May 17, 1994
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: CAROL RASCO
BRUCE REED
KATHI WAY

SUBIJECT: WELFARE REFORM REMAINING ISSUES

Final decisions arc outstanding on two clements of the welfare reform plan ~- family
caps and time limiting the WORK program. The attached memorandum presents the
pros/eons of cach ssuc,

Based on our conversations with you, we belicve the best way to resolve these issues
is through state flexibility. Throughout the plan, we have been careful to give states as many
options as possible. Therefore, we recommend the following:

1. Family Caps: We gather from our recent discussions with you that you support
fetting states decide for themselves whether to pay additional bencfits far additional children
conceived on welfare. We agree that making this a state option is the best course, politically
and substantively.

2. Time~Limiting the WORK Program: The toughest challenge is to making sure
that the WORK program docs not become a guarantecd job for life. Many Democratic

governors have told us that they will be unable to support the Administration’s plan vnless it

gives them some Kind of option to prevent people who could be working in the private sector
from remaining on the public WORK program indefinitely. If that's what our fricnds say, it's
hard to imagine that we can survive Republican atiacks on this issue. We will have a tough
time making the casc to the American public that we are "ending welfare as we know it” if
people who could support themselves can still stay on the system for life,

The Mainstream Forum bill puts a three-year time limit on the WORK program, and
gives states the option to extend it for o significant percentage of the cascload. We could
adopt somc variant of this option, with a somcewhat higher percentage. This approach is
politically attractive, but it could give stutes that just wanted to cut their cascloads the power
to cut off people without regard (6 Circumstance.



Alternatively, we could propose a more narrow, targeted state option, which would
allow states to time limit the WORK program only for people who have significant previous
work cxperience and who live in arcas of low unemployment where there arc jobs available
to match their skills. This approach would dramatically reduce the risk that a state might cut
off someone who couldn't make it in the private sector on their own: If they've worked
before, they should be able to work again, and a total of five vears on assistance (2 in JOBS,
3 in WORK) is long cnough to outlast any busigess cycle,

We recommend the second, safer option, 1t provides greater protection and lessens the
chance that this whole question will become a major political issue. The left will not be
happy with cither option, and neither will HHS; they would prefer a WORK program that
goes on forever. But we feel we need some kind of himit both to make the program work
and to kecp the entire welfare reform debate from dwelling on tlus issue. We also fear that
without some provision of our own, we will have a very hard time warding off draconian -
measures from the right

Next week, we will give you a detailed memo on the politics of welfare reform and
ideas on how best to start talking about the plan. We arc also preparing a comprehensive
rollout strategy.
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INSERT PARAGRAPH:

A modified proposal would allow states the option to design a narrow time-limit on the
WORK program that would only apply to participants with significant previous work
experience in arcas of low unemployment where there are jobs available to match their skills.
This approach could be further targeted by requiring states that seck to impose such a limit o
first demonstrate a high job placement ratc from their JOBS and WORK programs. Applying
the limit only to people with significant previous work experience substantially reduces the
tikelihood that a state might cut off someone who simply could not make it in the private
sector ~- although advocates will argue that it stll leaves open that possibility.
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MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Mary Jo Bane
David T, Ellwood
Bruce Reed

SUBJECT: Major Welfare Reform Policy Tssues

DATE: May 17, 1594

Two major policy issues remain W be resolved before the welfare reform legislation is put
into final form. The first is the family cap. The other is whether states should be allowed 10
put time Jimits on WORK program participation. Both have important policy and political
ramifications.

The Family Cap/Child Exclusion

Ensuring that both parents rake responsibility for the support of their chiidren is a major goal
of welfare reform. The package includes strong components that emphasize the obligations
of both fathers and mothers, and that send a very strong message that young people should
not have children until they are ready and able to care for them.

The most controversial clement of the parental responsibility package is g possible state
option to deny benefit increases when additional children are conceived by parents on
weifars. The family cap {which children’s advocates are now calling the child exclusion) is
opposed on several gx‘mmé It _is seen by some as penalizing children for the transgressions
of the parents. There i€ litrlé evidence thar failing to provide a 560 increase in benefits will
influence behavior. The ingre efit now provided for additional children is
comparable in amount 1o the increased tax deduction provided to working families. Anda
nwmber of states are alrcady experimenting with the ides,
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Those who support the family ¢ap option note that wotkers do not receive a pay raise when
they have additional children. {They argue that sending a sirong signal about responsible
childbearing is extremely Important. The family cap saves $220 million over § years, money
which can be spens on chuld care,

C(p«inr‘ b Ao
The idea of limitigg benefits for additional children is popular with the public and strongly
supported by thegright. Tt is vebémently opposed by the waditional left, by women's groups,
by many of the churches and by some clements of the right to life movement.

An alternative fo iocluding the family cap option would be to announce at the tme of
introducing welfare reform that the administration would suppart 2 limited number of
additiona] state demonstrarions of family cap approaches. After we had reviewed the results
of thess demonstrations to see whether family caps weee effective i reducing pregnancies,
we would then decide whether 1o make it a state option or mandate a family cap nationwide.

Limiting Extended Participation in the WORK Program

The plan includes a requirement that states operate a WORK program o provide work
oppornities through subsidized private or community jcbs to those who are upable o find
unsubsidized jobs within the two year time limit. In designing and explaining the WORK
program, we need 10 be able o auswcr questions of 1wo so011s;

o You mean you're going 1o allow people 0 stay in these guarantsed jobs
forever?

¢ You mean you'll leave children without any income because their parents
haven't beeq able 1o find 2 private sector job?

We would like to be able to answer both these gquestions with a firm "no," but doing so
requires careful strucruring of the program,

The plan contains 2 mumber of provisions to ensure that WORK positions will not last
forever. 1t includes serious sanctions for non-cooperation, including a six month denial of
benefits or subsidized work (o a family where an adult refuses to accept 2 private sector job.
it also includes & fimitation on the amount of time 4 person can spend in any one subsidized
slot, mandatory job search between slots, and a thorough assessment afier two placements.

1t is structured so that recipients arc always betrer off taking private sector jobs: as in
private sector jobs, recipients are not paid if they do not work, bot as long as they are in 2
subsictized job they are denied the income suppiement of the EITC. These provisions are
-wough cnough 1o have generated serious criticism from chiidren’s advocates, even from those
who have come around 1o accepting the idea of work requirements after two years,

NO
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The real disagreement at this point, however, is over whether the WORK program itseif
should be time-limited and families deprived of all benefits after some period of time. The
Mainstream Forum proposal, for example, limits community service to three years over all,
with a state option o extend the time limit at state expense, and also a state option to readmit
to the work program a limited number of people who hit the time limit. These provisions are
supported by those who wapt to provide additional insurnce that the work program does not
becomie a large guaranteed-for-life job creation program. &m€ovcrnors would like an
option to time limit the WORK program. pponbic

The argument against limiting the WORK program is basically one of fairness w people who
have been playing by the rules and to their children: people who are unable to find private
sector jobs, or people whose productivity is not high encugh to make them attractive @
private sector emplovers, People 'eft in the WORK program afier several years are likely 1o
be among the most vulnerable in the society, since those simply unwilling to take private
sector jobs will have been sanctioned much earlier in the process, While most Americans
agree that after a certain length of time peaple should be expected to work for welfare
benefits, they are rightly reluctant 1o deny suppont for the children of parents who play by
the rules but cannot find unsubsidized jobs. The specter of homelessness or fuster care for
children when parents are playing by the rules is not consistent with most Americans’ basic

values, @

A modified proposal would allow states the option of time-limiting the WORK program for -
participants with previous work experience and in areas of very low unemployment. \
Although such a proposal would reduce some of the criticisms of more general time Hmits, it N 531‘
remaing opern to the charge that some parents who through no fauit of their own were unable ”g[ﬂﬁt)[
to find private sector work would be denied all benefits for their children. It would also be

very difficult to specify: work experience and low unemployment could be defined in ways

that would socompass most recipients.

This issue is a crucial one for the left. Even a modified version of tine limits on work could
drive Democrats away from suppert of the p%azz,Qn addition, some governors worry about
the burden that might be placed op their general assistance programs by people deprived of

other benefits and work apportuz;iiics«? T J@_ 2 e 74 4k

Key Decisions

There are obviously serious policy arguroents to suppor either decision on each of these

issues. One challenge in crafting this bill is to find 2 set of policies that do not seriously D(L;)‘P
divide the party. Both issues are highly charged politically. They are both touchstone jssues

for both the liberal and the conservative wings of the Dumocratic party, but especially for
left-of-center Democrats,
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MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

From: Mary Io Bane
' David T. Ellwood
Bruce Reed

Re: Side by Side Comparison of Weifare Bills

Date: May 17, 1994

Enclosed is a detailed side by side comparison of four major welfare reform bills. There are
both more liberal and more conservative bills than those desceibed here, but these are the
most important. The headings are self explanatory except for the Matsui bill which will be
imtroduced next week. This is likely to be supported by 2 significant number of more liberal
Democrats when it is finalized and introduced next week. There is also a proposal put
forward by the American Public Welfare Association which is fairly similar to ours.

In many ways the most remarkable thing about all these bills is their similarity, Essentially
all sides agree on an increased emphbasis on work, child support enforcement, prevention,
and support for working families, Where there are differences we tend 10 be in the middle,
leaning mostly toward the Mainstream Forum. There sezms to be widespread acceplance of
the idea of time limits, though the Matsui bill rejects specific time limits, and even they call
for half of all JOBS participants to be in a work program. The transitional assistance
program is very simoilar across bills. In areas such as child support enforcement and
prevention, our bill contains most of the elements in other bills and more,  Stilt there are a
few key differences that you should be aware of which mostly jnvolve the WORK program.

. The nature of the work program. We call for a work-for-wages model as does
the Mainstream Forum. The House Republicans and Matsui bill use CWEP (though
for very different reasons).

»  Work expectations. Qur plan calls for 15 to 35 hours work requirement,
depending on state bernefit 1avels and the decisions of the state. The Mainstream
Forum and House Republican plan require 35 hours work in all cases. The
Mainsmrean: Forum plan is likely © be very expensive since they call for work for
wages with the federal government picking up 80% of the cost of the jobs and wages.
In states like Mississippi, this will be considerably more money than is now spent on AFDC.

. Ultimate time limits on the WORK requirement.  The Mainstream Forum has
a three year time limit with a state option to extend. The House Republicans have a
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slate option 10 lerminate benefits after 3 vears. In both cases, apparently the safety nst
can end for families and children after § years of help, cven if there are no jobs
availahle,

- Sanctions. Matsui calls for limiting sanctions to “he adult’s portion of the grant. Our
bill and the others wltimately put the entire cash grant at risk if persons refuse to
participate in work.

- Phasesin, Our phase«in is similar, but slightly slower than the Mainstream
Forum's. The Republicans phase-in very rapidly after the year 2000,

- Family caps. Masui rejects family caps, the other bills contain chem.

- Child care for the working poor. Both the Mainstream Forum and the Matsui
bill provide more than twice as much child care jor the working poor as we do. The
House Republicans provide none.

- Fipancing. The Republicans and Mainstream Forum use an immigrant cut off
for funding. The Marsui bill has not identified a funding option.

We have more detailed side by std:‘: comparisons if that ‘would be helpful. Please mdemtamﬁ
that these comparisons are preliminary as all the bills are changmg, and the langlag

always easy 1o interpret, We will be updating and improving this chart over the fex
days.
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MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Mary Jo Bane
David T, Eilwood
firuce Reed

SUBJECT: Major Welfare Reform Policy [ssues

DATE: May 17,1994

Two major policy issues remain to be resolved before the welfare reform legislation is put
into final form. The first is the family cap. The other is whether states should be allowed to
put time limits on WOQRK program participation, Both have important policy and political
ramifications. :

The Family Cap/Child Exclusion

Ensuring that both parents take responsibility for the support of their children is a major goal
of welfars reform. The package includes strong components that emgphasize the obligations of
both fathers and mothers, and that send 8 very strong message that young people should not
have children until they are ready and able to care for them.

The most controversial element of the parental responsibility package 1s a possible state

option to deny benefit increases when additional children are conceived by parents on welfare, 1«1 qot
The family cap {which children's advocates are now calling the child exclusion) is opposed dn

several grounds@?&m by some as penalizing children for the franspressions of the '

parents. There gvidence that failing to provide a $60 increase in benafits will

influence behavior. The increased benefit now provided for additional children is comparable

in amount to the increased tax deduction provided to working families.  And a numbér of

states are already experimenting with the 1464y’ pndieon |\ oa (e, 1D eodd
&“Z‘Jm
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Those who support the family cap option note that workers do not receive a pay raise when
they have additional children. They argue that sending a strong signal about responsible
childbearing is extremely important.  The family cap saves $220 million over § years, money
which can be spent on child care for the working poor.

The idea of limiting benefits for additional children is popular with the public and strongly
supparted by the right and many moderate Democrats. Many governors support the option.
It iz vehemently opposed by the traditions! left, by women's groups, by many of the churches
and by some elements of the night to’@:ﬁmwemm{ The U.S. Conference of Mayors and

many minority elected offials have gd concerns. M
Y ;‘f‘f&,
An alternative to including the famly cap option would be to announce at the tme of b _,;\"
introducing welfare reform that the administration would support a Hmited number of \S""f
additional siate demonstrations of family cap approaches.  After we had reviewed the resulfs \\)ﬂ

of these demonstrations o ses whether fanmuly caps were effectrve in reducing pregnancies, we | 3 é@t,
would then decide whether to make it a state option or mandate a family cap nationwide. e (’.\;"’M g
2!

Limiting Extended Paricipation in the WORK Program

The plan includes a requirement that states operate 2 WORK program to provide work
apportunities through subsidized private or community jobs 1o these who are unable to find
unsubsidized jobs within the two year time limit, In designing and oxplaining the WORK
program, we need 1o bg able to answer questions of two sorts:

o  You mean you're going 0 sliow people to stay in these guarantead jobs
forever?

o You mean you'll leave children without any income bocause their parents
haven't been sble to find a private sector job?

We would hike 10 be able to answer both these questions with a firm “no,” but doing so
requires careful structuring of the program,

The plan contains a number of provisions to ensure that WORK positions will not last
forever. It includeg senous sanctions for non-cooperation, including a six month denial of
benefits or subsidized work to a famly whers an adult refuses to accept a private sector job,

. It also includes » Limitation on the amount of time a person can spend in any one subsidized

slot, mandatory job search between slots, and a thorough assessment after two placements, It

- 1s stroctured so that recipients are always better off taking private sector jobs: as in private

sector jobs, recipients are not paid if they do not work, but as long ay they are'in a subsidized
Job they are denied the income supplement of the EITC. In short, anyone who refuses to
work, refuses 1o seek or take an unsubsidized job, or who behaves irresponsibly will not have
additonal WORK opportunities. These provisions are tough enough to have penerated
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serious enticism from children's advocates, even from those who are willing 1o accept work
requirements after two years,

The real disagreement at this point, however, 13 over whether the WORK program nself
should be time-limited and families deprived of all benefits after some period of time. The
Mainstream Forum proposal, for example, hmits community service to three years overall,
with a state option to extend the fime Himit at state expense, and also a state option to readmit
to the work program a limited number of people who hit the time hmit. These provisions are
supporied by those who want to provide additional insurance that the work program does not
become a large guaranteed-for-life job creation program. Some governors, including some
moderate Democrats strongly support an option to fime hmit the WORK program. In their
view the rhetoric of "ending welfare” requires some sort of uitimate end, and they worry
about the problems of creating an open ended job comm@nent,

The argument against limiting the WORK, program further s basically one of fairess o
people who have been playing by the rules and to their children: ppeople who are unable to
find private sector jobs, or people whase productivity is not high enough to make them
attractive to private sector employers. People laft in the WORK program afler several years
are likely to be smong the most vulnerable in the society, since those simply unwilling to iake
private sector jobs will have been sanctioned much earlier in the process. While most
Awmericans agree that after a certain length of ame people should be expecied to work for
welfare benefits, polls show they are reluciant to deny support for the children of parents who
play by the rules but ¢annot find unsubsidized jobs. The specter of homelessness or foster
care for children when parents are playing by the rules is not consistent with most Americans’
basic values.

None of us favors a state option which gllows an arbitrary cut off of all persons after some
period, regardless of their economic prospects. The alternative proposal would allow states to
design a sarrow fime-limit on the WORK program that would apply only te participants with
significant previous work experience in areas of low un&mg}lnymentﬁvfzezc jobs are available
which muatch their siciiis] This approach could be further targetied by requiring states that
impose such limits to first demonsirate a high piaz;emem from therr JOBS and WORK
programs. Applying the limit in this way SRRy rcduces the likehhwod that persons
who could not make it in the private sector would be cut off -- though the possibibity remains,
and the provisien could be loosened gsignificantly as part of the Congresional process. W

" This issue is a crucial one for the left, a matter of principle. Even a modified version of
time limits on work could drive some Democrats away from support of the plan. Some local
officials worry about the burden that might be placed on their citics by people deprived of
other benefits and work opportunities. It is aiso an issue for the right which is-why-it.has.
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Key Decisions



bk L - < . . - .
;&f .t R . ‘: L, . P T2 v ¢ . 3
kY i - i
. [
wy = i

. - :
T o g .f-»u L vh e e ] .
!'f‘;?""m; J L Q v -:_gg';\g m‘?s .

; :;s; ; 1,3‘?‘{,‘ '« uj -‘ ,‘-,,3‘ 4 | .

....\. 3 «bf-— .
!“1

mﬁrﬁmntw '-*»at**””“f’»wa.\u s i e T

2 j‘:’-"_:"x&’[here -_are,obkusly, serious‘pohcy ir‘ : her. decns:on on each of” t}gese ACTE
LR 8 el
- %““,l&%n“ challenge in. craftmg . 1of pol:c%gmhat do" not scrmusly B :
pg FET * ¥ ka.n.r , N
gé‘?ggﬁthe p {n_ed a!ready sznother issue’ cenwms the " | NC

: gxm’aaﬁ ;%-Trndmcnaliy welfa:e reforms

5 iieﬁ;ﬁzssueszam highly cizarg&é ;mimcaily

o

% AR fgé&ﬁ mg t}zeﬁconsewatwa wmgs Qf‘ ii’ie' s
o#tof.center Democrats:” A

’*?%‘*‘«.':?z&iw “. € e . ta E .

zpave* to

; ._s& ?é&

Hiw v, T

i AR A 1ot T . - .
%ﬁ% ey
“gl)’eigrlgtpﬁ‘ F }' ” vy {g; ‘f’ﬁif‘;%::{*, - .
-t ':}{;3 }‘.E,.fx."’* i oo L 'v“iﬂ’«::s' 5“3?&‘ R
o m&; Includeig jf‘amt’l‘y cap stata optl n+in ‘the welfare reform proposal.

I ! [ A .! . . : . . "i _‘. o ¥
:_1&.4}\._: '1:’" L N‘i’;{d) Ekf‘ ‘5}? ﬁ:“-,ﬁs . -,‘u b < ‘
Y *;34% Il)o not: mclude a fam:izy cap optzon amhurxze additional demonstrations and

ot "“ ‘await results

PN w2

- TG - .

. ;’%f‘:? * "\" > -

- N4 ! .
%

. "

o

E

. }}ecxswzr W{}RX :mze Hmifls )
N Tt S’gzm‘? ?J-

!&ik}w states to time limit the WORK program for participants with Wark
experience in areas of low unemployment,

Do not allow states to set fixed time limits on the WORK program,
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¥emo to the Prasident

From: Leon Panetta

I understand you have received a decision memo on the two
major issues that need te be resolved befeore we introduce our
welfare proposal: the family cap and time limits on the WORK
program. This memo reviews the arguments on the second issue and
recommends that the WORK program not be open ended.

The Current Proposal

The plan you are being asked to endorse promises a job to any
young mother who hag been unable to find unsubsidized work at the
end of two years (and who has not been granted an exemption or
extension). We are all agreed that such job oppertunities should be
provided; the issue is for how long and under what conditions.

I was under the impression that a consensus had emerged that
at the end of some reasonable period of time, such as a year or
two, individuals in the WORK program would be reassessed and that
states would have the option to reassign them to a subsidized slot
or terminate their benefits, depending on such factors as the
employability of the individual and the state of the local lakor
market. I am now told that the plan includes no such mechanism but
instead some relatively weak sanctions similar to these in the
current AFDC system. These would permit states to terminate
benefits for up to & months if participants refused work or didn‘t
show up but only if the behavior in guestion was “"without good
cause, " had occurred repeatedly (four times), and a lengthy appeals
process had been exhausted. Such sanctions are likely to be
cunbersome and infrequently used; moreover, because they are only
temporary, it is possible for someone to refuse to work and still
continue to receive welfare after a brief hiatus. Those whose
performance was minimal but not subject to the temporary sanction
would continue to have opportunities to work which would also be
.open ended.

Arguments against an open-ended WORK progran

There are three arguments against such a plan: 1} it provides
welfare recipients something not available to ordinary citizens: a
job guarantee; 2} it undermines the normal disciplines of the work
place because there are few consegquences for nonperformance; and 3)
it will be perceived as another costly entitlement because it is
far more ewpensive than the current AFDC system.

Politically, it will be opposed by moderate Democcrats in
Congress and among the Governors.



It provides welfare recipients something not available to ordinary
citizens,

Much of the current resentment against welfare recipients is
due to a perception among the public that they are treated more
generously than ordinary working Americans. Mothers who are working
at low~paying ‘jobs resent paying taxes so that other mothers can
stay home with their children. Families who limit the number of
children they have to the number they can afford to support resent
paying taxes to pay for children born on welfare, Similarly, those
who have struggled to find and Keep Jjobs are likely to resent the
fact that welfare recipients will be guaranteed work regardless of
their skills or performance. In short, 1 believe it would ke unwise
to provide an open-ended entitliement to a job among jJjust one group
of Americans.

It undermines the normal disciplines in the work place

. Although it is essential to provide pecople with Job
opportunities through the WORK program, it is egqually important to
expect something from ther in return -- such as regular attendance,
an effort to perform assigned tasks o the best of theair abilities,
and a cooperative attitude toward other workers and custoners.
Employers cannot be expected to keegp workers who 4o not meet these
expectations and the states cannot be sxpected to find nev jobs for
them indefinitely. A failure to grapple adegquately with these
workplace issues will give the entire program a bad nanpe anong
employers, co-workers, and progranm administrators and ultimately
undernine its success. I bslieve that sanctions for nonperformance
must go beyond temporary denial of an AFDC check after repeated
instances of inappropriate behavior. Granted that some children
could be put at risk if their parents are more strongly sanctioned.
However, assuming that most welfare recipients want to work and
will do their best when given the opportunity, the nunber of
children involved need not be very large. Ii would be beiter to
devote extra resources to monitoring the well being of such
children, refering them to the child welfare system or setbing up
a protective payment system if necessary, than to hold the success
of the entire program hostage to such concerns. Parental
responsibility sheould mean making an effort to support your
children when given the opportunity.

It creates a program that is even more costly than the current AFDC
system.

Most people, including many in Congress, expect welfare reform
to cost less than the current system. They may buy the ides that
sowme upfront investments are needed to prepare people for work and
to provide them with an initial job opportunity but they are not
1ikely to support a program that entails a castly governmsent-
sponscred Jobs program that has all the earmarks of a new,
permanent entitlement.



Because of the way our current plan is phased in, and because
it is possible to cap, legislatively, the number of WORK slots in
line with our somewhat optimistic expectaticens about the number of
people who will need thenm, we have been able to keep the $ and 10
year costs of the progran within reasonable bounds. However,
outside analysts and journalists, using different assumptions, will
almest certainly estimate much higher costs. A reasonable estimate
of what the program will cost once it is fully phased in is ......
The only way to reduce such long-run costs is elther to be
extremely optimistic about the success of the JOBS component
{combined with Health Care Refors and the EITC) or to put sonme
1imits on the WORK component.

The current plan will not be peolitically viable.

The Mainstream Forum, as you kKnow, has proposed a three year
limit on their community service jobs program with an option for
states to extend the program at state expense or to alliow
extensions for some Iindividuals. The House Republicang have
proposed a similar limit, although they are now being severly
criticized by the far right for being "too goft.® The following
governors are alse in favor of such 1imits: ... vvnnn cwn

Our proposal is likely to be debated for up to a year before
it is enacted. vVvirtually everyone predicts that the debate will
move rightward over this period. Although the liberal wing ¢f the
party will criticize us for having moved the debate in this
direction, I do not think we can prevent such criticism or buy nuch
gupport by softening our proposal. I do think you want to enter
1995 with a sound proposal that keeps your reputation as a New
Democrat intact. An unlimited work program with only limited
sanctions for less than responsible behavior does not square
comfortably with that objective,

Alternatives to the Current Plan

1f you agree with the above, then I recommend that you direct
the group working on the plan to consider one of the following:

- A proposal similar to the Mainstream Forum’s.

- A propasal that would allow states to develop criteria under
which vash benefits could be terminated for emplovable individuals
whe don’t perform in their Jobs or who fail to take existing
private sector jobsa,

- A proposal that would create a work for wages Jjobs program
under DOL auspices with a fixed number of slots. It would be open
to all parents, whether on welfare or not, although welfare
recipients who had reached the two-year limit, Ul exhaustees, and
dislocated workers with substantial 4dob tenure could be given
priority.
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I would be happy to discuss these issues with you further.
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mo i the President on Welfare Reform

on welfare reform which Secretary Shalala just sent

as possible and they

reulated i to the two of you and Christine, Please let me know if you want me
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else, if you need uny further assisrance from me, and what you think the
e so | can let them know.



THE SECRETARY OF HEAL TR AND MUMAN SERVICES
WEAEHINIG QN DL, 0863

i :\% 1 ’
"-. l . MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

" FROM:| || Donma E. smw@,_” ?m
. SUBJECT: || - Time-Limiting the WORK: Program
DATE: | | May 20, 1994

iting to’expmss my 'very strong view that you should not put time-lmitations on the

refqrm is about work and responsibility. It is a very simple contract: if you take
ibility for yourself, if you are willing to work to suppoert your family, then we will
efforts. If you are not willing to help yourself, then you must face the
g3, The plan includes severe sanctions for people who refuse t0 play by the rules,
vholrefuse o take responsibility, people who refuse 1o work to support their
children] patipie who turn down private sector job offers should be penalized.  Bu for
ifzeds who do everything we ask, if they try to find & private job and fail, then we
have an pbifgation to help--not with welfare beyond two years, but with a work opportunity,
ftragy limity (or state options for such limits) will inevitably send the message: "Even
though goulye done everything we asked, even though you played by the rules, even though
you have ndt turned down any private sector job offer, and even though you are willing t©
work atja sebsidized job that carries no EITC and thus pays 40% less than any private sector
\ wviliinot help you, The safety net is ended,” :

ah wh possibly explain such 3 position, such values? What do we say to the mother
who usgd ub most of her WORK tme, found a private sector job, worked hard for a year,

and way thgn laid off? Are she and her family essentially lef with no safety net? Do the
childrer] golto foster care? Does the family become homeless?” What do we say to the
., mother pf yery limited ability who can’t quite make it in an unsubsidized job, but who i
willing to tf her best sach day? g
I
e g dillae, oy PRESERVAT (ox mroToCORY
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Vulnerdhle| Children .

Presumsbly|the reason we would allow some sort of ultimate limit on WORK is that we fear
that people who could get an unsubsidized job are somebow taking advantage of the system,
Critics ill Bay, "Other people don’t have a guaranteed job." To them our answer will be:
nor are phg] people required 10 work for 40% less than private sector jobs, or limited to no
more thin 2 months in any one job. Or forced to undergo intensive job search every 12

~months,

Who will ; 2 or 3 years in this WORK program? People who are lazy and vawilling to
support fhefiselves? That hardly scems likely given that if they fail to cooperate or refuse an
unsubsidizegl job they will be sanctioned and uitimately refused support. Rather it is Jikely to
be peopje v i o really cannot find a job. They may be people who are just barely able to hold
themselfes Rnd their family together--people who are only worth $2 per hour to employers.
These afe the families at greatest risk in our society. Judy Gueron of MDRC described
citizens ! went through the Supported Work program and did not get unsubsidized jobs
_thig way: These were good people who really tried, and with ongoing support they could

and did w ofk. But when the program ended, even with all the efforts made to help them
move off, i-- simply could not make it entirely on their own.” Thus for some, & WORK
slot hecpmek & Kind of sheltered workshop,

We havg criifted a first-rate welfare reform proposal which combines powerful economic
incentives (BITC and health caz‘e}, training, time limits, and work to cleatly implement your
vision. [Bufwe will not suceeed in getting every weifare recipient to work in 2 years or even
5. Mar} Jd Bane and David Ellwood’s recently published book shows that 31 % of young

- mothe whi enter AFDUC have total welfare time of 10 years or more today. Even if we cut
the figute 14 2  10% -8 truly extraordinary feat--significant munbers of American children could
be left Yithput a safety net. Tens of thousands of American children, perhaps hundreds of

thousandls, | ulﬁ be affected,

Building t; litions
We sught 1ff have 3 welfgre reform plan that a broad spectrum of the public and the

Democrpticiparty can support. You hit exactly the right tone in the State of the Union
specch irk and responsibility, Get the values straight. The left and religious
OFgAr zxo are wary, but willing 1o listen. They are already concerned about the fact that
“we are busefitially cutting off families where a parent is not willing to work. Setting ultimate
limits fdr 'I‘ who are willing 10 play by our very strict niles s likely to drive liberals and
many Houghtful moderates away completely. We don't see how the House Ways and Means
Subcomin ’ ¢ will ever accept ultimate time limitations on the WORK program. Senator
Moynipn s indicated in the clearest possible terms that he strongly rejects any notion that
familied wi sxmply be cut off at some point.

| Wz coufd thy 1o craft some sort of compromise. Ultimate limits Gould only be imposed on

certain fypds of people or in cenain types of circumsiarces. But if we sccept the principle
that s& :pgzaple can face an ultimate limit regardless of their good efforts, how do we stop

2
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the momentiim when others want to add just a few more people in that group? If we allow
states tojout|pff those with significant work experience in low unernploymcm arens, how do

and low
compron

ployment as state unemployment below the national average? If we

we mspc!:lm those who want to define significant work experience as ever having had a job
i

risefnow, where will the plan be when the political dust settles?

legislatiqn

should ajso

rejected.| Si

l]?ﬁnciple

ne place where we ought to stand on principle. Welfare reform is about values.
¢ is powerful in its simplicity. It is & message of hope and opportunity linked to
stponsibility, Our message combines clear values, high sxpectations, and powerful

dpuld become a message of punishment and despair. We should be clear that
ot does not expect work and responsibility of families should be strongly
ilarly any bill which abandons families that do work and do take responsibility

e strongly rejectad,

e SN
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mxmcfuwwi OFFYICE OF THE PREBIDENT

20-May-1994 06:42pm

‘TO1 Jennifer M. O’Cennor
" " FROMB carol H. Rasgsco
Economic¢ and Domestic Policy
oo} Laurie L. Labuda
CCt John Podesta
BUBJEC#E e r emo

To: | CHristine via Laurie
Jghnifer

I chpcHpd in with Sharon in Podesta’s office when I got back from
"a me hg late this afternoon and -she had not seen the memo, said
mayb pbu gave it directly to John...anyway, she made a copy of

r

what| I [had. I have to tell you that my honast advice to them was
that| tHsy in no way should feel they have to get the memo to the
Praesldgnht in California....the President won’t be making any
decipighs before he is back in DC...and I can’t imagine why he

woul ve to se¢ this memo in California. I can only surmise
aw the packet the President has with him that was sent on

Geoxrge

the trip per the President’s request and called hig friend Kevin
and feqlded the President needed something stronger from Donna
sinc is the standard procedure .around here I put a memo along
with|Brduce and Kathl on top of the packet we sent in from HHS and
OMB. yway, wa try to operate honestly at DPC and before any

decipignh is issued by the President we will make gure he is aware
of tﬁe trongly hald views of'an agency and its Secretary.

-
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EXECUTIVE OFFICQCE gF THE PRESIDENT

10-May~-1994 06:01lpm

T01 Carnl H. Rasco

FROM: Bruce N. Reed
Domestic Policy Council

e Kathryn J. Way

SUBJECT: HE: Welfare and the President

Here are Kathi and my thoughts:
The major issues to discuss on Thursday are:

1. 8tate option to limit additional benefits for additional
children: The President hag told us repeatedly that he's for
giving states the cption to do this. He should anncunce that to
them as well.

2. Whather people who work part-time can continug to collect
welfare indefinitely: This lssue is about whether people in
high-benefit states who work part-time should bte able te keep
getting a supplementary welfare check forever, or whether we
should encourage people whe are working to at some point support
themselives by working fulli-time (as the EITC was designed to
encourage them to do). HHS wants a complicated rule that says
that anyona who works 30 hours a week can continue to collect
benefits, while anyone with a child under 6 need only work 20, but
states have the option to extend the Z20-hour rule as well. We
prefer a simpler rule of 30 hours a week with &8 state option to
make 1t 20 hours. We think this is better policy, it will
encourage more people to leave welfare altogether, and it is much
easier for the President to defend politically. We raised this
issue Iin passing with him on two previous occasions, and both
times he seemed to agree with us on the simpler option. But as
you can gee, we could use up our entire time just explaining the
issue,

3. Perhaps the most important unresclved issue is whether to give
states the option €0 put some kind of time 1imit on the WORK
program. Several Democratic governors {Bayh, Miller, and others)
have sald they can’t support the Pregident’s plan unless it
includes some kind of provision that allows them to say that this
ilsn't a guaranteed~job-for~life program. We feel that it would be
a serious pelitical liability not to have 38 carefully drawn state
option that gives states with low unemployment some flexibilify on
this ilssua, We have developed a proposal that would allow states



to submit a plan that would enable them to limit time in the WORK
program to 3 years for people who had a prewvious work history,
lived in an economy with low unempleyment, AND went through a
serious skills assessment that determined whether or not they had
the skills to get the kind of jobs avalilable in that sconomy.
Thig is consistent with the compromise we discussed at those
Cabinet mtgs. HHS recognizes that not having such a provision is
& gervious political problem, but they oppose any such provision
anyway. Our advice to the President would be to instruct us to
draw up a carefully targeted provision that defuses the issue
without putting many people at risk.

That's about it. He can always say nice things about the people
involved (you might remind him that he got a copy of Mary Jo and
David’s book, but then again, we don't want thelr heads to gwell
any more than necessary). He can talk about how much he wants to
get out there and promote this issue. He can put in a plug for a
serious national campalgn on teen pregnancy.

We leave it to you whether it's better for him to reserve judgment
on the two complicated issues -- gart-time work and time limiting
the work program -- until after the meeting when he's had a chance
to think about it. Qur only caution would be for him o
understand that the reascn we've held the line on thess issues is
that we think there would be serious political conseguences Irom
doing what HHS wants.

We'll be at HHS from 7:30 to 9:30 tomorrow morning if you need us.
Thanks.



EXELCUT IVE DFFICEHE O F T HE PRESIDENTY
10-May~1994 11:14am

TO: izabel Sawhill

FROM: Bruce N. Reed

Comestic Policy Council

SUBJECT, RE: Director updéate

(2]

Balle «-

?hanks for coming last nilght, and for your detalled comments on
the speas. I agree with you that the #1 political and substantive
flaw in the current proposal 1§ that it does not leave the states
the option of limiting WORK experience in some way.

I know Lecn feels strongly about this, as you and I do, and I
hope he will argue forcefully in the upcoming mtg with the
President {now scheduled for Thursday) that some kind of limit on
WORK is a political anéd practical imperative. Here are the best
arguments, as I see them:

1. The lawyers tell us that the opticn Leon initially favored, an
individual reassessment after 2 years in WORK, would not £ly in
the courts b/c 1t gives caseworkers toc much discretion. They say
we neeﬁ obiective vriteria for whatever limit we impose. I don’t
rnow whether this is true or not, but there are prohably enocugh
courts that think as Michael Wald does, So perbaps we should
soncede the point and develop osbjective criteria.

Kathi is writing up & state option that will say the following:
B8tates have the option of submitting a plan to iimit experience in
the WORK program to 3 years. The plan must take into account the
fcllowing criteria: 1} low unemployment in the affected areali(s):
23 significant previous work history by the affected individuals;
and 3} pn individual employability assessment €0 determine whether
there are jobs avalilable in the local ares sultable to the
individual s skills, whether others in the WORK program with

imilaﬂ skill levels are finding unsubsidized work, etc.

Such an option is not very different fram leon's original
proposal, but it might have enocugh objective criteria to pass
a court test. We would be interested in guidance from you and
Richard on the specific criteria.

2. Theipolitiaal arguments for a state opﬁion to limit WORK are
obvicus. Filrst, several Democratic governors have told us that

-



this is a bottom line for whether they'll support our plan or not.
If our Damoaratic friends say that, imagine what our Republican
oppenents will say. Second, Congress is sure to pass some kind of
ultimat& Limit, and the guestion is whether we define it carefully
and make it & non-issue, or lesve it to them to do an
across~§hawbaar§ cutoff. The Mainstream Forum has & J~year limit
with a state option to extend. The GOP bill has a8 state option to
cut off everybody after 3 years. W®Why should we spend the next
year and a half defending people's right te a guaranteed job for
life when we know Congress and bipartisan governors will insist on
a limit? As Gene once sald, that might some people feel better in
the 3hort run, but it would put more people at risk in the end.

We aan survive whatever Tommy Thompson says about our plan, but we
can't survive attacks from the Democratic governors we count asg
friends!

3. Your policy arguments are also compelling, A WORK without end
programjwill have no discipline, will sttract more people than it
deters, farnd be guickly discredited,

But perhapa the most campalling argument Leon can make is the
palitimal one: our plan won't survive in Congress or with
governors unless it has some state flexibility to limit WORK down
the road.

The othér major issues likely to come up on Thursday are:

1. Btate thicn to linit additional benefits for additional
mhildr&n. I'm pretty sure Clinton will support this on the
grounds of state flexibility.

2, P&rtltim& work: I'sm not as sanguine as you are about the 30
hours with 20 hours for children under 6 with state option to go
further! 1 still think that these policies over time will move
more mathera from full~time to half-time than they do from no-~time
to part-time (see this morning's Wall §t Journal story on the
EITC). iThis particular variant is complicated (now we'll have to
keep track of the child's birthdate as well as the mother's) and
at arosg purposes with our other effortg to discourage additional
young children. We much prefer setting the standard at 30 and
letting [states choose to lower it to 20. That's simpler, and puts
the d&aisien in their court.

3. Timing of introduction

i
4. Any financing issues Leon wants to raise

I can't think of any other major issues to ralse. Do you have any
others? | Let me Know.




TALKING POINTS: WELFARE REFORM

Time Limits on WORK

. Currgamty, there is no time Himit. {There are soms sanctions for failure to
take a job and for poor performance but they are relatively waak and hkely
to be infrequently imposed.}

Yhisis a rri;isi:gjgg. both politically and subgtantively.

* Saverai Democratic governors have said that they could not support a plan
w:thwt limits. The Mainstream Forum has a three year limit with a state
cptson to extend, The House Republican bill 2lso has a state option to

impose a three year limit. M& s weifar reform without the
Qi.tnﬁ.ﬁmtﬁc Ors @ (e " Conaress

* §§Q§$§[}}{Mﬁ v it won't work., Without any discipling in the system, there
will be lots of cases of people being paid for doing very little, Welfare
r&czgz&ats with guaranteed jobs won't have much incentive to perform wet!
or move off the program. Employers will be hard to recruit. Caseloads will
Grow,

. It §n' 1 fair. Playing by the rules means taking an unsubsidized job as soon
as ::me is available. Over a five year period, economies improve and young
peapie have opportunities 10 prepare for and move to where the iobs are.
Anvone who is genumely not employable will be put into the exempt
category {" Jobis-prep”). _ i
T?%ey will resent the ides ef a guammee for th;s reason

Other Qutions

|

. Reasgessment. Qur original compromise - t0 do 8 reassessment at the end
of 2 years -~ was a great idea but because it provides a lot of discretion 1o
casew&rkers it nght run into problems in the courts.

bt ﬁszm%’; cmarza,{saz‘egaards. In response we could set objective criteria
{e.g. local unemployment rate, work experience) for terminating people,
andjor provide enough procedural safeguards 10 satisfy the courts.

] State option. Give states the option 1o set a hard time timit or 10 develop
their own objective criteria.
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Do putside of AFDC. Set up a WORK program as a capped entitlement
under DOL auspices {fewer legal problems herel, make it available to a wider
gmup {8.9.. the fathers of children on welfare}, guarantee former welfare
recipients an initial siot but not a8 guaranteed job for life.

Family Cap. Should it be a state option?

ﬁmaggg policy., Should people who have exhausted their 2 years be
perm itted to earn one month of additional AFDC for every four months
worked {up 1o some Himit}? Wouldn't it be better 10 provide some sort of
emergency assistance to those who really nead it but not have it be viewed
85 an entitiement?

Part- ﬁm& work. Should those working 30 hours a wesk {or 20 hours at
s’faw option} be able 10 stay on welfare indefinitely? Wouldn' it be befter 10
wg}giement their garnings with an EITC if they can't find full-time work? Or
have this policy apply only 10 those with very young children? {Note: using
Aﬁi‘}{} as the means to supplament psople’s earmnings means that leveis of
assistance will continue 10 depend heavily on state of residence.)

g;gh rates. Whatever the size of our investment, shouldn’t the federal
share of program ¢osts decline over time in order 10 give the states an
mcentwe to get people off of the program? What better way is there to
encolurage good performance?

Proqram priorities. As we scrub the numbers, additional trade-offs will need
10 23& made between different parts of the program. As this exercise moves
i{;rward how much emphasis should be given to the various pieces
{gravamwn transitiongl assistance, WORK, working poor child care, two
;}3{&{12 families, demos, improving gov't assistancel?

T’rmi:ig. We can mest a June 7 target for submission if we have received
the whole bill for clearance by May 16. Otherwise, it will not be possible 1o
do a complete review and clearance process.
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MEMORANDUM TQ THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Mary Jo Bane
David T. Ellwood
Bruce Reed

SURJECT: Major Weifare Reform Policy Issues

DATE: May 18, 1694

Two major policy issues remain to be resolved before the welfare reform legisiation is put
into final form. The first is the family cap. The other is whether states should be aflowed 1o
put time izmlts on WORK program participation. Both have impomant policy and political
ramifications,

The Family Cap/Child Exclusion

Ensuring zhat both parents take responsibility for the support of their children is a major goal
of waifare reform, The package includes sirong compoaents that emphasize the obligations of
both fathcrs and mothers, and that send a very strong message that young people shouvid not
have children untii they are ready and able 1o care for them.

The masticommversiai slement of the parental respunsibility package 15 a possible state
option to deny benefit increases when additonal children are conceived by parents on welfare.
The family cap {which children's advocates arg now calling the child exclusion) is opposed by
soms on several grounds. It is seen by some 18 penalizing children for the transgressions of
the pments There i3 as yei hittle evidence that fatling 1 provide & $60 increase in benefits
wll mﬂm:nae behavior. The inereased benefit now provided for additienal children s
compambic in amount to the increased tax deduction provided to working families. And a
number csf states are already experimenting with the ides under waivers granted earlier,

Those w%so support the family cap option note that workers do not receive a pay raise when
they i'w.ve additional children. They argue that sending a strong signal abour responsibie
ch;i:ibeanng is extremely important. The family cap suves 3220 million over § years, money
which can be spent on child care for the working poor.
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The 1dea of limiting benefits for additional children 15 popular with the public and strongly
supported by the right and many moderate Democrats. Many govemors support the option,

It is ve;hemjemiy opposed by the waditional left, by women's groups, by many of the churches
and by some elements of the night o life movement. The UK, Confarencs of Mayors and
many mirzotity elected officials have expressed concerns.

An aitematlvc to including the family eap oprion would be 10 announce at the time of
mtmducmg welfare reform that the admmistration would. support a limited number of
additional sta,te demonstrations of famliy ¢ap approaches. After we had reviewed the results
of these demansﬁaﬁons to see whether family caps were effective in reducing pregnancies, we
would then decide whether to make it 5 state option or mandate  family cap nationwide.

Limiting Extended Participation in the WORK Program

The plan mcludes a requirement that states operate a WORK program to provide work
cpponumnes through subsidized private or community jobs to those who are unable to find
msabsdimd jobs within the two year fime limit. In designing and explaining the WORK
program, we need to be able to answer guestions of two sons

o Yauf mean you're going 1o allow people to stay in these guaranteed jobs
forever?

0 Yeu mean you'll leave children without any income because their parents
havent been able 1o find a private sector job?

We would izke 1o be shle to answer both these questions with 2 firm “no,” but doing so
requires careful structuring of the program,

The plan contains a number of provisions to ensure thar WORK pos:tlons will not last
forever, Itlmcludcs serious sanctions for non-cooperation, including a six month denial of
benefits or subszﬁzz d work to a family where an adult refuses to accept a private sector job,
1t also mciaéf;-zs & limitation on the amount of ime a person can spend in any one subsidized
siot, manéawry job search berween slots, and a thorough assessment after two p§acemems it
is stmcturcd so that recipients are always better off 1aking private sector jobs: ag in private
gector jobs, recipients are not paid if they do not work, >ut as long as they are in & subsidized
job they are denied the income supplement of the EITC. In shon, anyone who refuses to
work, refuses to seek or take an unsubsidized job, or who behaves irresponsibly will not have
additional WORK opportunities, These provisions are tough snough to have generated
SETICUS cmzczsm from children’s advocates, even from those who are willing 10 accept work
chuzrcmams after rwo years,

The real disagresment at this point, however, is over whether the WORK program itself
should be time-limited and families deprivad of all benefits after some period of time. The
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Maimtmanlz Forum proposal, for example, limits community service 1o three years overall,
with a state option to extend the time lmit & state expense, and also & state option 1o readmit
to the work program a himited number of people who hil the time limit. These provisions are
supported by those who want 1o provide additional insurance that the work program does not
become a 2atge guarantesd-for-life job creation propgram, Some governors, including some
moderate }}emccrazs strongly support 2a optzou to time Himit the WORK program. In their
view the rﬁctcm of “ending welfare” requires some sont of ultimate end, and they worry
about the problems of creating an open ended job commitment,

The zu*gumjcnt against limiting the WORK progrars further is basically one of fairness to
peopie whc have been playing by the rules and 1o their children: psople who are unable 10
find pnvau: sector jobs, or people whase productivity is not high enough to make them
siiracove zo private sactar employers. People left in the WORK program after several years
are likely to be among the most vuinerable in the society, since those simply unwilling to take
private sector jobs will have been sanctioned much earlizr in the process While mogr
Americans Eag'ee that after a certain length of time people should be expected o work for
welfare bcncﬁts polls show they wure reluctant 1o deny support for the children of parents who
play by the rules bur cannot find unsubsidized jobs. The specter of homelessness or foster
care for chgidrcn when parents are playing by the rules is not consistent with most Americans'
basic values,

None of us favors a state option which allows an arbitrary cut off of all persons after some
period, rcgiréicss of their economic prospests. The aliemative proposal would allow states 0
design a narmw time-limis on the WORK program that would apply only to participants wath
gignificant pm\nous work expenence in areas of low unemployment where Jobs are avatlable
which match their skills. This approach could be further targeted by requiring states that
impose such limits to first demonstrate a high placemen: from their JOBS and WORK
programs, §App§ymg the limit in this way reduces the licelihood that persons who could not
make it in the private sector would be cut off - though the possibility remains, and the
provision could be loosened significantly as part of the Congressional process,

This issue 13 a crucial one for the left, 3 matter of principls, Even a modified version of
time limits 'on work could drive some Democrats away “rom support of the plan. Some local
officials worry about the burden that m;ght be placed on their cities by people deprived of
other %;encfits and work opportunitiss. It is also an issuz for the right which believes public
support, even in the form of work, must have timits.

Key Decisious

Thete are cbmausly serious policy arguients to support either decision on cach of these
15su8s. {}rze chalienge in crafiing this bill 15 to find a s¢t of policies that do not sericusly
divide the party  Many on the left are deeply concerned already. Another issue concerns the
question of where to position the bill we inroduce ininally. Traditionally welfars reforms
move to the right as they go through Congress. Both issues are highly charged politically.
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They are b{l:;th touchstone issues for both the hberal and the conservative wings of the
Democratic party, but especially for left-of-center Democrats,

Decision: Family Cap

Include 2 family cap statz option in the welfare reform proposal.

Do not include & family cap option: authorize additional demonstations and
await results.

i

Decision: WORK time limits

Allow states to time limit the WORK program for participants with significant
work sxperisnce in areas of jow unemployment.

Do not allow states to set fixad time limits on the WORK program.

Boosso12
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MEMORANDUM TO THE FRESIDENT

Fron: Mary o Bane

Pavid T. Ellwood

Bruce Reed
Re: Side by Side Comparison of Welfare Bille
Date: May 18, 1994 ‘

Enclosed is a detailed side by side comparison of four major welfare reform bills. There are
both more liberal and more conservative bills than those described here, but these are the
most zxzz;:omm The headings are self explanatory except for the Matsui bill which will be
introduced m:xt week. This is likely to be supported by a significant number of more liberal
Democrats whcn it is finalized and introduced next wee}.. There is also a proposal pur
forward by the American Public Welfare Association which is fairly similar 1o ours.

In many ways the most remarkable thing about all these bilis is their similarity. Essentially
all sides agree on an increased emphasis on work, child support enforcement, prevention,
and szz;;gaft for working families. Where there are differences we tend 1 be in the middle,
leaning mt)sﬁy toward the Mainstream Forum. There seems to be widespread acceptance of
the idea of time limits, though the Matsui bill rejects specific time limits, and even they call
for half of all JOBS participants 1o be in a work program. The transitional assistance
program s yer}f simtlar across bills. In areas such as child support enforcement and
prevention, our bill contains most of the clements in other bills and more. Still there are 2
foew key differences that you should be aware of which mostly involve the WORK program,

- The nawre of the work program. We ¢all for a work-for-wages model as does
the Majnstream Forum. The House Republicans and Matsui bill use CWEP (though
for very different reasons).

- Work expectations. Qur plan calls for 15 to 38 hours work reguirement,
{ic;x‘:zximg on state benefit levels and the decisions of the state. The Mainstream
Famm and House R:pizb?zca;z plan require 35 hours work in all cases. The
mem Forum plan is likely to be very expensive since they call for work for
wages with the federal government picking up 80% of the cost of the jobs and wages.
This will be considerably more money than is now spent on AFDC in most states.

- Ultirnate time limits on the WORK. requirement. The Mainstream Forum has
a three year time fimit with a state option o sxtend. The House Republicags have 2
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state opticn to terminate bonefits after 3 years. In both cases, apparendy the safety net
canii end for familics and children after § years of help, even if lere are no jobs
avallable.

- Sanctions. Matsui calls for limiting sanctions to the adult’s portion of the grant. Our
bill and the others ultimately put the entire cash grant at risk if persons refuse to

pamcz;}ate in work.

Phase-in. Our phase-in is similar, but slightly slower than the Mainstream

Forum's. The Republicans phase-in very rapudly after the year 2000,

Family caps. Matsui rejects family caps, the other bills confain thera.

Child care for the working poor. Both the Mainstrearn Forum and the Matsui

bill provide more than twice as much child care Yor the working poor as we do. The
House Republicans provide none.

-

Financing. The Republicans and Mainstream Forum use an gnmigrant cut off

for funding. The Matsui bill has not identified a3 funding option.

We have more detailed side by szdc comparisons if that ‘vould be helpful. Please understand
that these comparisons are preliminary as all the bills are changing, and the langnague is not

always easy
days.

to interpret. 'We will be updating and improving this chant over the next few
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Dived's May 18, 1994

Side By Side Companison of Welfare Reform Bills

Admimstration

hMatzui

Mainstresm Forum

House Repubhicany

Prevention and Pareatal Responsihility

Fraventon

-pationsl ceampaiga o prevent leco
pravsney including vetional goals,
programe i sohools, noticnwide
infornational ¢learinghcose
«enbanced responsible fomily
platuiuy w AFDE mmd aunmAFES
ieens

-cogipunity boxed, somprehensive
teen suppert/pregoancy prevention
demeonsirations

~gtate option of farmily copl

“semraunity based,
somprehensive teen

supporifpregnancy prevention
detoonstyations

-national sempaign i feach tisks of
feon peegnancy

-states eacoursged 1o provide
sdeguate family plaoming and
pdusation
~required Tamily cap

«state aption of family cap

Rules for
Teenagurs

-parenty vnder 18 must Yive af
home of with aduols,
soorrprebensive case managemont
~requirement 1o stay in school with
sagciions and optional bonuses
-tire clock stavts when turn 18

-parents undey 18 must five at
home o with adult,
~cotnprebensive sase
WBOARLLrRnt

-requirereni to siay in school
with sanclions sad bunuses

-parenty under P8 must Hve al
homwe or with adult,
-compreheasive case mansgement
-reqiirermest o sy in schoel with
sanctions end bonuses

-wmnicar when ¢lock starly

a6 benefits for persons
under 18 unless siste passes
Yaw explwitly allowiug thens,
-parenis wpdes |18 must five
sl bome or with adull,
-benefits linked ¢ school
attentence at staté oplion

Supporting
TwouParent
Families

sais option for equal support of
bwo pare families

requirernent of equal suppont of
two parend femilies

requisement of equal support of
married two parent (amilisg

aliow stales in pay couples
who mmny 30% of AFDC
beaefit
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Adminigiretion

Matsai

Mainstresm Forum

House Repubiicans

Pateraity
esiablishment

financinl incentives for paiverssl
pateenity establishmest

-shnplified sdministtative
procedures

~srict sooperation requuraments {or
AFDXC

stales requived lo estabiish
paternity within § year

-sunphified sdministiative
procedures

-sinet cooperstion requirements
far AFDC

-pesformuance incenlives for
siates 1o ostablish patessity,

-semplifiod adnministrative
procedures

-striet cooperatios reamirements for
AFDC

~performance incentives for siates
1o establish paterpity.

-AFEX derded or sharply
reduced untl) pateenity
established

Strengrhes
Enforeemen

-senlial siate rogistries

-federal slearinghouse

~W.4 reporting

—strengthen IRS rule

-simplified wege withholding
-strengiben intorstate procedures
~paidelines commission
-tegubardy update swards

[fikely to be similar to
sdministration]

—ceniral slale sopistriey

~fodersl cleavingbouse

“W-d reporting

-strengthen IR S roke

~simplified wage withbolding
-shiengihen interstale procedures
~gudeliney sommisston

~pxpend federal parent
{oostor service

~W4 reporlog

-simplifiesd wage withholding
-strengthen intecsiate
proceduresy

Imnovalive
programs

-training sod work progrems for
non-custodial parents

-child sepport assuranee
dutnoastrntions

-child support assurance
demensiretions

raining snd work programs for
mon-sustodial parenty

-irpining snd work programs
for ea-ausiodial parents
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Admirdsization

. Matsa

Maingtreass Borum

House Republivans

Transiiomal Asaistonce and

Werk

Transitionsf
Pregram

Enhanced JOHS progmm

—-emptovabitity plan

--kigh partwipation

-<gp-from job serch

wirainiog and eduestion closely
linked 1o placemend

~wotker supporl 1 helg people
stay i jobs

Enbanced IGBS program

~emplayability plan

—-bigh pantisipation

~some JORY funds rezerved
&y placernest st cetention

Enfmnved, more Bexible JOBS

program

~employability plan

~high participation

-ap-freat job search

~job dewelopment activitiss

—-explicit oplions to contyac) out
JOBS program aclivities

Entmoced JOBS program

~empioyability plan

~high partieipation

~up-frant job search

~training and eduestion
ciosely linked to
plecernent

Tanu-Limnits

? Years (though stales muay require
weork earlier with the enhanced
K388 program)

Ne lunits, bat states requiresd o
bave at Jesst 172 of HOBS
pariicipants in 8 publiz or
private sector work program

Up lo 2 Years

Up to 2 years {with state
opiion of t year for the job
ready)

Wark Program

Wark for wager modet

1% 4 33 hours work requised

~erphiagis oo privete sector jobs

~BETC not provided

~Supplemente) henelyt 1 sarnings
less than AFDX

—12 manth limit on cach
planement

job search required sfter each
piaggment

~sizable sanetiany for private
sector job refusal, quits, efe.

Not clesrly spelled vut

- Probabiy work for weifare
{CWE) in most cases

~Ily adult's portion of gront
lost for Faihire to work

Wostk for wages model

w30 hours required

--5 hours job search required

~-EITC ot provided

~sixable sanctions for privale
seator job refussl, ity ete.

Primurile Work for Weifare
-3 howrs work required
wgizabie sanslions for

privats sesior job refusal,
fuits, ate,

Creerall Limits
o Werk
Pardsipation

- lows of chigibility if refuse privale
jeb wifer ar fail 1o perform
sdequstely

- other state oplivns?

None

3 year maximum with sute oplion
1 extend in some cases. Ne
benefits afterwards.

State option 1o hent werk 1o
3 yeurs. No benefits
aficrwards,
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Adminigtration

Malgut

Mainstricam Forum

Hossm Republicans

Exemptions zod
Extensions

-1l or disubled

-caring for disabled chuld

-child pader § year once, J months
stibsequontly

scompleting GED, sebuolto-wark,
workfethuly

-3t or disabled
~curing for dissbied ohild
-hild weder 3 years

-] vr digahled

~caring for dissbied chuld
-child woder 6 meaths onge, 3
months suhsequently
-completing GED, werlt/study

«ifl or disabled

caring for dissbled child
~ghild under & monihs omee,
3 months subseguently

Phase-in

Pereons bory after 1971, with stale
oplion for faster phase-in,

Nowe hyted

Pergans born afier 1971, and going
down Iy ong year vach year aler
1997, State oplion for faster phase-
in

Mew applicants initially,
graduaily reaching 20%% of
entire cascload in 2002

Other Benefis
Chaopes

~inproved assel ngdey, DA,
MICFOETISIPTiSe

~state option for more liberel
camings disregands

- reguiremuent of rore Gberal
varnings disregards

-improved asses rales, IDAS,
aLGtHEDIeIpIiss
~wigie wydeoin o indes bara?

rarmagy disregardy

~improved asset yufes, AR,
misrocuisspring
-oiate oodine far more

fibeeal earsings disregards
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Administration

Mutsui

Mazasireom Forum

House Ropublicsas

Support for Working Families

Esrped lucome -strategies w encouyege advanced TR I ~information on EITC provided lo ~TIOLR
Tax Credit paymernis il weifure sesipionis

~gale option to grovide advance

pryments thraugh weifare office
Chitd Care for 38K milkion more in federal -82 billions more in federa! 52 hillion more 1 feders) doffars -no provision
Working Poos datlars by FY1999 doliars by FY 1999 by FY {599
Health -existing tronsitional benelils ~expanded frensitional benefits | expanded transitionsl benefils 50 provision
Lovernge -hesith reform #nd higher income threshald

Reinventing Gevemment Axsisfance

Sumphify numernus Bmphihcations -0 -some simplificetion ORIRRMPEINY weivel e
chigibility/ -inferagency waiver board -inferagency wiiver board
Improve ~enhanced coordinalion smoug -ahunced soordinalion among
coordingtion programs, inchsdiog one-stop progrss, incloding poe-stop
Modify «sestocivred qualily control system | -nome -outremes bhesed perfosraance
Ferfonunpoe -outvomes based performance easures
Measumy ENEASENRS
Reduce ~federal clestingbouses for R -mproved somputer verification, study idea of required use
Fraud/Abuse benclicianies, child wuppost owders, i ethedal of Socin] Seconty number

now hires.

federal registry of persons
collecting welfare in sny state and
tirne remsiGing

-imgwoved computer verifiation
methods

-EBT expansions

-EBT expeasions

tor wolfare apelicants
-EBT demowstrations
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