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MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

This brief memo is to update you on welfare reform activities and alert you o materials you
will bo getting later in the week.  As you are aware, the Working Croup, which is drawn
from across the administration, has beeo conducting heanngs, site visits, and focus groups
across the country in addition to meetings of the group itself, We have met with more than
250 interest groups, hundreds of recipients, governors and m;:mzxtzves from NGA,
members and staff in Congress, and many other groups.

The Working Group Draft Quiine
On Saturday, November 20th the group held an 21l day ra-treat 10 examine g draft outine
document that Jaid out the basic structure of a reform plan and to discuss key options. In

- distributing the draft, we made very clear that everything in the outline is subject to change
and that you had not seen the sutline. There was considerable enthusiasm and consensus
around the basic direction laid out. (People clapped at the end of the meeting). Based on
comments from working group members, the draft outline 13 being revised. _On Wednesday of
this week you will receive a revised version of the outhine, This 1s {predecisions
document, providing 2 detailed outline of specifics idess and options as developed by the
group. It kighliphts key aptinns and issues, many of which will require your decicion, but it
is not intendad as a Presidental decision memo.

Before the key Presidential decisions can be made, we neged 1o consult widely, especially with
Governors, members of Congress, interest groups, and the like. We have already had
numerous mestings with these groups, but ultimately the specifics are what must be discussed,
With 2 select few, we would like to actually share the draft outline. With moest, we would
like to bagin orally vetting specific ideas and options. While doing everything we can ®
prevent and contain eaks, with an open process, they seemn inevitable. Thus the draft putling
is written with 8 recognition that it may leak. We thought it critical for you to have a chance
to see the basic direction before we begin the more detalled consultation process. By early to
mid December, we should be ready for several meetings where key decisions are made.

One important note: APWA will soon release their consensus plan which will lock very
similar to the onz discussed in the draft outline, including @ two year time limit followed by
work. It was drawn up by a very diverse group of human services dirsctors {ngwzg from
Terry Whitbum from Wisconsin and Barbars Sabfl of New York). We are optimistic that
many of the respective Governors will be equally supportive.

Cost Issues

A mayjor issue for welfare reform involves the budget. Three areas are Likely to require
increased funding: child care for families who are working or in iraining, expansions in the
JOBS program to give people access 1o education and training, and the administration of the
community service work pragram for those beyond 2 years. The levels themselves zre
actually quits flexibls, espacially over the first four of five years of the program. The plan
can be phased-in slowly, starting only with newly enrolled welfare recipients, We would
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expect these cost o be in the range of $1-L.3 billion iu Fﬁ'l‘}?s, nsiag t© 35-6 billion when
fully phased in. Essentially all of these costs are on the entitlement side of the budget.

»

Given the very tight budget and the fact that no money was included in the previous budget
for reform, we have been operating on the assumption that any new money spent will have i
e offser by savings genvisied by the program and by other enttioment suts. Savings could
result from child support collections and reductions in the caseload. Other entitlement savings
could come from a series of initiatives ranging from capping the growth of Emergency
Assistance, some tightening of the rules regarding non-citizens s¢eking to collect public
assistance, closer coordination of the tax angd wansfer system o reduce fraud, potentially
making a portion of moans tcstod benefits taxable the way eaminge are for those with
incomes above poverty, and a number of other ideas. We are currently working with OMB
and Treasury on these and other ideas,

Next Steps

Assuming you srs comfortable with our disoussing the ideas in the Outline more broadly, we
will ugse the next few weeks to collect information and refine options and ideas, Then you
will received a series of decision memos and begie decisional meetings. We are procesding
on the assumption that we need legisiation early next year. If you should decide w© delay
introduction, that could be done, though there is considerable momenturn to get moving.



Neovember 29, 1993 .

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Bruce Read
Mary Jo Bane
David Ellwead

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform and the FY9S Budget

1. The Working Group Draft Optiens Paper

Later this week, the Welfare Reform Working Group will send you z draft options
paper on welfare reform. We will continue 1o refine the document in early December, but we

wanted you 1o see a draft of our recommendations now, as you begin to make decisions about
the FY9$ budget.

The Working Group has completed the last of s five regional hearings and site visits,
and has met with more than 230 interest groups, hundreds of welfare recipients, and dozens of
members of Congress, govemors, and state officials in both parties. There seems to be
remarkable agreement within the Administration on the basic elements of a welfare reform
plan. The Working Group, which consists of 33 subeabinet officials from eight agencies, held
an all-day retreat last week {0 review its draft recommendsations. At the end of the meeting,
everyone burst into applause over the level of consensus that had been reached.

We will submit those draft recommendations to you this week, and follow up with
more speaific decision memos and decision meetings a¢ necessary. In the meantime, we wiil
alse need to consult further with states and with key members of Congress, to begin building
a bipartisan coalition for welfare reform. Qur goal, pending your decisions on key issues, 13
to have legislation ready by early February.

One important development: The American Public Welfare Association (APWA) will
soon release its own consensus reform plan, which will be very similar to our
recommendations, and will include a two-vear time limit followed by work, The APWA plan
was developed by 2 broad bipartisan group of state welfare directors, ranging from Jerry
Whithurn of Wisconsin to Barbara Sabol of New York, We are optimistic that many
governors will alse go along,

H. Cost Essues

Although definitive cost estimates for welfare reform will depend on decisions you



make about key aspects of the plan, the levels themselves are actually quite flexible -
especially during the first 4-5 years of the program. The plan can be phased in slowly,
starting with new applicants coming omo the welfare rolls. (The Republican plan uses a
similar, gradual phase-in.) The phase-in ¢an be adjusted to {1t the amount of money available
for welfare reform in the budgel.

Three areas are likely to require increased funding: child care for families who are
workmg or in training, expansion of the JOBS program to give more people access o
cducation and trainmg; and administration of the community service jobs program for those
who hit the iwo~year time limit. We would expect these costs to be mn the range of 81 to 1.5
bithon in FY93, rising to $5 to 6 billion when fully phased in.

Essentially all of these costs are on the entitlement side of the budget. Welfare
reform does not require new domestic discretionary spending.

Chven the very tight budget and the fact that no money was mcluded in the previous
budget for welfare reform, we have been operating on the assumption that any new money
spent on this mitiative will have 1o be offset by savings generated by the program and by
other entitfement savings.

We have identified several possible sources. Savings could result from increased child
support collections and reductions in the caseload. Qther entitlement savings could come
from a series of initiatives ranging from capping the growth of Emergency Assistance, some
tightening of the rules regarding non-citizens seeking to coliect public assistance, closer
coordination of the tax and transfer system to reduce fraud, potentially making a portion of
means-tested benefits taxable the way earnings are for those with incomes above poverty, and
a number of other ideas, We are currenily working with OMB and Treasury on these and
other offsets.
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January 19, 1994

MEMOQRANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Mary Jo Banc
David Ellwood
Bruce Reed
Kathi Way
THROUGH: Carol Rasco
SUBIJECT: Timing of Welfare Reform

L BACKGROUND

Although the Administration has publicly affirmed its intention to pursue both health
reform and welfare reform legislation in 1994, the timing and nature of welfare reform has
come under intense scrutiny., This memorandum outlines some options for your consideration
as you prepare for the State of the Union,

It light of Senator Moyniban's recent comments, we see 110 way 10 put off
introduction of welfare reform withowt jeopardizing health reform, He has piade clear that be
won't take up our health care bill until he sees our welfare reform bill. Senator Mitchell's
office has also expressed concern that until we have sent up our weifare reform plan or
commitied 10 a date certain, the Republicans can embarrass us on the Senate floor by offering
welfare amendments to any bill they please. On the House side, Rep. Harold Ford wrote an
op-ed for the Memphis Commercial~Appeal this past week endorsing time limits and urging
you to move quickly on welfare reform,

H OPTIONS

In order to avoid losing the issue, we see two options on how to proceed. Our first
and preferrcd option is to move full speed ahead and announce that we will introduce
comprehensive welfare reform legisiation in March, That will also give you plenty of time o
delve into the details of what the welfare reform legisiation should include, and how best 1o
pay for it. It will rcassure Movoihan and other moderates that welfare reform is coming, and
shift the press focus over the next two months back to health care. And it will give us a
fighting chance to pass welfare reform this year.
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The risks of this strategy are that lcaks during the decision~making process on welfare
will detract from our public focus on health care, or that our allies on health care will be put
off by what we propose on weifare. But we will have 10 run these rigks anyway if we are
going to introduce welfare reform legistation in 1994, and it may be better to face them now
rather than down the road when we're serambling to build majorities on the floor for health
care.

A sccond option would be o introduce part of the plan right away and part later this
spring, when health care i farther along. The first piece could focus on personal
responsibility —— primarily measures on teen pregnancy, paternity, and child support
enforcement. The second piece cowld focus on work —— expansion of the JOBS program, the
two-year time limit, work programs, and child care. (A detailed descnption of what these
two picces might look like is attached.)

This part—pow, part-later approach was initially envisioned as a means to hold onto
the welfare ssuc while protecting health care.  In light of Moynihan's recent comments, i
scems unlikely to accomplish cither obiective. Moynihan told the New York Post that if we
were serious about welfare reform, we would show how we're going to pay for . We doubt
that this two~-step option would reassure him, and we fear that he and others might use it as
an excuse to blast the Administration again for not being serious about the issue.

Whichever course vou choose, we belisve that vou should send a strong, clear signal
in the Statc of the Union, which you can reinforce a week later in your remarks to the NGA.
Without 2 clear timeline and strategy, we will have the worst of all worlds —- reporters will
continuc to focus on process instead of policy, Republicans will continue to use welfare as an
excuse not 1o deal with health care, and Democrats will continue to tug at us from the left
and the right and take advantage of any apparent indecision to drag both the headth care and
welfare debates in their direction,
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PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

This bill (or secton of the bill) affims the desirability of preventing welfare
depandence and of ;:mmctzng responsible parenung. It recopnizes our-of-wedlock
childbearing as o msjor contributor 1o welfare receipt. It attempts to deter irresponsible and
early childbearing in part by emphasizing the consequences of parenthood, making a strong
stmement that becoming a parent carries clear, firm and inescapable obligations for both
mothers and fathers to care for and support their child, It ensuses that welfare receipt does
not relesse either parent from the responsibility 1o work and to pay child suppert. It
recognizes the obligations of parents and other adults to supervise and support minors who
have children of their own, and of minor parents to live in a supervised situation, attend
school and prepare themssives for work.

It ensures that minor parents receive sarvices under the JOBS program that promote
work and preparanion for work. It also focuses anention on svailability family planning
services and education are available to reensged and low-incsmme women. And ir seeks o
ofter youth other opportunities and broad based community support, providing hope for 2
better future by postponing childbesring. It recognizes the dearth of proven models for
effectively praventing reen pregnancy and the other high risk behaviors that are oftan
associatad with it, and provides for the demonstration and evaluation of a variety of
approaches,

Responsibilities of fathers
The first step 18 to send a clear mesrape ahom pxrentxi responsibility by esforaing
child support. Child support enforcement measures would include:

o & universal and simplified paternity esmablishment process in the hogpital

o strict requirements on mothers seeking public assistance 10 cooperate with the local
child support sgency in eswblishing paternity.

o measures to both make it easier for individuals 10 volunanly scknowledge ;:axcmity
and to stresmline the process for resolving comtested cases.

o periodic updatmg of child support orders w ensure that each awsrd reflects the current
income and circumstances of the noncustodial parent.

0 requirements on States, with the help of Federal funds, to employ technology to
enhance existing child support record-keeping and collection systems.

o anztionsal clesringhouse of child support cases and registry of new hires

o expacsion of the use of wage withholding, greater use of the tax system, gresser
penaities for non-payment, and other measures.

o strawegics to help noncustodial parents improve their earnings capacity and remain
involved in their childran's lives,
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Responsibilities of mnthery

The work not welfare bill {or ssction of the bill) focuses on the responsibilities of
custodial parents (usually mothers) to work and prepase for work ss 3 condition of receiving
benefiis. Single parents seeking govemment assistance will pow be expected w prepase for
work and o go 1o work in support of their children. In addition, minor minors deserve
spacial consideration. This scction focuses on that group.

o requirements that minor mothers live at home; encouragement to states o provide
other adult-supervised living situation if living at home is not possible.

v requiremenss for minor mothers o stay in high school andor participate in the JOBS
program,

o requirements that states provide case management services 10 minor mothers, including
counseling about the prevention of repeat pregnancies and access o family planning
services. Encouragement for siates to allow “mentor mothering” of minor parents a3 a
commumity service assignment under the WORK program.

a  state option to use financial incentives and simpler JOBS sanctioning procedurss in
conjunction with case management (o encoutage minor mothers to attend and complete
high school.

Enconmgements for responsible family plaoning
Responsible parenting requires acress to information and services designed to
discourage early sexual behavior and o provent pregnancy.

hard hitting campaign on the conssgusnces of teen pregnancy and childbesnng,

a focus on school-to-work opportunities as altermatives 1o early parenting

increased funding for family planning services through Title X,

possible State option for not increasing welfare benefit levels when a child is
conceived while the mother is receiving welfare, conditional on family planning
having been made available, and on some mechanism for being able 10 2am back the
amount of the benefit not recaived.

0o oo

Demonstrations of varions approaches to prevent teen pregnancy and other high risk behavior

among youth,
We need w explorte s wide renge of straegies designed to prevent adverse behavior,

To find effective strategies we need comprehensive demonstrations that are carefully
eviluated. We need to link efforts such us enterprise zones, schoolto-work inifistives, and
many others to find solutions,

¢ demoustrations of schools as full service centers {including health services) for youth,

o demonstrations focused on providing hope to young people through educational and
work oppormunities. ,

o community based demonstrations of comprehensive services w high risk youth,
potentially linked to empowerment zones and enterpriss communities.

o Statc ininastcd demonstrations of othor 10on prognancy Provention projocts.

2
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WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT

This bill or section of the bill desis with supponting working families and teplacing the
current welfarc system--with its focus on detailed and uften counterproductive eligibility rules,
paper intsnsive verification, and check writing--with & system designed fo move people from
welfare © work. It is designed to make the vision of the Family Support Act s reality. It has
three critical elements: making work pay; training, time-limited assistance, and work; and
reinventng government sssistance.

Making Work Pay

The essential stanng point for welfare reform is making work pay. The expanded
EITC was an important beginning. Health reform is an essential sscond step. We cannot
expect people to lsave welfare for work if they lose health security by doing so. The next
steps include: -

o Mechanisms to distribute the ETTC on an sdvance basis.
o Expanded child care for both public assistance recipients and the working poor.
o Coordinated rules scross il ¢hild care programs.

Treining, Time-limited Assistunce, and Work :
To change the very culture of the welfare buresucrecy, and 5 make our suppont
system help people help themselves, major changes will be needed, melwding:

o Expansion of the JOBS program to serve essentially the entire caselaad  Fxpent
participation essenttally immediately. JOBS not cash eligibility would become the
core of the system.

o Ingreased access to mainstream education and sraining programs, including schooli-to-
wotk, JTPA, displaced worker initiatives.

o A two-year time Limit followed by work. Community based, private sector oriented
work program.

Reioventing Govemment Assistance

To genuinely change the culture of welfare nffices, the system will need to be
streamlined and simplifisd. Technology needs to be used 1o track cases and reduce waste and
fraud.

o Simplified and coordinated eligibility rules in AFDC and food stamps.

o Increased state flexibility coupled with clearer federsl goals and performance measures
focussed on training, work and placements rather than paper verifications of eligibility
procedures.

o Clesringhouse 1o track welfare use, enforce time-limit, reduce fraud.

o Coordinaed tax and monsfer systems to build consistency and roduecc froud.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHMINGTORN

November 29, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Bruce Reed
Mary Jo Bane
David Ellwood
THROUGH: Carol Rasco
SUBJECT: Welfare Reform and the FY95 Budget

I The Working Group Draft Options Paper

Later this week, the Welfare Reform Working Group will send you a draft options
paper on welfare reform, We will continue to refine the document in early December, but we
wanted you to see a draft of our recommendations now, as you begin to make decisions about
the FY95 budget.

The Working Group has completed the last of jts five repional hearings and site visits,
and has met with more than 250 intercst groups, hundreds of welfare recipients, and dozens
of menmbers of Congress, governors, and state officials in both parties. There scems to be
resarkable agreement within the Administration on the basic clements of a welfare reform
proposal. The Werking Group, which consists of 33 subcabinet officials from ¢ight agencies
and the White House, held an all-day retreat iast weck to review its draft recommendations.
At the end of the meeting, cveryone burst into applause over the level of consensus that had
been reached.

We will submit a draft options paper to you this week, and foliow up with more
specific decision memos and decision meelings as necessary.  In the meantime, we will also
need o consult further with states and with key members of Congress 10 begin building a
coalition for welfare reform. We will probably need to share specific sections with a
carcfully selected small number of key players. Our goal, pending your decisions on key
isues, 18 10 have legislation ready early next year.

One important development: The American Public Welfare Association (APWA) will
spon release its ewn consensus reform plan, which will be very similar to our
recommendations, and will include a two-year time limit followed by work, The APWA
plan was developed by a broad bipartisan group of state welfare directors, ranging {rom
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Jerry Whitburn of Wisconsin to Barbara Sabol of New York. We are optimistic that many
governors will go along.

The New York Times reported Sunday that we are looking at subsidies for private
employers to hire people off welfare. We are focusing on many ways to move people from
welfarc to the private scctor, and this is one option under consideration, but it is not as central
as the Times article suggested.

1. Cost Issues

Although definitive cost cstimates for welfare reform will depend on decisions you
make about key aspects of the plan, the levels themselves are actually quite flexible —-
especially during the first 4=5 years of the program. The plan can be phased in slowly,
starting with new applicants coming onto the welfare rolls. (The Republican plan uses a
similar, gradual phase~in.) The phase-in can be adjusted to fit the amount of money
available for welfare reform in the budget.

Three arcas arc likely to require increased funding: child care for families who are
working or in training; expansion of the JOBS program to give more people access to
cducation and training; and administration of the community service jobs program for thosc
who hit the two-ycar time limit. We would cxpect these costs to be in the range of $1 to 1.5
billion in FY95, rising to $5 to 6 billion when fully phased in.

Essentially all of these costs are on the entitlement side of the budget. Welfare
reform does not require new domestic discretionary spending.

Given the very tight budget and the fact that no money was included in the previous
budget for welfare reform, we have been operating on the assumption that any new moncy
spent on this initiative will have to be offset by savings generated by the program and by
other entitlement savings.

We have identified several possible sources, Savings could result from increased child
support collections and reductions in the caseload. Other entitiement savings could come
from a scries of initiatives ranging from capping the growth of Emergency Assistance, some
tightening of the rules regarding non-citizens secking to collect public assistance, closer
coordination of the tax and transfer system to reduce fraud, potentially making a portion of
mcans—tested benefits taxable the way carnings are for those with incomes above poverty, and
a number of other ideas. We arc currently working with OMB and Treasury on these and
other offscts.
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WASHINGTON

December 13, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: BRUCE REED

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform and Scnator Moynihan

In case the subject of welfare reform comes up at tonight's event with Sen. Moynihan,
you should know that David Ellwood and [ had 2 good meeting with him on Thursday, We
gave him a copy of our draft discussion paper, and told him that you had gone out of your
way 10 make sure that ke was the first member of Congress to see it. He said he would read
the document over the weekend and get back to us this week,

He seemed generally happy with the course we're on. As you might expect, he was
especially pleased that we recommend building on the Family Suppert Act, and that we're
serious about requiring work. He also liked the emphasis on prevention and cut-of-wedlock
births. We spent two minutes talking about financing and two hours talking about
illegitimacy. Our recommendation o require tcen mothers to live at home in order to reeeive
AFDC is an idea Moynihan proposed years ago.

Moynihan attached a sensc~of-the-Senate resolution to the crime bill calling on
Shalala to report back on the growth of cut-of-wedlock births, HHS has already said it
would be delighted to do so, whether that provision stays in the crime bill or not.

You may recall that Moynihan also sent you a letter rocently with the observation that
out-of-wedlock births appear to be rising in a straight line, with little variation from year (0
year. That means the rate is rising independent of variations in the economy, local
unemployment rates, the supply of marriageable men, and so on. He has been fighting with
William Julius Wilsen for years on this point. Moynihan argues strongly that we don't know
what is causing illegitimacy to rise, and you should not suggest that expanding employment
will somehow reduce it.



OUTREACH: (ovs, —— Congress ~~ unions ~~ advocates — hearing,é -— focus gps

Welve met with dozens of governors and members of Congress in both parties — the
unions, hundreds of advocacy groups. We've had hearings around the courntry with ordinary
people, and focus groups with people on welfare.

GOOD NEWS: Almost everybody likes your welfare plan.
- B0-90% support in public surveys. US News poll.

~~ Except for a few remaining rough cdges, everybody's happy.

- NGA. AFSCME.

- Meoynihan and Harold Ford

~w CDF and DLL ~~ nervous but optimistic,
Dave McCurdy op-ed: work out the differences in a single afternoon.
Edelman memo: "encouraged by a number of key elements in emerging plan®

That's the good news: our coalition has come to accept idea of WR and time limits

BAD NEWS I {(88): This wonderful bipartisan coalition that likes our welfare reform plan so
much begins to fall apart on the issue of how to pay for it

LEFT wanis to raise taxes and not cut existing programs;

CENTER wants to cut existing programs and not raise taxes;

RIGHT either wants to move faster and pay for everything off of immigrants, OR
simply spend less money.

BAD NEWS II (Timing): The other issuc that splits the coalition is timing.
LEFT wants to move slowly because afraid WR could veer right in election year. The
CENTER —— tired of waiting, tueatening to sign a discharge petition for GOP bill
MOYNIHAN ~-is happy for now but will tweak us till he gets bill and date certain. |
(OPs — have offered 10 work with us, but has also thrcatened to tack welfare
amendments onto everything Congress considers after May 1.

WHAT THIS MEANS:
1. Don't get off-center, We can't aim left because we think the wind will blow us to
the'right. We'll get clobbered from the L or the R if we don't split the uprights,

2. Balance is most important on Finnancing: To keep the LEFT on board, you may
nced 1o pay for some of this with rovenues. To keep the CENTER on board, you'll need to
pay for the other half with spending cuts.  When you ook at our list, and see how much the
LEFT will hate our spending cuts and the CENTER will hate our revenucs, you'll probably
come to the conclusion that the only way to keep the left and the conter on board is to submit
a package that doesn't cost t0o much money.

3. Timing: No good time for HC, but not doing it is worse.
Conversations with Moynthan and McCurdy —- when will they hold our feet to the fire.
We have 1o be ready o go by late April in any case,



Main Questions ~— how should we resolve a handful of tough philosophical and political
1ssucs that aren't central to the success of the plan but will be very important in how the plan
is viewed and debated?

* What does it mean to end welfare as a way of life, and docs this plan meet that test?

* If we provide work for people at the end of 2 years, can they stay in that WORK
program forever?

* Should we be encouraging people to work part-time and stay on welfare, or should
we set out to get people working and off welfare altogether?

* Should we allow states to experiment with so-catled family caps, limiting additional
benefits for additional children? stc.
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February 17, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ' BRUCE REED

THROUGH: CAROL RASCO
SUBIECT: Welfare Reform Damage Control

1. The Bad News

In the wake of a serics of damaging New York Times stories casting doubt on our
welfare reform plans, Carol and T met with David Gergen, Rahm Emanuel, Susan Brophy and
others to devise a strategy to start defining the welfare issue on our terms, and to ward off
future Jeaks by getung our side of the story out first. We believe the recent drumbeat of
negative and mislcading storics on this issue, which is apparently being fucled by opponents
of welfare reform within the Administration, will seriously undermine our credibility if we
don't get our spin put soon.

Jason DeParle of the Times has already writien a series of stories setting us up for
failure: we can't end welfare unless we create 2.3 million jobs, we can't end welfare unless
we tax the poor, we can't end welfare unless we find enough money to end homelcssness as
well, ete. Each of these arguments is a straw man, based on ideas we had no intention of
doing in the first place. But DeParle is laying the groundwork for the conclusion that, as he
wrote in the Jan. 5th article that prompted Moynihan's initial outburst, the Administration is
planning 2 "sleight-of-hand strategy™ on welfare, and isn't really serious about ending it.

. The Good News

We're doing all we can to sniff out the leaks, but OMB and HHS are circulating cost
and financing cstimates that will be hard to keep guict -~ especially since we need to share
them with several Cabinet members in preparation for a megting week after next. Rather than
wait for more bad leaks fo come out next week, we would like 1o get a good story in another
paper this weekend on our terms.

Contrary to what you've been reading in the newspapers, we think we ¢an put together
a serious welfare reform bill with offsetting savings that should satisfy Moynihan, the
governors, and others who care about this issue, and give you a real chance to end welfare.
As you've always said, the key to this whole thing ~~ and the story we would like to get out
-~ i$ phase~in. All the major questions -~ where'to find the money, how to get the states



on board, and most important, how to make the program work -~ turn on this issue.

If we phasc time Limits and the work program in too quickly, the states will revolt, the
left and labor will go nuts, Congress will get cold feet, and even if we got our way, we might
well create another CETA. We don't have the money for such 2 rapid phase~in, and neither
do the states. On the other hand, if we phase it in too slowly, and spread 2 little money over
a large portion of the welfare population, our reforms will fail and we won't leam anything.
States will tiptoe ahead as they have done with the Family Support Act, and most of the
caseload won't notice the difference.

In light of these considerations, HHS and OMB are working on a cost and financing
document that is based on a phase—in that is targeted to a manageable chunk of the welfare
popuiation -~ applicants bom after 1970, States could go faster if they wanted {most won't),
but we would requite them to stant covering everyone under 25 in 1995 and everyone under
30 by 2000. This is still an ambitious phasc—in ~~ 300,000 recipicnts would hit the time
limit and be required to work by the year 2000. It starts out higher but does not grow as
quickly as the House Republican bill, which could have perhaps 500,000 in the work program
by 2000,

A bill based on this phase~in would cost $8-15 billion over five years, depending on
how much we spend on other things {like child care for the working poor) and how much we
try to save from paternity establishment and other personal responsibility measures. The
House Republican bill costs $12 billion over § years —— with costs rising rapidly outside the
budget window,

We believe Senator Moynihan will look favorably on this approach, which is based in
targe part on a New Republic article written by his chief welfare aide, Paul Offner, who
suggested starting with a2 work program for everyone under 20. It also gives us a compelling
answer to Charles Murray, who wants 1o cut teen mothers off altogether; we would make
them live at home with their parents, finish school, and then go to work. Al From and Will
Marshall, who are helping draft & bill for the Mainstream Forum, are also strong proponents
of a gradual phase~in of this sort.

Obviously, you shouldn't make any decisions on the basis of this memo. We ¢an start
talking next week about the major issues you will need to think about, as well as the
budgetary and political tradeoffs involved.

But since we will soon be circulating a budget document that assumes this phase-
in, we believe It Is essential to get a good story right away (that we are considering a
phase~in that would target the next generation, give states flexibllity and time to learn
as they go, and could actually be achleved because it doesn’t break the bank).
Otherwise, Jason DeParle will write 8 nasty one next week {(Administration Slashes
Welfare Reform Plans Under Pressure from Budgef, Unlons; No End to Welfare In
Sight). We would like your permission to float this approach with Ron Brownsteln of
the Los Angeles Times, a reporter who wants welfare reform to succeed.
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WELFARE REFORM, FAMILY SUPPORT AND INDEPENDENCE

DRAFT

Members of the Working Group on Welfare Reformn, Family Support and Independence have
been working for several months o develop specific options ¢onsistent with the four themes
that the President has consistently emphasized regarding welfare reform. In working on these
issues, we have identified three issues that are particularly important: reforming versus
replacing welfare; the dilemma of single parents and child support enforcement and insurance;
and structuring & time-fimited weifare and work.

BRIEFING FOR THE PRESIDENT

I8 Ame, 1993

This memo starts by briefly summarizing the basic themes. It then outlines the three issues,
We have also attached a brief progress report on the staff issue teams that are supporting the
Working Group,

FOUR THEMES

Make Work Pay -- The critical starting point for helping people off welfare is to insure that
people who work are not poor, Two central elements are already moving forward: an
expanded Eamed Income Tax Credit (EITC), and health reform. Child care will be a critical
element as well. Qther steps designed to really make work work for low income families are
being considered. '

Dmmstically Improved Child Support Enforcement — Over half of children bomn in the US.
will spend time in 2 single parent home. The obvicus staring point for supporting these
children is to look to both parents. Only one third of single parents currently receive any
court-ordered child support 1oday. There are many changes 10 be made, ranging from paternity
establishment in the hospital 1o a central clearinghouse for ail collections and a much greater
role for the Federal government. A major question is whether to adopt or experiment with
some form of child support enforcement and Insurance.

Betier Traluing snd Support -- The Family Support Act of 1988 started 4 process of improved
employment and training services for welfare recipients. We should build on the lessons of
the JOBS program and insure that those on welfare have sccess to the gducation and training
services they need w escaps weifare. Major issues involve how 1o integrate training for
welfare mothers into the larger system of education and waining.

Trangitional Time-Limited Welfare and Work -- The ultimate goal is to make weifare truly
transitional for those who are healthy and able to work. 1f the other steps make it feasible for
single mothers to support themselves and nurture their families, then one can and should
gxpect people to find private work, or to work in some form of community or public service.
Issues of particular concern include how strict the time limit should be, nnd how much and
what kind of work can be generated for those who reach the time limis.
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The President has called for an "¢end to welfare as we know it." Most of the work
done by the working group to date is based on the notion that the gosl 15 1o find & genuine
altemnative o welfare. A major focus has been on insuning that people can adequately support
thenselves vusside of the AFDC system-~focussing on work instead of welfare. Thus there is
a heavy emphasis on non-welfare supports connected to work. A secend emphasis is on
moving people off the welfare systern as quickly as possible, rather than encouraging them to
work while on weifare, These two emphases are different from what one sees in most state
welfare reform efforts--either in their 1mpfamerrzazwrz of the JOBS program, or in their waiver
requeats for state demonstrations.

ISSUE #1: HEFORMING VERSUS REFLACING WELFARE

Under all scenarios, the working group anticipates considerable flexibility in state direction
and implementation. But ultimately we will have to face the question of how much of the
basic culture and focus will come from the federal government. The Bush administration
followsd s policy of "welfare reform through state waivers,” 2 policy which many state
officials would like to see as the centerpiece of this administration’s welfare reform. Qur
experience with recent and current waiver requests suggests that this route is unlikely 1o end
weltare a3 we kaow it State seitsufficiency-oriented welfare reforms tend to focus on
improving the JOBS program and on providing work incentives within the welfare system, in
the form of higher earnings disregards and lower benefit reduction rates Fven the most
dramatic of the state’ proposed demonstrations are not oriented to getting people off welfare
quickly and supporting them ouiside the welfare system when they work, Partly this is
because it is hard for states to envision genuine alternatives 10 the weifare sysiem, and hard
for them to develop programs--like a large-scale EITC--necessary 10 replace welfare for
substantial numbers of people.

The Working Group is operating on the zssumption that the goal is 10 genuinely transform the
welfare system while preserving a high level of stzte flexibility. Moie moderate reform
would call for expanding and enriching the JOBS program, or relying on state-generated
reform approaches. The more modaraie sirategy has the potential for genuinely improving the
welfare system. The leadership of the Working Group believe that it 15 possible and desirable
o be much bolder, to fashion an approach that focuses on quickly moving people off welfare
and liclping them stay off tirough a series of work supports. I this vould be doae, time
limits in the welfare system itself would bs much more reasonable, since we would expect
many fewer people to hit whatever time limit was imposed,

ISSUE #2: THE DILEMMA OF SINGLE PARENTS--CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
AND INSURANCE

No problem is more important or more vexing in welfare reform than that posed by the rapid
increase in single parents, especially children bom out of wedlock. Theugh diverces have
leveled off, the number of children bom 10 unmarried mothers continues o rise dramatically.
A major part of our effort must be to try and reduce ths formstion of single-parent families,
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but the gquestion remains of what one does about the single-parent families that have been
Formed,

The dilemma is straightforward: single parents are in an extremely difficult position. They
are expected to both nurture and provide for their child slone--or go onto welfare. Many
believe that some mothers, especially those with very young children and from highly
disadvantaged backgrounds, are not in a position to carry the entire burden of support, even
with policies in place to make work pay. They argue that single parents and their children
need some additional economic support to be able to fulfill their responsibilittes. Butaf
supports are offered to help protect single parents, it could appear that we are encouraging the
formation of single-parent families,

The obvious place 1o look for additional economic support is the absent parent. The current
child support enforcement system is so porous thet less than a third of absent fathers' potential
obligation is actually coliected. A dramatically improved system would bring essential
support to many single parente and is 3 major focus of welfare reform. Moreover, since
money paid to the mother comes from the father, such a system strongly reduces incentives
for fathers 1o form single-parent families,

The question is what should be done when the governroent is unable to collect money from
the absent parent due to hic ynemployment or active avoidance. One strategy would be to
create a child support enforcement and insurance system.

This element is controversial. Proponents azgue that it truly makes work feasible and
legitimizes a genuinely time-limited welfarg system. Critics see it as distracting the
government from genuine child support enforcement efforts and perhaps simply providing
weifare by another name.

A child support enforcement and insurance (CSEI} program would seck w0 both dramatically
improve child support enforcement and provide some protection o single paremts by providing
a government guaranteed minimum child support payment {say $2,000 or $3,000) even when
collections from the absent father fall below the mintmum . Minimum child suppont
payments would only be provided to custodial parents with an award in place. Moreover, any
aured <hild suppodd jgayments would be sownled as income for wellare purposes and wel{are
benefits would be reduced dollar for dollar. A woman on welfare is thus no better off, she
receives some guaraniesd child support but correspondingly less welfare. But if she went to
work, she could keep her child support. Thus the only people who would benefit from the
ensured benefit would be working single parents since unlitke welfare, the money s not lost
when people go to work.

Advocates argue that 2 CSEI plan would create a strong work incentives, make it much easier
1o leave welfare for work, and significantly increase incentives for mothers to help get awards
in place. In addition, the insured benefit could be seen as an unmet obligation of the father,
who could be legally compelied to participate in training or work programe in lien of the
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payment. It would clarify that a portion of the support for the child should be coming from
the absent father. Finally, such a systern would protect women of all economic classes, rather
than tarpeting poor single parents as welfare does,

Crnitics regard such plans skeptically. If single parents are assured a child support payment,
they worry that states will have little reason to track down payments frow fathers. This plan
has been Isbelled "welfare by another pame” because it goes to single parents and offsets
weifare payments for those who do not work.,  Some argue that 1t could encovrage the
formation of more single-parent families.

Both ¢ntics and supporters agrae that unless a plan of child support enforcement and
insurance was coupled with a radically improved child support system, and unless a
significant mgjority of custodial parents are receiving what is paid by the absent parent rather
than a minimum benefit, the minimum benefit could be perceived as a new income suppotnt
system for single parents rather than a base of protection built into the child support
enforcement systom.

ISSUE #3: STRUCTURING TIME-LIMITED WELFARE AND WORK

The principle of time-limiting weifare, of ensuring that welfare does not in fact last forever,
had enormous appeal in the campaign and resonates positively with a broad range of people,
including welfare clients, If supports for work are in place, if wo have dramatically increased
child support, and if we have improved education and traimung, then it seems reasonable o
insist that after some period of time, traditional welfare ends and some sort of work begins.
Moreover, everyone agraes there is meaningful work 1o be done: libraries are closed becauge
communities cannot afford staffs, communily organizations have dozens of ways to use new
warkers, child care programs need more help, just to name a few.

But significant questions arise: how many people can reasonably be expected to work and
how does one mount 2 massive job effort that might be needed.

The complexity of people's lives, the characteristics of the caseload, and the difficulty of
mounting a massive work program lead many 1o believe that & time limit should only be
applied to a modest portion of the caseload, at least at first. The vast majority of recipients
start welfare with a child under 3. Many kave little work oxperience. Some are il or have
sick children. Somse simply have trouble coping with their fives, Morcover, requiring work
of even half of the caseload on for more than 2 years could require the creation of 1.5 million
jobs or mote,

Inevitably critical questions involve cost and capacity, 'We would all like to see a system of
100 percent participation in work or work preparation activities by those on welfare. The x%
of welfare recipients with pre-school children could not reasonably be required 10 work if day
care wors not provided. Education and tratning services, though usually funded outside the

4
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welfare sygtem are not free, nor is capacity unlimited, Community service slots also require
investment in planning, teaching, equipment, and supervisory time.

The JOBS program cusrently spends about $800 mitlion nationwide, and enrolls sbout 7
percent of recipients. Even the best-performing states currently serve only about 15 percent
of recipients. Only in a very few places--Riverside, Californig buing the best known wasmple-
-has the JOBS program substantially affected the way the welfare gystem operates, Just
maoving all the states roward a program like Riverside would be a maror task, especially if
more mandatory work was expected, No state now relies on mandatory work for more than z

~ small proportion of clients. Attempting to reach everyone and ultimately requiring work
would thus be a gigantic leap, and an expensive one. And some worry about what will
happen to the “walking wounded” on welfare now.

A new system could be phased in, either by state or by cohort of welfare reciptents. That
would [ower the initial'¢ost and provide some time for lessons regarding the magnitude and
solutions to cost, capacity, and implementation. The chailenge will be kow to menage costs
while at the same fime being bold encugh to mest our commitment to real change.

A second big issue is the consequences of non-compliance. For a system of required
participation and work to be perceived as 2 genuine end to welfare as we know it, there
would have to ba serious pensities for non-participation. But cutrent practice includes strong
due process ;}rojectiozzs: penalties affecting adults only, and extremely low sanction rates of
any sort.

Serious consequences for non-participation are cructal 10 the integrity of a new system.
Hewever, both the moral legitmeacy and the feasibility of strict expectations and time Jimiis
on cash aid will derive from the existence of supports and epportunities to make work work.
Because all of the elements must develop together, the management of a phased-in approach
is crucially important.

It is important to realize that both the maral lepitimacy and the feasibtlity of a reasonable
strict time-limited welfare system hinge critically on the magnitude and nature of supports for
work outside the welfare system. The easier it is for pgople to support their families through
work outside of welfare, the fewer people will reach any time limit on ¢ssh aid and need 1o
be placed in public or community jobs. With a rich array of non-welfare supports -- including
the expanded EITC, child care, improved ¢hild support enforcement and perhaps ¢hild support
insurance -~ a woman sould be better off than welfare even working half tume, Half-time work
seems feasible even for mothers with very young children and those from highly distressed
backgrounds. It would also reduce the cost of child care and job crcation. Thus a final
guestion which will need to be explored is the extent 1w which spending more on supports
outside the weifare systern will reduce the need for and cost of providing work for people
who reach the end of a time-limited support program.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: BRUCE REED

SUBJECT: Background on Welfare Reform for NGA Meeting

I STATE AND LOCAIL TASK FORCE ON WELFARE REFORM

When you spoke to the NGA meeting in Washington In February, you
asked them to form a group of state and local officials to advise the
Administration on welfare reform. The group, which s chaired by Governor
Florio, consists of 14 representatives from NGA, NCSL, APWA, NACO, and the
National League of Citles.

This State and Local Task Force on Welfare Reform has met several
times with Administration officials over the last three months. In mid-July.
the 14 members reached consensus on a concept paper, which is attached.
Each of the respective organizations will take up the paper at its summer
meetings to endorse or amend it.

The task force's recommendations are in line with the themes which you
spelled out in the campaign and which are guiding the Administration's effort.
They call for a system of time-~limited cash assistance, followed by work;
tougher child support enforcement; job creation through the private sector
(including an endorsement of empowerment zones); state and local flexibility;
and incentives to reward work and family. They urge that states be allowed to
pursue state~based demonstrations and experimentation at the same time we
pursue national welfare reform.

II. UPDATE ON ADMINISTRATION WELFARE REFORM WORKING
GROUP

The Admintstration working group held its first public hearing on
August 11 in Chicage. Mayor Daley and Rep. Bobby Rush attended. The
group visited promising local programs at Cabrin) Green and elsewhere, and
heard moving testimony from welfare recipients, innovators, and activists.
{The National Organlzation of Women iried to denounce us for not including
any welfare recipients on the Interagency working group, but one member of
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the working group grew up on welfare -~ HHS Assistant Secretary for Aging
Fernandeo Torres Gll.] More public hearings are scheduled over the next two
months In Washington, D.C., Tennessee, Southern California, New Jersey, and
New York.

The working group has met with a few dozen members of Congress from
both parties, and is working closely with Congressional staff. The big issue in
Congress will be how much money to spend. The Republicans were scheduled
to announce thelr own bill, but the moderales and conservatives split over
whether to spend any money. In all likelihood, the Republicans will present a
no-cost bill. House Democrats are worried that no matter how good the plan
we introduce, moderates and conservatives will be able to strip out the
funding. We are working on a range of options, from cheap to generous.

We are still keeping open the possibility that your plan might be
introduced this year. Bul you may decide this fall that you would rather
unvell it in the State of the Union.
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BTATE AND LOCAL TAZY FORCE OF WELTARE REFORM
Concepiusl Frameavork for
Ractional Welface Refomm
FRELINTRARY WORKING DOCIMERT

FOTK: The materisl In this paper iz intended to provide a cotmon framework
for continuing discpepion awotg ths aix organizations xepressutad on the Btate
and Local Tesk Yorce on Welfare Refors, While the paper reflects the varisty
of atate, county and local concarms, sach individual organisatien 4» in the
proceas of raviswving this document which say Zeasulit in changes or sfditions
over the next aeveral veeks.

Walfare ehould bde a traneivional pregram that movas paopiz from tamporary
staintance o pelf-pufficioncy. Walfare benefitas ghould Ba Based on x setial
eontract that sets forth the responsidilities and obligationa of both the
beneficlary and the government. The goals of this temporary sssistancs
prograz should include secognition cof the essential dignity, well-Daing, and
ceaponsibiliciag of avery Anerican.

This prograx should ds & partnership between all levele of government on
behalf of thr taxpayer snd those whz are in nesd of temporary sssistencs. The
welfare progras should be structured so &8 to encourage peaningful wvork and
the move to independencs, It should revard work and & reasonadls amount of
savings, :

In sfdition o revarding zmeaningful work, the welfars progran should aeek to
pupport astable family relationships, enmsure child support collection, and
provide the nscesssry saseistance to sbiain the educationsl and Jeb »kills
necossary to long~term spifesufficiency.

Eliginiliity for other govarnment programs, such & Supplesantal Sscurity
Income and Socisl Ssourisy Disability Insurmnce, should be expanded to sasist
those for whom wvork fs net an option because of age or Sisabilizy - although
independence and self-gufficiency should znot be excluded &8 appropriste gosils
for all Americanas,

The nationsl program should de finsnced av as o ensure full fedsral funding
of any mandates and should not result In new coata or s shift of fedaral conats
to states, ceuntiea and localities. The foderal government must recognizes its
responsibilivy to provide for the long term needs of children and peraons whe
are phvsically or mentally disabled,

Assipcance, in the forsm of cash grantss, to families with ehiidren should be
evallable for a tips-linitsd periog durinmg which sctivities that are designed
0 mak2 the tranpition from welfare tc work take plsce.

These acvivities should include education, treining and support services
necessary to5  assisr  parricipants  Dbecome self-sufficient, Recelpt of
sasistance during this perisd should de conditionsd ypon ongoing complisnce
with the gocial contract. States should be granted brosd flaxibilicy in
constructing compensnts of the socisl contrazt, including requirements to
begin work before the sawisum vime s exhausted, The ongoing financisl nceds
of enlidren shall be addressed i any time limived systen.

Continued federal, atats, county snd lscal sssistance undsr the national
program beyond the tvime limired period should be depzndent on & reguiremsnt of
work or workerelated asctivities unless no  Job, community ssrvice wark
opportunity or community service placezent ia svailsble.

seurrantly the AFDC progranm
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Staves phould have the flexibility to mxtend assistance, with full fedsral
financial partizipation, for a iimited pericd beyond the fedaral atanderd on &
rasa-by-cage bapis as nseded to ensure that reciplents copplete education or
Jebetraining programs, ¢omplete crastment for aubptance abuse or other
physical or mental ispsirsents, or resolve amergency eitustions such an
hopelesgness.,

The Yarned Income Tax Credit (BITS) should ba expanded wovey time se that with
food atamps, & family of four with » full«time year round worker will be
krought to the povarty iine, Adminisrration of the RITC should be simplified,
cutrasch and eduverion to sasure full participacion should be expanded, and
worker choice ag ¢ fraguency of payment sheuld be praserved.

Parents have an obligation to suppor: thelr children,

A mors affective cthild support aystan §s a ezritical component of wvelfsse
vefore, The attached psper ouvtlinas in datel]l Task Force recommendstions on
regtructuring child suppert. The recosmendations Include Smproved federal
sollection toolw, incantives for improved states performance, child suppors
asaurance demonptrations, and loprovaments to interstate enforcamsnt.

Aok Jevelopment

. A 3Jobs are crested in the asconowy through various msang, every affort iy
neceasary to  assure that employment iz avsilable ¢ thoss meking the
transition from velfars to wvork, The privave secter, ths majer epurcs of nev
Job opportumitien, should bs encouraged to train workers and to hirs those
recipisnte - who are treined and ready to wvork., Incentives to emplcoyers to
hire, auch ap targeted tax credits and wage supplementation, should be
gnhanced,  Job develspment through ersation of eppovermant zonas  and
entarpriss communitiss should sake Jobes svailadble ¢o workers in tramsition
from welfsre, Public sgencies &2 all levels ¢f government should 1esd Wy
exampie and ascspt thelr odligation t¢ empley wvorkers in trensition from
welfare es Jobs sre developsd and, whare appropriate, governzent vendors
phould bring workers in transition int¢ their wverk fores,

All Americans should de productive megders of their community., There are
various wvays $¢ athisve this goal. The preferrsd meann iz through private
sectoy, uneubsidized woerk in business or the nen-profit secster, Other
aiternatives {n priority order incliude: unsubsidized pudlic  sactor
amployment; auwdeidized jJobe; grant fiversisn; workisg off the welfare grang;

Covzunity service work copportunities ahouwld be developed and managsd through
the existing Infrestrusture on the federal, otate, county, and local levels,
Feciplente should be placed in Joda that attend to the public good, such ax in
schosl aystens, pudlic works dspartments, acclal service agencles, and heslth
cara and ghild care fscilities, JRvery effort should Ba mads te plate the
persen in a poxition that hasx a rejationship to thelr sducstional and job
training skilis and can, therefors, st as a ussful stepping stone to privacs
88CLOT emPloymsat. '
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State and Jocsl governments should heve the flexibilivy to otilize aome
portisn of thelir fundes for community sarvics to provide short-term wubsidies
ts ssoure ths transition of pacple into private sector employment,

+Child Care: The shortage of affordable, svalladle and guality ¢hild care
in the nation 18 a probdles for wvorking families with children at all income
lavein. Thia is a probler that i no lsss a Burden on thoas whe want to sveld
walfara and thoss whe vant to laave weifare, The feders]l govarament should
formulats a3 child care finanzial suppors policy whick applies to ald
Americens. In addition, the faderal government sheuld 1ifc  ragulatery
barrisrs and allow states discretion to coerdinats, consclidate and combine
child cars nosistance adninistratively {nto one program. The Depandent Qare
Tax Cradit should be made refundable to asaist lov income working familiea
with the ¢togte ©f child carse, Other 'solutions Inciude expansicn of
trangitional ehild care for up to two years, incrassed support for at-risk
child cares, incentives and training to expsnd famlly day care, expanalion of
Head 3tart sand yesr round schosl, Theor solutions have the asdded benefit of
being opportunitiss for esplovment for thoess In transition frem walfarse to
work.,

«Hoalth Care: Access to quality, sffordshle health tare for all Amarizans
{s esnential to enahle & persen to make » parpanent transivien from welfare to
vork., Assurance ¢f health care ¢overege ourside the welfare syster can
pravant entry intc the gyatem f57 some and enadble sthers who lesve velfars for
Jobs to do se withour Jloxs of heslth benefits. Fending davelopoent and
iplementation of natfonal health care reform, health care ahould bde made
avallables te thoge in transition frow wvelfars to work without regard to
participation In other ssalstance programs at feos based on a aliding scale
reflecting family income,

+sTransportation’ In many areas of the country transpertation 49 a
significant barrier to exployment. Maxy workers are unshbis to travel e
gvailable doba Derasuse they do not have relisble transpertation. Raising
aspet limivs vould snadle pome $9 own cars 6 they could get to Joda. States,
countiss and locslities should xiad be entouraged and asasisted 1o toordinste
uae of exiating transportaticn {e.g. school Busan; vans for tranaportation of
the eiderly sné disapled).

+Jubsidized Housing: For many familizs the zost of unsubpidized bhousing
exceeds the amount of cash assigtanze they resceive, Othar fawmiliss rely on
sudbsidizes houging for ahelter, housing for which they are aligidle based on
thelr fazl)y income. In order for thess fssilles to move from welfare to
work, they need 2o be able to remaln in subsidized Roveing for some pericd of
time until thelr earnings &re Xigh enough to enadle them to pay for
ansubsidized housing. Eligibility for ouvbsidized |lhousing ehould tba
coordineted with oligibility for othsr uziumca ProgrAmS 80 AR e ensurs
that werk is Finansisily revarded,

Workplace sdjuntmens: This aggistance must continus as an eligible
pregran te pest the nesds of peceple unfamiliar with the work environsent,
Help should be provided in learning and dealing with vorkplace requirements
such as hours and punctuvalisy, leava, appropriate droes, apeeth, relstiomabips
vith eow-wsrkers and supervisers, and smploymant and lador rules, for sxample.
The objestive is te enable pecple to make the transivion from s Sepandent
lifaatyle to a melf~-ayfficient 1{fe vithin & work envirsnment.
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Family and individual coumselling, pear suppert groups, Rmantoring, and
ctkar needed family supporta Theses programs should be malintained throughout
the transition from welfarfe st work.

" Praeram Cecrdipatian

The effective delivery of aservices and bdenafita will require Dettar
conrdination and integratios. [Paderal sducetion, housing, Nbealth snd humsn
servicos, lsber and sgricslcure sgencies should remeve barriers snd

gonsolidate and stendardiss langusge, programs and requirements. States and
lecalities should be glven greatear flaxibilizy in the uze of sxisting programs.

Jrpnritien

Pending the sdoption of s new oFf reformed national welfare program, the
federal governpent shoulds

. incraase federal funding for the JOBS program, modify stats mastching
requirenenta, and allov etates to nagoriate performance tsrgete thsé
refieet their econegic conditions and the prioviciens likely to be
astablished under & refornm program. Thess porformance targets should
replace exiating weekly, hourly ané annual participstion regquirements.

s alliow atates adfivional flexibility in the dsaign of cash assistance
prograxs through modifieation of atate plans rather than waivers,
tncluding dut not limited to:

~w  grimination of ths 100 hour rule and the JOB3 20 houyr
ruie;

-=  gxrenedion of eligibilicy to a1l families with ¢hildren;
~~  the cash~out of food stamp banefits;

-~ intressing the asset limit, especially regarding the
permisasble value of vehicles;

-=  disregarding the income of stepparsnte in caleulating
{ncome and silgibilicy; ‘

~  converting welfarr benefivs vo wages for grent diverslon eor
sther vork in exchange for welfare progravs;

== expansicn of wsrned income disrexsrds; and

«=  axtension of support servizes to families umtil they reach
aconemic seif-sufficlengy.

’ silov varicus svalustion metheds te be used in 1feu of contrs] groups,
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There iz broad support for meving sabead expeditiously with national welfars
raform. As the fedéral govarmment moves forvard with & naticmal program,
states ahould be ancouraged and permittad to puraue statea-besed wvelfare reform
programs aggressively and to pove forvard on dsmonsgrationa,

States, coumsies and loealitles which ara abie and willing to move quickly on
the Implesantation ¢f welfare reform should be encoursgad to de a9,
Appropriste incentives, technical assistsnce and programmstic support should
be offeved to them, Yor statas which nased a longar time to {mplemant the nev
ayates, tha fadersl role ghould be one of fasilitszing the transicion with
targatted technlical asplatance and support.

Rfficientiyv-mansged prograss reguire investment in technology and trsining,
The fedaral governmeant pust maintaln $ts leve]l of inveatzent in this necessary
infragtrueture in order to athievs welfare refore. Federal roquiraments
régarding the process o2 seguisition of téchnology designed o support welfars
vefore should de simplifisd amd axpedived.

L2 A
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STATE AND LOCAL TASK FORCZ ON WELFARZ RETORM
£hild Suppurt Bnforcement
PRZLIMINARY WORKING DOCUMERT

BOTE: The material in this paper is intended to provide & common framework
for cestinuing diszusaion smong tha slx srganisstions represented oo the State
and Local Tesk Yoree on Welfare Reform. While 1t reflects the varlety of
state, county and local concerns, wsch individoal organisation 18 dn the
procens of raviewing this documemt which may result in changes or sddiviona
oprer the next seyersl woeks,

The Taazk Porce believss that & more sffective c¢hild asuppors system {5 2
erit{cal componspt of welfars refors. Both custedial and noen-custodisl
parents pust ancept primary responaibilisy for the support of thair chiidren.

The current ehild support enforcemsnt system i» not vorking very well. States
do not have the fople 2y the ressurcas £o& rus » good pystem. Just 38X of
aligirnie women have orders and only half colleet the full amount. IThia pesns
that over 70% of mothers entitled to ¢hild suppert eithar lack support orders
4y 4o not receivs the full spount due under much ordéers.

Staten, sounties and Jocalfties Rave continusd to make ixprovements in the
gatablisghment of psternity and support orders and in the collect{on of
suppert, In particular, the Family Suppert Act of 1988 mads important
improvexents to the child support system, Hovever, the statistical dats
showing large srrearages and substantial differences in performance among
atetes suggents that cellectionk can be increomeed further with broader use of
ths more suczessful techmigues, In sddition, there are significent prodlesy
in the interatats enforcsment ol pupport obligations and there are arsss vhere
additional Tederal support could increase the sffepstiveners &7 state sfforts.

Whils wve believa that It is Important that a1l states move to & sore effective
thild support system, there is mot yst connansus smong Tapk FPorcs memders s
ts whether new faderal mandstes should be coneidersd. The satadlishment and
enfozrcemant of support shligations are a central part of family lavw, xn ares
long within the purview of state government. Similarly many of ths proposed
. enforcenent techniques reguire changes in licensing, Snsursnce regulstion, and
commercial law; areza again long under state purvievw. Ax s result, gany Task
Force members continue te opposs additionsl procems-orisnted mandates at this
time.

¥e would suggest thet cenelderavion of federal scrfon to improve child support
gnforcement foeus on the following aress:

State governments need asceas to IRS data,
IRS eoliiection todls should ba &?&11!b1!‘f5 the atates,
Support obligationas should Se reported on o modifisd Wi form,

Ezployerw should be rsguirsd to report new hires to state agencies vis the
godified wW-4 form,


http:thtth.er
http:neroa.ed
http:reprel.tn

Jie 19 gz

@2:45PM NAT 'L GOVERNORS *ASSCCISTION ‘ Pasl

-

A natiomal registyy ©f nav hires shonid b? saintsined.

A federal regiatry ¢ support orders ahould be estsdlighed and msintained.

A petional computer data base of locatar information shouid bBe satablished
and zaintained.

Yaderal zasoursss should support affective child support enforcazant.

Incentiven akould Be svailsble to the states for the guccessful cempletion
of perfeormance outcomes. Incentive funds should be sarmarked for prograsa
that gerva children,

Arasp of performance might include some of the fullowing:

*eptablishing pateraity

A state eatallishen & gyntes to veluntarily ostablish
paternity and schievay {mprovementa in this area.

wgmaiication of aati&nal thild suppsrr atandards

A nstionsl commission with s strong state, county and local fole
should be estadblished by Congreas to develop national standards
for thild support orders, Incentives that induce states

to achieve natlional standarda sre recopmended,

Fodersl legislation should require ERISA plans to conform
te state law and reguiaticns regarding svailabiiity of
medival suppoert,

In the svan: national guidelines sre eatablished prior
L0 paessge of univeraal access ¢¢ haalth care, those
guldeiines vould have to include prevision for medical
suppert, including rezaonable limits on the addiclional
costs they would e borne by the adbsent parent.

*improving tollections of ¢hild support

Btstes, counties end localitiex should recefve {ncentive
payments for reaching cersain levels of collectisns agraed upon
in advernce. This could be scsompifahed through sdvaraely
affacsing licanaes 2nt¢réictin& lump aun payments, and raporcing
to tredit agencien,

teimeliness of interstate collactions

*processing times at key decipion peints

*anount Or percent ¢f support cellected

*eatadliohment of mediation servicss that rasolve vigitation
-1 T I
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Krandards should be developed in consultation with the states, counties snd
locaiitiae. They should Be bazed on actukl levels of achlievad performence and
should b2 tailored to individusl etate conditlons. At lakar initixily, the
somphaain should be on {mprovement rather than an arbivrary tsrget.

4

While thera is atrong evidencs €0 auppsrt the affectivonang of s varissy
of anforcement toole, this dats 18 often fragmsnted snd 18 not dssigned o
sffectively Anaver qusetions adbout cost/benefit in speeific circumstances
pr to allow for the careful svaluation of alternative approaches to &
similar goal. More complete dats and sdditionsl research on mpacific
anfsreament tools would bath sncourage astion st the stste lavel and
fmprove declision making.

Ths federa) governsent should expend ita dats collection and reasaxed
capacity and work cooperativaly with the states o develop prioritiee for
futurs resesrch,

The exioting regquirementa for panzpement Information s=mystems Jhave
developed ovar an extended period of time, In some zaage it appears thay
reguired matches betuveen and smong syatems Say Bs duplicative, Jn sther
RE0CF the systems may not provide access to the full ranss of avalladie

information.

The fedaral govarnment ghould, in covperation with the states, wundertake &
comprohenaive review of the amanageszent informeation neads of the program
and devsalop rscommendations both for thz reguired 4interfaces dstwenn aTats
syotems and federal and ststes data bases, and for the nesded interfacan
apong the stese sysisms themselves.

drm t e

It is recemzended that ths audit procsas be changsd from process-oriented
to suttome~prianted performance mexgures,

The federal Dffice of Child Suppore Enforzement should conduct 2 study on
pinious siaffing stsadards,

Ieghnigal Asalgtance and Suppols

Addivional technical agsistance from the federal governmsnt to the states,
countise and localities 1s needsd. Technlcsl ssaistance muet go deyand
maraly telling etstas snd localivtias vhat they should do, Effsstive
technical assiztance requires an underatanding of good practice and the
sbilicy to work with the atatezs and localicies to help decisionmakers
underatand the Yenefits ofF push practizes and to help taller those
prastices vo the political and adminlstrative conditions of esch stats,
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One-third eof child wupport enforcement casez raguire  intsrstate
collisction., Federal legislation should be enscted oo adopt unifors interstats

ehild support enforcement procedures t& Assurd that exild support orders are
enforced uniformly throughout the natiom,

Assiptan

Examine eligibility for Job training and other services degigned %o
improve esrning cepscity,

Consider eliminetion of disincentives to marriags, particulsrly for
tgenage parents,

In eddition, we s& mational srpanizations urge gtates o continue to svaluate

end implement the Droad zange of estadblishment and enforcement tools nov in
cparation scross the nation,
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WELFARE REFORM, FANILY SUPPORY AND INDEPENDENCE
BRIEPING FOR THE PRESIDENT: OUTLINE

1. Background on working group: when announced, membership,
timetable, that it’s been working. (one paragraph)

2. Themes guiding the working group deliberations: making work
pay, child support enforcement, investments in preparing for
work, welfare shouldn’t last forever; important role for
states in designing and implementing programs; reascnable
but not zero costs., Group is committed f£o fulfilling the
president’s promise to "end welfare ag we know it®  {though
not necessarily immediately. (one page}

The working group expects to have a full proposal in September,
which will lay out all the optiong arcund a comprehensive welfare
reform., Today want to lay cut two lssues which are crucial to
the plan. We’re not ready to make recommendations or ask for
guidance on them today; mostly want to explore them.

3. Issue #1: The Dilemma of Single Parents. ’(ﬁavid and Bruce
present} {two pages}

Probliem: Vast bulk of the welfare caseload are single
parents. Educational and work experience disadvantages.
Hard to work enough to get the family above poverty.

Fart of the solutieon: better child sunport enforcement:
Child support enforcement record not very good., Lots of
potential for increased collections out there. We will have
& nunmber of proposals to dramatically improve awards and
enforcement. But not all absent parents are responsible
workers. Bound to be some irregularity and low payments.
about x percent of single parents, the nost disadvantaged,
are likely to be stuck without ability to support their
families off welfare.

solution: child support insur

pr1n61plem How it would work to supplamaﬁtﬁxncoma. ¥hy
it*s not likely to ceost all that much,

Problems with the child support insurance concept:

Incentives or lack thereof for anforcement. Incentives or
lack thereof for single parent family formation. Posszible
alternatives.

4. ITssue #2: Btructuring transitionsl welfare. (Mary Jo and
Judy G. present) {two pages)

' prLonlen How 40 we structure 2 transitional welfare
pragram that has real requirements and time limits, real
opportunities o make the time limits reasonable, doesn’t




cost a fortung and is possible to administer,

Backaground: Welfare caseload is very diverse. Currently
lots of peopls stay on welfare more than two years. Lots of
pecple leave welfare only to come back pretty quickly,
Current programs have positive but nodest successes.

Model 1: Riverside. Riverside provides a model for
seriocus, employment oriented participation reguirements,

with the amount of education and training limited, followed
by CWEP after a limited period of time., Advantages: bulilds
on JOBS program; we have experience doing it; it has proven
benefits. (uestion: Does this repregent an end to welfare
as we know 1t? Won’t a lot of people end up in CWEP, and is
that a good thing?

Hodel 2: A new three part program. We structure a new
program with three parts: very short transitional
assistance; a period of "investment assistance" with
opportunitlies or reguirements for educations, training etc.
After a period of time, people move off the program into
somethings genuinely different, preferably a private secotr
job, perhaps supported by the EITC, sogial supports ete.
Lots of effort put into keeping people in jobs and helping
them to get new ones when they loss thelr first job by DOL,
new agency, or saparate unit of welfare agency; agensy has
akility to provide short term assistance t¢ keep people fron
going bkack to the welfare roles. For people who really can't
get private gector jobs, agency can provide a limited number
of PSE slots and has CWEP placements available for those who
are left. Limit the number of PSE slots since they’re very
expensive. Advantage: comes closer to ending welfare as we
know it; takes advantage of fact that lots of people go off
welfare only to come back on. Question: can it be done?

Constraints on either approach. dCosts of day care,
especially if we’re requirint 100 percent no—-exemptions
participation; cost of creating PSE and day care slots;
capacity of education and training systems; capacity of
overall system to handle vastly increased numbers of
participants.

Dhwviously not all these dilemmas need to be resolved once for all
at the national lsvel. For reasons of both cost and capacity,
may want to phase in over time and/or start with some substantial
state demonstrations, Can start doing some things through the
current waiver process if we manage that more assertively and
selectively relax cost neutrality.



