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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: _ Bruce Reed

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Activity in the House.

1. Markup in House Subcommittee

Clay Shaw will finish markup of the Republican welfare reform bill i his
subcommittes today. On straight party~line votes, Republicans tejected Democratic
amendments to dramatically strengthen work requirements, require minor mothers to live at
home and stay-in schoot rather than just cutting them off, and allow legal immigrants who
have paid taxes for S years 1o remain eligible for bencfits.  They put off action on child
support enforcement ontil full Commitice marksp on the bill two weeks from now.

Heusc Republivans may continue to march in lockstep, but there are cncouraging signs
of disseasion in Republican ranks. The current bill s vuinerable in at least three ways:

1. Weak on work: The Heritage Foundation called the work requirements in the
Shaw bill a "major embarrassment 10 many Republicans.” They're much weaker than ours,
amd weaker even than current law. Diemocrats will keep pushing that real welfare reform is

aboul sending people to work, and the Shaw Bill is just about cutting people off.

2. Mean to children: Some Republicans have begun to distance themselves from the
punitive provisions of the bill, This weck, Henry Hyde and Olympia Snowe broke rauks to
criticize the cutoff of young unwed mothers {which i}olc and Kasscbaum already opposc),

So did 'Tommy Thompson.

3. A bad deal for states: Congressional Republicans will have a hard time holding

.onto their governors by offering more micromanagement and less money. We will put out

state-by-state numbcers on the cost shift of their various Mock grants {food stamps, AFDC,
child weifare, child care) as well as the impact of all their conscrvative strings {(numbers cut
of{ because of provisions on young unwed mothers, legal immigrants, S51 kids, ete.).
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. Communications Stratepy

This week, we used the subcommittee markup 16 issue the atiached Administration
vigws letter outlining our differences with the Shaw bill, which was well-received by the
press and by Hill Democrats who were looking o us for direction. We also put out the
attachexd 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 losc a third of the
projected 310,000 slots they nced in the year 2000} and an analysis of the funding formula
Showmg that ’sfizchzgan would benefit most az?é New York, Florida, and Texas would be big
losers,

On Thursday, Carper and Camahan will hold a press conference with. Gephardt and

Hoyer on why the Shaw bill is a bad deal for staics. At the same time, the White House will

get state~by-state cost-shift numbers out to local and regional press. Later this week, PPl
will issue a devolution study criticizing cumrent Republican biock grant proposals on welfare

and crime.

Over the next few weeks, we will be rcsum:cizzzg many of the tactics that worked for
the crime bill: targeting cditorial boards in districts with moderate Republican members;
inviting Demexcratic and chab ican members to bring their constituents to the White House
for welfare reform briefings; circulating daily talking points in Washington and around the
country; and 50 on.

1. Developing an Alternative

We are working to develop a range of options on what our ideal bili would be, and
how to get there. lIdeally, we could start working with Daschie, Breaux, Moynihan, and
others (including the governors) on a bill that gives states real flexibility at less financial risk,
and puts a stronger emphuasis on work and responsibility. In the short run, we will need
work with House Democrats over the next month to develop 2 Democratic substitute for the
floor debate {expected in cariy April). In the Scnate, Kasschaum and Packwood will start
hearings soon, but no action is likely unil May. -
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AFDC Recipierits in Work under
House Republican Proposal and Current Law !

Average Monthly Caseload 1996 5,212,000
CURRENT LAW REQUIREMENTS .

Number of Adults in Two Parent Families

required to work under Current Law 205,000 4% Y
Number of Current Recipients working full ' 4
or part time | 360,000 7%
Number of JOBS participants in OJT, Work :

Supplementation or CWEP - 30,000 5%
TOTAL WORKING UNDER LAW IN 1596 595,000 11.5%

HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL.

[ Required to participate’in "work activities” .| 105,000 2% '
ate; 15 on ihe job traming: 15 COMMURRY WOFK eXPeNience program '
HHS\ASPE prefiminary staff analysis based on 1993 Quality Control Data and 1953 JOBS Form
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‘ FER 13 1895
The Honoraple E, Clay Shaw

Chairman, Subecommitiee on Human Resources
Comuantes on Ways and Means

U.S. House of Representatives

Washington D.C. 20515

tizar Mr. Chairman: X
This letter expresses the Administration’s views on the Chainnan's mark for welfage reform
legistation under consideration by the House Ways art Means Subcommitice on Human
Resources, :

The Administration shares the commitment of the Congress and the American people o real

- welfare reform that emphasizes work, parental responsibility, swte flexibility, and the
protection of children. Last year, the President submitted a bold welfare reforim bill, the
Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, which erubodied these values. It imposed tough work
requirements while providing opportunities for education, training, c¢hild carg and supports (o
warking people. | included 2 stringery set of child support enforcement provisions. It
required each teen maother to live at honie, stay in schoot and identify her baby's father. &
wereased swaie flexibility without sacrificing accountability. And @t maintained a basic
structure of protections for children. :

‘The Administration {ooks forward to working ccpz}pczazivciy with the Congress in & bipartisan
way 1o pass bold welfare reform fegislation this year. The Adminisiration has, however,
serigus concerns about @ number of features of the Chairman’s mark that appear 10
undermine the values to which we are all commiged. The Administration seeks (o end
wetfare as we know it by promoting work, family and responsibificy, not by punishing poor
chitdren for their parents” mistakes. - Welfare reform will succeed only if 1t suceessiudly
moves peopie from welfare to work.

Work

For years, Republicans and Democrats alike have agreed that the ceniral goal of welfare
reform must be work. That is seill our goal: People who can work ought to go o work and
earn a paycheck not & welfare check. The Administration believes that wo adult who is abie
0 work should receive welfare for an uniimited time without working. The Administranon
believes that from the first day semeone comes onto welfare, he or she should be required
participate in job scarch. job placement, education, or training needed 1o move ofl welfarc
and im0 a job quickly. I is government's responsibility to help ensure that the critical job
placerment, training, and child care services are providied. Individuals who are willing 10
work should have the opportunity 10 work ard not be arbitrarily cot off assistance.

i '
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The Administration therefore has serious conceens abowt the Chairman's mark before you:

a It eliminates requireincnts that cecipgients participate in job scarch, edugation,
work or training as a ceadition of recetving welfare, and ends any
responsibility of state welfare systems w provide education, training and
placement services (o move recipients from welfare 1o work. The proposed
legislation effectively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act signed by
President Ronald Reagan in 1988,

o The proposed legistation includes only miaimal and unenioreeable
requirements that recipients work, The bill requires only that pursons on the
tolls for more than 2 years engage in “work activities” loosely defined by the
state welfare burgaucracy, rather than a real work requarement. The proposed
participation standards are very low. In many ways, 1he work requirements
are gven weaker than those in current faw. :

o The proposed fegislation provides no assurance of child care (o recipients who
work or are preparing to work--even if a stawe tequires them o participate, 1t
offers no promse of child care {for those who lsave welfare for work or for
those who could avoud 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 15 silent on whether any additional funds will be available for
subsidized chiki care for low income working families,

0 The proposed legisiation repeals the current rulde that anyone who leaves
welfare for work can receive Medicaid for gn additional vear (o case the
rapsition.  This would further reduce health care coverage and make u harder
for pegopiza to maove from welfare 1 work.

o The proposed legislation would deny all cash assistance to famihes that have
received assistance for more than five years, even if the adult in the family is
unable to find a job or prevenied from holding a job because of iliness or the
need to care for & disabled family member. Children would be seriously
jeopardized even if their parents cannot find any work.

The Adminstration supports an alternative approach that would genuinely transforfa the
welfare system into a transitional system focused on work, It would have strict requirements
for recipients o participate in and clear responsibilities for states o provide education.
training and placemesnt 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 ¢hild care; it would put parents to work, not just cut them off,
and it would ensure that children can expect support from two parents.

-



Parental Responsibility

The Administration believes that welfare refonn should recognize the responsibility and

- encourage the involvemert of both parents in their chiddren’s lives. The Administration
considers child support enforvement 10 be an integral part of welface reform, paciicularly,
because il sends a strong message (o young people about the responsibility of buth parents 1o
support their children. The Administration was pleased that you had agreed 1o add child
support enforcement (@ your welfare reform bill, and sorry that your proposals are not yet
part 0f the bill now under considerstion.  The 'Admimistration looks forward o working
closely with you on this 1ssue in the coming weeks,

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

The Administration believes that it makes far more sense 1o deny benefits entirely o any
parent who refuses to identify the father or o cooperate in locating him. However, once the
mother has done all she can, the family should qualify for aid, and then the state should
esizblish paternity within one year.

The Administration belicves that the welfare system should encourage the tormation and
suppott of two-parent families. The Administration is therefore concerned about an
important omission in the proposed legisiation:
O The proposed legislation would encourage the break-up of families by
repealing the requirement that states provide cash dssistance to two-parent
families 1n which a parent is unemployed or unable to work. it allows states
to discriminate against married, two-parent families by treating single-parent
families better than two-parent families.

The Administeation supports an approach that both encourages the formation of two-parent
farnilics and makes sure that both parents take responsibility for children in all cases.

Teen Pregnancy

The Administration and the American people agree that the best reform of welfare would be
to ensure that people de not need it in the first place. Welfare reform must send a very
strong message © young people that they should not get pregnant or father a ¢hild until they
ate ready and able o care for that child, and that if they do have children, they will not be

]



able to escape the obligations and responsibilities of parenthood. We nust be e‘;;wz:iaiiy
concerned about the weli-heing of the c%nidrt.n who are born 1o young mothers, since they
arg very likely to grow up poor.

The Adeministraton therefore has serious concerns abour the bl before vou,

¢ - The praposed legislation would deny all federal cash benefits for cighieen
years to any child born to an unmarried mother under 18, as well 45 1o the
parent, This provision appears (o puaish children for their entire ehidhood--
18 years--for the mistakes of their parents.

o The proposed tegislation does not require that teen mothers live al home, siay
i school, and ilentify the child’s father. It weakens requircments i current
law, and may make the prospects for mother and clild even worse.

o The proposed legislation establishes only minimal expectations for staes o
provide services to unmarried parents, and provides no addmomzl funds 10
support them.

The Adminisiration supports an aliernative approach that would require minor mothers o live
at home, stay in school, make progress toward self-sufficiency, and identify the father of the
child. The Administration aiso supports a national campaign to prevent teen pregnancy. s

- time to enlist parents and civic, religioas, and business leaders in a community based strategy

to send a clear message about abstinence and responsible parentng. The Administration also
supports & $tale option not 1o increase benefits for children bors 1o mothers on welfare. This
decision should bee made by the state, not the federal government.

State Flexibility with Accountability

The Administration embraces the creativity and responsiveness of states, and the
oppormnities for resl reform when states have the fexibility to design and administer welfare
programs (ailored to their unique circumstances and needs, Already this Administration has
granted waivers 10 nearly half the states for weifare reform demonstrations. National welfare
reform should embody the values of work and responsibiiity in a way that assures taxpayers
that federal money is being spent prnxdently and appropriately.  For reform 1o succeed, -the
funding mechanisms for welfare should not put children or states at risk in times of ‘
recession, population increase or unpredictable growih in demand,

In this coswext, the Adminmistration has serious concerns about the proposed legislaton:
¢ The épﬁn‘dirzg cap in the proposed legislation makes no allowances for potential

grawth in the need for cash assistance because of economic downtuen,
population grawth, or unpredscmbic c;mmmcses it could resuft o ostawes
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running out of monéy befgre the end of the year, and thus having to turh away
working families who hit 2 "bump in the-road”™ and apply for short-term
assistance. 1t could preclude states from investing in job placement, in work
programs, in education and training, and in supports for working familics.

¢ The proposed legislation removes the requirement that states match federal
funds with their own.state funds. With none of their own money at nisk, states
will have many fewsr incentives 10 spend the funds efficiently and alfectvely
to improve performance and increase self-sufficiency.

o The proposed legistation provides virtuglly no accountability, There are no
incentives for gond performance and virtually 5o penalties for failure. There is
ro provision for the recavery of monies paid out fraudulently or in error.
There are no mechanisms for ensuring that states are actuaily spemding the
maney on needy children rather than on state burgaucracies, or for monitoring
whether federal money is being used to belp parenis gain self-sufficiency,
require work, and enforce parestal respoasibility. Indeed, the federal
government 1§ forbidden from taking any meaningful steps 10 ensure program
performancs and accountabinlity.

The Admunistration supports groposals that significantly increase siate flexibifity but also

ensure accouptability for achieving national goals. The Administration supponts a funding
mechanism hat wAll 5of put children and states at risk down the road, and that gnables stales

to suceeed in moving people from welfare 10 work and in supporting working families.
Administration has significam doubts about the ability of a pure block grt funding
mechanism to adequately protect both children and staies.

Protectien of Children

The Administration recognizes that the protection of children is the primary goal both of cash

assistance programs and of child welfare and child 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~home services or out of home placements 1o assure their safety. Strengthening
farnilies, and where appropriate, preventing removal of children from their homes also are,

kay goals of child protection services, There are problems in a pumber of argas,

Denial of Benefits t¢ Children on AFDC

The legislative proposals that would reform cash assistance have a number of provisions that

would put vuinerable children at greater risk,



9

As noted above, the lggistation would deny cash assistance 1o children of
unmacried nunor mothers for their entire childbood, 0 children bora while the
parent was on welfare, and w'ehildren whose parent had, received welfare for
more than five years, whether or not a joh was available or the parent was
unable to work. The funding caps could have the effect of denying cash
assastance 10 children when states used up their allocated funds, for whatever
resons. Children in low income working families, who may be forced onto
cash assistance in times of cconomic downturn, could be most affected.

Child Protection Services

Some of these children could well come into 4 sysmm of child protection services that is
already seriously overburdened and that i3 failing 1o provide the most essential services.
Reported child maitreatment and out-of-home placerments have both been ucreasing sharply.
Many state systems are in such distress that they have been placed under judicial oversight,
The proposed legislation responds o these 1ncreasingly senous problems by consolidating
existing programs that protect children into a block grant with nominal Tederal oversight,
The Administration has sericus eoncerns about this approach.

G

The preposed legislation caps spending for child protection programs at a level
consideratiy lower than baseline prejections. This could lead to uninvestigated
maltreatment reponts, and 0 children being left in unsafe homes with minimal
services. {t could also sevicusly hamper states! efforts to improve their chiid
abuse preveation and child protection systems.

The proposed legistation elimunates the adoption assistance programs, and
leaves it up to states whether they will significantly sustain the subsidies that
enable many special needs children o find penmanent homes, and whether they
will hopor commitmerss 1o those adoptive families that now receive subsidies.

The propased legislation virtually eliminaias federal monitoring and
accountability mechanisms. It makes it impossible for the federal government
o ensure the protection of children.

The proposed legislation is silent on the formula for allocating funds to the
states. Because of serious imbalances among the states in spending on child
proteciion, ttis hard to imagine a formula that would not disadvaniage either
staies that have been heavy spenders, or states that are only bcgnmmg 3]
wnproeve therr sysiems,

Substanuial improvements need to be made in {he child protection system and 1n the federal
role tn overseeing that system. The Administration supports a careful and thoughtful review

* of the programs before actions are taken that might sericusty harm mulions of vainersble

chtdren.
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Permal of Benelits 1o Disabled Chaldren on SSI
The Administration s deeply troubled by the c%z:mges proposed i the program designed (0
help disabled children--SS1L ’

© The proposed legislation essentially climinates SS1 benefis for children, with
the cxcepuon of a small group of clildren currently recetving benetits. Within
O months, over one hundred thousand disabled children would lose eligibility
for 881 benefus--some would loge medical protection as well. And inthe |
future, no oiild, oo matter how disabled, will be eligible for any cash benefitg
for SSI, except if cash benefits prevent them fram having 10 be
institutionalized. These proposals appear to penalize parents who are
determined o care for thedr child no matter what the goonomic conseguences
for the famnily. SSI recipients are among the neediest and mest vutnerable
children, in the poorest families,

o Some of the money saved i3 put o 2 new block gramt {or services to disabled
chuldren, which would require the creation of 2 new stale bureascracy (O
decide on appropriate services. This idea is ustested, and no ane kKnows what
ynpact it will have on the most vuinerabie of children and the parents who
care for them. The S-vear cut off in ATFDC for all persons along with the
elimination ‘of SSI cash for disabled children may leave {hese children
extramely vilnerable

The Administration sees the need for careful reform in this area, with Us potential for serious
harmy 10 extremely vulnerable ¢hildren. Last year the Congress established 2 Commission on
Childhood Disability 10 ook into these issues in consultation with experts from the MNational
Academy of Sciences.. The Commission will provide s report 1o the Congress later this
year. The Administration believes priudence dictates waiting for this short tiime uatid this
bipactisan commission, following a thorough review of all aspects of this important program,
hay an opporiunity to make recommendations.

Benefits to Legal Tmigrants

The. Administration strongly believes that Hlegal aliens should not be eligible for government
welfare support. But the blanket prohibition of all benefits 1o legal wmmigrants who are not
vet cifizens 18 oo broad, and wonld shift substantial burdens 10 state and local taxpayers.
These legal immigrants are required 1o pay taxes. Many serve in the armed forces, and
contribute to their comununities.  The Adrmiaistwation strongly favors a more focused
approach of holding sponsors accountable for those they bring into this country ‘and making
the sponsors’ comwnitment Gf support a legally binding contract.

b
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In summary, the Chaioman's mark espouses goals for the reform of wellare-~work, parenat
respensibility, prevention of 1een pregnancy and staic (lexibility--that the Administration and
the Americas prople share. But the wranslation of general goals into specific legislation
misses the mark in ondameanta! ways. The proposed legisiation does not represent serious
work-pased reform. [( does nothing to move people from welfare o work, and it does not
require everyone who can work go to work. It neither holds stae bureaucracies accountable
nor cushions state taxpayers against recession. U puts millions of chikdren at risk.of secious
harm. There are aliernative approaches to reform that achigve our mu*ua% goals in far more .
consiructive and accountable ways.

The Adsrunistration reigeraes its comunitgrent 10 real weitare reform and its desire 1o work
cooperatively with Congress o achieve i,

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there i3 no objection to the transmiutal
this report to Congress.

A similar lewter was sent 10 Representative Harold E. Ford,

Sincerely,

B R

Donna 12, Shalala

© e Members of the Subcommities on Human Resources

of
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March 2, 1995
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: "Bruce Reed

SUBIECT: Welfare Reform Update ~- House Ways & Means Markup

On Friday, the House Ways & Mecans Commiftee will {inish work on the Republican
welfare reform bill, and send it to the floor for consideration in latc March or carly April.
(The Senate begins committee hearings next week, but has no plans 10 get serious until May
or June) House Republicans have made severat changes in response to Democratic pressure,
but they remain vulnerable to our ¢riticisms that Et is weak on work and tough on children:

1. Weak on work: Aftcr Democrats ridiculed the work requirements in the
subconnsitiee bill as weaker than current law, Republicans increased their nominal work
participation rates to 50% by the year 2003 (up from 20%) -~ while continuing 10 cut money
by $15 billion over 5 years. At the 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 anybady into work.
Republicans rejected a Democratic amendment that would have imposed tougher work
requiréments and given the states money for work programs at the level Republicans
promised in the Contract with America.

2. Tough on children: The Contract called for a lifetime welfare ban for unwed teen
mothers and their children. House Republicans have softened that significantly to let stares
restore aid when the mother tumns 18, The original version would have affected millions of
children; the new version applies to g 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 the NGA {Dean, Thompsen, and others wrote House Republicans
last week 10 complain about conservative micromanagement in the bill); right-to-lifers, and
Americans generally {including 57% of Republicans, according to the New York Times poll).

The new Republican plan also includes a bonus for states that reduce their ,
“llegitimacy ratio” -~ the number of out-of-wedlock births and abortions divided by total
binths. Democrats pointed out that this would give states a financial incentive to limit the
right to choose, and that welfare reform should be a debate about work, not abortion.

3. Not tovgh enough on deadbeats: The final committee bill is likely to include
80-90% of our child suppost provisions, but some Republicans have been dragging their feer

-~on a few clements, including threatening to suspend drivers and pm{csswzzai ticonses for

parents who refuse to pay -~ a tool that has proved enormously successful in Maine and
other states that have tried it. We rushed a letter from you up 1o Archer late today insisting

-on the toughest possible child support measures. The committee will not make up s mind

until sometime Friday. You should criticize them sharply if they wimp out. ;-
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WELFARE REFORM

What do you think of the Republican welfare reform bill approved by the Housc Ways
and Means Committes this week? Would you sign i#t?

I am committed to working across party lines to cnact a bill this year that will end
welfare as we know it., $o far, Some Republicans in the House scem more intent on
just cutting people off and punishing them for their mistakes than in moving people
from welfare to work: I we're going 1o end welfare as we know it, we should be
tough on work and fough on deadbeats, not tough on children.

Your administration has not submiticd its own welfare reform plan this year. What
kind of plan do you support?

I'm proud of the bill we put forward last vear, It was the toughest, maost
comprehensive welfare reform plan any administration has ever proposed. When the
dust seitles, | believe a number of our provisions on child suppont enforcement, work,
anid teen pregnancy will become law,

Now we're working with members of Congress and governors in both parties to enact
a bill that fulfills the fundamental principles at the core of my plan: Real welfare
reform should be serious about moving people into work, and requiring anyone who
can work to go to work. It should demand respongibility from both parents, with the
oughest possible child support enforcement. &t should discourage teen pregnancy ami
send a clear signal that it is wrong to have ¢hildren outside marriage. And it shouldn't
punish children for their parents' mistakes,

Can you sign a bill that does not contain an individual entitlernent?

[ believe in giving States a ot more flexibility —— T've given waivers to 24 states, more

than any other President. But as a former govemnor, | also know that we won't have

- real welfare reform i all Congress does is shift €0s1$ to the states or pass the buck

from one burcaycracy to another without transforming the weifare system. We have a
national interest in work, responsibility, and the well-being of our children, and we
ought to set clear national goals and give states the chance 1o mect those goals without
top-down micromanagement from Washington.



You wers Zizt: one 1o call for ending welfare as we know it ~- but hasn't this welfare
reform debate passed you by?

I look forward to working with Congress o 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, | have given 24 states -

.half the country —- the freedom 1o cut through federal red tape and regulations and try

innpvative new approaches to welfare reform.  That's more waivers in two years than
my two Republican predecessors did in 12 years.

My Administration has broken every record in collecting child support, which is the
essential to getting people off welfare and helping them stay off.  Earlier this week, |
signed an exccutive order 10 make surc that federal employees who owe child suppont
have to pay it. And | am going 10 Keep pressing Congress to send me a welfare
reform hill that is tough on work, tough on cizzid support, and good for our children.

Do you support the Republicans' new plan to block grant food stamps for states that
do electronic benefits transfer?

-1 am a strong supporter of electronic benefits transfer, and along with Vice President

Gore, | have been pushing more states to adopt it as a way 10 empower people, cut
burcaucracy, and reduce frand. But the Republicans secem less interested in reform
than in z:uzzing the heart out of our longstanding bipanisan commitment o make sure
children in America get enough to cat. School lunch and other nutrition programs
have done a great deal to eliminate hunger in America, and Republicans are wrong to
try to pay for their Contract by asking poor children to cat less.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

CWARHINGTON

March 2, 1895

#
Déar Mr. chairman,

{ am writing to reiterate my firm belief that
Congress must pass tough c¢hild support enforcement
pweasures as part of welfare reforsm. when absent
parents don‘t provide support, the inevitakle
result is more welfare, nmore poverty, and nore
Aifficult times for our children, It is essential
that all Americans understand that if they parent a
ehlld, they will be held responsible for nurturing
and. providing for that child.

I am deing everything in my power to crack
down on child support enforcement. In 1993, we
collected a record $9 billion in child support -~ a
12 percent increase over the previous year. Last
week, 1 signed an Executive Order to ensure that
fadﬁral employees who owe child support live up to
thair responsibilities as parents, and that the
federal government will do its utmost to help find
parents with delingquent child support claims. Our
wolfare reform plan included the toughest child
support measures ever proposed. I1If absent parents
aren't paving child suppori, we will garnish their
wages, suspend their licenses, track them across
state lines, and if necessary, make then work aff
what they owe.

Parental respanaibility'shogld not becone 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,

1 hope the committee will not shy away‘fraw
its responsibilities on this issue. A number of

e
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bills similar to our plan could serve as the,
foundation for any effort to reform child
support ~- including the one offered by

‘Representatives Barbara Kennelly, Nancy Johnson,

and others. <Critical elements include denying
walfare benefits to any unwed mother who does not
cooperate fully in identifying the father, powerful
meagures for tracking interstate cases, and serious

‘penalties ~~ including license suspension, and if

necesgsary, requiring work -- for parenits 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 tine to get serious about ¢hild support
in this country. I look forward to working with

Congress to get it done.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,

%W

The Hnnorable Bill Archer
Chairman
Committee on Ways and Means

"House of Representatives

washington, D.C. 20515



IO

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

A;mi 4, 1995

. MEETING WITH DEMOCRATIC SENATOR& ON WELFARE REFORM

DATE: Wed,, April 5, 1995
LOCATION: Cabinet Room
TIME: 6:30~7:15 pm.

 From: _ Bruce Reed

I. PURPOSE

At Moynihan's request, Daschle asked for a meeting with members of his iafiziﬁarc
reform task force 1o discuss Scnate strategy. , |

II. BACKGROUND

Last week, Packwood reiterated his suppornt for block grants, and Chafee told reporters
that he opposed block granting Medicaid and child welfare but would not stand i the way of
a 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 Democrats 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 t0: 1) 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 legistative tactics, but talk about the elements you believe are essential for ‘
real welfare reform; and 4) Ask them to Jt}m us in takmg the high road in calling for
blpamsamth

They may press you on whether you would veto a bill that does not maintain the
individual entitlement: You can respond by reiterating that you support the entitiement, but
that the moment you give any hint of what you would or wouldn't veto, it would further
palarize the debate and give the Republicans an ¢xcuse to head for reconciliation - where
the Republicans would be sure to give you a bill you said you couldn't sign..

o
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1. PARTICIPANTS |
Sce attached.
IV. PRESS PLAN
Theee will be no’ press availability before or after the meeting.
V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS
| As ustral, |
VI. REMARKS ’

" Suggested talking points are attached.



PARTICIPANTS FOR MEETING WITH DEMOCRATIC SENATORS

"PARTICIPANTS:

POTUS
VPOTUS
Secy. Shalala

MEMBERS:

© Sen. Tom Daschlc .

Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan
Sen. John Breaux :
Sen. Chris Dodd

Sen. Ted Kennedy

Sen. Patrick Leahy

Sen. Barbara Mikulski

Sen. Carol Moseley—-Braun

- Sen,Jay Rockefelier

STAFF:

Leon Pancita

Pat Griffin

Carol Rasco

Harold Ickes

Erskine Bowles

George Stephanopoulos

+ Ralim Emanuel

Bruce Reed

Paul Carey . '

Susan Brophy - o ’ : "
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SUGGESTED TALKING POINTS

1. This is a monumentally important debate about our greatest socfal problem.

* The welfare reform debate goes to the core of how we're going to deal with our
maost pressing problems -~ reducing teen pregnancy and lilegitimacy, rebuilding the family,
reinventing govemnment to reflect our basic values. We can't allow this o become just
another political debatc about just another political issue. It's too impostant ~— what we do
this year can have vast conscguences that will outlive any of us here,

* This is hard. T've worked on this for 15 years, Pat has been working on it for 30,
Humility is in order ~ history is littered with reforms in this arca that faijed or fell shom,

2. 1 am troubled by the course the debate has taken s0 far.

* | don't like the bill the House passed because it's not real reform:
~~ It won't move people from weifarc to work. In fagt, it cuts child carc that
people need to get and stay off welfare.
- Acgording to CBQ, its work requarcmmts are unworkable,
~- It effectively repeals the Family Support Act, and removes any real
responsibility for states to help people move from welfare to work.
- It punishes small children for their parents’ mistakes,

* “The child support enforcement peovisions showed what can be done with a
bipartisan cffort. The Scnate should forget the sest of the House bill and start from scratch.

3. 1 want to sec real welfare reform that is fough on werk and responsibility, but good
to kids -~ and that gives states real Nexibility, not just more problems and less money.

* The test of real reform is whether it moves people from welfare to work. We need
time limits and tough work requirements that make sure people who cap work must go to |
work. But if people need child carc or job skills in order t6 go to work, they should get it

) .

. * We should give states a lot snore flexibility 1o achicve these goals. T've given 25
waivers, [ think we should go further, and give states the option to start doing what now
requires a walver on their own, without having to ask our permission.

* But we won't get flexibility or real reform if all Congress does is ship everything
off to the states and expect them 10 solve more problems with less money.  Last week, |
spoke to the Florida state legislature about what would happen to a high—-growth state fike
Florida under these block grams. Republicans and Democrats alike were nodding their heads
and applauding. If we want real reform, we can't solve all our budget problems here in
Washington at the states’ expense. We shouldn't put states and children at risk.

[
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4. We must do everything we can o make this a bipartisan issue,

* Most Americans without regard to party agree on what must be done to reform .
welfare. [f we can't put politics aside and agree on this issue, we never will, In the House,
the Rc;}ubi!cans went their own way —— and the bill they passed suffered t"or it. We cannot
k:z that happen in the Senate.

* If they try w jam this through the Senate as part of reconciiation, without real
cooperation and debate, they will destroy a bipartisan national consensus that goes back to
Ronald Reagan. If we work together, we can pass a sweeping, landmark bifl that 90% of the
people in America will support.  If they decide to go it alone, this issue will divide the
courltry, both parties will suffer, and millions of children will pay the price.

* 1 believe it would be an enormous political mistake for them to go that route. As
we found out, there's no better way to hide your light under a bushel than through
reconciliation — just try to find a voter who has ever heard of the EITC. But more
important, this issue is too important to most Americans. They don't want to see anather
bitter, partisan debate. They don't trust either party cnough right now for that. As Pat
Moyniban has said many times, nothmg this important should be done without support from
both parties.
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THE WHITE HMOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 26, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Bruce Reed

Rahm Emanuel

SUBIECT: Welfare Reform Update

I. Senate Finance Committee Approval

Today, the Senate Finance Committee spproved Packwood's welfare reform bill by a
vole of 12-8, with Baucus joining the Republicans. The measure is expected to come (o 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 central goal of moving people from welfare to work. We

will press for improvements on the flaor in key areas: more 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 and editorial boards to press for a veto threat over the individual entitiement,
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 line: If Congress passes a
bill that is serious about moving people from welfare to work, you'll sign it. If Congrcss

. passes a'bill that is phony and fails to promote work, you won't.

o
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H. 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-called illegitimacy bonus which could promote abortion. Faircloth,
Gramm, and Nichols will fight to add these on the floor, however, so we should continuc to
speak out against them. Like the House bill, the Senate bill mandates a S-year cutoff, but so
do the House and Senate Democratic altematives.

* Cuts not as deep: The SSI and immigrant cuts are somewhat more reasonable
than the House bill, and there are no cuts in child welfare programs. In its current form, the
bill cuts a total of $32 billion from welfare programs, compared to $38 billion in the House,

* Includes all our child support provisions: All the major elements of our child
support enforcement plan, including the drivers license provision, are in both the Senate and
House bills and enjoy strong bipartisan support.

* Not as weak on work: The Senate bill requires states to maintain a JOBS program
and to provide child care to recipients who are required to work. It reguires work after two
years, and has stiff participation requirements that reach 30% by 200L

B. The Bad News

‘While the work provisions in the Senate bill look better on paper, it has a long way to
go before it will be serious about moving people from welfare to work. Under the bill, states
are asked to provide substantially more work and child care for significantly less money,
which will be a strong incentive t¢ cut poopic off rather than move them into work. The
atrached views letier from Secretary Shalala outlines our concemns about the bill, ‘but here are

the highizghts

* CBO says 44 states will fall short on work: Today's marktzp was dominated by a
devastating CBO report, which estimates that 44 states will not be able to meet the work
participation rates in the Senate bill. CBO assumes that most states will take the modest 5%
penalty for non-compliance rather than invest in work programs. CBO says that states would
have to spend an additional $10 billion in the year 2000 in order to comply.

* Less money for child care: The Senate bill eliminates child care entitlement
programs and lumps them into the AFDC-JOBS block grant. The block grant represents a
9% cut over five years, angd because the work and benefit funding streams are combined,
there is no guarantee that any money will go for work and child ¢are rather than benefits.

tJd
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* No real protection against 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 1o
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
downtarmn, 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
Bailey Hutchison, also circulated a letter today calling for more money in the block grant 1o
deal with population growth, ’

* No incentive or requirement for state maintenance of effort: The Finance
Committee rejected 3 Breaux amendment t0 require states 1o mainfain their current cffort,
The NGA contingency fund amendment would reward states for 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 falis short of maintaining its
¥FY94 effon. %

HE Strategy for the Senate Floor

- 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 that 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 Coalition, 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, hcavy cmphasis on work, al moneyl.
But Moynihan has been telling all the liberals —— unfairly ~— that Leon promised him a veto
over the individual entitiement, so they should do nothing to improve the bill. (All Leon said
was that you would veto a bill that was tough on children.) Moymihan 1§ persvading enoungh
members to make it difficult for Daschle to build the united front he needs to bring
Republicans o the table,

As we near the end of the line, you will come under increasing pressure to say what
exactly it will take to get your signature on a welfare reform bill, 'We have already indicated
the kinds of changes we want —— resources and incentives for states 10 put people to work,
protections for economic downturm and population growth, requirements or incentives 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 oné thing we can do to strengthen our bargaining position and unify Senate
Democrats is to strike a higher Presidential profile on the issue in June. We have o change



the terms of the debate so that we're putting the Republicans on the defensive about work
instead of letting Democrats put us on the defensive over entitiements. The sooner we do
that, the more difficult it will be for Moyniban to box us in.

We recommend that you give a strong speech in early June that casts work 2s our
make-or-break issue, Work is the only issue they're afraid of: in today'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 retuming from
recess, and the Republicans will sce that we'te not going to go quictly. At the same time, we
will take advantage of Dole’s comments today that he is witling to work on a bipartisan basis,
by making sure that he gets a barrage cf letters from members and governors in favor of the
amendments we want.

"

You can say your bottom line i8 ¢clear: If Congress passes a2 bill that is serious about
helping states move people from welfare to work, you'll sign it. If it's phony, and about
something else, you won't. The repont from CBO, “whose director June O'Neill is a
Republican expert on welfare reform, ezzabics 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 Daschle altemnative.  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.
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WORK FIRST PLAN

TEMPORARY EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE

AFDC is abolished and replaced by Temporary Employment Assistance, a conditional
entitlement for families of limited duration,

PARENT EMPOWERMENT CONTRACT

In order 1o receive assistance, ali recipients must sign an individualized contract outlining
5 plan 20 get them into the workforce as soon as possible.

FINITE TIME FOR ASSISTANCE

Assistance is conditional. All recipients must sign a contract. Al recipients must follow
the contract (tough sanczions apply to those who don't). ‘

Asgistange is limited. During the first two months, all able-bodied recipients must -
cagage in iotensive job scarch {as demgned E}y stgles).” After two years, states will be

. tequired to offer workdare or commumty service 1o any recipient not working for at least
20 bours per week. Refissal to engage in workfire causes benefit reé*aczmns Ne family
may zecem assistance for more thag five years,

WQRK FIRST EWLGYMENT BLOCK GRANT

The JGBS pragram for welfare recipients is replaced by the Work First Empic;yment
Block Grant, which emphasizes work as the objective,

All able-bodied recz;;ients must work.

For those recipients still looking for work after the mzt;a.l two rmonths of job search, the
state may pravide any of a number of services to assist recipients in'obtaining jobs,
. ineluding, but mz limited t0:

job search

placement vouchers

wage subsidy/work supplementation

on-the-job-training '

microenterprise development/self-empioyment

2 GAIN type program operated by Riverside County, CA

a JOBS Plus type program operated by Oregon

other training or education for work preparation to bring about erployment

Wao Count Work, Not_”?lxrtii:ipation.“

Under the Work First plan, states would fez:as on getting recipients into raal jobs, gamng credit
only for: :

those leaving welfare for work ’ b

those working 20 hours ar more per week {even if stil receiving benefits)

those working 20 hours ot more per week in subsidized jobs (but not workfare)



Exgeption: states with pockeis of high unemployment could allaw workfare (100%% subsidized
jobs} to count.

The state work performance measure would reach 50% by the year 2(50{}, which would mean an
unprecedented number of welfare recipients would be warking.

We Give States the Resources to Emphasize Work

Flexibility: states would set all eligibility rules, ensbiing them to make work pay more than
welfare. States set benefit levels, resources, assets, and income disregard policies.

Fanding: the federal government wonld share in the cost of putting welfare recipients to work.
. The Werk First Employment Block Grant would be used for employment activities, job
placement assistance, work suppiememamn, on-thesjob-training, trmsporzatwn, child care; in
essence, whatever s siate decides is necessary to enabie a welfare recipient to go 1o work and
retain & job. Funding would be increased and the federal match rate would increase as well.

Child Care: Existing child care programs woukd be corzsaizdated with the Chiid Cara
Development Block gram negotiated by Se,nazors nndd and ﬁarch n 1'390

. Within the block grant, 10% of the funds would be set-aside for quality improvements
and 10% would be set-aside for expansion to ensure that states can help make child care
safe and available in comrunities with long waiting lists or where child care simply isn't
available. ' ’

Child care assistance would be available for 2 years for those ua:z'sitia:xing from wellare
to work (longer at state option) and would be based on a sliding fee scale. Working poor
 families with income below the ;}s:vamf line would be phased»m over lime.,

Medicaid: Medicaid would be availabile for 2 years for those transitioning from welfare 1o work
and would be based on a sliding fee scale.

Even Those Who Don't Work Must Perform Community Service

Those not in real jobs within 2 years must perform workfare Of community service as
designed by the state for 20 houts per week.

Those who ére exempt from the work zeqzziremenz (ill, aged, incapacuated recipients,

- those caring for a disabled <hild ov celative, or those with a child under six menths old)
must perform community service as defined by the state, such as volunteering at their -
children's schoal, or must take responsibility as outlined in their Parent Empowserment
Contract, such as having their children properly immunized.
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STATE FLEXIBILITY UNDER WORK FIRST PLAN

States would be provided xwi:h an unprecedented amount of flexability:

-

. States set their own benc‘it levels, countaoie assets, resqurces, and meome disregard

policies.

States have the flexibility to consolidate and streamline welfare operations 1o function
more efficiently and turn welfare offices into employment offices,

States design Parent Empowenment Contracts to provide a blueprint for each welfare
recipient to become employed.

States design their owrn jabl search programs geared to helping welfare recipients lock for
empiamezzz

States ciesagn their pwn employment programs 1o 4ssist we‘lfare recipients in obtaining 2
job and in preparing for a job. States 2l30 determine the form of support to provide to
mcipiea:s‘ direct benefits, wage subsidies o employers, &tc...

States determine who their empioyxmm block grmz will serve (from welfare mothery 0
unem;slt:yed fathers}.

States design and dcterzzzizzg workfare or community service jobs a}:prcpriazz for those

- welfare recipients not employed within 2 years,

States determine whether they wili Treat “interstate” immigrants differsntly,

‘Statca would be provided with "seamiess” child care assistance so that the need of the

family would determine the assistanice they receive, not the category of federal program
zmaey that's ava:iabic

States retain the option of aémzmstcnng their pwgrams under ex:.stmg walvers,

States have the option of rcqmng participants to undergo appropriate substance abuse
treatment whcrc mczs&w .

States have the nption of providing a $5C pass through of child supporr to welfare
familias,

States have the flexibility to design innovative teen pregnancy prevention programs.

-
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

June 13, 1995
Congressional Welfare Reform Meeting

DATE: Wednesday, June 14, 1995
- LOCATION: Oval Office

TIME: 12:15~1:00 pm

From: Bruce Reed

PURPOSE
To endorse the Daschle~Breaux~Mikulski welfare reform alternative, and to
discuss strategy for the vpcoming debate.

BACKGROUND

The Senate floor debate on welfare reform will begin next week. Last week,
Senators Daschle, Breaux, and Mikulski announced the Senate Democratic. .
leadership altemnative bill, called "Work First.® Their plan would sepeal AFDC
and require everyone who needs assistance to do something in etum. It
includes tough work requirements {fwo-years—and-work) and ultimate time
limits (five~years—and-out}. 1t provides states real resources for work amd
child care, gives state bureaucracies bonuses for mecting their work
requirements, and still provides significant deficit rcduczzm along, the lines of
your new budget plan. |

The Republicans wst;mned- floor debate until next week because of dissension
within their caucus from right-wingers 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
are still divided {Moynihan, Conrad, and Harkin also have alternatives), but
your endorsement should unite most of them behind Daschle.

As the floor manager, Moynihan is coming to the mecting even though he has
not endorsed Daschle, I be presses you on g veto threat over the individual
entitlement, you should tell him that our strategy is working: we bave the
Republicans on the defensive on work and on children, we have a real chance
to improve this bill, and & 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.



I PARTICIPANTS

President
Vice—President -
Secretary Shalala

Senator Daschle
Senator Moyaihan
Senator Mikulski
Senator Breaux

IV, PRESS PLAN

Pool press. You will open the meeting with brief remarks, then the press will
icave. After the meeting, the Senators will go 1o a press stakeout.

V. REMARKS
Talking points to be provided




THE WHITE HOUSE
T WASHINGTOH

July 14, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR LEON PANETTA

FROM: RAHM EMANLUEIL
BRUCE REED
SUBJECT: WELFARE REFORM

At this point it 18 clear that the Republicans will not be able 1o fake 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 1o use the end of this session to make a lasting impression
on the welfare debate -- one which establishes the President as the true champmn of welfare
reform,

To accomplish this geal, we must organize HHS and the Department of Agriculiure to wrap
up all the remaimag welfare waivers as soon as possible, thers are appzoxzmateiy 20 or more,
and szgz‘z all of them on ong day, )

At the maouncemem of the 20 additional waivers, the President would also lay out fouy
principles on which any future waiver would be approved and the nme frame for approval,

The headline we would strive for s, Clinton anncunces 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 August recess. The recess can be used to give us a jump on them for not
accomphishing welfare reform, and the President through Executive action could take charge
of devoting the recess period to weifare reform.

There are a number of steps that need 10 be put in place to make tus 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 the
Senate will not have an agreement on welfare reform by the ime of the August recess,
In addition, of and when the Senate begins discussions on welfare reform we want the
moderates 10 be more closely aligned wath the Democrats than with the Republicans.,



» Second, we need a meeting with Secretary Glickman and Secretary Shalala to diregt
them to finish every waiver on time in order to represent the President's best interest,
not their own bureaucratic timeline,

» Third, we need to organize Senate Democrats o attach their welfare bill to 3 major
legislattve vehicle before the August recess. This will show the Democrats trying 1o
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.

In addition w0 the President making an announcement at the end of the legislative session (the
first day of the recess), on the following day he should trivel fo a welfare worksite on his
way out to Hawait. There are many options for areas to held this type of event where the
President reiterates bis 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 10 a strategy and then taking the necessary
steps. By first gaining your approval and then moving the watver process and the Senate
relations glong, 1 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 Emanue!

SUBIJECT: Welfarc Reform —— Reccss Strategy

Over the recess, we will be working with Democratic govemors and key Senate allics
to prepare for the Scnate 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 closcly to make sure they don't undermine our hand in the Senatc, where
we were poised to get 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 Scptember 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 pecople
to work. Dole put off the bill not because he couldn't find the votes (as the press reported),
but because he knew he would have to come our way to get them. The Democrats went
along because nonc of them wanted to be scen filibustering the bill and some on the left were
afraid the Senate was about to pass a bill you could sign. e

Dole’s strategy over the recess will be to keep making modest 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 exemption for
mothers with children under onc rather than additional money for child care, ctc. So far, they
have stood up to the pressure and refused to sign onto his bill. But time is against us, and
the more time Dole has to beat up the moderates, the worse off we will be.




The ﬁaschi&~8maux~Mzkulskz bill has 30 cosponsors, and all the Democrats should
vote for it except Basscus, who has signed onto Dole's bill.  But moderate Republicans have
decided to improve the Dole bill rather than crogs over and support the Democratic substitule.
If moderate Republicans succeed in getting sofficient improvements, between 10 and 20
Democrats {moderates as well as some liberals who are up for re-election in '96) will
probabiy join them in supporting the Dole bili.

H

Il. Governors

Thompson has been pressing for a bipartisan NGA agreement on welfare reform since
he ook over as chaiy last month, In Vermont, he appointed a welfare reform commitice that
mncludes Demaocrats Carper, Romer, Chiles, Bayh, Bob Miller, and Dean, and Republicans
Thompson, Engler, Weld, Allen, Branstad, and Sundquist. This weck, Thompson told Dole
that if the debate were delayed unti! next month, he could deliver the Dcmocratrc governors'
su;;xpi}ﬂ for something close to the Dole bill.

By most accounts, Thompson is eager o strike a deal in order to strengthen the NGA
and boost his own profilc on welfare reform. In initial discussions with Democratic
governors this week, for example, he hinted that he would be willing to accept some
provision on maiatenance of cffort. But Thompson will be under pressure from Dole {and his
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 o help
them prepare for discussions over the recess. Their concerns are generally consistent with our
SAP (attached): They intend to hold out for a substantial increase in funds for child care, a
mainienance of cffort requirement, and a real contingency fund that responds 10 population
growth and cconomic downturn. Republican governors have resisted these provisions in the
past. Our best hope 15 for Democratic governors to persuade their Republican colieagues to
overlook Dole’s budget problems and insist that Congress provide somc real money. That
would strengthen the welfare reform bill and strengthen the NGA'S hand on the eve of the
Medicaid battle.

Our signal to the Democratic governors will be 10 proceed with negotiations to see if
they can get a deal that's a true blend of the Dole and Daschic bills and not just modest
changes to Dole. But we will also war them nof 10 undercut us on issues we have a good
chance to win in the Scaate, like maintenance of effort, and 1o make surc they check with us
before they sign onto any deal. We have to be particularly concerned in argas where thewr
interests may be different from ours. For cxample, unless we convince them otherwise,
Democratic governors are likely to endorse two clemients of the Dole bill we would sather do
without - a state option 1o block grant food stamps and Kasschaum's training biil wzth 110
provision for skill grants.

Let us know if you feel we should send the governors a different signal, We wiil
kecp you posted on any progress they make, :

oy




EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, 8.0, 20608

August 8, 1995
{Senate)

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

{THIS STATEMENT Ha$ BEEN COORDINATED BY OMB WITH THE CONCERNED AGENCIES.)

{Dole (R} K& and 31 cosponsors)

The Administration opposes S. 1120 in its current form because it
falls short of the central goal of rveal welfare reform ~— moving
people from welfare to work. 'The Administration strongly
supporis enactment of reail and effective welfare yreform that
promotes the basic values of work and respongibility. The
Edministration, therefore, strongly supports S. 1117, the
Dacchile«Breaux~Mikulskl substitute, which meets these obiectives.

Over the past two and a half years, the President has been
fighting for the basic principles of work and responsibility.
Last year, the President proposed a sweeping welfare reform
package that would: establish tough work requirements while
providing child care for working people; impose tough child
suppoert enforcemant measuras; rogquire tesn mothers to live at
home, stay in school, and identify their child's father; increass
State flexibility and accountability; and provide basic
protections for children, Ris ¢economic plan expanded the earned
income tax credit, which rewarded work over welfare and cut taxes
for 15 million working families.

Last February, the President issued an Executive Order to crack
down on Federal employess whe owe child support. The
Administration als¢o hag approved welfare refornm experiments in 32
States and has pledged fast-track approval for other State
danongtrations that pursue specified roform strategies. Such
strategies include: (1) strengthening work requirements backed
with child care; (2) limiting recipients’ duration on welfare and
cutting off paople who refuse to work; ({3) making parents pay
child support or go te work; (4) regquiring 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 hive walfare
recipients. The President has also directed that Federal
regulations be changed to ensure thst welfare recipients who
refuse to work do not receive increased ¥Food Stamp benefits to
pffset the decreases made in their welfare checks.



Tha welfare reform debate has come a long way in certain key
areas since thig Congress firgt took up the issue., Not so long
ago, some in Congress were prowmoting orphanages as the solution
to sut~-of-wedleck teen births. Now, §. 1120 includes provigions
from the President’s proposal reguiring mothers who are minors to
live at home and stay in school. Earliler this year, sone in
Congress wanted to sxclude child support enforcement from the
welfare reform debate. Now, there is bipartisan agreement on the
toughest child suppoert enforcement propesal ever, and both the
House~passed H.R. 4 and 8. 1120 include the President’s wajor
child support enforcement provisions. In addition, S. 1120
adopts the Administration’'s pogition that child protection
programs for abused children mugt be protected and includes an
important provision from the President’s welfare reform plan
requiring welfare recipients t¢ sign personal responsikility
contracts as a condition of assistancs.

The key to successful welfare roeforn le moving peosple from
welfare to work., 8, 1120, however, does not put work first., It
does not provide the level of child care rescurces necessary to
suppoert the imposition of tough work reguirements. Indeed, it
vepeals critical child care prograng now serving 640,000
children. It does not provide incentives for States to promots
work. Instead, by allowing States to no longer contribute any of
their own resources, the bill gives States an incentive to throw
people ¢ff the welfare rolls rather than put them to work. It
further undernmines the goal of reguiring work by shifting an
grniormous cost burden to States and localities and putting them at
even greater risk during an econemic downturn., Ko safeguards are
providaed for children whose families lose assistance through no
fault of their own. More families may have to make 4o with less
food on the table, if States opt for & Food Stamp block grant and
then spend Foeod Stamp block grant funds on other programs.
Finally, House and Senate Republican plans cut low=incone
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 ¢o the States with more mandates and
less money.

The Administration’s most significant concerns are discussed
below, As the Administration continues its review of 8. 1120, it
way lidentify other troublesome issues and will work with Congress
to address those concerns as well.

Moving People from Welfare to Work

Welfare reform will succeed only if its central qoal is wopk.
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




innovative welfare~to-work programs in Qregon, YTowa, and dozens
of other States. If a welfare system is to provide work-based
incentives for States and welfare recipients, adequate resources
for ¢hild 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.

velfare to work. 8. 1120 would neithar require nor
encourage States to contribute resources to welfare reform.
Many States could be expected to withdraw thelr own funds,
cut benefits, purge large numbers of current recipiéents from
the rolls, and aveid the burden of helping people become
self-sufficient. JIn sum, there is a real danger that States
would ¥Yrace to. the bottomY to save State dollars or to detar
migrants frow other States.

Tt makes no sense to dany child care to people trying to
leave welfare and to working people who are trying to stay
off welfare. By aggregating funding for cash benafits,
ehild care, and employment assistance inte one block grant
and cutting it across~the-~board, §. 1120 provides no
guarantee that States will put any money inteo child care and
work preograms that move people off welfare. The
Administration recommends that the bill be modified to:

{1} fund employment and child care for welfare recipients
separately from cash benefits; and {2) ensure that people
who can work, do so, and have the child care when they do.

ff 8. 1120 gives

statea an incentive to save money by throwing people off the
rells. To change the culture of welfare, the blll should be
podified to reward guccess instead of the status quo. The
administration supports a performance bonus that would focus

" the welfare bureautracy and recipients on the central gaai
of moving from welfare to work.

ggﬁg““ In cantrast.ta aﬁrrent fundinqmwaahaniams,‘fnndlng
for temporary assistance to needy familieg under S. 1120



would not adjust adegquately to cushion the impact of

unenmployment and economic stagnation. States.in recession

would encounter reduced revenues and increased caseloads.

§. 1120 would provide a "ralny 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 neet
certain criteria. There is ne ¢guarantee, howevey, that the
finite amount that such States receive will be adeguate.
And if there is population growth in a majority of States,
each will get a diminished share of the fixmed dollars. The
Administration recommends that the bill be changed to adiust
for shifts in economic condition and population.

Training

The training provisions In 8. 1120 include the consolldation of

approximately 90 training prograxs. Glven the need to build a

comprehensive workforce development gystem to serve all Americans

and the concerns expressed below, the Administration believez it

is inappropriate to consider these provisions in the context of

welfare reform legislation. oOf paramount concern is the bill's

insufficient funding for the consolidated programs., While the

: Praesident’s FY 1996 budget proposes to increase funding for

; training by $1 billion over FY 195, 5. 1120 would cut funding by
’ 15 percent., Hot only 1is the plan’s funding insufficlent for the

Mation’s workforce needs as a whole, the conseolidation of these

: programs means that billions of dollars lesg will be available to

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

In addition, 8. 1120 would not ensure proper acgoountabllity for
$8.2 billion in Federal training and vocational education funds.
If the bill were adopted, the Federal Governmant could not assure
taxpayers thai States were spending Federal funds to achieve the
national goals of improving workers’® skills, facilitating
individualas’ transition from school to work, and helping severely
disadvantaged pecple enter the education and work malnstreanm.

Unlike the President’s job training proposzl, $. 1120 would not
require the use of skill grants for adult training. Thus, there
wotild be no guarantee that training resources weuld be put
directly into the hands of dislocated workers and low-incone
adults, so that they could make informed training choices. Other
concerns about §. 13120 include its: (1) faillure to target
resources on those most in need; {2} devolution of the successiul
Job Corps program to the States; {3) elimination of the Summer
Jobs, Trade Adijustment Assistance {TAA and NAFTA-TAA) training,
Fmployment Service, and Senior Community Service Bmployment
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



layoffs and national disasters and for other purposes; and

{6y creation of a complex new bureaucracy under the direction of
a part-time board with uncertain accountability as the Federal
governance structure.

In addition, the Administration supports the deletion of the
provision in &, 1120 that modifies Davig~-Bacon labor standards
protections. ¢Overall, Davis~Bacon reférm is the appropriate
avenue for addressing what changes should be made to Davis-Bacon
reguirenents.

Protegting Children

Reduced spending for low-income programs is possible while still
protecting the most vulnerable. The Administration bas proposed
$38 billien in carefully tailored cuts for c¢ertain welfare
programng over seven years; however, the magnitude of the suts
agpumed in the congressional budget resolution «- approximately
$110 billion over seven years -~ compromises the abllity of these
programs to protect children and promote work. This is
exacerbated by the absence of malntenance-of-affort requirements
on the States. It is not realistic to expect the States to
compensate for the reduced Federal spending from their own
revenues. Many will ultimately pass on the drastic cuts to
children and families, who will endure future cuts or even losses
in benefit eligibility. <The proposal also gliminates benafits
for approximately four million children even if their parents
have done everything possible to find work.

The Administration supports the retention of Supplemental
Security Income (8S1} cash benefits for eligible ehildren
provided by S. 1120. The plan, however, would apparently dany
8SI benefits to wore than 370,000 disabled children over the next
five years. In addition, the bkill would establish a mandatory
five-year cut off of Temporary Asslstance for Needy Families
without regard te their circumstances, The bill would not
provide any protection for childran when their parents are unable
to work due to illness, disability, the need to care for a
disabled child, or high local unemployment. The Administration
believes that such provisions are unduly harsh.

The Administration is pleased that &. 1120 includes a number of
provisions proposed by the Department of Agriculture to combat
Food Stamp fraud. The Adninistration, 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;
elinminate the program’s economic responsiveness; end hatlonal

. eligibility and benefit standards; and ultimately divert support



away from feod. The bill requires only 75 percent of the hlock
grant funds to go to food assistance, a provision that could
divert 823 billion worth of food from children and families gver
the next five years. Furthermore, any State that exercises the
block grant nptian will see its food assistance decline
drapatically in the event of recession or population growth. The
block grant option would threaten the national nutritional
framework that has successfully narrowed the gap betwsen the
diets ef low-~income and other families.

The Administration ls concerned about the severity of the cuts te
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. 5. 1120 does not
. provide States with the resources to accomplish this goal.

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

§. 1120 should support fair treatment for legal immigrants. The
Administration supports tightening sponsorship and eligibility
rules for non~¢itizens 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 reciplents,
including the disabled who are exempted under current law,.
(“Deeming” is the requirement that sponsors’® income be counted
when determining immigrants’ eligibility for benefits.) The
Adninistration also is deeply concerned about the bill’s
application of deening provisions to Medicaid and other programs
where deeming would adversely affect public health and welfare.

skl Reform Proposal -~ Real ge;gafa Reform

The Senate has the chance to enact real bi-partisan welfare
raeform. The Adpinistration strongly supporis 8. 1117, the
welfare reform proposal offered by Benators Daschle, Breaux, and
Mikulski. Instead of paintaining the current welfare system --
which undermines our basic values of work, responsibility, and
family -- this plan sends people to work 50 they can earn a
paycheck, not a welfare check. Unlike 8. 1120 and the House-
passed H.R. 4, this proposal provides the child care for those
transitioning from welfare to work and for those trying to aveid
welfare in the first plage. It holds State bureaucracies
accountable for real results, and rewaxds them for putting people
e work, not fust removing people from the welfare rells. It
saves money by moving pesople to work, not by expecting the States
to handle pore 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, 1993
Time: 6:00-6:30 p.m.
From: Bruce Recd

1. PURPOSE

To give Democratic governors negotiating instructions for a possible NGA compromise on
welfare reform.

"II. BACKGROUND

Gov. 'Iho:np‘s:on promiécd Dole hecould get a bipartisan NGA deal on welfare 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 believe a deal could be helpful in the upcoming
Senate debate — $0 fong 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 ¢hild care
and the contingency fund; 2) don't give an inch on maintenance of effort; and 3) make sure it
looks likc a governors’ deal -~ a middle ground between 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 1o press you for our botiom line —— what's unacceptable, what we
would veto, ¢tc. We've made recommendations in the talking points as to what we think
would be-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 be on the West Coast, but we will call vou 15 minutes beforchand to
do the briefing, and stay on for the call. Secretary Shalala will come to your office.

HI. PARTICIPANTS

Governor Bob Miller (NGA vice chair) Governor Carnahan
Governor Carper {lead Democratic negotiator) - Governor Chiles
Governot Romer {most enthusiastic negotiator) Governor Dean

IV. TALKING POINTS
Attached.



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

WELFARE REFORM ISSUES

Overall Approach

Child Care $

Méinl.cnanoc of Effort -
Contingency Fund $
Performance Bonus

Punitive Mandates

Food Stamps

Job Tlrai-ning

Other Elements

~= Child Support Enfo;cécmcnt
-~ Minor Mothers

—~- Personal Responsibility Contract
—-- Vouchers -




. Talking Poinis
Welfare Reform Conference Call

I. Gverall Approach

* Thank you for taking time out 1o work on this. States obviously have a lot af stake
in what happens i Congress this fall on a number of issues —~ and it's important {o stand up
for youy intercsts on welfare reform, which will be the first one out of the box.

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

* You should do evervthing you can 10 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 sce the governors stepping forward with their own, centrist plan that's good
for states and could actually work.

* You should constantly remind Thompson that govemnors 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 (o
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 sce out of a governors' deal.  I'ms not saying that we
will flat out reject a deal that doesn't 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
all stay on the same page, you check back with us when vou have a better sense of the terms
you think you might be able to get, '

. Child Care

* We estimate that it will cost states $13 billion more over 7 years than Dole has in
his bill to be sble 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 biltion), that would be good.

[NOTE: The governors may ask about whether we'll insist on maintaining FV~A child
care a8 an individeal entitlement.  That's not going fo happen. Dodd and Kennedy, the
Democratic loaders on child care, have already proposed to put child care into a capped
entitlement block grant.  Our major concern s making surc that there's enough money in that
block grant,]



Hi. Maintenance of Effort

* The President feels very strongly that it is in the stales’ best interest to have a real
maintenance of effort requirement. The Thompson-Dole idea of 75% for the first two years
is not a serious proposal. You should 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 issuc 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.c., $2 billion).

Y. Performance Bonus

* There is bipartisan support for the idea of giving states performance bonuses for
mecting their work requirements. The Daschie bill includes $1.5 billion over 5 years. You
should fry o get 3 specific dollar figure as well,

V1. Punitive Mandates

* This is an arca where you can shore up Daschle and Dole at the same time. Keep
in mind that a governors' deal could tum out to be even more important in conference, when
we try to ward off nasty provisions in the House bill, You should insist on a strongly worded
statement that states oppose Washington telling them to cut off voung unwed mothers and
oppose the idea of an illegitimacy bonus that could reward states for encouraging abortion.
You should alsc be able to get a strong statement against the Immigrant provisions.

VII. Food Stamps

* As you know, the Administration has threatened to veto a bitl that block grants food
stamps. We have not issued such a threat over a state option to block grant food stamps, but
we have serious concerns about it. The Republicans call it a state option, but it isa't really,
because the option s irrevocable — any state that exercises it can never go back, even if the
state goes into a decp recession and its population of poor, unemployed, and hungry people
goes through the roof.

* We know it is difficult for govemnors 1o opposc anything called a state option, but
we would like you to take this one off the table.



ViIi. Job Training

* This is another arca where we may differ a bir, Senate Republicans want to include
the Kassebaum job training bill as part of welfare reform. We have secveral problems with
that: 1) Kassebaum cuts funding for job training by 15%; 2} We think it's 3 mistake to {ake
money away from taining for dislocated workers and allow it (o be used to train welfare
recipients; and 3) The Kasscbaum 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 endorsing it as part of this deat.

iX. Other Elements -

* Finally, we've listed a fow other ¢lements that can help this Iooi{ more like a
governors’ deal that borrows from both Dole and Daschle:

* Toughest possible child support enforcement: No argument there,

R Requiring minor mothers o live at home and stay in school: A positive
endorsement of this will help ward off the punitive cut-off of yvoung mothers.

* Personal responsibility contract for cach recipient: This was in the
President's plan and the Daschle bill; it's now in the Doic bill as well.

* Job placement vouchers: The Dole and Daschie bills both call for the use of
vouchers to private companies 1o place welfare recipients in private sector jobs.

* Vouchers for children whose parents have reached the time Himit: Many
Democrats in the Senate who are very nervous about a governors' deal that gives up
on the individual emtittement will feel much better about it if you can agree to some
kind of third-patty voucher that will help provide food and clothing, for the children of
regipients who have hit the time limit and been cut off. It should be hard for
Republicans to argue against this kind of safety net for innocent childeen.



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 reform.

1. 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 of work. )

Like the original PPI 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-Tanner bills,
the plan imposes a S-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 home 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,

{



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 the first walver 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 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 proiection against displacement. The basic protections of the Family Support Act
cannot be waived, 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 fo the required co-payments for child care,

There i3 a sentence in the address -~ "I pledge that my administration will 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 fmiies -~ to sum up these
concerns without attracting (oo much attention,

HHS will need 1o work out these issues with the sfate, and Thompson riay try 1o
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 o reform.

. Waiver Update

The radio address also praises Maryland’'s new plan, which was submitied three
weeks ago, The Maryland plan is less sweeping (no time Hmits, 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 down on welfare fraud,

On Thursday, Minnesota became the 38th state to receive a waiver from us, but it
was too frivial to highlight {expanding a demonstration 1o another county). We should be
able to get to 40 states out of 50 by July.

i
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WABHINGTON

May 22, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Bruce Reed
SUBJECT: . Welfare Reform Update

Here is 2 brief summary of the latest welfare reform proposals (Housa Republican bill,
Dole speech, Wisconsin plan} and the major issues they raise.

1. House Republican bill -

- House Republicans announced a new Medicaid/welfare reform package today, We're
still waiting to see the details 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 t0 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 velo message. It includes the NGA request for $4 billion in additional child care, which
the states must match. 1t 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 the deep cuts in 831 for disabled children and the cuts in school lunch
and maintains the open—cnded entitlements for child welfare programs. It adopts the NGA
recommendation that states have to provide health coverage for welfare recipients, although it
does not guarantee health coverage beyond the S-year limit.

. The major areas where they did not move in our direction are immigrant benefits and
Food Stamips. The new House bill still bans 551 and Food Stamps for non~citizens; in the
past, we have never gone beyond deeming. (Breaux-Chafee and Castle~Tanuer include these
bans as well, with some exceptions for the disabled.) It appears to retain the optional Food
Stamp block grant, the Food Stamp cap, and the work requirements for men 18-50. Other

-arcas that arep’t what they could be include maintenance-of-effort (like NGA, they're still at
75%; we wanted 80%); vouchers for children who hit the time limit (allowed but pot
required; Hreaux—Chafee and Castle~Tanner don't guarantee these either); Medicaid coverage
beyond the time limit; and a few arcane issues like fransferability of funds from the block
grant to other welfare programs and broader provisions on equal protection for recipients.

¢
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Their overall savings level is $53 billion, compared to $38 billion for our plan; $42
billion for Castle-Tanner; and $45-53 billion for Chafec~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 z fow other assorted provisions.

" 1L Dole Speech

There was virtually nothing new in Dole’s speech. We could live with everything he
proposed on welfare reform. Most of his proposals (work requirements, Swycar limit, state
flexibility on family cap and drug testing, child support enforcement) are in all the bills we've
supported in this Congress. His call to ban all but emergency medical benefits for illegal |
imymigrants is already law -~ although his speech could be interpreted to mean benefils
beyond welfare, such as public education. A state option 10 cut off unwed teen mothers is
not in our bill, but it's in Chafec~Breaux, Castle~Tanner, and the Senate-passed bill, and we
could live with it (since no state in its right mind would ever do’it}.

In his speech, Dole didn't talk about any of the real differences 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 disabled children, school lunch, and child welfare, Those are all areas
where the Senate bill was acceptable, but the Dole~Gingrich conference report was not.

IIE. Wisconsin Works t

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

"and jts primary motivation IS to move people from welfare to work, not to0 achieve an

arbitrary savings target. Like every bill, it includes 2 5~year lifetime limit, and like the
Breauz~Chafee and Castle~Tanner bills, it provides a 20% hardship exception for pcoplc who
can't find work. The plan also includes other key principles of yours, such as requiring minot
mothers to live at home and stay in school, and strengthening the rcqmmmmts to cooperate
with paternity establishment. . .-

Three aspects of the Wisconsin plan have raised concern among advocates and labor.
First, some {ear 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 protection against displacement. Third, there are potential legal and policy issues
related to the required co~payments for child care. Mayor Norguist 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

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

s

. FROM: . Bnice Reed

SUBJECT:

_ You should urge Demoeratic governors te 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 greatest
obstacle to weifare rcfurm this year. 1f Republicans w:i% cimp that plan, the other details
will take care of themselves,”

Democratic governors should be sympathetic to this message. In contrast to
Medicaid, the welfare reform provisions of the new House Republican bill are fairly simiiar
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 mopey for child care, 3 performance bonus, & 32 billion contingency fund, ete. The
Democratic governors’ main concerns are over relatively obscure issues where the House
cut degper in order to pay for the additional child care spending: the 20% cut in Title XX
{which doesr’t bother us that much, as budget cuts goj, and eliminating the shelter
deduction for Food Stamps. _

We want the Democratic governors to cry {oul 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 battle if we make enough noise -- and if we don’t et lost in the details of which
additional improvements will be necessary once the Medicaid poison pill is gone.  Once we
get into a debafe on a stand-slone welfare reform bill where the underlying objective i3 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 pill first.



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASH INGTON

June 17, 15958

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Bruce Reed
- Rahm Emanuel
;S{}B}ECI' : " Background on Tuesday's Welfare Reform Exscutive Actions

In ’Z‘aésday's speech to the American Nurses Association, you will announce executive

actions to reform welfare and strengihen child support enforcement. These steps will add to
pressure.on the Congressional leadership to stop holding welfare reform hostage. On
Saturday, Armey hinted that Republicons might abandon their Medicaid poison pill strategy
and send you a stand-alone welfare bill

You are taking exccutive action to carry out two important child support enforcement
measures that have always beea part of your welfare reform legislation: First, a new program
to check new-hire information from 235 states to catch deadbeats who move from job to job
or state to state; and second, a new regulation requiring mothers to name the father before
they ‘can receive welfare, The Administration will also grant 2 waiver to New Hampshire,
which means that 40 out of 50 states have received a weifare reform waiver on your waich.

.‘ Tracking Deadbeats Across State Lines and from Job fo Jeb: As you know, 30
percent of child support cases cress state lines ~— and the easiest way to get out of
paying child support i8 to move fron state to state and job to job. Twenty—-five states

already 1equire employers to report new hires, and use the information 10 catch parents’ ‘

who owe child support. In Washington state, this program leads to $20 in child
support collections for every dollar spent. Under our new program, those 25 states
 can send us new hire information, and we will match it against a list of delinquent
parents from.all 50 states. M Congress passes welfare reform, new hire reporting will
become the law patioowide ~~ a provision which has always been in our welfare bill.

. Stricter Paternity Coeﬁer;tiaﬁ Requirement: You arc directing HHS to issuc new
regulations requiring welfare recipients to identify and help locate the father before

they can receive welfare. The new regulation requires mothers 10 name the father and

provide one picce of identifying information, and requires states to refer applicants to
".. the child support agency within two days to begln paternity establishment efforis. |t
includes a good cause exemption in cases of rape or threat to the mother's safaty.
Under current law, the standard of cooperation is very low, and rarely enforced.  This
new requirement has always been in our welfase bill, and builds on the 1993 in-
hospital paternity establishment program -~ which nurses have run with great success.

o
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July 23, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Bruce Reed

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Conference

The welfare reform bill passed the Senate this evening by a vote of 74-24. The
conference will begin immediately, and could be finished by the weekend.

1. Overview

We need (0 move quickly to mobilize bipartisan support for holding onto the
improvements the House and Senate have made, and to seek further improvements if
possible. We are working with Republican moderates in both houses 1o spell out their
concerns in letters to the conferees, and with Blue Dog Democrats who withheld their
support from the House bill in order 1o extract concessions from the Republican leadership in
conference. We also are pressing NGA w weigh in on a number of state flexibility issues
where our interests coincide,

We have already won the battle on virtually cvery Issue thal i3 central (o moving
people from welfare to work, from providing health care and child care to requiring §0%
maintenance-of-effort and giving states a performance bonus for placing people in jobs. The
House and Senate bills are quiite similar in all these arcas, and both are dramatically better
than the vetoed bill,

'Many provisions of the vetoed bill that were tough on children have been dropped as

well -- cuts in schoo! lunch, child welfare, and SSI for disabled children. The main baules

in conference will be over protecting children from some of the cuts that remain — by .
allowing vouchers, contzining the food stamp cuts, and alleviating or delaying the impact of
the inumigrant provisions.

We should use the leverage we have - the governors’ desire for flexibility, the
conservatives” destre for the family cap opt-cut {(which the Senate removed today by a vote
of 37-42), and the strong desire of many Republicans for a ull that actually becomes law --
10 Keep up the bipartisan progress in these areas,

L
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II. Key Issues

A. Vouchers: Both bills prohibit the use of federal block grant funds to provide
vouchers beyond the S-year time lmit. As a practical matter, states could still use their own
money to provide vouchers, and would be more likely to use the 20% hardship exemption in
both bills {rather than vouchers) o deal with families who reach the time limit. But the issue
has taken on symbolic importance for both sides. Today, after Lott forced Chafee and
Jeffords to change their votes and defeat an amendment to pormit the use of block grant
funds for vouchers, Daschle gand a handful of other Democrats felt so double-crossed they
voted against final passage. Castle fought for a similar amendment en the House side, bt
the leadership would only give him 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 both parties. It would be easy to reach a middie ground on substance - for example,
allowing vouchers for more limited in-kind expenses (such as diapers and clothing), or in
more Himited circumstances (such as economic downturn). But the Republican leadership
knows how much Democrats wamt this, and will keep trying to deny it in an effort (o split
our ranks,

B. Food Stamps: Two Food Stamp provisions of the House bill are worse than the
Senate: the Kasich amendment to impose a three-month lifetime Iimit for unemployed men
without children, and the block gramt state option. The Kasich provision is particularly
mean-spiriied, and was designed o give the House leverage in conference., The Senate
unanimously passed a Conrad amendment o 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 (o 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 almost no state today could meet.

C. Immigrants: The House bill cuts much more deeply than the Senate, and both
are disappointing. QOur best hope in conference 15 that Republican governors and Republican
Ieadership may ultimately have second thoughts about going this far {unless they think they
can draw g vetg). If Republicans are willing to consider any changes, the choices include
exempting children {a Kenvedy amendment to exempt children from the bans received 51
votes in the Senate, but needed 60 o 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 changes
will be difficult, because Republicans want (o jam us and Demaocrats don’t want to go out on
a limb.



D. Other Differences: We will give you a 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 1o be resolved in conference:

e

Family Cap: The House bill, like the conference report, allows states to opt out of
the family cap but requires them to miake an affirmative decision to do so. The
Senate dropped the family cap and plans to use it for leverage in conference. This is
our best bargaiing chip. Even though there is little praz:tzcai differcnce between the
opt-out provision in the Houge bill and the opbin provision in our own bill, House
conservatives neged the opt-out, and n the past have been Wziimg to give up a lot to
get it.

Performance Bonus: The House bill provides $500 million in bonuses 10 states for
placing people in jobs; the Senate bill provides $1 billion. Either provision is much
better than the vetoed bill, which had pcrformancc incentives bm not a scparate pool
of cash bonuses. .

Maintenance of Effort: The Senate bill sets MOE at 80% of FY1994 spending, and
tightens the definition of what counts, The House bill also sets MOE at 80%, with
75% for states that moet the work requircments. {Any state that can meet the work
requirement will probably be spending more than 75% of is carrent effort anyway.)
Either provision is better than the conference report, which was a flat 75%.

Transferatiility: Both the House and Senate made it much tougher to transfer money
from the block gramt to other purposes. The Senate bill himits such transfers to child

- care; the House allows transfers for a fow other services but also significantly limits

the amount of money that can be transferred.

Work Hours: The House reduced the work requirements o 30 hours 2 week; the
Senate remains at 35 hours. The NGA will be pushing 0 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 bil} block grants 2
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 ehtld abuse.

Equal Protection: The Senate bill mcludes equal treatment and due process language
from Castle-Tanner (¢ help make sure eligible recipients are treated fairly, The
House language is harder to enforce.



» Adoption Tax Credif: The Senate voted overwhelmingly to attach the adoption fax
credit you endorsed earlier this year. The House passed an adoption tax credit in
May, but did not address it in the wel{are 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 to welfare recipients and their
children, based on current eligibility rules. This is a dramatic improvement over the
vetaed bill, which explicitly broke that link. The House and Senate bills are virtually
wlentical, but given its importance, we should keep an eye on this issue in conference.

111, Wisconsin Waiver

If we’'re going to approve the Wiscongin waiver this weekend, we need to dosoina
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 comsistent
with what we're secking in conferernce,

You will 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: 13 equal protection/due process; and 2) time limits. In
both areas, I recormmend 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
entitlement, 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 o give recipients a fair hearing afier their benefits have been cut,

On time limits, we could grant the state’s request, but spell out explicitly in the
waiver that the state had the option to use federal money to provide youchers beyond the
time limit, as well as the option 1o exempt up to 20% of hardship cases. .

Neither of these decisions will please HHS or completcly 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 examiple, Republicans might decide to add a nider to the
conference report that deemed the entire Wisconsin waiver approved -~ inchiding the
Medicaid provisions we don’t support. That may be procedurally difficult, but if it’s a real
possibility, it's not worth the risk.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: - Carol Ra@n—g/jwk L@/

SUBJECT: Status of Welfare Reform Implementation

This memo will update you on efforts to ensure that weifare 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 2 weekly basis. We have established three
subgroups. One will monitor key implementation milestanes, identify and resolve issues, and
ensure deadlines are met. A second group is developing proposals to expand job opportunities
for those fzaving welfare. A third group will coordinate Presidential welfare events, Separate
work is going forward on de:vekopzzzg proposals to correct the major flaws in uiezfm reform

which yczz have identified.
One key element of implementation is work g‘ ith the states through the National Gt}vcmofs‘ - , 4“"
Association (NGA), the National Conference of State Legislators (NCSL), and the

Public Welfare Association (APWA) to ensure smooth federal-state communication. &
Intergovernmental Affairs is coordinating Cabinet agency contact with state and local officials &

q@all implemmentation issues. NGA, NCSL, and AFWA will meet on implementation issues :
on September § 10, including governors® senior policy staff, state legislative leaders, and Q%}
state social service commissioners, Intergovernmental Affairs is working with NGA to

negotiate the agenda of that meeting, including making Federal officials available for briefings.

. This memo summarizes the work of the subgroup dealing with implementation. There are a
tremepdansaumnberafdiffoult jplemenation challepers raised by the bill, Al 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 foliowing is a list of some of the main deadlines and challenges that we have so {ar
identified.

TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAM%ZES {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 arc several major issues that we
will be tracking as HHS manages this transition:
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Carol Rai‘g%ack L@//

SUBJECT: Status of Welfare Reform Implementation

This memo will update you ou efforts to ensure that welfare reform is implemented smoothly
and ¢ffectively. .

We have formed an inter-agency working group to coordinate impleraentation, 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, 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 1o carrect the major flaws in welfare reform
which you have identified. -

One key clement of implementation is work with the states through the National Governors’ = & «“
Association (NGA), the National Conference of State Legislators (NCSL), and the Axwa
Public Welfare Association (AFWA) to ensure smooth federal-state communication,
fnwrgovcrmncmai Affairs is coordinating Cabinat agency contact with state and local officials
1t implementation issues. NGA, NCSL, and APWA will meet m Q" f
J

on September 9 and 10, mehuding governors® senior policy staff, state legislative leaders, and
stafe social service commissioners. Intergovernmerntal Affairs is working with NGA to
negotiate the agenda of that meeting, inchiding making Federal officials available for briefings.

_This memo summarizes the work of the subgroup dealing with wzpiemcmauon There are a
trexgepdons.aumbenofdiffionlt implemaatation.challenees raised by the bill. Al 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 chalienges that we have so far
identified.

TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAM’?LIE& (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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Early Implementation — States have the option of implementing the block grant
inmedigtely, and it is financially advantageous for them (0 do s0.  Some states
tnay be ready to go immediately on enactment. We will be working to clarify
with HHS thf: ;}Wss and txmzzzbie for appmvmg thcse piazzs You shcuid

spemal sessions thzs faiiezz these issues.

Repulations -- HHS is preparing a preliminary list of areaé in which it sees 2

need to regulate under the statute.  We will be working with HHS to ensure ..
that the new program i§ appropriately, but not ovgrl}_f,,gﬁgiggd.g)%m .
*{'\ﬂ % ;C&M \.“Qg .. > g

Guidance 1o States -~ HHS is also i:&nszdcridg issuing gwidance to states on how
to construct their new block grant plans. We will be working closely with Hﬁsm
on this guidance to ensure that it is useful and helpful to the states.

Approved 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 time limits. It appears that

the bill.s drafters didaatintend to exempt states frop the work participation
es, bub oply jo pranideskamaih some flexdhiity in definime work ac vm\
In addition, ‘watvers that appiy to only a few counties in 2 state can not bcfh (“%
extended to the entire state. : . -

!ﬁf

As for time limits, Michigan has waivers that do not include 1 time iimi:‘::&ma °QQ
- benefits and has indicated it will continue on this course in the pian it submits,

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

follow suit. Whether the intent of the waiver provisions can be clarified by .
administrative action has vet to be determined. Deciding upon the best course ?%
for clarifying the intent of the waiver provisions — seeking legislation or

through regufation {whzch would be gur first preference) — will be ong of a%({
implementation group’s first major issues, ({\F

Idaiw and Kansas). Wisconsin is not yet approved. HHS is prepared © act on Q«l‘{
future waiver requests until July 1, 1997 should states ask for them.
nguam - ‘I’izere are a W%;eic serigs of operational issues zfza grﬂllp will be
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

The bill requires an increased Federal role and significant state activity in this area. States
must have enabling legislation in place by the en{l ef itmr 199? sessions. Federal data
ug;?oecssmg svst::ms have be ahie to interact with &t : or 1997, We must
: : giste and ezzhancc thc Federal Parent Locator
tScmcc, HHS has sctzeciuied trmug cxmfcrences and set up joint working proups with the
states. One change of interest is that states will no longer be required to pass the first $50.0f
monthly sapport collections to the family recetving assistance as of October 1, 1996.

> o L@,
IMMIGRANTS 7 &“‘Q\&% imm _ : ’«%&%L{-

Obviously, the cross-cutting impact of the immigrant provisions of the bill will be a central
concern on implementation. Among the key impacts:

0 Food Stamps - Upon enactment, Iegal aliens applying for fooé stamps will no
longer be eligible. Immigrants currently receiving benefits will loss them at'the
time of their regularly scheduled recertification. These recertifications would
begin immediately upon enactment, with all such immigrants t© be removed

EAMNUSC /1 from the program within one year of enactment. About 900,000 participants
Dl Nﬁﬂé&- ( {including 300,000 children) will be incligible in the first year; approximately
Ty &, 25(},000 garticipants will lose benefits in the first three months after eaactment.

ORI

: ; 1. {830} - Upon enacmment, most immigrants who
.apply fc}r SSI wﬂl not bé eizg:bie Current immigrant recipients will get
£ e Social Securi Admm,tstrauon {SSA) detcrmmcs they are no
mﬂe_h&% By March 1997, SSA mistsen ¥ 15 the 1.1 miflion
current recipients who may be legal mugrams and request evidence of thelr
citizenship status. If the immigrant provides evidence that he or she is not
eligible or fails to respond, SSA will notify the individual that benefits will be
aduotun oy " stopped. The amount of time the recipient has to respond to the first notice
(' appears to be at 8SA's diseretion, although all redeterminations must be
WYPE as completed within one year of coactiment. SSA is exploring timing options, with
g the intent of providing recipients as much time as possible within the law to
f\;\h@ﬁ‘ naturalize. An estimated 300,000 to 400,000 recipients are expected to come
off the rolls.

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

o Verification -~ Developing a workable and fair system of verifying citizenship
o status that meets the needs of the varous systems affected is a daunting
challenge. The legislation cutlines ambitious timelines, and an administration
workgroup is already at work putting proposals and options together,
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o Naturalization — In anticipation of the restrictions on benefits, many immigrants
have already applied for citizenship and many more will apply as the restrictions
take effect. INS has been working on initiatives to spead up the naturalization
process. The Citizenship U,5.A. initiative is designed (0 respond to the large
increase in applications and expects 1o naturalize 1.2 million tmmigrants this ~

_fiscal year. INS is also working with SSA and OMB on 2 pew regulation that

.will watve Epglish and civics test requirements for immigrants with certain

serious disabilities and perhaps establish a spectal waiver for many disabled

immigrants receiving SSI.

TUa K- K
FOOD STAMPS m‘NOﬁ-me PROVISIONS

i | Adulls -~ Most able-bodied adults without children will
now be lzmzwd to 3 rxxmths of foed stamps in a 36-month period if they are not working or
participating in a work or workfare program, ' For current recipients, this limit is effective 3
months after enactment.  One million carrent recipients will become ineligible within six
months. Households remain ineligible for the balance of the 36-month period vnless they
obtain work or get a skot in a job training or workfare program.

Making the extensive changes to their computer systems to determine the eligibility of
individuals who are dropped from the rolis and to track new recipients against the time limits
will be a major implemgntation challenge to states.

Benefit Levels — Changes to the standard income deduction and the excess shelter deduction
(will reduce benefits for nearly all of the 25 million monthly participants. Food stamp

allotments will still increase under these changes, but imuch less than nader prior law., The
impact increases over time - by 2002, average benefits will be nearly 20% lower,

These provisions invoive relatively simple computer changes. The Departument of Agriculwre
(USDA} expects most states will be able to anpimcnt them on October 1 and Janvary 1,
respectively, without delay.

-

OTHER KEY PROVISIONS

SSI for Children -- The bill tightens SSI eligibility for children with disabilities. Upon
enactment, new applicants who do not meet the new standard will be ineligible, Current
recipients will get benefits until SSA makes a redetermination that they are no longer eligible.
Children whose cases must be reviewed will receive notices by January 1997, Those found no
longer eligible will be sent a potice that benefits will be stopped. In certain ¢ases, benefits
may continue until the first level of appeal is completed. The bill cails for all redeterminations
to be completed within one year of enactment. An estimated 285,000 initial notices will be

v sent and an estimated 190,000 chiidren are cxpected to come-off the rolls. SSA is working on
’ E the plan for the timing of the release of the first notices and the subsequent processes.
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Medicaid -- The Medicaid program faces two major cimllenges in implementation: {i) \
delinking eligibility for Medicaid from the welfare system, and (2) assessing the impact an\\
pending and existing waivers. The Health Care Financing Administration 1s working closel
with other parts of HHS and with SSA 10 meet these challenges.

Child Carg — The bill block grants several child care programs, effective at the beginning of (Q%
the fiscal year. While these changes are mostly positive, the timeframe for implementation is | < 4

challengiag.

ﬂ A

The interagency working 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
enhancements to the Work Opportunities Tax Credit passed in the minimuro wage bill; a $100
million expansion of the Community Develpoment and Fxmmzal Instmmons pmgram w
enhance economic development in distressed areas; a $3.bil ] )
millicn hard-ta-employ welfare recipients _}g_gzzsnbsm&ed m w:th the kﬁy f{:al:ure af
withholding full paymen}, to States until successtul job placement and retention,

@%Mc&&m%m

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Work has begun on developing pmposais to correct the ma_;or flaws in the welfare reform bill,
Among those you have noted are: (1) the too-deep cuts in the Food Stamp Program, including the
cap on the amount that can be deducted for shelter costs when determining 2n 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 slot.

e T —
Additional issues requiring corrective action include; (i) the failure to provide sufficient
contingency funding for States that experience a serious economic downturn; and (2) the lack of
a provision for in-kind vouchers for children whose parents reach the ﬁve»year Federal time Hmit

without finding wotk.
T e YT W
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We will keep you up to date on developments as we go forward.

ce: Leon Panetia



