CLINTON BILL WORK PROVISIONS
LIBERAL LOOPHOLE #1

President Clinton says Republicans are "weak on work"
whereas his bill is tough on work. Consider the following:

v  The independent Congressional Budget Office estimates that
the President’s bill would result in only 900,000 families on
welfare working in 2002, more than 30 percent less than the
1.3 million required to work under H.R. 4, which Bill
Clinton said “does too little to move people from welfare to
work” in his January 9, 1996, veto message.

v Under the Clinton bill, families must work within 2 years of
coming onto welfare - starting in fiscal year 2004,

v  Under the Clinton bill, there is no mandatory penalty on
States that fail to move enough families into work
(Republican bills require States to forfeit up to 5% of their
block grant if they fail to meet annual work participation
targets for their welfare caseload).

‘J Most pareﬁté have to work to support their family, in good
times and bad. But the Clinton bill has several specific
exceptions that range from age to illness to inability to obtain

child care.

Conclusion
President Clinton’s work requirements are riddled with liberal
exceptions and loopholes that put welfare first, not work.
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CLINTON BILL TIME LiMIT
LIBERAL LOOPHOLE #2-

President Clinton claims his bill imits
welfare benefits to 5 years. Here are the facts:

v Under Clinton's “S-year” time limit, no family would ever be
forced off welfare. Familics are guaranteed non-cash benefits
forever, continuing the current entitlement to welfare that has
resulted in average stays of 13 yegars,

v  To most people, if you are collecting a welfare check, that means
you are "on welfare." But in counting months on welfare, the
Clinton bill has several specific exceptions that range from age to
illness to inability to find child care, so many families can ::eliect
welfare without having their five-year "clock” tick.

7  Even if families reach the "S-ycar" limit, checks keep flowing if:

(1) someone in the family worked 20 hours per week;

(2) the family lives where uncmployment is above 8%, ot

(3} the family is experiencing "special hardship circumstances,”
limited to a total of 15 percent of the State's caseload per
month.

v If ateen has a baby at 13, she is guaranteed welfare checks untif
age 23 — 10 years, not 5. The Clinton plan gives teens
additional incentives for having babies,

Conclusion
The Clinton bill’s liberal loopholes mean there are no time limits for

people on weifare. Welfare will remain a way of life under the
Clinton plan,
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CLINTON BILL PROVISIONS GRANTING WELFARE
TO PEOPLE WHO AREN'T AMERICAN CITIZENS

LIBERAL LOOPHOLE 43
Does the President Support Welfare for Noncitizens?

Republicans want (0 end welfare for noncitizens. Immigrants promised not to
ge on public aid before becoming citizens as a condition of entry, and we hold
them to their word. By contrast, Clinton allows more noncitizens 1o join the
welfare rolls:

¢ The Republican bill creates both an outright ban on wost welfare programs
for most noncitizens and new sponsorship and deeming rules. The Clinton
bili contains only new sponsarship and deeming rules.

v One result of this policy difference s that the Republican bill reduces welfare
spending on noncitizens by $22 billion over 6 years while the Clinton bill
reduces spending by only 36 bitlion.

v The welfare program most abused by noncitizens is Supplemental Security
Income. Hundreds of thousands of elderly noncitizens, usvally the purents of |
immiygrant children, come to the U.S. and 2oon cellect SSI benefits (about
$8,300 per year for a couple). Most also receive free health care coverage.
As compared with no change in policy, the Clinton approach reduces
spending on SS! for noncitizans by $4.5 billion; the Republican approach
reduces SSt spending by $12.8 billion. |

v Medicaid is another welfare program heavily abused by noncitizens, The
Clinton approach would reduce Medicaid spending on noncitizens by $0.6
billion; the Republican approach reduces spending by $5.9 billion.

& LUinder the Clinton bill, the nurnber of noncitizens receiving $57 increases
every year, nsing from 630,000 today to more than 822,000 in 2002. Under
the Republican hill the number of noncitizens receiving SSI would fall 10
362,000 by 1999, -

Conclusion '
The Clinton hill protects welfare benefits for people who aren’t American

citizens and forees taxpayers 1o pick up the tab.
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CLINTON BILL PROVISIONS ON STATE FLEXIBILITY
LIBERAL LOOPHOLE #4

Instead of freeiug States to reform welfare,
the Clinton plan maintaing maximum Federal control.

¢ Under the Clirzon plan, the same perverse welfare incentives
continue. States get more federal funds if more families go onto
welfare; they lose funds if families leave welfare for work, Under
the Republican bill, States receive fixed block grants, a strong
incentive to move familics off welfare and inlo work.

¥ The Clinton bill comains explicit entiticment language and broad
provisions guaranteeing various procedural safeguards to
individuals. These provisions continue the failed system of welfare
entitlement and create highly legalistic and bureaucratic barriers to
state programs aimed at requiring people to work.

v Most families in Amcrica are not entitled to paychecks if they don't
work. Today, families on weifare are. The Republican bill treats
families on welfare the same as working families by ending the
welfare entitiement. The Clinton bill dogs not; families on welfare
that don’t work keep collecting guaranteed benefits.

v Unlike FLR. 4, under the Clinton plan States would not have
flexibility to limit benefits to fewer than five years, and in fact
would be forced to confinte vouchers forever--cven after families
hit-Clinton’s 'so-called five year limit.

Conclusion

The Clinton bill does not offer States as much flexibility to operate
welfare programs as the Republican bill. The Clinton plan continues
the current system of individual entitlement and excessive federal rules
and bureaucracy.
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Key Features of the Clinton Welfare Reformn Plan
May 1996

i. The Cliatan plan proposes s five-yosr time limit on tash welfare beaefits, but
it bas 30 many exceptions few familles would ever be sffected.

By far the most significant restriction in the Clinton plan is its proposal o limit
lifetime reccipt of cash welfare to a total of no more than five years. Unlike HR. 4,
however, States would be required to provide = full *five ym {see exceptions below)
of lifetime beneflls, and could aot elect to :e:ﬁzzcr. the zmxzmm 3 family could spend
on welfare to fewer than five years.

The adoptian of a “clean” five-year limit {with exceplions for no more than 15 percent
of the cascload, as in HR. 4) would be 2 dramatic step, and would do more to
overhaul the culture of welfare in America than almost any other change, Where real
time limits have been atternpted, caselozds have fallen by more than S0 percent, and
families came to view the availability of welfare as insurance against the worst of
times, not the easy fall-back option it is today. Unfortunately, the Clinton plan
proposes 30 many cxceplions 1o the five-year Iimit that this effect, a strong incentive to
work and stay off welfare for millions of families, would be swricusly diluted. For
example, in determining the tota] number of months 3 family has spent on welfate for
purposes of the five-year limit, the Clinton bill {gnores months during which:

» & parent B under age 18 (or under 19, st State opton) snd in schoal;

X a parcnt is ill, incapacitated, or aged, or is caring for a family member
who isill or incapacitated;

- a family has a demonstreted inability 10 oblain needed child care;

= a parent is caring for a child uader one {or, in the case of a second or
subscquent child boty while the family s on welfare, s pareny is caring

for 8 <hild under three months); or
» 2 waman is pregnant in the third trimester.

According to the Congressional Budge: Office, at Izast 2§ percent of the caseload
would reccive an exomplion in any gives month. Az a result any family o one of the
above circumstances could spend more than five years on welfare. For example, if &
ieen becomes pregnant at age 13 and has a child at 14, she may receive cash welfare
continuously for more than ten years before the “five-year® fimit could {ake effect,

Evea lor families that roach the "fve.year” limit other exemptions would allew them

to continue recciving welfare checks. Families that have reached the Clinton "five-
year™ time limit would continue to qualify for a welfare check during maonths in which:
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Key Features of the Clinton Welfare Reform Plan Page 2

» an individual in the family worked 20 bours per week;

- thr femily lives in an arca with an dnemployment rate above § pereent;

- the Tamily is caperiencing “special hardship circumstances”™ {limited to 2
total of 15 percent of the State’s cascload per month), -~

Altermatively, Stafes could clect to exempt 20 percent of the tolal cascload from the
five-year tine limit {as distinguished from 20 percent of familiss that have achually
reached the limit), in the place of the combined excmptions described immediatcly
above. It is unclear why s State would do so, unless the Clinton plan is designed to
sxcmpt {ar mure than 20 percent of the cascload from the five-year tme limit,
Because the Clinton plan lacks impartant specifics such as what constitutes an "arca”
of unciplovment, however, knowing exactly how many Americans seould be cligible
w0 receive welfare forever is impossible.  However, unlesy States opted to limit
exemptions from the five-year fime limit to 20 percent of the entire cascload, o
cunseryative estimate & that monthly govarunont chocks would remaia a Lfctime

' entitlement for at Jeast 40 percent of welfare familics.

The axception for Samilics living in arcas with relatively high unemployment is
especially problematic. For many areas in ceonomic distress, this exemption would
make thai fsts perrnapent -~ familics on welfare would bo motivated to move into such
communitics in order fo avoid work and continue oollecting governument assistance
indefimitely. This provision also completely discounts the fact that millions of working
parents in America commule 1o work — many using publis transportation -- every day
Many travel an hour or more each way, pessing several “arens” of evonomic distress to
find suitablc work. What maticsy to thom is not so much the uncmployment rute
where they live, but the aveilability of jobs in cammunities nearby.

The final major flaw of the Clinton plan’s time }imit is that it restricts only gash
beacfits afler five years, and requires States 1o continue other welfare benefits w
familles chat might be subject w thiy restriction. 1o contrast, H.R. 4 prohibits the we
of Federal funds to provide cush or non-cash benefits to families after they have been
on welfare for 8 total of five years - a clear signa) that families must suppornt
themselves after that time. Under the Clintan plan, even if a family rcaches the five-
year limit, States must provide vouchers payable to the family. States are entitled to
Federad fumds for this purposc in the samc manner a3 for cash welfare payments,
meaning States retain an incentive o keep families on welfare, albeit with reduced
benefits, indefinitely.
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Key Features of the Clinton Welfare Reform Plan Pags 3

2. Instead of m;uifing work for welfare begefits, the Clinton plan sllows families
to aveld work for years sud places sham “work requirements” on Statex

Urder the Clinton plan, families seeking to enrsl] In welfare must sign Tindividual
responsibility plans™ detailing “whal services the State will provide the individual so
that the individeal will be able to oblain and keep eiployment in the privaie sector,
and describe the job counseling and other services that will be provided by the State*
The burdena under individual responsibility plans &lls not so much on (be individual W
work as on the State to provide an expanded arrgy of education and training services.

The proaf is in the details of the Clinton plan’s advertised requirement that wellare
recipients “work” within twe years or lose benefits. The Clinton plan requires States
to st up and operate Work First programs {providing "cducation, training, job scarch
and placement, wage supplementation, temporary subsidized jobs, or such vther
services that the State deoms necessary™), Every wark-¢ligible parent who is not
working within one year of coming onto welfmre must be placed in o Work First
progran fur up 10 two ysars of cducation and unining.  Afler two years, Clinton
glaims, workers must work or lose welfare bonelits  The caich? The requirement
takes cfTect starting in October 2003, Given ihe jikelihood that welfare casclgads will
remain high due to tee porous Clinton five-year time fimit, the burden of paying for
this two-year ¢ducation and training mandate oo States begins in fiscal year 2004,
convenienly outside the plan’s seven-your budget window.

The Clinton plan’s requirement that States place a specified percentage of their
caseload in wink or work-related activitics also is & sham, First, many families wold
be exempted from work. Welfare recipients who are 1, incapacitated, of advanced
gage, responsibie for a child under age one (or under three months for sulmequent bisths
o families on welfare), pregnant in the third timester, or caring for & family member
who is ill or incapacitsted are excluded from the caseload in determining the State's
participation rate. ln conlrast, most working American families deal with such issues
and continue t9 cam regular paychecks. Under the Clinten plaa, it is assumed that
tamilies on weifare are incapable of making similar adjusunents. Under HR. 4, only
parents subject to short-term sanctions for fhilure to wark and, af State option, parcnts
responsible for & child under age one are excluded from similar caleulations. The
effect? Under the Clinton plan, in the plan’s early years States are likely to meet their
“work, participation™ requirement without making any additional effort W move welfare
families into work.

Making it slill easier o meet required work participation mtes, the Chnton plan allows
States to count families that have 1l wellare for work for six months in determining
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Key Features of the Clinton Welfare Reform Plan ' Page 4

the number of families on welfare who arc participaling in work or work-related
activities. The natural flow of families off wellare means that. due (o this provision
alone, States magically would be more than halfway towands meeting their required
"work participation rates” without {iRting a finger to move more families into woerk. In
contrast, H.R. 4 credits States only with net cascload reductions (so that if & State’s
wellare caseload has fallen from 100,000 in fiscal year 1995 w 90,000 in 2002 - a un
percent drop - 15 required participation rate would be redw:ed from 30 peroent to 40
percent in 2002},

Despite the apparcnt sasc of Staies in meeting the Climton plan’s wark reguirements,
there nonctheless would be no mandatory penaitics on Siales that somehow avoid
achieving their required rates. TLR. 4 would penalize a State by withholding five
percent of its annual Block grant for each year it fails to meet its work rate
requirement. There IS no similar requirement in the Clinton plan. in fact, even afler
iwo cansecutive years of failing this requirement, the Scorctry sill has the disaction
nat 1o penalize 8 State: "If a State &ils to achieve the participation rate required.. for 2
consecutive fiscal yoars, the Secrelary may require the State fo make changes in the
Stale prograrms established under this part...and reduce by up to S percent the (block
grant) amount otherwise payable to the State.*

3, The Clintoo plun contioves the current system in which nnncltinas wﬂut
welfsre despite our country’s laws sand treditions, - ’

H.R. 4, the Congressional welfare reform bill, places new restrictions on welfare
benclits svailable to noncitizens: (1} Supplomental Seourity Income (SSI) wnd fixnd
stamps would be reserved until citizenship (but noncitizens who have worked and paid
taxcs in the US. for o least 10 years would remuin cligible for full benefits); (2)
States would have the option of mestricting Foderal cash welfare, Medicaid and social
services; (3) future nancitizens would be ineligible for most Federal means-tested
benefits; and (4] if 3 noncitizen required & spogsar to enter the Country, the speasor’s
income would be “decrned” or added to the noncitizen’s income in determining the
noneitizen’s cligihility for any welfare benefit prior o citizenship {plus the sponsor
would have 1o reimburse taxpayers for the cost of any benefit received by the
noucitizen),

Of these major changes, the Clinton plan addresses only two, and then only in pant,
First, the Clinton plan would extend deeming until cnizenship (from the current three
or five years) for the cash welfare, $SI and food stamp programs only, and then with
exceptions for noncitizens who have worked for five years. HR. 4 extends deeming
until cltlzenship for most programs, with exceptions for those who have worked 10 or
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Key Features of the Clinton Welfare Reform Plan Page 5

MOre YCars.

More problematic than the limited scope of the Clinton deeming requirement are its
exceptions. Instead of holding sponsors responsible for their promise ta support
aonsitizens, the Clinion plan makes taxpayers more likely to pick up the bill. The
Administration bill cven crvates a perverse incestive for noncilizens fo select poor
sponsors who are themselves likely o collect welfare because no part of a sponsor’s
mwone would be deemed to the noncitizen during months in which the sponsor i3
collecting as little as §1 in cash welfare or SSI benefits. Amazingly, this exception is
broader than current Jaw, making # more Ikely that noncitizens with poor, welfare-
dependent sponsars would receive wellure benefits than under current conditions,

The Clintoa bill's sccond proposed change in benefits for noncitizens is 8 rocager
attevapt 10 roserve cash welfare, 881 and Medicaid benefits for citizens and certain
“qualified alicns.” The Clinton bill's fine print desctides how “qualified alien” san
mean any noncitizen who is maried to a citizen, is & child (under age 21) of 3 citizen,
or is the parent (applying for permanent residence) of 2 citizen over 2ge 21, As long
as one adult in a family is 8 citizen, practicelly every other member can be 4
noncitizen and continue to qualify for welfarc benefits undeterred.  The hoflowness of
this provision is berayed by the Cangressional Budget Office’s estimate of its seven-
year savings: $234 million. . Savings from rciated provisions in H.K. 4 total more Lhan
$15 billion, mast from restricting cligibility for the SST program.

The huge difference in savings points out the Clinton plan's almost complete failure to
seriously address noncltizen eligibility for the SSI program.  {n the last 12 years, the
number of noncitizens on 88! jumped from 127,906 {3 percent of SST rolis) 1o 738,140
{12 percent of SSI rolls). If current trends continue, the number of ooncitizens on SSI
could reach two million within § years, according (o the General Accounting Office.
The growth is most pronounced in the SS51-elderly prograny: Elderly noncitizens were
six percent of the SSi-elderly rolls in 1982, and they were thinty percent of the 8Si.
elderly rolis in 1994; average 1994 §38] checks to elderly noncitizens {$400) were more
than double those of elderty 118, citizens ($180); alenost half of the spending oa the
. SSl-elderly program’ is on nonciticens.

Under H.R. 4, overy nanchizen who would Tose eligibility for $31 was permitted 1o
enter the U.S. on the promise that he not beeoine a public charge prior to becoming a
citizen. Clearly, receipt of 881 {(a Federal means-tested entitiement program for the
poor suppotied by general revenues) is evidence that this pledge has been violated.
‘Nonetheless, the Clinton plan would allow millions of nencitizens over time to
contious depending primarily on taxpayers, not their sponsors, tamilies, or their own
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Ishor, for suppont.

4. The Cligton plan maiotains msxioom Federal control over State wellare
. programs.,

Several general feulures reflect how, especially in comparison with H.R. 4, the Clinton
plan is designad to maintain & high level of Federal control over welfarc.

Even though the Clinton bill replaces Aid to Familics with Dependent Childeen
{AFDXC), he nation’s fargest cash welfarc program, with the “Temporary Employment
Assistance™ {TEA} program, this is largely a semantic exercise. Like AFDC, the ill-
named Temporary Employment Assistance program would provide unlimited
entittement funding o States -~ subject to State match ~ 10 provide cash welfare
benefits to needy fomilies. Certain new restrictions would epply for individuals, b
States would receive more Federal funds I more fanilics move onto welfa,
maigtaining the current perverse incentive structure associsted with AFDC.

For individuals, too, the Administration’s praoposal offers mote of the statss quo. HR.
4, the Congressional welfare reform bill the President vetoed, tremts families on welfare
the same as working families, who are “guaranieed” only the paychecks they eam,
H.R. 4 dozs 50 by ending the individual cntitfement to Federal welfare benefits, which
has resulted in average welfare stays of 13 years, Foamilies tnday know they cannot
tose welfare benefits for falure oy work, and many have made a career out of weifare,
In contrast, the Administration admits that its proposal "retaing the guarantee of
coverage under Aid 1o Familics with Dependent Chlidren.” (White House “Fact Sheet,”
Janvary 18, 1996) ‘

The Clinton plan betrays its promise of broader State flexibility in many other ways.
Uniike under HR. 4, States would not have flexibility to limit benefits to fewsr than
five yeary, and States would be required 1o opetale a hiphly preseriptive Federal Work
First job training program. States must develop individual responsibility plans for
every new welfarg family, detailing benefits the Siate would have to provide te assist
the family in preparing for work. Finally, States would have no new flexibility in
operating child protection programs, and would hve litde authority o limit State and
{focal welfare benzBits for soncitizens, ,

siciinion?
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Issues Raised by Wisconsin Walver
May 20, 1996 :

1. Cald turkey timme limit

2. End of entitlement

3. Minimum wage

4. Benefit variation by family size

5. Due process

6. Reducing bensfits below May 1988

7. Medicaid copayments

8. Child care ;:mpaymmt

9. No transitional child ¢are
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Congress of the Wnited MHiates
Mootz of Mepcesentatises i
Waigom, BE 30315

May 15, 1596
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Mhﬁﬁn the same yonr and sving laxpayors & tatal of $19 billion: more than
your

4 Ymmmmmmmammm

Even though your bill seplsces Ald ta Famities with Depandont Children
{AFDC),. tho nuxion’s fargest caud wwilfars progrem for poar Panilies, with the
‘W&WWﬂwm&hahﬂyaM=
wacapint. Liks AFDC, the THA progas woild provide smlimited sacitienen funding
1 Slascs -~ mabjocs o S5 wakch — o provide tub welfo hevafis I necdy familios,
Cartrins oW reatrictions weuld apsly for hndividusts, but Suics would reccive

Weid BTG 966T-BO-AdM

ek r—— Qi



Your plan: (5l to provide Slate flaxibility in meoy ooy ways, too. Untike
AR, 9, undor your 0 Wt wodd o6t beve Acxihiily to it berefis 10 fower than
MMMMWHE opcram ¢ Mphiy proscriptive fiderl “weock
fait” (sianticg © FY 2008) job mogam.  Sutes would de mquired o develop
individual renponsihilty plags R svary new wolle: fumily, m&gmm
Sisie would bave o provide 1o odat caflia w preparing for work Fially, Ruwcs
mmmm»mmmmmmhm

Mr. Mwmwpﬁm%mﬁﬂhwwmﬁm
pation’s folled welfoe symem. Swsly, those America Who bave Hved oo wellies
o gue geseaiion to saothey Jescrve a chascs o do better and o actilevs oxwt,
Howsver, nfier comstkring same of the bty fenues of your plen, it is evident, daxpie
,g::ﬁ,mmamamsm-qummmmm
w;

: Wﬂmwﬁmmmwmmﬁhmﬂm
. 19 Bave yoor suppon. ‘

Smpmdy,
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© January 106, 1996, ﬁadngsday, AM cygle

BECTION: Waghington Pateline
LEBGTH: 442 words
HEADLINE: ODemocrats, Republicans Agres Need {ritieal co Reflorm Halfare
BYLINE: 8y DIANE DUSTON, Amsociated Press Writerx
DATELINE: WASHINGTON
BODY:

Welfare reform remaine a urigical need, degpite President Qlinton's veto of
& bill to change the system, congressional leaders of beth parties sald

Wadneasday .

fepublicans apd Democrats alike said the issue is par: of nagotiastions over
halancing the budget.

Disputes gtill exist, however, over exastly how much money should he saved in
the federal budget and how programs ghould be adjusted to achieve those savings.

Republiicans were guick te blast the preaident for vetoing a bill they say
would have met his 2952 campaign promise of *eading welfare as wg koow iz, @

“I'm not claiming cur answer o welfare wag perfect., buc 1o did put an and o
a falled aystem, " paid Maiority Lzader Bob Dole in a Qenaiﬁ speachk, decrying
Clinton's veto. "We'l) try again ip 1996.°

Republicana argued vehemently that the bill accomplishead what the president
had said he wanted.

*fverything he promised in the presidential campalgn is in this Bil1, " said
Rep. Clay Shaw, B-Fla., chairman of the House Ways and Means subcommittee that
wrote the biil. .

¥evertheless, the veboed hill did not enjoy ensugh supperi in either chawmber
zo enable Congress to override the presidentis decision.

ijengthy White House budgel negotiating sessions hsve slirssdy woved pas: the
vetged bill with a new figure on how much should be ssved through welfare |
refors, ,}

And House Majority Leader Dick Armey, R-Texas, said Republicans at the ng/

*Welve gong svery inch we can go," Armey saild, explalining that Republicans
ware willing ro accept overall savings in welfare Erom the original Ssnate il
which won 2712 approval and White House support in Septembur.
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rhe Aggociated Press, January 10, 1986

The Bill Clinton vetssd was a blended version of that messurs and & more
far-reaching Houze versgion.

Semocyats aren’t gatizfied that the latest GOP savings offer is exactly what
was in the original Senate bill, but they're optimistiv welfare reform gould ba
achleved. :

Demoarate proapose $ 43 billion in guts from current weliars programs,
Republicans have suggested aboubt § &0 billion.

“We need to reform the weifare aystem and thare is absciute agreement on
that,* asid Bouse Dempgratic Leader Dick Gephard: of Missouri.

"It ¢an happen, ! said Zenate Democratic lLeader Tom Daschle.

They have Lo be tenvinced, however, that the legislaricr would have the
proviaicons needed o actually get people Lo work througn specifie reguiremernts
on the statss and programs like child care, for exanmple, {o support wark
gffforte.

s¥t's silly &0 may to someons, 'You are going U0 have Lo oo co work, but
theare is no ¢hild care available',* sald Gephaxdr. 8o you rsally lszave fhem
without the ahilicy to make that choice come frue.®

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH .

LOAD-DATE: January 10;‘1995
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NOTE TO: Rahm Bmanuel
' Bruce Reed
Rich Tarplin

FROM: Sarah Gegenheimer
FYI ~-

Rep. Shaw held a press conference yesterday "to discuss his welfare reform plan and respond
to the White House position. " Shaw was joined by Reps. Hayes (LA}, Dunn (WA), Deal (GA),
Colling {(GA}, Camp (MI), and McCrery {LA), according 1o the House Ways and Means
Committee press office, No press releases were issued in conjunction with the press conference,
but the attached document entitled "Has the President Been Rczzzaz*kably Consistent’ un Welfare®
was handed out.
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Statement to the

... b3/D1/88 1736 yesg 690 B673 - v
Has the President Been "Remarkably Consistent” on Welfare Reform?
January 1996
Psts Souree ident Clint
Fall 1992 Campaign I bave 8 plan to end welfare ax we know it - to bresk
Advertisement  the eycle of welfare dependency. We'll provide
education, job trajning and child care, but then those
wha ere able must go to work...It's time to make
welfare what it shoutd be - a second chance, not 2
way of bife.
January 25, 1954 Siate of the And just as we transform our unemployment system,
Union Address 30 must we also revolutionize our welfare system, It
doesn't work. Tt defies work. Tt defies our vajues sz a
nation...Can you believe that & child whe has o child
gets more money from the goverament for isaving
home than for staying home with a parent or
grandparent? That's not just bad policy, it's wrong.
And we ought to change it
June 21, 1994 White House It is time to end welfare as we know it and replace it
siatement with & systemn that js based on work and responsibility.
Jenvary 24, 1993 Swie of the I want to...pass welfuare reform....8o et this be the year
. Union Address  thal we end welfare a3 we know it.
March 24, 1995 White House I look forward to working with Republicans and
: * gatement after  Democrats in the Senate to pass real welfare reform
House passage  thet will make work and responsibility the Jaw of the
of HR. 4 fand.

If welfare reform remains a bipartisan effort 1o

1995 press afier promote work, protect children and cotlect child -
passage of the  support from people who ought ta pey-it, we will have
Senate bill wetfare reform this vear snd it will be a very great

thing,

Navember 2. Interview with 1 said ! had not been pleased with his weifare reform
1995 columnist Ben bill, which [ thought was soft and weak, He agreed,
Wattenberg saying "I wasn't pleased with it, cither,” He said he
should have introduced » wellare bl as goon as he
gaw that his health esre program was jn trouble...
Isnuary 23, 1996 State of the The Congress and | are near agreement on sweeping
Union Address  welfare reform.. .1 challenge this Congress to send me

a bipartisan welfare reform bill that will really move
people from welfare to work and do the right thing by
sur chitdren. 1 will sign it immediately.
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Japwary 31, 1996 Washinglon
Post interview
"Clinton Says
Record Shows
‘Renarksble
Consistancy™

On welfate reform, Clinton said he has not given up
hope that & compromise bill scceptable to him will be
spproved this year. But he sei s new price for his
sighature on a welfare system overhaul, asserting that
the Seaate proposal he indicated he would suppen last

fall will have 1o be changed for him to support it now.

On December 6, 1995, the President vetosd the first welfare reform proposal sent to him by
Congress, which was included in the Scven Year Balanced Budget Act. On January 9, (996,
the President vetoed the conference report on HR, 4, the fresstanding welfare reform bill,

Pikitays
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AP DAYBOOK, WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, JAN. 3%

UPDATE: Welfare Reform

e e W e ek Ak W o W W W R e e SR G oo W S R e

2:18 p.m. WELFARE REFORM HNcuge Human Resources Subcommittee
Chaixmarn Rep. Clay Shaw holds news conference to discuss his
welfare reform plan and respond to the White House position.

Location: H-137, Capitol.

Contact: Ari Flaz&her, 202-225-8933,

APWR-D1~31-96 1250EST ‘

Copyright {c}. 1995 The Asscciated Press
Received by NewsEDSE/LAN: 01/31/98 12:53
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A VOTE AGAINST WELFARE
REFORM IS A VOTE FOR:

u Guaranteed welfare fer parents who choose
not to work.

» (I’ruaranteed welfare for parents who have
ille 1t}1tnate children. they expect others to
suppo

m Taxpayers getting the bil] for welfare
msteag of parents providing child support.

m The status %uo of long welfare spells
averaging 13 years.

m Welfare continuing to be run from

Washington, not states and
commumtles where Eelp is best delivered.

m Allowing 100,000 drug addicts and
alcohohcs to retain thexr welfare entitlement.

All 00
. recglmgg %899 Ch]éﬁre% stpxsgn n&g to

0 per year.

m Providing welfare to almost 2 millign
noncitizens who promised not to collect it.

n g erc federal taxtpayers to spend an extra
on on welfare.

mgovlin
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WHEN STATES ENFORCE STIFF WORK REQUIREMENTS,

WELFARE CASELOADS DROP

MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN
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Date: 02/20/96 Time: 15:41
suelfare Reform Proposal

Po: National Desk, Political Writer

Contact: Mary Mead Crawford of the Republican National
Commitiee,

202~863-8550

WASHINGTON, Feb. 20 /U.8. Newswire/ -~ Following is & statement
by Republican National Committee Chalrman Haley Barbour:

In opposing the governcrs' welfars reform proposal, the liberal
left has unmasked the truth about its agenda: the left is against
any form of welfare reform. The only mystery remaining is whether
Bill Clinton will bow to the left and veto the proposal, or whether
he will, at last, quit breaking his word and fulfill his 1992
campaign promise to " end welfare as we know it.'’

Twoe weeks ago the nation’s governors -- Democxats, Republicans
and an independent -- unanimously agreed on a proposal to reform
ovur failled welfare system. Thay incorporated into thelr plan about
three-fourths of the substance of the Republican welfare reform
bill that passed Congress twice, only to meet with Clinton's veto
both times.

More than 30 years of Washington "“compassion'' has trapped
millions of American families in lives of dependency, illegitimacy
and despair. The governors' propesal takes power and authority away
from bureaucrats in Washington, D.C., and gives it to the states --
the only place welfare reform has been tested and proven
successful. It permits stateg to reguire able~bodied recipients to
work, tailor benefits to the specific need of thelr people, and
remove the incentives for illegitimacy in the current system. It
measures compassion not by how many Americang are trapped on the
welfare rolls, but how many move off welfare rolls and onto
payrolls.

No Democrat governor, no matter how far left on the political
spectrum, found cause to oppose this proposal. Yet liberal groups
have decried it. Thelr reasong? They oppose turning authority away
from Washington bureaucrats and giving it to the states, despite
the successes states have achieved with genuine welfare reform.
They oppose allowing states to cut off benefits if able-bodied
pecple refuse to work, They oppose culting back on federal
litigation by letting state courts heaxr eligibility appeals. They
oppose, quite simply, reform of any kind.

The liberal left supports perpetual welfare, even for
able-bodied people who refuse to work. The liberal left supports
keeping power and authority as far away from those who need welfare
as possible -- in the hands of Washingion bureaucrats. The liberal
left wants the federal courts to dictate who should receive welfare
benefits and who shouldn’'t.

When the left copposed the welfare reform bill passed by
Congress, Bill Clinton ~~ the president who pledged to ~“end
welfare as we know it'' -~ showed hig true liberal leanings and
vetged the bill -- twice. Now the left opposes the welfare reform
proposal endorsed by all the nation's governcors, making it clear
they are opposed 1o reform of any kind., Clinton has two cholces. He
can do the right thing for the country, reverse his record of
reneging on his promises and support the governors' proposal to end
"walfare as we know it, or he can do what some of his political
advisers would say is the right thing for his reelection campaign,
kowtow again to his liberal base and destroy any chance 0f genuine
welfare reform as long as he's in the White House. If he pursues
the latter ¢ourse, he will bear sole responsibility for
perpetuating our failed welfare system.

-
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Opening Statement of Chairman Clay Shaw £ /

Human Resources Subcommittes
Hearing on Govermnors' Welfare Reform Proposal
February 20, 1996

Now that the President has vetoed two welfere reform bills, some think that
welfare reform won't pass this yeer. I welcome the bipartisan group of governors here
o prove them wrong, The nation owes these leaders & great deal. They rodo into

town during tho darkest days of winter and broathed life back into a welfars reform
debaie that was on life suppent.

Net only docs their proposal restore the promise of welfere reform, it reminds
us of what's at stake if defenders of the wellare suatus quo win:

Welfare will remain guaranieed (o parents who choose nof to work.

. Welfare will romain guaranteed for parents - often still children themselves
who have illegitiniate children they expect others to suppart.

« . Children will suffer because of fathors who walk out on them and mothers who
are too young or 100 ill prepared to raise a child in the first plsce.

. Taxpayers will keep getting the bill for welfare instead of parents providing
child support, ‘

’ ‘The narcotic of welfare will continuc to abusc poor families, whose welfare
spells now avernge an incredibie 13 yoars. ,

«  Welfurs will continug 1o be run from Washingion, put from swies and
communitics where help is best delivered.

» 100,000 drug addicts and alcoholics will keep cashing guaranteed "dfsability"
checks thanks to a system that emphasizes cash, not treptment.

. 200,000 children will continue receiving 8§81 "crazy checks” wonth up to $5.000
per your.

. Almost 2 million noncitizens will eollpet welfare despite promising nol 1o,

» Federal waxpaycrs will be forced to spend sn extra $30 billion an welfare and
states untold billions mors,
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The chans in Members’ folders list other casualdes if weifare reform is sopped.
It will be far more difficult for stetos 10 get people off weifare and into werk. The
Uovemors' proposal, like the welfare reform bills aircady vetoed by the Presidont,
would place tough work requirements, backed up by time limits, on every family on
welfare in every state. Caseloads have fallon wherever (hese pojicies have been
implemented, which the Governors beforc us will confinm.  More families are working,
fewer are dopending on government handouts, and {axpayers arc saving moncy. Best
yet, thousands of children now sec their parents as workers and providers, depending
on themsclves for success, not the government.

Who then would block such reforms? Alrcady we have disheantening evidence
that the primary opposition to this bipartisan plan comes from Jiberals who have
opposed real welfare reform all slong. “They insist that wellare remain sh entitlement,
run out of Washingion. Theae liberals don't trust tho stetes. Despite the failures of
the current federally-run wellkee system, they cling to the belicf thar Washington
knows bost and that blg govermnment js the best government. Yes, some Republicans
are concemed shout the dilutlon of measures like the family cap, which is designed to
reduce tliogitimacy that traps millions of families in poverty for 100 Jong. Bw any
sigie that wants a family cap can get one under this proposal, just as any state that
didn't want a family cap could avoid one under ILR. 4. Fightag ilicgitimacy is 2 key
goal of weifure reform and I am confident the Governor™s bi-partisan approach will get
the job done.

The real question thet remains fs, what Is e view of Congressionsl Democrats
and the Clinton Administration? Wil they support this bi-partisan spproach or will
they go a separste way? Unfortunately, the President already has vetoed wellare
reform twice.  In addition, the Administration has chosen not 10 send 2 witness to
today's hearing, sa | really don’t know where the Administration 51ands on this, their
third opportunity to end welfare ay we know it. 'Who doubts that If he were still
governor, Gavernor Clinton would be on our first panel todey, hailing this great
bipartisan achievement? Where President Clinton is, however, we're just not sure.

1 want 10 offcr a message 1o my Democral colleagucs and to President Clinton.
To the Democrats who sit on my lef, in e best radivon of the Domocrat party, you
created today's wellare system believing it was the hest wo &3 » nation could do for
our poor and our needy. You had your chance. You fought your fight. The fight has
been lost. You meant wel), but todey’s Washington-run, federslly-convrolied weifare
sysiern is a dissster. [ say to you, let it go. Turn it over 1o the Governors and 1o the
states where help can best be delivered. Washington can’t do it Brsak the entitiement
and truly help the poor.
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To: Rational Deek (o +o
Santact: Mary Mead Cravwford of the Republican National v
Commlttaa, e Sson,
02~8 6388806 N
WASHINGTON, ¥ab. 27 /U.E. Naewswire/ -~ Following is a statement “b, M
by Republican National Committasa Chalrman Haley Batrbaur: Calan | mxh,
' on welfars yeform, Bill Clinten is wearing tha anparor’e et 12 g

alothes. Aftay nearly four years of egquivecating on walfare reform,

it is now transparent vhere Bill Clinton’s prioritias lie. Not with Coln
the poer. Net with the disabled. But instead with liberal special i
interest groupx who raly on the status que for their vary

exlstance, .

For four yeara, 811l £lintoen has renaged on nia campaiygr promise
to Yend welfare as we knov 1€.7 He has affered ns genuing reforn
plan of his own and marufactured sxcuse affer eXocuss Lo pressrve
the abysmal welfare statue quo, vetoing genuine rofornm t$wice in the
pact yvear. Fov we lears he’s about t¢ ofier yet ancbher axouse,
thisg Time 2o stynie the walifare roform plan dsvelcepad and endorsmed
unanimously by all the nation’c governors -- Repuklicans and
Democrats alike.

clinton’s Health and Human Sarvices Secretary Donna Shalala is
gcheduled to testify to Congress tomorrow about the governors’
welfars reform plan. 3 draft of her prepared testinmony, ss reported
in today’s Rew York Times, reveals that onoe again, sxsuses €6
reject reform will be the halimark of Clinton’a approach.

The docupents reported on in the Times suggest Clinten will
again try to pretend he favors welfare reform -- just not the
particular kind of reforwm offored by the nation’s governors. That’s
a familliar Clinten refrain -~ wa've heard it every time anyens has
offered a ganuing welfaras reform plan.

Eill Clinton can continua to pretend he’s for welfare yefcorm. He
can continue to pretand he has the best interasts of the poor and
tha disabled in aind, But after all his excuses ovar all these
yaars, the American peopls can s8s the truth: Bill Clinton iz nors
interested in preotacting the libszal speclal intarests who depend
en the statug guo than in releasing millions of families from the
cycle of depandancy and despair fueled by the curreant falled
sygtan.

-0-
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Expectations high
fOl" paneltargetmg i

teen pregnancy

Ciritics fear emphasis on condoms

oy ey yezren

eaders of 2 new national cam-
I " paign against teen preg-

nancy say they plan o re-

, duce the teen-pregnancy . ign @ s
rate by etie-third by 2005, although: | pregnancy claims its origins in-

they're not sure g~

“We're starting with a great
deal of oprimism, bur 8 & great
kntwiedge base) says Thomas

Kean, former governor of New

Jersey and chairman of the new

Natienal Campaign o Prevent

Reen Pregnancy.

Critics suweyiné the 17-mem-

ber beard of directors of the new

group expect another national

push for centraceptives for Rids:
“Every single person pn {the

“hoard] leans minre 80 o mixed mes-

suege of 'use a condom’ than the
message of ‘exercise self-control
and abstain from sex antit you're
mrarried] ” said Christing 2’Pon-
netl, spokesweman for Concerned
Women for Americn, 4 ¢onserva-
tive famiiy-advotacy group. .
“We heve the solution [to tees
pregaancy]” Miss O'Donnel
added. “We know if we 2l band

" together and tell these kids thatit’s

OK 1o tay ' — and not ondy is it
OK, it 1z the best choice for them
— we would see a great tum-
around." .

“F think that reény of us have 2
prejudice toward absgnence,” My

*Kean said, when asked about how

the campaign would deal with
competing views on abstinsnce,

| sex education and condgms.

However, the campaign,-in its
migsion statement, promises to be
“inclpsive” i .

“{Nlo single approach to reduc-

ing {eenage pregusncy has been-

shown w be effective in all sit
uations, and wlerance for z variety

L4

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 3, 1996

_@ye Washiigton Times |

of reasonable strategies is gssen-

Hal it said, )
The teen-pregnancy issue, the

swatetnent noted, “often attracts -

strong Teelings and strident dis-
sgreements”

.The campaign ag&insi teen

President Clintow's 1995 State of
the Undon pronouncement’ that
T teen pregrnancy is Your most se-
. Piows social problem” -
Meetings of leaders in govern-
ment, medis; entertainment, youth
and pregnancy-related programs,
academia, social science, re-
search, Foundations and religious
.circles produced an agreement
that & public ‘campaign was

needed « but that 1T shouid be in-

dependent of governument, nonpar-
tisan and privately funded.

News of the campaign was un-
veiled at the White House on Jan,
29, when Mr Chnton annoumced
that D Henry W Foster Jr, the

former cendidate for surgess gen- -
gral, would act as an unpaid ad-

viser and iizison bhetween the
group and the White House,

: Inm b} the church or the commu-

mities, We just want to know what's -
i been effective,” Mr. Kean says. .,
. William Galston, &, former
domestic-policy adviser for the

ues; Kristin A, Moore, executive

. girectsr of Child Trends Inc., will .

Tlead the panel on resesrch atd ef-.
fective programs; and Barbera
Huberman of Advocates for Youth

| will handie the state and cammu-

nity coplitions team.
tf&meﬁiataﬁk%gcewﬂlf_bcusan :

“getting out public service an-

:gmac&mems and influencing pro-

: gramsning changes, Miss Sawhill

igays. Jody Greenstone Miller,

| gpnior vice president of Amer-

_jeast, a Disney-affiliated company

"in Los Angeles, will head up that

-gffort :

“’I‘hereamamwaamegﬁ; \
ampies pf graniious sex an o
on sotne- [TV] shows” Mr. Kean
saye. Sush shows give the impres-
siom that sex Bas no ConsBquUances
and “we'd ke to enlist'the media
o address that” .
$till, some of the campaigns
themes worry conservative ob-
SeTVETS,
| 1ts massion statement, for ex-
T awiple, says it wéll'try g “;?mu:ét '
| teen sregnancy by suppornng vak
! wes gné stimulating actions that
ars consigtent svith a pregnancy-
free adolescence” : _
One obvions way o reduce
ies is to have more abor-
" fine, which is neither 2 desirable
gutoeme nar a solution (o the prob-
lem, several chservers said.
“Oar hope would be that they
: would look bevond teen pregnin
. toteen sexual gotivity as theyl

H

‘The campaign has an office 8t gt oroarams as answers ta this ter-

the Urban Institate in Northwest
Vashington, is a lag-exemps, non-
profit srganization and i trying ©

raise $4 musltion for ity projects for

- the firs: three years.

“We're making good pﬁ:gress” -

and shouid be ready for a public
isunchin two i three months, Ur

ban Ingtitute seninr fellow Isabel

V Sawhill, the campaign's presi-
dent, said st week, :
The ¢carmpaign hag established
- task forces with several goals, in-
cluding:
- % Reducing the teen-pregnancy
rate by one-third by 2088 (In 1991,
the pregnancy rate for girls age
15-17 was 7.6 per 1,000, Among
the underltd group, it was 6.3

o preggscies per 1000 "¥xiE in

1980, 6.9 by 1985 and 7.1 by 1965,

according to a federal report pub-
. lished investerday's Joumal of the

American Medical Assotiation,)

* Accutiving more accurate dnd |
compiets data on teen preguancy |

and effective nterventions.

* wldentifying and repeating

programs that are successful in
. reducing teefs preguancy
& [Fetting national, state and Jo-

&l leaders to take 3 stand against .,

TRAR Pragnancy. .
® Getting the media 1o promote

the messaga. -
# Leadiag a national digcussion

an what role religion, culture'and

"pubiic values have in the teen

pregnancy issue, i

“We are widng the stdnd that
teeti-gge preguancy is wrong —
that it hurta not only the teen-ager
who gets pregnan, but it hurs

-, s0me young man whe participated

- .- and it’s tragic for fiie baby that
resudis” says My Kean, who iz
president of Drew University in
Madizon, NJ. e

Cne task force will look 3t how
to get leaders “to simply take 2

H sty
; rible problem.” savs Krigi Ham-
| rick, spokeswoman for the Family.

Regearch Council, which pro-

motes ahstinence, i .
Research hag shown that-the
“rwo best indicators” that' teens
-4l delay onset of zexnal activity,
-have been parental imvolvernent
* and.an active religious faith, she
. “From our point of view” Mrs.
_Hamrick said, “the. worst thing
har eould happan would be for us
o throw away ail the good working
models {for pregnancy preven
tion] in favor of a2 knee-jerk | .
condomedistribotion plan. I cer- |
tainly .hope that's not where
they're going” . -
© The 17-member hoard is com-
piete for the moment, but the cam-
T paign expects e sventually have s
- “prestigious national board of 28
. 15 30 members,” & parentadvisiry
board angd ween-advisory panel.
. :Bpard . members .who have
taken public positions on issues re-
lated to pregnancy include:

o Former Surgeon General Do
€. Everent Koop, whe has opposed
abortion bot supported condoms
88 2 way o prevent AIDS,

« Sen, Nancy Kassebaum, Kan-
sas Repuldican, who is viewed as
being -an sbortion.rights sup-
porter L. . )

» Actress Whoopi Goldberg,
who had her first sbortion at the
age of 14, had six or seven by the |
wgeof 25and hias said birth-controt
plils did not work for ke, "

| ., Actress Jane Fonda, who began

" the Georgia Campaign for Adoles-

. cent Pregnsncy Provention in A
lanta, is not ot the board, Mr. Kean
says, “but she's-been very agtive

{an the issue], and we hope to work

 with hes”

stand . . . snd corme out and say this

isunacceptable behavior” ke said,
" Another task force will look for
programs thai have measurable
. success in vedusing teen preg-
nancy and van be repiicated.
“We don't care whether they're




@1]9 masl;mgxnn @imw |

Do

ThlS opemng act has many positively glddy with expectatlons

% Karan fGo!dtzefg

m*cm TIMES

B WﬁMGRE — At last, &fter
- two styike-shortened seasous, Bal
' timore Orioles fans only had 2 one-
delay for the 1996 season.
1 was worth the wait. Monday's
izmentz&} raing - which caused
'the Orisles to posipone their
“opener for the first ime since 1972
— guve way to cool breeres and
“sunny skies yesterday, and a ¢
%t 46,818 watched as the Ori
.} 42 at Camden Yards.
« The optimigm that comes with
‘| Opening Day was more effusive
«than® usaal in Baltimore - and

4 w_ith gqo& ‘ma;soaz The team hasa *

t the Knnsas City Rayals:

new mannger, Davey Jahnsan' wha',

joing Mike Deversaux and Billy

Hipken as former Origlés coming -

back ints the fold. The big offsea-
son acquisitions of Raoberto
Alomar, Rangdy Myers, Roper
MeDoweli, Kent Mercker, David

Wells and B.J. Surboff have made -
the Orinles a pressason contender |

for the Americab League playoffs.,
. "I'm aiready geiting my playoff
tickets)” said Orioles fan Steve

Rager of Laurel, “Its going tobea
s think -

season. Yoy can alw,
ig on Opening Day, but I think the
expecmnnns might even be a little

oo high, 1 dont want (o put foo

much pressure on them”
Then Rager thought it over.
“We'll at ienst be wiid cards:’ e

surmised. .

Saltimore's 199§ season be dgan
under high security as President
Cirton tossed ogt the First pitch.
It was the gecond thme Clinton
threw aut the first ball (ke had the

.honor is 1993, when the Orivlés

Jost 1o the Texas Rangers 7-4), He
also visited Camdern Yards oo Bept,
% far Orioles shoristop Cal Rip
ken’s 2,131st game.

Clinton wore a black and orange
Oricles jacke! as he threw a re-
spectable piteh to Baltimore
catcher Chirts Hoiles.

.RBefore the game, there also wag
a snoment of silence in memory of
Netional Leagne umpire John
MeSherry, who died Maonday after

suffering a heart attack ﬁzmg the -

Cincinnati-Meontreal game.
The attention on Ripken was

only sli%miy fess fooused than it

was during the frenzied 19935 ses-

son, when he broke Lou Gebrigs &,

consecutive games streek. Ripken
obliged & few fans by signing auto-

graphs beforo the game, which, If-

vou are siill counting, was
No. 2,154 for the shortstop, Ripken

_ received a standiog ovation during
the m»game introductions. .
pken drove in the first three”

Orioles runs, Hig fivst-inning sin.
gle off Royals starter Kevin Ap-
pier gave Baltimore a 2.0 fead. His
single to the
with two outs in"the third plated
Bobby Bonilla and broke a 2-2 tie.
Sorhoff's - eighth-inning  double

gap in short center -

gave the Oricles their finai . .
) hit twe balls off the end of the

“bat and they botl wound up in cen
ter field” suid Kipken. "The sec- .

ond worked out-.. . it was one of
those rare times w?mz you can
drive sameone in on a single.

“jt was & nice start,” added Rip.
ken, “We had g good spring train-
ing and I think we have thenucleus

. of & good balciuh. But we are »

group of new people, and it might
take some time?

Johnson liked what ke sew. The.
Qrinles’ new manager plaved for
the club from 1965 s 1972, He has
had Opening Ditys 88 a mansger
with the New York Mets { 193449{)}
and the Reds (1993-95), but John-

sun said yesterday thaz this will be
the only {}ming Day hp will re-
member

“Tve had capa{:lty crcwvds in
New York and decent crowds-in
Cincinnati, bt this was special,”
seid Johnson, “It gave me chilly, |
didn't know how to act. 1 could,
hardly hold it in. I'm ot one W
dream, but i § had a deesm job,
this would be it

The victory wag the 800th for |

Johngon, but his first inthe Aoy
ican Leagus,

“There couldn't be a betfer way .
to start it off) said Johnson, “§t
was a great win for the Orioles and
a greal win for the city. Hopefully,
there will be more to come
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CONGRESSMAN BOB FRANKS ot e
Seventh Digtrict, New Jersey oW, 620278

February 27, 1996
Dear Friend:

America is losing the war on poverty, Our current welfare program s a dismal
T faiture. "Afier 30 years and 35 tnillion of ‘your 1ax dollars, iC's ime to Wﬁ‘&ne old
system and dcvclop a whole new appx{sach

" Just look at the facts . . .

* The number of children living in houscholds dependent on welfare has tnpicd in
30 years from 3.3 mzihan to 9.6 million,

* There has been an explosion in the number of mothers, many of them children
themselves, having children out of wedlock, A 326 percent increase in 30 years,

* In our nation’s inner cities, two-thirds of the children born last year were born out
of wedlock.

> The number of unmarried pregnant teens has nearly doubled and teen suicide has
more than tripled over the past 30 years.

* Crime rates have soared.
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* And perhaps most disturbing of all, the current welfare system has fostered &
social and economic underclass that views welfare as a permanent way of life, not
a temporary helping hand. Today, the average welfare recipicnt collects benafits
not for a few months or even a few years, but for 13 years.

Too many welfare recipients consider their welfare check an entitlement, while
working Americans are forced to pay higher and higher taxes to fund the failed program.

As the welfare rolls have exploded, the burden on taxpayers has become enormous.
Between 1965 and 1993, spending by federal, state and county governments for welfare
increased by 700 percent from $38 billion to 5324 billien.

As spending on welfare has increased, a giant and inefficient bureaucracy has been
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created. Out of every dollar earmarkod 1o pay for 'w;;f'm‘wm for children, 32 cents
is mhd up hy e bumzumcy, le.avmg mﬁy 68 cf:nts to help maise and care for

Today's m:lfau: prmm is condemmng gemtwns to live in poverty, while -
rabbing children of any oppemmty m mnhze rhc &mencaa Dmam

In November, Congress vazasd m end we{fm ‘as we know it. Qur legislation
would replace welfire with a L program that promotes some basic, common-sense values -
- work, education, per.rma: rcspombzf:zy and fam;ty values.

The major feamras uf tius mw ptogram wouki

* Put an end to weifm 28 a way of life.. Abie badmé beneficiaries would have to
“work for their benefits. No one would he ab!e ) wﬁecl benehts for more than
ﬁvey&rsuv@tthw hfeume [

> Swp a!!owmg mot!wrs on walfare 10 auwmucally receive extra benefits for giving
birth w ﬁr.htmnal childrén: " This, would iscip dls::anrage recipients from having
. children they can’ 't nffom 0 raist.

* Require thnr ar unwed teﬁnag momer stay in: schw} and under the supervision of
a parent Gr adult gmrdxan in order ig collzet benefits: This provision would
remove the curreat indentive for :hose wczzagm wiw get pregnant just so they can
mwcmztof!hmr pmatshame ..... T

.. Prmnéz finasicial nmntms t0 !huse stm tbat sumssﬁxi}y mduz:e the number of
=1ﬂega,nmate hmhs w:thaut mcr%asmg xhe number of abortions.

* Stop the pmcucc nf ;éz‘owdmg welfare dnsabxitty b&neﬁm to those who abuse their
‘bodies with drugs and alcohol. - Ne !anger svcmld yew tax dollars be ased 1o
subsidize an mdmduai s’ aéd.muoa

* ’l‘am mnuzy. pcwer and zespansxbmty far weifare pmgmns over to states through
‘Block grants which would give states the ﬂmbibty o structure services that will
best serve, their !ocal wnsumts =

.‘ .>;<

A mnnher nf szam hasre é!cmonszrawd thaz throag,h creative local leadership, we
can turn the ude on wc.lfam tﬁe'pandwcy ‘ .

W‘scmsm, fgrr instance, ﬁas been abia 10°) move 2? pmezz: of its welfare clients
off public assistance nud mw yaducuw mdcpendem hves -'

,\»;‘ u"
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_reach an agreement with the President.

While the welfare rolls have been growing in other states, Massachusctts has
reduced the number of people on welfare from 114,000 in 1992 o 89,000 today, by
putting people to work and saving taxpayers more than 3160 million a year.

Now Governor Whitman has developed an innovative welfare reform plan for New
Jersey, ’

Our welfare reform legisiation would enable Governor Whitman and other
governors to move forward with welfare programs that best suit the needs of their citizens
without the endless delays and burcaucratic réd tape built into the current system.

T TUTHE RESd to chiange welfare has not been o partisan issue. For years, Both U7

Democrats and Republicans have been denouncing the fatlures of the welfare system.

That’s why it was a tremendous disappointment when President Clinton, who
vowed to "end welfare as we know it" vetoed welfare reform. By doing so, he is
requiring taxpayers to continue to send their hard-earned tax dollars to support a system
that leaves millions of Americans dependent on a monthly handout with litle hope of
ever living seif-sufficient, productive lives.

- All of us need to have compassion and sympathy for those of our neighbors who
have fallen on bard times and need a helping hand. But we shouldn’t uss taxpayer dollars
1o cantinue o feed the current welfare machine which subsidizes dependency, illegitimacy
and a total lack of personal responsibility.

President Climon's veto of Congress’ welfare reform program can’t be the last
word on this issue. To save the next generation of children from being trapped in
poverty, as well asto stop throwing billions of tax dollars into a failed system, we must

Y e E—— W g [RRRTR - -

I welcome your comments on this or any other issues facing the federal

government,
Singerely, ‘ u

Bob Franks
Member of Congress

FWth shribrr——— p————
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The Fresident. It worked. It took a few
years, but it worked finally. On my daughter’s
8ih birthday, her grandmiother’s present was
that she quit smoking, \

‘Ms. Ellerbee, Mr. President, do yon have
any final thoughts for kids on this {ssue?

The President. You young people cannot
helieve the potential influence you can have.
You van ask adults the kind of hard questions
your asked me. You can encourage every adult
you care about and love to stop smoking. You
can make it so that the cool thing to do is
not to simake instead of to smoke.

And you know, none of us’are going to,

live forever, but you have the choice to maxi-
ruize, to increase the chanees of your living
a long and full life. This is a choice you can
make. The smoking choice is a choice you

can maoke, It's totally within your control. = 7~

And ] just want to encourage you. 'l do
what 1 can, but T want to encourage you to
do evervthing you can to get eve gxly you
know to repain smoke-free. I think that is—

that's the answer. And you can do it. We can-

change this country if we do it together.

Neyre: The President’s remarks were recorded at
12:1¢ pm. oo December 12 for broadeast at 8
p.m. on January 9. Linda Ellerbee is the host of
“Nick News™ on Nickelodenn:

Statement on the Death of

. Ambassador M. Larry Lawrence

January 9, 1996

1 was deeply saddened to learn of the
death today of our Ambassador to Switzer-
land, M. Larry Lawrence, Larry was a good
friend and a valped colleague who brought
his abundant energy and fresh vidon to every
task he undertook. As Ambassador in Swit-

zerland, he was a tireless and effective advo-

cate of U.S. interests, especially the pro-
motion of U.S, gxports an&mmcmiai ties,
Larry’s service to his country did not begin
with his diplomatic assignment. During
World War 11, at the age of 18, he volun-
teered for the merchant mariass, He was

wonnded whon bis ship was sunk by encmy’

torpedoes in arctic waters. Many (jf{-:zzrs later,
Larry was decorated with the Medal of Valor
by the Covemment of the Russian Federa-
tion.

Larry’s civilian tife showed the same cour-
age amd resolve. As an entrepreneur, he re-
storex!] the Hetel del Coronado, one of the
west coast’s ontstanding architectural land-
marks. Larry’s  quict  philanthropy  also
touched many lives. He believed passionately
in education for women; the scholarships he
endowed for minority women at the Univer-
sity of Arizona represent a lasting contribu-

tion. Hillary joins me in expressing our deep-

est sympathy to Larry’s wife, Shelia, and to
his mcﬁ*en- We will miss him.

Statement on the Death of Former
Representative Mike Synar
January 9, 1996

Hillary and I were deeply saddened. to.

learn this moring of the death of former
Oklahoma Congressman Mike Synar. Mike
Synar was a brave and unflinching public
servant who in tough political times re-
rmained true to his principles. He did not al-
ways do what was popular, but he always did
what he thought was right—for Oklahoma
and for America, Throughout his life, and es-
pecially during the past 6" months, Mike
Synar was a true profile in courage.

Hillary and I will migs him. Our thoughts
and prayers go out to his family and friends
at this difficult time.

Message to the House of -
Representatives Returning Without
Apngal the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Act of 1995
fanuary 8, 1996

To the House of Representatives:

I am returning herewith without my ap-
proval H.R. 4, the “Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Act of 1693.” In dis-
approving H.R. 4, I am nevertheless deter-
mined to keep working with the Congress
to enact real, bipartisan welfare reform. The
current welfare gystem is broken and must
be replaced, for the suke of the taxpayers who
E}ay or it and the people who are trapped
vy it But HLR. 4 docs too little to move peo-
ple from welfare to work, It is burdened with
deep budget cuts and stractural changes that
fall short of real reform. 1 urge the Congress
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to work with me in’ good faith to prodzx:i}
a bipartisan welfare reform agreement that
is tough on work and responsibility, but not
tough on children and on parents who are
responsible and who wast to work.

The Congress and the Administration are
engaged in serious negotiations toward a bal-
anced budget that is censistent with cur pri-
orities-—one of which is to “refarm welfare,”
as November's agreement between Repub-
licans and Democrats made clear. Welfare
reform must be considered in the context of
ather eritica) and related issues such as Med-
icaid and the Earned Income Tax Credit.
Americans know we have to reform the bro-

ken welfare system, but they also know that -
welfare reform is about moving people from -

wellare to work, not playing budget palitics.

The Administration has and will continne
to set forth in detail our goals for reform and
our chjections to this legislation. The Admin-
istration  strongly supported the Senatc
Democratic an§ House Democratic welfare
reform bills, which ensured that States weuld
have the resources and incentives to move
people from welfare to work and that ¢hil-

dren would be {()ratecie(i, I strongly saprort -

time limits, work requirements, the toughest
possible child support enforcement, and re-
quiring minor mothers to live at home as a
condition of assistance, and I am pleased that
these central elements of my approach have
been addressed in H.R. 4,

We remain ready at any moment to sit
down in good faith with Republicans and
Democrats in the Congress to work sut an
acceptable welfare reform plan that is meti-
vated by the urgency of reform rather than
by a budget plan that is contrary to America’s
values. There is a bipartisan consensus
around the country on the fundamental ele-
ments of real welfare reform, and it would
be a tragedy for this Congress to sguander
this historic oppartunity to achicve it Tt is
essential for the Congress fo address shorte
comings i the lv;:gis?:ifion i the fzé}?{w.-*itlg
areus: ‘

o Work anit Chiled Care: Welfare reform

is first and Toreowst about work, 1R,

4 weakens soveral fnportant swork pro-
visions that are vital (o wellare reform's

31

success. The final welfare reform logis-
lation should provide sufficient child
care (o enable recipients (o leave wel-
fare for work; reward States for placing
people in jobs; restore the guarantee of
health coverage for poor families; re-
quire States to maintain their stake in
moving peaple from welfare to work;
and protect States and families in the
event of economic downturn and popu-
lation growth. In addition, the Congress
should abandon efforts included in the
budget reconciliation bill that would gut
the Eamed Income Tax Credit, a pow-
erful work incentive that is enabling

«-hundreds of thousands of families to .. .. ..

choose work over wellare,

s Deep Budget Cuts and Damaging
‘Structural Changes: HR. 4 was de-
signed to meet an arbitrary budget tar-
get rather than to achieve serious re-
form. The legislation makes damaging
structural changes and deep budget
cuts that would fall bardest on children
and uadermine States’ ability 'to move
people from welfare to work. We
should work together to balance the
budget and retorm welfare, but the
Congress should not use the words
“wellare reform” as a cover to violate
the Nation’s values. Making $60 bilfion
in budget cuts and massive structural
changes in a variety of programs, in-
cluding foster care and adoption assist-
ance, help for disabled children, legal
imurigrants, food stamps, and school
funch is not welfare reform. The final
welfare reform legislation should re-
duce the magnitude of these budget
cuts and the sweep of structural
changes that have little connection to
the eentral goal of work-based reform.
We ost demand responsibility {rom
young mathers and young fathers, nat
penalize ehildren {or their parents’ mis-
takes.

I am deeply committed 1o working with
the Congress to reach bipartisan agreemont
an an acceptable welfare refona Bl oy sd
<§:'t.‘$}§t‘&§ ”105{? éiii{i !‘_1111{;!' COHHSTIES, \\]Q (338 M
it 1o the people who sent us liere not 1 fat
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this apportunity slip away by deing the wroag

thing or fuiling to act at all,

William §, Clinton

The White House,
January & 1696, . ’

"Remarks Prior 1o a Cabinet Meeting

and an Exchange With Reporters
January 10, 1996

The President. Hello, everybody. Is ev-
cryone in here? Well, first, let me say that
we're having this Cabinet meeting to discuss
the present status of our budget negotiations

and whare we are. As 1 have said afl along,

T am for balancing the budget in 7years, but
I want to protect the fundamental priorities
of the American people and the future of
the American people. We <an balance a

budget in 7 years, according to the Congres-

sional Budget Office, without having dan-
gerously low levels of commitmént to Medi-
care and Medicaid, without having big cuts

that undermine our commitments in edu--

cation and the environment, without raising
taxes on working families,

Now, that’s what the Congress said they
wanted. Pve got this letter here from Con-
gress, a letter from Congress to the Speaker
saying that the budget we submitted in fact
balances the budget i 7 years. The dif-
ferences between these two budgets are now
clear. We do not want to fundamentally

change the commitment of the Medicare’

program to the health care of seniors. We
do not want to fundamentally change the
commitrment of the Medicaid program to
senior citizens, to poor children, to the dis-
abled. We do not want to adopt a level of
investient that makes it certain that we will
have to turn our backs on the needs of edo-
cation or the environment,

That is what this is all about. We can even
have a modest tax cut for the American peo-
ple, and for families especially, and balance
the budget in 7 years aceording to the Con-
gressional Budget Office. That's what this let-
ter says. They agree now, so the only dil-
ferences left bebween us are ideological dif-
ferences.

And I said in the beginning, let me say
again: If the objective &5 10 got a T-year bal-

4

anced budget that Congress says is balanced,
we can do that. I the ebjective is to get a

modest tax ont, we can do that. If the objec-

tive is to digmantle the fosdunental Amer:
fcan commitments through Medicare and
‘Medicaid or to underulne our Gi}?igat%cms in
cducation and the environment, I will not do
that.

That is hasically where it is.

Budget Negotiations

(. Mr. Prasident, it seems like that what's
being said here today and also with what's
being said on Capitol Hill, that despite alt
of the good will that was apparent here yes-
terday, this really was a breakdown in the
talks. You're very far away, and it sounds like
you're not getting any closer together in this
break. i o

The President. We're not—we're only

very far away if you turn this into—if you
insist on a tax cut which requires unaccept-
able levels of cuts in education and the envi-
ronment and Medicare and Medicaid or you
insist on fundamentally changing those pro-
grams in ways that will erode the protections
that Medicare and Medicaid now give to sen-
iors and to poor children and to disabled peo-
ple or you insist on cuts in education that
will cut back on scholarships or Head Start
or you insist on cuts which will really weaken
our ahility to protect the environment. If
that's the deal, #t's reconciling not only the
level of cuts—it’s not just the money here,
I want to emphasize that. It's'the policy.
- The Republicans™-if T might, let me just
take Medicare for an example, just for exam-
pie. The Republicans and 1 agree that there
should be changes in the Medicare program
to encourage more seniors to have more op-
tions to join managed care programs. And
we agree ou a number of other provisions
that should be changed that will strengthen
Medicare and give more options to our senior
citizens. ‘

I do nat agree with changes that T think
will, in effeut, break np Medicare and put
more and more senjors at the merey of the
prosent private insurance systen so that the
older and Jower incone and sicker vou are,
the more at risk you are. 1 don’t want to do
that,



outline of Republican Welfare Reform Bill
November, 1593

Qutline of Bill

Title
Title
Title
Tirle
Title
Ticle
Title
Title

Title

j ¥ AFDC Transition and Work Program

11 Paternity Egtablishment

I¥T: -+ Expansion of Statutory Flexibility for States

Iv: Expansion of State and Local Flexibility

'L Child Suppert Enforcement

Vi welfare Restrictions for Aliesns

VIT: Controlling Welfare Costs

VIII: Consclidated Block Grant to States for Nutrition
hAgsigtance

IX: Migcellaneous

A. AFDC Transition Program {first 2 ysars on AFLC)

:]-C

Program outline. At the rime of AFDC enrollment,
families are referred to the AFDC Transition Program in
which they are expected to work or prepare for work:

&. at state opticn, participaticn in the AFDC
Transition Program can begin after 1 year for some
or all recipient families defined ag ijob ready by
statesg; ‘

b. recipients and the welfare agency create s written

- plan describing what sach must do so the parent can
prepare for work:; the written plan must include the
statement that after 2 years (or less at state
option} parents who have not secured paid
employment must work in exchange for their AFDC
henefit;

¢. states, in consultation with the Secretary,
establish the guidelines by which participation is
defined; states can set their own guidelines within
the following framework:

1} the genaral rule, to which education is an
exception (see below), im that families must
participate at least 520 hours per year,
slthough states have flexibility in how the 3520
hours 1s achieved (e.qg., 100% time for 3
monthe, 50% time for 6 months, or 25% time for
12 monthg fulfillis the requirement};

2} within 12 months of enactment, the Secretary
must publish rules about how education hours
are counted; the guiding principle should be
that meeting whatever a given educational
ingtitution {including certified profesgional
training schools and certified degree-granting
programs} considers full-time enrollment, -and
maintaining at least minimum pasaing
evaluations, ¢ounts as participation;

3) in two-parent families, at least one parent
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mugt meet participation requirements; statss
have the option of reguiring p&rﬁicipatian by
both parents;
4) parents can uge the S-month birth exemplion
- {see below; only one time; if a subsequent
¢hild is born while the parents are on AFDT,
only the 4-month exemption is in effect;
all the programs authorized in section 482{d) of
the Social Security Act (education, job skills, ob
readiness, job develcopment and placsment, group and
individual job search, on-the-job training, work
supplementation, community work experience) count
as participation under the AFDC Transition program.

Sapgiona. Participants who fall to mest the c¢riteria
for participation are sanctioned as follows:

.

for the first offense, the combined value of the
family’ s AFDC benefit and Food Stamp benefit

is reduced by 25% until the parent complies and

at least 3 months have elapsed; 1if 3 wmonths elapse
and the recipient has not complied, then the
recipient is deemed to have started the second
wifense pesriod;

the ganction for the second offense is similar to
the first except that in addition to complying with
the criteria, at least € months must elapse hefore
benefits are restorsed; if the recipient has not
gomplied within 3 months, then the recipisnt is
deemed te have entered the third offense period;
for the third offense, the family is dropped fxom
AFDC altogether;

when families are dropped f£rom AFDC, they retain
Medicaid, Food Stamps, and any other benefit for
which they are otherwise eligible.

Exemptions.

&,

b.

<.

incapacitated, ag currently defined in regulations
inot including drug and alcohol offenders);

at state option, those enrollied in drug and alcohol
ahuse programs {with a 1Z2-month limitation);
during & 6-month periocd in which a recipient gives
birgth to the first child born after the recipient
participates in AFDC (divided ag the recipient
saslects between the pre-natal and post-natal
pericds) ;

during a 4-month period in which a recipient gives
bhirth to the second or subssquent child born after
the recipient participates in AFDC (divided as the
recipient selects between the pre-natal and
poest~natal periods);

during a 2-month period following the return home
of a child who had been removed from the home;
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during the period in which full-time care is
provided for a disabled dependent.

partzclpatlmn standards are computed separately
for the Transition Program and the Work Program;
new participation standards apply to applicants
for FY 19%6 and 1937; the standard for 1936 is 30
percent.; the standard for 19%7 is A0 perceni;
beginning in 1398, participation standards apply
to the entire caseload (not just applicants); the
standard in the Transition Program is 508 percent in
1498, 60 percent in 13%8%, 70 percent in 20080, &0
percent in 2001, and 80 percent in 2002;

to the extent pessible, states are engouraged to
fulfill theiy particgipation standards by foousing
their efforte on mothers with school-age children,

AFDC Work Program. If parents have not found a job aftex
two years, they must participate in a work program
established by the state

— most states now conduct a Community Work Experience

Frogram {CWEP) in which parents work, usually in a

public sector jobk, for the number of hours egqual to

their AFDC benefit divided by the minimum wage; the

current CWEP hours requirement is rewritten to

mandate that recipients work for 35 hours per week;

gtates can also require participaticon in the Work

SBupplementatrion program in which the APDC benefit

ia used to subsidize a private sector job;

reforms to the Work Supplementation program

include:

1} elimination of the requirement that all jobs
must bhe new jobs;

2} ereation of new financial incentives for states
to use the program:

--yacsipients participating in the Work
Supplementation pyogram must be pald a salary
at leaat equal o their AFDC plus food
stamp benefits;

--gtaten can negotiate arrangements with
employers to pay enough of the salary that
gome part of the value of the AFDC benefitc
will not be required to reach the AFDC plus
Food Stamp minimum; in these cases, gtates
can continue to request the fedexal share of
the AFDC benefit as if the sntire benefit
were still being paid by state funds {(this
provision has the effect of allowing states
te keep the entire amount by which the
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employer-provided salary *buys out® the AFDC
benefit};

d. statesg can <¢razate a new work program, subject Lo
approval by the Segretary, that combines features
af CWEP and Work Supplementation or uses entirely
new approaches developed by the state;

e. after 3 years of participation in the work program
{and a rotal of 5 vears on AFD{), states have the
option of dropping recipients from the AFDC rolls;
recipients would continue to be eligible for
Medicald, food stamps, and other benefits.

2. Sangtions. Same as above

Same as above

a. the Work ?rogram bagins for applicants in 1996;
atates must include at least 30 percent of their
nonexempt caseload in their Work Programs in 1996;

b. the participation standard for applicants then
increases o 40 pgreent in 1897, 50 percent in
1998, and €¢ percent in 1999%;

c. beginning in 2000, partigipation standards apply to
the sntire caseload (rather than just applicants);
the standards are 70 percent in 2000, 80 percent in
Z001, and 20 percent in 2002;

d. the denominator for this calculation for each
fiscal year is the number of nonexempt participants
who have been on AFDC for at least 2 vears on the
first day of the fiscal year.

it T o for Two-Par amilieg. At least one parent
in two-parent families on AFDC must be reguired to work 32
hours per week and engage in job seaxrch for 8 hours pex
week. States are required to pay the combined AFDC-Food
Stamp benefit in cash and only after the completion «f the
work reqguirement for any given period, If the work
regquirement hasg been only partially met, states must
proportionately adjust the AFDC-Food Stamp payment level.

8t : i : ' R Y Sonpe states
aﬁxrently have the cptxan of provzdxng the h?ﬁc Two~Parent
program to gqualified families for only 6 months in a

given 12-month pexiod; this option is extended to all
states. {Current law prohibits about half the states from
using the §-month option).
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£. Work Program for Fathers. Fathers of children on AFDC nmust

either pay child support or participate in a work program:

1. Pathers who are the eguivalent of 2 months in arrears
on their child support, unless they are following a
court-approved plan for repayment, must participate in
this program.

2. States can design their own programs, but their
program must include at least the following three
elements;:

a. idnitial contact with the father must include a
letter that informs him he must pay child support,
that he should contact the child support office,
and that he is subject to fines and penalties if he
does not cooperate;

b, if the father does not pay child support within 3¢
days he must be enrclled in a job search program
for between 2 and 4 weeks;

¢, if the father still does not pay ¢hild support
within another 30 days, he nmust be enrsolled in a
work program for at lesast 35 hours per wesk (30
hours if the program also reguires job search).

3. The work program participation standards outlined
‘above fox the Transition and Work Programs apply to the
work program for fathers; the denominator for
calculations is the number ©f fathers with children on
AFDC who do not pay ¢hild support.

4. Only incapacitated fathers are exempt.

A. If the paternity of any dependent named on an AFDC
application has not been legally established, the mother
must provide the name of the father or fathers to AFDC
officials as part of the application procesas:

1. if the mother does not provide a name, her family
is not eligible foxr AFDC benefits for that child; if
there is only one c¢hild, then the family will be
denied all AFDC benefits;

2. if the sother is not certain who the father ie, she
gaat name all the men {but not more than 3} she thinks
eould be the father;

3, in the case of families with cone child, once the mother
has provided the father's name, the family is eligible
for an AFDC cash benefit for a l-person family;
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4. in the case of famili2g that have at least one child
for whom paterxrnity has been established and at least
one ¢hild for whom paternity has not been established,
the family will receive an AFDC benefit equal to the
gize .of family that includes only the c¢hild or children
for whom paternity has besen established.

aAfter giving the father's name, the mother must cooperate
with the state c¢hild support enforcement agency to
establigh paternity:

1. once paternity is legally established, the family isg
eligible for the £ull AFDC benefit for a family of
that sgize;

2. if the child support agency finds that the man named
by the mother is not the father, the mother and
¢hildren are dropped from the rxrolls until paternity
is established;

3. in the case of a family with more than one child at
least one of which has paternity established, a falge
name will still result in the entire family being
dropped from the rolls.

States must ryegquire all officers and employees of the
state, upon firgt recognizing that an unwed woman ie
pregnant, to inform hey that:

1, she will not be able to receive AFDU benefite until
she identifies the father, and

2. she should do whatever is necessayy to get the father
to acknowledge paternity as scon ae possible.

States are encouraged to develop procedures in public
hogpitals and clinics that facilitate the acknowledgment
of paternity.

States muat develop procedurss, in consultation with

the Se¢retary, to handle cases in which mothers ¢laim the
father is dead. State procedures should be based on the
principle that the burden of proof is on the mother.

The mother is exempt from these requirements if her
pregnancy was caused by rape or incest or if the state
concludes that pursuing paternity will result in physical
harm to the parent or child.
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States are reqguired to follow the provisions outlined above
unlisass the state pagses a law specifically declaring that
the state wants {0 exempt itself.

The state paternity establishment requirement of 7% percent
in current law is increasged to 80 percent. Stateg under %0
percent must increase by § percent sach year if their
percentage is over 50 percent and 18 percent each year if
thelr percentage is under 8¢ percent.

aptxmn of taklng the amount of fedexal reimbursement they
received undey Title IV-A in 19%2, plus a one-time
inflation adjustment of 3 percent, as a fixed annual cash
payment rather than continuing in the current AFDC program.
States electing this option must present an annual report
to the Department of Health and Human 3ervices ghowing that
all the money from the block g¢grant was spent to help poor
and low-income families.

States may refuse

AFDC bﬁnﬁflta if the moth&x or father of the dependent
child is a miner as defined by state law. If minor parents
are married, they can qualify for the state AFDC program
for 2-parent families. States can decide not to follow
thisg provieion by passing a state law specifically
exempting themselves,.

6 Lk BVe , : roents States have
tha thlcn of yrov1diag new r&&zdenta of their state with |
the pame level of AFDC benefits as provided by the state
from which the residents moved. This level of benefits can
be provided for no more than 1 year.

Familiss with

SChﬁﬁl age chiléren wha attend schocl less than some
state-egtablished minimum without good cause can be

subject to a sanction of up to §75.00 per child

per month., Good cause is defined by states in consultation
with the Secrstary. Minor parents receiving AFDC who have
not graduated £rom high school are also subiect to this
provision.

£F: - states are not
requlred to pay any addltlonal beaefihs for children born
16 months after the date of application for AFDC. States
ecan, hubt are not required to, allow exceptions for
families: a} that leave AFDC due te earxnings for at least
90 days if employment is terminated for good cause, and/or
b} that remain off AFDC for 12 cvonsecutive months. States
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can decide not to follow this provigion by pasaing a law
specifically exempting themselves.

3 13 States are
y&rmztnad Lo rﬁplac& the current Federal rules for
disregarding income in setting AFDC benefit levels. The
current 4-month $30 and 1/3 rule can be changed as a
state wishes but the changes ¢an be no more generocus than
the equivalent of permanently disregarding the first $200
of family earnings plus 172 of the remainder.

> } anef Lon.  States are
germmtted to allow AFQC rQClpl&nﬁS who marry someone who
ig not the parent of their child, and who would become
ineligible for AFDC, to keep up to 1/2 of their current
banefit for up to one yvear as long as their combined
family income is below 150% of the poverty level. Couples
who marry and are sligible for the AFDC two-parant program
in the state may receive eithey two-parent AFDC or the
state’'s new *married couple® transition benefit, but not
both.

16T ; , " QghD. Btates can disregard,
for a maximum periad of 2 yaar&, up to $10,000 of assets
associated with a microenterprise owned by a family for
purposes of determining AFDC eligibility and caloulating
ARDC benefits; states may also disregard up to $10,0008 of
savings placed in a special account to be used for purchase
of a home or for education or training. The disregavrd for
husiness-related costs, income, and resources associated
with a businegs of five or fewer employees will be
increased from $1,000 to $10,00C pey family.

States have th& OptlQﬁ of requxrzﬁg AFDC parenta Lo
participate in parenting classes and ¢lasses on monsy
managemaent during the Trangition Program. 8uch
participation counts toward fulfillment of state
participation requirements. States ran also require
parents receiving AFDC benefits to receive agengy
permiseion before changing a dependent child's residence
during the school ysar.

IV, Expangion of

3 : Waiver requests from
atates, lecaimxzes, and other program operatorg are
coneidered by an interagency board composed ©f the
Secrevaries of Agriculture, Health and Human Services,
Housing and Urban Development, Labor, Interior, Justice,
and the Cffice of Management and Budget. The Board is
headed by a chairperson appointed by the President.
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: > ra. The Chairman and Board must
imaure that all waivers meet one or more of the following
goals:

1. helping elderly and disabled individuals who need long-
term agsistance mest basic human needs or .improve theilr
living conditions,

2. helping able-bodied individuals and their families, on
a temporary basis, meet basic human needs and improve
their living conditions while--

3. acguiring the experience and skille necessary to
improve their living conditionsg, maintain and
strengthen family relationships, and attain or retain
the capability for self-gupport and independence,

4. promoting individueal initiative and personal behavior
consistent with progress toward self-sufficiency and a
strong family life.

The Chairman and Board must alsc insure that granting the
recguested waiver would not unnecessarily atffect
individuals or families adversely.

' for Yo - Any entity eligible to receive
Fedaral funds nay submit a waiver application to the
Board specifving, explaining, and justifying the
particular provisions of statute or regulation the entity
wants Lo change. All applications must aim to help
long-teym welfare reacipients improve their living
conditions, help recipients strengthen theix familigs and
achieve gelf-sufficiency, or promote individual initiative
and personal behavior consistent with progress toward
self-sufficiency. Applications must contaln written
assurances that implementing the proposal will not result
in additional costs te the federal government.

1. Any entity hag the option to submit a streamlined
express application to implement an assistance plan
reforming three or fewer programs. The entity nmay
request that the chairperson autherize the applicant to
implement the plan and waive the application eof any
Federal statutory or regulatory reguirement to the
extent necessary to enable such implementation.

2. Entitvies wishing to reform such programs may submit an
application for an integrated assistance plan.
Applicants must include in their applications the
geographic area and recipients to be affected;
objectives and performance criteria; federal programs
that will be improved by implementation; fiscal control
policies for plan; consent of gualified organizations;
and approval of state and local agencies {affected by
the proposall.
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D. Agency Avproval. The Chairman, after considering the
proposal and making any written comments she thinks
appropriate, forwards the proposal to the agency or
agencieg with jurisdiction over the programs. Within
4% days the agency must provide the Chairman with views
on whether the proposal meets the goals of reform
walvers outlined above. If more than one federal ag&n&y
is inveolved in the waiver request, the chairman must take
steps to agsure Lhat all agencies are informed of the
others’ involvement, The Chairman must reach a decision
¢n the waiver request and notify the state within 30 days;
if the state waiver reguest has not been approved orx
digapproved within 30 days from the date of receipt, the
request is deemed to bhe approvad,

Programs are deemed eligible

for'waxvers 1f””ézr&¢tly oy indirectly, they provide cash
asgistarnce, sducation, employment training, health,

housing, nutrition, or social services to individuals or
families.

A, b2 20 Lrackine L hbgent Zarenl s o I‘:I'l L & i
Establxsh a natlcnwide gystem for reportzng and tracklng
newly hired workers to improve the nation’s ability to
locate parents and enforce support orders. The aystem
would include a current addresss, source of earnings, and
record of support cobligations. This proposal is based on
three gpecific reforms:

1. New empleyees would be required to report support
obligations subiect Uo wage withholding to emplovyers
via new wW-4 tax formse. Withholding would begin
immediately and employment information would be
maintained for interstate searches.

2. S8tates would maintain updated registyies of support
orders to verify new hire withholding information and
assist other states with interstate searches.

3. The Federal Parent Locator service would be expanded to
improve access to information nationwide; the Federal
Office of Child sSupport Enforcement would coordinate
an information network between states to provide for
speedy intexrstate se¢arches,.

B.

mi.ine ' oiding. Streamline the interstate
syst&m of wage wzthhmldlng by establishing uniform
withholding notices and by requiring employers to honoy
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withholding notices from out-cf-state courts.

hospltal nased‘yrograms“ta enaourage valuntary p&ternity
eatablishment at the time of birth and provide for
administrative processes for establishing parentage.

VI; Welfare Resty

£l

A.

All welfare benefits (other than emergency Medicaid) are
eliminated for non-citizens, except for refugees and
caertain permanant residents as defined below.

Excepticng for refugees and permanent resident aliens:

1. Refugees who have been adjusted to permanent resident
status can receive welfare for only 1 year beyond the

time limit required for them to apply for citizenship
{funlesy they are over age 75);

2. Permanent resident aliens over age 75 who have been '

iegal residents for at least % vears are eligible for
walfare henefitas,

State AFDC agencies must provide the name, address, and
other identifying information {including fingerprints} to
the Immigration and Naturalization Service for all illegal
immigrant parents with c¢itizen c¢hildren.

Any noncitizen who is currently residing in the U.S. and
ig affected by any of the above provisions is exempt from
that provisgion for 1 ysar following passage of the bill;
any federal department that administers welfare programs
that currently serve resident aliens smust directly notify,

or engure that states notify,  all recipients affected by
tha provisions outlined above.

0ili Helfa tg

JAnnual cutlay growth in the Aid to Families with Dependent

Children, Supplemental Security Income, Pubklic housing and
Section 8 housing, Food Stamps, and Earnsd Income Tax
Credit (EITC) programs is capped at 2% plus inflation., If
gpending in any year exceeds the cap, each of the gix
programeg ip reduced by the percentage nsceasary to bring
aggregate spending in line with the cap. Each program is
reduced by the game percentage smount.

The concurrent budget resclution includes an aggregate
cutlay figure for all six capped programs and forxr sach
program individually; each figure equals the previous
vear’'s outlays plus ianflation plusg 2%. Committee
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allocations for Ways and Means, Banking, and Agriculture
reflect the caps. The President’s budget also contains the
same aggregate and individual outlay figures that are found
in the budget resolution.

Five dayé after Congress adjsurns to end a session, OMB
calculates both an estimated outlay figure for each capped

program for the previous fiscal year as well as the 2% plus
inflation cap.

Fifreen days after Congress adijourns to end a sessgion, each
of the capped programs is reduced by seguestration, if
necessary, by the uniform percentage required to achieve
the spending limit imposed by the cap.

i1 gl idated Block

-

The consclidated block grant combines 10 food and nutyition
programs into a single, discretionary block grant to
states. The 10 programs avre: Food Stamps, Nutrition
Agsistance for Puertc Rico, Spscial Milk Program, State
Child Nutrition Program, Special Supplemental Food Program
for wWwomen, Infants, and Childyen (WIC), Commodity
Supplemental Food Program, Food Donations Programs for
Selected Groups, The Emergency Food Assistance Program,
Administyation on Aging/Nutrition Services, and Food
Program Administration.

Spanding on the block grant is controlled by imposing a
ceiling on the spending each year. The first-year c¢eiling
ig 95% of the total spending from the individual programs;
in subsequent years spending is adjusted to take into )
account population growth and food price inflation.

The block grant is apportioned among states in accord with
the percent of the poverty population that resides in each
state. Money from the block grant must be spent by states
providing nutrition programs to families with incomes below’
70% of the Lower Living $tandard Income Level published by

- the Department of Labor.

Regtrictions on State 8Spending:

1. States cannot spend more than 5t of their grant on
administyation.

2. Statesg must spend at least 12% of their allocation on
the &Special Supplemental Food Program for Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC); this amount will bring WIC
benefitas to all eligible children and mothers.
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3. States must spend 20% of their funds on nutrition
programs in child care and public school facilities;
spending must be targeted on school children mesting the
eligibility critexia for free and reduced prige school
meals..

The program authorization expires after 5 years. The
initial authorization includes funding for the £irst and
second years; the intent of thia provision is to provide
transitional assistance for programs with a funding cycle
at variance with the fiscal year. Following the transivion
pericd, the block grant will be forward-funded,

The block grant generates gavings through elimination of
benefit overlap, reduction of middle class subaidies, and
glasghing adminigtrative duplication. The federal
government will cease direct purchase of agricultural
comnodities for the purpose of distribution to food
programg; states can direotly purchase agricoultural
commodities held by the federal government as part of farm
surplus reduction programs.

1. AFDC applicants and recipients dstermined by states to
be addicted to aleohol or drugs must participate in
addiction treatment if it is available.

2. Failure of addicts. Lo participate on a satisfactory
bagig ags defined by the state will result in expulsion
from AFDC for X vears.

3. . States may walve parvticipation requirements during the
transition program for up to 1 year if AFDC recipientas
are participating in addiction treatment programs;
howevey, states must c¢ontinue to include all addicted
recipients in the denominator for calculation of
participation standards.

4, States are authorized to use random and unannounced
drug tests with recipients who have participated in
drug rehabilitation programs or have & higtory of
addiction; refusal by the recipient to submit to drug
testing will result in termination of the entire
family’s cash AFDC benefit for 2 years.

NCemne . The Social
Saeurity Admlnlstratxon is &irect&d te identify all 881

participants whose dieability was caused by addiction te
illegal drugs and to test them pericdically, on a random
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schedule, to determine whether they are uging illegal
drugs. If use of illegal drugs is detected by the tests,
or if recipients refuse to submit Lo testing, theilr 881
benefits are permanently terminated.

Deparzment of Health and H&man S&rvlaes ig required toc
fund research that examines the impacts of education and
training programs on exits from AFDC, welfare
gxpenditures, wage rates, employment histories, and repeat
spells on AFDC. At least one of the studies must invelve
three groups te which AFDC adults are randomly aasigned:

a control group not required to participate in any special
activity, a group required to participate in education or
job training programs, and a group regquired to participate
in job search or job search and work sxperience.
Parcicipants must be followed for at least 5 vears.

' ] ieay States must require
AFDU appllmants Lo partxa&gate in job search while their
welfare application is being processsd. Applicants must
be reimbursed for transportation and child care expenses.
Stateg c¢an provide esmergency aid when payment cannoti be
delayed. States retain considerable flexibility in
defining such emerxgencies, although they must include in
their state plan the general guidelines they will follow.
States can decide not to follow this provision by passing
a state law specifically exempting themselves.

1. HHS8 is authorized to conduct demonstrations in several
states to determine whether providing weifare benefits
{(including AFDC, Food Stamps, Medicaid, housing, ete.}
by use of electroni¢ cards and automatic teller
machines will reduce administrative costs and fraud;
within 5 years HHS must write a report to Congress
summarizing the results of the studies and making
recommendations about whether and how more states
might be reguired to use electronic funds transfey
programs.

2. HHS is required to appoint a commission composed of
cabinet officizls, outside experts, and state
administrators to determine the cost and feasibility of
¢creating an interstate system of Social Security
nunbers of all welfare participants for the purposse of
ensuring that no adults or children are participating
in welfare programs in more than one state,

! ive in Housing § : Local public housing
authorztz&& must &&sregard FICA taxes and income taxes from
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earned income for purposes of calculating rent for 2 years
after recipients begin employment. Public housing
authorities may exclude from earned income, for a maximum
of 2 years, additional earnings resulting from employment
of a previougly unemployed household worker over age 18,
Both of these provisions are subject to funding approval by
the Appropriations Committee.

1. Families with children under age 6 must present
verification from a physician that the children are
receiving regular pediatric checkups and required
ipmunizations.

2. States must conduct education and outreach activities
designed to increase public awareness of the importance
of preschool health checkups and to advertise the
availability of free or reduced price immunizations.

3. Children attending facilities supported by the Child
Care and Development Block CGrant must present evidence
from a physician that they are follewing the recommended
gohedule of pediatric immunizations; providers must
present parents with written information about reguired
immunizationsg; parents must be given between 30 and 45
days to obtain the regquired immunizations or the child
migt be removed from the facility.

4. The Surgeon Gensral nmust issue recommendations for the
gchedule of immunizations to he followed by children
under 6 years of age.



