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The President sent the following letter today to Senate Majonty Leader Bob Dole and
Senate Democranic Legder Tom Daschle in support of the "Work First® weifare reform bill.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINCGTON

September 6, 1998

Dear Mr. Leader:

I am glad the Senate has finally come to this important debate
on waelfare reform. The Anmerican people have waited a long time for
this., We owe it to the people who sent us here not. to let this

opportunity slip away by doing the wrong thing or by failing to act
ab all.

Over the last twe and a half years, nmy Administration has
aggressively pursued welfare reform at every turn. We proposed
sweeping velfare reform legislation to impose time limits and work
reguiresents and promote the values of work, responsibility, and
family. %We have put tough child support enforvement at the center
of the national welfare reform debate: My Administration collected
a record level of c¢hild support in 1993 ~- $9 billion -— and I
sigrned a far-reaching Executive Order to crack down on federal
semployees who owe child support.

We have put the country on the road to ending welfare as we
know it, by approving welfare reform experiments in a record 34
states. Through these experiments, 7 million recipients around the
‘country are nov being reguired to work, pay child support, live at
 home and stay in school, sign a perscnal responsibllity contract,
or earn a paycheck from a business that uses monay that was spent
on food stamp and welfare benafits to subsidize private sector
jebs. Today, my Administration is granting two more waivers to
expand successful state experiments in Chio, which rewards teen
mothers who stay in school and sanctions those who don’t, and in
Florida, which requires welfare recipients to ge to work: as. as
condition' of their benefits and provides child care when they do.

I'am confident that what we’re doing to reform welfare around
the country is helping to instill the values all Americans share.
Now we need. t¢ pass a welfare reform bill that ends the current
welfare system altogether and replaces it with one that puts work,
responsibllity, and family first.

That is why I strongly support and urge you to pass the
welfare reform bill sponsored by Senators Daschle, Breaux, and
Mikulski that is before the Senate today. Instead of maintaining
<the current broken system which undermines our basic values, the
Dagschle-Breaux-Mikulski plan demands responsibility and requires
people to work. The Work First bill will cut the budget by moving
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people to work, not by asking states to handle more problems with
less money and shipping state and local taxpayers the bill.

I support the Work Fiyst plan becauss welfare reform is first
~and foremost about work. We should impose -time 1imits and tough

work regquirements, and make sure that people get the child care
they need to go to work. We should reward states for putting
pecple to work, not for cutting people off. We will only end

welfare as we kncw it if we succeed in moving people from waelfare
to work.

Welfare reforw is also about family. That means tha foughest
possible c¢hild support anforcement, bacause people who bring
children into this warld should take responsibility for them, not
just walk away. It alsc means requiring teen mothers to live at
home, stay in school, and turn their lives around ~- not punishing
children for. the mistakes of their parents.

?inally, wvelfare refors must be about responsibility. States
have a responsibility to maintain their cwn efforts to move people
from welfare to work, so that we can have a race to indepgndence,
net a race to the battom. Individuals have a responsibility to
work in return for the help they receive. The days of something
for nothing are over. It is time to make waelfare a setond chance,
and responsibility a way of life.

We have a ways to go in this welfare reform debate, but we
have made progress. I have always sought to make welfare reform a
bipartisan igsue. The dignity of work, the bond of family, and the
virtue of responsibility are not Republican values or Democratic
values. They are American values ~- and no child in America should
ever have to grow up without them.  We can work toward a welfare

reform agreement together, as long as we remember the values this
debate is really about.

The attached Statament of Admxnlstratian Policy spe11$ out By
views on the pending legislation in ﬁurthar datail.

Sincerely,
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The Honorakle Bodb Dole
Maiority Leadey

United States Senate
Washington, R.C. 20510
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUOGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

August 5, 18%5
{Senate)

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

(THIS STATEMENT HAS BEAN CODRDINATED 8Y OMB wirit THE CONCERNED AGRNCIES.)

(ne:ae (R} Ksa.nd:ncoaponsam) N

The Administration opposes S. 1120 in its current form because it
falls short of the central goal of real welfare reform -- moving
people from welfare to work. The Administration strongly
supports enactment of real and effective welfare reform that
promotes the basic values of work and responsibility. The
Administration, therefore, strongly supports 5. 1117, the
Daschle-Breaux-Mikulski substitute, which meets these objectives.

Over the past two and a half years, the President has been
fighting for the basic principles of work and responsibility.
Last year, the President propused a sweeaping walfare reform
package that would: establish tough work requirements while-
providing child care for working people; impose tough child
support enforcement measures; reguire teen mothers to live at-
home, stay in school, and identify their child’s father; increase
State flexibility and accountability; and provide basic
protections for children. His economic plan expanded the earned

income tax ¢redit, which rewarded work over welfare and cut taxes
for 15 million working families.

Last February, the President issued an Executive Order %o ar&ck
down on Federal employees who owe child support. The
Administration also has approved welfare reform experiments in 32.
States. and has pledged fast-track approval for osther State-
demonstrations that pursuas specified reform strategies. Such,
strategies include: {1) strengthening work requirements.backed
with child care; (2} limiting recipients’ duration on welfars and
cutting off people whe refuse to work; (3} making parents pay
child support or go to work; (4) requiring mothers who are uminors
to live at home and stay in school; and (5) using welfare and
Food Stamp benefits as subsidies for employers who hire welfare
recipients. The President has also directed that Federal
regulations be changed to ensure that welfare recipients who
refuse to work do not receive increased Food Stamp benafits to
vffset the decreases made in their welfare checks.



The welfare reform debate has ceme a long way in certain key
argas since this Congress first took up the isgue. Not so long
age, some in Congress were promoting orphanages as the solution
to out-of-wedlock teen births. Now, 5. 1120 includes provisions
from the President’s proposal requiring mothers who are ainors to
iive at home and stay in school. Earlier this year, some in
congress wanted toe exclude child support enforcement from the
velfare reform debate. Now, there is bipartisan agreement on the
toughest ¢hild support enforcement proposal ever, and both the
House-passed H.B. 4 and 8. 1120 include the President’s major
child support enforcement provisions., In additien, 5. 1120
sdopts the Adminigstration’s pogition that child protection
programs for apused children must be protected and includes an
important provision from the President's welfare reform plan
requiring welfare recipients to sign personal responsibility
contracts as a condition of assistance. ,

The key to successful welfare reform is moving people from
waelfare to werk. £. 1120, howaver, does not put work first. It
does not provide the level of child care resources necessary to
support the imposition of tough work requirements. Indeed, it
repeals critical child care programns now serving 640,000
children. It does not provide incentives for States te promote
work. Instead, by allowing States to no longexr contribute any of
their own resocurces, the bill gives States an incentive to throw
paople off the welfare rolls rather than put them to work. It
further undermines the goal of reguiring work by shifting an .
anormous cost burden to States and localitiss and putting them at
even greater rigk during an economic downturn. No safeguards are
provided for children whose families lose assigtance threough no
fault of their own. More families may have to make do with less
feod on the table, if States aopt for a.Food Stamp block grant and
then spend Foad Stamp block grant funds on other programs.
Finally, House and Senate Republican plans cut low~income
programs too deeply, compromising their ability to protect.
children and promote work. The Administration supports reall
reform that-saves taxpayer dollars' by promoting: independence.se- |
moving people off welfare rolls-and into work -- not by simply-

sending the welfare problem to the States with more mandates.and
iess money.

The Administration's most significant concerns are discussed
below. As the Administration continues its review of 5. 1120, it
may identify other troublesome issuas and will work with Congress
to address those caoncerns as well.

Moving Paople from Welfare tg Work

Welfare reform will succeed only if its central gaaz is work.
Work has always been a2t the heart of the President’s approach to
welfare reform. Work has prov;d&d the foundation for the walfare
reform waivers the Administration has granted, including



innovative welfare-to-work programs in Oregon, lowa, and dozens
of other States. If a welfare systew is to provide work-based
incentives for States and welfare recipients, adeguate resocurces
for child care, training, and work must be available. State
bursaucracies have to be rewarded for getting people into the

workforce or preparing them to enter the workforce -- not for
cutting them from the rolls.

E@Lﬁﬁ;gng”gggn. 5. 1120 wauld naxth&r raquire hor
gncourage States to contribute rescurces to walfare reform.
Many States could be expected to withdraw their own funds,
cut banefits, purge large numbers of currant recipiéents from
the rolls, and avoid the burden of helping people becone
self-sufficient. In sum, there is a real danger that States
would "race to the bottom® to save State dollars oxr to dater
migrants from othar States.

It makes no aensa to dany child aara te pecgla tryxng t&
laave welfare and to working people who are trying to stay
off welfare. By aggregating funding for cash benefits,
child care, and employment assistance intoc one block grant
and cutting it across~the~board, S. 1120 provides no
guarantee that States will put any money into child care and
work programs that move people off welfare. Tha
Administration recommends that the bill be modified to:

{1) fund employment and child care for welfare recipients
separataly from cash benefits; and (2) ensure that people
whm can wark, do au, and hava the ch&}d care when thay de,
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statas an incentiva to save mﬂnay by thrcwznq paople off " the
rolls. To change the culture of weifare, the bill should be
nodified to reward success instead of the status gue. The -
Administration supports a performance honus that would foous
the welfare hureaucracy and recipients on the central goal
of moving from welfare to work.

' 'ggt pecpie © 'g'x'gg ;ggt 3 of 4 4
g;§§. In contrast to current fuﬁdlnq meahanzsma, fundzng
for temporary assistance to needy families under $. 1120



would not adjust adequately to cushion the xmpaat of
unemployment and eccnomic stagnation. States in recession
would encountar reduced revenuas and increased caseloads,

$. 1120 would provide a "rainy day" loan fund that would
allow States to korrow additional money during economic
downturns. In addition, extra funding would be available to
States projected te have high population growth that meet
certain oriteria. fThere iz no guarantee, however, that the
finite amount that such States receive will be adeguate.

And 1f thera is population growth in a majority of States,
each will get a diminished share of the fixed dollars. The
Adaministration recommends that the bill be changed to adijust
for shifts in economic condition and population.

nining

The training provisions in §. 1120 include the consoclidation of
approximately 90 training programs. Given the need to build a
comprenensive workforce development system to serve all Americans
and the concerns expressed below, the Administration bellieves it
is inappropriate to consider these provisions in the context of
. welfare reform legislation. Of paramount concern is the bill’s
insufficient funding for the consoclidated programs. While the
President’s FY 1996 budget proposes to increass funding for
training by $1 billion over FY 1995, §. 1120 would cut funding by
15 percent. Mot only is the plan's funding insufficient for the
Nation's workforce needs as a whole, the consolidation of these
programs means that billions of dollars less will be available to

help people stay off welfare and to help others transition from
welfare to work. '

In addition, S. 1120 would not ensure proper accountability for
$8.2 billion in Federal training and vocational education funds.
If the bhill were adopted, the Federal Government could not assure
taxpayars that States were spending Federal funds to achieve the
national qaals of improéving workers' skills, facilitating
individuals' transition from school”te work, and halping sevarely
disadvantaged pesple anter the sducation and work mainstream.

Unlike the President’'s job training propusal, $. 1120 would not
require the use of skill grants for adult training. Thus, there
would ba né guarantee that training resources would be put
directly into the hands of dislocated workerg and low-income
adults, so that they could make inforped training choices. Other
concerns about 8. 1120 inciude its: (1) fallure to target ,
resourcaes on these most in need; (2) devolution of the guccessful
Job Corps program to the States; (3) elimination of the Summer
Jobs, Trade Adijustment Assistance {(TAA and NAFTA-TAA) training,
Employment Service, and Senior Community Service Employment
programs; {4) failure to assure permanent local workforce
development boards with authority for lecal decision-making;

{5) fallure to provide & naticnal reserve to ald vicdtims of mass
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layoffs and national disasters and for other purposes; and
{6} creation of a complex new bureaucracy under the direction of

a part-time board with uncertain accountability as the Federal
governance structure.

In addition, the Administration supports the deletion of the
provision in S. 1120 that modifies Davis~Bacon labor standards
protections. - Overall, Davis-Bacon reform is the appropriate

avenue for addressing what changes should be made to Davis-Bacon
regquirements.

Brotecting Children

Reduced spending for low-income programs is possible while still
protecting the most valnerable. %The Administration has proposed
$38 billion in carefully tailored cuts for certain welfare
programs over seven years; nowaver, the magnitude of the cuts
agssumed in the congressional budget resolution -— approximately
$110 billion over saven years -~ compromises the ability of these
programs teo protect children and promete work. This is
exacerbatad by the absence of maintenance-of-sffort requirements
on the States. It is not realistic to expect the States to
compensate for the reduced Federal spending from thair own
revenues, Many will ultimately pass on the drastic cuts to
children and families, who will endure future cuts or even losses
in benefit eligibility. ‘The proposal also eliminates benefits
for approximately four million children even 1f their parents
have done everything possible to find work.

The Administration supports the retention of Supplemental
Security Incoms (881} cash benefits for eligible children
provided by S. 1120. Tha plan, however, would apparently deny
55T benefits to more than 370,000 disabled children over ths next
five years. In addition, the bill would esgtablish a mandatory
five-year cut off of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
without regard to their clrcumstances. The bill would not.
provide any protaction for children whan their parents are.unable
to work due to illness, digability, the need to care for a- ™ '
disahled child, or high local unesployment. The Administration
believes that such provisions are unduly harsh.

Ereserving the Healt}

The Adninistration is pleased that S. 1120 includes a number of
provisions proposed by the Department of Agriculture to combat
Food Stamp fraud. The Administration, however, opposes the
Repuklican leadership plan to include an opticnal Food Stamp
block grant. Providing the option of a Food Stamp block grant in
its current form jecpardizes getting food to people who need it.
It would sever the 1lnk Lhetween Food Stamps and nutrition;
elinminate the program’s economic responsiveness; end national
eligibility and benefit standards; and ultimately divert support



away from food. The bill requires only 75 parcant of the block
grant funds to go to food assistance, a provision that could
divert $23 billion worth of food from children and families over
the next five years. FPFurthermore, any State that exercises the
block grant option will see its food agsistance decline
dramatically in the event of recession or population growth. The
block grant cption would threaten the national nutritional
framework that has successfully narrowed the gap between the
diets of low-income and other families,

The Administration is concerned about the severity of the cuts to
the Food Stamp program in S. 1120. The Administration supports
requiring Food Stamp recipients without children to go to work or
train for work in return for their assistance. 8. 1120 doas not
provide States with the resources toe accomplish this goal.

Rather than promoting work, the plan simply cuts a hole in the
nutrition safety net.

$. 1120 should support fair treatment for legal immigrants. The
Administration supports tightening sponsorship and eligibility
rules for non-citizens and requiring sponsors of legal immigrants
to baar greater responsibility for those whom they encourage to
enter the Unlted States. The Administration, however, strongly
oppoeses the Republican leadership billfa unilateral application
of new eligibility and deenming provisions to current recipients,
incluéinq the disabled who ars exampted under current law.
{(“Deening” iz the raquzramenﬁ that sponsors’ income be counted
when deternining immigrants’ eligibility for benefits.} The
Administration also is dseply concerned about the bill’s
application of deeming provisions to Medicaid and other programs
where deeming would adversely affect public health and welfare.

zaohlawBresyy

The Senate has the chance to enact real bi-partisan welfarae
raform. The Administration strongly supports 8. 1117, the-
welfare reform proposal offered by Senators Daschle, Breaux, and
Mikulski. Instead of maintaining the current welfare system -«
which undermines our basic values of work, responsibility, and
family ---this plan sends people to work so they can earn a
paycheck, not a welfare check. Unlike 8. 1120 and the House-
passed H.R. 4, this proposal provides the child care for those
transitioning from welfare to work and for those trying to aveid
welfare in the first place. It holds State bureaucracies
accountable for real results, and rewards them for putting people
to work, not just removing people from the welfare rolls. It
saves meney by mnoving people to work, not by expecting the States
to handle more problems with less money. It allows these
programs to respond automatically to recessions, population
growth, inflation, and other demographic changes. .The



7

Adninistration urges Congress to agree on a bipartisan bill that
addresses these critical elements of real welfare reform.

Pay~-As-You~Go Scoring

S. 1120 would affect direct spending and receipts; therefore, it
is subject to the pay-as-you-go requirement of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1990. The Cffice of Management and
Budget's scoring estimate is currently under development.
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October 6, 1995

Dear [Blair House Participant}:

Eight months ago, we camgc together at Blair House in an honest cffort to fipd
common ground on an issue upon which most Americans have long agreed: the need to
reform our broken welfare system. Leaders from both parties and all levels of government
put a host of innovative solutions on the table, and agreed that whatever elsc we do, we must
first restore the values of work, responsibility, and family.

The welfare reform debate in Washington has come a long way since we met. Our
working scssion at Blair House produced an overwhelming consensus from both parties and
all levels of .government on the need for the toughest possible child support enforcement
nationwide. That consensus helped spur the House and Senate to adopt every major child
support enforcoment measure from my administration's welfare reform plan.

Similarly, when we met, some on the far right were dcman‘ding that we saddle the

states with extremist mandates, cven orpbanages, as part of welfare reform. But in the

months since, a broad, bipartisan coalition -~ from Republican and Democratic governors to
the Catholic Church -~ has proclaimed an American consensus that it is wrong o punish
children for their parents’ mistakes,

Last month, a sweeping bipartisan majority in the United States Senate passed a
welfare reform bill that reflects much of the common ground we found at Blalr House, As
the House and Scnate meet to reconcile their differences on welfare reform in the coming
weeks, 1 hope you will speak out on the basic values of work, responsibility, and family that
we discussed in January, As somcone who cares deeply about this issue, you know that we
have an unprecedented opportunity to reform our broken welfare system, and an awesome
responsibility to do right by our nation's children.

I have worked on this issuc for 15 years. No one in America believes more deeply
than 1 do that the current broken systent is an affront to the taxpayers who pay for it and the
people who are trapped on it. So if Congress can agree on a bipartisan bill that is tough on
work and fair to children, we'll have real welfare reform and the nation will be better for it.
But it me be clean: i Congress walks away from this bipartisan common ground and sends
me a bill that is weak on work and tough on children, it will kill welfare reform, and 1 will
be forced to continue to ond welfare through the wajver process, one state at a time, until
Congress gots it right

There is now an overwhelming bipartisan consensus across America that real welfare
reform is first and foremost about work. We will enly complete this historic mission to end
weltfare as we know i if we succeed 1n moving people from welfare 1o work, That means
imposing time limits and tough wortk reguircments, making sure people get the child care they
need to go to work, and rewarding. states and holding them accountable for their cfffms to put
people to work, not for cutting people off.



There is also an overwhelming bipartisan consensus that welfare reform should not
punish children. Across the country, Republican and Democratic governors agree that we
must demand responsibility from young mothers and young fathers, not punish children for
their parenis’ mistakes, Likewise, the American people know that ending welfare 1s not about
walking away from abused children or taking away poor children's school lunch.

We have made great strides together in this welfare reform debate, and [ am confident
that we can put politics aside and achieve an historic bipartisan agreement. We have come
wo far to ot the American people down. Together, we can give them a government that
honors their values, by making welfare a second chance and responsibility a way of life.

Sincerely,

Bill Clinton



September 28, 1995

Dear Conferee:

I want to commend you for being numed to this historic conference on welfare reform.
In the coming weeks, we have an unprecedented opportunity to reform our broken welfare
system, and an awesome responsibility to do nght by our nation's children. We owe it 10 the
American people to put politics aside and get the job done right.

As you prepare for conference, I will send you 2 Statement of Administration Policy
that lays out my views on the House and Scnate~passed bills in more detail. In essence, |
believe our common aim should be very simple: Real welfare reform must be tough on
work, not tbugh on children, !

There is an overwhelming bipartisan consensus across America that welfare reform is
first and foremost aboot work., We will only complete this historic mission to end welfare as
we know it if we succeed in moving people from welfare to work. That means imposing
time limits and tough work requirements, making sure people get the child care they need to
£0 1o work, and rewarding states and holding them accountable for their effonts to put people
to work, not for cutting people off.

There is an overwhelming bipartisan ¢onsensus a3 well that welfare reform should not
punish children. Across the country, Republican and Democratic governors agree that we
must demand responsibility from young mothers and young fathers, but it is wrong to punish
children for their parents’ mistakes, Likewise, the American people know that ending welfare
is not about walking away from abused children or taking away poor children's school lunch,

We have made great strides together in this welfare reform debate, and | know that we
¢an continug 10 make progress, as long as we remember the values that this debate is all
about. The dignity of work, the bond of family, and the virtue of responsibility arc not
Republican valucs or Democratic values. They are American values —— and no child in
America should ever have 1o grow up without them,

I have worked on this ssue for 15 years. No onc in America believes more deeply
tharr 1 do that the curtent broken system is an affront to the taxpayers who pay for it and the
people who are trapped on it. So if Congress can agree on g bipartisan bill that is tough on
work and fair to children, we'll have real welfare reform and the nation will be betier for it
But let me be clear: i Congress walks away from this bipartisan common ground and sends
me a bill that is weak on work and tough on children, it will kill welfare reform, and [ will
he forced to continue to end welfare through the waiver process, onc state at 3 time,

1 am confident that we can put politics aside and achieve an historic bipartisan
agrecment. We have come too far to let the American people down. Together, we can give
them 4 government that honors their values, by making welfare a second chance, and
responsibility a way of lifc.



April 12, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF ‘ | |

FROM: ~ Rahm Emanoc!
Bruee Reed
SUBIECT: What to say about welfare reform at pext weck’s press conference

There are a handful of good reasons for the President to devote his opening statement
at Tuesday night's pross conforence-to welfare reform: 13 This remains the number one issue
that voters want Congress and the President to address this year; 23 The House bill is 4
political loser for the Republicans, and we should criticize it cvery chance we get before the
Senate puts a less vulnerable bill on the table; 33 I we don't make our case loudly and soon
for bipartisanship and real reform, the budget debate will make both very difficult; and 4)
Every time the President has said anything about welfare refonm, i has generated more press -
than we expected. :

If the President decides to talk about welfare reform on Tuesday, here are the major
points we would suggest that he make:

1. Announce Missouri and Montana waivers: The President could use the
announcement of these two watvers —— one o a Democratic governor, the other (o a
Republican - to ilustrate his basic principles:  work, responsibility, state flexibility, and
bipartisanship. Both are scrious waivers that impose statewide two-year time himits in line
with the President's plan. Missouri is also where the President announced his plan last Junc.

2. Denounce the House bill:  He should call for welfare reform that's tough on work
ard good to children, not weak on work and cruel te children. He can criticize the House for
" going after school lunches and disabled kids to pay for tax cuts for the wealthy. He could
call for a national summit of religious leaders on weifarc reform -- and say that be doesn't
want & sign a bill that the Catholic Church, the National Council of Churches, and other
major religious leaders belicve is wrong.

3. Make the case for bipartisanship: As the Republicans plunge into the 1996
campaign, the President should scize the high ground by insisting that this is too important to
become a partisan issuc. He could say that Senate leaders face a fundamental choice:
whether (0 work together across party lines to solve one of the nation's most gripping
problems, or to pwt politics and ideology ahcad of children and real reform. " He could
surprise Dole by saying we should take another look at the Brown~Dole welfare reform bill
from last year {two-year time limit, tough work requirements, but no nasty strings, preserved
the individual entitiement, and didnt mention block grants or the 10th Amendment; co-
sponsored by Hank Brown, Dole, Packwood, Gramm, and 13 other Republicans).
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4. Challenge the Senate to move quickly: The NGA is working on a possible
bipartisan compromise. If that gels in the next fow weeks, we might want o press the Scnate
te pass welfare reform as a stand—alone bill before the July 4th recess. If welfare reform s
onc of the last deals to be cut in reconciliation, it is sure to get the short end of the stick =~
and the closer this issuc gets to the heat of the Presidential primaries, the uglier it will get,
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ﬁisgouri will implement a statewide demonstraﬁian which wilz:

o]

Regquire JOBS mandatory applicants and rec;pzents to enter
into a self-sufficiency agreement establishing a 24-month
time limit for receipt of AFDC with the option to extend the
limit an additicnal 24 months when necessary to complete the
agreenent {e¢.g., additional time is needed to complete a
vtraining program). Individuals who do not participate in
the agreement without good cause would have their needs
removed from the AFDC banefit calculation acaardiﬁg to the
JOBS program sanction rules.

Regquire 1nd1vz&ualﬁ who reach the 24 or 48 meonth time limit
without leaving AFDC to participate in job $earch and ‘CWEP.

Allow the timpe limit and sanction reqnirewent& to apply ta
JOBS voiunteers who sign an agreenent.

Inorease the resource limit to $5300 for in&ividualé who
sign a self-gufficiency agreenment.

Dany AFDC to an individual who received AFDC benefits for at
least 36 months and who re-applies after completing a self-
sufficiency agreement which he or she antered after July 1,
1987, ir the individual was personally responsible for
hecoming unemployed, e.g., voluntarily quit a job, vas
dismissed from a job for cause, or failed to accept -a bona
£ide dob offer without good cause. Other «ligible menbers
of the family would receive benefits. Individuals who
become disabled or have received unesmployment compensation

since completing their self-sufficiency agresenent would be
axempt, ,

‘Provide a credit against state child support debt to non-

custodial parents who participate satisfactorily in JOES in
seljected counties.

Reguire minor parent applicants and racipiants; ﬁith?
exceptions, to reside in the hone of a parent or in another
adult~supervised gatting.

Disregard earned income of any »inor parents who are
students.

Disregard earned income of the adult parent with whoh a

nminer parent is residing np t¢e 100 peycent of the Faderal
poverty guideline,

Allow a minor parent to establish herself and her deéendgnt

EEETE— R
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child as a separate assistance unit within her adult
parent’s residence

o Determine AFDC~UP eligibility for parents under age 21

without applying the i600-hour rule and connection to the
labor force redquirement.

o Exclude the full value of one vehicle when determining the
family’s countable resources and exclude $1500 of the eguity

value of the second vehicle in the househeld for applicants
and recipients.

Status s “ 'f

First part of application received August 28, 1994 secand part '
received January 31, 18%%.

Approved
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nks&xiption

Statewz&e, except for cases incliuding tribal mexbers who live on
a8 raaarvation operating a Tribal JOBS Program, wlll establish:

{1y Job Supplemant Program (JSP), consisting of a set of .
AFDC-related benefits to assist indlvldaals at risk of
" becoring dependent upon welfare;

{2} AFDC Pathways Program {(Pathways), reqairing a Fanily
Investpent Agrasement and limiting adults beénefits to a -
maximum of 24 months for single parent families and 18
monthe for two parent families (children’s benefits
will not-be time~-linited); and

(3} Community Services Program (CSP), requiring 20 hours
participation per week for individuals who reach the
Pathways time limit but have not achieved ﬁelfw
gufficiency.

?hé State will:

General and AFDC Program Provisioms in ¥AIM Demonstration
caﬁponants

2

H

In J5P, pass all child support cal}ectians and the Federal
portion of c¢hild support arrearages through te the family,

.count collectione as unearned inceome, and consxda: them IV-a

collaections.
Provide pricority c¢hild suppoxt services to JsP par;iaipanth

Provide a one~time employment related payment to JSP and.
pathways participants, the maximunm amount of which will be
three times the AFOC grant to which the fanily would be
entitled. The payment will be in lieu of two months of
future kenefits for each month’s equivalent of AFDC and will
be excluded as countable income in determining food stamps
benefits, .

Establish the child care disregard at $200, and adjust the
monthk in which it is applied to conform with food stamgs

palicy.

Establish the work axpense disregard at $200 for JSP,
Pathways, and CSP participantsy. _

Establish an earned income disregard of 25 percent of
earnings for JSP and Pathways participants.
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Exenmpt the following individuals from the 24718 menth
Pathways time limit:

- under age 20 attending bigh school or aamplating GED,
- recovering from illness or injury, :

- verifiably physically or mentally impaired,

- 60 vears or oider,

- needed to care for another household member,

- with a child under age one,

- who are & %teen parent in har Gwn case gart*cipating in
program activities, .

- for whom the state cannot provide needed chzld care.

Require all families to enter into a Family Invgatment
Agreament (FIA), reguiring parents te take action to secure
child support, participate in JOBS, and access and couwply
with child immunization and EPSDT screening serviges. :

Regquire minor parents under 16 participate in JOBS.

Sanction Pathways and CSP adults for noncompliance with
program reguirements by denying monthly benefits as follows::

- 1 month of benefits for the first noencompliance

- 3 menthe for the second noncompliilance,

- 6 nonths for the third noncompliance, and

- 12 months for the fourth and subsequent noncompliance.

Include the $50 child support pass-through in the AFDC check
for the month following the month in which the child support
is received rather than in the month it is received.

Eliminate the following AFDC-UP eligibility requirements:
the 100~hour rule, connaction to the labor force
regqulrement, the 3¢ day unemplovment prior to application
condition, and the 1é6~hour work activity requirement.

Add new AFDC household members in the month after they are

- reported to conform with food stamps pelicy.

Permit the following income disregards to effect aan:érmity
between AFDC and food stamps:

- energy payments based on financial need,

- earned income for dependent children in alementary or
high school,

- educational income of students,

- iegally-binding child support payment maﬁe to non-
household members, and

- giftes not to exceed $50 par person per gizt.
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Estaklish a resource limit of $3000 for AFDC and food
stanps.

Divide lump sum income for AFDC calculation purposeﬁ by the
proposed resource limit,

Eliminate the vehicle sguity value limit in the AFDC and ,
food stamps programg for cone vehicle per appliaant;r&clpient
plus all income~producing vehicles,

Exclude the cash value of life insurance policies 1n
calculating resources for AFDC.

Share informaticn about AFDC, food stamp, and Medicaid
recipients with gervice providing agencies under contract
with the state.

Stamps Provisions in PAIM Demonstration Components .

Excliude the $50 child support pass-through fron household
income.

Review banefit levels of earned income households
prospectively on a quarterly basis rather than nonthly.

Administer food stamps as a continuous benefit with
eligibility reevaluated annually rather than by current
certification periods.

Allow a standard utility allowance for food stamps
houssholds. ’

Eztablish the dependent care disregard at $200.

¥edicaid Provisioms in FAIM Demonstration Components

o

Require able-bodied Medicald beneficiaries to .choose between

a limited services Medicaid managed-a&re package or partial |

premium payment of a private health insurance polisy. The

State will: .

{a) provide non-covered opticnal benefits on an emergeﬁmy
basis and when needed for employment; and

(b} make contact with Federally Qualified Health Canters,
Public Health Departmentsg, other health service
agencies, and other community resources to adeise them |
that these clients may reguest assistance and ~encourage
acceptance of clients when possible.
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6  Provide Extended Medical Coverage for up to 12 months to
’ -tamxlias whose assistance is terminated dua to any incone,

i

including child support, regardless of whether the family .

. receijved AFDC in at least three months during the six menths
- preceding termination of benefits. o, ‘

°§ﬁgtus
Apﬁlicatiwn received April 18, 1994.
Approved A@ril.ﬂ?, 319495




STATEMENT OF THE PRESIDENT
~ March 24, 1995

At a time when so many Americans without regard to party agree on the need for
welfare reform, it's a shame the House of Representatives could not produce a rcal welfare
reform plan that would promote work and responsibility and attract broad bipartisan support.
I am disappointed that instcad of joining in 3 real, bipartisan cffort 1o move people from
welfare t0 work, a narrow partisan Republican majority passed a bill that is weak on work
and tough on children.

I am determined to work with Republicans and Democrats in Congress to produce the
kind of welfare reform Americans regardless of panty affiliation want and expect, To end
welfare as we know it, we must be tough on work and tough on deadbeat parents, not tough
on children.

I commend the House of Representatives on onc pant of the bill that enjoyed true
bipartisan support —- tough measures on ¢hild support enforcement, including refusing
drivers' and professional liceoses to deadbeat parents who refuse o pay child support.  The
House passed every major child support element of our welfare reform plan, which will
cnable us to mount the toughest child support enforcement crackdown in history. It i time to
demand responsibility from parents who bring children into the worid, not let them off the
hook and cxpect taxpayers to pick up the tab for their neglect.

_ Welfare reform can and must be a bipartisan issue. | look forward to working with
Republicans and Democrats in the Scnate to pass real welfare reform that will make work and
responsibility the law of the land. ‘ ’



STATEMENT OF THE PRESIDENT
March 23, 1995

I want to applaud Democrats and Republicans in the House of Representatives for
approving an amendment this aftcrnoon to require states to deny drivers’ and professional
licenses to deadbeat parents who refuse to pay child support. This tough provision was a
central part of the welfare reform plan my Administration introduced last year, and sends a
clear signal: No parent in America has a right to walk away from the responsibility to raise
their children.

I congratulate the sponsor of the amendment, Rep. Marge Roukema (R~NI), as well as
Rep. Barbara Kennelly (D-CT) and other mombers who have worked across party lines to
make tough child support enforcement a central part of welfare reform.  With this
amendment, the House welfare reform legisiation now includes every major chuld suppon
piilar of our welfare reform plan, which offered the toughest possible child support
enforcement measures ever put forwand.

These actions on child support enforcement prove that welfare reform can and must be
a bipartisan issuc. Unfortunately, the House Republican bill still does not offer the kind of
real welfare reform that Americany in both parties expect. Welfare reform must be tough on
work and tough on deadbeat parents, not tough on children.

I look forward 1o working with Republicans and Democrats in both houses of
Congress to enact real reform that makes work and responsibility a way of life.



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESICENT
. QFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20563
March 2, 1985
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- STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

(THIS STATEMENT Ha%$ BENN COORDIEATED 5Y UMB WITH THI CONCERMNED AGENCIS.)

A

BE.R. 4.~ Parsonal Responsibility Act of ;995
{8haw (R) FL and 122 cosponsors)

The Administration strongly supporis enactment of real and
effective welfare reform that promotes the basic values of work
and responsibility. Last year, the President proposed a sweeping
welfare reform package that embodied these values. Tt would have:
established tough work requirvements while providing opportunities
for education, jok training, and child care to working people;
imposed tough child support enforcement measures: reguired taen
mothers to live at home, stay in school, and identify their
child’s father: increased State flexzblllty and account&bxlxty,
and maintainad protections for chizdren.

In all its welfare reform efforts, the &dministraﬁian has
emphasized the basic values of work and respongibility. The
President’s gconomic plan expandsd the earned income tax credit,
which cut taxes for 15 million working families to reward work
over welfare. Last month, the President igsued an Executive
Order to crack down on Federal employees and military personnel
who owe delinguent child support., In the past two vears, the
Administration has granted waivers from Federal rules to 2%
Btates to fLtry innovative new ways to promote work and
responsibility.

The Administration remains committed to working with the Congress
in a bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reform legislation this
year. In its current form, however, the Administration opposes
H.R. 4 because it falls short of the basic goals and values that
most Americans want welfare reform to promote.

HORK

Republicans and Democrats alike agree that the central goal of
welfare reform must be work. Unlike the leqislation proposed by
the Administration last vear, however, H.R. 4 would not snd \
welfare as we Xnow it by moving people from welfare to work. The
bill provides neither the resources nor the requirements for
States to prepars welfare recipients to become self-supporting. =
H.R. 4 would not ansure that adeguate c¢hild care,.education, and
training are provided to make work pay and give welfare
raecipients the skillg to hold a job.
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In fact, H.R. 4 would give States a perverse incentive to cut
people off welfare. It would allow States to count people as
*gorking” if they were simply cut off the welfare rolls, whether
or not they had moved into a job. It alse would cut back on
child ¢are both for people trying to leave welfare and for
working people who are trying to stay off welfare, FPinally, it
would repeal the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills program,
removing any real responsxbllity for States to provide job search
assistance, education, training, and job placement to move people
of ¥ welfare and into work. , \
In addition, H.R. 4 would eliminate the c¢hild care guarantee for
families moving from welfare to work and would cap overall
funding for ¢hild care at a level that could force large numbers
of working families to lose child care assistance., The bhill also
would eliminate child care guality, health, .and safety .
protections that are critical to children’s well~being.

RESPONSIBILITY

The Administration belisves that weglfare reform must promote
individual responsibility and responsible parenting. The

- toughest possible child support enforcement is central to getiing

people off welfare and helpiﬁq them stay off. Although the
;;m ; nreciate ~nat of its g;ogosaLg to lgcraas&

: ¥, 2148 hildren. The
Admznlﬁtratlgn supports requlrzng States to deny drivers’ and
other professional licenses to parents who refuse to pay child
support. This approach has proven very successful in States that
have already implemented such regquirements.

Welfare reform must also send a strong message to young people
that they should not get pregnant or father a child until they
are ready to take responsibility for that child’s future. The
President has called for a national campaign against teen
pregnancy that sends a clear message abount abstinence ané
responsible parenting.

Tha Administration believes.ﬁhat minor mothers ahould‘raceiva

‘benefits when they nake. a serious effort to be responsible and

turn their lives arcund -- by living at home, staying in school,
and identifying the c¢hild’s father. In contrast, H,R. 4 would
automatically punish innccent children by denying benefits to
those born to unwed paryents under age 18 -~ rasgavrdless of whether
the mother has nade an effort to turn her . life around and provide
a stable snvironment for her child. , ' -

o \ .



The Administration has serious conderns about other aspects of
H.R. 4 that would:

o Jeopardize the bealth and nutritio idren, families
and the elderly, H.R. 4 would cut the Food Stamp program
dramatically and cap spending levels. The bill would
further erode the nutritional safety net by cutting funding
and creating block grants to replace existing child
nutrition programs and the Special Supplemental Nutrition
Prograr for Women, Infants, and Children. These prograss
have produced significant and measurable improvements in
health outcomes among the many who participate in them.
H.R, 4 would eliminate national nutrition standards and the
funding mechanisms that permit theseé programs to expand to
meet the increased needs that ocour in times.of egononic
downturn. These .changes would leave working Amerigans
vulnerable to shifts in the economy and to changes in
nutrition standards that could be driven more by budgets
than the health of c¢hildren and mothers.

o Punish innocent children. H.R. 4 would deny cash benefits
to over 150,000 disabled children. The bhill also would cut
off children whose parents have received welfare for more
then five years, whether the parent-is able to work or not.
Rather than letiing States decide whether to deny benefits
for additional children born to a mother on welfare, H.R. 4
would impoge a one-size~fits-all Federal mandate. Benefits
also would be reduced for 3.3 million children whose
paternity is not established, even if the mother is

' cooperating fully and the State bureaucracy is at fault.

Many of these children could well be pushed into the child
protection system. Rather than protecting these children,
H.R. 4 would cut funding for foster care, adoption
assistance, and child abuse prevention activities., It also
would virtually eliminate Pederal oversight of State c¢hild
protective systems, many of which are acknowledged to be
functioning very poorly. As a result, thousands of children
will be at increased risk of harm. The Administration is
strongly committed to providing protection to the millions
of children who are abused or neglected each yvear and to
promoting programs that prevent abuse or naglect. -

o ILeave States with inadegquate resgurces. H.R., 4 would

replace existing programs with capped grants. to States. In
contrast to the funding mechanisms now in place, funding ‘
under H.R. 4 would neot adjust for a recession. Without such
an adjustment,. ftates in recession would encounter reduced -
revenues and increased caseloads. In such times, it is the
working poor who would most likely need, but not receive,
temporayy: assistance, Thus, individuals needing a temporary
lift could be left without cash assistance, food stamps,

3
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child care, or even school lunches for their children. iIn
addition, H.R. 4 would deny public assistance to legal
immigrants ~~ who pay taxes and contribute to their
communities —- thereby shifting substantial burdens to State
and local taxpavers. . -
The Administration, therefore, opposes H.R. 4 in itg current fornm
becauge: it would fail to reform welfare by moving people from
welfare o work; it would reduce Federal funding in ways that
would 1mpair the health and nutrition of children and families;
“and it is not tough enough on paraents who owe chlld suppert and -~
is too tough on innowcent children. .

Pay-As-You«Go SQQriﬁg

H.R. 4 specifies that none of the changes in direct spending
resulting from the bill shall be reflected in estimates under the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.
However, Members of Congress have publicly stated that the budget
savings in H.R. 4 are to be included in a package of offsets
desligned to pay for upcoming tax legislation. Therefore, the
budget savings in H.R. 4 would go neither toward real welfare
reform nor toward deficit reduction, but primarily to finance tax
cuts for the waazthy

k k K-k % * *



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Marceh 2, 1995

Dear Mr. Chairman,

I am writing to reiterate ny firm belief that
Congress must pass tough child support enforcement
measures as part of welfare reform. When absent
parents don’t provide support, the inevitable
result is more welfare, more poverty, and more
difficult times for cur children. It is essential
that all Americans understand that if they parent a
.child, they will be held responsible for nurturing
and providing for that child.

1 am doing everything in my power to crack
down on child ‘support enforcement. In 1993, we
collected a record $9 billion in child support ~-- a
12 percent increase over the previous year. Last
week, I signed an Executive Order to ensgure that
federal employees who owe child support live up to
their responsibilities as parents, and that the
federal government will do its utmost to help find.
parents with delinquent child support claims. Our
welfare reform plan included the toughest child
support measures ever proposed., If absent parents
aren't paying c¢hild support, we will garnish their
wages, suspend their licenses, track them across
state lines, and if necessary, make them work off
what they owe.

Parental responsibility should not become a
partisan issue. At the bipartisan national wWorking
Session on Welfare Reform that I hosted at Blair
House, Republican and Democratic leaders from
arcund the country and every -level of government
agreed that we should enact the toughest c¢hild
suppoert enforcement measures posgsible.

I hope the committee will nobt shy away from
its responsibilities on this issue. A number of



ih

bills similayr to our plan could serve as the
foundation for any effort to reform c¢child

support ~- including the one offered by
Representatives Barbara Kennelly, Nancy Johnson,
and otherg. Critical elements include denving
walfare benefits to any unwed mother who does not
cooperate fully in identifying the father, powerful
neasures for tracking interstate cases, and serious
penalties -- including license suspension, and if
necessary, requiring work ~- for parents who refuse
to pay what they owe. We must also include both
the performance incentives and resources states
need to do the job right.

It is time to get serious about c¢hild aupport‘
in this country. I look forward to working with
Congress to get it dene.

‘With bast wishes,

Sincerely,

The Honorable Bill Archer

Chairman )

Committee on Ways and Means
House of Representatives '
wWashingteon, D.C. 20515



February 6, 1995

i

Representative Clay Shaw

Chairman, Subcommitice on Human Resources
Ways and Mcans Committec

U1S. House of Representatives

Washington, DC 20513

Dear My, Chairman:

I am writing to thank you for taking part in last week's bipartisan working session on
welfare reform, and to commend your subcommitice for agreeing to include child support
enforcement as part of your welfare reform legislation. The working session produced a
remarkable consensus across party lines and from every level of government on the need for
the toughest possible child support enforcement nationwide. [ am glad to see your
subcommittce moving quickly to embrace that recommendation.

Throughout my 14 years of work on the problem of welfare, as.a governor and now as
President, I have insisted that tough child support enforcement must be a centerpicce of
welfare reform. 1If we're going to end welfare as we know it, we must make sure that all
parents ~— fathers and mothers alike -« take responsibility for the children they bring into
this world. When parents don't provide the child support they owe, their children pay forever,
and so do we. The welfare reform plan my Administration put forward last year included the
toughest child support enforcement measures ever proposed, and | urge you 10 do the same.

We need to say to abseat parents: 1 you're not paying your child support, we'll
garnish your wages, suspend your license, track you across state lines, and f nccessary, make
vou work off what you owe. A nation that valucs responsibility cannot tolerate a $34 billion
child support gap between what absent parents ought fo be paying and what they pay.

I commend your subcommittee for taking this action, and I ook forward to working
with you as welfare reform moves through Congress.

Sincerely,

Bilt Clinton
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“ The xommhze Bill Archer.. . | womteesml oo ’
o+, —— R ..g.
Committee on Ways and Means ‘ |
Houss of Representatives

Washington D.C. 20515
Dear Mr. Chazrma.n ‘

This lerter expresses the Administwation’s views on the Chairman's mark for welfare reform
iegzsmian under consideration by the House Committes on Ways ami Means.

TheAzimzmstmhozx shares the wmmxafﬁm&np&mdwemmmlcm real
“welfare reform that emphasizes work, parental responsibility, state flexibility, and the prowetion
_of children. Last year, the President submitted g bald weifare reform bill, the Work and
Responsibility Aot of 1994, which embodied thess values. It included tough work requirements
while providing opportunities for education, training, child care and supports to working people.
It included & stringent set of child support enforcement provisions. ‘It required each teen mother
to live at home, stay in school and identify ber baby's futhes. 1t incroased state flexibility without -
sacrificing accountability. And it maintained o basic structure of protections for children.

The Admnum’:-:z tooks forward 1o w;srlaag cacmvely with the Congress in a bipartisan way
to pass bold weifore reform legislation this year. The Administration has, however, serisus
coneerns about 2 number of features of (i Chairman’s inark that sppear to undermine the values
o which we are all committed. The Administration sseks to emd welfare as we know it by
promoting work, family and respopsibility, not By punishing poor children for their parents”

mistakes, Welfare reform will succeed only if zz successfuliy maves 'people from welfare o
wOrK. .

Work

For years, Republicans and Demosrats alike have agreed that the central goal of welfire reform
tmst be work, That is still our goal: People who can. work ought 1o go to work and cam a
paycheck not a welfare check. The Administration believes that no aduls who is able to work
should receive welfare for an unlimited time withouwr working: The Administration believes that
‘from the first day someone comes onto weifare, he or she should be required to participate in job
search, job placement, education, or gzining needed 10 move off welfare and into 3 job quickly.
it is government's responsibility to help ensure that the critical job placement, training, and child
care services are provided. Individuals who are wiliing to work should have the oppoertunity w
wark and not be arbitrarily cut off assistance. :



o lu s, -—work standiivds continue to-be weak and now comtain perverse incentives for siates:
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The Aéénfmisiraﬁan therefore has serious concerns about the Chatrman’s mark before you..

¢ Whils sdemingly higher tum those in the bill reported out of subcomumitiee, the-
" to cut people off, rafher tan put them to work. Far from requiting-statesto put’ © T
- people to work, the bill allows states to count as “workiug,” persons who weve
simply cut from the welfare rolls for any reason. Cutting people off welfare is not

the same as putting peopls to work. In addition, because the bill authorizes the

bleck grant only through the year 2000, work requirements in the out-years seem

= this point unenforceable and thus more figurative than real. To the extent that ~
fates try to meet the work standards by pusting, people i joby rother than cutting

them off, proposed funding cuts ia child care and other programs would force 8
considerable increase in state expenditures or cuts in benefits.

o The proposed legistation provides no assurance of ¢hild care to recipients who
work of are prepariag W work-<even if a state roquires them o participate. It
offers no promise of child care for those who leave welfars {or work or for those
who could avoid falling onto welfare if they had some help with child care. It
‘repeals provisions of existing law that provide open-ended funding for families
that need child care in order 1o work er go to school, while the provigons passed |
in the mark of the Comumittos on:Eeomomic and Fducational Opportunities
significantly reduce total existing funding for child care and the child care food
program. In addition, states may be forced to cut back child care assistance o low
income working famulies just to meet the child care naeds of wellare recipionts.

o The proposed legiclation effectively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act-
signed by President Ronald Resgan in 1988, 1t removes any real responsibility of
state welfare systems o provide education, training and placement services to
move resipients from welfare to' work. Indeed, the bill imposes now restrietions

- on states which want to provide education or training to move people quickly off
welfare. States shauid have the flexibility to provide recipiems the services they
need to move from. welf’am to wurk as c;mckiy &s pesswie :

¢  ‘the proposed lsgtslazicm would depy all federal cash sisistance to most familics
" that have received assigtance for more than five years. Even if the adult in the
. family is unable to find & job or is prevemed from holding 8 job because of
disability or the need to cate for a diszbied family member, states are prohibited
from exemnpting from the lifetime limit no more than ten percent of the caseload.
Chikiren would be seriously )cs:zpnnizz&:d even if theix parents cammnot find any wvrk 5
" and are nat mc fuded in the exemplion..
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The Administration supports an altrnative approach that would geoninely transform the welfare.
system into a wansitional system focused on work. It would have stict requitements on’.
panicipation and clear sesponsibilities for states 10. provide education, training snd placement
- TET L T assigtanee; it would have serious time Tirnits after which work would be required; it would ensure |
< - thiat chitdren would not be left alone when pareits were working by, providing assistance for child
care; it would pul parents to work, not just cut them off; snd it w:midmﬁm:hud;ﬁncm

axpeci sugport from two parents.

Parental Responsibility

The Administration believes that welfare reform should recognize the responsibility and
encourage the involvement of both parents in their children's lives. The Adminjstration considers
child suppert enforcement to be an integral part of welfare refonm, particularly because it sends
a sirong message to young people sbout the responsibility of both parents to support -their

. Children. The Administratlon was pleassd when more than one month ego, Chatrmian Shaw
agreed to add child support enforcement to your welfare reform bill.

While the uzwchﬂdsnppenptmmhawmmmmby theCammmw,%‘dOh&V&
ccmemswuhthc :mech:id mmmmwmﬁmmlmm&cmmmmfw

0 Weam:rouh&dbythemmﬂmmmmmmps}mwsw

+  children for the first 6 moaths if paternity has not been legally established. This
provision scems incffectual and unfair, Even if 8 mother fully coopegtes by
giving detailed information identifying the father and his possible location, and’
even if the state iy diligent ia pursuing the father, it can easily take 6 months 1o
get paternily iegally established. There is no reason why the child should be
punished during this period.

The Adnipistration beligves that the welfare system should encourage the formetion snd support

of two-pareat families. The Adminisration is thercfore concerned sbout an important omission
“in the proposed legisiation:

o The proposed %egls.,anon would enwarag: the Dreab-up of famzhf:s by mpmlmg
O the requirement that states provide cash assistance to two-parent families in which
= parent is unemployed or unable to work. It allows states to discriminate against

martied, two-parent families by treating single-parent families better than two-
parent families,

The Administration supports an app*eaeh that both erccuzagm the formation of two-parent
families and makes sure that both parents take responsibility for children in 2ll cases.
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Teen Preguancy

The Administration and the American pwpicagwthatﬂwﬁmréfom of welfare would be to
“ensure that people-do not need it in the first place. Welfare reform must send 2 very strong

mesmgu%oynmgpmp!ammﬂzcyshgnidnﬂtgﬁmﬂrmaﬁhﬂémWmmﬁ? ‘

and sble to care for that child, and that if they do have children, they will not be sble td.escape
the obligations and responsibilities of parenthood. We must be especially concerned sbout the

poor.
" The Administration therefore has serious concerns about the bi'ﬁ;beibm YOu:

o The pm;x:w.i legislation would deny sl fadarai eash to any child bom to an
unmarried mother uoder 18 as well s fo the parent wntil the parent is 18 years -
old. This provision punishes and abandons children rather than helping families
1o get them on the right truck.

o The proposed legislation does mot require that teen mothers below the age of 138
live at homie and stay in school. It weskens requirements in current law, &nd may
make the prospects for mother and child even worse,

The Administration suppans an altecnative approach that would require minor mothers to live af

home, stay in school, make pmgress toward self-sufficiency, and identify the father of the child.
The Administration also supports a national campaign to prevent teen pregnancy. If is time 1o
. enlist parents and civic, religious, and business leaders in a community hased stategy o send 8
clear message about sbstinence and responsible parenting. The Administration also supports a
state option not to increase benefits for children born to mothers on welfare.

State Flexibility with Ac.m‘untahiﬁty

The Adminjstration embraces the creativity and responsiveness of states, and the opportunties
for real reform when states have the flexibility to design and administer welfare programs tailored
tp thelr unique circumsiances and needs. Already this Administration bas grasted walvers to half
the states for welfare reform demonstrations. National welfare reform should embody the values
of wurk and responsibility in & way that assures tagpayers that federal money is being spent
prudently and appropriately, Por reform to succeed, the funding mechanisms for welfare should

not put children or states at risk in times of recession, population increage or unpredictable.

gmmh in dernand,

in this context, the Administration has senous concerns sbout the proposed legisiation:

‘o While states now have an option tt choose among allocation formulas, the .
spending cap in the proposed Jegislution makes no atlowanses for potendal growth

well-being of the children who sire born o young mothera, since they are very likely to Erow up

'TQ , " " REED  P.0S/p9
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in the need for cash assistance because of economit downturn, or unpredictable
emergencies. There is only & tiny fund 10 belp adjust for population changes and

. asmall joan fund from which states can borow. These provisions could resultin
S - states running out of money befure the end of the year, and thus baving to tum

“away working families who hit & "bump io the oad” and gpply for shopt-term - e

" assistance. It could preciude” states from investing in job placement, in Work
. programs, in education and training, and in supports for working familjes. ”

o  The propased legislation removes the requirement that tates match federal funds
with their own state funds, With none of their own mongy t risk, states will have
fewer incentives to spend the funds efficiently and eftectively to improve
serformance and ipcrease self-sufficiency.

The Administration supports proposals that significantly increase state flexibility but also ensuze
acosuntability for achisving national goals. The Administration supports a funding mechamism
that will not put children and states at risk down the road, end that enables’ states (o succeed in
moving people from welfare to work and in supporting working families. The Administration

has significant doubls sbout the abality of & pure block gmnt funding mechanism to adequately
protect both children and states.

Protection of C"hx!dm:z

The Administration recogaizes that the protectzon of children is the primary goa! both of cash
assistance programs and of child welfare and child protoctive services. Cash assistance programs
assist familics to care for children in their own homes. Child protection services help those
children who are abused or neglected or st risk of shuse by their parents and who need special
in-home services or out of home placements to assure their safety. Strengthening families, and
where gppropriate, preventing removal of children from thelr homes also are, key goals of child
protection services. We believe thare are problems i o number of arens.

Th& i&g&sla:z?e ;:ropemis Lhat Wuldrcf‘omi c.a.sh &s&xsmaec have a pumber of prov*swns that
would putl valnereble children at gmgztar risk,

0 The legislation would deny cash assistance to teen mothers and their children, 10
children born while the parent was on wellare, and to children whose parent had
received welfare for more than five years, whether or not a job was available or
the parent was unable 1o work, The funding caps could have the effect of denying

. ¢ash assistance to ¢hildren when states used up their sllocated funds, for whatever
reasons, Children in low income working families, who may be forced onto cash
assistance in times of exonomic downturn, vould Be most affected.
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Sama afz}zzse c%ni&zta could well come into 8 sym of child ;smmén services that is aircaﬁy*
seriously overburdened and that is failing to provide the most essential services. Reported child
. maltreatment and out-of-bome placements have both been increasing sharply. Many state systems
are in suoh distress thot they have beta placed under judicial oversight. The proposed legislation
responds to these increasingly serions problems by consolidating existing programs that protect

chifdren into a block grant with nominal fedmal oversight. The Administration has serious
concerns about this approach. -

o The pwposed legislation caps zpendmg for child protection pwgmxﬁs ut @ level
considerably lower than baseline projections. This could lead to uninvestigated .
rmaltregtment reports, and to children being leR in unsafe homes.

o- The proposed icgislation eliminates many importagt protections now guaranteed 1o
children in foster care. These protections were gt in place to correct situations in which
children were being lost in the foster care system.

o The proposed lcgisiaﬁén elimitites the adoption assistance programs, nd leaves
it up to states whether they will significantly sustain the subsidies that enable
mauy special needs children to find permanent bomes.

o The proposed legislation virtually eliminstes federal monitoring and accountability
moshanisms, It mokes it impossibie for the federal government @ casure the
protection of children.

o The proposed iegislation allocates funds to the states under cuwrent claiming
patterns. Because of serious imbalances among the states in spending on child
protection, it is hard to imagine an allocation that would not disadvantage either
states that have been heavy spenders, or states that are only beginning to improve
their systems.

Substantial improvernents need to be wade in the child protection system and in the federal role
in overseeing that system. {Hven the dramatic ¢hanges in which other aspects of the Committes’s -
-moark may have on other support systetas for children, (he Administration urges caution belore

actions are taken that will disrupt the child protection system snd, s a result, might scriously
firrn oillions of children

ial of Benefits w Disabled Chitdren on SSI '
Although modifications have been made to the Subcommittee report, the Administration 15 still
deeply troubled by the changes proposed in the program designed to heip disabled childrer--83L
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¢ The proposed legislation dramutivally sbahes SSI beuefits for children. Within ¢
months, over one hundwci thousand dissbled children would fail to gain eligibility
for SSI benefits as well as medical protection And in the future, no child, no
matter how disabled, will be eligible for any cash benefits for 351, exvept if cash
. benefits prevent them from having to be institutionalized. These proposals appear
# to penalize parents who are detormined to care for their ehild no matter what the ™

sconamic consequences for the family, SSI recipients are among the neediest and

most vilnerable cb.tidma, in the poorest families.

o  Some of :he money saved i put into a pew block grent for servioes to disabled
children: This change would hift choice of services from families to & new state
bureaucracy that may lack sufficient resources to serve children affected. The idea
ie untested, and no one knows what impact it will have on the most vulnerable of
children and the parents who care for.them. The S-year gut off in AFDC for al]
persons along with the elimination of SSI cash for disabled children may leave
these children extremely vulnerable,

“The Administration sees the need for careful reform in this ares, with its potential for serious
hwrm o eatvmely vulnersble children. Last year the Congress established o Comtimission on
Childhood Disability to look into these issues in consultation with experts from the National
Academy of Sciences. The Commission will provide its report to the Congress later this year.
The Administration believes prudence dictates waiting for this short time until this bipartisan

commission, following a thorough review of all aspects of this {mportant program, has an
- oppertunity to make recommendations.

Benefits to Legal Immigrants . ' ’

The Administration strongly beileves that illegal aliens should not be eligible for government
welfare support. But the prohibition of all benefits to legal immigrants who are not yet ¢itizens
is toa broad, and would shift substanticl. burdens to state and local taxpayers. These legal
immigrants are required to pay taxes. Many serve in the armed forces, and ooptribule to their
communities. The Administration strongly favors & more focused approach of holding sponsors

. accountable for those they bring into this country and making the sponsors’ commitment of
support & legally binding contract,
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in summary, the Chaitman’s mark espouses gonls for the reform of welfare—work, parental
responsibility, prevention of teen pregnancy and state flexibility--that the Administration and the
American people share. But the translation of general goals into specific }cg;islatian misses the
mark in fundamental ways. The proposed legislation does not represent serious work-based
reform. It doea notizmg t move poople from welfare to work, and it does ot require everyoue
who can work to go to work. It neither holds state bureaucracies accountable nor cushions state
taxpayers sgainst recession. It puts millions of children &t risk of serous harm. There are
alternative approaches to reform that achieve our mutual goals in far mare constructive and
accountzbie ways,

-

The Administration reiterates its commitment to real welfare mf:;zm and its -desire to work
coopersively with Congress to achzm it

The Office of Management and Bu{iget advises that there ig 5o objection to the transmittal of this
report to Cangress,

A mzmiaz ietter was sent 1o Rxpmsenmvc Sam M. Gibbons and me:zzbe:s of the Ways and
Means Committee,

Sincerely,

B § Gt

Donns E. Shalala
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THE SECHLDTARY OF HEAL TH AND HUMARM SERVILES
FEARFHMNG FOM, D, FO2D1

The Honorable E. Clay Shaw

Chairman, Subcommitiee on Human Resources
Commitiee o Ways and Means

1.8, House of Representatives

Washington D.C. 20515

Dear Mre, Chalrman:

This letter expresses the Administration’s views on the Chatrman’s mark for welfare reform
legislation under consideration by the House Ways and Means Subcommiitee on Human
Resources.

. The Administration shares the commitment of the Congress and the American people to real
welfare reforin that emphasizes work, parental responsibility, state flexibility, and the
protection of children. Last year, the President submitted 2 bold welfare reform bill, the
Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, which embodied these values, It imposed tough work
requirements while providing opportunities for education, traning, child care and supports to
working people. It included a stringent set of child support enforcement provisions. -1t
required each ween mother 1o live at home, stay in school and identify her baby's father. It
increased state flexibility without sacrificing accountability, And it maintained a basic
struciure of protections for children,

The Administration looks forward to working cooperatively with the Congress in a bipacisan
way 1o pass bold welfare reform legislation this year, The Administration has, however,
serious concerns about a number of features of the Chairman’s mark that appear to
underming the values 1o which we are all commitied. The Administration seeks 1o end
wetfare as we know it by ;}:{}m{}?iﬁg work, family and responsibility, not by punishing poor
children for their parents’ mistakes. Welfare reform will succeed only if it successfully
moves people from welfare to work.

Work

For years, Republicans and Democrats alike have agreed that the central goal of welfare
reform must be work., That is stll our goal: People who can work ought to go to work and
carn 4 paycheck not 2 welfare check. The Administration believes that no adult who is able
to work should receive welfare for an unlimiied time without working., The Administration
believes that from the first day someone comes onte welfare, he or she should be required 1o
participate in job search, job placement, education, or training needed to move off welfare
and into a job quickly. [t is government’s responsibility 10 help ensure that the critical job
placement, training, and child care services are provided. Individuals who are willing to
work should have the opportunity (o work and not be arbitrarily cut off assistance,
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The Administration therefare has serious concerns about the Chairman’s mark before you:

o W eliminaies requirements that recipients participate in job search, education,
work of iraining as a condition of receiving welfare, and ends any
responsibility of state wellare systems to provide education, training and
placement services to move recipients from welfare 1o work., The proposed
legislation ctfectively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act signed by
President Ronald Reagan in 1988,

o The proposed legislation includes only minimal snd unenforceable
requirements that recipients work. The bill requires only that persons on the
rolls for more than 2 years engage in "work activities" loosely defined by the
state welfare burcaucracy, rather than a real work requirement. The proposed
participation standards are very fow. In many ways, the work requirements
are even weaker than those in current law, ’

o  The proposed legisiation provides mo assurance 0f child carg (o recipients who
work or are preparing to work--even if a stawe requires them o participate. It
offers no promise of child care for those who leave welfare for work or for
those who could aveid falling onto welfare if they had some help with child
care. While it repeals provisions of existing law that provide funding for child
care, this bl 13 silent on whether any additional funds will be available for
subsidized child care for low income working families.

o The proposed legislation repeals the current rule that anyone who leaves
welfare for work can receive Medicaid for an additional year to gase the
transition. This would further reduce health care coverage and make it harder
for people to move from welfare to work.

¢ The proposed tegislation would deny all cash assistance to families that bave
received assistance for more than five years, even if the adult in the family is
unable to find a job or prevented from holding a job because of illness or the
aced 10 care for a disabled family member. Children would be seriously .
jeopardized even if their parents cannot find any work.

The Administration supports an alternative approach that would genuinely transform the
welfare systemn o 2 iransitional system focused on work. It would have strict requirements
for recipients t© participate in and clear respongibilities for states o provide education,

training and placement assistance; it would have serious time Hmits after which work would . .
be required; it would ensure that children would not be left alone when parents were working
by providing assistance for child care; it would put parentis te work, not just cut them off;

and it would ensure that children can expect supgort from two parents,
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Parental Responsibility

The Administration belicves that weifare reform should recognize the responsibility and
encourage the invelvement of both parents in their children’s fives. The Administration
considers child suppon enforcement to be an integral part of wellare reform, particularly
because it sends a sirong message o young people about the responsibility of both parents o
support their children. The Administration was pleased that you had agreed to add child
support enforcement 10 your welfare reform bill, and sorry that your proposals are not yet
part of the bill now under consideration. The Administration looks forward o working
closely with you on this issue i the coming weeks,

¢ The only child support provision included in the Chairman’s mark is one that
allows states 1o reduce payments to children for the first 6 months if paternity
has not been legally established. This provision seems ineffectual and unfair. -
Even if 9 mother fully cooperates by giving detailed information identifying
the father and his possible location, and even i the state is diligent in pursuing
‘the father, it can easily take 6 months 10 get paternity legally established.
There is no reason why the child should be punished during this period.

The Administration believes that it makes far more sense to deny benefus entirely to any
parent . who refuses to identify the father or to cooperate in locating him. However, once the
"‘mother has done all she can, the family should qualify for aid, and then the state should
establish paternity within one year. )

The Administration believes that the welfare system should encourage the formation and
support of two-parent families. The Administration 1§ therefore concerned about an
important omission in the proposed legislation:

0  The proposed legisiation would encourage the break-up of families by
repealing the requirement that states provide cash assisiance o two-parent
families in which a parent is unemployed or upable to work. It allows states
0 discrinsinate against married, two-parent families by treating single-parent
families better than two-parent families,

The Administration supporis an approach that both encourages the formation of two-parent
. families and makes sure that both parents take responsibility for children in all cases,

Teen Pregnancy

The Adminigteation and the American peaple agree that the best reform of welfare would be
to ensure that people do not need it in the first place. Welfare reform must send a very
strong message to young people that they should not get pregnant or father a child unil they
are ready and able to care for that child, and that if they do have children, they will not be

Lad



ahle 10 escape the obligations and responsibilitics of parenthood. We must be especially
concerned gbout the well-being of the children who are born to young motbers, since they
are very likely 1o grow up poor.

The Adminisiration therefore has serious concerns about the bill before you:

©  The proposed legislation would deny all federal cash benefits for eighteen
years 10 any child born to an unmartied mother under 18, as well a3 © the
parent. This provision appears (0 punish children for their entire childhood--
18 years--for the mistakes of their parents.

o The proposed legistation does rot require that teen mothers live at home, stay
in school, and identify the child’s father. [t weakens requirements in current
law, and may make the prospects for mother and child even worse.

o The proposed legislation establishes oaly, minimal expectations {or staes ©
provide services (0 unmarried parents, and provides no additional funds to
support them,

The Administration supports an altermative approach that would require minor mothers to live
at home, stay in school, make progress toward selfesufficiency, and identify the father of the
child. The Administration also supports a national campaigo to prevent teen pregnancy. It is
time 1o enlist parents and civic, religious, and business leaders in a community based strategy
to serdd a clear message about abstinence and responsible parenting. The Administration also
supports @ state option not (o increase benefits for children born to mothers on weifare. This
decision should be made by the state, not the federal government.

State Flexibility with Accountability

The Administration embraces the creativity and responsivencss of states, and the

opportenities Tor real reform when states have the flexibility o design and administer welfare
programs tailored to their unigue circumstances and needs. Already this Administration has
granted waivers to nearly half the staies for wellfare reform demonstrations.  National welfare
reform should embody the values of work and responsibility in 2 way that assures taxpayers
that federal money is being spent prudently and appropriately. For reform to succeed, the
funding mechanisms for welfare should sot put children or states at risk in times of

recession, population increase or unpredictable growth in demand,

In this context, the Administration has serious concerns about the proposed legislation:
o 'The spending cap in the proposed legislation makes no allowances for potential

growth in the need for cash assistance hecause of economic downturn,
population growth, or unpredictable emergencies. It could result in siates



runring out of money before the end of the year, and thus having 1o turn away
working families who hit a "bump in the road” and apply for short-en
assistance, Tt could prechsde states from investing in job placement, in work
programs, in education and training, and in supports for working familes.

0 The proposed legistation removes the requirement that states match federal
funds with their own state funds. With none of their own money at rigk, siates
will have many fewer incentives to spend the funds efficiently and effectively
to improve performance and increase setf-sufficiency.

o  The proposed legislation provides virtually no accouniability. There are no
meentives for good performance and virtually no penalties for failure, There is
no provision for the recovery of monies paid ouwt fraudulently or in error.
There are no mechanisms for ensuring that stales are actually spending the
money on needy children rather than on state burcaucracies, or {or monioring
whether federal money is being used 1o help parents gain self-sufficiency,
require work, and enforce parental responsibility, Indeed, the federal
government is forbidden from taking any meaningful sieps to ensure program
performance and accountability.

The Administration supports proposals that significantly increase state flexibility but also
ensure accountability for achieving national goals. The Administration supports a funding
mechanism that will not put children and states at risk down the road, and that epables states
o succead in moving people from welfare to work and in supporting working families. The
Administration has sigaificant doubts about the ability of a pure bleck gram funding
mechamsm o adequately protece both children and states.

Protection of Children

The Administration recognizes that the protection of children is the primary gosl both of cash
assistance programs and of ¢hild welfare and child protective services. Cash assistance
programs assist families to care for children i their own homes. Child protection services
help those children who are abused or pegiected or at risk of abuse hy their parents and who
need special in-home services or put of hiome placements w assure their safety. Strengtbening
famities, and where appropriate, preventing removal of children from-their homes also are, ~
key goals of child protection services. Therg are problems in a number of areas.

Denial of Benefits to Children on AFDC
The legislative proposals that would reform cash assistance have a pumber of provisions that
would put vulnerable children at greater risk,




o As notud above, the legislation would deny cash assistance 1o children of
unmarried minor mothers for their entire childhiood, (o children born while the
parent was on walfare, and © children whose parent had received welfare for
more than five years, whether or not g job was available or the parenl was
unable to work. The funding caps could have the effect of denying cash
assistance 1o children when states used up their allocated funds, for whatever
reasons. Children in low income working families, who muy be forced onio
cash assistance in times of economic downturn, could be most affecied.

Child Protection Services

Some of these children could well come into a system of child protection services that is
already seriously overburdened and that is failing to provide the most essential services.
Reported child maltreatment and out-of-home placements have both been increasing sharply.
Many state systemns are in such distress that they have been placed under judicial oversight.
The proposed legislation responds o these increasingly serious problems by consolidating
existing programs that protect children into a block grant with nominal federal oversight.
The Administration has serious concerns about this approach.

o The proposad legisiation caps spending for ¢hild protection programs at a level
considerably lower than bascline projections.  This could lead to uninvestigated
maltreatment reports, and to children being left in unsafe homes with minimal
services. It could also seriously hamper states” efforts to improve thetr child
abuse prevention and child protection systems,

o The proposed legislation eliminates the adoption assistance programs, and
teaves 1t up to states whether they will sigmificantly sustain the subsidies that
enable many special needs children to find permanent homes, and whether they
will honor commitments (o those adoprive families that now receive subsidies.

o The proposed legisiation virtually eliminates federal monitoring and
accountability mechanisms. It makes it impossibie for the federal government
to ensure the protection of children.

‘0 The proposed legislation is silent on'the formula for allocating funds 1o the
states. Because of serious imbalances among the states in spending on ¢hild
protection, it 1§ kard to imagine a formula that would not disadvantage either,
states that have been heavy spenders, or states that are only beginning ©
improve their systems.

Substantial improvements need to be made in the child protection system and i the federal
rofe in overseeing that system. The Administration supports a careful and thoughtful review
of the programs before actions are taken that might seriously harm millions of vulnerable
children, T

»



Pemal of Renefus to Disabled Children on SS51
The Administration is deeply troubled by the changes proposed in the program designed o
help disabled children--SS51

5 The proposed legislation essentiatly climinates 551 benefits for children, with
the exception of a small group of children curcently receving benefits. Within
6 months, over one hundred thousand disabled children would lose eligibility
for 581 benefits--some would lose medical protection as well. And in the
future, no child, oo matter how disabled, will be eligible for any cash benefits
for 581, except if cash benefits prevent them {rom having (o be ’
institutionalized.  These proposals appear (0 penalize parents who are
deterpuned {0 care for their child no mater what (he cCONOMIC CONSEQUENCES
for the family. S5 recipients are among the neediest and most vulnerable
children, in the poorest families.

o Some of the money saved is put into a new block grant for services 1o disabled
children, which would ”fequire the creation of a new state bureaucracy ©
decide on appropriate services. This idea is untested, and no one knows what
impact it will have on the most vulnerable of children and the parents who
care for them. The S-year cut off in AFDC for all persons along with the
elimination of S81 cash for disabled children may leave these children
extremely vulnerable,

The Admipistration sees the need for carefud reform in this area, with iis potential for serious
harm to extremely vulnerable children. Last year the Congress established a Commussion on
Childhood Disability 1o look into these issues in consultation with experts from the Natiomal
Academy of Sciences. The Commisston will provide its report to the Congress later this
vear, The Administration believes prudence dictates waiting for this short time until this
bipartisan commission, following a thorough review of all aspects of thig important program,
has an opportunity 1o make recommendations.

Benefits to Legal Immigrants

The Administration strongly believes that illegal aliens should not be eligible for government
weifare support.  But the blanket prohibition of al benefits to legal immigranis who are not
yet citizens 15 too broad, and would shift substantial burdens (o state and local taxpayers.
These legal immigrants are required o pay taxes. Many serve in the armed forces, and
contribute to thewr communities. The Admimsiration strongly favors a more focused
approach of holding sponsors accountable for those they bring into this country and making
the sponsors’ commitment of support a legally binding contract.



In summary, the Chairman’s mark espouses goals for the reforny of welfare--work, parental
responsibility, prevention of teen pregnancy and state flexibibity--that the Adounistration and
the American people share. But the transhation of general goals into specific legislation
misses the mark in fundamental ways. The proposed legislation does not represent sericus
work-based reform. 1t does nothing to move people from welfare to work, and it does not
require everyone who can work go to work. It neither holds state burcaucracies accouniable
nor cushions state faxpayers against recession, It puts millions of children at risk of serious
harm. There are aliernative approaches o reform that achieve our mutual goals in far more
constructive and accountable ways.

The Administration retierates #s commitinent 1o real Wcifafc r;i{}rzzz arad its desire 1o work
cooperatively with Congress © achisve 1.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is 0o objection 1o the transmiutal of
this repont to Congress,

A similar letter was sent to Representative Harold E. Ford.

Sincerely,

B R

{doonna E. Shalala

co: Mermbers of the Subcomnuties on Human Resources



