THE WHITE HOUSE - T PRESIDER

WASHINGTON

9SMAY 26 ©7: 04

May 26, 1995
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRIWIDENT
FROM: ' Bruce Reed
Rahm Emanuel
SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Update

I. Senate Finance Committee Approval

Today, the Senate Finance Committee approved Packwood's welfare reform bill by a
vote of 128, with Baucus joining the Republicans. The measure is expected (0 come to the
Senate floor in the next month or so.

In its current form, the Sepate hill is far beter tha 3t the House passed, but is not
yet as serious as 1t should be in our cc.ntmi gﬁal (xf mevmg pwpie fmm welfare to work., We
will press for improvements on the floor in key areas: more resources and incentives to help
the states meet the work requirements and provide child care; a contingency fund (o protect
states against economic downturn and population growth; and requirements or incentives for
states to maintain their current effort.

In the coming weeks, you will come under increasing pressure to outline the gpecific
conditions of what kind of welfare reform bill you would be willing to sign. Moynihap is
rallying liberals and editorial boards to press for a veto threat over the individual entitlement,

\J:fcn though we lack the votes in the Senate to sustain a veto on those grounds. We
commend 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 vour bottom line: 1f Congress passes a
« % biil that is serious aoout moving peopic rony weilare 1o work, youll sign it. it Congress
passes a bill that is phony and fails to promote work, you won't,



II. 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 bill drops much of the conservative
mlcromanagcmenl 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 wil! fight to add these on the floor, however, so we should continue to
speak out against them. Like the House bill, the Senate bill mandates a 5- ycar cutoff, but so
do the House and Senate Democratic altemnatives.

* 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 requires work after two
years, and has stiff participation requirements that reach 50% by 2001.

B. The Bad News
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While the work prowsmns in the Scnatc blll look better on papcr, it has a long way to
go before it will be serious about moving people from weifare to work. Under the bill, states
are asked to provide substantially more work and child care for significantly less money,. L
which will be a strong incentive to cut people off rather than move them into work. The
attached views letter from Sccretary Shalala outlines our concerns about the bill, but here are

the highlights:
\[ * CBO says 44 states will fall short on work: Today's markup was dominated by a

devastating CBO geport, which estima i 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.

T Las invisey (06 citlid care: The Senule LI cliiminaies ¢hild care emdileniem
programs and lumps them into the AFDC-JOBS block grant. ‘“The block grant represents a
9% cut over five years, and because the work and benefit funding streams are combined,
there is no guarantee that any money will go for work and chijld care rathigr than benefits.
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* No real protection against economic downturn or popuiation 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. WWMW% to

lNGA's contingency fund ame ; i -

WWMLH&_W 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 to
deal with population growth,

* No incentive or requirement for state maintenance of effort: The Finance
Committee rejected a Breaux amendment to require states to-maintain their current effort.
The NGA contingency fund amendment would reward states for maintaining effort, but we
will also seek cither an explicit requirement or a performance standard that penalizes any state
not meeting its work requirements by the amount its spending falls short of maintaining its.
FY94 effort.

IIl. Strategy for the Senate Floor s %
. " 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.

[
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Our immediate problcm is umtmg the Democrats. Dasch ux, and Mi .
i ime limit, heav hasis on work, real money). ..., .
But Moynihan has been telling all the liberals —— unfairly —— that Lcon promised mm a.veto
over the individual cntitlement, so they, should do nothing to improve the bill. (All Leon said
was that you would veto a bili that was tough on children.) Moynihan is persuading enough
members to make it difficult for Daschle to build the united front he needs to bring

Republicans to the table.
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. 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 alrcady indicated
the kinds of changes we want —- resources and incentives for states to put people to work,
protections for economic downturn and population growth, requircments or incentives for
maintenance of cffort —— but we have avoided making any of these conditions a dcal-breaker.
The REpuviCuns would HiKe uoiling Lelier than for us w give them the road map to a veto.

The one thing we can do to strengthen our bargaining positian-and.unify Senate
Democrats is to strike a higher Presidential profile on the issuc in June. We have to change
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the terms of the debate so that we're putting the Republicans on the defensive about wo
mstead of letting Democrats put us on the defensive over entitlements.  The sooncr we do
that, the more difficuit it will be for Moynihan to box us in.

ech in early June that casts work as our
< UERY SR (Y . Work 15 the only :ssue thcy re afraid of: ay G
z'c;ccza a Grassley amendment that would have softened the work provisions because he sazd .
"I can just hear the President saying 'work requirements, work requirements, work
requirements.”™

We recommend that vou give a strong spe
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recess, and ihc Repzzbiiwns Wiii see that we'te not g{}mg to go qulctly At the same time, we

will take advantage of Dole's comments today that he is willing to work on a bipartisan basis,
by making sure that he gets a barrage of letters from members and govemors in favnr of the
amendmenis we want.

You can say your bottom line is clear: If Congress passes a bill that is scrious about
helping states move people from welfare 1o work, youll sign #t. If it's phony, and about
something clse, you won't,. The report from CBO, whose director June ONeill is a
Republican expert on welfare reform, cnables us to make that argument in a siraightforward,
non-partisan way.

Breaux has suggested a miecting with Senate Democrats 0 tell them our strategy and
throw our support behind the Daschle alternative. We believe that before you have them
down to the White House, you should give a strong specch on work —— and then meet with

. them only if they still don't get the message. T S e




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 26, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Bruce Reed
Rahm Emanuel

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Update

1. Senate Finance Committee Approval

Today, the Senate Finance Commitice approved Packwood's welfare reform bill by a
vote of 12--8, with Baucus joining the Republicans. The measure is expected to come to the
Senate floor in the next month of 50

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 floor 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 to maintain their current effort.

In the coming wecks, you will come under increasing pressure 0 outline the specific
conditions of what kind of welfare reform bill you would be willing to sign. Moynihan is
rallying liberals and cditorial boards to press for a veto threat over the individual entitlement,
even though we lack the votes in the Senate to sustain a veto on those grounds, We
recommend that in the next two weeks, you give a speech or make a staterment that will shift
the debate back to our terms, by saying that work is vour bottom line: [f Congress passes a
bill that is serious about moving people from welfare to work, you'll sign it. If Congress
passes a bill that is phony and fails to promote work, you won't.



I1. Summary of Finance Committee Bill

A. The Good News
The Finance Committee bill is much better than the House bill in many respects:

* Not ss tough on kids: The Senate bill 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, howsever, so we should continue to
speak out against them. Like the House bill, the Senate bill mandates a 5-year cutoff, but so
do the House and Senate Democratic alternatives.

* Cuts not asldeep: 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:s The Senate bill requires states to maintain 2 JOBS program
amd to provide child care to recipients who are required to work. It requires work after two
years, and has stiff participation requirements that reach 50% by 2001,

B. The Bad News

While the work provisions in the Senate bill look better on paper, it has a long way t0
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 ¢hild care for sigpificantly less money,
which will be a strong incentive to cut people off rather than move them into work. The
attached views letter from Secretary Shalala outlines our concerns about the bill, but here are

the highlights:

* CBO says 44 states will fall short on work: Today's markup 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. UBO says that states would
have to spend an additional $10 billion in the year 2000 in order to comply:

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

)



* 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 to
accept NGA's contingency fund amendment, which would allow states that maintain their
current effort to receive up to 15% more in federal matching funds to deal with economic
downtumn, 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 to
deal with population growth. '

* No incentive or requirement for state maintenance of effort: The Finance
Committee rejected a Breaux amendment to require states to maintain their current 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 falls short of maintaining its.
FY94 effort.

II1. 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 aiternative (two-year time limit, heavy emphasis on work, rcal money).
But Moynihan has been telling all the liberals —— unfairly —- that Leon promised him a veto
over the individual entitlement, so they should do nothing to-improve the bill. (All Leon said
was that you would veto a bill that was tough on children.) Moynihan is persuading enough .
members to make it difficult for Daschle to build the united front he needs to brmg
Republicans to 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 to put people to work,
protections for economic downturn and population growth, requirements or incentives for
maintenance of effort —- but we have avoided making any of these conditions a deai-breaker.
The Republicans would like nothing better than for us to give them the road map to a veto.

The one 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 to 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 entitlements. The sooner we do
that, the more difficult it will be for Moynihan to box us in.

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

You can say your bottom line is cleart If Congress passes a 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 report from CBQO, whose director June ONeill is a
Republican expert on welfare reform, enables us to make that argument in a straightforward,
non-partisan way.

Breaux has suggested a meeting with Senate Democrats to tell them our strategy and
throw our support behind the Daschle altemative. 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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“DAStULE -BREAIX
PLAN

AFDC is zbolished and replaced by Temporary Employment Assistance, & conditional
entitlement for famities of limited duration.

WORK FIRST PLAN

TEMPORARY EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE

PARENT EMPOWERMENT CONTRACT

In order to receive assistance, all recipients must sign an individualized contract outlining
a pian ¢ get them into the workfbrcc as soon as possible,

FINITE m FOR ASSISTANCE

 Assistance is conditional All recipients must sign a contract. All recipients must follow
the contract {tough sanctions apply to those who dan't).

Assistance is [imited. During the first tsvo months, all able-bodied recipients must
cngage in intensive job search {as designed by siales)  After two years, states will be
required to offer workfare or community service to any recipient not working for at least

20 howrs per week, Refusal 1o engage in workfare causes benafit redustions, No family
may receive asgistance for more than five vears,

WORK FIRST EMPLOYMENT BLOCK GRANT

The JOBE program for welfare recipionts is replaced by the Work First Employment
Block Grant, which emphssizes work as the objective.

All able-bodied recipients must work.

For those recipients still looking for work after the initial two menths of job search, the

state may provide any of a number of services o assist recipients in obtaining jobs, .
including, but not limited to: :

jok search

placement vouchers

wage subsidy/work supplementation

on-the-job-training

microenterprise development/seif-employment

a GAIN wype program operated by Riverside County, (ZA

a JOBS Plus type program operated by Oregon

other training of education for work preparation @ bring about ermploymaent

Wo Count Work, Not "Participation.”

Under the Work First plan, stares would f:;ws on gct{mg m{:xpsantq into reat 3abs getting credit
only for:

those leaving welfare for wmk

those working 20 hours or more per week (even if still receiving bcneﬁts‘)

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



Excoptign: states with pockets of Ligh unempioymcm cculd ailow workfare (100% subsidized
iobs) to count.

The state work performance measure would reach 50% by the year 2000, which would mean an
unprecedentad number of welfere recipients would be working.

We Give States the Resources to Emphasize Work

Flezibility: states would set il eligibility rules, cnabling them 1o make work pay more than

welfare. States set benefit levels, resourses, assets, and income disragard policies,

Funding: the federal government would share in the cost of putting welfare recipients 1o work.
The Work First Employment Block Grant would be used for employment activities, job
placement assistance, work supplementation, on-the-job-training, transportation, <hild care; in
gssence, whatever s state decides is necssary 1 enable & welfare recipient to go 1o work and
retain & job. Funding would be increased and the federal match rate would increase ag well.

Child Care: Existing child care programs would be consefidated with the C?uid Care
Development Block grant negotiated by Seaators Dadd and Hawch in 1990,

Within the block gramt, 10% of the funds would be set-aside for quality improvements
god 10% would be set-aside for expansion to ensure that states can help make child care
safe and available in communities with long waiting lists or where child care simply isat
available, '

Chitd care agsistance would be available for 2 years for those uan;itianing from wolfare
.to wotk (longer at state option) and would be based on 2 sliding fee scale. Working poor’
families with income beiow the poventy Hine would be phased.in over time

Medicaid: Medicaid would be available for 2 years for those zransiti&:ning from welfare to work
and would be based on a siiding fee scale.

Even Those Who Don't Work Must Perform Community Service

Those not in real jobs within 2 vears must perform workfm or z:otmnzxmty service as
designed by the state for 20 hours per week.

‘i‘hme who are exempt from the work requirement (ill, aged, incapacitated recipients,
ihose caring for a disabled child or relative, or thuse with a ¢hild under six months old)
must perform community service as defined by the state, suck as volunteering at their
children's school, or must take responsibiity as cutlined in their Parent Empowerment
Contract, such as having their children properly immunized,
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STATE FLEXIBILITY UNDER WORK FIRST PLAN

States would be :grovidcé with an unprecedented amount of flexality:

’ States set their own benefit levels, coumtable assets, resources, and income disregard
poiicies.
. States have the flexibility to consolidate and streamiine welfare operations to function

more efficiently and tum weifare offices into employment offices,

¢ States design Parent Empowerment Contracts to provide a blucprint for each welfare
recipient to become employed.

, Smcs; design their own job search programs geared to hel;;ing welfare recipients look for

empiovment.
» States design their own employment programs to assist welfare recipients in obtaining a

job and in preparing for a job. States also determine the form of support to provide 1o
recipients: direct benefits, wage subsidies to employers, etc...

. States ﬁezmm who their employment block grant will serve (from welfare mothers 1o :
unempioved fathers). )

. States design and determine workfare or community service jobs appropriate for those
welfare recipients not employed within 2 years.

. States determine whether they will treat “intersiate” immigrants differently,

. Statcs would be provided with “seamless” child care assistance so that the need of the
family would determine the assistance they receive, not the category of federal program
money that's available,

. States retain the option of administering their programs under existing waivers.

. States have the option of requiring participants to undergo appropriate substance abuse
Teanment wihitre necessary. '

- States have the option of providing a $50 pass through of ¢hild suppor? 1o welfare
families. '

. States have the flexibility 1o design innovative teen pregnancy prevention programs.
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™Tis latter sxprocess the Administratianiy vievs on the
thalzaens saxk for walfaxe reform Iagislation under .
considarution by the Sapate Committas on Finance.

Wsltere reform im a Cop priovity for this Aduinistretion snd for
all amszicans, vithout regard £o party. Ia the last tws years,
this MuisisatTation has put the dountry on tha road o roal
welfare rsform that sphssiscs work, parental responsibility,
atata fiexibility and the prrtesction of ohijdren. In 1883,
Wmmmr-mmm,mm
for 1S ion working Americens and rswverding work omx walfare.
In 1994 va oullectad & rsoord lwvel of odild suppoart--§10
blllion. In the past two yesrs, the Mninistratisn Bas grantad
vailvers to 29 states, so that over bhalf the is now
earzying aut signizicant welfars rafors demonatystions that
promots vark and respeasibility.

last year, ths President suimitted a bold welfare rofoxmw bill,
- the WOrk and ResponafPility Aot of 1994, It included sexioue
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Peye 2 - The Homorabla Bob Feckwood

Although tha Cheirman's mark soves in the right dirsction, it

still falls short of the kind of rwal welifare reform thet
Amaricans is both partiss expect. It doas net states tha
rspoususa ox locentives macsssscy to move recip fras velfare

to work. In sany it inx still Sough on oiildren. It
mzr;xmumm“mmmwww

stata welfars bureavcrsciss sooountablia for results.

BOA1 BATE RAQUATSESASS

e cantzal gusi OF YEILArS UfCE Bust be Roving peopls frum
walfare £0 work. Work has alwvays dasn at ths bheart of the
Pregidentte approach to welfars refora over the lsst fifteen

w.thm&tmmﬁmM support Act. Work has
« ;

Mininistration has grantad, inncvative waltfare-toswark
prograns in Cregon, Iows, and sors twe AOREN OLhAr statss.

To be stocesaful, walfare rafors mist revard, demand, and

that: requives 2

pareint in jod ssarch, iob placuesnt, aducation 4y truining
noeded Dove o1f welfars and & jod »
Agminietration miuo balisves that those wio ars not will =3
work siould de resoved from the rolls. those who ars wil) to
work should hawve the opportunitias and the mpDErts they fesd to

swoip SASNUOT ke s
transitional system, nol & way of life.

he Chalirman's sark undsrouss the abllity of the states. to move
PoCipiants from welfars to work by the fandiog available
far work prograns axd for child cars. It providas nothing to
rovurd Statas for success in movensat to work, Rsal wolfare
Lalorn seans giving statss the insentives and rescurces to move
peasgie LXom veilare to work. : .

-
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Despits the oritical link hatwean child sare and work, ths Semats
5ill would repeal three federsl prograns that dirsot
oaild oare assistance for wore than §40,000 o It would
mmnxymmmmMmozwzwmmm
faniliee who, without such assistance, risk falling onto welfare,
and for familiss making the tranaiticn from welfars to work. It
cuts the child care peopls on velfare noed to go to » and
vorking peepls need to stay off welZare in the £irst place. It
dafies common senass to take avay child caro and Xesp pecple from
going to work.

Taraatal mmn::

The Adpinistration believes that welfars ruform shaild recognice
ths responsibility sand encourage the involvessnt of both

in thalr cnildren‘s lives. The Adninistration conaidars anila
SUPPOTE enrarasmant TS DS AR LACHCTAL PArt OFf welfare reform,
mmxymttmammummu
about tha raspansibility of both parwmts to support thair

aailaren. ‘
unm mpoubnllotm nmu'

pu!un of fathars toeo. t BSAnS v;um refors
-Iwuld mdutmtaumu ths fathsr and
establiak suppoert orders in svery case; ¢ aal

lhnmtm mhjauﬁohmnt\n u!:!bh:.hud
dr!.m liconss revocation, ’! . ¥Ye aze pl.eucd that
mmuummmnju umoﬂcntormt
wmmnmemwmm :

Srotaction of childran

Tras refors sbould miby it sasier for poor chiliren to orov fote.

ve - noe

81igible for cash assistance; help, bovever, ahould be -

m&um- fnu.:t-r hiieMent'mm‘

s ox

shonld BRot be an acoldant of -  Sohool luncbes, Food

M.mmmum, mmmmmu
mmmmummm.

T™he Auinistration is concerned that the legtsiation

s desply troubling combination of an arhitrary hu-ﬂ.e
outaff aftar five years of welfare peceipt, inocentivea for states
to cut banefits; deny eligibility and curtail -u'v!.m. ard cuts
in 68T banefits foxr chiléwan.

ass .
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froe ftats Plexiniiicy and Rssponsindiity

The Mainistration applacds the crest{vity snd yusponsivenoss
stRtes, and Nag atats welfare reaforss tailored te ot
eniges cirvusstances neads. Wational walifars rafore shounld
axpad opportunities far stata Plaxihility. Tros walfare refors
roquires sstablishing a nations) , and

FAMOUSrONE And Savenstives o statss ¢o iwprove fr UM RN
We will not aohieve resl wlfsre yelfism oF tyue stite Llexibility
it sispiy gives the statax pore bapdans ard lass meney,
and falls to sake vork and respensibility the law of the land.

mmumemtmww
o iscentives for ths states

legislation comtains no
wmumummm, abild care and

o work vequiremsnts for vesipients and tha ohild cere’
peopla nasd to go ¢o work snd stay off wnlfzra;
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Fages 5 - Ths Honorabls Bob Pmakwood
e Protoctiong for states in the eveat of popaiation
growth, disastar, or sconomic downtnews

0 MMMMM zw-ammmmm
thelir atake {n walfare refors; sand

o mmmmawm.

MWeare are Alternative approaches to reform that achieve our ;
mtua) goals in moxe acastyuctive and scoountabls ways, he ’
Mauinistration reisaratas its commivesat €o sevious Velfars
nfmaﬁsumgz-ummum;amm-m

mo:tmww Budget advises that thers is 0o
asbjection to tranemittsl of this ropmt te Congrsss. .

A sinilar letter vas eans %0 Sanator Daniel Patrick Moynihan.
' Sipoernly,

poans X. Ksaliaia



THE PRESIENT HAS SEEN g/ &

THE WHITE KHOUZE
T WASHINGTON

; May 7, 1985
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FROM: TODD STERR7DS
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» SUBJECT: Infornation Items
A cwsy
NM”ZI:PQA&MM

& e have recently received the following information items:

Z{g% {A} ‘Reed/Emanuel walfare reform update. Reviews current state
of play amory Senate Republicans, the four key issues for. us
?ﬁy “(L {work, protections for children and states, food stamps and
b d%&€€4kg?ahilﬁ support enforcement) and how to proceed. Following
?{ﬁi Leon’s meeting next week with Sen. Packweood, we’ll get a
( better indication of whether the Republicans are willing to
/ug%q work together or whether we’ll have to fight then. )

(B} Sosnik update on 1995 Senate xnenx. Ilicates Kassahaum and
Nunn are likely to retire, while Pell is putting off his
decision on 1996 indefinitely. e «%9

(C) Hale/Sosnik memo on outreach to slected officials. Skatahes
plan for increasing Admiaiatration outreach to elected” .
atficials. R e TR QRN AT

ou e P ””kmﬁ‘; RO st e "
AP Bbaaix polliag‘mnun.fekbclnsas and’ disauaaaa éavar&
prepared by Harrison Hickman.

T et N R RN e B B S R T T o e S R T
. ' (a) ﬁ&anik memo aa Rnna&il a&znxnt. httamhes xecent clipa“ Lo
o T BRI MG e T e L g . ,x'\:(;mwwgé’%ﬁﬁﬂ"
{f j/ Tokes note on Stusrt Eizenstat. That he is prepared to come

home and do whatever yaa'd like reogarding 1896.

i&gg:w fQ} B ilon P and speech on theme of civil discaaxaa;”““

e Férwarda& by Gearan.

l?aul Xixk note reporting Mike synsr as winner of 1998
“Profiles in Courage Award. Bestowed annually by JFK Library
Foundation.

{¥} Nodurry me

mo on regional media highlights. April 21-30.
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May 5, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PR‘{!SIDENT

| FROM: Bruce Reed
Rahm Emanuel

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Update

In the next fow weeks, we will need to decide whether and when to start negotiating
with Senate Republicans on welfare reform. ' We do not know whether they are willing to
work with us. But it is clear that they will not produce a decent bill on their own, without
significant public and private pressure from the White House.

L. Background

Senate Republicans are increasingly supportive of eliminating the AFDC program and
establishing a capped cash assistance block grant with no state match, almost total flexibility
for states, and fow of the mandates jncluded in the House-passed bill. They are also under
pressure from Engler and Thompson 1o block grant food stamps, which the House did not do,
They have not decided bow much to cut child welfare or SSI benefits for disabled kids and
lcgai immigrants. But their overall budget target from welfare programs is $50-60 billion in
savings -~ compared 10 about $65 hillion in the House bill.

So far, the only good news is that the Republicans may take up welfare reform as a
stand-alone bill sutside reconciliation. Usfortunately, that still may not lead to real
bipartisan collaboration, because Republicans can always put it back into reconciliation and
blame the Democrats if we try to filibuster -- and we probably lack the votes to block
cloture in any event,

, Daschie and Breaux are about to introduce a Senate Democratic alternative based on
the PPI proposal which would replace AFDC with a time-limited, work-based entitlement,
and give states bonuses for meeting work participation requirements. It's a good proposal, but
not good enough to keep wavering Democrats from voting for block grants.



Packwood is still writing his bill, He plans to mark i up in the Finance Committee in
late May or early June, and push it through with or without Democratic support. Leon is
mecting with him next week to let him know that we want a bipartisan bill, and that you
won't just sign any bili that comes along.

Among the governors, Voinovich, Romer, and other moderates are pushing for a
bipartisan NGA compromise that would call on the Senate to block grant AFDC and child
care, but allow states (o tap into a contingency fund for caseload growth, economic downturn,
or investment in work and training. Engler and Thompson are trying to block the deal.

I1. Major Issues

We have worked with HHS and OMB to identify what we believe (o be the bottom-—
line issues for us in welfare reform: 1) Work; 2) Protections f{}r r:?:zizircn and for states; 3
Food Stamps; and 4} Child support enforcement, :

- 1. Work: As you have said repeatedly, our most important priority in welfare reform
is getting a bill that is centered around work. Heal efforts 1o move peopie from welfare to
work have been at the hears of the Family Supporr Act, the Work and Responsibility Act we
proposed last year, the House and Senate Republican welfare reform bills of last year, our
welfare waivers, and the Republican Contract with America. We should insist on a welfare
reform bill that gives matas the resources and the requirements to move people from welfare
to work. ,

and for more money for child care.” We can also press them to make some money available

as an incentive to reward states that meer their work panticipation requirements and invest in
moving people from welfare to work.

2. Protections for Children and for States: Republicans can't afford to be seen as
cruel to children. In last week's Wall Street Journal poil, Americans said by a margin of 48~
37 that they were more concerned about Republicans going too far and hurting children than
about Democrats not going far enough. The Senate bill will not be as blatantly tough on kids
as the House, but we should press the Republicans in a few key areas:

. Disabled Kids: We shouldn't let them get away with deep cuts in child
welfare and SSI thar will hurt abused and disabled kids. We can save a good deal of
money by reforming those programs, but we don't have to gut them.

* State Effort: The Republicans will strongly resist.a state match for AFDC,
but we should look for some requirement or incentive for states to put up some of
their own money. I we can't require a state match or maintenance of cffort, we

[ S


http:believe.to

should try for something like the NGA's proposed contingency fund, which would
allow states 10 tap an additional pool of money if thcy do maintain their effort.

* Adjusters for Population Growth and Economic Downturn: States need
much stronger protection than the House bill's so-called Rainy Day Fund, a tiny
revolving loan fund that would require states to repay everything they borrowed, plus

( interest. Voinovich and others have been talking to Dole on this point, but so far
Packwood does not seem 1o be listening.

3. Reform Food Stamps, Don't Block Grant It: The Food Stamgp program is the
. ultimate cconomic stai;zizzcr, azx:i c%r*y sﬂmhﬁaﬂwﬁbﬂmﬁ the

cans remose.th teczion., 9 gar and Packwood leaning toWard a Food Stamp
biock g;amz it w;ii br. up 1o {fz:c?zmzz Z'}oic, and the program’s other long-time Republican
champions to save it. Secretary Glickman is announcing a package of food stamp reforms
next week as part of his Farm Bill announcement. He is trying to mobilize food marketers
and producers to weigh in as well. If necessary, USDA i5 prepared to show the &gnwimrc
Committee where 1o find enough Faod Stamp savings to meet its budget targets without going
all the way to a block grant.

4. Tough Child Support Enforcement: As in the House, child support enforcement
should be one area where we can reach bipartisan agreement.

L. How to Proceed:

We should get an indication from Leon's meeting with Packwood next week whether
the Republicans are willing to work with us or whether we'll have to fight this out through
amendments in committes and on the Senate floor. If Packwood s willing to listen, Daschle
and Breaux are prepared to negotiate on our behalf when the time comes. (It remains 16 be
seen whether Moynihan will come off the sidelines.) If Packwood plans to proceed without
us, as seems more likely, we will start going after the weak spots in his bill as soon as he-
puts a mark on the table.



THE WHITE HQUSE

WASHINGTON

May 5, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Bruce Reced
Rahm Emanucl

SUBIECT: Weifare Reform Update

In the next fow weeks, we will nced to decide whether and when 10 start negotiating
with Senatc Republicans on welfare reform. We do not know whether they are willing to
work with us. Bat it is clear that they will not produce a decent bill on their own, withowt
significant public and private pressure from the White Housc.

1. Background

Scnate Republicans are increasingly supportive of eliminating the AFDC program and
establishing a capped cash assistance block grant with no state match, almost total flexibility
for states, and few of the mandates included in the House—passed bill. They are also under
pressure from Engler and Thompson to block grant food stamps, which the House did not do,
They have not decided how much to cwt child welfare or SSI benefits for disabled kids and
legal immigrants. But their overall budget target from welfare programs is $50-60 hillion in
savings ~— compared to about 365 billion in the House bill.

So far, the only good news is that the Republicans may take up welfare reforny as a
stand-alone Wil outside reconciliation.  Unfortunately, that still may not iead to real
bipartisan collaboration, because Republicans can always put it back into reconciliation and
blame the Democrats if we try to filibuster - amd we probably lack the votes to biock
cloture in any cvent, ’

Daschie and Breaux are about to introduce a Senate Democratic alternative based on
the PPI proposal which would replace AFDC with.a time-limited, work-based entitlement,
and give states bonuscs for meeting work participation requirements.  1U's a good proposal,- but
not good enough to keep wavering Democrats from voling for block grants.

1



Packwood is still writing his bill. He plans to mark it up in the Finance Commitice in
late May or carly June, and push it through with or without Democratic support. {eon is
meeting with him next week to let him know that we want & bipartisan bill, and that you
wWOn't just sign any biil that comes along.

Among the governors, Voinovich, Romer, and other moderates are pushing for a
bipartisan NGA compromise that would call on the Senate to block grant AFDC and child
care, but allow states to tap into a contingency fund for cascload growth, econonmic downturn,
or invesiment in work and training. Engler and Thompson arc trying to block the deal.

L. Major Issues

We have worked with HHS and OMB to identify what we belicve to be the bottom-
line issues for us in welfare reform: 1) Work; 2) Protections for children and for states; 3)
Food Stamps; and 4) Child support enforcement,

1. Work: As you have said repeatedly, our most important priorily in welfare reform
i gelting a bill that is centered around work. Keal efforts to move people from welfare to
wisrk have been at the heart of the Family Sepport Act, the Work and Responsibility Act we
proposed last year, the House and Senate Republican welfare reform bills of last year, our
welfare waivers, and the Republican Contract with America. We should insist on a welfare
reform bill that gives states the resources and the requircments to move people from welfare
t0 work.

The Finance Committee will be sympathetic {0 our desire for real work requirements
and for more money for child care. We can also press them to make some money available
as an incentive to reward states that meet thew work participation requirements and invest in
moving people from welfare to work.

2. Protections for Children and for States: Rcepublicans can't afford to be scen as
cruel to children, In last week's Wall Street Journal poll, Americans said by a margin of 48~
37 that they were more concerned about Republicans going too far and hurting children than
about Democrats not going far enough. The Senate bill will not be as blatantly tough on kids
as the House, but we should press the Republicans in a fow koy areas:

* Disabled Kids: Wc shouldn't let thom get away with deep cuts in ¢hild
welfare and SS1 that will hurt abused and disabled kids., W can save a good deal of
money by reforming those programs, but we don't have 1o gut them.

* State Effert: The Republicans will sirongly resist a stats match for AFDC,
but we should loak for some requirement or incentive {or states to pul up some of
their own moncy. { we can't require a state match or mainienance of effort, we

R



should try for something like the NGA's proposed contingency fund, which would
allow states 1o tap an additional pool of money if they do maintain their effort,

* Adjusters for Population Grewth mnd Ecenomie Downturn: States need
much stronger protection than the House bill's so-called Rainy Day Fund, a tiny
revolving loan fund that would require states to repay everything they bomrowed, plus
interest.  Voinovich and others have been talking to Dole on this point, but so {ar
Packwoad dogs not scem o be listening.

3. Reform Food Stamps, Don't Block Grant [1: The Food Stamp program is the
vitimate economic stabilizer, and covery state will pay heavily down the road if the
Republicans remove that protection.  With Lugar and Packwood leaning toward a Food Stamp
block grant, it will be up to Cochran, Dole, and the program's other long-time Republican
champions to save it. Secrctary Glickman is announcing 2 package of food stamp reforms
ncxt week as part of his Farm Bill announcement. He is trying to mebilize food marketers
and producers to weigh in as well. If necessary, USDA is prepared to show the Agriculure
Committec where to find enough Food Stamp savings to meet its budget targets without going
all the way to a block grant.

4. Tough Child Support Enforcement: As in the House, child support enforcement
should be one arca where we can reach bipartisan agreement.

11§, How to Proceed:

We should get an indication from Leon's mecting with Packwood next week whether
the Republicans are willing to work with us or whether we'lll have to fight this out through
amendments in commitiee snd on the Senate floor. If Packwood is willing to listen, Daschle
and Breaux are prepared to nogotiate on our behalf when the time comes, (It remains to be
seen whether Moynihan will come off the sidelines.} If Packwood plans to proceed without
us, as scems more likely, we will start going after the weak spots in his bill as soon as he
puts a mark on the table.



THE WHITE MOUSE

April 13, 1995

RECOMMENDED TELEPHONE CALL

TCG:
DATE:

RECOMMENDED BY!

PURPOSE:

BACKGROUND:

TORFICS OF DISCUSSION:

THE PREgy
x ENT
Governor Geprge Véjgovich (R-OH) N H@ SEcy

April 1418 4’/!4‘

Marcia L. Hale /7 fr 14
John Emersan vE
Bruce Read

“To reach out to Governor Voinovich about the important role he -

can play in getting a good bipartisan welfare reform bill.
Governer Yoinavich has wnitten 10 Sgnator Dole to express his "
reservations with the House welfare bill which he feels does not
provide states with encugh flexibiiity and puts states at
considerable financial risk. He favors block grants but has been
more vooal than other Repubhicans about cost shifts 1o the states.

As you know, Governor Voinovich is a moderate Republican
governor who has worked with the Administration in the past.
Governor Volnovich has endorsed Senator Dole for 1996, 50 you
should expect that anything vou say to the Governor could be
repeated.

I. What does he think we should do to make sure Congress
passes a bill the states can live with?

2. Encourage him to continue 1o take an active role in this
debate to counter the consgrvative influence of Engler and
Thompson. Ask him whether other moderate Republicans share
his congerms, :


http:April.l3

. ACTION,

CONTACT PERSON AND
TELEPHONE NUMBER(S};

* DATE OF SUBMISSION:

Paul Mifsud  614/644.0817
Randy Fischer 614/644-0813

April 13, 1995
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Murch 37, 100¢
The Honorabla Bob Dals
Majerily Lesder
.S, Senate

Washingron, DC 20510
Desr Senater Dole:

As you know, the House of Representatives has completed iis consideration of weifire

reform [cgisiation. While { strongly support the decision made by the House (o convert

weelfare programs into block grants. T am concerned that the Housa bill fils o pravide

steres with the fexibility needoad 1o set our o prioritles and conduct innovative

experiments 1 promote resparsibiity sad ssilsulliclency. Maay of my fellow Republican
. Qovermors sha.m 8 numbier of my :anm

Iwas éisappmmd with the nﬁamﬁun formuls estadlished through the Temporary Farnily
Assistance Blogk Grant, It is ths position of the Natlons! Governars’ Associztion that any
formula should allow states to use either 8 three year average or 1994 spending fevels in -
determining Lase year sllocations. While the House formula includes this chaice, it then
applist & 2.4 parcent reduction factor to esch state’s sllocation. The redustion factor
laaves Oho with 1 base yoar aliceation of $700 milllon sanually, which is lower than what
we would have received using either formuls without a reduction fhetar. Speaker
Qingrich nesured states he would support siminating tha reduction fieter. Wo would {ke
to work with you Is the Sanate 1o make thiy sorrection.

Although alowing cach state to recwive its most favorabls alfocasion withoue a reduction
factor requires funding for the bock grant to be insreased by spproximutely §200 oullion.
nationally, itls Important to rersember that states are msking & significant Hnancial
secrifica in supporting cappod block grants. I siates wre disadvantaged in devermining
base year ailocations, it bocames evan more difficult 10 make the mmw.-d irvestments in
waork programs necesssry to move individusls c&‘wdfm

The House bill also does not inciud miﬁmnz protections for states in the event of gn
economic dawnturn.  If Congress raslaces open-ended individual mﬂﬂmm with capped
‘seate sntitlements, states are placed in an extremely vulnerable position should the weifarg.
eligible gapuiw:a incresse significantly, The suze md &dml govemments should be
partnefy in meeting tha needs of expandod caselosds in recestions, The House bill
contsira a 51 blilion ralny day fund designed to provide the states with short-term loans,
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The Honorable Beb Dols
March 27, [998
Page Twao

repayable with interest in three yoars. & iam fund docs not represent a partnership;
instead, it is 3 cost shiB,

Qhic would be panicularly disudvantaged in & recession due 1o aggressive steps already

taken ta reduce welfire ctseloads. Today, 88,000 fewer Ohioens receive wellsre than in
1692, Staves that have ast baen aggressive in redusing sheir welfirs rulls will be bazeer

sble 10 accommadate [ncreased caseloads, Ohin's sreemiined base mk:s it very dilfieyit

for us ta shyordb insreased recessionary damands.

As part of our efforts 1a reduce wellre caseloads, Ohio has developed the sirongest JOBS

in the natlan. Ohie lesds the nation with 33,911 secipients pasticipating in JOBS.
Caly Californin comes close to matching Olio’s pacformance with 32,755 recipients
errolisd in JOBS, and Califomia hae three times o5 many ADC rwpimts a3 Qbig. Qur
sucrass with the JORS progrsm raflects & strong investment in training end education
programy. Regandlers of the @xtaat of our investmens, however, no work program can
succeed witheut a camunitment 1o muking quaticy ehild care svallable for recipienis. In
Ohia, ths state provides non-guaranteed day cars to fmilles with incomes up ta 133
percent of the feders) paversy laval, The pragram curreatly has an aversge daily
sreollment of 17,800, Tha State of Oldo is doing its part 1o provids child care ta thoso In
nezd, The fedoral governunent slso muist meet frs respansibllity,

[ would like 1& s20 the child care and f3mily nutrition block grents convented into expped
stute entitlemants, In the House bill, finding for these black graats Is discretionary. Key
. ¢hild cares programs cumrently are Indlvidual entitlements. Ths need for child care only
will grow as swelfire recipienta move into the workfaree. My comfurt lovel with the
House packags would {ncreass sigrificantly if sates were guamnteed Lo receive o
speviied level of funding for child care and for child nutrition services for the nexs five

- yesrs. Thot guarantes can saly come through o cepped st satitiement

Bxcersive prescriptivaness i a problem throughout the Houss legislation. The bill's work
requirements ars s perfact sxumple, The fedoral govemment mandatex how meny hours
per week a federally dofined percentage of cash ssslsance recipionts must panicipsre in
fodarally preseribed work activities, In a true block grant, states would be free to choose
how beat to sllogsts resources 1o maet goels develfoped jointly by the federal and state
governments. The record keeping requiremants in the House bil) also are extrrordinarily
prescriptive. Stajes remain concerned that our computer systems inek t?:c capab'hty to

provide the information raguired by the House.
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The Honorable Rob Dale
March 27, 1968
Page Three

A tue bock grant should lso givs states the wbifity (o determing ziszir OWR ProgIam
eligivillty standards, The Heuse legisiation includes & aumber of specific cligibility x
resirictions, For example; cash beasfits will be dended o uawed minge mothers and thair

children. Additiont] childres bom s mothers on welfore will be denied benefits.
Decisions Uke these should B loft 1o the nintes. By fdernlly mandsting these rastdetions,
the House i3 interforing with suecessfuf state reforms. For example, in Ohlo we have
developed & program designed 1o eacourags rminor rothers 1o remaln in school. The
LEAP (Leaming, Earning, and Perenting) progrem supplements or reduces & teen

- mother's ADC eash grant based on her schoal sitendanze to teach her that there is & real
value to completing her educston, LEAP has [ed to o significans decrease in the drop-out
rate for thiz wiinernble population. If the Houss prohibition ax cash benefits remaing in

placs, the LEAD pragram will have te be discontinued.

As the Senate begins to consider weifare legizlation, I would be gratefiad for your
ssaistance iy addrearing oy eoncerns, Like muny other Governors, 1 strongly support the
broad cutling of the House proposal, but it Isimporaat that these issues be resalved
succeBsilly, Ar s Governar, it will be up to me 1o implement welfare refboms Iy my
Stats, Iwould like 1o work with you 1o onsure that block grants givs the states the
Lesdbility we nowd to implemnent innovative reforms designed to mest the specific needs of
sur communitles. Without this Sexibifity, I eannot sopport this welfire raform prckage.

" While Ohio watches federal welfare raform developments with tremendous interest, we
. have been actively pursuing s statewide reform sgends. I have enclosed 2 summary of
Ohio’s istery of walfire reform lanovation for your information,

Thank )W‘ for your personal consideration of my concems,
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April 12, 1995 ¥ { | f‘«ii’:'l':)
MEMORANDUM FOR TH IEF OF STAFF
"FROM: . Rahm Emanuel
Bruce Reed
SUBEQC’I‘ : What to say about welfare reform at next week's press conference

- There arc 2 handful of good reasons for the President 1o devore his opening statement

at Tuesday night's press conference to welfare reform: 1) This remains the number one issuc

that voters want Congress and the President to address this year; 2) The House bill is a

political loser for the Republicans, and we should criticize it every chance we get before the -

Scriate puts a less vulnerable bill on the table; 3} If we don't make our case joudly and soon

"~ for bipartisanship and real reform, the budget debate will make both very difficult; and 4)

Every time the President has said anything about welfare reform, it has gencratcd mote press

than we expected. -

If the President decides to talk about welfare reform on Tuesday, here are the major
ints we would suggest that he make;

. Announce Missouri and Montana waivers: The President could use the
announcement of these two waivers — one to a3 Democratic governor, the other to 3
Republican —- to illustrate his basic principles: work, responsibility, state flexibility, and
bipartisanship. Both are serious waivers that impose statewide two-year timse limits in line
with the President's plan. Missouri is also where the President announced his plan last June.

2. Denounce the House bill: He should call for welfare reform that's tough on work

and good to children; not weak oo work and cnucl to children.  He can criticize the Housc for
_ going after school lunches and disabled kids to pay for tax cuts for the wealthy. He could
. call for a national summit of religious leaders on welfare reform -~ and say that he doesn't

want to sign a bill that the Catholic Church, the Mational Council of Churches, and other
majin, religious leaders believe is wrong,

© / 3. Make the case for bipartisanship: As the Republicans plunge into the 1996

“canipaign, the President should seize the high ground by insisting that this is foo important to

become a partisan issue. He could say that Scnate leaders face a fundamental choice:
whether to work together across party lines to solve one of the pation’s most gripping
problems, or 10 put politics and ideology ahead-of children and real reform. He could
surprise Dole by saying we should take another look at the Brown~Dole welfare reform bill
from last year (two-vear time limit, tough work requirements, but oo nasty strings, preserved
the individual entitlement, and dida't mention block grants or the 10th Amendment; co-
sponsored by Hank Brown, Dole, Packwood, Gramm, and 13 other Republicans).

-



4. Challenge the Senate to move quickly: The NGA is working on a possible
 bipartisan compromise. If that gels in the next few weeks, we might want to press the Senate
‘to pass welfare reform as a stand-alone bill before the July dth recess, If welfare reform is
one of the fast deals to be cut in reconciliation, it 1S sure to get the short end of the stick -
and the closer this issue gets to the heat of the Presidential primaries, the uglier it will get.



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

April 4, 1995

+

MEETING WITH DEMOCRATIC SENATORS ON WELFARE REFORM

DATE: Wed., April 5, 1993
LOCATION: Cabinet Room
TIME: ~ * &30-7:15 pm.

. From: Bruce Recd

1. PURPOSE

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

if. BACKGROUND | ’

K]

-

Last week, Packwood reiterated his support for block grants, and Chafec told reporiers
that he opposed block granting Medicaid and child welfare but would not stand in the way of
a block grant for AFDC. Dole and Packwood suggested that welfare reform might be
included in reconeiliation, 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 1o vocally oppose,
and gossibly veto a welfare reform proposal along the lines of the House—passed bill.

Your goals for this mecting should be to: 1) Let them know you care about real
reform, and you won't just sign any hill; 2) Spell out your problems with the House bill; 3}
Stay away from legislative tactics, but wlk about the clements you believe are essential for
real welfare reform; and 4) Ask thcm o J(}m u$ in iaktng the high road in calling for
bl;}dmmmth

They may press you on whether you would veto a bill that does nol maintain the
individual entitlement. You can respond by refterating that you support the entitlement, but”
that the moment vou give any hint of what you would or wouldo't vets, it would further
polarize the debate amnd give the Republicans an excuse (o head for reconciliation -~ where
the Republicans would be surc to give you a bill you said you couldn't sign.



[ll. PARTICIPANTS =~
Sec attached.
- IV. PRESS PLAN
There v:viril be no press availability before or after the meeting.
V. SEQUENCE OF E”;?EN'Z“S
As usual.
V1. REMARKS

Suggested talking poinis are attached.



PARTICIPANTS FOR MEETING WITH DEMOCRATIC SENATORS

PARTICIPANTS:

POTUS
VPOTUS
Secy. Shalala

MEMBERS:

Sen. Tom Daschle

Sen. Danicl Patrick Moynmihan
Sen. John Breaux

Sen, Chris Dodd

Sen. Ted Kennedy

Sen. Patrick Leahy

Scn. Barbara Mikalski

Scn. Carol Moseley-Braun
Sen, Jay Rockefolier
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 SUGGESTED TALKING POINTS

1. Thisis a met{wmntally important debate about our greatest social problem.

* The welfare reform debate goes to the core of how we're going to deal with our
most pressing problems —— reducing teen pregnancy and illegitimacy, rebuilding the family,
reinventing government to refleet our basic values. We can’t allow this to become just
another political debute about just another political issue. It's too important = wh:zi we do
this ycar can havc vast canscqumccq that will outlive any of us here.

* This i5 hard. E-’vc worked on this for 1S years. Pat has been working on it for 30.
Humility is in order — history is littered with reforms in this area that failed or fell shor,

2. I am troubled by the course the debate has taken s far.

_* I don't like the bill the House passed because it's not real reform:
- It won't move peaple from welfare o work. In facy, it cuts child care that
peoaple need to get and stay off welfare. : Lo
s Accardmg to CBO, its work requirements are unuorkai‘}ic
- 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 provisions showed what can be done with a |
bipartisan cffort. The Senate should forget the rest of the House bill and start from scratch.

3. | want to see real welfare reform that is tough on work and responsibility, but good
to kids -~ and that gives states real flexibility, not just more problems and less money.

* The test of real reform is whether it moves people from welfare to work. We nced
time limits and tough work requirements that muke sure people who can work must go to
waork., But if people need child care or job skills in order 10 go to work, they should get it

* We should give states a lot more flexibility to achicve these goals. I've given 25
waivers. | think we should go further, and give states the option to stant doing what now
requires a waiver on their own, without having to ask our permission.

* But we won't get flexibility or real reform if all Congress docs is ship gverything
off 10 the states and expect them to solve more problems with less money. Last week, |
spoke 10 the Florida state legislature about what would happen to a high-growth state {ike
Florida under these block grants. Republicans and Demograts alike were nodding their heads
and applauding. {f we want real mfmm, we can't sobve all our budget problems here in
Washington at the states’ expense. We shouldn® pzzz states and children at risk.

-



4. We must do everything we can te make (his a bipartisan issue.

* Most Amcricans without regard to party agree on what must be done to reform
welfare. If we car't put politics aside and agree on this issue, we never will, In the House,
the Republicans went their own way, ~- and the bill they passed suffered for it. 'We cannot
fet that happen in the Senate. : ) ‘

* I they try 1o jam this through the Senate as part of reconcilation, 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 bill that 90% of the
peopie in America will support. If they decide to go it alone, this ssue will divide the
country, both parties will suffer, and millions of children will pay the price,

* | believe it would be an cnormous political mistake for them to go that route. As
we found out, there’s no betier way 0 hide your light under a bushel than through
reconciliation - just try to find a voter who has cver heard of the EITC. But more
important, this issue is too important to most Americans. They don't want to see another
bitter, partisan debate. They don't trust either party enough right now for that. As Pat

Moynihan has said many times, nothing this important should be done without support from
both parties,
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This memorandum suggests a legisiative and communications strategy for our welfare
reform efforts in the Senate,

I. The Debante So Far

For the American people, welfare reform and the alility to achieve it have become a
fundamental question of whether the political system or either party can reform government to
reflect their basic values. More than any other issue this year, the debate over welfare reform
will define the polincal character and credibility of both parties.

After the slection, we set out to achieve two goals on this issue -« first, 10 regain the
mtiative by highlighting the President's record on waivers and child support enforcement and
his commitment to real, bipartisan reform; and second, to seize the center and marginalize the
Houss Republican plan by defining it as cruel 10 children.

We still have a long way to go before we can claim victory, but we have met our
‘goals to this point.  The Blair House maeting, the child support executive order, and the 25th
waiver helped get the Administration back in the game, and the lines the President drew in
the State of the Union, the NACO speech, and the radio addresses have defined the 1ssue on
our tarms. We have a clear, winning message thar puts the Repubhicans on the defensive:
Welfare reform maust be tough on work and responsibility, not tough on children.

Our task won't be any easier in the Senate, where the players are more moderate but
the stakes are much higher, Dole has a tough choice to make, He will be under pressure
from the conservative and gubernatorial wings of his party to send us a bill we don't like. On
the other hand, he and his colleagues don't want 1 endure the beating their House

L



i
i
=T
bl

counterparts took for being mean to children. Moreover, with the defeat of the balanced
budget amendment and term limits, Republicans may now find that their interests comcide
with ours: they need 1o produce a welfare reform bill to prove that they can deliver real

. change. .

We have three main objectives for the Senate debate:

f. We must make work the test of real reform. Now that we have locked in child
support in the House, we need o make work our central focus i the Senate. By staying
away from the meanest House provisions - cuts in school lunch, the denial of benefits o teen

- mothers and legal immigrants, etc. ~ Senate Republicans will make it harder {though not
impossible) for us to criticize their plan as tough on kids. We will have to focus on the other
half of our argument, thar welfare reform isn't real unjess it moves people from welfare to
work.

This is a more complicated case to make. We will need to explain why people need
child care 1o get and stay off welfare, and why welfare reform cannot magically save heaps of
money. But unlike entitlements versus block grants, this is a debate we can win with the
public, which sees work «~ far more than saving money or reducing iHlegitimacy - as the
whole purpose for welfare reform. Moreover, the press and responsible moderates in the
Senate know we have the high ground on this issue. As Chafee said in a Finance hearing
sarlier this week, “Let's face it -- you can't just demand they get off welfare. What happens
then?" )

Work is also the Achxifcs heel of pure block grants. A welfare block grant with no
strings attached will not survive the criticist that it doesn't requlm anyone to go to work, A
welfare black grant with tough strings but not enough money « the more likely outcome -~
can be attacked as phony reform that can't work and shifts enormous costs to the states. And
as we saw in the House, "wezk on work, tough on kids® is a powerful, damaging message.

2. Keep showing progress in ending welfare on our own., The best way to keep
ressure on Republicans in Congress is to show that our fortunes are not tied to the lepisiative
process. The President has 2 tool more powerful than a veto threat -~ call it @ waiver threat,
Every walver we grant shows that we're willing to end welfare with or without Congress, and
that we don't have to wait on them fo give states more flexibility or move people from
welfare to work, Several mpeftarzt waivers will be pendmg in zhe next few months --
\/mc!udmg a few such as Ma ;

. strategy. The press is begmnmg to cmd:t thase watvers as rezai refarm and we simuid give
¥ & President every chance we can to visit key states o grant waivers, or to tour welfare-to-

work programs in states that have already received waivers from this administratien.

The speech to the Flonda legislature this week was one such opportunity, We are
looking for other executive actions to show progress on welfare reform -- including another
possible executive order or agency crackdown on child suppert.



3. Insist on bipm'ﬁsansi{ip, On an issue with such broad support among Amencans
1 both parties, netther side wants to get caught on the extremes, sither defending the status

quo or punishing innocent children. We need to do everything we can to keep both sides

from splintering and Ieaving us stuck in the center with nothing to sign.

As we saw in the Houge, a narrow partisan majority 15 bound to produce-a bad bill -
worse, perhaps, than many Republicans intended. Afier the House debate, we called for more
bipartisanship and less political rancor, and Gingrich's conciliatory tesponse suggests that the
Republicans recagnize that they will have to come our way. We need to encourage that by
continuing to take the high road, appealing to reasonable Republican moderates, urging
Democratic Senators and governors not o walk away from the table, and insisting that the
American people want us o work together and get this done.

" . Communications Strategy

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

-Administration a grofile on wellare reform. We are winning the communications battle on an

issue that should have been a cake walk for the Republicans. However, we can hardly rest on
our laurels, Welfare reform is sull a Republican issue, and we still do not have the votes.

We need to maintain the initiative and hold onto the center by continuing to strike this tone
of bipartizsanship and progress.

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

* FLORIDA SPEECH - This week the President showed that we are not just
calling for an end to welfare a5 we know it, we can point 1o working mothers
who prove that we are ending weifare as we know it. Waivers must become
the validation of our progress and our insurance policy if welfare reform
legislation does not pass. We should fout every succass story we can find in
key states that have received waivers - Colorado, Oregon, Ohic, etc. Focusing
on waivers not only substantiates the credibility of our efforts, but it draws
attention to work as the central component of our welfare reform.

* UPCOMING WAIVERS - Missouri and Delaware have both submitted
apphications for waivers to HHS and are nearing approval. Both states have
Damocratic Governors who attended the Biar House Summit. We have
submitted a scheduling propasal for the President to go to Missouri on his
Midwest Swing on April 26, This is where the President originally announced
his welfare reform package last June. The President would visit a worksite and
announce the 26th waiver and reiterate the themes of progress and work.



’ng? , / We could announce the Delaware waiver at the Saturday Radio Address on
e e April 29, The President would use this as a pivot to give a bigger message on
1 welfare reform and the importance of work as the Senate gears up for thig

A debate. Gov. Carper, who 1s the lead govemor on welfare reform for the DGA,
/2( L7 | would attend the radio address. Following the radio address Gov. Carper

¢ LV would brief reporters in the briefing room to validate the President's
", . i accomplishments on welfare reform, discuss his waiver, and warn what the
\\\\’ = House approach would do to block Delaware's welfare reform efforts. (Roth is
NN a key swing vote.) )

Assuming that the Senate debate continues for another two months, the other
waivers that we will be able to announce include: Arizona, Montana,
Massachusetts, New York, and possitly Virginmia. These need to be timed in
coordination with the Senate debate and they will become the drumbeat of our
message on the significance of work. The Massachusetts waiver will be
controversial, with the toughest work requirerents so far, but it passed a

\J I Democratic legislature with overwhelming support, and the President has
reportedly told Gov. Weld that we would not stand in their way. Assuming
this walver 1s approved, the President should travel to Boston to grant it.

LICENSE REVOCATION - Attached you will find a memo outlining a
Presidential directive which would order a 60 day review of the federal
professional licenses and a revocation process. The goal is to determine how
best to deny federal licenses 1o deadbeat parents,

iy,

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

Time Magazine. the weekend nightly news, and the New York Times have ail
done stories, giving us credit for addressing this issue. To keep this issue in the
news, we can announce that the report is underway. At the end of the 60 days
we would announce which agencies and licenses will be part of a new system
of federal license revocation.

* JCHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS - The Justice Department has a number of
cases pending on child support collection. DOJT and HHS will soon be able
announce another 30 cases cracking down on dead beat parents. The

\( announcement could be with the President or just Secretary Shalala and the
Attorney General. The message would be that in conjunction with the
President’s desire to crackdown on deadbest parents, we are now taking another

} 50 cnses to court. '
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REGIONAL COLUMNISTS - A number of reporters from key regional papers
write on weifare reform. We should bring them in to meet with the President
to discuss welfare reform, in the same way we did with the national columnists,
Specifically, we should invite columnists from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch
{Bond), the Boston Globe, Portiand Oregonian (Packwood), Wilmington News-
Journal (Roth), Providence Journal {Chafee), Salt Lake City Tribune (Hatch),
Cleveland Plain Dealer, Columbus Dispatch {Voinovich), Denver Past (Brown),
and other key targets.

CONGRESSIONAL LUNCHEOQON - The President should have a luncheon wath
Senator Packwood and Oregon CEO's who participate in their private sector
welfare to work program; Senator Moynihan and reprasentatives from America
Waorks, a well-respected work program in New York, and Senators Breaux and
Brawn, who have co-sponsored a bill w0 provide job placement veuehers for
welfare recipients, to discuss work and welfare.

There are two communications options for this meeting;

{1} The President could make an announcement 10 a pool spray where he
articulates our massage for this event -~ that he will be meeting with people
involved in real welfare reform, who help people sarn a paycheck rather than 2
welfare check, to discuss how best to promote work m welfare reform
legislation,

{2} This could be a private lunch, which we give as a feature to only one
reporter with all the anecdotes, so that it becomes a story for all the media 10
chase,

MARYLAND WORKSITE - The President should travel with Rep. Connie
Moreila {(who voted for the Deal Bill and against the House Republican plan}
and Sen, Barbara Mikulski to a Maryland site where welfare people are
working., This event would show bipartisan support for real weifare reform that
promotes work, and could be coupled with some kind of announcement on
what he expects from a walfare hill.

WALL STREET JOURNAL LETTER WRITING STORY - Mike Frisby 13
doing o story on the President's correspondence. One of the central figures is a
former welfare recipient who wrote the President about her own guccess in
getting off welfare and about a manual she wrate on how to move from welfare
to work. We gave Frisby a copy of the manual as well as a copy of her grades
which she sent int to the President. This is pant of a'larger story on how people
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stay in touch with this President, but this woman is certain to be brought up in
the piece. We could follow up the story by inviting her to the White House and
sending a ¢opy of her manual to the Hill.

COLORADO - When the President is in Colorado for the Air Force Academy
commencement speech on May 31, he could visit one of the worksites that
have been established under Colorado’s welfare watver. This waiver was signed.
long ago and has been very successful, The President could visit one of the
sites with Govemor Romer {perhaps the most important player in trying to
broker a bipartisan agresment from NGA) and Senator Hank Brown, (who
worked with the President on the Family Suppoa Act of 1988 and 1s a potennal
ally in the Senaifs) ‘

SECRETARY SHALALA - Secretary Shalala’s communication during the
House debate focused on hitting the weak part of the GOP proposal, which
allowed the President to focus on the national interest in welfare reform. We
want her to continue this role in the 3311312 debate, iejthrough her tsstimony,
regional meetings, etc,

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

EASTER RECESS - Over the Senate recess, we want print stories to appear in
local papers on the cost of the House welfare reform biil to each state and how
the GOP proposal is cruel 10 children, We will bring in individual reporters
from states, with key Senate targets to write about welfare reform during the
Easter recess,

DISTRICT MAILINGS - We are planning 10 send out mailings in each district
on the basic pieces of welfare reform.

FOOD STAMP EBT CARD - The Vice President should be responsible for
promoting the food stamp card that prevents fraud and abuse. We have test
projects gomng on in six states where the card is working. We are working
with the Vice President to have him promote this card during the Senate recess
50 that it is part of our ¢rack down on fraud and abuse,
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HI Legislative Strategy

Contrary to dire press accounts earfier this week, the Senate is still very much up for
grabs. In generai, Senate Republicans are leaning strongly toward biock grants, bur it remains
to be seen where the moderate Republicans will come down, and how much say the
Democrats wil! have i the outcome, ‘ ‘

Republicans on the Finance Committee have already made clear that they want no part
of the nastiest provisions in the House bill. Dole and Hatch have dencunced the cutoff of
unwed teen mothers {and Shaw has said he would yield in conference). Dole and Simpson
have cast doubt on the dental of benefits to all legal immigrants, with deeming to citizenship
(as in the Deal bill) more likely. The Senate also seems. uniikely to include the illegitimacy

‘bonus or a mandatory family cap, unless Gramm can add it on the floor.

But most of the major questions are up in the air. Republicans have not decided how
soon they will take this up, whether it will be a stand-alone bill or become part of
reconciliation, and how broad the scope of welfare reform should be (whether to include fond
stamps, child welfare, and other programs, or just block grant child care and AFD(C). Pivotal
moderates on the Finance Committee (Roth, Chafee, Hateh, and Simpson for the Republicans,
Baucus, Breaux, Conrad, and Graham for the Democrats) have not spelled out what they
would be willing o accept. Moynihan and Daschle have not decided whether to push a
Democratic bill. Qver the past week, we have been trying to gather the best intsiligence on
these questions so we can address each n turn, In addition, pant of sur meeting next week
with Senate Democrats should be to provide 3 legislative strategy focused on work.

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

2. Reconciliation: Dole said this woek that welfare might be included in _
reconciliation, which would make it easier for Republicans 1o procaed without Democratic

- support. Domenici says no decision has been made. The reconciliation route has many

advantages for them -- théy need the money to meet their deficit targets, and they could avoid
a Democratic filibuster. But some aspects of welfare reform (such as child support
enforcement} would run into Byrd rule problems, and if they want to make welfare veform
one of their central achievements, they should know better than to bury it in reconsiliation »-
just Took at what happened to us with the EITC. Alternatively, they could pass a stand-alone
welfare reform bill and count the savings when they get to reconciliation.

Welfure reform will be better off for all concemed if it is addressed on s own, rather
than rammed through on a partisan vote as part of reconciliation. This iz another reason we
need to resist any statements on our side that might embolden Dole to go that route, and use
every opportunity we can to call for bipartisanship, If Republicans head down the road

‘;'} '



toward reconciliation, we niced to be able to claim the bipartisan high ground, so they know
they will pay a high pelitical price for going it alone.

3. Moderate Republicans: Several thoughtful Republicans on Finance are still trying
to calibrate their positions on welfare reform. Chafee said yesterday that the House
Republican bifi "lost sight of what our goals are in weifare reform” by focusing "entirely on
how 0 save money and give states maximum flexibility." He wid the committee, "t is very
important that we not allow ourselves to be carried away in that manner.” Other members
have their own concerns. Even Packwood's views do not appear to be set in stone. Al he
has said is that he favors block grants, likes Oregon's waiver, and opposes conservative
strings. '

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

4. Scope: Conventional wisdom is that Senate Republicans will stay away from
block granting nutrition programs and perhaps child welfare, but focus on AFLIC, child care,
amd 881, Lugar and Packwood said this week that they might be interested in bleck granting
food stamps, but others are likely to resist that idea as happened in the House. The Senate
will almost certainly stay away from school lunch. The scope of the bill may be determined
by the deficit targets Domenici sets in these areas,

’ 8, Alternatives: Daschle has convened a welfare reform task force, but members
have held off from developing a Demucratic alternative in hopes that some bipartisan
negotiations could begin, Most Democrats will defer to Moeynthan, who has not decided
whether 1o draft his own bill. Earlier this week, there was a flurry of concern that Moynihan
might be seeking a veto threat over the entitlement issue, but that now appears not to be the
case. Democrats continue to be interested in doing everything possible to keep the door open
to bipartisan compromise, while reserving the rght to develop a Democratic alternative if it
becomes necessary down the road. Such an altemative might end up looking like the Deal
bilf - or something else altogether, if Moymhan presses for a more modest approach.

If a biparisan, center-out bill is going to emerge, it wiil come from negotiations either
between Packwood and Moyniban, or between moderates like Breaux and Chafee. Breaux
already co-sponsors the PPI job placement voucher bilf with Hank Brows, and might be able
10 build a bipartisan compromise sround that. As in the House, our role will be o try to
- educate members in both parties, and provide legisiative support o members who want o
draft their own alternatives.

»
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Dear Mr, Speaker: T T LT

- This week, the historic natianal dabate we have bngun on
walfara raform will meove €0 the floor of tha House of
Representatives., Welfare reform is a top priority for ny
Administration and for Americuans without regard to party. T loak
forward to working with Republicans and Damocrats in both houses
of Congreas to enact real reform that pramotes wark and
responsibility and makes walfare what 1t was meant to be: a

second ;hanae, net a way of lite; ‘ -

In the‘last two years, we have put the country on the road
to endify welfare as we know it. In 1983, whan Congress passed
our scoponic plan, we cut taxes for 15 million working Americans
and rawarded work over welfare, We collected a2 record level of
child support in 1593 -~ $9 billion -~ and laszt month I signed an
axacurive order to crack down on fedsral employees whe owe c¢hild
support In two years, we have granted waivers from federal
rulas tO 23 states, so that half the country {6 now ¢arrying out
eignificant welfare reform experiments that promote work and
raapnnx bility instead of undermining it.

< 1 hava alwaya sought to make welrare reform a biparziaan
igave. |I stil) beliaeve it can and wust be. Unfortunately, the
Rouse R puhlxcan kill in 1ts current form does not appear to
sffer the kind of real welfare reform that Americans in both
partieﬁiaxgeat. It is too wesk on moving people from welfare to

wark, t as tough as it should be on deadbeat parents, and too

W

‘Lagt year, I sent Congress the most sweeping welfare reform

. plan any administration has ever presented. It did net pass, but

I beliavs the principles and vaiuas at its cora will ha the bania

of whatlultimatﬁzy &caa pass: P , . :
irst, the centr&idqaal of walfare reform must be moving

pacple from welfare.to work, where they will earn a paycheck, not

R

.a waltare chack. I believe we should demand and reward work, ot

punish.theee who ge to work.. .If people nead child care or jpb
skille gn order to go %o work, we should help them gat 'it, But
withiu gﬁc years, anyone who can work nust go .to work

ki

%hia ia not a partisan issue' Last vear, 162 of 175 House

Reﬁuhli ang ca-xpona&r&d a Bill, H.R. 3500, ﬁhat promoted work .in

»»»»
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nuch the|same way as our plan. But the current House Republican
bill yvoulwill eensddar- this week fails to promote work, and would -

actually make it harder for.many recipients ta make it in the

~ workplaca. ' .It cuts child care for peopla trying to leave walfare.ﬁﬂﬁ'
and for working pedile trying to stay off welfare, removes any

real responsibility for states to provide job placement and _
skille, and gives. atataa .a perverse incentiva to cut 9aopla«m££

whether br not they have moved Into a job. When people juat get

cut .off without going to Work, that's not welfare reform. T urge

you to pass a welfare reform bill that ends weltara as we know it
] hy mavinz people from welfara to work.

~*» Second, waltarg reforn mﬁst ‘make . respon;ibﬁiity & vay of
lifa. We should demand responaibilify from parents who bring
children|into the world, net let them off the hook and expect
taxpayers to pick up the tab for thelr neglect. Last year, ny

. Administyation proposed the toughest chilé support enforcement

measuras ever put forward. 1If we collected all the money that
deadheat|parenza should pay, we could move 8085, 590 wonan and
"ehildren off walfara {mmedlataly. -

I | grateful te members in batk partiea tor already
agraasing| te include most of the tough child suppert measurss from
our walfare reform plan. This week, I hops you will go further,
and raqu%;a states to dany drivers and profesasionsl licenges to
parents
signal: |No parent in America has z right to walk away from tha
raspanaibiliﬁy to raise their chilﬁran.

. T irg, velfsra reform should discourage taan pragnancy and
promote pesponaible parenting, Ve must discourage irresponsible
behavior|that lands people on walfare in the first place, with.a
national campaign against tesn pragnancy that lets young peopla -

get pragnant or father a child who isn*t prepared to raise the

. know it §s wrong te have a ¢hlld outgidse marriage. HNobody should

child, love the child, gnd take respansibility for the chiid's "
futura. .

T kaow mambara of Congress in both partiea care ashout thia
issus, But nany agpeacts of the current House plan would do more
harm than good. Instaad of refusing to help teen mothers and
their children; we should require them to turn their lives around
«w o live at home with their parents, stay in scheeol, and
idantityrtha child's father. We should demand responsible
behavior| from people on walfare, but it la wrang to make small

‘children pay the price for their parents' mistakes.

 Finally, welfare reform ahaulﬁ give atates more

flexibility in return for more accountability.. I believe we muah=

give atates far more flexibllity so they can do the things they
want to today without seeking waivers. But in its current form,

P

refuse to pay child support. We have to pend a ¢lear

RE———

PR

i
!.F'

A

!
i

.



the Houge Republican bil)l may {mpede rathar th&n promote rafore
and flexibility. 7The -proposal-deskassaksssz vulnerable to
econonic recession and demographic changs, putting working
familieg at risk. §States will have less money for child care,
training, and other efforts to move people from walfara to work.
and there will not be any accountability at the federal level for

: hreducmn fraud or protecting children. We will not achiave real’

rafernm r gtate flexibility if Congress just gives tha statas
move burxdens and less money, and falls to make work and
respons bility the law of ths land,

. 13 the curfent Housd plan is weak on work, it ig very

tou h on ¢hildren. <utting.school lunches and getting tough on
diaahla children and children in foster care ls not my ldea of

. welfars reform. We all have a pational interest in promoting the

wall-baing of our .children and in putting government back in line

1 appreciate all tha work that you hava dona on this iaaua,
and X plaasad that the country is findlly engaging in this
importait debats. In the end, I believe we can work it out

with ajl naticnal values.

rogath 8¢ long as we re&ember the values this debate is really
about. [The dignity of work, tha bond of family, and the virtus

of resp naibiiity are not Republican values or Democratic values.

Thay ar¢ American values =~ and no child in America should ever
have £ graw up withaut then, ,

_ Bincerely,

e . f F . - [ETII

The Hongrabhla Newt Gingrich :
Speaker of the -
House of Reprasantatives
washington,:D.C, 20518 ' ' S =

JRT—
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March 2, 1995
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ~ Bruce Reed

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

On Wednesday, the House Ways & Means Committee will finish work on the
Republican welfare reform bill, and send it 16 the floor for consideration in late March or
carly April. (The Senate begins committee hearings next week, but has no plans to gat
serious until May ot June.) House Republicans have made several changes in response to
Democratic pressure, but they remain volnerable to our criticisms that it is weak on work and
taugh on children: ’ ’

1. Weak on work: After Democrats ridiculed the work requirements in the
subcommittee bill as weaker than current Jaw, Republicans increased their nominal work
participation rates 10 50% by the year 2003 {up from 209) -— while continuing to cut moncy
by 315 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 anybody into work.
Republicans rcjcctezi a Democratic amendment that would have imposed tougher work
mqulrcmcnis and given the states moncy for work programs at the level Repabi:cazas
promised i in the Contract with America,

2. Tough on children: The Contract called for a lifetime welfare ban for unwed wen
mothers and their children. House Republicans have softened that significamly to lot states
restore aid when the mother turns 18.° The original version would have affected millions of
children; the new version applies 1o a much smaller fraction of the caseload, But it's still a
bad klea to cut people off rather than making them stay in school and tumn their lives around.
The cutoff is opposed by the NGA (Ixan, Thompson, and others wrote House Republicans
last weck to complain about conservative micromanagement in the bill), right-to~lifers, and
Americans generally (including 537% of Republicans, according to the New York Times poll).

The new Republican plan also includes a bonus for states that reduce their
“illegitimacy ratio” —~ the number of out~of~wedlock births and abortions divided by total
births. Democrats pointed out that this would give states a financial incentive 1o limit the
right to choose, and that welfare reform should be a debate about work, niot abortion.

3. Not tough enough on deadbeats: The final committee bill will include 90% of
our ¢hild support provisions, but some Republicans have been dragging their feet on a'fow
elements, including threatening to suspend drivers and professional licenses for parents who
refuse to pay —~ 2 tool that has proved enormously successful in Maine and 18 other states
that have tried it. We rushed a letter from vou up to Archer late today insisting on lhc
toughest possible child support measures.
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. THE SECRETAR'Y OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
WM NGTOMN, B4 2033L

MR 1N o e

Commitee on Ways and Means
House of Representatives
Washington D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. (Rzam -

This Jstter expresses the Administration’s views on the Chairman's mark for welfare reform
leglslatlon under consideration by the House Coramittes on Ways and Meaps.

The Administration shares the commitment of the Congress and the American pecple 1o real

“ welfare reform that emphasizes work, pareata) responsibility, state flexibilicy, and the protection

. of children. Last yeat, the President submitted a bold welfara reform bill, the Work aed
Responsibility Aot of 1994, which embodied these values. tinciuded tough work requirements
while providing opportunities for education, training, child care and supports to working people.
It included u stiingent set of child support enforcement provisions. It required each teen mother
to live at home, stay in whoo! and identfy ber taby"s father. It increascd state flexibility without -,
sacrificing accountability. And it maintained a baszr: structure of pmtwnons for children.

The Administration Jooks fammmgmmym&mz%nmma&MWwy
o pass bold welfare reform legislation this year. The Administration has, however, seridus
concerns about 2 number of features of e Chairman’s mark that appear to undermine the vaiyes
to which we are 2]l committed. The Administration secks o end welfare a5 we know it by
promoting work, family and responsibility, oot by punishing paor children for their parents’

mistakes. Weifare reform will suoceed only if i zt su::cessfuiiy moves peegie from welfare to
© work.

Work

For vears, Repubizcans and Dmocmzs alike have agreed that the central goal of welfare reformx
wiust be work. That is still our goal: People who can. work ought to g0 to wark and ez a

paycheck not a welfare check. The Admirnsstration believes that no adult who is able to work

should receive welfare for an unlimited time without working: The Administration believes that

from the first day someone comes onte welfare, he or she shuuld be required to participate injob

search, job placement, education, or training needed to move off welfare and into 2 job quickly.

it1s government’s responsihility fo help ensure that the critical job placement, training, and child

care services are provided. Individuals who are willing to work should have the opportunity 1

work and not be arbitrarily cut off assistance,

-~
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The Administration therefore has serious concerns about the Chairman’s mark before you..,

G

Whils ssemingly higher than those in the bill reportad out of subcommittee, the

work standards continue to be wesk and now contain perverse incentives for states
ta cut people off, rather than put them to work. Far from requiring siaies to put
people to work, the bill sllows states t0 counr as “working,” persons who were
simply cut from the welfare rolls for any reasor.  Cutting people off welfire is pot

the same as putting peopls fo work. In addition, becanse the bill suthorizes the -

block grant only through the year 2000, work requirements in the out-years seem
gt this point unenforcesble and thus more figurative than real. To the extent that
states try to raeet the work standands by pulling people in jobs rather than cutting
them off, proposed funding cuts in child vare and other programs would foree g
considerable increase in state expenditures or cuts in benefits.

The proposed legislation provides no asswrance of child care to recipicots who
work or are preparing W work--¢ven if 2 state soquires them to participate. [t
offers no promise of child care for those who leave welfare for work or for those
who could avoid falling onto weifare if they had some help with child care. It

‘Tepesls provisions of existing law that provide open-ended funding for familicy
that need child care in order to work or g0 to school, while the provisions passed |

o e mark of the Committes on Eeonomic and Fducatiopal Opportunities
significantly reduce total existing fusding for child care and the child care food
program. In addition, states muay be foread to cut back child care assistance to low
income working families just to meet the child care needs of welfare recipicats. -

The. proposed logislation effectively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act .

signed by Pregident Ronald Reagsn in 1988, It removes any eal mpmmbzhty of
stste welfare systems to provide education, training and placement services to
inove recipients from welfare to work.. Indesd, the bili jraposes now restrictions
on states which want to provide education or training to move people quickly off
welfare. States should have the flexibility to provide recipients the services they
reed to move from wtifare to work as quickly s possible.

The praposed iagxsiadon woukl deay all federal cash HSQZSMCQ to most families
that have received assistance for more then five years. Even if the adult in the
family is unable t0 find & job or is prevented from holding s job because of
disability or the need to care for a disabled family member, states are prohibited
from exempting from the lifetime lmit no more than ten percent of the caseload.

Children wuuld be scziously jeopardized oven if their parents eannat find any work .

and are not included in the exemption. «

£

F. 8303
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The Administration supports an alternative spproach that would genuinely transform the welfure.
systern into & wansitional system focused on work. It would have strict mquirements oo
participation and clea sesponsibilities for states to.provide education, training and placement
ascistance; it would have serious time limits afder which work would be required; it would ensure
that ¢hildren would not be left alone wlmpé.rzzzts were working by providing assistance for child
care; it wonld put pareats to work, not just out them off; andkwouldmuﬁme&ﬁdmm
expect suppen {rom two parents.

Parentsl Rupoi:stbi!ity

The Administration believes that welfare reform should recognize the responsibility and

caooursge the involvement of both parents in their children’s lives. The Administration considers

child support enforcement to be an integral part of welfare reform, particulery because it sends

‘& strong message 1o young people about the respoasibility of beth parents w0 support their

. childres. The Administration was pleused when more than one month ggo, Chairman Shaw
agreed to add child support enforcement to your welfare reform biil.

While the new child support provisions havemtbmmieasedby ﬁze(;amm;tme,wadahave
concerns with the one child support provision w!nchwmdud&lin:hemk&mw&msfm"

0 Wcmmubiedhythepmmonthzzmmmm mdmpaymemste
children for the first § months if paterpity has pot been legally established  This
pwuswn seems ineffectusl and unfuir, Even if e mother fully coopermies by
giving detailed information identifying the father and his possible location, and
even if the stato is diligent in pursuing the father, it can easily take 6 monthsto |
get paternity legally established. There is no reason why the child should be
punished &unng this period. -

The Aémxmsa-atwn believes that the welfare systcm should encourage the formation and suppon

of two-parent famnilies. The Administratiom is therefore concerned sbeut an important omission
"in the proposed legislation:

o The proposed bgiélatizm would encourage the breuk-up of families by repealing
the requirement that states provide cash assistapce to two-parent families in which
a parent ix unemployed or unable to work. It ailows states to discrirsinate against
married, two-parent families by treaung single-parent families better than two- |
parent families. .

The Administration sa;>pcﬁs_m; approach that both encourages the formation of two-parent
families and makes sure that both parents take responsibility for children in all cases.
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Teens Pregnancy

. The Administration and the American people agree that the best reform of welfare would be to

- ensure that people do not need it in the first place. Welfure reform must send a very strong

message 1o young people that they should Aot pet pregnant or father & child until they are ready
anda&iemcareforthatchﬁd,aadthat;f!h»cydﬁha%chﬂd:en,%heymllmbeabhmmm
the obligations and responsibilities of parentbood. We must be especially concerned gbout the

 well- bemg of the children who are bom (o young mothers, since thayareve:y Iikciy s gTOW Up

poar, * A
The Administration therefore has serious conterns about thebxﬁbeiom you:

0  The proposed jegislation wonld deny =il federul cash to any child bom fo an

: ummﬁmc&wmdmiswwenmmmcmm&cmtmiS}'m
old. This provision punishes and abandons children rather than helping farmkcs <
to pet them on the right wack

o The propossd legislation does not require that teen mothers below the age of 18
live at home and stay in school. izweakmsreqmmmmmtlm and may
make:thraspmfmmothmaaécmMM\vm

The Administration mppom makterzzaﬁwap;mhm would require minor mothers to live at
home, stay in school, make progress toward self-sufficiency, and idemify the father of the child.
The Administration also supports s natiofal campaign to prevent teen pregnancy. It is time to

~ enlist parents apd civie, religious, and business leaders in 8 community based strategy to send &

clear message about abstinence and responsible parenting.  The Administration also m;:pons a
state option pot to inerease be:zeﬁ:s for children bom to mothers :za welfare,

State Flaxibiliiy with Accﬁuntability

The Administration embraces the creativity and responsiveness of stetes, and the opportunities
for real reform when states have the flexibility to design and administer welfare programs tatlored
o their unique circumstances and needs. Already this Administration has granted waivers to half
the states for welfare reform demosstrations. National welfare reform should mboéy the values
of work and responsibility in n way that assures taxpayers that federal money is being spent
prudently and appropriately. For reform to sucoeed, the funding mechanisms for weifare should

not put children or-states af risk in times of recession, popalatwn increase of uopredictable
growzh in éeman&

In this context, the Administration has serious concerns sbout the proposed icg;s?athz

© o  While states now have an option td choose amang allocation formulas, the .

spending cap in the proposed legistativu imnakes no allowances for potential growth
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in the nesd for cash assistance because of economit downtum, or unpredictable
emergencies. There is only a tiny fund to help adjust for population chauges and
a small loan fund from which states can borrow, These provisions could result in
states running out of money befors the end of the year, and thus having 1w tun
"awny working families who hit a "bump in the rosd” and apply for shori-term
assistance. It could preclude states from investing in job placemest, in work
_pmgmmadmoammm and in supports for working families.

0 T'hepmpaseé legislation removes the requirement that states match federal funds
with their own state funds, With none of their own money at risk, states will have
fewer incentives to spend the funds efficiently and effectively w lmprove

- serformance and increase self-sufficiency.

The Administration supports proposals that significantly increase state flexibility but also ensure
accountability for schieving national geals The Administration supports a funding mechanisre
that will not put children and states at risk down the road, and that enables states to succeed in
maving people from welfare to work and in supporting working familics. The Administration

bas gignificant doubts about the ability of a pure block grant fundmg mackamsm to adequately
protect both ::hx}dren and states.

if'mtcction of Children

The Administration recognizes that the protection of children is the primary goal both of cash
assistance programs and of child welfare and clild protoctive services. Cash assistance programs
assist familics to care for children in their own homes. Child protection services help those
children who are abused or neglected or af risk of pbuse by their perents and who need special
in-home services or out of home placements to assure their safety. Strengthening families, and
where sppropriate, preventing removal of childres from their homes also are, key goals of child
protection services. We believe there are problems in o number of areas.

| Thclcgislazzve pmposais !hat wmﬁd mfc;m cash assistance have a zmmbw of pmv:swrzs that
would put vulnerable children ot greater risk.

o The legislation would deny cash assistance to teen mothers apd their children, to
children born while the parent was on welfare, and 1o children whose parent had
received welfare for more than five years, whether or not 2 job weas available or
the parent was unable to work. The funding caps could have the effect of denying
cash assistance to children when states used up their allocated funds, for whatever
reasons. Children in low income working families, who may be foreed onto cash
agsistance in times of economic dewmturn, vuuld be most affected.
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Child Protection Services

Some of these children could well mmcmmasym of ¢child pmt:emm services that is aimdy
seriously overburdened and that is failing to provide the most essential sexvices. Reported child
maltreatment and out-of-home pilacements have both been increasing sharply. Many state systews
,mha&&&m@&yh&w%yﬁw&mfﬁiﬁa&omﬁgﬁ The proposed legislation
responds to these iocreasingly serious problems by consolidating existing programs that protect
chxl&eainmablockg:mm&hmﬁmlfad&dwm@t The Administration has serious
concerns about this approach.

o The proposed legislation caps spending for child protection programs at a'level
considersbly lower than baseline projections. This could lead to uninvestigated
realtreatment Teports, and 1o children being left in unsafe homes.

o The propesad legislation eliminates many important protections pow guzramwd o
children in foster care. These protéutions were put in place 1o correct situations in whmh .
childrens were being lost ¢ in the foster care system.

o The proposed lcgisla.l.iun eliminustes the adoption assistance programs, and leaves
it up 1o states whether they will significantly sustain the subsidies that enable
many special needs children to find permarent homes.

o The proposed legislation viraually eliminstes federal monitoring and accoua!abdny
mechanigms. It mokes it impossible for the fedorsl govornment to cosure the
protection of children,

o The proposed legislation allocates funds to the states under current claiming
patierns. Because of serious imbalances among the states in spending on child
protection, it is bard 1o imagine an allocation that would not dmadvantage either

states that have been heavy spenders, or states that are only begmmng to improve
their s:{stems

Sab&taaﬁai imprevtmts need to be made in the child protection system and in the federal role
in overseeing that system. Gliven the dramatic changes in which other aspects of the Comumittes’s
mark may have on other support systems for children, the Administration urges camtion before

actions are taken that will disrupt the child protection system and, as & result, zmght s&musly
barm millions of chafdren.

L]

- Although mcdiﬁcanonshavc been made to_the Subcomm‘tee report, the Administration is gtill
deeply troubled by the changes proposed in the program designed to help disabled children--881. .
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¢ The proposed legistation dounaticaly slishes SSEbenefits for children. Within 6
months, over one hundred thousand disabled children would fail to gain eligibility
for 881 benefits as well as medical protection. And in the future, po child, no
matter how dizabled, will be eligible for any cash benefits for SSI, except if cash
benefits prevent them from having to be institutionalized. These proposals appesr
wpmﬁmwmmmdmmmwdmmfmthwobddmmmmm
econonuc consequences for the family. S8 recipients are among the neediest and”
most vulnerable children, in the poorest families.

o Somepfthcmomy saved is put into a new block grent for services to disabled
children: This change would shift choies of services from families to 2 pew state
bureaucracy that may lack sufficient resources 1o serve children affected. The idea
i nntested, and no one knows what impact it will have on the most vulnerable of
children and the parents who care for them. The S-year cut off in AFDC forall -
persons along with the elimination of SS1 cash for disabled children may leave )
these children extremely vulnerable.

The Administration sses the need for careful reform in this srea, with its poteptial for serious
Inom W eatrernely vulnersble children, Last ym the Congress estublished o Conuuission on
Childhood Disability to look into these issues in consultation with experts from the Naticaal .
Academy of Sciences. The Commission will provide its report to the Congress later this year. -
The Administration believes prudence dictates waiting for this short time until this bipartisan

commission, following a thorough review of all aspects of this mportant pmgmm bas an
oppetmmty to make recommendations.

Benelits to Legal Im:mgmnts

. Thﬂ Adtmmst:ranon strongly believes that zl!egal alions should not be eligible for g@mem
welfare support. But the prohibition of all benefits to legal immigrants who are not yet citizens
is too broad, and would shift substantial. burdens to state and local taxpayers. These legal
immigrants are required to pay taxes. Many serve in the armed forces, and contribute to their
communities. The Administration strongly favors a more focused approach of holding SPONSOrs

. accountahle for those they bring intn this country and making the sponsors commitment of
support a legally bmdmg contract,

&
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Insammary meChmmsmngmisfwﬁwwfcmnfm}mmm parental
responsibility, prevention of teen preguancy and state flexibility--that the Administration and the
American people share. But the translation of general goals inio specific legislation misses the
mark in fundamental ways. The proposed legislation does pot represent sericus wurk-based
reform. It does nothing to move people from welfare to work, and it does oot require everyoae
who can work 1o go to work. It neither holds state bureaucricies sccountable nor cushions state
taxpayers against recession. [t puts millions of children at risk of serious harm. There are
alternative approaches to reform that schiove our mutual gaaismfmmmwmmve and
acecuntable ways, :

The Adxmmstratlm reiterates its commitment to real W‘elf&'e reform and its desire to work
t:ooper"“‘“m‘y with Cangmss to aclucve it

’i‘hc Offace of Management and Budget advises that there § is no objection to the transm.tttxﬂ of this
report to Congress,

A similar letter was sent to Repmmnzazm Sm M. G&bbazzs and mbem ef the Ways and
, Means Comumitise.

Smccrcly,

%7%

Donna E. Shalala
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MazchI 2, 1998
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
© FROM: Bruce Regd

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Upxdate —— House Ways & Means Markup

On Friday, the House Ways & Means Committee will finish work on the Republican
welfare reform bill, and send it to the fleor for consideration in late March or carly April.
(The Senate beging committee hearings next week, but has ne plans to get serious until May
or Junc.) Housc Republicans have made several changes in response to Democratic pressure,
but they remain vulnerable to our criticisms that it s weak on work and tough on childrenm:

L. Weak on work: After Democrats ridiculed the work requirements in the
subcomunittec bill as weaker than current law, Republicans increased their nominal work
participation rates to 50% by the year 2003 {up from 20%) -~ while continuing ¢ cut moncy
by $15 billion over 5 years, At the same time, they added a new foophole that lety states
count caseload reduction as work participation, States coukd fulfill their entire work
participation standard just by cutting people off —— without moving anybody into work,
Republicans rejected a Democratic amendment that would bave imposed tougher work
requirements and given the states money for work programs at the fevel Republicans
promised in the Contract with America,

2. Tough on children: The Contract cailed for a lifetime welfare ban for unwed wen
mothers and their children. - House Republicans have softencd that significantly (o let states
restore aid when the mother turns 18. The original version would have affceied miilions of
children; the new version applies to a much smaller fraction of the cascload. But it's siill a
bad idea to cut people off rather than making them stay in school and turn their fives around.
The cutoff is opposed by the NGA {Dean, Thompson, and others wrote House Republicans
last week to complain about conservative micremanagement in the bill), right-to-lifers, and
Americans gencrally (including 57% of Republicans, according to the New York Times poli).

The new Republican plan also includes a bonus for states that reduce their
“iHegitimacy ratio” —= the number of out—of-wedlock births and abortions divided by total
births, Domocrats pointcd out that this would give staics a financial incentive fo fimit the
right 1o choose, and that welfare wiorm should be a debate about work, not abortion.

3. Net tough enough on deadbeats: The final committee bili is likely to include
RU-90% of our child support provisions, but some Republicans have beon dragging their feet
on a few clements, incloding threatening to suspend drivers and professional licenses for
parcats 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 to Archer late today insisting
on the toughest possible child support measures, The commitice will not make up its mind
unti] sometime Friday. You should criticize them sharply if they wimgp out,
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WELFARE REFORM

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

I am committed to working across pariy lines to cnact a bill this year that will end
welfare as we know it So far, some Republicans in the House seem more intent on
ust cutting people off and punishing them for their mistakes than in moving people

ik e A —— — e

tough on work and tough on deadbeats, not tough on children.

- sur adminisiration has not submitted its own welfare reform plan this year. What

kind of plan do you suppon?

I'm proud of the bill we put forward last year. {t was the toughest, most
comprehensive welfare reform plan any administration has ever proposed. When the
dust setiles, 1 belicve a number of our provisions on ¢hild support enforcement, work,
and teon pregnancy will become law.

Now we're working with members of Congress and governors in both partics 10 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 anyonc who
can work 10 go to work, It should demand responsibility from both parents, with the
toughest possible child support enforcement. 1t should discourage teen pregnancy and
scnd a clear signal that it is wrong to have children outside marriage. And i shouldn't
punish children for their parents' mistakes.

¢
Can you sign a bill that docs not contain an individual entitlemem?

[ believe in giving states a lot more flexibility ~ ~ I've given waivers to 24 states, more
than any other President. But as a fornmer governor, | also know that we won't have
real welfare reform i all Congress does is shift costs (o the states or pass the buck
from one burcaucracy to another without transforming the welfare system. We have a
national interest in work, responsibility, and the well=being of our children, and we
ought to st cicar national goals and give states the chance to meet those goals without
top~down micromanagement from Washingion.



You wore the once to 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 to pass a good bipartisan bill, As a
govempor, 1 worked with 2 Democratic Congress and a Republican President to pass
the Family Support Act.

But I'm 1ot waiting for Congress. In the past two years, | have given 24 states --
half the country —- the freedom 10 cut through federal red tape and regulations and fry
innovative new approaches to welfare reform. That's more waivers in two years than
my two Republican predecessors did in 12 years.

My Administration bas broken every record in collecting child suppott, which 15 the
cssential to getting poople off welfare and helping them stay off. Earlicr this week, |
““signed an executive order 10 make surc that federal employees who owe child support
have to pay it. And I am going to keep pressing Congress to send me a welfare
reform bill that is tough on work, tough on child support, and good for our children,

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

I am a strong supporter of electronic benefits transfer, and along with Viee President
Gore, 1 have been pushing more staies to adopt it a5 a way o empower people, cut
burcaucracy, and reduce fraud. But the Republicans scem less inferested in reforns
than in cutting the hcart out of our longstanding bipartisan commitment to make sure
children 15 America get enough (o cat. School lunch and other nutrition programs
have done a great deal to eliminate hunger in America, and Republicans ar¢ wrong o
try to pay for their Contract by asking poor children to cat less.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WEASHINGTON

March 2, 1995

Dear Mr. Chairman,

1 am writing to reiterate my firm belief that
congress must pass tough child support enforcement
measures as part of welfare reform. When absent
parents don't provide support, the inevitable
result is more welfare, more poverty, and more

sedifficult times for our children. It is essential
that all Americans understand that if they parent a
child, they will be held responsible for nurturing
and providing for that child.

I -am doing everything in my power to crack
down on ¢hild support enforcement. In 1%83, we
collected a record $9 billion in child support -~ a
12 percent increase over the previocus year. Last
week, I signed an Executive Order to ensure that
federal employees who owe child support live up Lo
their responsibilities as parents, and that the
federal government will do its utmost to help find
parents with delinquent child support claims. Our
welfare reform plan included the toughest child
support measures ever proposed. If absent parents
arentt paying child support, we will garnish their
wages, suspend their licenses, track them across
state lines, and if necessary, make them work off
what they owe,

Parental responsibility should not become a
partisan issue. At the bipartisan national Working
Session on Welfare Reform that I hosted at Blairx
House, Republican 'and Democratic leaders fronm
around the country and every level of government
agreed that we should enact the toughest child
support enforcement measures possible.

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



bills similar to our plan could gerve as the
foundation for any effort to reform child

support -~ incliuding the one offered by
Representatives Barbara Kenmnelly, Nancy Johnson,
and others, Critical elements include denving
welfare benefits to any unwed mother who dees not
cooperate fully in identifying the father, powerful
neasures for tracking interstate cases, and seriocus
penalties ~- including license suspension, and if
necessary, reguiring work ~- for parents who refuse
to pay what they owe. We must alse include both
the performance incentives and resources states
need to do the jobk right,

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

With best wishes,

Sincarely;

The Honoerable Rill! Archer
Chairman
Committee on Ways and Means

House of Representatives
washington, D.C. 20518



THE WHITE HOUSE

WABMINGTODHN -

Febroary 13, 1995
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Brace Reed

SUBIECT: Welfare Reform Activity in the House

I. Markup in House Subcommittee

Clay Shaw will finish markup of the Republican welfare reform bill in s
subcommittee today. On straight party-line votes, Republicans rejected Democratic
amendments to dramatically strengthen work requireruents, require nsinor mothers to Hive at
home and stay m school rather than just cutting them off, and allow legal jmmigrants who
have paid taxes for 5 years to remain cligible for benefits. They put off sction on child
support enforcement antil full commsttes markop on the B two weeks from now,

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

_ {. Weak on work:, The Heritage Foundation called the work requiremenis in the
Shaw bill a "major ecmbarrassment to many Republicans.” They're moch weaker than ours,
and weaker even than current law. Demaocrats witl keep pushing that real welfare reform is
about sending people to work, and the Shaw bill is just about cutting peaple off.

2. Mean te childrem: Somce Republicans have begun to distapce themselves from the
punitive provisions of the bill. This week, Henry Hyde and Olympia Snowe broke ranks o
criticize the cutoff of voung unwed methers {which Dole and Kasschaum already opposc).

So did Tommy Thompson,

3. A bad deal for states: Congressional Republicans will have a hard time holding
onto their governoss by offering more micromanagement amd less money, We will put out
state~bywstate numbers on the cost shift of their various block grants {food stamps, AFDC.
chitd welfare, chitd care) us well as the impact of all their conservative strings {(numbers cut
off because of provisions oo young unwed maothers, legal intmigrants, SSI Kids, cte.).

¥



1. Communications Strategy

This week, wa used the subcommitice markup to issue the attached Administration
views letier outlining our diffcrences with the Shaw bill, which was well-reccived by the
press and by Hitl Democrats whe were looking to us for direction.  We also put out the
attached comparison of Republican work requirements with current law, as well as an
estimate of the impact of child welfare’ cuts on foster care (states would lose a thisd of the
prajected 310,000 slots they seed 1n the year 2000) and an analysis of the funding formula
showing that Michigan would benefit most and New York, Florida, and Texas would he big
loscrs. ' ’

On Thursday, Carper and Carnaban will hold a press conference with Gephardt and
Hoyver on why the Shaw hill is o bad deal for states. At the same Hine, the White House will
get state~by-state cost-shift numbers out to local and regionsl press.  Later (hix week, PPl
will issuc a devolution study eriticizing current Republican biock grani proposals on welfare
and crime. )

Over the next few weeks, we will be resurrecting many of the tactics that worked for
the crime bill: targeting editorial boards m districts with moderate Repoblican members;
inviiing Democratic and Republican members to bring their constituents to the White House
for welfare reform bricfings; circulating daily talking points in Washington and around the
coumtry; and so on,

1. Developing an Alternative

We are working to develop a range of options on what aur jdeal bill would be, and
how 1o get there,  Ideally, 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 cmphasis on work and responsibility.  In the short run, we will need to
work with House Diemocrats over the next month'to develop 2 Democratic substitute for the
floor debate (cxpeeted in early April). In the Senate, Kassebaum and Packwood will start
hearings soon, but no action is likely until May.
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AFDC Recipients in Work under
House Republican Proposal and Current Law

A'}erage Monthly Caseload 1996 5,212,000 l
CURRENT LAW REQUIREMENTS

Number of Adults in Two Parent Families

required to work under Current Law 205,000 4%

Number of Current Recipients working full ‘

or part time 360,000 7%

Number of JOBS participants in OJT, Work-

Supplementation or CWEP 30,000 5%

TOTAL WORKING UNDER LAW IN 1996 595,000 11.5%
| HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL

Required to participate in "work activities® 105,000 2%
“ st — ettt St Y i —

IS Ot (HE JOb ITAININE, L WD 15 COMMUMLY WOTK CXPEriCNCe Program |
HHSASPE preliminary staff analysis based on 1993 Quality Controd Data and 1993 JOBS Form
108 Dais ,
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FEB 13 1685
The Honorable E. Clay Shaw
Chaipman, Subconunitice on Human Resources
Comnnitice on Ways and Meany
1.8, House of Representatives

Washington D.C. 20515
Deae Mr, Ohairman:

This letter expresses the Adminstration’s views on the Chalnnan's suark for welfwe efonm
Jegisianon under consideration by the House Ways and Maung Subcoomitice on Haman
Rusources,

The Administration shares the commitment of the Congress and the American people w real
wetfare reform that emphbasizes work, parental responsibility, state fexibiliy, and the
protection of children. Last year, the President submited a bold welfare reform bl the
Wark and Responsibiiny Act of 1994, which embadied these values, it imposed tough work
guirements while providing opportunities for education, traming, child vare and supports 10
working people. it included a suringent set of child support enforcement provisions. It
required each een mother to Hive at home! stay in school and wdentify her baby's father, Tt
increased stare fexibility withawt sacrificing accoumabilny.,  And 1t mainained a basic
siructure of proteciions {ur chsddren. ‘

\ .
The Admmistration looks {orward o working cooperatively with the Congress in a4 bipartisan
wiy (0 pass bold welfare reform legislation this year. The Admimistration has, however,
serious concerns about a pumber of featres of the Chairman's mark that appear o
undermine the values to which we are all commitied. The Administration secks 1o end
weifare as we know it by ;‘;mm{ﬁing work, family and responsibility, ot by punishing poor
children for teir parents’ mistakes. - Welfare reform will succeed only i it successfully
maoves people from wilfare o work.

Wark

For years, Republicans and Duemocrats alike have agreed that the ceatral goal of weltare
reform must be work. That is stil our goal: People who can work ought io go 0 work and
earn @ paycheck not a welfare check. The Administration believes that oo adult who s able
to work should receive wetfare (or an uniinited time without working., The Administration
believes that from the fisst day someane comes onto welfare, he or she shoudd be required 1o
participate in job scarch, job placement, education, or training nceded 1o move off welfase
and inte g job quickly, It is povernment’s responsibility o help ensure that dhe oritical job
placeroent, taining, aod child care services are provided,  Individaals who are willing (o
work shoudd have the opporunity (o work and oot be arbitearily cut ofl assistance.
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The Adminisiration iherefore has serious concerns aboud the Chairman's mark before you,

0 i eliminntes requirenicents that recipients participate 1o job search, education,
work or training as a condition of receiving welfare, and ends any
responsinlity of state welfare systems to provide cducation, training and
placement seevices @ move recipients from welfare o work, The propased
legistution effectively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act signed by
Presiden Ronald Reagan 1o 1988,

o The propesed legisiation includes only minioad and uneaforceable
recuiremeses that recipients work.  The bill requires only that persons on the
rotls for more than 2 years engage in “work activitius” lposcly detined by e
surie welfare busegucracy, rather than a real work reguirement. The proposed
participaiion standards are very low. In many ways, the work requiraments
are even weaker than those 1o cugrent law, '

s The proposed tegistation provides no assursnce of child care (o ecipients who
work or are preparing to worke--even if a stale requires them 1o participale. U
offers no promuse of child care for those whe feave welfare for work or {or
those who could avoid falling onto weifare if they had some help with ¢hild
care. While it repeals provisions of existing law that provide lunding for child
care, this bilt s silent on whether any additional funds will be available {or
subsidized child care for low income working familics.

O The proposed legisiation repeals the current rule that anyone who leaves
weifare for work can receive Medicaid for an additionsal year w case the
trapsition.  This would further reduce health care coverage and niake i harder
for peaple to move from welfare (o work. '

o The propased legislation would deny all cash assistance o families that have
received assistance for more than five years, even if the adult in the family is
unabie (o find a job or prevented from holding & job because of iliness or the
need to care for a disabled family member. Children would be seriousiy
jeopardized even 1f their parems cannot {ind any work.

The Administration supports an alternative approach that would genoinely transform the
welfare system into a transitional systemn Tocused on work, Tt would have sirict requirements
for recipients to participate in and clear responsibifities for states o provide education,
tragog and placeisent assistance; 1 would have serious tme upis after which work would
be required; it would ensure that children would not be left alone when parents were working
by providing assistance for child care; it would put parests to work, not just cut them off,
and it would ensure that children can expect support from two parents.

]



Parental Respansibility

The Administration beheves thal weifare reforny should recopnize the responsiliidity and
cncourage the invaivament of both parents 1n theie chddeen’s hives, The Admmistation
considers ¢hild support enforcament (o be an imtegral part of welfare reforn, particularly
hecause # sends a strong message (0 young people about the responsibility of both paress 1o
support thelr children. The Administration was pleased that you had agreed 1o add child
support enforcement w your welfare reform bill, and sorry that your proposals ane o yet
part of the bill now under consideration.  The Administration fooks forward o working
closely with vou on this issue in the coming woeks. -

& The only child support provision included i the Chadrman’s mark is ong that

allows smtes to reduce payments (o children for the {irst 6 months if paternity

has not been legally established. This provision seems ineffectual amd unfair,

Even if a maother fully cooporates by giving detaded information dentifying

the father and his possible location, and even if the state (s diligent in pursusing

the father, it can casily take 0 monihs o get paternity legally established.

There is no reasen why the child should be punished during this period.
The Administration believes that # makes fag more sense 1o deny benefits entirely 10 any
parent whe refuses to identify the father or 1o cooperate in locating him. However, once the
mother has done all she can, the family should qualify for aid, and then the state should
establish paternity within one year. .
The Administration believes that the welfare system should encourage the formation and
support of two-parend Junitics. The Administration is therefore conceracd aboul an
important omission i the proposed iegislation:

o The propased legislation would encourage the break-up of families by
repealing the requirement that states provide cash assistance 1 two-parent
families in which a parent is unemployed or unable o work. It allows states
to diseriminate against married, (wo-pareat families by treating single-parent
famihies better than two-parent families,

The Administration supports an approgch that both encourages the formation of two-parent
families and makes sure that both parents take responsibility for children in all cases,

Teen Pregnancy

The Administration and the American peopic agree that the best refoim of welfare would be
o cnsuri that people do not aced it in the first place. Welfare refomm amst seod @ very
stieng message (o young people that they should not gel pregnant or father a child ami (hey
are ready and ahle o care for that eiuld, and 1w o they do have children, they will not be

+ '



able to escape the obbgations and responsibilitics of parcmhood. We must be especully
concerned about the well-being of the children who are born to young mothers, since they
are very Bikely o grow up poor,

The Admimistration therefore Tag serious concerny about e bill hefore you,

@ ‘The proposed legistatios would deay all federal cash benefis for eighieen
vears o any child bors 1o an uamarnied mother snder 18, as well oy 10 the
parcnt. This provision appears 1o punish children for their entire chitdhood--
8 years--for the mistakes of their parends.

o The proposed legislation daes not reguire that wen wothers live at home, stay
i school, and identify the child’s father. It weakeas requirements i Current
faw, and may make the prospects o moither and child even worse.

o The proposed legislation establishes only minimal expeceartions for states o
provide services to unmarried parents, and provides no additional funds (o
support them.

The Administraion supports an alternative approach thal would require minoy nurhers 1o bve
at home, stay m school, make progress toward self-sufficiency, and identify the fathes of the
child. The Adminisiration also supporis a national campaign o prevent ween pregnancy. It is
tinwe 1o enhist parenis and civic, religious, and business leaders in a community based stralegy
to send a clear message about abstinence and responsible parenting.  The Administration also
SUPPONS @ Sate dpion not to merease benefits for children born 1o mothers on welfare, This
decision should be made by the state, not the federal government.

State Flexibility with Accountability

The Administration einbraces the creativity and responsiveness of states, and the
opportunities for real reform when states have the flexibility (o design and administer welfare
programs tailored 1o their unique circumstances and needs. Already this Admiaistration has
granted wajvers 1o nearty haif the states for welfare reform demonstrations.  National welfare
reform should embody the vatues of work and responsibility 1o way that assures taxpayers
that federal money is being spent prudently and appropriately. For reform (o succeed, the
funding mechanisms for welfare should not put children or states at risk in thnes of
recessyon, popmilation increase or unprediciable growth in demand.

fn this comtext, the Administration has serious concerns about the proposed legislation:
¢ The speading cap in the proposed legislation makes no alfowances {or potential

growth i the need for cash assistance beganse of econonuc dowatarn,
popuiation growth, or enpredictable emergencies. It could result 1 sues



rumnng out of money befors the end of the year, and thos having o away
working families swho hit a "bump in the-road” and apply for short-teom
assistance. It could preclude staies from iovesting in job placement, in woik
programs, in education and raining, s i supports for working lanilies,

o The proposed legisfation removes the reguirement that slaies maich (ederst
funds with their own swte funds. With none of their ows money a1 risk, stares
will have mnany fewer moentives to spend the funds officiendy and cifectively
to unprove pecformance and ingrease seli~sufficiency.

0 The proposed legisiation provides victually no accoumability, There are no
meentives for good performance and virtually no penalties for fatture, There 8
no provision Tor the recovery of monies paid ow fraudulently or in error.
There are no mechanisms for ensuriag that states are actually spending (e
money on needy ehildien rather than on state bureaucragies, or for monioring
whether {ederal money 8 being used to belp parents gain seif-suificicacy,
reqquire work, and onforce parental responsibility. Indeed, the foderal
gavernmen: is forbidden from aking any meaningfut sieps 10 ensure progranm
performance and aceointability.

The Administration supports proposals that signaficanty increase state {lexibility but also
ersure accountabiity for achieving national goals. The Admumistration supports 4 funding
mechanisite that will not put chitdren and states at risk down the road, and that epabies states
w succeed inneving people from welfare t work and in supporting working famihes, The
Administration has signilicant doubts about the ability of a pure block grant funding
mechanism o adequately protect both children amd siates,

Protection of Children

The Administsation recogaizes that the proteciion of children is the primary goal both of cash
azsistance programs and of child weifgre and child protective services. Cash assistance
programs assist familics 1 care {or children mm their own homes. Child protection seevices
help those‘children who are abused or neglecied or at risk of abuse by their parenis and who
need spectal in-home services or out of home placements 1o assure their safety. Strengthening
families, and where appropriate, preventing removal of children from their homes also are,
key goals of child protection services. There are problems in a sumber of arcas,

}

Denial of Benefits to Children on A¥DC
The legislative proposals that would reform cash assistance have & number of provisions that
would put vulneeable ¢hildren at greater risk.




As noted above, the legitlation woulkd deny cash assistance to children of
ynnarried mingy mothers for their entire childhood, 1o children born while the
parent was on welfare, and to children whose parent had received wellsre for
more than five years, whether or 00t 2 job was available or the poent was
unable 1y work, The funding caps could have the effept of denying cash
assistance (o children when siaes ascd up their altocated funds, for whatever
reasons.  Children in low income working families, who may be forced anto
cash assistance in tumes of cconomic downturn, could be most attected.

Chilgd Proiection Services

Some of these children could well come into o system of child proweetion services that is
already sericusly overburdened and that is fatling to provide the most essentiad services,
Reported child maltecatment and out-of-home placements have both beers creasing sharply,
Many state systems are i such disiress that they have been placed under judicial oversight.
The proposed legistation responds 1o these increasingly serious problems by consclidating
existing programs that protect chiidren inio a block grant with nominal federal oversighi.
The Admisustration has serious concerns about this approach.

£}

The proposed tegislaiion caps spending for ¢luld protection programs at a fevel
considerably tower than baseline projections,  'This coulld lead 1y uninvestigated
maltreatment reports, and to children being left in unsafe homes with minimal
services. 1t could also seriously bamper states” efforts 1o unprove thew child
abuse prevention and child protection systems.

The proposed legisiation eliminates the adoplion assistance programs, and
feaves U up o states whether they will significanily sustain the subsidies that
enable many special nceds children to Tind permanent omes, and whether they
will honor commitments © those adoptive familics that now receive subsidics.

The proposed legistation virtually eliminates federal monitoring and
accountability mechanisms. It makes it impossible for the federal government
to ensure the protection of children,

The proposed legistation is silent on the fonmula for allocating funds 0 the
states. Because of scrious imbalances among the states in sperding on child
proteciion, it is bard to imagine a Tormula that would not disadvantage either
states that hiave been heavy spenders, or states that are only beginning o
paprove thetr systems,

Substantial Improvements need © be made in the child protecdon system and 1o the Tederal
rate in overseeing that systent. The Administration supports a careful and thoughtiul review
of the progeams before actions are taken that might seriously haom midlions of valnerable
children, ’



Dental of Beoelius 1o Disnbied Childyen on 851
The Administration is deeply roubled by the changes pz(z;x;%d i the program designed o
help disabled children--SSE.

0 The proposed legistation essentwlly climinates SSE benelits for cluldren, with
the exception of a small group of childres currently receiving benedus, Within
6 maonths, over one hundred thousand disabled children would ose ehgibibity
for $51 bepefits--some would lose medical protection as well, And in the
future, no chikd, no matter how disabled, will be ehgible for any cash benefus
for 551, except if cash beseflis prevent them from having o e
institutionadized. These proposals appear 10 penalize parents wlz«, ate
duternsined to carg for thieir child no matier what the ecanonie conseguences
for the family. SSI recipients arg among the needicst and most valnerable
children, in the poorest Tamilies.

o Some of the money saved is pul into a new block grant {or services 1o disabled
children, which would require the creation of 2 sew state burcaucraey (0
decide on appropriate services. This idea is untested, and no one Koows whal
wmpact it will have on the most vulnerable of chitdren and the parents who
care for them. The S-vear cut off in AFDC for all persons along wiil ihe
clirmnation of 531 cash for disabled children may leave these childien
extremnely vulnerabic,

The Administration sees the need for carcful reform in iy arca, with ds potentiat for sericus
harm 1o extremely vulnerable children. Last year the Congress establisbed a Commission on
Childhood Disabitity 1o look into these issues in consultation with experts from the National
Acadenyy of Sciences. The Commission will provide uts report to the Cangress later dus
vear. The Administration believes prudence dictates waiting for this short thne untit this
bipartisan comsnission, following a thorough review of all aspects of this hoportant program,
has an opporiunity © make recommendations.

Benefits to Legal Immigrants

The Administration strongly beleves (hat jlegal aliens should not be eligibie for government
welfare support. But the blanket prohibition of all benefits to fegal imnugrants who are nof
yel citizens 18 100 broad. and would shift substantial burdens (0 state and local waxpayers,
These tegal nnmigrants are required o pay taxes. Many serve i the armed forces, and
contrihute o their communiiies. The Administration strongly {avors & more focused
approach of bolding sponsors agcountable for those they bring nto this coosntry and making
the sponsors’ commitment of support a legatly binding contracl.

3



o summary, the Chatrmai's mark espouses poads for the relonm of welfare--work, parental
responsibilily, prevention of teen pregnancy and siaie flexibility--that the Adminsiration and
the American people share. But the translation of general goals 10 specific legishion
misses the mark i fundamental ways, The groposed lepislation docs not represent serious
work~-hased reform. [t does nothing (o move people from welfare o work, amd it does not

- require everyone who can work go o work. 10 neither bolds stale bureaucracies accounable
aor cushions state @xpayers against recession. B puts millions of children &t risk of seripus
harm, There are alternative approaches (o reform that achicve our mutual goals w far moe
constructive amd accountable ways.

The Admsnustralios reitoraies s commiiment 1o seal welfare reform amd us desire o work
cooperatively with Congress 1o achieve it

The Otfice of Management and Budget advises that thare 18 no objection to the tansmitial of
this report to Congress.

A simlar Jetter was sent 10 Representative Haredd B Ford.

Sincerely.

Donna £, Shatala

o Miembers of the Subcommities on Human Besources '

#
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Table One
Comparison of Aleraative AFDC Block Grant Distridation Farmalay:
State Winners and Losers Resubling from Allocsting Biock Grans Punds
Based o the Average Feders! Payments 1o States FY 1991 1o FY 1953
Yersus the FY 1994 Dirtribution of Paymenis . - e
. TR
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Vi In Island; 5 3 $0) 4%
Del ware - — £ 828 {($0) 1%

* Data « i FY 1953 Expenditures provided by the Office of Faancial Mesagement, Administration for

Childee and Famities. Expenditures include AFDC benelis, adminismation, Emergency Assicance, and J0BS,
v U ASPE suff preliminery estimates based upon material provided by Chairman Shaw 1o House Ways &
Mexrs : ambers.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTQR

Februury 9, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Bruce Reed

SUBIECT: " Welfare Reform Update

I. House Republican Bill

Today, Clay Shaw announced details of the welfare reform bill he will mark up in
subcommittee next week. He has agreed to include most of our child support provisions, bul
his bill is still heavy on conscrvative micromanagement and puts states at financial risk.

An outline of the Shaw bill is attached. 1t converts nearly 50 means~tested progrums
into thyee capped entitlement block grants, Funding levelds are frozen for five years at 1994
levets, for a foderal savings of $14 hillion ($7.6 billion fmm capping AFDCY Inumigrant and
other SS1 provisions save another 323 hiltion,

Although Eng er and Thompson helped negotiate the bill, the governors ended up with
pore strings and 15% less moncy. The bill mandates several provisions the NGA resolunon
specifically rejected, requiring all states o deny 2id fo young unwed mothers and legat
immigrants, and imposing the family cap natonwide. Work ix mandatory for everyone aftes
2 years, and states are required to oot off familics after 5 vears on weifure,

Our strategy as this bill moves through the House will be tor 1) highlight areas where
the Republican plan is prescriptive and mean; and 2) call attention to the potential cost shift
in key states and districts with moderate Republican Congressmen, Senators. and governors.

II. Democratic Alternatives

The Mainstream Forum, ked by Nathan Deal and Charlic Stenhoim, reimr(}dué{:d therr
welfare reform bill today. Their bill is a souped—up version of oers: move people 1o work as
quickly as possible, family cap state option, minor mothers five a1 home, pational campaign
on teen pregnaney, all our child suppost provisions, but @ faster phasc—in,



The Muinstream Forum bill gives the states o great deal of flexibility, but maintaing
the individual entitiement. 1t calls for o four~year lifetime limit, but lets states Xeep people
on longer if they wish, Their bill would cost 317 billion, but they propose 1 host of offscrs:
cutting off legal immigrants (but this time they plow $6 billion back o the states so it's not
an unfunded mandate), the EITC fraud provisions from our FY96 budget, and counting
weifare hencfits as taxable income.

House Democrais are galvanizing arouad the theme that welfare reform should be
about work, not just punishing the poor. On Friday, Gephardt will hold 2 press conference
with House Democrats from across the spectrum (From Eleanor Holmes Norton 1o Nathun
rcal) to amnounce a united front. They will propose that as of October 1, 1996, all new
applicants whe can work must be working or moving toward work,  For now, they sce this
more as a unifying theme than a congrete policy proposal.

On Friday, we also expeet Gov. Carper 0 send a letier fo governors warning them thit
the current version of the Republican bill puts their states at financial visk and imposes
numerous strings the NGA specificaliy rejected,
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Overview of Ways and Means and {}ppormmues
Committees Portions of the House Republican Welfare Reform Bill
February 1895

Titte [ Block Grant for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
Title Il Child Care Block Grant

Title II:  Child Protection Block Grant

Title 1V:  Hestricting Welfare for Aliens

Title V:  Supplemental Security Income Reforms

Titde VI:  Child Support Enforcement Reforms

Tisie L Block Grant for Tem i ¢ for Needy Families

i, Purposes
2. Provide assstance (0 needy farmilies with children
b. End the dependence of needy parsnts on gmemmf:nt benefits by proma{mg
work and marmage :
¢ Discourage tilegitimate bisths
2. Eligible states: Stare plan. States must submit the fol lawing 1o the Dcpartmem of
z»mm« and Human Scevices on an annual bssie:
a. A plan that conlains an expignation of:
--iheir program of cash benefis to needy families
-~their welfare-to-work program, including support services
--how they are meeting the requirement of mandatory work after the family
nas been on welfare for 2 years (or less at state option)
~how and whether they are meceting the requirement to place 2% of their
caseload in work programs in 1998, nsing to 20% by 2003 and thereafter
~their program to reduce the incidence of illegitimate births
b, A centificanion that the seate will operate 3 child support enforcement program
¢. A cerufication that the statc will operaic a child provection program
4. A certification that the state will operate a foster care and adoption program

3. - Grgpls to states:
4. The block grant money 15 an entitlement (o states
b. The ameunt of money in the block grant is $15.263 cach year between
1996 and 2000
Zach state receives the same proportion of the blovk grant esch year o5 it
ceceived of AFDC spending in 1994
d. Use of Funds:
-t any mannes reasonably calculated 1 accomplish the purposes (see above)
~in the case of fapnlies that have lived w1 a state for less than 12 months, states
may provide them with the benefit level of the state from which Lhe:;f maovey

’

L]
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--states may transfer up 1o 20% of the funds in any given block grant to ather
block prams

--states may, for up to 6 months, pay 8 reduced benefit to 2 needy family with
a child whaose paternity has not besn established

e. Pensliies. States are subject to three penalties:

--if an audit determines that states have spant money on activilies ot consistent
with the purpose of this lsgisiation, the amount of misspent funds will be
withheld. from the state’s payments diiring the fol iowmg year {with the
restriciion that not more than 25 percent of a quarterly payment can
be withheld)

--the annual grant is reduced by 3 percent if stales fail to submit the
performance data required so that Congress can provide ﬁ‘*ﬁf‘ﬁigﬁ’“ on state
accomplishments

~slatés are fined 1 percent of their annual grant if they fail o participate in the
[ncome and Eligibility Verification Sysiem designed lo reduce welfare fraud

4 Prohibitions. Block grant funds carnst he used to provide:

a. Berefits o a family that does not include & minor child

b. Benelits o an individusl receiving bencfits from old-age assistanve,
foster case, of Supplemental Security Income

¢. Bencfits to noncitizens unjess the individual is an alien who hes
resided in the ULS. fot over 6 vears or a iegal regident over age 75 who has
fived in the U.S. for more than § years

6. ash benefits 10 a minor ¢hild bormn out of wedlock to a mother under
age 1§ or 10 the mother

¢. Cash benefits for additional children bom to families already on welfast

. Cash benefits tor families that have received block grant funds for 3 years

g. Benefits 10 a family with adults not cooperating with the state ¢luld suppont
enforcement sgency

h. Benefis to & family with an aduit who has not assigned to the stale ti‘se child’s
claim rights against the noncustodial parent

$. Daus collection and reponting.  States are required to submit annual data on several
importan measwes of their Temporary Assisiance Block grant; e.g., the number of
families receiving benefis. the eaming of families. other welfare benefits receivad
by farmilies, ana the aumber of months on welfare

6. Audits. Each stale must submit 1o an audit every second year unéer terms of the
Single Audit At ‘
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MEMORANDIN

TS Mempers., Commiltee on WKays and Means

o

FR: E. Cilay Shaw, Jr., Chalrman SubcommirTes on Hurman Resources

In & gpesch AT the U.35. Chamber of Commerce later this
morning, T will present an outline of the direction my Chairman’s
mark will taxe &5 we begin consideration of welfare Yofeorm in
supcommities next week. Larer today, we will deliver to oall
Membars of the Committee a complete swplanation of all of the
provieions, with the excepticn of child eupport enforcement
provieiong whieh are in rhe final dasign stages. We are
expeccing acme changes between now and Menday’ s markup,

Here is an outline ¢f tha plan wae have developed:

zh Welfarae 4 Gran

» 5 eurrent Ald te Families with Dependent Childoen programs
will b& replaced wigh 2 singic block grant to States.

@« Spending on cash welfare will be capped for 3 years, saving
“axpayers $7.6 billicn,

®  SLates will be probibivad from using federal tax dollars to:
{1} pay cash welfave to mothers under 18 whe have children
wut -of-wedlock: (21 give extra payments to families thar have
more children while on walfare: ang (3) pay cash walfare re o
singie family for more than 5 yeasrs.

™ Neifarn Yecipients mugr work to continue getting cash
paymenis dfter WO years.

Child Care Blogk Grant

¥ Arcund ten current faderal child care programg will be merged
into anciner block grant, achieving $3.6 pillion in sgavings.

& Az with other block grancs, States will be given encrmous
Fiexibility To Dsuter gerve -heir residents, simplify
progeams. and save tLaxpayers money.

griid Welfare Block Grane

® Mcre Lhan 24 currenr pregrams will be gombined into ancther
Bloeck grant e help stanes procect neglected and abused
gnizdren, saving nearly 54 tpillion over five years.

s Neglecmed and abused children will be frzed from fedeyal
ragulallons to realize guicker adoptions, more

areouncanilioy. ana Lower avrbybolUy S48 frnn ﬁaﬁhlﬂg{xﬁ,

+


http:el.:.r.er
http:prohLbit.ed
http:S'.1bcomrnit:!:.ee

92/08/85 135:51 L8202 €30 7343 HES GS ASFE 418F

T

@ As with other block grants, States will be required to gend
iniprmation about their programs to the federal gevelnment,
ac we can figure out what works.

&gg g na ﬁ zgr& 82‘:1&

Drug addicts and a-caha_xzs will ne longer bpe censidsered
. disapled and therefcre eligiblg for cash payments from H81.
- ha in the Coéntvact. non-gitizens would no longer he
igible for moet welfsore programs. Excaptiong will remain
ﬁor refugees and legal, lonyg-term residents over 7‘°§ non-
eit:zens will scill qualify for educatisn and crainifg
programi 80 they can improve their job preparation to become
more productive Ffunure c%&lzeaa
& Sponsorship provisions will be az*&rg:hnnad
R CBD eslimates vhess provisions will raduce w&lfa*& sprnding
by abouv 523 billion over I years (although much of this
savings Wwill acorus o Scatss because of the b*atk qrancs
degrribed above: .

-
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Mamstrean Foruvm Bio

Individual Responsibility Act of 1985 - Summary

Quiline of Welfare Reform 8ill

Titte I; Time-Lirnited Transitional Assistance

Title 1 Make Wark Pay

Title §ii: The Work First Program

Title Ve Family Responsibility and improved Child Support Enforcement
Title V; Teen Pregnancy and Family Stability

Title VI Community Service

Title Vil Program Simplification

Title Viil:  Financing

I Time-Limited Transitional Assistance: Imposing a time limit on welfare

eligibility is the only way 10 fundamentally change tha system from one that writes
checks 10 one that puis paople 10 work., The two-year lifetime, Work First time-
Hmited assistance program will ransform a system based on the right 1o income
maintensance into a system based on the obligation to work. This tme-limited
assistance would be phased-in, baginning in FY 1997, when 16% of a state’s AFDC
farmnilies must partcipate in the program. This percentage increases 1o 20% in FY
1998, 24% in FY 1999, 28% in FY 2000, 32% in FY 2001, 40% in FY 2002, unti
regching 52% in FY 2003 and each succeeding fiscal year,

i Making Work Pay: The bill would ensure that a weifare recipient will be betier
off economically by 1aking a job than by remaining on welfare. To do this, the
current disincentives within the system that make walfarg more atiractlive than waork
must be eliminated. Thers are five vital components in this regard;

*Health Care - Extended Teansitional Medical assistance (TAM from one to
WO years,

* EITC - The bill would improve outreach sfforts to hoth recaprenﬁs and
employers 10 ensure that they maka uge of EITC,

*Child Care - Fadaral funding for child care assistance would be consolidated
inte a single program under the Title XX social services block grant. States would be
required 1o submit one plan for all assistance under this program instead of be
required to comply with four different sets of federal regulations for different federst
child care programs. Title XX is a copped entitlement program without specific
authorization. A congolidated block grant ¢of $1.2 billion a year would replace the At
Risk Child Care program and the 75% of the Child Care Development Block Grant
used for direct child care assistance. There would be an individual entitiement for
child care assistnance for individual participating in the Work First program or who
are leaving welfare, The Federal govarnmant would reimburse states for the cost of
the individual entitlements at 70% or the Medzcasd matching rate plus ten percent,
whicheaver is highee,
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*AFDC Work Disregards - The AFDC benefit structure provides little financial
incentive to work harder and earn more. In general, a rise in earnings is largely
offset by a corresponding drop in AFDC benefits. As a resuit, welfare recipients who
ry to work are oniy marginally better off than by remaining on welfare. The proposal
would allow states to liberalize the earned-income disregards within an established
federal guideline.

*Asset Limitation - While work is a first step out of poverty, asset
accumulation is necessary to keep a person out of poverty. The proposal would
increase the vehicle asset threshold to $5,000; increase the non-vehicle asset
threshold for either AFDC or food stamps, capped at a level of $2,000 or up to
$8,000 for specific use in setting up a microenterprise, purchase of a first home, or
for higher education.

i Work First Program:  The bill would establish a WF program to move welfare
recipients off of welfare into jobs. The WF program would be administered at the
state level. The bill encourages the states to tailor programs which meet their
individuai needs. Howaever, the bill also recognizes that states may not be able to
develop 3 WF program immediately. Thus, the bill establishes a Federal Model which
each State would use until it develops its own program.

. The Federal mode! is expected only to be a transitional program until states
develop their own programs.

. States are required to submit their own programs within five years of the
enactment of this bill.

. States could choose to adopt the Federal Modé! or adopt their own program
within the broad federal guidelines set in this bill that require states to place an
emphasis on placing individuals in private sector employment.

Community Service - At the end of two years, if a welfare recipient has not found
full-time employment, he or she will no longer be eligible to receive AFDC, but the
state will have the option 1o provide a welfare recipient with a full-time {30 hours or
more) community service job and/or have access to placement and support agencies
and/or subsidized jobs as described in the "Work First" section. States may readmit
up to 10% of their caseload who have not found employment after two years of the
Work First program and two year community service, or those who left weifare after
finding employment and were forced to return but have neo time left on the clock. In
addition, states may petition the Secretary of HHS 1o increase this percentage up to
15% if they meet the economic hardship conditions set forth by the Secretary. All
recycled recipients will be reevaluated by a caseworker or case management team
and a new employability contract wiil be established.
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V.  Family Responsibiiity and lmproved Child Support Enforcement: The goal of
the proposat is to maintain and improve the child support program by pramoting the
benefitg of two supportive and responsible parents.

. Establish in each state a cenural registry to streamline the current collection
and distribution of ¢hild support by keeping track of all support orders
registered in the state.

. improves interstate enforcement through the adoption of UIFSA and other
measures 1o make interstate enforcement more uniform.

. Establish hospital-based parernity by: requiring states to offer
' paternity/parenting social services for new fathers; making benefits contingent
upan paternity establishment {recipients provide full cooperation in establishing
paternily o receive benefits); require hospitsi based paternity establishment
for all single mothers,

* Entorce child support through demanding arzd UNCOMPramising punitive
measures for deadbeat parents including: s{mngfy reinforging direct income
withholding: requiring states to establish procedures under which liens can be
imposed against lottery winnings, gambier’s winnings, insurance settiemants
and payouts, and other awards; and require non-compliant noncustodial
parents delinquent in thair child support payments 10 en1or @ work program in
which they work to pay off benefits going to support their child.

V. Teen Pregnancy and Family Stability: The bill promotes individual reproductive
cesponsgibility by giving states the option 0 implement the family capy
requiring minor maothars to live with a responsible adult, preferably a parsay;
supporting a national education campaign to teach our children that children
who have children are at high-risk 10 endure long-1erm welfare depandency;
providing incentives for teen parents to stay in school; providing funds for
$1a188 1o create or expand programs for minor noncustodial parents 1o promote
responsibility and work; and giving states the option of ehmmatmg current
digincentives 10 marriags.

Vi %’mgram Simplification: Streamiing the waiver process which is bureaucratic
and gives 100 m;zf:?z discretion to the Secretary of HHS 10 deny state waivers simply.
bacause thoy do not like their program. In its place, the bill sets forth guidelines that
if the state plans meet, then it will be approved by the Secratary, of HMS,

Btates bear o heavy administrative burden in implemaeanting the AFDC and Food
Stamps programs, mainly because of complicated, inconsistent and rigid policies.,
Tha operation of these programs should be simplified by unifying the policies that
daterrmng eligibility for these programs. The bill would simplify the application and
aligihility process for AFDC and Food Stamps. Some of the most Hime-consuming
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and difficult tasks in administering these programs are the initial procedure now
required 10 take and process applications. Twenty specific provisions are ingluded in
this bill that will significantly improve this process. These include provisions to uaify
the application, deductions, eligibility, income, resources, centification and
recertification rules for AFDC and Food Stamps.

Vil SSI Reform: If Congress fails to act within 90 days after the submission of
the Slattery Commission Report, then funding for the children portion of 881 will be
frozen at the FY 94 level.

VIIl  Financing: The plan would save $20.3 biflion over five years by ending waifare
for most noncitizens except for emergency medical servicas, Exemptions will be
made for refugees and asylees for six years after they arrive and nongitizens over
age 75 who have been legal residents for at teast five years. [t does not abandon
new immigrants. Rather, it merely transfers responsibility for their waifare from the
government to where it truly belongs--their legal sponsors, the American citizens who
by law must endorse most immigrants’ applications for ¢itizenship basad on the
promise that immigrants will not become public charges. We propose six billion
dollars of monetary assistance to states 10 be used under state discretion to aid their
immigrant populations who will be detrimentally affected by this cut. In addition, we
propose 1o give states the authority to sue a sponsor if an immigrant spplies for state
or local assistance and to mimic the federal government in denying state benofits o
nonciizens.

The bill would raise §9 billion over five vears by adding income from AFDC, Food
Stamps and housing assistance 10 taxable income s0 that a doflar from welfare isn’t
worth more than a dollar from work. The bill would in¢rease EITC enforcement 1o
reduce fraud in the program 1o save at ieast $3.5 billion over five years. 1t would

. make several other smalier changes within the welfare system 10 save approximately
52.58 billion over five years.

Funding: The bill provides more funding for states to help meet the costs of the WF
program as well as the increased caseload for child care costs. For the WF program,

< eur bill would have a seventy percent matching rate or the Medicaid matehing rate +
ten percent, whichever is higher for the stares. For Commiunity Service, our
matching rate would be seventy percent matching rate or Madicaid martching rate «+
ten percent for the Administrative costs, whichever is higher for state.  For wages, i1
would be the Medicaid matching rate.
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MEMORANDUM FQR’ THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Bruce Reed

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Activity in the House

1. Markup in House Sabcommitice

Clay Shaw will finish markup of the Republican welfare reform bill in his
subcommittee today. On strajght party-line votes, Republicans rejected Democratic
amendments to dramatically strepgthen work reguirements, require minor mothers 0 hive at
home and stay in school rather than just cutting them off, and allow legal immigrants who
have paid taxes for 5 years to remain cligible for benefits. They put off action on child
support enforcement until full committee markup on the bill two weeks from now.

House Republicans may continue to march in lockstep, but there are encouraging signs
of dissension in Republican ranks. The current bill is valnerable 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 wesker than ours,
and weaker even than current law. Democrats will keep pushing that real welfare reform is
about sending people o 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 week, Henry Hyde and Olympia Snowc broke ranks to
criticize the cutoff of young unwed mothers (which Dole and Kassebaum already oppose).

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 put
state~by~state pumbers on the cost shift of their various block grants (food stamps, AFDC,
child welfare, child care} as well a8 the impact of all their conservative strings (numbers cut
off because of provisions on young unwed mothers, legal immigrants, SSI kids, ete.).



. Communications Strategy

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

On Thursday, Carper and Carnahan will hold a press conference with Gephardt and
‘Hoyer on why the Shaw bill is a bad deal for states. At the same time, the White House will
get state-hy-state cost-shift numbers out to local and regional press.  Later this week, PPl
will issue a devolution study criticizing current Republican block grant proposals on welfare
and crime.

Over the next few weeks, we will be resurrecting many of the tactics that worked for
the crime bill: targeting editorial boards in districts with moderate Republican members;
inviting Democratic and Republican members to bring their constituents to the White House
for welfare reform briefings; circelating daily talking points in Washington and around the
country; and so on.

111. Developing an Alternative

We arc working to develop a range of options on what our ideal bill would be, and
how to get there. Ideally, we could start working with Daschle, Breaux, Moynihan, and
others (including the governors) on a bill that gives states real flexibility at less financial rigk,
and puts a stronger emphasis on work and responsibility, In the short run, we will need to
work with House Democrats over the next month to develop a Democratic substitute for the
floor. debate (expected in early April). In the Scnate, Kassebaum and Packwood will start
hearings soon, but no action is Hkely until May.
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AFDC Recipients in Work under
House Republican Proposal and Current Law

Average Monthly Caseload 1996 ' 5,212,000
CURRENT LAW REQUIREMENTS
“ Number of Adults in Two Parent Families

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

Supplementation or CWEP 30,000 5%

TOTAL WORKING UNDER LAW IN 1996 | 595,000 11.5%
HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL

Requ:zred to pamz:zpaze in "work activities®™ | 105,000 2%

S JOD ITAIMNG; CWED 13 COMIMUNITY WOTK CXPETieIce Program e
HHS‘\&SPE pmhm:mry staff analysis based on 1993 Quality Contrel Dsta m 1993 JOBS Form
108 Data
13 Feb, 1995




THE SECRETARY GOF HE AL T AND HUMAN SERVICES
WASHHD TON, Q0. 70261

, FEB | 3 1895
The Honerable E. Clay Shaw .

Chailrman, Subcommittes on Human Rescurces
Committee on Ways and Means

U.§. House of Representatives
Washington D.C. 20518

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter expresses the Administeation’s views on the Chairman’s mark for wetfare reform
legisiation under consideration by the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Human
Resources.

The Administration shares the commiiment of the Congress and the American people to real
wedfare reform that emphasizes work, parental responsibility, state flexibility, and the
protection of children. Last year, the President submitted a bold welfare reform bill, the
Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, which embodied these values. It imposed tough work
requirements while providing opportunities for education, training, child care and supports to
working people. It included a stringent set of child support enforcement provisions. It
required each feen mother to live at home, stay in school and wentify her baby’s father. It -
increased state flexibility without sacrificing accounwbility, And it maintained 2 basic
structure of protections for children,

The Administration looks forward to working cooperatively with the Congress in a bipartisan
way (o pass bold welfare reform legislation this year. The Administration has, however,
serious concerns about a number of fearures of the Chairman’s mark that appear to
undermine the values to which we are all commitied. The Administestion seeks to end
welfare as-we Xnow it by ;}wmo‘ting work, family and responsibility, not by punishing poor
children for their parents’ mistakes. - Welfare reform will succeed onty if it successfully
moves people from welfare to work.

Work

For years, Republicans and Democrats alike bave agreed that the central goal of welfare
teform must be work. That is still our goal: People who can work ought to go to work and
earn a paycheck not a welfare check: The Administration believes that no adult who is able
: to work should receive welfare for an unlimited time without working. The Admuimstration
believes that from the first day someone comes onito welfare, he or she should be required fo
participate in job search, job placement, education, or training needed 1o move off welfare
and into a job quickly. It is government’s responsibility to help ensure that the critical job
placement, training, and child care services are provided. Individuals who are wiliing ©©
work should have the apportunity o work and not be arbitranly cot off assistance.



The Admimistration therefore has serious concerns about the Chairman’s mark before you:

o It eliminates requirements that recipients participate in job search, education.
work or training as a condition of receiving welfare, and ends any
responsibiiity of state welfars systems to provide education, tratning and
placement services to move recipients from welfare to work. The proposed
legislation effectively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act signed by
President Ronald Reagan in 1988,

o ° The proposed legislation includes only minimal and unenforceable
requirements that recipients work. The bill requires only that persons on the
rolls for more than 2 years engage in "work activities” loosely defined by the
state welfare burcaucracy, rather than a real work requirement. The proposed
participation standards are very low. In many ways, the work requirements
are even weaker than those in current faw,

o The proposed legisiation provides no assurance of child care to recipients who
work of are preparing to work--even if 2 state requires them 10 participate. It
offers no promise of child care for those who leave welfare for work or for
those who couid avoid falling onto welfare if they had some help with child
care. While it repeals provisions of existing law that provide funding for child
care, this bill is silent on whether any additional funds will be available for
subsidized child care for low income working families.

¢ The proposed legisiation repeals the current rule that anyone who leaves
welfare for work can receive Medicaid for an additional year to ease the
gransition. This would funther reduce health care coverage and make it harder
for people 0 move from welfare 10 work.

0 The proposed legislation would deny all cash assistance to families that have
received assistance for more than five years, even if the adult i the family 15
unable to find a job or prevented from holding a job because of illness or the
need o care for a disabled family member. Children would be seripusly
jecpardized even if their parents cannot find any work.

The Adminisstration supports an alternative approach that would genuinely transform the
welfare system into 2 transitional system focused on werk. It would have strict requirements
for recipieats 1o participate in and clear responsibilities for states to provide education,
training and placement assistance; it would have serious time himits after which work would
be required; it would ensure that children would not be left alone when pareats were working
by providing assistance for child care; it would put parents to work, not jus cut them off;
and 1 would ensure that children can expect support from two parents,



Parental Responsibility

The Administration balieves that welfare reform should recognize the responsibility and
encourage the involvement of both parents tn their children’s lives. The Administration
considers child support enforcement 1o be an integral part of welfare reform, particularly
because it sends a strong message (o young people about the responsibility of both parents o
support their children. The Administration was pleased that you had agreed ¢ add child
support enfarcement to your welfare reform bill, and sorry that your proposals are not yet
part of the bill now under consideration. The Administration looks forward to working
closely with you on this issue in the coming weeks.

o The only child support provision included in the Chairman’s mark is one that
allows states 1¢ reduce payments to children for the first & months if paternity
“has not been legally established, This provision seems ineffectual and unfair,
Even if 2 mother fully cooperates by giving detailed information identifying
the father and his possible location, and even if the state is diligent in pursuing
the tather, it can easily take 6 months to get paternity legally established.
There is no reason why the child should be punished during this period.

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

The Administration belicves that the welfare system should encourage the formation and
support of two-parent families. The Administration is therefore concerned sbout an
important omission in the proposed legisiation:

o The proposed legisiation would encourage the break-up of families by
repealing the requirement that states provide cash assistance 1o two-parent
families in which a parent is unemployed or unable to work, It allows states
o discriminate against married, two-parent families by treating smgle«»parcnl
families better than (wo-paremt i‘amzixes

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

Teen Pregnaﬁtiy

The Administration and the American people agree that the best reform of welfare would be
to ensure that people do not need it in the first place. Welfare reform must send a very

strong message o young peopie that they should not get pregnamt or father a ¢hild until they
are ready and able 10 care for that child, and that if they do have children, they will not be



able o escape the obligations and responsibilities of parenthood. 'We must be especialiy
concerned about the well-being of the children who are born to young mothers, since they
are very likely 10 grow up poor.

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

o The proposed legislation would deny all federal cash benefits for eighteen
years 1o any child born to an unmarried mother under 18, as well as 0 the
parent, This provision appears to punish children for their entire childhood-~
I8 years--for the mistakes of their parents.

o The proposed legislation does not reguire that teen mothers live at home, stay
in school, and identify the child’s father. It weakens requirements in current
taw, and may make the prospects for mother and child even worse.

o  The proposed legislation establishes only minimal expectations for states to
provide services to unmarricd parents, and provides no additional funds to
support them. .

The Administration supports an alternative approach that would require minor mothers to live

at home, stay in school, make progress toward self-sufficiency, and identify the father of the

child. . The Administration also supports a national campaign o prevent tesn pregnancy. It is
time to enbist parents and civic, religious, and business leaders in a community based sirategy
to send a clear message about abstinence and responsible parenting.  The Administration also

- supports a state option not o increase beaefits for children borm 1o mothers on welfare. This

decision should be made by the state, not the federal government,

State Flexibility with Accountability

The Administration embraces the creativity and vesponsivencss of states, and the
opportunitics for real reform when states have the flexibility to design and admimster welfare
programs tatlored to their unique circumstances and needs,  Already this Admirustration has
granted waivers to nearly half the states for welfare reform demonstrations.  National welfare
reform should embody the values of work and responsibility in a way that assures taxpayers
that federa! money is being spent prudently and appropriately, For reform 10 succeed, the
funding mechanisms for welfare should not put children or states at risk in times of
recession, population increase or unpredictable growth in demand.

In this context, the Administration has serious concerns about the proposed legislation:
¢ The spending cap in the proposed legislation makes no allowances for potential

growth in the need for cash assistance because of economic downtutn,
population growth, or unpredictable emergencies. 1t could result in states

4



running out of money before the end of the year, and thus having 10 rm away
working families who hit & "bwap in the road” and apply for short-term
assistance. It could preclude states from investing in job placement, in work
programs, in education and trateing, and in supports for working families.

0 The proposed legislation removes the requirement that states maich federal
funds with their own state funds. With none of their own money at risk, states
will'have many fewer incentives to spend the funds efficiently and effectively
¢ improve performance and increase self-sufficiency.

o The preposed legislation provides virtually no accountability, There are no
incentives for good performance and virtually no penalties for failure, There is
no provision for the recovery of monies paid out fraudulently or in error.
There are no mechanisms for ensuring that states are actually spending the
money on needy children rather than on state bureaucracies, or for monitoring
whether federal money is being vsed to help parents gain self-sufficiency,
require wark, and enforee parental responsibility. Indeed, the federal
government i forbidden from taking any meaningful steps o ensure program
performance andd accountability,

The Administration supports proposals that significantly increase state flexibility but also

ensure accountability for achieving national goals. The Administration supports a funding
mechanism that will not put childrea and states at risk down the road, and that enabies states
to succeed in moving people from weifare to work and in supporting working families. The

Adminstration has significant doubts about the ability of a pure block grant funding
mechanism to adequately protect both children and states.

Protection of Children

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

assistance progeams and of child welfare and child protective services. Cash assistance

programs assist families o care for children in their own homes. Child protection services
help those childeen who are abused or neglected or at risk of abuse by their parents and who-
need special in-home services or out of home placements to assure their safety. Strengthemng
families, and where appropriate, preventing removal of children from their homes also are,

key goals of child profection services. There are problems int a4 number of areas.

Denial of Benefits 1o Children on AFDC

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

would put vuinerable children at greater risk.



¢ As noted above, the legisiation would deny cash assistance to children of
unmarried minor mothers for their entire childhood, to children born while the
parent was on welfare, and to children whose parent had received welfare for
more than five years, whether or not a job was available or the parent was
unable 10 work. The funding caps could have the effect of denying cash
‘assistance to children when states used up their allocated funds, for whatever
reasons. Children in low income working families, who may be forced oneo
cash agsistance in times of economic downturn, could be most affected.

Child Protection Services
"Somie of these children could weil come inw a system of child protection services that is -
already seriously overburdened and that is failing to provide the most essential services.
Reported child maitreatment and cut-of-home placements have both been increasing sharply.
Many state systems are in such distress that they have been placed under judicial oversight.
The proposed legislation responds o these increasingly serious problems by consolidating
existing programs that protect children into 3 block grant with nominal federal oversight.
The Administration has serious concerns about this approach.

o The proposed legislation caps spending for child protection programs at a level
considerably lower than baseline projections: This could lead to uninvestigated
malireatment reports, and to children being left in unsafe homes with minimal
services. [t could also seriously hamper states’ efforts o improve thelr child
abuse prevention and child protection systems.

o The proposed iegisiation eliminates the adoption assistance programs, and
leaves it up to states whether they will significantly sustain the subsidies that
enable many special needs children to find permanent homes, and whether they
will honor commitments to those adoptive families that now receive subsidies.

¢ The proposed legislation virtally eliminates federal montioring and
accountability mechanisms. It makes it impossible for the federal government
to ensure the protection of children.

o The proposed legislation is silent on the formula for allocating funds (o the
states. Because of serious imbalances among the states in spending on child
protection, it is hard fo imagine a formula that would not disadvamtage ¢ither
states that have been heavy Sperzdcrs or states that are only beginning (o
improve their systems.

Substantial improvements need to be made in the child protection system and in the federal
role in overseeing that system. The Administration supports g careful and thoughtful review:
of the programs before actions are taken zhat might seriously hanm millions of vulnerable
children.



Brenial of Benefits 10 Disabled Children on SSI
The Administration is deeply troubled by the changes proposcd in the program designed to
help disabled chzldr&anSI

o The proposed legislation essentially eliminates SSI benefiis for children, with
the exception of a small group of children currently receiving benefuis. Within
& months, over one hundred thousand disabled children would lose eligibiity
for 88K benefits--some would lose medical protection as well. And in the
future, no child, no mater how disabled, will be eligible for any cash benefits
for 8$8i, except if cash benefits prevent them from having 10 be
institutionalized. These proposals appear to penalize parents who are
determined o care for their child no matter what the economic consequences
for the family. SSI recipients are among the neediest and most vulnerable
children, in the poorest families. )

& Some of the money saved 1s put into 2 new block grant for services 1o disabled
children, which would require the creation of a new state bureaucracy {0
decide on appropriate services.. This kdea is untested, and no one knows what
impact it will have on the most vuinerable of children and the parents who
care for them, The S-year cut off in AFDC for all persons along with the
elimination of SSI cash for disabled children may leave these children
extremely vulnerable.

The Administration sees the need for careful reform in this area, with its potential for serious
harm to extremely vuinerable chifdren. Last year the Congress established a Commission on
Childhond Disability 1o look into these issues in consultation with experts from the National
Academy of Sciences. The Commission will provide its report (o the Congress later this
year. The Administration believes prudence dictates waiting for this short time until this
bipartisan commission, following a thorough review of all aspects of this zmpommi program,
has an opportunity 0 make recommendations.

Benefits to Legal Immigrants

The Administration strongly believes that illegal aliens should not be eligible for government
welfare support. But the bianket prohibition of all benefits to legal immigrants who are not
yet citizens is too broad, and would shift substantial burdens 1o state and local taxpayers.
These fegal immigrants are required to pay taxes. Many serve in the armed forces, and
contribute 1o their communities. The Administration strongly favors a more focused
approach of holding sponsors accountable for those they bring into this country and making
the sponsors’ commitment of support a legally binding contract,



N .
in summary, the Chairman’s mark espouses goals for the reform of welfare--work, parental
responsibility, prevention of teen pregnancy and state flexibiiity--that the Administration and
the American people share. But the wranslation of general goals into specific legislation
misses the mark in fundamental ways. The proposed legislation does not represent serious
work-based reform. It does nothing to move people from welfare to work, and it does not
require gveryone who can work go o work. It neither holds state bureaucracies accountable
nor cushions state taxpayers against recession. It puts millions of children at risk of serious
harm. There are alternative approaches to reform that achieve our mutual goals in far more
constructive and accountable ways. .

The Administeation reiterates its commltment to real welfare refonn and its desire o work
cooperatively with Congress to achieve it.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is nc objection 10 the transmidal of
this report o Congress.

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

O

Donna E. Shalals

Smcereiy

e Members of the Subcommittee on Human Resources
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SUBIECT: Welfare Rcfm'm Update = - @ (Q4

: C(e9
1. House Republican Bill

: Today, Clay Shaw am:::mf;ceii details of the welfare teform bill he will mark up in
subcommittee next week. He has agreed to include most of our child support provisions, but
his bill is still heavy on conservative micromanagement and puts states at financial risk.

An outline of the Shaw bill is atta : —fested programs
into three capped entitiernent block gramts. Funding levels are frozen for five years at 1994
levels, for a federal savings of $14 billion ($7.5 billion from Cappmg AFDC). Immigrant and
other SSI prov:slons save another $23 billion,

Although Engler and Thompson helped negotiate the bill, the governors ended up with
ore strings and ess money, The bilt mandates several provisions the NGA resolution
specifically rejected, requiring all states to deny aid to young unwed mothers and legal
immigrants, and imposing the family cap nationwide. Work is mandatory for everyone after
2 years, and states. are required 1o cut off families after 5 years on welfare.

Qur strategy as this bill moves through the House will be to: 1) highlight arcas where
the Republican plan ‘is prescriptive and mean; and 2) call attention to the potential cost shift
.in key siates and districts with moderate Republican Congressmen, Senators, and governors,

. Democratic Alternatives
The Mainstream Forum, led by Nathan Deal and Charlie Stenholm, reintroduced their

welfare reform bill today L Iheic bill is 2 souped-up version of ours: move people to work as

quickly as possible, family cap state aption, minor mothers live at home, national campaign



The Mainstream Forum bill gives the states a great deal of flexibility, but maintains
the individual entitlement. It calls for a four-year lifetime limit, but lets states keep people
on longer if they wish. Their bill would cost $17 billion, but they propose a host of offsets:

- ¥ cutting off legal immigrants (but this time they plow $6 billion back to the states.so it's not
! an unfunded mandate), the EITC fraud provisions from our FY96 budget, and counting
welfare benefits as taxable income.

House Democrats are galvanizing around the theme that welfare reform should be
about work, not just punishing the poor. On Friday, Gephardt-will hold a press conference
with House Democrats from across the spectrum (from Eleanor Holmes Norton to Nathan
Deal) to announce a united front. They will propose that as of October 1, 1996, all new
applicants who can work must be working or moving toward work. For now, they see¢ this
more as a unifying theme than a concrete policy proposal.

On Friday, we also expect Gov. Carper to send a letter to governors waming them that '
the current version of the Republican bill puts their states at financial risk and imposes
numerous strings the NGA specifically rejected.
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Titie I Block Gram for Temporary Assistance for Nocdy Families
Title ;. Child Care Block Grant .

Title {II:  Child Protection Block Grani

Title IV:  Restricting Welfase for Aliens

Title V:  Supplemental Security Income Reforms

Title VI:  Child Support Enforsement Reforms

S\-{ Aw (gi&-l—s lf &;«*

Qverview of Ways and Means and Opporeunities
Committees Portions of the House Republican Welfare Reform Bill
February 1995

P I
b 3R

L. Purp::zs:s

. Provide assistance 1o needy families with children

b. End the dcpcndéncc of needy parm& on government benefits by pmmotmg
work and marriage

¢, Discourage illegitimate births

2. Eligitle states: Stare plan. States must submit the fallowing 1o the Department of

3

Health end Humen Services on gn annual baesis:

~a. A plan that conuins an explanation of:

-their program of cash benefiis to needy families
~iheir welfare-to-work. program, including support services
~how they are meeting the raquircment of mandatory work after the family
has been on welfare for 2 years {or less at state option)
~haw and whether they are mecting the requirement fo place 2% of their
caseload in work programs in 1996, riging 10,20% by 2003 and thereafier
--their program to reduce the incidence of jllegitimaie births '
b, A certification that the state will operate 2 child support enforcement program
¢. A cernfication that the state will operaie a child protection program
d. A certification that the state will operate a foster care and adoplion program

Grants (o states: .

a. The block grant maney is an entitlement 1o states

b. The ameunt of money in the block grant Is $18.268 cach year bcz»:een
1996 and 2000 ‘

¢. Each state receives the same proportien of the block grant each year s it-
received of AFDC spending in 1994 '

4. Use of Funds:.
«+{jl any manner r:zsonabiy calcuisted o accamphsh the purposes (sze above)
--in the case of families tha: have lived in o state for less than 12 months, states

may provide them with the benefit ievel of the state from which they moved
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--states may ansfer up 16 20% of the funds in any given hlcamk grant io other
block granis

-states may, for up to 6 months, pay « reduced benefit to 8 needy family with

a child whose paternity has not bean established

Penalties. States are subject 10 three penalties:

Gags,n
T pRGE B

--if an audit determines that siares have spent money on activities not cans:smt R

with the purpose of this legislation, the amount of misspent funds will be
withheld from the state’s payments during the following year (with the
reswriction that not more than 2§ percent of 3 qumarly payment can
be withheld) '

~«the annual grant is reduced by 3 percent if stales fail 1o submit the
performance dats required so i?:at Congress can provide oversight on state
accomplishments

~-ttates are fined 1 pércent of their annusl grant if they fail to participate in the
Encome and Eligibility Verification Sysiem designed 1o reduce weifare faud

4. Prohibiticns. Block grant funds cannot be used to provide:

a.
b.

e

c.

(.
g

h.

Berefits 0 a fumily that does not include a minor child

Benelis t an individusl receiving benefits from old-age assistance,

foster ¢are, or Supplemental Security Income

Benefits to noncitizens unless the individual is an alien who has

resided in the U.S. for over & years or a icgal resident over age 75 who has
fived in the U.S. for more than § years

JCash benefits ta a minor ¢hild born out of wedlock to 2 mother under

~ age 18 or 10 the mother

Cash benefits for additional childrea bom to families already on welfacd

Cash benzfits for families that have received block grant funds for § years
Benefits to a family with adults not cooperating with the state child suppozz
enforcement sgoney

Benefis to2 family with an aduit who has not assigned (o (he state the child’s
claim rights against the noncustodisl parent

4. Daws collectior, and repaning. States are required to submit annusi data on several
importan: measures of their Temporary Assisiance Block grant; ¢.g., the number of
families receiving benefits, the eaming of families, other welfare benefits receivad
ty families, and the aumber of months on weifare

6. Audits. Easch statz must submit to an audir every second year undzsz' terms of the
Single Audit act
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MEMORANDUM ( -
TO: Mambers, Commiltee on Ways and Means .
FE: K. Clay Shaw, Jr,, Chairman Subcommirree on Human Resources

In & speach at the U.§. Chamber of Commarce laver this ‘
morning, I will presemt an outline of the direction my Chairman’s
mark will take &3 we begin congideration of welfare reifcrm in
gubcommities next weak. Later today, we will deliver to all
Membare of the Commistee a complete explamation of all of the
provisions, with the axception of child support anforcament
provimions which ave in the final design stages. We are

expe-ting acms changees beiween now and Monday’'s markup.

Here is an outline of tha plan we have developed:

n Wels G

& & current Alg to Families with Dependent Children programs
will ke replaced with 3 singlie block grany ro States. -

s spending on tash weliarxe will be capped for S vears, saving
waxpayere 57.€ billion. .

®  Grates will be probibicted from using federal tax doliazrs to:
(1] pay <asn walfare o mothavs undey 18 who have children
wur-of-wedliock; (2] give extra payment® to familiee thar have

) more childres while on welfare: and (3} pay cash welfare ro 2
aingle family for more than 5 years,

# delfare recipients must work to continue getting cash
paymencs after two years.

4 w.

» Arcund ten current faderal child care programs will be merged
into ansther bloek grant, achieving $3.6 billion in smavings.

® As with other block grants, States will be gilven enormsus
Flexibility o bstter gerve their resldenzsg, sinplify
Programs, and save LAXpAYerE money,

B Mcre than 24 curvent programe will be gombined into anctherx
block grant to help grates prorecrt neglected and abused
children, gaving nearly 54 billien over five vyears.

» Negleczed and abuged children will be fraed from federal

regulacions to realize guieker adoptions, mora

accountabillisy. ard fewer arbibvipyy BUige frem WaORingQLon.

9" by
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® As with other block Qrants, States will be required to send
information about ctheir programs to the federal government,
go we can figure cut what works.

® Druog addicts and alcchelics will .nc longer be considerad . - i
dissbled and therafore aligible for cash paymenca from 5S1.

®  Ap in the Contyast., non-citizens would no longer be
aligivle for most welfare programs. Exceptions will remain
for refugees and legal, long-term yesidants over 75; non-
cicizens will gtill gualify for education and training
programeé 8¢ trey can improve their iob preparabion to bhecsme
mexe productive fucure gitizens. '

& Spunsership provisions will be strsngthaned.

® 3O estimates these vrovieions will reduce walfare spending

. by abour 523 killion over § years (although much of this

uavingd will dccrus to Staces berause of the blazk grants
degerioad ahove). .

e
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Mainsteean Forvm BiLL

Individual Responsibility Act of 1995 - Summary

Title Iz o ma Limltad Transitional Assistance

Title I Makae Work Pay i
Title {1k The Work First Program irhe
Title IV: Family Responsibllity and improved Child Support En?ercemant e
Title V: Tean Pregnancy and Family Stabiiity

© Title VI Community Service
Tide Vil:  Program Simplification
Title VHll:  Financing

i Time-Limited Transiional Assistance: Imposing a tme limit on weifare
eligibility is the only way to fundamentalty change tha system from ong that writes
checks to one that puts pecple to work. The two-year lifetime, Work First tme-
limited assistance program will transform a system based on the right to income
maintenance into a system based on the obligation t¢ work. This time-limited
aszistance would be phased-in, beginning in FY 1897, when 16% of a state’s AFDC
families must participate in the program. This percentage increases to 20% in FY
1998, 24% in FY 1935, 28% in FY 2000, 32% in FY 2001, 40% in FY 2002, until
reaching 52% in FY 2003 and aach succesding fiscal year.

I Making Work Pay: The bill would ensure that a welfare recipient will be bertter
off economically by taking a job than by remaining on welfare. To do this, the
current disincentives within the system that make welfare more attractive than work
must be aliminated. There arg five vital components in this regard:

*Magith Care - Extended Transitional Medical assistance {TAM) from ong'to
WO years, .

* SITC - The bill would improve cutreach efforts to both recipients and
emplovyars to ensure that they make use of EITC, :

= *Child Care - Faderal funding for child care assistance would bs consolidated
into & single program under the Tite XX so¢ial sorvices block grant. States would be
required 1o submit one plan Yor all assistance under this program instead of be
required 10 comply with four different sets of federal regulations for ditferent tederal
child care programs. Tide XX is 2 tapped entitlement program without specific
authorization. A consolidated block grant of §1.2 billion g year would replace the At
Risk Child Care program and the 76% of the Chiid Care Daveloprment Block Grant
used for direct child carp assistance. Thers would be ap individual entittemant for
child care assistnance for individual participating in the Work First program or who
are leaving welfare. The Federal government would reimburse states for the cost of
the individual ontitiements at 70% or the Medicaid mmchmg fate pius ten percent,
whichaver is higher,
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*AFDC Waork Disregards - The AFDC benafit structure provides little financial
incentive to work harder and earn more. In general, a rise in éarnings is largsly
offset by a corresponding drop in AFDC benefits. As a result, walfare recipients who
try to work are only marginally better off than by remaining on welfare. The proposal
would allow states to liberalize the earned-income disregards within an established
faderal guideline.

*Asset Limitation - While work is a first step out of poverty, asset
accumulation is necessary 10 keep 2 person out of poverty. The proposal would
increase tha vehicle asset threshold t0 $5,000; increase the nen-vehicle asset
threshold for either AFDC or food stamps, capped a1 & level of $2,000 or up to
$8,000 for spacific use in setting up a microentarprise, purchase of a first homae, or
for higher education.

| Work First Program:  Ths bill would establish a WF program 10 move welfare
recipients off of welfare Into jobs. The WF program would be administered at the
stata level. Tha bill encouragas the states to tailor programs which maeet their
individual needs. Mowever, the bill also recognizes that states may not be abies 10
develonp a WF program immadiately. Thus, the bill establishes a Federal Model which
each State would usa until it devalops its own program. >

. The Federal modal is expected only to ba a transitional program until states
develop their own programs.

. States are raquiréd to submit their own programs within five years of the
anactment of this bill,

« . States could choose to adopt the Federal Mods! or adopt their own program
within the broad federal guidelines set n this bill that require states 1o place an
amphasis on placing individuals in private sactor employment.

Community Service - At the end of two ysars, if a welfare recipient has not found
tull-ime employment, he or she will no longer de eligible to receive AFDC, but the
state will have the option 0 provide a welfare recipient with a full-time {30 hours or
mora) community service job and/or have access to placement and support agencies

nd/or subsidized iobs as dascribed in the "Work First™ section. States may readmit

£ to 10% of their caseload who have not found employment after two years of the
Work First program and two year community service, gr those who left weifare after
finding amployment and were for¢ed 1o return but have no tme left on the clock. In
addition, states may pstition the Secretary of HHS t0 increase this percantage up to
15% if they maeat the economic hardship conditions set forth by the Secratary. All
recycled recipients will be resvaluated by a casewarker or case management team
and a new employability contract wiil be established.

o
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IV. Family Responsibility and Improved Child Support Enforcement: The goal of
the proposal Is to maintain and improve the child support program by prornoung the
benefits of two supportive and responsible parents.

. Establish in each state a central registry to streamline the current coilection
and distribution of child support by keepmg track of all support orders
registered in the state.

. improves interstate enforcement through the adoption of UIFSA and other
measures to make interstate enforcement more uniform.

. Establish hospital-based paternity by: requiring states to offer
paternity/parenting social services for new fathers; making benefits contingent
upon patarnity establishment (recipients provide full cooperation in establishing
paternity to receive benefits); require hospital based paternity estabhshment
for all single mothers. ‘

. Enforce child support through demanding and uncompromising punitive
measures for deadbeat parents including: strongly reinforcing direct income
withholding; requiring states to establish procedures under which liens can be
imposed against lottery winnings, gamblaer’s winnings, insurance settlements
and payouts, and other awards; and require non-compliant noncustodial
parents delinquent in their child support payments to enter a work program in
which they work to pay off benefits going to support their child.

V. Teen Pregnancy and Family Stabillty: The bill promotes individual reproductive
' responsibility by giving states the option to implement the family cap; -
requiring minor mothers to live with a responsible adult, preferably a parent;
supporting a national aducation campalgn to teach our children that children
who have children are at high-risk to endure long-term welfare dependency;
providing incentives for teen parents to stay in schoo!; providing funds for
states to create or expand programs for minor noncustod:al parants 10 promote
responsibility and work; and giving states the option of eliminating current
disincentives to marriage.

Vi Program Simplification: Streamiine the waiver process which is bureaucratic
and gives too much discration to the Secretary of HHS to deny state waivers simply
because they do not llke their program. In its place, the bill sets forth guidelines that
if the state plans meet, then it will be approved by the Secretary of HHS.

States bear a heavy administrative burden in implementing the AFDC and Food
Stamps programs, mainly because of complicated, inconsistent and rigid policies.

" The operation of these programs should be simplified by unifying the policies that
determine eligibility for these programs. The bill would simplify the application and
sligibility process for AFDC and Food Stamps. Some of the most time-consuming
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and difficult tasks in administering these programs are the inltlal procedure now
requirsd o take and process applications. Twenty specific pravisions are included in
this bill that will significantly improve this process. These include pravisions 1o unify
the application, daductions, eligibility, income, resourceas, certification and
racertification rules for AFDC and Food Stamps. .

VL 88! Reform: If Congress fails 10 act within 90 days after the submission of
the Slattery Commission Report, then funding for the children portion of SST will ba .
frozen at the FY 94 level,

VAl Financing: The plan would save $20.3 billion over five years by ending welfare
for most nongitizens except for amergéncy medical services. Examptions will be
made for refugees and agylees for six years after they arrive and noncitizens ovor
age 75 who have been legal rasidents for at least five years. It does not abandon
new immigrants, Hather, it mersly transfers respongsibility for their welfars from the
govarnment 0 whers it vuly belongs--their legal sponsors, the American citizens who
by law must endorse most lrrunigrants’ applications for citizenship based on the
promise that irmmigrants will not become public charges. Wae propose six billion
doflars of monetary assistance 10 states 10 be used under state discretion to aid their
immigrant populations who will be datrimentally affected by thig cut, in addition, we
propase to give states the authority to sue a sponsor if an immigrant applies for state
or local assistance and to mimic the federal government In donying state benefits 1o
noncitizens. .

The bill would raise $9 billion over five years by adding income from AFDC, Food
Stamps and housing assistance 1o taxable income so that a dollar from welfare isn't
worth more than a dollar fram work. The bill would increase EITC enforcement 10
raduce fraud in the program to save at least $3.5 billion over five years. 1Y would
make soveral other smaller c?zangas withilrs the waifaw system 10 save approximately
$2.5 billion over five years.

funding: The bill provides more funding for states to help meet the costs of the WF
program as well as the incroased caseload for child ¢care costs. For the WF program,
owr bill would have a seventy percent matching rate or the Medicaid matching rate +
ten porcent, whichover is higher for the states. Far Community Servics, our
matching rate would be seventy percont ma’&hing rate or Medicaid matching rate -!-
ten percent for tha Administrative costs, whichever is highar for state. For wages, |
would be the Medicaid matehing rate.
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Scholars Questlon Whether Welfare Shift Is Reform

ﬁo;ma! for State Block Grants Viewed as L{I»ely to Cat Spending, but Not Bureaucmcy

%Ry }miﬁh Havcmam
Washington Past S Wrkey

izkv a surprise’ front-runser in a
pnmazy who is suddenty subjected
to a barrage of embarnssing ques-
tions, the concept of lurning over
weifare to the states is'coming un-
der . irense scrutiny from ¢ritics on
both sides of the political aisie.

lix March, House Republizans ap-
provest a plan 1o dum over welfare
pngmswtlwﬁ{}smmswnhhm
sum payments, or block grants, 1o’
pay for them, Such 3 move would
* constitute 4 eructal shift m the phi-

“losophy underlying the programs.-

The inajor welfare programs now
are entitlements—federal guaran-
tees of benefits to every cligible
Amertican who apphies, no matter
what the cost. The House bill wipes
out those guarantees, allowing each
state 1o determine who should be eli-
fible for aid and for how long. Funds
egsentially would Zze frozen for five
yeéass,

" Bick grants have se much Sug
port in the Senate that somo aides -
~ think they could pass tomngrow,.

Even President Clinton, while de-
_nouncing the House bill, has refused .
< $n say flatly that he would vets a bill

that would turn gver welfarz pro-
_ grams to the stares as block grants, |
. But some scholars are questioning
" whether the block grant proposals
" before Congress represeat mfom
o bzx:k-;mng .

“The weifsre reform detme does. .
not seem o e grappling with vhe is-
sues of rvadical redesign of welare
poficy,” saiy Annz Kondratas, cedder

felioww at the Hudson !nstmzte, A con-
servalive Washingtos think taok.
“Block»gmmmg everything in sight”
is “kicking the ;}mézlcm dowm to ihe
states to sofve”
“Today's block gmzzs are an instey-
ment of budget-cutting,” said George

E. Peterson, sénior feflow at the Ur- .

ban Institute, a iberal think tank. Cu:-
rent block grant proposals have a sin-
gle common goal, Petersen’ salé
“Hmiting federal budgetary exposure
House Speaker Mewt Gmgns:& ®-

Ga)hassa:dhefambkxkgrmsas
3 way o unleash *51 state experi-
meénts” {counting the Districd) and to

- 1ove the design of programs for the
poor closer to the people who have fo ™ -

pay for them. The concept of black

'gmatsgam&nmnmnas]egxssa»

tors began to appreciate the cost-Cnt-
ting passibifities of such 3 move. The

Congressional Budget Offioe has esti- -

mated that, under the measure passed
by the House, the government would
spend $66 biflion less on welfare pro-

. - grams over five years than &t would

spend under current aw,
The prospect of saving that much

.‘money by overhading 3 welfare sys-
tein that the American public ranks .
a5 one of its three top priorities for -
reform Bas attracted even greater

| SIEE e

support for the House measure, -
Kondratas, whn ran the Commni-
ty- Development Block . Grant pro-

gram at the Department of Housing

and Urban Development during the
o Busly administration; s well as.the
" food . stamp and women and infant
nutrition programs-in-the Agriculk

ture Department during two years -
of the Resgan administration, saud

t block grants would be difficult,
i not immlbie. o pat into effect
by next Octoher, whea the House

il would take effect,.

*Taking into considerntion the -
mense legislative; regulatory and ad-
ministrative’ effort reguired to turn
everything around so dramaticatly
v« o, 8 would be prudent to change
ont: i?%wg at a time,” she said.

“If the purpose’ of tmmhéama 15
for simplification,” she added, that

" would be accomplished more easily
ztﬂzefodcmlie%l.ﬁsafnm&rm

gram administrator, “1 can conti-

Kondratas questmnesi whether
Congress is seeking to funnel money
1o the states now because it consid-
ers them more responsible than the
foderal government or merely be-
cause s0 many stale governsneats
are Republican. Thirty states now
have: Republican goverrors.

. “As z Republican and one of the
des:gners of President Nivon's brand
of ‘new federalism’ 20 vears ago. |

tute of
Gow"mmlz at the S%zsze MVeTSItY

A“Ibeﬁmmrelymghemiymm

: states in many felds of domestic pod-

icy,” he said, *But ] worry that a

- chulish -competition among the

'states to push out and panish. the
poar would result fwm devolwng
welfare to the states.”

Kondratas and Nathan ace not alone
in their coneerns about block grants.

dently state that block g will
cﬁrfaia!y not re«iu‘w bureangracy

Paul E. Peterson, professor of

goverament &t Harvard, wrote in |

the spring edition of the Brookings
Review that “despite the. intent of
today’s congressional Republcans to
Lransfer welfare policy 1o the states,

are ing pither mare suited for

e gmore capahle of sach policy”

© Peterson wrote that while the per-
centage of national governmental
spesifing on helping the disabled, un-
employed, sk, poor and eiderly has
more than doubled in approximately
the [ast 28 years, state spending hag

edwi v oly s?zgixt}- in lhe same pe-

Smce 19749, i’ewrmn added, .
*stateSTove BECH i Sometunp.of 4

taf€ 1o 1oWwer welare benelits for
- fedr benelits fmmact

Poor S ot IHES RS~
g soclal spending and pechaps trig-
gering an exodus of taxpayers.” |

“States have demonstrated that

they are increasingly incapable of

sustaining wellare bepefits in an ev-
er more integrated economy,” he
wrote, and in recent vesrs “state
proposals to reform welfare have
generally taken the form nf redug-
hons in welfare assistance.”

Critics of block grants also point

"{o the history of the social services

block grant program passed in 1081
ubder President Ronald Reagan.
When several social services pro-
grams like child care were combised

into a-block grant, ﬁwdmg_u{au:a:z ‘

“26 percent the firgt vear.

¥y the spending fevel is $l§%€ .
nmitlfon k:wer than it was 14 years ago, .

¥

‘[mf}] n

o
-

1
i

1674d M

PO

[iaTad]
-y h

Sy 1t

NS


http:Reptlblk.an

el
)

R ERU KR LR R T B oo (%ﬁu@ , o
1 - } 3

— mm ‘ WQQ,LM THE PREGIDENT HAS SEE! /

_.___I}rm\s;;"i" - uw‘é m& BR 1 FING
PRHCY INSHHHE mmwm
March 2, 1095
WORK FIRST:

A Proposal to Repiace Welfm With an Employment System

By will Kmhall, Ed Kilgore, and Lyn A. Hogan

With each passing day, it bewmw clearer that welfare refurm cannot be -
achieved by the old Democratic prescyiptions or the new Republican nostrums. Thus
fur, naither gids har produced a plan that mests the goal overwhelmingly aupported
by the Amorican public: helping welfare rétipienta schiave self-sufciency tln'ough
work. This conceptual paper is intended tv fill that crucial gap.

. Preaident Clinton's 1984 welfare reform proposal get the right goal bnz ‘did not
chart a clear path to reach it. By imposing a two-yesr timit on unconditional cash
assistance, the plan endad welfare’s status 4s 8 permancnt entitioment and created &

pcmurfful mcmﬁve for m rmpimta to wax% But tJle Mﬂ“ﬂmmt

e T T wais] : * N ol il PEAEMILIe N Inﬂwa.d ig

med and even exmde& the matmg Weifm bmaumcy, pumping more

mmy into aducation and training programs that have largely failed to connect
welfare recipients to the world of work and responaibility. While the Clintwn plan
a&‘emd ataten significant new iaﬁtude to pursus previuualy mwd reforw.a without .

Though GOP luadurs disuiss (he President’s proposal as insufficantly bold,
they cannot gven achieve agreament on the objective of walfare reform. Republican
offorts to craft Iemalatitm will gither succumb to intornal divisiens—or achisva unity
at the axpanse of genuine reform. In sither avent, Congress noeds a clearly focumod
alternative that builds om public support for work-based welfare reform and supplies
the resources and incextives to make it happen.

A BRepublican Retreat From Work-Based Reform

Some Ropublicans support work-based welfare raform in principle; othory
accapt the niore cuulreversisl premise that discouraging illegitimate births by cutting
off benefits 1 unwed toon mothers will break the cycle of welfare dependence. Still

The Peogrevsive Policy Iastitute 518 O Sneer, NE, Warkingtns, D0, 20002 F027547-0001
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other GOP leaders, especially among governors, oppose any national reform of the
welfare system, contending that states should take the lead with 3 minimum of
faderal gwidance, Meanwhile, all three Republican perspectives on welfare reform are
cramped by short-range fedsral budgetary concerns, including the need to generate
-aavings to pay for promised tax cuts snd defonse spending.increases,

., The wellre block grant proposal suncunced in early January by Bouse and
Senate GOP leaders ap m&mared to endorss the Republican governors sirategy for -
raform, explicitly abandoning any national goal for welfare reform other than
reduead federal spending and total lntitade for atates. Moreover, the proposal
repudiated national work-based reform by freexing faderal funding for welfavs.
related sarvices such as food and nutrition, child care, and employment and
training--all key building blocks for any strategy to "make work pay” for welfare
recipients.

But the various Houss sommitices charged with implementing thc overall
block grant plan are steadily subverting the promised etate flexibility by insarting s
mixed bag of negative prescriptions, including the Contract With America’s ban on
aid to lagal immigrants and unwaed teen mothers, and weak and {li-definad work
ta. St minging in the GOP prapcml is any clear and positive national
blunpﬁnt for reform.

Thus, sven in the supposedly focused and diaciplined ﬁmma, Republicans
cannot praduce a logically compelling or internally consiatent welfare reform
packags. The amorphona legislative product will likely be "block grants” without:
fexibility, and an assault on benofits for immigrants and illegitimate children that
may not survive the Benate—~with only a rhelorical nod toward work without any of
the resources or ruechanisms neaded to make work available,

The ona element of the Republican packags that will undoubtedly emerge
unscathed is the block grant funding prindiple: converting welfars-related programs
from sntitlements w discretionary programs with funding lavels arbiwarily frozen. In
the absence of any national commitment to ﬁmdmantal change in the welfm
system, this atep mments httie more than & shift of.pawa e
3t - ot neap, The dismal rwuizm likely to ba

Refocusing Welfare Reform on Work

Walfare reform is too critieal a task to be sacrificed to Republivan disunity on
goals, or Republican expediency on tost. But the President's 1894 proposal, welsome
as it was s 8 slep Wwward wcxka-baaed refhm, 1a an inadequaw alternative that
43P iiaawofew fare recipients : %d

: Y




The Progreasive Policy Inatitute (FPI) Work First pian aima to convert weifare
into an amploymant aystem through threo main steps:

{1} Abolish boih Job Opportunities snd Baaic Skills (JOBS8)the primary
fadersl education und training program for weifare recipients, created by the 1988
Family Support Act-and Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), and
substitute a Work First employment syster that would establish as national policy
that: (a) unsubsaidizsed private sector work is the goal for public assistance reqipionts;
(b) imunedinte work experience, not participation in education and kaining programs,
is the bast preparation for permanent employment for the vast majority of welfare
recipdants; and (¢} all recipients of public assistance should perform some work, with
community service a8 a fallback. ixz eﬁ'act, ths time HEmit for incoma maintsnance
would be zero.

(2) Pool AFDC and JOBS ﬁ:nding,»calculated by the current formula but with
a single match rate, to create a performance-based grant that offers financial _
mwm'da to atates that succeed in placing and keeping weolfare racipionts in full-time,
unsubsidised private sector jobe.

{8) Give states ﬁmm:iﬁl mﬁm to onvert 8 pcrzzozz f:f their smployment -

&vorkmmy use to purchase welfare-to-work sorviccs, Sueh gervices would comprise
Jobs placewuoul and supporl, rather than vdugutivn and training, By putting
purchaging power directly in the handa of welfars recipienta, vouchers would help
stimulate a competitive market for job placement and draw private as wall as public
investment.

The PPI proposal promotes real devolution of decision-making on welfars
raﬁ::m, nat phony davoiuﬁun by bluck gTar ts Om- TooTe m:i:.ca! altematwa

pien
" This appmach supplies unprecadented flexibility to respond to local economic
conditionz and program characteristics; morsover, it slso gives the foderal
government a potent lever for reinventing socisl policy in ways consistent with the
broad public consensus fr programs based on work and reciprocal maponnhmty. ,

By abolishing the existing AFDC and JOBS programa, this proposal alm
simplifies the task of work.based walfare reform. Able-bodiad recipients would no
szg& be entitled to cash aasistance or specific education and training services for
any length of time. By requiring recipients to pursus privete ssctor job.
pportunities—and whera nacassary, community service work—as soon ag possibla,

3
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the new system ronders such mcn-formng devices as time Hinits iess a@zﬁeam,‘k’wzq
© and perkaps even redundant. The presumption would be that the proper time limit

for income maintenance or education ang training prior to job placement is not two %(
years or five yeava hut zero. In addition, the propoaal would allow statss to begin 5
addressing the "missing link" in welfare reform-—absent fathers—by offering job vy
placament services to noncustodial parents es part n{‘ an overall effort to create non-

weolfire atreams of family income. ;

e

" The "Work Firet Architectura

The first step in work-based wellaxe reform is W put work first, changing the
current system’s incentives to make permanent employment in private sector joba

the pararagunt and immediate goal for every ablo-bodied recipient of public
asgiatance, with aarious mmunity service work as a fallback Optimz when

LOCHIBAYY,

Many mﬁng reform plans would expand sducation and training by
mcreaning funding for JOBE. Yet careful, intensive studies conducted by the
Manpower Demonatration Ressarch Corp. and other reputable research groups have
concluded that edusation and trainiag programs produce culy margical results, at
best modeatly inereasing earnings and dmasmg welfare costs. A revent Genera}

wphmn&mm&mw on participafion requirements than on

1 gething recipiants joba. The research alsn shows that pz‘ogramn that $tress work and
pintein atvang Hios with the privats segter producs betis

Im&:"c“alifomia’a wm‘k-focumé Greal.ur Aw:maa F‘or Independence (GAIK ’}

program accounts for 18 percent af all job placements while serving only 4 percant of

the atate’s caseload,

~

Private organizations are raixxforaﬁng *" .0 caso for eniphasizing job plmmant
: over sducation and trairdng. Bxamplea ingiide nonprofil urgunizationsisuch as
% ( Project Match 1n Chicago, 2a well a3 Americs Works, 2 for-profit company that bas

placad more ;000 wilfars Tecipients in private jobs at various sites around the
sountry. The Work Firat aystam mmawm & healthy competition in welfarsto-work
services among public as well o8 private ontities, Other opticos might include

. : umgarg subsidizing private and public secior jobs with cash and food atamp
—hé’ bénefits paid out a8 » wage as Oregon has done in it JOBS Plus program, and

converting job tta:mng funds to loans for a:imhumnesm

The Work Wirst Employmem Bystom is bm on the premise that the vast
majority of those recaiving welfure ure capable of working If given the cpportunity.
. Too many walfare recipients are shunted through ineffective education and training
programs, or, worse, given nothing but a check and the opton to sit at home. The

ay%zam must change. The Work 'E‘u-at systom requireu that evazyma wha san work,
will work, :
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] 'Pha Work Firet philosopity asgumes that inbor markets can absori weifare
recipients if the right supports and links to employers are in place. According 10
Gary Burtless, a prominent labor market economist with the Brookings Institution:

. 7 With roughly 7 million jobless workers, even at fll employment, is it plausible
ta expest employers could offer an additional 2-3 dllion jobs for AFDC
recipienta favced to leava the welfars rolls? Wt lahor
aconomists probably hai_mthnw this question.is "Yes,"

Emg}ayez'a can accommodate a new su ty of lowsskill, low-cost labor, But ws
betwsen this Hofential demand snd

the welfare recipients that can supply it.
The following elements make up a Work First Employment Systom:

. The new smployment system would replace the AFDC and JOBS programs,
' converting funding for thoss programa--with additional federal money
'y, allocated by Congress-——into a singls flaxihla, parformance-based grant that
allows statos %o design individual benafit packeges targnw& to what sach
@mpmnt needs to quickly enter the workforce.

*  Tha new system wondd give atates flexibility to deai,gn syatems thaz put-
maximum pressure on welfare racipiants to seek employment, but it would bar
them from preemptively disqualifying any category of recipionts aurrently
gligible for aid, ipcluding teen wothera and immigrants. However, states
would have the latitude t0 maks receipt of assistance conditioned on ‘
compliance with its rulas (e g. sanctions for nonwork, time limits; e’sc,}

. The prml of mey to ba used for the empioyment system would bs aiiaeatsd to
‘ ing 8 new single-wmatel )0 percent or the &iedimdmﬂah
YO i8 bagh . The federal match rate for miplementing job ’
het programs would be set at a higher level fo ancourage states
to pursue vouchery over other strategias, thus increasing the match rate fa«r
Hars put into vouchers. Statos would reosive » cash bonos squivalent to six
" wmonths of fderal funding (l.e., suviogs) fur exch welfurs recipicnt placed i an
unsubsidized full-time, private sector job for aix manths, They could reinvest
this pool of savings in job placement vouchers or other incentives such as cash
honuges to recipionts who find and azay in private jobs and to aaseworkars who
excel in job placmt )

'Y Applicants for gid would apply at a government office and be evalussed by &

caseworker or cage team to determine individual needs. A screening procass
would divert those deamed immediately smployeble from the Work Fivet
system. No unconditional aid would be granted. At any point, a recipient who
turns down a private Bsctor or community service job would be denied access
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to further employment services, Saverely dissbied appiicants ceemed
unamployable would be moved to the SBupplemental Security Income program.

{1}  Those with shart-term, one-time smergencies and immediate x
ampleyment prospects would recsive Temporary Emergency Aid {also
cailed "grant diversion”). Applicanta would recefve u une-iiwe cash grant

" to cope with an amergency such as car trouble or overdue vent. If these
recipients fre detarmined to be in need of further assistance, they will
antor the Work First Employment System at a reduced or 2evo beneflt
rate for a number of months determined by the state ss adequats to
repay the emargancy grant. Modeled after Utal's grant diversiva
program, this approach aims to prevent people from unnecessarily

. entering tha new employment system.

{8) Those not diverted would enter the employment aystem. States could
require those entering ths Work First system to engage in intensive job
search before taking advantage of placemeant and support services.
Recipients would gign an "smployability contract” charting their
individual paths to self-sufficlancy through private aector work, A-
relatively small percentage of recipionts will not be job-ready:

M those wit;}; aaricua drug or aitm}wl pwbiema *
Allhat the lsatcatazary may b6 referted & mmm thaz

muiing, training, or other servicss. szt mmymze even if they
are not ready fur private job placement, should perform some ,
community service work,

{8) The Work First emplovment systam ’i‘?ﬁlﬁd offer job placement servicas,
but not cash asgistanoe, tc the fathers of AFDC children {on the
sondition that, once sropleyed, the fathers meet thair child support’
vbligations). In sddition, mothers could agree « give thelr place in the

syamwfaﬁzers,iaamp thayamm@mgwataymmer
ar yaunita.

A stato could chooss to refer mc:p;enia to mtb&r private intermediaries

offering job placemenz and support mf:as or to state employment cffices
offering similar smms

Privata nonprofit and for-profit intermediaries and state offices would offer
subsidized private sector work experivncs, job placement, and support services
as needad, always with the'goal of moving a recipient into full-time private
sector work, Placement and support organizations would receive payment in
full for performance only; for example, onea a recipient has been pluced ond
retoined in a full-time, unsubsidized jobs for six months, sne-third might be
paid to the intermediary upen thyes wwutle of jub reluxidvu, with the

g
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remaining two-thirds paid upon six months of job retention. State employment
sgatcies could provide job placement and support services in competition with
private intermediaries. Job placsment organizations, whather privats or
publiz, would have a strong job development component as well as follow-up
Rupport services to help peopls stay in their joba.

Job Plarement Vouchers -

By giving job placement vouchers directly to recipients, statas could tap into
and build a growing market for public and privats agencies providing placement and
support servicas. - o . )

Job placemsent vouchars can reduce costs, improve service delivery, shrink

. buresucracy, and most importantly, empower low-incoma and unereplayed Ansericans
by giving theo the resoursea to choose theiy own providers whers smd when they
nesd a particular service. The job placament voucher propoasl is aimad st o
significantly cutting long-term public costs by moving ihoss on public assistance into
productive private sector joba. A strong federsi commitment to a feasibla job
placement strategy ie much more cost-effective than any short-term block-and-cut
approach that abandens faderal responsihility for welfire reform without supplying
{ncentives to work. » . ' ,

States would individually set their voucher rates and develop & list of gervics
providars eligible to redeem tha vouchera--~inciuding plasement agendes and private
employers, The list would be roade available to welfare recipienta who enter the
employmant system and have completad intensive job search. Recipiants wonld use
the lists to make their sarvice choicos. A veuchsr would offer recipionta quick access

, to placsment and suppert agencies such as: Americs Works in Now York; the 3dod

* “ Will Jub Connection in Sarasots, Florida, high performance, state-ran job placsment - -

‘ programa such a8 the CADN initiative in Riversids, Californis; temporary privats -
sector work experience supplied by employers and subsidized with ineorve assistance
and a cashed-out food stamp benefit; mioroentarpriss training programs, and other
smployment-hased services.

In & full-fladged application of the voucher approach, state welfare
burasucracies could be transformed into agenta for job placsment in two ways: by
performance incentives sccompanying federal funds, and by dirsct competition with
private providers for voucher benefits. -

Mditional Elemants of s Work First Strategy for Welfars Reform

-a,'mmmchawnxmmmammmmmmm :
and sducation and training to job placemant, several othoer staps are necessary to an
overall Work Fime sirategy. First, we must make work pay mors than welfsrs, and
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aww%wmmmﬁrmo{wmeﬁmmnﬁwmtmm‘mmgchow
appronches that maks public sssistance more atiractive than private soctor jobs.

MethMNzWamﬁwamawm
thousands of dollars mors than & Aull-ime minimum wags job, Asset limits and
wolfure reductions for aarmed incoms penalize work and savings. To enaure thas
wark, not welfars, is the rational choles for men and women slike, even sniry lovel .
jobe roust nlways wymm&anﬁsapamgsofwﬁiah}»ewmmu Raistag
the minimum wage, howavaer, is the wrong answer, since most minimum wage

mmdo not live iapmrfamiliu nammmmmzmmm

Smﬁ. we must develop an empotverment airotegy to stn the poer to

build mn&i capacitien and assets, replacing the paternalistic welfare hureaucracy -

o8 the ,pmxzary source of income in impoverished aamunitias. To encourage asset-
sspove herriars to assst bu;ll . sush

t{oaianiy é—wim Liks Individual Ratimment Acsounte for
tira mi:izlk eias:, 10 As wonld be tex-favored, apnusl contributiona waed only for
sollege, home swnership, retivement, and small business start-up. Individual
contributisns could be matched by mmaz, ehma somounity groups,
businssses, and unions.

With adaquats aanet lovals in Dlace, we can pursue policies such as -
wicrosntarprise that promota asli-employment by making loass fr emall business.
Based on successful landing projects in developing countries, US. microsnterprise

ventures tap the latent eatreprensurial talents efpcw people, apadsliy worsan, whe
fave lmited options in formal labor markets.

Thivd, we must improva child support enﬂmmmt, both to supply non-
welfare streams of insome to children on publie assiatance and to rainfores the
raponﬁhiﬁﬁu and benafits nfparennbcad, aspecially among fathers of childran on

Amarica’s poor children dssarve the support of both parents. Yet governmant
estimates show that families actually collect less than ane-third of the court-ordered
payments to which thay are entitled. Toughaning child support enforcement and
aiiawingmmkm to keep a larger shars of child support payments should
dramatically ineronse collections. This will reduce public welfare costs and give
mothers ancther scurce of incoms, o that even pari-time work may be enough to lift
tham gut of povarty. PPl's Work Piret stratagy watziei wqm mzhm o satzbhzh

8

- e

L ]


http:miniuu.1m

L ohp-ipny iy
PRI S N S , . 215
g

paiarznty at Girth as a condition for receiving puniic aasisiance, improve mlimbon
and snforcoment of child suppert orders, and offer access to the woployment system
{(but not cash banefite) for those m«warhng fathars who are dehnqmm in their
child support paymenta.

Fourth, we muat adopt a compm&miw wfrategy to prevent teen ¢
pramncy—-comlnm unambiguous condemnation of rrespunsible child-bearing
with community-based solutions that strengthen and support familiss and reinforce
campponity values,

PPI usrges leaders in public and civic life, as well ag in the medie, to laundh a
nationa) campaign to spread the message that it is morally wrung for teenagers to
have children they cannot support financially or emotionally, We would reinforea
that message with policy changea that end unconditional public assistance for
wa& m mothsrs, hold faﬂuu aceountabls to their children, and ansure mare .

; . pugishs sl predators. At the same time, wo should
tb 3 new pet af ‘ ..,«_ incentives fur young .

i, .'f;.':-‘." Thili q‘t\%
enmmnmt& and prmdethaaﬁuctnre and discpline they ztaed to ﬁmﬁh school and
raise thoir children. This would provids an altsrnative to teen mothers’ setting up
separate housshkls ur resgaining in their parents’ homes if those homea are unsafe

or unstable, But it would stop short of punishing teen mothers by denying them
public supports altogether, as House Republicans have proposed,

B

Conclusion

(*enuine welfare reform can ocour in this Congress, but only if the debate is
refocused on work-based reform and practical ways to link welfare recipients with
real-life work options. The Work First Ermploymant Systam is designed to turn the
incantives of the current system insids out. It would make private sector work the
primary objsctive for buth recipients and states, giving states accountable
parformance standards but greas flexibility in aah:levmg them. If implemented in the
context of an overall Work First strategy, the new systern could help deconstruct
welfore and build a new empawsrment aixatagy for pnor communities and their
citizena,

Will Marshall is President, Ed Kilgore is Senior Fellow, and Lyn A. Hogan-is the
Sovial Policy Analyst, of the Progressive Policy Ingtitute.
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Existing AFIC and JOBS programs would be abolished
and reploced by a single performance.based grant offering
financial vowards to states that suncoceed in placing and.
kevping recipients in private secior jobs,

All who wonld be eligible for the AFDC systom under
current ralas would remain sligible, including teen
mothers and legal immigrants; states could offer
noacustodial fathers Job placement and support :mMneﬁ
but nos cash henefits,

Statas would recsive Mdn previously available through
AFDC and JOBS under a now match rate of 60 percent or
the state Medicald match rate, whichever is higher, as long
as 8 Work First system is designed.

Those deemaed oligible for help would enter and remain in
the employrent cystem until they are placed Ia a private
sector job; states would be given an optian to adopt &
"grant diversion” program of & onetime emergency

_ payment to those with immediate employment

opportunities needing cnly temporary assistance to see’
them through their emergency. States could require a job .
search before offering placement opportunities to
recipients wiho are not "diverted” from the ayatein.

Any funds used by states to endow job placement voushers
would be matehed at o higher rate, plus states would
recelve six months worth of foregone federal payments
e, savings) for each full-time unsubsidixed job
placement, as long as each reciplent is placed and retained

in the job for six months.

States could at any point require community service work
from recipients enrolled in the Work First Employment

1
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222 Exeter Place
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DeMN Bill, , _

Thank you for the nice note, what a surprise, Jloved it! 9 hope you
realize how wonderful those little notes are & how powerfull, S knew it
had to be a good week when it started with mail from the thre House.
St was a little siice of heaves, :

Of course, Id e delignted to help with your efforts in welfare reform in
anig Way possivle. Please let me know what Y can do. S definitely
lended ont miy feet aftef what conld nave been a downward spival. I
thougnt of public assis tance us sort of like using candies when the
glectricity goes out. Until you get the new fuses, candie light is great, but
you cari'’t itarinate the rest of your life with it. Jortunately, 9 kview the
future held something better for me. U dicvr't kmow what it would be, bt
G had a vision of a better life. I believe that having a vision is a key
element to people pudlig themseﬁzm out of pavzﬂg
g im:we lots of ideas or the subject. Fwon't take your time now. I'm so
delighted to hear from you, and to know that mail gets to you.. What a
treati!

' at your service.

Sincerely,

i
fidy Nelsen



