
December 2, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR LEON ,PANEITA 

CAROL MSCO 


FROM: 	 RAHM EMANuEL· 

BRUCE REED 


'SUBJEcr: ' ~ 	 . WELFARE REFORM STRATEGY 

The upcoming debate over welfare teform will define the political character and , 
credibility of both parties. For the American people, welfare reform and the ability to achieve 
it is a question of whether the, political system or either party can reform government to 
reflect their basic values. ' 

Up until the mid-term elections, the 'Democratic Party and the ,President wer~ running. ' 
even with the Republican Party on welfare reform issue. In the wake of the elections, the 
Republicans have gained the upper hand., Unless we work aggressively and dramatically to . 
take back the initiative, they will control this issue and reap any political diviqends from 
t:eforming welfare. We must do two things to reverse their current advantage: " 

I. 	 Regain 'the initiative. ( 
We cannot afford to sit back and watch the debate unfold in ,Congress. ' At the 
appropriate moment, the President needs to dramatize that. this is a central 
priority for hiin and for the country" by bringi,ng natiorialleaders from. both 
parties together for a summit on wel~are reform. 

ll. 'Seize the center and exploit Republican divisions by identifying the House 
plan as an orphanage bill that is punitive towards children . 
.This should be our primary -focus during the down days of December. 
Dissension is growing in the Republican ranks, with Dole, Gingrich, and now . 
Clay Shaw pUblicly distancing themselves.from orphanages., By the time this 

, bill gets to the House' floor, we want every -American to m'ow that the ' 
Republicans are becoming the party -of orphanages -- whic~ should force them 
to retreat from some of their other harsh provisions as w~ll. _. 

. -If we can accomplish these' two objectives within the next two ,months, w~will change 
our current political standing and the debate around welfare. - ­

I. Regaining the "Initiative' 

, A national summit could be the centerpiece of our effort to reshuffle the' welfare 



debate. A summit would be a dramatic event that would bring a national focus to this issue, 
and begin to show both parties and all levels of government coming to grips with possible 
solutions. The upcoming meeting with Republican and Democratic governors is an 
opportunity to initiate the national summit, and help us affect the timing and outcome of the 
welfare debate. 

For a fuller discussion of the summit and what it might look like, see the attached 
memo. 

The objective of the Summit is to put forward our core principles, and try to get 
others to agree on them. . In the same way that the Education Summit led to Goals 2000, this . 

. summit might lead to ~broad agreement on mainstream principles of welfare reform, such as:. 

1. Reward work over welfare. 
.,-. End teen pregnancy . 

3. 	 The toughest child support enforcement possible. 
4. 	 Rid the system of fraud and abuse. 
5. Must save money without shifting costs to the states.' 

. ;' 6. . No orphanages. 

In addition to the summit, the Administration should take the following actions: 

1. 	 Announce a series of bipartisan welfare reform waivers at the NGA conference, or in . 
therunup to it. In the months ahead, waivers will ~erve as a way to show that we are 
making actual progress on welfare reform, and prod Congress to move forward. 

2. 	 At the President's Mid December speech, he should mention his desire for welfare 
reform and highlight the issue of dead-beat dads. On the following day the 
Department of Justice and HHS would hold a joint press 'conference announcing that 
they are prosecuting 50+ cases of dead-beat dads and their new program to 
aggressively pursue these cases. . 

3. 	 Sometime in January, the President can announce a private sector campaign to curb 
teen pregnancy. Action on child support enforcement and teen pregnancy in the weeks 
surrounding the summit will show that the Administration is taking action. 

n. 	 Defining the Republican Plan 

. Although there are some similarities between our plan and the GOP plan, the GOP 
plan is needlessly punitive, towards children. 

A series ·of events can help publicize this in the weeks ~head: 

. ~ 

1. 	 HHS is preparing a study on the costs of orphanages. 



· ... . '. 

2. 	 The day after the HHS releases its study, the Salvation Army cim use the holiday 
season to attack what orphanages and attacks on the poor will do to families. 

3. 	 HHS should leak a memo on the study of how the Republican' cap might lead to cuts 
ih collections from deadbeat dads. 

4. 	 Leak analysis of cost shifts in GOP plan to David Broder. 

Simply put, our goal should be tomak~ the issue of punishing children and dividing 
families the defining characteristic of the Republi~n Plan. If we succeed in doing this, by 
the time the Republicans vote on their plan, they'll be running against a preconceived potion 
that the Republicans are pro-orphanage and anti-children. The orphanages are to welfare 
reform what Perot was to NAFfA and the NRA was to the assault weapons ban. 



December 2, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 RAHM EMANUEL 

BRUCE REED 


SUBJECT: . 	 Welfare Reform Summit 

As a way to seize back the initiative on welfare reform, we recommend that you use 

next Thursday's meeting with Republican and Democratic governors to call for· a bipartisan 

national summit on welfare reform at Camp David in January .. 


I.. PURPOSE OF A SUMMIT 

We believe that a Camp David summit would be a dramatic way to serve several 

immediate strategic objectives at once: 


1. It would underscore that you are going to make welfare reform. a top priority for 

the country and your administration. 


2. It would be a highly visible way to show that you are willing to reach across party 
lines and outside Washington to solve pr.oblems. 

, 3. It would increase the influence of governors and others who will help moderate the 
upcoming debate: . 

4. It would enable you to recapture the spotlight on a domestic issue at a time when 
Republicans in Congress will otherwise dominate the new~. 

While a summit is not without risks -- for example, the Republicans might spurri 
. your offer outrigbt, or conspire not to cooperate -- it increases the chances that the welfare 
reform debate will take place on your turf . 

. D. WHAT A SUMMIT MIGHT LOOK LIKE 

A. Wher.e and When 

We recommend holding the summit at Camp David rather than the White House. The 
atmosphere is more relaxed, access to the press is more controlled, and the setting is more 
Presidential -- it's your home turf. Our first choice for a date would be Friday and Saturday, 



-. ~ . 

January 13-14, which would give us a way to get into the middle of the 'political debate 
before the State of the Union. Alternatively, we could hold the summit the weekend of 
January 28-29, immediately before the. NGA conference. 

B. Who Should Come 

Ideally, a summit would bring together a select group of leaders from both parties and 
all levels of government -- members of Congress, governors, mayors, and county officials. 
It should be limited to elected officials. The invitees might include: 

Senate House Governors 

Dole . Gingrich Thompson 
Packwood Archer Engler 
Kassebaum Goodling 

Daschle Gephardt Dean 
Moynihan Gibbons Carper 
Kennedy Clay 

Mayors/Counties 

Ashe 
Giuliani 
1 GOPcourity exec 

Rice 
Cleaver· 
1 Dem county exec 

C. What a Summit Can Accompish -- and What It Can't 
. ' '. .. ." -J. 

We should be realistic about what we can accomplish at 'a summit with such a broad 
range of leaden;. This is not the place to agree on financing or draft legislation. Our , 
objectives should be more like the Education Summit -- to reach agreement on broad goals 
and principles. The summit could be organized around a few themes ...:.- work, responsibility, 
family -- that would lead the discussion toward our key principles. '. 

D. Legislative Strategy Mter the Summit 

. . . 

. After the summit, we would have several options on how to proceed with legislation: 
. .. 

" 

1. We could reintroduce our bill a few weeks later, with some revisions based on . 
discussions at the summit. This would enable us to make revisions th~t would be viewed as a 
response 'to the summit, not to the elections. 

2. We could decide to remain above the fray with a handful ofkey principles, and not 
produce a specific bill. This has the advantage of not locking us into .specific provisions, but 
the disadvantage of looking like we're backing away from our bill. " 

3. We could turn to Breaux and Moynihan to lead a bipartisan, mainstream effort to . 
produce a bill in the Senate that we could endorse and that was based on the summit . 
principles. . 
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HI. POTENTIAL DOWNSIDES 

A welfare refonn summit is not without risks: 

1. The Republicans may counter by calling for summits on other issues --:- ' 
federalism, balanced budget, etc. Our posture would be to do a welfare summit, and if it 
works, to be open to other ideas dpwn the road. 

2. ' The Republicans could simply refuse to take part. That would make us look weak, 
and them look petulant. We have to make sure in advance that no matter,what Gingrich and 
Dole might do, the Republican governors would be willing to show up. ' , 

3. . The summit might Itot meet expectations or produce any agreement or progress. It 
will have to be carefully choreographed. 

4. The summit might give Gingrich an excuse to abandon the orphanage idea, which 
would be an immediate victory for us, but also to their advantage in the long run. This is a 
risk worth taking. 

IV. HOW TO PROCEED 

If you decide to move 'forward with a summit, we should lay the groundwork for you 
to call for the summit when you meet with Republican and Democrat governors on Thursday . 
. Marcia will need to line up support among the' governors and 'mayors. Pat will need to 
,provide advance warning to Democratic leaders in the House and Senate. We want to line up 
leaders who will respond positively to you, announcement, increasing the pressure on Dole 
and Gingrich to go along. 

:' 
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NOTE TO BRUCE REED-


Here are the two doct1I'l1~pts I ~entioned at the 4:00 p.m. meeting. 


Please note that the news value of the child support report is fairly limited, although w-c 
could highlight the increases ~veI our previously announced estimates.· . 

Also please note that the "status of reports" docUIIlent should not be sh~ed externally, 
since we're going to miss the first due dates. . 

Thanks .. 

~~,. 
Melissa Skolfield 

cc: RaID,n Emanuel. 

I' 
b 
.l 
'. 
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STATUS OF REPORTS REQUIRED BY THE WELFARE LAW

", ,1)'-' ' ....... ,,'.. l' .... ,'" fi\~lv\~ 


The Personal Responsil::lility and Wo,rk Opponunity ReconciHationAct of 1996 require.s the 
I)epariment ofHe8.tUl and Human SerVic~s 'to report to Collgress on, a number of issue.s. '.' 

• ' - • • I' • •••. • 

Compl~~ed: H~S qas submitted to Congress a paci<;ageofprQPPsed technical jUld 
confonning amendLile.nts to the Apt.' (Sec. 113 PRWORA) . 

COqlpletcd: HHS has dev!!loped a national strateSJ' forpreventins 9ut:Qf-wedlock ' 
, teenage pregnancies and promoting comm\lnity'programs.(Sec. 90S PRWORA) 

,. -, ' '"t'·. ~ ",' l . , , " . 

Februal"fll, 1997: HHS is required to report on the status ofstatecomput~[ systems for' 
tracking welfare receipt. In c,oordination with APWA, we have surveyed states on their'" 
currelltsYstems. and a ,COPtracto~ is prepari~g a report on possible approaches to shl;uin,.g 
info.rmation between states through a central system. (Sec. lOp PR\VORA) , '", 

~ . - . . ," .' -" , - . '. . - . , 

Marth 1, 1997: HHS is required to. report on a new perfQrmsmce incentive s~stem for 
chiJd ~pport enforcement. (S4C:. 341 PRWORA)"" "q' .' .' .....t", "; 

.. , ... " . ' .. " '. ,!'" " ., '. 

July 31,1997: The £trst bieMial ~PQqOQ,theconsolicJ91edGhilq scare aqddeyyl0Pl11ent 
.furu.t ~s due.. (~ec. 612 P~WORA, 8l11eng,ed reporting eleIIlen~ and frequency) 

De~embe~ 31,1997: AMu~1 reporton child sYPlXlrt is due. (Sec. 347PR,WORA; 
amende~ reporting :leI,llents)" ! ' " ',., '.' .' .' •. 

March 30, 1998: The first annual report on the characteristics oestate programs under 
lANF. the dewogllpbic ctuYi£terislicso(amlicants~drecipier1t~'i!Ild state Progress
towards tbei0als ofIANF is d'4e.' HHS haS begun work on defining the data elemenTS 
tl:iat sta~eSwill,ba.yeto pr<;wide. (Sec. 411' SSA; sec. '103 PRWORA) .. , . . 

" '. ' ", . '. " . 

June 30, 19,8: The firstannualrepC!rt 00 the progress of the teen pregnanc~ preyention 
strategy and itssu~~s in ~hievmg its go.als isdue. "(Sec. 90SPRWO~) ,,' ,." .. 

, .. , '" ' . '. ',", ..". . . 

August ll, 199~: With the Department ofAgriculture, HHS is req4ired to report on the 
impact of the cbWlges inreirOburseOlent policies for meals served at famil~ <kY care .' 
home~on th¢ llwnbCrof providers th~tpatti~ip~~. the nwn~r that are licens'ed:the 
quality of the fQodthey.serve, and the proportion of low· income children served. (Sec.. 
7()8 PR W(JRA) . .' . . 

Septe~per 30t 1998: HijS must develop alternative QutcQme~ measures forwelfare·to­
work programs tha,t m,ight replace the particip~ti()nrate requi~ements.·(S~. 107' ..... " 
PRWORA> . .' .... .. 
. .. .,.,) 
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October 1, 1998: fiHS must report on how the new distribution pplic,y for child support 
collection affects welfanu::aseloads. A technical amendment to extend the due date by ­
one year has been submitted, as the new policy will not have been in effect for long 
enough to have an impfiCt by that date. (Sec. 457 SSA; sec. 302 PRWORA) 

~UgU5t 22,1999: HHS must issue first annual reppn on the circumstances offarnilies 
affected by time limits. cbildren ofieen parents. and teens becoming Parents. Report will 
look at issues such as drop-put rates, employment, crime. health insurance. income and , 
program participation. (Sec. 413 SSA; sec. 103 PRWORA) -

ADnual report; date ,.unspe.cified: HHS must submit an annual re}>9rt or;t}the status ortpe_ 
cpntinseQcy Nodynder IANF, (Sec. 403 SSA; sec. 103 PRWORA) _ . - , 

( 

-,- '. 
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U.S.gE"ART~E~T 0," HEAL,T,~ A,NO ~UJ04AN SE~VIC:ES 

\~ J 
FOR IMMEDIATE f\ELEASE Contact:' 'Michael Kharfen 

, ' (202) 401-9215 

, ANOTHER REC~ ,YEAR OF CHILD, SUPPORT 
'. '.' ~ ." ,>, ' '. '. r';;'" .. : "", . ' ' . 

New data released tOd~y by HHS secretary Donna E. Shalala 
shows that jor the ~ist two years, th~fedeial/itate child " 
support enforc@!rnent program continue,d to break 'reco.rds in 
collections, paternity establishments, and families rece~ving 
collections. The program also improved its'efficiency by , 
collecting ~ore ~hil~,support for each dollar it spends.

: . - , 

, ' 

For fiscal, year 1995, $10.8 billion was collected" from pon­
custodial parents in fiscal year 1995, an increase of 10 percent. 
according to the ~Oth Annual Report to Congress on Child Support
Enforcement issued,byHHS today,~ , , " ' ',', " '''' 

• i' 

"" An ear.1ier est;im.ate of 735, 000 paterhitie~ establisl:1ed for' 
that year was' exceeded in, the final report by a total of 903,451. 

The increaie is attrib~table t6 paternit~~s est~blishedas part 
of the Clinton admin;stration's volulltary in-hospital pate,t::!lity
establishment regula ti9n ~ , ' ", , 

In Decernber,President Clinton announced $11.8 billion as a 
prelimina'ry'amountofchild support collected for fiscal ,ye.?i-!= " 
1996. The ,revised estimate is even higher at $12 billion, a 5~l 
1ncreasfe 'over $8'billion in 1992. 

"Every child w1').O receives child support can be a child freed' 
from welfare and poverty," said Secretary Shalala. "The states 
and the federal' goverI1.rnem: are ma~ing more progress to insuring 
that; all children who are owed cl)ild support get it ."Le<:.. ' 

"With the new toughest child support enforcement measures 
ever enacted in the new welfare law, there's hope that children 
will finally come first with their parent's financial support,"
added Shalala. ' , ' , , ' , ' 

The new provisions ,including st.reamlined patez:nity 
establishment, employer reporti,ng of new hires, uniform 
interstate child support laws,' corr.puterized statewide 
collections, and tough'new penaltiessuch'~s driver's licerise 
revoca~ion coul~ ip~reasechild ~uppo~t collectiori~ by $24 
billion ove~ the ~~~t 10 ye~rs. ' , , 

~. 
. . :.'~ 
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The report .describels collections and other child support 

activities nationwide d:liring fiscal year 1995 (October 1994­
September 1995).' It·also contains s'tate-by-state financial and 
program data. Highiights of some of the findings are: 

'. 
o 	 paternity establishment for 903,451 children in 1995 

~~~:~~d with 670,l77 in 1994, an ~~crease of 35 

o 	 cases with a collection were 3.7 ~{llion in 1995 
compared with 3.,14 million, . an increase. of 9 percent

.". . .,' ,', 	 ,. 
~~,. 

New estimates for fiscal year 1996 show more improved 
results for children. Cases with a 'collection increased to 
nearly 4 million, an increase of 43 percent over 2~8 million in 
1992. Paternity establishments rose to nearly 1 million, an 
increase of 50 perc~nt over 0.5 million in 1992. . 

HHS ca~culates th. cost-effect~veness of the child support 
program by determining how much childtsupport is collected per 
dollar of administrative spending. ~his ratio measures the 
management efficiency of the program and how effective it spends 
administrative funds. The program improved its cost­
effectiveness ratio from 3.59 in 1995 to an estimated 3.94 in 
1996, an increase of 10 perc~nt. The result for children is more 
collections by a ,better managed program. 

"No parents should or will evade their responsibility to 
support thei:r:... children, ". said Da.;cid Gray Ross I deputy director, 
_t;:lffice of fhild $upport epforcement. "We, the states and the 
federal government, ·now have both the will and the way to find 
any parent, at home or at ~ork, to collect child support and help 
their children to a stronger and brighter future." 

The child support· enforcement program serves families 
receiving assistance under the Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children Program and the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 
Program, as well as other families who apply for service. . 

The report is available from the HHS Administration for 
Children and Families, Office of Child Support Enforcement,' 370 
L'Enfant Promenade, S.W., Washingt9n, D.C. 20047. .' 

### 
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Elena-

Since I'm not yet on email, I haven't sent this to Bruce. Please share this draft with him 
if you think he should see it before he returns., 

Ifyou'd like to talk this weekend, please beep me (if I'm not yefon the White House 
operator's list, you can page me manually by c~lIling 757-1111 for pager #4697). 

Cynthia' 
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TO: Bruce Reed and Elena Kagan 
FROM: Cynthia Rice 
DATE: February 28, 1997 
-SUBJECT: Bipartisan Congressional Meetings regardirig Welfare to Work 
CC: . Diana Fortuna and Lyn Hogan 

Goals 

Ideally, i think ~e want the bipartisan Congressional meetings to: 

.. 	 Reinforce the President's image as a welfare reform leader who is tough 
on work but cares about kids. . 

.. 	 Engage Congressional leaders in a public':private effort to move a million 
more people from welfare to work. 

.. 	 Gamer support for the President's Welfare:-to-Worklobs' Challenge and 
Work Opportunity Tax Credit proposals: 

We wanHo avoid having tne .president appear as ifhe: 

.. 	 Wants simply to spend more money on welfare. 

.. . 	 Wants to "re-openthe bill.": 

Establish Responsibility 

In my view, the President must first persuade members of Congress that they have a 
responsibility to helpwelfare referm succeed and that they can play a critical role in 
ensuring people move from welfare to work. Most members feel as though they've 
done their part to reform welfare and now it's the governors' responsibility. They've 
turned their attention to other issues ,and are waiting passively for a progress report. 
Instead, we should foster the view that they are community leaders ideally positioned to 
forge the local public-private partnerships that will make welfare reform succeed. 

Of course, lecturing the Congressional leadership would be ill-advised. Instead, the 
President could lead by example, by sharing With the group' what he is doing to bring 
business, government, civic, and religioUs leaders together. He could also distribute 
materials they might find useful in their own efforts, such as information about model 
welfare-to:-work efforts and private and publ~c resources available to employers .. 

"' 1 ­



. View Welfare through the Eyes of a Small Businessverso~ 

The President may wish to suggest that members of Congress view welfare reform 
through the eyes ofa small businessperson, with whom many members may sympathize. 
(Ideally, we would announce a small business association's endorsement of the 
.President's plan that day.) That businessperson probably: 

• 	 Has never considered what he could do to help reform welfare, and, most 
likely, no one has ever asked him to help. 

• 	 Wouldn't know where to find a welfare recipient to hire. Calling a local 
government agency would probably be fruitless. Calling a local social· . 
service group might inundate the business with too many job seekers. 

• 	. Thinks hiring welfare recipients is too risky. Former welfare recipients, 
particularly those without much work experience, may be less 
productive, at least at first. . They may need special assistance which the 
company is not prepared to provide. 

Looking at welfare from this perspective indicates that successful·welfarereform 
requIres: 

• Leaders from all waiks of life personally asking business owners and 
other employers to hire welfare recipients. . 

• Public and private agencies providing easy-to-use information about 
resources available to both employers and welfare recipients. 

" . 	 ' 

. 	 . . 
• Temporary.financial protection for employers hiring people on welfare. 

. 	 . -. '. 

Make the Case th'at the President's Proposals are Critical to Welfare Reform 

The new law does alot to motivate welfare recipients to work. Among other· things it: , 

• 	 Sanctions those who won't work. 

• 	 Imposes time limits. 

• 	 Provides.child care to make work possible. 

The new law gives states ,vast flexibility to design welfare programs suitable to their 
own needs and circumstances. Bunhe new law doesn't target any funding' specifically 
for work-related activities, and, according to the Congressional ,Budget Office, it does 
not provide adequate funds to meet the strict new work rates. . , 

- 2­
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As a result of these and other concerns, the President has proposed two new welfare:-to­
work initiatives: 

• 	 Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge: The Jobs Challenge is designed to help 
cities and states provide subsidies and incentives to private business to ' 
create jobs for welfare recipients. It would establish a $3 billion fund to 
help move a million of the hardest-to.;.employ welfare recipients 'into jobs 
by the year2000. It would also allow the use ofvohchers that 
individuals could use to obtain the tools to succeed on the job. 

• 	 Work Opportunity Tax Credit: The President would create tax credits to 
help create jobs for the hardest-to-employ -- long term welfare recipients. 
A new tax credit would let employers claim a 50 percent credit on the 
first $10,000 a year of wages, for up to two years, for workers they hire 
who were long-term welfare recipients. In addition, the budget expands 
a smaller, existing tax credit to include certain food stamp recipients. 

\ . 	 . 

Expect Both Resistance and Support from Key Participants 

The current views of likely participants vary widely: . , . 

• 	 . Ho~se Republicans: In a letter to th~ President last month, Ways and ' 
Means Committee chairman Bill Archer expressed concern that "welfare 
recipients should not be given jobs at the expense of the working poor. 
who may not qualifY for a corporate tax credit." 

.. 	 House Moderate Democrats: The "Blue Dogs" have long advocated a 
separate fund dedicated to welfare-to-work activities. A $3.6 billion 
work fund is part of the ,balanced budget plan they proposed this week' 
(as well as the one they proposed last year). The Blue Dogs would like 

.. 	to lay this plan on the table at the bipartisan welfare-to-work meeting. 
Their budget does not include any employer ~ credits, notbecause they 
dislike them particularly, but because they believe the budget should be 
balanced before taxes are cut. . 

• 	 Leadership Democrats: Some Demo,crats view employer tax credits as a 
business giveaway and cite studies which found similar credits increased 
hiring only marginally. They may accept credits only as part of a 
package which also includes the $3 billion fund, which they prefer. 

.. Senate Republicans: SO,me Senate Republicans wOl;1l'd rank a block grant 
. . for legal immigrants higher than these work initiatives, and doubt that a 
. balanced budget deal wo.uld contain fUn<Js,for both., 

....- ", ­



WELFARE REFORM STRATEGY 

January 31, 1995 


1. LEGISLATIVE 

A. House 
1. Staff follow up with Clay Shaw 
2. Mainstream Forum bill later this week (maintains indiv. entit.; cuts immigs.) 
3. Continue meeting with Oem welfare caucus on amdts, alternatives, strategy 

B. Senate 
1. Work with Moynihan, Breaux, Senate Republicans, and NGA on bipartisan 

alternative / President's ideal bill -- maximum flexibility, minimum risk to states 
2. Endorse Daschle teen pregnancy bill 

C. Governors 
1. Work with NGA staff on 1) ideal bill, and 2) overall state fiscal consequences 

II. PRESS 

A. porus 
1. Teen Pregnancy: 1) Surgeon General; 2) Non-profit campaign; 3) 30th 

anniversary of Moynihan report, March 1995 
2. Child Support Enforcement: 1) Exec. Orders; 2) Meet with mothers, prosecutors 
3. State Flexibility: issue HHS report when we grant waiver to 25th state 
4. Welfare-to-work: visit job placement program; luncheon with welfare mothers 

and business leaders; speech on New Covenant/personal responsibility to welfare recipients 

B. Other 
1. Editorials and news stories in targeted districts about GOP cost shift to states 
2. Stir up opposition to House GOP provisions on young unwed mothers and 

immigrants: e.g., right to life groups, moderate GOP govs, border states 
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December 18, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF. 

FROM: 	 Bruce Reed 

Rahm Emanuel· 


SUBJECf: 	 Welfare Reform Update 

The. Republicans have reached virtual agreement on a new welfare reform conference 
report. Their ciIrrent plan is to bring it to the House floor on Wednesday and the Senate on 
Thursday. Unless Senate Democrats mount a filibuster or we find a way to engage in "­
bipartisan negotiations, it could end up on the President's desk for a veto before Christmas. 

I. Suminary 

This latest conference report is designed to cause us maximum possible discomfort.. 
It's not good enough to sign, but not bad enough to make it easy to explain our veto. It is 
actually better than the Senate bill on a few of our priorities (like child care), and because of 
add-backs and chailges in the CBO baseline, the overall level Of budget savings is lower than 
the Senate bIll. But 'the new conference report still contains some obscure but impOrtant 
structural changes that we have strongly opposed, like two-tiered SSI benefits for disabled 
children and a block grant of certain foster care programs, as well as deep cuts in food 
stamps. and bcinefits for legal immigrants. 

So far, most Congressional Democrats are with us in opposing the current conference 
report. But the Blue Dogs may feel compelled to vote for it, and maJ)y Senate Democrats ar~ 

concerned about how we make our case against the bill. Since the conference report has not 


. yet been filed, Breaux is meeting with Roth tomorrow in a last-ditch effort to force bipartisan 

negotiations, and the Blue Dogs are meeting with Kasich and Shaw to insist on further 
improvements on welfare reform as part· of the -budget talks. 

_A. Overall Budget Savings: The original House bill saved $91 billion over 7 years,. 
and the Senate bill $66 billion. The original conference report (vetoed as part of the 
reconciliation bill) was scored at $77 billion .. The latest conference report saves $58 billion. 
Part of this reduction ($10 billion) is due ·to CBO's re-estimate of the baseline; most of the 
rest is .due to add-backs in child care, child nutrition, child welfare, and SSI kids. In terms 
of budget-cuts, the latest version·is better than the Senate bill in. some areas and worse in 
others -- but because the overall number is lower, Republicans will argue that this bill is 
better than the Senate bill we endorsed. (CBO now estimates that the AFDC block grant in 
the co~ference bill· will provide at least as much money over the 7 years as the entitlement.) 



", ~.' ; 

By comparison, the Coalition budget saves $46 billion on welfare, the Administration's 
Dec. 7th budget plan saves $39 billion, and the rough consensus from Democratic-wide 
negotiations this weekend was a savings targ~t of $43 billion. 

B. Child Care:" The latest conference report is $1 billion better than the Senate bill 
op child care. That is still not as much as we think is nec;essary -- the Coalition budget calls 
for $3+ billion·-- but we can no longer argue that the Republicans are cutting child care. . 

C. Child Nutrition: Lugar and Goodling agreed not to block grant school lunch, only 
to allow seven statewide demonstrations around the country. The level of child nutrition cuts 
in the conference report is now the same as in the Administration's budget. 

D. Child Welfare: The conference report preserves the entitlement fof maintenance 
payments, and no longer includes any big dollar cuts ,in child welfare; It does block grant 
foster care and adoption assistance (while'maintaining baseline lev~ls' of spending), which we 
oppose-- but they've made it harder for us' to get mush traction. 

E. SSI Kids: This is the biggest political vulnerability of the new bill. It cuts SSI 
benefits by 25% for all but the most severely disabled kids --:- a cut of $~ billion more than 
the Senate bill (although $1 billion is returned to the states in a services block grant). 

F. Food Stamps: The conference report cuts $26 billiori, compared to $21 billion in 
the 'Senate bill and $19 billion inour current budget proposal. The state option to block grant 
food, stamps is better than the Senate bill, but not as good' as the original House proposal. 

G. Immigran,ts: Again, the conference report cuts much more deeply than we would 
like -- $15 billion on SSI for legal immigrants, compared to about $5 billion in ,our proposal 
and the Coalition's. Unfortunately, the Administration is almost alone among D~mocratsin 
fighting hard to red~ce the size of cuts in benefits for legal immigrants anddnfood stamps. 

H. Medicaid: A recent version of the conference report ended the guarantee of health 
coverage for welfare mothers. If that provision remains in the bill, it may be our best 
argument for vetoing the bill. But the Republicans know that, and will probably fix it. 

n. Strategy 

The difference between our position and theirs is not enormous in budget 'terms -­
$58 billion v:s. $43 billion. Our greatest challenge is persuading the Republicans that the 
long-term benefit of a bill becoming law outweighs the short-term advantage of forcing a 
veto. Breaux and the Coalition will approach th(j Republicans tomorrow with that message, 
as well as with the attached list of fixes which would force a bipartisan discussion and 
address most of our problems. If that effort fails, we should veto the bill on the grounds that 
Republicans are just playing budget politics rather than making a serious bipartisan effort at 
real reform. ," ' 
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BIPARTISAN WELFARE REFORM 
MODIFICATIONS 

PROTECTING CHILDREN: 

1) Child Care: 
• 	 provide additional 54.7 billion over 7 years to Cover child care shortfall from Senate bill 

and restore languaae on health and safety standards. 

(fills gap 0/S1.4 hillionfrom S,nate ptlSSld bill and assumes restoration olTitle Xfcut, 
. which many states use primarily 10 pay/or chIld carr COltS] . 

2) Strike foster care/adoption·assistance block pant title from. bill 
, 3 ) Improve treatment ofSSI children/Senate passed provision wIprospective impact 
4) Reduce cuts in Food Stamps and ChUd Nutrition 
• 	 no food stamp cxpenditlU't cap & no optional block grant 
• reduce child nutrition cut to Senate p~ level 

S) Retain Medicaid coverage ~or welfare recipients. 


STRENGTHENING WORK PROVISIONS: 
. 	 . 

I ) Restore maintenance of effort to 80% (It no re~uction in state MOE as "bonus") 

2) Restore contingency grant fund to 51 billion minimum &. replace' trigger mechanism 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

..
November 21, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

.' "'f:,\'! 

FROM: Bruce Reed: ,1(. 
, ,.(,., 

Rahm Emanuel ~t"" 

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Update 

The budget negotiations give us an opportunity to try for'a better deal on welfare 
reform than the version th,e Republicans included in reconciliation. But we stilt face the 
looming threat of getting jammed with a stand-alone, bill if the budget t~i1ks sour or the, 
Republicans want to put us on the spot. ' 

For now, the Republicans remain divided on whether to negotiate toward an acceptable 
bill or try to force a veto .. Dole has reportedly hinted that he would prefer a signing, and so 
would Shaw, but 'Gingrich is more inclined to force our hand. We have dodged the bullet so 
far because of the budget agreement and because Jeffords, .Chafee,;and Ltigar'went··homeJQ! 
Thanksgiving without signing the conference report. But that won't last -- they will go along 
i~"exchang~ f~~'~'i~~-;'~~~ces~i~'~~"if-D~i~-~i-~'~lsfi' That means the Republicans could pull the 
trigger on a stand-alone bill anytime over ,the next month ~- and if the De~, 15thdeadline 
goes by withciuta budget deal, we should not be surprised to get a'lousy welfare bill for' .' 
Christmas, 

To reduce that risk, Leon is going to call DoJe and Shaw and let them know that we 
want to find ,common' ground on welfare reform as part of the budget negotiatiohs, but we're 

. .' . 
not afraid to attack t,hem as cruel to children if they try to send us their current bilL. (We 
should also ask Breaux· to find out if Dole has a'ny interest in dealing on welfare'sooner rather 
than later.) , '. ' . 

I. Summal'Y of Tentative Confel'ence Repol't 

The welfare savings in reconciliation total $114 billion over 7 years -- $32 billion c 
from EITC (halfway between the House and Senate budget plans) and $82 billion from 
welfare programs (House welfare bill was $100 billion; Senate bili was $68 billion). 



. . . . 

The welfare biH.itself was written carefully to. leave Us no. easy,targets. Th,e two. 
issues, m.ost likely' t.o,:res.onateaS wehdld,.out f.or furtherimprovt;merits are the cuts.Jhataffect 
child care and disabled children.' Iri vet.oing the rec.onciliati.on bill, we' sh.ouldsay that, we are 

-,~-""""-" "'-"----'--~, ' 

ready to. sit d.own and w.ork"towarda bipartisan welfare ref.orm bill,but hurting disabled' " 

children and gutting child q,are isn't.ouridea .of welfareref.orm. If wec;an get into. bipartisan 


, 'neg.otiatiDns.on welfare ref.orm;, we sh.ould be abJ.e-to--restorce...t.hUenate 'child care proyisi.ons, 


gs:tl~~, 9y~~!U~y.~L.oJ 'cuts ~2meWQ~S~he-.Senate"bill",an.d"mak~",cl1.!l!'lg~~ 
, .contingel1,cy,fq,r!<;t,.p,erf.ormance,b.onus,and"a"few . .other, areasJh~t .\Vol1'(~~_st~.t:!,~,~,rh.on~' but 
... canjmprovJ~,Jb~e~JI..Il<i!lbill," "" 

A.Welfare-to-Work Provisions 

'MDSt pr.ovisi.ons ,.of,the,Senate' bill thatareactually~b.out ;welfare ref.orm'(as DPPDsed ' 
to. just budget c'utting) survived the c'Dnference'in s.omef.orm. The c.onferees ag'reed tDa ' ' 
p~rmanent m~intenance~'.of~eff()rt,pr.ovisi~.oq: at 75% instead .of 80%, and a 'cDntingency grant, 
fund at $800 milll.on instead .of $1 billi.on. The' family cap ,ana teen cut.off are essential~y 
state .opti.ons(family cap is. ~pt-.out; ',teen, cutoff is .opt-in): The_cOl~~erees:messed,..lIp,!.h.~_~Drk 

Rw:f9.Imi!.QE~jJQn..~?,,_'!!1_~L~!'9J2p~~~heY~ISQ.Q~lJ~sp,Qq.si,bjJity_"ag(~~m~, but preserved, other 
provisi.ons we were w.orried ab.out,' like the displacement language and the child care" 
guarantee, 

".""" . .e.JltJDe ,9.oJ}f~i~~sJ:ljJ(w~aken.the __ work,pr.o.Yisi.ons',in".onejn1portanLar~a,,::-:::.,child care. 
The ch~nges'ar~ n.oten.ormDUS: 'The conference rep.ort stretches the'additiDnal $3 biili~n i~' 

, • child care m.oney .over 7 y~ars il)stead Dr ,~._"B,utJhis",l.'!-m,Q,!.lntst.oan effective $1.2 billi.on cut 
. V~ IcirJ~~ ,)~y~arj~.ti.2.d, '~~ich means th.ousard,s m.ote m.oth~;--;-~iirst~Y,'qn-V;eifa~e"i~~terur;f 

. If , g.o).'Jg JD \'o{Qxt Smcechtld care,ls the nU,mber-.one w.ork Issue f.or the, Senatem.oderates (and 
"~"the press), we sh.ould be able to. win back mDst Df;the c,hild care pr.ovisi.ons Df the Senate bill, 

In ant;lg.otiati.on with the cDnfere'es, we w.ould want to. strengthen .other welfare-t.o-w.ork 
provisi.ons as wel:1 -:'esp,eciallythe' c'ontingency fund,., the w.o'rk bonus, and 'ma'inten~ce of 
effOIi But in general, mDst Dfthetiue wiHfare ref.orm ,elements .of the c.onference repDrtare ' 
at least in the ballpark, and the,cDnferees deliberately av.oidedjncluding any p.oisonpills, 

• '. <". .. ' ,. , • .. • ',' 

B. Budget Cuts 

\ . . . , . 

The maj.or difference between the reconciliation.' c.onferef!ce rep.ort afld tile Senate,· 
'welfare bill is ~@Q~£"Sl1J?,,,jo,:foo.dstamps,,child_nutritiQn.,_child:.welfare._and',SSC The ',' f" 

c.onferees fDll.owed the Senate:s lead by _m~i~!~!.t:t_~,!}g!h~",~,~ritl~m~~t.:',t§.._fQ~ fQQ(:Ls.,!!!!l!J~~; ,chJ.!.£!. ",\ CilQ6 
n.tj.tr.Lti.Qn,~,§S"I, .an~ chi~d~~lf~re,but Jnad~. ,ol:>scure, carefully tar!?eted .9uts in thoseprogr.~!!l2.) t .. ::~, ~ ~J 

, " ' :. , ~\;;,~{f.' ........... 

',The major. ,cuts include',: 

, I.' Food Stamps: ,Or0.B'~ pr~limi'nary estimate is that ,'th~ c.onference rep.ort cuts$35 

, ,billion .over 7 years (Senate 'was $2~U 'billi.on;'HDusewas $38 biili.on), We sh.ould. try to' ' 


". . . " . . "' . 

.', ' 
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r~duce the overall level of cuts~get rid of the fixed cap on expediwl1;S. The state 'option 
to block grant food stamps is 'one area where the conference report is better than the Senate 
bill (although it ~ould still be improved). The Senate bili was a pure state option that allowed 
states to divert 20% of the money away from food. The conference report requires states to 
put EBT or stricter qualitY control measures in place before they can :qualify for the state. 
option, JUlQ makes them sp-end 100'Z'Loi.Jhe money for fooo. ... so the incentive-foLa...s.ta.t.U@ 
take the' block grant is' reduced. ' 
.,.:::-::....:...,-~ .....~.,.- , ---~ 

2. SSI Kids: The conference- report cuts $3 billi9.!!_!l).QI~e-.S_eIl<lte bUL The ' 
,conferees rejected the House Dl'OCltgrani:' and-rnsteacCimposeda two-tier system under, which, ' 

:~:i~~~~,~~~~~e~a~~si~lT:'bc~~~~;t~~ciit?;1~:-,~~~inue ,!~,."r~~_~!y~~,.J!!!t'.~ene,~!~~:~~~I_~_.t.~:~_d~a~le~)~f.(v " 
. - - ,-....--- ..-.---- -.,. . -.,---. 'llJf' <:) ;q, ~{L; 

3. Child Welfare: T~e conference report maintains the entitlement for foster car~ .~,.:z'~:;!:~~l:' 
and adoption assistance, but Sk!.!~ ..~.Q::called~administrati·ve payments, that many stat.e.~. us~.Jor 11f.4(~~4i ~:1 
.child,aQuse"pr.e.\f~ntion.and_child prote,cl!QQ;. t"I. yf.t.,~ "-}t.~.,,~C(. f; 1./,.:, it.', 

"" '-t; I{ "'<I 'I..., 
'4. Child Nutrition: The House and Senate are still arguing over whether to give '~"<' '~ 

some states the option to block grantschool lunEb. Ifthe House prevails, they will hand us a 
great 'issue, but we pr~bably won'tb~t'hatl~ckY. ',':'--.. :.}:.I;~':"'iJ-·(1.I.!. i', ' 

"~;~i~2:~ J ' \., ,-,l 

5. Immigrants: Conferees eliminated the most objectionable Senate provision -­
deeming beyond citizenship. But the 'cuts are still deep, and conferees eliminated an 


_ ._".._'" > .,,~.~ ._,__..... t. 

<_important exception from the House bill for the elderly (over 75) and disabled. _j,
'. ,,~' . '. ,\' ,. ,'~'-." ~"'-~""'-.*"---~-

II. What Next 

As part of the budget negQtiations, we can seek overall savings targets in the 
neighborhood of the Senate bill. But if,those talks breakdown, or the Republicans see an 
opening, we should be prepared for a few basic realities: 

, , 

SQon'er, or later welfare reform is likely tQ come to us as astand-'alone bill. Many of 
the welfare reform provisions (time limits, work requirements, etc.) cannot get around 
the Byrd rule, so unless there is a megadeal on the.budget, a stand-alone bill will still 
be nec·essary. Such a bill could take many forms: 1) an omnibus bill that inclu'des the 
budget cuts as well as the reform provisions; 2) a so-called Byrd~droppings bill that 
includes only the provisions stripped out by the Bird rule; or 3) a smaJler' omnibus bill 
that includes the reforms we support but punts some or .all. of the budget cuts to the 
larger negotiation over budget reconciliation. 

The first scenario'is the most I.ikely, and.would require furthernegotiatiQns before we 
, could sign it. If there is a way to interest the Republicans in the. third scenario -- a 

stand-alone bi,ll that is limited to rea,l welfare reforms (time limits, work requirements, 

3 



the AFDC block gran t, ch iid 'care money, teen pr~gnancy, ch iI d support en fo rcem ent~,~ 
etc.) -- that would be ideal for us: But it is hard to see why they would consider such 
a deal now, unless they're worried about the Byrd rule or eager to put welfare reform 

, in the bank, 

• 	 Vetoing welfare reform won't make it go away: 
" 

We can have welfare reform without 
, a budget deal. but we can't have a budget deal without welfare reform Any budget 
deal :is certain to include an AFDC block grant and budget cuts in the general 
neighborhood of the Senate welfare bill. Republicans will Insist on it,and 3S Senate 
Democrats have joined uS'in signalling general acceptance, The only way to placate 
Moynihan, Marian Wright Edelman, and others on the left who have criticized us on 
welfare ~eform is to give up on both welfare reform and a deal to ,balance the budget. 

• 	 Welfare reform will do worst i,n budget negotiations if it's the last item on the table, 
If we, wan~ to soften the, overall level of budget cuts in welfare reform, we should 
ma.ke it one of the first items ofinegotiaticin, rather than the last. There are two 
reasons to deal early on welfare reform. First, the gap between our position and the 
Republicans' is smaller on welfare reform,than any other big-ticket item. We're at $68 
billion, they're at $82 billion -- and all of the non-budgetary differences should be " 
relatively easy to hammer out. Second, the programs we're trying to protect (food 
stamps, immigrants, etc.) have le,ss political, .support than anything else in 
reconciliation -- even Medicaid, So ifwe solve Medicare, EITC, and other popular 
programs before we get around to welfare reforQ1, we will end up right where the 
conferees did, with welfare ,cuts that hurt kids but don't generate political heat. 

• 	 In the end, we may have to choose between the majority of congressional Democrats 
who want welfare reform and outside groups on the left who don't, Our early 
soundings suggest that if the Republicans could force a stand-alone vote on the current 
conference report, we could lose at least 10-20 Democrats in the Senate and 20 in the 
House ~- even with a Presidential veto threat. That would give the Republicans a 
veto.:proof margin in the Senate,and with a few improvements in the direction of the 
Senate bill, they could potentially override a veto in the House. The only way we ' 
could keep many Democrats from voting for a stand.:.alone bi!) this time around is to 
assure them that they will get another bite at the apple soon' so they don't have to run 
for re-election having killed welfare reform, , ' 

4 




June 9, 1995· 

MEMORANDUM FOR mE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: . Carol~, Alice,Rivlin, Donna Shalala, Laura: Tyson 

SUBJECT: Welfare. Reform ..:- ,~ey Strategic Questions for th~ Senate 

Summary 

Senate, Finance approved a welfare reform bill two weeks ago and we' expect to see it on the 
Senate floor within the next week.' The Senate debate may be the last opportunity to make' 
major changes' before it comes to the President. ' , 

This memo describes the Finance btU and major concerns that we all agree need to be 
addressed~ The purpose of our Monday meeting is to talk through' strategy questions. W 
minimum. we believe it is essential that we heighten the Presidenfs'profile on key issues on 
welfare over the next couple of weeks. We should meet with the President to decide how· 
best to influence the Senate debate. 

Finance Committee Bill 

Like the House bill, the Finance bill,would make dramatic cuts'in many areas, impose 
infeasible work requirements, and end requirements that states match federal spending. The 
Cl,lts themselves are very serious. Worse yet, a system of fixed block grants with no state, 
match and few adjustments for economic and demographic change, coupled with a set of 
unworkable work st3ndards and much less 'money for training and child care, is likely to set 
off a largely irreversible "race to the bottom, II as states move to provide less and less for , . 
poor families. 

Specifically, the Finance bill would: ' 

o 	 End the AFDC individual entitlement and combine the current AFDC, Emergency 
Assistance, JOBS, and mandatory cliild care programs into a single, frozen block 
grant, with total fun~ing set.a~ FY 1994 levels. , 

'.' :' 

o 	 Require no state matching or maintenance of effort. 

o 	 Mandate tough work requirements while providing less money for work and child 
care. 

o ' ,Make deep cuts in benefits to legal immigrants and SSIbenefits. 

I 
':. ," 



" 

On the positive side, the Finance bill is an improveu'tent from the House version because it 
doesn't include all the conservative "strings" unconditionally restricting benefits to teen 
moms and certain others. The child support enforcement reforms are similar to those the 
Administration proposed. Child protective services are untouched and SSI childhood 
disability reforms' are less draconian than in the House bill.' 

The Finance bill cuts funding nearly as deeply as the serious reductions in the House-passed 
bill. CBO~s preliminary estimate is thatlhe'Finance proposal saves $26 billion over five 

, years (and $42 billion over seven). The House bill's ,Savings were more than double these 
amounts,but include food program cuts which have not yet been addressed by the, Senate. 
The Senate's cuts of SSI to legal immigrants are deeper, but other cuts smaller. (A more 
complete summary of the Finance bill is attached.) This level of cuts could do real damage 

" and it is unlikely that states will mount effective welfare-to-work programs at. this diminished 
level. of resources. " , 

In other Senate developments, the Agriculture Committee is expected to m,ark up legislation ' 
, covering the food" programs next week for possible inclusion in the Finance bill when it goes 
to the Floor. Our efforts appear to be successful in stopping both the Food Stamp and 
nutrition block grants ..:- although a state option to block grant Food Stamps may be included. 
The Agriculture ,Committee will still need to find very sizable savings from the programs to 
achieve its targets. The Labor and Human Resources Committee, approved reauthorization of 
the discretionary Child Care and Development Block Grant, with relatively little change from 

',the current 'authorizap.on; this may also be added on the Floor as an amendment to, the 
'welfare bill'. In addition to the provisions concerning immigrants in the Finance bill, this 
week.Senator Simpson's Judiciary subcommittee began mark up of immigration legislation 
which affects benefits to immigrants. Again, this may be added 'on the Floor. ' . ' 

.Democratic Alternatives 

. Democrats offered alternatives at the Finance Committee markup, all of which were 
defeated.' It's not clear yet if they will be united for floor action, though efforts are being. 
made. Senator Moynihan introduced a bill that would continue AFDC as an individual 
entitlement, expand work and training requirements, and increase funding for JOBS. It has 
an estimated ~ (which is offset) of approximately $8 billion over five years. Senators 
Conrad and Moseley-Braun have developed serious alternatives as well. 

In addition, a Democratic leadership group (Daschle, Breaux, and Mikulski) announced its 
alternative bill yesterday. ,They hope to unite nearly all Democrats in support of the 
alternative. Their plan would repeal AFDC and replace it with a "conditional entitlement" 
based on work, with ,substantial funding (which is offset) for work and child care, and with , 
two-years-and-work and five-years-and-out provisions (with certain hardship exemptions). 
The JOBS program would be replaced QY a work block grant. Work participation ,rates 
would rise significantly by 2000, and states would reCeive bonus payments for reaching' 
certain employment and duration-of-employment levels. ' 

, ' 
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" Democratic'alternatives haveno"'~hance.o.i passage. :Ind~, it'doesn't app~ the,1;:>emoc~tic 
. al,ternatives will· stop several. DemOCratic Senators, frorTt supporting the, .F,inanc(! bilL Alre3:dy, 

Senator Baucus. voted, for the bill in Committee. ' , ,, . . . ..' 

Issues 

"','0There are four cr,ucial conce~s' with theSemtte bill~'" 

1., " Maintenance ~f Effort.' :... The Fin~c~.bill, like the' Ho'u'se-passed legislation~ does not 
, require states to continue contributing their own fund's toAFDC's successor block 
grant program. "There is not even a requirement ~hat they maintain thdr current level 
of effort~,' States can, withdraw their own funds': cut benefits, purge ,large numbers of 
current recipients fn:mi the, rolls"and avoid the investments needed to, help people 
become self· sufficient. Under the current system, ifpoorer state~such as Mississippi 
or Arkansas 'reduce spending: by $1 they lose another $4 in federal funds. Even the 
wealthier states lose at leaSt $1 for every $1 they cut. With,the current block grant, 
propoSals, ifastate cuts spending it loses no fede~'funds. And if one state starts ' 
'imposirigdramatic benefit cuts or short absolute time limits" neighboririg states will' 
naturally,fear welfare migration and feel pressure to cut,their own programs. ' 
Conversely, investments in one stelte designed' to help recipients move permanently 

',from welfare towC?i'k, such as training or child care, may seem ,particularly'likely to 
attract recipients 'from' elsewhere. We need to insist on astate match or maintenance' 

.. of current effort requirementtofight against the' "race to the bottom" incentives in the 
, ' Re.publican bills. An' aiternative would be inclusion' of a mechanism. in the bill that 
, cuts federal payments if astateteduces its own spending below 1994 levels, 

, " , '., 

. ., :1 . '. " .' ,:' :" . 

2.' CQunter·Cyclical Adhistmeilt -... ·The Finance pill, again like th~ House·passed bill,' 
'freezes the level of th~ new blOC.kgrruit in future years. Should the country go into a 
.recession --or shouid some region suffer economic distress ~* .it offers little in the.' 
'way of added assistan~ to meet'increased need~' The Finance bill cieates, a very 
modest one-time $1.7 billion "rainy day" revolving Ioat:' fund to '~elp statesdiJring , . 
reeessions but it requires that any ,funds distributed be repayable wi,th interest·' This is 
ina~equate. There is no gUa.fcmtee that a state's economy will have improved by the 
time ,it must repay its loan,from the fund'or that it will be able to borrow the amount 
requiTed to :m~ntain'current beneflts.Weshould insist on some adjustments for' " 
increasing astate's allOCation based;on an increase in the'numberofpoor children ,or 
a rise in umemplOyment population. (Senators from states' with growing populations, 

" generally ~ the Sunbelt, arealread'y'asking for the bill to be amended to provide 
better 'protection,for theit'alIOc<itionsin the. out years.) , . . '. ., 

3. Resources: and· IncentlvCs' for Work-~ The Finance bill expects states to meet 
ambitious work targets with considerably less money. ,By the year 2000, almost 2 

'million people" would h~ve tp be working or tralning,unlessstates cui people\off and 
, 'redy~e, 'caseloads. CBO has~stimated that only.6 Stat~s could mee( these' , 

',' " " •• • '1 

.. 
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. '. . ' 
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requirements, because it would cost $10 billion a year by the year 2000 for every 
state to comply. (Chairman Packwood seemed surprised by CBO's report and may 
be Willing to m~e some adjustments to the bill before taking it to the Floor.) , If 
states were to choose to spend enough to meet the work requirements, a relatively 
small partion would be left to provide basic assistance to poor families and children. 

, On the other hand, if states choose to emphasize providing benefits, they may. simply 
accept the 5 percent block grant penalty for not meeting the work requirements and 
reduce their expenditures on work and training. By putting the money for benefits 
and services into one pot, both the Senate and the House bills would force states to 
make a decision about providing' one at the' expense' of the other. It makes no sense 
to be asking millions more, mothers to go to work while providing dramatically Jess 
child care than current law. 'Nearly two-thirds of welfare mothers have children 
under 6; 42 % have children aged 2 years or less. We should insist on more support 
for work. training and child care and on s,plitting the block grant in two so that 
benefit funding is separate from funding for work and child Care. We should reward 
states with performance bonuses for putting more people to work. instead of giving 
states incentives to cut peo,ple off. 

. , 

4. Basic Protections for Children -- To protect children, we should avoid conservative 
'mandates like a mandatorycut-off of unmarried mothers under 18 and their children 
and mandatory family caps, but the bill must also include provisions that will mitigate 
the race to the bottom.' We, should seek some exemptions from time limits for 
children whose parents are unable to work or find work. We should try to reduce the 
level of cuts in programs for children. HHS also believes that we should require 
,states to serve all children that meet whatever need' and eligibility rules the state 
adopts. As noted above, the Senate bill cuts almost as deeply as the House-passed 
bill. The AFDC/JOBS cuts preclude the establishment of effective welfare-ta-work 
programs. The immigrant cuts are immense and the SSI cuts for disabled children 
and the nutrition cuts go too far. We should insist on basic protections for children. ' 
We need to try to mitigate the level of cuts in the Senate bill. Without these changes 
the combination of dramatic federal cuts in many areas, the unworkable work 
requirements, and the lack of maintenance of effort provisions open the possibility of 
even larger cuts at the State level and a very harmful'race to the bottom. And as 
budget Caps get tighter and tighter, the pressure to cut Federal spending further on the 
block 'grants is likely to in~rease. , 

Purpose of Meeting , , 
, b 

'We recommend we arrange a meeting as soon as possible with appropriate senior 
Administration officials to discuss how best to achieve these changes in the Senate. 
Important questions: ' ." . ' , 

4 
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o Do we explicitly threaten' tq veto' the bill over any or all of these issues? 

. . 

A veto. threat can· s~nd a clear message of. what the Administration stands for •. and will not 
stand for ::'. in welfare policy. In the area of Food Stamps, the threat of a veto may have 
played an important· role in blunting the momentum behind converting th~ program 'into a 
block grant. . 

On the other hand, Republicans on the Hill may well prefer to see the President veto a 
welfare reform bill and would like a road map about how to ensure one'. Specific vet~ 
threats might make it less likely the legislation improves, and we could also receive criticism 
from more friendly sources should we choose to draw the veto line in a'place different from 
where ~eywould like. 

·If the decision is that a veto threat would be a useful tactic, we would still need to discuss. 
the specifics of which provisions are named as unacceptable and what changes could be. made 
~to them to render them acceptable. . ' . 

o What should the President and the Administnition do to influence the Senate debate? . 

Once the veto threat question is'resolved, we still need to discuss how best to influence the 
Senate debate. What ptoflle should the President and the Ad~inistration strike in that 
debate?' What should we say about the Senate bill once it is passed? 

1"-" • 
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Senate Finance Welfare Bill- Summary 
" 

AFDC and Work-Related Programs. 
. '. . . 

Combined Block, GranJ--The bill approved by the Financ~ Committee combines AFDC: 
Emergency Assistance, ~OBS, and three manctatory child care. programs into a single, . level­
funded block grant of$16.8 billion (which represents the FY 1994 funding level for these 
programs). There is no annual inflation adjustment to the new "Temporary Family 
,Assistance Grant," and the reduction over seven years for these programs is approximately 
$11 billion (CBO estimate). The Senate version lumped more programs into their 
Temporary Family Assistance Grant (AFDC, Emergency Assistance, JOBS and Child Care), 
while the House' bill consolidated' Child Care programs under a separate block grant. 

Fewer Mandates--The Senate, bill has fe~er' strings on State spending. Requirements that 

minor mothers live at home, the prohibition of benefits to children born on welfare, and 

restrictions on assistance to parents who fail to establish paternity are all dropped: 'Also, 

States can choose whether to pay cash assistance lonon-citizen families who lack sponsors. 


Work Programs 

Panicipation Rates--By FY 2001, the Senate Finance bill requires half of single parents to 
participate 1n work/training activities, which the House bill doe~ by FY 2003. The Senate 
bill, however, lets States exempt certain categories of beneficiaries (up to abouf 60 % of the 
adult caseload) up through FY 1998, by allowing them to extend current law exemption 
categories. After FY 1998, no exemptions will be allowed· and States face a very large 
increase in required participation. States not meeting the new rates may have their grant 
reduced by 5 % the' next fiscal year. The Senate bill requires that States guarantee child care 
for recipients who need care for children under age 6 to participate in JOBS activities but 
ends this guarantee for' children 6 and over. " . . 

CBO analysis raised a major issue during the Senate Finance committee mark-up. CBO 
estimated States would need atotal of$10 billion by FY 2000 (a full 60% of the block grant) 
to meet the set work targets, leaving far fewer funds to pay benefits. Further, CBO 

. estimated $at ont'y 6 States would be able to meet the new requirements and that the ' 
remainder instead would opt' for the 5 % grant reduction penalty. Chairman Packwood was 
concerned by this finding; and feared the Administration would criticize the legislation as ' 
setting unrealistic work participation goals. He pledged to work with Senator Conrad to 
address CBO's findings, so it is possible that a Senate floor amendment somehow will ,alter 
the work portion of the block grant. 

ChiidProtectivePrograms 

The 'Senate FinanCe-passed bill leaves child· protective programs unchanged. (The House bill 
combined, capped and, cut Foster Care, Adoption Assistance and other mandatory child 

, . 
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, protective services by $2 billion over five years.) 

"Immigrant Assistance 
: '.r \., . . ". ." .•,: . ' " " 

The Senate Finance bill has three major immigrant provisions: (a) denial of SS! benefits for, 
'most immigrants; (b) deeming of sponsor's ,income for certain programs, notably Medicaid; 
(c) authority for states to deny immigrants cash assistance. While Senate Fiiuulce ' 
immigration provisions apply to fewer programs, cuts are harsher than comparable House 


, action; which had comparatively more exemptions forSS! and Medicaid. ' 


SSI Restrictions:.-The bill ends" SSI benefits for most immigrants, except for:' refugee$ and 
asylees (for five years); immigrants who have worked long 'enough to qualify for Social' 
Security benefits; veterans arid theirspo~ses and children. The provisi9n takes effect upon 
enactment for new applicants and on 'anuary 1, 1997 for those currently on the rolls.,' ,The 
somewhat less stringent House SSI provisions exempted mON immigrants: those over 75; 
lawfully admitted permanent residents who cannot naturalize due to disability; refugees and 

, veterans. 'CBO estimates the Senate SSI immigration provision would save about$ll: billion 
over five years and about $17 billion over seven' years. About 550,000 immigrants would be 
made'ineligible for SSI benefits in the ,year 2000. . 

Medicaid Restrictions--The'Senate Finance bill deemssponsor"s income for programs, 
authorized by the SOCial Security Act for five years or the length of a sponsor's affidavit of 
support, whichever is longer. ' Th,e provision includes Medicaid, which currently lacks a 
deeming requirement. It is unclear how many immigrants would be affected and Medicaid, 
savings ~stimates are not yet available. . '. 

. , 

Supplemental Security Income lor Children 

Cash Benefils--Under th~' Senate Finance Committee bill, benefits continue to be in the form 
of cash. (By contrast, the House bill limits cash 'benefits to those currently on the rolls and, 
20-50% of the most severely di~bled applicants. ServiCes funded by blockgrants to States 
replace 75 % 'of . the value of the former cash benefits.) Retaining only cash benefits is a 
stance the Administnltion can support. " 

Eligibility &: Program Integrity--The Semite Finance bill establishes a new morestrlngent 
, definition o(childhood disability tlult effectively reverses the Supreme Court's 1990 Zebley 

decision by raising the level of severity of impairment(s) needed to qualify for SS!. The bill 
also requires periodic eligibility re-determinations to ensure.that SSI is not erroneously paid . 
to ineligible'individuals. (TIle House bill has more severe eligibility, restrictions.)' ' . . . ~, " 

Cosi Eslimates--SSI children's 'provisions save about $7 biilion over five years and about $11 
billion ,over Seven years, including the Medicaid and FoOd Stamp interactions; About, 
250,000 currently eligible children would be denied SSIin the year 2000. 
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Supplemental Security Income for Drug Addicts and Alcoholics 

The Senate Finance Committee's bill, like the House bill, ends SSI eligibility for individuals 
whose drug addiction or alcoholism is a "contributing faCtor" to their diSability. Under the 
Senate version, benefits would continue more than a year longer but the Senate bill does not 
reinvest part of the savings into drug treatment and research. Savings are about $2 billion 
over five years and about $3 billion over 7 years (~BO), Which are, very similar to House 
savings. 

Child Support Enforcement 

The Finance bill adopts most of the' Administration child support enforcemen.t proposals, as 
does the House-passed bill. ' 
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May 18, 1995' 

, , 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE .CHIEF OF STAFF. 

FROM:' Bruce Reed 

SUBJECT:' Welfare Reform Update for D~mocratic Governors Call 

\ ( 

In your confere~ce'call, on friday; Democratic governors ~ill ask about the 
, Administrationtsstrategy for the finance Committee .mark-up, of welfare reform next week. 
They are trying to gecidewhat they should doa~'a group to affect,that debate. 

,I . .' " 

IOhc subject of welfare refofm co~esup, YOu shouldl) thank them for keeping 
pressure on Thompson and others for a contingency fund (see below); and 2) urge' them not' 
to do anythi'ng next week to undermine Democratic efforts to push for changes in the Finance 

., ,..' "­
" Committee. Their line. should, Pc.: If you want states to put' people to work .• give ;us t:he . 

resources to IT!ake welfa~e reform~ork 
r . 

. , . At our urging, Dean, Romer, and. other Democratic governors have tried, valiantly to: 
negotiate abipartisan. wCIfare refOnh agreeme~t through the NGA. . Although Engler has ' 

. blocked any official 'agreement, Thompson met with Dole yesterday to' lobby for a key piece 
of it --a contirigency fund that will provide some protectionagainsteconomicdpwntum by 
providing additional funds for states that· maintain their. effort and~want to draw 'down more 
federal money. There is a good chante some Republican moderates on Financ'e' (Hatch, 
Chafee, Sirnp$on) will support this approach. " 

. .' ,- - , 

I. 

We have not yet' seen aPackwood mark, but sou;ces tell us that it will be v~lne~abl,e' 
on a few key points .. If preserves the foster Care entitlement; b~t is 'still, tough on kids, 
beca~se it appears to ac~eptthe House,cuts on SSIfor disabled kids. It' is also weak on work 
in an important respect: it consolidates th~ AFQC, JOBS;' and child care m,oney {nto a single 

, b~ock grant, so that no, money is set aside.specif\caUY'~or child cine an~ work ~ctiviti7s. 

As you saw yesterday, Moynihan reinains aproblen1; He: has, introduced a liberal bill 
'(no Hme limits, 'no co...:.sponsors). Gonrad 'and Moseley-Btatui have bills as wei!. Daschle/ 

, ' Breaux, ~nd Mikulski will hold a press conferen¢e Monday to criticize the Packwood mark 
and announce the principles of the S~nate 'Democratic alterna~ive; which they,will ,wait to 

, offer on'the floor. , '... , 

. The Democ~atic governors are looking for'some role to 'play ne'xt week. They have 
talked about announcing they could live with an AFDC block grant under certain conditions. 
That would only, undercut the$~nat~ Democrats' : efforts to 'make changes in committee, and, 
gain us ~othing i~ return. Iithey :wa~tto,help, they shouldn't ,get info the entitiemerihvs.­
block-grant debate in public and stick ,to the <;trgument that welfare reform, won't .be real 
unless ,Congress gives ,the states· the resources :anq'incentives to put people to. work. . 

! 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 3, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: 	 Rahm Emanuel 

Bruce Reed 


SUBJECT: 	 Talking" Points for" Packwood Meeting 

II. "BACKGROUND . 

This meeting is an opportutlity for you to both extend an offer of bipartisan . 
cooperation "and communicate the President's prioritieS in welfare reform." As you know 
from our meeting, Republicans on the Finance Committee appear unified on block granting 
AFDC and child care. They. are prepared to pass their bill in committee with or without 

. Democratic support, but Packwood's staff extended the offer to talk with the Administration 
if we were "willing to negotiate within a block grant framework. 

Packwood said earlier this week that he expects to mark up a bill the last week of 

May. The committee has completed hearings, but is holding a closed-door session with 

Shalalaon Thursday afternoon because she was not available to testify earlier .. We expect 

Senate Democrats to introduce ,their alternative early next week. 


II. WHAT TO TALK ABOUT 

A. Opening Remarks 

1. We appreciate yo.ur desire to work with the Administration by wanting to meet. 

By keeping this outside reconciliation, YO,u'v~ left open the hope that this can be bipartisan .. 


" 2. We have a mutual interest in getting this done in a real and honest way. "The 

Senate has a responsibility to govern and to legislate -- over here," you· are playing for 

keeps. I'm sure that you and your colleagues do not want to go through the same ordeal at 

great political cost that the House Republicans went thro~gh on this issue. 


B. Bottom Line Issues 

1. Work: The President's most important priority in thi~ whole' debate is making 

sure that welfare reform is centered around work. That was at the heart of his efforts in 

Arkansas and in the Family Support Act. It waS at the heart of the Brown-Dole bill that 

you co-sponsored last year: It was at the heart of the Oregon welfare waiver that you . 
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pressed, for and the President granted. And it is the litmus test by which the public will 
judge this whole effort ..Republicans and Democrats have never disagreed about this.in the 
past, and we shouldn't disagree about it now. 

[If asked to clarify what .that means, you should say: Moving people from welfare, 
to work has been at the center of the President's plan, the Dole-Brown bill, and the 
Republican Contract. . That means states and counties must have the resources to move 
people to work -- child care, job training and placement, etc.] 

2. Don't be tough on kids: . Republicans can't afford to be see as cruel to children. 
That would wipe out any other political benefit from passing legislation. (In last week's 
Wall Street Journal poll last week, Americans said by a margin of 48-37 that they were 
more concerned about Republicans going too' far and hurting children' than about Democrats 
not going far enough.) That means: . 

, ' 

'* Disabled Kids: Don't go afte~ abused' and dis~bled kids by gutting child 
welfare and SSI. (We can reform those programs, but let's not gut them.) 

, , . 

, * State Effon:Make sure that your plan includes a state match, state 
maintenance of effort,. or some, incentive to make itworth states' while to put up 
some of their own money. We need state accountability -- otherwise they should 
just raise the taxes for these programs themselves. 

* GrowthlEconomic .Downturn: Provide some protection for states with 
growing populations or economic downturns. Even Republican Governors like 

, . Voinovich and Whitman have spoken out about tp.is. 

[If pressed on the question of block grants vs. entitlements, you should say: The 

President prefers the entitlement. But if you're not going 'to go that route, you'd better 

address 'these other concerns -- state,effort, population 'growth, eGonom,ic downturn.] 


3. Don't block grant food ,stamps:' Seriato~Dole and other leading Republicans 
have spoken out eloquently for the Food stamp program in the past. It has 'always been a 

, bipartisan program .. If it needs ,to be reformed or trimmed, fine. But it shouldn't be block 
granted. Food Stamps is the ultimate economic stabilizer,and every state will pay heavily 
down the road if you try t6 remove that. protection. [Note: Packwood will probably pass 
the buck to Lugar onthis point,bllt he needs to hear a firm signal from us.] 

. '~, 

4. Tough child support enforcement: We reached bipartisan agreement on a 
. tough child support enforcement package in the House, and we hope you will go along with 
it.' , 
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March 30, 1995 

MEMORANDUM F~HE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: . 'Rahl~"'Emanue*~ " .' 


.Bruce Reed. t~ t . 


SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Strategy 

This memorandum suggests a legislative and communications strategy for our welfare 
reform efforts In the Senate. 

I. The Debate So Fal' 

For t~e American people, welfare reform and the ability to achieve it have become a 
fundamental question of whether the pol iii cal system or either party can reform governrnent to· 
reflect their .basic values. More than any other issue this year, the debate over welfare reform 
will define the political character, a,nd credibility of both parties.' 

After the election,we setout to achieve two goals on this issue -- first, to regain ~he 
initiative by highlighting the President's record on waivers and child support enforcement and 
his. commitment to real, bipartisan reform; and second, to seize the center and marginalize the 

. l-iouse Republican plan by defining it as cruel to 	children. 

We still'have along way togo before we can claim'victory, but we have met our 
goals to this point. The Blair House meeting, the child support executive order, and the 25th 
waiver helped get the Administration back in the game, and the lines the President drew in 
the State of the Unioo" the NACO' speech, and the radio addresses have defined the issue on 
our terms, We have aclear, winning message that puts the RepUblicans on the defensive: 
Welfare reform must be tough on work and· responsibility, not tough on children. 

Our task won't be any easier in the Senate, where the players are more 1110deratebut 
the sta.kes are muchhigher~ Dole has a, tough choice 'to make. He will be wider pressure 
from the conservative and gubernatdrial wings of his party to send us a bill' we don't like. On 
the other hand, he and his colleagues don't want to endure the beating their House 
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counterparts took for being mean to children. More~~er; with the defeat of the balanced 

budget amendment and term limits, Republicans may now find that their interests coincide 

with ours: they need to produce a welfare reform bill to prove that they can deliver real 

change. 


We have three main objectives for the Senate debate: 

I.. We must make w(H~k the test of real reform. Now that we have locked in child 
support in the House, we need to make work .our central focus in the Senate. By staying 
away from the meanest House provisions -- cuts in school lunch, the denial of benefits to teen 
mothers and legaiimmigrants, etc. -- Senate Republic:ans will make it harder (though not 
impossible) for us to criticize their plan as tough on kids. We will have to focus on the other 
half of our argument, that ~elfarereform isn't real unless it moves people from welfare to . 
work. 

This is a more complicated case to make. We will need to explain why people need 
child car~ to get a~d stay off welfare, and why welfare reform cannot magically save heaps of 
money. But unlike entitlements versus block grants, this is a debate we can win with the 
public, which sees work-- far more than saving money or reducing illegitimacy -- as the' 
whole purpose for welfare reform. Moreover, the press and responsible. moderates 'In the 

. Senate know we have the high ground on this issue. As Chafee said in a Finance hearing 
earlier ~his week, "Let's face it -- you can't just demand they get off welfare. What happens 
then?" 

Work is also the 'Achilles' heel of pure block grants. A welfare block grant with no 
strings attached will not survive the criticism that it doesn't require anyone to go to work.' A 

. welfare block grant with tough strings but not enough money -- the more likely outcome -­
can he attacked as phony reform that can't work and shifts enormous costs to the states. And 
as we saw in the House, "weak on work, tough on kids"is a powerful, damaging 'message .. 

. . 

2.. Keep showing progl'ess in ending welfare on our own. The best way to keep 
pressure on Republicans inCongress isto show that our fortunes are not tied to the legislative 
process. The President has a tool more powerful than·a veto threat -- call ita waiver threat. 
Every waiver we grant shows that we're wil~ng to end welfare with or without Congress, and 
that we don't have to ~ait on them to give states more flexibility or move people from 
welfare to work. Several important waivers will be pending in the next ·few months-­
including a few such as Massachusetts that may be controversial but ar~ crucial to this 
strategy. The press is beginning to credit these waivers as real reform, and we should give 
the President every chance we can t6 visit key states to grant waivers, or to tour welfare-to­
work programs In states that have already received waivers from this adrriinistration. 

The speech to the Florida legislature this week was one such opportunity .. We are 

looking for· other executive actions to show progress on welfare reform -- including another 

possible executive order or age'ncy crackdo~ on child support. 




3. Insist onbipa.,tisanship. On an issue with such broad support aJ1)ong Americans 
in both parties, neither side wants to. get caught on the extremes, either defending the status 
quo or punishing innocent children. We need to do everything we can to keep both sides 
from splintering and leaving us stuck in the center with nothing to sign . 

. As we saw rn ·the House, a narrow partisan majority is bound to produce' a bad bill -­
.worse, perhaps, than many Republicans intended. After:the House debate, we called for more 
bipartisanshipahd less political rancor, and Gingrich's conciliatory response suggests that the' 
Republicans recognize that they will have to c.ome our way. We need to encourage that by 
continuing to take the high road, appealing to reasonable Republican moderates, urging 
Democratic Senators and governors not to walk away from the table, and insisting that the 
American people want us to work together .and get this done. 

II. Communications Strategy 

. 	 . . 
The President's actions ancl speeches over the last three months have' finally given the 

Administration a 'profile' on welfare reform. We are winning the comniunications battIe on an 
issue that should have been a c.ake walk for 'the Republicans, . However, we can hardly rest on 
our laurels. Welfare reform is still a Republican issue, and we still do not have the votes. 
We need to'maintain the initiative and hold onto the center by continuing to strike this tone 
of bipartisanship and progress, ' 

What follows are proposed communications events for the President, Secretary Shalala, 
and Governors, that will enable us to focus ,on the above priorities.' 

*, 	 FLORIDA SPEECH - This week the President showed that we are not just· 
. calling for an end to welfare as we know it, we can point to working mothers 
who prove that we are ending welfare as we know it. Waivers must become 
the validation of our progress and our insurance policy if welfare reform 
legislation does not pass. We should tout every success story we can find in 
key states that have received' waivers - Colorado, Oregon, Ohio; etc. Focusing 
on waivers not only substantiates the credibility of our. efforts, but it draws. 
attention to work as the central component of our welfare reform. 

* 	 UPCOMING W ArVERS - Missouri and Delaware have both submitted 
applications for waivers to HHS and are nearing approval. Both states have 
Democratic Governors who attended the Blair House Summit, We have 
submitted a scheduling proposal for the Pr.esident togo to Missouri on his 
Midwest Swing on April 26. This i~ where the President originally announced 
his welfare reform package last June. The President would visit a worksite and 
al'1nounce the 26th waiver and reiterate the themes of progress and work. 
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'we' could announce the Delaware waiver at the Saturday Radio Address on 
April 29 .. The President would use this as a pivot to give a bigger message on 
welfare reform and the importance of work as the Senate gears up for this 
debate. Gov. Carper, who is the lead governor on welfare reform for the DGA, 
would attend the radio address. Following the. radio address Gov. Carper 
would brief reporters in the briefing room to .validate the President's ' 
accomplishments on welfare reform, discuss his waiver, and warn what the 
House approach would do to block Delaware's welfare reform efforts. (Roth is 
a key swing vote.) , 

Assuming that theSencite debate continues for another two months; the other 
waivers that we will be able to announce include: Arizona, Montana, 
Massachusetts, New York, and' possibly Virginia. These need to be timed in 
coordination with the Senate debate and they will become the drumbeat of our 
message on the significance of work. The Massachusetts waiver will be. 
controversial, with the toughest work requirements so far, but it passed a 
Democratic legislat~re with overwhelming suppor:t,and the President ~as 
reportedly told Gov. Weld that we would not stand' in their way. Assuming 
this waiver IS approved, the President should travel to Boston to grant it. 

*' LICENSE REVOCATION - Attached you will find a memo outlining a 
Presidential directive which would order a 60 day review of the federal 
professional licenses and a revocation process. The' goal is to determine how 
best to deny feder.aJ licenses to deadbeat parents. 

This would allow us to keep the issue alive for 60 days during the Senate 
debate and show that we are committed to the notion of cracking down on 
child support. 

Time Magazine, the weekend nightly news, and the New York Times have all 
done stories giving us credit for addressing this issue. To keep this issue in the 

, . 	 ; 

news, we can announce that the report is underway. At the end of the 60 days 
we would announce which agenci'es and licenses will be part of a new system 
of federal license revocation. 

* 	 CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS - The Justice Department has a number of 
cases pending on child support collection. DOJ and HHS will soon be able to 
announce another 50 cases cracking down on dead beat parents. The , 
announcement could be with the President or just Secretary ShaJala and the 
Attorney General. T~e message would be that in conjunction with the 
President's desire to crackdo~' on deadbeat parents, we are now taking another 
50 cases to court. 
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REGIONAL COLUMNISTS - A number of reporters from key regional papers' 
write on welfare reform. We should bring them in to meet with the President 
to discuss welfare reform, in the same way we did with the national columnists. 
Sp'ecificaliy, we should invite columnists from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch . 
(Bond), the Boston' Globe, Portland Oregonian (Packwood), Wilmington News-. 
Journal (Roth), Providence Journal (Chafee). Salt Lake City Tribune (Hatch). 
Cleveland Plain Dealer; Columbus Dispatch (Voinovich), Denver Post (Brown), 
and other key targets, . 

* CONGRESSIONAL LUNCHEON - The President should have a luncheon with 
Senator Packwood and Oregon CEO's who participate in their private sector 
welfare to work program; Senator Moynihan and representatives from America 
Works, a well-respected work program in New York; and Senators Breaux and 
Brown, who have co-sponsored a bill to provide job placement vouchers for 
welfare recipients: to discuss work. and welfare. 

There are two communications options for this meeting: . 
(l) The President could Inake an announcement to a pool spray where he 
articulates our message for this event -­ thathe will be meeting with people 
involved in real welfare reform, who help p.eople earn' a paycheck rather than a 
welfare check. to discuss how best to promote work in welfare. reform 
legislation. 

(2) This could be a private lunch, which we give as a feature to only one 
reporter with all the anecdotes, so that it becomes a story for all the media to 
chase .. 

* MARYLAND WORKSlTE - The President should travel with Rep. Connie 
Morella (who voted for the Deal Bill and against the House Republican plan) 
and Sen. Barbara Mikulski to a Maryland site where welfare people are 
working. This event would show bipartisan support for. real welfare reform that 
promotes work, an,d could be coupled with some kind of announcement on . 
';Vhat heexpect~ from a welfare bill. / 

* W ALL STREET JOURNAL LETTER WRITING STORY - Mike Frisby is 
doing a story on the President's correspondence. One of the central figures is a 
former welfare recipient who wrote th~ President about her own success in 
getting off welfare and about a manual she wrote on how to move from welfare. 
to work. We gave Frisby a copy of the manual as well as a copy of her grades 
which she sent in to the President. This is part of a larger story on ho~ people 
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stay in touch with this President, but this woman is certain to be brought up in 
the piece. We could follow up the story by inviting her to the WhiteHouse and 
sending a copy of her ma,nual to the Hill. 

COLORADO - When the President is in Cot'orado for the Air Force Academy 
commencement speech on~ay 31, he could visit one of the worksites that 
have been established under Colorado's welfare waiver. This waiver was signed 
long ago and has been very. successful. The President could visit one of the 
sites with Governor Romer (perhaps the most important player in trying to 
broker a bipartisan agreement from NGA) and Senator Hank Brown, .(who 
worked with the ~resident on the Family Support Act of 1988 and is a potential 
ally in the Senate). 

SECRETARY SHALALA - Secretary Shalala's communication during the 
House debate focused on hitting the weak part of the GOP proposal, which 
allowed the President to focus on the national interest in welfare reform. We 
want her to continue this role in the Senate debate, ie. )through her testimony, 
regional meetings, etc . 

. Secretary Shalala will be submitting an op-ed to the Washington Post which 
focuses on what was wrong with the House Bill and what real welfare reform 
should be. We are working on the first draft now, but the op-ed will be 
submitted this week. It will be the first signal in trying to focus the Senate. 
debate on work., 

EASTER RECESS - Over the Senate recess, we want 'print stories to appear in 
local papers on the cost of the House welfare reform bill to each state and how 
the GOP proposal is cruel to children. We will bring in individual reporters 
from states, with' key Senate targets to write about welfare reform during the 
Easter recess, 

DISTRIC,T MAILINGS ·'We are planning to send out mailings in each district 
on the basic pieces ofwelfare reform. '. . 

FOOD STAMP EBT CARD· The Vice President should be responsible for 
promoting the food stamp card toat prevents fraud and abuse. We have test 
projects going on in six states where the card is working, We are working 
with the Vice President to have him promote this card during the Senate recess 
so that it is p?-rt of our crack down on fraud and abuse, 

6 
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III. Legislative Strategy 

Contrary to dire press accounts earlier this week, the Senate is stili very much up for 
gr~bs, In general, Senate Republican's are leaning' strongly toward block grants, but it remains 
to be s~en where the moderate Republicans will come down, and how much say the 
Democrats will have in the ,outcome. 

Republicans on the Finance Committee have already made clear that they want no part 
of the nastiest provisions in the House bilL Dole and Hatch have denounced the cutoff of ' 
unwed teen mothers (and Shaw haS said he would yield in conference). Dole and Simpson 

. have cast doubt on the denial of benefits to all legal immigrants, with deeming to citi·zenship 
(as in the Deal bill) more, likely., The Senate also seems unlikely to include the illegitimacy' 
bonus or a'mandatory family cap, ,unless Gramm can add it on. the floor. , 

B~t most of the major questions are up in the' air. Republicans have not decided how 
soon they will take this up, whether it will be a stand-alone bill or become part of 
reconciliation, and how broad the scope of welfare reform should be (whether to include food 
stamps, child welfare,and other programs, or just block grant child care and AFDC). Pivotal 
moderates on the Finance Committee (Roth, Chafee, Hatch, and Simpson for the Republicans, 
Baucus, Breaux, Conrad, and Graham fouhe Democrats) have not spelled out what they 
would be willing to accept. Moynihan and Daschle have not decided whether to push a 
Democratic bill. Over the past week, we have been trying to gather the best intelligence on 
these questions so we can address each'in turn. In addition, part of our meeting next week 
with Senate Democrats should be to provide a legislative strategy focused on w.ork. 

1., Timing: No action is expected in the Finance Committee until at least May and 
possibly later. We heard some reports that Packwood might speed things up after last week's, 
meeting with Thompson and Engler, but his staff says they won't have, a bill ready till June. 

2. 'Reconciliation: Dole said this week that welfare might be included in 
reconciliation, which would make it easier for Republicans to proceed without Democratic 
support. Domenici says no decision has been made. The reconciliation ro~te has many 
advantages for them -- they need the money to meet their deficit targets, and they ,could avoid 
a Democratic filibuster. But some aspects of welfare reform (such as child support 
enforcement) would run into Byrd rule problems, and if they want to make welfare reform 
one of their central achievements, they should know better than to bury it in reconciliation -- , 
just look at what happened to us with the EITe Alternatively, they could pass a stand-alone 
welfare reform bill and count the savi~gs when they get to reconciliation. 

Welfare reform will be better off for all concerned if it is addressed on its own, rather ,; , 

, than rammed through on a partisan vote as part of reconciliation. This is ~mother reason we 
need to resist any statements on our side that might embolden Dole to go that route, and use 
every opportunity we can to call for bipartisanship. If Republicans head down the road 
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toward reconciliation, 'we need to be able to claim the bipartisan high ground, so they know 
they will pay a high p,olitical price forgoing'it alone. 

J. Model'ate RepUblicans: Several thoughtful Republicans on Finance arestill trying 
to calibrate their positions on welfare reform. Chafee said yesterday that the House 
Republican bill "lost sight of whato~r goals are in welfare reform" by focusing "entirely on 
how to' sav~ money and give states maximum flexibility." He told the committee, "It is very 
important that we not allow ourselves to be carried away in that manner." Other members 
have their' own concerns. Even Packwood's views do not appear to be set in stone. All he 

. has said is that he favors block grants, likes Oregon's waiver, and opposes conservative 
strings: 

We' will be meeting with key members and their staffs in the' coming weeks, to make 
sure they \lnderstand the consequences of the House bill and the state impacts of block grants. 
We will also make sure that the major newspapers and prominent state and local officials in 
important states are fully briefed on state and local impacts. We will take the same approach 
with moderate Democrats, 

. 	 , . 

4. Scope: Conventional wisdom is that Senate Republicans will stay away from 
block granting nutrition programs and perhaps child welfare, but focus on AFDC, child care, " 
and SS!. Lugar and Packwood said this week that they might be interested in block granting. 

, food stamps; but others are likely to resist that idea as happened 	in the House. The Senate 
will almost certainly stay away from school lunch. The scope of the bill may be determin~d 
by the deficit targets Domenici sets in these areas. 

5. Altematives: Daschle has convened awelfare reform task force, but members. 
have held off from developing a Democratic alternative in hopes that some bipartisan 
negotiations could begin .. Most Democrats will defer to Moynihan, who has not decided 
whether to draft his own bill. Earlier this week, there was a flurry of concern that Moynihan 
might be seeking a veto threat over the entitlement issue, but that now appears not to be the 
case. Democrats .continue to be interested in doing everything possible to keep the door open. 
to bipartisan compromise, while reserving the right to develop a Deniocrati~ alternative if it 
becomes necessary' down the road. Such an alternative might end up looking like the Deal 
bill -- or something else' altogether, if Moynihan presses for a more modest approach. 

If a bipartisan, center-out bill is going to emefge, it will ,come from negotiations either 
between Packwood and Moynihan, or between moderates like Breaux and Chafee. Breaux 
already co-sponsors the PPI job placement voucher bill with Hank Brown, and might be able 

. to build a bipartisan compromise ar~und that. As in the House, our role will be to try to 
educate members in both parties, and provide legislative support to members .who want to 
draft their own alternatives. 

'8 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NQ'TON 

December 1, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR LEON PANETTA 
CAROL RASCO 

FROM: RAHM EMANUEL 
BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: WELFARE REFORM STRATEGY 

The upcoming debate over welfare reform will define the political 
character and credibility of both parties. For the American 
people welfare reform and the ability to achieve it is a question
of whether the political system or either party can reform 
government to reflect their ba'sic values. 

'Up until' the mid-term elections, the Democratic Party and the 
President 	were running even with the Republican Party on welfa're 
reform issue. In the wake of the elections, the Republicans have 
gained the upper hand. Unless we work aggressively and 
dramatically to take back the initiative they will control this 
issue and reap any political dividends from reforming welfare. 
We must do two things to reverse their current advantage: 

I. 	 Reqain the initiative. 
We cannot afford to s1t back and watch the debate 
unfold in Congress. At the appropriate moment, the 
President needs to dramatize that this is a central 
priority for him and for the country, by bringing
leaders fro~ both parties and around the country 
together for a summit on welfare reform. 

II. 	 Seize the center and ezploit Republican divisions by 
identifying the BOUie plan a8 an orphanage bill that is 
punitive towards children. , 
This should be our primary focus during the down days
of December. Dissension is growing in the Republican
ranks, with Dole, Gingrich, and now Clay Shaw publicly
distancing themselves from orphanages. By the time 
this bill gets to the, House floor, we want every
American to know that the Republicans are becoming the 
party of orphanages - which should force them to 
retreat from some of their other harsh provisions as 
well. 



If we can accomplish these two objectives within the next two 
months we can change our current political standing and the 
political landscape of the debate. 

I. 	 Regaining the, Initiative 

The following events are specific m~ang to regain the initiative. 

1. 	 Next Thursday a bipartisan group of governors are coming to 
the White House to discuss health care and welfare reform. 
At this meeting, the Administration should call for a 
Welfare Reform Summit to be ,held in January. 

The White House summit should be bipartisan and include 
representatives from all levels of government -- delegations
of Governors, Senators, and Congressmen, should be invited. 
We may want to invite mayors, state legislators, and county
officials as well. 

This event is a critical first step to regaining the 
initiative and being responsible for creat1ng, the true 
national dialogue needed to reform the system. . 

2~ 	 The Welfare Reform Summit could be held for two days at Camp
David. The objective of the Summit is to put forward our 
core 	principles, and try to get others to agree on them. 

,The 	 core principles: 

1. 	 Reward work over welfare. 
2. 	 End teen pregnancy.
3. 	 The toughest child support enforcement possible.
4. 	 Rid the system of fraud and abuse. 
5. 	 Must save money 'without shifting costs to the 

states. 
6. 	 No orphanages. ' 

3. 	 At the NGA conference, the President would announce that he 
will grant waivers to a. number'of governors to change their 
welfare system. This will be a bipartisan effort, reward 
work over welfare, and begin on the .road of changing
behavior and the system. 

4. 	 At the ,President's Mid December speech, he should mention 
his desire for welfare reform arid highlight the issue of 
dead-beat dads. On the following day the Department of 
Ju~tice and HHS would hold a joint press conference 
announcing that they are prosecuting 50+ cases of dead-beat 
dads and their new program to aggressively pursue these 
cases. 



5. 	 In early January, the President with leading cititens would 
announce a private sector campaign to curb teen preqnancy. 

6. 	 'l'wo weeks after t:he NGA conference we should introduce our 
welfare reform bill as a centrist alternative to the 
Republic.an ContrOlct, but reiterate that our core principles 
are more important than legislative details. 

II. 	 GOP, PW 

Although there are some similarities ~etween our plan and'the GOP 
plan, the GOP plan is needlessly puniti~e towards children. 

There are four events that can publicize this. 

1. 	 ·IIIIS will rele'ase a study on the costs of orphanages. 

2. 	 The day after the HHS releases its study, the Salvation Army 
can use the holiday season to attack what orphanages and 
attacks on the poor will do to families. , 

3. 	 HHS should leak a memo on the study of how the 'Republican
cap would force cuts in collections from dead-beat dads. 

4. 	 Leak analyaio of cost shifts inGO~ pian to DQvid Broder. 

Simply put, our goal should be to make the 1:l:lue of punishing
children and dividing families the defining characteristio of the 
Republican Plan. If we succeed in doing this l by the time the 
Republicans vote on their plan they'll be running against a 
preconceived notion that the Republicans are pro-orphanage and 
anti-children. The orphanages are to welfare retor.m what Perot 
w~s to NAFTA and the NRA was to the assaults weapons ban. 

http:Republic.an
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TH E WH ITE HOUS E 

WASHINGTON 

March 2, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION 


FROM: RAHM EMANUER~' 

BRUCE REED i~1 

SUBJECT: WELF ARE PLANNING 

TIMELINE 

We expect the 'Ho~se to finish the mark-up in Ways and Means this week, and take up the 
welfare proposal on the House· Floor in late March or, early April. It is impossible at this' 
point to project ,the timeline .for the Senate. Next week the Senate Finance Committee begins' 
a weekly, hearing on welfare for the next two months. 

STRATEGY 

Our strategy consists of two c~mpoQents: ' 

1. 	 Secretary Shalala and Hou,e Democrats: Attacking the House Republicans as 

Weak on Work and Cruel to Kids. 


" 

Secretary Shalala and the House Democrats have been constantly attacking the 
Republicans for b~ing weak on work and cruel to kids. This strategy has been very 
successful in framing the debate on the nutrition programs, food stamp programs, and 
phony work requirements in their bill. The Republicans have been forced to alter their 
bill numerous times, and, as you can see from Wednesday's New York Times, the 
Republicans are beginni~g to respond to our attacks and criticism of their legislation. 
We are'setting the tone and standard for welfare reform, and we should continue to 
keep the Republicans off balance. 

, II. 	 The President: Pushing for Welfare Reform that is Tough on Work, Tough on 
Deadbeats, and Fair to Children: 

Our goal for the President is to stay ab9ve the legislative fray and annunciate his' 
·principles for welfare: ,ending welfare as we know it, tough work requirements, 



requiring responsibility from parents, reducing teen pregnancy, and protecting children 
so that they benefit from welfare reform, not bare the brunt of it. 

To reinforce these principles we are doing the following: 

1. 	 The President signed the executive order on child support enforcement. 

2. 	 We are producing a memo outlining additional actions to ,be taken by the 
President on "dead-beat" parents. 

3. 	 The President sent a letter on Thursday to the Chairman of the House Ways 
and Means Committee saying that the Republican proposal on child support is' 
inadequate and telling them what needs to be included for this to be a thorough 
and complete welfare reform proposal. We need to maintain the high ground' 
on this subject. 

4. 	 White House Counsel is looking into which Federal regulatory agencies that 
issue licenses (ie. FCC, FAA, etc.) ,can have a program to crackdown on "dead­
beat" parents who receive licenses from those agencies. 

5. . On March 7th, the President is giving a major address to the National 
.,Association of Counti~s. This speech will focus on his welfare principles and 

it will pivot. off of the fact that on that day the President will hav~ granted the' 
25th welfare waiver to the state of Ohio. Half the country will at this point be 
participating in some type of welfare proposal initiated by this administration. 

6. 	 Oregon is operating an innovative program under the welfare waiver signed by 
the President, that enables private sector employers to hire welfare recipients in 
subsidized jobs. This is the kind of private sector involvement in welfare 
reform that we have always ta,lked about and supported. 

We have recommended that we add a 'Ieg on the President's trip to California 
. on April 8th to go to Oregon and do a welfare event with business leaders and 
people who have left welfare for work. This may coincide .with the legislative 
activities on the House Floor. 


