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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHtNCTON 

September 6, 1995 

Dear Mr _ Leader: 

I am glad the Senate has finally come to this important debate 
on welfare reform. The Alnerican 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 
at all. < 

Over the last two and a half years f my Administration has 
aggressively pursued welfare reform at every turn. We Erop'osed 
sweeping welfare reform leqislation to impose time limits and work 
requirements and promote the values of work, responsibility, and 
family. We have put tough child support enforcement at the center 
of the national welfare reform debate: My Administration collected 
a record level of child support in ~993 -- $9 billion -- and I 
signed a far-reaching Executive Order to, crack down on federal 
employees who owe child support. 

We have put the country on the road to ending welfare as we 
know it, by approving 'Wel.fare reforlXl experiments in a record 34 
states.. Through these experiments, 7 million recipients around the 
'country are now being required to work. paY'child support, live at 
_home and stay in school, s1gn a personal responsibility contract, 
or earn a paycheck from a business that uses money that was spent 
on food stamp and 'Welfare· benefits to subsidize private sector 
jobs.. Today I my Administration ~fs granting two more waivers to 
expand successful state experiments in Ohio, which rewards teen 
mothers who stay in school and sanctions those who don/t, and in 
Florida, < Which requires welfare recipients to go to work: as.< b 
condition'of< their benefits and provides child care When thGy..do. 

r: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, to pass a welfare reform bill that ends the current 
welfare system altogether and replaces it. with one that puts work, 
responsibility, 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 
Daschle-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 First plan because welfare reform is first 
and foremos~ about work. We should impose·time limits and tough 
work requirements, and make sure that people get the child care 
they need to go to work. We should reward states for putting 
people to work, not for cutting people off. We will only end 
welfare as we know it if we succeed in moving people from welfare 
to work. 

Welfare reform is also about family. That means the toughest 
possible child support enforcement, because people who brinq
children into this world should take responsibility for them, not 
just walk away~ It also means requiring teen mothers to live at 
home, stay in school r and turn their l'ives around -- not punishinq 
children for, the mistakes of their parents. 

Finally, welfare reform must be about responsibility. Statee 
have a responsibility to maintain their own efforts to ~ove people 
from welfare to work, 'so that we can have a race to indep~ndence, 
not a race to the bottom. 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 welfare a second 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 issue. 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 Statement of Administration Policy spells out my 
views on the pending legislation in further detail. 

SincEu:ely , .. , 

The Honorable Bob Dole 
Majority Leader 
united States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET ­

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20500 

August 5, 1995 
(Senate) 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 


S. 	 1120 - Work Opportunity Act of 1995 
(Dole (R) KS and 3~ cosponsors) 

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 stronqly 
supports enactment of real and effective welfare reform that 
promotes the basic values of work and responsibility. The 
Administration, therefore, stronqly supports S. 1117, the 
Daschle-Breaux-Mikulski substitute t 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 propos~d a sweepinq welfare reform 
package that WOUld: establish tough work reguirements while 
providing child care for working people; impose tough child 
support enforcement measures; require teen .others to live at­
home t stay in school, and identify their child's father; increase 
state flexibility and accountahility; and provide basic 
protections for children. His economic plan expanded the earned 
income tax credit, which rewarded work over welfare and cut taxes 
for IS million working families. 

Last February, the President issued an Executive Order to crack 
down on Federal< employees who owe child support_< The 
Administration also has approved welfare reform experiments in 32. 
States< and hes pledged fast-track approval for Other state· « 

demonstrations that pursue specified <reform strategies. SUch. 
• < 

strategies inClude: (1) strenqtl:\eninq work reguir"""",ts.backed 
with child care; (2) limiting recipients' duration on weIfareand 
cutting off people who refuse to work; (3) making parents pay 
child support or go to work; (4} requirinq mothers who are minors 
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 benefits to 

offset the decreases made in their welfare checks. 
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The welfare reform debate has come a long way in certain key 
araas since this Congress first took up the issue. Not so long 
ago, so~e in Congress were promoting orphanages as the solution 
to out-af-wedlock teen births. Now, s. ~120 includes provisions 
from the President1g proposal requiring mothers who are minors to 
live at home and stay in school. Earlier this year, some in 
Congress wanted to exclude child support enforcement from the 
welfare reform debate. Now, there is bipartisan agreement on tne 
toughest child support enforcement proposal ever, and both the 
House-passed H.R. 4 and S. 1120 include the President's major 
child support enforcement provisions. In addition, S. 1120 
adopts the Administration's position that child protection 
programs for abused 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 conditio,n Of assistance. 

The key to successful welfare reform is movinq people from 
welfare to work. S. 1120, however, does not put work first~ It 
does not provide the level of child care resources necessary to 
support the imposition of tough work requirements. Inaeed, it 
repeals critical child care proqrams now serving 640;000 
children. It'does not provide incentives for states to promote
work. Insteaa, by allowing states to no longer contribute any of 
their own resources, the bill gives states an incentive to throw 
people otf the welfare rolls rather, than put them to work. It 
further undermines the goal of requiring work by shifting an 
enormous cost burden to states and localities and puttinq thea at 
even greater risk durinq an economic downturn~ No safeguards are 
provided for children whose families lose assistance through no 
fault of their own. More families may have to llUlke do with less 
food on the table, if States opt for a.Food stamp block grant and 
then spena Food Stamp block grant funds on other programs. 
Finally, House and Senate Republican plans cut low-income 
programs too deeply, compromising their abil.ity to protect"
children and promote work.' The A!:IlIIinistration supports real'"_ 
reform that"saves taxpayer'dollars·by.promoting·independen~~~", 
moving people off welfare rolls·and into work -- not-by, simP~y: 
sending the welfare problem to the states with more mandates. and 
less money. 

The Administration's most significant concerns are discussed 
below. As the Administration continues its review Of S. 1120, it 
may identify other troublesome issues and will work with congress 
to address those concerns as well. 

Hoving people from Welfare tg work 

Welfare reform will succeed only if its central goal is ~. 
Work has always been at the heart of the president's approach ~o 
welfare reform. Work has provided t~e foundation for the welfare 
reform vaivers the Administration has granted, including 
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innovative wel,fare-to-work programs in Oregon, Iowa, and. dozens 
of other States~ If a welfare system is to provide work-based 
incentives for States and welfare recipients, adequate resources 
for child care, training, and work must be available. State 
bureaucracies have to be rewarded for getting people into the 
workforce or preparing them to enter the workforce 7- not for 
cutting them from the rolls. 

unlike the Daschle-Breaux-Miky~sti substitute (S, lt17l. wbiSb 
the Administration 'strongly supports. the Republican leadership 
bl~l Would not end welfare as we know it by moving people from 
welfare to wort. To promote work, the bill should be changed to: 

.r B~gyire States to maintain their stake in moving people from 

welfare to work. S. 1120 would neither require nor 

encourage states to contribute resources to welfare reform., 

Many States could be expected to withdraw their own funds, 

cut benefits, purge large numbers of current recipients from 

the rolls, and avoid the burden of helping people beco~e 


self-sufficient. In sum, there is a real danger that states 

would "race to the bottom" to save State dollars or to deter 

migrants from other states~ 


.~ 	 Provide child care to move people from welfare to work And 
tp keep people from going on wBlf~~e in the first Rl~QB~ 
It mates no sense to deny child care to people trying to 
leave welfare and to working people who are trying to stay 
off welfare. By aggregating funding for cash benefits, 
child care, and employment assistance into one block qrant 
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. The 
Administration recommends that the bill be modified to: 
(1) fund employment and child care for welfare recipients 
separately from cash benefits; and (2) ensure that people 
Who can work, do so, and have the child care When they:do. 

. .' 	 . 
. ' , 	 ~,. ' . "Ilt;t~....:.t~.;'>t).·r""·'· 

.,,' 	 Proyide incentives that reward States for mttting mann ~:y "?.;~: 
peQPle to work. not for cutting tll!ll1l off. S; 1120 gives '. >. : . 
states an incentive to save money by throwing people off-the 
rolls. To cbange the culture of welfare, the bill sbould be 
modified to raward success instead of the status quo" The 
Administration supports a performance bonus that would focus 
the welfare bureaucracy and recipients on the central goal 
of moving from welfare to work • 

• 	" Protect States ijnd families in the event of economic 
downtyrn. so that welfare reform dQes not shift a huge 
kurden ooto State and local taxpayers, and states caD afford 
to put peoole to work in~ead of gytting pogr families at 
~. In contrast to current f~nding mechanisms, funding 
for temporary assistance to needy families under s~ 1120 
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would not.adjust adequately to cushion the impact of 
unemployment and economic stagnation. States in recession 
would encounter reduced revenues and increased caseloads. 
S. 1120 would provide a "rainy day" loan fund that would 
allow States to borrow additional money during economic 
downturns. In addition j extra funding would be available to 
States projected to have high population growth that meet 
certain criteria. There is no guarantee, however, that the 
finite amount that such States receive will be adequate. 
And if there is population growth in a majority of States, 
each ~ill get a diminished share of the fixed dollars. The 
Administration recommends that the bill be changed to adjust 
for shifts in economic condition and population. 

Training r,opl, for the FUturo 

The training prOVisions 1n S. 1120 include the consolidation of 
approximately 90 training programs. Given the need to build a 
comprehensive workforce development system to serve all Americans 
and the concerns expressed below, the Admi~istration believes it 
is inappropriate to consider these provisions in the context Qf 
welfare reform legislation. Of paramount concern is the bill's 
inSUfficient funding for the consolidated programs. While the 
President's FY 1996 budget proposes to increase funding for 
training by $1 billion over FY 1995, S. 1120 would cut funding by 
l5 percent. Not only is the plan's funding insufficient for the 
Nationts 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 accountebility for 
$8.2 billion in Federal training and vocational education funds. 
If the bill were adopted, the Federal Government could not assure 
taxpayers that States were spending Federal fundm. to achl.eva tha 
national goals of improving workers' skills, facilitating 
individuals' transition from school-to work, and helpinq saverely 
disadvantaqed people enter the education and work mainstream; 

Unlike the President's job training proposal, S; l120 would not 
require the use of skill,grants for adult training. Thus, tnere 
would be no guarantee that training resources would be put 
directly into the hands of dislocated workers and low-income 
adults, so that they could make infor.ed traininq choices. Other 
concerns about s. 1.1.20 include it;;;: (1), failure to target 
resources on those most in need; (2) devolution of the successful 
Job Corps proqram to the states; (3) elimination of the Summer 
Jobs, Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA and NAFTA-TAA) training, 
Employment Service, and Senior co=munity service Employment 
programs; (4) failure to assure permanent local workforce 
development boards with authority for, local decision-making; 
(S) failure to provide a national reserve to aid viCtims 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 th~ 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 addressinq what changes should be made to Davis-Bacon 
requirements,. 

Proteoting Children 

Reduced spendinq for low-income proqrams is possible While still 
protecting the most vulnerable. The Administration has proposed 
$38 billion in carefully tailored cuts for certain welfare 
programs over seven years; hOWQver, the maqnitude of the cuts 
assumed in the congressional budget resolution -- approximately 
$110 billion over seven years -- compromises the ability of these 
programs to protect children and promote work. This is 
eXacerbated by the absence of maintenance-at-effort requirements 
on the States. It is not realistic to expect the states to 
compensate for the reduced Federal spending from their 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 if their parents 
have done everything possible to find work. 

The Administration supports the retention of Supplemental 
Security Income (SSI) cash benefits for eligible children 
provided by s. 1120. The'plan, however, would apparently deny 
SSI benefits to more than 370,000 disabled children over the next 
five years. In addition, tbe bill would establish a mandatory 
five-year cut off of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
without regard to their. circumstances. Tbe bill would not. 
provide any protection for children when their parents are.'unable 
to work due to i1lness, disability,' the need to care for a~ '""." 
disabled child, or. high local unemployment. Tbe Administration 
believes that such prOVisions are unduly harsh. 

preserving the Health and Nutrition of Adults and Childrtn 

The Administration 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 
Republican leadership plan to include an optional Food Stamp 
block grant. Providing the option of a Food Stamp block grant in 
its currant form jeopardizes getting food to people who nead it~ 
It Would sever the link between Food Stamps and nutrition; 
eli~inate the program's economic responsiveness; end national 
eligib~lity and benefit standards; and ultimately divert support 
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away from food. The bill requires only 75 percent 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. Furthermore, any state that exercises the 
block grant option will see its food assistance decline 
dramatically in the event of recession or population growth. The 
block grant option would threaten the national nutritional 
framework that has successfully narrowed the gap between the 
diets of 19w-income and other families. 

The Administration is concerned ahout 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. s~ 1120 does not 
provide States with the resources to accomplish this goal. 
Rather than promoting work, the plan simply cuts a hole in the 
nutrition safety net. 

~Qvisions Affeetinq Usn-gittzene 

S. 1120 should support fair treatment for legal immigrants. The 
Administration supports tightening sponsorship and eligibility
rules for non-citizens and requiring sponsors of legal immiqrants 
to bear greater responsibility for those whom they encourage to 
enter the United States. The Administration, however, strongly 
opposes the Republican leadership bill's unilateral application 
of new eligibility and deeming provisions to current recipients, 
including the disabled Who are exempted under current law. 
(aOQeming» is the requirement that sponsors' income be counted 

when determining immigrants' eligibility for benefits.) The 

Administration also is deeply concerned about the bill's 

application of deeming provisions to Medicaid and other programs 

where deeming would adversely affect public health and welfare. 


~sehle-Breauz-KikUl@ki·Reform Erspop~b -- Real Wel'lre Re'srm 

The Senate has the chance to enact real bi-plirtisan welfare 
reform. The Administration strongly supports S~ 1117, the·· 
welfare reform proposal offered by Senators Daseble, 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 S. 1120 and the House­
passed H.R. 4, this proposal provides the child care for those 
transitioninq from welfare to work and for those trying to avoid 
welfare in the first place. It holds State bureaucracies 
accountable for real results t and rewards them for putting people 
to work, not just removing people from the welfare rolls. It 
saves money by moving 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 
9rowth, inflation~ and other demographic chanqes. ~The 
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Administration urges Congress to agree on a bipartisan bill that 
addresses these critical elements of real welfare reform~ 

pay-~$~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 Office of Management and 
Budget's scoring estimate is currently under development. 

• • • * • • • 
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October 6, 1995 

Dear IBlair House Participant): 

Eight months ago, we came together af Blair HOlL~C in an honest effort to fi~d 
common ground on an issue upon which mnst 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 else we do, we must 
first restore the values of work, rcsponsibilily, and family. 

The welfare reform debate in Washington has come a long way since we met. Our 

working session at Blair House produced an overwhelming consensus from both parties and 

aU levels of.governmcnt on tbe need for the toughest possible child support enforcement 

nationwide. That consensus helped spur the House and Senate to adopt every major child 

support enforcement measufC from my administration's welfare rcfoon plan. 


Similarly, when we met. some on the far right were demanding that we saddle the 
. states with extremist mandates, even orphanages, 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 to punish 
children for thcir parcnts' mistakes. 

Last month, a sweeping bipartisan majoriiY in the United States Senate passed a 
welfare reform bill that reflects much of the common ground we found at Blair House. As 
the House and Senate meet to reconcile their differences on welfare reform in the coming 
weeks, I hope you will speak out on the basic values of work, responslbUity, and family that 
we discussed in Junuary. As someone 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 issue for 15 years. No one in America ~Iieves more deeply 
than I do that the current broken system is an affront to the taxpayers who pay for it and the 
people who arc trapped on it. So if Congress can agree on a bipartisan bill that is tough on 
work and fair to childrent we'll have real welfare rcfonn and the nation wilt be better for it. 
But iel me be clear: if Congress walks away from this bipartisan common ground and sends 
me a bill thal is weak on work and tough on children) it will kilt welfare reform, and I will 
be forced to continue to end welfare through the waiver process. one state at a time, until 
Congrc.<;s gets it right. 

There is now an overwhelming bipartisaa consensus across America that real welfare 
reform is first and foremost about work. We win only complete this historic mISSion to end 
wetfare as we know il if we succeed in moving people from welfare to work, That means 
imposing time Bmits and tough work rcqujrcmc~ts~ making sure people get the child care they 
need to go to work! and rewarding-states and holding them accountable for their effons to put 
people to work, nOl for CUlling 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 fathcrs f not punish children for 
their parents' mistakes, Likewise, the American people know that ending welfare is not about 
walking away from abused chitdren or taking away poor children's school lunch. 

We have made great strides together in this welfare rcfonn debate, and I am confident 
(hut we can put politics aside (lnd achieve an historic bipartisan agreement. We have come 
too far to let the American people down. Together, we can give them a government that 
honors their valucs) by making welfare a second chance and responsibility a way of life. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Clinton 



September 28, 1995 

Dear Conferee: 

( want to commend you for being named 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 righl by our nation1s children. We owe it to the 
American people to put politics aside and get the job done right. 

As you prepare for conference, I will send you a Statement of Administration PoHcy 
that lays out my views ori the House and Senate-passed bills in more detail. In essence, I 
believe our common aim should be very simple: Rcal welfare reform must be tough on 
work. not tough on children. f 

There is an overwhelming bipartisan consensus across America that welfare reform is 
first and foremost about work. We will only complete this historic mission to cnd 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 
go to work. and rewarding states and holding them accountable for their efforts to put people 
to workt not for cutting people ofL 

There is an overv.·hclming bipartisan consensus as well that welfare reform should not 
punish chHdren, Across the counlry, 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 weJfare 
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 refoml debate, and I know that we 
can continuc 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 values or Democratic values. They arc American values -- and no child in , 
America should evcr have to grow up without them. 

f havc worked on this issue for 15 years" No one in America believes mOTC deeply 
than I do that the current hroken system is an affront to the taxpayers who pay for it and the 
people who arc trapped on it. So if Congress can agree orr a bipartisan bill that is tough on 
work and fair to children. we'll have real welfare reform and the nation wiJ) be better for it. 
But let me be clear: if Congress walks away from this bipartisan common ground and sends 
me a bilt that is weak on work and tough on children. it will kill welfare refonn, and ( will 
be forced to continue to end welfare through the waiver process, one state a1 a time. 

I am confident that we can put politics aside and achieve an historic bipartisan 
agreement. We have come too far to let the American people down. Together, we can give 
them a government that honors their va1ues~ by making welfare a second chance, and 
responsibillty a way of lifc. 
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April 12. 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: Rahm Emanuel 
Bruce Reed 

SUBJECT: What to gy about welfare rdonn ~ next week's prc~'S conference 

There arc a handful of good reasons for the President to devote his opening statement 
at TUc.iOday night's press conference· to welfare reform: 1) 'Ibis remains the number one issue 
that \'otcrs want Congress and the President to address' this year; 2) The House bill is a 
political Io.~cr for the Republicans, and we should criticize it every chance we get before the 
Senate puts .1 lcs..'S vulnerable bill on the table; 3) If we don't make our C-a.<iC loudly and soon 
for bipartisanship and real rcfo'nn, the budget debate win make both very difficult; and 4) 
Every time the President has said anything about welfare rdonn, it has generated more press 
than we expected. 

If the Pres.ident decides to talk about welfare reform On Tuesday, ~ere are the major 
points we would suggesl thai he n:takc: 

t. AnnounCi! Missouri and Montana waivers: The Prcsident could usc the 
announcement of thesc two waiverS -- one to a Democratic govcrnor, the other to a 
Republican -- to illustrate his basic principles: work. res.ponsjbility~ state flexibility, and 
bipartisanship. Both are serious waivcrs that impose slatewide two-year time limits in line 
with the President's plan. Missouri is also where the President announced his plan last June. 

2. Denounce the House hill: He should call for welfare reform that's tough Oll work 
and good to children, noi weak on work and cruel to children. He (Am' crilidze the House fot 
going after school lunches and disahled kids to pay for tax cuts for the wealthy. He could 
call for a national summit of religious leaders on welfare reform -- and say that he doesn't 
want to sign a bill that the Catholic ChurCh, (he National Council of Churches, and other 
major religious leaders believe is wrong. 

3. Make the caw for bipartisanship; As the Republicans plunge into the 1996 
campaign, the President should seize the high ground by insisting thar this is too important to 
become a partisan issue. He could say that Senate leaders face a fundamental choice: 
whether to work together across party lines to solve one of the nation's most gripping 
problems, or to PUI politiCS and ideology ahead of children and real rcfoml. 'He could 
surprise Dole by saying we should lake another look at the Brown-Dole welfare rdorm bill 
from las! year (two-year time limit, tough work requirements, but no nasty strings! preserved 
the individual entitlement, and didn't 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 few wecks, we might want 10 press the Senate 
to pass welfare rdorm as a stand-alone bill before the July 4th recess. If welfare reform ls 
one of the last deals to he cut in reconciliation, it is sure to get the short end of the stick -­
and the cluser this issue gets to the heat of Ihc Presidential primaric!>, the"uglier it will get 
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MISSOlJRI - Hl.!!!lQlIt:l. families lIlltual jlesagn"iI:!iU:t;y!?lan : 

Il?a8criptioD 
IMissouri will impl~ent a stat~wide demonstration which will: I 

o 	 Require JOBS mandatory applicants and recipients to: enter 
; 

into a self-sufficiency agreement establishing a 24~month j,time limit tor receipt of AFDC with the option' to extend the !

limit an additional 24 months when necessary to complete the .. ! 

agreement (e.g., additional time is needed to complete a , 

" 


training proqram). Individuals who do not participate in 

the agreement without qood caus. would have their needs 

removed from the Moe benefit calculation according: to the 

JOBS program sanction rules~ 


0' 	 Require individuals who reach the 24 or 48 nonth time limit 
without leaving AFDe to participate in job search and 'ewep. 

Allow the time limit and sanction requirements,'to apply i70 
,JOBS 	 volunteers who sign an 89reement. , ,, 
I 

0" 	 Increase the resource limit to. $5000 for individuals ....ho 
sign a self-sufficiency agreement. 

0, Deny AFDe to an individual Who received AFDC benefits for at 
least 36 months and who re-applies after completing'a self ­
sufficiency agreement which hQ or she &nterea after "July 1, 
1991, if the individual waa personally responsible for 
becoming unemployed, e.g., voluntarily quit a job l ~as 
dis.issed 'from a job for cause. or failed to accept·a bona 
tide job Offer without good cause. Other eligible members 
of the family would receive benefits~ Individuals who 
beco~e disabled or have received unemployment compensation 
since completing their self-sufficiency aqreement would be 
exempt. 

, 
o 	 'Provide a credit aqainst state child support debt to non­

custodial parents who participate satis!actorily in JOBS In 
selected counties. 

0' 	 Require minor parent applicants and recipients,- with! 
exceptions, to reside in the home of a parent or in another 
adult-supervised setting_ 

Disregard earned income Of any :minor parents wh.o are 
students. 

o 	 Disregard earned income of the adult parent with who~ a I 
minor parent is resid1nq up to 100 percent of the Federal Ipoverty guideline. 	 ! 

; 

o Allow- a minor parent to establish herself ana her depende:.nt 
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.. , 

Child as a separate assistance unit within her adult 	 \
parent's residence 

o 	 Determine AFDC-OP eligibility for parents under age 21 
,without applying the lOO-hour rule and connection to:the ,,

labor force ~equirementw 

o 	 Exclude the full valuo Qf one vehicle when dQtermi~in9 the 
family's countable resources and exclude $1500 of the equity 
value o~. the second vehicle in the household for appl'icants \and reoipients. 

First part of application received August 15, 1994; second: part 
received January 31, 1995~ I 
ApproV<!d 	 I 

I 

"I 
I 

",i 
: 

\ 
: 

, , 

i 

I, 
: 
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,. 
MOl!'1'A!!A Families Achieying Independence for Montanans ([AIM) 

D~s~ription 

sbltewiae, except for cases including tribal members who live on 
a" reservation operatinq a Tribal JOBS Proqram, vill establish: 

(1) Job Supplement Program (JSP), consisting ot a set of 
AlOe-relat.ed hon6fits to assist individua'ls at r 1sk of 

'becorninq dependent upon welfarei 

(2) 	 AFDC Pathways Program (Pathways), requiring a Family 
Investm.ent Agreement and limiting adults :ba-netits to a 
maximum of 24 months for single parent tamilies arid 18 
months for two parent families (children's benefits 
will not· be time-limited); and 

(3) 	 Community services Program (CSP), requiring 20 hours 
participation per week for individuals who reach: the 
pathways time lindt but have not achieved salf­
sufficiency. 

The State will: 

General ana AFDC Proqram Provisions in 7AIH Demonstrati~n 
compo....nt.. 

o 	 In SSP, pass all child support collections and the:Federal 
portion o~ Child support arrearages through to the family, 

-count 	collections as unaarned income, and consider them IV-A 
collections. 

Provide priority child support services to 3SP participants. 

o 	 Provide a one-time employment relatea payment to asp and. 
Pathways participants, the maximum amount of which'will be 
three times the AFOC qrant to which the family would ,be 
entitled. The payment will be in lieu of two months of 
futura benefits for eaoh monthts equivalent of AFoe and will 
oe excluded as countable income in determininq food stamps 
benefits. 

.0 	 Establish the child care disregard at· $200, and adjust the 
month in ~hich it is applied to conform with food stamps
policy. 

o 	 Establish the work expense disregard at $200 'for JSP, 
Pathways, and CSP partieipants~ 

.0 Establish an earned income disreqard of 25 percent of.. earnings for JSP and pathways participants. 
i ~ 

l 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

. I 
I 
I 

I 

·1 
! 

1 
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.0 Exempt the following individuals trom the 24/18 month 
Pathways time limit: 

under age 20 attenclinq high school or completing GEl),
recovarinq from illness or injurYr 

, varifiably physically or mentally impaired,. 60 years or older~ 
needed to care for another household member, 

with a child under age one, 

who are a teen parent in her own case participating in 

program activities, 

for whom the state cannot provide needed child care. 


o 	 Require all families to enter into a Family Investment 
Agreement (FIA)~ requiring parents to take action to secure I,
child support I participate in JOBS, and access and comply
with child immuni~ation and EPSDT sereeninq services. 

o 	 ~equire minor parents under ~6 participate in JOBS. 

o 	 Sanction Pathways and CSP adults tor noncompliance with 
program requirements by denyin9 ~onthly benefits as follows!' 

1 month of benefits for the tirst noncomplianc.

3 months for the second noncompliance,

6 months for the third noncompliance, and 

12 months for the fourth and subsequent noncompliance. 


Include the $50 child support pas$-throu9h in the AFOC 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 lOO-hour rule, connection to the labor foree \
requirement, the 30 day unemployment prior to application I 
condition, and the la-hour work activity requirement. 

Add new AFOC household members in the month after they are 
repcrtedto conform with food stamps policy. 

o 	 permit the following income disr4qards to effect conformity \
between AFDC and food stamps: I 

energy payments based on financial need, 

earned income tor dependent children in elementary or 

higb scbool r 

educational income of students, 

legally-binding child support payment made to nOh­

household members, and 

gifts not to exceed $50 per parson per qitt. 
 \ 

2 	 \ 
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o· 	 Establish a resource limit of $3000 for AFDC and toad 
stamps. 

o 	 Divide lump sum income for At'DC, calcu.lation pu'rposes by the 
proposed resource limit. 

a 	 Eliminate the vehicle equity value limit in the AFDC and 
tood· stamps prosrams for one vehicle per applicant/recipient 
plus all incoma-producinq vehicles. 

o 	 Exclude the cash value ot life insurance policies in 
calculatinq resources for AFDC. 

o 	 Share information about AFDC, food stamp, and Medicaid 
recipients with service providinq a9e.nc:ias under cO,ntract 
with the state. 

, 
Food 	Stamps Provlaions"in rAIH Demonstration oomponents, 

a 	 t~clude the $50 child support pass-through from household 
income .. 

0' 	 Review benefit levels of earned income householdS 
prospectively on a quar;erly basis rather than monthly.. . 	 . 

0' 	 ~ini$ter food stamps as a continuous benefit with 
eligibility reevaluated annually rather than by current 
certificAtion periods. '. 

o 	 Allow a standard utility allowance for foOd stamps
households .. 

o 	 tstablish the dependent care disregard at $200. 

~edicaid ProvisioBS in FAXK DBaOBstratioB Components 

o 	 Require able-bodied Medicaid beneficiaries to ,choose 'between 
a limited services Medicaid managed-care packaqe or partial' 
premiu~ payment of a private health insurance poli9Y. The 
State will: 

(a) 	 provide non-covered optional benefits on an e~erqency 
basis and when needed for employment; and 

(b) 	 ~aka contact with Federally Qualified Health centers, 
PUblic Health Departmental other health servige 
aqeneies# and other community resources to ad~ise them 
that these clients may request assistance and encourage 
acceptance of clients when possible. 
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. , 
.0 	 i Provide Extended Medical coverage for up to 1.2 months to 

· f.amilies whose assista.nce is terminated due to any inco1t1.Q_ :; 
· including child support, reo;ardless of whether the family " 
· received AFnc in at least three ~onths durinq the six months' 
• precedin9 termination of benefits • 

. s~.atus 

Application received April lS, 1994. 

Approved APril~, 1995 

I,, 

I 
! 
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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 rca! welfare 
reform plan that would promote work and responsibility and attract broad bipartisan support, 
I am disappointed that instead of joining in a real, bipartisan effort 10 move people from 
welfare to work, a narrow partisan RepublJcan majority passed a bill that is weak on work 
and tough on children. 

I am determined to work wjth Republicans and Democrats in Congress to produce the 
kind of welfare reform Americans regardless of party 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 one part of the bill that enjoyed true 
bipartisan support -- tough measurCS On child support enforcement, including refusing 
drivers! and professional licenses to deadbeat parents who refuse to pay chUd support, The 
House passed every major child support element of our welfare reform plan) which wHl 
enable us to mount the toughest child support enforcement crackdo~n in history. It is time to 
demand responsibility from parents who bring children into the world, not let them off the 
hook and e.pect taxpayers to pick up the tab for their neglect. 

Welfare rcfoon can and must be a bipartisan issue. I look forward to working with 
Republicans and Democrats in the Senate to pass real welfare refoon that will make work and 
resp()n..~ibiH1y 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 afternoon 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 la~t year, and scnds 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 Rouk.rna (R-NJ), as well as 
Rep. Barbara Kennelly (O-cn and other members who have worked across party lines to 
make tough child support enforcement a central part of welfare rdonn. With this 
amendment, the House welfare reform legislation now includes every major child support 
pillar of our welfare reform plan, which offered .he ,oughest possible child support 
enforcement measures ever put forward. 

These actions on child support enforcement prove that wclf3fC reform can and must be 
a bipartisan issue. Unfortunately, the House Republican bill still docs not offer .he kind of 
real welfare reform that Americans in both parties expect Welfare reform must be tough On 
work and tough on deadbeat parents. not tough on children. 

I look forward to working with Repuhlicans and Democrats in both houses of 
Congress to enact real refoon that makes work and responsibility a way of life. 



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESlDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND OUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 205I¥l 
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(House) . 
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STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

(Tms S'TA11!MENl' HAS 1lD'_~ COORDINATIID BY OMB Wmt Tl-IllCCNCI-!RNEf) AGENCtlts.) 

• 
B.R. 4 - Personal Re:.soonsibility Act of 1295 

(Shaw (R) FL and 122 cosponsors) 

The Administration strongly supports enactment of real and 
effective welfare reform that promotes the basic values of work 
'and ~esponsibility~ Last year, the .president proposed a sweeping 
welfare reform package that embodied these values. It would have: 
established tough work requirements while providing. opportunities 
for education, job training, and child care to working pe.ople; 
imposed tough child support enforcement measures; required teen 
mothers to live at home, stay in school, and identify their . 
child's father; increased state flexibility and accountability; 
and maintained protections for children. 

In all its welfare reform efforts, the Administration has 
emphasized the basic values of work and responsibility. The 
President's economic plan expanded the earned income tax credit, 
which cut taxes for 15 million working families to reward work 
over welfare. Last month, the President issued an Executive 
Order to crack down on Federal employees and military personnel 
who owe delinquent child support. In the past two years, the 
Administration has granted waivers from Federal rule~ to,25 
states to try innovative new ways to promote work and 
responsibility. 

The Administration remains committed to working with the Cpngress 
in a bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reform le9islation 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. 

!!.Q.!lli 

Republicans and Oemocrats"alike agree that the central goal of 
welfare reform must be work. Unlike the legislation~~posed by 
,the AdIiiin,j,stration last year. how,~ye1;~"Rl 4 would not end 
~~f~re gS we kn2~~PY moving people from welfare to work.' The 
bill provides_neither the resources nor the requirements for 
states to prepare welfare recipients to become self-supporting. ~" 
H. R. '4 would not ensure' that adequate child.. carel' education f and 
training are provided to make work pay and give welfare 
recipients the skills to hold a job. 



In fact, H.R. 4 would give states a perverge incentive to cut 
people off welfare. It would allow states to count people as 
uworkingl! if they were simply cut off the welfare rolls, whether 
or not they had moved into a job. It also would cut back on 
child care both for people trying to leave welfare and for 
working people who are trying to stay off welfare. Finally, it 
would repeal the Job opportunities and Basic Skills program§ 
removing any real responsibility for States to provide' job search 
assistance, education, training f and job placement to move people 
off welfare and into work. ' 

In addition, H.R~ 4 would eliminate the child care guarantee for 
families moving from welfare to work and would cap overall 
funding. for child care at a level that could force 1arge numbers 
of working families to lose child care assistance. The bill also 
would eliminate child care quality, healthy_and safety 
protections that are critical to children's well-being . 
. 

RESPONSIBILITY 

The Administration believes that welfare reform must promote 
individual responsibility and responsible parenting. The 
toughest possible child support enforcement is central to getting 
people off welfare and helping them stay off. Although the 
Administ~atiQn appreciates that many Qt its~proposals to increase 
child support-collection have been included in H.R. Au the bill, 
must h~___ strengthened to ens1tl:'e that non-custodial parents uphold 
their responsibility to balp support their ghildren. The' 
Administration supports requiring states to deny drivers' and 
other professional "licenses to parents who nifuse to pay child 
support. This approach has proven very successful in States that 
have already i~plemented such requirements. . . . 

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 about abstinence and 
responsible parenting. 

The Administration believes that minor mothers should receive 
"benefits when they make. a serious effort to be responsible and 
turn thair lives around -- by living at home, staying in school, 
and identifying the child's father~ In contrast, H.R. 4 would 
automatically puniSh innocent children by denying. benefits to 
those born to unwed parents under age 18 -- regardless of whether 
the mother has made an effort to turn her.life around and provide 
a stable environment for her child. . 
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The Administration has serious concerns about other aspects of 
ILR. 4 that would: 

o 	 3eopardize the health and nutrition of children, 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 
program for Women, Infants I and Children. These programs 
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 these programs to expand to 
meet the increased needs that occur in times.of economic 
downturn. These.changes would leave working Americans' 
vulnerable to shifts in the economy and to changes in 
nutrition standards that coul.d be driven mote by budgets 
than the health of children and mothers. 

o 	 Punish innocent children. H.R. 4 would deny cash benefits 
to over 150,000 disabled children.' The bill also would cut 
off children whose parents have received wel'fare for more 
than five years, whether the parent-is able to work or not~ 
Rather than letting States decide whether to deny benefits 
for additional children born to a mother on welfare r H.R. 4 
would impose 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 ~ould cut funding for foster care, adoption 
assistance, and child abuse prevention activities. It also 
would virtually eliminate Foderal oversight of state child 
protective systems, many of which are acknowledged to be 
functioning very poorly. As a result I thousands of children 
will be at increased risk of harm~ The Administratton is 
strongly committed to providing protection to the millions 
of children who are. abused or neglected each year and to 
promoting programs that prevent abuse or neglect. 

o 	 Leave States with inadequate reSQurces. 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 hot adjust for a racession. Without such 
an adjustment/, States in recession would encounter reduced 
revenues and increased caseloadsh. In such times, it is the 
working poor who would most likely need, but not receive, 
,temporary: assistance. Thus I individuals needing a temporary. 
lift could be left without cash assistance,' food stamps, 
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child care, or .even school lunches for their child.ren. In 
addition, ·H.R. 4 would deny public assistance to 199a! 
immigrants -- who pay taxes and contribute to their 
communities' -- thereby shifting substantial burdens to State 
and local taxpayers. 

The Administration l therefore 1 opposes H.R. 4 in its current form 
because; it would fail to reform welfare by moving people from 
welfare to work; it would reduce Federal funding in ways that 
would impair the health and nutrition of children and familie,s; 
.and it is not tough enough ,on parents who owe child support·, and" 
is too tough, on innocent children. 

PAy-A§-YoU-GO Scoring 

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 
designed to pay for upcoming tax legislation. Therefore I 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 wealthy. " 

" 
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THE WHITE HOt:SE 

W.\SH1SCTO~ 

March 2, 1995 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

I am writing to reiterate my 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 our chi Idren l 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. 

I ,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 ensure 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 witli delinquent child support claims. Our 
welfare reform plan included the toughest child 
support measures ever proposed. If absent parents 
aren't paying child support, we will garnish their 
w8ges, 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 Working 
session on Welfare Reform that I hosted at Blair 
House, Republican and Democratic leaders from 
around the country and every ·level ,of qovernment 
aqreed that we should enact the toughest child 
support enforcement measures possi,ble. 

I hope the committee will not shy away from 
its responsibilities on this issue. A number of 

! I 
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bills similar to our plan could serve as the 
foundation for any effort to reform child 
support -- including the one offered by 
Representatives Barbara Rennelly, Nancy Johnson, 
and others~ critical elements include denying 
welfare benefits to any unwed mother who does not 
cooperate fully in identifying the father, powerful 
measures for tracking interstate cases, and serious 
penalties -- including license suspension, and if 
necessary # requiring ~ork' -'- for parents who refuse 
to pay what they owe~ We must also include both 
the perfo'rmance incentives and resources states 
need to do.the job right. 

It is time to .qet serious about child support 
in this country. I look forward to working with 
Conqress to get it done~ 

with best wishes, 

Sincerely, 

• 

The Honorable Bill Archer 
Chairman 
Committee on ways and Means 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

l' 



• February 6, 1995 

Representative Clay Shaw 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Human Resources 
Ways and Means Committee 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Washington, DC 20515 


Dcar Mr. Chairman: 

J am writing to thank you for taking part in last week's bipartisan ~orkjng session on 
welfare reform, and 10 commend your subcommittee for agreeing to include child support 
enforcement as part of your welfare reConn legislation. The working session produced a 
remarkable con&cnsus' across party lines and from every level of government on the need for 
the toughest possible child support enforcement nationwide. I am glad to sec your 
subcommittee moving quickly to embrace that recommendation. 

Throughout my 14 years of work on the problem of welfare, as ,a governor and now as 
President, 1 have insist~d that tough child support enforcement must be a centerpiece of 
welfare reform. If we're going'to end welfare as we know it j we must make sure that aU 
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 Administr~tion put forward last year included the 
toughest child support enforcement measures ever proposed, and I urge you to do the same. 

We need to say to absent parents: If you1re not paying your child support, weIll 
garnjsh your wages. suspend your IkenS<!, track you aCrOSS State lines, and if necessary, make 
you work off what you owe. A nation thai valuc!'i responsibility cannot tolerate a $34 billion 
child support gap between what absent paren .. ought to be paying and what they pay. 

1 commerid your subcommittee for taking this action. and I look forward to working 
with you as welfare reform moves through Congress. 

Sincerely I 

Bill Clinton 
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The Hooor8ble Bill Archer_ ' • 

CIu>innan , ' . '". ..,
..
Committ.e on Ways and MeanS 
House of Representatives 
Wa.shilliton D.C. 20S U 

Dea. Mr. Chairman: ' 

This !~~ eXpresses !be A<lmin.isttation'. views on 1M Chairman's nwk for welfu:re refonn 
legislalton under wnsld<ta\ioQ by the H".... Committee on Ways and Means. 

-	 . . . 

The A<lmin.isttation shares the commitment of the Congrcsll and 1M Ameri""" people to ml 
welfu:re reform that emphasizes work, parenllll responsibility, Slate flt>lbility, and the ,protootion 
of children. Last year, the President sulnnittad • bold welfure reform bill, the Work and 

. 	Responsibility Act of 1994, u.hlch embodied these VlIlues. It included lough work requirement!! 
while providing opportunitieS for education, triliniag, .bild c:sre and supports to working people. 
II included. stringent set of ebild support enfmtcmeIrt provisions. ·It teqUirI:d each teen mother 
to live at home, stay in schoollll1d ideruifY her baby', Cutb.er. It inere43Od.- flexibility without· 
sacrificing accountability, And it msintnined a basic structure of protectionS for cbildren. 

The AdministtaIion looks forward to worl<:ing coOperatively with the Congress in al>ipartisan way 
to pass bold welfu:re reform legislation tbls y.ar, The Administration has, however, seriOus 
concerns about a number of features of (hoe Chaitman'$ innrk that appear ~ undermine the values ' 
10 which we are all committed. The Admlnistnrtion seeks to end welfare OS we know it by 
promoting work. family and IeSJl<1nsibility, not by punishing poor children for their parents' 
mistakes. Welfare reform win sueceed oWy jf it successfully moves'peepl. from wolf"", to 
work. 

Work 

For years, Republicansand Derng<:nlts alike ha;v~ agreed that the .entral goal of ,...elf",. ref am 
mUM be work: That is still our soal: Pe.ople whl'l cat'I. work oUght to go to work and cam a 
paycheck not a welfare check. The AdministratioG believes that no adult who is able to work 
should receive "welfare for an unlimited time without .....orking.· The Administ:r'3tion believes that 
"fr()m the fIrst day someone comes onto welfare; he or she ~huul;j be required to po.rticipatc in job 
search, job placem~t. education. or training needed to move off we!fare and into a job quickly_ 
It 1S governrnent's respcru::ihility to help ensure that t..'1e critical job placeClent, t:rair:.ing. and child 
care services are provided. Individuals who are willing to work should have the opportunity to 
work and not be arbitrarily 1:~t off assistance. 



TO: " ---'" ," . ". 	 REED P,G:v.39 

Page 2 

The Administration th""fore has serious clm<el:Ds about the Ctlairm1!ll', mark befo", you."
, 	 , , 

() Whil • ..cmingly hij:ber thon th""" mthe bill rerorted out of subcommiltee, the, 
_:.... ~,;; •.-wOrk standiids continue lObe weak,and now conllIin p"""""" inC<:!'lives for SlOt.., 
,',' to cut people off, 'ra!her thlIn put them 10 work. Far from requiIiJlg'S!IIles'tOput' 

, p""pte to work, the bill allows .- to count as 'wOrking; 'p.r.o.,. Who wV!:e 
simply cut from the welfare toUs for any _ Cutting people offwelfare is not 
the som. as putting people to work. In addition. because the bill uuthori7l>S the 
block gIlIOl only through the year 2000, work ""Iuirements in !be out·yeors seem 
.lrt, this point'unenforceable and thus more lig1tt1!tive than real. To the extent \bat ' 
stales txy to meet the work smndards by pultinf. people in job. nrth", 1han cuttiitg 
tbem off, proposed funding ellis in chUd care and otber progmns would foroe a 
considetable in"",_". in _ expenditun:s or cuts in benefits, 

o 	 The proPosed legislation pro'rides no 8SSU!'lIllee of child care to recipients wbe 
work or are preparing w work·-<'Ve!l if • SlAte roquires them to participate. It 
offers no promise of child care for those wOO leave welfare for work or for !bose 
who could avoid falling onto welfare if!bey had some help with child care. It 
'repeals provisions of existing II!W th8t pro'ride open_ded fun<lin<$ for famili"" ' 
th8t nrad child care in order to work or go tn school, while the ptovisiODS passed 
in the lUerie of the COmmJ_ on' Economic and Rducatiorud Opportunities 
significanlly radu,", total existing funding for child care and !be child care fOod 
program. In addition, states may be forced to Cl.~ back child care assistance to low 
income working fumiUes just to meet the child care needs of weIr"", =ipiet\ts, 

" 	 The proposed legislation effectively repeal. the bipartisan Family SuPPort Act, 
signed by Pn:sident Ronald Reastm in 1988. It removes any reid responsibility of 
state welfare systems to provide education, training and platement services to 
move recipients from welfare to' W<lrk. Indeed. th~ bill imposes ll'CW l-e:rtrletions 
on states which want to provide education or training to move people quickly off 
welfare. States should h.,.. !be flexibility tn wovide recipien1S the services lhey 
need to move !Torn,welfure to work as quickly lIS possible. 

Q 	 The proposed legislation'wouJ<l <leur all federal _b """istmce to most families 
,:. that have received assistance for more than five yea...:Evenif the edult in the 

'family is unable to fmd a job or is preve:rted from, bolding • jab because of 
disability or the need to eare for a disabled family member, rotcs are prohibited 
from exempting from the lifetime limit no more than ten percent of the c.:tSeload. 
Children wvuJd be svriously jcopo.rd.ized even if their parents cannnt find any work"' 
and are not included in the exemption.. 
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The Adniuiisttation supports an altema!ive approach that would genuinely u:ans:formtIie welfare. 
system into a transitional system focused on work, It would have strict requirements au', 
particlpation and 01.... responsibiliti.. for """"" 10· provide education, training and placement 

- assi_; it.would have serious time Iimits.a&r which work would.!!!> required; it would ensure 
. .,~ - ,1Iiitt children would not be left alone When plii\lUts Were'wcrliing li:iiito>iding assista!!ce for ebild . , ­

c::are; it would put parents to werle, not just out u.:m off; and it would""""'" that' cliildren can 
expe<rt support from two parents. . . 

PareJlllIl Retponsibility 

The Administnltion believes that welfare ,efurm should "",ognize u.: 10000000bllity imd 
..,OCUlUS. u.: involvement ofboth parenti; in thcir children's lives. The AdininiStnttion considers 
cbild support enforcemeIl! to be an integral pa:tt .of welfare "'fonn, particularly because. it sends 
a meg message to young people about the .responsibility of both pw:ents to support ·their 
children. The Administradon was 1'1_ when mot<: than one month ago, Cbalnnan Shaw 
agreed to add .wld support enforcement to your welfare reform bill_ 

. . 
While the oew child support provisions have not been. teleased by the Committte, we dobave 
concerns with !he one child support provision which is inclnded in !he marl< distribnted thus {art. 	 . 

o 	 ,We are troubled by !he provision tliat :req1Ilrtis stares to redoc:e psyments to 
children for the fu:st 6 months if paternity has not been legally .stilblished. This 
provision seems ieeffectoal and unfair, Even if a mother fully coopetllteS by 
gi>iag dellliled infonnation-identifyiog !he father and his possible IfJCll1ion, and' 
ev<:n if the ...'" is diligent itt pmouint! the lllllier, it can easily tske 6 months·to 
get paternity legally estlblisbed. There is no =n wby the cbild should be 
punished during this period. . 

The Administration believes thaI !he welfare system should encoutage the fotmstion and support 
of two-parent famili... The AdminiSttlltion i. therefore concerned about an intportant omission 

, in the proposed legislation: 
, . 	 , 

o 	 The proposed legislation would encourage the bre.l-up Qf f=ili.. by rcpcoling 
the req.urement that states provide cash assistan<e to~two-ParCnt families.in whl¢h 
n p<'rent iJ: unemployed or unable to work. It allows states to discriminate agai~ 
married, two-parent fJ.milies by treating single-parent families better than two-
parent families. . 

The Administration supports an approacb thaI both er,courages the ronnotion of two-p", ..n! 
f""!lilies and makes sure that both parents lllke responsibility for children in all cases, 
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Teen Pregnney 
., 	 . . 

The Administration and the Amen"'" poople "Ill"" that the best m;,rm of wuIf8te would be '0 
'ensure that· people do ~need it inthelinit P"-_"t.olf'a:e m;,rm must sen<! a very str1lng
"' • ...g. toyQ"q poople that they shQuld. not get pregnant or father it obild until they. are.ready . 
an<! able to eare for that obild, ond·that if they do bave children, they willll9lbe able tiI.escape 
the obligations and responsibilities of panmlhood. W. must be especially ~ about the 
well.being of the cltildren wIlo are born to young mo1hcra, ain.. they ...e very IIk.ly to grow up 
poor. 

. . The Admicistration therefore b8s serious concerns .about the bill'before you: 

o 	 .The propu-t legislation would deny all federal cash to any child born to an 
unniarried mother IIlldcr 18 as well as 10 the ~I until the parent is 18 years 
old. Tbis provision punishes and shandons obildren mlber thnn helping fumilies 
to get them on the right ttack.. 

" 	 The proposed legislation does not ""Iuire that teen mo1hers below the age of 18 
live at home and stay in school. It""'"""" nquiremcnts in=t law, ond may 
make the prospec!$ ror mother and obild !MIl WOTSO. ' 

'The Administration supports an altetnatiw appro!!cl1 that would. nquire minor mothers to live ar' 
ho""" .my in <chool, ma\:e progre.<s toward. seIf.sufficieney, and identify the father·of the child. 
The A,dministration also supports. untioDal campaign to prevent teen pregnancy. It is lime to 
enlist parents and civie, religious, and bnsiness le:Id"", in a eommunity based strategy to send • 
clest message.about abstinence and TCSp<.IIlSlble parenting. The hdmini""";Oll ruso I01pports a 
state option not 10 increase benefits for ebildren born to rilo1hers on welf1u<o. 

State Flexibility with Accountability 

The Administration embraces the creativity and responsiye= of stales, and th•. opportunities 

fur real refonn when SIltI.. have tire flexibility to design aild administer welf'&<: programs tailored 

to their unique circumstances and needs. Already this Administration has granted WlIiVCT' to half 

the states for welfare reform demonstratiollS. National ",,!fare reform should embody the values 


,or wlJrk .a:.ld responsibility in tl way that as~ures taxpnyer~ that federal money is bcbg spent 

prudently and appropriately, Por reform to su«eod. tire funding mecr.ruUsrns for welfare should 

not put children or sta~ at risk in times: o~ recession. population increase or unpredictable. 

grov.'th in demand. 	 . 

in this context, ~e Admini~trnrion has serious ,concerns about the proposed legislation: 

o 	 While states now have an option to' choose areong allocation formulas, the. 
spending cap in the prOpOsed legislatiou lHake~ no anov.~ce:; for potential gro\1.'th 
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in the need for casb assistance because of =olllie downturn, or unpredictable 
emergencies. Th.... is only. tiny fund to help adjust for papulation Changes and 
• SIlUIIIloan fund from which stales can boIrow. These provisiollS could result in 

:.._ . _····staIes running out of money her"", the end of the year. aad thus having to tum 
."'WIIY W<lrkinI! famili.. who lrlt • "bump'in the ioiid'~ and apply fur short-Ie'!" 

"'. assis1ance. It could preclude stales from investing in job pla<:emenl, in'",,,rK 
. programs. in education and Iraining, aad in supports for ~ families. 

• 

o 	 The propoeed legislalion removes th~ n:quiremel1t tim! siales match federal funds 
with their own """" funds. With none oftheir own money at risk. Slates will have
r"""" incentives to spend the funds efficiently and e!!eenvely to Improve 
::"norman.., and ~ self-sufficleney. 

The Admioisttation supports proposals that significmtly increase stat: flexibility but also epsure 
accounrability for achieving national goals. The Admllllstmtion suppa"" a funding ",ocbWJlsm 
that wiU not put children and stales at risk down the road, aad that enables' Slates to succeed in 
moving people fulw wcll'lIro to ""rk aad in ""I'f"'l'Iins worki.ng families. The Administration 
has significant doubts about the .biIity of. P'l'" block gImlt Ihoding meehanism to adl:quately 
proteet both children and states. . 

ProtKtion of ChildreG 

The Administmion recognizes that the pro!eetiOll of cbildren is the primary goal both of cash 
assiSlBnte progr1llllS and ofchild _lfar. IUId clilld p~ve""""_ CBllh assist'"c, programs 
assist families to care for chUdren in their own bomes. Child protection services help those 
children who are .bused or neglected or at risk of abuse by their parents aad who need special 
in-home services or out of home placements to assure their safety. Strengthening families, and 
Where appropriate, preventing mnoval of children from their hom.. also are, key goals of child 
protection services. We believe th~l'; are problems in a number of areas, 

lli;nia!. of Bmefit\\tQ Children on hfDC ... .. '. . 
The legislalive proposals that would reform cash assistance hzv.· a number of provisions that 
would put vulnerable ,;hildrcn at greo.tet risk. ' 

o 	 The legislation would deny cash assiSlBnce to teen mothers and their cruldren. 10 
children born while the parent WBS Oil welfare, and to cWhlrcJl wbQ:se parent had 
received welfare for more tha..'1 five years, whether or not a job was available or 
the p!ltC1lt was unable to work. The funding caps could have the effect of denying 
cash assistance t~ children when states used up"their allocated funds, for wb::uever 
reasons. Children ~n Io",! income working families, who may be forced onto cash 
assistance in times of econoniic downturn, ..cuuld be rnQ~t affected. 

http:worki.ng
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Child Frn!«ti<>n Sro1ces ., , 
Some oflhese children eould wen come inlX> a syStem of cbild pro!«tlila,.".v;ces that is already' 
seriously overburdened ond that is J:aillng tq provide 1he most essential services. Reported child 
llll!l1Xealment and out-of-home p"""""'etlIs bave both been incrwing shIIrply. Many state systems 
oro in suoh distn=os tluit they have bOen pl..,.,.s Qiid"" judicial ovoroight. The proposed legi.ob>tiou 
responds to 1hese inctcaSingIy serious problema by consolidaling existing programs that protoet 
children into a block grant with nomlnal fedcnU oversight The Administration bas serious 
concerns about Ibis approach. 

o 	 The proposed legislatiOl1 <!IpS opeoding for child pro!«tlon progrom. at a level 

considerably lower than baseline projeelions. This could lead to uninvestigated 

"'.-'_ent reports, ead to cbildren being left in ~ homes. 


0, 	The proposed legislation eliminates many importalll pro!«tlons now guaranteed 10 
children in foster care. Th... pro!«tlons were put in place to com:ct ,;tnatiOllS in which 
children were being lost in the foster care system, 

o 	 Th. ~ legislaLiUll .limi,,""'" the adoptioll =istlwce programs, ond leaves 

it up to statos whether they will significantly sus1Ilin 1he subsidies that enable 

many spCciaJ needs children to find ~ homes. 


o 	 The proposed legislaLion virtually eliminates federal monitoring ond aC<Qunfllbitity 

meohonistrul. It IllIIkos it i_iblc for the federal govtnmlcnt to == the 

protection of children. , 


o 	 The proposed legislation allocates funds to the states under cunen! claiming 

patterns. Because of serious imbalances among the states in spending on cbild 

proteetio~ it i£ bard'to imagine an allocation that would not d.isa.dvanta.ge either 

states that have been heavy spenders, Or stales that are only beginning to improve 

their system>, 	 ' 

Substantial improvementl; need to be made in the child pro!«tlon system and b the federnl role 
in ovCrseeing that system. ('riven the dramatic ehanges in which other ~spects of the Committee's " 

,mark may have on other support systems for children, the Administration urges caution before 
actions are taken that will disrupt the child protection syst."': and, .. a resalt, might seriously 
harm millio"" of children. 

DiWal of Benefits to Dita.\?lad Children on SSI 

Although modifications have been made to, the Subcommittee report, the Administr:ltion is ~till 


,deeply troubled by the changes proposed in the program designed to help disabled childrer.--SSL 


http:d.isa.dvanta.ge


• TO ,. 	 REED .P.OO/09 


Page 7 

u 	 n,., proposedleg;.lotlvn dram~ly ~ SS[. bt:uefi.. fo, children. Within G 

months, over one hundred thousand disabled children wtiuld fail to gain eligibility 

for SSI benefits as well as medical protection. Allif in the fu1:\lrc:, no child, no 

matter how disable<!, will be eligibl~ for any cash benefits for 881, except ifcash 


. benefits prevent them from having 10 be instilUtionalized. These proposals appear 
·'to ponolize pan:nt> who ore dotcnniDod 10 = far. thcir ohlld 00 _who.! tho 

=nomic .<ll".:quences for· the !amily, S8l recipients are among tho needlest aod 
most vulnerable ohlldre!l, in the pocwst families. 

" 	 Some of the money saved is pul into a new block gmnt for'servl.... to disabled 

ohlldren: 'fhis chang~ would .bill choice of =vices from families to • new state 

bureaucracy.thor may lack sufficient.~ ID serve chlldren affected. The idea 

:, untested, and no one knows. what impact it will have on the most vulnerable of 

children and the parents Who car<: for. them. The 5-y= cut off in Al'DC for all 

persons along with the eli:Jlunation of 5Sl cash for. disabled children may leave 

these children extremely vulnerable, 

.	The Administration...,. the need for careful reform in thii area, .with its pOtential for serious 
hunn tu cAln:rncly vulnentblc chlldren. U!st Y"IIl' the C<>~ ..Iobli:;hcd • C<>rami..";on ull 

Childhood Disability to look inlo these issues in consultation with experts from the National 
Academy of Scienoes. The Commission will provide its report to the ~ later this ~ar. 
The Administration belieVes prudence dictates waiting for this short time until this bipartisan 
commission, foUowing • lhorough review of all aspects of this important progriun. has an 

, oppOrtunity to make fcoommcndatiol'l3. 

Benefits to Legal immigrants 

The Administration $tro""ly believ.. that illeSal a1ie,., should not be eligible for government 
welfare support. But the Problbition of all benefits to legal immigrants who are Dot yet citizens 
is too broad. and would shift substantial.l,.,ttdens to state and local taxpayers. These legal 
immigrants are required to pay taxes. M..3ny serve in the armed forces, and contribute to their 
communities. The Administration strongly favors. more f~d approach of holding sponsors 

. accountahle for tho~e they hring into thl~ cOuntry and making the ~nsors' commitment of 
St.-pport a legally binding contract. 
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In slI!llIII8ly, the C!uoinrum'. mark esPouses goals for the refoIm of weIlilre-work. pllJ'etltal 
responsibility, prevention of teen ~ and lIt3Ic flexibility-that the Administration and the 
American poopl. sluu:e. But the lransiatiOll.of general goals into specific legislation misses the 
mark in fundamental ways. The Plop<>1Ied'legislstiOll does not represent serious work-based 
reform. It doC! nOthi.tla to move people from welfare to- work," and it d~ QQt tcquire everyone 
whO <all work to go to work. It neither holds lIt3Ic b~.. =un1llh!e nor cushions s!B!e 
taxpayers against recession. It puis millions of children at risk of serious ~ There are 
alternative lIpPlOach.. to reform that acllieve our mutual goals in filr morc consIrUctive and 
accountable ways. 

The Administration reiterates its commitment to real welfilre refonn and its ,desire to work 
coo~'!"ly with Congress to achieve it. 

The Office ofManagement and Budget advises that there i.;'" obj<ction to tbelrimsmittaJ oftms 
report to Congre."..l<, ' 

A similar letter was sent to Rcpn:senJative Sam M. Gibbons and members of the Ways and 
MeansCommlttee. . . ' 

Sincerely, 

Donna E. Sbalala 
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TH( SF-CFlt f AFlY Of HeAL!11 ....ND 11UMAN SeFiVICeS 

WA!..U..C'O". 0 C. 201D! 

FEB I 3 1995 
The Honorable E. Clay Shaw 
Chairrnan, Subcommittee on Human Resources 
Committee on Ways and Means 
U,S. House of Representatives 
Washington D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This leiter expresses [he Adminisfration's views on the Chairman's mark for wel~are reiofm 
legislation under consideration by the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Human 
Resources. 

The Administration shares the commitment of the Congress and the American people to real 
welfare reform that emphasizes work, parental responsibility. state flexibility. and the 
protection of children. Last year, the Presidem submitted a 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. training. child care and supports to 
working peoplc, It included a stringent Set of child support enforcemcnt provisions.. It 
required each teen.mother to live at home. stay in school and identify her baby's father. It 
increased state flexibility without sacrificing accountability. And it maintained a basic 
slructure of protections for children. 

The Administration looks forward to working cooperatively with the Congress in a bipartisan 
way to pass bold welfare refonn legislation this year. The Administration has, however, 
serious concerns about a n~mber of fea.tures of the Chainnan's mark that appear to 
undermine "the values to which we are aU committed. The Administration seeks to end 
welfare as we know it by promoting work, family and responsibility. nor by punishing pOOl' 

children for their pare,Qtst mistakes. Welfare refonn 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 
refonn must be work. That is still our goal: People who can work ought to go to work and 
eam a paycheck not a welfare checlc .The Administration believes thal no adult who is able 
to work should receive welfare for an unlimited tjme without working. The Administration 
believes that from the first day someone comes onto welfare, he or she should be required 10 

participate in job search. job placement. education, or training needed to move off welfare 
and into a job quickly, It is government's responsibility to help ensure that the critical job 
placement, training, and child care services arc provided. Individuals who are willing to 
work should have the opportunity to work and not be arbitrarily cut off assistance. 



The Auministration therefore has serious concern.., ~bouL the Chairman's mark before you: 

o 	 It eliminates requirements that recipients participate in job search, education, 

work or training as a condition of receiving welfare, and ends any 

responsibility of state welfare systems to provide education, training and 

placement services to move recipients from welfare to work. The proposed 

legislation effectively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act signed by 

President Ronald Reagan in 19B8, 


Q 	 The proposed legislation includes only minimal and unenforceable 

requirements that recipients work. The bill requires only that persons 011 the 

rolls for.more than 2 years engage in "work activities" loosely defined by the 

Slate welfare bureaucracy. rather than a real work requirement The proposed 

pantclpation standards are very low, In many ways, lhe work requirements 

are even weaker than those in current law, ' 


o 	 The proposed legIslation provid.es no assurance of child care to recipients who 

work or are preparing to work-~even jf a state requires them to participate. It 

offers no promise of child care for those who leave welfare for work or for 

those who could avoid falling onto welfare if .hey had some help with child 

care. While it repeals provisions of existing law that provide funding for child 

care, this bill is silent on whether any additional funds wll1 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 ease the 

transition. This would further reduce health care coverage and make it harder 

for people to move from welfare to work. 


o 	 The proposed legislation would deny all cash assistance to families that have 

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 

need to care for a dIsabled family member. Children would be seriously. 

jeopardized even if their parents cannot fl,nd any work.' 


The Administration supports an alternative approach'that would genuinely transform the 
welfare system into a lrarto;;itional system focused on work. Ii wou1d have st~ict requirements 
for recipients to participate in and clear responsibilitIes for states to provide education. 
training and placement assistance; it would have serious time limits 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 parents to work, not just cut them ~ff; 
and it would ensure that children can expect support from two parents. 
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Pareohll Responsibility 

The Adminislration believes Ihal welfare reform should recognize the responsibility and 
encourage the involvement of both parents in their children's lives. The Administration 
considers child support enforcement to be an integral pan of welfare reform, particularly 
because it sends a strong message to young people about the responsibility of both parents to 
support lheir children. The Administration was pleased that you had agreed to add child 
support enforcement 10 your welfare reform bill, and sorry that your proposals arc not yet 
part of the bill now under consideration, The Administration looks forward [Q working 
closely with you 011 this issue in the coming weeks, 

o 	 The only child support provision included in the Chairman's mark is one that 

allows states (0 reduce payments to children for the first 6 months if paternity 

has not been legaIly estabHshed. This provision seems ineffectual and unfair.' 

Even if a mother fully cooperates by giving detailed infomtation identifying 

the father and his possible location. and even jf (he stale is diligent in pursuing 


'the father, 	it can easily take 6 months to get paternity legaHyestablished, 
There is no reason why the child should be punished during [his period, 

The Administration believes that it makes far more sense to deny benefits entirely to any 
parent.who refuses to identify the father or to cooperate tn locating him. However, once the 

'mother has done all she can, the family shou}d qualify for aid, and then the state should 
establish paternity within onc year. 

The Administration believes that the welfare system should encourage the forma.tion and 
support of two*parem families. The Administration is therefore concerned about an 
important omission in the proposed legislation: 

o 	 The proposed legislation would encourage the break-up of families by 

repealing the requirement tnat states provide cash assistance to two~parent 


families in whicn a parent js unemployed or unable to work, It allows stales 

to discriminate against married, two-parent families by treating single-parent 

families better than two-parent famiJies. 


The Administration supports 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 Administration and the American people agree that the best reform of welfare would he 
10 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 until they 
are ready and able to care for that child, and tbat if they do have children, they will nO[ be 
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ahle [0 escape the obligations and responsibilities of parenthood, We must be especially 
cOllcerned about the well-being of the children who are born to young mothers, since they 
are vcry likely to grow up poor. 

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

o 	 The proposed legislation would deny all federal cash benefits for eighteen 

years to any child born {O an unmarried mOther under l8, as well as to {he 

parent. This provision appears to punish children for their entire childhood-­
18 years--for the mistakes of their parems. 


() 	 The proposed legislation does not require that teen mothers llve at home, stay 

in school, and idemify the cbild's father. h weakens requirements in current 

law. and may make the prospects for mother and child even worse. 


o 	 The proposed legis!ation estahlishes only, minimal expectations for states: ro 

provide services to unmarried parents, and provides no additional funds (0 


support them_ 


The: Administration supports an alternative approach that would require minor mothers to live 
at home, stay in school. make progress toward selfwsufficiency, and identify the father of the 
chUd, The Administration also supports a national campaign to prevent teen pregnancy. If is 
time to enlist parents and civic, religious, and business leaders in a community based strategy 
to send a clear message about abstinence and responsible parenling. The Administration also 
supports a: state option not to increase benefits for children born to mothers on welfare. This 
decision should be made by the state, nor the federal government. 

State Flexibility with Accountability 

The Administration embraces the creativity and responsiveness of states, and the 
opportunities for 'real reform when slates have [he flexibility to design and administer welfare 
programs tailored to their unique circumstances and needs. Already this Administration has 
granted waivers to nearly half the stales for welfare refonn demonstrations, National ,welfare 
reform should embody the values'of work and responsibility in a way that assures taxpayers 
that federal money is being spent prudently and appropriately_ For reform to sUC<:eed, the 
funding mechanisms for welfare should not 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 tlte proposed legislation: 

o 	 The spending cap in the proposed legislation' makes no allowances for potential 

growth in the need for cash assistance because of economic downturn, 

population growth. or unpredictable emergencies. It could result in states 
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running out of money before the end of the yC<lr. and rhus having to turn away 
working families who hit a "hump in the road" amI apply for short-term 
assistance. It could preclude States from investing in job placement. in work 
programs. in education and training, and in supports for working families. 

o 	 The proposed legislation removes the requirement lhat stares matt::h federal 

funds with their own stale funds. With none of their own money at risk. slates 

will have many fewer incentives to spend Ihe funds efficiently and effectively 

to improve performance and increase self-sufficiency. 


o 	 The proposed legislation provides virtually no accountability. There arc no 

incentives for good perfonnance and virtually 110 penalties for failure. There is 

no provision for the recovery of monies paid out fraudulently or in error. 

There are no mechanisms for ensuring that states are actually spending the 

money on needy children rather lhan on state bureaucracies, or for monitoring 

whether federal money is being used to help parents gain self-sufficiency, 

require work. and enforee parental responsibility, Indeed, the federal 

government IS forbidden from taking any meaningful steps to ensure program 

performance and accountability. 


The Administration suppons proposals that significantly increase Slate 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 enables Slates 
to suceeed in moving people from welfare to work and in supporting working families. The 
Administrluion has significant doubts about the ability of Ii pure block gran1 funding 
mechanism to adequately protect both children and stares, 

Protection of Children 

The Administration recognizes that the protection of children is the primary goal both of cash 
assistance programs and of child welfare and child protcctive services, Cash assistance 
programs assist families to care for children in their own homes. Child protection services 
help those children who are abused or neglected ,or at risk of abuse by their parents and who 
need special in-home services or out of home placements to assure their safety. Strengthening 
families. and where appropriate. prevendng removal of children from' their homes also are, 
key goals of child protection services. There are problems in a number of areas. 

Denial of Benefits to Children on AFDC 
The legislative proposals that would reform cash assistance have a number of provisions that 
would put vulnerable children at greater risk, 
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o 	 As noted above, the legislation would deny cash assistance to children of 

unm.!rried minor mothers for their entire childhood, to children born while the 

parent was on welfare, and to children whose parcnt had received welfare for 

more than five years, whether or not a job was available or tile parent was 

unable to work. The funding caps could have the effect of denying cash 

assistance to children when states used up their allocated funds, fur whatever 

reasons. Children in low income working families, who may be forced onto 

cash assistance in times of economic downturn, could be most aftected. 


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 mosl essential services. 

Reported child maltreatment and out-or-home placements have both been increasing sharply. 

Many state systems are in such distress that they have been placed under judicial oversight. 

The proposed ,legislation responds to these increasingly serious problems by consolidating 

existing programs that protect children into a block gram with nominal federal oversight. 

The Administration has serious concerns about this approach. 


o 	 The proposed legislation caps spending for child protection programs at a level 

considerably lower than baseline projectjons, This eouid lead to uninvestigated 

maltreatment reports. and to children being left in unsafe homes with minimal 

services. It could also seriously hamper Slales' efforts to improve their child 

abuse prevention and child protection systems, 


o 	 The proposed legislation eliminates the adoption assistance programs, and 

leaves it up 10 states whether they will significantly sustain the subsidies thal 

enable many special needs children to find pennanent homes, and whether they 

will honor commitments to those adoptive families that now receive subsidies. 


o 	 The proposed legislation virtually eliminates federal monitoring and 

accountability mechanisms. It makes it impossible for the federal goverrunent 

to ensure the protection of children. 


'0 	 The proposed legislation is silent on'the formula for aUocating funds to the 

states, Because of serious imbalances among the states in spending on child 

profection, ir is hard co imagine a formula that would not disadvantage either. 

states that have been heavy spenders. or states that are only beginning to 


improve their systems. 


Substantial improvements need to be made in the child protection system and in the federal 
role 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 vulnera1)le 
children, 
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1)::11)31 of Benefits to Disabled Children OIl -SSI 
The Administration is deeply troubled by the changes proposer.! in the program designed to 
help disabled children--SSL 

o 	 The proposed legislation essentially eliminates SSl benefits for children. with 

lhe exception of a small group of cbildren currently receiving benefits. Within 

6 months, over one hundred thousand disabled children would lose eligibility 

for SSI benefits~~some would lose medical protection as welL And in the 

future, 110 child, no matter how disabled, will be eligible for any cash benefits 

for SSI, except if cash benefits prevent them from having to be 

institutionalized. These proposals appear to penalize parents who are 

determined to care for their child no matter what the economic consequences 

for the family. SSJ recipients are among the neediest and most vulnerable 

children, in the poorest famHies 


o 	 Some of the money saved is put into a new hlock grant for services to disabled 

children, which. would' require the creation of a new state bureaucracy to 

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 5-year cut off in AFDC for all persons along with the 

elimination of SSI cash for disabled children may leave these children 

extremely vulnerable. 


The Admi.nistration sees the need for careful refonTl in this area, with its potential for serious 
hann to extremely vulnerable children. Last year the Congress established a Commission 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, foHowing a thorough review of aU aspects of this important program, 
~as an opportunity to make recommendations. 

Benefits to Legal Immigrants 

The Administration strongly believes that illegal aliens should not be eligible for government 
welfare support. But the blanket prohibition of all benefits to legal immigrants who are nor 
yet Citizens is too broad. and would shift substantial burdens to state and locli:l tax.payers. 
These legal immigrants are required to pay taxes. Many serve in the armed forces, and 
contribute to their communities. The Administration 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. 
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In summary, the Chainmm's mark espouses goals for the reform of welfare--work., parental 
responsibility, prevention of teen pregnancy and state t1exibility--that the Administration and 
the American people share. But the Irans.alion of general goah. into specific legislation 
misses the mark in fundamental ways. The proposed legislation does nol represent serious 
work-based refonYL It does nothing to move people from welfare to work, and it does not 
require everyone who -can work go to work. 1t neither holds state bureaucracies accountable 
nor cushions state taxpayers against recession. It puts millions of children at risk of serious 
harm. There are alternative approaches to reform that achieve our mutual goals in far more 
constructive and accountable ways. 

The Administration reiterates its commitment to real welfare reform am.i its desire (0 work, 
cooperatively with Congress to achieve it. 

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no objection to the transmittal of 
this report to Congress. 

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

Donna E. Shalala 

cc: Members of the Subcommittee on Human ReSources 

8 



