
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

FcblUary 15, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Bruce Reed 

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Activity in the House. 

I, Markup In House Subcommittee 

Clay Sbaw will finish markup of the Republican welfare reform bill in his 
subcommittee today. On straight part)'-linc votes, Republicans rejected Democratic 
amendments 10 dramatically strengthen work requirements, require minor mothers to live at 
home and Slay· in school rather than just culting fhem off, and allow legal immigrants who 
have paid !axes for 5 years to remain eligible for Oencfits. They put off aClion on child 
support enforcement until fuJI ~mmiltcc markup on ihe bill two weeks from now. 

House Republicans may continue to march in lockstep. but there arc encouraging signs 
of dissension in Republican ranks. The current bill is vulnerable in at least three ways: 

1. Weak un work: The Heritage Foundalion called the work requirements in the 
Shaw bill a "major embarrassment to man)' Republicans," They're much weaker than ours, 
and weaker even than current law. Democrats will keep pushing that real welfare reform is 
about sending people to work. and the Shaw bill is just aboul culting people off. 

2. Mean to children: Some Republicans have begun to distance themselvcs from the 
punitive provisions of the bill. 'This week, Henry Hyde and Olympia Snowc broke ranks {O 

criticize the cutoff of young unwed motherS (which Dole and Kassebaum already ~pposc), 
So did Tommy Thompson,. . 

3. A bad deal for states: Congressional Republicans will have a hard time holding 
. OnlO thcir governorS by offering more micromanagemcnt and less money. We will put out 
slatc-by-statc numbers on the cos! shift of their various block grants (fo!Jd stamps, AfDC. 
child welfare, -child carc) as well as the impa~t of at! their conservative strings (numbers cut 
off lx:caust of pIOvistons on young unwed mothers, legal immigrants. S51 kids, etc.). ., 
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II. Communications Strategy 

This week, we used the subcommittee markup 10 issue the 3.Uached Administration 
views leiter outlining our differences with the Shaw bill, which was well-received by the 
press and by Hill ~mocra!s who were looking 10 us for direction. We also put out the 
attached comparison of Republican work requirements with current law, as well as an 
estimate of the impact of child welfare cuts On foster care (states would lose a third of the 
projected 310,000 slots they need in the year 2000) and an analysis of the funding fonnula 
showing that Michigan would benefit most and New York. Florida, and Texas would be big 
losers. .' 

On Thursday, Carper and Carnahan will hold a press co~fercnce with Gcphardt and 
Hoyer on why the Shaw bill is a bad deal for stales. At the same time. the White House will 
'get sfate-by-state cost-shift numbers out to local and regional press.- I..ater this week, PPI 
will issue a devolution study criticizing curr.ent Republican block grant proposals on welfare 

,and crime. ' 

Over the next few weeks, we will be resurrecting many of the tactics that worked for 

the crime bill: targeting editorial boards in districts with moderate Republican members; 


, ' 

inviting Democratic and Repuhlican members to bring their cOflstiiucnls to the White House 
fo"r welfare reform briefings; circulating daily talking points in Washington and around the 
.country; and 5.0.0n. 

Ill. Del'eloplng an Alternative 

We are working to develop a range of options on what our ideal bill would be, and 
how to get th~re. Ideally, we could star! working with Daschlc, Breaux, Moynihan, and 
others (induding the governors) on a bill that gives states real flexibility at less financial risk, . 
and puts astronger emphasis on work and responsibilily. In the short run, we will need 10 

work wilh House oemocrats over the next month to develop a Democratic substitute for the 
floor debate (expected in early April). In the Senate, ~assebaum and Packwood wilt star! 
hearings soon, but no action is likely until May, . 
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[ AFDC Recipients in Work under 
House Republican PropoSal and Current Law " 

" 

Average Monthly Caseload 1996 5,212,000 

CURRENT LAW REQUIREMENTS " 
, 

i , 
, 

i1 
, Number of Adults in Two Parent Families 

required to work under Current Law 205,000 4% 
--" 
Number of Current Recipients working full 
or part time 360,000 , 7%, 

, Number of JOBS participants in OJT, Work , 
Supplementation or CWEP 30,000 .5% 

TOTAL WORKING,UNDER LAW IN 1996 595,000 11.5% , 

HOUSE REPUBLICAtj PROPOSAL , 

, Required to participate"in "work activities' . 105,000 2% I: 
Note; UJ 1 IS on tne Job trammg; '-.. ~1S commuruty won expenencc prograrr. 

HHSIASPE preliminary ,taff analysis based on 1993 Quality Control Data and 1993 lOBS Form 
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FEB I 3 1995 
The Honorable E, Clay Shaw 
Chairman. Subcommittee on Human Resources 

Comminec on Ways and Means 

U.S. House of Representatives 

Washington DC, 20515 


" 
Dear Mr. Chaim.<H1: 

This letter expresses the Administration's vicws on the Chairman's mark for welfare rdoHn 
legislation under consideration by the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Human 
Resources. 

The Administration shares the commitment of the Congress and the American people to rcal 
. welfare reform that emphasizes work, parental responsibililY, state Oexibility, and the 

protecllon of children. Last year. the President submitted a bold welfare reforin bill, the 
Work and Respansibili,j' Act of 1994, which embodied these values. Ii imposed lough work 
requirements while providing opportunities for education, training, child care and supports t;) 

working people. It included a stringent set of child support enforcement provisions. It 
required each teen mother to live at home, Stay in schooi .and identify her baby's father. It 
increased state flexibilily without sacrificing accountability. And it maintained a basic 
structure of protections for chHdreil, 

The Administration looks forward to working cooperatively with the Congress in a bipartisan 
way to pass bold welfare refunn legislation this year. The-Administration has, however, 
serious concerns about a number of features of the Chainnan's mark thaI appear to 
undermine the values to which we are aU commiUed. The Administration seeks to end 
welfare as we know it by promoting work, family and responsibility. not by punishing poor 
childre~ for their parents' mistakes.' Wl.:lfare reform will succeed only if it successfully 
moves people from welfare to work. 

Work 

For years, Republicans and Democrats alike have agreed that the central goa! ot: wdfarc 
reform must be work. That is still our goai: People 'who can work ought to go to wo:-k and 
earn a paycheck not a welfare check. The Administration believes that no adult who is able 
to work should receive welfare for an unlimited time without working. The Administration 
believes that from the first day someone comes onto welfare, he or she should. be required to 
panicipatc in job search. joh plac~menl., education, or training needed 10 move off welfare 
arld in}o a job quickly_ It is government's responslbilify to help ensure lIiat the critical job 
placement, training. and child care services arc provided. Individuals w;\o are willing to 
work sho.uld have {he opportunity to work and not be arbitrarily cut off ;tss,istance. 
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The Administration therefore has: SCrLOUS concerns ,about the Cha:nnan ';; mark before you: 

o 	 11 eliminates requirements that recipients participate In job sClw..:h, education. 

work or lraining as a condition of re<:eiving welfare. and ends any 

responsibiElY of state welfare systems to provide education. training and 

placement services to move recipients from welfare to work The proposed 

legislation effectively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act signed by 

President Ronald Reagan in 1988. 


o 	 The proposed legislation includes a'nlY minimal and uncnfoft-t;ab!c 

requirements that recipiems work, TIle bill requires only that pL.:rsolls on the 

rolls for more tha.n 2 years engage in Hwork activIties' loosely defined by the 

stale welfare bureaucracy, rather than a real work requirement. The proposed 

pal1icipatton slandards are very low, In many ways. Ihc work requirements 

are even weaker than those in current law, 


o 	 The proposed legislation provides no assurance of child care to recipients who 

work or a~e preparing to work--even if a stale requires them to participate. II 

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

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

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

care, this bill is silent on whether any additional funds will he available for 

subsidized child care for low income, working families, 


o 	 The proposed legislation repeals the current rule that anyone who leaves 

welfare for work can receive Medicaid for an additional year to eaSe the 

lransition. "his would further reduce health care cQverage and make it harder 

for people to move from welfare to work. 


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

received assistance for more than five years. e,:en if the adult in the famity is 

unHble to find a job or prevented from holdjng a job bec,8use of illness or the 

need to ca.re for a disabled family member. Children would be seriously 

jeopaf':1iz:ed even if their parents cannot find any work. 


The Administration supports an alternati,:,e approach that would genuinely transform the 
wet (arc system iolo a transitional system focused on w(lrk" It would h~vc strict requirements 
for recipients to participate in and clear responsibilities for states to provide education. 
tra.ining and piacement assistance; it would have serious time limits after which work would 
be required; it would ensure that children would not be left alone when parents were working 
by providing assistance for child care; it would put parents to work, nO[ just cut them off, 
and it would ensure that children can expect sup pun from two parents. 
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Parental RCS()(lllsibility 

The Administration believes that welfare reform should recognize (he respo!lsibility and 
encourage the involvement of both pJfenlS in their children's lives:, The ..... dministration 
considers child ~llpport enforcement TO be an integral pan of welfare reform, particularly. 
because it sends a strong message to young people about rhe responsibility of bOth parents to 
support thdr children. The Administration was pieased that you had agreed to add child 
support enforcement !o your welfare reform bill, and sorry that your proposals are nm yet 
pan of the bill now under consideration. The "Administration looks forward 10 working 
ctosely 'with you on this issue inthe coming weeks: 

o 	 The only child s.upport provision included III the Chairman's mark is onc lhm 

allows states lO reduce payments tD children for the first 6 month~ if paternity 

has not been legaUy established. This provision seems ineffectual and unfair. 

Even if a mother fully cooperates by giving detailed infonnation identifying 

the father and his possible iocation, and even jf the st.ilte is diligent in pursuing 

the father. it can easily take 6 months to get paternity legally established. 

There is no reason why the child should be punished during this period. 
, 	 . 

The Administration believes tha.t 'it makes far more sense to deny benefits c:1tirely to any 
parent who refuses to identify the father or to cooperate in locating him. However, once the 
mother has done all she can, the family should qua Iify for aid, and then Ihe state should 
estahlish pmerni:y within one year, 

. 
The Administration believes that the welfare system should encourage [he formation and 
support ,of {wo~pare'nt families. The Administration is therefore concerned about an 
important omission in the proposed legIslation: 

,0 	 Tb~ proposed.1egislation would encourage the break-up of families by . 

repealing {he requirement that states provide cash assistanee to lwo~pafen1 


families in which a parent is unemployed or unable to work. It allows states 

to discriminate against married, tWQ-parem families by treatlng single~parent 


families better than two~parent families. 


The Administration supports an approach that~ both encourages the formal ion of two-parent 
families ;1Od makes sure Ihat both parents lake responsibiliry for childre:l in all cases. 

Teen Pregnanty 

The Admimstration and the American people agree that the best reform'of welfare would be 
to ensure that people do' not need it in the firs! place. Weffa~e reform must send a very 
strong message to young people that they should not get pregnant or father a .child u.ntil they 
are ready and able (0 care for rImt child, (lnd that if they ~o have children, [hey will n~( be 
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. --;-.. 	 able (0 escape (he obligalion.:; lind responsibilities of parenthood. We mUSl be especially 
concerned about the wcE-being of the childrcn who are horn ro young mothers, since they 
.arc very likely to grow up poor. 

The Administration therefore h,IS serious Concerns abour the bill before you: 

o 	 The proposed lcgislation would deny all federal cash benefit;; for !!igbleen 
years to any child born to an unmarried mettler under 18, as well as to the 
parent This provision appears to punish children for [heir entire dHldhood-­
18 )'ears-~for the: mistakes of their parents. 

o 	 The proposed legislation does not require that teen mothers live al home, stay 
in school, and identify {he child's father. It weakens requiremems in currem 
law, and may make the prospects for mother and child even worse. 

o 	 The proposed legislation establishes only minimal expectations for $['ucs to 
provide services to unmarried parents, and provides nO addilional funes 10 
supporl them. 

The Administration SUp'POrlS .an alternative approach that would reqUire mtr:o. mothers to Jive 
at harne, stay in school, make progress toward self-sufficiency, and identify the farher of the 
child. The Administration aiso supports a national campaign to prevent teen prcg:lancy. It is 

. time to enlist parents and civic, religious. and business leaders in a community based strategy 
to send a clear message abom iibs[inence and responsible pareming. The Admininration also 
supports a state opclon nor to increase benefits for children born to morh{!fS on welfare. This 
decision should be made by the state, not the federal government. 

State 	Flexibility with Accountability 

The Admini~tration embraces the cr'eativiry and responsiveness of states, and the 
opportunities for real reform when states have the flexibility to design and administer welfare 
programs tailored to their unique circumstances and needs. Already this A,!ministration has 
grant~ waivers to nearly half rhe slates for welfare reform demonstrations. Nationai welfare 
refoim should embody the values of work and responsibility in a way that assures taxpayers 
tha.t federal money is beuig spent prudently and appropriately. FOf reform to succeed, the 
funding mechanisms for welfare should not put children or states 'at fisk in limes of 
recession, popUlation increase or unpredir:,:rable growth in demand," 

[n this context, the Adminis.tration has serious concerns about the proposed legislation: 

Q 	 The spen·ding cap in the proposed legislation makes no allowances for potential 
growth in the need for cash assistance because of econonlic downtur:I. 
population growth, or ullprcdlctable emergencies. l! could n:suh in states 

4 
\ 



running out of money before the end of the year, and thus having to turn away 
working families who hit a "bump in the-road" and apply for SbOft-H.:rm 
assistance It cou ld preclude states from investing in job placement, in work 
programs. in education and (raining. and in SUpPO"S for working families. 

The proposed legislation remove;; the requirement that states match federal 
funds wilh Iheir OWfl"sl:.;ite funds. With none of their own muney at risk, StaleS 
will have many fewer incentives to spend the funds efficiemly and effectively 
to improve performance and increase sclf~sufficiency. 

o 	 The proposed legislation'provides virtually no accountability. There are no 

incentives for good perfonnance and virtually liD pcnallics for fallure. There is 

r.O provision for the recovery of monies paid out fraudulently or in error. 
There are no mechanisms for ensuring lhat states are actually spending the 
money Of) needy children rather [han on state bureaucracies, Dr for IHoni(oring 
wbether federal money is being used (0 help parents gain self-sufficiency, 
require work, and enforce parental responsibility. lndeed, the federal 
govern.ment is forbidden from laking any meaningful steps to ensure program 
performance and accountability. 

The Administration supports proposals that signiflcant!y increase state flexibility but also 
ensure accuumability for achieving national goals. The Administration suppons a funding 
mechanism (har wil! no( pm children and statcs at risk down the road, and that enables states 
[0 succeed in moving people from welfare to work and in supponing working families. The 
Administration has significant doubts about the ability of a pure block gf'.ll1t funding 
meChanism to ade"quateJy protect both children and states. 

Protection of Children 

The Administration recognizes that the pro[eC(ion of children is the primary goal both of cash 

assistance programs' and of child welfare and child protective services. Cash assistance . 

programs assist families to care for children in their own homes. Child protection services 

help those children who are abused or neglected or at riSK of abuse by their parents and who 

need special in~hQrne services or "out of home placements to assure their safety. Strengthening 

families, and where appropriate, preventing removal of chitdren from their homes also are, 

key goals of child protection services, There are problems in a number of areas, 


Denial of Benefits to Children on ArDe 

The legislative proposals that would rcfonn cash assistance have a numbc:- of proviSions lha! 

would put vulnerable children at greater risk. 
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As noted ahove, the lcgis!mion would deny cush assistance to children. of" unmarried minor 1n00hers fot their emirc childhood. to children horn while the 
pare.of was on wclfan:, and to·childrc(l whose parent had.reccivcd welfare for 
more than [p.tC years, whether or nO{ a joh was available or the pafent was 
unable to work. The funding caps could have the effect of denying cash 
assis(ancc to children when stales used up lheir allocated funds. for wha!l::ver 
reasons. Children in low income working famities, who may be forced OOlO 

ca~;h 	assistance in times of economic downturn, CQuid be most affected. 

Child Protection Services 
Some of these chHdren could well come mto a system or child protection services that is 
already seriously overburdened and th,it is failing to provide the most essential services. 
Reponed child maltreatment and oUl~of-home piacements have both been increasing sharply. 
Many state systems are in such distress that {hey have been placed under judicial oversight. 
The proposed legislation responds to these increasingly serious problems by consoiidating 
exis.ting programs that protect children into .a block grant with nominal federal oversight 
The Admlniswnion has serious concerns about this approach, 

o 	 The proposed legistation caps spending for child protection progra.ms at a level 
considerably lower than baseline projections. This could lead to uninvesiigated 

.'.... maltreatment reports, and (Q children being left in unsafe homes with minimal 
services. It could also seriously hamper states: efforts to improve their child 
abuse prevention alld child protection systems . 

. 0 	 The proposed legislation eliminates the adoption a.ssistance programs, and 
leaves it up to states whether they will significantly sustain the subsidies thaI 
enable many special needs children to find permanent homes, and whether they 
will honor commitments to those adoptive families th~t now receive subsidies. 

o 	 The proposed legislation virtually eliminates federal monitoring and 
accountability mechanisms. It makes it impOSSible for the federal government 
10 ensure (he protection of children. 

o 	 Th(! proposed legislation is silent on the formula for allocating funds to the 
stalcs, Because of serious imbalances among the states in spending on child 
protection, it is hal.""d to imagine a fonnula that would not disadvanmge either 
stales that have been heavy spenders, or states that are only beginning [0 

improve their systems, 

Substantial improvements need to be made in the chHd protection sysrem and in the federal 
role in {)vers{''eing that system. The Admlnistrarioinuppons a careful and thoughtful review 
of the programs before actions are taken that might seriously harm millions of vulnerable 
children. 
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Denial 	of Benefits to Disahled Children on SSI 
The Administration is deeply troubled by the changes proposed io the program designed to 
help disabled children--SSL 

o 	 The proposed legislation essentially eliminates SSt benefits (or children, with 
the r;:xception of a small group of children currently receivmg benefits_ Within 
6 months, over one hundred (housand disabled children would lose eligibility 
for SSI bcnefirs-·som,e would lose medical protection as well. An9 in the. 
future. no child, no matter how diSabled, will be eligible fo!' any cash benefits 
for SSI, except if cash benefirs prevent lhem from having to be 
institutionalized. These proposals appear [0 penalize parents who arc 
determined to care for their child no matter what the economic coa;;cque:lces 
for the family. SSi recipients are among the neediest and mDS! vulnerable: 
children, in the poorest families, 

o 	 Some of-the money saved is put inw a new block gram for servic::s to disabled 
chih1rel1, which would require the creation' of a new stale bureaucracy to 
decide on appropriate services, This idea is untested, and no one knows what 
impact it will have on the mOSt vulnerable of children and [he parents who 
care for them., The 5-year cut off in ArDe for all persons along with the 
elimination 'of SS1 cash for disabled children may leave these children 
extre.me!y vul nerable. 

The 	Administration sees the need for careful refonn in this area, with ils potential for serious 
harm to extremely vulnerable children. Last year the Congress established a Commission on 
Childhood Disability to look if!to these isSues in consultation with experts from the 'National 
Academy of Sciences,. The Commission will provide irs reporuo the Congress later [his 
year. 	 The Administration believes prudence dictates waiting for this short time until this 
bipartisan commission, following a thorough review of all aspects of this imponn.nt program, 
has an opportUnity to make recommendations. 

nendils to Legal Immigrants 

The Administrafion strongly believes [h3t illegal aliens shQuld not be eligible for government 
welfare support. But the blanket prohibition of'aH benefits to legal Unmigrants who are not 
yet citiz.ens is too broad, and would snift substantial burdens to state and local taxpayers. 
These 	legal immigrants arc required to pay taxes. Many serve in the anned forces, and 
contribute t,) their corrununities. The Administration strongly favors a more focused 
approach of holding sponsors accountable for those they bring into this country"and making 
the sponsor.;' commitment of support a leg~l1y bin~Hng contract. 
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In sUfnmary, the Chairman's mark espouses goals for" the reform ul' welt'a[e·~work, parem,ll 
responsihility. prevclIlion of tecn pregnancy and stale ncxibility--that the Administration and 
the American people share. But (hc translation of general goals imo specific legislation 
misses the mark in fundamental ways. The proposed legis!ation uoes not represen.t serious 
work-based reform. It does nothing to move people from welfare to work, and it docs nOl 
require everyone who can work go 10 work, It reitncr holds s(a~e bureaucracies accou!ltab!~ 
nor cushions state taxpayers against recession. it puts millions or children at ris)cof serious 
hann. There arc alternative approaches to reform that achieve our mutual goals in far morc. 
constructive and accountable ways. 

The Admimstration reiterates its commitment to real welfiIrc reform and its desire to work 
cooperatively with Congress to achieve it. 

The Office of Management and Budget advis~s that there is no objection to the transmittal of 
this report 10 Congress. 

A similar letter was sent to Repres~nta[iyc Harold E" Ford. 

, 

Donna E. S~alala 

cc: Membels of the Subcommittee on Human Resources 
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March 2, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: . Bruce Reed 

SUBIECT: Welfare Reform Update == House Ways & Means Markup 

On Priday, the House Ways & Means Committee will finish work on 'the Republican 
welfare reform bill, and send it to the floor for consideration in late March or early April. 
C1:he Senate begins committee hearings next week, but has no plans to get serious until May 
or June.) H~use Republicans have made severat changes in res.ponse to Democratic pressure, 
but they remain vulnerable to OUf criticisms lhal it is weak on work and tough on chifdren: 

L Weak on work: After Democrats ridiculed the work requirements in the 
subcommiuce bill as weaker than current law, Republicans increased their nominal work 
participation rates '0 50% by .he year 2003 (up from 20%) -- while con.inuing to cuI money 
by $15 bilHon over 5 years. At t~e Same time, they added a new loophole that lets states 
count caseload reduction as work participation. States could fulfill their entire work 

'., . 	 .\, participation standard just by cutting people off ;..- without moving anybody into work. . 	 Republicans rejected a Democratic amendment that would have ·imposed tougher work 
requirements' and given the states money for work programs at the level Republicans 
promised in the Contract with America. ' 

1. Tough on children: The Contract called for a lifetime welfare ban for unwed tecn 
mothers and their children. House Republicans have softened that significantly to let states 
restore aid when the mother turns 18, The original version would have affected millions of 
children; the new version applies to a much smaller fraction of the caseload. But it's still a. 
bad idea to cut people off rather than making them stay in school and tum their lives around. 
The cutoff is opposed by .he NGA (Dean, Thompson, and others wrole House Republicans 
last week 10 complain about conservative mlcromanagement in the bill),' right":to-)ifers. and 
Americans generally (including 57% of Republicans, according to .he New York Times pnll). 

The new Republican plan also includes a bol1uS for stales that reduce their 
"illegitimacy ratioN -- the number of out-of-wedlock births and abortions divided by total 
births. Democrats pointed out that this would give stales a financial incentive to limit the 
right to choose, and that welfare rcfom should be a debate about work, nol abortion, 

3. Not tough enough on deadbeats: The final committee bill is likely '0 include 
80-90% of Our child support provisions, but some Republlcans have been dragging theJr feet 

, . on a few clements, induding threatening to suspend drivers and professional licenses for 
parents who rCfuse to pay -- a tool that has proved enormously successful in Maine and 
other'stales that have tried it. We rushed a letter from you up 10 Archer late today insisting 

'on the toughest possible child support measures. The committee will not make up its mind 
until sometime Friday. You should criticize them sharply if they wimp oul.. 

. '\ 
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WELFARE REFORM 

Q, 	 What do you think of thC Republican welfare refonn bill approved by the House Ways 
and Means ,Committee this week? Would you sign it? 

A 	 I}1n1 committed to working ac~ party lines to enact a bilt this year that will end 
welfare as we know it.. So far I some Republicans in the House seem more intent on 
just cutting' people off and punishing them for their mistakes than in movin'g people 
from welfare to work: If we're going !Q end welfare ~ ~ know it. ~ should be 
tough 2!l work and toug/), 2!l deadbeats, no! !2!!&!! on children. 

Q, 	 Ynur administration has not submitlcd its own welfare rdonn plan this year. What 
kind of plan do you sUPP9rt? 

I'm proud of the bill we put forward last year. h was the toughest, most 
comprehensive welfare reform plan any administration has ever proPosed, When the 
dust settles, I believe a number of QUT provisions on child support enforcement. work, 
and teen pregnancy will become law. 

Now we're working with members of Congress and governors in both parties JO enact 
a bill Ihat fulfills the fundamental principles at the core of my plan: Real, welfare 
reform should be serious about moving people into work, and requiring anyo:Qc who 
can work to go to work. It should demand responsibility from both parents, with the 
lougheSt possible child support enforcement. It should discourage leen pregnancy and 
send a dear signal that it is wrong to have children Qutside marriage. And it shouldn't 
punish children for their parents' mistakes, 

0, 	 Can you sign a bill that d~es not contain an individual entitlement? 

A, 	 I believe in giving states a lot more flexibility -- I've given waivers to 24 states", more 
than any other President But as ,a former governor, I also know that we won't have 
rcal welfare reform if all C~ngress does is shift costs to Ihe states or pass the buck 
from one bureaucracY 10 another without transforming the welfare syslem. We have a 
national interest in work, responsibility, and the weH-b~jl1g of our children, and we 
ought to scI clear national goals and give slates the chance to meet those goals without 
top-down micromanagemen( from Washington. 
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Q. 	 You were the one to call, for ending welfare as we know it -- but hasn't this welfare 
rdonn debate passed you by? 

A. 	 I look forward to working wilh Congress '10 pass a good bipartisan bill. As a 
governor, I worked with a Democratic Congress and a Republican President to pass 
the Family Support Act. 

But I'm not waiting for Congress. in the past two years, I have given 24 states - ­
,half the country -- the freedom to cut through Cederal red tape and regulations and try 
innovative new approaches to welfare rdorm, That's more waivers in two years than 
my two Republican predecessors did in 12 yeats. 

My Adminislration has broken every record in collccting chHd support, which is the 
essential to getting people off welfare and helping them stay off. Earlier this week, I 
signed an executive order to make sure that federal employees wbo owe child support 
have to pay it, And f am going to keep pressing Congress to send me a welfare 
reform bill that is tough on work, tough on child support, and good for our children. 

Q. 	 Do you support the Republicans' new plan 10 block granl food "amps for slates that 
do electronic benefits transfer? 

, 
A. 	 . I am a strong supporter of electronic benefits transfer, and along with Vice President 

Goro, I have been pushing more states to adopt it as a way to empower people, cut 
bureaucracy, and reduce fraud, But the Republicans seem less interested in refonn 
than in cutting the heart out of our longstanding bipartisan commitment to make sure 
children in America get enough.to caL School lunch and other nutrition programs, 
have done a great deal to eliminate hunger in America, and Republicans are ·wrong' to 
Iry to pay for their Contract by asking poor children 10 cat less. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 


March 2, 1995 

" Oear Mr. Chairman; 

I am writing to reiterate my firm belief that 
congress must pass tough child support enforcement 
measures as part of welfare reform9 When absent 
parents don't provide support, the inevitable 
result is more welfare, more poverty, and more 
~ifficult times for our children~ It is essential 
that all Americans understand that if they parant a 
child, they will be held responsible for nurturin9 
and, providing for that child. 

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

parental responsibility should not become a 
\ partisan issue. At the bipartisan national Working 
session on Welfare Reform that I hosted at Blair 
House, Republican and Democratic leaders· from 
around the country· and every level of government 
agreed that we should enact the toughest child 
support enforcement measures possible. 

I hope the committee will not shy away from 

its responsibilities on this issue. A number of 
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billa similar to our plan could serve as the, 
foundation for any effort to reform child 
support -- including the one offered by 

'Representatives Barbara Kennelly, Nancy Johnson, 
and others. critical'elements include denying 
welfare benefits to any unwed mother who does not 
cooperate fully in identifying the father, powerful 
measures for tracking interstate caseS t and serious 

"penalties -- .including license suspension, and if 
necessary, requiring wor~ -- for parents who refuse 
to pay what they owe. We must also include both 
the performance incentives and resources states 
need to do the job right. 

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

With best wishes, 

1 Sincerely, 
, , 

The Honorable Bill Archer 
Chairman 
committee on ways and Means 

"House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

\ 




,c 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

April 4, 1995 

• MEETING WITH DEMOCRATIC SENATORS ON WELFARE REFORM 

DATE: Wed., April 5, 1995 
LOCATION: Cabinet Room 
TIME: 6:30-7:15 p.m. 
From: Bruce Reed 

I. PURPOSE 

At Moynihan's ,request. Daschle asked for a meeting with members of his welfare 
reform task force to discuss Senate strategy. . 

II. BACKGROUND 

Last week, Packwood reiterated his support for block grants •. and Chafcc told reponers 
that he opposed block granting Medicaid and child welf"", hut would not stand in the way of 
• block grant for AFDC. Dole and Packwood suggested that welfare reform might be 
included in reconciliation, which would enable them to pass it with only 51 votes. 

Senate oCmocrats are nervous that they will be shut out of the debate and unable to 
influence the outcome. They will be lOOking to you to signal a willingness to voCally oppose 
and possibly veto a welfare reform proposal along the lines of the House-passed bilL . 

Your goals for this meeting should be to: I) Let them' know you Care about real . 
reform. and you won't just sign any bill; 2) Spell out your problems with the House bill; 3) 
Stay away from legjstative tactics. but talk about the "elements you believe are essential for 
real. welfare reform; and 4) Ask them to join us in taking the high road in calling for 
bipartisanship. 

111CY may press you on whether you would veto a bHl that does not maintain the 
individual entitlement: You can respond b)' reiterating that you support the entitlement, but 
that the moment you give any hint of what you would or woulqn't veto, it would further 
polarize the debate and give the Republicans"an excuse to head for reconciliation -- where: 
the. RcpubliC<lns would be sure to give you .1 bill you said you couldn't sign .. 
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Ill. PARTICIPANTS 

Sec attached, 

IV. PRESS PLAN 

There will be no' press availability before or after'the meeting, 

V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

•
As usual. 

VI. 	 REMARKS 

, Suggested. talking points are attached. 
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".... PARTICIPANTS FOR MEETING WITH DEMOCRATIC SENATORS 

. PARTICIPANTS: 

POTUS 

VPOTU.S 

Secy. ShalaIa 


MEMBERS: 

Sen. Tom D"''''hlc 

Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan 

Sen. John Breaux 
Sen. Chris Dodd 

Sen. Ted Kennedy 

Sen. Patrick Leahy 


....."" Scn. Barbara Mikulski 
Sen. Carol Moseley-Braun 

. Sen. Jay Rockefeller 

STAFF: 

Leon PancHa 
Pat Griffin 

Carol Rasco 

Harold Ickes 

Erskine Bowles 
George Stepbanopoulos 

. Rahm Emanuel 

Bruce Reed 

Paul Carey 
Susan Brophy 
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SUGGES1ED TALKING POINTS 

1. This is amonumentally important debate about our g"reatest social problem. 

•. The welfare reform debate goes to the COre of how we're going t9 deal with our 
most pressing problems -- reducing teen pregnancy and illegitimacy. rebuilding the family, 
reinventing government to reflect our basic values. We can't allow this to become just 
another political debate about just another political issue. It's too important -- what we do 
this yc~: Can have vast conS(:quenccs that wiu outlive any of us here, 

• This is hard. rYe worked on this for 15 years. 'Pat bas been working on it for 30, 
Humility is in order -- history is littered with- reforms in this area that failed or fell shon, 

2. I am troubled by the course the debate has taken so rar. 
, 

.. I don't like the bill the House passed because it's not real reform: 
-- It won't move people from welfare to work. In fact, ·it cuts child care that 

• 	 people need to get and stay off welfare. 
-- According to CBO,' its work requirements are unworkable. 
-- It effectively repeals the Family Support Act, and removes any real 

responsibiHly for states to help people move from welfare to work. 

-- It punishes small children for their parents' mistakes, 


.. The child support enforcement provisions showed what can be done with a 
bipartisan effort. The Senate should forget the rest of the House bill and start from scratch. 

3. I want ,to see real welfare reform,t~at is tough on work and responsibility"but 'good 
to kJds -- and that gives states rea' nexibilitYl not just more problems and less money. 

• , The lest of real refonn is whether it moves people from welfare to work. We need 
time limits and tough work requirements that make sure people who can work must go to 
work But if people need child care or job sldJls in order to go to work, they should get it.. . 

'" We should give states a lot more flexibility to achieve these goals. I've given 25 
waivers. I think we should go further, and give states the option to start doing wh.at now 
requires a waiver .on their own, without having to ask our permission. 

• But we won't' get flexibility or real reform if all Congress docs is ship everything 
off ~o the states and expect them to solve more problems with less money. Last week, 1 
spoke to the Florida state legislature about what would happen to a high-growth state like, 
Florida under these block grants. Republicans and Democrats alike were nodding their heads 
and applauding. If we want real reform, we canlt. solve aU our budget probkms here in 
Washington at the states' expense. We shouldn't put states and children at risk, 

r 
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4. We must do everything we can to make this a·bipartisan issue. 

" Mos! Americans withou"t regard (0 party agree on what must be done to reform 
welfare. If we can't put polilics aside and agree on this issue, we never wiil. In the House, 
the Republicans went their own .\'yay -- and the bill they passed suffered for it. We cannot 
let thal happen in the Senate. 

.. If they try to jam this through the Senate as pan of reconciiation! without real 
cooperation and debate, they will destroy a bipartisan national consenSus th.t goes back to 
Ronald Reagan. If we work together, we can pass a sweeping, landmark bill that 90% of the 
people in America wilt support, If they decide to go It alone, Ihis issue will divide the 
country, both parties will suffer, and millions of children viill pay the price. 

.: 

" I believe it would be an enormOus' political mistake for them to go that route. As 
we found out, Ihere's no better way to hide your light under a busbel than 'through 
reconciliation -:'" just try to find a voter who has ever heard of Jhe EITe. But more 
important, this issue is too important to most Americans. They don't want to see another 
biller, partisan debate. They don't trust either party enough right nOw for that. As Pat 
Moynihan has said many times, nothing tbis important sbould be done without support from 
hath panies, 
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May 26, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Bruce Reed 
Rahm Emanuel 

SUBJECT: Welfare Rolonn Update 

I. Senate FIn.""e Committee Appro ••1 

Today, the Senate Finance Committee approved Packwood's welfare reform bill by • 
vole of 12-8, with Baucus joining the Republicans, The measure is expected to come to the 
Senate floor in the next month or so. 

In its current form, the Senate bill is far better than what the House passed, but is not 
yet as serious as it should be in our centra! goat of moving people from welfare to work. We 
win press' for improvements on the floor in key areas: morc resources and incentives to help" 
the states meet the work requirements and provide child care; a contingency fund to protect 
states against economic downturn and population growth; and requirements or incentives for 
states 10 maintain their current effort. 

In the coming weeks; you will come under increasing pressure to outline the specific 
conditions of what kind of welfare reform bill you would be willing to Sign. Moynihan is . 
rallying liberals .od editorial boards to press for • veto threat over tbe individual entitlement, 
even though we lack the votes in the Senate to sustain a veto on those grounds. We 
recommend" that in the next two weeks, you give a speech or make a statement that will shift 
the debate back to our terms, by saying that work is your bottom lin.: If Congress passes • 
bill that is serious about moving people from welfare to work, you'll sign it. If Congress 
passes a biil that is phony and fails to promote work,. you won lt. 

1 
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n. Summary of Finance Committee Bill 

A. The Good News 

The Finance Committee bill is much better than the House bill in many respects: 

, • Not as tough on kids: The Senate bili drops much of the conservative 
micromanagement of the House bill -- the cutoff of young unwed mothers, the mandatory 
family cap) and the so-caUed illegitimacy bonus which could promote abortion, Faircloth, 
Gramm.~and Nichols will fight to add these on the floor"bowever t so we should continue to 
speak OIlt against them. Like Ihe House bill. the Senate bill mandates a 5-year cutoff, but so 
do the House and Senate Democratic alternatives. 

• Cuts not as deep: The SS! and immigrant cuts are somewhat mote reasonable 
than the House bill, and there are no cuts in child welfare programs. tn its current form, the 
bill cuts a tOlal of 532 billion from welfare programs, compared to $38 billion ;n the House. 

• In<ludes all our child support provisions: A1llhe major elements of our child· 
support enforcement pl~n, including the drivers license provision, are in both the Senate and 
House bilis and enjoy slrong bipartisan support. 

• Not as weak on work: The Senate bill requires states to maintain a lOBS program 
and to provide child care to recipients who 'are required to work. It requires work after two 
years, and has Sliff participation requirements that reach 50% by 2001. 

. 
B. Tbe Bad News 

'While the work provisions in the Senate bill look better on paper, it has a long way to 
go before it wnt be serious about moving people from welfare to work. Under the bill, states 
are asked to provide· substantiaUy morc work and child care for significantly. less money, 
which win be a strong incentive to cut people off rather than move them into work. The 
attached views letter from Secretary Shalala outlines our concerns about the billt but here are 
Ihe highlights: . 

• CBO says 44 stale. will fan.burt on work: Tnday·. markup was dominated by • 
devastating esc) report, which estimates that 44 states will not be able to meet the work 
participation rales in the Senate bill. eBO assumes that most st"es will take the modest 5% 
penalty for non-compliance rather Ihan invest in work programs. CBO says thaI Slales would 
have to spend an additional S10 billion in the year 2000 in order 10 comply . 

• USS money for child care: The Senate bill eliminates cltild care entitlement 
programs and lumps them into the MDC-JOBS block gran!. The block grant represents a 
9% cuI over five years, and hacause lhe work and benefit funding streams are combined, 
there is no guarantee that any money will go for work and child care rather than benefits, 

2 



• No real protection agaln.t economic downturn or population growth:, In its 
current form, the Senate bill includes the same Rainy Day Grant Fund as the House bill, 
which lets states borrow a small amount of money in downturns if they will pay it back 
within 3 years with interest Voinovich, Whitman, and Thompson have pressed Dole to 
accept NGA's contingency fund amendment, which would allow states that maintain their 
current effort to receive up to 15% more in federal matching funds to deal with economic 
downturn, disaster, or increased investment in welfare programs. Dole is hinting that he will 
go along with the NGA amendment On the floor, Several Sun Belt senators, led by Kay 
BaHey Hutchison. also circulated a letter today calling for more money in the block grant to 
deal with population growth, ' , 

• No incentive or requirement for state maintenance of effort: The Finance 
Committee rejected a Breaux amendment to require states to maintain their current effort. 
The NGA contingency fund amendment would rew~d stales [or maintaining effort, but we 
will also seek either an explicit requirement Or a performance standard that penalizes any state 
not meeting its work requirements by the amount its spending fa1ls short of maintaining its 
FY94 effort. 

III. Strategy ror the Senate Floor 
~'", 

f '\ 
~ } , We have a decent chance of imprOving the bill in these areas on the floor, So far, the 

Packwood mark and Dole's public comments suggest lhat Republicans want to be seen as 
reasonable and bipartisan, rather than mean to kids. There will be some pressure from the 
right, but Dole may feel he has some cover: except for the Christian CoaJition, most right­
to-lifers oppose the conservative strings that Gramm "and Faircloth are pushing, 

Our immediate problem is uniting the Democrats. Daschle, Breaux, and Mikulski are 
working on a good alternative (two-year time limit, heavy emphasis on work, reat money). 
But Moynihan has been telling all the liberals -- unfairly -- that Leon promised him a veto 
over the individual entitlement, so they should do nothing to improve the bill. (All Leon said 
was that you would veto a bill that was tough on children,) Moynihan is persuading enough 
members 10 make it difficult for Daschl. to build Ihe united front he needs to bring 
Republicans to the table, 

As we near tbe end of the line, you will come under increasing pressure to say what , 
exactly it will take 10 gel your signature on a welfare reform bilL We have already indicated 
the kinds of Changes we want -- resources and incentives for stales 10 put people to work, 
prote~jQns for economic downturn and population growth. requirements or in<:cntives for 
maintenance of effort -- but we have avoided making any of these conditions a deal-breaker. 
The Republicans would like nothing better than for us 10 give them the road map to a vetO. 

The one, thing we can do to strengthen our bargaining position and unify Senate 
Democrats 15 to' strike a higher Presidential profile on the issue in lune. We have to change 
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the terms of the debate so 1hat we're putting the Republicans on the defensive about work 
instead of letting Democrats put us on the defensive over entitlements. The SOOner we do 
that, the more difficult it will be for Moynihan to box us in. 

We recommend that you'give a strong speech in early June that casts work as our 
make-or-break issue. Work is the only issue they're afraid of: in raday's marKup, Packwood 
rejected a Grassley amendment that would have softened the work provisions because he said 
"'I Can just hear the President saying 'work requirements, work requirements. work' " 
requirements.'" 

.. 
The NGA Youth Summit in Baltimore on Tuesday, June 6th would be an ideal forum 

for this speech. Thompson and Engler will be there, the Senate will just be returning from 
recess, and the Republicans will see that we're not going to go q~ietly. At the same time, we 
will take advantage of Dole's comments today that he is willing to work on a bipartisan baSis, 
by making sure that he gets a barrage of letters from met:nbers and governors in favor of the 
amendments we want, 

You can say your bottom line is clear: If Congress passes a bill thal is serious about 
helping states move people from welfare to work, you'll sign it. If it's phony, and about 
something else, you wonlt. The report from CBO. whose director June O'Neill is a 

,! 	 Republican expert on welfare reform; enables us to make that argument in a straightforward, 
non-partisan way, ' 

Breaux has suggested a meeting with Senate Democrats to tell them our strategy and 
throw 	our support behind the Dasehle .alternative. We believe that before you have them 
down to the White House, you should give a strong speech on work -- and then meet with 
them only if they still don't get the message. 

4 	 i 
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WORK FIRST PLA:.'II DAo,c.1-\\..~-lS£.~~ 
TEMPORARY EMPLOYMENT ASStsTANCE "'LAN 

AIDe is abolished and replaeed by Temporary Employment Anistancc;, A eonditionaJ 
entitlement for familie. oflimited duration.. 

PARENT EMPOWERMENT CONTRACT 

In ordeno receive assistllll<C, all recipients must sign an individualized contract outlining 
• plan to get them into tile workforce .. SOan u possible. 

FINITE TIME FOR ASSISTANCE 

t\ssiSlilnclO Ii conditional, All recipients mUst sign • contract. All recipients must follow 
the contract (Iough sanctions apply to those who clan~). 

AlSiSlallcc js limited. During the fir.t two mo~ .11 able-bodied recipients must' . 
cngag1t in intensive job scarr;h (a.s Q.1C:Ugncd by SlIioI.I:S).. After tWO years, $tates will be 
required to offer workfare ar community service to any recipient not working r.:,r at least 
20 hours per week. Refusal to engage in workfare C1.USeB ben05t reductions. No family 
may receive assis\allCe for more than five years. 

WORK FIRST EMPLOYMENT BLOCK GRANT 

The JOBS program for weam: recipient. is replaced by tlie Work First Employment 
Block Grant, which emphasizes l!1l!Ik as the objective. 

All able-bodied recipients must work. 

For tho.e recipients still looking for work after the initial two months ofjob search, the 
state may provide any of a numller of services to assist recipients in'obtaining jobs, 

. including, but not limited to: . 

job $e~h 
placement vouchers 
wage subsidylwork S1Jppiememation 
on-the-jab-training 
microenterpris' developmentJ.elf-emplaymeni 
a GAIN type program operated by Riverside County, CA 
a lOBS Plus type program operated by Oregon 
other training or education for work preparation to bring about employment 

Under the Work First plan. states would focus on getting recipient.f> into roml jobs, setting credit 
only for: 

those leaving welfare fer work ' \ 
those working 20 hours or more per week (even if still receiving benefits) 
those working 20 hours or more per week in subsidized jobs (but not workfare) 
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E'M:'ccptlpo: ~tn~c~ with PQckC::l1 orhilSh unemployment could allow workfare (1000/0 subsidized 

jobs) '0 count. 


The state work performance measure would rcath 50% by the y<:ar 2000, which' would mean an 
unprecedented number' of welfare recipients wo~ld be working. 

We Give Stat.. the ResourtoS to Emphuize Work' 

E!clibilitx: states would ,et .11 eligibility rules, enabling .hem to lIllIke work pay more than' 

welfare. States. set benefit t~els, resoutc:es, assets, and ~come disregard policic3. 


, 
Eondlua: the rederal government would share in tho eost of putting welfare recipients to work, 

, The Work Firl;t Employment Bloek Otant would'he used for employment activitie.. job 
placement assistanee, work supplementation, ;,n-the-job-training, transportation, chM care; in 
essence, wha.......r a Slate decides i. necessary to enable a welli!te recipient 10 go to work and 
retain a job, Funding would b. increased and the federal match rate would increase as weIl. 

, 
Child Car£: 'Existing child care program. would b. consolidated with the Child Care 

Development Block gran! negotiated by Senators Dnrlrl.nd Hatch in 1990. 


Within Ihe block grant, 10"" ofthe funds would be set-aside for quality improvements 
and I0% would be ..I-";d. for expansion to ensure that states can helplllllk. child care' 
,afe and available in communities with loeg waiting lists or where child care simply isn't 
avail.ble, . ' 

Child carp. assistance would be av;:l:i1able for 2 years f.or those transition,ing from wclfurc 
to work (longer at "ate option) and would be based o. a sliding fe. scale, Working poor 
families with income below the poveny line would be phs.ed-i. over lime, 

Medil;aid: Medicaid would he available for 2 years for those trar,itioning from welfare to work 
and would be based on a sliiling fee seale, ' 

. 

Even Tho.. Who Don't Work Mlltt Perform Community Service 

Those not in real jobs within 2 years must perform workfare or community service as 
ctesigned oy tbe state for 20 hours per week, . 

Those who are exempt from the work requirement (in, aged, incapacitated recipients• 
. those caritlg for a disabled ~hild "'1' l'etativl;, (J( those with a child under si:1C months old) 

must pcrfonn community ,ervi« as defined by the state, such as volunteering at Ihei, ­
children's school, or must take responsihility as outlined in thei.r Parent Empowerment 
Contract, weh as having their children properly immunized, 

, 
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STATE FLEXIBILITY UNDER WORK FIRST PLAN 

States would be provided ,with an unprecedented amount of flexibility: 

• 	 , States set their own benefit levels, countable auets. resources, and income disregard 
polieies, 

• 	 States have the flexibility to consolidate and streamline welfare operations to function 
more efficiently and turn welfare offices into employm~t offices, . 	 , 

• 	 Statu design Parent Empowerment Contr&CU to pr~"idc a blueprint fot each welf::u-e 
recipient to become employed, 

• 	 Silte. design their own job search progtams geared to helping welfare recipients look for 
employment. 

• 	 Slate. design their own employment progratnS to assist welfare recipients in oblaining a 
job and in preparing for ajab. Stat.. aIao determine the fbrm o(support to pruvide to 
recipients: direct benefits, wage subsidies to employers, etc ... 

. 	 . , 
• 	 Stat•• del.linin. who their employment block gtant will s.rve (from welfare mothers to 

unemployed f.th",,). 

• 	 States design and deter.nine workfare or community service jobs appropriate for those 
. welfare recipients not employed within 2 year"

/ 

• 	 States determine whether they will treat "intt:nt~le" immlgnuu, differently. 

•. 	 .St:o.tc~ would b~ provided with '1 seamless" ebild care assistance: so that the need of the 
family would determine the assistance they receive, not the category of federal progtatn 
money Itlat" available. 

• 	 .St.te, retain the option ofadministering their programs under existing waivers. 

• 	 States have the option of requiring participants to undergo appropriate substance abuse 
treatment where m::cc~uy. 

• 	 Sme, have the option of providing a SSO pass t!1tough of child support to welfare 
f.milie" 

.. 	 States have the fle~bility ~o design innov~tivc teen ?re~ancy'prevemion progra.ms. 

t 
\ 
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THE WHlTE HOUSE 


WASHINGTON 


Juno 13, 1995 

Congressional Welfare Rofonn Meeting 

DATI3: Wednesday, Jun. 14, 1995 
LOCATION: Oval Office 
TIME: 12:15-1:00 pm 
From: Bruce Reed 

L 	 PURPOSE 
To endorse the Daschle-Breaux-Mikulski welfare reform alternative, and to 
discuss strategy for the upcoming debate. 

II, 	 BACKGROUND 
The Senate floor debate on welfare reform will begin next week. Last: week, 
Senators Daschle, Bre:aux, and Mikulski announced the Senate Democratic, 
leadelShip alternative bill, called "Work FilSt." Their plan would repeal AFDC 
and require everyone who needs assistance to do something in return. It 
includes tough work requirements (two-ycars--and-work) and ultimate time 
limits (five-years-and-out). It provides states real resources for work and 
child caret gives state bureaucracies bonuses for meeting their work 
requirements, and still provides significant deficit reduction along the lines of 
your new budget plan. 

The Republicans postponed floor debate until next week because of dissension 
within their caucus from right-wingelS like Faircloth (who has threatened to 
filibuster unless the bill gets meaner) and moderates (who are leaning our way. 
on maintenance of effort, child care, and other improvements), The Democrats 
arc still divided (Moynihan, Conrad, and Harkin also have alternatives), but 
your endorsement s~ould unite most of them behind Daschle. 

As the floor manager, Moynihan is coming to the meeting even though he has 
not endorsed Daschle. If he presses you On a veto threat over the individual 
entitlement, you should tell him that our strategy is working: we have the 
Republicans on the defensive on work and on children, we have a real chance 
to improve this bill, and a veto threat will only 1) give the Republicans a road 
map to ensure your veto and 2) give Dole an excuse to pull the bill and head 
for reconciliation. 



• 

l!I. 	 PARnoPANTS 

President 
Vice-President 
Secretary Sltalala 

Senator Daschle 

Senator Moynihan 

Senator Mikulski 

Senator Breaux 

IV< 	 PRBSSPLAN 
Pool press< You will open the meeting with brief remarks. then the press will 
leave. After the meeting, the Senators will go to a press stakeout. 

v. 	 REMARKSI < 	

Talking paints to be provided 
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TilE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 14, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR LEON PANETTA 

FROM: 	 RAHM EMANUEL 

BRUCE REED 


SUBJECT: 	 WELFARE REFORM 

At this point it IS dear that the Republicans will not be able to take up welfare reform by 
summers end. When the Congress returns in September, they will be focused on the budget. 

Therefore, it is imperative for us to' use the end of this session to make a lasting impression 
on the welfare debate -- one which establishes the President as the true champion of welfare 
reform. 

To accomplish this goal, we must organize HHS and the Department of Agriculture to wrap 
up all the remaining welfare waivers as soon as possible. there are approximately 20 or more, 
and sign all of them on one day, 

At the announcement of the 20 additional waivers. the President wouJd also layout four 
principles on which any future waiver would be approved and (he ttme frame for approvuJ. 

The headline we would strive for is. Clinton announces welfare reform has begun. This will' 
give the President ownership of welfare reform. 

To ensure this attention, the President should hold this event the day after the Congress 
departs for the Augusr recess. The recess can be used to give us a jump on them for not 
accomplishing welfare reform. and the President through Executive action could take charge 
of devoting the recess period to welfare reform. 

There arc a number of steps· that need 10 be put in place to m,'lke ihis work; 

.. 	 First, on the legislative front, we need you to call Senator Breaux and really push him 
to reach out to moderate Republicans. The goal would be to keep the moderate 
Republicans from making any agreement with the conservative Republicans so that Ihe 
Senate will nOI have an agreemef1t on welfare reform by the time of the August recess. 
In addition, if and when the Senate begins discussions on welfare reform we wmlt the 

moder:ues 10 be more closely aligned with the Democrats than with the Republicans. 



.. 	 Second. we need a meeting with Secretary Glickman and Secretary Shalala to direct 
them to finish evcJY waiver on time in order to represent the President's best interest; 
noLtheir own bureaucratic timeline, 

• 	 Third, we need to organize Senate Democrats to attach their welfare bill to a major 
legislative vehicle before the August recess. This wiH show the Democrats trying to 
push welfare reform. and the Republicans as the ones who did not want it to happen. 
This would be a good prelude to the President's action after they leave for recess . . -	 -. 

1n addition 10 the President making an announcement at the end of the legislative session (the 
first day of the recess}, on the following day he should tnivel t~ a welfare worksite on his 
way out to Hawaii. There are many options for areas to hold this type of event where the 
President reiterates his message on welfare reform revolution. 

Finally. it is clear that given where we are going on affirmative action, accomplishing welfare 
reform will be an essential credential for the President Not only going into the '96 election, 
but in keeping downscale white voters open to the President. 

I cannot stress enough the importance of agreeing to a strategy and then taking the necessary 
steps. By first gaining your approval and then moving the waiver process and the Senate 
relations along, I think we have a solid chance of reclaiming the issue of welfare reform_ 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 


WASHINGTON 


August 11, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 


FROM: Bruce Reed 
Rahm Emanuel 

SUBJEcr: Welfare Rcfonn = Recess Strategy 

Over the recess, we will be working with Democratic governors and key Senate allies 
to prepare for the Senate debate in September. Thompson and Romer are pushing hard for an 
NGA compromise, which could provide an opening for a truly bipartisan bill. But we have to 
monitor those talks closely to make sure they don't undemline our hand in the Senate, where 
we were poised to gel much of what we wanted if the debate had taken place this week. 

I. Senate Update 

Until Senate Democrats agreed to Dole's request to put the bill off until September 6, 
we were in relatively good shape in the Senate. A pivotal bloc of moderate Republicans is 
holding out for significant improvements in the Dole bill, including a maintenance of effort 
requirement, more money for child care, and a performance bonus for states that move people 
to work. Dole put off Ihe bill not because he couldn't find the voles (as the press reported), 
but because he knew he would have to come our way to get them. The Democrats went 
along because none of them wanted to be seen filibustering the bill and some on the left were 
afraid the Senale was about to pass a bill you could sign, ,. 

Dole's strategy over the recess will be to keep making modes I concessions to the right 
and to the left until he can build a majority. With help from reasonable-sounding Republican 
governors like Thompson and Weld, he is putting intense pressure on the moderates to settle 
cheap -- maintenance of effort at 75% of current levels rather than 100%, an exenlption for 
mothers with children under one ralher than additional money for child care, etc, So far, they 
have slOQd up to the pressure and refused to sign onlo his bill. BUl lime is against us, and 
the more time Dole has to beat up the moderates, the worse off we will be. 



The Daschle-Brcaux-Mikulski biII has 30 cosponsors, and aU the Democrats should 
vote for' it except Baucus, who bas signed onto Dole's bitl. But moderate Republicans have 
decided to improve the Dole blU rather tban cross over and support the Democratic substitute. 
If moderate RI:publicans succeed in geHin'g sufficient improvements, between 10 and 20 
Democrats (mc)dcrates as well as some liberals who are up for re-ekction in '96) will 
probably join them in supporting the Dole bill. 

II. Governors 

Thompson has been pressing for a bipartisan NGA agreement on welfare rcfonn since 
he took over as chair last month. In Vermont, he appointed a welfare reform committee that 
includes Democrats Carper. Romer, Chilest Bayh, ~b Miller, and Dean, and Republicans 
Thompson, Engler, Weld, Allen, Branstad. and Sundquist. This week, Thompson told Dole 
that if the debate were delayed until next month, he could deliver the Democratic governors' 
support for something close to the Dole bilL 

By most accounts, Thompson is eager to strike a deal in order to strengthen the NGA 
and boost his own profile on welfare reform, In initial discussions with Democratic 
governors this week, for example, he hinted that he would be wiHing to accept some 
provision on maintenance of effort, But Thompson will be under pressure from Dole (and ryis 
vice-presidential rival, Engler) to produce a deal that meets the Republicans' budget targets, 

We have scheduled a conference call with Democratic governors next week to help 
them prepare for discussions over the reccs...;;, Their COnCerns are generally consistent with our 
SAP (attached): They intend to hold out for a substantial increase in funds for child care, a 
maintenance of effort requirement, and a real contingency fund that responils !o population 
growth and economic downturn. Republican governors have resisted these provisions in the 
past. Our best hope is for Democratic governors to persuade their Republican colleagues to 
overlook Dole's budget problems and insist that Congress provide some real money. That 
would strengthen the welfare reform bilI and strengthen the NGA's hand on the eve of the 
Medicaid battle. 

,Our signal to the Democratic governors wiU be 10 proceed with negotiations to sec jf , 
they can get a deal thatls a true blend of the Dole and Daschle bills and not just modest I 

changes to Dole. But we witt also warn them not to undercut us on issues we have a good I 
chance to win in the Senate, like maintenance of effort, and to make sure they check with us 
before they sign onio any deaL We have to be particularly concerned in areas where their 
interests may be different from OUTS, For example, unless we convince (hem otherwise, 
Democratic governors arc likely to endorse two clements of the Dole bUt we would rather do 
without -- a state option to block grant food stamps and Kassebaum'S training bill wiln nO 
provision (or skill grallts. 

Let us know if you feel we should send the governors a different signal. We will 
keep you posted on any progress they make, 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ANO BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2<l5OO 

Auqust 5, 1995 
(Senate) 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 


S. 1120 - Work Opportunity bOt of 1925 
(Dole (R) KS and 31 cosponsors) 

The Administration opposes s. 1120 in its current form because it 
falls short of the central goal of "real welfare reform -- ~ovinq 
people from walfare to work. The Administration strongly 
supports enactment of real and effective welfare reform that 
promotes the basic values of work and, responsibility. The 
Administration, therefore, strongly supports S. 1111, the 
Oaschle-Breaux-Mikulskl substitute, Which meets these objectives. 

Over the past two and a half years, the Presldent has been 
fighting for the basic principles of work and responsibility. 
Last year, the President proposed a sweeping welfare reform 
package that would: establish tough work requirements While 
providinq child care for workinq people; impose touqh child 
support enforcement measures; require teen mothers to live at 
home, stay in school, and identify their child's father: increase 
state flexibility and accountability; and provide basic 
protections for children. His economic plan expanded the earned 
income tax credit, whicb rewarded work over welfare and cut taxes 
for 15 mHlion workinq families. 

Last February, the President issued an Executive order to crack 
down on Federal employees who owe child support. The 
Administration also has approved welfare reform experiments in 32 
states and has pledged fast-track approval for other state 
demonstrations that pursue specified reform strategies. Such 
strateqlea include: (1) strengthening work requirements backed 
with child care; (2) 11mitlnq recipients' duration on welfare and 
cutting eff people who refuse to work; (3) making parents pay 
child support or go to work; (4) requiring mothers who are minors 
to live at home and stay in school; and (5) using welfare and 
Food Stamp benefits as subsidies for employers who hire welfare 
recipients. The President has also directed that Federal 
regulations be changed to ensure that welfare recipients who 
refuse to work do not receiva increased Food stamp benefits to 
offset the decreases made in their welfare checks. 
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The'welfare reform debate has come a long way in certain key 
areas since this Congress first took up the issue. Not so long 
ago, soma in Congress were promoting orphanages as the solution 
to out-of-wedlock teen births. Now, s. 1~20 includes provisions 
from the President's proposal requiring mothers who are minors to 
live at home and stay in school. Earlier this year, some in 
Congress wanted to e~clude child support enforcement from the 
welfare reform debate. Now, there is bipartisan agreement on the 
toughest child support enforcement proposal ever, and both the 
House-passed H.R. 4 and S. 1120 include the President's major 
child support enforcement provisions~ In addition, s. 1120 
adopts the Administration's position that child protection 
programs for abused children must be protected and includes an 
important pr"ovision from the President t s welfare reform plan 
requirinq welfare recipients to sign personal responsibility 
contracts as a condition of assistanca~ 

The key to suocessful walfare reform is moving people from 
welfare to work. S. 1120, however, does not put work first. It 
does not provide the level of child care resources necessary to 
support the imposition of tough work requirements~ Indeed, it 
repeals critical child care programs now serving 640,000 
children. It' does not provide incentives for States to promote 
work. Instead, by allowing States to no longer contribute any of 
their own resources t the bill gives States an incentive to throw 
people off the welfare rolls rather than put them to work. It 
further undermines the goal of requirinq work by shiftinq an 
enormous cost burden to States and localities and putting them at 
eVen greater risk during an economic downturn. No safeguards are 
provided for children whose families lose assistance through no 
fault of their own~ More families may have to make do with less 
food on the table, if States opt for a Food stamp block grant and 
then spend Food stamp block grant fund.s on other proqrams. 
Finally, House and senate Republican plans out low-income 
programs too deeply, compromising their ability to protect 
children and promote work. The Administration supports real 
reform that saves taxpayer dollars by promoting independence 
moving people off welfare rolls and into work -- not by simply 
sending the welfare problem to the States with more mandates and 
less money. 

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

Moying PeoRl~from !elf~re to wort 

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

Unlike the Daschle-BreauX-Mikulski substityte (S, 1117), Which 
the Administration strongly supports, the Repyblican leadership
bill would not end welfare as we know it by mOving people from 
welfare to work. To promote work, the bill should be changed to: 

• 	 Bgguire states to maintain their stake in moving people from 
welfaxe to work. S. 1120 would neither require nor 
encourage States to contribute resources to welfare'reform. 
Many States could be expected to withdraw their own funds, 
cut benefits, purge large numbers of current recipients from 
the rolls, and avoid the burden of helping people becoma 
self~sufficient. In sum f there is a real danger that States 
would "race to. the bottom" to save State dollars or to deter 
migrants from other States. 

• 	 ErQvide child' care to move people from welfare to work and 
tQ teen people from going on welfare in the first place.
It makes no sense to deny child care to people trying to 
leave welfare and to working people who are tryinq to stay 
off welfare. By aggregating funding for casb benefits, 
child care, and employment assistance into one block grant 
and cutting it across-the-board, S. 1120 provides no 
guarantee that states will put any money into child care and 
work programs that·move people off welfare. The 
Administration recommends that the bill be modified to: 
(1) fund employment and child care for welfare recipients 
separately from cash benefits; and (2) ensure that people 
who can work, do so, and have the child ~are when they do. 

• 	 frgyide incentives that reward states for Rutting more 
people to work. not for gutting them off. S~ 1120 gives 
states an incentive to save money by throwing people off the 
rolls. To change the culture of welfare, tbe bill should be 
modified to reward success instead of the statuB quo. The 
Administration supports a performance bonus that would focus 
the welfare bureaucracy and recipients on the central goal 
of moving. from welfare to work. 

• 	 Protect states and families in the eyent of ecoDomic 
gownturn. so that welfare t~fQrm does nQt shift a huge
burgen onto state and 19cal taxpayers. and States can afford 
~o Qut people to work instead of putting poor families at 
~. In contrast to current fundinq mechanisms, funding 
for temporary assistance to needy families under s. 1120 
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would not adjust adequately to cushion the impact of 
unemployment and economic staqnation9 States" in recession 
would enoounter reduced revenues and increased caseloads~ 
S~ 1120 would provide a II rainy day" loan fund that would 
allow states to borrow additional money during economic 
downturns. In addition, extra funding would be available to 
States projected to have high population growth that cest 
certain criteria~ There is no guarantee, however, that the 
finite a~ount that sllch states receive will be adequate. 
And if there is population growth in a majority of States, 
each will get a diminished share of the fixed dollars* The 
Administration recommends that·the bill be changed to adjust 
for shifts in economic condition and population. 

Training People for tho'lUture 

The training provisions in S. 1120 include the consolidation Qf 
approximately 90 traininq programs. Given the need to build a 
comprehensive workforce development system to serve all Americans 
and the concerns expressed below, the Administration believes it 
is inappropriate to consider these provisions in the context of 
welfare reform legislation. Of paramount concern is the bill's 
insufficient funding for the consolidated programs, While the 
President's Fi 1996 budget proposes to increase fundinq for 
training by $1 billion over FY 1995, S. 1120 would cut funding by 
15 percent. Not only is the plan's funding insufficient for the 
Nation's workforce needs as a whole¥ the consolidation of these 
programs means that billions of dollars less will be available to 
help people stay off welfare and to help others transition from 
welfare to work. 

In addition, S. 1120 would not ensure proper accountability for 
$8.2 billion in Federal training and vocational education funds. 
If the bill were adopted, the Federal Government could not assure 
taxpayers that States were spending Federal funds to achieve the 
national goals of improving workers' skills, facilitating 
individuals' transition from school to work, and helping severely 
disadvantaged people enter the education and work mainstream~ 

Unlike the President's job training proposal, S, 1120 would not 
require the 'use of skill grants for adult training. Thus I there 
would be no guarantee that training resources would be put 
directly into the hands of dislocated workers and low-income 
adults , so that they could make informed training choioes. Other 
concerns about S. 1120 inolude its: (1) failure to target 
resources on those most in need; (2) devolution of the successful 
Job Corps program to the states; (3) elimination of the Summer 
Jobs, Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA and NAFTA-TAA) training, 
Employment Service, and Senior community Service Emplo~ent 
programs; (4) failure to assure permanent local workforce 
development boards with authority for local decision-making; , 
(5) failure to provide a national reserve to aid victims of mass 
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layoffs and national disasters and for other purposes; and 
creation of a complex new bureaucracy under the direction of 

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

In addition, the Administration supports the deletion of the 
provision in S. 1120 that modifies Davis-Bacon labor standards 
protections. Overall, Davis-Bacon reform is the appropriate 
avenue for addressing what changes should be made to Davis-Bacon 
requirements. 

Protect~nq Chi14reA 

Reduced spendinq for low-income programs is possible while still 
protectinq the most VUlnerable. The Administration has proposed 
$38 billion in carefully tailored cuts for certain welfare 
programs over seven years; however, the magnitude of the cuts 
assumed in the congressional budget resolution -- approximately 
$110 billion over seven years,-- compromises the ability Of these 
programs to protect chi~dren and promote work~ This is 
exacerbated by the absence of maintenance-ot-effort requirements 
on the states~ It is not realistic to expect the states to 
compensate for the reduced Federal spending from their own 
revenUes. Many will ultimately pass on the drastic cuts to 
children and families, who will endure future outs or even losses 
in benefit eligibility. The proposal also eliminates benefits 
for approximately four million children even if their parents
have dona everything possible to find work. 

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

preserving the Bealtb and NUtrition Of A4ults and Children 

The Administration is pleased that S. 1120 includes a number of 

prOVisions proposed by the Department of ,Agriculture to combat 

Food stamp fraud~ The Administration, however, opposes the 

Republican leadership plan to include an optional Food stamp 


, block grant.. Providing the option of a Food Stamp block grant in 
its current form jeopardizes getting food to people who need it,. 
It would sever the link between FOod stamps and nutrition; 
eliminate the program's economic responsiveness; end national 

,eligibility and benefit standards; and ultimately divert support 
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from food. The bill requires only 75 percent of the bloCk 
grant funds to go to food assistance, a provision that could 

billion worth of food from children and families over 
the next five years~ Furthermore, any state that exercises the 
block grant option will see its food assistance decline 
dramatically in the event of recession or population growth. The 
block grant option would threaten the national nutritional 
framework that has successfully narrowed the gap between the 
diets of low-income and other families. 

The Administration is concerned about the severity of the cuts to 
the Food Stamp program in S. 1120. The Administration supports 
requiring Food stamp recipients without children to go to work or 
train for work in return for their ·assistance. s. 1120 does not 
provide states with the resources to accomplish this goal. 
Rather than promoting work, the plan simply cuts a hole in the 
nutrition safety net. 

Froyi,ion$ Affe9tinq Non-citigenf 

S. 1120 should support fair treatment for legal immigrants. The 
Administration supports tightening sponsorship and eligibility
rules for non-citizens and requiring sponsors of legal immigrants 
to bear greater responsibility for those whom they encourage to 
enter the United States. The Administration, however, strongly 
opposes the Republican leadership bill#s unilateral application 
of new eligibility and deeming provisions to current recipients,
including the disabled who are exempted under current law. 
(UOeeminq" is the requirement that sponsors~ income be counted 
when determining immigrants' eligibility for benefits.) The 
Administration also is deeply concerned about the bill#s 
application of deeming provisions to Medicaid and other programs 
where deeming would adversely affect public health and welfare. 

Daschle-Breaux-Hikulaki·Beform proposal -- Real We~are~eform 

The Senate has the chance to enact real bi-partisan welfare 
reform. The Administration strongly supports S. 1117, the 
welfare reform proposal offered by Senators Daschle, Breaux, and 
Mikulski. Instead of maintaininq the current welfare system 
which undermines our basic values of work, responsibility# and 
family -- this plan sends people to work so they can earn a 
paychecK# not a welfare check6 Unlike S. 1120 and the House­
passed H~R~ 4, this proposal provides the child care for those 
transitioning from welfare to work and for those trying to avoid 
welfare in the first place. It holds state bureaucracies 
accountablc"for real results, and rewards them for putting people 
to work, not just removing people from the welfare rolls. It 
saves money by moving' people to work, not by expecting the states 
to handle more problems with less money~ It allows these 
programs to respond automatically to recessions, population
growth, inflation, and other demographic changes. The 
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Welfare Reform Conference Call with Democratic Governors 

Date: August 23, 1995 
Time: 6:00-6:30 p.m. 
From: Bruce Reed 

I. PURPOSE 

To give Democratic governors negotiating instructions for a pOssible NGA compromise on 
welfare rdonn. 

[(. BACKGROUND 

Gov. ThompSon promised Dole he"could get a bipartisan NGA deal on welf.re reform by 
September. This conference call is with the lead Democratic governors on welfare. who want· 
to know our bottom line before they start negotiating. Thompson is expected to approach 
them with a proposal next week, , 

As you told Dean and others last week, we helieve a deal could he helpful in the upcoming 
Senate deb.te -- so long as it's a good deal, and the governorS ask for real money. A list of 
the major issues and talking points for the call are attached. The most important advice you 
can give them is 1) ask for real money, and insist on specific dollar amounts for child care 
and the contingency fund; 2) donlt give a~ inch on maintenance of effort; and 3) make sure it 
looks like a governors' deal -- • middle ground hetween the Daschle and Dole bills -- not 
an NGA endorSement of Dole. If it looks like a bad deal, they should walk away . 

. The governors are sure to press you for our bottom line -- what's unacceptable, what we 
would veto, elc .. We1ve made recommendations in the talking points as to what we think: 
would he· a good deal for them and for us, but you should avoid getting pinned down on an 
absolute bottom line. The best way to do that is to get them to run the terms of any possible 
deal by us before they sign on. 

Rahm and I will both he on the West Coast, but we will call you 15 minutes heforehand to 
do the briefing, and stay on for the calL Secretary Shalnl. will COme to your om"". 

III. PARTICIPANTS 

Governor Bob Miller (NGA vice chair) Governor Garnahan 
Governor Carper (lead Democratic negotiator) Governor Chiles 
Governor Romer.(most enthusiastic negotiator) Governor Dean 

IV. TALKING POINTS 

Attached. 
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[TIlE GOVERNORS HAVE THIS ONE-PAGER. YOUR TALKING POINTS 
TRACK WITH IT.] 

WELFARE REFORM ISSUES 

I. Overall Approach 

II. Child Care $ 


Ill. Mainl,enance of Effort • 


lV. Contingency Fund $ 


V. Perfonnance Bonus 

VI. Punitive Mandates 

VII. Food Stamps 

Vlll. Job Training 

lX. Other Elements 

-- Child Support Enforcement 
-- Minor Mothers 

-- Personal Responsibility Contract 

-- Vouchers . 
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Talking Points 

Welfare Rcfonn Conference Call 


I. Overall Approach 

• Thank you for taking time out 10 work on this. States obviously have a lot at stake 
in what happens in Congress this fall on a number of issues -- and it's important to stand up 
for your interests on welfare refonn l which will be the first one out of the box. 

• I don't have to tell you that you should approach these negotiations with extreme 
caution. Our view here IS tbat a truly bipartisan deal that strikes a middle ground between 
the Daschlc and Dole bills could help us get a better bill -- but a deal that just looks like an 
endorsement of the Dole bill with minor changes will hurt more than it helps . 

• 

• You should do everything you can to make this a "governors' plan", not just the 
. Dole bill with amendments. The best thing for you, for Thompson, and for NGA would be 

for the press to See the governorS stepping forward with their own, centrist plan that's good 
for states and could actually work. 

• You should constantly remind Thompson that governors are not bound by the 
Congressional Republicans' budget resolution. On child care, contingency fund, and other 
issues. you should press for specific dollar amounts that represent real money. There ought to 
be bipartisan support among governors to reduce the size of the cost shift to the states. 

• We'd like to run through the issues quickly. I'm going to give you our best take on 
what the Administration would like to see out of a governors! deaL I'm not saying that we 
will flat out reject a deal that doesn1t give us abSOlutely everything we want. But today we'll 
try to give you a general sense of where we are -- and [ recommend that to make sure We 

aU stay on the same page, you check back: with us when you have a better sense of the tenus 
you tbink you might be able to get 

n. Cblld Care 

.. We estimate that it will cost states $13 billion more over 7 years than Dole has in 
his bill to be able to provide child care to meet the work requirements. That should be your 
starting point. If you can get a deal with half that much ($6 billion), that would be good. 

{NOTE: The governors may ask about whether we'll insist on maintaining IV-A chUd 
care as an individual entitlement. Thal;s not going to happen. Dodd and Kennedy! the 
Democratic leaders on child care, have already proposed to put child care into a capped 
entitlement block grant. Our major concern is making sure tbat thcre!s enough money in that 
block grant.J 
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Maintenance of Effort 

• The Pres:ident feels very strongly that it is in the states' best interest to have a real 
maintenance of effort requirement. Tbe Thompson-Dole idea of 75% for tbe first two years 
is not a serious proposal. You shouid insist on the Breaux proposal of 100% over seven 
years -- and make clear that this is not negotiable, We think we have the votes to prevail on 

, this issue in the Senate, and any deal that undercuts us on this point is not worth having. 
(There was a good article on this in Monday's Wall Street JournaL) 

IV. Contingency Fund 

• We estimate that states could need around $4 billion over 7 years for a full-fledged 
. contingency fund. Again. you should aim for as much of that as you can (i.e .• $2 billion) . 

• 

v~ Performance Bonus 

• There is bipartisan support for the idea of giving states performance bonuses for 

meeting tbeir work requirements. The Daschle bill includes $L5 billion over 5 years. You 

should try 10 get a specific dollar figure as well. 


VI. Punitive Mandates 

'" This is an area where you can shore up Daschle and Dole at the same time. Keep 
in mind that a governorsl deal could tum out to be even more important in conference, when 
we try to w':lrd off nasty provisions in the House bill. You should insist on a strongly worded 
statement that states oppose Washington teHing them to cut off young unwed mothers and 
oppose the idea of an illegitimacy bonus that could reward states for encouraging abortion. 
You should also be abJe to get a strong statement against the immigrant provisions. 

VII. Food Stamps 

• As you know, the Administration has threatened to veto a bill that block grants food 
stamps. We have not issued such a threat over a state op'tion to block grant food stampS! but 
we have serious concerns about it. The Republicans call it a slate option, but it isn't really, 
because the option is irrevocable -- any state that exercises it can never go back, even if the 
state goes into 'a deep recession and its population of poor, unemployed, and hungry people 
goes tbrough the roof. 

• We know it is difficult for governors 10 oppose anything called a state option, but 
we would like you to take this one off the table. 
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vm. Job Training 

'" This is another area where we may dUfer a bit. Senate Republicans want to include 
the Kassebaum job training bill as part of welfare refonn, We have several probJems with 
lhat: 1) Kassebaum cuts funding for job training by 15%; 2) We think it's a mistake to take 
money away from (raining for dislocated workers and allow it to be used to train welfare 
recipients; and 3) The Kassebaum bill does nothing to provide skill vouchers for dislocated 
workers, which is the President's number-one priority in job training . 

• You may like other parts of the Kassebaum bill, but the President needs you to keep 
from endofl)ing it as part of this deaL 

IX. Other Elements • 

'" Finany, we1ve listed a few other elements that can help this look more !.ike a 
governors' deal that borrows from both Dole and Daschle: ' 

• Toughest possible child support enforcement: No argument there, 

• Requiring minor mothers to live at home and stay in school: A positive 
endorsement of this will help ward off the punitive cut-Qff of young mothers. 

~ Personal responsibility contract for each recipient: This was in the 
President's plan and the Daschlc billj it's now in the Dole bill as well. 

• Job placement vouchers: The Dole and Daschle bills both call for the use of 
vouchers t-o private companies to place welfare recipients in private sector jobs, 

• Vouchers for <:hUdren whose parents have reached the time limit: Many 
Democrats in the Senate who are very nervous about a governors' deal that gives up 
on the Individual entitlement win feel much better about it if you can agree to some 
kind of third-party voucher that will help provide food and clothing for the children of 
ret:ipients who have hit the time limit and been cut off. It should be hard for 
Republicans to argue against this kind o[ safety net for innocent children. 
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May 17, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Bruce Reed 

SUBJECT: Background on Wisconsin Waiver and Radio Address 

The radio address you will tape this afternoon is about welfare reform. It recaps 
your record on waivers, executive actions, and child support enforcement; praises proposals 
we have just received from Wisconsin and Maryland; and challenges Congress to pass the 
bipartisan welfare reform legislation put forward by Chafee-Breaux and Castle-Tanner. 

The news will be your support for the Wisconsin plan, which is the most 
revolutionary any state has put forward. The Wisconsin plan has received broad editorial 
praise in The New York Times, Business Week, and elsewhere. It is particularly important 
for you to signal your support early -- not only because you're going to Wisconsin on 
Thursday, 'but because Dole is'going to Wisconsin Tuesday to make a major speech on 
welfare refonn. 

I. Summary of. the Wisconsin Plan 

The Wisconsin plan came about as a direct result of your call for an end to welfare 
as we know it. Some Democrats in the legislature suggested abolishing AFDC, and 
Thompson took them up on their offer. The final proposal passed with significant 
(although not unanimous) bipartisan support, and was signed into law last month. Mayor. 
Norquist has been supportive, although he wanted it to go further by covering anyone who 

. was out 0 f work. 

Like the original PPJ plan, the Wisconsin plan requires people who apply for 
assistance to go to work immediately, either in the private sector or a job provided by the 
state. The state says it will guarantee health care and child care, and may end up spending 
more money than it does now as a result. Like the Breaux·Chafee and Castle·Trumer bills, 
the plan imposes. a 5~year lifetime limit, with a 20% hardship exception for people who 
can't find work. The plan also includes other key'principles of yours, such as requiring 
minor mothers to live at horne and stay in school, and strengthening the requirements to 
cooperate with paternity establishment. 

Last week, HHS received the first half of the waiver; the rest is expected next 

month. A 30~day period for public comment is required before we can grant the waiver, 
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and there are legal and technical issues that HHS and the state must still work out. We will 
probably be in a position to grant tbe first waiver in July, The second waiver will depend 
on how difficult the state tries to make things for HHS, and how difficult HHS makes 
things for us. . 

Three aspects of the Wisconsin' plan have raised concern among advocates and Jabor. 
First, some fear the legislation' would require some recipients' to work off their 'Welfare at 
below t~e minimum wage •• but the initial 'Naiver request appears to be based on the 
minimum wage, Second, as with many waiver requests. the public employee unions want 
greater protection against displacement. The basic protections of the Family Support Act 
cannot be "valved) so they already have some protection; but the additional protections we 
seek will be a flashpoint in negotiations with the state, Third, there are potential legal and 
policy issues related to the required co-payments for child care, 

There is a sent~nce in the address -- "I pledge --that my administration \\-ill work with 
Wisconsin to make an effective transition to this new vision of welfare based on work, that 
protects children and does right by working people and their families;' -- to sum up these 
concerns without attracting too much attention, 

HHS will need to work out these issues "ith the state, and Thompson may try to 
throw up as many roadblocks as possible, But by signalling our strong support' early for 
the thrust of the Wisconsin plan, we will make it harder for him to portray the 
administration as an obstacle to reform. 

II. Waiver Update 

The radio address also praises Maryland's new plan. which was submitted three 
weeks ago. The Maryland plan is less sweeping (no time limits, for example), but it does 
some good things, It provides child care to working parents to divert them from welfare in 
the first place; toughens child support enforcement; and cracks do:wu on welfare fraud. 

On Thursday. Minnesota became the 38th state to receive a \vaiver from us, but it 
was too trivial to highlight (expanding a demonstration 10 another county), We should be 
able to get to 40 states out of 50 by July, 
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THE: WHITE: HOUSE 

WASH I NG'rO:'-l 

May 22,1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR TIIE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Bruce Reed 

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Update 

Here is a britt summary of the latest welfare refonn proposals (House RepubliCan bill, 
Dole speech, Wisconsin plan) and the major issues they raise. 

I. House aepubllcan bill ' 

House'Republicans announced a new Medicaid!welfure reform package today. We're 
still waiting to see the derails on Medicaid, which presumably will be unacceptable. The 
welfare reform provisions are based largely on the bipartisan NGA proposal, which you 
praised in February, except that in order to reach their savings target of $53 billion. 
Republicans tacked On the deep immigrant cuts from the welfare bill you vetoed. 

The new House bill moves in our direction on most of the issues you spelled out in 
your veto message. It includes the NGA request for $4 billion in additional child care, which 
the states must match. It doubles the contingency fund to $2 billion. It includes a $1 billion 
work performance bonus. It' raises the hardship exception for those who reach the 5-year 
limit to 20%. It drops tbe deep cuts in 551 fur disabled children and the cuts in school lunch 
and maintains the open-ended entitlements for child welfare programs. It adopts the NGA 
recommendation· thaI states have to provide health coverage for welfare recipients, although it 
docs no~ guarantee health coverage beyond the 5-year limit . 

. The major areas where they did not move in OUf direction are immigrant benefits and 
Food Stamps. The new House bill still bans SSI and Food Stamps for n"n-citizens; in the 
pastt we have never gone beyond deeming. (Breaux-Chafee and Castle-TaMer include these 
bans as Well, with some exceptions for the disabled.) It appears to retain Ihe optional Food 

Stamp block grant, the Food Stamp cap, and the work requirements for men 18-50. Other 


, areas that aren't what they could he include maintenanoe-of~effort (like NGA, they're still at 

75%; we wanted 80%); vouchers for children who hit the time limit (allowed but not' 
requiredj Breaux-Chafec and Castle-Tanner don't guarantee these either); Medicaid coverage 
beyond the time limit~ and a few arcane issues !ike transferability of funds from the block 
grant to other welfare programs and broader provisions on equal protection for recipients. ,. 

\ 
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Their overall s.vings level is $53 billion, compared to '$38 billion for our plan; $42 
billion for castle-Tanner; and $45-53 billion for Chafee-Breaux. In order to maintain the 
$53 billion level while spending; more on child care and work, the House Republicans 
doubled their Title XX CUt from 10% to 20% (which is not the end of the world for us) and 
included a few othet assQrted provisions. 

fl,> Dole Speech 

----.. ­

There was virtually nothing new in Dole's speech, We could live with everything he 
proposed On welfare refonn. Most of his proposals (work requirements. 5-year limit; slate 
flexibility On family cap. and drug testing, child support enforcement) are in all the bills we've 
supported in thi< Congress. His call to ban all but emergency medical benefits for illegal 
immigrants is already law -­ although his speech could be intetpreted to mean benefits 
beyond welfare j such as public education. A state option to cut off unwed teen mothers is 

"not in our bill. but it's in Chafeo-Breaux; Castle-Tanner, and the Senate-possed bill. and we 
could live with it (since DO stat,e in its right mind would ,ever do ·it), 

In his speech, Dole didn't ralk about any of the real differen"", you cited in vetoing 
the conference report: child care and health care so people could leave welfare for work, and 
deep cuts in help for disablad children, sChool lunch, and child welfare. Those are all areas 
where the Sena!e bili was ,acceptable} but the Dole-Gingrich confer'encc report was not. 

Ill. Wisconsin Works 

In many respects, the Wisconsin plan is closer to your approach than to the vetoed 
bill, [t requires health care. child care, and a community service or subsidized job to go t01 

, and its primary motivation is to move people from welfare to work, not to achieve an 
arbitrary savings target. Like every bill. it includes a 5-year lifetime limit, and like the 
Breaux-Chafee and Castle-Tanner bills, it provides a 20% hardship exception for people who 
can't find work. The plan also includes other key principles of yours, such as requiring minor 
mothers to live at home and stay in school, and strengthening the requirements to cooperate 
with paternity establishment. 

Thee aspects of the Wisconsin plan have raised concern among advoc:ates and labor: 
First, SOme fear the legislation would require some recipients to work off their welfare at 
below the minimum wage -- but the initial waiver request appears to be based on the 
minimum wage. Second, as with many waiver requests, the public employee unions want 
greater proteclion against displacement. TIded, there are potential legal and policy issues 
related to the required co-payments for child care. Mayor Norquist may raise other issues 
with you. He wants more conservative provisions on work-for-wages and reducing the 
welfare bureaucracy, You shouldn't make any promises; it is not clear whether the state will 
go along. 



May 28, 1996 

MEMORA:-rDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 

SUBJECI: Democratic QQvernors and WeJfare Reform 

You should urge Democratic governors to help US pressure the Republican 
Congressional leadership to drop the Medicaid poison pill and stop holding welfare reform 
hostage. Our message should be simply, "The Medicaid poison pill is the single grentest 
obstacle to welfare refonn this year. If Republicans "ill drop that plan, the other delails , . 
will take care of themselves, H , 

DemOcratic governors should b~ ,sympathetic to this message. In contrast to 
Medicaid, the welfare refonn provisions of the new House Republican bilI are fairly similar 
to the bipartisan NGA agreement that Gov. Carper negotiated in February. We can thank 
the governors for the improvements the House has been forced to make in our direction -­
mOre money for child carel a performance bonus, a $2 biUion contingency fund, etc. The 
Democratic governors! main concerns are over relatively, obscure issues where the House 
cut deeper in order to pay for the additional child care spending: the 20% cut in Title XX 
(which doesn't bother us that much, as budget cuts go), and eliminating tha shelter 
deduction for Food Stamps. 

We want the Democratic governors to cry foul on Medicaid and suggest that we're 
within striking distance of bipartisan agreement on welfare reform. There are a number of 
congressional Republicans who want the Medicaid portion of the bill to fall apart, so that 
they can actually get welfare reform done instead of handing you another veto. We can 
win this batHe if we make enough noise ~- and if we don't get lost in the details of which 
additional improvements will be necessary once the Medicrud poison pill is gone, - Once we 
get into a debate (In a stand-alone welfare reform bill where the underlying objective is to 
pass a bill into law instead of simply forcing a veto, we'll have a chance to sort out those 
details. But we have to get rid of the big poison pm first 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHfNGTON 

iune 11,1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 Bruce Reed 
Rahm Emanuel 

SUBJECT: 	 Background llll Tuesday's Welfare Reform Executive Aetions 

In Tuesday" speech 10 the American Nunes Association, you will announce executive 
actions to reform welfare and strengthen child support enforcement. These steps wiU add to 
prcssu",.on the Co.gn:ssionalleadatSbip to stop holding welfare "'form hostage. On 
Saturday, Anney binted that Republicans might abandOn their Medicaid poison pill strategy 
and send you • stand-alone welfare bill 

You are taking executiveaetion to carry out two important childsupport enforcement 
measures that have always been part of your welfare refoim. legislation: First, a new program 
to check new-hire information from 25 Slates to catch deadbeats wbo move from job to job 
or statc.to state; and s~nd. a new regulation requiring mothers to name the father before 
they can r"""ive welfare. The Administration will also grant a waiver to New Hampshire. 
which means that 40 out of SO states bave rn:eived a welfare reform waiver on your watch. 

Traddog Deadbeats Across Stall> Lines and from Job to Job: As you know, 30 
percent of child support cases cross state lines - and tbe easiest way to get out of 
paying child support is to move from state to state and job to job. Twenty-five states 
already require employ... to repon new hires, and usc the information to catch parents . 
who owe child support. In Washington state, this program leads to 520 in child 
support collections for every' dollar spent. Under our new program, those 25 states 
can send .US J1CW hUe information, and we will match it against a list of delinquent 
parents from,all SO states. If C<lDgItSS passes welfare reform, new hire reporting will 
beCome the law nationwida -- a provision which bas always been in our welfare bill. 

Strieter Paternity C..,p.,n.tloti Requlremellt: You arc directing HHS to issue new 
regulations requiring welfare recipients to identify and bell' locate the faibir before 
they can receive welfare. The new rc:gu1ation requires mothers to name the father and 
provide onc piece of identifying information, and requires stales to refer applicants to 
the child support agency within two days to begin paternity establishment efforts. It 
includes a good cause exemption in cases of rape or threat to the mother's safety. 
Under current law, the standard ot OlOperation is very low, and rarely enforced. TIrls 
new requirement has always been in our welfaJc bill, and buUds on the 1993 in­
hospital paternity establishment program -- which nurses have run with great success. 

"( . 
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July 23, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: BlUee Reed 

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Conference 

The welfare reform bill passed Ute Senate Utis evening by a vote of 74-24. The 
conferenee will begin innnedia!ely, .nd could be finished by Ute weekend. 

I. Ovcn'icu' 

We need 10 move quickly to mobilize bipartisan support for holding onto Ute 
improvements the House and Senate have made, and to seek further improvements if 
possible. We are working with Republican moderates in both houses to spell out their 
concerns in letters to the conferees, and with Blue Dog Democrats who withheld their 
support from the House bill in order to extract concessions from the Republican leadership in 
conference. We also are pressing NGA to weigh in on a number of state flexibility issues 
.where our interests coincide. 

We have already won Ute battle on virtually every issue that is central to moving 
people from welfare to work, from providing healUt care and child care to requiring 80% 
maintenance-of-effort and giving states a performance bonus for placing people in jobs. The 
House and Senate bills are quite similar in all Utese areas, and both are dramatically better 
than Ute vetoed bill. 

Many provisions of Ute vetoed bill Utat were tough on children have been dropped as 
well -- cuts in school lunch, child welfare, and SSI for disabled children. The main battles 
in conference will be over protecting children from some of the cuts that remain -- by 
allowing vouchers, containing Ute fond stamp cuts, and alleviating or delaying Ute impact of 
the immigrant provisions, 

We should use the leverage we have -- the governors' desire for flexibility, the 
conservatives' desire for the family cap opt-out (which the Senate removed today by a vote 
of 57-42), and the strong desire of many Republicans for a bill that actually becomes law -­
w keep up the bipartisan progress in these areas, 
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II. Key Issues 

A. Voueliers: Both bills prohibit the use of federal block grant funds to provide 
vouellers beyond the S·year time limit. As a practical matter, states could still use their own 
money to provide vouellers, and would be more likely to use the 20% hardship exemption in 
both bills (rather than vouellers) to deal with families who reach the time lirult. But the issue 
has taken on symbolic importance for both sides. Today••fter Loti forced Chafee and 
Jeffords to change their votes and defeat an amendment to permit the use of block grant 
funds for vcuellers, Daschle and a handful of other Democrats felt so double-crossed they 
voted against final passage. Castle fought for a similar amendment on the House side, but 
the leadership would only give ltim explicit language that states can use their own funds for 
vouchers, 

The NGA supports removing or easing the restriction On vouchers. So will moderates 
in botll parties. It would be easy to re",h a middle ground on substance - for example, 
allowing vouchers for more limited in·kind expenses (such as diapers and clothing), or in 
more limited circumstances (sueli as economic downturn). But the Republican leadership 
knows how much Democrats want this, and will keep trying to deny it in an effort to split 
our ranks. 

B. Food Stamps: Two Food Stamp provisions of the House bill are wo""' than the 
Senate: the Kasich amendment to impose a three-month lifetime limit for unemployed men 
without children, and the block grant state option. The Kasich provision is particularly 
mean-spirited, and was designed to: give the House leverage in conference. The Senate 
unanimously passed a Conrad amendment to soften this provision, and we should be able to 
ward off Kasich in conference, 

The optional block grant will be more difficult, because it has support from governors 
in both parties. We should try to beat the state option outright, or at least do everything we 
can to keep states ,from ever taking it - for example, a limited demonstration in 3~5 states 


, (which is probably more than would ever choose the option), or requiring states to have both 

statewide EBT and a low error rate (the current House option requires One or the other but 

not both). a test ahnost no state today could meet. 

C. Immigrants: TIle House bill cuts much more deeply than the Senate, and both 
are disappointing. Our best hope in conference is that Republican governors and Republican 
leadership may ultimately have second thoughts about going this far (unless they think they 
can draw a veto). If Republicans are wining to consider any changes, the chQices incJude 
exempting children (a Kennedy amendment to exempt children from the bans received 51 
votes in the Senate, but needed 60 to pass because of the Byrd rule). delaying the effective 
date for one or more of the bans, or applying the bans prospectively. Any of these cbanges 
will be difficult, because Republicans want to jam us and Democrats don't want to go out on 
a limb. 
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D. Other Differences: We wlll give you. detailed side-by-side of the two bills, as 
well as a chart showing the progress we have made since the initial House bill and the vetoed 
conference report. Here are the other main issues to be resolved in conference: ' 

• 	 Family Cap: The House bill, like the conference report, allows states to opt out of 
the family cap but requires them to make an affumative decision to do so. The 
Senate dropped the family ""p and plans to use it for leverage in conference. This is 
our best bargaining Chip, Even though there is Htde practical difference between the 
optfiout provision in the House bill and the opt~in provision in Qur own bill l House 
conservatives need the opt-out, and in the past have been wiHing to give up a lot to 
get it. 

• 	 Pcrfonnance Bonus: The House bill provides $500 million in bonuses to states for 
placing people in jobs; the Senate bill provides $1 billion. Either provision is much 
better than the vetoed bill, which had performance incentives but not a separate pool 
of cash bonuse., 

• 	 Maintenance of Effort; The Senate bill sets MOE at 80% of PYl994 spending, and 
'tightens the definition of what counts. The House bill also sets MOE at 80%, with 
75% for states that meet the work requirement>, (Any state that can meet the work 
requirement will probaply be spending more than 75% of its current effort anyway.) 
Either provision is better than the conference report, which was a flat 75 %. 

• 	 Transferability: Both the House and Senate made it much tougher to transfer money 
from the block grant to other pUq>Oses. The Senate bill limits such transfers to child 

, care; the House allows transfers for a few other services but also significantly limits 
the amount of money that can be transferred. 

• 	 Work Hours: The House reduced the work requirements to 30 hours a week; the 
Senate remains at 35 hours. The NGA will be pushing to lower the requirement to 25 
hours, which would reduce overall work and child care costs. Both bills improve on 
the vetoed version by allowing mothers with children under 6 to work; part·time, and 
guaranteeing that mothers with children under 11 cannot be required'to work unless 
child care is available. 

• 	 Child Welfare: The Senate bill preserves current law; the House bill block grants a 
few programs that are already capped entitlements. Both bills are big improvements 
over the vetoed version, which block granted the funds states use to investigate and 
prevent child abuse. 

• 	 Equal Protection: The Senate bill includes equal treatment and due process language 
from Castle-Tarmer to help make sure eligible reCipients are treated fairly, The 
House language is harder to enforce, 
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• Adoption Tax Credit: The Senate voted overwhelmingly to attach the adoption tax 
credit you endorsed earlier this year. The House passed an adoption tax credit in 
May. but did not address it in the welfare bill. With no other tax bill in sight, this 
may be the only vehicle to enact the adoption tax credit this year. 

• 	 Medicaid Guarantee: Both bills guarantee Medicaid io welfare recipients and their 
children, based on current eligibility rules. This is a dramatic improvement over the 
vetoed bill. which explicitly broke that link. The House and Senate bills are virtually 
identical, but given its importance. we should keep an eye on this issue jn conference. 

III. Wisconsin Waiver 

If we're going to approve the Wisconsin waiver this weekend. we need to do SO in a 
way that bolsters our legislative position in conference. and does not give the Republicans 
any openings. The only safe approach is to make sure the waiver is completely consistent 
with what we're seeking in conference. 

You win receive a more detailed memo from OMB on issues that need to be resolved 
in order to grant the Wisconsin waiver. Only two outstanding issues in the waiver have any 
direct bearing on the conference: I) equal protection/due process; aod 2) time limits. In 
both areas, I recommend that we grant the waiver along the lines of what Wisconsin could do 
under the new Senate-passed bill. 

On equal protection and due process. that would mean that we would waive the 
emiliemem, but hold the state accountable for its pledge to provide jobs by insisting that it 
abide by the relevant provisions of the Senate bill, which require states to treat families in an 
equitable manner and to give recipients a fair hearing after their benefits have been cut. 

On time limits, we could grant the state's request, but spell out explicitly in the 
waiver that the stale had the option [0 use federal money to provide vouchers beyond the 
time limit, as well as the option to exempt up to 20% of hardship cases .. 

Neither of these decisions will please HHS or completely placate Thompson, but they 
might allow us to grant the waiver with minimal backlash in conference, Before we proceed, 
however. we need to check with Hilley to make sure we haven't overlooked any 
unanticipated consequences. For example. Republicans might decide to add a rider to the 
conference report that deemed the entire Wisconsin waiver approved -- including t11C 

Medicaid provisions we don't support. That may be procedurally difficull, but if it's a real 
possibility, it's not worth the risk. 
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August 21. 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE P 

FROM: Carol Ra~aek~ 
SUBJECT: Status of Welfare Reform Implementation 

This memo will update you on efforts to ensure_that welfare refonn is implemented smoothly 
and effectively • 

• 
We have formed an inter·ageney work:ing group to coordinate implementation. which mel for 
the fIrsllime on August 9.and will meet on a weekly basis. We have established three 
subgroups. One will monilor key implementation milestones, identify and resolve issues. and 
ensure deadlines are met. A second group is developing proposals to expand job opportunities 
for those leaving welfare. A third group will coordinate Presidential welfare events. Separate 
.work is going forward on developing proposals to oerreet the major flaws in "("Irare reform 
whieh you have identifIed. 

One key element of implementation is work With !he states through the National Govemor~s'~~ 
Association (NGA). the National Conference of State Legislators (NCSL). and the A.mJ:oi" t. 
Public Welfare Association (APWA) to ensure smooth federal·state communication. ... ~ 
Intergovernmental Affairs is coordinating Cabinet agency COntacl ~ 
on all. implementation issues. NGA. NeSL. and APW A will meet 2 , 

on September 9 ana 16. i&~uding governors' senior policy staff, state leaders, and Cf!'i, 
state social service commissioners. Intergovernmental Affairs is worlting with NGA to .,.. 
negotiate the agenda of that meeting, including making Federal officials available for briefmgs. 

, This memo summarizes the work of the subgroup dealing with implementation. There are a 
tremepdW15 mlmber QfdifficuJt imp1ewcmatjoIl cballGPecs rAised by the bill, All affected, 
agencies are at work developing their own timelines and work plans. We will be compiling 
these agency plans so that there is one overall framework for monitoring implementation. 
The following is a list of some of the main deadlines and ehallenges that we have so far 
identifled. 

TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES (TANF)BLOCK GRANT 

As you know. the bill creates the new block grant to replace AFDC and requires that states 
transform their AFDC systems to TANF by July 1997. There are several major issues that we 
will be tracking as' HHS manages this transition: 
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SUBJECT: Status of Welfare Reform Implementation 

This memo win update you on effortS to ensure, that welfare reform is implemented smoothly 
and effectively. 

We have formed an inter-agency working group to coordinate implementation, which met for 
the first time on August 9 and will meet on a weekly basis, We have established three ' 
subgroups. One will monitor key implementation milestones, identity and resolve issues, and 
ensure deadlines are met. A second group is developing proposals to expand job opportunities 
for those leaving welfare. A third group will coordinate Pres!dential welfare events, Separate 
,work is going forward on developing proposals to correct the major flaws in "I.elfate reform 
which you have identified, 
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Association (NGA), the National Conference of State Legislators (NCSL), and UJe ~ .~ ~ 

, Welfare Association (APWA) to ensure smooUJ federal-state corrunurucation, ~ 

~ 
~~i;~ Affairs is Coordinating Cabinet agency contact wi!!l state and local officials 

NGA. NCSL, and APW A win meet on unplementation issues 
~ 

~' 
on governors' seruor policy staff, state legislative leaders, and 1 
State social service cormnissioners. Intergovernmental Affairs is working wiUJ NGA to 
negotiate the agenda of that meeting. inclnding making Federal officials available for brieftngs . 

. This memo summarizes the work of the subgroup dealing wiUJ implementation, There are a 
ttc:mep®", m,mbt$QfdiWnJ!t ;mp1ewcpr3 f joll cba1lfa1&es,mised by the bill. All affected, 
ageneies are at work developing their own timelines and work plans, We will be compiling 
these agency plans so that there is one overall framework for monitoring impiementation. 
The following is a list of some of the main deadlines.nd challenges that We have so far 
identified, 

TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES (TANF)BLOCK GRANT 

As you know. UJe bill creates the new block grant to replace A!'De and requires that states 
transfonn their Al'De systems to TAN!' by July 1997. There are several major issues that we 
will be tracking as HHS manages UJis transition: 

http:deadlines.nd
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a 	 Early Implementation - States have the option of implementing theb!oek grant 
immedilltely, and it is fmancially advantageous for them to do so, Some states 
may be ready to go immedialely on enactment, We will be working to clarify 
with HHS the' process and !huetable for approving these plans, You should 

know thatwany na'" jneltjdjsU C.Ufgm;e wil' DeC£' IQ s;k.appmy;I am., 
!heir iYIe }sgjda01FS§ rn;fgm m1hmittigg p'PW- No states are expected to call 
specW sessions this fallon these issues. 

a 	 ReiWlations - HHS is preparing a preliminary list of areas in which it sees a 
need to regulate under the statute. We win be working with HHS to ensure • , 

that the new program is.a?Jm'l'riately, b.llt Oil!. OV'rly...re2l!I!ll..ed.Q:"""'~! 
. S HH'S' al . 'd" ~~d''''~~ " \ 

o 	 GUIdance 1Plates - IS SO COIlSl enng lSsumg gul ~ce to states on OW ~ 
to construct their new block grant plans: We will be working closely with HHS ~ 
on this guidance to ensure that it is useful and helpful to the states. ~ 

o 	 Awroved Waivers - The bill lets states continue to operate existing waivers. 
However, the bill's language is unclear about the scope of these provisions, 
especially the treatment of work requirements and !hue limits. It appears that 
the ' 's . "ntend to exem t states fro th work p3!tic' ation "'" ~ 

s btl 0 • , . . , in efirun w a 'viti ~)~ 
In ad mOD, waive~ that aIW1y to only a few counties in a state can not ~~~' 
extended to the entire state. .. 	 ,~ 

As for !hue limits, 'Michigan h~ waivers that do not include a !hue limit on ~~ 

benefits and has indicated it will continue on this course in the plan it submits, 

rather than adopt time limits as required by the bill. New Hampshire may 

follow suit. Whether the iment of the waiver provisions can be clarified by • 

administrative action has yet to be determined. Deciding upon the best course ~ 

for clarifying the intent of the waiver provisions - seeking legislation or ~'~ 

through regulation (which would be our ftrst preference) - will be one of the ,~'< 


implementation group's first major issues. . 
 IS!; 
o 	 Pending and future Waivru - HHS has approved eight waivers in' the past ~~ 

days, three of which arrived after you announced you would sign the bill (D~~~, ~ 
Idaho. and Kansas). Wisconsin is not yet approved. HHS is prepared to act on ~ 
future waiver requests until July I, 1997 should states ask for them. ' 

o 	 Other jssues -- There are a whole senes of operational issues the group will be 
addressing including the establishIDent and management Qf the Pe(fQ~ Gt 
l30nus Fund .nj the Qwingeru;y FuJ1!l. 	 ~,~, 'r 

~~ 
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

The bill requires an increased Federal role and significant state activity in !his area. States 
must have enabling legislation in place by !he end of 1heir 1997 sessio!l!'. Federal data 

..l?rocessing systems have be able to interas! wi!h SIaU: systems by OctQ)Jj:~997. We must 
1ds:ve1ap a [CgistQ' of oew hiI!;,s and a case registry, and ellhance the Federal Parent y.x:ator 
\ Service. HHS has scheduled rraining conlerences and set up joint working groups with 1he 
s;:- One .haag. of interest is that SlateS will 00 longer be required to pass the first $5~of 
monthly support collections to the family receiving assistance as of October I, 1996. --' . 	 ..... 
~ 	 I.. 16).,'" , 

IMMIGRANTS ilJJ. o.'t'-"l..l:I \'-% _ 	 .~~~ 
Obviously. 1he croS!KUtting irapscl of the immigrant provisions of !he bill will be • central 
concern on iraplemenlation .. Among the key irapacts: 

o 	 flJ!ld StaDllls ~ Upon .enactment. legal aliens applying for food stamps will no 
longer be eligible. Immigrants currently receiving benefits willie .. 1hem at the 
time of their regularly scheduled recertification. These recertifications would 

. begin inunediately upon enactment, with aU such immigrants to be removed 

~ (. from 1he program within one year of enactment. Abont 900,000 participants 

~~ . (including 300,000 children) will be ineligible in 1he ftrst year; approximately 


'fV.u b-r\ • 250,000 Mnicipants will lose benefits in 1he first three months after enactment. 

~~~-.,--. . 	 . 

o 	 Supplemental Security Income ISSD - Upon ~nt, most immigrants who 
apply for 581 will not'be eligible. Current immigrant recipients wilUet 
.Yfits ggtil.!!JI: Social SecuriII Administration (SSA) determines th"l ;u:e 00 

lllDger eligible. By March 1997. SSA mUir>eiid noticeS Iilille 1.1 million 

)	 current recipients who may be legal immigrants and ~,,-st evidence of ~I 
citizenship stalllS. If !he iramigrant provides evidence that he or she is not 
eligible or fails to respond, SSA will notify 1he individual that benefits will be 

~"'" <wl.\' stopped. The amolllll of time 1he recipieDt has to respond to 1he fITst notice 
"",1>.1»1 ~'1M ( .•~ to be at SSA's discretion, although aU redeterminatioDS ll!uS1.be 

'\;to' oU completed within one year <:>1 IIDactme!l!. SSA is exploring timing options, with 
. ~ [he intent of providing recipients as much time as possible within the law to 

~ naturalize. An estiraared 300,000 to 400.000 recipients are expected to come ~ off 1he rolls. 

We will be focusing on two overarching issues in implementing these and the oth~r 
immigration provisions: 

o 	 VerificatiQn - Developing a workable and fair system of verifying citizenship 
status that meets the needs of the various systems affected is a daunting 
challenge. 'The !egislation outlines ambitious tirnelines, and an administration 
workgroup is already at work: purting proposals and options together, 
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o 	 I:iaturaljzatioD - In anticipation of the restrictions on ~nefit8. many immigrants 
have already applied for citizenship aod many more will apply as the restrictions 
take effect. INS bas been working on initiatives to speed up !be naturalization 
process. The Citizensldp U.S.A. initiative is designed to respood to !be large ,: 

" > ~;,;:' 	 increase in applieations aod expeets to naturalize 1.2 million immigrants th~, ~ 
-..-'­
";~ .'- , ,!iscal year. INS is also working with SSA aod OMB on a new regnlation that ~~ , 
~~ \'!'Will waive English aod civics test requirements for immigrants with certain ~c.'< 
T\.i:u. ~_' ;",rio,us disabiliti:",. aod perhapa establish a speeial waiver for many disabled '<{ 

umrugrants receIVIng SSI. . ' 

FOOD STAMPS - NON-IMMIGRANT PROVISIONS 

E1ieibillty for 18-50 Yeat:Slld Childl~SS Adults - Most able-bodied adults without children will 
now be limited to 3 months of food stamps in. 36-month period if !bey are not working or 
participating in a work: or workfare program. -For current recipients. thiS limit is effective 3 
months after enactment. One million current recipients will become ineligible within six' , 
months. Households remain ineligible for !be balance of !be 36-month period unless they 
obtain work or get a slot in a job training or workfare program. 

Making !be extensive changes to !beir computer systemS to determine !be eligibility of 
individuals who are dropped from the roUs and to track new recipients against the time limits 
will be a major implemrntation chaUenge to states. 

Benefit I.evels - Changes to the standard ineome deduction and the execs,shelrer deduction 
Will mince benefits for nearly all of the 25 million monthly participant:', Food stamp 
allotments will still increase uoder these changes, but much less than under prior Jaw. The 

( impact increases over time - by 2002, average benefits will be nearly 20% lower. . 

These provisions involve relatively simple computer changes. The Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) expeets most states will be able to implement them on October 1 aod January I. 
respeetively, without delay, 

OTHER KEY PROVISIONS 

, SSI file Children - The bill tightens SSI eligibility fur children with disabilities. Upon 
enactment, new applicants who do not meet tbe new standard will be ineligible. Current 
recipients will get benefits until SSA tuSkes a redetermination that !bey are no longer eligible. 
Children whose cases must be reviewed will receive notices by January 1997, Those found no 
longer eligible will be sen! a notice that benefits will be stopped. In certain cases, henefits 
may continue .ntilthe first level of appual is completed. The bill calls for all redeterminations 
to be completed within one year of enactment. An estimated 285.000 initial notices will be 
sent and an estimated 190,000 children are expected to come·off the rons. SSA is ';Norking on 

, ~ the plan for the timing of the release of the first notices and the subsequent processes. l!~ \'w"'~Wr 	 4--, 

,~ <:'tlW""'"1;\.IJ:.,­
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Medicaid" The Medicaid program fa;". two major challenges in imPle~tiOn: (1) '~. 
del inking eligib.ili~ for ~edicaid from the welfar~ sysrem, and (2! as~s~g the $lacton 
~lllg and existing waivers. The Health Care Fmanclllg Administration lSworldng closely 
with other parts of HHS and with SSA to meet these cballenges. . 

Child O!re - The bill blockgraats several cmid care prognuns. effective at the beginning (;'f0· ~ 
the fISCal year. While these changes are I1lQStly positive. the timeframe for implementation is .", ~ 

challenging. .....'. ~ 
Monitorin2 and Eyaluatign - One key overarcbing issue will be to ensure that agellCies are~ 
~~ffect"..........1>•• ""~hI.li.g, 0Ild. rn~,Jjt?rj~ capabilities to identify the ""F't of .,(. 
~.~: ehtt:ages au I:l:te 1J1lhvlQ.ua's and JD.c;tttunoDS mvolVed. " L'f:t 

JOB OPPORTUN~ ~ ----.. 

The interagency worldng 'group on the· welfare jobs issue is nearing completion of a package of 
options. At this point it appears that the components will likely be: about $1 billion in 
enhaneements to the Work Opportunities Tax Credit passed in the minimum wage bill; • $100 
million expansion· of the Community Develpoment and Financiallnstinrtions program to 
eIthance economic development in distressed areas; a $3. billion SlJClldin~ program Il! pIa.. one 

~ (WiIliOO ban!.lo;:mpIQV welfare reeipients..i!L..unsubsidiezed j9l>s. with the key feature of • 
withholding full paymen. to States until successful job placement and_retention.._ 

. NEED FOR LEGISLATION . ~"'N..~~~*nu.!ru-\ . 

Work bas bei!un 00 developing pmposals to coriect the major flaW. in the welfare reform bill. 
Amoog those you bave noted ....: (1) the too-<ieep cuts in the Food Stamp Program, including the 
eap on the amount that can be deducted for shelter costs when de!ermlning an individual's 
eligibility; (2) the denial of Federal assistance to legal immigrants and their children, and the 
state option to do the same; and (3) the failure to provide Food Stamp support to unemployed 
childless adults who are willing to work, but not offered a work slol. 
,-- - --. 4!::1 

Additional issues requiring corrective action include: (I) the failure to provide sufficient 
contingency fimding for States that experience a seriouS economic downturn; and (2) the lack of 
a provision for in ..kind vouche~ for children whose parents reach the five~¥..t{af' Federal time limit 
without finding work. -'. - ",_.~.. . 

..,........., -t-~~ '>.l-'" ~t,.. 


CONCLUSION ~\:u.~''U; ~~ 
We will keep you up to date on developments as we go forward. 

cc: Leon Panetta 
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