of benefits to legal immigrants must go either to fund 
provisions of H. R. 4, deficit reduction, or tax relief for families earning up to 
$100,000 per year (and not a capital gains tax cut). 

28. 	 Denial of benefits to legal immigrants provision only goes into effect if Congress 
determines, by a majority vote of both Houses, that the provision is consistent 
with H. R. 5, S. 1, the Contract with America unfunded mandates bill. 

29. 	 Denial ofbenefits to legal immigrants provision will not take effect until 
certifies that the denial of benefits will have no adverse financial 

impact on states. 

30. 	 Benefits cannot be cut off for aliens who have been in the country and have 
complied with all US laws 

Child Support 

31. 	 Offer child support enforcement provisions not included in Republican Committee 
package (HOLD) 

32. 	 Savings from Child Support Enforcement Collections 

Program Savings 

33. 	 Savings from Low-Income Programs Should not be used to Finance Tax 
Reductions for the Wealthy 

Sanctions/Protecting Children 

34. 	 Basic Protections for Children 

Child Care 

35. 	 Maintenance of Effort 

36. 	 Health and Safety Standards 
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Child Welfare 

37. Child Welfare Block Grant 
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DRAFT-Revised 2/8/95 

DISCUSSION POINTS/OPTIONS 


Teen Pregnancy Prevention 

1 . Orphanages 

Strike reference to orphanages, or, insert "No AFDC funds may be used for the 
placement of children in orphanages." 

2. Denial of Benefits to Teen Parents 

The State plan shall provide assurance that: 

In the case of any individual who is under the age of 18 and ,is the unmarried 
parent of a child, or is pregnant and eligible for support, aid may be provided to 
the minor parent and her or his child only if (a) the minor parent is living in the 
home of her or his parent, legal guardian, another adult relative, or in a foster 
home, maternity home, or other adult-supervised supportive living arrangement. If 
a minor parent is living with her or his parent or legal guardian, the 
income of such parent or guardian shall be taken into account in establishing the 

,eligibility of the minor and child for aid; and any aid provided shall be provided 
directly to the parent or guardian. If a minor parent is living with another adult 
relative or in a foster home or other supervised setting, aid shall be provided 
to the relative or supervising adult or agency for the benefit of the minor parent 
and child, and may be used, in part, to cover the cost of care of such parent and 
child. 

3. WRA Teen Pregnancy Prevention Activities without Funding Levels 

TeenJPregnancy Prevention Grants are based on the premise that to be most 
effective, a prevention strategy must begin with pre-teens, establish continuous 
contact and involvement, focus initially on the young people who are most at-risk, 
and emphasize school-based, school-linked activities and complementary 
community action. Eligible grantees will be education entities applying in 
partnership with community-based organizations. 

Comprehensive Services Demonstration Grants to Prevent Teen Pregnancy in 
High Risk Communities are grants of sufficient size or "critical mass" to 
significantly improve the day-to-day experiences, decisions, and behaviors of 
youth. Sites will be asked to cover five broad areas, with significant flexibility: 
health services, educational and employability development services, social 
support services, community activities, and employment opportunity development 
activities. 
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4. 	 Reiteration of Current Child Welfare Law, including removal of child for just 
cause; Prohibit Denial of Assistance to Children for Economic Circumstances 

The State plan shall provide assurance that: 

No child will be placed in an out-of-home setting against the wishes of the 
child's custodial parent solely because of the poverty of the parent. 

5. 	 WRA Paternity Establishment Provisions 

In order to move toward the goal of establishing paternity for all out-of-wedlock 
births: 

o 	 Define clearly the responsibility of mothers and states for paternity 
establishment. 

o 	 Require all custodial parents to identify the non-custodial parent prior to 
receipt of benefits. 

o 	 Require states to establish paternity within one year or face financial 
penalties. 

o 	 Further streamline legal processes, allowing states to establish paternities 
much more quickly. Simplify the paternity process. 

o 	 Expand in-hospital paternity establishment efforts to encourage early 
establishment of paternity. ' 

o 	 Conduct education and outreach efforts. 

6. 	 Gag Rule 

Strike "gag rule" provision that prohibits use of PRA funds for abortion counseling. 

7. 	 Increase in Abortions 

a). Require states to provide benefits to children of minor mothers if ___ 
certifies that the denial of benefits increased the number of abortions. 

b). Denial of benefits to children of minor mothers provision does not go into 
effect until ,certifies that it will not cause more abortions. 

c). If the Secretary determines that the denial or reduction of benefits has led to an 
increase in abortions, based upon significant evidence, she must: (a) identify all 
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state provisions to which this evidence applies, and (b) submit these findings to 
Congress within 90 days. If Congress does not vote to overturn this report within 
60 days of receiving this report, the identified provisions will become null and 
void. 

Capped Entitlement 

8. 	 Adjusting Funding to Changing Demographic and Economic Circumstances in 
States 

Note: 	 The NGA called for "appropriate budget adjustments that recognize agreed 
upon national priorities, inflation, and demand for services." In addition they 
called for an "additional amount...for distribution to states that experience higher 
than average unemployment, a major disaster, or other indicators of distress in 
the i r states." 

a). To protect states and recipients from changes in demographic conditions and 
inflation: 

Each state's cap would be adjusted annually in the fo;lowing fashion. 

1. 	The cap for each state would rise or fall by the same percentage as the number of 
[poor} children rose or fell in the state during the past year. Thus a state which 
experienced a 2% increase in the number of 'children under 18 would receive a 
2% increase in their capped entitlement. [This could be instead based on the 
change in the number of children or the number of poor children}} 

2. 	The cap for each state would be indexed to the level of national inflation. 

In addition, adjustments would be made for unemployment and economic 
distress. 

3. 	The cap for each state would be increased by x% (10%?, 25%?) for any state 
where the state unemployment rate rose by more y percentage points (two) above 
the rate during the base period. In periods when the President has declared a 
portion of the state a disaster area, the state cap for that year would be increased 
by xO/o· (25%?) times the portion of the state population which lives in the disaster 
area. 

b). Capped Entitlement. Protection Against Unforeseen Circumstances. Each state 
shall be entitled to receive an amount equal to the amount it received in the 
previous year, provided that when the number of people receiving benefits under 
the program has increased due to incre~ses in unemployment, the number of . 
children in the state, or other unforseen circumstances, the state shall be entitled 
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to an increased payment which shall be equal to the increased number of 
recipients times the average benefit paid to eligible persons in the state. 

9. 	 NGA Block Grant Contingency Fund Proposal 

Each state shall receive an allotment of the capped entitlement for AFDC based 
upon the average amount of Federal funds it received under AFDC in FY 1992­
1994. 	States are not required to draw down their 'full allotment each year and may 
carry forward unexpended allotments from one year to the next. Each state shall 
receive additional allotment amounts based upon" th~' degree to wh ich its 
unemployment rate exceeds the national average, upon increases in the number' 
of poor children, and upon factors indicating economic and social stress .in the 
state (including natural disasters). The Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall promulgate regulations providing for the timely disbursement of the 
additional allotments based upon appropriate criteria. 

1o. 	 Unfunded Mandates 

No state receiving an allotment under (this block grant/capped entitlement) shall 
shift the costs for providing income support and services to needy families with 
children to counties, cities, or local governments, or shall implement policies 
which have the effect of shifting such costs to counties, cities, or local 
governments 

11. 	 AFDC Eligibility Current Law; Prohibit States from Denying Aid 

a). All individuals wishing to apply for aid shall have an opportunity to do so. Aid 
will be furnished with reasonable promptness to all eligible individuals. 

b). No 	individual will be denied aid solely on the basis of his or her age or 
marital status. An individual who is receiving (lid shall not become ineligible 
solely on the basis of the length of time he or she has received such aid~ 

12. 	 Require States to Serve Families and Children that Meet Certain Eligibility Criteria 
if States Fall Below a Certain Level on Child Well-Being Indicators 

If the percentage of poor children in a state increases by more than two 
percentage points relative to the national average, in order to remain eligible for 
federal funds, the state must increase its effort by 15 percent or demonstrate that 
the percentage of poor children assisted by cash, the percentage of poor families 
who are working while receiving assistance, or the percentage of children on 
assistance receiving child support equals or exceeds the maximum percentage 
achieved over the last five years. 
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If the percentage of poor children in a state increases by more than two 
percentage points relative to the national average, all "cold turkey" time limits in 
that state will become null and void. 

13. . Convert Formula to Dollars/Child At-Risk 

The federal government would pay $500 per year for each poor child and $1,000 
per poor child if the family is receiving assistance and the parent is working or 
actively engaged in a plan leading to self-sufficiency as defined by the state. The 
State plan must treat children in married couple families the same as those in 
single parent families. The plan must also ensure that work pays. 

The State can receive 5 percent more dollars for significant improvement (2 
percentage point changes from baseline measures) in anyone year on any of the 
three performance measures - child poverty, percent of families receiving 
assistance who are working and the percentage of families receiving assistance 
who are receiving child support. 

14. 	 Require States to Match Federal Dollars Allotted 

In order to encourage efficiency and accountabi I ity at both the state and federal 
levels, and to ensure that states do their share to reinforce the efforts of poor 
families, federal funds would continue to be available in the form of benefits 
matched to state expenditures. Federal funds would be matched to state 
expenditures according to the federal FFP formula in current law. 

15. 	 Equal Treatment for Two-Parent Families . 

In order to qualify for federal aid, states may not discriminate against married, 
two-parent families by setting stricter standards of eligibility for two parent 
families than for single parent families. 

Family Caps 

16. 	 Make Family Caps a State Option 

(a) 	 Allow States the option of limiting the increase, in full or in part, in the 
AFDC benefit amount when an additional child.is conceived while the 
parent is on welfare. In order to exercise this option, the State must 
demonstrate that faiinily' planning services under 402(a)(15) are available 
and provided to all (recipients who request them. 

(b) 	 . The provision would n9t be applied in the case of rape or in any other 
cases that the State agercy finds could violate the standards of fairness and 
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good conscience (such as where there is clear evidence that contraceptive 
failure occurred in an unemployed parent AFDC family). 

17. 	 Make Family Caps a State Option and Allow Earnback for Earnings or Child 
Support Received . 

12(a) and 12(b) 

(c) 	 Under this option, if a parent has an additional child, the State must 
disregard an amount of income equal to any increase in aid that would 
have been paid as a result of the additional child. Types of income to be 
disregarded include: . 

(i) 	 ch i Id support; 
(i i) 	 earned income; or 
(iii) 	 any other source that the State develops and is approved by the 

Secretary. 

Work 

18. 	 Require High Percentage of those Subject to Work Requirement to be Placed in 
Private Sector Jobs 

In order to be eligible for funds, states must place at least 50 percent of such 
persons required to work in private or non-profit sector jobs. 

19. 	 Displacement Clause 

In order to avoid displacing existing workers with welfare recipients who are 
required to work, the anti-displacement provisions included in the WRA would be 
added. 

20. 	 Prevailing Wage Clause 

All work performed by recipients as a condition of receipt of benefits shall be 
compensated at no less than the prevailing minimum wage 	 . 

21. 	 Work Requireme~ts Contingent Upon the Availability of Support Services 

The state must assure that education and training are available for any person 
who's plan for self sufficiency requires it as the pathway to employment. 

, The state must assure that quality child care is available for any person required to 
participate in work activities [including education and training] that is part of a 
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person's plan for self sufficiency. 

The state must assure that health care coverage is available for any person 
required to participate in work activities [including education and training} that is 
part of a person's plan for self sufficiency. ' 

The state must assure that quality child care is available for no less than 12 
months for any person who ceases to .receive cash assistance as a result of 
employment. 

The state must assure that health care coverage is available for no less than 12 
months for any person who ceases to receive cash assistance as a result of 
employment. 

22. Alteration of "Lifetime Limits" based on efforts to "Play by the Rules" 

No adult who is able to work should receive welfare for an unlimited time with 
out working. No needy family should lose benefits because an adult who is 
genuinely willing to work is unable to find a job. 

23. State Programs Designed to Make Work Pay 

Benefits must be designed to ensure that work pays. Taking into account normal 
work expenses like transportation, and the actual child care expenses incurred by 
a family, the disposable income of those who work for 20 hours or more per 
week must be 25 percent higher than the level of assistance (combined cash and 
near cash) given to that type of family in 1994. 

Anti-Fraud Provisions & Performance Standards 

24. Anti-Fraud language 

Prevent and reduce fraud and abuse by sharing data among States and federal 
agencies. Link State and local welfare information systems with a national data 
clearinghouse to ensure interstate data exchange needed to operate time-limited 
welfare systems, improve child support enforcement, and reduce fraud and abuse. 
There should also be a W-4 reporting system which must be utilized in 
establishing eligibility for public assistance programs. 
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Immigrants 

25. 	 Prepare Language Restating Current Law Prohibiting Illegal Aliens from Receiving 
Benefits 

Deny illegal aliens eligibility for most benefits: 

Illegal aliens should not be eligible for any public services or benefits except 
under limited circumstances: where there is an emergency need for specific 
assistance such as emergency medical services or assistance after an earthquake; 
where there is a public health and safety interest such as providing 
immunizations; and where the constitution protects eligibility such as a child's 
right to an education. 

This policy would establish a clear distinction between the rights of illegal aliens 
and the rights of other residents. It would further reaffirm U.s. benefit eligibility 
policy: aliens should not enter the U.S. unlawfully and, if they do, should not 
generally receive public assistance.· 

This position extends current law which denies illegal aliens eligibility to most 
federally funded programs while protecting basic Constitutional and human rights 
and upholding the government's duty to protect public health and safety. The 
policy is also consistent with the position of the u.s. Commission on Immigration· 
Reform headed by Barbara Jordan. 

26. 	 Prepare Language Consistent with new White House Immigration Policy Proposals 

Apply a uniform standard for determining alien eligibility for non-citizens under 
AFDC, SSI, and Medicaid. Eliminate any reference to PRUCOL as an eligibility 
category in titles IV, XVI, and XIX of the Social Security Act. Standardize the 
treatment of aliens under these titles by identifying in the statute the specific 
immigration statuses in which non-citizens must be classified by INS in order to 
qualify to be considered for AFDC, SSI or Medicaid eligibility. 

Determining alien eligibility for Social Security Act programs has become 
excessively confusing and issubjed to ongoing challenge. in the" courts. This 
confusion -- characterized by the different treatment by different programs of 
similar individuals would be remedied by establishing in statute a uniform 
definition of alien eligibility. Listing the immigrant statuses and specifically citing 
the provisions of the INA under which they are granted would eliminate the 
ongoing uncertainty about the precise scope of the el igibi lity conditions and 
potential inconsistencies regarding alien eligibility in the three programs. 

8 



, ' 

A uniform standard would save administrative resources and time. SSA and State 
AFDC and Medicaid agencies would no longer have to verify the aliens's status 
with INS. 

The Food Stamp program has avoided similar problems because the categories of 
aliens eligible for assistance under the program have been specifically listed in 
law. The same should be done for AFDC, SSt and Medicaid. 

Extend sponsor-to-alien deeming for AFDC, 55!, and Food Stamps to a uniform 
period of at least five years: 

Extending the deeming period for those for whom an affidavit of support has been 
signed serves to reenforce the pledge made by a sponsor that the immigrant will 
not become a public charge. Sponsors generally have sufficient income and 
resources to support their alien relatives. Sponsors who petition to bring aliens 
into this country must accept some additional responsibility for sustaining those 
immigrants they choose to sponsor. 

A logical choice may be standardized period of 5 years which would correspond 
to the length of time an immigrant needs to become eligible for citizenship. 

Make the affidavit of support that sponsor's sign a legally binding agreement 
between the sponsor and the immigrant: 

Current deeming rules apply even if sponsors are not actually providing financial 
support to the immigrant they have sponsored. The affidavits can prevent an 
immigrant from receiving benefits but do not provide a mechanism for th~ 
immigrant to actually receive the fin'ancial support promised by their sponsor. As 
a result, the immigrant may be caught in the middle -- cut off from benefits by the 
government and denied support by their sponsor. Making the affidavit legally 
binding would establish the legal, financial relationship between sponsors and 
immigrants and provide the immigrant some recourse to ensure that the sponsor 
fulfills their promise of financial support. 

27~ Earmarking Savings from Denial of Benefits to Legal Immigrants 

Savings realized by denial of benefits to legal immigrants must go either to fund 
provisions of H. R. 4, deficit reduction, or tax relief for families earning up to 
$100,000 per year (and not a capital gains tax cut). 
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28. Compliance with Unfunded Mandates Legislation 

Denial of benefits to legal immigrants provision only goes into effect if Congress 
- determines, by a majority vote of both Houses, th::}t the provision is consistent 

with H. R. 5 & S. 1, the Contract with America unfunded mandates bill. 

29. 	 Certification of No Adverse Impact on States 

Denial of benefits to legal immigrants provision will not take effect until 
certifies that the denial of ber~fits will have no adverse financial 

impact on states. 

30. 	 Benefits Cannot he Cut Off for Aliens Who Have Been in the Country and Have 
Complied with all US Laws 

Protect benefit eligibility for aliens currently residing in the U.S. and in 
compliance with all U.S. laws: 

Legal immigrants who play by the rules should not have their benefits taken away 
retroactively. Legal immigrants pay taxes, contribute to safety net programs and 
are productive members of society like citizens. It would be unfair to expect 
them to pay into the system without allowing them to receive assistance in time 
of severe and unexpected need. 

An underlying principle of U.S. immigration policy has been to admit immigrants 
that further the national interest with the expectation that they wi II reside 
permanently in the United States as productive individuals and be accorded 
virtually the same rights and responsibilities as citizens. Two general criteria have 
been developed to define those immigrants that further our national interest ­
immigrants admitted for family reunification purposes and immigrants admitted for 
their economic contribution. Categorically denying these legal immigrants public 
assistance based solely on their alienage status is contrary to these fundamental 
principles. 

Child 	Support 

31. 	 Offer WRA child support enforcement provisions not included in Republican 
Mark (HOLD) 

32. 	 Child Support Enforcement Savings 

In recognition of the fact that the federal government currently pays over 80% of 
the costs of administering the IV-D child support enforcement system, any savings 
in welfare or nutrition programs generated by increased child support collections 
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in the IV-D system would be shared with the federal government according to the 
existing FFP rate. 

Program Savings 

33. 	 Savings from low-Income Programs Should not be used to Finance Tax 
Reductions for the Wealthy 

Any savings from this bill would not be put on the PAYGO scorecard. 

Sanctions/Protecting Children 

34. 	 Basic Protections for Children 

No state can sanction recipient families or implement policies authorized under 
the Act 	if the combined state benefit levels for that family for all cash and near 
cash programs fall below 50 percent of poverty. 

Child Care 

35. 	 Maintenance of Effort 

States must maintain their FY 1994 level of effort for child care spending for the 
working poor. This includes spending for Transitional Child Care, At-Risk Child 
Care, and the Child Care and Development Block Grant. 

36. 	 Health and Safety Standards 

States must preserve the minimum basic health and safety standards that appear 
under current law in the Child Care and Development Block Grant. 

Child Welfare 

37. 	 Child Welfare Block Grant 

Strike the child welfare block grant. 
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INDEX OF DISCUSSION POINTS/OPTIONS 

Teen Pregnancy Prevention 

1. 	 Strike reference to orphanages (or, " No funds may be used for the placement of 
ch i Idren in orphanages. ") 

2. 	 In lieu of denial of benefits to children of teenage parents, reiterate current law 
regarding AFDC eligibility; insert WRA provisions requiring teen moms to live at 
home, stay in school, and direct payme.nts to parent/legal guardian, i.e. 
grandparents 

3. 	 WRA Teen Pregnancy Prevention activities with funding levels to be 
determined. 

4. 	 Reiteration of current child welfare law,"including removal of child for just cause; . 
or prohibit denial of assistance to children for economic circumstances, marital 
status, age of parent. 

5. 	 WRA paternity establishment provisions; require states to provide assistance to 
children whose mothers "play by the rules" on paternity establishment. 

6. 	 Strike "gag rule" provision that prohibits use of PRA funds for abortion counseling. 

7. 	 Denial of Benefits Leading to an Increase in Abortions 

a.Require states to provide benefits to children of minor mothers if ___ certifies 
that the denial of benefits increa<;ed the number of abortions. 

b.Denial of benefits to children of minor mothers provision does not go into effect 
until certifies that it will not cause more abortions. 

c. Report to Congress on an increase in abortions, provisions null and void unless 
report overturned. . 

Capped Entitlement 

8a. 	 Capped entitlement adjustment fund based on specific criteria, including the 
unemployment rate, inflation rate, and growth in child population 

8b. . Capped entitlement adjustment fund based on specific criteria, including the 
unemployment rate, inflation rate, and growth in child 'population 

9. 	 NGA resolution language on state contingency fund 

10. 	 No state shall shift the costs .or implement policies that have the effect of shifting 



the costs of providing income support to needy families with children to counties, 
cities, or local goverf)ments 

11. 	 Restatement of current law for AFDC eligibility, requirement that states provide 
assistance to childrenlfamilies that meet certain eligibility criteria 

12. 	 Require states to serve familieslchildren that meet certain eligibility criteria if 
states fall below a certain level on child well-being indicators 

13. 	 Convert formula to dollars/child at-risk 

14. 	 Require states to match federal dollars allotted 

15. 	 Change state eligibility guidelines to prevent married families with children form 
being treated more stringently than single parent families with children 

Family 	Caps 

16. 	 Make family caps a state option 

17. 	 Make family caps a state option and allow earn back for earnings or child support 
received· 

Work 

18. 	 Require high percentage of those subject to work requirement to be placed in 
private sector jobs 

19. 	 Displacement clause 

20. 	 All work performed by recipients as a condition of receipt of benefits shall be 
compensated at no less than the prevailing minimum wage 

21. 	 Prepare separate language for each option to tie work requirements to availability 
of the following: 
a) education and training, 
b) child care, 
c) health insurance coverage. 

22. 	 Alteration of "lifetime limits" based on efforts to "play by the rules" 

23. 	 Design State Programs to Make Work Pay 

Anti-Fraud Provisions & Performance Standards 

24. 	 Anti-fraud language 



Immigrants 

25. 	 Prepare language restating current law prohibiting illegal aliens from receiving 
benefits 

26. 	 Prepare language consistent with new WH immigration policy proposals 

27. 	 Savings realized. by denial of benefits to legal immigrants must go either to fund 
provisions of H. R. 4, deficit reduction, or tax relief for families earning up to 
$100,000 per year (and not a capital gains tax cut). 

28. 	 Denial of benefits to legal immigrants provision only goes into effect if Congress 
determines, by a majority vote of both Houses, that the provision is consistent 
with H. R. 5, S. 1, the Contract with America unfunded mandates bill. 

29. 	 Denial of benefits to legal immigrants provision will not take effect until 
certifies that the denial of benefits will have no adverse financial 

--~-

impact on states. 

30. 	 Benefits cannot be cut off for aliens who have been in the country and have 
complied with all US laws 

Child Support 

31. 	 Offer child support enforcement provisions not included in Republican Committee 
package (HOLD) 

32. Savings from Child Support Enforcement Collections 

Program Savings 

33. 	 Savings from Low-Income Programs Should not be used to Finance Tax 
Reductions for the Wealthy· 

Sanctions/Protecting Children 

34. Basic Protections for Children 

Child Care 

35. 	 Maintenance of Effort 

36. 	 Health and Safety Standards 
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Child Welfare 

37. Child Welfare Block Grant 
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Revised 2/7/95 

" PRIORITY OPTIONS & WORK ASSIGNMENTS 


, Teen Pregnancy Prevention 

1. 	 Strike reference to orphanages (or, " No funds, may be ,used for the placement of 
children, in orphanages.") , " ' 

2. 	'Inlieu of denial of benefits to children of teenage p~rents, reiterate current law 
regarding AFDC eligibility; insert WRA provisions requiring teen moms to live at 
home, stay in school, and direct payments to parent/le'gal guardian, i.e. 
grandparents (Bane) 

3. 	 WRA Teen Pregnancy Prevention activities with funding levels to be 
determ i ned. ;(E IIwood) 

4. 	 Reiteration of current child welfare law" in<:luding removal of child for just cause;' 
or prohibit denial of assistance to children for economic circumstances, marital 

'status, age of parent. (Wald) 

5. 	 WRA paternity establishment provisions; require states to provide assistance to 
children whose mothers "play by the rules" on paternity establishment. (Ellwood) 

, -
, 	 , ' 

6. 	 St~ike "gag rule" provision that prohibits use of PRA funds for,abortion counseling. 

7a. 	 Require states to provide benefits to children of minor mothers if ___ certifies 
that the denial of benefits increased the number of abortions. 

7b. 	 Denial of benefits to children of minor mothers provision does not go into effect 
until certifies that it will' not cause more abortions. ' 

Capped Entitlement 

8a. 	 Capped entitlement adjustment fund based on specific criteria, incl uding the 
unemployment rate, inflation rate, and growth in child population (Ellwood) 

8b. 	 Capped entitlement adjustment fund based on specific criteria, including the 
unemployment rate, inflation rate, and growth in child population (Bane) 

9. 	 NGA resolution I~nguage on state contingency fund (Monahan)' 

10. 	 No state shall shift the costs or implement policies that have the effeCt of shifting 
the costs of providing income support to needy families with children to counties, 
cities, or local governments (Monahan) 



11. 	 Restatement of current law for AFDC eligibility, requirement that states provide 
as'sistance to children/families that meet certain eligibility'criteria (Bane) 

12. 	 Require states to serve families!children that meet certain eligibility criteria if 
states fall below a certain level on child well-being indicators (Primus) 

13. 	 Convert formula to dollars!child at-risk (Primus) 

14. 	 Require states to match federal dollars allotted (Ellwood)' 

15. 	 Change state eligibility guidelines to prevent married families with children form 
being treated more stringently than single parent families with children (Primus) . 

Family Caps 

16. 	 Make family caps a state option (Primus) 

17. 	 Make family. caps a state option and allow earn back for earnings or child support· 
received (PrimuS/Ellwood) 

Work 

18. 	 Require nigh percentage of those subject to work requirement to be placed in 
private sector jobs, not "make-work" public sector (Ellwood) 

19. 	 O,splacement clause (Ellwood) 

20. 	 AI;I work performed by recipients as a condition of receipt of benefits shall be 
compensated at no less than the 'prevailing minimum wage (Wald) 

21. 	 Prepare separate language for each option to tie work requirements to availability 
of the following: 
a) education and training, 
b) child care, 
c) health insurance coverage. (Rosewater) 

22. 	 Alteration of "lifetime limits" based on efforts to "play by the rules" (Ellwood) 

Anti-Fraud Provisions & Performance Standards 

23. 	 Anti-fraud language (Reed) 

24. 	 .State performance standards/outcome measures based on child well being, teen 
pregnancy reduction, private sector work placements (Primus) 



Immigrants 

25. 	 Prepare language restating current law prohibiting illegal aliens from receiving 
benefits (Primus) . 

26. 	 Prepare language consistent with new WH immigration policy proposals 
(Primus) 

27. 	 Savings realized by denial of benefits to legal immigrants must go either to fund 
provisions of H. R. 4, deficit reduction, or tax relief for families. earning up to 
$100,000 per year (and not a capital gains tax cut). 

28. 	 De.nial of benefits to legal immigrants provision only goes into effect if Congress 
determines, by a majQ,rityvote of both Houses, that the provision' is consistent 
with H. R. 5, S. 1, the Contract with America unfunded mandates bill. . 

29. 	 Denial of benefits to legal immigrants provision will not take effect until· 
____ certifies that the denial of benefits will have no adverse financial 
impact on states. 

Child 	Support 

30. 	 Offer child support enforcement provisions not included in Republican Committee 
package (HOLD) . . 
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Revised 2/7/95' 

PRIORITY OPTIONS & WORK ASSIGNMEN IS 


Teen Pregnancy Prevention 

1. 	 Strike reference to orphanages (or, If No funds may be used for the placement of 

children in orphanages. Of) 


2. 	 In lieu of denial of benefits to children of teena~e parents, reiterate current law 

regarding AFDC eligibility; inserrWRA provisions requiring teen moms to live at 

home, stay in school, and direct payments to parent/legal guardian, i.e. 

grandparents (Dane) 


3. 	 WRA Teen Pregnancy Prevention activities with funding levels to be 

determined. (Ellwood) , 


-1. 	 Reiteration of curl"ent child welfare law, including removal of child for ju~t cause; 

or prohibit denial of assistance to children for economic circumstances, marital' 

status, age of parent. (Wald) 


5. 	 WRA paternity establishment provisions; require states to provide assistance to 

children whose mothers "play by the rules" on paternity establishment. (Ellwood) 


6. . 	Strike "gag rule" provision that prohibits use of PRA funds for abortion counseling. , 

7a. 	 Require states to provide ben~fits to children of minor mothers if ___ certifies 

that the denial of benefits increased the number of abortions. 


, 7b. 	 Denial of benefits to children of minor mothers provision does not go into effect 
until certifies that it will not cause more abortions. 

Capped 	Entitle~nt 

8a. 	 Capped entitlement adjustment fund based on specific criteria, including the 

unemployment rate, inflation rate, and growth in child populatfon (Ellwood) 


Hb. 	 Capped· entitlement adjustment fund based on specific criteria, including the 

unemployment rate, inflation rate, and growth in child population (Bane) 


9. 	 NGA resolution ,language on state contingency fund (Monahan) 

10. 	 No state ~hal! :)lrifl lilt::'! l:u~l'S ur iHlJ.lI~rm:mL JJolides thal have the ef(er..:l of shifting 

the costs of prOViding income support to needy families with children to counties, 

cities, or local governments "Monahan) 




FEB-07-1995 17:52 FROM TO REED P.03 

11. 	 Restatemem of current law for AFDC eligibility, requirement that states provide 

assistance to children/families that meet certain eligibility crit~ria (Bane) 


, 2. 	 Require ~t.ates to serve families/children that meet certain eligibility criteria if 

states fall below a certain level on child well-being indicators (PrinIlJS) 


L:S. 	 Convert fur mula to dollar5lchild aMisk (Primu~) 

14.. 	 ReQuire states to match federal dollars allotted (E IIwood) 

15. 	 Change state eligibility guidelines to prevent mar,ried families with children form 
being treated more stringently than single parent families with children (Primus) 

Family Caps 

16. 	 Make family caps a state option (Primus) 

17. 	 Make family caps a state option and allow earn back for earnings or child support 
received (PrimuS/Ellwood) 

18. 	 Require high percentage of those subject to work requirement to be placed in 

private sector jobs, not "make-work" public sector (Ellwood) 


19. 	 Displacement clause (Ellwood> 

20. 	 All work performed by recipients as a condition ur receipt of benefits shall be 

compensated at no less than the prevailing minimum wage (Wald) 


. 	 . 

21. 	 Prepare separate language for each option to tie work requirements to availability 
of the (01 lowing: 
aJ educqtion and training, 
b) child care, 
c) health insurance coverage. (Rosewater) 

22; 	 Alteration of I'lifetime limits" based on efforts to "play by the ru·les'· (Ellwood) 

Anti-fraud Provisions & Performance Standards 

23. 	 Anti-fraud language (Reed) 

24. 	 State performance standards/outcome measures based on' child well being, teen 

pregnancy reduction, private sector work placements (Primus) 




----

FEE-07-1995 17:53 FROM 	 TO REED P.04 

Immigrants 

25. 	 Prepare language restating current law prohibiting illegal aliens from receiving 

benefits (Pri mus) 


26. 	 Prepare language consistent with new WH immigration policy proposals 

(Primus) 


27. 	 Savings realized by denial of benefits to legal immigrants must go either to fund 
provisions of H.R. 4, deficit reduction, or tax relief for families earning up to 
$100,000 per year (and not a capital gains tax cut). 

28. 	 Denial of benefits to legal immigrants provision only goes into effect if Congress 
determines, by a majority vote of both Houses, that the provision is consistent 

. with H. R. 5, S. 1I the Contract with America unfunded mandates bill. 

29. 	 Denial of benefits to legal immigrants provision will not take effect until 
certifies that the denial of benefits will have no adverse financial· 

impact on 5tatp.~. 

Child 	Support 

30. 	 Offer child support enforcement provisions not included in Republican Committee 
package (HOLD) 

Additional Proposals 

31. 	 see attached sheet 



Revised 2/6/95 

PRIORITY OPTIONS/WORK ASSIGN'MENTS 

Teen 	Pregnancy Prevention 

1. 	 . Strike reference to orphanages. 

2. 	 Reiteration of current law regarding AFDC eligibility; provisions requiring teen 
moms to live at home, stay in school, and direct payments ,to parent/legal 
guardian, i.e. grandparents (Bane) 

3. 	 WRA'Teen Pregnancy Prevention activities without suggesting funding levels 
.(Ellwood) 

4. 	 Reiteration of current child welfare law, including removal of child for just cause; 
prohibit removal of children for economic circumstances of parent, marital status, 
or children's birth status (Wald) L, ....;~ dt-. . ..J """J.,..,t8 -Iv CA.~ I1t~ 

5. 	 WRA paternity establishment provisions (Ellwood) 

Capped Entitlements 

6. 	 Capped entitlement adjustment fund based on specific criteria, including the 
unemployment rate, inflation rate, and growth in child population (Ellwood & 
Bane-2 versions) , 

7. 	 Restatement of current law for AFDC eligibility, requirement that states provide 
assistance to childrenlfamilies that meet certain eligibi,lity criteria (Bane) 

8. 	 Require states to serve familieslchildren that l1)eet certain eligibility criteria if 
states fall below a certain level on child well-being indicators (Primus) 

9. 	 Convert formula to dollarslchild at-risk (f?rimus) 

1O.Require states to match federal dollars allotted (Ellwood) 

11. 	 'Change state eligibility guidelines to prevent.married famiUes with children form 
,being treated more stringently than single parent families with children (Primus) 

Family 	Caps 

12. 	 Make family caps a st~te optiol"1 

13. 	 'Make family caps a state option and allowearnback for earnings or child support 
received' (pri mus/E Ilwood) • 

IyY\J1.1/I#~ c...e~r SUI~r 
U",fvrJ c,QI v'1.44vb~ ­
TAX ,,\.IT - ~\- v~d',Jeti­
,~(., R.vl...6 



.... ,' , 

Work 

14. 	 Require high 'percentage of those subject to work requirement to be placed in 
private sector jobs, not "make-work" public sector (Ellwood) 

" ' 

15. 	 Displacement clause (Ellwood) 

16. 	 Prepare separate language for each option to tie work requirements to availability 
of the following: 
a) education and training, 
b) child care, , 
c) health insurance coverage. (Rosewater) 

17. 	 Alteration of "lifetime limits" based on efforts to "play by the rules" (Ellwood) 

Performance Standards 

18. 	 State performance standards/outcome measures based on child well being, teen 
pregnancy reduction, private sector work placements (Primus) 

Immigrants 

19. 	 Prepare language restating current law prohibiting illegal aliens from receiving 
benefits (Primus) 

20. 	 Prepare language consistent with new WH immigration policy proposals 
(Primus) , 

Child Support 

21. 	 Offer child support enforcement provisions not included in Republican Committee 
package (HOLD) , 

Additional Proposals 

22. 	 see attached sheet 
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1be Wol'k Amendment 

.[1 think your draft is very appealing, . In particular, the second paragraph really focusses on 
the critical issue of getting people into jobs. And it eommits the Feds to trying to measure 
the right thing. One concern I have is that it still can be seen as quite general and difficult to 
actually enforce orimplemeut. I can't imagine anyone voting against it, because it has good 
language and limited real effect If that is thegoaI, it works, If the goal is instead to propose 
somethina that everyone should favor but Republicans·may ha:'Ve to vote against. it needs 
more specifics. 

Here is one possibility:] 

Democrats believe that work should be the central focus of all welfare reform. Work not 
welfare is real welfare reform. 

From the very first day a person applies, the state's welfare systerpshould focus on work and 
self-support. As soon as someone applies for welfare, th~ state and the recipient should 
jointly pJan a strategy aimed at quick mo'Vement into the work force, making use of 
education, training and job placement services as needed. the plan should recognize that 
child care often is essential for enabling recipients to obtain work and participate in activities 
leading to work. Both the recipient and the state must meet their. obligations under the plan 
as~ condition of continued fed.eralaid, 

[Then you can go with different levels of generality]. 

[Your paragraph is the most general. Here is a more specific version:] 

All healthy adults should be expected to provide for their families through work, and should 
have the opportunity to do so. And success should be measured according to a simple 
standard: how many people 'have found Ii. job that they kept and, as a result, stayed off of 
welfare. No adult who is able to work should receive welfare for an unlimited time without 
working. For those who have not found ajob. i~ most cases; work can and should be 
expected after no more than two·years of welfare. No needy family should lose benefits 
because an adult who is genuinely wilHngto work is unable to fmd a job, States should find, 
develop and when necessary subsidize private sector andeoI9munity jobs to ensure that both . 
these standatds are met. 

[You can be even more specific if you choose] 

AIl'healthy adults should be expected to provide for their family through ·private work and 
should have the opportunity to do so. At least 75% of healthy adults in a state who hav~ 
already received' welfare for more than 2 years must be working as a condition of additional 
support. This standard should not be met by arbitrarily cutting off needy families who are. 
genuinely wilJing to work but unable to find any job.. Rather states should redirect welfare 
monies to ensure that needy families work for the support they, receive. States should focus 
heavily on finding subsidized and unsubsidized~ work opportunities in the private sector. 
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t:tOW,areyou aolng to bOlA states accountablttt 

111e GOvemors haveceen asklngfQr Inere.eo flexlbllltVand' make a good argument 
.	that thev are oommltted to servtng famllfes- and can do so wttnout the Federal 
government constantlY lOOking, over 'their shoulder. 'I agree, but I'also think the Federal 
government nasan obligation to the Children Of our nation - regardleSS Of theIr state Of 
residence. 1llat"s Why I would Cropose.clear and Specffic measures of performance for 
states. For example, Why not make the Federal contrttnJtfon forstat;e WOrk programs 
related to Whether thav find Jobs for recfplenu. howmanv Jobs they flnd•. and how long
the reciDientstavs at wort? 

Will you guarantee a job? 

Yes. welfare reform should ~e about writing tough' bUt fair new rul.es of the game and 
holding all parties to trlem~ That means cleartystatlng our expectations tn welfare 
redplents and hOldIng tI'Iam accountable. states moula De germltted to give parent on 
welfare a reasonable Ume to .prepare for work and then requirewor1c or the family loses . 
benefits. 

But that also means that t:ttebureaucrac.y has some obligations. 'we ShOUld expect 

States to begin on day one to help these families Rna JObs but they st'IOUIa not be a~e 

to cut Off welfare unless U.ey·have guaranteed a JOb. In the view Of most Americans,

tnat'! onlVfatf. . 

Ooes tniS mean everyone gets educatton and training before they gp tD WRrk1 

Notneeessar1ly. If we think states arertght aboutflexlbllltV. then we have tg,trust·tt1em 
to desIgn a program that lS flexible enough to serve all families. SOme parents. enter the 
AFOC program with real SkIllS ana expertencetnat marcetnemgreatJOD candIdates right 
away. others need remedIal education or training befOre they Win be hlrea. states 
should be able to design the program to serve all families. And U1e citizens of the state 
should hold them accountable. . . 

What ~XJCtty'5 your work reqUIrement?, lS·everyone subJect to 'It? 

OVer time, we \NoulCl expect States to hawnearlyeverv familY WOrking or on a path tne 
leads them towOI'k. 11lats hOW the Federal govemment shoolO gauge tne success or 
f1!lIureof a State's program, especially with an eve toward determining If the jobs these 
famines land are a pennanent alternative to welfare. 

We recognize tt1at this means. states wiUhave toba a· whole lot more ·resourcefUl and 
comprehensIVe 1:t;an· they are today. Most state worlC programs - bY state ChOice ­
serve onlY affaCtlon· Of those WhO, are eligible for AFDC.BUt states seem Willing txt step 
up to the plate and deliver much more. We agree, so long as our goaUsJobs that 
support the familY - without rec:vcltngback on welfare. 

J2g ygu. think there should be a time IIrrHt on wetgre benefits? 

I~m too ttredto answer ttlis or any ot:I1er questlon••••_ .• 

~t:9t : 98-~ -6 

http:Inere.eo
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SOME THOUCHTS ON WHAT DEM~TS MEAN ABOUT WELFARE TO WORK 

. TO Demomts. welfare reform means WOrk - that Is, changIng the expectations Of those 
who must rely on welfare for suPPOlt.amt the .prlontles of those Who WOrk withIn the
welfare system. . 

Democrats want States and recipients to work togetner from day one on a sIngle goal:
aJob that supports the familY. staf.esshould have tneflex1bllltY to decide wno 
partJclpates and under What terms: WOrklngWfth families. they should also detennlne 
the education. training and support services ttlat famllfes neeato secure - and keep ~ 
that jOb. And success shculd be measured by the FederalgOVemment according to a 
slmDle sean4WtJ: hOW many· people fOUnd a Job that they kept .,d, as a result. 5tayed
off welfare. . 

... U :9t : ~S-~ -~ 



, ,'"-, DEMOCRATIC WEiFAR~ REFORM P~INCIPLES 
, . 

. Democrats belfeve that the current. w.elfare,system needs fundament~i refo~ to' 
. , , 	 ensure that welfare· transitional help, not· a way of life. The goal of welfare reform .. 

should: be self-sufficiency, which can best be attained by giving states the flexibility to' 
~ailor state 'prpgrams to individual state needs. . . . 

. 	 ,......., , 


, -~ ... 

Litmus Test For Welfare . Reform: Welfare reform ,should be based on~he following 
key issues: . . . 

. Does it prepare welfare recipients, for work? 
. i 

" , 

.Does it help welfare recipients fiJId.a job? 

Does it enable welfare recipients to maintain a job? ' 	 , , ' 

. . 	 .' I . . , . . \!. ' 	 ,. 

Does, it.provide a, minimal safety net for childr~n? 
" ., ," '" I, •• 

,\ , 

. " 	 . " 

Efforts to, reform :welfare should be based on-the following' principles: ' 
.' '. '. 	 . 

. ' • 	 Welfar~should not pea wayof life.'. 

.• 	 .' We1.fare recipients'must exercise perso~al responsibility in exchange for 

:ben~fits~' '.,' .' . , .'/, . 


• . 	 B~th parents must help support their childten.. 

• 	 The formation and maintenance of two-parent faJnilies' should b~ 
encouraged, and ,teen pregnancY arid o'ut-of-w:ed~ock birth.s'should be 

. discouraged: 
. " 

• 	 . Work 'should pay more than welfare, and disincentive,S. to work should be 
eliminp.ted.' . ' ,! - , '. 

) .' 

• Co~ts .should be dmtrolled through the resp~nsjble us'e cjf taxpayer money.· . 
. • ," '.,'~. . ,', .' .~, I . ' 

.' 	 Ensu'riitg as~fety ~et for childreJI is the joint respons'ibility of the fede~;l 
govem~e~t and th'estates: . ' . 

\ . 
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___:yo 
Janu:ary :31. 1995 

TO: 
,PROM: George Miller 

Ou.ring the debate aD. welf&.ri8 reform. many subjects will he debated hetweea the DI;m0a'8ts 
and the .Republ.icms (cut off UI UDder 18 'lear old. family cap~ 5.S.1 .• 2-y_ limit, , etc.). 

Noo.e will be moR impot'tilDt 1baD thi:;: wbat requiremeatl wiU be Imposed on those wbo 
rcc;d;ve. aD AFDC srut froaa the tupayus? . 

Originally) the AFDC grant ~8.S made to a family that found itself without fmaacia1 support 
'due to circ;u1llSbmc~ beyond i':S oo:atrol (e.g., death or divorce). Tb.iS is no longer be. 
Today aD imtivi4ual can heC:Ol'lle eligible for a gtmt by Vir1lJe of bi.5 or bet own, actions. 
They can fail tD'st.IIdy in leboc)l and be unemployable. tbc.y am. becoD1C prepant, use drug! 

itld thereby became, disabled (11' uoemployable. As a teSUlt it is widely pen;cived that 
individuals can make I COf)5(:it)us choice tD ,get on APDC at the expense of the American, 
taxpayer. 

1"IUs IIUlkea for IIIJJ'Ytupa~tCI1i!l 

APDCby itsc:lf no JOftler can address the n_s of the population which has become!, in 
many ~r depcudcDt on it. It must. be part of a larger 1pIdcJ'stand jng between ggV~ 
and redpie:au. 

DC!lnDCrtIIS mwt 1fII:IU cksr thai we come dtJWlI 011 tu side 01 work. This has been our 
historic: position on trroadflr sn.::wmd CGOllomiC issues, ~h as the Hu:mphtey-Hawkins ACt: 
fall participation in the American etOllomy by all 

.. It is also a theme diat draws (oUt ~ togetber. Charlie Rangel. Nathan Dcal. George 
Miller. end. Bnt Onon all m,ve the same desire to see work and self-sufficieney beccm.e the 
subiJitute fot A'f1)C, as well is the basis far welfare reform. . 

But 01U' meaage bas Dot conu; throUgh low! ad cleM because we an: ndsmg too many 
mcillazy ccn~ d'urillg this debate - DQ1'1e uf which 'Nill affect the outcome. WI must 
become more foC\iSeCl around a theme that can rally i wide w\'ersity of Democrel$. 

We arc nut without potcfI.lial ullies. Many of me: worst .Republican wel.fve pWposqls m-e as 
UWlcceptable to tile Goveroo'l1. as they are to l'fte:nbers mou:r caw:UfO in the Houge. On the 
othm- haDd. if t1J.e Gov~f'S ~;ign off OD. • :PIan, it will happ=. md we CBJmQt stop n. 

So l,,-sllmpUfy the 1De5SiIIUO!l! 
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Page Two 
llUUW')' 31t 19t5 

_	I believe there is 11 p1'tlpO.li81 !bat m.ed$ our key goalS: (1) it (;8D u.oify our own C!iUCUSi (2) it 
can enlist support outside Wasbiugtun; (3) it brings wort directly into me welfue debate; (4) 
it -will he!:!.efit recipients eo tt!i, f~"m.me!. and !,) it pro\l'id~-~st!.tf-!lW'i1b_1.f18.'d_1"rl.l_U" 
fl~. J' 

eSQ!OJAI" 

-A. of ~1~ 1996~ InY a.ble bodied indivtd\W widl children endtled to receive 'PI 
MDC grant rduaD be requilrod to be employed., or provided employm~ aroUed. in _ ' 
ecluC,lttofl~ rcccivimi job nama. Of be the, abject of aD. iadivida.!ize4! pIm developed 
by db:! staio leadiq to cccmoJBic &If-m:fficiaq. . 

1. The dcti.a.itiOll of Ilable bodied" will be left to the state (UJ'ider 18. with yOWlg child.. 
lackiQg buk 1kiJ.li, diabled, 'w;-) ... flexibili13' ~ . 

:Z. Tbe stak: will dedd" what ~ees are 'needed to lead to self-suffi~. (Trus is , 
. CUIrCl:!.t:J.y the Alte law in Uw - Oov. Leavitt is tne ChaiT of the Governors Conference.) ­
tlexibilif;y• 

3. This plan will allow the stites to lear up in a reasoiIable fashion since it will oal)' apply 
to new applicahts for AFDC _. flexibility. 

4. Tbis plan Stmds II very iU'Ol1g message to poumtial recipients that responsibility wfIJ be 
rcquin::d of tbose whO seek thu Blpaycrs~ help -:- flexibility. . 

5. The &Ovemors wI be h to design a system of general asaistmc:e .for tile residents of tile 
state tlwt .m-e nut deemed able bodied •• tlexibiiity. 

6. The S'l2Ite shall file au annual n:port wUb theSc:crc:wy of HHS .. 

, .' '7. HHS lbaU conduct all aud:.t of tho use of federal futads.h· ~enesa of State ' 

prognnns. Il'Id the outComes cf cltildrcn in w.elfan: flmilil:S every three y~. 

lOTI 

Notbi11g ift. this proposal woul:i keep members of tht CInK;us from :raising other iIsues amund 
welfare reform that ife impor:ant to them or to the Party. This memo is otIly lDu:.ndcd to 
provide a a:D.ual orpnimg theme fot the! Dcll'lOCIlIts 'gn welflil'C: refonn: work amd. 
relpCJllllibitity. 	 . 
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TEEN PREGNANCY PREVENTION 

Orphanages 

Strike reference to orphanages, or, insert "No AFDC funds may be used for the 
placement of children in orphanages against their parents' will." 

Denial of Benefits to Teen P~rP.J1t'lio 
,. 

Strike the provision denying benefits to children of minor mother and insertthe 
following; . , 

The State plan shall provide assurance that: 

In the case of any individual who is under the age of 18 and is the unmarried 
parent of a child, or is pregnant and eligible for support, did tHoy ~ provided to 
the minor parent and her or his child only if (a) the minor parent is living in the 
home of her or his parent, iegal guardian, another adult relative, or in a foster 
hamel maternity home, or other adult-:o:Supervised supportive living arrangement. If 
a minor parent is living with her or his parent or legal gUllrdian, the 
income of such parent or guardian shall be taken into .lccount in establishing the 
eligibility of the minor and child for aid, and any aid provided sh~1I be provided 
directly to the parent or guardian. If a minor parent is living With another adult 
relative or in a foster home or other supervised setting, aid shall be provided 
to the relative or supervising adult or agency for the benefit of the minor parent 
and child, and may np. lJ~P.d, in p.::trt, to cover the cost of care of such parent and 
child. 

Reil~rcllion of Current ChUd Welfare Law, including removal of child for just 
cause and Prohibit Denial of Assistance to Children fOr Economic CircumstanceS 

The State plan shall provide assurance that: 

No child will be placed in an out-of-home setting against the wishes of the 
child's custodial parent solely because of the economic circumstances,. m~rital 
status, or age of the parent. . 

Gag Rule 

Strike "gag rule" provision that prohibits use of PRA funds for abortion counseling . 

. I,ncrease In Abortions 

Require states to provide benefits to children of minor mothers if ~he Congress, 
the Secretary, or any Governor determines that the denial of benefits has ' 
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increased the number of abortions. 

apPED ENTITLEMENT 

IndividuaJ Entitlement State OptiOn 

A state may choose to maintain the current funding structure if it meets one 
reCllJirp.mp.nt: ~II new recipients who are able to work must go to work 
immediately or lose assistance, but no one who is willing to work can be cut off if 
no work is available to them.' 

Adjusting Funding to Changing Demographic and Economic· Circumstances in 
States . 

Note: The NGA called for "appropriate budget adjustments that recognize agreed 
upon national priQrilit:::t, illfld(iull, emu demand for services." In addition they 
called for an "additional amount. . .for distribution to states that experience higher 
than average unemployment, a major disaster, or other indicators of distress in 
thei r states." 

.ii). To protect states Olnd recipients from changes in demographic conditions and 
inflation: 

tach state's cap would be adjusted annually in the following fashion. 

1. 	 The cap for each state would rise or fall by the same percentage as 
the number of [poor] children rose or feU in the state during the past 
year. Thus a state which experienced a 2% increas.e in the number 
of children under 18 would receive a "l.'10 increase in their capped 
entitlement. [This could be instead based on the change in the 
number of children or the number of poor children]] 

2. 	 The cap for each state wou Id be indexed to the level of national 
inflation. 

In addition, adjustments would be made for unemployment and 
economic distress. 

3. 	 The COlP for each state would be increased by x% (10%?, 25 ft/o?) for 
any state where the state unemployment rate rose by more y , 
percentage points (two) above the rate during the base period. ,In 
periods when the President has declared a portion of the state a 
disaster area, the state cap for that year would be increased by x% 
(25%?l times the portion of the ~t""te popl•.lation which lives in ,the 
disaster area. 

http:reCllJirp.mp.nt
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b). Protection Against Unforeseen Circumstances. Each state shall be entitled to 
receive an amount equal to the amount it received in the previous year, provided 
that when the number of people receiving benefits under the program has . 
increased due to increases in unemployment, the number of children in the state, 
or ocher unforseen circumstances, the state shall be entitled to an increased 
payment which shall be equal to the increased number of reCipients times the 
average benefit paid to eligible persons in the state. 

Unfunded Mandates 

No state receiving an allotment under (this block grant/capped entitlement) shall .' .' . 
~llifL Lbe costs for providing income suppon and services to needy families With 
children to counties, cities, or local governments, or shall implement policies 
which have the effect of shifting such costs to counties, cities, or local 
governments 

"Foe Eligibility Current law; Prohibit States from Denyillg AitJ 

a). All individuals wishing to apply for aid shall have an opportunity to do so,. Aid 

will be furnished with reasonable promptness to all eligible individuals. 


b). No individual will be denied aid solely on the b<lsis of his or her age or 
marital status. An individual who is receiving aid shall not become ineligible 
solely on the basis of the length of time he or she has received such aid. 

C()nvert, F()rmulato Dollars/Child At-Risk 

The federal government would pay $500 per year for each poor child and $1 ~OOO 
per poor child if the family is receiving assistance and the parent is working or 
activ~ly ~ngC!ged in a plan leading to self-sufficiency as.defined by the state. Ihe 

.State plan must treat children in married couple famil ies the same as those in 
single parent families. The plan must also ensure that work pays. 

:.The State can receive 5 percent more dollars for signific~nt improvement (2 
percentage point changes from baseline measures) in anyone year on ~ny of the 
three performance measures .... child poverty, percent of families receiving :' 
assistance who are working and the percentage of families receiving assistanc~ 
who are receiving child support. 

Require States to Match Federal Dollars Allotted 

In order to encourage efficiency and accountability at both the state and federal 
levels, and to ensure that states do their share to reinforce the efforts of poor. 
families, federal funds would continue to be available in .the form of benefits 
matched to state expenditures.' Federal fund!; would hp. m;itc:hf?ri to ~tate 
expenditures according to the federal FFP formula in current law. 
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Equal Treatment for Two-Parent Families 
, 

In order to qualify for federal aid, states may not discriminate against married, 
two-parent families by setting stricter standards of eligibility for two parent 
families than for single parent families. 

FAMilY CAPS 
'.: 

Malee Family Caps a·State Option 

Allow 	States the option of limiting the increase, in full or in part, in the 
AFDC 	benefit amount when an additional child is conceived while the' 
parent 	is on welfare. In order to exercise this option, the State must 
demonstrate that family planning services under 402(aH1S} are available 
and provided to all recipients who request them. 

(b) 	 The fJlvvbiulI wuuld flO[ ue applied 'in (he .,ase of rape oj· in any other 
cases that the State agency finds could violate the standards of fairness and 
good conscience (such as where there is dear evidence that contraceptive 
failure occurred in an unemployed parent AFDC family). 

WORK 

Requiring Work 

Anyone who is able to work must go to work immediately, not wait two yeats. 
Those 	who need skills or other supports to move into work should get them. No 
benefits for anyone who refuses to work, refuses to look for work, or turns down 
a job offer. No one who is willing to work can be cut off if no work is available. 

Require 50% of those Subject to'Work Requirement to be Placed in Private Sector 
Jobs 

In order to be el igible for funds, states must place at least 50 percent of such' 
persons required to work in private or non-profit sector jobs. 

Work Requirements Contingent Upon the Availability of Support Services 

The state must assure that education and training are available for any person 
who's plan for self sufficiency requires it as the pathway to employment. ' 

The state must assure that quality child care is available for any person required to 
participate in work activities {including education and training] that is part of a 
person's plan for self sufficiency. 
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The state must assure that health care coverage is available for any person ., 
'.\: 

, 
required to participate in work activities [including education and training] that is 
part of a person's plan forselfsufficiency .. 

The state must assure that quality child care is available for no less than 12 ' 
months for any person who ceases to receive cash assistance as a result of 
t::"l~loyment. 

. The state must assure that health care CQver;!gp. i~ ~vailable for no less than 12 
months for any person who ceases to receive cash assistance as a result of , 
employment. 

Alteration of "lifetime limitsM based on efforts to "Play by the Rules" 

No adult who is able to work should receive welfare for an unlimited time with 
out working. No needy f.uTlily should lose benefits because all adult who is 
genuinely willing to work is unable to find a job. 

IMMIGRANTS 

Earmarking Savings from Denial of Benefits to legal Immigrants 

a). Sd\lings realized by denial of benefIts to legal immigrants must go either to 
fund provisions of H. R. 4, deficit reduction, or tax relief forfamifies earning up to 
$100,000 per year (and not a capital gains tax cut). 

b). Savings realized by denial of benefits .to legal immigrants must solely go '! 

towilrds deficit reduction. :, 

Certification of No Adverse Impact on States 

The provision in H.R. 4 which eliminates 551, ArDC~ and other b~fI~nts to legal 
aliens could not go in to effect untif the Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) determined that the provision would not' 
impose a cost on States and local governments of more than $50 million.. 

Benefits for l1tegal Aliens vS. I P.gal Immigrants 

Deny illegal aliens eligibility for most benefits. However, legal immigrants who 
have worked here long enou~h to be eligible for Social Security should not be 
denied aid. 


